CHAPTER 6

The Values of Buddhist Epistemology

N INTRODUCING THIS BOOK I BEGAN WITH A DISCUSSION
of its subject matter (abhidheya), my reasons for writing it, including

what I hoped to accomplish in doing so (prayojana), and how 1 hoped
to achieve these ends (sambandba).! Tt scems appropriate, therefore, to con-
clude with how Ratnakirti himself might answer such questions about his
own work and, more specifically, with how he understood its value. My dis-
cussion of Ratnakirti’s interest in the Naiyayikas’” argument for the existence
of Tévara (in chapters 2-3) and my analysis of the broad range of philosophi-
cal resources that he relies upon in criticizing it (in chapters 3-5) reveal how
Ratnakirti practiced philosophy. By describing the conceptual resources that
he uses to fashion and respond to arguments and analyzing the language
and style in which he argues, I have tried to provide a picture of how Ratnakirti

1. For a discussion of how Sanskrit philosophers themselves theorized the ideas expressed
in this sentence, and discussed the terms “subject matter” (abhidheyn), “purpose” (prayojand),
and “relation between the rwo” (sambandba), sec Kumarila’s SV, Pratijaasitra 11-25, where
the latter two terms are discussed. For a discussion of all three in the work of a Buddhist
CPistcmoIogist see Dharmottara’s NBT 5.01-16.02 and Arcata’s HBT 1.18-3.03. For an excel-

lent discussion of this issue, and numerous additional references, sce Funayama 1995.
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engaged with his opponents, both explicitly and implicitly. In the texts djs.
cussed in these chapters, however, Ratnakirti does not tel| us what he hoped
to gain in critically engaging his opponents in this way and, more generally,
how he understood the value of philosophy, as defined by his work.? In this
chapter T want to argue that Ratnakirti’s understanding of the value of phi-
losophy, and epistemology more specifically, is implicit in his practice of jt—g
practice that both subtly gestures to, and draws from, a “two-dimcnsional
framework of value” that he shares with his text tradition,?

This two-dimensional framework of value is defined in terms of the two
kinds of rationality that T hope to show are evident in Ratnakirtis work,
namely, epistemic rationality and instrumental rationality.* On my use of
the term, “epistemic rationality” is the kind of rationality that one displays
when one’s belicf “that p” is based on reasons that are taken to be neither
defeated nor undermined. Epistemic rationality is also displayed when one
refrains from believing “that P” on the basis of reasons that are taken to be
defeated or undermined. Given this, “epistemic reasons” are often thought to
have categorical normative force—that is, to be binding on any rational agent,
regardless of that agent’s interests or goals.® Many of the reasons that Ratng-
kirti and his opponents appeal to in their debate about the Iévara-inference
seem to be epistemic in this sense. In contrast, “instrumental rationality” is
the kind of rationality that one displays when one takes the means to one’s
ends. Thus, “instrumental reasons” are often thought to have hypothetical
force—that is, to be binding on a rational agent who possesses the goal or

—_—

2. For an excellent study of such questions in the work of Santaraksita (ca. 725—788) and
his “commentator,” Kamala&ila (ca. 740-795), see McClintock 2002: esp. chap. 1, section 4;
chap. 2; and chap. 6. For an interpretation of how the Buddhist epistemologist Moksakara-
gupta might answer such questions see Griffiths 1999b. For additional references to relevant
work on the Buddhist epistemological tradition, sec Funayama 1995, Kellner 2004b, Krasser
2004, and the references contained therein. See also Eltschinger 2007b.

3. For more on the idea of a “text tradition” see McCrea and Patil (forthcoming).

4. Foradiscussion of these, and an extended argument against the reduction of epistemic
rationality to instrumental rationality, see Kelly 2003, where he argucs against the idea that
epistemic rationality is simply a species of instrumental rationality—that is, instrumental
rationality in the service of some cognitive goal. For a typology of different “varieties” of -
rationality see Plantinga 1993a:132-137, and for an argument against the philosophical utility
of“rationality” see Goldman 1986:27.

5. See Kelly 2003:614.
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goals in question.® In much of this chapter, I am going to focus on Ratna-
kirti’s goals and will be concerned primarily with instrumental reasons.
What I am most interested in, however, is the relationship between such
reasons and specifically epistemic ones. Associated with each kind of reason
is also a kind of value that I will refer to as “epistemic value” and “instru-
mental value,” respectively.” It is these two kinds of value that define the

" two-dimensional framework of value that T will argue is present in Ratna-

kirti’s work.

In much of what follows I will be arguing that for Ratnakirti philosophy
is of instrumental value, since it is indispensable for those who seek to un-
derstand the nature of the Buddhist path and to make progress along it. My
argument in support of this conclusion has three parts. In section 1 I will
briefly discuss the philosophical goals and ideals of the Buddhist epistemo-
logical tradition, as understood by Dignaga and Dharmakirti (and some of
their commentators), in order to show how from the very beginning the
tradition was methodologically self-conscious and reflected upon the value
of philosophy. In section 2 T will show that Ratnakirti himself shared the
framework of value that was constructed by his text tradition. In section 31
will discuss how Ratnakirti’s teacher, JAdanasrimitra, incorporated these
goals and ideals into a framework in which philosophy as an intellectual
practice and philosophy as a form of religious education were brought to-
gether. In the final two sections of this chapter T will show how all of this
relates to epistemic value and the two-dimensional framework of value de-
scribed above.

1. Foundational Figures and Foundational Texts

1.1. Dignaga

From the opening verse of Dignaga’s (ca. 480-540) Compendium of the
Sources of Knowledge (Pramanasamuccaya)—the text upon which the Bud-
dhist epistemological tradition is founded— the tradition’s self-consciousness

6. For a discussion of the terms “hypothetical” and “categorical” in a similar context sce
Papineau 2003,

7. Sec Foley 1987:11-12, where the link between kinds of reasons and kinds of value is
also made,
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regarding the role of philosophy, and especially epistemology, is evident.® 1y views about the instruments of valid awareness is, therefore,

also a way of
cstablishing what is in fact the case.

this opening verse, and his own commentary on it, Digniga very clearly ex-

plains that he composed his work in order to refute his opponents’ views on From Dignaga’s rather brief remarks in the opening section of his C,-

pendinm, it is clear that his work has a dual purpose: it is meant to “reject the
instruments of others” ( pavapramanapratisedha)—and thereby reject the
conclusions that they draw on the basis of them—and to “make public the vir-

the instruments of valid awareness (pramana) and to establish his own. 9 He
explains further that this is an important task, because there is great deal of
confusion about these instruments and many competing claims have been made
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about them. Since our account of what we know depends upon our account tues of one’s own account of the instruments” (smpmmdnngumdbhdmna) —

and thereby support one’s own conclusions.!® This dual purpose is also
explicit in the structure of Dignaga’s text: cach chapter includes both an ac-
count of his own position and a detailed refutation of rival views.!! Implicit
in his introductory remarks is also his view about the value of epistemology.
From what Digniga says in the opening section of his Compendium, what
seems to be of value is being right, both about how one knows and what onc
knows. And, as Dignaga suggests, it is through critical reflection upon the
instruments of valid awareness that one s able to determine this. Dignaga
also makes it clear that this is not simply a personal affair: it is essential to his

of bow we know, Dignaga goes on to say that it is Important to argue against
mistaken views of these instruments, in order to show one’s opponents that
what they conclude on the basis of them is also mistaken. Establishing correct

8. Dignaga is said to have been born into a Brahmin family from Kadci in South India
and to have lived and worked, at least for a time, at the Buddhist monastic and educationa]
complex of Nilanda, which was located in North India, in the modern state of Bihar, For
more on what we know of Digniga’s life see Frauwallner 1933 and Hattorf 1968:1-11, and the
references contained therein. For a helpful discussion of Nalanda see Mullens 1994:49-68,
With the discovery of two Sanskrit manuscripts of Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary on the
PS, it is now possible to reconstruct large parts of Dignaga’s PS and PSV. As this work is
published, it is sure to revolutionize our understanding of Dignaga and the history of Bud-
dhist cpistemology in India. Sec Steinkellner et al. zo0s:xvii-lii for a discussion of these
manuscripts and Katsura 2004 and Katsura and Steinkellner 2004 for a taste of what is to
come with regard to important clements in Dignaga’s theory of inferential reasoning,

0. In the following passage Dignaga’s own words are printed underlined, while his
commentator Jinendrabuddhi’s are not. My reason for citing this Passage is to support my
point that built into Diguiga’s “dual purpose” are not just the “instruments,” or sources of
knowledge, but also the “conclusions,” or objects of knowledge/valid awarencss.

9. PS r.1: “With great reverence to the teacher who exists as a source of knowlcdge; whao PST ms. B258bi—4 (as cited in Krasser 2004141 0. 32): “It is not the case that only in

secks the well-being of the world; who is accompl ished; and who is our protector, I compose chapters such as the ‘Investigation of Nyaya’ are the objects of knowledge refuted, since it
is seen that in this [section] too they are [refuted] by implication. . . . In [response to the

uestion]—But why can’t this be known through perce tion?—he says, ‘thin, $ are imagined
q y gh percep yS, g, 21

this Compendium, on the basis of my own thoughts, which are scattered about here and
there, in order to establish the sources of knowledge” ( pramanabhutiyn jagaddbitmisine
pranamya Sastre sugatdya tiyine | pramanasiddhyai svamatir samuccayal kavisyate viprasytid
thaskatak). PSV 1.10-1.13: “With great reverence to the teacher who has such qualities, [ will
compose this Compendium of the Sources of Knowledge by bringing together material from my
other works, such as the Nyayamukha, in order to reject the sources of knowledge of my ri-

by them,’ etc. Since, in virtue of their being imperceptible, the existence of things such as
the material basis for the world, the passive principle of consciousness, space, time, and in-
herence are established on the basis of a reason property, they can be known only through
[such] reasoning. ‘It is not the case thar it jsfyvg)rftl_lftggcm%’ means ‘It isn’t worthy of

vals and promote my own, since an awareness of what can be known depends upon the thought.’ And he has explained the ways in which they do not stand up to thought. ‘For this

sources of knowledge, and there arc many competing claims made about them?” (see Hattori reason’ means ‘since.’ ﬂll,lSJQaiQLliﬂg£@11&Q£,QQLh£ 'l%§i,s,f9rjll,i,fﬂejt£%%ti0§- Therefore it

should be known that it is definitely the.case that here too the objects of knowledge, which
are supposed to be known through reasoning, are refuted by implication” (na kevalam
Wyayapariksidisy prameyapratisedbap kytab, ibapy arthatal kyta iti davianar. {sarvesiim cetyids).
kasmar punal pravyaksagamyam na bhavarity ﬁ'ilm—t@fpg@kgggitgpﬂd@ﬂ@@m ityadi. prad-
hﬁnﬂpummdikkailammavﬁyﬁdinﬂim apratyaksatmyi liizgmﬁ:titmvyavmﬂmpanﬁt tarkagamynt-

1968:23-24, Kellner 2004b:148) (evamgunam sastaram branamya praminasiddhbysi svapra-.

karanebhyo nyayamukhidibhya iha samahytya pramanasamuccaynly kavisyate parapramanapra:
tisedbiyn svapramanagunodbhavanaya ca, yasmar Dromanayatta prameympratipattiv babavas
catva vipratipannakh). Also sce PST 20.14-22.13. For an extremely important discussion of
the phrase that T have translated as “exists as a source of knowledge” (pramanabhita) see the :

excellent discussion in Krasser 2001 and the references contained thercin. For a discussion of Yam. na vimardaksama iti na vicaram avbe ity arthal, yathi ca vicaram nao sahate, tathi

Dratipdditam, ata it yasmid evam na poriksitksamas tavkaly, tasmit indgamyasya prameyasyapy

wthatal pratisedho v kyta eva veditovyn it ).

why Dignaga and Sakyabuddhj interpret the “as” in this phrase to mean “is,” while Prajfia
karagupta takes it to mean “like,” sec Kellner 2004b, and for a somewhat different interpre-

. 3
tation, Iwata 2004. For a discussion of the vartety of ways in which the term “accomplished 1t For an introduction to this text and a discussion of its organizing principles sce Hat-

(sugata) is interpreted by Dignaga see Hattori 1968:23. - W0ti1968 and Hayes 1988.




318 Conclusion

work, as he understands it, to argue against those who disagree with him
and, as we will see, to convince them that their views are mistaken and that
his are not. Why any of this should be of value, and what special significance
ifany it has for a Buddhist philosopher, is not discussed by Dignaga here.
In the concluding sections of his Compendium, however, Dignaga explic-
itly links the dual purpose of his text to the teachings of the Buddha, and
thereby explains further why this way of “being right” is itself of value.!? He
says that his opponents’ views on the instruments of valid awareness, and
the conclusions that they draw on the basis of them, are not well-established
(durvihita) and so are distant from (viprakysta) the real nature of dbarma ag
taught by the Buddha. He also explains that it is because their conclusions
do not stand up to critical analysis—and instead are transformed and altered
by it—that they are so distant. This implies that what makes something well-
established is the degree to which it can withstand critical philosophical
analysis, and further that being able to withstand such analysis is an indica-
tor of proximity to dharma. But, as Dignaga (and the tradition before him)
also points out, the real nature of dbarma is not itself accessible to such
analysis (atarkagocarm).'® As a result, his purpose is not (and cannot be) to

12. PST ms. B2s8b4ff. For quoted fragments (prattka) from PS/PSV see Krasser 2004:131,
nn. 10, 11, 15, where he quotes and translates the passage. What follows is based on Krasser’s
translation. The Tibetan text is Kanakavarman’s translation (PSV/no. 5702 of the Peking
edition of the Tibetan canon, 176b8-177a2): “I composed this [ work] in order to turn those
who adhere to the views of non-Buddhists away from them, since they are without essence

because the sources of knowled ge (pramana) and their objects ( prameya) [as taught by non-

Buddhists] are not properly fixed (durvibitarvena). However, by just this @yatd), I do not -

expect them to enter in to the teaching of the Tathagata, since his dbarma is not within the
realm of reasoning. But those who have turned away (vyavyttas tu) [from the views of non-
Buddhists] can more easily understand [the dbayma] after hearing it, since it is very far [from
their views] and close to his (iprakystantararvar)” (tshad ma bun las brus par yan | tshad ma
dan géal bya die bar brjod pa fiid lyis mu stegs pa i “dod pa sivin po med pa % phyir | der den pa
rnams ldog pa i dow du i brisams pa yin e | Wi tsam gyis de bin giogs p i bstan paln giug pa
% don dus ni ma yin te | de i chos ni rtog ge % yulma yin pa’i phyiy vo || Idog pa las ni ston pa’i chos
iid thos nass “bad pa med par viogs pay Jyur te | bar du ma bskal ba i phyir ro). Tt is worth noting-
that according to Jinendrabuddhi this section—which is quoted by Bu ston Rin chen grub
in his History of Buddhism (chos “byun)—states Dignaga’s “secondary”/“more distant” (pyava
hite) purpose, while his “primary”/“immediate” (saksar) purpose is indicated in PS r.1. Fora
very careful analysis of this passage sce Krasser 2004:131-135. As Krasser notes, the passage -
1s also translated in Obermiller 1931:46.

13. For a very helpful list of such passages see Krasser 2004:139 n. 28.
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teach his opponents the dbarma itself, but rather to turn them away from
their false views so that it will be easier for them to eventually realize it. The
reason for critically analyzing the teaching of the Buddha is to ensure that it
is understood correctly and to show that, unlike the teachings of those who

oppose or misunderstand the Buddha, it stands up to philosophical analysis.
Even though what is established through such analysis is not dbarma itself,

RO

it is nevertheless conducive for realizing it one day.
In his commentary on this section of Dignaga’s text, Jinendrabuddhi (ca.

750-800) confirms this reading of Dignaga and states explicitly what is oth-
erwise only implicit in Dignaga’s own words. Jinendrabuddhi explains that
Dignaga’s reference to “philosophical analysis” is a synecdoche for conven-
tionally valid sources of knowledge, i.c., perception and inferential reason-
ing.** He also says that the kinds of things that non-Buddhists think can be
established through philosophical analysis, such as the soul, cannot stand up
to such analysis, since such things do not exist as these non-Buddhists sup-
pose.!s In contrast, the kinds of things established by Buddhists, such as

14. PST ms. B258b6—7 (as cited in Krasser 2004:135 n. 18): “Thus Digniga says: ‘Because
the Buddha’s dbarma is not accessible to reasoning.” The reference to ‘reasoning’ is as a syn-
ecdoche for the conventional sources of knowledge. What this means is that since the Bud-
dha’s dbarma—which cach individual seeks to know—is an object of only the ultimate source
of knowledge, it is not an object of the conventional ones” (ity aba, taddbarmasyatarkagocar-
arviit. tavkagrabanam vyavabiarvikapramanopalaksonartham. lokottarasyniva bi pramanasyn
visayo bhagavato dharmah pratyitmavedyal, na vyavahiyikasyety avthab).

15. PST ms. B2sob2—6 (as cited in Krasser 2004:134 n.16), where he suggésts that the un-
derlined words are from Dignaga’s verse. Herc is the “verse” extracted from the context of
the commentarial passage: “Those who seek the essence of dbarma by way of reasoning have
fallen far from the Buddha’s teachings. Still, the defining features of the Buddha’s dharma
should be investigated, since perhaps they may undergo change.” Here is the passage in full:
“Because they have sct out on the wrong path, he says, ‘But, they have fallen very far” Those
who investigate the nature of dbarma by the path of reasoning have fallen very far from the

teaching of the Buddha, since the nature of dbarma is not an object of reasoning. Even

though this is the case, he says, “Still the defining features of the Buddha’s dbarma should be

Buddhists. He said that this means that although they are accepted as being the objects of
feasoning, the kinds of things that are critically reflected upon through reasoning by non-
Buddhists, such as the soul and the like, ‘andergo change’ in the sense that they do not re-
main as they were established in a philosophical text. The teachings (dharma) that are made
known by the Buddha arc of the opposite nature: [their nature] is selflessness and the like,
which does not ‘change’ when it is critically reflected upon. This means that it is appre-

hended in itself, just as it appears through a conventional [source of knowledge]. Therefore,
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selflessness (nasratmyn), can withstand philosophical analysis, in the sense
that what is known on the basis of the instruments of valid awareness as
understood by Buddhists is never defeated. He also explains that even
though dharma itself is inaccessible to philosophical analysis, things that arc
known through such analysis can help one to realize it.

Dignaga thus identifies the analysis of the instruments of valid awareness
as the primary purpose of his Compendium and stakes out a position as to
why this is of value. He says that by exposing mistakes in rival accounts of
these instruments and establishing one’s own position it is possible to turn
one’s opponents toward the dharma, which despite being inaccessible to
such analysis can nevertheless be approached through it. It is important to
keep in mind four features of Dignaga’s account: (1) the dual purpose of his
text; (2) his suggestion that being right is of value in that it brings one closer
to dharma; (3) the claim that dbarma itself is inaccessible to philosophical
analysis; and (4) his conviction that despite this fact philosophical analysis is
conducive to one day realizing dharma. These four themes are taken up in
various ways by Dignaga’s successor, Dharmakirti, and, as I will argue, are
clearly present in Ratnakirti’s own work.

1.2. Dharmakivi;

Dignaga’s successor, Dharmakirti (ca. 600-660), is arguably the most influ-
ential Buddhist philosopher in Indian philosophical history (and among the
most important Sanskrit philosophers).!¢ In his works, Dharmakirti picks up
on each of the four themes discussed above, as does the extensive commen-
tarial tradition on his Ascertainment of the Sources of Knowledge (Pramianavi-

although reasoning cannot have ultimate rruth as its object, still, in teaching [us about] a
thing as it is established in its generic form, it is helps [us to] realize whar is really the case.

This is what is taught” (udnranasias tv iti, URBIGAPravyItatvat. sudivam nastis te munin-

drasasanar, ye tarkapathena dharmatam nilcinvants, tasyd atarkavisayntvar. yady apy etad evam.
tathapi athigatadharmalakssnam pariksyatin. yady upayti vikrivim rivthikaparialpiape-
Adrthavay. etad uktam bhavati, tarkavisayatvenablynpagari api tirthikaiy Armadayah padirhis

ravkena vicivyamana vikriyante, yathi Gistre Tesdm vyavasthapitis ratha navatisthanta ity artha,
tathagatapraveditadbarmanim aviparitah svabhivo naivirmyadiv vicagryamano na vikriyatt,
yatha davSiro vyavaharikenatmani rathaivopalabhyata ity arthal. ctena yady api tavkah paramar
thavisayo na bhavati, tathapi yathavasthitam vasty samanyariipenn sticayams tatrvadhigamani:
kitlo bhavariri sicitam),

16 Far a hrief smrrmdrs e e o ThL -
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niscayn) and his Commentary on the Compendinm of the Sources of Knowledge
(Pramanavirtiika).\

In the introductory verse of his Ascertainment of the Sources of Knowledge,
Dharmakirti explains that he has composed the text in order to teach those
who do not already know that in order to consistently acquire what is help-
ful (hita) and avoid what is unhelpful (ahita) it is necessary to know what
correct/valid awareness (samyagyiiana) really is.'* What is emphasized in this
verse is the close connection between a correct account of the instraments of
valid awareness and what is helpful, and incorrect accounts of these instru-
ments and what is unhelpful. That there is a direct relationship between
valid awareness and what we take to have value—that is, what we take to be
helpful or unhelpful—is clearly expressed, as is Dharmakirti’s pedagogical
intent. How this relates to the teachings of the Buddha is made clear in a
passage that concludes the first chapter of his Ascertainment.\

17. For bibliographic references to his texts, and corresponding secondary scholarship,
see Steinkellner and Much 1995. For discussions of his thought see Dreyfus 1997 and Dunne
2004, and the numerous references contained therein,

18. PVin 1 (introductory passage before PV 1.1) (as quoted in Krasser 2004:142 n. 36): “I
have undertaken this work in order to explain what valid awareness is to those who do not
know, since acquiring what is beneficial and avoiding what is harmful is invariably due to it”
(hitahitapraptiparibarayor niyamenn sanyagRanapiyyakarvid avidusim tadvyutpadanirtham
idam drabhyate). Sce also Vetter 1966:30 1. 1.

19. PVin 1.59: ““How can he say that an awareness-event with a distorted mental impres-
sion is not valid and one that is other than thar is valid? Since he denies that any awareness-
event has an object, there isn’t a diffcrence between them. Seeing that for the unenlightened
too there is a lack of confidence in ordinary activity, since there is the problem that distorted
mental impressions are not connected, he says that one of them is not valid. The other is said
to be valid awareness. This is because, in virtue of its mental impressions standing firm, its
connection is unbroken as long as samsira endures. Relative to its not disappointing us in
our ordinary activitics it is valid awarencss for us here. And this is what he says is the form of
a conventionally valid source of knowledge. About this too, those others—who are fools—
lead the world astray. But those who continuously seck out wisdom produced through re-
flection come face to face with the ultimately valid source of knowledge, which is clear, since
it is error free, and does not change” (so0 “pi katham savvajiiananam visayam vyativecayann
upaplaverarayol pramaneraratam byiyat. upaplavayasanavisandhidosid aprabuddhasyapy anas-
visikam vyavahiram ’ uipasyann ckam apraminam Acaksita, aparam i swmsivam avislistan-
wbandpam dydbavasanarvad iba vyavabaravisamvadapeksayi pramanam. samvyavaharikasya
caitar pramanasyn rigpam wktam, atvap; pare midhit vissmyadayanti lokam iti. cintimayim eva
prafiam anusilayanto vibhramavivekansrmalam anapavi pavamarthibatvarmanam ablivubl-
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In this passage Dharmakirti clarifies some of what he says in his introduc- bringing them closer to it—even though dbarma itself is inaccessible to con-

tory verse and picks up on many of the themes discussed by Dignaga. He ventionally valid awareness and our ordinary sources of knowledge.

M A > 43 by -4} ({94 b k) . . - . .
first explains, for example, what he means by “valid” and “invalid” aware- In concluding this passage, Dharmakirti refers to his commentary on an

ness. In explaining how the two are to be distinguished from one another, carlier passage, in which he also discusses the relationship between episte-

he also provides an account of what it means to say that valid awareness ig mology, conventionally valid awareness, and the path to ultimately valid

|
!

“helpful.” More specifically, Dharmakirti argues that those who have a cor-

awarcness.?? In this carlier passage he says that even for Yogis—and so, by

rect account of valid awareness say that acting on the basis of an awareness- implication, for everyone else too—it is only after understanding what has

event that has a distorted image is not reliable—in the sense that acting on been taught through “awareness based upon what has been heard” and then

the basis of it will not reliably lead to results that are consistent with the establishing that what has been heard is fact the case through “awareness

kinds of expectations that we form on the basis of it. As a result, he says, there based upon reflection”—that is, conventionally valid awareness—that one can

is a genuine basis for such philosophers to say that such an awareness-event is put oneself in a position to cultivate the kind of clear, nonconceptual, and

« i h oy . _ ‘ . ] . Lo .
not valid.” Similarly, according to Dharmakirti, they also say that acting on ultimately valid awareness that results from meditation and gives one aware-

the basis of an awareness-event that has a firmly established image is reliable— ness of dharma itself. Again, although it is not explicit, the reason those who

and will be so as long as the world gocs around. As a result of this, he says are mistaken about the nature of valid awareness lead the world astray is that

that there also is a basis for such philosophers to say that such an awareness- they mislead us all on the basis of their mistaken epistemology, and thus

event is “valid.” Valid awareness is “helpful” in the sense that it is reliable and prevent us from arriving at what is conventionally valid. Since an under-

. : ) 20 : e . . . e . . .
does not disappoint us or Iead us astray.?’ According to Dharmakirti, this is standing of what is conventionally valid is a prerequisite for ultimately valid

an essential part of a correct account of conventionally valid awareness. awareness—that is, knowledge of the dharma itsclf—a mistaken epistemol-

Dharmakirti goes on to say that those who are confused about this end ogy necessarily distances us from it.

up leading the world astray, in the sense that they prevent others from ac- Ideas very similar to these are also explicitly stated by the Buddhist phi-

curately understanding what conventionally valid awareness is, and so dis- losopher Dharmottara (ca. 740-800) in his commentary on this section of

tance them from ultimately valid awareness—that is, awareness of dharma Dharmakirti’s text.”® According to Dharmottara, Dharmakirti analyzes

itself.2! In contrast, those who focus their attention and meditate upon what

is conventionally valid have the chance to realize what is ultimately valid, - . . S , . ..
22. PVin 1.28 (in Krasser 2004:144 n. 42, following Steinkellner’s forthcoming edition

Although Dharmakirti is not CXphClt about thls, it is clear that he shares the of PVin 1 and 2): “By the power of mental cultivation/mediration, it manifests clearly, like

dual ObJCCUVCS outlined by Dlgnaga, namely, of arguing against ones fear, ctc. That awareness-event which does not disappoint [us] is perception free from con-

opponents—that 1s, those who lead the world astray—and in support of ceptualization. Even for Yogis, mental cultivation should follow from understanding things

one’s own position. It is also implicit in Dharmakirti’s remarks that his through the awareness of what is heard, followed by their adoption through awareness pro-
reason for doing so is to put people on the right path for realizing dharma by duced by reflection—that is, reasoning. When complete, there .1s clear m.amfc.stmg a\.zvarc»
ness, as in the case of fear. It is nonconceptual and does not deviate from its object. It is the

source of knowledge, perception. It is like the perception of the noble truths as analyzed in

. my Pramanavarttika” (bhivanabalatal spastam bhayaday iva bhisate | yaj jiidnam avisamvidi
which according to Vetter 1966:74 n. 3—4 correspond to PV 282, 285. The passage is quoted 1at protyaksam akalpakam. yogindm api Srutamayena jianendrthian grinvi yukticintamayena
from Krasser 2004:143, following Steinkellner’s forthcoming edition of PVin 1 and 2; it has vyavasthapyn h/aﬁvuyétﬁm tannispattan yar spastivabbasi bhayiday iva, tad avikalpakam avi-
also been noted by Mikogami (1993:99 n. 34 and translated on p- 93) and Dunne (2004331
317, 315 1. 35).

20. For a discussion of “validity” in the work of Dharmakirti, see Katsura 1984, vaf:

tathavisayam pramanam pratyaksam, aryasatyadnrsanavad yatha nirnitam asmabhib pramana-
varttike). See also Vetter 1966: 1. 74, referring to a parallel passage at PVABh 327.16-327.18,

and Vetter 1966:73—15, 73 n. 1-3. Sec also PV 3.28s, quoted in Funayama 2005:7 n. 26, where

Biljert 1989, and Dunne 2004. For an excellent discussion of some of the issues raised by he compares it with Kamalagila’s Bhavanikrama 11,

Dharmakirti’s account see Krasser 1995. See also McCrea and Patil 2006. 23. PVinT ad PVin 1.59=D167b6-181a1=Peking no. 196az—s: “Even ultimately valid aware-

21. See notes 18 and 19. . Ness 1s not without a cause—and there is no cause other than mental cultivation/meditation.
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conventionally valid sources of knowledge in great detail, since it is only by
meditating on an object that has been established through a conventional 1;7
valid source of knowledge that one can realize ultimate truth. Meditating
on what is incorrect, and not so established, will not be effective. Thus, for
Dharmottara, setting out on the Buddhist path requires both excluding
error and establishing what is the case.

While in his Ascertainment of the Sources of Knowiedge Dharmakirti is self.
conscious about the importance of epistemology (i.c., both perception and
inference) and its relation to dbarma, the commentarial tradition on Dhar-
makirti’s Commentary provides some insight into why specifically inferential
reasoning is thought to be of value. The context for this discussion is the order
of the chapters in Dharmakirti’s text, which is itself supposed to be a “com-
mentary” on Dignaga’s Compendinm.2* One group of commentators takes
the chapter titled “Inferential Reasoning for Oneself” (svarthanumana)—
the only chapter of the text on which Dharmakirti himself comments—to
come first.® Another group of commentators takes the chapter “Establish-
ing the Sources of Knowledge” ( promanasiddhi) to be first, in part because

Moreover, mental cultivation/meditation takes as its object what has been ascertained by
conventionally valid awareness. And so the conventionally valid sources of knowledge have
been analyzed completely. They become the canse of ultimately valid awareness. . . . For
those things that have been made into objects through invalid awareness—imagined as
mental images of eternal things, etc.—are not a prerequisite for ultimately valid awareness.
But things imagined as momentary mental images are a prerequisite. Therefore, a person
who has excluded error will set out on the way to ultimate truth, since this error takes as its
object a gross form. Reaching ultimate truth is preceded by ending this error” (parama-
vthikam api pramianam na nivhetubam. na oo bhavanivyativikto hetuh. bhavani ca samvyave-
hﬁrikupmmﬁnapmi::hinnﬁrthﬂvi;ﬂyﬁ. tatal ca tor samvyavahavikam praminam .mmyun
wivapitam paramarthikafidnabetul sampadyate. {tatas tadvisayo yatnah pammﬁrtl.mv.iguyﬂ em.}
mithydjadnena bi visayihria bhava nityadibhir akiarair bhavyamani na pavamarthikajhidnani-
bandhonam bbavanti. anityidibhis tv dharair bhavyaméani nibandhanam bhavanty eva. tasmid
ato vydmoham vyavartya paramarthanaye vatdrayitavyo janah, sthilavisayatvid asya vyimo-
hasya. etadvyamohanivyttipiiryika ca pavamarthapraptih). The quoted text follows Krasser
2004:144-145 N. 44, who notes that this passage is quoted in the Dravydlamkarasiki. See
Jambuvijayaji 2001:77.19~77.25 and Lindtner 1984:157 n. 23. For PVin 1.59 see earlier notes.
Also see D167b2~3:Pcking no. 195sb4—s, and Krasser’s paraphrase in Krasser 2004:144..

24. For a discussion of this issuc see Ono 1997 and Kellner 2004b.

25. This group includes Devendrabuddhi (ca. 630-690), Sikyabuddhi (ca. 660-720), -
Karpakagomin (fl. 8c0), and, for different reasons, Ravigupta (fl. ninth century) and
Yamari (fl. eleventh century).

R s B
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it is organized in terms of Dignaga’s description of the qualities of the Bud-
dha in the introductory verse of his Compendinm and can be seen, therefore,
as an extended commentary on the first half of it.?¢ Both groups of commen-
tators seem to understand questions about the sequence of chapters as being
about the relative importance of providing an account of inferential reason-
ing at the beginning of a text like Dharmakirti’s Commentary, in comparison
with providing an account of the qualities of the Buddha.?” It is worth not-
ing, however, that there is no disagreement about whether these chapters are
important or even about the ways in which they are important. What is at
issue seems to be their relative importance. In what follows I will focus on
the first group of commentators and, more specifically, the remarks of Sékya-
buddhi (ca. 660-720) and Karpakagomin (fl. 800).

In the opening section of his auto-commentary on the “Inference” chapter
of his Commentary, Dharmakirti himself explains that inferential reasoning
is the basis for distinguishing between what is useful (artha) and what is
useless (amartha). As a result of this, and since there are also many conflicting
opinions about it, he says that a correct account of inferential reasoning is
important.?® Sikyabuddhi, in commenting on this line—as a part of his ex-
planation of an earlier commentator’s remarks on the order of Dharmakirti’s
chapters—explains that what Dharmakirti means by “useful” is Dignaga’s
account of the sources of knowledge, and that what he means by “nseless™ is
the account provided by non-Buddhists.?’ As Sakyabuddhi says, the reason

26. This group includes Prajiakaragupta (fl. 800), indirectly, and Jayanta (fl. cleventh
century).

27. For a discussion of the structurc of the pramanasiddhi chapter (PV1), see Nagatomi
1959, and Inami and Tillemans 1986.

28. PVSV 1.08-1.09: “He says, ‘in order to establish it [i.c., inference] because there is
disagreement about it,’ since inference is the basis for distinguishing between what is help-
ful and what is harmful” (arthanarthavivecanasydnumanasvayatvir tadvipyatipattes tadvya-
vasthapanayiha).

29. PVT Dsb7{f/Qsbsff, which is parallel to PVSVT 6.2—6.5 (as quoted in Kellner 2004b:153
n. 14): ““Helpful’ refers to the descriptions of the sources of knowledge, ctc., that were set
down by the teacher Dignaga, because they are correct. “Unhelpful’ refers to those set down
by non-Buddhists, because they are incorrect. Distinguishing which is which is established
through their correctness and incorrectness, [and] inference is the basis of that. For it is on the
basis of inference alone, and not perception, that the correctness or incorrectness of those de-
scriptive statements can be established. This is because [perception] is nondiscerning™ (#carya-
Aignagapranisam  pramanalaksanidikam artho yuktatvit, tivthikapranitom na  yuktatvid

anarthah. tayor vivecanam yuktaynkiatvena vyavasthapanam, tosyanwmanasrayatviat. anumanam
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Dignaga’s account is said to be of value, and the opponents’ is not, is that Sakyabuddhi’s analysis that being right about the sources of knowledge, and
only what Dignaga says is correct. (yukta). He goes on to say that since for ' specifically inferential reasoning, is important for having access to the path.
Dharmakirti perception cannot be used to demonstrate this, it is only on the Interestingly, while commenting on this line, Karnakagomin rejects Sékya—
basis of inferential reasoning that we can distinguish between what is actu- ' buddhi’s claim that for Dharmakirti, inferential reasoning is of special im-
ally correct and what is incorrect, As a result, a correct account of inferentia] portance because it is only through inferential reasoning that we can determine
reasoning is a prerequisite for any kind of philosophical analysis, and so what is useful and what is useless. Although Karnakagomin doesn’t disagree

Dharmakirti chooses to discuss it as an independent topic at the beginning that inferential reasoning is # basis for making such determinations, he thinks

of his text, even though Dignaga himself did not.

In a closely related passage, Sakyabuddhi adds to this carlicr explanation
by saying that a correct account of inferential reasoning is, more specifically
a prerequisite for Dharmakirt’s discussion of the Buddha’s teachings, since’
it is only on the basis of inferential reasoning that we can arrive at a correct
understanding of fiundamental aspects of what the Buddha taught—e.g. the
five aggregates (skandha) that constitute living beings, the sensory spheres
(@yatana), and the eighteen clements (dhatu).*° Sikyabuddhi says that since
in the chapter in which the qualitics of the Buddha are discussed, Dharma—j
kirti wants to show that only the teachings of the Buddha are correct, he
needs to first provide an account of inference, on the basis of which he will
then be able to show that the Buddha’s teachings are correct and the teach-
ings of non-Buddhists are not. As Sﬁkyabuddhi sees it, the dual purpose that
Dignaga outlined in the beginning of his Compendium is also shared by
Dharmakirti, and presumably by Sakyabuddhi himself.3! It is also clear from

_

eva by alvitya laksanavikyinim yuktmynltatvam vyavasthapyam, na pravyaksam, tasyavicaraka-
ad i) P8 PYALYARIam, Lasyavicaraly i

30. PVT D71bi/Qs6as, parallel to PVKDP 517.20-518.02 (as quoted in Kellner 2004b:1s5 .
18): “The five aggregates, sensory spheres, and cighteen clements are defined in the three
baskets—the teaching of the Buddha, which is [what Devendrabuddhi] meant by ‘a text of
definitions.” Moreover, that is a source of knowledge, since it does n()f disappoint. And so
‘text of definitions’ means a ‘text of definitions of the sources of knowledge,” i.c., the words
of the Buddha. . . . This is what that means” (nksyante skandbadhatvayatanini yena Sastrens
tal laksanasassrar tripitakam. praminam ca tod, avisayevaditvi, laksanaiastram ceti pmmim-u-
laksanasastram bhagavaspravacanam . . | iti bhavak). For a more detailed and contextually
grounded analysis of this passage see Kellner 2004b:152-156.

31. VT D71as/Q86ar, parallel to PVKP 517.05—517.06 (as quoted in Kellner 2004b:155 0.
17): “Inference is a prerequusite for that clucidating commentary in which [Dharmakirti]
explains [the meaning of Dignaga’s Compendinm] in the proper manner, after sctting aside
the false explanations of previous commentators and the false views of non-Buddhists”
(pitrvagshikarisndyyakhyam tuthikavimatim capaniyn yathasthisavyalhyinam vyakhya. 1asya
nibandhanam anumanam),

that in certain cases perception is too. For Karnakagomin, what is uniquely
important about inferential reasoning is that it is only through inferential

|

reasoning that we can come to know, conventionally, the four noble truths,
and thus hope to make progress on the path. Like his predecessors, he be-
lieves that the four noble truths, which constitute dbarma, cannot be known

through perception. For Karnakagomin, when Dharmakirti says “useful”
what he means is the cessation of suffering and the path that leads to it—that
is, the third and fourth noble truths--while when he says “useless” what he
means is suffering and its causes—the first and sccond noble truths. Like
Dharmottara, Karnakagomin also explains that it is only after someone has
come to know the four noble truths inferentially, and has meditated upon

them, that ultimately valid awareness is possible.3?

Dharmakirti and many of the commentators on his Ascertainment of the
Sources of Knowledge and Commentary on the Compendinm of the Souvces of Knowl-
edge pick up on, and in some cases extend, Dignaga’s treatment of the four

32. PVSVT 7.23-7.28 24 PVSV 1.8 (as quoted in Kellner 2004b:157 n1. 20): “And the Bud-
dha has said that ‘liberation arises by secing the four noble truths.” Moreover, ‘seeing’ them
is the result of repeated meditation, and [one] engages in meditation by ascertaining the
four noble truths. And since [they] are supersensory, their ascertainment is possible only on
the basis of inference. Thus [Dharmakirti says] that inference is the only basis for distin-
guishing berween what is helpful and what is harmful. “Helpful’ means the path toward
cessation, because that is to be sought out. “‘Harmful’ means suffering and its causes, be-
cause they are to be abandoned. Alternatively, ‘helpful’ is ultimate truth {and] ‘unhelpful® is
conventional truth” (muktif {ca} caturaryasatyadarianad bhavatiti bhagavatoktam. taddar-
Sanam ca bhavaniabhydsato nispadyate. bhivaniyim pravritis ca caturiryasatyanicayenn. tan-
niscayas ca paroksatviid anuminid eva bhavatity aythanavthavivecanisyayatvan anuminasyaiva.
wrtho nivodbamargiv upideyatvid, anartho dubkbasamudayan, tydjyarvat. yad v vthabh pava-
miythasatyam anarthah samvyttisatyam). Xellner reads Sakyabuddhi as understanding the
role of inference to be “outward” whereas she reads Karnakagomin as taking its significance

to be “inward”; see Kellner’s excellent summary at Kellner 2004b:157.
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1ssues that structure his account of the purpose and value of Buddhist epis-
temology in his Compendium. There is, for example, widespread agreeml::r;t
that there is a dual purpose in the work of the Buddhist epistemologists—
namely, to argue both against their opponents’ account of the Goufces f
knowledge and in support of their own. There is also widespread e;greelller?t
that a colrrcct account of the sources of knowledge brings one closer to up-
d'erstandmg and realizing the dharma, even though dbarma itself is inacce
SlblC. to.philosophical analysis. One of the reasons given for this is that thS -
reahz'atlon of dharma requires meditating upon an object—specifically. thC
tf:aclllng of the Buddha—that has been established on the basis of COfl’VC )
tlona].ly valid sources of knowledge—most relevantly, inference. Establishir?—
an object in this way seems to fix it In awareness in the way that is re uirecgi
for. successful meditation. What is important is not just that one is awarg of
Ob.JCCt that can, for example, withstand critical philosophical analysis, but than
this object is fixed in awareness as a result of a conventi o )
cvcgt. There is little doubt that the Buddhist epistemological tradition, as in-
hcrltcc.l by Ratnakirti, views philosophy, and epistemology more spcci’ﬁcall
as haYlng value, in that it can turn one away from incorrect views and tow. }c,i
the kind of view that can lead one to the realization of dbarma itself. B

onally valid awareness-

2. The Soteriological Significance of Epistemology

Unlike' his predecessors, Ratnakirti is rarely explicit about his commitment
to .thc ideals of his text tradition regarding the soteriological significance of
eplstem().logy. As I'will argue, however, he is clearly committed to these ide-
als e.md views his own work in support of them. As a way of illustrating this
I \.?VIH focus on aspects of Ratnakirti’s discussion of the inference for imui-)
sc1.en.ce, as'prcsented in his “Demonstration of Omniscience” (Sarvajiinsid-
Aaki), in which he tries to prove that meditating (bhavani) upona conceptually
consFru'cted mental object—in particular, the four noble truths—can[fead t(;
omniscience, the ultimately valid awareness of dbarma itself.33 T will argue

Thi L o
”33 .ns tc;l(t 1s edited and translated i Biihneman 1980 and Goodman 1989. For an ex-
cellent discussion of omniscience in Buddhist philosophy sec McClintock 2002

Herc is Ratnakirti’s i e A
Itl’s inference as presented at RNA (88 1.20-1.24): “Every mental ele-

ment that is ac i X i is si
companied by repcated reflection that is sincere, uninterrupted, and contin-

ues for a lon i i J i
g period of time [the reason property] is capable of becom; ng manifest [target
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further that his discussion of this inference provides a new perspective on
his other work, by revealing his otherwise implicit commitment to the ideals
of his text tradition and his own understanding of their significance.

2.1. Dual Purpose

In setting up his inference for proving the omniscience of the Buddha, Rat-
nakirti indirectly indicates the dual purpose of his work. Following Dhar-
makirti, he says that he will prove the omniscience of the Buddha in order (1)
to argue against his opponents, who reject the possibility of anyone being
able to have direct knowledge of dharma, and (2) to establish that it is possi-
ble for someone to know dharma itself—that is, to have direct, noninferen-
tial awareness of what is to be given up, what is to be sought out, and the
means of accomplishing both.3* Unlike Dignaga, however, Ratnakirti does

property], like the mental image of a young woman for her lover [a similar case]. And
these mental images, whose objects are the four noble truths [the site of the inference], are
mental elements that are accompanied by repeated reflection, as stated above” (yo yah sa-
Aavanivantaradirghakalabhyasasahitacetoqunah sa savvah sphustbhavo yogyah | yathi yuvatyi-
kirak kiminah purnsasya | yathoktabhyasasahitacetogunis camz caturiryasatyavisays ahira iti
{svabhivo hetuh}). Ratnakirti describes the components of the inference at RNA (SS 4.31-
4.32): “So here the site of the inference is the complete complex of the mental image of the
four noble truths together with meditation upon them. The teason property is the com-
plete complex of a mental element in general which is characterized by meditation. The
target property is the capacity to be manifest” (tad atrabhydasasabitacaturaryasatydhiarah
samagro dharmi samagryam abhydsaviistacetogunatvamatram betuh sphutibhavayogyatisi-
dhyam).

34. That there is a dual purpose to his “Demonstration of Omniscience” (SS) is evident
from RNA (SS r.11-1.14), where Ratnakirti explains Dharmakirti’s “intentions®—and in this
way his own—in arguing against his opponents’ views and in support of his own. In this
case, Ratnakirti identifies the “opponent” as the Mimamsaka, Kumirila; sec RNA (S 1.7).
Also scc RNA (S8 1.11-1.15), where—while discussing the views of Dharmakirti—Ratnakirti
indicates that the Buddha is one who “knows the truth of what is to be given up, what is to
be sought out, and the means of accomplishing both” (saparikarabeyopadeyatattvajin) —that
is, the four noble truths. Ratnakirti makes this identification at RNA (SS 2.07-2.09), where
he says that the “mental image of the four noble truths is defined by what is to be given up,
what is to be sought out, and the means of accomplishing both” (saparikarabeyopideyst-
makasyn caturaryasaryakivasyr). For a further discussion of this sec Biihneman 1980:92 n. 7.
For some other references see PVABh 52.16-52.20, PVV 20.22ff. For more on this type of

inference, sce Steinkellner 1999 and Eltschinger 2007b. For more on Ratnakirti’s inference

see Moriyama 2004 and Taber (forthcoming).
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not directly say that he will be arguing against his opponents’ views on the
sources of knowledge and in support of his own. Nevertheless, since it is on
the basis of his opponents’ understanding of these sources that Ratnakire
argues against their conclusions, and on the basis of his own understanding
of these sources that he argues in support of his conclusions, it is clear that
there is a direct rclationship between the dual purpose of his text, as stated
here, and the sources of knowledge.3s

2.2. Proximity to the Dharma

Unlike many of his predecessors, Ratnakirti does not directly say that a
proper account of conventionally valid awareness and the sources of knowl-
edge that produce it is soteriologically significant since on the basis of it
people who are “distant” from the teachings of the Buddha can be brought
“closer” to it. This is, however, something that is implied by his work. For
Ratnakirti, the relevant teachings of the Buddha are the “fdur noble truths”
(caturaryasatyn), which he suggests are themselves related to the underlying
truth of selflessness (natratmyn)—the view that there is no enduring self36
As Ratnakirti sees it, discontent (duhlha)—the first noble truth—is defined
in terms of the five psycho-physical aggregates (skandha) that are thought to
be constitutive of living beings.3” The cause of this discontent (samudayn)—
the second noble truth—is, as Ratnakirti says, the false belief that these five
psycho-physical aggregates constitute an enduring self (atmadysti).3® That

35. For more on this point see section 2..4.

36. For the idea that the four noble truths are what is relevant sec R NA (SS 20.07-
20.08). For a defense of the claim that the four noble truths are related to the view that there
is no enduring self and momentariness, see below,

37. Sec RNA (SS 2.17), where Ratnakirti says that discontent (dubkha) “is just the five
current psycho-physical aggregates” (v ’rmmﬁfzikﬂpﬂﬂmxkﬂndhﬁtmﬂka). A similar formula-
tion is repeated at RNA (8S 2.22), where it is said that the “effect” (karya) —that is, discon-
tent—is “defined by the five psycho-physical aggregates that migrate through cxistence”
(xﬁmxﬁrz’/mpuﬁmx/mndhﬂlalz.mnﬂ). That discontent (Aublha) is to be identified as “what is to
be given up” is suggested at RNA (SS 2.07-2.10, 2.10),

38. See RNA (SS 2.20), where, in responding to the objection at RNA (S8 2.4) that the
cause (hetr) of “what is ro be given up” (heya) is not known, Ratnakirti says that it has been
ascertained that “with respect to discontent, the cause is identified as the view that there is
an enduring self, along with actions whose efficacy in worldly life is due to error and desire”
(Aubilehre vzpurydmt}qmﬁpmvrttifuktz'lmrﬂmbhi{a m/1im.ryﬁtmudr;ﬁlukmnmyﬂ hetok). This idea is

The Values of Buddbist Epistemology 331

the cessation of this discontent (nirodha) is possible—the third noble truth—
is directly explained in terms of selflessness, which Ratnakirti says is an anti-
dote to the false belief in an enduring self.?? The path to the cessation of
discontent (i) —the fourth noble truth—is said to be nothing other than
the conventionally valid awareness of selflessness, which is itself established
by proving that all existing things are momentary. 4’

In arguing that meditation on the four noble truths can lead to the direct
manifestation of dharma itself, Ratnakirti is in effect saying that meditation
on selflessness can lead to its direct manifestation, which he says is just what
omniscience is.*! Ratnakirti further identifies selflessness and the thesis that
all existing things are momentary as the unique teachings of the Buddha,
and thus suggests that they alone are the proper objects for meditation.2
In his “Demonstration of Omniscience” Ratnakirti switches back and forth
between referring to the objects of meditation as “the four noble truths,”
“selflessness,” and “momentariness.” Since, as I have argued, the four noble
truths can be reduced to selflessness, and selflessness is itself established

also repeated at RNA (SS 2.27) in a verse that Steinkellner (1977) suggests is from JAdna-
$rimitra’s now lost “Demonstration of Omniscicnce” (Sarvajiinsiddhs).

39. See RNA (SS 2.31), where Ratnakirti explains that discontent can come to an end
“because it is possible to sce that selflessness is an antidote to the ignorance that takes the
form of the view that there is an enduring self” (atmadystivipayi avidyayah pratipaksabbitn-
sya nagvatmyadarianasyn sambhavar). Also sec RNA (SS 2.29), where Ratnakirti says that “it
is by arguing against the idea of a self that the error in the view that there is a self is seen”
(@tmadnrianasyn cividyarvam atmapratiksepato drastavyam).

40. See RNA (SS 3.01), where Ratnakirti responds to the objection, at RNA (5§ 2.04),
that there is no known defeater (badhaka) of the view that there is a self, by saying that this
is not the case “since it is validly ascertained that the selflessness thesis is denoted by the
term ‘path’™ (nairitmyadarsanasyn margasabdavicyasyn pramanato niscitatvir). Sec also Trilo-
cana’s account of the Buddhist position at RNA (8S 14.16-14.22)—especially where the
“path” is said to be defined by momentariness as the object of contemplation. Also sce TNA
(KKBhS 323.03-323.05), which is translated in Kajiyama 1998:54 n. 128.

41. Sce RNA (SS 21.20), where Rarnakirti says that “meditation on the truth of the path
is how omniscience is established” (margasatyibhyasar siddhap sarvaginh).

42. See RNA (S8 6.11-6.12), where he says that for those who want to know not abour an
omniscient person in general, but about a particular omuiscient person, “the Lord Buddha,
who is omniscient, [is] the only one who taught momentariness and selflessness in accor-

dance with the sources of knowledge” ( pramanopapannaksanikanaivitmyayiding eva sugata-
sya bhagavatah sarvajfinti). That the teachings of the Buddha are the only proper objects of
meditation follows from RNA (SS 19.17-19.21) and (SS 21.14-21.20), which are quoted and
translated below.
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through (and often identified with) momentariness, I will refer to the object
of meditation as “selflessness/momentariness. ™3

In an interesting passage in his “Demonstration,” Ratnakirti discusses
the relationship between the conventionally valid awareness of selflessness/
momentariness and the teachings of the Buddha, and suggests why he
thinks that being right about epistemology is of value. In this passage Rat-
nakirti suggests that to be distant from the teachings of the Buddha is to
be distracted (viksepa), by being turned away from the truth of selflessness/
momentariness.** Since what distracts or confuses people is their false be-
lief in an enduring self, successfully arguing against this view is, he sug-
gests, conducive to turning people toward the truth of selflessness/
momentariness. More specifically, it removes an impediment to success-
fully following the path.*> Elsewhere Ratnakirti also suggests that it is
necessary to show that one’s view, which in this context is the view that all
existing things are momentary, is properly established. Ratnakirti provides
two reasons for this: First, he suggests that since the awareness that all
things are momentary is itself an antidote to the false view that there is an
enduring self, arguing in support of it helps to turn people away from their
false views. Second, and more important for Ratnakirti, the proper object
of meditation must be an object of conventionally valid awareness—that is
an object that has been established on the basis of a source of knowledgc?
Furthermore, it seems as though it must also be known to be so.46 A

43. This pairing is very common, both in Ratnakirti’s text and in the tradition that he
inherits. See, for example, McClintock 2002,

44. In this passage, RNA (SS 21.14-21.20), Ratnakirti is responding to an carlier objection
by Vidcaspatimiéra—RNA (88 15.20~15.27)—in which he argues that since, according to Bud-
dhist philosophers like Ratnakirti, awareness-cvents can have only a single object/image, our
thoughts can never be really distracted. As a result, he says, there should be no need to practice
meditation in order to eliminate “distractions” and focus our minds on a single object. In his
response to this objection Ratnakirti explains that this is not the case since “any [awareness] at
all that is turned away from the truths of selflessness, etc., is distracted [and any awareness]
that is directly presented with thosc truths, through meditation, is f()cuséd” (nadratmyaditat-
tvaparanmukbasyn sayvasyaiva viksipintvat | bhavanibalens tartvasaksatkarinak samabitatvit).

45. This idea is expressed a few lines later in the same passage—RNA (88 21.16-21.18)—
where Ratnakitti says that even in everyday life the apparent difference between a grasping
subject and grasped objects is how the “productive practice of the path is obstructed” (udr-

fabhyasapravyteiy abbyabatets).

46. These two reasons are suggested by RNA (SS 19.17-19.21), which is also a part of
Ratnakirti’s response to Vicaspatimiéra’s objections, and more specifically, to the objection—
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proper account of such awareness is therefore necessary and of soteriologi-
cal significance.

It is interesting that Ratnakirti doesn’t say why the proper object of
meditation must be an object of conventionally valid awareness or explain in
what sense his opponents’ belicf in an enduring self is “false.” While he does
not address this issue directly, it is possible to reconstruct Ratnakirti’s views
by drawing upon the resources of his text tradition and the nature of his
other work. As I have argued in chapters 2 and 3, there are two senses in
which Ratnakirti thinks that his opponents’ views on the existence of I§-
vara are “false.” What they say about I$vara is “false,” on the one hand, be-
cause by their own lights they have not certified the I$vara-inference and
cannot do so. As an object of awareness, the existence of I§vara cannot
withstand philosophical analysis and in fact crumbles in the face of it.
Moreover, as discussed in chapter s, for Ratnakirti, awareness-events that
are not valid are not pragmatically effective and thus “mislead” us with re-
spect to their content. In a slightly difterent sense, the Naiyayikas’ view is
also “false” in that it is incompatible with the claim that all existing things
are momentary, a conclusion that Ratnakirti thinks he has established in-
ferentially. He thinks that the momentariness thesis, unlike the existence of
I$vara, can withstand philosophical analysis, and remains firm in the face
of it. Insofar as momentariness is known to be the object of a convention-
ally valid awareness-event, there is also certainty about it that adds to its
stability.

In part, then, what seems to make an object of conventionally valid
awareness a proper object of meditation is that, unlike objects that are not

which is not necessarily Vicaspatimiéra’s—at RNA (SS 19.15-19.17), where the issue of the
proper object of meditation is raised. In his response, Ratnakirti explains that he does not
say that “the sense-faculty of the mind, along with meditation on an object that has been
fixed by a source of knowledge, leads to an awareness-cvent in which the nature of the ob-
ject itself is grasped—but rather that it is meditation on the real nature of all things, which
Is defined by momentariness and selflessness, that opposes the ignorance constituted by
false views” ({na hi vayam)} pramanadystavastubbavanisabitam mana indviyam avihasvari-
pagralifianam janayatiti britmak, api v asaddystilaksanividydparipanthiksanikanairatmy-
alaksanasarvavastutattvabbivanasabitam). He goes on to say that the “real nature of all things”
(sarvavassurartvam) is “just momentariness and selflessness, which has been made known by
establishing momentary destruction” (ksanikanaivitmyam eveti ksanabbaigaprasadbanatal
pratipaditam iti). The same point is also made, in almost the exact same language, a few

pages later at RNA (88 20.18—21.21).
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conventionally valid and/or known to be 80, it is epistemically stable. Tn ad-
dition, and perhaps more importantly, only conventionally valid awareness-
cvents are pragmatically effective and capable of effectively leading us to
their objects. It is important to note that for Ratnakirti, it is only by medi-
tating on selflessness/momentariness that the clear manifestation of dharma
itself is possible.#” This is because, for Ratnakirti, selflessness/momentari-
ness is the nature of reality, and by meditating on it, it is possible for reality
itself to be manifest in awareness, just as a lovesick man’s meditating on the
form of his lover can result in her becoming manifest to him, 48

2.3. “Dharma” and the Dharma Ttself

Ratnakirti is very clear that the proper objects of meditation are menta]
objects—and more specifically, mental objects whose representational con-
tent is the four noble truths or, as [ have argued, sclflessness/momentariness,
As Ratnakirti emphasizes, it is necessary that what is meditated upon be proven
by a conventionally valid source of knowledge, in this case inferential rea-
soning. Although what is proven through inferential reasoning is an Qg
object, what is meditated upon is an object that one can focus one’s attention
upon, like the form of a woman for her lover. Unlike the form of the woman,
which is based on sense perception, the object of meditation is not (and can-
not be) based on sense perception. As Ratnakirti explains, momentariness—
and therefore the four noble truths—is not an object of sense perception. In
this sense it is like any other inferred object, such as the “fire” that is inferred
in the standard inference of fire from smoke,

One way to think of the object that is meditated upon may be in terms of
an inferred O4 object as it is subsequently brought to mind (perhaps through
memory). As such, this object will be—-like the form of the woman or the
concept “fire”—an Oz object that one can mentally act upon. Like the concept
of the inferred object “fire,” which s capable of leading us to a “real” fire on

47. See prior note, where RNA (SS 19.15-19.17) is discussed. It is important to note
that Ratnakirti also says, at RNA (S8 20.07, 4.24-4.28), that as the objects of valid
awareness-cvents, the four noble truths and selflessness are proper objects for medita-
tion. As I have argued, however, they are all, in the relevant sense, equivalent to momen-
tariness.

48. Again sce note 46, where RNA (88 19.15-19.17) is discussed. Ratnakirti also argues
this point in a number of other places.
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the mountain that we can perceive through sense perception, the object of
meditation is also supposed to be capable of leading us to a clear manifest
awareness of momentariness—that is, the dharma itsclf. According to
Ratnakirti, as a result of meditation it is possible for us to directly “sec”
the dbarma itself, through a special kind of perception called “yogic percep-
tion.”* Like his predecessors, Ratnakirti does not think that the dhwrma itself
is accessible to our conventional sources of knowledge. What is accessible are
only constructed O2/O4 objects such as the “four noble truths,” “selflessness,”
and “momentariness.” But, as Ratnakirti argues in this essay, meditating on
these constructed Oz2 objects can lead to the manifestation of dharma itsclf.50

Ratnakirtr’s discussion of the omniscience-inference provides an interesting
new framework within which to view his work as a whole, and also my
analysis of his argument against the existence of I§vara (chapters 2 and 3) and
theory of mental images (chapters 4 and 5). One of the threads running
through these four chapters has been the question of Ratnakirti’s purpose,
and more specifically what is at stake for him in the various arguments that
he makes and the counterarguments to which he responds. Tt is interesting
that Ratnakirti never mentions that his technical arguments against the ex-
istence of I§vara are relevant to the path taught by the Buddha or discusses
in any detail why epistemology itself is of importance. When it is viewed
from within the framework of his remarks in his “Demonstration of Omni-
science,” however, I will argue that much of Ratnakirti’s work can be viewed
in relation to his text tradition’s shared ideals regarding the soteriological
significance of epistemology.

It is clear from the nature of Ratnakirti’s work as a whole that the dual
purpose that he alludes to in setting up his “Demonstration of Omni-
science” is not restricted to this text. Of the ten extant texts by Ratnakirti,
two are devoted to arguing against his opponents’ views, five focus on estab-
lishing his own, and the remaining three argue against rival positions
while also supporting his own.®! Some of these texts can be seen, therefore,

49. RNA (SS 19.17-19.21), discussed above, and RNA (8S 20.05—20.11).

so. In two very interesting passages, Ratnakirti explains how the omniscicnce-inference
is different from inferences like the inference of fire from smoke; see RNA (88 4.24-4.28)
and RNA (88 5.04~5.10). See also Eltschinger 2007b and Steinkellner 1999.

st. RNA (ISD) and RNA (SSD) are devoted to arguing against his opponents. RNA
(55), RNA (AS), RNA (KSA), RNA (KSV), and RNA (CADV) focus on establishing his
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as extended arguments against the conclusions of his opponents, while oth-
ers can be seen as attempts at establishing his own positive views. As have
argued in this book, what is at stake in these texts is much more than just the
particular position being argued for or against. What is at stake is also the
epistemological framework within which such arguments are presented and
defended. Thus, in arguing against his opponent’s conclusions and in sup-
port of his own, he is arguing against their understanding of the sources of
knowledge and in support of his own. As I have argued, this is evident from
the nature of Ratnakirti’s critique of the T$vara-inference and the close rela-
tionship between this critique and his theory of exclusion and mental i
ages. While much of this was only implicit in Ratnakirti’s criticism of the
Iévara—illfd‘ellcc, what Ratnakirti says in his “Demonstration of Omniscience”
supports my argument explicitly. For Ratnakirti, as for his predecessors,
one’s philosophical work serves a dual purpose: to argue against one’s op-
ponents’ conclusions and the epistemology that supports them, and to argue
in support of one’s own view and the epistemology that supports it.
Attending to Ratnakirti’s “Demonstration of Omniscience” helps us to
see that for him too this dual purpose is of soteriological significance. In this
context, what is especially important about his critique of the T§vara-inference
is that I$vara is generally taken to be the paradigmatic example of an endur-
ing self. Exposing inherent problems in the Tévara-inference is therefore ex-
tremely important for turning (some) of his opponents away from their false
view of an enduring self. A similar point can also be made about his argu-
ments against the claim that entities endure through time and in support of
his momentariness thesis. In the interpretive framework provided by his
“Demonstration of Omniscience,” Ratnakirti’s extensive discussion of this
issue takes on new significance. His arguments in support of momentariness
can be seen as an attempt at turning his opponents away from their false
views and bringing them closer to the dbarma, by establishing the “object”
that he will show is the proper object of meditation. As I have argued, his
support of the theory of exclusion, mental mages, and pervasion can also be
viewed in terms of its soteriological significance. By establishing his own
position on each of these issues, Ratnakirti develops the philosophical re-
sources that support his critique of his opponents and the epistemology for

own views. RNA (PAP), RNA (SD), and RNA (VN) do both. For the full titles with trans-
lations see chapter 1 and the list of abbreviations in the front maror
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his own positive conclusions. When taken together, the theory of exclusion
and his account of mental images support a theory of content according to
which there is ultimately no “object” of awareness. These texts thus (1) turn
his opponents away from all of their false views, by showing them that the
epistemology that is used to support them is not adequate; and (2) turn
them toward his own views, by showing them that his epistemology over-
comes the inherent weaknesses in theirs, without any added cost.

3. Jhanasrimitra on Epistemology as Pedagogy

As I have argued in this chapter, the insights provided by Ratnakirti’s text
tradition—as defined by the work of Dignaga, Dharmakirti, and their
commentators—make it possible to see clearly what is implicit in Ratnakirti’s
work that might otherwise pass unnoticed. Ratnakirtis greatest intellectual
debts, however, are to his teacher Jhanasrimitra, whose own work is the di-
rect source of many of his arguments and provides the detailed blueprints
for much of his corpus.5? Ratnakirti’s work is in no small part a deliberate,
careful, and strategic reconstruction of many of his teacher’s texts and argu-
ments.? The very high degree to which Rarnakirti is faithful o his teacher’s
work, however, also highlights areas of difference. Just as what is under-
stated in Ratnakirti’s work can sometimes be brought to the surface by view-
ing it from within its broader intellectual context, so too can what he chooses

-

sz. Comparing the titles of Ratnakirtis texts with those of his teacher illustrates this
nicely. JAanasrimitra’s extant works are as follows: “A Study of Moment by Moment
Destruction” Ksanabhangadbysya), “Analysis of Pervasion” (Vyapticarcd), “Examination
of ‘Difference and Nondifference’” (Bhedabhedapariksa), “The Mystery of Nonapprehen-
sion” (Annpalabdhivabasya), “Investigation of the Total Absence of Sound” (Sarvasabds-
bhavapariksi), “Monograph on Exclusion” (Apobaprakarana), “Debating God” (Ifvaravidn),
“Proof of the Cause-Effect Relationship” (Karyakaranabbivasiddbi), “Monograph on the Dis-
cernment of Yogis” (Yoginirnayaprakarana), “Monograph on the Drop of Nonduality”
(Advaitabinduprakarang), “A Treatise Proving That Awareness Contains an Image”
(Sakarasiddbisastra), and “A Verse Summary on the Possession of an Image” (Sakara-
samgrabasitya). In addition to these texts, JAianasrimitra also wrote a work on poetic meter
(see Hahn 1971 and Hahn 1989) and a lost “Demonstration of Omniscience” (Sarvagiiasid-
ahi) (see Steinkellner 1977).
$3. For a very clear example of this compare Lasic 2000a with Lasic 2000b. Also see
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to suppress. In this section T want to discuss a concept that is central to
JAanasrimitra’s “Monograph on Exclusion” (Apohaprakarans), but that is
deliberately written out of Ratnakirti’s own “Demonstration of Exclusion.”

The concept of a “cond itionally adopted position” (vyavasthi) is the basis
for JAanasrimitra’s account of why his predecessors (and sometimes he him-
self) argue in support of philosophical positions that are strictly speaking
not correct.’* For JAanasrimitra, attending to the use of “conditionally
adopted positions” is also crucial for understanding the pedagogical role
that he takes his text tradition to assign to epistemology. I will argue that in

writing this concept out of his work, Ratnakirti, while agreeing with the
pedagogical role of epistemology as understood by JAanasrimitra, shifts jts
focus, and in so doing reveals not only what he takes to be of primary im-
portance about it, but also where his view differs from that of his teacher. As
I. hope to show, what JAanasrimitra says about conditionally adopted posi-
tions helps us to sec what is implicit and suppressed both in Ratnakirti’s
own work regarding the pedagogical role of epistemology, and in philoso-
phy more generally,

3.1. A Multiple-Content Model of Awaveness

The philosophical context for JAanasrimitra’s discussion of conditionally
adopted positions is the multiple-content model of awareness that Ratna-
kirti shares with him.55 Recall that according to this model, cach state of
awareness has two objects: a grasped object, which is directly present in
awareness, and a determined object, which is conceptually constructed
through exclusion. What is so striking about this model is that it seems to fly
in the face of what is arguably their text tradition’s most basic tenet and char-
acteristic feature: the claim that perception is free from conceptual construc-
tion.* For many Buddhist and non-Buddhist philosophers alike, this tenet
was taken to be the foundational insight of Dignaga and Dharmakirti. Be-
fore turning to how Janasrimitra accounts for what appears to be his radi-
cal departure from Dignaga and Dharmakirti’s account of the content of

_—

54. Much of my discussion in this section is based on Patil 2007. See also McCrea aud
Patil 2006.

ss- For a detailed discussion of Ratnakirti’s version of this model see chapter §.

56. Sce chapter s, section 1, where Dharmottara’s N BT 70~72 ad Dharmakirti’s NB 1.1z is
quoted and translated.

S SRR
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perception, it will be helpful to briefly review the multiple-content model of
awareness, by focusing on what Jianasrimitra says about it.

Like Ratnakirti, Jianasrimitra says that cach state of valid awareness
must have two objects, a grasped object and a determined object.’” In his
“Analysis of Pervasion” (Vyapticarci), in a debate specifically about the na-
ture of the object of perception, Jnana§rimitra states this very clearly. He

says,

Now, for us, both modes of valid awareness have both objects, because of
the distinction between what is grasped and what is determined. For that
which is manifest in an episode of awareness is what is grasped, but that
with respect to which it [i.e., the cpisode of awareness] functions is what
is determined. Now, for perception, what is grasped is a particular and
what is determined is a universal. But for inference it is the reverse.58

Just as for Ratnakirti, in both perception and inference both manifestation
and determination are necessary. This is because each mode of awareness must
have two objects, a grasped object, the object that is manifest in awareness,

57. Although JAanasrimitra adopts the structure of Dharmottara’s model of valid aware-
ness and its objects, he criticizes him in a number of places in his work. See, for example,
JNA (AP 205), on the issue of implicative negation (paryudisa); INA (AP 228), on imposi-
tion (@ropm); INA (KKBhS 322), ou causality (2aryakaranabhiva), INA (YN 332), on super-
normal perception (yogipratyaksa); the references in Woo 2001 to Jiianaérimitra’s KBhA:
and the references in Kellner 1997a to his AR. There are also important differences between
JAianas$rimitra and Dharmottara’s version of the two-object model of perception and infet-
ence. For a discussion of some of these differences sec McCrea and Patil 2006 and below.

$8. INA (VC 166.13-16) and Lasic 2000a:13*.02-13*.06 (note that Lasic [2000a:13*.03]
corrects Thakur —adhyavaseyabhedena from adhyavasayabhedena): asmakam tavad ubhayam
api pramanam ubhayavisayam, grihyadhyavaseyabbedena. yaddhi yatra jiiane pratibhasate, tad
grithyam. yatva tu tat pravariate, tad adhyavaseyam. tatva pratyaksasya svalaksanam grahyam,
adhyavaseyam ca simanyam. anuwmianasyn tu viparyayah. Sec also INA (AP 224.17): dvidha
visayavyavahirah pratibhisid adhyavasayic cn (“There are two ways of talking about objects:

On the basis of appearance and on the basis of determination®). The idea is also discussed in
JNA (KBhA 137.15-137.18). It is worth noting that Jiana$rimitra, unlike Dharmottara, ex-
plicitly identifies the determined object of perception as a universal (sésminya) in order to
provide a basis for distinguishing between the two different kinds of universals that can be
constructed from the grasped moment in the perceptual process. See also INA (VC 166.14—
166.21) and Lasic 2000a:13*.06~14*.14. JNA (VC 166.16-19) is also discussed and translated

in Balcerowicz 1999:212.
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and a determined object, the object that we take ourselves to be acting with
respect t0.5° In the case of perception, the grasped object is generally called
a “particular” and the determined object a “aniversal,” while in inferential,
verbal awareness the grasped object is generally called a “universal” and the
determined object a “particular.”0 Thus, to properly account for the coy-

tents of perception and inference (and their validity) both manifestation and
determination are necessary.%!

Equally important to Jianasrimitra’s basic picture is his insistence that
the determined objects of both perception and inference are conceptual-
1zed. In other words, like determination, conceptualization (vikalpa) is an
equally important and essential part of both perception and inference,
When confronted with an objector who presses him to explain why Dhar-
makirti himself appears to use the terms “conceptualization” and “determj-

nation” contrastively in his Short Study of the Reason Property (Hetubindu),52
he says, )

59. In this passage Jianaérimitra just states his view. He argues in support of his posi-
tion that both appearance and dctcrmination/conccptualization are necessary at JNA (AP
230.08-231.02).

. 60. The qualification “generally called” is necessary when describing Jiianasrimitra’s
view since, according to him, the terms “particular” and “universal” do not really refer to
ontologically distinct entities. For him, these two terms are defined relative to the mental
process that f:oﬂows the appearance of what we take to be a particular or a universal. See, for
example, JNA (AP 220.02~220.09) for a discussion of this. This passage and a related ;)as~
sage about JAAnaérimitra’s relativization of the terms “internal” and “external” are discussed in
McCrea and Patil 2006.

61. JNA (AP 230.24-230.27): “Whatever does not appear in a certain episode of aware-
ness or is not determined by it is not the object of that awareness, just as a horse [is not the
object] of the awareness ‘cow And a particular does not appear in verbal awareness, and
a.mcntal image is not determined by it. Thus [in each case] a pervading factor is mis,sing.
Since a necessary relation has been established [between being both manifest in appearance
and determined, and being an object of awareness}, [this inferential reason] is not inconclu-
sive” (yatra jiidne yan na pravibhasate yena va yan navaswate sa na tasya visayo yarha gojri-
nasyasvalh | na pratibbasate ca Sabdnfhiane svalahsanam, navasyate L'imenu. buddhyikara it
vyapakanupalabdhip | pratibandbasadhanin nanatkantikah).

62. The opponent’s discomfort with JAanasrimitra’s position is clearly stated at TNA (AP
225.19-225.26), where the opponent quotes a fragment from Dharmakirti, HB 3*.14-3*.15, to
support his view that these terms are used contrastively. This fragment is quoted again at
JNA (AP 227.10-227.11), which is quoted below.

|
|
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“Conceptualization” and “determination” refer to the same thing. It’s
just that the [use of the | word “conceptualization” is occasioned by
connection with words and the like, while “determination™ is occasioned
by suitability for activity, even with respect to [an object] that is not grasped

[by awareness].®3

According to Jianasrimitra, determination is really nothing but conceptual-
ization and conceptualization is really nothing but determination. The only
meaningful difference between them is that the word “conceptualization” is
generally used when we want to say that the object of our awareness is inex-
tricably bound up with the form of the word that is used to refer to it—that
is, in inferential and verbal contexts.®* On the other hand, the word “deter-
mination” is generally used when we want to talk about the objects of our
awareness as if they were objects that we could act upon—that is, in contexts
of intentional activity (which includes activity based on perception and in-
ferential/verbal awareness).®® For Jfianaérimitra, however, the terminologi-
cal distinction between conceptualization and determination is neither
based on, nor reveals, a real difference in the mental processes to which the
two terms refer. Rather, it is the result of a fictional difference that is indexed

63. JNA (AP 226.01-226.03): satyam chavthau vikalpadhyavasiyan hevalam vikalpasabdah
Sabdadiyojananimittakah | adbyavasiyas tv agrhite *pi pravavtanayogyatanimittah.

64. This is, of course, completely consistent with the way(s) in which Digniga and Dhar-
makirti describe conceptualization. As is well known, at PS 1.3d Dignaga explains that con-
ceptualization (kalpans) is “association with aname, class character, etc.” (namajatyadiyojani).
Dharmakirti expresses a similar idea at PVin 1.4b—c, where he says that “a conceptual state
of awareness is a state of awareness associated with words” (abbilapini pratitip kalpana), and
at NB 1.5 (=PVin 1.40.6-8), where he says that “conceptualization is a state of awareness in
which a mental image is associated with words” (abbilapasamsargayogyapratibhasa pratitih
kalpani). For an extremely interesting and thorough discussion of this see Funayama 1992:44-
48; 59 n. 38, 39; 75 n. 116; 77 n. 121. See also the excellent discussion in Franco 1984,

6s. This is also consistent with what Dharmakirti has to say. Consider, for example, the
famous quotation at PVin 2.8, where he says, “becausc even though its image is not an object
there is activity through the determination of an object” (svapratibhise ‘narthe rihadhyavasiy-
ena pravartanat). For a discussion of this concept and term, see Katsura 1084, Katsura 1993,
and the references in Dunne 2004. It may be worth notihg that in McCrea and Patil 2006
we argue that Dharmakirti uses the term “determination” only when discussing inferential
and verbal states of awareness and that it may not be helpful, therefore, to think of determi-
nation as a form of “perceptual judgment.” For Jiana$rimitra’s account of intentional activ-
ity as including physical, verbal, and mental activity see JNA (AP 226-227).
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to how the terms happen to be used.5¢ Given my analysis in chapters 4 and s,
it should be clear that the “two mental processes” are not really different, since
they are both nothing other than exclusion.

For JAanasrimitra, as for Ratnakirti, the objects of awareness fall into two
neatly defined and mutually exclusive categories—those that are grasped,
and therefore free from conceptual construction, and those that are deter-
mined, and therefore conceptualized. As is clear from this basic model,
perception and inference must have both objects. Thus, according to Jfiana-
$rimitra and Ratnakirti, perception cannot be free from conceptual construc-
tion. Since for Jianasrimitra it is clear that conceptualization is a part of the
perceptual process, the problem for him is how to make sense of the tradi-
tional claim that “perception is free from conceptual construction.” His ap-
proach is to insist that this problem is not really a philosophical one about
the contents of perception, but rather an exegetical and historical one. It is in
response to this exegetical and historical imperative that Jaanaérimitra ap-
peals to his theory of conditionally adopted positions.

3.2. Conditionally Adopted Positions

In the following passage, Jianaérimitra develops his theory of conditionally
adopted positions (myavastha). He says,

By relying on a little bit of the truth, a certain conditionally adopted
position is constructed for a specific purpose in one way, even though the
actual state of affairs is different, just as in examples such as the “self” . . .
By relying on [a little bit of the truth, namely,] the conceptual construc-
tion of a single continuum, [we conventionally say]: “Who elsc will
experience the [result of an] action done by this very person?.” in order to
frustrate the deceptive view that there is the passing away of what has
been done and the onset of what has not been done.6”

66. The reason JAdanaérimitra thinks that the two terms refer to the same mental process
is that, according to him, conceptualization is just a form of determination. When we “con-
ceptually” apprehend something by associating it with a word, for example, we are simply
acting upon it verbally. Verbally (vs. nonverbally) referring to objects is a form of activity
and is therefore to be included under the broader heading of determination.

67. JNA (AP 204.26-205.0 3): atva brivmal | iha hacid vyavasthi tattvaleiam dsvitya prayoja-
nawisesid wnynthi sthitiv apy anyathi kriyate, yathatmaitadutpida it | utpiado bi pragabhavavisisa-
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A conditionally adopted position is a kind of philosophically sanctioned
“white lie”—a statement that is only partially true and is used only for spe-
cific, and philosophically legitimate, purposes. Jiana$rimitra explains how
conditionally adopted positions work by providing an example: in explain-
ing the theory of karma, a Buddhist philosopher may legitimately say that a
person will experience in the future the karmic results of actions that (s)he
now performs. Yet this is not really true, because there is no “person” who
endures through time. The statement is, however, based on a “little bit of the
truth,” namely, that people generally do construct a mental continuum that
they (mis)take to be an enduring “person/self.” Jaanasrimitra explains that it
is even legitimate for this partially true statement to be used in contexts
where one needs to expose as false the view that our current actions do not
have karmic consequences (or the view that we may experience karmic con-
sequences that are not the result of our previous actions). While the state-
ment that there is an enduring self is strictly speaking false, in certain
contexts it may serve an important pedagogical function. In this context, for
example, its function is to disabuse people of the idea that there is no karma.
Elsewhere Jianasrimitra points out that ordinary people cannot function
without such convenient fictions and that asking them to do so—by insist-
ing, for example, that they no longer make use of concepts such as a self—
would just leave them mentally exhausted.®

Jianasrimitra makes it absolutely clear that this theory of conditionally
adopted positions and his earlier discussion of conceptualization and deter-
mination are directly relevant for understanding what Dignaga and Dhar-

makirti have to say about perception. He says,

sya vastunah sata eva dhaymal | atha ca prigabbivalaksanatattvaleiom  Bvitydsata it
vyavasthapyate satkaryavidasankasankociya} yathi vi “nenaiva kytam karma ko “uyah, pratyams-
bhavisyatity ehasantanapragiinptim asvityn kyianasikytiabhysgamavaiicana vimohiaya. For hints of
such an idea in the work of his predecessors see PV 3.218-3.219, quoted in Dreyfus 1997:104 1.
71 and Dunne 200455 n. 5; see also Dreyfus 1997:83, 99. For Devendrabuddhi and S‘ikyabud—
dhi’s commentary on PV 3.194-224, sec Dunne 2004:396—411.See also PVABh ad PV 3.218—
220 (p. 289) for a seemingly explicit parallel to this idea. Dunne 2004 also points to Ratnavali
61.94~97, BCA 9.3-9.4, De Breet 1992, and Pye 2003. For a discussion of this idea in the work
of Bhartrhari see Houben 1995:16-18. See also Kajiyama 1978, cited in McClintock 2002:70.
68. This is clearly implied in a number of different places. See, for example, JNA (AP
227.10~-227.11), which is quoted in note 78, and JNA (AP 231.07-231.10), which is quoted in
note 80. Note Dunne 2004:66, where, in commenting on Dreyfus 1997:49, he says, “one

can bend beings” minds just so far before they snap.”
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It is for this very same reason® that—with a view toward the practically
oriented person whose mind has [already] worn itself out with the mistaken
idea [that conceptualizing a thing and apprehending its name are the
same|—the qualifier “free from conceptual construction” is included in
the definition of perception [by Digniga and Dharmakirti], and that in
the authoritative text [i.e., Dharmakirti’s Short Study of the Reason Property]
there is separate mention [of conceptualization and determination] with

the words “on the basis of conceptual awareness . . . by determination.””

According to Jadnasrimitra, both the claim that perception is free from
conceptual construction and Dharmakirti’s statement in his Short Study of the
Reason Property, where the terms “conceptualization” and “determination”
are used contrastively, are just conditionally adopted positions—that is, they
are white lies. They must be, JAana$rimitra thinks, because it is just not the
case that perception is free from conceptual construction, since, as he has
pointed out, perception and inference each have a nonconceptual and a con-
ceptual (i.c., determined) object.”" Similarly, it is not the case that conceptu-
alization and determination are different: at best, the two terms just pick out
two different ways of referring to the same mental process, namely, exclu-
sion. According to JAianaérimitra, what Digndga and Dharmakirti have to
say about perception cannot be literally true: neither can really mean what
he says. In order to account for their words, therefore, one has to realize that
they are just stating conditionally adopted positions, that is, philosophically
sanctioned white lies. In the passage just cited, Jianaérimitra only gestures
to why such white lies are told: they are told, he says, for the sake of a person
who just can’t get his mind around the idea that conceptualization can be
decoupled from language. Trying to persuade someone of this (at least at

69. The phrase “this very same reason” (ata eva ca) refers to JNA (AP 227.01-227.04),
where Jidnadrimitra explicitly states that the assumed difference between conceptualization
and determination is just a conditionally adopted position. Given its context, it is clear that
in this passage Jianasrimitra is also identifying the traditional claim that “perception is free
from conceptual construction” as a conditionally adopted position. INA (AP 227.01-227.04)
is quoted in note 73 and is discussed, in context, in McCrea and Patil 2006. It is worth not-
ing that JNA (AP 227.05-227.09) is a restatement of the famous summary verse of the AP.

70. JNA (AP 227.10-227.11). The reference is to HB 3*.14-3*.15, quoted at JNA (AP
225.18-225.19): ala eva ca tadabhiminamlanamanasam vyavaharvikam prati pratyaksalaksane
kalpanapodhaviiesanam upadiyate, sitvaro pi vikalpad adbyavasayeneti.

71. For a discussion of Jaanadrimitra’s arguments in sapport of this position see Patil 2007.

AT
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this point in her philosophical education) is just too much trouble and in
general would be counterproductive. In the final few pages of his Monggraph
on Exclusion, Jianadrimitra explains this in greater detail.

3.3. The Pedagogical Significance of Dharmakirti’s White Lies

Jhdnasrimitra is aware that his discussion of conditionally adopted positions
is likely to raise (perhaps troubling) questions for philosophers in his text
tradition: Why, for example, did Dharmakirti need to tell white lies? Why
did he speak as if conceptualization and determination are really different?
Why does he say that perception is free from conceptual construction when
it 1s not? JAanaérimitra’s answer to these questions is based on his idea that
what motivates Dharmakirti’s statement that perception is free from concep-
tual construction is his recognition of the deeply entrenched view that since
conceptualization is inextricably linked with language it must be different
from determination, which instead has to do with an object’s being more
generally actionable. Because of this, people do not generally think that the
perceptual process involves (or even could involve) conceptualization. After
all, don’t prelinguistic infants perceive? Thus, as Jidnaérimitra sces it, it
makes sense for Dharmakirti to try to usc these deeply entrenched views,
rather than argue against them directly, even though he knows that they are
not strictly speaking correct. For Jadnaérimitra, Dharmakirti’s accommoda-
tion of these ideas is just a conditionally adopted position. In the following
passages Jnanasrimitra states this explicitly, and points to the “little bit of
the truth” (tastvalesa) on which each of these views is based and identifies
the specific “purpose” ( prayojana) that is served in adopting them.

About the view that conceptualization and determination are really dif-
ferent, JAanaérimitra explains that,

Just as one concludes that an object has been apprehended through
conceptualization, likewise [one concludes that it has been] bound up with
the word [that is used to refer to it]. This is because, like the partial image

of a thing [in perception]”2, [in “conceptual” awareness] too the image of a

72. The conceptual state of awareness that immediately follows “perception” classifies
what is being looked at by picking out one aspect of it. To conceptualize what one is looking
atas “smoke” (rather than as “gray” or “cloudlike”) is for that conceptual state of awareness to

contain just an aspect or part of what was grasped by the preceding nonconceptual awareness.
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word appears. Therefore, the conditionally adopted position regarding
conceptualization [namely, that it is different from determination] is not
based in reality, but is simply indexed to the judgment that “insofar as a
person conceives of himself as apprehending a thing, to that extent he
likewise conceives of himself as apprehending it together with its name.””3

For JAanasrimitra, the terminological distinction between conceptualization
and determination reveals only that people generally associate the object that
they “conceptually” apprehend with the word that they use to refer to it, It i
because of this that they mistakenly believe that conceptually apprehending
an object and associating it with its name are one and the same thing.” When
taken together with what Jidnagrimitra said in the passage cited earlier, it i
clear that it is in order to accommodate this little bit of the truth that Dig-
naga, Dharmakirti, and others in the Buddhist epistemological tradition
speak as if “conceptualizing” an object (i.e., apprehending it in association
with a word that is used to refer to it) and “determining” it (i.c., apprehend-
Ing it as an object that one can act upon) are different, even though they are
one and the same.”® The “little bit of the truth? on which this conditionally
adopted position is based is a truth about how these terms are generally un-
derstood. And as JAanaérimitra implies in this and the earlier passage, the
specific “purpose” that is served in adopting this position is that by strategi-
cally conforming to the way in which these terms are genérally used it will
eventually become possible to correct people’s false ideas about perception.”

This usually takes place in conjunction with the memory of prior instances of smoke and in
some cases the word “smoke,” etc. For a discussion of selectivity in conceptualization see
chapters 4 and s, and Dunne 2004, Kellner 20044, and Patil 2003.

73. JNA (AP 227.01-227. o4): yatha vikalpenayam a, the grhita iti nifcayas tathi fabdena
samyofya ity api, arthakiraleipone chabdakarasyapi sphuranat | tasmad yavad aythagrahanabbi-
mAnAvan manavas tavad ablidhanasamyukiagrahanibhimanavin apity avasiyanurodhid eva
vikalpavyavasthi ng tattvatal.

74. However, as JAdnaérimitra suggests, by way of comparison with the “partial image of
the thing [in perception],” what is most important about “conceptualization” is that it makes
what is grasped by awareness phenomenally available to us, and this is equally true for both
perception and inferential/verbal states of awareness. The two modes of awareness are really
parallel processes in that appearance and conceptualization/determination are a necessary
part of both.

75. This is supposed to explain Dharmakirti’s contrastive use of these terms in his HB.

76. Sec TNA (AP 231.07-231.10). To get an better idea of how conditionally adopted posi-

NN
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Jaanadrimitra is now in a position to explain why the statement “percep-
tion is free from conceptual construction” is also a conditionally adopted
position. According to Jhanasrimitra, underlying the—strictly speaking —
false statement that “perception is free from conceptual construction” is
also a little bit of the truth, namely, that perception does in fact have a
nonconceptual object that is grasped in the first part of the perceptual
process. Jiana$rimitra seems to believe that the reason Digniga and
Dharmakirti state only this partial truth is that for people who take
conceptualization to be necessarily implicated in language, it will be too
difficult to accept the idea that conceptualization is a necessary part of
perception too. Dignaga and Dharmakirti therefore work around this lim-
itation by formulating a definition of perception that takes the first step
toward clearly identifying the two objects of perception. According to
JAana$rimitra, this is the specific purpose that is served in saying that “per-
ception is free from conceptual construction,” Although it is just a condi-
tionally adopted position, Dignaga and Dharmakirti’s one-object model of
perception (and inference) is still an important step for an ordinary person
who, JAanaérimitra suggests, is already “worn out” by having to under-
stand even this much.””

An objector soon argues that if all of this is supposed to be for the benefit
of ordinary people, then Jianasrimitra’s insistence that the one-object model
of perceptual awareness is actually supposed to lead the Way to a two-object
model is just wishful thinking. According to the opponent, ordinary people
will never be able to grasp the distinction between what is “perceived”—
namely, the grasped object of perception—and what is “conceptualized”—
namely, the determined object of perception. Asa result, they will be able to
understand neither that the phrase “perception is free from conceptualiza-
tion” is merely a conditionally adopted position nor that the two-object
model is philosophically superior. Jianasrimitra writes,

_—

tions about the objects of awareness have been used see JNA (AP 205.03-205.09), where
Jdanasrimitra explains how the conditionally adopted position that exclusion is the ob ject of
inferential/verbal states of awareness is used.

77. 1 take the analysis in this passage to be supported by the two passages cited above and
the scattered references to pereeption in his AP. See TNA (AP 231.10-231.16), which is quoted
below, and the discussion that leads up to it at JNA (AP 2 30.27-231.10), which is discussed,
bricﬂy, in the final section of section 3.
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Now, if you say—“For an ordinary person, there is surely a failure to grasp
even the difference between what is perceived and what is conceptualized.
Thus, a determined fire is just the same as the one that appears”-—we say,
“no.” This is because, [since the determined fire] is due to the recollection
of other appearances [of fire, people] make the mistake that there is the
appearance of that [determined fire]. In perception, it is possible to show
that the appearance of the thing [before one] is in fact different from a
conceptual appearance and likewise that this [conceptual appearance] is
different from the perceptual appearance, because it is only there[, in
perception, ] that one can settle on the appearance of a thing. Thus, for
[modes of awareness that are] different from that [perception—iLe.,
language and inference, it is better to deny that [anything—either the
grasped or determined object—] is the appearance of a thing. Therefore,
it was rightly said that “[This is] conditionally adopted. But really,
nothing at all is expressed.””

While acknowledging that ordinary people do not usually distinguish
between “grasped” and “determined” objects of perception, JAanaérimitra
nevertheless argues that it is not difficult to show such a person that there i
a clear difference between the grasped image of a perceived object, such as a
campfire that is a few meters in front of one, and the conceptual image/ob-
ject that appears when one recalls or imagines “fire.””? Furthermore, one can
show that many of the properties that we think belong to the fire that we
“see”—ec.g., its capacity to heat things up—are not directly presented in the
grasped visual image, but rather arc derived from our memory of previous
experiences with fire. Therefore it can be clearly demonstrated that the “fire”
that we take ourselves to see—the “fire” that is phenomenally available to
us—is actually made up of what is visually present to us (the grasped object
that appears in awareness) and what we conceptually construct on the basis

78. INA (AP 23L.10-231.16), quoting TNA 203 .04: atha prthugyhnmyﬂ dr@uvikﬂ[gmyﬂr apy
abhedngraho niyarn evety avasito vahnih pratibhisita everi cer. na, pratvibhisintarasmaranens
m@mtibhﬁmhhmmﬂbhmm:’mya krtatvat | yathi ca vikalpapraribhasad anya eva vastupratibhiso
darsayitum adhyakse Snkyab, tatha niadhyaksapratibhisid AnYo S1iti tatvadva vastupratibhisovi-
Sramit tadvijatyasya vastupratibhasativyndasalp Sreyan | tasmad yuktam uhktam, sthapyo vacyas
tattvato naiva kaicit,

79. For a similar strategy in the work of Dharmottara see Krasser 1995 and the references
in Krasser 1991 to Dharmottara’s LPrP.

§,
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of our previous experiences (the determined object). Thus, in perception,
one can point to a clear distinction between grasped and determined
“objects.” As a result, even an ordinary person can be shown that perception
has both a nonconceptual and a conceptual object and that the phrase “per-
ception is free from conceptual construction” is nothing but a white lie. So,
despite the opponent’s worries, it is possible to show an ordinary person that
the one-object model of perception is a convenient fiction when compared to
the philosophically superior two-object model. Thus a specific and philo-
sophically legitimate purpose is served by conditionally adopting the partial
truth that perception is free from conceptual construction.

While the one-object model is an important step toward the two-object
model of perception, Jidnasrimitra confesses near the end of his “Mono-
graph on Exclusion” that the two-object model is itself a white lie. More
specifically, he says that although the two-object model is an improvement
over Dignaga and Dharmakirti’s “lower-order convention” (adhara-samvrts),
it is itself still conventional.® JAanaérimitra explains that when speaking to
an ordinary person who believes that the (momentary) object that is mani-
fest to him and the (temporally extended) object that he takes to be the object
of his subsequent activity are one and the same, it is important to say that per-
ception really has two objects, a nonconceptual one (the grasped moment)
and a conceptually constructed one (the determined continuum).8! But at
the end of the day JAanaérimitra explains that perception, like inferential/

80. JTNA (AP 231.07—231.10): “About this, T say: What I have stated is a conditionally ad-
opted position about the way things are. There is ‘being an object’ only in virtue of the exis-
tence of both [manifestation and determination]. The convention is said to be ‘the way
things really are’ just relative to a lower-order convention. This is because for the practically
oriented person things are not destroyed at each moment, since pragmatic activity breaks
down when one gets down to the division between moments, Even with perception there is
really no possibility of both. Thus there is no problem” (asrocyate | tattvavyavastham aha,
ubhayasambbavenniva visayarvam, kevalam samvyavaharikapeksayi samvrter evadharasamvytim
apeksyn tattvam iti vyavabriyate, hsanabbedivatire samvyavaharavilopad vyavabirikom prati
pratiksanaksimatiya abhivit, tattyatah pragyaksenobhayasambbayiabhavab, iti na dosah). For an
extremely interesting discussion of higher and lower orders of conventional truth see JNA
(KBhA 6.00-7.24).

81. This is the purpose that is served in conditionally adopting the two-object model.
The little bit of the truth on which this model is based is that it is philosophically better to

treat perception and inference as parallel processes having two objects each.
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verbal awareness, cannot have 4 real object at all. This is because in order for
something to be a genuine object of an awareness-event it must be both
available (thar is, grasped by thar awareness-event) and actionable (thar is
determined by it to be an object of activity).82 This is philosophically thf;
only way to capture our Intuitions about what an object of an awarelless—
event must be. But, as Jidnasrimitra argues, nothing can be both grasped
and determined. 83 Thus, while the two-object model of perception is for
philosophical reasons an improvement on the “lower-order convention” of

the one-object model, it is still “conventional,” and is adopted only condi-
tionally.

3-4. Philosophy and Pedngyogy

JAdnasdrimitra’s discussion of Dharmakirti’s white [ie provides an interesting
framework for understanding his perspective on the pedagogical signiﬁtﬁ
cance of Buddhist philosophy. 4 According to Jhanasrimitra, his predeces-
sors in the Buddhist epistemological tradition used convenient fictions and
partial truths to philosophically educate those who they felt were in error,
This is clear from JAdnasrimitra’s example of how the idea of an enduring
'self can be used to aigue against those who do not accept karma. By stand-
'Ng on a rung of the philosophical stepladder higher than that of their tar-
geted audience, JAanasrimitra’s predecessors were able to reach down and
help people up to the next philosophical rung, even if (according to Jianas-
thitra) they themselves realized that this next rung was not the final one. It
1s because of their privileged position on the ladder that Jidnasdrimitra seems
Eo think that Digniga and Dharmakirti were able to clearly see, and there-
fore f:lffCCt, what was going on below. The situation is no different for Jaana-
Srimitra himself. Tt is from a philosophical vantage point one step up the ladder
that he is able to identify and expose Dharmakirti’s white lies and condi-
tionally adopted positions to those who are not already aware of them.
According to Jianaérimitra, the way that one learns to move up from

rung to rung of this ladder is by discovering conceptual problems inherent
in how we speak about awareness and its objects. By discovering specific
conceptual problems with the one-object model, for example, JAanasrimitra

82. For a discussion of this see chapter 4 and chapter s.
83. JNA (AP 231.07-231.10),
84. See Dreyfus 1997:4 43462,
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€Xpects us to move up to his two-object model. Similarly, by coming to sce
conceptual problems inherent in how we speak about awareness and its ob-
jects from within the two-object model, he expects us to move up to his no-
object model. In both cases conceptual problems become apparent through
discovering how each model is based on a partial truth about the nature of
awareness and its objects. It is important that the philosophical issues at
stake have to do with the nature of awareness and the kinds of mental ob-
jects and processes that best account for it. Given the subordination of ontol-
ogy to the philosophy of mind in Jiidnasrimitra’s text tradition, this is also
just what one would expect. 85 Philosophy, then, is of pedagogical signifi-
cance, since it is through philosophical analysis and argumentation that a
teacher like Jianaérimitra is able to help his “students” move up from rung
to rung of a philosophical stepladder.8¢ For Jianasrimitra too, philosophy is
supposed to change people’s minds by turning them away from their false or
partially true views and toward those that are more correct.®”

The internal logic of JAanaérimitra’s account of conditionally adopted
positions suggests that there are at least three levels of analysis (or rungs on
the philosophical stepladder), in addition to a basement level of false views. 5
The first level is the one on which Janaérimitra discovers there to be a con-
ditionally adopted position. In Jadnasrimitra’s “Monograph on Exclusion,”
this first level is characterized by Dignaga and Dharmakirti’s statements
about valid states of awareness and their object(s). More specifically, on level
1, perception is said to be free from conceptual construction and to have only

85. I think that Dreyfus (1997) is right to emphasize the relative importance of issues in
epistemology (and the philosophy of mind) over those having to do with ontology. Cf. the
analysis in Dunne 2004:61-63.

86. It is worth noting that this is only one reason that JAanaérimitra thinks that philoso-
phy is of value.

87. Cf. Griffiths 1990a.

88. See Dreyfus 1997:83—105, McClintock 2002:68-72, and Dunne 2004:53—79 for three
very interesting accounts of this model. For a critical discussion of these accounts see Kell-
ner (forthcoming) and Kyuma (forthcoming). The strategy that I am describing here has
been described in the context of Dharmakirti’s work as a “strategy of ascending scales of
analysis” (Dreyfus 1997; cf. Phillips 1987:243ff) and “sliding scales of analysis” (Dunne
2004153, McClintock 2002:68-76, 203, 130ff,). In these models four levels of analysis are
usually identified. Dreyfus and Dunne describe them as follows: level 1: common sense/
beliefs of ordinary people; level 2: alternative interpretation/abbidbarma typology; level 3:
standard interpretation/external realism (Sautrantika); level 4: yogacarn/epistemic idealism.
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a real particular as its object. Similarly, according to Jhanasrimitra, it is also
a conditionally adopted position to say that inferential/verbal states of
awareness are inherently conceptual and have only an exclusion as their ob-
ject.® Like perception, inferential/verbal states of awareness also have two
objects.? In this numbering scheme, the views that Dignaga and Dharma-
kirti themselves argue against—e.g., the views of non-Buddhists—are in the
“Dasement,” at level o, This is also the level on which JAinagrimitra himself
seems to place such views.?! Unlike the philosophical claims made on level I,
however, the claims made on level o are not white lies, but only falsehoods.

Level 2 is the level on which a position is conditionally adopted by Jaanas-
rimitra himself: this is the level of Jnanasérimitra’s own conditionally adopted
two-object model of valid awareness. On this level, it is clear that perception
is not free from conceptual construction, since it can be shown that it has
two objects—a grasped object and a determined/conceptualized one 92 Sim-
ilarly, it is clear that inferential/verbal awareness does not have just an ex-
clusion as its object, since it too has two objects—a grasped object and a
determined/conceptualized one. It is, morcover, only from the vantage point
of level 2 that the position adopted on level 1 can be seen to be just a condi-
tionally adopted one.% Level 2 is also the level that Jidnasrimitra relies upon
in criticizing his opponent’s views, such as the existence of Tévara, and on the
basis of which he establishes his own philosophical positions, such as self-
lessness/momentariness and the efficacy of the Buddhist path. The top level
is level 3, the level from which JAanadrimitra’s own conditionally adopted
position on level 2 can be identified as such, and on which no position is it-
self adopted conditionally. This is the level of JAanasrimitra’s view that nei-
ther perception nor inference really has an object at all.

JAianasrimitra’s theory of conditionally adopted positions also suggests
that for him the second of the three levels of analysis is the highest level of
conventional truth and that the levels below it are just lower-order conven-
tions.* This is confirmed by Jfianaérimitra himself, who clearly believes that

80. JNA (AP 202.21-203.25), (AP 205.03~205.09).

go. INA (AP 225.17), (VC 166.13~166.15).

o1. For example, sec Kyuma 2005:Ixxx-Ixxxiv, 77-79 n. 99,

92. JNA (AP 225.17), (VC 166.13~166.15).

93. INA (AP 226.01-226.03),

94. INA (KBhA 6.09-7.24). For a translation and discussion of this sec Kyuma 2005,
€esp. p. 77 n. 99.
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the second level of analysis provides the philosophically most rigorous way
for us to speak about perception and inference and their objects. According
to him, his two-object model thus provides the best philosophical theory of
perception and inference. Although it is the most philosophically rigorous
way for us to understand states of awareness and their objects, it is still a
white lie, since awareness-events do not really have an “object” at all. Thus,
the best philosophical account that can be given of the contents of percep-
tion and inference is ultimately still not the case. Relative to level T, it is just
a higher-order convention (uttara-samvrtti).® As his discussion makes clear,
an analysis of the two-object model of awareness reveals that it too is a white
lie and that it is, in fact, a no-object model of awareness that provides the
most rigorous philosophical account of awareness and is, therefore, what is
ultimately the case. The pedagogical purpose of Jadnadrimitra’s multiple-
content model of awareness is thus to first turn people away from their false/
partially true views on level 1 and then, after providing them a place to rest,
lead them to level 3.9

4. Ratnakirti’s Framework of Values

In his “Demonstration of Exclusion,” Ratnakirti cffectively writes out
Jidnasrimitra’s discussion of conditionally adopted positions, and in so do-
ing reveals an important difference between himself and his teacher. While
Jianasrimitra is deeply concerned with accounting for apparent inconsisten-
cies between his work and that of the foundational figures of his text tradition,

95. Kyuma 200s:Ixxx-Ixxxiv and the references contained therein.

96. What this model suggests is that within a single philosophical text an author may
choosc to argue from various philosophical perspectives that are not his own in order to win
a particular argument. The philosophical (and soteriological) hierarchy of these various
perspectives is supposed to ensure that this approach is not philosophically dishonest, since
in making arguments that are rhetorically effective a philosopher who adopts this strategy
hopes to persuade members of his target audience to give up philosophical positions that he
thinks are not only genuinely mistaken, but mistaken for the reasons that he provides. Since
different audiences are likely to be persuaded by arguments from different philosophical
perspectives, however, it may appear as if a philosopher who adopts this method is deeply
confused. But when it is understood that what he is trying to do is to philosophically edu-
cate someone by helping him make better and better mistakes—until he comes to the “right”
or “maximally correct” answer—the charge of being confused loses its force.
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Ratnakirti is not. Relative to Jndnasrimitra, Ratnakirti is indifferent to such
historical and exegetical concerns. Tnstead, Ratnakirti’s arguments are de-
voted almost exclusively to the dual purpose discussed above. While Jianas-
rimitra too has this dual purpose in view, he infuses it with a level of
historical sensitivity and interest that Ratnakirti does not seem to share,
JAdnasrimitra also adds to it an explicitly intra-Buddhist concern. When
Ratnakirti does argue against other Buddhists in his own work—e.g., Dhar-
mottara (but not Dignaga or Dharmakirti)—he treats their views in the
same way as he treats those of non-Buddhists. Their views are not white lies
or partial truths: they are just falsechoods. This is not to say that Ratnakirti
would not agree with what JAaanaérimitra has to say about conditionally ad-
opted positions, but only that he chooses to suppress such questions in order
to focus on others. That this was a conscious decision on his part is obvious
when one compares Jaanagrimitra’s “Monograph on Exclusion” with Ratna-
kirti’s “Demonstration of Exclusion.” It is precisely the passages in which

- JAdnasrimitra develops the idea of conditionally adopted positions that Rat-
nakirti skips over in his reconstruction of his teacher’s text.

While Ratnakirti suppresses the idea of conditionally adopted positions,
he seems to accept the pedagogical role that JAanasrimitra assigns to episte-
mology on the basis of it. Ratnakirti’s work can thus be seen in terms of a
tripartite pedagogical structure, but one that is rather different in character
from that of his teacher’s. For Ratnakirti, the first level of analysis is defined
by the views of his opponents, both Buddhist and non-Buddhist. As I have
argued, this level includes both the specific philosophical positions that are
being argued for and the epistemology that supports them. This corresponds

;

to Jianasrimitra’s “basement”—that is, level o (which is also how I will refer

to it when discussing Ratnakirti’s tripartite pedagogical structure). Ratna-

Kirti’s second level of analysis includes his own philosophical views—e.g.,
momentariness—and the epistemology that supports them. As I have ar-
gued, it is by looking down from this level, and subtly drawing from it, that
Ratnakirti fashions his “internal critique” of positions on level o. This is in
contrast with JAanasrimitra, who looks down from this level not only to
level o but also to level 1 (a level thar Ratnakirti all but ignores). As with
JAdnasrimitra, for Ratnakirti too, the third level is defined by the view that
neither perception nor inference really has an “object” at all.

In Ratnakirt’s work what is emphasized is the transition from level o to
level 2. While Ratnakirti ignores level 1, the transition from level 2 to level 3
is acknowledged, but deemphasized. This is consistent with Ratnakirti’s

T
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understanding of the dual purpose of his work, which is to argue (1) against
the views of others, in order to turn them away from level o, and (2) in sup-
port of his own, so that he may bring them up to level 2, the highest level of
conventional truth. It is on level 2 that the selflessness/momentariness-thesis
1s located and the efficacy of the path is established through the omniscience-
inference.

Where then does this leave us with respect to the question of how Ratna-
kirti understood why epistemology, and philosophy more generally, was of
value? As I have argued in this chapter, Ratnakirti inherits a framework of
value from his text tradition that he both builds upon and modifies, in part,
by embedding it in a pedagogical framework that he takes from his teacher
Jianadrimitra. Ratnakirti’s framework is built around four identifiable goals:
(1) to refute his opponents’ philosophical views and the epistemology that
supports them; (2) to establish his own philosophical views and the episte-
mology that supports them; (3) to establish, more specifically, his selflessness/
momentariness thesis; and (4) to establish that meditating upon selflessness/
momentariness can lead to omniscience—that is, the direct awareness of
Adboarma itself.””

Ratnakirti’s acceptance of Jianasrimitra’s pedagogical framework, which
envisions philosophy (at least in part) as an instrument for moving up from
level to level on the philosophical stepladder of the Buddhist epistemological
tradition, suggests that thesc four goals are interlinked. Success in goal 1, for
example, is a prerequisite for success in goal 2. Without having refuted the
philosophical views of his opponents that are incompatible with his own, it
seems unlikely that Ratnakirti would be in a position to convince someone
of his own views. In the case of the Naiyayikas, for example, without argu-
ing successfully against the existence of I§vara—the paradigmatic example of
an enduring self—it seems unlikely that Ratnakirti would be in a position to
convince them that all existing things are momentary. Arguing against an
opponent’s epistemology supports this effort by undermining the basis for
any of the opponent’s conclusions. It thus creates a context in which an alter-

native epistemology might be considered. Success in goal 1is supposed to turn
someone away from their false views (on level o) and thereby encourage them
to seck an alternative by looking up to level 2. Goal 2 is somewhat different

97. Since goal 3 and goal 4 can easily be included in goal 2, the structure of Ratnakirti’s

goals are clearly in line with the “dual purpose” of his text tradition.
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from goal 1, in that it requires Ratnakirti to establish his own cpistemology,
and at least some of the philosophical views that it supports. Success in this
goal is supposed to bring someone up to level 2, and thus make success in
goals 3 and 4 possible. Without being able to establish the epistemological
principles on the basis of which his own philosophical views are founded, it
seems unlikely that Ratnakirti would be in a position to support his views.
More specifically, without establishing his own views on pervasion and in-
ferential reasoning more generally, how could he establish momentariness?
Success in goal 2, like success in goal 1, puts the opponent/student in a new
epistemic position. Just as goal 1 is a prerequisite for goal 2, goal 2 is a pre-
requisite for goal 3. And given that goal 3 has been reached, all of the pieces
are finally in place to reach goal 4, and thus climb up to level 3. In the peda-
gogical structure that is implied by Ratnakirti’s work, the goals are clearly
sequential %8

It is in relation to these four goals that both the instrumental and the
epistemic value of philosophy becomes apparent. Given that Ratnakirti seeks
to refute his opponents’ philosophical views and the epistemology that sup-
ports them (goal 1), T have argued that it is instrumentally rational for him
to argue against those views and their supporting epistemology by inter-

nally criticizing them. As T discussed in chapters 2 and 3, this is exactly what
Ratnakirti tries to do in his arguments against the I$vara-inference. In the
context of goal 1, these arguments can be seen as having instrumental value
for him insofar as he thinks they will turn his opponents away from their
false views about the Tévara-inference and the epistemology that supports it.
Similarly, in his other work Ratnakirti secks to establish his own views and
the epistemology that supports them (goal 2).9 As 1 argued in chapters 4
and s, in the context of this goal it is instrumentally rational for him to fash-
ion his arguments against the I$vara-inference by gesturing to and drawing
upon his own philosophical views. Adopting this strategy in the context of
goal 1 clearly supports Ratnakirti’s interest in achieving goal 2. Finally, given
that he seeks to establish both his momentariness thesis and the omniscience-
inference (goals 3—4), it is instrumentally rational for him to write the texts

98. It is worth noting that achieving goal 4 is supposed to lead to action on the part of
the student, which is different from the results of achieving goals 1-3. Achieving goals 1-3
leads to new views and not to any specific action, per se.

99. See the texts referred to in section 2.4

T R ——
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that he does, and to highlight the connections between them. For Ratnakirti,
the instrumental value of epistemology and philosophy more generally is
based on his view that it is the only way to achieve goals 1—4.100

Instrumental rationality and instrumental value are, however, insuffi-
cient for explaining how Ratnakirti understands the value of his work. For
example, as I have argued, instrumental rationality explains why Ratnakirti
tries to criticize the Naiyayikas on their own terms, by showing them that
they have not and cannot certify the inference-instrument in the Tévara-
inference. Given that Ratnakirti has the goal of refuting his opponents and
turning them toward his own views, “instrumental rationality” can help us
to understand why Ratnakirti argued in the way that he did and why he
thought it was of value. What it does not explain, however, is why Ratna-
kirti thinks any of his arguments will work, especially since his opponents
do not share any of the same relevant goals.

In my view, Ratnakirti does not think that it is énstrumentally rational for
his Naiyayikas to accept his analysis. Rather, he thinks that it is epistemically
rational for them to do so. Consider, for example, Ratnakirti’s analysis of the
defect “inconclusive” (H3). Given Ratnakirti’s cognitive goals, it is instru-
mentally rational for him to find a counterexample to the pervasion relation
in the I$vara-inference.!”" Responding to the counterexample itself, how-
ever, cannot be supposed by Ratnakirti to be instrumentally rational for his
opponents—rather it must be epistemically so. We are not told of any goal
that they possess in relation to which accepting that their I$vara-inference is
defeated would be instrumentally rational. While Ratnakirti possesses the
goal of turning his Naiyayikas away from their false views, and thus pos-
sesses the goal of identifying a counterexample to the pervasion relation in
their T$vara-inference, his Naiyayikas do not. Yet it is clear from Ratnakirti’s
analysis (especially given the “dual purpose” of his work) that he expects his
Naiyayikas to accept his counterexample, even though it is clear that doing

100, That this is the only way for him to achieve goals 14 is never stated explicitly. T take
this to be the case, however, since according to him the only proper object of meditation is
one that has been established by a conventionally valid source of knowledge, which suggests
that epistemology, and philosophy more generally, is necessary, at least for achieving goals
2—4. While philosophy may not be necessary for goal 1, the only way that Ratnakirti seeks to
achieve it in his written work is through philosophy.

1ot. This corresponds to goal 1, discussed above.
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so would hinder them from achieving their own cognitive goals.'% He expects
his analysis to have categorical normative force—that is, to be binding on-
any rational agent regardless of that agent’s interests or goals.’93 While it is
instrumentally rational to find a counterexample, he takes it to be epistemi-
cally rational for him, and for his Naiyayikas, to accept the counterexample
as a counterexample to pervasion.% While one might argue that accepting
this is instrumentally rational for Ratnakirti, since it is in service of his cog-
nitive goals, it is certainly not the case that Ratnakirti thinks that his
Naiyayikas will accept this because they take it to be in service of some cog-
nitive goal that they possess. Similarly, given that Ratnakirti has the cogni-
tive goal of turning his opponents toward the dbarma, it is instrumentally
rational for him to establish the epistemology that supports his own philo-
sophical views and, more specifically, his selflessness/momentariness thesis
and omniscience-inference, 105 However, if his tripartite pedagogical struc-
ture is to work, his opponents must also accept his arguments, even though
they may not (yet) share any of the goals that motivate Ratnakirti or are
implicit in his version of the stepladder.1% It seems clear, therefore, that Rat-
nakirti takes himself to be providing compelling, categorical reasons for his
views, and not just reasons that are compelling for those who may possess
the right sort of goals.’7 Thus Ratnakirti sees his philosophical work as ex-
hibiting both instrumental and epistemic rationality and as having both
instrumental value and epistemic value. Unlike the instrumental value of
his work, which is indexed to the achievement of his goals, its epistemic

value is a kind of “final value”—it is valuable for its own sake, and not just for
some end.

_—

102. See Kelly (forthcoming), which is a response to Leite (forthcoming).

103. One might object that while accepting Ratnakirti’s analysis might hinder and frus-
trate some of the Naiyayikas® goals, it is still in service of their more general and overarching
cognitive and epistemic goal of having more correct views than incorrect ones. On stich an
“instrumentalist” response, epistemic rationality would be reduced to 2 species of instru-
mental rationality.

104. Whether any Naiyayika would actually accept his analysis is a different matter.
What is relevant here is only that Rarnakirti expects them to do so.

10s. This corresponds, roughly, to goals 2—4, discussed above.

106. Once they are on level 2 and have achieved goal 2, and perhaps goal 3, however, it
seems as though they are expected to shift from being “opponents” to being “students.”

107. See Kelly 2003:621.

e
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5. Conclusion: Religious Reasoning as Religious Practice

The two-dimensional framework of value that T have argued Ratnakirti
shares with his text tradition contributes to our understanding of how Bud-
dhist epistemologists (and perhaps Buddhist philosophers more generally)
understood the nature of their work and its value. As I have argued, this
framework and the pedagogical structure in which it is embedded provides
us with an important perspective on what members of this text tradition
took their work to be all about. Although there has been a great deal of skep-
ticism (if not outright hostility) to the idea that Buddhist epistemology is
important for understanding “Buddhism,” it should be clear that the Bud-
dhist epistemological tradition itself saw a very close relationship between
philosophical work and the Buddhist path, as they understood it.!%% Ratna-
kirti’s work further suggests that, at least for him, the essence of the Bud-
dha’s teaching can be captured in the momentariness/selflessness thesis.!%?
As I have tried to show in this chapter, thinking that broader religious con-
cerns did not inform the technical philosophical work of Buddhist episte-
mologists like Ratnakirti is, simply put, a mistake.!1° N
Although Ratnakirti and his text tradition agree that dbarma itself is in-
accessible to “reasoning,” they still insist that philosophical work is neces-
sary for realizing dharma. The primary reason for this is that i.t is only
through philosophical analysis—and inferential reasoning, more specifically—
that momentariness can be established as the proper object of meditation.
Simply accepting the momentariness thesis on other grounds is insufficient,
since in such cases it will crumble in the face of critical analysis. Only when

108. See Krasser 2004, Steinkellner 1982, and Kapstein 2001:22-23 n. 13 for a discussion
of how earlier scholars understood this issuc. See also Davidson 2002:102-105.

109. This view is of course not just restricted to Ratnakirti. In addition, see for example
TS vv. 1-6 and TSP ad TS vv. 1-6, which are beautifully translated in Kapstein zoor:10, 14,
and MMK vv. 1-2 and MMK 24.18a-b, which are also translated in Kapstein zo001:24 1. 22,
23. See also Kapstcin zoor:13, 15 for a brief description of Santaraksita’s “dual purpose” and
the relationship between it and momentariness and omniscience. For the importance of
omniscience and its centrality to the path, see McClintock 2002:1, 5, where she strongly
underscores this point. ‘ ‘

110. Krasser (2z004) makes this same point, with specific reference to the Buddhist episte-
mological tradition. For excellent work on Dharmakirti as a philosopher of religion see
Eltschinger 20053, Eltschinger 200sb, Eltschinger 2007b. Some of this work has also been

discussed in Eltschinger z007a. For work on Santaraksita sce Funayama (forthcoming).
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It is the object of a conventionally valid awareness-event will it be fixed
enough in one’s mind to Serve as a proper object of meditation/cultiva-
tion. ! Ope way to understand Ratnakirti’s confidence in this claim is to see
that for him it is bozp instrumentally and epistemically rational to accept the
momentariness thesis. It s, therefore, the categorical normative force of his
mnferential arguments that seems to be the source of his confidence, What is
important is not just an awareness of momentariness, but a certified valid
awareness of it, which is only possible by working within the sources of
knowledge framework of the Buddhist epistemological tradition as under-
stood by Ratnakirti,

When embedded in Ratnakirtis tripartite pedagogical structure, the
two-dimensional framework of instrumental and epistemic values also helps
us to understand exactly what Ratnakirg hoped to gain in criticizing his op-
ponents as he did. Attending to Ratnakirti’s use of instrumental rationality
(as defined by his four goals) in the context of his pedagogical framework
shows that Ratnakirti expected his arguments to be persuasive—to actually
turn his opponents away from their false views and bring them closer to the
dbarma, by convincing them that a| existing things are momentary and that
it is possible, by meditating on momentariness, for the dbarma itself to be
manifest in awareness.!2 The fact that his critique of the I$vara-inference is
phrased as an internal one that targets both the inference itself and the epis-
temology that supports it is, therefore, not ar all insignificant. As T have ar-
gued, given his goals, it is instrumentally rational for him to argue in just
this way. The reason he expects his specific arguments to work is because of
their epistemic rationality. As I have argued, Ratnakirti expects his argu-
ments to have categorical normative force, that is, to be binding on any ra-
tional agent, regardless of that agent’s interests or goals.!'® To think that
Ratnakirti understood his work, and by extension the work of others in his

1t See McClintock 2002 chaps. 1,3, 5, and 8.

‘ 112, See Griffiths 1999a and Griffiths 1999b for an extended argument against this view
in Buddhist philosophy more generally and in the work of the Buddhist epistemologist
Moksakaragupta more specifically.

3. It is, of conrse, a separate question whether such arguments were in fact effective.
See Griffiths 1999b:517-519 for a discussion of this point, and a short response in McClin-
tock 2002:31 n.14. See also McClintock 2002:38-42 for a discussion of how such “rational
agents”—whom she refers to as “judicious persons” (preksavant)—were conceived of by Sant-
araksita and Kamalagila, Also see her discussion of Griffiths 1990a and Griffiths 1999b in
McClintock 2002:31-38, 7
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text tradition, as being part of an entirely (or even primarily) “tradition in-
ternal conversation” not only disregards what Ratnakirti himself says about
it but denies that his work displays epistemic rationality.'* As T have argued,
attention to epistemic rationality helps us to see that Ratnakirti expected his
arguments not only to lead to valid awareness-events but to be persuasive
because of i,

The pedagogical stepladder that T have argued is implicit in Ratnakirti’s
work also reveals the importance of a “problems and arguments” approach
to philosophical work, even within a structured hierarchy that culminates
in a call for action (in the form of cultivation/meditation).!’$ Each rung on
Ratnakirti’s stepladder is constituted by his engagement with very specific
philosophical problems. His sustained and detailed arguments against the
I$vara-inference are hardly atypical, and in fact are characteristic of much of
his critical work (on level o). His arguments in support of his theories of
pervasion, exclusion, and mental images (on level 2) similarly display his
commitment to detail and philosophical rigor. This is not at all surprising
since, as I have argued, these theories are the cornerstones of his own epis-
temology. Even more extensive is his defense of his momentariness thesis
(also on level 2). As T have argued, on each of these levels Ratnakirti tries to
provide compelling, categorical reasons for his views and thus seeks to im-
prove his opponent’s epistemic position with respect to a structured set of
goals that Ratnakirti has, but his opponents do not.!% Moreover, it is his

114. This term is from Griffiths 1999a. In Griffiths 1999b:506, Griffiths argues that the
arguments of the Buddhist epistemologist Moksakaragupta were not intended by him to be
persuasive; Griffiths’ essay suggests, also, that this is a typical characteristic of such argu-
ments. For a powerful argument in support of his view sce Griffiths 1999a.

115. This phrase is from Kapstein 2001:s.

116. This is certainly the case with respect to level 1. With respect to level 2, it may be the
case that some of Ratnakirti’s opponents have now become students and so share his goals.
Even so, it is by responding to Ratnakirti’s epistemic reasons that they can improve their
epistemic position with respect to their own goals. Kelly (2003:634) explains this with the
following example: “Suppose that I hear a strange and unexpected sound behind me, and,
seeking to find out the source of this noise, I turn around. Here, the reason I have to turn
around is an instrumental reason—T have the (cognitive) goal of finding out what is respon-
sible for the relevant noise, and given this goal, it is instrumentally rational for me to change
my epistemic position in a certain way. Suppose further that, upon turning around, T dis-

cover the source of the noise: a cat has entered the otherwise-empty room. Finding myself
face-to-face with the cat, it is now epistemically rational for me to believe that a car was

responsible for the noise.”
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commitment to these arguments, especially those having to do with the
nature of awareness-events and their “objects” that leads him to the no-
object model of awareness (on level 3). In my view, it is clear from Ratna-
kirti’s work that he thought that solving philosophical problems and
defending his solutions to them were among his most important intellec-
tual tasks.

While the rungs of Ratnakirti’ stepladder are constituted by philosophical
problems and arguments and are focused on improving his opponent’s
epistemic position with respect to a set of goals, its structural hierarchy is
determined by both philosophical and soteriological concerns that are in-
formed by Ratnakirti’s understanding of the Buddhist path. In relation to
soteriological concerns and goals, philosophical activity is clearly taken to be
a form of religious practice in which it is instrumentally rational (and in fact
necessary) to engage. Attention to Ratnakirtis framework of values and
tripartite pedagogical structure thus enables us to see exactly what sort of 3
practice it is, and exactly how Ratnakirti thinks it is relevant to the Bud-
dhist path. From Ratnakirti’s work, philosophical activity, as a form of
religious practice, improves one’s epistemic position with respect to a sote-
riological goal, by both removing one’s false views and fixing the right
views in one’s mind through very detailed and deliberate philosophical
analysis.''” Built into this work is the expectation that once in this new
epistemic position one wil display epistemic rationality and accept Ratna-
kirtl’s conclusions. On Ratnakirti’s model, religious reasoning is a “hybrid
virtue” that requires that one be sensitive to both instrumental and epistemic
reasons.! 18

Ratnakirti’s work thus provides a model for religious reasoning accord-
ing to which, by responding to both instrumental and epistemic reasons, a
truly rational agent is able to climb up a philosophical stepladder, and thus
put herselfin a proper epistemic position to one day become omniscient and

117. Exactly how this sort of development is related to Philosophin, as famously su ggested
by Hadot (1995), is not obvious. For adiscussion of this issue in the work of Santaraksita and
Kamala$ila see Kapstein 2001:7-11, 19—20 and McClintock 2002:6-8. The comparison of philos-
ophia with Buddhist philosophy as practiced within what Kapstein (2001) refers to as a
“Madhyamaka architecture” seenis more appropriate than with the work of Rarnakirti and
others in his text tradition. This is in part because the explicit discussion of philosophy as a
kind of therapy is nearly absent from Ratnakirti’s work, and certainly is not emphasized.

118. [ take this from Kelly 2003:637. :

o e T —.
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see dharma itsclf. Ratnakirti’s arguments against the existence of I§vara can
thus be seen as the first step in the philosophical and religious education of
his Nyaya opponents. While religious reasoning is necessary f:Olj progressing
on the path, and is therefore a form of religious practice, it is 1tselAf 1n.suff?-
cient for realizing dharma. As Ratnakirti explains, meditation/cultivation is
also necessary. What is necessary for this practice to be successful, however,
is somethiné about which Ratnakirti’s texts are interestingly (and perhaps

importantly) silent.!?

119. For an excellent discussion of how Kamalaéila’s account of the relevance of ph.iloso-V
phy to the path relates to what we generally take to be a more tradlt}loﬂal understanding of
Buddhist “practice,” sec Funayama 2005 and Funayama (forthcoming), where he explores
the connection between the process that I have described in this chapter and the “realms/
stages of a Boddhisattva” (beddbisattvabliimi), especially the first ( pmmuz:lim—b%ﬁmi). Also
note BhK3 30.03-30.08, where Kamalaéila equates this first stage on the Boddhlsattv;‘a path
to the “path of seeing” (farfanamarga). For an explicit equation of Ratr'laklrtl’s “tourth
goal” with such “practice” see Vinitadeva’s commentary to Dharmak.Irtl.’s NB, NBT—VI
47-4-47.12, ¢.g., where he explains that in the practice that “leads to insight™ (nirvedba-
bbagiye) the object of meditation is the four noble truths. As noted in Funayama 20? S:4i n. I.I)
Kamalasila’s account in BhK1 224.7-224.10 is different: he takes the object of meditation in
the practice that leads to insight to be a type of nonduality. Funayama’s analysis \?nggcsts
that Ratnakirti too would take success in his fourth goal to lead to just the first of the ten
stages on the Boddhisattva path. Far from being the end of one’s soteriological journey, this
is just the beginning. For a discussion of Kamala§ila’s Bhivanikrama, see Adam 2002.
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ad ignorantiam), 176-177, 182, 184n155

arguments: Argument from Localized
Doubt, 128-131; Growing Grass
Argument, 128 139-150; Restricted
Scope Argument, 128, 151-154

arthakyiya (pragmatic efficacy),
291293

artifacts/effects, 1onz6, 58, 95-96

asadharana-anaikantiby (H3b:
uncommon), 64

Ascertainment of the Soures of Knowledge
(Pramanaviniicaya) (Dharmakirti),
320-321, 324, 327328

asiddpha (Hr: unestablished), 110,
240241

asraya-asiddha (Hia: unestablished in
the site of the inference), 64

aspasta (unclear), 229

atad (non-that), 223

atadvitpa (not having that form), 217, 223

atmadysti ( enduring self, the view that
there is an), 330333

atman (soul/self), 42n25, 19915

availability vs, actionability, 285, 297

avyablicaraniyams (nondeviation rule),
81, 94, 109n21

awareness: buddbi, 86; correct/valid, 321;
dctcrmined-content, 249, 289-297;
Jidng, 42-43, 265; manifest-content,
202, 264, 285, 293-296; models of,
338339, 347-353; modes of, 229-230;
nature of; ss. See also awareness-events/
related categories

awareness-events: apperception/
introspection, 3435117, 47—48; classes
of, 43; conceptual awareness-cvents,
46-48, 202 (see also bclicf—episodes);
determined-objects of, 296; as
episodic in nature, 270; exclusion,
presence of, 213-215, 218-219;
first-order, 50, 52, 98; imagc as
manifest-content, 249n3; inferential/
verbal, 215, 218, 223, 224, 227, 245, 289;
manifest-content of, 249n3, 293-296;
from mental impressions alone, 43;
multi-entitied, 223; nonconceptual,
47, 289; noticed/unnoticed, 46—-48;
object as determined-content 0f,
249n3; presenting, 43—45, 49;
second-order, so; self-luminous,
461306, 47-49; unnoticed, 46-48;
verbally produced, 236—237

ayatana (sensory spheres), 326

ayathirtha (object/content, not in
accordance with its), 43

bahiv-adhyasta (externally projected
object Oz2¢), 264

babyartha (mind-independent external
objects), 248

belief—episodcs, 42~43, 47-48. See
also conceptual awareness-events
(vikalpa-buddhi)

beneficiary/target (samprading), 37

bhavani (meditation), 323-324, 327032,
328, 329133, 331-337

bhedn (difference), 218, 220, 260

bhedavasiya (determination of
difference), 279

bivalent epistemology, 33, 36, 42-50.
See also argument from design;
cosmological argument (for existence
of Tévara)
bodily activity (kayiki), 265
Buddha, 318-321, 325332, 335, 359,
363n
buddhi (awareness), 86
buddhi-tkara (mental objects/images):
actionability of, 289; characteristics,
204, 226-227, 230; defined,
224~225n65; determination,
245~246; four kinds, 252; inventory
of (Ratnakirti), 248-253; not
actionable, 245; not actionable/
available, 227
buddbimaddbetuka, so-60. See also
buddbimat-karti (intelligent agent/
maker)
buddhimar-karti (intelligent agent/
maker), s7-60, 76, 9092
Buddhist philosophy, pedagogical
significance, 350-353

Buddhist theory of momentariness
(ksanikatva), 199. See also selflessness/
momentariness

CI1 (performance conditions), 6465

Ca. See certification conditions.

C3 (argument conditions), 64, 68-69

case, what is conventional (samvrti),
295

case, what is really the (tattvatak), 295

causal complex, “same”
(sadpiastimagriprasiitn), 261

causal principle, 90-96, 173174

causal relation. See production-mode of
pervasion

causal theory of warranted awareness,
40-43

cause, material/primary
(upﬁdﬁnu—kﬁmna), 84, 147150

cause/agents, 92—9s

Index 303

certification conditions
—argument conditions (C3); Hy
subtypes, 64, 69
~characteristics, 6265
—H “defects of a reason property?”
6365
—instrument conditions/triple-conditions
(C2): C2.2, 64, 76, 87; C2.3, 7678,
103-104, 110-117, 131; Hib subtypes,
64; Hic subtypes) 64, 110125,
1ron26, 112-113; Hz subtypes,
70-72, 76, 87-88, 92, 103104,
108~117, 163, 170-171; H3 subtypes,
108-117; H3a subtypes, 87-88,
103-104, 108-117; H3a2 subtypcs, 64,
8s, 131, 145; H3c, 64
—performance conditions (Cr): Hra
subtypcs, 64-66; procedures, ST-52;
satisfaction of V and U, 176-183
certified instrument, s1—52
class, belonging to a different (vijattya),
223
Commentary on the Compendinm
of the Sources of Knowledge
(Pramanaviritiks) (Dharmakirti),
321, 324-328
common sense, 159—161
comparison (#pamina), 40, smsz
Compendinm of the Sources of Knowledge
(Pramanasamuccaya) (Dignaga),
315-320
complex entity, 208, 211, 221, 223,
234-238
complex/positive entity, 234238
compound sentence (mahavikya), ss
conceptual awareness-events
(vikalpa-buddhi), 16-48, 202, 289.
See also belief-episodes
conceptual construction, 254,
338-352
conceptual content, 46
conceptual content, theory of,
2526
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conceptualization (vikalpa): as “bringer
together)” 272167; conceptual
construction, 254, 264142, 338-352; "
vs. determination, 340-34.4: mental
construction, 253-254; white lies,
343350
conceptually constructed difference
(parikalpita-bhedn), 220
conclusion (nggamana), 61ngo
conditionally adopted positions
(vyavasthi), 338, 342345, 351-354
construction (as a mode of exclusion),
220053
construction, conceptual (vikalpa), 254,
338352
construction, mental (vikalpa), 253254,
283288, 298-299, 309
continuum (santinz), 218
conventional existence, 204-208
correct/valid awareness (armyaginiana),
321
cosmological argument (for existence of
T§vara), 33, 5758, 88-80
cow example (for establishing a verbal
convention), 276—278
culminating event ( phaln), 38, 61
cutting-events, 38—41, 54

“Debating Multifaceted Nonduality”
(Ratnakirti), 28¢

defects of a reason property (betvabbisa,
H), 63-65; definition, 109n23, T10125;
instrument conditions, 44, 66-70,
85—87. See also certification conditions

“Demonstration of Exclusion”
(Apobasiddhi) (Ratnakirti), 295

“Demonstration of Momentary
Destruction” (Ksanabbarngasidih)
(Ratnakirti), 261

“Demonstration of Omniscience”
(Sarvagiinsiddbi) (Ratnakirti), 328,
329n34, 331, 335-336

design inference, §7-58. See also
argument from design

determination, concept of (adhyavasiya),
199, 225, 24.9
determination, modes of, 216, 225,
257-260, 274, 208, 341-34.8
determination vs, conceptualization,
340-344
determined-content: of awareness,
249, 289-297; as a “particular?”
277-278, 2.81; of perception, 277-278,
289—203
deviation (vyabhicira), 80-8a, I09N21,
1o9n22, 1o9nz4, 138-143
dbarma: in Buddhism, 318-329; clear
manifestation of| 334; knowledgc/
realization of, 334-337, 350-363;
through meditation, 331, 334-335,
359-363; as property, 60, 130;
proximity to, 330-334
Dharmakirti; correct/valid awareness,
320-328, 341n64; objects of
perception, 347; term use, 340; white
lies, 343350
dharmin (property possessor), 60-61,
130, 220221
Dharmottara, 323-324
dbaty (elements), 326
difference (bheda), 218, 220, 260
difference, determination of
(bhedavasaya), 279
Dignaga: biography, 316n8; exclusion,
theory of, 200-201; objects of
perception, 347; texts, 315-320,
325-320
directly grasped ( Jrahya), 217218
direct object of perception, 253—256
discontent (Aublbn), 330
discontent, cessation of (third noble
teuth, nirodba), 331
discontent, path to the cessation of
(fourth noble truth, marga), 331
dissimilar cases (vipaksa), 67, 77, 8o,
300302 '
distracted (to be) (viksepn), 332
donor/source (apadana), 37

doubt (samsaya): argument from
localized doubt, 127-131; legitimate,
51 localized/unlocalized, 128131,
134-140; about a target property, 60

dravya-$abda (substance words), 200

dreams (svapnaginina), 42—43025

dystanta (example), 61

drsya-anupalambba (nonapprehension
of an observable), 143-144

dubkha (discontent, first noble truth),
330

durvibita (not well-established), 318

dusta (defective), 63

effects: all, 83, 147, 151; effect-cause
relation, 82; cffects/artifacts, ronis, 58,
95-96; effects-in-general, 83, 85, 147,
151, 306-308; final, 38114 observable,
83; restricted class of, 83; “same?” 261
effort (prayatna), 38
eighteen clements (dhitu), 326
ekatva-adhyavasaya (singularity,
determination of), 216-218, 225, 257
ekavisayatva-abhava (single object of
awareness, absence of), 230
epistemically special property ( guna), 41
epistemic burden problem, 96
epistemic necessity, 104111, 117-118, 127,
149-150, 197
epistemic peer, 96—97n1s52
epistemic rationality, 314
epistemic value, 99, 313, 356, 358
epistemology: bivalent, 33, 36, 42—50
(see also argument from design;
cosmological argument [for existence
of Ivara]); Nyaya, 33-56; of
Ratnakirti, 355-362; Sanskrit, 33-56
error (Viparyaya), 43
essentially remote (svabbava-viprakysta)
maker, 79-80
event, defined, ¢
event-makers, grammatical theory of
(karaka), 8-10, 37-40, 42
evidential roles, s2

Index 395

example (dystanta), 61
example (udabharana) 61
exclusion, theory of (apoha): awareness,
213-219; characteristic/property,
212; defined, 197-200; descriptions
of, 222-224; expression by a word,
244 extension principle, 305--308;
nterpretation of, 246-247;
location-relation, 308-309;
misinterpretation of, 203-208;
relationship with that which is
excluded, 220-221; semantic value,
205, 220; as a theory of conceptual
content, 25—26; three modes, 220153
(see also sclection); three questions
(Jhana$rimitra’s), 243-24s
exclusion of others (anyipoba), 205, 222
existence: conventional, 296-297;
determination, criteria for, 292—295;
of determined objects, 290, 292;
manifestation in, 293-294; as
momentary, 333; of O1 objects, 288;
ultimate, 204298
experiential awareness (c-awareness),
46n34
extension principle, 158-163, 173,
186194, 197, 305—308
externalism, 3435, 41, 45030, 49N4.4
externally projected (bakiv-adbyasta)
object Oze, 264

falsehoods, 352, 354

F factors, 283-28;

final effect, 38n14

first noble truth (dubkba, discontent),
330

first-order awareness-events (A, ), so,
52,98

five parts (pasicavayava) of compound
sentence (mahavikyn), ss

five psycho-physical aggregates
(skandba), 326, 330

four noble truths (caturaryasatya),
327-335



396  Index

functioning event/component (vyipira),
38, 61, 66-67
fusion philosophy, 21mn42

Galilean strategy, 173, 188

gap-problem, 8gni41, 92, 96

general nominal terms, 208--211

God-like beings: existence of, 31, 8oni4r,
intentional actions of, 91-93; qualities
58. See also Tévara

granya (directly grasped), 217-218 see also
grasped objects

grammar: analysis, 213n40;

bl

event-makers, theory of, 810, 37—40,
42; six scmantic relations, 8, 37;
words, 208-211. See also semantic valne
grasped objects, 250n6, 251, 272, 332145,
339-341, 349
Junn (epistemically special property), 41
Juna (quality), 42n25
guna-sabdn (quality-terms), 200

H: defects of a reason property
(betvabbisn), 6365

Hi: unestablished (asiddha), 110,
240241

Hia: unestablished in the site of the
inference (Arayn-asiddha), 64

Hib: unestablished in itself
(svarapa-nsiddhn), 64, 67, 152, 24T

Hic: unestablished in being pervaded
(vyapyatva-asiddha), 6.4, Ionzs,
110126, 112113

Ha: opposed direct/indirect defeater
(viruddha), 64, 67-77, 242243

H3: inconclusive defect (anaskintifn),
76, 242243

H3za: common/general subtypc
(sadharana), 68, 70, 7678, 80, 87,
88, 92

H3zar: generally inconclusive [a direct
defeater] (sadharana-anaskantiba),
64

H3zaz: generally inconclusive subtype
(xﬁﬂlbﬁmzmﬁnaikdnti/m), 64, 8s,
131, 145

Hi3b: uncommon
(mﬁdlyﬁmnmmmi/edntiku), 64

H3c: not universal (anupasambirin),
64, 68

H4: equal in scope ( prakavanasama),
64, 69

Hs: too late (/e;ildtyﬁpuﬂligm), 64

hetu. See reason property (hetu/lisgn)

higher-order convention
(utmm—mmv_rtzfi), 353

history, understanding, ronié

horizontal universal Q2.2
(tiryag-samanya), 218, 260

hybrid cosmological/design argument
88-96, 173

Hypothesis (Pratijiia), 6on74

)

I (images), 203-294, 298

identity-mode (tadatmya) of pervasion:
example of, 122, 276; nondeviation
rule, 81; rclationship through, 118-119,
239-240, 278, 304; token-identity
relations, 179

illuminating—awarencss, 46-49

images, as manifest contents of
aAwWareness, 294—295

imagined difference (kalpanika-bhedn),
220

implicative negation ( paryndisa),
213140

imposed properties (upadhi), 211,
228175, 2430118

inconclusive, “defect called”
(anatkantika, H3), 76

indirect object of perception,
256-259

Indivara example, 212213

individual/token, 257-258, 263

inference: for-the-sake-of another,
70, 88; objects of, 206: of a potter

from a pot, 185, 188-190; special
charactcristics/propertics, 72-76,
165~169, 260

inference-instruments: certification,

881138, 98--99, 185, 199, 300, 309,
357; Iévara—infcrcnce, 209-300;
natural relatjons, 174-186; pervasion
subcomponents, 100-107, 117, 267;
site subcomponent, 171, 267; special
consideration of the reason property,
5356

inference-warranting relations, theory

of: defeat of, 149; natural relations as
central to, 100-107, 17—-121; pervasion
condition, 174-186; scope of terms,
82; special characteristics, 7276,
165-169

inferential awarcness (anumiti), s4
inferential awareness, well-functioning

instrument of (anumiti-karana),
62—63

inferential context, s5—56
inferentially produced knowing event

(anu+vma), 53

inferential reasoning, theories of

(anuwmana), 266-278; development,
24, 32; firc/smoke example, §3-56,
II1-112n28, 134, 168, 188, 239n107,
267-268, 286—288; instruments of,
37, 39118, 40, 2391107; for one’s
own sake, 55, 266; for the sake

of another, s5; target property
interpretation, 171-172; value of,
5Ins2, 324327

inferential/semantic value, 283-288
inferential /verbal awareness: contents

of, 278-279; direct object of (O3),
279-281; manifcst content, 280-281,
284, 286-287; objects, 340

inferential /verbal awareness-events:

contents of, 215, 218, 223; objects of,
227, 245, 252—253; Opponents’ view,
205; positive entity, 224

Index 307

“Inquiry Into Inference-Warranting
Relations” (Vyaptinirnaya) Ramakirti,
178

inside-out (style) philosophical
arguments, 70

instrument (karana) of inferential
reasoning, 37, 30118, 2391107

instrumental rationality, 314, 356-358, 360

instrumental value, 315, 356, 358

instrument conditions: pervasion
subcomponent, 66-67; reason
property affects, 66-68; subtypes,
67-68. See also triple-conditions

instruments. See inference-instruments;
other instrument categories

instruments, make public the
virtues of one’s own account of
(svapramanagunodbbivana), 317

instruments of others, to reject
(parapramanapratisedba), 317

instruments of valid awareness,
establishment of, 315318, 321-322

instruments of warranted awareness
(pramia/pramana), 35-37, 40—43,
31134

intelligent agent. See intelligent agent/
maker (buddbimat-karty)

intelligent agent-in-general, 76, 164,

170, 193
intelligent agent/maker (buddbimat-horty),
5760, 76, 78, 83, 9092, 142-146,
152—163, 170, 309310

intelligent design, 158n121

intelligent maker. See intelligent agent/
maker (buddbimar-karty)

inte]ligcnt—maker-in—gcneral, 75, 145

intentional activity, 265-266, 283-288

internal mental images, 245

intuition, preservation of] 1s8-162

Tévara: observable, 141-144; qualities, o,
58, 172-174; unobservable, 144-147.
See also Ivara-inference; Naiyayikas
(Nyaya philosophers)
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I$vara-inference: argument, three steps,
60-61; dissimilar cases, 300-302;
as a hybrid argument, 88-96, 173;
Hypothesis (Pratijia), 60174,
lack of certification, 172; object
under discussion, 59-60; pervasion
subcomponcnts) 299-300; site of, 60
iterative awareness, 5051

Jjati-Sabda (nominal terms), 208

Jayantabhatta, 39n18( 3)

jeweler example (Vacaspatimisra),
107-108, 122

Jinendrabuddhi, 319-320

Jhana (awareness), 42—43, 265

JAanadrimitra; analysis, three levels
of, 352~354; conceptualization
vs. determination, 340-344;
conditionally adopted positions,
338, 342345, 351—354; critique of
Dharmakirti, 345-346; critique of
Dignaga, 347; exclusion, expression,
243-244; multiple-content model of
awareness, 338-339, 353; pedagogical
framework, 355; semantic value,
summary of conclusions, 243244
three questions, 243—244

JAdnatmaka (nature of awareness), ss

justification, Nyaya theory of, 42,
5056, 70

kalatyapadista (Hs: too late), 64

kila-viprakysta (temporally remote)
maker, 79

kalpanika-bheda (imagined difference),
220

Kamalasila, 363nr119

karaka (event-makers, grammatical
theory of ), 8-10, 37—40, 42

kavana (instrument) of inferential
reasoning, 37, 39n18, 2391107

Karnakagomin, zo4ns, 32425,
325, 327

kavty (agent), 3738

kirya-matra (effects, all), 83, 147, 151
kirya-visesa (effects, restricted class
of), 83
kiyikz (bodily activity), 265
knowing-events, 40-50, §3-56
knowledge, Nydya theory of, 34,
40—43
knowledge, reflective, 5052
knowledge, sources of, 35-36
leriyi-$abdn (verbal-terms), 200
Ksanabharngasiddhi (Ratnakirti), 261
ksanikatva (theory of momentariness),
199. See also selflessness/momentariness
(thesis)

lifga. See reason property (hetu/linga)

lngaparamarsy (special consideration of
the reason property), 53, 55, 6179

linguistic in nature (abditmaka), 55

location (place) (adbikorana), 37

loci: R-posscssing, 175-181; T-possessing,
175-181; U~posscssing, 175n143

locus of deviation, 138-143

lower-order convention
(adhara-smmviti), 349

luminous (luminosity), 4on44

mahaviakya (compound sentence), s
manasi (mental activity), 265
manifestation (prakasa), 203
manifest-content; of awareness,
262, 264, 285, 293-296; of an
awarencss-cvent, 249n3, 293-296;
of inferential/verbal awareness,
280; of perception, 254—257; of
rcﬂcxive-awareness, 295-296; as a
“universal.” 267, 278279
manifests ( pratibbasa), 225n67, 254154,
291192, 203294
marga (fourth noble truth, path to
cessation of discontent), 331
material {or primary) cause
(zgpﬂdﬁﬂﬂ-kﬁmzm)) 84, 147-150
material causes, 84, 147-150

meditation (bhavand), 323324, 327n32,
328, 329133, 331-337

meditation/cultivation, 360-363

memory (smyti), 43

memory-episodes, 43

mental activity (manasi), 265

mental construction (vikalpa), 253254,
283288, 298-299, 309

mental content, theory of] 198

mental objects/images (buddhi-akira):
actionability of] 289; characteristics,
204, 226-227, 230, 289; construction
of, generic approach, 283—288;
defined, 224-225n6s; determination,
245-246; four kinds, 252; inventory
of (Ratnakirti), 248-253; not
actionable, 245; not actionable/
available, 227

method M, 188193

mind-independent external objects
(bahyartha), 248

modal conventionalism, 302~305

modes of awareness, 229-230

modes of determination, 216, 225,
257260, 274, 208, 341348

modus ponens, 62

modus tollens, 178

momentariness, 199, 330~337. See also
selflessness/momentariness

“Monograph on Exclusion”
(Apohapyakarana) (Jfanadrimitra),
243244, 338, 351-352

multiple-content model of awareness,
338-339, 353

nagvitmyn (selflessness), 320, 330332

Naiyayikas and: awareness-events,
classes of, 43; causal principle,
92-96, 173-174, 183; cpistemnology,
33-56; extension principle, 305-308;
inference-warranting relation,
73-76; inferential arguments, s2-62;
inferential/verbal awareness-events,
205; ontology, 168

Index 399

Naiyayikas” arguments for existence
of Tévara, 56-88; argument from
design, 57-58; causal principle, 9296,
173~174;; certification conditions,
62-72; cosmological argument, 33,
57-58, 88—-89; counterarguments,
147-148, 247; deviation, 80-82, 140;
hybrid argument, 88-96, 1651128,
173-174; intelligent agent/maker,
309-310; Tévara—inferencc as, 88-96;
opponent as epistemic pect, 96-97;
reason property, scope of, §2—88,
92-93, 128; reasons, three opposing,
71-73; restricted Scope argument, 128,
151-154; teleological argument, s7—s8

Naiyayikas’ trick (vidambana), 154158,
161, 163, 192, 306

natural connection
(svabbavika-pratibandba), 107

natural-mode of pervasion, Nyaya
theory of, r04-106

natural relations: characteristics,
118-126; existence conditions,
174-175, 179~180; inference problem,
181-182; inference-warranting
relations, defined as, roo-107,
117-121; metaphysics of, 183; pervasion
subcomponents, 174-186; between
reason and target propertics,
107-108; velata, 118—121

nature of awareness ( jaanatmaka), ss

negation, 213-214n40, 221-222, 226

negationists ( pratisedbavadin), 203,
206

negative concomitance (watireka), 8o,
132, 144151, 242243, 270~272, 204

net-like apparitions, manifestation of,
204

nigamana (conclusion), 6180

nivodha (third noble truth, cessation of
discontent), 331

nirvikalpa (nonconceptual), 254,
338-352

nominal terms ( jzti-Sabdn), 208211
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nonapprehension of an observable
property (drfya-anupalambhn),
143-144
nonconceptual awareness-events, 47, 28¢
nondeviation rule (avyabhicaraniyama),
81, 94, TO9N2I
nonexistence, 288-299
nonimplicative negation
(prasajya-pratisedba), 213040
nonobservation (adariana). See
nonobscrvation (anupalambha)
nonobservation (anupalambhn), 79-87,
107-T10, I15-116, 123~T27, 131-134
nonobservation/nonapprehension. see
nonobscrvation (amupalambha)
nonoccurrent belicf—episodes, 47
non-P class, 283285
non-reason (ahetu), 63
nonreferentialism, 204-205, 207, 211
not having that form (atadripn), 217, 223
noticed awareness (n—awarencss), 46134
noticed/unnoticed conceptual
awareness-event, 46—48
not well-established (Aurvibita), 318
N-relation theorists, 173
Nyayabhasyn (Vatsyayana), 37
Nyaya epistemology, 33-56
Nyaya theory: of justification, 42,
50-56, 70; of knowledge, 34, 4043,
47; of natural-mode of pervasion,
104~-106; of rémotencess, 7980, 87,
93-94, 128, 140, 186-187. See also
infcrence—warranting relations, theory
of; inferential reasoning, theories of
(anumana)

O, direct object of perception, 253256,
261-263, 293294, 298—299

Oz, determined objects:
determined-content of perception
(02.2), 277278, 281, 307; externally
projected (Oze), 264 as objects of
activity, 266

O3, direct object of inferential/verbal
awareness: example: as fire-in-gencral,
282-283; as a universal, 279- 287

O4, indirect object of inferential/verbal
awareness, 277, 281283

object/image p (tad), 216-217

objects: of activity, 265; of awarencss,
294295, 339—340; determination
of, 267; determined, 245-246, 249,
290, 349; under discussion, 59-60;
distinction between, 349; grasped,
25016, 251, 272, 3320145, 339-341, 349;
having that form, 217; I, 293-294;

mind-independent external objects,
199-200; 02/04, 3355 O4, 281-283;
O, 293-294,, 208~299; p (object type),
283-285; parts of, 260; of perception,
252-259, 347; positive, 206. See also
02,03
objects/images, labels, 279
object under discussion (vivadadhyasita),
59-60
observation (upalambha), 7987
omniscicncc-inferencc, 335, 358
omniscient agent, 72, 76, 170171
omniscient maker, 75, 164, 165,
309-310
one-object model of perception,
347-350
ontology, 168, 199—200, 255
opponent(s): counterargument from
material causes, 147-148; deviation,

80-82; as an cpistcmic peer, 96-97;

restricted scope argument, 128,

151-154-; three opposing reasons,

71~73

opposed, defect called (viruddhba), 64,

67-68, 7071, 163

2 (object type), 283285

paksa (sitc of the inference), 60

prksadbarmari ( property of the site),
60-61, 73-76

padicariipani (five characteristics of
reason property), 62—63
pancavayara (five parts of a compound
sentence), ss
paramarsa (special consideration), 37, 3,
54, 61
parapramanapratisedba (o reject the
instruments of others), 317
paravthanumana (inferential reasoning
for the sake of another), 55
par excellence (sadbakatama), 38-39
paribara (taking away), 223
pavikalpita-bheda (conceptually
constructed difference), 220
particulars (svalaksana), 228075, 231, 252,
259261, 279—282
pavyudasa (implicative negation),
213140
Patafyjali, 37n11
patient, 9-10, 2223, 2527
pedagogical significance (of Buddhist
philosophy), 350-353
perception (pratyaksa): content, 249n3,
254257, 262, 277-278, 289-293; as
mstrument of warranted-awareness,
40, 51152, 239; models of, 339,
347-353; objects of, 252259, 296;
reasoning, inferential, 267
perceptual awareness-events, 46136,
278
pervasion (pyapti): contraposed form
of, 77n119; defeat of, 299; detecting,
123-127; establishment/extension,
188~193; inference-warranting
relations, 175-176; with intelligent
agent, 152; with a maker, 84;
natural-mode of, 104-106; negative
form of, 68; nonobservation, 123-127;
observation/nonobservation, 79-87;
as a relationship between types,
273-274; subcomponents, properties
of, 66-67, 242-243; subcomponents
of the inference-instrument, 100-107,
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117, 174—186, 267; universals, 86.
See also identity-mode (tadatmyn)
of pervasion; production-mode
(tadutparti) of pervasion
phala (culminating event), 38, 61
philosophical arguments, inside-out
style, 70
place (location) (adhikarana), 37
positive concomitance (anvaya), 68, 8o,
269-271, 294
positive entity: characteristics, 221-226,
228, 239-24T; internal/external objects,
224227, 289; things-in-general,
234—238
positive object (vidhi), 206
positivists (vidhi-vadin), 203
pra+vyma (“to know™), 37, 38
pragmatic efficacy (arthakriyi), 201293
prakavanasama, (H4: equal in scope),
64, 69
prakdsa (manifestation), 293
prama (warranted awareness), 35-37,
40-43, 131-134, 202
prama/pramana (warranted awareness)
Instruments, 35-37, 40-43, 131-134
prasajya-pratisedba (nonimplicative
negation), 213140
prasajyavipabhiva (nonimplicative form
of absence), 213214
pratibhisa (manifestation), 225067,
254154, 291N92, 293294
Pratijiia (Hypothesis), 6on74
pratisedbavadin (negationists), 203, 206
pravyaksa. See perception ( pratyaksa)
prayatna (effort), 38
prayojana (specific purpose), 31301, 345
presenting-awarencss (anubbava) events,
4345, 49
production-mode (tadutpasti) of
pervasion: as an a posteriori necessity,
304-30s; causal relations, 107, 118-120,
179; horizontal universals, relationship,
269; nondeviation rule, 81
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proven, that which is already (siddha-

sadhana), 170; what is to be (sadhya),.

67, 771118

property (dharma), 6onys

property, relationship with property
POSSESSor, 220—222

property of the site ( paksadharmati),
60-61, 7376

property-possessor (dbarmin), 6061,
130, 220~222

property R, 153-154, 1§7-163, 188-189

psycho-physical aggregates (skandpa),
326, 330

Pundarika example, 212213

pure referentialism, 204207, 211

quality (guna), 42nz5
quality-terms (guna-sabdn), 209

Rama/Sita cxample, 8-9

rationality: epistemic, 314, 357-358, 360;
instrumental, 314, 356-358, 360

rational reconstruction, 2o

Ratnakirti: as agent of his own
“comparative” project, 9; on
awareness, 286n88; conceptual
resources, use of, 12; on dissimilar
cases, 300-302; dual purpose of
work, 329-330; epistemology,
355-362; exclusion, arguments
about, 243-247 (sez also exclusion,
theory of [apoha]); on existence,
294-298; extension principle/site
component, 186~193; F factors,
283-28s; historical information,
3—4; inference-warranting relations,
20n40; inferential argument,
239-241; on inferential process,
287-288; instrument conditions, 70;
instrumental rationality, 314, 357358,
360; Iévara debate, 2526, 172174,
186-193; on manifestation, 20mgz2;
manifestation, criteria for, 294—295;
meditation, objects of, 334-335; mental

images, approach to construction,
283-285; mental objects/images,
inventory, 248-253; methodology, 15—
16; modal conventionalism, 302-305;
ontology, 199-200, 255, 309-310;
pedagogical framework, 3 $4—362; on
perception of dbarma, 335; reason
property, 150-163, 305; sclflessness/
momentariness, 334; semantic value,
224229, 243-244; target property,
163, 165-171; texts, 9—10; universal,
definition of, 279-28r; worldview,
26—-27

Ratnakirti and pervasion, 102-127;
additional conditions, ro-118;
conclusion, 149-150; detecting,
123-127; natural relations, defined
118-122; subcomponcnts, 174186,
242-243

reality, objects/concepts of, 253

1

reason, this very same (ata eva ca),
3440169

reason property, five characteristics
( paricarapini), 62-63

reason property (betu/linga):
certification conditions, 63; defects,
63; as an effect, 151; exclusion from
dissimilar cascs, 175, 177, 183-184;
five characteristics, 62—63; instrument
conditions, 66-—70; natural relations,
107-108; property of the site, 6061,
73-76; property R, 151-154, 1593
restrictions, 128, 305-308; scope of,
75=76, 8288, 92-93, 150-151N96;
special consideration, s3, 55, 61179;
target property, relationship with, 71,
116, 148, 163-164; unestablished, 65

referentialism, 204207, 211

reflective-knowledge and justification,
50~52

reflexive-awareness, 205—296

Refutation of Avguments for Establishing
Tivara (Ivarasadbanadisana)
(Ratnakirti), ss—s6

regularity theorists, 173

relata, 118-120

reliabilism, 34, 44—45

religious reasoning, 359-363

remoteness, Nyaya theory of
(viprakysta), 79-80, 87, 93-94,, 128,
140, 186-187

restricted scope argument, 128, ISI-154

R-possessing loci, 175-181

$abdn (verbal testimony), 40, s1n52,
202, 278
fabdatmaka (linguistic in nature), §s
sadbakatama, 38—39
sadhavana (Hza: common/general
“subtype”), 68, 70, 7678, 80, 87,
88, 92
sadharana-anaikintike (Hzaz: generally
inconclusive “subtype”), 64, 8s, 131,
145
sadhya. See target property (sadhbya)
sadhya-dharma. See target property
(sadhye)
sadlya-viparyaya (what is to be proved),
67, 770118
sadyinkaryakirin (cffects, “same”), 261
sadysasamagyiprasita (causal complex,
“same”), 261
syjatiya/ryatiya-vyavytta (excluded from
those belonging to same/different
class), 215216145, 223, 260N33, 261
Sikyabuddhi, 325-327
samanya (universals), 86, 228, 252,
259-261; horizontal universal, 218,
260; vertical universal, 216, 218,
260
sambandba (relation), 313
samprading (target/beneficiary), 37
sam$aya (doubt): argument from
localized doubt, 127-131; epistemically
significant, theory of, 130; legitimate,
s1; localized/unlocalized, 134-140;
about a target property, 60
samudaya (second noble truth), 330
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sampyti (what is conventionally the
case), 295
samyagjiiana (correct/valid awareness),
321
Sanskrit epistemology, 33-56
santana (continuumy, 218
sapaksa (similar case), 67
satisfaction, certification and
justification, 96-99
second noble truth (samudaya), 330
second-order awarencss-cvent (A ), 5o
selection: conditions, 217; as mode of
exclusion, 219—220; set S, 238, 263,
282285, 304, 307
self, belief in an enduring (zmadysti),
330-333
sclflessness (nairatmyn), 320, 330332
sclflessness/momentariness, 331-334-, 352,
355—361 '
self-luminous awareness-events, 461136,
47-49
semantic value: analysis, 224-229; as
complex positive entity, 234—238;
components of, 205, 220-221;
descriptive semantics, 200n6; as
determined-contents of verbal
awarencss, 29s; discussion of,
198; epistemnological constraint,
227-228; exclusion, relationship
with, 203—206, 219-222; exclusion/
determination, 227, 24 6; phenomenal
restraint, 231; positive entity,
word as, 239; pure referentialism/
pure nonreferentialism, 204
representational constraint, 233; scope
of, 201—202; six semantic relations,
8, 37; summary, 243-244; term use,
201n; words, 208-211.
See also grammar
scnsory spheres (@yatana), 326
sequentialism, 206-208, 211
Short Study of the Reason Property
(Hetubindy) (Dharmakirti), 340, 344
similar case (sapaksa), 67
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single object of awareness, absence of
(ekﬂvimyﬂmzﬂﬁb/aﬁm), 230
singularity, determination of
(e/zunzzz-udlayammyu), 216218,
225, 257
site of the inference ( paksa), 6o
six semantic relations (kitraka), 8, 37
skandha (psycho-physical aggregates),
326, 330
smyti (memory), 43
soul (atman), 42n2s, 199n5
sources of knowiedge, 35-36
spatially remote (dex’u-vzpmkr_sm) target
property, 72—76, 79
special characteristics/properties (viiesn)
of inference, 72=76, 165-169, 260
special consideration (paramaria),
37, 53, 54, 61
special consideration of the reason
property (lngaparamaria), 53, sS,
61n79
specific purpose (prayojana), 31301, 345
study beneficiaries, 12-14
study instruments, 10
study locations, 1424
study/methodology overview: agent,
9; approach, transdisciplinary, 5-8;
beneficiaries, 12-14; event defined, o;
event-makers, theory of, 8-10; history,
understanding of, 1onie; instruments,
10; locations, I4—24; patient, 9-1o,
22723, 25-27; relevance, 13-14;
sources, IT-12
study sources, 11-12
subject matter (abhidbeyn), 313
substance words (Aravya-$abdn), 209
suppositional reasoning (farka), 43,
44129
svibhivika-pratibandha (natural
connection), 107
svalaksana (particulars), 228175, 231, 252,
259261
Seapnagiidng dreams), 42~43n24
svarthinumans (inferential reasoning for

one’s own sake), 55
svarispa-asiddha (Hib: unestablished in
itself), 64, 67, 152, 241

tad (object/image p), 216219
tadatmyn (identity-mode) of pervasion:
effect and cause, 81; example of| 122,
276; relationship through, 118-119,
239-240, 278, 304; “tokcn—identity
relations.” 179
tadutpatti. See production-mode
(tadutparti) of pervasion
target/beneficiary (sampradana), 37nr2
target property (sidhya): absence of,
77; classes of, 86-87; description of,
76; deviation, 87; intelligent maker
as, 170; natural relations, 107-108;
property possessor, relationship with,
60-61; reason property, relationship
with, 71, 116, 1438, 163164 site of the
inference, 60. See also remoteness,
theory of (viprakysia)
tarka (suppositional reasoning), 43,
44n29
Tnvkabbisi (Moksakaragupta), 1I9N40
Tavkasamgraba (TS) (Annambhatta),
36n1o
tattvalein (little bit of the truth),
345347
tattvatah (what is really the case), 295
teleological argument (for existence of
Is'vara), 57—58
temporally remote (kila-viprakysta)
maker, 79
terms, general nominal, 208-21r
things—in-general, 234238
third awareness (rtyghianm), s3-54. See
also special consideration
(pardmarsp)
vivyag-simanyn (horizontal universal
02.2), 218, 260
token-idcntity, 118, 119141, 179, 278
tokens; characteristics, 268-269;
fire-token, 282; horizontal universal,

267; identity, 118, 110141, 179, 278;
utterance, 234-23s, 238-239, 277;
vertical universal, 218, 269, 273—274
“to know” (pra+vmi), 37, 38
T-possessing loci, 175-181
tradeoff problem, 182
tratviipya (triple-conditions): opposed,
67-68; unestablished in itself, 64, 67,
152, 241
tree-cutting example, 3740
Trilocana: on concomitance,
116n36; on natural relations, 123;
nonapprehension, 128, 131; on reason
property, 105-106
triple-conditions (tvairipya), 64, 66-68,
152, 241
tritiyagiiina (third awareness), 5354
truth, little bit of the (fanvalein),
345347
two-dimensional framework of value,
314315
two-object model of awareness, 339,
347353 A
two-object model of perception, 339,
347-353

udahavana (the example), 61

ultimare existence, 288—299

unclear (aspasta), 229

universals (samanyz), 86, 228, 252,
259—261, 279—281; horizontal
universal, 218, 260; vertical universal,
216, 218, 260

unnoticed reflective-knowledge, so

upadina-kivana (material/primary
cause), 84, 147-150

upadhi (imposed properties), 211, 228175,
2430118

upalambha (observation), 79-87

upamang (comparison), 40, sinsz

upanaya (application), 61n79

U-possessing loci, 17511143

ardhva-samanya (vertical universal Q2.1),
216, 218, 260
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useful (artha), 325, 327

useless (anartha), 325, 327

uttava-samvytti (higher-order
convention), 353

Vacaspati. Sez Vacaspatimisra
Vicaspatimisra: on concomitance,
116n36; on doubt (localized/
unlocalized), 134-140; jeweler
example, ro7-108; on natural
relations, 121, 123; on nonobservation,
131-132; on omniscience of agent,
167; ON reason property, 105—106;
theory of doubt, 129-131
vaciki (verbal activity), 265
value, two-dimenstonal framework of,
314315
Vatsyayana, 37112
verbal activity (vaciki), 265
verbal awareness, 295
verbal conventions, establishment
of, 276-278
verbal-terms (kriya-$abda), 209
verbal testimony (§abda), 40, sins2,
202,278
vertical universal Oz.1 (#rdbva-siminya),
216, 218, 260
vidambansg (trick), 154158, 161, 163, 192,
306
vidhi (positive object), 206
vidhi-vidin (positivists), 203
vikalpa (conceptualization): as “bringer
together,” 272n67; conceptual
construction, 254, 2641142, 338-352;
vs. determination, 340-344; mental
construction, 253~254; white lies,
343350
vikalpa-buddhi (conceptual
awareness-cvents), 46—48, 202.
See also belief-episodes
vipaksa (dissimilar cases), 67-68, 77, 80
viparyayn (€rror), 43—44n25
viprakrsta (distant/remote), 87, 126,
144, 318
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viruddha (Hz: opposed direct/indirect
defeater), 64, 67-67, 242-243

viesa (special characteristics), 7276,
165—169, 260

vivadadhydsita (object under discussion),
59-60

vyabhicara (deviation), 80-82, 109n21,
109N22, 109N24-, 138-143

wapira (functioning event/component),
38, 61, 6667

vyapri. See petvasion (vyiapti)

vyapyatva-asiddha (Hic: unestablished in
being pervaded), 64, r1on2s, 110n26,
12113

vyatireka (negative concomitance), 68,
80, 132, 144151

vyavastha (conditionally adopted
Positions), 338, 342345, 351—354

warranted awareness (prama): causal
theory, £0-43; instruments for,
35737, 4043, 131-134; validity of,
292

warranted awarcness, instruments of
( prama/pramand), 35-37, 40—43,
131-134, 202

white lies, 343-350. See also conditionally
adopted positions (vavasthi)

words, 208211

yadyechia-Sabda (arbitrary-terms), 209
Yogacara philosophical tradition, 248




