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anumiaa

arthakriya

avayavin

avisagvadin

GLOSSARY

Inference, cne of two types of veridical cognitive
activities (pram3pa in semse 1). Also, the con-
ceptual operation in perception, i.e., kalpand*

The useful function(s) that a real entity performs,
e.g., carrying water in the case of a pot, cooking
food in the case of a fire.

A whole, as opposed to the parts of a whole.
According to the NySya-Vaifesikas, a whole is an
entity ontclogically independent ¢f its parts,
residing in its parts by the relation of inherence
(samavdya). Dharmakirti demied this doctrine of
the whole, maintaining that the whole is nothing
more than its parts.

"Uncontradicted"; veridical. A cognition is wa-
contradicted if it is able to "deliver up" (prZpaga)
its object in the sense of resulting, if one acts
on the basis of the cognition, in the object one
reaches being the object the cognition led ome to
expect.

Any form of comceptual activity, including that of
the mental operation in a perception (see kalpand¥*).

The mental operation in perception, DharmakiIrti's
equivalent of perceptual consciousness. Its object
is a universal or concept. It is responsible for
transforming the fleeting, inherently uminteresting
sensory object (svalaksaga) into the perceptual
object, which is an enduring, substantive thing
admitting of classification and appealing to our
likes and dislikes.

The momentary entity that alone is real for Dharma-
kTrti. It is the object of sense (pratyaksga in
sense 2) and is a particular {svalakgaga). A
series of kganas form the "enduring entity"

(santana).



ar u

parimagdalya

prapaga

pratyaksa
samanya

saficita

santina

s ata

The atom of DharmakIrti's ontology. Most probably
an infinitesimal, i.e., something having positive
magnitude and not just spatial location but a mag-
aitude smallier than any assignable quantity.

The infinitesimal dimension of an atom (paramsgu).
Thought of as a globular shape, even though it is
a measure without finite extension.

1) Veridical cognition, both in general and specific
instances. Also, a specific type of veridical
cognition or a specific instance of such a type.

2) The most instrumental cause (k3ragasadhana) of

a veridical cognitionm.

"Delivering up"; what a cognition is able to do when
it accurately represents its object so that activity
directed towards that object is successful, i.e.,
the object reached is the object initially cognized.
A cognition that is able to "deliver up" its object
is an "uncontradicted" or veridical cognition.

1) Veridical perception. 2) Sensing.

A universal. Universals are conceptual in character
for Dharmakirti, nonmental in character for his
realist opponents (e.g., the NyZya-Vaisegikas).

One of the names for the aggregate of atoms that is
the sensory object. A term used by the Neo-
Sarvastivadins (according to K'uei Chi) and the
SautrZntikas (according to Kalupahana).

The “'stream" or series of momentary entities (kgana)
that we experience as the enduring perceptual object.

Jne of the names for the aggregate of atoms that is
the sensory object. A term used by the Sautrantikas
(according to K'uei Chi) and the Vaibhasikas
(according to Kalupahana).

Gross character; the feature of uminterrupted or

"g0lid" spatial extension, such as a color patch
in our visual field seems to have.

ix



sval a The sensory object; a momentary kgapa. It is a
particular as opposei to a universal (sZmanya),
universals being conceptual on DharmakIrti's
account.
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INTRODUCTION

DharmakIrti's Lifs and Works

Frauwallner speculates that DharmakTrti lived from A.D. 600
to 660.1 Sorting fact from legend in the accounts we have of
Dharmakirti's life,2 it is probable that he was born in the Deccan
in south India and that, coming from a well-educated family of
Brahmanical faith,-he was versed at an early age in Hindu philosophy.
Bu-ston reports he converted from Hindulism to Buddhism in a fit of
pique upon being insulted by an uncle_:_3 Taranatha reports it was upon
being praised by his teachers, which gave him the courage to read
Buddhist scriptures.4 Whatever the circumstances, upon his conver-
sion he left home for N3landd in the north to receive Buddhist
ordination from Dharmapidla and instruction in Buddhist logic from
fé%arasena, a pupil of Dign3ga. He is said to have read Dign3ga's

Pram@nasamuccaya three times with Isvarasena, surpassing even

Isvarasena's understanding of it at the third reading.” Isyarasena
thereupon reputedly declared Dharmakirti to be the equal of Dignaga

and urged him to compose a commentary on the Pram'ﬁqasamuccaya.6

Before undertaking this commentary, Dharmakirti returned to
southern India for a time, presumably taking special instruction in
the more esoteric doctrines of his Hindu adversaries. The triumph
of Hinduism in the south disturbed him, and he embarked on a career of

proselytizing and debate in defense of Buddhism. TZranZtha reports



that he converted hundreds at a time, sending many timorous rivals
fleeing to the north. ’ He came into favor with King Utphullapuspa
of  the Vindhyacala somewhere towards the middle of his life. Under
the patronage of this king, he wrote his Seven Treatises on logic,
the most important of which was his ccmmentary on Dign3ga's

Pramdpasamuccaya, the Pramdpavirttika. His works were not well

received initially,8 and it is said that certain jealous persons
tied the pages of his texts to the tail of a dog and scattered them

through the streets.9 Dharmakirti closed the Prawdnasarttika (at

least on some versions of the textlo) with a gloomy verse that

Stcherbatsky translates as: "My work will find no one in this world
who would be adequate easily to grasp its deep sayings. It will be
absorbed by, and perish in, my own person, just as a river (which is

."11 Although DharmakIrti's

absorbed and lost) in the ccean. . .
works evidently came to be read in the philosophical circles of his
day, he seems not to have enjoyed fame in his lifetime. He is

recorded as dying in Kalinga in a monastery he himself had fOunded.12

DharmakIrti's Seven Treatises are the Pramfnavarttika, the

Pram3gavinigcaya, the Nyayabindu, the Hetubindu, the Vadany3ya, the

Sagbandhapariks3, and the SamtiZnintarasiddhi. The Pramagavarttika,

as mentioned, is his commentary.on Dign3ga's Pram3gacamuccaya. The

Praménavinié&aya and the Ny3yabinmdu, in the opinion of some, are

essentially abridgments of the'PramE’gavErttika.13 The .Hetuoindu and




Vaganyaya deal with the logic of the syllogism, and the Sagbandha-

pariks3d with the problem of relation. The Samt3nZntarasiddhi

constitutes a refutation of solipsism in the school of Yogicdra, the
school of Buddhism to which DharmakIrti belonged. DharmakIrti
composed two autocommentaries in addition to these Seven Treatises,

one on the Svarth@numdna chapter of the PramZnavdrttika and ome on

the Sagbandhaparikg3. Although other literary works have been

ascribed to him,lk these are the extent of his logical and

eristemological works.

Regarding the subject matter of the Pramdnavirttika,

DharmakIrti basically continued the work begun by Dign@ga in the

Pramdpasamuccaya. Dign3ga had advanced in the Pram3nasamuccaya a

novel epistemological theory restricting the modes of veridical
cognition (pramina) to two and limiting each mode to its own species
of object. Veridical cognition was either an act of sensing
(pratyaksa) taking for its object a particular (svalaksanaj), or an
act of inferring (anumZna) taking for its object a universal

(s@m3nyalaksana). DignZgs had advanced the theory in brief;

DharmakIrti undertook to develop it in full. He greatly elaborated
upon the theory's important temets. For example, the all-important
limitation of the modes of veridical cognition to two, which Dign3ga
had accomplished in ome verse, Dharmakirti set our in seventy-five

verses.15 Dharmakirti even went so far as to revise certain parts



of Dign3@ga’s thecry with which he disagreed. The final result was
a text that, although technically a commentary, is for all practical

purposes an original and highly independent work.

When Dign3ga first advanced the theory of the two pram3gas
and their restriction to separate objects, he suffered a great deal
of criticism from members of other philosophical schools. Hindu
and Jain theories of knowledge recognized up to six prama3pas
and allowed for certain omes to mix their sphere of operationm.

(The Naiyayikas, for example, numbered the pram3pas at four and
maintained that the umiversal was an object of sense as well zs
inference). The Buddhist theory was in direct opposition to these
theéries and elicited a strong response. Uddyotakara wrote his

Nyayavarttika to defend the Ny3dya view against Digndga, and Kum3rila

of the Mimamsakas and Mallavadin of the Jains attacked Digndga in
their major works. Dharmakirti, in effect, defended Dign3ga against
these critics, directing attacks of his own against Uddyotakara and
Kumdrila. He in turn came in for criticism, and a veritable battle
occurred in the centuries that followed DharmakIrti between the
Buddhists on the one hand and the Naiyayikas, Mimamsakas, and Jains
on the other. It produced such luminaries on the side of the
Buddhists as §%ntarak§ita of the eighth century. Prajfidkaragupta of
the early tenth, and RatnakIrti of the eleventh. It culminated

on the Ny3aya side in Jayanta Bhatta of the ninth century and



Vicaspati Midra of the tenth. Throughout the whole period,
Dharmakirti was recognized as the champion of Buddhism. It was

his works that were looked to for inspiration in the defense of
Buddhism. The period from the fifth century to the twelfth century
was a critical one in terms of the development of philosophical
ideas, and DharmakTIrti's role in ushering in this period and serving
as a major influence in it elevated him into one of the greatest
figures in the entire history of Indian philosocphy.

In spite of Dharmakirti's great impact and posthumous fame,
however, his pessimistic prediction as to the fate of his works
very nearly came true. His works disappeared from India in the
twelfth -century with the disappearance of Buddhism. His Seven
Treatises were preserved in foreign translation (all, for example,
are preserved ir Tibetan); but, with the exception of the Pramiga-
varttika and the Nyayabindu, all were lost in their original Sanskrit.

Like other texts of its time, the PramZnavarttika was written

in extremely terse Sanskrit verse that lent itself to memorization.
It was intended to be studied in tandem with a commentary under the
supervision of someone already familiar with the text. The exist~
ence of a commentary and an oral tradition were thus important to
its transmission and interpretation. DharmakIrti himself composed
a commentary on only one of its four chapters, leaving the other

three to be commented on by his followers.



4s traditics has it (a poiat disputed by Raniero Gnolilf),
suitable commentaries on.the remzaining three chapters were a long
time forthcoming. Devendrabuddhi (630-690)17, DharmakIrti’'s
immediate disciple, has gone down in history as not up to the task;
Dharmakirti is recorded as having rejected his commentary on these
three chapters two times before reluctantly accepting it a third.18
Dharmcttara, a century later (730-800 or 750-810) , was evidently
equal to the task but commented only on the one chapter of the

Pramdnavarttika alrszady commented on by DharmaKirti himself;

otherwise, Dharmottara contented himself with commenting onm the

shorter texts of the Pramagaviniééaya and the Nyayabindu. The

commentaries of $Zkyabuddhi (660-720), Prabh@buddhi (c. eighth
century), and Ravigupta (eighth century, according to Gnolilg)

are the only other (Indian) commentaries known to have existed
before the tenth century (except in Gﬁoli’s opinion; he places
Karnakagomin and Praifidkaragupta around the time of S%kyabuddhizo).
Karnakagomin's commentary, whether seventh century as Gnoli insists
or tenth century as others hold,Zl covered only the ome chapter
commented on by DharmakIrti; and so did the tenth century commentary
of ééﬁkarinanda. Only the tenth century commentary of
Manorathanandin, and the commentary of Prajf3karagupta (tenth
century unless Gnoli is :ightzz), adequately dealt with the three
chapters not commented ou by DharmakIrti. Prajhiakaragupta's

commentary, the Pramdnavarttikabh3sya or Varttik3lahk3ra, was




extensive and philosophical; Manorathanandin's Pramanavarttikavrtti

was shorter and more philological. Prajfidkaragupta’s commentary was
commented on in turn by Jina (c. 940), Yamari (c. 1050), and
Ravigupta.23

Ne sooner had the commentaries appeared, however, than
Buddhism suffered its demise in India. With its disappearance, the
commentaries suffered the same fate as the original works.
Prabh3abuddhi’s commentary was lost altogether. PrajAdkaragupta's,
Manorathanandin's and Karpakagomin's commentaries alone survived in
Sanskrit, the rest being preserved only in foreign tramslation.

This same story was repeated in the case of the commentaries

on DharmakIrti's other works. The Praﬁinavinié&aya, for example,

had been commented on by Dharmottara, Dharmottara's commentary in
turn being commented on by J#3nasribhadra and Anandavardhana.
Anandavardhana's commentary was completely lost, and Dharmottara's
and JAZnadribhadra's commentaries survive only in translation. The
Nyayabindu had been commented on by Dharmottara, VinItadeva,
§%ntabhadra, Kamala§&la, and Jinamitra. Dharmottara's commentary
was in turn commented on by Durveka Mié}a, Mallavadin, and two
anonymous authors. é%ntabhadra's commentary was completely lost;
Dharmottara's Nyayabindu and the four commentaries on it were the
only omes to survive im Samskrit.

The disappearance of the:Sanskrit texts was coupled with s

further loss: that of the oral tradition. The monks who survived



the devastaticn of the northern temples and centers of study fled

to safer places such as Tibet. They took the tradition with them,
leaving it lost to India. Without either the Sanskrit texts or the
oral tradition, DharmakIrti's philosophy could not survive. Although
it continued to be studied elsewhere, it fell iﬁto obscurity in
India.

Western scholars took up the study of DharmakIrti's works
only with the nineteenth century. The few Sanskrit manuscripts that
had managed to survive had been long hidden in forgottem places iﬁ
India or carried off to Tibet. Their recovery began in 1887 when

Peter Peterson found a copy of Dharmottara's Nyayabindutik3d in a Jain

temple in Gujarat. Something of what the discovery meant to him
is reflected in his words of his Third Report:

No. 215 is a Buddhist work, the only Buddhist

book in this library: aad my colleagues . . . will
sympathise with the feelings with which I came upon
it. I have already tried to convey to the readsr some-
thing of that sense of ruin and desolation which must
flow into the mind of him who, in this empty temple,
turns over these buried records of human faith and
love and sorrow. Here in the midst of it all is ome
solitary survival of a still older f.ith, of a yet

~ greater religion. . 24

Peterson reconstructed the Nydyabindu on the basis of the

Ny3yabindutikd; he then edited both works in 1889.2° His edition

26

was followed in 1904 by a Tivetan edition of the same two works.
In 1909 a Sanskrit edition of an anonymous commentary on Dharmottara's

Nyayabindut¥k3 appeared, in 1908-13 a Tibetan edition of the

Ny@yabindu together with VinItadeva's commentary, and in 1918



a second Sanskrit edition of the Ny3Fyabindu and Dharmottara's ;§k§.27

There were subsequent editions and, in addition to an early Russian
translation, later English translations; but these first editioms
were the earliest of any of DharmakiIrti's Seven Treatises or their
commentaries, except for a single Tibetan edition of the

Saptanantarasiddhi, together with Vinitadeva's Tik3, ia 1916.28

Of Dharmakirti’s two major works, the Pramanavarttika and

Pramggavinisﬁaya, nothing appeared until much later. As to the

Pramagavarttika, Frauwallner edited 145 out of its total 1453

verses in Tibetan (with some verses also in Sanskrit) in 1930-36,

including portions of Dharmottara's Apohaprakarana and a German

translation of both.29 The complete Sanskrit texts of the

Pramapavarttika and DharmakIrti's autocommentary, as well as the

commentaries of PrajAdkaragupta, Manorathanandin, and Karnakagomin,
were not even recovered until 1934 and 1935 when RZhula Sahkrty3yana
discovered them in Tibet. Sadkrtyayana brought out an edition of

the Pramanavarttika in 1938 and, beginning in the same year, a

second edition of this same text together with Manorathanandin's
commentary.so His edition of DharmakIrti's autocommentary and
Karnakagomin's commentary appeared in 1943; and his edition of
Prajfzkaragupta’s commentary, aside from part of one chapter which

31

appeared in 1935, waited until as late as 1953. In 1959, Dalsukhbhai

Malvania produced an edition of .the Svarthanumana.chapter of the

Pramdgavarttika together with DharmakIrti's autocommentary; and in
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1960, Raniero Gnoli re-edited the same two works.>? As to English
translations, Satkari Mookerjee and Hojun Nagasaki produced an

English translation of the first fifty-one verses of .the SvirthZnumZna

chapter of the Pramdgavirttika in 1964, and recently a tramslation

has been done (though not published) of verses 40 through 185 of

this same text and chapter, together with the autocommentary.33

There is also an unpublished translation of the Pram3@nasiddhi

chapter of the PramZnavarttika, and a translation of the Pratyaksa

chapter in the making.34

On the Prangaviniéiaya, nothing at all appeared until as
: g

late as 1966, when Tilmann Vetter brought out a Tibetan edition
(together with Sanskrit fragments) and a German tramslation of one
of its chapters.35 A Tibetan edition (together with Samskrit
fragments) of a second chapter, by Ermst Steinkellner, appeared in

1973.36

Of DharmakIrti's other logical works, all have at least
been edited.
The secondary literature developed slowly with the reappear-

ance of the texts. Most of it consisted of articles or chapters in books.

The two most notable exceptions were Satkari Mookerjee's Philosophy

of Universal Flux and Theodor Stcherbatsky's two volume Buddhist
Logic.37 The latter work appeared in 1930 (Volume 2) and 1932
(Volume 1) and contained, in the first volume, an English tramslation

of the Nyayabindu and Dharmottara's NyZyabindutIkd; and, in the

second, according to the author's own description, "a syathetical
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reconstruction of the whole edifice" of DharmakIrti's philosophy.38
Buddhist Logic is probably the most important work ever published
on DharmakIrti in English (or, for that matter, in any cther modern
language). It had an enormous impact and elevated Stcherbatsky to
the position of a worid authority on DharmakIrti. Most subsequent

literature of any substance on DharmakTIrti has beea heavily

influenced by it.

It can be seen from all this that DharmakIrti's works did
not disappear with his person as he feared but that there was
considerable difficulty in preserving them. They were understood
but not well. Problems in understanding his works persist today.
Textual study is plagued by the troublés of corrupt manuscripts and
imperfect editions. Mastery of the commentaries is complicated by
the fact that they do not exist in any one language. The irrevocable
loss of the Buddhist tradition in India, furthermore, insures that

interpreting them will remain a demanding task.

Dharmak¥rti's Philosophy

A Buddhist holds four basic beliefs: that life is marked
by suffering, that this suffering has its causes, that the causes of
suffering can be removed, and that the way of removing the causes of
suffering is by adherence to a specific eight-step program of

discipline taught by the Buddha. Suffering is engendered by a
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sequence of causes beginning with ignorance (avidyd). This
ignorance is of the true nature of things, of the way things really
are. Things are really ome way and we take them to be another; we
mistake them for something they are not. Our mistaking things for
something they are not leads us to respond to them in ways their
nature does not warrant, and they in turn continually frustrate our
expectations. The result is a state of discord. It is a state to
which we are subject even in the best of ecircumstances, leading to
the dictum that life as a whole is marked by suffering. This
suffering can be done away with by acquiring knowledge of the way
things really are (prajfid). Once things are known for what they
really are and are not mistaken for something else, we no longer
fall prey to false expectations and other such perturbations of mind
with respect to them. This state of being free from all such mental
disturbances is what the Buddhists mean by enlightenment. The Buddha
attained it during his lifetime and spent a great deal of effort
instructing others how to do likewise. It is the ultimate goal a
Buddhist seeks and the reason he considers himself a Buddhist at all.
Buddhist schools traditionally were grouped by Buddhists
themselves into four major sects: Vaibh3gika, Sautrantika, Madhyamiksz,
and YogEcEra.39 Each sect had its own account of what things truly
are and what it is we mistake them for. Differences of opinion
on these matters are what separated Buddhists of one persuasion from

Buddhists of another.
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Dharmakirti belonged to the school of Yog3cara. According
to this school, Consciousness alone exists, an impersonal, ideal
absolute. This Consciousness is in a fallen state. In its pure,
unblemished state, it is devoid of any content, or at least any
that is endowed with the sense of being either internal (antar)
and subjective (grahaka) or external (bzhya) and objective (grihya).
In its fallen state, however, it has such contents; and, in an act
of self-forgetfulness, it identifies itself with the contents
characterized by a sense of subjectivity. It feels that it is many
subjects--in effect, we unenlightened beings--confronted by a shared,
physical world. Dharmakirti appeals to the analogy of a dreamer
to explain. Just as a dreamer, dreaming, thinks himself to be some
subject in a phfsical world that is real enough so leng as he is
dreaming, so too Consciousness, ignorant and self-forgetful, thinks
that it is all we unenlightened beings at once in our shared physical
world. We are Consciocusness caught up in our own nightmare. Our
enlightenment consists in realizing that we are but Consciousness
forgetful of itself, a realization that brings Consciousmess to its
pure state in what is the equivalent of the dreamer waking.
Dharmakirti does not explain why all of us are not already enlight-
ened, there being in the past at least cne enlightened being; but
it may be that he thinks there are many Consciousnesses and not one
(as many as there are enlightened and unenlightened beings), a point

of Dharmakirti's philosophy that is not indisputably clear.
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DharmakIrti was not only a YogZcirin, he was also a
Sautr3ntika. His philosophy was a novel synthesis of both views,
made possible by the Buddhist belief in the doctrine of "two truths."

According to this doctrine, truth is of two sorts, ultimate
(paramartha) and provisional (samvrti). This distinction corresponds
roughly to the theistic distinction between God'; knowledge and
man's knowledge. Ultimate truth is the Indian equivalent of the

viewpoint sub specie aeternitatis; it is knowledge that cannot be

improved upon, the inner realization of which constitutes enlighten-
ment. Provisional truth is the least mistaken understanding of
things we can have short of knowledge of ultimate truth, the best
way for us to understand things while operating on 2 mundane level.
DharmakIrti adapted this doctrine of "two truths" so as to combine
Sautrantika and Yogacara views. He claimed that Yogacara is
ultimately true and Sautrantika provisionally true. Sautrantika

is the proper way of understanding things short of the truth of
enlightenment. Understanding one's situation along Sautrantika
lines is actuélly the first step towards enlightenment; possession
of such an understanding not only enables us to make the best semnse
of the state we are in but also to progress in an orderly way to thx
truth of Yogacara. Yogacara supersedes Sautrantika at the point
where we exchange the best possible mundane understanding of things

for the enlightened viewpoint.
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The SautrZntika view is realistic, unlike Yogacara: the
subject-object framework in which we operate is ultimate. By way of
explaining the mistake we ordinarily make in reéard to things, the
subjects and objects of our experience are not of the nature we
take them to be. We take them to be substrates: property-possessing
loci and enduring centers of change (Ftman). We take subjects to
be enduring, experiencing selves, and objects to be substantive.
pots and the like. But there are no loci underlying properties in
the Sautrantika ontology. There are only what Dharmakirti (in his
late Sautrantika terminology) calls svalaksanas. In a case of
internally directed perception, these are the equivalent of the
properties we assign to selves, e.g., emotions, sensations, ideas.
When we ostensibly experience an enduring, experiencing self or
"I," we are simply mistaking a set (or more accurately a series of
sets) of these svalakganas for this "I." What the gval as are
in a case of extermally directed perception is the subject of this
dissertation.

Combining Dharmakirti's SautrZntika and Yogac3dra views into
his two-level theory, each of us unenlightened beings really makes
two mistakes in terms of understanding the nature of things. First,
we mistake what are really only sets of mental and noanmental
svalaksanas for substrates qualified by these svalaksanas. In the
case of what is internal, for example, we mistake, say, an itch, a

moment of panic, and a desire to run (etc.) for a self having these
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experiences. Second, we mistake the subject-object framework in
which our experiences occur as final. To gain enlightenment, we
must come to experience the svalaksanas free from any sense of an
underlying substrate. We are then in a position to transcend
Sautrantika and realize the truth of Yogdcdara. The mental and non-
mental svalaksanas that as Sautr3ntikas we learned to experience
free from any sense of substrate are really but oppositely polarized
contents of an absolute Consciousness. We must now free them from
the subject-object framework by a2 complex process of meditation and
insight. Upon doing so, Consciousness gains its pristine state in
which it is uncharacterized by centents, or at least any polarized
into subject and objéct.40 Enlightenment has been reached, and we

no longer suffer.

Dharmakirti's éynthesis of Yogacara and Sautrintika served
the Buddhists of his time in certain ways. By then Buddhism had
fallen into disrepute, and the schools of Hindu realism held sway.
Part of the reason for this plight of Buddhism was the proliferation
of Buddhism into the four schools of Vaibhasika, Sautrantika,
Madhyamika, and Yogicira. Each school claimed a final say om the
word of the Buddha, and the conflict in their opinions undermined
the authority of any of them and of all of them. DharmakIrti
helped reduce the influence of the Hirndus by finding and justifyizng

a function for at least two schools: Sautr3ntika as imparting the
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Buddha's teaching regarding the best provisional understanding

of things, and Yog3cara as imparting his teaching as to what is
ultimately true. His synthesis served the added, rather unique
purpose of enabling Yogac3ra Buddhists to dispute with Hindu realists
on points of realism, a realm otherwise outside their province.

For now, although Yog3c3ra idealists ultimately; they were Sautrantika
realists provisionally, claiming for their realism a superiority

above all other versions of realism. Their dispute with the Hindu

realists sometimes worked to their advantage.

The Subject of this Dissertatiom

What is the svalakgana? Specifically, what is the svalaksana
in a case of visual perception, say, a case of what we.would loosely
call "seeing the moon"?

To repeat, to the extent that Dharmakirti is a Yog3carim, it
is the moon-shaped color expanse, a sensum of the sort entertained
in phenomenalism (a phenomenalism compatible with absolute idealism).
But what is the svalaksana for Dharmakirti to the extent that he is
a Sautrantika, aside from being something that we mistake for a
substrate?

It is not the phenomenalist sensum that it is for him as
a Yogacarin (only without this sensum being ultimately a content in an
absolute Consciousness). For DharmakIrti the Sautrantika is a repre-

sentative realist. He believes that behind sensa lie external entities
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that generate them; sensa are immediately known representations of
mediately known, nonmental generating causes. And for DharmakIrti the
Sautr3ntika, the svalaksapa is the generating cause, not the
representation. In other words, the svalakgapa is for DharmakTrti
the Sautrd@ntika the nonmental cause producing the very sensum that
is, for Dharmakirti the Yogacarin, itself the svalaksaga. Dharma-
kirti, a Sautrantika-Yogacdrin, believed to the extent that he was a
Sautrantika that sensa have nonmental causes and that these nonmental
entities and not the sensa they generate are the svalaksapas; but
to the extent that he was a YogacZrin, he believed that external
entities do not exist and that there are only externally ungenerated
sensa--and that these sensa are the svalaksagas.

Because svalaksapas are only mediately known in DharmakIrti's
Sautrantika realism, when we mistake a svalakgapa for a substrate
we are really mistaking its sensum for ome. And because the
svalaksana is only mediately known, the question arises, To what
extent does the sensum reduplicate its cause? Keeping to the moon
example, is the gvalaksapa like its sensum in all respects, i.e., is it
too a color patch, only a public, nonmental one instead of a private,
mental one? Or is it like its sensum in some respects but not others,
following a line of thinking like Locke's that distinguishes between
primary and secondary properties? Or is it utterly unlike its
sensum, i.e., a kind of RKantian noumenon? The question is important

because reality consists in svalaksapas.
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In this dissertation I will show that the sval a is
different from its sensum in more ways than just that the svalaksaga

is nonmental and the sensum mental. I will show that it is like

its sensum in many though not all respects. For I will prove that
it is an aggregate of another entity in DharmakIrti's ontology:
paramdnus. These are the atoms of his system: partless, very small
objective entities that are qualitative (and not substantive) in
character, i.e., atoms of color (sound, smell, taste, and touch).

A sgvalakgana is an aggregate of paramZnus; and as an aggregate, it
is like its sen#um in color, size, and shape, but unlike it in what
is perhaps best called "number of constitueants.”

The dissertation consists of three parts. In Part Omne, I
discuss in considerable detail DharmakIrti's Sautrantika theory of
perception. I discuss it partly because it has received poor
treatment in the secondary literature in at least certain respects.
But I also discuss it as background for Parts Two and Three. 1In
Part Two I consider two theories, found in the secondary literature,
that imply that the svalakgapa is not an aggregate. Oﬁe theory
is that the svalakgsaga is a kind of transcendent, Kantian noumenon.
The other theory is that the svalaksaga is each atom individually
in that aggregate that I contend is collectively the svalaksagna.

I consider each theory at some length and assess the arguments in
their defense. Part Three is the proof that the svalaksapa is

an aggregate of paramagus, like its sensum in color, size, and shape,
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but unlike it in "number of constituents.” This proof consists
in textual evidence that has yet to be explored in the secondary

literature.

New Textual Evidence

Nearly all of the information on DharmakIrti's atomic theory

is in the Pramapavarttika and its commentaries. The studies of the
41

svalakgana to date have not adequately utilized this material.
Part Three, as I said, will be a study of this material. My aim

in taking it up, in addition to proving the theory of the svalaksana
I just sketched, is at last to give this material the airing it
deserves.

A Final Point

A final word needs to be said on the use I make of the
commentaries. Earlier when I discussed the fate of DharmakIrti's

works (p. 5), I pointed out that texts such as the Pram@navirttika

were meant to be studied in tandem with a commentary and were
difficult (if not impossible) to understand without them. I make
extensive use of the commentaries in what follows; but because of the
connection between text and commentaries, I believe this is both
necessary and justified. What I give here is, really, Dharmakirti's
philosophy as it was understood by members of his school. These

members' own original contributions are separated out as much as
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possible. But if the view presented here is by some chance more that
of DharmakIrti's followers than of DharmakTrti's due to his followers
misrepresenting him or obscuring his view with their own contribu-

tions, then whatever view Dbarmakirti held in his own right is indeed,

for all practical purposes, largely lost.
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PART ONE

DHARMAKTRTI'S THEORY OF PERCEPTION



INTRODUCTION TO PART ONE

What follows is a reconstruction of DharmakIrti's Sautrantika
theory of perception. It is structured around an analysis of two
of DharmakIrti's key epistemological notioms: pramdna and pratyaksa.

It is so _structured to avoid one of the greatest shortcomings
in treatments of Dharmakirti's perceptual theory in the secondary
literature. This shortcoming is that pramzZna and pratyaksa each
amount to more than a single thing, but this fact is not appreciated
in the secondary literature. The fact is disguised there as it
tends to be disguised in Dharmakirti: by constant equivocation on
the different senses of "pramaga" and "pratyaksga."

This reconstruction emphasizes rather than disguises the
different senses. 1 take up the two most important meanings each
of "pram3na" and "pratyaksa," treating each in a separate chapter.
In effect the reconstruction is proof that each notion amounts to
more than one thing. For the material in the chapters clearly
shows that two senses of each term are involved, however much
DharmakIrti equivocates.

I do not dwell on actual cases of equivocation, discussing
only one important one towards the end of chapter 4. 1In discussing
it, I suggest a reason why DharmakTrti equivocates, a more plausible

reason that mere inconsistent thinking on his part.
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Organizing the reconstruction around an analysis of the
double meanings of "pramans" and "pratyaksa" serves to do more than
just avoid the pitfalls of previous treatments of DharmakTrti's per-
ceptual theory. It also serves to provide the necessary background
for understanding Parts Two and Three on the svalakgana. Knowledge
of the two different meanings of both terms is prerequisite for both
parts. For the svalaksana is the object of pratyakga in ome of its
senses. Pratyaksa in one sense amounts to perception, and its object
is not the swvalakgapa but the substantive object that we mistake the
gvalaksana for (p. 15). PYratyaksa in its second sense amounts to
sensation, and its object is the svalaksana. One cannot know the
two senses of "pratyaksa" in order to understand this point without
understanding the two senses of "prama3na," for pratyaksa in each of
its two senses is a species of pram3ga in the appropriate semse of

pramdpa. Thus an analysis of both pratyaksa and pramaga is necessary

as background to Parts Two and Three. Further, to understand, in
particular,.the misconceptions of the svalaksana discussed in Part
Two, one needs to know DharmakIrti's theory of umiversals and how
he analyzes perceptual consciousness, the cognitive acts additional
to sensing in a perception.1 An analysis of the two meanings of
"prsiyakga-—these being perceiving and sensing--will supply this
knowledge; for a discussion of these two meanings will involve

discussing the process of perceptual consciousness that is the

difference between the two. Thus, while emphasizing that pramdna
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and pratyakga each amount to more than omne thing, this recomnstruztion
of DharmakIrti's SautrEntiia theory of perception, in centering
around the two meanings apiece of "pramzna" and "pratyaksa," also
provides the essential information for Parts Two and Three. (If
"pramdga” and "pratyaksa" have additional meanings, an analysis of
just the two I have mentioned is sufficient for my purposes.)

Because what pratyaksa is in each of its senses depends upon
what pramsna is in the appropriatc semse of "pramama," I will

1t

begin with an analysis of a meaning of "pramdna,” the one relevant

tc "prat 2 mezning sensing. Because too much of what is said

in each chapter is important to proving that"pram@na"- and "prat a"
have two senses and is independent of giving the background for
Parts Two and Three, I will summarize at the end of at least the
first three chapters what is particularly important in each chapter
for Parts Two and Three; and I will let the chapters speak £or

themselves in proving that "pramina" and "pratyaksa" each have two

senses.



NOTE TO INTRODUCTION TO PART ONE

1

On perceptual consciousness, see H.H. Price, Perception
(2d ed.; London, 1950), p. 24.



Chapter 1

THE FIRST MEANING OF "PRAMANA"

Veridical Cognition

Dharmakirti opens the Nyayabindu with the following verse:
"The attainment of a human end is always preceded by veridical
cognition. Therefore, [veridical cogmnitiomn] is examined."1
In their commentaries Dharmottara and Vinitadeva explain this verse
as giving the reasor why DharmakIrti should bother to compose the
Ny&yabindu or anyone else bother to read it. There is, as the verse
8ays, an intimate connection between veridical cogmition and the
realization of one's ends. Veridical cognition always precedes the
realization of one's ends and by doing so makes such realization
possible. Those who desire to further their aims can thus best do
so by acquiring a correct theory of knowledge. The Nyayabindu
provides instruction in such a theory. It is therefore worth both
the author’s efforts in writing it and the student’s efforts in
reading it.>2

The term "veridical cognition" (samyagifidgna) in this opening

verse is synonymous with "pramzpa." This gives us the first meaning

of "pramdna": as knowledge (prama, pramiti) or, also, a particular

instance of it.
Although the word "pramaga" does not actually appear in

either the verse or its commentaries, it is clear from the
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commentaries on the verse and also from what is said on pramina

in the PramZnavarttika that "pramZpa" is what is meant by "veridical

cognition." The commentaries define veridical cognition as

"cognition that is uncontradicted by activity" (avisamvadaka

jﬁEna).3 This is. the definition given in the Pramznavarttika for

"gram"é'na."4 Moksakaragupta, a late follower of Dharmakirti, says
in his Tarkabh3sZ (while claiming to be elucidating Dharmakirti's
thought to the point where even.a child can understand its), "On
the worldly level, people who rationally pursue desired ends are
guided by pram@na . . . . Pram3na is veridical cognition . . . .n6
This explicitly makes the identification between veridical
cognition and pramapa.

The sort of "ends" Dharmakirti has in mind here, whose
realizations are preceded by veridical cognition or pramaga in this
sense, consist in certain sorts of acquisitions and avoidances,
namely of objects we respectively desire or dislike (the objects
I called substrates in the Introduction). Purposive action is
motivated by attachments, according to Dharmak¥rti: finding things
desirable (up3deya) or otjectionable (heya), we act so as to acquire
some and avoid others.7 The realization of an end lies in the
successful completion of such an act.8 Ends are thus the acquisi-
tions of desired cbjects and the avoidances of undesired omes.

Pramana, the sort of cognition that makes possible the realization

of such ends, is always knowledge of this particular sort of object?
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Accurate Representation: Time, Space, Properties

A veridical cognition or pramfpa is, in effect (although not

actually defined as such), 3 cognition that represents an appealing

10 (The connection between

or objectionable thing "as it really is."
this way of characterizing a pramana and its actual definition will
be made later.) Dkarmottara, a commentator on the Ny3yabindu,
provides an analysis of what it is for a cognition to represent
an appealing or objectionable thing "as it really is." (He bothers
to do so, it should be said, because a veridical éognition does
indeed amount to & correct representation of a thing, however Pramana
is actually defined.ll) A cognition represents a thing as it really
is, Dharmottara says, if it represents it rightly in three specific
respects. These three respects are the pléce'nhere it 1s located
(ﬁa;), the time when it cccurs (k3la), and the properties it possesses
(§§§£§).12 A veridical cognition represents something as in the
place where it is in fact located, at the time when it is in fact
there, and possessing the properties that it does in fact possess.

We can get a better idea of what cognition that is accurate
in these respects amounts to by examining the examples Dharmottara
gives of cognition that is not accurate in these respects, that is,

of nonveridical cognition (asamyagijBinaj.

The example Dharmottara gives of a cognition that inaccurately
locates an object spatially is that of a cognition of a jewel that

locates the jewel in one room when it is really in another. 1In
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Dharmottara's own words, "And apprehending [a thing as if situated]

in one place is not an instance of a correct cognition (pram3na)

with respect to [that thing if it is really] located in another place.
For example, a cognition that apprehends a jewel by seeing its
radiance through a keyhole [between two adjoining rooms is not a
pramaga] with respect to the jewel that is located in the next

room nl3

Neither Dharmotta;a nor his commentator, Durveka Migéa,
elaborate on this example; but I presume it to mean that one sees
a jewel glittering through a keyhole between two rooms and takes
the jewel to be in the first room, where one is standing, rather
than in the second one, where the jewel really is. (Presumably
also the conditions are somewhat favorable for making this kind of
mistake, e.g., the dimensions of the room are not clear to the
observer, the jewel has just been missed and one is framtic for it,
one has just heard a sound like a jewel dropping in the rcom.)

The cognition one has in respect to th2 jewel is wrong in respect
to the location of the jewel. It incorrectly represents it as being
in the one room when it is really in the other.

Cognitions of the sort being described are, it should be
said, always judgmental in character. They always express a proposi-
tion of the sort "This is such-and—such."14 In the case of the
cognition of the jewel, the cognition is expressable by some
proposition on the order of "The jewel is here in the room."

The example Dharmottara gives of a cognition that locates
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a thing wrongly in time is a cognitic: about someone doing something
which that person does in fact do but not at the time suggested by
the cognition. Again in Dharmottara's own words: "And apprehending
[someone doing something] at ome time is not a pram3na for someone
[actually doing that particular something] at another--as, for
example, a dream cognition at midnight about someone [doing something]
at noon is not a pramana with respect to someone [doing that
particular something] at midnight."15 Durveka Misra elaborates on
the example. The person doing the dreaming is a man with a son,
and his dream is about his son's returning home from a trip connected
with business. The father dreams his son returns at midday. The
son actually returns at midnight while the father is doing the
dreaming. The father wakes in the middle of the dream and, confusing
dream with reality, has a cognition of the sort "My son is returning
now at noon." This cognition is inaccurate in respect to the time
it represents the son as returning, representing him as returning
at noon when'he really returns in the middle of the night.16

The example Dharmottara gives of a cognition that
misrepresents a thing in terms of its properties (Zkara) is the
cognition of a white conch shell as if that shell were yellow.
"Therefore apprehending a thing as possessing one property is not
a pramaga with respect to a thing [really] possessing a different
property--as the cognition of a yellow conch shell [is not a

pramigal with respect to a white conch shell."'’ 1f one is walking
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along the beach and one's eyes are adversely affected (by a disease18
or bad lighting or some other factor) to the point where a white
conch shell appears to be yellow, then one is having a cognition
that is inaccurate in respect to the properties it represents the
object as having. The object is really white, and the cognition
represents it as being yellow.

From these examples of cognitions that are wrong in respect
to the spatial or temporal location or properties they represent an
object as having, it is possible to construe what cognitions that
are rightAin these respects amount to. A cognition that is right in
respect to the spatial location it attributes to an object would, in
the first example, represent the jewel as being in the room where it
is in fact located and not in some other room. A cognition that is
right in respect to the time it attributes to am object would, in
the second example, represent the son as returning home when he in
fact does and not at some other time. A cognition that is right in
respect to the properties it takes an object as possessing would,
in the last example, represent it as possessing ﬁhe color it does in

fact possess and not some other color.

The Features and Definition of Veridical Cognition

To return to the verse mentioned at the beginning of this
chapter, a cognition that is right in respect to an object's

spatial and temporal location and character makes possible the
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realization of an end by enabling one to direct ome's activities
towards the place where the object really is, at the time when
it is in fact there, and in consideration of the properties that it
actually does possess. This is not actually said, but it follows
from the examples and is clearly requisite for successfully acquiring
or avoiding something. Clearly, no cognition that results in one
chasing after an object in the wrong place, at the wrong time, or in
consideration of it being other tham what it is, will result in one
acquiring or aveoiding that particular something.

A cognition that is so able to properly direct one's
activities by properly representing the object in the first place
has, in the language of Dharmottara, the ability to "deliver up"

(pr3pana) to the agent the object he cognizes (Eradars'ita'. artha).19

Such a cognition is said to be prapaka or to possess Erigakatva.zo
Veridical cognitions and veridical cognitions alone, according to

1 Nonveridical cognitions always result

Dharmottara, are RrEEaka.z
in one looking in the wrong place or at the wrong time and finding
nothing, or looking for the wrong thing and finding something other
than what one cognizes. Veridical cognition alone, in summary,
results in the realization of an end.

Regarding this notion of "delivering up" or prapana, a
question is asked of Dharmottara regarding the following possible

case. Suppose one is on a moving ship and sees, on shore, a tree

that one takes by mistake as moving past a stationary ship. (One
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presumably was not aware one's ship had started moving, or perhaps
this is one's first trip by sea). If ome goes ashore and rumns in
pursuit of the tree, ome will (barring unforseen circumstances)
"arrive at" (av3pti) the tree. 1If, as Dharmottara maintainms,
veridical cognition alone possesses the ability to make the agent
reach an object, "how is it that one is able to reach this tree?"
(This would seem, in other words, to be a case where a nonveridical
cognition, that of a tree moving on the shore, has the ability to
"deliver up"-the object).22

Dharmottara's reply to this question (and, for that matter,
the fact that the question is rzised at all) illustrates quite
forcibly the importance Dharmottara attaches to the requirement

that the object "delivered up' be the one initially cognized

(ptUrvam upadaréita). The tree is not "delivered up," Dharmottara

replies, since a tree changing its position in space is the object
of the cognition, and a tree quite stationary in character is the one

23

actually reached. "The moving tree which was seen is not the ome

gotten to, and the one gotten to is not the one seen . . . ."24
This is not, therefore, an instance of a cognition that is wrong
still “delivering up" the object. For a cognition to "deliver up“
(pr3paga) an object, the object reached must be the object cognized.

It is not necessary that an object actually be reached in
order for the cognition governing the activity to be prapaka.

DharmakTrti does not want to rule out the possibility that a cogni-

tion might be veridical even if, for reasons other than those having
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to do with the accuracy of the cognition, the activity of trying to
reach the object is not successful. A cognition is pr3paka, whether
or not one does reach an object, if one could have reached it in

the sense of it being where, when, and what the cognition represented
it as being. Dharmottara makes this point in the following way:

the prapana function (vyapara) of a veridical cognition is accom-

plished with just the knowledge of the object (archdhigama).25

Durveka Mi§%a, commenting on this statement, says that by such a
knowledge the object seen is capable of being obtained, even if it
is not actually gotten to.26 The veracity of a cognition is thus
just precisely this ability, in principle, to get one to an object.27
A cognition that does (or in principle could) "deliver up"
the object cognized does not, in the course of being acted upon,
run afoul of experience (at least not from any fault of the cognition).
Things turn out as expected. Such a cognition is said to be
"uncontradicted" (avisagvadin), i.e., not proven wrong by action.28
"Uncontradicted cognition" is the actual definition DharmakIirti
gives of a Bzggggg,zg
This does not mean that one has to actually act on the
cognition for it to be a pram3na, any more than it means that the
action needs to be successful (as long as no fault rests with the
cognition). A cognition is "uncontradicted" and hence a pram3na
or veridical cognition if, were ome to act upon it (whether or not

one actually does), one would not and could not get a contradictiom.
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In the words of Manorathanandin, one of DharmakIrti's commentators:
"That cognition too is a pramZpa that ome does not act upon even
after it has [rightlv] revealed an object~—or acts upon but does not
reach the intended object due to some hindrance--due to the presence
of noncontradiction, which is the characteristié feature of [a
cognition that] qualifies as a Egggggg."so

DharmakIrti defines what it is for a thirg to be real
in a way that is important for the kind of "contradiction" a veridical
cognition avoids. To be real, according to him, is to perform a
function or functioms (arthakriy‘é).3l A real fire, illustrating with
one of his examples, cooks food or burns fuel (which a fancied or |
hallucinated £ire does not‘.32 Real water quenches thirst.33
Minimally, a real thing generates a perception.34 The sort of
contradiction one avoids with a veridical cognition is a contradiction
of function. When one gets to a particular thing at a particular
time in a particular place, the thing does something; and what it
does is what the initial cognition of it led one to e;pect. Or if
one does not actually act on the initial cognition, what ome would
have gotten had ome acted would have performed according to expecta-
tions. If the cognition was of fire, for example, what one reaches
(or would have reached) cooks food (or would have cooked food),
as expected. A nonveridical cognition, on the other hand, results
(or would result) in surprises. What one reaches (or would reach)
acts differently (or would act differently) than what the coenition

led ome to expect.35
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As a fipal point in determining this meaning of "pramana,"”
a pramana cannot be a doubtful (samé%za) cognition: that is, a
cognition of an cbject about the nature of which the perceiver is
in dou.bt.36 The stock example of such a cogrition is one expressed
by the proposition, "This is either a post or a man."37 Such a
cognition, according to Dharmottara, first picks out an object as
existing and then, recognizing that it might be something else,
asserts the nonexistence of that same object and the existence of the
something else.38 The cognition is, according to Dharmottara,
"indefinite" (aniyata) as to the existence or nonexistence of each
of izs possibie objects.39 *Since there is no object in this world
that both exists and does not exist, such an object is not able to be

delivered up."40 Because it is not able to be delivered up, the

cognition of it is not a pramana.

Summation
The first meaning of '"pramapa" we have considered, then, is
veridical cognition, either in the sense of knowledge in gemeral
or a particular instance of it. '"Pram3pa" in this sense, further-
more, means not only veridical cognition or any instance of it, but
also the process of veridical cognizing. Just as in English where
"cognition”" can mean either the proceés or the product of the

process, so too for DharmakIrti is pram3na both process and product.

(DharmakIrti is known for identifying 2 pram3na with its fruit,
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2hala41; this is part of the significance of this identification.)

"Pram3na," then, means individual pieces of knowledge and also
knowledge generally, and also specific acts of knowing and knowing
generally.

We took up the meaning of "pramipa" initially as the first
step in giving a detailed recomstruction of DharmakIrti's
Sautr3ntika-based theory of perception. The reconstructicn is
centered around an analysis of the two most important meanings each
of two key terms in DharmakIrti's perceptual theory: "pramzna" and
"pratyaksa.” Such a recomstructicn is needed partly to emphasize that

pram3ana and pratyaksa each do amount to more than one thing, a

point that is oiten missed in the secondary literature. It is needed
partly also to provide background information for Parts Two and
Three. The most important pcints of the chapter in terms of Parts
Two and Three are that a Rraggga in this first sense of the word
"delivers up" (prZpaga) its object, and that the object so 'delivered
up" is one in which we have a vested interest (i.e., we find it
either desirable or objectionable). This object is not the

svalaksana or sensory object, a point that I will make in chapter 4.



NOTES TO CHAFTER 1

1

NB I:1: samyagjfianapurvikd sarvapurusarthasiddhir iti tad
vyutpadyate. There is some disagreement amcng the commentators as
to what "sarva" goes with. Dharmottara takes it as going with
"siddhi" (NBTD 8.2-3), VinTtadeva as going Vlth "pu gggzrtha"
(NBIV 5.3-4), and S3ntabhadra as going with "puruga” (see DP 32.7).
It seems best to take it with "siddhi'; and for the sake of better
English, I have rendered it adverbially.

2

3
NBTV 4.24; NBTD 17.1.

4
PV I:3a.

5
E lo 3-4-

6 .

IB 1.6-8: iha khalu preks3pUrvak3rino 'rthijands sarva-
puruqarthasiddhlnimlttampramanaxlanusaranti « « « « pram3nam
samyagi¥anam . . . .

7

NBTD 30.1-3. All objects fall into these two categories,
according to Dharmottara. Objects towards which we are indifferent
fall into the latter category, being objects that we do not desire.
Vinitadeva mentions as examples of objectionable things snakes,
thorns, poisons, and spears; as examples of desirable things, he
mentions garlands, sandlewood, clothes, food, drink, beds, and
places to sit, NBTV 5.9-11. He thinks objects towards which we are
indifferent form a separate category, NBIV 5.11-12.

8
NBTD 30.3-5.
9

PVB 22.11: heyopadeyavisaye pravarttakam hi pramagam
ucyate. See also NBTD 5.12-15.
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10
yatharthat3, TSE 493.16; prameyavyabhic3Zra, PVB 169.7-8.

11
It amounts to a correct representation to a certain degree,

namely, a degree sufficient to make possible successful actions in
regards to objects. There is a semse in which it also "misrepresents"
the object, a point that will be made in subsequent chapters.

I am merely assuming for simplicity's sake in this disser-
tation that accurate representation of an object is an acceptable
analysis of veracity.

12
NBTD 25. l.

13
NBTD 25.4~5: dedZntarasthagr3hi ca na des@ntarasthe
pramZnam. yatha kuﬁcik&vivaradeé%sthﬁy&g maniprabhdyam manigrzhi
j@anam ndpavarakasthe magau.

14
BL I,211-212.

15
NBTD 25.5-7: kalantarayuktagrahi ca na k3Zlantaravati
vastuni pramdnam. yath3arddhardtre madhyzhnakdlavastugrazhi svapna-
jAanam n3rdhardtrakdle vastuni pram3nam.

16

DP 25.27-30.

Durveka Midra suggests, alternatively, that the example
refers to a situation where the father dreams during the night that
his son returns at noon, and the son actually does return at noon
the following day. The dream cognition "My son returns at noon "
is still not a pramZpa, Durveka Misra explains, because the actual
event of his scn's returning at noon did not take place at the time
of the father's cognition, namely, midnight. DP 26.5-8. And even
had the father dreamed that the son returned at midnight and the son
returned at midnight without the father waking, the father's cognition
still would not be a pramZpa "because every dream cognition is a
false cognition in that it has no objective support," DP 26.21-22.

17
NBID 25.3-4: tasmad any3k3ravad vastugrzhi nak3Irantaravati
vastuni pram3nam. yath3 pItasankhagrihi Sukle Sahkhe.
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18

Such as, the Indians commonly say, jaundice (k3Zmala),
see TS:2990.

19
NBID 32.1. See also NBTD 17.2-3.

20
NBTD 21.3.

21
NBTID 32.1.

22

NEID 46.1: yadi mithyZjfidnam katham tato vrksavaptir
iti cet, . . .

23
NBTD 46.1-2.

24

NBID 46.2-3: tato yaddedo gacchadvrkso drstah, taddedo
nivipyate. yaddedas cIvipyate sa na drsta iti . . . .

25
NBTD 19.2.

26
DP 19.15-17.

27
PVV 4.4-6; PVB 22.24-25. See also TB 3.3-5.

28
NBTD 17.2-3; DP 17.13.

29
PV I:3. Also see PVB 169.3-4.

30

PVV 4.4-6: atad cayato jnan3d artham paricchidy3pi na
pravartate, pravrtto vi kutagiitpratibandhaderarthakriyamnadhi-
gacchati, tad api pram3gam eva; pramagayogyatalaksanasyavisamvadasya
sattvit. Also PVB 22.23-24: vyavasth3pite 'rthe yadi na pra-
varttate, nayam pramanasya dogah. (Where the editor of PVB omits
the avagraha, represented in Romanization by an apostrophe and
signalizing the elision of an initial a-, I have restored it
without further comment.)
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31
NB I:15; BV III:166cd; BV II:3.
32
TB 4.8; DP 24.3-4.
33
TB 4.9.
34

DharmakIrti insists that a universal (sZmanya) is not
real because it does not possess arthakriya, PV III:166cd. It does
not possess arthakriya because it does not so much as generate a
- perception, PV II:5, PV -II:50. See also such comments as
ISP 400.10-11: nanu ca ghatadir ekak3aryakari katham - ucyate, yavata
tatk3aryam udakadharanadi tadgrzhakam ca vijAdnam svalaksanabhed3ad
bhidyata eva?

35

_P_v_ I:3: . . . arthakriyisthiti}}/ avisaqlvgdanam .
PVB 454.14: tasm3d ayamavisamvido 'rthakriyZm3tre t3drs3 ca
padirthena t3adrsT kriyate 'rthakriyz. IS:2962-2964: adyehy avastu-
vigaye vastusamvadalaksanam/ dvitIyam na pravarteta yasya hetor
asambhavat// adokastabak3dau hi p3vak3idhyavasZyinzh/ na daha-
pakanirbhasi vijAdnam j3Etu jayate// j3atau va na vijatIyam jvalanidt
tat prasajyate/ tatk3ryayogyat@matralaksanatviad vibh3vasoh//

36
_Té 2-2-3~
37 .
DP 22.18; TB 2.3: . . . sthanur v3 puruso veti . . . .
38

P 22.18-21.

39
NBTD 22.2-3.

40
NBTD 22.3: na ca bhavabhavabhyam yukto 'rtho jagaty asti.
tatah praptum asakyas tEd:;s’a’g.

PVB 223.5: pramanatah phalann3nyat pramanam na phalat

param/



Chapter 2

THE FIRST MEANING OF "PRATYARSA"

Two RKinds of Veridical Cognition

' "PramEpa" bere, of

course, is being used in the. sense of veridical cognition (the

PramZpna, it is said, is twofold.

product) or veridical cognizing (the process) generally, rather
than a specific instance of it. Veridical cognition and veridical

cognizing are of two species or types (prakara, vyakti).2 To put

it another way, when one has acquired a bit of knowledge, it is ome
of two kinds and onme has gottea it by means of one or the other

of two types of cognitive activities. Pratyaksa is one of these
two kinds and types. It is knowledge of a certain sort or knowing
in a certain way. Analyzed etymologically, "pratyaksa'" means
"dependent upon the senses."3 Pratyaksa amounts to veridical
perception. Consistent with what was said in the last chapter

about pramdna, pratyaksa is also any specific instance of this

type of cognitive act or product, i.e., any piece of perceptual
knowledge.

In the secondary literature, ''pratyaksa" is oftem tramslated
simply as perception. But "perception" has a double sense in
English. It only sometimes means just those cases of sense-born

cognitions in which what we think we cognize is in fact what is

present to the senses. The rest of the time it means all cases
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of sense cognition indiscriminately, whether the object believed
experienced is actually present to the senses or not. We say, for
example, that perception is by way of the senses, meaning by
"perception" all sensory cognitions, veridical or not. Pratyaksa
in this first sense, amounting as it does to veridical perception,
is really only perception in the first of the two senses of
""perception'; it is only appropriate to call it perception keeping
this in mind. To avoid possible confusion, I will refer to it as
veridical perception.

DharmakIrti does not deny the obvious fact of nonveridical
seiasury cognitions. These he calls, simply, cases of wrong cognition

- S o P un 4
(asamyaginana, mithv3inana). Where there is a need to be more

specific, DharmakTIrti refers to nonveridical sensory cognitions
as "pseudo-pratyaksas,'" i.e., cognitions that masquerade as veridical
perceptions but which are really not.5 There are occasional lapses
in these two practices as one might expect, particularly on the part
of Dharmakirti's commentators. When this happens, even wrong sense
cognitions come to be referred to as pratyaksas; but the context
usually makes it clear that this is a casual use of the word and
that pratyaksas are, strictly speaking, only veridical perceptioms.
The other type of veridical cognizing that DharmakIrti
discusses is called anumana. Although it is not cur concern here,
it amounts, briefly, to a process of veridical inference, specifi-

cally, veridical inference from perception. When one rightly
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concludes the existence (or nonexistence) of a visually absent thing
at a particular place on the basis of the perception of some other
thing (or its absence) that also qualifies that particular locus and
that is invariably connected with the thing in question, then an
anumana has taken place.6 An example often quoted in the literature
(and here translated quite literally) is: '"This mountain has fire,
because it has émoke."7 Using the example to illustrate the point,
when the visually present smoke is seen as qualifying the particular
mountain, then wher the presence of fire on the mountain is concluded
on the basis of the fact that there is smoke and (on the Indian
view) fire always accompanies smoke, a veridical inference has
taken place.8

DharmakIrti does not seem to be as careful in restricting
his use of "anumd@na" to cases of veridical inference as he is in re-
stricting "pratyaksa" to cases of veridical perception. That he does
intend such a restriction, however, is evident (if not simply from
anumana being a species of correct cognition) from certain comments

in the Pramagavarttika. At one point, for example, the question is

being discussed whether anum3na is actually a species of pramana.
The opponent raises the objection that it would be only if it
invariably resulted in knowledge which, the opponent argues, it
does not. To this DharmakIrti replies that the objection comes
from failing to see what is and is not a case of anum3na. Only

inferences properly executed constitute cases of anum3na. To
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include inferences which go awry, then, is simply to misunderstand

the meaning of "anum’ina."9

The peculiar manner in which the perceptual cbject is present
to consciousness——-the sensuousness of the perceptual object——
Dharmakirti refers to as its vividness (sghu;atva).lo This vividness
varies in intensity according to whether the object is viewed up
close or at a distance.11 Predictably, the object of inference
is said not to share this vividness, being perceptually absent.

It is "nonvivid" (aspaugatva), and the clarity with which it is
seen is said to vary not with distance but with the degree of

172
concentration with which it is visuzlized.

The Reasons for Only Two Kinds of Veridicsl Cognition

Returning for 2 moment to the discussion of "pramdga,"
it should be said that this word comes to refer to each individual
kind of veridical cognition as well as the genus of veridical
cognition. That is, either of the two types of veridical cognition--
veridical perception or veridical inference--is itself referred
to as a pramapa, as well as veridical cognition generally being

referred to as pram3ga. "Pramapa is twofold" asserts, in this sense

of the word, that there are two pramdpas (rather than that pramiga

is of two types).13

Indian philosophy is characterized by a considerable debate

over the number of pram3pas, in this sense of type of veridical
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cognition. The Buddhists did not agree with the Hindus on this
point, nor even among themselves. Dharmakirti shared with only one
other school, the Hindu school of Vaidesika, the notion that the
pramdpas (still using the last sense) were only two (although he
assessed their nature differently than did the Hindu school).
DharmakTrti kept the number to two by rejecting some of the proferred
candidates outright and reducing the rest to disguised cases of
veridical.perception or 1nference.14 A discussion of the reason
why a rejected candidate was excluded (surprisingly enough, not
because instances of it were nonveridical) will bring to light ome
eéature of pramapa in its generic semnse of veridical
cognition generally, that case of presentation has so far dictated

be ignored.

Restrictedness as a Requirement

The fault with a rejected candidate, as DharmakIrti's
followers describe it, is that it fails to be "restricted" (niyata)
by its object.15 A cognition is "restricted" by its object if it
is connected (sambandha) to it in such a way that the object
directly generates the cognition;16 an "unrestricted" cognition
is one which lacks such 2 connection and, consequently, arises not
directly from the object but by way of something else. In the case
of veridical perception, the presence of the cbject is the necessary

connection. In the case of veridical inference, although the object
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is not immediately present, another object is with which the inferred
object is invariably connected, and this is sufficient connection.
In the case of those cognitive activities that are rejected, however,
it is alleged, there is no such restricting comnection. Heard
testimony or the cognition that arises from hearing the word of
another (§é§g§) is offered as ome case in point. Heard testimony
is defined as those cases where someone learns about an object that
is at the time not present to his senses (or connected to some
other thing that is, as in the case of inference) through hearing
about it from someone else.17 An example suggested by §éntarak§ita
seen from someone else telling him that it does in fact exist.18

In all cases of heard testimony, according to the Buddhists, there
is no sufficiently direct connection between the listener and the
object. The only types of such connection, om their account, are
causal relations and relations of identity. The relation between
the listener and the object is, they say, neither.19 The relation
between the speaker's words and the listemer's cognition is causal,
but neither an identity nor a causal relation obtains directly
between the hearer and the object about which he hears. The
listener's cognition arises, the Buddhists say, independently of
the object: the 1listener is dependent upon the speaker alone for
the origin of his cognition. Heard testimony is, therefore, always

"mrestricted.” Being "unrestricted," it cannot be a pramana.
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Al]l other plausible candidates for a pram3pa also suffer this
malady of nonrestriction; they therefore too, for this same reason,
fail to be a pramdja.

Lack of restriction results in heard testimony failing to
be a pramdpa not because heard testimonies are subsequently always
nonveridical (although even this is sometimes asserted21), but
because it results in the listener not knowing even in those cases
where his cognition is veridical that this is in fact the case.
PramZga, in other words (to return to its sense of knowledge
generally), is not only veridical cognition but also cognition
known to be veridical. Any case of it is cognition in respect
to the truth of which one has a reasonable assurance: it is
cognition that onme believes true for an acceptable reason. Heard
testimonies, even when they are veridical, are never known to be
veridical. For, the Buddhists insist, the listener would know a
verbally gained cognition veridical only if he could know that
the person doing the talking was trustworthy (as well, presumably,
as wise).22 Trustworthiness (not to mention wisdom) is a state of
mind, Moks3karagupta says, and states of mind are private. Because
they are private, the states of at least another person's mind cannot

23

be knowm. And the fact that a person has been found to speak

truthfully in the past is no guarantee that he always tells the
truth.24 Nor is it a guarantee that someone says he is telling

the truth, people being notorious liars in this matter (in the
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opinion of M’ok.gﬁkaragupta).z5 Trustworthiness, in short, cannot
be determined.26 The listener has no way of knowing that what he
hears is veridical, even if it is. Veridical heard testimony, for
this reason, fails to be a pram3na (in the sense of a species of
veridical cognition). All other species of unrestricted cognitionm,
even if all instances of it are weridical, are precisely because
of their nonrestrictedness also impossible to determine to be true.
On account of this, no such type of unrestricted cognition likewise
qualifies as a pramZna.

The one exception in the case of heard testimonies are the
statements of the Buddha. His testimonies are known to be veridical

27

because his trustworthiness is beyond doubt. And the heard

testimonies of ordinary mortals can be pramapas if what is learned

from t;em is not something about the object being spoken about but

about what the speaker wants to communicate.28 In such cases,

however, the heard testimonies are reducible to inferences.29
Since what makes it possible for veridical perceptions and

inferences to be known to be veridical is their "restrictedness”

or unique connection with the object, ome would hope for DharmakIrti

to insist that this "restrictedness” is a self-evident guarantee

of veracity. The veracity of veridical perceptions and inferences

is self-evident, given their direct comnection or "restriction" to

the object. Unfortunately, he says something else, motivated by

a concern to contravene the Hindus, some of whom advocate self-
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evidency-30 Instead he maintains that veracity is guaranteed
pragmatically: one acts on one's (veridical) perceptions and
inferences; and when they yield the expected results, one retro-
spectively knows that they are veridical.31
Unfortunately this means that to know that a cognition is
veridical (which is necessary for it to be a pramana) one must act
on it, verifying it through the action. Yet Dharmakirti wants to
insist that action is not necessary for a cognition to be a pramzna
(p. 40). Manorathanandin points out this inconsistency. By way
of responding to it himself. he states that at least some veridical
perceptions and inferences have presumptive veracity: one can
justifiably assume them veridical on the basis of having earlier
pragmatically tested these perceptions and inferences and found‘
them to be veridical. In only rather novel or suspicious circum-
stances need the test actually be carried through.32 The matter
is left in this gnsatisfactory state (unsatisfactory because the
need for action is still not ultimately escaped) .
And even if presumptive veracity were not unsatisfactory
in this way, it might be objected in a more modern vein that what
one gets in verifying a perception is only more perceptions
but at a "closer" perspective. If I seek to verify a first-time
perception through action, what I get when I reach the object is

simply a series of new, "close-up" perceptions. These, too, must

be verified, if they are to verify the initial perception; and an
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infinite regress results. Manorathanandin possibly addresses some
such difficulty at one point; he seems to say that at some crucial
point with perceptions their veracity is indeed self-evident.33
Of course, even if one has a regress of perceptioms, the regress
need not be vicious unless DharmakTIrti is seeking certainty to an
unreasonable degree.

But there remains the difficulty that DharmakTIrti canm no
longer rule out as pramdpas cognitive activities such as heard
testimony simply because instances of them are not known to be
veridical. The veracity of these instances can be confirmed just
as well, and by the same pragmatic/presumptive means, as that of
veridical perceptions and inferences. ''Restriction' or "monrestric-
tion" has nothing to do with knowing the veracity of the latter
if restricticn is not a self-evident guarantee of truth. Heard
testimonies and the like are, to be sure, not tied to objects in the
way that the two favored types of cognition are; but why this should
make the critical difference in terms of establishing veracity if
self-evidency is ruled out has not been satisfactorily explained..

As a last point on heard testimony, it is possible that it
amounts to only cognition of objects in principle beyond the

senses, such as God.34 If so, this would explain why heard

testimonies canmot be known to be veridical, possibly even because
of their "nonrestrictedness": pragmatic verification is altogether

out of the question. But if this is what DharmakIrti is getting at
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all along by heard testimony, he has not shcwn why the equally
important set of cognitions in which we learn from the words of
another about an object which is not beyond the senses cannot be
veridical and knowa to be ve;idical and hence be cases of a pramana.
His thesis that there are only two pramanas can be criticized
accordingly. All in all, the principal value of the Buddhist
discussion of why only veridical perception and inference are
pram¥pas seems to be to focus on the fact that pram3pa in its
generic sense (with the appropriate implication for pram@na in its
specific sense) is more than merely veridical cognition. Veracity
is a necessary condition, but not a sufficient one.

It could perhaps be argued at this point that "pram3pa"
in the sense of veridical cognition (with, again, appropriate
implications for its sense of a species of veridical cognition) is
being used in two ways rather than one: £first, as veridical cogni-
tion known to be veridical; and second, as simply veridical cogni-
tion. The first usage is by far the more important if (as I suspect)
there are indeed two. I will from now om, purely for simplicity's
sake, ignore the possibility of two senses and mean by "pramapa"
(in sense 1) known veridical cognition. (I will take up an utterly
different sense of "pramdpa" than these two in the next chapter.)
As a consequence pratyakga, as a species of pramapa in this first
sense of "pram3ga,” will be veridical perception known to be

veridical (which is what I will now mean by the first meaning of



59

"pratyaksa"). For simplicity's sake, however, I will not always
call pratyaksa in its first sense known veridical perception, nor

call pramdpa in sense 1 always known veridical cognitiom).

The Requirement of Novelty

| The description of what is wrong with a means of cognizing
other than veridical perception or ianference in terms of "restric-
tion" is more characteristic of DharmakIrti's followers than of
Dharmakirti. DharmakIrti actually discusses the issue of why there

35 and, except for suggestions

are only two pram3pas very little
in the direction of restriction, seems unable to justify his claim.
Co two occasions, Dharmakirti argues that there are only two pramapas
because there are only two sorts of knowable objects.36 He is here
attempting to eliminate candidates on an altogether different basis

than that of "restriction," with even less success. The new basis

is that these candidates fail to take a "movel" (ajBdta, anadhigata)

object.

The requirement that a pram@na take a novel object actually
forms part of the definitiom of a pramZna, at least as certain of
DharmakTIrti's followers such as Moks3karagupta render the definition.
A pramapa, according to these followers, is a type of "uncontra-

37 Sharmakirti

dicted" cognition of, specifically, a novel object.
himself states this "novelty'" requirement as an alternative defini-

tion of a pram@pa: a pram3pa is a type of “uncontradicted"
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cognition or (v3) a type of cognition of a novel object.38 Bis

followers explain this alternmative definition as but the second half
of a two-sided definition, thereby combining both definitions into
one.39

What a "novel object" is can be gathered from DharmakIrti's
argument that there are only two pramanas because there are only

two sorts of objects. The only two sorts of objects there are,

Dharmakirti insists, are perceptually present objects (pratyaksameya)

and perceptually absent objects (Earoksameza).40 These, then, he
insists, are the objects of, respectively, perception and inferenceﬁl
Any type of cognitive activity other than perception and inference
must take either perceptually present or perceptually absent objects
as their objects, these categories being exhaustive.42 They must
then take a type of object already ranged over by another cognitive
activity. They then do not take a '"novel" object.43 By "novel
object." then, DharmakIrti means a type of object that is not already
ranged over by some cognitive activity. All types of cognitive
activities other than perception and inference are obliged to take
a "nonnovel® object and are hence on that account, DharmakIrti
insists, not pramagas.

No acceptable justification is given why lack of novelty
results in the loss of the character of being a pramZna. The only
justification that is even attempted depends upon "novel object”

suddenly taking on a new meaning. It comes to mean not a type of
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object that is not already ranged over by some cognitive activity
but rather those objects that are not already known by some .
particular veridical cognition.

Reconstructing this justification, an instance of a veridical
cognitive activit§ is, of course, a veridical cognition. A veridical
cognition (we saw earlier) is a cognitiom that guides activity.

It does so by locating an object at the place where it is at the
time when it is, and in consideration of its true character. In
other words, the function of a veridical cognition is to rightly
attest to the existence of an object.44 A cognition that does not
take a novel object (already using "novel" in its new sense of a
particular unknown object rather than a type of object) does not
perform this function of a veridical cognition. It does not perform
it because it performs it redundantly, this function already having
been performed by the cognition by which the object was known
originally. Not performing the function of a veridical cognitien,
the cognition cannot be ome; nor can the type of cognitive activity
of which it is an instance be a species of veridical cognitionm,
i.e., a 2rad3na.45

This change of meaning, of course, will not do. If nothing
else, it means that veridical perceptions and inferences can never
be of objects already cognized.46 For such objects are now in no
way "novel," whereas before they were 'movel" at least in being

objects known only through perception (i.e., objects not known
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through any other means). But in its favor, it should be said that
the change in meaning now makes it possible to rule out as pramanas
at least certain cognitive activities.

One such activity dispatched with some care in the literature
is memory (smrti). Accurate memory (which is the only sort that
could qualify as a pramfna) is clearly never cognition of an object
not already cognized. Such memory never tells us anything about
the existence of an object that is not kmown through the original
cognition. It is therefore not a pramana, the Buddhists conclude.
It fails to perform the function of a pramana by performing it
redundantly; and, failing to perform the function of a pramana,
it does not qualify as one.47

But even if certain cognitive activities such as accurafe
memory are now dispatched, others such as veridical heard testimony
are left relatively intact. The best the novelty requirement can do
in these cases is rule out those cases of such cognition in which
one has already cognized the object one hears talked about. But
there are many interesting cases of veridical heard. testimony not
of this sort. All in all, neither the restriction requirement nor
the novelty requirement can be considered convinecingly successful;
and the limitation of the types of veridical cognition to two is

best just accepted as ome of DharmakIrti's principles.
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In defense of DharmakTIrti’s appeal to the novelty requirement,
it should be said that this requirement seems not even primarily
intended to rule out candidates as pramdpas in the first semse
of "pramfga." It seems primarily intended to rule out candidates
in a second, altogether differemt sense that I will turm to in the
next chapter. The function of ruling out candidates as pramapas
in this second sense is the requirement's stated purpose, however
much DharmakIrti proceeds to actually use the requirement to rule
out candidates in the first senmse of "pramiga."48 DharmakiIrti's
use of the novelty requirement to rule out candidates as pramapnas
in the second sense of "pram3na" will be noted in the discussion of

this second sense to follow.

Summation

The important point of this chapter for understanding Parts
Two and Three is that pratyaksa takes an object that is desirable
or objectionable. It does so precisely because it is a pram3na in
the first sense of "pram3pa." The perceptual object is one towards
which we harbor attachments. This is not true of the semnsory
object or svalakgana, which is the object of pratyakga in the
sense of "pratyaksa" to be discussed next. This object is, instead,
inherently uninteresting. For what makes the perceptual object
desirable or objectionable is a certain operation of intellect that

follows the sensing act in a perception, a mental operation that is
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DharmakIrti's equivalent of perceptual consciousmess. We will

turn to this mental operation afrer discussing the next sense of
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Chapter 3

THE SECOND MEANING OF "PRAMANA"

"Pram3na” in its second sense means that causal factor
(kEranasﬁdhéna) which is most instrumental in the production of a
(known) veridical cognition (i.e., a pramana in the first semse of
the word).l In Manorathanandin's words, it is the "most efficacious™

causal factor (s3dhakatama k3raka, karana) in the production of a

(known) veridical cognition.2 This most efficacious causal factor is
a different thing with each different mode of (known) veridical cog-
nition. In the case of veridical perception, which alone is of any
consequence in examining Dharmakirti's perceptual theory, it is the

sensing activity that comstitutes the earliest stage of a perception.

DharmakIrti obviously includes among the causal factors
generating a perception constitutive causes, or those cognitive acts
that make up a veridical perception, as well as "causes proper," or
those causes that bring about the constitutive acts of a perception.
DharmakIrti's major opponents seem to have considered only the
various "causes proper" the generating causes of a veridical per-

ception;3

Dharmakirti was somewhat of a revolutiomary in including
constitutive causes among the generating causes. His opponents'

ctjection to this inclusion seems to have been that this identifies
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the product (phala) of the generating causes, i.e., the veridical
perception, with one of the causes itself, i.e., the act of sensing
(Rgggggg).4 The pramapa, they say, is supposed to be what is most

instrumental in the production of a veridical cognition, not the

veridical cognition itself.s This objection, of course, overlooks
the fact that one act involved in a veridical perception is not the
whole of the veridical perception. The objection does, however,
at least bring into question the policy of inciuding the comstitutive
elements of a perception among its generating causes. The usual
Buddhist reply to this objecticn is that comstituting a thing in
such a way as to make it what it is, which is what the sensing does
in respect to the veridical perception of which it is a part,
is suificient to make that constitutive thing the pram3na,
generating cause or not.6 But this dispute aside, DharmakIrti
defends his choice of the sensing with comments that are best under-
stocd after a closer look at how a veridical perception comes about.
DharmakIrti, as said in the Introduction, holds a represent-~
ative theory of perception. He believes that we are in indirect
contact with the object through sense data.7 In a veridical
perception, there is first contact between the sense and the object,
and this produces an alteration in consciousness. This alteration

takes the form of an image (3k3ra, abhasa) that reprzsents the

object. Consciousness, by nature self-aware, is aware of this

image, which is but itself transfigured.8 It takes this image
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to be the object represented.9 The appearance of the image and
the awareness of it by which we are aware of the object constitute
the sensing act of the perception. Immediately following this
sensing is 2 mental operation of perceptual consciousness in which
the sensum is transformed into a percept.lo

Regarding why the sensing is .the most efficacious cause,
Dharmakirti denies this role to the mental operation because, he
says, it "cognizes something already previously cognized."ll
This is the same requirement that a pramana take a novel object
that we met with before, only put to a new use in rejecting
candidates as pramfnas in this new sense of "pram3na" (i.e., as
"most efficacious cause" rather than "known veridical cognition).
The mental operation cognizes what has already been cognized by
performing its operations on the data of sense.12 The justification
for why this results in the loss of the character of being the most
efficacious cause is the same now as it was when considering
Ypramzna" in its original semse: it results in the mental operation
not having the function of a pramfna (i.e., a most efficacious cause)
and, by not having the function of ome, not being one.13 It does
not have the function of one because it attests to the existence of
an object whose existence has already been attested to by the prior
activity of sensing.14 What DharmakIrti is getting at here, it

seems reasonable to suppose, is only that the mental operation

is not the heart of the perception. Tha sensing act, in already
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attesting to the existence of the object, presumably has already
performed the critical function of a veridical perception, namely,
(accurate) awareness of the object. Further, the sensing operation
and not the mental operation is fesponsible for making the percep-
tion the sensuous sort of cognition that it characteristically is.
The mental operation, in other words, is not what is most r;sponsible
for making a veridical perception a veridical perception. The
sensing act, them, rather than the mental operation, is the pramana
of the cognition.

In regards to eliminating each of the wvarious "causes
proper" as the most efficacious generating cause, DharmakTIrti seems
to rule each out simply on the basis that none is z coastitutive
cause. He makes the following comment to this effect. '"Being a
most efficacious cause is possible only of something of the nature
of an awareness [and not a sense organ or sense faculty or the
like] because 1) an awareness is the principal thing in [making a
veridical perception able to generate successful] activity in respect
to liked or disliked thiﬁgs, 2) the differences among perceptions
are caused by the differences in images [representing the objects],
and 3) the apprehension of the object takes place only when the
image of the object is present."ls The best explanation for the
parts of this comment seems to be as follows. An awareness, i.e.,
the sensing act, and not the sense organ or the like, is the

principal thing in a veridical perception generating successful
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activity because it is in the awareness of the object that a percep-
tion is motivating knowledge of the object at all. We act on the
basis of an awareness and not a sense, says Manorathanandin in making

this point.16

But being able to aid in the pursuit of aims in this
way is essential to a veridical perception being a veridical
perception, so what is most instrumental in producing this feature
in a perception is most instrumental in producing the perception.
An awareness, then, (i.e., the sensing activity), and not a sense,
is the most efficacious cause of a veridical perception. In regards
to the second reason, to be the (veridical) perception of an object
a (veridical) perception must change when its object changes.
A perception that remains the same when different objects are per-
ceived is not a perception of those different objects. But what
changes appropriately with the object is the representation of the
object, not the sense organ. This image is an awareness, i.e.,
consciousness transfigured. The sensing, then, which is but the
appearance of the image and the awareness of it, is again the
2559%&3}7-or, as Dharmakirti sometimes puts it, the very image
itself is the pramfna. o

Regarding the third reason why an awareness (i.e., sensing)
is the pram3na, only when the object is represented by an image are
we conscious of the object. Our awareness of the object consists

.. 19 .
in our awareness of the image that represents it. But this

image, again, is an awareness, i.e., consciousness altered. Sensing,
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then, again is the most efficacious cause.
DharmakIrti sometimes puts this last point not only by saying
that the very image is the pramana but that the relationship of

"conformity" (sg3rlpya, s3drdya) between the image and the object, by
0

which the image is a representation of the object, is the gramEna.2

Although according to Dharmakirti, no distinction is drawn
at the time of being aware of the image between the image and its
object but the image is directly "taken" for its object (in a mannmer
left wnexplained), the proof of the object is another matter. We
infer the existence of objects in order to explain why our percep-

tions have images at all and why these images undergo systematic

changes.21

To review the purpose of these chapters on pram3ga and
pratyaksa, I am reconstructing DharmakTrti's Sautrantika theory of
perception, partly to correct shortcomings in treatments of this
theory in the secondary literature and partly to provide the back-
ground for understanding Parts Two and Three. Part Two consists
of a discussion of two theories of the svalaksana or sensory object
that are contrary to the theory I prove in Part Three. What is
important in this last chapter to understanding Parts Two and Three
is mostly that DharmakTrti's theory of perception is indeed a

Trepresentative theory. It is the mediate character of our awareness
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of the svalaksana that gives rise to one of the theories in Part

el

o

Two; and this same mediate character is important to an issue that

I will explore in some depth in Part Three.

One important point of this chapter has implications for
the material to be discussed in the next chapter. The point was made
in this chapter that the mental operation in perception is not the
pramapa, i.e., the most efficacious cause. The next chapter will
show that DharmakTrti insists that because the mental operation is
not the pramapa, it is what is at fault in our perceptioms. It
will be remembered that our perceptions need improving, from the
ultimate point of view; from that point of view, they are funda-
mentally mistaken. The next chapter will show DharmakIrti insisting
that what is wrong with them is the very fact that they involve
the mental operation. Equivocating on the two meanings of "pramzna,"
DharmakTIrti will insist that the mental operation, because it is
not a pramapa in the sense of a most efficacious cause, is not a
pramdpa in the sense of a veridical cognitive activity; and that
the reason that it is not is that it involves a grievous "error"
that makes the perceptions involving them ultimately mistaken, even
if provisionally adequate.

This "erxzor" (that is an error only ultimately) is that the
mental operation transforms the sensory object, the svalaksapa,

into the perceptual object or what I called in the Introduction a
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substrate. This "error" is nongrievous provisionally, in terms

of getting along in life; but it is disastrous ultimately, in

terms of gaining absolute freedom from suffering. For it is
responsible for sufferigg. The svalaksana is, in itself before it
is transformed into a substrate, inherently uninteresting. It

does not afford us pleasures and pains. But, transformed into a
substrate, it is an object of attachment, causing what can only be
counted as grief from the uitimate aim of infinite peace. Because
the mental operation is responsible for changing the svalakgana into
a substrate, resulting in attachments that result in suffering, the
mental operation is ultimately (and., DharmakIrei would say because
of it, even provisionally) at fault in our perceptions. As I said,
this will be discussed in the next chapter.

The subject of this next chapter is the second sense of
"pratyaksa." This second senmse is sensing; the svalaksana is the
object of pratyaksz in this sense. In the comments of DharmakIrti
that I report to show that he does use "pratyaksa" with this second
sense, those having to do with the svalaksana portray it as (in the
case of visual perception) a color patch. 1In fact, it is not a
(nommental) color patch, as comments of his that I will quote in
later chapters will show. For it is an aggregate of param3nus,
the atoms of DharmakTrti's system; and an aggregate of paramanus
does not comstitute a patch. It is an aggregate that is only

represented in an image as a patch. But DharmakTrti speaks of the
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svalakgana being a color patch in comments such as those I record
in the coming chapter because of a fact about his representative
theory, one mentioned in this chapter (p. 74). Dharmakirti believes
that when we are aware of an object by way of its image, we do not
at the time distinguish between the image and its object. We
directly '"take" the image for its object. Nor until we actively
seek enlightenment do we need to do otherwise. Because in sensing
a svalakgapa we have no sense of being aware of an image instead
of an object and because there is for the most part no point in being
aware of - this, Dharmakirti simply does not distinguish between the
svala§§§§a and its sensum in the ccmments in question; as a result,
he treats the svalaksana as a patch. He just comsiders the
svalakgana to be its sensum, the patch; or, more accurately, he
takes us to be directly aware of the svalakgana which is a patch.
Only in comments of the sort I will report very late in the coming
chapter is it obvious that he considers us only mediately aware
of the svalakgana, and only in the comments I will report in Part
Three does it become clear that this mediately known svalaksana is
an aggregate and not a patch.

Dharmakirti even goes so far as to loosely refer to the
svalaksapa as, say, a tree, instead of a tree-shaped patch. This
manner of speaking will also be evident in the comments I report in
this coming chapter. I will organize the material in such a way

that I will show only in stages that the svalakgana or sensory
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object differs from the perceptual object, and that it is only
mediately perceived rather than directly perceived, and that, as

an aggregate of paramdnus, it is not a color patch as is its sensum.
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Chapter 4

THE SECOND MEANING OF "PRATYAKSA"

The sensing element that is the pramZpa (in the sense of the
most efficacious cause) of a (known) veridical perception is what

DharmakIrti means by "pratyaksa" in its second sense.

Actually. DharmakIrti insists that "pratyaksa" in this sense
means more than just this. It means, he insists, any kind of direct
apprehension (saksatkariifana), of which sensing is but one of four

types.1

The three types of direct apprehension other than sepsing

are self-consciousness (svasamvedana), yogic perception (yogijfZna),

and mental sensing (m3nasapratyaksa). Self-consciousness is that

awareness which consciousness has of %ts own content, either an
image of an object or an idea or a pain or the like.2 Yogic
perception is an extrasensory power born of meditation which enables
2 person to be cognizant of something just as if that thing were
present to the senses.3 Mental sensing is a curious type of aware-
ness said to play a role in perception but for which, according to
Dharmottara, there is no evidence except that the Buddha spoke of
such a thing.4

Although DharmakIrti insists that "pratyaksa” does mean

all four kinds of direct awareness, he generally uses the word as if
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it meant sensing alone.5 He would have us believe that when he is
using this word as if it meant sensing alone, he is merely taking
sensing as the paradigm case of direct apprehension.6 But he is
not convincing. 1In such cases he is obviously talking about only
sensing and not the other three kinds of awareness, for most of
the comments can be shown not to apply to one or all of the other
three.7 There is reason, then, not to take his attempt to include
self-consciousness and the like in pratyaksa very seriously.

He attempts to include them only so as to make them veridical

awarenesses; but his success at accomplishing this aim by doing so

depends upon an equivocation.8 As a practice, then, I will tzke

" "

pratyaksa

to understand DharmakIrti's commenis about pratyaksa in the sense

as meaning simply sensing. This will make it possible

we are now considering without constantly having to explain how what
is said applies (so Dharmakirti claims) to the other three kinds of
awareness, when in fact it does not, or does so only wich difficulty.
It is possible following this practice to give an adequate enough
account of DharmakIrti's perceptual theory for my purposes.

DharmakIrti also tends to take ocular sensing as a paradigm
of sensing generally. This is a useful practice, and ome I will

follow.
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The Nature of Sensing

DharmakTrti's predecessor, Digndga, characterizes sensing
P gnag

or pratyaksa as the simple awareness of things (arthasamifin)

without any conscious or unconscious effort at interpretation

(dharmasam,j‘ﬁin).9 Dign3ga offers an example of it (an example

that is also popular with Dharmakirti;o) in connection with

cognizing the blue color of some object. In cognizing this blue
color, pratyakga or the sensing element is the initial apprehension

of the color (nTlam vijdnati) without the awaremess that it is a

color of a particular sort, namely, blue color (nIlam iti vijEnEtiLll

The awareness that it is blue color is part of the interpretationm,
and this enters in only with the mental operation that follows the
sensing.12
We can sense without subsequently mentally interpreting
what we sense, according to DharmakIrti. We do so normally in the
process of a perception when a number of things disturb our visual
field but we attend to only one. Sensing unaccompanied by a mental
operation of interpretation occurs at any time in the course of a
perception when, while paying attention to one thing, other things
enter our field of awaremess but are not registered for what they
are.13 Praj¥3karagupta provides, as an example of this, cognizing
the many colors of a butterfly's wing. When looking at the butter-

fly in such a way as to be picking out just ome of its colors and

recognizing that color for what it is--for example, in focusing
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on its blue color amnd in comimg to the awaremess that the blue is

indeed blue-—the other colors are just sensed.14

Although
Prajfidkaragupta’s example involves cognizing the many colors of
one multicolored thing, it is also intended to illustrate perceiving
many things of different colors. When one colored thing among many
is picked out and recognized as being of a certain color, the other
colored things not paid attention to are just sensed.15

One can also enter into a nonordinary state in which one
only senses. DharmakIrti speaks of "stilling the mind" and
arresting the perceptual process short of the mental operation.
"Withdrawing one's thoughts from everything, remaining with one's
inner self stilled, color is seen by the eye; and this is cognition
born of the semses [i.e., an act of sensing]."16

One can know one has only sensed (and not interpreted what
was sensed) only in retrospection. Looking back upon a "mindless"
state of the sort just described or a perception in which one
registered only part of what one sensed, one can know one sensed by
noticing that at the earlier time one failed to register either all
(in the "mindless" state) or part (in the case of the perception) of
what one somehow knows disturbed one's visual field. Had these
other things been registered as was whatever it was one did register,
one would remember registering them the way one remembers register-

ing what one actually did (barring, of course, any fault of memory).

Not remembering having registered them, one knows that those things
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were merely sensed. To illustrate with Praj¥ikaragupta's example
of perceiving a multicolored butterfly, although retrospectively
one knows cne must have experienced its other colors besides the
blue color that one registered, because one does not remember
registering these colors the way one remembers registering the blue

color, one knows (barring any fault of memory) that they were just

sensed.17

Kalpana, the Mental Operation

To turn to the matter of registering or the mental operation
in perception, it comsists, as the examples might suggest, in
seeing a thing as a particular sort of thing: that is, as belonging
to a particular class (i.e., as blue, as a color, ete.). It is
because perception involves this sort of registering that perceptions
are judgmental in character, expressing propositions. The examples
DharmakIrti (or his followers) give of registering, in fact, are
given in terms of propositions that reflect the perceptions of
which the registerings are a part, e.g., "This is a pot."l8 The
reason for this is not explained; presumably it has to do with the
fact that the perception does get its judgmental character from
the mental operation (or perhaps DharmakIrti has simply confused
the mental operation with the perception).

The mental operation DharmakIrti calls kalpana. It accom-

plishes the identificatiom of a thing as to kind by contributing
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to a perception a sa@manya, the Buddhist equivalent of a universal.
A full account of kalpan3 or this mental operation cf registering
is best acquired in the course of detailing the Buddhist theory
of universals. And this is best accomplished by first examining
the Hindu theory of universals, or at least DharmakIrti's under-
standing of this theory, to which the Buddhist theory was for the
most part a response.

I would 1like to say at this point that it is DharmakTrti's
theory of universals, and the dispute over this theory that he has
with the NyEya—Vai§E§ikas, that is the most important material in
this chapter for understanding the remaining parts of this disserta-
tion. It is considerations having to do with this theory that are
behind the ;rguments for the two wrong views of the svalaksana or
sensory object that I discuss in Part Two and to my criticisms of
them. It is also comsideratioms in regards to this theory that lead
Dharmakirti to propound the view that I give in Part Three. 1In
both respects it is the fact that Dharmakirti is a conceptualist

and a resemblarze theorist that is most important.

The NyEya-Vai§E§ika Realist Theory of Universals

The Ny3ya-Vaisegikas were realists: a universal (samianya,
jati) is a nonmental entity. It determines most classes of
resembling things and explains their resemblance: the things

resemble one another because they share some one thing, a universal,
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in common.19 Class identification is accomplished in these cases
by cognizing these nonmental, general entities.

The NyZya-Vaidesikas commonly offer as a paradigm case of
a universal "cowness" gggzg).zo The class determined by a universal
can be either a class of natural objects (cows, trees) or a class
of artifacts (pots, lamps).

Universals are not qualities in the NYEya—VaiéEgika view,
a2 point that has been argued at length by Karl Potter;21 Colors
and shapes and the like are not repeatable: they are particulars
as much as are cows and pots, or whatever. For example, the blue
of the_morning sky is not the blue in a person’s eyes. The blue
is not repeated; rather each blue, a particular, stands in the same
relation to a certain bluemess that is itself not blue. And it is
this blueness that is common to each.22

The realism of the Nyﬁya-Vaiségikas was an extreme realism:
universals exist independently of their particulars. They do not
occupy a separate world of being from their particulars, as they do
in Plato; but they exist in that very same world, only ubiquitously:
in the places in between occurrences of their particulars as well
as those places where their particulars occur.23 (Blueness, in
other words, occurs in empty places and in conjunction with parti-
culars of contrary colors as much as it does with particulars that
are blue. It is an all-pervasive, unitary entity.) When a
universal such as blueness occurs, say, iﬁ a particular of the right

sort--the blue of a robin's egg, for example--it occurs fully and
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equally in that blue at the same time as in all other blues, as
well as everywhere else. Particulars do not manifest their
universals by degrees, in other words, as they do in the philosophy
of Plato. A universal is, rather, a breach of the principle that
no one thing can be, all of a piece, in more than one place at a
time.

A universal such as blueness is not cognized everywhere it
occurs-—specifically, in empty places and in unlikely particulars--
because it is a perceptible entity, not just one cognized by means
of the intellect; and among the conditions for its perception is
that it be related to some particular and, inexplicably, just the
right particular (e.g., a blue one in the case of blueness). The
Nyiya—Vaié%sikas actually argue for their uaiversals on the basis
that they can be perceived.24 The contention that universals are
perceptible perhaps introduces an inconsistency in the NyZya-
Vaiéégika view since universals, not being qualities, have no
color and the like.23

Regarding the relationship of universals to their par-
ticulars, universals are said to “inhere in" their particulars.
Inherence is really rather an entity than a relation, a kind of
cosmic "glue"26 that waits around to selectively and inseparably
unite together universals and their particulars. It is an
ontologically different kind of thing from either universals or

particulars, as different in kind from them as they are from each
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other. It, too, is a sensible object (at least for the Naiy3yikas).
When observing a cow, for example, one sees the cow together with
its color and the like (the particulars of the cognition, in other
words), and also the inherence between each particular and its
universals (the cow with its cowness, the white with its whiteness,
etc.), and also the universals. In the perception of a single thing,
in other words, a good many things put in an appearance.

A perception involves two distinct stages for the Ny3ya-
Vaié%gikas, as it does for the Buddnists; but the stages ares
differently analyzed. For the NyEya-VaiéEgikas, the first stage
consists in the sensing of the particulars, the '"glue" or inherence,
and the universals without realizing their relatiomship. The
ordering of the three into the relation of a thing qualified by
certain general qualifiers by means of a qualifying relation

escapes notice.27

The perception then enters its second stage;

here one only becomes cognizant of the relationship. The perceptual
object is then understood to be a particular qualified by universals.
Recognition of it is possible, and the identification of the thing
as to kind. For the Buddhists, on the other hand, the first stage
consists in sensing only particulars. Universals are mind

contributed, and they enter into the perception in relationship with

the sensed particulars only at the second stage.
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Dharma:Frti's Resemblance Theory

The Buddhist view was fundamentally opposed to that of the
Nyiya-Vaié%gika. Where the Nyiya—Vaiéég;kas were realists,
DharmakIrti was a conceptualist. Universals are concepts (vikalpa),
not nonmental entities (vastu). Like Locke, DharmakIrti maintains
that what is objective is not general; concepts and the words that
signify them alone are general.28

Dharmakirti agreed that what is at issue is the objectivity
of entities such as cowness, potnmess, and blueness.29 Colors and
shapes are as mgch particulars for him as for the Ny&ya-Vaiéégikas,
so particular cows and pots and bits of blue (with an important
qualification in respect to the first two that I will take up
later30) alone are objectively real.

DharmakIrti has been accused of being a nominalist in the
sense of believing that concepts such as cowness, etc., arise without
objective foundation. For example, Raja Ram Dravid says of
DharmakIrti that he maintains such concepts are "pure and simple
fabrications of the mind" and 'not abstractions from experience,
but mental constructions having their source in the creative nature

31 (Dravid means to claim that Dharmakirti is a

nominalist provisionally and not ultimately.32 A case could

of reason."

perhaps be made that Dharmakirti is a nominalist ultimately.)
On Dravid's understanding, concepts reflect nothing objective, for

particulars do not resemble each other at all but are absolutely
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unique.33 Stcherbatsky might also have thought this of DharmakirtL34
But DharmakIrti is not a nominalist (at least not provisionally).
He is a resemblance theorist. Like Locke he believes, quoting
Locke, that concepts "are the Workmanship of the Understanding,
but have their Foundation in the Similitude of Things."35

It is worth proving that DharmakIrti's theory is a resem-
blance theory, given that he is mistaken for a nominalist. Also,
I appeal to the fact that he is a resemblance theorist in Part

Two.

First, the lines along which DharmakIrti assesses a resem—
blance are in regards to the function a thing performs. Resembling
things are alike in functican. "The likeness (sidgéia) of -~
resembling things] is [their] having a common result (ekak3ryatd),"

he says in the Pramznavirttika.36 Assessing the resemblance this

way is not an attempt to address the question of the respect in
which resembling things are alike, for a thing can have more than
one function. Rather, it is a concession to the fact that a thing
is nothing but its function(s). Anything real performs a function
(or funccions), and the function(s) it performs is (are) its sole
reality. Because a thing is the function(s) it performs, any
resemblance it bears to anything else must necessarily be of

function; for that is all there is of the thing from which to have

a resemblance.
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By a2 function, DharmakIrti has in mind an activity such as

37 It is something

carrying water, cooking focd, and the like.
done which, at least in the case of those functions captured in
different comncepts, serves a human need. A fire heats and is its
heat, this heating function serving such a need as cooking. A
pot is its impenetrability which, by virtue of being in a certain
shape, accomplishes the need of, e.g., transporting water. 1If a
thing has no other (useful) function(s), it at least genmerates a
perception, this being the minimum function a thing must perform
without which it is not even real.38
DharmakIrti provides, in effect, the following analysis of
a resemblance. A resemblance is a comparative likeness. More
consistent with the way DharmakIrti talks about it, it is a
comparative lesser degree of unlikeness. Particulars that resemble
each other do so in that each is less different from every other
than any is to certain other particulars—-certain "foils," to use

39 The resemblance of blue particulars, for

Quine's terminology.
example (to consider just their blueness), is their being less
unlike each other than any of them is to certain--say, red-—things.
Other than thinking in terms of "foils," DharmakIrti does not seem
concerned by the problem c¢f specifying which function among several
is to be chosen for extracting one universal rather than another,

where a thing performs more than one functionm.

That DharmakIrti had some such resemblance theory in mind
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can be seen, among other places, in z long and particularly note-

worthy passage of verses and autocommentary in the SvarthZnum3na

chapter of the Pramapavarttika. This passage is worth quoting

as evidence of his theory.

The passage begins with a realist asking DharmakIrti how,
on DharmakIrti's account, certain things have a common result on
the basis of which one decides their class membership given that
DharmakIrti does not believe these things share a universal.

Moreover, how is it that [certain] unlike entities

[i.e., entities that are in no way identical, that share

no universal] have a common effect, in virtue of which

it is said that they are the same [i.e., form a class]

because of their difference from [select] other
things?40

The very question presupposes that for DharmakiIrti "kind" concepts
of the sort that concern him are derived from cognizing functional
resemblances; for it is on the basis of only certain things doing
something in common that one knows that they are of a kind. And
the resemblance is in the things themselves, as Dharmakirti goes on
to reply that the things just produce their common result "naturally"
(prakrtya). He proceeds to illustrate with an analogy and an
example. To give just the analogy:
It is.the very-nature of entities that:

CERTAIN OF THEM, EVEN THOUGH THEY DIFFER FROM ONE

ANOTEHER, ARE OBLIGED BY THEIR NATURE TC ACCOMPLISH

ONE EFFECT SUCH AS THE COGNITION IN REGARDS TO THEM

THAT THEY ARE ONE [I.E., OF A KIND], EIC.--IN THE
MANNER [BY WAY OF A PARALLEL] THAT THE SENSE ORGAN
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AND THE REST DO.

Just as the sense organ, the object, the lighting, and

attentiveness [on our view of things] and the self,

the eye, the mind, the object, and a conjunction [on

your view] produce a single perception of color even

though there is no universal common to either set, so

too do trees such as éigéagZS, each just as much a

particular, naturally produce a recognition that they

are one, i.e., of a kind.41

The analogy is odd. First, the things in the analogy with
which the resembling things are to be compared do not resemble each
other. And, second, the function that the resembling things (the
trees) are supposed to "naturally" perform by which one dacides
their class membership is the production of the idea of their class
membership itself. But the analogy at least illustrates that the
source of the likeness-or in this case the "kind" concept itself--
lies in the things themselves, not in some way that we are disposed
to take the things; for the generation of a (veridical) perception
lies in the eye, the object, attentiveness, etc., and not simply
in some way that we are disposed. And what DharmakIrti goes on to
say indicates that the function the things do commonly is not just

the production of the "kind" concept but also some other function

(any3m arthakriyam), upon which the concept is then based.

Or they accomplish some other function that is
characteristic of wood, such as serving as fuel,
providing material for a house, etc., depending
upon what purpcse one brings to them.%

This is clearly a functional similarity that is in the object.

DharmakIrti does not explain the relationship between the functioms
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of directly generating the concept and of serving as fuel, etec.;

but presumably, given that the analogy and the fuei~serving function
do indicate that the basis of the class concept is to be found iz the
objects themselves, the relationship must be something like the

trees performing the function of generating the concept because

they perform the function of serving as fuel and the like. The

first function is prima facie evidence for the second. The things
sometimes directly genmerate the class concept because we are familiar
from past experience with another function that they perform which
we know is appropriate for classifying them as trees.

DharmakTrti's next comments show that the functional resem-
blance is a comparative likeness. He indicates that in finding that
the trees perform some function appropriate to thinking of (just)
them as trees, they perform alike oély in comparison with the way
things perform that are not trees. And although DharmakIrti does
not specify that it is only certain other things that are not trees
with which the comparison is to be made, his examples imply it.

But such things as water, although each instance of

it just as much [as each tree] differs from every other,

cannot [perform such fuactions as serving as fuel,

etc.], any more than the ear and the rest can produce

a perception of color.43

Evidently the analogy with the eye, the lighting, etec., is
to emphasize that the resembling things, if resembling, are still

not identical in any respect, which they would be if they shared a

universal. That particular analogy is chosen to emphasize the
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difference of resembling things—-i.e., the fact that each is a
particular-~the point about them all serving as fuel, etc., then
making the point that they nevertheless are resembling.
DharmakIrti goes on to give another analogy--really, an
examplé, although it is offered more as an analogy44--of how
certain things perform a common function "naturally” without those
things sharing a universal. The comparison can also be seen in
this example, and also the emphasis on each thing's particularity.
OR AS CERIAI& HERBS, TAKEN ALL AT ONCE OR SEPARATELY,
ARE SEEN TO QUIET FEVER BY THEIR NATURE, EVEN THOUGH

EACH HERB .IS-DIFFERENT--WHEREAS OTHER. THINGS [THAT
" ARE NOT HERBS] CAN NOT.

. . .o - - 45
[It is] as in the case of specific gudicI plants

which, taken either together or separately, produce
some one effect, namely, the quieting of fever. And
they do not require a universal to do so, even though
each individual plaat is different, because it is their
very nature to do so. And yet such things as curds

and the fruit of the trapusT, even though each instance
of these things too is different [from every other],
cannot do so.%6

Thus resembling things perform similarly by nature, even though
they do not share a universal; they do not perform similarly simply
because we are disposed so as to think they do, as would be the case
in a naive nominalism, but because this is just the way they are.
And presumably (although this could be clearer) the fact that they
perform similarly sometimes immediately produces the class concept,
on some basis such as previous experience of how they function.
Otherwise one simply notes the resemblance and derives the "kind"

concept.
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At this point DharmakIrti goes on the offemsive and offers
an argument against universals in favor of resemblances. It dra;s
on the fact that for the NyEya-Vaié&gikas it is the very selfsame
universal in every instance of a class.

Should it be thought that there is indeed some common
thing that exists in the herbs and that it is from
that [universal] that the identical effect arises,
this reasoning is not sound.

THERE IS NO VARIATION
in a universal.

NO UNIVERSAL
produces that effect,

BECAUSE [IF ONE DID], IT WOULD FOLLOW THAT
THERE WOULD BE NO VARTATION IN THE EFFECT,
EVEN THOUGH EACH INDIVIDUAL PLANT GROWS
IN DIFFERENT SOIL, ETC. '

If the effect, the alleviation of fever and the like,
came about because of a universal, then because a
universal never varies there would be no qualitative
difference in regards to the speed with which the plants
cure, even though each plant differs as to soil and
the like. [If the plants operate] differently, this
means the universal varies its nature and this destroys
its very character. . . . However, there is no diffi-
culty in saying that the individual plants, growing
up under differences of time, place, and other factors,
produce differing effects. Thus certain other entities
as well [e.g., trees], even though they [too] are not
identical in essence, are said to be the same when they
" accomplish an effect such as [generating] the recognition
that they are all of a kind, because of their difference
from other things that do not.47

DharmakTrti makes other comments that are supportive

of a resemblance theory. For example:
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Many things producing the same effect are treated

in ordinary discourse as being the same by using words
and concepts whose basis is a difference [of those
things] from what cannot produce their effect.48

As one of their properties, [certain] objects, even
though different [from one another], are the cause of
a cognition of such [a "kind" concept].

But this is the longest discussion of the subject in the

Pramanavarttika, and it is important enough to be reproduced

4
in such later texts as Santaraksita's Tattvasadgraha and

MoksZkaragupta's Tarkabh¥sz.oC .

The Nature and Projection of Concepts

DharmakTrti’s "kind" concepts seem to be mental images, even
though this is not well suited to his analysis of resemblances in
terms of functions. For example, at one point Dharmak¥rti compares
these concepts to the images of dreams and to hallucinations.51
More precisely, they are dispositions to entertain mental images;
however, I will not speak of them dispositionally until later when it
becomes important.

Although Dharmakirti does not say emough to make this matter
certain, these images are likely generic rather than merely images of
some one particular taken in a general way. They are likely
composite pictures like Calton's52 or some kind of ghostly abstrac-~
tion formed by selecting out of a2 number of particular sensationms

what is relatively common and overlooking the rest. And most

importantly, remembering that DharmakIrti's view is in respomse to
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views such as the NyEya-Vaiéégikas, they are ideas of ways things
are identical and not just resembling. They are the NyEya-Vai§%§ikas'
universals, only mental creations formed on the basis of resemblances
and not ideas capturing objective, general features. The misrgpre-
sentation of ontological fact DharmakIrti keeps in mind by constantly
referring to these concepts as "mistaken."53
The image that is a "kind" concept, once it is arrived at
from seeing a resemblance among certain things, is externally
projected. That is, failing to recognize that the identity it has
constructed among, say, a group of present trees, is purely mental
(1f based on a resemblance), the mind projects the mental image onto
those particulars so that it takes on the guise of externality.54
It now appears to be an objective feature of those objects, i.e.,
the nonmental universal of the NyEya—Vaiéégikas.Ss The trees now
appear possessed of the nonmental universal "treeness." In this way,
Dharmakirti concedes to the realists, we at least ostensibly

s . 56
experience nonmental universals.

The "kind" concept, entering

the perception in this way through projection, makes the cognition
determinate. The things are now identified as to kind. The
cognition of each tree is implicitly verbalizable (if not actually
put into words) as the judgment, "This is a tree." If at some later
time another tree is perceived, what evidently takes place if it is

recognized as a tree is that it is compared with the trees perceived

earlier by comparing it with the generic mental image that is the
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earlier trees' composite memory. ~If the resemblance is sufficiently
close (a matter that DharmakIrti does not discuss), the present
tree is classed as a tree by it too receiving the image as a
projection.57

It is worth quoting a passage in which the projection process
is described. There are three verses and a number of paragraphs of

comment on it that are particularly well worth quoting, again in

the Svarthanumdna chapter of the Pramfnavarttika. But before

quoting this material, some additional information will be helpful.
The tendency to project "kind" concepts is irborn, according
to Dharmaki'rti.58 He believes in transmigration, the idea that ome's
present life is but one in a long succession of lifetimes stretching
infinitely backwards, and forwards at least until the point where
one becomes enlightened. The tendency to project concepts in ome's
present lifetime is the result of what one did--or, rather, did not
do--in one's immediate past life. Throughout that lifetime ome
failed to realize that one was even then projecting concepts. For
the fact that one is projecting them is not commen knowledge;
discovery of the fact is the first step towards enlightenment.
Unaware in one's immediate past life that one was indulging in
projecting, a certain disposition to continue with the habit in the
next life was set up and then inherited. Until one realizes that one
is projecting, this disposition will continue to be set up in the

life one is presently living, to be inherited in the next. The
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process will stop only with the necessary realization.

As a way of opposing the Nyiya—Vai§E§ikas, DharmakIrti
tended to separate the conceptual and sensory acts of a perception.
He tended to view them as two different cognitions, with two
different sorts of objects. First there is thé sensory cognition
with the particulars as its object; then there is the conceptual
cognition with the generic mental image for its object. But neither
cognition is cognizant of the other's object; the conceptual cogni-
tion has only the concept as its object (however much the sensing
of the particulars is necessary for the arising of that concept),
and the sensory cognition has only the particulars as its object
(however much it generates the conceptual cognition).sg Somehow
the two cognitions working together result in the awareness of
particulars qualified by a2 umiversal, a process that is never quite
adequately explained. DharmakIrti, alluding to the point that it
is after all the particulars that come to possess the universal,
speaks sometimes of the particulars "attaining the status of objects
of conceptual cognition," seeming to go against his otherwise strict
separation of the two kinds of cognitions to their two kinds of
objects.60

DharmakIrti consistently avoids referring to the similarities
that inspire our "kind" concepts as similarities. He refers to them
instead as the similar things' "difference from whatever is

different from them" (tadamysbhyo bheda, anyavySvrtti, any'époha),61
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that is to say their mutual difference (anyonyam viveka)62 of

being able to accomplish an effect that other things cannot, which
DharmakTrti sometimes straightforwardly refers to as their "dif-
ference from what cannot produce the effect of them."63 His
reluctance to refer to the similarities as similarities is evidenmtly
to foréstall a realist opponent thinking that, in admitting 2
similarity, he is in effect accepting an unrecognized universal.

His negative way of putting things emphasizes the similarity's
character of a relative lesser unlikeness; it keeps more readily

in mind the fact that the respect in which similar things are alike
is a feature in which they are relatively less unlike each other

than certain other things, and not an identical something that they

share in common.

Dharmakirti's Negative Analysis of Concepts

Dharmakirti even thinks of the "kind" concept in negative
terms. He insists, for example, that the concept "cow" is the
equivalent of the idea "not noncow."64 It is the idea '"whatever
is not a horse, a lion, etc." A "kind" concept is in essence an
"exclusion of other things™ anydpoha), as DharmakIrti generally
calls it.65 His justification for this analysis seems to be that
one knows a cow is a cow only by comparing it with things that are
not cows. The very substance of the idea that x is a cow, then,

is the idea that x is not a horse, a liomn, etc.--in effect, not
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a "noncow."66

His opponents charge him with circularity in this negative
analysis of a concept. They insist that he cannot hold that the
idea "cow" is the idea "not noncow" without a circularity unless he
has a positive idea of something somewhere, either of the cow or
the "noncow," which in fact DharmakIrti denies.67

Later Buddhists in DharmakTrti's line such as é%htarak§ita
respond to this by insisting that concepts are negati;e ideas with

positive implications. They are implicative negations

(paryud‘a‘sapratiggdha).68 As an example of an implicative negationm,

§%ntarak§ita offers the negative proposition that Devadatta, a fat
man, does not eat during the day.69 The denial of him .eating dur-
ing the day implies, since he is fat, that he eats during the night.
The proposition is thus 2 negation with positive implicatioms.

To further illustrate, the proposition about Devadatta
is like the proposition, "This colored thing is not green," which
implies that it is some other cclor. But it is unlike the proposi-
tion, "There is no apple on the table," which leaves it indefinite
as to whether there is a different fruit, or anything at ;11, on the
table.

"Kind" concepts, é%ntarakgita insists, are negations of the

implicative sort. For example, "cow,"

which is the equivalent of
"not noncow,"” implies the positive fact that what is not a "noncow"

/7,
is a cow. Santarakgita actually goes so far as to contend that
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"kind" concepts are really positive in import to begin with and

that the negation is gotten by implication.70 The idea "cow" is
first the positive idea "cow" and then only by implication the
negative idea '"mot noncow."71 But with this last comtention,
é%ntarakgita seems to go a step further than DharmakiIrti, who

seems to stay with the idea that a concept is first and foremost a
negation; and that positive import is arrived at as a consequence of
comprehending the negatiocn; but that the process is not one of
implication if by that is meant (as §%ntarak§ita seems to mean72) a
sequence in which one first arrives at the negative import and then
subsequently the positive one. Rather the two come together, the
positive understanding being simply in essence the negative import.73
Again; the point of this view seems to be that a negative analysis
of concepts keeps it more readily in mind that these concepts are
not themselves nonmental universals, nor are they even ideas of
nonmental universals.

All this information is helpful in understanding the
upcoming passage. To turn to it, the opening verses speak of a
cognition that is based on the cognition of certain present partic-
ulars; it has.as its content some one, unitary thing. This is the
conceptual cognition, with due emphasis on the fact that for
DharmakTIrti the concept alone is its content, however much that
concept is the result of the cognition of present particulars.

The concept or image is spoken of as having a "unitary" (abhinna)



form as opposed to the "multiple" (bhinna) form of the particulars.
This unitary form, in the process of projection, is said
to "cover over" (sagvriyate) the forms of the particulars. What
this "covering over" amounts to is left frustratingly unclear.
Presumably it means that the perceived objects now appear possessed
not only of a particular character but also a general one. The
result of the unitary form being imposed on the objects is said to
be that the objects now appear '"coalesced" (s§g§rs§a).74 This
makes it sound almost as if DharmakTIrti intends the particular
character of the objects to be hidden altogether: they lose their
particularity and merge into some single thing. But presumably this
is just his peculiar way of saying that the particulars are now
(ostensibly) qualified by a universal. The many objects are
"coalesced" in the semse that they appear possessed of a common
class essence. As put in a comment made by Dharmottara, borrowing
from Dharmakirti and DignZga before Dharmakirti: "An object has
two aspects, a generzl one and a particular one."75
A [CONCEALING] COGNITION THAT IS BASED UPON [THE
PERCEPTION OF CERTAIN] PARTICULARS AND WHOSE CONTENT
IS A SINGLE THING [I.E., TEE CLASS CONCEPT THOSE
PARTICULARS HAVE INSPIRED] COVERS OVER THE FORM
OF THE [PARTICULARS] WITH ITS OWN FORM. THE THINGS,
THOUGH IN THEMSELVES DIFFERENT, THEN APPEAR AS IF
THE SAME, THE CONCEALING COGNITION HAVING COVERED
OVER THETR DIFFERENCES WITH [ITS SINGLE] FORM.
THE UNIVERSAL IS SAID TO OBJZCTIVELY EXIST BECAUSE
OF TBIS ACTIVITY OF THE COGNITION, BUT IN FACT IT

DOES NOT OBJECTIVELY EXIST IN THAT IT IS MERELY
MANUFACTURED BY THE [COGNITION].’6
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In the first line of the commentary on these verses,
DharmakIrti's preference for referring to similarities negatively
in terms of common differences from things which are dissimilar
car be seen. The reference to "dispositions" (vEsan3) is to the
fact that the tendency to project is inborn.

Indeed the cognition, produced from things that are
{commonly] different from what is unlike them, is
conceptual; in accordance with the nature of its
dispositions, [this cognition] conceals the multiple
form of the objects, superimposing [on them] its own
unitary form, and displays the objects as coalesced.
And it is the nature cf the entities that are different
from other things by virtue of their being the means
to a single end [that the other things are not a means
to]--and it is also the nature of the concealing dis-
position [of the cognition] in respect to these
[objects]--to produce a cognition of this sort. The
cognition is "concealing" because it covers over- the
form of the [objects] with its own form. The objects,
even though discrete in themselves, appear through
such a [superimposed] form as if they were the same,
their differences being concealed by the [cognition].
That [superimposed form] is what people who go by
appearances . . . call the universal.

The last comment is in reference to the fact that people do not
ordinarily know they are projecting and to the fact that the
projected class concept seems itself to be a nonmental common
feature of the objects.

The next comments require prior explanation. As I said,
DharmakIrti tends to think of "kind" concepts negatively; "cow,"
for example, is the idea "not noncow." The opponent now asks how,
considering that the concept has just been described in a way that

suggests it is a superimposed mental image (viz., it has a "unitary
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form"), it can also be the equivalent of a double negation, e.g.

"not noncow."” How can an "exclusion of others.," which is the way
DharmakIrti refers to his concepts that are negations of negations,78
possibly be what is construed as a universal? Judging from Dharma-
kirti's réply, the opponent is initially bothered only by the fact
that the concept is mental and what people take'as a universal

seems external. The more interesting question--how can something
negative in character be represented in a positive image--is not
addressed until later; and then it is hardly addressed satisfactorily.
DharmakIrti settles the opponent's initial complaint by pointing

out that the concept is taken for external; and that only philoso-
phers discriminate between the (resembling) nonmental particulars
that genmerate the class concept and the mental, but projected,
concept itself. Other people are simply- too caught up in the

needs that projection serves.

If it is asked how in that case a [negative] exclusion
of others constitutes a universal, it is replied that
just such an exclusion of others is indeed [the
universal]. The [cognition] that apprehends precisely
that [exclusion of others] seems to be apprehending
something external, for concepts naturally embody
error. Indeed that [cognition], which occurs in
respect to objects which are different from those
things unlike them, is understood to have as its object
a discrimination [of certain things from other things].
But, [says the oppoment], if particulars are external
and concepts are not a part of their nature [literally,
do not function in regards to them], how can [concepts]
become [even ostensibly] a part of their nature? [We
reply] that philosophers discriminate [between what is
conceptual and what is semsory in their cognitioms],
but not ordinary people. These [ordinary people],
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believing in the externality of things that satisfy
their purposes, take action after having first syn-
thesized what is sensory and what is conceptual. We
describe things the way we do taking into account
what [these people] see. They use appropriate words
to distinguish things that accomplish a certain function
from those things that do not accomplish that function.
Philosophers, of course, do not agree to the synthesis
[of the conceptual and the sensory] because [the two
things] , for one thing, differ in appearance, [the

latter being sensuously vivid and the former nonvivid].79

This last comment requires further comment, to which I will turn
in a moment.

At this point the objector turns to the more serious
question of how a concept, if it émounts to a double negation, can
be an image which would seem to be positive, not negative: the
idea "cow," if equivalent to the idea "not noncow," seems to be,
if an image, the image of a cow and not of a "not noncow”" (and
even if the latter, the image of something that is not a horse,
etc., the image of the horse at least being a positive image).

The opponent puts his point in the form of the question, How

can 2 concept be a double negation with nothing more than implied
positive import when the universal that people think they see is a
very positive, say, cow? If the experience of ordinary people is
appealed to, what they think they see is not easily described as

a '"negation of contraries."80 In reply DharmakIrti merely attacks
the opponent's view and says that what is experienced is not the
sort of entity the realists say either. He then sums up with a

comment in support of his resemblance theory, referring to a

resemblance again negatively as a common "difference from others"
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(a difference, to repeat, that consists in an ability to differently
function).

If [the opponent should argue] that if the assumptions
of those who go by appearances are [consistently]
followed, an exclusion of others would surely not

be the universal since [universals] do not appear

{to these people] to be exclusions of others, [we
reply that this is true enough]. But not only does [the
universal] not appear [as an exclusion of others],

it does not appear [as the sort of thing you say it

is either, nameliy,] something different from partic-
ulars, or alternatively as something identical with
them, or as eternal, pervasive, etc. It is only that
a cognition with a unitary form is produced; and when
it is asked what is the objective basis of this
cognition, the [proper] reply is that it is a dif-
ference {[of the perceived things] from other things.
For the objects do truly possess such a difference,
and nothing contradicts [this answer of ours]. Further,
we see that practical activity based on words depends
upon such [a difference from others]. Once again,
then, there really is no universal the-way that tha
cognition would lead us to believe, because:

PARTICULARS DO NOT SHARE COMMON [FEATURES] WITH

OTHER PARTICULARS, AND A [REAL] COMMON [FEATURE]
IS NOT ACTUALLY PERCEIVED.S!

Vividness

I would like to return to the comment that philosophers
distinguish between what is conceptual and what is sensory in
their cognitions (whereas ordinary people do not) because they are
conscious of a difference in presentation of the two kinds of
content. They notice what Dharmakirti calls elsewhere a "vividness"
on the part of what is sensed that is not present in what is only

mentally contributed, the latter being called "nonvivid" in
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contx;ast.82 Sensed things are sensibly intrusive while concepts
have only the vague character of something visualized.

It will be remembered that the sensing act in a perception
constitutes 2ratzak§a in sense 2 (the sense of the most instrumental
cause of a veridical perception). We saw (p. 51) in DharmakIrti's
description of pratyaksa in the sense of a veridical cognitive
activity (semse 1) that its objegt was alsc referred to as '"vivid,"
in contrast with the object of anum@na or inference which was
likewise "nonvivid." Consistent with Dharmakirti's equivocating
on the two senses of '"pratyaksa" (an equivocating I mentioned in
the Introduction which I will discuss at the end of this chapter),
he takes the characteristics of the object of pratyaksa in sense 1
to also be characteristics of the object of pratyaksa in semse 2.
Comparing the sensory object with the comceptual object, he sees
in the sensible intrusiveness of the sensory object a way of
reasonably considering this object of pratyaksga in sense 2 to be
"vivid" (in contrast to the comceptual object), the way the objest
of pratyaksa in sense 1 is "vivid" (in contrast to the object of
anumina or inference). He even tries to identify the mental
operation with inference;83 the two would indeed be the same if
pratyaksa in fact had a single sense. But they are not the same,

as has been noticed in the secondary 1iterature‘84

Throughout the PramZgav@rttika DharmakIrti insists that
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"kind" concepts are "mistaken” (bhrZntidhT, mithyZjfiana,

mithy3dvikalpa). Part of what he means by this is that they capture

10 corresponding object, for there are only resemblances and not
real generalities.85 They apprehend a "noncbject" (anartha), as
Dharmottara puts it.86 But also what he means is that when we
pProject concepts we misjudge their true character, taking them

to be external even though they are only m.ental.87

These, then, are the major points of DharmakIrti's theory
of universals. I said (p. 97) that in the NyEya-VaiéEgika account
of perception, three things--particulars, nonmental universals, and
thelubiquitous glue, inherence-~are all sensed in the first stage;
and the second stage consists merely ia becoming conscious of their
relationship. The essential difference between the Buddhist and
NyEya—Vai§é§ika perceptual theories is that for the Buddhists,
universals are mind contributed, not sensed. They enter in at the

second stage, which for the Buddhists is a stage of pure mental

activity (kalpand). Certain particulars genuinely resemble one
another; but the idea that these resembling particulars are

identical is purely a mental fabrication.

Kalpana, Memory and Dispositions

I tock up DharmakIrti's theory of universals initially

to give a better understanding of kalpani or the mental operation
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in a perception. This operation was earlier described as the
contribution of universals, an act which accomplishes the identifi-
cation of some perceived thing as to kind. It can now be seen—
although still imperfectly, as will soon be evident-—in what this
operation consists. If one is forming a concept for the first

time, kalpana is the constructing and projecting of a "kind" concept
on the basis of a resemblance between the perceived things and other
things either also perceived or (presumably) supplied by memory.

If the concept is already in one's possession, kalpanZ is the
comparing of the present thing with the concept (which is a generic
mental image), and the subsuming of the present thing under that
concept (through projecting the concept) if the resemblance is

. sufficiently close.

There is strong indication in at least gﬁntarakgita that
concepts are innate in that they are remembered from past lives.88
They lie dormant until an awareness of a resemblance activates them.
If this is DharmakIrti's view as well as §%ntarak§ita's, for which
there is uncertain evidence,89 then the type of kalgaﬁi so far
described as involving newly forming a concept must be understood
to be, rather, the first activating of a dormant concept by a present
stimulus. But since the evidence for this view in DharmakIrti
is uncertain, I will continue to speak as if concepts were just
newly formed instead of retrieved from dormancy.

But the advantage of accepting the innate view as Dharma-
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kYrti's would be that additional sense could be made of comments

to the effect that concepts are related to "dispositions" (vEsan3).
This relationship was earlier explained (p. 107) as the fact that
the compulsion to project concepts is inherited. One is "disposed"
to project. But some of the comments made in commection with
concepts and dispositions seem to be saying something more. They
seem to be saying that concepts are actually produced from disposi-
tions.90 The sense of these comments, then, since I have shown
that DharmakIrti is not a naive nominalist, is that concepts are
not freshly formed but are retrieved from latent memories carried
over from one's former lives. The awareness of a resemblance in
one's present life just triggers them. Memory also then plays a
role in the subsequent entertainings of the concept, which come about

by repeated revival of the reactivated memory.

KalpanZ and Language

Our understanding of kalpsnZ, as I said a moment ago, is
still far from complete. DharmakIrti has a very wide notion of
what constitutes a universal, and thus more needs to be said of
what kalpand amounts to just in terms of it being the contribution
of universals. In addition, there is an important comnection between
kalpan3 and language that needs to be discussed: kalpana is actually
defined in terms of language and in order to understand the

definition one must understand the comnnection. Since DharmakTrti's



115

thoughts on the relationship of kalpanZ and language support the
picture I have been giving of his theory of universals, I will take
up this second matter first, turning to the other later.

To understand the relationsbip, first a point must be made
regarding DharmakIrti's theory of meaning. Quite as onme might
expect for a conceptualist, DharmakIrti has an ideational theory
of meaning: a word has a meaning because there is a concept (he
seems to think a "kind" concept) with which it is regularly
associated.91 The concept, in Locke's words, is the "proper and
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immediate signification” of the word. As DharmakIrti puts it,

a word is linked to a conceptual exclusion (32223).93 The concept
that a word signifies captures an objective resemblance (DharmakIrti
would say an objective "difference from others"ga); words thus

have denotation as well as connotation, the denotation of those
objects over which the concept ranges.95 To quote §%ntarak§ita

and Kamala€ila:

WHENEVER MANY THINGS ARE SEEN TO PERFORM THE SAME
ACTIVITY, A SINGLE WORD IS APPLIED TO THEM THROUGH
PROJECTING A COMMON PROPERTY.

Even when there is no [nonmental] universal, there is
restriction regarding the application of a common word

to a number of things, and the basis of such application
lies in the fact of the things performing the same useful
function. By their very nature, some things, even

though many [distinct particulars}, perform the same
useful function; and for the purpose of expressing the
fact that they perform the same useful function, people
speaking of them, for the sake of brevity, project 96
upon them a common form and apply to them a common name.
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DharmakIrti offers a nﬁmber of reasons why words do not
directly refer to objects. Among cther things, words would then not
have general application.97 In the process of learning a language,
Dharmakirti insists, if a word referred to an object rather than
signified a concept, it would mean whatever object with which it
was first associated and could not mean similar objects experienced
at later times.98 Further, DharmakIrti argues, if objects were the
direct signification of words, ome could not speak of past or future
objects, such words having no meaning from the nonexistence of their

referents.99 And one would experience objects being spoken about

as clearly as if they were present.loo
Concept and word are, in fact, inseparable, according to
Dharmakirti. Dharmakirti seems to have the idea that, with only
one stated exception, words play a role in the very inception of
concepts. A word is the means by which one knows which objects
a concept that one is forming is to capture; (I will hereafter just
assume concepts are freshly formed). One hears a word spoken in
connection with just certain objects and this signals one where to
look for a resemblance.m1 The concept that the word assists in
forming becomes from that time onwards the signification of the
word. Whenever one entertains the concept, it is by means of the
word. For the word serves to trigger the councept.

I mentioned earlier (p. 99) that a concept is really a

disposition, a disposition to entertain a2 mental image and not just
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the image itself. To possess a concept, the image need not actively
be in mind; it is sufficient if it can be recalled from memory.
The word is the means by which the image is recalled. Each time
one entertains the image, first the word comes to mind znd this
triggers the image. One remembers how the word is used, which
consists in entertaining a picture (presumably generic) of those
things with which the word was initially associated (and possibly
all like objects since). Words thus always attend concepts, at
least in terms of getting the concepts in mind. A conceptual
cognition, as DharmakIrti says, is never present in the absence
of words (with one exception to be mentioned shortly).102
Dharmakirti does not consider those céses that actually
occur in life where a word-related concept comes to mind untriggered
by a word simply because, say, the word comes to mind only reluctantly
or is altogether forgotten. A charitable interpretation would be
to assume that he acknowledges such cases; the inseparability of
word and concept upon which he wants to insist would still be
preserved by the fact that the word is still a possibility. Ang
this way of interpreting DharmakIrti is not unreascnable consider—
ing how DharmakIrti defines comceptual cognition (a matter to be
considered later). Also, DharmakIrti may allow for purely symbolic
thinking, where we think in words and not in images, using the
words in an "uncashed" manner; but whether or not Dharmakirti does

allow for this is very unclear, and it is not very likely.
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Dharmakirti considers it possible in at least ome special
case to separate word and concept. Thic case is one where a word
does not play the usual role in forming a concept (possibly the
only case of this or of the inseparability of word and concept that

DharmakIrti allows). The case is that of infants prior to their

mastering language (bZlakasyZvyutpannasatketasya kalpanZ). An

infant possesses concepts as soon as it exhibits purposive behavior,
according to DharmakIrti, concepts being prerequisite for such
behavior. It exhibits purposive behavior (according to DharmakTrti)
almost immediately, as witnessed by the fact that a very young baby
seeks its mother's breast. It thus almost immediately possesses
concepts. Utilizing concepts at an age when it lacks words and
understanding of language generally, the infant constructs and thus
entertains its concepts independently of words.103

But, DharmakIrti insists, its concepts are latently

verbalizable (abhilﬁpasargsargayogya).lo4 ‘Although no word is .

associated with them at their inception,m5 later on in life when
the child masters language, it will learn the appropriate word;
and then the usual relationship between words and concepts will be
established; and its concepts will thereafter not be activated
independently of words. Its concepts are thus not really
independent of words much more than the concepts of someone who
has utterly forgotten the appropriate word.

Concepts, then, are always at worst latently verbalizable,
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as in the case of a baby; and, generally, they are explicitly
connected with language or, if one allows the charitable interpreta~-
tion, implicitly connected, as when one forgets the word or it comes
slowly to mind.

To return to kalpanZ, because it is a type of conceptualizing
(i.e., that involved in a perception), it always involves verbaliza-
tion to one of these degrees. One sees something and then if first
forming a concept, either forms a concept that is latently verbaliz-
able, or that is at the time immediately connected with a word.
Or if one is engaged in a kalpand of the sort involving recognizing
a present object, the object, because of past association with
a word, brings the word to mind; and this then triggers the concept.
Where not the word but the concept or image comes to mind first
(assuming Dharmakirti allows such cases), the concept is implicitly
verbalizable by the word buried in one's mind.

Kalpana, as said, is actually defined in terms of language,
or at least in terms of possible linguistic association. It is
defined in the NyZyabindu as "cognition whose content is capable

of a relation with a linguistic expression" (abhil3pasamsargayogya-

106
pratibhdsd pratIiti). The relation is that of signification.

The "capable of" is included to extend the definition to cover cases

of infants' latent verbalization.m7

As it happens, it also covers
cases of implicit verbalization (such as when one temporarily forgets

the appropriate word), although there is no clear indication that
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DharmakTrti intends the "capable of" to make allowances for these
latter cases.lo8

The definition of kalpanZ in terms of language distinguishes
kalpan3 from sensing in the following way, according to DharmakTrti.
A content that is capable of linguistic association must be general,
if words are to retain their generality. The content of a sensing,
a sensum, is not capable of association with a linguistic expression
(2 denoting word or phrase) because it is not general. The content
of a kalpand, i.e., a concept, however, is general. As Dharmottara
puts it (to all indicatioms fully in accord with Dharmakirti),
a concept unites a present object with a past one, as when one sees
something and it brings to mind the image of things of that same
sort seen in the past. A kalpan3 and not a sensing, then, is a
cognition whose content is capable of association with a linguistic
expression.109

The workability of the definition presupposes that sensing
and kalpand are the two sole types of cognition; otherwise it would
have to be shown how the definition distinguishes kalpan@ from other
types of conceptualizing as well as from sensing, which it fails to
do. But, in fact, DharmakIrti maintains that sensing and kalpana
are indeed the only two. More accurately, DharmakTIrti regards
kalpanZ not just as the conceptualizing in a perception but as any

conceptualizaing, e.g., thinking generally, reminiscing, inferring.

I myself have treated it as identical with perceptually tied
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conceptualizing because DharmakIrti generally does mean specifically
this type when he spezks of kalpanZ, and because he generally fails
to indicate that "kalpan3" has a wider sense when he speaks of
kalpanZ as if it were only this type of conceptualizing. Because,
however, it does mean any conceptualizing and not just that involved
in a perception, I will from now on, in order to keep this in mind,
refer to perceptually tied conceptualizing as kalpanZ*.

DharmakTIrti ties together his thoughts onm words, concepts,
and objects with some claims about the pragmatic advantages of
language use. As was pointed out much earlier (p. 33), man in
Dharmakirti's opinion has a particular concern with objects, namely,
the desire to acquire those that are pleasizg and to avoid those
that are objectionable. It is to a person's interest in pursuit
of this concern to utilize language, DharmakTrti believes. Language
allows a person to easily and efficiently signal all those objects
able to accomplish a particular function. The word pot," for
example, allows one to easily designate all thosze things able to
cérry water. To refer to each thing able to accomplish a particular
function by a different name simply because each performs that
function somewhat differently is cumbersome and fruitless. It is
more important to be able to designate them all by one word, indi-
cating that they perform the same function however differently, than
to emphasize their differences by calling each by a different name

at the expense of acknowledging their similarities. It is more
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importént because if one is able to designate by.a word all those
things able to accomplish more or less the same functionm, then by
hearing a thing called by a particular name or by knowing oneself
what to call it, one knows what function it performs. One then

knows what action is appropriate.llo

In Dharmakirti's comments in support of the above points,
his insistence upon the negative character of concepts can be seen
[his insistence, that is, that the concept that a word connotes (such
as "cow") is basically a double negation (i.e., "not noncow'-—
that is, not horse, not pot, etc.)lll]. He rightly points out that
words make it possible to collectively designate all those things
able to accomplish a particular function only because they have a

denotative capacity in the first place, a capacity, he then goes on

to argue, that depends upon their connoting concepts of a negative

character. If, he says in effect, words referred to real essences,
positive in character,_as the realists maintain, iastead of to
negative entities, then words would fail to have limited extensions.
One would not know that a word not only does refer to certain
things but also does not refer to certain others. For example,

in learning that the word "cow'" refers to the essence "cowness"

by hearing the word used in conjunction with the alleged universal,
one would not know that the word is also mot to be used to refer

to other universals such as 'horseness" unless exclusion of

112

contraries were the meaning of the word. DharmakIrti is here
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merely adapting a criticism earlier leveled at him, namely, the
criticism that without some positive import a concept exclusively
negative in character can have no meaning without involving a
circularity-~that, for example, the concept "not noncow" (and hence
"cow™) has no meaning unless there is something positive in the idea
"noncow" to prevent the meaning of "cow" depending upon the meaning
of "noncow" and of "noncow" on "cow." And if DharmakIrti does mot
2ltogether escape this cbjection, neither does his opponent (so
DharmakIrti thinksll3) escape the objection that one cannmot have
the idea, say, "cow," without the awaremess not only that this idea
includes all cows but also excludes everything not a cow. Each
side probably ultimately escapes the other's objection, for neither

side fully appreciates the other's view.

Varieties of Erroneous Perception

It was said in the Introduction (pp. 11-12) that Dharmakirti
believes that a person is in bondage to suffering because, from the
ultimate point of view, a person on the provisional level consistently
misperceives things or fails to see their true character. More can
now be said of the error that a person on the provisional level is
committing. He is sensing things that only resemble one another as
if they shared universals. Specifically, he is recording what are
only resemblances as if they were identities (which is evidently
the only way a person cam record a resesblance according to

DharmakIrti). He is then projecting these "kind" concepts so they
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interested in gaining enlightenment following DharmakIrti's scheme

of things, one attempts to reach a state in which resembiances are
evidently not recorded at all (since they can only be recorded as
identities), and one stops projecting. At this time ome will
evidently experience things truly to the extent that this is possible
on the provisional level; and this will be the beginning of
transcending the provisional level altogether and forever stopping
suffering.

However, although our perceptions involving "kind" concepts
and their projection are ultimately (paramirtha) erroneous for
DharmakIrti, they are provisionally (samvxti) veridical. Ome's
perceptions on the provisional level are like the cognitions of
dreams: they hold good as long as omne %emains on that level even
though they are false from a higher perspective. Dharmakirti
indicates their provisional veracity by saying that they are

- 1 . .
"uncontradicted" (avisamvadin). 14 "Uncontradiction,"”

we saw
. . 115 ‘s -

earlier (p. 40), is the criterion for a cognition to be a pram3na

in the sense (sense 1) of provisionally veridical cognition. "Uncon-

tradiction" consists in a cognition resulting (or being in principle

able to result) in the object one acquires or avoids if one acts

on the basis of the cognition being the object the cognition led

one to expect; and although our perceptions on the provisional level

represent resemblances as if they were identities, still this
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"misrepresentation" as Dharmakirti regards it is insufficient to
result in the object one acquires or avoids being different than
the expected object.116
The representing of resemblances as identities is not what

a western philosopher would probably regard as a "misrepresentatiom,"
but Dharmakirti regards it as one, even provisionally. For
Dharmakirti, in other words, those cognitions that are provisionally
veridical (i.e., avisamvadin) are also provisionally "erroneous"

(bhrant1). 117

But since the "error" does not interfere with the
object acquired or avoided through activity based on the cognition
being the expected object, the cognitioms, to repeat, are
"uncontradicted.”" And because what DharmakIrti regards as the
“error" here is not likely what we would consider an error, the
cognitions, even though they invelve this so-called "error," are
still what even we might reasomnably czll veridical.

DharmakIrti's insistence that previsionally veridical

perceptions (avisamvidijfina, pram2pna) are also provisionally

"erroneous" (bhr3nti) is his way of making the point that these
perceptions (indeed, 211 perceptions) are ultimately errcneous.
By calling them provisionally "erromeous," he casts suspicion upon

them. The suspicicn is not that they are provisionally unreliable,

as they are also "uncontradicted." The suspicion, rather, is that
they are unreliable in some other way: specifically, given Dharma-

kirti's known gnoseological concerns, on the ultimate level that
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so much holds his interests. It is altogether inconceivable in a
Buddhist's mind that DharmakIrti shouid go to such lengths to point
out that provisionally veridical perceptions are also provisionally
"errqneous" unless the point be somehow important for gaining
enlightenment.

Dharmakirti cannot make his point in a more straightforward
way because he faces a difficulty with his Hindu opponents. These
opponents (principally, the Nydya-Vaidesikas and Bhatta MImZmsakas)
do not recognize two levels of discourse: they do not distinguish
between understanding things from the mundane (samvrtisat) point of

view and the ultimate (param3rthasat) point of view. Thus

DharmakIrti cannot make claims atout the ultimate status of our
perceptions without the NyEYa-Vai§é§ikas losing interest. So in
order to keep alive the debate with them on matters of percepticn,
he asserts, without switching levels, that those perceptions that

are provisionally veridical are also provisionally “erroneous."

Since the NyEya-Vaiéésikas argue that these perceptions are not
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provisionally erromeous, the debate is kept alive; and each side

seriously challenges the other.

DharmakIrti illustrates with an example an error that he
considers does interfere with the veracity of a cognition and also
an "error" that he considers does not. The example illustrating the

latter he intends as an analogue of the "error" involved in
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perceptions that "misrepresent" resemblances: just as the
"misrepresentation" in the case he now offers does not interfere
with the object one acquires or avoids being the expected object,
neither does the "misrepresentation" in perceptions that represent a
resemblance as an identity.

In setting out the examples, he says, literally, that if ome

mistakes the light of a lamp (pradipaprabhi) for a jewel, one has

an error in which the object that one acquires or avoids is not the
object one was led to expect. If, on the other hand, to illustrate
the second type of "error," one sees the "glitter of a jewel"
(maniprabhd) and mistakes it for a jewel, ome has an "error" in which
the object one intends and the object one actually reaches

coincide.119 DharmakiIrti does not explain either example; two

scholars, however, interpret him to be saying that one sees the lamp-
light and the glitter of the jewel through distant keyholes in

doors.120

[These two scholars are possibly influenced by
Prajndkaragupta, who speaks of a keyhole;121 Prajnzkaragupta also
further identifies the jewel that is believed seen as a ruby

(sarasiruhar§g§).122] Interpreting the example as these scholars

do at least makes some sense out of how one could possibly mistake
lamplight for a jewel, and of why "mistaking" jewel-glitter for

a jewel is indeed a "mistake." 1In the second case, presumably one
sees only a part of the jewel (i.e., a ray of it) glittering through

the keyhole and mistakes the ray for the entire jewel.123
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But now there is an obvious disparity between the jewel-
glitter-for-jewel case and the case of a perception representing
a resemblance as an identity, for which the jewel case is offered

as an analogy.124

Most obviously, on any reasonable account of
veracity, the jewel-glitter-for-jewel case clearly does involve an
error: the jewel that one would acquire or avoid on the basis of
the cognition is at least larger than the jewel the cognition led
one to expect.125 But there is no obvious error--or at least
error of the same sort--in the case of a perception represe;ting
a resemblance as an identity. The disparity between the cases
makes one suspect the example. DharmakIrti is obviously hard-
pressed to find a second case in which a perception that is
veridical from the provisional point of view is in some reasonable
sense still a "mistake."

Possibly (but not likely) the two scholars (and
Prajfifkaragupta) are wrong in thinking that the lamplight and
the jewel are to be seen through distant keyholes. But then the
examples are farfetched and.it is unclear how taking the jewel-
glitter for a jewel is any "error"” at all.126

DharmakIrti supplies another set of examples that only
deepens the confusion. The examples are that of mistaking a
mirage for water, this being an example of an error that does

interfere with the pragmatic reliability of the cognition, and of

mistaking water itself for water, this being an example of an "error"
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the element of error in the second is now completely lost. Or if
DharmakIrti intends the "error" to be that of mistaking-water-that-
only-resembles-other-cases-of-water-as-if-it-possessed-the-universal-
"waterness," then this is at least no analogy for the case of a
perception "misrepresenting" a resemblance as an identity. It is
rather an instance of it.

Unfortunately, DharmakTIrti discusses none of these
difficulties. However, he does provide the following useful amalysis
of the difference between the lamplight-for-jewel (or mirage-for-
water) error and the jewel-glitter-for-jewel (or water-for-water)
"error." This informatior sheds light on the "error" of perceptions
representing resemblances as identities. He says that, in cases of
the first sort where the error does interfere with the object
acquired or avoided being the object that the cognition led ome to
expect, the "kind" concept that the mind contributes to the percep-
tion is "nonconforming" or "inappropriate" considering what the
object is.128 That is, when the mind enters into the perception
to interpret what is sensed, the concept the mind recalls and projects
is wrong considering the sensory object. The mind is confused by
a similarity between what is sensed and some recalled (generic)
image, an image that is "inappropriate" Because it is of things that
are different in kind from the thing now sensed. Confused by the

similarity, it subsumes the object under the wrong concept.129
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In the case of mistaking the glitter of the jewel for the
jewel (or the water for water), on the other hand, the concept is
"appropriate.” It is the right concept for the sort of object
sensed. The object is a jewel (or water) and the concept is
"jewelness" (or "watermess"). The concept "conforms to the object

in essence" (svabh3vanukIra).

Thus althcugh all of the examples DharmakIrti comsiders
are "erroneous" (in at least Dharmakirti's opinion), the perceptionms
of the mirage as water and the lamplight as a jewel are out of
conformity with the nature of the object; and the perceptions of
the jewel-glitter as a jewel and_the water as water are not out of
conformity. Perceptions of the first sort are subsequently not
"uncontradicted" (i.e., they are contradicted) and hence they are
not veridical on even the provisional level. The others are
"uncontradicted" and veridical.

Extending what has just been learned to the case of percep-
tions representing resemblances as identities, these are "errors"
of the second sort: the concepts they involve are "appropriate.™
Thus even though these cognitions are (in DharmakIrti's opiniom)
"erroneous" (because they represent resemblances as idemtities),
these cognitions still are "uncontradicted.'" Because they are
"uncontradicted,” they are veridical on the provisional level.130

The mind is at fault in errors that either do or do not

interfere with the pragmatic reliability of the cognitiom, it should
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be noted. It was shown earlier (p. 113) that Dharmakirti considers
it an act of mind that results in a resemblance appearing as a
universal. Now it can be seen that, in the more mundane cases of
error (i.e., in what we would more likely comsider a true error),
Dharmakirti considers the mind also at fault.. It is the mind that
in these latter cases contributes the "inappropriate" class concept
(a concept Dharmékirti thinks already "erroneous" because it is of
an identity and not a resemblance). This faulting of the mind for
the errors in perceptions is consistent with Dharmakirti wanting
the mistakes we make regarding the true character of things in our
perceptions on the provisional level to lie solely with the mental
operation in perception.

However, Dharmakirti does recognize that some perceptions are
erronecus due to aberrations of the senses. Sometimes the class
concept that the mind contributes is "appropriate" but the perception
goes awry because of something wrong with the sensing.l3l Dharma-
kIrti explains that, when a disease of the eye results in a person
seeing double, the "two moons" the person sees when looking at the
moon belong to a perception in which no "inappropriate" class
concept is involved (a moon is truly what one is looking at and the
class concept is that of "moon") but which is nevertheless erroneous
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because the sensing is corrupt. Thus errors in perceptions lie

solely with the mental operation only in those cases where the

initial sensing is not at fault.
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Uncontradictedness and Veracity

Throughout the discussion of "mistaking” the glitter of the
jewel for the jewel and this cognition being "uncontradicted" in spite
of-also being "erroneous,” the perception is held to be "uncontra-
dicted" because the expected object and the object acquired or avoided
are both jewels. But surely just the fact that both objects are
Jjewels is insufficient to make the perception veridical (the jewels
must also be the same size, ete.), and one begins to suspect more than
just the example. 1Is "uncontradicted" cognition really in any proper
sense the equivalent of veridical cognition? So far it has just been
assumed that DharmakTrti understands by "uncontradiction” what his
followers understand by it: in effect.(although not actually defined
as such) accurate representation of the object. I think DharmakTrti
does mean by "uncontradicted" cognition cognition that accurately
represents an object and hence, reasonably, veridical cognitionm. (I
am speaking here of DharmakTrti as a Sautrantika.) But if one takes
seriously the implication in the discussion of the example, it seems
that congruence between the expected and actual objects just as to
kind is sufficient for a cognition to be "uncontradicted." The cogni-
tion is "uncontradicted" just if the object one expects to reach and
the object one actually reaches perform the same function.33 Because
the intended and actual jewels both perform the function of adorn-
ment, the cognition of the jewel-glitter as a jewel, having gotten

the object right at least as to kind, is "uncontradicted," however
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But if congruence just as to kind is sufficient for "uncontradic-
tion," then DharmakY¥rti does not mean by an "uncontradicted" cogni-
tion onme that accurately represents an object.. On this point, he
and his followers disagree. And "uncontradicted" cognition is not
reasonably the equivalent of veridical cognitionm.

There are other places where DharmakIrti speaks as if
"uncontradicted” cognition were not cognition that accurately
represents the object and thus not reasonably the equivalent of
veridical cognition. The most obvious case is the first few verses
of the Nyadyabindu. These verses are independently interesting
beczuse they also contain one of the most obvious cases of Dharma-
kIrti equivdcating_on the meanings of '"pratyakga," a matter that
was mentioned in the Introduction. This point is best dealt with
first, for the equivocation is presupposed in what I say about
"uncontradiction" and veracity.

The first four verses of the Ny3yabindu are:

The attainment of a human end is always preceded by

right cognition. Therefore [right cogmitiomn] is

examined. /1/

Right cognition is twofold. /2/

[It is] pratyaksa and anumZna. /3/

Of these, pratyaksa is what is free from conceptualizing
and nonaberrant. /4/134
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By "free from conceptualizing" (kalpandpodha) in verse 4,

Dharmakirti explains that he means free from the mental operation

involved in perception.135

"Pratyaksa" in verse 4, in otcher words,
means sensing.136 But in verse 3, it means veridical perception.
In that verse, pratyaksa is onme of two kinds of right or "uncon-
tradicted"” (avisagpv3din) cognition.l37 And only a perception, not
a sensing, can be "uncontradicted," for only it has the necessary

judgmental character.l38

Thus over the course of the verses,
"pratyaksa" has more than a single meaning. But by the way the
verses are run together, it seems to have only one sense, a single
meening that is something of a combination of both senses:
something like wveridical sensing.

There is ome possible reason why Dharmakirti equivocates,
but before discussing it I would like to return to the earlier matter

of whether or not DharmakIrti means by "uncontradicted" cognition

the equivalent of veridical cognition.

In verse 6 of the Nvayabindu, DharmakTrti explains the

"nonaberrant" (abhr3@nta) in verse 4 as ruling out as cases of

pratyaksa cognitions of the sort that are involved in cognizing

the moon as if it were double.l39 Yet,

because of the equivocation,
pratyaksa is already a species of right or "uncontradicted” cogni-
tion. (It is one of the two species of "right cognition" mentioned

in verse 2.) DharmakIrti seems to be indicating, in adding the
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"nonaberrant" in verse 4, that it is possible to have cases of

pratyaksa that are both "uncontradicted" (samyak, avisamviadin) and

aberrant (bhranta). 4And this would seem tc suggest that by
"uncontradicted” cognition he as a SautrZntika does not mean the
equivalent of veridical cogniticn.

Dharmakirti's commentators clearly imsist that cognitionms
of double moons and the like are "contradicted" (visagvadin) and
not "uncontradicted."140 Thus they at least (as was said beforz)
seem to identify "uncontradicted" cognition with veridical cognitiom,
and on this point Dharmakirti and his commentators would seem to
disagree.

It is always dangerous to assume that DharmakTIrti and his

commentators disagree, at least as radically as this. Furthernore,

there is at least one verse in the Pram@navirttika in which

Dharmakirti is as clear as his commentators that aberrant cognitions
such as two moons are never "uncontradicted."141 Hence for him also
"uncontradicted" cognition does amount to accurate representation of
the object as was all along assumed. There is, in fact, one reason
why it must amount to this: "uncontradicted" cognition (which is
what Dharmakirti means by "right cognition") is the definition
DharmakTIrti gives of a pramdpa; and in his debates with his opponents
over the number of types of pramdga, both he and they are obviously
talking about the varieties of veridical cognition. Evidently any

implication in the jewel example that the cognition of the jewel~

glitter as a jewel is "uncontradicted” simply because the object
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reached and the object intended are both jewels is to be ignored.

And there is a reasonable explanation for the apparent suggestion

in the Nyayabirdu that "uncontradicted" cognition is not veridical
cognition.

For as it turns out, Dharmakirti's definition of "uncontra-
dicted" cognition is weak. To counter this weakness, Dharmakirti
adds the "nonaberrant" in verse 4, even though pratyaksa is already
a species of "uncontradicted" cognition (pram3ga) by what he says in
verses 2 and 3 (and even though by "uncontradicted" cognition he
means veridical cognition).

As to the weakness in his definition, it will be remembered
that this definition is in pragmatic terms, i.e., in terms of the
object reached being the object intended,142 and not in terms of
accurate representation of the object. Leaving aside any rsasons
for this that might stem from DharmakIrti's ultimate allegiance to
Yogdcara, as a Sautr3ntika most likely he is afraid that he canmnot
define "uncontradicted" cognition in terms of cognition that accur-
ately reprezents ar object if he is to maintain, under that defini-
tion, that a perception that represents an objective resemblance as
an identity (but that is otherwise veridical) is "uncontradicted"
even though it does involve this "error" (zs DharmakTrti regards it).

That is, DharmakTrti wants the representing of a resemblance as an
identity to be a misrepresentation (bhramta), and yet he wants the
perception that "misrepresents" things in this way to still be

"uncontradicted.” Very possibly he feels that if he defines
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"uncontradicted" cognition in terms of cognition that accurately
represents its object, he rules out this possibility. Thus he
defines it in purely pragmatic terms. This allows perceptions to
"misrepresent” their objects in the way specified and still be

"uncontradicted": the "error" does nothing to result in the

expected.

But now, having formulated a definition that allows this one

sort of "error," DharmakIrti notices that it also allows another.

Although the definition effectively rules out misrepresentations due
to the mind, it allows in misrepresentations due to the derangement of
the senses. For example, in a case where a disease results in one

seeing a white conch shell as a yellow one, the object acquired or

avoided will still be the expected object. Barring some improvenent

in the semses, the yellow shell one intially cognizes will be
Precisely what one reaches.

But DharmakTrti does want pratyaksa to be, specifically,
veridical cognition. So in his definition of pratyaksa (verse 4)
he adds "nonaberrant” to exclude the aberrant sensings that he now
notices that his definition of "uncontradicted" cognition admits.
The scholars of the secondary literature tend to think that Dharma-
kTrti adds tkz "nopskerrant" unnecessarily.l43 In making this
criticism, they fail to appreciate the point that the weakness in

his definition of "uncontradiction" forces him to it.

What DharmakTrti really needs to do, instead of adding the
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qualification in verse 4 (the adding of which only serves to suggest
that he does not mean by "uncontradicted" cognition veridical
cognition, which in fact he does mean); is to strengthen his
definition of 'uncontradiction.”" He runs the risk of strengthening
it so much as to no longer include as "uncontradicted" those
"misrepresentations" he wants to cay are. But, surely, DharmakIrti
could strengthen the definition to the point where "umcontradicted"
cognition is straightforwardly admitted to be cognition that
accurately represents its object, so long as he also took the time
to distinguish between a strict and an informal correspondence theory
of error, indicating that his definition is to be understood in
terms of the latter. Under a well~developed informal correspondence
theory, a definition in terms of accurate representation would allow

the sort of "metaphysical errors144

that he insists upon, which are
true errors only under a strict correspondence theory. At the same
time, it would eliminate the other errors that he is (rightly) so
concerned to avoid (such as seeing the moon as double), these latter
being true misrepresentations under any reasonable ccrrespondence
theory. It is only under a strict correspondence theory of error
that a new definition in terms of accurate representation of the
object would rule out the sort of "errors" DharmakIrti wants to allow.
DharmakTrti's YogZ@cFra interests would suffer no more from a new

definition of this sort than they do from his addition of the

qualification "nonaberrant' to his definition of Eratzaksa.l45



139

An Equivocation on the Meaning of "Pratyaksa"

I would like to return to the point that the early verses
of the Nydyabindu also contain an equivocation oun the two senses
of "pratyaksa." To repeat the verses:

The attainment of a human end is always preceded by

right cognition. Therefore [right cognitiomn] is

examined. /1/

Right cognition is twofold. /2/

(It is] pratyaksa and anumana. /3/

Of these, pratyaksa. is what.is free from conceptualizing
and nonaberrant. /4]146

To repeat the equivocation, the '"free from conceptualizing"

in verse 4 means that "pratyaksa" is being used in the sense of

1t

sensing (what I have all along been calling semnse 2 of ''pratyaksa").

But in verse 3, as one of thé two kinds of veridical cognition
mentioned in verse 2, pratyaksa has the sense of veridical perception
(what I have been calling sense 1 of "pratyaksa'). The effect
of runpning together what are in fact two different senses of
"pratyaksa" is to make "pratyaksa' seem to have some single sense,
more or less a combination of the two, on the order of "weridical
sensing."”

DharmakTrti is possibily unaware of the equivocation.
More likely, he is fully or at least partly aware of it but thinks
it justified for a reason.

Although this reason can necessarily only be conjectured,

a likely possibility is that he equivocates in order to draw
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attention away from the fact that veridical perception (pratyaksa
in the first sense of the word) is a pramdga. By equivocating so
that pratyaksz seems to amount to something like veridical sensing,
he makes (veridical) sensing the pram3pa and leaves out perceiving
being one.

DharmakTrti would be eager to draw attention away from the
fact that perceiving is a pramana for gnoseological reasoms.
The word “pramana" has a certain mystique about it among those
knowing Indian philosophy. There is the implication that all one's
cognitions ought to be cases of pramana; this is clearly a state
toward which a practicing Buddhist aspires. DharmakIrti most likely
is afraid that if it is too keenly born in mind that perception is
a pramans, practicing Buddhists will lose sight of the fact that
ordinary perceptions are unsatisfactory from the ultimate point of
view. Calling cognitions a type of pramana has the effect of
sanctioning them as altogether acceptable. DharmakIrti is probably
thinking that, under the spell of hearing perception called a
pramapa, practitioners will forget that ordinary perceptions are
radically in need of changing and will not work, as they should,
towards a state of just sensing. So he equivocates and makes it
seem that sensing alone and not perceiving is the pramZga. This
has the effect of motivating people (if motiv;te them it does) to
just semse. And people wﬁo only sense are ome step closer to
enlightenment, it being the mind meddling in the percpetual process

that is responsible for bondage. DharmakIrti probably thinks
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the equivocating is didactically necessary and, for that reason,
even philosophically acceptable.

DharmakIrti's commentator, Dharmottara, is quick to deal
with the equivocation either without noticing it as one or in full
agreement with DharmakIrti that it is necessary and should be
perpetuated. In commenting on the Nyayabindu, he puts in the mouth
of an opponent the objection that if sensing does not involve an
element of mental operztion but if also it is not a Pramdna until
it is followed by a mental operation, then it is really perception
and not semsing that is the 2ram5ha.l47 He replies to the objection
simply (and not to the point) that there is a distinction between
the operations of intellect that follow a sensing and those that
do not follow a sensing (say,‘for example, when one sets out to
visualize something mentally). The operations of intellect that
accompany a sensing are different in kind from the others. They
conceal their true character and borrow the sensuous character
belonging to the sensing they follow.148 Dharmottara concludes
from this that the sensing is the pramaga and the full perceptionm
not.l49 But this answer at best suggests why perception is not
the pramina (pointing to the mental operation in it), while assuming
that it is not fhe pram3ga. In agreeing with DharmakIrti that it is
not the pramdpa, the answer concedes the equivocation.

Durveka Mié;a, addressing the same sort of objection facing

Dharmottara, offers an equally unhelpful answer, this one drawing
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on an analogy. He says that the fact that semsing depends upon being
followed by-a mental operation in order to amount:to a pramdpa does
nothing to make the mental operation itself the pramaga anymore than
the fact tﬁat a father depends uéon his son to be a father does
anything to make that son into a father.lso This merely evades

the issue by misrepresenting the problem. The problem is not why

12

ot the mental operation (instead of the sensing) the pramapa;

13

the problem is why is not the full perception (i.e., the sensing

in company with the following mental operation) the pramdpa. The
mental operation is just as much a constituent part of the full
perception as is the sensing: it makes no more sense to say that

the mental operation is the pramfna than that the sensing is.

And éhat was not what the objector was maintaining. By misrepresent-
ing the problem,'taking it to be why is not the mental operation
(rather than the full perception) the pramZna, Durveka Misra evades
the issue while at the same time appears to give a satisfacrory
answer, the answer he gives being not at all bad for the problem

(however inappropriate) he addresses.

DharmakIrti might have had an additiomal reason for
equivocating on the two meanings of pratyaksa. If not a reascn,
this surely was a happy consequence. DharmakTIrti's chief Hiadu
opponents, the NyE?a—Vaié&sikas, regarded both perception and

sensing as types of pratyaksa. They distinguished between
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oirvikalpika pratyakga (their equivalent of sensing) and savikalpika

pratyaksa (their equivalent of perception). Dharmak¥rti, always
eager to contend with the Hindus, has in his equivocating a chance
to contend with the Hindus on this central point. Because pratyaksa
means veridical semsing (given the equivocation), perceiving is not
even pratyaksa. Thus he and the NyEya—VaiéEgikas are in what

DharmakIrti could only consider a very pleasant disagreement.

Substance and Duration

It is time to put this matter aside and turn to another
question, raised a long time zgo (p. 114), that still needs atten-
tion: What else does DharmakIrti think a universal is besides a
"kind" concept on the order of "cowness" or "potmess'? Without
answering this question, we cannot fully understand what we have
set out to understand, namely, kalpana* or the mental operation in

_perception, consisting in the contributing of universals.

It will be remembered that DharmakIrti is a Sautrantika
on the provisional level. According to the Sautr3antika, there are
no such things és substrates. The Sautrantika believe that we
sense (although indirectly through images) a physical (i.e.,
nonmental) world. But instead of this world being populated by
property-possessing substrates, it is populated merely by nonmental

color expanses, tactile expanses, odors, flavors, and sounds (with
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a qualification that will be discussed later). Only these nonmental
sensibilia (as I will call them) exist, and there are no "substances"
underlying them in the relation of substrate to property.lsl The

_ property-~substrate relation (vié&sagavi§ésyabh§va) is strictly of

mental origin, one term of the relation, the "substance," being &
mental fiction.l?2 The mind, in the course of its meddling in a
perception,‘simply misconstrues a set of sensibilia substantively.
"Substance," in effect, is another universal.

Earlier in describing Dharmakirti's theory of umiversals,
I said that the universal "cowness'" is projected by the mind onto
the 'sensed object that I depicted at the time as a cow. This
depiction was purely for convenience. It can now be seen that the
cow itself, in the semse of a substrate possessing certain properties -
such as color, softness, etc., is as much the result of a mental
effort as its universal "cowness." The mind first construes a
certain set of semnsibilia as a brown, soft, smelly, lowing
substantive thing; having added the first universal "substance,"
it then goes on to construe the substance as a cow by adding the

"

universal "cowness." adding also other universals such as ""browness"

depending upon the color, etc., of the "cow."

Not only are there no substances for Dharmakirti, there
are also, contrary to the way things seem, no entities that persist

through time. Whatever is real is momentary (ksagika), according
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to the Buddhists.ls3 The set of sensibilia we construe (by way of
representative images) not only substantively but as some enduring
object exists omly fleetingly; that is, the set we take to be a
(substantive) enduring object is really a series of sets, each
set of the series being momentary, the sets following one another
in succession so rapidly that the mind, beguiled as if watching a
movie, takes them as constituting 2 single, enduring object.154 The
"enduring object," as much as the “"substance," is a universal.
To borrow an example from Dignaga, thé mac Dittha is a universal
to the extent that he is thought to be a single enduring entity
of which the many momentary sets of semsibilia that he really is

are but object-stages.155

KalpahZ*, then, not only contributes to a perception such
notions as "cowness" and "blueness" but also ideas of "substance"
and "entity enduring through time."

And it is due to kalpand* that we believe objects worth
pursuing or avoiding. What we have said shows that what we sense
and what we finalily come to believe that we see are really quite
different. The former are series of sets of fleeting sensibilia and
the latter are enduring, substantive things, admitting of classifica-
tion. Kalpan3* is responsible for transforming the ome into the
other; and with the transformation, it produces out of something
inherently uninteresting (so Dharmakirti would insist) something

woerthy of our likes and dislikes. But likes and dislikes result in
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suffering. It is in this way that kzlpana* is responsible for our
bondage. The first step in gaining enlightenment is purging our
perceptions of kalpanZ*, arresting these perceptions at the level
of sensing so that we are aware of just the momentary sets of
sensibilia incapable of holding our interest.>% e are then
beginning to see things for the disinteresting entities they really
are, and we can begin to avoid the attachments and aversions that
result in suffering.

Once again, however, our perceptiomns, even though involving
kalpang* and its fictions of "substance" and "enduring entity"

(along with its fictions such as "cowness"), are provisionally

veridical, a point we made earlier (p. 82) when we discussed
kalpana* contributing such universals as "cowness." Perceptions
involving kalpana* (those perceptions otherwise accurate, that is)
are pram3pas, however much DharmakTrti is at times not eager to

. 157
draw attention to the fact.

Summation
We are now at the end of discussing DharmakIrti's SautrZntika
theory of perception. We have proven by it that pram@na and
pratyaksa each amount to at least two different things. For,
if nothing else, there are the two different entities of the
"enduring object" (santZna) and the momentary set of sensibilia

(kgana). And they are both objects of pratyaksa, meaning that
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"pratyaksa" has two semses. The former object is the object of
pratyakga when it amounts to "uncontradicted" cognition, that is,
when "pratyaksa" means perception. The latter is its object when
pratyaksa is cognition free from kalpan@*, i.e., when "pratyaksa"
means sensing.

As Dharmottara says, to the last avoiding explicitly
recognizing the two senses: the object of pramana, specifically,
pratyaksa, is twofold (dvividha). One of ite objects is the sant3na.
This is the object that is to be seen at one time and reached at
another (prapapTya). The second of its two objects is the ksana.

It is the object to be just "immediately apprehended" (grzhya). For,
being momentary, it is not around long enough to be first cognized
and then subsequently reached through activity.158 This is implicit
recognition that "pratyaksa" and hence "pramZga" have two different
senses. The santZna, around long enough to be both seen and

reached, is in effect the perceptual object, i.e., the object of
pratyaksa in the sense of "uncontradicted" cognition. The ksana,

not around long enough, is in effect the semsory object, i.e.,

the object of pratyaksa in the sense of the sensing operation free

from kalpanZ*,

Transition to Parts Two and Three

I mentioned in this last chapter when describing the objec-

tive cause of a sensation as a set of sensibilia (pp. 143-144) that
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this point was subject tc qualification.. The qualification, men-
tioned long ago at the very beginning of this chapter, is.that each
sensibile in the set is really an aggregate of another entity in
Dharmakirti's ontology: paramdnus. These are the atoms of his
system: very small, objective entities that are qualitative (not
substantive) in character (i.e., atoms of color, sound, smell,
taste, and touchj. Each sensibile is an aggregate of paramanus

of the appropriate sense; the sensibile of vision, which I will
restrict the discussion to, is an aggregate of atoms of color.
Because the visual sensibile is an aggregate of color atoms, it is
not, after all, really a sensibile. It is not, in other words, a
(nonmental) color patch. Fér Dharmakirti insists that an aggregate
of color atoms does not amount to a patch. A color patch is
numerically onme thing, according to DharmakIrti, and an aggregate
of atoms numerically many. There is a sense in which the atoms are
collectively one thing, but collectively they are one thing that

is a unity of parts. A patch, on the other hand, Dharmakirti says,
is but one thing that is not a unity of parts. I am now in a posi-
tion to discuss this point that the sensory object, or the
svalakgapa as it is called, is an aggregate that is not a color
patch. I will do this in Part Three. But before I do so, I will
consider in Part Two two misconceptions regarding this semsory
object or svalaksana. The first of these is made possible by the

fact that the svalakgana, given DharmakIrti's representative theory



of perception, is only mediately perceived. It, an aggregate of
paramdjus, gives rise to a sensum; this sensum is a patch, as it
happens, even if the svalaksana, its cause that is an aggregate,

is not.
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his followers, on the contrary, maintain that concepts are due not to
experience, but to an inmate constructive tendency of reason. This
theory is obviously rooted in the Buddhist metaphysics which has no
place for similarity or identity. The abstraction theory of concepts
necessarily implies the objectivity of the character abstracted. If
concepts are abstractions from experisnce, common characteristics
and relations would be real. This being incompatible with the
Buddhist conception of reality, Dign3ga adopts the theory of
construction. Concepts are the products of creative thought, having
absolutely nothing corresponding to them in the real world."

Also, Dravid, pp. 273-274: "The [Buddhist] theory is clearly
nominalistic, because concepts are said to have no objective
foundation. They are pure and simple fabrications of the mind. But
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the nominalism of the Buddhist is of 2 special type. He does not
hold that concepts are mere names having no common basis whatsoever.
Such a view would lead to complete arbitrariness in the use of words
and would ultimately result in scepticism. Dign3ga and DharmakIrti
admit that language.is a.source.of common knowledge,:and.:that it is
the medium of communication of ideas and thought. They recognise
also that such knowledge and communication presuppose a common basis
which makes mutual understanding possible. What they deny is that
the required common basis for language and concepts can be found in
the immediate experience of the real world. This, according to them,
must be sought cutside experience, and they discover it in the
creative: reason which is. transcendental and universal. Reason
creates a priori general forms or concepts in order to express the
data of immediate experience through them. . . .%

33
Dravid, p. 264: ". . . For the realist, conceptual
knowledge is a direct apprehension of the real. Words and concepts
stand for real universals, or particulars qualified by them. But,
for the Buddhist, the real is the unique, causally efficient point-
instant which is outside the reach of words and concepts. . . ."
See also the quotes in the above n. 32.

34
BL I,182(Secs.2&3).

35
John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding,
Bk. III, Ch. 3, Sec. 13. Italics omitted.

36 .
PV III:108. Also G 57.6-7: tasmad ekak3aryataiva bhavanam
abhedah. See also Dharmakirti's comment, G 46.11, to the effect that
the presence of universals among the activities of cows of giving
milk or bearing burdens is to be denied, indicating that what are
resembling among the cows, candidates for universals, are the
functions that they perform.

37
IB 4.8-9: d3ha, paka, avagahana, snana, pana; IS:727:
vaha, doha.

38
The only exceptions to this are imperceptible entities
such as karma whose existence is attested to by the Buddha.
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39
W.V. Quine, "Natural Kinds," in Ontological Relativity
and Other Essays, The John Dewey Essays in Philosophy, No. 1
(New York & London, 1969), p. 119.

40
G 40.21-22: katham punar bhinnanZm abhinnam k3ryam yena
tadanyebhyo bhed3ad abheda ity ucyate. See also such comments as
G 82.23-83.6, which raise the same questiom.

41

G 40.22-41.4: prakrtir es3 bhavinam yad

EKAPRATYAVAMARS ARTHATNANADY ERARTHAS ADHANE /

BHEDE 'PI NIYATZAH KECIT SVABHAVENENDRIYADIVAT//
yathendriyavisay3lokamanask3rZ Itmendriyamano 'rthatatsamnikarsa
va as§ty'fpi tadbhavaniyate samanye rilpavijfinam ekam janayanti,
evam Simsapadayo 'pi bhed3h paraspara@nanvaye 'pi prakrtyaivaikam
ek3kdram pratyabhijfiZnam janayanti.

When quoting verses together with commentary, I have made
it a practice to capitalize the verses. '

42 : :
G 41.4-5: any3m v3 yath3pratyayam dahanagrhadikam
kasthasadhyam arthakriyam.

43
G 41.6: na tu bheddvisese 'pi jal3adayah, srotradivad
rupadi jizna.

44
The "or" that connects this verse with the previcus one
(verse 73, see n. 41 above) implies that another analogy is being
offered. So does the concluding sentence of the entire passage,
which compares the case of the trees to the case of herbs, the way
the earlier sentences compared the trees to the eye, the light, etc.

45
Cocculus cordifolius.

46
G 41.7-12: JVAREDngMANE KES%IT SAHA PRATYEKAM EVA VA/
DRSTA YATHA VAUSADHAYO NENATVE 'PI NA CAPARAH//
yatha va gudlicIvyakty3adayah saha pratyekam v3 jvaradidamanalaksanar
ekan k3ryam kurvanti. na ca tatra sZm3nyam apeksante. bhede 'pi
tatprakrtitvat. na tadavisege 'pi dadhitrapus3dayah.



156

47
G 41.12-42.7:. syad etat, sZmInyam eva kimeit t3su
tath3abhit3asu vidyate, tata eva tad ekam kZFryam iti. tad ayuktam.
AVISESEN
samanyasya
NA SAMANYAM
tatk3ryakrt. tasy3dpi
AVISESAPRASANGAIAH/
TASAM KSETRADIBHEDE. 'PI
yvadi hi sZmany3j Jvaradisamanam kEryam syat. tasyav1sesad
vyaktinam ksetr3dibhede 'pi c1r351ghrapra§%manadayo viéésa
gunataratamyam ca na sydt. vifese vi samanyasya svabh@vabhedat
svarGpah3nam. . . . vyaktayas tu kaladesasamskaravaééna
viéistotpattayo v1§%savat karyam kuryur ity avirodhah tavad
arthi api kecii svabh3vabhede "pi ekapratyabhijﬁanzdlkZm artha-
kriyam kurvantas tadak3ribhyo bhedZd abhinn3 iti ucyante. (Where
minor misprints occur in the edition, such as omissions of
diacritics, I have made the corrections without comment. I will
adopt this as a practice in quoting all editioms.)

48
PV II1:82: tatraikak3ryo 'meko 'pi tadakaryanyatasrayalh/
ekatvendbhidhZjfidnair vyavah3ram prat3ryate//

49
PV II:16lab: vastudharmatayaivarthds t3drgvijfznakaranam/

50
I8:722-725, 1004-1005, 1050; TB 88.1-4.

51
G 82.18. See also PV II:299, where the difference between
concepts and dream images, and also visual images, is said to be
a matter of a "vividness" on the part of dream and visual images that
is lacking in concepts.

52
See H.H. Price, Thinking and Experience (2d ed.; London,
1969), pp. 284-285.

53
PV III:170 (G 85.24): . . . upaplavas ca samanya-~
dhiyas . .”.// G 85.25: nirvisayam eva khalv idam mithyZj¥3nam
yad anekatraikﬁkaram e ¢« « « PV III:72ab: tasm3n mithy3vikalpo

'yam arthesv ek3tmat3grahah/ G 56.19: tatra samsrstakard buddhir
bhrantir eva.
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54

G 64:23-25: uktam pr3ag yatha samsystabzhy3dhyStmikabheds
buddhih svem evabh@sam vyavah@ravigayam arthakriy3yogyam adhyavas3ya-
sabddrtham upanayatTti. TS:1004-1005: ekapratyavamarsasya ya
uktd hetavah pura/ abhayadisamd arth3h prakrtyaivinyabhedinah// tZn
upasritya yajifidne bhity arthapratibimbakam/ kalpake 'rth3tmatd
'bh3ve 'py arth3d ity eva niscitam// IS:1072: arthantaraparavrtta-
vastudardznasamsraydt/ 3gates tatra caropat tasya [pratibimbakasya]
bhago 'padisyate//

35
G 25.7-8: tadatm3nam eva hi buddhih samsrjantI
s@minyavisayad pratibhdsate.

56
PV ITI:70; TS:1023; TB 83.8-10.

57

G 60.14-61.1. Further, recognition is said to require
memory of a linguistic convention. In remembering a linguistic
convention, one entertains a word and remembers what objects that
word was associated with at the time it first acquired its meaning
(and possibly also one remembers all other like objects experienced
since, if they too have gone into the genmeric image). Presumably,
then, one compares the present object with the image (judging
from G 60.14-61.1).

58

PVV 150:19-23: nanu {abde jBane grihyam bahyatayaiva
pratiyate, na jfianakIrataya? ity Zha: SABDAD utpannaJNANE 'RTHA-
PRATIBIMBAKAM VYATIREKIVA bhinnam bzhyam iva YAD ABHATI, TAD API
NARTHATMA bahirarthasvarGpam; kin tu BHRANTIH SA VASANAnirmit3.
yath3d taimirikadrstesu ked3disu bahyabhramah, evam vikalpakare 'pi
bzhyavyavah3ro 'vidyavadad ity arthah. (Words in capitals are those
that appear in the verse being commented on.) See also PV II:29.

59
TIS:1296: svasamanydtmanor yuktam jfidnam caikam na
vedakam/ savikalpanyath3bh3ve praktandparavin na hi//

60
kalpanavisayatam upayantyas, G 56.8.

61
G 39.14-16; PW 150.15-17; G 68.5-6: na catrInugami
kimeid rUpam asti. kevalam tadarthatay3 te bhavi ' tadarthebhyo
bhinna iti bheda evaisam abhedah. [bheda = tadanyebhyo bheda]




158

62
G 57.19. Also itaretarabheda, PV III:72.

63

atatkaryarthabheda, PV III:76; tadak3ryanyata, PV III:82b;
atatkarisvabhavaviveka, G 57.1; atatkaryavislesa, PV III:110a.

64
PV 109.22-23.

65

E.g., G 85.19; PV II:171cd-172; also anyavyavrtti,
PV I1:173c, PV II:300, PV I1:42d. These" are the same words Dharma-
kIrti sometimes uses to refer to the basis of concepts, i.e., the
similarities in the objects, see supra n. 61l. See also
ISP 338.13-14.

66

See, for example, TSP 411.6-10. See also such
discussions as TS:1145-1146.

67
IS:942-943; PV III:114ff. (G 58.19ff).

68
T5:1010.

69
TS:1019.

70 -
TIS:1018, 1094-1095, 1163.

71

72
TSP 395.22-25.

73
G 62.24ff. That he deviates from §;ntarak31ta is

particularly evident in his denying that a word has two functioas,

G 63.11-12. Santa:aksita is content to assert this in TS:1020; see
ISP on this verse. The difference seems to be whether there are two
results, but one following the other (S%htaraksita), or whether
there is only one complex result (DharmakIrti). Satkari Mookerjee
has some helpful comments on this in The Buddhist Philosophy of
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Universal Flux, p. 117. See also Dhirendra Sharma, The Differ-

entiation Theory of Meaning in Indian Logic (The Hague,
1969), pp. 30-31.

74
See also G 56.19.

75
NBTD 70.8: vastuno hy as3dh3ranam ca tattvam asti
samdnyam ca. For DharmakTrti, see PV II: 1; for Dign3ga, see
PS 24. 9.

76
PV III:68-70 (G 38.11-16): PARARUPAM SVARUPENA YAYK
SAMVRIYATE DEIYA/ ERARTHAPRATIBHASINYZ BHAVAN ASRITYA BHEDINAH/ /
TAYK _SAMVRTANANARTHAY SAMVRTYA BHEDINAH SVAYAM/ ABHEDINA IVABHANTI
BHAVA RUPENA KENACIT// TASYA ABHIPRAYAVASAT SAMANYAM SAT
PRAKTRTITAM/ TAD ASAT PARAMERTHENA YATHA SAMKALPITAM TAYA//

77
G 38.17—39 1: buddhih khalu tadanyavyatirekinah

padarthan :a-iuyotpadyamana vikalplka svavasanaprakrtim anuvidadhatT
bhionzn es@m rUpam tirodhdya pratibh@sam abhinnam ZFtrIyam adhyasya
tan samsrjantl sagdaré%yati. sa caikasadhyasadhanataya anya-
vivekinam bhavandm ta&v1kalpavasanayas ca prakrtir yad evam esa
pratibhat1 tadudbhava. s3 ceyam samvrtih samvriyate naya svarupena
pararipam iti. te ca taya samvrtabhedﬁh svayam bhedino 'py abhedina
iva kenacid ripena pratibhantl. tad esam buddhipratibh@sam
anurundhanaih . . . sZm3nyam ity ucyate.

78
See above n. 65.

79
G 39.1-10: katham idZnIm any3apohah sZm3nyam. sa eva

khalv any3pohas. tam eva grhnatI s3 prakrtivibhramdad vikalpZnzm
vastugrahinTva pratibhdti. s3 hi tadanyavivekisv eva bhavesu
bhavantI vivekavisayeti gamyate. nanu bahy3 vivekino na ca tesu
vikalpapravrttir iti katham tesu bhavati. vyakhyatarah khalv evam
vivecayanti na vyavahartarah. te tu sv3@alambanam evarthakriyayogyam
manyamanad drsyavikalpyav arthav ekikrtya pravartante. tadabhipraya-
vad3d evam ucyate. tatk3ritaya 'tatk3aribhyo bhinnZms tathZ dabdena
pratipadayantTti. pratibh@sabhedddibhyas tu tattvacintakZ nZbhedam
anumanyante.

80
Cf£. TS:909-910; TS:923.
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31

G 39.11-19: yadi pratipattrabhipr3ayo 'nuvidhIyate,
anyapoho 'pi sZm3@nyam m3 bhTt, na hy evam pratipattir iti. na vai
kevalam evam apratipattih. vyaktivyatirikt3vyatiriktaikanitya-
vyapitadyakdrair api naiva pratipattih. kevalam abhinn3kara
buddhir utpadyate. tasy3h ka 3sraya ity anyapoha ucyate. tasya
vastusu bhavat. avirodh3t. vyavah3arasya ca sabdasrayasya
tath3darsindt. na punar vastubhutam kimcit sZm3Enyam nZm3sti
yatheyam buddhih pratibhati. yasmit.

VYAKTAYO NANUYANTY ANYAD ANUYAYI NA BEASATE/

82
See, e.g., PV 1I1:299, PVB 247.32-33.

83
See, for example, the discussion PV II:54cd-62. Here
the talk is at one moment of the conceptualizing and at the next
of inference, as if the two were cne and the same thing. See also
PV II:75: svalakgane ca pratyaksam avikalpatay@ vind/ vikalpena
na samanyagrahas tasmims tato 'num3//

84
Dharmendra Nath Shastri, "The Sautrantika Theory of

Knowledge," Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Imstitute,
XXXII (1952), 126: ". . . A close observation will reveal that the
term 'Anumana' (inference) has been used in two different senses
in the Dinn3ga school. It is sometimes used in a broad semse . . .
when it means all judgment and intellection, all discursive thought,
all cognitive process except pure sensation. When 'inference' is
used in that broad sense, the determinate perception (savikalpika
pratyaksa) of the realist will also be covered under it. But it
is usually used in a narrower sense of the inference of pure logic,
as when fire is inferred from smoke. In this narrow sense determi~
nate perception will not be regarded as inference. . . ."

Arcata, the eighth-century Buddhist author of the
Hetubindutik3d, in effect admits that anumana has two senses, at
least according to Shastri, Ibid.; see HBT 24.10-13.

85
See supra a. 53.

86
NBTD 71.5; 72.2. See also PV III:76, anarthika.

87
PV II:165: vyatirekiva {= bhinnam bZhyam iva, PVV]
yajjfZne bh3ty arthapratibimbakam/ <abdZt tad api n3rth3tmd bhrantih
sd vasanodbhava// Also PV II:170; PV II:29-30b; PV II:80;
I15:1022-1025.
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88
IS:1215.

89
BV II:141-144; NBTD 48.5-10.

90
E.g., G 82.16; TS:1203.

91

PV II:183a: samZhyavacinah dabdss. I8:1217: tasyas
_ cadhyavasayena bhranta sabdarthayoh sthitih/ anyayogad asattve
'syzh sadrsy api na sambhavet//

92
Locke, Bk. III, Cp. 2, Sec. 1.

93
PV I1:172-173. PWV 139.16-17: tasm3d YA eva SABDANAM
VISAYO vyavacchedah SA EVA TA TATIH SAMYOJYET, na svalaksanam. (The
words in capitals appear in the verse being glossed. ) PVV 152.17:
. . . anyapohah drutau vacyatay3a sambadhyate, nanyat. See also
PV II:30: arthanam yac ca samanyam anyavyavrttilaksanam/ yan-
nis;has ta ime sabdi . . .//

94

|
]

II:76; PV IT1:163c; TS:1008cd.

95
PV 1I:28; PV II:163-164; PV II:169-171; TS:1071-1072;
PVV 150. 14-18.

96

TS:1033: KIN TV ANEKO 'PI YADY ERAKARYAKART YA IRSYATE/
TATRATKADHARMAROPENA SRUTIR ERA NIVESYATE// TSP 399.16-20:
tatrantarendpi samanyam samanyaéébdatvavyavasthaya idam nibandhanam,
yad bahunam ekarthakriydkaritvam. prakrtyaiva hi ke cid bhava
bahavo 'py ekdrthakriy3karino bhavanti. tes3m ekIrthakriyZsZmarthya-
pratipadanaya vyavahartrbhir laghavartham ekarGpadhyaropenaika
srutir nivesyate.

I have partially adopted here the translation of
Ganganatha Jha, TStr., p. 546 (verse 1034 on his numbering).

97
PV II:127-128.

98
PV III:92 and autocommentary (G 45.22-29).
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99
PV II:34; PV II:39.

100
G 37.27-38.3. See also TS:879.

101

EVV 154.9-10. Also DharmakTrti speaks of recalling a
concept only by remembering a "linguistic convention" (sabdasangketa),
PV II:45, PV II:2cd. Remembering one involves entertaining the word
that signifies the concept and remembering (presumably in the form
of a generic image) the objects with which the word was first
associated. The fact that one always remembers a linguistic
cenvention when recalling a concept suggests that the concept was
not formed without a word serving in the capacity of signaling
the concept's extemsion. Also, see IS:772-773; and such comments
from the Buddhists as recorded in TS:940cd.

102

, PV II:45; PVB 170.23-24. PV II:123d: -vikalpo
n@masapsrayah// PVB 245.24-25: vikalpo hi nZma janayati namdpi
vikalpam . . . . TS:101lab: tadrlpapratibimbasya dhiyah sabdac
ca janmani/

103
See the discussion in NBTD 48.5ff. DP 49.30: y3
niyamavatT pravrttih kva cit praninah, sz vikalpapurvik3. yath3
Vyutpannasaiketavyavaharasyannadiviceys pravrttih, niyamavatT
ca taditaraparihZrena stanZdau pravyttir b3alakasyeti karyahetuh.

104
NBDT 48. 8"’9 .

105
This is a point on which Kamaladila seems to disagree,
see TSP 450.11-12.

106

&

I:5.

107
NBTD 48.6-9.

108
But see IS:1214.

nNno

1
PRV
PV II:127-128; TS:872-873; TS:1263.
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110
PV III:137cd-143ab (G 66.15-26); G 67.26-68.10; G 46.2-9;

111
See supra pp. 103ff.

112
PV III:96 and autocommentary (G 48.9-19); TB 85.7-10.

113
PV III:119ab (G 60.2-3).

114
PVV 118.17-20; G 43.3-4.

115
Actually, it is only one of two criteria. The cognition
must also take a "novel object," see chapter 2, pp. 59-60.

116
PV II:57-58; PV II:83.

117
PV II:83; PV II:S56abc; G 49.1-6.

-

118
For the Nyi&a—Vaiéégikas, there is nothing at all wrong
with ordinary percepticns cognizing wniversals, for universals do
exist and they are in fact perceived.

119

PV I1:57. Dharmakirti repeats the example in G 43.2-7
and G 49.4.

120
Zwilling, [2], p. 146. The reference to the keyhole is
not in the Sanskrit as the tramslation suggests. Also, Frauwallner,
[1], Vel. XXXIX, (1932), p. 271. The exposition is not DharmakTrti's
autocommentary but Frauwallner's comments. DharmakIrti makes no
mention of keyholes.

121
PVB 218.33. See also NBTD 25.4-5.

122
PVB 219.1.
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123

Richard Salomon suggested to me that on his reading of
Prajnakaragupta perhaps the beams of color are radiating out from
the jewel and one mistakes a radiated beam seen through the keyhole
for the jewel (so that one is not looking directly at the jewel at
all). This is likely more consistent with the Indian way of
thinking of jewels. What I go on to say follows on either inter-
pretation, with the exceptions that I note in footmotes connected
with particular points.

124
G 43.3-4: . . . tatpratibaddhajanmanam vikalpanam
atatpratibh3sitve 'pi vastuny avisamv@do maniprabh3yam iva
manibhranteh, . . . (Emphasis mine.) See also the context
surrcunding G 49.1-6.

125
On the Salomon interpretation (see supra n. 123), it
is also not quite in the same location, since one has mistaken
a radiated beam for the jewel.

126
On the Salomon interpretation, the example would merely
be farfetched--so much so as to be virtually impossible. How
could one misake a radiated beam for a jewel if one is looking
straight at the jewel?

127
G 51.5-7. "jale jalaj¥Znasya" must be supplied, see
Zwilling, [2], p. 167. ’
For the Buddhist account of a mirage, see G 51.12-13;
also NM (Part I) 82.23-24: grisme tapati tv alatantape tapane .
tanmaricisu caturamisarabhuvam abhihatya samutphalitesu
tarangakaradharisu . . . .

128
G 43.5-6: . . . yathadrstavisesznusaranam pari-
tyajya . . . « G 51.11-12: ., . . svabhEVanukarapra*yarnanena
jananat.

129
G 43.6: . . . kimcitsamanyagrahanena viéégﬁhtarasamﬁ-
ropad . . . . PVV 188.24: . . . rajjvadau samsth@nasamyagrahidt
utpanndyah sarpadibhranter . . . . PVV 189.15: . . . maricisu
tarangajalasamdsu purvadrstajalasmaranas3peksa jalabhrantih, . . .
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130
See Frauwallner's comments to this effect, [1],
Vol. XXXIX (1932), p. 271.

131
PV II:288-289.

i32
PV II:294; PV II:297-298.

133
The function a thing performs determines what kind of
thing it is, it will be remembered.

134
samyagjianaptrvikd sarva purus3@rthasiddhir iti tad
vyutpadyate. dvividham samyagjf@i@nam. pratyaksam anum3naf® ceti.
tatra pratyaksam kalpanT 'podham abhrantam. (On "tatra," see
NBTD 7.6-8.)

135
NB I:5: abhil3pasamsargayogyapratibh3sz pratitih
kalpan3i.

136
Or, DharmakIrti would have it, direct apprehension
geuerally, including self-conscicusness, yogic perception, and
mental sensing; see p. 82.

137
NBTD 17.1: avisamvadakam jfiiZnam samyagjfidnam

138

An "uncontradicted" cognition is ome that is able to
"deliver up" (pr3pana) the object by properly representing its
spatial location, temporal location, and character. This means,
in effect, a judgmental cognition, e.g., a cognition in respect
to blue that it is blue. As Dharmottara says, NBTD 84.5-6:
tasmad adhyavasdyam kurvad eva pratyaksam pramdnam bhavati. akrtte
tv adhyavasaye nilabodharipatvendvyavasthipitam bhavati vijianam.
tath? ca pram3naphalam arthadhigamarUpam anispannam. "Only when
pratyaksa has produced a judgment is it a pramana. As long as that
judgment is not produced, the cognition is not a determinate one
of, [say, blue] as blue. And the knowledge of the object that is
the fruit of the pram3na does not result."

As we will see later, the object of a nonjudgmental
sensory cogunition is not even around long enough to be first seen
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and then "delivered up"; for it is momentary (kganika). Thus
an "uncontradicted" cognition, whose object is ome that is delivered
up, can only be a perception.

139
taya@ rahitam tﬁmiriéubhramaganauyﬁnasa@kgobhﬁdyanﬁhita—
vibhramam j@3nam pratyaksam.

140
E.g., see NBTD 25.3-4, where Dharmottara discusses the
case of a white shell seen as a yellow one. This is on a par with
seeing the moon as double, for the Buddhists. Such a cognition,
Dharmottara says, is not a pramana, i.e., is not "uncontradicted."

141
BV II:300.

142
That is, in terms of the fact that the object reached,
if one indeed acts on the cognition, is (barring unforseen
circumstances) the object that the cognition led one to expect.

143
For example, see BL I,153; also Mookerjee, pp. 278-279,
and Chhote Lal Tripathi, The Probiem of RKnowledge in YogZcidra
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PART TWO

THE SVALAKSANA: MISCONCEPTIONS



INTRODUCTIGN TO PART TWO

The theory I will prove in Part Three is that the svalaksana,
the cause of, say, the crescent-shaped silver color sensum in our
visual field that we take to be the moon, is an aggregate of

aramanus, the atoms of DharmakIrti's System. Paramanus, to

repeat, are very small, objective entities that are qualitative

in character, i.e., minute quantities of color (sound, smell, taste,
and .touch). I will prove that the svalaksana, in a case of visual
perception (such as the example of the moon just given), is an
aggregate of color atoms. As an aggregate of color atoms, it is
not a colér patch, as ;ts sensum is; and it differs from this sensum
in more ways than just that it is nonmental and its sensum mental.
Specifically, it is numerically "many" things and its sensum
numerically "one," according to DharmakIrti's analysis.

Before turning to this matter, however, I will consider
the two most prominent alternative theories of the svalaksana in
the secondary literature. According to both of these, the svalaksana
is not even an aggregate of atoms. The first theory is that the
Svalaksana is instead a Kantian noumenon. The second is that it is
a single param@ju, one of the individual atoms in the aggregate
that I say is collectively the'svalaksaga.

I will explain each theory and assess the arguments in their



defense. I will then give the evidence in Part Three that th;
svalakgana is indeed an aggregate of param3pus and show that it
is not a color patch, as its sensum is, but that it differs from
it in being constitutionally many while the patch is constitu-

tionally one.



Chapter 5

THE SVALAKSANA AS A KANTIAN NOUMENON

In 1930-33, Theodor Stcherbatsky published his celebrated

work, Buddhist Logic (see pp. 10-11). Buddhist Logic is a confusing

work and leaves doubts about what Stcherbatsky's thesis of the nature
of the svalaksana was. The thesis that most readily suggests

itself is that the svalaksana, the cause of our sensatioms, is

a transcendent Kantian noumenon. It is a qualityless,l extension-

less,2 thing—in-itself.3

"A deeper insight into what happens in
our ordinary everyday cognition has led the Buddhists to establish
behind the veil of empirical reality the existence of its transcen—
dental source, the world of things as they are by themselves."4 This
way of interpreting Stcherbatsky's thesis found favor with later
scholars such as A.K. Sarkar.s

There is good evidence that Stcherbatsky's thesis was
instead that the svalakgana is given in sense but that it is
transcendent in a non-Kantian way in that the sensation of it is
too fleeting to ever be consciously experienced.6 I will comsider
each of these two, distinct theses, beginning with the ome that it
is a Kantian noumenon.

On this interpretation of Stcherbatsky's thesis, his claim

is that the svalaksana in itself does not possess any of the



172

characteristics that the sensation represents it as having. For
he insists: "Not only are the sensible qualities subjective moods
of reaction to the external stimulus, but the so called primary
qualities, extension, durationm, time, space, the notions of existence,
non-existence, reality, generality, causality etc. are all nothing
but subjective constructions of the understanding."7 The svalaksana,
in a case of visual perception, is colorless,slan "absolutely
propertyless pure object."9 Like Kant's noumenon, it is the
unknown cause of a sensation. "The fire is not the flaming object
of a definite shape and extension which we deem present before us,
but it is merely a moment of caloric energy, the rest is imagination.
The jar is not the extended body having definite color, shape,
tactile qualities and duration, which is present in our imagination,
but it is an efficient moment represented, e.g., in the fact of
pouring water, the rest is imagination."lo
Why does Stcherbatsky think this, if this is indeed his
thesis? Explicitly he gives one Teason, impiicitly an additional
twc. It is easiest to take up his implied reasoms first, for a
discussion of his explicit reason leads naturally into a discussion
of the second thesis that may be his rather than this Kantian
transcendent thesis.
Implicitly he appeals to two facts about the svalaksana.

One is that DharmakIrti clearly states that it is not the direct

referent of a word (§hbdasya'avisayatva).ll Stcherbatsky, referring

to this fact as the svalaksana's "unutterability,” seems to take
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this as meaning that the svalaksana is, like Kant's noumenon,

12 The

that about which no empirical proposition is meaningful.
second fact that he implicitly appeals to is that DharmakIrti
describes the svalakgana as "different from things of its own

class as well as things of other classes" (sarvato vydvrtta,
3

sajitizgvijEtiyavyiv:tta).1 The svalaksana is, as DharmakIrti

sometimes puts this point, "dissimilar" (asadrda) from all other

14

things. Stcherbatsky understands this as meaning that the

svalakgana is unique: it is absolutely dissimilar from all other
3

things.1 And since anything propertied at least resembles other

things, the svalaksana, he seems to reasom, is propertyless, i.e.,
a transcendent Kantian noumenon.16

To assess the second of the two implied rzasoms first,
DharmakIrti does not mean in saying that the svalaksana is "dis-
similar" from everything else that it is absolutely unique. It
is not: for, as we saw in Part One, Dharmakirti is a resemblance
theorist. The svalaksana is "different from things of its own
class as well as things of other classes,” but only in that it does
not share a universal. This import of DharmakIrti's use of
"dissimilar" can be seen from context. 'Dissimilar" is really
a quasi-technical term. Svalaksanas are "dissimilar'" in that
there is nothing common to a number of them.

To look at the context in which the word "dissimilar™

(asadgéh) occurs, when a svalaksana is said to be "dissimilar,"
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it is in contrast to the universal (s@manya), which is then "similar"
(sad;é%). 17 "Common'" is really what he means by "similar."

The universal is "similar," i.e., common (s3dh3rapa) or gemeral (eka),
while the svalaksapa is "dissimilar," i.e., not common (as3dh3rapa)
or not general (bhinna).18 DharmakTrti's point in calling ﬁhe
svalakgana "dissimilar" is, specifically, that it is a particular.
Were his point that it is a unique particular, he could not have
been a resemblance theorist zs T have shown he was. He could not
have made such comments as "Many things producing the same effect

are treated in ordinary discourse as being the same by using words
and concepts whose basis is a difference [of those things] from

w19 And since colors and the

what cannot produce their effect.
like are particulars and not universals for DharmakTIrti, the
svalakgaga--being something particular but not unique, and sharing
resemblances with other things--is colored (or, really, a patch
of color) and not, as Stcherbatsky would have it, & colorless
Kantian noumenon.

As to the fact that the svalaksana is not the signification
of a word, Dharmakirti does not mean by this that the svalakgana
is something in regards to which no empirical proposition is
meaningfui. This can be seen from what it is to be the signification
of a word. To be the signification of a word is simply to be a

concept or Buddhist universal. For, as we saw in Part One,

Dharmakirti is a conceptualist. Concepts intervene between words
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and the things to which they refer. Thus "A word is said to refer
[to a thing] in that it produces a [general] image that has been
brought about by exposure to the object. But it does not directly
signify the differentiating thing of the nature of a svalaksana.
And it has no other denotative function than the production of the
image.“zo
The svalakgana, in other words, is as meaningfully, say,
blue, as is its sensum. Neither of them is the signification of
a word in the sense that both are particular; and both--or, really,
the svalakgana by way of its sensum--figure in the meaning of a word
in the sense that they are the source of the concept that the word
immediately signifies. "By their very nature, some things, even
though many [distinct particulars], perform the same useful func-—
tion; and for the purpose of expressing the fact that they perform
the same fruitful function, people speaking of them, for the sake
of brevity, project upon them a common form and apply to them a
common name."21
To turn to Stcherbatsky's stated reason rather than implied
reasons why the svalaksana is a2 Kantian noumenon, the reason is
a comment of Dharmottara's that he thinks is to that effect. The
comment, coming at the end of a discussion, is that it is impossible

for a svalaksana, 2 momentary ksana (see p. 144), "to be delivered

22
up in pratyaksa" (ksanasya pr3payitum asakyatva). Stcherbatsky

takes 'pratyaksa" to mean sensing and the comment to mean that the
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svalaksana is not captured in semsation: the properties that the
sensation represents it as having are not omes that it has in
itself.23
But pratyaksa, we have seen in the four chapters of Part
One, amounts to perception as well as sensing. The "delivering up"
(pr3paga) spoken of in Dharmottara's comment is connected with his
description of pratyaksa as perception. To understand the true
import of Dharmottara's comment, we need to review whzt he says of
pratyaksa in the semse of perception.

Pratyaksa in the sense of perception is a pramdpa in the
sense of a veridical cognitive activity. The characteristic of a
veridical cognitive activity (pramaga in semse 1) is that it is
able to "deliver up" (pr3paga) its object. When (and if) one acts
on the basis of the cognition, the object one reaches (or potentially

could reach) is the object that the cognition has led one to expect.

This object is not at a different time, or in a different place, or

of

[

different character than represented in the cognition.

When Dharmottara says that the svalaksana, a ksanpa_  is not

able to be "delivered up" by pratyaksa, he is only making the point

that this svalaksapa is not the perceptual object. Only the percep-

1

tual object is around long enough to be "delivered up." Obviously,

to be "delivered up," a thing has to exist long emough to be both
perceived at one time and reached through activity zt another.

The svalaksapa or ksaga, being momentary, is too fleeting to be
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"delivered up." But the fact that the svalakgana or ksana is not

the perceptual object does not prevent it from being the sensory
object, and in fact it is. Dharmottara’s comments that occur
right before the comment in question make precisely this point.

In these immediately preceding comments, Dharmottara--in his cwn
unique way of making the point that "pram3na" and "pratyaksa" each
have two different senses--says that a pram3na, namely pratyakga,
has two different objects. These are "the object that is to be
grasped" (grZhya) and "the object that is to be delivered up"
(prapapglya). The momentary svalaksana, he then says, is the first
of these two objects and the "enduring object" or santZna is the
second. ''For," ﬁe concludes, "just the sant3na is the object which
is to be delivered'up by pratyaksa, because it is impossible to

deliver up in pratyaksa a kgana."z4 It is the last portion of this

comment to which Stcherbatsky appeals. But the meaning of the words

"it is impossible to deliver up in pratyaksa a ksapa" is only that

the svalaksana, a ksapa, is to fleeting to be delivered up. It

is thus the semsory object and not the perceptual object.25

In
saying that the svalaksapa is the "object to be apprehended”
rather than the "object to be delivered up," Dharmottara is not

saying that the svalaksana is transcendent to semsation. Presum-

ably it may be, for all we know from this particular comment. But

at least the point of the comment is not that the svalaksapa is
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Srinivas Shastri has pointed out that Stcherbatsky sometimes
seems to admit that the point of Dharmottara's comment is omnly
that the svalakgana is the sensory object and not the perceptual

object.26 And Stcherbatsky also sometimes says things that indicate

he thinks the sensation "photographically" replicates its object.27
Has Stcherbatsky misunderstood Kant (for which there is some evidence),
thinking Kant says that the noumenon is not transcendent to the
sensibility?28 Or, and I think this is more likely, does he think
that Dharmakirti differs from Kant in that the svalakgapa, but not
Kant's noumenon, is given in sense?29 Then, as in Kant, the
empirical object is the product of both the sensibility and the
understanding.30 This latter analysis seems to be what Mookerjee
thinks Stcherbatsky (or at least DharmakIrti) means. '"Like Kant the
Buddhist realist thinks [of] the.categories of thought and reality

as a3 priori subjective coﬁcepts and the difference lies in the
latter's insistence on the evidentiary value ¢f sensation, in which
the thing-in-itself (svalaksaga) is believed to be presented in

its pure and unsullied character. Kant, however, thinks that the
things-in-themselves are never revealed to the mind and as such,

they are bound to remain unknown and unknowable. In spite of this

fundamental divergence the two schools are found to agree in the

proposition that all determinate knowledge, which is knowledge in
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the real sense of the term, is the result of a synthesis of an

a priori and an a posteriori element."31

The svalaksana is transcendent then, on this account, only
in that it is never empirically experienced. The semnsation is
simply too fleeting.32 Our experience is always of the empirical
object, whiéh is a product of the sensibility and the understanding.33
"The Buddhist Thing-in-Itself as pure sensation is a bit nearer
the empirical world than the Kantian one. Kant protested against
this half-empirical interpretation of the Thing-in-Itself which,
according to him, is transcendental. [But as] a single moment, the
Buddhist Thing can hardly be said to be empirical."%

If this is the view Stcherbatsky really intended (and I
think this likely), it is a true theory at least in that only
Buddhas and other enlightened beings such as yogins are ever aware
of experiencing E§§g;_.35 But now Stcherbatsky's view is that the
svalaksana, rather than being like its sensum in no respects, is
like it in virtually every respect. It, like its sensum, is a
color patch, only a nonmental one instead of a mental ome. For
example, he says "Since all external objects are reducible to
sense-data, and the corresponding sensations are always confined
to a single moment, it becomes clear that all objects, so far as

136

they affect us, are momentary existences. There are other

passages than this one that refer tc the svalaksana as a sense datum

or a "sensibilium."37
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But what of the svalaksaga's relationship to paramdnus,
the atoms of Dharmakirti's philosophy? Either (like Mookerjee's
theory38) this second theory says nothing of the svalakgaga's
relationship tc atoms; or, since Stcherbatsky knew DharmakIrti held
an atomic theory, the theory is that the svalaksana is an aggregate
of atoms.3? Stcherbatsky then fails to appreciate that the
svalaksana, as an aggregate of paramfpus, is not really a (nonmental)
patch. For, as I will show in Part Three, an aggregate of atoms
differs from its sensum, the (mental) patch, in what is perhaps
best called "number of constituents.'" The sensum is numerically
one thing and, DharmakIrti insists, the aggregate of color atoms
numerically many. In being different from its sensum, the (mental)
patch, in this way, the svalaksana is not itself a (nonmental) patch.
I will have occasion to mention this difference between the
svalaksapa, an aggregate, and its sensum, the patch, in considering

the misconception of the svalaksana in the next chapter.
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Chapter 6

THE SVALAKSANA AS A SINGLE PARAMANU

There is yet another theory that the svalakgana is not an

aggregate of paramanus suggested in Buddhist Logic. This theory

is the one finding favor with scholars influenced by Stcherbatsky
such as Dharmendra Nath Shastri.1 It is that the svalaksana is
a siﬁgle atom, one member in the aggregate that I say is collectively
the svalakggga.z -

On this view many svalakganas, not one, are the object of
sense.3 And the svalaksanas are exactly reproduced in sensation,
as many "atomic" sensations.4 They are still transcendent in the
sense of being too fleeting to be empirically experienced.5

There are two possible versions of this thesis, and
Stcherbatsky sometimes suggests the one6 and sometimes the other.7

The first is that the many svalaksanas are sensed simultaneously

in many "atomic" sensations. The color patch in a case of visual
perception is then a mental synthesis of many "atomic" sensatioms.
The second version, less obvious, is that the many svalaksanas
are sensed consecutively, one at a time. The patch is then the
result of the mind first remembering all the previous "atomic"
sensations at the time when the last atom is sensad and then
synthesizing these remembered sensations with the one present

sensation into what is (ostensibly) the sensation of 2 single,
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solid patch.

Why does Stcherbatsky think that the svalakgana is an
individual atom in the aggregate instead of the entire aggregate?
In effect, his reason seems to be that he thinks that the aggregate
is a universal. He thinks that it is a universal because he thinks
that an aggregate of atoms constitutes a (nonmental) patch and that
a patch is a universal. Because the svalaksana, a particular, is
not a universal, it is therefore not the patch (i.e., an aggregate
of paramfgus). This reasoning is important because it is Dharma-
kirti’s reason why an aggregate of atoms is not a patch. The sva-
laksana, an aggregate, is not a universal because, aithough a patch
is a universal, an aggregate (i.e., the svalaksana) is not a patch.

Thinking that an aggregate is a patch, Stcherbatsky's
argument that a patch is a universal is, recomstructed, that it is
a "oneness" among many particulars. It is some one thing'unifyiug
the many atoms. But this is the nature of a universal. '"Cowness"
is an identity among different cows. ''Substance" is a substrate
mifying many different semsibilia (a color expanse, a tactile
expanse, etc.). And the "enduring object" (sant3ma) is a unity
among many momentary kganzs. These things are universals because
they are synthetic principles unifying many distinct particulars.
The aggregate, i.e., a patch, being a synthetic principle among
many atoms, is thus also a universal.

Stcherbatsky actually states his whole argument as follows.
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He first points out that there is a dispute between DharmakTrti
and the Hindu NyEya-Vaié%gikas over the issue of the nature of
parts (avayava) and wholes (avayavin). The Ny‘afya—Vais’es_ikas, as
extreme realists, believe that parts and wholes are qutologically
distinct. They are altogether two different entities, even if
causally related. In the case of a pot, for example, the pot and
the atoms comprising it are two different things. Although the pot
will not come into being without its atoms conjoining in a certain
way, the pot which the conjcined atoms bring into being is ontologi-
cally independent of the atoms, related to them by the relation of
inherence (gsamav@aya). Dharmakirti, on the other hand, Stcherbatsky
insists, dénies the reality of a whole over and above its parts.
This whole is only comceptual in character. It is really but another
universal, i.e., another instance of many things allegedly sharing
some one thing in common. After mentioning this dispute Stcherbatsky,
thinking that the aggregate is a patch, effectively identifies this
patch with a whole. Because the patch (the aggregate) is a whole
and the whole is conceptual in character, he concludes, the
svalakgaga 1s not the patch (i.e., the aggregate of atoms) but is
instead each individual atom.

According to the [Hindu] Realists, empirical things

have a limited real duration. They are produced by

the creative power of nature or by human will or by

the will of God out of atoms. The atoms combine and

form real new unities. These created real unities

reside, or inhere, in their causa materialis, i.e.,

in the atoms. Thus we have one real thing simuitaneously
residing in a multitude of atoms, i.e., in many places.




189

This is impossible. Either the created unity is a

fiction and real are only the parts, or the parts

are fictions and real is only the ultimate whole.

For the Buddhists the parts alone are real; the whole

is a fiction, for were it a reality, it would be a

reality residing at once in many places, i.e., a reality

at once residing and not residing in a given plac_e.8

The extended body being thus a fictiom, there is no

other issue left than to admit the ultimate reality of

the point-instant [= atom, svalgggaga].g

This sort of thinking involves a confusion. The aggregate,
if it is a patch, cannot be a patch over and above itself as atoms;
it can only be a patch that is atoms. Thus even if it is a patch,
it is not a universal that is a whole. Is it still even a universal?
Dharmak¥rti seems to think it is; even if it is not an independent
unity residing in many parts, it is still a unity of parts, which
also perfectly describes a universal. Thus Dharmakirti, although
not in any danger of the aggregate being a whole if it is a patch,
still insists that the aggregaﬁe is in fact not the patch.

However, a similar .line of argument, together with an
insistence that the patch is in danger of being a whole, provides the

inspiration for Dharmakirti to say that the aggregate is not a patch.

For example, the following argument appears in Uddyotakara's

Nyayavarttika on Gautama's Nyayasutras. It tries to comvince

1 .
DharmakTIrti 0 that the sensory object is a whole on the basis of
what we experience. The argument is that since when we sense

something, it comes in the form of a numerically single thing, i.e.,

a patch, and not a plurality of color atoms, what we sense is then
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a whole and not a multitude of atoms.

In regards to a cognition of the sort "This is one

single thing," [we ask you Buddhists] whether this

[cognition reveals] one object or mamy. If you say

many, that is impossible, because there is no [unitary

cognition] in respect to many things. The cognition

"This is one" is not possible in respect to a multitude.

And if [you say] ome thing, then this one object of the

cognition is a whole.

DharmakIrti's reply, as we will see in Part Three, is to
insist that we are only indirectly aware of the object. The Nyaya-
Vaiéégikas think we are directly aware of it, which is why they
argue—thinking also that a thing cannot be other thamn it appears—
that if the object presents itself as a single thing and not a
multitude, it must be a single thing as it appears, i.e., a whole.
But Dharmakirti insists that we are in only indirect contact with the
object. 1Its sensum is a patch, which explains the facts of our
experience. One experiences a patch, even though, Dharmakirti then
argues, the sensory object is not a whole because the patch is the
way that the sensory object is represented in our cognitions. This
sensory object is an aggregate. It is an aggregate that is not a
patch (i.e., a whole), which is why this sensory object is not a
universal. The sensory object (i.e., svalaksana) is an aggregate
that is not a patch; and because it is an aggregate that is not a
patch, it is not a universal, even though the patch that we
experience is a universal.

Stcherbatsky's reasoning is wrong, then, only in the assump-

tion that the aggregate is a patch; for a similar line of reasoning
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in the hands of DharmakIrti's opponents is why DharmakIrti argues
that an aggregate is in fact not a patch. Only because an aggregate

is not a patch is the gvalaksana, an aggregate, not a universal.

I would now like to turn to DharmakIrti's actual words
on the relationship between the semsory cbject (svalaksapa) and
atoms (paramIgus). Before closing this chapter, however, I would
like to make a final point about the 'single atom" theory.

I mentioned that there are two possible versioms of-this
thesis, one being that the many atoms (svalaksanas) in the aggregate
are sensed not simultaneously but one at a time, the other version
being that they are sensed simultameously. In the first case the
- patch is then the produc: of the mind first remembering all previous
sensations and synthesizing these remembered sensations with
the present one at the time the last atom is sensed. Why does
Stcherbatsky maintain (if he does) this first thesis rather than the
more obvious one that all the atoms are sensed simultaneously? The
reason seems to be that then spatial extension~--the "solid" spatial
extension of the patch——is on a parallel with temporal duration—
the patch'; seeming continued and uninterrupced existence. For
just as the fleeting ksapas are sensed individually and sequentially
and the (seeming) continuant, the "enduring object," is the result
of memory and synthesis, so too then are the minute atoms sensed

individually and sequentially and the (seeming) continuous patch
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the result of memory and synthesis.l2 The view has the advantage
that memory continues to play an important role in the mental
operation in perception. So important is memory to this mental
operation (kalpan3*) that sometimes the mental operation is defined
in terms of it, to the extent that a cognitive operation that does
no; involve memory is not kalpan@* precisely on that account.

The disadvantage of the view, in addition to clear statements that
the sensory object is an aggregate of paramapus, are clear statements
that the sensory object is an aggregate of paramanus because atoms

14
are simply too small to be individually sensed.



NOTES TO CHAPTER 6

1

Shastri's indebtedness to Stcherbatsky is acknowledged in
his book Critique of Indian Realism and his article "Contribution of
Th. Stcherbatsky to Indian Philosophy," The Modern Review (February,
1953), 117.

2

The following quotes evidence that Stcherbatsky thinks that
the svalaksana is. a single param@qu. (I have omitted footnotes and
made minor corrections in spelling and grammar to facilitate reading.)

"Since the ultimate particular [= svalaksana, BL I,184,fn.7]
is thus an infinitesimal external reality, how is it related to the
atom which is also an infinitesimal external reality? .. ." BL 1,190.

". . . That the composite must necessarily comsist of simple
parts [nonextended atoms, BL I,514], is proved by the following
consideration. Supposing we remove all composition in taking from
a compound all parts one by one until the uncompcund remains. This
uncompound residue will be partiess, indivisible. However it also
will be unextended; like an instantaneous mental object it will be a
point~instant [= gvalakgana, BL I,182 et passim], like a momentary
feeling; and therefore it will be a mere idea." BL I,514.

". . . Either the created unity is a fiction and real are
only the parts, or the parts are fictions and real is only the
ultimate whole. For the Buddhists the parts alone are real; the
whole is a fiction, for were it a reality, it would be a reality
residing at once in many places, i.e., a reality at once residing
and not residing in a given place." BL I,86.

". . . Ultimate reality [= param3rthasat, = svalaksana,

BL I,105,fn.2] is non-constructed, non-imagined, non-related
reality, the thing as it strictly is in itself, it is the mathe-
matical point-instant.” BL I,105. [". . . the atoms are . . .
simple dimensionless mathematical points . . . ." '"Scientific
Achievements of Anciernt India," trans. Harish C. Gupta, Indian
Studies Past and Present, X, No. 4 (1969),321.]

"Thus it is that ultimate reality for the Buddhist is time-
less, spaceless and motionless. But it is timeless not in the senmse
of an eternal being, spaceless not in the semse of an ubiquitous
being, motionless not in the semse of an all-embracing motionless
whole, but it is timeless, spaceless and motionless in the semse of
having zc duration, no extemsion and no movement, it is a mathemat-
ical point-instant, the moment of an action's efficieney." BL 1,87.

"'. .. that blue which represents the.atom (the underlying
point-instant) which is capable of being efficient (is the real
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objectj; . . .'" BL II,35,fn.2. [svalaksana = point-instant, BL I,
182,#5.]

"Both [the S&Efikhyas and the -Buddhists] share in common a
tendency to push the analysis of Existence up to its minutest, last
elements which are imagined as absolute qualities, or things
possessing only one unique quality. They are called ‘qualities’
(gupa~dharma) in both systems in the sense of absolute qualities, a
kind of atomic, or intra-atomic, energies of which the empirical things
are composed. . . ." BL I,19.

"A fire which bumms and cooks is a real fire. Its presence is
physically efficient and it calls up a vivid image, an image whose
degree of vividness changes in dfreet ratio to the nearness or
remoteness of the physical fire. Even reduced to the shape of a
remote poiat-instant of light, . . ." BL I,69. (Emphasis mine.)

The following, all taken from Critique of Indian Realism, show that
the gvalakgana is a single atom for Dharmendra Nath Shastri.

". . . The Buddhists hold that qualities like colour, touch,
etc., are atom-liike point-instants (ksanas), or unique particulars
(svalaksagas). . . ." p. 137.

"As already stated, the Buddhist splits reality into discrete
and disconnected moments or point-instants called ksanas, the ultimate
reals. Atom, according to the Nydya-Vaidesika also, is a mere point
which has no extension in space, but speaking in terms of time, it is
just the opposite of the Buddhist point-instant. Not merely has it a
duration but [it] is also eternal." p. 164.

". . . It is thus obvious that the conception of the Buddhist
kgana is different from that of the atom. But owing to their obvious
similarity in being the smallest fragments of reality, the Buddhist
ksana is often spoken of as an atom (param3nu). For instance, both
StIdhara and Vicaspatimidra refer to 'colour', etc. (ksanas of the
Buddhist theory), as param3pu. . . ." p. 165.

3

BL I,213: ". . . The point-instant of reality receives in
such a judgment its place in a corresponding temporal series of point-
instants, it becomes installed in comcrete time and becomes a part of
an object having duration. Owing to a special synthesis of comsecutive
point-instants it becomes an extended body . . . ." (Footnotes
omitted.)

BL I,84: '"The theory of Universal Momentariness implies that
every duration in time consists of point-instants following one
another, every extemsion in space consists of point-instants arising
in contiguity and simultaneously, . . ."

Shastri, [2], .. 3: ". . . A pure sensation (pratyaksa or
grahapa), that grasps the transcendent reality as it is in the form of

unique particulars (sva-laksanas), . . ."
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Shastri, [2], p. 3: ". . . The extension of an object means
imagiring a 'whole' (avayavin) or a substance which is common to all
its parts, i.e., many r2als (gva-laksanas) which are contiguous. . . .

Shastri, {2], p. 188: ". . . When we conceive these moments
or point-instants as arising in succession, cne after amother, we
construct the idea of duration or time. On the other hand, when we
think of these point-instants as arising in contlgulty with one
another, we construct the idea of space. . .

"7

4

The evidence for this would be the many comments throughout
BL that the svalakganpa is captured in sensation, e.g., BL I,446
(1ine 16); BL I,510 (lines 13-15); BL I,154 (limes 17-19). Also:
". . . Reality does not consist of extended and perdurable bodies, but
of point-instants picked up in momentary sensations and constituting a
string of events. Our reason then by a process of synthesis, so to
speak, computes these moments and produces an integrated image, which
is nothing but an imagired mental computation. . . ." BL, I,187.

5

Shastri, [2], p. 308: ". . . The indeterminate (nirvikalpaka)
perception, however, in which, according to the Buddhist, only
particulars (sva-laksanas) are apprehended, is a true perception. Of
course, we are never conscious of the nirvikalpaka perception in terms
of thought, but it is a necessary precedent of the determinate
perception. . . ."

6

BL I,84: '"The theory of Universal Momentariness implies that
every duration in time consists of point-instants following one
another, every extemnsion in space consists of point-instants arising
in contiguity and simultaneously, . . ."

7
BL T,213: ". . . The point-instant of reality receives in such
a judgment its place in a corresponding temporal series of point-
instants, it becomes installed in concrete time and becomes a part of
an object having duration. Owing to 2 special synthesis of comsecutive
point-instants it becomes an extended body . . . ." (Footnotes
omitted.)

8
BL I,86. Reproduced without fooinotes and with minor
corrections in punctuation and grammar to facilitate reading.

9
BL I,107. Reproduced without the footncte.
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10
The Nyayavarttika was written in respoense to Dignaga, but
Dharmakirti replies to it.

11
NV 241.18-22.

12
Stcherbatsky's interest in getting the case of spatial
extension parallel to the case of temmporal duration can be seen in
such comments as: '

". . . Either the created unity is a fiction and real are only
the parts, or the parts are fictions and real is only the ultimate
whole. For the Buddhists the parts alome are real; the whole is a
fiction, for were it a reality, it would be a reality residing at once
in many places, i.e., a reality at once residing and not residing in a
given place.

By similar considerations it is proved that a thing can have
no duratior. . . ." BL,I,86. (Footnotes omitted and punctuation and
grammar corrected.) o .

. ". . . Since an extended.body involves position in at least
two points of space, extension is not something ultimately real, in
every point the thing is ultimately another thing. The same applies
to time. The same thing camnot really exist in two different moments,
in every instant it is a different thing. . . ." BL I,105. (Footmote
omitted.)

". . . The perception of every extended body is a sense-
illusion, because 'extension is nev~r a simple reflex.' The duration
of a thing will likew?!se be an illusion, because only instantaneous
reality corresponds to a simple reflex. . . ." BL I, 157. (Footnote
omitted.)

". . . Just as the mathematician constructs his velocities out
of differentials, so does the human mind, a natural mathematician,
construct duration out of momentary semsationms.

That space likewise contains no other ultimate reality than the
momentary semsation has already been pointed out. DharmakTrti says:
'an extended form exists in the (real) object not (more) tham in its
idea. To admit that (the extended body) exists in one (unextended
atom) would be a contradiction, and to admit that (the same extended
body being one) is present in many (atoms) is an impossibility'. The
extended body being thus a fiction, there is no other issue left than
to admit the ultimate reality of the point-instant.” BL I,107
(Footnotes omitted.)

13
PVB 280.13-17.
14
E.g., PVV 159.22-23: na ki pratyekam apavo dgé&ﬁp, kin tu
sahit3 eva.



PART TEREE

THE SVALAKSANA'S RELATIONSHIP TO PARAMANUS



INTRODUCTION TO PART THREE

In this part I will prove that the svalaksana or senmsory
object is an aggregate of paramZgus, the atoms of DharmakIrti's
system. And T will show that this svalakgapa is different from its
sensum, a patch, in what I will call "number of constitueq;s."
Specifically, the sensum, a patch, is numerically one thing that is
not a unity of parts, but the svalaksgana is numerically one thing
in being many things taken collectively. Otherwise the sensum
exactly reproduces the svalakgana: the color of the atoms is im-
parted to the sensum, the number of atoms determines its size, and
their disposition determines its shape.

DharmakIrti insists on the difference between the svalakgaga
and its sensum in order that the svalaksaga not be itself a patch.
For if it is a patch, it is a "unity amid diversity," & cmeness
unifying many separate things. But this is the perfect characteriza-
tion of a universal; so the svalaksana, in order not to be a univer-
sal, is not a patch. I mentioned this in the last chapter and we

will see it confirmed in what follows.

The most important discussion of the svalakgana's relation-
ship to paramdnus or atoms occurs in the Pratyakga chapter of the

Pram3pavarttika. There is a short discussion in the Pramanasiddhi

chapter, but it makes more or less the same points; and because it
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does, I will concentrate on the much longer discussion in the
Pratyaksa chapter and fit in the points of the shorter discussion
where they are appropriate. It is not important to take the discus-
sions in order, as there is no progressive development of thought

from chapter to chapter in the Prama@pavarttika; rather the same

subjects are treated again and again with different degrees of
depth and emphasis. The order of the chapters. in fact, is in

question.l



NOTE TO INTRODUCTION TO PART THREE

1
Alex Wayman, "Reflections on the Study of Buddhist
Logic,"” Indologica Taurinensia, V (1977), 292-296.




Chapter 7

THE PRAMANAVARTTIKA, PRATYAKSA CBAPTER, VERSES 194-207

. It can be seen from the very first verse of this section
that the svalaksapa is an aggregate of paramfgus. Discussing the
verse and Manorathanandin's comment on it for a moment before quoting
either, the verse contains an objection against DharmakIrti by an
opponent who is likely a NjEya—Vaiéégika. The objection is, in
effect: How for Dharmakirti can 2 cognition that takes an aggregate
of atoms for its object be a sensory cognition rather than a concep-
" tual one? For, the objection continues, an aggregate of atoms is
a universal, and the cognition of a universal is always a conceptual
cognition. The objection indicates that for DharmakIrti the sensory
object (svalakganga) is an aggregate, for this is presupposed in the
opponent wondering how a cognition that takes an aggregate for its
object can f;r DharmakTrti then be sensory.

The opponent supplies as proof that an aggregate of atoms
is a universal Buddhist statements to this effect. At least
Mancrathanandin, DharmakTrti's commentator, represents this as the
evidence to which the oppoment appeals.

[AN OBJECTOR SAYS:] _AN AGGREGATE (SAﬁbITA) IS
AN ASSEMBLAGE (SAMUDAYA) AND THAT IS A UNIVERSAL
(SAMANYA) . THUS A SENSE COGNITION, SINCE IT IS

THE COGNITION OF A UNIVERSAL, MUST INVOLVE CONCEP-
TUALIZATION. (verse 194)
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Objector: A leader of your school [Vasubandhu]

has said, "The five semnse faculties take as their

object an aggregate (salicita)." And it is also

said [by DignIga] that "In respect to their objects,

[the sense faculties] range over universals, because

[the sense cognition] is produced from many things."

And in like manner it is said [by DharmakTIrti] that

AN AGGREGATE (SANCITA) IS AN ASSEMBLAGE (SAMUDAYA) of

atoms. And THAT IS known to be A UNIVERSAL. THUS A

SENSE COGNITION is produced from a universal. AND A

COGNITION OF A UNIVERSAL MUST INVOLVE or be mixed

with CONCEPTUALIZATION. Thus how can it be said that

sense cognition is without ccnceptualization?l

There is a deeper reason, however, why the opponent thinks
the aggregate is a umiversal, intimated in the verse by calling an
aggregate (saficita) an assemblage (samud3ya). From Prajfakaragupta's
commentary we learn that an assemblage (samud3dya) is in effect a
2
patch, either a whole over and above its parts or 2 wmity of parts.
The opponent is really bothered by how the object, if it is am aggre-
gate of atoms, still presents itself as a patch. It is the same prob-
iem we saw in the last chapter (pp. 189-190) bothering Uddyotakara.
The object, if it presents itself as a patch, ought to be a patch as
it appears. But then this object is a whole, or if not a whole, it
is at least a unity amid a diversity of atomic parts. But this
perfectly describes a universal. As Prajfzkaragupta, who is clearly
worried about it being a unity of parts even if not so worried about
it being a whole, says: "The form [of the patch] appears, the form
of the [atoms] being suppressed. And this form also [as much as that

of a whole over and above its parts] is merely a superimposition,

because no object of that sort exists. So how can [you Buddhists



say that] the object is not a conceptual one [i.e., a universal]?"3
What is really bothering the opponment is why the object of what the
Buddhists allege is a semse cognition is not a universal because,
although a "multiplicity," it presents itself as some one thing,
i.e., a patch.

We can sez Irom Prajh3karagupta’s comment that the patch is
not a reality for the Buddhists; for, on Buddhists assumptions as
is known from context, he says of the (nonmental) patch that "no
object of that sort exists."

DharmakIrti no more than hints at a reply to the objection
himself, leaving the answer largely to his commentators.
Manorathanandin's reply, which he gives only later in his comments
on verse 196, is that Buddhists sometimes do indeed say that the
aggregate of atoms is a u;iversal. But by "universal," they do not
mean a universal of the sort that interests the opponent. They do
not mean some one thing such as a whole or a patch. The Buddhists
mean only something that is nothing but the parts, i.e., a plurality
that retains its plurality. Manorathanandin seems to be saying that
the Buddhists call the aggregate a “universal" to emphasize that it
is a plurality of parts. The reply to the objection is that since
the Buddhists mean by "universal" something other than what che
opponent means, there is nc substance to the oppcnent's objection
that the cognition that takes an aggregate as its object must be a

conceptual cognition simply because the Buddhists call the aggregate
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a "universzl." The Buddhists are using "universal" in their semse
of the word.

To quote Manorathanandin's reply, abstracted from his
comments on verse 19€ and containing the relevant parts of that
verse (in capitals):

THUS BECAUSE [A COGNITION] IS NEVER TIED TO A SINGLE

[ATOM], A COGNITION IS SAID by the Buddhist authorities

TO HAVE A UNIVERSAL AS ITS OBJECT, that is, to have

as its object an agglomerate (samgh3dta) that is many

atoms aggregated (salicita) but that is not an object

amountting to a tmiversal different from the atoms.

Thus why do you [the opponent] claim that [this

cognition] involves conceptualizazion simply because

it has a universal as its object?

It can be seen that Manorathanandin is primarily worried about
showing that the aggregate of atoms is not a universal that is a
whole. He is possibly not as concerned as is Prajfakaragupta—-—or
at least not as obvious in his concern as is Prajfidkaragupta--that
the aggregate is also not a universal that is a simple unity of
parts (and not a unity different from its parts).5

This answer, although it might satisfactorily address the
voiced reason why the opponent thinks the aggregate is a umiversal,
does not address the unspoken reason, namely, that the aggregate
presents itself as a universal (i.e., a patch) andnot amultiplicity.6

Prajfidkaragupta's answer speaks more to this point. He
compares the case of atoms to the case of the hairs of =z horce's

tail when seen from a distance. Just as the hairs are not seen

individually but as a single, solid mass, so too are the atoms
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seen not as a multiplicity but as a single, visually continuous
patch. "Should it be asked why the [atoms] do not appear [individu-
ally] when they are in fact separate from each other, [we reply:]

is it not true that hairs, etc., which do not join together [to

form one thing], from a distance present themselves as if not so
unconjoined?"7 This is the beginnings of the answer that the
aggregate, not a patch, is indirectly perceived in a sensum that is
a patch-—except that here the theory seems to be more a theory of
appearing than a theory of indirect perceptionm.

This reply seems to be basically the same as the one given
by Dharmakirti's predecessor, Vasubandhu. In answer to the question
of ﬁow many things, if they do not form some one thing, can produce
some single effect as if they did, Vasubandhu replies that "things
become causes individually when they are assembled."8 Yasomitra
illustrates this comment with examples that show how atoms can
generate a perception without forming one thing. *{The case of atoms
is] as the case where, in hauling a log, many men who have not yet
[assembled and begun] hauling do not individually have the capacity
[to haul the log], but who do have that capacity when they assemble
and rely on one another. Or [it is] as when separate hairs are not
able to generate a visual cognition [for someone with] weak eyesight,
but they are able to do so when they are combined, even though they
are not united [into some orz2 :hing]."9 The atoms, working together

like the men with the log or the separate hairs, are each able to
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jointly produce the perception of the patch without forming some ome
thing in the same way that the assembled men can pull the log, and
the aggregated hairs produce the perception, without forming some
one thing.

At another place than in connection with the verses being
discussed, Prajhiakaragupta gives further examples that illustrate
his contention that many individual entities, while remaining many
and individual, can produce some cne effect. "Such things as hazirs,
mosquitoes, gnats, etc., produce a cognition with a single, solid
image, even though [the things in each case] remain in their
respective places [and do not merge into some one thing]".lo And
to reéeat another comment Prajﬁékaragupta makes, once again in
respect to the hairs: "We find no difficulty with the view that just
as hairs at a distance have the appearance of a [single] solid
configuration even though they are not conjoined [into some

nil Obviously the_ Buddhists do

composite], so also with the atoms.
not think hairs or atoms (or mosquitoes, etc.) add up to a single
thing just because they generate a patch, and their explanation of
how this is possible is that the many things appear differently
than what they really are.

As I said earlier, this is more a theory of appearing than
a theory of the object being indirectly perceived. It remains

sounding like a theory of appearing until much later verses.

Dharmakirti might actually have settled for a theory of appearing
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had not he believed that everything is momentary (ksapika). This
theory of momentariness led him to his indirect theory of perceptiomn.
For he faced from his opponents the following objection. If every-
thing is momentary, how can anything be perceived? For the percep-
tion of something requires that it persist at least two moments,

one to cause the perception and one to be the object of it.l2 In
response to this objection DharmakIrti held (however unsatis-—
factorily} that the object, existing cnly a moment, gives rise to

a sensation in the next moment that bears its imprint. Sensing is
then really awareness of this imprint rather than of the object

itself.13

Obligated in this way by his theory of momentariness

to a representative theory of perception, DharmakIrti could not
settle for a simple theory of appearing, onme which recognized that

a thing sometimes appears differently than it is, relative to condi-
tions. Instead he held tﬁat the object is not directly perceived

at all, and that the sensum through which it is indirectly perceived
is in fact not altogether an accurate representation.

However, as I said he talks as if he did hold a theory of
appearing and only in later verses indicates otherwise. He does so,
I believe, for a reason that has to do with his interests as a
Yogacarin. I pointed cut in the Introduction (p. 14) that Dharma-
kIrti is a YogZcZArin ultimately if a SautrZatika provisionally.

The Yogdcarin in him does not believe. in the existence of external

objects. DharmakIrti speaks as if he held a theory of appearing,
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I believe, in order to be able to first make the point as a YogZcdrin
that from the ultimate point of view there is no object at all
before making the point as a SautrZntika that, provisionally assuming
such an object, this object is not directly but indirectly perceived.
I will leave this point for further discussion wher I turn to the
verses where DharmakIrti actually starts speaking like a YogZc3rin

(BV II:211ff.).

In the two verses that follow verse 194, DharmakIrti addresses
yet another objection that the sensory object cannot be an aggregate,
further confirming that ia uis opinion it is. The objection, only
implied and not stated, is that the sensory object cannot be an
aggregate of atoms because atoms are imperceptible.

On the surface of it this objection seems simple enough:
it is the same objection that we simply do not see the individual
atoms as atoms. DharmakIrti's reply, also simple enough on the
surface of it, is that atoms that are individually imperceptible
are perceptible in aggregates. Prajfidkaragupta theun tells us,
with his example of the hairs, that atoms in aggregation are
perceived as a group, e.g., as a tail (and not as individual

atoms).

Assuming for the moment that the objection and reply are
just what they seem, verse 195 makes the point that atoms that are

individually imperceptible are perceptible in aggregates by speaking
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of aggregated atoms as "different" from unaggregated ones.
Specifically, the verse first speaks of unaggregated atoms combining,
and then of the aggregated atoms that result from their combining
being "different" from the unaggregated ones, comcluding that only
the aggregated atoms are the object of cognition.
THOSE DIFFERENT ATOMS THAT ARE PRODUCED FROM THE
COMBINING OF OTHER THINGS ARE CALLED AGGREGATED
(SANCITA). JUST THEY ARE SAID TO BE THE OCCASION
FOR THE PRODUCTION OF A COGNITION. (verse 195)
THOSE ATOMS that ARE CALLED AGGREGATED (SANCITA) -in
the words "The five sense faculties take as their object
an aggregate (saficita)" are those THAT ARE PRODUCED
FROM THE COMBINING OF OTHER THINGS, i.e., other atoms,
and that are DIFFERENT from these earlier [atoms] in
closest [temporal] proximity that cause [the later ones]
by coming together in a particular sort of proximity.
JUST THEY, those very {atoms], ARE SAID TO BE THE OCCASION
FOR THE PRCDUCTICN OF A COCNTITION in such comments as
"[the sense cognition] is produced from many things.-"14
The commentary is so obscure because it states the point
of the verse taking into account Dharmakirti's theory of momentari-
ness. Because of this theory, it is not really the same atoms
aggregated that are initially unaggregated; for the atoms do not
exist long enough to go from being unaggregated to being aggregated.
Thus the commentary speaks of an "earlier'" set of atoms which by
their coming together produce a later, "different" set, this later
set being the aggregated ones that generate the cognition.
The sezond verse simply states that only atoms in company

with other ztoms generate a perception, the commentary (Manoratha-

nandin's) stating that a single atom all by itself is indeed
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imperceptible. Manorathanandin's answer to verse 194 is included
in these comments on verse 196.

AND ATOMS HAVE NO SPECIAL QUALITY WITHOUT OTHER
ATOMS. THUS BECAUSE (A COGNITION] IS NEVER TIED
TO A SINGLE [ATOM], A COGNITION IS SAID TO HAVE A
UNIVERSAL AS ITS OBJECTI. (verse 196)

AND ATOMS HAVE NO SPECIAL QUALITY, namely, the
capacity to produce a cognition, WITHOUT OTHER ATOMS
which exist contiguously [with them]. Indeed, separate
atoms cannot be seen but only aggregated (saficita)
ones. THUS BECAUSE [A COGNITION] IS NEVER TIED TO
A SINGLE [ATOM], A COGNITION IS SAID by the Buddhist
authorities TO HAVE A UNIVERSAL AS ITS OBJECT, that
is, to have as its object an agglomerate (samgh3ta)
that is meny atoms aggregated (saficita) but that is
not an object amounting to a universal different from
the atoms. Thus why do you claim that [the cognition]
involves conceptualization simply because it has a
universal as its object?

There is reason to go beyond just this obvious interpretation
and see the verses as saying something more. TFor according to the

Nyéya-Vaiéggika literature, the objector DharmakIrti is replying

to is a Nyaya-Vai§%§ika.16 And for the NyEya—Vaiéégikas, the
mwperceptibility of the atoms is an in principle imperceptibility.l7

This changes the whole character of the objection. The objection
is not just that in seeing a patch one does not see individual
atoms (i.e., see each atom individually); the objection is that
we cannot be seeing atoms at all, as atoms or as a patch, for the

atoms cannot be seen in any form whatsoever. They are in principle

imperceptible, not just in fact too small to see individually;

so the sensory object cannot be an aggregate of atoms.
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It is worth discussion this point in more detail before
again considering the verses.
The NyEYa—VaiéEgikas held that the atom is of a certain

magnitude or dimension called Qﬁrimﬁndalya.ls This is a dimension

or magnitude too small to have any finite extemnsion. The Nyaya-
Vaidesika atom is like Leibnitz's "infinitesimal”: something
having pos;Five magnitude and not just spatial location, but a
magnitude smaller than any assignable quantity. Atoms have this
dimension because they are the end product of a process of divisionm,
both actual and theoretical. They are that which cannot in either

fact or principle be further divided.l9

For they have no parts,
having infinitesimal extension.

But because they are infinitely small, they are in principle
imperceptible as well as in principle indivisible. This then leads
to the objecticn that (according to the NyEya-Vaiéégikas at least)

DharmakTrti is addressing in his verses. The sensory object cannot

be an aggregate of atoms because each atom is in principle impercep-

tible. And an aggregate of in principle imperceptible compoments is
as in principle imperceptible as these components.

The Nyiya—Vaié%gikas, as they represent themselves, put the
problem to Dharmakfrti in the following way. For him the sensory
object is not a whole over and above its parts but just the parts,
i.e., the imperceptible atoms. But, the NyEya—Vaiéégikas argue,
the atoms are imperceptible and the aggregate is nothing more than

the atoms, then the aggregate too is imperceptible. Many in
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principle imperceptible things are no more perceptible than one
in principle imperceptible thing. No number of ﬁhings, each of
which is infinitely small, can come together and produce something
finitely extended, according to the Nyiya-Vaiéégikas; hence no
number of atoms can result in something perceptible. How then can
DharmakIrti say that the sensory object is an agg:egate?zo

By way of escaping the objection themselves, the NyZya-
Vaié%gikas offer their doctrine of the whole (avayavin). Because
this whole is an entity distinct from its parts, it can and does
have properties that are different from the properties of its parts.

Specifically, the parts are nonextended and in principle imperceptible
21

and the whole is extended an& perceptible.
There are very specific stages by which the extended and
perceptible things of the world are built up out of the nonextended
and imperceptible atoms. First, two atoms come together and conjoin
(sagyoga). A whole called a dvyanuka, still imperceptibie and-non-
extended but at least having parts, comes to inhere (samavdya) in
them. Then three of these dvyagukas, serving as parts for an even
larger whole, conjoin. A whole called a tryaguka comes to inhere
in them. The tryaguka is both extended and perceptible; it possesses
what the NyEYa—VaiéEgikas call "perceptible measure" (mahattva).22
It is the smallest perceptible particle of matter. The larger items

of our world are composed of various numbers and dispositions of

tryagukas.
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DharmakIrti does not say emough about the nature of the atom
for it to be clear whether or not he concurs with the Nysya—Vaiéégikas
that the atoms is of infinitesimal dimension. The Nyﬁya-vaiéégikas
clearly think that he does. However, they might simply have attri-
buted to him one of their own temets in the course of enthusiastic
but unfair criticism.

If DharmakIrti does not agree with them on this point, then
memm%sqnommt&nmewﬁwsm&mmmum.Ammam
simply too small to see in anything but numbers; and in numbers, as
Prajfidkaragupta makes clear, they are seen only as a group and not
as many individual atoms. But if DharmakIrti does agree that the
atom is an infinitesimal, the verses say considerably more.

What they say is that atoms are in principle imperceptible
only when taken alone. Aggregated, they are in principle perceptible.
When they go from being unaggregated to being aggregated, they
underge a quantum change in character. ther than all of them
going from being in fact too small to see when unaggregated to being
perceptible as a group when aggregated, they each go from being in

principle imperceptible to being in principle perceptible, even if

they still remain when aggregated perceived only as a group. What the
verses say is that each atom alone is in principle imperceptible as
the Nyaya—Vaigégikas claim. But there is no problem with aggregates
of them being perceptible (as groups and not as individual atoms)

because each atom, when it aggregates with others, becomes in principle
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perceptible. As Manorathanandin says later, in a comment that
is not unambiguous but which could easily suggest this last
interpretation: "For our atoms are mot of one, unchanging nature
like the atoms of others; indeed, being beyond the senses
{individually], they are also semsible under the condition [that
they aggregate]."z4 The fact that the atoms of the Buddhists
undergo a change that the atoms of others (e.g., the Nyaya-
Vaiééqikas) do not suggests that the chamnge is a quantum change
from in principle imperceptibility to in principle perceptibility.
The obvious objection to such a theory, of course, is that
aggregation does nothing to change the size of .the atoms. Aggregated

or not, each atom is still of infiaitesimal (parim3ndalya) magnitude.

And if this was sufficient to make the atoms in principle impercep-
tible before they aggregated, logic would dictate that it is suffi-
cient to make them in principle imperceptible after they aggregate.
If Dharmakirti does indeed believe that atoms are of
Parim3ndalya dimension, I do not think he can escape this objectiom.
Prajfidkaragupta seems to be attempting an escape with his comments
on verse 223, which suggests that Dharmak¥rti did in fact hold such
a theory.z5 If Prajfidkaragupta is saying what I think he is
saying, he attempts to escape the objection by claiming that, after
all, finite magnitude is not necessary for perceptibility. It is

not the fact that the atoms are parim3ndalya that makes them in
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principle imperceptible. Before they aggregate, they are in
principle imperceptible but not because they are infinitely small

(parimandalya). After they aggregate they are in principle per-

ceptible——although still infinitely small. I see no reason for

thinking this is Dharmakirti's view, even if he does think that atoms

are infinitely small, other than that Prajfidkaragupta suggests it.

But Prajﬁikaragupta is obviously under pressure to escape the Ny3dya~

Vaié%sika objection; that makes his answer suspect, particularly

considering the unreasonableness of his answer and the fact that the

Nyiya—Vaisggikas do insist that Dharmakirti believes finite magnitude

is necessary for perceptibility. I suspect that Dharmakirti, if

he did believe the-atom was infinitely small, simply did not develop

his atomic theory well enmough or far enough to escape the difficulties

attending the idea that aggregation alone makes infinitely small atoms
go from in principle imperceptibility to in principle perceptibility.

Either that or he did develop his theory well encugh and far enough,

and his view escaped Prajfidkaragupta. A final possibility is that

Préjﬁikaragupta is in fact reporting a view different than I think.

I reproduce his comments on the chance that the latter is the case.
These atoms assisting onme another through their close
proximity [i.e., aggregated atoms] do not truly become
of 'finite magnitude' (mahZata). If it is then asked
how, if they do not give up their subtleness (stksmat®),
they become the cognized object, we reply that the objector
is not thinking along proper lines.

It is not the special property of "{inite magni-

tude" [they lack to gemerate a perception], but
rather the special property of a causal capacity.
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The inability [of an atom to generate a cognition]
is from its lacking the necessary capacity, not
from its lacking "finite magnitude".

If perceptibility (dré?atﬁ) is a matter of producing

a cognition that reflects the true nature of the atom,
then this [perceptibility] does not exist--this proves
just what we want to prove. Should you insist it is,
simply, producing a cognition, then that presents no
difficulty, as this can be observed in the case of
hairs and the like. For just as hairs at a distance,
even though they are not agglomerated [into onme thing],
appear as a solid configuration, so is the case with
atoms; this presents no difficulty. If you should ask
how the atoms, being subtle (stksma), produce such an
appearance [and insist that atoms aggregated are no
different than] atoms taken separately, [we reply that
this is simply not so] because separately they do not
have the capacity. It is the lack of capacity that
prevents their being a cause, not their subtlety
(stksmat3). [To draw a paraliel], the senses and the
like [i.e., the light accompanying a perception, the
perceived object, the requisite mental attentiomn, etc.]
do not acquire the special property of grossmess
(sthulata) when they produce together [a cognition with
a gross image], any more than the hairs do. Moreover,
their productiveness is simply the result of a causal
capacity. . . 26

Obviously Prajfigkaragupta's example of the hairs is inappropriate~-
as the Nyﬁya-VaiéEgikaé point out at great length27—-if it is
intended to illustrate not only how the atoms, aggregated and
perceptible, are seen as a mass, but how individually in principle
imperceptible atoms, when they aggregate, become in principie
perceptible. For the imperceptibility of the hairs is never an

in principle imperceptibility.

For an aggregate to be the sensory object, it must be

possible for a single semse cognition to cognize many atoms
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simultanecusly. The next ten verses are a defense that this is
possible against an opponent who thinks that simultaneous cognition
of many things at once is impossible. I would like to just briefly
sumnarize these verses. Then before taking up the verses that follow
in order to finish up the long section on atoms ir the Pratyaksa

chapter of the Pramdpava@rttika, I would first like to consider the

shorter section of verses in the chapter on pramina (PramZna-

siddhipariccheda).

To turn, then, first to the ten verses, the opponent initially
tries to argue that, rather thaa the atoms being. seen simultaneously,
they are seen in succession (kramepa). The many aggregated atoms are
the object, in other words; but they are cognized in many sense
cognitions and not one. According to this ‘thesis, we successively
cognize the atoms; and then we only think we see them all at once
because the successive cognitions follow upon each other so rapidly
(13ghava) that we get the illusion (bhrama) of seeing the atoms all
at once.28 On Indian assumptions this thesis admits of two versions:
the illusion is a sense illusion, or it is an illusion fostered
by the mental operation in perception, i.e., kalpang*. That is,
the thesis could be that just as (to use a Buddhist example) the
sense cognitions of a firebrand in different places as it is being
whirled in a circle follow upon ome another so rapidly as to create

the sense illusion of being a single cognition of a circle of fire,

so too do the cognitions of the atoms follow upon one another so
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rapidly as to create the sense illusion of a single cognition of
all of the atoms of the aggregate simultaneously. Or the thesis
could be that the various sense cognitions are quickly synthesized
by the mind in a type of mental creation.29 This second version is
more or less the "single atom" theory of Stcherbatsky.3o

Dharmakirti rejects the thesis (presumably both versions)
on the basis that were. it correct we would have (or at least
ostensibly have) only simultaneous cognitions and never successive
ones. All our successive cognitions would ccme cat seeming to be
simultaneous ones. For, Dharmak¥rti reasons, cognitions always
proceed at the same pace. If "swiftness" were sufficient to make
what are really successive cognitions appear simultaneous in the
one case, it would be sufficient in every.. For example, Dharma-
kIrti illustrates somewhat unconvineingly, even when watching a
handful of seeds being dropped from the hand one by one but rapidly
enough so that all are in the air at the same time, we would
have the impression of seeing the seeds simultaneously when we
really see them in succession.

The relevant verses begin with a statement of the objection
that many atoms are not cognized simultaneously. DharmakIrti first
asks how, if simultaneous cognitions are altogether impossible
(which is how he interprets the objector), it is possible to cognize
the seeds all at once when they are held in the hand, as we obviously

do. The opponent then suggests the thesis that we have only the
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appearance of cognizing them simultaneously due to the swiftness
of those cognitions that cognize them one at a time, to which
Dharmakirti replies that we would then have the appearance of
simultaneous cognition even in the case of the seeds being
successively dropped from the hand.

[If the opponent objects that], even in the case of

cognizing things of the same sense, many things are

not cognized simultaneously, [we ask] how then a [hand-

ful]l of separate seeds [resting in the hand] can seem-

ingly be cognized simultaneously? (verse 197)

[1If the opponent suggests] that it is due to swiftness,

why is there no simultaneous apprehension in the case

of these seeds being successively dropped? All cogni-

tions proceed at the same pace [and the illusion would 31

be created in the ome case if in the other]. (verse 198)
On the basis that we obviously do have cognitions in which we see
things successively as well as cognitions in which we see all the
objects simultaneously, DharmakIrti concludes the impossibility of
the thesis that we do not see atoms all at once but only think we
do due_to the swiftness with which the cognitions follow upon one
another.32

The opponent then tries to suggest that the many atoms are
not seen all at once because the object is really a whole (avayavin),
not a plurality of atoms. He moves the diccuscicn from the atomic
to the nonatomic level and entertains examples such as that of a
multicolored butterfly. He insists that it is possible to have a

single sense cognition of a multicolored butterfly because the

butterfly is not many differently colored things seen at once (mor
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even one thing of many different colors) but rather a single whole
of a single color, "multicolor" (53535).33 In seeing it, one is not
seeing many colors simultaneously but a single thing of a single
color. DharmakIrti rejects this thesis on the basis that he finds
it absurd, and also on the opponment's own admission that sometimes
in cognizing a multicolored thing in a single semse cognition the
thing really is many differently colored things (or one thing of

different colors) and not a single whole of "multicolor.
multicolored cloth, for example, is for the opponernt (on Dharma-
kTrei's understanding of him) just many threads of different colors

and not a tmulticolored whole.35

Thus the opponent himself admits
that a-sense cognition can take many objects simultaneously.
Dharmakirti then resists a last minute effort by the opponent
to insist that all cognitions that appear to be of many objects at
once are conceptual rather than sensory. He points out that (on at
least the Buddhist account of conceptual cognition) it is impossible
for a conceptual cognition to be cognizant of more than one object
at a time. This has to do vith cthe fact that the content of kalpana*
is associated with language. As Manorathanandin explains Dharma-
kTrti's point: ". . . FOR when a person IS CONCEPTUALIZING about ONE
OBJECT and linking that object up with a word, he ONLY SENSES the
REMAINING objects not cennected with a word; for there cannot be
the linking [of two different things] with two [different] words

36

at the same time." Thus, DharmakIrti concludes, a sense cognition
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can indeed have many objects, and furthermore a cognition having
many objects is a sense cognition. '"'Therefore one [sense cognition]
can well take many objects; and then [the cognition] is proven

[by that very fact] to be without conceptualization. . ."37
Thus DharmakIrti defends the view that a sense cognition takes an

aggregate for its object, and also that the cognition taking an

aggregate as its object is indeed a sense cognition.



NOTES TO CHAPTER 7

1

PV 159.3-4: SANCITAH SAMUDAYAH SA SEMANYAM TATRA
CERSADHTH/ ~SEMENY ABUDDHIS CAVASYAM VIKALPENANUBADHYATE, /

PVV 159:12-16: nanu "saficitZTlamban3h pafica vijfZnak3yah" iti
siddh3@ntah. "tatrZnekIrthajanyatvit svArthe sEmanyagocaram" iti
coktam. tathT ca param3ntnam SAMUDAYAH SANCITA ity ucyate. SA eva ca
SAMANYAM matah. TATRA CA sEminye 'ksadhIr j3yate. SAMANYABUDDHIS
CAVASYAY VIRALPENANUBADHYATE anusTvyate, tat katham avikalpam
pratyaksam ucyate? Cf. PS 26.20-30 (Dab).

(Where the verses appear together with ccmmentary, I will
continue the practice of capitalizing the verses and those words of
the verses that are glossed in the commentary. I will also continue
to correct minor misprints in the texts without comment.)

2

Prajfidkaragupta first distinguishes between a real
(pEram3rthika) samud3dya and a conceptual (kalpita) samud3ya,
PVB 279.14-15. His comments then make it clear that atoms which
appear as a patch (bahUn@m parasparasvarUpaparihZrena) are not a real
samud3ya because the patch does not appear to be a whole over azad
above its parts, which is necessary if it is to be a real samud3ya,
PVB 279,15-156. He then goes on to worry about whether the atoms
appearing as a patch are a conceptual samud3ya, PVB 279.20-21.

3

PVE 279:20-21: atha teg3m rlpan tirodh3Iya param ripam
pratibhati tad api vastunas tathZbhltasyabhavad adhyZropamatran
‘kathan na kalpandvigayah.

4

PVV 159.23-25: TAT tasmad ekasminnarthe paramZnau jZZnasyANI-
YAMAT SEMANYAGOCARAM saficitaparamdpusamgh3tavisayan JNANAM URTAM
tattvavadini, na tu paramagvatiriktasamanyavisayam, tat katham
s@manyavisayatvat savikalpatvaprasafgah. Cf. PS 26.31-38 (v. 4cd).

5

This is obviocus, if not from his menticning only the whole,
from his use of the word "samghZta,” which generally suggests a
composite of parts. But if Manorathanandin means by his use of
"samgh3dta” that the svalaksapa is an aggregate that is a umity of
parts even if not a whole, he has not escaped the objection that it
is then a universal; and he is, I believe, arguing less than what
DharmakTrti is arguing, as what follows will show.
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6
This is assuming that Manorathanandin does not mean that
the aggregate can be a unity of parts, see above n.5.

PVB 279.28-29: parasparaviviktd eva kasm3n na prati-
bhdsanta iti cet. nanv asamsakt3h ked3dayo 'pi dGre n3samsaktataya
pratibh@sagocaribhavanti.

8
ARB 61.3: . . . ekadah samagranam karanabh3vat.

9

SAV 61.16~19: tad yath3d darvakarsane bah@nam akragtTnam
pratyekam as@marthyem, semuditanam tu parasparam apekgyamandnam
samarthyam. yath3 v3 keszh prthak prthag avasthit3 na samarthds
taimirikacakgurvijﬁinakarage, samudit3s tv asapyuktd api samarthzh.
Yuichi Kajiyama discusses this material in his article, "The Atomic
Theory of Vasubandhu, the Author of the Abhidharmakosa,” Journal of
Indian and Buddhist Studies, XIX, No. 2 (1971), pp. 1Y-24. For a
further discussion of the second example, see NV on NS iv.2.14.

10
PVB 94.13: yathd viraladesasthit® api kes’amas’akamakgik‘i—
dayah ekaghanak3Irap pratyayam upajanayanti.

11
PVB 296,11-12: yathaiva kesZ davIyasi dese 'samsaktd

api ghanasannives‘é’vabhé'sir.a?; paramanavo 'pi tatheti na virodhah.

12
PV II:247ab: bhinnak¥lam kathap grZhyam iti cet . . ./

13
BV II:247: .-. . grahyatZm viduh/ hetutvam eva yuktij®a
jhanakararpanakgamam//

14

_ PYV 159.5-6: ARTHANTARABHISAMBANDHA] JAYANTE YE "NAVO 'PARE/
URTAS TE SANCITAS TE HI NIMITTAM JNANAJANMANAH// PVV 159.17-20:
ARTHANTARANAY paramagvantarZnZm ABHISAMBANDHAT sannidhanavisésenopa-
Sarpanapratyayebhyah pUrvakebhyah paramasannihitebhyo 'PARE 'aye YE
'NAVO JAYANTE TE SANCITE UKTAH “saficit3lamban3 vijfiZnakaysh" ity Zdau.
JNANAJANMANAS ta eva hi NIMITTAM UKTAH "tatr3nek3rthajanyatvat" ity 3din3.

One would like the verse to say merely "Those atoms that are

produced through the combining with other atoms are called saficita'';
but this is not what seems to be in the Sanskrit, particula;]?_
judging from the commentary. However Tilmann Vetter interprets
the verse this way, see Vetter, [2], p. 67.
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15

PVV 159.7-8: ANUNAY SA VI£ESAS ca NANTARENEPAKAN ANGN/ TAD
ERANTYAMAY JNANAM UKTAM SAMANYAGQCARAM// PVV 159.21-25: ANUNAM sa ca
jH3najananasdmarthyalaksano VISESO 'PARAN AWUN avyavadhZnavarttino
'NTARENA vinZ NA bhavati. na hi.pratyekam anavo dys¥3h, kin tu sahitd
eva. .TAT tasm3d ERAsminn arthe param@nau jfiZnasyANIYAMAT SAMANYA-
GOCARAM saficitaparamfgusamghItavisayem JNANAM URTAM tattvavading,
na tu paramEgvatiriktas‘a'.mZnyavis;ayam, tat katha:y sZmanyavisayatvat
savikalpatvaprasangah.

16
See NVTT 396.17-19, where a later verse of the PV
(BV II:223) to the same effect is actually quoted.

17
sarvath@nupalabhyamina, NVIT 396.4. See NV 230.21-231.2.

18
Dharmendra Nath Shastri, [2], pp. 162-163. .

19
Dharmendra Nath Shastri, [2], p. 159.

20
NVIT 396.6-17; NV 239.15-17.

21
NVTT 396.23-397.1; NV 239.14-240.4.

22
NVIT 396.15: rdpavan mahattvamapi bhavinZm svarldpayogyatd
grananam pratIti bh3vah.

23
For a description of this process, see Dharmendra Nath
Shastri, [2], pp. 160-161.

24
PVV 168.7-9: na hiparesam ivasmZkal ca nityaikasvabhavd
anavah, te hi:yath3pratyayamatIndriyah santa aindriyZ api syuh.

25
The verse is misnumbered verse 224 in PVB.

26 :
PVB 296.7-15: na hi param3pavah sahak@risannidh3ne 'pi
mah3nto bhavanti. sGksmat3f cenna parityajanti kathan grahyzh.
tad apy asat.
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maha“tatisayo natra samarthyat:lsayah sa tu/

asa@marthy3dd ahetutvam- amahatvat tu nesyate/ /
yadi paramZpch. svarupa:g.ukaridhljananan drsyata. sa n3sty eveti
siddhasadhyata. artha vijfiZnamatrajananam.  tad asty evana viruddham
kes.(adisu dargan3t. vathaiva kesT davIyasi dede 'samsaktd api ghana-
sannives?vabhﬁsmah paramZnavo 'pi tatheti na virodhah. tad api
stksm3h kathall janayanti. kevalavadeveti cet. kevalZnZo as@marthyat.
asEmarthyam eva hetubh%vavirodhi na sUksmatX. kesavad eva na
cendriyadinam sthulatadivisesa upajayate samagryavasthayam. atha
ca s3marthyavidesdd eva janakatvam. . . .

27
NVIT 396.2-4; NV 242.14-243.1. See also NV on NS iv.2.14.

28
PV on PV II:197-198.

29
PV II:140.

30
The second version seems to te the one favored by
Prajndkaragupta, see PVB 280.16-18. Tilman Vetter obviously thinks
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Chapter 8

THE PRAMANAVARTTIKA, PRAMANASIDDHI CHAPTER, VERSES 88-89

I would now like to turm to the verses in the chapter on
pramana. I would like to discuss them before finishing the rest of
the verses in the Pratyaksa chapter becausz the next verses in the
Pratyaksa chapter are those where DharmakIrti begins temporarily

speaking as a Yogdacirin. In the two verses in the Pramanasiddhi

chapter, he is still speaking as a SautrZntika. These two verses
will say something further about the "special property" that
-aggregated but not unaggregated atoms have that Prajfidkaragupta
mentioned in his comments that I quoted in the last chapter.

To give the context in which the two verses occur, in the
verse preceding them DharmakIrti has been defending the idea of
transmigration. An opponent has argued that there is no subtle
body (the vehicle of transmigration) because no such body is ever
seen.l DharmakIrti sets out to reply, in effect, that it is not seen
because it is hidden inside the physical body. But this opens him
up to a further, by now familiar objection, voiced in verse 88.

How can the physical body hide anything, since on DharmakIrti's
account it is a mere collection of atoms? A mere collection of atoms
has no power of obstructing vision, for ncne of the atoms has this

power individually, i.e., none is individually perceptible. And,
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insists the opponent, aggregated atoms are no different than unag-
gregated ones. They possess no feature (viéésa) in aggregation that
would make them able to obstruct vision (i.e., be themselves per~
ceptible so as to block the perception of the subtle body) when they
cannot do so separately. The opponent is in effect arguing that
unless there is a whole inhering in the atoms and not just the atoms
themselves, the gross physical body can have no power of obstruction
and cannot hide the subtle body.2 The objection tends to favor
interpreting the imperceptibility that atoms have before aggregation
as an in principle imperceptibility; otherwise the objection hardly
seems worth voicing.
Dharmak¥rti first replies that there is and can be no whole

(avayavin) because it can be neither the same nor different from
ité parts. He then rejects the opponent's insistence that atoms
when aggregated are no different than when not. Aggregated atoms
do possess a special feature (vié&sa); they are perceptible in that
state even though imperceptible separately. Because aggregated
atoms have the power of perceptibility and obstructing vision, the
gross body that is aggregated atoms can indeed conceal the subtle
body.

Should it be suggested that there is no cognition

[cf the gross body] because of its atomicity and

because there is no special property [on the part

of the aggregated atoms that comprise it, we reply

that] it is not the case that there is no special

property [on the part of the atoms]. (verse 88cd
and 89a)
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There is perceptibility on the part of those special
[aggregated atoms in which it comsist]. So [the

. gross body] is not [really] atoms. By this, the lack
of any ability to conceal [the subtle body] is
refuted. (verse 89bcd)3

It is necessary to turn to Manorathanandin's commentary
to see the import of the comment that the gross body, because it is
composed of perceptible aggregated atoms, is not really atoms
(anana). This comment has import for the problem of how a muiti-
tude of atoms is perceived as a patch.

A visible body, Manorathanandin says, arises out of the
combination of atoms that are imperceptible when not aggregated.
But since the resulting visible body, which is nothing but the
aggregated atoms, is indeed perceptible, its atomicity is rejected.4
For it is common knowledge, Manorathanandin goes on to say, that an
atom is beyond the reach of the semses; yet the body is within the

reach of the senses, and hence the body cannot be atoms. At least,

Manorathanandin says, it cannot be called (ucyate) atoms. ''For

visible masses of atoms are not called atoms but are referred to

as bodies and the like, similar to the way that threads woven into
5

n
.

a cloth are called a cloth and not threads .
Is there any suggestion here that the body of atoms that is

no longer called atoms no longer amounts to atoms either? Do the

atoms no longer remain as such? Out of the atoms coming together,

is there created some soit of congealed mass that is no longer atoms?
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I see no evidence for this; but 1 raise the possibility
because some scholars have thought something like this to be the
Sautrantika view. David Kalupahana, for example, provides the
following comparison of the views of the NyEya—VaiéEgikas, the

uddhist Vaibhagika school (which rivalled the Sautrantika to which
DharmakTrti belonged), and the Sautr@ntika school. The Nyaya-
Vaiéégikas, he says in effect, insist that the object of perception
is a whole over and above the atoms; otherwise one would never have

e Tneetr AmTer
- wue TLLy

of 2 plurality of atoms.

The Vaibh3asika, he says, maintain that the aggregate remains a
multiplicity even though (and here he sees what he calls a "paradox"
in the Vaibh3sika view) it seems a single unit. '"But this aggregate
is not to be considered atom-wise a unity (eka); it is only a
multiplicity (ggggg)."s Of the Sautrantika he says, '""Unlike the
Vaiéégikas, the Sautrantikas refused to accept the view that the
'whole', consisting of 'parts' (avayava) is directly perceived by
the senses. Neither could they reconcile themselves to the theory
of the Sarv@stivadins [= Vaibh3sikas, especially early Vaibh3asikas].
Therefore, they maintained that while the atoms are indivisible
units, they could coalesce or mingle together to form an object.
Thus while the Sarv3stivddins believed in the aggregation of atoms
(safighata), the Sautrantikas advocated the coalescence of atoms

(saficita, samyoga)."7
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It is in comnection with verse 89 that Prajiakaragupta
makes his earlier mentioned (p. 206) comment, "Such things as
hairs, mosquitoes, zgrats, etc., produce a cognition with a single,
solid image, even though [the things in each case] remain in their
respective places."8 Since this is intended to be taken as also
describing the case of atoms, it seems that the atoms do not
"coalesce." Some real further suggestion that they do not can be
found in the second half of the subsequent verse 90, where Dharma-
kIirti asks a rhetorical question: "How is a cognition generated by
the senses, [the object, the attending light,] etc., when each of
these is incapable of producting a cognition seprafcately?"9 We saw
Prajidkaragupta also using this same, evidently important example
(p. 216). And what it clearly seems to say is that the atoms are
a causal unit without being a natural, ontological one. The atoms
retain their discreteness the way the eye, the light, and the object,
etc., do. Neither set of causes '"coalesces" into some single thing.

This matter is worth pursuing. Pursuing it will help shed
light on the remaining verses of the long section of verses in the
Pratyaksa chapter, verses to which I soon want to return. But
pursuing the matter will first necessarily take us on a long
digression. For Kalupahana cites as the source of his "coalescence"

theory not DharmakIrti's PramZnavarttika (understandably, since I

do not think it is DharmakIrti's wview) but two other Buddhist

texts, which need to be discussed.
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Chapter 9

’ Lt - -— —
VASUBANDHU'S VIMSATIKA AND DIGNAGA'S ALAMBANAPARTKSA

The texts Kalupahana cites as his sources are Vasubandhu's

Vijflaptimdtracdsiddhi (Viméétikibhisya) and Dign3ga's Alambana-

1 - amy - '3 K3
arIks3d. Both are Yog3c3dra texts coccerned with refuting the idea
that there is an external object.

Beginning with the Vimé%tikibhﬁsya, the lines that Kalupahana

thinks evidence the "coalescence" theory (saBicita, samyoga) occur

[ -d - 11 E o /. - -
ih COumection wiln verse 11 of the Vindatiks {(which Vacubandhu 2len

t

authored and on which the Vipshtikabhisya.is his commentary). Tke

verse attacks the idea of an external object by eliminating each
of ;he various possibilities as to what that object could be in
terms of the atoms of which it is said to be composed.
The object is not some ome thing; nor is it a plurality
of atoms; nor is it just these atoms amassed (samhata),

for the atom is unproven.? (verse 11)

In his autocommentary (Vimpsatik3bhZIsya), Vasubandhu identi-

fies the first view as that of the Ny3ya-Vaisbsikas: the "same one
thing" (eka) is a whole (avazavin).3 0f the second view, he says
only: "Nor is [the object] a plurality, because the many atoms are
not individually apprehended."a Evidently this is a view, like
DharmakTrti's, of the atoms remaining as atoms; the criticism of it
is that we see a patch, not atoms, yet the object ought to be a

patch (and not just many atoms) if that is what we see. DharmakIrti
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escapes this objection by maintaining that the atoms are indirectly
perceived by way of a sensum; evidently on this view, the atoms are
directly perceived.5 Vasubandhu does not identify this view. He
goes on to make a comment in regards .to the last theory: ''Nor are
these [atoms] when amassed (saghata) the object, because there is
no proof of a single, substantive atom."6

Kalupahana thinks the unidentified second and third theories
are both Vaibh3sgika views, the Vaibh@sikas being Buddhist rivals
of Dharmakifti.7 He seems to think the second view is that of the
Sarvastivdda (old school VaibhZ@sika) and the third view that of the
Neo--Sarv‘a"stivE'da.8 The “coalescence'" theory that Xalupahanz thinks
is the Sautr@atika view is then not even mentioned in the verse,
being mentioned instead (if I understand Ralupahana correctly)

. - 9
in subsegquent comments of the commentary (Vimé&tlkﬁbhasya).

In giving this analysis of the verse, Kalupahana is going
against K'uei Chi, the Chinese commentator on Hsuan Tsang's Chinese
translation of the Vigé&tiki. K'uei Chi identifies the second view
as that of the Sarvastivida (as does Kalupahana), but hz thinks that
the third view is that of the SautrEntika.lo He thinks it is that
of the Sautrantika to the extent that he thinks Vasubandhu intended
by this third view to be mentioning only one aggregate theory.ll

But K'uei Chi is strongly of the opinion that Vasubandhu

intended more than ome theory. K'uei Chi thinks so basically

because HsGan Tsang, upon whom he comments, thinks so. Hsldan Tsang,
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the Sanskrit slightly: where Vasubandhu speaks siuply of atoms
amassed (samhata), Hsian Tsang distinguishes between two different
kinds of atomic masses: ho-ho (ka0 & » Samghdta) and ho-chi ( ﬁ‘a s'g,,
saﬁcita).12 K}uei Chi identifies the believers in these two
different kinds of aggregates as, respectively, the SautrZntika
and the Neo-SarvEStivEda.l3

I assume that Kalupzhana is wrong in the way he understands
the Vipsatikd and K'uei Chi right. The third view is (at least)
that of the SautrZntika. But is SautrZntika then a 'coalescence"
theory, as Kalupahana says it is? It would geem thatr is is, as this
third theory is clearly distinguished from the second theory of the
Vgggétiki in which the atoms remain as just atoms.

We can get a clear picture of the Sautrantika theory, and
also of the Neo-Sarvistivdda theory that K'uei Chi and Hsiian Tsang

think is also included in the third view, from the’ZlambanaparIksE,

the other of the two texts Kalupahana cites as evidencing that
Sautrantika is a "coalescence" theory.

This text rejects the various theories of the external
object by taking up what each theory says this object is in terms
of atoms and showing that such an alleged object does not even fit
the definition of an object. To be an object, the proposed entity
must both cause the cognition and be what is presented in it,

According to the Zlambanapafiksi, all of the alleged objects, one
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way or the other composed of atoms, fail in one or the other respect.
Three views are discussed. Kalupahana thinks they are the
[NySya-] Vaisesika, the Vaibhdsika, and the Sautr3ntika.’® But
again he is in disagreement with K'uei Chi. K'uei Chi says that
they are the Sarvd@stivada (old school Vaibh3sika), the Sautrantika,
and the Neo-SarvEstiv‘a‘da.l5 K'uei Chi and Kalupahana are directly
opposed in which aggregate theories they think belong to the
SavtrAntika and %aibhagika schools: Kalupahana thinks the Vaibha-
gikas hold the theory of the aggregate called a sapgh3ta and the
Sautr3@ntikas hold the theory of the aggregate called a salicita,
and K'uei Chi thinks the Sautrantikas hold the samgh3ta-aggregate

theory and the Vaibh@asikas (Neo-Sarvastivadins) hold the saficita-

aggregate theory. The text of the Alambanapariks3 clearly supports
K'uei Chi. For the first theory it describes is one in which the
atoms remain as atoms but appear (directly) as a patch. This
theory is rejected on the basis that what causes the cognitiom is
then not what is presented in it. This can hardly be a [NyZya-]
Vaiéégika view, as the [NiEya—]Vaiéégikas believe that the object
generating a cognition is a whole, i.e., some omne thing. Because we
see this whole, our cognition is of a patch and not just many
atoms. The text's description and criticism are not appropriate for
the theory being a [NYEya—]Vai§E§ika.

The second and third theories are, then, the Sautrantika

and the Neo-Sarv3stivada. A careful look at these two theories will
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show what Kalupahana as well as K'uei Chi thinks is the Sautrantika;
for although Ralupahana and K'uei Chi disagree on which view
belongs to whom, they agree that the SautrZntika is ome or the other.

To quote then the relevant part of the Zlambanapariksi

(verses 1-5, together with the author's, Dign3ga's, autocommentary),
the Sanskrit of which can be found in appendix A:

Those who think that an external objsct is the source
(Zlambana) of our visual and other sense cognitions
insist [that this object] is [many] atoms on the basis
that etoms are the cause [of the cognitiom]. Or [they
think that this object] is an agglomerate (samghata) [of
atoms] , because the cognition is produced with that
appearance.

ALTHOUGH THE COGNIZED ELEMENT [I.E., THE ATOMS] .WOULD
SURELY BE THE CAUSE OF THE SENSORY COGNITION [IF
THERE WERE ATOMS], YET IT [I.E., THE COGNIZED ELEMENT
OF ATOMS] CAN NOT BE THE SENSORY OBJECT OF [THE COG-
NITION] ——ANY MORE THAN CAN THE EYE--BECAUSE [THE
COGNITION] DOES NOT HAVE THE APPEARANCE OF THAT
[ELEMENT OF ATOMS] . (verse 1)

That is, regarding the word "OBJECT," a ccgnition is
cognizant of its own content [in being cognizant of
an object] because it is produced bearing an image of
that object. Although the atoms are the cause of the
[cognition] , [the image] does not copy them, any more
than it copies the eye [which is also a generating
cause]. Thus the [many] atoms are not the source of
our cognitions.

This first theory is the VaibhZsika. The theory that Dign3ga
goes on to discuss is the one K'uei Chi thinks is Sautr3ntika.

And the agglomerate (samgh3ta) too, even though

[the cognition] appears with its image, [is not the

source, for]:

A COGNITION DOES NOT [NECESSARILY] ARISE FROM THAT
WHICH APPEARS IN IT. (verse 2a)
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The object which produces a cognition bearing the
image of itself is prope.ly speaking the scurce of
that cognition. For only that [object] is referred
to [in the texts] as the true generating cause.

But this is not the agglomerate (sagghata),

BECAUSE [THE AGGLOMERATE] DOES NOT SUBSTANTIVELY
EXIST, ANY MORE THAN DOES THE DOUBLE MOON. (verse 2b)

The cognition [of a double moon] does not have an
object simply because a person suffering from an eye
defect has a cognition of a double moon. Likewise,
the agglomerate is not the source of the cognition
[which has its image]; for the [agglomerate], in
not substantively existing [any more than the moon],
can not be the cause.

THUS BOTH EXTERNAL THINGS ARE NOT POSSIBLE OBJECTS
OF COGNITION. (verse 2¢d)

The external object-—either atoms or their aggregate--

is thus not the source of our cognitioms. For [in

either case] there is one defect or the other, [either

the defect of not being the cause or the defect of

not being what is presented in the cognition].

The next theory is the ome that Kalupahana thinks is
Sautrantika. It requires a bit of explamation. It seems to be the
view that the atoms "coalesce" only in the sense that each atom has
a dual character. Each has an atomic character, which it retaims
even in aggregation. But in aggregation, each atom also has an
additional, second character, a "gross" (sthiila) or nonatomic one.
In seeing the atoms as, say, a pot, then, one is still seeing a
character of the atoms. One is merely seeing ezch atom's ''gross"
character rather than each atom's atomic character. As K'uei Chi

says, 'Many indivisible atoms, for example, comnstitute jointly the

mountain, etc. Possessed of many forms, each of these particles has
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the dimension of a mountain, etc." As Dharmapala says, "In each

atom individually there is a 'combined' form (saficitZkZIra). That
alcne is the gross object; it appears having a dimension that depends
upon the number of the atoms. And that [gross form] is a real thing;
this 'combined' form is the cause of the cognition with it as image,
because it substantively exists."17

THERE ARE OTHERS WHO THINK THAT THE PRCOF [THAT
EXTERNAL OBJECTS ARE THE SOURCE OF OUR COGNITIONS]
RESTS WITH THE_[THEORY OF ATOMS HAVING A] COMBINED
FORM (SANCITAKARA). (verse 3ab)

All objects [including atoms] have multiple forms,

and a perception is held to pick up only certain of

them. In the case of atoms, they have one [nonatomic]
character that acts as the cause in originating a
cognition with the appearance of a combination (sdficita).
[To illustrate:]

THE ATOMIC FORM IS NOT THE OBJECT OF THE COGNITION,
ANY MORE THAN IS SOLIDITY, ETC. (verse 3cd)

Just as solidity, etc., even though present [in the
atoms], is not picked up in a visual cognition, so also
is not the atomic form [picked up in a visual cog-
nition. What is seen is only the combined form of
the atoms. Thus what causes the ccgnition, i.e., the
atoms, ic also what presents itself inm it.]
[THE OBJECTION TO THIS IS THAT] THE COGNITION WOULD
THEN BE THE SAME, WHETHER OF A POT, A CUP, EIC.
(verse &4ab)
To explain the objection for a moment before quoting the
rest of the text, the text goes on to say basically that though
the number of atoms in a pot and a cup differ, the atoms in each

are qualitatively the same. There is no "special difference"

(videsa) between the atoms of a pot and a cup that would account
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for why the (fewer) atoms of the cup do not make up instead a (small)
pot. Granting that each atom of the pot and the cup has a combined
form, is it the form of the pot or the cup (or whatever)? If it is
the form of the one and not the other(s), we would not have the
different perceptions of the pct in the one case and the cup in

the other, etc. But if the combined form changes with different
aggregations—if it is sometimes the form of the pot and other

times the form of the cup~-wnence comes this difference? It does
not come from the atoms, because each atom has only one atomic

shape (i.e., parimandalya, really a size, namely that of an infini-

tesimal, but considered a globular shape unique to infinitesimal
atoms). But if each atom has only one atomic shape, -then it is
unreasonable (so the argument seems to go) to assume that an atom
can have different combined shapes, e.g. the shape of a pot in one
case and of a cup in another. And if one locates the difference in
the pot or cup (or whatever) and not in a character of the atoms,
then although it is true that the pot or cup, etc., each has a

different shape, yet the atoms alone truly exist (drayvasat,

paramarthasat). The pot or whatever is not real in the way that

the atoms are; it only conventionally exists (sagvytisat). Yet a
cause has to be something that objectively exists, like the atoms
and umlike the pot, etc. Thus one has not escaped the objection that
what causes the cognition, i.e., the atoms, is not what appears in

the cognition, because the "combined shape" is located in the
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conventionally existing pot and not in the atoms.

There is no qualitative difference (vi§&sa) in the
atoms of a pot, a cup, etc., even though there are
many of these [atoms]. [Though the number of atoms is
different in each case, the atoms themselvcs are
qualitatively the same.]

IF THE OPPONENT SHOULD REPLY THAT [THE PERCEPTIONS
OF A POT, A CUP, ETC.,] DIFFER BECAUSE THE FORM
{OF THE POT AND CUP, ETC.] ARE DIFFERENT, (verse 4c)

[That is,] if [the opponent] thinks that the form of
the neck, etc. [of the pot and cup] is something
distinctive (videgakriyZ) by means of which there
would then be a peculiarity (upadhi) that would dis-
tinguish the cognitions, it is true that there is this
peculiarity in the pot, etec.

BUT IT IS NOT IN THE ATOMS THAT [ALONE] SUBSTANTIVELY
EXIST, BECAUSE [THE ATOMS] ARE ALL OF THE SAME
MEASURE. (verse 4d, 5a)

There is no difference in the infinitesimal globular
measure of the atoms, even when the atoms are of
different sorts.

THUS THE [DISTINCTIVE FORM] IS IN WHAT DOES NOT
SUBSTANTIVELY EXIST. (verse 5b)

The difference in form is in what is only conventionally
real (samvrtisat) and not in the [truly real] atoms.
The pot and the like are only conventionally real.

FOR THE COGNITION WITH THE FORM [OF THE POT, CUP,
ETC.] IS DESTROYED IF ONE REMOVES THE ATOMS.
(verse 5cd)

[But] in the case of something substantively existing,
even if whatever is connected to it is removed, the
cognition of it is not destroyed, as is the case with
the color ([blue], etc. Thus it is established that
the object of sense cognitions is not external.
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Looking back to the second of the three views mentioned,
if K'uei Chi is right that it is Sautr3ntika, then Kalupshana is
justified in thinking that Sautrantika was a "coalescence" theory,
even if he thinks that the third view (rather than the second) is
Sautrantika. For the second theory is z '"coalescence" theory.
Kalupahana is at least justified in thinking that some Sautr3ntikas
held a coalescence theory. But I do not think that Dharmakirti did,
mostly for reasons already mentioned. His constant emphasis is
on the atoms remaining as atoms, e.z., when he compares the case
of atoms causing a cognition with the case of the eye, the object,
the lighting, etc., causing one. The 'coalescence" theory must
have predated DharmakIrti, being as Kajiyama-thinks a view predating
even Vasubandhu.18 Or possibly it is the Sautrantika view as it
was misrepresented by its opponents.

DharmakIrti's view is much more like the third view, which
on K'vei Chi's account is Neo-Sarv@stivada. Some of the vocabulary
is the same. Dharmakirti talks about combined atoms (sdﬁcitgg
paramapavah) causing a cognition, and the third view speaks of atoms
having a "combined form" (séﬁcitékira).lg This is not insignificant,
since each of the theories tends to have a different term for its
special kind of aggregate (although sometimes saflicita is used
indifferently for allzo). More importantly, Dharmakirti speaks of
aggregated atoms having a "special quality" (viééga).Zl This

"special quality" is for DharmakIrti, on Prajfizkaragupta'’s under-
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standing of DharmakTrti (see p. 215), what makes infinitely small
(p3rimZndalya) atoms perceptible in aggregates. Could this
"special quality" be the perceptible, second nature that atoms have
in aggregation, according to the Neo-SarvEstivadins? Is Dharma-
kIrti's view, in other words, the third view, even though this view
is Neo-Sarvastivada and not SautrZatika?

I do not think so. What argues that it is not is partly
that Dharmakirti and Neo-Sarva@stivadins such as Safighabhadra are
traditionally regarded as rivals. But mostly what argues against

it is & certain passage in Durveka Mig}a's Dharmottarapradipa.

Durveka Miéfa, explicitly claiming to be speaking as a SautrZntika
in Dharmakirti's line,zz espouses an atomic theory that takes
advantage (as the Neo-Sarvistivdda view does not)23 of an indirect
or representative theory of perception. Durveka Mié%a shows Dharma-
kIrti's Sauthﬁtika view to be a theory, not of aggregated atoms
having a "gross" nature that is directly cognized, but of atoms

of a "subtle" nature being indirectly cognized in a sensum that
captures all but their atomicity. It is Praj@idkaragupta’s view
when he says, "We find no difficulty with the view that, just as
hairs at a distance have the appearance of a [single] solid con-
figuration even‘though they are not conjoined, so also with the

atoms."24

An aggregate of infinitesimal atoms, without "coalescing"
into some one nonatomic thing, generates an image of a single, gross

patch. Each atom of the aggregate is minutely visible (even if each
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is in principle imperceptible when not aggregated with others);
the contribution of each of them is enough so that all of them
together present themselves in an image as some single, nonatomic
thing.

I will take up Durveka Midra's comments at the end of this
dissertation. But I will first turn, in the next chapter, to the
remaining verses of Dharmakirti in the long section in the Pratyaksa

chapter of the PramZnavarttika.
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Chapter 10

THE PRAMANAVARTTIKA, PRATYAKSA CHAPTER, VERSES 208-224

In the verses of this long section that I have so far
discussed (vs. 194-207), Dharmakirti has argued that the sensory
object is an aggregate {sa¥zita) and that the many atoms of the
aggregate are cognized simultaneously. He has rejected the op-
ponent's argument to the contrary that the atoms are not cognized
simultaneously, either because they are cognized successively or
because the sensory object is, instead of many aggregated ztems,

a whole over and above its parts. The discussion has been held at
the nonatomic level with talk of such things as multicolored
butterflies, but the discussion has clearly been intended to

extend to the atomic level. DharmakIrti, although he ﬁas rejected
the opponent's idea that the sensory olject is a whole instead of
atoms, has not explained how the atoms, given that they are many,
present themselves as a patch. The opponent then asks him in

verse 208, reverting again to the nonatomic level: How are the many
colors of the butterfly apprehended as if the butterfly were a
single, multicolored thing?l This, on the level of atoms, is the
question, How are the many atoms that are the semsory object cog-
nized as a single, "gross" patch? The next verses of DharmakiIrti's

in reply first give his answer as a Yogdcarin and then his answer
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as a Sautrzntika.

I said in the Introduction that DharmakIrti is 2 Sautrantika
provisionally but a Yog3cZrin ultimately. The YogZc3rin in him does
not believe that objects exist at all. He takes the occasion of
the question to urge first that the real solution to the problea is
the zbandoning of realism altogether before then granting, by giving
the Sautrantika answer to the question, that SautrZntika is the best

way of understanding things provisionally.

Ultimately, there simply is no object. Wnat the Sautr3ntika
(and DharmakIrti as a SautrZntika) take to he the semsation of an
external object is really but an ungenerated sense datum of the sort
we have in dreams. It is not really a cognitive response to some-
thing external, but an external~seeming content in an Absolute
Consciousness.

DharmakIrti's Yogacara reply is to say in effect that the
Sautrantikas' difficulty in explaining how many atoms appear as a
patch is the result of there ultimately being no object. The
Seautrantikas, insisting that the object is only indirectly per-
ceived, concede that the proof of the existence of the object is a
matter of inference. The object is inferred to exist to explain
why we have sensations and why these sensations undergo regular
changes.2 But, DharmakTIrti argues as a Yog3caArin (elsewhere if not
here), the existence of an external object is not necessary to

explain either, as witnessed by the fact of certain realistic
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dreams. There is thus no reason to insist that the object exists.
And, as he says in effect here, the difficulty in explaining how the
many atoms can appear as one patch is convincing evidence to deny
that the object exists.

The most crucial verse of DharmakIrti's present reply is
verse 211. 1In it he imsistcs that there is no real gross character
in either the object or the cognition. There is none in the object
because the many atoms are not individually gross. Not being
individually gross, they are not collectively gross either. And,
as is the point of another verse, if there is no grossness in the
object, there can be no real grossness in the cognition of that
object, however much there might appear to be.3 The way out of the
dilemma is to realize that the gross sensum is not the sensation of
an external object at all but a projected content of Consciousness.

It can be seen from Manorathanandin's commentary on this
verse that the cnmnversation has been held sim:ltaneously on both
the nonatomic level of objects like tutterflies and the atomic
level.

THEREFORE A GROSS (STHULA) NATURE EXISTS NEITHER

IN THE OBJECT NOR THE COGNITION, BECAUSE THAT NATURE
IS REPUDIATED AS BELONGING TO EITHER ONE OR MANY.
(verse 211)

THEREFORE NEITHER IN THE external OBJECT NOR IN THE

COGNITION, i.e., the consciousness apprehending the

object, is to be found A GROSS NATURE, i.e., a gross

character. FOR THAT NATURE, that is, that gross

nature, IS REPUDIATED AS BELONGING TO ONE, i.e.,

one part or ome atom. And it is impossible in the
MANY ALSO, because even when these things are united
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(milita) they are just themselves. And they are

singly devoid of grossmess (sthaulya), and thus when

they are assembled (samudita) they are the very same

way. And because there is nonexistence of the gross-

ness in the case of the multicolored thing in any of

the colors singly, similarly it would beqimpossible in

them when they are assembled (samudaya) .-

Although it might be unwise to try to conclude anything of
what DharmakIrti thinks aé a Sautrdntika from what he thinks as a
Yogac3rin (since these are two different levels of discourse), it
is clear that as a Yogdc3arin he does not think there is any real
gross character in the object. Of course, this is because there is
no object; but it might also reflect that his view as a SéutrEntika
is not that of Saighabhadra's, where atoms have a real gross charac-
ter in addition to their atomic onme. It would be a bit odder if
DharmakIrti, as a Sautrantika, first accepted such a real gross
character and then,-as a Yogdcarin, denied it than if he denicd such
a gross character even as a Sautr3ntika.

Prajﬁékaragupta has some interesting comments on this verse,
interesting mostly because they touch on the issue of the relation-
ship among the atoms that DharmakTIrti insists as a Sautr3ntika
are the sensory object.

Indeed, there cannot be a gross nature in the atoms

or even in the whole (avayavin). For grossness (sthilatd)

is the fact of [occupying] different points of space

[digbhﬁgahhinna, literally facing different directionms,

e.g., north, east, etc.] It is a multiplicity of

position resulting from the mutually exclusive [character

of] the spatial directioms. However, suppose there is

2 gross nature in many [atoms]. That is, suppose many
atoms of the same kind [e.g., many atoms of color],
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appearing inseparate, are designated gross. But

this is not acceptable [to us YogZcZrins]. For many
[atoms] are still just many [atoms], and grossness is
not a feature of any individual atom. [If it is not

a feature of any individual atom, then what is merely
many atoms together canmot be gross.] If it is sug-
gested that this grossness will belong to the assemblage

(samud3ya) [of them], what is this sagmu iya other than

just the [atoms]? And what a semblance of grossness

amounts to is the semblance of a single, solid mass

(ekaghana). But when [there are many] mutually

distinct [things] appearing, there is no [semblance of

a] single, solid mass, because the interval [between

each thing, i.e., each atom] also appears. Or if it

does not appear, then neither do the [atoms].

The Sautra@ntika and their Buddhist rivals, the Sarvastivada
or Vaibhdasika, had between them a running dispute as to whether the
atoms that make up the sensory object have empty spaces between
them or not. The Vaibhdsika believed that they do, the Sautr3ntika
believed that they do not.7 Prajfidkaragupta is assuming the
Vaibhasika view in the last sentences of his comments and criticizing
it on its own assumptions. Because the Vaibh3sikas think that the
atoms are separated by intervals, these atoms cannot give the ap-
pearance of a single solid mass. The intervals would show up as
much as the atoms. Or if the intervals, though present, fail to
put in an appearance, then for reasons that can only be guessed at
one could expect the same from the atoms.

After some additional comments that seem addressed to a
Nyiya—Vais%gika, Prajfidkaragupta ends his comments with a conclusion

favorable to Yog3c3ara. '"Therefore neither the whole nor the parts

[i.e., the atoms] are the object of the [gross] presentation. Let
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it be just that, namely, a [mere] presentation [or appearance]. If
it is simply a presentation [or appearance without any external
object, like in dreams], then one has conceded the Yog3c3ra view."8
DharmakIrti's view of the relationship between atoms, then,
as a Sautrantika, is that the atoms are immediately juxtaposed. There
is not even the ghost of an interval between them. Yet in spite of
this, the many atoms do not add up to a patch , contrafy to what one
might expect. They do not constitute anything gross (sthila) but
remain just many, subtle (stUksma) atoms. Their plurality and ato-
micity are not conveyed to the sensum thaﬁ fepresents them, a sensum
that otherwise captures their collective size and shape, as will be
seen in the last of the remaining verses in this long section of the

Pram3navarttika. As Manorathanandin at one point comments (although

speaking as a Yogdac3rin): "That essential form of the atom—-a form
that is not gross--is not transferred to the cognition; and that

grossness that is transferred to the cognition does not exist in
the atoms."9

Dharmakirti continues discussing the Yog3c3ra view up to
verse 219. Most people need a provisional understanding of things,
he concludes at that point, as most people are unenlightened.
"Therefore the [Buddha's] sermons on the external object were
delivered having in mind just those people who, proceeding [with
the ponderosity] of elephants, ignore the [higher] truth."10

Contiauing then as a Sautr3ntika, DharmakIrti gives, in the

next two verses, what he thinks is the correct provisional view.
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The first of the two verses is addressed once again to the issue of
how atoms are cognized at all, each individual atom being "beyond the
senses” (atIndriya). Dharmakirti's answer is that, aggregated, they
have a special property that they do not have unaggregated. This

is the verse in connection with which Manorathanandin makes his com—
ment about the atoms changing their character, a cuwrment that sug-
gests that Fhe initial imperceptibility of the atoms is an in prin-
ciple imperceptibility. This is also the verse about which Prajfa-
karagupta makes his long comment quoted earlier (pp. 215-216) that
equally suggests that the initial iaperceptibility is an in principle
imperceptibility. To quote the verse and Manorathanandin's commen—
tary:

WHERE IS THERE ANY DIFFICULTY [WITH THE VIEW THAT]
MANY [ATOMS] THAT HAVE COME TO HAVE A SPECIAL PROPERTY
INDIVIDUALLY BECOME THE CAUSE OF THE COGNITION?

IF YOU OBJECT TO THIS, [WE SAY THAT IT IS JUST] LIKE
THE SENSES, THE SELF, ETC. (verse 223)

To the objection that "because atoms are beyond the
senses when taken individually, {[their] combination
(san®ita) also is not the object of cognition', he
replies: WHERE IS THERE ANY DIFFICULTY IF MANY

atoms . . . THAT HAVE COME TO HAVE A SPECIAL PROPERTY,
that is, that have become capable of producing a cog-
nition, arising as they do amassed (samhata), . . .
BECOME THE CAUSE OF THE COGNITIOW, LIKE THE SENSES,
EIC? The semses, etc., are not the cause of a cogni-
tion if taken separately, but united (milita) they
are; this is the case also with atoms. For our atoms
are not of one, unchanging nature like the atoms of
others; indeed, being beyond the senses, they are
also sensible under the condition [that they aggregate].



255

There is an interesting difference between Manorathanandin's
recording of this verse and Prajfidkaragupta’s. I have given it
above in accordance with Manorathamandin’s. But where he states

that the "special" atoms individually (prthak) become the cause of

the cognition, Prajfidkaragupta says they simultaneously (sakrt)

12 . .
cause it. The verse ig izmportact enough to be reproduced in

13

Vacaspati Midra's Nyayavarttikatdtparyatika. On yet a further

point, he records the verse differently than either Manorathanandin

or Prajﬁ'?a'karagupta,l4

but he agrees with Manorathanandin on using
"individually" instead of "simultaneously."

There is an appealing reason for taking the verse as
Manorathanandin and Vicaspati Midra take it. "Individually" can
be seen as adding an important emphasis. It can be seen as emphasiz~
ing that it is each atom that causes the cognition and not the atoms
as a whole, as if the lot of them amounted to something more than
just many individual atoms. Each and every atom is one cause,
the whole lot of them being the cause. The comparison with the
senses, etc., then follows as a natural illustration. Just as the
eye, the person, the light, etc.-—-all the things that are necessary
individually to gemerate a perception--are not able to generate it
unless they work together, but when fhey are working together they
do not form .some single, natural entity, so too the many atoms are
not able to genmerate a perception unless they work together, but

likewise they do not form any ome thing. In both cases it is
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singular causes working together that produce the perception.
Dharmakirti made use of this same example once earlier (p. 231),
and I suggested then that the point of it was that many things
working together to produce an effect do not on that account form

some natural unit.

The last verse in this long section that I want to discuss,
verse 224, finally makes the point that for Dharmakirti the many
atoms appear as ome patch because they are indirectly perceived in
a sensum that captures all but their atomicity. He first states that
the object of a cognition is that thing which causes it. 1In reply
tc an objection, recorded in the commentary, that then even the eye
and the other causes of the perception would be the object, Dharma~-
kirti replies that the object is specifically that cause whose image
appears in the cognition. Manorathanandin goes on to say that the
image of the aggregate (saficaya) appears in the cognitionm, therefore
the aggregate is the object.

THE PROPERTY OF BEING AN OBJECT [OF A COGNITION]

IS NOTHING OTHER THAN THE FACT OF BEING THE CAUSE

[OF IT]. AMONG [THE CAUSES], THE ONE WITH THE

IMAGE OF WHICH THE COGNITION ARISES IS SAID TC BE THE
OBJECT OF IT. (verse 224

. . . Would not the sense organ and the like also be

the object because they also are causes? [To this

objection DharmakIrti] replies: AMONG the causes,

THE ONE WITH THE IMAGE OF WHICH THE COGNITION ARISES

IS SAID TO BE THE OBJECT OF IT, i.e., of the cogni-

tion. And that is the aggregate (saficaya) of atoms,
And that very cognition reflects the form [of the
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aggregate] and not that of the sense [or any of the

other causes]. So how could they [rather than the

aggregate] be ths object?l5

Compared to the other causes, that is, the cognition can be
said to arise with the image of the many atoms, even though tech-
nically it represents them as a single, sclid patch instead of a
multiplicity. Presumably the sensum is of the collective size and
collective outline shape of the atoms.

Prajiizkaragupta's comments on this verse make the point that
the many atoms are not perfectly represented. He first comments
that when atoms of blue are cognized, the blueness is imparted to
the cognition but not the atomic form. "The image in the [cognitionm]
does not ultimately capture the plurality of the object; to consider
an instance, from an aggregate (saflicaya) of blue atoms a cognition

will come to have an image that is blue but mot an image that is

of atoms."16 He then records, and summarily answers, a question
whose sense is that if the blue but not the atomic form appears,
how is it known that the blue of the image is the blue of the atoms.
“But if there is no representation of the atomic form, how is it
that the blue aspect {of the sensum] is that of the atoms? ([We
reply that] this poses no difficulty because anything else is
illogical."17 The sensum is blue and the atoms are blue; and it

is unreasonable to think that the blueness of the sensum comes from

elsewhere than the atoms, considering that the atoms are otherwise

the object.
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The sensum, then, captures the color and collective size
and shape of the atoms, but does not record their plurality (or
atomicity) in representing them as a single, gross patch. This is
the view we will see confirmed in the last passages to which I now

turn.



NOTES TO CHAPTER 10

1

citr@vabhdsegv arthesu yady ekatvamna yujyate/ saiva
tavat katham buddhir ek citrZvabhIsinT//

2

IB 101.1-6. But see also Shrinivas Shastri's point that
one believes one actually sees the object even though the proof
of its existence is a matter of inference, [2], pp. 412-413.

3
PV II:210 and PVV on this verse.

4

5

PVV 164.1-2: TASMAN NARTHESU NA JNANE STHULABEASAS TAD-
A’DIANAH/ TERATRA PRATISIDDHATVAD BAHUSV API [ NA SAMBHAVAH//
PVV 164.9-13: TASMAN NKRTHESU bshyesu NA JNANE tadgrahake
STHDLABHASAH sthila 3karah safigacchate. TADATMANAH sthiila-
svarGpasyAIKATRAvaysve paramfnau v3 PRATISIDDHATVET. BAHUSV API
tesu SAMBHAVO NAsti, militX api hi ta eva. te ca pratyekam
sthaulyavikalz itl samuditd api tathaiva syuh. tathd n!lﬁdy-
akaresu pratyekam citrasya sthaulyasyZbhdvat samudiye 'py abhkzvah.

6

PVB 287.17-22: authegu hi param3gusv avayavisu ca na
sthul 'a'ohasah. sthilat? hi digbhagabhinna digbh3gzn3af! ca parispara-
[text: parapara—]pariharena sth@nanekatvam. atha bahusu sthila-
bhasatd. tathd hi bahavah samZnajatIyah paramagavo v1cchinnataya
pratibhiasamZndh sth"lataya vyapadis?ante. naitad api yuktam.
bahava eva te sthillatavah pratyekam abhavat. samudzyasya bhavisyatiti
cet. ko ' paras tebhyah samudayah. ekaghanas’ca pratibh3sah
sth@lavyapadesabh@k. na ca parasparaviviktapratibh3se ekaghanaté?sty
antar3alasyapi pratibhZTsandt. atha na pratibhZti na tarhi te
pratibh3sitah syuh.

7

ARtr. I,91,fn.3; SAV 122.13-19.

These are the conclusions of Y. Karunadasa, Buddhist
Analysis of Matter (Colombo, 1967), pp. 151-152. But Karunadasa
also thinks that the atom is for the Sautrantika not partless.
There is no evidence for this in the references just given, which
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even suggest the contrary. Durveka Mié%a, speaking as a
Sautrautika in Dharmottarapradipa, clearly states that atoms are
partless, DP 43.24-25. However, Hsuan Tsang says that the
Sautrantika atom is extended (j?é} digdesabheda) , which suggests
that it is divisible, T 46.1i3. It is possible that Karunadasa
and Hsdan Tsang are thinking of the aggregate form of the atoms
rather than the individual atoms; the aggregate form is extended
and does have parts. Since for the Sautr3ntikas atoms evidently
always arise in aggregates and never individually, there is a
sense in which the atoms that there are (always in aggregatiom)
are "extended" and "with parts."

KamaladTla records three distinct views, ISP 677.20-21:
1) the atoms are in close conjumction (Egpasparam samyujyantej,
2) they are separated by intervals of space and are not touching
(sZntarZ . . . na sprsanti), and 3) they are not separated by spaces
and are loosely speaking said to be touching even though they are
not (nirantaratve tu sprgtasamijfid). The second view is likely the
Vaibh3gika; and the third view, since it is Vasubandhu's
(AKB 122.4-6), is reasonably DharmakTrti's.

8 _

PVB 287.35-36: tasmdn n3vayavi navayavah pratibh3sa-
gocarZh. pratibh@dsa ity ev@stu. yadi tarhi pratibh3sa eviyam
sa eva vijfiZnav3dah prasaktah.

9
PVV 196.25-26: yad anusvarlpam asthfilam asti na tat
j8Zn3rGdham, yacca jdanaridham sthaulyam nZnusu tad asti.

10
PV II:219: tad upeksitatattvarthaih krtva gajanimilanam/
kevalam. lokabuddhyaiva bahyacintZ pratanyate//

11

PVV 167.5-6: KO VA VIRODHO BAHAVAH SANJAIAIISAIAH PRTHAK/
BHAVEYUR KARANAM BUDDEER YADI NATMENDRIYADIVAT// PVV 167.22-25 and
168.7-9: _Jac cocyate--'"paramanavah pratyekam atIndriyatvat saficitd
api na Jnanagocar " iti--tatrzha: YADI BAZAVAH paramanava . . .
SANJATATISAYA vijBanajananayogyah saghatZ utpannzh . . . BUDDHEE
RARANAM BHAVEYUY, tadi KO VIRODHAH, INDRIYADIVAT. indriy3dayah
pratyekam na. buddher hetuh, milltzs tu bhavanti, tadvad apavo 'pi
syuh. na hipares@m ivé'smélcai' ca nityaikasvabh3ava anavah, te hi
yathapratyayam atTndriyah santa aindriy@ api syuh.

12
PVB 296.3 (Misnumbered verse 224).
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13
NVIT 396.17-19.

145
Where the verse in PVV and PVB have "watmendriy3divat,"
NVIT has "nZmendriy3divat.” This makes better sense; but because
T am quoting the commentaries, I have taken the verse as it appears
in PVV. Manorathanandin does not gloss the "na."

15

PVV 168.1~2: HEYUBEAVAD RTE NANYA GRAHYATA NAMA KA CaNA/
.TATRA BUDDHIR YADAKARA TASYAS TAD GRAHYAM UCYATE// PVV 168.10-14:
Nanu hetutve pi katham agavo gr'éhy’é‘h" ity Zha: HETUBHAVAD RTE
vinZ GRAHYATA NAMA ya prasiddha s3 NANYA KA CIT, api tu hetutaiva
grahyats. evam tarhindriyadikam api hetutvad grahyam syad"
ity Zha: TATRA tesu hetusu BUDDHIR YADAKARA bhavati TASYA buddhes
. TAD GRAHYAM UCYATE anusancayah. saiva ca buddhir @k3Iram anukaroti,
nendriyadeh; tat katham tadgrahyam?

16
PVB 296.22-23: ripZIyatanasZmanyena tad3kZIrat® na
paramarthatah. tatha hi nIlaparam3nusaficayan ni13kIrata vijf@anasya.
paramanvakIratd mZ bhiut.

17
PVB 296.24-25: nanu yadi paramanvakzrata na pratibhdti
paramanunam iyan nIlZkarateti kutah. anyathZ 'yog3id itina dosah



Chapter 11

/
DURVEKA MISRA'S DHARMOTTARAPRADTPA

Before taking up Durveka Mista's comments, I would like to
consider one more set of Prajfidkaragupta's. These are in connection
with a verse not in either of the two sections of verses so far
considered. Dharmakirti, after following verse 224 of the long
section with some 95 verses from the Sautr3ntika perspective, moves
the discussion again to the higher level. Beginning with verse 320,
in the standard Yog3c3ra line of attack he questions how our sense
cognitions can be of external objects when the objects are aggregates
of subtle atoms and the cognitions of them have gross images.

BY WHAT [FORM OF THEIRS] DO THE ATOMS EXHIBIT THE
GROSS IMAGE [IN THE COGNITION]I? (verse 32lcd)l

Prajiadkaragupta's first comments make the point that the
sensum does not truly capture the object in respect to its atomic
multiplicity, a fact that Prajfidkaragupta (speaking as a Yogdcirin)
thinks makes the cognition an "error" (bhrZnta).

If atoms are the object, then considering that the

cognition has a gross image, how [can the atoms really

be] the object of the cognition? For there is no
conformity of form [between the image and the atoms].

The [cognition] must simply be an error, like the

cognition of, say, a tree as a solid body.2

The example of the tree as a solid body is the example of

seeing the many distinct parts of a tree, e.g., the branches, trunk,
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leaves, etc., as if they comprised one solid umity, i.e., the tree.
(Another Buddhist example along similar lines is seeing the many
trees of a forest as if they constituted the solid body of a
forest.) PrajﬁEkaragupta's next comments are the ones in which I
am particularly interested:

[Should you propose that] the atoms exhibit [the

character represented in the image] at least in regards

to the feature of color [and thus that atoms do cause

the image in the cognition], we reply that this is

unacceptable. TFor there is no shape apart from color.

[And] in possessing a shape that ie identical with

color, [were the color of the atoms truly reflected

in the cognition], then it would follow as a consequence

that [the atoms] would-be gross, [because that is the

shape reflected in the cognition].3
Prajfiidkaragupta is arguing on the Sautrantika's own account of shape
and color not differing,4 atoms can be proven not to reflect at
all in the cognition, the cognition not reflecting their atomic
shape and hence not reflecting their color either.

Not all Buddhists believed that color and shape are not
distinct. This seems to have been a peculiarly Sautrzmntika belief.
The Vaithasika rivals of the Sautrantikas, for example, maintained
that shape and color are two different things.5

What both views amounted to can be at least vaguely

understood by looking at what Vasubandhu, author of the

Abhidharmakosa, says on the subject. He records two Vaibh3sika

arguments to the effect that shape is distinct from color. The
two are distinct, the first argument rums, because it is sometimes

possible to see the shape of a thing without seeing its color.
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For example, in dim light at a distance we might see the shape of
2 man without seeing his color (a matter cf some importance in
caste~conscious India).6 The second argument is that were shape
and color not distinct, then everything of the same color would be
of the same shape. Pots of the same color would not differ in
shape.7 (Bothh of the examples are Vasubandhu's.)

The Sautr3ntikas respond to the second argument by saying
that the shape of the pot is due to the disposition of the color
atoms of which it is composed. Different arrangements of thete
atoms produce the different sha'pes.8 The response to the first
argument is that the color is seen indistinctly (avyakta); because
one sees it indistinctly, one sees but the dark shape of a man -
instead of a man of a particular color.9

But what is worrying PrajfiZkaragupta in his question to
the Sautrantikas is not tha; the sensum has what might be called
a particular outline, which can be explained as due to the atoms
having a certain configuration. What is bothering him is that
the sensum is a single, "solid" thing. Whence comes this feature
of singular solidity? It cannot come from the atoms, because they
do not form a patch.

The Sautr3ntika response, as Prajfidkaragupta represents
it, is that this feature of singular solidity is purely a feature
of the cognition. The way ccusciousness records a certain configura-

tion of atoms is as a single, solid expanse of a particular outline
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contour. The features of singularity and solidarity of the shape

10 and the color are.

are not in the object the way the contour
Prajfiidkaragupta only sketches this reply.
[The SautrZntika reply that] grossmess is a feature
of the cognition [unlike the feature of color}; color
is a property of the object. One speaks of grossness

wher many things are being apprehended. But [grossness]
is not in the atoms individually. However, color such as

blue color is in [each atom] individually, and it is

therefore a feature of the object.l

But the contour is not in the atoms individually any more
than the grossmess is; so it is not clear that just by making
the grossness a feature solely of the cognition DharmakTIrti has
escaped the objection that shape is not distinct from color. It
is distinct, given what Prajfidkaragupta has just said, in that it
is a feature of atoms only collectively, while coler is a feature
of'étoms individually. Further, if the outline shape of the sensum
derives from tha atoms only collectively and not individually, it
is not clear that Dharmakirti has escaped the objection that the
aggregate is somehow a 'mity of parts and hencz a umniversal.

The objection PrajBfkaragupta himself goes on to state is
neither of these two objections. 1Instead he goes on to object
that in representing the atoms in a particular configuration as
a single, solid expanse of a paxticular contour, the sensum does
not capture the intervals between the atoms.

If it is [as the SautrZntika claim], then the [cognition

of the many color atoms as gross would yet be] an error

because the [atoms], separated by intervals, are
grasped as being without them. 12
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The obvious Sautrantika reply is that the atoms are not sepa-
rated by intervals. It is the Vaibhagikas and not the Sautrantikas
who believe that they are (see p. 252). Leaving aside the rest of
Prajfiakaragupta's comments (and any questions why the grossness is
not then as much a feature of the arrangement of atoms as is the
contour), I turn in closing to 2 long passage of Durveka Misra's
which is just such a clear reply that the atoms are not separated by
intervals. The answer affirms that the grossness is not in the
atoms, although the only reason given for this is, in effect, that
the atoms, even.without intervals, still remain "a multitude."

The passage of Durveka Misra's to which I want to turn

represents a comment on a line of Dharmottara's Ny3ayabindutik3.

Since the passage contains the words from Dharmottara's line from the

NyayabindutIkZ, it is necessary to discuss this line before turning

to the passage.

Dnarmottara has been discussing verse 4 of DharmakTrti’s
Nyayabindu, the verse containing the definition of pratyaksa (in
sense 2): "Of the [two kinds of veridical cognition], pratyaksa
is that which is nonerroneous {(abhrznta) and free from kalpan‘éi*."l3
The line we are interested in follows a number of lines devoted
mostly to making terminological points. Dharmottara proceeds to
gloss what Dharmakirti means in his verse by ''nonerroneous"

(abhranta). 1In connection with this, Dharmottara makes the following

comment: ''Nonerroneous' means not contrary to a [visual] reality
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that is capable of a function."l4 He then glosses "a [visual]

reality that is capable of a function" (arthakriyZksama vasturipa)

as "that which consists in a.color that has shape as a qualifier"

(sanniveébpi&hiva:nitmaka).15

Durveka Miéia, after a few comments on Dharmottara's line
that "'Nonerroneous' means not contrary to a [visual] reality that
is capable of a function," comments on Dharmottara's gloss of "a
[visuai] reality that is capable of a function" as "that which
consists in a color that has shape as a qualifier." These latter
comments of Durveka Misra's are the ones to which I now turn. They
begin, after an introductory question, with the statement that by
the word "shape" Dharmcttara means squareness and the like, i.e.,
solid, contoured expanse; and that shape is a feature of the image
(pratibh3sa) in the cognition, at least (the rest of what he says
makes clear) the solidity or "grossmess" of it.

Durveka Mié%a's point is that, because the color atoms are
not separated by intervals, the cognition of many of them as a solid
expanse of color is not an error (bhrZnta). To make this point, he
considers -~ zejects various suggestions as to what this interval
could amount to, showing that in no case is the cognition of the
atoms as a patch’an error because of such an alleged interval.

The discussion is put in terms of the atoms being "uncon-

nected" (asamsrsta). The opponent insists that, the atoms being
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"unconnéﬁted" (asapsrsta), the cognition of them as if "connected"
is an error. Durveka MisTra replies by ruling out the different ways
the opponent could think the atoms are "unconnected.” Some of these
ways are by having various kinds of interstices such as atoms of the
substance "space” (ggggé) or just intervals of empty space.

By ruling out the proffered ways the atoms could be "un-
connected,"” Durveka Misra does not mean that the atoms are "con-
nected" in the sense that they lose their multiplicity and merge
into a single patch, as other comments of his make clear. He only
means that they are not "unconnected" in any way that would make the
cognition of them as a single solid color expanse an error. The
relation between the atoms is- that of immediate juxtapositiom, i.e.,
being right next to each other without even space interposing (but
yet, DharmakTrti would insist, somehow not touchingls). Because
the atoms are immediately juxtaposed and not "unconnected" in any
way that would justify them not appearing as a patch, the cognition
of them as a patch is not an error, even though the atoms
retain their plurality and do not actually amount to a patch. The
singular solidarity of the patch is the correct way for comsciousness
to record the many atoms immediately juxtaposed.

The discussion ties in the analysis of error that we dis-
cussed in the first chapter. The recording of the many atoms
immediately juxtaposed as a single, solid patch is not an error

because there is no misrepresentation as to this object's location
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in time, location in space, or character (see p. 34), or so Durveka
MisTa seems to say. BHere the characterization of error is ome that
is appropriate for a case of perception (pratyaksa in semse 1), but
it is taken as applying to a case of semsation (pratyaksa in semse 2),

retaining to the last DharmekIrti's equivocating on the two meanings
of "pratyakea."

Durveka Migra's comments are straightforward and I will
interpret them with my own comments as little as possible. (For

the Sanskrit of the passage, see appendix R.)
What is it that is capable of performing a function?
Is it a whole (avayavin), or something else? [To
forestall a question of this sort, Dharmottara] says,
"A [VISUAL] REALITY CAPARLE OF PERFORMING A FUNCTION
IS THAT WHICH CONSISTS IN A COLOR THAT HAS SHAPE AS
A QUALIFIER." SHAPE is squareness and the like, and
it is a feature of the image. That color of which
shape is the qualifier or attribute--a color that is
an agglomerate (samgh3ta) of white atoms or atoms
of another color and that is the denotation of words
referring to objects and that is described as such--
that is what is meant by [A COLOR THAT HAS SHAPE AS
A QUALIFIER]. [Dharmottara] speaks this way because
it cau be seen, relying on the method of agreement
and difference, that only a color qualified by a shape
is capable of performing a function. [A VISUAL REALITY]
THAT CONSISTS IN or has as its essence [a color
qualified by shape] is [THAT WHICH CONSISTS IN A COLOR
THAT HAS SHAPE AS A QUALIFIER]. And it should be
understood that all this has been said with respect
to the cbject of [specifically] visual cognition; it
would be quite inappropriate to construe it in any
other way. By [saying what he does, Dharmottara]
indicates that it is not some whole that is capable
of performing a function but only an accumulation
(pracaya) of atoms, for [the whoiel does not
exist. . . .17

[(But, it might then be objected,] this would be the
case. You think the object of atoms is an external



270

reality. Yet every cognition that arises from these
extremely subtle atoms has a gross image. How is

such [a cognition] called nonerroneocus? To this we
give the following reply. The atoms, produced from
the same causal nexus, reside by nature in their
respective places. They are free from intervals of
the nature of atoms of shadow and light13 because the
cause of {such atoms] is absent. [Free from intervals,
there is produced from them] an image that is continuous
and that amounts to the appearance of spatial exten-
sion. Gzosaness is nothing but this. How could the
cognition, being free of kalpan3* and being based

on an assemblage (samud3ya)- of atoms of this sort,

be in error? {It would be in error] if it were to
apprehend a single atom as residing in many places
instead of many atoms in many places. It would be in
even greater errcr if it were to cognize (many] atoms,
which are in different places, as if they were in one
place. But this [latter] is not what happens, because
there is no image of a mass the size of a single atom—-
and in cognizing [the many atoms as if residing in]

a single place, the mass (pinda) would be the size of
a single atom and would not be spatially extended.

And the cognition of many [places as the seat of many
atoms] is not an error because [error] is of the nature
of "this in that."

That is, error is an awareness of something as having a different

spatial location, etec., than it in faet has.

The meaning is this. [There is no whole.] The
[so-called] gross [mass] is many such atoms [i.e.,

atoms without intervals] apprehended by a single

cognition. TFor if you imsist that this gross [mass]

is a whole, thea we reply that [grossness] is a feature

of the image [but not of the object], for it is arrived
t on the basis of the image appearing as such [that
is, as gross]. It is nect a characteristic of the
object, because each [atom] is not individually
[gross].

But, [an objector asks], how can a cognition which
apprehends atoms which are in essence mutually uncou-
nected (asamsrsta) as if they were unified (samsrsta)
be nonerroneous? To this we say [the following].
What is this unconnectedness of which you speak,
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from the mistaken apprehension of which the cognition
is described as erroneous?

The reply, as I said, is not that the atoms are not "unconnected,"
but only that their unconnectedness is not mistakenly apprehended.
It is the unconnectedness, Durveka Misra goes on to say, of having
distinct atomic forms and distinct spatial locatioms, which

is correctly registered as a single, solid sensum. It is not the
unconnectedness of having intervals.

[Is the unconnectedness of which you speak the fact

of the atoms] having many forms? Or many places? Or
being separated by something visible of a different
sort (ripenaiva vijZtTyema)? Or being kept apart

by something cognized by another semse? If you think
it is an unconnectedness of many forms, then cognizing
{the atoms] as united [would for you] never be possible,
since at all times one would cognize only unconnected
atoms, on account of the fact it is only those atoms
extended in space .[that you say are really unconnected
in some way that makes the cognition erroneous] that
[ever] appear. Indeed, if only one form appeared
[instead of their many forms], then the mass [of them]
would be [the size of] an atom and there would be no
experience of spatial extension.

But if you think the unconnectedness is having
many places, then all the more there would never be
cognition of them as united. For the blue atoms
in different places are cognized precisely in their
different places. Indeed if they appeared to be irn
one place, then as already stated the mass [of them]
would appear the size of an atom.

If you hope to contend that the unconnectedness

is being separated by a visual-sense atom of a different
sort, then precisely because that is impossible, there
could not be erroneous apprehension in respect to the
atoms]. For blue atoms that are without intervals

are simply free from the interposing of other visual-
sense atoms; and they appear that way, so how is there
any error? For interposing visual-sense atoms such

as light, different [from the blue atoms but of the
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same sense field], are not produced there and make

no appearance. And what prevents an atom of shadow
or light from being produced, given that it is not
produced, [an opponent might askl]? For it cannot be
said that there is no room for another atom in between
other atoms because an atom, being partless, can fit
in anywhere. [We reply] that this is true. [However],
the nonproduction of the [heterogeneous atom] is not
simply because of the fact that there is no room but
because there is no cause. And why is there no cause?
Because of the absence of the cause's cause~-there is
absolutely no [point to press this] inquiry.

But your contention [might be that] the unconnected-
ness is the fact of being kept apart by [atoms] of
touch and the like that are apprehended by another
sense. Then wher you say [in your objection that] the
cognition grasps, as connected, atoms [that are un-
connected], what is being said [in effect] is that
[the cognition] grasps [the atoms which have atoms
of other sense-fields between them as] destitute of
{intezvening atoms] graspable by other semses. But
as before, there is nothing wrong [with this]. For
although the [atoms] of touch, etc., that are cognizable
by a different sense are not apprehended [when the
blue atoms are], still each blue atom is indeed appre-
hended in its own.nature and its own place. And when
the essential nature [of the blue atoms] is being
grasped [but as if the atoms were] devoid of [atoms]
graspable by another sense, no error is involved.

For there is no disparity of either time, place, or
character.

That is, even though the atoms are apprehended as if free from
intervening atoms of other sense fields and'contiguous, still this
cognition of them is not erroneous because the atoms are not
misapprehended as to spatial location, temporal locatiom, or charac-
ter. It is only a cognition that is a misapprehension of them in
one of these three respects that is erroneous. A visual cognition
actually caonot take cognizance of atoms of other scmse fields; so,

as he now says, it can hardly be faulted.for not doing so.
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And nonapprehension [of something amenable only to
another sense] is not an error.

[The objector, still not content, now suggests that]
there are intervals between the atoms of the nature
of [empty] space (3k3sa). But the [atoms] do not
appear to have intervals, so how czn the cogaition
be said not to be erroneocus? [We ask in replyl, What
is this thing you call space? If it is but another
entity amenable to the visual sense, then that does not
exist [between the atoms], as we have already said.
Likewise, [if it is something] of, say, a tactile
nature, we have responded to that also. But [if it]
is [just] the absence of anything that obstructs,
space is then [not a positive entity, i.e., it is]
a nomentity (avastu). And then in saying the interval
is space, you would be saying that there is no inter-
val that amounts to an interval that is a [positive]
entity different [from the blue atoms]. But this would
[be the equivalent of] saying that the atoms are without
interval. So the atoms that are without interwvals
appear just as without intervais. Why do you say there
is an interval of space, but that [interval] does not
appear? How could something that is altogether non-
existent, like the horns of a hare, ever appear?

But, [the objector continues], without intervals
of the nature of space, the forms of the atoms would
meld (samsarga). We say this presents no problem.
We do not say that the atoms have one form but not one
place. Rather [the a2toms] that originate with many
forms and mary places [i.e., with each atom having its
own form and place] and that are free of any heterogeneous
entities between them appear as such; so how would it
follow that there is a conflation (samsarga) of [their]
forms?

At this point, the objector tries ome last objection.
Something that is colored also often has taste (such as a blue
wine grape). But then there are two things in the same place, the
atoms of color and of taste. The reply given by Durveka Mié%a,
to the extent that it ig intelligible, is reminiscent of the one

given earlier to the objection that the atoms of color are
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interspersed with atoms amenable to senses other than the visual.

But the form of blue appears where the taste and
the like do. How can a cognition that apprehends
something in a place (desa) when it is nmot in that
place be nonerroneous? To this also we have a response.
When a place is experienced (pratibh3sate), that thing
which is experienced in that experienced place is the
thing said to be qualified by that place. And if
taste and the like appeared in a visual cognitionm,
then in [also] apprehending the blue that pervades
that place, the cognition would [truly] be erromeous.
But taste and the like are not experienced there [in
the visual cognition], because what is apprehendable
by one sense is not experienced in the cognition of
a different sense. How tien 1s there the apprehension
of the blue in the place of the [taste]? 1In fact
[on our account of place] the place is nothing other
than the very blue that is appearing! And when nothing
appears that is graspable by another sense, there is
an appearance of a pure form [that is unmixed with the
form of anything heterogeneous]. And the appearance
of a pure form is an aprearance without intervals.
Thus, it is blue atoms that are without intervals
that are grasped. Therefore the blue atoms, staying
in their own places, are apprehended with their very
own forms. Then since not one [of the three things]
of space, time, or character, is foresaken, the cog-
nition is simply nonerroneous. . . .19

In conclusion, these last comments of Durveka Misra leave
no doubt that the sensory ciuject is an aggregate of atoms (paramanu).
The cognition of an aggregate is free from both error and
kalpana* or the mental operation in perception and is hence a
sensory coganition (Bratzaksa in semnse 2).20 The atoms remain many
and do not, simply because they are immediately juxtaposed, converge
into some single, solidly extended thing. The singular solidarity
of the sensum recording them i¢ not a misrepresentation of them

because this is the correct way for atoms immediately juxtaposed
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to be represented.

The sensum is thus like its object in all respects except
that it misses the fact of the plurality of the atoms. DharmakIrti
may not be able to maintain comsistently 1) that the color of the
sensum is the collective color of the atoms, each atom being
individually colored, 2) that the contour of the sensum's shape
is only in the atoms collectively and not in each atom individually,
and 3) that color and shape are yet not two very distinct things.
Further, in his contention that at least the contour of the sensum
is truly in the atoms (if collectively) but that the grossness of
the sensum is only a feature of the sensum (and not of the atoms
even collectively), it is possible that DharmakIrti still faces
the objection that the aggregate is a patch and hence a universal,
pa;ticularly since the atoms are immediately juxtaposed (even if,

" as DharmakYrti insists, not touching). And does it make sense

to say that atoms that are immediately juxtaposed (even if not
touching) do not constitute a patch? But if there are philosophical
difficulties with Dharmakirti's position, or aspects of it that

are still far from perfectly clear, at least it is clear that the
svalaksana or semnsory object is neither a single atom (paramXgu)

nor a transcendent Kantian noumenon. For if the sensum fails to
capture the plurality of the atoms, it captures, e.g., their color,
each atom clearly being colored. And each color atom is located

in time and space, even if temporally it is no more tham an instant
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(ksana) and spatially it is no more than an infinitesimal. As

an aggregate of paramdnus, the svalaksana is neither a single atom

nor a Kantian noumenon.



NOTES TO CHAPTER 11

1
SARUPAYANTI TAT KENA STHULABHASAM CA TE "NAVAH//

2

PVB 350.4-5: anava eva yadi visayas tatah sthilzbh3sa-
vijd@nam iti sIrlpyabh3vat katham visayo vijfiznasya. vrksadi-
pindagrahanavad bhrantameva bhavet.

3 :

PVB 350.5-6: varnn3k3ratayd sardpayantIti cet. na.
varnnavyatirekena samsthZnZbhavat. varnnitmakasapsthinavattve
sthilataiva praptd.

4
AR 573.5-9.

5
Ibid.

6
ARB 576.8

7
AKB 576.5

8
ARB 576.6-7. See also SAV 33.20.

9
ARB 576.9

10
The contour must be in the atoms, in terms of their
collective configuraticn, in order to make sense of the claim that
the sensum reflects the aggregate but not the eye, etc., see p. 256.

11
PVB 350.6-8: atha sth@lat3T grahapnadharmah. varnnas tu
grahyadharmah. bahusu grhyam3negu sth@lam iti bhavati vyapadesah.
22 sa pratyekam param3nusu. nIladit3 tu pratyekamato 'sau
grzhyadharmah.
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12

PVB 350.8-9: yady evan tathd santar@nam anantaratva-
grahandd bhrantir eva.

13 :
tatra pratyaksam kalpanZ 'podham abhrantam.

14
NBTD 41.5 and 42.1: abhr3antam arthakriyZksame vasturfpe
'viparyastam ucyate.

15
NBm 42. 1.

16
There is good reason to think that DharmakIrti's view
was Vasubandhu's. That atoms do not touch (even though they are
immediately juxtaposed) seems to be the point of Vasubandhu's
comment, AKB 122.4-5: na spré%nti nirantare tu sprstasamjfeti
bhadantah. bhadantamatam caistavyam. See AKB 121.2-4 and
SAV 122.13-19. La Vallde Poussin, however, “thinks the atoms touch,
131, p. 3.
KamaladTla records -three views, ISP 677.20-21: 1) the atoms
are in close conjunction (parasparang samyujyante) 2) they are
: separated by intervals of space and not touching (s3ntarZz. . .na
sprsantT), and 3) they are not separated by spaces and are called

touchking (pirsntaratve tu spystasamifid). The last view is
obviously Vasubandhu's.

17
A line of gloss_on a later comment of Dharmottara's
is omitted here: NA BHRAMYATI na viparyasyati--anyathagrzhi na
bhavati.

18
In the AK I:28b, light (28loka) and darkness (tamas)
are said to make w up space (Ek!sa)

19
Elided: sarvam caitad grZhyatattvam viniscaye
dharmottarenaiva v1starena nlrupitanitineha pratanyate. It is
not clear to what passage Durveka Misra refers.

20 .
NB I:4: tatra pratyakgam kalpand 'podham abhr@ntam.
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APPENDIX A

EXTRACT FROM THE SANSKRIT TEXT OF DIGNAGA'S ALAMBANAPARTVSA

(From the edition of N. Aiyaswami Shastri, The Adyar Library Series,
No. 32, pp. 3-5. Parenthetical glcsses and bracketed emendations
are the editors; reproduced without his footnotes.)

ye caksur3adijfanasyalambanam bzhyirtho 'stItTcchanti. nanu te
kalpayanti paramantn; tatk3ranatvat [jfanasya]. samgh@atam v3
tadsbhajfi3nasya jayam3natvat. tatra t3vat

YADY APINDRIYAVIJNAPTER GRAHYAMSAH (=ANAVAH)

RARANAM BHAVET/ ATADABHATAYA TASYA NAKSAVAD

VISAYAH SA TU (ANAVAH)// (verse 1)
VISAYA iti. j@Znena svarGpa[m eva] nirdh3ryate. tadakarataya
jayamZnatvdt. yady apy anavah tatk3ranam. tath3pi na t‘édgs’ﬁl’;
akgavat. evall ca n3pavas t3dvad Flambanam. samgh3tas tu tadabhatve
'pi [jfi3@nasya, nFlambanam. yatah]

YADABHASA NA TASMAT SA (verse 2a)
yo 'rthal.z svavabh@sivijBaptim utpadayati sahydlambanam yujyate.
yatah sa eva hy utpattipratyaya ucyate. samgh3tas tu naivam.

DRAVYABHAVAD DVICANDRAVAT/  (verse 2b)
indriyavaikalyat dvicandradarfanasya tadgbhatve 'pi na tasya
visayo 'sti. tadvat samgh3tah dravyato 'sattvena ak3ranatvat
nalambanam.

EVAM BAHYADVAYAN CAIVA NA YUKTAM MATIGOCARAH// (verse 2cd)
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anuh kalZpad ceti b3hyo 'rthah nalambanam, ekahgavaikaly3at. tatra
SADHANAM SANCITARERAM ICCHANTI KILA KE CANA/ (verse 3ab)
sarvo 'rtho bahvakdrah atah tatra kena cid dkarena pratyaksa
igyate. paramanusv apy asti saﬁcitﬁbhajﬁsnotpattikEragabhEVab.
ANVARARO NA VIJNAPTER ARTHAH KATHINATADIVAT// (verse 3cd)
yatha kathinatddi vidyamanam api na é§k§u§abuédhivi§aya@. evam
anutvam api.
BHAVED GﬂAgASﬁRZVKDEs TATHA SATI SAMA MATIH/ (verse 4ab)
ghsgaéhrividiparamﬁgugu bahusv 2pi na ko ‘pi viéé§o_'sti.
ARARABHEDAD BHEDA§'CET (verse 4c)
yadi manyase grfviayikiia@ vi§é§akriy3, yena buddher viéé§agam
upadhir bhavet. iti. ayam up3Edhir ghatadav asti.
NASTI TU DRAVYASATY ANAU/ PRAMANA*BHEDABHAVAT
SAH (verse 4d, 5a)
paramanusu dravyantaregv api parimandalye bhedo nasti.
ADRAVYE 'STI TATAH SA HI/ (verse 5b)
akarabhedah samvrtisatsv ev3sti na tu paramanusu. gha;Edayag
ca samvrtisanta eva.
ANUNZY PARTHARE HI TADABHAJNANAVIPLAVAT// (verse Scd)
dravyasatsu apanitasambandhisv api [nila-]varnadivat svabuddhir
na tyajyate. tatha sati indriyabuddhindm visayo bahir n3stIty

upapadyate.

*metrical substitute for parimana.



APPENDIX B
EXTRACT FROM THE SANSKRIT TEXT

OF DURVEKA MISRA'S DHARMOTTARAPRADIPA

(From the edition by Dalsukhbhai Malvania, Tibetan Sanskrit Works
Series, Vol. II, rev. 24 ed., pp. 42-44.)

kim tadarthakriyakgamam? kim avayavi? athZnyad evety Zha: ARTHA-
KRIYETI. SANNIVESAS caturasratvadih pratibha@asadharmah. sa )
TPADETR vi;:fe.sar.xa@: yasya VARJASYA vastusabdavicyasya éuklédiparan?a’gu—
samghatasya tathotpannasya sa tatha. sa:nives’aviéiggasyaiva
varpasyanvayavyatirekabhyam arthakriyZyam upayogadarsanid etad zha.
sa evATMA svabhivo yasyeti tat tatha. etac ca cak§u§aj55na-
vigayabhiprdyenoktam drastavyam. anyathd bahv asamalijasam syad
iti. anena par;migupracayamEtrasyaivérthakriyEki‘ritva:_n navayavinas
tasyasattvad iti sUcitam. . . .

syad etat, paramanvartha eva bhavanmate bzhyam vastu. sarvam
ca vijianam tesu paramasfksmesu sthGl3bh3sam 3jdyate. tat katham
kif cid abhrantam nZmeti? atrocyate. ekasamagrIjanmanam
param3ninim bhinnadeéasvabhavanag taddhetvabhivatad’ ch3y3loka-
param3nusvabhavenantarepa rahitatvan nirantaratvena pratibhasa
eva dedavitanavabhasitmi sthaulyam n3param ki cit. tatra
tathabhutaparamdnusamudavanistham nirvikalpakanm vijfidnam katham
bhrantam syat? yady ekaikam paramanum anekadedavastambhena

grhniy3n na punar anekam anekadedavagtambhena grhmat. ito 'pi
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viparyasyed yadi bhinnadeé3n paramanin ekadesfn grholyat. na caitad
asti, anum3trakapindapratibhds#bhavit. ekadedagrahane hi pindo
bh3seta anumdtrako na tu vitatadeSah. na c3nekagraho bhramah.
atasmims tad iti pratyayasya taditmyat. tad ayam arthah: eka-
jhanagrahyas tathavidha bahavah paramZnavah sthila iti. eko 'yam
sthiilla iti tu tathabhitapratibh3sasrayena vyavasthapyamanatvit
pratibhasadharma ity ucyate. na vastudharmah, pratyekam apari-
samapter ity alam iha vistarena.

nanu caivam apy anyonyam asamsrstasvabhavan paramapUn samsrstan
grhpad vijianam katham ivaviparyastam nameti. atrapy ucyate.
kim idam asamsrstatvam istam bhavata, yadviparyayagrahanad bhrintag
jiZnam upavarpyate? kim nanariipatvam, atha nanidedatvam, uta
rupenaiva vijatIyena vyavahitatvam, Zhosvid indriyantara-
grahyenarthena vyavakirnatvam? tatra yadi nanarGpatvam asam-
srstatvam istam tadd na kad cit samsrstagraho nama sambhavati
yato 'samsrstZ eva paramapavah sarvada grhyante. vitatadeda-
svabhavanam eva tesam avabhasanat. yadi hy ekarupa bh3seran,
anum3trakalh pindo bhaseta. na tu vitatades'a’ohisanaqx syat.

atha nZhadedatvam asamsrstatvam abhipretam tad api nataré'xg
samsrgtagraho yato n3nideé3 nIl3 paramanavo n3nadess eva ca
grhyante. ekadesatvabh@sane hi pindo bhaset@pumitraka ity uktam.

atha r‘ﬁpeq.aiva vijatiyena vyavahitatvam asamsrstatvam

vivakgitam; tada tu tad3@sambhavad eva na tadviparitagrahah. yato

ripantaravyavadhanarahita eva nirantar2 nIlah param3navsh, bhasante
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ca tathabhuta iti katham vibhramah. madhyavarttino vijdtIyasy3loka-
diparamanor anutpatter apratibh3san3c ca. atha cchayalokaparam3nur
utpadyamanah ‘kena pratibaddho yato notpadyate. na ca éakyan.l vaktum:
madhy> paramanvor n3sti paramanvantarasyavak3sa iti. yato
niravayavah paramdpuh sarvatra s3vak3$a iti. satyam etat. kevalam
navakidabhavat tadanutpattir- api tu hetvabhavat. kasmad hetur na

bhavati? svahetvabhavad ity aparyanuyoga eva.

oL T

2thz bhinnendsrd yasparsadivyavakIrpatvam asamsrstatvam

abhimatam. tadd sapsrstan paramanim grhnati vijffnam iti
indriyEntaragrEhyas’ﬁnyEn grhndtTty uktam bhavati. tath3 ca na
kif cid anigtam. tath3hi yadi nZmendriy3ntaragrahyaspar€Zdir na
grhyate tathapi nilarUpam tavat svades'asvabhﬁvasthitazg grhyata eva.
na ca bhinnendriyagr'a'hyas'{{nyé'né':p svartpam gl:hyamfa'palg viparTtam
grhitam bhavati. desfak'a'.lik’afrir.xé'm ekasyapy aviparyasit. na
cagraho bhrama iti.

nanu ca paramanUnam antarany Zkad3itmakani santi. na ca te
santarah pratibh3sante. tat katham aviparyasa iti. atha kim
idam Ta'ké's’am nama. yadi rUpantardtmakam taz nastTcy uktam. athapi
sparé'ﬁdyitmakag tatrapy uktam. atha sapratighadravyabhavah. evam
apy avastv akafam. tatad c3k3€am antaram ity anyavastvantaram na
kin cid antaram ity uktam syat. tatha nirantarEt} paramEgava ity
uktam bhavati. tato nirantar3$ ca param#navo nirantar3 eva
bhasante. tat kim ucyate 'ntaram 3k3dam, na ca tat pratibh3sata

iti? yat khalv atyantam asat §a§avi§5:}aprakhya:g tat katham bhaseta?
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nanv 3kisItmano 'py antarasyabhave rupasamsargah paramdn@TaZm
prasajyeta. naiga dosah. nZFsm3bhir ucyate rupam ekam paramﬁgﬁn‘ég
deso naiks iti. api tu bhinnartpade$3 utpanna madhyvartti-
vijatIyarGparahit3s tathaiva bh3santa iti tat katham rGpasamsarga-
prasangah?

nanu ca ras3didese nilarpam pratibh3sate. tatas c‘étaddesfaxp
taddesatays grhnad vijﬁ'énazg katham abhrantam nameti? tatrapy
ucyate. yada des"af.l pratibha@sate tadd tasmin desSe pratibhisamine
yah pratibhasate 'rthah sa des’avis’,i§;a ucyate. yadi ca ras3dig
caksurvijnane pratibhdseta tad3 taddedavyapini nile grhyamane
syad bhrantam vijfiZnam. na ca tatra rasadih pratibh3sate,
indriyantaragrahyasyendriyantarajfisne pratibh3sayogat. tat kutas
taddes'anilagrahagam? nIlam eva hi bh3samZnam des’a13 naparo des’a.’g
kas cid ZbhIsate. indriyantaragrahyapratibhase ca s’uddharh'pa—
pratibhasah. §uddharﬁpapratibhé’sa eva ca nirantarapratibhasah.
tato nirantara n'ilik_l paramanavo grhyante. tasmi3t svades’asthEyino
nilaparam3navah svarGpenaiva ‘grhyante. tato des'akil%k'arigﬁm

ekasyapy aparity3gin nilabhasam vijiinam abhr@ntam eva. . . .
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