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CHAPTER 2
Relygious Epistemology in Classical India
In Defense of & Hindu God

HILOSOPHICAL ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST THE
existence of God-like beings such as I$vara have been important to
the study of philosophy and religion in both Euro-American and
- South Asian contexts. This is in part because there is often much more at
stake in such arguments than just the existence of an entity of one kind or
the other—also at stake are both the worldview within which an I§vara-like
being is supposed to play a (central) role and the sense of self and way of life
recommended by it. While such concerns may have informed Ratnakirti’s
arguments with the Naiyayikas, his texts are interestingly silent on the
matter. For the most part, this is also the case with the writings of his Nyaya
interlocutors. For both Ratnakirti and his interlocutors, the significance of
arguments about the nature and existence of I§vara appears to lic clsewhere.
In this chapter and the next, I explore what Ratnakirti’s texts explicitly and
implicitly tell us about their debate and its significance. Along the way, I also
provide an introduction to Nyaya epistemology and an analysis of Ratna-
kirti’s interpretation and critique of the Tévara-inference.
For someone approaching Sanskrit philosophical texts for the first time,
what is most striking and difficult to grasp is the language and style of
Sanskrit epistemology. The technical terms and concepts that comprise this
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philosophical language were generally shared by Buddhist, Hindu, and Jaina
intellectuals, even though their precise interpretations were often (if not
always) highly contested.! As a result, it was often through discussions of
specific technical terms and concepts that Sanskrit philosophers chose to
express their views on very basic philosophical problems. This is particularly
true for the terms and concepts used in theories of inferential reasoning
(anumiana) in “classical” and “late premodern/early modern” India.? In Ratna-
kirti’s interpretation and critique of the Naiyayikas” most important argument
for the existence of I$vara, he relies heavily on the technical philosophical vo-
cabulary that he shared with other Sanskrit philosophers. The dialogical
style and essay-like format in which he presents his arguments also assume
a familiarity with the technical issues in terms of which the I§vara-inference
was debated.? It is not at all surprising, therefore, that Ratnakirti’s critical
engagement with the Naiyayikas’ arguments often focuses on very specific,
and seemingly trivial, logical and epistemological issues. Familiarity with
the philosophical language and style of Sanskrit epistemology reveals,
however, that Ratnakirti and his interlocutors used this technical language
to discuss very basic philosophical differences, whose significance extends
well beyond the I$vara debate. Without understanding this technical lan-
guage, it is simply impossible to appreciate and understand even the general
character of Sanskrit philosophy of religion, let alone the specific details of
interreligious debates between Buddhist and Nyaya philosophers.

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an introduction to the philo-
sophical language and style of Sanskrit epistemology, and to Buddhist and
Nyaya theories of inferential reasoning more specifically. I seek to develop a
conceptual vocabulary for understanding both the philosophical details of
Ratnakirti’s debate with his Nyaya opponents and what is at stake in it. One

1. Compare and contrast, for example, the Nyaya Tarkabhasi of Kesavamisra (ca. thir-
teenth century), KTBh, which is translated in Gajendragadkar and Karmarkar 1934; the
Jaina Tarkabhdsi of Yadovijaya (ca. seventeenth century), YIBh, which is translated in Bhar-
gava 1973; and the Buddhist Tarkabhasa of Moksakaragupta (ca. twelfth/thirteenth cen-
tury), MTBh, which is translated in Kajiyama 1998. Also see Matilal 1986:22-26, 35~38.

2. I don’t have much at stake in either the periodization or the conceptual commitments
that may be implied by these terms. I am using them simply for convenience to refer to the
period from (roughly) the fifth to the eighteenth/nincteenth centuries ¢.E. Cf. Pollock’s use
of “premodern” in Pollock 2006:1-36.

3. This style is not unique to Ratnakirti, and in fact characterizes many Sanskrit intel-
lectual practices, such as philosophy, theology, and literary theory.
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of the methodological arguments being made in this chapter, and the next,
is that it is only by paying attention to these philosophical details that we
can discover what philosophical debates in classical and carly modern India
were really about. In providing an introduction to the language and style of
Sanskrit epistemology, I hope to enable us to think with Sanskrit philoso-
phers in their own idiom. To do this, I often follow their texts rather closely
and try not to “prepackage” their arguments by interpreting them in terms
of contemporary philosophical debates. At the same time, the issues that Rat-
nakirti and his Nyaya opponents are writing and thinking about are not
unique to Sanskrit philosophy. And while it is necessary to pay close atten-
tion to what makes their work distinct, it is also important to recognize
what makes their work more universal. For this reason, I also interpret their
arguments in more familiar philosophical vocabulary and, when appropriate,
relate their work to more contemporary topics in Euro-American epistemol-
ogy. A second methodological argument being made in this chapter (and the
book as a whole) is that without our doing so Sanskrit philosophical texts
will remain imprisoned in someone else’s philosophical past. By attending
to the details of Sanskrit philosophy in this way, I argue that it becomes pos-
sible to better appreciate what is at stake, explicitly, and to discover what is at
stake, implicitly, in Buddhist-Nyaya debates about the nature and existence
of Tévara.

What is most obviously and explicitly at stake in these debates is the ex-
istence of I§vara, and more generally the kind of being/object whose exis-
tence can and cannot be established through inferential reasoning. As I will
argue, what is also at stake—though not quite so obviously—is the Nyaya
approach to religious epistemology more generally. In this chapter I focus
specifically on Ratnakirti’s presentation of the Nyaya position, and argue
that the Naiyayikas’ argument is best thought of in terms of both the cos-
mological argument and the argument from design.* T argue further that
the epistemological framework within which this argument is presented
and defended is best understood as a “bivalent epistemology” in which
knowledge and justification/reflective-knowledge are treated separately.?

4. These arguments are discussed briefly in section 2.1 and again in section 4.

5. My use of the term “reflective-knowledge” is based on Sosa 1991 and Sosa 1997. In Sosa
1991143145, he contrasts reflective-knowledge with “animal knowledge.” He says that
i:?limul knowledge is a true, apt belief, where “apt” refers to a belief that is produced by an
“intellectual virtue,” ie., a cognitive faculty that reliably produces true-beliefs for an agent
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More specifically, I point out that the Nyiya theory of knowledge is a
version of externalism, and in particular a kind of reliabilism.® In contrast,
their theory of justification is best interpreted as a kind of “internalist
foundationalism.” Understanding the Naiyayikas’ argument in these

(usually a normal human being) in a specific environment (usually our normal environ-
ment). In contrast, Sosa says that reflective-knowledge is a true, apt, and justified belicf. For
Sosa, a belief is justified only if it fits within a coherent set of beliefs, including a perspective
on one’s first-order belicf as deriving from an intellectual virtue. A concept like this has also
been used to discuss aspects of Nydya epistemology; see, for example, Phillips and Tatacha-
rya 2004:9, where Phillips uses the term “conscious justification,” and Ganeri 1999a:152,
where he refers to Sosa 1991:240. Note, however, that my interpretation differs from that of
Sosa in that I attribute a foundationalist, rather than a broadly coherentist, account of justi-
fication to Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas. The specific form of the Naiyayikas® epistemological
“bivalence” will be discussed in greater detail in section 1.3.

6. The semantic range of the terms “externalism” and “reliabilism” can be quite broad,
and, as with many philosophical terms, their precise meaning is often theory dependent and
contested. In general, an account of an cpistemic state such as “knowledge” or “justifi-
cation” can be called an “externalist” account when it asserts that the absence or presence
of that state depends on facts/features that are not “internally available” to the person in
question.

By “reliabilism,” T gencrally mean a Nyiya version of “process reliabilism.” In general,
according to process reliabilists, whether or not a belicf is justified is a function of the reli-
ability of the processes through which that belief was produced. In general, one doesn’t have
to know how a belief was produced for the belief to be justified, nor does one have to have
any evidence that that belief was produced by a reliable process. According to process reli-
abilists, a belief is justified just so long as it was in fact produced by a reliable process. A
belief-forming process is generally taken to be “reliable” to the extent that it tends to pro-
duce true beliefs. Some belief-forming mechanisms yield beliefs as output only when they’re
given other beliefs as inputs (c.g., inferential reasoning). Such belief-forming mechanisms
are often said to be “conditionally reliable,” since they tend to produce true beliefs when the
beliefs they’re given as inputs are themselves true. My view is that the Naiyayikas are exter-
nalists and reliabilists about knowledge, but not justification.

7. I take this term from BonJour, in BonJour and Sosa 2003: part 1, and Fumerton 2006:
chap. 4. As mentioned above, there is rarely (if ever) consensus on the precise meaning of
technical philosophical terms such as “internalism” and “foundationalism,” let alone “inter-
nalist foundationalism.” On my use of the term, “foundationalism” refers to the view that
there is a kind of justification for beliefs that does not require other justified beliefs—that is,
there is noninferential, immediate justification. By “internalism,” I generally mean a strong
version of “access internalism,” according to which the conditions that constitute having
justification must be conditions that the believer has access to (and is aware of). Here
“access” is understood to be the result of “apperception/introspection,” which is itself taken
to be direct and immediate, and therefore “foundational.” There is, of course, a great deal of
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terms—and more accurately, according to their interpretation of these
terms—makes it possible to discover the technical philosophical issues on
which its success depends and on which Ratnakirti’s critique is based.
Attention to Ratnakirti’s presentation of the Nyaya argument within this
broader epistemological context also gives us insight into what is implicitly
at stake in his debate with the Naiyayikas. As I will argue, this has to do with
the value of epistemology, and especially the value of justification. What
emerges from an understanding of the details of Ratnakirti’s debate with the
Naiyayikas is his interest in the nature of philosophical arguments and the
value of epistemology; the nature and epistemic significance of religious dis-
agreements; and the soteriological significance of epistemology. The first two
issues will be introduced in this chapter, and discussed at greater length in
chapter 3. The third issue will be discussed in part 2, and especially chapter 6.

1. Interpreting Nyaya Epistemology

Sanskrit epistemology is concerned, most generally, with sources of
knowledge—that is, with how we know what we in fact know—and with
what it means to know at all. Throughout part 1 of this book, I will refer
to these sources of knowledge as “instruments for warranted awareness”
(pramana) and to knowledge itself as “warranted awareness” (prami).®

controversy about all of this. It is worth noting that in my view in order to be justified one
must be aware that one is justified. This is discussed in greater detail in section 1.3.

In BonJour and Sosa 2003:7, BonJour provides a typology of accounts of justification, in-
cluding internalist foundationalism: “On the one hand, there is the dichotomy between fous-
dationalist and coherentist accounts of epistemic justification. Does such justification derive
ultimately from ‘foundational’ beliefs whose justification somehow does not depend at all on
that of other beliefs, or does it derive instead from relations of coherence or agreement or mu-
tual support among beliefs, with no appeal to anything outside of the system of beliefs? On
the other hand, there is the dichotomy between #nternalist and externalist accounts of such
justification. Must epistemic justification depend on elements that are internal to the believer’s
conscious states of mind in a way that makes them accessible to his consdious reflection (at
lea.lst in principle), or might it derive instead from factors that are external to those states of
mind, entirely outside the scope of his conscious awareness? These two dichotomies cut across
Ca.ch other, 50 as to generate four prima facie possible overall positions: internalist foundation-
alism, externalist foundationalism, internalist coherentism, and externalist coherentism.”

i?. Lintend the term “instrument” to be neutral in regard to the interpretations of “pramana”
as either a “means” ( pramiyate anena iti pramansm) or an “event” (prama iti pramanam).
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Given the centrality of knowledge-sources to Sanskrit epistemology, one
way to characterize and differentiate between rival Sanskrit epistemological
theories is in terms of the number and nature of the instruments for war-
ranted awareness.® This is especially so for the Nyaya and Buddhist theories
that inform Ratnakirti’s work. Naiyayikas and Buddhists disagree not only
on the number of instruments for warranted awareness, but also on the
proper interpretation of the terms “instrument.” “warrant,” and “aware-
ness” As an introduction to Sanskrit epistemology—and the Naiydyikas’
argument for the existence of Iévara—it is important to consider how these
terms were interpreted by Nyaya philosophers, since this points to the biva-
lent epistemological theory within which Nyaya inferential arguments, such
as the Tévara-inference, are presented and defended.!

My use of the terms “instrument” and “sources of knowledge” is thus supposed to apply to
the diverse interpretations of “pramana” found in Sanskrit sources. In part 1 of this book I
will generally use the term “warvanted awareness” to translate the Sanskrit term “prama.” In
part 2, however, in discussing Ratnakirti’s own view, I will generally use the term “valid
awareness” (to translate “prama/pramana”).

o. For Ratnakirti’s discussion of this issuc see RNA (PAP 96-105) and Kajiyama
1998:30—38.

10. My interpretation of the “Nyaya” theory of epistemology is based on Kesavamisra’s
Tarkabhiass and Ratnakirti’s own presentation and discussion of the theory. Whenever pos-
sible T have supported my interpretation by citing passages from the KTBh, and in many
cases have also cited relevant secondary scholarship. In some cases the secondary scholarship
treats Nyaya theories that significantly postdate Ratnakirti’s own work, and therefore it
should be consulted with care. Unfortunately, it is beyond the scope of this chapter to fully
defend my interpretation of Nyaya epistemology, which would require a systematic analysis
of the Nydya-siitra (NS) corpus at least up to and including Udayana (ca. eleventh century)
and the work of Bhasarvajiia (ca. 860—920).

The KTBh is an introductory text, or “handbook,” of Nyaya philosophy. It was com-
posed in the latter half of the thirteenth century, but reflects the viewpoint of an earlicr
period of Nyaya thought. It represents a point of view that is not, for example, overly influ-
enced by the “new school” of Nyaya. The general theoretical framework discussed in this
text is therefore closer to the viewpoint of Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas than to that discussed in
other such texts, e.g., Annambhatta’s Turvkasamyraba (TS). It provides a convenient “base-
line” interpretation of Nydya epistemology, and in my view reflects the general viewpoint of
the specific Naiyayikas discussed by Ratnakirti. I have supplemented the KTBh discussion
when necessary. The account of Nydya epistemology discussed in the following section is
not, therefore, the theory of any particular Naiyayika. Instead, it is a reconstruction and

interpretation that is primarily based upon the KTBh.
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1.1. The Theory of Event-Makers

Naiyayikas (and Buddhists) interpret the idea of instruments for warranted
awareness in terms of the Sanskrit grammatical theory of “event-makers”
(karaka).}t As briefly discussed in the introduction, this grammatical theory
provides a conceptual vocabulary for developing a general theory of “events”
(kriyd) and does so by describing six semantic relations (karaka) between the
nouns in a given sentence and the event that is expressed by the main verb in
that sentence.!? This is importantfor Nyaya and Buddhist epistemology since
both Naiyayikas and Buddhists understand warranted awareness (prama/
pramana) to beamental event that is denoted by the verb “to know” (pra+vma).
Of the six semantic relations, or “semantic roles,” described in the theory, three
are especially important for Nyaya and Buddhist epistemology: the “patient”
(karman); the “agent” (karty); and the “instrument” (karana).

Consider the sentence “Devadatta cuts the tree with an axe.?® In this
sentence the event is the action denoted by the verb “to cut.” The Naiyayikas

11. For the Grammarians’ description of this theory see the “karakahnika” of Patanjali’s
Mahibbasya (MBh 1.4.23ff) and the “Karakaprakarana” of Bhattoji Diksita’s Siddhan-
takanmudi in Bhattacharya 1974. For the Naiyayikas’ use of this theory see NBh, NV, NVTT,
and NVTTP ad NS 2.1.15-2.1.16. Also see Biardeau 1964:30ff, Cardona 1974:231ff, Ganeri
1999a:51-72, Kiparsky and Staal 1969, and Matilal 1985:372—389.

It is interesting (and important) to note that while contemporary epistemologists often
appeal to ethical, metaphysical, psychological, semantic, or social-scientific theories to inter-
pret epistemological concepts, Sanskrit philosophers almost always appeal to grammatical
ones, For more on “background theories” in contemporary epistemology see Zagzebski
1999.

12. The “six semantic relations” are: (1) karty (agent); (2) karman (patient); (3) karana
(instrament); (4) sampradina (target, beneficiary); (s) apadiana (donor, source); (6) adhikarana
(place, location). For the description of these relations as “semantic” consider Cardona
1974231, who writes, “Things are karakas when they play certain roles in the accomplish-
ment of an action. A thing may be classified in one way if it functions in a certain way with
respect to any activity at all; or it may belong to a certain karaka class if it functions in a
givan way with respect to a particular activity; and a karaka classification may apply only if a
certain action is denoted by particular items.” Also see Vitsydyana’s discussion in his Nyz-
yabhisyn (NBh ad NS 2.1.16), which is translated in Matilal 1990:43 and Ganeri 1999a:52.

13. KTBh 13-14. This example is also referred to at RNA (ISD 34.06-34..16) but in a dif-
:Z:it(t),s]t(lllough relatcc-l, cont?xt. My discussion of the theory of “event-makers” is based on

11998 and Pietroski 2000, and more specifically his analysis of agency, thematic
:‘:L’:’ahzlf;iuﬁﬁ‘trlzls The r‘cleiance‘of Pietroski’s proposals to Nyaya epistemology has been
) y discussed in Ganeri 1999a: chap. 2.
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analyze this event as being constituted by two subevents, an intermediary,
or “functioning,” event (»yapira) and a final, or “culminating,” event ( phaln).
The final, or culminating, event is, in this case, the cutting of the tree. This
is the event in which we are most interested. It is helpful to think of it as the
final effect of the action expressed by the verb. Since the tree is the locus of
this final effect, it is said to be the patient of the event.!* The functioning
event is an intermediary event in the causal chain that begins with the
agent’s effort (krz) and culminates in the final effect.!® This event is usually
represented by the initial contact (samyoge) of the axe with the tree.!® Accord-
ing to the Naiyayikas, the agent of an event is the one who performs the ac-
tion that is the first member in the causal chain that culminates in the final
effect of the event. This action is sometimes described as the “effort” (prayatna)
motivated by a specific desire (icchi) of the agent. It is also described as what
instigates (pra+vyuj) the event. In the above sentence, the agent is Deva-
datta. According to the Naiyayikas, the instrument is the cause par excel-
lence (sadhakatama) of the event.!” It is usually represented by the axe. On
this view, the instrument (i.c., the axe) is the cause whose functioning (i.e.,
contact with the tree) culminates in the final effect of the event (i.c., the cut-
ting of the tree). Given this interpretation, an instrument is closely associ-
ated with a functioning event and, in an important sense, it is the instrument

14. “Final effect” also includes a change in the state of the patient (e.g., the softening of
rice) or a change in its location. See Ganeri 1999a:56.

15. Ganeri 1999a:56. Also sec Matilal 1986: chap. 4.

16. Functioning event: “A functioning intermediary is a producer of a y that is produced
byx: Just as the contact of an axe with a tree is produced by the axe (x) [and] produces a cut-
ting () that is produced by the axe” (tafjanyas tajjanako vantaravyipirak | yatha kuthirajan-
yah kutharadarusamyogal kuthirajanyacchidijanakal) (KTBh 15 n. 1). Usually, functioning
intermediary (vyapara) is defined as: “A producer of a y that is produced by x, given that it
itself is produced by x” (tajjamyatve sati tafjanyajannkah) (KTBh 137). Given this definitios,
the functioning intermediary is that which produces the culminating effect, the cutting of
the tree (y), given that it has the property of being produced by the instrument, the axe (x).

17. The term “par excellence” is interpreted in various ways. Some Naiyayikas, for exam-
ple, maintain that an instrument (karana) is the cause that finally produces the event; the
cause that seizes the effect (phalopadhiayakam karanam); or the cause that is excluded from a
nonconnection with the culminating effect (phaldyogavyavacchinnakaranam). Given these
interpretations, the contact of the axe with the trec would be the instrument. Also sce NK
(s.v. kavana), KTBh 113, Sv Pratyaksa vv. 74—7s, Matilal 1985:373, and Ganeri 1999a:61. For

more on this see below.
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that functions.'® An instrument can be described, therefore, as a cause whose
functioning is just the intermediary event that culminates in the final ef-
fect. Given this conceptual vocabulary, the Naiyayikas argue as follows: The
complex event denoted by the verb “to cut” is constituted by an intermedi-

«, . »

ary event “e” (i.c., the axe’s contact with the tree) and a final event “f” (i.e.,
the cutting of the tree). Devadatta is the agent of “e” and the tree is the pa-
tient of “e.” The axe is the instrument whose functioning produces the in-
termediary event that culminates in the final event “£.719

The conceptual framework provided by the theory of event-makers is di-
rectly applied by the Naiyayikas to the mental event denoted by the verb “to

know.”2® Consider, for example, the sentence “Devadatta knows ‘p’ by means

18. There are at least three different Nyaya views regarding the instrument (karana). See
Matilal 1985:372—378.

(1) The first view, which is usually associated with the older Nyaya school (pracinanyaya),
is that the instrument is the cause par excellence of the event. On this view, the instrument
is the most excellent cause. See KTBh 3.10—3.11: “What is the instrument? It is the most ef-
fective instrument. ‘Most cffective’ is the preeminent effective thing, which means that it is
the most excellent cause” (kim punah kavanam | sidbakatamam kavanam | asiayitam sad-
bakam sadhakatamam prakystam kavanam ity avthak). Tt is also explained that what makes
the cause “preeminent” and “most excellent™ is that it “possesses the functioning intermedi-
ary.” See KTBh 137 where it is said, in the notes, that the term “preeminent” (atifaya) means
“possesses the functioning” (wyaparavat). Thus, the instrument is a cause that possesses the
functioning (vyaparavat-karanam kavanam).

(2) The second view, which is usually associated with the new Nyaya school (navya-
nyaya), 1s that the instrument is, as discussed in K'TBh 137, “that which is excluded from a
non-connection with the culminating eftect” (phalayogavyavacchinna) and “that which does
not produce the relevant effect with delay” (yadvilambir prakytakiryanuspadah). This same
idea is expressed at KTBh 12.06 as “the cause which seizes hold of the culminating effect”
(phﬂlopﬁdhﬁyakﬂkﬁmzmm). Also see Matilal 1985:373. On this view what I am calling the
functioning intermediary is itself the instrument. In the context of our example, this means
that the contact of the axe with the tree, and not the axe, would be the instrument.

(3) The third view scems to be the view of Jayantabhatta (ninth century c.E.), who ar-
gues that the entire causal complex that produces the culminating effect is the instrument.
Jayantabhatta thus rejected previous approaches to the problem by rejecting the distinction
hctWe\cn a“most excellent” cause and subsidiary or contributing causes. See Matilal 1085:376
and, for a much fuller treatment of Jayantabhatta’s views, Shah 1992:20-26 and NM 25-28.

19. {Xlthough cumbersome, this way of describing the event is supposed to make clear
‘!K‘ Var.IOlIS components of its definition, and also to make it easier to compare my discus-
sion with that of Pietroski 1998 and Pietroski 2000. ' '

20. See KTBh 14, and my earlier references to the NS corpus.

_L_
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of 2™ In this sentence, the event is the awareness-event denoted by the verb
“to know.” Knowing-events, like cutting-events, are understood in terms of
two subevents, an intermediary or functioning event and a culminating
event. The culminating event is the warranted awareness (pramiti) that “p,”
where “p” is the object or content of that state of awareness. As such, “p” is
taken to be the locus of the culminating event and is therefore the patient of
the event. The functioning intermediary of the event is associated with the
instrument “I” and is an intermediary in the causal chain that begins with
the action of an agent and culminates in the final effect. A more specific de-
scription of the intermediary event will depend upon the nature of the spe-
cific instrument. For the Naiyayikas, there are four instruments whose
functioning could culminate in the final effect of warranted awareness. In
addition to inferential reasoning (anumana), the Naiyayikas argue that per-
ception (pratyaksz), verbal testimony ($abda), and comparison (upamana)
are also accredited instruments for warranted awareness.?! Associated with
cach of them is a somewhat different functioning intermediary. The agent
of the event is, as before, Devadatta. With this conceptual vocabulary, the
Naiyayikas interpret the event denoted by the verb “to know™ ( prama) as
follows: They say that knowing-events are constituted by an intermediary

(P>

event “¢” and a culminating event f. Devadatta is the agent of “e” (pramatr)
and “p” is the patient (or object) of “e” (prameya). Warranted awareness
is the culminating event “f” (pramiti). “I” is the instrument (pramana)
whose functioning produces the intermediary event that culminates in the

final effect “f.”

1.2. A Causal Theory of Warvanted Awareness

The above analysis describes the basic structure of a knowing-event ( prami),
by identifying a set of event-making components; by defining the relevant
relationships between them; and by explaining how they come together to
constitute the event. This structure is important since it reveals the broadly
causal features of Nyiya cpistemology, and the Nyaya theory of knowledge
more specifically. As the above paraphrase suggests, in the Nyaya view,
the final effect/event and the instrument are distinct, in that they are related

21. The instrument (karana) of inferential reasoning will be discussed in detail in sections

2.2and 2.3.
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to one another as effect and cause. It is the aetiology (or causal history) of a
state of awareness that determines whether or not that state of awareness is a
knowing-event. The Nyaya theory of knowledge is thus best viewed as a causal
theory of knowledge and, as mentioned earlier, a version of externalism.??

More specifically, the Naiyayikas are “extrinsicists” about knowledge:
What makes an awareness-cvent a knowing-cvent is the presence of an
“cpistemically special property” (guna) among the generic causal factors
that bring about the event. This property is a necessary, but not sufficient,
condition for it to be a knowing-event. Similarly, it is the presence of an
“epistemically negative property” (dosz) among the generic causal factors
that leads to a nonknowing-event. This position is referred to as “extrinsi-
cism,” since both of these properties are external to (paratal) the collection
of generic causal factors that are necessary for an awareness-event as such.??
Unlike epistemically negative properties, the epistemically special property
is almost always a property of the instrument. For example, if the “generic
causal factors” that bring about the cutting-event described earlier include
the agent, axe, swinging of the axe, tree, ctc., then the special property that
leads to a cutting-event (rather than a hitting-event) would be something
like the axe’s “making proper contact with the tree,” “having a sharp enough
blade,” etc. Epistemically negative properties might be the agent’s “lack of
skill in wielding an axe,” the axe’s “having a dull blade,” its “being swung
with insufficient velocity,” etc. As this example suggests, both positive and
negative epistemic properties are often defined relative to an instrument and
are, to a significant degree, instrument specific.

In contrast to Nyaya extrinsicism about knowledge, “intrinsicists” about
knowledge argue that awareness-events that do not have an epistemically
negative property among their generic causal factors—that is, a property that
interferes with its causes and conditions—are knowing-events.** Awareness-

22. See Goldman 1992: chap. 4, for a reprint of an carly version (1967) of his “causal the-
ory of knowledge.” For a more recent statement see Goldman 1999, in which he discusses his
causal/reliabilist theory of justification. Tt is worth repeating that in my view the Naiydyikas
fli‘ e not externalists or reliabilists about justification, but rather are so about knowledge.
(Im'cn their bivalent epistemology, knowledge is an epistemic state distinct from being justi-
fied. For a discussion of a reliabilist theory of knowledge, see Dretske 1981.

23. For a discussion of this issue with textual references sec Mohanty 1966:58—71, Phillips
-llthatacharya 2004:10, Potter 1977:158—160, and Matilal 2002:154-159.

] 4. In addition to the references cited above, many of the relevant issues are discussed in
Taber 1995.
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events that are not knowing-events occur only because an external factor
interferes with the causes and conditions that are otherwise necessary and
sufficient for it to be a knowing-event. Unlike the intrinsicists, Naiyayikas
maintain that there is a basis for knowing-events, epistemically special
properties. Like the intrinsicists, they maintain that there is also a basis for
nonknowing-events—negative epistemic properties.

This analysis of a knowing-event in terms of the theory of event-makers de-
scribes the basic architecture of the Nyaya theory of knowledge. A more ad-
equate analysis requires (at least) an account of “warranted awareness™ and
a more detailed analysis of “instrument.” Attention to the Nyaya interpre-
tation of these terms is especially important since it reveals the sense in
which Nyaya epistemology is bivalent, and thus leads to a more nuanced
understanding of the Naiyayikas’ interpretation of knowledge as warranted
awareness, and to their theory of justification.

1.3. A Bivalent Epistemology

According to most Sanskrit philosophers, it is awareness-events/episodic
states of awareness ( j/idna)—rather than beliefs—that are the primary ob-
jects of epistemic analysis. Belief-episodes are generally understood as a spe-
cial sort of awareness-event.?® The Nyaya typology of awareness-cvents thus

25. See Heil 1999:44-48 for an account of “belief” and Matilal 1986:101-107 and
Mohanty 1992a:134-135 for a discussion of the differences between “beliefs” and “awareness”
(jAana). Also see Shukla 1991 for a discussion of why Naiyayikas have no room for a “third
realm” of propositions. In general, for Naiyayikas, awareness ( jAana) is a quality (guna) that
is located in a soul (@zman). Unlike other “qualities” that are located in the soul—e.g., desire,
aversion, pleasure, pain, etc.—awareness is directed towards an object (arthaprayans). Thus,
desire, aversion, pleasure, and pain are not themselves awareness-cvents, even though we
can become aware of them. For three very useful “charts” of Prasastapada’s (ca. sixth cen-
tury), Udayana’s (ca. eleventh century), and Annambhatta’s (ca. seventeenth century) typol-
ogies of awareness-events, sce Nyman 2005:554, 556. KTBh s9-61, 74 discusses the sou!. For
more on the soul see Mishra 2006:301-330.

Although T will not argue for it here, I understand the verb “to believe” to mean “to

think with assent”; see Zagzebski 1999:03 n. 4.. For the Naiyayikas, the phrase “awareness-

event” (jAiana) refers to a much broader range of mental events that includes (i) dreams
(svapnajiiana), which arc usually classified as memory-awareness that is not in accordance

_L@
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provides the conceptual context within which their account of warranted
awareness, and beliefs, is developed.

According to the Naiyayikas, there are two classes of awareness-events:
presenting-awareness (anubhav) and memory (or re-presenting awarencss)
(smrti). Tt is important that, for the Naiyayikas, every awareness-event is
intentional (arthapravana), and that most are cither in accordance with
their object (or content) (yathartha) or not in accordance with their object
(or content) (ayathartha).® The Nyaya position is also that the object of
an awareness-event is distinct from the awareness-event itself.?” Know-
ledge, according to them, is simply warranted awareness (prama)—that is,
presenting-awareness that is in accordance with its object (yatharthany-
bhava). Presenting-awareness is usually defined negatively as any awareness-
event that is not a memory-episode. Memory-episodes are described as
awareness-events in which the intentional object is one about which we
were already aware, or as awareness-events that are produced from mental
impressions alone (samskaramatrajanyn).*® When used in the context of
presenting-awareness-events, the phrase “in accordance with its object”
describes an awareness-event that is not produced through suppositional
reasoning (farka) and in which there is neither doubt (samsiaya) nor error
(viparymya).>

with its object (ayathartha-smrti); (i) memory (smerti); (ili) awareness produced through
“suppositional reasoning” (farka); (iv) mislocation (or misobservation) (viparyaya); and (v)
doubt (samémya) (these latter three states of awareness are classified as presenting-awareness
that is not in accordance with its object [ayathartha-anubhava)); finally, there is (vi) war-
ranted awareness (prami). See KIBh 127.

26. See KTBh 86: “Awareness manifests an objecf” (arthaprakaso buddhi), and KTBh
94.09-94.10: “All awareness is marked by an object since it is available to the mind only if it
is connected with an object” (sarvam jianam avihanivipyam avthapratibaddhasyaiva tasyn
manasi nivipandr); see also Potter 1984.. For a useful discussion of “in accordance with its
object” see Nyman 2005, who also refers to Goldman’s “causal theory of knowing.”

27. This refers to the idea that awareness is imageless (jaanam nivakaram). KIBh 94.07-

94.08 explains: “Morcover, all awareness is in fact imageless, and it is not the case that in

awareness an object produces an image of itself” (sarvam ca jAanam nivakiram evn | na tu
Jiane rthena svasyikiro janyate).

28. KTBh 94 and KTBh 128. For an excellent discussion of memory, with references, see
Mohanty 1966:36-37 and Mishra 1934:177-186. See also the helpful discussion in Granoff
1978.and Perry 1995.

29. For suppositional reasoning, see KITBh ror.11-102.10: “Suppositional reasoning is rea-

sonin: i : ; ;
g f0 an undesired consequence. Morcover, it has the form of reasoning to an undesired
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A presenting-awareness-event that is in accordance with its object is also
described, more positively, as an dwareness-event that is produced by a func-
tioning instrument. According to the Naiyayikas, a “functioning instru-
ment” must be one of the four accredited instruments mentioned above and
must be free from any defects (adusta). Let us refer to a nondefective, accred-
ited instrument as a “well-functioning instrument.” A knowing-event, then,
is any awareness-event that is in accordance with its object and is produced
by a well-functioning instrument. Since, in the Nyaya view, a well-functioning
instrument necessarily produces a presenting-awareness-event that is in ac-
cordance with its object, a knowing-event can be described, more simply, as
any awareness-event that is produced by a well-functioning instrument. For
the Naiyayikas, then, “knowledge” is warranted awareness, thatis, a presenting-
awareness-event that is in accordance with its object or, equivalently, any
awareness-event that is produced by a well-functioning instrument.

According to this analysis, any awareness-cvent that is in fact produced
by a well-functioning instrument will be in accordance with its object and
will be a knowing-event. As I have presented it, the Nyaya theory of knowl-
edge may naturally be interpreted as a version of reliabilism.?? According to

pervader through the [provisional] acceptance of the pervaded when pervasion between the
two properties is known” (tarko nistaprasaigal | sa ca siddbavyaptikayor dbaymayor vyapy-
anggikareninistavyapakaprasananaripak). The idea is that if there were the absence of a per-
vader (e.g., fire) in the sitc of an inference, as an opponent claims, then there would also have
to be the absence of the pervaded (e.g., smoke). But, there is not the absence of the pervaded.
Thus the opponent’s supposition is incorrect. One reason the Naiyayikas consider this to be
awareness that is not in accordance with its object (ayathartha) is that the provisionally ac-
cepted awareness that the pervader is absent is known by the person entertaining it to be
incorrect. Other Sanskrit philosophers, however, consider this awareness to be in accor-
dance with its object (yathartha). Although Naiyayikas identify eleven different varieties of
“suppositional reasoning” (tarka), KTBh discusses only one of them: the variety called rea-
soning to “an object that is defeated by an instrument of warranted awareness” (pramana-
badhitavisaya). My translation of “zarka” as “suppositional reasoning” is intended to capture
this use of the term. For more on “tarka” see the excellent discussion in Bagchi 1953; see alsa
Davis 1981 and Patil (forthcoming, a).

For doubt, see KTBh 97.05-97.10: «“Doubt is the awareness of there being incompatible
propertics in a single locus” (ekasmin Aharmini viruddhananarthavamarsah sawmsayah).

For error, sec KTBh 94.01-94.03: “And error is grasping x when there is non-x" (vipury-
ayas tv atasmins tadgrabal).

30. For a brief description of “reliabilism” see note 6. Sec also Matilal 1985:70-72, Matilal
1986:138—140, and Ganeri 19992:66 n. 26. On my use of the term, reliabilist theories of
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most versions of reliabilism, knowledge is any true belief that is produced by a
reliable belief-forming mechanism. In the context of Nyaya epistemology, we
might say that on this interpretation a knowing-event is any awareness-event
that is in accordance with its object (the truth component) and produced by a
well-functioning instrument (the reliability component).®" Notice, however,
that for the Naiyayikas, there cannot be a state of awareness that is both pro-
duced by a well-functioning instrument and not in accordance with its object.
This is because the property “being produced by a well-functioning instru-
ment” entails that awareness will be “in accordance with its object.”? This is
what allows for the simplified description that knowledge is, for the Naiyayi-
kas, any awareness-event that is produced by a well-functioning instrument.*®

knowledge assert that what makes a true belief an instance of knowledge is that it was formed
by a reliably truth-producing process, e.g., sense perception. According to reliabilist theo-
ries of justification, what makes a belief justified (or warranted) is that it was formed by a
reliably truth-producing process. In most versions of reliabilism, it is not necessary that the
reliability of “the process” be cognitively accessible to the agent. As a result, reliabilism is
usually taken to be a form of externalism. See Zagzebski 1999:617-622. The Nyaya view,
however, is not an example of “simple reliabilism,” which also asserts that reliability is both
necessary and sufficient for knowledge. One well-known problem with simple reliabilism is
that it does not rule out, as instances of knowledge, beliefs that are accidentally produced by
reliable processes or faculties. See Plantinga 1993a and Zagzebski 1999:620. In my view, the
Nyiya theory should not be considered a version of simple reliabilism, since built into their
theory that reliability is necessary and sufficient for knowledge is also an account of what
makes a process reliable i the vight way. See below.

31. See Nyman 2005s.

32. This seems to be a somewhat controversial claim. My view is that according to Rat-
nakirti’s Naiydyikas, there cannot be awareness that is in accordance with its object but not
produced by a well-functioning instrument. One cannot, in other words, come to have war-
ranted awareness accidentally. All putative cases of accidental warranted awareness are in
fact the result of instruments that are, for one reason or the other, not well-functioning. For
very useful work on this issue scc Matilal 1986: chap. 6, Matilal 1990:65-68, 72—74., Matilal
2002:159~160, 177-180, Phillips and Tatacharya 2004:9-10. Consider, for example, that cor-
rect memory is an example of an awareness-event that is in accordance with its object, but

not an instance of warranted-awareness. It is, therefore, clear that not every awareness-event

’ that is in accordance with its object must be warranted. One reason for this is that such

awa , : . .
reness-events are not “presenting-awareness-cvents” (anubhava). In my view, this means

- tha - i
- t awareness-events such as memory (and accidentally warranted awareness-events) are
~-fot produced “in the right way.”

l 33. Zagzebski (1999:00-104) argues that it is a desideratum of any definition of knowledge
that there not be a “gap” between the truth component of knowledge (for the Naiyayikas,

_L_
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Assumed in the typology presented above is another dimension to how
awareness-events are characterized. Awareness-events may be either “unno-
ticed” or “noticed.”® Unnoticed awareness-events are mental events that
we are aware of only in the sense that we have them. Such awareness-events
are mental happenings, even though they may escape our notice. Noticed
awareness-events arc awareness-events that do not escape our notice—we
are aware that we have them. There are two sorts of unnoticed awareness-
events: those that have nonconceptual content (uirvikalpaka, A) and those
that have conceptual content (savikalpaka, A ). The content of nonconcep-
tual awareness-events is taken to be, in principle, nonpredicative, inexpress-
ible, and inaccessible to any form of apperception/introspection.®® The fact

the “in accordance with its object” component) and the element that is added to it in the
definition of knowledge, for example, justification (for the Naiyayikas, the clement “being
produced by a well-functioning instrument”). She argues that closing this gap is the only
way to avoid Gettier counterexamples. Entailment of truth by the second clement is, she
suggests, one way in which this gap could be closed.

34. My use of these concepts is based, loosely, on BonJour and Sosa 2003:120~121, where
Sosa draws a distinction between “n(oticing)-awareness and e(xperiential)-awareness,” in-
terestingly, in order to argue against BonJour’s “internalist-foundationalism.” Here Sosa
also makes the point that from the fact that one is e-aware of something it does not follow
that one is n-aware of it. BonJour (BonJour and Sosa 2003:190) helpfully glosses this by say-
ing that this is “a distinction between two sorts of awareness that one might have of a
feature of one’s experiences: (1) intellectual awareness or noticing (‘n-awareness’), which in-
volves believing or judging that feature to be present, and further requires that the belief in
question be in some way justified or reasonable; and (2) experiential awareness (‘c-aware-
ness’), the sort of awareness that one has of the content of one’s experience simply in virtue
of having or undergoing it.” This distinction is also relevant to the issuc of “luminosity,”
which is discussed below in note 44.

35. For a discussion of this distinction see Bhattacharya 1996:25—34, Chatterjee 1978:-
189—204, Mohanty 1966, Phillips 1995:122-125, Phillips and Tatacharya 2004, and Potter
1977:147-153.

36. Recently there has been a lively debate regarding whether unnoticed awareness-
events with nonconceptual content are necessary for Nyaya. For arguments in sup[;ort of the
view that they are unnecessary see Chakrabarti 2000 and the response in Phillips 2001. Also
see Chadha 200t and the responses in Siderits 2004 and Phillips and Tatacharya 2004. It is
worth noting that in a series of articles Arindam Chakrabarti takes a position on the follow-
ing three issues in the philosophy of perception that are indirectly related to the issues that I
am discussing in this section. For a discussion of (1) whether there are perceptual awareness-
events with nonconceptual content, see Chakrabarti 2000; (2) whether there are awarencss-
events that are not sclf-luminous, see Chakrabarti 2003; and (3) whether there are nonlinguistic

Religious Epistemology in Classical Indin 47

that there are such states of awareness is established inferentially.?” Moreover,
these awareness-events are, unlike all other awareness-events, neither in ac-
cordance with their objects nor not in accordance with their objects—they
are neither warranted nor unwarranted—and cannot be (what I am calling) a
knowing-event. The content of unnoticed awareness-events with conceptual
content (A,) is taken to be a triad made up of a subject locus, a property, and
a relation that connects the property to the subject locus.®® The content of
such awareness-events is predicative, in that the subject component of con-
tent is always propertied, verbally expressible, and accessible through apper-
ception/introspection.39 Moreover, unnoticed conceptual awareness-events
must be either in accordance with or not in accordance with their objects—
that is, they must be either warranted or nonwarranted. They are, therefore,
the kind of awareness-cvent with which the Nyaya theory of knowledge is
most concerned. When verbalized, the content of basic unnoticed conceptual
awareness-events is expressible as “That (the subject component) is (the rela-
tion component) F (the property component),” e.g., “That is a pot.” It may be
helpful to think of such awareness-events as nonoccurrent belief-episodes.
According to the Naiyayikas, it is not necessary that unnoticed awareness-
events be noticed.* Nonconceptual awareness-events (A) are, for example,
never noticed, even though they play a causal role in the production of other
awareness-episodes. And although unnoticed conceptual awareness-events
(A,) are noticeable, it is not always the case that they are noticed. There are, ac-
cording to the Naiyayikas, many conceptual awareness-events that pass unno-
ticed.*! Conceptual awareness-events are not sclf-laminous or self-intimating.
Those conceptual awareness-events that are noticed, however, are noticed in
virtue of becoming the object (content) of illuminating-awareness—a second-
ary, meta-awareness-event that results from the instrument of apperception

forms of conceptualization, see Chakrabarti 1998. For a brief introduction to these three is-
sues, see Chakrabarti 2004. See also Kellner 2004a.

37. For an interesting discussion of this see Chakrabarti 2004. See also Potter 1977:161~
168 and Bhattacharya 1996:26—28 for a brief, but useful, discussion of this issuc in both the
“old” and “new” schools of Nyaya.

38. See Bhattacharya 1996:26—28, 36—45; Mohanty 1966:30—34; and Potter 1993:24-33 for

: Va discussion of, and references to, this characteristic description of the constituents of the
- Content of conceptual awareness-events according to the later Nyaya school.

39- See Gupta 2006:176-179, Potter 1977:160, Matilal 1986:143-14 4.
40. For a useful discussion of this issue scc Chakrabarti 2003.
41 Sec Matilal 1986: chap. s.
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(amupyavasiya), avariety of perception. Tlluminating-awareness (A;) isasecond-
order apperceptive awareness-cvent.*> When verbalized, the content of such
awareness-cvents is expressible as “I am aware that that (the subject compo-
nent) is (the relation component) F (the property component),” ¢.g., “I no-
tice that that is a pot.” It may be helpful to think of such awareness-cvents as
occurrent belief-episodes. Both unnoticed and noticed belief-cpisodes can
be either in accordance with their objects or not in accordance with their
objects, and thus can be either warranted or unwarranted. It is, then, only
such belief-episodes—that is, conceptual awareness-events—that can be can-
didates for being knowledge-episodes, regardless of whether they are unno-
ticed or noticed.*

This distinction between unnoticed awareness-events and noticed
awareness-events reveals another aspect of Nyaya extrinsicism: in addition
to being extrinsicists about what makes a conceptual awareness-cvent a
knowing-event, they are also extrinsicists about what makes us aware of con-
ceptual awareness-events. Conceptual awareness-events are not self-luminous
or self-intimating. In order to notice them—that is, be aware that we have
them—another awareness-event, illuminating-awareness, is necessary. This
is also the case for knowing-events. It is not a part of the Nyaya view of knowl-
edge that one must zotice that one knows. Like awareness-cvents in general,
conceptual awareness-events and knowing-events are not self-luminous.

42. By the term “apperceptive awareness-event,” I mean a higher-order noticed awareness-
event that takes a first-order unnoticed awareness-event as its object, but is separate and
distinct from it. See NK (s.v. anuvyavasiys) for references to this concept in Nyaya texts. For
my purposes, “apperception” may also be thought of in terms of “introspection” or “reflec-
tive awareness.” For useful discussions of “apperception” and “introspection” see BonJour
and Sosa 2003: part 1, chap. 4. For more on this see below.

43. This is based on the view that in order for an awareness-cvent to be “in accordance
with its object” (yathartha) it must, by definition, be an awareness-cvent that has as its con-
tent the three specific constituents discussed above. While nonconceptual awareness-events,
like all awareness-events, are said to have the general constituent of “being about an object”
(vismyati), only the content of conceptual awareness-events is constituted by all three specific
constituents. For a very helpful discussion of this sec Bhattacharya 1976:148-153, Bhattacha-
rya 1996:36—44, Mohanty 1966:32-34., and Potter 1993:24—33. This way of speaking about
awareness-events is primarily found in texts belonging to the “new” Nyaya school, and I will
not go into further details here. Related to this issue is the idea that nonconceptual awareness-
events cannot be the objects of apperception/introspection (anuvyavasaya): nonconceptual
awareness-events are never illuminated and their contents go unnoticed. What we know

about them, we know inferentially. See Mohanty 1966:32.
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It is also not a part of the Nyaya view of knowledge that one must know
that one knows. For the Naiyayikas, knowing is not self-luminous either.**
In order to know that one knows, one has to know ecither that the
awareness-event in question is a presenting-state of awareness that is in ac-
cordance with its object or that the instrument that produced it is well-
functioning. All that is required for warranted awareness, however, is that
the awareness-event be a presenting-state of awareness that is in accordance
with its object or, equivalently, that it be produced by a well-functioning
instrument. There is nothing in the Nyaya account of warranted awareness
that requires that one actually know, for example, that the instrument that
produced it is well-functioning, In order to know that one knows, the Nai-
yayikas insist, another knowing-event is necessary. This reveals a third di-
mension to Nyaya extrinsicism: the causes and conditions that result in
our having an unnoticed knowing-event and those that result in our notic-
ing this awareness-event do not result in our unnoticed or noticed aware-
ness of it as a knowing-event. For this, another awareness-event is necessary.
While our awareness of a knowing-event as an awareness-event is said to be
the result of illuminating-awareness, our awareness of a knowing-event as
a knowing-event is, according to the Naiyayikas, the result of a certification-
inference, a second-order knowing-event, which I will refer to as reflective-
knowledge (A). Noticing that we have reflective-knowledge is said to be
the result of illuminating-awareness. It is these two knowing-events,

44. My use of the term “luminous” is based on Williamson 2000: chap. 4, where he ar-
gues that hardly any mental states are luminous, in the sense that if one were in such a state
one would invariably be in a position to know so. The issue of luminosity is, in the Sanskrit
philosophical context, often associated with a variety of externalism. In this context the
term “externalism” labels the idea that to have a state of awareness “x” does not entail an
awareness of having that state of awareness “«.” A state of awareness that is “external to” or

- different from the state of having “x” is necessary for an awarencss of having that state “x.”

The Nyaya view is, as is Williamson’s, opposed to what is usually referred to as the “KK-

1o D . . - . ogqe
thesis.” For the classic statement of the thesis see Hintikka 1962. For Williamson’s discus-

fmn sec Williamson 2000:114-117. As Mohanty (1999:197) describes the Nyaya view, “if K1
f‘\ knowledge of the object ‘O’ at time tr, Kr itself is not known at tr. Kr can be known, and
1s usually known, by another cognition K2 occurring at the succeeding moment t2.” Also
T‘L‘c Matilal 1986:138—140, Matilal 1990:70~72, and Ganeri 19992a:67 n. 26, where, summariz-
.mg Matilal’s view, he writes, “Someone who by chance comes to believe truly that p, and so
l:&:(t}:j;tgzlti}e:;;ziltlh I:lf; l?,c 11:1(1) ra i(j:;izzczcl)lktow tf;{at he ‘l;vni)lws that ’p, i.e.., trul}'f bel‘ieve that
bicers oo Bt an.d o ent work on Williamson’s anti-luminosity argu-
cco 2002, Weatherson 2004, and Ramachandran 2006.
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knowledge and reflective-knowledge, that define the Naiyayikas’ bivalent
epistemology. -

There are two important differences between knowledge/warranted
awareness and reflective-knowledge: warranted awareness is rarely voluntary,
and its intentional object does not have to be an awareness-event. As a second-
order awareness-event, “reflective-knowledge” is defined relative to a first-order
knowing-event and does not itself refer to a different kind of knowing-event:
every reflective knowing-event can itself be the object of a subsequent reflec-
tive knowing-event and thus, relative to it, a first-order knowing-event.

1.3.1. REFLECTIVE-KNOWLEDGE AND JUSTIFICATION

This third dimension of Nyaya extrinsicism is directly related to “iterative
awareness”—that is, whether and how one knows that one knows or, for the
Naiyayikas, is aware that one’s awareness is warranted.*> For convenience,
let us stipulate that while warranted awareness has to do with knowledge,
iterative awareness has to do with reflective-knowledge, both unnoticed and
noticed. Let us stipulate further that having unnoticed reflective-knowledge
is just what it means to have justification and that having noticed reflective-
knowledge is being aware of this.*® When verbalized, the content of unno-
ticed reflective knowing-events is expressible as “My awareness “That is F
(subject component) is (the relation component) warranted (the property
component),” e.g., “My awareness “That is a pot” is warranted.” Noticed re-
flective knowing-events can be expressed as “I am aware that “That is F’ is
warranted,” e.g., “I notice that “That is a pot” is warranted.”

For the Naiyayikas, “justification” is not a necessary condition for a first-
order awareness-event (A ) to be warranted.*” Rather, justification is closely
tied to reflective-knowledge, the second-order “awareness-event (A) that
provides us with an epistemic perspective on the first-order awareness-cvent
by certifying that the instrument that produced it was well-functioning.

4s. This use of “iterative awareness” is a modification of “iterative knowledge” in Klein
1996:101.

46. The issue of “iterative awareness” is widely discussed in Sanskrit philosophy and has
to do with much more than what I am calling “justification.” See Matilal 1986:141-179 and
Mohanty 1966:0ff. )

47. BonJour 1985:8: “Epistemic justification is therefore in the final analysis only an

instrumental value, not an intrinsic one.” See also Sartwell 1992.
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Justification is a “criterion” rather than a condition for knowledge; that is, it
is a test for determining whether or not an awareness-event is warranted.*®
The Nyaya theory of justification, then, has to do with specifying and satis-
fying criteria through which one can determine whether or not an instru-
ment of awareness is well-functioning. I will refer to these criteria as defining
an instrument’s “certification conditions” (C, see figure 1, p. 64).* Although
some of the certification conditions provide a general account of what it
means for an instrument in general to be well-functioning, these conditions
are, for the most part, instrument specific, and need to be discussed sepa-
rately in the context of each accredited instrument for warranted awareness.

Given the Nyaya position on iterative awareness, justification is not neces-
sary for warranted awareness. It is only needed when there is legitimate doubt
about whether a particular awareness-event is warranted.>® Legitimate doubt
can be raised either by oneself or by another person. In either case, justifi-
cation is needed to remove it. According to the Naiyayikas, removing this
doubt entitles one to claim that the first-order awareness-event is a knowing-
event and that the instrument that produced it is well-functioning. For the
Naiyayikas, justification is a kind of voluntary epistemic activity: while it is not
necessary for warranted awareness itself; it is necessary for us to know that
a particular awareness-event is warranted. When it has been determined
that an instrument’s certification conditions have been adequately defined
and satisfied, let us stipulate that that instrument has been “certified.”s! A
certified instrument is, therefore, one that has been shown, by an agent, to
be well-functioning.5? An agent who has certified an instrument in this way

48. Sartwell 1992:174: “By a criterion, I mean a test for whether some item has some prop-
erty that is not itself a logically necessary condition of that item having thar property.”

49. This terminology is derived from Oetke 1994a:849 and Octke 1991:471.

50. See Matilal 1986:165 and Perry 1995:157 n. 138.

st. For a use of this term in the context of Nyaya epistemology see Phillips and Tatacha-
Iya 2004:9.

s2. There are two “levels” at which this determination takes place. Arguments about

whether a particular instrument (such as a particular case of sense perception) is justified

usually presuppose arguments about whether that type of instrument is an accredited in-
strument of warranted awareness. Unlike the Naiyayikas, for example, Buddhists argue that
only perception ( pratyaksa) and inferential reasoning (anumana) are such instruments. In
their view, verbal testimony (fabda) and comparison (upamina) are reducible to inferential
feasoning (wnumina). Since both Naiydyikas and Buddhists agree that inferential reasoning

(amomang) i ; :
"#&na) is an instrument of warranted awareness, however, their arguments focus on the

__.L_
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is “justified,” in the sense that this agent has fulfilled her epistemic obliga-
tions. “Being justified” is, therefore, the result of an epistemic practice and
is, most directly, a property of an agent and only derivatively a property of
an awareness-cvent.

As mentioned above, Naiyayikas maintain that it is the presence of special
properties among the causes and conditions that lead to an awareness-event
that make it a knowing-event, and the presence of negative properties that
lead to it not being a knowing-event. In addition to their causal role, these
properties are also indicators that the instrument in question is either well-
functioning or defective. These properties thus have an “evidential role” in that
it is through an awareness of their presence that one is able to determine
whether or not an instrument was well-functioning, and whether or not the
awareness-event that was produced by it is warranted. The certification pro-

“cess can be understood, therefore, as being directed toward detecting the
presence of these epistemically positive and negative properties.

Although the Nydya theory of justification will be discussed in greater
detail in what follows, it is worth noting here that it has the strong “internal-
ist” requirement that an agent satisfy a set of “certification conditions (C).”
It is also “proceduralist” in that it is the conduct of persons that is, in the
first instance, justified or unjustified.5 First-order awareness-events are jus-
tified only in the sense that the instruments that produced them have been
certified by a person. As will become clear in what follows, this certification
procedure is fallible.5* As the Naiyayikas themselves recognize, certification
conditions are instrument specific, and, as a result, they must be discussed
in the context of a specific instrument. The certification process as a whole,
however, is itself taken to be a kind of instrument that is, most often, classi-

fied as an inference.

1.3.2. CERTIFICATION AND THE ISVARA-INFERENCE

The Naiyayikas defend their inferential argument for the existence of I$vara by
showing that the instrument used to produce the awareness that I$vara ex-
ists satisfies a set of certification conditions that are specific to the instrument,

certification conditions for that type of instrument and on whether the certification condi-
tions that are specific to it have been satisfied.
53. My use of the term “proceduralist” is based on Rosenberg 2002:101-132, 203—248.

54. See Phillips and Tatacharya 2004:11-12 and Potter 1977:158.
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inferential reasoning. Ratnakirti’s critique of the Naiyayikas® argument fo-
cuses on showing that they have not satisfied these certification conditions
and that they in principle cannot do so. On this interpretation, Ratnakirti’s
debate with the Naiyayikas is about the certification of the instrument used
to produce the awareness that I$vara exists. The Naiyayikas claim that they
have certified the instrument and that they are, therefore, justified in claim-
ing that their first-order awareness of the existence of Iévara is warranted.
Ratnakirti argues, however, that they have not done so and cannot do so.
Their debate is framed, therefore, as a debate about whether or not the Nai-
yayikas are, or even can be, justified. Before turning to the Naiyayikas spe-
cific argument for the existence of I§vara, it is important to consider how the
Naiyayikas describe the instrument of an inferentially produced knowing-
event (anu+vmi) more generally. The certification conditions for this in-
strument will be discussed in the next section.

1.4. Infeventinl Reasoning

Inferential reasoning has been referred to as the instrument of an inferen-
tially produced knowing-event (anu+vmi). More precisely, the Naiyayikas
identify the instrument of this event with what is, strictly speaking, a com-
ponent of inferential reasoning. This component is called the “special con-
sideration of the reason property” (lingaparamaria).5> This is a technical
term that is itself defined in terms of two other technical terms, “special con-
sideration” (paramarsa) and “reason property” (linga). “Special consideration”
is also called the “third awareness” (¢7##yajiiana) of the reason property, and
is among the epistemically special properties that account for inferential

- reasoning being a source of knowledge.

The standard example that is used to illustrate what this all means is the

inference of fire on a mountain from the presence of smoke. In this example,

 the event being analyzed is an inferentially produced knowing-event whose

. 5. KTBh 120.08-120.10. Although somewhat infelicitous, I have chosen to translate

parimaria” as “special consideration” for two reasons: First, there is a long history of using

the term “consideration” in the translation of this term. See, for example, Athalye and Bodas

:97+¢i79, “consideration (of the sign)”; Ingalls 1951:30, 32, “consideration (of the middle

oo o e o pe o T T Ml T, S

k. : ya 2004. Second, by using the term “special” I
Pe to have marked that according to the Naiyayikas it is not consideration as such.
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culminating effect is the inferential awareness (anumiti) that there is fire on
that mountain. The reason property is said to be smoke or the awareness of
smoke. The instrument of the event is the special consideration, or third
awareness, of the reason property. The reason why the term “special consid-
eration” is described as a “third awareness” is that the event is usually ana-
lyzed in terms of three distinct awareness-episodes of the reason property. It
is only the third awareness of the reason property that is taken to be the in-
strument of the event. Consider the following scenario: (1) Devadatta works
in a kitchen with a wood-burning stove and repeatedly observes that wher-
ever he sees smoke he sees fire. He observes, therefore, that smoke is per-
vaded by fire—that is, that wherever there is smoke there is fire. He commits
this concomitance between smoke and fire to memory. This awareness of
smoke in the kitchen is the first of the three awareness-episodes of smoke;
(2) Sometime later, on a weekend camping trip, Devadatta wonders if there
is fire on a nearby mountain after noticing that there is smoke there. This is
his second awareness of smoke; (3) After recalling the previously observed
concomitance of smoke and fire, Devadatta is again aware of smoke rising
above the mountain. On this occasion, however, his awareness is that the
smoke on the mountain is pervaded by fire. This awareness of smoke, which
is his “third awareness” of it, immediately results in the awareness that there
is fire on that mountain. It is this awareness that is called the “special consid-
eration of the reason property” and is, strictly speaking, the instrument of
an inferentially produced knowing-event.

Previously T defined an instrument of an event as “a cause whose functioning
culminates in the final effect.”5® As described here, however, special consider-
ation (paramarsa) is itself the instrument. According to this interpretation, the
instrument of the cutting-event described earlier would be the contact (sanzyggn)
of the axe with the tree and not the axe. Earlier, however, the axe was inter-
preted as the instrument and, more specifically, as the “cause component” of
the instrument. Its contact with the tree was interpreted as its “functioning
component.” On this “two component” interpretation of an instrument—
according to which an instrument is “a cause that bas a functioning” (wyapara-
vat kavanam kavanam)—the reason property is the cause component of the
instrument and its special consideration is the functioning component.” This

56. See section 1.1.
57. KTBh 137, quoted in section 1.1.
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is in contrast to the interpretation of the instrument as the “special consider-
ation of the reason property” (lagaparamaria)—which follows what may be
called the “single component” interpretation. The term “special consideration
of the reason property” can be reinterpreted, however, in accordance with the
two component view such that an instrument of inferential awareness is a
cause (the reason property) whose functioning (whose special consideration)
directly produces the culminating effect (warranted inferential awareness).
This modified interpretation is the one that I will follow in discussing the
Naiyayikas’ argument.

Naiyayikas (and Buddhists) notice that there are two different inferential
contexts in which a reason property can function as an instrument. In one
context, the instrument is used to produce an inferential awareness for one-
self. This inferential context is called “inferential reasoning for one’s own
sake” (sparthanumana).> Since in this inferential context the inference itself
is internal to the agent, it is said to have the nature of awareness (janat-
maka). In the second context, the instrument is used to produce inferential
awareness in another person. This inferential context is called “inferential
reasoning for the sake of another” (pararthanumana).*® Since, in this case,
the instrument is being used to convince someone clse of what has already
been inferred by oneself, the inference needs to be made explicit to that
other person. It is therefore said to be linguistic in nature (Sabdatmaka).
More specifically, the inference is described as a compound sentence (mahi-
vikya) consisting of five parts (pasicavayava). This compound sentence is the

58. See section I.1.

59. KTBh 25.07-26.03: “Having grasped, by just oneself, through a special kind of per-
ception, the concomitance between smoke and fire in a kitchen, someone who has gone to
the mountains sees an unbroken column of smoke stretching from a mountain up to the
clouds and wonders if there is fire present there. From seeing the smoke, a mental impres-
sion arises [and] he remembers the concomitance [relation], ‘Where there is smoke there is
fire” Then he realizes, “Here, too, there is smoke.” Therefore, he realizes just for himself that
‘On this mountain, there is fire too. That is inferential reasoning for one’s own sake”

(svayam eva mahanasidan visistena pratyaksena dbimagnyor vyaptim grhivvi parvatasamipam

- Jnias tadgate cagnan sahdibanah pavvatavartinim avicchinnamiilim abhvamlibam dhimalekbam

pasyan dhimadaviandc codbuddhasamskiro vyaptim smarati yatva Ahimas tatragnir it tato trapi
dltime s5t7t; ; - . . .

e stiti pratipadyate | tasmad atra parvate Jjnir apy astii svayam eva pratipadyate tat svarthi-
numanam).

6o E .. . . . . .
10. For a critical discussion and overview of these two inferential contexts see Prets 1992
and Tillemans 1984

L
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standard form in which Naiyiyikas present inferential arguments that are
designed to convince others of what they themselves have already inferred to
be the case.6! Tt is, therefore, the form of the Naiyayikas® inference for the
existence of Tévara and the kind of inferential argument that they defend in
their work. What follows is an introduction to Ratnakirti’s discussion of this
argument and the philosophical language and style in which it was pre-
sented and defended by his Nyaya interlocutors. It is through Ratnakirti’s
presentation of this argument that the details of the certification process and

the Nyaya theory of justification become apparent.

2. The Nyaya Argument for the Existence of I§vara

Ratnakirt’s “Refutation of Arguments for Establishing I$vara” (Lvarasi-
dbanadiisana) begins with a long introductory section in which he sets out
the Nyaya position.®> Here he presents their most important argument for
the existence of Tévara and describes, in some detail, their defense of it.%* He
does so by providing what could be described as a Buddhist perspective on
the long history of Buddhist-Nyaya debates on this issue: he rehearses many
of the arguments offered by his Buddhist predecessors; quotes, at length,
the responses given by numerous Nyaya authors; and in some cases furthers
an argument on behalf of his Nyaya opponents.®* The purpose of this sec-
tion of his essay is to present his opponents position and highlight the issues
that he takes to be most important for a successful defense (and critique) of
it. It is important to note that although Ratnakirti refers to and reproduces
the views of specific Naiydyikas, his discussion does not exclusively reflect
the views of any one of them. Ratnakirti’s opponent can be described, there-
fore, as a “gencric” Naiyayika whom he rationally reconstructs from the long

61. KTBh 26.06—26.10: (i) This mountain possesses fire (parvato yam agniman); (i) On
account of possessing smoke (dhamavattvit); (i) Whatever possesses smoke possesses fire,
like a kitchen (yo yo dbiimavin sa so ynimin yatha mahanasah); (iv) And this [mountain] is
like that (tathi cayamy); (v) Therefore, it is so (Fasmat tathi).

62. RNA (ISD 32.07-40.16).

63. For a discussion of the variety of arguments that Naiyayikas use to establish the exis-
tence of I$vara, see Chemparathy 1972.

64. For a discussion of these debates see Bhattacharya 1961, Bulcke 1947, Chemparathy

1972, Glasenapp 1954, Hayes 1988, Jackson 1986, Krasser 1999, Krasser 2002, Taber 1986,

Van den Bossche 1998, Vattanky 1993, and Vetter 1997.
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history of Buddhist-Nyaya debates.®® What follows, then, is an introduction
to this Naiyayika’s argument, as it is understood and interpreted by Ratna-
kirti.

2.1. Inferving the Existence of Isvara: An Informal Description

Ratnakirti’s Naiyayika’s argument for the existence of I§vara is usefully in-
terpreted in terms of both the “cosmological argument” and the “argument
from design,” or “design inference.”® As with versions of the cosmological
argument, the Nyaya version can be understood to have two parts.®” In the
Nydya version, the first part of the argument seeks to prove that the world
(jagat) was constructed by an intelligent agent/maker (buddhimat-karty).%®

65. For a very interesting discussion of this issue see Kellner 1997b:xxvii—xxviii.

66. The terms “cosmological argument” and “argument from design”—which is some-
times called the “teleological argument”—refer, strictly speaking, to two families of argu-
ments. For a “history” of cosmological arguments see Craig 1980. For more contemporary
versions sce Gale 1991: chap. 7, Gale and Pruss 1999, Gale and Pruss 2005, Koons 1997,
Koons 2001, Mackie 1982: chap. 5, Oppy 2006a, Oppy 2006b: chap. 3, Pruss 2006, Reichen-
bach 1972, Reichenbach 2004, and Rowe 1975. For a discussion of arguments from design/
teleological arguments and the “design inference” see Behe 2001, Dembski 1998, Dembski
2002, Fitelson et al. 1999, Habermas ct al. 2005 (where Flew, a prominent atheist, says that

he now accepts a form of the argument from design), Leslie 1988, Manson 20004, the arti-

* cles in Manson 2003, McPherson 1972, Oppy 2006b: chap. 4, Priest 1981, Ratzsch 2003

(who argues that design can be perceived), Sober 2004, Swinburne 1968, Swinburne 1979:
chaps. 1-6, 8, and Swinburne 1994: chaps. 1—4. For a useful anthology of relevant literature
see Gale and Pruss 2003.

Potter (1977:101-107) insightfully refers to the Nyaya argument as a “cosmo-teleological
argument.” For an excellent discussion of the Nyadya argument as a “causal argument with
cosmolqgrical, moval, and teleological variants,” see Chakrabarti 1989:22. More recently, Collins
(2003) considers it to be an “argument from design.” K. K. Chakrabarti 1999:159-174 con-
tJil{s auseful comparative analysis of the Nydya argument with some well-known historical
versions of both cosmological and design arguments.

67. See Rowe 1997:331: “Within the philosophy of religion, a cosmological argument is
ll_nd.erstood to be an argument from the existence of the world to the existence of God.
?I:L}’i:;l:lyé stzct};l:rili]::nnct: p;oc;ed in two steps. The ﬁrsF step argues from the existe.ncc of
€t wor] The e t0 a first cal;lsc or r;lcccssary being that accounts. for the existence
oy ik e t};e eP argues't at su.c a ﬁr?t cause or necessary being has, or would

) , the properties associated with the idea of God.”
|im:: ;,‘I,ﬁ;:iltf;}:(t)r:i::l“zse.the tc;’rms “ma%(er” and “agent” interchangeably, and some-

esigner,” depending on context.

L,,



58  Epistemology

In the Nyaya version, however, it is not argued that because there is a world—
i.e., a something rather than a fothing—there must be a first-cause or self-
existent being who created it, but rather that because the world has an apparent
design—i.e., it appears to be an artifact—there must be an intelligent designer
who made it.% In this respect it is unlike cosmological arguments and more
like arguments from design. Unlike versions of the argument from design,
however, where the complexity of the artifact is the basis for inferring an intel-
ligent designer, in the Nyaya version it is not the complexity of the world, but
rather the fact that the world is made up of parts, that is the basis for the infer-
ence. It is helpful, therefore, to think of the first part of the Nyaya argument as
a kind of “hybrid” argument that draws upon elements from both the “cosmo-
logical argument” and the “argument from design.” The second part of the
Nyaya argument seeks to prove that the intelligent agent/maker/designer who
constructed the world has the qualities that identify him as the God-like being
called “Tévara.” These qualities include being single (¢ka), omnipresent (viblm),
omniscient (sarpavid), and eternal (fasvatn).’® Since such considerations are
usually taken to be beyond the scope of the design inference, the Nyaya argu-
ment is structurally more similar to the cosmological argument.”t As with
more familiar versions of the cosmological argument, relatively more attention
is devoted to part 1. In Ratnakirti’s text, for example, issues pertaining to part2
are usually discussed only in the context of defending part 1. This is, therefore,
how the two parts of the argument will be discussed in what follows.

This initial description of the Nyaya argument has been very informal
and for the most part neutral with regard to the epistemological contexts in
which it is usually described, defended, and critically assessed. The Naiyayi-
ka’s own description of the argument is presented more formally, in the

69. Since Nyaya philosophers, and almost all other philosophers in classical India, be-
lieved that the most basic (usually atomic) constituents of the world are beginningless, the
issue of how they came into being does not usually arise. Instead, the question is how to
account for the construction of the world from the eternal things that existed prior to it.

70. RNA (ISD 32.07-32.12).

1. This is, for example, the view of Dembski (2002), the most prominent defender of the

design inference. Paley 1890/180s also suggests that this is beyond the scope of his analogical
version of the argument from design. It is worth noting, however, that some defenders of

the cosmological argument also insist that this step is beyond the scope of their argument.

See, for example, Reichenbach 1972. This issue will be discussed in greater detail in sec-

tion 4.
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technical vocabulary of Sanskrit philosophy and in the distinctive form in
which only Naiyayikas present inferential arguments. Understanding this
distinctively Nydya form of the argument is essential for understanding Rat-

nakirti’s critique of it. I will return to my description of it as a “hybrid” argu-
ment in section 4-.

2.2. The Isvara-Infevence

When the Naiyayikas are asked how they prove the existence of Tévara, Rat-
nakirti writes that “they present this argument (sadhana):

(i) The object under discussion (vivadadhyasita) [i.e., our world/the

earth (or anything like it)] has been constructed by an intelligent
agent (buddlimaddhbetuka).

(i1) On account of being an effect (karyarva).

(i) Each and every effect has been constructed by an intelligent agent,
just like a pot.

(iv) And, the [world/earth] is an effect.

(v) Therefore, it has been constructed by an intelligent agent.””?

It is understood that the “intelligent agent” referred to in the argument
will later be shown to be Tévara. This five-part inference is the standard form
in which Naiyayikas (and not Buddhists) present inferential arguments.

Each step in the argument is interpreted as a separable part of a single com-

- pound sentence that, strictly speaking, constitutes an inference-for-the-sake-

of-another. This compound sentence is helpfully interpreted as a conjunction
of the five subexpressions that are the steps of the argument. The purpose of

the argument is to produce for/in another person the warranted awareness

. that the world is constructed by an intelligent agent.”® In order to interpret

this argument, it is helpful to first describe it in terms of its five steps and the
five technical terms that, for the most part, constitute them.

72. RNA (ISD 32.14~32.18): vivadadhyasitam buddhimaddhetukam | karyarvat | yat karyom

h ) .. _
: ’:ﬂd buddbimaddbetikam iti | yatha ghatah | kivyam cedam | tasmad buddbhimaddbetukam iti.

73. This raises the question of the relationship between these verbal expressions and the

states of a . .
= Wwarceness that are supposed to be produced upon hearing and understanding
wm,
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The first step in the argument states what the person presenting the argu-
ment has already inferred to be the case through an inference-for-one’s-own-
sake.”* The term “the object under discussion” marks the “site of the
inference” (paksa), which in this case is the world. The site of an inference is
generally defined as “a property possessor in which there is doubt about a
target property” (sandigdhasadlyadharmi Abarmi).”> More simply, it is that
about which there is some kind of doubt or disagreement. In this case, the
doubt or disagreement is about whether or not the world has been con-
structed by an intelligent agent. The term “constructed by an intelligent agent”
is what is to be proved (sadhya). It is also described as the “target property”
(siidhya-dhayma), and thus expresses (in part) what is supposed to be in-
ferred by someone about the site of the inference.”0 The term “on account of
being an effect” is called the “reason property” (betu, linga). As mentioned
above, this is the instrument of the knowing-event that is supposed to be
produced through the five steps of the argument. The second step of the ar-
gument is interpreted as asserting that the reason property is present in the
site of the inference. It is often said that this step asserts that the reason
property is a “property of the site” ( paksadharmatd).” The third step of the

74. This step is named the “Hypothesis” (Pratiji). It is defined in KTBh 100.10 as fol-
lows: “The Hypothesis is a statement which explains that a property posscssor is character-
ized by the property which is to be proved” (sﬁdhyﬂdhmmuvis'ig_mzihmmipmmpﬁdukam
vacanam pratijid). This step is also described as: “The statement that the site of the inference

has the target property” (sadhyavattvena paksavacanam).

5. K'TBh 34.12. The terms “property” and “property possessor” will be interpreted on -
the “propcrty-location” model developed by Matilal (1998:19, 143-165). This model inter- -
prets the terms “property” (@harma) and “property possessor” (dharmin) as they arc used by
Sanskrit philosophers. Briefly, Matilal’s model recognizes that the relationship between

“property” and “property possessor” is much broader than the subject/predicate relation-
ship with which it is usually compared. For cxample, properties (dharma) include qualities
(e.g., color, shape), attributes (e.g., motion of a body), universals (e.g., cOwW-ness, fire-ness),

general terms (e.g., fire), and individuals (e.g., a pot). Property possessors (Abarmin) are any

locus in which such properties can be present.
76. See Mohanty 1992a:104ff. and Nicuwendijk 1992:411. This term is variously described

. — . . . . . . . »
in Ratnakirti’s text, e.g., “intelligent-maker,” “intelligence-possessor,” “intelligent cause,

“person,” etc.

77, The term “hetu” (reason property) is usually used to name this step of an infcrentialf

argument, while the term “linga” (reason property) is used to name the reason property:
Since Ratnakirti uses the term “bety” to refer to the reason property, I will not follow the
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argument states the inference-warranting relation called “pervasion” (vyipt)
and provides an “example” (drstanta) of a locus where this relation is in-
stanced.”® In this case, the example is a “positive example,” which is defined
as “a property possessor in which the target property has been clearly ascer-
rained” (niscitasadlbyadharma dbarmz). In order to function as an example
however, the locus cited must be one about which both the proponent of th;
argument and the “beneficiary” of the argument agree. The fourth step of
the inferential argument is similar to step ii, in that it too is one in which the
presence of the reason property in the site of the inference is expressed. This
step is interpreted, however, as expressing the “special consideration” (para-
mara), or third awareness, of the reason property. Step ii expresses that the
reason property is a property of the site of the inference. Step iv expresses
that the reason property that is a property of the site of the inference is per-
vaded by the target property. In other words, step iv is what 1 described
earlier as the “functioning intermediary” (vyapiara), and here will call the
“functioning component,” of the instrument.” The fifth step of the argu-
ment states the conclusion of the inference and expresses the culminating
effect (phala) of the event.®® By following the steps of this argument, a person

usu‘al l\‘]yaya convention. When T refer to step (ii) of an inferential argument, however, [ will
capitalize the term, i.e., Hetun.

Given this, this step is named the “Reason” (Herz). KTBh 101.01 explains that: “The Rea-
son (Hetw) is the statement in which the reason property is explained” (fingapratipadakam
vacanawm hetuh). This step is also described in the SP as: “The Reason is the statement th:;t
the reason property is a property of the site of the inference” (lingasya paksadbarmatvava-
canam hetub). .

78. This step is named the “example” (udaharana).” K’ TBh 101.03 says that: “The example

Cisa i i
statement of an example together with pervasion” (savyaptikam dystantavacanam udiha-

ranam).

. ?‘,)' This step is named the “application” (upanaya). KIBh 1o1.04 says that: “The applica-
tion is a. tstatemcnt which draws together the reason property and the site of the inference”
: |Pf,‘he lzftgopmﬂfnhﬁmmmnam upanayah). The SP says: “The application is a statement of
[,;; :icz;lll 'C0.n51‘dcrat102 [of tl:lc _rcason. property|” (parimariatvavacanam upanayak). The
0 ) 11~s is like that” (fashi cayam) is the standard form in which this step is usually ex-
pressed. “Like that” (sathi) refers to the reason property’s being pervaded by the target
Property. “This” refers to the site of the inference. )

80. This step is named the “conclusion” (nigamansa). KTBh 10110 says that: “The con-

\.‘[usinn is a st 1 V)
statement Wthh sums 1 Z
Y up w hat 18 to b ? Avay
S | p ¢ proved” (sadhyopasambi L {

L
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is supposed to conclude that the world was constructed by an intelligent
agent.8! -

The structure of the Nyaya argument may (initially) scem unnecessarily
complex; for example, from the perspective of first-order predicate logic,
steps ii and iii alone could yield, by modus ponens, the conclusion expressed in
step v.52 Rival Sanskrit philosophers also considered the Nyaya argument to
involve far too many steps, and argued variously that steps i, iv, and v were
unnecessary. Buddhists, for example, thought that steps ii and iii alone were
jointly necessary and sufficient for an inference-for-the-sake-of-another.®?
That the Naiyayikas chose to retain their five-part inferential structure in
opposition to such critics reveals that their theory of inferential reasoning is
interestingly different from those of their Buddhist opponents, and suggests
that it might work against some of our contemporary intuitions about what
should constitute a good inferential argument. What most Sanskrit philoso-
phers agreed upon, however, was the importance of steps ii and iii. These
two steps can be interpreted as constituting the instrument of inferential
awareness, as understood by the Naiyayikas. Step ii, the step in which the rea-
son property is stated, can be interpreted as the “cause component” of the
instrument and step iii—as a necessary part of step iv—can be interpreted as
the “functioning component.” It is not surprising, therefore, that disagree-
ments about this and almost all inferential arguments focused on the nature
of the instrument. Since, in my “two-component” interpretation, it is the
reason property that functions, I will refer to it as the instrument.

2.3. Certification Conditions

According to the Naiyayikas, a reason property must have five characteris-
tics (pasicaripani, P) if it is to be a well-functioning instrument of inferential
awareness (anumiti-kavana).3* Without even one of these characteristics, a

81. “Following” the steps requires hearing and (properly) understanding, in sequence,
the five verbal expressions that constitute the argument.

82. See Mohanty 1992a: chap. 4.

83. See Kajiyama 1998:72—-75 and Mookherjee 1975:356ft.

84. KTBh 31.10-33.07: “Moreover, these five characteristics are (P1) ‘being a property of

the site of the inference’;, (P2) ‘being present in a similar case’; (P3 ‘being excluded from dis-.
2 g p > L=}

similar cases’; (P4) ‘having an undefeated object’; (Ps) ‘not having a rival’” (tani paicaripin
tu paksadharmarvam sapakse sattvam vipaksad vyavyreir abadbitavisayam asatpraripaksatyart
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proposed reason property is said to be a “non-reason” (aketi) or one that
only appears to be a reason.3® Naiyayikas further describe such reasons as
being defective (dusta) and identify five specific defects, whose presence indi-
cates that the proposed reason property is not a well-functioning instrument.
These five “defects of a reason property” (herviabhisa, H) are loosely linked
with the absence of at least one of the five characteristics.86 Determining that
a particular instrument of inferential awareness is well-functioning requires
determining that none of the five possible defects apply to the proposed rea-
son property/instrument. Earlier, this was referred to as satisfying a set of
certification conditions (C) for the instrument. Although this is phrased in
terms of the elimination of defects, it is important to note that the elimina-
tion of some of these defects is taken to reveal the presence of some of the
epistemically special properties that are necessary for knowing-events.
According to the Naiyayikas, the satisfaction of a set of certification con-
ditions shows that a reason property is not defective, and therefore that the
instrument that is defined by it is well-functioning and the awareness-event
that is produced by it is a knowing-event. Certifying an instrument in this
way is also how the Naiyayikas defend the inferential argument of which it is
a part. In order to understand how the Naiyayikas defend their argument
for the existence of I$vara, it is necessary to first consider why the Naiyayikas

-~ believe that certifying an instrument is sufficient for both defending an in-

ferential argument and being justified in believing that the awareness-event
produced by it is a knowing-event.

Although the five defects referred to above are defined as defects of a rea-
son property, they can be usefully divided into three sets of certification
conditions that are individuated according to how they relate to the argu-

- ment as a whole. Certification conditions (C), then, are also the conditions

- that must be satisfied in order to properly defend an inferential argument.

ocety).” - istic i i i
4 )- These five characteristics are, strictly speaking, only required for reason properties that

have iti i i i
; thth positive and negative concomitance with a target property (anvaya-vyativeki
tih). Those that hav iti itan ANV u 1. P2. P4. and P
o h) se that have only positive concomitance (kevalanvayi) require Pr, P2, P4, a S
10s¢e : iV i ) A
that have only negative concomitance (kevalavyatireki) require P1, P3, P4, and Ds.

Sinee the i iyayi

p reason property in the Naiyayikas’ argument is of the first type, I will only con-
der reas . - .

: ason properties that have both positive and negative concomitance with the target

Anvaya-vyativeki hetul). '

85. KTBh 34.05: hetuvad abhasate.

86. 3 H
. For a useful survey of the different Buddhist and Nyaya accounts of these “defects”
okhale 1992: chaps. 5-6 and Pandeya 1984.

:
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Since certification conditions are themselves defined in terms of the defects of
areason property (H), showing thata certification condition has been satistied
requires showing that the defects of the reason property that define it do not
apply. By showing that none of the five possible defects of a reason property
apply to a particular reason property, the Naiyayikas are thus able to show

FIGURE 1. Certification Conditions

Cr: Performance Conditions

1
Hia: “unestablished in the site of the inference” (B$raya-asiddha)

Ca: Instrument Conditions/Triple Conditions

C2.1: Py Tn
Hib: “unestablished in itself” (svarigpa-asiddha)

Cz2.2: P2, T2,V

Ha: “opposed” (viruddha) [a direct defeater]
Hsb: “uncommon” (asadbarana-anaikantika)
Hsc: “not universal” (anupasambirin)

C2.3: 03,13,V

Haz: “opposed” (viruddha) [an indirect defeater]

H3za,: “generally inconclusive” (sadharana-anaikintika) (2 direct defeater|
Hza,: “generally inconclusive” (sadbarana-anaikantika)

[an underminer called “doubt about the exclusion of the reason property from
dissimilar cases” (sandigdha-vipaksa-vyavytii)]

Hsc: “not universal” (anupasambirin)

U:
Hic: “unestablished in being pervaded” (vyapyatva-asiddha)

C3: Argument Conditions

P4

Ha4: “equal in scope” (prakaranasama)
Ps:

Hs: “too late” (kalatyapadista)

C = certification condition; H =defects of a reason property (betviabhasa); P =one of the five
characteristics of a reason property (paficaripa); T=triple condition (rairupya); U= additional

condition (upadhi); V = deviation (wyabhicara).
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that the certification conditions for the argument as a whole have been
satisfied, and therefore that the awareness-event that is produced by it is a
knowing-event. The Naiyayikas” account of certification, for both the rea-
son property/instrument and the inferential argument as a whole, can be
understood in terms of three sets of certification conditions (C), the five

characteristics of a reason property (P), and the five associated defects (H)
(figure 1).

2.3.1. C1: PERFORMANCE CONDITIONS

The first set of certification conditions are “performance conditions” (Cr).%”
These conditions have to do with whether an inferential argument is pre-
sented correctly, that is, with whether there are the requisite number of
steps, whether the terms of the argument are satisfactory, etc. Sfrictly speak-
ing, this condition is not necessary, since if the second and third sets of
certification conditions are satisfied Cr will also be satisfied.®® This may ac-
count for why only one such condition is usually specified, even though in
principle there could be conditions for each and every step and term of an
inferential argument. The performance condition most often specified and
discussed is defined in terms of the first characteristic of a reason property
.(PI): A reason property must be known to be a property of the site of the
1f1fercncc. A reason property that lacks this property is said to be “unestab-
11§hed” (asiddha, H).¥ This defect has at least three subtypes that are indi-
viduated by the different ways in which a reason property may not be a
Propcrty of the site of the inference.?® Certification condition C1, however
is defined in terms of just the first major subtype (Hra), which is calleci
unestablished in the site of the inference” (@$raya-asiddhba). A reason prop-

~erty is said to have this defect when the site of the inference in which it is
supposed to be located is known not to exist.%! Although this subtype of

87. Oetke 1994a:849.
88. Octke 1994b also makes this point.
89. KTBh 35.07-38.04 and KTBh 104.02-113.01.
KT;KIf::;l:;sf&fy??fﬂddm (H1a); KTBh 105.09—107.02: svavipa-asiddha (Hib);
widdi (11 Of;N;’i o :E ich there are four subtypes;‘ and K?FBh 110.07-113.02: WYApyarva-
ol ,I o ere are twc? subtype.s : Hic will be discussed in chapter 3.
-0t gives the following definition and example. Df (Hia): “A reason prop-

erty which is i ite i
known to not be in the site is [called] ‘unestablished in the site’” (tatva yasya
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the defect is defined in terms of the reason property, it is more easily under-
stood as a necessary condition for the site of an inference: it specifies that
the site of an inferential argument must be known to exist. The absence of
defect Hia is most usefully interpreted, therefore, as a performance condi-

tion (Cr) of the argument.

2.3.2. C2: INSTRUMENT CONDITIONS

The second set of certification conditions are “instrument conditions” (Cz2),
or the “triple conditions™ (trairipya, T), of a reason property.”? These three
conditions are defined in terms of defects associated with the first (P1), sec-
ond (P2), and third (P3) characteristics of a reason property. The presence
of these defects directly prevents a reason property from being a well-
functioning instrument of awareness, since cach one directly prevents the
special consideration, or third awareness, that is its functioning. For exam-
ple, a reason property cannot be a well-functioning instrument without the
functioning component that directly results in its culminating effect, infer-
ential awareness. As I mentioned above, this functioning component is the
special consideration, or third awareness, of the reason property, and is pri-
marily represented by step iv of the inferential argument. There are two
necessary subcomponents of this functioning: step ii, the first awarencss of
the reason property, in which the reason property is known to be a property
of the site of the inference (the “site subcomponent”), and step iii, the “sec-
ond” awareness of the reason property, in which the reason property is

betor Asvayo navagamyate sa asvaydsiddbab). Example: “A sky-lotus [site] is fragrant [target] on

account of being a lotus [reason], like a water-lotus” (gaganaravindam surabbi | aravindatvir |
sarojavavindavat).
92. The secondary literature on the “triple conditions” is extensive. See, for example,

Franco 1984, Katsura 1983, Katsura 1985, Katsura 2004, Nenninger 1992, Oetke 1994b (and the -
numerous references contained therein), Patil (forthcoming, a), and Tachikawa 1971. Some of -
the best recent work on these conditions can be found in Katsura and Steinkellner 2004. Inmy
discussion of these conditions, T will follow the “epistemic” rather than the “ontic” interpreta-
tion, and also in its “strongest version.” See Octke 1994a:846, where he describes the strongest

version of the epistemic interpretation of the conditions as follows: (Tr') the reason property
must be known to occur in the site of the inference; (T2') it must be known that the reasont

property occurs together with the target property in some locus other than the site of the in-

ference; (T3') it must be known that the reason property does not exist in any dissimilar locus-.

and there is a locus in which neither the reason property nor the target property are present.
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shown to be one of the terms in the inference-warranting relation of perva-
sion (the “pervasion subcomponent™). Interestingly, it is toward the satisfac-
tion of the three instrument conditions that the Naiyayikas direct most of
their attention, and where Ratnakirti chooses to direct his criticism.

The first of the three triple-conditions (T1) is defined in terms of the sec-
ond major subtype (Hib) of the defect “unestablished.” This subtype is
called “unestablished in itself” (svaripa-asiddha)y and applies to a reason
property that is itself known not to be present in the site of the inference.”
The presence of this defect directly prevents the reason property from being
a well-functioning instrument, since without being a property of the site of
the inference a reason property will not possess one of the necessary sub-
components for its functioning. Hib thus blocks the proper functioning of
the instrument and defeats the argument.

The second triple-condition (T2) is defined in terms of the second charac-
teristic (P2) of a reason property: A reason property (etz) must be known to
exist in a similar case (sapaksa); that is, a locus other than the site of the infer-
ence in which the target property is also present. An instrument that lacks this
property is said to be “opposed” (viruddha) (H2).** More precisely, the pres-
ence of this defect is defined in terms of a reason property that is known to be
pervaded by the absence of the target property. This establishes that the reason
property is not present in a single similar case (sapaksy) and that it is present in
at least one dissimilar case (vipaksa).”® A reason property with this defect is said
to be “opposed” since it proves what is opposed to what is to be proved (sadlya-
?@myﬂyﬂ). It directly prevents the functioning of the instrument since it de-
feats the ’second subcomponent of its functioning—i.c., pervasion. It does so
b}f establishing, first, that the reason property is not known to occur together
with the target property in some locus other than the site of the inference and
second, that it is present in a dissimilar case. A second defect associated Witl';
the absence of this characteristic (P2) is a subtype of the defect known as incon-

93. KTBh 107.03-110.05 gives the following definition. Df (Hib): “A reason property

- which is itself i ite is sai
’ known to not be present in the site is said to be ‘unestablished in itself’”

(0 hetur asraye navagamyate sa sparipasidaha ucyate).

Pic.9g-ff§2§1:f: (ISD 33.21). KTBh 11'3,o4r113.08 gives the following definition and exam-
b VA rea50141 property‘that is pervaded by what is opposed to the target property
d pposed’” (sadlyaviparyayavyapto betur viruddhah), e.g., “sound [site] is permanent [tar-
£et] on account of being an effect [reason]” ($abdo nityab | kytakarvis).

C .
95. The presence of this defect also shows that T3 cannot be satisfied.

F =
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clusive (anaikantika, H3).2¢ This subtype is called “uncommon” (asadharana,
Hjsb), since a reason property with this defect is known only to be present in
the site of the inference: it is excluded from all similar and dissimilar cases.””
These two defects (Hz, Hsb) prevent a reason property from being a well-
functioning instrument since their presence establishes that the reason prop-
crty is not present in a single similar case. The presence of this defect blocks
step iii by showing that the positive form of pervasion (anwaya) is not known.
The third triple-condition (T3) is defined in terms of the third character-
istic of a reason property (P3): a reason property must be known to be ex-
cluded from all dissimilar cases (vipaksa). A reason property that lacks this
property is said to be a subtype of the defect “inconclusive.” This subtype is
called “commony/general” (sadhirana, H3a), since a reason property with this
defect is known to be present in the site of an inference, a similar case, and a
dissimilar case.?® The presence of this defect prevents the reason property
from being well-functioning since it defeats the pervasion subcomponent by
showing that there is a locus in which the target property is absent but in
which the reason property is present. A third subtype, which is called “not
universal” (anupasambarin, Hc), applies to reason properties in which both
the second (P2) and the third (P3) characteristics are absent.” The presence
of each of these defects blocks step iii by showing that the negative form of

pervasion (vyatireka) is not known.

2.3.3. C3: ARGUMENT CONDITIONS

Certification conditions of the third set are “argument conditions” (C3).
These conditions have to do with factors that are external to the argument

06. KTBh 113.10-115.02 gives the following two definitions: Df.1 (Hz): “That which devi-
ates [from the target property]” (savyabhicaraky; Df.2 (H3): “A reason property for which
there is doubt about [its concomitance with] the target property” (sﬁdhyﬂmms’uyuhemh).
Note: “deviates” and “doubt” are technical terms. See section 3.2.2.

97. KTBh 114.07-114..10 gives the following definition. Df (H3b): “One that is excluded
from similar and dissimilar cases, and is present only in the site of the inference” (yah sapak-
savipaksabhyam vyavyttal paksa eva vartate).

08. KTBh 113.09-114.01 gives the following definition. Df (H3a): “One that is present in

the site of the inference, a similar case, and a dissimilar casc” (paksasapaksavipaksavyttih). Twill

usually refer to this defect with the term “generally inconclusive” (sadbavananaikantikn).
99. This subtype is not discussed in the KTBh, but is discussed at RNA (ISD 36.21~

36.23).

Relygious Epistemology in Classical India 69

itself but nevertheless defeat it. They are defined in terms of the fourth (P4)
and fifth (Ps) characteristics of a reason property. The fourth characteristic
of a reason property (P4) is that a reason property must be known to not
have a rival that proves the absence of what it seeks to prove. A reason prop-
erty that lacks this property of “not having a rival” has the defect called
“equal in scope” (prakaranasama, Ha).'9 The fifth characteristic of a reason
property (Ds) is that its final effect must be known not to be contradicted by
another well-functioning instrument such as perception. A reason property
that lacks this property has the defect called “too late” (kalatyapadista, Hs).'0!
It is interesting to note that a reason property with defects H4 and Hs could
satisfy all three of the instrument conditions (C2) and still not produce war-
ranted awareness. Although satisfying the instrument conditions may be
necessary for showing that an instrument is well-functioning, it is clear that
it is not sufficient.

3. Defending the Nyaya Argument

Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas defend their argument for the existence of I§vara by
showing that none of the five defects discussed in section 2 applies to the
reason property “on account of being an effect” (or, more simply, “being an
effect”). In so doing, they satisfy the three sets of certification conditions
and thus certify the instrument and defend their argument. In Ratnakirti’s

100. KTBh 39 gives the following definition. Dfir (H4): “Equal in scope is a reason
property for which there is another reason property that proves the opposite of the tar-
g'et property” (prakaranasamas tu sa eva yasya hetoh sadhyaviparitasadhakam hetvantaram
vidyate). KIBh 115.03-116.08 gives the following Df.2 (H4): “That for which tilcrc is anothe:r
reason property that is a rival is called ‘equal in scope,” which is, ‘one for which there is a ri-
val’” (yasya pratipaksibhitam betvantaram vidyate sa prakavanaswmah | sa smtpratipaksab).
Note: “rival” is a technical term. The text says, “A rival is said to be ano.thcr inferential aArgAu-
ment of equal strength that proves the opposite of the target property” (s@dhyaviparitasi-
dhﬂk?m samanabalam anwmanantaram pratipaksa ity ucyate). For a very interesting discussion
of this see Oetke 1994b.

1or. The term “kalityapadistalh” literally means “that which was pointed out long after its

t' » a . ~ .

k .blmc. KTBh 117.01-118.11 gives the following definition. Df.x (Hs): “That for which it has
seen determi i

- been determined, through perception etc., that the target property is absent in the site of the

i fere L e 5 . .
P:: trence is ‘too late.” It is also said to be ‘that whose object is defeated’” (yasya prasyaksadi-
ami Al i ‘
manena pakse sadbyabhavah pavicchinnah sa kilatyapadistal | sa eva badbitavisayn ity ucyate).
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presentation of the Nyaya argument, his Naiyayikas follow this procedure
by systematically showing that none of the five defects applies to the reason
property being considered.}9? They focus their effort, however, on show-
ing that the “instrument conditions” (Cz) have been satisfied.}9® Ratnakirti
similarly focuses on these conditions in his critique of their argument.'*
What follows is a discussion of the Naiyayikas’ attempt at satisfying the
instrument conditions (Cz) for the reason property “being an effect” and
an introduction to the issues that frame Ratnakirti’s critique. My discus-
sion will focus, more specifically, on how the Naiyayikas show that neither
H2 (“opposed”) nor Hza (“generally inconclusive”) applies to this reason
property. This selectivity is warranted because it is their discussion of these
two defects that introduces the issues on which Ratnakirti focuses his own
arguments.

What directly and explicitly emerges from this discussion are the specific
philosophical issues in terms of which the Naiyayikas themselves frame the
Tévara debate. This discussion also provides a clear picture of the “inside-
out” style of philosophical arguments in classical India, in which broader phil-
osophical issues are introduced through very focused technical discussions.
What is revealed, indirectly, is the epistemological significance of the dia-
logical context of an inference-for-the-sake-of-another, and the relevance of
this context to the Nyaya theory of justification/certification. Attention to
how the Naiyayikas show that neither Hz nor H3za applies to the reason
property in the Tévara-inference also points to the deontological aspects of
Nyaya internalism. Taken together, these two sets of issues lay the ground-
work for the broader epistemological issues that are at stake in the I§vara
debate, for both Ratnakirti and the Naiyayikas. T will pick up on some of

these issues in section 4.

3.1. Satisfying Cz2.2, H2

As discussed above, the presence of the defect called “opposed” (viruddha,
H2) blocks the functioning of a reason property and thus prevents it from

102. See RNA (ISD 32.19-39.01). For Hi, RNA (ISD 32.22-33.20); H2, RNA (ISD
33.21-36.20); H3, RNA (ISD 36.21-38.13); H4, RNA (ISD 38.14—38.18); Hs, RNA (ISD
38.19-38.13).

103. See RNA (ISD 33.21-38.13).

104. Ratnakirti’s arguments will be discussed in detail in chapter 3.
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being a well-functioning instrument of awareness.'®® In order to certify
the instrument “being an effect,” therefore, the Naiyayikas must show that
its functioning is not blocked by defects such as Hz. Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas
address this issue by first describing the defect and then explaining why it
does not apply to the reason property in the I§vara-inference. They say,

It is well-known that a [reason property] that exists in only dissimilar
cases proves what is opposed to the target property, through its being
pervaded by the absence of the target property, and that it is named
“opposed” (viruddha). . . . But this [reason property, “being an effect”

is not like that, since it is observed to really exist in similar cases such as a
pot, for which a maker is well known.1%

According to Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas, the reason the reason property “be-
ing an effect” is not opposed is that it is known, through observation, to be
present in a similar case, such as a pot. Since it is well known that pots are
effects and that they are made by an intelligent agent (they are routinely
observed to be made by potters), the Naiyayikas reason that both parties
must agree that a pot is in fact a similar case. Given this, it must also be ac-
cepted that the reason property is not present in just dissimilar cases, and
therefore that it is not defective because of the presence of Hz. To illu;tratc
this further, the Naiyayikas choose to defend their position against an op-
Ponent who insists that the presence of the reason property in a pot-locus
is not sufficient for showing that it is not defective bccauseJof the presence

of Ha.
3.1.1. THREE REASONS

An opponent provides three related reasons the Naiyayikas® position is not
tenable. He explains that:

e . . ..
(a) Given that what is to be proved is an omniscient cause, pervasion is

not apprehended in even a dream. Since potters and the like are not

105. See 2.3.2.

6. A i bi ;
106. RNA (ISD 33.21-33.24): {tathi hi} yo vipaksa eva vartate sa kbal sadhyaviparyaya-

vyaptel si ; i ;
yapeeh sadhyaviruddbam sadbayan viruddho bhidbiyate | {yathi nityal Sabdah kytakatvad iti)]

ha

cayam tathi, prasiddbakavtykesu ghatadisu sapaksesu sndbhiavadarianis.

-
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omniscient, the example does not have the target property [and
therefore is not a proper example or a similar case].

(b) Moreover, the reason property is opposed, since in the case of things
like pots, only the pervasion of “being an effect” by “having a non-
omniscient cause” is apprehended.

(¢) And it is not correct that the scope of the reason property is an
intelligent-cause-in-general, and that the special characteristic, “being ‘
an omniscient cause,” is proven on the basis of it, even though it is not

within its scope.!%”

The opponent reasons that if what is to be proved is that the world has an
intelligent maker who is Tévara, then in order to satisfy certification condition
C2.2, the Naiyayikas must show that the reason property is present in a locus
that is known to have Tévara, or an Tévara-like entity, as its cause. Since I$vara
is by definition omniscient, the opponent argues that this locus must be
known to have an omniscient agent as its cause. This issue is suppressed in the
Naiyayikas’ statement of the inferential argument and in their description of
the target property as an “intelligent agent.” As mentioned earlier, in order for
a locus to be a similar case, both parties must agree that the target property is
present there. This kind of intersubjective agreement is necessary if the argu-
ment is to be rhetorically effective. The Naiydyikas example of a pot, however,
is now not a similar case, since, as the opponent implies, neither party would
agree that potters are omniscient (passage a). As a result, the presence of the
reason property in such a locus does not show that Hz does not apply to it.

The opponent continues by arguing that not only have the Naiyayikas
not shown that the reason property is present in a similar case, but their ex-
ample suggests that the reason property is pervaded by a property that is
opposed to the target property (passage b). After all, it is well known that
potters are not omniscient. The opponent insists, therefore, that the reason
property is opposed. The problem, as the opponent sees it, is that a reason
property must have within its scope the target property as defined by its

special characteristics (passage ¢). It must, in other words, have these special
characteristics (visesa) within its reach. This requires attention to exactly

107. RNA (ISD 33.26-33.29): sarvajiiapirvakatve {tn} sadhye vyapril svapne pi nopalnbdhi |
dystantas ca sadbyaliinah, kulalidimam asarvajiotyit | viruddbati ca betor asayvagiapirvakarve:
naiva kumbhidan kivyatvasya vyapter upalabdbel | na copalababimatpisryakatvamatyan sadha-
navisgyah, tadvisesasya tu sarvajfinpiiyvakatvasyaadvisnyasyaps tarak siddbir {iti sampratam}.
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what it is that is being proved, the scope of the reason property, and whether
or not the target property is within its scope. In this case, the opponent ar-
gues that the rcason property should prove not just that the world is con-
structed by an intelligent agent, but that it is constructed by an intelligent
agent who has the special characteristic of being omniscient (sarvajiiatva).
The reason property “being an effect” is opposed, according to the oppo-
nent, since this special characteristic of the target property is not within its
scope, and a characteristic that is opposed to it, “being non-omniscient™
(asavvayfintve), appears to pervade it. The example cited by the Naiyayikas is
therefore not a similar case, and so the presence of the reason property in it
cannot show that H2 does not apply. The opponent concludes, therefore,

that the reason property is defective and cannot be a well-functioning in-
strument of warranted awareness.

3.1.2. NYAYA RESPONSE: BEING A PROPERTY
OF THE SITE

The Naiyayikas first respond to this series of arguments by explaining how
in noncontroversial inferential arguments a reason property has special char-
acteristics of the target property within its scope. They then show why the
reason property “being an effect” and the target property “having an intel-
ligent agent/maker” are similar to the terms in noncontroversial inferences.
According to the Naiyayikas, this analysis shows both that the example cited
by them is a similar case and that the reason property “being an effect” can
have the property “being omniscient” within its scope. From this they con-
clude that Hz does not apply to their reason property. They explain:

An inference definitely has special characteristics within its scope. This is
because, although there is pervasion just between general-terms, since
[one of them, the reason property,] is a property of the site of the
inference, there is, for that possessor of the target property, an inference
of the general-term and its special characteristics. If this were not the

case, there would be the unwanted consequence of the failure of all
inferential arguments.108

108, A (T . A i IDLA
; RNA (ISD 33.32~34.05): {ucynte}| simanynmatravyiptay apy antavbhavitavilesasyn si-
SR Avé . 7 V
,.-;- ‘. .axyu paksadbarmativaienn sadhyadharminy anumanad visesavisayam anumanam bhavaty
& | arath sarvanumanocchedaprasaigit.
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Consider the inference of fire from smoke mentioned earlier.19? In the
inference-warranting relation in that argument, as the Naiyayikas now tell
us, the reason property is “smoke-in-general” and the target property is “fire-
in-general.” Included within the scope of these “general terms” are necces-
sary characteristics, such as “being caused by fire” (in the case of smoke)
and “having the capacity to burn” (in the case of fire).!!? The purpose of the
inference, however, is not to prove that there is fire-in-general, but that
there is fire-on-the-mountain.!'' One way to interpret this is to insist that
what is being inferred in this case is inclusive of a special, though contin-
gent, characteristic of ﬁre-in—gcneral—that is, the characteristic of “being
on the mountain.” The issue, then, is whether or not the reason property
«smoke-in-general” is able to prove this, and if so, how. It is important to
note that the Naiyayikas’ identification of a kitchen as a similar case shows
that in order for alocus to be a similar case it is only necessary that the “ge-
neric form” of the target property, i.c., fire-in-general, be known to be pres-
ent there }12 It is not necessary, for example, that “fire-on-the-mountain” be

present there. Hz does not then apply to the reason property “smoke-in-

general” because it is present in a similar case—that is, a locus in which the

“generic form” of the target property “fire-in-general” is also known to be
present.

Although both terms in the inference-warranting relation are general
terms (samianya) and refer to the generic forms of the reason and target prop-
erties, the Naiyayikas arguc that a reason property can have within its scope
a special characteristic of the target property. More important, they argue
that this special characteristic, “being on the mountain,” need not character-
ize the “generic form” of the target property as it is present in the similar
case. They reason that since it is known that the reason property “smoke-1n-
general” is pervaded by fire, step iii, and that it is a property of the site of the
inference, i.c., that it is present on the mountain, it is also known that the
“fire-in-general” that is concomitant with it must be present on the moun-
£ain. 113 It isn’t just fire-in-general that is inferred, but fire that has the special

109. See 1.4

110. For more on “general terms” see chapter 3.

1. Matilal 1968; NV, NVTT, NVTTP 2d NS 1.15 and NS 2.1.46.
112. See 1.5.

113. KITBh (33.09-34.02).
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'characteristic of “being present on that mountain” or, more generally, “b

ing located in the site of the inference.”'* Given this,,thc Nagiyi ikasy;r Let-:

that a reason proPcrt}r must have at least one special character}i]stic of gt}:e
tg'arget property within its scope: the characteristic of being a property of th
site of the inference (paksadhardmatd). If this were not the case I'zhe ?a s )
inferential reasoning would be impossible—a consequence th;t is}c Sbeflt’
unac-ceptable to the opponent. This approach to showing thatas eciafl u}? ’
acter.lsti'c of the target property can be within the scope of the rfason Cr -
erty is significant for the Naiyayikas’ discussion of Hz, since it ex 1ainsp hop-
a rc.ason property that is present in a similar case that is defined E the “OW
neric form” of the target property can have a “specific form” of it }\:vithingi:
scope.

The Naiyayikas also maintain, however, that a reason property can h
more than this one special characteristic within its scope. The };r ue ?(])C
example, Fhat a reason property can have within its scope also tzloscg s ;:ciai
c%laracterlstics of the target property that are implied by its havin thEC)

.c1a1 characteristic of being present in the site of the inference Ingres (jrl:fi:
ing to thc' opponent, the Naiyayikas apply this reasoning to their infclz)rence
for the existence of T§vara. They insist, for example, that the site of their inf
ence, “the world,” is such that only an omniscient maker could ha ; crc-l
%t. Although the general form of the target property is “an intelli ejli-:rrlefe
%n—general,” it is known, in virtue of its being a property of thge site oaf :;f_
inference, that this intelligent-maker-in-general has the propert “bcine
the maker of the world.” According to the Naiyayikas, this implies};hat thi%
maker must be omniscient, since only such a maker could create an artifact
Zuch as the world.!'® This line of reasoning is relevant to showing that Hz
N(;Cis ;Otk apply to .the reason property “being an effect,” since it enables the
reas}(f) yikas to claim both that a pot-locus is a similar case (since both the
- tﬁafzoiztg/nari tilc; t:;rget property. are known to be present there)
W bp : E rty has those specm.l characteristics within its scope
e ﬁrs}; aettarfgf:l.t1 Property being a property of the site of the
. part of their argument shows that H2 does not apply
property, and the second part shows why the opponent’s

i14. Matilal 1968:152.

115. Thi int i i
1s point is not only asserted—it is argued for. See RNA (ISD 56.14—56.25)
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objection to their identification of a pot-locus as a similar case does not

apply either.

There are, then, three issues that are raised in the Naiydyikas’ discussion of
C2.2, each of which has to do with various aspects of the target property.
The first has to do with the proper description of the target property. What
is to be proved: that the world was constructed by an intelligent-agent-in-
general, or that it was constructed by an omniscient agent? Related to this is
the question of whether it is possible to establish an inference-warranting
relation once the proper description of the target property has been deter-
mined. A second issuc has to do with whether the example cited in the infer-
ential argument is in fact a locus to which the pervasion relation between the
reason property and the target property applies—that is, with whether it isa
similar case. A third issue has to do with how the scope of the reason prop-
erty relates to what can be proved, and more specifically, with how special
characteristics of the target property can be established.

Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas address each of these issues and claim to have
satisfied Cz.2 by showing that H2 does not apply to the reason property
“being an effect.” They show this by (1) identifying a similar case in which
the reason property is present and defending their identification of it against
an opponent who argues that it is not a suitable example and (2) arguing that
some special characteristics of a target property are within the scope of what
can be proved, since they are entailed by the target property being located in
the site of the inference. In making these arguments, Ratnakirti’s Naiyayi-
kas explain how a reason property that is known to be pervaded by a “ge-
neric form” of the target property can have a specific form of it within its
scope. In cach of their arguments, the intersubjective context of the certifica-

tion process is never far from view.

3.2. Savisfying C2.3, Hsa

The Naiyayikas’™ discussion of the defect “inconclusive” (anaikiantikn, H3)
focuses on the subtype called “generally inconclusive” (sadbarana-anaikantika,
H3a).116 The presence of this subtype—which itself has two subtypes—blocks
the functioning of an instrument by affecting its pervasion subcomponent in

116. RNA (ISD 36.26-38.13).

Religious Epistemology in Classical Indin 77

one of two ways.!7 It either “defeats™ it, by identifying a locus in which the
reason property is known to be present but the target property is known to
be absent (H3a,), or it “undermines” it, by raising doubt about whether the
reason property is excluded from all dissimilar cases (H3a,).!'¥ In the first
case, the defect is detected through the identification of a specific locus (i.c

a dissimilar case) that is a “counterexample” to the general rule of pervasi(;I;J
In the second case, it is detected through doubt about pervasion and morc%
specifically, about the contraposed form of it.!* In this case, it is thc)possi—
bility, rather than the actual identification, of a dissimilar case that explains
why the defect applies. The Naiyayikas assert, however, that neither variety
of Hsa applies to their reason property, since it is known that their reason
property is excluded from all dissimilar cases. This rules out a counterex-
ample and also eliminates doubt regarding the possibility of one.!2® They
defend this through critically engaging an opponent who argues both that
there is a counterexample to pervasion and that the Naiyayikas’ counterar-
gument reveals a much deeper problem with how they think pervasion rela-

tions can be established. It is through this exchange that the Naiyayikas try

to show that the instrument condition that is defined in terms of defect Hza
(i.e., C2.3) is satisfied.

3.2.1. A D1SSIMILAR CASE

An opponent argues that H3a applies to the reason property “being an
» M
effect” by proposing a counterexample to pervasion, that is, by identifying

117. See section 2.3.2.

18. The first of these “two ways” should not be confused with defect Hz, which applies
to—a rcasoF property that is known to be pervaded by what is opposed to the t)arget prol;irty
(fﬂdhyu—wpwyuyﬂ). Although the same locus may be used to illustrate each of these defects
(l.;., Hz, H3a), the reason why it is used will differ. With respect to Hz such a locus may be
;Cy:ij;(i) ;g(i)s);t::o:;eose \‘NhO argues that thc‘ rcasf)n property being considered is pervaded
o oppasite w a; is Fo.be Rroved, Wl‘fllc w1.th respect to H3a it may be referred to by
et oo igues t Tat 1t- just is ‘a locus in which the reason property is present but the
. Ofthzft :rnot. he issue of ththc‘r or not the reason property is pervaded by the

get property need not arise.

9. The “contraposed” form of pervasion (pydpti) is expressed, in this context, as the

exclusion of the r
eason property (beta) from loci i ic g l
present, property (hetu) oci in which the target property (sadhya) is not

120. RNA (ISD 37.12~37.16).

L,
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1 locus in which the reason property is known to be present but in which

the target property, “having an intclligent maker,” is known to be absent.
The locus proposed by the opponent is growing grass. The opponent

says,

he activity of a person, people will defi-

“effects-in-general
»121

In seeing grass grow without t
nitely not accept the inference-warranting relation,
[i.e., all effects] are caused by a person [i.c., an intelligent maker].

is a dissimilar case (vipaksa), since
“being an effect” is known to be
maker” is known to be

According to the opponent, growing grass
it is a locus in which the reason property

present and the target property “havingan intelligent
uch a counterexample, the inference-warranting relation of

d. And since pervasion—one of the subcomponents nec-
ent to function—has been defeated, the instrument is
therefore cannot be considered a well-functioning
reness. The opponent concludes, therefore,
fied the instrument has not been certified

absent. Given s
pervasion is defeate
essary for an instrum
shown to be defective, and
instrument for warranted awa
that since C2.3 has not been satis
and the Naiyayikas are not justified.

The Naiyayikas respond to this by que
really a dissimilar case. They argue that the ¢
on to determine that it is are too rigid, since the
date/defeat even well-known and noncontroversia

then, is whether or not the locus, growing grass, 182 g
anting relation, and therefore of the pervasion subcomponent

stioning whether growing grass is
riteria that the opponent relies
ir application would invali-
1 inferences. The issue,
enuine defeater of the

inference-warr:
of the instrument. The Naiyayikas argue,

1If this were so, then even well-known inferences would be offered a

handful of water {and thereby given their last rites]. This is because,
etermined in such cases, it is possible to
¢ activity of fire, in a faraway place

“in the past, a pot was made

even when pervasion is being d
say that “there is smoke without th
filled with lions and the like,” or that

without the activity of a person.” [Thus] people will not even admit the

121, RNA (ISD 36.26-36.27): {nani} puruSAVYRpATAIL ANINFENE trnddin udmysmanin

avalokayanl lokaly karynmatran purusapiiroakam it vyaprim eva na pravipadyata {iti ceth.
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lnference““/al rantlng lel tion “smoke-in-general [1.e., all smoke| 1s cat 5(1(1
a -
g > :l

by fire” or “pots-in- i
\ or “pots-in-general [i.e., all pots] are caused by a person.”!22

X , L
Tl. e opponent’s reason for considering growing grass to be a dissimilar
e . .
case is that even though it is seen to grow and is known to be an effect, it is
not seen t c i i :
o o have a person as its cause. It is therefore a dissimilar case, since it
no i ’
is VF}/‘E to be an effect that is not caused by a person or any intelligent
agent. tyayi i i
g e Naiyayikas respond to this by arguing that nonobservation is not
always an appropriate criteria for determining whether or not a property is
present in a particular locus. Even in well-known inferences, for example, a
) v b b
reason property, e.g., smoke, could be observed in a locus in which its target
property, ¢.g., fire, is not observed to be present. In a passage immediately
following this one, it is explained that such a locus need not be a genuine
defeater, since the nonobservation of the target property, e.g. fire, in such a
- . . ’ ’ ' ’
locus couldlz)e due to its being “spatially remote™ (defa-viprakysta), ic., in a far
2 ] ] [ 3 Ve -
a;vay pla.ce. Similarly, pots are often observed without the potter who made
t
em being observed. Here too the well-known pervasion relation between
p}(l)ts and a potter is not defeated, since in this case the potter who made
C[ (< = :
; m could b'c temporally remote” (kala-viprakysta), e.g., he may be long
cad. The Naiyayikas argue that the maker of i
dead. Hhe St ; of growing grass may be remote
: ntly similar way. Unlike fire or the potter, the maker of growing
rass i “ 1
fh is sz.nd to be “essentially remote” (svabbava-viprakysta), which means
at relative to a normal observer this maker i
et re : maker is unobservable. Nonobser-
is not, therefore, suitable for determining his absence. In order for a
locus to be a genuine defeater, then, it i i i
1 ! ‘ . , it 1s not sufficient to simply identify a
ocus in which the reason property is ob .
property is observed to be present but the target

roperty i i
iﬂp " y is noF, since that target property may be either spatially, tempo-
-rally, or essentially remote (desa-kaln-spabhava-viprakysta).'** Not recogniz-
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il - mju fyughVﬂfl@uryukulﬁtzduwnpmdefe vahnivyapavam antarena
et m s " Ving pm*?um siddbam ghatam va vilokayan loko dbimamatram vab-
i vyaptim eva na pratipadyata iti vaktum Sakyatvit. 4

123, iNA (ISD 37.01-37.04). )

124. For <
. Stcmk?uz? on the the?ry of remoteness” and related issues see Kellner 1997a: n. 165

1 1967, and Tillemans 1995. This issue is also discussed in chapter 3 ’
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genuine defeaters will, the Naiyayikas argue, result in the identification of
“genuine” defeaters even for the pervasion subcomponents of the instru-
ments of well-known inferential arguments. The significance of this is that
by not recognizing that a maker of growing grass could be “essentially re-
mote” the opponent is relying on an approach through which even well-
known inferential arguments would be invalidated.

The criterion used to identify growing grass asa genuine defeater is therefore
too rigid, and is not a legitimate way of showing that H3a applics. As a result,
the opponent has not, according to the Naiyayikas, shown that the pervasion
subcomponent of the reason property has been defeated, and there is no rea-
son, therefore, to question their initial assertion that C2.3 has been satisfied.

3.2.2. DEVIATION

At this point, the opponent chooses to concede the point and raises a new,
though related, set of objections.?® These objections have to do with doubt
about whether the reason property is known to be excluded from all dis-
similar cases (P3). The opponent agrees that growing grass may not be a genu-
ine defeater, but insists that the Naiyayikas® theory of inference-warranting
relations does not rule out the possibility of there being a different one.!?¢
This possibility is referred to as the possibility of deviation (vyabhicara), that
is, the possibility that a reason property deviates from the pervasion rule ac-
cording to which it is known that wherever the reason property is present
the target property is present (positive concomitance, anvaya) and wherever
the target property is absent the reason property is absent (negative con-
comitance, yyatireka).'*” In the opponent’s view, since the Naiyayikas cannot
rule out the possibility of deviation, there could be a locus that deviates from
the rule. Such a locus would be a genuine defeater for the pervasion subcom-
ponent, and therefore for the functioning of the instrument. The doubt that
this generates is significant enough that, in their opinion, it undermines
pervasion, by specifically undermining the negative concomitance between
the two terms. Their worry is that there may be a locus in which the target

125. RNA (ISD 37.12-38.13).

126. This theory will be discussed in chapter 3.

127. “Deviation” (or wandering) is a technical term that will be discussed in greater de-
tail in chapter 3. Briefly: A property H deviates from a property S just in case H is located

somewhere S is not. See Ganeri 1999a:68.
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pr'operty is al?sent but the reason property is present. This worry und

Tnmes any claim to Cz.3 being satisfied, and even to its beiﬁg satisﬁzblc T(;r_
issues that are raised in this discussion have to do with the epistemic si ' 'ﬁe
cance of doubt, the nature of pervasion, its scope, and the Sde u i Slgfmh_
Nyaya method of determining it. The initial cxcha’nge 1s as folloc\lvzcy o

[Opponent] Nondeviation is not ascertained through mere observation
and nonobservation in similar and dissimilar cases, since there isn’t a
nondeviation rule for [reason properties that are] neither of the same
nature [as the target property] nor produced from it. So, since there is
doubt about its exclusion from dissimilar cases, “being an effect” is not a
reason property.

‘ [Naiyayika] About this it is said: There is no doubt about the exclusion
of .the re?son property from dissimilar cases, since an effect-cause relation-
ship, \.Vhlch is established through observation and n011()bserva;ion is
established for an effect [the reason property] and an intclligcncc-pos’scssor

the tal'g P P rty as it iS fOl Qmok th SO ]) O y
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. The opponent begins by stating that the nondeviation rule (avyabhici
miyama) applies only to two sorts of relations: those in which the fw t s
are “of the same nature” and those in which the two terms are relat ; Cf‘ms
fect and cause.” Let us refer to these as the “identity-mode” (tﬁdﬁt:n ) Ci
the “producFion-mode” (tadutpatti) of pervasion.'? The opponent );i)r;f
ass.crts that in the Naiyayikas® theory, the inference-warranting relation f:
neither of these two types and so is not a relation for which deviation can b
ruled out. ”‘fherc is, therefore, doubt about the exclusion of the reason pr i
erty from dissimilar cases (sendigdha-vipaksa-vyavyeti). The Naiyayikas resf));zi—
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however, by asserting that the two, terms in the inference-warranting rela-
tion for the existence of Iévara are related as effect and cause, just like the
two terms in the inference-warranting relation between smoke and fire. They
assert further that the relation is established, in part, through the observa-
tion (upalambha) of the reason property in a finite number of loci in which
the target property is known to be present, and the nonobservation (ant-
palambha) of it in a finite number of loci in which the target property is
known to be absent, just like in the inference of fire from smoke. The oppo-
nent’s argument is therefore irrelevant according to the Naiyayikas, since the
nondeviation rule is known to apply to the inference-warranting relation in
their argument for the same reasons that it is known to apply to the reason

property in very well known, and noncontroversial, inferences.

3.2.3. SCOPE OF THE REASON PROPERTY

The opponent chooses, at this point, to accept the Naiyayikas’ claim that the
inference-warranting relation is an effect-cause relation and that, in general,
such relations can be established through observation and nonobservation
(upalambbanupalambba). The opponent instead directs his attention to show-
ing how the scope of the terms in well-known inference-warranting relations
is different from the scope of the terms in the inference-warranting relation in
the Naiyayikas® argument. According to the opponent, the significance of this
is that, given the scope of the reason property that is required for the Naiyayi-
kas’ inference, it is not possible, given their own criteria, for them to establish

pervasion through observation and nonobservation. The opponent says,

Only a specific class of effects is proven to be caused by it [i.c., an intel-
ligent maker], not effects-in-general. Just as it is not ascertained that [a
property] such as “being a thing,” which is present in smoke, etc., 18

produced from fire."*?

The inference-warrantin relation in the Naiyayikas™ argument is “Each
g yay. g
and every effect has been constructed by an intelligent agent just like a
y y g gent, |
pot”!3! Inother words, the terms of the relation are “effects-in-general”—1.¢.,

130. RNA (ISD 37.17-37.18): karyavisesasyniva mdmpﬁdmiddhir na kAryasamanyasya, yﬂﬂﬂﬂ
Abamadivarting vastutvider ninalddijanyatvaniscays it {cet}.

131. See 2.1.

i
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all effects—and “being constructed by an intelligent agent.” In the passage
cited above, however, the opponent implies that in the well-known inference-
warranting relation between smoke and fire, the relation is between a re-
stricted class of effects (karya-viesn), namely smoke and its cause, and not all
effects (karya-matra).)*? Morcover, it is only specific classes of effects that
can be shown through observation and nonobservation to be constructed by
an intelligent agent. The Naiyayikas’ view that the inference-warranting re-
Jation in their argument for the existence of Tévara is an effect-cause relation
that can be determined through observation and nonobservation requires
(at least) that the scope of the reason property be restricted to specific, ob-
servable classes of effects. If, in general, the scope of a reason property is
taken to be unrestricted, then as the opponent points out, even propertics
of smoke such as “being a thing” could be taken to be pervaded by fire. Since

both parties agree that pervasion is between “smoke” and “fire” and not be-

tween “smoke-and-all-of-its-properties” and “fire,” the opponent presses the

Naiyayikas to explain how the pervasion relation between an unrest}icted class

of “effects-in-general” (i.e., any cffect) and an “intelligent agent” can be deter-

mined. The Naiyayikas’ response is to provide an example. They say,

An effect, such as a piece of cloth, is seen to have a material cause. And a
different effect, whose material cause is unobserved, is established as
being an effect that has a material cause. Similarly, that very effect, cloth,
etc., is observed to have a maker. Therefore that [thing], whose maker is
not observed, is established as having a maker, on account of [its] being
an effect. This is because the positive and negative concomitance of a
maker with an effect is like that of a material cause. . . . Therefore, just as
it is not possible to doubt that there could be an effect without a material
c:au?e, since a material cause-in-general produces an effect-in-general,
similarly, it must not be doubted that there could be an effect without a
maker, since there isn’t a relevant difference in proving that a maker-in-
gencral produces an cffect-in-general.!33

rcg 132, ThaF this, and what follows,. is implied by the passage is clear from the Naiyayikas’
~p'0nsc to it and the subsequent discussion of the passage later in the text. See chapter 3
section 2, N
. Ijj'yi{(]j; EISD 37. z_oj37.26): {_yﬂthﬁ fji} kiryam vastvidy wpadanavad dystam, kivyantaram
h’,m’i" Hop anam upadﬂnﬂmt‘kumurmdy upasthapyate tathi tad eva kiryam vastradi dysta-
am ity adystakartykam api kiryatvat kavtymad vyavasthapyate | upadanasyevn kavtur api
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The Naiyayikas® approach is to again compare the inference-warranting
relation in their inference to a noncontroversial case—here, the relation be-
tween effects, such as a piece of cloth, and their having a material (or pri-
mary) cause (upadana-karana). Although the pervasion relation is determined
through the observation of a specific class of effects and those effects having
a material cause, both parties agree that the relation is more general, and
that it applies to effects-in-general. On the basis of this relation it is possible
to infer that effects whose material cause has not been observed nevertheless
do have a material cause. From the observation of a specific class of effects,
such as pieces of cloth, pots, etc., it is similarly possible, the Naiyayikas
maintain, to determine an effect-cause relation between effects-in-general and
an unobserved maker.

The opponent is not convinced by the comparison, however, and insists
that pervasion can be determined only for a specific class of effects and its
cause. In rephrasing the objection, the opponent specifies the property that
he believes restricts the scope of the Naiyayikas’ reason property when it is

properly formulated. He says:

You may say anything, still, there is not the inference of an intelligent agent
from effects-in-general. On the contrary, it is only from specific effects, from
the observation of which there could be an awareness of them having been

made, even for one who did not observe them being made.!3*

The reason property should be limited, according to the opponent, to those
classes of effects that could be observed to be the products of an intelligent
agent. This would distinguish berween effects such as pots and buildings,
for which pervasion with a maker has been (and can be) observed, and those
such as grass and trees, for which it has not (and cannot) be observed. The
opponent suggests that the reason property should be limited to just a spe-
cific class of effects, namely, those with the property “being an effect from
the observation of which there could be an awareness of its having been

karyenanukytinvayavyativekatvat | {tanmatranibandhanatvic ca sayvarra karyakaranavyava-
havayoly} | tasmiad yatha karyam ca syan nirupadinam ceti na Sakyam aiankitum, karyamatrasyd
upadanamatvid utpadasiddhes tatha ca bhaved akartrham ceti nasankantyam karyamatyasyn
kartymitvad utpadasiddher avisesar.

134. RNA (ISD 37.27-37.29): {nanu} brityi nama Ridicit | tathapi na kivyamatvad buddhi-
madanumianam, api tu kiryavisesad eva | yaddarianad akriyadarsino pi kytabuddhib syat.
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made, even for one who did not observe its being made.” The pervasion rela-
tion that can be established through observation and nonobservation is not,
as the Naiyayikas assume, between “effects-in-general” (i.c., all effects) and
“being made by an intelligent agent,” but between “specific-effects” and “be-
ing made by an intelligent agent.” What makes such effects “specific,” more-
over, is the special characteristic of “being an effect from the observation of
which there could be an awareness of its having been made, even for one
who did not observe its being made.” Given this, the opponent claims that
the Naiyayikas’ reason property is inconclusive, since pervasion can be estab-
lished only for this specific class of effects and not for effects-in-general.

The presence of the subtype of the defect “generally inconclusive”

(H3a,) is detected through the opponent’s doubt about the Naiyayikas®
ability to establish pervasion. The basis for this doubt is the opponent’s
view that the scope of the unrestricted form of the reason property “cffects-
in-general” includes classes of effects about which it cannot be known
through observation whether they have been constructed by an intelligent
agent. Given the Naiyayikas® view that pervasion is established through
observation and nonobservation, the opponent argues that there will al-
ways be epistemically significant doubt about pervasion. The opponent
concludes, therefore, that the Naiyayikas have not shown that this subtype
of the c_icfcct “generally inconclusive” does not apply to the reason property
in the I$vara-inference.

. The Naiyayikas defend themselves by first providing an analysis of the
limiting phrase “an awareness of having been made.” They then try to show
that there is no interpretation of it that undermines the pervasion subcom-
ponent of the instrument in their argument. They ask,

Moreover, what is this “awareness of having been made™ Ts it the
determination that the activity of something else was needed? Or is it the

ascertainment that it came from a person, i.¢., was made by a person?13

According to the Naiydyikas, it is necessary to further analyze the terms in
« .
the phrase “an awareness of having been made.” In their view, the opponent
N . . oo
ould either mean that an effect that has this characteristic is an effect about

i .71 3§ . RNA (ISD 37.30-37.32): api ca ki punar iyam kytabuddhil, kim apeksitaparavyipiri-
asiiyo *tha purusakytam ctad iti panruseyatvaniscayn iti.
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which it has been determined that its production depends upon the activity
of something other than itself (ﬂpzk}itﬂpmﬂvyﬁpﬁm), or that it has been made
by a person ( purusa-krin). The first interpretation, which just specifies what
it means for something to be “made” (krta), applies equally well to effects
such as pots and the earth, since both parties would agree that “being an ef-
fect” is (at least) “being something whose production depends upon some-
thing other than itself.”'* Both the Naiyayikas and the opponent agree that
the class of effects that includes pots and the class that includes the earth are
offects in this sense. There is not, therefore, a relevant distinction between
these two classes of effects. As a result, the Naiyayikas reason that this can-
not be the opponent’s interpretation of the limiting property, since it docs
not distinguish between what the opponent takes to be the problematic case
and the well-known one. The second interpretation focuses on the term
“awareness” (buddhi) and, according to the Naiyayikas, needs to be specified
further still. The Naiydyikas suggest that the awareness that an effect “was
made by a person” is the awareness cither of someone who knows the perva-
sion relation between “being an effect” and “being made by a person” or of
someone who does not.'¥” They argue further that for someone who knows
the relation there will certainly be the awareness of an intelligent agent from
an effect-in-general, and so this cannot be what the opponent has in mind.
For someone who does not know the pervasion relation, however, they
concede that the inference is impossible. Given this criterion, however, cven
well-known inferences would be suspect, since it is never-the case that some-
one who does not know pervasion can know, through inferential reasoning,
what is to be proved.

According to the Naiyayikas, there are two problems with the opponent’s
argument. The first is that the characteristic that the opponent claims is nec-
essary for limiting the scope of the reason property does not limit it in the
manner required by him. The second is that the opponent’s doubt about
being able to establish pervasion between general terms (simanya) through
observation and nonobservation is not epistemically significant, since after
considering well-known inferences it is clear that pervasion can be estab-
lished between general terms, and through this method. The Naiyayikas
conclude that the opponent’s attempts at showing that the pervasion compo-

136. RNA (ISD 38.01).
137. RNA (ISD 38.03).
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nent has been undermined by doubt have not been successful and therefore
that H3a, does not apply to the reason property “being an effect.”

While the issues raised in the Naiyayikas® discussion of Cz2.2 were framed in
terms of the target property, the issues raised here have to do with the reason
property. There are two specific issues that are raised. The first concerns the
problem of “deviation” and whether the reason property is known to actu-
ally deviate from the target property, to possibly deviate from it, or to not de-
viate from it at all. In discussing this issue, the Naiyayikas focused their
attention on the criteria for identifying a “counterexample,” and the signifi-
cance of the “theory of remoteness” (viprakysta) for making this identifi-
cation. The second issue has to do with the scope of the reason property
(hetu-visaya) and the related issue of how pervasion is supposed to be estab-
lished. Most central to this discussion is the nature of pervasion and whether
or not, given the proper description of the reason property, observation and
nonobservation is an adequate method for establishing it.

The Naiyayikas’ discussion of C2.3 thus shows how issues having to do
with the reason property are closely linked to those having to do with perva-
sion. Unlike their discussion of Hz2, however, here the Naiyayikas show that
H3a does not apply to the reason property by defending their claim that the
reason property is known to be excluded from all dissimilar cases. They do
so by (1) appealing to the “theory of remoteness,” in order to discuss how
the absence of a property in a particular locus should not be determined;
(2) comparing their argument with well-known and therefore paradigmati;
inferences, to show that the opponent’s arguments are such that even well-
known inferences would be invalidated by them; and (3) exposing internal

inadequacies in the opponent’s account of the limiting property “an aware-
ness of having been made.”

4. Conclusion: Shifting the Burden of Proof

.Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas frame their discussion of the I§vara-inference by first
identifying a set of potential defeaters for their argument, and then arguing
that none of them apply to its reason property, “being an effect.” [ have ar-
gued that these defeaters are best understood as defining a set of certifica-
tm[} —co.nditions for the instrument and that, from their perspective, the
Naiyayikas’ argument is about showing that these certification condi';ions
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have been satisfied.13® The certification conditions that are most important
for the Naiyayikas’ I§vara-inference are the instrument conditions (C2), and
more specifically those defined by defects H2 (C2.2) and Hza (C2.3)—the
defects that affect the functioning component of the instrument, by cither
defeating or undermining its pervasion subcomponent. It is primarily in
showing that H2 and H3a do not apply to “being an effect” that the Nai-
yayikas take themselves to have successfully defended their I$vara-inference.
Moreover, given that the Tévara-inference is an “inference-for-the-sake-of-
another,” by defending it in this way, Ratnakirtr’s Naiyayikas expect their
opponents to concede that the instrument is well-functioning, and that, asa
result, the awareness-event that is produced by it is a knowing-event. In con-
cluding this chapter, and before turning to a more detailed discussion of the
Naiyayikas® arguments in the context of Ratnakirti’s critique of them, I want
to briefly return to the question of what Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas’ tell us is at
stake, both explicitly and implicitly, in their argument for the existence of

Tévara.

4.1. The Iévara-Inference as a Hybrid Aygument

In section 2.1 I suggested that the Tévara-inference is helpfully thought of as
a “hybrid” argument that makes use of clements from both cosmological
arguments and arguments from design.’®” As a way of exploring what
Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas tell us is explicitly at stake in their defense of this
argument, it may be helpful to think of it further in terms of such a hybrid,
and therefore in what may be more familiar terms. What follows, however, is
not a detailed comparative analysis of the I§vara-inference that is systemati-
cally informed by the extensive (and very sophisticated) philosophical litera-
ture on cosmological arguments and arguments from design, but rather an
attempt at providing an alternative framework and vocabulary for seeing

what Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas take to be their most pressing philosophical -

concerns in defending the I§vara-inference.!*® This alternative framework

138. The fact that the argument is “about this” is due to its being an “inference-for-the-
sake-of-another,” in which case it is necessary that the inference-instrument be certified.

139. See the notes to section 2.1, and below, for references to helpful secondary literature
on these two types of arguments.

140. There are two reasons I am not providing a more systematic treatment of this issue:
first, such a discussion deserves a book-length study of its own; second, an analysis of this
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and vocabulary also provides a slightly different perspective on my discus-
sion of the Tévara-inference in this chapter, and highlights the kinds of issues
that will be discussed in greater detail in chapter 3.

The structure of the Naiyayikas” hybrid cosmological/design argument
can be understood in terms of the following three steps, which have been
used to characterize both cosmological arguments and arguments from de-
sign.!! Each of these arguments can be understood to begin with a contin-
gent (and usually noncontroversial) existential fact, such as the existence of
the universe or of complex well-functioning lifeforms. One way that cosmo-
logical and design arguments differ with respect to this existential fact is
that in cosmological arguments this fact is often “nonnormative,” while in
design arguments it is often “normative.”'*? In the Nydya case, the existential

issue should be based on the Naiyayikas’ own arguments and not those of Ratnakirti’s Nai-
yiyikas. Vattanky 1984 provides a translation and commentary on the Nyaya philosopher
Gangesa’s discussion of the Tévara-inference, and could serve as the basis for such a study.
Ideally, however, such a study would be based on the work of Gangesa’s predecessor,
Udayana. For “translations” of his work see Dravid 1995, Dravid 1996, Laine 1993, and Laine
1998, and the excellent discussion in Chemparathy 1972.

141. For such a characterization sec Gale 1991:239, and especially the excellent discussion
in Gale and Pruss 200s:117-118, which is what my own discussion is based upon. Here is
how they describe the three steps in a typical cosmological argument: (1) a contingent value-
neutral existential fact; (2) a version of the PSR [Principle of Sufficient Reason] that requires
that every fact of this kind have an explanation; and (3) an explanatory argument to show
that the only possible explanation of this fact is in terms of the intentional actions of a super-
natural, God-like being. They describe a typical teleological/design argument as follows: (1')
a contingent valuable existential fact; (2") some principle of inductive reasoning; and (3') an
explanatory argument to show that the probable explanation of this fact is in terms of the
intentional actions of a supernatural, God-like being.

There are a number of well-known “hybrid” arguments for the existence of God, includ-
ing those discussed by Koons 1997 and Koons 2001 (which is also helpfully discussed in
Pruss 2006 and Oppy 2006b:125-130) and Gale 2000, who calls his hybrid argument a “cos-
mological cum ontological cum teleological argument.” Gale’s argument is essentially an
ontological argument (which is based on a slighter weaker version of the well-known Ss
modal ontological argument) in which a possible-worlds version of the cosmological argu-
ment is used to support its most controversial premise and a design argument is used to
solve the “gap-problem.”

42. A “nonpormative” existential fact is one that is value-ncutral, in the sense that there
a{e very few, if any, features of it that onc might take to be valuable, e.g., beauty, simplicity,
Wwidespread law-like regularity, etc. A “normative” existential fact is one that is valuable. For
this distinction see Gale and Pruss 2005:117, 128.
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fact that is expressed in the first step of the argument is that things like the
world/earth (the site of the inference) are effects (the reason property), in the
sense that they have been constructed out of preexisting parts. As Ratna-
kirti’s Naiyayikas seem to interpret it, this fact is both more normative than
those that are appealed to in traditional versions of the cosmological argu-
ment, and less normative than those with which more familiar versions of
the design argument begin. 13

The second step in these arguments states a principle that, in some rele-
vant way, is supposed to account for the existential fact in step 1. In many
cosmological arguments, this principle is some version of either the “Causal
Principle” (e.g., every thing that comes into existence has a cause/every con-
tingent event has a cause) or the “Principle of Sufficient Reasoning” (e.g., all
true propositions have explanations or all contingently true propositions
have explanations). In most design arguments, this principle is a nondeduc-
tive principle of reasoning such as analogy, inference to the best explanation,
likelihood, prior probabilities (i.e., Bayes’ Theorem), or an anthropic principle
of one sort or the other, as in arguments based on “fine-tuning.”** It is

143. Gale and Pruss 2005:128, for example, suggest that the fact about design must be “a
morally desirable one. Otherwise, nothing could be inferred about the goodness, as con-
trasted with the intelligence and power, of the person who brings about this fact. Moreover,
if the design explanation is to be satisfactory, the existential fact should be one that an intel-
ligent person would not be too unlikely to desire: if we have a group of stones strewn about
apparently at random, we would not expect that an intelligent person desired precisely that
combination.”

144. For bricf, but very useful, discussions of arguments based on analogy see Gale
2007:47—50, Le Poidevin 1996:44—47, Mackie 1982:133-145, Oppy 2006b:174—200, Rowe
1978: chap. 4, and Sober 1993:30-36; for those based on inference to the best explanation/
abduction see Gale 2007:50—52, Swinburne 1968, and Swinburne 19795 for those based on
likelihood see Sober 2004 for those based on prior probabilities/Bayes’ Theorem sec Swin-
burne 1979: chap. 8 (which is criticized in Mackie 1982: chap. 8); for those based on an-
thropic principles/fine-tuning see Craig and Sinnot-Armstrong 2004, Gale 2007:52-55,
Le Poidevin 1996:54—69, Leslie 1988, Manson 2003, Oppy 2006b:201-228, and Swinburne
1968. It may be helpful to note that other than the arguments based on analogy, design ar-
guments arc generally probabilistic. For an example of how probability theory has been
used to defend the design inference see Dembski 1998 and Dembski 2002. For excellent
work on the uses and misuses of probability theory in such arguments, including Demb-
ski’s, see Mellor 1969, and especially Fitelson et al. 1999, and Sober 2004. For a short discus-
sion of the contrast between “traditional” and “modern” teleological arguments see Le

Poidevin 1996:47.
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worth noting that there are also deductive versions of the argument from
design.’*® Regardless of the specific principle that is appealed to in such
arguments, their function is essentially the same—to provide a basis for rec-
ognizing the marks of intelligent design in what is referred to in step 1.14¢ In
the Naiyayikas’ hybrid argument, the relevant principle is expressed by the
inference-warranting relation of pervasion, which is most naturally inter-
preted as a version of the causal principle. As stated by Ratnakirti’s Naiya-
yikas, it is: Each and every effect is constructed by an intelligent agent, just
like a pot.

The third step in these arguments is generally an explanatory argument
to the effect that the fact expressed in step 1 is to be finally accounted for
by the intentional actions of a God-like being. Defenders of both the cos-
mological and the design argument seem to differ on whether or not this
step is really within the scope of their argument. In the Nyaya ﬁase it is
clearly included, as indicated by the Naiyayikas’ defense of their argument
in section 3.1. When the Naiyayikas’ [$vara-inference is viewed as such a
hybrid argument, the following issues are seen to be central to their de-
fense of it.

Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas recognize that one obvious and important issue that
must be addressed in defense of their hybrid argument has to do with exactly

what the target property of their argument is supposed to be: an agent-in-

~ general, an intelligent agent, and/or an intelligent agent who is T$vara. They

clearly recognize that their opponent might accept that there is an “intelligence-
possessing” maker of the world/earth, but deny that this maker is I$vara.”
The Naiyayikas recognize that they need to account for the apparent “gap”

145. See Smart and Haldane 2003, for a Thomistic style deductive design argument.
Deductive versions of the argument are also discussed briefly in Reichenbach 2004 and
Swinburne 1979, who rejects them.

146. See Gale and Pruss 2005:129. Le Poidevin 1996:44 contrasts the second step in cos-
mological and design/teleological arguments by suggesting that “whereas for the cosmo-
lOgifal argument the crucial notion is that of causality, for the teleological argument the
vCruc1al‘notion is that of purpose [i.c., design]. We can make something intelligible by point-
Ing to its antecedent cause, or we can make intelligible its existence by pointing to the pur-
PO'SC for which it was made, provided of course that we are talking about artifacts, i.e.,
things which are constructed by a conscious agent.”

147. Sti rei i
47. Interestingly, Ratnakirti suggests that he too could accept this. For a discussion of

this issue see chapter 5, section 6.
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between the intelligent agent that is the target property of their argument
and Tévara. In my hybrid version of the argument, this “gap” is reflected in
the differences between what can be concluded on the basis of steps 1 and 2,
and what is supposed to be concluded with the addition of step 3. In one
sense, the “gap” that neceds to be closed is between the cause/intelligent
agent in step 2 and the God-like being referred to in step 3.

In showing that Ha does not apply to the reason property “being an
effect.” Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas address this issue explicitly. In the voice of
their opponent, they consider the proposal that the only way to close the gap
is to build into step 2 the condition that the cause/agent that is referred to
there be one that has the qualities of the God-like being referred to in step 3,
e.g., omniscience. As the Naiyayikas point out, however, this radically alters
the causal principle in step 2, to the extent that it becomes much more diffi-
cult to prove, and, given the Naiyayikas’ specific theory about how such
principles can be proven, almost impossible. As a result, the Naiyayikas re-
fuse to accept this solution to the gap-problem, and argue that there is an-
other way of addressing the issue. They argue that the gap can by closed by
recognizing that, given steps 1 and 2, it can be established that effects like
the earth have an intelligent cause. They further argue that, given what we
know about the earth, we can conclude its cause/agent must have very spe-
cial qualities, such as omniscience, which uniquely belong to Tévara. The
Naiyayikas’ proposal is to solve the gap-problem with a design argument in
step 3.148

In showing that H3a doesn’t apply to the reason property “being an ef-
fect,” Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas highlight, again in the voice of an opponent,
their awareness of a second set of issues. These issues have to do with
the Naiydyikas version of the “causal principle” in step 2, and its supposed
strength. Often the strength of a causal principle can be traced through the
scope of its terms and the closely related epistemic burden that it places on
its defenders. For example, a “strong” version of the causal principle might

require that whatever exists have a cause, while a “weaker” version might

148. For more on this see chapter 3, section 4, where this issue will be discussed in terms
of the “site subcomponent” of the inference. A similar strategy seems to be at work in Koons
1997. As Gale and Pruss (2005:135-136) have noted, cosmological arguments and arguments
from design are both susceptible to (or as Gale writes, “infected” by) the gap-problem.
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require that whatever comes into existence have a cause.#? In restricting the
scope of the existential facts (or types of existential facts) that are to be ac-
counted for, weaker versions of the causal principle can case the epistemic
burden on its defenders. The Naiyayikas® version of the causal principle is
therefore “strong,” in the sense that it requires that each and every thing that
comes into existence have a cause, but also “weak” in the sense that it doesn’t
require that whatever exists have a cause, only that each and every thing that
comes into existence does. On the other hand, the Naiyiyikas® version of
the causal principle significantly restricts the kind of “cause™ that is relevant

by ruling out non-intelligence-possessing ones. In this case, restricting thf;
scope of what counts as the right kind of cause/agent for the causal principle
strengthens it, in the sense that it increases the epistemic burden on its de-
fenders, even while it lessens the gap between the cause/agent in the causal
principle and the God-like being referred to in step 3.

In showing that H3a doesn’t apply to “being an effect,” Ratnakirti’s Nai-
yayikas highlight their awareness of the interrelationship between the scope
of the terms referred to in steps 1 and 2, the strength of the causal principle,
and their epistemic burden. It is clear from their discussion that defending
their causal principle is one of their central concerns. As is well known, this
is also one of the central concerns for defenders of the cosmological argu-
ment.'** The Naiyayikas’ strategy in defending their causal principle is to
first respond to the charge that there are actual counterexamples to it by ar-
guing, partly on the basis of their “theory of remoteness,” that the criteria

- that the opponent uses to identify “actual” counterexamples would result in

counterexamples to the causal principles of arguments that even they accept.
More specifically, the Naiyayikas argue that not observing that some effect
has an intelligent agent as its cause does not mean that it does not have such
an agent as its cause, since its cause could be remote, and similarly, neither
doe.s never observing that effects of some type have an intelligent agent as
their cause mean that effects of that type do not have such an agent as their

- cause. i i ivavi i
¢. Again, the basis for the Naiyayikas’ argument is that the opponent’s

1 jc 1 . M <, »
g 4-?‘ This issue parallels discussions of “strong” and “weak” versions of the “Principle of
ufficient Reason” (PSR). For references, see below.

150. See Gale and Pruss 1999, Gale and Pruss 2005, Oppy 2006a, Oppy 2006b

Rei :
l.L chenbach 2004:98-103, Rowe ct al. 1998:60-114, and Pruss 2006 (a very helpful book-
cngth treatment of PSR)
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critique is equally applicable to some of the opponent’s own arguments. As
Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas present it, this argument silences their opponent.
In arguing against there being actual counterexamples to their causal prin-
ciple, the Naiyayikas thus take themselves to have provided indirect support
for it.

In responding to the opponent’s charge that there are possible counter-
examples to their causal principle, however, the Naiyayikas explicitly address
the issue of the kinds of positive arguments that can be offered in direct sup-
port of it. They insist that their causal principle is in fact a version of a prin-
ciple accepted by the opponent, and that it is established in the same way as
the effect-cause relationship between smoke and fire, which the opponent
grants does not have any possible counterexamples. The Naiydyikas then go
on to argue that their causal principle is a “nondeviation rule” that can be
established empirically, just like the nondeviation rule for smoke and fire.
Agaiﬁ, the Naiyayikas’ strategy is to compare both the causal principle in their
argument and the positive arguments they use to support it with the causal
principle that the opponent accepts and the positive arguments she uses to
support them. The issue of exactly what sort of relation the Naiyayikas’ causal
principle expresses, and what sorts of arguments they use to defend it, will
be discussed in great detail in chapter 3.

At this point in their discussion, however, Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas have
the opponent resist their analysis, by arguing that there is a deep disanalogy
between the causal principle in the Naiyayikas® argument and those in non-
controversial ones. To support this point, they have their opponent argue
that the disanalogy is due to a suppressed difference in the scope of the fact/
effect that is assumed in the different versions of the causal principle. The
opponent’s proposal is that the Naiyayikas’ positive argument can support
only a much weaker version of the causal principle, since it can support only
the principle that each and every effect “from the observation of which there
could be an awareness of its having been made, even for one who did not
observe its being made,” has been constructed by an intelligent agent. The
opponent’s strategy is to try to undercut the Naiyayikas’ earlier appeal to the
theory of remoteness, by eliminating the possibility that the intelligent agent

in question could be “essentially remote.” Their proposal is effectively to
insist that (given the Naiyayikas® reliance on observation) the only kinds of
effects that anyone can take to exhibit the marks of having been made by an

intelligent agent are those that can be seen to have been made by such an
agent, e.g., a person. As the opponent sees it, what is essential to inferring -
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an intelligent maker in ordinary contexts is that we have seen that cffects
with a certain degree of complexity and scale have been made by such an agent.
While this new version of the causal principle lessens the epistemic burden,
it does not (according to the opponent) apply to the existential fact in step 1
of the Naiydyikas’ argument, and thus does not provide any basis for an in-
ference from it.

As discussed in section 3.2.3, however, the Naiyayikas reject the disanal-
ogy, and in so doing clearly show that they recognize both the force of such
arguments and the need to formulate an adequate response to them.!®! The
Naiydyikas’ general strategy for rejecting the disanalogy is to work with what
they present as shared intuitions about the kinds of similarities and dissimi-
larities that are relevant to the argument. These “shared intuitions” are arrived
at by examining those arguments that are accepted by everyone, including
the opponent. On the basis of this, the Naiyayikas then insist that the op-
ponent’s argument for a weaker causal principle that can support the infer-
ence of an intelligent maker for only a restricted class of effects is actually
based on intuitions that are in fact opposed to what she herself takes to be
the case. This strategy is reflected in the Naiyayikas® assessment of the proper
interpretation of the “effect-term” in their causal principle, and the closely
related issue of the positive support that can be given to it through observa-
tion, as compared with the “proper” scope and support through observation
of the casual principle in noncontroversial inferences.

As they present the “disanalogy” issue, it is about whether the observabil-
ity of the cause/agent is the property in virtue of which the causal principles
in the two arguments are to be compared. In interpreting the disahalogy is-
sue in this way, they reject the opponent’ attempt at trying to restrict the
scope of the effect-term, and instead accept the epistemic burden of estab-
lishing their less restricted version of the causal principle. Ratnakirti’s Nai-
yayikas thus deflect the kinds of disanalogy arguments that have been used
Primarily against analogical versions of the argument from design, by shift-
Ing (or twisting) it away from disanalogies between the effects/artifacts
whose causes/makers can be determined and the effect/artifact cited in step
L, to the cause/maker of these effects/artifacts. For the Naiyayikas, the only
relevant “mark of design” is that both sets of effects/artifacts are things “from

i1 Cf. G 48— itici
ale 2007:48—49, where he criticizes one of Hume’s arguments that there is a

; decisive disanalogy at work.
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the observation of which there could be an awareness of its having been made,
even for one who did not observe its being made.” (Differences between
such effects/artifacts are deemed to be irrelevant.) It should come as no sur-
prise that this issue is explicitly raised again by Ratnakirti in his critique of
the Naiyayikas’ response; it will be discussed in greater detail in chapter 3.

4.2. Satisfaction, Certification, and Justification

When it is understood as a hybrid version of the cosmological and design
argument, what Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas tell us is explicitly at stake in their
Tévara-inference is a closely related set of issues that parallel, in interesting
ways, the kinds of issues that frame (and have framed) debates about both
arguments. Through a constructed dialogue with an opponent, the Naiyayi-
kas highlight the importance of both the gap-problem and the relationship
between the scope of the terms in their causal principle and the epistemic
burden that this places on them. They clearly recognize that the scope of the
reason and target properties account for a trade-off between the force of the
gap-problem and the epistemic burden problem. This recognition is impor-
tant, since it may help to explain their decision to specify that the target
property is an intelligent-agent and not just a cause or agent-in-general.

In discussing these issues, however, Ratnakirti’s N aiyayikas also point to
what is implicitly at stake for them in their argument. As 1 have pointed out,
Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas often respond to their opponents by comparing con-
troversial features of the Iévara-inference to similar features in arguments
that are known to be accepted by them. In addition, as Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas
present it, the transition from argument to argument is often marked by the
opponent’s seeming acceptance of their analysis. This rhetorical context is
epistemically significant, and hardly incidental. As T hope to show, it sug-
gests that Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas are aware, at least implicitly, that what is at
stake in their argument is their entire epistemology, and especially their
approach to certification.

The specific dialogical features of the N alyayikas’ discussion suggest that
Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas understand the certification process in terms of ful-
filling an epistemic obligation to their epistemic peers.'52 This obligation is

152. My use of this term is based on Gutting 1982:83, where the term is used to refer t0
those individuals who are like us with respect to “intelligence, perspicacity, honesty, thor-

oughness, and other relevant epistemic virtues.” Kelly 2005 extends Gutting’s notion to re-
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defined through their theory of defeaters, and is introduced into their argu-
ment through the dialogical framework of the text. Specific obligations are
met by addressing the philosophical issues that arise in fulfilling what they
see as their prima facie responsibility to show their opponent that no known
defeaters apply to the reason property in question. A further responsibility is
to respond to their opponent’s counterarguments, until that opponent’s rea-
sonable, and epistemically significant doubts, have been resolved. In an im-
portant sense it is peer disagreement that drives the debate by shifting the
burden of proof back and forth until it has been lifted. In Ratnakirti’s text,
there is never an explicit stalemate.

The certification process thus has built into it what I earlier referred to as
both “deontological” and “procedural” dimensions. The deontological di-
mension is evident from the fact that Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas assume that
they have a prima facie epistemic responsibility to show their opponent that
none of the known defeaters apply to the reason property in the I$vara-
inference. This is evident from the structure of their argument, as is their
further obligation to respond to all of the opponent’s reasonable doubts.!%3
It is only once these epistemic responsibilities have been fulfilled that certifi-
cation follows. The procedural dimension is evident from the Naiyayikas’
insistence that it is the activity and epistemic practice of certification—i.e.,
the practice of showing that a set of defects does not apply to a particular
inference instrument—that not only precedes the reflective knowing-event
itself (A ) but is in fact what that event is based upon. A first-order awareness-

event (A ) is thus certified only insofar as an epistemic agent has herself

quire, in addition, that our epistemic peers be like us with respect to “their exposure to
evidence and arguments which bear on the question at issue.” Such a peer is one over whom
we “claim no epistemic advantage.” The Naiyayikas” opponent seems to be an epistemic peer
who is in between that of Gutting and Kelly. More specifically, while Ratnakirti’s Naiyayi-
k‘as s.ecm to view their opponent as being an epistemic peer with respect to Gutting’s crite-
r1a, it does not seem to me that they would go as far as to say that they have no epistemic
advantage over their opponent, e.g., that they have not given greater attention and thought
to the arguments at hand. As Kelly 2005 sees it, the Naiydyikas” opponent is an epistemic
peer with respect to his criterion ii, but not with respect to his criterion i.

153. See Alston 1989:74~75 and chaps. 45, where Alston discusses and rejects what he
calls the “deontological” concept of justification and argues in support of an “evaluative”

_concepti P e w o - . .
ption of justification which is “just reliability of belief formation with evaluative frost-

ing” (Alston’s cor i i i i
ncession to his moderate internalism). See Alston 1989:96-109.

L"u o



o8 Epistemology

shown that the instrument that produced it is well-functioning.'** Certifica-
tion is how an agent comes to know that a particular first-order awareness-
event is warranted. As a result of it, both the agent and the first-order
knowing-event itself are “justified.”

Given the Naiydyikas’ understanding of certification and justification,
this is exactly what one should expect. RatnaKirti’s Naiyayikas take them-
selves to have shown that a relevant set of defects does not apply to a specific
inference-instrument, once they have met their prima facie epistemic obliga-
tions and have responded to and resolved the legitimate doubts that are
raised by their epistemic peers. Once these obligations have been met and
the doubts have been resolved, the Naiydyikas are, in their view, entitled to
claim that the first-order awareness-event (A ) that was produced by that in-
strument is a knowing-event, since the instrument that produced it has been
certified, and thereby shown to be well-functioning. Doxastic ascent is thus
stopped once legitimate doubt has been resolved through the certification
process.

As before, let us refer to the first-order awareness-event as a “knowing-
event” (A ) and the higher-order awareness-event that results from certification
as “reflective-knowledge”/“a reflective knowing-event” (A} My noticed
awareniess of this reflective knowing-event is a “certifying-event,” which is
itself self-luminous, since it is an illuminating awareness-event (A). The
content of this certifying awareness-event, which has the reflective knowing-
event as its object, provides us with an epistemic perspective on the first-
order knowing-event by enabling us to notice the content of the reflective
knowing-event. There are two constituents of its content: the first is the
content of the knowing-event itself, e.g., “Tévara is the maker of our world,”

154 For a discussion of proceduralism sce Rosenberg 2002, esp. chap. 3, where he devel-
ops his own position by critically engaging Alston 1989 in support of what he rakes to be
broadly Sellarsian insights, which he says are “proceduralist only by implication.”

155. The certification process, which is itself broadly inferential, produces this second-
order knowing-event, about which no further legitimate doubt has been raised. As a result,
reflective-knowledge is not itself in need of certification, even though in principle further
legitimate doubt could be raised, in which case it too would be an awareness-event for which
certification is sought. According to Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas, reflective-knowledge cannot
be undermined by mere possibilities, but only by those possibilities for which there are
strong positive reasons to suppose they actually obtain. Thus, though defeasible, a reflective
knowing-event is not itself in need of certification. Foran interesting discussion of this with

regard to knowledge, see Rosenberg 2002: chap. 1.
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and the second is the epistemic perspective on that knowing-event, e.g., “I
have certified that the inference-instrument that produced that awareness-
event is well-functioning.”® It may be helpful to think of this second
constituent as the assertive-content of that awareness-event. It is this
assertive-content that is the source of the agent’s “epistemic perspective” on
her first-order awareness-event. More specifically, with this assertive—content
comes a kind of confidence in the content of the first-order knowing-event.
While the first-order knowing-event itself comes with the absence of doubt/
uncertainty, the certifying-event comes with confidence, which is one rea-
son it has differential epistemic value as compared with the first-order
knowing-event itself. Whether this differential epistemic value is added or
simply additional epistemic value will depend on context.

The dialogical form of the text thus indicates that the Nyaya epistemic
framework provides not only a dialectical context for their defense of the
I$évara-inference but also an epistemological context for it. The Naiyayikas’
deontological, proceduralist, internalist foundationalism thus informs their
defense of the I$vara-inference by quietly specifying the conditions that de-
termine when any such defense is successful. As I hope to show in chapter 3,
Ratnakirti clearly recognizes this, and fashions a critique of the Tévara-

inference that targets both the inference and the epistemology that is used to
defend it. '

. 56. The content of the certifying-event is as follows: “I notice that T am aware that the
inference-j I i
nce-instrument that produced my awareness that Isvara is the maker of the world (the

subject i i i
Ject component) is (the relation component) certified/well-functioning (the property
component).” See section 1.3.



