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Abstract

The Structure of Dharmakirti’s Philosophy:
A Study of Object-Cognition in the Perception Chapter (pratyaksapariccheda) of the
Pramanasamuccaya, the Pramanavarttika, and Their Earliest Commentaries

By Alexander Yiannopoulos

This dissertation examines the theory of perceptual cognition laid out by the 7" century Buddhist
scholar, Dharmakirti, in his magnum opus, the Pramanavarttika. Like most theories of
perception, both ancient and modern, the sensory cognition of ordinary objects is a topic of
primary concern. Unlike other theorists, however, Dharmakirti advances a technical definition of
“perception” as a cognition which is both nonconceptual and non-erroneous. Dharmakirti’s
definition of perception is thereby deliberately inclusive of three additional types of “perceptual”
cognition, in addition to veridical sensory awareness: the nonconceptual mental apprehension of
an immediately-preceding cognition (“mental perception”), the vivid appearance of
soteriologically efficacious objects of contemplative practice (“yogic perception”), and the sheer
unmediated presence of the contents of cognition—whatever these might be—to the cognizing
mind (“reflexive awareness”). Through the logical examination of what it means to be aware of
an object, Dharmakirti demonstrates that the awareness of an object is just the awareness of a
phenomenal form or cognitive image produced by that object. Pursuing this analysis further,
however, Dharmakirti argues that the very notion of an object of cognition that exists
“externally” or outside the mind is incoherent. Additionally, Dharmakirti maintains that the
phenomenological structure of subject and object—that is, the “first-personal” sense of one’s
own cognitions as pertaining to oneself (‘“for-me-ness”), together with the inseparably
concomitant sense that the objects of cognition exist “out there” in an extramental world—is
strictly a form of cognitive error. Therefore, because ordinary sensory cognition is inherently
structured by this subject-object duality, ordinary sensory cognition must in the final analysis be
understood as erroneous. According to Dharmakirti, in other words, ultimately only the nondual
“luminosity” of reflexive awareness is genuinely perceptual, because only reflexive awareness is
undistorted by nature. In this way, Dharmakirti’s epistemology provides a theoretical foundation
for the advanced nondual contemplative practices of Indian and Tibetan Buddhism, particularly
Mahamudra and rDzogs chen.
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All phenomena are the mind’s manifestations.
As for the mind: there is no “mind.” It is empty of mind’s self-nature.

Empty and uninterrupted, it can appear as anything.
Having investigated well, may we discern the fundamental basis (a@sraya).

Subjective appearance (svabhasa), not experienced as it truly exists, is mistaken for an object.
Under the power of ignorance, reflexive awareness is mistaken for a ‘self.’

Under the power of duality, we wander in the expanse of samsara.

May we cut through the root of ignorance and delusion.

—from the “Aspiration of Mahamudra,” by the Third Karmapa, Rangjung Dorje
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His noble and profound form has shaken off the net of conceptuality;
Homage to Samantabhadra, whose radiance shines everywhere!

—Dharmakirti, Pramanavarttika 1.1



Introduction

Nearly a century has passed since the publication of Fyodor Shcherbatskoi’s (1930) Buddhist Logic
inaugurated the modern study of Buddhist pramana literature. Over that span, our knowledge and
understanding of this literature has greatly increased. The pioneering work of trailblazing
luminaries such as Erich Frauwallner and Ernst Steinkellner has since been complemented by the
efforts of many scholars, indeed far too many to name individually here, who have dramatically
expanded both the breadth of our access to and the depth of our comprehension of that literature.!
Additionally, original Sanskrit manuscripts of many texts long believed to be no longer extant in
the language of their composition have been discovered and edited by Rahula Sankrtyayana,
Giuseppe Tucci, Ernst Steinkellner, and others. Thus, our knowledge of the Buddhist pramana
tradition advanced to the point that, by the turn of the twenty-first century, scholars of this literature
no longer labored within an obscure backwater of academic inquiry, but were engaging in
sophisticated dialogue with other disciplines including not just philosophy but linguistics and
cognitive science as well.

Nevertheless, a most curious lacuna has stubbornly persisted throughout these decades of
research. Due, no doubt, at least in part to the mid-twentieth-century “linguistic turn” in the
Western philosophical tradition, which saw a great deal of emphasis placed on the structure of

formal logic in relation to language, the study of Buddhist pramana literature followed suit. This

!'In recognition of the central importance of this type of editorial work, Sanskrit texts that are available in critical (or
“close enough to critical”) editions have been cited according to the editor. Primarily, this applies to Tosaki (1979)
and (1985) for the PV; Steinkellner (2005a) for the PS(V); and Steinkellner (2005b) for the PST. By contrast, citations
of Devendrabuddhi’s PVP and Sakyabuddhi’s PVT treat the translations in the Tengyur (dpe bsdur edition) as primary
sources. When, for philological reasons, particular attention is drawn to the Tibetan manuscript itself, reference is
made to the PSTr, PVPr, and PVTr.



emphasis on pramana as “Indian logic” was likely also due to contingent historical factors, such
as India’s achievement of independence in 1947; midcentury scholars of Indian philosophy,
perhaps most notably B.K. Matilal, were eager to demonstrate that the classical Indian discourse
concerning logical analysis was at least as sophisticated as the modern English-language treatises
of G.E. Moore and Bertrand Russell. And then there is the highly relevant fact that, by volume,
Buddhist pramana literature is perhaps more concerned with the proper structure and formation of
syllogisms and inferences than it is with any other single topic.

In the 1960s and 1970s, building on the work of Masatoshi Nagatomi and others, Shoryu
Katsura and Hiromasa Tosaki produced extremely important work on the epistemological side of
Buddhist pramana theory, including the latter’s Japanese-language translation of the entire, third,
Perception Chapter (pratyaksapariccheda) of Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika (PV). But the
barrier between Japanese and European languages, and the general conditions of scholarship,
resulted in a situation where, as the study of Buddhist pramana literature became more or less
subsumed under the category of “Buddhist logic,” the study of the other topics treated in this
literature—particularly epistemology and eleutheriology>—languished.

In particular, prior to the turn of the twenty-first century, there had been within European-
language scholarship only limited and sporadic treatment of the Buddhist theory of perception as
laid out in the foundational texts of Indian Buddhist pramdana theory, the Pramanasamuccaya (PS)
and Pramanasamuccayavrtti (PSV) of Dinnaga (ca. 475-550), and its voluminous expansion by

Dharmakirti (ca. 625-675), the Pramanavarttika (PV). Notwithstanding Tillman Vetter’s 1964

2 Although perhaps an awkward neologism, I adopt the term “eleutheriology,” rather than “soteriology,” for the simple
reason that the ultimate teleological goal in the Buddhist tradition is framed in terms of liberation or freedom (Sanskrit
moksa, hence Greek eleutheria), rather than “salvation” construed in terms of the activity of a “savior” (Greek sotér).



German translation of the Perception Chapter of Dharmakirti’s Pramanaviniscaya (PVin)—an
admirable effort, particularly considering that, like Masaaki Hattori’s 1968 translation of PS(V) 1
into English, it was almost entirely based on the Tibetan translation from the Tengyur—it was not
until the 1980s and 1990s that this unfortunate situation began to be rectified, with the foundational
epistemological studies of pramana literature undertaken by Eli Franco and Birgit Kellner. The
publication of the Proceedings of the Second International Dharmakirti Conference in Vienna
(1991), Dreyfus (1997), and Dunne (2004), were all similarly revolutionary for the field of
academic Buddhist studies, as they delved deep into the epistemological side of the literature.
Yet it is surely no slight on the tremendous accomplishment that these works represent, nor
on the subsequent scholarship that has followed in their wake, to note that engagement with
Dharmakirti’s epistemology has tended to remain narrowly circumscribed about his most basic,
External Realist (bahyarthavada) or “Sautrantika” * account of the perceptual process.
Examinations of Dharmakirti’s Epistemic Idealist (antarjiieyavdada) or “Yogacara™* perspective,
by contrast, have been practically nonexistent. And it is a simple matter of fact that, again, nearly
a hundred years after Shcherbatskoi, there still exists no complete European-language translation
or study of the PV’s third, Perception Chapter (pratyaksapariccheda). As Eltschinger (2016, 39)

aptly notes, without any hint of overstatement, “the bulky third chapter of Dharmakirti’s PV

3 Although Dharmakirti’s baseline epistemological position, which (unlike his final idealistic position) admits of
“external” (bahya) or extramental objects, was clearly derived in large part from the Sautrantika tradition of Buddhist
intellectual discourse, it is nevertheless important to avoid entirely conflating these two positions. Dharmakirti himself
never refers to this position as “Sautrantika,” and his earliest commentators only very rarely do so, typically preferring
the designation bahyarthavada. The precise nature of the relationship between Dharmakirti’s bahyarthavada and the
Sautrantika tradition as it existed in his time is something of an open intellectual-historical question. Three primary
sites of potentially major divergence between Dharmakirti’s External Realist position and the historical Sautrantika
lineage are identified below. See below, note 58 of this Introduction; and Chapter 5, note 178.

4 Like the External Realist (ba@hyarthavada) position, which Dharmakirti never refers to by name as “Sautrantika,”
Dharmakirti never explicitly states the Epistemic Idealist (antarjieyavada) position to be Yogacara. He does,
however, use ineluctably Yogacara concepts, including the storehouse (@/aya) and karmic imprints (vasana).



[remains, ] in many respects—and rather shamefully after nearly four decades of intensive research
on Dharmakirti—a terra incognita for Western scholarship.”

The present study thus represents my attempt at shining a light on the Perception Chapter
of the PV—mnot with the (foolhardy and in any case impossible) goal of thoroughly explaining each
of its 539 verses® within a single monograph, but rather of illuminating its structure and contents
as a whole. The need for such a holistic study is most acutely felt with respect to the latter two-
thirds of this chapter, PV 3.123-541, as this inarguably remains the least investigated and most
poorly understood portion of Dharmakirti’s philosophical contributions. It is therefore all the more
tragic that these verses contain some of Dharmakirti’s most interesting and profound material. The
present study will, accordingly, focus on these critically important yet neglected verses, most
particularly on what may be considered its “core,” PV 3.288-366.

On this note, there are two primary, closely interrelated problems facing any close study of
the PV, which need to be addressed at the outset: (1) hermeneutical or text-critical problems
concerning the PV as a text; and (2) intellectual-historical problems concerning the vast quantity
of prior knowledge that Dharmakirti assumes on the part of his readers. We will thus begin by
examining the PV from a text-critical perspective, which examination will also provide the
rationale for the structure and flow of this study. We then consider the corpus of Buddhist ontology
and epistemology as it existed prior to Dharmakirti. Finally, this introduction concludes with a

brief overview of pramana theory according to Dharmakairti.

3 Kellner (2009, 164n11) explains: “Sankrtyayana [counted] two stanzas that belong to Prajfidkaragupta’s commentary
as stanzas from the basic text. In his editions, these are [verses] 342 and 511.” These two verses, clearly written by
Prajfiakaragupta and not by Dharmakirti, are neither included nor numbered by Tosaki. This convention has become
common in the contemporary scholarly literature, and will also be adopted here.



I. The Pramanavarttika in Context
A. Textual Chronology

It is well known that Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika exists in a close relationship with Dinnaga’s
Pramanasamuccaya. Less well-known is the precise nature of this connection, which will be
examined in detail below.® But before doing so, it would be helpful to first say a few words about
the works of Dinnaga and Dharmakirti in general terms.

Both authors composed a number of texts, the attribution of which has not generally been
a matter of dispute. Hattori (1968, 6—11) identifies 22 works by Dinnaga. These concern a wide
range of topics, and include a Praise to Noble Manjughosa ('phags pa ’jam pa’i dbyangs kyi bstod
pa, *Aryamafijughosastotra), better known as the Bodhisattva Mafijuéri, of whom Dinnaga is
recorded to have had a direct vision.” Interestingly, this text is classified into the “tantra” (rgyud)
section of the Tibetan Tengyur. But, this particular text notwithstanding, Dinnaga’s works are on
the whole divided into three parts: (1) those concerned more or less exclusively with the proper
formation of logical proof-statements (such as the Hetucakradamaru and the Nyayamukha); (2)
those focused on the explication of Yogacara doctrine (such as the Yogavatara); and (3)

epistemological texts, generally written from a broadly “Sautrantika” perspective (such as the

¢ See Section I.B.2: The Relation of the PV to the PS.
" Cf. the Homage from the PVin:

This dull-minded world does not clearly understand the most profound words of the glorious
[Dinnaga], with stainless intellect, having approached whom the Noble [Manjusri] Himself looked
after. Due to abject stupidity about that honored bearer of the world, condemnations are made—
through even a little bit of which, misfortune arises. Therefore, out of compassion, his system shall
be taught.

Steinkellner (2007, 1): sa srimatanakalankadhih svayam upetyaryo 'nujagraha yam | vyaktam tasya na vetty ayam
jadamatir loke gariyah padam || tatropasita lokabhartari krta svalpany anarthodaya avadhiraneti krpaya
tannitiruddhyotyate.



Pramanasamuccaya). Dharmakirti, on the other hand, is known to have authored seven works,
three concerning pramana and four on other topics (“three like a body” and “four like limbs™® in
the traditional Tibetan classification scheme). Dharmakirti’s three pramana works are primarily
differentiated in terms of their length, with the Pramanavarttika having been written first,”
followed by the Pramdanaviniscaya (PVin) and the Nyayabindu (NB).

Most of Dinnaga’s texts are only extant in Tibetan translation, though a few were translated
into Chinese by Paramartha (499-569) and Xuanzang (602-664). Dharmakirti’s works were never
translated into Chinese, suggesting that the Pramanavarttika may not yet have been in circulation
by the time of Xuénzang’s pilgrimage to India (ca. 635 CE). This also led to an interesting
hermeneutical situation, in that the Chinese Buddhist tradition interprets Dinnaga—and the
Yogacara tradition in general—exclusively through the lens of his pre-Dharmakirtian
commentators. In particular, the Chinese Yogacara tradition venerates the commentaries of
Dharmapala (530-561), who likely studied directly under Dinnaga at Nalanda.'® The tension
between the “Dharmakirtian” (roughly, “Indo-Tibetan”) and “Dharmapalan” (roughly, “East
Asian”) interpretations of Dinnaga was perhaps most acute with respect to the issue of “pseudo-

perception” (pratyaksabhdasa), a topic which will be examined in Chapter 1.

8 Ius Ita bu’i bstan bcos gsum and yan lag Ita bu’i bstan bcos bzhi, respectively.
? See note 16 below.

10 Dharmapala is also recorded to have taught Xuanzang during the latter’s tenure at Nalanda, before Dharmapala
passed away at the tender age of 32. In fact, the foundational text for the tradition of Chinese Yogacara established by
Xuanzang (known as the Faxian) was the Chéng Weéishi Lun (*Vijiaptimatratasiddhi), a composite of Vasubandhu’s
(ca. 350-450) Trimsika alongside ten of its Indian commentaries, with pride of place given to the interpretation of
Dharmapala; see Williams (2009, 84).



The Tibetan oral tradition often describes Dinnaga as a direct disciple of Vasubandhu (ca.
350-450), but Dinnaga’s own uncertainty'' about the authorship of the Vadavidhi supports the
modern historiographical consensus that there was at least one mediating generation in between
Vasubandhu and Dinnaga. The tradition also records that Dharmakirti’s direct teacher was
I$varasena (ca. 575-650), who may or may not have studied directly under Dinnaga.'> But in terms
of the reception history, it would not overstate the matter to describe the Tibetan tradition as
holding there to exist a direct line running from Vasubandhu, through Dinnaga, to Dharmakirti.
Along these lines, while Dharmakirti’s explanation of the Pramanasamuccaya may potentially
have diverged from Dinnaga’s intended meaning in certain regards,'® it is a major contention of
the present study that the Perception Chapter of the Pramanavarttika simply cannot be properly
understood independently of the earlier epistemological works of Vasubandhu and Dinnaga.
Indeed, as will be argued at length, the lack of appreciation for Dharmakirti’s reliance upon
Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosabhasya,'* as well as the heretofore imprecise understanding of the
nature of the relationship between PV 3 and PS 1.2-12, have been primary factors hindering the
study of this material.

In terms of the individual authors, it is possible to reconstruct a relative timeline of
composition from internal references. For example, in his opening remarks in the PSV ad PS 1,

Dinnaga states that he “composed the Pramanasamuccaya having gathered [verses] here from the

' See Chapter 1 note 6, and Hattori (1968, 114).

12 Hattori (1968, 14n67) states that “The personal relationship between Dignaga and I$varasena is doubtful, because
the latter is known as a teacher of Dharmakirti, whose dates are circa 600-660.”

13 Most particularly, concerning the number and types of pseudo-perception (discussed in Chapter 1); whether mental
perception is a distinct type of perceptual cognition, distinct from reflexive awareness (also discussed in Chapter 1);
and whether reflexive awareness may be construed as the “result” (phala) even under an External Realist account
(discussed in Chapters 4 and 5).

14 See in particular Chapter 3, Section II.A: The Problem of the ‘“Whole’ (avayavin).




Nyayamukha and so on,”'” hence the designation samuccaya (“collection”). Considering the length
of the PS, particularly in relation to his shorter works such as the Alambanapariksa, it is plausible
to surmise that the PS was composed late in Dinnaga’s life, perhaps as his final contribution. By
the same token, the PVin references the earlier composition of the PV,'® which must therefore have
been Dharmakirti’s first pramana text.

Finally, at the risk of drawing unwarranted inferences from insufficient information, it is
perhaps also possible to discern some development in Dharmakirti’s style. Dharmakirti has a
wicked and sarcastic-bordering-on-abusive sense of humor that pokes through at several points in
his oeuvre.'” He clearly thinks highly of his own intellect (for good reason, obviously). He was
also presented by the later tradition as having had a reputation for being personally difficult;
Taranatha’s (1575-1634) History of Buddhism in India records that when Dharmakirti’s direct
disciple Devendrabuddhi (ca. 650-700 CE) presented the master with his commentary on the PV,
Dharmakirti disdainfully destroyed the first draft with water, and the second draft with fire, before
damning Devendrabuddhi’s final, surviving effort—the *Pramanavarttikapanjikd (PVP)—with

faint praise.'® Yet while none of Dharmakirti’s pramana texts could be described as “easy” to read,

15 Steinkellner (2005, 1): nya@yamukhadibhya iha samahrtya pramanasamuccayah karisyate.

16 PVin ad PVinl.28: “This is similar to the vision of the [Four] Noble Truths, as we have already discussed in the

" =

Pramanavarttika.” aryasatyadarsanavad yatha nirnitam asmabhih pramanavarttike. Steinkellner (2007, 27).

17 Kellner (2011, 422) similarly refers to Dharmakirti’s “characteristically sarcastic sense of humour.” See, for
example, PV 1.210-211, wherein Dharmakirti questions why a lustful woman would be interested in finding out
whether or not a eunuch is attractive; PV 3.200, in Dunne (2004, 398); PV 3.403-404, in Chapter 5; and PV 3.516. At
PVin 1.14, Dharmakirti ridicules his opponent’s position by sarcastically stating that their “praiseworthy wisdom is
‘dear to the gods,”” which is to say, idiotic (Steinkellner ed., 15.11-12: slodhaniyaprajiio devanam praya iti). In
general, Dharmakirti’s rhetorical usage of humor and mockery is a rich area for further inquiry.

18 Taranatha (1970, 239) also records Dharmakirti has having said, “From the point of view of the style, the use of
words, and of the deeper significance, [the PVP] is still incomplete. But, as explaining the literal meaning, it is on the
whole satisfactory.” It should be noted however that this vignette emerges from a tradition of Tibetan scholarship that
was highly motivated to build up the later commentarial tradition of Prajiakaragupta (ca. 875-925), in part by tearing
down the earlier tradition of Devendrabuddhi, and should be taken with a heaping handful of salt. The same rhetorical
motivation is also clearly present in Taranatha’s (ibid., 239-40) discussion of a claim to the effect that
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nor even as particularly “readable,” the Pramanavarttika and its svavrtti (PVSV) are arguably in
a difficulty class of their own. Indian scholastic and polemical writing of the time valued terseness,
but the PV and its autocommentary are laconic to the point of sheer incomprehensibility without
the aid of additional layers of commentary.!” By contrast, the prose of the Pramanaviniscaya
(PVin)—while still terse and often quite difficult—never quite reaches the extreme inscrutability
of the PVSV. It benefits from being studied alongside a commentary (of which two? survive in
Tibetan translation), but is often readable without one. Dharmakirti, in other words, may have
“mellowed out” somewhat between composing the PV and the PVin; or perhaps he felt less of a
need to “prove himself”; or both.

This brings us to the critical and complicated question of how to read Dharmakirti.

Prajnakaragupta’s much later commentator, Yamari (ca. 1000-1050), was rather the direct disciple of Dharmakirti.
Taranatha himself describes this claim as “chronologically baseless.” Concerning the contentious relationship between
the commentarial lineage stemming from Devendrabuddhi versus that stemming from Prajfiakaragupta, see note 23
below. All of the above notwithstanding, it is quite easy to imagine Dharmakirti the man as having been rather prickly
and difficult to please in person.

19 At this point, it is perhaps even something of a cliché to note, in agreement with Dunne (2004, 4) that “leave alone
the question of its philosophical content, even the straightforward meaning of a sentence sometimes [seems] utterly
obscure in Dharmakirti’s sparse style. The result is that, unless one wishes to argue from highly conjectural
interpretations, one must refer to commentaries, where missing phrases are supplied and the elegantly tortuous
relations of Dharmakirti’s grammar are plausibly restated. Thus, for purely practical reasons, commentaries become
an inevitable companion on any foray into Dharmakirti’s texts.”

20 These two are the Pramanaviniscayatika of Dharmottara (ca. 750-800), and the identically-titled
Pramanaviniscayatika of Jianasribhadra (ca. 1050-1100). Dharmottara’s perspective was highly influential for the
Gelug tradition of Tibetan Buddhism, but is somewhat idiosyncratic, even unreliable, as a straightforward
interpretation of Dharmakirti. Most saliently, Dharmottara defends the existence of extramental objects (bahyartha);
however, this position cannot be reconciled with Dharmakirti’s perspective on the issue of extramental objects
(discussed in Chapter 4). Generally, Dharmottara’s perspective should be regarded as sui generis and a worthwhile
object of study in its own right, but not necessarily as constituting a hermeneutically reliable interpretation of
Dharmakirti. Accordingly, at the few occasions in this study where a commentary to the Pramanaviniscaya has been
consulted, recourse has been made only to Jianasribhadra’s PVinT, which explains Dharmakirti’s Epistemic Idealist
perspective in a much more straightforward (not to mention less verbose) manner.
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B. Reading the PV

1. An Overview of the PV

As will be discussed in greater detail below, Dharmakirti broadly modeled the structure of the
Pramanavarttika on the structure of Dinnaga’s Pramanasamuccaya. The PS has six chapters,
concerning: (1) perception (pratyaksa); (2) how to formulate correct inferences for the benefit of
one’s own knowledge (or “inference for oneself,” svarthanumana); (3) how to formulate
inferences that will convincingly demonstrate the truth of one’s own position to others (or
“inference for others,” pararthanumana); (4) what makes the examples used in such inferential
proof-statements either legitimate or spurious (drstantadrstantabhasa); (5) concept formation or
“other-exclusion™?' (apoha); and (6) fallacious arguments (jati).> The PV, meanwhile, has four
chapters, concerning: (1) inference for oneself; (2) the establishment of epistemic reliability
(pramanasiddhi) on the part of the Buddha, and by extension the truth of foundational Buddhist
doctrine concerning matters such as rebirth and the Four Truths of the Noble Ones; (3) perception;
and (4) inference for others. Dharmakirti’s discussion of apoha (tracking PS 5), and his analysis
of proof-statements (tracking PS 4 and PS 6), are primarily—though by no means exclusively—
woven into PV 1 and PV 4, respectively.

The order of the chapters of the PV has been a matter of some controversy. While
Dharmakirti is occasionally prone to long digressions and relentless examination of minutiae, there

is clearly an internal logic to the development of the argument in the text taken as a whole. The

21 See below, Section II1.D: Conceptuality (kalpand) and Universals (samanya). See also Chapter One, Section I1.B:
Exclusion (apoha), Convention (sarnketa), and Projection (aropa).

22 Hattori (1968, 12).
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question is what precisely it is that constitutes this internal logic or structure. On the standard
account, adopted in this study, the structure of the PV is as follows. First, one learns how to
formulate correct inferences, for one’s own benefit (svarthanumana), so that one is able to
correctly determine the truth about matters with which one has no direct experience. Second, one
applies this newfound skill to the problem of ascertaining whether or not the Buddha is a reliable
authority (i.e., a pramanabhiita), ascertains that the Buddha is indeed authoritative, and concludes
thereby that Buddhist doctrine (i.e., the buddhadharma) is correct. Third, one investigates the
nature of direct perception (pratyaksa), and comes to understand that all phenomena are just mental
events (vijiaptimatra), and furthermore that the nature of the mind is just luminosity
(prakasamatra) devoid of the duality of subject and object (advaya). Fourth and finally, armed
with all of this knowledge, one engages in the practice of logically demonstrating the truth to
others, by formulating inferential proof-statements for their benefit (pararthanumana), so that they
are able to understand reality as oneself has.

The controversy concerning the order of the chapters, as with many of the disputes
concerning the interpretation of the PV, appears to have originated with the commentarial tradition

stemming from Prajfiakaragupta (ca. 750-810).% The issue stems from the fact that the PV’s

23 The Seventh Karmapa, Chos grags rgya mtsho (1454-1506), writes (2016, 13): “Master Devendrabuddhi explains
that if one were to match the order of the [PS], it would make sense to put the chapter on [pramanasiddhi, i.e., PV 2]
first. However, the chapter on inference for oneself is explained first because the glorious Dharmakirti’s
Autocommentary [i.e., the PVSV] says, ‘Distinguishing the actual from what is not depends upon inference, but there
are misconceptions of that. Thus, I will present it.” Master Prajfiakaragupta and his followers explain that this citation
merely presents the reason for writing the Autocommentary on the chapter on inference for oneself; it does not teach
that the root text of the chapter on inference for oneself is first. Therefore, they refute Devendrabuddhi, saying he
confused even the order of chapters and explain that this chapter on [pramanasiddhi] is the first.”

However, in what will become something of a recurring theme throughout this study, it is necessary to disentangle
Prajiiakaragupta’s perspective from that of his commentators, especially Jayanta (ca. 925-975), whose explanation
even of Prajiiakaragupta’s own view (to say nothing of Dharmakirti’s) was frequently inaccurate; see, for example,
Chapter 1, note 71. For his part, Prajiiakaragupta (1953, 3) does begin the Pramanavarttikalankara (PVA) with the
pramanasiddhi chapter, but he does not explain this decision, and (apparently unlike some of his later commentators)
makes no specific criticism of Devendrabuddhi regarding the order of the chapters. In fact, Prajiakaragupta does not
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second chapter, establishing the Buddha as a reliable authority, is a massive 287-verse exposition

on the homage from Dinnaga’s PS, which is to say, its very first verse, PS 1.1:

Saluting Him, who is the embodiment of the instruments of correct awareness,
who seeks the benefit of beings, the Teacher, the Sugata, the Protector; for the
purpose of establishing the instruments of correct awareness, I shall compose
this Samuccaya, unifying here my theories scattered [in other treatises]. || 1 ||**

In terms of the structure of its chapters, the Pramanavarttika could thus plausibly be rearranged to
strictly follow the order of topics in the Pramanasamuccaya. On this alternate arrangement, the
“first” (in reality, second) chapter of the PV tracks this first verse of the PS. The “second” (in
reality, third) chapter of the PV tracks the next eleven verses of the first chapter of the PS (i.e., PS
1.2-12), concerning the topic of perception. The “third” (in reality, first) chapter then tracks the
second chapter of the PS, concerning inference for oneself, and the fourth chapter (numbered the
same in both arrangements) tracks the third chapter of the PS, concerning inference for others.

In addition to following the order of the presentation in the PS, this alternate arrangement

has its own, broadly empiricist internal logic. First, and most importantly, one ascertains the nature

comment upon PV 1 at all, for reasons which are obscure, but may well have been the same as Devendrabuddhi’s:
Dharmakirti himself wrote a commentary, the PVSV, to PV 1, rendering subsequent direct commentary to PV 1 (as
opposed to subcommentary on Dharmakirti’s autocommentary, the PVSV) superfluous in their eyes; see below,
Section I.B.3: The Relation of the PV to its Commentaries. The key point here is that Prajiakaragupta himself follows
the exact same commentarial procedure as Devendrabuddhi: he does not comment upon PV 1, begins his commentary
with PV 2, and proceeds through PV 3 and PV 4 without any interruption or indication that the
svarthanumanapariccheda (PV 1) should be inserted between PV 3 and PV 4.

On this note, while the “True Imagist” (satyakaravada) interpretation of Dharmakirti was claimed by its main
champion, Jianasrimitra (ca. 980-1030), to be based upon Prajiiakaragupta’s perspective as articulated in the PVA,
my own preliminary study of the PVA has indicated that Prajiiakaragupta’s perspective is considerably more nuanced
than Jiianasrimitra would have us think. Indeed, while in the absence of any sustained study of the PVA ad PV 3—
which will be its own massive project—it is as yet impossible to reach any definitive conclusions, I would nevertheless
like to tentatively suggest that, concerning the specific issue of akaras, Prajiiakaragupta may very well be on the whole
closer to Devendrabuddhi and Sékyabuddhi (and, thus, to Ratnakarasanti), than to Jayanta and Jianasrimitra. See, in
particular, PVA ad PV 3.320-332.

24 Steinkellner (2005, 1.1-2): pramanabhutaya jagaddhitaisine pranamya §astre sugataya tayine |
pramanasiddhyai svamatat samuccayah karisyate viprasrtad ihaikatah || 1 ||
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of an instrument of correct awareness (pramana), and establishes on this basis that the Buddha is
a reliable authority (i.e., that the Buddha himselfis a type of pramana). Having accomplished this,
one turns to perception as the foundation of all subsequent knowledge. With perception established
as the empirical foundation of knowledge, one is then able to engage in inferential discourse, first
learning how to correctly infer for oneself, and then learning how to provide valid demonstrations
of correct knowledge to others. This is the order of the chapters that eventually became standard
within the Tibetan tradition, which was in general more strongly influenced by Prajfiakaragupta’s
commentators than by Devendrabuddhi and Sakyabuddhi.

However, while this alternate arrangement is in a sense plausible, and has the virtue of
more closely following the order of topics in the Pramanasamuccaya (that is, first the homage,
then perception, then inference for oneself, and finally inference for others), there is simply no
way to reconcile this order with Dharmakirti’s own words.? The key passage in this regard is
PVSV ad PV 1.217, where Dharmakirti uses a participial form (vaksyamana) with a future sense?
in his gloss of “what is to be acquired and what is to be abandoned” (heyopadeya), and the
“method” (upaya) for doing so: “that is to say, [heyopadeya and their upaya refers to] the Four
Truths of the Noble Ones, in the manner that will be explained.”?” The Four Truths are only
discussed in the pramanasiddhi chapter, which must therefore be the second chapter of the work,

with the svarthanumana chapter coming first.

25 Cf. Kellner (2009, 162n4) and Gnoli (1960, xv—xvi).

26 Although technically a present passive participle, vaksyamdana—not uncommonly for present passive participles—
denotes future action (compare to the English passive infinitive construction, “to be stated”). This is especially the
case in commentarial literature, such as the PVSV. Monier (2005, 912) has a separate entry for vaksyamana, apart
from its root \/vaks: “about to be said or described, to be mentioned hereafter or subsequently.” Tubb and Boose (2007,
228) also specify that vaksyamana means “to be stated” or “will be stated.”

27 Gnoli (1960, 109.16): yathd catiirnam aryasatyanam vaksyamananitya.
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Finally, it is necessary to say a few words concerning the condition of the Pramanavarttika
as a Sanskrit text. As Franco and Notake (2014, xiii) note, “On the whole, [the PV has] been well
transmitted, and the text was well established by Sankrtyayana.” Kellner (2009) provides a high-
level overview, rich in historical detail, of the twentieth-century efforts to produce editions of the
original Sanskrit. As yet, however, no truly critical edition of the entirety of any of the PV’s four
chapters has been produced. To date, the most reliable Sanskrit text of the Perception Chapter is
provided in Tosaki’s (1979) and (1985) two-volume Japanese translation and analysis of the entire
PV 3, despite the fact that Tosaki did not directly consult any Sanskrit manuscripts.

The Sanskrit text of PV 3 as presented here is based primarily on Tosaki’s work, with only
a few deviations from his edition, mostly using readings that are recorded in Tosaki’s own
footnotes. As with Tosaki’s work, no manuscripts were directly consulted in the production of this
study. Fortunately, however, this study is primary concerned with PV 3.288-366, making Kellner’s
(2009, 185-202) overview of the substantial manuscript variations in PV 3.300-366 nearly as good
for our purposes as direct consultation with the extant manuscripts, particularly since most of these
variations are recorded in Tosaki’s footnotes. The single most significant variation is located in
PV 3.327, discussed in Kellner (2009, 196-97). In general, significant philological issues are
discussed in footnotes to the translations provided in the Appendices. Hopefully, careful attention
to detail has sufficed to provide a more accurate Sanskrit reading on those few occasions (all
documented in the footnotes) where we deviate from Tosaki. But this is not primarily a philological

study, and is not intended to provide a critical edition of the Sanskrit text of PV 3.
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2. The Relation of the PV to the PS

All texts are intertextual, relying on and responding to systems of meaning-generation
(“language”) that by definition they do not and cannot originate. But the genre of South Asian
scholastic commentarial literature is intertextual to a particularly extraordinary degree. Even the
pretense of “original” work hardly exists; nearly all intellectual labor is performed in terms of the
twin projects of (1) commenting upon the predecessors in one’s own tradition, and (2) rebutting
those in other traditions—and sometimes those in one’s own—who have rebutted one’s
predecessors in one’s own tradition, and so on ad infinitum. Complicating matters even further is
the wide range of topics of disputation both between and within scholastic, commentarial, and
religious traditions. In PS 1, for example, Dinnaga responds separately to the theories of the Nyaya,
the Vaisesika, the Samkhya, the Mimamsaka, and other Buddhists, specifically Vasubandhu’s
perspective as expressed in the Vadavidhi (VV)—all of which Dinnaga rejects.

It is abundantly clear that the PV takes its philosophical cues from the PS. But how are we
to understand the precise nature of the relationship between these two texts? To describe the PV
as a “commentary”’ on the PS would not be entirely accurate. For the most part, Dharmakirti does
not engage in the traditional commentarial duties of paraphrasing (padarthakoti) or breaking up
the compounds (vigraha) of the root text.?® Furthermore, Dharmakirti deviates from Dinnaga’s
perspective at several junctures, perhaps nowhere in more dramatic fashion than in his reworking
of Dinnaga’s account of erroneous cognition (bhrantijiiana), discussed in Chapter 1. Of course,

this specific example is complicated somewhat by its intertextual dynamics: Dinnaga’s intention

28 Cf. Tubb and Boose (2007, 3-5).
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appears to have been to “rescue,” as far as possible, Vasubandhu’s account of perceptual error in
the Vadavidhi, while Dharmakirti does not labor under this concern.

Nevertheless, although the relationship between the PV and the PS cannot be described as
that of a traditional commentary (vrtti or bhasya) to its underlying root text, Dharmakirti clearly
structures PV 3 according to PS(V) 1.2-12, the svamata (“our own [Buddhist] view”) section of
PS 1.2 In point of fact, PV 3 follows the structure of PS(V) 1.2-12 extremely closely, and in fine-
grained detail, to a degree that has not yet been fully appreciated in the contemporary scholarly
literature. On this point, perhaps the single most telling indicator of the depth of confusion still
surrounding PV 3 is the fact that, even after all this time, the structure and order of its verses has
not yet been satisfactorily explained.

Kellner (2010, 206n9), for example, only notes that “Dharmakirti’s commentary on PS(V)
1.8-12 comprises 239 stanzas (PV 3.301-539),” though she does helpfully point out that PV 3.249-
280 tracks PS 1.6ab, and that PV 3.287 comments on PS(V) 1.7ab. Franco (2014, 1) similarly only
describes PV 3.301-541 as concerning “the result of the means of knowledge with special reference
to reflexive awareness,” and doubts (ibid., 1n3) whether any more fine-grained division is
“tenable.” Kataoka (2016, 237), meanwhile, identifies how PV 3.301-366 tracks PS 1.8cd-10 in
fine detail, but does not weigh in on how PV 3.1-300 or PV 3.367-539 relates to PS 1.2-8ab or PS
1.11-12. Most recently, King (2018, 313—16) provides indices of PV 3.301-539 in relation to PS

1.8cd-12 according to the Gelug scholars Rgyal tsab (1364-1432) and Mkhas grub (1385-1438).

2 Dinnaga’s refutations of the accounts of perceptual cognition according to various other traditions constitute the
remainder of PS(V) 1.13-44. Of these, the most important for our purposes is Dinnaga’s analysis of Vasubandhu’s
account of perception from the Vadavidhi, located in PS(V) 1.13-16. While PV 3 does not contain any explicit
expansion of PS(V) 1.13-16, in the manner that PV 3 generally maps onto PS(V) 1.2-12, this passage is directly
referenced by Dharmakirti (see PV 3.294, discussed in Chapter 1, Section I.C: Dharmakirti’s Interpretation of PS
1.7cd-8ab.
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Unfortunately, Rgyal tsab’s index is both vague and largely incorrect (tabling, for example, the
entirety of PV 3.301-352 to PS 1.9a). The index of Mkhas grub is much more reliable and only
differs from our own in one minor detail, about which Mkhas grub might well have the better
argument.3°

The crucial point here, and the key to understanding PV 3, is that Dharmakirti always
follows the order of Dinnaga’s arguments, even when in some ways it does not necessarily make
much sense to do so. For example, Dharmakirti’s initial discussion of reflexive awareness in PV
3.249-280 (ad PS 1.6a2b) is not further developed until he completes lengthy excursi into the
various other topics of PS 1.6cd-8cd. Nevertheless, there is an internal logic to the order of the

topics in PS(V) 1.2-12. In broad strokes, these topics are:

There are only two pramanas, perception and inference (PS 1.2-3ab).

Perception (pratyaksa) is devoid of conceptuality (PS 1.3cd).

The objects of sensory perception are particulars, not composites (PS 1.4-5).

Mental, yogic, and reflexively-experienced cognitions are also perceptual (PS 1.6-7ab).
There exist nonconceptual pseudo-perceptions (PS 1.7cd-8ab).

A pramana just is the “resulting cognition” (phala) of which it is the pramana (PS 1.8cd).
This “result” is always already known by means of reflexive awareness (PS 1.9a),
Because whatever appears is reflexively-experienced (PS 1.9bcd);

Therefore, the subject, object, and “result” of cognition are not separate (PS 1.10).

This can be established through an examination of memory (PS 1.11-12).

Here, then, is a detailed index?!' of PV 3 and PVinl in relation to PS 1.2-12:

30 According to King (2018, 314), mKhas grub considers PV 3.338-340 to track PS 1.9b, and PV 3.341-352 to track
PS 1.9¢d. Our index considers Dharmakirti’s treatment of PS 1.9b to extend until PV 3.345, largely on the strength of
PV 3.345d’s reference to arthaviniscayah; compare to PS 1.9b, tadripo hy arthaniscayah.

3! Dharmakirti does not signpost where the boundaries between sections are, and in some cases they can be blurry.
Devendrabuddhi occasionally provides such signposts, but only at a few junctures. Subsequent scholarship may well
succeed in teasing out a more accurate index by paying close attention to the interplay between PV 3 and the PSV.
Nevertheless, this should suffice as a first attempt at a comprehensive verse index of PV 3 in relation to PS 1.2-12.
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Table 1: Index of PV 3 and PVin I in Relation to PS 1

PV 3 PVinl ad PS 1 | Sanskrit of PS
1-75 1-3 2abc; | pratyaksam anumanam ca pramane laksanadvayam |
prameyam
76-117 ad 1 2c2-di tasya sandhane na pramanantaram
118-122 ad 1 2d>-3ab nacall2 ||
punah punar abhijiiane 'nisthasakteh smrtadivat |
123-140 4,13-17 3¢ pratyaksam kalpanapodham
141-190 5-12 3d namajatyadiyojana || 3 ||
191-193 4ab asadharanahetutvad aksais tad vyapadiSyate |
194-224 4cd | tatranekarthajanyatvat svarthe samanyagocaram || 4 ||
225-238 5 dharmino 'nekartipasya nendriyat sarvatha gatih |
svasamvedyam hy anirdeSyam riipam indriyagocarah || 5 ||
239-248 | 18-19abc, 20 6a; manasam ca*
249-280 | 19d, 21ab-27 6a>b artharagadisvasamvittir akalpika |
281-286 28-31 6cd | yoginam gurunirde$avyavakirnarthamatradrk || 6 ||
287 32ab 7ab kalpanapi svasamvittav ista narthe vikalpanat |
288-300 32cd-33 7cd-8ab | bhrantisamvrtisajjianam anumananumanukam || 7 ||
smartabhilasikam ceti pratyaksabham sataimiram |
301-319 34-37 8cd savyaparapratitatvat pramanam phalam eva sat || 8 ||
320-337 38-41 9a svasamvittih phalam vatra
338-345 ad 41ab 9b tadriipo hy arthaniscayah |
346-352 42-43 9cd | visayabhasataivasya pramanam tena miyate || 9 ||
353-366 44-57 10 yadabhasam prameyam tat pramanaphalate punah |
grahakakarasamvittyos trayam natah prthak krtam || 10 ||
367-421 58 11ab | visayajiianatajjiianavisesat tu dviriipata |
422-425 llc smrter uttarakalam ca
426-439 11d na hy asav avibhavite || 11 ||
440-483 12ab; | jianantarenanubhave 'nistha
484-510 12b, tatrapi hi smrtih |
511-539 12cd | visayantarasancaras tatha na syat sa cesyate || 12 ||

Again, though, it is important to understand that, while Dharmakirti took his cues from Dinnaga,

and hewed closely to the order of the arguments outlined above, PV 3 is less a commentary on PS

1.2-12 than a reimagining of or “spiritual sequel” to it. That is to say, Dharmakirti expanded the

position that Dinnaga had set out, in eleven maddeningly elliptical stanzas, to 539 new verses,

32 Technically speaking, this is combined with the next line due to sandhi: PS 1.6ab reads, manasam
cartharagadisvasamvittir akalpika.
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substantially reworking parts of Dinnaga’s epistemological system in the process. At the same
time, and for this very reason, the PV cannot be properly understood apart from the PS. One of the
major hermeneutical-methodological points of this study, in other words, is that the PS provides
both the form and the structure of the PV, as well as much of its core argumentative content, most
especially concerning the centrally-important topic of reflexive awareness.

Finally, it is worth noting that a similarly detailed index may potentially be able to be
constructed, linking PV 1 (svarthanumana) and PV 4 (pararthanumana) with their respective
corresponding chapters of the PS (i.e., PS 2 and PS 3).3* In the absence of even a provisional
Sanskrit edition of PS 2-5, however, or indeed much at all in the way of study on these chapters of
Dinnaga’s magnum opus, a detailed accounting of the relationship between PV 1 and PS 2, as well

as between PV 4 and PS 3, must await future scholarship.

3. The Relation of the PV to its Commentaries

There are several layers of hermeneutical difficulty facing any detailed study of the PV. One major
issue concerns the relation of the PV to its predecessors in Buddhist scholastic literature,
particularly the PS(V). Naturally, given Dinnaga’s aforementioned engagement with the various
other traditions of Indian intellectual discourse, this also bears on the intellectual-historical
currents to which Dharmakirti was responding, which will be examined below; briefly, however,
these may be generally categorized as the specifically Buddhist Sautrantika and Yogacara works

of Vasubandhu on the one hand, and the cross-sectarian tradition of pramana-theoretical works on

33 Tillemans (2000, xvii) follows Frauwallner (1957) and Watanabe (1976) in maintaining a “three-fold division” in
the structure of PV 4, such that PV 4.1-27 correspond to PS 3.1, PV 4.28-188 correspond to PS 3.2, and PV 4.189-
285 correspond to PS 3.8. While eminently plausible in broad outline, and perhaps even strictly accurate, it is also
possible that additional internal structure to PV 4, concerning its relationship to PS 3, may be ascertained.
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the other. In other words, in order to understand the PV, it is necessary to have at least a working
knowledge of the Indian intellectual milieu, both Buddhist and non-Buddhist.3*

As noted above, however, an even more fundamental problem facing any study of the PV
is that some type of commentary is essential if we are to make heads or tails of the text. But which
commentary, or commentaries? And how are we to understand their relationship to Dharmakirti’s
text? A common mistake made by neophytes in this area of study—including myself when I first
began!—is to think of the underlying verses of the “root text” as complete and self-contained, with
the commentary as a mere supplement: that is, something superfluous, ultimately inessential, or
strictly unnecessary, that is added to the purportedly original unity of the “root” (mila).?

While it is certainly arguable that there exist examples of this kind of relationship in South
Asian literature, I would suggest that, in the context of Dinnaga and Dharmakirti’s works

specifically, such a view would fundamentally mischaracterize the relationship between the “root”

3% Allen’s (2015, 19) remarks on Indian epistemological treatises (i.e., pramanasastra) as a genre are apposite:
“Pramanasastra is a highly professional, technical discourse. The rules governing Indian public philosophical debate
are the very same laws of logic regulating the genre of pramanasastra which is cast in the form of dialogue and
disputation, oscillating back and forth between the voices of proponent and opponent. The debate which ensues within
the texts is characterized by questions and counter-questions, objections and rebuttals. Since the structure of the
discourse is controlled by rhapsodies of assertions and accusations, refutations and replies, it can be difficult to discern
whose voice is represented in any given passage. At times, the voice changes several times in a single passage. More
often than not, however, the objection to which an author is responding is not even explicitly stated in the text. Based
in part on the answer the author provides, and in part on familiarity with the opponent’s views, the complete
conversation can be comprehended. Reading pramanasdstra in some respects resembles overhearing one end of a
telephone conversation; unless one can reasonably infer what the unheard party is saying, it is difficult to make sense
out of what is actually heard.”

35 This concept of the commentary as “supplement,” and its attendant critique, may be understood as a consequence
or outgrowth of Derrida’s (1976, 144—45) notion of the supplement as “a menacing aid, the critical response to a
situation of distress... The supplement adds itself, it is a surplus, a plenitude enriching another plenitude, the fullest
measure of presence... But the supplement supplements. It adds only to replace. It intervenes or insinuates itself in-
the-place-of; if it fills, it is as if one fills a void.” Derrida’s concluding remarks (157) on the “dangerous supplement”
could serve as a perpetual epitaph for the “task of the translator” (i.e., die Aufgabe des Ubersetzers), which is also the
task of the commentator: “Through this sequence of supplements a necessity is announced: that of an infinite chain,
ineluctably multiplying the supplementary mediations that produce the sense of the very thing they defer: the mirage
of the thing itself, of immediate presence, of originary perception. Immediacy is derived. That all begins through the
intermediary is what is indeed ‘inconceivable (to reason).””’
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verses and their commentaries. Take, for example, the Pramanasamuccaya (PS) and the
Pramanasamuccayavrtti (PSV). The verses of the PS function more as a mnemonic aid, or as a
skeleton to be fleshed out by the commentary, than as a series of grammatically intelligible Sanskrit
sentences. That is to say, the verses primarily serve to facilitate the memorization of arguments
that are developed at least somewhat more clearly in the commentary, and the two (verse and
commentary) were undoubtedly composed contemporaneously.* To the extent that any “original
unity” exists, then, it is not located in the verses of the PS itself, but rather in the complex textual
interplay between the PS and the PSV, the “PS(/V).” Together, the two form a kind of hybrid text
that is, as Sara McClintock (2010, 2) describes the relationship between Santaraksita’s
Tattvasamgraha (TS) and his disciple Kamalasila’s parnjika (TSP) to this text, “a single, though
admittedly bipartite, work™: the “TS(/P).”3’

Leaving aside for a moment the notorious difficulty of interpreting Dharmakirti’s own
autocommentary (PVSV) ad PV 1, I would like to suggest here that the relationship between PV
1 and the PVSYV is best considered along these same lines. In other words, it is my suggestion that
PV 1 and the PVSV were, in a manner precisely analogous to the PS(V), composed as a hybrid
text, the “PV(/SV).” At least part of the difficulty of reading the PV may thus be understood to
stem from the circumstance that it was never supposed to be intelligible independently of some

commentary. The difference between the PS and PV in this regard is that Dinnaga composed his

36 Franco (1986, 85) reports, in relation to the problem of the number of the types of pseudo-perception, that Lambert
Schmithausen once proposed “that the Vr#ti was not written at the same time as the karikas, and that Dignaga changed
his mind in the meantime.” But this is not a plausible suggestion, and has not been defended in the subsequent scholarly
literature. We therefore follow Steinkellner’s (2005a, IIIn1) conclusion “that this explanatory part in prose [i.e., the
PSV] should not be considered an independent work.”

37 Of course, the TS(/P) is a more complex hybrid textual structure, owing to its multiple authors, but the essence of
the relationship between “text” (PS) and “commentary” (PSV) is similar.



23

own autocommentary to each of the chapters of the PS, while Dharmakirti’s autocommentary on
PV 2-4 never existed and will never exist.

What we do have, though unfortunately only in Tibetan translation, are the
Pramanavarttikaparnjika (PVP), a commentary on the PV by Dharmakirti’s direct disciple
Devendrabuddhi, and a secondary commentary to the PVP by Devendrabuddhi’s own disciple,
Sakyabuddhi (ca. 675-750): the Pramanavarttikatika (PVT). And so my further suggestion here is
that, in just the same way that the PS(/V) and PV (/SV) are hybrid texts with respect to their internal
structure (verse plus commentary), we should regard the commentaries of Devendrabuddhi and
Sakyabuddhi as successive textual accretions, “filling out” the textual superstructure of the PV.

Complicating matters, however, is the fact that Devendrabuddhi deferred to Dharmakirti’s
own autocommentary for the first chapter of the PV, and only composed the PVP in relation to the
second, third, and fourth chapters of the PV. Sakyabuddhi’s secondary commentary thus comments
on Dharmakirti’s autocommentary for the first chapter, and Devendrabuddhi’s commentary for
PV 2-4. But I would argue that this bolsters my hermeneutical-methodological suggestion, above:
apart from the fact that Devendrabuddhi was Dharmakirti’s direct disciple—which, if not
necessarily dispositive as to the accuracy of the former’s interpretation of the latter, certainly cuts
in favor of that assessment—Sakyabuddhi’s methodological choice to place Devendrabuddhi’s
commentary on an equal footing with Dharmakirti’s autocommentary, like Devendrabuddhi’s
methodological choice to eschew composing a commentary on the chapter of the PV that
Dharmakirti had himself already commented upon, indicates that Dharmakirti’s immediate
successors clearly considered the PVP to be the functional equivalent of an autocommentary

composed by Dharmakirti himself.
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Rounding out this particular hermeneutic circle is the commentary of Sakyabuddhi’s likely
disciple Jinendrabuddhi (ca. 710-770),* who composed the Pramanasamuccayatika (PST), a
proper and traditional direct commentary upon the PS that was heavily indebted to the
Dharmakirtian (as opposed to Dharmapalan) tradition of interpreting Dinnaga. Jinendrabuddhi’s
commentary is interesting for a number of reasons, not the least of which is his extensive reliance
upon the PVP of Devendrabuddhi, as well as his apparent engagement with Santaraksita’s TS.*
Even at a purely linguistic level, Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary is extremely helpful for
understanding the PVP, which only survives in Tibetan translation; establishing textual parallels
or citations from the PVP in the PST often illuminates otherwise obscure passages from the Tibetan
translation of Devendrabuddhi’s PVP.

There are a number of other commentarial “hybrid structures” that exist in relation to the
PV, perhaps most notably the tradition stemming from Prajiiakaragupta’s (ca. 800-875) magisterial
Pramanavarttikalankara (PVA), the foundation for several subsequent generations of secondary
and tertiary commentary on Prajfiakaragupta specifically. And one of the most historically
important commentators on Dharmakirti did not, in fact, write a commentary on the PV at all; this
is Dharmottara (ca. 775-850), who composed a gargantuan commentary to the PVin, as well as a
shorter commentary on the NB, then either died before completing what doubtless would have
been an unfathomably massive commentary on the PV, or else perhaps figured he finally had little

left to say. But both Dharmottara and Prajfiakaragupta appear to have been engaged in

38 In the absence of a reliable chronology, I have provisionally assumed approximately twenty-five years between
successive generations of commentators, and an average lifespan of approximately seventy-five years. One of the
benefits of this approach, apart from its inherent plausibility, is that it places Jinendrabuddhi where Steinkellner
(2005b, xlii) places him, as “an older contemporary of Santaraksita’s with a date of circa 710-770 C.E.”

39 Steinkellner (2005b, x1) concludes that “Jinendrabuddhi was so close to Santaraksita as to be able to borrow from
his TS while it was still under composition around C.E. 760.”
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fundamentally revisionist exegetical projects. Dharmottara, for example, vehemently disagreed
with Dharmakirti’s position that no extramental entities exist. As for the latter, the relationship
between Prajiiakaragupta’s own views and the earlier commentarial strata (i.e., the PVP and PVT)
is not well understood, and requires further study. If nothing else, however, Prajfiakaragupta goes
out of his way to avoid citing Devendrabuddhi and Sakyabuddhi. And, for their part,
Prajfiakaragupta’s successors—perhaps most notably Jianasrimitra (ca. 1050) in his
Sakarasiddhisastra (“Treatise Establishing True Images”)—clearly understand Prajfiakaragupta to
have promulgated some positions at odds with those of Devendrabuddhi and Sakyabuddhi.
Ideally, all of the various commentaries and subcommentaries on the pramana works of
Dharmakirti should be studied in depth and detail. And hopefully, one day all of these materials
will be topics of sustained scholarly analysis. In the meantime, though, it is necessary to
circumscribe the range of our present inquiry. This is admittedly an imperfect approach; but we
must begin somewhere. On the upside, it is no small solace that the Dinnaga-Dharmakirti-

Devendrabuddhi-Sakyabuddhi-Jinendrabuddhi commentarial lineage is relatively self-contained.
4. Method and Outline

Finally, let us briefly consider the method for the present study, which is to say, our plan for
reading PV 3. To begin with, as a matter of genre, this study is perhaps best understood as a
reimagined, twenty-first century English version of the classical Sanskrit commentary.* Its
primary and overriding goal is exegetical: to facilitate, so far as possible, a reliable and

comprehensive understanding of PV 3. Admittedly, this approach may leave much to be desired

40 For apt reflections on the method of studying and translating Sanskrit philosophical literature by means of producing
what amounts to the translator’s own commentary, see Taber (2005, xi—xviii) and Kachru (2015, 1-12).
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in terms of a more synthetic, cross-cultural, or interdisciplinary project; but the brute reality of the
situation is that such a sophisticated approach requires firmer philological foundations than are
available at present. Philology is the cornerstone of Buddhist Studies, and while (again) this is not
primarily a philological study, it is perhaps more oriented toward philology than the typical
contemporary philosophical engagement with Dharmakirti’s epistemology. This orientation is
motivated by a recognition that the type of text-critical close reading engaged in here is a necessary
prerequisite to any more sophisticated philosophical engagement. Put simply, this study is intended
to provide a platform for that type of more advanced, interpretive work to eventually stand upon.
In terms of the duties of a classical Sanskrit commentary, then, the first four traditional Sanskrit
commentarial services of word-division (padaccheda), paraphrase (padarthokti), explanation of
nominal compounds (vigraha), and syntactic analysis (vakyayojand), are primarily attained
through the provision of translations and the subsequent explanation of those translations; for
translation is itself a form of semantic and grammatical analysis. Where significant philological
issues have arisen, these are for the most part adjudicated in the footnotes to the Appendices.
With regard to the fifth and final Sanskrit-commentarial service of explaining the meaning
or “answering objections” (aksepasamddhana), as Tubb and Boose (2007, 173) note, “Those
portions of a Sanskrit commentary that are not specifically devoted to glossing the words of the
text are usually concerned with discussing the contents and implications of the text. Often these
portions constitute the major part of a commentary on a philosophical or scientific text”; (ibid., 5)
“At this level a commentary goes beyond straightforward exegesis and becomes an argumentative
treatise in its own right.” Our commentary is no exception, and much of its bulk consists in working
out the implications of Dharmakirti’s epistemology, connecting lines of argumentation that may

on the surface appear to be only distantly related, and contextualizing these arguments within the
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broader Buddhist intellectual and praxeological tradition. The commentaries of Devendrabuddhi,
Sakyabuddhi, and Jinendrabuddhi are invaluable in this regard, as apart from even making it
possible in the first place to understand Dharmakirti on literally the most basic grammatical level,
they additionally provide crucial context and frequently flesh out his arguments.

As noted above, this study is broadly conceived as a holistic exegesis and analysis of PV
3. But, as also noted above, a thorough treatment of each of the Perception Chapter’s 539 verses
would be impracticable for this type of project. The key methodological questions are, therefore,
whether it is possible to ascertain some type of unifying or overarching “main point” to
Dharmakirti’s far-ranging discussion in PV 3; if so, what this distilled essence of PV 3 would
consist in; and where specifically within these 539 verses it may be located.

Without yet arguing the point—indeed, the rest of this study may be taken as a defense of
the following proposition—it is my contention that Dharmakirti does have something like a final
position, which constitutes the main point of PV 3. In broad outline, this final position is that all
ordinary phenomena (which is to say, all differentiated sensory content, such as appearances of
‘blue’ and ‘yellow’) are “internal” (antar) or mental (cetana), in the precise sense that they are
best understood as being caused by latent karmic imprints or dispositions (vasana), rather than by
extramental objects (bahyartha); that such karmic imprints are by nature defiled (k/ista), which
defilement manifests inter alia in the necessity that phenomenal appearances always appear
dualistically, which is to say, structured into the duality of phenomenological object and subject
(grahyagrahaka); and that, because this phenomenological duality is strictly erroneous (bhranti)
and distorted (upaplava), but as noted there is no ordinary phenomenal appearance (abhasa) in the
absence of the structure (sthiti, vyavasthd) of subject and object, ordinary phenomenal

appearances—‘blue’ and ‘yellow’—must ultimately dissolve into the pure, contentless, and
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undifferentiated “luminosity” (prakdsa) of reflexive awareness (svasamvitti), which constitutes
the “ultimate epistemic instrument” (paramarthikapramana) that directly knows the nature of
reality as such (tathata).

It should be understood, however, that Dharmakirti is nowhere near as explicit as the
preceding paragraph. This may be understood, in large part, as the result his rhetorical strategy of
the “sliding scale.”*! In general, that is to say, Dharmakirti’s preferred philosophical method is to
push on the logic of his interlocutors’ positions, and expose the flaws in their accounts, rather than
concretely articulating his own. This is especially true at higher levels of analysis; while
Dharmakirti does defend an idealistic ontological framework, he only explicitly mentions karmic
imprints or dispositions (vasand) at two crucial junctures, PV 3.336 and PV 3.396. Furthermore,
the most explicit (though still highly elliptical and indirect) articulation of his final position does
not occur in the PV at all, but rather only at the very end of PVin 1, wherein he states that the
“ultimate epistemic instrument” has only been “hinted at” (siicitam).*

Keeping all of the above in mind, the upshot is that the single most critical passage of the
Perception Chapter—and, therefore, the primary though non-exclusive focus of this study—is PV
3.288-366 ad PS 1.7cd-10. In broad outline, this study is structured according to the logical
development of Dharmakirti’s argument in this critically-important passage. Thus, Chapter 1 is an
analysis of Dharmakirti’s theory of “pseudo-perception” (pratyaksabhdsa), articulated at PV
3.288-300 ad PS 1.7cd-8ab. The key point of this first chapter is that nearly every cognition which
we ordinarily take to be “perceptual” (pratyaksa), paradigmatically including the determinate

identification (niscaya) of a sensory object (such as the determination “that is a jug”), is in fact an

41 See below, Section II: Buddhist Epistemology and the “Sliding Scale.”
42 See Chapter 2, Section I1.D.1: Implications of PV 3.301-319.




29

erroneous pseudo-perception, and therefore not actually perceptual at all—at least, not on
Dharmakirti’s account of what makes a cognition genuinely perceptual. A subsidiary but critically
important point in this regard is that there exist two distinct types of error, conceptual and
nonconceptual. While a large portion of Dharmakirti’s epistemology amounts to an explanation of
how our everyday cognitions are in fact nothing more than conceptual pseudo-perceptions, and
Dharmakirti’s theory of conceptual pseudo-perception is analyzed at length in Chapter 1, the single
most important takeaway of PV 3.288-300 is that there exist specifically nonconceptual forms of
cognitive error. The reason this point is so critically important is that it allows Dharmakirti to
account for the erroneous distortion of phenomenological duality, the single most significant type
of cognitive error, in nonconceptual terms. As we will see, the fact that the distortion of duality is
nonconceptual means that this error is ontologically built into the very nature of our everyday
dualistic cognitions, which in turn entails that even nominally veridical sensory perceptions must
finally be understood as erroneous (specifically, as nonconceptual pseudo-perceptions), just
insofar as they are normally experienced as though structured by the duality of subject and object.

Chapter 2, which tracks PV 3.301-319 ad PS 1.8cd, examines the causal structure of
cognition according to Dharmakirti. Much of Dharmakirti’s argument in this passage concerns the
Sanskrit grammatical metaphor at the heart of pramdna theory, which is discussed in detail.
Dharmakirti, following Dinnaga, argues here that cognition is devoid of intermediate causal
activity (nirvyapara), which is in essence to say that a cognition exists strictly as an effect that is
produced from its causes. In Dinnaga’s formulation, adopted by Dharmakirti, this means that the
epistemic instrument (pramana) for knowing a sensory object—the “instrument,” in this instance,
being identified as cognition’s property of possessing the appearance of the sensory object

(visayabhdasata)—just is the “resulting” (phala) cognitive activity of actually knowing the sensory
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object. The key point here is that, rather than transitively acting upon or “apprehending” (Ngrah)
its object, cognition only arises, intransitively, due to the confluence of its causal factors. In other
words, cognition only “apprehends” its object in the sense that it arises with the form of this object;
in reality, however, there is no causal activity (vyapara) of “apprehension.” Crucially, this point
also bears upon the distortion of phenomenological duality, which is analyzable in these terms as
a strictly causal feature of cognition, i.e., a feature of awareness that is produced by one of
cognition’s most important conditioning factors: the “internal impairment” (antarupaplava). Due
to the internal impairment, cognition erroneously appears to be the apprehension of some
phenomenal object by some phenomenal subject; but this is not so. In reality, cognition is nondual.

The underlying reasons why cognition must be understood as ontologically singular and
thus in reality nondual are discussed in Chapter 3, which also marks our first foray into the crucially
important argument in PS 1.9a: that, “alternatively, in [an idealistic] context, reflexive awareness
is the result” (svasamvittih phalam vatra). In PV 3.320, Dharmakirti begins his discussion of this
point by asking a question that in effect serves as the theoretical fulcrum about which the entire
Perception Chapter revolves: “what is the awareness of an object?” (karthasamvit). Indeed, it
would not overstate the matter to describe PV 3.320 as the rhetorical climax of PV 3, the key
juncture or pressure point which Dharmakirti builds his analysis toward, and then keeps pressing
his opponent on until the end. The crux of the argument turns on the interlocutor’s acceptance of
the preceding analysis, to the effect that a cognition may be understood as the awareness of some
object “because it possesses the form of that [object]” (tadripyad). Here, however, Dharmakirti
argues that this account is unacceptable, because cognition cannot truly be said to possess the form
of the object. Since his argumentation toward this end is primarily located in an earlier passage,

PV 3.194-224 ad PS 1.4cd, Chapter 3 is primarily framed as an investigation of Dharmakirti’s
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arguments in that earlier passage. In brief, the argument in that passage is that the variegation
(citrata) of phenomenal appearances, together with the unfixable disconnect between the gross
“extension” (sthitla) of the object-image, as opposed to the extensionless, “subtle” (sitksma),
partless and indivisible particles which are supposed to be its cause, entail that ordinary cognition
cannot be understood to truly possess the form of its supposed object.

In Chapter 4, which treats PV 3.320-337 ad PS 1.9a, we return to the crucial issue of
reflexive awareness as the “result” (phala). The key point here is that reflexive awareness, the
inherently self-presenting nature of every cognition, just insofar as it is a cognition, may for this
reason also be metaphorically understood as the “resultant cognitive activity,” which is to say, our
actual knowledge of our own cognitions. This point is crucially important in relation to
Dharmakirti’s Yogacara perspective, as it is precisely in these terms that Dharmakirti articulates
his argument for a fully idealistic ontology. In broad outline, Dharmakirti’s argument at this
juncture is that we only ever have direct epistemic access to cognition; and so, building upon the
mereological analysis developed in Chapter 3, the notion of extramental objects (bahyartha) is
found to be incoherent. Dharmakirti thus argues that the best possible account of conventional
reality is that appearances arise due to the activation (prabodhana) of an internal imprint or karmic
disposition (vasanda). But in all cases, irrespective of the underlying causal ontology, awareness is
only ever “reflexively” aware of awareness itself. Therefore, this very reflexive awareness may
always be considered the “result.”

Chapter 5 completes the analysis of reflexive awareness as the “result,” through the
examination of PV 3.338-352 ad PS 1.9bcd. This passage primarily concerns the relationship
between the subjective or affective features of experience, such as pleasure, and the determination

(niscaya) of the sensory object. However, since several of the key concepts discussed here are
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treated in greater detail earlier in the PV, specifically PV 3.249-280 ad PS 1.6ab, the analysis in
Chapter 5 also looks back toward that earlier passage, which concerns the nature of affective states
such as pleasure. Most saliently, this earlier passage explains how affective states are by nature
reflexively-experienced, which is to say that pleasure just is the experience (or, equivalently, the
reflexive awareness) of pleasure. This point is important for two reasons. First, it helps serve to
establish the argument of PS 1.9b, that “the determination of the object has [reflexive awareness]
as its nature” (tadriipo hy arthaniscayah). Second, it sets up Dharmakirti’s discussion in PV 3.353-
366 ad PS 1.10, where Dharmakirti explains how the reflexive awareness of affective states such
as pleasure is in fact generalizable to the reflexive awareness of all cognition. This last passage is
examined in the Conclusion to this study, which also includes some notes concerning how
Dharmakirti’s theoretical framework was incorporated into the Buddhist contemplative tradition.

Despite the wealth of additional material in PV 3.367-539 ad PS 1.11-12, perhaps most
especially concerning the extremely interesting topic of memory and its relation to reflexive
awareness, PV 3.366 marks a natural ending point for this study. It is noteworthy in this regard
that the final portion of the Perception Chapter of the Pramanaviniscaya (i.e., PVin 1) is comprised
of a verbatim citation of PV 3.353-362, followed by a brief consideration of the
sahopalambhaniyama (roughly corresponding to PV 3.387-389, discussed in Chapter 4); PVin 1
then concludes with a maddeningly brief and elliptical mention of the “ultimate epistemic
instrument.” In other words, Dharmakirti concludes the Perception Chapter of the
Pramanaviniscaya without ever touching upon the discussion of memory and related topics
corresponding to PS 1.11-12, in essence ignoring PV 3.367-539. Dharmakirti’s theory of memory

as articulated in PV 3 must, then, unfortunately await a future study.



33

Finally, as regards this Introduction, there remain two major tasks to accomplish before we
are able to embark on our study of the Perception Chapter. First, it is necessary to understand
Dharmakirti’s rhetorical strategy of the “sliding scale,” which in turn necessitates a consideration
of the earlier Buddhist intellectual tradition. Second, Dharmakirti’s epistemological project must
be contextualized within the pan-Indian scholastic discourse of pramana theory, of which it is an

essential part.
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II. Buddhist Epistemology and the “Sliding Scale”

A. General Considerations

One of the most important features of Dharmakirti’s epistemological works is the situational
approach he takes to dealing with rhetorical opponents, which has been dubbed the “sliding scale
of analysis.” Dunne (2004, 53—69), building on McClintock (2002, 68-76) and Dreyfus (1997, 99—
104), identifies two major typological divisions on the scale: External Realism and Epistemic
Idealism. The External Realist position tracks the Sanskrit term bahyarthavada (“the view that
external objects [exist]”), and can be further subdivided into the ignorant but “common sense”
view that distributed entities or “wholes” (avayavins) exist, and the more refined position that only
irreducible particulars (svalaksanas) or indivisible momentary phenomena (dharmas) exist. On
this view, such irreducible particulars are “substantially existent” (dravyasat), while the gross
objects comprised by such particulars are only “nominally existent” (prajriaptisat). The latter
position was definitive within the Abhidharma literature, including the Abhidharmakosabhdasya.®

While Dharmakirti’s External Realism is closely related to this Abhidharma perspective,
the two are distinct in at least one crucial respect. For Dharmakirti, on the most basic account,
“particulars” are synonymous with elementary, “atomic”* or fundamental particles (paramanu).

However, Dharmakirti’s predecessors in the Abhidharma discourse were concerned with the

43 Cf. AKBh ad AK 6.4.

4 The question of how to discuss “atomic” particles in the context of Buddhist literature is somewhat complicated.
The term “atom” is derived from the Greek a- “not” + fomein “to cut”; when first discovered, it was believed that the
entities we now call “atoms” are indivisible. But J.J. Thomson’s 1897 discovery of the electron, and Ernest
Rutherford’s 1909 demonstration of the nuclear structure of “atoms,” dramatically changed the theoretical picture.
Contemporary physicists refer to the indivisible, substructure-less, most basic ontological elements of reality as
“elementary particles” or “fundamental particles.” Since this is the precise sense of paramanu in Dharmakirti’s usage,
we shall accordingly refer to these as “elementary” or “fundamental,” rather than “atomic.” Though they do not explain
their terminological decisions, Duckworth et al. (2016) adopt the same convention, presumably for the same reason.
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irreducible units of experience (i.e., dharmas), which they did not necessarily consider to be
ontological constituents of reality as such.®

Similarly, although the division between “common sense” and “refined” perspectives
within External Realist ontology may in certain ways be understood to map onto the distinction
between nominalism and realism in the Western philosophical tradition, this comparison comes
with some important caveats. Most saliently: in Western philosophy, a “particular” can mean for
example a particular chair, as opposed to the “universal” class of chairs. However, for Dharmakirti,
as well as the entire line of his Buddhist predecessors stretching all the way back to the earliest
layers of the Abhidharma, a particular chair is a composite entity (samagri), and thus from the
perspective of Buddhist nominalist critique is a kind of “universal” (samdnya). In fact, as will be
discussed in Chapter 3, this is the precise sense in which Dinnaga writes in PS 1.4cd: “the sensory
domain is a universal” (samanyagocaram). That is to say, for Vasubandhu, Dinnaga, and
Dharmakirti, the gross extended sensory object is a universal, just insofar as it is a composite of
individual particulars working in concert to produce a sensory image (@kara) in cognition.*

As the preceding discussion indicates, Dharmakirti’s ontology and epistemology hinges on
a long tradition of Buddhist scholarship, with which Dharmakirti expects his readers to be
intimately familiar. In particular, Dharmakirti was extremely indebted to the Darstantika-
Sautrantika tradition of Abhidharma exegesis. On this point, one of the more interesting features

of the PV is that it does not contain a straightforward description*’ of the perceptual process—that

45 Cf. Cox (2004, 549).
46 See Chapter 3, Section I.B: The Agglomerated Object of Sensory Cognition.

47 Dunne (2004, 84n50) highlights PV 3.109, PV 3.247-248 (discussed in Chapter 1), PV 3.301-319 (discussed in
Chapter 2), and PV 3.333-341 (discussed in Chapters 4 and 5) as passages from which Dharmakirti’s causal theory
of perception may be gleaned.
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is, it does not straightforwardly answer the central question that Dharmakirti poses in PV 3.320a:
“what is object-awareness?”’** To some extent, this is because, apart from characterizing perception
as “devoid of conceptuality” (kalpandapodham), neither does Dinnaga. But an important underlying
reason why neither Dharmakirti nor Dinnaga spelled out the process is because, again, their
epistemological projects sat on top of centuries of prior scholarship.

The more specific contextual issue here is that both Dinnaga and Dharmakirti were
responding in part to a pre-existing dispute between Vaibhasika and Sautrantika exegetical
traditions, a dispute that was likely very much alive in their day. At a first approximation, the
“sliding scale” may be understood as a refutation of Vaibhasika direct realism, followed by a
provisional acceptance of Sautrantika representationalism, before a decisive turn toward an
idealistic (“"Yogacara”) re-interpretation of that representationalism. Taking into account, then, that
both Dinnaga and Dharmakirti were in dialogue with these Abhidharma exegetical traditions,
especially as presented and represented in the works of Vasubandhu, it is worth briefly examining

the layers of textual accretion to which they were responding.

B. Vaibhasika Direct Realism

To begin with, it should be noted that there was much in common between the Vaibhasikas and
the Sautrantikas. This is unsurprising considering that both were Buddhist exegetical traditions
participating in the Abhidharma discourse. At the same time, they vociferously disagreed on a
wide range of issues, too many to address here. But at the risk of reducing two traditions with

enormous internal variegation to a single defining perspective for each, and in particular at the risk

4 karthasamvit. See below, Chapter 3.
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of treating the Vaibhasikas as a mere caricature or placeholder (as they are too commonly treated),
for our purposes it is nevertheless of heuristic use to specify that the most important distinction
between these traditions concerns their epistemology—specifically, the direct realism of the
Vaibhasikas, versus the representationalism of the Sautrantikas. In other words, while a detailed
examination of Vaibhasika direct realist epistemology on its own terms would lie outside the scope
of this study, it is nevertheless extremely helpful to take a brief look at this system, if only due to
what this brief look reveals about the nature of the epistemological debate taken up by Dharmakirti,
the problem of “intentionality,” and related issues.

Crane and French (2017, 3.4.1) characterize direct or “naive” realism as the view that
“experiences themselves consist of relations of awareness to objects.” From this perspective,
sensory cognition is believed to operate with respect to its objects directly and without mediation,
such that “what is fundamental to experience is something which itself cannot [be] explained in
terms of representing the world: a primitive relation of awareness to aspects of the world.” The
key point of direct realism, in other words, which makes the relation between awareness and its
objects “primitive,” is that awareness is held to apprehend its objects directly, without “sense data”
or any other type of intermediate mental representation. To a first approximation, this is a fair
summation of the Vaibhasika perspective. Yet the Vaibhasikas’ direct realism was perhaps in a
stronger philosophical position than similar modern-day theories, on account of a major problem
facing all direct realist accounts of perception, which was also a critically important concern of
Dharmakirti’s: the “time-lag problem.”

The “time-lag problem” refers to the ineradicable gap in time between the moment that the
cognized object exists, and the moment that it is perceived. This gap exists even from a strictly

physicalist-materialist perspective, since even from such a perspective it must be acknowledged
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that what the eye “sees” is not the object itself, but rather the visible light that the object either
emits or reflects. Since the propagation of light is not instantaneous, but on the contrary requires a
definite quantity of time, the object (i.e., that which emits or reflects light) at the time it is seen is
necessarily different from the object as existed at the moment when it emitted or reflected light.
Of course, one may in principle appeal to some kind of continuity between the object at to (when
it emits or reflects light) and the object at t; (when this light hits the retina), such that the two are
held to be “the same” object. This kind of appeal, however, would be equally impossible from both
strictly physicalist-materialist and Vaibhasika Buddhist perspectives, on account of the
momentariness (ksanikatva) of everything that exists. At a subatomic level, everything is in
constant flux; nothing is absolutely or completely “the same” from moment to moment.

Yet despite their recognition of the momentariness of phenomena, which is foundational
for Buddhism, the Vaibhasikas are effectively immune from the time-lag problem in a way that
contemporary direct realists (at least those that hew to a strict physicalist-materialist line) are not.
This is due to their sarvastivada (“Everything Exists View”’) ontological position, to the effect that
all phenomena exist throughout the three times of past, present, and future. As a consequence of
this view, the Vaibhasikas maintained that causality operates both successively and
simultaneously. On their account, within a specifically simultaneous causal structure—such as that

of sensory awareness—cause and effect are able to exist at the same time. Cox (1988, 33) explains:

The second fundamental area of disagreement between the Sarvastivadins [i.e., the
Vaibhasikas] and the Darstantikas  [i.e., the “Sautrantikas] concerns the

4 Establishing the precise nomenclature and genealogy of the early Buddhist exegetical traditions is outside the scope
of the present study. In brief, both the Vaibhasikas and the Darstantikas considered themselves to be Sarvastivadins;
of these two, however, only the Vaibhasikas actually maintained the original Sarvastivada ontology. Thus,
“Vaibhasika” and “Sarvastivada” are often used interchangeably. The tradition that came eventually to be known as
“Sautrantika,” meanwhile, was essentially derived from the earlier Darstantikas. To highlight the continuity between
these two traditions, terms such as “Darstantika-Sautrantika” are often used. For an overview of the historical
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dynamics of conditionality. The Sarvastivadins allow both successive and
simultaneous models of causation: certain causes (hetu) or conditions (pratyaya)
arise prior to their effects, while others, which exert a supportive conditioning
efficacy, arise simultaneously with them. The Darstantikas, however, allow only
successive causation; a cause must always precede its effect.

The Vaibhasika-Sarvastivada doctrine of simultaneous causality was, in this way, the theoretical
superstructure holding up their version of direct realism. Cox (1988, 35) explains that, for the
Sarvastivadas, “In direct perception (pratyaksa), a momentary external object-field [visaya] is
grasped by a momentary externally directed sense organ and apprehended by an equally
momentary instance of one of the five externally directed types of perceptual consciousness. This
is possible only if the object-field, sense organ, and perceptual consciousness are simultaneous.”
There is no time-lag problem, on such a view, because the “resulting” cognition generated by the
contact between the sense-faculty and the object is held to exist at the exact same time as its
generating causes: “thanks to the operation of simultaneous causality, the external object can be
directly grasped, in spite of [the] universal law of momentariness.”*® Thus, the sensory cognition

and its object exist in a simultaneous, direct, and “primitive” relation.?!

development of these traditions, and in particular a defense of the notion that “Darstantika” and “Sautrantika” should
be kept conceptually separate, see Dhammajoti (2007, 14). For an alternate view, to the effect that “Darstantika was
used in a derogatory sense, more or less meaning heterodox Sarvastivada,” see Willemen, Dessein, and Cox (1998,
xii). With regard to the latter view, however, it should be noted that Cox (1988, 70n4) states that “The history of the
Darstantikas and Sautrantikas are closely intertwined, with the Darstantikas as the probable predecessor of the
Sautrantikas.” Dhammajoti (2007, 14) concludes: “To say the least, it is certain that the ancient [commentators] did
not indiscriminately equate ‘Darstantika’ with ‘Sautrantika.””

30 Dhammajoti (2007, 137).

3! This point is critically important in relation to one of the most paradigmatic examples of perceptual error, the illusion
of a circle created by a spinning firebrand (alatacakra); see Chapter 1, Section II.LE: The Firebrand-Circle. The
Sarvastivadins could appeal to simultaneous causality, and the present perception of past dharmas, in order to explain
why the spinning firebrand appears as an uninterrupted circle. The Sautrantikas, on the other hand, were forced to
concede that, at any given moment, the point of light can only be seen by the visual consciousness at its instantaneous
location. Accounting for why the spinning firebrand appears as an uninterrupted circle is therefore more complex.
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This brings us to the thorny topic of “intentionality,” or what is known within the Western
philosophical tradition the “intentional relation” between consciousness and its object. 2
Intentionality is an enormous topic, far beyond a thorough treatment here. For our present
purposes, it should suffice to note that there is a certain fundamental ambiguity in the way that the
Western tradition speaks about intentionality. On the one hand, intentionality has been described
in terms of “aboutness”—that is, a cognition’s (or, on some accounts, a linguistic proposition’s)
being “about” something else, other than itself. In this sense, “intentionality” denotes a kind of
externally-directed reference. A cognition is intentional in this “external” sense insofar as it is
“about” or relates to some external referent; this is, roughly, John Searle’s stance.** On the other
hand, intentionality has also been described in terms of the relationship between phenomenal
subject and phenomenal object: that is to say, in terms of a relationship between two different types
of “internal” mental entities, or perhaps two poles defining the range of a kind of mental
phenomenal field. This is, roughly, the Brentanian or Husserlian sense of the term.>*

In one sense, the problem of “intentionality” will be a recurring theme for this study, since
the relationship between the “apprehender” (grahaka) and “apprehended” (grahya), which is to
say, the phenomenological subject and object, is a centrally important issue for Dharmakirti’s
project. But it must be understood at the outset that Dharmakirti’s model of cognition is
fundamentally non-intentional. To begin with, Dharmakirti completely rejects the idea that there
exists any kind of direct or unmediated relationship between a moment of awareness and a

purportedly external (that is, bahya or extramental) object; externally-directed intentionality in

32 Jacob (2019).
33 Searle (1983).
34 Husserl (1960).
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Searle’s sense is a nonstarter.” But Dharmakirti also maintains that the bifurcation of cognition
into subjective and objective “aspects” (akaras) is strictly and exclusively an artifact of ignorance,
in fact nothing more than a type of nonconceptual cognitive error.*® A cognition, on Dharmakirti’s
account, is ontologically singular and indivisible, and thus cannot involve any kind of real
relationship between an ontologically discrete subject and object; for this very reason, as will be
demonstrated at length throughout this study, Dharmakirti maintains that the phenomenological
duality of subject and object is unreal. Hence, any Brentanian or Husserlian interpretation of
Dharmakirti’s epistemology must be very carefully qualified, at least to the extent that their
phenomenology treats the duality of subject and object as ineliminable and irreducible.
“Intentionality” is front and center in Vaibhasika perceptual theory, since they maintain the
relationship between a sensory consciousness and its object to be intentional in the first, “external”
sense. This position dovetailed with the Sarvastivadins’ insistence that the objects of perception
necessarily exist, in other words that there can be no non-existent object of perception.>” This
ontological stance was particularly relevant to the analysis of illusions or erroneous cognitions
such as those that will be discussed in Chapter 1. According to the Vaibhasikas, for example, the
extremely important “double moon” illusion—when, due to a misalignment between the eyes, one
“sees double”—is due to the misapprehension of a really-existing causal substrate, namely, the

single moon (Cox 1988, 49-50):

35 On this point, it should be noted that, given Leibniz’ Law or the momentariness (ksanikatva) of phenomena, the
“aboutness” sense of intentionality is impossible to square with a direct realist epistemology, without invoking either
a Vaibhasika-style simultaneous causality, or the idea that every moment of consciousness involves some kind of
“spooky action at a distance” with respect to its object.

36 See Chapter 1, Section III: Dharmakirti’s Theory of Nonconceptual Pseudo-Perception.

57 Dhammajoti (2007, 41-44).
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Sensory error, such as the visual distortions produced by ophthalmic disorders [i.e.,
timira], or the image of two moons, results from faulty sense organs and does not
imply a nonexistent object-field. For example, a visual sense organ afflicted by
ophthalmic disorders does grasp existent visual material form, albeit unclearly. This
then results in mistaken cognition with regard to that existent object-field. In the
case of the image of two moons, Sanghabhadra explains that the visual sense organ
and that initial moment of visual perceptual consciousness depend upon or see the
single existent moon. However, the clarity of perception is influenced by the sense
organ, which is a condition coequal with the object-field in the arising of perceptual
consciousness. Therefore, the deteriorated state of the visual sense organ produces
an unclear visual perceptual consciousness, which results in the confused cognition
of two moons. Nevertheless, the object-field, the single moon, actually exists. This
is evident because no such cognition of the moon, confused or otherwise, arises
where the moon is not found.

For reasons that will become clear in Chapter 1, this explanation shares some important similarities
with Dharmakirti’s own explanation of perceptual error, in terms of attributing at least part of the
causal origin of the error to a defect in the sense-faculties. Like Dharmakirti, in other words, the
Vaibhasikas did not accept a purely conceptual explanation for sensory error, precisely because
they maintain that all sensory cognitions—even erroneous ones—must arise from a direct causal

relationship between the sense-faculty and some real entity.

C. Sautrantika Representationalism

As noted above, one of the most interesting and counterintuitive features of the PV is that
Dharmakirti does not directly describe the mechanics of sensory perception. Instead, he largely
relies on his readers’ pre-existing knowledge of Sautrantika epistemology, while subtly revising it
in line with the Yogacara perspective. However, sorting out the extent to which Dharmakirti

diverges from his Sautrantika predecessors (most notably Vasubandhu’s perspective as articulated



43

in the AKBh) is beyond the scope of this project.*® Indeed, of all the intellectual-historical lacunae
which this study must cursorily gloss over, none is deeper or wider than the Sautrantika model of
sensory cognition. What follows here is therefore a schematic presentation, by no means
comprehensive, of Sautrantika representationalism.>

To define our terms, “representationalism” is the primary epistemological alternative to
naive or direct realism.® The essence of representationalism is the position that the object of
experience is not the stimulus of sensory cognition in and of itself, but rather some kind of
cognitive representation of the stimulus, often expressed as “sense data” about the stimulus.®!

Thus, on a basic External Realist or Sautrantika account, wherein it is asserted that there is such a

8 Dharmakirti’s External Realist position is often considered to be interchangeable with a Sautrantika perspective,
and in many respects may indeed be considered thus interchangeable. But it is possible—though as yet unestablished—
that Dharmakirti’s External Realist epistemological framework incorporated a critically important element, which was
not shared by his Sautrantika predecessors: the foundational Yogacara doctrine that cognition does not exclusively
arise in the image of the apprehended object (grahyakara), but rather also simultaneously arises with the image of the
apprehending subject (grahakakara). That is to say, as will be discussed throughout this study, but especially in
Chapters 4 and 5, Dharmakirti asserts that cognition arises with a “dual form” (dviripa), even in an External Realist
context wherein extramental objects are asserted to exist.

Again, although it is not yet possible to settle this point with absolute certainty, and any attempt to do so would in any
case lie outside the scope of this study, it is worth noting that, while Sautrantika representationalist epistemology
hinged on the object-image (grahyakara), it seems as though the Sautrantikas may have had no endogenous concept
of the subject-image (grahakakara). As Dhammajoti (2007, 174) explains, “the Sautrantika notion is that the akara
corresponds exactly to the external object.” In other words, Sautrantika representationalism may not necessarily have
included any account of subjective phenomenology. Furthermore, Gold (2015, 128-76) argues persuasively and at
length that the phenomenological sense of “duality” (dvaya) in Vasubandhu’s later ““Yogacara” works should not be
read back into Vasubandhu’s earlier “Sautrantika” works. Hence, the very concept of phenomenological duality seems
to have been somewhat unique to the Yogacara tradition, though again, more research into this topic is required.

For another possible divergence between Dharmakirti and the prior Sautrantika tradition, concerning the possibility
of multiple simultaneous cognitions, see Chapter 1 note 87. For yet another possible divergence, concerning the
manner of operation of reflexive awareness, see Chapter 5, note 178.

% Ven. K. L. Dhammajoti and Collett Cox have done invaluable work shedding light on the post-Mahavibhasasdstra,
pre-AK(Bh) period of Buddhist doctrinal development, but much work remains to be done. A large portion of this
future work concerns the relationship between Vasubandhu’s Sautrantika perspective and that of his Darstantika
predecessors, especially Kumaralata. Another portion concerns the relationship, within Vasubandhu’s oeuvre,
between his earlier and later epistemological theories, fleshing out the work begun by Gold (2015).

0 Lycan (2015).

61 Crane and French (2017) distinguish “sense data” epistemology from other types of non-direct-realist theories, but
a simple twofold division between direct realism and representationalism is sufficient for our analytic purposes here.
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thing as extramental matter (i.e., bahyartha), the key epistemological point is that we do not
directly perceive the fundamental particles of matter.®> Rather, instead of perceiving fundamental
particles directly—which is in any case impossible®>—we perceive them by means of the effects
they produce when they act in concert.*

In Sanskrit Buddhist literature, the cognitive effect produced by the joint causal operation
of fundamental particles and sense faculties is known as the “phenomenal form,” “image” or

“aspect” (akara) of the object.® Thus the Sautrantika position is often denoted as sakaravada (“the

view [that sensory cognition occurs] with an ‘image’ [of the sensory object]”). Buddhist

%2 In keeping with the Abhidharma distinction between material and mental dharmas, it should be noted that, on a
Buddhist account, such material particles are not the only possible objects of sensory cognition. Importantly, mental
particulars—i.e., cognitions—are also the object of certain types of “direct perception” (pratyaksa), specifically
mental perception and reflexive awareness. See Chapter 1, Section II.C: Mental Perception.

3 The Buddhist insistence on the impossibility of directly seeing the elementary constituents of reality is well-known;
cf. Dunne (2004, 100-114), and Chapter 3, Section I.B: The Agglomerated Object of Sensory Cognition. But even
from a strictly “scientific” perspective, the concept of “seeing atoms” (to say nothing of subatomic particles) is
incoherent. Optical physics dictates that objects smaller than ~200nm cannot be resolved by light visible to the human
eye, even in the narrowest violet range. For reference, an atom is approximately 0.1nm in diameter. Thus, even a
theoretically perfectly optimal visible-light microscope cannot resolve individual atoms. Atomic-scale phenomena can
be resolved using quantum tunneling effects, in effect manipulating electrons rather than photons in order to probe the
structure of such atomic-scale phenomena; this is the principle underlying the operation of the Scanning Tunneling
Microscope. However, using technological-prosthetic instruments to measure an extremely small electric current is
not “seeing” in any phenomenologically or visual-cognitively meaningful sense.

Although there is unfortunately no space to digress upon this point at length, it is worth reflecting on how this account
differs from that of Wilfrid Sellars (1965), who maintained that the “theory-contaminated observation” of an electron
trail is literally a sensory perception of the actual electron itself: ““That is an electron’ is how the trained physicist can
directly and reliably perceptually respond by pointing to a streak of droplets in a cloud chamber, without having to
cautiously infer from anything ‘more immediately’ perceptible such as the shape-and-color characteristics of the
streak... In short, she can have the theory-contaminated but nonetheless genuinely perceptual observation report: “This
electron is doing so-and-so’” (O’Shea 2007, 34-35). From a Dharmakirtian perspective, however, this is ludicrous.
Dharmakirti recognizes the importance of this type of “determination immediately subsequent to perception”
(pratyaksaprsthalabdhaniscaya), but such a cognition must precisely be understood as non-perceptual—indeed, as
pseudo-perceptual, as expressly opposed to “genuinely perceptual.” See Chapter 1, Section I: Dharmakirti’s Theory
of Conceptual Pseudo-Perception. Thanks to Karl Schmid (2018, 207-8) for bringing this passage to my attention.

% For a discussion of the “universal causal capacity” (sdmanyasakti) in relation to the common effect produced by
particulars expressing their “individually-restricted causal capacities” (pratiniyatasakti) in concert, see Chapter 3,
Section I.C: Individual and Universal Capacities.

65 Kellner (2013, 275) argues persuasively that “the characteristic use of @kara in Buddhist epistemological discourse
turns out to be continuous with only some of the nuances it has in Abhidharma.” However, since this is a general
overview, we will heuristically treat these concepts as the same.
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representationalism or sa@karavada first developed among the Darstantikas, the predecessors of the
Sautrantikas, in the context of a dispute concerning what exactly it is that “sees.” The Vaibhasikas,
in accord with their direct realist epistemology, maintained that it is the visual faculty (aksa) which
“sees.” Against this view, the Darstantikas argued that it is consciousness which “sees.” For this
reason, the Darstantika-Sautrantika position was known as vijianavada, “the view that it is
consciousness [which ‘sees’].””%

Vasubandhu explains the Sautrantika position, that the eye-faculty is only a causal support

for the visual consciousness, as follows:

[Vasubandhu:] If the visual faculty sees, then so also the other sufficient conditions
for consciousnesses should see.

[Opponent:] Certainly not every visual faculty sees.
[Vasubandhu:] Which does, then?

[Opponent:] One with a corresponding [consciousness]. It sees when it is
accompanied by consciousness; otherwise it does not.

[Vasubandhu:] Then it should be said that just that consciousness sees, with the
visual faculty as the support.®’

Vasubandhu’s point here is that the mere causal conjunction of sense-faculty and sense-object is
not ipso facto cognitive. Consider, for example, the eye of someone who has just died; the causal

supports for visual cognition (most saliently, the light and the eye) are the same, but there is no

% Dhammajoti (2007, 62-92). It is important to note that, in the later discourse, and in most contemporary scholarship,
vijiianavada is synonymous with vijiiaptimatrata and antarjiieyavada (i.e., “Epistemic Idealism”), the view that all
phenomena are mental and no strictly extramental objects exist. Part of what is at stake in tracing the intellectual-
historical development of Sautrantika epistemology is accounting for the shifting interpretations of vijiianavada, from
“the view that consciousness perceives” to “the view that all phenomena are cognitive.”

7 yadi caksuh pasyed anyavijianasamarngino 'pi paSyet | na vai sarvam caksuh pasyati | kim tarhi sabhagam
savijiianakam yada bhavati tada pasyaty anyada neti | evam tarhi tad eva caksurasritam vijiianam pasyatity astu
Pradhan (1975, 30.4-6). Translated by Gold (2015, 70).



46

“seeing.” Therefore, the most salient restricting or determining factor (niyamaka)® that governs
whether or not “seeing” occurs is not the causal support for the visual cognition, but the presence
or absence of the visual cognition itself.

Crucially, on the Sautrantika model, a sensory cognition necessarily arises as an effect,
subsequent to its causes. This is because, unlike the Vaibhasikas, the Darstantikas and the
Sautrantikas maintain that causality is strictly sequential, and therefore that dharmas only exist in
the present moment: their ontology was explicitly opposed to the Sarvastivada view that all
phenomena exist throughout the three times of past, present, and future. Both the Darstantikas and
the Sautrantikas specifically denied that cause and effect could exist simultaneously. Thus, the
Darstantikas and the Sautrantikas insisted that “to exist” could only mean “to perform a function

in the present moment” (Cox 1988, 33):

Darstantikas equate a factor's existence with its present activity. One cannot
meaningfully distinguish a factor's intrinsic nature from its activity, and thereby
speak of its existence in the past or future. Further, they argue, factors do not exist
as isolated units of intrinsic nature that manifest a particular activity through the
influence of other isolated conditions. For the Darstantikas, the process of causal
interrelation is the only fact of experience; the fragmentation of this process into
discrete factors possessed of individual existence and unique efficacy is only a
mental fabrication.®

This commitment to sequential causality, and concomitant denial of sarvastitva (i.e., the past,

present, and future existence of dharmas), had a number of extremely important consequences.

% See Chapter 2, Section I1.C: The “Determiner” (nivamaka).

6 It is interesting to note that we may observe here, in embryonic form, the essentials of Dinnaga and Dharmakirti’s
ontology. In particular, consider the inseparability of “intrinsic nature” (i.e., svabhava) from causal activity, which is
to say, causal features or properties (these being momentary and thus strictly identical with the causal activity of the
dharma in question). The intrinsic nature (svabhava) of a “particular” (svalaksana) just is that particular’s defining
characteristic (svalaksana), which in fact is nothing other than the particular’s causal activity (arthakriyd) in the
present instant.
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First, as Cox highlights, there is on this view literally nothing that exists other than the
stream of cause and effect. At one moment, this stream includes the sense faculties and the objects
as distinct causal factors (karakas);” at the next moment, their causal conjunction has produced
the sensory-cognitive image, which is then part of the causal stream, in addition to the causal
derivatives of the phenomena from the prior moment (in other words, the subsequent moment’s
causal derivative of the faculties, and the subsequent moment’s causal derivative of the object).

Second, for this very reason, it is not the case that consciousness “sees” in the sense of
actively or transitively participating in the process as some kind of “agent” (kartr) of seeing. As
Vasubandhu writes in the AKBh, consciousness does not properly speaking “do” anything at all;
the “action” of cognizing is devoid of agent (kartr), patient (karman), or instrument (karana).
These may be conceptually distinguished, for the purpose of rational analysis or debate, but such

distinctions are only mental fabrications (trans. Cox 1988, 39):

In that case, when it is said in the scripture that “perceptual consciousness (vijriana)
is aware (vijanati),” what does perceptual consciousness do? It does not do
anything. Just as it is said that the effect conforms to the cause since it attains its
existence (atmalabha) through similarity (sadrsya) [to its cause] even without
doing anything, in this way also it is said that perceptual consciousness is aware
since it attains its existence through similarity [to its object] even without doing
anything. What is [this that is referred to as] its “similarity”? It is the fact that it has
the aspect [akarata] of that [object]. For this reason, even though that [perceptual
consciousness] has arisen due to the sense organ, it is said to be aware of the object-
field and not of the sense organ. Or, just as the series of perceptual consciousness
is the cause with regard to a given [moment of] perceptual consciousness, so there
is no fault in saying that perceptual consciousness is aware, since one can apply the
word “agent” [kartr] to the cause.”

70 See Chapter 2, Section I: The Karaka System and Cognition.

" Pradhan (1975, 473.23-474.3): yat tarhi vijiianam vijanati 'ti sitra uktam kim tatra vijianam karoti | na kimcit
karoti | yatha tu karyam karanam anuvidhivata ity ucyate | sadysyena ‘tmalabhad akurvad api kimcit | evam vijiianam
api vijanati 'ty ucyate | sadrsyena ‘tmalabhad akurvad api kimcit | kim punar asya sadrsyam | tadakarata | ata eva
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We will return to this crucially important point in Chapter 2.

Third, as Vasubandhu explains in this passage, the production of a cognitive image (akara)
or mental representation is a pure effect of the interplay of causality. It exists in a relationship of
what Dunne (2004, 100—110) terms an “isomorphic correspondence,” or “similarity” (sadrsya), to
its causal supports. That is to say, there exists a structural causal isomorphism between the causal
features of the object, and the causal features of the image that corresponds to the object. There
will be a great deal more to say about the image’s “conformity with the object” (arthasariupya)
below, in Chapter 3.

Fourth, for all of these reasons, the sensory cognition constitutes a kind of trustworthy
“information” about the world, insofar as it necessarily and by nature tracks the causal features of
its object. Crucially, however, this information does not yet constitute “knowledge” in the ordinary
sense. Like most other traditions of Indian epistemology, the Sautrantikas held that the initial
moment of perception is indeterminate or nonconceptual (avikalpika), and that actionable
knowledge about the sensory object—paradigmatically, a determinate judgment such as, “That is
a jug”—only arises after the initial indeterminate cognition. There is, in other words, a very
important distinction to be made between the sensory cognition of an object, and determinate
knowledge about that object. This point will also be revisited in Chapter 2.

The key takeaway here is that the process of acquiring actionable knowledge by means of
the senses occurs in several distinct phases. At the first moment to, the object exerts its causal
influence on the faculties. This gives rise to a cognitive image bearing the form of the object at the

next moment, t;. Crucially, however, this image of the object is only a “snapshot,” not of the object

tad indriyad apy utpannam visayam vijanati 'ty ucyate ne ‘ndriyam | athava tatha 'tra ’pi vijianasamtanasya vijiiane
karanabhavad vijiianam vijanati 'ti vacanan nirdosam karane kartrsabdanirdesat ||
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as it exists at t;, but as it existed at to. In other words, there is always a gap or “time lag” between
the existence of the object and the existence of the nonconceptual sensory image. This epistemic
problem is further exacerbated by the fact that determinate conceptual judgments about the object
are not possible until at least the next moment, t>.7?

On Dharmakirti’s model, this is not an insurmountable problem. As we will see, for
Dharmakirti, what determines the epistemic trustworthiness or reliability (i.e., the pramanya) of a
cognition is ultimately adjudicated on practical grounds. Insofar as the twice-removed-from-its-
object, inherently erroneous conceptual cognition at t; nevertheless has the quality of being able
to induce action (pravarttakatva) toward the object, and also has the quality of being able to
facilitate the attainment (prapakatva) of the object as the result of such action, it is an
“instrumental” or trustworthy cognition (i.e., a pramana). But this perspective is not without
limitations, of which Dharmakirti was well aware. Throughout this study, we will repeatedly
examine how Dharmakirti’s epistemological arguments culminate in the position that even such

seemingly practically-efficacious cognitions are not, in the final analysis, ultimately reliable.

D. Yogacara Idealism

This brings us to the last of Dharmakirti’s major intellectual-historical influences within the
Buddhist tradition: Yogacara. The precise nature of Dharmakirti’s relationship to Yogacara is a
longstanding and notoriously thorny question in Buddhist Studies. As discussed above, at a first
approximation, Dharmakirti’s “sliding scale of analysis” may be understood as a shift from

Vaibhasika Abhidharma typology, through Sautrantika External Realism, to a final position of

72 See Chapter 1, Section I1.C.2: The Instrumentality of Mental Perception.
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Yogacara Epistemic Idealism. However, as Jonathan Gold (2015, 20) has noted, the distinction
between Sautrantika and Yogacara—even or perhaps especially when only considering the works
of Vasubandhu—can be difficult to demarcate. For his part, Dharmakirti spends the majority of
his time arguing from a broadly Sautrantika perspective. He only calls the External Realist position
into question at a few critical junctures, most particularly PV 3.333-336, which constitutes the
clearest example of Dharmakirti shifting from the Sautrantika to the Yogacara position.
Dharmakirti’s argument in this passage will be thoroughly addressed below, in Chapter 4. But the
key question here is how we should understand Dharmakirti’s relation to the Yogacara tradition.
To that end, it is first necessary to say a few words about this tradition.

In brief, Yogacara may be identified as what the Samdhinirmocana Sitra proclaims itself
to be: the “Third Turning of the Wheel of Dharma,” following the “First Turning” of the Buddha’s
teaching on the Four Nobles’ Truths (catvari aryasatyani) concerning the existence, cause,
cessation, and remedy of suffering, and the “Second Turning” of the Mahayana teachings on
emptiness (sinyata), the essencelessness (nihsvabhavata) of all phenomena. The Third Turning
may be understood as a systematization of the Buddha’s emphasis on the mind, already present in
the oldest layers of Buddhist literature. This took shape in three main intellectual-historical
developments, all of which may be found in the Samdhinirmocana Sitra: (1) the re-working of the
traditional Abhidharma framework of six consciousnesses (five sensory consciousnesses plus the
sixth mental consciousness) to include the seventh “defiled mind” (klistamanas) consciousness

and the eighth “storehouse consciousness” (alayavijiana);’ (2) the formulation of the “three

73 Cf. Waldron (2003).
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natures” (trisvabhava) theory of reality;’ and (3) the idealistic philosophical argument that all
phenomena are “mind only” (cittamatra) or “mental representation-only” (vijiaptimatra).

Of these, it is undoubtedly the last that has caused the most consternation among critics
both ancient and modern. Lusthaus (2002, 533—-34), for example, argues that Yogacara should be
understood in strictly “therapeutic” terms; on this view, meditation (i.e., the “activity of yoga,”
yogdcara) serves as “the laboratory in which one could study how the mind operated,” rather than
as a basis for metaphysical speculation. Thus, Lusthaus contends that “Yogacara tends to be
misinterpreted as a form of metaphysical idealism primarily because its teachings are taken for
ontological propositions rather than epistemological warnings,” and concludes that “Yogacara
may be deemed a type of epistemological idealism, with the proviso that the purpose of its
arguments was not to engender an improved ontological theory or commitment.”

Adjudicating the extent to which such interpretations of Yogacara in general are viable lies
outside the scope of the present study, though it should be noted that there are many good reasons
to doubt their viability.” For our purposes, the key question is how Dharmakirti grapples with the
issue of ontological idealism. It should be understood first of all that the notion of a rigid divide
between ontological and epistemological idealism is incoherent on Dharmakirti’s view, because
Dharmakirti does not recognize a distinction between “phenomenon” gua perceptible entity and
“phenomenon” qua existent entity; as he writes in the PVSV, “to exist just is to be perceived.””

But, as will be explored at greater length in Chapter 4, the various threads of Dharmakirti’s

7 For an overview of Three Natures theory, see Boquist (1993); D’amato (2005); and Brennan (2018). See also
Yiannopoulos (2012, 62—102); Chapter 3, note 107; and Chapter 5, note 168.

75 For a particularly trenchant critique of Lusthaus’ and similar interpretations, see Schmithausen (2005).

7S PVSV ad PV 1.3: sattvam upalabdhir eva. Cf. Dunne (2004, 85n52).
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argumentation eventually converge on the position that appeals to extramental matter are simply
insufficient to the task of explaining the causal origin of our sensory cognitions. In fact,
Dharmakirti explicitly maintains that sensory content must ultimately be understood to derive from
karmic imprints or dispositions (vasanda), rather than from extramental objects—a view, as we will
see, that strongly supports the “False Imagist” (alikakaravada) interpretation of his system.”

In sum, it is certainly true that Yogacara, like all Buddhist literary and philosophical
traditions, cannot be understood separately from its practical or therapeutic purpose. And it is also
true that Yogacara philosophical analysis is intended to buttress the contemplative practice of its
adherents. We will accordingly have several occasions to turn to the question of how the Yogacara
perspective articulated in the Pramanavarttika interfaces with nondual meditation practices such
as Mahamudra. For example, the eleventh-century author Sahajavajra (ca. 1050-1100), a student
of the centrally important Mahamudra master Maitripa (ca. 1007-1085), considered the
Mahamudra tradition to be heavily indebted to Dharmakirti. But Sahajavajra understood part of
that indebtedness to consist precisely in the specifically ontological refutation of extramental

matter. In his commentary to the Maitripa’s Tattvadasaka, he writes:

For the most part, on this path, we follow Dharmakirti, the crown jewel of those
who engage in pramana. By relying on him and following his path, we are
employing the presentation of all those [pramanas that he discusses]—it is not that
we negate those through our own minds. “But by following his path, a [real] nature
[of things] would be established.” That is not the case. “How is it then?”
Temporarily, due to [certain] purposes, [Dharmakirti] gives an extensive
presentation of external objects, but through progressively superior reasonings, he
completely eradicates [the notion of external objects]. Through those [reasonings],
he also completely eradicates [any notion of a real] nature. That these stages [in his

77 See Chapter 3, Section I1.B: The Critique of Variegation and the “False Imagist” View (alikakaravida).
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approach] have to be distinguished is very clearly stated [in the Pramanavarttika],
such as in [PV 3.360, PV 3.209, and PV 3.215cd].™

As indicated in the verses cited by Sahajavajra, however, it is also crucially important to
understand that ontological idealism is not the terminus of Dharmakirti’s “sliding scale.” Just as,
in the traditional sequence of the Four Yogas of Yogacara, the yoga of “mind only” is an
intermediate stage,” so too Dharmakirti’s idealistic account of the sensory-cognitive process is not
the final word on the matter. Taken to its logical conclusion, which Dharmakirti only ever hints at
but his commenters more fully flesh out, in the final analysis there can no longer be any mental

content at all (Dunne 2004, 317):

If we trust Sakyabuddhi’s opinion, the ultimate pramana would be the pure, non-
dual, reflexive awareness of the mind itself. But while this ultimate instrumental
cognition is the means to Dharmakirti’s final soteriological goal, it is not useful for
practical action in the world (i.e., samsara). If the ultimate instrument of knowledge
is indeed some pure form of reflexive awareness, then there are no longer external
objects—or even mental content—on which to act.

But what could it possibly mean to speak of “knowledge” that is “not useful for practical action in
the world”? This takes us to the question of how to assess Dharmakirti’s relationship with the pan-

Indian epistemological discourse of pramana theory, to which we now turn.®

78 Based on the translation in Brunnhélzl (2007, 149).
7 Cf. Bentor (2002). See also Yiannopoulos (2012, 177-86) and (2017, 240-43).

8 The topic of pramana is vast and complex, and those without any prior knowledge are encouraged to consult Dunne
(2004) and Patil (2009). Chapter 2, below, also contains some additional information on the Nyaya and grammatical
context of pramana discourse. The following section only comprises a general overview of the most salient features
of Dharmakirti’s pramana theory.
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III. The Instruments of Correct Awareness (pramanas)
A. Correct Awareness

All sentient beings wish to obtain happiness and the causes of happiness, and wish to avoid
suffering and the causes of suffering. At the opening of PVin 1, Dharmakirti prefaces his
epistemological analysis by positioning it as therapeutic, helping sentient beings to obtain what
they want and avoid what they do not want, through clarifying the nature and types of “correct
awareness” (samyagjiiana). It is, after all, difficult to slake thirst if one mistakes a mirage for water,
and difficult to avoid being poisoned if one mistakes a toxic mushroom for a safe and delicious
truffle. Correct awareness—for example, the cognition of a poisonous mushroom as poisonous,

rather than as safe—is therefore essential:

Since correct awareness (samyagjiiana) is a necessary precondition for obtaining
what is beneficial and avoiding what is unbeneficial, this [text] has been composed
for the purpose of instructing the ignorant.®'

The entire point of pramana discourse is establishing how to attain such a correct awareness: that
is, ascertaining what exactly the means or “instrument” is, through the employment of which one
is able to attain correct awareness.

The Sanskrit word pramana (“instrument of correct awareness” or “epistemic instrument’”)
is an instrumental derivation of the prefix pra plus the root Vma, “to know correctly”; from the
same roots are derived “agent who knows” (pramatr), “object of knowledge” or “epistemic

object,” (prameya), and “state [or action] of knowing” (pramiti). The abstract quality of being such

81 Steinkellner (2007, 1): hitahitapraptipariharayor niyamena samyagjiiana pirvakatvad avidusam tad
vyutpadanartham idam arabhyate ||
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an instrument, “instrumentality,” is pramanya or pramanata. The question of “correctness” is
central to what defines a cognition as a pramana, and Dharmakirti adjudicates this question along
two distinct theoretical axes: whether a cognition is “wrong” (visamvdadi, viparita) or not, and
whether a cognition is “erroneous” (bhranta) or not. In brief, a cognition exhibits “error” (bhranti)
insofar as it construes something that is not X as being X (atasmims tadgrahah).®* Bhranti is
derived from the Sanskrit root Vhhram, meaning in this case “to wander” in the sense of “to
deviate.” This is also the original sense of the English “to err,” as in a wandering “knight errant.”
A cognition exhibiting bhranti thus “errs” or “deviates” from reality, as in the classic example of
a rope that is mistaken for a snake.®

But even a cognition that is “erroneous” in this sense may nevertheless be “correct”
(samvadi), or at least “not wrong” (avisamvadi), insofar as it accurately re-presents at least some
aspect(s) of its object. That is to say, the mere fact that a cognition is “erroneous” does not
necessarily entail that it is “wrong” (visamvadi), because an “erroneous” cognition may
nevertheless possess the two qualities—engendering activity toward its object (pravarttakatva),
and actually allowing the attainment of the object (prapakatva)—that are the hallmark of a
pramana.®* The paradigmatic case of an instrumental cognition (pramana) that is correct, despite

being erroneous, is an inference.®> As will be discussed in greater detail below, Dharmakirti strictly

82 Cf. Funayama (1999, 75n9).

83 The idea of “error” here may perhaps also be compared to the Aristotelian notion of hamartia, from the verb
hamartanein meaning “to miss the mark” or “to fall short of an objective.” In both cases, there is a moral tinge.
Hamartia was Aristotle’s term for the fatal flaw leading to a tragic hero’s demise, and in New Testament Greek it is
the term for what is typically rendered in English as “sin.” Although the Dharmakirtian concept of bhranti is not
typically associated with ethical wrongdoing, it is intimately related to the beginningless ignorance (anddyavidya)
possessed by every sentient being, for which we are all in some sense individually culpable.

8 Hiriyanna (2009, 209). Regarding pravarttakatva, cf. also Miyo (2014).
8 Cf. PVSV ad PV 1.75d, discussed in Dunne (2004, 140-44). Cf. also PV 3.55-57.
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defines conceptuality (kalpana) as error; hence, every inferential cognition is erroneous, because
every inferential cognition is conceptual, even though a well-constructed inference is
“instrumental” to the extent that it allows for correct knowledge (i.e., samyagjiiana). Put slightly

[3

differently, a “wrong” cognition cannot be a pramana, but an “erroneous” or “misleading”
cognition may be a pramana, provided it meets the necessary criteria.

For Dharmakirti, in other words, the final court of appeals for whether a cognition is
“wrong” or not consists in its ability to facilitate the attainment of one’s goal. This is, clearly and
unabashedly, a teleological account of knowledge. That is to say, Dharmakirti construes the
“correctness” of an instrumental cognition in relation to its practical utility for action in the world.
In terms of the final goal of liberation (moksa) or awakening (bodhi), the idea is that the attainment
of nirvana is the most practical and useful of all possible goals. But in ordinary circumstances, the
issue of correctness amounts to a question of whether or not the cognition accurately represents
the causal functionality (i.e., the arthakriya)® of its object. So, for example, the mistaken cognition
of a field of red poppies as being ‘fire’ is deceptive, because red poppies do not possess the causal
capacity to provide warmth. By the same token, a ‘rope’ misidentified as a ‘snake’ can never have
its venom extracted, because ropes do not possess the causal capacity (arthakriya) to produce
venom. By contrast, as long as they actually possess the appropriate causal capacities, particles
erroneously conceptualized as a single unified ‘rope’ can nevertheless be used to bind. The
determinate judgment (niscaya) of a ‘rope’ as a ‘rope’ is therefore “correct,” despite being

“erroneous” insofar as it is necessarily conceptual.

8 See Dunne (2004, 272-77).
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The upshot here is that, whether or not it is “erroneous,” a given cognition is only “wrong”
(visamvadi, viparita) to the extent that it does not facilitate the attainment of the desired object
(i.e., insofar as it lacks prapakatva). In other words, the conceptualization of fundamental particles
which do actually have the causal capacity, when operating in concert, to perform the expected
function of a ‘rope,” as being a ‘rope,’ is “erroneous” (because conceptual); but this identification
is nevertheless “correct,” because the particles in question are able to perform the expected
function of a ‘rope.” The mistaken conceptualization of those particles as being a ‘snake,” on the
other hand, is both “erroneous” and “incorrect,” because these particles can never perform the
causal functions expected of a ‘snake.” To summarize, veridical determinate judgments such as the
identification of a ‘rope’ as a ‘rope’ are “correct,” despite being “erroneous.” Mistaken
identifications, such as the misidentification of the ‘rope’ as a ‘snake,” are “erroneous” both
because they misconstrue their object, and because they are conceptual; leaving the question of
error aside, however, they are additionally “incorrect” or “wrong,” because the particulars in
question cannot perform the functions expected of a snake.

This brings us to the two types of pramana according to Dinnaga and Dharmakirti.

B. Perception and Inference

As is well known, Dharmakirti follows Dinnaga in asserting that there are two and only two
instruments of correct awareness: pratyaksa and anumana.®” These terms remain in the original

Sanskrit for now, because it is critical to understand that, while pratyaksa is most commonly

87 Scripture (dgama) is accepted by Dharmakirti and his Buddhist followers as a pramana under certain very specific
circumstances—essentially, only in relation to “radically inaccessible” (atyantaparoksa) phenomena that are
otherwise unknowable by perception and ordinary inference—but is even in this case understood as a special type of
“scripturally based inference” (agamasritanumana). Cf. McClintock (2010, 307-39).
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translated as “perception,” and while this translation is serviceable (and would be difficult to
replace in any case), it can also be extremely misleading in the context of Buddhist epistemological
literature. Dinnaga’s axiomatic description of “perception,” for example, makes no direct reference

to the sensory faculties:

Perception is free from conception. || 3c ||

That cognition which does not possess conceptuality, is perception.®

And neither does Dharmakirti’s:

Perception is free from concepts and non-erroneous.*

Note that Dinnaga here defines “perception” and “nonconceptual cognition” as more or less
coextensive: all perceptions are nonconceptual cognitions, and all nonconceptual cognitions are,
it would seem, “perceptions.” This definition introduces a number of theoretical problems into his
epistemological system, and is accordingly one of the few places where Dharmakirti substantially

reworked Dinnaga’s fundamental position. But neither Dinnaga and Dharmakirti refer to the sense-

88 Steinkellner (2005, 2): pratyaksam kalpanapodham | yasya jiianasya kalpand nasti tat pratyaksam. Kachru’s
(2018, 173) restatement of Dininaga’s point here is quite helpful: “Properly perceptual content, in other words, is not
sentence-shaped, and it is incapable of being taken up in judgments.” Although the question of whether perception
should be characterized as conceptual or not was a major point of contention in the medieval Indian context, no less
than in contemporary English-language philosophical literature, it is largely beside the thrust of this study of
Dharmakirti’s perspective. Dharmakirti takes it as axiomatic that perception is nonconceptual; and so, in the context
of explicating his view, do we. For a brief consideration of the debate over conceptual or “determinate” perception
in the context of PV 3, see below, Chapter 2, Section I.C: Determinate Perception and Temporal Sequence. For a
critical analysis of Dharmakirti’s account of nonconceptual perception, as in effect constituting a species of Wilfrid
Sellars’ “Myth of the Given,” see Arnold (2018). See also below, Chapter 1, note 108.

8 pratyaksam kalpanapodhamabhrantam. NB 4, PVin 1.4a. In terms of the technical requirements for a pramana, the
nonconceptuality of perception should be understood to guarantee that a perceptual cognition illuminates a previously-
unknown object (ajiiatarthaprakasa), while its nonerroneousness should be understood to guarantee its ability to
obtain the desired effect (prapakatva). Many thanks to John Dunne for providing this explanation.
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faculties in their definition of “perception,” and indeed both insist that sensory cognition is just
one type of “perception.” In general, “perception” is defined by its nonconceptuality.

This somewhat counterintuitive articulation has caused no end of troubles for
contemporary scholarship on Buddhist pramana literature. The idea that any nonconceptual and
nonerroneous cognition which both (1) engenders action toward (pra + Vvrf) and (2) facilitates the
attainment (pra + \ap) of its object is, necessarily and by definition, a “perception,” must sound
bizarre to ears trained by the Western philosophical tradition. Without getting into the various
Western schools of thought, it is fair to say that “perception” in both ordinary and technical usage
is typically held to involve some sort of contact between the sense-faculties and the object(s) of
cognition. Nor is this unique to the Western tradition! Even the etymology of the Sanskrit prati +
aksa, literally “that which is before (or ‘against’) the eye,” suggests our ordinary and intuitive
understanding of perception, which was also largely shared by, for example, the Nyaya tradition.

Now, to be clear, causal contact between the sense-faculty and the sensory object is indeed
fundamental to one particular type of perception, namely, sensory perception (indriyapratyaksa).
But, to repeat, on the Buddhist account articulated by Dinnaga and Dharmakirti, “perception” does
not necessarily involve the sense-faculties at all. Indeed, both Dinnaga and Dharmakirti identified
four different types of pratyaksa, of which “sensory perception” is only one type. “Mental
perception” (manasapratyaksa), “yogic perception” (yogipratyaksa), and reflexive awareness

(svasamvitti) are all also held to be types of “perception.”®

% Franco (1993) has suggested that Dinnaga intends the “self-apprehension” of desire and so on to be a species of
mental perception, and thus that Dinnaga only asserted the existence of three types of perception (sensory, yogic, and
mental). However, for reasons that will be addressed below, the weight of hermeneutical evidence bears strongly
against this conclusion; it is essentially impossible to make philosophical sense of PS 1.7ab or PS 1.9-10 if reflexive
awareness is not its own type of perception. See Chapter 1, Section II.C.1: Mental Cognition and Mental Perception.
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In this regard, it is helpful to consider that the Sanskrit word pratyaksa can function both

29 <c

as a noun, i.e. “perception,” and as an adjective meaning “direct,” “perceptual,” or “perceptible.”

This is, I would like to suggest, one sense of PVin 1.1a:

The two instruments of knowledge are the direct (pratyaksa) and the
inferential (anumana). || 2ab1 ||*!

This could also be rendered as: “There are two instruments of knowledge, perception and
inference.” Such a translation would doubtless be more in keeping with the traditions of English-
language scholarship, which tend to render pratyaksa as ‘“perception” (sometimes “direct
perception”) and leave it at that. But such a translation could easily obscure more than it reveals.

The key point here is that it is all too easy to conflate pratyaksa in the technical sense—a
“direct instrument of correct awareness” (pratyaksapramana)—with “sensory perception.”
Sensory perception is, indeed, a direct instrument of correct awareness, but according to
Dharmakirti it is only one of four such direct instruments. What these four direct instruments all
have in common, i.e., what defines them as “direct” as opposed to “indirect” or inferential
instruments of correct awareness, is the fact that they both lack conceptuality and are non-
erroneous. And, to jump ahead a bit, this criterion of non-erroneousness is why, in the final
analysis, only nondual reflexive awareness is a direct instrument of truly correct awareness.
Because sensory cognition is always already tainted with the “internal distortion” (antarupaplava),
even sensory cognition must ultimately be understood as a kind of spurious or pseudo-perception

(pratyaksabhasa).”* But this insight applies only at the highest level of analysis, for in ordinary life

91 Steinkellner (2005, 1): pratyaksam anumanam ca pramane

92 See Chapter 1, Section II1.C: Duality and the Internal Distortion.
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sensory perception (i.e., indriyapratyaksa) can and does function as an instrument yielding
serviceable knowledge, despite its ultimately erroneous nature. Hence, as we will see, Dharmakirti
distinguishes between such ordinary instruments, and the ‘“ultimate instrument”

(paramarthikapramana) of nondual, undistorted, contentless reflexive awareness.*

C. Yogic Perception and Instrumentality

Let us consider, for example, the case of yogipratyaksa (“yogic perception”), as it illustrates both
this point and a number of important and related issues.” Dharmakirti begins his discussion by

noting that, for adepts, the Four Nobles’ Truths appear “vividly” (spastam):

The cognition of yogins has previously been discussed.” The meditatively-induced
[cognition] of the [Four Nobles’ Truths], in which the web of concepts has been
rent, appears extremely (eva)® vividly. || 281 ||

The question of “vividness” is of central importance here, as it ultimately constitutes the distinction
between conceptual and nonconceptual cognitions; as Dharmakirti will later put it, “an awareness
with a vivid appearance is nonconceptual.””® We will return to the issue of vividness below, in

Chapter 1.

93 See Chapter 2, Section IL.D: Omniscience and the Nature of Awareness.

%4 The following is in essence a summation of Dunne (2006). See also Woo (2003) and Franco and Eigner (2009).
9 Cf. PV 2.146¢d-279.
% PVPr (508.5) renders spastam evavabhdasate as gsal ba shin tu snang ba yin.

97 Tosaki (1979, 376): prag uktam yoginam jiianam tesam tad bhavanamayam | vidhiitakalpandjalam spastam
evavabhasate || 281 ||

Based on Dunne (2006, 516).

B PV 3.299bc: yaiva dhilh sphutabhdsint | sa nirvikalpo. See Chapter 1, Section IILLA: The Vivid Appearance of
Cognition.
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The key point here is that, typically, vivid experiences are of real objects. But, crucially, it

is also possible to have a vivid experience of something unreal:

Those confused by [states] such as derangement due to desire, grief or fear, or those
confused by dreams of thieves and so on, see things, although unreal, as if they
were in front of them. || 282 ||*°

The differentiating factor between vivid and non-vivid cognition is thus not whether the object of

the cognition “really” exists, but whether the cognition is conceptual:

An [awareness] which is connected to concepts does not have the appearance of a
vivid object. Even in a dream it is recalled that something is remembered, and that
which is remembered does not have that kind of [vivid] object. || 283 ||

Even though unreal, [the objects in meditation such as] unattractiveness'® [and
meditation on] the earth-totality'*' are said to be vivid and non-conceptual, [for]
they are constructed through the power of meditative conditioning. || 284 ||

Therefore, that to which one intensively meditatively conditions oneself, whether
it be real or unreal, will result in a vivid, non-conceptual cognition when meditation
is perfected. || 285 ||'2

9 Tosaki (1979, 378): kamasokabhayonmadacaurasvapnadyupaplutih | abhiitan api pasyanti purato vasthitan iva
282

Trans. Dunne (2006, 516).

100 This is a reference to the traditional Buddhist contemplative practice of engendering a visceral feeling of disgust
direct toward an object of attraction, such as visualizing an attractive woman as a bag of flesh and bodily fluids, in
order to break the mental habit of considering this attractive object to be “objectively” desirable. On this topic, see
also Chapter 5, Section II.C.3: Some Practical Considerations.

101 This is a reference to another traditional Buddhist contemplative practice, of visualizing the entire cosmos as a
single element.

102 Tosaki (1979, 378-80): na vikalpanubaddhasya spastarthapratibhasita | svapne 'pi smaryate smarttam na ca tat
tadrgarthavat || 283 || asubhaprthivikrtsnady abhiitam api varnyate | spastabham nirvikalpan ca
bhavanabalanirmitam || 284 || tasmad bhiitam abhiitam va yad yad evadhibhavyate | bhavanaparinispattau tat
sphutakalpadhiphalam || 285 ||

Based on Dunne (2006, 516).
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Why is this point so important? Because, unlike ordinary hallucinations, certain specific types of
hallucinatory vivid experiences of unreal objects, derived from intense meditation, are in fact
asserted to constitute a distinct type of “direct” pramana—*"yogic perception” (yogipratyaksa):
In this context, a correct (samvadi) perceptual cognition generated through
meditation, as for example of the previously discussed [sixteen] realities [of the

Four Noble Truths], is asserted to be a pramana. Remaining [types of meditatively-
induced vivid appearances] are distorted (upaplava).'®® || 286 ||'*

It is worth pausing for a moment to consider just how radical a stance this is, and how much it cuts
against an overly simplistic definition of pratyaksa as “perception.” Dharmakirti’s position here is
not simply that vivid hallucinations are somehow perceptual merely because they possess a vivid
appearance. On the contrary, Dharmakirti’s argument goes much further: the point here is that,
because the instrumentality (pramanya) of a cognition is strictly defined in relation to its capacity
to help one obtain what is beneficial and avoid what is harmful, a specific class of vivid
hallucinatory cognitions of admittedly unreal objects are to be considered instruments of “correct”
awareness, just insofar as they are “undeceiving” (avisamvadi) in relation to final awakening

(bodhi) or liberation (moksa). As Dunne (2006, 515) explains,

But why are such cognitions trustworthy (samvadi)? This points, of course, to the
central criterion of reliability (pramanya), and a complete answer would require
much discussion. In brief, however, for Dharmakirti the answer must always be that
a reliable cognition presents its object in a way that enables one to achieve one’s
goal. Clearly, the teleological context of yogic perception is liberation (moksa)

13 Thus, for example, vivid cognitions of everything being the earth-element, or of people being walking skeletons,
and so on, are not to be counted as “yogic perceptions.” Devendrabuddhi (PVP 507.19-20) notes that “Not every yogic
cognition is perceptual” (de la 'dir rnal "byor pa’i shes pa thams cad mngon sum ma yin no), and specifically includes
the “earth-totality” among the “remainder” that are to be regarded as distorted (210.15-16: lhag ma nye bar bslad pa
yin || dper na zad par sa la sogs pa Ita bu’0).

104 Tosaki (1979, 380): tatra pramanam samvadi yat prannirnitavastuvat | tad bhavanajam pratyaksam istam Sesa
upaplavah || 286 ||

Based on Dunne (2006, 516).
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itself. Hence, if the direct experience of a concept is to be an instance of yogic
perception, that experience must move the meditator closer to liberation. In the
Buddhist context, this means that the perception induced by meditating on that
concept causes changes in one’s mental dispositions that lead to fewer negative
mental states (klesa), less suffering, and more happiness. These changes are in part
effected through the intensity of the yogic experience, where the salvific concepts
somehow appear “as if they were in front of one.” Thus, on this model, the object
is “true” or bhiita because the intense experiences induced by meditation are
soteriologically efficacious in a manner verified by one’s behavior in body, speech
and mind. Granted, the concepts in question are ultimately unreal, but it seems that,
if one’s goal is achieved, their irreality is irrelevant.

The key point, in other words, is that these specific instances of hallucination are “not wrong”
(avisamvadi), just insofar as they propel one toward the final felos of perfect awakening.

The other critical point here concerns the status of conceptuality. We have established that
conceptuality and vividness are mutually exclusive, and that pratyaksa (“perception”) is devoid of

conceptuality. Where does this leave inference (anumana)?

D. Conceptuality (kalpana) and Universals (samanya)

In the first verse of the Perception Chapter (PV 3.1), Dharmakirti asserts that there are two
instruments of correct awareness, because there are two types of epistemic object (prameya).'
These two are commonly translated as the particular (svalaksana) and the universal (samanya).
Generally, within an epistemological paradigm that accepts the existence of objects external to the
mind (bahyarthavada), “particulars” may be understood as either fundamental particles
(paramanu) of matter, or as momentary and ontologically-indivisible mental events (vijriapti,
vijiana, etc.). A samanya, on the other hand, is a ‘“sameness” (from sama, “likeness” or

“similarity”). The basic idea of a “universal” is that there exists something by virtue of which all

105 pV 3.1aby: pramanam dvividham meyadvaividhyac.
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members of a given class universally belong to that class: for example, some kind of “chair-ness”
due to which all chairs are chairs. !

In both the Indian and Western philosophical traditions, there are two basic stances about
universals. The position that universals really and truly exist, and moreover that they exist
independently of their instantiation in any particular class-member, is termed “realism.” The
contrary position, that universals are unreal or non-existent, is termed “nominalism,” the idea being
that a universal is in fact only a “name” (Latin nomen) for the class.!”” The Buddhist tradition is
vehemently nominalist, maintaining that any and all universals are nothing but fabrications of the
mind. This nominalism extends all the way back to the pre-Mahayana Abhidharma literature
discussed above, which maintains an extremely important distinction between particulars (i.e.,
dharmas) held to have “substantial existence” (dravyasat), and the composite objects they form,
which are understood to have a merely “designated existence” (prajriaptisat). For Dharmakirti, as
well, anything that is truly real must be absolutely particular and irreducible; in other words,
anything which possesses distribution (anvaya) across multiple instantiations is unreal and non-
existent.'® A distributed entity can only be considered to “exist” as a kind of mental fabrication.
And, without putting too fine a point on it, this mental fabrication is conceptuality (kalpana).

For Dharmakirti, that is to say, a universal (i.e., a samanya) is a conceptualization, in the
sense that it is the end result of this process of mental fabrication. The process of fabrication itself

is known as anyapoha or “other-exclusion.” Anyapoha (or apoha for short) is an extremely dense

196 To be precise, Dharmakirti maintains that there are three different kinds of universals, based respectively upon real
things, unreal things, and both. Cf. Dunne (2004, 116n101).

197 In addition to these two positions, sometimes an in-between position termed “conceptualism” is added. For an
overview of conceptualism in the Indian context, Dravid and Ram (2001). See also Dreyfus (1997, 127-41).

198 Cf. Dunne (2004, 110).
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and complex topic, a thorough treatment of which would require much more space than we are
able to devote to it here,'® though it will come up repeatedly in relation to ordinary sensory
cognition. Briefly, however, the basic idea is that the mind selectively and subliminally omits
certain causal features of individual objects, in order to construct a sense of their being “the same.”

Consider, for example, a red chair and a blue chair.!® Every chair is different, and the
blueness or redness of a chair cannot truly be separated from that chair. But for the purpose of
achieving some practical goal in the world—say, making sure that there is adequate seating at a
social gathering—the causal capacity of the red chair to produce the visual cognition of red is
“excluded” or filtered out, mutatis mutandis for the capacity of the blue chair to produce the
cognition of blue. What is not filtered out is the causal capacity of the chairs to serve as a seat. In
terms of this causal capacity (i.e., the causal capacity to produce the determinate judgment “that is
a ‘chair’”), the chairs may be considered as “the same,” even though there is no real “chair-ness.”

Thus, there are two basic operations of conceptuality: (1) conflating two or more particulars
by projecting onto them a mentally-fabricated “extension” (anvaya) or “sameness” (samanya), and
(2) abstracting the ontologically-inseparable causal properties of a single particular from that
particular, mentally treating it as a “property-possessor” (dharmin) that possesses discrete
“properties” (dharmas). In terms of the example of a chair, for example, the error of conflation
consists in seeing all the particles which comprise the ‘chair’ as part of a single unitary ‘chair,” or

in erroneously seeing all ‘chairs’ as in some sense the same. The error of abstraction, on the other

hand, consists in treating the causal capacity of the particulars construed in this instance as ‘chair’-

109 Cf. Dunne (2004, 116-44) for an overview. See also McCrea and Patil (2010), and Siderits, Tillemans, and
Chakrabarti (2011).

10 Strictly speaking, as outlined above, on the Buddhist account a ‘chair’ is a composite entity and therefore in some
sense a “universal.” This example has only been chosen for its simplicity.
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particles to generate the determination “That is a ‘chair,”” as though these particulars’ causal
capacity to generate the determinate identification ‘chair’ could be ontologically isolated from all
their other various causal capacities. That is to say: because particulars are ontologically singular
(eka), there is no real ontological difference among their merely conceptually-abstractable
properties, nor between these “properties” (dharmas) and the particular as a “property-possessor”
(dharmin). The “property” or “nature” (svabhava) of the particular is not something ontologically
distinct from the particular itself.!"" Consider an electron: is the electron one entity (vastu), and its
electric charge another? We may certainly speak of the electron as a “property-possessor”
(dharmin), which “possesses” a certain quantity of electric charge as its “property” (dharma), and
thereby conceptually distinguish between the electron and its charge; in reality, however, the
electron is not ontologically distinct from its electric charge.!'> Thus, as Eltschinger aptly explains,
“The intrinsic error of a conceptual construction consists of unifying what is multiple and dividing
what is ultimately one.”!"3

Nevertheless, for ordinary practical purposes, it is certainly the case that an “erroneous”
conceptual cognition of a chair may both engender action toward (pra + \vrr) the chair, and
facilitate the attainment (pra + Vap) of finding a place to sit. In other words, conceptual cognitions
can also be pramanas. Thus, the key question here is: what is it, exactly, that makes a cognition

“wrong”? The answer is: it depends on the frame of reference. As discussed above, Dharmakirti

11 Cf. Dunne (2004, 153-61).

12 Indeed, we may conceptually isolate various “properties” of the electron, such as its spin or other quantum numbers,
from the electron as a “property-possessor.” However, it is not the case that the electron is one ontological entity,
while its spin or orbital angular momentum (or whatever) is another, ontologically-distinct entity. By definition, what
it means for an entity (vastu) to be a fundamental particle (paramanu) is precisely for that entity to be ultimately
simple (eka), ontologically indivisible, and substructure-less. See also the Conclusion.

113 Eltschinger (2014), 264.
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changes his frame of reference depending upon the presuppositions of his interlocutor. In the
context of an External Realist ontology, for example, there is nothing necessarily erroneous about
the determination that something (such as a ‘red chair’) exists externally to the mind. This
determination is only a problem from a perspective that maintains all phenomena to be “internal”
or mental (i.e., antarjiieyavada). Similarly, the fact that the objects of inferential cognitions are
ultimately unreal mental fabrications (i.e., universals, samanyas) does not in any way deprive
inference of its practical utility in the world. On the contrary, as we have already seen, it is precisely
this practical utility (i.e., prapakatva and pravarttakatva) in terms of obtaining what is beneficial
and avoiding what is harmful that, for Dharmakirti, defines epistemic reliability (i.e., pramanya)
in general. Thus, to the extent that correctly-formed inferential cognitions enable someone to
obtain what is beneficial and avoid what is harmful, inferential cognitions are indeed pramanas.

Yet despite its “transactional” (vyavaharika) utility, inference (anumana) is necessarily
erroneous, at least insofar as there is error built into every conceptual construction. In other words,
insofar as the objects of inference (i.e., universals) are unreal, and inferential cognitions themselves
thus necessarily involve mental fabrication, they are inherently erroneous. Not only that, the very
process of conceptualization through which the universal is constructed necessarily entails making
a kind of cognitive mistake, systematically turning a blind eye towards actually-present causal
features of the object in question (such as the redness or blueness of the two chairs, in the example
above, in order to bring them both under the same category ‘chair’).

This is why, as Dharmakirti puts it in the PVSV ad PV 1.98-99ab, “ignorance just is
conceptuality” (vikalpa eva hy avidya). But conceptuality is not our only problem. As we ascend
the “sliding scale,” even nonconceptual sensory cognitions are understood to be problematic,

because they too arise due to beginningless ignorance:
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This lack of ability [to apprehend real objects] on the part of conceptual cognitions
is due to ignorance (avidya). Nor is it the case that only [cognitions] which depend
upon external [factors] are erroneous—rather, [cognitions can be erroneous] due to
an internal defect (antardd api viplavad), too, as in the case of [floating] hairs and
SO on.

[Objection:] “If the defect arises due to ignorance, there is the unwanted conclusion
(prasanga) [that this would apply] to visual cognitions, and so on, as well.”

No: (1) because this [ignorance] is the defining characteristic of conceptuality; for
ignorance just is conceptuality. Ignorance misrepresents (viparyasyati) by its very
nature. Nor, indeed, are sensory cognitions conceptual. Alternatively, [from the
standpoint of antarjiieyavada,] no: (2) as we will discuss [in the Perception
Chapter], there is a flaw in relation to sensory cognitions as well, since they are
nondual [but] appear dualistically.

Although all [these cognitions] are defective, ‘until the revolution of the basis’ (@
asrayaparavrtter) there is a distinction between a pramana and that which has the
[spurious] appearance [of a pramdna], on account of the concurrence between what
is desired and the appropriate causal capacity [of the object], even though [e.g.
sensory cognition] is not [actually a pramana] in reality (mithyatve ’pi); [it is a
pramana] because it is conducive [to obtaining what is desired], as in [a baby’s]
perception of [her] mother [for milk].'*

Here we may note several important points. First, Dharmakirti acknowledges that the same
fundamental problem of lacking instrumentality in ultimate terms applies both to conceptual
cognitions as well as to ordinary sensory cognitions. That is to say, inasmuch as ordinary sensory
cognitions are tainted by duality, they cannot ultimately be instrumental, because they are not
absolutely correct. Second, however, this does not prevent them—any more than it prevents

conceptual cognitions—from being reliable, to a limited extent, within the circumscribed context

114 Gnoli (1960, 50-51): asaktir esd vikalpanam avidyaprabhavat | na vai bahyapeksa eva bhrantayo bhavanti | kim
tu viplavad antarad api kesadivibhramavat | avidyodbhavad viplavatve caksurvijianadisv api prasangah | na | tasya
vikalpalaksanatvat | vikalpa eva hy avidya | sa svabhavenaiva viparyasyati | naivam naivam indriyajianani
vikalpakani | na va tesv apy esa doso ‘dvayanam dvayanirbhasad iti vaksyamah | sarvesam viplave 'pi
pramanatadabhdsavyavasthd a asrayaparavrtter arthakriyayogyabhimatasamvadanat | mithyatve 'pi
prasamanukilatvan matrsamjiadivat.

Cf. also Dunne (2004, 61n17) and Eltschinger (2005, 158-159). Eltschinger, in particular, translates this passage
slightly differently.
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of ordinary transactional (vyavaharika) reality. There is, in other words, an important distinction
to be drawn between what counts as instrumental before we have attained final awakening, and
what counts as instrumental in the final analysis. Dharmakirti is taciturn on this point, only
bringing it up in a few locations, most notably here and in another famous passage at the end of
PVin 1."5 As we will see, however, it is clear that the only candidate for such an ultimate
instrument is pure reflexive awareness.

Third, and finally, the distinction between genuine epistemic instruments and their spurious
imitations (fadabhasa)—in other words, between “perception” (pratyaksa) and ‘“pseudo-
perception” (pratyaksabhasa)—is an essential component of the context for this discussion. The
point here is precisely that a sensory cognition, such as a baby’s perception of her mother, can only
be considered instrumental in relation to some worldly objective, such as obtaining milk.
Ultimately, however, even these kinds of “correct” sensory cognitions must be understood as
nonconceptual “pseudo-perceptions,” on account of their phenomenological duality. But this point
requires a great deal of further analysis as to the nature of perceptual error, which we will now

commence.

115 See Chapter 2, Section I1.D: Omniscience and the Nature of Awareness.
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Chapter One: Pseudo-Perception

Dharmakirti maintains that there are two types of perceptual error (bhranti): conceptual and
nonconceptual. Conceptual error accounts for most ordinary cognitions of ordinary objects under
ordinary circumstances. That is to say, for Dharmakirti, the determinate identification of some
object—such as a ‘jug’—is not a perception at all, but rather a spurious or “pseudo-perception”
(pratyaksabhasa), in the sense that these cognitions appear (3 + \bhas) as though they were
perceptual, but in fact fail to meet the technical requirements necessary for a genuine perception
(pratyaksa). Nonconceptual error, on the other hand, arises due to an impairment (upaghata) in
the sensory faculty (indriya) or, more broadly, in the psychophysical basis (asraya) of sensory
experience—whatever this might be. The most important example of nonconceptual error is the
dualistic phenomenological structure of perceiving subject and perceived object. Because
phenomenological duality is nonconceptual error, all dualistic cognitions must in the final analysis
be understood as nonconceptual pseudo-perceptions.

Defining the conditions under which a seemingly genuine perceptual event fails to be an authentic
veridical perception is an extremely important task for any epistemological theory, and
Dharmakirti’s system is no exception. In Buddhist pramana literature, the technical term for such

2]

a spurious or “pseudo-perception”! is pratyaksabhdasa: a cognition which “seems” or “appears” (a
+ \bhas) to be a perception (pratyaksa), but in fact is not. That is to say, a pratyaksabhdsa (or
pratyaksabha) is a bahuvrihi compound meaning “something with the appearance (abhdsa) of a
perception”—the implication being that it is not actually a genuinely perceptual cognition.
Dharmakirti’s discussion of pseudo-perception is something of an outlier within the PV.
At first glance, the passage in which he treats this issue (PV 3.288-300) does not necessarily seem
to have much to do with the rest of the text. Furthermore, Dharmakirti almost entirely disregards

the underlying argument from PS(V) 1.7cd-8ab, the ostensible source for this discussion. As we

will see, Dinnaga’s presentation of pseudo-perception essentially constitutes a commentary on

! Pratyaksabhasa is sometimes rendered as “perceptual error,” though “pseudo-perception” is a preferable translation
for this term; “error” is better reserved for bhranti, which is derived from the Sanskrit root Vbhram, literally “to
wander” or “to err.” Obviously, however, these two concepts are very closely related.
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Vasubandhu’s presentation of perception and pseudo-perception from the Vadavidhi (VV).? In
effect, Dinnaga was attempting to “fix” Vasubandhu’s account of pseudo-perception from a
critically important passage of this text.

The problem with Vasubandhu’s account, at least from Dinnaga’s perspective in the PS, is
that it only describes cognitive error (bhranti) in conceptual terms, as the conceptual
misidentification of nonconceptual sensory content. Effectively, because in this passage
Vasubandhu strictly defines perception as a cognition which arises due to its object (tato rthad
vijianam pratyaksam), he cannot account for nonconceptual cognitive error, such as the
appearance of two moons when intoxicated. Thus—although the interpretation of Dinnaga on this
point has been a matter of some controversy—according to Dharmakirti’s explanation, in addition
to the three types of conceptual error highlighted by Vasubandhu, Dinnaga introduces a fourth type
of strictly nonconceptual error.

Unlike Dinnaga, however, Dharmakirti was not responding to the VV, and so was free to
re-work this passage of the PS(V) to suit his needs. Rather than strictly follow Dinnaga’s typology
of pseudo-perceptions, Dharmakirti instead groups the three types of conceptual pseudo-
perception together, and then introduces a new type of distinction between them. In effect,
although he does not quite explicitly articulate it in this way, and the line is somewhat blurry,
Dharmakirti draws a distinction between a conceptual mistake (such as the misidentification of a

rope as a snake), and a conceptual pseudo-perception: that is, a conceptual cognition with the

2 The Vadhavidhi was an important source for both Dinnaga and Dharmakirti. Anacker (1984, 34) notes that the
Vadavidhi preceded both the PS(V) and the PV in defining “pervasion” (vyapti) as invariable ontological
concomitance (avinabhava), and more generally re-worked the Nyaya approach to syllogisms in such a manner that
“Dignaga’s ‘wheel of justifications’ (hetucakra), sometimes held to be the first complete Indian formulation of what
constitutes the validity and invalidity of an argument, is in fact nothing of the kind: it is a pedagogic device mapping
out in detail what Vasubandhu’s criteria already presuppose.” Nevertheless, Dinnaga took issue with the attribution
of the Vadavidhi to Vasubandhu; see below, note 6.
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seeming appearance (tadabhdsa) of being perceptual, but which, being conceptual, is in fact not
perceptual at all. As it turns out, the paradigmatic cases of conceptual pseudo-perception are
“correct” ordinary conceptual cognitions, such as the veridical ascertainment or determination
(niscaya) of objects such as a ‘pot,” as well as the apparent (a + Vbhas) temporal persistence (that
is, the quality of seeming to be “the same” from moment to moment) of such ordinary objects. In
other words, Dharmakirti’s theory of conceptual pseudo-perception is, in a sense, Dharmakirti’s
theory of ordinary object-awareness.

However, Dharmakirti’s primary concern in this passage is to establish the existence of
strictly nonconceptual forms of cognitive error, a category of error which he (controversially)
attributes to Dinnaga. Whether or not it is a justifiable interpretation of Dinnaga, on Dharmakirti’s
account, nonconceptual error is to be distinguished from conceptual error by virtue of the fact that
it arises due to a “distortion” (upaplava) in the “basis” (asraya) of cognition, as opposed to being
due to faulty mental engagement with an otherwise correctly-generated cognition. Nonconceptual
perceptual error—such as that caused by the timira eye-disease (“myodesopsia” or optical
“floaters”)—is critically important to Dharmakirti’s final idealist position because, unlike
conceptual error, it provides a model for understanding the “internal distortion” (antarupaplava),
which bifurcates experience into phenomenologically subjective and objective aspects. As we will
see, Dharmakirti’s ultimate point here is that every cognition which appears (@ + Vbhds) to be
structured by the duality of subject and object is, precisely on that account, erroneous.

In this chapter, we will begin by examining the intellectual history of pseudo-perception as
an epistemological category within the Buddhist pramdana literature, tracing Dharmakirti’s
perspective in the PV, through Dinnaga’s brief discussion of this issue, back to the Vadavidhi. We

then turn to Dharmakirti’s explanation of conceptual pseudo-perception, which is based upon his
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theories of conceptuality and mental perception (manasapratyaksa). Mental perception is a
critically important topic, both for the present discussion of perceptual error, as well as for this
study as a whole, since it is in the context of mental perception that Dharmakirti defines the object
(artha) of experience as that which “projects” (Vr) its form (riipa) into cognition, thus causing
cognition to arise with an object-appearance (visayabhdsa) that is isomorphic to the object. In this
way, Dharmakirti’s theory of conceptual pseudo-perception constitutes an integrated model for
how cognition ordinarily operates on an everyday basis. This chapter concludes with a discussion
of nonconceptual pseudo-perception, most importantly concerning the “distortion” or

“impairment” (viplava, upaplava) of subject-object duality.
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I. Pseudo-Perception in the Buddhist Pramana Tradition

A. Perception and Pseudo-Perception in the Vadavidhi

On Dharmakirti’s account, nonconceptual error has its origin in the psychophysical “basis”
(asraya) of cognition, which in the most basic case may be understood as the sense faculties (aksa,
indriya). It is precisely the fact that its origin lies in the sense faculties which distinguishes

nonconceptual pseudo-perception from conceptual pseudo-perception:

There are four kinds of pseudo-perception. Three kinds are conceptual, and one is
nonconceptual, arisen from impairments (upaplava) in the basis (asraya). || 288 ||

Two [types of conceptual pseudo-perception] are discussed in order to establish
that they do not arise from the sense-faculties, on account of the mistakes that have
been observed [in other philosophers’ theories]. The mention of inference and so

on, [which has already been] established [to be conceptual], is just for proving that
the previous two [are also conceptual]. || 289 |3

We will examine Dharmakirti’s argument here in greater detail below. For now, it should suffice
to note that Dharmakirti identifies two overarching types of pseudo-perception, three conceptual
and one nonconceptual. Conceptual pseudo-perceptions are “not generated by the sense-faculties”
(anaksaja), implying that nonconceptual errors by contrast are generated by the sense-faculties.
Dharmakirti’s mention of “inference and so on” (anumanadi) is a reference to Dinnaga’s
inclusion of inference as a type of pseudo-perception in PS 1.7cd-8ab. In other words, Dharmakirti
explicitly presents his typology of pseudo-perceptions—three conceptual types and one

nonconceptual type—with reference to the PS, as the correct way to interpret Dinnaga. However,

3 Tosaki (1979, 383-85): trividham kalpandjiianam asrayopaplavodbhavam | avikalpakam ekaii ca pratyaksabhaii
caturvidham || 288 || anaksajatvasiddhyartham ukte dve bhrantidarsanat | siddhanumadivacanam sadhanayaiva
purvayoh || 289 ||



76

scholars have argued about how many types of pseudo-perception Dinnaga intended to lay out, in
particular whether Dinnaga asserts the existence nonconceptual error, since the first appearance of
the Pramanasamuccaya. Since the issue of nonconceptual error is so important, it is worth
examining this point in some detail.

Within the Buddhist intellectual tradition, going all the way back to the Abhidharma,
perception has always been understood as a causal process. In the most basic terms, the contact
(sparsa) between a sensory faculty (indriya) and an appropriate object-field (visaya) produces a
particular modality of sensory cognition (indriyajiiana). For example, contact between the visual
faculty (aksa, caksu) and visible matter (rijpa) produces visual awareness (caksurvijiiana) This
much was commonly agreed-upon; but the question of how to more precisely define perception
was contentious. Dinnaga’s discussion of “pseudo-perception” concerns just this controversy:
specifically, Vasubandhu’s definition of perception from the Vadavidhi, to the effect that “a
perception is a cognition due to the object” (tato ‘rthad vijianam pratyaksam).

As highlighted above, Dinnaga’s presentation of pseudo-perception in PS 1.7cd-8ab is in
essence a summary and systematization of the three specific examples of cognition which
Vasubandhu specifically rules out from being genuine perceptions in the critically important
passage from the Vadavidhi where Vasubandhu defines perception. Since Dinnaga refers to this

passage at length (i.e., PS 1.7cd-8ab, as well as PS 1.13-16), it is worth reproducing in full:

“A perception is a cognition that comes about due to that object [of which it is
the perception].” That cognition which arises only on account of the object-field
(visaya) after which it is named, and not through anything else, nor through [both]
that object and something else—this cognition is direct perception: such as
“cognition of visible form,” etc., or “cognition of pleasure,” etc. In this way, [1]
erroneous cognitions (bhrantijiiana) are rejected, such as the cognition of mother-
of-pearl as silver. For that “silver-cognition” is designated as “silver,” but it does
not arise on account of silver, but rather through mother-of-pearl. [2] Cognition of
the conventionally-existent is also rejected by this [definition]. For example, the
“cognition of a jug,” [and again, on another occasion] the “cognition of [another]
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jug,” are designated in this way, as ‘jugs’ or whatever; however, those [cognitions
of a jug] do not arise due to them [i.e., jugs]—because they are not a cause, as they
[only] exist conventionally—for they only arise on account of [particles of] visible
matter and so on that are in proximity [to each other].* [3] Inferential cognition is
also rejected by this [definition], because it arises due to the cognition of smoke
and the memory of its relation with fire, as well, not due to fire exclusively.?

In fact, PS 1.13-16 is an extensive critique of Vasubandhu’s definition of perception here, as “a
cognition due to the object” (tato ’rthad vijiianam pratyaksam). And Dinnaga even goes so far as
to call Vasubandhu’s authorship of the Vadavidhi into question on the basis of this definition.®

Dinnaga’s problem with this definition is that, for several reasons, there must be more
involved in the causal production of a perceptual cognition than the phenomenal object by itself:
most saliently, the senses. As Dinnaga writes, “the [cognition] is not just exclusively due to the
[object]” (tat tata eva na, PS 1.14b). Dinnaga thus contends that sensory cognition must in some
way be generated by the senses—that is, derived at least in part from the causal activity of the
sense-faculties.

In PS 1.7cd-8ab, however, Dinnaga’s critique is less a direct refutation of Vasubandhu’s
view in this passage, than an emendation to it. Here, Dinnaga groups together, as “pseudo-
perceptions,” the three examples of non-perceptual cognitions mentioned by Vasubandhu; but he

then also introduces a fourth category:

4 See Chapter 3, Section I.B: The Agglomerated Object of Sensory Cognition.

3 Steinkellner (2005b, 87.3-11): tato rthad vijiianam pratyaksam iti | yasya visayasya vijiianam vyapadisyate yadi
tata eva tad utpadyate nanyatah napi tato ‘nyatas ca tajjiianam pratyaksam | tadyathd ripadijianam
rajatajiianam iti | na ca tadrajatad udpadyate suktikayaiva tu tad upajanyate | samvrtijianam apy anenapastam |
tatha hi tad ghatadibhir vyapadisyate ghatajiianam ghatajiianam ity evam | na tu tat tebhyo bhavati tesam
samvrtisattvendakaranatvat | ripadibhya eva hi tathd sannivistebhyas tadbhavati | anumanajiianam apy anenaiva
nirastam | dhiimajiianasambandhasmytibhyam api hi tad bhavati nagnita eva.

Cf. also Hattori (1968, 95-96) and Anacker (1984, 40).
¢ Cf. PS(V) 1.13, translated in Appendix A: PS(V) 1.2-16. See also Kachru (2015, 420n146).
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Pseudo-perception is [1] erroneous [cognition], [2] the cognition of the
conventionally-existent, and [3] [cognitions involving the conceptualization of
prior experience, such as| inference and inferential [cognition, as well as
cognition] which is mnemonic or desiderative; together with [4] the
myodesopsic (sataimiram). || 7cd-8ab ||’

Dinnaga’s autocommentary partially explains why the first three types of cognition are not

perceptions, but remains frustratingly silent regarding the fourth:

Here, erroneous cognition (bhrantijiianam) is a pseudo-perception, because it
involves (for example) the conceptualization of water in the case of a mirage and
so on. [Cognition] with respect to conventionally-existent things [is a pseudo-
perception] due to the superimposition of another object [i.e., the superimposition
of a universal,] because it occurs due to a conceptualization in relation to the
[particles of] visible matter. Cognitions such as inference, its result, and so on
conceptualize prior experience; therefore, they are not perceptions.®

It must be admitted here that these translations may be fairly characterized as begging most or all
of the philological (and, on that account, most or all of the philosophical) questions at stake. The
problem is that there does not exist and will almost certainly never exist one standard translation
or interpretation of this passage. The above translation reflects Dharmakirti’s perspective, in terms
of the enumeration of the four different types of pseudo-perception, grouped into three conceptual

types and one nonconceptual type. Let us examine this point in greater detail.

7 Steinkellner (2005a, 3.16-17): bhrantisamvrtisajjiianam anumananumanikam || 7 || smartabhilasikam ceti
pratyaksabham sataimiram |

8 Steinkellner (2005a, 3.18-20): tatra bhrantijfianam mrgatrsnadisu toyadikalpanapravrttatvat pratyaksabhdasam

purvanubhiitakalpanayeti na pratyaksam ||
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B. Nonconceptual Error in the Pramanasamuccaya

The primary philological problem here concerns the compound sataimiram, rendered above as
“together with the myodesopsic,” since timira denotes the condition of optical “floaters,” known
in medical parlance as myodesopsia.® The question, in essence, is whether or not Dharmakirti was
correct in asserting that sataimiram is intended to designate a fourth, specifically and exclusively
nonconceptual, type of perceptual error. The matter is complicated further by the absence of any
mention of timira or indeed any gloss at all of sataimiram in the PSV, which many scholars have

taken as evidence that Dinnaga only asserts three types of pseudo-perception.'® Despite this

? See below Section I11.B.2: Myodesopsia (timira).

10 Funayama (1999, 77), for example, writes: “In this way, two different views about the origin of perceptual error are
found in Dignaga’s works: one, his unique epistemology that every erroneous cognition belongs to a conception,
including a cognition of a double moon; and two, the rather commonplace idea that a cognition of a double moon is
caused by some kind of sensory defect. These two attitudes were not fully integrated by Dignaga himself.” Funayama
(1999, 77n20) apparently follows Hattori (1968, 36, 96n53, 122n6) and Franco (1986, 90-94) in basing this
interpretation on PSV ad PS 1.17ab: na ca vyabhicarivisayatve manobhrantivisayatvad vyabhicarinah. Hattori, for
example, renders this as: “Nor is there a possibility of [sense-cognition’s] having an erroneous object because an
erroneous cognition [necessarily] has as object an illusion produced by the mind (mano-bhranti).”

However, the “[necessarily],” which as indicated by the square brackets is supplied by the translator and does not
represent anything in the text of the PSV, is doing entirely too much exegetical work, unduly reading the translator’s
perspective into the text. In context, Dinnaga’s statement here is only aimed at demonstrating the superfluousness of
the qualifier avyabhicari (“non-deceptive”) in the Nyaya definition of perception (indriyarthasannikarsotpannam
jhanam avyapadesyam avyabhicari vyavasayatmakam pratyaksam), and makes no claim to the effect that a// error is
necessarily mental. Jinendrabuddhi explains:

[Naiyayika]: “If there is no [qualification ‘non-deceptive’], in that case, a cognition such as the
double moon, which arises from impaired sense-faculties, with a deceptive object-field, would also
be perceptual; therefore, in order to exclude [such cognitions], it is necessary to make [this
qualification].”

No, it is not like that, because a [cognition that arises from impaired senses, such as the double moon
etc.,] is rejected just by means of [the qualification] “apprehending a proximate object”
(arthasannikarsagrahana) [because there is no proximate second moon]. Otherwise, [if “non-
deceptive” is to be part of the definition of perception, the definition of perception] should state
thus: “generated by the senses,” as opposed to “arisen from the proximity of sense-faculty and
object,” because that [cognition of a double moon] would not be excluded [by a definition of
perception as being generated by the senses, since the double moon illusion arises from impaired
sense-faculties; thus the additional qualifier of being ‘non-deceptive’ would be necessary].

tasyapi pratyaksatd syat | tatas tannirasaya tadavasyam kartavyam | naitad asti arthasannikarsagrahanenaiva tasya
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contemporary scholarly quasi-consensus, however, it is my contention that, to the contrary,
Dharmakirti has the better hermeneutic argument here. !
Chu (2004, 127-28) outlines three positions regarding the interpretation of sataimiram,

which can be summarized as follows (my synopsis):

1) The position of a certain unnamed “almost-acarya” (dcaryadesiya), as reported by
Kui-ji (632-682), that all errors, including the double moon illusion, are mental
conceptual constructions; in other words that nonconceptual pseudo-perceptions do
not exist.

2) The position of Sthiramati (ca. 550) and Dharmakirti, that there do exist strictly
nonconceptual errors, which arise from defects in the sensory faculty.

3) The position of Dharmapala (ca. 550), which Chu both argues in favor of and
asserts was also held by Jinendrabuddhi, that the double moon illusion is “a mental
construction resulting from the defect of a sense faculty”; in other words, that the

sense faculties play a role in the production of the double moon illusion, but that
the appearance of the second moon itself is conceptual.'?

Hattori and Franco adopt the first position outlined by Chu, that Dinnaga only intended to
enumerate three types of pseudo-perception, all of them conceptual.'® In other words, according to
Hattori and Franco, Dinnaga holds all error to be conceptual, which is to say, the result of faulty

mental engagement. Eltschinger, on the other hand, follows Chu in holding to the third position;

pratiksepat | anyathendriyajam ity evam vacyam syat na tv indriyarthasannikarsotpannam iti tasya
vyavacchedyabhavat |

See also Appendix B, note 45, concerning the relationship between this passage and a parallel passage in
Jinendrabuddhi’s remarks ad PS 1.7cd-8ab.

! That said, it should be noted that, short of attaining the siddhi of perfect knowledge of other minds, there is no way
to ascertain Dinnaga’s intent with absolute certainty.

12 Interestingly, Dharmakirti appears to be aware of this third position, but specifically rules it out. See PV 3.295-296,
below, in Section III.B.1: The Causal Origin of Nonconceptual Sensory Error.

13 Hattori (1968, 96) notes: “I take the word ‘sataimiram’ as an adjective modifying pratyaksabham,” but not as
mentioning a separate type of pratyaksabhdsa.” Though Franco (1986, 82-83) disagrees with several points of
Hattori’s interpretation, he similarly maintains that “there is nothing in [this passage] to commit [Dinnaga] to the view
that sense organs produce wrong cognitions,” and he characterizes Difinaga’s theory of error as holding that “the mind
is always the cause of wrong cognitions.”
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Eltschinger (2014, 256) thus states that sataimiram “should be interpreted here along the lines of
Jinendrabuddhi, i.e., as pertaining to ignorance, and not as being related in any way to the eye-
disease known as timira.”

Despite the great erudition displayed in Chu (2004) and Eltschinger (2014), however, this
is undoubtedly a misreading of Jinendrabuddhi.'* Far from arguing that sataimiram is “not...
related in any way” to timira, Jinendrabuddhi explicitly follows Dharmakirti in arguing that
sataimiram is an ‘“exception” (apavada) to the general rule that nonconceptual cognitions are
perceptual; therefore, he argues, a “sensory cognition that is defective on account of either
internally or externally impairing conditions is said to be a pseudo-perception, even though it is
devoid of conceptualization.”’ In other words, Jinendrabuddhi explicitly states that sataimiram
(“together with the myodesopsic”) refers to the entire class of nonconceptual pseudo-perceptions
that are created by impaired sense-faculties, paradigmatically including “myodesopsic” (taimirika)

cognitions that are created due to the ophthalmic disease of myodesopsia (timira).

14 The passage cited by Chu appears to be in the voice of an interlocutor, and the position articulated there is not
endorsed by Jinendrabuddhi, who responds to this objection by continuing to insist that sataimiram is a metonym for
the entire class of nonconceptual pseudo-perceptions. See the discussion of this point in Appendix B, PST ad PS(V)
1.7cd-8ab, note 51.

15 Jinendrabuddhi comments (for the entirety of the relevant passage, cf. Appendix B: PST ad PS(V) 1.7cd-8ab):

But the fourth pseudo-perception should be seen as an exception (apavada) to this; it is not an
instance of something that has been rejected [as a candidate for being a pratyaksa] by implication
due to the statement of its definition. Otherwise, there would be an inconsistent (vyabhicara)
definition. Therefore, by mentioning it as an exception, a sensory cognition that is defective on
account of either internally or externally impairing conditions is said to be a pseudo-perception,
even though it is devoid of conceptualization. So here, when [Dinnaga says] “together with the
myodesopsic,” myodesopsia ought to be seen merely as a metonym (upalaksana) for all the
conditions which impair the sense-faculties—really! (kila)

Steinkellner (2005b, 61.9-13): caturthas tu yah pratyaksabhdasah so ‘pavado ’tra drastavyah na tu
laksanavacanenarthapattya nirakrtasyodaharanam | anyatha laksanavyabhicarah syat | tasmat
tenapavadavacanena bahyabhyantaropaghatapratyayopahatendriyajiianam kalpanapodhatve ‘pi pratyaksabham
ucyate | sataimiram ity atra tu timiram sarvendriyopaghatapratyayopalaksanamatram kila drastavyam.
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But, leaving aside the question of how to interpret Dinnaga, the more serious problem with
this account is that it has led to a fundamental misreading of Dharmakirti. Because of this
confusion concerning the nature of timira, Eltschinger (2014, 303) winds up arguing that, for
Dharmakirti, all cognitive error arises, “among other factors, from the latent tendencies of
erroneous conceptual constructs,” such that (ibid., 308) the “internal cause of error [i.e.,
antarupaplava] consists in the latent tendency of a contrary conceptual construct
(viparitavikalpavasana).” As has already been mentioned above and will be further examined in
great detail below, however, the “internal impairment” or antarupaplava is a defect in the most
fundamental psychophysical basis of cognition, which produces phenomenological duality as a
specifically nonconceptual type of error.'® In other words, the distorted duality of subject and
object is not conceptual and is not predicated upon conceptual constructs. Indeed, the
nonconceptual nature of subject-object duality is precisely what separates Dharmakirti’s Buddhist
account of nonduality from Abhinavagupta’s Saiva!’ theory of nonduality on the one hand, and

Vasubandhu’s Yogacara account on the other.'®

16 Some other type of impairment—call it the “imprint for conceptuality” (vikalpavasand)—may be similarly
responsible for the deeply ingrained tendency, on the part of all sentient beings, to conceptualize their experience.
Indeed, it is an interesting and open (if perhaps ultimately unresolvable) question, if the internal impairment, construed
as an imprint responsible for phenomenological duality or “imprint for duality,” is in some way the same thing as this
“imprint for conceptuality.” But this is conjectural and beside the point here, which is that in PV 3.288-300
Dharmakirti identifies the internal impairment as a type of defect that is responsible for causing a specifically
nonconceptual type of distortion, namely, the distortion of the phenomenological duality of subject and object.

17 Cf. Prueitt (2016, 238-250). It is however important to note that the Saivas understood the nature of conceptuality
quite differently from Dharmakirti; as Prueitt (2016, 238) explains, “For these Saivas, the defining line between a
concept and what is not a concept is whether or not a thing is defined through the exclusion of its counterpart
(pratiyogin). Since subject and object in normal sensory perception depend on each other, they are conceptual.”

18 See Chapter 5, note 30.
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C. Dharmakirti’s Interpretation of PS 1.7c¢d-8ab

For his part, Dharmakirti clearly asserts that nonconceptual error arises from impairment of the

faculties (indriya) or “basis” (asraya), and is thus not mental or conceptual:

The fourth [type of pseudo-perception] is an exception [to the general rule that
nonconceptual cognitions are pratyaksas]. Concerning this, [Dinnaga] states that
[nonconceptual error] arises from impairment (upaghdata). In this context,
myodesopsia (timira) is merely a metonym (upalaksana) for impairment [in
general]. || 293 ||

Some say that even this [fourth type] is mental. For them, that text [i.e., the PSV ad

PS 1.15] is contradicted: “The sensory faculties are the cause of [erroneous]
cognitions such as ‘blue’! or the double-moon [illusion].” || 294 ||*

Once again, Dharmakirti—somewhat unusually for the PV—engages with the PS in explicitly
exegetical, even classically commentarial, terms. His point is that nonconceptual pseudo-
perception is just an exception to Dinnaga’s initial definition of perceptual cognition at PSV 1.3c:
“A cognition which does not possess conceptuality is a perception” (yasya jiianasya kalpana nasti
tat pratyaksam). Notably, this definition makes no reference to error, nor any provision for a
cognition which is nonconceptual, yet erroneous, since a “perception” in the technical sense (i.e.,
a pratyaksa) is by definition an instrument of correct awareness (i.e., a pramana).

The essence of Dharmakirti’s exegetical argument here is that Dinnaga acknowledges the
existence of nonconceptual pseudo-perceptions—that is, cognitions which are nonconceptual, but
nevertheless not instruments of correct awareness—Ilater in the PS, in Dinnaga’s critique of

Vasubandhu’s definition of perception from the Vadavidhi. Specifically, at PSV ad PS 1.15,

19 That is, the false appearance of snow-mountains as being blue, instead of white.

20 Tosaki (1979, 387-89): apavadas caturtho ’tra tenoktam upaghdtajam | kevalam tatra timiram
upaghatopalaksanam || 293 || manasam tad apity eke tesam grantho virudhyate | niladvicandradidhiyam hetur
aksany apity ayam || 294 ||
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Dinnaga explicitly states that the double moon illusion has the sense-faculties (caksuradi) as its
cause (karana).”' In other words, since this error is caused by the sense-faculties, as opposed to
faulty mental engagement, it must be nonconceptual.

To be clear, the question of whether or not Dinnaga intended sataimiram to designate a
fourth, nonconceptual type of pseudo-perception must remain to some extent unresolved, as there
are simply not enough data to reach a definitive conclusion. This question additionally lies
somewhat beside our main point, of ascertaining Dharmakirti’s view. Again, Dharmakirti certainly
refined Dinnaga’s epistemological theory, and some of these refinements may well have gone so
far as to constitute a substantial reworking. Furthermore, as we shall see, Dharmakirti’s
systematization of this passage in particular did involve a certain amount of hermeneutic violence
perpetrated on the PS. But at the very least it is by no means obvious or certain that Dharmakirti
introduces an entirely new category—i.e., nonconceptual error derived from impaired sensory
faculties—that Dinnaga did not intend to put forth in the PS.

At the end of the day, the hermeneutical problem here boils down to a conflict between, on
the one hand, Dinnaga’s axiomatic definition of perception in general as being only that cognition
which is “free from conceptualization” (kalpanapodham), critiquing as superfluous the additional
Nyaya criterion that perception is “not misleading” (avyabhicarin);* and, on the other hand,
Dinnaga’s recognition that there are erroneous nonconceptual cognitions, such as the two-moon

illusion, which Dinnaga himself explicitly asserts are caused by defects in the sense-faculties.?

21 See Appendix A: PS(V) 1.2-16.
22 Cf. PSV ad PS 1.17ab, and PST ad cit (note 10, above).

23 Cf. also APV ad AP 2cd (Duckworth et al. 2016, 42): “When a person sees a double moon because of defective
sense faculties, there may be an appearance of that double moon, but it is not the object of that cognition.”

dbang po ma tshang ba’i phyir zla ba gnyis mthong ba ni der snang ba nyid yin du zim kyang de’i yul ma yin no ||
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Interpreters of the PS both ancient and modern are thereby left with a difficult choice: either assert
that Dinnaga did not recognize the existence of erroneous nonconceptual cognitions which arise
from impaired sense-faculties, with all the obvious problems that this entails (not the least of which
is Dinnaga’s clear assertion elsewhere that the senses are indeed the cause of the double moon); or
admit that such a cognition merely constitutes an exception (apavada) to Dinnaga’s definition of
“perception” as being, in effect, any and all nonconceptual cognitions. The latter is Dharmakirti
and Jinendrabuddhi’s approach, and it is followed in this study.

In conclusion, then, let us stipulate the following two points. First, Dharmakirti asserted
two distinct categories of pseudo-perception, nonconceptual and conceptual, which respectively
arise and do not arise due to some defect in the psychophysical bases of cognition. Second, this is
at the very least a defensible reading of the PS(V). We will return to the topic of nonconceptual

error below. But first, let us examine Dharmakirti’s account of conceptual error.
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II. Dharmakirti’s Theory of Conceptual Pseudo-Perception

A. Commentarial Problems

Of all the ways in which Dharmakirti modifies Dinnaga’s presentation in the PS, likely none are
more dramatically different from the source text than the account of conceptual pseudo-perception.
No doubt this is in large part because Dinnaga himself does not theorize or systematize the notion.
Rather, as mentioned above, Dinnaga only cites in passing the three types of non-perceptual
cognitions mentioned by Vasubandhu in the VV: (1) an erroneous cognition (bhrantijiiana), such
as the mistaking of mother-of-pearl for silver; (2) the cognition of a conventionally-existent entity
(samvrtisajjiana) such as a ‘jug’; and (3) inferential cognitions and their results
(anumananumanikajiiana). Vasubandhu does not identify these three types of cognition as
“pseudo-perceptions.” Rather, he only lists them as paradigmatic examples of cognitions which
are not to be taken as perceptual. Dinnaga, however, groups these three together under the category
of “pseudo-perception” (pratyaksabhdsa), before amending to these three conceptual types of
pseudo-perception a fourth, specifically and exclusively nonconceptual, type.

The underlying hermeneutical problem is that, because Vasubandhu really only uses them
as examples, the three types of non-perceptual cognition mentioned in the VV do not easily admit
of any overarching systematization. An “erroneous cognition” is clearly “wrong” (visamvadi),
because it is incapable of appropriate telic functionality (arthakriya). For example, a rope that is
misapprehended as a ‘snake’ cannot produce venom, and a mirage misapprehended as ‘water’
cannot slake thirst. However, the cognition of conventionally-existent entities such as ‘jugs,” while

“erroneous” insofar as they are conceptual, are—precisely—conventionally useful, and hence in
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an important sense “not wrong” (avisamvadi).?* And inference is an entirely different category of
cognition from perception! Furthermore, Dinnaga’s taxonomic classification notwithstanding, it is
unclear how these are all supposed to be understood as pseudo-perceptions, i.e., as cognitions
which seem or appear to be perceptual, but are not. Such spuriousness is at least arguably
understandable for the first two, though for different reasons. But, by definition, exactly no one is
in danger of mistaking an inference for a perceptual cognition.

Dharmakirti’s commentarial “solution” to this intractable hermeneutical problem is, in
effect, to ignore the details of Dinnaga’s approach, and instead focus on the big picture. In terms
of Dharmakirti’s theoretical project as a whole, that is, the single most important point at stake
here is the existence of nonconceptual error, which arises from a defect in the sensory faculties or
the psycho-physical basis of cognition, and not from mental or conceptual activity. This is the
main point, which Dharmakirti discusses at some length in this passage. By contrast, Dharmakirti
hardly discusses conceptual error here at all. Although the issue is touched upon elsewhere in the
PV, from which mentions his underlying point must be gleaned, the entirety of his rather cryptic

remarks concerning conceptual pseudo-perception is contained in four verses:

Two [types of conceptual pseudo-perception] are discussed in order to establish
that they do not arise from the sense-faculties, on account of the mistakes that have
been observed [in other philosophers’ theories]. The mention of inference, [which
has already been] established [to be conceptual], is just for proving that the previous
two [are also conceptual]. || 289 ||

Two [types of] conceptual cognition—the one based upon a convention (samketa),
and the one that superimposes another object—sometimes cause error, because they
immediately follow a perception. || 290 ||

24 See the Introduction, Section III.A: Correct Awareness.
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Just as the conceptual cognition of a remote object (such as a recollection), which
is dependent upon convention (samaya), does not apprehend a perceptual object,
likewise, without the recollection of what has been experienced, there is no
cognition with respect to “pots” and so on; and [a cognition] following that
[recollection] is excluded from consideration as a perception. || 291-292 ||>

Needless to say, this is not much of an explanation; we will, accordingly, expand upon these verses
below. However, it must be noted at the outset of this discussion that Dharmakirti’s exegesis here
is simply not a plausible account of the PS. It is, in particular, extremely difficult to accept that
Dinnaga “only” mentioned inference in order to demonstrate that erroneous cognition and the
cognition of the conventionally-existent are both conceptual. Furthermore, in the PS, Dinnaga
makes no mention of cognition that is “based upon convention” (sanketasamsraya), referring
instead to the “conceptualization of prior experience” (piurvanubhiitakalpana).

One fundamental issue here is that the definition of “error” (bhranti”) as “the
misapprehension of not-X as X” (i.e., atasmims tadgrahah) applies equally well as a
characterization of both erroneous cognition (bhrantijiianam) and the cognition of conventionally-
existent entities (samvrtisajjianam). In other words, on the Buddhist account, both the correct
identification of a rope as a ‘rope,” and the incorrect identification of a rope as a ‘snake,” are
“erroneous cognitions.”? The difference between these two is only that, in terms of conventional
reality, the former is “not wrong” (avisamvadi). But they are both “erroneous” (bhranta).

Unlike the ordinary cognition of conventionally-existent entities, however, Dharmakirti

has almost nothing to say about strictly incorrect conceptual cognitions (such as the

25 Tosaki (1979, 385-87): anaksajatvasiddhyartham ukte dve bhrantidarsanat | siddhanumadivacanam sadhandyaiva
pirvayoh || 289 || samketasamsrayanyarthasamaropavikalpane | pratyaksdasannavrttitvat kadacid bhrantikaranam

|| 290 || yathaiveyam paroksarthakalpana smaranadika | samayapeksint nartham pratyaksam adhyavasyati || 291 ||
tatha ‘nubhutasmaranam antarena ghatadisu | na pratyayo ‘nuyams tac ca pratyaksat parihiyate || 292 ||

26 Jinendrabuddhi recognizes this problem, and addresses it at length; see Appendix B, PST ad PS(V) 1.7cd-8ab.
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misidentification of a ‘rope’ as a ‘snake,’ or of a mirage as ‘water’), in this passage or anywhere
else. Dharmakirti acknowledges that such misidentifications are “wrong” (visamvadi), but they are
not really what he means by a conceptual pseudo-perception. Rather, Dharmakirti is much more
concerned with determinate judgments (niscaya), occurring shortly after a perceptual cognition—
i.e., “immediately following a perception” (pratyaksdasanna)—that the cognizer mistakenly
confuses for the nonconceptual perceptual event itself. In effect, Dharmakirti’s account of
conceptual pseudo-perception is a counterargument against the position that perceptual cognition
is conceptual or determinate (savikalpaka).”’

Hence, although Dharmakirti refers to these as “two conceptual cognitions,” his argument
makes more sense if we consider these to be two aspects of the same thing, or two components
that define a conceptual pseudo-perception as such. Put slightly differently: although there does
exist the special case of blatantly erroneous cognitions, such as ropes being mistaken for snakes
or mirages being mistaken for water, Dharmakirti is more interested in explaining everyday
determinate perceptual judgments. His point is simple and straightforward: insofar as these kinds
of cognitions necessarily involve a remembered convention (i.e., a universal) being applied onto
particulars, they are conceptual pseudo-perceptions. In this way, the cognition of conventionally-

existent entities (i.e., samvrtisajjiiana) is the paradigmatic case of pseudo-perception.

7 See below, Chapter 2, Section 1.C: Determinate Perception and Temporal Sequence. On this point, Coseru (2012,
183), argues that “Dignaga distinguishes between perceptual judgments (savikalpa pratyaksa) and pseudo-perceptions
(pratyaksabhasa).” However, the phrase savikalpa pratyaksa does not appear anywhere in PS 1 or the PV, and the
notion of “determinate perception” (the more typical translation of savikalpikapratyaksa) is specifically refuted by
both Dinnaga and Dharmakirti. Indeed, the refutation of determinate perception is foundational to their
epistemological system. Coseru (ibid.) furthermore argues that this distinction “becomes normative for the Buddhist
epistemologists.” However, as this chapter demonstrates at length, Dharmakirti clearly considers determinate
judgments (niscayas) to be a type—indeed, the paradigmatic and most important type—of conceptual pseudo-
perception. It is precisely such judgments which ordinary beings typically confuse with genuine perception.




As indicated by reference to the problem of “determinate perception” (savikalpaka pratyaksa), the
core issue here concerns the relationship between perception and conception—specifically, that
according to Dinnaga and Dharmakirti, perception is strictly non-conceptual (kalpanapodha), and
that a conceptual cognition which appears as though it were perceptual must therefore be
understood as a conceptual pseudo-perception. Unsurprisingly, the cognitive mechanics of

conceptuality are front and center in this discussion. Devendrabuddhi thus begins his comments

B. Exclusion (apoha), Convention (sarnketa), and Projection (aropa)

ad PV 3.288 with a brief rundown of apoha theory:

Thus:

B PVP (511.9-17): re zhig bum pa la gzugs la sogs pa chu la sogs pa ’dzin pa la sogs pa "bras bu gcig sgrub par byed
pa’i sgo nas de las gzhan pa’i de’i "bras bu can ma yin pa dag las tha dad pa nyid tha dad pa med pa yin no || de la
jig rten sgra ‘god pa gang yin pa de ni cig car gzugs la sogs pa’i tshogs pa rang gi 'bras bu la sbyor ba’i don to ||
brda de la brten nas | phyis don gzhan las tha dad pa dag la yang bum pa la sogs pa gcig tu sgro btags nas | bum pa

First of all, with respect to a ‘jug,” in terms of accomplishing the single effect of
holding water and so on, [particulars] such as [particles of] matter are different from
things other than them that do not possess that effect; that difference is their non-
difference. The conventional application of the word [“jug”] to that [particular] is
for the purpose of connecting all at once the collection of [particulars] such as
[particles of] matter to their effect. Later, on the basis of that convention, the
conceptualization of that which is termed a “jug” is applied to those [particulars]
which are different from others [without the expected effects], by superimposing a
single [identity] such as being a “jug” onto them.?

On the basis of a linguistic convention that, being applied to a plural collection that
performs a single effect, excludes collections which are other than that, there arises
[a cognition] that imputes [onto the aforementioned collection] a single thing such
as “jugness” as being distributed across all of the material substance of the jug.
Therefore [Dinnaga] says: [PSV ad PS 1.7cd-8ab] “[Cognition] with respect to
conventionally-existent things [is a pseudo-perception] due to the superimposition
of another object [i.e., the superimposition of a universal,] because it involves the

zhes bya ba’i rnam par rtog pa jug par ‘gyur ro ||
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conceptualization of its nature.” By dividing things in this way, conceptual
cognition having linguistic convention as its basis is just linguistic conceptuality.?

On the Buddhist account, in other words, the cognition of a ‘jug’ is not “the cognition of a ‘jug’”
per se, because in reality there is no ‘jug,” only an agglomeration of irreducible particulars (at a
first approximation, “jug-particles”). Rather, the cognition of a ‘jug’ is just a cognition produced
by a manifold of fundamental particles with various causal properties.** Most saliently, these
agglomerated particulars each individually possess the causal capacity, when in proximity to one
another, to induce the veridical determinate judgment (niscaya) “that is a ‘jug.’”’’! However, each
of these particulars also possesses an arbitrarily large number of other causal properties, such as
the ability to induce judgments of ‘hardness’ or ‘softness’ or ‘brownness’ or whatever.3? The
determination of the agglomerated particulars as a ‘jug’ therefore entails the exclusion of all of
their causal properties which are not related to the facilitation of the judgment, “That is a ‘jug.’”
Schematically: certain causal capacities of these particulars—such as their ability to work
together to hold water—are isolated (“‘excluded”) from the totality of their causal capacities, and
on this basis the convention (sariketa) or concept (vikalpa) of a ‘jug’ is mentally fabricated. This
concept of a ‘jug’ is then projected or superimposed (aropa, samaropa) onto the perceptual,

sensory cognition of the particulars. This later determination of the earlier indeterminate sensory

2 PVP (512.2-8): tshogs pa’i mang po ’bras bu gcig byed pa can dag la de las gzhan pa’i tshogs pa rnam par gcod
pa ston par byed pa’i rten brda la brten nas | bum pa nyid la sogs pa gzhan gcig bum pa’i rdzas thams cad kyi rjes su
zhugs par sgro 'dogs par byed pa skyed par ‘gyur rvo || de nyid kyi phyir kun rdzob tu yod pa dag la don gzhan la sgro
btags nas de’i ngo bo rnam par rtog pa ’jug pa nyid kyi phyir ro zhes gsungs so || de Itar rab tu phye bas brda’i rten
can rnam par rtog pa’i shes pa gcig po’i sgra’i rtog pa nyid yin no ||

30 To repeat, strictly speaking, the “property” or “nature” (svabhava) of the particular is not something ontologically
distinct from the particular itself. Cf. Dunne (2004, 153-61).

31 This is the “universal-related causal capacity” (samanyasakti). See Chapter 3, Section I.C: Individual and Universal
Capacities.

32 See Chapter 2, Section 11.D.3: The Infinitude of Causal Information.
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cognition as having been the cognition of a discrete whole ‘jug’ is therefore, precisely, a pseudo-
perception, which is to say, a cognition that has the spurious “appearance” (abhasa) of being a
perception (pratyaksa), because it occurs so quickly after the initial, indeterminate, genuinely-
perceptual sensory cognition (pratyaksasannavrttitvat, PV 3.290c). In fact, because it is
conceptual, and conceptuality just is error, even a veridical determinate judgment is literally an
“erroneous cognition” (bhrantijianam), despite being “not incorrect” (avisamvadi).

Consider, by way of contrast, the incorrect identification of a mirage as water. The
confusion of a mirage for ‘water’ occurs because both mirages (that is, heated air-particles) and
water share an extremely important causal property: the ability to refract light in such a way so as
to produce the appearance of a wavy reflective surface. In other words, despite the fact that the
mirage and the water are different in nearly every other respect, the fact that they are both alike
insofar as they both possess the causal capacity to produce a wavy appearance means that it is
possible to mentally exclude all of their other causal features, apart from this conceptual
construction of “waviness.” The upshot here is that, when mistaking a mirage for water, the
cognizer correctly recognizes a certain conceptual exclusion—“waviness”—as being a feature of
his experience. But the cognizer then makes the incorrect determination that the object of his
cognition is water, merely because it possesses the ability to produce a wavy reflection. The
problem, of course, is that not everything which possesses the ability to produce a wavy reflection
is water. Another example is the mistake, common to novice bakers, of using salt instead of sugar
(or vice versa). On the basis of the exclusion of all properties other than being white granules—
most importantly, excluding their taste—the one is misidentified as the other. The underlying
cognitive mechanisms, however, are the same as in the case of the cognition of conventionally-

existent ‘jugs’ and so on: causal properties are excluded, a convention is formed, and that
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convention is erroneously projected onto experience. In this specific regard, all conceptual
cognitions are ‘“erroneous” (bhranti), whether they are ‘“correct” (avisamvadi) or “wrong”
(visamvadi).

Thus, as Dreyfus (1996, 214) explains,

According to Dharmakirti’s system, the judgments that categorize perceptions and
allow us to act successfully are forms of memory in two different but related ways:
they apprehend an object which has been apprehended by perception previously but
which is already gone (due to the momentary nature of reality). These judgments
also subsume an individual under an already conceived (and unreal) universal
category. Dharmakirti describes such recollective consciousnesses as relative
cognitions (samvrtijiiana, kun rdzob shes pa).

In this way, as will be examined in more detail below, the cognition of conventionally-existent
entities should ultimately be understood in relation to recognition (pratyabhijiia). This is because
every conceptual cognition necessarily involves the subliminal recollection (smrti) of prior
experience, and is therefore in some sense “re-cognitive.” Thus, for example, after learning the
exclusions appropriate to the conventional designation ‘water,” every subsequent cognition of
‘water’ relies upon the recollection of the prior experience of ‘water,” and the recognition of the
ostensible “sameness” between that prior experience of ‘water’ and the present experience of
‘water.” This is true whether the cognition of something as being ‘water’ occurs in relation to actual
‘water’ (i.e., in a samvrtisajjiiana) or in relation to a mirage (i.e., in a bhrantijiana). Similarly,
inferring the presence of water (i.e., anumanajiianam), as for example from observing rainfall at a

distance, also requires the activation of a concept of ‘water’ based on the prior experience of water.
9
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C. Mental Perception

1. Mental Cognition and Mental Perception

To summarize the preceding discussion: the true objects of sensory experience are momentary
particulars, blipping into and out of existence at every instant. However, in the cognition of an
ordinary person (prthagjana), these particulars appear—falsely—to constitute gross objects which
are continuous and stable across time. That is, ordinary cognition seems to be the sensory
perception of unitary and perdurant wholes. In fact, however, this purported ‘whole’ is only a
conceptual, mental construction, being applied at every moment onto the nonconceptual sensory
experience of irreducible, momentary particulars. Therefore, the cognition of what appears to be a
unitary persistent object is in fact a spurious or pseudo-perception: a conceptual cognition with the
false appearance of being perceptual.

Naturally, this account raises a whole host of questions, centered around the problem of
how conceptual and sensory-perceptual cognitions are supposed to be related. As we will see, a
crucial part of the answer to this problem involves the simultaneous operation of at least six
different cognitive modalities within the psychophysical continuum (cittasantana), i.e., the five
sensory consciousnesses (indriyavijianas) plus the mental consciousness (manovijiana). *
However, it must be noted that Dharmakirti’s account of ordinary cognition—that is, the cognition
of what ordinary beings ordinarily refer to as “objects,” under ordinary epistemic conditions—is

highly schematic, and clearly not intended to serve as a thorough explanation.

33 See below, Section I1.D: Object Persistence and Pseudo-Perception. It should be noted that, while Dharmakirti does
not make explicit reference to the alayavijiiana (i.e., a seventh or eighth cognitive modality, depending upon the
specific presentation) in his account of simultaneous cognitions, it would be extremely difficult to account for multiple
simultaneous cognitions in the absence of the alaya. See note 88, below.
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As mentioned above, one of the great ironies of the “Perception Chapter” is that the
mechanics of sensory perception are barely discussed within it. Instead, Dharmakirti is much more
concerned to argue that vanishingly few—perhaps even, in the final analysis, literally none—of
our ordinary sensory cognitions should be understood as genuinely “perceptual” (pratyaksa) in the
technical sense (i.e., non-conceptual and non-erroneous). Thus, the following account may be
understood as Dharmakirti’s best possible explanation of how ordinary object-cognition works,
within the framework of relative or conventional truth. However, all such ordinary cognitions must
finally be understood as epistemically unreliable. Past a certain point on the sliding scale, that is
to say, the idea that cognition bears upon any real “object” (artha) at all ceases to be intelligible.

In any case, the essence of Dharmakirti’s explanation is that conceptual and nonconceptual
cognition are related through the sixth, “mental consciousness” (manovijiana), the type of
cognition associated with the mental faculty (manas).** Just as the objects of sensory cognition are
metaphorically “apprehended” by the sensory faculties,* the objects of mental cognition are
“apprehended” by the mental faculty. The difference is that, unlike the sensory faculties, which
take “sense-sphere particulars” (ayatanasvalaksana)**—at a first approximation, agglomerations
of fundamental particles acting in concert—as their object-fields, the mental faculty takes mental
particulars, in the form of other cognitions, as its object-field. But in order to understand this point,
it is first necessary to examine Dharmakirti’s account of “mental perception” (manasapratyaksa),

a notoriously tricky topic that still has yet to be adequately treated in the scholarly literature.*’

34 Cf. Funayama (1999, 76n15) concerning how “the exact meaning of manas (the mind) is a problem in the case of
the Buddhist pramana tradition,” given the varied ways in which Dinnaga and Dharmakairti deploy this term.

35 See Chapter 2, Section I1.B: Cognition Has No “Functioning” (vvapara).

36 See Chapter 3, Section I.B: The Agglomerated Object of Sensory Cognition.

37 Kobayashi (2010), Hayashi (2011), and Woo (2019) are valuable contributions, but primarily examine mental
perception through the lens of Prajiiakaragupta’s commentary. Bhatt and Mehrotra (2000, 44—46) provide an excellent,
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To review, there are according to Dharmakirti four types of perceptual cognition, where a
“perceptual cognition” (i.e., a pratyaksa) is defined as nonconceptual and non-erroneous, and as
meeting the conditions of both engendering action toward (pravartaka), and facilitating the
attainment of (prapaka), some practical goal in the world. These four types of perceptual cognition
are sensory perception, yogic perception, mental perception, and reflexive awareness. Sensory and
yogic perception have already been treated in enough detail for the present discussion. Reflexive
awareness will be examined at length in Chapters 4 and 5. As for mental perception, commentators
have been arguing about this topic, especially concerning whether Dinnaga even intended for
mental perception and reflexive awareness to be understood as distinct types of perception, ever
since the PS began circulating.

The hermeneutical problem, unsurprisingly, lies in the opaqueness of Dinnaga’s text,
which (just like PS 1.7cd-8ab) cannot be translated without begging the philological and

philosophical questions at stake in its interpretation:

The nonconceptual reflexive awareness of [affective states] such as desire, and
[the nonconceptual mental cognition] of an object, are also mental [as opposed
to sensory perception]. || 6ab ||

Additionally, because they do not depend upon the senses, both a nonconceptual
mental cognition which is engaged with3® the cognitive image (dkara) of an

brief overview of mental perception in Dharmakirti’s system. Out of an abundance of hermeneutic caution, owing to
the as yet not entirely clear relationship between mental perception (manasapratyaksa) and mental attention
(manaskara), 1 have refrained here from characterizing mental perception as they do, i.e., “the element of attention
when an indriya pratyaksa arises.” But this is certainly a plausible interpretation. It should also be noted that Bhatt
and Mehrotra correctly explain that, “though the object of manasa pratyaksa in the Buddhist tradition is an internal
one, nevertheless, it is caused jointly by the external object and its sense perception.” This explanation of mental
perception must be contrasted to any that involve some kind of direct mental “extrasensory perception” (i.e., “ESP”)
of the external object, such as that apparently articulated by Kobayashi (2010); see below, note 38.

38 Kobayashi (2010, 235) reads anubhavdkarapravrttam here as “occurs in the form [dkara] of direct experience.”
While this is not an entirely implausible reading—pra + Vvt can indeed mean “occur,” and has been translated this
way elsewhere in this study—such an interpretation introduces intractable philosophical problems into the relationship
between mental perception (manasam pratyaksam) and the external object-field such as visible matter, which mental
perception takes as its object-support (riapadivisayalambanam). Specifically, Kobayashi (ibid., 236) claims that “when
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experience, taking an object-field such as visible matter as its object-support, as
well as reflexive awareness in regard to desire and so on, are mental [as opposed to
sensory| perception.?’

On this reading, in other words, Dinnaga distinguishes between two types of perception here, both
of which may be understood as “mental” insofar as they do not depend upon the senses.

By contrast, many contemporary commentators, most notably Franco (1993) and (2005),
as well as Arnold (2012, 165-67), have effectively settled into the opinion that Dinnaga intended
for reflexive awareness to be understood as only a special case of mental perception, or else that
reflexive awareness is somehow indistinguishable from mental perception. To be clear, this is a
defensible reading of the Sanskrit of the “root verse”—though, it should be noted, considerably
less defensible when taking Dinnaga’s autocommentary into consideration. The root of the
problem is that Dinnaga’s Sanskrit here is rather sloppy and ungrammatical.* Jinendrabuddhi tries
to clean up the grammar with a convoluted gloss, breaking the compound “the nonconceptual

internal awareness of both objects and [affective states] such as desire” (artharagadisvasamvittih)

[Dinnaga] argues that there is a mental cognition which cognizes an external object, he probably means that there is a
cognition which cognizes an external object independently of the external sense organs.” This is true, though not in
the way that Kobayashi seems to mean; there is nothing in the PS(V) or elsewhere to suggest that by “mental
perception” Dinnaga intends some kind of direct mental “extrasensory perception” (i.e., “ESP”) of external
phenomena. On the contrary, Dinnaga’s point is just that mental perception “cognizes the external object” in the sense
of taking the external object as its object-support (@lambana), but not in the sense of having it as its object-field
(visaya), since only sensory cognition takes visible matter and so on as its object-field (ripadivisaya). For more on
the distinction between visaya and alambana, see also Appendix B, note 29, and PST ad PS(V) 1.14cd.

39 Steinkellner (2005a, 3): manasam cartharagadisvasamvittir akalpika | manasam api ripadivisayalambanam
avikalpakam anubhavakarapravrttam ragadisu ca svasamvedanam indriyanapeksatvan manasam pratyaksam.

40 The essence of the grammatical problem is that, according to both Dinnaga’s own explanation in the PSV and
Dharmakirti’s interpretation, the word artha within the compound arthardagadisvasamvittih should be understood as
an object (such as “visible form,” ripadivisayalambanam) pertaining to a nonconceptual mental cognition
(manasam... avikalpakam), as opposed to the “desire and so on” (ragadisu) pertaining to reflexive awareness. But
there is no straightforward way to construe artha with manasam in the root verse. As mentioned above,
Jinendrabuddhi’s “solution” is to split this compound (artharagadisvasamvittih) into arthasamvitti and
ragadisvasamvitti. The translation above reflects this gloss, insofar as it breaks the compound along these lines.
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into, effectively, arthasya ca ragadisva [sic] ca samvittih (“the awareness of both [external]
objects and of one’s own desire and so on.”*

Despite Jinendrabuddhi’s tortuous grammatical analysis, however, I think he has the right
idea here: Dinnaga does not and indeed cannot mean that the reflexive awareness of affective states
such as desire is the exact same thing as the nonconceptual mental apprehension of a preceding
sensory cognition (“engagement with the cognitive image of an experience”). In this passage, that
is to say, Dinnaga is drawing attention to the fact that there also exists a “mental”—as opposed to
sensory—type of perceptual cognition (manasam pratyaksam): in other words, cognitions which
are nonconceptual and non-erroneous, but which do not rely upon the five physical senses
(indriyanapeksa). Therefore, the category of “mental perceptions,” in the sense of perceptions
which do not rely upon the five physical senses, includes reflexive awareness as a type of non-
sensory perception. However, only the nonconceptual mental apprehension of immediately-
preceding cognitions is a “mental perception” (manasapratyaksa) in the technical sense.*

More broadly, within the context of Dinnaga’s perspective in PS 1.2-12 taken as a whole,
it is clear that mental perception and reflexive awareness cannot be the same thing. As will be
discussed in greater detail below, reflexive awareness simultaneously presents both subjective and
objective cognitive content (i.e., grahakdakara and grahyakara). Reflexive awareness is, in other
words, the epistemic instrument (pramdna) “by means of which” a moment of cognition is able to

“reflexively” know what is currently happening in that very moment of cognition. By contrast, a

41 See Appendix B, PST ad PS(V) 1.6ab. Jinendrabuddhi’s ragadisva is itself essentially ungrammatical.

42 Kobayashi (2010, 236-37) strikes upon the same point when he notes that “in short, the word manasa at the
beginning of the above passage from the PSV refers to a cognition which is distinguished from self-awareness because
of the difference in their objects, whereas the same word at the end of the passage refers to a cognition under which
self-awareness is subsumed.” This again highlights the difficulty of accounting for all the various senses of manas in
the epistemological corpus of Dinnaga and Dharmakirti.
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mental perception is only a subsequent (t2) effect produced by the causal interaction between a
prior (t1) cognition and the mental faculty (manas), in which sense the mental faculty “engages
with” (pra + \vrr) that prior cognition. Thus, reflexive awareness and mental perception are not

equivalent, even for Dinnaga.
2. The Instrumentality of Mental Perception

The main issue at stake in this discussion concerns the “instrumentality” (pramanata) of mental
perception, defined as a “nonconceptual mental cognition that is engaged with the image of [a
prior] experience” (manasam... avikalpakam anubhavakarapravrttam). The qualifier
“nonconceptual” is necessary because, unlike sensory cognition, which is nonconceptual by
definition on Dinnaga and Dharmakirti’s model, a mental cognition (manovijiiana) may be either
conceptual or nonconceptual. That is to say, all conceptual cognitions are mental cognitions: a
conceptualization (vikalpa) just is a mental cognition which has taken a prior cognition as its
object, and “excluded” certain causal or phenomenal features from it. But what would it mean for
there to be a nonconceptual and nonerroneous mental cognition?

Put slightly differently, the question here is what it means to say that a mental cognition is
a “perception” in the technical sense (i.e., a pratyaksapramana). This is a major problem for the
Buddhist pramana tradition to address, because one of the defining features of instrumental
cognitions, for all participants in the pramana discourse, is that an instrumental cognition must
“illuminate” or make known a previously-unknown object (ajriatarthaprakasa).” The issue is that,

since mental cognition exclusively takes another cognition as its object; and, when the object of

4 Dunne (2004, 308-9).
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the mental cognition is a preceding sensory cognition, that preceding sensory cognition has already
cognized or “illuminated” the epistemic object (prameya), for example the particles comprising
the ‘jug’ or whatever; then, in what sense could a mental cognition ever illuminate a previously-
unknown object? At the outset of his remarks on mental perception (PV 3.239-248 ad PS 1.6a)),

Dharmakirti thus has an interlocutor protest:

[Opponent:] “If it apprehends what has previously been experienced, mental
[perception] lacks the quality of being an epistemic instrument (apramanata). If
[mental perception] apprehends what has not been seen, then even the blind would
have vision of objects.” || 239 ||*

Dharmakirti’s initial response to this objection proceeds on the basis of the momentariness
(ksanikatva) of all phenomena. If all phenomena are indeed recognized as being momentary, then
the “time lag”* between the (to) moment when the epistemic object exists as the cause of the
sensory cognition, and the (t;) moment when the sensory cognition exists as an effect, necessarily
entails that the object as it existed when it caused the sensory cognition (i.e., the object as it existed
at to) 1s not the object as it exists at t;, when the sensory cognition exists. Thus, the opponent is left
without a rhetorical leg to stand on, since he cannot appeal to even that immediately-subsequent
sensory cognition as an “illuminator” or “knower” of the present (ti) object—by definition, the
only thing it ever illuminates is the object as it has always already ceased being. The time-lag
problem, in other words, necessitates a reconceptualization of what it means to have reliable

knowledge about objects “in the present moment” in order to act upon them “later,” and it is

4 Tosaki (1979, 340): pirvanubhiitagrahane manasasyapramanata | adystagrahane ‘ndhader api syad
arthadarsanam || 239 ||

4 See the Introduction, Section I1.C: Sautrantika Representationalism.
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precisely in these terms that Dharmakirti eventually articulates such a reconceptualization, at PV
3.245-248.

Dharmakirti then briefly entertains an objection to the effect that phenomena are not
momentary, but points out that this would create intractable problems for the stipulation that a
pramana illuminates a previously-unknown object. * Of course, all phenomena are indeed
momentary, and so the intricacies of this counterfactual response need not concern us here. The
key point is that, according to Dharmakirti, a mental perception (manasapratyaksa) is just a mental
cognition that arises as the immediately-subsequent effect of one or more immediately-preceding
cognitions, as the direct result of a causal interaction between those sensory cognitions and the
mental faculty. For this reason, the content of a mental perception is “restricted” (niyata) by the
content of the sensory cognition which is its immediately-preceding cause
(samanantarapratyaya). And so, if the immediately-preceding cognition lacks visual-cognitive
information, due to blindness or some other impairment in the visual faculty, then that information

cannot be a feature of the subsequent mental perception; therefore, the blind cannot see:

46 See PV 3.240-242, translated in Appendix C, PV 3.239-248 ad PS(V) 1.6a,.
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Therefore, a mental [perception], which arises from the sensory cognition that is its
immediately preceding condition, strictly apprehends something else [other than
the object of the sensory cognition].#” Thus, there is no sight on the part of the blind.
1243 ||

The cause [of a mental perception] is a sensory cognition that is exclusively (eva)
reliant upon an object which has continuity (anvaya) with its own object. Therefore,
although [strictly speaking] something else [apart from the object-field of sensory

cognition] is apprehended, that [mental perception] is considered to have a
restriction in terms of what is apprehended. || 244 ||*

Schematically, then: a strictly causal interaction between a sense-faculty and an object, both
existing at to, produces the sensory cognition of that object in the next moment (t1). This sensory
cognition—a mental particular—causally interacts with the momentary mental faculty that exists
in the exact same moment that the sensory cognition exists (i.e., t1). This causal interaction between
the mental faculty and the sensory cognition, both existing at ti, then produces a mental cognition
(manovijiiana) that exists in the next moment (t2), in a manner that is precisely analogous to the
production of the immediately-preceding sensory cognition.

Furthermore, because each sensory faculty is causally active at to, producing each modality
of sensory cognition simultaneously* at ti, it is just this perceptual mental cognition at t, which is
able to “bind” together all the various simultaneous sensory cognitions, thereby accounting for the

apparently multi-modal nature of the cognitive object.>' Thus, for example, both the visual and the

47 In other words, the visual cognition apprehends (or fails to apprehend) a visual object, while the mental cognition
apprehends a mental object. In the case under discussion, this “mental object” is the preceding visual cognition.
Concerning the requirement that each pramana have its own object, see also Chapter 5, Section III.C: Difference in
Object (visayabheda).

tatah || 243 |

4 Tosaki (1979, 343): svarthanvayarthapeksaiva hetur indriyaja matih | tato 'nyagrahane 'py asya niyatagrahyata
matd || 244 ||

30 See below, Section I1.D: Object Persistence and Pseudo-Perception.

I A wrinkle in this explanation—which, to be clear, is not explicitly provided by Dharmakirti—is that it would seem
to necessitate that a mental cognition is able to simultaneously apprehend a manifold of sensory cognitions. Thus, it
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tactile cognitions of a ‘jug’ that is simultaneously being seen and touched, are re-presented in a
single “bound” mental cognition.** This mental cognition is produced by the causal contact
between these simultaneous sensory cognitions—which are, themselves, mental particulars—and
the mental faculty.

Conceptualization, under ordinary circumstances,> only then (at t3) operates with respect
to the preceding (t2) mental-perceptual cognition, “excluding” its various non-‘jug’-related
features in order to reach the determinate perceptual judgment (niscaya), “that is a ‘jug.”” To

299

repeat: determinate judgments, such as “that is a ‘jug,’” typically arise only once the original
sensory cognition of the ‘jug’ has been apprehended by a nonconceptual mental perception. This

subsequent determinate judgment, being conceptual, is not the mental perception.**

would appear, in much the same way that sensory perception takes an agglomeration of particulars (the “sense-sphere
particular, ayatanasvalaksana) as its object-support, so too does mental perception.

52 Although there is no space here for an examination of this point, it seems that the main issue at stake in PS 1.5 is
the multi-modal (i.e., visual plus auditory plus tactile and so on) nature of mental cognitions, in particular the fact that
a single momentary mental cognition presents various different types of causal properties of the object, relating to the
different sensory modalities. See Appendix B, PST ad PS(V) 1.5.

53 An important exception to this general rule is the “determination immediately subsequent to perception”
(pratyaksaprsthalabdhaniscaya); cf. Dunne (2004, 289-304). Indeed, it would appear that the difference between
sensory cognitions which are capable of producing such an immediately-subsequent judgment, and sensory cognitions
which are thus incapable, lies precisely in whether or not an intermediate “bridging” mental perception is required in
order to reach a definitive determination. That is to say, these immediate judgments may represent direct
conceptualizations of sensory experience itself, rather than conceptualizations of mental cognitions; for someone with
the appropriate habituation and training, in other words, it is possible to reach a definitive determination at once,
without first “loading” the contents of sensory cognition into the mental channel.

54 This is, to be clear, a necessary feature of mental perception, given Difinaga’s and Dharmakirti’s stipulation that
perception is nonconceptual, and their repeated assertion that mental perception is indeed nonconceptual (akalpika).
Furthermore, there is absolutely nothing in Dharmakirti’s texts, nor in those of his earliest commentators, to suggest
that he considered mental perception to be conceptual or determinate. According to Kobayashi (2010) and Woo
(2019), on the other hand, Prajiiakaragupta asserts that mental perception is determinate. Irrespective of its potential
philosophical merits, however, and whether or not this is in fact accurate as an interpretation of Prajiiakaragupta, such
a position is untenable as an interpretation of Dharmakirti.

Woo (ibid., 38), unfortunately, asserts that Dharmakirti considers mental perception to be a “determinate cognition,”
such that “mental perception is both perceptual and conceptual.” In addition to the other intractable problems with this
perspective, however, Dharmakirti’s theory of the “determination immediately subsequent to perception”
(pratyaksaprsthalabdhaniscaya; see above, note 53) militates against such an interpretation. If mental perceptions are
by definition both immediately subsequent to sensory cognition, and determinate, then what exactly would be the
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Figure 1: Sensory Perception, Mental Perception, and Determinate Judgment
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Hence, both sensory perception and mental perception are “perceptual” (pratyaksa), just insofar
as they are devoid of conceptuality and non-erroneous.> The t; sensory cognition is “perceptual,”
because it is the immediately subsequent effect of the causal interaction between the sense-object
and the sense-faculty. And the to mental cognition is also “perceptual,” because it is the
immediately subsequent effect of the causal interaction between the sensory cognition and the
mental faculty. In this way, mental perception knows or “illuminates” a preceding cognition, rather
than an external object. Thus, in terms of the problem of “illuminating a previously-unknown
object,” the object illuminated by sensory perception (i.e., an agglomeration of particulars) is
different from the object illuminated by mental perception (i.e., the previous moment’s sensory

cognition). Therefore, both sensory and mental perception illuminate previously-unknown objects.

difference between mental perception in general, and immediately subsequent determinations in particular? Indeed,
how would Dharmakirti’s account of mental perception differ at all from Nyaya-style determinate perception?

35 Of course, sensory and mental perception can only be considered non-erroneous from a provisional standpoint. At
a higher level of analysis, they are inherently erroneous, insofar as they are always already distorted by the “internal
impairment” (antarupaplava).
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3. Mental Perception, Mental Pseudo-Perception, and Determination

To bring this discussion back to conceptual pseudo-perception: the reason why mental perception
is so critically important is that it provides the “bridge” between a sensory cognition as raw
epistemic input, and a determinate judgment as refined epistemic output. Much of the intellectual-
historical impetus behind the Buddhist pramdana tradition following Dinnaga was the felt need to
refute the Nyaya-Vaisesika position that perception is itself determinate or conceptual. 3
Accordingly, to whatever extent it represents an accurate interpretation of Dinnaga’s theory of
mental perception, Dharmakirti’s theory of mental perception is also intended to explain why a
determinate judgment such as “thatis a ‘jug’” is, precisely, a pseudo-perception: that is, a cognition
which seems like a genuinely perceptual event, but is in fact only a spurious imitation.
Dharmakirti’s point is that, in order for one to reach such a determinate judgment, one must first
recollect a convention formed through prior habituation, which is then recognized as being similar
to the causal features of the sensory image, and then applied to this image—all of which happens
after the object has already been cognized, first by sensory perception, and (usually)’’ then by
mental perception. The process simply happens so fast, in just one or two moments, that the
subsequent conceptual determination is conflated with the initial sensory perception.

But all of this necessitates—and not for the last time!—a redefinition of the basic terms of
pramana discourse. Dharmakirti argues that, for these reasons, perceptual “instrumentality”

should be conceived, not in terms of knowing the object itself as it exists at the same instant as the

5 See Matilal (2005, 1-26).

57 Again, an important exception is a specific kind of determination that occurs immediately subsequent to sensory
perception, which for that reason should probably be understood as a kind of conceptualization that operates directly
upon sensory cognition, rather than upon mental cognition. See above, note 53.

58 See for example Jinendrabuddhi’s remarks on this point in Appendix B, PST ad PS(V) 1.5.
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cognition (which is in any case impossible, on account of the “time lag” problem), but rather in
terms of the causal history and causal features of cognition. In other words, the point here is that
what it means for an object to be “apprehended” is, in fact, only for the object to directly causally
produce a cognition which has the form or nature of that object (arthasaripya).

Unlike the conceptual cognition or determination, that is to say, the mental perception of
the object possesses a still un-conceptualized form of that object, on account of the purely causal
line running from the external object itself, through the sensory cognition, to the mental-perceptual
cognition. Hence, what it means for a sensory or mental cognition to be perceptually
“instrumental” is for that cognition to be nonconceptual and nonerroneous, and possess the form
of the object, thereby both prompting (pra + vrf) and facilitating the attainment (pra + Vap) of

some practical goal:

Opponent: “How can the object, which does not exist at the same time as the
instrumental activity (kriya), [but] does exist at the time [that it] itself is cognized,
be an auxiliary cause (sahakari) of sensory cognition?” || 245 ||

Because that which does not exist prior [to the effect] has no causal power [to
produce that effect], and® because that which exists after [the effect has arisen] is
useless, all causes exist prior [to their effects]. Thus, there is no object which exists
together with its own cognition. || 246 ||

Opponent: “How can that which is apprehended exist at a time that is different
[from its apprehension]?”

Those who understand reason (yuktijia) know that ‘being that which is
apprehended’ (grahyata) is just being a cause which is capable of projecting its
form into a cognition. || 247 ||

For although an effect may have many causes, that [cause] in conformity with
which [the cognition] has arisen, and into which the [object] has projected its form,
is said to be ‘apprehended’ by the [cognition]. || 248 ||

% Reading canupayogatah (PVt dang) over *vanupayogatah. See Tosaki (1979, 344n19).
60 Tosaki (1979, 344-47): tadatulyakriyakalah katham svajiianakalikah | sahakart bhaved artha iti
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This is a crucially important point, to which we will repeatedly return: there is nothing that it means
for something to be “apprehended” by cognition, or to be the “object” of cognition, over and above
that thing being the primary cause for why cognition appears in the way that does, or “projecting”
(\r) its “form” (riipa) into cognition.

That said, one interesting wrinkle here concerns the instrumentality of the initial sensory
cognition. It is clear that this cognition allows for the obtainment (prapaka) of the object. But does
it engender action (pravartaka) toward the object? As Dreyfus (1996, 223) notes, following Sakya
Pandita, initial sensory perception seems in some ways to be like a fool who sees objects but cannot
characterize them, while subsequent conceptual cognition is like a blind but clever person who
follows behind, explaining what the fool is seeing. Thus, sensory cognition does engender action
toward the object, but only (for ordinary beings) mediatedly, through contributing to the
production of the subsequent conceptual determination, despite the fact that the latter is by

definition not perceptual.®!
D. Object Persistence and Pseudo-Perception
1. Conceptual Pseudo-Perception, Memory, and Recognition

There is another extremely important way in which Dharmakirti argues to the effect that ordinary
everyday cognitions, typically taken to be genuinely perceptual, are in fact only pseudo-perceptual.

This concerns what is referred to in the cognitive-scientific literature as “object persistence.”®? For

cedaksacetasah || 245 || asatah prag asamarthyat pascad canupayogatah | pragbhavah sarvahetiinam nato ‘rthah
svadhiya saha || 246 || bhinnakalam katham grahyam iti ced grahyatam viduh | hetutvam eva yuktijia

jhandkararpanaksamam || 247 || karyam hy anekahetutve ‘py anukurvad udeti yat | tat tenarpitatadriippam grhitam
iti cocyate || 248 ||

61 Cf. Dunne (2004, 262-68).
62 Cf. Scholl (2007).
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Dharmakirti, as indeed for contemporary scientific discourse, reality is understood to be
momentary. As Garfield (2018a, 121) aptly notes, “Given Leibniz’ Law, nothing retains numerical
identity over time. Nonetheless, we instinctively regard ourselves and the things and people around
as enduring substances with diachronic identities.” In other words, at a subatomic level (and often
at the macroscopic level as well), the epistemic object is changing moment by moment. How, then,
do we account for its apparent stability through time? Dharmakirti’s answer is that this apparent
stability is only a conceptual pseudo-perception. That is to say: insofar as each discrete moment of
an object’s continuum is being conceptually pseudo-perceived as “the same,” when in reality there
is no “sameness” (i.e., no samanya), the object’s apparent stability or persistence through time can
only be due to the operation of some kind of memory—something very much like “working
memory”’®—which joins together or concatenates all these discrete momentary cognitions.

While there is unfortunately no space in this study for a detailed examination of
Dharmakirti’s theory of memory, a brief discussion will shed a great deal of light on Dharmakirti’s
model of ordinary, everyday cognition, and why he considers it to be pseudo-perceptual. A key
point in this regard is that the process of temporal concatenation is entirely mnemonic and
conceptual, and therefore (with one very important quasi-exception, which we will return to

shortly) does not involve nonconceptual sensory error:

Except for [cases such as the firebrand that involve] sensory error
(indriyavibhrama), the concatenation (ghatana) of multiple entities, which is
erroneous (vibhranta) due to not noticing the difference [among them], is a
mnemonic conceptual [cognition]. || 497 ||*

63 Cf. Miyake and Shah (1999) and Osaka, Logie, and D’Esposito (2007).

% Tosaki (1985, 181): ghatanam yac ca bhavanam anyatrendriyavibhramat | bhedalaksanavibhrantam smaranam tad
vikalpakam || 497 ||
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Devendrabuddhi comments:

Except for sensory error: sensory error does not involve concatenation;
nevertheless, there is an appearance [of different objects] as being simultaneously
concatenated, such as the phenomenal form of a circle [in the illusion of a
firebrand]. But this is not an error which concatenates different objects that are not
noticed [as being different]. So, [when there is the cognition] “This just is this”—
when the visual cognition is [in fact] of various different things which are
discontinuous (chod pa ~ *vichinna)—the concatenated [cognition], which is a kind
of mnemonic [cognition], with the nature of recognition (ngo shes pa =
*pratyabhijnd), does not rely upon a sensory [cognition] in which a single thing is
appearing. Multiple things are concatenated: various different objects arise
without mutual concatenation; with respect to these, [a cognition] that joins them
together, “This just is this,” without noticing the difference [between them], is
erroneous. Although earlier and later objects are different, there is error because
[this difference] is not noticed. This is a mnemonic, conceptual [cognition]. It is not
a sensory cognition.®

In other words, apart from specific cases of sensory error—such as the extremely important
example of the firebrand (alatacakra), to which we will return below—the illusion of object-
persistence is due to the operation of memory, which concatenates the disparate moments of the
object’s continuum into an apparent (but illusory) sameness.

Although Dharmakirti never fully spells out how this kind of subliminally mnemonic
cognition differs from deliberate recollection (smrti), the specifically mnemonic nature of this type
of conceptual pseudo-perception is abundantly clear from his explanation of how sequences of
phonemes (i.e., “words”) are cognized. This is an important example that recurs multiple times in

the PV, and constitutes the overarching context for the passage under discussion (i.e., PV 3.484-

85 PVP (627.13-628.3): dbang po’i "khrul pa las gzhan du | dbang po’i "khrul pa ni bsre bar byed pa ma yin na yang
‘khor lo la sogs pa’i rnam par cig car bsre bar snang ba yin gyi | de’i khyad par mtshon pa med par don bsre bar
"khrul pa ma yin no | ji ltar de nyid 'di yin no | zhes chod pa gzhan dang gzhan mthong ba yod na bsre ba ngo shes
pa’i ngo bo dren pa bzhin du don gcig tu snang ba’i dbang po la brten pa ni ma yin no || dngos po rnams ni bsre byed
pa | dngos po gzhan dang gzhan skyes pa phan tshun mtshams sbyor ba can ma yin pa dag la de nyid 'di yin no zhes
sbyor ba gang yin pa de ni | tha dad mtshon med ’khrul pa can | don snga phyi tha dad pa dag yin na yang nye bar
mtshon pa med pa’i rgyus 'khrul pa | dran pa gang de rnam rtog yin || dbang po’i shes pa ni ma yin no ||
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510 ad PS 1.12by), from which the preceding verse was drawn.® The point of this example is that,
because sound is momentary, in reality, each component phoneme of a word no longer exists at
the moment that the next phoneme in the sequence exists. The cognition of a word is therefore the
conceptual concatenation of a sequence of temporally-distinct auditory cognitions. ¢ This
conceptual cognition is re-cognitive (i.e., a species of recognition or pratyabhijiia), because it
involves the recollection or recognition of conceptually-excluded elements from multiple prior
cognitions, holding them all together in “working memory.” And, in exactly the same way, the
cognition of an object that appears to be “the same,” moment by moment, is a conceptual
concatenation of the sequence of prior cognitions of that object.

Put slightly differently, the point here is that Dharmakirti does not rigidly distinguish
among language, conceptuality, and memory. The temporal extension of a ‘jug,” and the linguistic
extension of a word (sabda)—that is, the ability of a single word or name to refer to multiple
entities, as in “This is a ‘jug,” like that other ‘jug’”—both involve the same basic cognitive
processes. In the case of using the word ‘jug’ or forming the determinate judgment “That is a
‘jug,”” a convention (i.e., an exclusion based on prior experience) is first recollected, and then
projected onto a sensory image that is caused by many particulars working in concert. During an
episode of object-persistence, the conceptual ‘jug’ is “recollected” by being held in working
memory, and then projected onto the next moment of the sensory cognition caused by the multiple

particulars that are conceptualized as the ‘jug.’ It may be strange or counterintuitive to consider

 Most broadly, this passage constitutes the argument for reflexive awareness on the basis of memory, which is part
of Dinnaga’s infinite regress argument; see Kellner (2011, 416). But Dharmakirti begins his discussion of this issue,
in PV 3.484, by noting that if cognition were not reflexively-aware, then a lengthy (dirgha) sonic sequence of many
“measures” (bahiimatra) of notes or phonemes could not be cognized as a single word or musical phrase.

7 Cf. PV 3.495.
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object persistence to be in some sense “linguistic,” but Dharmakirti’s point here does indeed seem
to be that the same mental processes which allow for language use are at work in cognitions which
might on the surface seem to have nothing to do with language. At the end of the dayj, it is all the
same “haze” of conceptuality.

Crucially, however, this process does not happen due to deliberate ratiocination. The
conceptualization and projection happen subliminally and extremely quickly, without any
purposeful intention on the part of cognizer—indeed, without the cognizer necessarily even
noticing or desiring what is happening. Furthermore, this process happens at nearly every moment,
and has been happening since beginningless time. That is to say, for ordinary beings, (almost)

every cognition involves this kind of conceptual pseudo-perception, this kind of cognitive error:

The appearance of a property (ripa) as that [universal] or the apprehension of an
object (artha) in that way [i.e., as a universal] is a cognitive error (bhranti), which
is created by the mental conditioning that comes from seeing [things that way] since
beginningless time. || 29 ||

When Dharmakirti states that “ignorance just is conceptuality,” this is precisely what he means.
The “haze” of conceptuality, the rarely-interrupted continuum of conceptual mental consciousness
(manovijiiana), is nothing other than beginningless ignorance (avidya).® And it is just this
ignorance, just this omnipresent conceptuality, that obscures the vividness—which is to say, the

lack of conceptuality, memory, or language—of sensory cognition.”

68 Tosaki (1979, 94): tasyam ripavabhdso yas tattvenarthasya va grahah | bhrantih sa
‘nadikalinadarsanabhydasanirmita || 29 ||

% That said, the identification of conceptuality as ignorance leaves open the question as to the relationship between
phenomenological duality (the “internal error”) and ignorance; both ultimately are sourced to beginningless karmic
imprints (vasana).

0 Although Dharmakirti does not explicitly make this argument, and the terminology is something of an anachronism,
it is nevertheless tantalizing to consider this point in relation to the amanasikara (“non-mental-engagement” or “non-
attention”) approach to Mahamudra meditation advanced by Maitripada (ca. 1025). In the Abhidharma context,
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2. Simultaneous Cognition and Re-cognition (pratyabhijna)

An under-appreciated key to Dharmakirti’s account of ordinary cognition—which, again, is
schematic, provisional, and eventually superseded by more refined analysis—is that, as an
epistemological or cognitive theory, it is built upon the simultaneous occurrence of conceptual
mental and nonconceptual sensory cognitions.” In order to account for the object’s apparent
stability through time, that is, Dharmakirti maintains that the conceptual mental cognition at t2,
which is produced from the nonconceptual sensory cognition at t;, coexists with the nonconceptual
sensory cognition at tp, that produces the conceptual mental cognition at t3, and so on. This
intertwined sequence of simultaneous conceptual and nonconceptual cognitions is what gives rise
to the illusion of continuity.

Schematically, the first moment of the object’s continuum produces the first moment of
sensory cognition, at the second moment of the object’s continuum. The first moment of sensory
cognition then produces the first moment of mental cognition (whether or not this mental cognition

is a “mental perception” in the technical sense), which categorizes or determines the object as for

manasikara refers to one of the five universal mental factors (sarvatraga), a form of mnemonic attention that accounts
for object-persistence; the Abhidharmasamuccaya (1950, 6.2) defines manasikara as “that which functions to hold
the mental object” (manaskarah katamah | alambanacitta dharanakarmakah). As discussed below, object-persistence
is something of a double-edged sword, necessary for ordinary practical action in the world, yet on Dharmakirti’s
account inherently distorted and ultimately problematic, for all the reasons outlined above. That manasikara—in
effect, the subtle continuity of conceptuality—should have to be suspended during meditative equipoise (samahita)
therefore makes a great deal of intuitive sense. But Dharmakirti only ever hints in this direction.

"I Hayashi (2011, 149) notes that both Prajfiakaragupta and Sa skya Pandita insist on the simultaneity of sensory and
mental cognition, though the latter erroneously attributes the view that they are strictly sequential to the former, likely
on the basis of Jayanta’s subcommentary. Hayashi concludes that, “judging from the broader context of
Prajiiakaragupta’s epistemology, [Jayanta’s] is not an appropriate interpretation.” Relatedly, a critical question for
future studies of the PV and its commentaries, particularly in relation to the controversy between the “False Imagist”
(altkakaravada) and “True Imagist” (satyakaravada) exegetical traditions, is the extent to which Prajfiakaragupta may
have been more broadly misunderstood by his subcommentators. For example, in the “Treatise Establishing the Truth
of Images” (sakarasiddhisastra), Jianasrimitra (1987, 367.22) attributes his own perspective on the inadequacies of
“pure luminosity” (prakasamatra) to the “author of the [Pramanavarttikalbhasya” (bhasyakara), i.e.,
Prajnakaragupta. My preliminary studies of Prajiiakaragupta’s PVA, however, suggest that he may have held a more
nuanced perspective on this issue than did his commentators, particularly Jiianasrimitra.
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example a ‘jug,” at (schematically) the third moment of the object’s continuum, simultaneously
with the second moment of sensory cognition.”

In this way, the continuous and ongoing cognition of the ‘jug’ as a stable and persistent
entity is a kind of coordinated illusion between the five sensory consciousnesses and the mental
consciousness. Thus, at every subsequent moment, the preceding moment’s (tn-1) sensory and
mental cognitions feed into the present (t,) moment’s conceptual mental cognition (i.e., pseudo-
perception) of the ‘jug.” The ‘jug’ thus appears to be stable across time, because the mental faculty
concatenates the sequential cognitions of the moments of the ‘jug,” in precisely the same manner
that the mental faculty concatenates the sequential cognitions of the phonemes of a word. Because
the concatenation is mnemonic and conceptual, it cannot be perceptual, no matter how much it
might appear so; again, it is precisely a conceptual pseudo-perception.

The apparent persistence of the ‘jug’ through time thus constitutes a type of “recognition”
(pratyabhijiia). Recall PV 3.497 from above: “Except for [cases like the firebrand-circle that
involve] sensory error, the concatenation of multiple entities, which is erroneous due to not
noticing the difference [between them], is a mnemonic conceptual [cognition].” The passage
continues:

How could that which is associated with language (jalpa) possess a vivid

appearance? There is no association with words on the part of that which is
apprehended by the senses; this has already been investigated.™ || 498 ||

72 Strictly speaking, it would only be the third moment in the case of an immediately-subsequent judgment, when there
is a “jump” directly from the sensory cognition to the conceptual determination. If there is no such immediately-
subsequent judgment, the sensory cognition would be loaded into the mental channel at the third moment, and then
the conceptual determination would happen at the fourth moment (or later).

3 Woo (2019) articulates a similar perspective; however, his position that mental perception is conceptual and
determinate (see above, note 54) leads him to postulate that the concatenated conceptual continuity is in fact
perceptual—i.e., a sequence of manasapratyaksas—rather than pseudo-perceptual. Again, as an interpretation of
Dharmakarti, this position is untenable.

4 Cf. PV 3.141-190 ad PS 1.3d.
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If the conceptualization of a visual cognition concatenates [a sequence that is]
interrupted by [cognitions of the other] senses: then, in the absence of a proper
reason which negates both the object and the cognition of the [object], the two of
which are continually appearing, on what account is there “interruption”?
Opponent: “Because cognitions are restricted by their causal capacity.”

Why is this considered [to establish the interruption]? || 499-500 ||7

The question here is how to account for the apparent continuity of the phenomenal object, when
one sensory modality (such as visual cognition) is interrupted by another sensory modality (such
as auditory cognition), when for example attention switches from one modality to another. The
argument is relatively simple. If multiple cognitions cannot exist simultaneously, then conceptual
cognitions must intrude upon or “interrupt” (vi + Vchid) the continuity of nonconceptual
cognitions, such that the conceptual determination of the sensory object could only occur due to
some type of interrupting alternation between conceptual and nonconceptual cognitions.
Furthermore, in such a case, nonconceptual sensory cognitions of different modalities (such as
hearing vs. seeing the object) would also have to “interrupt” each other.

Against this view, Dharmakirti argues that the apparent persistence of the object is the
result of a strictly mnemonic, conceptual concatenation, and that this concatenation occurs at the
same time as the sequential sensory cognitions. Therefore, even when the sensory-cognitive

modality changes, the conceptual continuity can remain. There is no “interruption,” in other words,

75 Tosaki (1985, 181-84): tasya spastavabhasitvam jalpasamsarginah kutah | naksagrahye ’sti $abdanam yojaneti
vivecitam || 498 || vicchinnam paSyato 'py aksair ghatayed yadi kalpana | arthasya tatsamvittes ca satatam
bhasamanayoh || 499 || badhake ’sati sannydye vicchinna iti tat kutah | buddhinam saktiniyamad iti cet sa kuto matah
[[500 |
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because the continuity of subliminal mnemonic conceptual concatenation remains, even when the
attention shifts from one sensory modality to another.”
But the opponent claims that Dharmakirti’s argument is illegitimate, because there cannot

be multiple simultaneous cognitions:

Opponent: “Because simultaneous cognition is not observed.”

Dharmakirti responds:

This is exactly what needs to be examined. There can [still] be a restriction of causal
capacity, in terms of these [cognitions] being of the same type. || 501 ||7

According to Devendrabuddhi, what Dharmakirti means here by cognitions of the “same type”
(samanajatiya) is that there are two main categories of cognition, conceptual and nonconceptual
(i.e., sensory). The opponent, who appears to be a Buddhist, cites an unidentified Sttra, to the
effect that “there is no possibility for two cognitions to arise at the same time.”’® However,
Devendrabuddhi explains that this is only meant to apply to cognitions of the same type: in
particular, there cannot be two simultaneous conceptual cognitions, because conceptual cognitions
must always occur in sequence.” In fact, as we shall see, Dharmakirti ultimately asserts that all of

the six different cognitive modalities may operate simultaneously; what is prohibited would be

76 This is, naturally, closely related to the issue of “inattentional blindness.” See below, Section II.E.2: The Example
of the Firebrand.

"7 Tosaki (1985, 184-85): yugapadbuddhyadystes cet tad evedam vicaryate | tasam samanajative samarthyaniyamo
bhavet || 501 ||

8 PVP (630.7-9): lung ni ’di yin te 'di ltar sems gnyis lhan cig "byung ba gang yin pa ’di ni gnas ma yin te go skabs
med do zhes 'byung ba yin no zhe na |

7 PVP (630.12-15): becom Idan “das kyis 'di skad du rigs mthun pa’i blo gnyis cig car "byung ba bzlog par mdzad pa
yin no zhes bya ba’i tha tshig go | de yang rigs pa yin te | 'di ltar rnam par rtog pa rnams rim gyis "byung ba yang
dag rtogs pa nyid yin no ||

See also PV 3.178 and PVP ad cit.
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two simultaneous cognitions of the same given modality (such as two simultaneous visual
cognitions). * But the basic point here is that conceptual cognitions are the direct cause of
conceptual cognitions, and nonconceptual cognitions are the direct cause of nonconceptual

cognitions.

3. Recognition as Pseudo-Perception

Interestingly, Dharmakirti does not draw any hard and fast line between the apparent continuity or
persistence of a ‘jug,” and more typical examples of recognition, such as the identification of
regrown hair as being “the same” as hair which was previously cut. Again, this aspect of his system
is somewhat under-theorized, most likely because working out a detailed account of ordinary
cognition was not his primary concern, as evidenced by the use of subjunctive and conditional
forms when pushed by the interlocutor to provide more elaborate explanations: “let cognitions be
simultaneous™;® “There can be a restriction in terms of causal capacity,”®? such that conceptual
cognitions only arise from conceptual cognitions, and nonconceptual cognitions only arise from
nonconceptual cognitions; and so on. Dharmakirti is, in other words, largely content to simply
point out that, with the exception of certain types of nonconceptual error (such as the firebrand-
circle), what appears to be the cognition of perdurant entities is in fact merely a conceptual pseudo-
perception, while providing only schematic and provisional clarification as to the precise causal

mechanics of this process.

80 See Section ITI.A.1: Two Tracks.
81 PV 3.137d: santu sakrddhiyah.

82 PV 3.501cd: tasam samanajatiye samarthyaniyamo bhavet || 501 ||
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Hence, for Dharmakirti’s purposes, it is sufficient to simply note that recognition, which is
specifically excluded from being a pramana,® possesses the exact same mnemonic structure as
conceptual pseudo-perception. He thus concludes the account of recognition in this passage by
describing it in precisely the same terms as conceptual pseudo-perception: that is, as a cognition
which is qualified by the recollection of previous experience, and by the imputation of another
object:

There is no [recognitional] cognition, “This is just that,” in the absence of the

recollection of prior experience (pirvanubhiitasmarana) and the imputation of

some quality (taddharmaropana). And how could this exist in [a cognition] that is
generated by the senses (aksaja)? || 505 ||*

To return to the main point of this discussion, then, according to Dharmakirti, what makes a
conceptual cognition a pseudo-perception is not that it is entirely wrong—correct determinate
judgments are, again, very useful—but rather that it is misconstrued as being perceptual.
Memory is, in other words, a double-edged sword. Memory is an absolutely essential
component of perceptual judgments, which are ordinarily needed for practical action in the world.
At the same time, however, memory necessarily introduces error or distortion into the cognitive
process, since memory is inherently conceptual and “ignorance just is conceptuality.”® Again:
every determinate judgment is necessarily erroneous, just insofar as it is conceptual. Put slightly
differently, the point here is that memory and conceptuality are in a sense two sides of the same

coin. Remembered sights and sounds (etc.) are concepts; they are precisely “exclusions,” in the

8 Cf. PS 1.2d;-3a: na ca || 2 || punah punar abhijiane [pramanam)].

8 Tosaki (1985, 188): pirvanubhiitasmaranat taddharmaropanad vind | sa evayam iti jiianam nasti tac caksaje
kutah || 505 ||

8 PVSV ad PV 1.98-99ab: vikalpa eva hy avidya. See the Introduction, Section II1.D: Conceptuality (kalpand) and
Universals (samanya).
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sense that all the causal features of the nonconceptual sensory cognition, other than those which
have been remembered, are excluded.

An important corollary to the preceding analysis is that, on Dharmakirti’s account,
conceptuality and memory are not exclusively linguistic or mental, but rather also involve the
construction of multi-modal cognitions, with input from various sensory modalities. The pseudo-
perceptual illusion of continuity is a concatenation of precisely these types of multi-modal,
mnemonic, conceptual mental cognitions. Memory thus provides the metaphorical “glue” which
accounts for the preservation of sequence in a series of momentary sensory cognitions that are
extended across a period of time, such as the individual auditory cognitions of multiple phonemes
that are finally concatenated into the single linguistic cognition of a whole word. And memory
also furnishes the recollected convention that is necessary for recognition and judgment.

Crucially, however, none of this is to say that there is necessarily anything “wrong” with
the sensory content of a recognition or any other pseudo-perceptual cognition. Consider, for
example, the mistaken identification of a mirage as ‘water.’ It is not necessarily the case that there
is anything wrong with the sensory information provided by the immediately-preceding
nonconceptual visual cognition. On the contrary, the misidentification only happens because the
sensory cognition accurately reproduces the causal capacity of heated air-particles to induce the
perceptual judgment of “waviness.” In other words, the error lies in the way that the cognizer
conceptually interprets the preceding cognition. A trained eye can readily distinguish between
genuine water and a mirage. Similarly, a trained yogin can see the objects of sensory cognition as

individual particles, rather than as distributed unitary wholes.*

8 Cf. Taber (2005, 179n23).
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This stands in marked contrast with nonconceptual pseudo-perceptions, for which the
sensory content itself has been incorrectly generated. But before moving on to a discussion of
Dharmakirti’s theory of nonconceptual pseudo-perception, it will be helpful to linger just a bit
longer on the topic of simultaneous cognition and mnemonic concatenation, since these issues, in
the context of a critically important cognitive error—the illusion of the firebrand-circle
(alatacakra)—serve to vividly illustrate the difference between conceptual and nonconceptual

pseudo-perception.

E. The Firebrand-Circle

1. Simultaneous or Sequential?

One of the finer points of disagreement between the Yogacara and other traditions (both Buddhist
and non-Buddhist) concerned whether multiple cognitions can exist simultaneously.®” For the most

part, as discussed in the Introduction to this study, Dharmakirti argues from an External Realist

87 As mentioned in the Introduction, Section II.C (Sautrantika Representationalism), much work remains in order to
establish the epistemological positions of the historical Sautrantika tradition with certainty; the following suggestions
are therefore still somewhat provisional and speculative. But, without yet being able to establish this point with
certainty, it seems as though Dharmakirti’s “External Realist” perspective differs from the historical Sautrantika
position in three crucial regards. First, as outlined here, it appears that the Sautrantikas maintain cognition (like
causality as such) to be strictly sequential, and thus do not accept that multiple sensory cognitions (i.e., multiple citfas)
could exist simultaneously. Thus, as Dhammajoti (2007, 114) notes, the Mahavibhasasastra records that the
Darstantika master Dharmatrata (ca. 150) “says that the citta-caitta-dharmas arise one by one. It is like [people]
passing through a narrow path; not even two can [pass through] together, how much less still, a number of them.” In
other words (ibid., 115), “no two cittas can arise simultaneously.” In fact, it appears that the early Darstantikas, and
in all likelihood their Sautrantika successors, share this position with the Vaibhasikas: Dhammajoti (ibid., 127) notes
that “in both [Dharmatrata’s] and [the Vaibhasika master] Srilata’s doctrines, there is one continuous mental flow.”

The second key point on which Dharmakirti, and the Yogacara tradition more generally, appear to have diverged from
Sautrantika epistemology concerns the notion of the “apprehending aspect” (grahakakara) of cognition. Again,
without yet being able to conclude as much with absolute certainty, it seems as though the Sautrantikas do not account
for this subjective aspect of cognition; thus, as Dhammajoti (2007, 171) explains, the image (dkara) of the object
“corresponds exactly to the object,” without any room for the subjective variations in the quality of experience which
are the hallmark of the subjective aspect. For a discussion of these subjective variations, and their relation to the
“double-formedness” (dviripata) of cognition in terms of subject and object, see Chapter 5, Section I1.D: Subjective
Variation in the Quality of Experience. The third and final potentially major point of divergence between Dharmakrti
and the earlier Sautrantika tradition concerns the manner of operation of reflexive awareness; see Chapter 5, note 178.
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perspective that is largely coextensive with a generic Sautrantika position. Occasionally, however,
Dharmakirti appeals to exclusively Yogacara concepts,® even when the underlying ontology
remains “External Realist” to the extent that the reality of extramental objects is not necessarily
being called into question. Thus, in his concluding arguments® regarding PS 1.3¢ (pratyaksam
kalpanapodham, “perceptual [cognition] is devoid of conceptuality”), Dharmakirti states his

preference for an explanation involving multiple simultaneous cognitions:

Because a conceptual and a nonconceptual cognition occur simultaneously, or (va)
because they occur [in] rapid [succession], an ignorant person determines the two
to be a single thing. || 133 ||

Devendrabuddhi explains:

Conceptual and nonconceptual cognitions occur simultaneously. Due to—i.e.,
because—these cognitions occur simultaneously, ignorant cognizers—not seeing
this—apprehend them as being the same, even though the nature of the conceptual
and the nonconceptual are different, by virtue of their different appearance.® This
is an explanation in accord with the assertion that cognition is simultaneous.
[Alternatively,] since they occur rapidly, even though the conceptualization and the

8 Indeed, the foundational Yogacara concept of the “storehouse consciousness” (@layavijiana) is intimately related
to the model of multiple simultaneous cognitions. As Waldron (2003, 135) explains, “The [Mahayanasamgraha)
critiques the standard [i.e., Abhidharma] model in which the forms of manifest cognitive awareness arise sequentially
and argues instead that the various forms of vijiana must arise simultaneously in order for the seeds and impressions
to be able to be infused (paribhavita) into the alayavijiiana, and thus, by extension, for karma to be able to operate.
(The seeds are, after all, a way of discussing the karmic relationship between cause and effect.) Moreover... it argues
that without the alayavijiiana and the simultaneity it affords there would be no sufficiently continuous and
homogeneous medium through which the seeds and impressions could be transmitted in an unbroken succession of
momentary processes of mind, and without this the very continuities the Buddhist world-view requires—of the
afflictions, of karma, and of gradual progress along the path—would also be inexplicable.” Thus (ibid., 137; emphasis
original), “any theory that holds that the six forms of cognitive awareness arise sequentially one at a time, like beads
without a string, would have trouble explaining not only how these seeds could continue from one moment to the next,
but how they could ever be infused into another form of vijiiana in the first place.”

% According to Devendrabuddhi (PVP 416.11-13), PV 3.140 marks the end of Dharmakirti’s explanation of PS 1.3c.
Dharmakirti’s discussion of PS 1.3c runs from PV 3.124-140, but the critical concluding passage concerning the
simultaneity of cognition, using the example of a spinning firebrand, runs from PV 3.133-140.

9 Tosaki (1979, 213): manasor yugapadvrtteh savikalpavikalpayoh | vimidho laghuvrtter va tayor aikyam vyavasyati
133

%1 That is, respectively, nonconceptual cognitions appear vividly, while conceptual cognitions appear non-vividly. See
below, Section III.A: The Vivid Appearance of Cognition.
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seeing are in a state (ngang tshul can ~ *bhavin) of sequential arising, because they
occur rapidly they are apprehended as being the same thing on account of an
illusion of uninterruptedness (rnam par chad pa med par khrul pas ~
*vicchinnavibhramat). In terms of the ultimate, we do not accept this [second]
answer. For this reason, not being satisfied with this [second answer], we will later
explain that the cognitions occur simultaneously.*

Note how these two explanations are related to the two modes of conceptual pseudo-perception
discussed above. In PV 3.290cd, Dharmakirti asserts that conceptual pseudo-perceptions
“sometimes cause error, because they immediately follow a perception.” This is, of course, true
with respect to subsequent determinate judgments, whether or not the simultaneous existence of
multiple cognitions is accepted. But, as we have seen, elsewhere Dharmakirti also asserts that the
apparent persistence of objects through time is a form of conceptual error, derived from the
simultaneous operation of conceptual and nonconceptual cognition. Dharmakirti’s point in this
verse, in other words, is that such an “illusion of uninterruptedness” could potentially be explained
on the basis of a rapid alternation between conceptual and nonconceptual cognitions, but that an
explanation which admits the existence of multiple simultaneous cognitions is strictly superior.
And so, as he continues developing this argument, Dharmakirti pushes the issue to the point where

he explicitly states that multiple cognitions do indeed occur simultaneously.

92 PVP (409.4-14) ad PV 3.133: rtog bcas rtog pa med pa’i yid || yid kyi rnam par shes pa de dag ni cig car du ni 'jug
phyir ram | rgyu’i phyir rtogs pa po rmongs pa dag snang ba tha dad pas rnam par rtog pa dang bcas pa dang | rnam
par rtog pa med pa’i rang bzhin tha dad du (D: de) zin kyang de ma mthong bar de dag la ni gcig tu zhen pa de ni
rnam par shes pa cig car 'jug par khas len pa la brten nas bshad pa yin no || jug pa myur phyir rnam par rtog pa
dang mthong ba dag go rims bzhin du "byung ba’i ngang tshul can yin na yang ’jug pa myur ba’i phyir de dag rnam
par chad pa med par ’khrul pas gcig tu zhen par ’gyur ro || don dam par kho bo cag lan 'di "dod pa ma yin no || de
nyid kyi phyir kho bo 'di la mgu ba mi rten pas phyis rnam par shes pa cig car ’jug par ston par ‘gyur ro ||
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2. The Example of the Firebrand

As is so frequently the case, Dharmakirti’s main target at this juncture is the notion of determinate
or conceptual perception. A large part of the appeal of an epistemological theory which asserts that
perception is conceptual is that, at least theoretically, there is no need to explain the apparent
persistence of objects: sure, this apparent persistence might be conceptual, and sure, the apparent
unity of the object might be conceptual as well, but what is the problem with that? Indeed, the
opponent argues, if perception were not conceptual, there would be a problem. Since, on
Dharmakirti’s account, the determinate identification of the object is a different cognition from the
nonconceptual sensory awareness, the determination would “interrupt” the continuity of the
perception, or “knock” perception off of its object.

Dharmakirti’s point in response is that, if perception were indeed conceptual, shouldn’t the
occurrence of any other concept (such as thinking of a ‘horse’ while cognizing a ‘cow’) interrupt

the continuity of sensory perception?

Opponent: “[If perception were not conceptual, and the cognition of a ‘cow’ and so
on were only this kind of coordinated illusion between conceptual and
nonconceptual cognitions, then] seeing (darsana) would be interrupted (vicchinna)
by virtue of being obstructed (vyavadhanena) with concepts.”

Well (va), for other [theorists who maintain that perception is conceptual], how

could [there not be interruption] when there is a concept of a different kind of thing?
[ 134

In other words, if it is asserted that sensory perception is conceptual, and furthermore asserted that

multiple simultaneous cognitions cannot coexist, how can the perception of a ‘cow’ be

93 Tosaki (1979, 214): vikalpavyavadhanena vicchinnam darsanam bhavet | iti ced bhinnajativavikalpe ‘nyasya va
katham || 134 ||
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uninterrupted, even while thinking of a ‘horse’ or whatever? It must be granted, either that the
(ostensibly) conceptual perception of the ‘cow’ can occur at the same time as the conceptual
thought of the ‘horse,” or else that the sensory perception of the ‘cow’ is in fact nonconceptual,
while the thought of the ‘horse’ is conceptual.

It is in the context of this argument that the rhetorical opponent introduces the critically-
important example of the illusion of a circle created by a spinning light or firebrand (alatacakra).
The opponent’s argument here is that conceptual perception has its own inherent strength, which

“forces” the appearance of continuity, even when the thought of something else intrudes:

Opponent: “The place where [the sensory object currently] exists is understood to
be overpowering (balavan) [in relation to the next cognition], as in the case of a
firebrand.” || 135ab ||

This argument has a certain intuitive appeal: in effect, that the illusion of the firebrand occurs
because the cognitions happen in rapid succession, one after the other, and so the “force” of the
present moment’s cognition of the light as being in a certain place carries over into the next
moment. Thus, in terms of the preceding argument, the conceptual perception of the cow “forces”
the awareness of the cow to persist, even when the thought of a horse intrudes.

But Dharmakirti responds, not coincidentally, with reference to the problem of the

successive cognitions of the phonemes of a word:

Elsewhere, too, this [overpowering factor] is the same; [for example] two
[successive] phonemes (varnayor) [would] be heard simultaneously. || 135¢cd ||**

% Tosaki (1979, 216): alatadrstivad bhavapaksas ced balavan matah | anyatrapi samanam tad varnayor va
sakrcchrutih || 135 ||
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In this way, Dharmakirti draws a direct comparison between the illusory continuity of a firebrand-
circle, and the illusory continuity of the sounds in a word. His point here is that the cognitive
mechanisms to which the opponent is appealing, in order to explain the firebrand-circle, would
make it impossible to account for the preservation of sequence in a word. The reason is that, just
like the various parts of a cow, the illusion of the firebrand-circle appears all at once. However,
the sounds of a word are cognized as a sequence. Therefore, if conceptual perception operated by
“overpowering’ the next cognition, the sounds of a word would have to appear all at once; in terms
of the paradigmatic example, it would be impossible to distinguish between the Sanskrit words
rasa (“flavor”) and sara (“lake”), since they are composed of the exact same phonemes (sa and
ra), only in a different sequence.

In his rather extensive and interesting comments on this verse, Devendrabuddhi also relates
the problem here to the very important issue of what in contemporary times has been called
“inattentional blindness,””* in essence when a failure of attention causes a failure to determine what
has been seen (the most famous example being a man in a gorilla-suit who was not noticed by
experimental subjects who were asked to perform a cognitive task while the man in the gorilla-suit

walked around).’® Devendrabuddhi writes:

95 Mack and Rock (1998).

% Chabris and Simons (2010). Of course, the question of how to interpret the phenomenon of inattentional blindness
is closely related to the question of whether sensory perception is conceptual. That is to say, a large part of the
cognitive-scientific or philosophical problem here concerns precisely what it means to say that something is perceived:
can something be (nonconceptually) perceived, without being (conceptually) determined? Briefly, in the terms of
contemporary research, Dharmakirti’s model here admits of both “early” and “late selection”: the cognizer’s
expectation, habituation, and acuity (etc.) all causally condition the production of the initial nonconceptual sensory
cognition, which is then processed (i.e., conceptualized) into a determinate judgment. The key point, from
Dharmakirti’s perspective, is that “early selection” effects cannot be understood as conceptual processing, since they
only shape the production of the initial nonconceptual sensory cognition, rather than operate upon it; in other words,
“perception” (in the mode of sensory cognition) must be nonconceptual.
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The visual cognition [of a spinning firebrand] which appears as a circle:
someone else says, “In this case, too, the [determinate] cognition arises just like the
thought, ‘I have seen a circle,” due to the concatenation [of prior cognitions].”

This is wrong, since there is also impairment by way of not seeing. For example, it
is like someone who saw an object, but did not make a determination, later reaching
the conclusion (zhen pa), in regard to the object, that “I did not see [it].” Therefore,

there is no hard rule (nges pa = *niyama) to the effect that the place where
something is present is overpowering [in that way].”’

In other words, if the apparent continuity of a perceived ‘cow,’” culminating in the determinate
judgment “that is a ‘cow,’” is the result of the cow’s “overpowering” (balavan) presence—just
like the overpowering presence of a spinning firebrand leads to the erroneous apprehension of a
circle of fire—then what are we to make of cases where the percept was seen, without the perceiver
having realized that it was seen? Why is the presence of some objects so overpowering that it
causes sensory errors, while the presence of other objects is so weak that the cognizer does not
even realize they were seen? By the opponent’s logic, the only reason why anyone should ever
reach the determination of not having seen some object, is due to the absence of that object.

Devendrabuddhi continues:

Even in the case of seeing a firebrand, though, [the opponent’s explanation] does
not have the character of clearing up the question on this topic. Because there is a
question: is [the illusion of the firebrand-circle really] due to the concatenation of
[a sequence of] active visual cognitions? Or, in this case, as well, is there an active
(jug pa = *pravrtti) visual cognition which has the appearance of a circle, i.e.,
which is defective [and] empty of an object (don gyis stong pa ~ arthasinya),
having been produced by an impaired sense-faculty?

97 PVP (411.1-7):'on kyang ’khor lor snang ba’i mthong ba yin no zhes mtshams sbyor ba’i phyir lo mthong ngo
snyam (P: ngo bo mnyam) pa’i blo "byung ba de dang ’dra bar 'dir yang zhes bya ba ni gzhan gyi yin no || de ni rigs
pa ma yin te | 'di ltar 'ga’ zhig gi tshe ma mthong bas kyang gnod pa nyid yin te | dper na don mthong ba nges par
ma byas pa phyis dmigs par gyur pa na kho bos mthong ngo zhes zhen par byed pa Ita bu’o || de bas na dngos po’i sa
phyogs stobs dang ldan pa yin no zhes bya ba ni nges pa ma yin no ||

% PVP (411.8-12): mgal me mthong ba yang skabs su bab pa’i the tshom za ba sel bar byed pa’i ngang tshul can ma
yin te | 'di la yang ci dbang po nyams par byas pa las don gyis stong pa rnam par bslad pa ’khor lor snang ba’i
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The answer is clear: although the firebrand-circle appears with the content from multiple
momentary sensory cognitions, it is not in fact a mnemonic concatenation of those multiple sensory
cognitions. This is because, being a mnemonic mental operation, concatenation only applies to
conceptual cognitions. By contrast, defective sensory content only appears due to some
impairment in the sense-faculties, which gives rise to the erroneous appearance of a circle.

Devendrabuddhi explains:

Furthermore, concatenation does not come from visual cognitions; on the contrary,
it is due to memory. [Memory], however, concatenates from that which has been
made its object. That which is its object-field is not vivid, in the way that the object-
field of a visual cognition [is vivid]. Thus, on account of the concatenation of the
object-field of a visual cognition and the object-field of a mnemonic (dran pa’i yul
~ smrtigocara) cognition, the circular appearance [of the firebrand] would not be
completely vivid, because the two [i.e., visual and mnemonic cognitions] have
different phenomenal forms (rnam pa = *akara). But one does see the appearance
of a single, vivid firebrand-circle. Therefore, it is not a [good] answer to say, “Due
to concatenation, it is acceptable that the continuity [of the firebrand] is
apprehended uninterruptedly.” The seeing itself does not do the concatenation,
because [visual cognition] does not apprehend a phenomenal form which is a past
object-field.

Even though this is the case, having accepted [provisionally the opponent’s
position], the following should be stated: “elsewhere, too, it is the same.” Someone
asks: “Because [seeing] is interrupted by a different type of concept, the other
[philosopher] has offered an answer, so why is seeing not stopped?” This and that
answers are offered due on account of the rapid occurrence [of cognitions]. In terms
of our position, even though conceptual and visual [cognitions] may arise
sequentially, it is implied that there are established seeing and [conceptual]
apprehension that are not stopped [by each other]. [The verse continues,] a word
would be heard all at once. If this were due to the rapid occurrence [of sequential
cognitions], concatenating as in the case of the visual cognition of an uninterrupted
firebrand-circle and so on, then the occurrence of words like sara [“lake”], being
extremely rapid, could not be apprehended sequentially. Thus, there would be no

mthong ba ’di jug par ‘gyur ram | "on te mthong ba ’jug par 'gyur bar mtshams sbyor ba’i phyir zhes the tshom za
ba’i phyir ro ||
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difference heard from a different sequence; for example, like sara and rasa
[“flavor™].*

In other words, the upshot here is that there are some pseudo-perceptual cognitions of apparently
spatiotemporally-extended entities that arise due to impaired sense-faculties (such as the
firebrand), and there are some such cognitions that are the result of concatenation (such as the
cognition of a word). The former are nonconceptual, do not precisely preserve temporal sequence,
and appear vividly; the latter are conceptual, preserve the precise temporal sequence of their
concatenated elements, and appear non-vividly. Thus, after litigating the minutiae of a second

objection,'® Dharmakirti concludes:

% PVP (411.12-412.15): gzhan yang mtshams sbyor ba yang mthong ba las ma yin gyi | "on kyang dran pa las ni yin
no | ’di yang yul du byas pa las mtshams sbyor bar byed pa yin gyi | 'di’i yul gang yin pa de gsal ba ni ma yin te |
mthong ba’i yul bzhin no | des na dran pa’i yul dang mthong ba’i yul mtshams sbyor bar byed pa’i phyir ’khor lor
snang ba yongs su gsal bar 'gyur ba ma yin te de dag ni rnam pa tha dad pa can nyid yin pa’i phyir ro | mgal me’i
‘khor lo snang ba gsal ba gcig po 'di mthong ba yang yin no | des na mtshams sbyor bar byed pa’i phyir | rgyun mi
‘chad par 'dzin pa’i rigs pa yin no zhes bya ba yang lan nyid ma yin no | mthong ba nyid kyang mtshams sbyor bar
byed pa ma yin te | de ni ‘das pa’i yul gyi rnam pa ’dzin pa ma yin pa’i phyir ro | de ltar na yang khas blangs nas
brjod par bya ste | de gzhan la yang mtshungs pa yin | rigs tha dad pa’i rnam par rtog pas chod pa’i phyir gzhan gyis
kyang len gdab pa’i phyir ji ltar mthong ba rnam par chad par thob par mi 'gyur zhe na | ’jug pa myur ba la sogs pas
lan du brgal ba gang yin pa de dang de ni kho bo’i phyogs la rnam par rtog pa dang | mthong ba dag la rim bzhin du
"byung ba yod na yang rnam par chod pa can ma yin pa’i mthong ba dang zhen pa rab tu bsgrub pa’i phyir | gzhung
btsugs pa nyid yin no | yi ge cig car thos pa yin | gal te myur bar ’jug pa’i phyir rnam par chad pa med par mgal me’i
khor lo la sogs pa la mthong ba la mtshams sbyor ba de’i tshe | mtsho zhes bya ba de Ita bu la sogs pa’i yi ge dag gi
‘jug pa ches shin tu myur ba de ltar na | go rims med par 'dzin par ’gyur ro | de ltar na go rims tha dad pa las mnyan
pa tha dad par mi "gyur ro | dper na mtsho dang ro zhes bya ba lta bu’o | de bzhin du myur du mthong ba ’jug pa
dang | chu’i thigs pa 'thig pa la sogs pa’i sngon po dag la [D: em. yang] jig pa myur ba’i phyir gcig tu ’dzin pa’i
zhen par ‘gyur te | mgal me’i "khor lo mthong ba bzhin no ||

100 Briefly: in PV 3.136-137, the opponent argues, on the basis of inattentional blindness— “although the sense-
faculties are [all] simultaneously connected with their [respective] objects” (sakrtsangatasarvarthesv indriyesv satsv
api), those simultaneous connections do not generate multiple simultaneous active sensory cognitions—that, even in
the absence of simultaneous cognition, temporal sequence can be preserved by a kind of multi-modal conceptual
cognition which is “mixed with the momentary [auditory] cognition at the end of the word”
(namaparyantaksanikajiianamisranat). Dharmakirti mocks this argument—“Whoa, trippy!” (tac citram)—Dby noting
that such a “mixture” would, in fact, constitute simultaneous cognitions; “therefore, let the two [conceptual and
nonconceptual] cognitions be simultaneous” (fasmat santu sakrd dhiyah).
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A [cognition] possessing the impairment of extension (anvayapratighata) due to
the rapid spinning of a firebrand establishes the illusion of a circle by means of a
[single] visual cognition (drk), not by means of the concatenation (ghatanena) of
multiple visual cognitions (drsam). || 140 ||'*!

Naturally, this brings us to the topic of nonconceptual error and pseudo-perception, to which we

now turn.

101 Tosaki (1979, 226): sighravrtter aldtader anvayapratighdtini | cakrabhrantim drsa dhatte na drsam ghatanena sa
[| 140 ||



129
III. Dharmakirti’s Theory of Nonconceptual Pseudo-Perception

A. The Vivid Appearance of Cognition

1. Two Tracks

“Vivid” (spasta, sphuta) is one of the most critically important terms in the PV. Although
Dharmakirti never provides a detailed explanation of this term, the basic idea is relatively clear:
whatever appears as the direct result of the causal interaction between a sense-faculty and an
appropriate stimulus, appears vividly. Thus, in one sense—insofar as whatever appears,
necessarily appears as the direct result of some causal stimulus—whatever appears, necessarily
appears vividly. However, with the description of certain types of cognition as “vivid,”
Dharmakirti is trying to capture the difference between, for example, seeing a manifest blue-patch,
as opposed to imagining or remembering ‘blue’: in other words, the difference between
nonconceptual and conceptual cognition.

Schematically: whatever appears in a nonconceptual cognition appears vividly, while the
conceptual content of a conceptual cognition (though, crucially, not the mere appearance of the
conceptual cognition itself) appears non-vividly. Thus, vividness may be understood as the lack of
conceptuality, while conceptuality may be defined as the lack of vividness. Hence, the distinction
between conceptual and nonconceptual pseudo-perception is the same as the distinction between
conceptual and nonconceptual cognition in general: what is nonconceptual is vivid, and what is
conceptual is not vivid. In other words, a nonconceptually erroneous cognition appears vividly,
while a conceptually erroneous cognition appears non-vividly.

Although it is never quite spelled out in precisely these terms, Dharmakirti clearly

embraces a model in which there are two distinct cognitive “tracks,” conceptual and
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nonconceptual, where the nonconceptual “track” includes the five sensory consciousnesses, while
the conceptual “track” is comprised of the sixth mental consciousness, and perhaps the seventh
“defiled mental” (klistamanas) consciousness as well.'”? As discussed above in the context of PV
3.501, the key point in this regard is that conceptual cognition can exist simultaneously with
nonconceptual cognition, but that two conceptual cognitions cannot exist simultaneously within a
single cognitive continuum.

Nonconceptual cognition is always vivid, because it arises from causal contact with
objects, whether we like it or not, no matter whether our minds are engaged or not.'” This in turn
is because sensory cognition arises due to a strictly causal relationship of essential concomitance
(svabhavapratibandha) between the cognition and its causes.'™ Whenever the sensory cognition
bearing the image of the object-field exists, there must have been an immediately preceding causal
interaction between faculty and object-field; and whenever there is no causal interaction between

faculty and object-field, sensory cognition does not exist.!'*

102 As is well known, one of the defining features of the Yogacara as opposed to the earlier Abhidharma traditions
such as the Sautrantika concerned the Yogacara assertion of eight consciousnesses as opposed to six (five sensory plus
one mental). In the PV, Dharmakirti only explicitly mentions the eighth “storehouse” consciousness (alayavijiiana)
on one occasion (PV 3.520), concerning an argument that is largely unrelated to Yogacara ontology. That said,
Dharmakirti (in the PVSV ad PV 1.98-99ab; see Introduction, note 114) also refers to asrayaparavrtti, a process that
requires the existence of the alayavijiiana. He never references the seventh “afflicted mental” consciousness
(klistamanas) by name in the PV; however, given his Yogacara leanings, it is interesting to consider what role, if any,
Dharmakirti understood the afflicted mental consciousness to play. Certainly it is possible that, to the extent the defiled
mind is interpretable as the continuous conceptual overlay of a “self,” it can be understood as being closely related to
the conceptual continuity of the mental consciousness, though klistamanas may also be interpretable as the continuous
nonconceptual appearance of the “subject-image” or grahakakara. For a detailed discussion of klistamanas in relation
to classical scholastic Abhidharma and Yogacara, cf. Waldron (2003, 146—48).

103 That the mental consciousness may be directed at will is clear (PV 3.185, PVin 1.9abc). But Dharmakirti also
asserts, in keeping with the “two track” model of cognition, that while conceptual and nonconceptual cognitions exist
simultaneously, multiple simultaneous conceptual cognitions are not possible (PV 3.178). An interesting consequence
of these two points taken in tandem is that, while the mental consciousness is engaged in thinking about something
else, it cannot conceptualize the sensory object (PV 3.175).

104 Cf. Dunne (2004, 148-53).

105 See also Dharmakirti’s accepted definition of “the sensory” (aindriya) as “that which is invariably concomitant
with the presence or absence of the sense-faculties” (yad aksanam bhavabhavanurodhi) in PV 3.296, below.



131

The mental consciousness, by contrast, may be directed at will, though this type of
volitional mental activity is necessarily conceptual. As Dharmakirti writes in PVin 1.4d,
“conceptual mental cognition (manovijiiana), without relying on the proximity of an external
object’s capacity [to generate an image of itself], is generated by a conceptual imprint
(vikalpavdsana); apprehending an object that is not restricted to the senses, it apprehends [its
object] through some relation to experience, either together or separately.”!® In other words, when
we remember or imagine ‘blue,’ the conceptually-constructed ‘blue’ is generated by activating the
latent conceptual imprint for ‘blue,’ rather than by coming into direct causal contact with an actual
blue-patch. For this very reason, the mental consciousness may be suspended; we may (in
principle) choose to generate or not to generate an imaginary ‘blue.” This is precisely what
Dharmakirti points out at the very beginning of his discussion on the nonconceptual nature of

perceptual cognition (PV 3.123-140 ad PS 1.3c, pratyaksam kalpanapodham):

106 Steinkellner (2007, 8.5-7): vikalpakam tu manovijianam arthasaktisannidhananapeksam vikalpavasanotthapitam
aniyatendriyarthagrahi kutascid anubhavasambandhat saha prthag va grhniyat.
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Perception is devoid of conceptualization. This is established by perception itself
(eva). Concepts, which are shot through (samsraya) with language, are individually
[i.e., reflexively] known (pratyatmavedya) by all [beings]. || 123 ||'7

Even one who, having withdrawn (samhrtya) the mind from everything, abides with

internal stillness (stimitena), [still] sees visible form through the visual faculty. This
is cognition generated by the senses.!'* || 124 ||'*®

Dreyfus (1997, 350) compares this verse to the phenomenological “reduction” (epoché) of the
Husserlian tradition. And, leaving aside the absence of any bracketing of the “natural attitude”
(naturliche Einstellung) in this passage, there is indeed a certain similarity between Husserlian
phenomenology and the contemplative practice being described here. However, while there are
many interesting parallels between Dharmakirti’s and Husserl’s phenomenological systems, any
direct comparison between the two must be very carefully qualified. For example, according to
Devendrabuddhi, there is a crucially important yet often-overlooked aspect to this practice.
Namely: even though there is no conceptuality in such awareness, the phenomenological duality
of subject and object still remains.''* For Husserl, as indeed for basically every subsequent Western
phenomenologist, this is not a problem: the phenomenological duality of subject and object is

irreducible and unproblematic. For Dharmakirti, by contrast, duality just is cognitive distortion.

107 Tosaki (1979, 206): pratyaksam kalpandapodham pratyaksenaiva sidhyati | pratyatmavedyah sarvesam vikalpo

namasamsrayah || 123 ||

108 Dharmakirti takes it as axiomatic that sensory perception is nonconceptual, and there is no space here to engage
with critiques of this position. For a critical analysis of Dharmakirti’s account of nonconceptual perception, as in effect
constituting a species of Wilfrid Sellars’ “Myth of the Given,” see Arnold (2018). But without pursuing the issue here,
it may perhaps be fair to respectfully ask: how many of those (like Sellars) who deny the existence of nonconceptual
cognition, have ever even attempted to “withdraw the mind from everything, abiding with internal stillness”? How
many have ever sat down on a cushion and successfully quieted mental chatter for ten consecutive minutes?

109 Tosaki (1979, 206): samhrtya sarvatas cintam stimitenantaratmand | sthito 'pi caksusa ripam iksate sa 'ksaja
matih || 124 ||

110 pVP (402.5-6) ad PV 3.123: des ni mthong ba la [D: *las] gzung ba dang ’dzin pa yod pa yang rtog pa med pa
nyid yin no zhes bshad do ||


https://www.dict.cc/german-english/naturliche+Einstellung.html
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To repeat: conceptual and nonconceptual cognitions are on two separate cognitive “tracks.”
Thus, while a certain kind of ignorance is indeed “just conceptuality,” simply removing
conceptuality does not entirely solve the problem of cognitive error, because there still remains the
nonconceptual error of duality, on account of which every dualistic cognition (which is to say,
nearly every cognition) is a nonconceptual pseudo-perception. In order to properly understand this
point, however, it is first necessary to discuss the manner in which both conceptual and

nonconceptual cognitions are vividly presented “to” or “within” awareness.

2. Reflexive Awareness and Vividness

One of the most important features of Dharmakirti’s ontology concerns the “Janus-faced”!!! nature
of concepts: that concepts are unreal gqua mentally-constructed universal, but real gua mental

particular. As Dunne (2004, 129-30) writes,

An image in a conceptual cognition, when construed as qualified by an exclusion,
seems to be an entity repeated in multiple instances. Construed in that fashion, even
the mental content of a conceptual cognition—the image that appears in that
awareness—is unreal. Hence, it too cannot be said to be either permanent or
impermanent. Should we then conclude that the mental image itself is unreal? No,
we should not, for when considered simply as mental content, that image is a
particular... In short, the image in a conceptual cognition is both real (as a unique
mental event) and unreal (as an apparently distributed universal).

Dharmakirti expresses this point in PV 3.9cd-11a:

[Opponent:] “If a universal is a real thing (artha) in terms of having the nature of
awareness, there would be the absurd conclusion [that it is a particular].”!'?

"I Dunne (2006, 513).

112 In their translation of this verse, Franco and Notake (2014, 51) supply: “Thus, the universal would be a particular
and have a vivid form.”
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Since it is indeed asserted (tathestatvad) [that a universal is a particular], there is
no problem. [That is,] in terms of having the nature of an object (artha), there is a
sameness (samanatd), because [the image has] the same form (samariipa) with
respect to each [object], based upon that [object’s] exclusion from [other objects].
[But] it is not a real thing (avastu), because it is that which is expressed by language.
|| 9cd-11a ||

Or, as Devendrabuddhi comments, “Since the universal is also by nature awareness itself, we
accept that it is a particular. Hence, there is no contradiction.”'*

It is precisely in relation to this issue that Dinnaga first describes the operation of reflexive
awareness (svasamvitti). Reflexive awareness is a topic of central importance, and will be
discussed at length in Chapters 4 and 5. But for the present purposes, at a first approximation, we
may understand reflexive awareness to be just the immediate (i.e., un-mediated) presence of the
contents of cognition to the cognizing mind. Thus, after his account of the four different types of
perception (PS 1.4-6), Dinnaga relates the vivid appearance of the sensory image to the

nonconceptual presentation of even conceptual cognitions:

Even a conceptual cognition is asserted to be [perceptual] in terms of reflexive
awareness, [though] not with respect to the object, on account of the
conceptualization. || 7ab ||

Just like desire and so on,'" although [conceptual cognition] is not perceptual with
respect to [its] object, there is no fault [in considering conceptual cognition to be
perceptual] insofar as it is aware of itself. !

13 Tosaki (1979, 70-71): jiianaripataya ‘rthatve samanye cet prasajyate || 9 || tathestatvad 'rthariipatvena
samanata | sarvatra samaripatvat tadvyavrttisamasrayat || 10 || tad avastv abhidheyatvat.

14 PVP (302.9-11): shes pa’i ngo bo nyid yin pa’i phyir spyi yang rang gi mtshan nyid yin par 'dod pa de ltar na ’gal
ba med do ||

Trans. Dunne (2004, 130n124).
115 Affective states such as desire are held to be instrumental. See Chapter 5, Section II: Pleasure and Pain.

116 Steinkellner (2005a, 3): kalpanapi svasamvittav ista narthe vikalpanat | tatra visaye ragadivad eva
apratyaksatve 'pi svam samvettiti na dosah.
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In other words, insofar as conceptual cognitions are immediately present to the mind, in precisely
the same way that sensory perceptions are immediately present to the mind, conceptual cognitions
are reflexively-experienced. That is to say, conceptual cognitions are also known “by means of”
the direct perceptual instrument (pratyaksapramana) of reflexive awareness, from which they are
not ontologically separate; because, as will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2, and will
indeed be a recurring theme throughout the rest of this study, every cognition has an identical

nature (sadrsatman), just insofar as every experience is reflexively-experienced.

3. Reflexive Awareness as Pramana

As discussed in the Introduction, the PV closely follows the overarching structure of the PS.!"”
With respect to that structure, Dharmakirti’s discussion of the four types of perception (sensory,
mental, yogic, and reflexive) in PV 3.123-286 follows PS 1.4-6. Similarly, in PV 3.288-300,
Dharmakirti discusses pseudo-perception, drawing on PS 1.7cd-8ab. In between these two

sections—i.e., at verse 287—Dharmakirti comments specifically and exclusively on PS 1.7ab:

Whichever cognition (about whatever) that apprehends a linguistic object, this
cognition is conceptual with respect to that [object]. But the nature [of the
cognition] is not a linguistic object. Therefore, every [cognition] of that [nature] is
perceptual. || 287 ||''8

Despite the fact that perception is defined as strictly nonconceptual, that is to say, conceptual
cognitions are nevertheless “perceptual,” just insofar as their content is presented by reflexive

awareness. Their instrumentality (pramanya) exists, not with respect to their objects, which are

117 See the Introduction, Section I.B.2: The Relation of the PV to the PS.

18 Tosaki (1979, 381): Sabdarthagrahi yad yatra taj jiianam tatra kalpana | svaripaii ca na Sabdarthas tatradhyaksam
ato 'khilam || 287 ||
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misapprehended or unreal, but in terms of their status as a mental particular. Conceptual cognition
is not “perceptual” in relation to the concept, but in relation to itself—reflexively. By the same
token, a cognition in which there is the appearance of two moons is not perceptual in relation to
the second moon, even though the second moon appears vividly. Rather, the cognition of two
moons is “perceptual” in relation to itself, in terms of its mere appearance. In other words, a
cognition with the form of two moons is not a reliable epistemic instrument (pramana) for being
correctly aware of two moons; it is, however, an instrument for being correctly aware of the fact
that a cognition with the form of two moons is currently occurring.

This point is critically important, because it highlights the radical distinction between
reflexive awareness and every other type of perception. Dharmakirti’s theory of nonconceptual
pseudo-perception provides a model for understanding phenomenological duality, not as the
mental or conceptual misinterpretation of an otherwise correctly-generated cognition, but rather as
a structural defect built into every single ordinary sensory cognition. That this problem
specifically and explicitly applies to sensory “perception” is precisely the point. Dharmakirti’s
point here is that, from a more rarefied perspective, even a nominally “perceptual” sensory
cognition is in fact only pseudo-perceptual: from a higher position on the “sliding scale,” an
ordinary sensory perception should be understood as a vivid and nonconceptual, but erroneous,
cognition, which is only mistaken for a genuinely perceptual (i.e., nonerroneous) mental event.

On this note, it may be difficult to see how the cognition of two moons could be construed
as a “pseudo-perception,” in the sense of a cognition which is mistaken for a genuine perceptual
event (i.e., the veridical perception of two moons). But, put slightly differently, Dharmakirti’s
point here is that even the “correct” cognition of a single moon is actually defective (uplava,

viplava) or wrong (visamvadi), just insofar as it appears to be dualistically-structured, with
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subjective and objective aspects. Reflexive awareness is crucial, then, because (among other

functions) it provides a kind of epistemological backstop; it is undistorted by nature, no matter

how conceptually or nonconceptually erroneous the cognitive content that it presents may be.
This finally brings us to the question of what, precisely, defines “nonconceptual error” or

“nonconceptual pseudo-perception” as such.

B. Myodesopsia and Defects in the Basis

1. The Causal Origin of Nonconceptual Sensory Error

The defining feature of nonconceptual pseudo-perception, as aptly characterized by Prueitt (2017,
31), is that its error is “given in the cognitive image itself,” prior to any subsequent conceptual
interpretation of that image. When a mirage is mistaken for water, as we have seen, the problem
does not lie with the nonconceptual visual cognition in and of itself: it has been correctly-
generated, and is accurately presenting the causal features (i.e., the “waviness”) of the sensory
object. The problem only lies in the conceptual misinterpretation of the image.'"’

Hence, the defining feature of conceptual pseudo-perception is that there is nothing
“wrong” or “deceptive” (visamvadi) about the nonconceptual sensory image, which has only been

erroneously conceptualized. Thus, for example, a mirage is easily identifiable as a mirage, and not

119 Dunne (2004, 88): “In the most typical form of a conceptual illusion, the image in perception arises in such a way
that an unschooled person is confused by the similarity between the perceived object and some other object. He thus
“superimposes” (sama + \ruh) some aspect of the similar object onto the perceived object. Hence, when a person
unfamiliar with mirages sees a mirage, the similarity between the mirage and water confuses the perceiver, and he
superimposes the fact of being “water” onto the mirage. The resulting judgment, “this is water,” is a case of conceptual
illusion. For our purposes, the key issue here is that the nonconceptual content (i.e., the image) of that perception is
not itself flawed. It is the perceiver’s inability to correctly interpret the image, and not the image itself, that is causing
the error. On the basis of the same kind of perceptual content, a person with the correct mental conditioning—
familiarity with mirages—would not make that error. In other words, it is possible to distinguish a mirage and water
merely by sight.”
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as water; the problem or pseudo-perceptuality would lie in the erroneous judgment, “That is
‘water,”” rather than the sensory image itself. Similarly, with respect to the apparent persistence
of a conventionally-existent ‘jug,” the problem is not with the sensory image itself—which
accurately tracks the causal features of its causal substrate, i.e., the particulars which contribute to
the production of the image of the ‘jug’—but rather, with the erroneous conceptualization of those
particles as all being “the same” in terms of their single effect of holding water (or whatever). In
other words, when jug-particles are erroneously construed as a ‘jug,’ there is (at least arguably)'?°
nothing wrong with the nonconceptual visual cognition of those jug-particles; the problem, the
reason why such a cognition is a pseudo-perception, lies in the erroneous conceptualization of the
jug-particles as a ‘jug.’

By contrast, nonconceptual pseudo-perceptions involve sensory content which is
inherently defective, on account of some defect or impairment (viplava, upaplava) in its causal
“basis” (asraya), which warps the normal cognition-generation process. The classic example of
nonconceptual pseudo-perception is myodesopsia or “floaters” (timira), i.e., the illusion of floating
hairs, caused by a specific type of defect in the visual faculty. However, while this is an important
example, and one which we will examine in more detail below, it is also somewhat tricky to
understand correctly. A more straightforward example, also classic within the pramana literature,

is jaundice, which, in addition to its effects on the liver, is understood by the Indian intellectual-

120 One potential hiccup within Dharmakirti’s system is that, as discussed above, object persistence is a kind of

conceptual pseudo-perception. On the other hand, it is argued at PV 3.104-107 that ordinary beings cannot directly
perceive the momentariness of phenomena. That is to say, the image of the object, as generated and presented within
awareness, is typically not capable of engendering the determination that the object is momentary. To the extent that
the error here would thus appear to lie within the causal process that generates the image, rather than with the
subsequent conceptual processing of the image, it would seem to indicate that object persistence could perhaps be
considered a nonconceptual (rather than a conceptual) pseudo-perception. Again, though, it is important to understand
that Dharmakirti is not strongly committed to any of these provisional positions. The main point here is just that
phenomenological duality is a type of nonconceptual error, arising from the “internal defect” (antarupaplava) in the
psychophysical basis of cognition.
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historical tradition to impair the eyes in such a way that what is white appears to be yellow. In this
case, it is not that the experience of white is somehow being misinterpreted as an experience of
yellow; rather, the experience itself is an experience of yellow. Similarly, a visual cognition which
includes the appearance of two moons, when the eyes are crossed due to intoxication and so on, is
not being misinterpreted. When our eyes are crossed, there really does appear to be a second moon,
vividly present, right there in the visual field.

The key point, which accounts for the vividness of the second moon—indeed, the vividness
of nonconceptual pseudo-perception in general, which is precisely defined as nonconceptual, on
account of its vividness—is that nonconceptual error arises directly from its sensory causes, in
exactly the same way that nonconceptual sensory cognition arises directly from its sensory causes.
That is to say, both nonconceptual perceptions and nonconceptual pseudo-perceptions exist in a
relationship of essential concomitance (svabhavapratibandha) with their sensory causes. The
difference between the two is that “instrumental” (and thus genuinely “perceptual””) nonconceptual
sensory cognition arises from a causal process in which nothing has gone disastrously wrong, in a
way that would prevent the cognition from facilitating the attainment of what is desired. By
contrast, non-instrumental (and thus “pseudo-perceptual”), nonconceptual sensory error arises
from a causal process which has been “warped” or made defective in some way. From a basic
External Realist perspective, it is clear that the object cannot be causally responsible for its own
cognitive misrepresentation. '?! Therefore, the defect must lie in the sensory faculty, since the

contact (sparsa) between faculty and object does not exist independently of these two.

121 From an Epistemic Idealist perspective, on the other hand, it is at least arguable that, insofar as objects only appear
due the presence of psychophysical imprints (vasana), which are necessarily and by nature defiled (k/ista), the sensory-
cognitive process has always already gone wrong just as soon as there is an object to be perceived, and the nature of
the object itself is just as defective (or, contributes just as much to the defectiveness of the causal process that produces
the sensory image) as the defective sense-faculties. However, Dharmakirti does not pursue this line of argumentation;
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Recall that, in his initial comments concerning nonconceptual pseudo-perception at PV
3.294, Dharmakirti asserts that the sense-faculties are the cause of erroneous cognitions such as
the two moons. He then reiterates this point when rebutting an opponent who attempts to argue

that nonconceptual (i.e., vivid) error is somehow mental:

Opponent: “[The sensory faculty is] the cause [of the two-moon error, but only]
indirectly [because the mind is the direct cause of the two-moon error].”

When the object of sensory cognition is being examined, what kind of opportunity
(prastava) is there for the mental in this [discussion]? What, indeed, is the sensory

(aindriya)?

Opponent: “That which is invariably concomitant with the presence or absence of
the sensory faculties.”

This [concomitance with the faculties] is common [to both correct sensory
cognition and sensory errors such as the appearance of two moons].

Opponent: “[Sensory error such as the appearance of two moons is] constituted by
a warping (vikriya)'?* [in the sensory faculty].”

This is exactly that! Why would it be refuted? || 295-296 ||'**

The opponent here accepts the basic stipulation that sensory cognition is just that which invariably
arises (or does not arise) with the presence (or absence) of its causes, most saliently the object and
the sensory faculties. The question concerns the nature of the relationship between the sensory

faculties and the distorted sensory cognition. Clearly, there is no actual second moon. So, what

again, his primary concern is with establishing that nonconceptual error arises from a defect in the basis (asraya) of
cognition, which is to say, from the most basic perspective, the sensory faculties.

122 This is something of a play on words ($lesa); vikriya can mean “change” in a relatively innocuous sense, which is
how the term is used by the Sankhyas, to whom this argument is primarily responding. However, it can also mean a
“change” in the sense of a change for the worse, which is how Dharmakirti is deploying the term here. It is difficult
to capture this nuance, but hopefully the valences of the English term “warping” are at least structurally similar.

123 Tosaki (1979, 390): paramparyena hetus ced indriyajiianagocare | vicaryamane prastavo manasasyeha kidrsah
| 295 || kim vaindriyam yad aksanam bhavabhavanurodhi cet | tat tulyam vikriyavac cet saiveyam kim nisidhyate
296 ||
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causes the appearance of a second moon? The mind cannot be the cause, because the appearance
of the second moon is vivid and sensory. In this way, Dharmakirti maneuvers the opponent into
acknowledging that the second moon appears because the sensory faculties are “warped.” Thus,
nonconceptual error is strictly “arisen from impairments in the basis” (asrayopaplavodbhavam)'*
or “generated by the sense-faculties” (aksaja).'*

Because of this, the error appears whether we would like it to or not, just like genuinely

perceptual sensory cognition:

If [the two moon illusion and so on] were [conceptual], like the error (bhranti) of
[mistaking a rope for] a snake and so on, there could be the cessation of that [two
moon illusion] even while there is still impairment of the faculty; and [the illusion]
would not cease even when the impairment in the faculty had ceased. || 297 ||'?¢

Thus, it is precisely because sensory error is nonconceptual that it cannot be induced by means of

thoughts or concepts:

[If a nonconceptual error such as the two-moon illusion were conceptual,] it could
sometimes be placed in the minds of others with words [in the same way that the
snake illusion can be induced by shouting “Snake!”]. It would require the
recollection of what has been seen [which is impossible in the case of the two
moons, because a second moon has never been seen].'?” And it would not appear
vividly. || 298 ||'2¢

124 PV 3.288b.
125 PV 3.289a.

126 Tosaki (1979, 391): sarpadibhrantivac casyah syad aksavikrtav api | nivrttir na nivartteta nivrtte 'py aksaviplave
1297 ||

127 See PV 3.360-362, discussed in the Conclusion.

128 Tosaki (1979, 391): kadacid anyasantane tathaivarpyeta vacakaih | drstasmrtim apekseta na bhaseta
parisphutam || 298 ||
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In other words, no amount of thinking can “fix”” the double moon. And so, it is at this very juncture

that Dharmakirti asserts vividness and nonconceptuality to be precisely the same thing:

Whether on the part of one who is asleep, or on the part of one who is awake, an
awareness with a vivid appearance is nonconceptual. An [awareness that appears]
otherwise [than vividly] is strictly conceptual, either way. || 299 ||'*

Again, Dharmakirti never rigorously defines “vividness,” nor explains in precisely which sense
the appearances of a dream are vivid. But the issue seems to concern the direct (i.e., pratyaksa)
nature of the causal relationship between the stimulus and the cognition of the stimulus. Sensory
cognitions are directly caused by their stimulus. But what is the stimulus for the appearances of a
dream? There is no clear answer to this question in the PV; logically, however, the explanation has
to be something like: mental particulars stored in the “storehouse” (alaya).

The interesting thing about such dream-particulars is that, while they do indeed directly
cause a certain kind of sensory cognition, they do not possess the same causal properties as their
waking counterparts. A dream blue-particular may cause the cognition of ‘blue,” but a dream
water-particular cannot slake (“real”) thirst. And, since the correctness or wrongness of a cognition
is determined in terms of that cognition’s ability to attain the desired goal, dream-cognitions are
“wrong” (visamvada), despite being vivid. Hence Dharmakirti’s need to amend Dinnaga’s
axiomatic description of perception as nonconceptual (pratyaksam kalpanapodham), with the
additional qualification of being non-erroneous (abhrantam): the whole point of asserting the

existence of nonconceptual pseudo-perception lies precisely in the fact that some nonconceptual

129 Tosaki (1979, 393): suptasya jagrato va ’'pi yaiva dhih sphutabhdsint | sa nirvikalpobhayatha 'py anyathaiva
vikalpika || 299 |
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cognitions are not perceptual instruments (i.e., pratyaksapramanas), because they are erroneous,

despite being nonconceptual:

Therefore, the instrumentality (pramanya) of that [cognition] is denied, even
though it is nonconceptual, because it is wrong (visamvdadat). For this reason,
pseudo-perception is said to be of two kinds. || 300 ||'3°

Thus, according to Dharmakirti, there are two main types of pseudo-perception: conceptual and

nonconceptual. Dinnaga’s fourfold classification scheme is nowhere to be found.

2. Myodesopsia (timira)

As highlighted above, the paradigmatic example of a defect in the “basis” of cognition is timira, a
type of ocular disease. While this term can refer to a wide variety of medical conditions, including
general darkness of vision or even blindness, in the context of Buddhist pramana literature it
typically refers to a specific phenomenon: the appearance of “floating hairs” or “floaters” in the
visual field. ! Indeed, the association with the appearance of floating hairs is so strong that in this
context the Sanskrit word for “hair” (kesa) is often a synonym for timira.

In medical terminology, this particular condition is referred to as myodesopsia.
Myodesopsia is caused by stringy deposits of cell debris or other biomatter lodged in the eye’s
vitreous body, the clear gel that fills the space between the lens and the retina. These deposits,
suspended in the vitreous, cast a shadow on the retina. What the affected person sees is not the
deposits themselves, but rather the shadows that they cast on the retina. Now, this might seem a

gratuitous digression into anatomical esoterica, but the point here can easily be catastrophically

130 Tosaki (1979, 393): tasmat tasyavikalpe 'pi pramanyam pratisidhyate | visamvadat tadarthaii ca pratyaksabham
dvidhoditam || 300 ||

131'In Latin and French, floaters are referred to as muscae volitantes or mouches volantes, “flying mosquitoes.”
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misunderstood. In the context of pramana literature, the reason why a myodesopsic cognition
(taimirikajniana) of floaters is an erroneous pseudo-perception is because it appears to be a
cognition of something that is not there (i.e., “floating hairs”). The potential problem, from a more
contemporary perspective, is that strictly speaking there is something there: the debris floating in
the vitreous, or more accurately the shadows that this debris casts on the retina. There is, in other
words, a real physical correlate for the experience of floating hairs, even if this physical correlate
is literally and strictly “internal” (antar) to the visual faculty.

However, from Dharmakirti’s perspective, and from the perspective of classical Indian
epistemology (both Buddhist and non-Buddhist) more generally, cognition only arises from the
causal contact between the relevant faculty and a real object (artha). Since Dharmakirti understood
myodesopsia to be a defect located entirely within the psycho-physiological apparatus of vision—
which is certainly accurate, insofar as the vitreous is, after all, part of the eye—in a very important
sense, a myodesopsic cognition is not really a cognition. It is, rather, a “non-cognition (ajriana),”'*?

precisely because there is no real object that is causally interacting with the defective faculty:

[There is no fault] when those [hairs] are construed in that way [i.e., as objects],
either, because it is not denied [that universals are knowable objects]. The vivid
appearance [of hair] is due to the fact that it is an object (artha), in terms of having
the nature of awareness. However, a thought such as “[This is] a ‘hair’” has a
universal as its object; the appearance of the hair [on the other hand] lacks an object
(anarthakam). || 8-9ab ||'33

The issue, in other words, is that something is going wrong in the visual apparatus, and as a result,

incorrect—but nevertheless vivid and nonconceptual—cognitions are being generated, without

132 See Appendix B, PST ad PS(V) 1.7¢d-8ab.

133 Tosaki (1979, 69): tesam api tathabhave ‘pratisedhdt sphutabhata | jianaripataya ‘rthatvat kesaditi matih punah
|| 8 || samanyavisaya kesapratibhasam anarthakam |
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reference to any real object. Thus, the cognition of floating hairs is a “real object” in the sense that
this cognition is itself known by means of reflexive awareness; however, the “hairs” themselves,
as the artifact of an impairment in the visual faculty, are not a real object.

Alternatively, consider again the case of the double moon illusion. This, too, is a “non-
cognition,” just insofar as there is no artha (that is, no real second moon) that is producing the
appearance of the second moon. Now, strictly speaking, the illusion does not necessarily come
about due to any impairment in either individual eye. Rather, the error arises due to a misalignment
between the eyes, for example on account of drunkenness; someone who has lost an eye cannot
see double.* The point here is that it is important not to be too literal when reading or translating
aksa as “the eye” or even as “the visual faculty,” unless by “visual faculty” we include both eyes,
the optic nerve, the visual cortex, and so on—in other words, the entire psychophysical basis of
visual sensory cognition.

This is why Dharmakirti identifies the source of nonconceptual error as a “defect in the
basis” (a@srayopaplava),'> generally, and only by way of metonymic example refers to the sense-

faculties, specifically:

The fourth [type of error] is an exception [to the general rule that nonconceptual
cognitions are perceptual]. Concerning this, he states that [nonconceptual error]
arises from impairment (upaghata). In this context, myodesopsia (timira) is merely
a metonym (upalaksana) for impairment [in general]. || 293 ||!3¢

134 However, someone who has lost an eye also has no depth perception, which is its own kind of visual-cognitive
impairment. That depth perception is a feature of properly-functioning visual cognition highlights the complexity of
sensory cognition; there is much more to visual awareness than just what meets the eye.

135 PV 3.288b.

136 Tosaki (1979, 387): apavadas caturtho ’tra tenoktam upaghdatajam | kevalam tatra timiram upaghdatopalaksanam
1293 |
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It is, accordingly, critically important to understand that a defective physical sense-faculty is only
a source for one particular type of nonconceptual error. Physical impairments such as jaundice or
myodesopsia do constitute defects in the basis of sensory experience; but the physical sense-organs
are not coextensive with the basis of perceptual cognition in general. Again, sensory (i.e.,
indriyaja) cognitions are a strict subset of “perceptions” or direct instruments of correct awareness
(i.e., pratyaksas)."’” Hence, the “basis” of cognition is a more general category than the physical
sense-faculties, and “distortion” is a more general category than the physical or psychological
impairment of those faculties. Indeed, the ultimate point of this entire line of argumentation is that
there is a fundamental and “internal defect” (antarupaplava), in essence phenomenological duality
itself, which warps the cognitions of each and every sentient being.

On this note, it certainly appears that Dharmakirti’s characterization of nonconceptual error
as a defect in the “basis™ deliberately echoes the Yogacara description of the attainment of
Buddhahood as a “revolution in the basis™ (asrayaparavrtti).'*® As is well known, going back at

least to Vasubandhu’s Trimsika, the asraya in this sense is a synonym for the “storehouse

137 1t should be noted in this regard that, on the classical Buddhist model, the mind (manas) is also considered a type
of sensory faculty (indriya). It may therefore be tempting to consider the distortion of phenomenological duality to be
the result of some kind of defect in the mental faculty, specifically, akin to myodesopsia in the visual faculty. This
interpretation has the benefit of avoiding some of the theoretical problems, related to duality, which are caused by the
model of multiple simultaneous cognitions; see Chapter 3, note 123. It must be noted, however, that on such an
interpretation, sensory cognitions themselves would presumably have to be nondual by nature, because duality would
arise due to the warping effect of a defective mental faculty.

But while not necessarily impossible, this interpretation would seem to cut against Dharmakirti’s final, Epistemic
Idealist account, wherein the cause of sensory cognition is understood to be latent karmic imprints (vasanda), which
are necessarily defiled (k/ista) by nature. Again, while this point is not explicitly thematized or systematized, it seems
that, on Dharmakirti’s model, “defilement” consists at least in part in an “imprint for duality,” meaning that sensory
appearances must appear dualistically, or else they could not appear at all; this conclusion is, furthermore, directly
implied by the sahopalambhaniyama argument, discussed in Chapter 4, Section III (Inference and External Objects)
and Chapter 5, Section I1.D (Subjective Variation in the Quality of Experience). Nevertheless, the status of manas as
an indriya, and the interpretation of duality as an indriyaja type of bhranti, remains an interesting topic for
contemplation. Many thanks to Sara McClintock for bringing these questions to my attention.

138 See also Eltschinger (2004), which painstakingly documents and teases out the various strands of Dharmakirti’s
philosophy that contribute to his account of the “revolution in the basis.”
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consciousness” (alayavijiiana). The logical connection here is straightforward: the internal defect,
which exists in latent form as a karmic “seed” (bija) within the storehouse consciousness, warps
cognitions with “characteristic duality” (dvayalaksana), the experience of which in turn
strengthens the psychophysical “imprint” (vasand) of duality, in the process depositing more
defective dualistic “seeds” in the storehouse and thereby perpetuating the cycle. In describing the
source of nonconceptual error as a “defect in the basis,” and casting the imprint of duality as
“internal distortion,” then, Dharmakirti is in effect providing an epistemological gloss on the
Yogacara position that the perfected nature (parinispannasvabhava) is the absence of the unreal
fabricated nature (parikalpitasvabhdva)—i.e., erroneous duality—within the dependent nature

(paratantrasvabhava).' But this point requires further analysis.

C. Duality and the Internal Distortion

1. Phenomenological Duality as Cognitive Error

As noted in the Introduction, scholarship on Dharmakirti has come a very long way over the past
century. The present study would not have been possible without the contributions of a great many
scholars. And yet, it is still common to encounter basic misunderstandings about one of the most
important terms in Dharmakirti’s philosophy: the duality or “dyad” (dvaya) of phenomenological
subject and object.

The most fundamental misunderstanding in this regard is the idea that Dharmakirti
somehow did not consider phenomenological duality to be erroneous—in other words, that he

considered duality to be an unproblematic, inherent, and/or ineradicable feature of awareness.

139 See the Introduction, note 74, and Chapter 3, note 107.
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Thus, for example, Coseru (2012, 235-73) argues at length that Dinnaga’s and Dharmakirti’s
epistemology finally rests on the “intentional structure” of phenomenological subject and object,
to the extent that he is “not at all convinced that Dignaga, Dharmakirti, and their successors can
be interpreted unambiguously to claim that perception lacks intentionality,”'* because “[every]
state of cognitive awareness, according to Dignaga, Dharmakirti, and their successors, has this
dual-aspect: that of a self-apprehensive intentional act (grahakdakara) and that of a world-directed
intentional object (grahyakara).”'*!

Coseru’s argument in this intricately-constructed passage hinges on an idiosyncratic
interpretation of reflexive awareness (svasamvitti) that ultimately owes more to Husserl and
Merleau-Ponty than it does to Dinnaga and Dharmakirti. Without addressing Coseru’s argument
there in detail, it suffices to point out that, while Dharmakirti certainly does argue that ordinary
sensory cognition does indeed ordinarily arise with a dualistic intentional structure, for
Dharmakirti, this “necessity of arising together” (sahopalambhaniyama) '* constitutes an
argument against the ontological reality or ultimate intelligibility of this dualistic intentional

structure. ' Nor is this the only juncture where Dharmakirti explicitly maintains the

140 Coseru (2012, 256).
141 Coseru (2012, 259).

142 Cf. Iwata (1991); Kellner (2011) and (2017a). See also below, Chapter 4, Section 1II (Inference and External
Objects); and Chapter 5, Section II.D (Subjective Variation in the Quality of Experience).

143 See PV 3.387-390, discussed in Chapter 4, Section III.A: Theoretical Preliminaries. An interesting question related
to this point, which we will explore in more detail below, concerns its consequences for non-dualistic cognition.
Simply put: if the dualistic structure of subject and object is an inherent feature of sensory cognition, what happens to
sensory cognition once the error of duality has been removed? This is the essence of the debate between the “True
Imagist” (satyakaravada) and “False Imagist” (alikakaravada) positions, though putting the question this way might
load the interpretive dice in favor of the False Imagist perspective, since it would seem to follow straightforwardly
from this formulation that sensory cognition must ultimately disappear. For an overview of the False Imagist position
as laid out by Ratnakarasanti, cf. Kajiyama (1965); Yiannopoulos (2012); McNamara (2019); and Tomlinson (2019).
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phenomenological duality of perceiving subject and perceived object to be nothing more than a

type of error or distortion:

Even though the nature of awareness is undifferentiated, those with distorted vision
(viparyasitadarsana) characterize it as though it were differentiated into object,
subject, and awareness. || 353 ||

[This characterization is distorted] because, even though, for those whose eyes are
impaired by magic spells (mantra), shards of clay appear in some other manner
[such as elephants], despite lacking that nature, those [clay shards] are not seen in
that way by those whose eyes are not garbled. Or [this is] like how, in the desert,
something small is seen as large from afar. || 354-355 ||

Although this structure (s¢hiti) of the apprehended, apprehender, and awareness as

knowledge-object (meya), means, and result does not [really] exist, it is constructed
(kriyate) in accord with [distorted] experience. || 356 ||+

We will return to this crucially-important passage in the Conclusion to this study. At present, the
main point to understand is that the structure of subject and object is strictly erroneous.

On this note, while we will examine Dharmakirti’s arguments for ontological idealism at
length in Chapter 4, it should be understood that the critique of duality is closely tied to those
arguments. In other words, while Dharmakirti acknowledges that cognition ordinarily has an
objective aspect which appears “as though externally-situated”'* or “externally-oriented,”'* this
apparently external orientation must be understood as a type of cognitive error. Consequently, the
fact that cognition appears (a + \bha) to represent an external world cannot be taken as a warrant

for the belief that it does represent an external world. That is to say, Sautrantikas and other

144 Tosaki (1985, 41-43): avibhago 'pi buddhydtma viparydsitadarsanaih | grahyagrahakasamvittibhedavan iva
laksyate || 353 || mantradyupaplutaksanam yatha mrcchakaladayah | anyathaivavabhdasante tadriiparahita api

|| 354 || tathaivadarsandt tesam anupaplutacaksusam | diire yathda va marusu mahan alpo ‘pi drsyate || 355 ||
yathanudarsanam ceyam meyamanaphalasthitih | kriyate 'vidyvamana ’pi grahyagrahakasamvidam || 356 ||

145 PV 3.212b: bahir iva sthitah.
146 PV 3.427a: bahirmukham.
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representationalists or “sense data” theorists acknowledge that cognition only ever has access to
the external world “by means of” the cognitive image or phenomenal form (dkara) that external
objects are causally responsible for producing; therefore, an external realist ontology, in the context
of a representationalist epistemology, ultimately rests on the seeming externality of the objects
which are represented via “sense data” or cognitive images. Therefore, given that cognition is only
ever directly aware of cognitive appearances, it only makes sense to posit an extramental cause for
these appearances if their seeming externality is undeceiving. In this way, the critique of duality
also functions as a critique of externality, because it removes the warrant for taking the apparent
externality (i.e., the “external orientation’) of the object-appearance at face value. If the structure
of phenomenological duality is nothing but error, then the “internal/external” dichotomy which it

appears to represent must be erroneous as well.'#’

2. The Nonconceptual Nature of Dualistic Error

Concerning Dharmakirti’s account of phenomenological duality, there is another, very nuanced
problem in the contemporary secondary literature: the misidentification of this duality as a type of
conceptual error. But, as has already been pointed out several times, Dharmakirti maintains that
the warped appearance of subject and object is in fact a nonconceptual species of error. Thus, first-
person phenomenal subjectivity or “for-me-ness” '* cannot be understood in exclusively
nonconceptual terms: on Dharmakirti’s view, it is simply not the case, as Garfield (2015, 197)
claims, that “my representation [i.e., akara] of myself as a continuing subject of experience [i.e.,

the grahakakara] requires a conceptual construction of a unity from a multiplicity of cognitive

147 Many thanks to John Dunne for clarifying this point.

148 Zahavi and Kriegel (2016). See also Chapter 5, Section 1.C: “Svasamvitti (ii)” Is Not Inherently “First-Personal.”
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processes and states occurring over time.” To be clear, the conceptual construction of such an
“autobiographical self”'* does occur; however, the implicit sense of first-person identity or “for-
me-ness” that accompanies all ordinary cognition is not conceptual and cannot be reduced to this
type of conceptual construction.'*

Along these same lines, Eltschinger (2014, 271), in his otherwise excellent exegesis,
repeatedly glosses beginningless ignorance (anadyavidyd) or ‘“nescience” as a conceptual
apprehension of “personalistic false view” (a@tmadrsti), the mistaken apprehension of oneself as a

unitary and perdurant whole, like a ‘jug’:

Dharmakirti’s specification of nescience as the personalistic false view... is made
responsible for an ordinary person’s superimposition of erroneous aspects [i.e.,
akaras] such as self and one’s own, which are the causes of the defilements and
actions leading to painful existence. In this perspective, “personalistic false view”
might well be just an arbitrary designation referring to that part of nescience which,
insofar as it superimposes such aspects, is primarily the cause of subsequent
defilements.

In a sense, Eltschinger is correct here. It is indeed the case that the concept of “self” is
superimposed upon the teeming mass of the five bundles (skandhas), and that this superimposition
is a conceptual pseudo-perception: specifically, the cognition of a conventionally-existent entity
(i.e., ‘oneself’). Furthermore, Eltschinger (2014, 271-78) is likely correct in arguing that the
personalistic false view is the fundamental form of conceptual ignorance. Moreover, both
Vasubandhu, ! and significant elements of the later Indian Buddhist pramana tradition—

especially, though not necessarily exclusively, the “True Imagist” (satyakaravada) position of

149 See MacKenzie (2008).

130 For a more thorough critique of Garfield’s presentation, cf. Thompson (2018). See also below, Chapter 5, Section
I: Reflexive Awareness and “Self-Appearance” (svabhasa).

151 See Chapter 5, note 30.
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Jianasrimitra "> —did consider phenomenological duality to be in some sense conceptual.
However, it is abundantly clear that this was not the case for Dharmakirti, who considered duality
to be a species of specifically nonconceptual error, as evidenced (inter alia) by his direct
comparison of duality with myodesopsia.'

At the risk of speculating in excess of what the text permits, we may note in passing that
there seem to be two main ways in which ignorance manifests according to Dharmakirti: as an
imprint for conceptuality (vikalpavasana), and as an imprint for duality. It is not at all clear how
these two are related, or whether they are both somehow contained within the “internal
impairment” (antarupaplava). However, it is critically important to understand that the concept of
oneself, and the cognitive image of oneself (i.e., the grahakakara or “aspect of the apprehender”)
are different things—even if, insofar as the subjective aspect can be conceptually “excluded” from
cognition, this feature of cognition may be understood to lie at the heart of the conceptual
construction of the “self.”

That is to say, even if the “internal impairment” is somehow causally responsible for both
the nearly omnipresent “haze” of conceptuality, as well as the nonconceptual distortion of
phenomenological duality, these two manifestations of ignorance—the conceptual and the
nonconceptual—are distinct. The deeply-ingrained tendency to conceptualize (i.e., the “imprint for
conceptuality”), in and of itself, cannot be what is responsible for the nonconceptual error of
dualistic phenomenological bifurcation. In other words, it is not the case that this “subject-image”

or “aspect of the apprehender” is merely a “projection” or “superimposition” (aropa), like the

152 See Tomlinson (2019, 250-60). As outlined in Prueitt (2016), this was also the position of Abhinavagupta; and, as
mentioned in Chapter 5, note 30, Vasubandhu also characterized duality as conceptual. Much more research into the
question of the relationship between duality and conceptuality in Indian Buddhism is needed.

153 See PV 3.362, in the Conclusion.
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erroneous projection of a ‘mirage’ onto water. The concept of oneself is a mental construction
fabricated through the process of “exclusion” (apoha or vyavrtti), like any other concept. The
image of oneself, on the other hand, is a nonconceptual feature of every ordinary cognition. It is
the nonconceptual, first-person sense of one’s own subjectivity, or of cognition’s “for-me-ness.”

In this way, by characterizing “the internal cause of error” as only “the latent tendency of
a contrary conceptual construct,” Eltschinger rather understates the nature of the existential
problem that we face as ordinary, unawakened sentient beings. Suspending conceptuality is
necessary, but not sufficient, because the underlying cause for the error of duality lies not merely
in faulty conceptual mental engagement, but in the very nature of the sensory-cognitive apparatus
as such. Therefore, without healing the internal impairment through nondual contemplative
practice—that is, without thorough habituation (bhavand) to, or meditation (bhavand) upon, the
nondual and luminous nature of mind—we will continue to experience the world dualistically;
and, since dualistic cognition is inherently distorted, and distorted cognitions are not instrumental,
which is to say that they are not capable of facilitating the acquisition of what we want (happiness)
and the avoidance of what we do not want (suffering), so long as we are not thoroughly habituated
to the nondual and luminous nature of mind, we will continue to suffer.

On this note, Eltschinger (2014, 299) writes that “perception is basically the same with
regard to its operation and objects before and after the revolution of the basis (asrayaparivrtti).”
But this cannot be the case. Dharmakirti explicitly argues that even a nominally “correct” sensory
cognition is not, in the final analysis, an ultimately reliable epistemic instrument (pramdana),
precisely because it is tainted by duality. Hence, it is impossible for those without “supreme vision”

(paradarsa) to be aware of the “true nature” (tattva) of their cognitive content:
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As is the case with myodesopsia etc., those who are by nature confused (upapluta)
by ignorance have cognitive presentations (vijiapti) with false images
(vitathakara) that arise in dependence on their respective conditions. || 217 ||

But the true nature (fattva) is not known by any whose view is not supreme, because

it is impossible for those [presentations to arise] without the distortion (viplava) of
subject and object. || 218 ||'**

We will return to this passage in Chapter 3. Briefly, though, the underlying problem here is that
sensory cognition, prior to the “revolution in the basis,” cannot truly be a “perception” in the
technical sense—that is, sensory cognition cannot be an ultimately reliable instrument of
ultimately correct awareness—because the contents of sensory cognition are in fact derived from
defiled (klista) karmic imprints (vasana). Sensory cognition is therefore necessarily tainted by the
internal distortion, and thus necessarily arises dualistically. In other words, “perception” before
and after the attainment of this kind of “supreme vision” is qualitatively different in kind;
specifically, for an “ultimately instrumental cognition” (paramarthikapramana), it would appear
that “there are no longer external objects—or even mental content—on which to act.”!

Put slightly differently: despite being categorized as a “pseudo-perception,” the cognition
of a double moon is obviously deceptive or wrong. Again, precisely no one would mistake the
vivid nonconceptual cognition of two moons for a genuine, epistemologically-reliable or
“instrumental” perceptual event. Dualistic cognition, however, is not obviously misleading at all—

despite being, on account of its dualistic presentation, inherently erroneous. And in fact, like a

154 Tosaki (1979, 315-16): yathasvampratyayapeksad avidyopaplutatmanam | vijiaptir vitathakara jayate timiradivat
|| 217 || asamviditatattva ca sa sarvaparadarsanaih | asambhavad vina tesam grahyagrahakaviplavaih || 218 ||

155 Dunne (2004, 317).
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baby’s perception of her mother,'> despite being “erroneous,” such cognitions are necessary for
the survival of ordinary beings.

Indeed, on this note, Jinendrabuddhi goes on a lengthy and very interesting excursus,
specifically asserting with regard to a cognition “about a white conch, on the part of someone
whose eyes are impaired by jaundice, [such that the cognition has] the appearance of a yellow
conch,”'¥” that, “On the part of such [cognitions] of this kind—and others as well—even though
these [cognitions] are misleading because they apprehend what is not-X as being X
(atasmimstadgrahat), nevertheless, due to the connection with a real thing, those [cognitions] are
not inaccurate in regard to a desired goal; [therefore] instrumentality of some sort is ‘in bounds’

(nyayya).”'s® Jinendrabuddhi thus concludes his discussion of PS 1.7cd-8ab:

In this way, a nonconceptual cognition is perceptual, even though it is misleading,
in regard to that for which it is accurate; but in regard to that for which it is
inaccurate, it is a spurious simulacrum of a [perceptual pramana] (tadabhdsa). This
is established. That being the case, there is no contradiction at all, just like the case
of conceptual cognitions. That is to say, it is not contradictory for a conceptual
cognition, in relation to reflexive awareness (svadhigama), to be perceptual, [but]
in relation to an external object, to be the spurious simulacrum of a [perceptual
pramana]. Likewise, the cognition [of a yellow conch] which has been discussed
is also both, in relation to different aspects of the object-field.'*

156 See the Introduction, Section 1I1.D: Conceptuality (kalpand) and Universals (samanya).

157 Steinkellner (2005b, 62.14-15): yatpunar etat kamalopaplutalocanasya Sukre Sankadau pitasankadinirbhasam.

158 Steinkellner (2005b, 63.3-4): tasyaivam prakarasyanyasyapi catasmimstadgrahad bhrantasyapi vastuni
pratibandhadipsitarthavisamvadinah kvacit pramanyam eva nydyyam |

159 Steinkellner (2005b, 65.2-6): evam bhrantasyapi nirvikalpasya yatra samvadas tatra pratyaksam | yatra tu
visamvadas tatra tadabhasatvam ity etat siddham bhavati | na caivam sati kascidvirodhah kalpanajiianavat | yatha hi
kalpandjiianasya svadhigamapeksaya pratyaksatvam bahyavisayapeksaya tadabhdsatvam na virudhyate tatha

yathoktasyapi jianasya visayabhedapeksaya tadubhayam iti ||

For the rest of this lengthy and very interesting discussion, see Appendix B, PST ad PS(V) 1.7cd-8ab. See also
Funayama (1999, 85-92) and Coseru (2012, 182-91) for Kamalasila’s critique of this view.
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In other words, it is only as one starts ascending the Bodhisattva bhizmis'® that the erroneousness
of ordinary dualistic sensory cognitions starts becoming epistemologically relevant. Hence, while
one might wonder why the sensory cognition of a double moon is described as a “pseudo-
perception”—who, exactly, would mistake such a cognition for veridical awareness?—it is
important to remember that it is really the argument against phenomenological duality which
animates Dharmakirti’s account of pseudo-perception. Practically every moment of every day,
sentient beings mistakenly construe their dualistic cognitions as genuinely perceptual, instrumental

cognitions.

160 Although Mahayana literature includes many different accounts of the path to Buddhahood, including different
numbers of “grounds,” “stages,” or “levels” (bhiimis), in general, for the Yogacara tradition, it is understood that there
are five paths (paiicamarga) and ten bhumis (dasabhiimi). Bodhisattvas on the first “path of accumulation”
(sambharamarga) and the second “path of joining” (prayogamarga) are still considered to be Bodhisattvas, but of
inferior rank. The third “path of seeing” (darsanamarga) constitutes the first moment at which the Bodhisattva directly
perceives emptiness (sinyata) or the nature of reality as such (tathata), marking the transition from ordinary being to
Noble One (arya). The Bodhisattva thus enters the first bhizmi either at this time, or immediately subsequent to this
realization. The fourth “path of cultivation” (bhavanamarga) constitutes the ascent up the bhiimis, to the fifth and final
“path of no more learning” (asaiksamarga), the final bhiimi of perfect Buddhahood (Asanga 2019, 1405-1421).

Tillemans’ (2018, 84) remarks concerning the relation between the “path of seeing” and object-cognition are also
apposite, and further support the “False Imagist” (alikakaravada) account: “There is even a very strong push to get
rid of all customary objects; when one attains the state of the Noble Ones (arya) and first understands correctly on the
“path of seeing” (darsanamarga), one no longer experiences any of them until one gets out of one’s meditative state
and must deal with the world of ordinary people.” Concerning this distinction between meditative equipoise and post-
meditation activity on the part of Arya Bodhisattvas, see also below, Chapter 4, note 175.
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Chapter Two: The (Non-)Causal Structure of Cognition

Dharmakirti’s analysis of cognition is bound by a causal model that he must, in the final
analysis, repudiate. This model is based in the classical Sanskrit grammatical concept of the four
“karakas” or constituent components of an event: the agent (kartr), instrument (karana), and
patient or object (karman) of the action, as well as the action or event as a whole (kriya). Up to
this point, Dharmakirti has for the most part treated the “instrument of correct awareness” (i.e.,
the pramana) as an entity that is distinct from the object known (i.e., the prameya or artha). At PV
3.301-319 ad PS 1.8cd, however, Dharmakirti argues that cognition only “seems” or “appears”
(abhati) to possess this kind of causal functionality (vyapara), in reality, the image of the
epistemic object is not separable from the epistemically instrumental cognition bearing that
image, nor is either separable from the epistemic activity (prama) as such, which in turn can only
be metaphorically stated to possess causal functionality.

The portion of the Pramanavarttika that the subsequent commentarial literature has designated the
“resulting [cognition generated by the] knowledge-instrument,” or “knowledge-instrument
[construed as the] result” (pramanaphala) section, is among the most dense and challenging
passages of the entire text. In effect, the main argument of this passage is the equivalence of these
two formulations: in other words, that the “instrument” of the action of knowing, and the “result”
of the action of knowing, are in fact identical.

This passage, which glosses Dinnaga’s statement in PS 1.8cd that “the result just is the
instrument” (pramanam phalam eva sat), lays the foundations for the shift to idealism, while also
elucidating the ultimate, nondual structure of cognition. Indeed, Dharmakirti articulates the
transition to idealism precisely in terms of Dinnaga’s immediately subsequent (PS 1.9a) assertion
that “reflexive awareness [may] alternatively [be considered as] the result” (svasamvittih phalam
vatra). That is to say, Dharmakirti’s argument against External Realism at that later juncture
explicitly builds upon the argument in this passage: that the cognitive image of the sensory object
(grahyakara) is both the means for knowing the object, and the resulting knowledge of it. In both

passages, the lynchpin of the argument is the underlying ontological unity of cognition, such that
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any supposed distinction between agent (kartr) and patient (karman) is nothing more than a
conceptual fabrication.

The essence of Dharmakirti’s argument here is simple: there is no sensory—as opposed to
conceptual or determinate—knowledge, over and above the production of a sensory cognition. In
other words, a perceptual cognition is both the means of attaining (sadhana) perceptual knowledge
(i.e., the pratyaksa-pramana), as well as the actual perceptual knowledge (i.e., the prama or
pramiti) that is to be attained (s@dhya) by those means. But, precisely on this account, in the final
analysis it is only the cognition itself, rather than the sense-faculty, the external object, or the
contact (sannikarsa) between the two—these being the most commonly-proposed alternatives—
that is the instrument (karana) for the action (kriya) of knowing.

That is to say: no matter how a cognition is produced, and no matter its conditioning causal
factors (pratyaya), only the ontologically indivisible and momentary awareness itself is the “final
differentiating factor” (antyabhedaka) or “restricting feature” (niyamaka) which accounts for its
contents. Naturally, all of this feeds directly into the discussion about the “awareness of
awareness,” 1.e., “reflexive awareness,” which also functions simultaneously as the means and
result, in this same way and for these same reasons. But in order to fully and properly understand
this point, and Dharmakirti’s theory of reflexive awareness more generally, it is first necessary to
understand his prior account of the causal structure of cognition.

This chapter begins with an analysis of the basic constituents of an action, applied to
cognition. We then turn to Dharmakirti’s main argument in this passage, before concluding with a

preliminary discussion of reflexive awareness and ontological idealism in relation to this argument.
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I. The Karaka System and Cognition
A. Karana, Sadhakatama, and Pramana

The system of karakas or “event-makers” (Patil 2009, 37) was originally developed by Patanyjali
(ca. 200 BCE) in his “Great Commentary” (Mahabhasya) on the foundational works of Sanskrit
grammar, and later applied to epistemology by Gautama (ca. 200 CE) in his Nyayasiitras. The
essence of this system was the analysis of an “event” or “action” (kriyd) into its constituent

elements (Patil 2009, 37-39):

Of the six semantic relations, or “semantic roles,” described in the [kdraka] theory,
three are especially important for Nyaya and Buddhist epistemology: the “patient”
(karman); the “agent” (kartr); and the “instrument” (karana).

Consider the sentence “Devadatta cuts the tree with an axe.” In this sentence the
event [kriyd] is the action denoted by the verb “to cut.” The Naiyayikas analyze this
event as being constituted by two sub-events, an intermediary, or “functioning,”
event (vyapara) and a final, or “culminating,” event (phala). The final, or
culminating, event is, in this case, the cutting of the tree. This is the event in which
we are most interested. It is helpful to think of it as the final effect of the action
expressed by the verb. Since the tree is the locus of this final effect, it is said to be
the patient [karman] of the event. The functioning event is an intermediary event
in the causal chain that begins with the agent’s effort (krti) and culminates in the
final effect. This event is usually represented by the initial contact (samyoga) of the
axe with the tree. According to the Naiyayikas, the agent [kartr] of an event is the
one who performs the action that is the first member in the causal chain that
culminates in the final effect of the event. This action is sometimes described as the
“effort” (prayatna) motivated by a specific desire (iccha) of the agent. It is also
described as what instigates (pra + \yuj) the event. In the above sentence, the agent
is Devadatta. According to the Naiyayikas, the instrument is the cause par
excellence (sadhakatama)' of the event. It is usually represented by the axe. On this
view, the instrument (i.e., the axe) is the cause whose functioning (i.e., contact with
the tree) culminates in the final effect of the event (i.e., the cutting of the tree).
Given this interpretation, an instrument is closely associated with a functioning

"' The concept of the s@dhakatama, and in particular the requirement that it exist in an “unmediated” (avyavahita)
causal relationship with the effect—in other words, that nothing intervenes between the operation of the instrument
qua “cause par excellence,” and the production of the effect—is extremely important, and ends up being the lynchpin
in Dharmakirti’s argument in this passage. See below.
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event and, in an important sense, it is the instrument that functions. An instrument
can be described, therefore, as a cause whose functioning is just the intermediary
event that culminates in the final effect. Given this conceptual vocabulary, the
Naiyayikas argue as follows: The complex event denoted by the verb “to cut” is
constituted by an intermediary event “e” (i.e., the axe’s contact with the tree) and a
final event “f” (i.e., the cutting of the tree). Devadatta is the agent of “e” and the
tree is the patient of “e.” The axe is the instrument whose functioning produces the
intermediary event that culminates in the final event “f.”?

In other words, on the standard Nyaya account, the action (kriya) of “cutting” is mediated by the
subsidiary “functioning event” or “intermediate activity” (vyapara), i.e., the application of the
instrument (the axe) to the object (the tree). In their model, which was standard for most non-
Buddhist epistemology, the action of “cutting” is an effect (phala) that is produced by this
“intermediate activity.” Schematically, then, the causal conjunction of the axe and the tree—i.e.,
the moment of contact (sparsa) between instrument and patient, which constitutes the
“intermediate activity”—is the cause, and the action of “cutting” is the effect.’

A key point of this Nyaya approach, and a primary object of the Buddhist critique thereof,
was the primary instigating role attributed to the desire (iccha) of the agent (kartr). To the extent
that, as Patil notes, “The functioning event [i.e., vyapara] is an intermediary event in the causal
chain that begins with the agent’s effort (kr#i) and culminates in the final effect,” this model of
causal activity is predicated on the notion of a unified self (atman), i.e., the agent whose exercise
of will gets the causal ball rolling. Needless to say, then, the foundational Buddhist position that
there is “no self” (anatman) is a critically important component of Dharmakirti’s critique. But we

will address this point in further detail below.*

2 Cf. also Matilal (1985, 372—78) and Ganeri (1999a, 51-62).
3 Many thanks to John Dunne for clarifying this point.

4 See below, Section I.B: Grammar, Ontology. and Eleutheriology.
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This grammatical approach to the analysis of actions or events, initially developed by the

Naiyayikas, eventually came to define the discourse of Indian epistemology (Patil 2009, 39—40):

The conceptual framework provided by the theory of event-makers is directly
applied by the Naiyayikas to the mental event denoted by the verb “to know.”
Consider, for example, the sentence “Devadatta knows ‘p’ by means of ‘I.”” In this
sentence, the event is the awareness-event denoted by the verb “to know.”
Knowing-events, like cutting-events, are understood in terms of two subevents, an
intermediary or functioning event and a culminating event. The culminating event
is the warranted awareness (pramiti) that “p,” where “p” is the object or content of
that state of awareness. As such, “p” is taken to be the locus of the culminating
event and is therefore the patient of the event. The functioning intermediary of the
event is associated with the instrument “I”” and is an intermediary in the causal chain
that begins with the action of an agent and culminates in the final effect... With this
conceptual vocabulary, the Naiyayikas interpret the event denoted by the verb “to
know” (prama) as follows: They say that knowing-events are constituted by an
intermediary event “e” and a culminating event “f.” Devadatta is the agent of “e”
(pramatr) and “p” is the patient (or object) of “e” (prameya). Warranted awareness
is the culminating event “f” (pramiti). “I” is the instrument (pramana) whose

functioning produces the intermediary event that culminates in the final effect “f.”

The grammatical framework for epistemology, a crucially influential legacy of the Nyayasiitras,
thus forms the theoretical foundation for every participant (both Buddhist and non-Buddhist) in
what would over the course of centuries take shape as the pramana discourse. In terms of this
foundational Nyaya model, to say that some epistemic object (prameya) is known “by means of”
some epistemic instrument (pramana), just is to say that there is a resultant action of “knowing”
(prama) which is caused by the “intermediate activity” (vyapara), i.e., the application of the
epistemic instrument to the epistemic object.

Within this specifically epistemological context, just as with regard to the Nyaya account
of causal activity in general, a central role is attributed to the “instrument” (karana) of the action.
That is to say: although in some sense all of the various karakas (the agent, the patient, etc.) might
be considered “causes” (karanas) or conditions (pratyayas) of the action, only the instrument (i.e.,

the karana) is the “cause par excellence” or “most prominent causal factor” (sadhakatama).
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The term sdadhakatama bears both a semantic and a grammatical relationship to the
philosophical issues at stake. The suffix -fama denotes a superlative, while the formulation X-aka
means “that which makes or does X,” or “X-er.” Thus, the Sanskrit root Vkr (“to make” or “to do”)
plus the suffix -aka generates karaka (“event-maker” or, more literally if less elegantly, “doing-
doer”). Similarly, a sadhaka is an “accomplisher” (from Vsidh, “to accomplish, establish, prove”),
and so sadhakatama may be literally translated as “most [accomplishing] accomplisher.”
Meanwhile, although the karakas, including the term kdaraka itself, are derived from the root \/kr,
the “instrument”—karana, formed from the root k7 plus the instrumental suffix -ana—is also
frequently designated (in the PV and elsewhere) by the term sadhana, formed from Vsidh plus the
same instrumental suffix. In other words, a karana (“that by means of which something is done™)
is a sdadhana (“that by means of which something is accomplished”) or a sadhaka
(“accomplisher”). The question then becomes: which sadhaka, out of all the various entities which
might plausibly be considered as a “cause” (karana) or “accomplisher” of an action, is the “most
accomplishing accomplisher” (sadhakatama).® The consensus view among participants in the
pramana discourse was that, out of all the karanas (“causes”) which are sadhakas
(“accomplishers”) by virtue of contributing to the action, the sadhakatama (“most accomplishing

accomplisher”) is the karana (“instrument”). Matilal (1985, 373) explains:

Thus, the axe is regarded as a typical example of a Karana [“instrument”] with
reference to the relevant event e.g., felling of a tree. As a product, this event is a
result of a complex of causes. But of those so-called causes the axe enjoys a special
position by virtue of which it is regarded as a karana, and not simply a karana [i.e.,
a “cause” in the generic sense]. A Karana has, thus, been defined as the asadharana

3 Patil (2009, 38n17) elaborates: “The term ‘par excellence’ [-tama] is interpreted in various ways. Some Naiyayikas,
for example, maintain that an instrument (karana) is the cause that finally produces the event; the cause that seizes
the effect (phalopadhdayakam karanam); or the cause that is excluded from a nonconnection with the culminating
effect (phalayogavyavacchinakaranam). Given these interpretations, the contact of the axe with the tree would be the
instrument.”
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Karana, or the unique or uncommon cause. But wherein lies its uniqueness or
uncommonness? ... That a karana [“instrument”] is a karaka par excellence, or
more clearly, a karana [“cause’] par excellence, is unanimously accepted by almost
all scholars. But regarding the true character of this excellence or supremacy of
karana over other causes, opinions vary.

Matilal lays out the three main Nyaya views in this regard, the details of which are not particularly
relevant to the present study.® For our purposes, the most important point in this regard is that
Dharmakirti frames his argument in PV 3.301-319 precisely as an analysis of the question of which

“cause” (karana) truly deserves the designation of “instrument” (karana) qua sadhakatama:

As for the “instrument of the action” (kriyasadhana), it is indeed not the case that
every [cause] is the instrument for every patient; rather, that [cause], due to which
there is the action, is the instrument of that” [action]. || 301 ||}

Or, as he writes later in this passage:

Even though every causal factor (karaka) is a contributor to the action, that which
finally differentiates (antyam bhedakam) [it from some other action] is considered
to be the most efficient cause (sadhakatamam) of the [action]. || 311 ||°

Thus, Dharmakirti follows the basic outline of this theory, and adopts its terminology.

¢ These three main views are summarized in Patil (2009, 39n18). Briefly, they are: (1) the classical Nyaya view that
the instrument is “the cause which possesses the functioning” (vyaparavatkaranam karanam); (2) the view, most
closely associated with the post-13" century New Nyaya (navyanyaya), and clearly indebted to Dharmakirti, that the
instrument is “that which does not produce the relevant effect with delay” (ayadvilambat prakrtakaryanutpadah); and
(3) Jayantabhatta’s (ca. 800 CE) idiosyncratic view, which was in some ways shared by Dharmakirti, that the entire
causal complex must be regarded as the instrument. This last position lines up with Dharmakirti’s position to the
extent that Dharmakirti insisted on the ultimate indivisibility of the causal complex and the strictly conceptual or
metaphorical character of any isolated instrument. See below, Section III.B: “It is Asserted that a Real Thing is
Undifferentiated.”

" Reading tasyah [kriyayah] rather than tasya [karmanah]. Cf. Tosaki (1979, 396n4).

8 Tosaki (1979, 396): krivasadhanam ity eva sarvam sarvasya karmanah | sadhanam na hi tat tasyah sadhanam ya
kriyd yatah || 301 ||

° Tosaki (1979, 404): sarvesam upayoge ‘pi karakanam krivam prati | yad antyam bhedakam tasyas tat
sadhakatamam matam || 311 ||
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However, Dharmakirti also significantly altered the karaka theory, by insisting on the
ontological identity of instrument-qua-sadhakatama and event-qua-kriya. As Dunne (2004, 270—

71) writes,

Dharmakirti adds a significant twist to his argument, for his analysis does not
follow the typical karaka-theory discussed earlier. On that theory, an instrument of
knowledge would be the instrument (karana) for the production of a resulting
action (kriya) that is an instrumental effect (pramanaphala) consisting of the act of
knowing (pramiti). There is thus a cause-effect relationship between an instrument
of knowledge and the instrumental effect that arises from it, and as such, the
instrument of knowledge and the instrumental effect are distinct... [Dharmakirti]
instead maintains that instrument and action are identical; specifically, they are the
awareness’ objective aspect (grahya) and subjective aspect (grahakakara),
respectively.

The “significant twist” ' introduced by Dharmakirti was thus the notion that this distinction

between instrument and result or instrument and action is artificial, and so there is in fact no

10 While Dinnaga and Dharmakirti’s assertion of the identity of instrument and result certainly cut against the
predominant thrust of the karaka system, it is perhaps better to understand the argument here as emphasizing a pre-
existing point of tension within that system, as opposed to inventing an entirely new approach to it. Thus, for example,
the arch anti-Buddhist Mimamsa luminary Kumarila Bhatta (ca. 650) argues along similar lines that the question of
whether a momentary cognition ought to be considered as the means (pramana) or as the result (phala) of the sensory-
cognitive process is to some extent arbitrary. In his comments on verse 56 of the Perception Chapter
(pratyaksapariccheda) of Kumarila’s Slokavarttika, Taber (2005, 68—69) notes:

In the above discussion it has been assumed that a pramana such as perception is a means of
knowledge that yields something else as its result. This is indicated by the grammatical form of the
word pramana itself. However, one needn’t always be bound by the grammatical forms of words;
sometimes words have meanings that deviate from their etymology. Thus, the pramana perception
could also be the result of the process [of] perception, not the means. More often than not, in fact,
we think of perception as the result of the functioning of the senses—a cognition or awareness of
some kind—not the functioning of the senses itself... One may choose the sense faculty or the
connection of sense faculty and object (or any of a number of other connections) as the means; in
that case the cognition will indeed be the result. However, on that view, if MS 1.1.4 is taken as
saying that perception is the cognition—or, what comes to much the same thing, the arising of a
cognition or a cognition as it is arising—then it will actually be identifying the result of the act of
perception as “perception.” If one chooses the cognition as the means, on the other hand, then some
other awareness produced by the cognition, or else indeed the “manifestness” of the object, will be
the result.

This is not to say that Kumarila’s perspective on these issues was the same as Dharmakirti’s; on the contrary, Kumarila
explicitly refuted the ontological identity of means and result, insisting that no matter how these are construed, they
must be understood as ontologically distinct. There were furthermore several other points of vehement disagreement
as well, perhaps most importantly concerning the “self-illuminating” (svaprakdsa) nature of cognition, which
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relationship of cause and effect between the instrumental cognition and the resulting knowledge,
or between the supposedly intermediate “functioning event” (vyapara) and the actual action
(kriya). On the contrary, Dharmakirti argues, following Dinnaga (PS 1.8d), that “the resulting

[cognition] just is the instrumental [cognition]” (pramdanam phalam eva sat).

B. Grammar, Ontology, and Eleutheriology

Now, this might all seem like semantic hair-splitting, but it is important to remember that such
grammatical questions animated Dharmakirti’s cultural and intellectual milieu. For Sanskrit
grammarians such as Panini and Patanjali, that is to say, Sanskrit grammar is not “just” Sanskrit
grammar. The Sanskrit language is, rather, a map of the cosmos or a reflection of the deep structure
of reality, since Sanskrit was not any ordinary language, but the language of the uncreated and
eternal wisdom that resounds throughout space and time (i.e., the Vedas).!' From this perspective,
the karakas are not merely grammatical heuristics or useful fictions, but real entities with
ontological heft. Thus, when Dharmakirti concludes this line of argumentation by critiquing the
ontological separation of the karakas generally (PV 3.319), it is implicitly and by extension a
critique of the purported relationship between Sanskrit grammar, the Vedas, and the nature of
reality. To deny that karana and karman and so on refer to ontologically distinct entities is, in other
words, precisely to deny that the grammatical distinction between them is anything other than an
artifact of conventional language-use, and thereby to deny that the structure of Sanskrit grammar

bears any special relationship at all to the structure of the cosmos.

Kumarila denied. At the same time, it is difficult to disagree with Taber’s (2005, 170n76) assessment that Kumarila
and Dharmakirti were to a significant extent “arguing past each other” (see also below, note 19), since they agreed on
so many of the foundational points at stake.

' Bronkhorst (2011, 2-35).
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Among the many consequences of this denial, perhaps the most important was the
elimination of any causal role played by an independent and ontologically-distinct agent (kartr).
This is because the non-Buddhist epistemological consensus included an eleutheriological
component: the view that it is the Self (arman) which cognizes, acts, and attains liberation (moksa).
The non-Buddhist position in this way constitutes a kind of “common sense” framework, such that
the Self is the agent or “knower” (pramatr), employing an “instrument of knowledge” (pramana)
in order to attain the result of knowledge (pramiti). Indeed, as Gold (2015, 96-97) notes, the
Buddhist tradition of pramana literature was inaugurated in response to Paksilasvaman
Vatsyayana’s (ca. 450) commentary on the tenth verse of the Nyayasiitras, wherein Vatsyayana
asserts the reality of the Self against the foundational Buddhist teaching that there is “no Self”
(anatman). In the AKBh, for what appears to have been the first time in the Buddhist tradition,
Vasubandhu responded to Vastyayana’s argument in its own, pramana-theoretical terms:

And how is this to be understood, that the word “self” indicates only the continuum

of aggregates, and does not apply elsewhere? Because there is neither perception

nor inference [of the “self”]. For there is perception—apprehension—of existent

dharmas where there is no interval [asaty antaraye]. Such is the case for the six

sensory objects and the mind. And there is an inference for the five sensory organs.

In this case, the inference is that with a cause in place [sati karane], when another

cause does not exist, no result is seen, and when it does exist it does come about,

as with a sprout. Or, with the cause in place that consists in a manifest sensory

object and attention, no grasping of a sensory object is seen for blind or deaf, etc.

people whereas it is for people who are not blind or deaf, etc. So, in that case, too,

there is determined to be the existence and nonexistence of another cause. And that

other cause is the sensory organ—that’s the inference. And no such inference exists
for the self, so there is no self.2

12 Pradhan (461.4-20), trans. Gold (2015, 100): katham punar idam gamyate skandhasamtana evedam
atmabhidhanam vartate nanyasminn abhidheya iti | pratyaksanumanabhavat | ye hi dharmah santi tesam
pratyaksam upalabdhir bhavaty asaty antardye | tadyathd sannam visayanam manasas ca | anumanam ca | tadyathda
panicanam indriyanam | tatredam anumanam sati karane karanantarasyabhave karyasyabhavo drsto bhave ca
punarbhavas tadyathankurasya | saty eva vabhasaprapte visaye manaskare ca karane visayagrahasyabhavo drstah
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Vasubandhu makes a number of points in this passage which prefigure Dinnaga and Dharmakirti’s
contributions. For example, Vasubandhu’s emphasis on the primacy of the sense-faculty in the
causal history of sensory cognition doubtlessly informs Dinnaga’s assertion at PS 1.4ab that
perception (pratyaksa) is named after the sense-faculty (aksa), as opposed to the object-field
(visaya), “because [the faculty] is the unique cause”'® (asadharanahetutvad) of the perceptual
cognition. Note, too, the characterization of the cognition-generation process in strictly causal
terms (that is, in terms of what Dharmakirti would call a “relationship of essential concomitance”
or svabhavapratibandha): when the causes of a perceptual cognition are in place, the cognition
occurs, and when they are not in place, the cognition does not occur.

But by far the most provocative aspect of Vasubandhu’s argument here is his off-hand
reference to perception as only existing “when there is no interval, such as [between] the six object-
fields and the mind” (asaty antaraye tadyatha sannam visayanam manasas ca). As we will see, it
is precisely this lack of interval between the sense-object (finally understood as the cognitive
image or akara) and the mind that characterizes Dharmakirti’s argument for the identity of
pramana and phala. That is to say, the claim that pramana and phala are not ontologically distinct,
because there is no “interval” between them, is tantamount to the claim that the purported analysis
of a cognition (or, indeed, any kriy@) into constituent components is only a kind of mental game.

The point here is that, from a Buddhist perspective, there is no temporally-distributed
“action” (kriyd) in the sense meant by the Nyayas, and hence no intermediate “functioning”

(vyapara) event. That is to say, there is nothing that supervenes across all the instants of an

punas ca bhavo ‘ndhabadhirdadinam anandhabadhiradinam ca | atas tatrapi karanantarasyabhdavo bhavas ca
niscityate | yac ca tatkaranantaram tadindriyam ity etad anumanam | na caivam atmano ’stiti nastyatma.

13 PS 1.4ab: asadharanahetutvad aksais tad vyapadisyate |
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“action,” uniting them as a composite entity, nor any ontologically real relationship between an
ontologically-distinct kartr, karana, and karman. In reality, all there is, is a succession of moments,
a “stream of cause and effect.”'* These moments are causally related to each other, but they are
not individually analyzable in terms of the kind of discrete causal elements (agent, instrument,
patient, etc.) found in the karaka system. The karakas are, on this account, merely conceptual

imputations being projected onto the “stream of cause and effect.”

C. Determinate Perception and Temporal Sequence

The inseparability of pramana and phala has particular epistemological salience in relation to one
of the central debates between and among the various Indian philosophical traditions: the question
of whether perception is “determinate” (savikalpaka) or “indeterminate” (nirvikalpaka)." This
issue is complex and multifaceted,'® but in brief, the dispute concerns the relationship between
sensory and conceptual cognition. Most succinctly, the question is: does a perceptual (pratyaksa)
cognition categorize its object, or not? Put slightly differently: if a perceptual cognition is strictly
nonconceptual or indeterminate, and therefore does not categorize its object, should such an
indeterminate cognition nevertheless be considered an epistemic instrument (pramana)?

The earliest Nyaya definition of perception held that perception was determinate

(vvavasdayatmakam).'” Over time, however, the various non-Buddhist schools, especially the

14 See the Introduction, Section I1.C: Sautrantika Representationalism.
15 These terms are often also translated, somewhat more literally, as “conceptual” and “nonconceptual,” respectively.
16 Taber (2005, 5-7) is an excellent summary of the contours of this debate. See also Matilal (2005, 1-26).

17 Taber (2005, 166n36) notes that, on some important and relatively early Nyaya accounts, the definition of perception
includes both determinate and indeterminate cognitions: “one can take the word ‘inexpressible’ avyapadesya in the
definition at NS 1.1.4 to be referring to nonconceptualized perception and the expression ‘determinate’
vyavasaydtmaka as indicating conceptualized perception... This is, implicitly, Vacaspatimisra’s reading.” Chatterjee
(1978, 189-90) summarizes:
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Nyaya, more or less converged on the position that perception is a two-stage process. First, there
is a nonconceptual and indeterminate cognition of the object, and then there is a conceptual and
determinate cognition of the same object.'® On this general non-Buddhist model, the initial,
nonconceptual perception (pratyaksa) is the instrument (karana) which “possesses functioning”
(vyaparavat). In other words, it is the “instrument of knowing” (pramana). The subsequent
determinate knowledge (pramiti) or conceptual activity of “knowing” (prama), on the other hand,
is produced by the “intermediate functioning” (vyapara), which is to say, the application of this
epistemic instrument to the epistemic object (prameya). Again: according to the non-Buddhists,
the action of “knowing” is an effect (phala), produced by the “intermediate functioning” which is
its cause. A key point here is that, owing to the temporal and ontological distinction, on the non-
Buddhist account, the resultant activity of “knowing perceptually” is understood to be conceptual,

even if the “instrumental” sensory-perceptual cognition itself is understood to be nonconceptual.

The grammarian philosophers (Sabdikas) along with others take the extreme view that all
perceptions are savikalpala or determinate, since every perception must be expressed in a verbal
proposition and is completely predicative in its character. This is met by another extreme view, held
by the Buddhists and some Vedantists, that nirvikalpaka or indeterminate perception alone is valid,
while savikalpaka or determinate perception is false knowledge. Between these two extremes we
may place the other systems of philosophy which accept both nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka
perceptions as true knowledge. Thus, among the different theories of perception in Indian
philosophy there seems to be a sort of gradation from the most abstract to the most concrete view
of perception.

Chatterjee does not explain who these “others” that agree with the Grammarians as to the determinate nature of all
perceptions are, but he may have had in mind the extraordinarily influential Bhartrhari (ca. 400 CE). Bhartrhari is a
very interesting figure for many reasons, not the least of which was his clear influence on Dinnaga. Bhartrhari is often
included among the Grammarians, but his radical stance as to the omnipresence of language and the ultimately
linguistic nature of reality as such also places him among those, like the Buddhists and the Vedantins, who maintained
that ordinary empirical “reality” is in fact illusion (maya). Cf., for example, Vakyapadiya 1.86.

18 On some accounts, particularly the Vai$esika, perception operates by directly apprehending the perceptual object
qua its class, as for example in the apprehension of a cow as “cow”; this is the idea behind the theory of the pramana
as the “qualifying cognition” (cf. PV 3.313-315, and below, note 51), since the universal or class-signifier exists in a
relationship of necessary inherence with the perceptual object; to perceive the object is necessarily to perceive the
class to which the object belongs. On such accounts, the initial perception must be considered determinate or
conceptual (i.e., savikalpaka). But the temporal structure remains, just insofar as this initial determinate perception
must nevertheless give rise to subsequent resulting knowledge (“That which I have seen is a ‘cow’”) in order to be
considered a pramana.
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On this note, while there are many non-Buddhist accounts of the two-step perceptual
process, and although Dharmakirti was responding to several different critiques of Dinnaga in the
PV, the passage concerning the identity of pramana and phala (PV 3.301-319, ad PS 1.8cd)
appears to have been most specifically directed against the Mimamsa luminary Kumarila.' In the
section of his Slokavarttika dealing with this issue, Kumarila’s aim was to defend basically all of

the non-Buddhist accounts against Dinnaga’s objections (Taber 2005, 19-20):

Kumarila, interestingly, proceeds to defend all of the theories that accept some kind
of interaction between sense faculty and object as viable options against the various
criticisms raised by Dinnaga in his Pramanasamuccaya; indeed, it is only
Dinnaga’s own proposal, that the cognition is both pramana and phala, that
Kumarila deems unacceptable. Thus, the aim of this section of [Kumarila’s]
Pratyaksapariccheda appears to be the complete demolition of the discussion of
perception in the Pramanasamuccaya — not only is Dinnaga’s proposal wrong,
every one of the theories he attacks is potentially right, or at least not wrong for the
reasons he gives...

Taber lists a number of theories about perception, all of which Kumarila defends against Dinnaga’s

critique. He then goes on to discuss Kumarila’s own position:

Even theories that hold the cognition of the object to be the means of knowledge,
with which Kumarila’s own is to be grouped, can be shown to be coherent. Here,
of course, the main problem is to explain how pramana and phala are distinct, that
is, how a cognition, which itself is a knowing of an object, can be construed as a
means for the arising of another cognition that will be construed as the result (as it
is on most theories of this sort). This can be done in various ways: the pramana
could be a cognition of a qualifying feature of an object, such as the color blue, and
the phala an awareness of that same object as qualified by that feature, for example,
“The pot is blue.” Or the pramana could be a nonconceptualized perception of the
qualifying feature and the phala a conceptualized awareness of it. Or the pramana

19 Or perhaps not; Taber (2005, 170n76) states that it is his belief that “neither Kumarila nor Dharmakirti had before
him the other’s writings. Neither quotes the other; more significantly, they appear in many instances to be arguing
past each other.” Taber hypothesizes instead that “these theories and arguments must have been in circulation for some
time among other Buddhist and Mimamsaka teachers (whose names are lost to us) before they were provocatively
summarized—no doubt also given new shape—by Dharmakirti and Kumarila.”
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could be an awareness of the qualified object, the phala an awareness of it as
desirable, undesirable, or neither ([SV Pratyaksapariccheda] 70-73).

Therefore, Kumarila concludes: “Only the Buddhist proposal, then—that is, Dinnaga’s position—
which identifies pramana and phala as different aspects of the same cognition, is untenable.”
In other words, according to Kumarila, pramana and phala must be distinct.

Along these lines, while Kumarila defended the existence and instrumentality (pramanya)
of conceptualized perception at great length® in the Slokavarttika, his main argument in this
section was simply that both a nonconceptual cognition of the object (insofar as it engenders a
conceptual determination), and a conceptual cognition of the object (insofar as it facilitates
subsequent knowledge), should be considered pramanas. In other words, for Kumarila, and for the
non-Buddhist traditions in general, temporal sequence is a sine qua non of the perceptual process.?!
According to these non-Buddhists, a perceptual cognition must be understood precisely as an
instrument (karana), 1.e., as a “means of knowledge” (pramana), possessed of causal “functioning”
(vyapara), that produces knowledge (prama)—the specific action (kriya) in question—as its result
(phala), at some later point in time, once the functioning is complete.

Dinnaga and Dharmakirti, by contrast, argued first of all that perception as such is strictly
nonconceptual and indeterminate, and furthermore that the perceptual cognition gua instrument is

ontologically identical to the perceptual cognition qua effect.?> But in order to fully appreciate this

20 Cf. Taber (2005, 93—148), concerning SV pratyaksapariccheda 111-254.

2 This is no doubt one of the main reasons Kumarila strongly critiqued Bhartrhari, who argued against the reality of
time. Cf. Taber (2005, 93-94, 120-25).

22 In fact, while the notion of pramana and phala existing in a relation of temporal sequence is one of the primary
objects of Dharmakirti’s critique in this section, he also explicitly refuted the idea that an ontologically-distinct
pramana and phala could exist at the same time. In other words, the central point here is just that pramana and phala
cannot be construed as ontologically-independent entities, even if they are asserted to exist simultaneously. See PV
3.315, in Appendix C, PV 3.301-319 ad PS(V) 1.8cd.




172

point and all its ramifications, it is necessary to delve into the details of why, precisely, Dharmakirti
maintained that the cognition “with the form of the object” (arthasariipya) was both instrument
and result. Among its many other consequences, this point is the fulcrum on which Dharmakirti’s

“shift” to idealism will eventually turn, and thus deserves particular attention.
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II. Cognition and Causality

A. Instrument and Result in Buddhist Epistemology

As discussed above, the Perception Chapter (PV 3) is structured according to PS 1.2-12. This

passage (PV 3.301-319), arguing for the identity of instrument and result, glosses PS(V)1.8cd:

Because it is cognized as having an intermediary function (vyapara), the
resulting cognition (phala) just is the instrumental cognition (pramana). || 8 ||

For, in this context, it is not the case that the resulting cognition is something
different from the instrumental cognition, as [asserted] on the part of outsiders [i.e.,
non-Buddhists]. Rather, the awareness (pratiti) of just that cognition which is the
result (phala) [appears] as having an intermediary function (savyapara), by virtue
of the fact that it arises with the image (akara) of the object-field. In dependence
on that, pramana-ness (pramanatva) is metaphorically ascribed to it, even though
it is without intermediary functioning (nirvyapara). For example, it is said that an
effect (phala) arising in conformity with a cause (hetvanuriipa) “obtains the form
of the cause (heturiipa),” even though there is no intermediary function [of
obtaining this form]. Just so in this case as well.?

The basic point here is simple: a cognition that arises with the image or aspect (akara) of an object,
or which bears the form of the object (artharipata), is nothing other than the awareness or
knowledge (adhigama) of the object. The two are one and the same; any difference ascribed to

them is purely “metaphorical” (upacarya). As Jinendrabuddhi explains,

For it is not the case here [in our system], as on the part of non-Buddhists, that the
result is something different from the pramdana. So let there not be this kind of
mistake. The meaning indicated by “[Rather, the awareness] of just that”
(tasyaiva) and so on is that there is simply nothing at all with the inherent nature of
being arranged (vyavasthita) as the instrument (sadhana) or as the instrumental
object (sadhya), because in all cases the convention of instrument and instrumental

2 Steinkellner (2005a, 3-4): savyaparapratitatvat pramanam phalam eva sat || 8 || na hy atra bahyakanam iva
pramanad arthantaram phalam | tasyaiva tu phalabhiitasya jiianasya visayakaratayd utpattya savyaparapratitih |
tam updadaya pramanatvam upacaryate nirvyaparam api sat | tadyathd phalam hetvanuriipam utpadyamdanam
heturiipam grhnatity kathyate nirvyaparam api tadvad atrapi |
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object does not escape having the nature of cognition.?* And that is the case here as
well; since the cognition has the nature of being knowledge (adhigama), it is
understood (pratiti) as the instrumental object. Thus, it is metaphorically designated
as the result (phala). And because that very [cognition] contains the image (akara)
of the object-field, “it is cognized as having an intermediate function;” hence, it is
metaphorically designated as the pramana; that is to say, it is conventionally called
that. In other words, that cognition which is bearing the property of having an image
of the object-field (visayakarata), even though it exists without any intermediate
function, appears [as though] with an intermediate function (in the form of
knowledge about its object-field), [and] not otherwise. Therefore, this very property
of having an image of the object-field, which constitutes the nature of the
[cognition], is the pramana.”

In other words, as will be explained in greater detail below, the sensory cognition with the image
(akara) or appearance (abhasa) of the object just is the knowledge (pramiti) of the object. But it
is also that which allows for—i.e., the epistemic instrument (pramana) “by means of which”—
there is the knowledge of the object.

Thus, the “property of having the image of the object-field” (visayakarata) or “property of
having the appearance of the object-field” (visayabhdasata) on the part of a sensory cognition may,
for heuristic purposes, be designated as the epistemic instrument (pramana). But it must be
understood that, because a cognition is a mental particular, and a particular is by definition
ontologically singular, this is strictly a heuristic fiction: in reality, the cognition is nothing other
than this image. That is to say, it is not the case that the cognition is a real “quality-possessor”

(dharmin), which possesses an ontologically discrete “quality” (dharma) of having the appearance

24 This follows the Tibetan translation (PSTr): rtogs pa’i ngo bo las ma 'das pa nyid kyi phir (~ pratitiriipanatitatvat),
rather than MSS pratitirapanupatitvat (7).

25 Steinkellner (2005b, 65.11-66.3): na hy atra bahyakanam iva pramanad arthantaram phalam iti ma bhid ihapi
tadvad eva dosah | tasyaiva tv ityadindyam arthah siicitah naiva vyavasthitasvabhavam kivicid asti sadhyam
sadhanam va pratitiriipanupatitvat [sic; cf. note 24] sarvatra sadhyasadhanavyavaharasya | ihapi casti |
jhanasyadhigamariipatvat sadhyatvapratitir iti phalatvam upacaryate | tasyaiva ca visayakaraparigrahat
savyaparapratitir iti pramanatvam upacaryate vyavahiyata ity arthah | tatha hi tajjianam visayakaratam dadhanam
nirvyaparam api sat svavisaye 'dhigamatmand vyaparena khyati nanyathd | tasmat saiva tasyatmabhiita
visayakaratda pramanam iti ||
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of the object.?® Rather, the property of having the image of the object just “constitutes the nature”
(atmabhiita) of the cognition. In this way, the distinction between the epistemic instrument (i.e.,
that “by means of which” the sensory object is known) and the actual sensory knowledge of the
object, as well as the distinction between the sensory cognition’s possession of the form of the
object and the sensory cognition itself, collapses.

Dharmakirti’s discussion in the pramanaphala section takes this point almost for granted,
and then expands upon it. That is to say, Dharmakirti asserts the identity of epistemic instrument
and resultant cognitive activity, on precisely these grounds. But he also goes a step further, and
investigates the nature of the instrument, which (unlike Dinnaga) he explicitly thematizes—in
agreement with the various non-Buddhist traditions—as the ‘“accomplishing means par
excellence” (sadhakatama). The question is: what exactly is it about a given cognition that
constitutes its sadhakatama-hood, which is to say, its “epistemic instrumentality” (pramanya)?

For Dharmakirti, the sadhakatama of the activity of “perceptually” (pratyaksa) “knowing”
(pra + \ma) is defined as that feature of a cognition which, being in place, guarantees that the
cognition in question constitutes perceptual knowledge. In other words, it is that aspect of the
cognition—specifically, as we will see, the “objective aspect” (grahyakara) or “image of the
object-field” (visayakara)—which is both necessary and sufficient to establish that the cognition
in question is a perceptual instrument (i.e., a pratyaksapramana). Accordingly, Dharmakirti rejects
out of hand any candidate for the sadhakatama that is “mediated with regard to the action”?” of

knowing (Dunne 2004, 272):

2 Cf. Appendix B, PST ad PS(V) 1.5.
27 PV 3.310d: vyavadhanat kriyam prati.
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To support the claim that instrument and instrumental effect are actually identical,
Dharmakirti effectively proposes an entirely new? way of understanding what
constitutes an instrument: rather than being the cause of some resultant activity
(kriya), it is instead that which is unmediated (avyavahita) with regard to the
activity... [W]hen the activity (kriya) in question is an indubitable cognition
(pramiti), the instrument is thus “that through which, when all other causes are in
place, the convention of ‘knowing’ is satisfied without further mediation.”? In
short, it is that which requires nothing further in order for one to be currently having
a cognition of the object.

In a sense, most of the rest of the PV is concerned with the implications and ramifications of this
point; to skip ahead a bit, one of the main payoffs is that the ontological identity of instrument and
result ultimately extends to the object of knowledge (prameya) as well, because in the final analysis
all that is ever truly known directly (pratyaksatah) is the cognition bearing the form of the object.
For this very reason, the shift to idealism beginning at PV 3.320 occurs precisely in the context of
Dinnaga’s discussion of reflexive awareness (svasamvitti) as the “result,” since every cognition is
known by means of itself, which is to say, reflexively.

We will address all of these points in time. Here, the first issue concerns Dinnaga’s
assertion that the instrument lacks intermediary functioning (vyapara). The specific example that
he uses, of metaphorically speaking about an effect “obtaining the form” (heturiipam grhnati) of
its cause, even though there is in reality no activity of “obtaining,” gets picked up by Dharmakirti:

Just as, in common parlance (loke), an effect is said to have assumed the form of

its cause, even without performing any activity (akriyavatvepi), because it arises
with a nature similar to its causes. || 309 ||*°

28 While certainly innovative, it is perhaps a bit of an overstatement to consider this an “entirely new” development in
the pramana discourse. See above, note 10.

 Cf. Dunne (2004, 384).

30 Tosaki (1979, 401): yatha phalasya hetiinam sadysatmatayodbhavad | heturiippagraho loke "kriyavattve 'pi kathyate
1309
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As Devendrabuddhi (PVP 524.5-6) explains, the metaphor here is akin to when a son is said to
“take after” his father, even though there is no real activity of “taking”: the son’s appearance is
simply an effect that is caused (in large part)?' by the appearance of the father.

But it is worth noting here that, like much of Dinnaga and Dharmakirti’s perspective, this
argument was heavily indebted to Vasubandhu’s articulation of Darstantika-Sautrantika

ontological and epistemological theory. Cox (1988, 39) summarizes the Darstantika view:

Perception, like all experience, can be described only provisionally as consisting of
individual factors possessing unique activities; actually, in the case of perception,
as in all causal relations, there exists no distinct agent or cause possessing its own
activity of producing a distinct effect.*? Instead, there is simply a stream of
experience, or more precisely, a stream of cause and effect (hetuphalamatra). These
provisionally designated individual causes and effects can be said to have activity
only in the sense that they constitute a conventionally-existing collocation of
factors. In the experience of perception, words such as sense organ, object, or
perceptual consciousness can be used only figuratively to refer to moments
abstracted from the causal process as a whole; there is no single factor that
perceives or others that are perceived.

In fact, Vasubandhu articulates a perspective remarkably similar to that of Dinnaga. Again, this
should not be at all surprising. As Tosaki (1979, 44) and Chu (2008, 238n41) have pointed out,

Dinnaga’s arguments in the PS presupposed intimate familiarity with the AKBh, and at certain

31 The metaphor of the father as the primary cause of the son’s appearance, used as a way to explain the causal
relationship between the object and the object-appearance, is also used at PV 3.401. See Chapter 5, Section II.D.1:
Sharpness and Dullness.

32 Unsurprisingly, this perspective was not unique to Vasubandhu, but was held in common by the Darstantikas.
(Collet Cox 1988, 77n43): “See NAS 25 p.484.b.9ff where the Darstantika master, Srilata rejects the Sarvastivadin
thesis that perceptual consciousness is defined according to its unique function of being aware (vijanati). His intention
is to deny that perceptual consciousness exists as an agent, or as a distinct factor having its own unique activity.”
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points (very much including this particular juncture) could be considered a kind of short-hand

summation of it:3

In that case, when it is said in the scripture [sitra] that “perceptual consciousness
(vijiiana) is aware (vijanati),” what does perceptual consciousness do? It does not
do anything. Just as it is said that the effect conforms [anuvidhiyate] to the cause
since it attains its existence (atmaldabha) through similarity (sadrsya) [to its cause]
even without doing anything, in this way also it is said that perceptual
consciousness is aware since it attains its existence through similarity [to its object]
even without doing anything. What is [this that is referred to as] its “similarity”? It
is the fact that it has the aspect of that [object]. For this reason, even though that
[perceptual consciousness] has arisen due to the sense organ, it is said to be aware
of the object-field and not of the sense organ. Or, just as the series of perceptual
consciousness is the cause with regard to a given [moment of] perceptual
consciousness, so there is no fault in saying that perceptual consciousness is aware,
since one can apply the word “agent” to the cause.*

We may thus observe, here in the AKBh, several threads of Dharmakirti’s argument which have
already been touched upon, such as the lack of any true causal functionality, and the concomitant

indistinguishability of agent qua cause and action qua effect. But we may also see in this passage

33 Indeed, not only does Vasubandhu deny the reality of causal activity, he also denies the intelligibility of any
ontological distinction between agent and action, and explicitly ties this to the lack of real causal activity (trans. Gold
2015, 75):

Others say: If the eye sees, then what else, aside from the eye that is become the agent, may be
called the “action of seeing”? This is unacceptable. For if it is granted that the consciousness
cognizes, and in that case there is no difference between the agent and the action (na ca tatra
kartrkriyabhedah), then for the other case it should be accepted just as it is in that case. It is said
that the eye “sees,” because it is the support for the seeing eye-consciousness, just as it is said that
a bell “resonates,” because it is the support for the resonance.

Pradhan (1975, 31.3-7): anye punar ahuh | yadi caksuh pasyati kartrbhitasya caksusah ka 'nya drsikriyeti
vaktavyam | tad etad acodyam | yadi hi vijianam vijanatitisyate | na ca tatra kartrkriyabhedah | evam atrapi | apare
punar bruvate | caksurvijianam darsanam tasyasrayabhavac caksul pasyatity ucyate | yatha nadasyasrayabhavat
ghanta nadatity ucyata iti |

34 Pradhan (1975, 473.25-474.3), trans. Cox (1988, 39): yat tarhi vijianam vijanati ’ti sitra uktam kim tatra
vijianam karoti | na kimcit karoti | yatha tu karyam karanam anuvidhiyata ity ucyate | sadrsyenda 'tmalabhad
akurvad api kimcit | evam vijiianam api vijanati 'ty ucyate | sadrsyend ‘tmalabhad akurvad api kimcit | kim punar
asya sadrsyam | tadakdaratd | ata eva tad indriyad apy utpannam visayam vijanati 'ty ucyate ne 'ndriyam | athava
tathd 'tra 'pi vijianasamtanasya vijiane karanabhavad vijiianam vijanati 'ti vacanan nirdosam karane
kartrsabdanirdesat |

See also Dhammajoti (2007, 164).
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another extremely important point, discussed at length in Chapter 3, which ends up forming the
theoretical backbone of Dharmakirti’s idealistic shift: the “similarity” (sadrsya) between cause
and effect, which entails the lack of any true activity on the part of the effect.

Briefly: on a basic account, this “similarity” is the “conformity” (sa + \riip) between the
causal features of the object-field (visaya) and the causal features of the object-image (i.e., the
grahyakara) that is produced from the causal contact between the object-field and the sense-
faculty. However, for reasons that we will explore more thoroughly in Chapter 3, this conformity
is deceptive and cannot ultimately be relied upon; even a sensory cognition which ostensibly
conforms to the object, in other words, cannot in the final analysis serve as a truly reliable
epistemic instrument (pramana). Instead, at least according to Sakyabuddhi, the ontological basis
for an ultimately reliable instrument must lie in the “similarity of nature” (sadrsatman) necessarily
held in common by all cognitions, which Dharmakirti identifies as their nature in terms of being a

“mere experience” (anubhavamdtra): the reflexive nature of awareness.*
B. Cognition Has No “Functioning” (vyapara)

As discussed above, the pramanaphala section of the PV constitutes a kind of commentary on PS
1.8cd: “Because it is cognized as having an intermediate function, the resulting cognition (phala)
itself is the knowledge-instrument (pramana).”*® In his autocommentary, Dinnaga asserts that, in
consequence, “pramana-ness is metaphorically ascribed to it,” i.e., ascribed to the cognition which

arises with the image of the object, “even though [in reality] there is no intermediate functioning.”*’

35 See below, Section I1.C.2: The Causal and Non-Causal Nature(s) of Cognition.

36 PS 1.8cd: savyaparapratitatvat pramanam phalam eva sat || 8 ||

3TPSV ad PS 1.8¢d: tam upadaya pramanatvam upacaryate nirvyaparam api sat |
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In terms of the metaphor of cutting with an axe discussed above, the idea is that the t> “cutting” is
not mediated by any initial t; “contact”; rather, each state of affairs, at both t; and t, constitutes its
own causal activity (i.e., its own kriyd), neither of which depends upon the will (icchda) of an agent
(kartr) for its intelligibility as an action. There is only the uninterrupted “stream of cause and
effect.” Any conceptual consolidation of this stream into a spatially- or temporally-distributed
action of “cutting” or “knowing”—or division of this stream into ontologically distinct karakas—
can only ever be provisional, metaphorical, and conventional.

Of course, this example highlights what will become a recurring theme throughout the
remainder of this study: that Dinnaga and Dharmakirti stretch pramana theory in a Procrustean
manner, near or perhaps even past the breaking point, by deploying its terminology in ways that
are fundamentally at odds with its general assumptions. That is to say: the central animating
concept of pramana theory is that knowing or cognizing may, and indeed must, be analyzed into
discrete components. To assert that all of these various components are actually the same thing,
and concomitantly that all of these “events” occur at the same time, is in effect to break the whole
system. To be clear, there is nothing necessarily wrong with Dinnaga and Dharmakirti’s approach,
and it is easy to understand why they were inclined to adopt the widely-shared terminology of the
pramana discourse, rather than invent an entirely new theoretical framework. But it is important
to understand how their adoption of this terminology worked at cross purposes to their
philosophical arguments.

To name but one example, which is particularly relevant at this juncture: the tension
between the practical worldly focus of pramana theory in terms of human aims (purusartha) on
the one hand, and the insistence on the identity of means and result on the other, creates an

irresoluble aporia. In ordinary worldly terms, perceptual “knowledge” is determinate. The
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perceptual cognition of a ‘jug’ is typically understood to be the cognition of the ‘jug’ as a ‘jug,’
as opposed to an indeterminate cognition of fundamental particles. However, for Dinnaga and
Dharmakirti, perceptual cognition definitionally cannot be determinate. Hence, Devendrabuddhi
had to introduce a distinction between the “mediated” (vyavahita) and “unmediated” (avyavahita)
instrumental effect (phala), in essence corresponding to the difference between determinate
“knowledge” in terms of ordinary human aims on the one hand, and “knowledge” as a unique

momentary cognition simpliciter on the other.’® As Dunne (2004, 270-71) explains,

In contrast to the karaka-theory and the context of a human aim gua mediated
effect, Dharmakirti’s analysis of an instrument of knowledge in terms of what
Devendrabuddhi calls an unmediated effect does not employ a causal model, in part
because Dharmakirti follows Dignaga in rejecting the distinction between
instrument (karana) and effect (kriyd, phala) as found in the karaka-theory.
Dharmakirti thus rejects the notion of understanding instrumentality in terms of a
causal relationship between two distinct entities—the instrument and its effect. He
instead maintains that instrument and action are identical; specifically, they are the
awareness’ objective aspect (grahya) and subjective aspect (grahakakara),
respectively.

Thus, in the limited context of human aims, Dharmakirti is provisionally willing to tolerate the
“mediation” of a temporal delay between the activity of the instrument (i.e., the arising of a sensory
cognition bearing a form which isomorphically corresponds to the causal substrate of the ‘jug’)

299

and the arising of the result (i.e, the subsequent determinate judgment “that is a ‘jug’”’). In ultimate
terms, however—that is, when considering the momentary perceptual cognition produced by the
particles that form the basis for the subsequent conceptual determination of those particles as a

‘jug,” as just a perceptual cognition bearing the form of the single effect produced by those

particles, without any reference to the subsequent conceptual judgment of those particles as a

3 Cf. Dunne (2004, 261-79).
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‘jug’—the instrument qua sadhakatama (i.e., the form or image of the object-field, “by means of
which” the object is known) exists without any temporal or ontological mediation with respect to
the action of knowing qua “result” (i.e., that very perceptual cognition, from which the object-
image is not ontologically distinct). In other words, even if in ordinary human terms the
nonconceptual sensory cognition of jug-particles is “instrumental” just because it subsequently
produces the determinate judgment “That is a ‘jug’™ as its effect, in ultimate terms, the
instrumentality of a momentary sensory cognition only applies to that momentary sensory
cognition itself, which is in this sense its own “effect.” Put slightly differently, the point here is
that there is no causal process involving discrete causes and effects on the ultimate account.
Nevertheless, while Dharmakirti maintains that the putative relationship between an action
and its causal factors cannot withstand analysis—and, in any case, the entire causal structure must
eventually fall away—he is required by the strictures of the pramana discourse to offer at least a
plausible candidate for a discrete epistemological instrument. His solution, to which we now turn,

is to identify the object-image as the “determiner” (niyamaka) of that cognition’s content.

C. The “Determiner” (niyamaka)

1. Causal Regularity and the Analysis of Cognition

Buddhist analysis, going all the way back to the Abhidharma, takes causal regularity for granted.
The works of Dharmakirti are no exception, and as Dunne (2004, 161) notes, these works evince
“a strong rejection of random (akasmika) causality and thus a strong commitment to the regularity
of causality.” In Dharmakirti’s system, there are two primary units of causal analysis. The first,
and the foundational, is the momentary indivisible particular (svalaksana). Strictly speaking, such

particulars are the only type of entity (vastu) that Dharmakirti acknowledges to be real. However,
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in conventional (vyavaharika) terms, it is also possible to refer to a “causal complex”
(hetusamagri). The notion of the “causal complex” is quite complicated, and a detailed treatment
would lie beyond the scope of the present study.® There are, however, two features of causal
complexes which are relevant here.

The first is that a causal complex is always, to some extent, artificially delimited. For
example, in conventional terms, it is possible to refer to a causal complex of particulars with certain
causal properties, from which non-‘jug’-related properties have been “excluded” (vyavrtta), as on
that basis collectively constituting a ‘jug.” However, if, as Dunne (2004, 164) notes, “when
Dharmakirti uses the term [‘causal complex’], he means for it to refer to all the causes and
conditions that contribute to the production of a particular effect,” it is important to understand
that, in ultimate terms, the sum total of causal contributors to the jug (including the totality of all
the causal antecedents of the particles in question) extends throughout time and space. Hence, to
refer to a bounded complex as being causally responsible for the ‘jug’ as a discrete effect is to
artificially delimit a particular “slice” of causal pie.

We will revisit this point shortly. At this juncture, the other important feature of causal
complexes is that, just as they are restricted in time and space, they are also “restricted in causal
capacity” (saktiniyama) (Dunne 2004, 161-62):

[Dharmakirti] expresses [causal] regularity primarily through various forms of the

verb [ni + \yam], to “restrict.” In terms of an entity’s ability to produce effects, he

affirms a “restriction in causal potentials” (sakti-niyama), which is to say simply

that any given entity by its nature is only capable of producing some effects: an

apple seed cannot produce an elephant. And in terms of an entity’s causes, he claims

that an entity’s causal potentials are restricted precisely because they have arisen
from certain causes: it is impossible for an apple seed to produce certain types of

3 For a detailed examination of the “causal complex” and its relation to the two senses of svabhava (as “nature” and
“property”), cf. Dunne (2004, 161-73).
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effects because it is impossible for it to arise from certain kinds of causes. While
these notions of restriction are negative in character, they amount to positive claims:
an entity has the potentials to produce certain types of effects because it has arisen
from certain types of causes. There is thus a beginningless chain of causes and
effects: the range of an entity’s causal potentials are determined by its causes and
conditions, and those causes and conditions are themselves effects whose range of
possible causal potentials is likewise determined by their causes and conditions.

The key point here is that cognitive processes must be analyzed in causal terms. That is to say, a
unique momentary cognition (i.e., a mental particular) exists as the product or effect of a causal
complex, in a manner precisely analogous to the production of an apple or a jug. The main
difference between the two is that, as Dharmakirti argues at PV 2.114ab, cognitions can only be
caused by other cognitions; purely physical causes have a “restriction in causal capacity”
(Saktiniyama) that prevents them from being able to produce mental events on their own.*
However, unlike jugs or other purely physical*' entities, cognitions have a special feature.
Although neither Dharmakirti nor his premodern commentators ever quite frame the issue in these
terms, it is clear that cognition must possess a nature (svabhava) with both causally-structured and

non-causally-structured properties (svabhavas).*

2. The Causal and Non-Causal Nature(s) of Cognition

As has already been discussed at some length, on Dharmakirti’s account, what distinguishes

sensory cognition from conceptual cognition is that sensory cognition exclusively arises as the

40PV 2.114ab: “Because cognition is restricted in causal capacity, one [cognition] is the cause of one [cognition of
the same type).” vijianam saktiniyamad ekam ekasya karanam. See also Chapter 1, Section III.A.1: Two Tracks.

4! That is, “purely physical” on an External Realist account; from an idealist perspective, there are of course no “purely
physical” entities.

42 Cf. Dunne (2004, 203-22) for an in-depth discussion of the two primary senses of svabhdva, as “property” and
“nature.”
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direct result of a causal interaction between the sense-faculties and the object-field. Sensory
cognition is thus directly responsive to changes in its causal conditions, such as differences in the
object-field. In other words, sensory cognition is causally structured, such that the object-field
(visaya) can be spoken of as the primary cause (upadanahetu), and the object-image (grahyakara)
as the effect, which varies according to variations in its causes and conditions.

At the same time, however, Dharmakirti argues that there is an inherent feature or essential
property (svabhava) of cognition which is not responsive to such changes, a feature which is in
fact incapable of change, and therefore identical for every cognition: the “merely experiential”

(anubhavamatra) or reflexively-aware nature of cognition.

In this context, [every] awareness, which has a similar nature by virtue of merely
being an experience, must have a nature such that it is distinguished in regard to
each patient (karman). || 302 ||*

Devendrabuddhi explains:

In this context, in terms of mere experience, with respect to a patient such as
form, awareness, which has a similar nature, must have a nature—i.e., the
nature of being an instrument (byed pa’i rang bzhin des ~ sadhakatmana)—such
that each patient, each object, is distinguished with a designation such as: “This
is a cognition of blue” or “this is a cognition of yellow.” If this were not so, every
object would be the cognized patient (shes bya = *jrieya) of every cognition, and
not just some, because there would be no difference [between cognitions].*

4 Tosaki (1979, 397): tatranubhavamatrena jianasya sadrsatmanah | bhavyam tenatmanda yena pratikarma
vibhajyate || 302 ||

4 PVP (521.10-522.4): gzugs la sogs pa las | de la nyams myong tsam du ni | shes pa 'dra ba’i bdag nyid can | bdag
nyid des byed pa’i rang bzhin des | gyur na gang gis | las so so la ste don so so la rnam ’byed ’gyur | 'di ni sngon
po’i shes pa yin zhing | 'di ni ser po’i shes pa yin no zhes bya ba la sogs pa’i tha snyad kyis so || de lta ma yin na don
thams cad shes pa thams cad kyi shes byar "gyur ba’am | ’ga zhig kyang ma yin te | bye brag med pa’i phyir ro ||
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Dharmakirti’s point here is that every cognition, by its very nature, presents its own contents to
itself. But this minimal reflexive awareness is insufficient to account for any specific cognitive
content—such as ‘blue’ or ‘yellow’—precisely because it does not exist in any kind of causal

relationship to anything other than itself (Dunne 2004, 276n93):

That reflexive awareness is noncausal follows from its simultaneity with its object,
namely, the awareness that is reflexively perceived itself. Indeed, what can be most
confusing about reflexive awareness is the notion that it is a cognition distinct from
its object. This distinction is clearly the case for all forms of perception, including
mental perception (mdanasapratyaksa), for in all cases the object (grahya) of
perception is its cause (see, for example, PV 3.224) ... In contrast, what Dignaga
first identifies as the three aspects of an awareness—namely, reflexive awareness,
the objective aspect (grahyakara), and the subjective aspect (grahakakara)—are
all ultimately identical and hence simultaneous. The notion that reflexive awareness
is cognizing the subjective and objective aspects is merely a way of conceptualizing
the process of knowing.

In other words, to the extent that reflexive awareness may be considered an “effect,” it is only
insofar as one moment of awareness may be considered causally responsible for the next moment
of awareness, in an unbroken continuity extending since the “beginning” of beginningless
samsara.* But, because it is noncausal in terms of its relationship to any extrinsic conditioning
factor, mere reflexive awareness is completely “unrestricted” (aniyama) and contentless—except,
perhaps, for the undifferentiated “luminosity” of reflexive awareness itself, to whatever extent this
may be considered “content.” Therefore, Dharmakirti argues, there must be some determinative or
“restricting factor” (niyamaka): something, that is, which restricts the range of experience for a

given cognition, at a given moment in time, to a given patient (karman) or object of knowledge

(prameya).

4 And, on the Mahayana account at least, this continuity remains unbroken, past the “end” of endless samsara; the
model of final Awakening as the “transformation of the basis” (asrayaparavrtti) hinges on the purification, rather than
the “extinguishment” (nirvana), of awareness.
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The first point he makes in this regard is simply that the determinative factor cannot be the

causes (karanas) of the cognition:

While there may be a difference among the causes of that [cognition], that
difference, not being of [that cognition’s] nature, is not what (through
differentiation) restricts that [otherwise] undifferentiated [cognition] to a distinct
patient. || 303 ||*

In other words, anything extrinsic to the nature (svabhava) of the cognition is mediated by the
nature of the cognition; whatever the “restricting factor”” determining the contents of cognition is,
it must be inherent to the cognition itself. This is the heart of the argument, and we will return to
it. But first, it is important to revisit the context of this discussion, since it is easy to misunderstand
Dharmakirti’s point about how differences in the causes of cognition cannot ultimately account

for differences in the phenomenal content of cognition.

3. Determinative Factor (niyamaka) as Instrument (pramana)

It must be emphasized that the argument here is not that the contents of cognition arise randomly
or without a causal relationship to some stimulus. As the product or effect (phala) of a causal
complex (hetusamagri), a cognition does indeed possess a restriction of causal capacity
(Saktiniyama) in terms of what appears; just as an apple seed cannot produce an elephant, the
appearance of an elephant does not (ordinarily)*” arise from an apple, and the cognition of ‘blue’

does not (ordinarily) arise from a yellow-patch. Rather, the question here concerns just what

46 Tosaki (1979, 303): anatmabhiito bhedo ’sya vidyamano ’pi hetusu | bhinne karmany abhinnasya na bhedena
niyamakah || 303 ||

47 In point of fact, the well-known trope of a magician’s illusion, such as when shards of clay appear in the form of an
elephant, is a very important metaphor for Dharmakirti in this context. See, for example, PV 3.354. Even with respect
to this particular example, though, there is some causal reason (the magician’s spell) why the shards of clay appear as
an elephant. For further ruminations on the well-worn example of the magician’s elephant, see Gold (2006).
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exactly it is, by means of which or by virtue of which a given cognition may be identified as the
knowledge of, for example, an apple or a blue-patch.

Dinnaga’s point, which constitutes the core of Dharmakirti’s argument, is simple.
“Knowledge of blue” is an effect, within awareness, that arises from the causal interaction between
the object-field (i.e., the “primary cause,” updadanahetu) and the sense-faculty; in other words, the
appearance of a ‘blue’ image in cognition just is what it means to be “knowing blue.” Therefore,
it is only the presence of this effect—i.e., the presence of the image in cognition—which finally
(antyam) determines whether one is knowing ‘blue’ or ‘yellow.” Therefore, the image is the
instrument. But the cognitive image is ontologically identical to the cognition itself, because a
cognition is an indivisible mental particular. Therefore, the cognition in which blue appears, and
the instrument “by means of which” blue is known, are in fact identical.

To return to the preceding discussion, then, the upshot here is that none of the cognition’s
prior conditioning causal factors are unmediated with respect to the instantaneous act of cognizing
(which is to say, the momentary cognition) itself. Changes in the causes of a cognition, up to and
including differences in its object-field (visaya) or patient (karman), cannot finally account for the
phenomenal characteristics of the cognition, because all such causal differences are mediated

through the nature of the cognition in question. As Jinendrabuddhi writes,

That is to say: just [by referring to] “the instrumental means (sadhana) of an activity
(kriya),” it is not the case that every instrument is [the instrument] of [every] action,
nor that every activity is [the activity] to be accomplished (sadhya) by [every]
instrument, due to the resulting fallacy of infinite regress. Rather, that due to which
the activity unmediatedly (avyavadhanena) attains accomplishment is the
instrument of the action. And only this [activity] is the activity to be accomplished
on the part of that [instrument]. So, with respect to a patient such as visible form,
there must be some essential property (svabhava) of the cognition—which is
similar in nature [to all to other cognitions] in terms of having the nature of being
an experience—that constitutes the instrument, due to which the arrangement
(vyavastha) by means of a distinction is made, as in, “This is a cognition of blue;
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that is a cognition of yellow.” Otherwise, every cognition would be [the cognition]
of everything, or else no [cognition] whatsoever [would be the cognition] of
anything at all, because there would be no difference [between cognitions, which
are identical in terms of having the nature of merely being an experience].*

Hence, in the context of human aims, cognition may be said to “act” upon the blue-patch, and to
that extent the blue-patch may be understood as the patient of the action of knowing.

But at a deeper level—or, from a higher position on the sliding scale—Dharmakirti insists
that cognition only metaphorically “acts” upon its own individual patient (svakarman): the form
of the object (arthariipa), which is the nature of the cognition itself. Thus, rather than an agent-

29 ¢¢

patient causal relationship, Dharmakirti speaks instead of a “locating,” “structuring,” or “placing”
(vyavasthapaka) feature of awareness—the subjective aspect—in relation to which the objective
aspect is “located,” “structured,” or “placed” (vyavasthdpya). This point will be further developed
below, in Chapter 5. The key point to understand here is that this structuring-structured relationship
is purely metaphorical, and so the agent and patient of cognition are only metaphorically or
heuristically differentiated from one another. In other words, nothing extrinsic to the cognition
ultimately determines (ni + \yam) what the cognition appears as or feels like. All of those external
factors—the sense-faculties, object-field, habituation, expectations, and so on—may or even must
condition the cognition in some way; but this conditioning is only ever mediated by something
that is of the very nature of the cognition itself (i.e., the “objective aspect” or grahyakara).

Therefore, Dharmakirti argues, it is only some inherent, intrinsic difference (atmabheda)

within cognition that is the “determining factor” (niyamaka) which is responsible for the

48 Steinkellner (2005b, 66.4-10): tatha hi na kriyasadhanam ity eva sarvasyah kriyayah sarvam sadhanam sarva va
kriyd sarvasya sadhya anavasthaprasangat kim tarhi tasyah kriyayas tatsadhanam ya yatah sadhandad avyavadhanena
prasiddhim upayati | saiva ca tasya kriya sadhya | tatra ripadau karmany anubhavatmand sadysyatmano jiianasya
tena svabhavena karanabhiitena bhavyam yenedam nilasya jiianam idam pitasyeti vibhdagena vyavastha kriyate |
anyathd sarvam jiianam sarvasyarthasya syat na va kasyacit kivicit avisesat ||
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differences in how cognition appears; and, in turn, it is just this intrinsic difference which is the
pramana. For it is only by means of some change in the intrinsic nature of an experience that the
quality of the experience changes. The intrinsic difference is, in this way, the “instrument”
(sadhana), 1i.e., the “cause par excellence” (sadhakatama), which finally determines, without

mediation, the quality of the experience:

Therefore, this [action (kriya)] is established to have as its instrument an intrinsic
difference (atmabheda) on the part of the [cognition], due to which there is a
restriction of the action to the [specific] patient, [as when one determines,] “This is
the awareness of that.” || 304 ||*

In this way, neither the sense-faculties, nor the connection (sambandha) between the sense-
faculties and the object, nor anything else—besides the object-image—can be held to possess the

“instrumentality” (pramdnya) which defines the instrument of reliable cognition (pramana):

4 Tosaki (1979, 398): tasmad yato 'syatmabhedad asyadhigatir ity ayam | kriyayah karmaniyamah siddha sa
tatprasadhand || 304 ||
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Therefore, the instrumentality (pramanya) of [mere] seeing (alocana),* the
connection between the sense faculty [and the sense-object], and qualifying

cognitions,®' is not accepted, because these are mediated with regard to the activity.
1310

Even though all the causal conditions contribute to the activity, the one that is a
final (antyam) differentiating factor (bhedaka) is considered to be its most efficient
cause (sadhakatamam). || 311 ||

The sense-faculties are not endowed with this quality [of being the most efficient
cause], since they are causes common to all [perceptual cognitions]. For, even when
there exists some difference between them, on what account [could one say] “This
is the [cognition] of that,” in the absence of the [cognition’s possession of the] form
of the [object]? || 312 ||*

The point here is that it is just the cognition’s “property of possessing the appearance of the object-

field” (visayabhasata), which—to repeat—is not ontologically separable from the cognition as

0 The reference here is to alocanamatra (“mere seeing”), an originally Sankhya theory of the relationship between
the senses and the mind that amounts to the claim that the initial indeterminate “seeing” (@locana) does not yet
constitute cognition of the object. As counterintuitive as this might sound, as Taber (2005, 165n33) notes, “It should
be kept in mind that in Samkhya a function of the sense faculty as such is not conscious. Consciousness of an object
arises only in the self [purusa], which witnesses changes brought about in the senses [indriya], mind [manas], and
intellect [buddhi].” The strong distinction that the Sankhya draw between the strictly causal (which is to say, on their
account, non-cognitive and therefore non-epistemic) operation of buddhi and manas as a function of Nature (prakrti)
on the one hand, and the passive observation of these causal operations by purusa on the other hand, was one of the
defining features of the Sankhya system, and one of Dharmakirti’s primary objects of critique. See for example PV
3.268-280, wherein Dharmakirti refutes the Sankhya position that affective states such as pleasure are “non-cognitive”
or “unillumined” (apracetana) features of buddhi, and as such (according to the Sankhya) pleasure and so on are not
reflexively known (i.e., “self-illumined” or svaprakasa, which is Dharmakirti’s position). For another reference to
alocanamadtra as, in effect, just the initial nonconceptual sensory perception, see Appendix B, PST ad PS(V) 1.8cd.

5! This is a reference to the theory of “qualifying” (viSesana) and “qualified” (visesya) cognitions, a detailed
examination of which is beyond the scope of the present discussion. Briefly, however, one model of the relationship
between pramana and phala maintained that the cognition of some “qualifying” property (such as ‘blue’) was the
pramana, while the cognition of the object as thus “qualified” (i.e., of the object as a ‘blue’ object) was the phala.
Dharmakirti’s point here is simply that, no matter how it is categorized, a cognition with the form of the object is a
pramana for knowing that object, while a cognition lacking the form of the object is not. Thus, if a cognition (whether
“qualifying” or “qualified”) possesses the form of the object, it is a pramana for the pramiti of that object, as well as
the pramiti of that object (pramana and phala being, again, ontologically identical); and if the two possess the same
exact object-image, they cannot be ontologically distinct. For more detail on this point, cf. PV 3.313-315, translated
in Appendix C, PV 3.301-319 ad PS(V) 1.8cd.

52 Tosaki (1979, 401-4): alocanaksasambandhavisesanadhiyam atah| nestam pramanyam etesam vyavadhanat
kriyam prati || 310 || sarvesam upayoge 'pi karakanam kriyam prati | yad antyam bhedakam tasydas tat
sadhakatamam matam || 311 || sarvasamanyahetutvad aksanam asti nedrsam | tadbhede pi hy atadriipasyasyedam
iti tat kutah || 312 ||
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such, that serves as the “most accomplishing factor” (sddhakatama) or “restricting factor”
(niyamaka) and thus determines the actual contents of the cognition. The reason is that it is just
this image (akara) or appearance (abhasa) which, being in place, necessitates that the cognition is

the cognition “of” that image:

The object image, being in
place, necessitates that the
cognition is the sensory
knowledge of the object-field,
and is therefore the
sadhakatama; but it is not
ontologically distinct from the
cagnition

subject/

w—> | 2pprehender

ALITTYNA 3S71v4

Figure 2: Sensory Image as Determining Factor

Clearly, then, given that the sadhakatama or pramana is also understood to be the mental
representation (vijriapti) or form (riipa) of the object (artha), insofar as it is causally derived from
that object, the central issue here concerns the relationship between the instrument (karana)—
which must be of the same nature as the cognition itself—and the presumably-external patient

(karman) of cognition.

4. Internal and External Stimuli

Consider three different experiences of ‘blue’: an experience of ‘blue’ generated by some blue
object (artha); an experience of ‘blue’ within a dream; and a vivid, nonconceptual experience of

‘blue’ generated by meditative concentration (samadhi).> These experiences are all “restricted”

53 This would be, for example, a vividly-appearing, nonconceptual experience of blue, as generated by the classical
Abhidharma practice of “totalizing blue” (nilakrtsna); cf. Abhidharmasamuccaya 11.3.2 (abhisamayavyavasthana).
Of course, despite being vivid and nonconceptual, such a meditatively-generated experience of everything being blue
would not necessarily constitute a yogic perception, insofar as it is at least questionable whether or not such an
experience fulfills Dharmakirti’s criterion from PV 3.286, of being “undeceiving” (samvadi) in the same manner as
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(niyama), in the sense that they are specific cognitions of ‘blue’ rather than an undifferentiated
mere experience, on the one hand, or a cognition of ‘yellow’ on the other. Yet all three of these
cognitions are equally experiences of ‘blue,” and cannot be distinguished from each other qua
experiences of ‘blue’ by appealing to their respective causes.>

That is to say: from this perspective, it does not matter at all whether the stimulus for a
cognition of ‘blue’ is internal or external to the mind, since it is not the mere presence of a real and
externally-existing ‘blue’ object which determines whether or not there occurs a cognition of
‘blue.” During a dream-cognition of ‘blue’ or a vivid contemplative awareness of ‘blue,” for
example, the faculties are inoperative or irrelevant. Hence, the cause for a dream-cognition of blue
cannot be an externally-existing blue patch, but it cannot be the sense-faculties, either. The direct
stimulus for a dream-cognition of blue can only be an internal imprint (vasana) of ‘blue,” but even
the mere existence of this imprint “somewhere” within the storehouse consciousness (alaya) is
insufficient to determine whether or not a given dream-cognition is the dream-cognition of ‘blue.’

All three causal processes equally result in the awareness of ‘blue’:

the vivid nonconceptual experience of the Four Noble Truths. See the Introduction, Section III.C: Yogic Perception
and Instrumentality.

3 To be clear, these cognitions may still be distinguished from each other on other grounds, such as different affective
qualities (e.g., a cognition of ‘blue’ that is experienced as pleasant, and a cognition of ‘blue’ that is experienced as
unpleasant). In other words, this analysis deliberately excludes subjective variations in the quality of experience, such
as those discussed in Chapter 5, Section II.D: Subjective Variation in the Quality of Experience. If nothing else, the
passage of time makes each cognition of “the same” object unique, even for each individual observer.
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Figure 3: Three Cognitions of ‘Blue’

Of course, a blue-patch is typically part of the causal complex that generates a waking cognition
of ‘blue,’ just as a blue imprint is part of the causal complex that generates a dreaming cognition
of ‘blue.” The point here is that it is not the blue-patch or the blue imprint in and of itself which
determines whether or not the contents of the cognition are ‘blue.” Rather, the only candidate for
that which causes a cognition of ‘blue’ to be different from a cognition of ‘yellow,” whether waking
or dreaming or meditating, is some difference within the nature of these cognitions, such that one
has the nature of being a cognition of ‘blue” while the other has the nature of being a cognition of
‘yellow.” However, no matter what the causes are that produce this difference, it is only this
internal or inherent difference (atmabheda) itself which finally differentiates (antyabhedaka) or

determines (ni + \yam) how the cognition appears.
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Hence, the phenomenal difference between a cognition of ‘blue’ and a cognition of
‘yellow’ can only finally be accounted for by reference to each respective cognition’s intrinsic
causal properties (i.e., its svabhdava), because—unlike the causal complex existing in the prior
moment, to, that is responsible for the generation of the t; cognition in question—only the t;
cognition’s intrinsic causal properties are temporally and causally unmediated (avyavadhana) with
respect to the ti cognition itself. In the final analysis, then, the only thing that determines the
content of a cognition is the content of the cognition, which is ontologically identical to the
cognition. The only thing that determines the quality of an experience is the quality of the
experience itself, which is ontologically identical to the experience.

Thus, as discussed above, the particular aspect (amsa)>® of this intrinsic nature which
Dharmakirti ultimately identifies as the determining factor (niyamaka) of cognition—and, hence,
the epistemic instrument (pramana) “by means of which” the object is known—is the form of the
object (artharipa) or image of the object-field (visayakara) possessed by the cognition in question.
This tracks Dinnaga’s argument in PSV ad PS 1.8cd, to the effect that, “Since the cognition that
is the result arises with the image of the object, it is cognized as having an intermediate function
[even though it doesn’t actually have one].”*® It will, accordingly, be necessary to examine the
relationship between the cognition and the form of the object in detail. But before turning to a
more detailed discussion of the object-image, it is worth pausing briefly at this juncture to consider

three important implications of the preceding line of argumentation.

3 1t is crucially important to keep in mind that, for Dharmakirti, cognition is ontologically simple and singular, and
therefore ultimately indivisible. For the purpose of participation in the pramana discourse, however, he identifies
certain conceptually-excluded “aspects” of cognition which may be “slotted” into the various roles required by the
system, such as the pramana and the prameya. This point ties directly into the idealistic shift; see below, Chapter 4,
Section I.A: The “Slots” of Pramana Theory.

6 PS 1.8cd: tasyaiva tu phalabiitasya jianasya visayakaratayd utpattyd savyaparapratitih.
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First, although Dharmakirti will not explicitly make the dramatic “shift” to idealism until
PV 3.320, the argument in this passage clearly prefigures that shift. To assert that there is nothing
that it means to cognize an object, other than to experience a cognition with the form or in the
image of that object—or, conversely, to deny that any external factor is determinative (ni + \yam)
with respect to the contents of cognition—is precisely to assert that all appearances are “mental
representations only” (vijiaptimdtra), insofar as this amounts to the claim that all we ever have
direct epistemological access to are cognitive images bearing a causally and temporally mediated
relationship to (purportedly) external stimuli.

Far from being merely a technical argument about Sanskrit grammar or against the Nyayas’
epistemological appropriation thereof, in other words, Dharmakirti’s account of pramana and
phala thus buttresses the structure of his overarching theoretical commitments. As Dunne

summarizes,

[O]n Dharmakirti’s view the only facet of knowing that can meet these criteria of
an instrument of knowledge is the “objective image” (grahyakara) or “object-
simulacrum” (visayasadysya)—i.e., the appearance (pratibhdsa, pratibimba) in a
cognition. Furthermore, since the image is actually an aspect of the mind arising in
the form of an image, and since the mind is ultimately undifferentiated, the
instrument is ultimately nothing but the mind (i.e., the cognition) itself. Thus... an
instrument of knowledge is once again shown to be nothing but the awareness itself,
i.e., the instrumental cognition.

While Devendrabuddhi does not explicitly connect the argument in the pramanaphala section to

the idealistic shift—most likely owing to the related facts that his commentary was written in a

fairly strict word-by-word style, and that in just a few verses (starting at PV 3.320) Dharmakirti

himself makes this connection—IJinendrabuddhi explicitly connects the epistemological dots:
How can [cognition] appear as if it has that [intermediate functioning], even though

it is without such intermediate functioning? Dinnaga says: “For example...” and
so on. In this context, only a single image (@kdara)—such as the image of ‘blue’—
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is experienced. This [image] must necessarily be accepted as being of the nature of
cognition. Otherwise, the [cognition] could not have any connection with the
object. And therefore, an external entity distinct [from cognition], whether or not
[the entity] has that form,*” is not observed. Moreover, [such an external entity]
does not constitute the object-support (@lambana). Why does it not constitute [the
alambana]? He will explain the way in which it does not constitute [the alambanal
in the analysis of the Vadavidhi [in PS(V) 1.13-16].®

Second, as highlighted above, this line of argumentation stretches the pramdana-theoretical
discourse very nearly to the breaking point. For the most part, Dharmakirti argues in a manner that
is at least intelligible to his non-Buddhist interlocutors, even if they would disagree with his
analysis. But this passage (PV 3.301-319) inaugurates a sequence of arguments, extending to the
end of PV 3, that are more or less unintelligible by the standards of non-Buddhist pramana
discourse. It is one thing to argue, as many non-Buddhist pramana theorists did, that the instrument
of knowledge is a cognition, rather than (say) the sense-faculty, or the contact with the object. It
is quite another thing to argue that the instrument of knowledge is not only identical to the resulting
cognition, it is in fact only a metaphorically-individuated feature of that cognition, and really the
whole theoretical structure is mistaken and wrong. This is the rhetorical equivalent of agreeing to
sit down for a game of chess, then using the pieces to play Go. One can only imagine how baftling
and frustrating this must have been for his non-Buddhist interlocutors, even if Dharmakirti’s

rthetorical strategy is predicated on the idea that a truly intelligent and “judicious person”

57 That is, the form (@kara) in which it appears in cognition, as a mental representation (vijiiapti). For example, an
entity may appear ‘blue’ in cognition, whether or not it is actually ‘blue.” Or, as will be discussed in Chapter 3, the
actual external entities are dimensionless fundamental particles, which despite being dimensionless produce an effect
(viz., the grahyakara) that appears extended (sthila).

38 Steinkellner (2005b, 68.3-7): katham yathavyaparam antarendpi tadvattaya pratibhasata ity aha tadyathetyadi |
iha niladyakara eka evanubhiiyate | sa vijiianasyatmabhiito 'vasyam abhyupeyah | anyatha tasyarthena sambandho
na sydat | na ca tasmat tadakaram atadakaram va bahirvyatiriktam vastipalambhyate | na calambanam ghatate |
katham ca na ghatate | yatha ca na ghatate tatha vadavidhipariksayam vaksyati.
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(purvapreksakarin) *° will necessarily come to understand the superiority of the Buddhist
perspective.

Third, and relatedly, the limitations of the pramana discourse become more and more
apparent, the closer Dharmakirti’s analysis approaches ultimate reality. The tools of pramana
theory, which were designed both to facilitate and to provide a philosophical account of ordinary
practical action in the world, work well enough for a low-level approximation. But as the analysis
ascends higher and higher on the “sliding scale,” toward the final eleutheriological goal, the entire
system begins to break down. The close association between omniscience and the “merely
experiential” nature of awareness, which hinges on but ultimately supersedes the kind of causal
analysis outlined above, is a paradigmatic example of this breakdown. However, this is a

sufficiently subtle and complex issue as to require its own extended discussion.

D. Omniscience and the Nature of Awareness

1. Implications of PV 3.301-319

As discussed above, although Dharmakirti never quite frames the issue in exactly this manner, it
is clear that cognition has both causal and non-causal aspects. The non-causal aspect of cognition
is its reflexively-aware or “merely experiential” nature, which is the same for every cognition.
That is to say, every cognition, by virtue of being a cognition, presents its own contents to the
cognizing mind (from which it is, of course, not separate). We will examine this reflexively-aware
feature of cognition in greater detail in Chapters 4 and 5. At the present juncture, the main point is

simply that this reflexively-aware feature of awareness is undifferentiated and changeless. For this

3 Cf. McClintock (2010, 52-61). See also Chapter Four, Section I1.B.2: A “Judicious” Investigation of the Cause of
Sensory Cognition.
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very reason, specific experiential content must possess some kind of differentiation in terms of a
unique causal history or etiology. This is the point of PV 3.302: cognition is automatically self-
presenting, but this automatic self-presentation is insufficient to account for the phenomenal
features of whatever it is that cognition is presenting.

While, again, Dharmakirti never explicitly puts the matter in these terms, it is possible to
deduce some very interesting implications from this line of reasoning. To be entirely clear: the
following discussion is speculative and provisional. It is perhaps best considered as a kind of
thought-experiment, working out some of the consequences of Dharmakirti’s axioms and
arguments. The key underlying point is that, while commenting upon these verses, both
Devendrabuddhi and Jinendrabuddhi repeatedly note that, in the absence of some causally-derived
“determinative factor” (niyamaka), identified as the image or form of the object (visayakara),
either cognition would know everything or cognition would know nothing.®

The extremely interesting thing about this point is that, as will be discussed in Chapter 3,
in the very next section of the PV (PV 3.320-352), corresponding to PS 1.9, Dharmakirti argues
directly against the epistemic reliability (i.e., the pramamya) of this very causal factor!
Furthermore, while Dharmakirti eventually winds up asserting that, in the final analysis, the image
or form of the object can only be derived from latent karmic imprints (vasana), it could not possibly
have escaped either Dharmakirti or his commentators that, in terms of Buddhist eleutheriology,
any imprint—indeed, causal conditioning as such—is defiled (k/ista), and therefore must be

completely eradicated in order to attain final unconditioned nirvana. Indeed, on the classical

60 In fact, Jinendrabuddhi’s comments may have been a direct citation of Devendrabuddhi’s. Compare Jinendrabuddhi
(Steinkellner 2005b, 66.9-10): anyatha sarvam jianam sarvasydarthasya syat na va kasyacit kivicit avisesat, and PVP
(521.15-16): de Ita ma yin na don thams cad shes pa thams cad kyi shes byar’gyur ba’am | "ga zhig kyang ma yin te |
bye brag med pa’i phyir ro ||
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Buddhist account, what distinguishes nirvana from liberation (moksa) according to other Indian
religious traditions is precisely the fact that it is not conditioned (asamskrta) by causal factors.

We are thus left in something of a hermeneutic aporia. The object-image (grahyakara), the
only ultimately relevant causal factor internal to cognition and hence the only final candidate for
a pramana in the context of sensory cognition, is introduced as a way to account for the variegation
of phenomenal content. The alternative, that no such causally-regulating factor exists, is presented
as an argument by unacceptable consequence (prasarnga): would it not be absurd to claim, as must
be the case in the absence of any restricting factor (niyamaka), that cognition knows everything,
or that cognition knows nothing? Indeed, it would be absurd. However, taking the rest of PV 3 into
consideration, it seems an inescapable consequence of Dharmakirti’s position that, at the very
least, this causal regulating factor does not actually provide any ultimately reliable information
about reality, and—perhaps—vanishes entirely upon the attainment of Buddhahood.

In a critically important passage at the end of the Perception Chapter of the
Pramanaviniscaya (PVin 1.58d), to which we will return, Dharmakirti explicitly connects the final

absence of any object to the “ultimate pramana’:

[Opponent]: “How can he speak of one [cognition] as a pramana, and another as
distorted (upaplava), while denying (vyatirecayan) that any cognition has an object,
since there could be no difference [between the two]?”

The one is not said to be a pramana, even on the part of the unawakened, because
it sees conventional reality in an unreliable way (anasvdasikam), due to the fault of
being defective (visandhi) on account of psychophysical imprints for a distortion.
The other, in this context, is said to be a pramana in dependence on its reliability
for conventional interaction for as long as samsara endures on account of its stable
psychophysical imprints. And it is spoken of as having the nature of a conventional
pramana. Even in this [conventional] context, though, other [theorists], being
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confused, dispute the world.' But those who diligently cultivate the wisdom that is
only born of contemplation make the turn towards the ultimate pramana
(paramarthikapramanam), which is imperishable, flawless, and without error.
This, however, has only been hinted at (siicitam), slightly.®

On this basis, [ would like to suggest that, contrary to superficial appearances, the argument above
(i.e., that, in the absence of a grahydakara, cognition would not know anything) should not be
interpreted strictly or exclusively as a reductio ad absurdum.

Rather, with this argument, Dharmakirti is “hinting at” (\siic) something about the ultimate
nature of the mind, and providing a sketch of how the mechanics of omniscience and Buddhahood
actually work.® On the most straightforward account, the elimination of karmic imprints and
causal conditioning would result in the total absence of any phenomenal content other than the
“luminosity” (prakasa) of reflexive awareness, if this is even categorizable as “content.” Hence,
cognition would indeed not know anything at all, since there could not be anything to know, i.e.,

no object or patient of knowledge (prameya). This appears to be the perspective of Sakyabuddhi,

%1 The reference here is somewhat unclear, but most likely concerns a certain nihilistic bent of extreme (perhaps proto-
Candrakirtian) Madhyamaka skepticism.

62 Steinkellner (2007, 43.12-44.6): so ’'pi katham sarvajiiananam visayam vyatirecayann upaplavetarayoh
pramanetaratam briyat visesabhavat | upaplavavasanavisandhidosad aprabuddhasydapy andasvasikam vyavaharam
utpasyann ekam apramanam dcaksita aparam asamsaram avislistanubandham dydhavasanatvad iha
vyavaharavisamvadapeksaya pramanam | samvyavaharikasya caitat pramanasya ripam uktam atrapi pare miudha
visamvadayanti lokam iti | cintamayim eva tu prajiam anusilayanto vibhramavivekanirmalam anapayi
paramarthikapramanam abhimukhikurvanti | tadapi lesatah siicitam eveti ||

83 It is important to note, on this point, that it is by no means clear what specifically Dharmakirti has in mind as far as
where or how he has “hinted at” or “indicated” (\siic) the ultimate pramana. Given the total absence of any direct
mention in the actual text and argumentation of the PV and PVin, or indeed any mention of the “ultimate pramana”
anywhere else in his extant works at all, one suspects that the “hints” are contained in the logical implications of his
system; hence the kind of (necessarily provisional) deductive analysis here. Indeed, Dharmakirti is quite tight-lipped
about this ultimate pramana that is exclusively relevant to those “who cultivate the wisdom born of contemplation,”
raising the tantalizing possibility that it may represent an intersection between his pramana-theoretical take on
Yogacara, and whatever tantric or proto-tantric contemplative practices may have been circulating in his milieu. Later
Buddhist epistemologists, perhaps most notably Ratnakarasanti, drew a very clear line between this “ultimate
pramana’ and the practice of Mahamudra. Dharmakirti flourished at approximately the same time (ca. 600 CE) as the
earliest attestations of the Guhyasamaja Tantra and the Mahavairocanabhisambodhi. Might Dharmakirti’s oblique
“hint” here represent an early instance of tantric secrecy?
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and in rough outline corresponds to the “False Imagist” (alikakaravada) perspective defended

most famously by Ratnakarasanti (ca. 1000).% As Dunne (2004, 317) writes,

If we trust Sakyabuddhi’s opinion, the ultimate pramana would be the pure, non-
dual, reflexive awareness of the mind itself. But while this ultimate instrumental
cognition is the means to Dharmakirti’s final soteriological goal, it is not useful for
practical action in the world (i.e., samsara). If the ultimate instrument of knowledge
is indeed some pure form of reflexive awareness, then there are no longer external
objects—or even mental content—on which to act.

On this account, in the final analysis, there can be no real phenomenal variegation. The patient-
differentiating feature of awareness—that aspect of the nature of a cognition, on account of which
there is a difference between blue and yellow—is actually a “bug” and not a “feature.” That is to
say, the phenomenal difference between ‘blue’ and ‘yellow’ only arises due to a beginningless
distortion in the psychophysical basis (asrayopaplavodbhavam)® of cognition, which accounts for
the presence of the karmic imprints (vasana) due to which ‘blue’ and ‘yellow’ are able to appear.
In this way, every phenomenal distinction, such as that between ‘blue’ and ‘yellow,’ is actually
just a nonconceptual error produced by the “internal distortion” (antarupaplava). At the end of the
day, all that remains is the “luminosity” (prakasa) of pure, undifferentiated reflexive awareness.
However, if it can be granted that—in this specific way—perhaps the “unacceptable
consequence” (prasanga) that cognition would not know anything at all in the absence of an
object-image is not necessarily as terrible as it sounds, then perhaps it can also be granted that the
same is true with respect to the other horn of this dilemma. In other words, it appears that one of

the unspoken assumptions here is that cognition is, in the absence of some kind of determining

% Cf. Kajiyama (1965), Yiannopoulos (2012), McNamara (2019), and Tomlinson (2019); and below, Chapter 3,
Section II.B: The Critique of Variegation and the “False Imagist” View (alikakaravada).

%5 See above, Chapter 1, Section II1.C: Duality and the Internal Distortion.
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factor, actually capable of knowing everything. That is to say, the argument in PV 3.302 posits that
any given cognition can cognize all phenomena; cognition only fails to know everything on
account of some “restriction” (niyama) in its nature. Put slightly differently, the causal factor
within cognition is, literally, a “restrictor” (niyamaka), because bare cognition qua ‘“mere

experience” is entirely unrestricted.

2. Omniscience and the Immediately Subsequent Judgment

Recall that apoha operates by excluding causal information that is irrelevant for the purpose of
obtaining some goal—excluding the redness® of fire, for example, when one’s goal is to obtain
warmth. Heuristically, the point is that some qualities of (for example) paper, such as its acid
content, are not obvious to the casual observer, while other qualities such as color may be obvious
but are irrelevant for the practical purpose of reaching the determinate judgment (niscaya), “That
is ‘paper,”” when looking for something to write on. However, both of these qualities, and many
more, are present in the paper; they are just “excluded” (vyavrtta) from the non-perceptual,
conceptual determination of the paper as ‘paper.” More generally, “obscure” or “epistemically
remote” (paroksa) qualities, unnoticed and/or unnoticeable to the casual observer, are a real and
essential element of the causal makeup of particulars, whether or not these properties are ever the
feature of a subsequent determinate judgment about those particulars.

To take another example: perhaps the most important of these obscure qualities, which

Dharmakirti discusses at some length, ¢’ is momentariness (ksanikatva). Momentariness is an

% Technically: excluding the causal capacity of the particles in question to induce the veridical judgment “this is red,”
since there is no real universal “red-ness” that exists to be excluded.

87 Cf. PV 3.77-111.
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essential property of everything that exists, but ordinary unawakened beings cannot directly
apprehend phenomena as momentary. However, someone who is appropriately habituated, such
as a properly trained yogin, can directly know the momentariness of phenomena. Similarly, a
properly trained or habituated paper expert—for example, a seasoned paper salesman—can easily
determine the acid content of a given piece of paper, from just a quick glance at it. In other words,
properly trained and habituated beings are able to form an “immediately subsequent definitive
determination” (pratyaksaprsthalabdhaniscaya),’® following the initial indeterminate perceptual
cognition, of properties of the object that are hidden or obscure to those who are not properly

trained or habituated. As Dunne (2004, 184) explains,

Dharmakirti claims that, in a correct judgment immediately subsequent to a
perception, the predications one makes of an individual are markedly conditioned
by mind-dependent factors such as expectation, need, context, perceptual acuity,
habituation, and so on. Thus, when a child who studies under his father sees him
coming from afar, he will first conceive of that person as “father” rather than
“teacher.” Or, in a more gruesome example, when a dog, a libertine, and a yogin
gaze upon a dead woman’s body, the dog sees it as food, the man sees it as a woman,
and the yogin sees it as a corpse.

The specific context of that discussion concerns the manner in which the perceptual object is
conceptually identified, but the point extends more generally, because the perceptual object (i.e.,
the momentary unique particular) contains much more information than is typically understood:
“even though any perception necessarily contains all the data that the object can provide to the

perceiver, the determinations that the perceiver draws from that data are dependent upon the

% Cf. Dunne (2004, 287-309) and Chapter 1 note 53.
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perceiver’s dispositions.”® Thus, as Dunne notes, “the number of possible property-svabhavas is
theoretically limitless.””
This point is mostly developed in PV 1, but Dharmakirti (surely not coincidentally) also

mentions it here, in the discussion of pramanaphala:

Although there is contact with the entire nature [of the sensory object], it is
cognized in terms of only some of its qualities. This [contact] cannot be the
determining factor (niyama), because contact is not differentiated [such that it
would account for the fact that only some qualities are apprehended]. || 316 ||

And indeed, earlier in the PV, Dharmakirti explicitly asserts that, not only does the perception
contain all the data that the object can provide to the perceiver, a properly-trained perceiver is in
principle capable of perceiving all this data. The classic example, used by Dharmakirti, is the

momentariness (ksanikatva) of phenomena:

% Dunne (2004, 184n59).
70 Dunne (2004, 157n25).

" Tosaki (1979, 409): sarvatmanapi sambaddham kaiscid evavagamyate | dharmaih sa niyamo na syat
sambandhasyavisesatah || 316 ||
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A person who under certain circumstances does not see the difference [between the
previous and subsequent moments of a continuum] due to the cognitive error
[which conflates those moments] does not recognize the [impermanence of that
thing]. An example is the ball-trick. 72 || 104 ||

That is, even up to to case of children, when people see something such as a lamp
that they do not conflate with the occurrence of a subsequent [moment in that

lamp’s continuum], they determine without using inferential evidence that the lamp
is impermanent. || 105 ||

Part of Dharmakirti’s point at this juncture is that no one is confused about the impermanence of
a lamp, which visibly flickers from moment to moment. Therefore, it is not necessary to infer the
impermanence of a flame. But most phenomena are not like the lamp—and, of course, even with
regard to the lamp, we do not ordinarily observe its subatomic instability. Thus, ordinary beings
need inference, in order to understand the momentariness of phenomena.

This does not apply, however, to advanced meditators:

2 Devendrabuddhi explains: “Because of cognitive error (’khrul phyir), the difference [between the successive
moments] of momentary things, which have the nature of being impermanent and so on, are not seen; no determination
(nges pa, *niscaya) is made. What is this like? It is like the difference between balls. Just as two balls, even though
they are seen to be different, are apprehended by the observer as not being different, because of a cognitive error
[induced by the balls’ moving] extremely rapidly. [The determination of impermanence] is like the determination:
‘Those are two balls,” [even though they appear to be just one ball]. And due to what cause is there this error? Due to
the similarity of what is different. Although entities which possess destruction [at every moment] (i.e., which are
momentary) are seen to be different, an aspect of this difference is not noticed; this is the cognitive error, by means of
which what is different [appears] similar, because there is the apprehension, ‘This is just that.” Although
impermanence is apprehended, it is not determined.”

PVP (387.21-388.9): mi rtag pa nyid la sogs pa’i rang bzhin can gyi dngos po gang yin pa de ’khrul phyir te | rgyu’i
phyir skad cig ma rnams kyi tha dad ma mthong ba yin no || nges par ma byas pa nyid yin no || ci dang 'dra bar zhe
na sgong gi tha dad bzhin | ji ltar sgong gnyis tha dad par mthong du zin kyang shin tu myur ba la sogs pa’i ’khrul
pa’i rgyu mtshan gyis lta ba po tha dad pa med par zhen pas sgong de gnyis yin no zhes nges pa de dang ’dra bar

ro || rgyu gang las ’khrul pa yang yin zhe na | 'dra ba gzhan ni yod phyir ro | dngos po skad cig mar jig pa can tha
dad par dmigs pa dag la yang cha tha dad par ma mthong ba ni ’dra ba gzhan "byung bas "khrul pa de nyid di yin
no zhes zhen pa’i phyir | mi rtag pa bzung du zin kyang ma nges pa yin no ||

3 Tosaki (1979, 180): kvacit tad aparijfianam sadrsaparasambhavat | bhranter apasyato bhedam
mayagolakabhedavat || 104 ||

" Tosaki (1979, 181-82): tatha hy alingam abalam asamslistottarodayam | pasyan paricchinatty eva dipadi
nasinam janah || 105 ||
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On the part of one who does not see an effect [such as a sprout] occur immediately
after [observing the cause, such as a seed], there is ignorance about the causal
capacity that is an essential quality of that thing because the one who is making the
determination [i.e., the perceptual judgment] lacks the acuity [that would enable
them to make that determination]. || 106 ||

One states an inference in order to remove those [kinds of misunderstandings].

However, those of great cognitive capacity can determine all the aspects [of a thing]
simply by looking at it. || 107 ||

Thus, the million-dollar question here is: in principle, just how much causal information can the
object-field provide to the perceiver? While, once more, Dharmakirti never directly addresses (nor,
to be clear, even poses) this question, in keeping with his presentation and the broader Buddhist

intellectual tradition it is possible to extrapolate an answer: all the data.

3. The Infinitude of Causal Information

As mentioned above, a causal complex (hetusamagri) is always to some extent artificially
delimited. From a mundane perspective, the paper-particulars’ comprising a sheet of paper
function as a causal complex that serves as the object-field (visaya) for a sensory cognition that
can produce the subsequent determinate judgment, “This is paper.” However, from a more
transcendent perspective, the paper-particulars are in reality part of a “beginningless chain of
causes and effects.” In principle, then, the entire beginningless causal history of the paper-particles
is present within them at every moment. Furthermore, since over the span of beginningless

samsara, through their causal antecedents, those paper-particulars have interacted with every other

75 Tosaki (1979, 182-83): bhavasvabhavabhiitayam api saktau phale drsah | ananantaryato moho viniscetur apatavat
|| 106 || tasyaiva vinivrttyartham anumanopavarnanam | vyavasyantiksanad eva sarvakaran mahdadhiyah || 107 ||

76 Again, technically speaking, these are only particulars which are capable of producing the subsequent determinate
judgment “this is ‘paper,’” insofar as they form a proper basis for the exclusion of all their non-‘paper’-related causal
capacities; in reality, there are no ‘paper-particles,’ there are just particles with this type of causal capacity.
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particular, the causal history of all particulars is present within the paper-particulars, as a kind of
record or ledger.”” Hence, it is not necessary to maintain, like the Sarvastivadins, that the past and
future are really existent in order to know any arbitrary piece of information about the “past” or
“future,” since the “past” (i.e., no-longer-existent causal antecedents of present particulars) and
“future” (i.e., not-yet-existent causal descendants of present particulars) are causally connected to
the present. Samsara can be understood as a kind of self-similar fractal, every infinitesimal point
of which contains all of the information in the entire function.”

In other words, just as an expert in paper can glean causal information from the causal
continuum of the paper-particles that is obscure to non-experts, in just that way, fully awakened
Buddhas could have epistemic access to all “irrelevant” information, simultaneously: not just the
acid content of paper, but the complete causal history of each of its constituent infinitesimal
particles, and so on. On this account, it is not that sentient beings do not have access to all of the
information in the multiverse, which would at some level have at least the potential to be encoded
within each and every cognition; it is, rather, that sentient beings are “inattention-blind” to this

information, in a way that Buddhas are not.”

77 Of course, it is important to emphasize that, even if it is granted for the sake of argument that all the causal
information in the multiverse is available at every instant, this does not amount to an assertion that all the causes are
immediately present as perceptible phenomena. The point is just that every moment of awareness bears some causal
relationship to every particular in the multiverse, not necessarily that every particular in the multiverse is causally
capable of producing a sensory cognition at every moment.

78 The 14" Dalai Lama writes (2006, 89): “Similarly, in beautiful poetic verses, the [Flower Ornament Siitra]
compares the intricate and profoundly interconnected reality of the world to an infinite net of gems called ‘Indra’s
jeweled net,” which reaches out to infinite space. At each knot on the net is a crystal gem, which is connected to all
the other gems and reflects in itself all the others. On such a net, no jewel is in the center or at the edge. Each and
every jewel is at the center in that it reflects all the other jewels on the net. At the same time, it is at the edge in that it
is itself reflected in all the other jewels. Given the profound interconnectedness of everything in the universe, it is not
possible to have total knowledge of even a single atom unless one is omniscient. To know even one atom fully would
imply knowledge of its relations to all other phenomena in the infinite universe.”

7 See Chapter 1, note 96. Again, this is not to say that all of this causal information is necessarily available within
any given cognition, insofar as nonconceptual “early selection” effects might in some way spoil the causal relationship



209

The difference between Buddhas and ordinary sentient beings in this regard is not that the
nature of their minds is any different, which cannot be the case for several reasons, perhaps most
importantly that reflexive awareness is noncausal and therefore unchanging. Indeed, it is precisely
the unchanging nature of reflexive awareness as the ultimate nature of the “basis” (@sraya) which
provides for the continuity, necessary within Mahayana eleutheriology, between samsara and
nirvana. The difference between Buddhas and ordinary beings, rather, lies in the fact that the
cognition of ordinary beings is causally “restricted” with respect to its objects. This restriction
(niyama) may appear to be a disadvantage, and of course in many ways it is. However, consider
the “information overload” that would result if it were not in place; the minds of sentient beings
are simply not equipped to handle the unrestricted flow of causal information.

Discussions of “dependent origination™ (pratityasamutpdda) easily devolve into vague
generalities, or are often limited to the somewhat platitudinous definition: “when this arises, that
arises; when this does not arise, that does not arise.” At this juncture, however, it is possible to
gain a direct and meaningful understanding of dependent origination. The key point is that every
particular (svalaksana) or fundamental particle (paramanu) bears within itself all the causal
information in the multiverse, by virtue of its causal connection (i.e., its relationship of dependent
origination) to every other particular in the multiverse. This is not some kind of magic trick. On
the contrary, this is the underlying logic behind the frequently repeated Buddhist claim that, by
knowing the “one taste” of the true nature of phenomena,® the awakened mind knows all

phenomena. Omniscience is not completely beyond any kind of rational comprehension at all. If

between the cognition and the particulars which cause it. At the same time, insofar as every cognition is a mental
particular, every cognition should in some sense be causally related to every other particular.

80 Ratnakara$anti makes precisely this connection, drawing a straight line between the ultimate pramdna of
undifferentiated reflexive awareness, and knowledge of all phenomena. Cf. Yiannopoulos (2012, 184).



210

“ignorance just is conceptuality,” then the elimination of “conceptuality” in this deeper sense—
bringing to a halt the subliminal exclusion of the overwhelming majority of causal information,
information that we typically do not even recognize it is possible to be aware of—necessarily

entails omniscience, the ultimate opposite of ignorance.

4. Models of Omniscience

The definitive examination of omniscience in the Indian Buddhist tradition is McClintock (2010).%!
McClintock identifies three main models of omniscience: dharmic, capacity, and total.*>* Dharmic
omniscience is the idea, typical of the earliest strata of the Pali Suttas, that the Buddha’s
omniscience only consists in knowing everything that is eleutheriologically relevant for the goal
of attaining liberation from suffering (moksa). Capacity omniscience is the notion that “one may
be omniscient in the sense that one may attain an unlimited capacity to know whatever one wishes
simply by directing one’s attention to the object in question” (McClintock 2010, 31). Total
omniscience is, in effect, the simultaneous exercise of this capacity with respect to all possible
objects of knowledge; not only can the Buddha know all dharmas, he does know all dharmas, all
at once.

Dharmakirti’s exact perspective on omniscience is difficult to tease out. His discussion of
omniscience in PV 2 tends toward the “dharmic” model; however, some passages in the PVin hint

that, at the very least, Dharmakirti accepted the possibility of total omniscience.® Precisely

81 Cf. also McClintock (2000), and Moriyama (2011) and (2014).
82 McClintock (2010, 29-38).

8 Cf. McClintock (2010, 133-38) for an in-depth discussion of the contours of Dharmakirti’s perspective on the
matter. See also Moriyama (2011, 337) for discussion of a passage from PVin 2 that lends support to the position that
Dharmakirti understood the Buddha’s omniscience to include the knowledge of all dharmas.
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adjudicating the extent to which he adopted any one of these models is in any case beyond the
scope of this discussion. But, in keeping with the concept of the sliding scale, it is worth noting
that Dharmakirti’s famous mocking dismissal (PV 2.29-33) of the idea that the Buddha needs to
know the number of bugs in the world—*"“if one who sees far is a pramana, let us worship
vultures!”#—occurs in the rhetorical context of defending the Buddha’s status as a reliable
spiritual guide to non-Buddhists. This is quite a different context than that of these passages, in the
latter half of the Perception Chapter, wherein Dharmakirti outlines his final position.

In sum, then, we may discern two distinct theoretical models for total omniscience that are
hinted at or at least potentially implicit in this passage. The first, and arguably the more
straightforward, is that omniscience functions as the total lack of differentiated sensory content:
all that remains is undifferentiated luminosity. This perspective emphasizes the noncausal element
of cognition, i.e., reflexive awareness. But this first model runs into problems in terms of how to
account for the knowledge of specific phenomena; Ratnakarasanti, in his defense of this
perspective, infamously maintained that Buddhas, out of their infinite compassion, actually retain
a tiny bit of ignorance—without which there could be no karmic imprints—in order to see what
sentient beings see.®

The second model of omniscience at least debatably implicit in this argument emphasizes
the causal features of cognition: specifically, the effectively infinite amount of information
contained in each and every particular. Contact with one particular is, by extension, contact with
the causal history of all particulars. A blue-patch is, on this account, still restricted in its causal

capacity (saktiniyama), in terms of the kinds of effects (such as a cognition of ‘blue’) it is able to

8 PV 2.33c¢d: pramanam diiradarsi cedeta grdhranupasmahe || 33 ||

85 Cf. Yiannopoulos (2012, 183) and Tomlinson (2019, 98-104).
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produce. Thus, for ordinary beings, a proximate blue-patch cannot produce the determinate
knowledge of a remote (paroksa) yellow-patch. In fact, even on this model, it is not necessarily
the case that the adept “sees” the remote yellow-patch, in the sense of having the remote yellow-
patch causally produce a vivid sensory cognition of ‘yellow.” Rather, it just that, because of not
being “inattention-blind” to the full range of causal information contained in the blue-patch, the
adept is able to form a correct determinate judgment about the existence and causal properties of
the remote yellow-patch.

However, this model is not without its theoretical issues, either. Perhaps the most
fundamental problem is that, although phenomenological duality is held to be a type of
nonconceptual distortion, a cognitive state capable of gleaning such esoteric causal information
from phenomena must presumably be profoundly undistorted, which is to say, nondual. This in
turn would seem to imply the existence of nondual phenomenal content, which at a first
approximation appears to have been the “True Imagist” (satyakaravada) interpretation of
Dharmakirti. In the absence of much substantive research into this position,® it is unclear how the
True Imagists accounted for the existence of nondual phenomenal content, but the notion is
paradoxical to say the least. What would it mean to have a sensation of ‘blue’ without at the same
time having the first-person subjective feeling that one is having the sensation of ‘blue’? This is
precisely the point on which several interpreters of Dharmakirti®” have insisted that cognition must
always be dualistic, and while Dharmakirti clearly maintained that cognition is not actually

dualistic and that phenomenological duality is nothing more than a distortion (upaplava) or defect

8 Notable exceptions include Kajiyama (1965), Komarovski (2015), and Tomlinson (2019). However, much work
remains to be done.

87 Primarily Arnold (2010) and Coseru (2015).
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(upahata), it is nevertheless a well-taken point that phenomenal content in the absence of
phenomenological subjectivity would seem to be a contradiction in terms; indeed, in his comments
ad PS 1.11d (PV 3.387-415), Dharmakirti himself argues as much, maintaining that there is a
“restriction such that [subject and object must] appear together” (sahopalambhaniyama).®

At the end of the day, it is perhaps best to consider these problems as a reflection of the
inherent limitations of pramana theory, or even of language in general. It is a well-worn trope in
the Buddhist tradition that concepts are like a finger pointing at the moon: a helpful or even
necessary guide, but not the thing (i.e., the moon) itself. Linguistic descriptions of rarefied
cognitive states may help to elucidate something about those states, and there is certainly utility in
logical analysis, but there is no substitute for the thing itself. The closer our analysis approaches

the ultimate, the more that language and theory are inadequate to the task.

88 Cf. Iwata (1991). See also Chapter 4, Section III (Inference and External Objects); and Chapter 5, Section 11.D
(Subjective Variation in the Quality of Experience).
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III. The Form of the Object and the Unity of Cognition

A. The Form of the Object (arthariipa) as Means and Result

To step back for a moment: everyone participating in the pramana discourse, including
Dharmakirti, agrees that reliable knowledge (pramiti) requires an instrument capable of
engendering it (i.e., a pramana). This much was held in common by all participants. The
specifically Buddhist aspect of Dharmakirti’s argument in PV 3.301-304 is twofold. First, he
argues that every momentary cognition is identical qua “mere experience.” Second, and
consequentially, he argues that whatever it is which distinguishes one experience from another
experience must be a difference between the two that lies within the very nature of the respective
experiences. Dharmakirti then identifies this “intrinsic” or “essential difference” (atmabheda) as
the cognitive image (a@kara) or form (riipa) of the object:

For even if, apart from the property of having the form of the object (artharipata),

there is another differentiating factor (bhedaka) of cognition [such as a difference

in the sense-faculties,® which causes a difference in the cognition] through its own

difference, [this other difference] does not in any way correlate the [cognition] with

the object. || 305 ||

Therefore, the instrument (sadhana) for the knowledge (adhigati) of that which is

to be known (prameya) is the property of having the form of that which is to be

known (meyariipata). In the case of any other [alleged] instrument, the relation
(sambandha) [of the cognition] to its patient is not established. || 306 ||*°

Similarly, in response to a rhetorical opponent (most likely another Buddhist) who argues that

prior causal conditioning is what determines or regulates (ni + \yam) the cognition, Dharmakirti

8 Cf, PVP (522-23) ad cit.

kathaiicana || 305 || tasmat prameyadhigateh sadhanam meyaripata | sadhane 'nyatra tatkarmasambandho na
prasidhyati || 306 ||
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responds by asserting that it is only the image of the object, as it exists within the momentary
cognition, which can be said to possess “instrumentality” (pramanata), because it is only the image

of the object which finally accounts for the difference between cognitions:

The property of being a pramana (pramanatd) on the part of a [cognition] is that
due to which there is a difference [in the determination (niscaya)], even when there
is no difference in the [sensory contact and so on].

Opponent: “[That difference is] due to psychophysical conditioning (samskara).”

No; because, if [that cognition also] does not have the form of the object
(atadripye), it is not established, either. || 317 ||*!

Or, as Jinendrabuddhi writes:

Therefore, this restriction—*"“this is just the awareness (adhigati) of blue, and [that
is] just [the awareness] of yellow,” and so on—is not established on account of
[anything] other than conformity to the object (arthasaripya). Therefore, that
[conformity] itself is the instrumental means (sddhana) for the awareness of the
object. This is so because, even though there is a causal contribution (upayoga) on
the part of all the constituents of an activity (karakas), the essential connection
(sambandha) “this awareness is of that object” is only established without
mediation on account of that [conformity]. And this is [what constitutes] its
property of being an instrumental means (sadhanatva), in terms of its property of
being the basis for the structure (vyavasthd) [of instrument and action], [though]
not in terms of being a producer (nirvartaka), because [the instrumental means and
the awareness qua activity or result] are not different.”

Dunne (2004, 272) explains:

In establishing the instrumentality of an instrumental cognition in these terms,
Dharmakirti... recognizes that one must be able to distinguish between cognitions.

91 Tosaki (1979, 409-10): tadabhede 'pi bhedo 'vam yasmat tasya pramanata | samskardc ced atadriipye na tasyapy
avyavasthiteh || 317 ||

92 Steinkellner (2005b, 67.4-8): tasmad yo 'yam nivamo nilasyaiveyam adhigatih pitasyaiva cetyadikah so
‘rthasaripyad anyato na sidhyati | tatas tad eva sadhanam arthdadhigateh sarvakarakopayoge ’'py asyarthasyeyam
adhigatir iti sambandhasya tata evavyavadhanena siddheh | tac ca tasya sadhanatvam vyavasthasamasrayatvena na
tu nirvartakatvena abhedat ||
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That is, if an instrument of knowledge is that which enables one to claim that a
cognition of an object is occurring, one must be able to distinguish the case where
a cognition of that object is occurring from a case where such a cognition is not
occurring. With this in mind, Dharmakirti also claims that the instrument of
knowledge is the “final differentiator” (antyabhedaka)® of cognitions. Thus, not
only does it provide the basis for claiming that a cognition is occurring, but it also
accounts for the differences between the contents of cognitions. As
Devendrabuddhi points out, on Dharmakirti’s view the only facet of knowing that
can meet these criteria of an instrument of knowledge is the “objective image”
(grahyakara) or ‘“object-simulacrum” (visayasadrsya)—i.e., the appearance
(pratibhasa, pratibimba) in a cognition.

Highlighting how the Pramanavarttika does have something like a rhetorical arc, despite its many
digressions, most of the explicit details concerning this model of cognition occur near the
beginning of Dharmakirti’s discussion of instrumentality, in the second chapter of the PV (i.e., PV

2.4abc):

Also, awareness is instrumental because a cognition is differentiated due to the
differentiation of the awareness’ objective image; this is the case because that
cognition only occurs when that objective image is present.* || 2.4abc ||

Devendrabuddhi comments on that earlier passage:

The cognition of an object (don rtogs pa ~ arthadigama) is an unmediated
instrumental effect. That is, that through which, when all other causes are in place,
the convention of “knowing” (rtogs pa = pratipatti) is satisfied without further
mediation is an instrument of knowledge. And nothing but the [conformity with the
object (yul dang ’dra ba ~ visayasariipya)] has that lack of mediation, for it is
through that image that instances of knowing are distinguished from each other,
even though they are indistinguishable in terms of their nature of being experiences
[(nyams su myong ba’i bdag nyid = anubhavatman)]. Hence, due to the
differentiation of the objective image—i.e., due to that quality of the cognition—
the awareness, i.e., the knowing, is differentiated. And since this effect exists
when that is present—i.e., when the object-image is present—awareness is

(Y]

therefore instrumental. If when “y” is present, “x” comes into existence, it makes

% Cf. PV 3.311, above.
%4 Trans. Dunne (2004, 268). visayakarabhedac ca dhiyo 'dhigamabhedatah | bhavad evasya tadbhave.
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(Y1)

sense that “y” is the most efficient cause of “x.” But if at some point there were no
such effect [i.e., “x’] when “y” was present, then one would realize that “x” depends
upon some other mediating causal factor. That being the case, since that former

[y}l

cause, “y” is mediated by something else on which it depends to produce x, y would
not be the most prominent causal factor [(phul du byung ba can gyi byed pa nyid ~
sadhakatamatva)]. Therefore, it would not be the instrumental cause [(byed pa nyid
~ karanatva)]. Even when the sense faculties and so on are present, they do not
[necessarily] have the causal function of producing an awareness because they are
mediated by the [conformity to the object]. But if the [conformity] is present, it is
necessarily known because it is not mediated by anything else for that knowing to
occur.”

These comments are much more extensive than the schematic gloss that Devendrabuddhi provides
on PV 3.305-306.” Apart from not wanting to repeat himself, one likely reason for the relative
paucity of details in this regard is that, perhaps somewhat paradoxically, the discussion in PV 3 is
not primarily concerned with the instrumentality of the object-image (nor, ultimately, of sensory
cognition) at all. The topic comes up in PV 3, in the context of commenting on PS 1.8cd, as a kind
of lemma along the way to proving that reflexive awareness is the only truly reliable epistemic
instrument (pramana)—and, therefore, that reflexive awareness is also the only truly reliable form
of “perception” (pratyaksa). That is to say, although it is provisionally acceptable to consider the
object-image as the pramana and phala, if we take the entire arc of PV 3 into consideration—

especially its downward slope, from the climax at PV 3.320, to the end at 539—it is abundantly

%5 Trans. Dunne (2004, 269). tshad ma’i "bras bu ma chod pa yang don rtogs pa yin no || de yang rgyu thams cad nye
ba na yang gang las chod pa med par rtogs pa’i tha snyad thob pa na de tshad ma yin no || ma chod pa de yang yul
dang ’dra ba las gzhan la yod pa ma yin no || des na blo ni nyams su myong ba’i bdag nyid du tha dad pa med du zin
kyang de don so so la tha dad par byed pa yin no || de Itar na yul rnam [D: *rnams] can ni tha dad phyir te shes pa’i
chos yin pa’i phyir | blo rtogs pa tha dad pa yin pas te rgyu de’i phyir ro || de yod na ste yul [D: *lam] gyi rnam pa
can yod na "bras bu ’di yod phyir | blo ni tshad ma nyid yin no || gang yod pa nyid yin na gang ’gyur ba de ni de’i
shin tu sgrub par byed pa yin par rigs so || de yod na yang 'ga’ zhig gi tshe ’bras bu med pa yin na ni | ltos par bya
ba gzhan ’di la yod do zhes rtogs par 'gyur ro || de’i tshe snga ma de nyid Iltos par bya ba gzhan des chod pa’i phyir
phul du byung ba can gyi byed pa nyid du mi 'gyur ro || de bas na byed pa nyid du ma yin no || dbang po la sogs pa
vod pa la yang bya ba med pa yin te | yul dang ’dra bas chod pa’i phyir ro || "dra ba nyid yod na ni gdon mi za bar de
rtogs te | de’i de ni "ga’ zhig gis kyang chod pa ma yin no ||

% PVP (522-23).
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clear from context that the point of Dharmakirti’s discussion in this chapter is to establish the
ontological unity of means and result, in order to situate the analysis of sensory cognition within
a broader causal analysis that will ultimately be used to deconstruct the epistemic reliability or
instrumentality of sensory cognition as such.

The crux of the issue concerns the relationship between the object-image and the object
itself (i.e., the artha). Dharmakirti’s analysis is predicated on what he calls the image’s
“conformity to the object” (arthasariipya), an extremely important term that will be thoroughly
analyzed in Chapter 3. In brief, though, the idea is that the object-image (grahyakara) arises in
causal isomorphism with the object, such that the object-image has the nature (riipa) of, or just is,
the “form of the object” (arthariupa). Thus, a cognition of ‘blue’ arises in conformity with the blue
nature of a blue object, while a cognition of ‘yellow’ arises in conformity with the yellow nature
of a yellow object.”” As we will see, in the very next passage of the PV (PV 3.320-352 ad PS 1.9),
Dharmakirti calls into question the very idea of a reliable causal conformity between the object
and the cognition of the object, on the basis of a critique of this supposed conformity that he has
already developed at length (PV 3.194-224 ad PS 1.4cd). At this juncture, however, Dharmakirti
is temporarily content to admit that this conformity backstops the epistemic reliability (pramanya)
of sensory cognition.

In this limited and provisional context, Dharmakirti’s argument is that, because the
contents of any given cognition are the sole and final court of appeals as to what the contents of

that cognition actually are, the contents of a cognition are simultaneously that which is known (i.e.,

97 Technically speaking, of course, the nature of the object is not yellow; rather, the particulars which comprise the
object have the causal capacity to produce the veridical judgment “this is yellow,” and this causal capacity is the basis
of an apoha-exclusion which leads to that judgment. The judgment, in turn, is not “veridical” based on any absolute
criteria, such as conformity to a context-invariant meaning of “yellow.” Rather, judgments are only “veridical” to the
extent that they facilitate the attainment of what is desirable and the avoidance of what is undesirable.
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the prameya) as well as the means by which it is known (i.e., the pramanda). Thus, when a cognition
arises with the form of an object, the object is known by means of that cognition. In other words,
the instant in which the cognition is generated is the same instant in which the object is known by
means of its form (ripa) or image (akara) as presented to awareness. The presentation of the
object-image (grahyakara) “to” or “within” awareness is nothing other than the arising of a
cognition that has the nature of an image of the object. And because, in the final analysis, only the
object-image is unmediated (avyavahita) with respect to the “activity” (kriya) of knowing the
object, the only candidate for the “instrument par excellence” (s@dhakatama) is the object-image.
In this way, the (cognition with the nature of the) object-image—the “instrument” (pramana)—
just is the awareness of the object-image, which is the “result” (phala) that thus constitutes reliable
knowledge (pramiti) about the object.

To conclude this part of the discussion by returning to the question of grammar, then, there
are two ways that we may analyze the compound pramanaphala in line with this argument. On
the one hand we have a trtiyatatpurusa, “resulting [cognition generated by the] knowledge-
instrument” (pramanena yena phalam tat pramanaphalam). On the other hand, we have a
karmadharaya, “knowledge-instrument [construed as the] result” (phalam yat pramanam tat
pramanaphalam). The first of these is, in essence, the Nyaya definition of pramanaphala. But
Dharmakirti’s overarching point in this passage is that these two interpretations amount to the

same thing, because the difference between them is only metaphorical or conceptual.
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B. “Itis Asserted that a Real Thing is Undifferentiated”

1. The Form of the Object as Intrinsic Patient

As discussed above, the general overarching context of pramana discourse concerns practical
action in the world. Thus, on the one hand, Dharmakirti is to some extent forced to admit that an
external object can be the “patient” (karman) of the “action” (kriyd) of knowing. The argument at
PV 3.301-304 is thus directed at establishing that the most prominent causal factor (i.e., the
sadhakatama) for a cognition is some internal or inherent difference (atrmabheda) within the nature
of the cognition, rather than an external object in and of itself. The question then becomes how to
account for the phenomenal difference between a cognition of ‘blue’ and a cognition of ‘yellow,’
given that the nature of cognition qua “mere experience” (anubhavamadtra) is identical in all cases.
Dharmakirti’s answer, in PV 3.305-306, is to assert that (cognition’s possession of) the form of
the object is the only possible candidate for this intrinsic difference. Hence, that which cognition
cognizes (i.e., the prameya)—from an Epistemic Idealistic perspective, the “apprehended aspect”
(grahyakara),”® which is to say, the form of the object—is the most prominent causal factor
(sadhakatama) or “final differentiator” (antyam bhedakam), and therefore, by the generally
accepted definition of the term, the pramana.

But it is precisely at this juncture, and with reference to these points, that Dharmakirti

begins the shift toward Epistemic Idealism. Although Dharmakirti is careful in PV 3.301-306 to

% From an External Realist perspective, as already discussed, Dharmakirti states that the cause of the cognition should
be considered that which has the property of being the ‘apprehended’ (grahyata), i.e., the object of knowledge
(prameya). In keeping with this definition, from an Epistemic Idealist account, it may theoretically be possible to
assert that the prameya is, strictly speaking, the vasana—which would be, on this account, arthas insofar as they
possess arthakriya—that are causally responsible for the production of the grahyakara. In this case, however, it would
remain to be determined whether “knowing the vasana” can be distinguished from “knowing the akara caused by the
vasanda.”
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bracket the question of the relationship between the karana (i.e., the “instrument” in the sense of
sadhakatama) and the patient (i.e., the karman) of cognition, for the next several dozen verses—
and, arguably, for most of the remainder of PV 3—this relationship takes center stage. For, while
in terms of ordinary practical action in the world, it is perhaps necessary to accept that the patient
of cognition is the external object (bahyartha) that exists in the world, Dharmakirti’s ultimate point
here is that, strictly speaking, in terms of the unmediated instrumental effect,” the patient of a
given cognition must also be just another aspect (amsa) of the nature of that same cognition. In
other words, a cognition of ‘blue’ cannot be differentiated from a cognition of ‘yellow’ on the
basis of the presence of a real blue or yellow object; whatever it is that distinguishes the appearance
of ‘blue’ from the appearance of ‘yellow,’ this distinguishing or determining factor (niyamaka,
niyama)—not just on the subject-side (that is, in terms of the agent or instrument), but on the
object-side as well—must be “internal” to the cognition itself. Thus, insofar as he admits the
existence of a patient (karman) of knowledge (i.e., prameya), Dharmakirti insists that it is an

internal, intrinsic, or reflexive patient (svakarman):

9 See Dunne (2004, 270-71), cited and discussed above in Section I1.B, Cognition Has No “Functioning” (vvapara).




And this [form of the object] is of the very nature of that [cognition]. By virtue of
this, the resulting cognition (phala) is not something other [than the instrument].
And, bearing that [form of the object] within itself'® (atmani), by virtue of having
the nature of being an awareness of the object (arthadhigamanatmana), the
cognition appears as though it has intermediary functioning (savyapara), by virtue
of functioning with respect to an intrinsic patient (svakarmani), because, due to that
[form of the object], there is the establishment of that [cognition as instrumental],
even though [the cognition] itself does not act (akarakam api svayam). For
example, in common parlance (loke), [an effect] is [sometimes] said to have
assumed the form of its cause, even without having [performed] any activity
(akriyavattvepi), because an effect arises with a similarity in nature to its causes.

|| 307-309 ||t
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In other words, Dharmakirti’s argument is that both the instrument, construed as an “inherent

difference” (atmabheda), and the patient, construed as a “self-" or “intrinsic patient” (svakarmani),

are constitutive of the nature of the cognition in question. The nature of cognition is such that it

contains both its own “patient” and its own “instrument”; cognition only ever cognizes itself, by

means of itself. In this sense, every cognition is reflexive; it “acts”—metaphorically, without any

real causal “activity”—upon itself, as both agent and patient. As Jinendrabuddhi eloquently puts

it, making use of transitive reflexive constructions in Sanskrit:

[Someone] could [say] this: “Because they are not distinct entities, if the [resulting]
cognition and the aspect (amsa) [of the object] are the same, the activity (kriya) is
itself a contributing factor (karaka). So this [idea] is demolished.”

This is not true, since even though the entity is not differentiated, the qualitative
distinction (dharmabheda)— “‘the property of having the form of the object to be
known (prameyariipatd), and the awareness of the object”—is accepted, on account
of the conceptualization of the difference in terms of exclusions'®2. And [this is the

100 Or, “within its nature.”

101 Tosaki (1979, 400-401): 5@ ca tasyatmabhitaiva tena narthantaram phalam | dadhanam tac ca tam atmany

arthadhigamanatmana || 307 || savyaparam ivabhdti vyaparena svakarmani | tadvasat tadvyavasthanad akarakam
api svayam || 308 || yathd phalasya hetiinam sadrsatmatayodbhavad | heturiipagraho loke “kriyavattve 'pi kathyate

11309 i

102 Tn other words, excluding the objective (i.c., prameyaripata or saripya) or subjective (i.e., adhigama) “aspect”
(akara, amsa) from the other.



223

case| because the structure (vyavastha) of establisher and established is observed
in terms of a difference between the [self-appearance/svabhasa'® of] cognition and
the appearance [of the object, i.e., the visayabhasal), even though the thing itself
[i.e., the cognition] is not differentiated. For example, [one can say], “wine, being
imbibed, intoxicates,”!** “one holds oneself,” or “[the mind] apprehends by means
of the mind”; [in these cases], this convention of establisher and established is not
based on anything real. So this objection should not be made.'*

In other words, just as it can be said that someone “holds himself well,” without it really being the
case that this person is actually engaged in a real action of “holding” himself at all, cognition may
be said to cognize itself, reflexively. In grammatical terms, cognition may thus be analyzed as both
the knowing agent and the known object. But this is strictly heuristic and metaphorical; in reality,

no such action of “knowing” takes place.

2. Phenomenological Duality and Ontological Differentiation

The preceding analysis is a primary—but far from the only—reason why neither reflexive
awareness specifically nor cognition generally can possibly be understood as an ontologically
dualistic phenomenon on Dharmakirti’s account. As Dunne (2004, 39—45) and others have noted,
the analytic technique of “mereology,” or the reduction of apparently distributed wholes into their
constituent parts, is a defining feature of South Asian Buddhist philosophy. Broadly speaking,
Buddhist philosophy denies the existence of any whole or “part-possessor” (avayavin). This is one

of the primary arguments against phenomenological duality that we will see in Chapter 3, to the

103 See Chapter 5, Section I: Reflexive Awareness and “Self-Appearance” (svabhasa).

104 “Wine” (madhu) is here both the passive object of nipiyamanam, as well as the active agent of madayati.

105 Steinkellner (2005b, 67.9-68.2): syad etat vastuno 'bheddj jianamsayor aikye yaiva kriya tadeva karakam | ato
hatam etad iti | tad asat yato vastuno ’bhede 'pi yo 'vam dharmabhedah prameyaripatarthadhigatis ceti so
"bhyupagamam yata eva vyavrttibhedopakalpitah abhinne 'pi vastuni vijiianapratibhasabhedena
sadhyasadhanavyavasthadarsandc ca | yatha nipiyamanam madhu madayati atmandtmanam dharayati buddhya

grhnatiti nayam vastusannivesi sadhyasadhanavyavahara ity acodyam etat ||
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effect that a singular cognition cannot really possess two images (viz., that of the subject and that
of the object). And, as discussed in Chapter 1, Dharmakirti explicitly describes dualistic cognition
as a species of nonconceptual pseudo-perception.

But, even apart from these explicit assertions, real phenomenological duality, in the sense
of a real ontological distinction between subject (grahaka) and object (grahya), or instrument
(karana) and patient (karman), would irreparably break just about literally everything in
Dharmakirti’s ontology and epistemology. Thus, comparisons of Dharmakirti’s epistemology to
that of Brentano or Husserl, such as we find in Coseru (2012), certainly have their place; the
phenomenological reduction (epoché) of experience into constitutively subjective and object-
representative aspects, as well as the notion that these aspects are immediately and reflexively
present to the cognizing mind, bear real and important structural similarities to Dharmakirti’s
thought. Yet, at the same time, it would be a grave hermeneutic error to derive from these
similarities the conclusion that Dharmakirti’s philosophy is intelligible as Phdnomenologie in the
Brentanian or Husserlian mold. Brentano and Husserl considered phenomenological duality to be
irreducible, ineliminable, and unproblematic. Dharmakirti, on the other hand, argues that duality
is generated by the “internal impairment” (antaruplaplava); that the cognitive defect of duality can
be eliminated by healing this impairment through yogic practice; and that, until such time as duality
is thus eliminated, duality fundamentally distorts each and every one of our cognitions, creating
enormous problems and suffering for sentient beings.

The complexity of any direct comparison between Dharmakirti’s epistemology and
contemporary Western phenomenology is even more acute with respect to the issue of
“intentionality.” Since “intentionality” is one of the most poorly-defined terms in the Western

philosophical tradition, despite being one of the most important, there is no possibility of treating
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it in detail here. The point is simply this: to the extent that “intentionality” denotes anything
definite, it is typically understood to involve an “intentional relation” between subject and object,
such that the subject (qua cognizing agent) acts upon the object (qua cognized patient), whether
this intentional object is held to exist internally or externally to the mind. Intentionality, in other
words, typically denotes a transitive causal process occurring between two ontologically distinct
causal factors. The problem with reading Dharmakirti’s account of the relationship between
phenomenological subject (i.e., grahakakara) and object (i.e., grahyakara) as “intentional” is that
this kind of causal story about perception—the idea that perception involves a transitive
(“intentional”) relationship between ontologically distinct subjects and objects—is precisely what
Dharmakirti is refuting in this passage.

This is, pointedly, not to say that Dharmakirti was unaware of the theoretical issues
introduced by such a non-intentional account of cognition. On the contrary, as discussed in Chapter
4, at PV 3.330-331 Dharmakirti specifically acknowledges that this dualistic structure is
constructed “in accordance with the manner in which those who are in error observe [an awareness
which is in reality] devoid of the images of subject and object.”'* In other words, for ordinary
beings under ordinary circumstances, cognition just is dualistic, and so an accurate description of
ordinary cognition necessarily requires that it be characterized as dualistic. Put slightly differently,
the point here is that experience necessarily remains dualistic, until it stops being ordinary—that
is, until there is a moment of transcendent gnosis (prajiiaparamita), and one becomes a “noble
being” (arya) on the bodhisattva bhiimis.'”” Whether cognitive content as such can remain in these

types of exotic states is something of an open question, though for reasons explored at length in

106 pV 3.330cd: avedyavedakakara yatha bhrantair niriksyate. See Chapter 4, Section IV.B: The Simile of the Lamp.
197 See Chapter 1, note 160.
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this study, it is very difficult to see how the notion of “nonintentional sensory content” (such as a
nondual experience of ‘blue’ and ‘yellow’) could make sense even on its own terms, far less on
Dharmakirti’s model.

But let us “bracket” the question of intentionality, since this issue cannot be resolved at
present. The upshot here is that, to whatever extent the cognition at t; is analyzable as the product
of a causal complex which includes some object or stimulus at to, the t; cognition itself cannot be
meaningfully analyzed in causal terms, i.e., as anything other than an ontologically simple and
unitary particular. The fact that both the “instrument” and the “patient” of the cognition are in
reality the same thing—the form of the object, which is to say, the nature (svabhava) of the unique
momentary particular t; cognition itself—militates against any attempt to construe these two as
ontologically distinct entities.

In this way, Dharmakirti’s take on the karaka system constitutes a refutation of dualistic,
intentional, or transitive accounts of cognition. That is to say, one way of thinking about this
passage is that it argues to the effect that a model of cognition which involves some subject being
aware of some object as a causal process—the subject as the agent, the object as the patient, and
the pramana as the instrument—is doubly wrong. Not only is such phenomenological duality
ontologically unacceptable, the entire causal “structure” (sthiti or vyavasthd), the causal story
being told about agents acting on patients, is baseless. The phenomenological and epistemological
“cash value” of the ontological identity of instrument and action in general is, precisely, the
ontological identity of subject and object.

However, in keeping with the “sliding scale,” Dharmakirti engages with his audience in
ways that are contextually appropriate. And here, in the context of a conversation about epistemic

instruments and the knowledge that results from their application, the discourse requires at least
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3

the provisional acceptance of something designated as the “instrument” and something else
designated as the “action.” In this specific context, then, Dharmakirti maintains that, to the extent
that a relationship between these two things may be admitted, it must take into account their
simultaneity—because, as we have seen, the instrumental cognition just is the resulting cognition,
hence the patient of the action as a whole (i.e., the kriya) is the same as the patient of the

instrumental “functioning” (vyapara). Thus, there may in a sense exist some difference between

action and agent, but this difference is only conventional or conceptual:

Opponent: “It is contradictory for action (kriya@) and instrument (karana) to be
identical.”

This is not true, because a [conceptually constructed] difference between [the
subjective and objective] qualities [of cognition] is provisionally accepted
(abhyupagama); [however,] it is asserted that a real thing (vastu) is
undifferentiated. || 318 ||

Such is exactly the case for any structure (samsthiti) of action (kriyd) and causal
factors (karaka),'* because even in the case of [causal factors] that are thought to

be different, the relation (bhava) [of action and causal factors] occurs through
imputation.'® || 319 ||'1°

Hence, another way of thinking about Dharmakirti’s conclusion for this line of argumentation is
that the argument here is not an argument against phenomenological duality per se; rather, this

argument presupposes nonduality. At this point in PV 3, Dharmakirti has already (PV 3.194-224,

18 Devendrabuddhi (PVP 529.5-6) explicitly states that this point is meant to apply to all causal activity, and not just
cognition: “For example, like [the paradigmatic case of] the axe and so on” (dper na sta re la sogs pa lta bu ste). In
other words, even though (unlike the pramana and pramanaphala) the tree and the axe are ontologically distinct, the
designation of the former as the “patient” and the latter as the “instrument” is just a conceptual imputation. As Sara
McClintock (personal communication) has pointed out, this argument owes much to Madhyamaka analysis. In
particular, compare Dharmakirti’s point here to Nagarjuna’s argument in MMK 8.12 and MMK 23.15.

199 Or “as an imputation” (aropena).

119 Tosaki (1979, 411): kriyakaranayor aikyavirodha iti ced asat | dharmabhedabhyupagamad vastv abhinnam itisyate
|| 318 || evamprakara sarvaiva kriyakarakasamsthitih | bhavesu bhinnabhimatesv apy aropena vrttitah || 319 ||
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PV 3.288-300) demonstrated that duality is a type of nonconceptual cognitive error. When
Dharmakirti speaks about an instrumental cognition (i.e., a pramana) in these verses, he means a
cognition that is already understood to be nondual. And Dharmakirti maintains this ontological
framework—to the effect that cognition may be conceptually divided into “structuring” and
“structured,” “apprehender” and “apprehended,” and so on, but that this conceptual division does
not in any way reflect a real ontological division—for the duration of PV 3, and re-articulates it at
several junctures.''' Indeed, this framework is an essential element of the explicit idealistic shift

beginning in PV 3.320, to which we now turn.

L Cf., for example, PV 3.363-366.
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Chapter Three: Isomorphism, VVariegation, Nonduality

Dharmakirti’s theory of perception may be considered representationalist, in the sense that he
asserts the “directly” (pratyaksatah) presented object of a “perceptual” (pratyaksam) cognition
to be the cognitive image or phenomenal form of its object-field (visayakara)—in other words, a
mental representation (vijiiapti), which mediates the knowledge of the object that it re-presents.
Both the epistemic reliability or “instrumentality” (pramanya), and the practical utility, of sensory
cognition thus hinge on the extent to which this cognitive image is an accurate representation of
its underlying causes. But just how accurate can this representation ever really be? At a critically-
important juncture—in effect, at the point on the sliding scale where Dharmakirti initiates the
transition to epistemological idealism—Dharmakirti directly critiques the supposed conformity or
isomorphism (sartipya) between the image and the object. He adduces several arguments as to
why, in the final analysis, there can be no truly reliable correspondence between the image and
the object: the variegation (citra) of the image, its apparent spatial extension (sthiilatva), and the
fact that it always appears as the objective element (grahyakara) of a dualistic cognition, even
though this duality is itself nothing but a form of nonconceptual error. These critiques form the
basis for the transition to idealism.

It is well-known that Dharmakirti embraces a representationalist epistemology, wherein the
knowledge of the epistemic object (prameya) that is “apprehended” (grahya) in a sensory
cognition is understood to be mediated “by means of” its cognitive image or representation (akara)
in the mind. In this sense, the “image of the apprehended” (grahyakara) is held to be the
“instrumental means of knowledge” (pramdana). Less well-understood, however, is the relationship
between Dharmakirti’s representationalism and his idealism—as well as, within the context of
Dharmakirti’s idealism, the relationship between his idealistic epistemology and his idealistic
ontology. Much of this lack of understanding is doubtless due to the fact that Dharmakirti’s
arguments for idealism ultimately turn on his and Dinnaga’s somewhat idiosyncratic re-definition
of the “resulting cognition” or “result” (phala), a notoriously tricky topic. But it is precisely in
terms of such a causal analysis—that is, precisely in terms of an analysis of the sensory image

and/as the “result”—that Dharmakirti first explicitly asserts an idealistic epistemology.
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Dharmakirti’s approach may be fruitfully contrasted to that of Dinnaga. In the PS, Dinnaga
assumes an idealistic perspective, but does not specifically or explicitly argue for idealism.' On
the contrary, at PSV ad PS 1.9bc, Dinnaga simply acknowledges that both cognition itself (jiana)
and an external object (bahyartha) may be construed as the epistemic object (prameya).
Dharmakirti, whose perspective was more explicitly idealistic, and who was thus left in something
of a hermeneutic bind, opts to introduce the discussion of idealistic epistemology in the context of
his explanation of PS 1.9a: “Alternatively, in this context, reflexive awareness is the result”
(svasamvittih phalam vatra). It is, in other words, just in terms of a discussion of what it means
for reflexive awareness to be the “result” (phala) that Dharmakirti initiates the shift up the sliding
scale, from External Realism to Epistemic Idealism.

However, Dharmakirti’s analysis at that juncture (PV 3.320-332 ad PS 1.9a) hinges on
argumentation that was developed earlier in the Perception Chapter (PV 3.194-224 ad PS 1.4cd),
and is only sketched out in the barest terms during his treatment of reflexive awareness as the
result. Accordingly, in this chapter, we will only briefly touch upon PV 3.320ff., before examining
Dharmakirti’s earlier critique of the supposed conformity or isomorphism (saripya) between the
object and the sensory image. We will then return to PS 1.9a, and Dharmakirti’s analysis thereof,

in Chapter 4.

! Dinnaga’s argumentation for Yogacara idealism is most explicit and extended in the Alambanapariksa(vrtti),
translated and analyzed in Duckworth et al. (2016).
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I. Object-Isomorphism (arthasariipya)
A. The Instrumentality of Sensory Cognition

Immediately following his establishment of nonconceptual error as a distinct form of pseudo-
perception (PV 3.288-300),% and his refutation of the idea that the instrument and the result of a
cognition are ontologically-distinct entities (PV 3.301-319),> Dharmakirti poses a question-and-

response that is, in effect, the fulcrum about which the entire Perception Chapter revolves:

What is the awareness of an object (arthasamvit)?
[Opponent:] “The experience of an object (arthavedana) is just that perceptual

cognition (pratyaksam) which is an experience that is restricted to a specific
individual (prativedana).” || 320abc; ||*

Devendrabuddhi identifies the interlocutor here as a Sautrantika,’ in other words, a fellow
Buddhist representationalist. Dharmakirti and his Sautrantika opponent thus share the
epistemological position that “object-awareness” is not the unmediated knowledge of external
reality. Rather, the two agree that to be aware of an object is to be aware of a mental representation
or cognitive image (@kara) which, in some as yet unspecified way, both correlates to the object
and mediates knowledge of it.

Throughout all four chapters of the PV, Dharmakirti defends representationalist
epistemology against the direct realist view that cognition directly apprehends its objects without

any intermediate cognitive representation. At this juncture, however, Dharmakirti presses the

2 See Chapter 1.
3 See Chapter 2.
4 Tosaki (1985, 4): karthasamvid [|] yad evedam pratyaksam prativedanam | tad arthavedanam.

3 PVP (529). See below, note 15.
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matter further: what, exactly, is the nature of the relationship between sensory cognition and the
object of sensation? On what account is a given sensory experience able to be designated as the

experience of some object?

Why [is an individually-restricted perceptual cognition the experience of an
object]?

[Opponent:] “Because it has the form of that [object].” || 320c2d; ||®

Up to this point in the argument, such conformity (sa or anu + \rip, also tadripa, tadripya, etc.)
or isomorphism with the object has indeed been the ground upon which Dharmakirti justifies the
“instrumentality” (pramdnya) of perception.

To review: particulars, being causally efficacious, produce sensory cognition as their
effect: “if there is no cause for error, the [particular], by nature, induces appearances that conform
to itself.”” The sensory cognition, which is ontologically identical with the cognitive image (akara)
that it may metaphorically be said to possess,® is then conceptualized or processed through an
“other-exclusion” (anyapoha), in accordance with the desires, expectations, habituation, etc., of
the perceiver. The end result of this processing is a definitive judgment or determination (niscaya)
which, being conceptual, is necessarily erroneous.’

Nevertheless, insofar as the underlying sensory cognition is produced without any “cause
for error”—which is to say, as long as there is no “distortion in the basis” (asrayopaplava) causing

it to be generated incorrectly—the initial sensory cognition which is the basis for the subsequent

® Tosaki (1985, 4): kena [|] tadripyad.
" Tosaki (1979, 184): so 'sati bhrantikarane | pratibhah pratisandhatte svanuripah svabhavatah || 109 ||
8 See Chapter 2, Section II1.B: “It is Asserted that a Real Thing is Undifferentiated.”

% See the Introduction, Section II1.D: Conceptuality (kalpand) and Universals (samanya).
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definitive judgment must by necessity reliably track at least some of the causal features of the
particulars that produced it, because it is the immediate and non-defective result of a purely causal
process. Hence, despite being “erroneous,” the definitive conceptual judgment or “exclusion”
(apoha) which takes that sensory cognition as its basis of exclusion is actually able to facilitate
obtaining what is beneficial or avoiding what is harmful (hitahitapraptiparihdra), and the
underlying sensory cognition is therefore an epistemic instrument (pramana).'°

However, this basic account glosses over a number of thorny theoretical problems. For
example: what, precisely, is the epistemic object (jiieva, meya, prameya)? Is “that which is
apprehended” (grahya) the external object which causes the production of the sensory cognition?
Is it that object’s causal descendant, upon which one ultimately acts? Or is “that which is
apprehended” in fact only the “apprehended image” (grahyakara), i.e., the sensory-cognitive form
of the object that exists as (or “within”) the sensory cognition itself? In other words: what is the
exact nature of the relationship between the object that causes the sensory cognition, and the
cognition which “apprehends” that object by virtue of being produced by it? As Dharmakirti

frames the issue at the end of the section on mental perception (PV 3.239-248), discussed above:!!

Because that which does not exist prior [to the effect] has no causal power [to
produce that effect], and because that which exists after [the effect has arisen] is
useless, all causes exist prior [to their effects]. Thus, there is no object which exists
together with its own cognition. || 246 ||

[Opponent:] “How can that which is apprehended exist at a time that is different
[from its apprehension]?”

10 Note that the preceding account is all in the context of determinate knowledge as the mediated (vvavahita) effect;
in terms of the special case of cognition taken as an unmediated effect, the instrumentality of the sensory cognition
lies in the mere fact of its appearance, whether or not it is subsequently conceptualized. See Dunne (2004, 270-71).

1 See Chapter 1, Section I1.C: Mental Perception.
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Those who understand reason know that ‘being that which is apprehended’
(grahyata) is just being a cause which is capable of projecting its form into a
cognition. || 247 ||

For although an effect may have many causes, that [cause] in conformity with

which [the cognition] has arisen, and into which the [object] has projected its form,
is said to be ‘apprehended’ by the [cognition]. || 248 ||

Schematically: Dharmakirti asserts that irreducible particulars (svalaksanas) can be understood as
the objects which are known by sensory cognition, insofar as [1] they are the real entities (vastu)
with causal efficiency (arthakriya) that are actually able to fulfill the aims of beings, in terms of
obtaining what is beneficial or avoiding what is harmful; and [2] because they are real and causally
efficacious, they are responsible for the production of the cognitive image which bears their form.

However, these particulars are only ever indirectly known, since as discussed in Chapter 2
their apprehension is mediated (vyavadhana) by a sensory-cognitive image or “aspect” (akara).
That is to say: the particles themselves are a necessary supporting condition (sahakarin) for the
production of the image, but only the image—and not the particles which are its cause—is directly
(pratyaksatah) cognized. In other words, for Dharmakirti, even an External Realist
(bahyarthavada) ontological framework entails an idealist epistemology (i.e., Epistemic Idealism
or antarjiieyavada), to the extent that even if external physical matter is the cause and causal
correlate of sensory cognition, the only thing that is ever actually directly cognized is a mental
image or representation. And in fact, this holds whether the cause of cognition is held to exist
internally or externally. For, even when the object qua cause of the cognition is understood as
internal psychophysical imprints (vasana), it is not the case that these imprints are themselves
observed; rather, what is seen is the effect (i.e., the sensory image) that they produce.

However, even though perception (pratyaksa) only ever directly operates with respect to

the image, rather than the object qua cause, this does not matter in terms of obtaining what is
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wanted or avoiding what is unwanted, because the causal features of the image exist in an
isomorphic relationship with those of the object that caused the image, whether this object is
construed as internal or external. That is to say, the image “follows the form” (anu + riip) or
nature (rijpa) of the object. In other words, the particulars which are acted upon, being direct causal
descendants of the particulars which produce the image, possess causal capacities (sakti) that are
captured by or expressed in the image; therefore, by acting with respect to the image—as though
the image were the object—one nevertheless achieves one’s goal, despite the fundamental
confusion of mistakenly taking the awareness of a cognition (jianasamvit) as the awareness of an
external object (arthasamvit)."? For example, stepping back to the External Realist perspective for
a moment, the plasma particles of a fire, which have the causal capacity to generate a sensory
cognition that is the basis for a subsequent determination of those particles as ‘fire,” also possess
causal properties such that they are a source of warmth. Hence, the cognitive image generated by
the particles, and the accompanying (“erroneous”) conceptual determination of ‘fire,” facilitates
the accomplishment of one’s goal, such as staying warm, even though it is the particles and not
the image which is warm.

This is the basic Buddhist External Realist representationalist paradigm, often referred to
as “Sautrantika,” after the philosophical tradition in which it first emerged. Typically, Dharmakirti
and his earliest commentators do not name this position as “Sautrantika,” preferring instead the
more general designation bahydarthavada (“‘the view that objects are external [to the mind]”). Here,

however, Devendrabuddhi specifically identifies the rhetorical interlocutor as a Sautrantika:

When cognition itself arises with the appearance of an object, there is a restriction
(nges pa = *niyama) such that it possesses a discrete subject and object—but not,

2Cf. PVSV ad PV 1.1.
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however, [such that there is] an external object.'? That being the case, if there is no
activity (bya ba = *kriya) whatsoever which has the nature of [being] the knowing
of the object, what exactly should be posited as the resulting knowledge (¢shad ma’i
‘bras bu = *pramanaphala)? With this in mind, the author of the treatise [i.e.,
Dharmakirti] asks the Sautrantika (mdo de pa): “What is the awareness of an
object?” Since the object (don = *artha) of this object-awareness is exclusively
that which is experienced (rig par bya ba = *vedya), [object-awareness] is not the
awareness of an [external] object.

The [Sautrantika] responds: “[The experience of an object] is asserted to be that

perceptual cognition which is reflexively, individually-known, i.e., not known'*
by someone else.” !

At this crucial juncture, then, Dharmakirti pushes back on the Sautrantika account—that what
defines perceptual cognition as such is the cognition’s isomorphism or “similarity” (sadrsya) to its
object, a definition which Dharmakirti himself has for the most part uncritically adopted right up
until this very juncture—in a manner that threatens to blow up (and, arguably, does in fact blow

up) the entire epistemological project:

But that [definition] is insufficient. || 320d ||'¢

13 That is, the “restriction that [subject and object must always] appear together” (sahopamabhaniyama).

4 The word gzhan in the manuscript of the Tibetan translation of Devendrabuddhi’s commentary here (529.18)
presents a philological problem. There is a strong possibility of manuscript error, either that gzhan is an erroneous
insertion, or (as translated above) that it is missing a qualification along the lines of so so rang rig gzhan gyis *ma rig
pa’i mngon sum, highlighting the sense of prati (Tib. so so) as the restriction of the cognition to an individual being’s
mental continuum. This is, indeed, the substance of Devendrabuddhi’s immediately-subsequent restatement of the
opponent’s objection: “[In other words,] if [the opponent] were to ask: ‘If this [definition of perception] applies to the
perceptions of each individual continuum, why then is it objected to?’” (529.19-20: rgyud so so’i mngon sum la de
yod pa nyid yin na | ci’i phyir de la yang snyon par byed ce na). Alternatively, if genuine, the Sautrantika interlocutor’s
response here may be a reference to the Sautrantika understanding of reflexive awareness as a discrete, “other” (i.e.,
gzhan) mental factor: specifically, the caitta of svasamvedana, which they hold to be ontologically distinct from the
perceptual citta. See below, Chapter 5, note 178.

15 PVP (529.12-19): rnam par shes pa nyid yul du snang bar skye na gzung ba dang 'dzin pa tha dad pa dang ldan
par nges pa yin gyi | phyi rol gyi don yod pa ma yin pa de Itar na don rtogs pa’i ngo bo bya ba 'ga’ zhig kyang yod
pa ma yin na | gang tshad ma’i "bras bu nyid du rnam par ’jog par ’gyur zhes dgongs nas | bstan bcos mdzad pas mdo
sde pa la | don rig gang yin zhes 'dri ba mdzad pa yin no | don rig pa 'di’i don rig par bya ba nyid kyi phyir don rig
pa ma yin no | so so rang rig gzhan gyis [em. ma rig pa’i]l mngon sum gang yin 'di 'dod do zhes bya ba smras te.

16 Tosaki (1985, 4): vyabhicari tat || 320 |
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b

As we shall see, the “insufficiency” or “inconsistency” (vyabhicaratva) of the opponent’s
definition of object-awareness ultimately turns on a fundamental disjunct between the nature of
that which produces the sensory cognition—a manifold of extensionless particulars—and the
apparently singular yet nevertheless extended and variegated nature of the sensory image that is
produced. This argument serves two closely-related purposes. First, it serves as the basis for the
shift to Epistemic Idealism. Second, it fatally undermines the instrumentality (pramanya) of
sensory cognition as such. In other words, the shift to Epistemic Idealism, in and of itself, is not
the endpoint of Dharmakirti’s analysis; ultimately, the purportedly isomorphic relationship
between the cause or object (i.e., the artha) of a sensory cognition, and the sensory cognition itself,
must be understood as inconsistent or unreliable (vyabhicari). As Dharmakirti and his
commentators make clear, this is necessarily the case, whether the object of sensory cognition is
understood as external (“physical” particles) or internal (“mental” imprints). And this, in turn, is
the primary reason why, in the final analysis, the only candidate for a truly reliable instrument of
correct awareness (i.e., a pramana) is pure reflexive awareness.

In order to fully appreciate these points, however, it is first necessary to understand the
manner in which particulars produce their cognitive image, since it is precisely as a critique of this

causal relationship that Dharmakirti articulates the closely-related arguments for idealism and

against the reliability of ordinary sensory cognition.

B. The Agglomerated Object of Sensory Cognition

1. Particulars and Sensory Cognition in the PS

It is quite ironic, but nevertheless true, that nowhere in the Perception Chapter does Dharmakirti

provide a sequential and detailed account of the sensory-perceptual process. In fact, the passages
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critiquing the epistemic reliability of ordinary sensory cognition!” are much longer and more
comprehensive than the few scattered asides concerning the exact manner in which particulars are
causally responsible for the production of a sensory cognition.

To some extent, this is doubtlessly an artifact of PV 3 having been structured as an
expansion and reworking of PS 1.2-12, a passage which similarly fails to provide such an account.
Dinnaga’s reticence may, in turn, be understood in large part as the result of his having
presupposed a vast amount of knowledge on the part of his readers, especially the works of
Vasubandhu, most particularly the Vimsika and the AKBh, a critically-important passage from
which we will examine below. For example, in his introductory comments (PSV) to PS 1.4cd,
Dinnaga directly references one of the primary arguments among the various Abhidharma schools:
the question of what, exactly, it is that “cognizes” or “sees” (vijandti). In this connection, Dinnaga
first cites the Darstantika position'® that it is not the visual faculty (caksu), but rather a cognition
(vijiiana), produced by the complete assemblage (samagri) of its causal conditions, which “sees”
(vijianavada)." Not coincidentally, this is in essence the position defended by Vasubandhu in the
AKBh. That is to say, Dinnaga (and by extension Dharmakirti) explicitly base their analysis on
the Abhidharma presentation of Vasubandhu, who was in turn responding to a long tradition of

Abhidharma scholarship. Hence, in order to piece together a more detailed account of the sensory-

17 Primarily, PV 3.194-224 ad PS 1.4cd, and PV 3.320-366 ad PS 1.9-10.
18 Cf. Dhammajoti (2007, 96-97).

19 Cf. Dhammajoti (2007, 69-90). Indeed, the view that it is consciousness which sees (vijianavada) appears to have
been the dominant position among the Abhidharma schools, with the notable exception of the Vaibhasikas. On this
point, it should be noted that Darstantika vijrianavada is distinct from both Sautrantika sakaravada (“the view that
[sensory cognition occurs] with an image [of the object]”) and Yogacara antarjiieyavada (“the view that the object of
cognition is internal [i.e., mental]””). However, the connection among these views is obvious: it is a short step from
the view that it is consciousness which sees, to the view that what consciousness sees is consciousness, to the view
that the fact that consciousness only ever sees consciousness entails that there is nothing outside the mind.
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perceptual process, so that we may more fully appreciate Dharmakirti’s Yogacara critique
beginning at PV 3.320, it is helpful to begin by returning to the PS and its engagement with the
Abhidharma literature.

To review the structure of the PS: following the salutation at PS 1.1, Dinnaga argues (PS
1.2abc) that there are only two pramanas, perception and inference, because there are only two
types of knowledge-object: respectively, the particular and the universal.?® He then systematically
excludes [1] the union of perception and inference (PS 1.2¢2d1);?' [2] recognition (PS 1.2d>-3aby);?
and [3] memory (PS 1.3b2)> as separate pramanas, before strictly defining perception as being
nonconceptual (PS 1.3cd), which is to say, devoid of label (nama) or any other type of conceptual
categorization (jatyadi).** At PS 1.4ab, Dinnaga then explains that perception (pratyaksa) should
be named “at-the-faculty” or “[in regard to] each [being’s own] faculty” (prati + aksa), rather than
“at-the-object” (prativisaya) or something else,? because the faculty (aksa) alone is the unique or
“uncommon cause” (asadharanahetu) of perceptual cognition.?

With his preliminary comments in the PSV ad PS 1.4cd, Dinnaga then turns to one of the
central theoretical questions at stake: given that perception, by definition, can only apprehend
particulars, but also that particulars are infinitesimally small and for this reason cannot be

perceived by ordinary people, in what sense is the cognition of manifold agglomerated particulars

20 pratyaksam anumanam ca pramane laksanadvayam | prameyam
2! tasya sandhane na pramanantaram

22 pa ca || 2 || punah punar abhijfiane

2 *nisthasakteh smrtadivat |

24 pratyaksam kalpanapodham namajatyadiyojana || 3 ||
25 pratyaksam ucyate na prativisayam

26 asadharanahetutvad aksais tad vyapadisyate |
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a “perception”? The question is framed as an interrogation of the Abhidharma, of which Dinnaga’s

response is ultimately articulated as a defense:

It is also stated in the Abhidharma: “One for whom visual consciousness is
complete (samangin) knows blue, but does not [know that he is seeing] ‘blue.””?
[And:] “In regard to the object, one perceives (sarijii) the object, but one does not
perceive the category ?® (dharma).” In what way, then, do the five [sensory]
cognitions have agglomerated object-supports,? if they do not conceptualize [their
objects] as unitary?”

Well, as [Vasubandhu writes at AKBh ad AK1.10], “They [are asserted]* to have

particulars as their object-fields in regard to a sense-sphere particular
(ayatanasvalaksana), not a substance-particular (dravyasvalaksana).””'

In other words, as we will see, despite being an agglomeration, a manifold of infinitesimal
particulars that interact both with each other and with a sensory faculty so as to produce a sensory

cognition is a (very peculiar) kind of particular: it is a “sense-sphere particular.”

27 This is a reference to the issue of determinate or conceptualized perception (savikalpakapratyaksa). See Chapter 2,
Section I.C: Determinate Perception and Temporal Sequence.

28 For a discussion of this usage of dharma (i.e., “category” rather than “ontologically irreducible phenomenon™), see
Cox (2004).

2 saiicitalambandh pafica vijianakdayah. Dinnaga does not mark off this phrase with the quotation marker ifi, but it is
likely a citation of AKBh ad AK1.44b (Pradhan 1975, 34.1-2): “Neither a single fundamental particle of the sense-
faculty, nor a single fundamental particle of the object-field, produces cognition, because the five types of sensory
cognition have aggregated object-supports” (na caika indriyaparamanur visayaparamanur va vijiianam janayati |
samcitasrayalambanatvat paricanam vijianakayanam).

In other words, both the faculty-ayatana (the “internal ayatana) and the object-ayatana (the “external ayatana™) are
only causally efficacious when multiple particles are operating in concert. Following this statement, Vasubandhu
immediately thereafter goes on to note that, for this very reason, fundamental particles themselves are imperceptible
(ata evanidarsanah paramanur adysyatvat). See below, note 81.

30 See the discussion in Appendix A, note 3.

31 Steinkellner (2005a, 2.20-23): abhidharme 'py uktam — caksurvijianasamangt nilam vijanati no tu nilam iti, arthe
‘rthasanjii na tu dharmasanjii iti. katham tarhi saficitalambanah paiica vijiianakayah, yadi tad ekato na vikalpayanti.
vac cayatanasvalaksanam praty ete svalaksanavisaya na dravyasvalaksanam iti.
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Dharmakirti begins his remarks ad PS 1.4cd—the famous “citradvaita” section,** wherein
Dharmakirti first extensively critiques both subject-object duality (dvaya) and the apparent
phenomenal extension (sthillatva) of the cognitive image—by referencing this very same

controversy:

[Opponent:] “That which has been aggregated (samcita) is composite (samuddya),
i.e., auniversal (samanya). And sensory cognitions are about that [kind of universal
qua aggregation]. But the cognition of a universal is necessarily associated with
conceptuality.” || 194 ||33

Yet, as we will see, while in this section Dharmakirti is very much concerned with the issue of
agglomerated particulars, he does not directly address this problem, pivoting instead to the wider
ramifications he would like to discuss—ramifications which ultimately include his arguments for
idealism. ** However, because Dharmakirti’s approach in this passage turns on Dinnaga’s
explanation of the relationship between particulars and the sensory image, in order to fully
understand the context of Dharmakirti’s discussion in the PV, as is so often the case, it is quite

helpful to turn to Jinendrabuddhi’s comments in the PST.3

32 This nickname for the passage in question did not originate with Dharmakirti, nor with Devendrabuddhi, nor
Sakyabuddhi. It appears to have originated with Prajfiakaragupta, though this (in all fairness, relatively minor)
intellectual-historical point is in need of further clarification.

33 Tosaki (1979, 297): sadicitah samudayah sa samanyam tatra caksadhih | samanyabuddhis cavasyam
vikalpenanubadhyate || 194 ||

34 Perhaps not coincidentally, Dharmakirti defends the substance of Dinnaga’s argument, but does not adopt the
technical term ayatanasvalaksana, in much the same way that he defends the substance of Dinnaga’s argument for
the dual-formedness (dviripatd) of cognition, but prefers the terminology of grahyakara and grahakakara to
Dinnaga’s visayabhasa and svabhdasa.

35 While the following discussion primarily references PS(V) 1.4cd, Dinnaga’s analysis in PS(V) 1.14 is also highly
relevant. See, in particular, Appendix B, PST ad PS(V) 1.14cd.
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2. PST ad PS 1.4cd and the “sense-sphere particular” (ayatanasvalaksana)

According to Jinendrabuddhi, the essence of the problem here is that any type of agglomeration,
construed as a singular phenomenon, would by definition be a distributed entity, and could

therefore only be the object of a conceptual cognition:

How does this philosophical position (siddhanta), that “the five types of sensory
cognition have agglomerated objects,” make sense, if they do not conceptualize
(vi + \kip) the object-support as singular? It is to be considered as follows. The
word “agglomerated” (saricita) expresses a conglomerate (samuddya). For
“agglomeration” (sariciti), ‘“that which has been agglomerated” (saricita),
“conglomeration” (sazicaya), and “conglomerate” (samuddya), are synonyms,
because [the suffix -ya expresses] a state [and not an action].?** And it is a
conglomeration (saficaya), not of only one fundamental particle, but rather of
many, as their common quality (sadharana dharma). If sensory cognition engaged
with that [conglomerate gua] universal (samanya), then it would be conceptual. For
the cognition of a universal is necessarily known as conceptual; for the
[Abhidharma] philosophical tradition (siddhanta) does not accept a universal as
truly real (vastusat). Therefore, that very [cognition] conceptualizes this [universal
qua conglomerate]. Having considered this [objection], [Dinnaga says] “Well, as
[Vasubandhu writes...],” and so on.?’

Jinendrabuddhi thus explains the problem here in terms of an implicit comparison between the
“common quality” of the multiple particles contributing to the causal production of the sensory
image, and the “single effect” (ekam karyam)3® from which all the other causal properties of

particulars are “excluded” (apoha) in the conceptualization process. For example, when the

36 Cf. Panini’s Astadhyayi, 111.3.114.

37 Steinkellner (2005b, 43.16-44.6). saiicitalambanah pafica vijianakaya iti yo 'vam siddhantah sa katham yujyate
yadi tad ekata ekatvenalambanam na vikalpayanti | evam manyate saiicitasabdena samuddaya ucyate bhave
nisthavidhanat | saficitih saficitam saficayah samuddya iti hi paryayah | sa ca saiicayo naikasyaiva paramanoh api tu
bahiinam sadharano dharmah | tatra samanye yady aksadhih pravarteta taddasau vikalpika syat | samanyabuddhir hi
niyatam vikalpenanubadhyate | na hi samanyam vastusat siddhanta isyate | tasmat saiva tad vikalpayatiti krtva yac
cetyadi.

38 Concerning the ability of multiple particles to produce the sensory image as their single effect, cf. Dunne (2004,
109). See also below, Section 1.C: Individual and Universal Capacities.
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particulars that are understood to comprise a ‘jug’ are conceptualized as being a ‘jug,’ all of those
particulars’ various causal properties except their ability to operate in such a way as to facilitate
the containment of liquid when in proximity to other similar particulars—i.e., the “single effect”
of holding water—are subliminally discarded or excluded from consideration.* Just so, with
respect to the particulars that comprise some blue-patch, only their shared “common quality” of
being able to produce the image of ‘blue’ when in proximity to other similar particulars is relevant
to the production of the ‘blue’ image; all of their other causal properties are irrelevant. The
question, then, is how such a universal or conglomerate is able to produce a nonconceptual sensory
cognition.

On this point, Jinendrabuddhi highlights the key term used by Dinnaga, which may have
been Vasubandhu’s original formulation:* the “sense sphere-particular” (@yatanasvalaksana). It
is precisely in regard to such a “sense sphere-particular” that sensory cognition is understood to

have a particular as its object:

3 Concerning the “single effect” in terms of apoha theory, cf. PVSV ad PV 1.108¢cd, and Dunne (2004, 119-26).

40 That is to say, Vasubandhu’s perspective in this regard may have diverged from his Sautrantika predecessors’. As
Dunne (2004, 79n38) notes, “It does not appear that Vasubandhu’s discussions of ‘sense sphere particulars’
(ayatanasvalaksana) and ‘conglomerated particles’ (samghdataparamanu) are to be taken as characteristic of the
Sautrantika position sketched in AKBh.”



244

The sense sphere-particular (ayatanasvalaksana) is that which is apprehended by
the eye-consciousness and so on; it is in regard to this that “the five [sensory]
cognitions [are said to] have particulars as their object-fields, not substance-
particulars,” i.e., distinct particulars (bhedah) which are substantially blue*' or
whatever. By negating the property of being an object-field on the part of
substance-particulars such as blue, it is stated by implication that the object-field
[of sensory cognition] is a non-difference, i.e., a universal (samanyam abhinnam),
of [or with respect to] those [substance-particulars]. But then the fact [that
perception is] devoid of conceptuality is contradicted. So how is it possible to
interpret the [Abhidharma] treatise in another way? That is the idea here.*

Dinnaga responds to this objection by assenting to its underlying thesis: insofar as the object of
sensory cognition is a multiplicity of agglomerated particulars, the object of sensory cognition may
indeed be understood as a type of universal. However, because this universal is not conceptually
constructed, but is only a “universal” insofar as it is an “agglomeration,” and furthermore consists
in a real “common quality” or single effect produced by its constituent particles, it may also be
considered a peculiar type of particular—namely, the “sense-sphere particular.”

In this way, the object qua cause of sensory cognition is a kind of non-conceptualized

universal (insofar as any distributed entity must be considered a universal):

4! In Abhidharma ontology, individual dharmas themselves are understood to possess phenomenal qualities such as
blue, or to be of the earth-element and so on.

42 Steinkellner (2005b, 44.6-44.10) ayatanasvalaksanam caksurvijianagrahyatvadi tat praty ete svalaksanavisaydh
pariica vijianakayah na dravyasvalaksanam iti | dravyam niladibhedah | niladidravyasvalaksanavisayatva
pratisedhena samarthyat tesam yat samanyam abhinnam sa visaya ity uktam bhavati | atas ca kalpandapodhatvam
virudhyate | tat katham tac chastram anyathd netum sakyata iti bhavah ||
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In that [Abhidharma] context, because [cognition] arises from a manifold
object (anekartha), with respect to [sensory cognition’s] own object, the
sensory domain is a universal [in the sense of a composite]. || 4cd ||

Because it arises from a manifold of substantial entities, that [cognition] is said to

have as its own sense-sphere an object-field that is a universal (samanya), though
not because of conceptualizing a non-difference in different things.*

According to Dinnaga, then, the object of sensory cognition is in fact a “particular” (svalaksana),
only not in the sense of an individual fundamental particle (paramanu), but rather in the sense of
a “sense-sphere particular” (@yatanasvalaksana). The sense-sphere particular is in this way a kind
of non-conceptual “universal.”* It is a single effect or “common quality,” produced by the
simultaneous operation of that portion of various particulars’ individual causal capacities which,
when these particulars are proximate to each other, facilitates the production of the sensory image.
The question, then, is how a cognition which engages with (pra + \vrr) that “common quality” can
be understood as perceptual, since it is ordinarily understood that a cognition which engages with

multiple particulars in terms of such a “single effect” is, precisely, conceptual.

43 Steinkellner (2005a, 2.24-26): tatranekarthajanyatvat svarthe simanyagocaram || 4 || anekadravyotpadyatvat
tat svayatane samanyavisayam uktam, na tu bhinnesv abhedakalpanat.

4 In his discussion of PS(V) 1.4cd, Arnold (2018, 138) apparently takes Dinnaga to be articulating a position to the
effect that the ayatanasvalaksana is conceptualized: “The difference between ‘universal’ and ‘particular’ does not, for
Dignaga, finally track the intuitively plausible distinction between (respectively) #ype and token; even the individual
‘tokens’ we typically take ourselves to perceive turn out to represent the deliverances of conceptual thought.” If I
understand Arnold correctly, this means that, on Arnold’s explanation, the ayatanasvalaksana is a “deliverance of
conceptual thought.” Thus, according to Arnold (ibid., 151), “the content even of what we typically consider
‘perceptual’ awareness turns out, in light of Dignaga and Dharmakirti’s mereological reductionism, invariably to
involve an element of conceptual construction.”

However, this is not a tenable interpretation of the ayatanasvalaksana. To begin with, Arnold does not account for
Dinnaga’s own explicit statement in the PSV that the ayatanasvalaksana is a peculiar type of universal, “though not
because of conceptualizing a non-difference in different things” (na tu bhinnesv abhedakalpanat). In other words, as
explained below in Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary (to which Arnold does not refer), the ayatanasvalaksana is only a
“universal” insofar as it is the single effect produced by a manifold of fundamental particles, rather than being mentally
constructed through apoha. More generally, this terminology (which, it should be noted, is not adopted by
Dharmakirti) is simply a way for the Buddhist epistemological tradition to address the problem that individual
fundamental particles are “supersensible” (atindriya) or invisible; see below, Section II.A.3: The Variegation of
Cognition and the Cognition of Variegated Entities.
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Jinendrabuddhi explains the difference between this type of universal gua conglomerate of
particulars, versus the more familiar understanding of a universal qua conceptual construct, in part
(as he often does) by defending Dinnaga’s formulation on the grounds of Sanskrit grammar, but
also by means of an appeal to the idea that each particle possesses its own individual causal

capacity (pratiniyatasakti), an extremely important topic to which we will shortly return:

Opponent: “A universal is conceptualized as being non-different, and the object-
field of sensory cognition is a real entity called a fundamental particle, which is not
the same (aneka) [as other particulars]. So how could it serve as a universal object-
domain?”

There is no such fault. Just this unique real entity qua fundamental particle,
expressed [both] with the word ‘agglomerated’ and with the word ‘sense sphere-
particular’ (@yatanasvalaksana), is the same as [those other proximate fundamental
particles with which it exists in a relationship of] mutual dependence, in terms of
the similarity consisting in its own individually-restricted (pratiniyata) capacity to
produce cognition. ‘Universal’ (samanya) just [means] ‘the same’ (samana),
because the nominal derivative process (taddhita) is applied to its own meaning,
like how “that which relates to the four castes™ (caturvarnya) [can have the same
meaning as “four castes” (caturvarna)].

The following is [the meaning of] what [Dinnaga] has stated. He said that [the
object] is an agglomerated object-domain and a sense sphere-particular.
Therefore, [he also said,] “But this is not because of a conceptualization of being
non-different on the part of things that are different,” and so on, and this
statement is connected with “it is said to have a universal as its object-field.”
This means that it is not due to a conceptualization of non-difference, in relation to
things that are [actually] different, that [sensory cognition] is said to have an
agglomerated object-field or an object-field which is a sense sphere-particular. It
should be seen that the treatise was composed with [the phrase] “not a substance-
particular,” as well, which is a denial [in the case of sensory cognition] of a
restriction to a single fundamental particle-substance; it is not an implication
(samarthydksipta) that there is a [real] universal which is the object-field. Thus,
there is no contradiction.*

4 Steinkellner (2005b, 45.9-46.3): nanu ca samanyam abhinnakalpitam indriyajianasya ca visayah
paramanvakhyam anekam vastu | tat katham samanyagocaratvam upapadyate | naisa dosah | yat tat
saricitasabdendyatanasvalaksanasabdena coktam anekam paramanuvastu tad eva
pratiniyatavijianajananasamarthyena sadharmyena parasparapeksaya samanam | samanam eva samanyam svarthe
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But before addressing the question of how precisely it is that particles, each with its own individual
causal capacity, may operate jointly so as to produce a sensory cognition, it is worth reiterating
that Dharmakirti only addresses this issue very briefly in PV 3, within just two verses, despite its

obvious and crucial importance to any theory of sensory cognition (trans. Dunne 2004, 396-397):

Due to a relation with other things [i.e., other particles], fundamental particles that
are different [from their own immediately-prior causal antecedents] arise [such that
they now possess the ability to produce an awareness].* They are said to be
‘aggregated’; for they are the condition for the production of a [sensory] cognition.
1195 |

Moreover, this distinctive quality [of being able to produce a sensory cognition] on
the part of [those subsequent] particles does not occur without the other particles
[with which their causal antecedents were in proximity]. Hence, since [the
cognition] does not have any necessary relation to a single [particle], the cognition
is said to have a universal [in the sense of a group of aggregated particles] as its
object-domain. || 196 ||

taddhitavidhandc caturvarnyavat | tad etad uktam bhavati saficitagocaram dyatanasvalaksanagocaram coktam iti |
na tu bhinnesv abhedakalpanad iti samanyavisayam uktam ity anena sambandhah | na tu bhinnesv
abhedakalpanaya sarficitavisayam dayatanasvalaksanavisayam coktam ity arthah | na dravyasvalaksanam ity
anenapy ekaparamanudravyaniyamanirakaranam sastram krtam drastavyam na samarthyaksiptam
samanyavisayatvam ity aviruddham ||

46 Devendrabuddhi comments here, translated in Dunne (2004, 103-104n77): “Due to a relation with other things—
i.e., due to the presence of conditions which create the property-svabhava that is the capacity to produce an
awareness—other infinitesimal particles—those that have the capacity to produce an awareness—arise from their
substantial causes, namely, previous infinitesimal particles [in the same continuum] that do not have that capacity.
The word ‘aggregated’ expresses those particles that have their respective capacities which are attained when they are
in proximity with this and that other particle.”

PVP (453.21-454.5): don gzhan dang ni mngon ’drel phyir | rnam par shes par skyed par byed pa’i nus pa’i rang
bzhin skyed pa’i rkyen nye ba’i phyir | rdul phra rab nye bar len pa’i rgyu sngar nus pa med pa dag las rnam par shes
pa skyed par byed pa’i nus pa | rdul phran gzhan dag skye 'gyur ba | de dag gzhan dang gzhan thag nye ba’i gnas
skabs thob par gyur ba’i so sor nus pa rnams bsags pa’i sgras bshad do ||

47 Tosaki (1979, 297): arthantarabhisambandhdj jayante ye 'navo 'pare | uktas te saficitas te hi nimittam

samanyagocaram || 196 ||
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Furthermore, Dharmakirti does not directly reference the dayatanasvalaksana in this context
(although Devendrabuddhi does do so, directly citing PSV ad PS 1.4cd in his comments ad PV
3.195-196).4¢ What are we to make of this reticence?

Rather than indicating some kind of improper omission, it likely makes more sense to
regard this lacuna as indicative of Dharmakirti’s primary motivation. That is to say: although PV
3 is nicknamed the “perception chapter” (pratyaksapariccheda), and the generation of sensory
images is of course an extremely important topic, a precise account of the sensory-cognitive
process is in some ways ancillary to Dharmakirti’s primary interest. By “perception” (pratyaksa),
Dharmakirti strictly means a cognition which is non-conceptual and non-erroneous. Sensory
perception (i.e., indriyapratyaksa) is certainly non-conceptual; but is it really, ultimately, non-
erroneous? Although Dharmakirti never quite comes out and says as much, it is a clear implication

of PV 3.194-224 (ad PS 1.4cd), and even more so of PV 3.320-366 (ad PS 1.9-10), that ordinary

48 PVP (454.10-11): skye mched kyi rang gi mtshan nyid la de dag gi rang gi mtshan nyid kyi yul can yin gyi rdzas kyi
rang gi mtshan nyid ni ma yin no zhes bya ba (= *ayatanasvalaksanam praty ete svalaksanavisaya na
dravyasvalaksanam iti). The commentary continues (trans. Dunne 2004, 103-104):

“In regard to this objection concerning the ayatanasvalaksana, the special quality of producing cognitions that arises
in fundamental particles due to their relation with other things (don gzhan = *arthantara) [i.e., other particles] arises
from the transformation of their former respective continua that are in mutual conjunction (phan tshun nye bar 'gro
ba). This distinctive quality will not arise without other particles that are occurring without interstice, because that
kind of particle on its own does not have the nature of producing cognition. Hence, since awareness does not have
any necessary relation to a single particle—since awareness does not have the property (rang bzhin = *svabhava)
of being necessarily related to the establishment of a substance which is a single particle, and since the capacities of
those particles together produce a single cognition as their effect—they are said to be the common object of an
awareness. As a universal (spyi = *samanya), they are all the object of the cognition, but the cognition is not
necessarily related (nges pa = *niyata) to any single one of them. In other words, that cognition is the common effect
of all of them.”

PVP (454.11-455.3): di la yang rdul phran rnams kyi gang don gzhan dang ’brel ba las rnam par shes pa skye bar
byed pa’i khyad par skye bar 'gyur ba’i khyad par de yang gal te yang de dag phan tshun nye bar 'gro ba la sogs pa
la rten pa can bdag nyid ji lta ba bzhin du rgyud snga ma yongs su gyur pa las skye bar ‘gyur ba de na yang | de yul
chod pa med pa la sogs pa la gnas na | rdul phran gzhan dag med par ni | med par 'gyur te | de ’dra ba ni skyed par
byed pa’i rang bzhin can nyid ma yin pa’i phyir ro || de bas na de gcig nges med phyir | shes pa de ni rdul phran gyi
rdzas kyi rnam par ’jog par nges pa’i rang bzhin can ma yin pa nyid kyi phyir dang | de dag gi lhan cig pa’i nus pa
rnams ni ‘bras bu rnam par shes pa gcig skyed par byed pa’i phyir shes pa mtshungs pa’i spyod yul can du bshad |
spyir de dag tham cad ni de’i spyod yul can yin kyi | shes pa de re re la so sor nges ma pa yin te | de dag thams cad
kyi de ni thun mong gi "bras bu yin no zhes bya ba’i don fto ||



249

sensory cognition is in fact ineradicably erroneous from the standpoint of Epistemic Idealism, if
not necessarily from the standpoint of External Realism.

The upshot is that a detailed treatment of the causal mechanics underlying sensory
cognition would be superfluous with respect to the main thrust of PV 3. This is especially the case,
considering that it is precisely for these reasons that most of its second half is concerned with
reflexive awareness—which is, on Dharmakirti’s account, inarguably non-erroneous—as
expressly opposed to sensory cognition. Nevertheless, in the interest of both comprehensiveness
in our treatment of sensory cognition, as well as a thorough understanding of the theoretical

background to Dharmakirti’s critique thereof, it is worth briefly examining this issue.

C. Individual and Universal Capacities

1. Particulars in Proximity

While, again, Dharmakirti never provides a step-by-step account of how the sensory cognition-
generation process works, it is possible to stitch such an account together on the basis of his
ontology. The crux of the process is that, while there is no such thing as an “emergent” property,
in the sense of a property that only “emerges” from a whole causal complex, without being
reducible to individually-held properties of the constituents of that complex, some properties of
fundamental particles are only causally-efficacious or active when a given particle is proximate to
other particles. That is to say, while every particle possesses its own “individually-restricted causal
capacity” (pratiniyatasaktiy—paradigmatically, the ability to produce its own immediate
successor-particle—some particles also possess certain causal capacities that are only capable of
producing effects affer that particle has been brought into proximity with other, similar particles.

Thus, a particular’s “joint causal capacity” (samanyasakti}—in the case of sensory cognition, the
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capacity to generate a nonconceptual “universal” (samanya) or pseudo-agglomeration qua sense-
sphere particular—does not result from any one individual particular, but rather from each

individual particular’s proximity to other particulars. As Dunne writes,

On the one hand, one may speak about the causal potential [i.e., the
pratiniyatasakti] that color-particles* have without regard to any particular kind of
conglomerate of which they might be predicated. The most typical example is the
potential to produce visual awareness. With regard to this type of causal potential,
one cannot distinguish between color-particles: they all have such a causal
potential. On the other hand, the color-particles may be considered in terms of the
causal potential that each particle gains as a result of its proximity to other
particulars in a particular kind of conglomerate [i.e., the samanyasakti]. The color-
particles that are in proximity to other particles so as to form what appears to us as
a water-jug gain the capacity to contribute to the effects we conceptualize in terms
of a water-jug, such as the effect of containing water.*°

Therefore, “the general causal potential [samanyasakti] applies not to extended entities, but to the
particles that, due to their proximity to other particles, each gain a special causal potential that
enables them to together perform the functions that we associate with a water-jug.””!

Of course, since each particle is unique and momentary, it is not exactly the case that the
particle itself “gains” anything; to be more precise, at to, the particles are not yet producing a joint
single effect, but they are proximate to each other. These proximate particles then each produce
their own t; causal descendants, which—by virtue of having been produced in this way, in

proximity to each other—are capable of producing a joint single effect, that arises at t2:

4 In Abhidharma ontology, individual dharmas themselves are understood to possess phenomenal qualities such as
blue.

5 Dunne (1999, 358-59).
3! Dunne (1999, 361).
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t.q
particles not yet in proximity

to
causal descendants of particles
attain proximity

t
causal descendants of particles, having
attained proximity, express their joint
causal capacity

t-

joint causal capacity, in conjunction with
sensory faculty, produces extended sensory
image

Figure 4: Individual Causal Capacities and Joint Single Effects

Jinendrabuddhi explains:

[PS 1.4c] “In that context, because it arises from a multiplicity of objects
(anekartha) ...” and so on: “In that context,” i.e., in the context of the
[Abdhidharma] treatise. “Because it arises from a multiplicity of objects” means
“because it arises from a multiplicity of fundamental particles.” Those fundamental
particles, which arise from their own causes and conditions, just existing in a state
of having attained mutual proximity to one another, individually possessing the
capacity to produce cognitions, are what is expressed with the word “agglomerated”
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(saficita). They are “arisen together” (safijata) in a “pile” (cita), which is a synonym
for an “assemblage” (caya), hence they are “agglomerated” (saricita).*

After another brief interlude on the finer points of Sanskrit grammar,> he continues:

For they have been agglomerated (saricita), brought into close contact, by [their]
mutually intertwined conditions. Non-identical particles of this type generate
[sensory cognitions] with their own appearance; thus, it is stated that “[the five
types of sensory cognition have| agglomerated object-supports
(saficitalambanah).” For this reason, [the five types of sensory cognition] take all
those [fundamental particles], which are designated ‘agglomerations,” without
distinguishing [them individually], as their object-supports—not only a single
substance.

So it is said: “But they [have particulars for object-fields] in terms of the sense-
sphere particular (@yatanasvalaksana),” and so on. In this case, too, those
fundamental particles produce visual (etc.) cognitions in the manner described, i.e.,
only in concert—not only individually. Therefore, due to the fact that it is
produced by a multiplicity of objects, with respect to its own object, [sensory
cognition] is said to have a universal as an object-domain (samanyagocara). To
break it down (vigraha): it is that of which the object-domain is a universal.>

In other words, just as the particulars that are understood to comprise a ‘jug’ possess the joint
causal capacity (samanyasakti) to operate together in such a way so as to facilitate the containment

of liquid—i.e., so as to produce the single effect of holding water—in just that way, the particulars

32 Steinkellner (2005b, 44.11-45.1) tatranekarthajanyatvad ityadi | tatreti $astre anekarthajanyatvad ity
anekaparamanujanyatvad ityarthah | svahetupratyayebhyo ye paramanavo jayante te ‘nyonyasannidhanavastha
prapta eva santah pratyekam vijiianopajananasamarthah saricitasabdenoktah | sanijatam citam cayaparyayam esam
iti saficitah |

33 See the translation in Appendix B, PST ad PS(V) 1.4cd for this section; briefly, however, the issue concerns how
to derive saricita from sarijata (“arisen together™) and cita (“pile”).

54 Steinkellner (2005b, 45.3-9) parasparopasarpanapratyayair hi te saficitah samhatikytah | tais tathavidhair anekaih
svapratibhdsa janyanta iti saiicitalamband ity uktah sarvams tan saficitakhyan avisesandlambante naikam eva
dravyam iti krtva || yac coktam dyatanasvalaksanam praty eta ityadi atrapi tair eva yathoktaih paramanubhih sahi
tenaiva caksuradi vijiianam janyate na svakenaiva | tasmad anekarthajanyatvat svarthe samanyagocaram ity uktam |
samanyam gocaro ’syeti vigrahah |
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that comprise some blue-patch possess the joint causal capacity of being able to produce the image

of ‘blue.’ Thus, the sense-sphere particular is the single effect of multiple agglomerated particulars.

2. Three Key Takeaways

There is, needless to say, much more that could be said on the topic of individual and joint causal
capacities, which are among the least-understood features of Dharmakirti’s work. And, even from
a contemporary scientific perspective, there is much to recommend this account, given the
imperceptibility of fundamental particles. Once more, however, it is important to note that in PV
3 (and arguably in general) Dharmakirti is ultimately less concerned with providing a detailed
account of how exactly it is that particles causally contribute to the production of a sensory
cognition bearing their form, or indeed with explaining the precise manner in which these
particulars isomorphically correspond to the sensory image, than he is with critiquing this
supposed isomorphism, and refuting the instrumentality of sensory cognition on idealistic grounds.

To be clear, Dharmakirti does insist that, to the extent that sensory cognition is
epistemically reliable—which, under ordinary circumstances, for ordinary purposes, it most
certainly is—it is just the isomorphism between the object-field and its cognitive image or
appearance which grants sensory awareness its status as a reliable epistemic instrument. The issue
is that the analysis of ordinary sensory cognition reveals the flaws in its supposed instrumentality
(pramanya). Put slightly differently, the idea behind the “sliding scale” as a rhetorical strategy is
that the relentless examination of what it means for a cognition to be genuinely “perceptual”
(pratyaksa) leads one first to the understanding that sensory cognition cannot be understood to
causally derive its contents from extramental matter, and thereby to the conclusion that sensory

appearances as such are inherently mistaken—even if, for normal transactional (vyavaharika)
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purposes, this error or mistakenness (i.e., bhranti) is basically irrelevant. In any case, to conclude
the present discussion, let us note three key takeaways.

First, to review, from a provisional perspective wherein it is granted that extra-mental
particles exist, these particles can only facilitate the production of a sensory cognition when they
are physically proximate to each other, through the activation of their joint causal capacity
(samanyasakti). This joint causal capacity is a strict subset of each individual particle’s total causal
capacity. That is to say, particles produce other effects—paradigmatically, their own successor-
particles—besides and simultaneously with this single effect.” But it is critically important to
remember that, in ontological terms, there is no real difference between the particular as a property-
possessor (dharmin) on the one hand, and its causal capacity as a property (dharma) on the other.
That is to say, the subset of a particle’s causal capacities governing its ability to interact with other
particles so as to produce a joint single effect is conceptually abstractable from its other causal
capacities; however, this conceptual abstraction, isolation, or exclusion (i.e., apoha, vyavrtti, etc.)
is only a heuristic fiction.

Second, the fact that the causal substrate of sensory cognition is a distributed entity or
agglomeration (i.e., the @yatanasvalaksana) necessitates a re-evaluation of the sensory cognition’s
purported isomorphism with its object (i.e., its arthasarippya). One of the most important issues
here, which we will shortly examine in detail, concerns the fundamental disjunct between this
manifold causal substrate vs. its singular appearance in cognition. But, apart from this very
important issue, it is also worth noting another important difference between Dharmakirti’s model

here and the classical Abhidharma account. In standard Abhidharma ontology, substantially-

35 This entails, of course, that a single particular may participate in multiple causal complexes. See Dunne (2004,
167n39) and PV 3.533-34.
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existent particles are, themselves, substantially ‘blue’ or whatever.*® Hence, in that context, the
isomorphism between the blue-particle and the appearance of ‘blue’ in cognition is able to be
understood as a 1:1 correspondence between the property of the particle and the property of the
cognition.

While Dharmakirti is largely content with this Abhidharmic framework, it is also clear that
he sees isomorphism primarily as a matter of practical telic efficacy in terms of obtaining or
avoiding what is wanted or unwanted, rather than as a principle of absolute ontological
correspondence. Past a certain point on the sliding scale, in other words, the question of whether
or not the particles themselves are ‘blue’ ceases to be intelligible; the question instead becomes a
matter of whether or not the particles possess the causal capacity to produce the phenomenal
appearance of ‘blue,” and thus whether a determinate judgment to the effect that “this is ‘blue’” is
conventionally accurate, irrespectively of whether or not this causal capacity to produce the
appearance of ‘blue’ is reducible to the particles actually possessing the quality of being ‘blue.’
That is to say: any phenomenal quality attributed to a particle is, ultimately, only intelligible as the
joint causal capacity to produce that phenomenal quality, because no single particle by itself is
capable of producing a phenomenal appearance. Ultimately, contra Abhidharma ontology, there
is no such thing as a ‘blue’ particle; there are only particulars with the causal capacity to produce

the phenomenal appearance of ‘blue.’”

36 See above, note 41.

57Tt may be noted in passing that this analysis also constitutes a rebuttal to Wilfrid Sellars’ (1991, 142) contention that
“being red is logically prior, is a logically simpler notion, than looking red; the function ‘x is red’ to ‘x looks red to
y.” In short, that it just won't do to say that x is red is analyzable in terms of x looks red to y.”

But what would it mean to say, for example, that an electron which is part of the causal complex comprising a “red”
object “is” red? As discussed in note 63 of the Introduction, atomic-scale phenomena are literally invisible, in the
straightforward sense that they are smaller than the smallest wavelength of radiation which is perceptible by human
beings. In physical—as opposed to phenomenological or visual-cognitive—terms, “redness” is a property of light in
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Third, and finally: it is only natural to ask here whether a cognition which takes even such
a non-conceptualized universal as its object can truly be considered non-erroneous. On the one
hand, the isomorphism between the causal properties of the particulars and the causal properties
of the sensory image which they produce extends to the mode of their existence. That is to say,
particulars are only capable of producing sensory cognition as an effect after they have been
agglomerated; similarly, the image which they produce is manifold or variegated (citra). On the
other hand, however, an agglomeration is not a real entity. In fact, the only real entities in this
equation are extensionless particulars. This in turn entails a fundamental disjunct between the
cause of the cognition (i.e., extensionless particulars) and the manner in which the cognition “of”
those particulars appears (i.e., as a spatially-extended agglomeration). And this disjunct remains
in place, whether those particulars are construed as internal imprints or external particles. As we
shall see, this is precisely the ground on which Dharmakirti argues against the ultimate epistemic
reliability—which is to say, against true arthasaripya—on the part of sensory cognition. But since
the vast majority of this argumentation takes place in an earlier section of the PV (PV 3.194-230),
not-coincidentally concerning PS 1.4cd, it is necessary to turn to this earlier section before

resuming the discussion of PV 3.320-332 ad PS 1.9a in Chapter 4.

the 405-480 THz range; it is not a property of electrons. Furthermore, the definition of a “visible” wavelength spectrum
only applies to a particular class of being: animals can see both above (UV) and below (infrared) the human range.
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II. Variegation and Nonduality (citradvaita)
A. The Problem of the ‘Whole’ (avayavin)

1. Vasubandhu’s Critique of Vaisesika Ontology

As discussed above, Dharmakirti’s elaboration of PS 1.4cd only lightly touches upon the problem
of the causal relationship between particles and sensory cognition. Instead, he zeroes in on a related
(but separate) issue, which fills a gap in the later argumentation between PV 3.321 and 322. The
issue in this passage, for which it has been named in some of the subsequent Indian commentarial
literature >* the citradvaita (‘“variegation-nonduality”) section, begins with the problem of
variegated or multicolored (citra) entities, but extends the notion of “variegation” (citrata) to any
case involving multiplicity within supposed singularity.

Interestingly, Dharmakirti’s primary intellectual-historical touchstone for this section—
which, to repeat, is only tangentially related to Dinnaga’s explicit argumentation at the
corresponding juncture (1.4cd) in the PS—appears to be a somewhat oddly-situated excursus®
from the AKBh. In that passage, Vasubandhu’s primary concern is to refute the Vaisesika position
that there exists a discrete whole (avayavin), separate from its parts, as in the example of a whole

cloth and its constituent threads:

38 See above, note 32.

% The third chapter of the AK concerns the nature of the cosmos (loka). AK 3.100ab, upon which Vasubandhu’s
discussion is ostensibly a commentary, concerns the destruction of the world at the end of the ka/pa by means of fire,
water, and wind. Having asserted that, at the end of all this destruction, “no part of those destroyed [realms], not even
a particle, remains” (tabhis ca bhajananam suksmo ’py avayavo navasisyate), Vasubandhu abruptly transitions to a
critique of Vaisesika cosmology—according to the commentarial tradition, the theory of “Kanabhtk” (likely Kanada,
ca. 6007-200? BCE) that fundamental particles remain even after the destruction at the end of the kalpa. Vasubandhu’s
critique of Vaisesika ontology and epistemology takes place within this context.
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[According to the Vaisesikas], “The grass mat is something else, other than the
grasses, and the cloth (pata) is something else, other than the threads.”

But just those [grasses or threads], being assembled in a certain way, obtain this or
that designation [such as “mat” or “cloth”], similar to [how] a line® of ants [does
not exist apart from the individual ants]. How can this be known? Because there is
no apprehension of the cloth when there is [sensory] contact (samyoga) with a
single thread. For if the cloth existed at that time [when there was sensory contact
with a single thread], what would be the obstacle (pratibandha) to apprehending
[the whole cloth]? If the entire [cloth] does not occur [in each thread], then in that
[one thread] there would exist a ‘cloth-part,” not a cloth. And the cloth would be
merely a collection [of its threads]. And what ‘cloth-part’ is there, other than the
threads?¢!

Toward the end of the citradvaita section, Dharmakirti references the same issue:

If the colors (etc.) of a cloth (pata) constituted a [simple or] singular (eka) [entity],
then they could not be analytically distinguished [from each other]. And when the
analyzed parts are eliminated, a separate unanalyzed whole is not observed.

1222 ||

But Vasubandhu’s critique also dips into epistemological territory, in ways that Dharmakirti
clearly picks up, and then uses as a basis for subsequent phenomenological analysis, to the effect
that a variegated cognition (such as one which appears ‘blue’ in one part but ‘yellow’ in another

part) cannot be real, in the same way and for what amount to the same reasons as the whole cloth.

0 Compare to Dharmakirti’s discussion of a “row” or “line” (mald) of houses (etc.) at PV 3.155-157. Dharmakirti
also specifically refutes the Vaisesika ontology of ‘wholes,” and the Vaisesika account of the relationship between a
‘whole’ cloth and its threads, at PV 3.148-152.

81 Pradhan (1975, 189.15-18): anyo viranebhyah kato 'nyas ca tantubhyah pata iti | ta eva hi te yathasamnivistas tam
tam samjiiam labhante | pipilikapanktivat | katham gamyeta ekatantusamyoge patasyanupalambhat | ko hi tada satah
patasyopalabdhau pratibandhah | akrtsnavrttau patabhdgo tra syan na patah | samithamdtram ca patah syat | kas
ca tantubhyo ‘nyah patabhdagah.

Also translated in Pruden (1991, 492) and Gold (2015, 87).
62 Tosaki (1979, 318): patadiriipasyaikatve tathd syad avivekita | vivekini nirasyanyada 'viveki ca neksyate || 222 ||

Also translated in Dunne (2004, 411). See also the illuminating discussion of Prajiiakaragupta’s perspective in Inami
(2011).



259

2. Simultaneous and Sequential Cognition, Again

That Dharmakirti is likely making reference to this passage of the AKBh is further suggested by
Dharmakirti’s critique of a position which appears in AKBh ad AK 3.100ab, but not in PS 19—
the notion that the perception of a discrete whole occurs due to the perception of its parts in rapid

succession. Vasubandhu specifically refutes this position:

And if [it is argued that the whole cloth is apprehended due to] sequential sensory
contact (samnikarsa) with the parts: [in that case] there can be no [simultaneous]
cognition of the parts, by means of both the visual and tactile faculties.* Therefore,
since the [conceptual] determinate cognition (vyavasaya) of a whole would be due
to sequential sensory contact, the cognition of that [whole] is just about the parts;
like [how the rapid sequential cognitions of] a firebrand® [are conceptualized as a]
circle [but there is in reality no whole firebrand-circle].

6 Dinnaga refutes the Vaisesika account of perception in PS 1.21-24, but does not specifically critique their ontology
in terms of the problem of a ‘whole’ (avayavin), and makes no reference at all in that passage to the notion that the
perception of a ‘whole’ may occur due to rapid sequential cognitions of the “parts.’

 Gold (2015, 88) appears to have construed the grammatically dual caksuhsparsanabhyam with the grammatically
plural avayavanam: ... with parts that are being touched by the eye.” Aside from the grammatical impossibility of
this interpretation, however, it also misrepresents the argument. Yasomitra explains that Vasubandhu’s point here is
to the effect that, if a whole is apprehended through sequential contact with the manifold elements which comprise it
as a variegated basis (anekasraya) for cognition, then there can be no simultaneous apprehension of that whole by
means of both the visual and the tactile faculties, as these are different sensory modalities with differing bases for
cognition (yugapad anekasrayasamyogabhavac caksuh sparsanendriyayoh | evam anyesam api avayavanam
grahanam na syat) (Yasomitra 1970, 341.24-26). Vasubandhu’s argument is thus clearly intended to draw on the
apparently multi-modal (e.g., visual and tactile) nature of sensory cognition, and to problematize the Vaisesika
opponent’s position (to the effect that the cognition of the purported ‘whole’ happens sequentially) on the basis of the
fact that there are simultaneous cognitions of different modalities; see Chapter 1, Section I1.D: Object Persistence and
Pseudo-Perception. Compare also to Dharmakirti’s engagement—not strictly a refutation—with an interlocutor who
notes that a single object (ekartha) may serve as the basis for multiple sensory cognitions (buddhinam), by virtue of
the fact that it is a variegated basis (nandsrayataya) for different modalities of sensory cognition (PV 3.234-235).

%5 See Chapter 1, Section II.E: The Firebrand-Circle.

6 Pradhan (1975, 189.20-21): kramasamnikarse cavayavanam caksuhsparsanabhyam avayavavijianam na syat |
tasmat kramena samnikarsad avayavivyavasdayad avayavesv eva tadbuddhir alatacakravat ||

Also translated in Pruden (1991, 492) and Gold (2015, 88).
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Compare Vasubandhu’s approach here to Dharmakirti’s discussion of sequentiality in the
citradvaita section, which directly refers to his earlier argument concerning the issue of sequential

cognitions in relation to the illusion of the firebrand-circle (PV 3.135):

[Opponent:] “Well, even though they occur in the same perceptual field (@yatana),
[if they do not constitute a discrete ‘whole,’] various [particles] are not observed
simultaneously.”

Then how is there the apparent simultaneous apprehension of scattered sesame
seeds and so on? || 197 ||

[The objection that successive cognitions occur] rapidly [and hence one mistakenly
apprehends the multiple successive objects of those cognitions as one entity] has
already been refuted [at PV 3.135].¢ And why would [sesame seeds and so on] that
are falling down sequentially not be apprehended simultaneously? Moreover, all
cognitions are equal in duration, so why would some have sequential appearances

while others are simultaneous? One would be forced to absurdly conclude that the
apprehension of every object is, therefore, non-sequential.*® || 198-199 ||®

This is a centrally-important issue, because it establishes the epistemological stakes for an
otherwise ontological discussion about the relationship between parts and wholes. As we will see,
Dharmakirti’s critique of the sensory image turns on an analysis of this image as a kind of ‘whole,’
ostensibly comprised by a variety of phenomenological elements. Thus, the simultaneous
apprehension of disparate objects (such as sesame seeds and lentils in various different locations
on a table) in effect becomes a way to think about the simultaneous apprehension of ‘blue’ and

‘yellow’ within the same visual field, or as attributed to a ‘single’ multicolored object.

7 See Chapter 1, Section IL.E.2: The Example of the Firebrand.

% The precise point being made here is, admittedly, slightly different from Vasubandhu’s, but the thrust is the same:
both Vasubandhu and Dharmakirti are arguing that it is impossible to establish the simultaneous apprehension of
multiple elements within a single sensory field on the basis of rapid successive cognitions of those variegated elements.

6 Tosaki (1979, 298-300): athaikayatanatve 'pi nanekam grhyate sakrt | sakrd grahavabhdasah kim viyuktesu
tiladisu || 197 || pratyuktam laghavaii catra tesv eva kramapatisu | kim nakramagrahas tulyakalah sarvas ca
buddhayah || 198 || kascit tasv akramabhdsah kramavatyo ‘paras ca kim | sarvarthagrahane tasmad akramo 'yam
prasajyate || 199 ||
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On this note, Jinendrabuddhi™ clarifies Dharmakirti’s point here in a manner that connects
it to several of the most important threads of argumentation in the PV. To begin with, on the
Vaisesika account, it is impossible to explain how multiple discrete seeds (or whatever), which are
all visible at the same time, but not part of the same putatively discrete whole entity (such as a
pile), could be seen at the same time. However, in addition to bringing the issue of the phonetic
sequence of words into this discussion, Jinendrabuddhi also ends his comments by asserting that

the entire sensory field is, for this reason, necessarily cognized all at once:

They say: “Even though a substance-particular which is not the same (aneka) [as
any other particular] is included in a single sense-sphere of visible matter (or
whatever) by virtue of having the single effect of a sensory cognition, it is not
simultaneously apprehended [with other particles]; on the contrary, [it is] only
[apprehended] sequentially.”

To those [who say this], it should be said: if there is no simultaneous apprehension
of many substance-particulars, then how is there the simultaneous apprehension of
sesame seeds and lentils and so on which are located in different places? For it is
not the case that they make another, single substance of which there would be the
apprehension, due to the fact that they are not conjoined and due to the fact that
they are [legumes] of different types.”

Opponent: “By virtue of an error, due to the fact that the seeing occurs extremely
quickly, in that case, there is a determination of non-sequentiality, even though [the
seeing] is sequential.”

Well then, when they are falling quickly in sequence, there should also be the
determination that “I apprehend [them] all at once,” because the quickness is the
same! And since the observation of syllables (varna) such as ra- and sa- occurs
quickly, shouldn’t there be a determination of non-sequential apprehension? And
therefore, due to the difference in sequence, there would be no distinction in what
is heard, as in the case of words such as rasa and sara and so on.” And with regard

70 Interestingly, despite the fact that the PST is a fairly strict word commentary on the PS(V), Jinendrabuddhi follows
the sequence of Dharmakirti’s arguments in PV 3, rather than the content of the PS(V), exclusively. He thus inserts
this aside, which functions as a commentary on PV 3.197-199, at the appropriate juncture in his comments ad PS
1.4cd, despite the fact that sequentiality is not any part of Dinnaga’s argument there (nor indeed does Dinnaga critique
the Vaisesika ontology of ‘wholes’ at all; see above, note 63). Compare these comments also to Devendrabuddhi’s
somewhat less extensive discussion of PV 3.197-199 (PVP 455.6-456.16).

7! See Chapter 1, Section II.E.2: The Example of the Firebrand.
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to falling drops of water which are traveling quickly, there could be no
determination of [their] apprehension—when there is the thought, “I am
apprehending [the drops] sequentially”—due to the rapidity of [successive] visual
cognition. Therefore, to the extent that something is an element of the sensory field
(gocara), it should only be cognized simultaneously [with everything else in the
sensory field].”

Jinendrabuddhi’s conclusion, that the entire sensory field is cognized simultaneously, would
indeed appear to be a necessary consequence of Dharmakirti’s perspective as expressed at PV

3.206bcd-207:

And things which have been apprehended sequentially are not combined by a
[single] variegated cognition, because [on the opponent’s view] there is no
apprehension of a manifold (aneka) by means of a single [cognition]. Therefore, let
it be established that a single [cognition may have] various [simultaneous] objects.
Hence, too, [sensory cognition] is nonconceptual, since while conceptualizing one
object, one sees another. || 206bcd-207 ||

That is to say, just as with the illusion of the firebrand, what distinguishes the conceptual
concatenation of multiple cognitions from the nonconceptual awareness of a manifold is,
respectively, the presence or absence of temporal sequence. In the case of the firebrand, the
manifold is constituted by the spatially extended appearance of the circle. Likewise, when

cognizing a painting that is both ‘blue’ and ‘yellow,’ or a pile of sesame seeds, or whatever, the

72 Steinkellner (2005b, 46.4-14): ye tu ekendriyavijiianakaryatvenaikaripayatanadisangrahe 'pi nanekam dravyam
yugapad grhyate api tu kramenaivety ahuh ta idam vaktavyah yadi yugapad bahiinam drayanam grahanam nasti
katham tarhi tilamasadinam vicchinnadesavasthitanam sakrdgrahanam iti | na hi tair asamyuktatvad vijatiyatvac ca
dravyantaram ekam arabdham yasya grahanam syat | darsanasya laghuvrttitvad bhrantya kramavaty api
tatrakramadhyavasaya iti cet kramapatisv api tarhi tesu laghavasya tulyatvat sakrd eva grhimamity adhyavasayah
syat | kim ca rephasakaradisu varpesu laghuvrttitvad darsanasyakramagrahanadhyavasayah syat | tatas ca
kramabhedac chrutibhedo na syad rasah sara ity evam adisu Sabdesu | asubhramanodakabindupatadisu ca
darsanasya laghavat kramena grhnamiti bhave grahanadhyavasayo na syat | tasmad yavad gocaribhiitam tat sarvam
yugapad eva prativata iti ||

3 Tosaki (1979, 306-7): grhitesu kramena ca | na citradhisamkalanam anekasyaikaya 'grahat || 206 || nandarthaika
bhavet tasmat siddha ’to 'py avikalpika | vikalpayann apy ekartham yato 'nyad api pasyati || 207 ||

Translated also in Dunne (2004, 400).
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manifold appears simultaneously. That this simultaneous apprehension of a manifold is
nonconceptual is further demonstrated, in keeping with the “two track”’ model of cognition, by
the fact that one can see a nonconceptually variegated manifold, while thinking of (i.e.,

conceptualizing) something else. Devendrabuddhi comments (Dunne 2004, 400n10):

In other words, just as mental cognition (yid kyi blo = *manovijiiana) has the nature
of apprehending various objects [simultaneously], likewise, what contradiction is
there if sensory cognition (dbang po’i blo = *indriyajiiana) also apprehends its own
various objects [simultaneously]? That is to say, it is not at all unacceptable. Hence,
even though there is no single thing with a variegated nature, with respect to the
‘blue’ and so on of a painting (or whatever), the cognition that arises with a
[multicolored or] variegated appearance is singular; therefore, let it be established
that a single has various—i.c., that a single [sensory] cognition engages with
various object-fields (yul du ma ~ nanavisaya). Hence, since [sensory cognition] is
produced by many objects, it can be said that [sensory cognition] is a cognition with
a ‘universal’ [in the sense of a conglomerate] as its object-field.”

There is a certain pregnant ambiguity in Devendrabuddhi’s position here, insofar as it is not
entirely clear whether the phenomenal variegation in question necessarily pertains only to an
individual discrete blue-and-yellow object (such as a painting), or if this analysis may also pertain
to a separate blue object and yellow object that are present at different locations in the visual field.”
On the one hand, the practical focus of pramana theory suggests that the analysis here pertains to
the objects of practical activity in the world, such as paintings. And there is nothing to indicate

that Dharmakirti or his commentators even considered this to be a question. Furthermore, this issue

74 See Chapter 1, Section IL.A.1: Two Tracks.

5 PVP (461.20-462.7): de Itar na ji ltar yid kyi blo don du ma ’dzin pa’i ngang tshul can 'dzin pa yin pa de Iltar na |
dbang po’i blo yang rang gi yul du ma ’dzin pa la "gal ba ci yod | de ltar na gang de ni cir yang mi rung ngo | gang
gi phyir ’di Itar vi mo la sogs pa’i sngon po la sogs pa la ngo bo sna tshogs pa can gcig med par yang sna tshogs par
snang ba can gyi blo gcig tu ‘gyur ba de’i phyir don du ma can gcig yul du ma can gyi blo gcig ’jug par 'gyur ba de
Itar "grub ’gyur ro | de bas na don du mas bskyed par bya ba nyid yin pa’i phyir | spyi’i spyod yul can gyi rnam par
shes pa zhes bya ba yang ngo ||

76 This ambiguity may be relevant in terms of contemporary cognitive-scientific debates concerning “object selection,”
in particular concerning the selection of multiple visual objects. See, for example, Xu and Chun (2009).
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is about to become irrelevant, because it is precisely the variegation of the phenomenal object that
necessitates the shift to Epistemic Idealism, in ultimate consequence of which the intelligibility of
any type of sensory or mental content is problematized.

On the other hand, it is a clear implication of the preceding analysis that, in some sense,
the entire sensory field is cognized all at once, and that in this sense the entire sensory field
constitutes the sensory object qua “sense-sphere particular.” That is to say, it is a clear implication
of Devendrabuddhi’s and Jinendrabuddhi’s commentaries (and thus, at least arguably, of the PV
itself) that the sense-sphere particular (@yatanasvalaksana) includes all the substance-particulars
contributing to the causal production of the sensory image, whether or not these substance-
particulars may be construed as part of “the same” mid-size dry object. In other words, the
particulars of a blue object ‘right here’ do not exist in the kind of relationship of proximity to the
particulars of a yellow object ‘over there,” such that the ‘blue’-particulars directly support the
production of ‘yellow’ in cognition; however, both the ‘blue’-particulars and the ‘yellow’-
particulars, in their own way, contribute to the production of the variegated (‘blue-and-yellow’)
visual image. In this way, both types of particulars are part of the same conglomerated causal
complex, and hence, part of the same sense sphere-particular.

In any case, we now have the beginnings of a comprehensive model for Dharmakirti’s
account of cognition at the External Realist level of analysis. A causal complex, comprised of a
multitude of infinitesimal particulars, interacts with the sense-faculty so as to produce a sensory
image or mental representation. But, as discussed in Chapter 1, Dharmakirti asserts the existence
of multiple simultaneous sensory cognitions. Thus, each modality of sensory cognition (auditory,
visual, and so on) cognizes its entire sensory field (qua sense-sphere particular) all at once. Some

of these modalities, such as touch and vision, may overlap in terms of their objects (that is, the
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same object may be apprehended by both the visual and the tactile faculties); others, such as smell
and hearing, may not. At the same time, the sixth, mental consciousness (manovijiana) coordinates
with the sensory consciousnesses to facilitate apparent object-persistence. And underlying all of
these simultaneous cognitions is their simultaneous presentation, as a single moment of the mental
continuum, through reflexive awareness.

Before advancing to a discussion of reflexive awareness, however, it is first necessary to

continue our analysis of variegated entities.

3. The Variegation of Cognition and the Cognition of Variegated Entities

Just like the previously-discussed issues of the ontology of a ‘whole’ and the sequential perception
of its ‘parts,” the PS does not directly reference any philosophical problems related to the sensory
cognition of a variegated entity.”” Once again, however, AKBh3.100ab does indeed address this

very issue, and thus appears to be one of Dharmakirti’s primary sources:

[A whole cloth cannot be ontologically distinct from its threads] because, while
threads are different in terms of color, material, and motion” (kriya), it is
impossible for [an ontologically discrete] cloth to have color and so on. If [a whole
cloth made out of multicolored threads] is variegated in terms of its color and so
on, it would be made out of different types [of material, contradicting its supposed
singularity]. And if one of the sides (or the inside) is not variegated, then either the
cloth would not be seen there, or one would see variegation there.” If motion is
also variegated, then that would be extremely variegated (aticitra)! Or, in terms of
a difference with regard to light and heat, [if fire were an ontologically singular
entity] there would be no cognition of the glow (prabha) of fires [as varying] in
color or tangible quality (sparsa) between the beginning, middle, and end.

77 In fact the term citra only appears once in PS 1, at PS 1.27c, but the context there is quite different, concerning the
variegation of the three gunas in Sankhya ontology.

78 Ya$omitra (1970, 341.32-33) explains that the sense of kriya here is in terms of motion in different directions, such
that one part of the cloth can be moving up while another part is moving down (bhinnakriyas irdhvadhogamabhedart).

7 Compare to PV 3.205ab.
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[Vaisesika: “But if there is no ‘whole’ such as the cloth, separate from the parts
such as the threads, then since fundamental particles are supersensible (atindriya),
something made out of those parts would not be sensible. So then the whole world
should be imperceptible; why isn’t it?”’]%

Although fundamental particles are supersensible (atindriyatva), their assembly is
perceptible (pratyaksatva); ®' just as the eye and so on [while different] create a

[single] effect [i.e., visual awareness], and just as those with myodesopsia perceive
a disheveled mass of hair [as opposed to one individual hair at a time.*?

In fact, as an aside, toward the end of this passage, Dharmakirti makes an oblique reference to
Vasubandhu’s argument here, that no one individual factor of sensory cognition (such as the eye)

can produce sensory cognition, just as no one individual particle can produce sensory cognition:

80 This is a paraphrase of Yasomitra (1970, 342.15-19), who marks this interpolated objection as a new line of
thought: atha matam | yadi tantvadibhyo ’vayavebhyo na patadyavayavi vyatirikto ’sti | paramaniinam
atindriyatvat | na ca tair avayavaih aindriyaka arabdha iti | krtsna jagad apratyaksam syat | pratyaksam ca gavadi
drsyate | tasmad atindriyaih paramanubhir arthantaram anyad aindriyakam arabdham iti siddham ity atrocyate |

Pruden (1991, 493), based on the Chinese commentarial tradition, also interpolates a similar explanation.

81 The question of the perceptibility of fundamental particles was very much a live issue, not only between Buddhists
and non-Buddhists, but also within the internal Buddhist Abhidharma debate, such as between the Sarvastivada-
Vaibhasikas and the Darstantika-Sautrantikas. Cf. Dhammajoti (2007, 142): “For the Sarvastivadins, in a pratyaksa
experience, whether sensory or mental, the cognitive object as the alambanapratyaya is actually the object out there
existing at the very moment when the corresponding consciousness arises. It is a real entity, just as a single object is
real. [The Vaibhasika master] Samghabhadra argues that a sensory consciousness necessarily takes a physical
assemblage or agglomeration of atoms (samcaya, samghata, samasta) as its object. What is directly perceived is just
these atoms assembled together in a certain manner. .. [thus] Samghabhadra rejects Srilata’s [Sautrantika] theory that
the object of visual perception is a unified complex (samagri, samghata) of atoms. In return, Srilata ridicules the
Vaibhasika notion of assembled atoms as a cognitive object, comparing it to the case of a group of blind persons who,
like an individual member, is incapable of vision. Samghabhadra answers this, and states that even an individual atom
is in fact visible, even though its visibility is almost nil, on account of its being very subtle for visual consciousness
which can grasp only a gross object.” In sum, then, Vasubandhu seems to agree with the Sautrantikas that individual
fundamental particles are imperceptible, but sides with the Vaibhasikas to the effect that the individual causal
capacities of particles work together so as to produce the perceptible object gua object-ayatana. See also note 63 in
the Introduction.

82 Pradhan (1975, 189.21-190.2): bhinnariipajatikriyesu tantusu patasya ripadyasambhavat | citrariipaditve
vijativarambho ‘pi syat acitre ca parsvantare patasyadarsanam citradarsanam va | kriya 'pi citrety aticitram |
tapaprakasabhede vagniprabhaya adimadhyante tadriipasparsayor anupapattih | paramanvatindriyatve pi
samastanam pratyaksatvam yathd tesam karyarambhakatvam caksuradinam ca taimirikanam ca
vikirnakesopalabdhih | tesam paramanuvad ekah keso 'tindriyah |

Also translated in Pruden (1991, 492-93) and Gold (2015, 88-90).
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On the other hand, what is the contradiction if many [particles], simultaneously
possessing the special quality [of being able to produce cognition] when arising
together, [but not individually,] were to be the cause of cognition—as indeed is the
case with the sense-faculties and so on? || 223 ||

The close connection between these two passages is further suggested by Devendrabuddhi’s
commentary to this particular verse (PV 3.223), which begins with a paraphrase of the interpolated
Vaisesika objection, couched in the exact same terminology (dbang po las ’das pa’i rdul phra rab

= *atindriyaparamanu)® used by Vasubandhu:

Someone else says: “How could it be that each supersensible particle by itself
cannot be seen, but when aggregated they can [be seen]? If there is no such thing
as the nature of being a ‘whole,” nothing at all should be visible.”%’

Although it is not possible [to see] each individual fundamental particle, what is the
contradiction if many [fundamental particles], having arisen with the special quality
[of being able to produce a sensory cognition] due to each being different from
[their antecedents] on account of the condition of [those antecedents’] mutual
proximity to each other, are the cause of the cognition—such that they are the
means for cognizing (rtogs par byed ~ adhigamaka) the ‘whole’?%

And Dharmakirti himself even paraphrases®” Vasubandhu’s Sanskrit:

8 Tosaki (1979, 319): ko va virodho bahavah samjatatisayah sakrd | bhaveyuh karanam buddher yadi
namendriyadivat || 223 ||

Also translated in Dunne (2004, 411).
84 See note 81, above.

8 Compare also Devendrabuddhi’s ’ga’ zhig kyang mthong bar mi gyur ro to Yasomitra’s krtsna jagad apratyaksam
syat from the interpolated Vaisesika objection.

8 PVP (473.12-19): gzhan gyis ji ltar dbang po las “das pa’i rdul phra rab so so tha dad pa mthong ba’i lam du mi
‘gyur ba de Itar bsags pa na yang de dag nyid yin pas na | gal te yan lag can gyi ngo bo med par 'gyur na 'ga’ zhig
kyang mthong bar mi "gyur ro zhes brjod pa gang yin pa 'di la yang | rdul phra rab so so tha dad pa la nus pa med
na yang | gal te so so re re phan tshun nye bar ’gro ba la sogs pa’i rkyen las gzhan dang gzhan las | skye phul byung
bar gyur pa na | mang po blo’i rgyu ni "gyur ba la | de’i tshe 'gal ba dag ni ci zhig yod | gang gis na yan lag can rtogs
par byed |

87 Compare aticitra to citratara.
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Alternatively, how could one see the form of something that is not singular, such
as a multicolored (citra) butterfly?

Opponent: “That multicolor is a single [real thing, distinct from other colors].”

Then that [multicolor] is even more psychedelic (citratara) [than the multicolored
butterfly]! || 200 ||

For there is no single entity, ‘multicolor,” just as a figure of [different types of]

jewels is not a single entity. And the blue portion®* (and so on) in a multicolored
cloth is the same. || 201 ||*

While Dharmakirti is at least arguably following along with Vasubandhu’s line of thought in this
passage, he does not simply recapitulate it. Rather, Dharmakirti builds on Vasubandhu’s analysis,
because he has an important additional point to make.

That is to say, Vasubandhu’s only real point here is that no whole exists independently of
its parts, and by extension, that a singular entity cannot possess internal variegation in terms of its
color or any other quality. By contrast, Dharmakirti takes this general point, but then also applies
it to an analysis of cognition. In other words, Dharmakirti’s argument here is that, just as there is
no real ultimate singularity in the case of purportedly variegated or multicolored entities such as
paintings, there is similarly no real ultimate singularity with respect to the necessarily-variegated
cognitive image that is produced by the contact between the faculty and the object: the variegated

cognition of a painting is just as unreal (qua ‘whole’) as the variegated painting.”

8 Dunne (2004, 398) apparently prefers the variant reading recorded by Tosaki (Tosaki 1979, 201), of *pratibhasa
(“appearance”) for pravibhdaga (“portion”). However, both Sa skya Pandita’s canonical translation of the PV, and the
Tibetan translators of Devendrabuddhi’s PVP, indicate an underlying pravibhaga (with rnam par dbye and rnam par
phye, respectively). | have therefore elected to translate this verse assuming pravibhdga as the correct reading.

% Tosaki (1979, 301-2): naikam citrapatangadi riipam va drsyate katham | citran tad ekam iti ced idam citrataran
tatah || 200 || naikam svabhavam citram hi maniripam yathaiva tat | niladipravibhdagas ca tulyas citrapatadisu
[ 201 |]

Also translated in Dunne (2004, 398).

% Of course, one important difference between the painting and the cognition of the painting is that the painting is
ostensibly comprised of multiple particulars, while the cognition is a single mental particular. Indeed, cognition’s
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One of the most important takeaways of this argument is that, insofar as the
phenomenological duality of subject and object constitutes a kind of internal variegation,
phenomenological duality is unreal. However, since Dharmakirti’s argument to that effect also
directly concerns the issue of phenomenal extension—and Devendrabuddhi and Sakyabuddhi’s
commentaries treat the issue in detail here, but only very briefly when it comes up again in PV
3.321-322—it is worth drilling down into the analysis of extension in the citradvaita section, as

this is the point on which the shift to epistemic and ontological idealism will eventually turn:

Opponent: “So then in regard to what is there this experience, on the part of that
[cognition]?”

This is precisely what is under investigation. And how are these particles
conforming to that extended appearance? || 321 ||

That [cognition] does not possess the form of the object. Or, if it did, it would be
insufficient (vyabhicari) [to define that cognition as the awareness of the object]; it

would not be able to establish [that the cognition] has the nature of being an
experience of that [object]. || 322 ||*!

In other words, the disjunct between the variegation of the object-field and the singularity of
cognition, no less than the disjunct between the extended appearance of the object-image versus
the dimensionless nature of the infinitesimal particulars which are its primary cause, exposes the
insufficiency of any definition of sensory perception that would tie the epistemic reliability of a

sensory cognition to its ability to accurately represent its object qua cause.

status as a single irreducible particular is one of its most important features, and an indispensable element of
Dharmakairti’s arguments in PV 3. Nevertheless, in basically the same way as a painting, the ultimate unreality of
cognition is framed in terms of a “neither one nor many” (ekanekavicara)-style analysis; in other words, the fact that
sensory cognition cannot be finally established as either completely singular or completely manifold establishes that
it is not truly real (see below). Reflexive awareness, on the other hand, does not have this problem.

91 Tosaki (1985, 5-6): atha so 'nubhavah kvasya tad evedam vicaryate | sariipayanti tat kena sthillabhdsaii ca te
‘navah || 321 || tan narthariapata tasya satyam va vyhabhicarini | tatsamvedanabhavasya na samarthd prasadhane
322 ]
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B. The Critique of Variegation and the “False Imagist” View (altkakaravada)

1. Variegated Images Are Unreal

As outlined above, the first part of the citradvaita section establishes that there is no abstract
quality (guna) of variegation (citrata) which can be attributed to a purported whole (avayavin).
Variegation is, on the contrary, only attributable to an ostensible conglomerate on the basis of the
various properties of its real constituent elements. Thus, when considering a multicolored entity
such as a butterfly, it is not that there is any real quality of being ‘multicolored,” any more than
there is a real ‘butterfly’ that exists apart from its constituent particulars; on the contrary,
‘multicolor’ is just the simultaneous appearance of ‘blue’ and ‘yellow’ and so on, on the basis of
blue-particulars and yellow-particulars® and so on.

At this point, Dharmakirti has a rhetorical interlocutor raise the obvious follow-up
question: if variegated entities are unreal, insofar as variegation could only be the property of a
‘whole’ considered to be distinct (in some indeterminate sense) from its variously-qualified
constituent elements, then what are we to make of the variegated appearance of cognition?

Opponent: “If singularity is not possible with respect to entities that have variegated

appearances, then, to begin with, how could a cognition (which is singular) possess
a variegated appearance?” || 208 ||*

92 Or, again, to be more precise, particulars with the causal capacity, when operating in conjunction with other
particulars, to generate the phenomenal appearance of blue and yellow and so on.

% Tosaki (1979, 309): citravabhasesv arthesu yady ekatvam na yujyate | saiva tavat katham buddhir eka
citravabhasint || 208 ||

Translated also in Dunne (2004, 401).
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Dharmakirti responds to this point in a manner that, at least according to Devendrabuddhi and

Sakyabuddhi’s explanation, all but establishes the “False Imagist” interpretation of the PV:

The wise** state what is entailed by real things themselves: whatever way they think
of objects, in that way those objects disappear.®

Opponent: “Might there be variegation within a single [cognition]?”

There should be no [variegation] within cognition, either. [But] if it amuses oneself
[to believe] this about things, who are we to object to that? || 209-210 ||*

Devendrabuddhi explains the key point here:

“If there were ultimate variegation within a single cognition, then in ultimate terms
that variegated cognition would establish that a real entity [i.e., the cognition] can
also be variegated.”” Likewise, [the external variegated entity] would be real.” This
is what the questioner is getting at. The author of the treatise [Dharmakirti]

% Dunne (2004, 402n13) notes that “Devendrabuddhi... makes it clear that the ones doing the analyzing [the “wise,”
vipascitah] here are the Buddhas.”

PVP (463.7-8): mkhas pa rnams kyis gang gsungs pa | de ni dngos stobs ‘ongs pa yin | sangs rgyas bcom ldan ’das
kyis so ||

% Devendrabuddhi comments (PVP 463.9-12): “Whatever way they think of objects: that is, when one rationally
analyzes them as either singular or manifold, they disappear—they are devoid of existing—in that way, i.e., in that
fashion [as either singular or manifold]. In other words, they do not abide in terms of any essential nature whatsoever.”

Jji lta ji ltar don bsams pa | gcig dang du ma’i rnam pa gang dag gis rigs pas dpyad pa na | de ni de Itar rnam pa de
dang | rnam par bral zhing stong par 'gyur te | rang bzhin 'ga’ zhig la yang rnam par mi gnas so zhes bya ba’i tha
tshig go ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 402n13).

% Tosaki (1979, 309-11): idam vastubaldyatam yad vadanti vipascitah | yatha yatha ’rthas cintyante visiryante tatha
tatha || 209 || kim syat sa citrataikasyam na syat tasyam matav api | yadidam svayam arthanam rocate tatra ke vayam
1210 |

97 Sakyabuddhi writes (PVT 502.18-503.2): “Then in ultimate terms that variegated or multicolored awareness would
establish that the real thing was also variegated or multicolored. This means the following. An ultimately singular
cognition arises with a variegated/multicolored cognitive image due to that kind of [i.e., a variegated] object (artha).
The external real thing that determines the cognition which apprehends that image is thereby established. Likewise—
as is the case with the singular cognition that has a variegated/multicolored cognitive image—it would be real.”

don dam par blo sna tshogs pa des dngos po yang sna tshogs par 'grub par ’gyur ro zhes bya ba la sogs pa la | ji ltar
dang por don dam par blo gcig sna tshogs pa’i rnam pa can de Ita bur gyur pa’i don nyid kyis skyed par "gyur ro | de
nas ‘dzin par byed pa’i blo de’i rnam par ’jog par byed pa’i phyi rol gyi dngos po yang ’grub par ‘gyur ro | de bzhin
du ste | sna tshogs pa’i rnam pa can gyi blo gcig bzhin du bden par 'gyur ro ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 403n13).
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responds: there should be no [variegation] within cognition, either. “Singular”
and “variegated” are contradictory qualities. If something is singular, it ultimately
does not have a variegated nature;*® if it nevertheless appears with a variegated
cognitive image (rnam pa sna tshogs pa = *citrakara), then those [variegated]
cognitive images of that [singular entity] do not ultimately exist. One must accept
this position because [otherwise] the singularity [of the cognition] would be
countermanded. Apart from a different or non-different cognitive image, there is
ultimately no other basis for the establishment [of something as] one or many. In
this regard, if one were to maintain that cognition is ultimately both singular and
variegated, then [all phenomena] without exception—which [considered all
together] is variegated—would be one single substance. In this way, [there would
be] flaws such as that everything would be produced simultaneously. Therefore, if
something is singular,” it cannot have a manifold image.'®

The clear implication of this argument is that, to the extent that the cognitive image is necessarily

variegated (cognition does not appear as an undifferentiated singularity), and is therefore subject

% Sakyabuddhi comments (PVT 503.7-10): “If [the cognition] is singular, it ultimately does not have a [variegated)
nature. That is, it does not have a variegated essential nature because if its essence were variegated, then it would be
contradictory for it to be singular. Instead, the cognition appears with a variegated cognitive image due to cognitive
error ('khrul pa = *bhranti).”

de bas na gcig nyid yin na ngo bo sna tshogs pa ma yin pa yang zhes bya ba rang bzhin sna tshogs pa ma yin na yang
ste | ngo bo sna tshogs pa nyid yin na gcig nyid ’gal ba’i phyir ro | "on kyang ’khrul pa’i dbang gis sna tshogs pa’i
rnam pa nyid du snang bar "gyur ro ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 403n13).

9 Sakyabuddhi comments (PVT 504.3-6): “Therefore, if it is singular, it cannot have a plural image. If cognition is
singular, then it cannot have a manifold cognitive image; rather, cognition just has the nature of mere reflexive
awareness which is devoid of duality.”

de’i phyir gcig nyid yin na rnam pa du ma can ma yin no zhes bya ba ni blo gcig yin na rnam pa du ma can du mi
"gyur gyi ‘on kyang blo ni gnyis kyi ngo bos dben pa rang rig pa tsam gyi bdag nyid can kho na yin no zhes bya bar
dgongs so ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 403n13).

100 pVP (463.14-464.6): gal te blo gcig la sna tshogs de don dam par cir "gyur | don dam par blo sna tshogs pa des
dngos po yang sna tshogs par 'grub par 'gyur ro | de bzhin du bden par 'gyur ro zhes bya ba ni ’dri ba po’i bsam
pa’o | bstan bcos mdzad pas | de yi blo yang mi "gyur ro | zhes bya ba smos te | gcig dang sna tshogs pa zhes bya ba
de ni 'gal ba yin no | gcig nyid yin na don dam par ngo bo sna tshogs pa ma yin pa yang rnam pa sna tshogs par
snang ba don dam par de’i rnam pa de dag kyang yod pa ma yin no zhes nan gyis ’dod par bya ste gcig pa nyid nyams
par thal ba’i phyir ro | gcig dang du ma nyid dag gi gnas pa’i rten don dam par rnam pa tha dad pa dang tha dad pa
med pa ma gtogs par 'ga’ zhig kyang yod pa ma yin no | de la gal te don dam par blo sna tshogs pa dang gcig yin par
‘dod pa de’i tshe | sna tshogs pa ma lus pa yang rdzas gcig tu 'gyur ro | de Itar na cig car skye ba la sogs pa’i skyon
vod do | de’i phyir gcig yin na yang rnam pa du ma can ma yin no ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 402-403n13).
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to mereological analysis, it cannot be ultimately real.'*! And this, in turn, entails another extremely
important conclusion. If there were such a thing as real ultimate variegation, then a variegated
cognition could truly isomorphically conform to the variegation in external reality. But the lack of
ultimate variegation in reality entails that a variegated cognition itself is necessarily and inherently
flawed, because it is an inaccurate presentation of reality. Therefore, there can be no true
isomorphic conformity on the part of a variegated cognition, because real phenomena (that is,
particulars) lack variegation.

Of course, this opens up a whole host of other questions. Most saliently: if the image is
unreal in this way, then what, precisely, is its final ontological status? Dharmakirti seems content
to allow the question to linger (“who are we to object?”), though this and other passages strongly
indicate that his ultimate position—unstated, at least in part doubtlessly due to the fact that such
an ultimate position lies by definition beyond thought and language—is that cognitive images must
in some way “disappear” (vi + V$7)'*> upon the attainment of Buddhahood.

Indeed, given that there is a restriction to the effect that the phenomenal subject and object
always arise together (sahopalambhaniyama), the elimination of the subject-object “structure”

(vyavastha) would seem to necessarily entail the elimination of cognition’s “structured”

101 Komarovski’s (2015, 150) explanation of altkakaravida according to Sakya mchog ldan (1428-1507) is endorsed
here: “As [Sakya mchog ldan] understands it, the Satyakaravada/Alikakaravada distinction ultimately boils down to
the question of the reality of mental appearances. Although Yogacaras in general do not accept the existence of an
external material world, according to Satyakaravada, its appearances or “representations” reflected in consciousness
have a real or true existence, because they are of one nature with the really existent consciousness, their creator.
According to Alikakaravada, neither external phenomena nor their appearances and minds that reflect them really
exist and they are therefore false. What exists in reality is only primordial mind described as self-awareness (rang rig,
svasamvedana) or individually self-cognizing primordial mind (so so(r) rang gis rig pa’i ye shes).”

Concerning the requirement that gnosis (i.e., prajid) or “primordial mind” (ye shes) be “individually self-cognized,”
(pratyatmavedaniya) see Chapter 5, Section [.D: Cognitively-Natured-Ness (jrianaripatva) and Subjectivity; Chapter
5, note 44; and Kapstein (2000, 112-13).

12 Cf. PV 3.209d, above.
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(vyavasthapya) objective phenomenal content, as well as its “structuring” (vyavasthapaka),

subjective, affective dimension. This is the essence of the “False Imagist” view (alikakaravada).

2. False Object, False Image

Bracketing for a moment the question of the ultimate ontological status of cognitive images,
however, it is certain that—whatever its ontological status—a variegated image must, by

definition, be erroneous. As Sakyabuddhi writes in his commentary to PVP ad PV 3.210,

[Opponent:] “If there is no variegated external real thing, and if there is no singular
cognition with a variegated image, then how does cognition appear with the color
[or form] (gzugs = *ripa) of the external object in a manner that is restricted (nges
pa can ~ niyamena) to a particular time and place?”

In response to such a qualm, [Devendrabuddhi] says, “On the other hand, if one
claims that the nature of things....” and so on.'” One speaks of an “object” due to
the imaginative apprehension of that which is by nature the cognizer’s cognitive
error as being an object. Those appearances are not [actually] objects because the
constructed nature (kun tu brtags pa’i rang bzhin = *parikalpitasvabhava) does not
exist in any way whatsoever.'*

103 Devendrabuddhi’s explanation ad PV 3.210, upon which Sakyabuddhi is commenting here, is as follows: “If one
is content to have this be the objects’ essence—that is, even though they do not have that nature [of being external],
they become apparent (gsal ba ~ vyakta) in terms of that nature; if ultimately abiding in that manner is their true nature
(de kho na nyid = *tattva), why should we bother refuting it? The idea is that one should just let it be so.”

PVP (464.6-9): ‘on kyang gal te 'di bdag don 'dod na | de’i ngo bo can ma yin par ’gyur ba dag kyang | de’i ngo bo
sgo nas gsal ba gang yin pa de dang don dam par gnas pa de kho na nyid yin na de la bdag gi "gog par byed pas | ci
zhig bya ste de ltar 'gyur ro zhes bya bar dgongs so ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 403n13).

104 PVT (504.6-12): gal te phyi rol gvi dngos po sna tshogs pa med cing | blo sna tshogs pa’i rnam pa can gcig med
na ‘o na ji ltar yul dang dus nges pa can gyi phyi rol gyi gzugs nyid du snang ba yin zhes de skad du ’dogs pa la | "on
kyang gal te 'di bdag don ’dod na zhes bya ba la sogs pa smos te | sgrub pa po ’khrul pa’i ngo bor don du mngon par

zhen pa las don zhes brjod kyi de dag don nyid ni ma yin te | kun tu brtags pa’i rang bzhin ni gtan nas med pa nyid
vod pa’i phyir ro ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 403n13).
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The reference to the “constructed nature” here requires some additional clarification. For the most
part, neither Dharmakirti'® nor his commentators'* adopt the characteristic technical terminology
(as opposed to the broad theoretical framework) of Yogacara. Here, however, Sakyabuddhi uses
the foundational Yogacara rubric—and, by extension, the idealistic ontological framework—of
the “three natures”!” to explain the critique of the variegation of the sensory image. As we will
see in our discussion of PV 3 ad PS 1.9-10, it is precisely in terms of this critique that Dharmakirti

articulates and explains his shift to epistemic and ontological idealism.

195 One important exception is PV 3.520, where Dharmakirti directly references the alayavijiana.

106 Sakyabuddhi also invokes the three natures, and an idealistic ontology, in his commentary to Devendrabuddhi’s
explanation (see above, note 99) of PV 3.209cd: “...the way in which they think of objects refers to external blue and
yellow and so on. He says “object” in order to refute the notion that it is distinct from consciousness, but not [to refute]
the notion that consciousness is by nature paratantra [i.e., the dependent nature]. This will also be explained later.
‘The way in which [they disappear]’ means they are not [established as] either singular or multiple. [When
Devendrabuddhi says] ‘in terms of any essential nature whatsoever,” he means that the object cannot be established
as external, but also cannot be established as having the nature of consciousness. In other words, they are not
established as appearing separately (chags ~ bhanga).”

PVT (502.4-11): ji lta ji ltar don bsam pa | zhes bya ba ni phyi rol gyi sngon po dang ser po la sogs pa’o | don smos
pa ni rnam par shes pa las tha dad pa 'gog par byed pa yin gyi rnam par shes pa gzhan gyi dbang gi bdag nyid ni ma
yin no | de yang 'og nas ston par 'gyur ro | ji lta ji ltar zhes bya ba ni gcig dang du ma nyid kyis so | rang bzhin "ga’
zhig la zhes bya ba ni phyi rol la ma yin zhing rnam par shes pa’i bdag nyid la yang ma yin te | chags par snang ba’i
rnam par mi gnas so zhes bya ba’i don to ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 402n13).

197 The three natures are an enormous topic, and largely outside the scope of this discussion, since (again) for the most
part neither Dharmakirti nor his commentators present their perspective on pramana theory in terms of these Yogacara
categories. Briefly, however: the dependent nature (paratantrasvabhava) is the flow of dependent origination
(pratityasamutpada), analyzable into the eight collections of consciousness (that is, the five sensory consciousnesses,
the sixth mental consciousness, the seventh “defiled mind” [klistamanas], and the storehouse consciousness
[alayavijiiana]). But the cognitions of the dependent nature are falsely presented as though they were structured by
the phenomenological duality of subject and object; hence, the false duality of subject and object is known as the
imagined or “constructed nature” (parikalpitasvabhava), and the dependent nature—which does exist, but falsely
appears in this way—is also referred to as “false construction” (abhiitaparikalpa). Unlike the dependent nature, the
illusory constructed nature does not actually exist. In other words, the dependent nature is in fact empty of the
constructed nature. And this emptiness—the lack of false duality within the causal flow of cognition—is the “perfected
nature” (parinispannasvabhava), which also exists. Cf. D’Amato (2005) and Madhyantavibhaga 1.1:
abhitaparikalpo ’sti dvayam tatra na vidyate | §inyata vidyate tv atra tasyam api sa vidyate || 1 ||
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The key point to understand at this juncture is that, as mentioned in Chapter 1,'% on the
classical Indian model of cognition, a cognition requires an object: a mental event without an object
is, strictly speaking, not a “cognition” (jfiana) at all. Hence, just as the pseudo-perceptual
appearance of floating hairs is not a cognition—because the hairs are not an object (i.e., an artha),
but rather only an artifact of some distortion in the visual-sensory apparatus—in just that way, the
appearance of a sensory image is not really a cognition, because the sensory image qua epistemic
object (prameya) or apprehended-aspect (grahyakara) is only an artifact of distortion (specifically,
the “internal distortion” or antarupaplava) in the sensory-cognitive apparatus.

In other words, phenomenal variegation in terms of ‘blue’ and ‘yellow’ establishes the
unreality of the sensory image; but there is another, even more basic problem. Because cognition
is ontologically singular, but phenomenal subject and object are always presented together
(sahopalambhaniyama), the appearance of a phenomenal object necessarily entails the presence
of the dualistic structure of subject and object. But this duality constitutes a type of phenomenal
variegation. Hence, duality entails that the dualistic cognition is a pseudo-perceptual “non-
cognition” (ajiiana). In other words, the dualistic phenomenal variegation of a cognition
establishes its ontological unreality. Therefore, any cognition which appears variegated in terms
of subject-object duality (which is to say, every ordinary cognition) is a pseudo-perceptual “non-
cognition.” In this way, the dualistic phenomenal variegation necessarily concomitant with the
appearance of any sensory image establishes that the sensory cognition “containing” that image—
which, to repeat, is not ontologically separate from the sensory image itself—is false or unreal

(alika), even though, despite this unreality, like the “hairs” of myodesopsia it nevertheless appears.

108 See Chapter 1, Section II1.B: Myodesopsia and Defects in the Basis.
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Although standard Yogacara analysis is silent on the question of whether phenomenal
content disappears once the adventitious duality of the constructed nature is removed from the
dependent nature, Dharmakirti maintains that phenomenal content cannot be experienced in the

absence of subject-object duality:

And there is no definition [of anything] outside of [being defined] as the image of
the subject or object. [Those definitions do not ultimately make sense;] therefore,
since [phenomena] are empty of definition, they are clarified as being essenceless.
1215

Every distinctive definition of things such as the aggregates are delimited by
activity (vyapara). That [activity] is not ultimate; therefore, those things are also
devoid of [ultimate] definition. || 216 ||

Those who are by nature confused with ignorance, as with myodesopsia and so on,
have cognitive presentations (vijiiapti) that arise with false images (vitathakara), in
dependence upon their respective conditions. || 217 ||

The true nature of reality (fattva) is not known by any [ordinary beings] whose

vision is not supreme, because it is impossible for them [to experience cognition]
without the error (viplava) of subject and object. || 218 ||'*®

Therefore, since the phenomenal “object” of sensory cognition (i.e., the sense-sphere particular,
which is to say, the single effect of all the various conglomerated particulars causally contributing
to the production of the sensory image) only arises as part of a necessarily-distorted dualistic
structure, and thus falls within the constructed nature, this “object” does not really exist, because
the constructed nature does not really exist.

Concluding his comments on PVP ad PV 3.210, Sakyabuddhi writes:

109 Tosaki (1979, 314-16): na grahyagrahakakarabahyam asti ca laksanam | ato laksanasiinyatvan nihsvabhavih
prakasitah || 215 || vyaparopadhikam sarvam skandhdadinam visesatah | laksanam sa ca tattvan na tenapy ete
vilaksanah || 216 || yathasvampratyayapeksad avidyopaputdatmanam | vijiiaptir vitathakard jayate timiradivat || 217 ||
asamviditattva ca sa sarvaparadarsanaih | asambhavad vina tesam grahyagrahakaviplavaih || 218 ||

Also translated in Dunne (2004, 410).
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What is being asserted? [Devendrabuddhi] says, “Even though they do not have
that nature, they become apparent (gsal ba ~ spasta) in terms of that nature.” “Even
though they do not have that nature” [means:] even though they do not have the
nature of being external. They become apparent—they appear (snang ~ a +
\bhas)—in terms of that nature—in terms of being external. “If ultimately abiding
in that manner is their true nature (de kho na nyid ~ tattva)” [means:] appearing as
though having a nature that they do not have is how they ultimately—really—abide,
because there is a pramana that establishes [this appearance].!'® Therefore, [that
appearance] is not unmistaken suchness. The idea here is that since the cognition
of them as external objects is contradicted by a pramana, that appearance of them
as external is not [their] true nature.

It is correct that the experience of external objects is erroneous; [it is] not [correct
to claim that that experience is] not erroneous. What is correct [i.e., the fact that the
external appearance is an error] is not presented in that [sensory cognition itself];
nevertheless, we refute that which is presented by false conceptual cognition, which
is contradicted by a pramana. Hence, as in the case where nonexistent things such
as hairs and flies appear to a person whose eyes are impaired by myodesopsia, an
external object, even though nonexistent, appears to those whose eyes are covered
by the myodesopsia of ignorance. Since it is appropriate to present this notion in
this context, the author of the treatise [Devendrabuddhi] says, “Just let it be so.”!!!

Importantly, we may once again observe here the “Janus-faced”!'? nature of cognition. Construed
as the apprehension of an artha—whether this artha is understood as existing externally to, or

internally within, the mind—a dualistic cognition is an unreal, false construction. Construed as a

110 That is, the false or mistaken appearance of cognition is established to be how the cognition actually appears, “by
means of”’ the pramana of reflexive awareness.

M PVT (504.12-505.6): 'dod pa de yang gang yin zhe na | de’i ngo bo can ma yin par 'gyur ba dag kyang de’i ngo
bo’i sgo nas gsal ba zhes bya ba smos pa la | de’i ngo bo can ma yin pa zhes bya ba ni phyi rol gyi ngo bo can ma yin
par gyur pa dag kyang ngo | de’i ngo bo’i sgo nas kyang de’i phyi rol gyi ngo bo’i sgo nas gsal zhing snang ba’o | de
dang de’i don dam par gnas pa de kho na nyid yin na zhes bya ba ni de’i ngo bo can ma yin par snang ba de don dam
par te dngos su gnas pa yin te | sgrub par byed pa’i tshad ma yod pa’i phyir ro | de nyid kyi phyir de kho na nyid
phyin ci ma log pa ma yin te | “dir phyi rol gyi don du rtogs pa ni tshad mas gnod pa nyid kyi phyir de kho na nyid ma
yin no zhes bya bar dgongs so | gang gi tshe phyi rol gyi don mthong ba ni "khrul pa nyid yin par rigs kyi ma ’khrul
pa ni ma yin te | rigs pa de la mi ston mod kyi | kho bo tshad mas gnod pa’i log pa’i rnam par rtog pas ni ston pa 'gog
par byed pa yin no | de bas na rab rib kyis "khrul pa’i mig can la skra shad dang sbrang ma la sogs pa med pa snang
ba bzhin du ma rig pa’i rab rib kyis khyab pa’i mig can la phyi rol gyi don 'di med na yang snang ngo zhes de skad
du bstan pa rigs pa nyid yin pa’i phyir bstan bcos mdzad pa de ltar 'gyur ro zhes bya bar dgongs so ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 404n13).
112 Cf. Dunne (2006, 513).
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sheer moment of awareness, however, in which various false appearances arise, dualistic
cognition—Ilike conceptual cognition—is real insofar as it is a mental particular or mental event.
Thus, irrespective of what exactly it is that happens to ordinary dualistic sensory cognitions as the
conditions for their production (most saliently, vasana or bija) are uprooted through progress on
the path to Buddhahood, there is (to some extent) no problem with acknowledging the mere fact
of their appearance: “Just let it be so.” The key point is that, just as Ratnakarasanti explained that
Buddhas, out of their boundless compassion, retain a tiny bit of ignorance in order to see what
ordinary sentient beings see,''> Dharmakirti maintains that Buddhas must deliberately ‘blind’

themselves in order to explain conventional reality to those still obscured by ignorance:

Thus, ignoring the ultimate, [Buddhas] close one eye like an elephant!'* and
propagate theories that involve external objects merely in accord with worldly
conceptions. || 219 ||''S

But the intractable unreliability of the sensory image does not stop here.

C. Extension and Isomorphism

In the citradvaita section (PV 3.194-224 ad PS 1.4cd), Dharmakirti critiques the spatial extension
of the sensory image in the exact same terms that he will deploy, albeit much more succinctly, at

PV 3.321-322:

113 Cf. Yiannopoulos (2012, 183) and Tomlinson (2019, 98-104).

4 Dunne (2004, 410n19): “As Manorathanandin explains (ad cit.), an elephant’s eyes are on the sides of its head;
hence, it can choose not to look at what is occurring on one side by simply shutting one eye.”

115 Tosaki (1979, 316): tad upeksitatattvarthaih krtva gajanimilanam | kevalam lokabuddhyaiva bahyacinta
pratanyate || 219 ||

Also translated in Dunne (2004, 410).
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Therefore, neither the objects nor the cognition has a spatially extended appearance
(sthulabhdsa) because, since that [kind of spatially-extended] nature has already
been disproved in the case of a singular entity, it is also not possible in the case of
what is manifold. || 211 ||'

On the surface, this is a relatively straightforward application of the general “neither one nor many”
argument to the particular case of sensory cognition. That is, the critique in Dharmakirti’s root
verse most directly concerns the problematic ontological status of the cognition, which (as a mental
particular) must be singular, but has an extended (sthiz/la) and therefore variegated (citra)

appearance. As Devendrabuddhi writes,

Since the appearance of an object’s individual cognitive image is not its true nature
in this way, therefore, neither the objects—which are claimed to be the
apprehended—rnor the cognition—which is claimed to be the apprehender—have a
spatially-extended appearance; in other words, that which appears with a spatially
extended cognitive image does not exist either externally or internally. That is, that
which appears to be spatially extended must be reckoned as either singular or plural.
First of all, a singular entity cannot appear to be spatially extended because
spatially extended singularity has already been disproved. It has already been
clarified that the entity which would have [spatial extension]—i.e., a singular
‘whole’—does not exist.!"’

But Devendrabuddhi also highlights the point to which Dharmakirti will return in PV 3.321-322—
that there is a fundamental disjunct between the lack of extension inherent to the fundamental

particles, and the extension inherent to the image which they produce:

116 Tosaki (1979, 312): tasman narthesu na jiiane sthiilabhasas tadatmanah | ekatra pratisiddhatvad bahusv api na
sambhavah || 211 ||

Also translated in Dunne (2004, 404).

7 PVP (464.9-17): gang gi phyir 'di ltar don gyi rnam pa so sor snang ba de kho na nyid ma yin pa de phyir don
dang ste | gzung bar bya ba nyid du ’dod pa dag dang | shes pa la ’dzin pa nyid du ’dod pa yang | rags snang ma
yin | gang ’dir rags pa’i rnam par snang ba de phyi’am nang na yod pa ma yin no | de Itar na rags par snang ba de
gcig gam du mar gyur grang na | re zhig gcig la rags par snang ba ma yin te | rags pa gcig nyid ni bkag pa nyid kyi
phyir ro | gang la yod par ’gyur na | yan lag can gyi ngo bo gcig po 'ga’ zhig kyang yod pa ma yin no zhes sngar
bsal zin to ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 404n14).
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That kind of property-svabhava—a spatially extended image—is also not existent
in the case of what is many—namely, color, which consists of fundamental
particles. That is, the extended appearance of which the cognition has the image
does not exist in the individual fundamental particles. And if the aggregated entity
does not have any singular essence, with what could the cognition be similar (’dra
ba ~ sadrsya)?''®

Sakyabuddhi elaborates:

Even if fundamental particles are mixed with other [fundamental particles], they do
not lose their nature of being fundamental particles. As, even when they are
aggregated, they are fundamental particles by nature, a cognition possessing an
extended image cannot have fundamental particles as its object-field. That being
the case, it cannot be determined by a non-erroneous awareness because a cognition
(rtogs pa) that has one cognitive image cannot apprehend some other thing [with a
different cognitive image]. Otherwise, one would incur an overextension.'"”

The argument here turns on the question, to which we will shortly return, of what exactly it is that
constitutes the artha (“object”) of sensory cognition—indeed, the question of what exactly an
artha is. In the general pan-Indian model from which pramana theory originally emerged, sensory
perception was understood as “direct” (pratyaksa) because it was understood to directly apprehend
the artha. Thus, that which is apprehended (grahya) is one and the same with the artha. The
Buddhist representationalist response to this position was that, on the contrary, what is actually
seen or cognized is a mental image or phenomenal form (akara) produced by the artha. Crucially,

however, this is not necessarily the same thing as saying that cognition fails to apprehend the

118 PVP (464.17-21): de dag nyid rags pa’i rnam pa de Ita bu’i mang po la yang | rdul phra rab kyi gzugs rnams la
yvod pa ma yin rdul phra rab re re la gang shes pa rags par snang ba’i rnam pa yod pa ma yin no || tshogs pa la yang
de’i ngo bo gcig yod pa ma yin na | gang gis na rnam par shes pa ’dra bar ‘gyur |

Translated in Dunne (2004, 404n14).

19 PVT (505.16-21): rdul phra rab gzhan dang "dres na yang rdul phra rab rnams kyi rdul phra rab kyi ngo bo nyams
pa ma yin te | tshogs pa na yang de dag rdul phra rab kyi ngo bo nyid yin na rags pa’i rnam pa can gyi shes pa’i rdul
phra rab yul ma yin pa de Iltar na ’khrul pa med pa’i sems kyis nges par mi nus te | rnam pa gzhan rtogs pas rnam pa
gzhan ’dzin pa mi srid pa’i phyir ro ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 404n14).
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“external” object (that is, the bahyartha) which produces this “internal” cognition. On an External
Realist view, specifically, it is not the case that there is no external artha; rather, it is precisely this
external artha which possesses the arthakriya (“telic efficacy,” or more literally, “object-activity™)
that satisfies the desires of the cognizer. Hence, on that view, it is still the case that the external
artha is in some sense that which is apprehended (grahya) by cognition. The epistemological point,
from an External Realist perspective, is just that it is only an image of the apprehended object (i.e.,
the grahyakara) which serves as a means of reliable knowledge (i.e., a pramana) for the artha.
Here, however, we see the beginning of the shift to an Epistemic Idealist perspective. The
fundamental problem leading to this shift concerns the isomorphic correspondence (that is, the
sarilpya) between the cognition and the object. From an External Realist perspective, as noted, it
is just the isomorphism between the ‘blue’ particular and the cognition of ‘blue’ which provides
for the instrumentality or epistemic reliability of that cognition; “if there is no cause for error, the
[object qua particular], by nature, induces cognitions that conform to itself.”'? Even from this
External Realist perspective, however, the only candidates for the artha—that is, the real and
causally-efficacious external substrate for the cognition—are fundamental particles, which are
dimensionless by definition. There is, for this reason, a necessary and inherent lack of isomorphic
correspondence between the extensionless artha and the extended arthdakara (“object-image”). No
matter how apparently useful or accurate, a sensory image can never represent its ostensible object
with perfect fidelity. This is why, as discussed above, Dharmakirti asserts that in the final analysis,
what it means for something to be apprehended is only for it to be the cause of the cognition

bearing its form—a point that he repeats at multiple junctures in PV 3, including here:

120 Tosaki (1979, 184), PV 3.109bcd: so 'sati bhrantikarane | pratibhah pratisandhatte svanuriipah svabhavatah
[ 109 ||
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Apart from being a cause, there is nothing else at all that could properly constitute
something being that which is apprehended (grahyata); that with the image of
which cognition arises is what is said to be apprehended. || 224 ||'*!

To return at long last to the initial frame for this discussion, then: following his assertion that the
criterion of “similarity” (sadrsya) between the object and its cognition is “insufficient”
(vyabhicari) to establish that a sensory cognition is the awareness of the object (PV 3.320-321),
Dharmakirti states (PV 3.322) that the reason for this insufficiency lies in precisely this problem
of correspondence between extensionless particles and the extended image. However, at that
juncture, neither Dharmakirti nor his commentators explain this problem in any but the most
cursory fashion. The preceding discussion of the fundamental disconnect or anisomorphism
between the artha and the akara, as laid out in PV 3.194-224, thus fills in a gap in argumentation
between PV 3.321 and PV 3.322, which is otherwise left unexplained.

But before turning to PV 3.320-366 ad PS 1.9-10, however, it would be helpful to remain
just a little longer in the citradvaita section, as Dharmakirti, Devendrabuddhi, and (especially)
Sakyabuddhi make a number of points there which will be extremely illuminating with respect to

the subsequent discussion of reflexive awareness in Chapter 4.

D. Variegation and (Non)duality

The key verse on this point, and indeed one of the most critically important verses in the entire
Pramanavarttika, ties the critique of the object-image, on the basis of extension and variegation,

to a critique of the dualistic structure of cognition:

121 Tosaki (1979, 320): hetubhavad rte nanya grahyata nama kacana | tatra buddhir yadakara tasyas tad grahyam
ucyate || 224 ||

Also translated in Dunne (2004, 411).



284

This part [of cognition]—which is situated as though external—is different from
the internal determination [i.e., the part that is situated as though internal]. Hence,
the appearance of difference in an [actually] undifferentiated awareness is cognitive
distortion (upaplava). || 212 ||'*2

On the surface, this is a relatively straightforward application of the “neither one nor many”
critique, this time to the structure of cognition as a “whole.” The essence of Dharmakirti’s point
here is that, insofar as ordinary cognition is constitutively dualistic, such that it is necessarily
presented as though it had a phenomenological subject and object, it may be analyzed into parts—
specifically, the part that appears to be internal or subjective, and the part that appears to be
external or objective.'?® Concerning the former, it should be noted that here, for the first time,
Dharmakirti introduces a manner of conceptualizing the subjective aspect of awareness, as the
internal “determination” (pariccheda) or determining factor. We will return to this subtle but

extremely important point in Chapter 4, as it highlights the crucial role played by reflexive

122 Tosaki (1979, 313): paricchedo 'ntar anyo 'yam bhdgo bahir iva sthitah | jianasyabhedino bhedapratibhaso hy
upaplavah || 212 ||

Also translated in Dunne (2004, 406).

123 An important subsidiary issue here, which there is unfortunately no space to consider in detail, is the precise nature
of the cognition in question at PV 3.212. The term for “cognition” (jiiGna) here is grammatically singular, and there
is no reason to suspect that Dharmakirti has anything other than a single cognition in mind. At the same time, as
discussed above in Chapter 1, Dharmakirti asserts that there are multiple simultaneous sensory cognitions. How, then,
are we to account for the relationship between phenomenal subject and object, given that there are in fact multiple
cognitions occurring simultaneously? Are the subjective aspects of all these various cognitions somehow the same?
Or are there multiple subjective aspects, one for each sensory modality? Neither of these explanations is without
theoretical problems. Dharmakirti unfortunately gives us no clues, and there are no clear answers. One possibility,
though, is that the specific cognition in question here is the “bound” multi-modal mental cognition, and that, by virtue
of whatever contemplative practice it is that collapses the subject-object duality of this specific cognitive modality,
the entire dualistic structure for all the various simultaneous cognitions collapses, in other words that the various
cognitive modalities are “coupled” in some way such that the absence of the dualistic structure for one entails the
absence of the dualistic structure for all. (That cognition could be somehow “decoupled,” such that some modalities
are nondual while others are simultaneously dualistic, is perhaps a theoretical possibility; but this would introduce
even more intractable problems). How this coupling of the dualistic structure of multiple cognitions would work at
the theoretical level—why, that is to say, either the collapse of the dualistic structure for one modality necessarily
causes the subsequent collapse of this structure for all modalities; or else, when this dualistic structure collapses, it
necessarily collapses for all modalities simultaneously—remains unclear. Thanks to John Dunne for bringing this
issue to my attention.
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awareness. In any case, the basic argument here is that, just as with the standard mereological
analysis, insofar as cognition may be analyzed into constituent elements, it cannot be real as a
purported “whole.”

But, as with so much at this level of analysis, there are some unresolved aporias, such as:
if, as has been argued at length, cognition is in fact ontologically singular, and the linguistic (as
opposed to the phenomenological) division between its subjective and objective aspects is only a
conceptual construction,'>* how much ontological purchase does this critique really have? With
other examples, such as cloth, the mereological analysis proceeds because the purported ‘whole’
can be ontologically broken down into constituent elements such as threads, or even further into
substantially-existent (dravyasat) infinitesimal particulars. But Dharmakirti is pointedly not
claiming that the two aspects of cognition are ontologically-distinct particulars. Indeed, the
analysis proceeds from the opposite assertion: that cognition is an ontologically singular mental
particular, from which its two aspects are not in fact separable. Indeed, the analysis proceeds from
the opposite assertion: that cognition is an ontologically singular mental particular, from which its
two aspects are not in fact separable. Dualistic cognitions are certainly erroneous (bhranti), insofar
as they misrepresent what is not-X as being X (atasmims tadgrahah), i.e., insofar as they appear
with subjective and objective aspects. But how does this distorted phenomenal appearance

establish the ontological unreality of dualistic cognition?

124 The error of duality is an artifact of the antarupaplava, a fundamental distortion in the basis (@sraya) of ordinary
experience, and as discussed in Chapter 1 is therefore nonconceptual. But linguistic reference to a subjective or
“apprehending aspect” (grahakakara), and an objective or “apprehended aspect” (grahyakara), proceeds on the basis
of conceptualization. Cognition is, in fact, ontologically singular; but just as, in the case of ‘fire,” the causal capacity
of a particular to produce warmth may be conceptually excluded from its other causal capacities, such as its ability to
produce an image with the color ‘red,’ the causal capacity of a mental particular to produce the subjective aspect may
be conceptually excluded from the causal capacity to produce the objective aspect—from which, again, neither the
particular itself, nor the former (nor any other) causal capacity, is ultimately ontologically separate.
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One possible response would be that the purpose of the “neither one nor many” analysis
(ekanekavicara) here is to establish the profound unintelligibility of the phenomenon under
investigation, rather than its mere “unreality” (abhiitatva) in some simplistic sense. Sakyabuddhi
notes, “It is easy to see that the spatially extended cognitive image which is asserted to be what
one experiences does not ultimately exist because when one analyzes whether it is singular or

plural, it does not withstand such an analysis.”'>® As Prueitt (2018, 61) explains,

Dharmakirti provides a head-on argument against aligning how things work with
what things are. In his shift from causal analysis to determine truth in the
conventional world to neither-one-nor-many analysis to indicate that the structures
required for causality to operate cannot ultimately really exist, Dharmakirti denies
that our theories about how our world works could be grounded in a reality that
reaches beyond these theories. A mind-independent world populated by external
objects is more than just unobservable; it is logically impossible. Even turning to a
causal account of perception that eschews reliance on external objects cannot
ground conventional truth in ultimate reality, for the divisions of a moment of
cognition cannot withstand neither-one-nor-many analysis any more than external
objects can. Determining what ultimately exists is not a question of getting causality
right. Ultimately, causality itself, along with all the structures and divisions it
presupposes, is an error.

In other words, the goal of this analysis is to demonstrate the radical disconnect between ordinary

appearances and ultimate reality, up to and including the refutation of causality as such.!?

125 PVT (506.21-507.2): mngon sum du ’dod pa’i rags pa’i rnam pa ni gcig dang du mas dpyad mi bzad pa’i phyir
don dam par med pa nyid yin pa ni bla ste |

Translated in Dunne (2004, 405n14).

126 Tt may be noted in this regard that the preceding analysis highlights Dharmakirti’s continuity with Vasubandhu, in
terms of what Gold (2015, 139) describes as Vasubandhu’s “dedication to the causal priority of reasoning.” As Ratié
(2013, 368) notes, there is a “rationalist optimism at the basis of such arguments as Vasubandhu’s mereological
critique of the external objects: these arguments all presuppose that what is absurd from a rational and theoretical point
of view must be impossible from a factual point of view” (emphasis original). In other words, for Dharmakirti, as for
Vasubandhu, the fact that in logical principle the object-image can never perfectly conform to the actual object entails
that in practical, factual epistemic terms it cannot serve as an ultimately-reliable source of knowledge about it.
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On this note, Devendrabuddhi makes it clear that the “neither one nor many” analysis is
meant to apply whether the cognitive object (i.e., the prameya) is understood to be internal or
external to the mind, and thus serves as a bridge between the External Realist and Epistemic
Idealist positions. That is to say, the conclusion that cognition cannot be truly real pertains, whether

the artha is considered to be external (fundamental particles) or internal (imprints):

[Opponent:] “Even though there is no external object, the awareness that has that
dualistic appearance ultimately exists.”

This also does not make sense, as the internal determination means the definitively
determined experience of the subject-image which is internal (nang gi bdag nyid =
*adhydtmaka) and determined to be a single entity. This is the one from which the
other aspect is different; that other aspect is the one that is established such that in
the considerations of childish beings it seems external. Whether or not external
objects exist, cognition has a dual nature, but it does not ultimately make sense for
a single cognition to have two cognitive images, because this would undermine [its]
singularity.'?’

Sakyabuddhi elaborates:

Due to these cognitive images that appear to be external and internal, cognition is
dualistic, regardless of whether or not there are external objects. Hence, even if
there are external objects, one must admit that awareness includes a cognitive image
because without a cognitive image, apprehension is impossible. And even if
external objects do not exist, cognition nevertheless arises with that cognitive image
[i.e., with an image that appears to be external]. That being the case, in terms of just
what appears (gsal ba kho nar ~ prabhdsa eva), awareness is dualistic. However,
dualistic awareness is not real; rather, it is structured (rmam par bzhag pa =
vyavasthita) through cognitive error because in conventional terms, real things are

127 PVP (464.21-465.7): phyi rol gyi don ni med mod kyi | rnam par shes pa nyid gnyis su snang ba can don dam par
vod do zhe na | dedang de yang rigs pa ma yin no | ’'di ltar nang gi yongs gcod nang gi bdag nyid gcig tu yongs su
gcod pa ’dzin pa’i rnam pa nyams su myong ba nges pa yin no | cha 'di gang las gzhan | phyi rol bzhin du gnas pa
yin | byis pa rnams kyis dpyad na’o | phyi rol gyi don yod pa dang med kyang rung | blo ngo bo gnyis pa can nyid yin
gvi | blo gcig la don dam par rnam pa de gnyi ga rigs pa ma yin te | gcig nyid nyams pa’i phyir ro ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 406n15).
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established in accord with the way that they are imaginatively determined. If that
were not the case, how could the duality in a singular awareness be real?'2

In other words, the apparently dualistic structure of cognition cannot be real, because this duality
is a form of variegation; no real entity can be variegated, because only that which is ontologically
singular is actually real. Put slightly differently, if subject and object were ontologically distinct,
then they could not both pertain to the same cognition.

This, then, is the terminus of our investigation into object-isomorphism (arthasaripya).
On the one hand, such isomorphism between the cognition and the object (artha) is necessary in
order to establish that a given cognition is in any meaningful sense the awareness of that object.
On the other hand, there can be no perfect correspondence between dimensionless particles (or,
for that matter, psychophysical imprints) and an extended phenomenal appearance, which is
subject to neither-one-nor-many analysis both on the basis of its extension, as well as on the basis
of its necessary inclusion of both subject- and object-images.

This would seem to entail the conclusion that, just as the dualistic structure is erroneous,
so too is the appearance of sensory content itself erroneous. However, rather than pursue that
thread of argumentation, at this juncture, Devendrabuddhi’s concern is only to establish that, no

matter whether the artha is construed as internal or external, its appearance just is a cognition:

On the other hand, if the appearance of its object-image were not a cognitive
appearance, then it would no longer be the cognitive image of the cognition’s

128 PVT (508.2-11): nang dang phyi rol du snang ba’i rnam pa dis kyang phyi rol gyi don yod pa dang med kyang
rung ste | blo ngo bo gnyis pa can nyid yin no | de ltar na phyi rol gyi don yod na yang shes pa rnam pa dang bcas pa
khas blang bar bya ste | rnam pa med pas ’'dzin pa mi srid pa’i phyir ro | phyi rol gyi don med na yang shes pa nyid
de’i rnam par skye ba de ltar na gsal ba kho nar ngo bo nyid gnis pa can yin no | "on kyang ngo bo nyid gnyis pa can
gvi shes pa de yang bden pa ma yin par 'khrul pa’i dbang gis rnam par gzhag pa yin te | ji ltar mngon par zhen pa
bzhin du tha snyad la dngos por rnam par gzhag pa’i phyir ro || de Itar ma yin na ji ltar na blo gcig la ngo bo gnyis
bden par "gyur.

Translated in Dunne (2004, 406n15).



289

object; that being the case, one could not say, “This is the awareness of that” just
by virtue of the mere fact of experience. Hence, one must accept that the image is
similar to the cognition’s object (artha). Moreover, there is no similar image other
than what is internal to cognition, so cognition itself is what appears to cognition.'?

This is the essential insight which provides for the final definitive shift to Epistemic Idealism. As
such, it will be considered in greater detail below, when we finally return to PV 3.320-332 ad PS
1.9a (“alternatively, in this case, reflexive awareness is the result”).'** Indeed, as we will shortly
see, Dharmakirti ultimately articulates this shift precisely in terms of reflexive awareness as the
“result” (phala). By way of setting up that discussion, then, let us conclude this section with
Sakyabuddhi’s explanation of the difference between reflexive awareness and the subjective aspect
of cognition—a notoriously slippery"! distinction, which is not always rigorously-maintained—

from his comments on this verse (PV 3.212):

With the word “subject” we do not mean to express reflexive awareness—the
internal cognition that arises in various forms such as the pleasant and the
unpleasant—such that [by expressing it with the term “subject” we would be saying
that] it does not exist. Rather, [we mean the following]: cognitive appearances such
as blue seem to be external to awareness, but when one analyzes whether those
appearances are singular or plural, they are unable to withstand that analysis; hence,
they are not suchness (de kho na nyid = *tattva).

Therefore, there is ultimately no object that is distinct from awareness, and since
that [object] does not exist, we say “the subject does not exist”; in saying this we
mean the “subject” that occurs in expressions or concepts that are constructed (rab
tu brtags pa = *prakalpita) in dependence on the [apparently external object], as
in “This is the real entity that is the subject which apprehends that object, which is
the real entity that it cognizes.” Since an agent and its patient are constructed in

129 PVP (465.7-12): ci ste yang de gzung ba’i rnam par snang bar gyur pa | blo’i snang ba ma yin pa de’i tshe | blo’i
yul gyi rnam pa ma yin pa de ltar na nyams su myong ba yod pa tsam las 'di’i shes pa ’di yin no zhes bya bar mi gyur
bas na | blo’i don dang 'dra ba ’dod par bya’o | de yang nang du 'dus pa nas gzhan ’dra ba gcig yoa pa ma yin pa
de Itar na | blo nyid blor snang ba can yin no ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 406n15).
130 svasamvittih phalam vatra

131 See Chapter 5, Section I: Reflexive Awareness and “Self-Appearance” (svabhdsa).
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dependence upon each other, these two [i.e., subject and object] are posited in
dependence on each other. The expression “subject” does not express mere
reflexive awareness, which is the essential nature of cognition itself. The essential
nature of cognition is not constructed in mutual dependence on something else
because it arises as such from its own causes. The essential nature of cognition is
established as mere reflexive awareness. Since it is devoid of the above-described
object and subject, it is said to be non-dual.'*

In other words, as will be discussed in much greater detail in Chapter 5, subjectivity and reflexivity
are closely related, but the latter is not reducible to the former, because reflexive awareness is the
essential nature of cognition, while subjectivity only exists within the dualistic structure of subject
and object, and is therefore strictly a form of nonconceptual error or distortion. Before turning to
the analysis of subjectivity, however, let us first examine Dharmakirti’s account of the relationship

between reflexive awareness and ontological idealism.

32 PVT (509.19-510.17): ’di ltar "dzin pa’i sgras nang rtogs pa’i ngo bo dga’ ba dang mi dga’ ba la sogs pa’i rnam
pa du mar "byung ba can rang rig par mi brjod na | gang gis na de yang med par 'gyur | ‘on kyang de rnam par shes
pa las phyi rol bzhin du sngon po la sogs par snang ba gang yin pa de gcig dang du mas dpyad mi bzod pa nyid kyi
phyir de kho na nyid ma yin no || de bas na re zhig don dam par rnam par shes pa’i gzung ba tha dad pa yod pa ma
yin te | de med pa’i phyir de la [tos nas rab tu brtags pa’i rtogs pa’i ngo bo’i gzung ba ’'di’i "dzin pa’i ngo bo ’di yin
no zhes bya ba’i 'dzin pa de yod pa ma yin no zhes brjod de | byed pa po dang las phan tshun ltos pas rab tu brtags
pa nyid yin pa’i phyir ro || de nyid kyi phyir phan tshun ltos nas de dag rnam par gzhag pa’i phyir ro zhes bshad pa
yin no || rtogs pa’i ngo bo rang rig pa tsam yang ’dzin pa’i sgras brjod pa ma yin no || rtogs pa’i ngo bo ni phan tshun
ltos nas rab tu brtags pa ma yin te | rang gi rgyu nyid las de de Itar skyes pa nyid kyi phyir ro || rtogs pa’i ngo bo de
nyid rang rig pa tsam du gnas so || ji skad du bshad pa’i gzung ba dang ’dzin pa dang bral ba nyid kyi phyir gnyis
med pa zhes brjod do ||

Translated in Dunne (2004, 407n14).
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Chapter Four: Reflexive Awareness and ldealism

According to Dharmakirti, the awareness of an object is nothing more than the appearance of a
cognition with the form of that object. Since cognition is ontologically simple and unitary, and
since there is accordingly no discrete agent (kartr) nor patient (karman) of cognition, awareness
is only ever directly (pratyaksatah) aware “of” itself, reflexively. Therefore, no matter whether the
causal stimulus of sensory cognition is considered to be external extramental matter, or the
activation of internal mental imprints (vasana), reflexive awareness can be understood as the
“result” (phala) of every cognition. Importantly, Dharmakirti’s analysis of this point also
constitutes his argument for an idealistic ontology as the best possible account of conventional
reality. Ultimately, however, the nondual nature of cognition, and the concomitant absence of any
real structure of agent, means, and result—combined with the fact that, on the highest idealistic
account, only defiled (klista) mental imprints could possibly be the causal stimulus of sensory
cognition—point toward a final teleological or eleutheriological state, wherein neither
differentiated sensory content, nor pleasure and pain as ordinarily (that is, “subjectively” or
“first-personally”’) experienced, remain.

Pramanasamuccaya 1.9-12, the concluding three verses of the svamata (“our own [Buddhist]
view”) section of PS 1, together with the corresponding verses of the Pramanavarttika (PV 3.320-
539) and Pramanaviniscaya (PVin 1.34-58), constitute perhaps the single most crucial passage of
the Dinnaga-Dharmakirti epistemological corpus.' Dinnaga’s basic argument in this passage is
straightforward, if dense: although, in the specific case of sensory cognition, it is possible to regard
the cognitive appearance of a putatively external object as both the means for knowing (pramana)
that object, and the resulting knowledge (phala) of it, reflexive awareness may also be considered
the “result” (phala) of every cognition—even when it is asserted that external objects exist—just
insofar as (1) every object is only ever known “by means of”’ cognition itself, in the form of this
object-appearance; and (2) each and every cognition—whether conceptual or non-conceptual,

genuinely perceptual or pseudo-perceptual, and so on—is inherently, reflexively self-presenting,

! The present discussion is greatly indebted to Moriyama (2008) and Kellner (2010), particularly regarding the
translation and interpretation of PS 1.9-12. Iwata (1991), Chu (2008), Kyuma (2005), Arnold (2008) and (2010), and
Kellner (2017a) and (2017b) are also important touchstones for Dharmakirti’s treatment of this passage.
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self-manifesting, or self-illuminating (PS 1.9). Therefore, the supposed triadic structure of
epistemic object, means, and result—as mapped, for example, onto the triad of the objective aspect,
subjective aspect, and reflexive awareness—does not truly exist in reality, because the elements
of this triad are not ontologically distinct (PS 1.10). Finally, the fact that cognition has both
objective and subjective appearances, as well as the fact of its reflexively self-illuminating nature,
can be established on the basis of memory; and, if cognition were not reflexively self-presenting
in this manner, there would be various unacceptable consequences (PS 1.11-12).

Needless to say, there is a great deal to understand about these topics. Indeed,
Dharmakirti’s expansion of just these three verses takes up nearly half of the length of PV 3 as a
whole, and contains the full extent of his argumentation for an idealistic ontology (which, it should
be noted, is not an explicit feature of Dinnaga’s presentation in the PS).? In this chapter, we will
systematically examine the various threads of Dharmakirti’s discussion corresponding to PS 1.9a
(i.e., PV 3.320-337), where Dharmakirti most clearly and emphatically articulates the “shift” to an
idealistic perspective; Dharmakirti’s unpacking of PS 1.9bcd (i.e., PV 3.338-352) will be discussed
in Chapter 5; and, finally, PV 3.353-366 ad PS 1.10 will be discussed in the Conclusion. Although
in this chapter and the next we will occasionally refer to material from Dharmakirti’s treatment of
PS 1.11-12 (PV 3.367-539), especially the sahopalambhaniyama or “necessity that [the subjective
and objective aspects of cognition always] appear together,” a systematic study of this final portion
of the Pramanavarttika—which is concerned, in large part, with the structure of memory and its

relation to reflexive awareness—must unfortunately remain a desideratum for now.?

2 Dinnaga’s arguments for idealism are primarily located in the AP(V), translated by Duckworth et al. (2016).
3 For a translation and analysis of PV 3.425-483, see King (2018).



293

We begin our analysis here by examining Dinnaga’s statement at PS 1.9a, that
“alternatively, in this context, reflexive awareness [may be considered] the result” (svasamvittih
phalam vatra), in light of Dharmakirti’s usage of this technical point as the basis for his articulation
of Yogacara idealism. We then pivot to an extended discussion of Dharmakirti’s idealistic
perspective, with a particular emphasis on the issue of the causal substrate of appearances, and the
thorny problem of whether and how external objects may be inferred, before concluding with some
reflections on the implications that this line of reasoning has for the “ultimate epistemic

instrument” (paramarthikapramana).
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I. Reflexive Awareness as the Result

A. The “Slots” of Pramana Theory

1. Pramana Theory as Language-Game

As discussed in Chapter 3, PV 3.320 marks the beginning of Dharmakirti’s treatment of PS 1.9a:
“alternatively, in this context, reflexive awareness is the result” (svasamvittih phalam vatra). This
treatment is primarily framed as an explanation of the different ways in which the various elements
of cognition may be fitted into the “slots” required by the pre-existing pramana discourse.
Specifically, these elements are the pramana (“epistemic instrument”), the prameya (“epistemic
object”), and the phala (“resultant cognitive activity”), discussed in Chapter 2.4

To review the flow of argumentation: Dinnaga first states at PS 1.8cd that the epistemic
instrument—initially identified as cognition’s quality of possessing the image of the object
(visayakarata)—is itself the resultant cognitive activity, “because [the object-image] is cognized
simultaneously with the intermediate activity” (savyaparapratitatvat, PS 1.8¢1), which is just to
say that there is in fact no such intermediate causal activity (nirvyapara).’ Dinnaga then explains
that reflexive awareness may alternatively be considered the result. The basic underlying reason is
that every object-appearance (visayabhasa) is always necessarily accompanied by the “self-

appearance” (svabhdsa) of cognition—at a first approximation,® the cognition’s subjective or

4 See Chapter 2, Section LA: Karana, Sadhakatama, and Pramana.

5 See Chapter 2, Section I1.B: Cognition Has No “Functioning” (vvapara).

® It should be noted that the Sanskrit word svabhasa does not appear in PV 3. Dharmakirti’s preferred terminology of
the “subjective aspect” (grahakakara), while clearly closely related to Dinnaga’s concept of the “self-appearance”
(svabhdasa) of cognition, was also likely intended to clean up some of the ambiguity or “slipperiness” in the latter term.
See below, Chapter 5, Section I: Reflexive Awareness and “Self-Appearance” (svabhasa).
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affective features—from which the object-appearance is not ontologically separate. Hence, every
ordinary (i.e., dualistic) cognition is actually a case of the mind reflexively presenting this subject-
object structure. Therefore, the “resultant” (phala) cognitive activity is just this reflexive
awareness of both appearances.

To clarify further, the idea here is that every cognition is reflexively cognized without any
intermediate causal activity; or, put slightly differently, that every cognition is cognized
simultaneously with the strictly metaphorical “intermediate activity” (vyapara) of presenting or
cognizing “itself,” including its affective features, such as its pleasurability or painfulness. We will
discuss the affective features of cognition, which are built into the subject-image or “aspect of the
apprehender” (grahakdkara), in Chapter 5. Here, the key point is just that, once more, cognition
is not ultimately separable into discrete subjective and objective aspects, nor is the reflexively-
aware nature of cognition in any way ontologically distinct from these two aspects.

Thus, in one crucially important sense, to say that the object-appearance constitutes both
the instrument and the result is already to say that reflexive awareness is the result. This is, indeed,
the primary force of Dinnaga’s argument at PS 1.9a. On the other hand, neither Dinnaga nor
Dharmakirti argues that, by the same token, the subjective aspect of cognition might perhaps be
considered the result;” and, indeed, at PV 3.346, in the context of PS 1.9cd, Dharmakirti goes out
of his way to specifically deny that this subjective aspect should be understood as the pramana, at

least with regard to the cognition of putatively external objects.® Why might this be?

7 The relationship between the “first-personal” subject-image (grahakdakara or svabhasa) and reflexive awareness is
extremely slippery, and will be explored at length in Chapter 5. These concepts are exceptionally closely related, to
the point that they are easily conflated. But one way of understanding the difference between the grahakakara and
svasamvitti lies precisely in the fact that, at various points, Dinnaga and Dharmakirti refer to both of these as the
pramana, but they refer to only the latter as the phala.

8 Cf. PV 3.346, discussed in Chapter 5 Section II1.C.1: Cognition and Causal Activity, Revisited.
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To answer this question, it is helpful to see how the pramana discourse involves a kind of
philosophical “language-game.” The idea behind this “game” is that, depending upon the
discursive context, the different conceptually-abstracted elements of cognition may be “slotted”
into the various thematic roles required by the pramana system. For example, as discussed in
Chapter 2, Kumarila is content to play by many different sets of rules, as long as the ontological
distinction between pramana and phala is maintained. Thus, as Taber (2005, 19-20) explains,
according to Kumarila, “the pramana could be a cognition of a qualifying feature of an object,
such as the color blue, and the phala an awareness of that same object as qualified by that feature,
for example, ‘The pot is blue.” Or the pramana could be a nonconceptualized perception of the
qualifying feature and the phala a conceptualized awareness of it. Or the pramana could be an
awareness of the qualified object, the phala an awareness of it as desirable, undesirable, or neither
([SV Pratyaksapariccheda] 70-73).”° The key point, for Kumarila, is that Dinnaga’s rule—that
the epistemic instrument (pramana) and the resultant cognitive activity (phala) must be
ontologically identical—is unacceptable. Kumarila is willing to play by nearly any set of rules
except that one.

For Dharmakirti, on the other hand, the central contextual question governing the game
concerns whether or not the existence of mind-independent or “external” (bahya) matter is
admitted. Thus, for example, in a context wherein external objects (bahyartha) are admitted, there
is no problem with considering the epistemic instrument—and therefore, by extension, the result—
to be cognition’s isomorphism with respect to the object (arthasaripya), or its property of

possessing the appearance of the object (arthabhasata).' But whether the epistemic object

9 See Chapter 2, Section 1.C: Determinate Perception and Temporal Sequence.

10 See Chapter 3, Section I: Object-Isomorphism (arthasaripya).
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(prameya) is understood to exist externally or not, reflexive awareness may always be construed
as the result, because every cognition is always reflexively-experienced. And, as we shall see, in
the final idealistic context, reflexive awareness must be construed as the instrument, precisely
because it is only “by means of”’ reflexive awareness that there is ever any knowledge, or cognition,
at all.

Regardless of the ontological context, in other words, every pramana-theoretical account
that is viable by Dharmakirti’s standard necessarily possesses certain features in common. Chief
among these necessary features is the possibility of construing reflexive awareness as the
metaphorical “result,” because it is only as reflexively-experienced that there is ever any
experience of anything at all.!' That is to say, reflexive awareness may always be construed as the
result, even if in the External Realist context it is also possible for the object-appearance to be
construed as the “result.” In the Epistemic Idealist context, however, reflexive awareness must be

construed as the result.

2. Perceptuality and Nonconceptuality, Revisited

As discussed in Chapter 1, the preceding analysis also extends to conceptual cognition. Conceptual

cognition, no less than nonconceptual cognition, is reflexively-experienced. In these analytic

! Difinaga and Dharmakirti’s defense of this position against their non-Buddhist interlocutors lies outside the scope
of the present study. Briefly, however, their most important argument is that, if cognition were not inherently self-
experiencing, but had to be experienced by a subsequent second cognition, then there would be an infinite regress,
such that a third cognition would be necessary to experience the second cognition, and so on, ad infinitum. Hence, as
Dinnaga writes in PS 1.12ab;, “If [a cognition] is experienced by means of another cognition, there is an infinite
regress” (jiianantarenanubhave ’nistha). For a critical evaluation of Dinnaga’s argument, see Kellner (2011).
Dharmakirti’s comments corresponding to PS 1.12aby, specifically, are found in PV 3.472-483; however, he also
engages with the infinite regress argument in the context of his critique of the Mimamsa denial of reflexive awareness,
found in the immediately preceding passage, PV 3.425-471 ad PS 1.11d (na hy asav avibhavite, “because what is not
experienced [cannot be remembered]”), most particularly in PV 3.439-440. For a translation of PV 3.425-483, see
King (2018). See also Appendix B, PST ad PS(V) 1.12, for Jinendrabuddhi’s comments on this passage.
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terms, a conceptual cognition (vikalpa) is intelligible as the experience of a specific type of mental
object, constructed (Vklp) through “exclusion” (apoha), that is cognized by the sixth “mental
consciousness” (manovijiiana).'? As discussed in the context of PS 1.7ab and PV 3.287 ad cit,"
even conceptual cognitions are in this sense “perceptual,” and thus in a corresponding sense
“nonconceptual,” insofar as they are reflexively-experienced. That is to say, the experience of
having a conceptual cognition is fundamentally nonconceptual, because according to the Buddhist
epistemological tradition, experience as such is fundamentally nonconceptual. This is the central
insight informing Dinnaga’s assertion, at PS 1.9b, that the conceptual determination of the object
has the nature of reflexive awareness (tadriipo hy arthaniscayah), a point which will be analyzed
in greater detail in Chapter 5.

The upshot here is that, as also discussed in Chapter 1, every cognition—whether
“perceptual” or not, whether “instrumental” or not, whether structured by the distortion of
erroneous phenomenological duality or not, whether conceptual or not, and so on—just insofar as
it appears, is necessarily a pratyaksa-pramana (i.e., a “direct perception” in the technical sense)

with respect to itself as a mental particular (Dunne 2004, 275):

[One] can claim that a/l cognitions are instrumental in a minimal sense. Although
neither Dharmakirti nor Devendrabuddhi is explicit on this issue, it would appear
that an alternative interpretation of arthakriya must also be applied on this
interpretation, since the entire point here is to evaluate a cognition without reference
to goals. Following Nagatomi, the alternative interpretation suggested—but never
clearly stated—by Dharmakirti or the earliest commentators is that of arthakriya as
mere causal functionality: an entity has arthakriya in the simple sense that it has
effects. On this interpretation of arthakriya, an awareness would be trustworthy in
the minimal sense that it is a real mental event: it has arthakriyasthiti in the mere

12 For a discussion of the mental consciousness and its objects, see Chapter 1, Section II.C: Mental Perception.

13 See Chapter 1, Section III.A.3: Reflexive Awareness as Pramana.

14 See Chapter 5, Section III: The Affective Features of Conceptual Determination.
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sense that it is established (sthita) as a causally efficient moment of consciousness.
This minimal trustworthiness [i.e., pramanya] amounts to the claim that, regardless
of the determinate interpretation of a cognition’s content, one can always reliably
know that one is cognizing. Since this minimal trustworthiness is applicable to all
awarenesses, all awarenesses can be considered trustworthy.

Hence, even cognitions that lack “instrumentality” (pramanya) from the perspective of
accomplishing worldly aims, or which are “distorted” (bhranta) by duality or conceptuality (or
anything else), may be considered “perceptions” (i.e., pratyaksas) in this technical and narrowly-
circumscribed sense.

As discussed in Chapter 1, for example, the misleading nonconceptual cognition of two
moons (dvicandra) or myodesopsic hairs (timira, kesa) is both the instrument by means of which
there is a reliable awareness of the unreliable appearance of two moons, and itself the actual

reliable awareness of that unreliable appearance (Dunne 2004, 278):

[In] the case of a cognition in which appears the accomplishment of one’s aim, it is
the causal functionality of that cognition itself—the very fact of its appearance—
that makes it trustworthy. In other words, the trustworthiness of the visual
perception of fire is that it leads one to have, for example, a subsequent sensation
of warmth. But the trustworthiness of that sensation of warmth is nothing but the
fact of that sensation itself. In this sense, the trustworthiness of a cognition in which
appears the accomplishment of one’s aim (arthakriyanirbhasa) is, much like
reflexive awareness and the perception of illusory hairs, based primarily upon its
arthakriya as the mere causal efficiency of the cognition itself.

In just this narrow sense, then, the reflexive awareness of a conceptual cognition is both the reliable
instrument (pramana) “by means of which” there is awareness of the underlying concept, as well
as the “resulting” (phala) awareness of that concept. This is because the conceptual content is
presented nonconceptually, which is to say, “by means of” reflexive awareness.

Irrespective of the ontological context or epistemological frame, in other words, the

reflexive awareness of conceptual determinations may also be considered the resulting cognitive
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activity, which is to say, the actual awareness of the concept (vikalpa, samanya) or determinate
judgment (niscaya) in question. For example, reflexive awareness presents the determination,
“That is a ‘jug,”” in exactly the same manner that it presents sensory content. Furthermore, as will
be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5, precisely because this content is not ontologically
distinct from the subjective or affective features of cognition—which is to say, again, that reflexive
awareness simultaneously presents both the object-image and the subject-image—the awareness
of the ‘jug’ just is the awareness of one’s affective disposition toward the ‘jug.’

But to conclude this brief introductory sketch by way of review: on Dinnaga and
Dharmakirti’s model, each and every cognition, just by virtue of its very existence, has the
reflexive awareness of “itself” as its own “result.” Everything that appears, appears by virtue of
the fact that it is presented to, manifest in, or illuminated by cognition (i.e., prakdasataya). As we

will see, this is the underlying justification for Dharmakirti’s shift to Epistemic Idealism.

3. A General Overview of PS 1.9

To return to the question posed above, though, as to why the subject-image (i.e., the grahakakara
or svabhasa) is not typically construed as the epistemic instrument, and similarly can never be
construed as the result: the key point in this regard is that the subject-image does not typically'* fit
into a discursively-acceptable “slot” for the pramana, except in a very specific Epistemic Idealist

context, wherein the subject-image has been wholly identified with (or subsumed under) reflexive

15 1t should be noted that, while Dharmakirti only specifies that the subject-image should be construed as the epistemic
instrument in relation to the knowledge of an internal epistemic object (i.e., an antarjiieya), this is not necessarily to
say that the subject-image can never be the instrument within an External Realist ontology. The paradigmatic example
of such a case would be introspection, or attentive awareness to one’s own present affective state. Indeed, the
(reflexive) awareness of the affective features of experience, such as desire or pleasure, is a crucial part of
Dharmakirti’s overarching argument; see Chapter 5.
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awareness.'® In such a case, however, the duality of subject and object no longer applies, rendering
the subject-image—which depends for its theoretical salience, its distinctiveness as aspect of
cognition, upon a dualistic opposition with the object-image—unsuitable to be considered as the

phala. But these points are not really understandable independently of the rest of PS(V) 1.9:

Alternatively, reflexive awareness is the result,

For cognition arises with a double appearance, its own appearance (svabhasa) and
the appearance of the object (visayabhasa). The result is the reflexive awareness of
both appearances.!” Why?

Because the determination of the object has [reflexive awareness] as its nature.

For, when the object (artha) is a cognition, inclusive of the object-field (savisaya),'®
at that time, one cognizes the object in conformity with how it is reflexively
experienced, i.e., as either desirable or undesirable. But when the epistemic object
(prameya) is strictly an external object, then,

The epistemic instrument (pramana) is the property of having the appearance
of the object-field, on the part of that [cognition].

For, in this case, even though the nature [of the cognition] is [still] reflexively-
known by the cognition, nevertheless, the epistemic instrument is just the
[cognition’s] property of possessing the appearance of the object, without regard to
that [reflexively-known nature]. This is because the object is

Known by means of that [appearance]. || 9 ||

16 See the Conclusion.

17 Arnold (2010, 349n62), (2012, 171-72) has repeatedly suggested that tasyobhayabhdasasya should be translated as
“[cognition’s self-awareness] having either appearance.” This interpretation is both grammatically and philosophically
untenable; for a discussion of this point, see Appendix A, note 4.

18 The interpretation of savisayam here has been a matter of some controversy, centered around whether it indicates
that PS 1.9b is intended as an exclusively idealistic (“Yogacara™) account, or whether it is supposed to be applicable
in all circumstances (that is, to a “Sautrantika” perspective as well). See the discussion in Appendix A, note 5. Briefly,
however, it is perhaps best to split the difference: Dinnaga’s point, in essence, is that even the Sautrantikas must accept
that cognition has no direct access to any external object. Even if there are external objects, in other words, it must be
understood that “the object is a cognition, inclusive of the object-field” (savisayam jiianam arthah). Indeed, this may
be seen as a pivotal juncture on the “sliding scale,” highlighting how even those who maintain the existence of external
objects must nevertheless acknowledge that external objects are only ever known insofar as they are the object-field
of a cognition, paving the way for the acceptance of an idealistic ontology. See also Chapter 5, Section III.B.1:
Dharmakirti and Jinendrabuddhi on PS 1.9b.
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For, in whichever way the image of the object appears to cognition, as desirable or
undesirable or whatever, the object-field is cognized in just that form. Thus, in
reliance upon the reflexive awareness of a cognition [that is presented as having]
multiple' images, the property of being an epistemic instrument and the property
of being an epistemic object are metaphorically assigned (upacaryate) like this and
that. But all phenomena are devoid of causal activity (nirvyapara).>

Dinnaga’s presentation of reflexive awareness as the “result” thus incorporates a discussion of
both the objective and the subjective aspects of cognition, as well as the simultaneously- and
reflexively-experienced nature of both of these aspects. The particularly close relationship between
the subjective aspect and reflexive awareness is another integral element of the presentation here,
which also touches upon the affective features of experience, such as the felt desirability or
undesirability of the experiential object.

We will consider these points in detail below. The upshot of this argument, in broad outline,
is that the reflexive awareness of subjective, affective states such as desire or pleasure, themselves
held to be “perceptual” (pratyaksa) in the technical sense,?' is ultimately generalizable to the
reflexive awareness of all cognitions. But before turning to an extended analysis of the subjective
aspect of cognition, which we will examine in Chapter 5, let us first consider the flow of

Dharmakirti’s argumentation concerning PS 1.9 in broad outline.

19 That is, two images (the image of the apprehender and the image of the apprehended). See Appendix B, PST ad
PS(V) 1.9d.

20 Steinkellner (2005, 4): svasamvittih phalam vatra dvyabhdasam hi jiianam utpadyate svabhasam visayabhasam
ca | tasyobhayabhasasya yat svasamvedanam tat phalam | kim karanam | tadripo hy arthaniscayah | yada hi
savisayam jianam arthah, tada svasamvedananuriipam artham pratipadyata istam anistam va | yada tu bahya
evarthah prameyah, tada visayabhasataivasya pramanam | fada hi jianasvasamvedyam api svariipam
anapeksyarthabhasataivasya pramanam | yasmat so ‘rthah tena miyate || 9 || yatha yatha hy arthakaro jiane
pratibhati subhasubhaditvena, tattadriipah sa visayah pramiyate | evam jiianasamvedanam anekakaram upadaya
tathd tathda pramanaprameyatvam upacaryate | nirvyaparas tu sarvadharmah ||

2! That is, non-conceptual (kalpanapodha) and non-erroneous (abhranta). See below, Chapter 5, Section II: Pleasure
and Pain.
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As discussed above, Dharmakirti’s comments on PS 1.9a begin at PV 3.320, where
Dharmakirti asks the central animating question of PV 3: “What is object-awareness?”
(karthasamvit). After running through various possibilities concerning the relationship between
objects and awareness in PV 3.321-325, and finding them all to be insufficient or inconsistent
(vyabhicari), in PV 3.326-332 Dharmakirti eventually settles on the fact that experience itself is
the only thing that is ever directly experienced. This entails that the apparent bifurcation of
experience into an experiencing cognition and an experienced object is strictly erroneous, “like the
[purported] difference between myodesopsic hair and the cognition [of that hair].”?? This prompts
the interlocutor to ask, at PV 3.333, whether the “objective” contents of sensory cognition may be
understood to derive their appearance from extramental matter. In PV 3.333-336, Dharmakirti
answers in the negative: not only is there “no isolated external object,”? in fact the cause
responsible for the phenomenal characteristics of these contents (such as the appearance of blue or
the appearance of yellow) must finally be understood as an ““activator of latent karmic imprints,”
which is to say, not as an external object at all, but on the contrary as a purely “internal” (antar)

or mental entity.

4. Rational Analysis and the Nature of Reality

In this way, although he does not frame the issue exactly in terms of a distinction between the
relative and the ultimate, Dharmakirti asserts an idealistic ontology to constitute the best possible

account of relative or conventional truth (samvrttisatya). In other words, with regard to the

23 PV 3.335d: nartho bahyo ’sti kevalah.
24 PV 3.336b: vasandayah prabodhakam.
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question of how best to account for the nature of the objects of our experience within the “logical
space of reasons,” Dharmakirti clearly comes down on the idealistic, Yogacara side of the debate.

Now, it may perhaps fairly be asked to what extent this account is intelligible as
“conventional,” since it relies on exotic notions such as the storehouse consciousness
(alayavijiiana) and latent karmic imprints (vasana).> We are certainly far afield from the ordinary
world of mid-size dry goods. But it should be noted that this is a problem for any “atomic” theory
of reality, precisely insofar as the world of our experience is not ordinarily presented to us as being
comprised of indivisible particles. In fact, the contemporary scientific paradigm is arguably in even
more dire straits, insofar as the picture of reality that it presents is even more radically disconnected
from the world of ordinary experience: the theoretical picture offered by contemporary particle
physics is full of bizarre phenomena, such as “superstrings” vibrating in the eleven-dimensional
space of “M-Theory,”? or the spontaneous production of quarks in quantum chromodynamics
(QCD), which prevents a single individual “free quark™ from being isolable even in theory—there
is no isolated external object” (nartho bahyo ’sti kevalah), indeed—calling into question what it
would even mean to speak of “a quark”™ in the singular as a theoretical entity.?

This is not necessarily to dispute the contemporary scientific paradigm; perhaps there really
are eleven dimensions, rather than the four with which we are experientially acquainted. The point

is simply this: the rational investigation of conventional reality, pushed to its utmost limits,

25 Many thanks to Sara McClintock and Mark Risjord for raising this question.
26 Cf. Greene (1999, 184-209; 283-319).

27 Greiner et al. (2007, 125) note that, “Since no free quarks have been observed experimentally, one imagines that
the quarks are tightly confined inside the hadrons [i.e., larger composite particles, which are modelled as containing
the quarks like a balls inside a bag: this is the “bag model”]. Inside of this confinement volume they behave mainly as
free particles. [However,] all bag models must be regarded as pure phenomenology [i.e., as an informal description of
experimental results, as opposed to mathematically rigorous theory]. It is at present unclear how strong any
relationships between such models and QCD are.”
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inevitably leads to counterintuitive conclusions about the nature of conventional reality, pointing
toward the radical incommensurability of our ordinary deluded experience with the ultimate nature
of reality as such. Put slightly differently: is a causal explanation of gross phenomena that appeals
to activated karmic imprints really less inherently plausible than one which appeals to
“supersymmetric branes”? Can we even be certain that these are not, in some way, the same thing?

In any case, the key point underlying Dharmakirti’s shift to idealism at this juncture is the
analytic critique of “object-isomorphism” (arthasariipya) developed in PV 3.194-224 and
referenced at PV 3.320-322, as discussed in Chapter 3. The issue here, in other words, is not merely
that an “isolated” external object is never available to sensory cognition—though this is, of course,
an important element of Dharmakirti’s analysis. But this argument builds on that earlier critique:
what would it even mean for sensory cognition to derive its object-appearance from extramental
matter? To begin with, sensory cognition could never perfectly “conform” to extramental matter
(i.e., to fundamental particles), since cognition does not appear to be “of”” dimensionless particles,
but rather seems to have the appearance of gross extended phenomena. Furthermore, while the
object-appearance may have some practical utility, it cannot be “instrumental” in the ultimate
sense: that is to say, it cannot afford access to “suchness” or the nature of reality as such (i.e.,
tattva), because “the emptiness of duality is precisely the suchness of [awareness].””?® This lack of
ultimate instrumentality would remain, in other words, even if one were to somehow have (as some
highly advanced yogins?’ have) a cognition that appeared to be “of” fundamental particles, because

such a cognition—being possessed of an object-appearance, even one so exotic and refined—

B PV 3.213cd: tasmat tad eva tasydpi tattvam ya dvayasinyata.
2 Taber (2005, 179n23).
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would thereby necessarily also possess a subject-appearance, and would therefore be structured by
the distortion of duality.*

Since even such a hypothetical “perfect-fidelity” representation of extramental
fundamental particles would have to be dualistically structured, in other words, such a cognition
still would not constitute an u/timately instrumental awareness (i.e., a paramarthikapramana),
because it would still be presenting itself inaccurately: a cognition, being real and causally
efficacious, must be ontologically simple and irreducible, meaning that it cannot possess parts,
therefore its apparent bifurcation into subjective and objective elements is strictly erroneous.?' And
while it may perhaps in theory be possible to acknowledge this point, while still stubbornly
clinging to an ontology that asserts the existence of extramental matter, Dharmakirti’s “neither one
nor many” (ekanekavicara) analysis ultimately obviates the ontological question, since whether it
is derived from internal or external stimuli, sensory appearance as such must finally be understood
as deceptive or inaccurate (i.e., visamvadi). That is to say, as will be discussed in the Conclusion
to this study, in the final analysis the very notion of an “object” (whether internal or external)
becomes incoherent: “In reality, the nature which phenomena are perceived to have does not exist,
since they do not have either a singular or a manifold nature” (PV 3.359).%

In sum, Dharmakirti clearly maintains an idealistic ontology to constitute the best possible
account of conventional reality (samvrtisatya), which is to say, the rational explanation of our

ordinary everyday experience with the fewest number and least impactful of theoretical gaps or

30 Recall PV 3.218: “The true nature of reality (tattva) is not known by any [ordinary beings] whose vision is not
supreme, because it is impossible for them [to experience cognition] without the error (viplava) of subject and object.”

31 Recall PV 3.212cd: “Hence, the appearance of difference in an [actually] undifferentiated awareness is cognitive
distortion.”

32 bhava yena niriipyante tadriipam nasti tattvatah | yasmad ekam anekam va riipam tesam na vidyate || 359 ||
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inconsistencies. However, as Dharmakirti continues his relentless analysis of sensory cognition,
pushing his readers ever further up the “sliding scale,” even this idealistic account must eventually

fall by the wayside. Rational analysis can only reach so close to ultimate truth.

B. Object, Object-Image, and Object-Awareness

1. The Cause of Object-Awareness

Up to this point, the analysis of the objective aspect of cognition has proceeded on the basis of the
assumption that the object-image is the cognitive representation of some extramental stimulus. To
review: on the basic, External Realist account, it is held that an external object (bahyartha) comes
into causal contact with the sense-faculties, producing an “internal” (antar) sensory cognition as
the immediately-subsequent effect of this causal contact. Due to the strictly causal nature of the
relationship between the object qua cause on the one hand, and the sensory cognition qua effect
on the other, the cognition is understood to possess causal conformity or isomorphism with respect
to the object (arthasariipya). For this reason, the sensory cognition is held to be a reliable
instrument (pramana) “by means of which” there is knowledge of the object.

As discussed in Chapter 3, however, this supposed isomorphism is inherently, structurally
flawed. For a variety of reasons, especially the extended (sthiila) appearance of the image, as
opposed to the dimensionless nature of the particulars which are its direct and primary cause, there
can be no ultimately authentic isomorphism. Hence the lingering rhetorical force, and
philosophical importance, of the question posed by Dharmakirti at that juncture: what does it
actually mean to be aware of an object (karthasamvit)? Owing to the mutually-acknowledged
“time-lag” problem, both Dharmakirti and his Sautrantika interlocutors can agree that the “object”

of cognition is only the primary causal factor (updadanahetu) responsible for generating the
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cognition which bears that object’s image. The Sautrantika interlocutor’s initial answer to
Dharmakirti is thus that the awareness of an object just is that cognition which bears the
phenomenal form (i.e., the akara) of the object. Dharmakirti’s critique of the supposed
isomorphism between the object and the object-cognition, articulated at PV 3.321-322, then cuts
the legs out from under this argument, by highlighting how the cognitive representation can never
perfectly conform to the object, and therefore can never serve as an ultimately reliable source of
knowledge about it.*

But while the critique of isomorphism is a critically important component of Dharmakirti’s
overarching epistemological theory, Dharmakirti’s critique here is not limited to the defective
isomorphism between the object and the representation of the object; it also bears upon the very
nature of the epistemic object itself. At issue is the status of the epistemic object qua cause, rather
than the defective or unreliable relationship between this cause (whatever it might be) and the
cognition qua effect. This point comes into sharp relief in the commentarial literature. Just like
Devendrabuddhi in his PVP ad PV 3.320, as examined in Chapter 3,3 Jinendrabuddhi begins his
comments ad PS 1.9a by immediately launching into a discussion of idealism,** precisely in terms

of the cause of the object-appearance:

33 See Chapter 3, Section II: Variegation and Nonduality (citradvaita).

34 See Chapter 3, Section I.A: The Instrumentality of Sensory Cognition.

35 As is often the case, Jinendrabuddhi’s comments here are a shorthand summary of Devendrabuddhi’s, though in
this case Jinendrabuddhi is, interestingly, not drawing upon Devendrabuddhi’s initial comments ad PV 3.320, but
rather upon the PVP (538-39) ad PV 3.336, an extremely important verse, to which we will shortly turn.
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[Someone] postulates this: “Even when other causes are present, the non-arising of
a cognition qua effect indicates [the presence of] another cause; this should be the
external object. Therefore, the external object is proven through negative
concomitance (vyatireka).”*

The interlocutor’s objection here concerns the ostensible insufficiency of purely “internal” or
mental causes in order to account for the apparent content of sensory cognition, explained in terms
of the Indian system of formal logic with regard to inference. We will examine the inference of
external objects in greater detail below.?” Briefly, however, the opponent’s hypothesis here is that
there exists a negative concomitance or restriction (vyatireka) between external objects and
sensory cognition, such that (1) sensory cognition only arises when there is an external object, not
otherwise; and that (2) in the absence of an external object, the cognition does not arise. Thus, in
terms of the classical threefold syllogism in Indian logic,* the implicit inference is that “this place
is the locus of an external object, because it is the locus of a cognition of that object.”

As we will see, Dharmakirti takes this postulation as an opportunity to articulate the
Epistemic Idealist perspective, such that this negative concomitance between the external object
(which functions as the sadhyadharma or “property to be proven”), and the sensory cognition
(which functions as the hetulinga or “inferential evidence”), can also be explained “due to a
deficiency in the ripening of the karmic imprints for the cognition.”* But before examining this

alternative hypothesis in detail, let us first resume our discussion of the “slots” of pramana theory.

36 Steinkellner (2005b, 68.8-19): yadapidam kalpyate — satsv apy anyesu hetusu jiianakaryanispattih karanantaram
sicayati | sa bahyo ‘rthah syat | tasmad vyatirekato bahyarthasiddhir iti |

This passage is also translated, from the Tibetan, in Kyuma (2011, 314n28).
37 See below, Section III: Inference and External Objects. See also Kyuma (2011, 313-15).

38 That is, “This place (the ‘subject,” sadhyadharmin or paksa) is the locus of some quality (the ‘property,’
sadhyadharma), for some reason (the ‘evidence,’ hetu, linga, or hetulinga).” Cf. Dunne (2004, 25-28).

3 vijianavasanaparipakavaikalyad, PST ad PS 1.9a. See below, Section 1.B.3: Arthasamvit and Jiianasamvit.
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2. Shifting Contexts, Shifting Roles

The difference in view between Dharmakirti and his Buddhist representationalist (“‘Sautrantika’)
interlocutor turns on the ontological status of the objects of cognition—specifically, whether it is
necessary for there to exist external objects, as causes, in order to account for the internal content
of sensory cognitions as effects, or whether both the causes of sensory cognition and the sensory
cognition itself may be understood as purely internal. To put things in terms of a grammatical
metaphor: Dharmakirti and his interlocutor both agree that the direct or “accusative” (dvitiya)
object of cognition is only ever cognition, itself, in some form. In other words, all that cognition
is ever directly aware of is a cognitive image, form, or representation. The interlocutor simply
insists that this cognitive image is just the “instrumental” (#7fiyd) means by which something
outside of cognition is known. In this sense, according to the interlocutor, the cognitive image
exists “for the purpose of” knowing a ‘“dative” (caturthi) object: the external object, which
possesses the causal functionality (arthakriya) that one wishes to acquire or avoid (such as water,
which has the power to slake thirst).

Jinendrabuddhi uses the dative case in this way, in his explanation of the question posed at

the end of PS 1.9a: “The result is the reflexive awareness of both appearances. Why?”

Why? For what reason? Because [someone might think that], “It is not reasonable
to consider [reflexive awareness] as the result, simply because reflexive awareness
occurs.* Indeed, on an External Realist account (bahyarthapakse), this just is not
possible! For the eye-faculty and so on function in order for there to be knowledge
(adhigamaya)*' of the object, but not [in order for there to be knowledge] of a

40 That is, simply because every cognition is reflexively-experienced.

4! This is a purposive (“for the sake of”’) dative (caturthi), in the sense outlined above.
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cognition.” And it is not the case that the apprehension of the object is only the
apprehension of a cognition, because the object is distinct from the cognition. Thus,
it is not acceptable for reflexive awareness to be the result”—this is the question,
for one who is thinking [like this].+

Against this position, Dinnaga and Dharmakirti argue that there is no such object that exists apart
from or outside of cognition. On their idealistic account, that is to say, which recapitulates the
Yogacara perspective of Vasubandhu, the stimulating cause of sensory cognition is only mind
(cittamdtra), in the form of latent imprints (vasand) held in the intersubjective storehouse
consciousness (alayavijiiana) until their activation (prabodhana).

The key point here is that reflexive awareness may be considered the “result,” irrespective
(anapeksya) of whether the epistemic object is considered to be an external object, or cognition
itself in the form of that external object, or cognition just construed as the result of an activated

internal imprint. As Jinendrabuddhi explains:

Hence, the following is said: it is not exclusively when one regards (apeksate)
cognition as the epistemic object of the epistemic instrument, that the object is
cognized in conformity with reflexive awareness, [and] thus, that reflexive
awareness is the result. Rather, even when [one regards] an [external] object-field
(visaya) [as the epistemic object], in that case as well [reflexive awareness is the
result].

In this regard, in the context of a presentation (vyavastha) wherein reflexive
awareness is the result, and an external object does not exist, [Dinnaga] will say
that the apprehending aspect possesses instrumentality (pramanya).* Therefore,

4 In other words, on an External Realist account, it is (the opponent argues) inappropriate to consider reflexive
awareness as the epistemically meaningful or practicable knowledge—the phala—because this knowledge is supposed
to be “about” an external object, not “about” cognition itself.

43 Steinkellner (2005b, 69.16-70.2): kim karanam iti kaya yuktya | na hi svasamvittih sambhavatity eva phalatvena
kalpayitum yujyate | bahyarthapakse tv asambhavaniyam evaitat | visayasya hy adhigamaya caksuradayo

svasamvitteh phalatvam anupapannam iti manyamanasya prasnah ||

44 Cf. PV 3.363-366 and PS 1.10, discussed in the Conclusion.
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one might have a doubt* about the following: when there does not exist an external

object which is the epistemic object (prameya), the apprehending aspect is asserted

to be the epistemic instrument (pramana); likewise, even when there does exist an

external object which is the epistemic object, the apprehending aspect is still (eva)

the epistemic instrument. To eliminate that [doubt], he says: “But when...” and so

on.* Even when reflexive awareness is presented as the result, however, when there

is an external epistemic object, the epistemic instrument is the cognition’s

property of having the appearance of the object-field, but [the instrument is] not

the apprehending aspect, as in the context of Mental Representations Only

(vijiiaptimatrata).V
Jinendrabuddhi is here laying out the rules of the “language-game” described above, concerning
which element of cognition may be slotted into which role of the pramana system. The most
important point in this regard is, again, that reflexive awareness may be considered the result,

irrespective of the underlying ontology.

That is to say: if an external object (bahyartha) is accepted as the epistemic object
(phala) may be considered either reflexive awareness, or cognition’s possession of the form of this
purportedly external object; but in this case, the object-image must be construed as the epistemic
instrument (pramana). When it is understood that there are no external objects, however, the

subject-image (grahakakara) is to be construed as the epistemic instrument, and reflexive

45 The reference to a “doubt” (dsarikd) here concerns Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation of the purpose (prayojana) for the
compound savisayam in PSV ad PS 1.9b; see above, note 18. This passage is the direct continuation of that earlier
discussion, translated and discussed in Chapter 5, Section III.B.1: Dharmakirti and Jinendrabuddhi on PS 1.9b.

46 That is, the last sentence of PSV ad PS 1.9b: yada tu bahya evarthah prameyah tada: “But when the epistemic
object is strictly an external object, then...”.

47 Steinkellner (2005b, 71.9-72.2): ata etad uktam bhavati — na kevalam yada jiianam pramanasya prameyam
apeksate, tada svasamvedananuriapam artham pratipadyata iti svasamvittih phalam, api tu yadapi visayam,
tadapiti || ihdasati bahye ‘rthe svasamvedanaphalavyavasthayam grahakakarasya pramanyam vaksyati | tatas casati
bahye ’'rthe prameye yatha svasamvedanaphalavyavasthane grahakakarah pramanam istam, tatha sati bahye rthe
prameye grahakakara eva pramanam ity asankd syat | atas tannirasayaha — yada tv ityadi | bahye prameye
svasamvedanaphalavyavasthdyam api visayabhasataiva jiianasya pramanam isyate, na tu vijiiaptimatratavad
grahakakarah ||
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awareness as the result. In other words, to a large extent, which feature of cognition occupies which
“slot” of the pramana system is predicated on what specifically one is interested in knowing. This

is an important and subtle point, which requires some additional analysis.

3. Arthasamvit and Jnanasamvit

In broad outline, there are two primary ways in which sensory cognition may be characterized.*
In the first case, sensory cognition is characterized as the awareness of an external object
(arthasamvit), which is to say that one attends to the cognition’s property of possessing the form
of this object (visayabhasata), and thereby forms a determinate judgment or ascertainment
(niscaya) regarding that object-image: for example, “That is a ‘jug.”” In the second case, sensory
cognition is characterized as the awareness of cognition itself (jianasamvit),* which is to say that
one attends to the cognition just as a cognition—paradigmatically, though by no means
exclusively, in order to ascertain one’s present affective disposition (desire, aversion, and so on).
Thus, for example, one attends to the cognition of the ‘jug’ and forms the determinate judgment,

299

“I desire this ‘jug.”” Crucially, however, one can attend to cognition just as cognition in this
manner irrespective of whether its object-image is understood to causally derive its appearance
from internal imprints or from an external object. In other words, the mere fact that one attends to

(or is interested in) cognition just as cognition, does not in and of itself constitute an idealistic

ontological framework for this attention.

48 While every aspect of this study is greatly indebted to John Dunne’s insight, this section perhaps more than any
other is the product of his assistance.

4 Interestingly, while Dharmakirti repeatedly uses arthasamvit throughout PV 3 (at 320a, 348a, 350d, and in
compound at 506a), jiAanasamvit only appears once, in compound with arthasamvit at 506a (na
carthajiianasamvittyor), and there as part of an interlocutor’s objection. The terminological distinction acquired
greater relevance in later literature, particularly in the Tibetan tradition, where arthasamvit and jiianasamvit are known
as don rig and shes rig, respectively.
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There are two extremely important takeaways here. First, the manner in which the various
features of cognition are to be “slotted” into the thematic roles required by the pramana system
depends at least in part upon one’s goal (artha). Most commonly, this goal is the knowledge of
some object (artha). Concern for knowing an object is indeed the primary context for Dinnaga’s
presentation in PS 1.9, as well as the impetus behind the central animating question posed by
Dharmakirti at PV 3.320: “What is object-awareness?” (karthasamvit). However, this need not
necessarily be the case. While not explicitly thematized in the PS or PV along these lines, one of
the main points of this passage is that the subjective features of cognition, i.e., the “aspect of the
apprehender” (grahakakara), can be the target of one’s interest or attention, which is to say that
the subject-image may in certain circumstances be the epistemic object (prameya). This is
paradigmatically the case for introspective examination concerning the affective features of one’s
own present experience, such as desire or anger or confusion.

The key point in this regard is that, during such introspective episodes, one “uses” the
subjective aspect (grahakakara) of cognition as an “instrument” (pramana), in order to directly
(pratyaksa) perceive just these subjective contents of one’s own experience. Thus, as Dharmakirti

writes, in a verse to which we will return in the Conclusion:

In the context [of Epistemic Idealism], the determinative feature (pariccheda) of
cognition is considered to be the subject-image, because it has reflexive awareness
as its nature. Therefore, the [subject-image] is the instrument of [reflexive
awareness]. || 363 ||*°

0 Tosaki (1985, 49): tatra buddheh paricchedo grahakakarasammatah | tadatmyad atmavit tasya sa tasyah sadhanam
tatah || 363 ||
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This strictly metaphorical (aupacarika) “action” of the subjective aspect upon itself—which must
not be understood as “apprehension” (Ngrah) in the common, transitive sense—is why this type
of awareness is designated “reflexive.” In other words, as will be discussed in greater detail in
Chapter 5, in cases such as these, the subjective aspect of cognition may be understood just as
reflexive awareness.*' Hence, because these subjective contents or affective features of awareness
are not ontologically distinct from their reflexively-experienced (svasamvitti) nature (svabhava),
the reflexive awareness of these features just is the resulting knowledge (phala) of them. In this
way, for such introspective cognitions, reflexive awareness is the result, irrespective of whether
their objective content—in which, again, for such introspective cognitions, one is essentially
uninterested—is understood to derive from internal imprints or extramental matter.

Thus, as will be discussed in greater detail in the Conclusion, the second key takeaway here
is that this type of reflexive structure, where reflexive awareness serves as both instrument and

result, is generalizable to cognitions where one is interested in the object-appearance:

Just as in a [particular] case where the epistemic instrument (mdna) is its own object
(atmavisaye), such as the sensation of desire, this [reflexive] structure of result,
object, and means of knowledge is suitable for application in all cases. || 364 ||*

The key point here is that it is attention to the contents of cognition, just as cognitive contents,
which defines “the awareness of cognition [as cognition]” (jianasamvit), and reflexive awareness

as the result. In other words, the same type of attention that can be paid to one’s present affective

SUTt is critically important to understand, however, that despite this “slippage” between the subjective aspect of
cognition and its reflexively-aware nature, these two must not be entirely conflated. See Chapter 5, Section I: Reflexive
Awareness and “Self-Appearance” (svabhasa).

52 Tosaki (1985, 50): tatratmavisaye mane yatha ragadivedanam | iyam sarvatra samyojya manameyaphalasthitih
[ 364 ||
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disposition (i.e., one’s own phenomenal subjectivity), can also be paid to the phenomenal object,
just as an object-appearance (visayabhdsa) that is appearing to awareness. In this case, because
one is primarily interested in the object-appearance just as an object-appearance, rather than as the
phenomenal form of some kind of practical object (artha) in the world upon which one wishes to
act, the reflexive awareness of that object-appearance is the result—whether or not this object-
appearance is characterized as having derived its phenomenal characteristics from extramental
matter.

Thus, regarding the awareness of the phenomenal object (as opposed to the awareness of
the phenomenal subject, which is a separate case), there are four ways in which the elements of a
knowledge-act (pra + Yma) may be fitted into the slots required by pramdna theory. From a basic
External Realist perspective, the external object (bahydartha) is considered the epistemic object
(prameya), and cognition’s property of possessing the form of this object (visayabhasata) may be
considered both the epistemic instrument (pramana) and the result (phala), which is to say, the
actual sensory knowledge of the object in question.

Alternatively, from a more advanced External Realist perspective, the epistemic object
(i.e., the external object itself) and the epistemic instrument (i.e., the cognitive image or form of
this object) are left intact from the first account, because one has not yet accepted that the notion
of an extramental object is metaphysically incoherent; nevertheless, reflexive awareness is
considered the result, because in this case one is aware of the fact that the object-appearance is
necessarily and by definition cognitive, and so it is only as reflexively-experienced that there is
ever any experience of this object-appearance.

On the third version, a basic Epistemic Idealist account, the epistemic object is understood

to be cognition itself, in the form of the object-image, rather than any purportedly external object,
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because one has come to understand that there is no such thing as an extramental object. On this
account, the subjective aspect is the epistemic instrument, because one is “using” the reflexively-
experienced nature of awareness (which, as in the introspective case above, may under these
specific conditions be identified as the subjective or “apprehending aspect” of cognition) as an
“instrument” in order to pay attention to the specifically cognitive nature of the object-image. For
the same reason, in this case, reflexive awareness is the result.

Finally, while neither Dinnaga nor Dharmakirti ever explicitly articulate an “advanced”
Epistemic Idealist position, it is a clear implication of their system—derived by Jinendrabuddhi
and Sakyabuddhi, and championed by Ratnakaraganti—that, in the final analysis, there is only the
pure “luminosity” (prakasa) of reflexive awareness. But since the very structure of instrument and
result necessarily relies upon the distortion of duality, which no longer exists at that level, in the

final analysis there is neither prameya, nor pramana, nor phala,* in any ordinary sense:>
b 2 b

Table 2: Four Presentations of Prameya, Pramana, and Phala

Prameya Pramana Phala
External Realist (Basic) External Object Object-Appearance Object-Appearance
External Realist (Advanced) External Object Object-Appearance Reflexive Awareness
Epistemic Idealist (Basic) Object-Appearance Subject-Appearance Reflexive Awareness
Epistemic Idealist (Advanced)

53 Metaphorically, of course, one might still refer to transcendent gnosis (prajaaparamita) as a kind of “ultimately
instrumental cognition” (paramarthikapramana). By the same token, it is not uncommon for this gnosis to be
described as knowing a kind of ultimate “epistemic object (prameya): “suchness” (tathatd), or the nature of reality
(dharmata), and so on. See Chapter 5, note 96. See also below, Section IV.C: Reflexive Awareness and the Ultimate
Pramana. To the extent that this “ultimately instrumental cognition” and ultimate epistemic object are parsable as
reflexive awareness, it may be tempting to list reflexive awareness as prameya, pramana, and phala on the fourth and
final account. However, the general terms of pramana discourse require at least a terminological distinction between
prameya and pramana. Furthermore, the underlying idea here is that, at this level, the entire epistemological structure
has collapsed. Thanks to John Dunne and Sara McClintock for elucidating this point.

4 Iwata (1991, 4) includes a similar table to this one, but with only two rows, which correspond to these two “big
picture” categories. Iwata terms these “Bahyarthavada (Sautrantika)” and “Yogacara,” and designates the phala
according to each system as arthasamvitti and svasamvitti, respectively. Hitting on this same point in his presentation
of Dharmakirti’s perspective on PS 1.9, Kataoka (2016, 231) identifies the pramana and the phala for the first three
rows, designating basic External Realist as “Sautrantika;,” the advanced External Realist as “Sautrantika,,” and the
basic Epistemic Idealist as “Yogacara”; he does not, however, identify the prameya.
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In effect, this fourfold division constitutes the four most important junctures of the “sliding scale.”
The most important juncture, serving as the “bridge” linking External Realist with Epistemic
Idealist analysis, is when reflexive awareness is construed as the result. As outlined above, that
reflexive awareness is the “result” can be understood, even in an ontological context wherein
extramental matter is admitted. Once this has been understood, it is only a short step from “all
cognitions are cognitions of cognitive contents” to “the phenomenal features of cognitive contents
cannot be causally derived from extramental matter.”

That is to say, according to Dharmakirti, understanding how and why reflexive awareness
is the “result” constitutes the first philosophical move in a chain of analysis which leads inexorably

to the conclusion that the notion of extramental matter is incoherent. We now turn to this analysis.
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II. The Object of “Object-Awareness”

A. Defining the Object of Experience

1. The Immediately-Preceding Condition (samanantarapratyaya)

As discussed above, the key question animating Dharmakirti’s shift to an idealistic ontology is:
what accounts for the appearance of objects? The default, “common sense,” External Realist
explanation is that only a mind-independent external reality could possibly cause phenomenal
appearances to arise. But is this truly the case? Following his denial, at PV 3.322,5 that the object-
appearance actually possesses the form of the object, Dharmakirti continues to develop this

argument by interrogating what it means for something to be known or experienced:

If the definition of ‘that which is experienced’ (samvedya) is ‘that due to which [the
sensation] arises, with which [the sensation] conforms’: an immediately-preceding
cognition with the same object would be ‘that which is experienced.’ || 323 ||*°

In a manner very similar to his problematization of the definition of object-isomorphism in PV
3.320-322, Dharmakirti here problematizes the definition of “that which is experienced”
(samvedya). To some extent, this argument is an artifact of the pan-Indian scholastic preoccupation
with precise definitions, which are supposed to be neither too broad nor too narrow, but to capture
only that which they define, and nothing else. The underlying point here, however, extends beyond
a merely provincial concern for a proper formal definition. Again, the question is: what, exactly,

does it mean for something to be ‘that which is experienced’?

35 See Chapter 3, Section II.A.3: The Variegation of Cognition and the Cognition of Variegated Entities.

56 Tosaki (1985, 7): tatsariipyatadutpatti yadi samvedyalaksanam | samvedyam syat samandartham vijianam
samanantaram || 323 ||
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At a first approximation, particularly given the stipulation that an “object” is just that which
is capable of projecting its form into cognition (jianakararpanaksamam),’” the quality of being an
isomorphic cause of the experience in question constitutes a reasonable and straightforward answer
to this question. Yet, as Dharmakirti points out, this definition is in fact overly broad, insofar as
the immediately-prior cognition is the immediately-preceding condition (samamantarapratyaya)®
for the production of the immediately-subsequent cognition, and insofar as these two cognitions
causally conform to each other. So, the question remains: what, exactly, does it mean for something

to be ‘that which is experienced’? As Kellner (2017a, 111) explains,

The argument in 323 questions that causation-cum-resemblance unequivocally
establishes that perception has external objects. Assume a situation where a person
has two perceptions with identical object-appearances, for example, blue, in
immediate sequence. This situation is less contrived than it might initially seem.
Given that the Sautrantika assumes objects as well as mental events to be of only
momentary existence, any seemingly continuous perception would in fact just be a
succession of perceptual events with identical appearances. And many of our
perceptions, if not all, are seemingly continuous.® In this situation, the earlier
perception is a cause of the later one; in the technical terminology that Abhidharmic
analysis developed to classify the causes of perception, it is the “immediately
preceding homologous condition” (samanantarapratyaya); hence we can dub this
argument the samanantarapratyaya-argument. Both perceptions have the same
form of blue. The preceding perception therefore fulfils both conditions for being
an object—causation and resemblance—and it could therefore just as well be
considered the object of the later one! The Sautrantika believes that his definition
of the object of perception by causation and resemblance limits the role of the
“object” to an external object, but this is inconclusive...

Although the argument is premised on an ontology of exclusively momentary
events, it does not logically depend on it. All that is needed is a realist view that
considers mental events to have other mental events among their causes. When this
is granted, a sequence of two cognitions with the same mental image would trigger
the problem that both the external object and the preceding cognition fulfil the

S7PV 3.247d. See above, Chapter 1, Section I1.C.3: Mental Perception. Mental Pseudo-Perception, and Determination.

38 See below, Section III.A.2; Immediately-Preceding Condition and Immediately-Preceding Cognition.

% See Chapter 1, Section II.E: The Firebrand-Circle.
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definition of an object of perception, that is, to cause a subsequent cognition that
has the same form.

As we will see, the premise that the immediately-preceding condition for a present cognition is the
immediately-preceding cognition in the sequence also constitutes the lynchpin of subsequent
argumentation concerning the non-existence of extramental objects. But for now, the key point is
simply that a definition of the epistemic object as being the isomorphic cause for a subsequent
cognition bearing that object’s form is incapable of picking out a specifically extramental object

as this cause. Such a definition is, therefore, too wide.

2. The ‘Intimate Relationship’ Between the Seeing and the Seen

In response to this critique, the opponent then hypothesizes that the object of experience is that in

regard to which there is a subsequent conceptual determination:

[Opponent:] “The experience is of that [object], in regard to which there is a
determination (avasayadhi)—-‘this has been seen’ or ‘this has been heard.’”

What is under investigation is precisely this intimate relationship (pratydasatti)®
between the seeing (darsana) [of the object] and the seen (drsya)®' [object], by
virtue of which® that [cognition in question] is considered to be the experience
(darsana) of this [object]. This determinate judgment (viniscaya), on the part of the

0 Arnold (2008, 10) reads pratydsatti here as “successiveness,” a reference to “the fact that our judgments seem
successively to follow our perceptions.” But it is clear from the context provided by PV 3.325, as well as by
Devendrabuddhi’s comments ad cit (see below), that the pratyasatti in question is primarily between the drsya (the
“seen” object) and the darsana (the “seeing” cognition), rather than between either of these and the subsequent
definitive judgment (viniscaya). Kellner (2017a, 120n23) thus glosses pratyasatti as “the close connection between a
cognition and its object.” And, indeed, Dharmakirti’s main point here is that the drsya and the darsana occur
simultaneously, because they are in fact the same thing. That said, this point certainly also extends to any supposedly
direct or immediate connection between the initial nonconceptual sensory cognition and the subsequent conceptual
determinate judgment.

o1 Interestingly, both Sa skya Pandita’s revised canonical translation of the PV, as well as the pre-canonical translation
embedded in PVPr (532.15-16), render this drsya as snang [ba], which is more typically the translation for abhdasa
(“appearance™).

2 Emending *yena, which lacks a clear referent and makes little sense, to yaya [pratyasattih).
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one who sees [the object], [occurs] on the basis of the connection between the two.
|| 324-325 ||

As Kellner (2017a, 111) succinctly summarizes:

The Sautrantika responds by pointing to a subsequent determinative cognition
(adhyavasaya): When a determinative cognition with the content “this was seen”
or “this was heard” arises after a perception, it must have been preceded by an
experience of that which was seen or heard, that is, of the object. But such a
determination simply does not occur with respect to an immediately preceding
cognition, hence that cognition is not the object. We do not determine “this
preceding cognition was seen.” Yet, Dharmakirti insists, it is precisely the close
connection (pratyasatti) between perception and its object that is under scrutiny:
only when such a connection exists can a subsequent determination arise. That
connection remains to be accounted for. And, to complete Dharmakirti’s argument,
if it were to be accounted for by causation and resemblance, then there would be no
reason why the determination should not just as well refer to the preceding and
homologous condition; the initially raised problem remains.

In other words, there is no “seeing” of the object, over and above the appearance of the object as
“seen.” Thus, the opponent’s appeal to an especially “intimate relationship” (pratyasatti) between
the causal stimulus of cognition on the one hand, and its determination or ascertainment on the
other, amounts to begging the question. That is to say, the issue under investigation is precisely
the nature of the relationship between the objective phenomenal features of sensory cognition and
their cause, whatever this may be. One cannot appeal to an external cause as that which is
responsible for these features, in order to explain why an external cause must be responsible for
these features.

This argument also highlights the continuity between Dharmakirti’s idealistic

epistemology and the works of Vasubandhu, including the latter’s pre-Yogacara texts. As Gold

63 Tosaki (1985, 8): idam drstam srutam vedam iti yatravasayadhih | sa tasyanubhavah saiva pratyasattir vicaryate
|| 324 || drsyadarsanayor yayd [em. MSS *yena] tasya tad darsanam matam | tayoh sambandham asritya drastur esa
viniscayah || 325 ||
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(2015, 136) notes, in relation to Vasubandhu’s perspective in the AKBh, which is clearly reflected
in Dharmakirti’s perspective both at this juncture specifically as well as in the PV generally, it is

not the case that there exists any real distinction between what “sees” and what is “seen’:

If the mental object just is the mental event’s appearance, then there is no need to
say that the mental event “sees” and the object “is seen.” What is necessary is that
we acknowledge that the way that the mental event seems to appear—as a mind
with a distinct mental object, a perceiver and a perceived—is just an illusion, a
mistaken image, “appearance only.” If we acknowledge that this apparent division
between separate entities, the seer and the seen, is just an illusion, then we can say
that the mental event is unitary, it just is this appearance. We have no need to say
that one mental event “investigates,” and another mental event “is investigated.”
They are merely cause and effect.

But at this point in the argument, based on the insight articulated at PV 3.325, Dharmakirti shifts
from a discussion of the causes of cognition, to a discussion of the nature of cognition gua
experience. That is to say, in terms of the flow of his argumentation concerning PS 1.9a, at this
juncture Dharmakirti temporarily drops the issue of the causal support for object-awareness, only
briefly circling back to it later on (PV 3.333-336). And in fact, a more or less purely
phenomenological analysis of cognition constitutes Dharmakirti’s primary frame of argumentation
for the remainder of PV 3. Dharmakirti barely addresses the mechanics of how sensory cognition
might work from an idealistic perspective at all, only explicitly referencing the Yogacara theory
of imprints (vasana) at two specific verses, PV 3.336 and PV 3.396, without ever going into the
precise details of how imprints are causally responsible for the appearance of objects. Hence,
before taking up Dharmakirti’s phenomenological analysis of experience in PV 3.326ff., which
we will return to below, let us first continue our discussion of imprints as the cause of sensory

cognition, concerning PV 3.333-336.
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B. External vs. Internal Causes of Object-Awareness

1. The Sautrantika Hypothesis

As discussed in the Introduction, Dharmakirti’s rhetorical strategy should be understood in terms
of a “sliding scale.” That is to say, Dharmakirti’s approach is to relentlessly interrogate the nature
of sensory cognition, and thus to eventually arrive at a conclusively idealistic position. It is
precisely this thorough analysis which leads the reader to understand the inherent and irremediable
flaws with the position that the object qua cause of sensory cognition lies outside the mind.

Dharmakirti’s rhetorical strategy in this regard comes out vividly in this passage:

Opponent: “What fault is there, if an external [object] were to be experienced?”

There is none at all. [But] what, precisely, would be expressed [by this statement]
that ‘an external object is experienced’? || 333 ||*

As Devendrabuddhi explains, the question that Dharmakirti poses here is not really genuine. How
could it be? Devendrabuddhi thus provides a sophisticated hermeneutical analysis of the rhetorical
force behind this question, explaining that, by asking the opponent to account for what “the
experience of an external object” would even mean, Dharmakirti backs the opponent into a logical

corner, from which the only escape is the acceptance of an idealistic ontology:

The opponent asks a question: “If that which is experienced by awareness is an
external object, with a nature that is different from that of cognition, what fault is
there [that requires the rejection of external objects], such that one would say that
reflexive awareness is the result?”

% Tosaki (1985, 17): yadi bahyo "nubhiiyeta ko doso naiva kascana | idam eva kim uktam syat bahyo ‘rtho 'nubhityate
1333

This verse is also translated in Taber (2010, 291) and Arnold (2008, 12).
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Even though there is no harm to us at all [if this were the case], nevertheless, the
state of affairs in reality (dngos po’i gnas skabs) is not like that. Thinking this,
[Dharmakirti] says, “There is no problem at all.” If there were—i.e., if there were
a fault—there could be no [external object]. Intending to demonstrate this very
nonexistence [of any external object], seeing the hollowness (gsog nyid ~ riktatva)
of the opponent’s account, ‘an external object is experienced,” he poses the
question: “What, precisely, would be expressed by this statement, that an
external object is experienced?” [Dharmakirti’s] intention here is that there is no
meaning whatsoever to the account that “This is experienced by this cognition,” if
the mind lacks the image [of the object], and the object is some other thing [apart
from the mind], because [in this case] a specific connection [between the object and
the mind] is not established.

In other words, as Gold (2015, 147) notes, with reference to the perspective of Vasubandhu, mental
representation or “‘appearance only’ [vijiaptimdtra] is not a skeptical rejection of the evidence of
the senses; rather, it is the best explanation of the evidence, based upon a careful consideration of
observable, conceivable relations of causes and effects.”

Furthermore, while Dharmakirti’s main concern at this juncture is an investigation of the
primary cause (upadanahetu) of sensory cognition, it is worth reiterating a point from Chapter 1:
that although cognition has an objective aspect which appears to be “externally-oriented”
(bahirmukham), this apparently external orientation must be understood as a type of cognitive
error, because in reality cognition is singular, which is to say that it does not possess ontologically-
distinct internally-oriented (“subjective”) and externally-oriented (“objective”) elements.

Consequently, the fact that cognition spuriously appears (a + \bha) as though it represents an

5 PVP (536.7-18): gal te rnam par shes pa las tha dad pa’i ngo bo ci rol gyi don blos myong ’gyur na nyes pa ci yod
par gyur na | gang gis bdag nyid rig pa 'bras bur brjod ces gzhan dag ’dri bar byed do | kho bo cag la gnod pa ni
cung zad med mod kyi "on kyang dngos po’i gnas skabs ni de ltar ma yin no snyam du bsams nas skyon ci yang med
ston par byed do | gal te yod par ’gyur na | skyon yin na yod pa yang ma yin no | med pa nyid ston par bzhed nas |
phyi rol don de myong ’gyur ba | zhes bya ba’i tha snyad gsog nyid du zigs pas gzhan la | phyi rol don de myong 'gyur
ba | brjod pa ’di nyid kyis cir ‘gyur | zhes bya bas ’dri bar mdzad do | gang gi tshe blo rnam pa med pa yin zhing | yul
don gzhan du gyur pa de’i tshe 'brel pa’i khyad par ma grub pa’i phyir 'di ni blo 'dis nyams su myong ba yin no zhes
bya ba’i tha snyad ’di’i don 'ga’ zhig kyang yod pa ma yin no zhes bya bar dgongs so |

8PV 3.427a.
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external world cannot be taken as a warrant for the belief that it does represent an external world.
Sautrantikas and other representationalists acknowledge that cognition only ever has access to the
world “by means of” the cognitive image or phenomenal form (@kara) that external objects are
supposed to be causally responsible for producing; but an external realist ontology, in the context
of a representationalist epistemology, ultimately rests on the seeming externality of the objects
which are represented via “sense data” or cognitive images. Therefore, the critique of duality also
functions as a critique of externality, because it removes the warrant for taking the apparent
externality (i.e., the “external orientation’) of the object-appearance at face value. If the structure
of phenomenological duality is nothing but error, then the “internal/external” dichotomy which it

appears to represent must be erroneous as well.®’

2. A “Judicious” Investigation of the Cause of Sensory Cognition

Following the somewhat disingenuous answer to the rhetorical question posed at PV 3.333, to the

effect that there is “no fault” if an external object is postulated as that which is to be experienced

(anubhityeta), Dharmakirti zeroes in on the relationship between the object-image and the object:
If a cognition has the image of an [object], the [cognition] is qualified (visesini) by

the image. [So] it is worth investigating, whether this [cognition as qualified] due
to something external, or something else. || 334 ||

Devendrabuddhi explains:

7 Many thanks to John Dunne for clarifying this point.

68 Tosaki (1985, 18): yadi buddhis tadakara sa ’sty akaravisesini | sa bahyad anyato veti vicaram idam arhati
334

This verse is also translated in Taber (2010, 291) and Arnold (2008, 12).
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The intent of the “investigation” mentioned is as follows. If it is accepted that
cognition has an image such as ‘blue,’ then the experience of an image of ‘blue’ (or
whatever) is an experience of itself. This is so because, if this were not the case,
then since that [cognition which is supposed to] possess the image would indeed
not possess the image, then—as before [i.e., PV 3.325]—the relationship between
the experience [and that which is experienced] would not be established.

That is, other than the image which is that which is experienced (samvedya), one
does not perceive some other, external factor responsible for changing (rnam par
sgyur bar byed pa ~ vikaraka) [that content] into an image of ‘blue’ and so on. [And
so] a judicious person (rtog pa sngon du gtong ba can = *preksapurvakarin),” not
seeing that [external causal factor], wonders: “Is this cause internal, or external?”
Hence, the arising of this doubt is the basis for the investigation. But also, due to

this investigation, [one discovers that] an external object is not established. That is
the meaning here.”

The issue here thus concerns the investigation of a “judicious person,” who is interested in finding
out what exactly it is that is responsible for changes in the quality of experience. As discussed in
Chapter 2,”' Dharmakirti maintains that the factor which ultimately “determines” or “restricts” (ni
+\yam) the objective content of cognition can only be the image of the object as present within
cognition, rather than any internal or external cause. At this juncture, then, the question of the
causal stimulus of a sensory cognition is reframed as a question about what exactly it is that
“qualifies” or “distinguishes” (vi +\sis) the phenomenal features of cognitive content.

The upshot here is that such a “judicious person” must recognize that the contents of

cognition are strictly cognitive, which is to say that what appears in cognition is not the cause of

% Literally, a judicious person in this sense is “one who analyzes before they act.” For more on this extremely
important concept, cf. McClintock (2010, 52-61).

70 PVP (537.13-538.2): dpyod par bzhed pa’i dgongs pa ni | 'di ltar sngon po la sogs pa’i rnam pa can gyi blo "dod
pa na | 'dis sngon po la sogs pa’i rnam pa nyams su myong ba na bdag nyid gyur pa nyams su myong ba yin no || de
Itar ma yin na rnam pa dang ldan pa des rnam pa dang ldan pa nyid ma yin pas na | snga ma bzhin du nyams su
myong ba’i "bral pa ma grub pa’i phyir ro | ji ltar myong bar bya ba’i rnam pa las bzlog pa sngon po la sogs pa’i
rnam par sgyur bar byed pa | gzhan phyi rol du ’gyur ba dmigs par mi ’gyur ro | rtog pa sngon du gtong ba can gyis
de ma mthong bar nang nyid dam phyi rol rgyu nyid du ’gyur ro snyam pa de bas na | the tshom du 'gyur ba ni dpyod
pa’i rten yin la rnam par dpyod pa las kyang pyhi rol gyi don grub pa yod pa ma yin no zhes bya ba ni ’di yin no ||

7! See Chapter 2, Section I1.C: The “Determiner” (nivamaka).
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the object-appearance, whatever this might be, but rather only the object-appearance itself. That
is to say, even if one wishes to maintain that there are extramental objects, a “judicious person”
must acknowledge that any cognition which could be designated as “the awareness of an object”
(arthasamvit) is, in fact, only the awareness of a cognition (jianasamvit) bearing phenomenal
features which ostensibly correspond to the causal properties of the object.

This leaves open the question of what, exactly, it is that causes the object-appearance or
the content of cognition to have the phenomenal features that it does. Of course, it is possible that
these phenomenal features might be derived from extramental matter. But, at least according to
Dharmakirti’s Yogacara account, a truly “judicious person” must eventually recognize that all

appeals to external, extramental causes for the contents of cognition are ultimately unsatisfactory.

3. External Objects and the Sahopalambhaniyama

Dharmakirti then explains the nature of such a judicious investigation, with respect to the

necessarily cognitive nature of object-cognition:

The appearance of ‘blue’ is the seeing [of ‘blue’], because that which is devoid of
any additional qualification (upadhi) by ‘seeing’ is not apprehended; [and because]
when that [which is qualified by seeing] is apprehended, that [object] is
apprehended. There is no isolated (kevalah)™ external object. || 335 ||

This is the essence of the sahopalambhaniyama argument, which we will examine in greater detail

below. Briefly, however, the essence of this argument is that any perceptual contents are always

2 Tosaki (1985, 19n56), against *kevalam. See also PV 3.507.

3 Tosaki (1985, 19): darsanopadhirahitasyagrahat tadgrahe grahat | darsanam nilanirbhasam nartho bahyo ’sti
kevalah || 335 ||

Translated also in Arnold (2008, 13); Taber (2010, 291); and Kellner (2017a, 115).
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already cognitive, which is to say that they necessarily present themselves just as a cognition.
Thus, no appeal to the objective contents of perceptual awareness—such as the phenomenal form
(akara) of ‘blue,” appealed to in an attempt to establish that the cause of this awareness of blue is
some real extramental ‘blue’ matter—ever escapes the domain of cognition. As Kellner (2017a,

115) explains,

The argument [in PV 3.335] is very close to a sahopalambhaniyama-inference, if
not fully identical with it: the conclusion is that there is no external object “by itself”
(kevalah), a conclusion that can plausibly be understood to mean that there is no
external object that would be different from cognition, that is, separate or
independent from cognition. The reasoning to support this conclusion consists in a
joint apprehension, expressed in two claims that structurally correspond to the ones
from stanza 388. But there may be some significance to the characterization of
perception as an “additional qualifier” (updadhi) of the apprehended object. It is one
thing to say that when blue is apprehended, it is always apprehended as qualified
by its perception, but it is another thing to say that when blue is apprehended, its
perception is also apprehended. Whenever I perceive blue, I am aware of blue
perceptually, but this does not have to mean I am aware of the perception of blue
(or of perceiving blue). The argument presented in 335 may therefore be a weaker
form of the sahopalambhaniyama-argument that does not yet involve the innate
reflexive awareness of perception, svasamvedana, in quite the same way as the
inference from PVin. But the conclusion, that there is no external object by itself—
independent from cognition—seems to be the same in all versions of this intriguing
argument.

Part of the issue here concerns the close and slippery relationship between reflexive awareness and
the subjective aspect of cognition, which we have already touched upon and which will be
discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5. But there is also a clarification that needs to be made.

In the terminology of Kellner’s formulation here, there is a distinction to be drawn between
the fact that “whenever I perceive blue, I am aware of blue perceptually”—in Dharmakirtian
language, the fact that the object-appearance (visayabhdasa) or phenomenal form (@kara) of blue is
presented to cognition by means of reflexive awareness—and the fact that that “this does not have

to mean I am aware of the perception of blue,” which is to say that this reflexive presentation of



330

blue is not necessarily the subject of a determinate judgment (niscaya), such as “I am currently
seeing blue.”™ More generally, the issue here concerns the difference between a certain kind of
minimal, global reflexive awareness, consisting in nothing over and above the fact that a mental
event is occurring at all, and a specific mode of reflexive awareness—identified, in this particular
case, with the subjective aspect (grahakakara) or “self-appearance” (svabhdasa) of cognition—that
acts as the epistemic instrument, and thus allows for introspective or reflective conceptual
judgments, such as “I am currently experiencing X” or “I experienced Y in the past.”

Again, we will return to this issue below in Chapter 5. At this juncture, the key point to
understand is simply that there is no awareness of blue which does not present itself as being
precisely the awareness of blue. In this way, there is no such thing as an “isolated” (kevalah) blue,
i.e., a blue which would exist “by itself,” separately from the self-appearance of the cognition of

which this blue is the object-appearance. As Devendrabuddhi explains,

In other words, [the ‘seeing’ of blue is the same thing as the ‘seen’ blue] because
there is no separate apprehension [of an objective ‘seen’ apart from a subjective
‘seeing,” and vice versa]. If [cognition] were ultimately manifold [in the sense that
it truly possessed two aspects], then it would not be possible, on the basis of the
perception of one definite entity (nges pa), for there to be the perception of
something else, different from it.” Therefore, even though they appear to be
separate,’® they are just the same, because they are [always] perceived at the same
time, like the two moons. The appearance of ‘blue’ is the ‘seeing’ [of blue].

74 See Chapter 5, note 77.

5 The meaning of this phrase (de las gzhan pa dmigs pa) is somewhat unclear, but based on the following sentence,
as well as Sakyabuddhi’s commentary (see note 76), Devendrabuddhi seems to be referring to the subjective and
objective aspects of cognition as the “definite entities” (nges pa) in question. In other words, this is yet another
reference to the sahopalambhaniyama, as the point of the argument is precisely that the presence of the objective
aspect necessarily entails the presence of the subjective aspect, and vice versa.

76 Sakyabuddhi (PVT 550.9-12) specifies that subject and object only appear to be separate, since “this is stated in
regard to an apprehension made while there is still delusion; in reality, there is no duality of experiential happiness
and so on, as opposed to the experienced blue and so on. This has already been explained at length [in PV 3.249-280,
concerning the reflexive awareness of pleasure and so on; see Chapter 5, Section II (Pleasure and Pain)].”

"khrul pa bzhin du zhen pa la brten nas de skad du brjod do | de kho na nyid du ni bde ba la sogs pa myong ba nyid
sngon po la sogs pa’i myong ba yang gnyis su med pa nyid yin no zhes rgyas par bstan zin to ||
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There is no isolated external object. That is, it is not the case that, due to a
perceptual act (dmigs pa ~ upalambha) which is distinct from the perception of the
cognition (rnam par shes pa’i dmigs pa ~ vijianopalambha),” there is an
apprehension [of blue] that would thereby not be included in the nature of
awareness. This is a concluding summary.”

In short, any appearance of an object (visayabhdsa) necessarily includes the cognitive nature of
that appearance, which is to say, the “self-appearance” (svabhdasa) of the object-cognition.

This appeal to the inseparability of the phenomenal presentation of subject and object, with
regard to the question of external objects, is precisely why Dharmakirti’s later comments
concerning the inferability of external objects (PV 3.390d-397) occur in the context of the
sahopalambhaniyama argument (broadly, PV 3.387-415). Notably, these comments also contain
the only other direct mention of karmic imprints (vasand) in PV 3, apart from PV 3.336—the very
next verse in the sequence which we are currently examining, and arguably the single most

explicitly Yogacara juncture in the entirety of the Perception Chapter (PV 3).

"In context, “the perception of the cognition” here refers to the presentation of the self-appearance (svabhasa) of
cognition, which is to say, the subject-image (grahakakara). For the reconstruction of shes pa’i dmigs pa as
*ifianopalambha and shes bya’i dmigs pa as *jiieyopalambha, as well as further reflections on this point, cf. Iwata
(1991, 84-91, 77n58).

8 PVP (538.9-16): tha dad par med par dmigs pa’i phyir ro zhes bya ba’i don to | don dam par du ma nyid yin na
nges pa gcig dmigs pa las de (D: *te) las gzhan pa dmigs par rigs pa ma yin no || de’i phyir tha dad par snang ba
nyid yin na yang gcig tu dmigs pa’i phyir gcig nyid du yin te | zla ba gnyis pa bzhin no | sngon por snang ba mthong
ba yin || phyi rol yan gar don yod min | rnam par shes pa’i dmigs pa la bzlog pa’i dmigs pas ’dzin pa ni | gang la
blo’i rang bzhin gyi khongs su 'dus pa med pa ma yin no zhes bya ba ni mjug bsdu ba’o ||
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C. Dharmakirti’s Yogacara

1. Negative Concomitance (vyatireka) and the Cause of Cognition

At the heart of Dharmakirti’s argument for an idealistic ontology lies his contention that there need
not be any external, mind-independent matter in order to account for the causally-regulated nature

of SEeNSOory appcarances:

The restricting factor (viniyama) for cognitions is only some particular activator
(prabodhaka) of the internal imprint for some particular [cognition] at a particular
time and place (atra); hence, [cognition] does not depend upon an external object
[for this restriction].” || 336 ||*

79 Manorathanandin’s (Sankrtyayana ed., 220) comments on this verse have been a source of some controversy; see
Arnold (2008, 15-16), and Ratié’s response (2013, 358—62). While the latter is undoubtedly the more accurate
representation of Manorathanandin’s perspective, it must be noted that Manorathanandin’s comments in this regard
are (not uncommonly for Manorathanandin) at best orthogonal to the actual point of this verse. In context, PV 3.336
is simply Dharmakirti’s assertion that the causal “restricting factor” (viniyama) which determines the contents of
cognition need not—and, in fact, does not—exist externally to the mind. Pace Manorathanandin, however, this verse
does not set out to respond to a Sautrantika objection, to the effect that the mere non-observation of an external object
fails to conclusively prove the non-existence of external objects. Such seems to be implied by Manorathanandin’s
offhand reference to the paradigmatic example of a ghost (pisaca), the mere non-observation (anupalabdhi) of which
is insufficient to establish its non-existence: “Manorathanandin’s comparison of the external object with a pisaca thus
seems to imply that the endeavor to prove or refute the existence of the external object is as hopeless as an attempt to
determine whether a particular place is occupied by some imperceptible demon” (Rati¢ 2013, 360).

Elsewhere, in the context of PV 3.211—where the spatial extension of particulars is explicitly discussed, in a manner
that closely echoes Vasubandhu’s arguments in Vimsika 11-15—S8akyabuddhi does make some comments which are
quite similar to Manorathanandin’s here, in terms of pointing his readers to Vasubandhu’s arguments against
materiality, in response to a hypothetical objector who questions the idealistic Yogacara ontology; see Dunne (2004,
404n14). However, it must be emphasized once again that this is not Dharmakirti’s argument in this particular verse
(PV 3.336). On the contrary: Dharmakirti’s point, elaborated upon by Devendrabuddhi and Jinendrabuddhi, is simply
that the absence of internal mental imprints for ‘white’ accounts just as well for this non-observation or non-arising
as the absence of an external object. Therefore, the non-observation of cognition as an effect, in the absence of a real
external object as a cause, does not establish the existence of external objects. Put slightly differently, rather than
Dharmakirti’s response to a hypothetical objection along the lines laid out by Manorathanandin, PV 3.336 represents
Dharmakirti’s own objection, to the effect that the restricting factor which determines the objective contents of
cognition need not be (indeed, simply is nof) extramental matter.

80 Tosaki (1985, 20): kasyacit kificid evatra vasanayah prabodhakam | tato dhiyam viniyamo na bahyarthavyapeksaya
1336

This verse is also translated in Dunne (2004, 277).



333

As mentioned above, the Sautrantika interlocutor’s framing argument with respect to the issue of
ontological idealism is that, because no cognition of ‘white’ arises in the absence of a real external
‘white’ object, even when all the other causes of visual cognition (the preceding moment of visual
cognition, properly-functioning faculties, light, and so on) are assembled, such a real external
‘white’ object must be present in order for there to exist a cognition of ‘white.” According to the
External Realists, there is thus a negative concomitance (vyatireka) between the epistemic object
and the cognitive image of that object, such that an object-image does not arise when an external
object is not present.

In his answer to this opponent, Jinendrabuddhi, following Dharmakirti’s Epistemic Idealist
argument at PV 3.336 and Devendrabuddhi’s comments thereon, responds that the absence of
properly-activated internal mental imprints for ‘white’ accounts just as well for the non-arising of

the cognition of ‘white’ as does the absence of a real external ‘white’ object:

This is also wrong, because it is also possible that the non-arising of a cognition
qua effect is due to a deficiency in the ripening of an imprint (vasana) for the
cognition. Therefore, it is not possible for there to be any awareness of [anything]
apart from consciousness. And consciousness only arises as reflexively-cognized
(svasamviditam); therefore, reflexive awareness just is the result.®!

As Kellner (2017b, 318) explains,

Determining cause and effect, and drawing inferences on the basis of causal
relations, is equally possible without assuming external objects, and this is actually
the method preferred by the “wise” (vidusam).®* One might formulate an inference
to prove external objects along the following lines: When all other causes for

81 Steinkellner (2005b, 68.10-12): tad apy ayuktam, yato vijianakaryanispattir vijianavasanaparipakavaikalyad api
sambhavati | tasman na vijianavyatiriktasya kasyacit samvittih sambhavati | vijianam eva tu svasamviditam
utpadyata iti svasamvittir eva phalam |

The first part of this passage is also translated, from the Tibetan, in Kyuma (2011, 314n28).

82 This is a reference to PV 3.397. See below, Section III.B.3: The Role of the Storehouse in Idealistic Inference.
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perception are assembled, and perception still does not arise, this implies that an
additional cause is needed—and that further cause might well be the external object.
But Dharmakirti not only expresses this inference in the hypothetical. He also adds,
immediately after stating it: wunless the Vijianavadin should claim that that
additional cause is a special material cause [upadanahetu]® of the cognition, that
is, a preceding mental episode in the same mental series [samanantarapratyaya).®
The non-arising of perception when a certain number of its causes are present does
not conclusively establish that the missing additional cause has to be an external
object: it only does so if the possibility of an internal cause is willfully ignored, or
set aside.

But Dharmakirti’s insistence here on a locative restriction, in terms of the time, place, and manner
of the imprint’s activation, raises an extremely important issue, in terms of the intellectual-

historical context of this discussion, that is worth considering on its own.

2. Restriction in Time and Place

A common objection against idealism, in the Western® as well as the Indian context, is the notion
that idealism necessarily amounts to solipsism, the position that only oneself or one’s own mind
exists: in other words, that an idealistic ontology as such necessarily entails that “everything is

subjective.”® To begin with, this objection is misplaced in regard to the Buddhist tradition, insofar

8 Above, this term has been translated “primary cause.”

84 See below, Section II1.A.2: Immediately-Preceding Condition and Immediately-Preceding Cognition.

8 Taber’s (2010, 289) observations concerning the general reluctance of contemporary Western philosophers to
consider idealism as a serious position are worth considering: “To be sure, few philosophers would deny the existence
of the external world today, but that has nothing to do with the fact that idealism has been decisively refuted in Western
philosophy—it hasn’t. Rather, it has to do with the fact that philosophers have simply moved on to other positions
(while related positions such as anti-realism and skepticism continue to surface).”

8 Gold (2015, 169) neatly explains the fundamental problem with such a perspective: “Many Tibetans, and some
modern scholars, argue that Yogacara philosophers, including Vasubandhu, affirm the ultimate reality of the
subjective mind. This is a textbook error that comes from reading the denial of duality as equivalent to the denial of
external reality. They are two separate stages in an argument, or, better, two separate, causally related stages in the
elimination of ‘wrong view.” The difference between the two moments can be stated plainly: duality is two things,
and external objects (or mental objects) make up just one of the two things being denied. Also to be denied is internal
reality, the mind itself as subject.”

Concerning Yogacara analysis as a graded process, in terms of distinct stages of analysis, see also note 101 below.
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as the nonexistence of any hypostatized subject or “self” is absolutely foundational and non-
negotiable for Buddhism. Furthermore, as has already been discussed at length, Dharmakirti
maintains that phenomenological duality—paradigmatically including the first-person sense of
subjectivity—is nothing but a form of cognitive error or distortion.

However, there is an additional response to be made here, to the effect that this objection
against idealism typically hinges on a denial that a purely idealistic ontology could account for
causal regularity. “If everything is only mind,” so this line of thinking goes, “then anything could
appear at any time.” This is a major underlying motivation for the argument that an external cause
is necessary in order to account for the existence of internal sensory content. It is also the first,
primary, and framing objection raised by Vasubandhu’s interlocutor in Vimsika 2, following the
declaration that all phenomena are mind or “mental representations only” (vijiaptimatra) in
Vimsika 1% (trans. Silk):

[Opponent:] “If manifestation [or ‘mental representation,’ vijiiapti] does not

[arise] from an external object, it is not reasonable that there be restriction as

to time and place, nor nonrestriction as to personal continuum, nor causal

efficacy.” || 2 ||

What is being stated here? If there is the arisal of manifestation of material form

and so on without any external object of material form and so on, and [consequently

the manifestation] does not [arise] from a [real] external object of material form

and so on, why does [such a manifestation] arise in a particular place, and not

everywhere; why does it arise only in that place at some time, not always; and why

does it arise without restriction in the minds of all those present there in that place

at that time, and not in [the minds] of just a few? For instance, while a hair and so

on may appear in the mind of one with eye disease, it does not [appear] to others
[free of that disease].®

87 See below, Section I1.C.3: Idealism and Solipsism. For an extended analysis of Vimsika 2-3, see also Kachru (2015,
202-12).

8 Silk (2016, 32): gal te rnam rig don min na || yul dang dus la nges med cing || sems kyang nges med ma yin la
|| bya ba byed pa’ang mi rigs *gyur || 2 || ji skad du bstan par 'gyur zhes na | gal te gzugs la sogs pa’i don med par
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This is precisely the same issue addressed by Dharmakirti at this juncture, highlighting how
Dharmakirti has transitioned from a broadly “Sautrantika” perspective, as evidenced by his use of
the Abhidharmakosabhasya as an intellectual-historical touchstone, to Yogacara, as evidenced by
his explicit reliance upon foundational Yogacara concepts such as karmic imprints (vasana).
Dharmakirti continues to rely on Vasubandhu, but this reliance now occurs in a new register.

The key point here, which will be discussed in greater detail below, is that the causal
regularity that inherently links some stimulus gua cause with some appearance gua effect is not in
question. The issue, rather, is how best to account for this regularity. Dharmakirti’s point, based
on Yogacara perceptual theory, is that an explanation centered around the activation of latent
imprints functions at least as well as—indeed, given the mereological critique of material particles
articulated in Vimsika 11-15, strictly better than—an explanation that appeals to extramental
matter as the causal stimulus for sensory cognition.

The upshot of this argument is that the mere absence of external objects, or more generally
the impossibility and incoherence of an observer-independent “objective” reality, does not entail
the absence of any “external” (that is, outside one’s own individual mind) constraints on the
contents of sensory cognition; in fact, quite the opposite. It is an essential feature of the Yogacara
perspective that every being’s continuum is understood to exert causal influence upon every other
being’s continuum, creating a shared intersubjective illusion—samsara—that is causally restricted

in terms of how it is able to appear, its fundamentally hallucinatory nature notwithstanding.®* As

gzugs la sogs pa’i rnam par rig pa ’byung ste gzugs la sogs pa’i don las ma yin na | ci’i phyir yul la lar "byung la
thams cad na ma yin | yul de nyid na yang res 'ga’ "byung la thams cad du ma yin | yul dang dus de na ’khod pa thams
cad kyi sems la nges pa med pa ’byung la ’ga’ tsam la ma yin | ji ltar rab rib can nyid kyi sems la skra la sogs pa
snang gi | gzhan dag la ni ma yin ||

% In keeping with his general reluctance to explicitly invoke the storehouse consciousness and related concepts,
Dharmakirti does not specifically address the problem of intersubjectivity in the PV, and his direct argumentation
against solipsism is primarily confined to the Santanatarasiddhi (“Proof of Other Minds”). A detailed examination of
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Kachru (2015, 254-311) argues at length, on the Yogacara model, intersubjective karmic
habituation, stored as latent dispositions in the storehouse, is constitutive of “the mental” as a
category, and indeed of cognition as such: “The constraint beings experience when confronted by
aworld is nothing more and nothing less than the result of the store of past actions which constitute
particular types of subjects of experience as well.... The concept of intentionality is inseparably
bound up with the concept of being a particular kind of living being, which in turn, involves a
notion of the world a living being constitutes, and the world that is available for such a being to

experience.” In sum, as Tzohar (2017, 325-26) succinctly explains,

One of the various explanatory roles performed by the notion of the storehouse
consciousness is that of explaining how our lifeworld can be causally accounted for
by karma. An account of this process appears, for instance, in the first chapter of
Asanga’s Mahdayanasamgraha (MSg), where our common surrounding “receptacle
world” (bhajana-loka) and personal sense sphere (pratyatmikayatana)—
respectively, our shared intersubjective experiences and what will be described for
now, for lack of a more accurate translation, provisionally as “private” experiential
content—are traced, respectively, to the maturation (vipaka) of similar and
dissimilar karmic seeds (bija) and impressions (vasand) in the storehouse
consciousness. So, simply put, whatever causal mental activity is shared at any
given moment by our respective mind-streams will appear as intersubjective, and
whatever causal mental activity is not shared will be experienced privately. We can
all have a simultaneous perception of the same object because of our shared karmic
seeds and impressions, but we do not perceive it in exactly the same way (in terms
of visual perspective, for instance) and we do not know one another’s
accompanying thoughts because that portion or activity of our mind-streams is not
shared.

This brings us to the problem of solipsism in relation to Yogacara idealism.

these issues would thus lie outside the scope of the present study. The Yogacara explanation of how intersubjectivity
works at a causal or mechanical level is more thoroughly developed in texts such as the MSg and the Vimsika. For an
overview, cf. Tzohar (2017). See also Kachru (2019, 171-212).
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3. Idealism and Solipsism

The preceding analysis highlights several problems with Arnold’s (2009, 138) or, indeed, any
interpretation of Dharmakirti’s Yogacara idealism as “methodological solipsism.” To be clear,
Arnold’s perspective here is only singled out for its philosophical sophistication: it serves, in other
words, as a particularly illustrative index of the interpretive traps against which a reader of the
Pramanavarttika must be vigilantly on guard.

In the articulation of Dharmakirti’s idealistic perspective as “methodological solipsism,”
for example, Arnold claims that “[Dinnaga and Dharmakirti’s] account of our acquaintance with
the content of our awareness is fundamentally independent of how things are in the world. This is
the sense in which these thinkers are committed to an account of mental content—an account of
what thought is about—as intelligible with reference only to a subject.” It is perhaps natural to
equate idealism with subjectivism. However, as has already been discussed at length in Chapter
1, and as will be revisited in the discussion of the subject-image in Chapter 5, the very notion of
“subjectivity” conceived along these lines is antithetical to the Yogacara tradition, and by
extension, to the Buddhist pramdana discourse.

But this is not the only, nor really the main, problem with such an interpretation. Arnold

(2008, 5) expands upon this line of thinking elsewhere (emphasis original):

[Proponents] of Sautrantika and Yogacara are commonly committed to the view
that what we are immediately aware of—which is different from the ontological
issue of what there is—is only things somehow intrinsic to cognition. On my
understanding, the salient point of this epistemological claim is that mental content
is taken to be autonomously intelligible. This is the idea, in other words, that we
can know how things seem to us quite apart from any considerations about how

% See in particular Chapter 1, Section III.C: Duality and the Internal Distortion; and note 86, above.
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things really are—which is to say, the idea that we might find it intelligible that our
own thoughts are not about a world.

Arnold (ibid., 26) ultimately links this view to the “characteristically Buddhist commitment to the

non-conceptual character of our self-awareness”:

The thought, that is, that uninterpreted sensations (rather than judgments) represent
the basis of our experience leads, on this reading, to the inferiorizing of awareness;
what is uniquely indubitable, from the perspective of such a view, is finally only
the character of occurrent awareness as awareness. On the contrasting view I have
commended the intrinsically objective (the ‘world-disclosing’) character of our
experience requires reference to such constitutively intersubjective things as
concepts and discourse—to the conceptual capacities in virtue of which we are
‘minded.’

There is much to recommend Arnold’s overarching point here, to the effect that there is a kind of
meta-philosophical connection between the view that cognition—even conceptual cognition—is
characteristically non-conceptual, and the view that “what is uniquely indubitable... is finally only
the character of occurrent awareness as awareness.””! But it is impossible to square the rest of this
argument with the Yogacara tradition as it has been handed down to us through the works of
Vasubandhu, Dinnaga, and Dharmakirti.

To begin with, the assertion that it is “conceptual capacities in virtue of which we are
‘minded’” begs the question as to what precisely constitutes “mindedness.” The Buddhist
epistemological tradition after Dharmakirti did run into trouble in its attempt to account for how
“uninterpreted” nonconceptual sensations could count as knowledge (pramiti), which is more

typically understood (especially by non-Buddhists) as determinate and conceptual.”> But this is

! For further reflections on this connection, cf. Arnold (2018).

92 See Dreyfus (1996) and Dunne (2004, 252-318). See also Chapter 2, Section I: The Karaka System and Cognition.
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quite a different problem from that of accounting for what it means to say that a being is sentient,
i.e., “minded.” On the Buddhist account, it is just reflexive awareness—not¢ any capacity for
conceptualization®*—which constitutes “mindedness.”

Furthermore, the attempt to characterize Yogacara epistemological and phenomenological
analysis as some type of subjective “interiorization,” as opposed to a “world-disclosing”
objectivity, is misplaced. On the contrary: precisely in consequence of calling into question the
premises of what it would even mean to draw this kind of a distinction between subjectivity and
objectivity, “inside” and “outside,” Yogacara is fundamentally concerned with intersubjectivity.
Indeed, on Kachru’s (2015) reading of the VimsikG—endorsed wholeheartedly here—cognition as
such constitutively requires the presence of the constitutively intersubjective storehouse
consciousness, i.e., the locus of those latent dispositions which eventually manifest as cognitive
content. ** On this account, in other words, cognition must be understood as constitutively
intersubjective, precisely because the storehouse consciousness (in the absence of which, on this

model, there can be no sensory content) is constitutively intersubjective.

9 As discussed in the Introduction, Dharmakirti asserts that “ignorance just is conceptuality” (vikalpa eva hy avidyd).
And what defines an ordinary sentient being as an ordinary sentient being—as opposed to a Buddha—is precisely the
fact that sentient beings are ignorant and Buddhas are not. It may accordingly be the case that, on Dharmakirti’s
account, there is something characteristically conceptual about the minds of ordinary sentient beings. Call this
characteristic the “imprint for conceptuality” (vikalpavasana). It nevertheless remains the case that, on the traditional
Buddhist account, Buddhas possess minds, albeit minds which (unlike ours) are perfect; on this point, see also Kachru
(2015, 560-67). The Yogacara tradition, in particular, modeled Buddhahood as a “revolution of the basis”
(asrayaparavrtti), a transformation of the storehouse consciousness from a defiled and ignorant to an undefiled and
perfectly-awakened state—a state which, therefore, must be utterly devoid of conceptuality. The key point here, which
also serves as the theoretical lynchpin for advanced contemplative practices such as Mahamudra and rDzogs chen, is
that it is reflexive awareness which defines mind as mind, or experience as experience. And reflexive awareness,
construed as the very nature of the storehouse consciousness, or what remains once it has been completely emptied of
its store of karmic seeds, is the same throughout this process of “revolution.” In other words, on the Buddhist model,
it is not the case that it is our “conceptual capacities in virtue of which we are ‘minded.’”” On the contrary, what defines
“mindedness” on the Yogacara account is reflexive awareness, which may thus be identified in these terms as “buddha-
nature” (tathagatagarbha). See also below, note 178.

% Cf. Waldron (2003, 112-39) and MSg I.
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Crucially—this point cannot be emphasized enough—this also provides a model for the
constitutively intersubjective nature of Buddhahood. *® On the classical Yogacara account,
Buddahood consists in a “revolution of the basis™ (asrayaparavrtti): a transformation of the
storehouse consciousness from a defiled to an undefiled state. But the “defilement” (klesa) in
question is nothing other than the presence of these latent dispositions (vasana) or “seeds” (bijas).*
As mentioned above, this does create a problem for systematic Yogacara epistemological theory,
because on such an account it is not at all clear how Buddhas—who are by nature free from
ignorance and defilement, and therefore cannot possess any such dispositions—would be able to
have enough in common with sentient beings to share in their sensory perceptions. This is why
Ratnakarasanti had to state, with his tongue no doubt planted firmly in his cheek, that in terms of

their “pure worldly wisdom” (jig rten pa’i ye shes)—though, importantly, not their utterly

95 While there is no space to pursue this point here, it is worth noting that intersubjectivity is a key feature of the “three
embodiments” (trikaya) system, which constitutes an integral part of the Yogacara model of Buddhahood. In contrast
to the earlier model of the Prajiiaparamita corpus (Makransky 1997, 29-35), that is, which only distinguished between
the Buddha’s “true embodiment” (dharmakaya) and the Buddha’s physical form (ripakaya), Yogacara literature
further distinguished the Buddha’s physical form into two different types of embodiment: the “manifest body”
(nirmanakaya) and the “communal enjoyment body” (sambhogikakaya or sambhogakdya). As Makransky (1997,
104-5) notes, “Because the glorious forms identified as sambhogikakaya were described in various Mahayana stitras
in terms of their blissful sharing of the dharma with their retinues of bodhisattvas, they were characterized particularly
in terms of their sambhoga, ‘enjoyment’ or ‘bliss,” from which was derived the name. When our earliest commentarial
sources describe sambhogikakaya, they do not describe it by reference to its own experience of enjoyment, but by
reference to its sharing of the enjoyment of dharma with its retinue of disciples.” See, for example, MSA IX.60, cited
by Makransky (ibid.). It should be noted that the #rikaya system eventually became normative in Mahayana Buddhism,
even for Madhyamikas who otherwise eschewed Yogacara doctrine.

% Cf., for example, MSA X.12: “Buddhahood is the elimination, extremely vast and completely obliterating, of the
seeds [i.e., bija, which is to say, vasana] of the afflictive and cognitive obscurations that for so long have been
constantly present. It is the attainment of the fundamental transformation [i.e., asrayaparavrtti] with its supreme
qualities, accomplished by the path of the utterly pure nonconceptuality and the wakefulness [i.e., jiana or prajiid] of
the extremely vast field.”

Cf. also Mipham’s comments (based on Sthiramati’s) ad MSA XIX.84: “Moreover, all conditioned things are also the
effects of the mind. It is because of habitual tendencies [i.e., vasana] left in the mind that it appears as though there
are external objects. Beyond that appearance, there are no external objects. There is no such thing as a self-sufficient
external entity that is not due to karmic action as accumulated by the mind.”

Translated by the Dharmachakra Translation Committee (2014).
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transcendent wisdom—Buddhas retain a “tiny bit of distortion” (cung zad ’khrul pa), just in order
to be able to interact with sentient beings.’” But the point remains that, on the Yogacara model,
both Buddhahood as such and cognition as such are constitutively intersubjective: inter alia, what
makes a Buddha, a Buddha, is the fact that a Buddha teaches the Dharma, and thus provides
sublime refuge (sarana) for the ignorant beings who are caught in samsara.

To return to Arnold’s perspective as an index for a certain class of interpretations, though,
it must moreover be understood that, on Dharmakirti’s idealistic account, the question of “what
we are immediately aware of” is not at all different from “the ontological issue of what there is,”
except perhaps in the narrowly limited sense that karmic imprints considered strictly as ontological
entities might (or, on the other hand, might not) in some sense be theoretically distinguishable
from the cognitions which they produce by being activated or awakened.”® But even given this
purely hypothetical and theoretical distinction, Dharmakirti’s overarching point here is that both
what we are immediately aware of (the “seen” blue), and what there is (the “seeing” of the blue,
or the activated imprint for blue), are “only mind” (cittamatra) in some form or another. They are,
in other words, precisely the same ontological stuff. And, as outlined above, it is just this
consideration of “how things seem to us” which, on Dharmakirti’s account, inexorably leads a

judicious person to an idealistic conclusion regarding “how things really are.”

97 Cf. Yiannopoulos (2012, 183) and Tomlinson (2019, 98-104).

% Interestingly, some post-Dharmakirti Nyayas, such as Sridhara (ca. 990 CE), appear to have picked up on this
theoretical distinction between imprints and cognition, and critiqued the Buddhist position along these lines. See, for
example, the Nyayakandali as translated by Jha (1982, 283): “If the vasana were the cause of the particular purposes
served in the world, then your theory differs from ours only in name—what you call vasana we call artha, ‘object.””
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Finally, for all of the reasons outlined above, the notion that Yogacara idealism somehow
entails that, as Arnold claims, “our thoughts [i.e., cognitions]® are not about a world” is ill-
founded. Even if mental imprints may be described as “internal” to mind and mental processes
(cittacaitta), in a manner that “external” matter cannot, this is pointedly nof to say that there is no
“world” outside of one’s own individual continuum (santana), or that our cognitions have no
referent (artha) whatsoever outside of our own individual continua.'® Yogacara idealism, in other
words, is in no wise reducible to any kind of solipsism, “methodological” or otherwise. On the
contrary: the point of Yogacara analysis in this regard is simply that the referents of cognition have
no existence outside of mind and mental processes generally. Put slightly differently: at higher
levels of yogic practice (yogdacara), in which there is no distortion of duality, and therefore,
properly speaking, neither any phenomenological object nor any phenomenological “subject,” if

it is no longer the case that cognition has any “external” referent, it is by extension also the case

9 Arnold’s rejection of the very possibility of nonconceptual cognition results in problematic translations, such as
“thought” (normally, e.g., vikalpa, kalpana, etc.) as a translation for buddhi, jiana, etc. (better as “cognition,”
“awareness,” or ‘“consciousness”). The Buddhist argument to the effect that cognition as such is essentially
nonconceptual may, or may not, be correct; but it does those who are interested in studying this material, especially
those without any background in Sanskrit, no favors to muddy the philological waters in this way.

100 Kachru (2015, 246-47) explains this point very well:

Does giving up extensional objects mean giving up on the notion of a world (as involving more than
one subject)? No. One reason it pays to attend to cosmology is that as motivated by Vasubandhu it
affords us a close link between talk of worlds and living beings (not construed as individuals,
aggregated one at a time, but resolutely as types of beings). To speak of a world is not by itself to
get at what is actual, but what is possible and impossible for certain types of beings... The deep
problem for Vasubandhu has to do with providing an account of worlds in purely mentalistic terms,
for on his view, it is the talk of minds in terms of worlds that allows him to forego the constraints
that objects are thought to provide. But his insight, I believe we can show, stems from his
recognizing that it is the availability of content that one wants to explain, and not the presence or
absence of objects.

Kachru’s emphasis on the availability of content, irrespective of whether or not this content is ever actually manifest,
dovetails with Sakyabuddhi’s account of how the intersubjective storehouse consciousness serves as the immediately-
preceding cognition/condition (samanantarapratyaya) for a cognition with the appearance of smoke, even when one
personally does not have one’s own cognition with an appearance of fire; see below, Section III1.B.3: The Role of the
Storehouse in Idealistic Inference.
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that cognition no longer has any “internal” referent, either.'®® As Vasubandhu writes in his

autocommentary ad Vimsika 1 (trans. Silk):

The Great Vehicle teaches that what belongs to the triple world is established as
Manifestation-Only (*vijiiaptimatra), because it is stated in [the Dasabhimika
Siutra]: “O Sons of the Conqueror, what belongs to the triple world is mind-only.”
Mind, thought (*manas), cognition, and manifestation are synonyms. And here this
‘mind’ intends the inclusion of the concomitants [of mind] (*caitta). “Only” is
stated in order to rule out external objects. This cognition itself arises having the
appearance of an external object. For example, it is like those with an eye disease
(rab rib can = *taimirika) seeing non-existent hair, a [double] moon and so on, but
[in reality] there is no object (*artha) at all.!?

“There is no object at all” (don gang yang med do). Vasubandhu’s position here is not simply that
the contents of one’s own sensory cognitions are only intelligible with respect to “internal” mental
phenomena, or that they are “autonomously intelligible” in the sense outlined by Arnold. On the
contrary, and very much in keeping with the “False Imagist” approach, he maintains that these

contents are not ultimately intelligible (at least, not to ordinary beings)'® at all!

191 When studying the Yogacara tradition, particularly in regard to its idealistic dimensions, it is critically important
not to lose sight of the fact that seeing phenomena as “mind only” is only one phase—typically presented as the first
or second—in a fourfold process of development. Thus, for example, Ratnakarasanti writes that, “In the second stage
the yogis reflect on the perception of all phenomena as products of mental-processes-only (sems tsam = *cittamatra),
which appear due to habitual tendencies of clinging to objects. Since objects grasped as external to the mind do not
exist as they are conceptualised, their grasper cannot exist in that way either... In the third stage the yogis apply non-
appearance to the false marks of manifest appearances, as meditators on the formless realms pass beyond the
perception of form, by perceiving infinite space. Thereby they relinquish all false marks of the object and subject and
view them as space, utterly immaculate and limitless, empty of duality, sheer luminosity” (Bentor 2002, 42—43). See
also Yiannopoulos (2012, 177-186).

102 Silk (2016, 30-31): theg pa chen po la khams gsum pa rnam par rig pa tsam du rnam par gzhag ste | mdo las | kye
rgyal ba’i sras dag ’di Ita ste | khams gsum pa ’di ni sems tsam mo zhes 'byung ba’i phyir ro || sems dang yid dang |
rnam par shes pa dang | rnam par rig pa zhes bya ba ni rnam grangs su gtos pa’o || sems de yang ’dir mtshungs par
ldan pa dang bcas par dgongs pa’o || tsam zhes bya ba smos pa ni don dgag pa’i phyir ro || rnam par shes pa 'di nyid
don du snang ba ’byung ste | dper na rab rib can rnams kyis skra zla la sogs pa med par mthong ba bzhin te | don
gang yang med do ||

103 As highlighted by Vasubandhu in the final verse of the Vimsika, the mind of a Buddha is categorically distinct from
that of sentient beings in this regard. See Kachru (2015, 557-67) for a philosophical sketch of how such a “Buddha’s-
eye view” might be described. See also note 193, below.
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III. Inference and External Objects

A. Theoretical Preliminaries

1. Non-Perception (anupalabdhi) as Inferential Evidence (hetu)

The essence of the problem with inferring an external object is simple. Anything that could ever
serve as inferential evidence (hetu or linga) for an external object, in order to serve as such
evidence, would have to be cognized; being cognized, however, this evidence would necessarily
be presented as the objective aspect of a cognition, thus negating its ability to serve as evidence
for the existence of external matter, i.e., something “outside of” or “apart from” cognition. More
briefly: in order to infer an external object, some kind of evidence must first be perceived; but
whatever evidence is perceived is always already perceived as the contents of the cognition in
which it is perceived. Thus, for example, in terms of the classic model of an inference of the
presence of fire (agni), made on the basis of a cognition of smoke (dhiima), the smoke—which is

to say, the inferential evidence—must first be perceived, in order for the inference to take place.'*

104 Although PV 3 contains no explicit argumentation to this effect with regard to the specific issue of whether the
existence of external objects can be ascertained by means of inference, there is argumentation along these lines
concerning a closely-related issue: namely, whether the contents of a cognition are ascertained by means of a
temporally subsequent inference, as opposed to by means of simultaneous reflexive awareness. These arguments occur
in the context of PV 3.440-483, Dharmakirti’s comments ad PS 1.12ab;, where Dinnaga states that if cognition were
experienced by means of another cognition—as some Nyaya and Mimamsa opponents assert—that there would then
be an infinite regress (jianantarenanubhave ’nistha); for more on Dinnaga’s perspective concerning this issue, see
Kellner (2011) and Appendix B, PST ad PS(V) 1.12.

While a detailed examination of Dharmakirti’s remarks in this passage would be outside the scope of the present study,
it is worth briefly going over their structure and flow. In PV 3.440-447, Dharmakirti states the problem of infinite
regress, and concludes his initial remarks by noting that “an object could not be illuminated in a [cognition] in which
there is no illumination” (PV 3.446c¢d, yat [buddhyam] tasyam aprakasayam arthah syad aprakasitah). Dharmakirti
then states another reductio in PV 3.448-459, to the effect that, if a cognition were known by means of a subsequent
inferential cognition, which takes the prior cognition as its object-support (@lambana), then we should experience the
pleasure or pain of others whose pleasure or pain we observe, and whose pleasure and pain we thus take as the object-
support for our own inferential cognition. For a translation and analysis of this latter passage, see Moriyama (2010).

Dharmakirti then notes that, in the absence of the inherently perceptual quality of being reflexively self-knowing, (the
contents of) cognition could only be known by means of some inferential evidence (PV 3.460ab, api
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This point been obscured somewhat in the contemporary analysis of Dharmakirti’s
idealistic perspective, owing in large part to a rather odd fixation with the idiosyncratic remarks of
Manorathanandin in his commentary ad PV 3.336.' These remarks need not detain us at length;
it suffices to note that they concern the extent to which the nonexistence of external objects may
be regarded as “proven” or “established” (siddha). The supposed problem addressed by
Manorathanandin is that, within Dharmakirti’s logical system, non-observation (anupalabdhi) can
only serve as probative (sadhaka) inferential evidence with regard to an entity that should
ordinarily be visible (drsya), such as a pot. In other words, the non-observation of a pot on the
table serves as probative evidence that there is no pot on the table. But the non-observation of an
ordinarily invisible (adrsya) entity, such as a ghost or demon (pisaca), cannot serve as probative
evidence: absence of evidence, in such cases, is not evidence of absence.'%

However, it should be remembered that the overarching frame here concerns the analysis

of a “judicious person” (pirvapreksakarin), which is to say, someone who takes all of the relevant

cadhyaksatabhave dhiyah syal lingato gatih), but that there is nothing which could serve as such evidence (PV
3.460cd-462abc;). Most relevantly to the topic at hand—in what amounts to the exact same appeal as in the case of
the argument for external objects—the opponent then hypothesizes that the appearance or manifestation (vyakti) of
the object is the inferential evidence (PV 3.462c.d-463ai, vyaktir arthasya cen mata lingam). But Dharmakirti
immediately replies that this manifestation, the supposed evidence, is in fact nothing but a cognition (PV 3.463a,,
saiva nanu jiianam), because there can be no ascertainment of manifestation with regard to any evidence, if that
manifestation itself is not first experienced (PV 3.463cd, vyaktav ananubhiutayam tadvyaktatvaviniscayat). In other
words, the evidence must be cognized (i.e., “illuminated” or made manifest in the mind) in order to serve as evidence;
however, this only re-affirms that there is no object (artha) outside of cognition. The rest of PV 3.464-483 treats
various peripheral issues related to this topic, but the key point—particularly concerning the problem of the inference
of external objects—is stated in PV 3.473a,b: “For inferential evidence does not illuminate that which has not been
observed” (lingam hi nadrstasya prakasakam). Only awareness can illuminate.

105 See above, note 79. It should additionally be noted in this regard that Manorathanandin’s invocation of the non-
observation (anupalabdhi) of a ghost (pisdca), as an analogy for the non-observation of extramental matter, is not
found in any of the commentaries of Devendrabuddhi, Sakyabuddhi, or Prajiiakaragupta ad PV 3.333-336.

106 For more on the topic of anupalabdhi, within both Indian logic generally and Dharmakirti’s system specifically,
cf. Katsura (1992); Steinkellner (1992); Kellner (1997a), (1997b), (1999), (2001), and (2003); Taber (2001); Yao
(2011); and Gorisse (2017).
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facts and logical arguments into consideration before reaching a conclusion.'”” The issue, in other
words, is not that any one individual piece of information—not even the fact that purportedly
external objects are themselves never directly perceived—necessarily proves all objects to be
internal or mental. Rather, the idea is that a truly judicious person, understanding not only that
external objects are never directly perceived, but also all the other problems with the External
Realist perspective (as highlighted in the Vimsika, PV 3.194-224, PV 3.320-337, and elsewhere),
should conclude that the Epistemic Idealist account is correct.

Furthermore, as discussed above, PV 3.336 is primarily a refutation of the opponent’s
contention that external objects are a necessary condition in order to account for the fact that
appearances are “restricted” (niyama) in that they only arise at certain times and places (i.e., when
and where there is an external object causing these appearances). In PV 3.336, then, Dharmakirti
articulates an alternative hypothesis, to the effect that the activation (prabodhaka) of karmic
imprints (vasana) explains this restriction, as to the time and place in which appearances arise, just
as well as the opponent’s view—and thereby, given all of the other relevant argumentation against
External Realism, constitutes a strictly superior account. As is quite often the case, in other words,
Manorathanandin’s comments on PV 3.336 are somewhat beside Dharmakirti’s actual point in that
verse. In any event, since Dharmakirti’s comments concerning the inferability of external objects
occurs in the context of the sahopalambhaniyama argument, let us return to this passage, in order

to address the problem of inferring external objects.

107 See note 69 above.
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2. Immediately-Preceding Condition and Immediately-Preceding Cognition

While the philosophical argument for the necessity that the appearance of an object is always
necessarily accompanied by the appearance of cognition itself (i.e., the sahopalambhaniyama) is

somewhat more fleshed out in Pramanaviniscaya 1.54,'% the basic point is straightforward:

The object which is being experienced necessarily (niyamena) occurs
simultaneously with the cognition [of that object]; in what manner is the difference
of that experienced object from this [cognition] established?!* || 387 ||''°

In other words, as has been outlined extensively above, every awareness of an object necessarily
presents itself just as an awareness, which is to say, with the “self-appearance” (svabhasa) of being
a cognition.''" But the apparent difference between this “self-appearance” or subjective aspect of
cognition on the one hand, and its object-appearance (visayabhdsa) on the other—in other words,

the phenomenological duality of subject and object—is strictly erroneous:

Moreover, the difference [between subject and object] is seen by those with
distorted cognition, as in the case of a moon that is not double [but appears as
double]. There is no restriction [requiring simultaneous perception] in awareness
(samvittiniyama) with respect to the difference between blue and yellow. || 388 ||!'?

That is to say, the sahopalambhaniyama is not relevant to the differences—such as appearing blue

or yellow—that constitute phenomenal variegation. The restriction only applies to the phenomenal

108 For a translation and brief analysis of PVin 1.54cd, see Kellner (2011, 420-23).
199 kenakarena. This may also be rendered as, “in what regard?”.

110 Tosaki (1985, 70): sakrt samvedyamanasya niyamena dhiva saha | visayasya tato ‘nyatvam kenakarena sidhyati
387

' See also Chapter 5, Section I: Reflexive Awareness and “Self-Appearance” (svabhasa).

112 Tosaki (1985, 71-72): bhedas ca bhrantivijianair dysyetendav ivadvaye | samvittiniyamo nasti bhinnayor
nilapitayoh || 388 ||
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subject and object of a cognition, where the apparent difference between these two is seen only by

those who are in error (bhrantivijiianaih). Therefore, the cognitive object cannot be distinct from

the cognition in which it appears:

It is not observed to be the case that there is an object without experience. It is also
not observed to be the case that an experience without an object is being
experienced.'’ Hence, there is no separation between the two.!'* Therefore, it is
irrefutable (durvara) that there is no differentiation from cognition, on the part of
an object which appears at the time of the cognition. || 389-390abc ||''°

The key point here, so far as the overarching argument concerning external objects is concerned,
is that there is no object in the absence of an observation or experience of that object (nartho
‘samvedanah). As Dharmakirti states in the PVSV ad PV 1.3, “existence is just perception”
(sattvam upalabdhir eva)."'® Something is only ever an “object” insofar as it appears within some
cognition.

While this point is ultimately supposed to be taken by a “judicious person” as indicative of
the nonexistence of external objects, Dharmakirti is also careful to specify that it is in fact possible
to construct a logically sound inference to the effect that an external object is the cause of the
sensory cognition bearing its form, as long as one ignores the central role of the immediately-

preceding cognition (which, Dharmakirti implies, one really should not do):

113 Devendrabuddhi (PVP 567.10) glosses samvedana with upalambha (dmigs pa), “observation.” It is worth reflecting
on the quantum-theoretical valences of this argument: there is no un-observed object, and there is no objectless
observation (or “measurement,” i.e., \ma). See also the Conclusion.

114 That is, there is no difference between the experienced object and the experience of the object.

115 Tosaki (1985, 72-73): nartho 'samvedanah kascid anartham vapi vedanam | drstam samvedyamanam tat tayor
nasti vivekita || 389 || tasmad arthasya durvaram jiianakalavabhdsinah | jianad avyatirekitvam.

116 See also Dunne (2004, 85n52).
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An external (bheda) [object] may be inferred as the cause [of sensory cognition]
because perceptual cognitions do not occur, even if the other causes are present, but
[one can use this inference only] if [the Yogacarin] does not say that the restriction
[of cognition to a particular appearance in a particular time and place] is due to the
immediately preceding cognition.!” || 390d-391 ||''8

Dharmakirti provides here, in extremely compact form, two possible accounts as to why a given
cognition possesses the particular appearance that it does, and is “restricted” (niyama) in terms of
the particular time and place in which it may arise, as discussed above in the context of PV 3.336.

Both accounts proceed from the understanding that cognition does not arise when only its
“other causes”—the stock examples in PV3'" include light (aloka), attention (manaskara), and so
on—by themselves are in place. The question, in other words, is what constitutes the true “primary
cause” (upadanahetu) of cognition, or, put slightly differently, what precisely it is that serves as

the final restricting factor (niyamaka)'* that governs whether and how a cognition arises, given

"7 Compare to PVin 1.58c.d:

An external object can be established, due to negative concomitance. || 58 ||

The fact that the effect (i.e., the cognition) does not arise, even when all the other sufficient causes
are present, indicates the absence of [some] other cause. This [other cause] could be an external
object—if someone does not say that the negative concomitance with the effect (karyavyatireka) is
due to the absence of a particular [i.e., an “internal” type of] primary cause (upadanalhetu)).

Steinkellner (2007, 43.9-12): bahyasiddhih syad vyatirekatah || 58 || satsu samarthesu anyesu hetusu
Jhanakaryanispattih karanantaravaikalyam siicayati | sa bahyo ‘rthah syat | yady atra kascid
upddanavisesabhavakrtam karyavyatirekam na briyat |

This translation is based on Krasser (2004, 142—43).

118 Tosaki (1985, 73—74): hetubhedanuma bhavet || 390 || abhavad aksabuddhinam satsv apy anyesu hetusu | niyamam
vadi na briyat pratyayat samanantarat || 391 ||

119 See, in particular, PV 3.405, discussed below in Chapter 5, Section III.C: Difference in Object (visayabheda).

120 Tt should be noted that this sense of “restriction” (niyama) is slightly different from that discussed in Chapter 2.
The theoretical role played by this restricting factor is the same, in terms of identifying the most salient “bottleneck”
with respect to the question at hand—i.e., that which, being in place, essentially guarantees a given result barring
unforeseen obstacles (thanks to John Dunne for this clarification of the concept). But the specific question in this
context is slightly different. In the prior context, that is, concerning the relationship between the pramana and the
phala, the question was what guarantees that a present perceptual event is occurring. In that context, the answer was
the object-image; see Chapter 2, Section II.C: The “Determiner” (nivamaka). Thus, for example, the determinative
factor (niyamaka) for the perception of ‘blue’ is the presence of a ‘blue’ image in awareness. At this juncture, on the
other hand, the question is what determines whether a given cognition can or will occur. In this context, that is to say,
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that all of its other necessary conditions are present. On the first, External Realist account,
Dharmakirti notes—in the subjunctive mood (bhavet)—that it is possible to infer an external object
as this primary cause. However, he immediately clarifies, this is only possible if one fails to
understand that the immediately-preceding cognition can just as easily serve as this primary cause,
without having to posit any external objects.!?' On the superior, Epistemic Idealist account, then,
the negative concomitance (vyatireka) between cause and cognition can be fully accounted for by
identifying the immediately-preceding cognition as the most salient, primary causal factor.
Classical Abhidharma causal analysis stipulates four types of condition (pratyaya) that
need to be met in order for a cognitive event to arise: the object-support condition
(alambanapratyaya), the contributing condition (adhipatipratyaya), the immediately-preceding
condition (samanantarapratyaya), and the primary causal condition (ketupratyaya).'?* The “other
causes” mentioned in PV 3.390d are the contributing conditions. The question at stake thus
concerns the nature of, or the relationship among, the object-support, the immediately-preceding
condition, and the primary cause. On this note, it is an interesting wrinkle that, in Sanskrit Buddhist
literature, the word pratyaya means both “condition” as well as “cognition.” Thus, in classical
Buddhist analysis, the immediately-preceding condition (samanantarapratyaya) is considered to
be the immediately-preceding cognition (samanantarapratyaya). Building on this classical

analysis, Dharmakirti’s point here is in effect that the immediately-preceding cognition may be

the restricting factor with regard to the appearance of ‘blue’ is the presence of some stimulus which is capable of
causing the image of ‘blue’ to arise. The question then becomes whether this causal stimulus exists externally to the
mind or not.

121 Devendrabuddhi (PVP 568.12) notes that the first approach is only for the spiritually immature (byis pa’i blo
rnams).

122 AKBh 2.49.
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understood to function not only as the immediately-preceding cognition, but also as the object-

support condition and the primary causal condition, as well.

3. The “Production-Mode” (tadutpatti) Inference of External Objects

To step back for a moment: in the part of the sahopalambhaniyama passage we are currently
examining, Dharmakirti is concerned with the problem of inferring external objects. Although
there were some meta-epistemological disputes among the various Indian intellectual traditions,
with regard to the elements of a syllogistically-valid inference, the details of these disputes do not
concern us here. The upshot is that every Indian tradition, including the Buddhist tradition,
accepted the same basic framework. Within this shared framework, an inference (anumana) is
understood as a correct determination (niscaya) to the effect that a subject or “property-possessor”
(dharmin) bears a certain predicate or “property” (dharma) that “is to be proven” (sadhya) by
adducing some type of inferential evidence (hetu or linga).'>® The essential point of inference thus
concerns the relationship between the evidence and the predicate, as an inference is only valid to
the extent that the presence of the evidence actually guarantees or proves (in Sanskrit terminology,
is a “sadhaka” for) the presence of the predicate. Hence, on the classic example, some place is
reliably inferred to be the locus of fire, because it is directly observed'* to be the locus of smoke.

One of the most urgent and pressing issues, within this framework, concerns the precise
nature of the relationship between smoke and fire, i.e., the evidence and the property. On what

grounds does the presence of smoke incontrovertibly prove the presence of fire? To perhaps

123 Cf. Dunne (2004, 25-34).

124 For Uddyotakara’s (ca. 500) remarks to the effect that “inference must... be grounded in perception,” see Dunne
(2004, 32n42). This requirement, that the evidence must be directly perceived, also ties into Dharmakirti’s argument
regarding the inferentiability of external objects. See note 104, above.
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oversimplify a centuries-long debate, by Dharmakirti’s time it was widely agreed that, in order for
an inference to be valid, the relationship between the evidence (e.g., smoke) and the property (e.g.,
fire) must be one of mutual “pervasion” (vyapti). This “pervasion” itself is the sum of two closely-
related terms, ‘“positive concomitance” (anvayavyapti) and ‘“negative concomitance”
(vyatirekavyapti). Positive concomitance amounts to a relationship of necessity, such that
whenever the evidence is present, the property is necessarily predicable of the subject: “wherever
there is smoke, necessarily there is fire.” Negative concomitance, meanwhile, is a relationship of
restriction, to the effect that the presence of the evidence is restricted to instances where the
property is present: “there is smoke only where there is fire.”'* In general, these two were also
understood to constitute a logical implication and its contrapositive: the presence of the evidence
necessarily entails the presence of the property (E = P), and the absence of the property necessarily
entails the absence of the evidence (—P = —E).'2

But what about cases where (what seems to be) smoke appears for some reason other than
an underlying fire, or where fire burns without producing smoke?'?” One of Dharmakirti’s most

important contributions to the development of Indian logic was his formalization of the

125 Dunne (2004, 28-29). See also Tillemans (1999), and Matilal (1985).

126 This accounts for the internal logic of the External Realist’s objection from above (Section 1.B.1: The Cause of
Object-Awareness), to the effect that the existence of external objects is proven on the basis of negative concomitance
(vyatireka). According to the opponent, that is, sensory cognition (the evidence) is necessarily absent from some locus
when an external sensory object (the predicate or property of that locus) is absent. Although Devendrabuddhi and
Jinendrabuddhi do not engage with this argument in quite these terms, their explanation of Dharmakirti’s perspective
can be reconstructed along the following lines: the fact that there exists some type of negative concomitance, such that
cognition is necessarily absent when something is absent, is not in question. The question, rather, is what this
“something” is. In other words, the Epistemic Idealist accepts that there is an invariable concomitance (vyapti) between
cognition qua evidence and some stimulus gua locational property to be inferred; the issue is the nature of this
stimulus.

127 Indeed, it was precisely for this reason that Nyaya logicians stipulated the requirement of an additional, extraneous,
necessary condition (updadhi) of the pervasion, such as the fact that the fuel of the fire in question is wet enough to
produce smoke, rather than being so dry that it does not. See Gangopadhyay (1971).
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relationship between the property and the evidence on the closest thing to solid ontological footing
that his overarching anti-realist metaphysical commitments could allow. This ontological
foundation for inference is the inherent “natural relationship” or “essential concomitance”
(svabhavapratibandha) between the predicate and the evidence.

As might be imagined, the svabhavapratibandha is an enormous topic, about which a great
deal could be said. ?® But the basic point is simple: according to Dharmakirti, the natural
relationship, which guarantees the pervasion of both positive and negative concomitance between
the predicate and the evidence, must be “natural” in the sense that it involves an ontologically
essential relationship between the two. This is, in other words, a relationship in terms of their
inherent nature or properties (svabhava).'?

According to Dharmakirti, there are only two such ontologically essential relationships:

absolute identity, and direct causal production. As Dunne (2004, 152-53) explains,

On Dharmakirti’s view, a svabhavapratibandha comes in two forms or modes. It
may be a case of “production-from-that” (fadutpatti), which 1 will call the
“production-mode,” or it may be relation of identity (tadatmya), which I will call
the “identity-mode.” These two relations provide the basis for Dharmakirti’s two
forms of affirmative evidence (vidhi). They are respectively: karyahetu, “evidence
consisting of an effect” or simply “effect-evidence”; and svabhavahetu, “evidence
consisting of a svabhava” or “svabhava-evidence.” ... The reliability or
“accuracy” (avyabhicara) of these two modes of evidence are based respectively
upon the two modes of svabhavapratibandha, production and identity. That is, an
effect can serve as evidence for its cause because, on the relation by production,
certain svabhavas of the effect (such as smoke) cannot occur without certain
svabhavas in the cause (such as fire). Likewise, a svabhdava can serve as evidence
because, on the identity relation, the svabhava adduced as the evidence (such as
“being a sugar maple”) necessitates the presence of the svabhava to be proven (such

128 See Dunne (2004, 145-222) for an overview and bibliography.

129 For a discussion of the two primary senses of svabhava (as “property” and “nature”), cf. Dunne (2004, 153-73).
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as “being a tree”). In other words, it is not possible for the entity in question to “be
a sugar maple” if it is not also “a tree.” '*°

This point is extremely important in relation to the inference of external objects. In effect, as
discussed above, the External Realist’s argument is that there exists a relationship of “negative
concomitance” or restriction (vyatireka) between sensory cognition (i.e., the evidence) and
external objects (i.e., the predicate). While not explicitly designated as such in this passage, this is
clearly an instance of the “production-mode” (tadutpatti): the idea is that there exists a direct causal
relationship between the external object (qua cause) and the sensory cognition thereof (qua effect),
such that—in a manner precisely analogous to the causal relationship between smoke and fire—
the svabhdva of a given cognition, possessing a given object-image, could not exist without having
been produced by the svabhava of some external object. In this way, the object and the object-
image enjoy an inherent “natural relationship™ of svabhavapratibandha. And, for the External

Realist, this object is external to the mind.

4. “Production-Mode” Inference in an ldealist Context

Dharmakirti agrees with his Sautrantika interlocutors that the causal relationship between
cognition and its stimulus constitutes a ‘“natural relationship” or “essential concomitance”
(svabhavapratibandha) in the “production-mode” (fadutpatti), such that the existence of some
stimulus may be inferred from the appearance of that cognition which is its effect. Taking this

analysis a step further, it is indeed possible to establish that some'*! of the particular phenomenal

130 There is, of course, a great deal more to say concerning tadutpatti; see Dunne (2004, 174-92) for an overview. See
also Hayes and Gillon (1991), Lasic (2003), and Gillon and Hayes (2008).

131 As we will see, the causal characteristics of the perceiver are also highly relevant. See Chapter 5, Section I1.D:
Subjective Variation in the Quality of Experience.
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characteristics of the cognition are derived from the particular causal characteristics of this

stimulus. But the question remains: must this stimulus necessarily exist externally to the mind?
Once again, the Epistemic Idealist suggestion is expressed in the subjunctive mood, as an

“alternative” (va) to the External Realist hypothesis, which itself is not refuted so much as re-

contextualized into an epistemological hierarchy within which it occupies a subordinate position:

As in the case of the production of a sprout from a seed or the proof of fire from
smoke, if the kind of definition (sthiti) of [something as] causative (karaka) or
indicative (jiiapaka) that [according to the external realist] relies upon external
objects is [instead] conceptualized in that way in dependence on cognitions having
appearances of that nature which are restricted in their emergence; then what would
be the problem? || 392-393 ||'32

Dharmakirti’s basic point here is relatively straightforward. At issue is the “definition” (sthiti) of
something (such as a seed) as the cause (karaka) for the production of something else (for example
of a sprout), which also serves to define the effect as an “indicator” (jiiapaka) of the cause (in the
way that smoke is indicative of fire). From an External Realist perspective, these definitions or
arrangements are justified by the existence of external objects that exhibit these causal regularities.
But if no such external objects exist, it would seem that all such justifications are lost.
Dharmakirti responds by arguing that these arrangements or definitions, which for the
external realist must depend on external objects, can be explained just as well by the regularities
that are observed in terms of appearances (nirbhasa). The appearance of smoke, he argues, is
restricted in its emergence (niyatasamgama): it necessarily follows from some appearance of fire,

even if this fire does not necessarily appear fo oneself (which is, of course, what necessitates the

132 Tosaki (1985, 75): bijad ankurajanmagner dhiimat siddhir itidyst | bahyarthasrayini yapi karakajiapakasthitih
|| 392 || sapi tadritpanirbhasas tathaniyatasamgamah | buddhir asritya kalpyeta yadi kim va virudhyate || 393 ||

These verses are also translated in Moriyama (2013a, 59) and McNamara (2019, 79-80).
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inference in the first place). Similarly, the appearance of a sprout is causally regulated or restricted
(niyamam), such that it necessarily follows from the appearance of a seed. This also addresses the
underlying ontological question, since there is no longer any need to appeal to anything outside of
the mind: at this level, appearances are the only thing that are being discussed, and so, all that is
necessary is to explain how appearances are causally related to each other. At least in theory,
appearances can be accounted for solely with reference to the mind and mental factors, via the
notion of karmic imprints or dispositions (vasana).

However, this approach raises an interesting subsidiary issue. As discussed in Chapter 2,
Dharmakirti explicitly denies that there is any real structure of epistemic agent/instrument and
patient/activity. How can this be squared with his invocation of such a structure here?
Devendrabuddhi’s commentary answers this question by adding several layers of depth to the
discussion, framing PV 3.392-393 as the response to an opponent'** who denies that the Yogacara

perspective has the ability to incorporate any such epistemic structure:

Opponent: “When there is no external object,'** in that case, the cognition in which
a sprout appears to arise from a seed is only a delusion, so [the seed and sprout] just

133 As Sara McClintock (personal communication) notes, “The degree to which rhetorical considerations of audience
are important to the hermeneutics of interpreting Buddhist pramana texts really cannot be overstated. The various
positions are at least in part structured as they are in order to answer specific audiences.”

13 Sakyabuddhi comments (PVT 577.2-6): “When there is no external object: this introduces the misgivings of the
opponent. According to those who maintain that cognition is without an object-support (rnam par shes pa dmigs pa
med par smra ba ~ vijiananiralambanavada; see below), the seed and the sprout do not ultimately exist; nevertheless,
there is a structure of seed and sprout, owing to the objective aspects of the cognitions in which they appear. However,
the objective aspect of cognition does not exist in reality (de kho na nyid du = *tattvena).”

gal te yang gang gi tshe phyi rol gyi don med pa zhes bya ba la sogs pas gzhan gyi bsam pa’i dogs pa bsu ba yin te |
rnam par shes pa dmigs pa med par smra ba’i sa bon dang myu gu don dam par yod pa ma yin gyi "on kyang sa bon
dang myu gur snang ba’i blo’i gzung ba’i rnam pa las sa bon dang myu gu rnam par gzhag pa yin no | blo’i gzung
ba’i rnam pa yang de kho na nyid du yod pa ma yin no ||

The reference to *vijiananiralambanavada is noteworthy, as the idealistic strain of Buddhist philosophy much more
commonly refers to itself as vijiaptimatra(ta)vada or antarjiieyavada. Interestingly, the section of Kumarila’s
Slokavarttika dedicated to the refutation of Yogacara refers to the latter as niralambanavada; for a translation and
analysis of this section, see Allen (2015, 69—114) and Jha (1985, 119-48). Although the precise formulation of this
objection as articulated by Devendrabuddhi and Sakyabuddhi is not found in the niralambanavada chapter of the
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do not exist. Therefore, [the seed] is not causative and [the sprout] is not an effect.
How, then, can there be the presentation [of the seed] as causative, as when one
says, “a sprout is produced from a seed.” [This structure cannot exist in an
Epistemic Idealist context] because [in that context] there is no mutual relationship
of cause and effect, with regard to the two appearances of the seed and the sprout.
The same also applies [when you] speak of fire and smoke, because it is impossible
for there to be the relation of cause and effect (rgyu dang ’bras bu’i dngos po =
*karyakaranabhava); [the fire] is not what is indicated (gamya) and [the smoke] is
not indicative (gamaka).

On the other hand, if external objects do exist, then there is an externally-existing
fire, and that [external fire] is the cause of the smoke; in this way, the smoke is
indicative (go bar byed pa ~ gamaka) of fire. According to Mental Representations
Only (~ vijaaptimatratd), however, the fire does not exist at the time that the smoke
is known.'* This being the case, how could something be defined as indicative, as
when one says that ‘Fire is established due to smoke, which is indicative of it.’
[According to the Epistemic Idealists,] external objects are completely devoid of
any definition of [things as] causative and so on.”!3¢

Slokavarttika, Sakyabuddhi’s choice of terminology might nevertheless be intended to reflect the perspective of a
Mimamsa opponent—perhaps even Kumarila himself—since much of the niralambanavada chapter of the
Slokavarttika is concerned with what Kumarila perceives to be his Yogacarin interlocutor’s failure to abide by the
proper requirements of inferential logic. Concerning this objection in particular, see especially vv. 167-177, translated
in Allen (2015, 109-10) and Jha (1985, 143-44). It is also worth pointing out in this regard that the position that
cognition is ultimately devoid of object-support is at least arguably tantamount to the position that cognitive
appearances as such are false (i.e., alikakaravada).

135 Compare the objection here to Slokavarttika nirdlambanavada vv. 183-189, translated in (Allen 2015, 110-11) and
Jha (1985, 145-46). In addition to momentariness, Kumarila’s critique also bears on the relationship between the
immediately-preceding and immediately-succeeding cognitions. Sakyabuddhi comments (PVT 577.14-19):

“The fire does not exist at the time that the smoke is known: i.e., at the time when there is the
appearance of the smoke which constitutes the inferential evidence (rtags = *linga). According to
the Epistemic Idealists, the smoke is a cognition with the appearance of smoke, but an external fire
(which would generate the [smoke] in that place) does not exist, because they do not accept [external
objects]. However, at that time, a cognition in which there is an appearance of fire is not experienced,
because [the inferential determination of the presence of fire] is something that arises at a later time.”

du ba rtogs pa’i dus na me yod pa [D: em. de] ma yin pa zhes bya ba ni rtags su gyur pa’i du ba snang ba’i dus na
shes bya nang gi yin par smra ba’i du bar snang ba’i blo du ba yin la | de nyid skye bar "gyur ba de’i gnas skabs na
phyi rol gyi me yod pa ma yin te | de khas mi len pa’i phyir ro || de’i tshe mer snang ba’i blo yang myong ba ma yin
te | de ni phyis "byung ba’i ngang tshul can nyid yin pa’i phyir ro ||

136 PVP (568.18-569.9): gal te gang gi tshe phyi rol gyi don med pa’i tshe blo sa bon las myu gu snang ba ’khrul pa
nyid yin pas na med pa nyid yin pa’i phyir de byed pa po nyid ma yin zhing ’bras bu nyid kyang ma yin no | de ji Itar
sa bon las myu gu skye ba zhes bya ba’i byed pa po rnam par gzhag pa yin | sa bon dang myu gu snang ba dag la ni
phan tshun rgyu dang "bras bu nyid med pa’i phyir ro || de bzhin du me dang du bar smra ba dag la yang rgyu dang
*bras bu’i dngos po nyid mi rung ba’i phyir ro || go bar bya ba dang go bar byed pa nyid ma yin no || yang phyi rol
gvi don yod na | phyi rol gyi me yod pa yin zhing de du ba’i rgyu yin pa de Iltar na du ba me’i go bar byed par 'gyur
ro || rnam par rig pa tsam nyid la yang du ba rtogs pa’i dus me yod pa ma yin pa de Itar na | shes par byed pa du ba
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It should be noted that there is more than a little purchase to the opponent’s argument here,
especially on the False Imagist account which (it is my contention) constitutes the most
straightforward interpretation of Dharmakirti, and is at the very least implicit in the commentaries
of Devendrabuddhi and Sakyabuddhi. It is indeed very difficult, if not impossible, to rigorously
account for causal regularity—to say nothing of phenomenal appearances!—in ultimate terms.
Nevertheless, Dharmakirti is committed to providing a “best possible” (if admittedly
counterintuitive) '’ rational explanation of conventional reality, within which it must be possible
to account for this type of causal relationship from an ontologically idealistic perspective.'*® As
noted in the verses cited just above (PV 3.392-393), one can simply appeal to the causal regularity
in the cognitions themselves, which exhibit the kinds of constraints that are necessary in order to
speak about causality, and thereby draw inferences on that basis. Expanding on the rhetorical

question that ends the verse, Devendrabuddhi explains:

What is the problem? There is none whatsoever. It is asserted that there is reliance
upon the definition of [something as] the effect [of something else], because the
generation [of that thing] is restricted to [some other] real thing, as when one says,
“the sprout comes from the seed.” But likewise, one can conceptualize [this causal
relationship] as the occurrence of a cognition which has the appearance of a seed,
when there is its cause, namely, a cognition having the appearance of a sprout. Here
there is no contradiction by any pramana whatsoever. [On the contrary,] it is
impossible to maintain an account [of cause and effect] which does rely upon
external objects, because external objects are not established.'*

las me grub pa yin no zhes shes par byed pa ji ltar gnas pa yin | phyi rol gyi don la ni byed pa po la sogs pa’i rnam
par gzhag pa thams cad "bad pa yin no zhe na |

137 Concerning this problem, see above, Section I.A.4: Rational Analysis and the Nature of Reality.

138 Note that this implies a kind of “intermediate” idealistic perspective, lying in between an External Realist
perspective and a “structureless” ultimate view. See note 101, above.

139 PVP (569.9-570.2): de la skyon de yod pa ma yin te | 'di ltar | sa bon las ni myu gu (D: *myug) skye dang | zhes
bya ba | de ltar phyi rol don rten can byed pa por gnas pa gang yin pa dang du ba las me grub pa zhes shes par byed
pa’i tha snyad ’jug pa gang yin pa de yang gal te phyi rol gyi don la ltos pa med par dngos por rtogs pa la brten nas
| de yi ngo bor snang ba can | myu gu la sogs par snang ba | de ltar nges 'byung ba | sa bon la sogs par bye brag tu
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Devendrabuddhi’s response thus articulates the basic position outlined above, that it is possible to
account for causal regularity strictly in terms of cognitive appearances. The cognition of a sprout
exists in a “production-mode” (fadutpatti) ‘“natural relationship” or “essential concomitance”
(svabhavapratibandha) with the cognition of a seed, such that the former necessarily arises
immediately subsequent to the latter. Therefore, it is possible to infer the presence of the cognition

of a seed, on the basis of the cognition of a sprout.

B. Inference in the Context of Epistemic Idealism

1. The Problem

To review, Dharmakirti’s position is that the epistemic structure of inference—that an effect is
indicative (jiapaka) of its cause, owing to their inherent natural relationship of production
(tadutpatti)—can be accounted for within a strictly idealistic ontology. The key point of this
idealistic ontology is that the appearance of smoke is by nature necessarily correlated with (or
“restricted” to) the appearance of fire. But this raises a problem.

The temporal sequence of an inference is that, first, the inferential evidence is perceived;
then, on the basis of this direct perception, the presence of the quality “to be proven” (sadhya) is
subsequently inferred. In other words, first there is a cognition of smoke, and then there is a
cognition of fire. This is not a problem on the External Realist account, because even though the

cognition of fire occurs after the cognition of smoke, the fire exists independently of its cognition:

snang ba’i blo las de ma thag tu "byung zhing skye ba’i myu gu la sogs par snang ba can gyi blo gang yin pa de la de
skad ces bya’o || de Ita bur gyur pa’i | blo ston pas ni rtogs byed na || ’gal ba dag ni ci zhig yod || cung zad kyang yod
pa ma yin no || ji ltar sa bon las myu gu zhes bya ba skye ba dngos po la so sor nges pa’i phyir | bras bu rnam par
gzhag pa la brten pa’i 'dod pa de Itar sa bon du snang ba can gyi blo rgyur gyur pa yod na myu gur snang ba can gyi
shes pa byung bar gyur pa rtogs pa na tshad ma dang 'gal ba med pa nyid yin no || phyi rol gyi don la brten pa can
gvi rnam par gzhag pa can ’di ni ston par dka’ ba nyid yin te don ma grub pa’i phyir ro ||
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the whole point of External Realist ontology is that the “fire” (i.e., the external object qua cause
of the sensory cognition) has material existence outside of the mind. According to the Epistemic
Idealist position, however, fire actually only consists in a cognition with the phenomenal
appearance (pratibhasa) of fire. Thus, on their account, when one infers the existence of fire from
smoke, fire would only come into existence after smoke: again, if the things we call “smoke” and
“fire” are actually just mental manifestations or representations, then “fire” does not exist until the
cognition of fire occurs, because “fire” just is a cognition with the appearance of fire. But, to repeat,
in the context of inference, the cognition of fire occurs after the cognition of smoke, and not before.
Thus, it would seem that fire is actually arising due to smoke, and the causal regularity required

for such inferences has been turned upside-down. Dharmakirti articulates the problem in this verse:

[Opponent:] “Smoke would not be the product of fire. Hence, there could be no
knowledge of the cause on the basis of the effect. Or, if [the cognition of smoke] is
the cause (karanata) [of fire], how could it be conclusively (ekantatah) known?”
1394 [

Fascinatingly, however, Dharmakirti does not deny the essence of the opponent’s point here, to
the effect that the earlier cognition of smoke must in some sense be the cause of the later cognition
of fire (which is also true in an External Realist context). Rather, he re-frames the opponent’s
argument as an opportunity for the most explicit and extended—in fact, what amounts to the only
detailed—discussion of the relation between the storehouse consciousness (alayavijiiana) and

perceptual cognition in the entire Pramanavarttika corpus.'#!

140 Tosaki (1985, 76): anagnijanyo dhiimah syat tat karyat karane gatih | na syat karanatayam va kuta ekantato gatih
[ 394 |

141 The storehouse consciousness is mentioned briefly at PV 3.520-522, but only in connection with Dinnaga’s
argument that, in the absence of reflexive awareness, cognition would not be able to move from one object to another
(PS 1.12cd, visayantarasaiicaras tathd na syat sa cesyate). The relation of the storehouse to karmic imprints and
sensory cognition is not discussed at that location.
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2. The Solution

At this juncture, Dharmakirti appeals to unambiguously Yogacara concepts, such as the storehouse
consciousness (alayavijiiana) and karmic imprints (vasana), in order to account for the content of
sensory cognitions within a fully idealistic ontological context. However, Dharmakirti’s own
discussion to this effect is maddeningly brief, comprising only two “root” verses (PV 3.395-396).
Even Devendrabuddhi’s commentary is quite terse. Fortunately, the mechanics are fleshed out in
Sakyabuddhi’s extremely interesting and provocative remarks.

Despite its brevity, though, Dharmakirti’s explanation is not particularly difficult to
understand. In response to the opponent’s argument at PV 3.394, that within a Yogacara
framework the prior perceptual cognition of smoke must be understood as the cause of the
subsequent inferential cognition of fire, Dharmakirti notes that this is indeed the case, but that the
cognitive continuum (cittasantana) which contains the vivid sensory appearance of smoke is only

transformed'*? into a cognition (specifically, a non-vivid conceptual cognition) of fire:

Even in this case, the cognition with the appearance of smoke makes known a
cognition with the appearance of fire with an imprint that is ready for activation
(prabodhapatuvasana)—it does not make known an [external] fire. || 395 ||'4

As Devendrabuddhi explains:

142 Kachru’s (2015, 63) remarks on the Vimsika are apposite: “[For] Vasubandhu there is an important kind of
causation, indeed ultimately a paradigmatic kind of causation, which does not consist in a relation between entirely
separable types of events. For one thing, it involves dispositions [i.e., vasand]. For another thing, it does not involve
complete heteronomy or separability of the types of events cause and effect are taken to be: it is instead, a view on
which causation consists in change (theorized in a particular way as a sequence of intrinsic change) from A4 to B, where
these are phases of a continuum, with 4 being identified as dispositional power associated with some phase of a
process, and B as a kind of directed end of a sequence of change which 4, given certain conditions, can induce.”

143 Tosaki (1985, 77): tatrapi dhiimabhasa dhith prabodhapatuvasanam | gamayed agninirbhasam dhivam eva na
pavakam || 395 ||
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Even in this case, when it is asserted that fire is inferred on the basis of smoke, the
cognition with the appearance of smoke—which is designated the inferential
evidence—makes known a cognition with the appearance of fire. What kind of
cognition? One that has an imprint ready for activation. To break it down (vigraha):
there is a cognition in which there are imprints ready for activation. [The present
perception of smoke] indicates a future cognition with the appearance of fire—but
not [external] fire.'*

The cognition of smoke is thus an “indicator” (jiapaka) of fire, because it causes the knowledge
(gamayet) of a future cognition with the appearance of fire. In other words, the latent imprint for
this future cognition of fire must already be “ready for activation” (prabodhapatu), and then the
perceptual cognition with the appearance of smoke actually activates it, causing the inferential
cognition with the appearance of fire to arise. Hence, at one moment, the mental continuum
manifests with the vivid appearance of smoke; at a later moment, it manifests with the non-vivid
appearance of fire; but both appearances are just the result of activated imprints.

However, this answer still leaves one of the opponent’s most important points unaddressed.
Namely: even if the preceding analysis may be stipulated for the sake of argument, it nevertheless
remains the case that, in terms of one individual being’s mental continuum, there was no cognition
of fire prior to the cognition of smoke. Again, this is precisely what necessitates the inferential
process in the first place! And since, within an Epistemic Idealist framework, there are no
extramental objects to appeal to, on what basis may fire be asserted as the causal basis of the
perception of smoke? On an idealist account, that is to say, there is no external fire which could
serve as the cause for the cognition of smoke. The only possible candidate for the cause of a

cognition of smoke, is a cognition of fire. But—again—in the context of a discussion of inference,

144 PVP (570.18-571.3): de la’ang du ba las me rjes su dpog par 'dod na du bar snang ba’i blo rtags kyi ming can
mer snang ba’i blo nyid ni rtogs par 'gyur ro || ci ‘'dra ba zhig ce na | bag chags gsal bar sad pa dag || blo gang las
bag chags gsal bar sad pa yod pa zhes bya bar tshig rnam par byar ro || mer snang ba can gyi ma "ongs pa’i blo nyid
kyi go bar byed par 'gyur gyi me ni ma yin no ||
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the whole point is that there was no initial cognition of fire. So, in what sense is smoke the effect

of fire?
3. The Role of the Storehouse in ldealistic Inference
Dharmakirti continues:

A cognitive continuum (cittasantana), with a matrix (garbha)'* of imprints that are
capable of that [i.e., a cognition of fire,] manifests a cognition with the appearance
of smoke. Because of this, smoke arises from fire. || 396 ||'*

Devendrabuddhi’s comments on this verse are somewhat formulaic and frankly rather unhelpful
on their own. This is doubtless a major part of the reason why Sakyabuddhi, in one of the more

remarkable passages of the entire Pramanavarttika corpus, expands at length upon them:

The meaning, in summary, is as follows: a cognition with the appearance of smoke
does not arise from just any consciousness. Rather, the cause of the appearance of
smoke is a continuum that, through a transformation (yongs su gyur pa =
*parinama),'¥’ is capable of producing a cognition that is a consciousness with the
appearance of smoke. That which is not the cause for a consciousness that is a
cognition with the appearance of fire will not be observed as the cause for a
cognition with the appearance of smoke in some place, because a cognition with
the appearance of smoke is correctly observed together with a cognition that has
the appearance of fire, as in a kitchen.

Opponent: “Well, let us suppose that a cognition with an appearance of fire is the
cause for [a cognition with] the appearance of fire. But [when one is inferring fire
from smoke] there is no other distinctive kind of cognition that has the capacity to
generate the appearance of fire.”

145 One might even translate garbha here, with a nod to the more concrete and literal sense of the word, as “womb.”
Devendrabuddhi (PVP 571.7-8) glosses the term as “cause or support for arising” (skye ba’i rgyu dang rten).
Dharmakirti’s lexical choice here may also be an indirect reference to fathagatagarbha (“Buddha Nature”) theory,
given the close theoretical association between fathagatagarbha and the alayavijiiana.

146 Tosaki (1985, 78): tadyogyavasanagarbha eva dhiimavabhasinim | vyanakti cittasantano dhiyam dhitmo ’gnitas
tatah || 396 ||

147 See note 142 above.
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This is not the case, because the cognition with the appearance of smoke, which
constitutes the inferential evidence, arises even in the absence of an earlier
cognition with the appearance of fire. That is to say: even when there is awareness
of a cognition with the appearance of smoke immediately after an appearance of
fire, even in that case, the [actual] cause of the smoke is a consciousness (blo ~
*buddhi) called the “storehouse consciousness,” which has the capacity to generate
a cognition with the appearance of fire. Therefore, a cognition with the appearance
of smoke arises from a stream of consciousness that, through a transformation of
the continuum, has the capacity to produce the appearance of fire. That being the
case, [with smoke as evidence] one infers its cause, the consciousness continuum
that has the capacity'® to generate the appearance of fire.”'#

Or, as Jinendrabuddhi summarizes:

[Opponent:] “So, [in an idealistic context,] how could there be an inference of a
cause from an effect?”

Why wouldn’t there be?

[Opponent:] “Because a cognition with the appearance of smoke strictly manifests
earlier; the cognition with the appearance of fire manifests afterward. For that
[inferential cognition of fire] is not experienced, prior to the cognition in which
there is an appearance of smoke. Therefore, the smoke would not be a product of
fire: so how could there be an inference of fire by means of that [smoke]?”

This is not a problem. For a mind-stream (cittasantana), containing a specific
imprint (vasand) for the production of a cognition with the image of fire, causes a

148 Compare this formulation to Kachru’s remarks concerning the “availability” of content in note 100.

149 PVT (579.19-580.19): “dir bsdus pa’i don ni du bar snang ba can gyi blo ni shes pa thams cad las skye ba ma yin
gvi | ‘on kyang rnam par shes pa mer snang ba’i blo rgyun yongs su gyur pas skyed par nus pa gang yin pa de nyid
du bar snang ba’i rgyu yin no || mer snang ba’i blo’i [D: blos] rnam par shes pa rgyur gyur pa ma yin pa ni la lar du
bar snang ba’i shes pa’i rgyu nyid du dmigs par mi "gyur te | tshang mang la sogs pa mer snang ba’i blo dang bcas
par du bar snang ba’i blo yang dag par dmigs pa’i phyir ro || gal te "o na mer snang ba’i blo nyid du bar snang ba’i
rgyu yin pa ni bla ste | mer snang ba skyed par nus pa blo’i khyad par gzhan yod pa ma yin no zhe na | ma yin te
rtags su gyur pa du bar snang ba’i blo ni sngar "byung ba’i ngang tshul can mer snang ba’i blo med par yang "byung
ba’i phyir ro || de bas na gang gi tshe yang mer snang ba de ma thag du du [D: om. du] bar snang ba’i blo rigs [D:
*rig] pa yin pa de’i tshe yang mer snang ba’i blo bskyed par nus pa kun gzhi rnam par shes pa zhes bya ba’i blo du
ba’i rgyu yin no || de bas na rgyu [D: rgyud] gzhan gyur pa’i sgo nas mer snang ba skyed par nus pa’i rgyun gyi rnam
par shes pa las du bar snang ba’i blo "byung bar rgyun gyi rnam par shes pa rgyur gyur pa mer snang ba skyed par
byed pa’i nus pa rjes su dpog par byed do || de ltar na ’bras bu las rgyu nyid dpog par 'gyur ro || mer snang ba’i blos
rang gi nye bar len pa rnam par shes pa snga ma mer snang ba’i blo skyed par byed pa’i nus pa dpog par byed pa’i
don gyis 'byung bar ‘gyur ba’i me snang ba’i blo rjes su dpog par ‘gyur te | du bar snang ba’i blo’i rgyur gyur pa
rgyun gyi rnam par shes pa skad cig ma phyi ma phyi mar gyur pas mer snang ba’i blo’i rgyu yin no zhes de Itar rjes
su dpog pa’i phyir ro zhes bya ba 'di yin no ||
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cognition with the appearance of smoke—not just anything at all—to arise. Hence,
the cognition of smoke that is making that [fire] known is making known [or
indicating] the cognizer’s future cognition—whose imprint is ready for
activation—in which there will be the image of fire.'®

There is, unfortunately, nowhere near enough space here to treat this argument with the detail it
deserves. But in brief outline, the idealistic perceptual model articulated here is as follows.

Every cognition of smoke, by virtue of the fact that it is a cognition of smoke, carries within
itself latent imprints that are inherently associated with the appearance of fire, because of the
svabhavapratibandha that obtains between (the cognition of) smoke and (the cognition of) fire. In
other words, these particular latent imprints, that are associated with the appearance of fire, are an
absolutely necessary feature of every genuine cognition of smoke, because of the causal
association between the appearance of smoke and the appearance of fire that was pointed out in
PV 3.392-393. That is to say, at some level, anything that can be correctly designated as the
appearance of smoke must have been caused by a cognition that occurs in a continuum with a
ready capacity to generate a subsequent cognition with the appearance of fire. Again, it is just this
necessary relationship of “inherent association” or “essential concomitance” (i.e.,
svabhavapratibandha) which preserves the ability to infer fire on the basis of smoke, irrespective
of the underlying ontology with respect to the question of external objects.

The key point in this regard is that, within an idealist ontological framework, the object of

inference (i.e., the sadhyadharma) is not an actual appearance of fire, because there has not been

130 Steinkellner (2005b, 75.12-76.4): atha yad idam karyat karananumanam, tat katham | katham [om. *ca n.e. PSTr]
na syat | yato dhimapratibhdsi jianam purvam evavirbhavati, pascad analapratibhasi | na hi tat prag
dhumapratibhdsino jiianat samvedyate | tato 'nagnijanya eva dhumah sydad iti katham tenagner anumanam | naisa
dosah | dahanakarajiianajananavasanavisesanugata eva hi cittasantano dhiiomabhasam dhiyam utpadayati, na tu yah
kascit | atas tam gamayad dhumajiianam prabodhapatuvasanam dahanakaram buddhim bhavisyantim pratipattur
gamayati |
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any appearance of fire within one’s own mental continuum. Rather, one only infers the fact that
one’s own mental continuum possesses the capacity to generate the appearance of fire, in the
future, under the appropriate circumstances (such as proximity).'>' But the cause of the appearance
of smoke is still a cognition, or, perhaps better stated, a mental event: it is just the activity of the
storehouse consciousness, manifesting latent imprints which are capable, depending upon the
circumstances, of generating both the appearance of fire (whether vivid because perceptual, or
non-vivid because inferential), and the appearance of smoke. Thus, as Sakyabuddhi writes of the

“appropriating cognition” (a synonym's? for the storehouse consciousness):

[Dharmakirti writes], “Because of this, smoke arises from fire.” [Devendrabuddhi
comments,] “From fire.” The ‘fire’ is an appropriating cognition (len pa’i rnam
par shes pa = *adanavijiiana) which is capable of generating a cognition that has
the appearance of fire. Because [the cognition of smoke] arises from that
[appropriating cognition], it is said that ‘a cognition with the appearance of smoke
arises from fire.” However, the intended meaning [of ‘due to fire’] is neither due to
an external fire, nor due to a cognition with the appearance of fire.'

151 Concerning the karyanumana or “inference of capacity,” cf. McClintock (2010, 188-191). At PV 1.8, Dharmakirti
notes that effects (such as the future cognition of fire) cannot be invariably inferred from causes (such as the present
cognition of smoke), because “a hindrance might occur” (pratibandhasya sambhavat): one might never actually have
a cognition with the appearance of fire. But in the PVSV he goes on to note that “the capacity to produce the effect,
however, does not depend on any other substance, so it is not contradictory to infer it [from the complete complex of
causes]. One can infer that this complete complex of causes has the capacity to produce the effect through the
transformation of a subsequent series of potentials because no other condition for the transformation of the potentials
is necessary.” Therefore, the inference is reliable. Many thanks to John Dunne and Sara McClintock for elucidating
this point and providing these references.

Gnoli (1960, 7.7-9): yogyatayas tu dravyantaranapeksatvan na virudhyate ‘numanam | uttarottarasaktiparinamena
karyotpadanasamartheyam karanasamagri.

152 Cf. Samdhinirmocanasiitra 5.3 and Waldron (2003, 95). See also the discussion of “The Adanavijfiagna as
Samanantarapratyaya” in the Ch’eng Wei-Shih Lun (*vijiiaptimatratasiddhi) of Xuanzang (1973, 539-41). In general,
the relation between the specifically Yogacara features of Dharmakirti’s epistemology, and classical Yogacara
scholasticism, remains an area ripe for further research.

133 PVT (582.20-583.3): rgyu de’i phyir me las du ba yin || me las zhes bya ba ni mer snang ba can gyi shes pa skyed
par nus pa’i len pa’i rnam par shes pa nyid me yin te | de las "byung ba na du bar snang ba can gyi blo me las "byung
ba yin no zhes brjod kyi phyi rol gyi me’am mer snang ba’i blo las kyang ma yin no zhes bya ba’i don to ||
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In other words, according to Sakyabuddhi, the “fire” in question is not even an actual cognition
with the actual appearance of fire. It is, on the contrary, pure potentiality—an ever-receding
epistemic horizon, or the infinitely-deferred arrival** of a “presence” that is always already
adulterated with the necessity of its absence. That is to say, what distinguishes this pure potentiality
from manifest fire is precisely its necessary and inherent lack of manifestation (vyakti), the fact
that it does not and cannot have the phenomenal appearance (abhasa) of fire. And here, I suspect,
is the true import of Dharmakirti’s argumentation concerning inference in the context of
ontological idealism: the terminus of this investigation, the endpoint of rational analysis regarding
the nature of the “objects” which we understand to be the cause of sensory appearance, lies
precisely in their disappearance. All that is or could ever be manifest—indeed, phenomenal
manifestation (vyarijana) itself—is only the trace left behind by this disappearance, a trace which
we might call karma, dependent origination (pratityasamutpada), or the “dependent nature”
(paratantrasvabhava).'>

Concluding this portion of the sahopalambhaniyama section, in the next verse,

Dharmakirti ties together all of the preceding discussion:

This is the view (vada) of the wise, even though (7u) [Dinnaga] described the dual
form [of cognition] with reference to external objects. And that [duality] is
established on the basis of the rule that [cognitive images always arise] together
with [the] awareness (samvit) [of them)]. || 397 ||'*¢

154 That is, the différance; cf. Derrida (1973, 129-160).
155 See Chapter 3, note 107.

136 Tosaki (1985, 79): asty esa vidusam vado bahyam tv asritya varnyate | dvairiipyam sahasamvittinivamdt tac ca
sidhyati || 397 ||
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Dharmakirti thus brings our attention back the fact that, as outlined above, Dinnaga’s analysis of
the duality of cognition is most explicitly conducted with reference to the cognition of ostensibly
external objects. But Dharmakirti’s treatment of the PS builds on Vasubandhu’s and Dinnaga’s
contention, articulated primarily in the Vimsika and the Alambanapariksa, that such ostensibly
external objects do not in fact exist. And, while those arguments have been fairly described as
“metaphysical,” Dharmakirti’s overarching argument here is primarily phenomenological,
concerning the inherently cognitive nature of cognition.

That is to say, as will be discussed in Chapter 5, the sahopalambhaniyama can also be
understood as a restriction to the effect that ordinary experience is always ordinarily experienced
“first-personally,” along with its affective features, which are ontologically built into it. These
inherently first-personal features constitute the ‘“subject-image” (grahakakara) of cognition.
Indeed, it is just this “self-appearance” (svabhdsa) of the inherently cognitive features of cognition
which links reflexive awareness both with idealism, as has been discussed here, and with
phenomenological subjectivity, as will be discussed in Chapter 5.

But before turning to this topic, let us close the present discussion by briefly returning to
Dharmakirti’s purely phenomenological analysis of cognition in PV 3.327-332 ad PS 1.9a, as it is

precisely there that Dharmakirti comes the closest to positively describing this “view of the wise.”
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IV. The Luminous Nature of Mind

A. Idealism and Experience

As outlined above, Dharmakirti’s discussion of idealist ontology is limited in scope, most likely
because it constitutes a rather counterintuitive and paradoxical end to the process of rational
investigation into the nature of conventional reality. Although Dharmakirti revisits ontological
idealism at certain crucial junctures, it is not a major focus for the remainder of PV 3. Rather, the
primary concern for the remainder of the text is a phenomenological analysis of cognition,
articulated as a robust defense of the proposition that cognition is both inherently self-knowing
(i.e., reflexively-experienced) and ultimately nondual.

The lynchpin of this argument is Dharmakirti’s contention that awareness (samvit) or
experience (anubhava) is the nature of anything and everything that is ever experienced, because—
again—even if one were to maintain that mind-independent matter exists, it must be recognized
that such matter is only ever an “object” insofar as it produces a cognition bearing its form, which

form-bearing cognition is the only thing that is ever directly (i.e., pratyaksatah) observed:

The experience is of that [moment of awareness, and] it is of the nature of that
[moment of awareness]; it is not [the experience of; or, of the nature] of anything
else at all.’”” Moreover, the fact that the [moment of awareness] is the nature of that
[experience] constitutes the property of [that moment of awareness] being directly
(pratyaksa), individually-known (prativedya). || 326 ||'**

157 Dharmakirti’s Sanskrit here is quite dense and difficult to translate. There is also something of a play on words
($lesa). The point is that tasya construes with both anubhava and atma. In other words, the experience is “of that”
cognition, but it is also “of the nature of that” cognition. The sentence can be grammatically construed in either way,
and has both meanings. Put slightly differently, the point here is that the experience is ontologically identical to the
cognition of which it is the experience. Thanks to John Dunne for this clarification.

158 Tosaki (1985, 10): atma sa tasyanubhavah sa ca nanyasya kasyacit | pratyaksaprativedyatvam api tasya tadatmata
1326 ||
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There is not something else to be experienced by the [cognition]. There is not
something else that is the experience of that. [This is so] because there would be
the same problem on the part of a [second-order experience], as well.'* Therefore,
the [cognition] illuminates itself. || 327 ||'*

[Opponent: “If there is no external object, what accounts for the experience of
‘blue’ and so on?”’]

That color (riipa) such as ‘blue’ is [a property] of the [cognition], and it is also the

experience. [As such], it is commonly called the experience of ‘blue,” even though
it is an experience of its own nature.'' || 328 || ¢

In this way, it is established that an experience is only ever the experience “of” that very
experience, which is to say that it is not the experience “of”” anything else at all. In other words, at

the highest level of analysis, the nature and structure of “knowing” or “measurement” as an

159 That is to say, it is not the case that experienced is experienced by a second-order “experience, of experience;”;
any experience is the immediate, reflexive experience of that very experience. This is the infinite regress argument for
the reflexivity of awareness: if cognition were not reflexively self-knowing in this way, in other words if a second
cognition were necessary in order to know the contents of the first cognition, then a third cognition would be necessary
in order to know the contents of the second cognition, and so on ad infinitum. See Kellner (2011).

160 This translation corresponds to the reading in Tosaki’s (1985, 10n31) footnote, rather than the body text. For a
discussion of the variants of PV 3.327, and why the reading adopted here is preferable, cf. Kellner (2009, 196-97).

161 Devendrabuddhi (PVP 534.8-15) comments by way of introducing the next verse (PV 3.329):

Although [cognition] arises with the nature of ‘blue’ or whatever, [it does so] due to the activation
of an individually-restricted internal causal capacity, i.e., without contacting any real [ ‘blue’] entity.
Thus, it is commonly understood (grags pa ~ prasiddha) [to be the cognition of ‘blue’]. It is not the
experience of a blue object.

Opponent: “How is it, then, that it is the nature of awareness which is being experienced, such that
even though it arises as an experience of its own nature, it is nevertheless designated that way [as
an experience of ‘blue’]?”

It is not the case that it is “self-illuminating” in the sense that it illuminates “itself” by “itself” in
ultimate terms, i.e., by differentiating itself into patient, agent, and action. What then?

nang na gnas pa’i nus pa so sor nges pa’i [em. *pas] sad pa las dngos po la reg pa med par sngon po la sogs pa’i
bdag nyid du skyes par gyur pa na yang de ltar grags pa yin no | don sngon po nyams su myong ba ni ma yin no | gal
te ji ltar na shes pa’i bdag nyid nyams su myong bar 'gyur ba gang gis rang gi ngo bo nyams su myong bar gyur pa
na yang de skad du brjod ce na | bdag nyid kho nas bdag nyid las dang byed pa po [em. *las dang po pa] dang byed
pa la sogs pa tha dad pa’i sgo nas don dam par gsal bar byed pa’i phyir bdag nyid gsal bar byed pa ni ma yin no ||

162 Tosaki (1985, 10-12): atma sa tasyanubhavah sa ca nanyasya kasyacit | pratyaksaprativedyatvam api tasya
tadatmata || 326 || nanyo ‘nubhavyas tendsti tasya nanubhavo ‘'parah | tasyapi tulyacodyatvat tat svayam tat prakasate
|| 327 || niladiripas tasyasau svabhavo 'nubhavas ca sah | niladyanubhavah khyatah svariipanubhavo ’pi san || 328 ||
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epistemological activity (i.e., pra + \ma), is strictly idealistic. At the conventional level of what is
“commonly said” (prasiddha), one may speak of a cognition as being the cognition of ‘blue,” but
in fact there is only ever cognition itself, in the form or with the appearance of ‘blue.” As

Dharmakirti writes at the corresponding juncture of the Pramanaviniscaya, PVin 1.38:

There is not something else to be experienced by cognition (buddhi). There is
not something else that is the experience of that [cognition], because cognition
is devoid of subject and object. The [cognition] just illuminates itself. || 38 ||

For the defining quality of the object has been refuted (vyastam). Thus, in no
context is there any experience of it because, in this context also, [experience] is
devoid of the defining characteristics of object and subject. Therefore, the
experience is of cognition [and] is of nature of cognition;'® it is not of anything else
whatsoever. The fact that the [cognition]'* is the nature of the experience is what
[constitutes it as] that which is directly, individually-experienced. And because the
[cognition] is the nature of that [experience], it [reflexively] illuminates itself.
Hence, it is also said to be “illuminating of itself,” like light. [What is called] “an
experience of blue and such” is just an experience with that kind of nature. '

In this way, even an ordinary experience of ‘blue’ has the nature of luminosity insofar as it is self-

illuminating, and it is in fact devoid of any discrete subject or object.

B. The Simile of the Lamp

It is at precisely this juncture that Dharmakirti invokes the simile of the lamp, one of the oldest

tools used to explain the reflexivity of awareness:

163 This involves the same play on words (Slesa) as in PV 3.326; see above, note 157.

164 Emending MSS asyam to asyah. Compare pratyaksaprativedyatvam apy asyah [buddheh) tadatmataiva to the
parallel construction in PV 3.326cd: pratyaksaprativedyatvam api tasya [jiianasya] tadatmataiva. Thanks to John
Dunne for suggesting this correction.

165 Steinkellner (2007, 35.8-36.1): nanyo *nubhavyo buddhyasti tasya nanubhavo *parah |
grahyagrahakavaidhuryat svayam saiva prakasate || 38 || vyastam hi visayalaksanam iti na kvacid anubhavo
napy asya kascit tatrapi grahyagrahakalaksanavaidhuryat | tasmad atmaiva buddher anubhavah | sa ca nanyasya
kasyacit | pratyaksaprativedyatvam apy asyah [em. *asyam] tadatmataiva | sd ca tadatmyat svayam prakasate |
tenatmanah prakasikety apy ucyate prakasavat | nilady anubhava ity api tatsvabhavo ‘nubhava eva ||
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Just as an illuminating (prakasamana) light (prakasa) is considered to be the
illuminator (prakdsaka) of itself (svariipa), because of having that nature
(tadatmyat), just so, awareness (dhi) is aware of itself (atmavedini).'® || 329 ||'¢

Jinendrabuddhi, commenting on the parallel passage from the Pramanasamuccaya (PS 1.9b),

explains the point here with reference to a grammatical metaphor:

Opponent: “But how does a cognition experience itself, just by itself? For an agent-
patient relationship on the part of just that [self-same cognition] does not make
sense.”

It is as follows: ultimately, there is no relation of patient, etc., on the part of that
[cognition]. Nevertheless, because of having that as its nature, that kind of
convention [i.e., of being called “self-illuminating”,] is not contradicted in this case,
as with light. For light is an illuminator of itself, [and] does not rely upon another
source of light [in order to be illuminated]. Nor does it actually (bhavatah) shine
upon (prakasayati)'®® itself. Rather: arising with the nature of luminosity, it is said
to be an illuminator (prakasaka) of itself. In the same way, awareness, arising with
the nature of experience, is conventionally designated “an illuminator (prakasika)
of itself.” Even in the context of the External Realist perspective, the object is only
determined in accord with experience; but that experience is not in accord with the
object, as has been previously explained.'®

166 Devendrabuddhi comments (PVP 534.18-535.1): “Furthermore, a light does not rely upon another light in order to
illuminate itself; nor is it, in ultimate terms, an agent of illumination (gsal bar byed pa = *prakasaka) with regard to
itself. Rather, because it arises with the nature of being an illuminator, it is said to be ‘self-illuminating’ (bdag nyid
gsal bar byed pa). Just so, in terms of perceptual experience, awareness is self-illuminating, because it illuminates by
nature.”

sgron ma yang bdag nyid gsal bar byed pa la sgron ma gzhan la sltos pa med cing bdag la don dam par gsal bar byed
pa ma yin no | ‘on kyang gsal bar byed pa’i bdag nyid du skyes par gyur pa na bdag nyid gsal bar byed pa zhes brjod
de de bzhin du mngon sum gyi myong bar rang bzhin gyis gsal bar byed pa yin pa’i phyir blo bdag nyid gsal bar byed
payin no ||

167 Tosaki (1985, 13): prakasamanas tadatmyat svaripasya prakasakah | yatha prakdso 'bhimatas tatha dhir
atmavedint || 329 ||

168 Capturing the sense of the transitive (i.e., parasmaipada), causative verbal form, as opposed to the more typical
intransitive (i.e., atmanepada) forms such as prakasate and so on.

169 Steinkellner (2005b, 70.11-18): katham punar datmanaivatmanam anubhavati jianam | na hi tasyaiva
karmakartrkaranabhavo yujyata iti cet, evam etat | naiva tasya paramarthatah karmadibhavah | tathapi tadatmyat
prakasavat tatra tathavyavaharo na virudhyate | prakaso hy atmaprakasanam bhavati, na pradipantaram apeksate |
napy atmanam bhavatah prakasayati | kevalam prakasatmatayotpadyamana atmanah prakasaka ity ucyate | tadvad
anubhavatmanopajayamanda buddhir atmanah prakasiketi vyavahriyate | bahyapakse 'pi yathasamvedanam evartho
‘vasiyate | na hi yathartham anubhava iti prag evoktam ||
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In other words, although it is necessary to do the work of discursive analysis from within language,
and perforce necessary to use conventions such as agency, objecthood, and activity while
undertaking such analysis, it is extremely important to keep in mind that thought and language are
inherently limited in their ability to convey ultimate truth.

For that is, in effect, what is at stake here: insofar as the best possible account of
conventional reality holds that all phenomena are only mind, and furthermore maintains that the
true nature of the mind is nondual and therefore cannot be either ontologically or
phenomenologically divided into a real subject and object, the mind that is a “knower” (vedaka)
of ultimate reality (tathata, dharmadhdtu, etc.) cannot be distinct from the ultimate reality that is
“known” (vedya). Reflexive awareness—“luminosity” (prakasa)—and “suchness” (tathata), or
the true nature of reality (dharmata), are in fact two sides of the same coin.

Even under ordinary circumstances, however, cognition is always an ontologically simple
and singular particular, which is only ever “knowing” itself (atmavedini) or its own nature
(svariipa). There is, therefore, never any “knowing” subject or “known” object in the sense

ordinarily meant:
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And so (ca), if what is known (vedya) is an object that is something else [apart from
awareness], it is impossible to establish a knower and a known on the part of that
[awareness]. This structure (vyavasthd)—i.e., the distortion of separately-
characterized apprehender and apprehended, like the [apparent] difference between
myodesopsic hair (kesa) and the cognition [of that hair]—is constructed in
accordance with the manner in which those who are in error observe (nir + iks)'”
[an awareness] that is [in fact]'”" devoid of the images of knower and known.'”

|| 330-331 ||'”

When [that structure is constructed in that way], then the characterization of
[cognition as having] an apprehended and an apprehender [in accordance with
ordinary distorted experience] is not objectionable [in conventional terms]; [even]

then, because there is no awareness of anything else, reflexive awareness is asserted
to be the result (phala). || 332 ||'™

Under ordinary circumstances, in other words, it really does appear as though we are “first
personal” subjects, who experience a “third personal” phenomenal world comprised of various
objects. While this account is fallacious from the standpoint of those engaged in advanced
contemplative practice, it is accurate in terms of the phenomenology of those who are not

counteracting the internal distortion.!”

170 Or, perhaps somewhat more interpretively, “give an honest report on.” Thanks to John Dunne for this gloss.

17l Devendrabuddhi (PVP 535.21) inserts don dam par. Compare to Manorathanandin’s (Sankrtyayana ed., 218)
vastutah.

172 There are several different possible ways to construe the various elements of this sequence. Tosaki, for example,
in essence following Manorathanandin, places avedyavedakakara with tasydas carthantare vedye durghatau
vedyavadakau (“And so, if what is known is an object that is something else, it is impossible to establish a knower
and a known on the part of that [awareness], which is devoid of the images of knower and known”), leaving the passive
construction bhrantair niriksyate without a nominative object. The translation above reflects Devendrabuddhi’s
commentary (PVP 535.2-536.2).

173 Tosaki (1985, 14-15): tasyas carthantare vedye durghatau vedyavedakau | avedyavedakdkara yatha bhrantair
niriksyate || 330 || vibhaktalaksanagrahyagrahakakaraviplava | tatha krtavyavastheyam kesadijianabhedavat || 331 ||

174 Tosaki (1985, 15-16): yada tada na samcodyagrahyagrahakalaksana | tada ’nyasamvido 'bhavat svasamvit
phalam isyate || 332 ||

175 In emic Buddhist terms, this may be understood as follows. From a Yogacara perspective, “emptiness” primarily
means the absence of subject-object duality. In terms of the “five paths” model (see Chapter 1, note 160), the third
“path of seeing” (darsanamarga) constitutes the first time that the Bodhisattva has a direct, authentic experience of
emptiness; in other words, what is “seen” on the “path of seeing” is just this absence of subject and object. Immediately
subsequent to this moment, the fourth “path of training” or “path of meditation” (bhavanamarga) begins. Again, it is
just this emptiness of subject and object in which one “trains,” to which one is “habituated,” or upon which one
“meditates” (bhavana). Later “stages” (bhiimis) are understood to be irreversible, but until some more advanced point
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The key point is that, even from such a mundane perspective, both subject and object are
simultaneously and thus nondually presented “by means of” reflexive awareness. And this is true
of each and every cognition, without exception. Hence, no matter whether one is the most
benighted amoeba, a denizen of the lowest hell, or a perfectly-awakened Buddha, the luminous
and reflexive nature of one’s awareness is exactly the same. Every moment of awareness—up to
and including perfect, transcendent gnosis (prajiiadparamita)—has a structurally identical nature
(sadrsatman), just insofar as it is a moment of awareness. '7®

This is the key point upon which Dharmakirti’s analysis of the reflexive nature of
awareness turns. By extension, this is also the key point on which Dharmakirti’s analysis of the
“subjective aspect” (grahakakara) of cognition turns. In Chapter 5, we will take up these closely-

intertwined points, which is to say, the close and slippery relationship between subjectivity and

along the path, even Arya Bodhisattvas—that is, extraordinary “noble beings” who have directly experienced
emptiness on the “path of seeing”—do not continually experience emptiness.

In the Tibetan tradition, this point is frequently expressed in terms of a distinction originally made by Asanga in the
eighth chapter of the Mahayanasamgraha, between “meditative equipoise” (mynam gzhag, samapatti) or genuine
“nonconceptual awareness” (nirvikalpajiiana), during which the emptiness of subject-object duality is directly
experienced, and “post-meditation” or “cognition subsequent to that [experience]” (rjes thob, tatprsthalabdhajiiana),
which is conceptual and/or dualistic. As expressed in the famous dictum of the Third Karmapa, Rangjung Dorje (1284-
1339) (trans. Mathes 2013, 63): “When you do not realize this, you are confused; when you realize it, you are
liberated... if you see the nature of nonduality, buddha nature (rgyal ba’i snying po) is actualized.” On this account,
in other words, lower-level Arya Bodhisattvas oscillate between seeing and not seeing the “nature of nonduality”—
depending upon whether or not they are meditating appropriately—until the unbreakable, vajra-like or “adamantine
samadhi” (rdo rje Ita bu’i ting nge ’dzin) kicks in at the tenth and final bhiimi, and one thereby ascends to the fifth
and final “path of no longer being a student” (asaiksamarga), which is to say, perfect and complete Buddhahood. See
also, in this regard, Mipham’s comments ad MSA XIX.69, translated in Maitreyanatha et al. (2014).

176 The Third Karmapa, Rangjung Dorje, writes (trans. Mathes 2013, 64): “This very mind presents the aspect of an
unfolding play that, in its momentary consciousness, is unimpeded in itself. In view of this, [its] nature (rang bzhin)
is present as emptiness and as natural luminosity. These two are the ground, given that from it the individual forms of
the accumulation of mental factors and the seven accumulations of consciousness appear unimpeded and in one
moment. In the impure state it has been taught as being the “mind,” “mental faculty,” and “consciousness.” When
pure, it is expressed by the terms three kayas and wisdom.”

In other words, as Mathes (ibid.) summarizes, “The true nature of mind (sems nyid) [is] called mind in an impure state
and wisdom in a pure state.” Nota bene that Rangjung Dorje here, in the context of a synthesis of Yogacara and
Mahamudra, articulates a model of cognition in which all the various cognitive modalities operate simultaneously “in
one moment.” See Chapter 1, Section II.D.2: Simultaneous Cognition and Re-cognition (pratvabhijiia).
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reflexivity. But as important as these points are in terms of reasoned philosophical discourse, from
an eleutheriological perspective, they are ultimately less consequential than the implications this
has for contemplative or yogic praxis, which is to say, yogacara. Before turning to the question of
the relationship between subjectivity and reflexivity, then, it is worth concluding the present

discussion of reflexive awareness and idealism by sketching out some of these implications.

C. Reflexive Awareness and the Ultimate Pramana

The previously-examined passage, PV 3.326-332, arguably constitutes the closest that Dharmakirti
ever comes to explicitly describing what he refers to in PVin 1, without any further explanation
anywhere in his extant oeuvre, as the “ultimate pramana.”'”” Accordingly, while neither the simile
of the lamp, nor the metaphor of “luminosity” (prakasa) as a term for reflexive awareness, is
Dharmakirti’s original contribution, it is nevertheless possible to observe here, in embryonic form,
a synthesis of the metaphor of illumination, with the affirmation of an idealistic ontology, and the
refutation of phenomenological duality. This synthesis would resound for centuries, right down to
the present day, as the theoretical superstructure or philosophical framework for the advanced

contemplative practices of Mahamudra and rDzogs chen.'”

177 See Chapter 2, Section II.D: Omniscience and the Nature of Awareness.

178 Being tantric contemplative practices, Mahamudra and rDzogs chen lie outside the scope of the present study,
which at this juncture only seeks to broadly contextualize them in terms of the medieval Indian Buddhist intellectual
discourse. Essential academic work on Mahamudra and rDzogs chen includes Germano (1992); van Schaik (2004);
Karmay (2007); Higgins (2013); Mathes (2013); Higgins and Draszczyk (2016); and Jackson (2019). For an “insider”
perspective aimed at actual practice, see Thrangu Rinpoche (2003); Tsele Natsok Rangdrol (2009); and Dakpo Tashi
Namgyal (2019). In general, much work remains to be done on the connection between Mahamudra and Buddhist
epistemology. To that end, one of the most important works on this connection is the Ocean of Literature on Logic of
the Seventh Karmapa, Chodrak Gyatso (1454-1506), the first volume of which (constituting inter alia a commentary
on the entirety of PV 2) has been translated as Gyatso (2016). See also the Conclusion to this study, for a discussion
of what appears to be the utilization of pramana-theoretical terminology by the Third Karmapa, Rangjung Dorje
(1284-1339), in his famous “Aspiration of Mahamudra” (nges don phyag rgya chen po’i smon lam).
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The idealistic ontological underpinnings of this synthesis bring us right back to the question
of whether or not there exists phenomenal content for noble beings (i.e., for Buddhas and for
Bodhisattvas on the bhiimis who are abiding in meditative equipoise).'” The problem is that, from
an idealistic perspective, as discussed at length above, the only candidate for the object qua cause
of sensory cognition is a latent karmic imprint (vasand) held in the storehouse consciousness
(alayavijiiana). But such imprints are, by definition, defiled (klista).'*’ In other words, as the
contemplative analysis of the objects of perception becomes ever more refined, those objects
themselves become harder and harder to account for in epistemological or ontological terms.

As mentioned above,'®! it is an interesting and unresolved question, whether the imprint for
duality—the “internal distortion” (antarupaplava)—is its own specific type of imprint, built into
the conditions for ordinary sensory experience yet at least in principle ontologically separable from
them; or whether the internal distortion is a necessary and ontologically-inseparable feature of any
imprint that is capable of engendering a sensory cognition. The unresolved theoretical question, in
this latter case, would be why it is that the karmic imprints responsible for the production of sensory
cognition are necessarily structured such that the sensory cognition produced must be dualistic.
One possible explanation is that, in order for there to be a sensory cognition, this sensory cognition
must have some spatiotemporal location. That is to say, the cognition must be locatable in regard

to some type of reference point—and this reference point which orients the experience would have

179 See Chapter 1, note 160.
180 See above, note 96.

181 See Chapter 1, Section II1.C: Duality and the Internal Distortion.
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to be the subjective “aspect of the apprehender” (grahakakara).'® On this account, there can be no
cognition in the absence of some defined reference point.'$3

On the other hand, if the distorted “imprint for duality” could somehow be severed from
the imprint qua cause of sensory cognition, then this might in theory allow for the possibility of
nondual sensory content, ' which is to say, phenomenal appearances that are somehow not
structured by subject-object duality.'®> Of course, even given this theoretical possibility, the
attainment of Buddhahood necessarily entails the total absence of karmic imprints, and therefore
(it would be logical to surmise) the final absence of even such nondual content. In other words,
whether the imprint for duality can in principle be severed from the imprint for sensory cognition,
or not, it is clear that on Dharmakirti’s account the ultimate absence of imprints necessarily entails
the ultimate absence of sensory content such as ‘blue’ and ‘yellow.’

Crucially, however, the absence of imprints, and concomitant absence of ordinary

phenomenal content, is not on Dharmakirti’s Yogacara model the same thing as the absence of

182 See Chapter 5, Section I: Reflexive Awareness and “Self-Appearance” (svabhasa).

183 Many thanks to John Dunne for elucidating this point.

134 In the Mahayana Siitra literature, it is explained that sublime and exotic phenomena are able to appear, once
phenomenological duality has been removed. See, for example, Mipham’s comments ad MSA XI1.44: “The habitual
tendencies associated with the afflictive and cognitive obscurations, or the various habitual tendencies of duality, are
present in the all-ground consciousness. Hence, it is also referred to as the ‘the entirety of seeds.” When the all-ground
