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Dignaga (ca. 480-540 cE) and his followers. The discussion on whether
the mind knows itself also had a long history in the Buddhist schools of
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of self-cognition with an emphasis on its pre-Dignaga development. Its
central thesis is that the Buddhist theory of self-cognition originated in a
soteriological discussion of omniscience among the Mahasamghikas, and
then evolved into a topic of epistemological inquiry among the Yogacarins.
To illustrate this central theme, the author draws on a large body of primary
sources in Chinese, Pali, Sanskrit and Tibetan, most of which are being
presented to an English readership for the first time. This work makes
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PREFACE

Shortly after the Tiananmen Square incident in 1989, I was sent to a remote
mountain region in the northwest of Beijing to be “reeducated through
labor”. Carrying with me only a few books, I enjoyed the chance to be able
to detach myself from library, classroom and books. I lived in a local
government office distant from the nearby villages. In the cool and tranquil
night, T could hear dogs barking miles away. In between these living voices,
there was only quiescence, so quiet that I could even hear the “noise” of
my brain. '

At that time, my mind would become very active. With dim light or no
light at all, I tried to practice meditation. Having just graduated from college
as a philosophy major, I was far more familiar with philosophers such as
Descartes than with any religious traditions. Actually, what I had in mind
was the kind of meditation that Descartes was doing: sitting in front of the
stove, with pen and paper in hand, and letting my thought flow. One night,
I felt that I got the exact experience of Descartes. Everything around me
became insignificant, irrelevant and doubtful. The only thing that mattered
was the flow of my thought, and my thinking. My mind became so real to
me that I felt I could touch it by reaching out my hand. I could see my
thoughts as clearly as pebbles in a stream. I joyfully watched my mind
flowing for quite a while.

That was a decisive experience for me, not only giving me courage to face
the depressive environment, but also teaching me what philosophy is really
about. Philosophy is not about concepts, arguments or knowledge. It is
about thinking. Thinking is the true source and only foundation for any
philosophy. It is the thing that goes beyond all conceptual constructions. To
philosophize is to go back to this thing itself, to be able to think and to be
aware of this thinking. In this sense, philosophy becomes part of our life,
and enables us to be fully aware of and to appreciate the meaning of life.

This experience of mine bears an obvious Cartesian mark, but I was not
convinced that one should immediately accept the existence of self or God
as the substance of thinking. In my subsequent years of graduate studies,
I struggled with the Cartesian sense of substance. In a series of articles,
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I examined how the substantial self is gradually rejected among some key
figures of modern Western philosophy, including Kant, Husserl, Heidegger
and Sartre. The more contemporary these thinkers are, the less they think of
the mind and consciousness as substantial. These thinkers also reveal a close
relationship between the mind and internal time or time-consciousness. The
mind and consciousness are presented more and more like what 1 have
experienced: a flow that is aware of itself by its own power.

About the same time, I discovered Buddhism. I was first drawn by its
practice of self-scrutiny and self-observation, which seemed just right for
me. Later 1 was fascinated by its sophisticated philosophical systems,
especially that of Yogacara. While the late Han Jingqing introduced me to
the foundations of Yogacara Buddhism, the works of Iso Kern, a renowned
phenomenologist who studied Yogacara philosophy in China for many years,
eventually attracted my attention to the Buddhist concept of self-cognition,
an apparent counterpart of the concept of self-consciousness as developed
among the German idealists and phenomenologists. Although initially
inspired by the Western tradition, I soon discovered that the Yogacara theory
of self-cognition spoke more directly to my experience.

In the following decade, I prepared and trained myself in the difficult
discipline of Buddhist studies in the USA. I had the good fortune to study
under Professor David Eckel, who has guided me through the whole study
and writing process with great patience and skill. We met frequently to read
and discuss the relevant Sanskrit and Tibetan materials. The translations of
many of these passages are credited to him. He also spent a lot of time to
help improve my style. Professor Robert Gimello at Harvard read through
the earlier draft and made a number of valuable suggestions.

During the years in Boston, I benefited from studying and exchanging
ideas with many other teachers, scholars and friends. They include the late
Edward Malatesta, SJ, the late Masatoshi Nagatomi, John Makransky,
Robert Neville, John Berthrong, Tu Wei-ming, Brook Ziporyn, Leonard
van der Kuijp, Janet Gyatso, Tulku Thondup, Yeh A-yiieh, Lin Chen-kuo,
Dan Lusthaus, John Dunne, Matthew Kapstein, Katsumi Mimaki, Williams
Waldron, Tom Tillemans, Gene Smith, Urs App, Kenyo Mitomo, Chris
Cleary, Qin Wenjie, Tomoko Iwasawa, Wu Jiang, Andrew Wong and
Suah Kim.

An earlier draft of this book was submitted to the Graduate School of
Arts and Sciences, Boston University, to fulfill the requirement for the Ph.D.
degree in the summer of 2002. The revision was done in the following two
years in Hong Kong, where I had chance to discuss relevant issues with my
colleagues in the University of Hong Kong, especially Venerables
Dhammajoti, Jing Yin and Guang Xing, and with our distinguished guest
speakers including Wang Bangwei, Jens-Uwe Hartmann, Max Deeg, Stephen
Teiser, Charles Willemen and Anne Klein. Max Deeg, in particular, read
through the historical sections and made a few critical remarks. The revision
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also benefited from the comments and discussions of a group of students
who took my course “Self-awareness: the Buddhist theory and practice” in
spring 2003, especially Yu Chun-pong and Fiona Ng, who also helped to
refine the diagrams in the book. Nanako Tamaki in Tokyo helped with
Japanese pronunciation and with collecting many Japanese journal articles.

Part of Chapter 5 has appeared in the Journal of Indian Philosophy 32
(2004) under the title “Dignaga and Four Types of Perception”. Thanks to
Kluwer Academic Publishers for allowing me to include it in the current
book with slight revision. I am also grateful to Dr. Eli Franco for a critical
email correspondence regarding this paper.

Last but not least, I thank Xiaohong for her support, the cost of which 1s
that she had to defer her own dissertation writing.

xi
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INTRODUCTION

While you are happy, you know that you are happy; while you are sad,
you know that you are sad; while you are reading this book, you know that
you are reading it. These are the most common experiences that we have
in everyday life. It is called self-consciousness, or simply consciousness, and
is often considered a specific feature that distinguishes human beings from
other animals. It is one of the central issues of modern Western philo-
sophy and has become a hot topic in the rapidly growing field of cognitive
science.

Within the Buddhist doctrinal system, whether we translate the Sanskrit
word svasamvedana or svasamvitti as “self-cognition”, “self-awareness” or
“reflexive awareness”, it signifies a form of self-consciousness. This concept
may sound strange to those who are familiar with the Buddhist doctrine of
no-self, but the concept does not contradict this basic tenet of Buddhism.
Self-cognition is not a cognition of unchangeable self but, rather, a cognition
of cognition itself, or the reflexive nature of consciousness. It is one of the
key concepts in the Buddhist epistemological system developed by Dignaga
and his followers. The discussion on whether the mind knows itself also had
a long history in the Buddhist schools of Mahasamghika, Sarvastivada,
Sautrantika and early Yogicara. The same issue was debated among later
followers of Madhyamaka and Yogacara. Meanwhile, the Yogacara scholar
Dharmapala expanded the concept to include a second level of reflexivity,
the cognition of self-cognition. To explore these discussions and debates in
their doctrinal context is an extremely important and interesting topic.

This topic, however, attracts comparatively little attention among con-
temporary scholars. Paul Williams’s The Reflexive Nature of Awareness: A
Tibetan Madhyamaka Defence (1998) is the only book in a Western language
discussing the Buddhist view of reflexive awareness. However, his book is
limited to the late Sanskrit and Tibetan materials, and follows closely
the Madhyamaka line of interpretation. He picks a contemporary Tibetan
scholar, Mi-pham, as the main subject. He mentions Digndga’s interpretation
of self-cognition, but makes no effort to examine the origin or the early
development of this concept.
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There is a large group of scholars who study the Dignaga school through
the works of Dharmakirti. Dharmakirti has the advantage over other authors
in this school because most of his works are still extant in the original
Sanskrit. But scholars in this group seem not to be interested in the issue of
self-cognition. Some may see it as difficult. The recent works on Dharmakirti
by Dunne (2004), Tillemans (1999), Franco (1997) and Dreyfus (1997) only
mention this concept at a preliminary level and do not examine it carefully.

Fukihara Shoshin is one of the few scholars to study the Dharmapala line
of interpretation by examining the concepts of self-cognition and the cogni-
tion of self-cognition in the context of four divisions of cognition. A substan-
tial part of his book entitled Yuishiki no kenkyi: Sanshé to shibun (1988)
is devoted to this issue. Being a collection of the author’s essays of more
than forty years ago, this book relies on Xuanzang’s translation of the
Vijiaptimdtratasiddhi (VMS) and on the numerous commentaries and sub-
commentaries on it in China and Japan, especially a work by the medieval
Japanese author Chiizan. Fukihara’s book is sophisticated and detailed.
However, his discussion is dominated by the later commentaries and relies
too heavily on East Asian sources; and he does not attempt to make use of
the Sanskrit and Tibetan materials, which makes his book a bit outdated.

My study, in contrast to those of Williams and Fukihara, examines the
Buddhist theory of self-cognition with an emphasis on its pre-Dignaga
development. Its central thesis is that the Buddhist theory of self-cognition
originated in a soteriological discussion of omniscience among the
Mahasamghikas, and then evolved into a topic of epistemological inquiry
among the Yogacarins. To illustrate this central theme, this book explores
a large body of primary sources in Chinese, Pali, Sanskrit and Tibetan such
as the encyclopedic *Mahavibhasa (MV), Buddhaghosa’s commentary
on the Kathavatthu (KV), Harivarman’s Janakaparamopadesa (JP), the
* Nyayanusara (NA) and * Abhidharmasamaya-pradipika of Samghabhadra,
the AbhidharmakoSabhasya (AXBh) and *Buddhadhatu-sastra (BD) of
Vasubandhu, the Nyayamukha (NM) and Pramanasamuccaya (PS) of
Dignaga, the VMS of Dharmapala et al., and the Madhyamakavatarabhasya
(MA) of Candrakirti, many of which are being presented to English readers
for the first time. Therefore, it opens great resources for the study of Buddhist
philosophy of mind.

First of all, this book argues, against several eminent contemporar scholars,
that self-cognition emerged as a controversial issue in the Mahasamghika
discussion on the omniscience of Srota-apanna, an initial stage of Buddhist
sagehood. This book examines thoroughly the textual evidences as preserved
in Chinese and Tibetan that support the Mahasamghika origin of self-
cognition. Moreover, this book argues against another group of scholars
and expounds that self-cognition is a separate type of perception for Dignaga.
It reveals that the reason for their failure to acknowledge this is that they
prefer to study Dignaga’s thought on the basis of the Sanskrit fragments
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drawn from a much later commentatorial tradition rather than the Chinese
or Tibetan translations of his works. This analysis also helps to solve the
age-old controversy over the interpretations of mental perception
(manasapratyaksa) among the followers of Dignaga.

If the discussion of self-cognition in Mahasamghika and Yogacara has
been touched upon by some precursory works, the exploration of this doctrine
in the other two schools, namely, Sarvastivada and Sautrantika, is utterly
new. For the first time in modern scholarship on Buddhism, my book
systematically examines the Sarvastivada refutation of self-cognition within
its sophisticated philosophical framework. Furthermore, it discusses a Neo-
Vaibhisika approach to the issue that develops a theory of perception akin
to that of Dignaga. In discussing the Sautrantika synthesis of the theory
of self-cognition based on an early Sautrantika work extant only in Chinese,
it also sheds light on a piece of Tibetan material that scholars usually cite
to support the Sautrantika origin of self-cognition. It also discloses the
Sautrantika precedent of many aspects of Dignaga’s thought.

In sum, one thread running through my investigation is the exploration
of a Buddhist understanding of a basic phenomenon of the human mind:
knowing that one knows. In fulfilling this general task, the book employs
both historical and philosophical approaches, which are again closely linked
to each other. Historical study in an Indian context is difficult, if not
impossible, without relying on the internal textual evidence to build up a
relative chronology for the relevant texts and authors. To distinguish different
layers of the doctrinal development, in turn, requires one to have a deep
understanding and appreciation of the subject matter and philosophical issues
involved. I divide the book into four main chapters in accordance with the
major steps of the development of the concept of self-cognition among four
Buddhist schools: Mahasamghika, Sarvastivada, Sautrantika and Yogacara.

In the Mahasamghika chapter, I trace the origin of self-cognition back to
this earliest Buddhist philosophical school. I show that this doctrine originated
in their discussion on the omniscience of Srota-apanna. Particularly, they
admit that this omniscience and, consequently, the self-cognition of the
mind and mental activities occur in a single moment. They also accept that
two minds arise and function simultaneously. The Andhakas, a later
development of Mahasamghika in South India, propose the same view except
that they do not necessarily commit themselves to the simultaneity of
omniscience or self-cognition. I conclude that this indicates that self-cognition
began primarily as a soteriological concern among the Mahasamghikas.

The Sarvastivada chapter examines the systematic refutation of self-
cognition by the Vaibhasikas, Vasumitra, Bhadanta Dharmatrata and
Samghabhadra. These scholars rigorously refute the Mahasamghika theory
from the point of view of causality, epistemology, soteriology, the relationship
of self and other, the distinction between particular and universal, and
supportive similes. Despite their refutation of the Mahasamghika sense of
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self-cognition, which I call a reflexive model, the Sarvastivadins, especially
Samghabhadra, develop a reflective model of self-cognition, which sees the
cognition of the cognition itself as possible only in multiple moments, but
not in a single moment.

In the Sautrantika chapter, I explore how Harivarman, an early Sautrantika
master, synthesizes the theory of self-cognition by arguing against both the
Mahasamghikas and Sarvastivadins. He discusses self-cognition in a more
epistemological context, and especially in a framework of successively arising
minds. He concludes that mental consciousness is endowed with the capacity
of self-cognition, although not all the mind and mental activities are self-
cognizant. The later Sautrantikas further develop a series of sophisticated
proofs of self-cognition using concepts of simultaneity, memory and infinite
regress. By synthesizing the views of their predecessors, the Sautrantikas
shaped the basic characteristics of the way later Buddhists understood self-
cognition.

The Yogacara chapter discusses the development of self-cognition in early
Yogacara, the systematization of this concept in Dignaga, and the significance
of a further layer of self-cognition, the cognition of self-cognition, as proposed
by Dharmapala. This chapter shows that Vasubandhu’s theory of self-
cognition bears the mark of strong Sautrantika influence, although he started
to modify it with the Yogacara view. I argue, against several eminent
contemporary scholars, that Dignaga accepts four types of perception and
that self-cognition is a separate type of perception. I further deal with self-
cognition’s complicated relation to other types of perception and to the
twofold appearance of cognition. I also outline some basic characteristics of
Dharmapadla’s concept of the cognition of self-cognition and the controversy
over self-cognition among later Indian scholars.

I believe that this book is a pioneer in exploring the single theme of self-
cognition in great detail and depth within the massive doctrinal systems of
various early Buddhist schools. Without making too many exaggerated claims
for its importance, I think that my study can contribute to scholarship in the
following three ways.

First, it makes a direct contribution to the study of Yogacara philosophy.
A substantial part of my book deals with the pre-Dignaga Abhidharma
sources, most of which are extant only in Chinese. Based on these rich
materials, I demonstrate the extent to which Yogacara was influenced by
early Buddhist schools including the Mahasamghikas, the Sarvastivadins
and the Sautrantikas. The book also helps to clarify some exegetical issues
in Dignaga, by presenting the views of Dharmapala side by side with those
of Dharmakirti, who is better-known to the West. My study will help balance
the circle of Yogacara studies, where scholars tend to be satisfied with Sanskrit
and Tibetan sources and forget the richness and importance of Chinese
materials.
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Second, the book also contributes to the study of Buddhism in general.
The current mainstream of Buddhist studies tends to divide the discipline
according to its regional distribution. This type of study has its roots in the
linguistic or cultural limitations of scholars themselves. It also reflects a
fascination with cultural uniqueness. To a great extent, scholars with this
kind of motive have focused on rather marginal or trivial subjects. Is the
Tibetan Book of the Dead, for instance, so essential to Tibetan Buddhism?

- Or is the Ten Kings Sitra so important in Chinese Buddhism? The emphasis
upon particularity can distort understanding of Buddhism in each cultural
region. My study goes against the current trend and treats Buddhism as
a unified tradition. On my view, Buddhism may be divided by schools of
thought as they are developed inside the tradition, but it is seldom divided
by outside circumstances. The main Buddhist schools in China, Japan or
Tibet all claim loyalty to their Indian heritage.

Finally, this study is also intended to promote understanding of the human
mind. Self-consciousness is often considered to be the ability that distinguishes
humans from animals. In the field of cognitive science this becomes a crucial
issue. The key issue for scholars in this field is whether they can eliminate
the “ghost” of self-consciousness and explain it as connections of neurons.
I would like to present the Buddhist theory of self-cognition in a way that
will allow dialogue with contemporary sciences of the mind. For Buddhists
the issue is not a conflict of faith and reason, as we see in the encounter of
Christianity with science; rather, it is a methodological issue of experiential
versus experimental. In other words, the issue is how properly to study one’s
own mind. I think Buddhism, with its long practical tradition of self-scrutiny
and self-realization along with the sophisticated theory of self-cognition,
can contribute significantly to the scientific study of the human mind,
especially its reflexive nature.

[y
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The origin of self-cognition

Scholars who have been studying the Buddhist theory of self-cognition
(svasamvedana) usually attribute the origin of this concept to Dignaga and
treat it as a distinctive contribution of Dignaga’s school of Buddhist logic.
These scholars find an easy way to discuss self-cognition by simply referring
to two monumental works: the Pramanasamuccaya (PS) by Dignaga and the
Pramanavarttika (PV) by his follower Dharmakirti.! Both works, especially
the latter, provide a detailed account of self-cognition as it is defined,
established and explored in the system of Buddhist logic and epistemology.
Thus, the general impression is that the origin of self-cognition is in Dignaga
and his school.

As far as self-cognition in terms of svasamvedana or svasamvitti is con-
cerned, 1 have to admit that Dignaga was the first to use these words in a
technical sense of self-cognition or reflexive awareness. Given the fact that
only a few pre-Dignaga Buddhist texts are extant in Sanskrit, I am not
confident of finding svasamvedana used in this technical sense among these
materials. However, we can still search for the origin of this concept in early
Buddhist texts, especially the Abhidharma texts. In other words, we can
examine how issues such as how the mind knows itself are treated in the pre-
Dignaga Buddhist sources. Once free from the limitation of word-tracking,
we shall find that many early Buddhist texts and schools have contributed
to the development of the concept of self-cognition.

Jacques May is one of the few scholars to have paid attention to the
origin of self-cognition. He pointed out two possible origins: Sautrantika
and Mahasamghika.’ The evidence that he relied on is found in the writings
of Louis de La Vallée Poussin. On a couple of occasions La Vallée Poussin
noted that the concept of svasamvedana has its source in the Sautrantika
school, as reported in Candrakirti’'s Madhyamakavatarabhasya (MA).? The
same information was reported by Yamaguchi, Lii, Katsura and Kajiyama.*
Meanwhile, Mimaki (1979, 1980) reports that a fourteenth-century Tibetan
doxographical text, the Blo gsal grub mtha’, also labels self-cognition as a
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Sautrantika theory. It has been widely held that the concept of self-cognition
was shared by the Sautrantikas and Yogacarins. The only difference is that
the former admit the existence of external objects while the latter deny it.’
This reflects a view of scholars who primarily work on Sanskrit and Tibetan
sources.

Meanwhile, La Vallée Poussin (1928-9: 129 n.a.; 1988-90: 1190, n. 112)
also noted that the concept of self-cognition is related to the problem of
whether an awareness can know itself. This problem is discussed in MV in
a refutation of the Mahasamghika assertion about the possibility of self-
awareness. Bareau (1955: 64), the other author cited by May when providing
evidence for the Mahasamghika origin of self-cognition, presented the
Mahasamghika doctrine of self-cognition according to Vasumitra. But he
missed a great piece of evidence in the writing of Vinitadeva.® In his long
article published in 1916--17, Koyanagi Ryotkyo elaborated how self-
cognition originated in Mahasamghika based on Kuiji’s commentary on
VMS.” This article is the best summary of the traditional East Asian Buddhist
view on the issue.

On my view, the possibilities of Sautrantika or Mahasamghika origin do
not exclude each other, It is possible to find traces of self-cognition in both
the Mahasamghika and Sautrantika. Mahasamghika is the earliest Buddhist
school established in the first schism of the samgha, which took place in about
268 BC. Sautrantika, according to the study by Kato (1989), is a school
established late in the fourth century ap. Given this almost 700-year gap
between the two schools, we can reasonably assume that the notion of self-
cognition originated in the Mahasamghika school, was then elaborated as a
more technical category in Sautrantika writings, and finally was systematized
by Dignaga and his followers.

The Mahasamghika theory of self-cognition

Mahasamghika and its Abhidharma

Various accounts of the schisms in early Buddhism agree that Mahasamghika
is the first school separated from the main body of the Buddhist community
(samgha), the remainder of which is called Sthaviravada. This happened in
about 268 BC, a hundred years after the death of the Buddha.® In this initial
schism, most of the monks who supported the Mahasamghika position had
been associated with the Vyjis (Vajjiputtaka) of Vai§ali in Central India. They
had constituted the nucleus of the Mahasamghika school. Consequently, after
the schism, the Mahasamghikas became particularly influential in Central
India’

There is controversy with regard to the cause of the split. Some sources
report that it was because of disagreement on ten items of monastic
discipline." This is found in accounts of the synod in Vaisali in the Cullavagga
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of the Pali Vinayapitaka and in the Vinaya texts of the Dharmaguptaka,
Sarvastivada, Mahi$asaka, Mahasamghika and Milasarvastivida schools.
The Sariputrapariprcchdsiitra, a work of Mahasamghika origin, and the
Dipavamsa, a non-canonical work, share the same information.'' They
represent a tradition of the Sthaviravadins and of the Mahisamghikas, who
take the schism as the solution of a conflict concerning discipline. On the
other hand, a tradition of the Sammatiyas and of the Sarvastivadins, as we
find it in Bhavya’s Nikdayabhedavibhangavyakhyana (NV), in Vasumitra’s
Samayabhedoparacanacakra (SB) and in MV, sees the split as being caused
by the disputation on five points about Arhats proposed by Mahadeva.
These points assert that an Arhat still is capable of releasing semen when
tempted by gods, still is ignorant, has doubts, attains enlightenment through
examination by others, and still speaks of suffering while in meditation.
Compared to the earlier issues of monastic discipline, these points are focused
on issues of doctrine. This reflects a view of the later Abhidharma masters,
as opposed to the previous view of the Vinaya masters.

There are various possible reasons for the contradictory record. One is
that they reflect the different interests of their authors or of the schools that
these authors belong to. It is understandable that the Abhidharma masters
would emphasize the importance of doctrinal disputation, while the Vinaya
masters would be more interested in monastic discipline. Moreover, as
I shall mention below, Abhidharma texts were compiled later than those
of the Satra and Vinaya collections, and they did not come into existence
until at least a hundred years after the initial split of the samgha. Given this
fact, it is possible that the doctrinal disputation on the five points was a
later event that contributed to a later split between Miilasthaviravada and
Sarvastivada, but was shifted to become the reason for the initial split
between the Mahasamghikas and the Sthaviravadins.'? Another possibility
is that there actually were two splits between the Mahasamghikas and the
Sthaviravadins. The first split may have happened in the historical synod
of Vai$all in 268 BC as is agreed by all the Vinaya texts. When this synod
failed to solve the disciplinary controversies, another schism may have occur-
red in a synod held at Pataliputra in 231 BC. The latter marks the formal
schism of the Mahisamghika and Sthaviravada schools over Mahiadeva’s
five points.

The main body of Siitra and Vinaya were compiled in the first two synods,
held respectively in 368 Bc, right after the death of the Buddha, and in
268 BC, the 100th anniversary of his death. The Abhidharma texts were first
compiled by the Vatsiputriyas in 168 BC, two centuries after the Buddha’s
death, and they were followed by other schools."* According to Yijing, an
eighth-century Chinese pilgrim to India, the early Buddhist schools, known
as Hinayana schools in his time, kept a large number of canonical texts. He
reported that the Mahasamghika Tripitaka contained 300,000 $lokas, the
Sarvastivadins and the Sthaviravadins had the same amount of texts, and
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the Sammatiya Tripitaka had 200,000 §lokas.'* It is interesting to note that
only these four schools were reported to have separate canonical texts. This
is not because Yijing did not have information for Tripitakas of the other
schools. Rather, he clearly stated: “Though there exist in the West [i.e., India]
various sectarian schools with different origins, there are only four principal
schools of continuous tradition”."* And each of them has sub-divisions:
Mahasamghika has seven sub-schools; Sarvastivada has four; Sthaviravada
three; Sammatiya four. Apparently, these sub-schools share Tripitakas with
their mother-schools, which Yijing called the Arya schools. But this does
not exclude the possibility that some sub-schools may have possessed their
own Tripitakas. For instance, Xuanzang, who traveled to India in the seventh
century, brought back to China Tripitakas of seven schools, which included
the schools of Dharmaguptaka, Kasyapiya and Mahisasaka in addition to
the above-mentioned major schools.'®

Yijing’s report was confirmed by the fourteenth-century Tibetan Buddhist
historian Bu-ston. In his account of the history of Indian Buddhism,
Bu-ston reported that the four major early Buddhist schools used different
languages. The Mahasamghikas used Prakrit; the Sarvastivadins spoke
Sanskrit; the language of Sthaviravada was Paisaci; that of Sammatiya was
Apabhramsa.'” Evidently, different linguistic traditions contributed to the
formation of the four main collections of Tripitaka in early Buddhist schools.
The fact that these schools spoke different languages, again, is because
of their different geographical distributions in the vast land of the Indian
sub-continent. Some suggest that this structure of the four main branches
had come into existence since 168 BC.'*

Among the four collections of Tripitaka, the Sthaviravada Tripitaka is
still extant in Pali. The majority of the Sarvastivada Tripitaka is lost in
Sanskrit original; but, fortunately, some works survive in Chinese translations.
All of the Sammitiya Tripitaka are lost except four short treatises in Chinese
translations.”” In the Mahasamghika Tripitaka, some Vinaya texts are
s:cill extant: Mahdsamghika-bhiksuni-vinaya, Pratimoksa-sitra, Sphutartha
Srighanacarasamgrahatikd, Abhisamdcarika-Dharma, and most notably the
Mahavastu, which is the remaining first volume of a Vinaya text of the
Lokottaravada, a sub-school of Mahasamghika, and gives an account of
the Buddha’s life until the formation of the first samgha.”® Meanwhile, we
have some Mahasamghika texts in Chinese translations: the Ekottaragama,
the Mahdasamghika-vinaya, and a Stitra commentary, the Fen bie gong de lun
o3 B Th i

The existence of the Mahasamghika Abhidharma is testified by Faxian,
who traveled to India in the fifth century. He reported that he obtained the
Mghisémghika Abhidharma in a temple in Pataliputra.”> Xuanzang visited
a site in Kasmira, where, according to the legend, *Budhila composed a
Mahasimghika treatise, *Tattvasamuccayasastra.”® In Dhanakataka he
studied Mahasamghika Abhidharma for a few months with two monks.?
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Upon returning, he carried with him quite a few Mahasamghika Abhidharma
works, but did not translate any of them.”

Important information about the Mahasamghika Abhidharma is reported
in the Mahaprajfiaparamitopadesa, a work only extant in Chinese and ascribed
to Nagarjuna. In this elaborate commentary on the Prajiiaparamita-sitra, it
says that there are three systems of Abhidharma. The first is the Abhidharma
of the Sarvastivadins, which expounds the doctrinal view of existence. The
second features emptiness, and refers to the emerging philosophical treatises
of the Mahdyana school. The third is the *Petaka (pi le * &), which is
considered by many scholars to be the Mahasamghika Abhidharma.? Tt
also says that the *Petaka was composed by Mahiakatydyana during the
Buddha’s lifetime and contains 384,000 words. The specific characteristic of
the * Petaka is “broadly using analogies of various things and categorizing
them according to their types”.” This analogical method makes it function
as “an endless discourse”.®

Owing to the shortage of original writings, we can only rely on secondary
sources to learn the basic doctrines of the Mahasamghikas. These sources
include three doctrinal summaries of the early Buddhist schools written by
later authors. The first is SB by the Sarvastivada scholar Vasumitra, who
is dated to either the first century BC or the second or fourth century Ap.”
It is extant in one Tibetan and three Chinese translations. The second is
NV by the Madhyamaka scholar Bhavya, also known as Bhavaviveka, who
1s dated to the sixth century. The third, the Samayabhedoparacanacakra
nikayabhedopadarsanasamgraha (SN) written by the Yogacara scholar
Vinitadeva who commented extensively on works of Vasubandhu and
Dharmakirti, is dated to the eighth century. The last two are only extant in
their Tibetan translations. Other important sources for Mahasamghika
doctrines come from their opponents. One of the best of these sources is
MYV, an encyclopedic Sarvastivada Abhidharma work. This work provides
rich material about Mahasamghika when it refutes the Mahasamghika views.

All-knowing awareness

The best-known evidence for the origin of self-cognition in Mahasamghika
is found in the Chapter on Awareness in MV as was noted by La Vallée
Poussin (1928-9: 129 n.a.; 1988-90: 1190, n. 112) and Koyanagi (1916: 1000).
Written from a Sarvastivada point of view, the chapter begins with a question:
“Is there an awareness (jAana) that knows all dharmas™? The answer is
“no”. The chapter then explains that the purpose of the discussion is to
refute the doctrine of self-cognition as held by the Mahasamghikas. This
clearly indicates that the issue of self-cognition comes up in a larger context
of omniscience. Even though the relationship between these two concepts
for the Mahasamghikas is still unclear, this chapter shows that the
Mahasamghikas held both doctrines.
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What is the Mahasamghika doctrine of omniscience? In the Mahavastu,
one of the few extant Mahasamghika texts, it says: Under the Bodhi tree,
Sakyamuni Buddha awakened as “the mindful man, the steady man, the
intelligent man and the wise man who was at all times and everywhere to
know, attain, become aware, become fully aware. To all this, to the supreme
perfect enlightenment, he awakened through wisdom associated with a single
* moment of mind”.*" Here the Buddha is said to attain an awareness that
knows at all times and everywhere (sarvaso sarvatrataye jiiatavyam), but
also to gain this ability through “wisdom associated with a single moment
of mind” (ekacittaksanasamayuktaya prajiiayd). Some have suggested that
this has proved the existence of a Zen-like teaching of sudden enlightenment
in Indian Buddhism.*

It is commonly accepted among various early Buddhist schools, including
Theravada and Sarvastivada, that the Buddha attains omniscience after his
enlightenment. However, both schools reject the possibility of knowing all
dharmas in a single moment. Now, for the Mahasamghikas, does the Buddha
know all dharmas in a single moment, as he does while attaining the
omniscience? According to the SB of Vasumitra, among eighteen schools
of early Buddhism, Mahasamghika and three of its sub-schools, namely,
Ekavyavaharika, Lokottaravada and Kaukkutika, hold that the Buddha
has the ability to comprehend all dharmas in a single moment. On their
view, the Buddha is equipped with the following supernatural qualities:
transcendence (lokottara), lack of defilements, all of his utterances preaching
his teachings, expounding all his teachings with a single utterance, all of his
sayings being true, his physical body being limitless, his power ( prabhava)
being limitless, the length of his life being limitless, never tired of enlightening
the sentient beings and awakening pure faith in them, having no sleep or
dream,” no pause in answering a question, and always in meditation. After
listing these elaborated features, the text goes on to say:

[The Buddha] comprehends all dharmas with a mind of a single
moment and knows all dharmas with wisdom associated with a
mind of a single moment.*

Similar statements are also found in Bhavya’s NV and Vinitadeva’s
SN. In Bhavya’s account of Ekavyavaharika, it is said that this school is
thus named because it holds the view that “the world-honored Buddhas
know all dharmas with a single thought and realize all dharmas with
wisdom associated with a mind of a single moment”.* Vinitadeva reports
that the Lokottaravadins hold that “[the Buddha is] all-knowing in a single
moment”.* Here we see that their terminologies such as “a mind of a single
moment”, and “wisdom associated with a mind of a single moment”, closely
resemble or even are identical to those in the Mahdvastu. This indicates that
omniscience of a single moment is a consistent view of the Mahasamghika
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school. On this view, the Buddha not only instantaneously attains the
enlightenment, but also knows all dharmas in a single moment. A crucial
and specific point of the Mahasamghika doctrine of omniscience is that the
mind knows all dharmas in a single moment, as is pointed out by Kuiji in his
commentary on SB:

Other schools [hold] that the mind of the Buddha cannot compre-
hend all dharmas in a moment of thought, for [the mind] itself, its
associates and co-existents are not to be apprehended. Now, this
[school, i.e., Mahasamghika] holds that a moment of thought can
apprehend the specific natures of [the mind] itself, its associates and
co-existents, thus is different from other schools.”

By “other schools”, Kuiji refers to Sarvastivada and others sharing its
view at this point. The reason for other schools’ refutation of the possibility
of omniscience in a single moment is that the mind cannot know itself, its
associates, or its co-existents in this same moment. Here the mind itself refers
to the perceiving mind; its associates are the accompanying mental activ-
ities; and its co-existents include sense organs. As we shall see in Chapter 3,
the knowing of these three in a single moment is attributed respectively to
schools of Mahasamghika, Dharmaguptaka and Mahisasaka in MV. There
1s no evidence showing that the Mahasamghikas hold that the mind knows
its associates and co-existents in a single moment. Thus, 1 would say Kuiji
is inaccurate on this point. However, he is correct in showing the close
relationship between omniscience and the self-knowledge of mind in
Mahasamghika.

According to the Mahasamghikas, not only does the mind know all
dharmas, but also at least one of its mental activities, i.e., wisdom ( prajia),
can know all dharmas. Given our limited sources on Mahasamghika, we do
not know how the mind and mental activities are classified in its Abhidharma
system, so we are unclear whether all mental activities have the ability of
omniscience and why wisdom stands out as a mental activity that knows all
dharmas. According to Kuiji, it is the nature of wisdom to know all dharmas
in a single moment rather than in successive moments. Still, this wisdom has
to be accomplished after reaching the path of liberation.” This confirms the
statement in the Mahavastu that the Buddha attained enlightenment and
became omniscient with “wisdom associated with a single moment of mind”.

What enables the Buddha to know all dharmas instantaneously, according
to the Mahasamghikas, is an awareness attained after the direct realization
(abhisamayantikajiiana). This is what the Sarvastivadins later call conventional
awareness (samvrtijiiana). As is said by Vasumitra: “Through the awareness
[attained] after the direct realization, [one], in a single moment, exhaustively
knows the four truths in their specific aspects”.*® “Specific aspects” here
refers to the sixteen aspects of the four noble truths, each of which has four
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aspects. Four aspects of the truth of suffering are impermanence (anitya),
suffering (duhkha), emptiness (§inya) and no-self (anatman); four aspects of
the truth of origin are cause (hetu), origin (samudaya), source (prabhava)
and condition (pratyaya); four aspects of the truth of cessation are cessation
(nirodha), peace (Santa), excellence (pranita) and escape (nihsarana); and
four aspects of the truth of path are path (marga), correct method (nyaya),
practice (pratipatti) and definitive release (nairydnika). According to the
Mahasamghika view, after entering the stage of the direct realization
(abhisamaya) one can realize all of these aspects simultaneously. This view is
reported in AKBh by Vasubandhu as a heretical view: “At this point, other
schools allege that [one] can realize the truths in a single [moment]”.* This
direct realization of the truths does not differentiate various aspects of the
four truths, and thus is contrary to the Sarvastivada view that these aspects
have to be meditated and realized one by one.

At this point, Kuiji comments that a major achievement of the awareness
attained after the direct realization (abhisamaya) is to be able to realize the
specific aspects of all dharmas, and thus is different from the awareness
before the direct realization that can only know all dharmas in general. Its
ability to do so in a single moment is not so much emphasized by Kuiji,
for the spiritual exercise that one undertakes does not lead one from a gra-
dual path to a sudden one; rather, it replaces a general vision with specific
views. This leap overcomes the major difference between ordinary and the
enlightened minds, as he says:

Mind other than that of the Buddha can take the universal charac-
teristic as object. In a single moment [this] mind can also take [the
mind] itself as object, and comprehend all dharmas, though without
realizing their specific [characteristics]. The Buddha, having trained
his mind for a number of kalpas, surpasses [all other] minds in
comprehending all [dharmas]. Therefore, the Buddha with his mind
of a single moment can comprehend and realize all dharmas in
[their] specific natures.”!

On this account, both ordinary and the enlightened minds can know all
dharmas in a single moment. The only difference is that the enlightened
mind can know the specific characteristics of all dharmas, while ordinary
mind can only know all dharmas in their universal characteristic. This is
saying that, in the case of the Buddha’s omniscience, he can know this tree
as tree and that mountain as mountain, whereas we ordinary humans can
only abstractly know all dharmas. For instance, when we say that “all things
are impermanent” we only know a general characteristic of impermanence
of these things, not everything in their specifics.

A key to understanding the Mahasamghika doctrine of instantaneous
omniscience is that two awarenesses or minds can arise and function
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simultaneously. This point is revealed in the last statement about the Buddha
in Vasumitra’s text: “Awareness of destruction (ksayajiiana) and awareness
of non-birth (anutpadajfiana) are always present in the world-honored
Buddhas and continue to be so until their parinirvana”.* “Awareness of
destruction” is the awareness that suffering caused by one’s past karmas is
completely eliminated; “awareness of non-birth” is the awareness that one
will not be reborn in the future. According to the Mahasamghika view, the
Buddha who is aware of the extinction of suffering is also aware of his non-
birth in the future, thus he possesses these two awarenesses at one and the
same moment. This, again, is contrary to the Sarvastivada view that they
cannot always be possessed simultaneously, as is indicated in the following
statement by Vasumitra: “Not all Arhats can attain awareness of non-birth”.*
The view that two minds can arise and function simultaneously is explicitly
stated by Vasumitra in the following words:

There are [cases] where two minds arise at one and the same time;
path and passion exist simultaneously; karma and its result act
simultaneously; seed itself is sprout.*

Unlike the previous views shared by Mahasamghika and its three sub-
schools, this is a “later differentiated view”, which is different from the
“original common view” that different minds or consciousnesses arise
respectively in different moments.* While it is hard to determine which
school holds the later differentiated view or the original common view in
Vasumitra’s text, some suggest that “the later differentiated views” simply
refers to “the views of the Mahasamghikas differed from those of the other
three schools”.* This being a Mahasamghika view is also confirmed by MV,
which says: “Some, such as the Mahasamghikas, allege that two minds
arise simultaneously in a person (pudgala)”.*” However, in his account of
Lokottaravada, Vinitadeva says almost the same words: “There are [cases]
where two minds function simultancously; passion and path function
simultaneously; karma and its result function simultaneously; seed and sprout
function simultaneously”.* It, at least, suggests that more than one school
holds this view.

The basic reason for the Mahasamghika view that two minds function
simultaneously, as is stated in MV, is the phenomenon that “seeing, hearing
and so forth can take place simultaneously”.* To say that two minds arise
in a single moment is like applying a model of “the society of mind” in
cognitive science to the human mind.*® If multiple minds are functioning at
the same time, it is possible for these minds to handle multiple tasks so that
at a certain point one can become omniscient. However, if only one mind is
allowed to function at a given moment, one’s ability to know is certainly
limited. Later on, this becomes a big controversy among the Sarvastivadins
and Sautrantikas. To them, the mind includes not only sensual activities
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such as seeing and hearing, but also mental activities such as feeling and
memory, and the number of mind is not limited to two.”!

The self-cognition of the mind and mental activities

After questioning whether an awareness can know all dharmas, and explaining
their purpose of refuting heretical views, composers of MV restate the
Mahasamghika view of self-cognition in the following words: &

Some allege that the mind (citta) and mental activities (caitta) can
apprehend themselves (svabhdva). [Schools] like Mahasamghika hold
the following view: It is the nature (svabhava) of awareness (jiiana)
and so forth to apprehend, thus awareness can apprehend itself as
well as others. This is like a lamp that can illuminate itself and
others owing to its nature (svabhava) of luminosity.”

From this statement we learn two basic points of the Mahasamghika
view of self-cognition: (1) the mind and mental activities, e.g., awareness,
can apprehend themselves; (2) the assertion (1) is illustrated through the
simile of the lamp. The use of the similes to illustrate a doctrinal point is a
typical Mahasamghika way of reasoning. It confirms the characteristic of
the Mahasamghika * Petaka of “using analogies of various things” as we
discussed earlier. In many other later Indian texts, the defense or refutation
of self-cognition is accompanied by the discussion of the simile of the lamp.
This is a piece of evidence that indicates the early source of this simile in
Mahiasamghika. In this passage, a general assertion about the self-cognition
of the mind (citta) and mental activities (caitta) is given first, followed by
discussions of the reflexive nature of awareness (jfiana), which is explicitly
attributed to the Mahasamghikas. In the later context of MV, no more
discussion of the self-cognition of the mind and mental activities is found,;
instead the reflexive nature of awareness (jAidna) and consciousness (vijiiana)
is discussed extensively. Thus, we are not sure whether the general assertion
about the mind and mental activities is applicable to the Mahasamghikas.
In other words, do the Mahasamghikas hold the view that the mind and
mental activities are self-cognizant, or that only awareness is self-cognizant?

At this point, Vasumitra gives us a definite answer. In his SB, Vasumitra
uses exactly the same expression as in MV to state the doctrine of self-
cognition held by Mahasamghika and three of its sub-schools, namely,
Ekavyavaharika, Lokottaravada and Kaukkutika. His statement appears
under a soteriological category — Srota-apanna. Known as stream-winner,
Srota-apanna is the first of four stages of attainment toward Arhatship,
in which one transcends the state of ordinary human being and enters
the sagely “stream”. It seems to be an important category especially for the
Mahasamghikas, for it is not mentioned in the doctrine summaries of other
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schools in Vasumitra’s text. According to the Mahasamghika view, doctrines
with regard to the Srota-adpannas include: (1) one can stay in the stage of
Srota-apanna for a long time; (2) the Srota-apannas can retrogress; (3) the
Srota-apannas are liable to commit all evil deeds except five deadly ones;
(4) the Srota-dpannas can attain meditation (dhyana);> (5) the Srota-dpannas’
mind and mental activities know svabhava. Since we have one Tibetan and
three Chinese translations of Vasumitra’s text, I will lay out all the four
versions of the last statement:

(1) The Srota-apannas’ mental activities and mind know themselves (qi zi
H H) (translated anonymously between 386 and 417);

(2) The Srota-apannas’ mind and mental activities know svabhava (translated
by Paramartha between 557 and 567);

(3) For all stream-winners, the mind and mental activities can apprehend
svabhava (translated by Xuanzang in 662);

(4) Knowl[ing] the svabhava (ngo bo nyid) of (kyi) mind and mental activities
of the stream-winners (translated by Dharmakara and Bzang skyong).*

Of the above four translations, the second, third and fourth agree with
the passage in MV by stating the knowing of svabhava (ngo bo nyid, zi xing
H), while the first renders svabhava as qi zi, literally, “itself” or
“themselves”. Here ¢i ¥ (“its” or “their”) also corresponds to the Tibetan
genitive particle £yi, which is omitted by the other two Chinese translations.
In any case, the first and earliest translation takes an interpretive reading of
svabhava by understanding it as referring back to the subject of the sentence,
“The Srota-dpannas’ mind and mental activities”, and thus makes it function
as a reflexive pronoun. We are made clear that here svabhava is not the
nature or substance of something else; rather, it is the identity of the mind
and mental activities or the Srota-apannas.

Given the rich and complicated meaning of svabhdva, this reading is open
to question. But we do see evidence supporting this reading in the quotation
from MV, where two ways of reading svabhava have appeared. When talking
about the svabhava of awareness being apprehension or the svabhava of
a lamp being luminosity, we have to read svabhava as “nature” or “essential
characteristic”. However, on the occasion of “the mind and mental activities
apprehending svabhava”, it is justified to understand svabhdva as the
“identity” of the mind or mental activities because this statement is later
interpreted in the text in terms of “awareness apprehending izself™ or “lamp
illuminating itself™.%

Now, in the case of SB, it seems reasonable to apply the same identity-
reading to svabhava since the two statements are quite identical. But we should
not forget that in this text the statement is made under the soteriological
category of Srota-apanna, which, rather than the mind and mental activities,
could be the subject of the sentence. If we take the identity-reading of
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svabhava, it would raise the question: Whose identity is it, the mind and
mental activities or the Srota-apannas? Given this problem, Masuda (1925:
24, n. 1) says that it is one of the most ambiguous sentences. We do not have
its Sanskrit original, and the various translations suggest at least two possible
readings. In his commentary on Xuanzang’s translation of this text, Kuiji
offers two options. The first is to understand svabhava as referring back
to the Srota-apannas, thus it means: “All the stream-winners know their
attainment of the fruition of stream-winning; to realize [this they] do not
require anyone else to inform [them]”.* If we follow this option, the sentence
must be translated as: “The Srota-apannas know [their] own identity
(svabhava) [of stream-winners through their] mind and mental activities”.”’
On the other hand, Kuiji offers the second option: “Their mind and etc. are
capable of apprehending themselves (svabhava) in a single moment”.* Here
the Mahasamghika featured phrase “in a single moment” is added, thus we
are made clear that the mind is not only capable of apprehending itself, but
can also do so in a single moment. Among the four translations, Xuanzang’s
is the closest to this reading as he puts a particle zkhe ¥ after “the stream-
winners” to separate it from the real subject of the sentence: “the mind and
mental activities”.

Of these two options, the first is more soteriologically oriented in the
sense that it puts the sentence in the context of attaining sagely fruition,
thus the mind and mental activities become tools by which the sages can
know their stages of achievement.”® The second reading, on the other hand,
is more epistemologically oriented. It has the tendency to generalize the
assertion about the mind and mental activities and to bracket the soterio-
logical category of the Srota-apannas. It is evident that the composers of
MYV take the second option, as is indicated by the dropping of “the Srota-
apannas” in their citation. By omitting the Srota-apannas, they make it
sound like a general assertion applicable to a/l mind and mental activities,
and they criticize the Mahasamghikas in this sense.

Now, in the case of SB, is the assertion of self-cognition applicable to
“all” mind and mental activities? If yes, why are the Srota-dpannas singled
out here? On this point, Kuiji explains that minds of ordinary people
(prthagjana) and of the other three sagely attainments, namely, Sakrdagamin,
Andgamin and Arhat, can also be self-cognizant. But in their cases the mind
cannot see itself so clearly as that of the Srota-apannas does, thus the Srota-
apannas are singled out to indicate this quality.*®

Having offered the evidence from MV and SB, I have to admit that there
are still some weaknesses in these cases. This is not only because of the
ambiguity of the nature- or identity-reading of svabhdva, but also because
Svasamvitti or svasamvedana, the technical term for self-cognition as developed
later in Dignéga’s system, does not appear in these texts. At best, we can draw
a conclusion from this evidence that the concept of self-cognition is espoused
in Mahasamghika.
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“Rang rig pa yin no”

The only text that I found making reference to the technical term
svasamvedana (rang rig) and relating it to Mahasamghika is Vinitadeva’s
SN. Preserved only in its Tibetan translation, this text gives us a brief account
of various doctrines of the early Buddhist schools. Unlike Vasumitra’s SB,
this text does not start with the shared doctrines of Mahasamghika and
three of its sub-schools; rather, it begins with introducing doctrines of
Lokottaravada, a sub-school of Mahasamghika. One of its doctrines reads:
“rang rig pa yin no”.!

This statement means literally “[it] is self-cognition”, which sounds quite
straightforward. However, this sentence has puzzled many contemporary
scholars. To make sense of it, Teramoto and Hiramatsu, in their edition of
the text, changed pa into ma, and thus made it mean exactly the opposite:
“[1t] is not self-cognition”.®> Moreover, they moved the phrase “dgra bcom
pa rnams la yang”, which is after this sentence, to the front of it. Bareau (1956:
194) secretly followed the Japanese translators in modifying the sentence
and translated it as: “Méme chez les Arhant: a. Il n’y a pas connaissance par
soi-méme (svasamvedana).” Prior to them, Rockhill also understood it as a
negation of rang rig, though he did not change the word order.®

After consulting various editions of the Tibetan Tripitaka, my conclusion
is that their modifications are unjustified. This is not only because there is
no textual evidence to support them, but also because their understanding
of the text is flawed. On their understanding, by making it a negative
statement about rang rig, the sentence can function as the first of the five
points about Arhats discussed in what follows, and thus makes up the
mysteriously missing point in their text. To do this, they had to make one
more change, 1.e., moving the phrase “dgra bcom pa rnams la yang” (“and
for Arhats”) to the front of this sentence, and thus put it under the category
of Arhats.

However, the missing point is found in the Derge, Peking and Narthang
editions of Vinitadeva’s text, which reads: “yod de bstan dgos so”.** Literally
meaning “one needs to be conveyed [by others]”, this point sounds like a
denial of self-realization or self-knowledge. It seems that this is why those
scholars attempted to modify the sentence “rang rig pa yin no” once their
text missed this point. What does this point exactly mean? Does it mean a
denial of self-cognition? We have a great variety of accounts of Mahadeva’s
five points on Arhats in Pali, Tibetan and Chinese sources. Though basically
agreeing with each other on the points of doubting (karikha, som nyi, yi §%),
ignorance (afifiana, mi shes pa, wu zhi #%7), utterance of the word [suffering]
giving rise to the path (vacibheda, lam sgra ‘byin pa dang bcas pa, dao yin
sheng gu qi HENELL#EL), and examination by others (paravitarana, gzhan
gyi yongs su rtags pa, ta ling ru {th<> 1), these records are controversial
in the last point. In KV II.1, this point is recorded as “offered by others”
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( pariipahara), which is close to Bhavya’s first account: “response to others”.®®

His second account, “accomplishing conveyance by others”,* resembles
Vinitadeva’s account as well as the Tibetan version of Vasumitra’s account,
which reads: “accomplished by others”.”” Among the three Chinese
translations of Vasumitra’s text, the anonymous translation is the closest to
Vinitadeva’s and Bhavya’s second account as it reads: “conveyed by others”.®
Xuanzang’s translation is “tempted by others”,” while Paramartha gives a
rather free translation: “Others make the clothes dirty”.”” On my view, this
free translation is actually the closest to the truth as we find it expressed in
Katyayaniputra’s Jidnaprasthdna, which reads: “emitting the impure upon
being tempted by gods”.” Thus I would say that this point has nothing to
do with the denial of self-cognition.

Now, we know that the words “rang rig pa yin no” do not belong to the
group of Mahadeva’s five points that follow it. Immediately before these
words are statements that say, “Words are also spoken in meditation; There
is also form (gzugs) in the mind”,”” which are omitted in Bhavya’s account
of the Ekavydvaharikas. We also cannot find anything corresponding to the
sentence “rang rig pa yin no” in Bhavya’s text. However, similar statements
are found in Vasumitra’s account of the Mahasamghika and three of its
sub-schools. This account reads: “There are words spoken in meditation;
There is also body (/us) in the mind; There is also body (/us) in volition”.”
Between these statements and the five points on Arhats it is exactly the
statement that we have discussed in the last section: “The Srota-apannas’
mind and mental activities apprehend themselves”.” As we have discussed
previously, this is an explicit statement of the Mahasamghika doctrine of
self-cognition. Now, it is reasonable to assume that Vinitadeva is restating it
by using the technical term rang rig. Thus the controversial sentence “rang
rig pa yin no” should be read as: “[That the Srota-apannas’ mind and mental
activities apprehend themselves] is self-cognition.” The fact that he omits
what we supply inside the brackets also indicates that he tends to take it as
a general epistemological statement rather than as a soteriological one.

It is interesting that Vinitadeva explicitly uses the technical term rang rig
to refer to the self-knowledge of the mind and mental activities. Given his
extensive commentaries on works of Dharmakirti and familiarity with the
Yogacara doctrine of self-cognition, it is understandable that he would use
rang rig to restate a Lokottaravadin doctrine. At this point, we should not
accuse him of imposing a later view on earlier sources. This suggests instead
that Vinitadeva and his contemporaries traced the origin of self-cognition to
the Lokottaravadins and to the Mahasamghikas.

Influence on Yogacara

The Mahasamghika doctrine of self-cognition can be summarized as a general
assertion about the mind and mental activities being self-cognizant and its
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illustration through the simile of the lamp. This has been verified by the -
limited sources of Mahasamghika, as we have discussed in previous sections.
However, in some later Yogacara texts, we also come across similar expres-
sions. T see them as the Mahasamghika influence on the Yogicara doctrine
of self-cognition, which is an aspect generally ignored by contemporary
scholars since they only pay attention to its Sautrantika influence.”

The first instance is found in Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu (NB). In this
brief but clear work on Buddhist logic, Dharmakirti begins with a definition
of perception, then goes on to define each of the four types of perception.
Upon reaching the third type, i.c., self-cognition (@rmasamvedana), he makes
the following statement: “All mind and mental activities are self-cognizant”.”

It is striking that Dharmakirti says something very similar to what
we see in MV and SB. The only difference is that the ambiguous “appre-
hending svabhava” is replaced by the explicit notion of “self-cognizant”
(atmasamvedana, rang rig pa) and a more general assertion is emphasized by
adding an “all” (sarva). According to Vinitadeva’s commentary, the word
“all” is meant to include mistaken awareness.”’” In the context of NB, this
sentence stands alone as a definition of self-cognition, and no further
elaboration is found. Though a simple statement, it seems important to the
later tradition. For instance, it is quoted in Moksakaragupta’s Tarkabhasa,
a twelfth-century handbook of Buddhist logic, as a definition of self-cognition.
This text reads: “All mind and mental activities are self-cognizant; [this is
called] self-cognition™.’

However, no similar notions are found in Dharmakirti’s other writings,
even though, in the Pramanaviniscaya and PV, a much more elaborate and
detailed account of self-cognition is given. In NB itself, neither the mind nor
mental activities are further explained in the context of pramana theory. It
seems that for Dharmakirti general concepts such as the mind or mental
activities are not particularly relevant to the delicate theory of perception
(pratyaksa). Words like “mind” (citta) or “mental activities” (caitta) bear
more of an Abhidharma heritage. I would suggest that this sentence is a
direct or indirect quotation from earlier sources, most probably from the
Abhidharma texts circulated around the time of Dharmakirti.

If Dharmakairti is citing earlier Abhidharma sources, then a link between
Dharmakirti and the Mahasamghikas can probably be assumed. While it is
true that Dharmakirti does not mention the Mahasamghika’s favorite simile
of the lamp in this text, Vinitadeva’s Nyayabindutika, one of the early
commentaries of NB, uses the simile of the lamp frequently to illustrate
the concept of self-cognition, and he does so in a Mahasamghika style. His
commentary reads:

“All mind and mental activities are self-cognizant.” All mind and
mental activities means “all these mind and mental activities”.

20



ORIGIN: MAHASAMGHIKA

« The word “all” is to include mistaken awareness (bhrama-jiiana).
Whatever illuminates the own form (svaripa).of those is [their]
self-cognition. All mind and mental activities make known their
own form because that is the nature of cognition ( pratiti), just as a
lamp illuminates itself because it is its nature to illuminate and the
illumination of its own form does not depend on another lamp.
Likewise, the mind and mental activities do not depend on another
cognition when they make known their own form. Therefore, things
that are established in their own right are perceptual pramanas for
themselves.”

Here Vinitadeva makes the connection between the simile of the lamp and
the claim that the mind and mental activities are self-cognizant. Actually, in
his PV, Dharmakirti has a similar statement, which says: “Just as light is
thought to illuminate itself while it is illumining because that is its nature, so
also does the mind know itself”.*" In a passage from the Tarkabhasa, the
simile of the lamp is also used to define self-cognition. This text says: “As a
lamp illuminates itself, likewise awareness is determined to be self-cognizant
because it is, different from the unconscious objects, produced by its own
cause with nature of luminosity” ®' All these passages are very important in
understanding the verse from Dharmakirti’s NB, for they reveal a possible
context of this simple verse, and thus build a strong link between Dharmakirti
and the Mahasamghikas.

However, another piece of evidence shows that Dharmakirti may not be
quoting directly any Mahasamghika sources; instead he is citing his pre-
decessor Digniaga as he always does. It is found in the *Buddhabhiimyupadesa
(BBU), a work attributed to Bandhuprabha et al. This text reads:

It is said in the treatise of Pramanasamuccaya: “All mind and mental
activities cognize themselves (svabhava); [this] is called perception.
If this were not so, then one would not be able to remember [things
perceived], just as if they had never been perceived.” Thus the mind
and mental activities associated with four awarenesses (jfiana) can
also respectively illuminate and know themselves. . . . All mind and
mental activities, though different in their qualities, can take external
things as object, meanwhile internally cognize themselves, just as

the light [of a lamp] illuminates not only others but also itself. It is
not like things such as a knife.*

This passage confirms both basic points of the Mahasamghika doctrine
of self-cognition: the mind and mental activities knowing themselves and
its illustration with the simile of the lamp. The only difference is that a
Dharmakirti featured “all” is added. What interests us particularly is its
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citation from Dignaga. The second part of the citation is identical to a
citation of Digniga’s memory argument for self-cognition in the VMS, which
reads: “If this {self-cognition] were lacking, one would not be able to
remember one’s own mind and mental activities, just as one cannot remember
objects that have not been perceived”.*® The original text can be found in
PS: “It is unheard of to remember something without having experienced
[it]”.* This again is an auto-commentary of the verse: “Because [memory] is
never of that which has never been experienced”.”’

However, the first part of the quotation, “All mind and mental activities
cognize themselves; [this] is called perception,” is not found in the extant
Tibetan versions of PS or in any of its Sanskrit fragments.* Nor can it be
found in any of the extant works of Dignaga. The closest match I have
found is a sentence cited in the Nyayabindutikatippani, a sub-commentary
to Dharmottara’s commentary on NB. This text says: “Therefore, it is
said: ‘All these mind and mental activities are self-cognizant perception
(svasamvedanapratyaksa)” ¥’ So we are left with a mystery whether Dignaga
himself had expressed or cited a Mahasamghika-like notion of self-cognition.

We can speculate a couple of possibilities. First, Bandhuprabha may be
wrong in attributing this statement to Dignaga. If, however, we assume that
Bandhuprabha is correct, then we have one more piece of Dignaga’s fragment.
It could be from the missing part of PS or other missing works of Dignaga.
This fragment, at least, suggests that Dharmakirti is closely following Dignaga
when he expresses a similar notion in his NB, and that both of them bear a
Mahasamghika heritage because their notions strikingly resemble those of
the Mahasamghikas.

From the discussions of the passages in NB, Nyayabindutika,
Nyayabindutikatippant, Tarkabhasa and BBU, we conclude that Dignaga,
Dharmakirti and their commentators were influenced by the Mahasamghikas
with regard to their concept of self-cognition. However, the fact that they
did not explicitly acknowledge their Mahasamghika heritage further
complicates the problem. The actual situation could be that they were sharing
a common source, or that the later thinkers such as Dignaga and Dharmakirti
came up with their own innovative notions that were incidentally the
same as those of the Mahasamghikas. Fortunately, the Chinese commentator
Kuiji provides a clue to this mystery by explicitly acknowledging the
Mahasamghika influence on the later Yogacara concept of self-cognition.
He says: “What the Mahasamghikas hold that the mind and mental activities
can grasp themselves (svabhava) is the same as the Mahayana [view]”.®
Moreover, when criticizing early Buddhist schools, Kuiji says that
Mahasamghika and three of its sub-schools are exceptions because they
admit self-cognition. He says:

However, the schools of Mahasamghika, Ekavyavaharika, Lokot-
taravada and Kaukkutika [hold that one] can take both one’s own
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mind and dharmas outside of the mind as object. [They] are not
wrong because [they] do not agree with [other schools] on this point.
Thus it is said in the Samayabhedoparacanacakra: “For stream-
winners, the mind and mental activities can apprehend themselves
(svabhava)”.¥

Here Kuiji also confirms my interpretation of the statement from SB in
previous sections, as he understands it as “taking one’s own mind as object”.
On this view, the Mahasamghikas definitely precede the Yogacarins in
proposing a doctrine of self-cognition. On the other hand, Kuiji does not
think that the doctrines of self-cognition in the two schools are exactly the
same. He points out some major differences from the standpoint of the
Dharmapala school. He says that the Mahasamghikas think that the mind
takes itself as object, and also takes external objects as object, and thus it is
necessary to have an image of an external object in the mind. This is like the
process that relates the seeing portion (darSanabhaga) or subject to the seen
portion (nimittabhaga) or object in Dharmapala’s system. In the idealistic
system of Dharmapala, however, the image of external object is not admitted,
so the only image that arises during the process of self-cognition is the
image of cognition itself, and the object of cognition is cognition as substance
(dravya).”

Throughout these sections, 1 use Kuiji’'s commentaries to explain the Indian
sources. This does not mean, however, that I am uncritical of Kuiji as an
authority. I am fully aware of the need to use Kuiji’s commentaries with
caution, since they were written later in the seventh century and in a Chinese
context. In cases where he does not indicate the sources of his commentary,
we can assume that they often are records of the oral teachings of his learned
master Xuanzang, as is indicated by part of the title shared by Kuiji’s series
of commentaries: “Recorded Explanations” (shu ji #it5). However, we cannot
exclude the possibility that some of them come from his own creative
imagination. I use Kuiji’s commentaries because in many cases they are the
only extant sources we can draw upon to solve the puzzles in those Indian
texts. Based on these texts, I conclude that Digndga, Dharmakirti and their
commentators were influenced by the Mahasamghikas when they developed
the view that “all mind and mental activities are self-cognizant”.

The Andhakas’ arguments for self-cognition

The Andhakas

Andhaka is a collective name assigned by Buddhaghosa to the following
four schools: Pubbaseliya, Aparaseliya, Rajagiriya and Siddhatthika.”!
Agcording to Xuanzang’s records, the first two of these schools had their
residences in the delta of the Kistna, around Amaravati and Nagarjunakonda
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in the eastern portion of present-day Andhra.”” Inscriptions from Amaravati
dated to the second century AD indicate that the four Andhaka schools were
probably offsprings of the Caitiyavadins in this region.”” Being a sub-school
of Mahasamghika, Caitiyavada was established by a certain Mahadeva
about a hundred years after the initial schism between Mahasamghika and
Sthaviravada.*”

This geographical term preferred by Buddhaghosa to refer to those
Mahasamghika sub-schools indicates that no other school of Buddhism was
so popular as the Mahasamghikas in Andhra, as is pointed out by Wayman
(1978: 43) that “Andhra was the most creative site of the Mahasamghika”.
This very soil of Andhra also nurtured some eminent Mahayana Buddhist
philosophers, such as Nagirjuna, Aryadeva, Buddhapalita, Bhavaviveka,
Digniaga and Dharmakirti, who are all counted as “Andhra Buddhist
philosophers”.”” Actually, the Andhaka period of Mahasamghika was very
important in contributing to the later development of Mahayana Buddhism.

The main sources from which we draw our information on the Andhakas
are KV and the Kathavatthuppakarana-atthakatha (KVA), Buddhaghosa’s
commentary on KV. Both works belong to the Southern tradition in contrast
to the Northern one represented by accounts of Vasumitra, Bhavaviveka
and Vinitadeva, who never mentioned the Andhakas. Being one of the seven
Abhidharma works in Pali tradition, KV is ascribed to Tissa Moggaliputta,
who presided over an assembly of a thousand monks in the third synod.
Unlike the first two synods, this synod, held in Pataliputra in the seventeenth
year of Asoka’s reign (ca. 285 BC), is only mentioned in non-canonical,
and, with one exception, non-Vinaya sources: Dipavamsa, Mahavamsa,
Mahabodhivamsa and Samantapasadika.”® According to the Dipavamsa and
Mahavamsa, KV was written at the third synod to expel heretical teachings
and to give definite Sthaviravada conclusions concerning doctrinal disputes
at the time. Examining its content carefully, however, one will realize that
the present version of KV, which consists of 216 items in 23 sections, must
have been composed more than a hundred years after the third synod.
Hirakawa places the date of its compilation in the latter half of the second
century BC.”

However, as suggested by Frauwallner (1972: 124), the oldest parts of KV
might go back to the third century Bc. From the parallel sections we find
in the first part of KV and of the Vijiianakaya, an Abhidharma work of
Sarvastivadins who were considered the representative of the heretics in
the third synod, we can determine that the most ancient parts of KV were
composed at or shortly after the third synod. These parts consist of the two
principal sections of the first part of KV concerning the doctrinal issues of
the existence of person (pudgala), a view held by the Vatsiputriyas, and the
existence of the past and the future, a key point for the Sarvastivada pan-
realism. The second part of KV that starts with the five points about Arhats
ascribed to Mahadeva must also be ancient since they were fundamental
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theses of the Mahasamghikas and attributed to the very first schism between
Mahiasamghika and Sthaviravada.”

In his KVA, Buddhaghosa attributed 73 theses to the Andhakas, which
made this school the best-known in the Sinhalese tradition. We find that the
issue of self-cognition is discussed in two of those theses, namely, KV V.9
on awareness of the present and KV XIII.7 on enjoyment in meditation.
Moreover, self-cognition is discussed in KV XVI.4 on excelling attention,
attfibuted to two sub-schools of the Andhakas: the Pubbaseliyas and
Aparaseliyas. It is interesting to notice that Buddhaghosa also attributes 28
theses to the Mahasamghikas themselves. But no parallel theses are found
to those that we have discussed in previous sections. Based on these materials,
1 will explore the Andhakas’ arguments for self-cognition, and examine how
they develop the Mahasamghika theory of self-cognition.

Awareness of the present

Section V.9 of KV is in a style of dialogue between two parties. According
to Buddhaghosa, this section is a conversation between the Andhaka and
Theravadin, called the Sakavadin (own party) throughout his commentary
to KV. Much of this style of dialogue is lost in its English translation by
Shwe Zan Aung and Rhys Davis, so I am supplying a more literal translation
of the passage as follows:

Is there an awareness (7fi@na) of the present?

Yes.

Does one know that awareness by the [same] awareness?

No, that cannot truly be said. . . .

Does one know that awareness by the [same] awareness?

Yes.

Does one know the awareness that awareness is known by the [same]
awareness?

No, that cannot truly be said. . . .

Does one know the awareness that awareness is known by the [same]
awareness?

Yes.

Is that awareness the object of the [same] awareness?

No, that cannot truly be said. . . .

Is that awareness the object of the [same] awareness?
Yes.”

The Sakavadin brings up the topic of the section by asking: Is there an
awareness of the present? The answer is “Yes” (Amantd), which expresses a
confirmation by the opponent.'” Then the Sakavadin jumps to a totally
different question: Does one know this awareness of the present by the same
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awareness? As it sounds irrelevant to the topic of the section, we have
to understand it by referring to Buddhaghosa’s commentary. In KVA,
Buddhaghosa restates the topic of the section by saying: “It is a view of
the Andhakas that there is an awareness of the entire present, without
distinction™.'” Notice that in his statement “entire” (sabbasmi) is emphasized.
Since the Andhakas do not admit the reality of the past and future as do the
Sarvastivadins, the entire present for them is the entire reality. Hence it is,
again, an issue of omniscient awareness. As for the phrase “without
distinction” (avisesena), I think it refers to the human awareness that knows
all dharmas in their general characteristics as opposed to that of the Buddha,
which can know all dharmas in their specific characteristics and thus with
distinction.'®

Now, if there is an awareness of the entire present, in Buddhaghosa’s
opinion, this awareness “must take place at the present instant through
itself”.'® In other words, the awareness of the entire present has to know
itself as well as other objects at the same moment of the present. To achieve
this goal, there are two options. The first is to suppose that there are two
awarenesses. One knows the object: the other apprehends the awareness
itself. It would mean that two awarenesses are functioning simultaneously.
But this is denied by Buddhaghosa, as he says that “two awarenesses cannot
be simultaneous”.!” The second option is to know the awareness of the
present by this same awareness. This is exactly what the Sakavadin takes as
he asks: “Does one know that awareness by the same awareness?”

To this question, the Andhaka answers: “Na Fevam vattabbe”. This sen-
tence, together with the subsequent sentence, is rendered freely by Shwe Zan
Aung and Rhys Davis as: “If you deny, your proposition must fall.”
I would rather put it literally as: “No, that cannot truly be said”. It is also
confirmed by Buddaghosa: “Na #’evam vattabbe is [to show] the opponent’s
denial”.'” It is interesting that the Andhaka denies the possibility of the
awareness of the present knowing itself when answering the question in the
first instance. This 1s contrary to what we would expect given the close link
between the Andhakas and Mahasamghikas. We do not see why it is denied
in the text. Nor does Buddhaghosa explain this point in his commentary. He
simply confirms that: “In the first question, the opponent denies. It cannot
- be known by the same awareness”.'”

Then the Sakavadin asks again exactly same question: Does one know
that awareness by the same awareness? A positive answer is given by the
Andhaka this time. Why? Buddhaghosa explains: “To the second question,
he assents, because continuity (santati) is concerned”.!”” Here an important
message is that self-awareness can be admitted if it is discussed in successive
moments. It also implies that the possible reason for the denial of self-
awareness in the first answer is that it is discussed in a single moment of
the present. To understand this point, we have to make reference to
Buddhaghosa’s distinction of three kinds of present in his Visuddhimagga:
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“Present” is of three kinds, that is to say, present by moment, present

by continuity, and present by extent. Herein, what has reached aris-
ing, presence and dissolution is present by moment. What is included .
in one or two rounds of continuity is present by continuity. . . . What

is delimited by a single existent is called present by extent.'™

In light of this distinction, we can assume that what Buddhaghosa means
by “continuity” must be present by continuity (santatipaccuppanna). In
contrast to present by moment (khanapaccuppanna) and present by extent
(addhapaccuppanna), both signifying a singleness of given moment (khana),
or in a larger time-scale, of given lifetime (bhava), present by continuity
admits one or two rounds of continuity, and thus contains multiple or
successive moments. Buddhaghosa illustrates this concept with the following
examples. When one goes to a well-lit place after sitting in the dark, it takes
a while to get used to the light and to see objects clearly. Or, if one watches
washermen at a distance, there will be a delay between seeing the movements
of the hands of washermen and hearing the sounds of the striking. In both
cases, the duration that one takes to see objects or to hear sounds is present
by continuity. Moreover, Buddhaghosa distinguishes between material
and immaterial continuities. The phenomena similar to the two examples
are material continuities, while “the immaterial continuity consists in two
or three rounds of javana”.'” Javana, usually translated as impulsion, swift
perception or apperception, is one of the fourteen mental functions
(vifiRanakicca)y in Buddhaghosa’s system.!'? Later, it is also discussed by
Anuruddha in his Abhidhammatthasangaha, where not only the apperceptive
cognition in successive moments but also that in a single moment is admitted
for those who are in a state of higher spiritual achievement.""" So in the
Theravada tradition apperceptive activities are explained without committing
to the reality of the past and the future as do the Sarvastivadins.

At this point, however, we should be cautious that Buddhaghosa might
be imposing his view of continuity on the Andhakas. For, if the Andhakas
were following the Mahasamghikas to develop their theory of self-cognition,
the activity of self-cognition should occur in a single moment rather than
in successive moments. However, given the lack of clarity in the text of KV
itself and of further evidence for the Andhaka doctrines, we have to take
account of Buddhaghosa’s opinion.

After the Andhaka gives a positive answer to the question regarding
self-awareness, the Sakavadin raises another question: Does one know the
awareness that awareness is known by the same awareness? Here the phrase
“the awareness that awareness is known by the same awareness” (tena Aanena
lam fianam fianan) adds one more layer to the concept of self-awareness and
1t becomes the awareness of self-awareness. What follows is the same pattern
?S above. The Andhaka first denies the awareness of self-awareness by saying,
"No, that cannot truly be said”, then asserts it when asked again. The text
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does not indicate why they make such a move, nor does Buddhaghosa
explain this question. However, his suggestion of continuity may still be
applicable to this passage. If this is the case, then the first question is
talking about the awareness of self-awareness in a single moment, and
the Andhaka denies it for the same reason as rejecting self-awareness in a
single moment. When asked again, the awareness of self-awareness is
admitted. This implies that in successive moments one can not only be
aware of one’s own awareness, but also know this awareness of self-awareness.
As I shall show in Chapter 5, the cognition of self-cognition becomes an
important concept for Dharmapala. This concept is elaborated in great detail
in the East Asian Yogacara tradition, but we cannot find any reference to it
in the extant Indian texts. Now, as we have seen, this Pali passage i1s probably
the earliest source that has discussed the issue of the awareness of self-
awareness.

After discussing the awareness of self-awareness, the Sakavadin raises one
more question: Is that awareness the object of the same awareness? As we
might expect, the same pattern follows: the Andhaka first denies, then asserts
it when asked the same question again. We can apply the same idea of
successive moments to explain this. In other words, awareness cannot take
itself as object in a single moment but can do so in successive moments. The
key to the current discussion is whether awareness can take itself as “object”
(@Grammana), for a natural response to self-awareness is that awareness must
become an object of its own so as to be known by itself. But this would
imply that there is no strict distinction between subject and object as they
can exchange their roles. The fact that the Andhaka finally admits the
possibility of awareness taking itself as object shows that, on their view,
awareness can be both subject and object. Buddhaghosa seems to agree with
this view when he distinguishes awareness into method and object, as we
shall discuss in the next section.

Having received affirmation from the Andhaka that an awareness can
take itself as object, is known by itself, and that there is the awareness of
this self-awareness, the Sakavadin, for the purpose of “hindering [the
opponent] from seeking a chance for pretext”,''? goes on with his argument
by raising the following series of questions:

Does one touch contact by that contact, feel feeling by that feeling,
think ideation by that ideation, will volition by that volition, be
conscious of consciousness by that consciousness, have initial thought

by that initial thought, have sustained thought by that sustained .
thought, have zest by that zest, be mindful of mindfulness by that
mindfulness, and understand wisdom with that wisdom?'!?

In this passage, the Sakavadin singles out ten mental activities: contact
(phassa), feeling (vedana), ideation (saffia), volition (cetand), consciousness
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(citta), initial thought (vitakka), sustained thought (vicara), zest (piti),
mindfulness (sati) and wisdom (pa#ifia). These mental activities appear in
the same order in KV XVI1.4 and, except volition, in KV XIII.7 when the
issue of self-awareness is discussed. All of them, except consciousness (citta),
are still part of the lists of mental activities for the Theravadins, Sarvastivadins
or Yogacarins, which contain respectively fifty-two, forty-six or fifty-one
mental activities. As for consciousness, according to Guenther (1974: 31,
n. 2), it is replaced by attention (manaskara, manasikara), which is also found
in all these lists, because the former is a “rather ambiguous term”. In KV
VII.3 under the topic of “On Mental Activities”, there is a list of thirteen
mental activities, but only five of them are shared by this list of ten. So we
cannot determine whether these ten make a complete list of mental activities
for the Andhakas owing to the lack of further evidence.

The Andhaka denies the possibility of the self-knowledge of the ten men-
tal activities. This 1s different from the shared view among Mahasamghika
and some of its sub-schools that both the mind and mental activities are
self-cognizant. Buddhaghosa explains that the denial of self-awareness of
these mental activities, e.g., feeling, is because “one does not see that there
can be such a feeling”.!"* Can we expect a pattern of affirmation after denial
reappearing, as with the last three questions? It seems improbable because
some more embarrassing questions follow:

Does one cut a sword with that sword, an axe with that axe, a knife
with that knife, an adze with that adze? Does one sew a needle with
that needle, handle the tip of a finger with that finger, kiss the top
of the nose with that nose, handle the head with that head, and
wash off excrement with that excrement, urine with that urine, saliva
with that saliva, pus with that pus, blood with that blood?'"”

The Andhaka definitely denies all these absurd phenomena by saying:
“No, that cannot truly be said”. It is interesting to note that using similes
plays an important role in this argument. These similes, especially the knife
and the finger-tip, are commonly used in the Sarvastivida or Madhyamaka
refutation of self-cognition. However, we should also notice that these similes
are highly selective. For example, the lamp is not mentioned here, simply
because it would support the Andhakas’ position.

So far it seems that the Sakavadin has won the debate. However, the
Andhaka regains his position in the following dialogue:

Then should I say: “There is no awareness of the present™?
Yes.

But, when all phenomena are seen as impermanent, is not that awareness
also seen as impermanent?
Yes.
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If the awareness is seen as impermanent when all phenomena are seen
as impermanent, then indeed it can be said: “There is awareness of the

present”.''¢

Notice that the two parties have changed their roles in the dialogue: the
Andhaka is asking and the Sakavadin answering. The theme is also brought
back to the topic of the section: awareness of the present. This indicates that
the previous discussion of self-awareness is not their central concern, and
that self-awareness is still discussed in the context of omniscience. This
point is confirmed by the second question of the Andhaka, where the term
“all phenomena” (sabbe samkhare) is used. It, again, confirms Buddhaghosa’s
interpretation of awareness of the present as awareness of the entire present.
The key to understanding this argument of the Andhaka is that the awareness
of the present is seen as part of “all phenomena”, and that it is impermanent
in the same manner as other phenomena. In this way, it is guaranteed that
an awareness of all present phenomena, including awareness itself, is possible
in the same present moment.

As we shall discuss in the next chapter, similar arguments are found in
MYV, where the Sarvastivadins spend many words to refute them. The main
points of their refutation are to distinguish between “all” all and “partial”
all, to exclude the awareness itself from the “all”, and to apply successive
moments to the issue. In KV, the Sakavadin does not make further argument
against the conclusive statement of the Andhaka, who seems finally to win
the debate. Buddhaghosa, however, comments from a Theravadin point of
view that “the Sakavadin assents in the sense that that awareness is seen as
method (nayato) rather than as object (@rammanato). Hence the opponent’s
proposition, though established thus, cannot stand”.''” To Buddhaghosa, the
victory still belongs to the Sakavadin, though he has no further words to say.

Attending to all at once

The distinction between method and object is crucial in understanding
Buddhaghosa’s critique of the Andhakas’ position. In his commentary on
KV XVI1.4 “On Excelling Attention (adhigayha manasikara)”, Buddhaghosa
distinguishes two aspects of attention, namely, method and object. According
to him, “in the case that one or more phenomena is seen as impermanent
[and then] all phenomena are [seen as] impermanent, attention is method”.''®
Here attention is understood as a method by which all phenomena are seen
as impermanent, rather than as an object that is part of the phenomena.

By making this distinction, Buddhaghosa is to argue against the
Pubbaseliyas and Aparaseliyas, who make an assertion that one can attend
to all at once based on the same argument associated with “all phenomena
are impermanent”. First of all, they cite the following Siitra passage for
support:
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When he by wisdom discerns and sees
“All phenomena are impermanent,”
Then he at all this suffering feels disgust.
Herein lies the way to purity. '

When he by wisdom discerns and sees
“All phenomena are suffering,”

Then he at all this suffering feels disgust.
Herein hes the way to purity.

When he by wisdom discerns and sees
“All dharmas are no-self,”

Then he at all this suffering feels disgust.
Herein lies the way to purity.'"”

The rationale of the argument for attending to all at once is the same as
that for awareness of the present. That is, if one observes that all phenomena
are impermanent, suffering or no-self, then the consciousness that attends to
these phenomena, as a phenomenon, must also be observed as impermanent,
suffering or no-self. The two processes occur in the same present moment, so
it is possible for one to attend to all at once. Regarding this argument, the
Sakavadin takes the same step to refute the opponent as he does in the last
section. He asks the opponent three questions:

(1) Does one know consciousness (citta) by the same consciousness?

(2) Does one know the consciousness that consciousness is known by the
same consciousness?

(3) Is consciousness the object of the same consciousness?

As we see, they are exactly the same questions as those in the last section,
except that awareness (fiana) is replaced by consciousness (citta). The
Pubbaseliyas and Aparaseliyas, following the pattern of the Andhakas, first .
negate these questions, then assert them when asked again. The reason for
this, according to Buddhaghosa, is not the issue of successive moments as
we discussed previously. Instead, they are negated because “[consciousness],
having been made an object, cannot be that which is capable of knowing”.'*
In others word, consciousness cannot be subject and object at one and the
same time. On the other hand, Buddhaghosa says: “Because we already
know the characteristic of consciousness as such, thus [the opponent] asserts
with regard to the question whether consciousness can be known”.'?! Here
“the characteristic of consciousness as such” implies that the nature of
consciousness is that which is capable of knowing (sakka janitun) or by
which one can know, i.e., method. This means that, when one sees all
phenomena as impermanent, one can only view the consciousness that
observes these phenomena as subject or method, and not as object.

§

31



THE BUDDHIST !!I_EORY OF SELF-COGNITION

In addition, attention has an aspect of object. In other words, it can
be seen as object in some cases. Buddhaghosa says that “attending to
[phenomena] of past and so forth is attention as object”.'”> On this view, we
attend to objects in any given moment as exclusively past, present or future,
but not all at once. That is, we attend the past as past, the future as future
and the present as present. This is to argue against the opponent’s view that
in attending to any of the past, present or future one can attend to the
remaining two as such. The Sakavidin points out that this assertion commits
the opponent to a collocation of two or three parallel mental processes. The
opponent, i.e., the Pubbaseliyas and Aparaseliyas, denies that two or three
mental processes, €.g., contacts or minds, can function simultaneously.’*
Hence their former assertion fails: One cannot attend to all at once. In
concluding his commentary on the section, Buddhaghosa remarks: “‘All
phenomena’ and the rest are spoken of with reference to the consideration
by way of the method, and not by way of the object at once; hence it is
inconclusive”.'* This echoes the same tone of his concluding remark in the
last section.

As for the issue of two minds, it is discussed on various occasions
throughout KV. The Sakavadin holds a consistent position in denying the
possibility of two minds functioning simuitaneously. But different opponents
have different opinions with regard to this issue. The Mahasamghikas,
confirming their position as discussed in previous sections, admit this possib-
ility when talking about non-intimation (avififiatti) as immoral in KV X.11.
The Riajagirikas and Siddhatthikas, two sub-schools of the Andhakas,
together with the Sammatiyas, also admit it when talking about the merit
increasing with utility in KV VILS. The Pubbaseliyas and Uttarapathakas
deny the possibility respectively in KV XVIIL.8 and KV XIX.1. Finally, the
Andhakas deny it in KV 111.2 “On the Sagely Power of the Buddha”, and in
KV XJIL.7 “On Meditation as Enjoyment”.

Among these cases, the last one is of particular interest. It is a section
discussing whether one, having attained a meditative state, enjoys it or not.
The Andhaka gives a positive answer. But this would imply that one has to
meditate on that meditation with the same meditation. The Sakavadin raises
the following question: Is a given meditation the object of that same
meditation? The Andhaka first denies then asserts it when asked again. The
Sakavadin argues further that, if one enjoys a meditative state, it means that
there is a desire for meditation (jhananikanti). Both of them, meditation
and desire for meditation, are forms of mental activity. This raises a
» problem: Would it be possible for two mental processes to be going on at
once? To say that it is possible, in general, is to admit that two minds
function simultaneously. The Andhaka denies such a possibility, so his
assertion fails.

Divergent views on the issue of two minds between the Andhakas
and Mahasamghikas reflect their different approaches to the issue of
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self-cognition. To compare their views will give us a chance to summarize
Chapter 2. As we have discussed, the Mahasamghikas hold that the mind
and mental activities are self-cognizant, and that this view can be illustrated
through the simile of a lamp. Their admission of two minds functioning
simultaneously implies that two mental processes may go on at the same
time in the course of self-awareness. They also commit themselves to the
view that omniscience occurs all at once, in a single moment. This is a
unique feature of Mahasamghika doctrine. The Andhakas, on the other hand,
only admit awareness or consciousness, i.€., the mind, to be self-cognizant;
they deny that this is true of mental activities. The Andhakas do not attempt
to illustrate their view with supportive examples. Instead they skillfully utilize
the argument associated with “all phenomena are impermanent”. This school
does not necessarily commit to the collocation of two minds or to the
instantaneity of self-knowledge and of the knowledge of all dharmas. Some
of its sub-schools do so, while some do not. Given the lack of sufficient
material for the study of both the Mahasamghikas and the Andhakas, it is
impossible to assess the totality of their theories of self-cognition or their
detailed differences. One thing, however, is certain. Both schools are
forerunners in proposing a theory of self-cognition, and provide a source for
this concept prior to the works of Dignaga.

Notes

See, for instance, Mookerjee 1975, Matilal 1986, and Williams 1998.

2 See May 1959: 113-14, n. 284, where he says: “L’origine de la thése, que la
pensée se connait elle-méme, est rapportée aux Sautrantika ou aux
Mahidsamghika”.

3 See La Vallée Poussin 1925: 182, n. 2: “Notre hypothése repose sur
Madhyamakavatara, p. [1]67.5 (corrected after May 1959: 113-14, n. 284):
‘Ici quelques-uns, adoptant la thése des Sautrantikas, en vue d’établir la con-
science de soi (svasamvedana), disént: de méme que la lampe . . . de méme que le
mot. ... — Le fait de mémoire: ‘j’ai vu’ démontre que le ‘je’ se connait
soi-méme”.

4 Yamaguchi (1951: 21) seemed to have discovered this by himself, for he does
not refer to any other contemporary scholar. Li (1991: 2396-7), in his article
written in 1956, discussed the text of Candrakirti and made reference to La
Vallée Poussin. Katsura (1969: 34, n. 6) acknowledged La Vallée Poussin as the
first to discover self-cognition as a main doctrine of Santrantika. While Kajiyama
(1983: 37) only referred to Yamaguchi at this point.

5 See, for instance, Lii 1991: 2396-7, Kajiyama 1983: 31-58, and Hattori 1968:
98, 101-6; 1988: 53.

6 {,aim referring to the statement “rang rig pa yin no”, which will be discussed

elow.

7 See, especially, Koyanagi 1916: 999-1004.

8 I place the death of the Buddha in ca. 368 Bc. The Theravida tradition places

the date of the Buddha’s death at 543 Bc, but this date is rejected by most

modern scholars. We are left with two options: the long chronology, placing the

Buddha’s death 218 years before the consecration of A§oka, which occurred in

—
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the years 268-7 Bc, and the short chronology which places the Buddha’s death
100 years before this event. Of these two dates, according to Bechert 1991(b):
338, the first date of 486 Bc is probably of secondary origin. Meanwhile, Bechert
1991(a): 236 suggests that the Buddha’s death took place between ca. 400 BC
and ca. 350 Bc. Thus, the date 368 BC is the most reasonable one. See Willemen
eral 1998: 1, n. 2. Notice that the difference between these dates is approximately
divided by 60. This shows that the problem with these dates is related to the
60-year cycle of the Indian calendar. See Li 1991: 2318--24.

See Willemen ef al 1998: 54. Lamotte (1988a: 286-9) lists six possible dates for
the schism as coming down from different traditions.

The first of the ten controversial disciplines concerns the lawfulness of keeping
a provision of salt; the second concerns the lawfulness of taking food beyond
the specified time; the third concerns the lawfulness of traveling to another
village to eat another meal the same day; the fourth concerns the possibility of
holding the dwelling-place in more than one place within the same parish; the
fifth concerns the possibility of accomplishing an ecclesiastical act when the
community does not have sufficient members; the sixth concerns the possibitity
of carrying out an improper act by following the example of others; the seventh
concerns the lawfulness of drinking milk which is no longer in the state of milk
and is not yet in the state of curd, and which is not the remains of the meal after
having eaten; the eighth concerns the lawfulness of drinking intoxicating liquor;
the ninth concerns whether it is allowed to use a mat without fringes to sit upon;
the tenth concerns the question of accepting gold and silver. See Willemen et al.
1998: 42-3; Lamotte 1988a: 126.

See Dharmaguptakavinaya T1428: 970c; Dasadhyayavinaya T1435:
452¢c; Mahisasakavinaya T1421: 193b; Mahasamghikavinaya T1425: 493a;
Miilasarvastivadavinayaksudrakavastu T1451: 413c; Dipavamsa V.16;
Sariputrapariprechasiitra T1465: 900b. For the sectarian affiliation of the last
work, see Lamotte 1988a: 283.

See Willemen et al. 1998: 47. Li (1991: 1949--50) suggests that the disputation
on the five points contributed to the later split between the Dharmaguptakas
and the Caitikavadins, of which Mahadeva was the spiritual leader.

See Willemen et a/. 1998: xi; Lin Chung-an 1990: 32. The latter cites Bhavya’s
NV to support him.

See T2125: 205a; Takakusu 1982: 7-9.

FERTURIR o RS ANE] o FHEFEAR o RAMEMEPY T2125: 205a. See Takakusu
1982: 7.

See T2087: 946¢.

See Obermiller 1931: 99-100, where Bu-ston also supplied a secondary opinion:
“According to some the language of the Mahasamghikas was the intermediate
dialect [Paisaci], that of the Sammitiya was the Prakrit, and that of the Sthaviras
— the Apabhramsa.” Galloway (1981: 210) says that the literary form of Paisaci
is Pali. Lamotte (1988a: 564) reports that G. Grierson and S. Konow also hold
that Pah originated in Paisaci. But Lamotte disagrees with them, for “these
similarities (pointed by them), being shared with other Prakrits too, are hardly
enough to establish a direct connection between Pali and Paisaci”. Max Deeg
(2004, oral communication) observes that “Bu-ston’s scheme is ex post facto
and topical”.

See Lin Chung-an 1990: 24-44, where he contributes this distribution to the
major lineages of the Buddha’s disciples.

See Thien Chau 1999: 18-19. They are *Tridharmakasastra with two translations
(T1506, T15035), *Sammitiyanikayasastra (T1649), Lii er shi er ming liao lun &
Z-+83 T % of Buddhatrata (T1461).
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Galloway (1981: 210) suggests that the Mahavastu was translated from Prakrit
into Sanskrit.

See Hirakawa 1989-90: 25-74, where he does not mention the Abhisamacarika-
Dharma, which was published by Taisho University in 1999.

See T2085: 864b; Legge 1965: 99.

Sec T2087: 888a. Lévi identified Budhila, who is mentioned in the inscrip-
tion on the Lion Capital at Mathura, with fo di luo fiHiZE, the author of the

*Tattvasamuccayasastra (Ji zhen lun 5 H5i). See Lamotte 1988a: 491.

See T2053: 241b.

See T2087: 946c¢.

Lamotte (1988a: 191) observes that * Petaka is independent from Theravada or
Sarvastivada Abhidharma, and that it is a Prajiiaptivada Abhidharma compiled
in Avanti by Mahakatyayana. L (1991: 2020-2) and Yinshun (1992: 16-18)
are also convinced that it is the Mahasamghika Abhidharma, but the latter
restored the Sanskrit title into *Karanda on the basis of kun le %), a more
common form seen in Chinese sources. Wogihara (1911) and Mizuno (1997)
identify *Petaka with the Petakopadesa, a non-canonical work in Pali, but hesitate
in connecting it with the Mahasamghikas. Zacchetti (2002a, 2002b) recently
provides concrete evidence to make a connection between *Pefaka, Petakopadesa
and the Yin chi ru jing &¥5 A%E (T603), a Chinese text translated by An Shigao.
[ Lk 28 DUSEREAE T1509: 70b.

e A5 T1509: 192a.

No fewer than five Vasumitras are known in the history of Indian Buddhism.
Yinshun (1992: 275) assigns Vasumitra a date of around 100 Bc. He believes
that Vasumitra was immediately after Katyayaniputra and is also convinced
that Vasumitra as a master in MV was the same person who composed
the Prakaranapada, Dhatukaya and SB. Lamotte (1988a: 520, 529) dates
Vasumitra as well as SB to the second century Ap. But Willemen et al. (1998:
xv—xvi, n. 1), following Bareau (1955: 21-5), dates SB as late as the fourth
century when its first Chinese translation appeared. I think this date is far too
conservative.

BECE — 8 M — YD T1545: 42¢.

The Mahavastu 11.391: . .. smytidhrtimata buddhimata prajfiamata sarvaso
sarvatrataye jiatavyam praptavyam boddhavyam abhisamboddhavyam sarvam tam
ekacittaksanasamayuktayd prajiayd anuttaram samyaksambodhimabhisambuddhe
/. There are three other similar passages in the text, the first of which is about
the previous Buddha Dipamkara: 1.283: ... smrtimena bhrtimena matimena
sarvaso sarvatratdye jidtavyam praptavyam boddhavyam abhisamboddhavyam
sarvam tamekacittaksanasamdyuktayd prajiaya anuttaram samyaksambod-
himabhisambuddho 15 11.186: . . . smrtimena matimena dhrtimena dyutimena sarvaso
sarvatrataye jAatavyam praptavyam abhisamboddhavyam sarvam tam
ekacittaksanasamayuktaya prajiiaya anuttaram samyaksambodhimabhisambuddhe
1, 11.560: . . . smrtimata dhrtimata buddhimata prajiiavantena arthikena cchandikena
sarva$o sarvatra yajjiatavyam boddhavyam abhisamboddhavyam sarvam
tamekacittaksanasamayuktayda prajiiaya anuttaram samyaksambodhimab-
hisambuddhah /. See Jones 1949-56 for the English translation.

See, for instance, Galloway 1981: 205.

According to Xuanzang’s translation. The other two Chinese translations only
have “no sleep”. The Tibetan reads: mnal bar yang mi mdzad do | (“And no
action of sleep”) D4138: 142b. Svapna, the Sanskrit equivalent of mnal pa,
though, could mean both “sleep” and “dream”. According to Kuiji’s commentary,
the Sarvastivadins hold that the Buddha sleeps but does not dream. See Masuda
1925: 20, n. 3, and Bareau 1955: 59-60.
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—RFLT —P0k o —RALLIEEMCE RI—2)% T2031: 15¢. The Tibetan
reads: sems gcig gis chos thams cad rnam par mkhyen to | sems gyi skad cig geig
dang mtshungs par ldan pa’i shes rab gyils) chos thams cad yongs su mkhyen to |
D4138: 142b. Both Masuda and Bareau reconstruct “wisdom assoctated with a
mind of a single moment” into Sanskrit as ekaksanikacittasamprayuktaprajfia,
which is slightly different from the phrase in the Mahavastu: “ekacittaksanasa-
mayuktaya prajiiay@’. See Masuda 1925: 20—1 and Bareau 1954: 240, 1955: 60.
sangs rgyas bcom ldan ‘das rnams kyi[s] chos thams cad thugs gcig gis} rnam par
mkhyen cing skad cig gcig dang ldan pa’i shes rab kyis chos thams cad yongs su
mkhyen to ...l D4239: 147b2, corrected after Teramoto and Hiramatsu
1935: 5.

skad cig skad cig la thams cad mkhyen pa  D4140: 154b. Teramoto and Hiramatsu
1935: 37 takes zad pa (D, N; P: zag pa), the first word in the next sentence, as
part of this sentence, and corrects it as ‘jug pa, thus translating the sentence
as “FIARAC —EANZ A D™ (“Entering all-knowing in a single moment”).
Bareau (1956: 193) follows them as he puts it as: “A chaque instant il entre dans
toutes les connaissances.” As I shall show below, they are wrong in separating
zad pa from the rest of its sentence.

BREOB L — S BE T — Yk o BRH BEAERE o SIb—SUR T BEHELS
BHEER B o #EME 2844 579b.

Kuiji explains: “After reaching the paths of liberation and of Vajra, [one] can
understand the intrinsic nature (svabhdava) of all dharmas in a single moment of
thought, and does not need to understand them in successive moments. This is
the nature of wisdom” (EfEHLEEMIERE « — &2 HBIGEREAGELEEM o 1
AR T R o WIRRAD o B EEEL Z844: 579b).

DL—RARERES T  JREI S REAHZE Bl T2031: 15¢. The Tibetan reads: mngon
par rtogs pa’i mtha’ las byung ba’i ye shes gcig gis ‘phags pa’i bd[eln pa bzhi
mishan nyid mi ‘dra ba rnams mkhyen to [ D4138: 143a. Similar views are
mentioned by Bhavya and Vinitadeva. Bhavya reports that the Ekavyavaharikas
hold that “with a single awareness (jAigna) [one] thoroughly understands the
four truths” (ye shes gcig gis bden pa bzhi rnams yongs su shes so [ D4139: 149a).
Vinitadeva says that for the Lokottaravadins one “perceives the [four] truths
instantaneously” (bden pa ni cig car mthong ngo [ D4140: 155a). See Bareau 1956:
174, 193.

AKBh VI1.27: ye tarhi nikayantariyah satyanam ekdabhisamayam varnayanti /. La
Vallée Poussin (1988-90: 1057, n. 169) remarks that this view is ascribed to the
Mahasamghikas by Puguang in his commentary on AKBh, but Yadomitra
attributes it to the Dharmaguptakas in his AKVy.

R aR O SRR IEAT o —MIADOTRER 1L © BE T — V% » AN EEE T Haal o i
Ky o ML o 700 » SEEHE - BB — MO T —UREENE
T o THEZEST Z844: 579b. Masuda (1925: 20, n. 6) is wrong in amending “mind”
as “dharmas”.

FE T SR A S E PR o T ARIE SR T2031: 15¢. Vinitadeva reports
a similar view of the Lokottaravadins: “The awarenesses of destruction and
of non-birth are always present” (zad pa dang mi skye ba’t blo rtag tu mnga’ ba
yin no / D4140: 154b). This statement is misunderstood as “The awareness
of non-birth is always present” (“H¥{(ZHEADEAHFT”) by Teramoto and
Hiramatsu (1935: 37), for they take zad pa (destruction) as part of the last
sentence, as | previously noted. So is Bareau (1956: 193) wrong in following
them at this point.

FEH I 75 Y {5 484585 T3031: 16a. The Tibetan reads: dgra bcom pa thams cad
kyis mi skye bar shes pa mi ‘thob bo [ D4138: 144b.
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AR—F O EE - EHEEGAADRR XHEANGERBE - I AF
T2031: 16a. The Tibetan reads: dus gcig tu sems gnyis phrad do | nyon mongs pa
dang lam phrad do | las dang rnam par smin pa phrad do | sa bon nyid myu gur
‘gyur ro | D4138: 143b.

“The later differentiated view” is a translation of Xuanzang’s mo zong yi yi K%
HE % The Tibetan version reads: “These are intervened doctrines” (de dag gi bar
gyi gzhung lugs ni ‘di dag yin te / D4138: 143b), which agrees most closely with
{the anonymous Chinese translation: “[The following] are intervened views” (-
Ml 7.7 T2032: 18¢). For “the original common view”, see Kuiji’s commentary:
“The original view holds that different consciousnesses arise respectively in
different moments of thought” (AF1 &% 754 Z844: 583b).

Masuda 1925: 32, n. 3. He relies on Ken’ei Koyama’s sub-commentary on
Kuiji’s commentary in making this observation. He did not notice that more
obvious evidence is found in Paramartha’s translation, where a commentary by
the translator is kept: “Differentiated views are the views of Mahasamghika
that are different from other [three] schools” (B EH - KR #&E B3
T2033: 21a).

BUEE o —RHINAE o B 0 E4A o WIREH T1545: 470,

sems gnyis cig car ‘byung ba dang | nyon mongs pa dang lam cig car ‘byung ba
dang | las dang las kyi ‘bras bu cig car ‘byung ba dang | sa bon dang myu gu cig
car ‘byung ba yod do | D4140: 155a.

PASLESE RRF AL T1545: 719¢.

See Minsky 1986.

In his translation of Vasumitra’s text, Paramartha uses “many minds” (duo xin
%.(») instead of “two minds” (er xin “Z.(»), which may reflect his sectarian
background of Bahusrutiyavada. See T2033: 21a.

BHECH BN o LD ATERRE T B o ATARER AR o HHEE T R B - BE
B o AP REIE 2 B o BEHE Il T1545: 42¢c. Awareness (jidna, zhi %) is
generally rendered as “knowledge” in Abhidharma literature. Here I choose to
translate it as “awareness”, for I think it is more in a sense of activity rather
than of result. Later, Dignaga argues that the result of cognition is the very act
of self-cognition. Thus, I have made this point explicit by rendering jiana as
“awareness”, which is meanwhile the “knowledge” of awareness knowing itself.
See Potter 1984: 309—-10 and Dunne 2004: 254, n. 47.

See Vasumitra’s account in T2031: 15¢-16a and D4138: 143a-b. Of these four
points, Bhavya only mentions the fourth: “The stream-winners can attain
meditation” (rgyun tu zhugs pa ni bsam gtan thob pa yin no [ D4139: 149b).
Vinitadeva mentions all, but the second means the opposite: “Neither the Srota-
apannas nor the Arhats have retrogression” (rgyun tu zhugs pa dang dgra bcom
pa las ni nyams pa med do | D4140: 155a).

(1) HAFE.LOELOHEE T2032: 18b; (2) ABELFEANLLROLEMEE %
T2033: 20c; (3) BT E OoLATEEE T B 1% T2031: 15¢; (4) gyun tu zhugs pa’i
sems dang sems las byung ba rnams kyi ngo bo nyid shes so | D4238: 143a. v
For a discussion of the multiple meanings of svabhava, though, in a totally
different context, see Steinkneller 1971 and Dunne 2004; 153-8.

—YIFEHG > A B R E NS EET5 T Z844: S8la. Masuda’s
translation (1925: 24, n. 1) raises another ambiguous reading of zi H, which
I think is unnecessary.

Wassiljew takes this option when he translates it as: “The Srota-ipannas are
capable of knowing their own nature (svabhava) through their citta and caitasika
dharmas.” See Masuda 1925: 24, n. 1.

B LF—RALEEE T B 1 Z844: 581a.
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In this case, if the Srota-apannas already know their attainment by themselves,
why do not Arhats know, as it is indicated by one of the five points of Mahadeva?
Are the Srota-apannas omniscient? For further discussion, see MV T1545:
510b23-6; 510c10-13; 511b2-6; 511: b13-20 for further discussion.

Kuiji explains: “Although all ordinary persons, as well as the three later fruitions,
can apprehend themselves (svabhava), they cannot do so as clearly as those of
the first fruition, thus [the latter] is singled out” (MFEERAEFETHM - B=RE
BSAE o BRI T o BRYIEREL Z844: S81a).

SN D4140: 155a; P5641: 188a; N177(u): 173a.

Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935; 37: “HB (B8 sva-samvedana) (27T 7. See
page 41 for their edition of the Tibetan text.

See Rockhill 1884: 187, n. 1: “There is no intuitive knowledge; to even arhats. .. .”
SN D4140: 155a3; P5641: 188a6; N177(u): 173al.

gzhan la lan gdab pa . . . D4139: 148b. The same phrase appears in Taranatha’s
account of Mahadeva’s five points. See Taranatha (970: 80, n. 17.

gzhan dag gis bstan pa bsgrub par byed do  D4139: 149a. Bhavya’s third account
is simply a negation of the second: gzhan gyis bstan cing bsgrub pa med do !
D4139: 153a.

gzhan gyis nye bar bsgrub pa . . . D4138: 141b.

e e 45 T2032: 18a.

BERATEE T2031: 15¢.

B A5 T2033: 20a.

KIBEFTIEE o JmJsR¥F T1544: 956b. A commentary on this point can be found in
MYV T1545: 510b10-18.

mnyam par gzhag pa yang tshig smra’o | sems la yang gzugs yod do | D4140: 155a.
muyam par gzhag pa’i tshig brjod pa yod do | sems la yang lus yod do [ yid la byed
pa la yang lus yod do | D4138: 143a. The Chinese translation is somewhat
different: “There are words spoken in meditation; there is also a subdued mind
and also a quarrelsome (zheng zuo FF{E) volition”. (EE5 U H#E S - INEH
fRils o JREEER » T2031: 15¢.) Here the Chinese word zheng zuo suggests
that the original Sanskrit word could be vigraha, which means “quarrel”,
“controversy”, and also “body” or “form”. The Tibetan translators, in rendering
it to Jus or gzugs (in the case of Vinitadeva’s text), must have understood it in
terms of the latter, while the Chinese translators took it to mean the former,
which I think makes more sense in this context.

One more statement is found in this place: “There is no place in dharmas that
have been done” (chos bzhin du byas pa rnams la skabs med do | D4138: 143a).
It is omitted in Vinitadeva’s account, thus skipped at this point.

See, for example, Yamaguchi 1951: 21; Li 1991: 2396-7; Katsura 1969: 34, n. 6;
Kajiyama 1983: 37.

NB 1.10: sarvacittacaittandm armasamvedanam /1. The Tibetan reads: sems dang
sems las byung pa thams cad kyi rang rig pa dang |l DA212: 231a.
Nyayabindutika 1.10: “The word “all’ is to include mistaken awareness” (thams
cad ces smos pa ni nor ba’i shes pa rnams kyang yongs su bsdus te [ D4230: 6b).
Tarkabhasa 22: sarvacittacaittanam atmasamvedanam svasamvedanam |. Kajiyama
(1989: 234, n. 97) notes that svasamvedanam is missing in the Tibetan translation:
sems dang sems las byung ba thams cad gyi bdag nyid yang dag par rigs pa’o |
D4264: 343a.

Nyayabindutika 1.10: sems dang sems las byung ba’i thams cad rang rig ba zhes
bya ba ni de dag thams cad kyang yin la sems dang sems las byung ba yang yin pas
sems dang sems las byung ba thams cad do Il thams cad ces smos pa ni nor ba’i
shes pa rnams kyang yongs su bsdus te | de dag gis rang gi ngo bo rab tu gsal ba
gang yin pa de ni rang gi rig pa yin no Il ‘di ltar sems dang sems las byung ba
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thams cad ni rtogs par bya ba’i rang bzhin can yin pa’i phyir rang gi ngo bo rig par
byed bzhin du skye ste | dper na mar me ni rab tu gsal ba’i rang bzhin can yin pa’i
phyir bdag nyid rab tu gsal bar byed pa bzhin du skye’i | rang gi ngo bo rab tu gsal
bar bya ba la mar me gzhan la mi ltos so /I de bzhin du sems dang sems las byung
ba rnams kyang rang gi ngo bo rtogs par bya ba la shes pa gzhan la mi ltos pa yin
te | de’i phyir rang grub pa’i ngo bo rnams ni bdag nyid la mngon sum gyi tsad ma
yin no [/ D4230: 6b. Compare the Sanskrit reconstruction by Gangopadhyaya

(1971: 107): sarvacittacaittanam atmasamvedanam iti | sarve ca te cittacaittasceti

sarvacittacaittah | sarveti uktya bhramajiianany api parigrhyante | tesam ca yat
svarapaprakasanam tadatmasamvedanam [ sarve hi cittacaittah pratitisvabhdvatvat
svarupajiiapaka bhavanti | yatha pradipah prakasasvabhavatvad atmano ‘pi
prakasako bhavati | svartapaprakase ca pradipantaram napeksate | tatha cittacaitta
api svarupavabodhe jiianantaram napeksante | tatasca svasiddhabhavah svayam
pratyaksapramanam bhavanti //.

PV 111.329: prakasamanas tadatmyat svarapasya prakasakah | yatha prakaso
‘bhimatas tathda dhir atmavedint /1.

Tarkabhasa 23: yatha pradipa armanam prakasayati tathd jianam api
Jadapadarthavilaksanam svahetor eva prakasasvabhavam upajayamanam
svasamvedanam vyavasthdapyate /.

ERHWH - O LEEEER - HABE - EAEE o g RTERS - 2
BV AH O i o ——JREEFRAIEIS o ... ... LIRS BRI R o N
R o ML B RRER MREE H IR o JEUNVIAFSEEE T1530: 303a. See Keenan
1980: 569 and La Vallée Poussin 1928-9: 130 for their translations. For the
Sanskrit name of Bandhuprabha, see Keenan 1980: 390, n. 2.
B A B GG AT o AT SN RENEEL T1585: 10b.

PS I He-1: nyams su ma myong bar don dran pa ni mthong ba med de. See Hattori
1968: 30 for his translation.

PS 1.11d: na hy asav avibhavite. Two Tibetan translations read: (Kanakavarman)
gang phyir ma myong bar ‘di med; (Vasudhararaksita) ma myong bar ‘di med
phyir ro. See Hattori 1968: 110, 184-5.

For Sanskrit fragments of PS, see Randle 1926, Hattori 1968 and Katsura 1975.
Nyayabindutikatippant 1.10; tasmat sarvany etani cittacaittani svasamveda-
napratyaksani-iti /.

TR OO T R BEY B f8 SRS [A] T1830: 294b.

IRRIRTR « —2RER « SIS « FEALED © TR E L o IMEOL A EE © SIE—3iK
B o MR TR A O/ OATARE T B1E T1830: 269b.

In his commentary on VMS, Kuiji explains: “The Mahasamghikas [hold] that
the mind can take itself as object, which is the same as [what we say] the seeing
portion (darsanabhaga) takes the seen portion (nimittabhdga) as object. Cognizing
the mind itself is different, for it is not necessary for other images (akara) to
arise. While cognizing the mind itself, the image is that which cognizes, and that
which is cognized is the object of cognition (alambana) as well as the substance
(dravya)” (KOG EK » ROBAHELLER o BHEEBE IR - DI E
BN BISITAH o DARBAR R4 A 1T A o Fidk S22 Fidk B = T1830: 318b).

See KVA L[.9: “The Andhakas comprise the sub-groups of the Pubbaseliyas,
Aparaseliyas, Rajagirikas and Siddhatthikas” (Andhaka nama Pubbaseliya
Aparaseliya Rajagiriya Siddhatthika ti ime paccha upannanikdaya).

See Beal 1884: 221-2.

See the entry “Andhaka™ in Malalasekera (1961— ).

See SB T2031: 15b. Lii (1991: 1949-50) suggests that this Mahadeva was actually
the Mahadeva who initiates the five points on Arhats.

See Hanumantha Rao 1993: 104-7.

See Willemen et al. 1998: 55.
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See Hirakawa 1991: 287; Willemen er al. 1998: 58. R :
See Willemen et al. 1998: 57-9. 5
KV V.9: ¢

Paccuppanne Rdnam atthiti?

Amanta.

Tena fianena tam Aanam janatiti?

Na Revam vattabbe — pe —

Tena fidnena tam Ranam janataiti?
Amanta.

Tena fianena tam Aanam fAidnan ti jandatiti?
Na Wevam vartabbe — pe —

Tena Aanena tam Adpam fAdnan ti janatiti?
Amanta.

Tam Fignam tassa fianassa arammanan ti?
Na h'evam vattabbe — pe —

Tam Aanam tassa Aanassa arammanan ti?
Amanta.

See KVA 1.1: “The opponent assents with ‘@mantd’” (Paravadi amanta ti
patijanati).

KVA V.9: ... avisesena sabbasmim paccuppanne fianam atthiti laddhi, seyyathapi
Andhakanam . . .

See previous discussion in 2.2.2.

KVA V.9: ... khanapaccuppanne pi tena bhavitabbam.

KVA V.9: ... dvinnam jidnanam ekato abhava . . .

KVA 1.1: Na h’evam vattabbe ti avajanana paravadissa.

KVA V.9: Tattha pathamaparihe ten’ eva tam janitum na sakka ti patikkhepo
itarassa.

KVA V.9: Dutiyaparihe santatim sandhdya patififid tass’ eva.

Visuddhimagga XI11.111-14: Paccuppannam nama tividham khanapaccuppannam
santatipaccuppannam addhapaccuppannaiica | tattha uppadathitibhangappattam
khanapaccuppannam | ekadvesantativarapariyapannam santatipaccuppannam |
.. . ekabhavaparicchinnam pana addhdpaccuppannam ndma. . . . See Nanamoli
1976: 474 for his English translation.

Visuddhimagga X111.113: dvetayo javanavara arapasantati nama ti vatva. . . .
See Sasaki Genjun 1958: 129; Lamotte 1988a: 597.

See Shwe Zan Aung and Davids 1972: 134: “Seven moments last the minor
apperceptions of the mind; In Path and Abhififia {direct awareness], the norm is
one, so it’s divined; Though sometimes many moments to such acts may be
assigned” (Abhidhammatthasangaha IV 23: sattakkhattum parittani maggabhififia
sakim matd avasesani labbhanti javanani bahiini pi).

KVA V.9: ... adini ‘ssa lesokdasanivaranattham vutiani.

KV V.9: Tena phassena tam phassam phusati, taya vedandya tam vedanam vedeti,
taya safifidya tam saffiam safijandti, taya cetandya tam cetanam ceteti, tena cittena
tam cittam cinteti, tena vitakkena tam vitakkam vitakketi, tena vicarena tam
vicaram vicd@reti, taya pitiya tam pitim piyayati, taya satiyd tam satim sarati, taya
paifiaya tam pafiviam pajanati?

KVA XV1.4: ... pana tatharapam suttam apassanto patikkhipat’ eva.

KV V.9: Tena khaggena tam khaggam chindati, tena pharasund tam pharusam
tacchati, taya kuthariya tam kutharim tacchati, taya vasiya tam vasim tacchati,
taya stciyd tam sicim sibbeti, tena angulaggena tam angulaggam pardamasati,
tena nasikaggena tam ndasikaggam paramasati, tena matthakena tam matthakam
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paramasati, tena giithena tam giitham dhovati, tena muttena tam muttam dhovati,
tena khelena tam khelam dhovati, tena pubbena tam pubbam dhovati, tena lohitena
tam lohitam dhovatiti?

KV V.9:

Na vattabbam “Paccuppanne Adanam atthiti"?

Amanta.

Nanu sabbe samkhare aniccato ditthe tam pi fidnam aniccato dittham hotiti?
Amanta.

Harici sabbe samkhare aniccato ditthe tam pi fianam aniccato dittham hoti,
tena vata re vattabbe “Paccuppanne fianam atthiti.”

KVA V.9:...tattha nayato tam nanam dittham hoti, na arammanato ti
adhippayena patififia sakavadissa. Tasma evam patitthapita p’assa laddhi
appatitthitd va hoti. The English translation by Law and Davids (1940) might be
based on the Minayeff edition of 1889, where nayato reads na sato, thus the
sentence is rendered as: “The Sakavadin assents in the sense that that awareness
is seen neither by the conscious act of knowing, nor by the object of awareness”
(Law and Davids 1940: 108). But I am following the Jayawickrama critical
edition of 1979 and the Japanese translation of Saté and Satd (1933); the latter
renders nayato as “method” (rishu BE#R, Satd and Satd 1933: 321).

KVA XV1.4: Tattha ekasankharassapi aniccataya ditthaya sabbe sankhara anicca
ti avasesesu nayato manasikaro hoti.

KV XVIL.4:

“Sabbe samkhara anicca ti” yada panfiaya passati,
Atha nibbindati dukkhe esamaggo visuddhiya.
“Sabbe samkhara dukkha ti” yada pafiiaya passati,
Atha nibbindati dukkhe esamaggo visuddhiya.
“Sabbe dhamma anatta ti” yada pafifiaya passati,
Atha nibbindati dukkhe esamaggo visuddhiya ti.

This passage is from the Theragatha verses 676-8.

KVA XVL1.4: Itaro arammanam katva na sakka janitun ti. . . .

KVA XV1.4: Evamlakkhanam cittan ti fiagtarta pana tam pi cittam fiatam eva
hotiti sandhaya patijanati.

KVA XVI1.4: Afitadisu aiifiataram manasikaroto darammanato manasikaro hoti.
How does attention become object? Is it included in those phenomena? If yes, it
is a position that the Sakavadin goes against.

See KV XVI.4:

“Are two [parallel] contacts or minds collocated?

No, that cannot truly be said. . . .

Are three [parallel] contacts or minds collocated?

No, that cannot truly be said. ...”

(Dvinnam phassanam — pe — dvinnam cittanam samodhanam hotiti?
Na R’evam vattabbe — pe — . . . .

Tinnam phassanam — pe — tinnam cittanam samodhanam hotiti?
Na h’evam vattabbe — pe -)

KVA XVI.4: Sabbe sankhara ti adivacanam nayato dassanam sandhdya vuttam,
na ekakkhane arammanato, tasma asadhakan ti.
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Sarvastivida Abhidharma

The works of the Sarvastivada Abhidharma are preserved almost exclusively
in Chinese translation. There is little doubt that these works were originally
written in Sanskrit, as some of their Sanskrit fragments have been found in
recent decades. Geographically, these Abhidharma works were associated
with two major areas: Kasmira, where the orthodox Vaibhasika was
established, and Gandhara, known to the Vaibhasikas as the West.

We have very little knowledge about the precise dates of these Abhidarma
works except to divide them roughly into three groups in a relative
chronological order. This chronological order is decided on the basis of
internal textual information, such as textual cross-references and the
characteristics of the format or content of each individual text. According
to this method, the first and earliest group consists of seven classics
in Sarvastivada Abhidharma, namely, Samgitiparyaya, Dharmaskandha,
Prajiiaptisastra, Vijianakaya, Dhatukaya, Prakaranapada and Jiianapras-
thana. The titles of these works show some degree of resemblance to the
seven Sthaviravada Abhidharma works, i1.e., Dhammasarigani, Vibhanga,
Dhatukatha, Puggalapaiiiatti, Kathavatthu, Yamaka and Patthana, but the
two sets have no real connection. Among the seven Sarvastivada Abhidharma
classics, the last and latest one is known as “one body”, compiled by
Kiatyayaniputra in Central India approximately in the first century Bc. The
other six are known as “six limbs”, the first two of which are thought to be
the earliest; and their ascribed authors, Mahakausthila and Sﬁriputra, were
possibly among the disciples of the Buddha himself."! Evidence shows that
these seven classics were used by Sarvastivadins in both Ka$mira and
Gandhara, though they might have used different recensions. For instance,
the Jianaprasthana that was authorized by the Kasmiri Sarvastivadins is an
abridged version of the *4staskandha, a popular text in Gandhara.’

The second group of Sarvastivada Abhidharma texts are known as
vibhasas, which are elaborate commentaries on the Jianaprasthana. Three
vibhasas are available in Chinese. They are the *Vibhdasasastra translated by
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Samghabhadra around 383, the *Abhidharmavibhasasastra translated by
Buddhavarman and others between 437 and 439, and MV translated by
Xuanzang between 656 and 659. Some scholars view the last two as different
translations of the same original.” The fact that the second is significantly
shorter than the third, considering the difference between 60 and 200 fascicles,
is attributed to the abridgment by its translator. Other scholars, however,
tend to see them as different recensions of vibhdsas transmitted among various -
sub-groups in two different regions. The Kasmiri Sarvastivadins took MV
as their major work, from which they derived their name Vaibhasikas and
through which they established themselves as the predominant Sarvastivada
sub-group. Xuanzang and Paramartha report that this work was composed
400 or 500 years after the Buddha’s death.* The *Abhidharmavibhasasasira, on
the other hand, is thought to be associated with the Gandhari Sarvastivadins,
though convincing evidence has not yet been provided.’ The *Vibhasasastra,
the earliest and shortest vibhasa, is believed to be an early vibhdsa text that
was associated with a region other than Kasmira. Moreover, recently dis-
covered Sanskrit fragments indicate that there might have been other vibhasa
texts that are not extant today.®

The third and final group consists of a series of Ardaya treatises. In contrast ;
to the elaboration of the vibhasas, these hrdaya texts attempt to summarize
the Sarvastivada Abhidharma teachings in easily recited and Sdtra-like
verses. The earliest hrdaya text was Dharmasresthin’s *Abhidharmahrdaya,
which is usually considered to be contemporaneous with or immedi-
ately after MV.” Upa$anta’s *Abhidharmahrdaya and Dharmatrata’s
*Samyuktabhidharmahrdaya (SAH) appeared later, and bore more influences
from the Vaibhasikas, though they were primarily Gandhari works. These
three hirdaya treatises led to the Abhidharmakosa. This work of Vasubandhu
is the best-known and most thoroughly studied Sarvastivada Abhidharma
work. It is extant in its Sanskrit original, in Tibetan translation and in two
Chinese translations. It was the subject of numerous commentaries in India,
China, Japan and Tibet. In the Abhidharmakosa and its bhasya, Vasubandhu
criticizes the orthodox Vaibhisikas from the standpoint of the Gandharl
Sarvastivadins and, in many cases, he adopts a Sautrantika position. This
criticism eventually provoked a reaction from Samghabhadra, a Kasmiri
Vaibhasika. In his NA and its abridgment *Abhidharmasamayapradipika,
Samghabhadra refutes Vasubandhu so as to restore the orthodox Vaibhasika
position; hence he was known as a Neo-Vaibhasika. In doing so, he quotes
all the verses of the Abhidharmakosa with only a few modifications, so
his works can still be considered hrdaya treatises. Samghabhadra’s works
mark the end of the Chinese collection of Sarvastivida Abhidharma. But
in 1937 a Sanskrit manuscript was discovered that carried the tradition
a step further. This text, the Abhidharmadipa with auto-commentary the

Vibhasaprabhavrtti, is thought to have been composed by a follower of
Samghabhadra.
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While discussing the Sarvastivada view on self-cognition, I mainly draw
on materials from MV and Samghabhadra’s NA, both representing an
orthodox Vaibhasika position. Meanwhile, Vasubandhu’s AKBh and
Dharmatrata’s SAH also provide some views of the Gandhari Sarvastivadins
on this matter. Both authors confirm the views of two pioneer Gandharis,
i.e., Vasumitra and Bhadanta Dharmatrata, as recorded in MV. These
scholars from both sub-groups share a common agenda: they attempt to
refute self-cognition, though from different angles. On this point, they differ
from the Sautrantikas, who take self-cognition as one of their major doctrines.
As far as the issue of self-cognition is concerned, I see a dividing line between
the Sarvastivadins and Sautrantikas. Therefore, I am not inclined simply to
call the Gandhari Sarvastivadins the Sautrantikas as does Willemen er al.®
On my view, the general name Sarvastivada can embrace the Vaibhasikas,
the Miilasarvastivadins, and to some extent the Darstantikas, but not those
who were separated from the Sarvastivada and established themselves as
independent schools such as the Sautrantikas, the Dharmaguptakas or the
Mabhisasakas.

Awareness of single moment

In Sarvastivada Abhidharma, the issue of self-cognition is first discussed in
Katyayaniputra’s Jianaprasthana, where this issue is brought up in the
following dialogue on omniscience:

[Question]: Is there an awareness that knows all dharmas?

Answer: No. :
[Question]: If the [view] that all dharmas are no-self is produced by the
awareness, what 1s not known by this awareness?

Answer: It does not know itself (svabhava), or dharmas that are associated
(samprayukta) and co-existed (sahabhii) with it.’

The identities of the parties of this dialogue are unclear, although a few
possibilities are speculated in its commentary. The dialogue might be a
record of a discussion between the master and his disciple, or the opponent
could be made up by the author to expose his own views. Most probably, it
was an actual debate between the yukravadins, the ones following reason,
and the vibhajyavadins, those who do not agree with the Vaibhasikas.'” In
any case, it is safe to assume that the answer expresses a Sarvastivada or,
more precisely, a Vaibhasika point of view, and that the question is put
forward by a certain opponent.

On a Sarvastivada view, awareness ( jiana) cannot know all dharmas. Why?
According to MV, it is because “‘an awareness’ here means ‘an awareness of
a single moment’”."" As we have discussed in the last chapter, Mahasamghika
and three of its sub-schools, namely, Ekavyavaharika, Lokottaravada and
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Kaukkutika, hold that awareness can know all dharmas in a single moment.
But other schools, including Sarvastivada, reject such a possibility of
instantaneous omniscience. For the Sarvastivadins, the awareness cannot
know all dharmas if it is an awareness of a single moment. To reject the
possibility of instantaneous omniscience is a consistent position for the
Sarvastivadins, as is stated by Vasubandhu in his AKBh: “We [Sarvastivadins]
do not say that the Buddha is omniscient in the sense that he knows all in a
single moment”."? In his commentary to AKBh, Yasomitra cites a Sttra
passage to explain the same view:

Revered Gautama! In a meeting house where people gather and sit,
1 have heard a different story about you, which says that the recluse
Gautama speaks thus: “There is neither a recluse nor a brahmin
who can know all or see all at one and the same time”. Revered
Gautama, have you spoken these words?

[The Buddha:] I, sire, remember to have spoken these words: “There
is neither a recluse nor a brahmin who at one and the same time can
know all or see all”.?

The opponent in the Jiaanaprasthana, however, is not convinced by the
view that the awareness is not capable of knowing all dharmas in a single
moment. When one says that all dharmas are no-self, which is a basic tenet
of Buddhism, he argues, is there anything else that is not known by our
awareness at that moment? As we see, this is similar to the argument
associated with “all are impermanent” that we have discussed in the last
chapter. The opponent is implying that the awareness must have known all
dharmas when it produces the view that “all dharmas are no-self”. The
Sarvastivadins reply that at this moment the awareness, though knowing all
other dharmas, does not know itself, its associates or co-existents. According
to MV, this answer is intended to refute three views held respectively by the
Mahasamghikas, the Dharmaguptakas and the Mahi$asakas. As we have dis-
cussed in the last chapter, for the Mahasamghikas the mind and mental activ-
ities can apprehend themselves in a single moment. The Dharmaguptakas hold
that the mind and mental activities can know their associated mental states.
For instance, the awareness can be aware of a feeling. The Mahi$asakas, on
the other hand, insist that the mind and mental activities can know their co-
existents (sahabhii), e.g., sense organ. We do not have enough evidence to
show that the last two schools also committed themselves to the suddenness
of knowing the associates (samprayukta) or co-existents of the mind. But the
Sarvastivada refutation implies that they were talking about their views in
the context of a single moment. The Sarvastivadins argue against all these
schools by saying that, even though it is possible for an awareness to know
all other dharmas, it cannot know itself, its associates or co-existents at the
same moment that it knows these dharmas.
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The Sarvastivadins, however, do not deny omniscience when it is limited
to the conventional awareness (samvrtijiana), one of the ten awarenesses in
Sarvastivida Abhidharma, and when multiple moments are applied, as it is
said in MV:

If one asks whether there is an awareness, out of the ten awarenesses,
that knows all dharmas, the answer is yes. For [the awareness] is
meant to be the conventional awareness. . . . As for the conventional
awareness, if asking whether it knows all dharmas in two moments,
the answer is yes. For in the first moment this awareness knows all
except itself (svabhava), its associates and co-existents; in the second
moment it also knows [its] previous svabhdva, associates and co-
existents, so the answer is yes.'

The doctrine of ten awarenesses was first systematized by Vasumitra
in his Prakaranapada and later adopted by all Sarvastivada scholars. In
Sarvastivada Abhidharma, awareness 1s first divided into two main classes:
the defiled and the undefiled. The defiled awareness is the conventional
awareness (samvrtijiiana), which is thus named because it conforms to worldly
conventions. It takes all the conditioned and unconditioned dharmas as
object. The undefiled awareness, again, contains two main classes: awareness
of dharmas (dharmajfiana) and inferential awareness (anvayajiiana). The
awareness of dharmas has the characteristics of four truths in the desire
realm for its object. The inferential awareness, on the other hand, has the
characteristics of four truths in the material and immaterial realms for its
object. When one takes into consideration the distinction of the four truths,
the two undefiled awarenesses make up four awarenesses, i.e., awareness of
suffering (duhkhajiiana), awareness of origin (samudayajiiana), awareness of
extinction (nirodhajiiana) and awareness of path (margajiiana). These two
awarenesses, fourfold, are transformed into awareness of destruction
(ksayajiiana) and awareness of non-birth (anutpdadajfiana) when one attains
liberation. The awareness of destruction is an awareness that suffering caused
by one’s past karmas is completely eliminated; the awareness of non-birth is
an awareness that one will not be reborn in the future. Finally, there is the
awareness of the minds of others ( paracittajiiana), which can be both defiled
and undefiled.

Among these ten awarenesses, the conventional awareness is peculiar in
the sense that it can take all the conditioned and unconditioned dharmas as
object. But other awarenesses can only contemplate a particular aspect of
the Buddhist teaching and do not have the capability of comprehending all
dharmas. For the conventional awareness to know all dharmas, it requires
multiple moments. In the first moment, it knows all other dharmas except
the awareness itself, its associates and co-existents. In the second moment,
the awareness also knows the previous awareness, and the associates
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or co-existents of this awareness. In this case, the self-cognition of the
conventional awareness happens in the next moment of its cognizing other
objects. In other words, the mind knows itself through a reflection of the
past mind. In contrast, the Mahasamghikas hold that the mind can know
itself at the same time that it knows other objects because the mind is
endowed with a reflexive nature. These two views represent two different
models of self-cognition: one is reflective, while the other is reflexive. As we
shall see throughout this chapter, the Sarvastivadins, while severely refuting
the reflexive model of self-cognition proposed by the Mahasamghikas,
actually developed their own reflective model of self-cognition.'

The key to understanding this reflective model of self-cognition is that
the present awareness can take the previous awareness as object and. still
consider this previous awareness as itself- Those who do not agree with the
Sarvastivada view of self-cognition attack particularly this point. How can
the present mind have something in the past as its object? How is it possible
that the past mind is still the “same” mind as the present one? To respond to
the first question, the Sarvastivadins enjoy a privilege because they developed
a sophisticated metaphysics of time that admits the existence of the past and
the future. For them, the past and the future are as real as the present.
Things that pass away into the past do not really perish. Instead, they only
change their status. For this reason, the Sarvastivadins are labeled pan-
realists. With regard to how the three times differ from each other, there
were four major opinions represented by four Sarvastivada masters. Bhadanta
Dharmatrata held that the three times are different because of the trans-
formation of mode (bhavanyatharva); Ghosaka viewed their difference as a
difference of characteristics (laksananyathatva); Vasumitra claimed there was
a difference of state (avasthanyathatva); Buddhadeva saw their difference
as the process of reciprocity (anyonyathdtva). Among them the third is
considered the orthodox view.'®

Once the reality of the past and the future is admitted, it is not difficult to
understand that present and past minds belong to the same mind continuum.
On the other hand, the mind continuum is also possible when the reality of
the past and the future is not admitted. For instance, as we saw in the last
chapter, Buddhaghosa also talks about the mind continuum, and even
imposes it on his opponent, the Andhakas, though he would never commit
himself to the pan-realism of the Sarvastivadins. This mind continuum not
only makes the reflective model of self-cognition possible, but also builds a
foundation for the Sarvastivada doctrine of omniscience. Having rejected
the instantaneous omniscience proposed by the Mahasamghikas, the
Sarvastivadins explore a possible gradual model of omniscience by applying
mind continuum to the knowledge of all dharmas. This is why the Vaibhasikas
say that omniscience is possible when multiple moments are applied to the
conventional awareness. In his AKBh, Vasubandhu says that the Buddha is
not called Omniscient because he is capable of knowing everything in one
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moment of thought. Instead, his omniscience designates a mind continuum
that is capable of knowing everything, just as fire is capable of burning
everything through a process of continuous burning. He summarizes his
view in the following verse:

The Omniscient One is like a fire that burns everything through a
process (santana) {of burning]. He does not know everything all
at once."”

This very verse, however, is cited and criticized by Bandhuprabha in
his BBU. From a Yogacara point of view, he says that these are “vain
words” because, for the Sarvastivadins, “a moment of thought can only
know the universal characteristic of a part of the dharmas™.'® Every particular
moment of mind continuum can only know its present object. For the mind
continuum to know all, it has to continue in the infinite future. As a result,
omniscience becomes only a metaphor.”” On his view, however, the Buddha
is not only metaphorically omniscient, but also actually so, because he has
attained the mirror-like awareness (adarsajfiana), the first of the four undefiled
awarenesses in the Yogacara system. As we see, the Yogacarins attribute the
ability of omniscience to the undefiled awareness. But, in a Sarvastivada
view, the undefiled awarenesses, from the awareness of dharmas to the
awareness of the minds of others, do not have the capacity of omniscience
because each of them can only take in a particular object. On their view,
only the defiled conventional awareness knows all dharmas. If this is the
case, however, a difficulty for the Sarvastivadins is that they have to admit
that the omniscience of the Buddha is defiled, as is pointed out in the
Mahaprajiiaparamitopadesa, an early Madhyamaka work ascribed to
Nagarjuna. The text says:

Each of the undefiled awarenesses has its own specific object and
none of them can take all dharmas as object. Only the conventional
awareness can take all dharmas as object. Therefore, omniscience is
characterized by defilement.”

This Madhyamaka text does not agree that the omniscience of the Buddha
is defiled. On its view, “the defiled awareness is provisional, erroncous and
powerless, so it should not be able truly to have all dharmas as its object”.”!
The awareness that truly knows all dharmas is the undefiled awareness
of thusness (yathabhiitajiidna), which is the eleventh awareness in the
“Mahayana” teaching. This Mahayanic sense of awareness is so superior to
the ten awarenesses as developed by the “Sravakas” that “these ten aware-
nesses are embraced in this awareness of thusness and they all become one
awareness, i.e., the undefiled awareness, just as streams from ten directions
all become one body when they reach the ocean”.?
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Despite the ideological overtones in this critique of the Sravakas, both the
Madhyamikas and the Yogacarins are trying to restore the actual power of
omniscience by returning to a Mahasamghika-like position. However, even
taking account of the Mahayana criticism of the Sarvastivadins, it is still
important to acknowledge that the Sarvastivadins hold a strong position in
their criticism of the Mahasamghikas. That is, omniscience and self-cognition
are impossible in a single moment, but both become possible during the
course of multiple moments. This is a key point for the Sarviastivada
refutation of self-cognition throughout this chapter: The Sarvastivadins refute
self-cognition when it is treated as the awareness of a single moment.
Meanwhile, they develop a reflective model of self-cognition, according to
which the mind knows itself by reflecting on the previous moment in the
mental continuum.

Refutation of self-awareness

The Sarvastivadins think that neither awareness (jiana) nor consciousness
(vijiiana) can know itself in a single moment. In the case of awareness, the
Vaibhasikas refute the self-cognition of awareness, or simply self-awareness,
extensively in terms of causality and supportive similes. They also cite other
Sarvastivada masters such as Vasumitra and Bhadanta Dharmatrita to
argue against self-awareness with regard to a series of epistemological and
soteriological issues. Samghabhadra proposes further objections to self-
awareness from a Neo-Vaibhasika point of view.

Causality

The Vaibhasikas’ first objection to self-awareness has to do with causality.
They argue that no awareness can be either a cause or a condition of itself.
In MV, the Vaibhasikas elaborate a series of reasons to deny the possibility
that any awareness in itself (svabhava) can know itself. The text says:

[Because] there is no causal relation. [To avoid] the fault that there
is no difference between the doer and what is done, establisher and
what is established, leader and what is led, producer and what is
produced, possessor and what is possessed, transformer and what is
transformed, perceiver and what is perceived, the one who is aware
and what one is aware of, [we hold that] no [awareness] in itself
(svabhava) can know itself (svabhava).”

This passage is not found in the *Abhidharmavibhasasastra translated by
Buddhavarman, which may suggest that it was a view peculiar to the Ka$miri
Vaibhasikas. The fact that it is placed at the very beginning of a series of
objections to self-awareness, along with the omission of the phrase “some

i
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say”, which frequently appears in the following objections, confirms that it
was considered to be an orthodox view of the Vaibhasikas.

The Sarvastivadins, also known as Hetuvadins (“causalists”), expounded
a sophisticated theory of causality. In Sarvastivada Abhidharma, all things
are explained as coming into existence by means of a set of six causes {(fetu)
and a set of four conditions (pratyaya). Generally speaking, cause is the
main condition, while condition is the sub-cause. Stcherbatsky, however,
points out that it is hard to distinguish between cause and condition. He
observes that “the list of six causes seems to be a later doctrine which came
to graft itself upon the original system of four conditions”.** His observation
is supported by the following statement in MV: “The six causes are not
mentioned in the Sttras. The Sitras only say that there are four conditions”.*
Based on the available sources, we know that Devasarman, the author of
the Vijianakdaya, was the first to systematize four conditions to one of the
main doctrines of the Sarvastivadins. He preceded Katyayaniputra, who
first systematically discussed six causes in his Jiadnaprasthana.*® Evidence
shows that the Yogacarins shared the doctrine of four conditions with the
Sarvastivadins and that the Sautrantikas rejected the simultaneous cause
(sahabhithetu), one of the six causes.”’

The six causes are to be understood in the following way. The associated
cause (samprayuktakahetu) refers only to the mind and mental activities in
the sense that the mind, although a separate dharma, never appears alone,
but always in the company of other mental activities, such as feeling, ideation
and volition. The simultaneous cause (sahabhithetu) refers to the conditioned
dharmas in the sense that these dharmas, although assumed to be separate
dharmas, never appear alone without secondary dharmas. The homogeneous
cause (sabhdgahetu) has a natural fruition (nisyandaphala) and is intended to
explain the sequence of homogeneous moments that suggests the idea of
duration and stability in all dharmas. The pervasive cause (sarvatragahetu)
refers to the passions and habitual thoughts of ordinary people ( prthagjana).
The cause of maturation (vipakahetu) refers to the fact that every deed has a
good or bad moral character. Finally, the efficient cause (karanahetu) is the
broadest type of cause, for “efficient” (karana) means “not to hinder” or “to
have something done”.” It is a supplementary cause that is unhindered to
the production of effect.” In the case of eye-consciousness, for instance, the
efficient causes include eyes, visual object, the associates and co-existents
of the eye-consciousness; ears, sound, auditory consciousness; nose, smell,
olfactory consciousness; tongue, taste, gustatory consciousness; body, contact,
bodily consciousness; mind, dharma, mental consciousness; all material
and immaterial, defiled and undefiled dharmas, and all conditioned and
unconditioned existents.

The efficient cause is broad enough to cover almost all dharmas. However,
there are exceptions. A conditioned existent cannot be the efficient cause of
the unconditioned, nor can an unconditioned existent be the efficient cause
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of another unconditioned existent; and, most important, a thing cannot be
the efficient cause of itself.** Why can a thing not be an efficient cause of
itself? To understand this, it is helpful to refer to the following passage
in MV:

If a thing in itself (svabhdava) were the efficient cause of itself, then
there would be no causal difference between cause and effect, the
doer and what is done, producer and what is produced, leader and
what is led, perceiver and what is perceived, transformer and what
is transformed, the one who is continuous and what is continued.
However, they do have difference, therefore a thing in itself cannot
be the efficient cause of itself.”!

As we see, this sounds similar to the passage cited in the beginning of
the section. The Vaibhasikas are using the same argument to refute the
possibility of self-awareness and also of a thing being an efficient cause of
itself. The key to this argument is that nothing can act on itself. If the
awareness is to know itself, then it has to be in a causal relation with itself.
Once it is in a causal relationship, there must be a difference between cause
and effect. However, nothing can be different from itself, so it is impossible
for anything, including awareness, to be in any type of causal relation with
itself. As a result, the awareness cannot be the efficient cause of itself, nor
can it know itself. Moreover, it is worth noting that terms such as “doer”,
“establisher”, “leader”, “producer”, “possessor”, “transformer”, “perceiver”
and “the one who is aware or continuous” serve as descriptions of awareness.
These terms indicate how awareness is understood by the Vaibhasikas. The
fact that they are paired with what is done and so forth also suggests a
dualistic structure between the awareness and its object, which is the basis
for the refutation of self-awareness in terms of epistemology later in the
chapter.

The four conditions are defined in the following way. The immediately
contiguous condition (samanantarapratyaya) refers to the immediately
preceding moment in the stream of awareness. The objective condition
(alambanapratyaya) includes all that can be an object of cognition. The
causal condition (hetupratyaya) is the main condition. The sovereign condition
(adhipatipratyaya) includes all dharmas that are supplementary or unhindered
to the production of effect. The category of the sovereign condition is as
broad as the efficient cause to cover all dharmas except the thing in itself.*?
In the case of visual sensation, for instance, eye-consciousness and eyes are
the causal condition; the previous vision is the immediately contiguous
condition; what is seen is the objective condition; light and so forth are the
sovereign condition. Now, is this visual sensation a condition for itself? No.
On the Vaibhasika view, a thing cannot act as any type of condition for
itself, as is stated in MV:

0
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Some say: [Awareness] in itself does not benefit or damage itself,
nor does it nurture or harm itself, establish or spoil itself, increase -
or decrease itself, gather or scatter itself. It is not the causal or
immediately contiguous condition of itself, nor is it the objective or °
sovereign condition of itself. All dharmas in themselves cannot
observe themselves. Instead they can only act as conditions of others
(parabhdva), thus [awareness] in itself does not know itself.*

Here the phrase “some say” indicates that this is an alternative opinion
of, not necessarily the Vaibhasikas, but possibly some other scholars within
the Sarvastivada school. As we see, however, it is consistent with the earlier
Vaibhasika refutation of self-awareness. This objection is based on a general
assertion that a thing can only be a condition for something else, for it is
observed that it does not benefit or damage, nurture or harm, establish or
spoil, increase or decrease, gather or scatter itself. In a word, awareness is
neither a condition nor a cause of itself.

In his NA, Samghabhadra argues further along this line. On his view, the
reason that a thing cannot be a condition for itself is “because no dharma is
dependent on itself (svabhava)”. He explains: “This means that the arising of
a dharma is dependent on the proper (yathdayogam) [condition] out of the
four conditions. If [the condition] is absent, the dharma will not arise. If it is
not absent, the dharma will arise, which establishes the condition as a condi-
tion. It is never the case that a dharma lacks itself (svabhava). Therefore, it is
absurd to say that [a dharma] will not arise without the presence of itself.
How can [a thing in itself] be a condition to depend on™?** A certain opponent
proposes that “a thing in itself (svabhdava) should be like space and can be
established as a condition, for it is unhindered [to itself]”.** Samghabhadra
thinks that this does not make sense because space is also dependent on
other conditioned existents. It is established by others rather than its own.
This confirms the rule that a thing can only be a condition of something
else. For this reason, he also thinks that self-awareness is impossible.

The similes

In addition to the objection to self-awareness in terms of causality, the
Vaibhasikas also refute it with supportive examples, as is stated in MV:

What we see in the world is the following: The finger-tip cannot
touch itself; the knife-blade cannot cut itself; the pupil cannot see
itself; a strong man cannot carry himself. Thus [awareness] in itself
cannot know itself.*

Among these examples, the finger-tip and the knife-blade were mentioned
by the Theravadins in the last chapter. The strong man and the pupil

52



REFUTATION: SARVASTIVADA S

were also popularly used in the later Madhyamaka refutation of self-
cognition. These similes are, again, highly selective, for they only support
the Vaibhasikas’ position. The Mahasamghikas, on the other hand, can draw
on examples such as the lamp to support the idea of self-cognition. How to
deal with this conflict between different similes? According to the Vaibhasika
view, first of all, these similes are not essential to the argument for or against
self-awareness. Unlike the Mahasamghikas, who rely solely on supportive
examples in their argument for self-cognition, the Vaibhasikas think
that the teachings of the Buddha as recorded in the Sutra, Vinaya and
Ahbidharma are more important, and that “one should not dispute the
teachings of the Sage [i.e., the Buddha] with worldly similes”.”” Hence the
Vaibhasikas consider their argument with similes to be peripheral to their
main argument about causality.

In the case of the lamp, the Vaibhasikas do not think it serves the purpose
of illustrating the theory of self-awareness. First, the lamp is made of material
particles, but awareness is not. The lamp has no senses, nor can it take
anything as object, but awareness does. Awareness is a faculty of a sentient
being, but a lamp is not. Given these fundamental differences, a lamp cannot
serve as a simile of awareness. Second, and more important, it is self-
contradictory to say that a lamp illumines itself. If a lamp has illumination
as its nature, then it does not have to be illumined again. If it has to be
illumined, then it is not endowed with the nature of illumination because
only something dark needs to be illumined. But if it is not of the nature to
illuminate (Vdip) it cannot be called lamp (pradipa). Thus, one cannot even
say that the lamp illumines itself in the first place, much less use this example
to prove self-cognition.

In his NA, Samghabhadra offers even stronger arguments against the
simile of the lamp. He mentions the similes of the knife-blade, the finger-tip,
the shoulder that cannot carry itself, as well as the lamp, but he does not
think that there is a necessary correlation between lamp and awareness. He
asks: “Why does one believe that awareness functions like a lamp that
illumines rather than like a knife that cuts? Why does one believe that
the lamp rather than the knife and so forth is a suitable simile for the
awareness”?*® So it is quite weak to use the simile of the lamp to prove self-
cognition. If one insists on using the analogy of the lamp, Samghabhadra
points out that the lamp does not really have a substantial nature of
illumination. The lamp ( pradipa) is thus named because it enables one to see
the difference among things. It is called illumination (prakasa) because it
causes eye-consciousness to arise. It is called darkness-expeller (tamovadha)
because the darkness is opposed to it. All these names are provisional, and
there exists no independent substance of illumination. For instance, if a jar
1 seen owing to the presence of a lamp, then we say that the jar is illumined
by the lamp. In this case, what happened is simply that a combination of
factors such as jar, lamp, eyes and light have been brought together to
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produce a result. We cannot find an independent thing called illumination.
If the lamp does not have the nature of illumination, how can it illumine
itself? Moreover, even if we admit that the lamp has the nature of illumi-
nation, it is not true that the lamp can illumine both itself and others; for
this would mean that fire can burn both itself and others owing to its burning
nature, and that darkness can prevent one from seeing the darkness itself
and other things. Samghabhadra thinks that this is not the case for fire or
darkness, so the lamp cannot act this way, either.

Still, in the case of the jar, Samghabhadra argues: Even though it is
conventionally true that the jar is illumined by the lamp, we cannot say
that the lamp can be illumined as if it is a jar. A jar in the dark cannot
be perceived because the darkness prevents one from seeing it. With the

presence of the lamp, the darkness is expelled, the perception of the jar
arises, and the jar is seen. Thus, we say that the jar is illumined by the lamp.
In the case of the lamp, however, it is self-contradictory to say that “a lamp
is in the dark™, because it is the same as saying “the light is in the dark”,
which would imply that light can co-exist with darkness. As a matter of fact,
the very nature of light or lamp is to expel darkness, so darkness cannot
exist in the light or the lamp. Therefore, even though it is observed that
darkness is expelled when the lamp is present, we cannot say that the lamp
1s illumined.

Samghabhadra’s argument echoes the famous lamp argument of
Nagarjuna. In his Malamadhyamakakarika (MMK), Nagarjuna argues
against a presumably Mahasamghika view that “a lamp can illumine both
itself and others”.*’ First of all, he points out that “there is no darkness in
the lamp, nor in the place where it stands”,* because it is self-contradictory
to say that darkness is in light. If there is no darkness in the lamp, one
should not say that the lamp can be illumined by itself because “illumination
is to destroy darkness”.*' There is no light before the lamp is lit because
there is only darkness, and there is no darkness after the lamp is lit because
darkness and light cannot co-exist with each other. One may argue, however,
that at the very moment when the lamp is lit it should be able to illumine
both itself and others.* Nagarjuna replies, at that moment the flame is not
bright enough to reach the darkness so as to expel it. One may further argue
that the lamp can expel darkness even though it cannot reach it. Nagarjuna
says: “If darkness can be expelled by a lamp even though [the lamp] does
not reach [the dark], then the lamp should be able to expel darkness
everywhere while it is at this very place”.*® This is because the darkness in
other places, like the darkness around the lamp, is unreachable by the flame.
If the darkness around the lamp can be expelled by the flame, then it 1s
logical to assume that the darkness all over the world can be destroyed by
this single flame. This is absurd. So the lamp cannot illumine itself. Moreover,
Nagarjuna argues, “if the lamp can illumine both itself and others, then the
darkness would have to conceal both itself and others™.* But it is not the
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case that darkness conceals both itself and others, so it is not reasonable to
assume that the lamp can illumine both itself and others.

Although these Sarvastivada and Madhyamaka arguments sound
convincing, those who support the Mahasamghika position can still find
their way around the analogy of the lamp to argue for self-cognition. In his
BBU, for instance, Bandhuprabha argues for self-cognition with the simile
of the lamp. When he is asked how to know that lamps illumine themselves,
Bandhuprabha answers: “One can directly perceive the absence of darkness
and the apparent luminosity [in lamps]. If they did not illumine themselves,
they would be enveloped in darkness, and would not be directly perceptible.
Therefore, I know that lamps illumine themselves”.* The opponent argues
that lamps are not in the dark, so they do not have to be illumined.
Bandhuprabha responds with the following argoment:

Things like a jar or clothes are not darkness in their essence, but
when they are not illumined by lamps their edges (anta) are
enveloped in darkness and are not directly perceptible. When lamps
illumine them, those lamps expel the darkness on their edges and
cause them to be directly perceived. And so we say that they are
illumined. It is just the same with lamps. When their nature [of
being luminous] arises, the darkness on their edges is expelled, and
they become directly perceptible. Thus we say that they illumine
themselves.*

This argument is interesting in the sense that it admits a border between
light and darkness, which is the edge of an object. Darkness cannot reach
inside the body of the object. When there is light, it first illumines the
surface of the object, then expands its border up to the point that it can
reach depending on the brightness of the light. Thus, we say that darkness is
expelled and the object is illumined. This analysis is applicable to any type
of object including a jar, clothes or a lamp. In the case of the lamp, we can
say that the lamp illumines itself because the light comes from the lamp
itself. This analysis, in my view, is empirically reasonable and also avoids
the logical difficulties that Nagirjuna has pointed out.

Epistemology

The refutations of self-awareness in terms of causality and supportive similes
reflect an orthodox Vaibhisika view. In MV, the Vaibhasikas also cite two
other authorities, namely, Vasumitra and Bhadanta Dharmatrata, for more
arguments against self-awareness. These two figures, together with Ghosaka
and Buddhadeva, were considered to be the four authoritative Sarvastivada
masters in MV. But their positions differ from one another, as well as from
the position of the Vaibhasikas who composed the MV. Among them,
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Bhadanta Dharmatrata and Buddhadeva represented the Darstantika, an
early form of Sautrantika. Vasumitra and Ghosaka were both Sarvastivada
scholars from Gandhara, located in the west of Ka$mira where the orthodox
Vaibhasika was established. Hence they are sometimes referred to as western
or foreign masters in MV.¥ Though a foreign master, Vasumitra was regarded
highly by the Vaibhasikas, and most of his views were adopted by them
without modification. Vasumitra gives clear definitions and attempts to
systematize Sarvastivada doctrines. In the current case, he systematically
formulates ten arguments against self-awareness. These arguments can be
roughly divided into two groups. The first group is epistemologically oriented,
while the second deals with relevant soteriological issues.

In terms of epistemology, we have already seen that the Vaibhasikas
maintain a dualistic structure of perceiver and the perceived when they insist
on a broader causal relation between the two. It makes sense to consider
epistemological issues when discussing self-awareness, for jiidna, the Sanskrit
word for awareness, literally means knowing or knowledge. When knowledge
is the topic of discussion, it becomes necessary to maintain a dualistic
structure between knower and the known. This is explained by the following
dialogue from MV:

Question: Why is awareness thus named?
Answer: Because it can know the knowable, it is named awareness.
Question: Why is the knowable thus named? i
Answer: Because it is known by awareness, it is named the knowable.
. Awareness and the knowable are established as a pair. So there is no
awareness that does not know the knowable, and there is no knowable
that is not known by awareness. If there is no awareness, there is no
knowable, and if there is no knowable, there is no awareness.*

Vasumitra agrees that the dualistic structure is essential as far as the
epistemological issues are concerned. In this respect, he denies the possibility
of self-awareness for the following reason: “If [awareness] in itself (svabhava)
knows itself (svabhava), the following cannot be established: grasper and the
grasped, knower and the known, the one who is aware and what it is aware
of, object and that which possesses object, image and object of cognition,
senses and object of senses, and so forth”.* In the *Abhidharmavibhasasastra
translated by Buddhavarman, only the first two pairs are mentioned: grasper
and the grasped, knower and the known. This may suggest that the other
pairs were added to the text later by the Vaibhasikas. In any case, this
passage introduces several important concepts. The most interesting one is
the concept of image (akdra or pracara).” 1t is well known that the concept
of image was proposed by the Sautrantikas and Buddhist logicians as a key
factor in cognition. For this reason, they were called Sakaravadins. Actually,
this concept has its origin in the meditative practice on the various aspects
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or images of the four noble truths in early Buddhism. For the Sarvastivadins,
“image” refers to a reflection of object, as it is defined in MV: “Image refers
to that which acts as a reflection (pratisamkhyana) of the characteristics of
the object”.”! In his commentary on AKBh, Puguang explains this definition
in the following way:

“Image” means that the mind and mental activities, with their
tranquil nature, simply face toward the present object without being
attentive, spontaneously letting go, then there will appear images
and reflections [of the object], just as those appear in the clear water
and bright mirror.”

The Sarvastivadins understand an image to be a reflection of an external
object, which is a real existent. On this point, they differ from the Sautrantikas,
who hold that the existence of the external object can only be inferred from
this internal image, and from the Yogacarins, who consider the external object
to be an illusory product of the immanent image. For the Sarvastivadins,
both the image and the object of cognition are real, so they are paired to
indicate the dichotomy of subject and object. The other two pairs, namely,
the object and that which possesses the object, the senses and the objects of
senses, indicate the same dichotomy but with different emphasis. The former
reflects an objective perspective, while the latter reflects a subjective
perspective. The dichotomy of subject and object is reinforced by Vasumitra’s
objection to self-awareness that awareness is not an object. He says:

Why does [awareness] in itself (svabhava) not know itself (svabhava)?
Because it is not of the objective realm.”

The “objective realm” ( jing jie 3E5%) is not frequently used in MV. Besides
the above quotation, it appears only when the interdependence between
subject and the objective realm is explained, where the objective realm and
object are used interchangeably.™ In this objection, Vasumitra is actually
saying that awareness is not an object, so it is impossible for the awareness
to know itself. On my view, this is the most clear and effective refutation of
self-awareness in terms of epistemology. It reflects Vasumitra’s style of clear
definition, his conceptual coherence and his fondness for systematization.
Examining MV carefully, though, I find that Vasumitra contradicts the
Vaibhasikas on this point. When discussing which have a greater number,
awarenesses or objects, the Vaibhasikas explicitly say: “Awareness can also
be an object. . . . Because the associates and co-existents of the awareness
and the awareness itself can all be an object”.> For this reason, we always
have a greater number of objects than awarenesses. This contradiction

may indicate a difference between Sarvastivida masters in Kaémira and
Gandhara.
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Vasubandhu, another Gandhart Sarvastivadin, follows Vasumitra closely
at this point. In his AKBh, Vasubandhu refutes self-awareness with a single
statement: “There must be a difference between the object and that which
possesses the object”.”® “That which possesses an object” (visayin) refers to
the subject or awareness. Owing to the fundamental difference between the
subject and the object, the conventional awareness cannot know itself
(svabhava), which, together with dharmas that are associated or co-exist
with the awareness, is called the self-complex (svakalapa) of awareness by
Vasubandhu. As we see, Vasubandhu’s view is closer to that of Vasumitra
than to the views of any other Sarvastivada masters. This may be because of
their shared background in Gandhar Sarvastivada.

For Vasumitra, subject and object are two independent entities. Cognition
is possible only when the two join together. Neither of them can bring about
the cognition alone. If awareness, as a subject, knows itself, then it would
mean that a cognition arises from only one cause — the awareness itself.
This view is non-Buddhistic, for it is against the doctrine of dependent
origination.”” With this concern in mind, Vasumitra puts forward the
following objection to self-awareness: '

If [awareness] in itself knows itself, then the World Honored One
would not establish [the doctrine] that six consciousnesses arise from
two conditions, according to which eye-consciousness arises from
eyes and visual objects, mental consciousness from the mind and
dharma, and so forth.”

The doctrine that consciousness arises from the conditions of sense organ
and sensory object has its source in early Buddhism.” According to this
doctrine, consciousness is only a secondary product of the sense organ and
object. The sense organ plays a key role in the process of cognition. This
doctrine is important for the Sarvastivadins in particular because it confirms
their view that eyes, rather than eye-consciousness, see. With regard to the
agent of sight, different opinions are reported in MV. One possibility is to say
that eye-consciousness sees (the opinion ascribed to Bhadanta Dharmatrata);
another is to say that wisdom associated with eye-consciousness sees (the
opinion ascribed to Ghosaka);™ a third option is to say that a combination
of eyes and eye-consciousness sees (the position of the Darstantikas); finally,
it is possible to say that one eye sees (the position of the Vatsiputriyas). In
contrast to all these views, the Vaibhasikas hold that “two eyes see”.®

Although eyes or sense organs are the most important factor in cognizing
an object, it is impossible to have a cognition without the combination of
three factors, namely, sense organ, object and consciousness. In the case of
cognizing the awareness itself, however, we cannot find all the three factors,
let alone the combination of the three. Vasumitra refutes self-awareness
again from this perspective:
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-« If [awareness] in itself knows itself, then the World Honored One .
- would not establish the coming together of three factors and contact. .
... As it is said [in the Sutra], from the conditions of eyes and visual
» objects there arises eye-consciousness, and along with the coming
together of the three there is contact and so forth.*?

The doctrine that contact, feeling, ideation and volition arise from the
coming together of three factors, namely, sense organ, sensory object and
consciousness, also has its source in early Buddhism.®”® This doctrine is
concerned with the mechanism by which a cognition comes about. For the
Sarvastivadins, cognition is only possible when these three factors are
available and join together. Without any one of them, the cognition cannot
take place. The self-cognition of the awareness, however, only possesses one
factor, namely, the consciousness, hence it is an impossible cognition.
Moreover, the Sarvastivadins dispute with the Sautrantikas on whether con-
tact is identical to the coming together of the three factors. The Sautrantikas
view contact as nothing more than the coming together of sense organ,
sensory object and consciousness. The Sarvastivadins, on the other hand,
insist that contact is an independent mental activity associated with the
mind and simultaneous with feeling, ideation and volition.* We shall discuss
this issue more later.

To summarize, as far as epistemological issues are concerned, Vasumitra
refutes self-awareness by saying that awareness is not an object, and that to
make a cognition possible the conditions of sense organ and sensory object
must be present and these two conditions must come together with
consciousness. Since the self-cognition of awareness does not meet these
criteria, it cannot be a cognition. Those who insist on the possibility of self-
awareness also make the mistake of thinking that, as is phrased by Kuiji,
“consciousness alone can also give rise to consciousness”,*® which violates
the basic Buddhist tenet of dependent origination.

Soteriology

Vasumitra’s other objections to self-awareness are concerned with
soteriological issues including wrong views, evil mind, four mindfulnesses,
awareness of four truths, memories of previous lives, and awareness of the
minds of others. He argues, first of all, that if awareness knows itself there
would be no wrong view arising from this awareness. If a wrong view can
view itself as wrong, then it becomes a right view. However, the Buddha
does not deny the existence of wrong views, so it is unreasonable to accept
the existence of self-awareness. He says:

If [awareness] in itself knows itself, the World Honored One would
not admit the existence of wrong views. If a wrong view can know
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itself as wrong, then it becomes a right view. This is to say that if
the wrong view can observe itself as wrong, then it should be called
a right view rather than a wrong view.

In the PS, Dignaga faces a similar charge from an opponent who asks
whether the awareness of conceptual construction (kalpanda-jiiana) should
be considered perception, which by definition is devoid of conceptual
construction. Dignaga replies that the awareness of conceptual construction
is not perception when it is directed toward an object, but it is devoid of
conceptual construction when it is internally aware of itself.” Vasumitra
goes on to reject self-awareness by formulating a similar argument concerning
evil mind. He says:

Again, if [awareness) in itself knows itself, it would not be established
that all evil minds throughout the body are not good, for it is not
evil to apprehend [these minds] themselves.

In his commentary to VMS, Kuiji explains this argument in the following
way: “Knowing the mind itself as not good is a right awareness because it is
not evil”.”” This argument implies an assumption that all minds are defiled
or evil, a view shared by the majority of Buddhist sectarian schools except
the Mahdsimghikas who hold that the nature of mind itself is pure.”

The second soteriological issue under consideration is related to the practice
of four mindfulnesses and the realization of four truths. Vasumitra argues:

If [awareness] in itself knows itself, then there would be no difference
between the four mindfulnesses (smrty-upasthanani). The mindfulness

of body would be the mindfulness of dharma, the mindfulness of
mind would be the mindfulness of dharma, and so forth. Again, if
[awareness] in itself knows itself, then there would be no difference
between the awarenesses of four noble truths. The awareness of
suffering would be the awareness of path, the awareness of cessation
would be the awareness of path, and so forth.”

According to the Sarvastivada view, the four mindfulnesses and four truths
should be practiced or realized gradually because they are different from
one another. As a result, hierarchical stages are built to indicate different
levels of attainment. The Mahasamghikas, on the other hand, propose a
view that one can realize four truths and practice four mindfulnesses at one
and the same time when one has entered into the stage of direct realization
(abhisamaya). As we have discussed in the last chapter, this view is the basis
for the Mahasamghika doctrines of omniscience and self-cognition, because
this concept of direct realization makes it possible for an awareness to know
all dharmas, including awareness itself, all at once. The fundamental position
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of the Sarvastivadins, however, is that one cannot know all dharmas
simultancously. To know awareness itself, one has to wait until the second
moment in the mind continuum. The sequence in this continuum is also
crucial in the practice of four mindfulnesses and realization of four truths,
hence self-awareness in a single moment is not admissible.

The third soteriological issue has to do with memories of previous lives,
one of the six supernatural powers that can be attained even by ordinary
people through proper training. Vasumitra says:

If [awareness] in itself knows itself, then the awareness of memories
of previous lives ( parva-nivasanusmrti-jiiana) would not exist. For
[in that case] this awareness is knowing things of the present.”

Those who become aware of memories of previous lives can remember
their previous deeds in the realms of desire and matter. This awareness can
only take things of the past as object. It cannot know anything of the
present. However, if we suppose that this awareness also knows itself, then
it is knowing a thing of the present — the awareness itself. This contradicts
the definition of this very awareness — that which remembers previous lives.
So Vasumitra says that this awareness would not exist if self-awareness is
possible. On the other hand, if one still accepts the awareness of memories
of previous lives as one of the supernatural powers, one has to reject
self-awareness.

Finally, Vasumitra is concerned with the awareness of the minds of others,
one of the ten awarenesses in Sarvastivada Abhidharma. Those who possess
this awareness gain the power to know the minds of others, which is
considered to be another supernatural power. He says:

If [awareness] in itself knows itself, then the awareness of the minds
of others would not exist. For [in that case] this awareness would
also know its own mental activities.”

The awareness of the minds of others can be attained through the practice
of four meditations, which belong to the material realm. This awareness
can know the present minds of others in the realms of desire, matter and the
unconditioned. However, with the awareness of the minds of others, one
cannot know the past or future minds of others, nor the minds of those
who are in a higher stage of attainment than oneself. Most important, this
awareness cannot know itself because it contradicts its very nature — the
awareness of the minds of others.

. A problem here, however, is that, if the awareness of the minds of others
18 attained through meditation, how is it possible that one does not know
one’s own mind in the meditation? For meditation, as it is generally
understood, is a practice of self-observation and self-scrutiny. This problem
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is discussed in MV, and the answer given by the Vaibhasikas is: “In the
practice to attain the awareness of the minds of others, one can also know
one’s own continuum (samtati). But one only knows the continuum of others
when one has accomplished [this awareness]”.” The continuum here refers
to the mind continuum of one’s own or others. In MV, more restrictions are
applied to this awareness: “The awareness of the minds of others can only
take the minds of others, but not the object or image of these minds, as
object”.” The reason is that one’s own mind can be the object of another
mind or it may become part of the image possessed by another mind. In both
cases, “there is a fault of self-knowledge if one takes the object or image of
another mind as object”.” Self-knowledge, again, contradicts the very nature
of the awareness of the minds of others. So we face a dilemma: there can be
no awareness of the minds of others if awareness knows itself, and there can
be no sclf-awareness if there is awareness of the minds of others.

Self and Other

The refutation of self-awareness in terms of the relationship of self-nature
(svabhdva) and other-nature ( parabhdva) 1s ascribed to a certain Bhadanta,
“the great virtuous one”. In the context of MV, this is usually a respectful
title for Dharmatrata, a pioneer Diarstantika and one of the four authorities
cited by the Vaibhasikas.”” As we have discussed previously, the Vaibhasikas
hold that a thing in itself or self-nature (svabhdava) has to be in a causal
relation with something else or other-nature (parabhava) because of the rule
of dependent origination. Dharmatrata, however, is not as concerned with
the ontological status of these natures as the Vaibhasikas or Madhyamikas
are.” Instead, he deals with the two natures from an epistemological
perspective. In this respect, he follows closely Vasumitra’s last objection to
self-awareness in terms of the awareness of the minds of others. The only
difference is that Bhadanta Dharmatrata expands the knowledge of the
minds of others or oneself into the knowledge of self-nature or other-nature.
He faces directly the dilemma that one knows either oneself or others. He
argues:

If [awareness] in itself or self-nature (svabhava) knows itself, then
other-nature would not be known. For [the other-nature] is
transformed by the self-nature. If self-nature knows other-nature,
then it would not know itself. For [the self-nature] is transformed
by the other-nature.”

One may believe that the mind can know both self-nature and other-
nature as the Mahasamghikas do. If that is the case, Bhatanta Dharmatrata
questions, how does one know both of them? Does one know other-nature
in the same way that one knows self-nature? Or does one know self-nature
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in the same way that one knows other-nature? “If one knows self-nature as
self-nature and other-nature also as self-nature, then it is right to know self-
nature as self-nature, but wrong to know other-nature as self-nature”.® For
the same reason, if one knows other-nature as other-nature and self-nature
also as other-nature, then it is right to know other-nature as other-nature,
but wrong to know self-nature as other-nature. In both cases, there is a fault
that no difference is found between right and wrong views.

Bhadanta Dharmatrata further argues, “if one knows self-nature as self-
nature and other-nature as other-nature at one and the same time, then an
awareness has two cognitive functions. If cognitive functions are different,
their substances would also be different. If substances are different, then
they would not be the same awareness”.*' As we see, if one follows the
Mahasamghika assumption that the mind knows both itself and others at
one and the same time, a logical consequence 1s that two minds or awarenesses
function simultaneously. It is not surprising for the Mahasamghikas to accept
both the view of self-cognition and the view that two minds function
simultaneously. For Bhadanta Dharmatrata, however, it is unreasonable to
believe that two minds can function simultaneously. His view, as quoted in
MYV, is that “the combination that gives rise to a dharma is unique, and one
combination cannot produce two results, so there is only one mind in each
moment”.*> Moreover, from a soteriological perspective, the situation would
get out of control if two minds arose simultaneously since even one mind is
hard to control, let alone two minds. To avoid the fault that two minds arise
in one moment, Bhadanta Dharmatrata says, one has to reject self-awareness.

Bhadanta Dharmatrata’s argument against self-awareness in terms of
the knowledge of self-nature and other-nature is found, curiously, well
summarized in SAH, a work by an author also named Dharmatrata. La
Vallée Poussin has identified the two Dharmatratas as the same person.®
But it seems improbable that a master who was quoted extensively in MV is
in turn the author of a work that belongs to a group of Sarvistivada
Abhidharma texts attempting to summarize the magnificent MV. As is
generally agreed, there is about 200 years’ difference between the two
Dharmatratas. The former lived around the second century, while the
latter lived around the fourth century.® But we do find some astonishing
coincidences in the thoughts of the two masters. La Vallée Poussin (1988—
90: 32) has noticed their shared view on the negation of non-representative
matter (avijiapti-riipa). Their denial of self-awareness in a similar way is

also a good example of such a coincidence. In SAH, self-awareness is denied
for the following reasons:

When there arises an awareness that knows that all dharmas are
empty or no-self, it cannot know its own self-nature (svabhava)
because it does not look upon itself. It is like a finger-tip that does
not touch itself. Moreover, another reason is that there are not
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two determinations. There cannot be two determinations in one
awareness: knowing oneself and knowing another.®

The second reason here is a nice summary of Bhadanta Dharmatrata’s
argument as quoted in MV. This passage indicates even more clearly that he
is not concerned with the self-nature or other-nature per se, but with the
knowledge of both together: “knowing oneself and knowing another”. For
the author of SAH, knowing oneself and knowing another are two different
“determinations”. In Sarvastivada Abhidharma, determination (niscitatva)*
is a synonym of jiana, knowledge or awareness, because it denotes the very
function of awareness toward its object, as it 1s said in SAH: “Awareness
means determination; apprehension is to differentiate”.’” In MV, it even
states that the ten awarenesses are actually only one awareness, i.e., the
determinative awareness, “because determination means the same as
awareness”.* The determination here is also similar to the cognitive function
in the above quotation from MV. In both cases, the key point is that there
are not two determinations or cognitive functions in one awareness. Because
two determinative or cognitive functions presuppose two substances, and
two substances actually mean two awarenesses instead of one. To understand
this argument, it is important to know that the presumption here is that a
mind as substance can only have one function. This view has deviated from
the orthodox Sarvastivada doctrine that the mind can accompany all its
associated mental activities, and that the mind as a substance can have as
many functions as manifested in its mental activities. Bhadanta Dharmatrata
develops a model that minds arise successively, according to which the mind
and mental activities, though different in their essence, have to arise one
after another. So there is only one mind or mental activity at a particular
moment, and no two can function simultaneously. The later Darstantikas
such as Buddhadeva even deny the priority that the mind enjoys and hold
that mental activities in their essence are also minds. Each mental activity or
function is a particular mind or substance, so it is absurd to say that one
awareness has two cognitive or determinative functions.

The author of SAH also refutes self-awareness with the simile of the
finger-tip that does not touch itself, which, in his view, is an example of the
awareness that does not look upon itself. This refutation, as we have discussed
previously, is shared by many schools and scholars, but it is interesting to
note that, among various arguments to refute self-awareness as developed in
the Sarvastivada school, he picks this one as the most important argument
against self-awareness. This reveals his Darstantika tendency, which is famous
for using examples or similes to illustrate Buddhist doctrines.

The similarities between the thought of the two Dharmatratas may
be because the later Dharmatrata voluntarily followed the earlier one, as
is hinted by Gunavarman, who translated SAH into Chinese: “This
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Dharmatrita views the Dharmatrita of former time as an authority”.® In
most cases, however, the later Dharmatrata adhered closely to views of
Vasumitra and attempted to restore the Sarvastivada teachings from
the influence of the Darstantikas.”® In the case of self-awareness, both
Dharmatratas share the position of the Vaibhasikas and Vasumitra, though
they have shown some Darstantika tendencies. The later Sautrantikas, while
still following the two fundamental principles as laid out by two
Dharmatraitas, i.e., not to go against the similes such as the finger-tip and no
two functions in one awareness, develop their own theory of self-cognition,
which is different from the self-cognition in both of their predecessors, the
Mahasamghikas and Sarvastivadins.

The Particular and the Universal

We have already discussed some of Samghabhadra’s views in previous
sections. These views indicate that he follows closely the Vaibhasikas in
refuting self-awareness in terms of causality and supportive similes. In both
cases, he offers some further arguments to reinforce the Vaibhasika position.
In the *Abhidharmasamayapradipikd, an abridgment of his major work NA,
he also refutes self-awareness by summarizing the Vaibhasika view as follows:
“The Abhidharmikas hold that [awareness does not know itself] because no
dharma is dependent on itself”.”' In other words, the awareness has no
causal relation with itself. This 1s exactly the key point of the Vaibhasikas’
objections to self-awareness. And this is one of the reasons that Samghab-
hadra was called a Neo-Vaibhasika.”

On the other hand, Samghabhadra shows little interest in supporting the
position of Vasumitra or Bhadanta Dharmatrata. In his NA, Samghabhadra
simply summarizes the soteriological issues that Vasumitra is concerned
about in the following words: “Again, there is the fault that wrong views,
awareness of the minds of others, [four] mindfulnesses, awareness of suffering
and so forth cannot be established”.”® Meanwhile, he quotes the same Sutra
passage as Yasomitra does in his AKVy to reject the possibility of omniscience
and thus self-awareness in a single moment. He says: “It is said in the
Sitra that there is neither a recluse nor a brahmin who can see or know
all dharmas at one and the same moment”.°* However, he shares no
?pistemolo gical concern with Vasumitra, Dharmatrata or Vasubandhu. This
1s not because he does not have such a concern. On the contrary, as I shall
Introduce below, he himself has developed a sophisticated epistemological
argument against self-awareness. The fact that he does not support the
views of those three masters indicates a dividing line between Samghabhadra
and the other three non-Vaibhasika scholars as far as the epistemological
issues are concerned. Samghabhadra may have seen their views as divergent
Compared to his Neo-Vaibhasika position.
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Samghabhadra’s argument against self-awareness in terms of epistemology
is developed from the Vaibhasika argument that self-awareness has to avoid
the fault that no difference is found between perceiver and the perceived. In
the same way, Samghabhadra holds that “no awareness can take itself as
object because there would be no difference between awareness and the
knowable”.” Moreover, still in conformity with the Vaibhasika position, he
holds that self-awareness is a violation of the fundamental tenet of Buddhism
— the doctrine of dependent origination. On his view, if awareness can know
itself, then the subject, the object and the basis for this knowledge would be
the same, i.e., the awareness itself. This means that the knowledge, its basis,
the subject and the object are all established by a single cause - the awareness
itself. If the awareness could establish all these elements with its own power,
then it would mean that the awareness is establishing itself. However, “[the
awareness] would be permanent if it establishes itself. If it is permanent,
then it cannot be dependently originated in any sense”.*®

The argument that Samghabhadra does not share with the Vaibhasikas
is concerned with the particular and universal characteristics. These two
concepts are very important to the Buddhist logicians, who understand
the particular and universal characteristics respectively as the objects of
perception and inference, the two means of valid cognition ( pramana). Being
the object of perception, the particular characteristic (svalaksana) is a real
existent, but the universal characteristic (samdanyalaksana) is a conceptual
construction because it is only known to conceptual thinking. This under-
standing has deviated from the way that the two concepts are used in
Sarvastivada Abhidharma, where both the particular and the universal
characteristics can be the object of direct perception. Their difference is that
the particular characteristic belongs to a certain thing, but the universal
characteristic is shared by many, as it is said in MV: “To differentiate the
characteristic of one thing is to differentiate the particular characteristic. To
differentiate the characteristic of many things is to differentiate the universal
characteristic”.”

Samghabhadra’s major concern 1s whether the universal characteristic is
the object of self-awareness or not. This indicates that he still uses this term
in an Abhidharma sense because the Buddhist logicians take self-cognition
as a type of perception that only has the particular characteristic as
its object, so for them whether self-cognition can know the universal
characteristic is not a relevant issue. First of all, Samghabhadra rejects the
opinion that “awareness knows its own universal characteristic although it
does not know its own particular characteristic”.”® This opinion is under-
standable in an Abhidharma context, where the universal characteristic is
realized in the primary stage of direct realization, but the particular
characteristic is realized in the advanced stage. For instance, when we say
“all phenomena are impermanent”, for beginners of Buddhist practice, it is
only a general assertion about worldly phenomena, indicating that the
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universal characteristic of the world is known as impermanent. But advanced
practitioners are able to realize the impermanence of every particular
phenomenon, and thus realize their particular characteristics. So this opinion
is saying that, if awareness does not know its own particular characteristic,
it at least is able to know its own universal characteristic, which requires
less advanced practice. However, Samghabhadra rejects this opinion with
the following argument:

Since [awareness] can never grasp the particular characteristic of
its own, it is never the case that [the awareness] takes itself as object.
If [the awareness] is not the object of [its own], how can it grasp
[its own] universal characteristic?”

Here Samghabhadra is using the conclusion of his opponent to argue
against his premise. If the opponent admits that awareness does not know
its particular characteristic, then he has to reach the conclusion that it does
not know its universal characteristic either, because in both cases the aware-
ness is not the object of its own. Samghabhadra formulates the following
syllogism to restate his argument:

The universal characteristic is not the object of svabhava
Because it is the characteristic of svabhava
As in the case of the particular characteristic.'”

Furthermore, if the conclusion of the opponent stands, then it contradicts
his premise that awareness does not know its own particular characteristic,
as is proved by the following syllogism:

The particular characteristic is the object of svabhava
Because it is the characteristic of svabhava
As in the case of the universal characteristic.'”!

In both cases, the reason is the same: either the particular or the universal
characteristic is the characteristic of svabhava, i.e., the awareness itself. In
other words, if awareness does not know its own svabhava, i.e., intrinsic
nature, it definitely cannot know its own characteristic, either particular or
universal. In Sarvastivida Abhidharma, the intrinsic nature of a thing is
closely related to its characteristic, particular or universal. All of them are
seen as real. In many cases, svabhava and svalaksana are used interchangeably.
For instance, it is said in MV: “The particular characteristic (svalaksana) of
[a thing] itself is its intrinsic nature (svabhava), as it is said that the intrinsic
nature (svabhava) of dharmas is the same as their particular characteristic
(svalaksana), and that the shared nature is their universal characteristic
(samanyalaksana)”."® This also explains why the opponent does not challenge
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the presumption that awareness does not know its own particular charac-
teristic in the first place, because, for both Samghabhadra and his opponent,
to say that awareness does not know itself (svabhava) simply means that
awareness does not know its own particular characteristic (svalaksana).

However, such a presumption is not shared by the second opponent, who
alleges that awareness “can have the particular and universal characteristics
as its object in a due order”.'” According to this opinion, awareness can
know both its own particular and universal characteristics. But it suggests a
different order from the one hinted by the first opponent. Awareness first
knows the particular characteristic, then the universal one. This position has
come closer to that of the Buddhist logicians, who consider perception to be
more primary than inference so that knowledge of the particular characteristic
- is more fundamental than knowledge of the universal. Samghabhadra does
not formulate a detailed reply to this opponent. Instead, he simply repeats
the conclusion that he reached in his reply to the first opponent: “[awareness]
cannot take [its own] particular characteristic as object because [this
characteristic] is its own characteristic, nor can it take [its own] universal
characteristic as object”.'” In other words, awareness cannot know its own
particular or universal characteristic. Unfortunately, Samghabhadra does
not further elaborate his refutation to self-awareness in terms of the
distinction between particular and universal characteristics, so we have to
stop here.

Discussion of self-consciousness

The self-cognition of consciousness (vijiiana), or simply self-consciousness,
is also treated by the Vaibhasikas in the context of omniscience. In MV
elaborate discussions are conducted to answer the question: “Is there a
consciousness that apprehends all dharmas”? This is exactly the same question
with regard to awareness (jiiana) except that the verb “to know” is replaced
with “to apprehend”. Now, how are awareness and consciousness related
to each other? Do the Vaibhasikas refute self-consciousness the same way
as refuting self-awareness?

Consciousness and awareness

In MV, a Stitra passage is quoted to indicate the relationship between
awareness and consciousness: “That which can know is thus named aware-
ness. That which can apprehend is thus named consciousness”.'”® But what
exactly does it mean to say that one is “to know”, while the other is “to
apprehend”? Are awareness and consciousness the same or different? One
opinion simply holds that “consciousness (vijiana) is awareness (jiana) and
their only difference is that the former has a prefix vi-”.' This is because
jAana becomes vijiana when a prefix vi- is added. From a Vaibhasika
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perspective, however, the prefix vi- suggests that awareness and consciousness
are substantially different, since the prefix means “division, distinction,
distribution, or opposition”.

The major difference between awareness and consciousness, as is
stated in a Satra source cited in MV, is that “awareness is associated with
consciousness”.'”” This does not mean that they are mutually associated.
The Vaibhisikas make it very clear that “awarenesses are associates of
consciousnesses. But consciousnesses are not associates of awarenesses”.'*
This is because awareness is closely linked with wisdom ( prajfia), a mental
associate or activity, and thus belongs to the group of mental activities
(caitta), while consciousness is the same as the mind (citza). This distinction
is stated by some Sarvistivada scholars in the following way: “The word
‘awareness’ refers to all mental activities; the word ‘consciousness’ refers to
the mind”.'” The view that the consciousness is classified as mind is also
supported by the Vaibhasikas, who understand the mind (citza), thought
{(manas) and consciousness (vijfidna) as synonym. It says in MV: “Mind is
thought and thought is consciousness. These three mean the same, though
they sound different”.!"’ Later, Vasubandhu restates this view by adding
the word vijiiapti to the list. He says: “Mind (citta), thought (manas),
consciousness (vijiana) and representational consciousness (vijiiapti) are all
synonyms”.'!!

The Vaibhasikas also admit another difference between awareness and
consciousness: awareness is fundamentally an undefiled dharma, while
consciousness is a defiled dharma, as it is said in MV: “Awareness is the
foundation of all undefiled things, and consciousness is the foundation of all
defiled things”.'" This view is also carried on by the later Yogacara thinkers,
who take the d@laya consciousness as the foundation that gives rise to all
dharmas in the defiled realm; while the four awarenesses of mirror-like
(adarsa), equality (samata), observation ( pratyaveksana) and accomplishment
(krtyanusthana) are the vehicles to the undefiled state. The whole purpose of
Buddhist practice, in their view, is to transform consciousness into awareness.

For the Vaibhisikas, awareness and consciousness have the same function
although their substances are different. Both awareness and consciousness
can have as their objects the following dharmas: the particular and universal
characteristics, the homogeneous and heterogeneous objects, objects of three
times and of what is beyond, objects of five skandhas and of non-skandha, the
self-continuum and other-continuum, the internal and external realms, the
defiled and undefiled, the conditioned and unconditioned. Most important,
both awareness and consciousness can have all dharmas as their object.

Moreover, the Vaibhasikas do not agree with the Vatsiputriya view that
awareness only takes the link of the path, among the twelve links, as object,
Wwhile consciousness only takes the link of existent as object. The Vaibhasikas
hold that both links can be the object of consciousness and awareness. The
Vaibhasikas also disagree with the Darstantikas, who hold that awareness
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and consciousness cannot function simultaneously. The Vaibhasikas insist
that there are cases where they function simultaneously.,

Can consciousness know itself?

The basic attitude toward the possibility of self-consciousness is put forward
in the Jidanaprasthana:

Is there a consciousness that comprehends all dharmas?

No.

If the [view] “all dharmas are no-self” is produced by the consciousness,
then what is not apprehended by this consciousness?

It does not apprehend itself, and dharmas that are associated and

co-exist with it.!?

As in the case of awareness, the opponent uses an argument assoctated
with “all dharmas are no-self”, which also reminds us of the Pubbaseliyas
and Aparaseliyas in the last chapter. All of them are trying to prove the
omniscience of consciousness by developing arguments from the basic
Buddhist tenet of no-self or impermanence. To support himself, the opponent
here quotes a Siitra passage:

When he by wisdom discerns and sees
“All dharmas are no-self”,

Then he at all this suffering feels disgust.
Herein lies the way to purity.'

As we have seen, this is one of the three verses cited by the Pubbaseliyas
and Aparaseliyas in KV XVI1.4. The MV contains a lengthy discussion of
this verse. Without getting too deeply into the soteriological details of this
discussion, 1 will introduce the elements of the discussion that are relevant
to the issue of self-consciousness. First of all, several questions are raised
with regard to this Stitra passage: Is it talking about the view that “all
dharmas are no-self ” or the view that “the truth of suffering is no-self ”? If it
is the former, why does it say that “he at all this suffering feels disgust™? If
it is making the latter point, why does it say that one sees “all dharmas are
no-self”? The Vaibhasikas explain that the first part of the verse is talking
about the point that “all dharmas are no-self ”, while the last part discusses
the point that “the truth of suffering is no-self”. This discussion sounds
trivial at first sight. However, it becomes important to make this distinction
when soteriological categories are applied to each point. The idea that “all
dharmas are no-self” is defiled and worldly, while the idea that “the truth of
suffering is no-self” is undefiled and transcendental. As a result, the predicate
“no-self” plays two roles: a defiled one that takes “all dharmas” as subject,
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and an undefiled one that takes only “the truth of suffering” as subject. This
implies that the omniscience of consciousness can only be true in the defiled
worldly realm, and not in the undefiled transcendental realm. Why? The
Vaibhasikas say:

A defiled idea about “no-self” is not an antidote (pratipaksa) of
defilement, so it can take all dharmas as object. An undefiled idea
about “no-self” is an antidote of defilement, so it cannot take all
dharmas as object, for not all dharmas have a defiled nature.'”

If we understand the idea of “no-self” as the antidote of defilement, it has
to have a particular object. This particular object is the view of self. Undefiled
consciousness is attained by a direct realization (abhisamaya) “because it
only observes the truth of suffering as no-self in the state of direct realization,
in which state cach truth is observed sequentially”.''® However, the defiled
consciousness of “no-self” is not limited to a particular object, for it is not
to overturn any defilement. This defiled consciousness is attained through
the practice of contemplation (Samatha) “because when practicing contem-
plation all dharmas are observed as no-self”.""” For this reason, the defiled
consciousness of no-self can take all dharmas as object, but the undefiled
consciousness takes only the truth of suffering and so forth as object.

After clarifying the defiled nature of the omniscient consciousness, the
Vaibhasikas go on to reconcile this omniscient consciousness with the
statement in the Jianaprasthana: No consciousness can comprehend all
dharmas. A quick solution is: “There are two kinds of ‘all’, namely, all ‘all’
and partial ‘all’. Here it is only talking about the partial ‘all’”."'® To support
this distinction, they also draw on other examples where the partial “all” is
used. For instance, when the Buddha teaches “all are flame-like”, he is not
really saying that all dharmas are flame-like, because the undefiled dharmas
are actually not flame-like. In the case of the omniscience of consciousness,
the items excluded from this partial “all” are consciousness itself and dharmas
that are associated and co-exist with it. Though it does not know itself, its
associates or co-existents, consciousness is still considered to be “omniscient”
because it knows the majority of the dharmas. What the consciousness knows
is like the earth, ocean, mountain or space, but what it does not know is like
a mustard seed, a drop of water, a particle or a spot that a mosquito occupies
in space. So it is not contradictory to talk about the omniscience of
consciousness as the Siitra verse does, while also holding the doctrinal position
that the consciousness cannot know itself and so forth.

Two alternative opinions are also supplied to reconcile the Siitra verse
with the Sarvastivada doctrine. One suggests that consciousness “can take
all dharmas as object in two moments”.!"” This opinion has been explained
in the case of self-awareness: in the first moment awareness or consciousness
knows all dharmas except itself, its associates and co-existents, and in the

71



THE BUDDHIST THEORY OF SELF-COGNITION

second moment it knows awareness or consciousness itself. This, however,
only applies to the defiled consciousness, because the undefiled consciousness
cannot exhaustively know all dharmas even in multiple moments. The other
opinion suggests that “[consciousness], even in a single moment, can take all
knowable dharmas as object and it is not wrong [to say that the consciousness
is omniscient] because [the consciousness] itself (svabhava), its associates and
co-existents are not knowable objects”.'*® This opinion maintains the validity
of omniscience, but completely rejects the possibility of self-consciousness.
For these three reasons, the Vaibhasikas find it consistent to acknowledge
the authority of the Stitra verse while denying the possibility of self-
consciousness.

Two minds and memory

As we know, the MV is an extensive commentary on the Jidanaprasthana, in
which the issue of self-cognition is discussed in the second section of its first
chapter. The beginning of this section may be summarized in the following
key words: “An awareness, a consciousness, cause and condition of two
minds, and memory”.'”" We have discussed the awareness and consciousness
in previous sections. Now we have to explain whether two minds are causally
related to each other and how memory, i.e., the knowing of the past mind,
is possible. Both issues are crucial for the Sarvastivadins to refute self-
cognition because the Mahasamghikas, when proposing their theory of self-
cognition, hold that two minds function simultaneously. The Sautrantikas
and Yogacarins, on the other hand, rely heavily on the memory argument
when establishing their concept of self-cognition. On the Sarvastivada view,
however, two minds cannot function simultaneously, and memory is possible
without reference to self-cognition.

Can two minds function simultaneously?

The Sarvastivadins apply causal analysis to every dharma, and the mind is
not an exception. In their analysis, a mind can function as the condition of
another mind. The present mind, either right or wrong, defiled or undefiled,
can be the causal condition (hetupratyaya) of the future mind of any nature
because the former is the main condition to produce the latter. The present
mind immediately precedes the future mind, therefore it is also the
immediately contiguous condition (samanantarapratyaya) of the latter.
Meanwhile, the future mind can take the present mind as object, hence the
present mind becomes the objective condition (Glambanapratyaya) of the
future mind. If the present mind only serves as a relevant factor instead
of a direct object of the future mind, then it is the sovereign condition
(adhipatipratyaya) of the latter. In other words, the previous mind can be
any of the four conditions of the subsequent mind. The same rule applies to
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minds of different realms, various types of mental activity, and the ten
awarenesses including the awareness of the minds of others.

On the other hand, the Sarvastivadins do not think that a mind can be the
cause of another mind. There are two reasons for this. First, a subsequent
mind cannot be the cause of a previous mind. The MV reports a non-
Buddhist view that a subsequent dharma can be the cause of a previous
dharma as in the case of waves, where the later wave causes the previous
wave to move forward. On this view, the future dharma can be the cause of
the present one, and the present dharma can be the cause of the past one.
The Vaibhisikas do not think this is reasonable, since it would mean that a
son causes the birth of his parents, a sprout causes the existence of seed, and
a person experiences a result (phala) before accumulating the good deeds
that cause the result. Therefore, it is absurd to believe that a subsequent
mind can be the cause of a previous mind. This excludes the possibility of
three types of causal relation between two minds, namely, the homogeneous
cause (sabhagahetu), the pervasive cause (sarvatragahetu) and the cause of
maturation (vipakahetu).'”

Second, two minds cannot arise and function at one and the same time.
By saying this, the Vaibhasikas deny the other two types of causal relation
between two minds, namely, the associated cause (samprayuktakahetu) and
the simultaneous cause (sahabhithetu). However, they do not deny that a
mind can be the efficient cause of another mind. This is because the efficient
cause (karanahetu) is the most general type of cause, and it can apply to any
dharma except itself.

To illustrate this second reason, the Vaibhasikas fiercely refute the
Mahasamghika view that two minds can arise simultaneously in a single
person. On their view, it is never the case that two minds arise or function
simultaneously in a person either in the past, the present or the future. In
other words, there is only one mind functioning in a person at any given
moment. Why? Two reasons are given in the Jaanaprasthana: (1) there is
no second immediately contiguous condition (samanantarapratyaya); (2) a
sentient being has only one mind at any given moment.

The Vaibhasikas explain the first reason in the following way. For any
mind or mental activity to arise there must be an immediately contiguous
condition, which is the immediately preceding moment of thought. To assert
that two minds arise at one and the same time, one has to admit that there
are two immediately contiguous conditions at the same moment. However,
the Vaibhasikas think that the second immediately contiguous condition
does not exist. This is because of the second reason, that is, a sentient being
has only one mind at any given moment. Why? On their view, “any future
mind must be produced by a combination of present [causes and conditions].
Without this combination, no [mind] can arise. Because there is only one
combination in the present, future minds arise one by one”.'*® This view is
illustrated with the example that people have to go single file when they

73



THE BUDDHIST THEORY OF SELF-COGNITION

walk along a narrow road. They can never walk shoulder to shoulder.
Likewise, cows or sheep have to go through a narrow gate one by one.

Some alternative views are also supplied in MV to refute the possibility of
two minds arising simultaneously. According to an anonymous author, pure
and impure minds would arise simultaneously if one admits that two minds
function simultaneously. If pure and impure minds arise at one and the
same time, it implies that one would be born in good and evil realms at the
same time. If this i1s true, one can never be liberated. Moreover, if two minds
arise simultaneously, it is also possible that three minds would do the same.
In that case, one would be able to attain maturation of the realms of desire,
material and immaterial at one and the same time. For the same reason,
four minds could arise simultancously, and, as a result, one would gain
maturation of the four ways of life simultaneously. When five minds arise in
the same way, one would gain maturation of the five worlds simultaneously.
In all these cases, it would destroy the division between three realms, four
ways of life and five worlds; and, as a result, one would not be liberated.

Furthermore, if all the above cases are true, then six consciousnesses
would arise and function simultancously, and they would take all their objects
at one and the same time. This point is interesting because the basic reason for
the Mahasamghikas to admit two minds functioning simultaneously is that
they observe that seeing, hearing and so forth can take place simultaneously.
Later, the Yogacarins also hold that six or eight consciousnesses arise and
function simultaneously. The Sarvastivadins, however, do not think this is
true “because [these consciousnesses] come and go rapidly and only appear
to be simultaneous, but actually are not”."** Moreover, if six minds arise
simultaneously, it is possible for a hundred, a thousand, even a limitless
number of minds to arise simultaneously. If so, all the future dharmas would
arise at one and the same time, and all the present dharmas would cease at
one and the same time. If this is true, there would be no future or present.
If the future and present do not exist, the past would not exist, either. If the
three times do not exist, there would be no conditioned world. Without
the conditioned world, the unconditioned world would not exist. In the end,
no dharma would exist, so it is unreasonable to admit two minds arising
simultaneously 1n the first place.

Some others are further concerned with the mental activities that are
associated with the mind. If two minds arise simultaneously, does one have,
for instance, two feelings at the same time? If feeling and other mental
activities arise in pairs, one would have ten rather than five aggregates, i.e.,
two forms, two feelings, two ideations, two volitions and two consciousnesses.
If one admits ten aggregates, the Buddhist doctrine that analyzes sentient
beings into five aggregates would be wrong, and the practice to eliminate
these aggregates and to achieve liberation would have no result. There-
fore, two identical types of mental activity cannot function at one and the
same time.
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Although the Sarvastivadins do not accept two mental activities of the
same type functioning simultaneously, they do admit that multiple mental
activities of different types function at one and the same time. Why is this
admissible? At this point, Vasumitra and Bhadanta Dharmatrata are cited
as authorities by the Vaibhasikas to explain this view. Vasumitra, first of all,
explains that only the human body and the human mind are concerned here.
He reasserts that there is only one mind at any given moment in a body or
life (jivitendriya), and that only one set of homogeneous (nikavasabhdga)
mind, i.e., the human mind, exists in any given moment. Although multiple
mental activities such as feeling or desire can present at any given moment,
they are preceded by the same immediately contiguous condition, i.c., the
immediately preceding moment of thought, as that of the mind. If the mind
is one, there is still only one feeling or one desire at this moment, so it is not
a fault to admit multiple mental activities of different types to function
simultaneously. Bhadanta Dharmatrata further explains that the multiple
mental activities are produced by the same combination or attention
(manaskara) as that of the mind. “Though they are all called mental activities,
these mental activities are still different in their types”.'* For instance, feeling,
desire and memory may function at one and the same time, but there is only
one feeling or one desire at this moment.

To summarize, the Sarvastivadins think that a mind can be any type of
condition to another mind, but cannot be its cause of any type except efficient
cause. They do not believe that two minds can arise simultaneously as do
the Mahasamghikas, but for them multiple mental activities of different
types can function simultaneously.

How Is memory possible?

In the MV, the Vaibhasikas report eight theories that explain how memory
is possible. Five of them are proposed by other Buddhist schools, and the
remaining three by non-Buddhist scholars. The Vatsiputriyas hold that there
exists the person (pudgala) that acts as a self to remember the experiences
of this person, and that memory is impossible without such a person. The
Samkrantivadins, on the other hand, distinguish two types of skandha,
namely, the foundational skandha and the functional skandha. The former is
permanent while the latter is temporary. Both of them constitute the sentient
beings and make memory possible in the way that the foundational skandha
remembers the experiences of the functional skandha.'™ Some other Buddhists
propose a permanent mental realm that makes memory possible. This mental
realm can keep track of what is experienced by six consciousnesses, which
are temporary. This is very similar to the Yogacara theory of store (alaya)
consciousness.'”” Some Buddhists hold a theory of one awareness. According
to them, a previous awareness that experiences shares the same substance with
a subsequent awareness that remembers, though they function differently.
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, Experience and memory are only different manifestations of the same
awareness in different stages. Still, some other Buddhists hold that a previous
mind can inform a subsequent mind to remember its experience. On their
view, the internal communication of the mind is subtle. The subsequent
mind can definitely know the experience of the previous mind, and thus
makes memory possible.

Some non-Buddhist scholars distinguish two states of existents, namely,
the potential and the actual. For instance, during the daytime, night is a
potential state, and it becomes actual in the night. The same applies to the
mind. Memory is a potential state of what is experienced. Experience is the
actualization of past mernories. Some other non-Buddhist scholars hold that
a thing always changes into something else. For instance, a living person
becomes dead. A green leaf turns yellow. So the present experience will
change into memory later on. Some others believe that experience does not
really change into memory; instead, it enters into memory of the later time.
In the last case, experience does not have to transform itself into memory.
Instead, it stays as experience in a different state. In both cases, memory is
possible owing to the very nature of the mind that experiences.

In contrast to all these eight views, the Sarvastivadins hold that three
factors make memory possible. First, the homogeneous awareness that is
gained from the habitual power makes memory possible, as is said in the
Jianaprasthana:

The sentient beings have a habitual power that enables them to
attain a homogeneous awareness of dharmas, and thus can know as
such what they have experienced.'”

To explain this statement, two examples are utilized in the Jianaprasthana.
The first says that two seal-makers, though not communicating with each
other while making their seals, can still recognize seals made by the other.
This is because they have the same kind of knowledge through their training,
which is called the “homogeneous awareness gained from habitual power”.
The second example has to do with one of the supernatural powers of
Buddhist practice, namely, the awareness of the minds of others. Suppose
that two persons both gain such a power. Even if they do not indicate that
they are penetrating the other’s mind, they can still know the mind of each
other. This, again, is because that they share a homogeneous awareness
gained from their practice. The latter example is confusing, for it implies
that one can recollect the experience of others. In MV, a discussion is devoted
to the issue whether a person can remember the experience of others. The
text says:

Question: If a mind perceives and another mind remembers, why is it
not the case that Yajfadatta remembers an object that Devadatta has
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perceived, or that Devadatta remembers an object that Yajiadatta has
perceived?

Answer: Because their [mind] continua are different. Previous and sub-
sequent minds [of the same person], however, share the same [mind] con-
tinuum. So we should not have difficulty in [explaining the latter case].'”

As we see, the Vaibhasikas deny the possibility that one can remember
the experience of others. This is because, first of all, the awareness of the
minds of others can only know the present minds of others, and not their
past or future minds, nor the object or image of their minds. Moreover, two
different persons experience different mind continua within their particular
time and space, and there is no causal relationship between the minds of two
persons. It is a different case with the same person, for one’s previous mind
shares the same continuum with one’s subsequent mind, and it can be a
condition of the latter. Therefore, a person can remember what he has
previously experienced. In his AKBh, Vasubandhu confirms the Vaibhasika
view with the following statement:

No, [Yajnadatta cannot remember the object that Devadatta has
perceived]. Because there is no connection [between Devadatta and
Yajiiadatta]: Their [minds] are not connected in a relationship of
cause and effect, as is the case for [minds] belonging to the same
continuum.'*

The second factor that makes memory possible is that “all mind and
mental activities hold fast their objects in the meditation that still takes
object”.”! “The meditation that still takes object” refers to all meditative
stages before the meditation of cessation (nirodha-samadhi), the meditation
that takes no more object. This statement means that a mind or mental
activity, once taking a dharma as object, will hold it as object all the time, as
is said in the JAanaprasthana:

[Question]: If a dharma is an object of another dharma, is there a time
that it is not the object of that dharma?
Answer: There is no time that it is not the object [of that dharma).'*

A problem raised in MV with regard to this point is that a certain object
can be perceived by a potentially infinite number of minds and mental
fictivities. Each of them perceives it differently in accordance with their
Interests and manners. Does that object appear the same or differently to
those infinite number of minds? The Vaibhasikas do not simply take a realistic
standpoint, which would assume that the object appears as such indiscrim-
Inately to any subject. If the object appears the same to all minds, there will
be the fault that “what is experienced by a certain mind is remembered by
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some other minds”."*® To avoid this fault, they hold that the object appears
differently to every mind or mental activity to the extent that they are
actually perceiving different objects. For instance, a father who has a hundred
children is indiscriminately the father of all his children. In the eyes of his
children, however, he is a father in a hundred different forms. This is a
crucial point, for it indicates that here a naive realism gives way to a
perspectivism. So the object that stays as a permanent object of the mind is
not the external object that is perceived and then fades away from one’s
vision, e.g., an airplane. Instead, it is the image of the object that is captured
by the percetving mind.

The third factor that enables one to remember 1s a strong impression, as 1s
said in the JAanaprasthana: “Again, it is because the impression as the cause
[of memory] is strong enough to make the memory unforgettable”.'* The
Vaibhasikas explain that impression comes before memory, so it is the cause
of the latter. Without a strong impression, there will be no memory in the
later time. They further distinguish two kinds of impression, namely, the
impression of image and the impression of object. The impression of image
refers to the previously mentioned image of object that stays permanently in
the mind. The impression of object is an impression drawn from the external
object. There are cases where only the impression of image arises, or cases
where only the impression of object arises, or both arise or, again, none
arises. The two impressions play the roles of experiencing and remembering
in turn, and thus make memory possibie.

As we see, for the Sarvastivadins, the three factors that make memory
possible, namely, homogeneous awareness, permanent object, and strong
impression, have nothing to do with self-cognition, so it is impossible to
prove the existence of self-cognition with the phenomenon of memory.

The problem of self-feeling

While refuting extensively the Mahasamghika theory of self-cognition, the
Sarvastivadins develop their own reflective model of self-cognition by
exploring the problem of self-feeling. Self-feeling (svabhava-vedand) is a
technical term used to classify feelings in Sarvastivida Abhidharma.'®® It is
given various different definitions by different authors but, among them,
one important definition is “the self-cognition of feeling”. The self-cognition
of feeling is related to but not identical to the awareness of feeling, a
concept that occurred in the Vaibhagika refutation of the Dharmaguptakas.
Later on, self-feeling is understood as the intrinsic nature of feeling by
Samghabhadra. Among his three types of perception, self-feeling is closely
related to the second type, the experiential perception, while the third
perception, i.e., the perceptual awareness, becomes the Sarvastivada sense
of self-cognition. The Yogacarins accuse Samghabhadra of contradicting
himself by offering a concept of self-feeling on one hand while denying
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self-cognition on the other. The complex of ideas associated with the self-
feeling is what I have called the problem of self-feeling. I will unfold this
complex by discussing the awareness of feeling, self-feeling and three types
of perception.

Awareness of feeling

Along with their objection to the Mahasamghika theory of self-cognition,
the Vaibhasikas also criticize the Dharmaguptakas and Mahi$asakas for
their views that the mind and mental activities can know their associates
(samprayukta) or co-existents (sahabhii). For the Mahi$asakas, the co-existents
of the mind and mental activities are “their accompanying material elements
and the accompanying dharmas that are disassociated from the mind
and mental activities”.'** Eyes, for instance, are the co-existents of eye- -
consciousness because they are its accompanying material forms. The reason
for the Vaibhasikas to deny the possibility that the mind and mental activities
know their co-existents is that “they are too close to [each other]”."*’ For
example, a person cannot see the dropper when he uses it to apply eye-drops
to his eyes because it comes too close.

For the Dharmaguptakas, the associates of the mind and mental activities
are the mental activities that arise simultaneously with them and take the
same object. Feeling, for instance, is an associated dharma of awareness.
According to the Dharmaguptakas, awareness can apprehend this associated
feeling. In other words, when one experiences a feeling of pleasure, one also
is aware of this pleasant feeling. Strictly speaking, they are not talking about
the self-cognition of awareness or feeling. Instead, they are discussing a
possible mutual apprehension between two mental activities. If awareness
can be aware of feeling, and feeling can feel awareness, then it is possible for
them further to cognize themselves. But the Vaibhasikas deny that the mind
and mental activities can know their associates “because they share the same
object and function simultaneously”.'*® That is to say, the mind and mental
activities simultaneously act on the same object, so it is impossible for them
to know each other. For instance, when all the people in a place look down
or up at the same time, they are unable to see one another. If awareness
knows its associated feeling, the Vaibhasikas ask the Darmaguptakas, can
the feeling know itself or not? If it does, then feeling would have the ability
of self-cognition, which has been refuted by the Vaibhisikas. On the other
hand, if feeling does not know itself, there is the fault that feeling does not
have the same object as awareness. The reason is that feeling, in this case, is
the object of awareness, but not the object of the feeling itself. In his
commentary to VMS, Kuiji criticizes the Sthaviravadins with a similar
argument. The Sthaviravadins share the Dharmaguptaka view that awareness
can know its associated feeling, but they also agree with the Sarvastivada
refutation of self-cognition. In Kuiji’s view, the Sthaviravadins face the same
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dilemma as the Dharmaguptakas. They have to accept self-cognition or
deny the awareness of feeling. But for the Yogacarins and Mahasamghikas,
Kuiji says, “there is [no] problem because [for them] the mind knows itself™.'*

The Vaibhasika argument against the possibility that the mind and mental
activities know their associates is summarized by Vasubandhu in his AKBh
as follows: “Because [they] have the same object”.'”” This indicates that
Vasubandhu agrees with the Vaibhasikas on this point. In other Sarvastivada
Abhidharma works, however, where lengthy discussions on awareness of
feeling can be found, we do not see a unanimous position with regard to this
issue. In Sariputra’s Dharmaskandha, for instance, awareness of feeling
is discussed in the context of the mindfulness of feeling, one of the four
mindfulnesses. Sariputra distinguishes between internal and external feelings.
When talking about the internal feeling, he quotes the following Siitra
passage:

The Bhiksu, with regard to the internal feeling, reflects and con-
templates its various characteristics. When he experiences a pleasant
feeling, he knows as such that he himself experiences a pleasant
feeling. When he experiences a painful feeling, he knows as such
that he himself experiences a painful feeling. When he experiences
an indifferent feeling, he knows as such that he himself experiences
an indifferent feeling.'""!

The same pattern applies to the bodily, mental, gustatory, non-gustatory,
attached and detached feelings of pleasure, pain or indifference. After
reflecting on the internal feelings, the Bhiksu goes on with external feelings
of various types. As a result, he knows that he himself experiences all these
feelings.

In the Jdéanaprasthdana, Katyayaniputra further discusses what type
of awareness can know a particular kind of feeling. According to him,
all of the four awarenesses (jiiana), namely, the awareness of dharmas
(dharmajiiana), inferential awareness (anvayajiiana), conventional awareness
{(samvrtijiagna) and the awareness of the path (margajiiana), can know
that one experiences a pleasant or indifferent feeling. However, only the
conventional awareness knows that one experiences a painful feeling. This,
as explained in MV, is “because the painful feeling is defiled only, hence it
is known by the conventional awareness”.'* Besides commenting on the
corresponding passages in the JAanaprasthana, the composers of MV
elaborate a Vaibhagika view on awareness of feeling by applying a temporal
analysis to the above Siitra passage. On this analysis, the Siitra passage has
to be restated as follows:

When a person has experienced a pleasant feeling, he knows as such
that he himself has experienced a pleasant feeling. When he has
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1y experienced a painful or indifferent feeling, he knows as such that =:i;
he himself has experienced a painful or indifferent feeling.'**

The Vaibhasikas replace the present tense with the perfect, which makes
the act of experiencing a past event. They support their modification with
the following examples. When one asks, “Where do you come from?”
one actually means “Where have you come from?” In the same way, the
expression “enters” in the statement that “the Bodhisattva enters the stage
of direct realization (abhisamaya)” actually means “having entered”. The
reason that they have to make such changes is that, in their view, “no one
can know one’s own present feeling”.'** When one experiences a pleasant
feeling in the present, for instance, one cannot be aware of this present
feeling of pleasure. This is because feeling is a mental associate of awareness.
According to the Vaibhasika view, the mind or mental activities cannot
know their associates. If they do, there will be difficulties as discussed in the
beginning of this section. On the other hand, when one is aware of this
pleasant feeling through reflection, this feeling has already passed away into
the past. At this moment, the feeling can no longer be experienced because
“it is not functioning”.'®

As we see, with regard to the awareness of feeling, the Vaibhisikas hold
a consistent position, as they did in the case of self-cognition. That is, they
deny the possibility that one can be aware of a feeling at the same moment
that one is experiencing the feeling, because this would mean that the
awareness can know its associates {samprayukta). However, the awareness
of feeling can be admitted over the course of multiple moments. In other
words, when the experience of feeling has become a past event, one can be
aware of this feeling in the present.

Self-feeling and self-cognition

In the VMS, Dharmapala criticizes the Sarvastivada concept of self-feeling
(svabhava-vedana) for its “contradiction to [their] own denial of self-cognition
(svasamvedana)”.'* His criticism is aimed at Samghabhadra’s view, which is
restated by Dharmapala as follows:

Some allege that feeling is of two kinds: the feeling of the objective
realm that experiences the object of cognition (alambana), and self-
feeling that experiences the simultaneous contact (sparsa). Only
the self-feeling is the particular characteristic of feeling, because

the feeling of the objective realm is a characteristic shared by other
[mental activities].'"’

Compared to Samghabhadra’s own statement, we find that Dharmapala’s
Testatement is less accurate. For instance, Samghabhadra himself calls
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the feeling that experiences the object of cognition the grasping feeling
(*erahakavedand) rather than the feeling of the objective realm. Moreover,
he defines self-feeling in terms of “experiencing (anubhava) the contact that
is accompanied by [feeling] itself ”,"** in which the simultaneity between feeling
(vedana) and contact (sparsa) is not explicit.

Among the Sarvastivida scholars, Samghabhadra is unique in classifying
feelings into two types, namely, the grasping feeling and self-feeling. This
classification is not found in MV where various possible ways of classifying
feeling are listed. The text discusses two feelings (bodily and mental), three
feelings (pleasure, pain and indifference), four feelings (associated with the
realms of desire, material, immaterial, and that which is disassociated from
these realms) and five feelings (rooted in pleasure, pain, joy, worry and
equality). Another class of five feelings includes self-feeling, present feeling,
object-feeling, associated feeling and the feeling of maturation. Six feelings
are those produced by contacts of eyes, ears, nose, tongue, body and mind;
they become eighteen if each of the six feelings is further classified into those
of joy, worry and equality (upeksd). The number of feelings becomes
thirty-six if each of the eighteen is classified into the attached and detached
feelings. Finally, the text multiplies the list into 108 feelings when each
of the thirty-six is further analyzed into the feelings of past, present and
future.'¥

Samghabhadra’s classification is closer to the second type of five feelings
in MV, where we find the self-feeling and object-feeling. In MV, seif-feeling
is defined in terms of three feelings (pleasure, pain and indifference).’” In
his SAH, however, Dharmatrata understands self-fecling as feeling itself:
“Self-feeling is feeling”."! This definition is carried on by Vasubandhu in
his AKBh, where it says: “The self-feeling (svabhavavedaniyata) is [the feeling]
of feelings because they are felt by themselves [svabhava]”."*? In his AKVy,
Yasomitra explains: “Self-feeling (svabhava-vedana) is the feeling of [feelings]
themselves with their characteristic of experience”.' This way of defining
self-feeling can be traced back to Vasumitra’s Prakaranapada. In this work,
Vasumitra repeats the following passage seven times: “What is feeling? It is
self-feeling. What is non-feeling? It is not self-feeling”.'**

Samghabhadra’s understanding of self-feeling deviates from both
traditions. Self-feeling in his sense is closer to the associated feeling, one of
the previously mentioned five feelings. This feeling is defined by Dharmatrata
as “feeling of associated dharmas”.'*® In his AKBh, Vasubandhu further
specifies this feeling as the feeling of contact. He says: “The associated
feeling (samprayogavedaniyaia) is [the feeling] of contact (sparsa), as it is
said that one should feel the pleasant contact™.'* In simplifying the classi-
fication of feelings from five types to two, Samghabhadra seems to have
ignored two epistemologically less significant feelings. These are the feeling
of maturation (a feeling of pleasant, painful or indifferent karmas) and the
present feeling (which is the feeling of pleasure at present excludes the feelings
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Figure 3.1 Contact.

of pain or indifference). Meanwhile, he combines the associated feeling with
the self-feeling when he considers the very nature of feeling to be “that
which arises in company with contact (sparsa) and experiences (anubhava)
contacts of desirable, undesirable and indifferent”."” The feelings of pleasure,
pain and indifference are produced respectively by these three types of contact.
So for Samghabhadra the feeling itself or self-feeling 1s the experience of
contact rather than an experience of the objective realm.

As I have discussed in previous sections, according to the Sarvastivadins,
a cognition must arise on the basis of the contact of sensory object, sense
organ and consciousness, as shown in Figure 3.1.

For the Sarvastivadins, contact is not only the coming together of object,
sense organ and consciousness, but also an independent mental process that
is produced by this coming together, as is stated by Yasomitra: “Contact is
the [mental process] born out of the coming together of sense organ, object
and consciousness”.!* Contact in turn produces feeling, which makes it
possible for the feeling to experience this contact. In explaining why feeling
can experience contact, Samghabhadra indicates that feeling is the effect of
contact. He says: “Why can this feeling experience the accompanied contact?
Because feeling is a close effect of contact. The words ‘the accompanied
contact’ indicate that [contact] is the cause”.'” Samghabhadra does not
indicate what kind of cause the contact is. In his AKBh, Vasubandhu reports
that “the Vaibhasikas maintain that [feeling and contact] are simultaneous
because they are the simultaneous causes (sahabhiihetu) of each other”.'®
This view is confirmed by MV and other sources. "'

As we have seen, Dharmapala is not wrong in explicitly speaking of the
simultaneity between contact and feeling. But he criticizes Samghabhadra’s
concept of self-feeling for its ambiguity. Self-feeling (svabhava-vedana) literally
means the feeling of svabhava. The key to understanding self-feeling lies in
Fhe interpretation of svabhava. Svabhava is commonly understood as the
Intrinsic nature of a dharma. But Dharmapila argues: “If self-feeling is thus
named because it does not abandon its intrinsic nature (svabhiava), then all
dharmas would have the intrinsic nature of feeling”.'2 This is certainly absurd.
If self-feeling, as defined by Samghabhadra, is the experience of contact,

83



THE BUDDHIST THEORY OF SELF-COGNITION

“then it should be called the ‘feeling of cause’ instead of self-feeling because
it feels its cause [i.e., contact]”.!®® The reason that feeling can experience
contact is that the two, as cause and effect, share common features, as in the
case of a father and his children. But if self-feeling is understood as the
experience of its cause due to their similarity, “then all effects resembling
their causes would have the nature of feeling”.'* Dharmapala also rejects
this possibility. Finally, if svabhdava is understood as a reflexive pronoun to
refer to the feeling itself, then svabhdva-vedand would mean self-feeling or
the feeling of feeling itself. Dharmapala argues against this reading as well.
He says:

If self-feeling is thus named because feeling can experience the feeling
itself that is produced by contact, just as a king consuming his
kingdom, it is not reasonable, either. Because this contradicts [their]
own denial of self-cognition (svasamvedana).'®®

The example of a king consuming his kingdom is frequently used in
Abhidharma works to explain the “autonomous character of feeling” in the
sense that it imparts to every conscious content a definite value of like,
dislike or indifference, as Buddhaghosa says in his Afthasalint: “Phassa is
only touch, saifia is only sensing, cetand is only motivating, vififiana is only
discriminating, but vedand because of its lordship, expertness, and mastery
relishes the taste of the object”.'®® In this example, the king represents the
lordship of feeling, while his kingdom is the contact that produces the feeling.
The king does not really consume his kingdom per se, but what is produced
in his kingdom, which, again, is the feeling. So the king consuming his
kingdom exemplifies the self-knowledge of feeling. In other words, feeling
does not really experience the contact per se, but its effect — feeling, hence
the feeling experiences itself, and thus is named self-feeling. Dharmapala
points out that this goes against the Sarvastivada refutation of self-cognition,
so he rejects the concept of self-feeling as a vain construction.

Having rejected self-feeling, Dharmapala, from a Yogacara point of view,
defines feeling only in terms of the feeling of the objective realm: “Feeling
has as its nature the experience of objects that are agreeable, disagreeable or
neither”.'®” On his view, the feeling of the objective realm is not shared by
other mental activities, because the feeling of agreeableness and so forth is
unique to feeling itself, so this feeling of the objective realm can be charac-
terized as the intrinsic nature of feeling, and there is no need to construct a
concept of self-feeling. As a matter of fact, not all Yogacara scholars agree
with Dharmapala. Sthiramati, for instance, adopts Samghabhadra’s analysis
of feeling in his commentary on Vasubandhu’s Pasicaskandha.'® But
Dharmapala’s view circulated widely among East Asian Buddhists along
with Xuanzang’s edition of VMS, which eventually evoked a defense of
Samghabhadra’s position by Sarvastivada scholars in China.
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In his commentary on AKBh, Fabao, a disciple of Xuanzang who
specialized in Sarvastivada Abhidharma, criticizes Dharmapala as “someone
who is wrong in vainly attempting to refute the Sarvastivada doctrine with
the Vijianavada view and to make himself the orthodoxy”.'® He defends
Samghabhadra in two ways. First, the example of the king consuming his
kingdom cannot be interpreted as the king consuming himself. Likewise, to
say that feeling experiences contact does not mean that the feeling feels
itself. “Because the word ‘experience’ (anubhava) here implies that there is
another factor other than the [feeling] itself. The [feeling] itself is the one
that experiences and the other factor is what is experienced”.'”” On his
understanding, the example of a seal better explains the way that feeling
experiences contact. When a piece of paper receives a mark from a seal, the
paper is the receiver and the seal is the received. If there are receiver and
received, then we cannot say that paper receives this mark from the paper
itself. In the same way, we cannot say that feeling experiences itself. Because,
as we have discussed in previous sections, if the self-cognition of feeling or
self-feeling were admitted, there would be no distinction between experiencer
and experienced.

Second, and more important, Fabao distinguishes between experiencing
and knowing. He says: “It is not reasonable to [speak of] the awareness of
feeling or the [feeling] experiencing itself. If feeling experiences the feeling
again, it contradicts [what Samghabhadra says] in his text: “When it is known,
it is not experienced; when it is experienced, it is not known’”.!”" On his
understanding, self-feeling is not involved with the knowing of contact because
it only experiences the contact. So Dharmapala is wrong in refuting the
possibility of feeling experiencing contact with the reason that “a feeling
can never know its simultaneous contact”.'”” At this point, Kuiji defends
Dharmapala by asking: “How is it possible to speak about ‘experience’
without knowing the previous contact™?'”® For these Yogacarins, knowing is
a precondition of experiencing.

Samghabhadra himself, however, insists on a reversed order: experiencing
prior to knowing. He says: “Therefore, when a contact is experienced by a
feeling, it is not known yet. When the contact is known, it is not being
experienced any more. So knowing and experiencing are different things”.'™
As we see, even Fabao has been influenced by the Yogacarins to give priority
to knowing instead of experiencing when he cites Samghabhadra in a reversed
order.

To summarize, Samghabhadra understands self-feeling as the experience
of accompanying contact. The Yogacarins, however, see it as self-
contradictory to talk about self-feeling on the one hand, but to deny self-
cognition on the other. The Sarvastivadins defend Samghabhadra’s position
by distinguishing between experiencing and knowing. This distinction is
further elaborated in Samghabhadra’s theory of perception.
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Three types of perception

Perception (pratyaksa) is one of the key concepts in the Buddhist logic and
epistemology developed by Dignaga and his followers. But this concept had -
already been discussed at length in Sarvastivida Abhidharma works such
as the Jidnaprasthana, MV, AKBh, NA and *Abhidharmasamayapradipika.
Dignaga himself acknowledges the Abhidharma heritage of this concept
when he talks about the definition of perception in his PS.'”

Among Sarvastivada scholars, Samghabhadra is the first to distinguish
different types of perception, which, as I will show in Chapter 5, has
influenced Dignaga’s theory on the typology of perception. According to
Samghabhadra, there are three types of perception, namely, sense-based
perception (*indriya-asraya-pratyaksa), experiential perception (*anubhava-
pratyaksa), and awareness as perception (*buddhi-pratyaksa) or perceptual
awareness.'” Sense-based perception is to perceive a material object in the
present. Samghabhadra disagrees with the Sautrantikas, who hold that the
object of this perception has to be in the past so as to conform to their
doctrine of momentariness. He insists on a Sarvastivada view that cognition
has to arise from the conditions of object, sense organ and consciousness,
“so the five [sense] consciousnesses only take the present object as object™.”’
Experiential perception is an experience of feelings such as pain and pleasure.
These feelings, similar to the sensory object, have to be in the present in
order to be experienced by this perception. Samghabhadra explains:

When one is experiencing [a feeling], it occurs at the time that he
[experiences] the desirable or undesirable (kdra-apakara). At that
time, this feeling is not the object of the [perceptual] awareness
yet. In other words, the feeling that arises simultancously with the
consciousness that cognizes other objects, when being in the present,
can be the desirable or undesirable. This stage of being the desirable
or undesirable is called the moment of experiential [perception].'”

As we shall see in Chapter 5, this type of perception is called mental
perception (manasa-pratyaksa) by Dignaga. But, for him, it is the most
puzzling type of perception, as his followers interpret it in various different
ways. Samghabhadra defines this type of perception in a comparatively
clear way. We can outline its basic characteristics as follows: (1) it is a
perception in the form of experience (anubhava); (2) it is to experience the
feeling of desirable or undesirable; (3) its object, i.e., the feeling, has to be in
the present; (4) it arises simultaneously with “the consciousness that cognizes
other objects”, i.e., sense perception; (5) it, however, is not simultaneous
with perceptual awareness, the third perception.

Dignaga shares the first point with Samghabhadra, but takes an opposite
position at the fifth point. With regard to the second, third and fourth
points, Dignaga does not have a clear position. In other words, he is not
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clear on issues such as how mental perception is related to sense perception,
whether they arise simultaneously, or how their objects differ from each
other. With these issues in mind, we find that Samghabhadra is also, to a
certain extent, unclear on these points in his definition of the experiential
perception. How is feeling related to the cognition of “other objects”? Is this
feeling a feeling of the objective realm or a feeling of the internal contact,
i.e., self-feeling? Samghabhadra seems to be aware of these problems, because
he continues his definition with further clarification: “[The experiential
perception] is the self-feeling that arises within [feeling] itself when experi-
encing the accompanying contact. [Likewise], consciousness arises within
itself when experiencing the desirable or undesirable aspect of that [feeling]”.!”
On his view, the object of experiential perception is the internal feeling,
which is different from the sensory object of sense perception, and the
experiential perception is distinguished from sense perception by its immanent
orientation toward experiencing the feeling.

Samghabhadra further explains the fifth point in his definition of the
third perception, perceptual awareness. He says: “Only when this [feeling]
has passed away into the past can it become an object that arises and
appears in memory. This stage of memory is the moment of [perceptual]
awareness”.'™ This perception, in many ways, is similar to the third type
of perception in Dignaga’s system, i.e., self-cognition (svasamvedana).
Unfortunately, we are not sure about the Sanskrit word that Samghabhadra
used to denote this perceptual awareness. Based on the knowledge we have
of the translation habit of Xuanzang, I have reconstructed this term as
*buddhi-pratyaksa. Buddhi has a similar sense of cognition as svasamvedana
except that the reflexive prefix sva- is missing. However, the perceptual
awareness 1s no less reflexive than self-cognition, as indicated in the following
passage:

For instance, the feelings of others are not experienced by one’s
own experiential perception, hence one does not have the perceptual
awareness that can say “I have already experienced such pain or
pleasure”. The awareness that takes feelings of others as object
should not be perceptual awareness. Likewise, in the case that the
present visual object and so forth are not perceived by one’s own
sense-based perception, one should not have the perceptual
awareness that can say “I have already perceived such a visual
object and so forth”. The awareness that takes those objects as
object should not be perceptual awareness either.'!

As we see, Samghabhadra explains perceptual awareness with reflexive
expressions such as “I have already experienced or perceived such and such”,
which are also used by the Sautrdntikas and Yogacarins to argue for the
existence of self-cognition. Known as the memory argument for self-cognition,
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(=3

1st moment 2nd moment

memory

sensory object —=> sense consciousness \ U

perceptual awareness

feeling ——> experiential perception /

Figure 3.2 Three types of perception.

this argument says that in our memory we recollect not only the perceived
object, but also the fact that “I have perceived this object”, thus it is
proved that there was self-cognition when we were perceiving the object.
Samghabhadra himself does not prove the existence of perceptual awareness
with memory; instead, he defines the perceptual awareness as memory. That
is, the reflexive awareness only occurs in memory when feeling or sensory
object becomes the object of mental reflection. If perceptual awareness is
the memory that knows the previous experience or perception, it cannot
be simultaneous with the sense or experiential perception, and its object has
to be in the past, as Samghabhadra explicitly states:

Only after feelings such as pain are experienced by experiential
perception can the perceptual awareness that takes these feelings
as object arise. Likewise, only after visual object and so forth are
perceived by sense-based perception can the perceptual awareness
that takes the visual object and so forth as object arise.'®?

Samghabhadra’s concept of perceptual awareness provides a reflective
model of self-cognition. The way that this model of self-cognition works
and its relations to the other two types of perception can be illustrated with
Figure 3.2.

As we see, in this model, it is crucial to apply a temporal analysis to these
types of perception. This is also reflected in their definitions, being called
the “moment” (*avasthad) of such and such perception. Among them, the
perceptual awareness has to occur after the other two types of perception in
order to reflect on them. This confirms the Vaibhasika view that awareness
can only apprehend itself in the moment that comes after its apprehension
of other objects. Samghabhadra also agrees with the Vaibhasika view that
the awareness of feeling occurs after the experience of feeling. When being
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asked how to make sense of the previously cited Sutra passage that says,
“One knows as such that he himself experiences a pleasant feeling when
he experiences a pleasant feeling”, Samghabhadra defends the Vaibhasika
position. He says: “This [saying] is not contradictory to [our view]. It is talking
about the moment of reflection (*vyavacarana), not the moment of experi-
encing. It is thus said to show that yogis are not mistaken about the feelings
such as pleasure that are already attained by the experiential perception.
Hence [we say] that one would not be able to have the perceptual awareness
of the object that is not yet experienced by [other] types of perception”.'®

As i1s pointed out by Kawasaki (1992: 91), it is not unusual for the
Sarvastivadins to apply a temporal analysis to issues such as awareness
of feeling, self-cognition and omniscience because they have developed a
sophisticated metaphysics of time and committed themselves to a pan-realism,
i.e., to admitting the existence of things in all three times. Other schools,
including Mahasamghika, Sautrantika and Yogdcara, do not agree with
such a pan-realism, so they see it as self-contradictory to speak about self-
feeling or awareness of feeling on the one hand, but to deny self-cognition
on the other.

To summarize Chapter 3, the Sarvastivadins systematically refute the
Mahasamghika theory of self-cognition in terms of causality, epistemology,
soteriology and supportive similes. They do not agree with the Mahasamghika
view that self-cognition can occur at the same moment as the awareness of
other objects, and that two minds can arise simultancously. On the other
hand, they admit that awareness or consciousness can apprehend itself in a
subsequent moment of reflection, and that the awareness of feeling occurs in
the same manner. This eventually leads to a reflective model of self-cognition
as established by Samghabhadra in his theories of self-feeling and perception.

Notes

1 The Chinese attribute these two works respectively to Sariputra and

Mahamaudgalyayana. See Buswell and Jaini 1996: 102 for the chronological

order of the seven Abhidharma classics.

Willemen et al. 1998: 75.

See, for instance, Yinshun 1992: 204-9.

For Xuanzang’s account, see T2087: 886b-887a; for Paramartha’s account, see

T2049: 189a.

See Nishi 1975: 65; Willemen ez al. 1998: 155-60.

See Enomoto 1996.

Yinshun (1992: 488) believes that Dharmas$resthin was about a century later

than the composition of MV. Willemen et al. (1998: 174, n. 109; 256), among

others, thinks that Dharmasresthin lived before the composers of MV.

8 Willemen er al. 1998: xii defines the Sautrantikas as “non-Ka$miri
Sarvastivadins”.

9 BEH — R HI— YD o BN o I A —YREIER o WEMAFTIRA » BERAH
T o R AR A o T1544: 919b.
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~ N
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Owing to the contradictory information from different sources, it is hard to
identify who the Vibhajyavadins (“those who distinguish”) are. Cousins (2001)
recently argues that it designates “the Mahimsasaka, Dhammaguttaka, Kassapiya
and Tambapanniya branches of the ancient Theriyas”. In the context of MV,
however, it is safe to assume that the vibhajyavadins refer broadly to those
who do not agree with the Vaibhasikas. See La Vallée Poussin 1988-90: 38-41,
Yinshun 1992: 408-68, and the entry “Vibhajyavada” in the Zhong hua fo jiao
bai ke quan shu.

Mo —83 o H—RALE T1545: 43a.

AKBh IX 935: naiva ca vayam sarvatra jiianasammukhibhavad buddham sarvajiiam
acaksmahe /.

AKVy VIL.18: ihasmakam bho gautama upasthanasalayam sattasannanam
sattipatitanam evarapantarakathasamudahdro ‘bhut | Sramano gautamah
kilaivamaha nasti sa kascic chramano va brahmano va yah sakrt sarvam janiyat
sarvam pasyet iti | tathyam idam bho gautama smarami bhavato ‘ham evam vaktum
| api tu nasti sa kascit Ssramano va brahmano va yah sakrt sarvam jaasyati va
draksyati va iti /. This passage is found, with some variations, in Pali in the
Kannakatthala Sutta (Majjhima 1) and in Chinese in the Yi gie zhi jing —Y]%%
£ (T26: 793¢).

EAERE o RAE o AT —YER - BESHE - HittiaE ... ... =
IR R rh o MR o PR RIFREAI—U1REHR o BH o sB B VIR
H o BRE EARTEEE o BRERREA] o B ZAAN o IRETHT B EREEE B o HE
A o T1545: 43a.

See Williams 1998: 235-43 and Matilal 1986: 148-9 for the distinction between
the reflexive and reflective, though they are not aware of the Mahasamghika or
Sarvastivada views on this matter.

See MV T1545: 396a-b; Willemen ez al. 1998: 21-2; Dhammajoti 2002: 81-106.
AKBh IX 93S: santanena samarthatvad yathda ‘grih sarvabhug matah | tatha
sarvavid estavyo ‘sakyt sarvasya vedandt /1.

— B E—43EE k3R T1530: 309¢. La Vallée Poussin (1988-90: 1367, n. 69)
also notices this passage, but he omits “a moment of thought™ in his translation.
Naughton (1989: 80) also notices the same phenomenon in his study of the Pali
sources.

RRESEHME - MARRG -VIES - MEFHRY - g8l —U1% - LU
YRR - T1509: 257c.

R BRAGEES 71D - TREEEE Y]k - T1509: 257c.

BT AZMEE S « MAe—8 o FBREE W+ FHKRAKEAHER 25—k
T1509: 257¢.

MAERR o GEMEFE ° BERFTE © BE5[FT5] o BEAFTAE © REREATE o AEREfT
o fEHATH o GEREPTE o AR o BRCEHMENAE T T1545: 43a.
Stcherbatsky 1962 (Vol. 1): 138.

PRI RTRRALER o FEMEH A UL T1545: 79a.

See Buswell and Jaini 1996: 110.

See Katd 1989: 309-13.

TS . ... HFT#EEE T1545: 107b.

See MV T1545: 80a16-22. 1 follow Willemen et al. 1998: 28-9 in characterizing
the six causes except for the efficient cause, which is considered by Willemen
et al. to be “the leading factor in the production of a fruition”. I think it is
misleading to say that the efficient cause is “a leading factor”. See Dhammajoti
2002: 107-27 for further elaboration.

The MV explains: “Is there a dharma that is not an efficient cause of a dharma?
Answer: Yes. A thing in itself (svabhava) cannot be [the efficient cause] of itself.
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Is there a dharma that is not an efficient cause of others? Answer: Yes. The
conditioned existents are not [the efficient cause] of the unconditioned, and an
unconditioned existent is not [the efficient cause] of another unconditioned”

(FEBEBEREIEREERED « A6 » AR AT - EEERRMIEEEERED -

HEMER B REERE o AUER RGBT R EREA T A 685 | A5 | BEAE AR A8 fE %
P E S REFRRS o _BEERNNOR BIEIEGEIER T1545: 104b.
See MV T1545: 128¢5-8 and Dhammajoti 2002: 128-32 for further discussion.
B o N EM o MR o RE o MNIE o M IR o MR -
MERIME SRR o AT o fE0G | o 38R AN o TEIEE o HIMMIEsEIERE S -
REHMEARAEE T1545: 43a. The sovereign condition is missing in the
* Abhidharmavibhasasastra translated by Buddhavarman.

I E B E TR AT o PEHFTTERF IS o BB FBRERINA o TRIEA 7 4%
P o SR EHERE o MR TR N3 o SRS A AT A T1562: 742b.
HO ML 22 55 o SEIRERRE W] 37 292K T1562: 742b.

HEER - f8m A8l - JOAEH - BEFTRER -t ErEAE - BHEt
THIEM o T1545: 43a.

N ANH] PANE{S ER gk BF B0 1k T1545: 43c¢. Notice that the Vaibhasikas consider
Abhidharma to be part of the authentic teachings of the Buddha.
AR FIH o (HAEREIETI R » 35 R ATBRSE B o FRSIR R T)
% T1562: 742b.

MMK VIIL.8ab: pradipah svaparatmanau samprakasayitd yatha /.

MMK VII.9ab: pradipe nandhakaro ‘sti yatra casau pratisthitah /.

MMK VIL9d.. . . prakaso hi tamovadhah /I.

See Pingala’s commentary on MMK: “The lamp cannot illumine itself when it
is not lit or when it has already been lit. But at the very moment that it is lit it
can illumine itself and others” GEEIEREFRITIEETHR o [HEELRF o 58
EREIRIE % o T1564: 9¢). See also Candrakirti’s Prasannapada VIL9: “This
action [ i.e., illumining self and others] can be accomplished at the very moment
that the lamp is lit” (tac canenotpadyamanena pradipena krtam iti /).

MMK VII.t1: aprapyaiva pradipena yadi va nihatam tamah /| ihasthah
sarvalokastham sa tamo nihanisyati /1.

MMK VIIL.12: pradipah svaparatmanau samprakasayate yadi | tamo ‘pi
svapardatmanau chadayisyatyasamsayam /1.

BREMESEE - ETEEEERE - BABEE o mIMAES SR
T1530: 303b.

UOHAARES © BSEIRR IS S A A RN o AR o S IREREER - &5
BR - SR BEREH - BRAERESHEER - SHERBKEEM -
T1530: 303b. Keenan (1980: 295-6) omits the “edges” (anta, bian #) in his
translation, thus missing the force of this argument.

See Yinshun 1992: 245-304; La Vallée Poussin 1988-90: 28-35. Yinshun believes
that this Vasumitra was the same person as the author of the Prakaranapdida,
Dhatukaya and SB, the first two of which are among the seven Sarvastivida
Abhidharma classics, but La Vallée Poussin does not offer a definite answer.
AT 44 B o 5 RERIFT 4 25 % o BT HC Fr D o 85 i P SR04 Al
...... BRI T o SR AT o JREERT RIFER B AT o MR
FITAN o EFTAN4ERY T1545: 558b.

EEMWH EER o ANERILHERTE o GERIFTA] o GEERTE - BWHEE - {TH
i o ARARELH T1545: 43b.

For the Sanskrit equivalent of xing xiang {744, see Hirakawa and Hirai 1973~
8 (Vol. 2): 89. For further discussion on this concept in a Sarvastivaida context,
see Dhammajoti 2004: 96—104.
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WAREIE M R T E R TR 2E T1545: 409a. For pratisamkhydna as the Sanskrit
equivalent of jian ze 2, see Hirakawa and Hirai 1973-8 (Vol. 2): 119.
STH®E o F0 - LA o HEEEE - fﬂi"‘)‘ﬁUﬁTEﬂ’F o T E L REIA -
AR A SR R T1821: 26¢.

A BT B M - BRI A T1545: 43a.

The MYV says: “Dharmas that possess object such as the sense of eyes are limited
by their own objective realm, thus it is said that the objective realm has
its opposition” (HIARIRHFEAE LRI I A MITE - A& HEA T
T1545: 391b). Hirakawa, Hirai et al. 1973-8 (Vol. 2): 86-7 has visaya, adlambana
or jiieya for objective realm.

BIRERRL ... ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁ#%&%ﬁﬁ“aﬁﬁTwﬁzmbc

AKBh VIL.18: . .. visayivisayabhedad. .

See Nishi 1975: 307.

HEEMHEAEE o HERER L THAERIHE o BIR kG AGER - TER
B By A G o T1545: 43a.

See La Vallée Poussin 1988--90: 346, n. 258; Dhammajoti 2002: 53, u. 21.
Yinshun (1992: 287) argues that Ghosaka did not actually deviate from the
Vaibhisika view.

61

62

63

64
66

67
68

69

- 70

71

72
74

R R o T1545: 61c. For more discussion, see Willemen ez al. 1998: 20, n.
115; Cox 1988: 34; Dhammajoti 2004: 13-54.

HEEAEEE - HERELIZMEME o SIRE O o LRBENEH -
FE TR o T1545: 43b.

See Siitra passages from the Samyukta such as: “UIRZIR - & - &gk - =5
MER - BELS - 8 - B (T99: 72¢ and T99: 87¢). The Sanskrit is quoted in
AKBh 111.32: caksuh pratitya ripani cotpadyate caksurvijianam | trayanam
samnipatah sparSah | sahajata vedana samjiia cetaneti /. Compare the Pali passage
from the Samyurta 11.72, YV.33 and passim: cakkhum ca paticca ripe ca uppajjati
cakkhuvifiianam | tinpam sangati phasso | phassapaccaya vedana | vedandpaccaya
tapha /. Dhammajoti (2002: 53, n. 21) notes that the word sahajata that is
evident in the Sanskrit and Chinese texts is not found in the Pali ones except in
a quotation in the Petakopadesa V.48. This supports the view that the latter has
a different origin from other Pali texts.

See MV T1545: 984a; AKBh 111.32.

FRIRAE SR T1830: 321a.

HEMEME MR - HEREZ R o BRI RERB AR R ELAER
Wt o FBRAARER R RE o BAERIEFEMR - T1545: 43b.

See PS 1 Dd in Hattori 1968: 27-8.

ERAFEMHMENEE - TEECELORBERTE - LT E®BIER R -
T1545: 43b.

LA E o WAIER » JEATER T1830: 321a.

Vasumitra reports that Mahasamghika and three of its sub-schools, namely,
Ekavyavaharika, Lokottaravada and Kaukkutika, hold that “the nature of mind
is pure” (LMEAE T2031: 15¢; the Tibetan reads: sems rang bzhin gyis ‘od gsal
ba D4138: 143b). Bhavya and Vinitadeva mention the same view held by the
Ekavyavaharikas and Lokottaravadins. See D4139: 149b and D4140: 155a. For
the Sarvastivada refutation of this view, see MV T1545: 140b—c.
HEEMENE o AISEEEER o & SEIESE  HELAEIIRS
TR - B B A B o R E R E R « DI RER o TR
AL o T1545: 43b.

FEEME MR o AEERESEEASE » IS o T1545: 43b.
IEREEMEHE MR » A0 B NRE o LURINEIE/GATE o T1545: 43b.
A Co B AT B A 2 AR o T AR R ME AR MUAEARE o T1545: 514a.
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SMLLEMEE M o TEMULATERITHE o T1545: 514a.

FEHRM O R eI THESE - BB B4 o T1545: 48c.

See Willemen ef al. 1998: 261; Yinshun 1992: 245-68.

See, for instance, MMK XV 4, 6.

FEEE B MR o HIER A o 7 B R o 5 B A S o RIETA

B1E o i o T1545: 43b.

U E R B o AURIETREE o RIENE R ETE o 7121 o mtiEE 31k

JESZAE o T1545: 43b.

BRI E R A o AR M o RIE—EE A - 8RR IR

FER) o BEELEH) o TEIF—2 o T1545: 43c.

ARG M8 o N —MEH RAM o —RHLLHEF —  T1545: 49c.

See La Vallée Poussin 1988-90: 32-3. But he distinguishes between the master

simply called Dharmatrata in MV and the master referred to by the Vaibhasikas

with the reverent title, the Bhadanta. He supports himself with Yasomitra’s

AKVy. But in the current case, it shows a coincidence between the views of the

Bhadanta and the author of SAH, so his distinction seems not to stand.

See Willemen et al. 1998: 261; Dessein 1999 (Vol. 1): xxii. But, if we follow

Yinshun (1992: 268), the former Dharmatrata is 600 years earlier than the

latter.

I A R Pk 22 R o ANETE OB » B BRI A 28 - IR

2o NETHUER o M E o BAIENIE T1552: 953¢. See Dessein 1999

(Vol. 1): 684 for his translation.

The Sanskrit equivalent for jue ding TA7E is based on Dessein 1999 (Vol. 2): 309,

n. 10, while Hirakawa, Hirai et al. 1973-8 (Vol. 2): 112 has niyama and others.

BHERESR o THES B T1552: 916¢.

DAAE BB T1545: 549c.

b P 2 A DA R R 2% 2 1 B T1552: 946b.

See Willemen et al. 1998: 265, n. 62, and Dessein 1999 (Vol. 1): xxiii.

ENEFEVIEE o FHRAL AT BT T1563: 952a.

This title is given by Kuiji in his commentary to VMS. See T1830: 271a.

SURB RALOHE RS ER A o AN BB o T1562: 7420,

UNBLALER o MW PIEZEFTE o N —YEME RUERT o T1562: 742c.

OB AIESE R o ME B ARG B RS o T1562: 742c¢.

BESTIHUER 2 H o BB MTE o T1562: 742¢.

S RI—VIAaE o B4R B o 2RI ZWHEE o o BISKAE o T1545: 217a. The

different senses of the two concepts in the Abhidharma and Buddhist logical

texts are strictly maintained in the Chinese Yogacara school. See Kuiji’s

commentary on the Nyayapravesa T1840: 128a and Lii 1991: 1384.

B o SRIE M o SLAHATEI T1562: 742b.

773’\;? EVAHBE KRR © RIE MG LLE 2 F ik o BEIR T R SEECILAH » T1562:
c.

AR E ST - BRI EAR o T1562: 742c.

B 7RI 2 B 8857 « FREREEL o MA3EAE o T1562: 742c.

B HAHEN G 5t o Rk B EREE B A o [AEE R o T1545:

179b. See also T1545: 180c, 196c.

B HARINKRERT4 © T1562: 742c.

BEAS B 46 B0 A E1 BRI o IR EARIEHT 29 8E o T1562: 742¢.

RERIM ALY o BET I B o T1545: d4c.

B R — T8 B 5 T1545: 44b.

AR T1545: 44b.

BT ERAERE o JREERE I HIFE T1545: 229a. See also T1544: 928b.

AH A R AU AR B DT © 25Ras BIELL T1545: 44c.,
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GETEREERENEE o =B RIS AR T1545: 371a.

Vimsatika 1: cittam mano vijiianam vijiiaptis ca iti parydyah .

—*ﬁj(f(éﬁ Hn EPQED)%*EZK o —PIFER AR o T1545: 44c.

BEAT 8 T VIR o B o BB —YIEIER o WA T - BLRT
B e &Jﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ > T1544: 919b.

HELEEE —U)IRI MIRRRERAE SR SEIE T1545: 44c.
BIRFERATH o FEEIGENEN - g —Yk o MiRIRTITH - REIEERR -
g —TIk o Ie—YNEMERENE R o T1545: 45b.

DU R (E 75 50 A JE TR o SHERArHh AR o T1545: 45¢.

PMEB BTk A B T1545: 45b.

—Y1 A o s{—Y)—8] o A5 —1] o fhAEF A 53— o T1545: 45a.
TRPRES& Y T1545: 45c¢.

— R o TR —YIATIE ok EEMRER AL o BB - THERHE -
T1545: 45¢.

— R 078 T1544: 919b.

See MV T1545: 47c.

RAOLE o WHEIREMEHAE o FMETA « BEEE —MEH o SRRL
——f#d o T1545: 49b. What is the subject of combination? Is it independent?
See Kimura 1929-34 (Vol. 7): 186, n. 32.

FFRREIEEMIERL T1545: 719¢. For the Mahasamghika view on this issue,
see Chapter 2. For the Yogacara view, see Kuiji’s commentary on VMS T1830:
390b, 421a, 485b, 561a.

B ZO0 P TS 4E 25 52 T1545: 50a. See Yinshun 1992: 254-9 for his discussion
on Dharmatrata’s view.

See MV T1545: 55b. The theory of two skandhas is also recorded as a Sautrantika
doctrine in Xuanzang’s translation of SB. See T2031: 17b.

See MV T1545: 55b; Kimura 1929-34 (Vol. 7): 215, n. 43.

BIEREHREE T o BUUREDE o BEFTESEEEUIEA © T1544: 919b.
MR O ERORRIEE o DA REPTE AR AERE - P ERIERERIL -
BN T o LR OISR S o SRIE L o T1545: 56b.

AKBh 1X 943-4: na asambandhat / na hi tavoh sambandho ‘sti akaryakaranab-
havad yathaikasantanikayoh |.

— TG T » IR TZAE AT T1544: 919c.

EREBOR IR o SRR EBNEIERR o BHEEFIEFTE » T1544: 1026b.
BRLRATE © BULEBER o T1545: 56¢.

R PASEE 27158 o BEE T1544: 919c¢.

For the Sanskrit equivalent of zi xing shou 51%7%%, see AKVy IV.49. The AKBh
IV.49 has its passive form: svabhava-vedaniyatd.

SepEeE s o N L BEECNFHIEAT o T1545: 43c.

FRAHITHL  T1545: 43¢c. Vasubandhu offers the same reason: “For they are too
close” (AKBh VII.18:. .. atisamnikystatvac ca l).

6] —Flrix o (BRFEEL T1545: 44a.

O E YT o T1830: 294c.

AKBh VIL.18:. .. eka-alambanatvdd. . . .

FBHGE - RILNS o BIEEIER N2 REM o 242y o INE A H 2%
TR o QIR E 2 o ZNENREZRE o tDE%H&%TﬁT 2z T1537
476c¢.

DI IR AR H o T1545: 949a.

FEAZE o NEMIRERET c TWEREREZE - IRARDZHZNE
EF o T1545: 948b. My emphasm‘

B B BRI T1545: 819a.
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o
HAF I T1545: 948b.
EAMPCRESER o T1585: 11c. In his s commentary on VMS, Kuiji indicates
that the author of the treatise (Jun zhu i@ 7F), i.e., Dharmapala, holds this view.
See T1830: 331b-332a.
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SYNTHESIS: SAUTRANTIKA

Sautrantika: Sources

According to later Indian philosophers, Sautrantika, along with Vaibhasika,
Madhyamaka and Yogacara, made up the four major Buddhist philosophical
schools. The Sautrantika itself never developed into an independent sect as
it still shared monastic rules and institutions with the Sarvastivadins, as is
observed by Lamotte (1988a: 526): “As for the Sautrantikas, they represented
a philosophical movement rather than a homogenous sect: up until now the
existence of Sautrantika monasteries has not been attested by any inscriptions.
The expressions sutamtika, sutatakini . . . seem to be epithets applied to par-
ticular people ‘versed in the Siitras,’ rather than names of sects.” Doctrinally,
this school carries on the Siitra-oriented tradition of Samkrantivada (a school
that separated from the Sarvastivada about a hundred years after its establish-
ment) and of the Darstantikas (a sub-group of Sarvastivadins active in the
Gandhara area around the second and third centuries). But they are distinct
from both of their predecessors. They disagree with the Samkrantvadins,
who admit the existence of person ( pudgala) in the ultimate level, a doctrinal
position akin to that of the Vatsiputriyas, another sub-school of Sarvastivada.
They also deviate from the Darstantikas, who still agree with the fundamental
tenet of the Sarvastivada, i.e., the existence of things in three times, and thus
can still be legitimately called sarva-asti-vadins (“those who hold all things
exist”).

According to Kato (1989), Sautrantika was formally established as a
separate school by Siildta at the end of the fourth century. He was a disciple
of Kumaralata, who is thus traditionally considered the “previous teacher”
(pirvacarya, ben shi 7%ffi) of Sautrantikas.' Since the establishment of
Sautrantika is attributed to Srilata, the most important sources for
Sautréntika would be the works of Srildta himself, but none of his writings
1s extant today. Fortunately, Vasubandha, one of his followers, wrote AKBh
to present and sometimes to rectify the views of Srilata. This work is also
the earliest source that attests the school name sautrantika.” Samghabhadra,
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a contemporary of Vasubandhu, composed NA to criticize Srilata from an
, orthodox Vaibhasika point of view. Both works provide rich and important
information on the doctrinal positions of the Sautrantika as represented by
Srilata and Vasubandhu.

Harivarman, another disciple of Kumaralata, is traditionally considered a
~ divergent Sautrantika owing to his involvement with the Bahu$rutiyavadins.
His sectarian affiliation is still a subject of debate. Fukuhara (1969: 25-51)
¢ lists various opinions that consider him a Dharmaguptaka, Darstantika,
' Sautrantika, Sarvastivadin, Mahasamghika, Bahusrutiyavadin, Mahayana,
or an independent scholar. Contemporary scholars such as Fukuhara (1969:
52) and Katsura (1974) tend to associate him with the Bahus$rutiyavadins,
but Mizuno (1997: 279-300), Yinshun (1992: 573-80) and Tokoro (1990)
insist on regarding him a Sautrantika or Darstantika-Sautrantika. Given
the fact the Sautrantika is more of a philosophical school than an independent
sect, [ think the latter view makes more sense if taking account of his thought
rather than of his institutional association. His major work Cheng shi lun
F%'& & is only extant in Chinese. The Sanskrit title of this work is usually
reconstructed as *Tattvasiddhi or *Satyasiddhi; but 1 found a source that
records this title in phonetics as s#e na jia bo lou wu you po ti she BEFRMIE
B 42 &, which, in Middle Chinese, can be Janaka-parama-upadesa
(JP).’ The fact that upadesa is included as part of its title reinforces the view
that considers it a Sautrantika work, as L1 (1991: 2383) points out that the
Sautrantikas were in favor of upadesa, one of the twelve divisions of the
Buddhist canon.* This work of Harivarman provides the primary access to
Sautrantika doctrines in their formative period. Another Sautrintika text
extant in Chinese is the *Catuhsatyasastra, which is believed to be a work of
Vasuvarman.’

The Sautrantikas contributed to the formation of Yogacara and finally
merged into the Yogacarins. Sources for the later Sautrantikas are thus
found in writings of Yogacarins such as Dignaga and Dharmakirti. Both
authors share many common views with the Sautrantikas, but they refute
the Sautrantika position with regard to some key issues. In Madhyamaka
writings, we also find some references to the shared views of Sautrantika
and Yogacara, when the Madhyamikas attempt to refute the latter. Scattered
information passed down to later Hindu scholars, such as Madhava in the
fourteenth century, whose reports have become the stereotype for our percep-
tion of Sautrantika today.

As far as the issue of self-cognition is concerned, after surveying the
extant sources for Sautrantika, I find the most important material in
Harivarman’s JP. Translated in 412 by Kumarajiva, this primarily Sautrantika
work provides information on how the Sautrantikas developed their theory
of self-cognition by synthesizing the views of the Mahasamghikas and
Sarvastivadins. Another piece of material is drawn from Candrakirti’s MA,
a work only extant in Tibetan. Candrakirti, while refuting the Yogacara
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doctrines, presents a series of rather mature proofs of self-cognition that
are attributed to both Sautrantika and Yogacara. Moreover, 1 refer to a
few verses in PV. The externalists (bahyarthavada) in this major work of
Dharmakirti are identified, in many cases, to be the Sautrantikas by his
commentators.®

Multiple minds

Harivarman, as a Sautrantika, did not develop his theory of self-cognition
from scratch. Instead, he articulated views on self-cognition by arguing with
his predecessors, the Mahasamghikas and Sarvastivadins. His argument
against the Mahasamghika theory of self-cognition is conducted in a con-
text that discusses whether the mind is one or many. Unlike the soterio-
logically oriented omniscience, which is the general framework that the
Mahasamghikas and Sarvastivadins argue for or against self-cognition, the
issue on the oneness or multiplicity of the mind is more epistemologically
oriented. By insisting on the position that there are multiple minds in a
person, Harivarman confirms the basic Sautrantika tenet that minds
arise successively. With this successive model of mind, he criticizes the
Mahasamghikas for their simultancous model of self-cognition. On his view,
self-cognition is only possible during the course of successive moments of
cognition.

Minds arising successively

As we have discussed in the last chapter, the Sarvastivadins, though refuting
the Mahasamghika view that two minds arise simultaneously, admit to the
simultaneity of the mind and mental activities. On their understanding, the
mind is a substance that accompanies each of its functions — mental activities.
In any given moment, the mind must be simultaneous with one or possibly
multiple mental activities. This is also the basis on which they develop the
concepts of the associated and simultaneous causes. The Darstantikas,
including Bhadanta Dharmatrata and Buddhadeva, disagree with the
Sarvastivadins by insisting that all dharmas have to arise successively, as is
reported in MV: o

Some, such as the Darstantikas, allege that dharmas arise successively
rather than instantaneously. The Bhadanta says: “Dharmas arise !
successively, and none of them arise simultaneously. This is just like &
merchants walking along a narrow road in single file. No two of
them can walk shoulder to shoulder, let alone many. In the same
way, each conditioned dharma arises from its own conditions. Those
born from other combinations [of conditions] should not arise
simultaneously with it”.’
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For the Darstantikas, this successive model is applicable to all the
conditioned dharmas. In particular, it applies to the mind and mental
activities. The MV reports: “Some, such as the Darstantikas, allege that all
mental activities arise successively rather than simultaneously. The Bhadanta
also says: ‘All mental activities arise successively rather than simultane-
ously’”.® Moreover, it reports: “The Darstantikas hold that the mind and
mental activities arise successively. Their Bhadanta says: “The mind and
mental activities arise one by one like [people] walking along a narrow road.
No two of them can arise simultaneously, let alone many’”.” Although
Bhadanta Dharmatrata is one of the major advocates of the successive model
of mind, he adheres to a Sarvastivada position in dealing with the relationship
between the mind and mental activities. He still acknowledges the
fundamental difference between the mind and mental activities by saying
that “mental activities are not minds”.'° Buddhadeva, on the other hand, is
famous for identifying mental activities with the mind. He says: “A mental
activity is also a mind. . . . A mental activity is a specific state (avasthavisesa)
of the mind”." On his understanding, mental activities such as feeling are
also independent minds. By granting an independent status to mental
activities, he actually denies the existence of mental activities as understood
by the Sarvastivadins, and admits that there are multiple minds.

Srildta also insists on the successive arising of the mind and mental
activities, but he limits the number of mental activities to three. His view 1s
reported by Samghabhadra as follows: “The Sthavira [i.e., Srilata] says:
“The mahdabhiimika dharmas are not ten as held by [the Sarvastivadins]. They
are only three, which consists of what the Siitra says the simultaneously
arisen feeling, ideation and volition’”."* In Sarvastivida Abhidharma, ten of
the forty-six mental activities are called the mahabhimika dharmas, and they
are considered to be associated with the mind of any nature. These ten are
feeling (vedana), ideation (samyjiid), volition (cetana), contact (sparsa), desire
(chanda), wisdom ( prajid), memory (smrti), verification (adhimoksa), attention
(manaskara) and meditation (samadhi). Srilata only accepts the first three as
mental activities. Although speaking of the simultaneity of these three, accord-
ing to the study of Kato, Srildta actually sees them as arising successively.
Sense organ and object arise in the first moment, and consciousness arises in
the second moment, followed by feeling, ideation and volition, which arise
respectively in the third, fourth and fifth moments."

With regard to the relationship between the mind and mental activities,
Harivarman follows closely Buddhadeva to identify mental activities with
the mind. In the chapter on consciousness in JP, Harivarman elaborates five
important views: (1) there are no mental activities; (2) there are no associates
of the mind; (3) there are multiple minds; (4) all minds are temporary; (5) no
mind can arise simultaneously with another mind. All these views are to
demonstrate a successive model of mind, as he says:
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.« There are no dharmas associated with [the mind]. Why? Because
there are no mental activities. What can the mind be associated
with [if there are no mental activities]? Again, it is because feeling
and so forth cannot arise simultaneously. Moreover, it is because
cause and effect cannot be simultaneous. Consciousness is the cause
of ideation and so forth, so these dharmas should not arise simul-
taneously. Therefore, there are no associated dharmas. . . . Again,
consciousness and so forth should also arise successively, just as the
seed, sprout, stem, leaf, flower and fruit are seen springing up in a
causal order."

Harivarman’s theory of multiple minds is especially interesting because
it is in this context that he criticizes the Mahasamghikas and explores his
own view on self-cognition. As we know, the Mahasamghikas hold that
two minds can arise simultaneously, which, at first sight, sounds similar to
Harivarman’s view of multiple minds. But, in his view, the Mahasamghikas
still commit themselves to a substantial understanding of mind, according
to which the mind as a substance accompanies various mental activities and
manifests in different consciousnesses such as eye-consciousness, mental
consciousness and so forth. When they say that the mind knows if-self, this
self means a substantial mind that pervades all mental states and mental
activities. So they actually hold a view of one mind. Harivarman, following
Buddhadeva, rejects the privilege that the mind enjoys. His denial of the
existence of mental activities is to elevate them to the same status as that of
the mind. As a result, after the denial of mental activities, there emerge mul-
tiple minds. He states the basic reason for the multiplicity of mind as follows:

There are multiple minds. Why? Consciousness refers to the mind. : -
The consciousness of visual objects is a different [mind], and the ..
consciousness of odors is another different [mind], hence there are -
multiple minds."” :

Harivarman is saying that there exist multiple minds because of the
multiplicity of their objects. To a certain extent, every particular object
requires a different mind to perceive it. These multiple minds have no chance
to arise simultaneously because each of them possesses an independent
substance. These minds arise and cease successively the same way as their
objects arise and cease successively.

In a word, the successive model of mind developed by the Diarstantikas
and Sautrantikas is the context in which the issue of self-cognition is discussed.
It is interesting to note that, while the Darstantikas deny the possibility of

self-cognition under this model, the Sautrantikas establish self-cognition
under the same model.
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How does the mind know itself?

When discussing whether the mind 1s one or many, i.e., whether 1t arises
as one mind continuously or as multiple minds successively, Harivarman
argues with an opponent on the issue of self-cognition. The opponent can be
identified as a Mahasamghika from his following statement:

The mind as a dharma can know itself (svabhdva), just like a lamp
that can illumine itself and other things, or a fortune-teller who can
tell his own fate as well as that of others. Thus the mind is one and
it can know itself as well as others,'®

As we see, this is exactly the way that the Mahasamghikas present their
theory of self-cognition, although the simile of the fortune-teller is new to
us. Examining this statement carefully, however, we see some significant
differences from what we have seen previously. First, it does not mention
mental activities, which, according to the Mahasimghikas, are also self-
cognizant. This is, I think, because the Sautrdntikas deny the independent
status of mental activities. So the mind here must have included mental
activities. Second, the passage concludes that the mind is one. This implies
that the unified mind continuum makes self-cognition and cognition of others
possible. This view is not explicitly expressed by the Mahasamghikas in
previous chapters. Harivarman argues against the Mahasamghikas with the
following words:

The grasper differs on account of the difference of the grasped. For
instance, a certain person knows his own mind sometimes. How
does [the mind] in itself (svabhava) know itself? Eyes do not see
themselves; a sword does not cut itself; a finger does not touch its
own tip. Hence the mind is not one."’

This passage is puzzling because it seems to argue against self-cognition if
we only pay attention to the similes of eyes, sword or finger. Both Katsura
and Sastri insist that Harivarman here is to refute the Mahasamghika view
of self-cognition with these similes.'® However, if we put these similes back
in to their context, we shall discover that the problem is more complicated
than simply denial of self-cognition. First of all, Harivarman is using the
person who knows his own mind as a supportive example for his main
thesis: subject differs on account of its different object. In other words, the
mind differs if it perceives different objects, so there has to be more than one
mind to perceive various different objects. This is why the passage is
concluded with “the mind is not one”. Now, what is the function of these
similes if they are not to refute self-cognition? I think that they are to reply
to the question: “How does the mind in itself know itself”? It implies
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that both parties are not disputing whether the mind can know itself.
Instead, they only disagree with each other on how it knows itself. The
Mahasamghikas, as usual, maintain that it is one and the same mind that
knows both itself and other objects. Harivarman, however, holds that one
mind cannot have two objects and that different object requires different
mind to apprehend. So the mind that has the external object as its object
must be different from the one that takes this mind itself as object.

This view of Harivarman is elaborated in his analysis of the supportive
examples of the Mahasamghikas. With regard to the lamp, he says, it is only
necessary to light a lamp when we need to illumine something that is not
illumined. The lamp is not something that is not illumined, so it does not
illumine itself. So far we do not see any difference in his argument from
those of the Sarvastivadins and Madhyamikas. What makes him distinct is
the following analysis:

When a lamp expels darkness, eye-consciousness arises. The eye-
consciousness, after arising, can see the lamp as well as things like
a jar.”

What is interesting about this analysis is that eye-consciousness is involved
with the lamp. The eye-consciousness here is the one that sees or “illumines”
the lamp. If we apply this analysis to the mind itself, the mind that illuminates
other object is a lamp, while the mind that knows itself is eye-consciousness.
These two minds should be different in the same way as eye-consciousness
differs from a lamp. On this analysis, the eye-consciousness arises after the
lighting of the lamp, which seems to suggest that self-cognition arises after
the cognition of other object.

The other simile used by the Mahasamghikas has to do with the practice
of fortune-telling in ancient India. According to Harivarman, fortune-telling
is one of the three ways to gain the supernatural power that knows the
minds of others. The other two are to attain this power by birth, like the
spirits do, and by practice, like the Buddhists do. Unlike the spirits or
Buddhist practitioners who can directly know the minds of others, a fortune-
teller knows others’ minds by reading their bodily signs (ariga), or by using
the magical charm of these signs.” Therefore, “the fortune-teller has what is
called the knowledge of signs because he knows his own material form (rijpa)
as well as those of others”.?’ On Harivarman’s analysis, this simile has
nothing to do with self-cognition because the mind of the fortune-teller does
not take this mind itself as object. Instead, he knows his own fate by reading
his own bodily signs, which has no difference from reading those of others.

In sum, Harivarman is not disputing with the Mahasamghikas on whether
the mind can know itself. Instead, he disagrees with them on how it is self-
knOWn. In a framework of successively arising minds, he argues that it
Involves multiple mental processes when the mind is to know itself and
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other objects. But, with regard to issues such as what kind of mind is self-
known and how it is self-known, his position is still ambiguous and requires
further clarification.

Mental consciousness

In addition to his critique of the Mahasamghikas, Harivarman also criticizes
the Sarvastividins when developing his theory of self-cognition. On his view,
the Sarvastivada negation of self-cognition is valid for five sense conscious-
nesses, but the sixth or mental consciousness is an exception. In Sautrantika
epistemology, mental consciousness is a crucial factor that makes cognition
possible by its capacities of conceptualization, taking images, and memory.
This consciousness is also endowed with self-cognition, a capacity that knows
the consciousness itself. The self-cognition, as a faculty of the conceptual
mind, has to be ceased when the two-truths analysis is applied.

“Mental consciousness is self-cognizant”

In the chapter on all-knowing awareness in JP, Harivarman further explores
the issue of self-cognition. This chapter, as its title indicates, discusses the
omniscient awareness. Here Harivarman is believed to argue directly against
the Sarvastivadins. First of all, he does not think that the “all” in the Siitra
verse “all are no-self”, which we have discussed in previous chapters, means
“all dharmas”. Instead, it only refers to various realms and loci. He says: “If
an awareness acts on various realms (dhdatu), loci (dyatana) and so forth, it is
called all-knowing [awareness)”.?? To support his view, Harivarman borrows
the distinction of two “alls” from the Vaibhasikas. But, unlike the Vaibhasikas
who exclude the mind itself, its associates and co-existents with the partial
all, Harivarman excludes the undefiled and unconditioned dharmas. On his
view, “nobody can produce a thought of self in the unconditioned realm”,”
80 it is unnecessary to say: “The unconditioned dharmas are no-self ”. The
exclusion of the unconditioned dharmas also indicates a view held by the
Sautrantikas that the unconditioned dharmas are not real existents.

The Sarvastivadins deny that this awareness of loci and so forth can
know all dharmas, because it cannot know the awareness itself and dharmas
associated and co-existed with this awareness. To refute this view, Harivarman
argues:

[Yes], it can know [all]. If [an awareness] can know loci and so
forth, then it is called the awareness of universal characteristic. It
can know all because it is the awareness of universal characteristic.
Why? Because all dharmas are included in what is called the twelve
loci (@yatana). Thus, we know that this awareness also knows itself
(svabhava).”
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The awareness of universal characteristic (zong xiang zhi #8fH%) is a key
word here. Katsura (1976: 679) reconstructs it into *samanyalaksanajiiana
and renders it as “conceptual knowledge” (gainen chi #%5:40). This is because
he identifies samanyalaksana with the universal in Buddhist logic, which is
the object of inference. Hence the awareness or knowledge of s@mdnyalaksana
is inference, a conceptual knowledge. He further says that self-cognition in
Harivarman’s sense is conceptual knowledge, which is different from the
self-cognition in Dignaga’s system, where it is a type of perception that is
devoid of conceptual construction. I think Katsura follows too closely the
Buddhist logicians in understanding the term samanyalaksana and ignores
its alternative meaning in Abhidharma texts. As [ have discussed in previous
chapters, samanyalaksana in an Abhidharma sense means the universal
characteristic of reality that can be an object of direct perception or
realization. The awareness of universal characteristic can be perceptual or
conceptual knowledge but not limited to either of them. Most important,
the awareness of universal or particular characteristic marks different stages
of attainment, as is stated in the same chapter of JP:

In what sense is a Bhiksu called the omniscient? He who knows as
such the arising and cessation of six contact-loci (sparsayatana) is
the one who knows all dharmas in their universal characteristics
rather than in their particular characteristics. The Buddha knows
both the universal and particular characteristics, and thus is named
the omniscient. But the Bhiksu is called the omniscient in the sense
that he knows in general that all dharmas are impermanent. Though
bearing the same title, they are actually different. [The latter] only
signifies a partial [omniscience].”

For Harivarman, the awareness of universal characteristic, though a partial
omniscience, has already known all dharmas including the awareness itself.
The self-cognition of this awareness here is part of its knowledge of universal
characteristic. But, once the awareness is directed toward itself, it knows
its own particular characteristic and becomes knowledge of particular
characteristic. So self-cognition is not necessarily categorized as knowledge
of universal characteristic, or “conceptual knowledge” as Katsura would
like to put it.

The opponent denies the possibility of self-cognition with reference to
Caqsality and similes such as finger-tip and eyes, as well as a Siitra passage
Wwhich says that consciousness must be produced by the conditions of sense
organ and object. As we have discussed in Chapter 3, these are standard
formulations against self-cognition among the Vaibhasikas. Harivarman
Teplies: “It is not necessary for a consciousness to arise from two conditions
as you said. Because not all awarenesses are produced by two conditions, as
Some of them can arise without these conditions”.”” For example, he says,
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mental consciousness can arise without any object, because it does not directly
take anything of the present as object. When it arises, the present dharma
has already vanished. So the mental consciousness can never take a sensory
object as object. If it does, then the blind would be able to see things. The
blind argument is a packed argument, for it reveals some basic Sautrantika
views on mental consciousness. According to the Sautrantikas, mental
consciousness arises later in the successive sequence of cognition by following
the arising of sense organ and sensory object, and then the arising of sense
consciousness. Mental consciousness can never have a direct access to sensory
objects, because they are always in the past when this consciousness arises.
Unlike the Sarvastivadins who admit the existence of the past and the future,
the Sautrantikas do not think that the past or future dharmas are so real to
act as objects of consciousness.

For Harivarman, the fact that the arising of mental consciousness 1s not
subject to the conditions of sense organ and sensory object has proved that
this consciousness is self-cognizant. He further states this point explicitly as
follows:

You said that there are no causality or similes [to support] the
knowing of [the mind] itself. Here is a saying that mental
[consciousness] is self-cognizant. In other words, a yogi, by following
his mind, observes that there is no mind in the past or the future,
so he knows that the present mind takes this very present mind
as object. If not so, no one would be conscious of the associated
dharmas of the present mind.*

Besides the explicit assertion that the mental consciousness is self-cognizant,
there are a couple of points worth noting in this statement. First, it is based
on the yogic experience that seif-cognition is established. This reveals a
possible relationship between self-cognition as a strictly epistemological
concept and self-realization ( pratyarmasamvedya), a soteriologically oriented
term that is frequently used in Buddhist, especially Yogacira, literature.”
Second, mental consciousness of the present can only take itself as object
because there is no mind in the past or the future. Mind of the past, like
sensory objects in the past, has vanished and cannot act as an object of the
present mind. Third, one of the purposes in establishing self-cognition is to

- know the mental activities that are associated with the present mind. The
last point is dubious because it implies that mental activities are functioning
simultaneously with the present mind. As is pointed out by Sastrt (1975:
502, n. 73a), this is contradictory to Harivarman’s view that minds arise
successively and that there are no mental activities associated with the present
mind.

To consider this problem, it is helpful to refer to a passage in JP discussing
how feeling, being a mental activity, 1s known. It starts with the Sutra
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passage that we have discussed in the last chapter: “When a person
experiences a pleasant feeling, he knows as such that he experiences the
pleasant feeling.” Now the question is: What feeling does he know? The
Vaibhasikas would say that he knows the past feeling. But the Sautrantikas
deny the reality of past or future feelings, so they do not think that one can
know these feelings. Now, what about the present feeling? It seems that
Harivarman agrees with his opponent, who states that “the present feeling
cannot know itself”.* This statement has two implications. First, feeling or,
in general, mental activities are not self-cognizant. The capacity of self-
cognition belongs exclusively to mental consciousness. Second, at the very
moment when a feeling is functioning, this feeling is not known yet. But, if
a feeling is not known at the very moment of experiencing the feeling, it has
to be known when it becomes a past feeling. If this were the case, Harivarman
would fall back to a Vaibhasika position. In contrast, he addresses this issue
in the following way:

When feelings such as pleasure come to one’s body, one can know
them with one’s mental [consciousness]. So it is not a fault [to say
that a person knows as such that he experiences a pleasant feeling
when he experiences the pleasant feeling].*!

For Harivarman, it is the mental consciousness that knows the present
feeling. As a result, the feeling is known and the mental consciousness
becomes self-cognizant. At this point, we encounter the same problem as
before: Does this mean that feeling is associated with mental consciousness?
Are they functioning simultaneously? Harivarman is fully aware of this
problem and offers the following solution:

This person first experiences the pleasant feeling, then grasps its
image (*a@kara). This is what i1s meant by saying that one knows as
such [that one experiences a pleasant feeling] when one experiences
the pleasant feeling.*

Here Harivarman distinguishes between “first” and “then”, which implies
that he shares a Theravada understanding of the present as a continuum. So
the present is not a single moment, but a continuum of multiple moments,
in which one can distinguish between first and then, before and after. Even
though a person knows the feeling affer he experiences it, it is still true to
say that he knows that he experiences the feeling when he experiences it,
because the distinction of before and after is still within the continuum of
the present. So the feeling as a mental activity is not really simultaneous
with the mental consciousness that knows this feeling. Instead, they constitute
a continuum in the sense that mental consciousness knowing a feeling is
considered to be self-cognition. This is similar to his analysis of the lamp,
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where the self-ilfumination of the lamp is explained as the eye-consciousness
seeing the lamp. In both cases, it underlines a Sautrantika view that the
mind and mental activities are not fundamentally different.
t Although the pleasant feeling in the previous moment is considered part
of the present, it is still something fading away, so one can only “grasp its
image” rather than directly perceiving this feeling. The image (*@kara) here

i is an important concept for the Sautrantikas. Unlike the Sarvastivadins, who

consider image to be a reflection of the external object and thus somewhat

' secondary, the Sautrantikas hold that image is a real entity for cognition to

take as object, from which the reality of the external object can be inferred.

" For them, the image is the key to explaining the mechanism of the cognition,

not only of feelings, but also of all dharmas. On their view, there arise sense
organ and sensory object first, then sense consciousness, and finally mental
consciousness. The sensory object has always already disappeared when the
consciousness arises. The only thing that connects them and thus makes the
cognition possible is the image, the trace of the disappearing object.
Harivarman says:

In the case that a dharma arises in the mind of a certain person,
there arises mental consciousness after the dharma has disappeared.
[The mental consciousness] can know this [dharma] as an event, and
thus is called the consciousness that takes image (*@kara) as object.™

On Harivarman’s understanding, what makes cognition possible is the
interaction between the consciousness that takes image as object and the
image itself. Things like horn of hare, hair of turtle or feet of snake bear no
images, so it is impossible to have cognition of these things. One may argue
that, if we can speak about things like horn of hare, it would mean that
there is a cognition of horn of hare in our mind. Otherwise, we would not
even be able to speak of such a thing. At this point, Harivarman is forced to
make a distinction between imaginary image and efficient image in order to
avoid the danger of inferring the reality of images such as the horn of hare. -
The imaginary image is not real image, for image in his understanding has
to be something efficient or functioning. For instance, we can remember a
person after he has gone. The image of this person is functioning because
the person was present. In general, the efficient image is of things that have
arisen and then ceased, but not of a thing that has never existed. However,
the Sautrantikas do not think that consciousness can directly get access to
external objects. The existence of the external object can only be inferred
from the image that functions as the internal object of cognition. So the
difficulty remains with regard to the distinction between imaginary and
efficient images.

Another way to distinguish the two is to discern whether the image is out
of memory or imagination. The horn of hare is of an imaginary nature
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because no one has ever experienced it. On the contrary, the image of a
thing that one has experienced is the efficient image. But why is the image
out of memory efficient? This has to do with the nature of memory. Memory,
in general, plays an important role in Sautrantika epistemology. Harivarman
sees memory as the force that makes cognition possible. For instance, upon
hearing de-va-da-tta, there is no single consciousness that can comprehend
all these four syllables because, on a Sautrantika view, the consciousness
of each syllable is a separate consciousness. Now, how can these four
consciousnesses come together to form a cognition of the word devadatta? It
is because of memory or retention that holds the traces of previous syllables
and provides them to the mental consciousness to conceptualize the word
devadatta.* In the particular case of mental consciousness, memory makes
the conceptualization of this consciousness possible. Harivarman says:

Again, one knows because of the force of memory. For instance,
eye-consciousness cannot tell man from woman [lit., conceptualize
a man or a woman]. If the eye-consciousness cannot, then mental
consciousness should not be able to do so either. But actually the
mental consciousness can do so. This is also [because of the force of
memory].”’

Since both memory and mental consciousness take what have been
experienced as object, they are very much identical. Harivarman says:
“Dharmas such as consciousness are to remember their own [experienced]
events, so they are also named memory. Memory arises from the grasping of
image: following a dharma and grasping its image, there arises memory”.*
Given the important role of memory in cognition, we are not surprised to
see that the Sautrantikas rely heavily on the phenomenon of memory to
argue for the existence of both self-cognition and the external object.

So far we have discussed a few capacities of mental consciousness, namely,
taking images, remembering and conceptualizing. Now, if the mental
consciousness is self-cognizant, then do the Sautrantikas also admit that
self-cognition can take images, remember or conceptualize? The first two
seem not to be a problem since with self-cognition one can take one’s own
image of consciousness, and remember oneself as the subject of experience.
This is actually a major Sautrantika argument for the existence of self-
cognition. The last point, i.e., whether self-cognition is conceptual, however,
is uncertain, for Harivarman does not explicitly say that self-cognition is
devoid of conceptual construction as does Dignaga. Katsura (1976: 679) has
attempted to interpret the Harivarman sense of self-cognition as conceptual
knowledge, but I do not find it convincing. This may not be a relevant issue
for Harivarman and the Sautrantikas at all.

Finally, the epistemological framework in which Harivarman presents his
view on self-cognition can be illustrated and summarized with Figure 4.1.
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1st moment 2nd moment . 3rd_moment

self-cognition

sensory object x ﬁ

sense consciousness -% mental consciousness

sense ﬂ

Figure 4.1 Mental consciousness being self-cognizant.

Cessation of self-cognition

In JP, there is another passage that discusses the issue of self-cognition. It
did not attract the attention of either Katsura (1974) or Sastri (1975, 1978);
or they may have intenttonally ignored this passage because it potentially
contradicts all that we have discussed in previous sections. The text says:

Question: If mental consciousness does not know dharmas such as visual
objects, then should it know itself?

Answer: No dharma knows itself. Why? It cannot know itself in the
present, just as a knife cannot cut itself. In the past or the future, there
exist no dharmas or other minds. Therefore, mental consciousness cannot
know itself.”

Here the self-cognition of mental consciousness is explicitly denied for
two reasons: (1) mental consciousness in the present cannot know itself;
(2) there exist no dharmas or other minds in the past or the future. The second
reason is understandable because the Sautrantikas deny the reality of
the past and the future. The first reason., however, directly contradicts
Harivarman’s own argument for the self-cognition of mental consciousness.
Though it is explained with the simile of the knife, which is also used by
Harivarman to argue against the Mahasamghikas, this statement shows that
he is inconsistent in his views on self-cognition. How to understand this
inconsistency? Did he change his mind when composing different parts of
his work? We may have a clue to this in the following conversation:

Question: If a person knows the minds of others, does that mean that
mental consciousness can know mental dharmas?

Answer: A person who does not know his own mind can still have the
thought, “I have this mind”, so is the case with the minds of others.
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Again, a dharma of the future, though it does not exist, can still produce
knowledge. What is wrong if the minds of others are likewise?™

The opponent here, in conformity with his previous position, is arguing
that, if mental consciousness knows neither itself nor dharmas like visual
objects, it at least knows some mental dharmas, which can be proved by the
knowledge of the minds of others. Harivarman’s answer links together all
three cases, namely, the knowledge of the mind itself, of the minds of others,
and of future dharmas. In the case of the self-knowledge of the mind, a
person who does not really know his own mind can construct a thought that
he knows this mind. In other words, self-cognition is a construction over the
reality that there is no seif-cognition. The same is true with the knowledge
of the minds of others and of future dharmas, for this knowledge is also
constructed over the reality that it does not exist. In these cases, concepts
such as self-cognition, the knowledge of the minds of others, or the knowledge
of future dharmas are all provisional constructions over the ultimate reality
that they do not exist.

As we see, this is exactly an application of the theory of two truths,
namely, the conventional truth (samvrti-satya) and the ultimate truth
(paramartha-satya). This theory has its origin among early Buddhist schools.
From KV V.6 and 1.1.245, we learn that both the Andhakas and Vatsiputriyas
discuss this theory. Being respectively descendants of the Mahasamghikas
and Sthaviravadins, they seem to share this theory, which implies that
their distinction of two truths must have a common and earlier origin.
In Sarvastivada Abhidharma, we also find extensive discussions on the two
truths. Nagarjuna further elaborated this theory by applying the key concept
of emptiness (Sinyatd) in the Perfection of Wisdom literature to the ultimate
level. The Yogacdrins, unsatisfied with the two-truths analysis, further
developed the theory of three natures (zrisvabhava). Interestingly enough,
we can find all these types of truth theory in Harivarman’s JP. In defining
the provisional mind (*prajfiapti-citta), he cites an Abhidharma definition
of two truths:

The Buddha taught two truths, namely, the true truth (zhen di
) and the conventional truth. The true truth refers to dharmas
such as matter and nirvana. The conventional truth refers to concepts
that have no intrinsic nature. For instance, a jar is established
depending upon matter and so forth; a person is established on the
conditions of five skandhas.”

A similar definition can be found in Vasubandhu’s AKBh VI.4. But it
seems that Harivarman is not in favor of this set of two truths. Instead, he
uses more often the other pair that sounds closer to that of the Madhyamikas.
In the latter pair the five skandhas are no longer ultimate truth, but only
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nirvana or the cessation of five skandhas is the ultimate. His favor of the
latter pair is not because he “changes his view”.* On the contrary, I find
that Kumarajiva, who translated JP into Chinese, consistently maintains a
distinction between the true truth (zhen di), a Sarvastivada sense of ultimate
truth, and the ultimate truth (di yi yi di 55— 235 ), a usage found more often
in the Perfection of Wisdom literature, as is indicated in the following
passage:

The uitimate (di yi yi) [truth] means that matter, consciousness and so
forth are empty. Thus when one observes dharmas such as matter as
empty, one is named the one who sees the ultimate emptiness.
Question: If five skandhas exist in terms of the conventional truth, why
do [the Sarvastivadins] say that dharmas such as matter are true truth
(zhen di)?

Answer: It is said so for the sake of sentient beings. “But for the sake of
those who view five skandhas as real, we say that the five skandhas are
empty in terms of the ultimate [truth]”.*!

Harivarman here not only distinguishes the ultimate truth from the true
truth, he actually also thinks that it is superior to the true truth as understood
by the Sarvastivadins. So he adds one more layer to the Abhidharma theory
of two truths. The threefold truth is evident in his definition of the truth
of cessation (nirodha-satya). He says: “Cessation of three kinds of minds
is called the truth of cessation. [The three minds are] provisional mind
(*prajaapti-citta), the mind of dharma (¥*dharma-citta) and the mind of
emptiness (*$inyata-citta)”.* Among these three minds, the provisional mind
is “the conceptual construction over the skandhas”.* It corresponds to the
conventional truth. “The mind of dharma is the awareness that sees the five
skandhas as real” ** This mind is identical to the true truth in the Abhidharma
sense. According to Harivarman’s view, this mind is not the ultimate because
the mind of emptiness goes beyond it. The mind of emptiness is the awareness
of nirvana or emptiness. This mind of emptiness even has to cease when one
enters into the nirvana without residue or the meditation that takes no more
object (nirodha-samdpatti). As we see, the ultimate truth in Harivarman’s
understanding is more negative than that of the Madhyamikas, who were
usually labeled by others as nihilists. Despite its negativity, the threefold
mind resembles the three natures as developed by the Yogacarins, namely,
imagined nature (parikalpa-svabhava), dependent nature ( paratantra-svabhava)
and accomplished nature ( parinispanna-svabhava).

Now let us return to the “inconsistency” that we find in Harivarman’s
view of self-cognition. His denial of self-cognition is found in the context of
the cessation of mental consciousness, part of the cessation of provisional
mind. Similar to dharmas such as five material realms and causality, or
concepts such as oneness, difference, ineffability and emptiness, mental
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consciousness is seen as a conceptual construction over the real existent —
five skandhas. Self-cognition, as a capacity peculiar to mental consciousness,
is also a conceptual construction that does not exist in the ultimate level.
Now we understand that Harivarman is not really contradicting himself
when establishing self-cognition on one hand but denying it on the other,
because he is applying a two-truths analysis here. On this analysis, both the
establishment and denial of self-cognition can be true. The denial of self-
cognition is valid in the ultimate level. In the conventional level, however,
self-cognition still exists. With regard to whether self-cognition exists in the
conventional level, there were debates among the later Madhyamikas,
especially in Tibet, as Williams (1998) has treated at length. Harivarman’s
discussion on the cessation of self-cognition reveals his Madhyamaka
tendency. This is also the reason why he was regarded as a Mahdyana
master in the early period when his work was introduced to China.*

Proof of self-cognition

In Candrakirti’s MA, we come across another piece of material on the
Sautrantika doctrine of self-cognition. This is the passage mentioned by
many contemporary scholars, including La Vallée Poussin (1925: 182, n. 2),
Yamaguchi (1951: 21), Lii (1991: 2396-7), Katsura (1969: 34, n. 6) and
Kajiyama (1983: 37), as an evidence for the Sautrantika origin of self-
cognition. But, in my view, this passage does not really indicate an origin of
the concept of self-cognition. Instead, it presents to us a series of rather
mature arguments for self-cognition. These arguments are so well formulated
that we cannot help but assume that they have been developed for generations
among the Sautrantika scholars. My study has shown that there were
extensive discussions and disputations on self-cognition among the
Mahasamghikas and Sarvastivadins before the emergence of Sautrantika. It
seems that the Sautrantikas did not commit themselves to the doctrine of
self-cognition in the beginning. The Sautrantika doctrines as reported in
MYV and NA do not contain any information on self-cognition. Vasubandhu,
as the author of AKBh, is well known for his Sautrantika tendency. But he
was still in conformity with the Sarvastivada view on this matter, though he
chose to be sided with Vasumitra instead of with the Vaibhasikas. So far as
we know, Harivarman is the earliest Sautrantika who developed a doctrine
of self-cognition although he is usually considered a divergent Sautrantika.
His view on self-cognition is clearly developed out of disputations with the
Mahasamghikas and Sarvastivadins, and thus is not organized in a systematic
way. In Candrakirti’s report, however, we see a series of systematically
formulated proofs of self-cognition. Though not necessarily consistent with
Harivarman’s view, they indicate how the Sautrantikas have developed their

qOCtrine of self-cognition for over 300 years, which is the span between the
time of Harivarman and of Candrakirti.
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An important feature of the Sautrantika argument for self-cognition as
reported by Candrakirti is that rang rig or svasamvedana, the technical term
for self-cognition, is explicitly used. If we strictly trace the origin of the term
svasamvedana in the sense of self-cognition, then this text of Candrakirti can
be an evidence for the Sautrantika origin of this term. However, two factors
further complicate the problem. First, given the fact that Cantrakirti lived
after the time of Dignaga, he might find it easy to restate the Sautrantika
doctrine of self-cognition by utilizing the Dignaga featured term svasamvedana,
as Vinitadeva did to the Lokottaravadins as I have discussed in Chapter 2.
Second, Candrakirti here is reporting a shared view of the Sautrantikas and
some Vijiidnavadins. This increases the possibility for Candrakirti to rephrase
the view of the Sautrantikas with Dignana’s terminology. Owing to the
shortage of original materials on Sautrantika, espectally on its later phase of
development, we cannot determine who were the initiators of the technical
usage of svasamvedana in the sense of self-cognition, the Sautrantikas or the
Yogicarins.

The Sautrantika view as reported by Candrakirti consists of three well-
formulated proofs of self-cognition. These proofs have to do with the
supportive similes, memory and infinite regress. The first proof is in a
Mahasamghika style of using similes to make sense of self-cognition. The
text says:

Here some [Vijianavadins} accept the view of the Sautrantikas, who
prove the existence of self-cognition (rang rig) in the following way.
When a flame arises, it illumines both itself and things like a jar
simultaneously rather than gradually (mi ‘jug pa). When a sound
is uttered, one knows the sound itself and what it denotes
[simultaneously]. Likewise, when a consciousness arises, it cognizes
both itself and other objects [simultaneously] rather than gradually.
Therefore, “self-cognition” must exist.*

This argument sounds familiar because it echoes a Mahasamghika tone
of using the simile of the lamp and of emphasizing simultaneity. Here the
simultaneity (cig car) is discussed in contrast to the gradualness (Jug pa). It,
however, seems to contradict the basic Sautrantika tenet that minds arise
successively. As [ have shown in previous sections, Harivarman analyzes
the example of the lamp illumining itself and others into a gradual process,
in which the flame, the illumination of other objects, the arising of eye-
consciousness, and the illumination of the lamp itself come into being in a
due order. In the case of the awareness of feeling, however, Harivarman still
admits to the simultaneity between the feeling and the awareness of feeling
even though he applies a gradual analysis to the case. This ambiguity in the
usage of simultaneity and gradualness reflects a dilemma among the
Sautrantikas. They cannot commit themselves to the reflective model of
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self-cognition as developed by the Sarvastivadins because they do not
accept the past or the future as real existent. On the other hand, to explain
phenomena such as memory or perception, they have to introduce a mind
continuum within the present. The present can be analyzed into multiple
moments, and minds arising in the same present continuum are considered
to be simultaneous. As a result, the Sautrantikas blend the border between
simultaneity and gradualness. I suppose this is why we see a Mahasamghika-
like argument in the first proof of self-cognition. In his commentary on MA,
Tsong kha pa thinks that neither the Sautrantikas nor the Vijiianavadins in
this text should use simultaneity as a proof of self-cognition since the very
idea of simultaneity has been dismissed by Dharmakirti. So he “suspects
that the Sanskrit text might be wrong”.*’ 1 think this can be another
possibility.

The second proof of self-cognition proposed by the Sautrantikas is the
so-called memory argument. This argument is usually attributed to Dignaga
and regarded as one of the most effective arguments for self-cognition.* It
goes like this:

Even those who do not accept [self-cognition] have to admit the
existence of self-cognition. Because if there were no [self-cognition]

it would be unreasonable for one to remember an object in later
time and to say: “This has been seen”. Nor is it reasonable for
one to remember the experience of this object and to say: “I have
seen this”. Why? Because memory is of the object that has been
experienced. If an awareness has not experienced an object, it cannot
remember this object. Without self-cognition, {the awareness] cannot -
know its own experience.”

This statement comprises three major arguments that are associated with
the phenomenon of memory, and all of them aim at a common end, that is,
there exists self-cognition. The three arguments are: (1) Memory is of things
that have been experienced. If consciousness has not experienced a thing,
it cannot remember the thing; (2) It is reasonable for one to remember
an object in later time and to say: “This object has been seen”; (3) It is
also reasonable for one to remember the experience of the object and to say:
“I have seen this object”.

Among them, the first is the most basic argument. It also bases itself on
the most obvious phenomenon: one cannot remember things that are not
experienced; whatever appears in one’s memory must be what one has
experienced. Dignaga also sees this as the core of the entire memory argument,
as he formulates it in a verse: “And memory of later time is not of things
that have not been experienced”.® In his auto-commentary, he further proves
the existence of self-cognition on the basis of this argument. This argument,
as a basis, serves two goals. First, it proves that when one remembers an
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object one can say: “This object has been seen”. This point would not stand
if memory were not of things that have been experienced. Thus, it has proved
the existence of the external object. Second, it proves that when one
remembers the experience of the object one can say: “I have seen this object.”
This point, again, would not be true if memory were not of things that have
been experienced. This has proved the existence of self-cognition.

As we know, the Sautrantikas commit themselves to a strict sense
of momentariness. For them, when sense organ and sensory object are in
contact, consciousness has not arisen yet. The sense organ in their system
does not enjoy the privilege of making cognition possible as it does in
Sarvastivada system. The Sautrantikas adopt a view developed by early
Darstantikas that only consciousness or the combination of consciousness
and sense organ sees.”’ Therefore, in their system, for cognition to come
true, one has to wait until the arising of consciousness in the subsequent
moment. But in this moment the sensory object and sense organ have already
disappeared, and what is left to the consciousness is only innate images. The
consciousness of these images that have been experienced is exactly memory.
Hence memory becomes the only solid ground for the Sautrantikas to infer
the existence of both the external object and self-cognition.

The Sautrantika argument for the existence of the external object is
also found in the Vimsatikd, a Yogacara text of Vasubandhu. In this text, he
refutes various types of realism including that of the Sautrantikas, who use
exactly the same memory argument to prove the existence of the external
object. The text says:

[Anything] not experienced is not remembered by mental conscious-
ness. Therefore, an object must be necessarily experienced, and that
which sees objects such as the visible (ripa) should be considered
perception.™

The Sautrantikas here attribute the faculty of memory to mental
consciousness, which confirms Harivarman’s view that mental consciousness
in its essence is memory. Their memory argument also starts with the most
basic phenomenon: one cannot remember anything that is not experienced.
This leads to a further argument that the object that appears in memory
must have been experienced in the previous moment when memory has not
yet taken place. In this previous moment, the object is an external object,
and that which perceives it is perception. Therefore, the existence of the
external object can be inferred from the very phenomenon of memory, though
memory is not in direct contact with the external object. For this reason, the
Sautrantikas are also known as those who infer the existence of the external
object (bahyarthanumeyatva).>

Vasubandhu, however, does not agree with this argument from the
beginning. First of all, he does not think memory is of things that have been
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experienced, because, in the Yogacira system, “it is said that memory is of
the representational consciousness (vijiiapti) that appears as that [object]”.**
On his idealistic view, the object in memory has no external basis because it
is only produced by the representational consciousness (vijfiapti). By reducing
the object to the objective appearance of consciousness, Vasubandhu has
eliminated any possible further argument for the existence of the external
object on the basis of memory.

In his PV, Dharmakirti also adopts this memory argument when refuting
the Mimamsaka view that perception is conceptual construction (savikalpa).
For the Mimamsakas, the perception of visual objects and so forth is
conceptual knowledge, and “there also exists the experience (anubhava) of
this [perception]”.” This experience of perception is what we call self-
cognition. Now, if the perception is conceptual, “how can [the experience of
perception] be non-conceptual”?”® On a Mimamsaka view, the experience of
perception, i.e., self-cognition, is definitely conceptual. Now, Dharmakirti
argues, if the two conceptual awarenesses arise at the same time, it contradicts
their own view that “no two conceptual [awarenesses] are simultaneous™.”’
If the experience of perception arises after the perception has taken place,
Dharmakirti says: “[The conceptual awareness] of the past [perception] is
memory. How can it [i.e., memory] be possible without grasping [the past
perception]”?*® In other words, memory is only possible when there is the
grasping or experience of the past perception, i.e., the self-cognition of this
perception. Therefore, the fact that the past perception can be remembered
at present has proved the existence of self-cognition at an earlier time. As is
pointed out by Tosaki (1979: 48), Dharmakirti here is using a Sautrantika
featured memory argument for self-cognition. Later in the text, Dharmakirti
also adopts a view that the consciousness of an object arises after the object
has disappeared, which has been identified to be a Sautrantika view by his
major commentators, including Devendrabuddhi, Prajiidkaragupta and
Manorathanandin.”

The third proof of self-cognition proposed by the Sautrantikas is concerned
with the problem of infinite regress. If a consciousness is not known by
itself, but by a separate consciousness, they argue, there will be a fault of
infinite regress. For instance, if a consciousness of blue has to be known by
another consciousness, does the consciousness that knows the consciousness
of blue have to be known by yet another consciousness? If it does not, the
consciousness of blue should not either. If it does, the consciousness that
knows this consciousness has to be known by one more consciousness, which,
again, requires another consciousness to know it. This can go on infinitely.
As a result, it is impossible to know the consciousness of blue at the first
place. Moreover, if a cognition is known by another cognition, the latter
would not be able to have any other external objects as object, because the
cognition of the former cognition and of the external object are two different
cognitions. These two cognitions, according to the Sautrintikas, cannot
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arise simultaneously. Therefore, it is proved that the cognition has to be
known by itself, and that there is self-cognition.

Among these proofs of self-cognition, the one associated with memory is
particularly interesting. It is not unusual for the Sautrantikas to develop this
memory argument. As we have discussed previously, memory plays an
important role in Sarvastivada and Sautrantika epistemology. Samghabhadra
defines perceptual awareness, a reflective form of self-cognition, as the
moment of memory. Harivarman regards memory as equivalent to mental
consciousness, which, in his understanding, is self-cognizant. In both cases,
self-cognition enjoys a close relationship with memory. For Samghabhadra, -
self-cognition only occurs in the memory of later time when an awareness
can reflect on the past awareness. Harivarman, however, does not admit
that the present mind can get access to the past mind because the latter has
vanished. Instead it can grasp the image of the object that has been perceived,
which is exactly the way that memory functions. For the later Sautrantikas,
the object and the awareness that perceives this object are both to be
remembered and not to be directly perceived, because they have passed
away into the past when consciousness arises. Their existences can only be
inferred from the phenomenon of memory and the image perceived. So the
memory becomes crucial for their proof of the existence of both the external
object and self-cognition.

To summarize Chapter 4: based on the limited sources on Sautrantika, I
have demonstrated how Harivarman, as a representative of early Sautrantika,
develops his theory of self-cognition by synthesizing the views of the
Mahasamghikas and Sarvastivadins. His model of self-cognition is established
in an epistemological framework of successively arising minds. He limits the
capacity of self-cognition to mental consciousness. He also applies the two-
truths analysis to self-cognition and grants no ultimate status to it. The later
Sautrantikas formulate a series of mature proofs of self-cognition in terms
of simultaneity, memory and infinite regress. Their memory argument for
self-cognition is especially influential to the Yogacarins.

Notes

1 This tradition has its source in Xuanzang and Kuiji’s works. See T2087: 942a,
T2053: 250¢, T1830: 274a. .

2 Kato (1989: 58) identifies Vasubandhu as a direct disciple of Srilata, but Fukuda
(2004: 271, n. 36) carefully examines Katd’s evidence and concludes that
Vasubandhu was not a direct disciple of Srilata but a “fellow believer”. See also
Cox 1995: 51, n. 114.

3 This record is found in a medieval Japanese work, Sanron gengi kennyiishi =
ZHEMUE by Chozen i, who cites from a Chinese source, Si lun xuan yi
PUsw 2 7%, a work still extant but missing the portion under discussion. See T2300:
417c, 441b.

4 Thanks to Ven. Dhammajoti for pointing me to Li’s view on the issue.

5 See Yinshun 1992: 594-603.
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6 Dunne (2004: 59, n. 13) insists on a distinction between the externalists and
Sautrantikas in Dharmakirti’s works. He suspects that the attempt to identify the
two comes later among the commentators of Dharmakirti.
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‘Association (samprayoga) means accompanying. Consciousness and mental
activities embrace each other, arising simultaneously, and having the same object.
Hence they are associated with each other’” CK{ERH o [EfH B 2MEER - &
B P AR SRR T4 o [FE—E 752 4HE » T1545: 81a). Studies show that
this opinion of the Bhadanta was imposed by the Vaibhasikas. See Yinshun
1992: 255-65 and Katd 1989: 223-4, n. 11.

11 L AREL L DA D2 #5] » T1545: 661c. The AKBh attributes this view
to “some other masters”, but the Vibhasaprabhavrtti of Abhidharmadipa records
it as a view of Buddhadeva. See Dhammajoti 2002: 173.
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13 See Kato 1989: 206-16.
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18 See Katsura 1976: 679; Sastri 1975: vi.

19 DUBSRERS o IRFRGA o IRFACTRRE R MY = Tl646: 279¢. 3

20 See JP T1646 370a. *

21 NEEA o BEHE BRI o« BURMHA o T1646: 279¢. Sastri (1975) recoﬂ-
structs xzang zhi A as nimittajiiana or laksanajiiana.

22 FHEHTRAZEL Y% o T1646: 364a.

23 HEARE LA o T1646: 365a.

24 See Katd 1989: 297-303.
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recent years. See Williams 1998 and Kapstein 2000. I will discuss this further in
Chapter 5.
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sogs pa dag gnyis su mi ‘jug par cig car gsal bar byed la | spras kyang rang gi bdag
nyid dang don ston par byed pa de bzhin du | rnam par shes pa yang nye bar skye
ba nyid na gnyis su mi ‘jug par rang gi bdag nyid dang | yul so sor yang dag par rig
par byed pa yin no Il de’i phyir rang rig pa zhes bya ba yod pa kho na yin no I/
D3862: 272a. La Vallée Poussin (1910: 350) renders mi ‘jug par cig car as “sans
entrer dans 'un et 'autre”.
snang ste phal cher rgya dpe ma dag pa’i skyon yin. . . . Sungbum 5408: 157b.
See, for instance, Williams 1998: 1-18.
MA V1.73: gang zhig mi ‘dod pa des kyang gdon mi za bar rang rig pa khas blang
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shes pa yang nyams su ma myong bas dran pa yod par mi ‘gyur ro I/ rang rig pa
med pa’i phyir na re zhig de nyid kyis de nyams su myong ba yod pa ma yin no //
D3862: 272a.
PS L.11cd: smrter uttara-kalam ca no hy asav avibhavite //.
Kajiyama (1989: 135) attributes the view that eye-consciousness sees to the
Sautrantikas.
Vimsatika 16: nananubhiitam manovijiianena smaryata ityavasyam arthanubhavena
bhavitavyam tacca darsanam ity evam tadvisayasya ripadeh pratyaksatvah matah I.
See Sarvadarsanasamgraha 20.
Vimsatika 17ab: uktam yatha tadabhasa vijiiaptih smaranam tatah /.
PV 111.177c: asti canubhavas tasyah. . . .
PV II1.177d: so ‘vikalpah katham bhavet //.
PV I11.178b: na vikalpadvayam sakrt /.
PV 111.179ab: smrtir bhaved atite ca sa ‘grhite katham bhavet /.
See Tosaki 1979: 282.
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SYSTEMATIZATION: YOGACARA

Yogacara and its two schools

Yogacara is by no means a unified school as it has developed in multiple
directions throughout history. Contemporary scholars in the West tend to
distinguish the logic school represented by Dignaga and his followers from
the traditional idealistic system of Yogacara. This doxographical distinction
has its root in Tibetan Buddhism, where Buddhist logic (tshad ma) is separated
from Buddhist idealism (sems tsam). Having little knowledge about Buddhist
logic, contemporary Chinese Yogacara scholars such as Ouyang Jian attempt
to distinguish wei-shi HE##, or Buddhist idealism, from a more Abhidharma-
oriented tradition, which Ouyang Jian calls fa-xiang %4 (dharmalaksana).
But this distinction does not make too much sense in a Chinese context
because the Chinese Yogacara school represented by Xuanzang and Kuiji,
while naming themselves the Faxiang school, undoubtedly adhered to the
Buddhist idealism or wei-shi, which became an alternative label for this
school. On the other hand, the conflict between the so-called old and new
Yogiacara in China was almost inevitable. The new school refers to the
school of Xuanzang, while the old one is represented by Paramartha, a
sixth-century Indian missionary to China. Xuanzang’s introduction of the
new Yogacara attempted to dismiss the old one. But, ironically, the new
Yogicara school itself became one of the most short-lived Chinese Buddhist
schools. The Yogacara teachings of Paramartha, on the contrary, had
continuously influenced Chinese Buddhists by providing the theoretical
foundation for the formation of the indigenous Chinese Buddhist schools
including Huayan, Chan and, to some extent, Tiantai.!

Many scholars see the conflict between the old and new Yogacara as a
unique Chinese phenomenon and fail to link it with an Indian source. In
my opinion, however, this conflict is an extension of the doxographical distinc-
tion between Sakaravada, or those who hold cognition with image, and
Nirakaravada, or those who hold cognition without image, in Indian
Yogacara. According to the extant sources, the distinction between these
two schools is first found in Santaraksita’s Madhyamakalamkara, where the
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foundational position of each school is introduced. As a Nirakaravadin,
Santaraksita has presented these schools in such a mature way that we cannot
help but suspect that this distinction had an earlier origin. In his lengthy
treatises, including the Sakarasiddhisastra and Sakarasamgrahasitra,
Jhanasrimitra presents the most systematic formulation of the Sakaravada
position. He quotes, among others, Prajiidkaragupta and Dharmakirti as
authorities. Bodhibhadra, in the twelfth century, attributes the founding of
Nirakaravada and Sakaravada respectively to Asanga and Dignaga. The
following is a genealogy of the two traditions:’

Nirakaravada: Asanga — Vasubandhu — Sthiramati
Sakaravada: Dignaga — Dharmapala - Dharmakirti

Paramartha is usually believed to follow in the footsteps of Sthiramati.’
But some suggest his thought is actually akin to that of Nanda, another
early commentator on Vasubandhu. Xuanzang and Kuiji are no doubt strict
followers of Dharmapala. Therefore, it is reasonable to link the Chinese
doxography of the old and new Yogiacara to that of Nirakaravada and
Sakaravada in India. The reason that many scholars fail to do so is that the
doxography of Nirakaravada and Sakaravada was a later development
unfamiliar to the Chinese. Another factor is that Dharmapala, unlike other
Sakaravadins, attempted to connect the two traditions by commenting on
works of both Digndga and Vasubandhu. Thus he continued to adhere
closely to the early Yogacara tradition even though he was called a new
Yogacarin by his commentators.

Compared to Dharmapala, Dignaga is obviously a divergent scholar within
the Yogacara school. For instance, although he discusses three natures
(tri-svabhava) in his Prajiaparamitdsamgrahakarika, he does not admit to
alayavijiiana, a distinctive Yogacara concept.’ Since the Sakaravada position
has its origin in the Sautrantika concept of image (akdra), Dignaga’s thought
bears a strong Sautrantika influence, although he rejects their realistic
assumption by committing himself to the idealism of Yogacara, which is
evident in his Alambanapariksa. So the Sakaravada features a tendency
toward Sautrantika—Yogacara synthesis from its very beginning. This
tendency is even intensified among the later Sakaravadins including
Dharmakirti and his followers.

We have no reason to believe that the camp of Nirakaravada is less
complicated. As a matter of fact, Vasubandhu turns out to be one of the most
mysterious figures in the history of Indian Buddhism. His thought is also
complicated, as it is not confined by the categories of either Sarvastivada,
Sautrantika or Yogacara. Putting aside his non-Yogacara writings, we find
that the idealistic tendency is stronger in his later works such as the Vimsarika
and Trims$ika than in his earlier Stitra commentaries, where a realistic
tendency is revealed.’ So Vasubandhu also marks a transition from Yogacara
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to Vijiianavada. The Yogacara signifies primarily the philosophy of Yoga
Masters ( yoga-acarya), who were evidently a group loosely connected with
the Sarvastivadins and thus bore an Abhidharma mark, as the Chinese prefer
to call them the school of Faxiang or dharmic appearance.® Vijiianavada, on
the other hand, became a popular name for the Yogacarins later in India,
and continued to be so in China as Consciousness-only (wei-shi) or in Tibet
as Mind-only (sems tsam). At this point, the speculation of two Vasubandhus
as proposed by Frauwallner (1951: 1-69) cannot really explain the complexity
of Vasubandhu’s thought. To understand fully those intellectual products
associated with the name of Vasubandhu, we might have to presume
four Vasubandhus: a Sarvastivadin, a Sautrantika, a Yogacarin and a
Vijiianavadin. As I shall show below, in dealing with Vasubandhu’s theory
of self-cognition it is still safer to believe that there was only one but
creative Vasubandhu, and to accept the conversion story as presented by
Paramartha.’

Given the diversity within the Yogacara school, 1 shall present the
Yogacara systematization of self-cognition in a rather unsystematic way.
The subject will be discussed in three separate camps, namely, early Yogacara,
Digniga and Dharmapala. By early Yogacara I refer to the founding figures
of the Nirakaravada, including Maitreya, Asanga and Vasubandhu, and the
anonymous authors of the Stitras that were authorized in this school. Their
theory of self-cognition features an emphasis on the soteriologically oriented
self-realization due to yogic practice. On the other hand, some of them
rejected the epistemological sense of self-cognition under the influence of
Sarvastivida Abhidharma, while some others accepted it by following the
Sautrantikas. Dignaga is generally considered to be the point where the
history of self-cognition begins. But my study shows that he really marks
a stage in which the concept of self-cognition was systematized in an
epistemological context. He transformed an originally soteriological issue
into an epistemological concept. Dharmapala further developed a concept
of cognition of self-cognition in the context of pramdna theory. Meanwhile,
he connected this epistemological concept with the traditional Yogacara
idealism and made it part of the Yogacara theories of eight consciousnesses
and consciousness-only.

Self-cognition in early Yogacara

[

Cit

Self-realization

In his commentary on Candrakirti’s MA, Tsong kha pa distinguishes self-
cognition in three senses. He says: “Therefore, it is foolish to say that the
refutation of such a self-cognition (rang rig) is also meant to refute the self-
cognition in.the sense of self-realization of the reality (so so rang rang gis de
kho na nyid rig pa) among the yogis or the self-cognition in the conventional
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sense that the ordinary people say: ‘I see by myself (ngas nga rang rig)’”.* In
the context of Tsong kha pa’s commentary, the self-cognition that he refutes
is the technical sense of self-cognition found among the Vijnanavadins and
Sautrantikas. This self-cognition, in his understanding, is different from the
soteriological sense of self-realization among the yogis or the conventional
sense of knowing by oneself. While refuting self-cognition in the first sense,
he is not trying to deny the other two senses of self-cognition. It is interesting
that Tsong kha pa here understands self-realization as part of the broader
sense of self-cognition and links it especially to the yogis (rnal ‘byor pa). By
“yogi” he does not necessarily mean the Yogacara (rnal ‘byor spyod pa)
because the yogi can refer to any yogic practitioner in various traditions of
Buddhism. But it is also true that the Yogacara tradition has a strong link
to the practice of yogis, and thus bears the name of “the yogic practice”
(yoga-acara).

This observation is supported by the frequent appearance of the term
“self-realization” (pratydatmasamvedya) in the early Yogacara literature, a
group of treatises and Siitras that were authorized in this school. Although
paccattam veditabba, the Pali word for self-realization, can be found in the
Majjhima Nikaya 1.265 and Arguttara Nikaya 1.157, 207, 221,° it is evident
that pratyatmasamvedya became a popular term among the early Yogacara
writings including the Lankavatara-sitra, Samdhinirmocana-sitra, Yogacara-
bhimi, Mahdyanasitralamkara and Ratnagotravibhdga. According to
Sasaki (1994), the term pratyatmansamvedya or so so rang (gis) rig
appears frequently in the Ratnagotra-vibhdga, and is also used once in the
Mahayanasitralamkara, four times in the Yogacarabhiimi, three times in the
Samdhinirmocana-sttra and four times in the Lankavatara-siitra. In all these
cases, pratyatmasamvedya signifies a direct realization that is free from the
conceptual construction of words. It is a soteriological category attributed
to the Buddha or one who is in a higher stage of yogic practice.

In these early Yogacara texts, however, self-cognition is explicitly denied.
In the Lankavatara-sitra, for instance, it says: “As a sword cannot cut its
own blade, or as a finger cannot touch its own tip, the mind cannot see
itself .'° This statement appears in a context of discussing the Yogacara
doctrine of mind-only. The mind that exists solely is not subject to any
division, although there appear the subjective and objective aspects within
the mind. The mind, being not involved with the subject perceiving the
object, cannot see itself, just as the sword or finger that cannot cut or touch
itself. This is a classical expression of the Nirakaravida position on self-
cognition. This issue is also discussed in an interesting dialogue between the
Buddha and Maitreya in the Samdhinirmocana-siitra, which says:

[Maitreya]: The World Honored One, if the image, the focus of that

[samadhi], is not different from the mind, how can the mind still see the
mind itself?
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[The Buddha]: Good man, there is no dharma that can see any dharma.
But when this mind arises as such, there appears such an image. Good

» man, for instance, based on form (bimba), form itself is seen in a perfectly
clear mirror, but one thinks, “I see an image”. One takes the appearance
of the image as something different from the form. Likewise, when the
mind arises, there appears the seemingly different image that is the
focus of samadhi."

Maitreya’s question challenges the fundamental thesis of Yogacara
idealism: the object of the mind is not different from the mind itself. On his
view, this thesis faces the same difficulty as the mind seeing itself. Asvabhava
comments that “this [question] shows that it is contradictory to act on [the
mind] itself”.'> Wonch’iik, besides citing Asvabhava’s commentary, further
relates this question to the similes of eyes, finger-tip and sword, and concludes
that the mind also cannot take itself as object.”* So Maitreya’s question
implies a position shared with the Sarviastivadins that self-cognition is
impossible because it is contradictory to worldly phenomena. The Buddha’s
answer indicates an early Yogacara approach to this problem. First of all, it
affirms a general principle: no dharma can see any dharma. The reason,
according to Asvabhava, is that all dharmas in an ultimate level are “devoid
of activity”." Therefore, no distinction can be found between seeing and
seen, subject and object. As we shall discuss in the following sections, Dignaga
confirms the same principle when expounding his theory of the twofold
appearance of cognition. Second, the Buddha uses the example of a mirror
to explain that the image that is seen in the mirror is actually an appearance
of the person who sees the mirror. Likewise, the image, being the focus of
samadhi, is only an appearance of the mind itself, and is not independent
from the mind. The mind observing this image is to observe the mind itself.

What does this mean? For Jidnasrimitra, who cites this passage to support
his argument for self-cognition, it simply means that there is self-cognition.
He says: ““The arising of mind and image of object (arthabhdsa) etc.” shows
exactly self-cognition (svasamvedana), because the cognized and cognizer
are one”."* Wonch’lik, however, points out that “it does not mean the seeing-
portion observing seeing-portion [itself] when speaking of [the mind] seeing
itself [this way]”." In other words, the mind is not known to itself intuitively;
instead it is known through an objectified image, which is like its reflection
in the mirror. This is different from the technical sense of self-cognition as
found in Dignaga.

This dialogue shows that the early Yogacarins, though insisting on an
idealistic position that the object of cognition is only a manifestation of the
mind itself, still see it as absurd that the mind observes itself intuitively. This
attitude can be attributed to the Sarvastivada influence on the early yogic
groups, who are believed to be the composers of the two Siitras that we
discussed above. In the Abhidharmadipa, a Sarvastivida Abhidharma text,
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however, we find that svasamvedana rather than pratyarmasamvedya is used
in an explicitly soteriological sense to denote the self-realization of solitary
realizers (pratyvekabuddha) in contrast to the excessive compassion of the
Buddha and the hearers’ (§rdvakas) realization through others ( parasamvid).
Its commentary, the Vibhasaprabhavrtti, says: “And there occurs excessively
self-realization (svasamvit) of thoughts to the solitary realizer”.!” All these
texts reveal a complicated relationship between self-realization and self-
cognition.

In recent years, the relationship between the soteriological and
epistemological senses of self-cognition has become a topic of debate.
Kapstein (2000) criticizes Williams (1998) for not distinguishing self-
realization (pratydatmasamvedya, so so rang gis rig pa) from self-cognition
(svasamvedana, rang rig). Kapstein observes that these two terms are
consistently distinguished either in the Tibetan translations of Indian texts
or in the indigenous Tibetan writings. He insists that the soteriological and
epistemological meanings that are carried by the two terms should not be
mixed up.

Kapstein is lucky to have drawn evidence for his argument from Tibetan
instead of Chinese sources. In the Chinese translations, especially, of those
Indian texts that are now lost, it is never clear what the Sanskrit equivalent
is for the term zi zheng HiE. It could be either praryatmasamvedya or
svasamvedana. In three Chinese translations of the Lankavatara-sitra, for
instance, several different words are used to render pratydatmasamvedya, and
one of them is zi zheng, the standard translation for svasamvedana. Xuanzang
also uses zi zheng to render pratydtmasamvedya in his translation of the
Mahayana-sitralamkara. But he distinguishes pratydtmasamvedya from
svasamvedana in his other translations. This ambiguity reflects a more
complicated relationship, rather than a clear-cut distinction between the two
concepts.

I agree with Kapstein in maintaining a distinction between self-cognition
and self-realization in their technical usage. Especially, we should not simply
use the Tibetan term rang rig or the Chinese word zi zheng to reconstruct a
Sanskrit word svasamvedana without critically examining the context. This
is a dangerous practice when those Indian texts are unavailable in their
Sanskrit originals. Therefore, in the present project, I deliberately ignore
dozens of references to zi zheng in the Chinese translations of Indian texts
that are now lost. I sympathize, however, with Williams (and with Tsong
kha pa) in the sense that we should not limit ourselves to word-searching.
Instead, we should have a broader vision of the issue itself. This is why
I have traced the origin of self-cognition as a doctrine rather than as a term
to the Mahasamghikas, where we find a close link between the soteriological
and epistemological senses of self-cognition. The Sarvastivadins, when
refuting the Mahasdmghikas, also discuss self-cognition in the soteriological
context of omniscience. The Sautrantikas, especially Harivarman, refer to
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the yogic practice when expounding his view that mental consciousness is
self-cognizant. The central thesis of this book is that self-cognition evolved
from a soteriological concern to an epistemological inquiry. Following Tsong
kha pa, 1 see self-realization as part of the broader sense of self-cognition in
the context of early Yogacara. But after Dignaga this soteriological concept
is clearly distinguished from the epistemological sense of self-cognition.

i

The self-knowledge of consciousness

Given the multiple identities of Vasubandhu as a Sarvastivadin, Sautrantika,
Yogacarin and Vijnanavadin, his view on self-cognition is by no means
consistent. For instance, he follows a Sarvastivada position to refute self-
awareness in the verse part of the Abhidharmakosa; but when explaining
why it is refuted in AKBh he shows a Sautrantika tendency by pursuing it
epistemologically, rather than placing the emphasis on causality of the
Vaibhasikas. In his later works, we find no further objections to self-cognition.
These views, though inconsistent, do reveal a trend of development, so we
do not have to accept the hypothesis of two Vasubandhus. As I have already
discussed Vasubandhu’s view on self-cognition before his conversion to
Yogacara in Chapter 3, I am now going to explore his later views on this
issue based on his later writings.

Although we draw much important information from commentaries on
the Vimsatika and Trimsika, especially those by Dharmapala, these works
of Vasubandhu do not mention self-cognition. The only work that speaks of
this issue is his BD. Preserved only in its Chinese recension, this treatise was
translated by Paramartha between 557 and 569. Its ascription to Vasubandhu
has been questioned by scholars such as Hattori (1955) and Nakamura
Zuiryu (1961: 58) who find it safer to attribute this treatise to Paramartha.'®
But, as Sakamoto (1935a: 10-13) shows, Paramirtha’s own commentaries,
seventeen passages in total, are clearly indicated by the phrase “to comment”
(shi yue T2H) or “to remark™ (ji yue 72 H). If we take out these passages,
the rest of the text can still be considered an Indian work. In particular,
the sections that T am going to deal with are records of debates between
the author and two Indian philosophical schools, namely, Samkhyas and
Vaisesikas. These sections must have an Indian origin and could not have
been composed by Paramartha himself in China. Therefore, I follow Ui
(1965: 456—7) and Takemura (1977: 36-8) in thinking it reasonable to insist
on the traditional attribution to Vasubandhu.

In this treatise, Vasubandhu discusses the issue of self-cognition in the
context of refuting the Samkhya theory of pramana or the means of cognition,
along with his criticism of the Simkhya doctrines of nature, particle, inference,
causality and memory. According to the Samkhya view, “awareness as
pramana can establish itself without the condition of object as prameya”."® Tt
is also true to say that the object or prameya can be established without
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awareness. This view is consistent with the basic Samkhya tenet that all
existents consist of nature (prakrii), and thus arise in their own right. The
Buddhists, including the Sarvistivadins who admit to the intrinsic nature of
existents, do not agree with this view because it goes against the basic
Buddhist doctrine of dependent origination. To convince the Buddhists,
the Samkhyas use the simile of a lamp to show that lamp and jar are both
real existents before they face each other to act as an illuminator and the
illuminated. Vasubandhu replies that this example does not apply here
because the lamp shares no common feature with awareness. The most
important difference between the two is that the lamp does not illuminate
itself but the awareness does. With regard to the lamp, Vasubandhu agrees
with the Sarvastividins and Madhyamikas in denying that it has the nature
of self-illumination. He says:

A lamp only illumines others, but absolutely not itself. If its essence
were darkness, the lamp would require another [lamp] to illumine
it. But, since its essence contains no darkness, why does it have to
be illumined by another [lamp]? It 1s not like things such as a jar
that has to be illumined by a lamp. Because the essence of the jar is
dark, and thus cannot be seen by itself. If the lamp has to be
illumined, then it requires another lamp to illumine it. But this is
not the case, so we know for sure that the lamp is only an illuminator,
but not the illuminated.”

The reason why Vasubandhu denies the self-illumination of the lamp is
not very different from those of the Sarvastivadins and Madhyamikas that
we have discussed in Chapter 3. His conclusion that the lamp can only be an
illuminator or pramdna brings us back to the context of pramana theory.
For Vasubandhu, awareness as a pramana is totally different from a lamp
because awareness can be both pramana and prameya. He says: “[Awareness]
can know the present object, and thus is called pramana; it can also be
known by itself or other awareness, and thus is named prameya”.*' The
awareness “known by itselt” is the self-knowledge or self-cognition of this
awareness. To explain this point, Vasubandhu goes on to say:

The self-knowledge [is explained as follows]. For instance, eye-
consciousness, as perception, faces directly the present visual object,
but it cannot conceptualize or produce a thought that this [object]
is blue. When there is the thought that this is blue, it is produced
by mental consciousness. Thus, the two consciousnesses function
simultaneously: the eye-consciousness grasps the visual object but
not itself; the mental consciousness conceptualizes the blue or yellow,
and thus grasps the eye-consciousness. [The mental consciousness]
cannot grasp the visual object perceived by [consciousness] itself, so
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it only conceptualizes. What is cognized by the eye-consciousness is
prameya; that which conceptualizes the eye-consciousness is pramana.
Therefore, perception is established by the conceptualization of the
‘other [i.e., the mental consciousness].”

As in other pre-Dignaga texts, this text does not use the technical term zi
zheng or svasamvedana when discussing the issue of self-cognition. Instead,
it uses zi yuan %%, or self-knowledge, whose Sanskrit equivalent could be
*svah . . . alambanam. This text also shows a strong link to Dignaga’s writings
when pramdna, prameya or perception are discussed. But, unlike Dignaga,
Dharmakirti or the Mahasamghikas, Vasubandhu argues for self-cognition
by refuting the simile of the lamp. As we have discussed in Chapter 4, this is
exactly a position held by Harivarman and probably other Sautrantikas. So
we see a Sautrantika heritage in Vasubandhu’s thought, as indicated in both
his BD and his AKBh.

A more interesting parallel between Harivarman and Vasubandhu is that
both regard only mental consciousness as self-cognizant. In the context of
the pramdna theory, Vasubandhu illustrates this point more clearly than
Harivarman does. First of all, he claims that eye-consciousness cannot grasp
itself because it only takes the visual object as its object. Vasubandhu here
explicitly denies that all mind and mental activities are self-cognizant, a
position shared by the Mahasamghikas and some Yogacarins such as Dignaga
and Dharmakirti.?® If the eye-consciousness and so forth are not self-
cognizant, the only candidate to demonstrate the self-knowledge of
consciousness is mental consciousness. In the above passage, Vasubandhu
does not explicitly state that the mental consciousness is self-cognizant
as does Harivarman. Instead, he characterizes mental consciousness as
conceptualizing and grasping eye-consciousness because the former cannot
grasp the visual object. Does this mean that the mental consciousness is self-
cognizant? It seems to require more clarification. In Vasubandhu’s definition,
mental consciousness, when grasping eye-consciousness, is a pramdana. Its
prameya, however, is not the visual object, but the image of the visual object
that is cognized by eye-consciousness. When mental consciousness functions,
it takes this image as object on the one hand, and grasps the eye-consciousness
on the other. So the self-cognition of mental consciousness is actually
manifested in the mental consciousness grasping eye-consciousness.

It is also worth noting that the eye-consciousness here is called perception,
but the mental consciousness is characterized as conceptualization. If we
follow the definition of perception proposed by Digniga, namely, as being
devoid of conceptual construction, then the mental consciousness cannot be
considered a type of perception. Vasubandhu seems to agree with this because
he concludes the passage by saying that perception is established by the
conceptualization of mental consciousness. Here it implies that mental
consciousness is something ozher than eye-consciousness, but meanwhile

170



THE BUDDHIST THEORY OF SELF-COGNITION

both consciousnesses have to work together to the extent that they function
simultaneously. The eye-consciousness perceives the present visual object,
while the mental consciousness conceptualizes the blue, yellow and so forth.
As we have discussed in Chapter 4, this simultaneity is rejected by
Harivarman, but accepted by those Sautrantikas who share more common
views with the Vijianavadins. Vasubandhu, at this point, clearly indicates
his Vijiianavada position that mental consciousness always accompanies
five sense consciousnesses.

Another implication of this passage is that self-cognition, like mental
consciousness, is con¢eptual. This is indicated in the statement that mental
consciousness “conceptualizes eye-consciousness”. Conceptualization is the
way that mental consciousness “grasps” or cognizes eye-consciousness. So
the self-cognition of mental consciousness is by its very nature conceptual.
As we have discussed in the last chapter, Harivarman’s position seems to
have the same implication, but both Digndga and Dharmakirti understand
self-cognition as non-conceptual.

To conclude, in BD we learn that Vasubandhu develops his view on self-
cognition from a Sautrantika starting-point toward a Yogdcara conclusion
as it contains a mixture of views from both sides. His view is evidently less
mature than that of Dignaga, which also proves that the author of this
treatise must come before Dignaga, so the attribution to Vasubandhu is still
tenable. »

Self-cognition: Dignaga

More than twenty works are ascribed to Dignaga. Among them, twelve are
extant in Tibetan and six in Chinese. As far as the issue of self-cognition is
concerned, the following works are extremely important: the Nyayamukha
(NM), the PS and its auto-commentary the Pramanasamuccayavriti (PSV).
NM is an introductory work to Buddhist logic. It is only extant in Chinese
and has been very influential among East Asian Buddhists. In its small
section on perception, Digndga discusses self-cognition in his system of
pramana theory by using the technical term zi zheng or svasamvedana. PS
and its auto-commentary PSV are later, and probably the last major work
by Dignaga. Extant in its two Tibetan translations, this work rearranges
and enlarges the perception section of NM into a full chapter on perception.
Along with other chapters of PS, it presents us with a systematic formulation
of Buddhist logic and epistemology. In this epistemological framework,
Digniga also discusses self-cognition in a more detailed manner.

Self-cognition as a type of perception

Digniga is one of the first to systematize the Buddhist theory of pramana, or
means of cognition. He only accepts two means of cognition, i.e., perception
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(pratyaksa) and inference (anumana), as he states in his NM: “As regards
one’s own understanding there are only two pramdnas, i.e., perception and
inference, since [the other pramanas admitted by] other schools such as
verbal testimony (Sabda), analogy (upamana) and so forth are included in
these two”.** The reason that he admits only two means of cognition is that
the object to be cognized has only two aspects, i.e., the particular (svalaksana)
and the universal (samanyalaksana), which are, respectively, the objects of
perception and inference. As is pointed out in NM: “Besides these two, [i.e.,
the particular and the universal,] there is no other object of cognition
(prameya) which can be apprehended by a pramana other than [perception
and inference]”.”

However, Dignaga is not the first Buddhist scholar to discuss this issue. In
MV we already see extensive discussions of perception and inference in an
Abhidharma framework. In his * Abhidharmasamayapradipika, Samghabhadra
expresses similar views with regard to the objects of the two means of
cognition. He says: “However, it is admitted that there are two kinds of
particles: one real, and the other conventional. What are their characteristics?
The real refers to the particular characteristic of matter, whose collection is
perceived by perception. The conventional is known by inference, which is
analytical”.*®

Dignaga defines perception as the cognition “that is free from conceptual
construction”.”’” Conceptual construction, in turn, means “the association
of name (ndman), genus ( jati), etc. [with a thing perceived, which results in
verbal designation of the thing]”.?® So perception in his understanding should
be inexpressible by words. Dharmakirti follows Dignaga’s definition in his
PV 111.123a, but he adds “non-erroneous” (abhranta) to this definition in
NB 1.4 and the Pramanaviniscaya. He says: “Perception is the awareness
that is not affected by illusion produced through the darkness of eyes, rapid
motion, traveling on a boat, a violent blow or other causes”.” To define
perception as non-erroneous did not start with Dharmakirti. On the contrary,
by introducing the term abhranta to the definition of perception, he falls
back to an understanding of perception found in the early Yogacara school.®
In the Yogacarabhumi, an encyclopedic work ascribed to Maitreya or Asanga,
perception is defined as follows: “What is perception? It is not indirect,
neither already inferred nor to be inferred, and not erroneous (avibhranta)” !

This text also mentions the first three illusory objects as singled out by
Dharmakirti.

According to Dharmakirti, perception is classified into four types, i.e.,
Sense perception, mental perception, the self-cognition of all mind and mental
activities, and the yogic perception.” It has been hotly debated among
contemporary scholars whether Dignaga himself accepts four types of
perception. In a short article entitled “Did Dignaga accept four types of
perception?” published in 1993, Franco propounds the view that Digndga
accepts only three types of perception, namely, sense, mental and yogic
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perception. As a matter of fact, he was not the first to propagate this
view. Those who agree with him include some eminent scholars in the field
of Dignaga and Buddhist epistemological studies, such as Hattori, Nagatomi,
Nagatomo and Schmithausen.” The only person who seemed to go against
this prevailing view was Wayman (1991). In his article targeted by Franco,
Wayman himself, however, does not provide any solid evidence that
Dignaga actually accepts one more type of perception, i.e., self-cognition
(svasamvedana).** Therefore, it seems that Franco and others have reached a
convincing conclusion on this issue.”

I agree with Franco’s criticism of Wayman for imposing the later
interpretation of Dharmakirti on Dignaga. I do not think that Wayman’s
argument for the four types of perception is legitimate, because he uses
Dharmakirti’s interpretation to read Dignaga. Franco (1993: 296) has
correctly pointed out that “we have to read Dignaga’s text independently of
his so-called ‘Great Commentator’”, although he meanwhile regrets that
“unfortunately we do not have any other commentatorial tradition except
that of Dharmakirti and his followers”. In the course of my study of Digniga
and his concept of self-cognition, however, I find some evidence supporting
Wayman’s claim in Dignaga’s own writings and in the commentatorial works
of Kuiji, a Chinese Yogacara scholar.

It seems that none of these scholars has paid attention to the early works
of Dignaga himself that are extant in Chinese and to the commentatorial
tradition of Dharmapala and his Chinese counterparts. But it is exactly in
Digniga’s NM that we find evidence for his fourfold classification of
perception, even before he wrote PS and PSV. In NM, after sense perception
is introduced, he continues to say:

The mental realm (manasa), when occurring in the form of immediate
experience of [external objects], is also devoid of conceptual
construction. Again, [there are] the self-cognition of desire and so
forth, and the yogic [intuition] that is devoid of doctrinal conception.
All these are perception.”

The two Chinese translations by Xuanzang and Yijing are exactly the
same except that Yijing adds “to explain” to the beginning of the passage to
indicate that it is an auto-commentary by Dignaga himself. Hattori (1968:
92, n. 1.45) cites this passage without translating or explaining it, and thus
fails to attract the attention of his Western readers. In this passage, the
puzzling fusion between self-cognition and mental perception does not occur,
for they are separated by the particle “again” (you X). At the end of the
passage, it explicitly states that the previously mentioned categories, namely,
self-cognition of desire and so forth, and yogic intuition, are both perceptions.
These two, plus the mental realm that is devoid of conceptual construction
and the sense perception, make up the four types of perception for Dignaga.
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Moreover, in his commentary on the Nyadyapravesa, a work by one of
Dignaga’s direct disciples, Sankarasvamin, Kuiji states even more explicitly
that there are four types of perception. He says: “There are, in brief, four
types of [perception] that are devoid of conceptual construction: (1) five
consciousnesses; (2) the mental [consciousness] that accompanies the five
[consciousnesses]; (3) self-cognition; (4) the yogic [intuition]”.*” Kuiji himself
does not indicate the source of this information. As we know, the PS was
translated into Chinese by Yijing in 711, but was lost soon after. Kuiji had
already passed away by this time, so he could not have known Yijing’s
translation. But Kuiji refers to PS at least eighteen times in his writings, so
the only possibility is that he gained access to PS through his learned master
Xuanzang.

Therefore, we have evidence for four types of perception in the early work
of Dignaga himself and in the commentatorial tradition apart from that of
Dharmakirti. Even in PS and PSV, from which those scholars develop their
argument against the four types of perception, I can find evidence to support
my view. To deny self-cognition as an independent type of perception, Hattori
(1968: 27) squeezes it into a second kind of mental perception. Nagatomi
(1979: 254) emends it as the second aspect of mental perception to be in
conformity with the theory of the dual appearance of cognition discussed
later in Dignaga’s text. Both scholars base their arguments on the Sanskrit
passage cited in Prajiiakaragupta’s Pramanavarttikabhasyam: “raga-dvesa-
moha-sukha-duhkhddisu ca sva-samvedanam indriyanapeksatvan manasam
pratyaksam”.*® Hattori translates this passage as follows: “The self-awareness
(sva-samvedana) of desire, anger, ignorance, pleasure, pain, etc., is [also
recognized as] mental perception because it is not dependent on any sense
organ™.* Judging from the Sanskrit text, this is a fine translation. But the
problem is that it does not match the Tibetan translation, which literally
means: “As for desire, anger, ignorance, pleasure, pain, and so forth, on
account of their independence of sense organ, [they can be regarded as]
perception [in terms] of cognizing themselves (rang rig pa’i mngon sum,
svasamvedanapratyaksa)”.** The Tibetan translation is consistent with the
Chinese translation of NM cited above when it is literally put: “Again, for
desire and so forth, their self-cognition, and . . . are both perception”. Both
the Tibetan and Chinese texts indicate that self-cognition of desire is a
type of perception, but not a kind of mental perception as shown in the
Sanskrit text.*!

To be in conformity with Prajiakaragupta’s Sanskrit text, Hattori (1968:
181) changes rang rig pa’i (self-cognizant) in the Tibetan text into yid kyi
(mental) and replaces ni with la yang rang rig pa. With these illegitimate
modifications against all Tibetan translations, he understands self-cognition
as a kind of mental perception rather than a separate type of perception.*”?
Based on this understanding, Hattori (1968: 27) also interprets the verse
PS 1.6ab that this passage comments on as follows: “[T]here is also mental
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[perception, which is of two kinds:] awareness of an [external] object and
self-awareness of [such subordinate mental activities as] desire and the like,
[both of which are] free from conceptual construction”. This translation
is less problematic if we skip what Hattori supplies in the brackets, for
the remaining part matches the Tibetan and the Sanskrit as cited by
Prajhakaragupta.®

The Sanskrit verse PS 1.6ab that is cited by Prajiiakaragupta again becomes
a subject of debate. Franco (1993) and Wayman (1991) dispute whether to
put an anusvara after artha. If there is the anusvara, as Wayman suggests,
then artha can be separated from the compound artha-ragadi-sva-samvitti, and
we can avoid the traditional reading arthasamvitti and ragadisvasamvitti,
which is adopted by Hattori and Nagatomi.* The verse would mean, as
Wayman (1991: 423) translates: “Also the mental (sense) having the object-
entity (artha) and self-intuition of passion (raga), etc. are without constructive
thought”. As is pointed out by Franco, this translation is equally problematic
because Wayman does not explain the insertion of the word “sense” and he
ungrammatically uses the word artha, which should be artha if without a
governing verb.* At this point, I do not think that the anusvara here really
matters much. As a matter of fact, I find that the anusvara appears in the
index to Rahula Sankrtyayana’s edition of Prajnakaragupta’s text, although
it is not found in the text itself.* Thus, I see this debate as provoked by an
editorial error.

It is evident that self-cognition is a separate type of perception and there
are altogether four types of perception for Dignaga. His own works do not
support the allegation that he accepts only three types of perception, which
is only found in the commentatorial work of Prajiiakaragupta. But most
contemporary scholars follow him to interpret Dignaga’s position on the
typology of perception. This reflects a general tendency among scholars of
Indian Buddhism, who give Sanskrit texts a higher preference despite the
fact that the Sanskrit manuscripts we have today are usually dated quite
late. In the case of Dignaga, none of his works survives in the original
Sanskrit, but many scholars still prefer to study him on the basis of the
Sanskrit fragments found in later commentatorial works. When these Sanskrit
fragments do not agree with the Tibetan or Chinese translations, they would
disregard or emend the translations accordingly without hesitation. This is
basically what happened in the current discussion on the typology of
perception among scholars.

In dealing with the disagreements between the received Sanskrit text of
the Vajracchedikaprajiaparamitasutra and its early Chinese translation by
Kumarajiva, Lancaster (1977: 149) finds that in many cases the Chinese
translation is supported by the recently discovered Gilgit Sanskrit fragments.
He concludes that the disagreements are due not to the deliberate alteration
by the translators that scholars usually assume but to the fact that the
Sanskrit text underwent “constant and at times radical changes through the

134



.. SYSTEMATIZATION: YOGACARA  [1(/

centuries”, so that the Chinese translation is more valuable in terms of
preserving the earlier format of the Siitra. In the current case, I would argue
that, even if Dignaga’s works were available in their Sanskrit version, the
value of their Chinese or Tibetan translations still cannot be dismissed,
especially when they disagree with each other. Now, since the Sanskrit texts
have not survived, we have to follow the Chinese and Tibetan translations
to conclude that Dignaga actually accepted four types of perception. As a
result, we have to dismiss the later Sanskrit commentatorial tradition of
Prajiakaragupta that alleges only three types of perception for Dignaga, a
view followed by most contemporary scholars.

Self-cognition and other types of perception

Those scholars, from Prajiiakaragupta onward, who deny self-cognition as
a separate type of perception, have misunderstood the relationship between
self-cognition and mental perception. This in turn is because of their failure
to apprehend the nature of mental perception. On their understanding, mental
perception has two functions, namely, externally to experience object and
internally to be aware of desire and so forth.*

But I understand mental perception solely as the experience of external
objects.”® My understanding is supported by Dignaga’s own definition. In
his NM, Dignaga defines mental perception as follows: “The mental realm
(manasa), when occurring in the form of immediate experience [of object],
is also devoid of conceptual construction”.* My emendation “of object” is
supported by Dignaga in his PSV: “The mental (manasa) [perception]} which,
taking visual object, etc., for its object, occurs in the form of immediate
experience (anubhava) is also free from conceptual construction”.” The
definition in PSV further specifies manasa as “taking visual object, etc., for
its object” (rapadi-visayalambanam). These words, in turn, explain the word
artha in the verse PS 1.6ab: manasam cartha-ragadi-sva-samvittir akalpika.

According to these definitions, mental perception is an aspect of the mental
realm or mental consctousness, which sometimes occurs in the form of the
immediate experience of sensory objects. Here the reference to sensory objects
indicates that the immediate experience is externally directed. If this experience
were directed internally, it would become self-cognition. If we admit that
Dignaga, in contrast to his predecessors, elevates self-cognition to the status
of a separate perception, it has to be independent of mental perception.

Digndga’s concept of mental perception is presented more clearly than
similar concepts in the Sarvastivada and Yogiacara Abhidharma. Experiential
perception (*anubhava-pratyaksa) for Samghabhadra denotes the experience
of internal feeling, which is also called self-feeling. But self-feeling, as criticized
by Dharmapala, either does not exist or overlaps with self-cognition. The
early Yogacdra concept of mental experiential perception (manonubhava-
pratyaksa), as developed in the Yogdcarabhiimi, is defined as “the objective

115



THE BUDDHIST THEORY OF SELF-COGNITION
realm (gocara) of mental sense (manas)”,”" which can be both internal and
external. So the advantage of mental perception in Dignaga is that it is
distinguished from self-cognition, and thus is only directed externally.

Those who understand self-cognition as an aspect of mental perception
must also have confused mental perception (manasa-pratyaksa) with mental
consciousness (manovijiana). Mental perception is an aspect of mental
consciousness that experiences but does not conceptualize the sensory object.
This concept indicates that Dignaga disagrees with the Sautrantikas, who
hold that mental consciousness can never directly experience the sensory
object because the object has already disappeared when the consciousness
arises.” Self-cognition, on the other hand, is the internal awareness of mental
consciousness (not mental perception) and its associated mental activities
such as desire and so forth. Yogic perception, the fourth type of perception,

-is again a specific state of mental consciousness. A yogi starts with inferential
knowledge about the teaching of the Buddha, which is called the true object
(bhiitartha). Through a meditative practice that visualizes repeatedly its object
in mind, the object finally is “perceived as clearly as though it were a small
grain on the palm of his hand”.* At this point, yogic perception is devoid of
conceptual construction.

On my understanding, Dignaga, when singling out various types of
perception, does not go beyond the traditional classification of six con-
sciousnesses. Five sense consciousnesses are no doubt perception. Mental
consciousness, being the actual agent of conceptual construction, still can be
perception when immediately experiencing the sensory object, internally being
aware of itself and its mental activities, or concentrating on the object itself
in a meditative state. The relationship between six consciousnesses and four
types of perception can be illustrated with Figure 5.1.%

As we know, to understand self-cognition as capability of mental
consciousness 1s shared by Vasubandhu and the Sautrantikas. Dignaga’s
view that self-cognition is attributed to mental consciousness is further

sense consciousness
auditory consciousness
offactory consciousness sense perception
gustatory consciousness
mental perception

bodily consciousness

mental consciousness self-cognition

yogic perception

Figure 5.1 Six consciousnesses and four perceptions.
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indicated in his discussion on whether conceptual awareness (kalpana-jiiana)
is perception. He addresses this issue in a dialogue with an opponent. The
dialogue goes like this in NM:

7

[The opponent:] If the self-cognition of desire and so forth is also
[considered] perception, why do you exclude conceptual awareness [from
perception]?

[Dignaga:] 1 do not exclude the self-cognition of this [conceptual
awareness], because it is free from conceptual construction and [thus] is
perception. But in the respect that this [conceptual awareness] apprehends
other objects, it is not called perception.”

This dialogue is included and reformulated in PSV 1 Dd. In both texts,
the opponent’s question provides one more piece of evidence for self-cognition
being an independent form of perception. This question makes sense if we
put it in the context of early Yogacara theory of perception. As we have
discussed previously, the definition of perception in the Yogacarabhiimi
influenced Dharmakirti. Its classification of perception also affects Dignaga at
this point. In this text, perception is classified into four types, namely, percep-
tion of material sense organs (rapindriyapratyaksa), perception of mental
experience (manonubhavapratyaksa), worldly perception (lokapratyaksa) and
pure perception (Suddhapratyaksa). The first two are identical to the first
two types of perception in Dignaga. These two are also called the worldly
perception in contrast to the pure perception, which closely matches the yogic
perception in Digndga.’® So it seems to be a common view among early
Yogacarins to accept three types of perception: sense, mental and yogic
perception. Now, if Dignaga has come up with anything innovative, it is
self-cognition. But it is exactly this self-cognition that causes controversy if
we accept it as a type of perception. The opponent argues that, if self-
cognition is perception, then conceptual awareness should also be considered
perception. In other words, self-cognition is conceptual, so it cannot be
perception, if perception is understood as non-conceptual. On Dignaga’s view,
however, conceptual awareness is perception when it is internally aware of
itself, because in that case it is devoid of conceptual construction. Some
scholars even classify the self-cognition of conceptual awareness (kalpana-
JAana-svasamvitti) as a separate kind of perception.” I do not think that it is
necessary to single out the self-cognition of conceptual awareness as another
type of perception, because Dignaga here is not talking about the typology of
perception but replying to his opponent’s objection with regard to conceptual
awareness. This discussion explicitly shows that self-cognition is a capacity
of conceptual awareness that includes mental consciousness and mental
activities such as desire and so forth. Both phrases, namely, “self-cognition
of conceptual awareness” and “self-cognition of desire and so forth”, indicate
that self-cognition is of the mental consciousness that is primarily conceptual.
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Having made it clear that self-cognition is the internal awareness of mental
consciousness, and that mental perception and yogic perception are also
different aspects of mental consciousness, now, how is self-cognition related
to sense perception? Is sense perception self-cognizant? As we have shown in
the last chapter, the Sautrantikas do not understand sense consciousness to
be self-cognizant simply because the mental consciousness that is capable
of self-cognition has not arisen when sense consciousness is active. But if
it is true that Dignaga and Dharmakirtt were both influenced by the
Mahasamghikas, then they should hold that all mind and mental activities,
including sense consciousness, are self-cognizant.” However, this remains
a mystery in Dignaga’s own works. In PSV, he explicitly says: “As for
desire, anger, ignorance, pleasure, pain, and so forth, on account of their
independence of sense organ, [they can be regarded as] perception [in terms]
of cognizing themselves (rang rig pa’i mngon sum, svasamvedanapratyaksa)” .
This suggests, as concluded by Matilal, that self-cognition is “mental”.®
When defining sense perception, Dignaga mentions the following verse in
both NM and PS:

A thing possessing many properties cannot be cognized in all its
aspects by the sense. The object of the sense is the form which is to
be cognized [simply] as it is and which is inexpressible.®

Here the phrase “to be cognized simply as it 1s” (svasamvedya) is worth
noting. All the Chinese and Tibetan translators have carefully chosen
alternatives to distinguish it from self-cognition (svasamvedana). The Chinese
use nei zheng WNiE (internal cognition) instead of zi zheng H#5 (self-
cognition). The Tibetans render it as rang rang rig bya or rang gi rig bya
instead of rang rig. However, Dignaga himself interprets this word as “self-
cognizable” when refuting the Mimamsaka theory of perception. He explains
the last part of the verse as follows: “This [object of the sense] is, as it were,
[a part of] the cognition itself, and [therefore] is self-cognizable”.®* This
clearly indicates that he uses svasamvedya in a sense of self-cognizable to
show that the object of sense perception is self-cognizable by the cognition
because the object is actually the object-appearance (visayabhasa) of the
cognition itself. So, according to Dignaga, the cognition that acts as the
basis for both sense perception and sense object is self-cognizant. But
he does not speak of the self-cognition of sense perception itself.

Another way to explore this issue is to suppose that the Sautrantika view
that only mental consciousness is self-cognizant also stands in Dignaga’s
system.® If so, the key to determining whether sense consciousness is self-
cognizant is to examine how the mental and sense consciousnesses are related
to each other. If mental consciousness arises after sense consciousness,
then sense consciousness cannot cognize itself. This is the position of the
Sautrantikas. If, however, we adopt the Yogacara position that mental
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consciousness functions simultaneously with sense consciousness, we
can say that sense consciousness also cognizes itself, because it is always
accompanied by mental consciousness, and they are to a great extent
indistinguishable.*

For the commentators on Dignaga, the relationship between mental and
sense consciousnesses has been one of the most puzzling issues. This, again,
has to do with the very nature of mental perception, which is an intermediate
state between these two consciousnesses. If mental perception is understood
as the experience of sensory objects, how does it differ from sense perception?
Why is it necessary? This confusion was actually caused by Dignaga himself,
who failed to define this concept clearly. As is pointed out by Jinendrabuddhi
in his commentary on PS, if mental perception perceives the same object as
sense perception, mental perception cannot be recognized as a valid cognition
(pramana) because it does not offer any new knowledge. If, on the other
hand, the object of mental perception is absolutely different from that of the
sense perception, even a blind person would be able to see things, because
his mind is not defective.*

Dharmakirti was aware of exactly the same problem, as he says: “If mental
[perception] grasps [an object] perceived previously [by sense perception],
then it is not a valid cognition ( pramana). If it grasps [an object] that has not
been seen, then the blind should be able to see a [visual] object”.*® He takes
the position that the object of mental perception is not the same as that of
sense perception, but this object co-operates with sense perception. Mental
perception, on the other hand, has to arise after sense perception, which acts
as its immediately contiguous condition. This view is expressed in his classical
definition of mental perception: “Mental consciousness [as perception] is the
product of sense consciousness, which forms its immediately contiguous
condition and which co-operates with the immediately succeeding object
(anantaravisaya) of its proper object (svavisaya)”.®” This position of
Dharmakirti is usually associated with the Sautrantikas, who, as we have
discussed in Chapter 4, maintain that different moments of cognition have
to arise successively. This is part of the reason that he was called a
Sautrantika-Yogacarin.%®

However, in the Chinese Yogacara school that closely follows Dharmapila,
we find an opposite position. Dharmapala, when commenting on Dignaga’s
Alambanapariksa, expresses a similar concern with regard to the relationship
between mental and sense consciousnesses, that is, whether they arise
simultaneously or successively, and whether they have the same or different
objects.” In VMS, Dharmapala offers a solution that mental consciousness
must arise and function simultaneously with five sense consciousnesses.
He says: “When five [sense] consciousnesses arise, there must arise a mental
consciousness, which can give rise to the mental consciousness of the
subsequent moment. Why does [this later mental consciousness] need the
five [sense] consciousnesses as its immediately contiguous conditions
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(samanantarapratyaya)”?’° In his commentary on this passage, Kuiji traces
this view to early Yogacara writings, including the Samdhinirmocana-sitra
and Yogdcarabhimi. Most interestingly, he also attributes this position to
Dignaga himself. He says:

It 1s said in [Dignaga’s] treatise of Pramdanasamuccaya, etc., that
there must be a mental consciousness to accompany five [sense]
consciousnesses. It is this mental consciousness that gives rise to the
seeking (vitarka) mental consciousness of the subsequent moment,
which takes the previous mental consciousness of the same genre as
its immediately contiguous condition. Why does it need the five
[sense] consciousnesses [as its immediately contiguous conditions]?”’

Here the mental consciousness that accompanies sense consciousness refers
to the mental perception in Dignaga’s system. Later, it became an alternative
name for this type of perception among East Asian Yogacarins. Kuiji believes
not only that mental perception and sensc consciousness arise simultan-
eously, but also that they share the same object. He says: “In the treatise of
Pramanasamuccaya, etc., the mental consciousness that accompanies five
[sense consciousnesses], being perception, must have the same object [as the
sense perception]”.”? For instance, when one listens to the preaching of a
Master, the mental perception that accompanies one’s auditory consciousness
can only perceive the sound but not the dharma that the Master preaches,
which has to be apprehended by one’s mental consciousness in the subsequent
moment.

It seems that both Dharmapala and Kuiji are arguing against the
Sautrantika position held by Dharmakirti. Their view represents a reading
of Dignaga from the orthodox Yogacara tradition, which accepts the
Mahasamghika view that two or multiple minds arise simultaneously. Kuiji
acknowledges their Mahasamghika influence in the following passage: “As
for the Mahasamghikas, etc., and the Mahayanas, who hold that various
consciousnesses are simultaneous, the mental perception that accompanies
five [sense] consciousnesses is the same as these five consciousnesses in the
sense that neither of these two types of perception can explicitly construct
[an external object]. Only the mental consciousness of the subsequent moment
can conceptually construct what is called the external object”.”

Therefore, if we follow Dharmapala and Kuiji to understand mental
perception as accompanying sense consciousness and taking the same object,
then sense perception is self-cognizant. In their system, all the eight conscious-
nesses, namely, store-consciousness (alaya-vijiiana), thought (manas), mental
consciousness (manovijiana) and five sense consciousnesses, have four
divisions. They are the seeing portion, the seen portion, self-cognition and
the cognition of self-cognition. However, if we follow Dharmakirti to
understand mental perception as arising after sense perception and taking a
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different object from that of sense perception, we have to accept the
Sautrantika position that sense perception is not self-cognizant, and that
self-cognition occurs in the subsequent moment when mental consciousness
arises. This example shows that the cryptic text of Dignaga can be interpreted
in different, even opposite, ways.

So far as Dharmakirti’s position on the issue is concerned, we see a
contradiction to his well-known statement in NB [.10, “all mind and mental
activities are self-cognizant” (sarva-citta-caittanam atman-samvedanam), which
actually suggests that sense perception can also be self-cognizant. How to
account for this obvious inconsistency? As I have shown in Chapter 2,
the verse in NB is evidently a quotation from a Mahasamghika source and
it is confirmed by MV and other sources. Later on, this Mahdsamghika
statement was fiercely refuted by Sarvastivada and Sautrantika scholars.
Now, in Dharmakirti, we find that both traditions are conflated. He cites a
Mahiasamghika statement in NB, but follows a Sautrantika approach in
his other writings. Another example of such a conflation is found in his
views on the simultaneity of multiple minds, as I noted previously. Among
the followers of Dharmakirti, different commentators favor different texts.
According to Nagatomo (1993: 390), the generalized notion of self-cognition
became popular only after Jitari and Vidyakara$anti, two eleventh-century
commentators who preferred to follow NB instead of PV of Dharmakirti.

To summarize, in Dignaga’s system, self-cognition, as a separate type of
perception, is the internal awareness of mental consciousness that is primarily
conceptual. But mentai consciousness can be devoid of conceptual construc-
tion when it directly experiences the sensory object or is in a meditative
state. That produces the other two types of perception: mental perception
and yogic perception. Sense perception, the primary type of perception, can
be self-cognizant if it is understood as accompanied by mental consciousness.
But it is not self-cognizant if the mental consciousness arises after it.

Self-cognition and the dual appearance of cognition

Those who deny self-cognition as a separate type of perception also have
misunderstood the relationship between self-cognition and the dual
appearance (@bhdsa) of cognition. Nagatomi (1979: 254-5), for instance,
interprets self-cognition as an “aspect” of mental perception. On his
understanding, this “self-cognizing aspect”, along with the “object-cognizing
aspect”, constitutes the dual aspect or appearance of cognition that is
discussed in the later context of PS. Therefore, self-cognition corresponds to
the subjective aspect or the self-appearance (svabhasa) of cognition. He is
not the only one who has puzzled over this issue. In her account of the
Sautrantika view of self-cognition as presented by the dGe lugs pa tradition,
Klein (1986: 113) also wonders how self-cognition is related to “the subjective
apprehension aspect” of cognition. If self-cognition is posited to explain the

141



THE BUDDHIST THEORY OF SELF-COGNITION

self-awareness of consciousness, she asks, is the self-cognition generated in
the self-appearance of consciousness? Why should one consciousness or factor
of consciousness need to appear to another one? Does the self-cognition
have to be known by yet another self-cognition?

Williams (1998: 31, n. 17) remarks that these are the problems that the
model of self-cognition as developed by Dignaga, which he calls “self-
awareness (1)”, is potentially getting into, while they can be avoided in a
reflexive model of self-cognition as presented by Santaraksita, which he calls
“self-awareness (ii)”. Williams’s distinction between two models of self-
cognition is helpful, but he ignores the fact that the two models can be
traced back to the Mahasamghikas and Sarvastivadins respectively, and
that Dignaga, in developing the model of “the subjective aspect experiencing
the objective aspect”, does not deviate from the reflexive model, as both
Dignaga and Dharmakirti are evidently indebted to the Mahasamghikas in
developing their concepts of self-cognition. The complexity and significance
of Dignaga’s position lie exactly in the fact that he is not confined to either
model. Like the Sautrantikas, he develops his concept of self-cognition by
synthesizing those of the Mahasamghikas, Sarvastivadins and Sautrantikas.

The point that Klein finds troublesome has to do with Dignaga’s doctrine
of the dual appearance of cognition. That the consciousness itself appears as
subject and object is a principal doctrine of Yogacara, as is stated in the
Madhyantavibhaga 1.3 and the Mahayanasitralamkara X1.32. In both texts,
the dual appearance of consciousness demonstrates the basic Yogacara tenet
that all existents are consciousness-only. In PSV, Dignaga explains the dual
appearance of cognition with the following words: “Every cognition is
produced with a twofold appearance, namely, that of itself [as subject]
(svabhasa) and that of the object (visayabhdasa)”.”* This statement, as Hattori
(1968: 106, n. 1.65) remarks, reflects Dignaga’s commitment to the Yogacara
idealism.

In Dignaga’s system, self-cognition is a third factor apart from the dual
appearance of cognition. To most readers of Dignaga, it is especially hard
to distinguish self-cognition from the self-appearance of cognition, as Klein
wonders whether the former is generated from the latter. Williams (1998:
4-5, n. 5) remarks that the dGe lugs understand self-cognition to be the
self-appearance of cognition itself. For it is quite natural to assume that the
apperceptive cognition is a secondary product of the subject of cognition,
and has nothing to do with the object of cognition. Those who hold this
view have committed themselves to a realistic presumption that the object of
cognition is the external object independent of the cognition itself.

The way that Dignaga understands the relationship between self-cognition
and the self-appearance of cognition, in brief, 1s that the former possesses
the latter but not vice versa. The cognition of blue, for instance, has a
twofold appearance, namely, the appearance of blue as object and the
appearance of the cognition itself as subject. The cognition of this cognition
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of blue, i.e., its self-cognition, again, possesses a twofold appearance, namely,
“lon the one hand] the appearance of that cognition which is in conformity
with the object and [on the other hand] the appearance of itself”.”> A strict
distinction between the cognition of an object and the self-cognition of this
cognition helps maintain the dual appearance of cognition, as Dignaga says:
“That cognition has two forms is [known] from the difference between the
cognition of the object and cognition of that [cognition]”.”® Suppose that a
cognition only has the object-appearance for its object, the self-cognition
would have no choice but to have this object-appearance for its object. This
will collapse the distinction between cognition and self-cognition. If, on the
other hand, the cognition has only the self-appearance, then both cognition
and self-cognition will be marked by the same subjective aspect, and no
difference between them can be found.”

The threefold structure of cognition that consists of self-cognition, self-
appearance and object-appearance is further illustrated in terms of the
distinction between the means, the object and the result of cognition. Digniga
stresses that this distinction is only metaphorically valid, because all these
factors are devoid of activity (vyapara) in their ultimate nature. But in his
pramana theory he still assigns the roles of the means of cognition, object of
cognition and result of cognition respectively to the self-appearance, object-
appearance and self-cognition, as he expresses in the following famous verse:

Whatever the form in which it [viz., a cognition] appears, that [form]
is [recognized as] the object of cognition (prameya). The means of
cognition ( pramana) and [the cognition which is] its result ( phala)
are respectively the form of subject [in the cognition] and the
cognition cognizing itself. Therefore, these three [factors of cognition]
are not separate from one another.”

This is a classical formulation of the threefold division of cognition. The
last point that states the unity of three divisions is especially important on
a Yogacara point of view, because it confirms their idealistic position
that all elements, including the object of cognition, are only appearance of
consciousness. At this point, Dignaga criticizes the Sautrantikas for their
realistic position. Evidence shows that the Sautrantikas share the Yogacara
view that self-cognition is the result of cognition, but they consider the
external object to be the object of cognition, and the cognition having the
Image of object to be the means of cognition. This view is reported by
Bhattombeka in his Slokavarttikavyakhya:

Those who maintain the Sautrantika position, that the external object
is the object of cognition (prameya), the cognition having the image
of object is the means of cognition (pramana), self-cognition is the
result (phala) of [cognition]. ... Now in the Yogacara position
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also ... this is their position: There is no external object, the
cognition having the image of object is the object of cognition, the
self-form [of cognition] is the means of cognition, and self-cognition
is the result of [cognition].”

For those who are sympathetic to a realistic or common-sense attitude,
the Sautrantika theory sounds like a better solution. They have the external
object as object, the cognition having the image of object as subject, and the
self-appearance of cognition as self-cognition. On this view, self-cognition
only has to do with the cognition itself, and is identical to the self-appearance
of cognition, as pointed out by Hattori (1968: 102-3, n. 1.61): “[Slvabhasa
and sva-samvitti are understood by them [i.e., Sautrantikas] as bearing the
same meaning”. By doing so, however, they have overlooked the true nature
of the cognition, which is to be cognized by itself. This 1s because “[ijnasmuch
as the cognition is held to take an external thing for its object, it is improper
to say that sva-samvitti is the result of the cognitive process. Since sva-
samvitti signifies that the cognition itself is the object of cognition”.*
Moreover, as pointed out by Kumarila, a seventh-century Mimamsaka, the
Sautrantika position suffers the problem that cognition and its result have
different objects: the former has the external object as its object, while the
latter the cognition itself.®!

Dignaga further proves the dual appearance of cognition and the existence
of self-cognition by adopting the memory argument as developed by the
Sautrantikas.® He agrees with the Sautrantikas that memory plays an
important role in cognition, as he also is concerned with how the object of
preceding cognition is known by the succeeding cognition. This implies that
this object of the preceding cognition has disappeared when the succeeding
cognition arises. Meanwhile, this object has to be known by the succeeding
cognition. Otherwise, cognition is impossible. I have demonstrated this view
with the example of cognizing the word devadatta from four separate syllables
de-va-da-tta in the last chapter. Dignaga observes that in the memory of a
subsequent moment “there occurs [to our mind] the recollection of our
cognition as well as the recollection of the object”.®* So it stands that cognition
has two appearances. Meanwhile, the recollection of past cognition also
proves the existence of self-cognition at an earlier time. Dignaga’s memory
argument for self-cognition adds nothing new to what we have discussed
about the Sautrantikas in the last chapter. He bases it on the same fact that
memory is of things that have been experienced. Therefore, it one recollects
an object at a later time, one must have experienced it before. Dignaga
seems not to accept the solution offered by Vasubandhu, who sees the
object in memory as a manifestation of representational consciousness
(vijiiapti).®

Understanding self-cognition as possessing a twofold appearance does
run the risk of making self-cognition a separate cognition; thus, it faces the
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difficulty of infinite regress. So the key to understanding Dignaga’s view is
that self-cognition is an element of the threefold structure of cognition but
not a separate cognition. As an element of cognition, self-cognition makes
the self-awareness of cognition possible through the power of the cognition
itself. If a cognition were not known by itself but by another cognition,
there would be an infinite regress and the movement of thought from one
object to another would be impossible. If so, no self-cognition would be
possible at all. A cognition, therefore, has to be known by itself.

In sum, Digndga holds that self-cognition is different from the twofold
appearance of cognition. These three aspects of cognition, namely, self-
cognition, the subjective appearance and objective appearance, constitute
the totality of cognition. Dignaga seems to reconcile the Mahasamghika-
Sautrantika controversy about one or multiple minds by proposing a model
of one mind with multiple aspects or divisions. In this model, self-cognition
can function as a way of the subject experiencing the object, but it is still
reflexive because only one mind is involved.

Cognition of self-cognition: Dharmapala

Dharmapala’s importance comes from the fact that he connects the two
sub-schools of Yogacara, namely, the Sakaravadins and Nirakaravadins, by
commenting on works of both Dignaga and Vasubandhu. As for the concept
of seif-cognition, Dharmapala extracts this concept from the context of
pramana theory and develops it as part of the Yogacara doctrine of eight
consciousnesses. In this way, he makes self-cognition a truly “Yogacara”
doctrine. More important, he adds one more layer to self-cognition by
developing the concept of the cognition of self-cognition (*svasamvirti-
samvitti).¥® Though not mentioned in any extant Sanskrit or Tibetan sources,
this concept is very important to Yogacara scholars in East Asia.

I primarily rely on two Chinese texts to explore Dharmapala’s concept of
self-cognition and the cognition of self-cognition. The first is VMS, a
collection of ten major commentaries on Vasubandhu’s Trimsika, in which
Dharmapadla’s view is taken as the most authoritative one. In this work, self-
cognition and the cognition of self-cognition are discussed as part of the
image (akara) of store (alayay consciousness, a concept not found in Dignaga’s
system. The second is BBU, a work by Bandhuprabha and others who were
disciples of Dharmapala. This work discusses self-cognition and the cognition
of self-cognition in the context of four undefiled awarenesses.

Dharmapala follows Dignaga closely in formulating the concept of self-
cognition, but we can still see some distinctive features in his reception of
this concept. First of all, Dharmapala defines self-cognition as a substance
of the two divisions of cognition, namely, the seeing (darsana) and the seen
(nimitta). He says: “The [consciousness] itself (svabhdva) that the seeing
portion and the seen portion are based on is called a substance (dravya), and
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this is the division of self-cognition (svasamvedana)”.* The seeing portion
and the seen portion refer to the two divisions of cognition, which, together
with self-cognition and the cognition of self-cognition, constitute four
divisions of cognition in Dharmapala’s system. These two terms are probably
derived from Asanga’s Mahayanasamgraha, where we find darSana-vijiiapti
(Ita ba gvi rnam par rig pa, jian shi B and nimitta-vijiapti (rgyu mtshan
gyi rnam par rig pa, xiang shi #95%). This pair belongs to the same Yogicara
tradition that divides cognition into the subjective and objective appearances.
Therefore, the seeing portion and seen portion correspond to the two
appearances of cognition in Dignaga. Although Dignaga understands self-
cognition as possessing self-appearance and object-appearance, he does not
explicitly take self-cognition as a substance. But Dharmapala has done so
by defining self-cognition as a substantial basis for the subjective and objective
aspects of cognition; therefore, self-cognition is also called the division of
self-substance (*svabhavanga, zi ti fen HHE53).

Among various proofs of self-cognition as proposed by Digndga and his
predecessors, Dharmapala seems to be particularly interested in the memory
argument. He restates this argument with the following words: “If this [self-
cognition] does not exist, one would not be able to recollect one’s own mind
or mental activities, just as one cannot remember an object that has not
been experienced”.’” Compared to the memory argument as presented by
Dignaga and the Sautrantikas, we find that Dharmapala reverses the order
of the argument. Instead of inferring self-cognition from the phenomenon
of memory, he insists that without self-cognition memories of previous mind
or mental activities would be impossible. Therefore, self-cognition becomes
a precondition of memory.

Besides understanding self-cognition as the substance of the subjective
and objective aspects of cognition, and as the factor that makes memory
possible, Dharmapala also holds that self-cognition is the result of cognition.
He says: “Because of the difference between the means, the object, and the
result of cognition, the seeing portion and seen portion must have a substance
to rely on”.® The substance here refers to the self-cognition that corresponds
to the result of cognition. To support his view, Dharmapala also quotes PS
1.10, a verse of Digniga that we have discussed in the last section. This
point, especially, encourages him to develop a further layer of self-cognition,
i.e., cognition of self-cognition. He proposes the following reasons for
establishing such a concept:

If this [fourth division] does not exist, what would cognize the third
division [i.e., self-cognition]? The [self-cognition], being a division
of cognition, must also be cognized the same way as does [the
seeing portion]. Also, the division of self-cognition would have no
resultant [cognition]. But [self-cognition], being a means of cognition
(pramana), must have a resultant [cognition].”
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Dharmapala basically insists on two points. First, self-cognition, as a
division of cognition, has to be known. Otherwise, the cognition would not
be self-cognizant. Second, when the self-cognition is known, its resultant
cognition cannot be the seeing portion, because the latter is sometimes
characterized as illogical inference. But the awareness of self-cognition, similar
to self-cognition itself, has to be perception, i.e., devoid of conceptual con-
struction. Now, if there is a fourth division of cognition, namely, cognition of
self-cognition, it will serve the purpose of cognizing self-cognition on the one
hand and being the resultant cognition of this cognition on the other. This
cognition of self-cognition ensures the reflexivity of the self-cognition itself.

Looking from Dignaga’s perspective, however, Dharmapala seems to be
making a dangerous leap into infinite regress that Dignaga himself tries to
avoid. If so, I think it is rooted in Dignaga’s system, where self-cognition
enjoys a relatively independent status from the two appearances of cognition.
Once one understands self-cognition substantially, as an entity that possesses
or provides a basis for the subjective and objective aspects of cognition
rather than as a form of reflexive awareness, one must explain whether the
self-cognition itself is self-cognizant. By refuting the possibility of infinite
regress as involved with another separate cognition, Dignaga does not
eliminate the possibility of further dividing multiple layers inside the
cognition. Dharmapdla himself, however, does not think that one can divide
the cognition into an infinite number of divisions and thereby fall into an
infinite regress. That is, it is not necessary to establish a fifth division, called,
perhaps, the cognition of the cognition of self-cognition, because the reason
for establishing the fourth division no longer applies. When the cognition of
self-cognition is known, the resultant cognition is self-cognition instead of a
fifth division of cognition. Therefore, by dividing cognition into four divisions
we have reached the limit.

To conclude, Dharmapala develops the concept of the cognition of self-
cognition in the framework of pramana theory. Along with the seeing portion,
the seen portion and self-cognition, it makes four divisions of cognition. The
doctrine of four divisions of cognition became part of the curriculum for
students of Yogacara in East Asia. As a Japanese proverb says: “Anyone who
understands the theories of four divisions of cognition and of three types of
objects has already mastered half of the Consciousness-only doctrine”.”’

Later development

Having reached the end of my writing, 1 find, ironically, that 1 have only
arrived at a beginning. I am not talking about a Hegelian sense of a cyclic
System, where the end always suggests a beginning. I actually have in mind
a linear sense of history. This exploration of the historical development of
the concept of self-cognition will function as a pre-history to many scholars
of Indian Buddhism. Lacking access to most of the materials that I have
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discussed, these scholars have seen Dignaga as the beginning of the history
of self-cognition. This study shows, however, that Dignaga represents a
stage of systematization after a long process of development in early Buddhist
schools, including the Mahasamghika, Sarvastivada and Sautrantika. Before
concluding this project, it is a good idea to outline the further development
of the concept of self-cognition in India and China.

After Dignaga and Dharmapala the concept of self-cognition went through
another cycle of refutation, synthesis and systematization under the influence
of the Madhyamikas, Yogacara-Madhyamikas and Sakaravada Yogacarins.
Unlike the first wave of refutation by the Sarvastivadins, who directed their
criticism at the Mahasamghikas, later refutations primarily targeted the
doctrine of the Yogacarins. It is generally believed that Bhavaviveka initiated
~ the Yogacara-Madhyamaka controversy by criticizing his contemporary
Dharmapila.’’ I do not find, however, that he was familiar with Dharmapala’s
concept of self-cognition or cognition of self-cognition. Instead, he refutes
self-cognition in a classical Sarvastivida manner concerning omniscience.
In his Madhyamakahrdayakarika V.93, Bhavaviveka says that “omniscience
cannot occur in a single moment, because a cognition cannot act on itself,
like a sword-blade, and because there can be no self-cognition”.” This may
imply that the Yogacarins also have a concern about omniscience when
establishing their concept of self-cognition. Bandhuprabha seems to support
this observation when he discusses self-cognition and cognition of self-
cognition in the context of the four undefiled awarenesses that are believed
to be omniscient in the Yogacara system. Candrakirti seems to be particularly
upset about the memory argument for self-cognition, which, he reports, was
shared by the Yogacarins and Sautrantikas. In his MA VI.73, Candrakirti
argues that there is no causal relation between memory and self-cognition
and that the former can be explained without the latter. In his Bodhicar-
yavatara 1X.15-26, Santideva summarizes Nagarjuna’s argument against the
simile of light and Candrakirti’s counter-argument on memory, then he sets
forth his own argument against the way Yogicarins use the example of the
fortune-teller (tksanika) to prove self-cognition and the knowledge of others’
minds. This argument is anticipated by Harivarman in his refutation of the
same example proposed by the Mahasamghikas.

These three Madhyamikas (Bhavaviveka, Candrakirti and Santideva) share
a common agenda to refute self-cognition, even though they represent two
sub-groups of Madhyamaka, i.e., Svatantrika and Prasangika. A third group
of Madhyamaka represented by Santaraksita and Kamalasila is usually called
Yogacara-Madhyamaka. They hold a distinctive position with respect
to the concept of self-cognition. They do not follow their Madhyamika
predecessors’ arguments against self-cognition, but they also do not simply
accept the Yogacara concept of self-cognition as formulated by Dignaga.
For them, “[h]ence the only right view is that the ‘self-cognition’ of the
cognition is due to its being of the very nature of consciousness”.” Self-
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cognition in this sense, called “self-awareness (ii)” by Williams (1998), is not
necessarily involved with the division of the subjective and objective aspects
of cognition, as in the case of “self-awareness (i)” of Dignaga. Williams
observes that “self-awareness (1)” requires “self-awareness (ii)” as a
precondition, but “self-awareness (i1)” does not presuppose “self-awareness
(i)”. In other words, self-cognition as redefined by Santaraksita and
Kamala$ila is a more basic form of self-cognition. Taking into account the
pre-Dignaga development of self-cognition, it is not difficult to understand
this phenomenon. By rejecting the articulated epistemological formulations,
they have returned to a Mahasamghika-like position, according to which
self-cognition is more simple, fundamental and soteriologically oriented.
The Yogacara-Madhyamika synthesis of self-cognition also reaffirms a
Nirakdravada position, shared by the majority of Indian Buddhist schools
except the Sautrantikas and some Yogacarins.

The Sakaravada position, shared by Dignaga, Dharmapala, Dharmakirti
and their followers, features a Sautrantika—Yogacara synthesis from the
very beginning. Compared to Dignaga, Dharmakirti shows a stronger
Sautrantika tendency in articulating the epistemological framework for self-
cognition. This tendency continues in Prajnakaragupta, one of Dharmakirti’s
main commentators, and reaches its peak in Jianasrimitra, who wrote a
series of treatises systematically to expound a Sakaravada position on
various issues. An entire section of his Sakarasiddhisastra is devoted to self-
cognition. To my knowledge, this is the most lengthy Sanskrit material on
self-cognition. In this text, Jiidnasrimitra refutes the Niradkaravada position
of Ratnikarasanti, a distant follower of Sintaraksita, and systematically
presents self-cognition as perceived by the Sakaravidins in a far more detailed
manner than Dignaga.”

While the Indian development of self-cognition reached its end in the
twelfth century, the Chinese had been receiving and developing this concept
from the sixth century onward. The Chinese reception of self-cognition can
be examined individually in three camps of Chinese Yogacara, namely, the
old school of Paramartha, the new school of Xuanzang and Kuiji, and
the contemporary school started at the beginning of the twentieth century.
The doxography of the old and new Yogacara corresponds to that of
Nirakaravada and Sikdravida in Indian Yogdcara. Paramartha is believed
to follow closely Sthiramati or Nanda, both being Nirakaravadins. These
two early commentators of Vasubandhu are reported by Kuiji to hold that
cognition has either one or two divisions. The so-called one-division theory
actually refers to a classical Nirakaravada position that consciousness is not
subject to any division. If it is self-cognizant, it is not involved with the
subjective aspect experiencing the objective aspect. Instead, it is endowed
with a reflexive nature. The two-division theory, on the other hand, refers
to the twofold appearance of cognition commonly upheld among the
Yogicarins. Both Sthiramati and Nanda, being Niriakaravadins, share the
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view that the subjective and objective appearances are illusory. This position
is well formulated in an apocryphal Chinese Buddhist treatise, the Awakening
of Faith, one of the most influential texts among Chinese Buddhists. Its
commentators of different scholastic schools including Huayan and Tiantai
suggest that the concept of karmic appearance (karmalaksana) or karmic
consciousness (karmavijiana), from which the subjective and objective
appearances arise, is identical to the self-cognition introduced by the new
school of Xuanzang and Kuiji.”

Xuanzang and Kuiji are strict adherents of the Sakaravada tradition of
Dharmapala. To examine their reception of self-cognition, one has to go
through the vast commentatorial literature built upon VMS, in which
Dharmapala’s view is taken as the most authoritative one. This has been
elegantly done by Fukihara (1988), who carefully analyses self-cognition
and cognition of self-cognition in the framework of the Yogacara doctrines
of consciousness-only, twofold appearance of cognition, eight conscious-
nesses, three natures, four conditions, seeds and perception. I would add
that we should alsc examine the parallels and differences between this
Sakaravada tradition of East Asia and the later development of Sakaravada
in India up to the twelfth century.

Yogacara studies flourish in contemporary China in a series of loosely
connected institutions and individual scholars who could be called
“Contemporary Chinese Yogacara School”.”® It would be interesting to
consider how this school looks at the issue of self-cognition and cognition of
self-cognition through contemporary eyes. As I was educated in this school,
I might have taken for granted what this school is saying, but two issues
strike me. One is a debate between Xiong Shili, the founder of New
Confucianism who once studied under this school, and his critics. One of
the issues for them is whether self-cognition and cognition of self-cognition
are experiential or analytical. This issue sounds natural today, but it cannot
be raised in the traditional Buddhist context without the stimulus of Western
analytical thinking. The other issue comes from a recent criticism of
Xuanzang’s school by Han Jingqing, my former teacher. He formulates his
criticism on the basis of a large number of Tibetan Yogacara texts that he
translated into Chinese. On the issue of self-cognition, Han adopts a
Nirakaravada position to criticize the Dharmapala-Xuanzang tradition on
several technical points.

In a word, my study of the early history of the concept of self-cognition
helps us fully appreciate the later criticism of self-cognition by the
Madhyamikas, the new way of synthesizing the concept by the Yogacara-
Maiadhyamikas, and the final systematization of this theory by the
Sakaravadins. Meanwhile, the conflict between different Chinese receptions
of this concept can also be understood in terms of the competitive models of
self-cognition circulated in India.
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See Ueda 1967.

See Katsura 1969: 10.

Ui 1947-8 (Vol. 1): 305.

For Dignaga’s discussion on three natures, see T1518: 913b.

A distinctive feature of Yogacara studies in the English-speaking world is to
emphasize such a realistic trend. However, this has recently been criticized by
European scholars. See Schmithausen 2000.

For the relationship between Sarvastivada and early Yogacara, see Nishi 1975:
219-65, 351-74; Yinshun 1992: 633-42; Deleanu 2000.

See T2049: 190c.

de’i phyir de ‘dra ba’i rang rig bkag pas rnal ‘byor pa so so rang rang gis de kho na
nyid rig pa’i rang rig bkag pa dang [ jig rten pas ngas nga rang rig ces pa’i tha
snyad kyi don gyi rang rig bkag zer ba ni blun po’i gtam mo // Sungbum 5408: 156a.
See Kapstein 2000: 112-13; Sasaki 1994: 82-3.

Lankavatara-sutra X.568: svadhar{alm hi yatha khadgam svagram vai avgulir yatha
! na cchindate na sprsate tatha cittam svadarsane /.

& o BT GREIE IO E RE o ZIMHLER D o 55 « Hp
B Rk  RAMLOAUZERE « BIFMZRGREIR - Z5T - IHKEE
RS o DELGREAE « S RRER - LEBENEHTREER
Bl o M2 L OAERHBIE R « ZEMR{TEEE o T676: 698b.
BRI A B AHE T1598: 400b.

See 72369: 305a.

MEVEFH#L o T1598: 400c.

Sakarasiddhisastra, p. 478: cittam arthabhdasam pravartatalm) ityapi svasamvedanam
eva nivedayati, vedyavedakayoh ektkaranat /. He cites the beginning of the passage
from the Samdhinirmocana-sitra as follows: na hi maitreya, tatra kascid dharmam
pratyaveksate, api tu tatha samutpannam taccittam yat tatha khyatiti /.
IEERBR RS - 5 H R Z369: 306b.

Vibhasaprabhavrtti 240: svasamvic-cintd ca pratyekabuddhasyddhikyena vartate /.
Nakamura Zuiryu (1961: 58) points out that Paramartha composed the first and
fourth chapters of this work on the basis of his knowledge of the Ratnago-
travibhdaga, while the second and third chapters have their source in the fascicles
61, 73, 74, 75 of the Yogdcdrabhumi. But 1 did not find any parallel passages in
these works to the ones I shall discuss below.

INEEHTRIE T GE R H A T1610: 791a.

RE(EIR A  PRANEHE » BT o A2 MKE o BEERERg o (755 5 0 o
U E YRS E T B BUE G I o SR » QIEE AR o T~ H
H oo EHUB(ELEEIR o JEEATIR o T1610: 791b.

RERRHITSE o L Lofid o B4R Rt i 4% o BT « T1610: 791b.

BB &% - MRS HE - BEXEIE o TRSIMESERE o BIFSEER o
AR o BRI TULMAR o IRFEINE T AE AL o Bk HIE H o HIEHERR o 1
GERCE R @B o MHAH o IREKATEE o B2 9 RIREAZAER - B
25 5 53 BIRGR REST © T1610: 791b. To translate this cryptic passage, I follow
Sakamoto 1935a: 291 instead of Takemura 1977: 208.

For Dignaga, it is actually a puzzling issue whether sense perception (e.g., eye-
consciousness) can cognize itself or not. See the following sections for more
discussion.

A EPATENEHIE R R R E o B SEAEL T o T1628: 3b.

;iﬁ;lj"’%:% o HILEET B ILAERL o JREEL R AT R 4 T HIE LR o T1628:
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RIS AE B R - AT - EHEENOEEH - RNEMN - RE

FTiG o RS ECE TSN o T1563: 855b.

PS 1.3c kalpanapodham. . . . 1 shall cite the Sanskrit fragments of PS and PSV as

numbered by Hattori (1968) when I do not have a major disagreement with him.

Otherwise, I shall quote the Tibetan text.

PS 1.3d: nama-jaty-adi-yojana /. Hattor1’s translation. I shall adopt the English

translation of Hattori (1968) whenever possible. If, however, I disagree with him,

I shall supply my own translation.

NB 1.6: timirasubhramananauyanasamksobhdadyanahitavibhramam jianam

pratyaksam /.

See, for instance, Luo 1998: 217-18.

Yogacarabhumi: pratyaksam katamat yad aviparoksam anabhyiuhitam anabhyithyam

avibhrantasi ca. The Sanskrit text from Yaita 1999: 442. The Chinese reads: ¥ 2

Eeo A= —IERHE o TIFCEER o ZJEFERLEE S T1579: 357a.

See NB 1.7-11: tat caturvidham: indriya-jfianam: . . . manovijfianam. . . . sarva-citta-

caittanam arman-samvedanam: . . . yogi-jiianam ceti.

See Hattori 1968: 27, Nagatomi 1979: 254, and Nagatomo 1993: 390. Franco

(1993: 295) reports that Schmithausen reached the same view “independently”,

but I have not seen any of the latter’s writings on this issue.

Robbins (1992: 243) is another author who claims that there are four types of

perception in Dignaga’s system, but he provides no evidence.

Pak (2000), for instance, lists the views of both Hattori and Wayman, but is

convinced that Wayman’s interpretation is wrong.

BHUNE RS PIMERE T - MR EHHEED o AEEFRESY - HEH

& o T1628: 3b. Hirakawa, Hirai e al. 1973-8 (Vol. 2): 16 has manasa for yi di

EH, but Tucci 1930: 50 has manobhiimi. The part on self-cognition may be

translated literally as: “Again, for desire and so forth, their self-cognition, and . . .,

are both perception”.

REE T IR IS - — TS o CHEE o A o THEEE - T1840: 139b.

See the next section for a discussion on Kuiji’s defining mental perception as the

mental consciousness that accompanies five consciousnesses.

Hattori 1968: 94, n. 1.47. Pramanavarttikabhasyam 305.17-18 omits ca.

Hattori 1968: 27, my emphasis.

PS I Db (Kanakavarman’s translation): ‘dod chags dang zhe sdang dang gti mug

dang bde ba dang sdug bsngal la sogs pa ni dbang po la mi ltos pa’i phyir rang rig

pa’i mngon sum mo /. My emphasis. Vasudhararaksita’s translation agrees with

this translation except hltos pa for ltos pa. See Hattori 1968: 181; but I did not

follow his modifications. The expression “svasamvedanapratyaksa” is found in

the Nyayabindutikatippant 1.10.

In his forthcoming article “On Pramanasamuccayavrtti 6ab again”, Franco argues

that this position of Prajiiakaragupta is confirmed by Jinendrabuddhi, an early

commentator on Dignaga. In a newly discovered Sanskrit manuscript of

the Pramanasamuccayatikd, the following sequence of question and answer is

found: tesam [ragddinam] svasamvedanam katham madnasam pratyaksam?

svasamvittisamanyena tajjatiyatvat. (“Why is the self-awareness of [desire, etc.] a

mental perception? Because it belongs to that species (i.e., the species of mental

perception) owing to the general property of [being] self-awareness.”) Franco’s

emendation and translation. Thanks to Franco for sending me the draft of this
aper.

pNeﬁgatomo (1993: 397-8) and Pak (2000: 919) notice the difference between the

Tibetan translations and the Sanskrit text of Prajiiakaragupta, but they choose

to follow the Sanskrit to interpret Dignaga.
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Both Tibetan translations render the verse in the same way: yid kyang don dang
chags la sogs | rang rig rtog pa med pa yin. See Hattori 1968: 180~1. The Sanskrit
reads: mdnasam cartha-ragadi-sva-samvittir akalpika. See Hattori 1968: 92,
n. 1.45, and Pramanavarttikabhdsyam 303.23.

See Hattori 1968: 27 and Nagatomi 1979: 254. As Hattori (1968: 92, n. 1.45)
remarks, this reading has its origin in Jinendrabuddhi.

See Franco 1993: 296-7. It seems to me that Wayman, when inserting the word
“sense”, has in mind the Yogacara concept of mental sense (manas).

See the 1957 edition of the index to Pramanavarttikabhasyam, p. 692, and the
1953 edition of Pramanavarttikabhasyam, p. 305.

See, for instance, Hattori 1968: 27, Nagatomi 1979: 2545, and Pak 2000: 919—
917.

Those who agree with me include Tillemans (1989: 70) and Funayama (2000b:
106).

BN E EEEE S BIMERE{TEE o T1628: 3b. These Chinese words can be restored
into Sanskrit as follows: mandsam api avikalpakam anubhavakara-pravrtiam.

PS 1 Db: manasam api rapadi-visayalambanam avikalpakam anubhavakdara-
pravrttam.

FHEEEARF{TE S © T1579: 357b. Here the mental sense (manas, yi gen EH)
refers to the seventh consciousness in Yogacara.

See Kato 1989: 216.

Kajiyama 1989: 240, n. 119.

A similar view on the correlation between six consciousnesses and four types
of perception is found in Kamalasila. See the recent study of Funayama
(2000b), who, despite the virtue of this innovative study, follows uncritically
the Sanskrit reconstruction by Hattori (1968) when dealing with Dignaga. Thanks
to Funayama for kindly sending me this article along with many of his other
works.

EREHEFEAESIEEE o (IR BRI o NELREE - SEES
e (HR I Y #REE 9 T 2 o T1628: 3b.

The Yogdacarabhumi (T1579: 357c) also supplies a secondary opinion that
identifies worldly perception with pure perception. See Nagasaki 1986: 7, 1991:
223-4.

Tosaki (1979: 381-2) takes this position to interpret Dharmakirti’s Pramana-
varttika. In so doing, he omits sense perception. So there are still four types of
perception in total: mental perception, self-cognition of desire and so forth, yogic
perception, and self-cognition of conceptual awareness.

See Chapter 2 for a detailed discussion.

PS I Db (Kanakavarman’s translation): ‘dod chags dang zhe sdang dang gti mug
dang bde ba dang sdug bsngal la sogs pa ni dbang po la mi ltos pa’i phyir rang rig
pa’i mngon sum mo [, My emphasis,

Matilal 1986: 150. But he is wrong in following Hattori and Nagatomi to say
that self-cognition is a kind or aspect of mental perception.

PS L.5: dharmino ‘neka-ripasya nendriyat sarvatha gatip | svasamvedyam anirdesyam
ripam indriya-gocarah //. Hattori’s translation. NM: HikIE—1H BIE—YITT
HENEE S R EMREIA T1628: 3b.

PS VI D¢ (Kanakavarman’s translation): shes pa’i rang gi bdag nyid bzhin du so
50’1 bdag nyid rig pa yin no /; (Vasudhararaksita’s translation) rang gi snang ba’i
shes pa skyes pa de’i bdag nyid so sor rig par kyed de shes pa’i rang gi cha shas
bzhin no /. Hattori’s translation.

The view that “mental consciousness is self-cognizant” is found in Harivarman.
See Chapter 4 for further discussion.
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64 However, Franco observes: “This strikes me as an improbable position and to
my mind would not be expressed in Sanskrit with sva-". (Personal email dated 25
April 2004.)

65 See Pramanasamuccayatika D4268: 25a; Hattori 1968: 93, n. 1.46.

66 PV 1I1.239: purvanubhiitagrahane manasasyapramanata | adrstagrahane ‘ndhader
api syad arthadarsanam //.

67 NB 1.9: svavisaydnantaravisayasahakarinendriyajiianena samanantarapratyayena
Jjanitam tan manovijianam /.

68 It is a matter of dispute whether Dharmakirti holds that sense and mental
perceptions arise simultaneously or successively when some notions in his
Pramanavarttika are take into account. See Franco 1997: 77-81 and Funayama
2000a: 321-9. But as far as this passage of Nyayabindu is concerned, as pointed
out by Stcherbatsky 1930-2 (Vol. 2): 312, Nagatomi 1979: 256, Tillemans 1989:
79-80, n. 2, and Funayama 2000b: 106, Dharmakirti agrees with the traditional
Sautrantika view that different moments of cognition arise successively. This
reflects the complicatedness of the thought of Dharmakirti, who attempts to
synthesize Sautrantika and Yogacara.

69 See *Alambanapariksavyakhyd, T1625: 889b4-8.

70 FLEGESIS 0B RGREED | TR OO o (IR 2 BAZEIK o T1585: 21a.

71 EEmER LMERLEER - MILESREL B S RKEHE - IS EE
B A IR o (TRTLE o T1830: 389a.

72 BEEmFLABEEMTRES - LRZK » T1830: 420c.

73 ERRAE o KRR o FERRARE o ARTEESR B EEEN IR o B8RS
B o B REEHA 53 BIBEE 2591 5% o T1830: 493b.

74 PS I G: dvy-abhasam hi jiianam utpadyate svabhasam visayabhasam ca /.

75 PS I Ha: tad arthanuripajiiandbhdasam svabhasam ca /. Hattori’s translation.

76 PS L.1lab: visaya-jhiana-taj-jiiana-visesat tu dvi-ripata /. Hattori’s translation.

77 See the excellent analysis in Matilal 1986: 152.

78 PS 1.10: yad-abhasam prameyam tat pramana-phalate punah | grahakakara-samvittt
trayam natah prthak-krtam //. Hattori’s translation.

79 Slokavarttikavyakhya: ye ‘pi Sautrantika-paksam evam vydcaksate —bahyo ‘rthah
prameyam, vijianasya visayakarata pramanam sva-samvittih phalam iti . . . idanim
Yogacara-pakse ‘pi. .. tesam caitad darSanam — bahyartho ndsti, vijianasya
visayakarata prameyd, svakarata pramanam, sva-samvittih phalam iti. From Hattori
1968: 102, n. 1.61.

80 Hattori 1968: 105, n. 1.64.

81 See Slokavarttika IV.79ab; Hattori 1968: 106, n. 1.64.

82 For the memory argument of Sautrantikas, see Harivarman’s JP (T1646: 288b,
364b) and Candrakirti’s Madhyamakavatarabhasya V1.73.

83 PS 1 Hc-1: visaya iva jiiane smrtir utpadyate. . . . Hattori’s translation.

84 See the Vimsatika 17ab: uktam yatha tadabhdsa vijiaptih smaranam tatah | (It is
held [by the Yogacara] that memory is of the representational consciousness that
appears as that [object]).

85 La Vallée Poussin (1928-9: 133) reconstructs zheng zi zheng fen 3B 55T as
svasamvitti-samvitti-bhaga, but Sankrtyayana (1935-6: 63) renders it as sarnvittisva-
samvitti-bhaga.

86 HRAMKEREAE - ATAS o T1585: 10b.

87 WA MEHEAH L/ LATE © A S ESL AR o T1585: 10b.

88 A AL ELE R o AL HTKEREL o T1585: 10b.

80 M EmEHBH S o LA BMAIEE SN - NHBHEREE R g ELER
i o T1585: 10b.

90 Shi-bun san-rui yui-shiki han-gaku V95 = BEMERR 2.
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SYSTEMATIZATION: YOGACARA

Eckel (1985) suggests that this controversy has its earlier sources among the
founding masters of Yogacara.

Madhyamakahydayakarikd vV .93: svatmanivasidharayah jaanavrtter asambhavat |
svasamvittinisedhdc ca na syat sarvajiata sakrt //. Eckel’s translation.
Tattvasamgraha 20022ab: tadasya bodhariapatvad yuktam tavat svavedanam /. Jha's
translation.

See Kajiyama 1989: 389-400.

See Yao (2001).

See Yao (forthcoming).
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CONCLUSION

In the previous chapters I have explored the historical development of the
Buddhist theory of self-cognition (svasamvedana) with an emphasis on its
pre-Dignaga development. My central thesis is that this theory originated in
a soteriological discussion of omniscience among the Mahasamghikas, an
early Buddhist school established right after the first schism of the Buddhist
community. The theory then evolved into a topic of epistemological inquiry
among the Yogacarins.

Based on the primary sources in Chinese, Pali, Sanskrit and Tibetan,
I trace the origin of self-cognition back to the Mahasimghikas. In their
discussion on the omniscience of Srota-apanna, an initial stage of Buddhist
sagehood, they admit that this omniscience and, consequently, the self-
cognition of the mind and mental activities occur in a single moment. On
their view, the mind is like a lamp: it illuminates other things while it also
illuminates itself.

The book then explores the subsequent development of this theory in a
series of Buddhist scholars, including Sarvastivadins, Sautrantikas and
Yogacarins. The Sarvastivadins set forth a systematic refutation to the
Mahasamghika theory in terms of causality, epistemology, soteriology, the
relationship of self and other, the distinction between particular and universal.
and supportive similes. The Sarvastivadins also developed a reflective model,
in which they saw self-cognition as possible only in multiple moments rather
than in a single moment.

The Sautrantikas developed their theory of self-cognition by synthesizing
the views of their predecessors. They discussed self-cognition in a more
epistemological context, and especially in a framework of successively arising
moments of cognition. They conclude that only mental consciousness is
endowed with the capacity of self-cognition.

The early Yogicara theory of self-cognition bears a strong mark of
Sautrantika influence, although it was modified by contact with the Yogacara
idealism. Digniga was the first Yogicira scholar to systematize a theory of
self-cognition in his epistemological system. I argue, against several eminent
contemporary scholars, that self-cognition is a separate type of perception
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for Dignaga. Finally, I introduce Dharmapala’s concept of the cognition of
self-cognition, which signifies a further level of reflexivity of the mind.

Since the concept of self-cognition or reflexive awareness in Buddhist
philosophy concerns the conditions for a mental state to be conscious, it has
a natural connection with the study of consciousness in Western philosophy
and cognitive science. Consciousness, on the other hand, is closely related to
self-consciousness, one of the central concepts in modern and contemporary
Western philosophy. The concept of self-consciousness itself can be
understood in two different ways: (1) being conscious of the consciousness
itself, and (2) being conscious of the se/f. We can find this distinction, for
instance, in Kant’s works. The former, being a consciousness of the occurrent
experience such as perceptions, memories, desires, bodily sensations, etc., is
empirical self-consciousness; while the latter, the consciousness of the
transcendental subject, is the so-called pure self-consciousness.'

Given the basic Buddhist tenet of no-self, we can safely assume that the
whole Buddhist tradition is trying to do away with the transcendental subject.
This does not mean, however, that Buddhist scholars are not interested in
issues such as the continuity of consciousness or personal identity. On the
contrary, these issues are among the central concerns of various Buddhist
schools. In other words, it actually becomes a challenging issue to construe
the continuity of consciousness or personal identity after the negation of
substantial self. This concern, however, has virtually nothing to do with what
we are discussing in this book. Compared with its Western counterpart, the
Buddhist theory of self-cognition enjoys the advantage of not being confused
with a consciousness of the self. Instead, it is only concerned with the reflexive
nature of consciousness. Therefore, it can be categorized as a type of
subjectless self-consciousness, one of the four types in Frank’s classification
of various theories of self-consciousness in the history of Western philosophy.”

As we know, in the West the most important source for the study of
reflexive consciousness comes from the Cartesian tradition. It was through
Descartes’ effort in identifying cogito as the most solid and self-evident basis
for the first philosophy that self-consciousness gradually became one of the
core concepts of modern Western philosophy. However, his assertion on
the completeness and infallibility of self-consciousness is challenged by
contemporary scholars. In other words, many of them do not think that all
mental states imply reflexive consciousness, nor do they believe that self-
consciousness is always reliable.” A similar phenomenon can be observed in
the history of Buddhism when later scholars of various schools such as
Sarvastivada, Sautrintika and Madhyamaka criticize the Mahasamghika
assertion that “all mind and mental activities are self-cognizant”, a
foundational position that marks the origin of the Buddhist theory of self-
cognition.

Another important source for the study of reflexive consciousness is
the phenomenological tradition. Its contributions to the subject have been
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recognized by a larger number of scholars in recent years through the
systematical presentation of Kern (1989) and Zahavi (1999). This tradition
seems to be especially sensitive to the temporal dimension of self-
consciousness. This is evident in Brentano’s strict distinction between inner
perception and inner observation, in Husserl’s emphasis on the primary
consciousness ( Urbewufitsein), and also in Sartre’s concept of pre-reflective
consciousness. They all insist that the primary sense of self-consciousness
must be immediate and instantaneous, and any subsequent act of reflection
or retrospection is secondary, peripheral, and deviated from the immediate
self-consciousness. The so-called Heidelberg school, a group of scholars who
are known for their contributions to the study of self-consciousness in
contemporary Germany, also carry on this view in their arguments against
the reflection model of self-consciousness.

In the Buddhist tradition, the Sarvastivada school goes to another extreme
by saying that the mind cannot know itself while taking other things as
object. The self-knowledge of the mind is only possible when retrospection
or reflection takes place in the second moment. They build this theory on
the basis of their unique tenet of pan-realism, i.e., all dharmas in the past, the
present and the future are real existents. The Sarvastivada refutation to the
reflexive model of self-cognition as held by the Mahasamghikas has a great
impact on the later Madhyamaka scholars, who use the same reasoning to
argue against the concept of self-cognition as systematically presented by
the Yogacara scholar Dignaga. On the other hand, it is against the backdrop
of the Sarvastivada refutation that Dignaga establishes his theory of self-
cognition. He comes closer to the line of phenomenological tradition when
he insists that the immediate reflexive self-cognition is not only possible, but
also the very nature of mental consciousness and mental activities such as
desire, anger, ignorance, pleasure, pain, etc.

The Buddhist theory of self-cognition shares more common interests with
the consciousness studies in the field of cognitive science in terms of its
empirical approach, its tendency to neglect transcendental subject, and its
commitment to the representational nature of consciousness. In this field,
the most important contributions to the study of reflexive consciousness are
the research on higher-order consciousness, and the controversy between
theories of higher-order perception (HOP) and higher-order thought (HOT).
The HOP theory is rooted in the “inner sense” model of self-consciousness.
an influential theory propounded by Locke and Kant. According to this
theory, self-consciousness is understood to be an immediate non-conceptual
perception of internal mental states in the same way as sense organs perceiv-
ing external objects. The most prominent contemporary voices upholding
this theory include Armstrong (1968, 1984) and Lycan (1987, 1996). Both
of them agree that consciousness can be understood as comprising lower
and higher orders: the lower-order state is to be aware of external objects,
while the higher-order one takes that state as its intentional object. On their
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view, the latter must be perception-like; hence their view is labeled as a HOP
theory.

In recent years, the HOP theory has been attacked by scholars from
various perspectives. Some of them hold a view of first-order representation,
and they include Dretske (1995) and Tye (1995). Their main point is that
the reflexive consciousness does not have to be explained in terms of the
higher-order structure; rather, it is implied in the very state of first-order
consciousness, i.e., the consciousness of external objects. This is similar
to the view of the Mahasamghikas, as well as that of the Yogacara-
Madhyamaka scholar Santaraksita. The more serious criticism of HOP theory
comes from the HOT theorists, who include Rosenthal (1986, 1993),
Carruthers (1996, 2000) and Dennett (1991). They agree that the reflexive
consciousness has to be explained in terms of higher-order representational
structure. This higher-order consctousness, on their view, is not a perception;
rather, it is of the nature of thought. The higher-order consciousness as a
thought does not imply that it is an objectifying, conceptual or inferential
reflection. Instead, the higher-order thought is still non-conceptual and
immediate.*

There are certainly more detailed controversies between the two theories,
but what I am concerned with here is which theory the Buddhists would
supporit, or, in other words, whether the Buddhist sense of reflexive
consciousness is a perception or a thought. Given the fact that there are
serious controversies on the nature of reflexive consciousness among various
Buddhist schools, there is no simple answer to the question. In the
epistemological system of Dignaga, however, we do find relevant issues being
discussed. On his view, self-cognition is a type of perception (pratyaksa),
which seems to suggest that he supports the HOP theory. But, as a matter of
fact, the Buddhist sense of perception is broader than the “perception” as
found among the HOP theorists because perception in Dignaga’s system
covers not only sensation, the basic type of perception, but also various
types of perception that are “mental”, which include mental perception, self-
cognition and yogic perception. Self-cognition, being of the nature of mental
(manasa), 1s an aspect of mental consciousness, hence it is a non-conceptual
thought, but not a perception in the sense of depending upon sensory organs,
external or internal. Furthermore, the higher-order structure of reflexive
consciousness is elaborated by Dignaga in his theory of three divisions of
cognition, which comprise self-cognition, the self-appearance as subject, and
the object-appearance as object. Therefore, we can safely assume that Dignaga
would support the HOT theory.

In a word, it is equally interesting and important to consider the rela-
tionship between the Buddhist theory of self-cognition and the study of
consciousness in this rapidly growing field of cognitive science. I think that
the Buddhist understanding of self-cognition that features an analysis of its
temporal and representational structure can contribute greatly to the scientific
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study of consciousness and human mind, but there still exists a large gap
between the achievement of modern scientific research and this ancient
wisdom. I hope that more scholars will join with me to carry out this
significant project.

Notes

1 See Brook 1994: 55-7; Ni 2002: 164-8, 176.

2 See Frank 1991b: 508ff. The other three types are subjective, relational and non-
relational self-consciousness.

3 See Lormand 1998.

4 See Rosenthal 2003: 719.
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APPENDIX: DATES OF
IMPORTANT AUTHORS

Since this project is primarily a historical study, accurate dates are crucial.
In an Indian context, however, chronological accuracy is very difficult.
Fortunately, owing to the efforts of contemporary scholars, we have a
preliminary assessment of the dates of major Buddhist authors. In the
following, I list the Indian Buddhist authors to be discussed with their dates
and sectarian affiliations. These dates are based on Tsukamoto et al. (1990)
unless otherwise noted.

1 Sarvastivada

The dates for these Sarvastivada scholars are based on Willemen et al.
(1998) unless otherwise noted.

Katyayaniputra (1st century BC)

Vasumitra (1st century BC): No fewer than five Vasumitras are known in the
history of Indian Buddhism. Yinshun (1992: 275) assigns Vasumitra a date
of around 100 Bc. He believes that Vasumitra was immediately after
Katyayaniputra and is also convinced that Vasumitra as a master in MV
was the same person to compose the Prakaranapdda, Dhatukdaya and SB.
Lamotte (1988a: 520, 529) dates Vasumitra as well as SB to the second
century aD. But Willemen er al. (1998: xv—xvi, n. 1), following Bareau (1955:
21-5), dates SB as late as the fourth century.

Buddhadeva (1st century BC to Ist century AD): This date is based on an
inscription found in Kalawan, northern India. Both Willemen et al. (1998:
103) and Yinshun (1992: 271) are unsure whether the Buddhadeva mentioned

in the inscription is the same person as Buddhadeva, one of the four masters
in MV,

Ghosaka (1-2nd centuries): According to Yinshun 1992: 285. Willemen
et al. (1998) does not give the date of Ghosaka, but he agrees with Yinshun
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(1992: 290) in distinguishing between two persons in the name of Ghosaka.
The one that we date here is one of the four masters in MV. The other
Ghosaka is the author of the * Abhidharmamrtarasa. This way they contradict
the opinion of Fukuhara, Frauwallner, Mochizuki, Lin and Kritzer. See
Willemen et al. 1998: 278, n. 126.

Bhadanta Dharmatrata (2nd century): Willemen et al. (1998: 261) cites La
Vallée Poussin to support this date, but I did not find any reference to this
date in La Vallée Poussin. Yinshun (1992: 268) assigns the Bhadanta an
early date of 2nd century BC. Further evidence is required to date this
Dharmatrata, one of the four masters in MV.

Dharmasresthin (3rd century): According to Yinshun 1992: 488. He also
believes that Dharmasresthin was about a century later than the composition
of MV. Willemen et al. (1998: 256) vaguely places Dharmasresthin in 220
BC-AD 220, but he believes that Dharmasresthin lived before the composers
of MV.

Upasanta (3rd century)

Dharmatrata (4th century)

Samghabhadra (4--5th centuries)

Ya$omitra (6-7th centuries): According to Yinshun 1992: 715,

2 Theravada

The dates of these Theravada scholars are according to Saigusa 1987.

Buddhaghosa (5th century)
Anuruddha (11-12th centuries)

3 Sautrautika

The dates of the first three Sautrantika scholars are based on Kato 1989,
where he assigns Vasubandhu a date of 350-430 that is also supported by
Schmithausen (1992).

Kumaralata (280-360)

Harivarman (310-90)

Srilata (330-410)

Vasuvarman (Sth century): According to Li 1991: 2387.
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4 Yogacara
Maitreya (350-430)
Asanga (395-470)

Vasubandhu (400-80): The dates of Maitreya, Asanga and Vasubandhu are
based on Hirakawa et al. 1973-8 (Vol. 1): iii. With regard to the date of
Vasubandhu, there are various opinions: 320—400 (Ui), 350-430 (Katd,
Schmithausen), and 400-80 (Hikata and Hirakawa). Frauwallner (1951)
proposes two persons in the name of Vasubandhu: the elder one lived in
320-400, while the younger one is dated to 400—80. See Tsukamoto et al.
1990: 72, n. 53.

Nanda (5-6th centuries)
Sthiramati (475-555)
Dignaga (480-540)
Paramartha (499-569)
Sankarasvamin (500—60)
Dharmapala (530-61)

Bandhuprabha (6th century): The dates of Nanda, Sthiramati, Paramartha,
Dharmapala and Bandhuprabha are from the Fo guang da ci dian.

Dharmakirti (600—-60)
Devendrabuddhi (630-90)
Asvabhava (7th century)
Jinendrabuddhi (8th century)
Vinitadeva (8th century)
Dharmottara (750--810)
Prajnakaragupta (8-9th cetituries)
Jidnasrimitra (980-1030)
Moksakaragupta (11-12th centuries)

5 Madhyamaka
Nagarjuna (150-250)
Pingala (4th century)
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Bhavaviveka (Bavya) (490-570)
Candrakirti (600-50)

Santideva (685-763)

Santaraksita (725-88)

Kamalasila (740-95)

For the convenience of the reader, I also list some important non-Indlan
authors that I mentioned with their dates below:
An Shigao Z & (active 148-78)
Faxian %80 (334-422)

Xuanzang Z#: (600-64)
Wonch'uk B[] (613-96)

Kuiji % (632-82)

Puguang &% (active 645-64)
Fabao %8 (active 654-703)
Lingtai #&%% (7th century)

Yijing #8153 (635-713)

Chuzan {F5 (899-969)

Chozen EHE (1227-1307)
Bu-ston (1290-1364)

Tsong kha pa (1357-1419)
Taranatha (1575-1634)

Mi-pham (1846-1912)

Ouyang Jian EXF5 T (1871-1943)
Xiong Shili B&-7J (1885-1968)
Han Jingqing #&§%1% (1912-2003)
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abhasa see appearance, dual

Abhidharma 4, 6, 20, 24, 66, 80, 84,
89n1, 91n37, 93n97, 105, 112, 121,
123, 131; Mahasamghika 9-10,
35n26; masters 8; Prajfiaptivada
35n26; Sarvastivada 10, 35n26, 424,
78, 85-6, 91n47, 100, 111, 123, 125,
135; Sthaviravada 42; texts 6, 8, 20,
42, 63, 105; three systems of 10;

_ Yogacara 135

Abhidharmika 65

abhisamaya see direct realization

accomplished nature ( parinispanna-
svabhava) 112

activity (vyapara) 143

akara see image

alambana 92n54; see also object of
cognition

alayavijiiana 69, 75 122; see also store
consciousness

all (sarva) 17, 20, 30, 45, 71, 104

Amaravati 23-4

An, Shigao 35n26, 164

Anagamin 17

analogy (upamana) 131

Andhaka 3, 23-33, 39n91, 111

Andhra 24

animals [, 5

antidote (pratipaksa) 71

Anuruddha 27, 162

Apabhramsa 9

Aparaseliya 23, 25, 30-2, 39n91, 70

appearance (abhasa), dual 4, 125,
141-5, 149-50

apperceptive cognition ( javana) 27,
40nl11l, 142

Arhat 14, 17-18, 37n53; five points on
8, 18-19, 24, 34n12, 38n59

Arhatship 15

Armstrong, D. M. 158

Aryadeva 24

Asanga 122-3, 131, 146, 163

ASoka 24, 33n8

associates (samprayukta) 12, 45-6, 50,
57, 71-2, 79, 81, 100, 104

association (samprayoga) 119010

Asvabhava 125, 163

atmasamvedana 20, see also self-
cognition

attention (manaskara, manasikara)
29-30, 41n122, 75, 100

Avanti 35n26

awareness ( jiiana, fiana) 37n52, 68-9;
as associlates of consciousness 69;
attained after the direct realization
(abhisamayantikajrianay 12; of
conceptual construction (kalpana-
Jjhana) 60; conventional
(samvrtijiiana) 12, 46-8, 58, 80; of
destruction (ksayajiiana) 14, 46; of
dharmas (dharmajiiana) 46, 48, 80;
of extinction (nirodhajiiana) 46;
inferential (anvayajiiana) 46, 80;
knowing itself 26, 49, 57; of
memories of previous lives (pirva-
nivasanusmyti-jiana) 61; of the minds
of others ( paracittajiiana) 46, 48,
59, 61-2, 65, 73, 76~-7; mirror-like
(adars$ajiiana) 48; nature of 15; of
non-birth (anutpadajiiana) 14, 46;
omniscient 10-14, 104; of origin
(samudayajiiana) 46; of path
(margajiiana) 46, 60, 80; of suffering
(dubkhajfidna) 46, 60, 65; of thusness
(vathabhiitajiiana) 43

awareness of self-awareness 27-8

100
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awarenesses, four 21, 69, 145, 148

awarenesses, two 13-14, 26; see also
minds, two

ayatana see loci

Bahusrutiyavada 37n51

Bahusrutiyavadin 98

Bandhuprabha 21-2, 39n82, 48, S5,
145, 148, 163

Bareau, André 7, 18

Bhadanta Dharmatrata 3, 44, 47, 49, «

55-6, 58, 62-5, 75, 162

Bhattombeka 143

Bhavaviveka 148, 164; see also Bhavya

Bhavya 8, 10-11, 19, 24, 92n70, 164

Bhiksu 80, 105

Bodhibhadra 122

Bodhisattva 81

body (lus) 11, 19

Brentano, Franz 158

Buddha 32, 42, 91n37, 105, 124-6,
136; death of 7-8, 33n8, 43;
enlightenment of 10-12; life of 9,
11; mind of 13, 26; as Omniscient
47-8; sleep or dream of 11, 35n33;
supernatural qualities of 11

Buddhadeva 47, 55-6, 64, 99-101,
119n11, 161

Buddhaghosa 2, 23-32, 47, 84, 162

Buddhapalita 24

Buddhavarman 43, 49, 56, 91n33

buddhi 87, 96n176; see also perceptual
awareness

Bu-ston 9, 164

Caitikavadin 24, 34n12

Caitiyavadin see Caitikavadin

caitta see mental activities

Candrakirti 2, 6, 91n42, 95n161, 98,
113-14, 123, 148, 164

Carruthers, P. 159

causality 49, 105-6, 112, 127, 156

cause (heru) 13, 49, 51-2, 72, 77, 834,
101; associated (sampratyuktakahetu)
50, 73, 99; efficient (karanahetu)
50-1, 73, 75. 90n29, 90n30;
homogeneous (sabhagahetu) 50, 73;
of maturation (vipakahetu) 50, 73;
pervasive (sarvatragahetu) 50, 73;
simultaneous (sahabhtihetu) 50, 73,
83, 95nl161, 99

cessation (nirodha) 13

cetand see volition

101

Chan 121; see also Zen

Chozen 118n3, 164

Christianity S

Chiizan 2, 164

citta (“consciousness”) 28-9, 31; see
also mind

co-existents (sahabhir) 12, 45-7, 50, 57,
71-2, 79, 104

cogito 157

cognition of self-cognition
(*svasamvitti-samvitti-bhaga) 1-2, 4,
28, 123, 140, 145-8, 150, 154n85, 157

cognition: four divisions of 2, 146-7;
three divisions of 143, 159

cognitive function 634

cognitive science 1, 5, 14, 157-9

compassion 126

conceptual awareness (kalpana-jiana)
137

conceptual construction (savikalpa,
kalpana) 117, 124, 129, 131-7, 141,
147

conceptual knowledge 105, 109, 117

conceptualization 104, 109, 129-30

condition ( pratyaya) 13, 49-50,
52,72, 77,99, 105, 150; causal
{(hetupratyaya) 51-2, 72; immediately
contiguous (samanantarapratyaya)
51-2, 72-3, 75, 139-40; objective
{alambanapratyaya) 51, 72; sovereign
(adhipatipratyaya) 51, 72, 91n33

conditioned existent 50-2

consciousness (vijiiana, vififiana) 68-9;
experience of 1; higher-order 158-9;
as mind 69; reflexive 157-9;
representational nature of 158

consciousnesses, eight 123, 140, 145,
150

consciousness-only 123, 142, 147, 150

contact (sparsa, phassa) 28, 32, 41n123,
50, 59, 81-5, 87, 95n161

contact-loci (sparsayatana) 105, 119n26

contemplation (Samatha) 71

continuity (santati) 26—8, 157; material
and immaterial 27

conventional truth (samvrti-satya) 111

correct method (nyaya) 13

darkness 53-5, 103

darSanabhdga see seeing portion

darSana-vijiiapti 146

Darstantika 44, 56, 58, 62, 64-5, 69,
97-101, 116
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Darstantika-Sautrantika 98 11 2=l > examination by others ( paravitarana) «.
defilement 11, 48, 71 } 18 as
definitive release (nairyanika) 13 » excellence ( pranita) 13
Dennett, D. C. 159 experience (anubhava) 76-7, 83, 85-6,
dependent nature ( paratantra-svabhava) 88, 95n168, 115-17, 132, 135, 157
112 experiential perception (*anubhava-
dependent origination 58-9, 62, 66, 128 pratyaksa) 78, 86-9, 135
Descartes, René 157 external object 23, 78, 103, 108-9,
desire (chanda) 45, 61, 75, 100, 132, =~ 117-18, 135, 140, 143-4, 158;
136-8, 153n57, 158 4 existence of 7, 57, 116-17
desire for meditation ( jhananikanti) externalist (bahyarthavada) 99, 119n6
32 eye-consciousness 501, 53, 58-9,
determination (niscitatva) 64 g 79, 101, 103, 108-9, 114, 120n51,
Devasarman 50 128-30, 151n23

Devendrabuddhi 117, 163
Dhammaguttaka see Dharmaguptaka Fabao 85, 164

Dhanakataka 9 Faxian 9, 164
Dharmaguptaka 8-9, 12, 34n12, 36n40, Faxiang 121, 123
44-5, 78-80, 90n10, 98 feeling (vedand) 15, 28-9, 45, 50, 59,
Dharmakirti 2, 4, 6, 10, 24, 98-9, 115, 74-5, 7885, 88-9, 95n161, 95n168,
117, 119n6, 122, 129, 131-3, 137-42, 100-1, 1068, 114, 135; associated
149, 153n57, 154n68, 163; link with (samprayogavedaniyatd) 82-3,
Mahasamghika 20-3; on self- 95n155; awareness of 78-81, 89, 114;
cognition 20-2 classification of 82; external 80;
Dharmapala 1-2, 4, 23, 28, 81, 83-5, grasping (*grahakavedana) 82,
95n146, 95n168, 122-3, 127, 132, internal 80; of maturation 82; present
135, 139-40, 145-8, 150, 157, 163 82, 107
Dharmasresthin 43, 89n7, 162 feet of snake 108
Dharmatrata 43-4, 63-5, 82, 93n83, first-order representation 159
93n84, 94n125, 162 form (rapa, gzugs) 19, 74
Dharmottara 22, 163 fortune-teller (tksanika) 102-3, 148
Dignaga 1-4, 6-7, 17, 21-4, 33, 60, 86, foundational skandha 75
98, 109, 11415, 122-3, 125, 127, Franco, Eli 2, 131-2, 134
129-48, 151n4, 151n23, 152n34, Frank, Manfred 157
152n41, 153n54, 156-9, 163; link with  Frauwallner, Erich 24, 123, 163
Mahasamghika 22-3; on memory Fukihara, Shashin 2, 150
argument 22, 144; origin of self- »i Fukuhara, Ryogon 98
cognition in 6 functional skandha 75
direct realization (abhisamaya) 13, 60, »=  future 14, 24, 26-7, 32, 46--8, 61, 72-4,
71, 81 82, 1067, 11011, 115, 158
doubting (kankha) 18
dravya see substance Gandhara 42, 56-7, 97
Dretske, F. 159 dGe lugs pa 141-2
Dreyfus, Georges 2 general characteristics 26
Dunne, John 2 Ghosaka 47, 55-6, 58, 92n60, 161-2
Gilgit 134
edges (anta) 91n46 gradualness (‘jug pa) 114
effect 50-1, 77, 83—-4, 101 Gunavarman 64
Ekavyavaharika 11, 15, 19, 22, 36n39,
44, 92n70 hair of turtle 108
emptiness (Sanyara) 10, 13, 111-12 Han, Jingqing 150, 164
equality (upeksa) 82 : Harivarman 2, 4, 98-105, 107-13, 126,
escape (nihsarana) 13 129-30, 148, 162
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Hattori, Masaaki 127, 132-4, 142, 144
hearer ($ravaka) 126
Heidelberg school 158
Hetuvadin 50

higher-order perception 158-9
higher-order thought 158-9
Hinayana 8

Hirakawa, Akira 24
Hiramatsu, Tomotsugu 18
homogeneous awareness 76, 78
horn of hare 108

hrdaya 43

Huayan 121, 150

human beings 1, 5

Husserl, Edmund 120n34, 158

idealism 121-3, 125, 142

ideation (samjid, safia) 28, 50, 59, 74,
84, 100-1

ignorance (aAfiana) 18, 138, 158

tllumination (prakasa) 53—4 i

image (akara, pracara) 23, 56-7, 62,
77-8, 104, 107-9, 116, 118, 122, 4
124-5, 129, 144-5; efficient 108-9;
imaginary 108

imagination 108 £

imagined nature ( parikalpa-svabhava) *
112 ¥

impermanence (anitya) 13, 70 :

impression 78; of image 78 of object 78

Indian calendar 34n8 :

inference (anumana) 66, 105, 127, 131

infinite regress 114, 117-18, 145, 147

initial thought (vitakka) 28-9

inner observation 158

inner perception 158

inner sense 158

s

javana 27, see also apperceptive
cognition

Jinendrabuddhi 139, 152n41, 153n44,
163

Jitari 141

Jfiana see awareness

Jianasrimitra 122, 125, 149, 163

JjAeya 92n54

Kajiyama, Yiichi 6, 113
Kalawéan 161

kalpa 13

Kamalasila 148-9, 153n54, 164
Kant, Immanuel 157-8
Kapstein, Matthew 126

10

karma 14, 46, 82

karmic appearance (karmalaksana) 150

karmic consciousness (karmavijiiana)
150

Kaémira 9, 42-3, 56-7, 89n8

Kassapiya see Kasyapiya

Kasyapiya 9, 90n10

Kato, Junsho 7, 97, 100

Katsura, Shoryu 6, 98, 102, 105,
109-10, 113

Katyayaniputra 19, 35n29, 42, 44, 50,
80, 161 :

Kaukkutika 11, 15, 22, 45, 92n70

Kawasaki, Shinjo 89

Kern, Iso 158

Klein, Anne 141-2

knife 21, 29, 52-3

Koyanagi, Ryoiikyo 7, 10

Kuyji 7, 12-13, 17, 22-3, 59-60, 79, 85,
93n92, 93n97, 94n124, 951146,
96n173, 118nl, 121-2, 132-3, 140,
149-50, 152n37, 164

Kumarajtva 98, 112, 134

Kumaralata 97--8, 162

Kumarila 144

La Vallée Poussin, Louis de 6-7, 10,
63, 113

Lamotte, Etienne 97

lamp ( pradipa) 15-16, 20~1, 29, 33,
53-5,91n42, 102-3, 107-8, 114,
128-9, 156

Lancaster, Lewis 134

life (jivitendriya) 75

Lingtai 96n173, 164

link of existent 69

link of the path 69

links, twelve 69

loci (a@yatana) 104

Locke, John 158

lokottara see transcendence

Lokottaravada 9, 11, 15, 18, 22, 36n42,
44, 92n70

Lokottaravadin 114 o it

Li, Cheng 6, 98, 113 o :

luminosity 15-16, 21, 55

Lycan, W. 158

Maidhava 98 %

Madhyamaka 1, 10, 29, 48, 53, 55,
97-8, 113, 148, 157-8, 163

Madhyamika 49, 62, 98, 103, 111-13,
128, 148, 150
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mahabhumika 100 S N

Mahadeva 8, 18, 24, 34n12, 39n94-

Mahakatyayana 10, 35n26

Mahakausthila 42

Mahamaudgalyayana 89nl

Mahasamghika 1-4, 6-25, 45, 47, 49,
53-5, 62-3, 72-5, 78-80, 89, 90n15,
92n70, 94n124, 98-9, 101-4, 111,
11315, 118, 126, 129, 138, 140-2,
145, 148-9, 156-9; influence on
Yogacara 20, 22; language of 9,
34n17; on pure mind 60

Mahayana 10, 22, 24, 48-9, 98, {13,
140

Mahimsédsaka see Mahisasaka

Mahisasaka 8§8-9, 12, 44-5, 79, 90n10

Maitreya 123, 131, 163

manasa 132, 135, 152n36; see also
mental realm

manobhizmi 152n36

Manorathanandin 117

Masuda, Jiryo 17

Mathura 35n23

T

matter (rizpa) 61, 63, 111-12, 131; see. -

also form, visual object

May, Jacques 6-7

means of cognition ( pramana) 127,
130-1, 143, 146

meditation (samadhi) 11, 16, 19, 25, 32,
37n53; of cessation (nirodha-samadhi)
77; as a mental activity 100

meditations, four 61

memory (smrti) 4, 15, 72, 75-8, 87-8,
104, 108-9, 11418, 127, 144, 146,
148, 154n82, 154n84; as a mental
activity 100

mental activities (caittay 3~4, 12, 15-7,
19-23, 29, 32-3, 45, 50, 57, 61, 64,
69, 73-5, 77-9, 81, 84, 99-102,
1068, 129, 131, 134, 1368, 141,
146, 156-8; apprehending themselves
15, 29; as associates of mind 12, 74;
list of 29

mental consciousness (manovijiiana) 4,
50, 58, 101, 104, 106-8, 110, 113,
116, 118, 127--30, 136, 138, 153n63,
156, 158-9; and sense consciousness
138-141

mental functions (vififianakicca),
fourteen 27

mental perception (manasa-pratyaksa)
3, 86-7, 131, 138--41, 153n57, 159;
and mental consciousness 1356,

152n37; object of 139--40; and self- ¥
, cognition 132-3, 135, 141, 152n41, »d

153n60; and sense perceptlon ;
13940, 154n68 a?,;?

mental realm (mdnasa) 132 i

mental sense (manas) 134, 136, 153n451,
153n51 13

method (nayato) 28, 30-2, 4Inl17 4

Mimaki, Katsumi 6 t

Mimamsaka 117, 138, 144

mind (citta): of dharma (*dharma-citta)
112; of emptiness (*$anyata-citta)
112; knowing itself 6, 12, 15, 17, 21,
47; nature of 12, 92n70; provisional
(*prajiiapti-citta) 111-12; of single
moment 11-14, 17, 36n34

mind continuum 47-9, 61-2, 77, 102,
115

mindfulness 28-9, 59-60, 65, 80

mind-only (sems tsam) 123-4

minds, two 3, 13-14, 32-3, 37n51,
41n123, 63, 72-4, 89, 99, 101, 140

Mi-pham 1, 164

mistaken awareness (bhrama-jiiana)
20-1, 38n77

Mizuno, Kogen 98

Moksikaragupta 20, 163

momentariness 86, 116

monastic discipline, ten items of 10,
34n10

Muilasarvastivada 8

Mulasarvastividin 44

Maulasthaviravada 8

multiple minds 14, 100-2

multiple moments 4, 467, 49, 81, 107,
115, 156

~

Nagarjuna 10, 24, 48, 54-5, 111, 148,
163

Nagiarjunakonda 23

Nagatomi, M. 132-4, 141

Nagatomo, Taijun 132, 141

Nakamura, Zuiryu 127

Nanda 122, 149, 163

nature ( prakrti) 127-8

Neo-Vaibhasika 3, 43, 49, 65

neuron 5

New Confucianism 150

ngo bo nyid see svabhava

nihilist 112

nimittabhaga see seen portion

nimitta-vijfiapti 146

Nirakaravada 121-4, 149-50
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Nirakaravadin 145, 149

nirvana 111--12

non-intimation (avififiatti) 32

non-representative matter (avijiiapti-
ripa) 63

no-self (anatman) 1, 13, 31, 44-5, 63,
70-1, 104, 157

object (visaya) 56-7, 66, 83, 101-2;
heterogeneous 69; homogeneous 69;
three types of 147

object of cognition (alambana,
arammana) 23, 28, 30-2, 41n117,
41n122, 56-7, 81-2, 108

object-appearance (visayabhasa) 138,
143, 159, see also objective
appearance

objective appearance 117, 145-6, 150

objective realm 57, 81-4, 87, 92n54,
136

omniscience 2-3, 11-14, 30, 33, 44, 49,
60, 65, 68, 70-1, 89, 99, 105, 126,
148, 156; instantaneous 13, 45, 47; as
a metaphor 48

ordinary people (prthagjana) 17, 50

origin (samudaya) 13

other ( parabhava) 52, 62-3, 156

other’s minds 103; knowledge of 148;
see also awareness of the minds of
others

other-continuum 69

Ouyang, Jian 121, 164

Paisaci 9; connection with Pali 34n17

pan-realism 24, 89, 158

Paramartha 16, 19, 43, 89n4, 121-3,
127, 149, 151n18, 163 a

parinirvana 14

particle 127, 131

particular characteristics (svalaksana)
66-9, 105, 131; awareness of 105

passion 14

past 14, 24, 26-7, 32, 46-8, 61, 72-4,
82, 106-7, 11011, 115, 158

Pataliputra 8, 9, 24

path (marga) 13-14; of liberation 12

peace (Santa) 13

perception (pratyaksa) 2—-4, 20-2,
54, 60, 66, 79, 85-7, 89, 115-17,
128-41, 147, 150, 156, 159; four
types of 131-5, 137, 152n34,
153n57;-of material sense organs
(rapindriyapratyaksa) 137; of mental

195

experience (manonubhavapratyaksa)
135, 137; pure (Suddhapratyaksa) 137,
153n56; and six consciousnesses 136,
153n54; three types of 86-9, 131, 134,
137; worldly (lokapratyaksa) 137,
153n56

perceptual awareness (*buddhi-
pratyaksa) 78, 86—8, 96n176, 118

Perfection of Wisdom 111-12

person ( pudgala) 14, 24, 75, 97

personal identity 157

*Petaka 10, 15, 35n26

Petakopadesa 35n26, 92n63

Pingala 91n42, 163

power ( prabhdva) 11

practice ( pratipatti) 13

prajia see wisdom

Prajiidkaragupta 117, 122, 133-5, 149,
152n41, 152042, 163

Prajnaptivada 35n26

Prakrit 9, 35n20

pramana 201, 123, 127-31, 139, 143,
145-7; see also means of cognition,
valid cognition

prameya (“object of cognition”) 127-9,
131, 143-4

Prasangika 148

pratisamkhyana 92n51; see also
reflection

pratyaksa see perception

pratyarmasamvedya 124, 126; see also
self-realization

pre-reflective consciousness 158

present ( paccuppanna) 14, 24, 26-7, 32,
46-8, 61, 72-4, 82, 106-8, 11011,
115, 158; as continuum 107, 115;
three kinds of 267

previous teacher ( piarvacarya) 97

primary consciousness (Urbewufitsein)
158

Pubbaseliya 23, 25, 30-2, 39n91, 70

Puguang 164

Rajagirika 23, 32, 39n91

rang rig 18-20, 33n6, 114, 123, 126; see
also self-cognition

Ratnakarasanti 149

realism 116

realization through others ( parasamvid)
126

realm (dhatru) 104

reflection ( pratisamkhyana) 57, 81,
88-9, 158-9
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reflexive awareness 1, 147, 157

reflexive nature 5, 47, 149; of awareness
1, 15, 88; of consciousness 1, 15, 157

reflexivity 1, 147, 157

representational consciousness (vijiapti)
69, 117, 144, 154n84

result (phala)y 14, 73-4

result of cognition ( pramanaphala) 143,
146

retrospection 158

Rosenthal, D. M. 159

rigpa see form, matter, visual object

sahajata 92n63

Sakamoto, Yukio 127

Sakaravada 121-2, 148-50

Sakaravadin 56, 122, 145, 149-50

Sakavadin 25-32, 41n117, 41n122

Sakrdagamin 17

samanyalaksana (“universal”) 105, 131;
see also universal characteristics

Samghabhadra 2-3, 43-4, 49, 524,
65-8, 78, 81-9, 95n168, 97, 100, 118,
131, 135, 162

Samkhya 127-8

Samkrantivada 97

Samkrantivadin 75, 97

Sammatiya 8, 9, 32; language of 9,
34nl17

samprayukta see associates

Sankarasvamin 133, 163

Sankrtyayana, Rahula 134

Santaraksita 121-2, 142, 148-9, 159, 164

Santideva 148, 164

Sariputra 42, 89nl

Sariputrapariprcchasitra 8; sectarian
affiliation of 34nl1

Sartre, Jean Paul 158

Sarvastivada 1, 3—-4, 8-14, 29, 42-50,
52, 55-64, 67, 71-2, 78-82, 84—6,
90n15, 91n50, 92n70, 97, 100, 104,
112-13, 116, 118, 122, 127, 141-2,
148, 157-8, 161; language of 9;
relation to Yogacara 151n6; sub-
schools of 9

Sarvastivadin 4, 8-14, 24, 26-7, 29-30,
42-50, 5664, 726, 73-6, 78, 83, 85,
89, 89n8, 97-9, 1034, 106, 108, 113,
115, 118, 123, 125-8, 148, 156

Sastri, N. A. 102, 106, 110

Sautrantika 1, 3—4, 6, 14, 20, 43-4, 50,
56-7, 59, 65, 72, 867, 89, 89n8,
94n126, 97-9, 101-2, 104, 106-9,

113-18, 119n6, 120n51, 122-4, it
1267, 129-30, 136, 138-45, 146,
148-9, 154n68, 154n82, 156-7, 162

Sautrantika-Yogacarin 139

schism, first 156; cause 7-8; dates 7, 34n9

Schmithausen, Lambert 132, 162-3

seed 14, 71, 73, 101, 150

seeing portion (darsanabhaga) 23, 140,
145-7

seen portion (nimittabhaga) 23, 140,
145-7

self 156—7; unchangeable 1

self-appearance (svabhdasa) 141-3, 159;
see also subjective appearance

self-awareness 26-30, 33, 49, 51-3,
55-62, 64-6, 68, 71, 127, 142, 149;
denial of 26, 63; as svasamvedana 1;
see also self-cognition

self-cognition (svasamvedana,
svasamvitti, atmasamvedana; rang rig;
zi zheng): of conceptual awareness
(kalpana-jiiana-svasamvitti) 137,
153n57; of conventional awareness
47, denial of 18-19, 81, 84, 102,
112-13; of desire and so forth 132-3,
137, 153n57; Lokottaravada view
of 18—-19; Mahasamghika view of
15-17, 19, 21; origin in Sautrantika
6-7, 56; reflective model of 4, 47, 49,
88-9, 90n15, 114, 118, 156; reflexive
model of 4, 47, 90n15, 142, 158; and
self-realization 106; in technical sense
6, 17-18, 114, 125; three senses of
123-4

self-complex (svakalapa) 58

self-consciousness 5, 68, 70, 72, 157;
empirical 157; experience of 1; four
types of 157, 160n2; “inner sense”
model of 158; pure 157; reflection
model of 158; as svasamvedana 1;
temporal dimension of 158; see also
self-cognition

self-continuum 69

self-feeling (svabhava-vedana) 78-9,
81-3, 85, 87, 89, 95n150, 135

self-illumination 108, 128

self-knowledge 12, 18-19, 29, 33, 62,
84, 128-9, 158

seif-realization ( pratyatmasamvedya) 5,
18, 106, 123-4, 1267

self-substance, division of
(*svabhavanga) 146

sensation 159; see also sense perception

196
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sense consciousness 104, 106, 108, 136,
138; and mental consciousness
138-41

sense organ 58-9, 83, 86, 100, 1056,
108, 116, 138, 158; as co-existents of
mind 12, 45

sense perception 867, 131-2, 138,
151n23, 153n57; and mental
perception 139-40, 154n68; and self-
cognition 138-41

sense-based perception (*indriva-asraya-
pratyaksa) 86, 88

sensory object 58-9, 83, 86, 88, 106,
108, 116, 135-6, 141

Siddhatthika 23, 32, 39n91

sign {arga) 103

simultaneity (cig car) 114-15, 118, 130,
141

single moment 3—4, 11-14, 17, 26-8, 33,
36n34, 44-5, 49, 61, 65, 72, 148, 156

skandha 69, 75, 94n126, 111-13

society of mind 14

solitary realizer (praryekabuddha) 126

source ( prabhava) 13

space 52, 71, 77

specific characteristics 13, 26; see also
particular characteristics

specific state (avasthavisesa) 100

Sravaka 48-9

Srilata 97-8, 100, 118n2, 162

Srota-apanna 2-3, 15-17, 37n33,
38n59, 156; evil deeds of 16

Sthavira 100; see also Srilata

Sthaviravada 7-9, 24-5; language of 9,
34n17

Sthaviravadin 79, 111

Sthiramati 84, 95n168, 122, 149, 163

store consciousness {alayavijfiana) 75,
140, 145

stream-winner 15-17, 37n53; see also
Srota-apanna

subjective appearance 145, 150

substance (dravya) 23, 64, 69, 99, 101,
145-6

successive moments 12, 268, 31,
36n38, 99

sustained thought (vicara) 28-9

Sttra 8, 43, 89, 97, 106, 122-3, 135

svabhasa 144; see also self-appearance

svabhava 15-17, 20-3, 44, 46, 49, 51-2,
56-8, 62-3, 67-8, 72, 83—4, 102,
104, 145; as identity 16—17; as nature
15-17; as self-nature 62-3
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svalaksana (“particular”) 131; see also ..
particular characteristics

svapna (mnal pa, “sleep” or “dream”)
35n33 :

svasamvedana 1, 17, 87, 114, 125-6, !}
129-30, 132, 156; see also self- :
cognition

svasamvedya 138

svasamvitti 1, 17, 144; see also self-
cognition

Svatantrika 148

Takemura, Shoho 127 v ;

Tambapanniya 90n10 -~ '

Taranatha 38n65, 164

Teramoto, Enga 18 o

Theravada 11, 27, 33n8, 107, 162 «..

Theriya 90n10 {1

thought (manas) 69, 140; see also 1 :
mental sense e

three natures (zrisvabhavay 111, 1224
150, 151n4 wr

three times 89, 97; difference of €&
the transformation of mode &
(bhavanyatharva) 47; difference of
characteristics (laksananyathatva) 47,
difference of state (avathanyathdtva)
47, difference as the process of
reciprocity (anyonyathatva) 47

Tiantai 121, 150

Tillemans, Tom 2

time-consciousness 120n34

Tissa Moggaliputta 24

Tokoro, Rie 98

Tosaki, Hiromasa 117

transcendence (lokottara) 11

transcendental subject 157-8

Tripitaka: Mahasamghika 8-9;
Sammitiya 9; Sarvastivada 9;
Sthaviravada 9; Tibetan 18

true object (bhitartha) 136

true truth 111-12

truth of cessation (nirodha-satya) 112

truth of suffering 13, 70-1

truths, four 12-13, 46, 57, 59-60

truths, two 104, 111

Tsong kha pa 115, 123-4, 1267, 164

Tye, M. 159

Ui, Hakuju 127

ultimate truth (paramdrtha-satya)
111-12

unconditioned existent 501



universal characteristics < s Aga T

(samanyalaksana) 13, 4& 66—-9
104-5; awareness of 108
upadesa 98
Upas$anta 43, 162
Uttarapathaka 32 S

Vaibhasika 3, 42-4, 47, 49-53, 55-8,

62, 65-6, 68-71, 73, 75, 77-81, 88-9,

90n10, 91n37, 92n60, 93n83, 97-8,
104-5, 107, 113, 11910, 127

Vaisalt 7-8

Vaisesika 127

valid cognition ( pramana) 66, 139; see
also means of cognition

Vasubandhu 2, 4, 10, 43-5, 47, 58, 65,
69, 77, 80, 82-4, 94n137, 97-§, 111,
113, 116-17, 118n2, 122-3, 127-30,
136, 144-5, 149, 162

Vasubandhus, two 123, 127, 163

Vasumitra 3, 8, 10-1, 1415, 18-19, 24,

35n29, 44, 46-7, 49, 55-62, 65, 75,
82, 91n47, 92n70, 113, 161
Vasumitras, five 35n29, 161
Vasuvarman 98, 162
Vatsiputriya 8, 24, 58, 69, 75, 97, 111
vedand see feeling
verbal testimony (Sabda) 131
verification (adhimoksa) 100
vibhajyavadin 44, 90n10
Vibhajyavadin 90n10
vibhasa 42-3
Vidyakarasanti 141
vigraha 38n73
vijidna see consciousness
Vijiianavada 85, 123, 130
Vijiianavadin 114-15, 124, 127, 130
Vinaya 9; masters 8
Vinitadeva 7, 10-11, 14, 18-21, 24,
92n70, 114, 163
visaya 92n54; see also object

visual object (ripa) 50, 58-9, 87-8, 101,

110-11, 117, 128-9, 135

volition (cetana) 19, 28-9, 50, 59, 74,
84, 100

Vrjis 7

" EINDEX

Wayman, A. 24, 132, 134

Williams, Paul 1--2, 113, 126, 142,
149

wisdom ( prajid, pafifia) 11, 28-9, 31,13
36n34, 36n38, 58, 70; as a mental
activity 12, 69, 100

Wonch'uk 125, 164

xing xiang 91n50; see also image

Xiong, Shili 150, 164

Xuanzang 2. 9, 1617, 19, 23, 43, 84-5,
87, 89n4, 94n126, 118n1, 121-2, 126,
132-3, 149-50, 164

Yamaguchi, Susumu 6, 113

YaSomitra 45, 65, 82-3, 93n83, 162

Yijing 8-9, 132-3, 164

Yinshun 98

Yoga Masters ( yoga-acarya) 123

Yogacara 1-5, 20-3, 48, 69, 84, 89,
93n97, 94n124, 97-9, 106, 116-17,
121-5, 131-2, 135, 137-40, 142-3,
148-50, 151n5, 153n45, 153n51,
154n68, 155n91, 156, 158, 163;
relation to Sarvastivada 151n6

Yogacara-Madhyamaka 148, 159

Yogacara-Madhyamika 148, 150

Yogacarin 2, 20-3, 72, 74, 78, 80,
85, 87,98, 111-12, 114, 118, 122-3,
125,127, 129, 137, 140, 148-9,
156

yogi (rnal ‘byor pa) 89, 106, 1234,
136

yogic intuition 132-3; see also yogic
perception

yogic perception 131, 136-7, 141,
153n57, 159

yogic practice 123-4, 127

yuktavadin 44

Zahavi, Dan 158

Zen 11

zest ( piti) 28-9

zi xing see svabhava

zi zheng 126, 129-30, 138; see also self-
cognition, self-realization
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