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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



13

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.
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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 Prajiiakaragupta 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 pramdana 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.
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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” (samdanya). 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 IL.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
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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” (dviriipa), 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.Inm 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).
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“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 (vijiiana)
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 | sadysyend ‘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, t1. 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 (vasand), 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 (ajfiatarthaprakasa), 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

99 <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 III.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 IIILA: 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.



67

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 pramdana], 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 dvayanirbhdasad 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

]

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 (G + 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 ||
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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 1.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 (bhrantijianam) 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.



82

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” (sarnketasamsraya), 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 | pratyaksasannavrttitvat 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 vo || 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 mdanasam 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
Obje