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In Xuanzang’s (2. %% 602-664 C.E.) Cheng weishi lun (% "k 3% 3% henceforth
abbreviated as CWSL),! Dharmapala (530-561 C.E.) has a fourfold division theory of
consciousness/cognition: the part (or aspect) of perceiving ( & 43 jian fen,
*darsanabhdga), the part of perceived (43 xiang fen, *nimittabhaga), the part of
self-awareness (Hz847 zi zheng fen, *svasamvittibhaga), and the part of awareness
of self-awareness (35 H 847 zheng zi zheng fen, *svasamvitti-samvitti-bhdga). In
other words, in addition to Dignaga’s (480-540 C.E.) three aspects of consciousness,
i.e. the object-appearance (visayabhdsa), the own-appearance/subject-appearance
(svabhasa) or apprehending aspect (grahakakara), and self-awareness (svasamvitti,
svasamvedana), Dharmapala thinks that it is necessary to posit the notion of
awareness of self-awareness if we analyze subtly. The notion is well-known in the East
Asian Buddhist traditions through the works of Xuanzang and his disciples but not
found so far in the Indian or Tibetan Buddhist traditions.? Iso Kern thinks that the
fourfold division theory “very much deserves the attention of phenomenologists”
(Kern 1988: 282) and dedicated his research paper to “the memory of Edmund Husserl.”
(Kern 1988: 293)

However, it seems redundant to posit the notion of awareness of self-awareness.
For the phenomenologists, who emphasize the notion of pre-reflective self-
consciousness and admit the reflexive self-awareness, which avoids generating an
infinite regress, it is not necessary to posit an extra awareness of self-awareness. For
those people who hold the higher-order theories of consciousness, which postulate
that the first-order mental state’s being conscious relies on the higher-order mental
state and admit only the reflective or introspective form of self-consciousness but not

the reflexive, it is also not necessary to posit an extra awareness of self-awareness

1 CWSL is compiled and translated by Xuanzang from ten Indian commentaries on Vasubandhu’s
Trimsika in 659 C.E.

2 Neither is the notion found in Dharmapala’s own works such as Cheng weishi baosheng lun
(Commentary on Vasubandhu’s Vimsika), Dasheng guangbailun shilun (Commentary on Aryadeva’s
Catuhsataka), and Guan suoyuan lunshi (Commentary on Dignaga’s Alambanapariksa-vrtti), which are
extant only in Chinese translations. We are not sure whether or not the fourfold division theory of
consciousness is indeed Dharmapala’s invention.
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because they think that a second-order state needs not to be conscious to make a first-
order state conscious and it would be question-begging to assume that a second-order
state needs another higher-order state and so forth ad infinitum.

So why bother? Regarding the problem of infinite regress, is there space for a
third way? This paper will offer an in-depth analysis of the relevant passages in CWSL
with consultation of the pertinent Abhidharma sources. Hopefully this paper will
contribute to understanding the rationale for the very notion and point out some

issues that need to be addressed.

Arguments for the Part of Perceived and the Part of Perceiving

The arguments in Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya-vrtti (henceforth abbreviated as
PS(V))?® can be summarized or reconstructed as follows. First, if the cognition of an
object had only object-appearance or only subject-appearance, then the reflective
cognition of that cognition would not be different from that cognition. However, those
two cognitions are different. Therefore, the cognition of an object has both the object-
appearance and the subject-appearance. Second, if the cognition of an object did not
have the object-appearance, then the object of the preceding cognition would not
appear in the succeeding cognition (or the later reflective cognition) when that object
does not exist. Therefore, the cognition of an object has the object-appearance. Finally,
in our memory of cognition, we remember both the cognition itself and its object,
therefore, the cognition of an object has both the object-appearance and the subject-
appearance (appearance of itself).*

In CWSL the arguments for the two parts are quite different. In particular, the
factor of memory, which is important in Dignaga’s arguments,” is not mentioned at all.
First, if the cognition did not have the object-appearance (the part of perceived), then
either it would not be able to apprehend the objects of its own realm or it would be
able to apprehend all kinds of objects since the objects of its own realm would be no
different from others.® Neither is acceptable. For example, the visual cognition is
supposed to cognize colors, forms, etc., but if there were no appearance of those
objects in the visual cognition, how could we say that the cognition can cognize its own
objects? And if we admitted that the visual cognition can cognize colors, etc. even

without any appearance of those objects, then why not admit that the visual cognition

3 Dignaga’s points are not the primary concern in this paper. For more details, see Hattori 1968;
Kellner 2010.

4 For more details, see Kellner 2010: 208-213; Hattori 1968: 29-30.

5 The factor of memory is crucial to the third argument, and pertinent to the first two arguments.

¢ (pMESGR) & 2 TG LPTIRRTAE - FER AR H FTSIR  BUE——REG%— V) - BEE
8 ~ BRUIEHL - | (CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p. 10, a24-26)

The Chinese quotations in this paper are punctuated by the author.
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can also cognize other kinds of objects, like sounds, tastes, etc. since those objects also
not appear in/to the visual cognition? If there were no object-appearance in the
cognition, then each kind of cognition either cannot cognize its own objects or can
cognize all kinds of objects, neither of which is acceptable. Therefore, the cognition
must have the object-appearance.

Second, if the cognition did not have the subject-appearance (the part of
perceiving), then either it would not be able to apprehend any object, like the space,
etc., which does not have the subject-appearance, or we would admit that the space,
etc., is also able to apprehend objects’ if we admitted that the cognition without the
subject-appearance is able to apprehend objects. Neither is acceptable because it is
admitted that people can apprehend objects, but non-sentient beings cannot.
Therefore, the cognition must have the subject-appearance.

The point of the first argument is that regarding the cognition, if there were no
object-appearance, then there would be no distinction between different object-
realms of cognitions. In Dignaga’s Alambanapariksa-vrtti® there are two criteria of
alambana (cognitive object).® The first (C1) is that the object must be that which
appears in/to the cognition. In other words, a sensory cognition arises with the
appearance (dbhasa) or form (Gkara) of the object.’® The second (C2) is that the
object must be the cause or condition of its cognition. Of a cognition, there are causes
or conditions, among which the object-condition is that meets C1. For example, a
visual object is a condition which meets both C2 and C1, but a visual faculty only meets
C2. Without C1 we cannot tell which is the object, not to mention the differences
between object-realms.

The point of the second argument is that regarding the cognition, if there were
no subject-appearance, then there would be no distinction between sentient beings
and non-sentient beings. The subject-appearance or the apprehending aspect is
something that only sentient beings can have, and it seems to me that it roughly
expresses the idea that the intentionality or aboutness is a mark of the mental.

Therefore, it is meaningless to talk about the alambana not only for a stone but also

7O(RMERGR ) B 2 T OPTIRRESAE - TERAESR » WIEAEE  BUREFINERES o
(CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p. 10, a26-27)

8 For an English translation of the Tibetan version, see Duckworth et al. 2016: 40-47.

9 Regarding the two criteria, there is a connection between Dignaga’s Alambanapariksa-vrtti and the
ninth chapter of Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosa-bhasya. See Kellner 2014: 278-283.

10 Not all schools would agree on this point. For example, the Sammitiyas think that the cognition
directly grasps the object as the sun shines the light on the object or as the pliers grip the object. In
that case one could say that at least the object appears to the cognition although not in the cognition.
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for a mirror even though there can be images!! or appearances in a mirror.!? The
implicit assumption is that only sentient beings’ minds can be about the alambana, or
else there would be alambanas for a mirror, a lake etc. We will come back to this point

later.

Arguments for the Part of Self-awareness

The argument for self-awareness in Dignaga’s PS(V) can be summarized as follows: If
we have not experienced something before, we do not have the memory of it. That is,
“one cannot remember what has not been experienced before.” (Ho 2007: 225) But,
as mentioned above, we can remember both the cognition itself and its object after
our cognizing the object. Therefore, the cognition, as the object, must have been
experienced if one can remember it.'> Then the question is how the cognition which
can be remembered is experienced? If the cognition is experienced by another
cognition (reflective cognition), as an object is experienced by a cognition which is
different from that object, so that one can remember it later, then it would result in
an infinite regress. Because there is also the memory of the reflective cognition, which
implies that the reflective cognition is experienced by another cognition and so forth
ad infinitum. Therefore, a cognition of an object is “brought to awareness by itself
(svasamvedyata).” (Kellner 2010: 210) In other words, a cognition is self-experienced
or self-aware, ** that is, our consciousness of an object is also pre-reflectively
conscious of itself.'

The first argument in CWSL is as follows:

“If this [part of self-awareness] did not exist, one would not remember [his] mind and its

concomitants, just as one certainly cannot remember the object that has not been

11 Note that the Darstantikas think that the images in a mirror are not real because a mirror only
reflect things which are external and not in the mirror. On the other hand, the Sarvastivadins think
that the images in a mirror are real because they can be the alambana causing a cognition to arise.
See ([[ERZEEEAEEZE/DER) , CBETA, T27, no. 1545, p. 390, c3-16.

12 Why a mirror or a lake, which can have images of things, cannot take things as objects? One
possible response is given by Puguang, one of Xuanzang’s disciples, that a mirror or a lake does not
have an dkdra as the mode of grasping the object (Glambana-grahana-prakara). See {{E&%w=C) ,
CBETA, T41, no. 1821, p. 26, c29-p. 27, al0.

13 “If however, Dignaga intends to establish self-awareness as an intrinsic feature of all mental
states ..., then his argument based on memory is problematic, for strictly speaking it proves self-
awareness only of cognitions that are or can be remembered.” (Kellner 2010: 215)

14 Zahavi also interchangeably uses the terms “self-consciousness”, “self-awareness”, and “self-
experience”. (Zahavi 2005: 225 fn.8)

15 For the details of the argument, see Kellner 2010: 213-216; Hattori 1968: 30. For the rational
reconstruction and discussion, see Ho 2007: 225-226.
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experienced [by him] before.”?®

Again, “one cannot remember what has not been experienced before.” (Ho 2007: 225)
In fact, we can remember both the cognition itself and its object afterward. Therefore,
the cognition, as the object, which can be remembered, must have been experienced.
The part of self-awareness accounts for the experiencing of the cognition of an object,
and one would not remember his experience of cognition without self-awareness. The

first argument in CWSL and the first part of Dignaga’s argument seem alike,’

although
the second part of Dignaga’s argument pertaining to the infinite regress is not
mentioned here. The issue of infinite regress is mentioned and evaded in the analysis
of the part of awareness of self-awareness discussed in the next section. It shows that
Dharmapala (or Xuanzang) is well aware that there is a problem of infinite regress if a
cognition of an object is experienced by another cognition.

The second reason in CWSL: “because the object of measurement (prameya), the
means of measurement (pramana), and the result of measurement (pramanaphala)
are different,”® there must be three parts of cognition including the part of self-
awareness. In the Cheng weishi lun shuji (F¢MEkERZLEC henceforth abbreviated as
CWSL-SJ), Kuiji’s (54: 632-682 C.E.) notes on Xuanzang’s explanations of CWSL, the
elaboration is that just as there are three parts when one measures something with a
ruler, i.e. that thing is the object, the ruler is the means, and the knowing of the length
is the result,’® so too there are three parts in our cognition of an object, i.e. the part
of perceived as the object, the part of perceiving as the means, and the part of self-
awareness as the result although there are no measuring acts. In short, there must be

the result of our cognition, and that is self-awareness.

o (piMERRER) &2 T SR FER AL OPTE - 0N S BN AR TR | (CBETA, T31,
no. 1585, p. 10, b7-9). Sharf’s translation of the last sentence is that “just as it is impossible to
recollect things that never took place”, (Sharf 2016: 797) in which the Chinese character “5" is
rendered in “took place”. It seems to me that the rendering is not correct and misses the point.
Seealso (ffihakim) & 3 T (HFEam) & 550 WERDEHE  ZRAHE - EAEE W
Rt HORFEE S | (CBETA, T26, no. 1530, p. 303, a26-27)

17 Compared with Dignaga’s argument, Yao thinks 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.” (Yao 2005: 146) However, Dignaga’s point is that
“because there is no memory of an object-experience that has not been experienced, as [there is no]
memory of color, etc. [that has not been experienced].” (na hy ananubhatarthavedanasmrti
rapadismrtivat, PS(V) 1.11d) This style, just like Dharmapala’s, is reductio argument. If the cognition
were not experienced, then there would be no memory of it. The implicit assumption: in fact, there is
indeed the memory of cognition. Conclusion: The cognition must have been experienced.

B (pkMEGR) B2 TATE ~ BEE - BRI, (CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p. 10, b12-13)

Y (pMERGERLEC) &3 T A ~ Ry - BREERE  BIFT - fEE - ERAIH » WD
Z o MPARSLERYIN - VIRATE - REREE @ BB BHRER - LWVEEREINER - H0L
=& , (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 319, a25-29)
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Third, “because [the part of] perceived and [the part of] perceiving must have a
supporting substance,”?° which is the part of self-awareness.?! According to CWSL-SJ,
if there were no self-awareness as the thing or substance which the parts of perceived
and perceiving rely on, then the two parts would be different substances, which
implies that the part of perceived is separate from the part of perceiving, that is to say,
the object would be external to the mind,??> which goes against the doctrine of
consciousness-only. The two parts of perceived and perceiving “are not two
independent things, but rather two ‘functions’ which are necessarily linked. As a
duality the need a common base, a ‘tertium’, in which they are linked and of which
they are functions.” (Kern 1988: 286) The part of self-awareness accounts for the
inseparability of the two parts of perceived and perceiving. As the substance and
common base, self-awareness is not separate from the two parts, therefore, those
three parts are not separate. Note that the doctrine of consciousness-only is taken into
consideration and the explication here seems for the insiders rather than for the
outsiders, and concerns with speculative ontology, but not the phenomenological
epoché.

Then the verse of PS 1.10 is cited in support of the last two points. “The object-
appearance is the measured (the object of measurement); the apprehending-
appearance (the apprehending aspect) and self-awareness are [respectively] the
means of measurement and the result [of measurement]. With respect to the
substance, these three are not separate.”?® According to CWSL-SJ, because of the
functional differences we say that there are three parts, and there must be the result
or else it would be pointless to measure or cognize the object. But these three are not
separate because there is only one consciousness, one substance, and the notion of
consciousness-only means that nothing is separate from the consciousness.?* That is

Xuanzang-Kuiji’s interpretation of the verse, and in this way, the last two points also

0 (pERER) &2 0T - RVEPTHRESHE ) (CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p. 10, b13)

o (pERER ) &2 0T - RPTikE#S%AE > BIEEEST o (CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p. 10, b7)

2 (pMERGER ) 53 ”*EE%% GER %*%,\\\ﬁﬁfiﬁ%& BIECHIRS » LIMESE -

ﬁ)ﬁﬁﬁ‘éj{ o Ok o Bl—f&t7 o | (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 319, a29-b2); See also <<E\2U’$u BT
HitZr) » CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 318, c11 17.

2 (pEREm) &2 0 T OSAERTE o BEHUE ~ B > BIREE R 0 H=REHEN  (CBETA, T31,

no. 1585, p. 10, b15-16)

The Sanskrit counterpart and its English translation:

yadabhasam prameyam tat praméanaphalate punah / grahakakarasamvittyos trayam natah prthak

krtam // (PS 1.10)

“The appearance [of object] is the object of valid cognition (the measured). Furthermore, the

apprehending aspect and [self-lJawareness are [respectively] the means of valid cognition (the means

of measurement) and the result. Therefore, these three are not separate.”

“ <<J7T<ﬂﬁ*&umaz_uﬂ>> 3T IHEES Alﬁt‘@ﬁﬁm i NHEEREGR 2 R > DHRE R AIEER

5= REME ? UGN - ROGHE AR > eERR > EEM5 ? WAEYIEER

ﬂz . (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 319, b4-8)

141



have the textual support. They study the structure of consciousness mainly by
reasoning,?> but not by phenomenological description, which we will also see in the

next section.

Arguments for the Part of Awareness of Self-awareness

In CWSL it is argued that there is the fourth part of awareness of self-awareness if we

analyze subtly.?®

“If this [part of awareness of self-awareness] did not exist, then what would
cognize/experience the third part [i.e. self-awareness]? Since [the part of self-awareness]
is equally as a part of mind [as the part of perceiving], it must also be

cognized/experienced.?””%

According to CWSL-SJ, the inference is as the following Indian syllogism: the third part
of mind must have a part of mind that illuminates it, because it is a part of mind, like
the part of perceiving.?® Just as there is the third part being aware of the second part,
so too there is the fourth part being aware of the third part.

The question then arises: what is aware of the fourth part? Is there a fifth part
and so forth ad infinitum? The response is that the third part is aware of the fourth,
and just four parts in total will do. The second part has as its object only the first part,
the third has as its object the second and also the fourth, and the fourth has its object
only the third. It would be useless for the fourth to be aware of the second since the
third is already aware of the second. Both the third and the fourth are genuine
perception (pratyaksa),®® which is free from conceptual construction (kalpandpodha),
hence they are non-conceptually aware of their objects. Furthermore, since the third
and the fourth are aware of each other, there is no defect of infinite regress.3? With

respect to the cognitive object, the relations between the four parts could be

5 (pmEskER) & 2 0T DIEEHERL 0 &G =47, (CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p. 10, b12)

2% See (fkMEZ%EM) , CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p. 10, b17-18.

27 The alternative rendering: “Since all parts of mind are alike, they all must be
cognized/experienced.” The point does not change.

® (peMERGR ) &2 TR SERE = 7 0B > EERESEL o (CBETA, T31, no. 1585,

p. 10, b18-19)

2 (MERER AL ) B3 T B B LEARER L LR AR ) (CBETA, T43,
no. 1830, p. 319, b20- 21)

O (piMEREm ) B2 TR ”—éﬂﬁ GoE— o e B CREGE T - B SBHEESE
=~JFE=% Lx#@ﬁﬁéﬁz E= - BIUEIHERE o | (CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p. 10, b23-26)

Seealso (pEYvMESkEm) , CBETA T31 no. 1585, p. 42, c23-25.
For a parallel passage, see  { {#:i2%5q ) , CBETA, T26, no. 1530, p. 303, b16-18.

O (poEREGR ) B 2 0T ELL ORI E K > BT - BE% > SRAEESHE o (CBETA, T31, no.
1585, p. 10, b26-27); See also  ( {fiith4EsH ) , CBETA, T26, no. 1530, p. 303, b18-20.
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illustrated as follows (the arrows represent taking something as its object).

the fourth part

L1

the third part — thesecond part — the first part
There is another reason for the part of awareness of self-awareness in CWSL.

“[If this part of awareness of self-awareness did not exist], then, again, the part of self-
awareness would have no result. But all means of valid cognition (pramana) necessarily

have a result (phala).”*?

As mentioned previously, the part of perceiving is a means of cognition, of which the
result is the part of self-awareness. But the part of self-awareness is also a means of
cognition, hence it also has its own result, i.e. the part of awareness of self-awareness.
33 |n other words, the third part is the result when the second has as its object the
first, likewise, the fourth part is the result when the third has as its object the second.3*

The question then arises: what is the result when the fourth has as its object the
third? Likewise, what is the result when the third has as its object the fourth? The
response is that the object is also the result. That is, the third part is the result when
the fourth is aware of the third, and the fourth part is the result when the third is
aware of the fourth.3> The third and the fourth are aware of each other and are
mutually the results. With respect to the means and its result, the relations between
the four parts could be illustrated as follows (the arrows represent taking something

as its object).

the third part — ‘ the second part — the first part ‘

(result) (means) (object)

the fourth part — ’ the third part —  the second part ‘ ------

(result) (means) (object)

2 (R ) 52T X HiEIERAR  SEEEEARE - | (CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p.
10, b19-20)

B (EoEsEmase) &3 0T - %%ﬁjﬁ%i =RhER - BEZRE THAEER? BE
7] - ; (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 319, b22-24) ; M35 : "F*ﬁUng%% HEfEE - £=%
o DI AR > gEEW[Hl - | (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 320, a5-7)

34 Being the result of the means as cognizing an object and being aware of the means as cognizing an
object are not substantially different, but only nominally different.

(ko AT ) 7*%3 =) GEEVURG  DIGERR 2 e BILIFTE eV AR - 45
=5 FIEESL o | (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 320, a7-10)
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’the fourth part —  the third part ‘ ------

(means) (object)
<~ (result)
’the fourth part < the third part ‘ ------
(object) (means)
(result) —

The way of thinking is quite systematic. The fourfold division theory of consciousness
in CWSL, as Sharf pointed out, “resists the phenomenological reading”, and
“Dharmapala’s argument ... aligns him with a more traditional Abhidharma
understanding of Yogacara, in which cognition always requires a distinct object of
knowledge.” (Sharf 2016: 798) In the next section, this issue will be further explored

and other related questions will also be discussed.

Some Tentative Remarks

A knife cuts other things but not itself

Yao’s pioneering research (2005) shows that the issue of self-cognition or self-
consciousness in Buddhism could be traced back to the early Abhidharma tradition
before Dignaga. It could be said that the Mahasamghikas’ idea of self-cognition is a
reflexive model, for which that a lamp illuminates both itself and others can be used
as a metaphor (simile). On the other hand, the Sarvastivadins argue against the
reflexive model and develop a reflective model, for which that a knife cuts other things
but not itself can be used as a metaphor.3®

The basic point on the reflexive side is that when the Buddha’s consciousness
knows that everything is impermanent or non-self, he must know everything, including
the consciousness itself at that same moment. The Sarvastivadins hold the exact
opposite; they argue that a consciousness cannot cognize itself at the moment when
cognizing other dharmas, though a succeeding consciousness can cognize its
preceding one.3” Why is reflexive self-cognition not possible? There are many

arguments in the Sarvastivada texts. In Samghabhadra’s (fifth century C.E.) summary

36 For the details of the Sarvastivadins’ arguments, see Yao 2005: Ch.3. For a reconstruction of the
reflective model, see Hu 2018. For the influence of the Sarvastivada on the early Yogacarins, see also
Yao 2005: 124-125.

37 Bhaviveka, a sixth century Madhyamika, has a similar point: “Omniscience cannot occur in a single
moment, because a cognition cannot act on itself, like a sword-blade, and because there cannot be
any self-cognition.” (Eckel 2008: 288)

144



and elaboration of those arguments, | think the following passage encapsulates his

core argument:

“If [the condition] is absent, the dharma will not arise. If it is not absent, the dharma will
arise, which establishes the condition as condition. It is never the case that a dharma lacks
itself. Therefore, it is absurd to say that [a dharma] will not arise without the presence of
itself.”*® (Yao 2005, 52)

Based on the principle of dependent origination in Buddhism that everything arises in
dependence upon others, the crux here is that no dharma is causally dependent on
itself; therefore, reflexive self-cognition is not possible. There is no causal relation
between a thing X and itself because “it is absurd to say that [a dharma] will not arise
without the presence of itself.” And since reflexive self-cognition is a form of
cognition,3® which is causal, it entails that self-cognition is not possible because there
is no causal relation between a cognition and itself. It is impossible for us to conceive
that there is X without X, so there is no empirical meaning or content to claiming a
causal relation between X and X. That is why Samghabhadra says that “it is never the
case that a dharma lacks itself.” In short, the Sarvastivadins argue against any kind of
self-causation (self-cognition included) and stick to the anti-reflexivity principle.

One issue eventually needs to be addressed: how to avoid the result of infinite
regress without conceding to self-causation or reflexivity? Regarding the solution,
Master Yin Shun pointed out that the way of thinking in CWSL is similar to the
Sarvastivadins’ way. (Yin Shun 2005: 340) Take the four characteristics (laksana) of
conditioned (samskrta) dharmas for example. The four characteristics are birth (jati),
continuance (sthiti), senescence (jard), and desinence (anityatd, vyaya),*° arising
simultaneously with a conditioned dharma and “together enabling” that dharma “to
exert its own activity (karitra), or project its own effect.” (Cox 1995: 147) The
characteristic of birth “draws out the conditioned factor [, i.e. conditioned dharma,]
from the future and enables that factor to enter the present”, the continuance then
enables that dharma “to project its own effect”, the senescence causes it “to
deteriorate” or to transform, and the desinence functions for its “passing away”, i.e.
“having no further activity.” (Cox 1995: 147) However, the problem is that since these

four characteristics of birth, etc. themselves are also conditioned dharmas, each of

¥ (P ERREEEENEIE GG ) & 74 T BEAFRE  JERIRNA: 5 RBA - B LRGN - SAAR
RS > G TR - R4, £ - | (CBETA, T29, no. 1562, p. 742, b4-5)

3 It would be quite another story if one regards self-cognition as non-causal.

40 See Cox 1995: 146ff, 305ff. Note that there is an issue on whether or not the characteristic of
continuance should be included in the list. (Cox 1995: 146-147) Another issue is whether they are real
entities or provisional designations. (Cox 1995: 148)
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them, again, must be characterized by additional four characteristics of birth, etc., and
so on ad infinitum.** On the one hand, they have to stick to the anti-reflexivity
principle; on the other hand, they have to evade the defect of infinite regress. The
solution is that one conditioned dharma only needs four primary characteristics, birth,
etc., and four secondary characteristics (anulaksana), the birth of birth (jati-jati), etc.

Take the characteristic of birth for example:

“Birth among the primary characteristics is able to act as the proximate condition in
producing the other eight factors with the exception of itself; because*? factors do not
have the function of production with regard to themselves. The birth of birth among the
secondary characteristics is able to act as the proximate condition in producing only that

primary characteristic of birth among the nine factors.”** (Cox 1995: 310)

Each of the four primary characteristics serves as the coexistent cause (sahabhd-hetu)
for the conditioned dharma, (Dhammajoti 2007: 206) and functions also for the other
three primary characteristics, and the four secondary characteristics, except itself.
Each of the secondary characteristics functions only for its own primary characteristic.
Therefore, just one dharma and eight characteristics will do, and there is no defect of
infinite regress. The anti-reflexivity principle is explicitly stated in the quote: “factors
do not have the function ... with regard to themselves.” And the problem of infinite
regress is avoided by the simultaneously mutual causation between the primary and
secondary characteristics.

Take the characteristic of birth for example, and neglect the other three
characteristics for the sake of convenience, the relations between a conditioned
dharma and its primary characteristic (e.g. birth) and secondary characteristic (e.g. the
birth of birth) could be illustrated as follows (the arrows represent the direction of
causation).

the birth of birth
V1

the birth — the conditioned dharma

It is obvious that the relations between the parts of mind (the grey area; the arrows

M (PR EENFEE R ) 5 13 T R - BEEA R 0 FEERIAEEIUME - EEAME 0 FE
g - EEARRESMEET - | (CBETA, T29, no. 1562, p. 405, c29-p. 406, a2); " #REIAAH - AIFTHH
% ——ER MRS - [HE & VURIEARES - | (CBETA, T29, no. 1562, p. 406, a21-23)

See Cox 1995: 308, 310; Yin Shun 1968: 239-240.

42 The word “because” (#Y) is added by me on the basis of the original Chinese text below.

S (PTEREENRTE ) & 13 T A4 - BREBEM - s hBi& - Eir/UE - 30ERER
AR - PB4 A RS R > INWERN » MEAEARAE - (CBETA, T29, no. 1562, p. 406, a27-29)
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represent taking something as its object) are structurally similar to the above relations.
the fourth part

L1

the third part — thesecondpart —  the first part

In addition to the structural similarity with respect to the way of thinking, is there any
other textual evidence? As mentioned previously, the second reason for the fourth
part in CWSL is that since the third part is also a means of cognition, like the second
part, it must also have its own result, i.e. the fourth part. One objection is that the
second part (perceiving) could be the result of the third part (self-awareness),*
therefore, the fourth part is not needed. The response in CWSL is that the part of
perceiving is sometimes not a valid means of cognition;* however, that which is
aware of self-awareness, which is genuine perception (pratyaksa), must also be
genuine perception, hence the part of perceiving cannot be aware of self-awareness.
In other words, the second part cannot be the result of the third part.*® It is necessary
to posit the fourth part.

Likewise, an opponent in CWSL-SJ explicitly suggests that just as it is not necessary
to posit another characteristic of birth, i.e. the birth of the birth of birth, in addition to
birth and the birth of birth for a conditioned dharma, so too it is not necessary to posit
the fourth part if the second part has as its object the first and also the third.*’ This

alternative idea can be illustrated as follows:

the birth of birth
V1

the birth — the conditioned dharma

the third part

L1

the second part —  the first part

As said above, the second part cannot be the part being aware of self-awareness

because it is sometimes not a valid means of cognition. The case of consciousness is

M (pRERERIEC ) & 3 T AR BT RS =5 ) (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 319, b25)

4 Precisely speaking, the part of perceiving is sometimes valid means, sometimes invalid; sometimes
perception, sometimes inference. See  {FkMESkEH ) , CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p. 10, b23-24.

e <<J732ﬂ&“& ) %2 TARERSEE SR RoBiFIEERE - RILRAEES > SERE
WAEREHY o | (CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p. 10, b20-22); See also  { plMEaksmulsC ) , CBETA, T43, no.
1830, p. 319, b28-c2.

o (EMERGER A ) & 3 1 IR AEE | B RE - BRTIES - A4TRE ARG KA
a5 R4 E R E 58 > AILEEDU4> 2 ) (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 320, a27-29)
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different from the birth of a conditioned dharma in respect of having something as
cognitive object, therefore, it is necessary to take valid knowing into consideration.*®
Consequently, it is necessary to posit the fourth part and the way of thinking is similar
as illustrated previously, in which the defect of infinite regress is avoided by

simultaneously mutual causation or mutual cognizing.

It is interesting that Siderits, in his elaboration of Moksakaragupta’s (1050-1292 C.E.)
formulation of the argument for Dignaga’s view, criticizes a similar idea. “The only way
to avoid the regress is to have the original c1 [that cognizes blue, i.e. by which |
perceive blue,] be the cognition that cognizes c2 [that is aware of c1]. But then we
have two simultaneously existing things in a relation of mutual causal dependence.
And this makes no sense. It would not be sensible to claim that the left horn of the
cow is the cause of the right horn, and at the same time the right horn is the cause of
the left.”#° (Siderits 2007: 226). The point is that there is no simultaneously mutual
causation by which the defect of infinite regress is avoided. The criticism can be
applied to the fourfold division theory in CWSL. Indeed, the Vijianavadins, like the
Sarvastivadins, embrace the idea of coexistent cause (sahabhi-hetu),>® which is “a
doctrine of simultaneous causality.” (Dhammajoti 2003: 48) For example, the
Sarvastivadins think that the resulting visual consciousness conditioned by the visual
faculty and visual object arises with them simultaneously (at the same moment).

According to Dhammajoti’s study, there are three types of sahabhi-hetu: 1. Two-
way (reciprocal) causal relationship; 2. Co-nascent dharmas, being causally
coordinated, give rise to a common effect simultaneously; 3. One-way causal
relationship. (Dhammajoti 2003: 28, 46, 48; 2007: 206) The first type, which is the
primary concern here, pertains to the dharmas being mutually effects, which can be
illustrated via the example of tripod. (Dhammajoti 2003: 26-27) It is mutual causation
“in the sense that the co-nascent dharma-s are reciprocally causes, reciprocally
effects ... The very existence of one is necessarily dependent on the other.”
(Dhammajoti 2003: 28)

Regarding a similar criticism raised by the Sautrantika: “Among two co-nascent

® (RMERGR D) & 3 ¢ T IR IEAR | IREGRA RER  (HEEGE ~ AERINEE - FRGRE
fiEfH7& - | (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 320, b1-2)

4 The passage discussed by Siderits: “Moreover, it cannot be right that consciousness and mental
concomitant are illuminated by another cognition. For it is not possible for another simultaneously
existing cognition to illuminate consciousness and mental concomitant, since there is no relation of
supporting cause and effect [between simultaneously existing things], as with the left and right horns
of a cow. Nor could it be illuminated by something existing at a distinct time, for since things are
momentary, what is to be illuminated would not then exist.” (Siderits 2007: 226) It is not clear
whether the issue is simultaneously one-way causation or simultaneously mutual causation.

50 See (fMEEEEm ) , CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p. 9, b10-17; p. 10, a4-9; p. 19, b28-c10. See also
Dhammajoti 2007: 203-206.
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dharma-s — as in the case of the two horns of an ox — one cannot prove legitmately
which is the cause which is the effect,”>! (Dhammajoti 2003: 33) a possible response
is that in the case of mutual causation, factors are both causes and effects.”? In the
case of non-mutual causal relation, a more general response would be that in all cases,
it depends on our causal explanation, i.e. from the causes we can explain the effects.”?
In any case, in the Indian tradition, the requirement to corroborate a causal relation
between A (cause) and B (effect) is as follows: (i) if there is A, there is B; and (ii) if there
is no A, there is no B;>* it does not matter whether A precedes B or A occurs
simultaneously with B.

However, according to Einstein’s theory, the speed of light in vacuum is constant
and “no influence can propagate faster than the speed of light.” (Griffiths 2005: 422)
Therefore, the contemporary thrust is that “the special theory of relativity forbids
instantaneous action at a distance; no causal influence can be transmitted faster than
the speed of light.”>> (Huemer and Kovitz 2003: 558) Following this line of reasoning,

U (PRI IR ) & 15 T S)UEADE - R - IR FUERES - MR o o (CBETA, T29,
no. 1562, p. 418, c25-26)

Contemporary philosophers ask a similar question: Suppose there are cases of simultaneous
causation, how can we “determine which factors are causes and which are effects”? (Huemer and
Kovitz 2003: 564)

2 Seealso ([ ERZEENIEE ) % 15 " AR » IEFRAT HRE - AIESE - s
~ BEIEER o (HEFOEMEE T o —UMEE RN - B B EFERFER - (CBETA, T29,
no. 1562, p. 420, al-4)

3 Immanuel Kant also discusses this question: “If | view as a cause a ball which impresses a hollow as
it lies on a stuffed cushion, the cause is simultaneous with the effect. But I still distinguish the two
through the time-relation of their dynamical connection. For if | lay the ball on the cushion, a hollow
follows upon the previous flat smooth shape; but if (for any reason) there previously exists a hollow in
the cushion, a leaden ball does not follow upon it.” (Kant 1933: A203/B248-9) Though Kant uses the
time-relation to explain this, it seems determined by explanatory order as mentioned. Note that from
different perspectives there could be different explanatory orders.

54 For example, this is explicitly accepted by Samghabhadra as we can see from the above quote: “If
[the condition] is absent, the dharma will not arise. If it is not absent, the dharma will arise, which
establishes the condition as condition.”

This is also accepted by Dignaga. See (#ifTé%am) & 1 " ABHE « FHILBGE - A - et

BE > BE(ERS AR M INMEA RS | (CBETA, T31, no. 1624, p. 888, c24-26)

55 Not everyone agrees on this. According to Bell’s theorem, “particles [governed by quantum laws]
appear to remain ‘connected’ or ‘in communication’ no matter how distantly separated they may
become. ... The particles communicate faster than light.” (Maudlin 2002: 2) In Bell’s own words, “the
signal involved must propagate instantaneously.” (Bell 1964: 199)

Consider a simplified case that a neutral pi meson (pion in short), an elementary particle, is at rest first
and then decays into an electron and positron flying in opposite directions. Those two particles
neither spin up nor spin down before our measurement of any one of them, by the orthodox
interpretation of quantum mechanics, however, “if the electron is found to have spin up, the positron
must have spin down, and vice versa.” (Griffiths 2005: 421) And it seems that the measurement of one
influences the result of the measurement of the other one instantaneously no matter how far the
distance between them is.

Is this correlation a kind of causation? Some would insist that “causal influences cannot propagate
faster than light” though they admit that there is correlation or even some kind of non-causal
influence. (Griffiths 2005: 428). On the other hand, some would say that this is a case that causal
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Kistler asserts that “in each apparent case of simultaneous causation, it either turns
out that the cause is not strictly simultaneous with the effect after all, or else that it is
not a causal relation, in the sense that ‘the cause’ and ‘the effect’ constitute really only
one event.” (Kistler 2006: 42) The instances of simultaneous causation in everyday life,
like tripod, a lead ball on a cushion, seesaw, me sitting on a chair, etc., strictly speaking,
are not simultaneous causation.

In Buddhism, a moment (ksana) is the smallest time unit, but it is not without
duration. Like CPU’s clock, it is the smallest unit of time with duration, in which a causal
event can occur,”® thus, a cause and its effect may coexist simultaneously, i.e. at the
same moment. Another point is that, from the perspective of perceiver or subjective
experience, one cannot really differentiate time points between different parts of
cognition at that same moment; furthermore, what one has is just the result of
cognition that one is conscious of the object. The issue of simultaneous causation is
beyond the scope of this paper but at least the above discussion shows that it is an

issue that needs to be explored further.>’

Before the next subsection, here is a brief note on the issue of infinite regress. It seems
that Dharmapala (or Xuanzang-Kuiji) might side with the phenomenologists in respect
of the problem of infinite regress for the reflective model, although his solution is
different from the phenomenologists due to the anti-reflexivity principle. On the
contrary, the higher-order theory of consciousness argues that a second-order state
needs not to be conscious to make a first-order state conscious, therefore, there is no
problem of infinite regress. (Lycan 2004, 96)> It would be question-begging to assume
that a second-order state needs another higher-order state and so forth ad infinitum.
On the other hand, the phenomenologists would question that how “the relation
between two otherwise nonconscious processes can make one of them conscious.”
(Zzahavi 2005: 25) Furthermore, the higher-order theory could not “account for the
mineness of the first-order state” without generating an infinite regress. “Just as |

cannot recognize something as mine unless | am already aware of myself, a

influence does propagate faster than light. Maudlin (2002), based on Bell’s theorem, argues that
though matters, energy, signals cannot be transmitted faster than light, but causal process can
propagate faster than light.

56 The “limits of a moment are the limits of a factor exerting its activity.” (Cox 1995: 150)

57 A realist, like the Sarvastivadins, probably would like to take physical sciences into consideration,
but what about an idealist, like the Vijiianavadins? Even if all things are consciousness-only or not
separate from consciousness, still the distinction is drawn between matter-consciousness and non-
matter-consciousness in our living world. To some extent, an idealist would take sciences into account.
Besides, external questions pertaining to sciences are raised and can be raised since we live in the
contemporary world.

58 A similar response in Buddhist studies: “there can be awareness of x without the awareness of the
awareness of x. It would be question-begging to assume that there cannot be cognition of the
cognition of the pot without cognition of that reflective cognition.” (Siderits 2011: 321)
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nonconscious second-order state mental state (that per definition lacks consciousness
of itself) cannot recognize or identify a first-order mental state as belonging to the
same mind as itself.” (Zahavi 2005: 28-29) If a third-order state is needed, then there
would still be a problem of infinite regress. Whether this is the last word or not,*® the
discussion shows that it is an issue that needs to be addressed. Lastly, even if there is
no problem of infinite regress, it does not mean that the reflexive theory or the
fourfold division theory is false since the problem of infinite regress is mainly used to
argue against the reflective theory (the higher-order theory).

From the discussion above one might get the impression that Xuanzang and Kuiji
would argue against or at least would not use the metaphor that a lamp illuminates

both itself and others. On the contrary, they embrace the metaphor.

A lamp illuminates both itself and others

In CWSL-SJ there is an objection to the lamp metaphor for self-awareness. Since the
nature of lamp is illuminating, it does not need to be illuminated. Only those things
which are dark, not illuminating, need to be illuminated.®® Therefore, it does not make
sense to say that a lamp illuminates both itself and others.®! Kuiji’s response is that
there is already an answer in Fodijing lun ({#4%5m Buddhabhidmy-upadesa) 52
which is also translated by Xuanzang.

In Fodijing lun the argument in Dignaga’s PS(V) is also used in support of self-
awareness. If a cognition were not self-experienced or self-aware, one would not
remember that cognition, just as one cannot remember what one has not seen before.
Therefore, our consciousness is self-experienced or self-aware. Then the question
raised is that it is contradictory to common sense, for example, a knife does not cut
itself, a fingertip cannot touch itself. The response resorts to the example of lamp,
which illuminates itself as well as others. Again, the objection is: Why a lamp, which is

not dark, needs to be illuminated?®® The reply is as follows:

59 Some deny that there is a necessary connection between the what-it-like aspect and the for-me
aspect. (Liang and Lane 2009: 667) See also Armstrong 1997: 726-727. On the other hand, Zahavi
argues that “self-awareness is there ... whenever | am acquainted with an experience in its first-
personal mode of giveness, that is, whenever there is something it is like for me [to] have the
experience.” (Zahavi 2005: 146) Regarding the issue of ownership or mineness, Zahauvi criticizes
Metzniger’s analysis of thought insertion and Cotard’s syndrome. (Zahavi 2005: 143-145)

0 (pRMERGRAED) & 3 ¢ TSI > AR © FEIREAE - FEIRREIE - BSERRT  (CBETA,
T43, no. 1830, p. 321, a21-23)

61 Regarding the issue whether or not the pramdnas establish themselves as well as other things,
Nagarjuna argues that it does not make sense to say that fire illuminates itself in verses 30-39 in the
Vigrahavyavartani. For Nagarjuna’s pertinent argument in the Malamadhyamakakarika, see Yao 2005:
54. For the Vaibhasikas’ arguments against the simile of Iamp, see Yao 2005: 52-54.

2 (pMERERIEC) & 3 T A = - HfRIGIEEE - | (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 321, a24)
8 See ({fHh&%:m) , CBETA, T26, no. 1530, p. 303, a26- b4.
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“This is just like jars, cloth, etc. Although their [self-]nature is not darkness, in the absence
of a lamp, etc. to illuminate them, they are encompassed by the obstruction of darkness,
so one cannot see them in perception. When lamps, etc. illuminate them, [the light] clears
away the encompassing darkness, making [those things] visible to perception. We call that
‘illumination.” Lamps, etc. are the same case. When their self-nature [to illuminate] arises,
the encompassing obstruction of darkness is cleared away,® making them visible to

perception; therefore, this is called ‘self-illumination.””%

A cognition of object is aware of itself, just as a lamp illuminates others as well as itself,
but unlike different kind of things, e.g. knives, with which one shall not confuse the
kind of cognitions and lamps.®® Whether or not it makes sense to say that a lamp
illuminates itself, and whether or not the analogical argument is convincing, is not my
concern in this paper. Instead, the question is why the metaphor is embraced by
Xuanzang and Kuiji. Interestingly, at the end of the above-cited passage, it is stated
that the explanation is offered in respect of the theory of two parts/aspects, which is
a rough analysis.®” Hence the metaphor is employed for the case that the part of
perceiving is aware of the part of perceived as well as itself. This may be one
understanding of Dignaga’s idea of self-awareness,®® however, it is not Dharmapala’s
or Xuanzang’s understanding. As mentioned previously, according to CWSL and
Fodijing lun, there are three parts in Dignaga’s theory, and four parts in Dharmapala’s.
Then could one say that the metaphor is only used for the twofold division theory so
that Xuanzang or Kuiji does not in fact embrace the metaphor? | don’t think so.

First, it is not seen in the pertaining text that Xuanzang or Kuiji criticizes the lamp
metaphor. More importantly, as illustrated previously, the third part is aware of the
second, and the third and the fourth are aware of each other, that is to say, the part of
self-awareness, in effect, is aware of the part of perceiving as well as aware of itself
(although via its twin, the fourth part). Furthermore, the four parts are differentiated
according to their functional differences, but they are not separate in respect of one

consciousness or one substance.®® As one thing, a consciousness of object is also

64 If that is the case, the lamp, strictly speaking, does not act on itself but on the darkness.

& (EHhASEm) & 3 T AN - R - BREEIRR - MEEIR . BAMEE - NMEERA - EERR
PRz - S/ A - SRR BEIRE - BERAR - BREER - SHER - e -
(CBETA, T26, no. 1530, p. 303, b4-7) Translation, slightly altered, per Lusthaus 2009: 210.

o (HnaSEm) &3 1 TEEL ~ WEREATGS - BEESINE - NEEERE - UEIARERE IRt AR
W IR TR L o JAN R —8H o (CBETA, T26, no. 1530, p. 303, b7-9)

& (EESE) &3 0 T HEELEAE - FEO - ARAME - T 3MER 5 (CBETA, 126, no. 1530, p.
303, b9-10)

%8 Some contemporary scholars also interpret Dignaga’s theory as consisting of two aspects. For
example, see Coseru 2012: Ch.8.

0 (pkMERERAEe) & 3 T IRTIRER - AR IR DU —#8 > 4 RsJERE ) (CBETA, T43, no.
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conscious of itself. | guess that’s why Xuanzang and Kuiji would not like to criticize the
lamp metaphor. In sum, in one respect, they stick to the anti-reflexivity principle; in

another respect, they embrace the metaphor for self-awareness or self-experienced.

About the aboutness and what-it-is-likeness

According to the fourfold division theory, the second part has as its object only the first
part, the third has as its object the second and also the fourth, and the fourth has its
object only the third. Unlike the “of” used only “to satisfy a grammatical requirement”
in Sartre’s “conscience (de) soi”, (Zahavi 2005: 23) the “of” seems to be taken literally
or seriously when they say that the third part is aware of the second and of the fourth,
and the fourth part is aware of third. But is there any further explanation of “being
aware of” in respect of self-awareness? It might be explored indirectly via a passage
discussing non-discriminative awareness (nirvikalpa-jfidna) by using self-awareness as

an example in CSWL.

“There is an interpretation [by Dharmapala]: this [non-discriminative] awareness has the
part of perceiving, but not the part of perceived. ... Although it does not have the part of
perceived, still it can be said that it arises with the characteristic of thusness (tathata),
because it is not separate from thusness. Just as the part of self-awareness, when having
as its object the part of perceiving, does not transform into an object, [i.e. the part of
perceived as representation, the object-appearance], so too this [non-discriminative
awareness] does [not transform into an object]. If it transformed into an object, then it

would not be intimately aware of [thusness].””°

As mentioned previously, there are two criteria of Glambana (cognitive object). The
first (C1) is that an object-cognition must arise with the appearance or form of the
object. According to CWSL-SJ, one objection is that if non-discriminative awareness
does not arise with the appearance of thusness, then thusness is not its object.”* In
other words, it does not know thusness. As a response, it is said in CWSL that “it arises
with the characteristic of thusness.” The non-discriminative awareness arises with the
characteristic of thusness itself, but not with the image as the part of perceived (the

image as the object-appearance) of thusness. The former “with” is understood as

1830, p. 320, b2-3)

0 (pkMEEER) B9 T AR  WEEAME - BEEMHS > Mol ERIAF MR > REEEL > 40
HEg & Hools - NEME » FLINER - & - (FIEES ) (CBETA, T31, no. 1585, p. 49,
c27-p. 50, a3)

O (EERGERALEL) B9 T BRI  (FT&am) BR ¢ BRIRBZAE - WIAREL 0 REEIANTE - F5iE
EAHH » FEJEREAT4% | | (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 569, b22-23); See also { fMEaksmulzt) ,
CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 500, c5-7.
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holding something under the arm; the latter “with” is understood as bearing the image
as representation.”? Because consciousness is “not separate from thusness”, which
can be understood as the nature or state of consciousness-only,’? it arises with the
characteristic of thusness itself.

Therefore, thusness is the object of non-discriminative awareness if one accepts
the reinterpretation of C1. The topic of concern here is that since self-awareness is
taken as an example, from the above discussion one could know that according to
CWSL, the part of self-awareness is intimately (or directly, proximately) aware of the
part of perceived, but without any image or representation of that part.

Another following objection in CWSL-SJ is that since the mind (consciousness)
also arises with its concomitants, the concomitants would be the objects of
consciousness, which is absurd. The response is that even mind arises with and in
dependence upon its concomitants, but the mind is not about or not intending them,
hence they are not the objects.”* Indeed, the reinterpretation of C1 also specify that
only consciousness can be about or can intend an object and that’s why even though
there can be images of things in a mirror but those things cannot be the objects of a
mirror.”>

It seems to me that it roughly expresses the idea that the intentionality or
aboutness is a mark of the mental. Furthermore, self-awareness, in addition to the
part of perceiving, is also intentional since it intends the part of perceiving, taken as
the object with which it arises with, although it is intimately aware of that part without
additional image or representation of that part. In addition to the difference in the
problem of infinite regress, with respect to the issue of representation, the fourfold
division theory, even though not reflexive in detail, might be considered as different
from the higher-order theories, which assume that the higher-order representation is
needed for the first-order state’s being conscious.

One more thing. Zahavi pointed out that there are two sides of what-it-is-likeness:
“what is the object like for the subject” and “what is the experience of the object like
for the subject.” (Zahavi 2005: 123) Borrowing his terms and applying to the fourfold
division theory, one might say that the side that “what is the object like for the subject”

refers to the state of the third part’s being aware (conscious) of the second part

72 (pkMEEERALEE) B9 1 TAH ¢ MEGEE > PEFEW BT %%ﬁﬁﬁgﬂﬁﬁﬁ
FEZLEFN » REEAIH - | (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 569, b24-26); See also  { pMEaksmultz) ,
CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 500, c7-13; p 271, c26-28.

7 (EERER) B9 ¢ T IEEARE  JRENE B WM - BIUESKE T ) (CBETA, T31, no.
1585, p. 48, al-2) Cf. Trimsika v.25.

(ke AR ) BT ”WB*?‘“ BIAERE L ~ LFTZ 884 - RO PEETA - ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ*ﬁ
SRIEFTREHL > JEFT4%4%H - | (CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 500, c13-15); See also  { fMESgsmatist) |
CBETA, T43, no. 1830 p. 569, cl 3.

75 See (fkMESkEmAlisC) , CBETA, T43, no. 1830, p. 500, c27-p. 501, a4.
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although the object is determined as blue, non-blue, etc. by the second part’s
intending the first part. The side that “what is the experience of the object like for the
subject” refers to the state of the fourth part’s being aware of the third part although
the experience of the object is determined as desirable or undesirable by the third
part’s intending the second part. Moreover, since the third and the fourth are aware
of each other, the third part, in effect, is aware of itself. Therefore, the side that “what
is the experience of the object like for the subject” could be said to refer to the state
of the third part’s being aware of its intending the second part. It might account for
the fact that “[a]lthough these two sides can be distinguished conceptually, they
cannot be separated.” (Zahavi 2005: 123)

Just a Short Note Before the End

It is shown that there is the third way between phenomenology and the higher-order
theories of consciousness, between the reflexive model and the reflective model,
regarding the problem of infinite regress in particular. The main purpose of this paper
is not to prove or to argue for the four division theory of consciousness, but to clearly
present the structure and the consistent or systematic way of thinking that leads to
the notion of awareness of self-awareness and to point out some issues that need to
be addressed so that it might be more convenient for people to argue against or for
the theory and to pursue further the pertinent issues. It is hoped that people will not
take the theory just as a doctrine or dismiss it before having a chance to look at it
carefully. In any case, the thinking of the fourfold division theory, if “deserves the
attention”, (Kern 1988: 282) is not so much phenomenologically oriented as
exegetically or metaphysically oriented, although it might be interesting to graft the

theory onto phenomenology, and vice versa.
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