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   Why is Philosophy of  Mind an Issue in Buddhism? 

 The entire project of  Buddhist theory and practice is aimed at bringing an end to the 
root causes of  unpleasantness ( duḥ kha ), which is usually portrayed as being tied up 
with the beginningless cycle of  births into various kinds of  body and the eventual 
deaths of  those bodies. The kind of  body with which a mentality becomes associated 
in any given rebirth is determined by the kinds of  decisions habitually made with that 
mentality. For this doctrine of  rebirth to make sense, it must be supposed that the 
mentality is separate from the physical body and can therefore be associated now with 
one physical body and now with another. Without some version of  mind–body dualism, 
in other words, the majority of  Buddhist doctrines that presuppose rebirth would be 
largely incoherent. Indeed, in those versions of  Buddhism that identify misunderstand-
ing ( avidy ā ) or delusion ( moha ) as the principal cause of  all forms of  unsatisfactory 
experience, the main form that misunderstanding is said to take is a denial of  the 
principle of  karma – that is, a denial that wholesome actions pave the way for pleasant 
experiences and that unwholesome actions result in unpleasant experiences, and a 
denial that this karmic process reaches so far into the future that not all the actions 
of  the present life can possibly be experienced in this life but will come to fruition in 
the next life and in lives beyond that. Not to accept that scenario is to be vitiated by 
wrong view ( mithy ā d ṛṣṭ i ) in the train of  which comes all manner of  unpleasantness. 
So it could be said that all success in the enterprise of  Buddhism depends on right view 
(samyagd ṛṣṭ i ), and that right view must include, among other things, a conviction of  
the truth of  mind–body dualism. As we shall see, however, mind–body dualism is 
not the only view acceptable to Buddhists, for some Buddhists argued that the physical 
world is nothing but an idea within consciousness. So the views available to Buddhists 
are mind–body dualism and mind-only monism. What seems not to be available to 
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most Buddhists is physicalism – the view that what we call mind is nothing but matter 
described in a particular way.  

  Canonical Views on the Relation of  Physical and Mental Events 

 In the  Brahmaj ā lasutta , the fi rst  sutta  of  the  Dī gha Nik ā ya  (see Walshe,  1987 ), there is 
a catalogue of  64 views that are considered defective in some way and that are con-
trasted with the truth proclaimed by the Buddha. Among those views, there is one 
saying that the faculties of  vision, hearing, smelling, and so forth are all material 
objects and transitory, while awareness or consciousness is non-material and eternal; 
this view is one among several that have in common a conviction that some parts of  
the world are transitory while other parts are eternal. Another among the views that 
fail to measure up to the standard of  Buddhist teachings is the conviction that the self  
is material in nature, is created through the union of  mother and father, and continues 
from conception until the dissolution of  the material body, and, upon the disintegration 
of  the physical body, the self  passes out of  existence. This view is one of  several known 
collectively as cessationism ( ucchedav ā da ), the view that a self  exists for a while, when 
the conditions of  its existence are right, and then ceases to exist when those conditions 
no longer obtain. Given just the rejection of  these two views, one can conclude that the 
canonical Buddhist position is that consciousness and mental events are not regarded 
as permanent and unchanging, but neither are they regarded as dependent upon the 
series of  events that collectively may be called the physical body. 

 In the second  sutta  of  the  Dī gha Nik ā ya , the  Samaññaphalasutta , six ethical stances 
are presented, each of  them associated with an ascetic teacher whose views were 
reportedly being practiced by the Buddha ’ s contemporaries, and again each one is set 
aside as somehow defective when measured against the standard of  the Buddha ’ s 
teachings. The views that are described in this text are (1) that there is no moral causal-
ity – that is, no connection between the actions that one does and the happiness or 
unhappiness that one subsequently experiences; (2) that there is no personal responsi-
bility, since all that happens is determined by fate, as is all the happiness and unhappi-
ness that one experiences; (3) that there is a moral causality, but it is purely material 
in nature and therefore ceases to operate when the physical body ceases to be alive, 
which means that there is no afterlife; (4) that the soul or self  is eternal and unchang-
ing and therefore has no interaction with the constantly changing material world and 
the emotional states associated therewith; (5) that karma is a material force that con-
tinues to produce consequences until one liberates oneself  from the process by fasting, 
avoiding pleasures, living in solitude, and denying the normal physical cravings of  the 
body; and (6) that there is no truth to the matter of  moral claims and counterclaims, 
perhaps because no such claims can be either verifi ed or falsifi ed and so are nothing 
more than assertions. That all six views are found somehow substandard suggests that 
the canonical Buddhist position is that there are moral facts, that there is responsibility 
and accountability, that the causality that links actions with their consequences is 
taking place both in the material world and in non-material events, and that there 
is an interplay between the material and non-material sides of  reality. Thinking about 
ethics in the proper way, in other words, entails thinking about material and non-
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material causality in the proper way. Thus ethics and the mind–body problem are best 
treated as so interconnected that trying to tease them apart would amount to a dis-
torted way of  thinking. But what exactly is the right way to think about all these 
matters? That question preoccupied Buddhists, at least in India, for as long as Buddhism 
was a vital force in the Indian subcontinent.  

  N ā g ā rjuna 

 The question of  the causal relation between mental events and physical events is 
handled by the second-century philosopher N ā g ā rjuna by delving into the very idea of  
causality itself. In the fi rst chapter of  his  Mū lamadhyamikak ā rik ā  (“Fundamental Verses 
on Centrism,” hereafter abbreviated MMK), N ā g ā rjuna begins with the startling claim 
that nothing whatsoever arises from anything. There are only four logically possible 
relations between a putative cause and a putative effect: (a) an effect is identical with 
its cause, (b) an effect is different from its cause, (c) an effect is both identical and dif-
ferent from its cause, or (d) an effect arises from nothing at all. If  one says an effect 
arises from itself, one is really denying that an effect has arisen and is saying instead 
that a thing (whether it is called cause or effect) remains unchanged. If  one says an 
effect can be different from its cause, then one is saying that anything can arise from 
anything. A bowling ball is different from a laptop computer, so either could be the 
cause of  the other if  all that is required is that effect be different from cause. If  one says 
that an effect is both identical to and different from its cause, one is speaking nonsense, 
since identity and difference are mutually exclusive. If  one says a thing can arise 
without any cause at all, then one is denying causality altogether. There are several 
ways of  interpreting just what N ā g ā rjuna ’ s agenda was in analyzing causality this 
way. Suffi ce it to say here that throughout his work he calls into question the most 
basic categories of  thinking: identity and difference, unity and plurality, priority and 
posteriority. 

 In the third chapter of  MMK, N ā g ā rjuna turns to the specifi c topic of  the relation 
between the physical sense faculties and the awareness of  various kinds of  sense data. 
He begins by saying that there are six types of  sense faculties (the instruments by which 
seeing, hearing, smelling, tasting, touching, and mentating are done) and each faculty 
has a fi eld of  data upon which it operates. Then N ā g ā rjuna makes the puzzling claim 
that, since the faculty of  vision cannot see itself, it cannot see anything other than itself. 
The commentators Bh ā viveka and Candrak ī rti explain that a fl ower that has the capac-
ity to perfume other objects must fi rst perfume itself, an explanation that is as puzzling 
as the claim being explained, since it is not clear why a very specifi c capacity that is 
found in fl owers should be taken as a paradigm for all things with any kind of  capacity. 
Nā g ā rjuna moves from his claim that the faculty of  seeing sees nothing to the uncontro-
versial claim that no other sense faculty has the capacity to see. Therefore, there is no 
vision, and without vision there can be neither an agent of  the act of  seeing nor a direct 
object of  the act of  seeing. At the end of  this chapter, N ā g ā rjuna says that everything 
that has been said about vision can be said  mutatis mutandis  about all the other faculties. 
Nā g ā rjuna ’ s account of  the signifi cance of  all these claims is that, according to the 
traditional doctrine of  dependent origination, consciousness gives rise to evaluative 
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feelings (approval, disapproval, and neutrality), and these feelings give rise to the desire 
to acquire what is approved or to avoid what is disapproved or to disregard what is 
evaluated neutrally. Desire in turn evolves into clinging, which leads to having the 
desires necessary for continued existence, and continued existence leads to unsatisfac-
tory experiences. If  there is no consciousness, however, the disaster of  unsatisfactory 
experiences can be averted. 

 As was said above, there are various accounts of  what N ā g ā rjuna was trying to 
achieve by presenting these arguments, such as they are. What N ā g ā rjuna himself  says 
is that he admires the Buddha for having found a way to bring an end to conceptual 
prolixity ( prapañca ) and opinions ( dṛṣṭ i ). If  these reasons for admiring the Buddha are 
taken seriously, then the conviction on which N ā g ā rjuna is operating could be that 
thinking about exactly how everything works gets in the way of  anything actually 
working. He could be convinced that people, rather than taking the doctor ’ s orders and 
reducing their frustration-producing desires, become engrossed in pointless speculation 
and theorizing. If  N ā g ā rjuna ’ s agenda is to produce deliberately sophomoric argumen-
tation as a way of  making the satirical point that all theorizing really amounts to 
nothing much but specious argumentation, then his contribution to the discussion of  
whether mental events cause physical events or vice versa might be to suggest that we 
realize the futility of  such discussions and get on to more important tasks. According 
to all his major commentators, the most important task is the cultivation of   bodhicitta , 
the resolve to become awakened for the sake of  relieving the suffering of  all sentient 
beings. About that task, the central task of  the bodhisattva, more will be said below.  

  Vasubandhu 

 Writing in the fourth or fi fth century, Vasubandhu articulated the positions of  at least 
three major schools of  Buddhism in his various writings. In his  Abhidharmako ś am  (see 
Vasubandhu  1988 ), both in the verses and in his prose commentary to the verses, 
Vasubandhu presents the doctrines of  two canonical schools that wrestled with ques-
tions of  the nature of  karma and the relation of  mental events and material events. 
The Vaibh āṣ ika school, whose position is articulated in the verses of  the  Abhidharmako ś am , 
held the view that all karma is initiated in the non-material aggregate of  mental forma-
tions ( saṃ sk ā ra ) as intentions. This initial mental action may then be followed by a 
bodily or verbal action that is perceptible and thus belongs to the material world. Imme-
diately following this material manifestation of  an intention, there is an unmanifested 
trace of  the action that also belongs to the material aggregate ( rū paskandha ). All things 
being momentary, this unmanifested material trace begins a series of  momentary 
unmanifested material traces that continues until the original karma ripens as a pal-
pable pleasant or unpleasant result. So we fi nd in this account of  karma the notion that 
non-physical events – intentions – can create a particular kind of  matter. Moreover, it 
is claimed in this text that the mental events can infl uence the sense faculties and 
therefore can help determine the sorts of  phenomena the physical sense faculties can 
register. 

 This notion that non-material intentions shape the material body of  an individual 
have a cosmological counterpart in the claim, made at the beginning of  the fourth 
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chapter of  the  Abhidharmako ś am , that all the physical worlds are the result of  the ripen-
ing of  the karma of  countless sentient beings. The idea seems to be that the physical 
worlds take the form they take so as to provide the kinds of  experiences that the sentient 
beings living in them are qualifi ed by their mentalities to have. While the totality of  the 
karma of  countless beings shapes the various world-systems, the individual karma of  
a sentient being determines which of  the various world-systems he will be reborn into 
after dying. In turn, the experiences that are delivered up to a sentient being in a par-
ticular world-system shape the mentality of  the sentient being. Given that this cycle of  
mental events shaping material events and material events shaping mental events has 
no beginning, it is not strictly speaking possible to determine whether mental events 
are the cause of  material events or vice versa. Each kind of  event causes the other kind 
through a complex interaction that has no beginning. 

 In works that are usually assumed to have been written later than the  Abhidharmako ś am , 
Vasubandhu follows a line of  argumentation that strongly gives primacy to mental 
events as the predominant cause in all experiences. In a text variously called  Vi ṃ sik ā
or Vi ṃś atik ā k ā rik ā  (“Set of  20 Verses”, see Vasubandhu  1984 ), for example, Vasub-
andhu argues that the traditional hell realms cannot physically exist as they are 
described in Buddhist texts. The hell realms are described as places of  unbearable 
unpleasantness. They are also described as places where hell guards lead people around 
to various places of  torment and administer punishments to them. If, says Vasubandhu, 
the environments in the hell realms were truly unbearably hot or unbearably cold as 
they are said to be, then the guardians would be unable to perform their appointed 
tasks. This suggests that at least the guardians, if  not the hell realms themselves, do 
not physically exist but instead are the projections of  a mentality that is so depraved as 
to be capable of  having none but the worst kinds of  experience. Vasubandhu gives other 
examples of  the mind creating experiences that are experienced by it alone rather than 
being shared by other experiencers; the phenomena of  dreams and hallucinations and 
strong fantasies attest to there being experiences that are almost surely caused by the 
experiencing mind itself, rather than by an external physical world that enters aware-
ness through the physical bodily sense faculties. This claim is consistent with the claim 
in the Abhidharmako ś am  that the physical world is the product of  the collective ripening 
of  the karma of  countless sentient beings.  

  Dharmak ī rti 

 According to biographical texts written many centuries after the time of  the lives 
described in them, Vasubandhu had a disciple named Dign ā ga, who began a school of  
thought that placed an emphasis on personal experience and reasoning as our most 
reliable guides to knowing the true nature of  things. Unlike previous Buddhist thinkers, 
members of  this school of  thought rarely quoted the words of  the Buddha and tended 
not to try to offer systematic accounts of  all the realms described in Buddhist scriptures. 
Arguably the most infl uential member of  this new approach was Dharmak ī rti, usually 
said to be the disciple of  Dign ā ga. Dharmak ī rti probably lived at the beginning of  the 
seventh century  CE  and is remembered for writing several works on the art of  clear 
thinking and communicating one ’ s thoughts convincingly to others. By far his most 
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ambitious work was entitled  Pram āṇ av ā rttikam  (“Comments on Sources of  Knowl-
edge”), which takes as its point of  departure several ideas in Dign ā ga ’ s  Pram āṇasamuccaya
(“Collected Writings on Sources of  Knowledge”). Whereas Dign ā ga had limited himself  
to talking about direct sensory experience and reasoning as two sources of  knowledge, 
Dharmak ī rti was concerned to show that the corpus of  teachings of  the Buddha, while 
not being a source of  knowledge that is different in kind from other sources of  knowl-
edge, is nevertheless a source of  knowledge in that it is a species of  reasoning. His claim, 
in brief, is that, if  one were to collect direct experiences carefully and mindfully, and if  
one were to apply properly restrained reasoning in those matters beyond the range of  
one ’ s collected experiences, then one would arrive at exactly the same conclusions that 
the Buddha had arrived at. In the meantime, said Dharmak ī rti, it is not unreasonable 
to accept the teachings of  the Buddha, at least provisionally, until one has experienced 
for oneself  the realities that the Buddha had experienced. While one should not believe 
anything solely on the grounds that the Buddha had taught it, one would be well 
advised to regard the teachings of  the Buddha as trustworthy, since by placing confi -
dence in them one is more likely to arrive at the goal of  eradicating the root causes of  
human discontent. 

 A question that naturally arises for Dharmak ī rti is why one should place any more 
confi dence in the teachings of  the Buddha than those of  any other teacher who claims 
to have identifi ed the root causes of  unhappiness and to have found a way of  eliminat-
ing them. After all, the world is fi lled with people who offer promises of  salvation to 
those who will but place trust in them, and many such people turn out to be charlatans 
and cheats. Why, then, trust the Buddha? Once this question arises, Dharmak ī rti 
expends considerable energy arguing that the Buddha is not like others who promise 
salvation, for he has an entirely different character from ordinary men and women. 
The Buddha, Dharmak ī rti points out, has spent countless eons purifying his mentality 
and cultivating compassion. The purifi cation of  his mentality has resulted in the Bud-
dha ’ s having eliminated prejudices and fantasies of  the sort that distort perception, and 
so he sees things just as they are, without the warping infl uences of  wishful thinking. 
The cultivation of  compassion has resulted in a mentality that has no other motivation 
than to remove the root causes of  suffering in all beings. In short, the Buddha knows 
what he is talking about, and he has no vested interests that would tempt him into 
misleading others for his own personal gain. One can trust such a man and take him 
at his word. 

 Dharmak ī rti ’ s account of  what makes the Buddha ’ s teaching reliable raises a further 
question, since his claim of  what made the Buddha special was that he cultivated 
virtues over the course of  countless lifetimes. This claim may be plausible to one who 
believes that consciousness and personality can survive the death of  the physical body 
and somehow become associated with another physical body. Not everyone, however, 
holds that belief. In Dharmak ī rti ’ s time (as in the twenty-fi rst century) there were 
physicalists who held the view that consciousness and all other aspects of  mentality 
are entirely dependent on the physical body. When matter becomes organized to a suf-
fi cient degree of  complexity, they claimed, something that we can call consciousness or 
mind arises, but, when its nature is properly understood, one sees that what we call 
mind is really nothing but complex material under a conveniently simplifi ed descrip-
tion. If  mind is an emergent property of  highly structured matter, it cannot survive 
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when matter loses the structure necessary to support it. When the physical body dies, 
it loses the consciousness-supporting structures, said the physicalists. There can be no 
continuity of  mind and mentality from one living body to another, so it is impossible 
that the Buddha continued to cultivate compassion over the course of  uncountable 
lifetimes. 

 Dharmak ī rti also has his physicalist opponent raise the challenge of  the ancient 
counterpart to biochemistry. According to the principles of   ā yurveda , a person ’ s emo-
tions and moods are infl uenced by humors in the body. A person with an abundance 
of  bile, for example, is more prone to anger than a person with an abundance of  
phlegm, and people with an abundance of  wind are more likely to be distracted. Main-
taining a balanced temperament, said the physicalists, is aided by keeping the humors 
in a state of  balance, and this in turn is achieved by a combination of  diet and exercise. 
These principles are well established and widely followed, says Dharmak ī rti ’ s materialist 
opponent, and it would make little sense for people to be careful about their diet and 
the general health of  their physical bodies if  physical health did not promote a sense of  
psychological well-being, and, if  physical chemistry does indeed infl uence psychology, 
then it is diffi cult to deny that physical events are the cause of  mental events and not 
vice versa. 

 Once the question arises as to whether physical events cause mental events or vice 
versa, Dharmak ī rti acknowledges that it is impossible to know for certain which causes 
which. One can know that one thing,  x , is the cause of  another thing,  y , only if  one 
has observed that  y  arises when  x  is present and one has never observed  y  in the absence 
of   x . Given that both physical events and mental events have always been present, 
everyone has observed the two kinds of  event together, and no one has ever observed 
one in the absence of  the other. Therefore, one could just as reasonably conclude that 
mental events cause physical events as that physical events cause mental events. That 
being so, the physicalist cannot prove that his theory that mind arises from highly 
organized matter is true. Nor can the Buddhist prove that mental events are causally 
independent of  physical events. As for the argument from the physical humors, says 
Dharmak ī rti, it may be granted that the humors play a role in the kinds of  moods 
and emotions that a person experiences, but the humors themselves could arise as a 
result of  karma and thus be an example of  a physical event being caused by a mental 
event. It could be, for example, that a person who chooses to act on anger produces an 
abundance of  bile, which in turn conduces to further anger. All we know for sure is 
that there is a correlation between an abundance of  bile in the physical body and a 
tendency to anger in the mentality. Given that people who do certain types of  meditative 
exercises can change the extent to which they are prone to anger, it is reasonable 
to conclude that one mental event (meditation) is causing another (patience) and that 
the physical event (achieving a balance of  the humors) is also a consequence of  the 
mental event. 

 In his dialogue with the physicalist, Dharmak ī rti at best shows that the physicalist 
cannot prove his hypothesis, but neither can the Buddhist prove his hypothesis. In other 
parts of  his  Pram āṇ v ā rttikam , Dharmak ī rti follows a line of  thinking that Vasubandhu 
and Dign ā ga had both pursued. The principal strategy is to argue that the physical 
world turns out to be unintelligible. Dign ā ga had argued that the principal theory of  
the nature of  the physical world is that it is made up of  particles. If  that is so, then there 
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must be an ultimately small particle that is a building block of  all larger physical 
masses. Any particle that has any dimension at all, however, has sides and is therefore 
composed of  geographical parts. Anything that is composed of  parts is not ultimately 
small. So the ultimately small particle must have no dimension whatsoever. Something 
that has no dimension occupies zero space, and, no matter how many particles of  zero 
dimension one puts together, the resultant mass will have zero dimension. The conclu-
sion of  this line of  reasoning is that the material world is really just an idea – a bad idea 
at that, given that it cannot possibly have a counterpart in anything outside the realm 
of  ideas. 

 Like other philosophers who can be read as idealists, Dharmak ī rti was liable to be 
accused of  being a solipsist. If  the material world is but an idea in the mind, then 
why would one not, in addition, hold that other minds are also nothing but ideas in 
one ’ s own mind? Dharmak ī rti addresses this question in a separate work entitled  Saṃ -
tā n ā ntarasiddhi  (“Establishing Other Sequences [of  mental events than one ’ s own]”). In 
this work he makes the remarkable claim that there is no need to posit the existence of  
physical bodies in space, for two mentalities could communicate with each other 
directly, each projecting the image of  a physical body into the other ’ s stream of  con-
sciousness. Whether he is pitching his discussion from the perspective of  a mind–body 
dualist or a mind-only monist, Dharmak ī rti is consistent in his insistence that the 
mental events are not the product of  the solely physical events. Ontologically speaking, 
mind is for Dharmak ī rti independent of  matter, and matter is either dependent on mind 
or a fi gment of  imagination.  

Śā ntideva 

 It was mentioned above that the principal commentators on N ā g ā rjuna ’ s work placed 
Madhyamaka philosophy within the context of  the career of  the bodhisattva – that is, 
a person who has undertaken to cultivate and then act upon the resolve to alleviate the 
suffering of  all sentient beings. Given that the most effective way to alleviate the suf-
fering of  all beings is to become awakened, the bodhisattva ’ s resolve is to become 
awakened in order to lead others to awakening.  Śā ntideva ’ s  Bodhicaryā vat ā ra  (“Intro-
duction to the Practice of  Awakening,” hereafter BCA; see  Śā ntideva  1996 ) is written 
as a sort of  a manual for those undertaking the bodhisattva ’ s resolve. As such, the text 
devotes chapters to each of  the virtues that a bodhisattva is encouraged to cultivate, 
one of  those virtues being patience ( kṣ anti ). 

 Patience is the antidote to anger, and one moment of  anger, says  Śā ntideva, has 
the power to destroy the benefi ts of  thousands of  eons of  good practice. Convinced 
that anger is to be avoided at all costs,  Śā ntideva offers numerous strategies for avoiding 
anger when the irritation of  unpleasant feelings arises. In the context of  presenting 
ways in which one might talk oneself  out of  letting an incipient angry impulse become 
the motivation of  a destructive physical action or a verbal comment designed to make 
another feel diminished,  Śā ntideva mentions the humors (which were discussed above 
in the section on Dharmak ī rti). He makes the observation at BCA.6.22 that he has no 
anger towards bile and the other biological humors, so why should he feel anger towards 
conscious beings whose anger is caused by their bile? A modern counterpart to this line 
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of  thinking would be that it makes no sense to feel angry towards biochemistry, since 
it simply is what it is and does not make conscious decisions to be as it is. That being 
the case, it also makes no sense to feel angry towards the obnoxious behavior of  a 
person whose emotional states are the product of  a biochemistry over which he has 
no control. To talk oneself  out of  anger by using this line of  thinking, one would have 
to believe (if  only a for a few moments) that conscious beings have no control over their 
emotions and the behavior motivated by them, since they are caused by underlying 
physical states. In other words, one would have to subscribe, if  not to physicalism, at 
least to a view in which the physical body drives the mind and not vice versa. On the 
other hand, to take seriously the advice to make an effort to talk oneself  out of  anger 
in the fi rst place requires that one believe (if  only for a few moments) that mental states 
(decisions to think in a particular way) give rise to other mental states (patience). 
Perhaps what is required is to believe in the primacy of  mind long enough to make the 
decision to talk oneself  out of  anger and then quickly change to a belief  that sentient 
beings are hapless victims of  indomitable facts of  physiology. The implications of  all 
this for a Buddhist philosophy of  mind are unclear. 

 Another of  the virtues that a bodhisattva is encouraged to cultivate is wisdom, 
a correct understanding of  how things are. At the outset of  his discussion on the 
perfection of  wisdom,  Śā ntideva makes the claim at BCA.9.2 that there are two truths, 
a concealing truth ( saṃ v ṛ tisatya ) and a truth connected to the highest goal ( param ā r-
thasatya ). Reality, he goes on to say, is not within the intellect ’ s range; the intellect is 
that which conceals. In the next verse,  Śā ntideva says that there are two kinds of  
people,  yog ī s  and ordinary people. The truths accepted by ordinary people are over-
turned by the  yog ī s . Ordinary people observe beings and deem them to be real rather 
than illusory. Ordinary people observe the objects apprehended by the senses and accept 
them at face value, and yet things apprehended by the senses are not established 
through reliable sources of  knowledge. Up to this point, it sounds as though  Śā ntideva 
might be heading in the direction of  Dharmak ī rti in calling into question the reality of  
the physical world but affi rming the reality of  consciousness – that is, denying body 
while affi rming mind. For most of  the rest of  the chapter on wisdom, however,  Śā ntideva 
argues against the affirmation of  mind at the expense of  the physical world, insist-
ing that they are both  incapable, in the fi nal analysis, of  being established. And so it 
appears that one can say of   Śā ntideva what was said above of  N ā g ā rjuna, namely, that 
he was wary of  the entire enterprise of  what we call philosophy of  mind, seeing it as 
an intellectual distraction from the more pressing task of  alleviating the world ’ s 
suffering.  

  Conclusion 

 Over the course of  the fi rst fi fteen centuries of  Buddhist philosophy one fi nds several 
positions taken on the relation of  mental events to physical events. In some quarters 
one fi nds a robust mind–body dualism in which the physical world and consciousness 
are ontologically independent of  one another but interactive; in other quarters one 
fi nds a view that consciousness is the ultimate source of  the physical world; in 
other quarters one fi nds a tendency to reject the reality of  the physical world as 
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anything other than a fi gment of  imagination; and in yet other quarters one fi nds an 
anti-intellectual tendency to regard this very problem as a distraction from more impor-
tant tasks.  

  References 

Śā ntideva    (  1996 ).  Bodhicaryā vat ā ra . Trans. Kate Crosby and Andrew Skilton.  Oxford and New 
York :  Oxford University Press .  

    Vasubandhu    (  1984 ).  Seven Works of  Vasubandhu: The Buddhist Psychological Doctor . Trans. Stefan 
Anacker. Vol. 4. Religions of  Asia Series.  Delhi :  Motilal Banarsidass .  

    Vasubandhu    (  1988 ).  Abhidharmako ś abh āṣ yam . Trans. Leo M. Pruden from La Vallée Poussin ’ s 
1923 French translation. Vol.  1 .  Berkeley, CA :  Asian Humanities Press .  

    Walshe ,  Maurice    (  1987 ).  Thus Have I Heard: The Long Discourses of  the Buddha: D ī gha Nik ā ya . 
 London :  Wisdom .     


