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Abstract

Writing in seventh century India, the Buddhist philosopher Dharmakirti developed
a system of epistemology in which he recognized yogic intuition as a valid source of
knowledge crowning the practice of meditation and capable of causing the psycholog-
ical transformation necessary for the achievement of nirvapa. But his account of the
epistemological character of yogic intuition was controversial. Indeed, while it consists
in a full understanding of a conceptual object (i.e. the four noble truths), Dharma-
kirti insisted that, due to its clarity, the yogin’s intuition be considered a category of
sensation, which by definition is non-conceptual and pertains to particular objects.
This thesis is an analysis of Dharmakirti’s account of yogic intuition as a category of

cognition allowing the non-conceptual knowledge of conceptual objects.

Ecrivain indien du septieme siecle, le philosophe bouddhiste Dharmakirti élabora
un systeme d’épistémologie selon lequel 'intuition yogique est une souice de connais-
sance couronnant la pratiﬁue de la méditation et capable de provoquer la traﬁsfor-
mation psychologique nécessaire & 'atteinte du nirvipa. Son analyse du caractire
épistémologique de lfii;tuition yogique est toutefois controversée. En effet, bien que
celle-ci cons_iste‘ en une pleine compréhension c‘l.’-un concept (i.e. les quatre nobles
vérités), DharmakTrFi insi;te sur le fait que, due a sa clarté, 'intuition yogique doit étre
considérée comme ﬁne catégorie de sensation qui, par définition, est non-conceptuelle
et appréhende le particulier. Ce mémoire est une analyse du traitement que Dharma.-
kirti fait de l'intuition yogique comme un type de cog;ition permettant de connaitre

les concepts d’une maniére non-conceptuelle.
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Universal property.

Vivid, vividness.

Vivid, vividness.
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Self-awareness.
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Introduction

As a Buddhist philosopher interested in the theories of knowledge and reasoning,
Dharmakirti (600-660 ¢.E.) took a very different approach to yogic intuition lrom
that of the Buddha, whose main concern was probably to give instrnctions on how
to discipline the mind in order to generate inner peace. Instead of giving meditation
instructions, Dharmakirti proposed to analyse the nature of the yogic intuition itself as
a valid cognitive process and event. His approach was not without problems, however,
and the purpose of this thesis is to identify and address some of the inconsistencies in
the analysis of yogic intuition which he presented in the most celehrated of his works,

the Pramanavirttika (PV).

0.1 Yogic intuition and its problems

It is Dignaga (480-540 c.E.) who first considered the Buddhist’s yogic intuition
from an epistemological point of view. He explained the cognilion as capable of
directly grasping the nature of a thing in itsell (i.e. its particularity) independently
of a teacher’s instruction, and included it under the division of sensation which, with
inference, is the only valid means of knowledge accepted by Buddhist epistemologists.
According to Dignaga’s definiticn of sensation, yogic intuition is therefore devoid of
conceptual construction,

Following in the steps of Digndga, Dharmakirti later added that the yogin's intu-

1



ition is not simply a category of sensation, but more specifically a vivid cognition
which results from the practice of meditation on the four noble truths and which has
the power to liberate the yogin from the cycle of discontent and rebirth. The centrality
of the four noble truths for the realization of nirvapa is confirmed by Dharmakirti’s
commentators Prajiidkaragupta (10th century C.E.} and Manorathanandin (10th
century C. E.), and we learn from Dharmottara (750-810 c. E.), another of Dharma-
kirli’s commentators, that the knowledge of their working principles (i.e. imperma-
nence, painfulness and non-self) proceeds in three main stages: (1) what accrues to
preliminary study and learning, followed by (2) the outcome of logical investigation,
crowned by (3) the fruit of meditation. An important feature of this process is that it
is only the clarity of the understanding that differentiates each of those three stages so
that there is ultimately no difference between what is known through critical reason-
ing and what is known through the practice of meditation. As Charlene McDermott
(1978, 154) tells us: “the yogin [...] employs a genuine means of valid cognition or
pramana, which puts him in touch with what he has already ascertained to be real.”

There is however a serious problem with this account of yogic intuition; a problem
which arises as a result of Dharmakirti’s insistence on the fact that the object of
meditation is the four noble truths. For since the {our noble truths are by nature
conceptual in that they establish causal relations between discontent, craving and
ignorance of the principles of impermanence and non-self, they violate the criterion of
non-conceptuality that defines sensation, so that there is no warrant for including the
yogin’s intuition among the categories of sensation. Yet, Dharmakirti clearly states
that his version of yogic intuition qualifies as a category of sensation. Does this mean
that the four noble truths are only a means to another cognition which is itself ﬂon-

conceptual and grasps a particular as opposed to a universal property? Probably
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not, since according to Dharmakirti the ultimate yogic intuition, the one which is
conducive to nirvana, consists in a thorough understanding of these four truths. It
could perhaps be argued that the penetration of the four noble truths becomes so clear
that the cognition loses its concepiual and universal character. Yet, how vivid can a
cognition be so that while being about universals and conceptual processes, it would he
devoid of all the features of a universal such as generality, vagueness and, most of all,
association with words and concepts? For this is precisely the condition that the yogic
intuition must fulfill if it is to be regarded as a category of sensation; the intuition, as
a sensation, must be a thorough non-conceptual understanding of concepts. The Lask
of Dharmakirti is therefore to show that the practice of meditation has the power to
transform concepts into particulars, and unless he succeeds in this cffort his treatinent
of yogic intuition will have to be rejected as inconsistent.

An altogether different problem with yogic intuition regards its validation process.
For even if an intuition were non-conceptual and vivid, this does not guaranice that it
is in accordance with reality. Moreover, considering that the great majority of Indian
mystics, religious seekers and philosophers based their claims aboul reality on a yogic
intuition of some kind arrived at through meditation practices similar to those of the
Buddhists, and considering that, their conclusions were utterly different, notably about,
the existence of a permanent self which the Buddhists were alone in denyiug, it is safe
to say that at least some of the religious leaders went astray in their interpretation
of reality. But how can we differentiate genuine insights from the hallucinations of
charlatans? Can logical consistency constitute such criterion? Are there any others?
Was Dharmakirti dogmatic when it came to scrutinizing the intuitions of Buddhist

and non-Buddhist yogins?

These are the two problems inherent to Dharmakirti’s treatment of yogic intuition
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which this thesis proposes to address.

0.2 Methodology and outline

On the whole, the arguments presented below are the result of reading, in Sanskrit,
various secltions of the chapter on sensation of the Pramanavaritika and some of
its commentaries, in order to get a general understanding of Dharmakirti’s theory of
sensation and then to see how yogic intuition fits into the general picture. Considering
that most of PV has yet to be transiated in a modern language, this approach was
sometimes challenging.

Fortunately, other works by Digndga and Dharmakirti have been translated into
English and have been useful guides in the realization of my project and my under-
standing of Dharmakirti’s thought. Particularly helpful were the recent translation
ol the Pramanasiddhi chapter of PV by Roger Jackson (1993), the two transla-
tions of -DharmakTrti’s Nyayabindu (NB) (Stcherbatsky 1930, Gangopadhyaya 1971),
and Masaaki Hattori’s (1968) translation of the chapter on sensation of Dignaga’s
Pramanasamuccaya (PS). Translations of works by later exponents of Dharmakirti’s
thought such as Santaraksita’s (725-780 C.E.) Ta.ttvasé,rigraha (Jha 1937-9) and
Mﬁkgakaragupta.’s (11th-13th century C.E.) Tarkabhasd (Kajiyama 1965, Singh
1985) have also been of valuable help, as also various studies of different aspects
of Dharmakirti’s thought and translations of non-Buddhist works on Indian episte-
mology. It is important to nole at the outset, however, that very little scholarship has
been devoted to the concept of yogic intuition as understood by Buddhist e?istemolo-
gists in modern European languages. Except for McDermott’s (1978) short-a.rticle on

Dharmakirti’s treatment of yogic intuition in NB and sections of Christian Lindtner’s



(1984) article on Dharmakirti’s Praméinaviniscaya (PVin), scholars have tended to
ignore Dharmakirti’s presentation of yogic intuition and when they do discuss it, it is
only in passing while discussing other issues. So while modern scholarship has unde-
niably shaped my understanding of Dharmakirti’s thought, what is presented below
regarding yogic intuition is mostly the result of my own juggling with the concept.

Logistically, I address the issues in three different sections. First, because the
adequacy of epistemological investigation as a step toward spiritual liberation has
been questioned by modern scholars and religious practitioners alike, | offer a briel
survey of the debate and show that epistemology has indeed its place on the Buddhist
path. Having done that, I give a presentation of Dharmakirti’s general theory of truth
and explain how it is related to the goal of Buddhism, i.e. liberation from suffering.

Next, I offer a comprehensive account of Dharmakirti’s theory of sensation in
an effort to provide a theoretical context against which to evaluate Dharmakirti’s
treatment of yogic intuition. In itself this chapter should be a welcome contribution
to modern scholarship since it is a rare attempt to look at Dharmakirti’s theory of
sensation as a whole. It consists in an analysis of the definition, iject., fruit, and
validation process of sensation and its various types. As we shall see, this category
of cognition is extremely complex, and it is not clear whether it can be considered
a means of acquiring knowledge on which we could act towards the fulfilment of a
purpose.

Finally, the general theory of sensation having been considered in the second chap-
ter, it is in the third chapter that an examination of yogic intuition truly begins.
There, I provide a translation of the important verses of PV dedicated to it, and
begin a critical analysis of its definition in order to determine what it is, whether it

really meets the criteria of sensation, and whether Dharmakirti advanced any crite-
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rion by means of which we could differentiate faulty intuitions from those that are
true. In other words, what I hope to achieve in this chapter is to determine whether
yogic intuition is at all different from inferential knowledge, and whether Dharmakirti,
in attacking the views and intuitions of non-Buddhists and defending the intuition
of the Buddha, was the victim of his own prejudices or whether his criticisms were
justified. This chapter is thus aimed at understanding the nature of yogic intuition
as Dharmakirti defined it.

To recapitulate, Dharmakirti developed an elaborate system of epistemology in
which yogic intuition is recognized as a valid means of acquiring knowledge. Through
an analysis of the epistemological character of yogic intuition and some of its obscure
aspects, I hope to come to a better understanding of Dharmakirti’s epistemology
and assess his whole system: is he promoting doctrinalism or critical, philosophical

analysis?



Chapter 1

Epistemology and the Buddhist religious path

Given propositions whose truth is vital yet difficult to prove, religious people
often find themselves appealing to the notion that religious truth-claims some-
how are different than other sorts of truth-claims, and therefore may be accepted
as true without recourse to argument or demonstration of the sort demanded
of ordinary truth-claims (Jackson 1993, 81).

Considering that religion proposes to answer the most fundamental of our aspira-
tions, i.e. the conquest of happiness, it is indeed curious that the most extreme cases
of dogmatism be associated with its practice. For if there is one area where one should
critically examine the metaphysical conclusions that are drawn on the basis of certain
testimonies and personal experiences, it is where such conclusions can have an impact
on one'’s achievement of happiness. Yet, religious practitioners tend lo dismiss Lhe
entire enterprise of critical thinking when it comes to scrutinizing their beliefs, and
even.go as far in their dogmatism as to ridicule those who wish to bring some sense
into the study and practice of religion. In this chapter I hope to show that due to
the character of the questions to which religion proposes universal solutions, religious
truth-claims must be critically examined before they can be embraced as valid. My

motive for advancing arguments in favour of critical thinking is not, however, to put

every religious truth-claim to the test. Rather, I wish to show that epistemological



investigatiuns are perfectly compatible with religion since the purpose of epistemology
is to clarify what is meant by “truth” and to discover the ways in which it can be
acquired and demonstrated. In that sense, epistemology has a lot to offer to religious
practitioners insofar as it provides them with a method by means of which they can
justify their beliefs and make them acceptable even to the non-believer. Having shown
the importance of epistemology on any religious path, I then look at how Buddhists
have responded to the challenge and give a general account of Dharmakirti’s theory
of truth, arguing that his undertaking was perfectly compatible with the spirit of

Buddhism.

1.1 Religion and epistemology

If we look at the history of Western philosophy, we find that intellectuals have
advanced three main defining criteria of truth: correspondence to reality, internal
coherence, and practicality. Briefly, the correspondence theorist considers a belief
to be true if it corresponds to reality; the coherence theorist if it does not contra-
dict other beliefs; and the pragmatist if it leads to a successful action. Historically,
both the coherence and pragmatic theories have arisen in response to sceptics who
challenged the possibility of ever establishing correspondence between thought and
reality (Ajdukiewicz 9-21). But while strict correspondence to a reality external to
the belief system under examination is a difficult thing to ascertain, the coherence
and pragmatic definitions of truth have other weaknesses which become evident when
they are used to explain the conviction with which religious followers cla.imlto be in
|

possession of truth: Indeed, according to the coherence theory“ two different explana-

tions of a given phenomenon are equally acceptable as long as they are free of internal



inconsistencies, while according to the pragmatic theory two completely different sets
of belief are equally true, and in fact are equivalent, if when acted upon they lead
to the same result. It is clear, however, that such relativism is not welcomed by the
religious person in whose mind her truth-claims are not only efficient and colierent,
but also without a doubt correspond to the way things really are. Some will argue
that in our age of religious pluralism people have grown to be more tolerant of other
systems of belief, and are willing to admit that theirs is only one of many ways to
attain peace and know reality, so that religious followers subscribe to some form of
coherence and/or pragmatic theories of truth. Traditionally, however, religious devo-
tees can do without relativism since they believe that their faith is THE truth and that
other traditions are at best incomplete, at worst totally wrong. So while the absence
of contradictions and the capacity to lead to the fulfilment of a goal are qualitics to be
sought after by any system of truth whether religious, scientific or philosophical, we
must conclude that “[t]he correspondence theory is at the heart of what religious pco-
ple traditionally have meant by ‘truth,’ and—arguably—it must remain at the heari
of any comprehensive world-view if that view is to be considered religious” (Jackson
1993, 42).

Given this strong concern for truth and the certainty with which religious truth-
* claims are promoted, it should not be surprising if religious people were also concerned
“with establishing the foundations for secure knowledge, for without such foundations
truth cannot be grasped firmly” (Jackson 1993, 101). A sincere interest in epistemol-
ogy should in fact be an integral part of the religious quest, sihce it is only through
epistemological investigations that a tradition can validate its assertions and justify
the means by which they were discovered. Unfortunately, it is only a minority of reli-

gious philosophers who welcome epistemology and its testing apparatus. More often
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than not, religious people reject logic as a very inadequate instrument for testing their
truth-claims and emphasize that their own experience is the only evidence they need.
If their asserlions purported to objects of everyday experience to which we all had
equal access regardless of our religious beliefs, this argument from experience would
satisfy the epistemologist since he accepts sensation, or direct experience, as a valid
means of knowing. Yet, the object of religious experience is usually, maybe even
always, beyond the reach of the senses and cannot be known directly. Experience
thus cannot be a sufficient warrant of religious truth, for otherwise the experience of
all religious visionaries would have to be accepted as true, regardless of the fact that
they often contradict each other. We have no choice, then, but to appeal to logical
consistency to differentiate truth from falsehood in matters of religious beliefs, since
it is the domain of logic to test the validity of statements the object of which is not

directly accessible to the senses!

. But the religious practitioners are not so easily
convinced and, as Jackson (1993, 81-5) has shown, they offer as many as three main
arguments against any attempt to test their doctrines by means of logic.

(1) The first argument is that language is inadequate to describe the object and
experience at the core of religion, so that no mundane method is adequate to test
religious assertions and, therefore, no refutation of any concept used in the elaboration

of a religious doctrine really puts the system or any of its aspects in jeopardy. This

appeal to the ineffability of the religious experience is problematic, however, since we

VIncidently, Dharmakirti opens one of his works with the following sentence: “This work is com-
posed in order to explain inference briefly, because the knowledge of things hidden from the senses
depends upon it” (Tib. don lkog tu gyur pa sgrub pa’i rten ni rjes su dpag pa nyid yin pas de
bey brag tu rtogs par bya ba’i phyir mdor bsdus nas ’di brtsam mo. Skt. paroksartha-pratipatter
anumanasrayatvit tad-vyutpadanirtham samksepata idam arabhyate) (HB 30-1). Note here that
1 have followed Turrell Wylie's system of transliteration (Wylie 1959) for all references to Tibetan
texts given throughout the thesis, taking the liberty of modifying even quotes from authors who had
used a different system of transliteration.
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are now faced with the absurd consequence that if a teaching is ineffable, it must
necessarily be true. Even more problematic, perhaps, is the fact that the argument
defeats itself and does not at all serve its supporter. Indeed, if a religious experience
were totally ineffable, it would be wrong to assume that any religicus doctrine or
any testimony of a religious experience is true, since by the very fact of verbalizing
one’s experience and proclaiming it to be truth, one proves oneself ignorant in the
matter. Consequently, all religious teaching is refuted—including the one propounded
by those arguing from ineffability—, and the role of expert is now upheld by none
other than those who have not a single word to say about the matter—in which case it
becomes impossible to know what truth is really all about. It is unlikely, however, that
any religious person will accept such conclusions; she will instead continue to believe
in the value of the doctrine to which she subscribes. Which is to show, therefore,
that even those arguing from ineffability do not believe religious experiences to be
completely ineffable. Instead, what they probably mean by ineffability is that it is
very difficult to relate one’s religious experience and that no explanation can ever
capture its full meaning. In this case, however, ineffability is compl;ately meaningless
since all our experiences are, to some extent, ineffable. For example, no description of
tasting an apple will match the sensation of biting into the apple oneself. It is possible
that religious experience is more difficult to describe than other human experiences,
but that is not to say that it is ineffable. And in the event that one chooses to
relate one’s experience and postulate it as corresponding to the way things really are,
we are perfectly justified to test the adequacy of the analogies used to describe the
experience and the conclusions that are derived from it, just as we would do for any

other experience.

(2) Another argument is that religious propositions are not ineffable but simply
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belong to a different class and, as a result, cannot be expected to undergo the same
rigorous confirmation procedures as do scientific claims, for example. Such attitude,
however, is a return to dogmatism since it suggests that a religious doctrine is fo
be tested according to its own criteria, which are often non-existent aside from the
argument from experience or, in case they do exist, are counterintuitive. Moreover,
asserting that as long as a system is internally coherent, it must be true has as its
consequence that no competing religious truth is better than ihe other. As we have
seen above, however, religious pluralism is accepted only in principle, and a religious
person means more than internal coherence when she asserts the ultimate validity of
her beliefs. This argument must therefore be abandoned since it only serves to avoid
having to prove one’s assertions and does not contribute to the least to the discovery
of truth.

(3) Finally, a third argument against having to defend a religious position is that
nothing can absolutely be verified or falsified by means of reasoning since the laws
of logic make strong presuppositions and assumptions the validity of which is far
from established. As a result, logic is dismissed as a tool for establishing truth and
refuting falsehood. And ironically, scepticism, which has long been the enemy of
religious dogma, now serves the cause of religion. But since pure scepticism defeats
itself, it is an attitude that does not bring the debate to an end. Moreover, even if
the value of logic were put into question, this does not imply that religious truth-
claims are more likely to be true. And even if we admit—as we must—that our tools
of evaluation are limited, religious truth-claims are meant to correspond to the real -
nature of things and, if for that reason alone, we ought to evaluate those claims in
the hope of coming to a general agreement as to which metaphysical elaborations are

more likely to correspond to reality. So this third.argument must also be abandoned.
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Therefore, regardless of whether religious visions involve perception of the truth
(and they may very well), claims made strictly on the basis of them cannot
have the same general evidential weight as do claims that can be checked either
intersubjectively or against more common types of subjective experience—for,
unless we are to accept a total relativism that is as unsatisfactory to the reli-
gious philosopher as to the scientist, we must (and we do, instinctively) accord
greater weight to evidence that is more disinterestedly gathered, more subject
to intersubjective checking, more buttressed by ordinary perceptions and the
inferences based on those perceptions (Jackson 1993, 97).

1.1.1 Epistemology and Buddhism

The doctrines of Buddhism are no exception to what has been said so far about the
necessity to demonstrate religious truth-claims. What is exceptional about Buddhism
is perhaps the fact that from the very beginning it showed little resistance to the
critical evaluation of religious doctrines. Indead, we find in the very first sutia of
the Digha Nikaya, the Brahmajala-sutta, a portrayal of the Buddha as involved in
the refutation of as many as sixty-two misconceptions of reality. And in another
short sutta of the Anguttara Nikaya, the Kesaputta-sutta, the Buddha is portrayed
as advising the Kalamas not to accept any religious doctrine out of reverence for the
teacher, but rather to see for themselves whether the doctrine made sense and whether
it really worked. There is in fact evidence for this tendency to employ critical thinking
as an important tool toward the discovery of religious truth even in the doctrines of
Buddhism; more specifically in the formulation of the noble eightfold path.

As it is clearly spelled out iﬂ the first two components of the path—right view and
right thinking—, in order tc‘_::rexperience total peace of mind,. a Buddhist must first
know which views to shun and which to cultivate, which virtues to practise and which
vices to avoid. More specifically, right view consists in a genuine understanding of the

four noble trutHS, which is achieved at the intellectual level by a critical examination of _
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their validity and the subsequent abandoning of all conflicting views, and then at the
experiential level by purifying the mind through the perfection of wisdom—an insight
into the truths of impermanence, discontent and non-self. Right thinking in turn
consists in aspiring Lo achieve supreme enlightenment and cultivate the mental habits
that are beneficial to the achievement of this goal (i.e. morality and concentration);
it demands that one critically examine one’s character in order to distinguish those
habits and modes of action that are beneficial to one’s spiritual quest from those that
are not. In short, the perfection of both right view and right thinking requires more
than faith in the doctrine: it requires knowledge. In this respect, it is crucial for the
Buddhist to be able to differentiate between what is knowledge and what is not, so
that epistemology, because it provides the criteria and instruments necessary for the
investigation of knowledge, is a most welcome tool in the perfection of these elements
of the Buddhist path. It is not surprising, therefore, that Buddhists of classical India
faced the challenge head on and went on to develop their own system of epistemological
investigation. In fact, one can only wonder why it took a thousand years before they
became interested in theories of sensation and reasoning.

But even in the face of such evidence from the tradition, scholars and practitioners
have debated the adequacy of the Buddhist philosophers’ attempts to find criteria
against which they could measure their beliefs in order to determine which ones are
relatively certain and which are not. As Ernst Steinkellner (1982} and Richard Hayes
(1988, 9-36) have shown, opinions diverge and, even when they welcome systematic,
critical thinking, in addition to formal meditation, as a means of eliminating false
views and clear the way for truth (e.g. Stcherbatsky 1932, Warder 1980), modern
schol‘ars have tended to see Buddhist epistemology as a purely secular movement.

Steinkellner (1982, 6) writes: “the assumption common to all these approaches is
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that the epistemological tradition presents an essential deviation from the spirit of

Buddhism.”

But such mixed reception of Buddhist epistemology is perhaps due (o
an inability to realize that the Buddha was probably aware of the pitfalls of the
argument from experience, and would have welcomed the use of epistemology --had
it been developed in his own days—ifl only to denounce charlatans by showing that
reliance on testimonies cannot provide secure knowledge. His discussion of the three
levels of wisdom is in fact yet another example of the Buddha's openness to critical
thinking as an important element on the path to liberalion. These three levels are
respectively (1) the wisdom that accrues to learning, i.e. hearing or reading about the
path (Sruta-mayr-prajia); (2) the one that accrues to logical investigation ot critical
thinking (cinta-mayr-prajiid); and finally (3) the one that accrues to the practice of
mental discipline or meditation (bhavana-mayr-prajiia) 2. In other words, hetween
the stages of learning about the Dharma and applying it in one’s life by purilying the
mind through the practice of meditation, the Buddha recognized the necessity to Lry
to arrive at an intellectual understanding of the doctrine. That is to say, while the first
stage is necessary, mere faith in the doctrine without ever investigating its validity
and applying its principles in one’s life does not bring any benefil Lo the religious
seeker, That this was the Buddha's position is atlested by his repeated invitalions
to come and see the truth of Dharma for oneself. Also, that the correct practice
of mental purification that occurs in meditation cannot be expected of one who has

no understanding of the doctrine is attested by the mention of this middle stage of

*The Sangiti-sutta (sutta 33 of the Digha Nikaya) says, for example: “Three more kinds of
wisdom: based on thought, on learning [hearing], on mental development [meditation] (cintimayi
paiiiia, sotamaya paiiiia, bhavanamayi paniii)” (Walshe 486). It must be noted here that wisdom
{prajiia) in the context of Buddhism is more than the ability Lo discern inner qualitics or relationships,
and it is more than good sense. In the minds of Buddhists, wisdom is intimately linked with certainty
(niscaya), which is its most characteristic manifestation.
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critical thinking. So before embarking on the practice of Dharma (or simultaneously
with one’s practice), one is to examine the tenets of Buddhism and develop a deep and
critical understanding of how they can contribute to liberation. Furthermore, one is
Lo examine one’s character in order to abandon counterproductive mental habits and
develop those that are beneficial to one’s quest. It is in the perfection of this second
category of wisdom that the science of epistemology is most helpful. And since it was
encouraged—though not developed—even in the oldest of the Buddhist scriptures, we
have to admit that epistemology is perfectly compatible with the spirit of Buddhism.

In this respect, it must further be realized that while the Buddha appealed to per-
sonal experience as a valid—and in fact the most valid—method of testing a religious
doctrine, his motivation for doing so was utterly different from that of the person
who refuses to have her beliefs tested and argues that the value of her truth-claims
will remain unaffected by the test of critical thinking. The difference lies in the fact
that while the latter is opposed to any form of critical examination of her beliefs,
the Buddha insisted that one should not accept his doctrine uncritically but should
instead test its validity both through thinking and practice. This preference for crit-
ical examination over reverential acceptance of the words of any religious expert was
convincingly shown by Hayes (1988, 41-62) to be present throughout the Buddhist
tradition that preceded the emergence of a typically Buddhist system of epistemology.
Accordingly, we must admit that Buddhist epistemology, which is nothing more than
a systematization of the rational scepticism inherent to Buddhism and a perfection
of the tools to be used in the development of the second type of wisdom known as
cintd-mayi-prajiia, deserves its place as an element of the path to enlightenment—as
long as its pursuit does not become an end in itself which supersedes the attainment

of nirvana.
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1.1.2 Beginnings of Buddhist epistemology

It is to Dignaga that we owe the introduction of epistemology in the Buddhist religion.
While it is undeniable that the Abhidharma tradition had already made very system-
atic attempts to establish truth and eliminate vain opinions in the first centuries of
Buddhist history, it is he, following the steps of his forefather Vasubandhu (400-480
C.E.), who was the first to advance criteria and to develop methods by means of
which beliefs could be tested and justified; thus he made possible the leap from the
status of true belief to that of knowledge, from certainty acquired by faith in the words
of a religious figure to certainty acquired through reasoning. He accomplished this
mainly in his Pram&nasamuccaya, which investigates various aspects of sensation and
inference. Unfortunately, PS is available to us today only in its Tibetan translation;
the Sanskrit original having been lost to history. This very important work has been
partially translated into English by Hattori (1968) and Hayes (1988).

As Vittorio Van Bijlert (1989, 1-44) has shown, Dignaga was not only indebted
to Va.subandhu for his contribution to Indian epistemology, but also to the old Nyaya
tradition and especially to the Nyayabhasya (NBh) of Vitsyayana (450-500 C.E.),
whose commentary on the Nydyasiitra (NS) can be regarcied as the first treatise on
epistemology and logic in India. In fact, the Naiyayikas were probably the first to
claim that epistemology was a necessary, though not a sufficient, cause of emancipa-
tion. NS 1 says: “It is the knowledge of the real essence (or true character) of the
following sixteen categories that leads to the attainment of the Highest Good—(1)
The Means of Right Cognition; (2) The Objects of Right Cognition [...]” (Jha 1912-9,
I, 37). Aside from the Naiyayikas, Dignaga also borrowed many of his ideas from thq

grammatical schools, most of all from his contemporary Bhartrhari (c. 5th century



)

C.E.) (Herzberger 1986).

Using Dignaga as a starting point, the tradition later climaxed in the works of
his follower Dharmakirti, whose central role in the sophistication of epistemology
and logic, both Buddhist and otherwise, is attested by the vast commentarial tradi-
tion that surrounds his work. But although he has had a tremendous influence on the
philosophical thought of India, and later of Tibet, little is known about Dharmakirti’s
life. If we accept the legendary accounts found in the Tibetan tradition (Chattopad-
hyaya 224-48; Stcherbatsky 1932, 34-7), Dharmakirti was born in south India from
a well-educated family of Brahmanic faith. Well versed in Brahmanic philosophy, he
eventually converted to Buddhism and went to Nalanda to receive Buddhist ordina-
tion and begin his study of epistemology. There, after surpassing his own teacher,
Iévarasena, in his mastery of Dignaga’s PS, he was invited to write a commentary on
that work, his Pram&navarttika, an event which marked the beginning of his career
as a writer of Buddhist epistemological treatises.

Aside from PV, his first and most highly regarded work, Dharmakirti is credited
the authorship of at least six other treatises. These are the Pramanaviniscaya (PVin)
and Nyayabindu (NB), which are regarded as later abridgments of PV; the Hetu-
bindu (HB), Sambandhapariksa (SP) and Vadanyaya (VN), respectively dealing with
the logic of syllogism, the probleth of logical relations and debate; and finally, the
Santanantarasiddhi (SS), a refutation of solipsism in the Yogacara school. Lindtner

(1980) has also suggested that two more works be added to Dharmakirti’s credentials:

e

’ the Tattvaniskarsa, which would have been his first work, and the Laukikapramana-
pariksa, but I haven’t encountered anything to the effect that his thesis had been
accepted or challenged by any other scholars. Regardless of the authority of these last

two texts, however, PV remains Dharmakirti’s main work where, following the steps
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of his mentor Digniga, he embarks on a discussion of reality and the various forms
of knowledge. In the first chapter he spells out his theory of inference and language,
which he applies in the second chapter to a polemical discussion of the authority
of the Buddha as a religious teacher. Next comes a discussion of sensation and its
various kinds, and finally a chapter on syllogistic logic®. Dharmakirti himself wrote

an extensive commentary on the chapter of PV dealing with inference.

1.2 Dharmakirti’s principles of knowledge

In the light of what has been said so far about the importance of epistemological
investigation in the context of proving the veracity of one’s religious truth-claims,
we may begin our analysis of Dharmakirti’s system of epistemology by asking how
he defined truth. Perhaps the most popular of his definitions of truth is found at
NBI:1, where it is presented as that which precedes all successful human action®;
those actions being motivated by the search for the desirable and the avoidance of the

objectionable®. This verse therefore suggests that truth, or knowledge, has occurred

31 here give the order of chapiers suggested by Erich Frauwallner (1954) and followed by all
of Dharmakirti’s commentators except for Manorsihanandin, who commented on all the chaplers
of PV which he reorganized as follows: (1) authority of the Buddha, (2) sensation, (3) inference,
(4) syllogism. Note that all subsequent references to PV follow the order of chapters offered by
Manorathanandin (Pandeya 1989).

ANBL:1: samyag-jiiana-pirvika sarva-purusirtha-siddhir tad vyutpadyate (The attainment of all
human purpose is preceded by right cognition. [Therefore] it is examined.). We can get a similar
idea from PVin1:30.17f, which Dreyfus (1991, 28) translates as “[Perception and inference are right
cognitions] because [a person] who acts (’jug pa na) having determined (yongs su bead nas) the object
by means of these two (cognitions) is not deceived with regard to a purposeful action [performed by
the object]” (de dag gis don yongs su bcad nas ’jug pa na don bya ba la slu ba med pa'i phyir).

%Vinitadeva (8th century c.E.) mentions a third category of object: the one towards which we
are indifferent (NBTV 5.3-15). But Dharmottara suggests that there are only two: “An object is
either fit to be abandoned or desirable because the objectionable object is wished to be abandoned
[and] also, the desirable [object is wished] to be obtained. And there is no object other than the
objectionable and the desirable because what is to be disregarded is objectionable due to the very
fact that it is not desirable” (NBTD 30.1-3: heyo ‘rthah upadeyo va, heyo hi artho hitum isyate
upiddeyo 'pi upadatum. na ca heydpadeydabhyam anyo rasir asti, upeksaniyo hi an-upiadeyatvat fieya
eva.).
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when our apprehension of the object is an accurate representation of its real nature, for
only an accurate representation of an object will lead to successful action. Dharma-
kirti gives a more explicit definition of knowledge at PV l:3ac;7c; a definition that
nonetheless gave tremendous difficulty of interpretation to his commentators and still
puzzles modern scholars. The Sanskrit reads:

praminam avisamvadi jidanam arthakriya-sthitih

avisamvadanarm (3ac).

ajiiatartha-prakaso va (7c).

Recently, Georges Dreyfus (1991) seems to have hit upon the most, and perhaps
the only, sensible interpretation of this passage in his analysis of mKhas grub’s (1385-
1438 C.E.} commentary on PV. As Dreyfus shows, mKhas grub looked carefully at
all the possible antecedents of verse Tc and arrived at the conclusion that Dharma-
kirti meant to define knowledge as a cognition that is always reliable, for it either
leads to the fulfilment of a purpose or reveals something new; he thus took reliability
(avisamvadanam), and not valid cognition (pramana), to be the missing antecedent
of PV I:7c. The verses should accordingly be translated as follows:

pramanam avisamvadi jidanam arthakriya-sthitih

avisamvadanarh (3ac).
ajiiatartha-prakaso va (7c).

[8ac] Valid cognition is a cognition that is reliable. Reliability [consists] in being
conducive to the fulfilment of a purpose. [7¢] Or, [reliability] is the revealing of
a [yet] unknown thing,

1.2.1 Reality and efficiency

The first observation to be made about the above definition of knowledge (or truth)
regards the importance that Dharmakirti accords to the concept of efficiency not

only as a defining characteristic of truth in the sense of human beliefs, but also of
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truth in the sense of reality independent of the human will. Indeed, for Dharmakirti
the ultimately real is defined in terms of causal efficiency; that is, what is capable
of pr-oducing an effect is real in the ultimate sense, while that which lacks causal
efficiency is only provisionally real—or even pure illusion. To be is thercfore to be

efficient.

sa paramarthiko bhavo ya evarthakriya-ksamah (PV 1I1:166cd).

The thing that is capable of fulfilling a purpose (or producing an effect) is real -
in the ultimate sense.

arthakriy3-yogya-laksanam hi vastu (HB 3.14).

For a real thing is characterized by the capacity to fulfill a purpose (or produce
an effect). ‘

arthakriya-saimarthya-laksanatvat vastunah (NB I:14).

Because a real thing is characterized by the capacity to fulfill a purpose (or
produce an effect).

As Seitatsu Moriyama {1991, 206-7) noted, however, this definition of reality did
not make unanimity among Buddhists, especially among the Madhyamikas for whom
efficiency was tantamount to a thing that is dependently produced and thus cannot
hold under close scrutiny. For Madhyamikas such as Santaraksita and Kamalasila,
Dharmakirti’s definition of reality was therefore only a second-rate reality; at ils best
a correct conventional truth. But unlike the Madhyamikas, Dharmakirti did not wish
to be trapped by the metaphysic of emptiness, and his entire system is based upon
the principle of causality. Like them, he recognized thai; anything that we know and
experience is dynamic and dependently produced, but unlike them he realized that
what has causal efficiency must be attributed at least some degree o‘f reality—and
in fact the highest possible degree of reality since this is all that we can know—for .
the concept of reality to have any sense at all. Accordingly, he defined reality as

the causally efficient. Yet, as Masatoshi Nagatomi (1968) and E. Mikogami (1979)
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have shown, Dharmakirti had more than one idea in mind when he talked about
efficiency. This is reflected in the above translations which suggest two ways in which
efficiency—and thus reality—is to be interpreted in his writings: (1) in the sense of
" the capacity to produce an effect and (2) in the sense of the fulfilment of a human
purpose. That is to say, Dharmakirti had an ontological and a pragmatic definition
of reality; ontolagical in terms of what is existent because of its capacity to cause
cognition and other natural effects—such as obviating cold, in the case of fire—, and
pragmatic as that which can lead to the fulfilment of a human purpose—such as
using fire to cook food. And although the ontological and the pragmatic constantly
interact in Dharmakirti’s system, one should not misinterpret his application of the
criterion of efficiency to the fulfilment of human purposes to mean that he accorded
ultimate reality to human activities. Rather, it should be understood as a sign that
Dharmakirti recognized that among our various be.liefs some are efficient and some

are deceptive, and that deceptive beliefs cannot correspond to reality.

1.2.2 Novelty

A second observation which must be made about the above verses is that in addi-
tion to making sensible Dharmakirti’s definition of knowledge, mKhas grub had a
more original interpretation of the criterion of novelty than the one proposed by all
other commentators. According to him, novelty should not be taken to mean that
the object revealed by a given cognition has never been cognized before under any
circumstance, but rather that the cognition ascertaining the object does so by means
of its own power, not by means of another prior cognitive act, and therefore brings
new information to one’s continuum of consciousness. In other words, the criterion

of novelty applies not to the entire cognitive history of an individual, but rather to a

22



particular instance of cognition, so that it is met when the cognition has “independent
epistemic access to its object”, as Dreyfus put it (1991, 20), and doesn’t range over
the field of operation of another type of cognitive activity. Dreyfus explains (1991,
20):

For example, a visual perception of my favorite rocking chair has access to its

object independently of my previous perceptions of that chair, despite the {act

that the information it conveys is not new. A remembrance of that same chair

does not have such an epistemical independence, for it is & mere mechanical

repetition of the results of a cognition. In short, for mKhas grub, a cognition

is valid if, and only if, the experience of the object turns out to bring certainty

through its own power....

A sensible advantage of this reading is that it allows for the subsequent and con-
tinued cognitions of a given object to count as valid cognitions—something that the
traditional reading does not allow because of its misapplication of the requirement
of novelty to the object of cognition, as opposed to the nature of the cognitive act.
For example, under rGyal tshab’s (1364-1432 ¢. E.) interpretation, which is the most
authoritative in Tibet and is also representative of the Indian commentators, my cog-
nition of my favorite chair is a valid cognition only the first time it occurs because all
subsequent cognitions of it do not reveal anything new about the chair. For mKhas
grub, however, the second and twentieth cognitions of the given chair are just as valid
as the first because, in addition to successfully identifying the object as a chair, each
reveals the object by its own power and thus brings new information to my continuum
of consciousness.

This new meaning of novelty also reveals the twofold character of Dharmakirti’s
theory of truth, one epistemological and the other pragmatic; that is, a cognition

can be reliable pragmatically if it leads to the fulfilment of a purpose (PV 1:3ac)}, or

(va) epistemologically if it reveals an object that no other cognition can reveal at the
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moment (PV 1:7c). Shoryu Katsura (1984) has proposed a similar interpretation of
Dharmakirti’s system, but does not seem to have suspected that this is what Dharma-
kirti meant to say when he used the disjunctive particle “va” at PV 1:7¢5.

We can summarize Dharmakirti’s definition of knowledge as follows: a cognition
is a valid instance of knowledge—and is therefore true—if it correctly identifies its
object in terms of place, time and inherent properties by its own power so that if one
were Lo direct ond’s activities toward that object, the cognition would enable one to

fulfill a given purpose.

1.2.3 Cognition-centricity in Dharmakirti’s system

Dreyfus and Lindtner (1989, 35) have suggested that the above definition of knowledge
(cf PV L:3ac;7c, page 20) is rather peculiar, for it represents a departure from the
traditional usage of the term “pramana” to express the most instrumental factor in
the acquisition of knowledge, as Vatsyayana defined it in the opening lines of his NBh:
“that by means of which the person obtains the right cognition of the thing is called
the ‘Instrument of Right Cognition’ (Pramaina)” (Jha 1912-9, 2). When applied to
the visual cognition of a pot, for example, Vatsyayana's definition suggests that it

is the eye that is to be considered the praméipa. For Dharmakirti, however, it is

SFor an overview of different Indian and Tibetan interpretations of Dharmakirti’s usage of the
disjunctive particle “va’ (or) in verse Tc, instead of the conjunctive “ca” (and) that nearly all the
commentators seem to have expected in his definition of praméana (valid cognition), see Dreyfus
(1991), Franco (1991) and Lindtner (1991). While Dreyfus supports mKhas grub’s interpretation
of the given verses, Franco has a rather provocative, though also very plausible, interpretation. He
argues that Dharmakirti is not at all interested in defining pramana, but that he rather wants to show
how the Buddha is a source of knowledge; that is, the Buddha is a source of knowledge because his
words are reliable and because he teaches something thus far unheard of. Lindtner instead suggests
that this passage is Dharmakirti’s way of answering, by means of punning, the Buddhist debate
between Bhavya (500-570 ¢.E.) and Dharmapila (530-561 C.E.) on the problem of the two levels
of truth, which had made it impossible to speak sensibly about paramartha-satya and its relation to
sarhvrtti-satya. Katsura's (1984) very clear study of Dharmakirti supports the traditionally accepted
interpretation of pramana as a’cognition that is both reliable and reveals something new, thus taking
the disjunctive “va" as a conjunctive “ca”. Van Bijlert (1989) also takes this position.
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cognition itself that is the pramana, not the sense faculty. Because of this, Dreyfus
and Lindtner have argued that pramipa is for Dharmakirti not an instrument of
knowledge, but rather an act or instance of knowledge, a piece of cognition. | believe,
however, that Dharmakirti’s innovation lies not so much in his usage of the term
as in his saying that it is the cognition itself that serves as the most instrumental
cause of knowledge as opposed to the sense faculties or some objects external to
our consciousness. On my reading, Dharmakirti’s argument goes as follows: even if
the senses are functioning properly and even if there is no obstacle to prevent our
seeing a pot, we will have a knowledge of the visual stimulus only when its image is
actually present in our consciousness. So because it is the cognitive image itself that,
most decisively differentiates an object from another, it is cognition itsell that is the
most instrumental cause of knowledge. Dharmakirti’s usage of the term “pramana”
is therefore in perfect accord with the epistemological tradition already in place.

But his emphasis on the cognition as the instrument of knowledge is counterintu-
itive. And in fact, it leads him to support an even more peculiar position according
to which the instrument, the object and the result of _knowledge are all the same, and
that their distinction is only the product of our imagination and of a careless analy-
sis of cognitive activity. His argument supporting the identity of the instrument and
result of knowledge directly follows tforn his belief that the instrument of knowledge is
the cognition itself. In this case, the resulting knowledge becomes none other than our
awareness of that same cognition. The dichotomy instrument-result is therelore over-
come by arguing that a cognition, because it is self-luminous (cf page 46), po;scsscs
the two aspects of instrumentalify and result.

The argument that the instrument and result are also the same as the object

of knowledge seems more difficult to support, however, at least if we take a strictly
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realist stand. But Dharmakirti is not a realist, as should have been obvious from his
reported emphasis on cognition. Instead, he believes, like his predecessors Vasubandhu
and Dignaga, that it is impossible to know the object of cognition in itself as it would
stand apart from the consciousness of it. On the contrary, he holds that the only
things we can know are the images they project in our consciousness, having no way
to verify whether each image is an accurate duplicate of the external object in its
minutest details. The only objects of knowledge are therefore our own phenomena
of consciousness! Nagin Shah (1981, 256) clearly summarizes how the threefold divi-
sion of instrument, object and result of knowledge arises out of a unique moment of

consciousness;

Dharmakirti maintains that in the case of a piece of cognition the means of
valid cognition is ‘this piece of cognition assuming the form of something-
that-grasps (grahakabhiva)’, and the result produced is ‘this piece of cognition
apprehending itsell (svasamvedana)’ [PV2:364], the object of valid cognition
being ‘this piece of cognition assuming the form of something-that-is-grasped
(grahyabhava)'.

Dreyfus and Lindtner (1989) have argued that Dharmakirti's commitment to the
view that the instrument, object and result of knowledge are in fact identical to one
another reflects the Yogacara, by which they mean idealist, nature of his system.
Idealist though it may sound, it is very unlikely that Dharmakirti would support a
strong idealism of the kind that Dreyfus and Lindtner want to attribute him, denying
the existence of anything external to mind. On the contrary, the fact that Dharma-
kirti wrote so much on inference as a way to eliminate false views suggests that he had
a wider notion of reality than the pure idealist’s, for what would be the use of assuring
a correspondence between our beliefs and reality if the only reality were anything that-
goes on in our mind? Also, the fact that sensation is said to have direct access to

reality, while inference only indirectly does so, suggests that the source of cognition
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lies outside our consciousness. The most plausible interpretation of Dharmakirti'’s
system is therefore closer to phenomenalism than to pure idealism. In fact, | suggest
that he took a phenomenalist approach because it was phenomenalism that most fitted
what he had to convey to his audience; an audience that consisted mostly of erdinary
people who had not abandoned their belief in an enduring self.

According to Buddhist doctrine, the beliel in a sell distorts our expericuce of
reality and, in this respect, prevents our various cognitions from giving an accurale
picture of things as they are in themselves. Consequently, those who entertain a belief
in a self should realize, says Dharmakirti, that their cognitions do nol vorrespond to
reality and that so far as they distort reality to fit their own needs, all they can
know with certainty are their own cognitions, not reality as it stands unaflected by
their vested interests. In this respect, the threefold character—instrument, object
and result—of the knowledg:t:a“ of those who haven’t fully realized and integrated the
truth of non-self into their lives should be understood to refer only to their alllicled
mental phenomena. Clearly, Dharmakirti could not have conveyed this message il he
had subscribed to realism or idealism, and he was probably aware of the limitations
of both of these approaches and the difficulties that they entailed for the Buddhisl,
doctrine of non-self. He realized that if he adopted the position of a pure realist
who believes that everything has its own reality (i.e. identity or self), he would have
to abandon the theory of non-self, which is incompatible with a system according
to which the objects of cognition, the means of cognition and the cc;):énizer are a.!l‘
separately existing realities. On the other hand, if he were to adopt pure idealism,
the theory of non-self could hardly stand up against the dangef of regarding cverything
as the manifestation of a bigger self. But that Dharmakirti was a pluralist who did

not believe that everything emanated from a cosmic self is obvious from reading the
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most idealist of his writings: the Santanintarasiddhi. For these reasons, | believe
that Dharmakirti had to take the middle position of a phenomenalist, and although
his emphasis on cognition and his advancing the identity of instrument, object and
result of knowledge may give the impression that he subscribed to idealism, I suggest

that such an interpretation of his system must be abandoned.

1.2.4 Number of pramanas

Having defined pramana in terms of cognition-centricity, Dharmakirti’s next move was
to describe the various ways in which we can acquire knowledge. In this respect, he
recognized only two qualitatively different types of phenomena of consciousness on the
basis of which he posited only two kinds of knowing. Translated into the language of
undifferentiated moments of consciousness, Dharmakirti’s argument goes as follows:
Our phenomena of consciousness belong to two different groups: on the one hand
there are vivid cognitions that have the object-appearance of sensible particulars, and
on the other hand there are cognitions that have the object-appearance of concepts
wl_l_ich ascertain their objects only in a vague and incomplete manner. Therefore,
because there are only two kinds of mental phenomena, we can speak of only two
kinds of. knowing:. o

This way of p,i"esenting Dharmakirti’s position is not, however, the one that the
philosopher used to convey his theory, for he did not use the language of mental
phenomena. Instead, he advanced his thesis by taking advantage of the “illusory”
categories of instrument, object and result of cognition which he himself rejected as
belonging. to a secondary order of reality—that of those believing in an enduring
personality and wrongly taking their understanding of things to correspond to reality.

At first, we might think that this tactic is a blatant inconsistency on the part of
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Dharmakirti, since he gives the impression of building a system of epistemology on
a priori which he does not even accept. But in reality this apparent contradiction
is just one among many examples of his discursive method of constantly shifting his
level of analysis of reality {rom the ultimate to the provisional level, When discussing
the number of pramanas, Dharmakirti first admits that on the provisional level, our
experiences are constantly divided up into object, instrument and result of cognition.
Then he explains that when we look at knowledge from that perspeclive, we can
identify two objects of cognition: the particular property to which we have direct
access through the senses, and the universal property which is ascertained by means
of inference. He concludes therefore that sensation and inference are the only two

means of knowing.

na pratyaksa-paroksabhyar meyasya anyasya sambhaval

tasmat prameya-dvitvena pramana-dvitvam isyate (PV 11:63).

It is not the case that there exists an object of cognition other than the percep-
tually present and the perceptually absent. Therefure the fact that there are
[only] two means of cognition {praminas) is established by the fact that there
are [only] two objects of cognition.

manam dvi-vidham visaya-dvaividhyat sakty-asaktitah

arthakriygyam (PV Il:1ac).

arthakriyd-samartham yat tat atra paramirtha-sat

anyat samvrtti-sat proktam te sva-simanya-laksane (PV 11:3).

There are two means of knowing because there are two types of subject matter,
depending on whether it has or lacks the capacity to fulfill a purpose, Here, that -
which is capable of fulfilling a purpose is real in the highest sense; the other
is called real by convention. These two are the particular and the universal
[respectively].
Why Dharmakirti employed illusory categories to prove his point about the number
of ways of knowing is very mysterious. One could argue that having stated that we

can know only cognitive events—and not the external objects—, Dharmakirti stepped

down to the level of his adversaries only in order to show that even at the conventional
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level of reality they did not have a correct understanding of the process of knowing
when they advancd, for example, up to six types of pramana as the Mimarmsikas
did. Even so, such shifting from one level of analysis to the other—so typical of
Dharmakirti’s discourse—makes the task of reading and thinking about his philosophy
discouragingly difficult. In fact, one gets the impression that Dharmakirti even went
as far as developing levels of reality within levels of reality, for he seems to consider
facts and theories from an ultimately real conventional level of truth, and a false
conventional level, as well as a really ultimate level and a rather provisional ultimate
one. His style is enough to give a headache to the most devoted of his followers!

But regardless of the level at which he approached the question, it is clear that
Dharmakirti limited the kinds of knowing to two: sensation and inference. Sensation,
as we shall see in the next chapter, has direct epistemic access to its object, the
ultimate particular or factual. Inference, however, has indirect, though independent,
epistemic access to its object which takes the form of universal properties, i.e. the
formal. Yet, it must be reminded that the particular is the object of both sensation
and inference. As Katsura (1991, 137) reports, the difference between sensation and
* inference lies in the fact that one directly ascertains the particular, while the other
ascertains it indirectly. Hattori (1968, 80 note 14) comments: “That there are two
sorts of prameya implies that sva-laksapa is apprehended in two ways, as it is (sva-
riipena) and as something other than itself (para-ripena), but not that there is a
real siméanya apart f\rom sva-laksapa.” This point is another important feature of
Dharmakirti’s system, which marks a departure from non-Buddhist epistemologists.
According to him, it is impossible for inference to have direct access to the particular,
and equally impossible f;;r sensation to grasp universal properties. In other words,

sensation and inference have mutually exclusive fields of action. In India, this position
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was called pramana-vyavastha. The opposite view, supported by the Naiyayikas,
was called pramana-samplava: a position suggesting that the prnm;‘u_ms‘m'v active in
each other’s domain of operation. If we start with the position that the distinction
between instrument, object and result of cognition is unfounded, as Dharmakirti did,
the exclusivity of each mode of knowing to its own field comes down to the bare [act
that we have only two clearly qualitatively different types of cognitions—one direct
and the other indirect or vague. This, in addition to the criterion of novelty according
to which a cognition cannot take an object already ranged over by another cognitive
activity, explains Dharmakirti’s disaccord with the Naiyayikas.

Having stated his position with respect to the number of pramanas, much of the
work of Dharmakirti consists in an elaborate investigation of the nature of sensation
and inference and in the refutation of differing views. In this respect, we can say
that in discussing sensation Dharmakirti is making epistemological claims about the
nature of sentient life, while in discussing inference he puts forward a system of critical
reasoning which can be used in the refutation of vain opinions. Since this thesis
proposes to discuss the epistemology of yogic intuition, a subset of sensation, we nced
not be concerned too much with the practical science of inference. The next chapter

will deal with sensation.

1.3 Summary

As was suggested earlier in this chapter (cf page 16), in the event thal epistemology
would become an end in itself it would not have a place on the Buddhist path, and
could even be rejected as counterproductive for its lack of concern with the attain-

ment of nirvina. If we look at the works of the Buddhist epistemologists, however,
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we find that their interest in epistemology served the higher purpose of bettering
the chances of attaining nirvdna, which remained their top priority. Admitedly, the
above presentation of Dharmakirti’s theory of truth may leave the reader with the
impression that Dharmakirti was an epistemologist for whom religious matters had
no significance, but a more thorough examination of his usage of the tools which he
and his predecessor developed clearly establishes that he was a Bud_dhist just as much
as an epistemologist.

Hayes (1984) has shown that Buddhist philosophers have made use of the tools
of epistemology in at least two ways, both of which have their roots in the pursuit
of nirvana. The first approach he attributed to Dignaga, the second to Dharmakirti.
In the hands of Dignaga, epistemology becomes an efficient instrument to analyse
and test one’s many opinions and prejudices, with the determination to abandon
whatever viewpoint is unfounded and distorts one’s experience of reality. In this
respect, Dignaga saw in epistemology a means to perfect the first two elements of the
noble eightfold path as was argued earlier (cf page 14). That is to say, Dignaga was
more concerned with pgrfecting the laws of reasoning in order to pinpoint our wrong
views than with defending Buddhist doctrine. If a Buddhist could ever have been
accused of wasting his energy in secular a.ﬁtivities, then it appears that Dignaga could
have served as an easy target. And in fact, in response to Steinkellner’s (1982) pointing
to the opening verse of PS, where homage is given to the Buddha, as a definite sign
that Dignaga composed his work as a Buddhist, Van Bijlert (1989, 170-1} has argued
that considering the fact that this verse contains the only reference to the Buddha
or Buddhist doctrine in the whole of PS, it is understandable that Dignaga’s work
was interpreted as a depa.rt.ure from Buddhist doctrine. Hayés (1988) has shown,

however, that Dignaga’s arguments in no way departed from canonical Buddhism

32



because they aimed at developing instruments by means of which one could identify
the fallacies in one’s thinking and perfect one’s character and understanding of reality.
Dignaga therefore provided “one more way of doing so called insight (vipasyana) [sic]
-meditation, regarded as crucial for the attainment of dispassion and nirvana” (Hayes
1988, 168). This identification of critical reasoning with the practice of vipadyani
meditation will be unfamiliar to a majority of meditators who otherwise restrict the
use of critical reasoning to the perfection of conceptual knowledge (cinta-mayi-pra-
jiz) and use the term “vipasyana” to refer to formal meditation techniques—such as
the mindfulness of the body-—which are used in the development of a third kind of
wisdom supposedly devoid of concepts, i.e. yogic intuition (or bhavani-mayi-prajia).
But in his commentary to the section of the Abhidharmakosa where Vasubandhu
introduces the three types of wisdom (prajiia), Yasomitra suggests that vipasyand is
synonymous with prajiz (AK1V:14) so that there is not only the insight (vipasyana)
brou_g;ht about by mental discipline (bhavana) to which today’s meditators tend to
limit themselves, but also that brought about by critical reasoning {cinta) to which
Hayes referred. Hayes is therefore correct when he says that Dignaga introduced a
new wa.j. of doing vipasyania mediation, and we cannot but agree with him (1988,
312) that “[t]he quest for such a nirvapa was [...] the principal motivation behind
Dinnaga’s philosophical presentations.”

Dharmakirti’s use of epistemology was altogether different from Dignaga's. His
motivation for workiug in this area becomes clear upon reading the Pramanasiddhi
chapter of PV, traditionally regarded as a commentary on PSI:1. There he is preoc-
cupi;d with providing a rational basis for Buddhist doctrine, and engages in polemics
the aim of which is to discredit other world views and establish the ;uthority of the

Buddha as a religious teacher. So while Digndga attemped to uproot all our vain
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opinions so that we could see reality as it is, Dharmakirti went further and attempted
to prove the value of a specific understanding of reality: the Buddhist understanding
of reality. Because of his overt partisanship, Dharmakirti therefore gives the impres-
sion of being more of a dogmatist than a rational sceptic, as was the case for Dignaga
(Hayes 1988). But while we must acknowledge the difference in their approach, we
must also acknowledge that Dignaga and Dharmakirti aimed at the same target when
they applied their energy to epistemological investigations—although it is Dharma-
kirti who gave a religious flavour to the whole enterprise by his defense of Buddhist
doctrine. Accordingly we must conclude that no matter how technical and “secular”
it often becomes, Buddhist epistemology is a very important aspect of the search
for nirvana; it serves the perfection of conceptual"knowledge, which is essential to

experiential knowledge.
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Chapter 2

Dharmakirti’s theory of sensation

It was suggested in chapter one that Dharmakirti regarded sensation to be the most
reliable means of knowledge because it eliminates uncertainty through direct appre-
hension of its object. In this chapter I shall give a more elaborate account of Dharma-
kirti’s theory of sensation. As we shall see, sensation is for him a non-erroncous, vivid
cognition that is devoid of judgement and pertains to an ultimately real object. I
proceeds in two general stages: in the first moment there is stimulation of the physical
senses by a real object, and in the second moment one’s attention is aroused so that
it later becomes possible to identify the stimulus and determine the course of action
to be taken. To use Dharmakirti’s terminology, these two moments are respectively
called sensory cognition and mental sensation and, together with yogic intuition, Lthey
form. the three types of sensation discussed in his system.

Of those three, sensory cognition is the paradigm upon which Dharmakirti defines

the other kinds of sensation. But the implications of this approach are not. all desirable’

and are sometimes the source of controversies, notably when Dharmakirti attempis to
characterize all instances of sensation as non-conceptual. In this chapter we will inves-

tigate sensory cognition and mental sensation, and ask whether théy can be regarded
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as legitimate cases of sensation according to Dharmakirti’s criteria of vividness, non-
concepiualilty and non-errancy. The next chapter will ask the same questions with

regard Lo yogic intuition.

2.1 Sensory cognition

According to Dharmakirti, the most primitive form of knowledge arises in contiguity
with the five physical senses and their contact with their respective objects, so that
we can speak of visual, auditory, olfactory, gustative and tactile sensations whenever
the visual faculty is successfully stimulated by a colour, the auditory faculty by a
sound and so forth. As such, his account of sensory cognition is very intuitive if we
keep in mind that it corresponds not to what we today call perception, which involves
mental processing and recognition of objects, but rather to sensing, which is devoid
of any conscious effort of interpretation of the object. Sensory cognition is therefore
the simple awareness of things, pure sensing of reality without any interference by

concepts.

2.1.1 The object of sensory cognition

As we saw in the first chapter, Dharmakirti defined reality in terms of the capacity to
bring about some result; a criterion which is fulfilled either when an object successfully
arouses our senses and causes cognition, or when this cognition can in turn serve for
the fulfilment of a given human purpose. Efficiency can therefore apply to the non-
conceptual object which is unaffected by our prejudices, or to the conceptual object

which enables one to pursue more or less noble desires. In terms of sensation, it is
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the former meaning of efficiency that is most important®.

Starting with the notion that a thing must be cognizable to be real, Dharmakirti
goes on to say that in order to share the capacity to cause cognition, an object must be
impermanent since only what is subject to change has the capacity to produce effects.
A good example of how he used this line of reasoning can be found at PV 1:23-30
where he is arguing against the existence of an eternal creator. The essence of his
argument, goes as follows: whatever participates as a causal factor in the production
of an effect undergoes observable changes in nature, just like the soil and so forth
undergo transformations when they serve as a cause of a seedling’s arising since the
seedling’s attributes are observed in the soil’s constitution (PV L:27). Butl since by
definition eternal things such as God cannot undergo any change, they cannot have
causal efficiency, and the universe cannot have been created by an cternal deity. And
this argument applies to causality in general; hence the thesis that whatever is real
has causal efficiency and is impermanent. But by impermanent, Dharmakirti does not
only mean that the object will eventually cease to exist. More radically, he means Lthal
it ceases to exist at the very moment that it comes into existence, lor if it remained
unchanged only for a moment this would suggest, that during the time that it remained
unchanged the object lacked the capacity to produce an effect and was in fact not

real at all. Reality, for Dharmakirti, is therefore the causally efficient moment?,

yat sat tat ksanikam eva, aksanikatve 'rthakriya-virodhat tal-laksanar vas-
tutvarm hiyate (HB 4.6-7).

Whatever exists lasts but a moment. Since the production of an eflect is absent
in that which is not momentary, it lacks reality, which is characterized by that

1 Accordingly, all references to the criterion of efficiency found in this chapter refer to this capacity

to cause cognition. The other aspect of efficiency as applicable to human purposes will be dealt with
in the next chapter.

2For an interesting account of Dharmakirti’s defense of the doctrine of momentariness, see Gupta
1980.
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[production of an effect).

This moment of causal efficiency is called a particular in Dharmakirti’s system;
it is the object of sensation. In her PhD thesis on the topic, Christine Keyt (1980)
distinguished two types of particular—whether it be the object of externally or inter-
nally directed sensations—and argued that for Dharmakirti a particular, as object of
sensory cognition, is an external entity capable of generating a vivid representation
or image of itself in the mind of the cognizer. Her claim is supported by the following

verse:

grahyatam viduh
hetutvam eva yuktijiid jiandkarirpana-ksamam (PV I1:247bd).

Philosophers know that a real object is unique in being a cause capable to leave
its image in cognition.

Keyt went on to show that this efficient entity is in fact an aggregate of more
primitive componeats, the atoms of Dharmakirti’s system; atoms that are very small,
but not imperceptible in principle. Moreover, these atoms are qualitative in character
inasmuch as there are atoms of colour, taste, etc., which, when aggregated, determine
the shape, size and colour of visible objects, for example. It must be remembered,
however, that it is only when such an aggregate is capable of stimulating the senses
that ‘it is worthy of the appellation “particular”. Before that point, we have no
awareness of it whatsoever and its existence, as well as that of individual atoms which
are not apprehensible through sensation, can only be inferred.

With this distinction between the atom and the particular as an aggregate of
atoms, Keyt is directly challenging the view of Theodore StcherBa.tsky who, ﬁft;lr
years before her, had claimed that the cognition of extended bodies (or aggregations

of atoms) is a sense-illusion because extension is a conceptual construct and never a
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reflex. He went on to say that, “The unity of a body, the unity of its parts consisting
of a multitude of various atoms, will be an illusion, just as the perception of one
forest at a distance instead of the variety of trees of which it is composed is an illu-
sion” (Stcherbatsky 1932, 157). As Keyt (186-92) has shown, however, Stcherbatsky’s
argument, which led him to coin the expression “mathematical point-instant” to the
object of sensory cognition, is a misapplication of Dharmakirti’s theory on the forma-
tion of concepts. According to Dharmakirti, concepts are an imposition of a category
on a series of mental events, and without the existence of such a sequence of mental
events there cannot be any concept-formation {cf section 2.2.4). Bul since complex
objects such as a visual form are cognized at once, not sequentially but simultancously,
it is wrong to say that the cognition of extended bodies is the result ol conceptual
activity (Hattori 1968, 26-7; 90 notes 40-1). Besides, were the cognitions of extended
bodies conceptual cognitions, even the most primitive cognitions such as sceing, hear-
ing, etc., could not be regarded as instances of sensation. And in faclt no cognition
whatsoever could be regarded as sensory cognitions since we are never directly aware
of single atoms, i.e. of non-complex objects. Keyt’s claim that the object of sensory
cogﬁition is an aggregate of atomic particles (or qualities) is therefore a welcome cor-
rection to Stcherbatsky’s interpretation, for it better reflects Dharmakirti's general
epistemological theory.

Another factor which indirectly supports Keyt’s position is that the threshold of
sensibility that is reached when the aggregate acquires causal efficiency varies with the

proximity of the object to the senses®. Indeed we find that forms, odours and sounds

3NB1:13: yasya arthasya sarnidhanisamnidhanabhyirh jiidna-pratibhasa-bhedas tat svn-'_
laksanam (The object whose appearance in the cognition varies according to proximity or non- -
proximity [to the senses] is a particular.).
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hecome less distinguishable as they are farther away from the observer, while tastes
and touches require actual contact, which is a limiting case of proximity, to be cognized
at all. Moreover, since from the observer’s point of view it is because the size of the
object diminishes as distance increases—or as intensity of contact increases, in the case
of tastes and touches—that an abject has or lacks causal efficiency, size (or extension}
is a factor that [acilitates sensory cognition. For unless the object has a certain size
relative to the observer, it will not be sensed. When we apply this reasoning to a single
atom, we find that individually and independently of its distance to the sense organ,
the atom is too small and lacks the power to cause cognition. Therefore, individual
aloms are not the objects of sensory cognition; only aggregates whose size is sufficient
to stimulate the sense organs are real objects of sensory cognition. Also, because
sensory cognition arises at once, at the very moment that the object has reached this
threshold of efficiency, aggregations of atoms, as objects of sensory cognition, are not
mental constructs.

To summarize, the object of sensory cognition is a momentary aggregate of atoms
that is capable of producing a vivid mental image. As a valid means of knowing,
sensory cognition is none other than the process by which this mental representation
or prototype is produced when the sense organs are stimulated by their respective

objects.

2.2 Mental sensation

Dharmakirti’s account of sensory cognition is relatively easy to follow since it more
or less corresponds to the function of providing raw cognitive data that we normally

attribute to our five physical senses. The situation becomes much more complicated,
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however, when we move to the second type of sensation discussed in his system:
mental sensation. In fact, mental sensation has been a subject of controversy in the
Buddhist epistemological school ever since Dignaga introduced it in PS.

It is possible that Dignaga envisioned the possibility that the mind be able to
directly grasp mental objects after having considered how the five physical senses
directly grasp external objects, and after acknowledging the fact that the activity of
the senses is quite insignificant cognitively unless the information that they provide
becomes the object of attention. If this is indeed how he looked into the matter of
cognition, Dignaga would have advanced the intermediary category of mental sensa-
tion to fill the gap between the physical and the conceptual aspects of knowledge,
as Stcherbatsky has suggested (1932, 205). Mental activity would therefore consist
not only in the drawing of inferences, but primarily also in the direct knowledge, or
sensation, of mental phenomena. In other words, while the physical senses are only
cé.pa.ble of participating in sensation, the mind is now capable of both sensation and
- . inference, But regardless of what led Dignaga to advance such theory, it is clear that
he recognized mental sensation to be a valid means of knowing. His inquiry inlo
the matter further led him to claim that mental sensation possesses Lwo co-extensive
functions: the awareness of the mental object, and ;‘c;,lf-awareness of the cognitive

character of every moment of awareness.

manasarm cirtha-ragidi-svasamvittir akalpiki (PS l:6ab).

There is also mental [perception which consists of] the awareness of an object
and self-awareness [in such forms as} passion and the like, [both of which are]
free from conceptnal construction (Nagatomi 1979, 254).
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2.2.1 Object of mental sensation

According to Nagatomi (1979, 256), Dharmakirti’s account of mental sensation is
quite faithful to Dignaga's. If we take it step by step, Dharmakirti is saying that
sensation as a whole proceeds in the following manner: First there is a stimulation of
any one of the five physical senses by its corresponding object. This stage amounts to
wlat we would explain today in terms of physiclogical processes and neuro-chemical
reactions. It produces a mental image of the external stimulus, which image in turn
cnables mental sensation in the second moment of the cognitive experience when
altention is turned to the sensory tmpression. Unless attention is given to this mental
image, the cognitive experience stops at that level and we cannot speak of knowledge,
not cven sensory knowledge. That is to say, unless atiention is aroused, a given
sensory cognilion is not an efficient and reliable cognition and cannot be regarded as
knowledge.

If the sensory cognition is successful, however, mental sensation necessarily occurs
and the controversies begin. At this point, the difficulty lies in the fact that there does
not seem to be a sufficient ground on which to distinguish the object apprehended by
the mind from the one apprehended by the physical senses. And if the two objects are
the same, then mental sensation cannot be regarded as a valid source of knowledge
since it lacks direct epistemic access to its object which has already been cognized
by the senses. As Dharmottara pointed out (Stcherbatsky 1930, 28), it appears that
the only situation in which it would be justified to postula:te the occurrence of a
genuine case of mental sensation would be if the physical sense, after cognizing its
object, ceased to function with respect to that aggregation of atoms in the moment

immediately following the initial sensation, so that mental sensation would become
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necessary for the completion of the cognitive process. Yet, it is a matter of comumon
experience that under most conditions the external object of sensory cognition, while
momentary, continues to manifest itself in the form of an object-continuum which
efficiently provokes a second and a third sensory cognition. For example, when |
see a shape which I later identify as a chair, | do not see the particular shape only
for a moment and then have a scnsory cognition of emply space in the subsequent
moments, which would require me to rely on a purely mental image to identify the
object initially cognized. Instead, the shape continues to make ils impression on my
senses as long as I look at it and until I turn away or someone takes it away from
my sight, etc. So since (if) the senses continue to function with respect to a given
object-continuum, why not resign ourselves Lo call this cognition a sensory cognition
instead of a mental sensation? On the other hand, if it is proven that the object of
mental sensation is sufficiently different from that of sensory cognition Lo avoid the
above criticisms, how are we to explain the incapacity of a blind person to overcome
the defect in her physical organs by seeing colours and shapes with her mind?
Dharmakirti addresses these objections—which the author of the Nyayabindu-
tippanT attributes to Kumarila (Gangopadhyaya 104, note 26)—in verses 239-48 of
PV II. There he explains that the object ol mental sensation is not, whatl has alrcady
been grasped by the senses, but that il is instead an image of the sensory object
formed in the momelllt. immediately following the contact of the senses with their
respective objects?, In other words, if we remember that the most instrumental cause

for knowing an object is the appearance that it takes in consciousness so that it is

“This all takes place, of course, in one stream of consciousness, for a situation in which the
object of mental sensation would be the image produced in the mind of ancther person—that is,
in a different stream of consciousness—, would be labelled as a case of yogic intuition, not mental
sensation (Gangopadhyaya 105, note 26).
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the mental image that results from the contact of the senses with their objects that
deserves the label “sensory cognition”, the object of mental sensation is none other
than the sensory cognition itself, when atlention is given to it®. The violation of the
criterion of novelty is thus refuted since mental sensation is not causally dependent
only on an aggregation of atoms as its object, but it is instead the result of both the
aggregated continuum and its repeated cognition by the senses. That is to say, the
external continuum still serves as the support of cognition, but the involvement of the
scnses as a secondary cause produces a change in consciousness that manifests itself
in the form of a mental object different from the external aggregate alone. Having
different causes from those of the object of sensory cognition—which is non-mental—,
the object of mental sensation is necessarily different frem it in at least one respect: it
is mental. By the same“token, the possibility of mental sensation by one whose sense
organs are damaged is rejected, since it is exclusively upon the arising of a successful
sensory cognition of a visual, auditive, olfactive, gustative or tactile stimulus by well-
functioning physical senses that attention can be given to the mental image of such
external objects and give rise to mental sensation. The gist of Dharmakirti’s argument

against his critics reads as follows:

.o

manc 'nyam eva grhnati visayath nandhadrk tatah (PV I1:243).

Accordingly, mental sensation that arises from sensory cognition as its imme-
diately preceding cause apprehends an object very different [from the object of

sensory cognition]. Consequently, the blind person has no visual cognition [of
objects].

51t is important to note here that it is not attention as an entity that is turned to the sensory
cognition. Rather, attention is a by-product ot ‘the sensory cognition that is successful and strong
enough to producz a mental image of its stimulus. As we shall see below, attention is only one of
two aspects of mental activity. It corresponds to the cognitive aspect; the other being the objective
aspect. .
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According to Dharmakirti, therefore, sensory cognition grasps the sense data
directly, while mental sensation grasps them indirectly through a mental image; that
is, by means of sensory cognition. This mental image, however, is directly appre-
hended by mental sensation. In fact, it is only at this stage of mental sensation that
we can speak of knowledge, for sensory cognition itself does not always awaken con-
sciousness. As a matter of fact, as soon as consciousness, or atteniion, is awakenoed, we
no longer speak of sensory cognition, but rather of mental sensation. Conscquently,
it is sensory cognition that is the object of knowledge, and not the aggregated atoms
which can only be inferred as a cause of sensory cognition but can never be known
directly®. Furthermore, the presence of a sensory cogﬁition is itsell inferred in the fol-
lowing manner: since I now have an experience of colour, I must have had a sensory
cognition of that colour a moment before, which must have itself been caused by the
presence of an aggregate of atoms of that colour in my ken. Qur most primitive form
of knowledge is therefore mental sensation, whose particular object of attention is the
preceeding sensory cognition.

It must be emphasized, however, that the object of mental sensation is not a
continuum of sensory cognitions, but rather a single sensory cognition. That is, one
mental sensatio;l does not take a series of sensory cognitions as its objccl. Instead, a
mental sensation arises after each moment of sensory cognition. That this is the case.
is evidenced at a certain stage in the practice of vipasyani meditation, especially the
mindfulness of the body, when attention is so sharp that one notices the evanescent

nature of matter (an'a sensation) as well as that of the mind that cognizes it. We will

®Hence the claim that Dharmakirti was a phenomenalist. Had he been a realist, his theery would
make it possible for us to have conscious knowledge of the aggregations of atoms themselves, Had
he been an idealist, the object of mental sensation would not be derived from external aggregations
of atomis, but would rather be pure miental creations.
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discuss this meditation technique in more detail in the next chapter.

2.2.2 Twofold nature of mental sensation

The most important point to be made about mental sensation, however, is not that
its object is a sensory cognition. Rather, it is the fact that every moment of awareness
posscsses two aspects, one objective the other cognitive, and that these two aspects
are revealed by the power of the mental event itself, not by a subsequent moment of
awareness. In that sense, we can compare awareness to the activity of a lamp, for just
as a lamp reveals the objects in its surrounding as well as its capacity to radiate light
without requiring the presence of a second lamp, every awareness reveals its content
and its cognitive nature by its own power’. In other words, for every cognition A there
are two aspects @) and a; such that e, is the form, object or content of the cognition
(that is, sensory cognition) and a; is the cognitive element or attention that cognizes
1. The presence of the cognitive element a; is explained by the fact that every mental
event is self-luminous. Thus e, being self-luminous, we have the impression that a
cognitive element a; cognizes an objective element a,. But this cognitive impression
being itself a mental event, it is also self-liminous so that we have the impression not
only that a; knows ay, but also that a; knows itself as a cognizer of a;. For example,
in the cognition of blue, not only does one know “blue”, but one also knows that
thereis a cognitilix_‘l‘l of “blue”. As Bimal Krishna Matilal explained, the only way for

these two knowledégs to be different is if one cognition has both an objective and .

"Note that awareness is analogous, not identical to the activity of a lamp. For indeed, while it
is an observer who sees the objects revealed by the lamp as well as the lamp itself, there is no such
observer in the case of mental phenomena which are aware of themselves. The difference is that the
lamp reveals itself to the observer, while a mental event reveals itself to itself, Were the Buddhists
to admit the existence of a soul which apprehends the presence of cognitive events, the example of
the lamp would be much closer to mental activity than it is meant here.
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cognitive aspect.

In my awareness of blue I can distinguish between its two aspects, the blue-
aspect and the cognition-aspect, of which the latter grasps the former. If the
same event has also sell-awareness, then this self-awareness aspect is to be dis-
tinguished from the cognition-aspect in that the self-awareness aspect picks out
the cognition-aspect as distinguished by the bluc-aspect while the cognition-
aspect picks out the blue-aspect only. Now, if instead of the dual aspect, my
awareness had only one aspect, either the blue-aspect or the cognition-aspect,
then the awareness of the awareness, the self-awareness, would be indistinguish-
able from the awareness itself (Matilal 1986¢, 76).

We must therefore speak of mental activity as having an “object-cognizing” aspect
by which we mean that attention is given to mental objects, as well as a “self-
cognizing” aspect which refers to the awareness of the cognition of the mental object
(the cognition of the cognitive aspect of the mental phenomenon). Dignaga put it as

follows:

dvy-abhasam hi jianam utpadyate, sviblhisam visayibhasam ca. tasyobhayabhisasya
yat sva-sarivedanam [text: sarhvedanam) tat phalam (PVS[:9a).

Every cognition is produced with a twofold appearance, namely, that of itsell
[as subject] (svdbhasa) and that of the object (visaydbhiasa). The cognizing of
itself as [possessing] these two appearances or the self-cognition (svasaihvitti)
is the result [of the cognitive act] (Hattori 1968, 28).

It is by means of this twofold character of cognition that Dharmakirti accounts
for the direct knowledge of our various emotions which, at least at the initial moment
of their occurences, are jus£ as vivid—and thus non-conceptual, since vividness and
conceptuality are mutually exclusive—as the visual cognition of the colour blue, for
example. Indeed, since in addition to being directly accessible, the emotional reaction
that is associated with a given mental image is never mistaken inasmuch as joy is
obviously manifested as joy and pain as pain, the cognition of emotions had to be
included as a case of sensation. Yet, because sensory cognition does not operate

beyond the initial stage of the cognitive process where the senses come in contact with
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the external world, it would have been inappropriate to assign the direct cognition of
emotions to sensory cognition (Nagatomi 1979, 258). Accordingly, it is at the level of
mental sensation that the cognition of emotions had to be explained. And Dharmakirti
argued that emotion is the form in which the cognitive aspect of awareness manifests
itself when it apprehends its object. It is therefore the self-cognizing element of
mental sensation that can account for the awareness of the whole range of emotions.

Dharmakirti writes:

tasmat sukhidayo 'rthanam svasamkrantivabhisinam

vedakah svitmana$ caisam arthebhyo janma kevala (PV 11:266).
“arthdtma svitma-bhito hi tesarh tair anubhiiyate

tenarthinubhava-khyatir dlambas tu tadabhita (PV I1:267).

[266) Accordingly, pleasure and so forth are conscious (1) of themselves as well as
(2) of the objects that (cognitively) manifest (their own images) transposed onto
them: they (viz. pleasure and so forth) originate only from their own objects.
[267] The very object of these (sensations such as pleasure and so forth) is none
other than (an aspect of) themselves: (hence) the former is directly experienced
by the latter. It is to this effect that (conventional) mention is made of the
‘direct experience of the object (by sensation)’ (only in a figurative sense). But
(ultimately) the object (@lambana) means (the cognition’s) manifestation in
that (form) (Nagatomi 1979, 257-8).

In addition to clarify how we cognize emotions, these two verses also serve to
support the argument that Dharmakirti never really intended (at least in PV) to
draw a radical distinction between the two aspects of mental sensation as represent-
ing two kinds of sensation. Where such a distinction is made—and Dharmakirti
makes it himself in a later work—-, mental sensation is limited to the awareness of the
object-aspect (i.e. of sensory cognition), while the cognition of the cognition-aspect
is associated with self-awareness and stands by itself as a type of sensation. It is
at NB1:6-10 that Dharmakirti takes this position where he says that there are four

categories of sensation and goes on to discuss sensory cognition, mental sensation,

self-awareness and yogic intuition as if mental sensation and self-awareness were unre-
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lated. In PV, however, there is no explicit statement to that effect and verses 266-7,
above, are even hinting at the contrary position that there is a definite connection
between object-cognition and self-awareness since one cannot go without the other, It
could be argued, therefore, that Dharmakirti originally intended simply to elucidate
the object-cognizing and cognition- or self-cognizing aspects of mental sensation, and
that his separate discussions in NB of the object-cognizing aspect of mental sensation
qua mental sensation without any explicit attempt to connect it with sell-awareness
may be due to his belief that the relation between the two was too obvious to justify
the addition of another verse to his already cryptic treatise {Nagatomi 1979, 258). His
confidence in the wit of future students to catch the obvious in Dignaga’s and his own
works, or his misunderstanding of Dignaga’s verse altogether—a verse that clearly
establishes a relation between the two aspects (cf page 41)—, certainly contributed
to the confusion.

Another reason why I believe that Dharmakirti argued that the awareness of the
mental object and the awareness of the cognitive act are parl of every act of attention
as opposed to being two types of mental activities dissociated one from the other is
the fact that he subscribed to phenomenalism. In fact, when we consider that for him
the object-cognizing aspect is nothing else than the awareness taking the appearance
of an object, while self-awareness is simply the awareness taking the appearance or
role of a cognizing agent apprehending the object, we get the impression that thesce
two aspects are only an imposition of conceptual categories on a single moment of
awareness. In other words, if these are only appearances, they are only provisi;llally
true, and a genuine moment of mental sensation is limited to awareness before the
slightest distinction be drawn between the object of attention and the cognition that

serves as an agent apprehending it. Thus it could very well be that Dharmakirti
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separately discussed the objective and cognitive/agentive aspects of mental sensation
only in order to show that the dichotomy object-cognitive agent springs from a single
source and that there is ultimately no justification for our habit of positing a cognizing
agent as separate from the object of cognition. That is not to say that it is wrong to
have the impression that every mental event has an objective and a cognitive/agentive
appearance, and in fact one of the intentions of Dharmakirti may also have been to
show that these two aspects are very much real since every cognition is inevitably a
cognition of a content. Yet, even if he admitted their uitimate existence, it is likely
that he had a higher purpose in mind: that of showing that it is wrong to break them
apart and hypostatize, on that basis, the reality of a separate field of fleeting objects
to be cognized by an isolated and unchanging agent or self, the pursuit of which has
become the object of many a religious practice.

Arguing in this way that Dharmakirti’s analysis of mental sensation was aimed
at disproving the reality of an enduring self may be putting words in his mouth.
Nevertheless, it is clear that his theory can be used for that purpose if only because
it does not contradict the theory of non-self. It is clear that his theory accomplished
much more than explaining human psychology since, if we take the object-cognizing
and self-cognizing aspects of mental sensation to arise out of a single act of attention,
as is suggested by his claim that the instrument, object and result of knowledge are
the same, it can also be used to resolve the dichotomy self-other that is at the basis of
the belief in an enduring self which, according to Buddhist doctrine, is the root of all

“suffering. Why we have the impression that there is an unchanging agent observing all
of our cognitions is due, according to Dharmakirti’s theory, to the fact that every act of
attention is self-luminous and reveals a cognitive aspect that apprehends an objective

aspect. Simply, what is other is the hypostatization of the objective aspect of mental
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events, while the self is none other than the hypostatization of their cognitive/agentive
aspect. In other words, every cognition having two self-luminous elements, one that
takes the appearance of an object and another that takes the appearance of a cognitive
agent, focusing on the object-appearance leads to the impression that a cognitive agent
cognizes a separate object, while focusing on that cognitive agent gives the impression
that something else is cognizing the cognition of an object. It is that “something else”,
the fact that every cognition is self-luminous, that misleads us into believing in the
existence of a permanent observer, an enduring self. For while the content of our
cognitions changes at all moments, the cognitive element of every act of atiention is
ever present in the form of an agent. That is, while the objective aspect of mental
events manifests itself in different forms, the cognitive aspect always manifests itsell
in the form of a cognizer—though with different emotions. Were it not, for the fact
that there is ultimately no difference between the arising of the mental object and
the arising of the cognitive agent, there would be ground on which to argue for the
existence of an unchanging self separate from mental phenomena. However, according
to Dharmakirti’s theory, both object and subject spring from the same source, a
mental event, and are therefore non-different. And since that event is impermanent,
the cognitive aspect is only a disguised self.

Dharmakirti’s analysis of mental sensation as a valid means of knowing having a
twofold appearance thus represents an alternative methed for the defense of the non-
self theory of the 'Buddhists. This method may have more to do with dogmatism than
epistemology, however, especially when we consider that even one of his successors,
Dharmottara, admitted that the object-cognizing aspect of mental sensation could
not be legitimately proven and that it was instead a case of dogmatism on the part of

his predecessof; (gfféherbatsky 1930, 28). Then again, one should not readily blame
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Dharmakirti, when the fault may lie in Dharmottara’s intellectual limitations or in

the fact that he may have suscribed to idealism more than to phenomenalism.

2.2.3 On knowing knowledge

As mentioned above, self-awareness turned out to be a useful tool in the hands of the
Buddhists in their ontological debate with the followers of Brahmanic traditions over
the existence of an eternal soul. In terms of epistemology, however, self-awareness was
an answer to the question of how we can be aware of knowledge. For unless we become
aware of our cognition of blue, for example, that cognition is completely useless and
can hardly be regarded as an instance of knowledge. Hence the question: how do we
know knowledge? Three alternative answers were advanced by Indian philosophers:
(1) When an awareness arises, it apprehends not only its object, but it apprehends
itsell as well; (2) it apprehends only its object and another awareness is necessary
to apprehend it in retrospect; (3) not only is a subsequent awareness required, but
it grasps the first moment of awareness only indirectly through inference. Another
aspect of this problem is whether every cognition is necessarily cognized, or whether
some may arise and fade away without being noticed at all. Dharmakirti, as we saw
above, held the view that knowledge is self-luminous and that no cognition is left
uncognized. The Advaitins, Jains and Prabhakara Mimamsakas subscribed to the
same interpretation, although their motivations and arguments were different from
Dharmakirti’s. The Nyaya, Samkhya-yoga and Bhatta Mimarhsa schools replied that
knowledge is known by a sgcopgiary cognition and not by itself, since the nature of

knowledge is to illuminate its object, not itself®.

8For a short and illuminating presentation of the position of various Indian schools of philosophy
with regard to the question of how we know knowledge, see Maitra 1974, 162-5.
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Dignaga’s main argument in favor of self-awareness was connected with an attempt
to explain recollection, namely the fact that recollection is not only of the object
previously cognized, but also of the cognition itself. This line of reasoning was in fact
mainly used to proclaim the objective and cognitive aspects of every mental event as
discussed above. Nevertheless, it also served to advance the theory of sell-awareness
since, according to Dignaga, in the case that a cognition is cognized by a separate
cognitive event we cannot avoid the consequence of an infinite regress lor that separate
cognition will need to have itself cognized and so on and so forth to the point that
one would never be aware of the present cognition of “blue”, for example, since the
remaining of one’s life would have to be spent to cognize the cognition that cognized
the cognition ... that cognized the cognition ol the object. But if ecvery cognition is
self-evidenced, or self-aware, the problem is solved, argued Dignaga. In fact, Lo really
avoid infinite regress, it was argued that the cognition knows itsell before it knows
the object. For this reason, the form of knowledge belongs not to the object, but
to the cognition itself (Rani 168), as the whole theory of mental sensation intends
to show. The Naiyayikas were quick to reply, however, that the nature of coguition
is not self-awareness but cognition of other (the object), and that Lthe memory of a
cognitive event does not entail that the cognition be self-cognized, but simply that
it be cognized. Moreover, the recollection of having had a given experience of blue,
in addition to the recollection of the blue colour itself, may well be the result of an
inference that the experience‘of blue must have taken place since the fact, blue, is
remembered. And so we may dispense with self-awareness. Finally, since not every
cognition need be cognized and since one further cognition is sufficient to know the
cognition of “blue”~—that second cognition not requiring conﬁrma.t'idn——it is wrong to

accuse us, say the Naiyayikas, of holding a view leading to infinite regress.
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When Dharmakirti entered into the debate, he therefore had to take an approach
totally different from Dignaga's. His argument for self-awareness is tied to the idea
that there is ultimately no distinction between the apprehensible object and the appre-
hending cognition—a theme that comes back again and again whenever he has to face
the music—, and that the only way to account for their apparent distinction is to
admit that cognition is self-luminous by nature. His argument at PVin 55 is summa-

rized by Matilal (1986¢, 77) as follows:

The non-difference of the apprehensible object and the apprehending subject
(the cognition itself) is established by the hetu, i.e. the evidence that these
two are always, invariably and necessarily apprehended together. Hence their
difference is only a convenient myth, a matter of convention only. The self-
awareness of a cognition is established because even the perception of an object
cannot be established otherwise for him who does not have the perception of
that perception.

But the Naiydyikas did not agree that the object and its experience are always
cognized together. Certainly, an object must be experienced prior to its being remem-
bered, but it is not necessary that this exrerience be itself cognize prior to the mem-
ory (NBh 136ff). In reply to Dharmakirti, the Naiyayikas thus used the same at_‘gument‘
as they had used against Dignaga—that all cognitions need not be cognized—so that
the debate did not make any progress because of their dogmatism. Dharmakirti’s
commentators, however, took their share of dogmatism since we can hardly call their
arguments in defense of self-awareness arguments. For example, Prajiiakaragupta
content".éd___l}i;'&é:plf with saying that while some entities need two illuminators to have
themselves cognized (e.g. a pot needs light and the visual organ), and others need
only one (e.g. a lamp needs the visuai orgé,n only), cognitions need no illuminators

other than themselves (Matilal 1986c, 79). Santaraksita did no better since his argu-

ment is limited to saying that a cognition does not depend on anything other than
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itself to make itself known (TS 2012). How we know knowledge is therefore an issue
over which we cannot declare a winner amoung Indian philosophers. All that we can
conclude is that Dharmakirti and his followers held that cognitions, whether concep-
tual or not, are self-luminous inasmuch as they do not require another moment of
awareness in order to have themselves cognized. In other words, every awareness is
self-evident inasmuch as there is direct and unquestionable knowledge of Lhe object of
mental activity and of the presence or occurence of the mental event all at once, For
example, although it may be questioned whether it is really a man that 1 sce in the
dark, there is no doubt that I see something and that there is an act of secing on my
part, and I do not need someone else or a subsequent cognition to hring me Lo this
evidence, Every cognition or moment of awareness therefore reveals by its own power

both its content and the fact of its being a cognitive cvent.

2.2.4 Perceptual judgement: result of mental sensation

The final question to be addressed with regard to mental sensation concerns its result,
As Katsura (1984, 226) has argued, Dharmakirti recognized at least three types of
conceptual knowledge among which only inference and verbal communication (by
means of which we can infer the intention of the speaker) were accepted as valid
means of knowing. But while it is not given the status of a valid means of knowing,
the third type of conceptual knowledge is perhaps the most important of the three for
it is how Dharmakirti was able to fill the gap between the two radically distinct [orms
of knowledge (sensation and inference) and explain the progression [rom the non-
conceptual to the conceptual. Stcherbatsky (1932, 211) called this important step
“perceptual judgement”; it is the judgement that immediately follows a successful

mental sensation. And it is not until that judgement arises, in the third mornent
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of sensation after sensory cognition and mental sensation, that the process of direct
knowledge is completed.

This judgement, according to PS:3d, is “the association of name (naman), genus
(jati), ete. [with a thing perceived, which results in verbal designation of the thing]”
(Hattori 1968, 25). Dharmakirti later enlarged this definition to englobe even unver-
balized concepts when he wrote at NB[:5: “a judgement is a cognition the repre-
sentation of which is capable of association with verbal designation™. A perceptual
judgement is therefore a conceptual process which eventually results in assigning a
predicate to the object of attention in the form “This is such and such”; a predicate
which will in all circumstances belong to either one of the following five linguistic
classes: (1) proper names, such as “Devadatta”; (2) genus, such as “cowhood”; (3)
quality, such as “white”; (4) action, such as “to cook”; and (5) substance, such as
“staff-bearer” (Hattori 1968, 25). This predication arises as a result of the intellect’s
attentiveness to the mental image; that is to say, as a result of mental sensation which
is sufficient to start the mechanism of concept-formation that culminates in the appli-
cation of names and the drawing of inferences (Stcherbatsky 1932, 205). It must be
noted, however, that as the successful result of sensation, the perceptual judgement
is not itsell a sensation because it makes use of concepts of which all sensations are
free. Neither is it a source of knowledge since unlike inference it grasps what has
already been graspedl..(kP\\{?I:E)a.b') by mental sensation. But while having no real epis-
temological value, its role in the cognitive process is not negligible since it is only
after the perceptual judgement has arisen that purposeful action toward the stimulus

can be undertaken. In fact, it is depending on their capacity to fulfill purposes that

SNB1:5: abhilapa-samsarga-yogya-pratibhdsa pratitih kalpana.
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we will distinguish between deceitful, erroncous judgements on the one hand, aund
reliable judgements on the other, That is to say, a judgement is reliable i it feads to
successful action or to valid inference. The reliable judgement is what we call pereep-
tual judgement, which is a conventional piece of kuowledge insofar as it consists in
imposing universal characteristics on a series of particulars (PV E7d-8a), and also so
far as it leads to the fulfilment of desires, the presence of which is a sign of delusion
according to Buddhist doctrine.

How does this secondary apprehension of particulars occur? First, according to
Dharmakirti perceptual judgements and concepts in general do not and cannot have
any connection whatsoever with the object of sensory cognition. But nol only do
they not refer to the fleeting aggregation of atoms, they also do nol refer to Lhe object
of mental sensation, or at least not directly. Were it directly connected with the
object of sensation, a concept or word would mean whatever object with which it
was first associated and could not refer to similar objects experienced al a later time
(PVI11:92). Also, one could not speak of the objects of the past or future since the
words and concepts would have no meaning in the absence of their referents at the time
they are used (PV 11:34 and 39). Finally, in case a genuine connection belween words
and objects existed, one would experience objects heing spoken aboutl as vividly as if
they were present (PVSV 207.3-5). Let us consider in more detail this latler argument,
which, at PV [1:127cd-32, follows from the theory that a relation, to be valid, must
meet at least two criteria: association and dissociation. Briefly, a relation of causality
of the type “A causes B", for example, is justified only il B is present whenever A
is present (association), and if B is absent whenever A is absent (dissociation). But
as Dharmakirti shows, these criteria are not met in the case of the relation between

universal properties—which are linguistic in nature—and particulars, for otherwise a
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vivid appearance of an object would result from the simple uttering of its name. It is
well known, however, that one does not become warm merely upon saying the word
“firc”, and we can infer from the non-observation of the effect of fire (i.e. heat}) that
the cause, fire itself, is not present. Furthermore, from the absence of a particular
fire we infer the absence of all of its effects. But since the word and concept “fire”
is present, it cannot be the effect of the particular fire which is absent. Similarly, if
there were a causal relation between particulars and judgements, so that concepts and
words would refer to particulars and would in fact inhere in particulars, it would be
impossible to ever sense something without naming it, even if we had never seen or
heard of the object before. Moreover, in case such a relation existed, it would follow
that even a blind man, for example, would see an object upon hearing its name.
But the fact that we often do not know the name or function of an object, and that
blindness exists among those who can hear words show that an invariable relation

between words and objects is not real. Dharmakirti writes:

na visegesu Sabdanam pravrttav asti srmbhavah (PV I1:127cd).

an-anvayat visesanam sanketasyapravrttitah

visayo ya$ ca §abdanam satmyojyeta sa eva taih (PV I11:128).

asyedam iti sambandhe yav arthau pratibhasinau

tayor eva hi sambandho na tadendriya-gocarah (PV 11:129).
visada-pratibhasasya tadarthasya avibhavanat

vijiiindbhasa-bhedo hi padarthanam visesakah (PV II:130).

coksusa 'rthavabhase 'pi yarh paro ’syeti Sarsati

sah eva yojyate sabdaih na khalu indriya-gocarah (PV 11:131).
a-vyaprtendriyasydnya-van-matrepivibhavanat

na can-udita-sambandhah svayarh jiiana-prasangatah (PV I1:132).

[127cd] Tt is not possible to use words with respect to particulars. [128] Conven-
tions are useless because they have no association to particulars, and [because of
this] only vhe subject matter of words can be connected to words. [129] Indeed,
when [we establish] the relation “this is [the name] of this [object]”, the relation
is only between those two imagined things and consequently is not within the
scope of the senses’[130] since at that time [of naming] there is no perception
of an object having a clear appearance. So because the distinguishing mark of
things is the different form [they produce] in consciousness, [the object of sen-
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sory and verbal cognition are not the same]. [131] Even when there is perception
of an object by the eye, only that which another person says [belongs] to it is
connected with words. It is certainly not the object of the senses [132] since
one whose senses are not functioning does not perccive [a particular] merely
through the words of another [person]. And it is not the case that [the word
that conveys information] does not have its relation [between the expression
and the expressed object] produced, for [otherwise] the consequence [would be
that the object] is known by itself [just from hearing the word, independently
of any conventions].

So because of the lack of association and dissociation between concepts and par-
ticulars, we must conclude as Dharmakirti did at PV 11:5-6 that universals and all the

categories of words cannot be invariably connected to the particular and arc nothing

else but social conventions.

sasti sarvatra ced buddher nanvaya-vyatirckayol
samanya-laksana drsteh caksi-ruipadi-buddhivat (PV II:5).
etena samayabhogddy-antar-anginurodhatah

ghatotksepan samanya-sathkhyadisu dhiyo gatah (PV I1:6).

(5] One might think that {the causal potential] exists everywhere, [but] it is not
present in the universal because of the id=a's lack of association and dissociation
as [can be observed] in the cognition of such things as colour Lhrough Lhe cye.
{6] [Accordingly,) the cognitions associated with such things as pots, lifting,
universals, numbers and so forth are arrived at because of the mind’s conformity
with conventions, surrounding and so forth.

So what do judgements refer to and how do‘ they occur? As it is spelled oul
in Dharmakirti’s theory of language, concepts denote properties abstracted from the
particular by disregarding differences and amplifying similarities. More specifically,
a perceptual judgement arises first as a result of superimposing unity upon a series
of distinct mental sensations by disregarding their evanescent nature and overempha-
sizing the fact that they have similar causes, i.e. by focusing on the fact that each
sensory cognition of which mental sensation is aware ariseé ‘;'i.‘s“-mrgs‘ult. qtf_.‘:i.r contact,

>

of the senses with similar aggregations of atoms moment after moment. In addition

to making generalizations, the formation of concepts and the application of names ="
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function on the principle of exclusion of the opposite (anyipoha), that opposite being
whatever has a different function from what is observed because it possesses a different
sct of causes (Katsura 1991, 143). So for example, the word or concept “cow™ refers to
what is not a non-cow. The identification and exclusion of opposite general qualities
and functions being a conceptual activity, judgements therefore refer to nothing else
but judgements (i.e. exclusion of others), and a word is simply the association of a
sound with that particular judgement. Aud since concepts themselves make use of
words, we find that concepts arise on the basis of linguistic conventions, and linguistic
conventions are themselves based on concepts: the two are iﬁ a mutually supporting
relation (Payne 269). But if concepts are based on words and words on concepts,
how are we to explain the first association of a concept with a werd and vice-versa?
If we take the example of a youth learning a first language, we may think that a
given concept is progressively formed on the basis of repeatedly hearing a word and
associating it with an object of sensation. Alternatively, if we take the example of one
learning a second ianguage, a new word will be associated with a given concept by the
same process of repeatedly hearing the new word at the appropriate time. But this,
according to Dharmakirti, does not explain the prezess adequately. He says instead
that perceptual judgements have their origin in beginningless past impressions!®,

So because they designate only some aspects of the particular and be;ause they

vy according to the inclination (i.e. past impressions) of the perceiver (Katsura

1984, 226), perceptual judgements are indirect ax}qr_:pq._rt;ia.l forms of knowledge. For

10pVSV 208.1: padirtha-anasritya-utpadyamana vikalpa sva-vasana-prakrtim anuvidadhatt (A
judgement is arising without any connection to the object, [but] is [instead] conforming to our own
past impressions as its ront causes). sﬁntarakgita elaborated at TS 1216: atfta-bhava-namértha-
bhavana-vasaninvayat. sadyojato 'apy adyogad iti karttavya tapatuh (Through the continvance of
the impression left by the constant assnciating of the thing and its name during past lives, —eveu the

new-born infant becomes capable of aciivity, by reason of the said conceptual content (Jha 1937;‘:9,
616)). o
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example, a lustful man may consider a woman as an object of his passion, a monk
may regard her as a disgusting piecce of decomposing matter, and a dog may see in
her an occasion to fill its stomach (Katsura 1984, 226). Because judgements of this
kind have absolutely nothing to do with the realiiy of the particular, but are instead
the result of the perceiver’s dispositions, perceptual judgements and judgements in
general are considered to be distortions of reality.

In summary, a perceptual judgement is a mental construction associated with
language which can never do better than conceal the ultimate nature of things. It
appeals to universal concepts which, unlike the particular, are inefficient in them-
selves, are superimposed on a continuum of events, are common to many things, and
are not apprehensible independently of verbal conventions. Nonetheless, perceptual
judgement is the successiul product of the entire process of sensation, which in ity
final stage consists in paying attention to the impression produced in the mind by the
contact of the physical senses with the external world. Once the judgement a.risc#,
we are no longer in the realm of sensation, but rather make a first step in conceplual

“reality”, where inference is the foremost means of knowing!!

2.3 Non-conceptuality of sensation

As we have seen in the above presentation of Dharmakirti’s theory of sensation, our
author held the view that the uli;imately real is what comes in contact with the phys-
ical senses before any kind of interpretation or processing be done by the inteliect.

Insofar as he believed that reality could be known through sensation, Dharmakirti was

LShoryu Katsura gives numerous accounts of the terminclogy that Dharmakirti used in PV to

refer to perceptual judgement and its workings in an article to appcar in the memaorial voliune in
honour of A. K. Warder.
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in perfect accord with the philosophical tradition already in place, which also accorded
the highest value to sensation as the most reliabie and direct means of knowing reality.
Yet, insofar as he thought we could only know our mental representations of this exter-
nal reality, and not reality as such, he deviated from the established epistemological
tradition except for Vasubandhu and Digniaga who, among others, already subscribed
to phenomenalism. Also, and in this respect he was representative of the Buddhist
tradition as a whole, Dharmakirti strongly deviated from the naive or direct realism
of Brahmanic philosophers, in that he never believed that conceptual constructions,
universals or language could denote the true character of reality. To him, all these
were always distortions of reality—though they had some practical value—, while to
most others concepts and verbal reports were innocent until proven guilty and corre-
sponded to a level of reality superior to phenomenal experience. But was Dharmakirti,
and Dignaga before him, justified to say that concepts have no basis in reality and
are merely mental constructions to which we should not attach any supreme value?
Are non-judgemental cognitions really possible? What did he have to gain by hold-
ing on to such a sceptical attitute toward language? On the other hand, why were
the Naiyayikas, for example, so eager to prove, against Dharmakirti, that universal
properties do exist in the outside world and can be the object of sensation?

This debate between Buddhist and Brahmanic philosophers over the existence of
universal properties and the nature of sensation may have had its origin in the work of
Dignaga who, instead of criticizing heretical views within Buddﬁism like Vasubandhu
had done in AK, directed his effort at criticizing the epistemological theories of non-
Buddhisf; srl:hools. With respect to the theory of sensation, he is reported to be the
first Indian thinker to have introduced a radical distinction between judgementa.lr and

non-judgemental sensation, rejecting the first and accepting only the latter as a valid
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source of knowledge (Shastri, 434). This distinction provoked the Brahmanic thinkers
into a debate that lasted for centuries.

We can recall from NS 1.1.4 that the Naiyayikas already recognized that one of the
characteristics of sensory cognition was its inexpressibility '%; a view that could lead
one to believe that they accepted a form of non-judgemental cognition well belore
Dignaga, since they admitted that the first moment of sensation lacked association
with words. However, they also held that universal properties were directly cognizable
through sensation Lecause they inhered in the particulars. Thus, for the Naiyayikas,
non-judgemental sensation applied to the simultaneous cognition of the particular,
the universal and inherence, while judgemental sensation was the cognition in which
the previously cognized universal property and its relation to the particular was ver-
balized. They further argued that both of these stages were equally valid instances of
sensation for they considered an inexpressible cognition stripped of universal content,
as sensation was conceived by the Buddhists, to b epistemologically uninteresting
and useless because too primitive and outside the scope of our consciousness. In
other words, to the Naiydyikas reality had to make sense and unless it did, it was not.
reality at all; that is, they gave priority to the world of ideas over thal of physical
or mental phenomena, But as we have shown in the previous section on perceptual
judgement, universal properties cannot have any genuine relation to the particulars,
sof'i;ha.t Buddhists had no choice but to reject the two types of sensation advanced by
the Naiyayikas. The heresy of the Naiyayikas compelled Dignaga to say that sensation

is by definition completely devoid of judgement!3.

12NS 1.1.4: indriyartha-samnikarsétpannam jidnam avyapadesyam [...] pratyaksam. Quoted in
Van Bijlert (1989, 7).
13PS 1:3¢: pratyaksam kalpanipodham.

!
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Dharmakirti subscribed to the same position as Dignaga’s. His argument is found
at PV11:123-5, where he begins by saying that the non-judgemental character of
sensation is evidenced by sensation itself, and then invites his reader to perform
a little experiment which should prove the value of his position. As Stcherbatsky
reported (1932, 151), the purpose of this experiment is to show that there is a limit
to empirical cognition, and that this limit is the direct cognition of the extreme
particular: a cognition which escapes the boundaries of thought and to which we have

No Cconscious access.

pratyaksarh kalpanipodharh pratyaksenaiva sidhyati
pratyitma-vedyah sarvesith vikalpo nama-samsrayah (PV I1:123).

Sensation is established as free from judgement by sensation itself. For all
[sentient beings], the cognition associated with words is known [as such] by
itself,

In his commentary to this verse, Manorathanandin glosses “pratyaksenaiva” as
“svasarivedanenaiva” (self-awareness)'®, which suggests that Dharmakirti’s argument
rests on the obuervation that since upon recollection (or self-awareness) some cogni-
tions show no sign of judgement whatsoever, those cognitions are non-judgemental,
and they must correspond to sensation. Had there been any trace of judgements,
they would have been evidenced by the cognition itself since averyone who makes
judgements is also aware of making those judgements. That such cognitions exist is
therefore attested by experiences similar to what is described in the following two

verses.

satmhrtya sarvata$ cintim stimitena antaritmana

sthito 'pi caksus3 riipam ksate siksa-ja matih (PV I1:124).
punar vikalpayan kificid asin me kalpanedrst

vetti ceti na plirvoktavasthZyam indriydt gatau (PV I1:125).

PVYV 60.8-9: tac caitad Tdréam pratyaksenaiva svasarvedanenaiva sidhyati.
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[124] After withdrawing one’s thoughts from everything, one who is calmly
absorbed with his mind perceives colour through the eye[-consciousness); this
[non-judgemental] cognition is produced by the senses. [125] On the other hand,
someone who is thinking knows “I had such a thought (judgement)”, and this
is not the case when a [cognition] is produced through the senses as in the

aforementioned situation.

As Manorathanandin adds in his commentary to verse 125, and as was suggested
by verse 123, if a judgement were part of sensory experience, its impression would be
remembered!®. But since what is remembered is precisely the fact of not having passed
judgements, we have to conclude that there really was no judgement in that particular
moment of cognition and accept that it is possible to have cognitions that are devoid
of judgement. In the above example, this non-judgemental cognition is none other
than mental sensation. This is evident by the implicit mention of attention, which is
characteristic of mental sensation and always absent in sensory cognition.

Santaraksita took an altogether different approach to prove that non-judgemental
cognitions were possible. While Dharmakirti’s experiment consists in {ocusing one's
attention on a patch of colour without allowing any thought to rise up to consciousness,
gantarakgita suggests that a non-judgemental cognition also occurs with respect to
the sensory object to which we don’t pay any attention while our mind is involved
with something else. And because such non-judgemental cognition arises when the
mind is occupied with some other thought, we know that il arises directly from the
senses, which are not occupied with the thought in question. Also, since the judgement
follows the sensory cognitio:a; we know that it is secondary and does not belong to

l

the reality grasped by the senses. His argument therefore goes to show that sensory

cognition is possible and that all judgement is merely an imposition of concepts on

Y5PVYV 60.17-8: yadi sa tatra syat, tat sarhskarasya smrtir jayeta, tasmian nastiti nisciyate.
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the ultimately real particular which is directly grasped through the senses.

pratyaksam kalpanipodham vedyate 'ti parisphutam
anyatra-sakta-manasi 'py aksair niladi-vedanat (TS 1242).

Sensation is very vividly experienced as free from judgement because even one
whose mind is totally absorbed with something elsc |stiil] experiences such
things as the colour blue with [the] eyes.

With this and the preceeding verses, Buddhists have succeeded in showing that
non-conceptual sensory and mental cognitions are possible. But we may ask whether
they had any interests other than epistemological interests when they showed that
conceptual cognition had a limit. Why, in fact, were Buddhist epistemologists so
strongly opposed to the view that universal properties are real and insisted instead
that they are mere mental constructions?

I suggest that in developing their theory on the formation of concepts Dharmakirti
and Dignéaga also devised a means by which they could show that just as concepts
are superimpositions on real particularities, so is the eternal soul advanced by most
Indian schools a superimposed invention on a series of events. Indeed, Dharmakirti’s
experiment, which shows that upor the cessation of imagination and thinking it is
possible to cognize the unique particular directly and consequently acknowledge the
fact that it is stripped of al] the universal attributes which we wrongly impose on it
through our various judgements, can apply just as well to the observation of the human
body-mind continuum and culminate in the realization that only the five aggregates
are real and that no eternal soul can be experienced over and above them. So once
again, it would appear that Buddhists may have embarked in the epistemological
adventure in order to prove the value of their doctrine of non-self by means of more
systematic argumentation. And in so doing, they developed an ela.borater.systeni

similar to that of their opponents—in the sense that they used the same terminology—
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‘ but different enough to prove their own ontology’s superiority and disprove any view
that deviated from theirs. In other words, the Buddhist epistemologists’ claim that
sensation is non-judgemental can be equated with that of their predecessors’ that

nothing has a soul.

2.4 Non-errancy of sensation

A second characteristic of sensation in Dharmakirti’s system is that of non-errancy.
This is an innovation of Dharmakirti that cannot be found in Digniga’s work. In fact,
Digndga insisted that saying that sensation is non-erroneous is redundant since by the
very fact of being devoid of judgement, sensation is non-erroneous. In other words,
for Dignaga error is the result of mental activity and judgement, and nothing else.
The problem with this interpretation of error, however, is that it leaves unexplained
erroneous cognitions due to malfunctioning senses, e.g. seeing two moons as a result of
an eye-disease. As Dharmakirti explains, it is not the case that the mind is responsible

for such an.iflusion since the following conclusions would follow:

(1) It [the illusion] would be removed even when the defect of sense-organ is not
cured, as the erroneous mental cognition of a srake for what is really a rope
is removed only by the close examination of the object. (2) It would not be
removed even when the defect of the sense-organ is cured. (3) A man whose
sense-organ is sound would also perceive a double moon if he were to hear about
it from a man who had a defective sense-organ. (4) It would not be immediate
to sense-organ but would be mediated by remembrance. (5) The image of a
double moon would not be clear (Hattori 1965, 127; PV 11:297-8).

But since the cognition of two moons is a vivid sensory cognition, it does not

involve conceptualization. Yet, it is not a valid cogn_i—tib-n since it is inconsistent with
reality. Therefore, argues Dharmakirti, we must admit that in addition to the errors

. due to concepts, there can also be non-judgemental errors (PV 11:300) and that this
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most unsuspected kind of error is due to defective sense-organs (PV I11:288). Accord-
ingly, it is not sufficient to say that sensation—more specifically sensory cognition—is
devoid of judgement for it to be a valid means of knowledge; it must also be non-
€rroneous.

Christine Keyt (1980, 135-6) has argued that this introduction of non-errancy as
a characteristic of sensation was necessary not only to correct Dignaga's position, but
also to correct Dharmakirti’s weak definition of reliability; weak in the sense that
reliability is defined in purely pragmatic terms, i.e. in terms of the object reached
being the same as the object intended, and not in terms of an accurate representation
of the object. The notion of non-errancy of sensation, in other words, suggests that
although he put a great deal of emphasis on the notion of efficiency, Dharmakirti did
not subscribe to a pragmatic theory of truth. Rather, he upheld a correspondence
theory of truth insofar as only the sensation that correctly represents reality is a valid
means of knowing,.

The problem with the criterion of non-errancy, however, is that it undermines the
validity oil'::.direct. sensory experience as a means of refuting our conceptual errors.
lndee;l., 1t. undermines the whole edifice of knowledge for there is now nc means to
establish correspondence between our cognitions and reality. I sensation were true
in all cases, one could refute a mental error such as taking the whirling torch to
be a circle of fire by reducing the velocity of the movenleﬁt until one could clearly
distinguish the single torch. This direct cognition of the torch would serve to show
that the circle of fire was an illusion due to the incapacity of the mind to integrate the
information provided by the senses. But if non-judgemental sensation is liable to error
so that inference is necessaiy to test the validity of our most primitive cognitions, it

is never certain when a direct experience can validate or invalidate a judgement since
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we now have a circular system in which sensation validates inference and inference
validates sensation. This is exactly the kind of dilemma that Nagarjuna raised in his
Vigrahavyavartani. Dharmakirti's criterion of non-errancy therefore plays the double
function of assuring that knowledge be a correspondence between our sensations and
reality, and of rendering impossible to know when this correspondence prevails. In fact
the consequence of the criterion of non-errancy is that the only type of correspondence
that can hold will be between our ideas and our mental impressions. That is to
say, error is no longer the result of a conflict between sensory cognitions and their
supporting reality, but rather the result of a conflict between conceptual understanding

and phenomenal experience.

2.5 Summary: making sense of sensation

We have seen in this chapter that for Dharmakirti ordinary sensation, or direct and
unconceptualized knowledge, proceeds in three stages. First there is sensory cognition
by which we acquire information about the external world. Immediately following this
physical sensation comes mental sensation where the mind is attentive to the fact that
something or other stimulated the physical senses. Finally comes a judgement which
attempts to capture some of the features of the object of cognition by a process of
generalization and exclusion of opposites. On the whole, Dharmakirti’s account of this -
cognitive process appeals as very sen_;,ib]e. Yet we have to ask to what extent sensation,
both physical and mental, is really a form of knowledge. For intuitively, we mean by
knowledge a conscious apprehension of the nature and reliability of an object for the
pursuit of human purposes, and this is a condition which neither sensory cognition

nor mental sensation seem able to fulfill because they are devoid of judgement.
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As we saw in section 2.3, the fault here is not with Dharmakirti’s definition of
sensation for his and Santaraksita’s experiments clearly show that sensory cognition
and mental sensation are indeed non-judgemental. We find that sensory cognition is
essentially an unconscious act in which we are never aware of the object of cognition
and hence cannot know its true nature. In other words, sensory cognition does not
even know its own object! Certainly, it is an important element of the cognitive
process; nevertheless it has very limited value by itself. Its only value lies in the fact
that it is instrumental in the formation of a mental image of the external world, which
image subsequently gives rise to knowledge. As such, sensory cognition is therefore
a pramana only in the sense of a means of knowledge but never as an instance of
knbwledge.

And the situation is much the same with regard to mental sensation. For although
it is a conscious activity insofar as it involves attention, mental sensation is also devoid
of judgement since ii knows its object both directly and vividly. And insofar as it is
devoid of judgement, we may wonder whether it has any value beyond the fact that
it brings new data for the conceptual faculty to chew on. It would seem that until a
perceptual judgement arises, mental sensation is just as meaningless as sensory cogni-
tion since it does nothing more than revealing the presence of a given phenomenon in
the stream of consciousness without being able to identify what it is. Certainly, the
situation is a little more complicated when judgements become the object of mental
sensation since this particular moment of self-awareness of judgements allows us to
know knowledge. For example, in the case of the judgement “This is a book” the fact
that this mental event is self-luminous reveals two aspects to the cognizer: (1) the
cognition of the object by means of the word “book”, and the cognition of the judge-

ment “this is a book”. But while we know that we have passed the judgement “This
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is a book”, this in itsell does not render the judgement valid; it does not guarantee
ihat the judgement itself is knowledge. The confirmation of the judgement as a piece
of knowledge is done in the subscquent moments by means of testing and reasoning.
So even in the self-cognizing aspect of mental cognition all that is known is that one
is aware of something, without really knowing whether that of which one is aware is
true. Mental sensation is therefore never an instance of knowledge at all. Yet, because
it is essential to the formation of judgement, it is an importanl means of arriving at
knowledge, which is always conceptual.

Sensory cognition and mental sensation are therefore valuable Lo knowledge in
that they provide the cognizer with the data upon which knowledge can be built. In
that sense, it is the critzrion of novelty set forth in chapter one (cf page 20} that is
most important at this early stage of cognition, not that of being a reliable guide for
goal-oriented actions.

One implication of the dominance of the criterion of novelly in sensation is thal
direct experience only provides the data for the confirmation ;)f truth-claims, but
does not itself confirm the truth-claims. This confirmation is done in the subsequent
moments when the facts of sensation are gathered and a final judgement in made
according to the laws of logic. Accordingly, truth is not. what is experienced, but,
the error-free interpretation of experience. The fact that Dharmakirti recognized thal
even direct experience could be erroneous (cf section 2.4) reinforces the importance
of such conceptual activity in the search for truth. One implication of the possible
unreiia.bility of direct experience c]]d gf the central role of reasoning in the scarch of
knowledge is that in the matter of féiiéion a given religious experience is not in itself
a source of truth. Rather, it is '(;nly the interpretation of the experience that can be

considered as true. And if no sensible interpretation of the experience is possible, one
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will have to conclude that what first appeared to be a blissful experience of reality
was in fact a mere illusion. Hence the value of epistemology on any religious path.
We must conclude, therefore, that Dharmakirti’s theory of sensory cognition and
mental sensation only serves to explain how we become acquainted with the obvious
data of experience, and does not at all contribute to the discovery of truth. Hence
the Naiyadyikas, for whom only the concept-loaded perception can be considered a
knowledge, may have been justified to reject the Buddhist theory of sensation as
too inchoate and illusive to be real. Yet, we must remember that Dharmakirti’s
theory of sensation is an epistemological, not a metaphysical enterprise. And as an

epistemological investigation, it is a very decent accomplishment.
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Chapter 3

Dharmakirti on yogic intuition

As Karl Potter (1963) has argued, the possibility of achieving complete freedom was
a matter central to the development of the philosophical and religious Lraditions of
India. It also had a bearing on Dharmakirti’s thought, and in the Praminasiddhi
chapter of his Pramanavarttika Dharmakirti proved himsel{ a fervent believer in the
possibility of freedom when he attempted to show that those who follow and under-
stand the teachings of the Buddha are best equipped to achieve this goal'. Assuming
for the sake of simplicity that complete freedom is attainable, we will, in this chapter,
focus our attention on the epistemological character of the experience that brings it
about, namely, the yogic intuition that crowns the practice of meditation. But before
embarking on this investigation, it must be noted that while Dharmakirti may have
accepted the possibility of various yogic feats such as walking on water or reading
other people’s mind;'hié discussion of yogic intuition in PV is concerned strictly with
the special cognition that enables the attainment of nirvana. Accordingly, l.hjs is the
only type of yogic experience with which we are concerned in this thesis.

It is in the chapter on sensation of PV that Dharmakirti discusses most explicitly

In the context of Buddhism, the goal, nirvana, is essentially freedom from self-inflicted restric-
tions, discontent and rebirth.
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the nature of yogic intuition, which he describes as a category of sensation because it
is a vivid cognition pertaining to a real object. But unlike the objects of sensory cog-
nition and mental sensation discussed before, the object of yogic intuition is real not
because it is capable of causing cognition, but because it is efficient in the fulfilment
of the highest human purpose: the attainment of complete freedom. This object is
for Dharmakirti none other than the four noble truths concerning the nature of dis-
conlent, its cause, its cessation and the way to its cessation reported to have been
found and taught by the Buddha. As I hope to show in the following pages, while a
thorough knowledge of the four noble truths may be the key to liberation, Dharma-
kirti’s arguments for including such intuition under the rubric of sensation are not
compelling, and in fact appear to contradict two of the criteria that he had previously
set forth to define sensation: (1) that the object of cognition be a particular and (2)
that the cognition be devoid of concept. Having considered whether yogic intuition
qualifies as a caf.egory of sensation, I then look at the problem of how to distinguish

valid meditative experiences from hallucinations.

3.1 What is yogic intuition?

Dharmakirti emphasized that it is only upon fully understanding the four noble truths
that the Buddha—and anyone after him—could gain liberation. Specifically, this
position proposes that freedom is the result of knowledge and that the first thing
to realize in its pursuit is that life is fundamentally marked by discontent, which
manifests itself in various ways, the most obvious of which is the physical and mental
pains assoriated with birth, sickness, old age, death, §8frow, grief, despair, separation

from the loved ones, etc. One is to realize, also, that even pleasureable experiences



are sources of discontent since the ephemeral character of pleasures renders impossible
the permanent satisfaction of any desire. Aund mest of all, one is to become fully
aware of the fact that discontent arises as a result of the mere presence of the five
aggregates of personality (body, consciousness, feeling, apperception and volition)
which, though impermanent, are a source of attachment and hence of discontent since
as sets of conditioned properties they form an object of attachment that can never be
fully immune from unpleasant experiences. Any successful journey toward complete
freedom therefore begins with the realization that all aspects of life are a source of
discontent. Having understood the intricacies of discontent, one must next develop
the desire and determination to remedy to the situation.

In this search for a cure agairst discontent, a crucial factor is the realization that
though recurrent, discontent is in fact impermanent since it i3 scen occasionally, and
it must therefore have a cause the presence or absence of which is responsible for
the irregulé.rity of its occurence (PV [:182). This cause, according to Dharmakirii, is
craving for existence (PV 1:186); an attitude which springs from the false beliel that
continued existencé and rebirth will eventually lead to the happiness of an enduring
personality. If we push the investigation a little further, we find, therefore, that it is the
belief in the existence of an end'urin.trcr i)ersonality that is responsible [or craving and the
consequent discontent. Fortun;Ltely, once the cause'(r)'l‘idisconteut. has been identified,
one is in a position to prevent its perpetuation, since b‘?y neutralizing the causc onc is
certain to eliminate the consequence. Accordingly, Dha.r;']‘xakirti argues that discontent
is preventable and that the realization of the truth of nor-l.;‘self, which is opposite Lo
the cause of discontent, is the antidote needed for its eradication (PV I:138). We find,

therefore, that the fundamental cause of discontent is ignorance; that is, the failure

by the mental aggregate of apperception to recognize that all phenomena are in fact
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marked by impermanence, pain and lack of self, and the wrongful interpretation of
psycho-physical phenomena as enduring sources of pleasures belonging to the self. In
this respect, Dharmakirti’s approach is in perfect accord with what is advanced in the
twelvefold formulation of the principle of dependent origination which puts ignorance
at the top of the chain of bondage®. As we just show:, however, this chain can be
broken, and liberation comes about as a result of repeated and disciplined application
of this new mode of thinking—that of lack of self—in every aspects of one’s life until
even the instinctive grasping at a self has stopped.

But this thorough understanding of non-self is a harduous process of learning,
thinking and experimentation—reminiscent of the three levels of wisdom discussed in
chapter one (see also AKIV:5ff). Firstly, Buddhist education begins with becoming
acquainted with the four noble truths by lisining to, or reading about traditional
teachings and reflecting upon their meaning. Having begﬁn to understand the doc-
trine, one then reflects carefully on what has been taught and tries to discern truth
from falsity by appealing to the standards of textual exegesis and 'iogica.l reasoning.
Aldhg with that process of learning and critical assessrﬁent of the validity of the teach-
ings, one is to develop one's mental qualities in accordance with what one knows to be
true in order to test whether there is more to the doctrine than mere theorizing. For

it is only when one has applied the teachings to one’s life that one will be in a-position

21t is becaurs the experience that leads to the cessation of discontent replaces ignorance by
knowledge, t.hal. I have translated the expression “yogi-pratyaksa” as “yogic intuition”, thus making
it clear that the experience is cognitive in nature, and is not simply the cessation of conscious s:ctivity
as is suggested by the attainment of cessation (nirodha-samapatti). My translation also suggests that
the cognition of yogins, if it is regarded as a type of sensation, is at the same time very different from
the other types of sensation discussed in chapter two in that it reveals truths, not facts. Incidently,
throughout Dharmakirti’s writings and the commentarial tradition that followed him, it is the word
“jianam” (cognition, knowledge) that generally appears in compound with the word “yogin” when
this category of sensation is discussed, not the word “pratyaksam”. The use ¢f the word “jlanam”
supports my decision to coin the expression “yogic intuition” to this category of sensation.
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to decide whether it is the means to one’s goal or whether it should be abandoned.
In other words, it is only after one hus irtegrated the understanding of non-self into
one’s life that one will fuily rezlize that no, there is no self, and yes, the absence of
self-grasping is the way to freedom. Once such level of certainty has been atiained
and even the instinctive grasping at a self has stopped, one is able to prevent the
formation of new defilements and is assured that those defilements which have not yet
reached fruition will not, when they do reach fruition, create the conditions for further
discontent. With this experiential knowledge, which goes beyond believing the words
of a teacher and beyond intellectual knowledge, one has reversed the vicious cycle of

craving and will, in due time, put a definite end to rebirth and discontent of all kinds

and achieve complete freedom,

3.1.1 The practice of meditation

As already intimated in‘the above section, in order to arrive at yogic intuition, one is
to underta.kg_ the practice of meditation and subject one’s intellectual wisdom to the
test of expe;i;nce—which alone has the power to eliminate the instinctive sense of self
and the propensities to dzfilements®. Since the liberative experience is, for Dharma-
kirti, a cognitive experience, .t is safe to say that the meditation technique which he
must have endorsed as leading to the goal was most likely one similar to what is called
vipasyana or insight meditation in classict:é.l meditation manuals. Briefly, vipadyana
is an analytical form of mt;:dita.tiori which consists in a mindful observation ol every
aspects of the body-mind continuum and the contextualization of the physical a.ndh

mental events in terms of discontent, impermanence and lack of self, This technique

3NBI :11: bhatirtha-bhavana-prakarsa-paryanta-jam yogi-jiianam ceti (And the cogmtlon of the- .
, Yyogin is produzed on the termination of intense meditation on truth.).
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is to be differentiated from that of samatha or tranquillity meditation which, though
helpful to the practice of vipasyan insofar as il strenghtens the concentration and
calms the mind, is nevertheless radically different from it in that it consists specifically
in withdrawing the inind from the activity of the senses until consciousness altogeti:er
ceases. Because the practice of tranquillity leads, in its higher stages, to various
trances in which the analytical faculty is put to sleep, it is difficult to see how it
could lead to the realization which Dharmakirti had in mind when discussing yogic
intuition. It is thus only through the practice ol vipasyana that one wili be able to
test and establish the validity of the principles of the four noble truths unequivocally.
In the words of Winsion King (1980, 94), “To be aware of these actions [of body and
mind] as an embodiement of that which comes to be and vanishes (impermanence),
as that which is restless and ever unsatisfied (painfulness), and as the progression of
a series of causes and effects (impersonality) is the essence of vipassana.” And this
awareness, according to Dharmakirti, is what must be understood by yogic intuition.

A typical course of training in vipasyana will begin with the mindfulness of breath-
ing which consists in observing the breath with vigilance as it comes in and as it goes
out the nostrils without trying to control it in any way, observing long breaths as long
and short breaths as short. As this exercise in mind{uiness proceeds, the mind and
body become calmer and calmer, and eventually it is the entirety of the bodily and
mental phenomena that become the object of conteraplation. At this stage, if we are
to follow the account given in the Mahasatipatthina-sutta on meditation on the four
noble truths, one is to contemplate the vanishing and painful nature of all psycho-
physical events until it becomes clear that they are indeed marked by impermanence
and painfulness. This recognition of impermanence and painfulness will sooner or

later lead to the realization that craving and self-grasping are the causes of one’s
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misery, and to the further realization, once the truth of non-self becomes apparent,
that there is in fact no basis at all for seif-grasping and that the abandonning of self-
grasping is the way to the cessation of discontent. Put another way, ouce a certain
level of concentration and clarity of mind has been reached, one begins to investigate
whether the truths of impermanence, painfulness and non-self that one has studied
and thought about before engaging in formal meditation practice apply to the data
of experience. Once the cognition of the psycho-physical continuum as marked by
discontent, impermanence and non-self is as vivid as the cognition of a grain of sand

in the palm of one’s hand, yogic intuition has occurred (NBTD 69.1-2).

3.2 Problem with yogic¢ intuition

The prohlem with Dharmakirti’s account of yogic intuilion is that he wants to incor-
porate it among the various types of sensation, while in fact the cognition pertains
to a specific interpretation of psycho-physical phenomlena. and, as an interpretation,
it seems inevitable that it will involve conceptual activity, which is said ipso facto
to be absent from sensation. His position on the nature of the yogin's intuition is
found at PV 11:281 and subsequently defended in verses 282-6. These verses stale
that the yogin’s cognition of the four noble truths, which results from the practice of
meditation, is devoid of judgement because it is vivid. And since ouly sensalions are
devoid of judgement, yogic intuition must be a category of sensation. PV [1:281 reads

as follows:

przk uktam yoginam jiianam tesam tat bhavana-mayam
vidhiita-kalpand-jalam spastam eva avabhasate (PV 11:281).

The cognition of yogins has been discussed previously. Their cognition, which
is the result of meditation and which is divested of the snares of judgement,
appears quite vivid.
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The information that Manorathanandin and Prajfidkaragupta supply in their com-
mentary to this verse is very important, for it is they who specify that the object of
meditative practice is the four noble truths—which Dharmakirti had discussed pre-
viously in PV I—and that the resulting cognition, yogic intuition, is a category of
sensation. Prajnzkaragupta writes:

catur-arya-sattya-visayarh yoginam jiidnam prag uktam. kuto hetos tat bha-

vatity iha. bhivani-mayam bhavana-hetukarm bhavani-balena ca spastibham.
spastibhatvad evivikalpakar. tatah pratyaksath (PVBh 326.23-4).

The cognition of yogins was previously said to have the four noble truths as
its subject matter. What is the cause of that [cognition]? The cognition is
the result of meditation, its cause is meditation and it appears vividly through
the power of meditation. By the very fact of appearing vividly, it is devoid of
judgement. So it is a sensation.

In the light of the commentaries, it becomes clear that Dharmakirti’s argument
for including the yogin’s cognition under the category of sensation rests on the notion
of vividness and its incompatibility with judgements. It is therefore to Dharma-
kirti's advantage to convincingly establish the mutual exclusion of judgements and
lthe vividness of a cognition for his argument to hold. This is what he attempts to do
in the remaining five verses of the section on yogic intuition.

The first objection to his position in verse 281, as reported by Prajiizkaragupta
(PVBh 326.25-7), is that while it is perfectly admissible to say that the cognition of an
object which is present to the senses is devoid of judgement, it is not so obvious why
one should accept the claim that the cognition of objects of the past or of the future, or
the cognition of objects that are absent, become devoid of judgement merely through
the power of mgdiff' i'ipn. The source of this objection becomes more evident when

/

later in the comﬁi’@;»: . Prajiiakaragupta explains that what must be understood by
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. cognitions whose subject matter is absent are judgements *. Why define judgements
in this way? Because, as we saw in chapter two when discussing the nature of per-
ceptual judgement (cf page 55), judgements and concepls have ne connection with
the object of sensory cognition and do not even have a direct connection with the
mental image that follows from the direct sensory cognition of an external object.
The proof is that the concept “table” can arise without there being a table present
in the room. Accordingly, judgements refer to those objects that are not necessarily
present to the five physical senses. In this light, leaving aside the interrogation about
the possibility to cognize past or future objects, the objection which is of most inter-
est for us becomes: how can a judgement become a non-judgement merely through
the practice of meditation? For indeed, the application of the concepts of discontent,
impermanence and non-self to the entirety of phenomenal existence as is stipulated in
the four noble truths falls in the category of judgement. And il seems imﬁossil)lc that
one could fully understand that these concepts are a faithful fcprescntnt.iuu of real-
ity without getting involved in conceptual thinking? To this objection, Dharmakirti
replies that there are situations in which people have vivid experiences of objects thal
are not present; namely, hallucinations and dreams, so there is no reason to doubt
that the practice of meditation can produce vivid cognitions.

kama-$oka-bhaya-unmada-caura-svapnady-upaplutah
abhiitan api pasyanti puratah avasthitin iva (PV 11:282).

Those who are mad with passion, sorrow or fear and those who are tormented by
dreams of thieves and so forth see even absent objects as if [they were] standing
firm before [them].

The point that Dharmakirti is trying to make, therefore, is that through the inten-

4PVBh 327.3-4: vikalpasya paroksa-visayam eva riipam iti pratipaditam (v is cstablished that
o the nature of judgement is that its subject matter be absent).
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sive practice of meditation, one can eventually produce a vivid mental representation
of an object by sheer will power, just as those who are very confused can have vivid
hallucinations. But while it shows that there can be vivid experiences of objects aside
from the direct cognition of what is present to the senses, the verse does not provide
a convincing argument as to why one should accept the fact that meditation can pro-
duce those vivid cognitions. Moreover, it does not explain why one should believe that
those experiences, even if vivid, are devoid of judgement. Leaving the first problem
aside for the moment, Dharmakirti addresses the second in verse 283 where he claims
that whatever cognition is connected with judgement cannot be vivid.

na vikalpanubaddhasya asti sphutdrthavabhasita
svapue api smaryate na ca tat tadri-arthavat (PV I1:283).

What is connected with judgement does not have the appearance of a vivid
object. And what is remembered even in a dream has no such object.

Aé Manorathanandin reports in his commentary (PVV 121.9-11), the second half
of this verse must be taken as a response to another objection which an opponent
could build on the basis of Dharmakirti’s earlier reference to madness or confusion as
an element capable of producing vivid experiences of absent objects. The argument is
that if confusion can produce vivid hallucinations, certain dreams which are obviously
the result of confusion should alo contain vivid cognitions. Yet, since it is too often
recollections that occur in dreams and since recollections are conceptual activities,
the occurence of vivid dreams, the possibility of which was admitted in verse 282, is a

counterexample to the claim of verse 283ab about the mutual exclusion of judgement

-~ . and vividness. But as Manorathanandin writes, while dreams have a certain degree

of vividness, it is nothing compared to the vividness of the experiences we bave when -

awake. Accordingly, dreams do not really qualify as insta'qf':es of vivid cognitions of
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. imaginary objects; hence Dharmakirti’s restatement in verse 283 above®. But contrary
to what happens in the case of dreams, what is produced by meditation does have a

vivid appearance and is deveid of judgement.

asubha prthivi-krisnadi abhiitam api varnyate

spastibham nirvikaipam ca bhavana-bala-nirmitam (PV [1:28:).
tasmat bhitam abhiitam va yat yat eva ati bhavyate
bhdvana-parinispattau tat sphutakalpa-dhi-phalam (PV 11:285).

(284] A meditation object of impure earth, even though it is not [physically]
present [and] it has been constructed through the power of meditation, is
described [by us] as having a vivid appearance and as being devoid of judge-
ment. [285] Therefore, whatever is meditated upon very much, whether it is
present or not, has a vivid and non-judgemental cognition as its consequence
when one has perfected the practice of meditation.

Accordingly, to Dharmakirti’s mind yogic intuition is a category of seusalion. And

he wraps up his argument by saying:

tatra pramanam samvadi yat prak nirnfta-vastuvat
tat bhavana-jam pratyaksam istam Sesah upaplavah (PV 11:286).

In that context, the sensation arising from meditation that is reliable, like [med-
itation on] an object previously established, is accepted as a means of knowing,
The rest are impediments,

In order to evaluate Dharmakirti’s argument in these last three verses, il is neces-

5PVV 121.9-11: nanu viplava-vasit vikalpakam api svapne spastabhath jilana bhavati ity iha.
svapne 'pi smartam smaragam kincid utpadyate. na ca tat prabodhivasthayim tideg-arthavat
yadrso nirvikalpenanubhiito 'rthas tadrsarthena yuktam smaryale. kit tarhi aspastirthamn ceva
svapna-smaranam smaryate ([Opponent] Is it not the casc that becaunse it is under the influence
of confusion even the judgemental cognition occuring in a dream is vivid? [Reply] Souie recollection
occurs even in dream. And it is not the case thal what is experienced by non-judgeniental cognition
in the waking state is like the object recollected in a dream. Rather, the recollection in a dream
lacks vividness.}, Prajiidkaragupta presents a similar argument in PVBh 327.4-7: svapne 'pi vikalpil)
paroksa-visayakardl samvedyante, na ca te spastivabhasinab. viplava-balit tu spastayin na kincit
svapnddisv aspastam bhavet. drsyante ce svapne 'py anubhiita-smaranakard vikalpds tasmin na
viplavdd vikalpasyipi. tato nirvikalpa eva parisphutékaral pratyayal (Judgements that represent
absent objects are experienced even in dreams, and these judgements do not have a vivid appearance.
Now if we suppose that the vividness [of a cognition] is due to the power of confusion, nothing
in dreams and so forth would lack vividness. Yet because judgements in the form of recollected
. experience {which is never as vivid as the direct experience itself] are also observed in dreams, the

vividness of a judgement is not due to confusion. Therefore only non-judgemental cognition has a
vivid image.).
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sary at this point to draw a distinction between at least two types of judgement. As
we saw in the previous chapter (cf page 55), with the termination of mental sensation
there arises a particular type of judgement, which we called perceptual judgement,
which corresponds to the activity of assigning a name or a property to the men-
tal image of one specific continuum of aggregated atoms. An example of perceptual
judgement would be: “This is a brown table.” This is the most primitive kind of
judgement, there is, and we make use of it almost instinctively with respect to familiar
objects such as tables, chairs, colours, etc.

A second type of judgement which was not discussed in chapter two and which will
only briefly be discussed here, consists in making connections between manifestly dif-
ferent objects. Its formation requires the presence of at least two distinct constituents
or the presence at different moments of no less than two instances of the “same”
constituent. This is an important difference with the type of judgement mentioned
above which requires the presence of only one constituent. This second category of
judgement also operates at a different level of processing than the perceptual judge-
ment, and in fact presupposes the existence of the latter in order to identify each of
the constituents before establishing a relation. In other words, while ciirect Sensory
and mental sensation of an object is sufficient to give rise to a perceptual judgement
and does not require the use of additional concepts, the second category of judgement
does require the presence of concepts. Hence I will call this second type of judgement
conceptual judgement because it is a judgement about concepts, as opposed to the
perceptual judgement which refers to objects of sensation. Examples of conceptual
judgements would be the principle of causality and the inference “this is the cause of
that”.

Notwitstanding their differences, one important characteristic that these two types
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of judgement have in common is that they can be used even in the absence of the
object(s) to which they are meant to refer, so that one can think about brown tables
or causal relations without actually being a witness of these events. In this respect,
concepts such as table or causality can serve in another conceptual process with which
everyone is familiar: recollection. Unlike perceptual judgements, and similarly with
conceptual judgements, the occurence of recollection precludes the presence of the
sensory object. That is to say, the very presence of the object prevents the possibility
of a judgemental activity such as recollection from occuring. For we mean by rec-
ollection the effort to recreate, by means of the concept with which it is associaled,
a mental image of an object that is at the moment unavailable to the seuses. The
mental image resulting from the act of recollecting is not, however, a real object; il
is simply a mental construction, a judgement. Moreover, it is usually not as vivid as
when the event to which it refers is present to the senses. Unless, argues Dharmakirti,
one undertakes the practice of meditation. And indeed, both the perceptual and the
conceptual judgements can serve in the practice of meditation.

The nature of these meditation practices is revealed by Dharmakirii’s reference in
verse 284 to meditation objects such as impure earth and so forth, which Manoratha-
nandin explains as referring to the ability of the yogin to project an image of a bloated
corpse—so that desire will not arise upon seeing a beautiful woman, for example®.
This practice, which is thoroughly described by Buddhaghosa in his Visuddhimagga
(VisIV) together with meditations on some forty other objects (Vis [11l), strikes as

a good example of what can be achieved through the intermediate of a perceptual

SPVV 121.13-4: asubha vinilaka-vipiryakasthisamkaladika prihi-ketsnadi abhiitam asatynm api
bhavana-balena nirmitarh spastabham nirvikalpakar: casmabhir varpyate (A meditation object e
of impure earth and so forth, such as a corpse, a rotting corpse and a skeleton, even though il is not
present [or] real and it is constructed through the power of meditation, is described by us as having
a vivid appearance and as being devoid of judgement).
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judgement. Briefly, one begins such practicé by staring at a corpse and constanti,
recalling that it is indeed a dead body, until the sign arises; that s, until one can
visualize the corpse at wiﬂ. aven with eyes closed so that the physical l'll'(‘h‘(‘.t]q_'l‘ ol the
corpse is no longer necessary for the meditation practice to proceed, Note that the
arising of the sign introduces an important difference in the procedure of this teclinique
from what is done before the sign has arisen. The diflerence is that in the beginning
of the practice one stares at an external visual object and repeatedly associates the
concept “_corpse” with it, while af‘ter one is capable of visualizing the corpse even with
eyes closed, each further meditation session will not require the presence of the cm:|.>m-=
for its success. Insté'ad, upon repeating ﬁlental[y the word or concept “curpsc"’, a
vivid imagé of a corpse will be produced. We find, therelore, that the recoliection of
a concept is essehtial.at every stage of this practice, and especially at i.l.l(: higher lcﬁ%l
of visualization. But how can the concept give tise to a non—concq)i.uai cognition?
With this question we are back to the objection raised against Dharmalkirti al
the Beginning of this section and, having covered all the verses which he dedicated
. to yogic intuiti_dn, we find that he was unable to provide a satisfactory answer o it.
Indeed, he is content with éaying in verses 284-5 (cf page 83) that meditation cl;)cs
| lead to vivid cognitions of concepts and his argument stops there. But perhaps we
should not be surprised by the brevity of his argument since this question is never
really answered even in meditation manuals. Yet, this problem must be solved ['or:
Dharmakirti’s decision to include yogic .intuition among the category of sensai,‘ion Lo

be justified, so that it cannot be dismissed so easily.
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3.2.1 Meditation on perceptual objects

A possible solution Lo the question of how meditation on a concept can give rise to a
non-conceptual cognition springs from the fact that the concepts used in meditations
on such things as corpses and so forth are associated with a particular ebject of.
sensation at the beginning of the practice. That is to say, the experience at the core
of the meditation is, at the beginning, not a cof;cept but a vivid and non-conceptual
cognition of a visual stimulus. More accurately, as we have seen in the p[evioﬁs
chapter, in this visual cognition it is not the external aggregation of atoms that we
diréctly know, but rather the image that it produces in the mind and which is known
by mental sensation. The meditation practiée,l even in its beginiﬁng when its object
is thought to be an external stimulus, therefore starts, like any othér e;\cperience, with
a vivid mental'experieﬁce. And it is to such a series of mental sensations that the
conCebt (or perceptual judé'ement) is applie(i.l As the meditation.proc‘eeds,‘however,
alter the atl'ising of fhe sign, we find that the perceptual judgement does not come to
mind as a result of the occurence of a series of rrif,;ntal sen’sa.yion, but ratherrthat'i‘t
arises before the mental sensation of the image of the corpse and serves as the object
of recollection in an attempt to recreate the image which was cognized ‘in the first
pha‘selof 11{.éditation by mental sensation. We find, therefore, that the whole process
is circular in thét it begins and ends with a .non—conceptual, vivid mentali image. For
whilein the first phase it is a vivid menfal image. created by an external stimulus that
gives ri.se to the perceptual jludgelnent, in the second phése it is the recolléction of
the judgement that recreates the mental inﬁ.ge. And it is when these two images are _

identical one with the other,’ when the image pr..oduced by recollection is as vivid as

the one produced by the external stimulus, that the meditation becomes perfected.

T
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The only difference between these images is that the one rvsuli;ing‘ from the perlection
of meditation is produced, during the visualization, independently of the activity of
the senses, while the one produced in mental sensation and at the l_wginniné; of the
meditation practice is dependent on the activity of the senses. The point then is
that because the thing which one attempts to recreate meutally was at the outset a

non-conceptual obje t, there are reasons to believe that it is possible to l\zt\"v-\'i\'hl

visnalizations of corpsés and similar objects through the perlection of meditation.

3.2.2 Meditation on conceptuaii‘ objects

But while this argument could explain the vivid and non-conceptual visualization
of perceptual objects (i.e. objects of perceptfial judgement}, it still remains to be
shown whether it alsc}i'solves the case of meditations on conceptual objects (i.e. objects

of conceptual judgement); that is to say, meditations on such things as causality,

impermanence, etc. This:question is of great importance since, as Prajnakaragupta

writes later on in his commentary, thﬁse meditations on perceptual objects such as
corpses and so forth do 1161; lead to liberat;iiv.c\)n—ﬁhough they can lead to various high
levels of concentration and serve to temporarily eliminate craving (cf Vis 11l to X7
It is only the meditation on the four noblé truths that has this power Lo liberate the
meditator. And since they are a conceptual object insofar as they establish universal

‘relations between events such as craving and discontent, our examination of Dharma-

kirti’s account of yogic intuition will be incomplete until we have considered whether

"PVBh 327.14~5 and 19: atattva-manaskiratvid asubhidinan nakise prehivy-adinam sambhivaly.
atha prthivy-adhayo 'pi vydyante yogi-pratyaksena drsyamanatvat. [...] tatra yoginim yady apy
amT pratibhdsante tathapi karyirtham asav atattva-riipaiva bhivana (Such things as impure carth
and so forth do not appear in the air from the fact of concentrating on falsity. Yet, these things are
experienced through introspection by yogic intuition. {... But} in this case, -although they appear
clearly to yogins, nevertheless from the point of view of achieving a goal this meditation is of the
nature of falsity.). '
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meditation on conceptual oi)jects can lead to vivid non-conceptual cognitions, as Is
possibly the case with perceptual judgements. -

The first thing to note about the meditation on conceptual objects is that like
the meditation ca perceptual objéc*_‘s it can begin with the observation of physical
sensations, such. as the sensations on tile body. Being aware of the body, tl‘-_e.-yogin
trying to understand the fom- noble truths will try to nqtice the rise..#lld fall of
bodily sensations and will simultaneously call to mind the r;oncépt‘of impermaience -
in a form such as “matériality is impermanent”. As coq;entrat_ién impl_‘ov,e:s,.]1-:;;’-:!1‘(;:

eventually becomes aware of the flow of sensations on the body, of the quick rise

and [all of sensations, and therefore has an .experience on the basis of which it is

possible to conclude not only conceptually, but also experientially, that inétei‘iality ;

is indeed impermanent, momentary. The validity of the judgement “materiality is .

impermanent” therefore becomes more and more evident as the meditation proceecls,-
and reaches thé state of an unassailable truth once the yogin direct.liy.experiences the
events at the source of the judgement. -‘ ;
In the same wdy that one develops an experiential understanding of im&g_m&nente,
it is possible to develop a;n experiential understanding of p‘a‘tinfulpess and 11011-sélf, the ™~
otiler two principles at the core of the four noble truths. In the case of painfulness,
one remains mindful of the rise and fall -‘;;)f bodily sensations and judges them as
lollows: “ma.t‘griality is painfﬁl since it is subject to destruction.” In the case of non-
sell, the judgément is: “matériality is not self since it has no core” (Vis XX:14-6):
Upon observing both body é11d 'ﬁﬁnd in terms of impermanence, painfulness and non-
self, one eventually acquires experiential knowledge of the validity of these truths as
applied to the entirét-y of the aggregates of personality, and it is this knowledge that

will lead to dispassion and to the end of misery.
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'_ non-conceptual knowledge of the principle of i.mlqlel'nla,lléiice. “ -

But aithough it has a strong basis in experience, it s dithicult to sce how this

thorough understanding ol the universal applicability of impermancuce, painfulness

and non-self could be acquired independently of conceptual activity. Tor what is

known through these meditations are relations between events, For example, in the
case of the knowledg.e of impermanence what is experienced directly, vividly and non-
conceptu.a,lly through the senses is first the presence ol a bodily fecling and then, a
moment later, the absence of a bodily feeli.n g.'- The relation between these two events
cannot be grasped by the senses, howevgr, since one bl' the two events, namely the

presence of a bodily feeling, now belongs to the past and the senses can ouly know

what is immediately present. The relation between the two events can therefore only

be known upon recollection of the event from the past, and since recollection is

‘conceptual activity the cognition is conceptual and cannot be a seusation. Another

conceptual activity also occurs after the recollection of the past event: the csi.a,llalis?iy

ment.of its relation to the present event, which relation is essential to the concliition

that materiality is i"mpermanent. In bhis light, it seems i.mpos‘:}ibl‘c to ever have a

: o I j .
And the mtugtlon‘ls rr__mch t:he same wl-g_:h the kriowledge of pamhilne_s;; and nou-

self For a.lthough it is p0551ble tha,t one has a vuy vivid expulencv of pjm during Lthe

i \.' - -

practlce of medlta.tlon, the 1ea,hza,tlon of pa.mfulness let is suppo ul o’ bun& about,
) S .?\‘;: \\
hbera,tlon is the reahzatmn that. pamfuhM:SS is a characteustlc of ever Y1 )sy(,ho physical

p. ey T
£

phenomena,'-not on]y of the'ones experienced at the moment. And since judging on Lhe

Tl

" basis of the observance of a few instances of painftilness that everything is marked by

painfulness is an inference, the full realization of this first noble truth is a conceptual
activity. As for the realization of non-self, this is also an inference based, this time, on

i
o

the non-observation of an enduring self—as opposed to the observation of non-self-—in
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the totality of one’s body and mind. And even if it is admitted that the ngin can
survey his/her entire psycho-physical structure objectively and non-conceptually, the
knowledge of non-self is not complete until the inference is drawn.

We must conclude, therefore, that the vogin’s knowledge of all three aspects of
the four noble truths, even when in deep meditation, cannot be acquired without at
least some trace ol conceptual thinking. This shéuld not come as a surprise, however,
since Vasuvandhu, who had a great influence on the thought of Dignaga and Dharma-
kirti, had alread.y acknc_)'wledged that impermanence, painfulness and non-seif were
general properties (AKBh VL:14) which cpuld only be discerned by the intellect. In
fact, Dharma.l‘\jﬁ'ti himself held the view that general properties could only be known
by inference—hence co.nceptua.lly, while‘only particlﬂar propérties could be known by
sensation. But ;1f he really beli;s:ved that general properties were mental conétru(;ts,

why claim that the principles of the four noble truths are known non—conceptuéﬂly by

‘.
1,
e

%

the yogin? -
Before rejecting Dharmakirti’s account of yogic intuition as inconsistent and incon-

clusive, let us look at one last possible interpretation of his position.

3.2.3 Solution: self-awareness 5 e

As we have seen in chapter two Dhai‘mzik?rti defended a view :a.cco.1§1'i'ng to which each
moment of awareness has both an oqu:tive and a cogll_itiire‘_._a.sr;.;aét. ?It is ﬁot impossible
that the understanding of non-self, as was suggested at that t‘.‘ime (cf Igla;ge 50), lie in
the direct perception of the simultaneous rise and fall of these two afésbects of awareness
and the realization that since they occur together there cannot be any enduriﬁg self
separate from the objects of cognition. ‘In other words, with the'repeatéd meditation

upon an object the distance between the cognizer and the object decreases until
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there is the experience of there being no ditference between the vogin and the object
of meditation. .Aud this experience of unity between the subject and the object of
e:icwi-_i:e"z"i_en.ce could be regarded as an instance of ‘experient,ia‘l knowledge of non-self.
As it was 1‘}_1entioned above, however, in order Lo fully understand nou-sell, one must
step out of ‘L'hat; experienée and use it as an inferential sign toward the conclusion
that the whele continuum of body and mind lacks a sell. Accordingly, aithough the
experience rﬁay be devoid of_ concept, the understanding of the experience, which iz
what Dharmakirti meant by yog‘ic: intuition, is not. Yet, this does not mean that there
is no possibility for the intuition to count as a .category of sensation since this picce
of inferential knowledge can be known divectiy by self-awareness.”

It is indeeﬂ_ a characteristic of Dharmakirti’s system that every act of-awareness,
whether concéptual ot not, is self-evident insofar as it does not require the presence
of another morﬁent of awareness to make itself known {cf pa”g‘e‘{)?). As aresult, Lhe
cognition of a-mental cognition ‘is always direct and nbn—concéptual _l{i’iq\vicclgc. Now
if we look at the yogic intuition of impermanence, -painfulnv.ss mld uﬁn—séll"in Lhis
light, we find that while it must be admitted that the act of making the inflerence
“there is no self” is indeed a conceptual act and that it plays a very significant role
in the a.__ttainﬁwnt of freedom, it must also be admitted that unless one knows thal.
one has made this valid inference, it is very unlikely that the inference will have the
psychological ﬁower necessary to stop the cycle ‘of craving and misery V-V.‘i]i(:ll 1'1,:1(—:(I.
the life of the yogin before the experience of no_n-sélf , painfulness and im pern‘na.ncnée
occurred. And since the knowledge of each menta.lk::(-:vent, aécording to the ﬂot;ion
of self-awareness, is a non-conceptual knowledge, there is now a wa,f lo support the
argument according to which the yogin’s cognitioniof impermanence, i)éirifnllness a.hd

P

non-self is a piece of non-conceptual knowledge. Dharmakirti’s puzzling statement,

92



that a yogin can have non-conceptual knowledge ol a conceptual truth can therelore
be understood to mean that yogic intuition is the awareness of the judgement “there 1s
no self”, once this judgement has been validated by the test of meditative experience.
In other words, the yogin’s intuition is really a type of mental sensation which is given
another name only because it is the outcome of meditation and because its object is a
set off:bncepts whose close correspondence té reality enables the meditator to achieve

[reedom from discontent.

3.3 Validation of yogic intuition

Now that we have inveétigated the nature of the yogic intuition, we must ask whether
there are any criteria by means of which we could differentiate faulty intuitions from
those that are veridical. For it is evident from looking at Dharmakirti’s treatment
of this special kind of cognition tilat the vividness of the experience does not at all
~ guarantee that it is in éccordancé with réality; hallucina,tioﬁs are exa.mf)lés of vivid
experiences which are nonetheless ﬁompletely false (PV 11:282), and so are 1ﬁgditati0ns
on falsehood (PV I ‘?85) We must therefore look elsewhere than at the Vividness of
a yogic 1ntmt1011 to determine its truthfulness.

Fortunately we do not have to look very far since Dharmakirti was aware of the
problem with the validation of yogic intuitions and identified at least two criteria in the
last verse of his .discussio.n ;)f yogic intuii%on by means ‘of which we could distinguish

genuine intwitions from hallucinations. Let us first quote this important verse.

tatra pra.manam samvad] yat prak mrmta—vastuva,t
tat bhavaua—_]a,m pratyal-.sam istam Sesh upa.plawa.h (PV 11:286).

In tha\. context, the sensation arising from meditation that is reliable, like {med-
itation on] an ob ject previously established, is accepted as a means of knowing.
The rest are impediments. o o
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As the verse clearly states, the first criterion is that the meditation be reliable: that
1s to say, the knowledge which is acquired at the end of the practice of meditation mst
enable one to achieve the expected result®. In that sense a given meditation practice
may be reltable with respect to a givep purpose and unreliable with respect to another.
For example, the meditation on corpses and so forth, while it successfully prevents t.l.u:
ariéing of sexual desire upon seeing a beauti{ful woman, is nevertheless unreliabic when
it comes to achieving complete freedom trom disconltent, which is thie ultimate goal
of religious practice. In a religious context, Dharmakirti argues that onlu\? medilation
on the four noble fruths is reliable since only the thorough experiential _iknmvlenlgc
of the .principles of the four nobl;: truths which crowns the practice ol meditation is
powerful enough to put a definite end to _th_é mental ‘habits that imprison us in lhe
cycle of discontent and rebirth..This 15 at least what Manorathanandin says should be
understood by fhe passage “meditaﬂon on an object previouély .establis_hed“ since he
takes the word “prag” (previousb) to refer to the first chapter of PV where Dharma-
kirtiis busy trying to give a logical basis for the four noble truths (PVV 121.20-1). For \.:
Dharmakirti, the yogic intuitions that must be rejected as faulty are therelore those
thé.t conflict vﬁth the teachings of the Bﬁcldha. It appears, then, that hig appeal to
~ reliability is not really sincere and that in the final analysis Dharmakirii is making a
return to ﬂogma,t.ism since he will acq_epi;' as true only the yogic intuitions thal confirm
what he already accepts intellectuaﬂly to be tllle case.

But calling Dharmakirti a dogmatist inay be throwing false accqsa,t;ions al him.

For as was just mentioned, a careful look at the content of PV I reveals that:Dharma-

8Note ‘that reliability was already mentioned as a criterion for truth in chaptler one when we
looked at Dharmalkirti’s definition of truth (cf page 20). Also the sense in which the term arthakriyi
is used: here is not the same as the one employed to define the object of sensory cognition, whose -
reliability lies in the fact that it is capable of causing cognition {cf page 37). Rather, arthakriya *
means, in the context of yogic intuition, the capacity to fulfill a purpose. o
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kirti spares no energy trying to provide a logical basis for the four noble truths.
Certainly, one may question the validity of his arguments, but at the same time it
must be admitted thal Dbarmakirti will not be happy with a religious doctrine that
contradicls experience and is logically unaccountable. In this respect, it is possible
that his confidence in the four noble truths is not a sign of dogmatism, but perhaps
stimply a sign that Lo his own satisfaction the teachings of the Buddha are coherent and
true. And this brings us to the second criterion for denouncing faulty yogic intuitions
and confirming those that are valid: logical consistency.

But that he appealed to logical consisten.c_y as a cfiterion for true yogic intuitions
should not come as a surprise since he, his commentators and even the Buddha insisted
that one should undertake the practice of meditation only after the validity of the
object to be used in the meditation had been established by means of critical thinking
(cf pages 15 and 76). And insofar as the object of intuition was already established
logically before one unciertook the practice of meditation, to find that meditation
confirms one’s beliefs should not be taken as a sign of dogmatism, but should inste#d
be. ;Nelcomed enthusiasticauy as an indicator that r(;.;mson is not incompatible with the
quest for sbiritual freedom. For if we call dogmatism any situation in which an action
or experiment givgs the expe(;ted results, it would seem that any sﬁccessful action,
from the most simple one of reaching for a pen to the most compick of scientific
- experiments, should also be regarded as dogmatic. So instead of jurnpi.ilng to quick
‘conclusions and calling Dharmakirti a dogmatist, I suggest that we politely identify the
flaws in his reasoning and be grateful that even though he flourished in a culture which
put a remarkable amount of emphasis on various kinds of yogic feats, he remained
unimpressed and appealed to logical consistency as a criterion f01; v@lidating yogic

intuitions.
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3.4 Summary

“We have seen in this chapter that despite Dharmakirti's controversial account of vogic
intuition, 14 is not impossible that ihe experience be a category ol scusation, as he
had set out to demonstrate in PV I1. Yogic intuition, as a sensation, is then the direct
awareness of the inference during vipasvana 111eclita‘t.i011 that everything is marked by
impermanenc;a, painfulness and lack of self; an awareness which enables the yogin
to replace the mental habits of cravillg and self-grasping by those ol dispassion and
equanimity which alone bring freedom and hap‘p'me.s's. But if yogic 'lnl,l.l‘li.'lon is merely
the awareness of one’s understanding of the principles at the core ol the four noble
truths, and if yogic intuition can be vahdated by- appeal to the laws ol logic, why
not simply say that it is this ‘t':oncepﬁual understanding that is most important for
liberation as opposed to saying that it is Fhe non-conceptual l.mowlcclgc of one’s con-
ceptual wisdom? In other words, why not make it clear that the yogin’s intuition is
a conceptual form of knowledge and define the experience as a valid inference which
brings peace of mind, instead of trying to Flisguise it as a special form of sensation?

- One way to expla.in Dharmakirti’s decision to favour the less lint;uil;ive of Lthe.two
alternatives and describe yp_gic intuition as a category ol sensation is, 1 believe, to
~ acknowledge that Dharmalkirti was aware of the problem ol induction. That 'i's.l,o
say, Dharmalkirti was awaré that while direct 'factﬁal kn.oﬁiedge is generally reliable, .-
inductive knowledge is never completely safe since it is always subject to refutation
by the discovery of hitherto unknown evidence. Consequently, in order to make the

'tealchings of the Buddha unassailable, he had no choice but to find a way to iﬁclucie his
intuition of the four nol:;k truths among the vq.rio:us types of sensations. And it would '.

be because conceptual kfiowle'dge does not have the psychological force which direct,



vivid, non-conceptual expericnce has, and cannot therefore produce the mental trans-
formation necessary lor the attainment of freedom, that Dharmakirti emphasized the
self-awareness aspect of the cognitive act, as opposed to its inferential and conceptual
aspects.

But while this explanation appeals to common sense insofar as it is generally agreed
that no descriptive knowledge of an event reveals as much as direct acquaintance
with it, the fact remains that the object of liberative knowledge 1s a concept, not a
particular. In terms of religious aspirations, ultimate reality therefore has the nature
of a universal cc‘;‘ln'cept. And this contradicts everything that Dharmakirti had set out
to demounstrate m his theory of language, according to which words and concepts are
never accurate repl":;esentations of reality and conceptual knowlec:ige is never as reliable
as what is known &irectly in sensation. So no matter 110W much the knoﬁledge of
impermanence, paii1f11lness and non-self is conducive to the pa.ciﬁca.tioﬁ of defilements,
Dharmakirti’s accounﬁ of yogic intuition will always remain controversial because it

undermines his effort to'refute the existence of universal properties.
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Conclusion

It was pointed out in chapter one that coutrary to the modern tendency Lo place high
emphasis on personal exberience and dispense with logical consistency, Buddhists
of clas.sical In&ia believed that 1t was important {o establish religious doctrines and
experiences on solid logical grounds before accepting them as true. Dharmakirli was
eimong those who adhered to this belief, and he wrote no less than seven l.rv.a.l.isvsr
- investigating the fature of knowledge, hoping to discover methods which would cnable
people to arrive at kndWlédge and achieve human perlection without having to rely
uncritically on scriptures and the testimonies of yogins.

In his effort, after stating that in order to be regarded as knowledge a cognition
must successfully lead to the realization of goals or reveal hitherto unknown things,
Dharmakirti said that there were only two ways to secure knowledge: either through
direct acquaintance with the object during sensation, or indirectly through inlerence.
As we have seen in the secoﬁd chapter, ordinary sensation is the mOSf. reliable means of
knowing because it deals with facts and is devoid of concept. It proceeds in two main
stages before the appearance of concepts. First there is'the cognit;ili‘\c'j"rrdf momentary
aggregations of atoms through any one of the five physical senses which, when :snc;
cessful, produces a mental image of the stimulus and arouses one’s attention. Once
attention is given to the sensory cognition, we are involved in the second Lype of

sensation discussed by Dharmakirti, mental sensation, which is another direct and
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non-coneeptual mode of cognition.. This category of sensation is very important in his
system for it is only at this stage in the cognitive process that we can begin to spedk
ol knowledge, since il 1s (;tlly upon directing one’s attention to the content of one'’s
mind that knowledge can occur. Accordingly, it has been argued that Dharmakirti’s
approach to knowledge could be described as phenomenalism—as opposed to realism
or idealism. The most interestin.g asiﬁec-t of mental sensation, however, is perhaps
Lhe fact that every mental phenomenon, whethe;r the result of sensory cognition or of
thinking, is said to be sclf-luminous insofar as there is direct awareness of the content
of one’s mind simultaneously with the awareness of that awareness; i.e. the awareness
of blue and the awareness of s.eeing both result from a single mental image of blue.
While sensory cognitidn and mental senéa.i;ibn describe the normal process of sen-
sation, the third type of sensation disqussed by Dharmakﬁti is more extraordinary;
it 15 called yogic iutuitioﬁ. As we have seen in the last chapter, this special cogni-
tion crowns thé practice of meditation on the four noble truths and consequently,
unlike sensory cognition and niental sensation, pertains to conceptual objects, not to
facts. There lies in fact the most serious problem with Dharmakirti’s account of the
yogic experience, for although it involves concepts and resembles an inference more
than .a sensation, Dharmakirti insisted that it be accepted as a category of sensation.
His reason for.holding such a coﬁnterintuitive position is péychologica,l in character,
rather than epistemological. He argues that the vividness of the knowl‘.edge of imper-
.mahen_ce‘, painfulneés and non-self acquired on the culmination of meditation practice
is psychologically as powerful as direct acquaintance with facts. Moreover, although
the yogin’s knowledge is conceptual and concepts are always false insofar as they are
incomplete approximations of reality, the knowledge of the fpur noble truths is differ-

ent from any other form of conceptual knowledge insofar as it alone successfully leads
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to the achievement of complete freedom, of nirvana. We have demonstrated, however,
tha.t appeal to vividness is not a sufficient reason.to regard the vogin's kmm'lvnlgvl
as a form of sensation because the concepts that are known by the yogin establish
relations between.events aud the establishment of relations is always a couceptnal act,
of which sensation is free by definition. We have seen, however, that by a‘l‘)pca.ling to
the notion of self-awareness, which is a property of every mental event, 1l was possible
to justify Dharmakirti’s decision to consider yogic intuition as a sensation. ludeed,
approached as a form of mental sensation, the yogin’s knowledge ol the f'uur noble
truths could qualify as a category of ndn—concept_ual knowledge if we emphasized not
its objective aspect, which is conceptual, but rather its sell-luminous aspect. In this
context, the yogin's intﬁition would be the non-concepltuai and divect, awareness of

having established experientially the truth of the inferences thal everything is marked

|

f

by impermanence, painfulness and non-self. S

Ly

Having recourse to self-awareness to disguise the yogin’s intuition as a form of
sensa.tibn is not satiéfa.ctory, hdwlever, eépecially since it does nothing to explain the
unexpected result that ultimate reality is now a conceptual object and noL". a particular.
The only consolation we can have frqm analysing Dlla-;‘n;akjl‘ti’s controvet‘si#l account,
of yogic intuitio;l is thus that in order to -be true, Dharmakirti says ti;zit, a yogic
experience. must not only lead to the expected result, but must also be logically
coherent. And in this l‘espéct, his system is a confirmation of the argument of ;,hc‘-
first chapter fhat epi;ter}{ology aqd its testing apparatus must be an integral part of -

the religious quest.
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