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CHAPTER I

Comparative Philosophy of Religions

HIS BOOK IS ABOUT THE PHILOSOPHICAL CONTENT
of an interreligious debate between Buddhist and Hindu intellectu-
als in premodern India. Its central concern is the range of arguments
that an eleventh-century Buddhist intellectual named Ratnakirti employed
to criticize the beliefs of his non-Buddhist, Nyaya, interlocutors regarding
the existence of a God-like being called “I$vara.” What is so exciting about
these arguments is that they provide a window into Buddhist, Hindu, and

1. For what little historical information is known about Ratnakirti (ca. 1000-1050 C.E.),
and for more on his dates and those of his contemporaries, see Thakur 1975, Bithneman
1980, Kajiyama 1965, Lasic 2000b, Mimaki 1976, Woo 1999, and the references contained
therein. The term “Nyaya” refers to a “Hindu” philosophical system that is based on the
Nyaya-sitra and its commentaries. Philosophers working within this text tradition are re-
ferred to as “Naiyayikas.” Throughout this book the terms “Nyaya” and “Naiyayikas” will
be used to refer to the intellectuals whom Ratnakirti considers to be his interlocutors.
Moreover, whenever phrases such as “according to the Naiyayikas” are used, what is referred
to is the Nyaya viewpoint as reported by Ratnakirti. Although Ratnakirti’s characteriza-
tions of Nyaya philosophy are generally fair and accurate, this work will not concern itself
with demonstrating that this is so. Instead, it will concern itself with Ratnakirti’s Naiyayi-

kas and their arguments.
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Jaina intellectual practices and serve as concrete examples of one way in
which the philosophy and intellectual history of religions was practiced in
premodern South Asia.? In interpreting and critically explaining these ar-
guments, I am moving beyond the usual historical and philological task of
restating, in English, complex arguments formulated in Sanskrit. I am com-
mitted to viewing these arguments not just as historical artifacts from some-
one else’s intellectual past but as an interculturally available source from which
we can learn today. What is at stake for Ratnakirti (and I hope for some of us)
in these arguments is nothing less than the nature of rationality, the meta-
physics of epistemology, and the relevance of philosophy to the practice of
religion. Written during the final phase of Buddhism in India, Ratnakirti’s
work also provides us with a unique perspective on the centuries-long series
of debates among Buddhist and Hindu philosophers of religion and shows us
what was intellectually important to one of the famed “gate-keepers™ at the
international Buddhist university of Vikramasila.? As I hope to show, work
like Ratnakirti’s eftectively challenges the widespread notion that the intel-
lectual world of premodern India is irrelevant to more contemporary con-
cerns in the study of religion, philosophy, and South Asian studies.

Given that scholarship on Ratnakirti and his Nyaya interlocutors is still in
its very early stages, I have tried in this book to balance the historical and
philological methods that are necessary for accurately interpreting Sanskrit
texts with the philosophical concerns that motivate Ratnakirti’s (and my
own) interest in the material. I have also tried to support my interpretations
by citing and translating in the notes the texts on which they are based and
to explain my use of technical terms by providing extended definitions of
them, also in the notes. This book will not be successful if either Ratnakirti’s
arguments are misinterpreted or their significance for him, and for us, is not
brought into view.

2. For a brief discussion of why I think Buddhist intellectuals like Ratnakirti could be
considered “intellectual historians” see McCrea and Patil 2006 and Patil 2007.

3. “Vikramasila” is the name of the Buddhist monastic and educational complex where
Ratnakirti and his teacher, Jidnasrimitra (whose work will be discussed, briefly, in chap-
ter 6), are said to have lived and worked. Both are called “gate-keepers” of this complex.
Vikramasila is generally supposed to have been founded by the Pala king Dharmapala
(ca. 775—-820 C.E.) and was located in the Bhagalpur district of modern-day Bihar. For
more on Vikramasila see Chattopadhyaya and Chattopadhyaya 1970, Asher 1975, and
Ghosh 1989.
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In introducing this book, I want to begin by situating my project within
the contemporary academy, in order to argue that what is needed to properly
accommodate it is a specifically “comparative approach” to the philosophy of
religions. While such methodological remarks are often thought to be unnec-
essary, for projects such as mine, which tend to disappear into the gaps between
existing disciplinary frameworks, a methodological introduction is helpful
for establishing an intellectual context and indeed for justifying their very
existence.* For those who do not share my methodological interests or disci-
plinary concerns it may be helpful to skip ahead to section 4, where I provide
an outline of the book and briefly discuss its central arguments.

1. Disciplinary Challenges

I consider this book to be “transdisciplinary.” Unlike inter- and multidisci-
plinary works, which often do not have a proper academic home, I intend
this study to fit, even if uncomfortably, within the three disciplinary frame-
works mentioned above. In this introduction I will argue that in order
to create a transdisciplinary space for work such as this what is needed is a
properly comparative approach to the philosophy of religions that in part
undermines the traditional disciplinary boundaries between the study of
religion, philosophy, and South Asian studies. In my view, it is only through
a rethinking of these disciplinary boundaries that the study of South Asian
intellectual practices will be able to occupy its proper place in the academy,
and to be taken seriously by those who do not specialize in South Asian texts
and textual traditions.® In providing a specific example of how this can be

4. Compare, for example, the introductions to Chakrabarti 1997, Phillips and Tatacharya
2004, Siderits 2003, and Taber 2005—which are written by individuals located in philoso-
phy departments—with those in Arnold 2005, Cabezén 2004, Dunne 2004, and Griffiths
1986 —which are written by those in, generally speaking, religious studies departments. Also
see Williamson 2007, especially his introduction and afterword, for a discussion of method-
ological issues in philosophy.

5. This is, of course, only one way to imagine such a “transdisciplinary” space. For an out-
standing example of another work on South Asian intellectual practices that occupies a very
different—but in my view still “transdisciplinary”—space see Pollock 2006. By “South Asian
intellectual practices” I mean, in general, the disciplines picked out by the term “Sastra,” e.g.,
grammar, hermeneutics, philosophy, literary theory, etc. For more on this see Pollock 1989,
and my brief discussion in chapter 6.
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done, this book argues for a new kind of philosophy of religions.® Before
I attempt to define this intellectual space, it may be helpful to outline some
of the reasons for the project’s somewhat uncomfortable fit within current
disciplinary frameworks.

The religious studies subfields of South Asian religions and Buddhist
studies are currently suffering from what may be called a tyranny of social
and cultural history, and a closely related distrust of philosophy.” The idea
that it is only the social, cultural, and political “outsides™ of texts that are
of real relevance to the study of religions has resulted in a decades-long shift
away from the study of intellectual practices and/or their histories.® While
this may have been a necessary corrective to previous scholarship, the pen-
dulum has swung too far in this direction and there has been a systematic
neglect of Buddhist, Hindu, and Jaina thought. Projects such as mine, which
focus on arguments, are often dismissed as being irrelevant to a field which
has “rightly” committed itself to the lived outsides of texts and text tradi-
tions. In contrast, philosophy departments have, for the most, ignored the
study of Indian philosophy.? This is sometimes due to an accident of history,
but more often to the still widespread belief that Indian “philosophy” is too
soft, and either is not really philosophy at all or is at best a part of someone
else’s philosophical past and therefore irrelevant to us.!® Compounding this

6. The kind of philosophy of religions that I am arguing for here can be helpfully viewed
as an intellectual descendant of the “Towards a Comparative Philosophy of Religions” con-
ference series that took place at the University of Chicago, now almost twenty years ago. For
an account of this project, see Bantly 1990. For some of the work that has resulted from it,
see the work published by SUNY Press in the book series of that name. For more recent
work that is consistent with the objectives of this project see Arnold 2005, Clooney 1999,
Ganeri 2007, Gold 2007, and Neville 2001a, 2001b, and 2001c¢.

7.1 consider the terms “study of religion” and “religious studies” to be equivalent.

8. For two strong and well-argued statements for the priority of textual “outsides” see
Schopen 1987 and Davidson 2002. For a sophisticated account of how textual “outsides” and
“insides” can be studied together see Collins 1998.

9. There are, of course, some noteworthy exceptions, e.g., Illinois State University; Uni-
versity of Hawaii, Manoa; University of New Mexico; University of Texas, Austin; and
University of Sussex.

10. For example, compare and contrast the very critical stance of Rorty (1989, 1992a,
1992b) and D. Davidson (as referred to in Mohanty 1992b:401-404) with that of Strawson.
In his reply to Chakrabarti 1998, Strawson (1998:327) helpfully concludes, “His [Chakrabarti’s]
paper demonstrates vividly how one and the same philosophical issue can be a matter of
contention in philosophical centers entirely distinct from each other, widely separated in time



Comparative Philosophy of Religions 7

fact is the relative neglect of philosophy of religions, which itself is often
viewed as not being properly or interestingly philosophical.!* Projects such as
this, which focus on the philosophical work of Buddhist and Hindu in-
tellectuals, are therefore routinely dismissed as being beyond the scope of phi-
losophy proper, and ironically are thought to belong to religious studies or
South Asian studies. Many South Asian studies programs, however, are “pre-
sentist” in orientation and align themselves with recent trends in the social
sciences and humanities, in which the importance of premodern intellectual
contexts and the textual production of elites (especially religious elites) is de-
valued, when considered at all. Others, particularly in Europe and Japan, are
informed by classical Indology, where what is privileged is the “literal,” in the
form of critical editions of texts and very specific studies of topics that all too
often are accessible only to other specialists who have knowledge of the primary
languages. While the intellectual values that inform each of these versions
of South Asian studies are crucial to the field and its future, they are incom-
plete, and leave almost no room for the kind of work that I am trying to do.
One way of describing this project with respect to these contemporary
disciplinary frameworks is to suggest that its specific subject matter, and the
language and style in which it is discussed, belongs primarily to philosophy,
and more specifically to the subfield of epistemology; its texts primarily
to South Asian studies and Indology; and its overall intellectual context to
religious studies, especially the subfields of Buddhist studies, South Asian
religions, and philosophy of religions.!? This description is, of course, a con-
tingent feature of the contemporary Euro-American academy, which is based
upon a conception of these disciplinary frameworks that this project seeks to
undermine. By constructing a transdisciplinary space for a properly com-
parative approach to the philosophy of religions, I hope to be able to draw
from and contribute to each of these disciplinary frameworks, without having
to choose any one of them. More specifically, I hope that by self-consciously

and space, and belonging to quite disparate cultures. And this in turn provides a compel-
ling argument for two things: first, for the genuine universality of some major philo-
sophical problems; and, second, for the desirability of further comparative study of the
respects in which the two philosophical traditions in question may illustrate this univer-
sality.”

11. For a discussion of this issue see Taliaferro 200s.

12. I take this final point to be the case given my focus on Buddhist and Hindu arguments
about the nature and existence of Tévara.
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situating this project within such a transdisciplinary framework I will enable
it to find a home in all three, even as it challenges their self-conceptions. Cen-
tral to my conception of this transdisciplinary space is its comparative aspect.

2. A Grammar for Comparison

One way to envision the comparative philosophy of religions is to first think
of comparative work more generally. In my view, it is instructive to think of
such work on the model of a grammatical event, and more specifically one
that can be analyzed in the vocabulary of the Sanskrit grammatical theory of
“event-makers” (karaka).'® The theory of event-makers identifies six seman-
tic relations between the components of a given sentence and the event that
is expressed by the main verb of that sentence. In so doing, it provides a con-
ceptual vocabulary for analyzing the event. Through an understanding of
these semantic relations in the sentence, it is possible to understand the se-
mantic structure of the sentence as a whole. For example, in the sentence,
“In the kitchen, Rama cooks food for Sita with firewood from the forest,”
the event is cooking.'* According to the theory, this cooking event can be
analyzed in terms of the other sentence-components’ relations to it. More
specifically, the event can be understood through its agent, Rama; patient,
rice; instrument, firewood; source, forest; beneficiary, Sita; and location,
kitchen. It is through these relational components that the event itself is in-
dividuated, and thereby defined. For our purposes, the vocabulary provided
by this theory can help us to understand the various components of com-
parative projects and thereby develop a more sophisticated notion of in ex-
actly what sense(s) a given project is “comparative.” Given the vocabulary of
the theory of event-makers, in describing the structure of a comparative
project it is necessary to identify its various components; describe how they
are related to one another; and specify the ways in which the comparison is

13. For a discussion of the theory of event-makers and references to primary and second-
ary sources see chapter 2. I think that it is possible to develop a rigorous and complete theory
of comparison that is based upon conceptual resources provided by the theory of event-
makers. It is, however, beyond the scope of this introduction to make all of the necessary
arguments to support this claim. All that I am doing here is providing a preliminary de-
scription of such a theory.

14. This example is taken from Ganeri 1999a:52.
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supposed to be of value and for whom. In this section, I will describe the
various components of my comparative project and some of the ways in which
they are related to one another. In section 3, I will discuss its value.

2.1. Event

It is helpful to think of the event in question as being “to study compara-
tively,” even though precisely what this means and why it is different from
the event of studying more generally will not be clear until section 3, once the
framework has been developed a bit further.

2.2. Agent

The agent of this particular study is, of course, me. There are, however,
other agents that are relevant for this book—most notably, Ratnakirti and
his interlocutors. Each of them is an agent of an event that can also be ana-
lyzed in terms of the theory of event-makers. For example, as a result of his
engagement with the work of his Nyaya opponents and Buddhist predeces-
sors, Ratnakirti himself can be understood as the agent of his own “com-
parative” project. In addition, it is worth noting that Ratnakirti’s texts can
be helpfully thought of as “complex agents” in their own right.'®

2.3. Patient

The patient, or primary object of study, is Ratnakirti and his Nyaya inter-
locutors’ agguments regarding the existence of a God-like being called I$vara.
In this work, I will argue that these arguments are best understood on a
continuum, from those that are explicit, and obviously present in the texts,
to those that are at best implicit, but as I will show also present in the texts.
It is the arguments themselves and their philosophical significance both for
him and for us that comprise the subject matter of this book.

Of course, the patient of this book could have been very different, even
given my specific interest in the work of Ratnakirti and his interlocutors. For
example, the patient could have been the more focused philological context of

15. See Inden 1990 for an extremely sophisticated, and relevant, discussion of agency and

complex agency.
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Ratnakirti’s texts themselves; the much broader South Asian intellectual con-
text leading up to Ratnakirti’s work; the sociopolitical context in which Rat-
nakirti’s work was produced and consumed; or Ratnakirti’s critique of Nyaya
theism as it relates to Euro-American arguments against the existence of God,
etc. While each of these projects is interesting, important, and not entirely un-
related to my own, my specific interest in this book is in Ratnakirti’s arguments
and what I am calling their philosophical significance for him and for us.!¢

2.4. Instrument

The instruments for this study are the conceptual and disciplinary resources
that I use to study Ratnakirti’s arguments. There are three sets of such con-
ceptual resources: (1) those that Ratnakirti himself identifies and/or uses,
such as his Nyaya opponents’ epistemology and his own theory of mental
content; (2) those to which he himself does not appeal, though he could do
so, such as the theory of event-makers; and (3) those to which he could not
appeal, such as those of contemporary philosophy. There are also two sets of
disciplinary resources: (1) those associated with the historical and philologi-
cal study of Sanskrit texts; and (2) those associated with the study of Euro-
American philosophy. Instruments belonging to each of these categories
and disciplines will be used, to varying degrees, in each chapter of this book.
The instrument, like the patient, can be multivalent.!”

16. My interest in this dual significance is both similar to and different from that delin-
cated in Smith 2004:10, where he characterizes his later work in terms of a “double archae-
ology of situating a text or artifact both in ‘their” history and in ‘ours.”” Where my interest
differs from that of Smith is in his emphasis on, and understanding of, “history,” which he
takes to be the “meaning within the cultures that produced the text or artifact in question”

2%

in the case of “‘their history,”” and the “history of scholarship” in the case of “‘ous>” his-
tory. In my case, “their history” corresponds to Ratnakirti’s thought and its significance
for him. “Our history” relates not only to #s as scholars, occupying a particular disciplinary
or transdisciplinary space, but also as individuals for whom Ratnakirti’s questions are also
our own. In this sense, as I see it, “their history” can also be “our history.” These issues are
also helpfully discussed in terms of the “beneficiary” and “location.” For more on this see
below, where I discuss location 3. It is worth noting that Smith (2004:11) recognizes the re-
lationship between what I am calling the patient and the beneficiary and location, and dis-
cusses it in terms of a “double pedagogical intent.”

17. Cf. Smith 1980, where he first uses the term “polythetic,” and his discussion of related
issues in Smith 1988.
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2.5. Source

The source is where the instrument(s) come from. There are both textual and
disciplinary sources. The textual sources for this work can be divided into four
groups: source I consists of Ratnakirti’s written work, and more specifically
seven of Ratnakirti’s ten extant texts;'® source II consists of the texts directly
referred to by him, most notably those of his teacher, Jaianasrimitra, and those
of his (primarily) Nyaya opponents;!® source III consists of texts, commentar-
ies, and secondary sources to which Ratnakirti does not refer (although much
of this work postdates his work, it is nevertheless helpful for understanding
and interpreting Ratnakirti’s arguments and those of his opponents);** and
source I'V, which consists of contemporary philosophical literature that I have
found helpful in interpreting and writing about Ratnakirti’s arguments and
their philosophical significance. The disciplinary sources are the disciplinary
resources of religious studies, philosophy, and South Asian studies/Indology.

Given these sources, it may be helpful to briefly think back on the instru-
ments and some of the ways in which they are related. Some of the ins-
truments, such as those in (1), can be thought of as being “inherited” by

18. Source I: Ratnakirti’s extant work: [1] “The Refutation of Arguments for Establish-
ing I$vara [ISvarasadbanadisana, ISD]”; [2] “An Inquiry Into Inference-Warranting Rela-
tions [ Vyaptinirnaya, VN|7; [3] “A Demonstration of Exclusion [Apobasiddhi, AS]”; [4] “The
Doctrine of Multifaceted Nonduality [Citradvaitaprakasavada, CAPV]?; [s] “The Refuta-
tion of Other Mental Continua [Santanantaradiisana, SD]”; [6] “A Treatise on the Accepted
Instruments of Warranted Awareness [Pramanantarbhavaprakarana, PAP]; [7] “Demon-
strating Omniscience [Sarvajiiasiddhi, SS]7; [8] “A Refutation of the Proof of Enduring
Entities [Sthirasiddhidiisana, SSD]”; [9] “The Proof of Momentary Destruction, Negative
Concomitance [Ksanabhangasiddhi, vyativekatmika, KSV]”; and [10] “The Proof of Momen-
tary Destruction, Positive Concomitance [Ksanabhangasiddhi, anvayatmika, KSA].” This
book is based primarily on the first three essays. Selected passages from essay 4, essay 6, es-
say 7, essay 8, essay 9, and essay 10 will also be discussed.

19. The most important texts from source II are those written by Ratnakirti’s teacher,
JAanasrimitra, and the work of Dharmakirti and his commentators; Vacaspatimisra’s com-
mentary on Mandanamis$ra’s Vidhiviveka; and the Nyayabhisana of Bhasarvajna and Vacas-
patimisra’s commentary on the Nyaya-sitras.

20. The most useful texts from source III are sections from the so-called Nyaya-sitra
corpus (see chapters 2 and 3), Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraba and its commentary by Kamalasila
(see chapter 6), Udayana’s Atmatattvaviveka and Nyayakusumanjali (see chapter 2), Moksa-
karagupta’s Tarkabhasi (see chapters 2—4), the “I§varanumana” section of Gangesa’s Tnttva-
cintamani (see chapter 2), and KeSavamisra’s Tarkabhdsa (see chapters 2 and 3).
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me from source I, in the sense that I am making use of instruments that Rat-
nakirti himself makes use of. Others, such as those in (2), may be thought
of as being “discovered” by me in texts from source groups I and II1, in the
sense that I am identifying and using as instruments conceptual resources
that Ratnakirti could have used, but did not. Still others, such as those in
(3), may be thought of as being “constructed” by me from source IV, in the
sense that I am using conceptual resources that Ratnakirti not only did not
use but could not have used.

2.6. Beneficiary

The beneficiary is the intended audience of this work. As I will discuss fur-
ther below, I intend this work to be of interest and use to readers who locate
themselves in one or more of the three disciplinary frameworks referred to
above. Such “beneficiaries” can be individuated and identified through the
specific features of the multivalent patient, instrument, and source that are of
greatest interest to them. In my view, disciplinary frameworks can also be
beneficiaries. Attention to the beneficiaries of comparative projects—regardless
of whether they are types of individuals or disciplines—is of particular im-
portance in determining the value, or “ends,” of comparison.?! The various
forms of comparative analysis used in this book should make it possible for
each of the attendant beneficiaries to derive some value/benefit from it.

For example, I hope first that my focused attention on the philosophical
content and significance of Ratnakirti’s arguments will remind historians of
religion of the importance of intellectual contexts to the study of religion.
All too often, intellectual and intertextual contexts are not recognized as be-
ing legitimate contexts of study in their own right, and instead are thought
to be of interest only insofar as they help us better understand the sociopo-
litical contexts of which they are thought to be artifacts. In such a framework, it
is only the outsides of texts that are taken to be relevant to a historian of reli-
gion. I hope that this book will help to remind those of us situated in religious
studies that intellectual and intertextual contexts are also contexts, and that
the content of philosophical texts cannot be so casily reduced to, or explained
merely in terms of, social, cultural, or political contexts. Both the outsides of

21. Determining this is the third of the three tasks outlined above (see the beginning of

section 2).
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texts and their insides should be of importance. This book attempts to illus-
trate the benefit of studying the insides of South Asian texts, and in so doing
gestures to the need to create a space in religious studies for the intellectual
history of religions, as well as for the “historicist” approach to the philoso-
phy of religions that is being described here, and will be described in greater
detail below.

Second, I hope that my focus on the I$vara-inference will remind philoso-
phers of religion—in both religious studies and philosophy—of the relevance
of Buddhist, Hindu, and Jaina intellectual practices to the field.?? For too long
the philosophy of religions has been defined by questions and concerns that
are drawn almost exclusively from Christian texts and textual traditions.?
While there is an increasing openness to the work of non-Christian philoso-
phers, there is still very little work that is accessible to philosophers of religion
who are interested in thinking about the relevance of Sanskrit philosophy to
the field. By analyzing the I§vara-inference through the religious epistemology
that is used to defend and critique it, I hope to contribute to a description and
understanding of the philosophy of religion in the final phase of Buddhism in
India, and in so doing to introduce to the field questions and concerns that are
drawn from Sanskrit texts and text traditions. This is, I hope, a preliminary
step in re-envisioning what the philosophy of religions can (and should) be.

Third, I hope that this book will make it possible for professional philos-
ophers unfamiliar with Sanskrit philosophical material to develop a more
accurate conception of “Indian philosophy”—a conception that I trust will
force us all to confront the troubling (and embarrassing) question of why
the history of philosophy in India is not a proper part of philosophy.

Fourth, I hope that this book will provide my colleagues in South Asian
studies with a new model for thinking about the “relevance” of the field. For
many, what makes South Asian studies relevant is what it can tell us about
South Asia and/or South Asians today. It is worth noting, however, that one
does not have to be interested in Europe or Europeans, from any time
period, to find the work of Aristotle, Kant, Hegel, Foucault, or even Shake-
speare to be relevant and of value. Why then is it so often thought that the

22. For a very interesting “anthropology” of the so-called APA (American Philo-
sophical Association) and AAR (American Academy of Religion, Philosophers of Reli-
gion) see Quinn 1996, and the other essays in Wainwright 1996, notably Wainwright’s
introduction.

23. This is, fortunately, beginning to change.
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work of premodern South Asian intellectuals can only be of relevance to those
interested in premodern South Asia? There are metrics of relevance that are,
in my view, all but ignored by so many in the field. In treating Ratnakirti
and his interlocutors as philosophers in their own right, I want to suggest
that even those who have no interest in South Asia can find relevance in the
content and quality of the thought of Sanskrit intellectuals.>* Like the work
of Euro-American intellectuals, the work of Sanskrit intellectuals can be a
source of genuine theoretical insight that may be of transhistorical and trans-
cultural value.

Finally, I hope that my colleagues on the Indological side of South Asian
studies will come to see value in a work that tries to come to terms with the
thought of a Sanskrit philosopher long before what they take to be the “nec-
essary prerequisites” for such work have been completed. While critical edi-
tions, translations, and very specialized studies of individual concepts and
texts are absolutely essential to the study of South Asian philosophers and
their intellectual practices, there is a desperate need for new models of how
to present this work in a manner that will be useful to others without such
philological skills. In my view, it is our responsibility to encourage and create
space for such work while still maintaining our standards. This book attempts
to strike this balance and to provide an example of how to study the work of
a Sanskrit philosopher in a manner that is historically and philologically
responsible and yet accessible and meaningful to those outside the field.

2.7. Location

The locations for my particular study of Ratnakirti’s arguments are the in-
tellectual contexts in which, and with respect to which, his arguments will
be studied, interpreted, and/or written about.?® Often these contexts are as-
sociated with a particular disciplinary framework (and, alternatively, the
transdisciplinary space that I am seeking to create). The locations for this
study are therefore multiple, and necessarily so. The following three loca-

24. This point has also been made recently in Cabezén 2006a and 2006b:46, where he
writes, “We should resort to non-Christian theories not because they are non-Christian,
and not because they are religious, but because, quite simply, they illuminate the phenome-
non that is being subjected to scrutiny—to put it more bluntly, they work.” See also Cabezoén
20062:22 1. 2.

25. “Interpreting” and “writing about” are, in this construal, aspects of “studying.”
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tions, in descending order of significance, are relevant for this particular
project. It is the relative importance of the first of these locations that led me
to describe this work earlier as an example of a “historicist” approach to the
philosophy of religions.>¢

LOCATION 1 AND ITS INSTRUMENTS

The primary location for this study is the intellectual world in which Ratna-
kirti’s work was produced. This includes not only the world of Buddhist
scholasticism, but also the worlds of Ratnakirti’s primarily Nyaya interlocu-
tors.”” More specifically, this location is defined by the texts to which Ratna-
kirti explicitly and implicitly refers—that is, by the texts that make up the
first two groups of source texts described above (see section 2.5). The effort
to interpret Ratnakirti’s arguments as a part of this intellectual and intertex-
tual context recognizes the importance of trying to understand these argu-
ments as Ratnakirti and the other Sanskrit philosophers of his time did.
This requires training oneself to think, along with Ratnakirti and his inter-
locutors, in the technical vocabulary and style of Sanskrit philosophy; un-
derstanding the intellectual and intertextual space in which they produced
their work; and trying to identify their own philosophical concerns.?® This
is primarily a historical and philological mode of inquiry.”

26. For the idea of a historicist approach to the philosophy of religions see Bowlin 1999.
For some excellent recent examples of historicist approaches to Sanskrit philosophy see
Dunne 2004, Phillips and Tatacharya 2004, and Taber 2005.

27. See Cabezdn 1994 for the significance of using the term “scholasticism.”

28. For some recent examples that set the standards for such work see Dunne 2004, Kap-
stein 2001, Katsura 2004, Kellner 1997a, Krasser 1999, Lasic 2000a, Taber 2005, and Tille-
mans 2000. For a clear statement of this approach to the study of Sanskrit philosophers see
Hayes 1988:2.

29. Careful historical and philological work is absolutely necessary, since, given the state
of scholarship on Ratnakirti and his interlocutors, it is still too easy for one’s interpretation
of a Sanskrit text to be so shaped by contemporary concerns that a modern reading of it
would be unrecognizable and unacceptable to its original producers and consumers. Al-
though such work is, in this sense, “primary,” it is not the only necessary mode of inquiry.
As Ruegg (1986:236) points out, “One must guard against anachronistically transposing and
unsystematically imposing concepts of modern semantics and philosophy, which have origi-
nated in the course of particular historical developments, on modes of thought that evolved
in quite different historical circumstances, and which have therefore to be interpreted in the
first place in the context of their own concerns and the ideas they themselves developed.”
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In studying Ratnakirti’s arguments in this location, and to these ends,
the primary instruments will be those conceptual resources “inherited” from
Ratnakirti’s own work and sources, and those methodological resources in-
herited from classical Indology.?® In my view, careful historical and philo-
logical work is absolutely necessary if we are to understand what Ratnakirti’s
arguments meant to him and his peers.?! In recognition of this necessity, I
have tried to provide philological support for my interpretation of Ratna-
kirti’s arguments by providing translations of, and detailed references to, the
texts being interpreted. Since my primary interest in this work is Ratnakirti’s
arguments (the patient of this work is, as I explained earlier, Ratnakirti’s ar-
guments and 7ot the historical context in which they were produced), I have
noted to a lesser extent the historical precedents of the arguments being con-
sidered, and have virtually ignored any discussion of the broader historical
context and background of Ratnakirti’s debate with the Naiyayikas.3? Rather
than beginning my analysis of his arguments with a discussion of previous
Buddhist and Nyaya debates about the nature and existence of I$vara, for

Similarly, Halbfass (1992:15) says, “Nor should we use Indian and other texts . . . as mere
occasions for the employment and display of the ‘latest achievements’ in logic and epistemol-
ogy. Clarity and precision are indispensable; yet they have to be pursued with caution and
discretion. Analysis and the search for conceptual precision can be obtrusive and interfere
with the task of translating and understanding, and with our obligation to respect the In-
dian tradition in its own context and dimensions. A certain well-tempered vagueness may,
indeed, be a hermeneutic virtue.” For other examples of such caution and criticism see
Bronkhorst 1989 and Franco 1997.

30. In my view, the danger of not being sufficiently grounded in the texts themselves is
that what is potentially unique about Sanskrit philosophy and the work of Sanskrit intellec-
tuals will be lost. As Smith often points out, “difference should not be overcome” (Smith
2000:239).

31. It is often remarked (especially by my colleagues in religious studies and South Asian
studies) that understanding what texts “meant™ to authors from different times and places is
theoretically impossible. This is a view that I do not share. Unfortunately, it is beyond the
scope of this project to argue against it philosophically. The best that I can do here is to
provide an interpretation of Ratnakirti’s thought with which I believe he would concur.
One could disagree with this interpretation by declaring, for example, that I cannot, for
theoretical reasons, provide such an interpretation or that I have misunderstood Ratnakirti’s
arguments and therefore have provided an interpretation with which he would not concur.

32. For a short but extremely useful summary discussion of Ratnakirti’s intellectual con-

text see Granoft 1978:1-2; also see Thakur 1975.
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example, I have chosen to begin chapter 2 by directly introducing the Nai-
yayikas® inferential argument, as Ratnakirti himself does.33

It is equally important to recognize that while Ratnakirti’s work may be
of historical interest to many, it is certainly not the case that it was merely of
historical interest to him or his interlocutors. As works of philosophy, Rat-
nakirti’s texts and the arguments that constitute them were intended to be
much more than just historical artifacts.®* As a result, when they are studied
in this location it is not sufficient to treat them as such. The danger in doing
so is that lively and important philosophical and theological arguments will
be reduced to conversations about the meanings of technical terms and con-
cepts, and that the diverse and varied history of these arguments will be re-
duced to exercises in intellectual archacology, where one’s primary task is to
uncover layers of argument and counterargument until their “origin” is dis-
covered. As mentioned above, such work is necessary, but far from suffi-
cient.% Acknowledging this recognizes and takes seriously the normative
dimensions of Ratnakirti’s work.3¢

As this book will make clear, Ratnakirti’s texts (and those of his interlocu-
tors) are characterized by philosophical arguments that were supposed to
be both valid and sound. Moreover, Ratnakirti and his interlocutors con-
sidered themselves to be arguing for positions that could be supported by

33. I have also chosen to begin in this way since much of the “historical work™ has been
done elsewhere and does not need to be repeated. See, for example, Jacobi 1923, Glasenapp
1954, Bechert et al. 1966, Chattopadhyaya 1969, Bhattacharya 1961, Bulcke 1947, Chempara-
thy 1965, Oberhammer 1965, Chemparathy 1968, Gonda 1968, Chemparathy 1969a, Chemp-
arathy 1969b, Chemparathy 1972, Hayes 1988, Vattanky 1984, Jackson 1986, Carman 1994,
Bronkhorst 1996, Van den Bossche 1998, Clooney 1997, Griffiths 1999b, Krasser 1999, and
esp. Krasser 2002.

34. For an interesting and thoughtful discussion of this see McClintock 2002.

35. Octke 1993:196: “I regard it as unavoidable to carry out philosophically oriented
studies on non-European philosophies in combination with philological investigations
at the present stage of research but on the other hand deny that the historical-philological
perspective must be guiding for all investigations of this kind. In particular, there seems
to be no compelling reason why a/l questions that might be of interest from a philological-
historical point of view have to be dealt with in studies whose primary aim lies else-
where.”

36. For a powerful, and therefore controversial, statement on the pervasive but hidden
forms of “anxious” normativity in the study of religion see Griffiths 2006a and Griffiths
2006b.
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persuasive if not demonstrative arguments. We do his work and the Sanskrit
philosophical tradition more generally a great disservice if we do not consider
these arguments with the same philosophical seriousness with which they
were offered.?” Acknowledging this requires that we also study the arguments
made by both Ratnakirti and his interlocutors philosophically; that is, with
instruments—conceptual resources and methodologies—from sources I-IV
(see section 2.5) and, more important, the discipline of philosophy. Such
philosophical work is a necessary part of the more historical and philological
task of accurately understanding and interpreting Ratnakirti’s texts even in
his world, since it is through such work that the normative dimensions and
significance of his arguments can be understood.3® With these instruments,
new perspectives on Ratnakirti’s arguments emerge and it becomes possi-
ble to see more clearly what is at stake in them, and to better appreciate the
consequences of his views.? Conceptual and methodological instruments
constructed from source I'V are particularly important, since it is almost im-
possible to accurately describe Sanskrit philosophical arguments in English
without an awareness of philosophical vocabulary in English. If for no other
reason, it is because of this that those of us who are interested in Sanskrit

37. For more on this see chapter 6. Cf. Griffiths 1999b.

38. Octke (1993:197) claims that “it is not merely desirable but even imperative to bring
philosophy in general, and therewith also modern Western philosophy, into play when
studying non-European philosophical traditions—at least if it is granted that investigations
of foreign philosophical or religious doctrines are worthwhile at all. This is, however, not
meant in the sense that reference to the background of Western philosophy is indispens-
able in every single case of investigation but means that the study of Indian or other non-
European philosophy as a whole cannot be profitably carried out unless it is related in some
way to the subject matter of philosophy and even to the most recent developments of West-
ern thought. One reason for this lies in the fact that in the same manner as also in other
fields of study competence in the respective subject matter is more essential for research in the
field than it seems to have been widely assumed in Oriental studies.” Taber (2001:74, in a
review of Kellner 1997b) remarks, “While her interpretive study provides an accurate ac-
count of the details of the debate between Santaraksita and Kumarila, one misses the big
picture. What is really going on here? What is at stake? Why would Kumarila and Santarak-
sita take up the positions that they do? In order to see that one must understand their posi-
tions in relation to other doctrines of their systems, and one must also, at least to some
extent, reflect philosophically on the problem of non-being itself.”

39. Halbfass (1992:14) interestingly suggests that the proper use of contemporary
philosophical resources can function as a “microscope” for viewing Indian texts and tradi-
tions.
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philosophical texts are justified in using contemporary philosophical vocab-
ulary to describe and think about Sanskrit philosophy. In making use of
such vocabulary in nearly every chapter of this book, my intention is to
bring out the philosophical structure of the arguments being considered,
irrespective of whether these arguments have contemporary parallels. As
will become clear in what follows, some arguments have such parallels while
others do not.

LOCATION 2 AND ITS INSTRUMENTS

In addition to the intellectual world in which Ratnakirti’s work was pro-
duced, a second location for this study is the contemporary Euro-American
academy, and more specifically the three disciplinary frameworks referred to
in this introduction. While the first location informs my understanding of
Ratnakirti’s arguments and their significance, this second location shapes
the ways in which I write about both. To some extent, it also determines the
project’s beneficiaries. The instruments used to write about (and study) Rat-
nakirti’s arguments in this multidisciplinary location are based on the genre
conventions of contemporary academic discourse; the conceptual and meth-
odological expectations of each discipline (including my own, insofar as I
am formally located in the disciplines of religious studies and South Asian
studies/Indology and subject to their disciplinary demands); and my trans-
disciplinary goals.

In attending to this location, I have chosen to present Ratnakirti’s work
by reconstructing and highlighting those features of his texts that are the
most relevant to his critique of the Nyaya argument for the existence of
I$vara. In some cases, this requires bringing together arguments from texts
that are topically distant from each other, and selecting and highlighting
only some of Ratnakirti’s arguments while ignoring others. For example,
while Ratnakirti’s remarks on “inference-warranting relations” are directly
related by him to his critique of the Naiyayikas’ argument, his remarks on
“exclusion” and “mental content” are discussed more fully in other contexts
and are, at best, only indirectly applied by him to this problem. In my work,
however, these remarks will be brought together in order to explain dimen-
sions of Ratnakirti’s critique of the Nyaya arguments that he himself does
not choose to discuss explicitly. This kind of constructive representation
of Ratnakirti’s views is designed to facilitate a description of Ratnakirti’s
arguments that is faithful to his texts and intellectual concerns, and yet
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meaningful to those who do not have a detailed knowledge of Sanskrit
philosophy. It is worth noting that such a rational reconstruction is not unpre-
cedented in Sanskrit philosophy itself. In fact, the style of Sanskrit philosophy
is such that the sort of rational reconstruction described here is pervasive.*?
In an important sense, this method also claims sources I and II (i.e., texts
from Ratnakirti’s world) as its own.

The “disciplinary expectations” that come from studying Ratnakirti’s ar-
guments in this location are reflected in the content of some of the chapters:
for example, this introduction, which addresses the disciplinary expectation
that projects in religious studies be methodologically self-conscious, and many
of the footnotes, in which the disciplinary expectations of classical Indology
are addressed. The multidisciplinary location that I am describing here is
also closely related to the transdisciplinary space that I am seeking to create,
in that this space is constructed out of religious studies, philosophy, and
South Asian studies. It is the demands and expectations of this transdisci-
plinary location, as I understand it, that guide how the body of the text has
been written.*!

LLOCATION 3 AND ITS INSTRUMENTS

In addition to the two locations just described, there is a third location in
which my study of Ratnakirti’s arguments should take place. This location is
one that I imagine myself to share with Ratnakirti and his interlocutors. As
such, it is neither 72y context, location 2, nor their context, location 1, but an
imagined “our” context. In this location, my understanding and interpreta-
tion of Ratnakirti’s arguments become vulnerable to an imagined critique
by him. It is also here that his arguments and counterarguments place de-

40. In his Tarkabhasa, for example, the Buddhist scholastic Moksakaragupta includes
Ratnakirti’s arguments on inference-warranting relations and mental content in his discus-
sion of the Naiyayikas’ argument for the existence of I$vara. In addition, large parts of Rat-
nakirti’s own work can be seen to be rational reconstructions of the work of his teacher,
JAanasrimitra. For an excellent illustration of this compare Lasic 2000a with Lasic 2000b.
More generally, many philosophical commentaries are either themselves rational recon-
structions of earlier texts or contain such reconstructions. For a very useful discussion of the
styles of commentaries see Griffiths 1999a. For a discussion of “rational reconstruction” as a
kind of philosophical method see, for example, Bennett 2001 and Arnold 2005:11ff.

41. There are, of course, many other ways of meeting these transdisciplinary demands
and expectations. This book is intended as just one example of how this can be done.
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mands on me by requiring, for example, that I respond to them.*? In my
view, studying Ratnakirti’s arguments in such a location is necessary for
properly situating his work (and that of Sanskrit intellectuals more gener-
ally) in the life of the academy, since it is here that a “normative” context is
recognized in which it becomes possible to learn from Sanskrit philosophers
in some of the same ways in which we currently learn from Euro-American
ones.*® As mentioned above, this book takes only a few preliminary steps
toward studying Ratnakirti’s arguments in such a location. Although while
reading and writing about Ratnakirti’s work I have participated in his philo-
sophical project, by taking his arguments and conclusions seriously and mak-
ing judgments as to their success and failure, I have chosen not to include
these judgments in this work. I have, however, tried to make explicit the
philosophical issues on which the success and failure of his arguments de-
pend. A final evaluation of Ratnakirti’s arguments and the constructive work
that I believe should accompany such evaluations is, unfortunately, beyond
the scope of this more “historicist” project. What is presented here, however,
is a necessary part of such a project and one that I hope will contribute to

such work in the future.**

3. Comparative Philosophy of Religions

In identifying the six components through which this study is defined, I
have not yet described why this work is comparative, as there is nothing in
the structure of the theory of event-makers that requires that it be so. What
makes this project specifically comparative, in my view, is the self-conscious

42. For some examples of what this context might look like see Krishna, Rege, Dwivedi,
and Lath 1991, Chakrabarti 200sa, and Tatacharya 200s. There is a great deal of skepticism
about both the possibility and desirability of such work. See, for example, Bronkhorst 1993
and Bronkhorst 1989, in which he reviews Oetke 1988. Also see Octke’s response in Oectke
1993. For an excellent example of what he calls “fusion philosophy” see Siderits 2003. Note
that, in my view, Siderits’ project could also be “comparative.” Cf. Ganeri 2001.

43. For a powerful statement of this position see Cabezén 20064, and for some excellent
examples of how this can be done with Sanskrit philosophical texts, see the work of Arin-
dam Chakrabarti, esp. Chakrabarti 1992, Chakrabarti 1997:211-245, and Chakrabarti 2004;
Jonardon Ganeri, esp. Ganeri 2001; and Mark Siderits, esp. Siderits 2003.

44. For an interesting discussion of a “collegial” approach to the history of early modern
philosophy that overlaps in interesting ways with my proposal see Bennett 2001:1-9.
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bringing together of two or more components that are generally taken to be
different.* This “bringing together” can be understood either as the bringing
together of different components (e.g., two “different” patients or a patient
with a “different” instrument) or as the bringing together of different fea-
tures of a single, multivalent component, or both.*® More specifically, what
“brings” these different elements together is the fact that they are all related
by an agent to a single event, which in such a context becomes, by definition,
a comparative one.*” The self-consciousness of this process is also signifi-
cant, since what counts as “different” in such contexts is contingent: what is
different for one agent may not be different, and therefore “comparative,”
for another. In fact, if this project is fully successful, it will someday no lon-
ger be viewed as one in the comparative philosophy of religions, but rather
as one in the philosophy of religions without qualification. Most simply, what
is “compared” in this book—that is, self-consciously brought together—are
“different” instruments, sources, and locations in relation to a single patient
(Ratnakirti’s arguments) and a single comparative event.*8

There are three features of this comparative framework that are worth
noting. The first is that it allows for both “narrow” and “broad” comparisons.
By “narrow comparisons” I mean comparisons in which the elements that
are brought together “touch” one another historically; for example, concepts,
methods, or texts from sources I and II. That they “touch one another his-

45. In my view, it is “difference” that needs to be privileged when conceptualizing com-
parison. This is the case even if one is ultimately interested in pointing to similarities; cf.
Smith 1982, Poole and Porter 1986, Mack 1996, Smith 2000:237-239. “Comparison requires
the postulation of difference as the grounds of its being interesting . . . and a methodologi-
cal manipulation of difference, a playing across the ‘gap’ in the service of some useful end”
(Smith 1982, as quoted in Smith 2000:239). See also Smith 2004:20, a quotation from
Smith 1986-1987:13—14.

46. For a similar idea regarding the multiplicity of what is to be compared see Smith
2004:23, where he also endorses Poole’s remark that “Comparison does not deal with phe-
nomena 7 toto or in the round, but only with aspectual characteristics of them.” In my view,
it is not phenomena that are most directly being compared, but components or “aspects”
of them.

47. The qualification “by an agent” is necessary for the requirement that comparison be
“self-conscious.” In this view, one cannot produce properly comparative work without in-
tending—in this minimal sense—to do so.

48. Although I speak of different instruments, beneficiaries, locations, etc., it is also pos-
sible to imagine each of these “different” components as being subcomponents of a single
compound instrument, beneficiary, location, etc.



Comparative Philosoply of Religions 23

torically” means simply that there is a known (or plausible) historical con-
nection between the elements in question. By “broad comparison” I mean
comparisons in which the elements that are brought together have nothing
to do with one another historically; for example, concepts, methods, and
texts from source I and source IV.*? Both kinds of comparison will be used
in this book. A second feature of this comparative framework is the diversity
in what can be “compared,” that is, the exempla.>° The exempla need not be
merely religious traditions, practices, phenomena, ideas, texts/text-traditions,
or individuals. Rather, the framework allows for comparisons between, and
within, any component or set of components, regardless of what they are.
Thus, not only can patients be compared with one another, but patients can
be compared with instruments, and instruments with other instruments,
beneficiaries, locations, etc.5! From this it should be clear that the framework
allows for a comparison not only of components but also of processes.*? In
cach chapter of this book, different exempla are brought together with respect
to the same patient. Thus, each chapter can be understood to exemplify a
different form of comparison in what is still a single comparative study.>?
Finally, this framework allows for a complex metric for assessing the value of

49. Smith 2004:24—25, paraphrasing Owen 1843, writes “For Owen, homology, resem-
blances explained by common descent, were ‘real.” That is to say, they were the sorts of ge-
nealogical comparisons favored by historians in order to demonstrate filiation, contact,
diffusion. Analogies, by contrast, are ‘ideal.’ That is to say, they are mental constructions,
they rest on postulated relations stipulated with respect to particular points of interest.”
Smith discusses this issue to signal his shift from homological to analogical comparison.
This distinction is also used in Smith 1971 and developed further in Smith 1990:47-48 and
Smith 2000:238, 240-241 n. 8. Also see Holdrege 2000.

so. For a related use of the term exempla in the context of comparison see Smith 2000:239.

s1. Too often “comparative religion” is understood in terms of the bringing together
of two or more exempla—that is, patients—from different religious traditions. This is, it
seems, what justifies calling the comparison in question a work of comparative 7eligion.
In my view, however, this is a mistake. As my framework suggests, such a view is far too
limiting. Like comparative work more generally, comparative religion requires neither
that two patients be brought together nor that they be indexed to religious traditions.
Instead, it could be the disciplinary location or beneficiary that makes a comparative
study a work of comparative religion. Shifting attention away from a patient as being the
only relevant kind of exemplum does not, however, simplify what is required of a com-
parativist.

52. See Smith 1987:85, where he makes a similar point.

53. For more on this see section 4 of this introduction.
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a comparative study, in that the beneficiaries, whether groups of individuals
or disciplinary frameworks, may be multiple.>*

While I have devoted a considerable amount of space in this introduction to
developing a framework of comparison, and to explaining how and why this
particular project should be thought of as one in the comparative philoso-
phy of religions, I will not discuss these issues explicitly in the chapters that
follow. Instead, as I will explain below, these chapters are intended as exam-
ples of this framework at work. I hope that their success and/or failure will
speak to the success and/or failure of this method and the desirability of the
transdisciplinary space that I am trying to create. In the final section of this
introduction, I want to turn to the structure of this book, its central argu-
ments, and some of the ways in which its various chapters exemplify the
comparative framework outlined here.

4. Content, Structure, and Arguments

In addition to this introductory chapter, this book is divided into two parts,
each containing two chapters, and a conclusion. In part 1 I focus on Ratna-
kirti’s interpretation and critique of his Hindu opponents’—the Naiyayikas™—
most important argument for the existence of I$vara. In chapter 2 I provide
an introduction to religious epistemology in classical India. More specifi-
cally, I introduce the technical vocabulary on the basis of which all Bud-
dhist, Hindu, and Jain theories of inferential reasoning were developed and
provide an interpretation of specifically Nyaya epistemology. Particular at-
tention is paid to the extremely sophisticated theory of defeaters, which has
not yet received the attention that it deserves. The purpose of this chapter is

54. It is worth noting that here I differ from Smith, in that my view allows for and ac-
cepts what Smith takes to be of value in comparative work, but also allows for and accepts
results that Smith does not choose to discuss. See, for example, his discussion of the “end of
comparison” (Smith 2000:239), where he writes, “With at least two exempla in view, we are
prepared to undertake their comparison both in terms of aspects and relations held to be
significant, and with respect to some category, question, theory, or model of interest to us.
The aim of such a comparison is the redescription of the exempla (each in light of the other)
and a rectification of the academic categories in relation to which they have been imag-
ined.”
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to provide a relatively detailed yet accessible introduction to the epistemo-
logical framework within which Ratnakirti and his opponents debate the
inferential argument for the existence of I$vara (and nearly every other topic
of philosophical interest). The patient of this specific chapter is the Naiyayi-
kas’ I$vara-inference, as it is understood by Ratnakirti. The location with
respect to which it will be studied is, primarily, location 1—Ratnakirti’s in-
tellectual world. The instruments used, however, will include those that 1
have “inherited” from source I—Ratnakirti’s texts, and especially his con-
ceptual vocabulary—but also those that I have “discovered” and “con-
structed” in sources IT and IV—that is, both the texts to which Ratnakirti
directly refers and contemporary sources to which he could not. As with the
chapters that follow, a scale of beneficiaries is intended, ranging from those
who are most interested in the specific (and literal) details of Ratnakirti’s
work, to those who are interested in its significance for him and those who
are concerned with its significance for us.

In chapter 3 T discuss Ratnakirti’s critique of the Naiyayikas’ inferential
argument. Here the patient is Ratnakirti’s most important arguments
against the I$vara-inference, as it was understood by Ratnakirti himself. As
in chapter 2, location 1 is primary, and I appeal to a wide range of instru-
ments, sources, and beneficiaries. For most of this chapter it is instruments
from source I that are of primary importance. Near the end of the chapter,
however, and especially in section s, the location shifts to location 2 (our in-
tellectual world), and the instruments to those that I have “constructed”
from source IV (contemporary Euro-American philosophy). Taken together,
chapter 2 and chapter 3 argue that in addition to the Naiyayikas’ specific ar-
gument for the nature and existence of I$vara, the target of Ratnakirti’s cri-
tique is the epistemological theory that supports nearly all forms of Nyaya
religious reasoning.

Although Ratnakirti’s argument is presented as an “internal critique” of
the Naiyayikas’ arguments, it is actually supported by specifically Buddhist
philosophical principles. In part 2 of this book I focus on the Buddhist
philosophical theories that underlie Ratnakirti’s critique of Nyaya episte-
mology. Through this I am able to provide a more comprehensive account of
Ratnakirti’s thought and to illustrate the very close connection between Bud-
dhist theories of mind, language, and epistemology. In chapter 4 I discuss the
Buddhist theory of exclusion and argue that it is best understood as a theory
of conceptual content, that is, as a theory of what our thoughts are about. I
also show that it is the basis for Ratnakirti’s views of epistemic necessity,
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inference-warranting relations, and the problem of negative existential state-
ments, central themes in his critique of the I§vara-inference. In this chapter
the patient is a theory that is neither obviously nor directly related by Ratna-
kirti himself to his discussion of the I$vara-inference. As in chapters 2 and 3,
in studying this patient—that is, the theory of exclusion—I appeal to a wide
range of instruments, sources, and beneficiaries. Like in chapter 3, it is instru-
ments inherited from source I and those constructed from source I'V that are
the most significant. In this chapter, however, the location is defined more
narrowly, by a single text from source I, namely, Ratnakirti’s “Demonstra-
tion of Exclusion.” What is different about this chapter (and also the next
two) is that its specific patient is transformed from being the subject of a spe-
cific chapter to being an nstrument for studying Ratnakirti and his Nyaya
interlocutors’ arguments about the I§vara-inference, that is, the patient of the
work as a whole.

While the process of transforming the theory of exclusion from a patient
to an instrument begins in chapter 4, it is completed in the next chapter. In
chapter s, I show how Ratnakirti uses ten key concepts to construct his view
of the world and the kinds of entities in it. On the basis of this, I argue that
Ratnakirti’s overall philosophical (and religious) project is to show how
mind, language, and world together create mind, language, and world. The
theory of exclusion is central to this. Ratnakirti’s worldview is fundamentally
different from that of his Nyaya opponents, and in this chapter I try to show
how (and why) there is no room in it for the Naiyayikas® I$vara. Chapter s
also describes the metaphysics of modality (and epistemology) in a way that
directly relates this issue to Ratnakirti’s arguments in part 1. As in chapter 4,
the specific subject of this chapter—Ratnakirti’s account of mental images
(@kara)—is neither obviously nor directly related by Ratnakirti (or his interlocu-
tors) to his discussion of the I$vara-inference. Unlike in chapter 4, however,
where the location is defined by a single text from source I, here the location
is Ratnakirti’s corpus as a whole. The instruments used to study Ratnakirti’s
account of mental images in this location are primarily those inherited from
source I and those constructed from source IV. It is in the concluding sec-
tions of this chapter (sections 5 and 6) that the transformation of Ratnakirti’s
theory of exclusion and account of mental images from patient to instrument
is complete, and its significance for studying the I$vara-inference becomes
apparent.

In chapter 6, the concluding chapter of the book, I argue for the religious
significance of Buddhist logic and epistemology. Although there has been
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considerable interest in the relationship (or lack thereof) between Buddhist
philosophy and Buddhist forms of religious practice, theories of liberation,
ctc., very little work has been done on the ways in which Buddhists like Rat-
nakirti considered Buddhist philosophy to be of religious significance. In
this chapter I provide an extended account of how Ratnakirti’s view of its
soteriological significance relates to those of his predecessors. Based on Ratna-
kirti’s work, and that of his teacher, Jianasrimitra, I also show how Buddhist
logic and epistemology can itself be viewed as a kind of religious practice,
and more specifically why it was believed by Ratnakirti and his predecessors

to be of soteriological value.

s5. As in chapters 4 and s, in this chapter the patient—the religious significance of Bud-
dhist logic and epistemology—is transformed from being a patient that is studied in location
1, defined by Ratnakirti’s text-tradition, to an instrument that is used to study Ratnakirti’s

critique of the I$vara-inference in multiple locations.
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Epistemology






CHAPTER 2
Religious Epistemology in Classical Indin
In Defense of &« Hindu God

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

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

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

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

3. This style is not unique to Ratnakirti, and in fact characterizes many Sanskrit intel-

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

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

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

5. My use of the term “reflective-knowledge™ is based on Sosa 1991 and Sosa 1997. In Sosa
1991:143-145, he contrasts reflective-knowledge with “animal knowledge.” He says that
animal knowledge is a true, apt belief, where “apt” refers to a belief that is produced by an
“intellectual virtue,” i.e., a cognitive faculty that reliably produces true-beliefs for an agent
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More specifically, I point out that the Nyaya theory of knowledge is a
version of externalism, and in particular a kind of reliabilism.® In contrast,
their theory of justification is best interpreted as a kind of “internalist
foundationalism.” Understanding the Naiyayikas’ argument in these

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

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

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

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

1. Interpreting Nyaya Epistemology

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

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

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

8. Iintend the term “instrument” to be neutral in regard to the interpretations of “pramana”
as cither a “means” (pramiyate anena iti pramanam) or an “event” (prama iti pramanam).
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Given the centrality of knowledge-sources to Sanskrit epistemology, one
way to characterize and differentiate between rival Sanskrit epistemological
theories is in terms of the number and nature of the instruments for war-
ranted awareness.” This is especially so for the Nyaya and Buddhist theories
that inform Ratnakirti’s work. Naiyayikas and Buddhists disagree not only
on the number of instruments for warranted awareness, but also on the

3 <

proper interpretation of the terms “instrument,” “warrant,” and “aware-
ness.” As an introduction to Sanskrit epistemology—and the Naiyayikas’
argument for the existence of I§vara—it is important to consider how these
terms were interpreted by Nyaya philosophers, since this points to the biva-
lent epistemological theory within which Nyaya inferential arguments, such

as the I$vara-inference, are presented and defended. !

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

9. For Ratnakirti’s discussion of this issue sece RNA (PAP 96-105) and Kajiyama
1998:30—38.

10. My interpretation of the “Nyaya” theory of epistemology is based on Kesavamisra’s
Tarkabhasa and Ratnakirti’s own presentation and discussion of the theory. Whenever pos-
sible I have supported my interpretation by citing passages from the KTBh, and in many
cases have also cited relevant secondary scholarship. In some cases the secondary scholarship
treats Nyaya theories that significantly postdate Ratnakirti’s own work, and therefore it
should be consulted with care. Unfortunately, it is beyond the scope of this chapter to fully
defend my interpretation of Nyaya epistemology, which would require a systematic analysis
of the Nyaya-sitra (NS) corpus at least up to and including Udayana (ca. eleventh century)
and the work of Bhasarvajia (ca. 860—920).

The KTBh is an introductory text, or “handbook,” of Nyaya philosophy. It was com-
posed in the latter half of the thirteenth century, but reflects the viewpoint of an earlier
period of Nyaya thought. It represents a point of view that is not, for example, overly influ-
enced by the “new school” of Nyaya. The general theoretical framework discussed in this
text is therefore closer to the viewpoint of Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas than to that discussed in
other such texts, e.g., Annambhatta’s Tarkasamgraha (TS). It provides a convenient “base-
line” interpretation of Nyaya epistemology, and in my view reflects the general viewpoint of
the specific Naiyayikas discussed by Ratnakirti. I have supplemented the KTBh discussion
when necessary. The account of Nyaya epistemology discussed in the following section is
not, therefore, the theory of any particular Naiyayika. Instead, it is a reconstruction and
interpretation that is primarily based upon the KTBh.
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r.1. The Theory of Event-Makers

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

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

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

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

12. The “six semantic relations™ are: (1) karty (agent); (2) karman (patient); (3) karana
(instrument); (4) sampradana (target, beneficiary); (5) apadana (donor, source); (6) adhikarana
(place, location). For the description of these relations as “semantic” consider Cardona
1974:231, who writes, “Things are karakas when they play certain roles in the accomplish-
ment of an action. A thing may be classified in one way if it functions in a certain way with
respect to any activity at all; or it may belong to a certain karaka class if it functions in a
given way with respect to a particular activity; and a karaka classification may apply only if a
certain action is denoted by particular items.” Also see Vatsyayana’s discussion in his Nya-
yabhagya (NBh ad NS 2.1.16), which is translated in Matilal 1990:43 and Ganeri 1999a:s2.

13. KTBh 13-14. This example is also referred to at RNA (ISD 34.06-34.16) but in a dif-
ferent, though related, context. My discussion of the theory of “event-makers™ is based on
Pietroski 1998 and Pietroski 2000, and more specifically his analysis of agency, thematic
roles, and actions. The relevance of Pietroski’s proposals to Nyaya epistemology has been
very helpfully discussed in Ganeri 1999a: chap. 2.
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analyze this event as being constituted by two subevents, an intermediary,
or “functioning,” event (vyapara) and a final, or “culminating,” event (phaln).
The final, or culminating, event is, in this case, the cutting of the tree. This
is the event in which we are most interested. It is helpful to think of it as the
final effect of the action expressed by the verb. Since the tree is the locus of
this final effect, it is said to be the patient of the event.!* The functioning
event is an intermediary event in the causal chain that begins with the
agent’s effort (kr#i) and culminates in the final effect.! This event is usually
represented by the initial contact (sazyoga) of the axe with the tree.!® Accord-
ing to the Naiyayikas, the agent of an event is the one who performs the ac-
tion that is the first member in the causal chain that culminates in the final
effect of the event. This action is sometimes described as the “effort” ( prayatna)
motivated by a specific desire (icchi) of the agent. It is also described as what
instigates (pra+vyuj) the event. In the above sentence, the agent is Deva-
datta. According to the Naiyayikas, the instrument is the cause par excel-
lence (sadbakatama) of the event.!” It is usually represented by the axe. On
this view, the instrument (i.e., the axe) is the cause whose functioning (i.c.,
contact with the tree) culminates in the final effect of the event (i.e., the cut-
ting of the tree). Given this interpretation, an instrument is closely associ-
ated with a functioning event and, in an important sense, it is the instrument

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

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

16. Functioning event: “A functioning intermediary is a producer of a y that is produced
by x: Just as the contact of an axe with a tree is produced by the axe (x) [and] produces a cut-
ting () that is produced by the axe” (tajjanyas tajjanako vantaravyaparah | yatha kutharajan-
yab kutharaddrusamyogah kutharajanyacchidajanakal) (KITBh 15 n. 1). Usually, functioning
intermediary (vyapara) is defined as: “A producer of a y that is produced by «, given that it
itself is produced by x” (tajjanyatve sati tajjanyajanakal) (KTBh 137). Given this definition,
the functioning intermediary is that which produces the culminating effect, the cutting of
the tree (), given that it has the property of being produced by the instrument, the axe (x).

17. The term “par excellence” is interpreted in various ways. Some Naiyayikas, for exam-
ple, maintain that an instrument (karana) is the cause that finally produces the event; the
cause that seizes the eftect (phalopadhayakam karanam); or the cause that is excluded from a
nonconnection with the culminating effect (phalayogavyavacchinnakaranam). Given these
interpretations, the contact of the axe with the tree would be the instrument. Also see NK
(s.v. karana), KTBh 113, SV Pratyaksa vv. 74—75, Matilal 1985:373, and Ganeri 1999a:61. For
more on this see below.
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that functions.!® An instrument can be described, therefore, as a cause whose
functioning is just the intermediary event that culminates in the final ef-
fect. Given this conceptual vocabulary, the Naiyayikas argue as follows: The
complex event denoted by the verb “to cut” is constituted by an intermedi-
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ary event “e” (i.e., the axe’s contact with the tree) and a final event “f” (i.e.,
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the cutting of the tree). Devadatta is the agent of “c” and the tree is the pa-
tient of “e.” The axe is the instrument whose functioning produces the in-
termediary event that culminates in the final event “£.”1°

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

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

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

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

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

(3) The third view seems to be the view of Jayantabhatta (ninth century C.E.), who ar-
gues that the entire causal complex that produces the culminating effect is the instrument.
Jayantabhatta thus rejected previous approaches to the problem by rejecting the distinction
between a “most excellent” cause and subsidiary or contributing causes. See Matilal 1985:376
and, for a much fuller treatment of Jayantabhatta’s views, Shah 1992:20-26 and NM 25-28.

19. Although cumbersome, this way of describing the event is supposed to make clear
the various components of its definition, and also to make it easier to compare my discus-
sion with that of Pietroski 1998 and Pietroski 2000.

20. See KTBh 14, and my ecarlier references to the NS corpus.
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of 1’7 In this sentence, the event is the awareness-event denoted by the verb
“to know.” Knowing-events, like cutting-events, are understood in terms of
two subevents, an intermediary or functioning event and a culminating
event. The culminating event is the warranted awareness (pramiti) that “p,”
where “p” is the object or content of that state of awareness. As such, “p” is
taken to be the locus of the culminating event and is therefore the patient of
the event. The functioning intermediary of the event is associated with the
instrument “I” and is an intermediary in the causal chain that begins with
the action of an agent and culminates in the final effect. A more specific de-
scription of the intermediary event will depend upon the nature of the spe-
cific instrument. For the Naiyayikas, there are four instruments whose
functioning could culminate in the final effect of warranted awareness. In
addition to inferential reasoning (anumana), the Naiyayikas argue that per-
ception (pratyaksa), verbal testimony (Sabdam), and comparison (upamana)
are also accredited instruments for warranted awareness.?! Associated with
each of them is a somewhat different functioning intermediary. The agent
of the event is, as before, Devadatta. With this conceptual vocabulary, the
Naiyayikas interpret the event denoted by the verb “to know” (prama) as
follows: They say that knowing-events are constituted by an intermediary
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event “e” and a culminating event ‘f” Devadatta is the agent of “e” (pramatr)

(e ]

and “p” is the patient (or object) of
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(prameya). Warranted awareness
is the culminating event “t™ (pramiti). “I” is the instrument (pramana)
whose functioning produces the intermediary event that culminates in the
final effect “£.”

1.2. A Causal Theory of Warranted Awareness

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

24. In addition to the references cited above, many of the relevant issues are discussed in
Taber 1992.
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events that are not knowing-events occur only because an external factor
interferes with the causes and conditions that are otherwise necessary and
sufficient for it to be a knowing-event. Unlike the intrinsicists, Naiyayikas
maintain that there is a basis for knowing-events, epistemically special
properties. Like the intrinsicists, they maintain that there is also a basis for
nonknowing-events—negative epistemic properties.

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

1.3. A Bivalent Epistemology

According to most Sanskrit philosophers, it is awareness-events/episodic
states of awareness (j7iana)—rather than beliefs—that are the primary ob-
jects of epistemic analysis. Belief-episodes are generally understood as a spe-
cial sort of awareness-event.?® The Nyaya typology of awareness-events thus

25. See Heil 1999:44—48 for an account of “belief” and Matilal 1986:101-107 and
Mohanty 1992a:134-135 for a discussion of the differences between “beliefs” and “awareness”
(ynana). Also see Shukla 1991 for a discussion of why Naiyayikas have no room for a “third
realm” of propositions. In general, for Naiyayikas, awareness (j7zana) is a quality (guna) that
is located in a soul (@tman). Unlike other “qualities” that are located in the soul—e.g., desire,
aversion, pleasure, pain, etc.—awareness is directed towards an object (arthapravana). Thus,
desire, aversion, pleasure, and pain are not themselves awareness-events, even though we
can become aware of them. For three very useful “charts” of Prasastapada’s (ca. sixth cen-
tury), Udayana’s (ca. eleventh century), and Annambhatta’s (ca. seventeenth century) typol-
ogies of awareness-events, see Nyman 2005:554, 556. KTBh s9-61, 74 discusses the soul. For
more on the soul see Mishra 2006:301-330.

Although I will not argue for it here, I understand the verb “to believe” to mean “to
think with assent”; see Zagzebski 1999:93 n. 4. For the Naiyayikas, the phrase “awareness-
event” (jiiana) refers to a much broader range of mental events that includes (i) dreams

(svapnajiiana), which are usually classified as memory-awareness that is not in accordance
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provides the conceptual context within which their account of warranted
awareness, and beliefs, is developed.

According to the Naiyayikas, there are two classes of awareness-events:
presenting-awareness (anubhava) and memory (or re-presenting awareness)
(smrtr). It 1s important that, for the Naiyayikas, every awareness-event is
intentional (arthapravana), and that most are either in accordance with
their object (or content) (yathartha) or not in accordance with their object
(or content) (ayathartha).?® The Nyaya position is also that the object of
an awareness-event is distinct from the awareness-event itself.?” Know-
ledge, according to them, is simply warranted awareness (prami)—that is,
presenting-awareness that is in accordance with its object (yatharthanu-
bhava). Presenting-awareness is usually defined negatively as any awareness-
event that is not a memory-episode. Memory-episodes are described as
awareness-events in which the intentional object is one about which we
were already aware, or as awareness-events that are produced from mental
impressions alone (samskaramatrajanya).*® When used in the context of
presenting-awareness-events, the phrase “in accordance with its object”
describes an awareness-event that is not produced through suppositional
reasoning (tarka) and in which there is neither doubt (samsaya) nor error
(viparyaya).?

with its object (ayathartha-smyti); (i) memory (smrti); (iil) awareness produced through
“suppositional reasoning” (tarka); (iv) mislocation (or misobservation) (viparyaya); and (v)
doubt (samsaya) (these latter three states of awareness are classified as presenting-awareness
that is not in accordance with its object [ayathartha-anubbava)); finally, there is (vi) war-
ranted awareness (prama). See KTBh 127.

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

27. This refers to the idea that awareness is imageless (janam nivakaram). KIBh 94.07—
94.08 explains: “Moreover, all awareness is in fact imageless, and it is not the case that in
awareness an object produces an image of itself” (sarvam ca jagnam nivakiram eva | na tu
Jhane rthena svasyakaro janyate).

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

29. For suppositional reasoning, see KTBh 101.11-102.10: “Suppositional reasoning is rea-
soning to an undesired consequence. Moreover, it has the form of reasoning to an undesired
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A presenting-awareness-event that is in accordance with its object is also
described, more positively, as an awareness-event that is produced by a func-
tioning instrument. According to the Naiyayikas, a “functioning instru-
ment” must be one of the four accredited instruments mentioned above and
must be free from any defects (adusta). Let us refer to a nondefective, accred-
ited instrument as a “well-functioning instrument.” A knowing-event, then,
is any awareness-event that is in accordance with its object and is produced
by a well-functioning instrument. Since, in the Nyaya view, a well-functioning
instrument necessarily produces a presenting-awareness-event that is in ac-
cordance with its object, a knowing-event can be described, more simply, as
any awareness-event that is produced by a well-functioning instrument. For
the Naiyayikas, then, “knowledge” is warranted awareness, that is, a presenting-
awareness-event that is in accordance with its object or, equivalently, any
awareness-event that is produced by a well-functioning instrument.

According to this analysis, any awareness-event that is in fact produced
by a well-functioning instrument will be in accordance with its object and
will be a knowing-event. As I have presented it, the Nyaya theory of knowl-
edge may naturally be interpreted as a version of reliabilism.3? According to

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

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

For error, see KTBh 94.01-94.03: “And error is grasping x when there is non-x” (vipary-
ayas ty atasmins tadgrahah).

30. For a brief description of “reliabilism” see note 6. See also Matilal 1985:70—72, Matilal
1986:138-140, and Ganeri 1999a:66 n. 26. On my use of the term, reliabilist theories of
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most versions of reliabilism, knowledge is any true belief that is produced by a
reliable belief-forming mechanism. In the context of Nyaya epistemology, we
might say that on this interpretation a knowing-event is any awareness-cvent
that is in accordance with its object (the truth component) and produced by a
well-functioning instrument (the reliability component).3! Notice, however,
that for the Naiyayikas, there cannot be a state of awareness that is both pro-
duced by a well-functioning instrument and not in accordance with its object.
This is because the property “being produced by a well-functioning instru-
ment” entails that awareness will be “in accordance with its object.”? This is
what allows for the simplified description that knowledge is, for the Naiyayi-

kas, any awareness-event that is produced by a well-functioning instrument.?

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

31. See Nyman 2005s.

32. This seems to be a somewhat controversial claim. My view is that according to Rat-
nakirti’s Naiyayikas, there cannot be awareness that is in accordance with its object but not
produced by a well-functioning instrument. One cannot, in other words, come to have war-
ranted awareness accidentally. All putative cases of accidental warranted awareness are in
fact the result of instruments that are, for one reason or the other, not well-functioning. For
very useful work on this issue see Matilal 1986: chap. 6, Matilal 1990:65-68, 72—74, Matilal
2002:159-160, 177-180, Phillips and Tatacharya 2004:9-10. Consider, for example, that cor-
rect memory is an example of an awareness-event that is in accordance with its object, but
not an instance of warranted-awareness. It is, therefore, clear that not every awareness-event
that is in accordance with its object must be warranted. One reason for this is that such
awareness-events are not “presenting-awareness-events” (anubhava). In my view, this means
that awareness-events such as memory (and accidentally warranted awareness-events) are
not produced “in the right way.”

33. Zagzebski (1999:99-104) argues that it is a desideratum of any definition of knowledge
that there not be a “gap” between the truth component of knowledge (for the Naiyayikas,
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Assumed in the typology presented above is another dimension to how
awareness-events are characterized. Awareness-events may be either “unno-
ticed” or “noticed.”* Unnoticed awareness-events are mental events that
we are aware of only in the sense that we have them. Such awareness-events
are mental happenings, even though they may escape our notice. Noticed
awareness-events are awareness-events that do not escape our notice—we
are aware that we have them. There are two sorts of unnoticed awareness-
events: those that have nonconceptual content (nirvikalpaka, A;) and those
that have conceptual content (savikalpaka, A ).* The content of nonconcep-
tual awareness-events is taken to be, in principle, nonpredicative, inexpress-
ible, and inaccessible to any form of apperception/introspection.3® The fact

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

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

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

36. Recently there has been a lively debate regarding whether unnoticed awareness-
events with nonconceptual content are necessary for Nyaya. For arguments in support of the
view that they are unnecessary see Chakrabarti 2000 and the response in Phillips 2001. Also
see Chadha 2001 and the responses in Siderits 2004 and Phillips and Tatacharya 2004. It is
worth noting that in a series of articles Arindam Chakrabarti takes a position on the follow-
ing three issues in the philosophy of perception that are indirectly related to the issues that I
am discussing in this section. For a discussion of (1) whether there are perceptual awareness-
events with nonconceptual content, see Chakrabarti 2000; (2) whether there are awareness-
events that are not self-lJuminous, see Chakrabarti 2003; and (3) whether there are nonlinguistic
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that there are such states of awareness is established inferentially.?” Moreover,
these awareness-events are, unlike all other awareness-events, neither in ac-
cordance with their objects nor not in accordance with their objects—they
are neither warranted nor unwarranted—and cannot be (what I am calling) a
knowing-event. The content of unnoticed awareness-events with conceptual
content (A ) is taken to be a triad made up of a subject locus, a property, and
a relation that connects the property to the subject locus.®® The content of
such awareness-events is predicative, in that the subject component of con-
tent is always propertied, verbally expressible, and accessible through apper-
ception/introspection.®® Moreover, unnoticed conceptual awareness-events
must be either in accordance with or not in accordance with their objects—
that is, they must be either warranted or nonwarranted. They are, therefore,
the kind of awareness-event with which the Nyaya theory of knowledge is
most concerned. When verbalized, the content of basic unnoticed conceptual
awareness-events is expressible as “That (the subject component) is (the rela-
tion component) F (the property component),” e.g., “That is a pot.” It may be
helpful to think of such awareness-events as nonoccurrent belief-episodes.
According to the Naiyayikas, it is not necessary that unnoticed awareness-
events be noticed.*” Nonconceptual awareness-events (A) are, for example,
never noticed, even though they play a causal role in the production of other
awareness-episodes. And although unnoticed conceptual awareness-events
(A.,) are noticeable, it is not always the case that they are noticed. There are, ac-
cording to the Naiyayikas, many conceptual awareness-events that pass unno-
ticed.*! Conceptual awareness-events are not self-luminous or self-intimating.
Those conceptual awareness-events that are noticed, however, are noticed in
virtue of becoming the object (content) of illuminating-awareness—a second-
ary, meta-awareness-cvent that results from the instrument of apperception

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

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

38. See Bhattacharya 1996:26-28, 36—4s5; Mohanty 1966:30—34; and Potter 1993:24-33 for
a discussion of, and references to, this characteristic description of the constituents of the
content of conceptual awareness-events according to the later Nyaya school.

39. See Gupta 2006:176-179, Potter 1977:160, Matilal 1986:143-14 4.

40. For a useful discussion of this issue see Chakrabarti 2003.

41. See Matilal 1986: chap. 5.
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(anuvyavasiyn), a variety of perception. Illuminating-awareness (A;) is asecond-
order apperceptive awareness-event.*> When verbalized, the content of such
awareness-events is expressible as “I am aware that that (the subject compo-
nent) is (the relation component) F (the property component),” e.g., “I no-
tice that that is a pot.” It may be helpful to think of such awareness-events as
occurrent belief-episodes. Both unnoticed and noticed belief-episodes can
be either in accordance with their objects or not in accordance with their
objects, and thus can be either warranted or unwarranted. It is, then, only
such belief-episodes—that is, conceptual awareness-events—that can be can-
didates for being knowledge-episodes, regardless of whether they are unno-
ticed or noticed.*3

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

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

43. This is based on the view that in order for an awareness-event to be “in accordance
with its object™ (yathartha) it must, by definition, be an awareness-event that has as its con-
tent the three specific constituents discussed above. While nonconceptual awareness-events,
like all awareness-events, are said to have the general constituent of “being about an object”
(visayati), only the content of conceptual awareness-events is constituted by all three specific
constituents. For a very helpful discussion of this see Bhattacharya 1976:148-155, Bhattacha-
rya 1996:36—44, Mohanty 1966:32—34, and Potter 1993:24—33. This way of speaking about
awareness-events is primarily found in texts belonging to the “new” Nyaya school, and I will
not go into further details here. Related to this issue is the idea that nonconceptual awareness-
events cannot be the objects of apperception/introspection (anuvyavasiya): nonconceptual
awareness-events are never illuminated and their contents go unnoticed. What we know
about them, we know inferentially. See Mohanty 1966:32.
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It is also not a part of the Nyaya view of knowledge that one must kzow
that one knows. For the Naiyayikas, knowing is not self-luminous either.**
In order to know that one knows, one has to know ecither that the
awareness-event in question is a presenting-state of awareness that is in ac-
cordance with its object or that the instrument that produced it is well-
functioning. All that is required for warranted awareness, however, is that
the awareness-event be a presenting-state of awareness that is in accordance
with its object or, equivalently, that it be produced by a well-functioning
instrument. There 1s nothing in the Nyaya account of warranted awareness
that requires that one actually know, for example, that the instrument that
produced it is well-functioning. In order to know that one knows, the Nai-
yayikas insist, another knowing-event is necessary. This reveals a third di-
mension to Nyaya extrinsicism: the causes and conditions that result in
our having an unnoticed knowing-event and those that result in our notic-
ing this awareness-event do not result in our unnoticed or noticed aware-
ness of it as a knowing-event. For this, another awareness-event is necessary.
While our awareness of a knowing-event as an awareness-event is said to be
the result of illuminating-awareness, our awareness of a knowing-event as
a knowing-event is, according to the Naiyayikas, the result of a certification-
inference, a second-order knowing-event, which I will refer to as reflective-
knowledge (A)). Noticing that we have reflective-knowledge is said to be
the result of illuminating-awareness. It is these two knowing-events,

44. My use of the term “luminous” is based on Williamson 2000: chap. 4, where he ar-
gues that hardly any mental states are /uminous, in the sense that if one were in such a state
one would invariably be in a position to know so. The issue of luminosity is, in the Sanskrit
philosophical context, often associated with a variety of externalism. In this context the
term “externalism” labels the idea that to have a state of awareness “x” does not entail an
awareness of having that state of awareness “x.” A state of awareness that is “external to” or
different from the state of having “x” is necessary for an awareness of having that state “x.”
The Nyaya view is, as is Williamson’s, opposed to what is usually referred to as the “KK-
thesis.” For the classic statement of the thesis see Hintikka 1962. For Williamson’s discus-
sion see Williamson 2000:114-117. As Mohanty (1999:197) describes the Nyaya view, “if K1
is knowledge of the object ‘O at time tr, K1 itself is not known at t1. K1 can be known, and
is usually known, by another cognition K2 occurring at the succeeding moment t2.” Also
see Matilal 1986:138-140, Matilal 1990:70—72, and Ganeri 19992:67 n. 26, where, summariz-
ing Matilal’s view, he writes, “Someone who by chance comes to believe truly that p, and so
‘knows’ that p, will not be in a position to know that he knows that p, i.c., truly believe that
he truly believes that p.” For some excellent work on Williamson’s anti-luminosity argu-
ments see Brueckner and Fiocco 2002, Weatherson 2004, and Ramachandran 2006.
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knowledge and reflective-knowledge, that define the Naiyayikas’ bivalent
epistemology.

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

1.3.1. REFLECTIVE-KNOWLEDGE AND JUSTIFICATION

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

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

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

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

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

instrumental value, not an intrinsic one.” See also Sartwell 1992.
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Justification is a “criterion” rather than a condition for knowledge; that is, it
is a test for determining whether or not an awareness-event is warranted.*3
The Nyaya theory of justification, then, has to do with specifying and satis-
tying criteria through which one can determine whether or not an instru-
ment of awareness is well-functioning. I will refer to these criteria as defining
an instrument’s “certification conditions” (C, see figure 1, p. 64).*° Although
some of the certification conditions provide a general account of what it
means for an instrument in general to be well-functioning, these conditions
are, for the most part, instrument specific, and need to be discussed sepa-
rately in the context of each accredited instrument for warranted awareness.

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

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

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

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

s1. For a use of this term in the context of Nyaya epistemology sce Phillips and Tatacha-
Iya 2004:9.

52. There are two “levels” at which this determination takes place. Arguments about
whether a particular instrument (such as a particular case of sense perception) is justified
usually presuppose arguments about whether that type of instrument is an accredited in-
strument of warranted awareness. Unlike the Naiyayikas, for example, Buddhists argue that
only perception (pratyaksa) and inferential reasoning (anumana) are such instruments. In
their view, verbal testimony (§2bda) and comparison (upamana) are reducible to inferential
reasoning (anumana). Since both Naiyayikas and Buddhists agree that inferential reasoning
(anumana) is an instrument of warranted awareness, however, their arguments focus on the
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is “justified,” in the sense that this agent has fulfilled her epistemic obliga-
tions. “Being justified” is, therefore, the result of an epistemic practice and
is, most directly, a property of an agent and only derivatively a property of
an awareness-event.

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

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

1.3.2. CERTIFICATION AND THE ISVARA-INFERENCE

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

certification conditions for that type of instrument and on whether the certification condi-
tions that are specific to it have been satisfied.
53. My use of the term “proceduralist™ is based on Rosenberg 2002:101-132, 203—248.
54. See Phillips and Tatacharya 2004:11-12 and Potter 1977:158.
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inferential reasoning. Ratnakirti’s critique of the Naiyayikas’ argument fo-
cuses on showing that they have not satisfied these certification conditions
and that they in principle cannot do so. On this interpretation, Ratnakirti’s
debate with the Naiyayikas is about the certification of the instrument used
to produce the awareness that I$vara exists. The Naiyayikas claim that they
have certified the instrument and that they are, therefore, justified in claim-
ing that their first-order awareness of the existence of I§vara is warranted.
Ratnakirti argues, however, that they have not done so and cannot do so.
Their debate is framed, therefore, as a debate about whether or not the Nai-
yayikas are, or even can be, justified. Before turning to the Naiyayikas’ spe-
cific argument for the existence of I§vara, it is important to consider how the
Naiyayikas describe the instrument of an inferentially produced knowing-
event (anu+vma) more generally. The certification conditions for this in-
strument will be discussed in the next section.

1.4. Inferentinl Reasoning

Inferential reasoning has been referred to as the instrument of an inferen-
tially produced knowing-event (anu+vma). More precisely, the Naiyayikas
identify the instrument of this event with what is, strictly speaking, a com-
ponent of inferential reasoning. This component is called the “special con-
sideration of the reason property” (lingaparamarsa).5® This is a technical
term that is itself defined in terms of two other technical terms, “special con-
sideration” (paramarsa) and “reason property” (linga). “Special consideration”
is also called the “third awareness” (t7t2yajiiana) of the reason property, and
is among the epistemically special properties that account for inferential
reasoning being a source of knowledge.

The standard example that is used to illustrate what this all means is the
inference of fire on a mountain from the presence of smoke. In this example,
the event being analyzed is an inferentially produced knowing-event whose

ss. KTBh 120.08-120.10. Although somewhat infelicitous, I have chosen to translate
“paramarin” as “special consideration” for two reasons: First, there is a long history of using
the term “consideration” in the translation of this term. See, for example, Athalye and Bodas
1974:279, “consideration (of the sign)”; Ingalls 1951:30, 32, “consideration (of the middle
term)”; Varadachari 1977:669, “consideration (of the mark)”; Matilal 1977:459, “synthetic
consideration™; and Phillips and Tatacharya 2004. Second, by using the term “special” I
hope to have marked that according to the Naiyayikas it is not consideration as such.
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culminating effect is the inferential awareness (anumiti) that there is fire on
that mountain. The reason property is said to be smoke or the awareness of
smoke. The instrument of the event is the special consideration, or third
awareness, of the reason property. The reason why the term “special consid-
eration” is described as a “third awareness™ is that the event is usually ana-
lyzed in terms of three distinct awareness-episodes of the reason property. It
is only the third awareness of the reason property that is taken to be the in-
strument of the event. Consider the following scenario: (1) Devadatta works
in a kitchen with a wood-burning stove and repeatedly observes that wher-
ever he sees smoke he sees fire. He observes, therefore, that smoke is per-
vaded by fire—that is, that wherever there is smoke there is fire. He commits
this concomitance between smoke and fire to memory. This awareness of
smoke in the kitchen is the first of the three awareness-episodes of smoke;
(2) Sometime later, on a weekend camping trip, Devadatta wonders if there
is fire on a nearby mountain after noticing that there is smoke there. This is
his second awareness of smoke; (3) After recalling the previously observed
concomitance of smoke and fire, Devadatta is again aware of smoke rising
above the mountain. On this occasion, however, his awareness is that the
smoke on the mountain is pervaded by fire. This awareness of smoke, which
is his “third awareness™ of it, immediately results in the awareness that there
is fire on that mountain. It is this awareness that is called the “special consid-
eration of the reason property” and is, strictly speaking, the instrument of
an inferentially produced knowing-event.

Previously I defined an instrument of an event as “a cause whose functioning
culminates in the final effect.”® As described here, however, special consider-
ation (paramarsa) is itself the instrument. According to this interpretation, the
instrument of the cutting-event described carlier would be the contact (sa7z2y0ga)
of the axe with the tree and not the axe. Earlier, however, the axe was inter-
preted as the instrument and, more specifically, as the “cause component” of
the instrument. Its contact with the tree was interpreted as its “functioning
component.” On this “two component” interpretation of an instrument—
according to which an instrument is “a cause that 4as a functioning” (vyapara-
vat kavanam karanam)—the reason property is the cause component of the
instrument and its special consideration is the functioning component.®” This

56. See section I.1.
57. KTBh 137, quoted in section 1.1.
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is in contrast to the interpretation of the instrument as the “special consider-
ation of the reason property” (lngaparamarsa)—which follows what may be
called the “single component” interpretation. The term “special consideration
of the reason property” can be reinterpreted, however, in accordance with the
two component view such that an instrument of inferential awareness is a
cause (the reason property) whose functioning (whose special consideration)
directly produces the culminating effect (warranted inferential awareness).
This modified interpretation is the one that I will follow in discussing the
Naiyayikas’ argument.>®

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

58. See section 1.1.

59. KTBh 25.07-26.03: “Having grasped, by just oneself, through a special kind of per-
ception, the concomitance between smoke and fire in a kitchen, someone who has gone to
the mountains sees an unbroken column of smoke stretching from a mountain up to the
clouds and wonders if there is fire present there. From secing the smoke, a mental impres-
sion arises [and] he remembers the concomitance [relation], ‘Where there is smoke there is
fire.’ Then he realizes, ‘Here, too, there is smoke.” Therefore, he realizes just for himself that
‘On this mountain, there is fire too.” That is inferential reasoning for one’s own sake”
(svayam eva mahanasiadan visistena pratyaksena dbimagnyor vyaptim grhitva parvatasamipam
gatas tadgate cagnau sahdihanab parvatavartinim avicchinnamiildm ablyamlibam dbiimalekham
pasyan dbiamadarsanic codbuddhasamskaro vyaptim smarati yatva dhiimas tatragnir iti tato *trapi
dbiimo *stiti pratipadyate | tasmad atra parvate Jniv apy astisi svayam eva pravipadyate tat sparthi-
numanam).

60. For a critical discussion and overview of these two inferential contexts see Prets 1992
and Tillemans 1984.
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standard form in which Naiyayikas present inferential arguments that are
designed to convince others of what they themselves have already inferred to
be the case.®! It is, therefore, the form of the Naiyayikas® inference for the
existence of I$vara and the kind of inferential argument that they defend in
their work. What follows is an introduction to Ratnakirti’s discussion of this
argument and the philosophical language and style in which it was pre-
sented and defended by his Nyaya interlocutors. It is through Ratnakirti’s
presentation of this argument that the details of the certification process and
the Nyaya theory of justification become apparent.

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

Ratnakirti’s “Refutation of Arguments for Establishing I$vara” (Isvarasi-
dhanadiisana) begins with a long introductory section in which he sets out
the Nyaya position.®> Here he presents their most important argument for
the existence of I§vara and describes, in some detail, their defense of it.®3 He
does so by providing what could be described as a Buddhist perspective on
the long history of Buddhist-Nyaya debates on this issue: he rehearses many
of the arguments offered by his Buddhist predecessors; quotes, at length,
the responses given by numerous Nyaya authors; and in some cases furthers
an argument on behalf of his Nyaya opponents.®* The purpose of this sec-
tion of his essay is to present his opponents’ position and highlight the issues
that he takes to be most important for a successful defense (and critique) of
it. It is important to note that although Ratnakirti refers to and reproduces
the views of specific Naiyayikas, his discussion does not exclusively reflect
the views of any one of them. Ratnakirti’s opponent can be described, there-
fore, as a “generic” Naiyayika whom he rationally reconstructs from the long

61. KTBh 26.06—-26.10: (i) This mountain possesses fire (parvato yam agniman); (ii) On
account of possessing smoke (dhimavattvit); (iii) Whatever possesses smoke possesses fire,
like a kitchen (yo yo dhitmavan sa so Jyniman yatha mabanasah); (iv) And this [mountain] is
like that (tatha cayam); (v) Therefore, it is so (tasmat tathi).

62. RNA (ISD 32.07-40.16).

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

64. For a discussion of these debates see Bhattacharya 1961, Bulcke 1947, Chemparathy
1972, Glasenapp 1954, Hayes 1988, Jackson 1986, Krasser 1999, Krasser 2002, Taber 1986,
Van den Bossche 1998, Vattanky 1993, and Vetter 1997.
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history of Buddhist-Nyaya debates.®® What follows, then, is an introduction
to this Naiyayika’s argument, as it is understood and interpreted by Ratna-
kirti.

2.1. Inferving the Existence of I$vara: An Informal Description

Ratnakirti’s Naiyayika’s argument for the existence of I$vara is usefully in-
terpreted in terms of both the “cosmological argument™ and the “argument
from design,” or “design inference.”® As with versions of the cosmological
argument, the Nyaya version can be understood to have two parts.%” In the
Nyaya version, the first part of the argument secks to prove that the world
(jagat) was constructed by an intelligent agent/maker (buddhimat-kartr).®8

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

66. The terms “cosmological argument” and “argument from design”—which is some-
times called the “teleological argument”—refer, strictly speaking, to two families of argu-
ments. For a “history” of cosmological arguments see Craig 1980. For more contemporary
versions see Gale 1991: chap. 7, Gale and Pruss 1999, Gale and Pruss 2005, Koons 1997,
Koons 2001, Mackie 1982: chap. 5, Oppy 2006a, Oppy 2006b: chap. 3, Pruss 2006, Reichen-
bach 1972, Reichenbach 2004, and Rowe 1975. For a discussion of arguments from design/
teleological arguments and the “design inference” see Behe 2001, Dembski 1998, Dembski
2002, Fitelson et al. 1999, Habermas et al. 2005 (where Flew, a prominent atheist, says that
he now accepts a form of the argument from design), Leslic 1988, Manson 20004, the arti-
cles in Manson 2003, McPherson 1972, Oppy 2006b: chap. 4, Priest 1981, Ratzsch 2003
(who argues that design can be perceived), Sober 2004, Swinburne 1968, Swinburne 1979:
chaps. 1-6, 8, and Swinburne 1994: chaps. 1—4. For a useful anthology of relevant literature
see Gale and Pruss 2003.

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

67. See Rowe 1997:331: “Within the philosophy of religion, a cosmological argument is
understood to be an argument from the existence of the world to the existence of God.
Typically, such arguments proceed in two steps. The first step argues from the existence of
the world to the existence of a first cause or necessary being that accounts for the existence
of the world. The second step argues that such a first cause or necessary being has, or would
very likely have, the properties associated with the idea of God.”

68. In what follows I will use the terms “maker” and “agent” interchangeably, and some-
times will also use the term “designer,” depending on context.



s8  Epistemology

In the Nyaya version, however, it is not argued that because there is a world—
Le., a something rather than a nothing—there must be a first-cause or self-
existent being who created it, but rather that because the world has an apparent
design—i.e., it appears to be an artifact—there must be an intelligent designer
who made it.®” In this respect it is unlike cosmological arguments and more
like arguments from design. Unlike versions of the argument from design,
however, where the complexity of the artifact is the basis for inferring an intel-
ligent designer, in the Nyaya version it is not the complexity of the world, but
rather the fact that the world is made up of parts, that is the basis for the infer-
ence. It is helpful, therefore, to think of the first part of the Nyaya argument as
a kind of “hybrid” argument that draws upon elements from both the “cosmo-
logical argument” and the “argument from design.” The second part of the
Nyaya argument seeks to prove that the intelligent agent/maker/designer who
constructed the world has the qualities that identify him as the God-like being
called “I$vara.” These qualities include being single (¢ka), omnipresent (vibhu),
omniscient (sarvavid), and eternal (§3svata).”® Since such considerations are
usually taken to be beyond the scope of the design inference, the Nyaya argu-
ment is structurally more similar to the cosmological argument.”! As with
more familiar versions of the cosmological argument, relatively more attention
is devoted to part 1. In Ratnakirti’s text, for example, issues pertaining to part 2
are usually discussed only in the context of defending part 1. This is, therefore,
how the two parts of the argument will be discussed in what follows.

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

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

70. RNA (ISD 32.07-32.12).

71. This is, for example, the view of Dembski (2002), the most prominent defender of the
design inference. Paley 1890/1805 also suggests that this is beyond the scope of his analogical
version of the argument from design. It is worth noting, however, that some defenders of
the cosmological argument also insist that this step is beyond the scope of their argument.
See, for example, Reichenbach 1972. This issue will be discussed in greater detail in sec-
tion 4.
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technical vocabulary of Sanskrit philosophy and in the distinctive form in
which only Naiyayikas present inferential arguments. Understanding this
distinctively Nyaya form of the argument is essential for understanding Rat-
nakirti’s critique of it. I will return to my description of it as a “hybrid” argu-
ment in section 4.

2.2. The ISvara-Inference

When the Naiyayikas are asked how they prove the existence of I$vara, Rat-
nakirti writes that “they present this argument (sadbana):

(1) The object under discussion (vivadadhyasita) [i.c., our world/the
carth (or anything like it)] has been constructed by an intelligent
agent (buddhimaddbetukn).

(i) On account of being an eftect (karyatva).
(i) Each and every effect has been constructed by an intelligent agent,
just like a pot.
(tv) And, the [world/earth] is an effect.
(v) Therefore, it has been constructed by an intelligent agent.””?

It is understood that the “intelligent agent” referred to in the argument
will later be shown to be I$vara. This five-part inference is the standard form
in which Naiyayikas (and not Buddhists) present inferential arguments.
Each step in the argument is interpreted as a separable part of a single com-
pound sentence that, strictly speaking, constitutes an inference-for-the-sake-
of-another. This compound sentence is helpfully interpreted as a conjunction
of the five subexpressions that are the steps of the argument. The purpose of
the argument is to produce for/in another person the warranted awareness
that the world is constructed by an intelligent agent.”® In order to interpret
this argument, it is helpful to first describe it in terms of its five steps and the
five technical terms that, for the most part, constitute them.

72. RNA (ISD 32.14-32.18): vivadadhyasitam buddhimaddbetukam | kiryatvit | yat kiryam
tad buddhimaddhetukam iti | yathia ghatab | karyam cedam | tasmad buddbimaddhetukam iti.

73. This raises the question of the relationship between these verbal expressions and the
states of awareness that are supposed to be produced upon hearing and understanding
them.
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The first step in the argument states what the person presenting the argu-
ment has already inferred to be the case through an inference-for-one’s-own-
sake.”* The term “the object under discussion” marks the “site of the
inference” (paksa), which in this case is the world. The site of an inference is
generally defined as “a property possessor in which there is doubt about a
target property” (sandigdhasadhyadbarmi dbarmi).”> More simply, it is that
about which there is some kind of doubt or disagreement. In this case, the
doubt or disagreement is about whether or not the world has been con-
structed by an intelligent agent. The term “constructed by an intelligent agent™
is what is to be proved (sadhya). It is also described as the “target property”
(sadhya-dharma), and thus expresses (in part) what is supposed to be in-
ferred by someone about the site of the inference.”® The term “on account of
being an effect” is called the “reason property” (hetu, linga). As mentioned
above, this is the instrument of the knowing-event that is supposed to be
produced through the five steps of the argument. The second step of the ar-
gument 1s interpreted as asserting that the reason property is present in the
site of the inference. It is often said that this step asserts that the reason
property is a “property of the site” (paksadharmati).”” The third step of the

74. This step is named the “Hypothesis” (Pratijii). It is defined in KTBh 100.10 as fol-
lows: “The Hypothesis is a statement which explains that a property possessor is character-
ized by the property which is to be proved” (sadhyadharmavisistadharmipratipadakam
vacanam pratijia). This step is also described as: “The statement that the site of the inference
has the target property” (sadhyavattvena paksavacanam).

75. KIBh 34.12. The terms “property” and “property possessor” will be interpreted on
the “property-location” model developed by Matilal (1998:19, 143-165). This model inter-
prets the terms “property” (dharma) and “property possessor” (dharmin) as they are used by
Sanskrit philosophers. Briefly, Matilal’s model recognizes that the relationship between
“property” and “property possessor” is much broader than the subject/predicate relation-
ship with which it is usually compared. For example, properties (dharma) include qualities
(e.g., color, shape), attributes (e.g., motion of a body), universals (c.g., cow-ness, fire-ness),
general terms (e.g., fire), and individuals (e.g., a pot). Property possessors (dbarmin) are any
locus in which such properties can be present.

76. See Mohanty 1992a:104ft. and Nieuwendijk 1992:411. This term is variously described
in Ratnakirti’s text, e.g., “intelligent-maker,” “intelligence-possessor,” “intelligent cause,”
“person,” etc.

77. The term “hetu” (reason property) is usually used to name this step of an inferential
argument, while the term “/7ga” (reason property) is used to name the reason property.
Since Ratnakirti uses the term “hetu” to refer to the reason property, I will not follow the
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argument states the inference-warranting relation called “pervasion” (vyapti)
and provides an “example” (dpstanta) of a locus where this relation is in-
stanced.”® In this case, the example is a “positive example,” which is defined
as “a property possessor in which the target property has been clearly ascer-
tained” (niscitasadhyadbarma dbarmi). In order to function as an example,
however, the locus cited must be one about which both the proponent of the
argument and the “beneficiary” of the argument agree. The fourth step of
the inferential argument is similar to step ii, in that it too is one in which the
presence of the reason property in the site of the inference is expressed. This
step is interpreted, however, as expressing the “special consideration” (para-
marsn), or third awareness, of the reason property. Step ii expresses that the
reason property is a property of the site of the inference. Step iv expresses
that the reason property that is a property of the site of the inference is per-
vaded by the target property. In other words, step iv is what I described
carlier as the “functioning intermediary” (pyapara), and here will call the
“functioning component,” of the instrument.” The fifth step of the argu-
ment states the conclusion of the inference and expresses the culminating
effect (phala) of the event.8* By following the steps of this argument, a person

usual Nyaya convention. When I refer to step (ii) of an inferential argument, however, I will
capitalize the term, i.c., Hetu.

Given this, this step is named the “Reason” (Heru). KTBh 1o1.01 explains that: “The Rea-
son (Hetu) is the statement in which the reason property is explained” (lngapratipadakam
vacanam hetuh). This step is also described in the SP as: “The Reason is the statement that
the reason property is a property of the site of the inference” (lingasya paksadharmatvava-
canam hetul).

78. This step is named the “example” (udaharana).” KIBh 101.03 says that: “The example
is a statement of an example together with pervasion” (savyaptikam dystantavacanam ndiaha-
ranan).

79. This step is named the “application” (upanaya). KIBh 101.04 says that: “The applica-
tion is a statement which draws together the reason property and the site of the inference”
(pakse lingopasambaravacanam upanayah). The SP says: “The application is a statement of
the special consideration [of the reason property|” (pardmarsatvavacanam upanayak). The
phrase “This is like that™ (zatha cayam) is the standard form in which this step is usually ex-
pressed. “Like that” (tatha) refers to the reason property’s being pervaded by the target
property. “This” refers to the site of the inference.

80. This step is named the “conclusion” (nigamana). KIBh 101.10 says that: “The con-
clusion is a statement which sums up what is to be proved” (sadhyopasamhbaravacanam
nigamanam).
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is supposed to conclude that the world was constructed by an intelligent
agent.!

The structure of the Nyaya argument may (initially) scem unnecessarily
complex; for example, from the perspective of first-order predicate logic,
steps i1 and iii alone could yield, by modus ponens, the conclusion expressed in
step v.82 Rival Sanskrit philosophers also considered the Nyaya argument to
involve far too many steps, and argued variously that steps 1, iv, and v were
unnecessary. Buddhists, for example, thought that steps ii and iii alone were
jointly necessary and sufficient for an inference-for-the-sake-of-another.®3
That the Naiyayikas chose to retain their five-part inferential structure in
opposition to such critics reveals that their theory of inferential reasoning is
interestingly different from those of their Buddhist opponents, and suggests
that it might work against some of our contemporary intuitions about what
should constitute a good inferential argument. What most Sanskrit philoso-
phers agreed upon, however, was the importance of steps ii and iii. These
two steps can be interpreted as constituting the instrument of inferential
awareness, as understood by the Naiyayikas. Step ii, the step in which the rea-
son property is stated, can be interpreted as the “cause component™ of the
instrument and step iii—as a necessary part of step iv—can be interpreted as
the “functioning component.” It is not surprising, therefore, that disagree-
ments about this and almost all inferential arguments focused on the nature
of the instrument. Since, in my “two-component™ interpretation, it is the
reason property that functions, I will refer to it as the instrument.

2.3. Certification Conditions

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

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

82. See Mohanty 1992a: chap. 4.

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

84. KTBh 31.10-33.07: “Moreover, these five characteristics are (P1) ‘being a property of
the site of the inference’; (P2) ‘being present in a similar case’; (P3) ‘being excluded from dis-
similar cases’; (P4) ‘having an undefeated object’; (Ps) ‘not having a rival’” (tani pasicaripani
tu paksadbarmatvam sapakse sattvam vipaksad vyavrttir abadbitavisayam asatpratipaksatvam
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proposed reason property is said to be a “non-reason” (ahetu) or one that
only appears to be a reason.3® Naiyayikas further describe such reasons as
being defective (dustn) and identify five specific defects, whose presence indi-
cates that the proposed reason property is not a well-functioning instrument.
These five “defects of a reason property” (hetvabhiasa, H) are loosely linked
with the absence of at least one of the five characteristics.3¢ Determining that
a particular instrument of inferential awareness is well-functioning requires
determining that none of the five possible defects apply to the proposed rea-
son property/instrument. Earlier, this was referred to as satisfying a set of
certification conditions (C) for the instrument. Although this is phrased in
terms of the elimination of defects, it is important to note that the elimina-
tion of some of these defects is taken to reveal the presence of some of the
epistemically special properties that are necessary for knowing-events.

According to the Naiyayikas, the satisfaction of a set of certification con-
ditions shows that a reason property is not defective, and therefore that the
instrument that is defined by it is well-functioning and the awareness-event
that is produced by it is a knowing-event. Certifying an instrument in this
way is also how the Naiyayikas defend the inferential argument of which it is
a part. In order to understand how the Naiyayikas defend their argument
for the existence of I$vara, it is necessary to first consider why the Naiyayikas
believe that certifying an instrument is sufficient for both defending an in-
ferential argument and being justified in believing that the awareness-event
produced by it is a knowing-event.

Although the five defects referred to above are defined as defects of a rea-
son property, they can be usefully divided into three sets of certification
conditions that are individuated according to how they relate to the argu-
ment as a whole. Certification conditions (C), then, are also the conditions
that must be satisfied in order to properly defend an inferential argument.

ceti). These five characteristics are, strictly speaking, only required for reason properties that
have both positive and negative concomitance with a target property (anvaya-vyatireki
hetuh). Those that have only positive concomitance (kevalanvayi) require P1, P2, P4, and Ds.
Those that have only negative concomitance (kevalavyatirek?) require Pr1, P3, P4, and Ds.
Since the reason property in the Naiyayikas’ argument is of the first type, I will only con-
sider reason properties that have both positive and negative concomitance with the target
(amvaya-vyativek? hetuh).

85. KTBh 34.05: hetuvad abhasate.

86. For a useful survey of the different Buddhist and Nyaya accounts of these “defects”
see Gokhale 1992: chaps. 5—6 and Pandeya 1984..
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Since certification conditions are themselves defined in terms of the defects of
areason property (H), showiny that a certification condition has been satisfied
requires showing that the defects of the reason property that define it do not
apply. By showing that none of the five possible defects of a reason property
apply to a particular reason property, the Naiyayikas are thus able to show

FIGURE 1. Certification Conditions

Cr1: Performance Conditions

D1
Hia: “unestablished in the site of the inference” (a$raya-asiddha)

C2: Instrument Conditions/ Triple Conditions

Ca.1: P1, Tr
Hib: “unestablished in itself™ (svaripa-asiddha)

C2.2: P2, T2, V

Haz: “opposed” (viruddha)  [a direct defeater]
H3b: “uncommon” (asadharana-anaikantika)
H3sc: “not universal” (anupasambarin)

C2.3:P3, 13,V

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

H3a,: “generally inconclusive” (sadharana-anaikantika)  [a direct defeater]
H3a,: “generally inconclusive” (sadharana-anaikantika)

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

Hjsc: “not universal” (anupasambarin)

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

C3: Argument Conditions

P4
H4: “equal in scope” (prakaranasama)

Ds:
Hs: “too late” (kalatyapadista)

C=certification condition; H=defects of a reason property (hetvabhisa); P =one of the five
characteristics of a reason property (pasicaripa); T=triple condition (trairipya); U =additional
condition (upadhi); V =deviation (vyabhicara).
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that the certification conditions for the argument as a whole have been
satisfied, and therefore that the awareness-event that is produced by it is a
knowing-event. The Naiyayikas” account of certification, for both the rea-
son property/instrument and the inferential argument as a whole, can be
understood in terms of three sets of certification conditions (C), the five
characteristics of a reason property (P), and the five associated defects (H)

(figure 1).

2.3.1. C1: PERFORMANCE CONDITIONS

The first set of certification conditions are “performance conditions” (Cr).%”
These conditions have to do with whether an inferential argument is pre-
sented correctly, that is, with whether there are the requisite number of
steps, whether the terms of the argument are satisfactory, etc. Strictly speak-
ing, this condition is not necessary, since if the second and third sets of
certification conditions are satisfied Cr will also be satisfied.® This may ac-
count for why only one such condition is usually specified, even though in
principle there could be conditions for each and every step and term of an
inferential argument. The performance condition most often specified and
discussed is defined in terms of the first characteristic of a reason property
(P1): A reason property must be known to be a property of the site of the
inference. A reason property that lacks this property is said to be “unestab-
lished” (asiddhba, Hr).3° This defect has at least three subtypes that are indi-
viduated by the different ways in which a reason property may not be a
property of the site of the inference.”® Certification condition Cr, however,
is defined in terms of just the first major subtype (Hra), which is called
“unestablished in the site of the inference” (a@sraya-asiddha). A reason prop-
erty is said to have this defect when the site of the inference in which it is
supposed to be located is known not to exist.”! Although this subtype of

87. Oetke 19942:849.

88. Octke 1994b also makes this point.

89. KTBh 35.07—38.04 and KTBh 104.02-113.01.

9o. KTBh 105.08: asraya-asiddha (Hia); KTBh 105.09-107.02: svaripa-asiddha (Hib);
KTBh 1o07.03-110.05, of which there are four subtypes; and KTBh 110.07-113.02: vyapyatva-
asiddha (Hic), of which there are two subtypes. Hic will be discussed in chapter 3.

o1. KTBh 106.01 gives the following definition and example. Df (Hra): “A reason prop-

eES)

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

2.3.2. C2: INSTRUMENT CONDITIONS

The second set of certification conditions are “instrument conditions” (C2),
or the “triple conditions” (trairipyn, T), of a reason property.®? These three
conditions are defined in terms of defects associated with the first (P1), sec-
ond (P2), and third (P3) characteristics of a reason property. The presence
of these defects directly prevents a reason property from being a well-
functioning instrument of awareness, since each one directly prevents the
special consideration, or third awareness, that is its functioning. For exam-
ple, a reason property cannot be a well-functioning instrument without the
functioning component that directly results in its culminating effect, infer-
ential awareness. As I mentioned above, this functioning component is the
special consideration, or third awareness, of the reason property, and is pri-
marily represented by step iv of the inferential argument. There are two
necessary subcomponents of this functioning: step ii, the first awareness of
the reason property, in which the reason property is known to be a property
of the site of the inference (the “site subcomponent™), and step iii, the “sec-
ond” awareness of the reason property, in which the reason property is

hetor asrayo navagamyate sa asrayasiddbah). Example: “A sky-lotus [site] is fragrant [target] on
account of being a lotus [reason], like a water-lotus™ (gaganaravindam surabhi | aravindatvat |
sarojaravindavat).

92. The secondary literature on the “triple conditions” is extensive. See, for example,
Franco 1984, Katsura 1983, Katsura 1985, Katsura 2004, Nenninger 1992, Octke 1994b (and the
numerous references contained therein), Patil (forthcoming, a), and Tachikawa 1971. Some of
the best recent work on these conditions can be found in Katsura and Steinkellner 2004. In my
discussion of these conditions, I will follow the “epistemic” rather than the “ontic” interpreta-
tion, and also in its “strongest version.” See Octke 1994a:846, where he describes the strongest
version of the epistemic interpretation of the conditions as follows: (T1') the reason property
must be known to occur in the site of the inference; (T2') it must be known that the reason
property occurs together with the target property in some locus other than the site of the in-
ference; (T3') it must be known that the reason property does not exist in any dissimilar locus
and there is a locus in which neither the reason property nor the target property are present.
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shown to be one of the terms in the inference-warranting relation of perva-
sion (the “pervasion subcomponent™). Interestingly, it is toward the satisfac-
tion of the three instrument conditions that the Naiyayikas direct most of
their attention, and where Ratnakirti chooses to direct his criticism.

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

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

93. KTBh 107.03-110.05 gives the following definition. Df (Hib): “A reason property
which is itself known to not be present in the site is said to be ‘unestablished in itself*”
(yo hetur asraye nadvagamyate sa svavipasiddha ucyate).

04. See RNA (ISD 33.21). KTBh 113.04-113.08 gives the following definition and exam-
ple. Df (Hz2): “A reason property that is pervaded by what is opposed to the target property
is ‘opposed’” (sadbyaviparyayavyapto hetur viruddhab), e.g., “sound [site] is permanent [tar-
get] on account of being an effect [reason]” ($abdo nityah | kytakatvit).

95. The presence of this defect also shows that T3 cannot be satisfied.
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clusive (anaikantika, Hz).*¢ This subtype is called “uncommon” (asadhbarana,
Hj3b), since a reason property with this defect is known only to be present in
the site of the inference: it is excluded from all similar and dissimilar cases.””
These two defects (Hz, H3b) prevent a reason property from being a well-
functioning instrument since their presence establishes that the reason prop-
erty is not present in a single similar case. The presence of this defect blocks
step 1ii by showing that the positive form of pervasion (azvaya) is not known.

The third triple-condition (T3) is defined in terms of the third character-
istic of a reason property (P3): a reason property must be known to be ex-
cluded from all dissimilar cases (vipaksa). A reason property that lacks this
property is said to be a subtype of the defect “inconclusive.” This subtype is
called “commony/general” (sadharana, H3a), since a reason property with this
defect is known to be present in the site of an inference, a similar case, and a
dissimilar case.” The presence of this defect prevents the reason property
from being well-functioning since it defeats the pervasion subcomponent by
showing that there is a locus in which the target property is absent but in
which the reason property is present. A third subtype, which is called “not
universal” (anupasambarin, Hsc), applies to reason properties in which both
the second (P2) and the third (P3) characteristics are absent.” The presence
of each of these defects blocks step iii by showing that the negative form of
pervasion (pyatireka) is not known.

2.3.3. C3: ARGUMENT CONDITIONS

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

96. KTBh 113.10-115.02 gives the following two definitions: Df.x (H3): “That which devi-
ates [from the target property|” (savyablicarah); Df.2 (H3): “A reason property for which
there is doubt about [its concomitance with| the target property” (sadhyasamsayahetul).
Note: “deviates” and “doubt” are technical terms. See section 3.2.2.

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

98. KTBh 113.09-114..01 gives the following definition. Df (Hza): “One that is present in
the site of the inference, a similar case, and a dissimilar case” (paksasapaksavipaksavrttih). I will
usually refer to this defect with the term “generally inconclusive” (sadharananaikantika).

99. This subtype is not discussed in the KTBh, but is discussed at RNA (ISD 36.21-
36.23).
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itself but nevertheless defeat it. They are defined in terms of the fourth (P4)
and fifth (Ps) characteristics of a reason property. The fourth characteristic
of a reason property (P4) is that a reason property must be known to not
have a rival that proves the absence of what it secks to prove. A reason prop-
erty that lacks this property of “not having a rival” has the defect called
“equal in scope” (prakaranasama, H4).1%° The fifth characteristic of a reason
property (Ps) is that its final effect must be known not to be contradicted by
another well-functioning instrument such as perception. A reason property
that lacks this property has the defect called “too late” (kalatyapadista, Hs). 1!
It is interesting to note that a reason property with defects H4 and Hs could
satisfy all three of the instrument conditions (C2) and still not produce war-
ranted awareness. Although satistfying the instrument conditions may be
necessary for showing that an instrument is well-functioning, it is clear that
it is not sufficient.

3. Defending the Nyaya Argument

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

100. KTBh 39 gives the following definition. Df.r (H4): “Equal in scope is a reason
property for which there is another reason property that proves the opposite of the tar-
get property” (prakaranasamas tu sa eva yasya hetoh sadhyaviparitasadhakam hetvantaram
vidyate). KIBh 115.03-116.08 gives the following Df.2 (H4): “That for which there is another
reason property that is a rival is called ‘equal in scope,” which is, ‘one for which there is a ri-
val’” (yasya pratipaksibhitam hetvantaram vidyate sa prakavanasamalh | sa satpratipaksah).
Note: “rival” is a technical term. The text says, “A rival is said to be another inferential argu-
ment of equal strength that proves the opposite of the target property” (sadhyaviparitasi-
dhakam samanabalam anumanantavam pratipaksa ity ucyate). For a very interesting discussion
of this see Oetke 1994b.

1o1. The term “kalatyapadistaly” literally means “that which was pointed out long after its
time.” KTBh 1n17.o1-118.11 gives the following definition. Df.r (Hs): “That for which it has
been determined, through perception etc., that the target property is absent in the site of the
inference is ‘too late.” It is also said to be ‘that whose object is defeated’” (yasya pratyaksadi-
pramanena pakse sadhyabhavah pavicchinnah sa kalaryapadistal | sa eva badbitavisaya ity ucyate).



70 Epistemology

presentation of the Nyaya argument, his Naiyayikas follow this procedure
by systematically showing that none of the five defects applies to the reason
property being considered.!? They focus their effort, however, on show-
ing that the “instrument conditions” (C2) have been satisfied.!%® Ratnakirti
similarly focuses on these conditions in his critique of their argument.!*
What follows is a discussion of the Naiyayikas’ attempt at satisfying the
instrument conditions (C2) for the reason property “being an effect” and
an introduction to the issues that frame Ratnakirti’s critique. My discus-
sion will focus, more specifically, on how the Naiyayikas show that neither
H2 (“opposed”) nor Hza (“generally inconclusive”) applies to this reason
property. This selectivity is warranted because it is their discussion of these
two defects that introduces the issues on which Ratnakirti focuses his own
arguments.

What directly and explicitly emerges from this discussion are the specific
philosophical issues in terms of which the Naiyayikas themselves frame the
I$vara debate. This discussion also provides a clear picture of the “inside-
out” style of philosophical arguments in classical India, in which broader phil-
osophical issues are introduced through very focused technical discussions.
What is revealed, indirectly, is the epistemological significance of the dia-
logical context of an inference-for-the-sake-of-another, and the relevance of
this context to the Nyaya theory of justification/certification. Attention to
how the Naiyayikas show that neither H2 nor H3a applies to the reason
property in the I§vara-inference also points to the deontological aspects of
Nyaya internalism. Taken together, these two sets of issues lay the ground-
work for the broader epistemological issues that are at stake in the I$vara
debate, for both Ratnakirti and the Naiyayikas. I will pick up on some of
these issues in section 4-.

3.1. Satisfying Cz2.2, H2

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

102. See RNA (ISD 32.19-39.01). For Hi, RNA (ISD 32.22-33.20); H2, RNA (ISD
33.21-36.20); H3, RNA (ISD 36.21-38.13); H4, RNA (ISD 38.14-38.18); Hs, RNA (ISD
38.10—38.13).

103. See RNA (ISD 33.21-38.13).

104. Ratnakirti’s arguments will be discussed in detail in chapter 3.
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being a well-functioning instrument of awareness.!®® In order to certify
the instrument “being an effect,” therefore, the Naiyayikas must show that
its functioning is not blocked by defects such as H2. Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas
address this issue by first describing the defect and then explaining why it
does not apply to the reason property in the I$vara-inference. They say,

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

is not like that, since it is observed to really exist in similar cases such as a

pot, for which a maker is well known.10¢

According to Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas, the reason the reason property “be-
ing an eftect” is not opposed is that it is known, through observation, to be
present in a similar case, such as a pot. Since it is well known that pots are
effects and that they are made by an intelligent agent (they are routinely
observed to be made by potters), the Naiyayikas reason that both parties
must agree that a pot is in fact a similar case. Given this, it must also be ac-
cepted that the reason property is not present in just dissimilar cases, and
therefore that it is not defective because of the presence of H2. To illustrate
this further, the Naiyayikas choose to defend their position against an op-
ponent who insists that the presence of the reason property in a pot-locus
is not sufficient for showing that it is not defective because of the presence
of Ha.

3.1.1. THREE REASONS
An opponent provides three related reasons the Naiyayikas’ position is not

tenable. He explains that:

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

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

105. See 2.3.2.

106. RNA (ISD 33.21-33.24): {tathi hi} yo vipaksa eva vartate sa khalu sadbyaviparyaya-
vyapteh sadbyaviruddbam sadbayan viruddho *bhidhiyate | {yatha nityah Sabdah kytakatvad iti)|
na cayam tathi, prasiddbakartykesu ghatadisu sapaksesu sadbhavadarianat.
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omniscient, the example does not have the target property [and
therefore is not a proper example or a similar case].

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

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

within its scope.1?”

The opponent reasons that if what is to be proved is that the world has an
intelligent maker who is I$vara, then in order to satisfy certification condition
C2.2, the Naiyayikas must show that the reason property is present in a locus
that is known to have I$vara, or an I$vara-like entity, as its cause. Since I$vara
is by definition omniscient, the opponent argues that this locus must be
known to have an omniscient agent as its cause. This issue is suppressed in the
Naiyayikas’ statement of the inferential argument and in their description of
the target property as an “intelligent agent.” As mentioned earlier, in order for
a locus to be a similar case, both parties must agree that the target property is
present there. This kind of intersubjective agreement is necessary if the argu-
ment is to be rhetorically effective. The Naiyayikas example of a pot, however,
is now not a similar case, since, as the opponent implies, neither party would
agree that potters are omniscient (passage ). As a result, the presence of the
reason property in such a locus does not show that H2 does not apply to it.

The opponent continues by arguing that not only have the Naiyayikas
not shown that the reason property is present in a similar case, but their ex-
ample suggests that the reason property is pervaded by a property that is
opposed to the target property (passage ). After all, it is well known that
potters are not omniscient. The opponent insists, therefore, that the reason
property is opposed. The problem, as the opponent sees it, is that a reason
property must have within its scope the target property as defined by its
special characteristics (passage ¢). It must, in other words, have these special
characteristics (visesa) within its reach. This requires attention to exactly

107. RNA (ISD 33.26-33.29): sarvajinpirvakatve {tu} sadhye vyaptil soapne pi nopalabdhi |
dystantas ca sadhyahinah, kulaladinam asavvajiatvat | vivuddhati ca hetor asarvajiapirvakatye-
naiva kumbhadan karyarvasyn vyapter upalabdbel | na copalabdhimatpiirvakatvamatram sadba-
navisayah, tadvisesasyn tu sarvajiapirvakatvasyatadvisayasyapi tatal siddbir {iti simpratam).
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what it is that is being proved, the scope of the reason property, and whether
or not the target property is within its scope. In this case, the opponent ar-
gues that the reason property should prove not just that the world is con-
structed by an intelligent agent, but that it is constructed by an intelligent
agent who has the special characteristic of being omniscient (sarvajiatva).
The reason property “being an effect” is opposed, according to the oppo-
nent, since this special characteristic of the target property is not within its
scope, and a characteristic that is opposed to it, “being non-omniscient”
(asarvagiiatva), appears to pervade it. The example cited by the Naiyayikas is
therefore not a similar case, and so the presence of the reason property in it
cannot show that H2 does not apply. The opponent concludes, therefore,
that the reason property is defective and cannot be a well-functioning in-
strument of warranted awareness.

3.1.2. NYAYA RESPONSE: BEING A PROPERTY
OF THE SITE

The Naiyayikas first respond to this series of arguments by explaining how
in noncontroversial inferential arguments a reason property has special char-
acteristics of the target property within its scope. They then show why the
reason property “being an effect” and the target property “having an intel-
ligent agent/maker” are similar to the terms in noncontroversial inferences.
According to the Naiyayikas, this analysis shows both that the example cited
by them is a similar case and that the reason property “being an effect” can
have the property “being omniscient” within its scope. From this they con-
clude that H2 does not apply to their reason property. They explain:

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

inferential arguments.1%8

108. RNA (ISD 33.32-34.05): {ucyate}| samanyamatravyaptiav apy antarbhavitavisesasya si-
manyasya paksadbarmatiavasena sadhyadharminy anumanad visesaviswyam anwmanam bhavaty
eva | itarathi swrvamuwmanocchedaprasaiyit.
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Consider the inference of fire from smoke mentioned earlier.! In the
inference-warranting relation in that argument, as the Naiyayikas now tell
us, the reason property is “smoke-in-general” and the target property is “fire-
in-general.” Included within the scope of these “general terms” are neces-
sary characteristics, such as “being caused by fire” (in the case of smoke)
and “having the capacity to burn” (in the case of fire).!'? The purpose of the
inference, however, is not to prove that there is fire-in-general, but that

there is fire-on-the-mountain.!!

One way to interpret this is to insist that
what is being inferred in this case is inclusive of a special, though contin-
gent, characteristic of fire-in-general—that is, the characteristic of “being
on the mountain.” The issue, then, is whether or not the reason property
“smoke-in-general” is able to prove this, and if so, how. It is important to
note that the Naiyayikas’ identification of a kitchen as a similar case shows
that in order for a locus to be a similar case it is only necessary that the “ge-
neric form” of the target property, i.c., fire-in-general, be known to be pres-
ent there.!'2 It is not necessary, for example, that “fire-on-the-mountain” be
present there. H2 does not then apply to the reason property “smoke-in-
general” because it is present in a similar case—that is, a locus in which the
“generic form” of the target property “fire-in-general” is also known to be
present.

Although both terms in the inference-warranting relation are general
terms (samanya) and refer to the generic forms of the reason and target prop-
erties, the Naiyayikas argue that a reason property can have within its scope
a special characteristic of the target property. More important, they argue
that this special characteristic, “being on the mountain,” need not character-
ize the “generic form™ of the target property as it is present in the similar
case. They reason that since it is known that the reason property “smoke-in-
general” is pervaded by fire, step iii, a4 that it is a property of the site of the
inference, i.e., that it is present on the mountain, it is also known that the
“fire-in-general” that is concomitant with it must be present on the moun-
tain.!3 It isn’t just fire-in-general that is inferred, but fire that has the special

109. See 1.4.

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

1. Matilal 1968; NV, NVTT, NVTTP ad NS 1.1.5 and NS 2.1.46.
112. See 1.5.

113. KTBh (33.09-34.02).
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characteristic of “being present on that mountain” or, more generally, “be-
ing located in the site of the inference.”!!* Given this, the Naiyayikas argue
that a reason property must have at least one special characteristic of the
target property within its scope: the characteristic of being a property of the
site of the inference (paksadharamati). If this were not the case, they assert,
inferential reasoning would be impossible—a consequence that is equally
unacceptable to the opponent. This approach to showing that a special char-
acteristic of the target property can be within the scope of the reason prop-
erty is significant for the Naiyayikas’ discussion of Hz, since it explains how
a reason property that is present in a similar case that is defined by the “ge-
neric form” of the target property can have a “specific form™ of it within its
scope.

The Naiyayikas also maintain, however, that a reason property can have
more than this one special characteristic within its scope. They argue, for
example, that a reason property can have within its scope also those special
characteristics of the target property that are implied by its having the spe-
cial characteristic of being present in the site of the inference. In respond-
ing to the opponent, the Naiyayikas apply this reasoning to their inference
for the existence of I$vara. They insist, for example, that the site of their infer-
ence, “the world,” is such that only an omniscient maker could have created
it. Although the general form of the target property is “an intelligent-maker-
in-general,” it is known, in virtue of its being a property of the site of the
inference, that this intelligent-maker-in-general has the property “being
the maker of the world.” According to the Naiyayikas, this implies that this
maker must be omniscient, since only such a maker could create an artifact
such as the world.!'® This line of reasoning is relevant to showing that H2
does not apply to the reason property “being an effect,” since it enables the
Naiyayikas to claim both that a pot-locus is a similar case (since both the
reason property and the target property are known to be present there)
and that a reason property has those special characteristics within its scope
that are implied by the target property being a property of the site of the
inference. The first part of their argument shows that H2 does not apply
to their reason property, and the second part shows why the opponent’s

114. Matilal 1968:152.
115. This point is not only asserted—it is argued for. See RNA (ISD 56.1456.25).
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objection to their identification of a pot-locus as a similar case does not
apply either.

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

Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas address each of these issues and claim to have
satisfied C2.2 by showing that H2 does not apply to the reason property
“being an effect.” They show this by (1) identifying a similar case in which
the reason property is present and defending their identification of it against
an opponent who argues that it is not a suitable example and (2) arguing that
some special characteristics of a target property are within the scope of what
can be proved, since they are entailed by the target property being located in
the site of the inference. In making these arguments, Ratnakirti’s Naiyayi-
kas explain how a reason property that is known to be pervaded by a “ge-
neric form™ of the target property can have a specific form of it within its
scope. In each of their arguments, the intersubjective context of the certifica-
tion process is never far from view.

3.2. Satisfying C2.3, H3a

The Naiyayikas’ discussion of the defect “inconclusive” (anaikantika, H3)
focuses on the subtype called “generally inconclusive” (sadharana-anaikantika,
H3a).!16 The presence of this subtype—which itself has two subtypes—blocks
the functioning of an instrument by affecting its pervasion subcomponent in

116. RNA (ISD 36.26-38.13).
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one of two ways.'!” It either “defeats” it, by identifying a locus in which the
reason property is known to be present but the target property is known to
be absent (H3a)), or it “undermines” it, by raising doubt about whether the
reason property is excluded from all dissimilar cases (H3a,).!® In the first
case, the defect is detected through the identification of a specific locus (i.e.,
a dissimilar case) that is a “counterexample” to the general rule of pervasion.
In the second case, it is detected through doubt about pervasion and, more
specifically, about the contraposed form of it.!* In this case, it is the possi-
bility, rather than the actual identification, of a dissimilar case that explains
why the defect applies. The Naiyayikas assert, however, that neither variety
of H3a applies to their reason property, since it is known that their reason
property is excluded from all dissimilar cases. This rules out a counterex-
ample and also eliminates doubt regarding the possibility of one.!?° They
defend this through critically engaging an opponent who argues both that
there is a counterexample to pervasion and that the Naiyayikas® counterar-
gument reveals a much deeper problem with how they think pervasion rela-
tions can be established. It is through this exchange that the Naiyayikas try
to show that the instrument condition that is defined in terms of defect H3a
(t.e., C2.3) is satisfied.

3.2.1. A D1SSIMILAR CASE

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

117. See section 2.3.2.

118. The first of these “two ways” should not be confused with defect H2, which applies
to a reason property that is known to be pervaded by what is opposed to the target property
(sadhya-viparyaya). Although the same locus may be used to illustrate each of these defects
(i.c., H2, H3a), the reason why it is used will differ. With respect to H2 such a locus may be
referred to by someone who argues that the reason property being considered is pervaded
by the opposite of what is to be proved, while with respect to H3a it may be referred to by
someone who argues that it just is a locus in which the reason property is present but the
target property is not. The issue of whether or not the reason property is pervaded by the
opposite of the target property need not arise.

119. The “contraposed” form of pervasion (ryapti) is expressed, in this context, as the
exclusion of the reason property (betu) from loci in which the target property (sadhya) is not
present.

120. RNA (ISD 37.12-37.16).
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a locus in which the reason property is known to be present but in which
the target property, “having an intelligent maker,” is known to be absent.
The locus proposed by the opponent is growing grass. The opponent
says,

In seeing grass grow without the activity of a person, people will defi-
nitely not accept the inference-warranting relation, “effects-in-general

[i.e., all effects] are caused by a person [i.c., an intelligent maker].”12!

According to the opponent, growing grass is a dissimilar case (vipaksa), since
it is a locus in which the reason property “being an effect” is known to be
present and the target property “having an intelligent maker” is known to be
absent. Given such a counterexample, the inference-warranting relation of
pervasion is defeated. And since pervasion—one of the subcomponents nec-
essary for an instrument to function—has been defeated, the instrument is
shown to be defective, and therefore cannot be considered a well-functioning
instrument for warranted awareness. The opponent concludes, therefore,
that since Cz2.3 has not been satisfied the instrument has not been certified
and the Naiyayikas are not justified.

The Naiyayikas respond to this by questioning whether growing grass is
really a dissimilar case. They argue that the criteria that the opponent relies
on to determine that it is are too rigid, since their application would invali-
date/defeat even well-known and noncontroversial inferences. The issue,
then, is whether or not the locus, growing grass, is a genuine defeater of the
inference-warranting relation, and therefore of the pervasion subcomponent
of the instrument. The Naiyayikas argue,

If this were so, then even well-known inferences would be offered a
handful of water [and thereby given their last rites]. This is because,
even when pervasion is being determined in such cases, it is possible to
say that “there is smoke without the activity of fire, in a faraway place
filled with lions and the like,” or that “in the past, a pot was made

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

121. RNA (ISD 36.26-36.27): {nanu} purnsavyapiaram antavena trpadin udayamianin
avalokayaml lokah karvyamatram purusapisrvakam iti vyaptim eva na pratipadyata {iti cet).
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inference-warranting relation “smoke-in-general [i.e., all smoke] is caused

by fire” or “pots-in-general [i.e., all pots] are caused by a person.”122

The opponent’s reason for considering growing grass to be a dissimilar
case is that even though it is seen to grow and is known to be an effect, it is
not seen to have a person as its cause. It is therefore a dissimilar case, since it
is known to be an effect that is not caused by a person or any intelligent
agent. The Naiyayikas respond to this by arguing that nonobservation is not
always an appropriate criteria for determining whether or not a property is
present in a particular locus. Even in well-known inferences, for example, a
reason property, e.g., smoke, could be observed in a locus in which its target
property, e.g., fire, is not observed to be present. In a passage immediately
following this one, it is explained that such a locus need not be a genuine
defeater, since the nonobservation of the target property, e.g. fire, in such a
locus could be due to its being “spatially remote” (desa-viprakysta), i.c., in a far-
away place.!?3 Similarly, pots are often observed without the potter who made
them being observed. Here too the well-known pervasion relation between
pots and a potter is not defeated, since in this case the potter who made
them could be “temporally remote” (kala-viprakysta), e.g., he may be long
dead. The Naiyayikas argue that the maker of growing grass may be remote
in a relevantly similar way. Unlike fire or the potter, the maker of growing
grass is said to be “essentially remote” (svabhava-viprakrsta), which means
that relative to a normal observer this maker is unobservable. Nonobser-
vation is not, therefore, suitable for determining his absence. In order for a
locus to be a genuine defeater, then, it is not sufficient to simply identify a
locus in which the reason property is observed to be present but the target
property is not, since that target property may be either spatially, tempo-
rally, or essentially remote (desa-kala-svabhava-viprakysta).2* Not recogniz-
ing the significance of the “theory of remoteness” to the identification of

122. RNA (ISD 36.27-36.31): evam tarhi prasiddhanumanasthitiv api dattajalisjalih |
tatvapi hi vyaptipratitikala eva vyaghvadiparyakulatidurgapradese vabmivyaparvam antarena
dhiimam purusavyaparam vini piirvam siddbam ghatam va vilokayan loko dbiimamatram vah-
nipirvakam iti vyaptim eva na pratipadyata iti vaktum Sakyatvat.

123. RNA (ISD 37.01-37.04).

124. For more on the “theory of remoteness” and related issues see Kellner 1997a: n. 165,
1999, Steinkellner 1967, and Tillemans 1995. This issue is also discussed in chapter 3.
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genuine defeaters will, the Naiyayikas argue, result in the identification of
“genuine” defeaters even for the pervasion subcomponents of the instru-
ments of well-known inferential arguments. The significance of this is that
by not recognizing that a maker of growing grass could be “essentially re-
mote” the opponent is relying on an approach through which even well-
known inferential arguments would be invalidated.

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

3.2.2. DEVIATION

At this point, the opponent chooses to concede the point and raises a new,
though related, set of objections.!?® These objections have to do with doubt
about whether the reason property is known to be excluded from all dis-
similar cases (P3). The opponent agrees that growing grass may not be a genu-
ine defeater, but insists that the Naiyayikas’ theory of inference-warranting
relations does not rule out the possibility of there being a different one.12¢
This possibility is referred to as the possibility of deviation (vyabhicara), that
is, the possibility that a reason property deviates from the pervasion rule ac-
cording to which it is known that wherever the reason property is present
the target property is present (positive concomitance, anvaya) and wherever
the target property is absent the reason property is absent (negative con-
comitance, »yatireka).'?” In the opponent’s view, since the Naiyayikas cannot
rule out the possibility of deviation, there could be a locus that deviates from
the rule. Such a locus would be a genuine defeater for the pervasion subcom-
ponent, and therefore for the functioning of the instrument. The doubt that
this generates is significant enough that, in their opinion, it undermines
pervasion, by specifically undermining the negative concomitance between
the two terms. Their worry is that there may be a locus in which the target

125. RNA (ISD 37.12-38.13).

126. This theory will be discussed in chapter 3.

127. “Deviation” (or wandering) is a technical term that will be discussed in greater de-
tail in chapter 3. Briefly: A property H deviates from a property S just in case H is located
somewhere S is not. See Ganeri 1999a:68.
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property is absent but the reason property is present. This worry under-
mines any claim to C2.3 being satisfied, and even to its being satisfiable. The
issues that are raised in this discussion have to do with the epistemic signifi-
cance of doubt, the nature of pervasion, its scope, and the adequacy of the
Nyaya method of determining it. The initial exchange is as follows:

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

[Naiyayika] About this it is said: There is no doubt about the exclusion
of the reason property from dissimilar cases, since an effect-cause relation-
ship, which is established through observation and nonobservation, is
established for an effect [the reason property] and an intelligence-possessor
[the target property], as it is for smoke [the reason property] and fire [the

target property].}28

The opponent begins by stating that the nondeviation rule (avyabhicara-
niyama) applies only to two sorts of relations: those in which the two terms
are “of the same nature” and those in which the two terms are related as “ef-
fect and cause.” Let us refer to these as the “identity-mode” (tadatmya) and
the “production-mode” (tadutparti) of pervasion.!? The opponent further
asserts that in the Naiyayikas’ theory, the inference-warranting relation is
neither of these two types and so is not a relation for which deviation can be
ruled out. There is, therefore, doubt about the exclusion of the reason prop-
erty from dissimilar cases (sandigdha-vipaksa-vyavytti). The Naiyayikas respond,

128. RNA (ISD 37.12-37.16): {syad etat}| na sapaksasapaksayor darianadarianamatrena
avyabhicaraniscayah, ntadatmano tadutpattes cavyabbicaraniyamabhiavat | tad idam karyatrvam
sandigdhavipaksavyavyttikarvenasadhanam | atrocyate nasti vipaksaddhetor vyavyttisandebah,
dhiimanalayor iva kiaryabuddbimator upalambhanupalambhasadhanasya karyakaranabhavasya
siddhatvat.

129. The secondary literature on these two modes of pervasion is extensive. See, for ex-
ample, Kajiyama 1989, Katsura 1986a, Katsura 1992a, Lasic 2000a, Lasic 2000Db, Steinkellner
1971, Steinkellner 1974, Gillon and Hayes 1991, Hayes 1988, Goekoop 1967, Wada 1990, and
Wada 2007. For more on this see chapters 4 and s.
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however, by asserting that the two terms in the inference-warranting rela-
tion for the existence of I$vara are related as effect and cause, just like the
two terms in the inference-warranting relation between smoke and fire. They
assert further that the relation is established, in part, through the observa-
tion (upalambha) of the reason property in a finite number of loci in which
the target property is known to be present, and the nonobservation (a7u-
palambha) of it in a finite number of loci in which the target property is
known to be absent, just like in the inference of fire from smoke. The oppo-
nent’s argument is therefore irrelevant according to the Naiyayikas, since the
nondeviation rule is known to apply to the inference-warranting relation in
their argument for the same reasons that it is known to apply to the reason
property in very well known, and noncontroversial, inferences.

3.2.3. SCOPE OF THE REASON PROPERTY

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

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

produced from fire.!3

The inference-warranting relation in the Naiyayikas’ argument is “Each
& yay g

and every effect has been constructed by an intelligent agent, just like a

pot.”13 In other words, the terms of the relation are “effects-in-general®—i.c.,

130. RNA (ISD 37.17-37.18): kiaryavisesasyaiva tadutpadasiddhir na kiryasamanyasya, yathi
dbamadivartine vastutvader nanalddijanyatvaniscaya iti {cet}.

131. See 2.1.



Religious Epistemology in Classical Indin 83

all effects—and “being constructed by an intelligent agent.” In the passage
cited above, however, the opponent implies that in the well-known inference-
warranting relation between smoke and fire, the relation is between a re-
stricted class of effects (karya-visesn), namely smoke and its cause, and not all
effects (karya-matra).132 Moreover, it is only specific classes of effects that
can be shown through observation and nonobservation to be constructed by
an intelligent agent. The Naiyayikas’ view that the inference-warranting re-
lation in their argument for the existence of Iévara is an effect-cause relation
that can be determined through observation and nonobservation requires
(at least) that the scope of the reason property be restricted to specific, ob-
servable classes of effects. If, in general, the scope of a reason property is
taken to be unrestricted, then as the opponent points out, even properties
of smoke such as “being a thing” could be taken to be pervaded by fire. Since
both parties agree that pervasion is between “smoke” and “fire” and not be-
tween “smoke-and-all-of-its-properties” and “fire,” the opponent presses the
Naiyayikas to explain how the pervasion relation between an unrestricted class
of “effects-in-general” (i.c., any effect) and an “intelligent agent” can be deter-
mined. The Naiyayikas’ response is to provide an example. They say,

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

general produces an effect-in-general.!33

132. That this, and what follows, is implied by the passage is clear from the Naiyayikas’
response to it and the subsequent discussion of the passage later in the text. See chapter 3,
section 2.

133. RNA (ISD 37.20-37.26): {yathi hi} kavyam vastrady upadanavad dystam, karyantaram
apy adystopadanam upadanavat kiaryatvady upasthapyate tathi tad eva karyam vastradi dysta-
kartrkam ivy adystakartvkam api kivyatvit kartymad vyavasthapyate | upadanasyeva kavtur api
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The Naiyayikas’ approach is to again compare the inference-warranting
relation in their inference to a noncontroversial case—here, the relation be-
tween effects, such as a piece of cloth, and their having a material (or pri-
mary) cause (upadana-karana). Although the pervasion relation is determined
through the observation of a specific class of effects and those effects having
a material cause, both parties agree that the relation is more general, and
that it applies to effects-in-general. On the basis of this relation it is possible
to infer that effects whose material cause has not been observed nevertheless
do have a material cause. From the observation of a specific class of effects,
such as pieces of cloth, pots, etc., it is similarly possible, the Naiyayikas
maintain, to determine an effect-cause relation between effects-in-general and
an unobserved maker.

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

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

made, even for one who did not observe them being made.!34

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

karyenanukytanvayavyativekatvat | {tanmatranibandhanatvic ca sarvatra kiaryakaranavyava-
harayoh} | tasmad yatha kiryam ca syan nirupadanam ceti na Sakyam asankitum, kiryamaitrasya
upadanamatrad utpadasiddhbes tatha ca bhaved akavtrkam ceti nasankaniyam kavyamatrasyn
kartymatrad utpadasiddher avisesat.

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

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

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

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

ascertainment that it came from a person, i.c., was made by a person?!3°

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

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

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

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

While the issues raised in the Naiyayikas’ discussion of C2.2 were framed in
terms of the target property, the issues raised here have to do with the reason
property. There are two specific issues that are raised. The first concerns the
problem of “deviation” and whether the reason property is known to actu-
ally deviate from the target property, to possibly deviate from it, or to not de-
viate from it at all. In discussing this issue, the Naiyayikas focused their
attention on the criteria for identifying a “counterexample,” and the signifi-
cance of the “theory of remoteness™ (viprakysta) for making this identifi-
cation. The second issue has to do with the scope of the reason property
(hetu-visaya) and the related issue of how pervasion is supposed to be estab-
lished. Most central to this discussion is the nature of pervasion and whether
or not, given the proper description of the reason property, observation and
nonobservation is an adequate method for establishing it.

The Naiyayikas’ discussion of Cz2.3 thus shows how issues having to do
with the reason property are closely linked to those having to do with perva-
sion. Unlike their discussion of H2, however, here the Naiyayikas show that
H3za does not apply to the reason property by defending their claim that the
reason property is known to be excluded from all dissimilar cases. They do
so by (1) appealing to the “theory of remoteness,” in order to discuss how
the absence of a property in a particular locus should not be determined;
(2) comparing their argument with well-known and therefore paradigmatic
inferences, to show that the opponent’s arguments are such that even well-
known inferences would be invalidated by them; and (3) exposing internal
inadequacies in the opponent’s account of the limiting property “an aware-
ness of having been made.”

4. Conclusion: Shifting the Burden of Proof

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

4.1. The I$vara-I nference as o Hybrid Argument

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

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

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

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

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

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

141. For such a characterization see Gale 1991:239, and especially the excellent discussion
in Gale and Pruss 2005:117-118, which is what my own discussion is based upon. Here is
how they describe the three steps in a typical cosmological argument: (1) a contingent value-
neutral existential fact; (2) a version of the PSR [Principle of Sufficient Reason]| that requires
that every fact of this kind have an explanation; and (3) an explanatory argument to show
that the only possible explanation of this fact is in terms of the intentional actions of a super-
natural, God-like being. They describe a typical teleological/design argument as follows: (1')
a contingent valuable existential fact; (2') some principle of inductive reasoning; and (3') an
explanatory argument to show that the probable explanation of this fact is in terms of the
intentional actions of a supernatural, God-like being.

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

142. A “nonnormative” existential fact is one that is value-neutral, in the sense that there
are very few, if any, features of it that one might take to be valuable, e.g., beauty, simplicity,
widespread law-like regularity, etc. A “normative” existential fact is one that is valuable. For
this distinction see Gale and Pruss 2005:117, 128.
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fact that is expressed in the first step of the argument is that things like the
world/earth (the site of the inference) are effects (the reason property), in the
sense that they have been constructed out of preexisting parts. As Ratna-
kirti’s Naiyayikas seem to interpret it, this fact is both more normative than
those that are appealed to in traditional versions of the cosmological argu-
ment, and less normative than those with which more familiar versions of
the design argument begin.!*3

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

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

144. For brief, but very useful, discussions of arguments based on analogy see Gale
2007:47-50, Le Poidevin 1996:44—47, Mackie 1982:133-145, Oppy 2006b:174—200, Rowe
1978: chap. 4, and Sober 1993:30-36; for those based on inference to the best explanation/
abduction see Gale 2007:50—52, Swinburne 1968, and Swinburne 1979; for those based on
likelihood see Sober 2004; for those based on prior probabilities/Bayes’ Theorem see Swin-
burne 1979: chap. 8 (which is criticized in Mackie 1982: chap. 8); for those based on an-
thropic principles/fine-tuning see Craig and Sinnot-Armstrong 2004, Gale 2007:52—s55,
Le Poidevin 1996:54—69, Leslic 1088, Manson 2003, Oppy 2006b:201-228, and Swinburne
1968. It may be helpful to note that other than the arguments based on analogy, design ar-
guments are generally probabilistic. For an example of how probability theory has been
used to defend the design inference see Dembski 1998 and Dembski 2002. For excellent
work on the uses and misuses of probability theory in such arguments, including Demb-
ski’s, see Mellor 1969, and especially Fitelson et al. 1999, and Sober 2004. For a short discus-
sion of the contrast between “traditional” and “modern” teleological arguments see Le
Poidevin 1996:47.
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worth noting that there are also deductive versions of the argument from
design.'*® Regardless of the specific principle that is appealed to in such
arguments, their function is essentially the same—to provide a basis for rec-
ognizing the marks of intelligent design in what is referred to in step 1.6 In
the Naiyayikas’ hybrid argument, the relevant principle is expressed by the
inference-warranting relation of pervasion, which is most naturally inter-
preted as a version of the causal principle. As stated by Ratnakirti’s Naiya-
yikas, it is: Each and every effect is constructed by an intelligent agent, just
like a pot.

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

Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas recognize that one obvious and important issue that
must be addressed in defense of their hybrid argument has to do with exactly
what the target property of their argument is supposed to be: an agent-in-
general, an intelligent agent, and/or an intelligent agent who is I§vara. They
clearly recognize that their opponent might accept that there is an “intelligence-
possessing” maker of the world/earth, but deny that this maker is I§vara.'”
The Naiyayikas recognize that they need to account for the apparent “gap”

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

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

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

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

In showing that H2 does not apply to the reason property “being an
effect,” Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas address this issue explicitly. In the voice of
their opponent, they consider the proposal that the only way to close the gap
is to build into step 2 the condition that the cause/agent that is referred to
there be one that has the qualities of the God-like being referred to in step 3,
c.g., omniscience. As the Naiyayikas point out, however, this radically alters
the causal principle in step 2, to the extent that it becomes much more diffi-
cult to prove, and, given the Naiyayikas’ specific theory about how such
principles can be proven, almost impossible. As a result, the Naiyayikas re-
fuse to accept this solution to the gap-problem, and argue that there is an-
other way of addressing the issue. They argue that the gap can by closed by
recognizing that, given steps 1 and 2, it can be established that effects like
the earth have an intelligent cause. They further argue that, given what we
know about the earth, we can conclude its cause/agent must have very spe-
cial qualities, such as omniscience, which uniquely belong to I$vara. The
Naiyayikas’ proposal is to solve the gap-problem with a design argument in
step 3.148

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

148. For more on this see chapter 3, section 4, where this issue will be discussed in terms
of the “site subcomponent” of the inference. A similar strategy seems to be at work in Koons
1997. As Gale and Pruss (2005:135-136) have noted, cosmological arguments and arguments
from design are both susceptible to (or as Gale writes, “infected” by) the gap-problem.
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require that whatever comes into existence have a cause.'*” In restricting the
scope of the existential facts (or types of existential facts) that are to be ac-
counted for, weaker versions of the causal principle can ease the epistemic
burden on its defenders. The Naiyayikas’ version of the causal principle is
therefore “strong,” in the sense that it requires that each and every thing that
comes into existence have a cause, but also “weak” in the sense that it doesn’t
require that whatever exists have a cause, only that each and every thing that
comes into existence does. On the other hand, the Naiyayikas’ version of
the causal principle significantly restricts the kind of “cause™ that is relevant,
by ruling out non-intelligence-possessing ones. In this case, restricting the
scope of what counts as the right kind of cause/agent for the causal principle
strengthens it, in the sense that it increases the epistemic burden on its de-
tenders, even while it lessens the gap between the cause/agent in the causal
principle and the God-like being referred to in step 3.

In showing that H3a doesn’t apply to “being an effect,” Ratnakirti’s Nai-
yayikas highlight their awareness of the interrelationship between the scope
of the terms referred to in steps 1 and 2, the strength of the causal principle,
and their epistemic burden. It is clear from their discussion that defending
their causal principle is one of their central concerns. As is well known, this
is also one of the central concerns for defenders of the cosmological argu-
ment.!%® The Naiyayikas’ strategy in defending their causal principle is to
first respond to the charge that there are actual counterexamples to it by ar-
guing, partly on the basis of their “theory of remoteness,” that the criteria
that the opponent uses to identify “actual” counterexamples would result in
counterexamples to the causal principles of arguments that even they accept.
More specifically, the Naiyayikas argue that not observing that some effect
has an intelligent agent as its cause does not mean that it does not have such
an agent as its cause, since its cause could be remote, and similarly, neither
does never observing that effects of some type have an intelligent agent as
their cause mean that effects of that type do not have such an agent as their
cause. Again, the basis for the Naiyayikas’ argument is that the opponent’s

149. This issue parallels discussions of “strong™ and “weak” versions of the “Principle of
Sufficient Reason” (PSR). For references, see below.

150. See Gale and Pruss 1999, Gale and Pruss 2005, Oppy 2006a, Oppy 2006b,
Reichenbach 2004:98-103, Rowe et al. 1998:60-114, and Pruss 2006 (a very helpful book-
length treatment of PSR).
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critique is equally applicable to some of the opponent’s own arguments. As
Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas present it, this argument silences their opponent.
In arguing against there being actual counterexamples to their causal prin-
ciple, the Naiyayikas thus take themselves to have provided indirect support
for it.

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

At this point in their discussion, however, Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas have
the opponent resist their analysis, by arguing that there is a deep disanalogy
between the causal principle in the Naiyayikas’ argument and those in non-
controversial ones. To support this point, they have their opponent argue
that the disanalogy is due to a suppressed difference in the scope of the fact/
effect that is assumed in the different versions of the causal principle. The
opponent’s proposal is that the Naiyayikas’ positive argument can support
only a much weaker version of the causal principle, since it can support only
the principle that each and every effect “from the observation of which there
could be an awareness of its having been made, even for one who did not
observe its being made,” has been constructed by an intelligent agent. The
opponent’s strategy is to try to undercut the Naiyayikas’ earlier appeal to the
theory of remoteness, by eliminating the possibility that the intelligent agent
in question could be “essentially remote.” Their proposal is effectively to
insist that (given the Naiyayikas’ reliance on observation) the only kinds of
effects that anyone can take to exhibit the marks of having been made by an
intelligent agent are those that can be seen to have been made by such an
agent, c.g., a person. As the opponent sees it, what is essential to inferring
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an intelligent maker in ordinary contexts is that we have seen that effects
with a certain degree of complexity and scale have been made by such an agent.
While this new version of the causal principle lessens the epistemic burden,
it does not (according to the opponent) apply to the existential fact in step 1
of the Naiyayikas’ argument, and thus does not provide any basis for an in-
ference from it.

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

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

151. Cf. Gale 2007:48—49, where he criticizes one of Hume’s arguments that there is a
decisive disanalogy at work.
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the observation of which there could be an awareness of its having been made,
even for one who did not observe its being made.” (Differences between
such effects/artifacts are deemed to be irrelevant.) It should come as no sur-
prise that this issue is explicitly raised again by Ratnakirti in his critique of
the Naiyayikas’ response; it will be discussed in greater detail in chapter 3.

4.2. Satisfuction, Certification, and Justification

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

In discussing these issues, however, Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas also point to
what is implicitly at stake for them in their argument. As I have pointed out,
Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas often respond to their opponents by comparing con-
troversial features of the I$vara-inference to similar features in arguments
that are known to be accepted by them. In addition, as Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas
present it, the transition from argument to argument is often marked by the
opponent’s seeming acceptance of their analysis. This rhetorical context is
cpistemically significant, and hardly incidental. As I hope to show, it sug-
gests that Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas are aware, at least implicitly, that what is at
stake in their argument is their entire epistemology, and especially their
approach to certification.

The specific dialogical features of the Naiyayikas® discussion suggest that
Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas understand the certification process in terms of ful-
filling an epistemic obligation to their epistemic peers.!>? This obligation is

152. My use of this term is based on Gutting 1982:83, where the term is used to refer to
those individuals who are like us with respect to “intelligence, perspicacity, honesty, thor-
oughness, and other relevant epistemic virtues.” Kelly 2005 extends Gutting’s notion to re-
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defined through their theory of defeaters, and is introduced into their argu-
ment through the dialogical framework of the text. Specific obligations are
met by addressing the philosophical issues that arise in fulfilling what they
see as their prima facie responsibility to show their opponent that no known
defeaters apply to the reason property in question. A further responsibility is
to respond to their opponent’s counterarguments, until that opponent’s rea-
sonable, and epistemically significant doubts, have been resolved. In an im-
portant sense it is peer disagreement that drives the debate by shifting the
burden of proof back and forth until it has been lifted. In Ratnakirti’s text,
there is never an explicit stalemate.

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

quire, in addition, that our epistemic peers be like us with respect to “their exposure to
evidence and arguments which bear on the question at issue.” Such a peer is one over whom
we “claim no epistemic advantage.” The Naiyayikas’ opponent seems to be an epistemic peer
who is in between that of Gutting and Kelly. More specifically, while Ratnakirti’s Naiyayi-
kas seem to view their opponent as being an epistemic peer with respect to Gutting’s crite-
ria, it does not seem to me that they would go as far as to say that they have no epistemic
advantage over their opponent, e.g., that they have not given greater attention and thought
to the arguments at hand. As Kelly 2005 sees it, the Naiyayikas’ opponent is an epistemic
peer with respect to his criterion ii, but not with respect to his criterion 1.

153. See Alston 1989:74—75 and chaps. 4—s, where Alston discusses and rejects what he
calls the “deontological” concept of justification and argues in support of an “evaluative”
conception of justification which is “just reliability of belief formation with evaluative frost-
ing” (Alston’s concession to his moderate internalism). See Alston 1989:96-109.
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shown that the instrument that produced it is well-functioning.'>* Certifica-
tion is how an agent comes to know that a particular first-order awareness-
cvent is warranted. As a result of it, both the agent and the first-order
knowing-event itself are “justified.”

Given the Naiyayikas’ understanding of certification and justification,
this 1s exactly what one should expect. Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas take them-
selves to have shown that a relevant set of defects does not apply to a specific
inference-instrument, once they have met their prima facie epistemic obliga-
tions and have responded to and resolved the legitimate doubts that are
raised by their epistemic peers. Once these obligations have been met and
the doubts have been resolved, the Naiyayikas are, in their view, entitled to
claim that the first-order awareness-event (A ) that was produced by that in-
strument is a knowing-event, since the instrument that produced it has been
certified, and thereby shown to be well-functioning. Doxastic ascent is thus
stopped once legitimate doubt has been resolved through the certification
process.

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

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

155. The certification process, which is itself broadly inferential, produces this second-
order knowing-event, about which no further legitimate doubt has been raised. As a result,
reflective-knowledge is not itself in need of certification, even though in principle further
legitimate doubt could be raised, in which case it too would be an awareness-event for which
certification is sought. According to Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas, reflective-knowledge cannot
be undermined by mere possibilities, but only by those possibilities for which there are
strong positive reasons to suppose they actually obtain. Thus, though defeasible, a reflective
knowing-event is not itself in need of certification. For an interesting discussion of this with
regard to knowledge, see Rosenberg 2002: chap. 1.
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and the second is the epistemic perspective on that knowing-event, e.g., “I
have certified that the inference-instrument that produced that awareness-
event is well-functioning.”® It may be helpful to think of this second
constituent as the assertive-content of that awareness-event. It is this
assertive-content that is the source of the agent’s “epistemic perspective” on
her first-order awareness-event. More specifically, with this assertive-content
comes a kind of confidence in the content of the first-order knowing-event.
While the first-order knowing-event itself comes with the absence of doubt/
uncertainty, the certifying-event comes with confidence, which is one rea-
son it has differential epistemic value as compared with the first-order
knowing-event itself. Whether this differential epistemic value is added or
simply additional epistemic value will depend on context.

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

156. The content of the certifying-event is as follows: “I notice that I am aware that the
inference-instrument that produced my awareness that I$vara is the maker of the world (the
subject component) is (the relation component) certified/well-functioning (the property
component).” See section I.3.



CHAPTER 3
Agwainst Iivara
Ratnalirty’s Buddhist Critique

ATNAKIRTI’S NAIYAYIKAS DEFENDED THEIR ARGUMENT

for the nature and existence of I§vara by showing that none of the

possible defects of the reason property “being an effect” applied
to it. They concluded, therefore, that this reason property was a well-
functioning instrument for the inferential awareness of I§vara. Interestingly,
in responding to their arguments, Ratnakirti does not consider each defect
in sequence and then argue that it does or does not apply to the reason prop-
erty. Instead, he reorganizes the Naiyayikas’ presentation of the material and
discusses the issues raised in their defense of the argument under three more
general section headings: there is a Section on Pervasion, in which he discusses
the nature of inference-warranting relations and how such relations can be
detected; a Section on the Reason Property, in which he discusses its proper
scope; and finally, a Section on the Target Property, in which he discusses the
special characteristics of the target property that can and cannot be proven
through inferential reasoning.! In each of these sections Ratnakirti brings

1. Section on Pervasion, RNA (TSD 40.17-50.20); Section on the Reason Property, RNA
(ISD 50.21-54.04); Section on the Target Property, RNA (ISD 54.05-57.10).
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together those aspects of the Naiyayikas’ defense that have to do with the
topic being considered, and then in that context discusses their arguments
that specific defects such as “opposed” (Hz2) or “inconclusive” (H3) do not
apply.? His response to the Naiyayikas’ discussion of a particular defect is,
therefore, often distributed throughout the three sections. For example, while
his discussion of H2, “opposed,” is primarily restricted to the Section on the
Target Property, his discussion of H3, “inconclusive,” is distributed through-
out both the Section on Pervasion and the Section on the Reason Property.

Ratnakirti’s decision to restructure the debate in this way is not insig-
nificant, since it reveals that his critique of the Nyaya argument is supposed
to extend to the basic components of the epistemological theory that sup-
ports all such inferential arguments. As I will argue, Ratnakirti uses his
critique of the I$vara-inference to target both the Nyaya theory of inference-
warranting relations—that is, their account of the pervasion subcomponent of
the inference-instrument—and their understanding of the scope of the rea-
son property—that is, their account of the site subcomponent. In targeting
these two subcomponents of the functioning of the inference-instrument,
Ratnakirti tries to show not only that the Naiyayikas have not certified the
instrument “being an effect,” but that their approach to the epistemology
of certification in general is untenable. This strategy enables Ratnakirti to
identify the specific philosophical issues on which successful certification of
the I$vara-inference depends, while also pointing to the broader significance
of what he sees as the Naiyayikas’ failure to adequately address them. Re-
structuring the debate in this way thus focuses attention on both the philo-
sophical details that are specific to his critique of the I$vara-inference and
the broader significance of his arguments against it.

In discussing Ratnakirti’s arguments in this chapter, I will follow the or-
der of his critique through each of the three sections, but will selectively fo-
cus on those aspects of his discussion that are most relevant to H2 and H3a,
“generally inconclusive,” and its subtypes. I will begin with Ratnakirti’s dis-
cussion of H3a, as it is presented in the first subsection of his essay—the
Section on Pervasion—and then turn to his discussion of it in the following
subsection, the Section on the Reason Property. 1 will then discuss H2 in the
Section on the Target Property. Before turning to Ratnakirti’s specific discus-
sion of H3a, however, it will be helpful to first consider his account of the

2. See chapter 2, sections 2.3.1, 3.1, and 3.2.
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Nyaya theory of inference-warranting relations and his generic critique of it.
This rather lengthy discussion is necessary for appreciating both the force of
his more specific arguments and their broader philosophical significance.

1. The Section on Pervasion: The Trouble
with Natural Relations

Ratnakirti begins the critical part of his “Refutation of Arguments for
Establishing I$vara” (ISvarasadhanadiisana) with a long Section on Pervasion
in which he argues that none of the known methods for establishing
inference-warranting relations can be used to establish pervasion between
effects-in-general (karya-maitra) and an intelligent maker.? This is true, he
argues, not only for the method favored by the Naiyayikas, but for all of the
methods of which he is aware.* Included in his discussion are also more gen-

3. See RNA (ISD 40.17-50.20).

4. Ratnakirti considers four alternatives: alternative 1, RNA (ISD 40.24-43.29); alterna-
tive 2, RNA (ISD 43.30—45.29); alternative 3, RNA (ISD 45.30—49.12); and alternative 4.,
RNA (ISD 49.13-50.04). Ratnakirti explains that alternative 3 is the Naiyayikas’ view. My
discussion focuses on this section of text. In my view, this list of alternatives is intended to
exhaust all of the possibilities.

The four alternatives are listed at RNA (ISD 40.19-40.23): “And how is [pervasion]
grasped? There are four possibilities: (1) It is grasped by a warranted mode of awareness that
disproves the presence [of the reason property]| in dissimilar cases, like in the [inference-
warranting] relation between a cause and an effect-in-general; (2) It is known by specific
perceptions and nonperceptions that are directed toward grasping a specific [instance] of
positive and negative concomitance, like in the [inference-warranting] relation between
smoke and fire; (3) It is known by numerous observations [of the reason property] in similar
cases and nonobservations in dissimilar cases, as per your position; or (4) It is known by
single observation [of the reason property] in a similar case and nonobservation in a dis-
similar case” (s@ ca grhyamana kim, kivanakavyamatvayor iva viparyayabadhakapramanabalad
grahya | yad vagnidhimayor iva viSistanvayavyativekagrabanapravanaviistapratyaksan-
palambhablyam boddbavyi | uta svavyavasthayi sapaksasapaksayor bhiyodarsanad davianadar-
Sanabhyam pratyetavya | ahosvit sapaksasapaksayoh sakyd darSanadarianabhyim jhatavyeti
catvaro vikalpah). Alternatives 2 and 3 are also discussed in Ratnakirti’s “Inquiry Into
Inference-Warranting Relations” (Vyaptinirnaya, VN). For example, alternative 2, which
describes Ratnakirti’s view, is introduced at RNA (VN 106.01-106.02) and alternative 3,
which is attributed to the Naiyayikas, is discussed at RNA (VN 106.24-108.02; 109.27—
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eral remarks about the sorts of relations that can be inference-warranting
and the methods that are adequate for detecting them. It is helpful to divide
Ratnakirti’s remarks in this section into three groups: the first is directed to-
ward criticizing the Naiyayikas’ analysis of the nature of inference-warranting
relations; the second focuses on showing that the method that the Naiyayi-
kas propose for detecting the presence of such relations is inadequate; and
the third extends these critiques to the pervasion subcomponent of the in-
strument in the Naiyayikas’ argument for the existence of I$vara. The first
two groups of remarks will be discussed together in section 1.1, and will pro-
vide the background for the third group of remarks, which will be discussed
in greater detail in section 1.2. A useful way of initially thinking about all of
these issues is in terms of what I will call “epistemic necessity.”

As discussed in chapter 2, an inference-warranting relation is a compo-
nent of an instrument of inferential-awareness.> More specifically, it is one of
the two subcomponents of its functioning.® This “pervasion” subcompo-
nent is defined in terms of the second (Cz.2) and third (C2.3) “Instrument
Conditions” and is closely associated with defects such as H2 and H3a. In
order for an instrument to be well-functioning, this subcomponent must
not be defeated or undermined by either defect. An inference-warranting
relation is said to be “defeated” by defect H3za when a locus is identified in
which the reason property is known to be present and the target property is
known to be absent. In such cases, C2.3 is defeated by H3a,, a subtype of
H3za. Defect H2 also defeats an inference-warranting relation, since in di-
rectly showing that a reason property is pervaded by the absence of the tar-
get property, it shows, indirectly, that the reason property is present in at
least one dissimilar case. Let us refer to H2 as a “direct defeater” of C2.2 and

111.24). Interestingly, Ratnakirti makes use of the similarities between the Nyaya position
and the (Bhatta) Mimamsa position to support his criticism of alternative 3. For his criticism
of this position see RNA (VN 106.02-106.12; 108.23-109.12). Much of Ratnakirti’s discus-
sion of alternative 3 parallels his discussion in his VN. For an excellent study of Ratnakirti’s
VN, see Lasic 2000Db.

5. See chapter 2, section 2.3.1.

6. The other subcomponent is defined in terms of T, which states that a reason property
must be known to be present in the site of the inference (paksadharmatva). The defect asso-
ciated with Tr is Hib. See chapter 2, section 2.3.1.
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an “indirect defeater” of C2.3.” It is important to note that as I have inter-
preted them Cz.2 and C2.3 are defined only by their direct defeaters.® An
inference-warranting relation is “undermined” by H3a when there is doubt
about the exclusion of the reason property from all dissimilar cases. In such
cases, C2.3 is undermined by H3a,, a second subtype of Hza. Only a relation
that is neither defeated nor undermined can be a subcomponent of a well-
functioning instrument of inferential awareness. For the Naiyayikas, let us
stipulate that when it is kzown that none of the defects that could affect
the pervasion subcomponent of an instrument apply to it, the pervasion
subcomponent of that instrument has “epistemic necessity” and is, therefore,
“necessary enough” to be the pervasion subcomponent of a we/l-functioning
instrument.” In such cases, the relation between the reason property and
the target property is known to be “genuinely” inference-warranting and
epistemically necessary.

In what I am calling his first set of remarks, Ratnakirti discusses the
Nyaya theory of inference-warranting relations and argues that the condi-
tions in terms of which these relations are defined are too weak to define the
pervasion subcomponents of only well-functioning inference-instruments.
For convenience, let us refer to the conditions in terms of which the Nai-
yayikas define such relations as “pervasion conditions.” In his second set of
remarks, Ratnakirti argues that the method that the Naiyayikas propose
for satisfying the pervasion conditions is inadequate. He concludes, there-
fore, that, given their own criteria, the Naiyayikas are unable to determine
whether or not a proposed relation is genuinely inference-warranting and
therefore has epistemic necessity. Before turning to Ratnakirti’s critical re-
marks, it will be helpful to first consider his account of the Nyaya theory in
general.

1.1. The Nyaya Theory: A “Natural-Mode” of Pervasion

Ratnakirti chooses to describe the Nyaya theory of inference-warranting
relations by quoting a number of passages from the work of Naiyayikas

7. See chapter 2, section 2.3.1.

8. More precisely, Cz.2 is defined in terms of H2 and H3b, and Cz2.3 in terms of H3a
and H3b.

9. This condition will be modified, slightly, in section 1.2.



Against ivara 105

Vacaspatimiéra and Trilocana, his teacher. Ratnakirti’s description focuses
on the Naiyayikas” account of the nature of inference-warranting relations,
their analysis of pervasion conditions other than C2.2 and Cz2.3, and their
position on how all such conditions can be satisfied. As a way of providing a
context for Vacaspatimisra and Trilocana’s remarks, Ratnakirti first provides
a quick summary of their view. In the voice of a Naiyayika, he says,

(a) The connection [between a reason property and its target] is known
through repeated observations and nonobservations. But this
connection is not understood to be causal but rather natural—[and] it

can definitely be detected through observation and nonobservation.!

Ratnakirti then supports this description by referring specifically to the
work of Vacaspatimisra and Trilocana. He explains that,

(b) Vacaspati says: We do not say that the reason property “being an
effect” brings about inferential awareness because it is observed [in
similar cases| and not observed [in dissimilar cases]. Rather, we say
this because there is a natural connection. Now, this very connection
1s detected by observing [the reason property] in similar cases and
not observing [it] in dissimilar cases, as per a method which will be
stated. . . . It is correct that when a natural connection between a
property R and a property T is proven to be epistemically necessary, R
is the reason property and the other relatum, 7; is its target. That is to
say: there is a natural relation between smoke and fire, but not between
fire and smoke. This is because [fire] is perceived even without smoke.
If fire is put together with wet fuel, however, it will be invariably related
with smoke. As a result, the relation of fire [with smoke] is clearly due
to the additional condition, wet fuel, but is not natural. Therefore, it
is not epistemically necessary. On the other hand, the relation between
smoke and fire is natural. This is because an additional condition is

not seen [and] deviation is not observed anywhere.!!

10. RNA (ISD 45.30-45.32): {nanu} bhiyodarianadarsanabhyam pratibandhah pratiyata
{iti trtiya evasmakam paksaly} | kevalam sa pratibandho na tadutpattilaksano grabisavyal | kintu
svabhavikah | sa eva darianadarsanablyam pratiyate.

11. RNA (ISD 45.32-46.13): vacaspatih praha | na sapaksasapaksayor davianablyam karya-
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(c) Vacaspati also said this: Itis . . . just a sense faculty, which is assisted
by latent cognitive impressions that were produced by numerous
observations, that grasps the natural relation of smoke with fire. This
is just like [the repeated observations of a jeweler that enable him to
determine] that a real [jewel] is different from a fake.!?

(d) This point was also stated by Trilocana: the well-functioning instru-
ment that removes doubt about the presence of the reason property in
dissimilar cases is just perception—called “nonapprehension.” This is
also the means for ascertaining the absence of an additional condition
that has met the requirements for apprehension. This is how a relation

is proven to be natural.!?

These passages outline the Nyaya theory of inference-warranting rela-
tions. They do so by defining inference-warranting relations to be “natural
relations” (passage a/passage b); identifying what appear to be two further
conditions for pervasion—the absence of an “additional condition” and the ab-
sence of “deviation” (passage &/passage 4); and describing a method through
which the pervasion conditions can be satisfied (passage c/passage 4). What
follows is a brief discussion of each of these components of the Nyaya theory,
as it is understood by Ratnakirti.

tvasya gamakarvam api tu svabhavikapratibandhabalad iti briomal | sa eva tu sapaksasapaksayor
dorianadarianabhyim vaksyamanena kvamena pratiyara {iti tadupaksepo pi yukeah} | tena
yasydsau svabhavikapratibandho niyatah siddbab sa eva gamako gamyas cetaral sambandhiti yu-
Jyate | tatha bi dbimadinam vabnyadiblih saha sambandhah svabhaviko na tu vahnyadinam dhi-
madibhil | te bivina dbimadibhir upalablhyante | yada tv ardvendbanasambandham anubhavanti
tada dbiamadibhib sambadhyante | tasmad vabnyadinam Grdvendbanidy wpadbikytal sam-
bandho na tu svabhavikas tato na niyatah | svabhavikas tu dbiamadinam vabnyadibhib samban-
abal, tadupadher anupalabhyamanatvit | kvacid vyabhicarasyadarianat. See also RNA (VN
106.24-107.05) and NVTT (135.08-135.14).

12. RNA (ISD 47.01-47.02): vacaspatinapidam uktam abhijatamanibhedatattvavad bhiyo-
darsanajanitasamskarasahayam indviyam eva dhiimadinam vabnyadibhil svabhavikasamban-
dhagrahiti yuktam iti. See also RNA (VN 107.23-107.24) and NVTT (136.22-136.23), SV:
Anumina 12, SVK (3.16, 14-15), and RNA (ISD 46.21-46.23).

13. RNA (ISD 46.27-46.31): trilocanena punar ayam arthal kathitah | {bhiyyodarianena
bhipyodnrianasahayenn manasi tajjasyanam sambandho grhito bhavati | ato dhiimo Ynim na
vyabhicarati | tadvyabhicare “py upadbirahitam sambandbam atikramet} hetor vipaksasaikani-
vartakam  pramanam upalabdhilaksanapraptopadhivivabaniscayabetur  anupalambhakhyam
pratyaksam eva | tatah siddbab svabhavikal sambandhal | {tathehapiti svamatam vyavasthapi-
tam iti). See also RNA (VN 106.19-106.23).
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I.1.1. NATURAL RELATIONS

Vacaspatimiéra explains that the relation between a reason property and its
target is not epistemically necessary simply because the two properties have
been repeatedly observed together in similar cases and not observed to-
gether in dissimilar cases (passage &). Rather, he says that it is because there is
a “natural connection” (svabhavika-pratibandba) between them. It is this non-
epistemic relation that is taken to underwrite genuinely inference-warranting
relations and their epistemic necessity. The patterns of observation and non-
observation to which both Vacaspatimisra and Trilocana refer are epistemic
facts that, like epistemic necessity, supervene on this natural relation.!® As
Vacaspatimiéra points out, according to the Naiyayikas, natural relations are
not identical to causal relations, and so cannot be interpreted in terms of the
“production-mode™ of pervasion.

Although the class of natural relations may include causal ones, it is clear
that it also includes those that are not (passage #).1¢ Consider, for example,
Vacaspatimisra’s example of the jeweler (passage ¢). In this standard example,
traditional instruction in gemology, supported by extensive experience with
both genuine and fake rubies, enables a jeweler to identify a property unique
to genuine rubies—namely, the property “having rainbow-like luster.”!” It is
partly on the basis of having scen this property in genuine rubies (C2.2) and
not having seen it in any fake ones (Cz.3) that an experienced jeweler is able
to determine whether a particular stone is a genuine ruby or a fake. Accord-
ing to the Naiyayikas, the jeweler’s observations and nonobservations of
this property must also be supplemented with the nonobservation of an
“additional condition” and the nonobservation of “deviation” (passage &/

14. For a discussion of this theory see Oberhammer 1964, Oberhammer 1965, and Vat-
tanky 1984:76—79. The best place to start, however, is Krasser 2001.

15. For them, the epistemically evaluative supervenes on nonevaluative properties. For an
interesting discussion of this see Sosa 1991:110 and Sosa 2007.

16. See NB, NV, and NVTT ad NS 1.1.5 and NS 2.1.37-2.1.38, where, for example, the
following inferential arguments are discussed: (1) the prediction of rain from seeing a rising
cloud (or from seeing ants scurrying about carrying their eggs); (2) an inference of rain from
seeing a full and swiftly flowing river; and (3) an inference of movement from seeing the
moon at one place at one time and at a different place at a different time.

17. Ratnakirti explains this point about “traditional instruction” in gemology and speci-
fies the defining characteristic “rainbow-like luster” at RNA (ISD 48.14-48.19). This section
of text is quoted and discussed in section 1.2.1 below.
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passage ¢).!8 It is on the basis of this set of observations and nonobserva-
tions that a jeweler can infer that a particular stone (the site of the infer-
ence) is a genuine ruby (the target property) because it has rainbow-like
luster (the reason property). According to the Naiyayikas, what accounts
for the epistemic necessity of the inference-warranting relation in this argu-
ment is that the terms of the relation are known to be naturally related.

In addition to C2.2 and C2.3, Vacaspatimisra suggests that inference-
warranting relations must meet two further conditions, defined in terms of
the nonobservation of an additional condition and the nonobservation of
deviation (passage &/passage 4). Insofar as these conditions are necessary
conditions for natural relations, their satisfaction is a necessary condition for
epistemic necessity, and therefore for the pervasion subcomponents of well-
functioning instruments of inferential awareness. It is helpful, therefore, to
think of the presence/awareness of either an additional condition (U) or de-
viation (V) as a defeater of pervasion/epistemic necessity and of their absence/
awareness of their absence as a necessary condition for it. Interestingly, ac-
cording to the Naiyayikas, U and V are both classified as defeaters of C2.3,
and deviation, which is also understood as a defeater of Cz2.2, is specifically
identified with each of the three subtypes of the defect “inconclusive” (Hz).!?
Given this, it is important to consider whether U and/or V define pervasion
conditions that are distinct from Cz2.2 and C2.3.

In my view, deviation should not be interpreted as defining a separate
pervasion condition, since, according to the Naiyayikas, “deviation” just re-
fers to a property that is shared by H3a, H3b, and H3c—the three subtypes
of the defect “inconclusive” (H3).2° More specifically, deviation is often de-

18. “Additional conditions” and “deviation” will be discussed in section 1.2.2.

19. Since H3c is not discussed in KTBh, “deviation” is only identified with H3a and Hs3b.
My discussion, however, will include H3c, because it is mentioned in RNA. This does not
constitute a significant departure from KTBh, since what is philosophically significant is
that H3 can be completely described in terms of deviation and deviation in terms of H3.

20. KTBh 105.04-105.05 explains the relationship between “deviation” and the defect
called “inconclusive” (anaikantika, H3) as follows: “In this way, where instances of (adayas)
deviation are like that, they are inconclusive” (evam yatra vyabhicaradayas tathabhiitis te noi-
kantikah). KTBh 113.11 states that another name for the defect called “inconclusive” (anai-
kantika) is “deviating” (savyabhicdra): “A reason property that results in doubt about the

>»

target property may be called either ‘inconclusive’ or ‘deviating’” (sadhyasamsayahetur anai-

kantikal savyabhicdra iti vocyate).
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fined in terms of an epistemological rule which states that in order for a
reason property to be well-functioning it must be known to be present in
similar cases (C2.2) and excluded from all dissimilar cases (C2.3). This rule
is sometimes referred to as the “nondeviation rule” (avyabbicara-niyama). 2!
Deviation is defined by the violation of this rule, which is itself defined by
C2.2 and C2.3.22 The property that is shared by H3a, H3b, and H3c may be
thought of, therefore, as the property “being a defeater of the nondeviation
rule.” Thus deviation can be helpfully interpreted as a pervasion-defeating
property that is shared, in different ways, by Hza, H3b, and H3c.?® The re-
quirement that deviation must not be observed in order for a relation to have
epistemic necessity is, therefore, equivalent to the requirement that H3a, Hsb,
and H3c be known to not apply to the reason property being considered;
that is, that C2.2 and Cz2.3 be satisfied. The “nonobservation of deviation,”
then, refers just to the nonobservation of this property, and is equivalent to
showing that these three defects do not apply to a reason property.?* It is

21. See chapter 2, section 3.2.2, where RNA (ISD 37.12-37.16) is discussed. The term
“nondeviation rule” (avyabhicaraniyama) is used there.

22. KTBh 114.10-115.02 describes “deviation” as follows: “Now, deviation is defined: The
rule is that a reason property, for which a similar and dissimilar case is possible, is well-
functioning (gamakatva) only [when] it is excluded from dissimilar cases (C2.3) while being
present in a similar case (C2.2). ‘Deviation’ is the absence of this rule for a reason property
that is not pervaded by the absence of the target property” (vyabhicaras tu lnksyate | sambha-
vatsapaksavipaksasyn betoh sapaksavrttitve sati vipaksad vyavyttir eva niyamo gamakatvat | tasyn
ca sadhyaviparitavyaptasya tanniyamabhiavo vyabhicarah). Note: the phrase “for a reason prop-
erty that is not pervaded by the absence of the target property” is added to prevent H2 from
being classified as a subtype of H3.

23. For example, H3a—i.c., the defect called “common” (sadharana)—possesses the prop-
erty “being a nondeviation rule violator,” since, although it is present in a similar case (C2.2),
it is also known to be present in a dissimilar case; that is, it is known to violate C2.3. Simi-
larly, H3b—i.c., the defect called “uncommon” (asadharana)—violates the nondeviation rule,
since it is known not to be present in a similar case, in which case it is known to violate C2.2,
or in a dissimilar case, in which case it is known to satisty C2.3. H3c—i.c., the defect called
“not-universal” (anupasamhiara)—violates the rule by violating both C2.2 and Cz2.3. What
individuates these three defects is how the property they share is instantiated in a particular
case.

24. As mentioned carlier, “deviation” can also be used to refer to a locus or property-
possessor in which “U” is present. On this use of the term, the “nonobservation of devia-
tion” refers to the nonobservation of a locus of deviation.
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this “equivalence” that accounts for the assimilation of deviation into H3,
and supports the idea that the nonobservation of deviation should not be
interpreted as a pervasion condition that is distinct from C2.2 and C2.3.

1.1.2. ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS

Interestingly, since the presence of an additional condition (U) is defined as
a subtype of the defect “unestablished” (Hr), it too can be characterized as a
defect of a reason property.?® However, the Naiyayikas do not identify the
presence of an additional condition with the defects that define either C2.2
or C2.3. This suggests that there is not “closure” with respect to the satisfac-
tion of C2.2 and Cz2.3, and U—that is, that although it may be known that
C2.2 and Cz2.3 are satisfied, it may not be known that an additional condition
is absent; that is, that U is satisfied.?® In contrast, there is closure with re-
spect to deviation—that is, if it is known that C2.2 and Cz2.3 are satisfied it is

25. KTBh discusses Hr and its three main subtypes at KTBh 35.07—-38.04; 104.05-113.03.
Both of these sections associate one subtype of Hic with additional conditions.

KTBh 110.06-111.07 defines Hic, the defect called “unestablished in being pervaded”
(vyapyatvasiddba) as follows: “But where the pervasion of a reason property is not known
there is indeed [the defect] ‘unestablished in being pervaded.’ It is of two sorts. The first is
[defined by a reason property which is] not [known to be] accompanied by the target prop-
erty, and the other is one which is [known to be] related to the target property through an
additional condition” (wyapyatvasiddhas tu sa eva yatra hetor vyaptiv navagamyate | sa dvivid-
haly | ekl sadhyenasabacarvitaly | aparas tu sopadhikasadhyasambandhi).

KTBh 36.07-36.08 also describes the two subtypes of Hic: “‘Unestablished in being
pervaded’ is of two sorts. The first is due to the absence of a well-functioning instrument of
awareness that grasps pervasion and the other is due to the presence of an additional condi-
tion” (vyapyarvasiddbas tu dvividbal | eko vyaptigrabakapramanabhavit | aparas tipadhisad-
bhavat). Note: an example of the first subtype of “unestablished in being pervaded” is an
inference of the momentariness (s) of sound (p) from its existence (/). In this case, the perva-
sion of the reason property is said to be unknown because there is not a well-functioning
instrument of awareness that can prove its pervasion with the target property. See KITBh
110.08—II1.0L.

26. The Naiyayikas do not classify reason properties with additional conditions as being
defective because of H2 and H3. As a result, Hic cannot be taken to be a direct defeater of
cither C2.2 or C2.3. This does not mean, however, that Hic cannot be related to C2.2 or
C2.3. For example, although the Naiyayikas insist that because Hic is not a direct defeater of
C2.2 or C2.3 it is not equivalent to H2 or H3, it is still possible for Hic to be interpreted as
an indirect defeater of C2.3.
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known that deviation is absent; that is, that V is satisfied.?” It is helpful,
therefore, to consider the absence of an additional condition as a pervasion
condition that is distinct from Cz.2 and Cz2.3. Before considering the signifi-
cance of this to the Naiyayikas’ account of epistemic necessity, it may be help-
tul to first consider the Nyaya account of additional conditions in greater
detail.

Vacaspatimiéra introduces the idea of an additional condition by point-
ing to an asymmetry in the relation between fire and smoke, namely, that
the relation of smoke (the reason property) with fire (the target property) is
natural, while the relation of fire (the reason property) with smoke (the target
property) is not (passage &). Even if it can be shown that C2.2 and C2.3 are
satisfied for each relation, Vacaspatimisra maintains that they are not both
inference-warranting. It is explained that the asymmetry is due to the pres-
ence of an additional condition, contact with wet fuel, in the relation be-
tween fire and smoke.?8 According to the Naiyayikas, an additional condition

27. My use of the term “closure” is related to (though not identical with) the standard use
of the term. For example, knowledge is generally said to be “closed” under logical implica-
tion in cases in which an § who knows that p and also knows that p entails g is assumed to
know that 4. For the Naiyayikas, there is nonclosure with respect to the satisfaction of U;
that is, although an agent may know that C2.2 and C2.3 are satisfied, and that the satisfac-
tion of C2.2 and C2.3 entails the satisfaction of U, she is not assumed to know that U is satis-
fied. There is, however, closure with respect to the satisfaction of V; that is, an agent who
knows that C2.2 and C2.3 are satisfied, and knows that the satisfaction of C2.2 and C2.3 en-
tails the satisfaction of 'V, is assumed to know that V is satisfied. For more on “closure” and
“nonclosure” see Nozick 1981:172—-185, 197—217.

28. This is the standard example of such a condition. In the inference of fire from smoke,
for example, the inference-warranting relation is “wherever there is smoke there is fire” (ya-
tra yatra dhitmas tatra tatva vahnib). This relation is generally taken to be epistemically nec-
essary and, according to the Naiyayikas, an example of a relation that is “natural.” In the
inference of smoke from fire, however, the proposed inference-warranting relation is “wher-
ever there is fire there is smoke” (yatra yatva vabnis tatva tatva dhismah). As stated, this rela-
tion is neither epistemically necessary nor natural, since it does not satisty C2.3, as it is
known that a red-hot iron bar is a dissimilar case in which the reason property is known to
be present. Fire(-in-general) is not, therefore, a well-functioning instrument for the inferen-
tial awareness of smoke. It is important to note, however, that although “fire (in-general)”
violates C2.3, it is not said, in this context, to be defective because of H3a. Instead, in this
context, it is recognized that when fire-in-general is in contact with wet fuel (@rdrendhana-
samyoga), fire can be a well-functioning instrument for the inferential awareness of smoke.
The pervasion subcomponent of this well-functioning instrument, however, is not “wher-
ever there is fire there is smoke” (yatra yatra vahnis tatra tatva dhitmak) but “wherever there
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is a property without which a proposed reason property could not be per-
vaded by its target. More accurately, such a property is said to be a pervader
of the proposed target property and a nonpervader of the proposed reason
property.?? The presence of such a property “U” indirectly defeats C2.3 by
directly showing that the epistemic necessity between a proposed reason
property and target property depends upon this additional condition. In so
doing, it indicates that there are loci in which the proposed reason property
is present but the proposed target property is not; that is, it indirectly indi-
cates that the proposed reason property is known to be present in at least
one dissimilar case. Like H2, the presence of such a property is helpfully
thought of as an indirect defeater of C2.3 but (unlike H2) a direct defeater of
the pervasion subcomponent of the proposed instrument itself. As implied
in the passages quoted above, it is the absence of such a property (or de-
feater) that is a necessary condition for pervasion. As Trilocana explains, this
condition is satisfied by the nonobservation of “U” (passage ¢).3°
Interestingly, the Naiyayikas do not associate the presence of “U” with
either defect H2 or H3a, and therefore with either C2.2 or C2.3.3! Instead, as
mentioned earlier, it is usually identified with a subtype of the defect
“unestablished” (Hr). This subtype is defined as “one in which being per-
vaded is not established” (vyapyatvasiddba, Hic) and is said to apply to a
proposed reason property that is “related to a target property [only] in virtue
of an additional condition.” The significance of this for an interpretation
of the Nyaya theory of epistemic necessity is twofold. First, it reveals that
even though C2.2 and C2.3 state necessary conditions for epistemic neces-

is fire in contact with wet fuel there is smoke” (@rdrendhanasamyoge sati yatra yatva vabnis
tatra tatra dhimah). According to the Naiyayikas, this shows that the relation of fire with
smoke is not natural because it is brought about by an additional condition, contact with
wet fuel (and not because of H3a). For other examples see KTBh 111, 229 and Bhattacharya
1976:257—262.

29. KTBh 37.08-37.09: “An additional condition is ‘a pervader of the target property that
is a non-pervader of the reason property.” This is the defining characteristic of an additional
condition” (sadhyavyapakatve sati sadbanavyapaka upadhiv ity upadbilaksanam). See the excel-
lent discussion in Phillips and Tatacharya 2002.

30. The satisfaction of the pervasion conditions is discussed in section I.1.3.

31. In my interpretation, this is because “U” is not a “direct defeater” of either C2.2 or
C2.3. It is a direct defeater of pervasion itself; that is, the conjunction of C2.2 and Cz2.3.

32. See carlier note: “sopadhikasadhyasambandhi” (hetub).
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sity, they are not sufficient: it is also necessary to show that an additional
condition is absent—that is, that Hic does not apply. Second, it shows that
there isn’t closure specifically with respect to the satisfaction of Cz2.3—that
is, that although it may be known that a reason property is excluded from
dissimilar cases, it must still be shown, through nonapprehension, that an
additional condition is absent. Although it indirectly defeats C2.3, property
“U” defines a separate pervasion condition. It may be helpful to think of ad-
ditional conditions as “undercutting” the pervasion of the proposed reason
property by its target.3? Interestingly, in addition to being an undercutting
defeater of pervasion, property “U” is also said to be an “effecting/enabling
condition” (prayojaka) for the proposed relation.3* This feature of property
“U” indicates that given its presence, a proposed reason property would be
naturally related to the property that is supposed to be proven by it. In other
words, when “U” is conjoined to the proposed reason property, the con-
junction of “U” and the proposed reason property would be naturally re-
lated to the target property.

The following example (passage ) illustrates both features of property
“U.” Suppose that someone “infers” the presence of smoke—in this case, the
target property—from the presence of fire, the reason property. She insists
that the relation between the reason property, fire, and the target property,
smoke, 1s a natural relation. She also claims to have satisfied both Cz2.2 and
C2.3, and to have therefore certified that the pervasion subcomponent is
well-functioning. According to the Naiyayikas, this is not sufficient for cer-
tification, since in addition to satistfying C2.2 and C2.3, it is also necessary to
show that there is not an additional condition: detecting the presence of an
additional condition would show that the relation is not natural, and there-
fore not epistemically necessary. In this case, it is noticed that a property
“U,” wet fuel, is present in every locus of fire in which smoke is present, and
absent from every locus of fire in which smoke is absent. From this, the Nai-
yayikas conclude that “U” is a pervader of the proposed target property,
smoke. If the relation between the proposed reason property, fire, and the

33. For an extended argument in support of referring to additional conditions as “under-
cutting conditions” see Phillips and Tatacharya 2002.

34. KTBh 22.or: “It is said that an additional condition is an effecting condition”
(prayojakas copadhir ity ucyate). KIBh 37.08: “The sense is that an additional condition is an
cffecting condition” (prayojakam upadhir iti yavat).
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proposed target property, smoke, is really a natural one, “U” should also be
a pervader of the proposed reason property, fire. This is due to the reflexiv-
ity and transitivity of the pervasion relation. If “U” is not a pervader of the
proposed reason property, it suggests that there is a locus in which the pro-
posed reason property is present but the proposed target property is absent.
As an example of such a locus, the Naiyayikas often point to a red-hot bar of
iron. This is a locus in which the proposed reason property, fire, is present,
but the property “U” is not. Thus, in this case “U” is also known to be a non-
pervader of the proposed reason property. As a result, its presence defeats
the naturalness of the proposed relation and its supposed epistemic neces-
sity. In addition, since a relation between the reason property conjoined with
“U’—that is, fire which is in contact with wet fuel—and the target property,
smoke, is natural and has epistemic necessity, “U” is an “effecting/enabling
condition” for the proposed relation. This means that it is only in virtue of
“U? that the relation could be epistemically necessary.

Given this, it should be clear why the Naiyayikas do not consider the
presence of an additional condition to be equivalent to defect H3a, and why
I have described property “U” as defining a separate pervasion condition.
Defect H3a (i.e., H3a,) is defined in terms of a reason property that is known
to be present in at least one dissimilar case. C2.3 is, therefore, directly de-
feated by the presence of H3a, as is the proposed inference-warranting rela-
tion. The presence of property “U,” however, does not defeat a proposed
inference-warranting relation by directly identifying a dissimilar case in
which the proposed reason property is known to be present. Instead, it does
so indirectly through the identification of a property “U.” In the above ex-
ample, if the red-hot iron bar were directly cited as a dissimilar case in which
the reason property is known to be present, H3a would defeat the relation.
As discussed above, however, the counterexample to the proposed pervasion
relation is indicated indirectly, through directly detecting the presence of an
additional condition, contact with wet fuel. It is the presence of the addi-
tional condition that is the defeater, not the presence of the counterexample.

1.1.3. SATISFYING C2.2, C2.3, AND U

In order for a relation to be genuinely inference-warranting and have epistemic
necessity, it is necessary (and sufficient) that it meet three pervasion condi-
tions: C2.2, C2.3, and U. It is through the satisfaction of these conditions
that a relation is shown to be inference-warranting, and therefore epistemi-
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cally necessary. Without an account of how these conditions can be satisfied,
however, the Naiyayikas will not be able to explain how they can determine
when these conditions obtain. As Trilocana explains, according to the Nai-
yayikas, there is an accredited instrument of warranted-awareness that en-
ables one to know that there is neither deviation nor an additional condition
(passage 4). This Instrument is a form of sense perception called “nonappre-
hension” (anupalambhba) by him (passage 4) and “nonobservation” (adar-
fana) by Vacaspatimisra (passage ¢). It is through this type of perception
that the absence of “V” and “U” is said to be known.3® According to the
Naiyayikas, the first two conditions, C2.2 and Cz2.3, can be satisfied through
the nonapprehension or nonobservation of deviation (property “V” ) and
the third, U, through the nonobservation or nonapprehension of an addi-
tional condition (property “U” ). As Vacaspatimisra also explains (passage

35. In more familiar descriptions of the Nyaya view, “nonapprehension” (anupalabdhi) is
not said to be another name for sense perception (pratyaksa), even though nonapprehension
(anupalabdhi) is understood to be a subtype of perception and not a distinct instrument for
warranted awareness. According to the Naiyayikas, absences are perceived as a result of the
various sense faculties being related to them through what they call a “characterized-
characteristic relation” (vifesya-visesana-bhava), of which there are five subtypes. For exam-
ple, in a statement such as “There is no pot on the floor,” what is characterized (vifesya) is
the floor, and the characteristic (vifesana) is the absence of a pot. See KTBh 18.03-19.01;
47.11-52.02.

KTBh 18.10-19.01: “So, briefly, an absence is grasped by a sense faculty through the
contact relation between the sense faculty and a sense object. This [contact relation] is a
‘characteristic-characterized relation’ that can be related to any one of the five types of
[contact] relations” (tad evam sanksepatah pasicavidbasambandbanyatamasambandbasamba-
ddhavisesanavisesyabhavalaksanena indriyavthasannikarsenabhava indriyena grhyate). More
important, for our purposes, KTBh 48.02—48.03 describes the relationship between sense
perception ( pratyaksa), nonapprehension (anupalabdhi), and suppositional reasoning (tarka):
“Absence is in fact grasped by perception, which is accompanied by nonapprehension, and
assisted by suppositional reasoning; that is, ‘If a pot were present [on the floor] it would be
observed just as the floor [is observed|”” (yad yatra ghato *bhavisyat tavhi bhitalam ivadraksyad
ityadi tarkasahakavinanupalambhasaniathena pratyaksenaivabhavagrabanat {kim abhavapra-
manenat).

It is interesting that Ratnakirti does not choose to focus on the role that suppositional rea-
soning plays in the Nyaya theory. KTBh describes the important role that suppositional reason-
ing plays at KTBh 22.08-22.09: “Thus the absence of an additional condition is determined

through perception, which is assisted by suppositional reasoning and nonapprehension” (tato

darsanabhavan nastiti tarvkasahakavindnupalambhasanathena  pratyaksenaivopadiyabhiavo “va-
dharyate). This passage is quoted in note 37.
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¢), together with observations of the reason property in similar cases and
nonobservations in dissimilar cases, these nonobservations make possible a
final observation, through which epistemic necessity is directly grasped. Ac-
cording to Vacaspatimisra, numerous observations of the reason property in
similar cases and nonobservations in dissimilar cases are necessary, but not
sufficient, for determining that the relation between a reason property such
as “having rainbow-like luster” and its target, “being a genuine ruby,” is genu-
inely inference-warranting and has epistemic necessity. In addition to these
observations, and the nonobservation of “V” and “U,” there must be a “final
observation” in which the apprentice notices that the two properties are nat-
urally related. The epistemic necessity between the two terms is itself grasped
through this final observation, which is conditioned by mental impressions
that were produced from all of the previous observations and nonobserva-
tions described above (passage 4). This final observation is also understood
by the Naiyayikas to be an instance of perception, and so is also considered to
be an instrument for warranted awareness.*® According to the Naiyayikas,
then, in addition to the observation of the reason property in similar cases
(C2.2) and its nonobservation in dissimilar cases (C2.3), the “final observa-
tion” also requires the nonobservation of an additional condition (U).%”

36. Kajiyama (1998:97 n. 59) notes Vacaspatimisra’s disagreement with Trilocana about
this. According to Trilocana, it is mental-perception that grasps concomitance. According
to Vacaspatimisra, concomitance is grasped either by any of the other subvarieties of sense-
perception or by another instrument of warranted awareness. For an oblique reference to
this see RNA (VN 107.22-107.26).

37. Much of this is also discussed in KTBh 20.06-25.05. Consider the following, KTBh
21.05—23.02: “The natural relation of smoke with fire, ‘wherever there is smoke there is fire,
is detected through numerous observations [of the reason property in similar cases and
nonobservation of the reason property in a dissimilar case|. Although it is known that there
are similarly numerous observations that ‘Maitri’s sons are dark skinned,’ still the relation
between ‘being Maitri’s son’ and ‘being dark skinned’ is not natural, but in fact is brought
about by an additional condition. This is because an additional condition, ‘the digestion of
vegetarian food,’ is known to exist. To explain: ‘Being MaitrT’s son’ is not an effecting condi-
tion for ‘being dark skinned.” In fact, the effecting condition is just the change due to the di-
gestion of vegetarian food. And, as it is said, the effecting condition is an additional
condition. Furthermore, in the relation of smoke with fire, there are no additional condi-
tions. If there were [an additional condition], it would be either ‘capable’ or ‘incapable’ [of
being observed]. It is not possible, however, to have doubt about one that is incapable [of
being observed], and [here]| there is the nonobservation of one that is capable [of being ob-
served]. Wherever there is an additional condition it is apprehended, e.g., ‘contact with wet
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* * *

For Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas, epistemic necessity is grounded in inference-
warranting relations that they call “natural.” Such relations can be defined in
terms of three pervasion conditions (C2.2, C2.3, U) that can be satisfied
through a set of observations, most importantly the nonobservation of de-
viation and an additional condition. In order to show that the pervasion
subcomponent of an inference-instrument is well-functioning, it is neces-
sary to show that the inference-warranting relation that is defined by these
three conditions is neither defeated, undermined, nor undercut by Hz, H3a,
or U. Only a relation that has been certified in this way has epistemic neces-
sity. Natural relations are therefore a central element in the Nyaya theory of
inference-warranting relations and epistemic necessity, and the primary
object of Ratnakirti’s critique.

fuel’ in the relation of fire with smoke . . . and the ‘change due to the digestion of vegetarian
food’ in the relation of ‘being MaitrT’s son’ with ‘being dark skinned.” Now here, with re-
spect to the concomitance of smoke with fire, there is not an additional condition. If there
were [an additional condition] it would have been observed. Therefore, because of its non-
observation it does not exist. Thus, the absence of an additional condition is detected
through perception itself, which is governed by nonapprehension, with the help of supposi-
tional reasoning. Now, given this, the pervasion of smoke with fire is detected by perception
itself, which grasps concomitance with the help of the cognitive impressions produced by
grasping the absence of an additional condition and with the help of the cognitive impres-
sions produced through numerous observations. Thus the relation of smoke with fire is, in
fact, natural, and not brought about by an additional condition” ({tena} bhiyodarianena
dbimagnyoh svabhavikam sambandham avadbarayati, yarra dhimas tatragnir iti | yady api ya-
tra yatra maitvitanayatvam tatra tatva Syamatvam apiti bhipyodarianam samanam avagamyate
tathapi maitvitanayatvasyamarvayor na svabhavikah sambandhalh kintv aupadhika eva |
Sakadyannaparinamasyopadher vidyamanatvit | tatha hi | $ydmatve maitritanayatvam na
prayojakam kintu Sikadyannapavinatibhedn eva prayojakal | prayojakas copadhir ity ucyate | na
ca dbiimagnyoh sambandhe kascid upadhiv asti, asti cet yogyo ogyo v, ayogyasya Saskitum
asakyarvid yogyasya canupalablyamanatvat | yarropadhir asti tatvopalabhyate | yathagner dbii-
masambandba drdvendbanasanyogah | {himsatvasya cadbarmasadhanatvena saba sambandhe
nigiddbatvam upadhib} | maitritanayarvasyn ca Sydmatvena saha sambandbe Sakadyannapari-
natibhedah | na ceha dbimagnisiahacarye kascid upadhir asti | yady abbavisyat tadadraksyat | tato
darianabhavin nastiti | tarkasahakavinanupalombhasanithena  pravyaksennivopadhyabbivo
vadharyate | tathi ca sati upadhyabbavagrabanajanitasamskarasahakytena bhiyodarianajani-
tasamskarasahakytena sahacaryagrihini pravyaksenaiva dbimagnyor vyaptiv avadharyate | tena
dbiamagnyoh svabhavikaiva sambandhal | na tv aupadhikak).

For more on suppositional reasoning (tarka) see section 1.2. For a detailed study see
Bagchi 1953.
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1.2. Ratnakivti on Natural Relations

Ratnakirti focuses his criticism of the theory of inference-warranting rela-
tions on the Naiyayikas’ description of pervasion, and their proposed method
for showing that its defining conditions can be satisfied. As Ratnakirti sees
it, the Nyaya theory is such that epistemic necessity—that is, the necessity
conferred upon such relations by the Nyaya theory—is not “necessary
enough” for them to be genuinely inference-warranting.3® He argues further
that the Naiyayikas cannot even show that the pervasion conditions for such
relations are ever satisfied. Although he does not choose to do so, it is useful
to interpret Ratnakirti’s critical remarks in two parts, based upon whether
his criticism is directed primarily toward how this class of relations is defined
(group 1) or how its defining conditions, the three pervasion conditions, are
supposed to be satisfied (group 2). These general remarks are important since
they support many of his specific arguments against the inference-warranting
relation in the Naiyayikas” argument for the existence of I$vara.

1.2.1. DEFINING NATURAL RELATIONS

According to Ratnakirti, the Naiyayikas’ claim that epistemic necessity is
grounded in relations described as “natural” is not convincing, since even if
there were such relations they would be too general to be genuinely inference-
warranting. Informing Ratnakirti’s analysis is a view referred to earlier,
according to which there are only two possible modes of pervasion: a
“production-mode” (tadutpatti), which is based on a causal relation, and an
“identity-mode” (tadatmya), which is based on an identity-relation, perhaps
a relation of “token-identity.” According to this view, all genuinely inference-
warranting relations must be instances of either the production-mode or the
identity-mode of pervasion.?* More specifically, when the 7elata in such genu-
inely inference-warranting relations are identified as being “different from”
or “other than” each other, they can be related only through the production-

38. “Epistemic necessity” is indexed to a set of pervasion conditions, as they are defined
in a particular theory. It is meaningful, therefore, to speak of epistemic necessity as a kind of
necessity that is “conferred upon” inference-warranting relations by a particular theory. The
phrase “genuinely inference-warranting” refers to those relations that a particular philoso-
pher takes to be inference-warranting.

39. For a brief discussion of what I mean by “token-identity” see chapter s.
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mode of pervasion.*® When the two are “nondifferent from” each other,
they are said to be related through the identity-mode.*! The only relations
that are epistemically necessary are those in which the 7elata are “different”
and “nondifferent” in the manner specified by these two modes of pervasion.
This is, of course, not the Nyaya position, since although the class of natural
relations includes relations that can be described in terms of these two

40. The standard example of an inference-warranting relation in which the two terms are
“different-from” each other is the pervasion relation between smoke and fire. Ratnakirti ex-
plains that this relation is the paradigmatic example of the “production-mode” (tadutpatti) at
RNA (VN 106.01-106.02): “The pervasion relation of fire with smoke, an entity that is dif-
ferent [from fire], is defined by the production-mode. And the rule is that [the production-
mode of pervasion] is established by specific perceptions and nonperceptions that grasp a
specific [instance] of positive and negative concomitance” ({iha} dabanadina dhimader
arthantarasyn vyaptis tadutpattilaksana | sa co  visistanvayavyativekagrabanapravanavisi-
stapratyaksanupalambhasadhaneti nyayah). In the production-mode of pervasion, the reason
property is a property whose presence in a particular locus causally necessitates the presence in
that locus of the target property. In such inferences, epistemic necessity is identified with
causal necessity. In his Tarkabhasa, Moksakaragupta expands this to include other species of
“causal relations,” such as relations in which both the reason property and the target property
are effects of the same causal complex; see MTBh 28.02—28.15. Recently there has been a lively
discussion on the production-mode of pervasion in the secondary literature. This discussion
has focused both on how it can be known that two items are related as effect and cause and
why an effect-cause relation that is established for two items in a particular locus can be gen-
eralized. Much of the discussion has focused on the work of Dharmakirti; see, for example,
Gillon 1991, Inami 1999, and Lasic 1999. For more on Ratnakirti’s view see, for example,
RNA (KS 72.11), RNA (SSD 125.22-125.24), and RNA (VN 110.32-111.04), where Ratnakirti
suggests that on his view there are a finite number of perceptions and non-perceptions that
are needed to establish that two items are related as effect and cause. Once it has been estab-
lished in a single locus that the two terms are so related, the relation can be generalized be-
yond the sample locus for which the relation was established. For a discussion of the debate
over whether three or five observational events are needed to determine whether two items
are related as effect and cause, see Inami 1999, Kajiyama 1963, Lasic 1999, Mimaki 1976:164—
167, Mookherjee 1975:67-69, Woo 1999:179-182, and my discussion in chapter s, section 2.4.

41. The standard example of an inference-warranting relation in which the two terms are
“nondifferent from” each other is the pervasion relation between “being a Simsapa(-tree)”
and “being a tree.” At RNA (KS 69.24) Ratnakirti refers to this example and explains that
the two terms have “different exclusions™ (vyavytti-bhedn). This suggests that when consid-
ered as types the two terms are different from each other, as suggested in my interpretation
of the identity-mode of pervasion as a relation of “token-identity.” This interpretation is also
suggested at MTBh 28.16—28.09. For more on the identity-mode of pervasion see, for ex-
ample, Steinkellner 1971, Katsura 1986a, Steinkellner 1991, Katsura 1992a, and Dunne 1999.
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modes of pervasion, it explicitly includes those that cannot.*? The issue for
Ratnakirti is whether the Naiyayikas have shown that there is such a class of
relations, and if so that they are genuinely inference-warranting.

Against the Nyaya theory, Ratnakirti first argues that given the Naiyayi-
kas’ account of natural relations any two things could be naturally related
and that, as a result, the epistemic necessity that is underwritten by such re-
lations would be too weak to account for only genuinely inference-warranting
ones. He says,

If there could be a natural relation between one thing and another which
accompanies it [but is not its cause|, everything could be related to every-

thing. And in this way, everything could be inferred from everything.*3

On this reading, the Naiyayikas’ insistence that the class of natural relations
includes those that are not causal suggests that what really defines a relation
as “natural” is just that the two 7elata are in some way “other than” each other.
Natural relations are therefore nothing but “in-some-way-other-than” rela-
tions. And since any two things could be “in-some-way-other-than” each
other, any one thing could be, in principle, inferred from any other thing.
The Naiyayikas insist, of course, that this is not the case and argue that just
like causal relations, natural relations are also constrained by the nature of
things. In other words, they reason that just as the production-mode of per-
vasion is supposed to be grounded in the way in which some things that
are “other than” ecach other are causally related in the world, the proposed
“natural-mode” is grounded in the way in which certain things that are
“other than” each other are naturally related in the world. Ratnakirti argues,
however, that this position can only be maintained if, like causal relations,
natural relations could be properly defined and then proven to exist through
a well-functioning instrument of warranted awareness.** Since the Naiyayi-
kas have neither provided a defining characteristic for such relations nor
shown through a well-functioning instrument that such relations exist, he
reasons that a characteristic such as “other than” must define the relation.

42. See section 1.2.1.

43. RNA (ISD 46.14-46.16): {syad etad} anyasyanyena sahakivena cet svabhavikah sam-
bandho bhavet, sarvam savvenn sambadhbyera | tatha ca sarvam sarvasmad gamyetn. See also
RNA (VN 107.16-107.17) and NVTT 136.03-136.04..

44. RNA (ISD 47.22-47.26).
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Given this, Ratnakirti argues that such relations are too general to be genu-
inely inference-warranting. His point is that the Naiyayikas’ theory that
epistemic necessity supervenes on such natural relations results in it being
too weak to account for only genuinely inference-warranting relations—in
other words, for the pervasion subcomponents of only well-functioning
instruments of awareness.

Ratnakirti builds on this line of reasoning by arguing that the Naiyayikas
have not even shown that there are any natural relations. He says,

There is nothing that is denoted by the term “natural relation” and is
proven to exist by a well-functioning instrument for warranted aware-
ness. This is because a defining characteristic has not been established for
it. Moreover, it is not the case that if a real thing is established by fiat an
unwanted consequence cannot be discussed. This is because there is the
unwanted consequence that by merely accepting that something has such

a nature everyone would be victorious everywhere.*?

According to Ratnakirti, what the Naiyayikas call “natural relations” have
neither been clearly defined nor proven to exist through an accredited in-
strument for warranted awareness. As a result, the presence of such relations
amounts merely to wishful thinking on their part. The existence of so-called
natural relations can, it seems, be only stipulated and not proved. And if
stipulation is accepted as a method for establishing inference-warranting
relations, Ratnakirti claims that anyone could stipulate that the relation be-
tween a proposed reason property and its target is of such and such a type, and
therefore genuinely inference-warranting. In such a case, epistemic necessity
would be grounded in a stipulative definition and would not supervene on
nonepistemic facts as required by the Nyaya theory. The result would be that
by creative stipulation “everyone would be victorious everywhere.”

In support of his point that there are not any natural relations, Ratnakirti
argues that the inference-warranting relation that enables a jeweler to detect
the presence of a real jewel versus a fake is not an instance of a natural rela-
tion as suggested by Vacaspatimisra. He explains that,

45. RNA (ISD 47.28—47.31): na {caivam} svabhavikasambandhasabdavicyo “rthal prami-
nasiddbal) kascid asti, tallaksanasyasiddbatvit | na ca pratijiasiddbe vastuny atiprasango nab-
hidbatavyah, savvesam sarvatra tadvipablywpagamamatvena vijetytvaprasaigit.
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As the result of a tradition of instruction, a defining characteristic such as
“rainbow-like luster” is ascertained, with effort, as belonging to a ruby.
But the defining characteristic of a natural relation is created by your
imagination. It is not ascertained by a well-functioning instrument for
warranted awareness, on account of which there could be a situation like

this, even for it.#¢

The relation between the reason property, “having rainbow-like luster,”
and the target property, “being a ruby,” is established by showing that the
two terms are related as definiens and definiendum. In other words, the rea-
son property is shown to be a defining characteristic of the target property.
Although it is not stated here, the relation between the two terms is an
example of the identity-mode of pervasion.*” This relation does not there-
fore support the Naiyayikas’ claim that there is a separate natural-mode for
pervasion. As Ratnakirti explains, in this case a particular stone is known to
be a ruby only because it is known to have the defining characteristic of a
ruby. If a defining characteristic for so-called natural relations were known
and it could be shown that a particular relation has that defining characteris-
tic, then the presence of such relations could also be known. Since such a
characteristic has not been specified, however, there isn’t a good reason to
suppose that there is such a class of relations at all.*8

46. RNA (ISD 48.15—48.19): {abhijatamanibbedatattvam tu parisphuratiti yuktam | tasyn
hy} upadesaparamparato manikyavat tenapi kastenendradbanurakiarajyotivadikam laksanam
niscitam | na caivam svabhavikasambandhalaksanam tvayi svakalpitaracitam api pramanena
niscitam | yenasyapi tadys vyavasthi syad iti.

47. Note that when considered as “types” the two properties are distinct, but when con-
sidered as tokens they are identical.

48. In addition to this argument, Ratnakirti argues at RNA (ISD 48.04—48.07) that on
conceptual grounds such relations cannot be defended: “Moreover, what is a ‘natural rela-
tion”» What does it mean? Is it produced by itself, produced from its own causes, or is it
uncaused? These are the three possibilitics. Now then, it is not the first option, since it is a
contradiction to cause oneself. But if it is the second option there isn’t a disagreement, since
the relation is accepted as the production-mode, [but| with a different look. And if it is un-
caused there is the unwanted consequence of the absence of temporal, spatial, and essential
specificity. So, a relation that is ‘natural’ does not follow” (ki ca svabhavikasambandha iti ko
rthab | kim svato bhiitaly svahetuto bhito *hetuko veti trayal paksih | na tavad adyal paksah,
svarmani karitravirodhdit | dvitiyapakse tu tadutpattir eva sambandho mukhantarena svikyta iti
na kascid vivadaly | abetukatve tu desakalasvabhavaniyamabhavaprasangid ity asangatal svi-
bhavikal sambandhal).
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1.2.2. DETECTING PERVASION

Although there may not be, strictly speaking, a single defining characteristic
for natural relations, Ratnakirti considers the possibility that the presence of
such relations could still be detected through observation and nonobserva-
tion.*’ The method used for detecting them would thus become their de facto
defining feature. For example, as both Vacaspatimisra and Trilocana imply,
natural relations could be defined as relations for which there is neither the
observation of an additional condition nor deviation.>° The defining charac-
teristic of such relations could be the property “being a relation for which
there is the nonobservation of an additional condition and deviation.” Given
the Naiyayikas’ interpretation of “nonobservation,” natural relations would
be those relations that have the property “being a relation for which there is
the absence of an additional condition and deviation.” Although such a
relation would be by definition “natural,” Ratnakirti argues that according
to the Naiyayikas’ own theory, a proposed relation could never be shown to
be so. This is because, according to him, nonobservation cannot rule out the
presence of an additional condition or deviation as the Naiyayikas suppose.
Despite Trilocana’s assertion that nonapprehension is a form of perception,
and therefore an accredited instrument for coming to know the absence of
“U” and “V,” Ratnakirti argues that this cannot be the case. According to
him, it is not possible for the Naiyayikas to show that a proposed relation is
natural and has epistemic necessity through observation and nonobservation.
If this is the case, Ratnakirti recognizes, the Naiyayikas will rarely be able to
certify that a particular reason property is a well-functioning instrument.
The following passages contain two of Ratnakirti’s most important argu-

ments. He writes,

(@) “The relation between things like smoke and fire is natural because an

additional condition is not observed for it [and] because deviation is not

49. This possibility is mentioned at RNA (ISD 48.20-48.21).

so. It is important to note that this is only implied in the passages quoted by Ratnakirti.
Although Vacaspatimisra does describe a natural relation as a “relation that does not have an
additional condition” (anaupadhikasambandhn), the relationship between natural relations
(svabhavika-sambandha), additional conditions, and suppositional reasoning (tarka) and de-
viation and nonobservation (anupalabdli) is not as clear as Ratnakirti implies.

st. This is clear from KTBh 21.05—23.02, which was quoted carlier, in section 1.1.3.
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observed anywhere.” You said that this is its definition. But this is not
established since what is meant by the words “additional condition” is
that an entity in addition to itself is required. But this additional entity is
not invariably observable, since it is also possible for it to be unobservable—
L.e., spatially, temporally, or essentially remote. Therefore there could be
an additional condition which is not seen, even in the relation between
smoke and fire. So, how is it that from nonobservation—by means of
which a natural relation is established—it is known that it does not

exist?52

And,

(b) What is the meaning of “By not observing deviation there is nonde-
viation?” Is it because deviation is unobserved that there is nondeviation
or because of the absence of deviation? If it is the first alternative there
may or may not be deviation. . . . If it is the second alternative, then how
is the absence of deviation known? One may say: “From nonobserva-
tion.” Is this nonobservation-in-general or the nonobservation of an
observable? The first is impossible, since it is not possible to say that
although there is nonobservation, deviation—like the deviation [in the
character] of a woman who died a long time ago—does not exist. This is
also because even if there were unobstructed nonobservation, deviation
could be observed after a very long interval. Moreover, the second 1s
impossible. This is because if the total causal complex for observing
deviation exists, deviation will be observed somewhere, sometime, and
by someone. But if the total causal complex for observing it does not
exist, either because the other causal factors are weak or because it occurs
at a different place or time, deviation will not be observed. This is because
there would be the absence of its having satisfied the conditions for being

apprehensible. Therefore, given the absence of the total causal complex

52. RNA (ISD 47.03—47.10): tatha hi, svabhavikas tu dhimadinam vabhnyadibhih samban-
dhas tadupiadher anupalabhyamanarvit | kvacid vyabhicarasyadarianid iti tvayaivasya laksanam
wktam | etac casiddbam | yatah, upadhisabdena svato rthantaram eviapeksaniyam abhidhatavyam
| na carthantaram dySyataniyatam, ady$yasyapi desakalasvabhavaviprakystasya sambhavit | tatas
ca dbiimasyapi hutasena saha sambandhe syad wpadhib, na copalaksyata iti katham adavianan
nasty eva yatah svabhavikasambandbasiddhih. See RNA (ISD 46.08-46.09), RNA (VN
109.32), and NVTT 135.09-135.14.
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for apprehending it, there could be the nonapprehension of deviation,

even if deviation exists.>?

Ratnakirti first argues that the Naiyayikas’ account of how natural rela-
tions are established cannot even account for epistemic necessity in the para-
digmatic inference of fire from smoke. His argument is based on his view
that the nonobservation of an additional condition (passage ) or deviation
(passage &) cannot prove the absence of either of them. As a result, he con-
cludes that the Naiyayikas cannot even show that U and C2.3 (V) are satis-
fied for well-known inferences. In the passages quoted above, he argues
that this is the case regardless of whether nonobservation is interpreted as
“nonobservation-in-general” (adarsanamitra) or as the “nonobservation of an
observable” (drfyadarsana) (passage b).>* In the context of Ratnakirti’s remarks,

53. RNA (ISD 48.28-49.08): vyabhicaradarsanad avyabhiciva iti cet | nanu vyabhicaradar-
Sanad avyabhicara iti ko “rthaly | kim vyabhicaradarianad avyabhicarah, vyabbicarabhaviad vi |
prathame pakse vyabhicaro bhavatu ma v vyablicaradarsandd {evavyabhicara iti nispatam pan-
ditam }| atha dvitiyah paksah | tadi vyabhicarabhavah kuto jidtal | adavianad iti cet | tat kim
adavsanamatram dySyadavsanam vi | prathamam asaktam | na by adariane pi vyabhicaro nastity
ablidhatum Sakyate, cirakdlonastabrabmanivyabhicaravar | ahatyadariane “py aticirakilavya-
vadhanena vyabhicaradarSanat | dvitiyam casambbavi, kvacit kadacit kenacid vyabhicaradaria-
nasamagryam satyim vyabhicaradarsanat | davianasamagryabhive tu prayayantaravaikalyid
desakalantaravartitvad vi vyabhicarasya sarvam proty upalabdbilaksanapraptarvabhavat™ | tasmat
sary api vyabhicare tadupalambhasamagryabhaviad vyabhicaranupalambhal | {prakarantarena
v tadutpattilaksanenavyabhicare vyabhicaranupalambha ity wbhayathapi vyabhicavopalam-
bhanivrttir astu | tvaya tu yad avyabbicarapratipattinibandhanam daviandadarsanam wpavarni-
tam tatparthivatvadan vyablicarad dhiime pi navyabhicaranibandhanam iti dbiimo “pi tranmate
nasvasabhajanam iti prasaktam}. See also RNA (VN 110.02-110.06). Unlike the other pas-
sages quoted in this section, this passage is from Ratnakirti’s discussion of alternative 2 and
not alternative 3. The similarity between the two positions on the point being discussed
justifies the use of this passage here.

As Kellner (1999:197) notes, there are two ways of interpreting the phrase “having satis-
fied the conditions for being apprehensible.” Sakyabuddhi PVT (9a6f) interprets this to refer
to the presence of all of the conditions or causal factors that are different from the object itself
(pratyayantara). For a close parallel to this view see PVSVT 21.22—21.24, as quoted in Kellner
1999:197 1. 11. Dharmottara (NBT r1o1.7-101.10) interprets this to mean the complete causal
complex that is necessary for perception (janika samagri). For Dharmottara, this complete
causal complex includes both the “additional causal factors™ and the “object itself.”

s54. There is a long history of Buddhist arguments about “nonobservation-in-general.”
See the notes to section 2.1.1 for references to I§varasena’s use of nonobservation in general,
and Kellner 1997b.
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“nonobservation-in-general” refers to nonobservation that is indifferent to
whether the unobserved object is “unobservable” or “observable.” As Ratna-
kirti explains (passage #), an “unobservable” (adyiya) object is one that is
spatially, temporally, or essentially remote (desa-kala-svabhava-viprakysta).>
And although he does not explain it here, it is understood that “remoteness”
is defined relative to a particular kind of observer. For example, although a
ghost (pisaca) may be essentially remote for a normal human observer, it is
not essentially remote for another ghost.5¢ Similarly, an “observable” object
is one that is, relative to a particular kind of observer, neither spatially, tem-
porally, nor essentially remote. It is an object that, if present, would be im-
mediately and inevitably observed.”” Ratnakirti explains that nonobservation
in general cannot prove that an object such as “U” or “V? is absent, since
that object may have been observable only in the distant past or may be ob-
servable only in the distant future (passage &). As he mentions (passage #), it
is always possible that because of remoteness an additional condition is pres-
ent but unobserved. Ratnakirti also explains that the nonobservation of an
observable cannot prove that “U” or “V” is absent, since even if “U” or “V?”
is not spatially, temporally, or essentially remote, the total causal complex
necessary for observing it may not be complete—for example, there may
not be enough light to see it or the observer may not be paying attention
(manaskara).® As a result, even if deviation were present there could be the
nonobservation of it. According to Ratnakirti, then, the Naiyayikas cannot
satisfy their own pervasion conditions and so cannot even show that the

ss. For example, the spatially distant Mount Meru [see MTBh 30.18], the future emperor
Sankha [see NB 2.27, PVSV 16.15, VN 6.5, MTBh 30.18], or a ghost [see DhPr 107.30, RNA
(ISD 146.18), MTBh 30.19]. It is also important to note that these three “degrees” of remote-
ness are always indexed to a specific type of agent.

56. For references to this example see RNA (ISD 146.18), DhPr 107.30, and VNV 19.27.
For a more detailed account of “observable” (dysya) see Kellner 1999:202.

57. See Kellner 1999:196 1. 7, for references to Dharmakirti’s use of this expression. Kell-
ner notes, for example, that at PVin2 16.12-17.07 and PVSV 102.02-102.11 Dharmakirti ex-
plains that “remote” objects are those that do not inevitably and immediately result in
awareness for a particular kind of agent at a particular spatio-temporal location. This sug-
gests that an “unobservable” (adrfya) object is one that cannot be observed by a particular
kind of agent because the object in question is spatially, temporally, or essentially remote.
The idea is that if such an object were not remote in any of these ways, it would be observed.

58. This example is from Kellner 1999:197, following gékyabuddhi (PVT oast). See Kat-
sura 1992b:228 for a similar analysis.
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pervasion subcomponents of well-known inferences have epistemic neces-
sity. Their theory has an inherent weakness.

Ratnakirti also asks whether nondeviation is supposed to be due to the
nonobservation of deviation or the absence of deviation (passage &). This
question can also be generalized to include the absence of an additional con-
dition. The issue is whether epistemic necessity is supposed to supervene on
an epistemic fact, nonobservation, or a nonepistemic fact, absence (abhava).
If it is supposed to supervene on the epistemic fact, then given that this fact
is based on nonobservation, there will always be the possibility that there
was deviation in the past or that deviation will be observed in the future
(passage &). From nonobservation, one can only conclude that there may or
may not be deviation. As a result, if epistemic necessity is supposed to super-
vene on the epistemic fact of nonobservation, the necessity will be too weak
to account for only genuinely inference-warranting relations—there will al-
ways be epistemically significant doubt.” If it is supposed to supervene on
the nonepistemic fact, then because this nonepistemic fact cannot be known,
epistemic necessity cannot be known. The reason given for this is that non-
observation cannot establish the absence of an object, since it may be that an
object is present but the complete set of causal conditions necessary for its
observation is not.

2. Two Arguments

This general criticism of the Nyaya theory of inference-warranting relations
is also reflected in Ratnakirti’s more specific discussion of why he believes
that the Naiyayikas cannot show that the defect “generally inconclusive”
(Hza) does not apply to the reason property in their argument for the exis-
tence of I$vara. As discussed earlier, H3a blocks the functioning of an in-
strument by affecting its pervasion subcomponent in one of two ways: it
cither defeats it, through the identification of a locus in which the reason
property is present but the target property is absent (H3a,) or it undermines
it, by raising doubt about whether the reason property is excluded from all
dissimilar cases (H3a,).” In their defense of the reason property “being an

59. The concept of “epistemically significant doubt” will be discussed in section 2.1.

60. See chapter 2, sections 2.3.2 and 3.2, and section 1.1.1 above.
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effect,” the Naiyayikas appealed to the theory of remoteness in order to sup-
port their argument that the opponent’s criteria for identifying a locus of
deviation were such that H3a, would apply to even well-known, and univer-
sally accepted, inferential arguments.®! From this they concluded that the
opponent’s proposed counterexample, growing grass, was not a suitable ex-
ample of deviation.®? Let us refer to this argument as “Argument 1: The
Growing Grass Argument.” In addition, the Naiyayikas argued that there
isn’t epistemically significant doubt about the exclusion of the reason prop-
erty from all dissimilar cases, since the inference-warranting relation in their
argument is as epistemically necessary as the ones in well-known and univer-
sally accepted inferences, such as the inference of fire from smoke.®® Let us
refer to this argument as “Argument 2: The Argument from Localized
Doubt.” In support of this argument, the Nyaya philosopher Trilocana ar-
gued further that there is a special type of perception called “nonapprehen-
sion,” which can prove that a reason property is not present in a single
dissimilar case.®* On the basis of this, Trilocana argued that there isn’t
epistemically significant doubt about the exclusion of the reason property
from all dissimilar cases in the I$vara-inference. The final argument consid-
ered by the Naiyayikas was the opponent’s argument that given the generality
and scope of the reason property “being an effect(-in-general),” its pervasion
by the target property could never be established. According to the oppo-
nent, pervasion can be established only for a more restricted version of the
reason property. As the opponent sees it, this reveals that the original reason
property is inconclusive. The Naiyayikas’ response to this was to show that
the opponent’s demand to restrict the scope of the reason property is either
unnecessary or unreasonable. Let us refer to this as “Argument 3: The Re-
stricted Scope Argument.”

In the critical sections of his essay, Ratnakirti returns to each of these ar-
guments: he discusses the first two in the Section on Pervasion and the third
one in the Section on the Reason Property. My discussion will follow this order.

61. Where “universally accepted” means among those who take inferential reasoning to
be a source of knowledge.

62. See chapter 2, section 3.2.1.

63. See chapter 2, section 3.2.2.

64. Sce section 1.1 passage 4; the notes to section 1.1.2, where the relationship between
perception, nonapprehension, and suppositional reasoning is discussed; and section 2.1,
where this alternative is discussed in detail.
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Interestingly, in the Section on Pervasion he begins with argument 2, for
which the burden of proof is easier to meet.

2.1. The Argument from Localized Doubt, H3a,

Ratnakirti begins his analysis of argument 2 by providing a more nuanced
version of the Nyaya position. He writes,

(a) Vacaspati says: There isn’t even the defeater of the reason property
called “doubt about its exclusion from all dissimilar cases.” How s it set
aside? Well, only a reason property that was observed in a dissimilar case
disproves what was intended. . . . But how could one which was not
observed in a dissimilar case, even though it was searched for with great
effort, disprove what is to be proven . . . ?

(b) If this were so, the ghost of doubt, to whom an opportunity is
given by overstepping the limits of common sense, would be released.
Nowhere would it not exist, and so one would not act anywhere. This is
[1] because every object would somehow be a locus of doubt; [2] because
on the basis of such unlocalized doubt intelligent people would desist
from activity; and [3] because in the end death is observed even for those
who consume nutritious food and drink.

(¢) Therefore, those who protect the practices of epistemically credible
people insist that there can be doubt only in accordance with observa-

tion, and not with what has not been already observed.%®

According to Vacaspatimisra, not observing a reason property in a dissimi-
lar case cannot lead one to have epistemically significant doubt about its ex-
clusion from such cases (passage #). Vacaspatimisra’s analysis is based on the

65. RNA (ISD 42.08-42.17): (a) atra viacaspatih praha, sandigdhavipaksavyavyttikatvam
nama hetudosa eva na bhavati | tat katham nirasyate | tatha bi ya eva vipakse dysto hetuh sa eva
{prameyatvidivad) ablimatam na sadbayet | yas tu mabatapi prayatnena mygyamano Sapakse
nopalaksitah sa katham sadlhyam na sadbayet | {avasyam Sankaya bhavyam niyimakam apasy-
atim |} (b) iti tu dattavakasa loukikamaryadatikramena samsayapisict lnbdhaprasavi na kvacin
nastiti nayam lvacit pravarteta | sarvasyaivirthasyn kathajicic chankaspadarvad{arianit)* |
anarthasaikayis ca preksivatim nivyttyangarvit | antatah snigdhannapanopayoge “pi marana-
dariandt | (c) tasmar pramanikalokayatrim anupalayati yathadavsanam Sankaniyam, na tv
adystam api. See RNA (VN 107.11-107.13), NVTT 135.17-135.22 24 NS 1.1.5, PV 1.3260—d, PVin
2.45¢—d, and NBT 14.01. In support of this decision see NVTT 135.19.



130  Epistemology

Nyaya theory of epistemically significant doubt. According to this theory,
doubt (samsaya) 1s an awareness-event that, like all awareness-events, must
have an object. More specifically, its object must be a specific property-possessor
(dharmi) about which there is doubt regarding whether it possesses a partic-
ular property F (dharma) or its contrary, non-F.% In the case of H3a,, the
property-possessor in question would be a dissimilar case in which the ex-
clusion of the reason property is said to be in doubt.%” Vacaspatimisra agrees
that if such a property-possessor were observed and identified, there could
be epistemically significant doubt about whether a particular property or its
contrary is present in it. The awareness that there is some as yet unobserved
and unidentified property-possessor in which a particular property is sup-
posed to be present or absent is not, however, an example of doubt that is
epistemically significant. Epistemically significant doubt must be based on
the observation of a specific property-possessor or locus. Vacaspatimisra ar-
gues that if epistemically significant doubt could be based on the nonob-
servation of a specific property-possessor, “the ghost of doubt would be
released” (passage &) and rational people would be paralyzed. If, for exam-
ple, pervasion could be undermined by H3a,, without one actually observ-
ing a dissimilar locus in which there is doubt about the exclusion of a reason
property, there could always be epistemically significant doubt about whether
a reason property is excluded from every dissimilar case. As a result, rational
people could never base their actions on inferentially produced awareness-

66. In a passage that parallels passage ¢ Vacaspatimisra explains, at RNA (VN 107.10—
107.13): “Therefore, for those who protect the practices of people who follow the warranted-
modes of awareness there should be doubt only in accordance with observation, and never
[in accordance with] what was not previously observed. For doubt definitely depends upon
a specific memory and does not exist when there isn’t memory. And memory cannot exist for
an object which was not [previously| experienced” (tasmat pramanikalokayatram anupi-
layords yarhadarianam eva Sankaniyam na tv adystapirvam api | visesasmytyapeksa eva samsmyo
nasmyter bhavati | na ca smytiv ananubbiitacare bhavitum arbati). For more on the Nyaya
theory of doubt see KTBh 97.05-98.10.

67. It is important to note that in passage 2 Vacaspatimisra says that the object that must
be observed in order for there to be doubt is the reason property. Here I am suggesting that
the object that needs to be observed is the locus. This is not inconsistent, because according
to the Naiyayikas the role of property and property-possessor are “interchangeable” in such
cases. For example, in this case there is supposed to be doubt about the absence of a reason
property from a dissimilar locus. According to Naiyayikas, the property (dharma) could ei-
ther be the reason property or the absence of a dissimilar locus, and the property-possessor
(dharmin) could either be the dissimilar locus or the absence of the reason property.
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events. After all, Vacaspatimisra reasons, they would never know whether
some as yet unobserved locus will undermine the awareness on which their
potential action is based. From such considerations Vacaspatimisra concludes
that the opponent’s original argument, that there is epistemically significant
doubt about the exclusion of the reason property from dissimilar cases (H3a,),
is based on an untenable theory of doubt, and should therefore be dismissed.

Before responding to Vacaspatimisra’s remarks about the theory of doubt
that underlies his argument that H3a, applies to the reason property “being
an effect,” Ratnakirti responds to Trilocana and Vacaspatimisra’s claim that
nonapprehension and nonobservation can prove that a reason property is
excluded from all dissimilar cases. This is important since, if the Nyaya claim
is correct, then at least in such cases there cannot be epistemically significant
doubt about the satisfaction of Cz2.3, and thus the question of whether H3a,
applies would not arise.

2.1.1. THE PROBLEM WITH NONOBSERVATION

Ratnakirti responds to Trilocana and Vacaspatimisra’s claim by adding to
his earlier arguments about why nonapprehension and nonobservation can-
not prove that a reason property is excluded from all dissimilar cases.®® For
convenience, he uses the term “nonobservation” to refer to both.%® He writes,

(a) Now, this is nothing but idle chatter, since negative concomitance
cannot be proven by just the nonobservation of a reason property in
dissimilar cases—even one which was searched for with great effort.

(b) That is to say: “the reason property is not apprehended in a
dissimilar case” means that there isn’t a well-functioning instrument of
awareness that apprehends it [i.c., there isn’t the warranted awareness of
it]. Warranted-awareness is the effect of the patient of a knowing-event.
This is based on the principle that there isn’t an object of awareness
without a cause. And given the absence of an effect, it is not the case that
one apprehends the absence of a cause: even when there isn’t any smoke,
there is the apprehension of fire. But if the existence of a patient of a

knowing-event were pervaded by the existence of warranted awareness,

68. See section 1.1.3.
69. For a list of synonymous expressions see Kellner 1999.
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then it would be correct. However, this very pervasion is not possible,
since there would be the unwanted consequence that everything would
be observed by everyone. So negative concomitance is not proven by
nonobservation alone.

() As it was said: “[If you say that negative concomitance can be
proven on the basis of | universal nonobservation, then there is doubt.
[And if you say] it is [on the basis of | one’s own nonobservation, then
there is deviation. This is because with respect to proximate times all
dissimilar cases are not observed. For example, although a blade of grass

in a small hole on the Vindhya mountains is not seen, it exists.””°

Vacaspatimi$ra had argued that the nonobservation of a reason property
in dissimilar cases was sufficient for showing that the defect called “doubt
about the exclusion of the reason property from all dissimilar cases” (H3a,)
did not apply. According to Ratnakirti, however, this assumes that nonob-
servation can prove that a reason property is not present in any dissimilar
case. In other words, it assumes that nonobservation can establish negative
concomitance (vyatireka)—that is, that nonobservation can prove that a rea-
son property is not present in any locus in which the target property is not
also present (passage #).”! In these passages Ratnakirti argues that this cannot
be the case. He bases his argument on the Nyaya view that warranted aware-
ness is the culminating effect of a causal complex that includes the patient of
that awareness-event (passage ). In this case, the proposed awareness-event
is the awareness that the reason property is not present in a dissimilar case.

70. RNA (ISD 42.24-43.03): (a) tad etat pralapamdatram | na bi mabatapi prayatnena
vipakse mygyamanasya hetor adarSanamatrenn vyativekah sidbyati* | (b) tatha bi vipakse hetur
nopalabhyata ity anena tadupalombhakapramananivrttiv ucyate | pramanam ca prameyasyn
karyam, nakaranam viswya iti nyayit | na ca kavyanivyttan kirananivyttiv upalabdhi, nivdbi-
masyapi vabner upalambhit | yadi punak pramanasattayi prameyasarti vyapra syat, tada yuktam
etat | kevalam tyam eva vyaptir asambhaving, sarvasya sarvadarSitvaprasangit | tan nadarsana-
matvena vyativekasiddhil | (c) yathoktam sarvadystis ca sandigdha svadystir vyabhicarini | vin-
dhyadrivandhradirvader adystav api sattvatal || iti sakalavipaksasyarvacinam praty adySyatvit.
*See RNA (ISD 42.09) and MTBh 43.05—43.15.

71. Steinkellner (1968/1969) attributes this view to Iévarasena. For Steinkellner’s recon-
struction of I$varasenas view from HB 28%—35* see Steinkellner 1988. As Steinkellner
(1991:310) has argued, Dharmakirti argues against I$varasena’s idea that negative concomi-
tance can be established by nonobservation in general. Ratnakirti’s arguments are, to some
extent, related to these.
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The proposed instrument is nonobservation. The Naiyayikas’ inferential ar-
gument is that there is warranted awareness (the site/effect) that the reason
property is not present in a dissimilar case (the target property/cause) be-
cause there is the nonobservation of the reason property being present in a
dissimilar case (the reason property/cause). According to the Naiyayikas, the
nonobservation of a patient “x” is supposed to result in the warranted aware-
ness that “not x.”

Ratnakirti begins his analysis of this argument by interpreting the “non-
observation” of a reason property in a dissimilar case to mean “the absence
of a well-functioning instrument that proves that a reason property is pres-
ent in a dissimilar case” (passage &).”> Implicit in his interpretation is the
idea that since observation is supposed to be a form of perception, nonobser-
vation must be defined in terms of the absence of this form of perception.
He thus interprets the nonobservation of some fact “x” in terms of the ab-
sence of an instrument that proves “x.” For Ratnakirti—and not for his
Nyaya opponents—warranted awareness is itself the instrument for war-
ranted awareness.”3 As a result, as he sees it, the absence of a well-functioning
instrument that establishes some fact “x” is merely the absence of the war-
ranted awareness-event that “x.” The fact “x” that is a component in the
causal complex that produces this eftect is, for the Naiyayikas, the absence of
the reason property from dissimilar cases. In their view, it is because there is
not a well-functioning instrument of warranted awareness that proves that
the reason property is present in a dissimilar case that they know, with
cpistemic certainty, that the reason property is not present in a dissimilar

72. This has interesting parallels with the Mimamsa discussion of whether there is a
separate instrument for coming to know absences. See, for example, Kellner 1999.

73. This is in contrast with the Nyaya view, which was discussed in chapter 2. According
to the Naiyayikas, the term “instrument of warranted awareness” (pramana) is interpreted
as meaning “by means of this there is warranted awareness” (pramiyate anena iti prama-
nam); the “this” being referred to is the instrument. See, e.g., NM 31.05, 31.13, 38.15, 72.1I.
According to Buddhists like Ratnakirti, however, the term “instrument of warranted aware-
ness” (pramana) is interpreted to mean “it is warranted awareness” (prama iti pramanam);
the “it” being referred to is the instrument, which just is warranted awareness itself. The
reason for this is that the instrument (i.c., the “pramana™) and its culminating effect (i.c.,
the “pramiti” or “pramanaphala”) are assumed to be nondifferent. This means that the cul-
minating effect of an instrument’s functioning is nothing but the instrument itself. See
MTBh 1.06-1.12, 22.17-23.06; and Dunne 1999:77-79, referring to PV 3.213—215 and PV
3.306-320. See also Hattori 1968:97-100 nn. 55—57, and the references contained therein.



134 Epistemology

case. According to Ratnakirti, however, this is an illegitimate inference from
a cause to an effect: in his view, such an inference requires that the absence
of an effect (the knowing-event that “x) prove the absence of its cause (fact
“¢”). That such an inference is illegitimate is clear, Ratnakirti argues, from
the well-known example of the “inference” of smoke from its cause, fire.
Ratnakirti agrees, however, that if the patient of an awareness-event (puta-
tive fact “x”/the cause) were pervaded by the presence of the warranted
awareness-event that proves it (the eftect), the inference would be legitimate.
He reasons, however, that a pervasion relation of this sort is not possible,
since it would result in the absurd consequence that everyone would have
warranted awareness of every object of awareness (passage ). He concludes
from this that despite Trilocana and Vacaspatimisra’s assertion to the con-
trary, since there is always the possibility of an unobserved dissimilar locus
(i.e., patient/cause), nonobservation cannot prove negative concomitance,
and therefore it cannot be a basis for showing that H3a, does not undermine
pervasion (passage c).

Now that Ratnakirti has shown that nonobservation cannot be used to sat-
isty C2.3, he returns to the issue of whether there is epistemically significant
doubt about it—that is, whether H3a, applies to the reason property “being
an effect.”

2.1.2. RATNAKIRTI ON LOCALIZED
AND UNLOCALIZED DOUBT

Vacaspatimiéra’s response to the original argument that nonobservation
cannot prove that a reason property is excluded from all dissimilar cases was
to insist that the opponent’s position would result in epistemically signifi-
cant doubt about all inferentially produced awareness-events.”* He recog-
nized that even without actually observing a dissimilar locus there could
still be, in the opponent’s view, doubt about whether a reason property is
excluded from such loci. As Vacaspatimisra sees it, such a position entails
that there will always be doubt about whether a reason property is present in
some, as yet unobserved, dissimilar locus. Since such a locus need not be the
object of an awareness-event, there could be doubt about the presence of the

74. See section 2.1., passage b.
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reason property in such a possible counterexample for any awareness-event.
If this sort of “unlocalized doubt” (anartha-sandeha) is supposed to be
epistemically significant, Vacaspatimisra reasoned that not only would the
pervasion subcomponent of every proposed instrument of inferential aware-
ness be undermined by H3a,, but every awareness-event could be as well. As
a result, the ghost of paralyzing doubt would be released, and rational
people would never be able to act. Vacaspatimisra concluded from this that
epistemically significant doubt must be restricted to “localized-doubt™
(artha-sandeba) —that 1s, to awareness-events in which there is doubt about
whether a specific property-possessor that one is aware of possesses a partic-
ular property. This sort of localized doubt, he claimed, has to be based on
observation. Since the doubt raised by the opponent is “unlocalized doubt”—
that is, an awareness-event in which there is doubt about whether a property-
possessor that one is not aware of possesses a particular property—he claims
that it is not epistemically significant, and therefore that it does not under-
mine the pervasion subcomponent of the instrument in the Naiyayikas” ar-
gument for the existence of I$vara.

Ratnakirti responds to this argument by first challenging the interpreta-
tion of the terms “localized doubt” and “unlocalized doubt.” He writes,

(@) What Vacaspati said—“The ghost of doubt would be released.
Nowhere would it not exist, and so one would not act anywhere””>—
does not follow. For intelligent people, positive activity is definitely not
prevented, since “localized doubt” is a basis for activity. Unlocalized
doubt can be raised in every case. It was also said that there would not be
positive activity “because, in the end, death is observed even for those
who consume nutritious food and drink.”” This is difficult to understand.

(b) That is to say: The terms “localized doubt” and “unlocalized
doubt” are not genitive compounds. Rather, “localized doubt” means
“doubt which is directed toward an object” and the term “unlocalized
doubt” means “doubt which is not directed toward an object.” These
are compounds in which the middle word has been elided, like the

compound “era-king.”””

75. See section 2.1, passage b; RNA (ISD 42.13).

76. See section 2.1, passage &; RNA (ISD 42.15).

77. RNA (ISD 43.04-43.10): (a) yac coktam, saminyapisici Inbdhaprasara na kvacin nastiti
na kvacit pravarteteti | tad asangatam | arthasamsayasyapi preksavatim pravyteyangatvit pravyt-
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Ratnakirti reasons that the compound words “localized doubt” and “un-
localized doubt” do not describe awareness-events for which there must be
a specific and identifiable object that cither is or is not the object of that
awareness-event. This is because this interpretation presupposes that the
compounds are best interpreted as meaning “doubt that has an object” and
“doubt that does not have an object”—where “doubt” refers to the awareness-
event and “object” refers to the specific and identifiable object (or patient) of
that awareness-event. In Ratnakirti’s view, however, these compounds are
best interpreted as compounds in which the “middle word” is elided (pas-
sage b). In Ratnakirti’s interpretation, the compound word “localized doubt”
refers to a state of awareness in which there is doubt that is “directed to-
ward” an object—that is, doubt about some object (or property-possessor),
but not necessarily about a specific and identifiable one. Ratnakirti argues
that this is the sort of “localized doubt™ that is epistemically significant. The
compound word “unlocalized doubt” refers, in his view, to doubt that is not
directed toward an object—that is, doubt that is not about an object (or
property-possessor). Ratnakirti agrees here with Vacaspatimiéra that “unlo-
calized doubt” is not epistemically significant, since as Vacaspatimisra points
out it could be raised with respect to any awareness-event (passages ¢ and ).

Given Ratnakirti’s reinterpretation of these concepts, the examples that
the Naiyayikas originally dismissed as being epistemically insignificant in-
stances of unlocalized doubt can be seen to be epistemically significant in-
stances of localized doubt. According to Vacaspatimisra, the opponent’s
argument that H3a, applies to the reason property “being an effect,” since it
may be present in an as yet unobserved and unidentified dissimilar case, is
based on the assumption that unlocalized doubt is epistemically significant.
As Ratnakirti interprets it, however, this argument has nothing to do with

tir avirodhiny eva | anarthasandebal sarvatra kartum Sakyate | antarah snigdhannapanopayoge
i mavanadarianid apravyttir iti cet | duriianam etar | () tatha bi, avthasandeho “navthasan-
deho veti nayam sasthisamasal | kintv avthonmukhal sandebo rthasandehal, anarthonmukbah
sandeho “navthasandeha iti Sakaparthivadivanmadbyapadalops samasah. See RNA (ISD 42.13),
RNA (ISD 42.15), and RNA (ISD 42.08-42.17), quoted carlier.

The example “{aka-parthiva” (era-king) is usually understood as “Saka-priya-parthiva”
(era-dear-king), where the elided middle word is “priya” (dear). The term can be translated
as “a king who is dear to the Sikas,”i.c., an era-making king. See KaVr a4 Panini 2.1.60 and
MBh ad Panini 2.1.69. The elided word in the compounds “localized doubt” (artha-
unmukha-sandeba) and “unlocalized doubt” (anartha-unmukba-sandeba) is unmukba (“di-
rected toward”).
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unlocalized doubt. Rather, it is based on localized doubt—that is, doubt
that is directed toward an object, i.e., a possible dissimilar locus. For Ratna-
kirti, it is not necessary that a specific property-possessor be presented to
awareness for there to be epistemically significant doubt about whether it
possesses a particular property. All that is necessary is that there be some
potential property-possessor about which there is such doubt.”

With his interpretation of the terms “localized doubt” and “unlocalized
doubt” in place, Ratnakirti also responds to Vacaspatimisra’s criticism of the
opponent’s original arguments for why H3a, applies to the reason property
“being an effect.” Vacaspatimisra had argued that the opponent’s under-
standing of epistemically significant doubt was such that if it were taken seri-
ously it would paralyze rational people, and would result in their complete
inactivity.”? To support this claim Vacaspatimi$ra argued that: (i) the op-
ponent’s view would result in epistemically significant doubt about every
awareness-event; (ii) rational people would never act if unlocalized doubt
were epistemically significant, as the opponent claims; and finally (iii) the
opponent’s position cannot account for why rational people act on the basis
of widely accepted inferential arguments about which, in the opponent’s
view, there is epistemically significant doubt. As an example of such an argu-
ment he referred to the inference of a long and healthy life (target property)
on the basis of consuming nutritious food and drink (reason property).8°

Ratnakirti responds to Vacaspatimisra’s arguments by defending the op-
ponent’s original insights. More specifically, he argues that not only is it
possible to show that H3za, applies to the reason property “being an effect,”
but also that the three problematic consequences that Vacaspatimisra attri-
butes to the opponent’s position do not follow from it. In a passage immedi-
ately following the one in which he interprets the terms “localized doubt”
and “unlocalized doubt,” Ratnakirti explains that,

(¢) in the case of [a reason property]| such as “nutritious food and
drink,” there is indeed localized doubt. This is because in one’s own and

another’s continuum, things that belong to that class are observed to

78. This discussion is related to the issue of “empty subject” terms in logic, which has
been discussed in Matilal 1970, McDermott 1969, McDermott 1970, and Chakrabarti
1997:211-245.

79. See section 2.1.

80. See section 2.1, passage b.
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produce good eye-sight and be nourishing, etc., and unintended things
such as death are observed only occasionally, in some cases. Unlocalized
doubt is seen to be opposed to this. Therefore, it is indeed difficult to
deny that in such cases intelligent people also act from doubt that is

directed toward an object, as they do from warranted awareness.5!

And in a somewhat different context he says,

(d) This is because when there isn’t a well-functioning instrument
of awareness that is capable of proof or disproof, reasonable doubt is
accepted, even by those who act on the basis of well-functioning instru-
ments of awareness. Moreover, the unwanted consequence of total
inactivity doesn’t follow, since activity is possible on the basis of both a
well-functioning instrument of awareness and localized doubt. In addition,
unlocalized doubt cannot be raised in every [such] case since, in some

cases, localized doubt is seen.®?

In passage ¢, Ratnakirti addresses Vacaspatimi$ra’s concern that the op-
ponent’s position cannot adequately explain some widely accepted inferen-
tial practices. It is, for example, well known that a diet of nutritious food and
drink (the reason property) contributes to a long and healthy life (the target
property). It is also observed, however, that some people who maintain such
diets occasionally become sick and die. According to the opponent, such a
person would be a locus of deviation, since she is a locus in which the target
property is absent and the reason property is present. On the basis of having
observed such a person, however, the opponent should have epistemically
significant doubt about the exclusion of the reason property from all dis-
similar cases. Moreover, on this basis, she should conclude that H3a, applies
to the reason property. As a result, she should also conclude that the inference

81. RNA (ISD 43.10-43.12): () {evam sati} snigdhannapanidiav arthasandeha eva, tajjati-
yasya svapavasantine dystipustyiadyarthasya kotisah karvanadarsandt, marandder anarthasya
kvacit kadicid darsanat | etadviparito ‘narthasandebo dvastavyal | tasmat pramanad ivarthasam-
Sayad api preksavatim tatra tatra pravettir durvaraiva.

82. RNA (ISD 47.19—47.21): (d) pramanikair eva sadbakabadhakapramanabhave nyay-
apraptasya samsayasyn vibitatvit | na ca sarvatrapravrttiprasangah, pramanid arthasaminyac co
pravrtter upnpatteh | na canarvthasandehah savvatva kavtum $akyate, kvacid avthonmukhatiyi

eva darsanat.
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of a long and healthy life from a diet of nutritious food and drink is not a
knowing-event, and so should not provide a basis for the actions of rational
people. The problem, according to Vacaspatimisra, is that rational people do
not come to this conclusion. That this is the case is clear from seeing that
rational people maintain a diet of nutritious food and drink in order to live a
long and healthy life. According to Vacaspatimisra, these sorts of inferential
practices cannot be explained by the opponent.

As Ratnakirti explains in passage ¢, however, from his perspective such
practices can be casily explained. Although Ratnakirti would agree with the
opponent that the inference is not certified, he disagrees with Vacaspati-
misra that epistemically significant doubt must result in inactivity. In fact, as
this example reveals, according to Ratnakirti, rational people do act on the
basis of unwarranted awareness-events. As a result, Vacaspatimisra’s worry
that the opponent’s position would result in complete inactivity can be dis-
missed. In passage 4 Ratnakirti further explains this point, and extends its
significance to the other two problematic consequences that Vacaspatimisra
attributes to the opponent’s position. As Ratnakirti explains, without a well-
functioning instrument of awareness to prove or disprove that a particular
reason property is excluded from all dissimilar cases, there will inevitably be
doubt about whether that reason property is excluded from all such cases.
Moreover, this doubt will be epistemically significant, since it will be an
instance of localized doubt. As a result, the pervasion subcomponent of the
instrument will be undermined, and the awareness-event that is produced
by it will not be warranted. In such cases, however, Ratnakirti says that the
doubt is “reasonable,” since there is not a well-functioning instrument of
awareness that could resolve the matter in one way or the other. And as Rat-
nakirti argues, rational people do act on the basis of such reasonable, local-
ized doubt.

As a result of this analysis, which is supported by his critique of nonob-
servation and his own account of epistemically significant doubt, Ratnakirti
supports the opponent’s original insight that not only have the Naiyayikas
not shown that H3a, does not apply to the reason property in their I$vara-
inference but they have in fact demonstrated that it applies to it.

2.2. The Growing Grass Argument, H3a,

In defending their argument from H3a, the Naiyayikas argued that since
there were no known instances of deviation, the defect H3a, did not defeat
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the pervasion subcomponent of the instrument defined by the reason prop-
erty “being an effect.”® One of the issues raised in their defense concerned
the criteria through which instances of deviation could be identified.3* As
previously discussed, an instance of deviation is a locus, other than the site,
in which the reason property is known to be present and the target property
is known to be absent.3®> When such a locus is identified, the defect is said to
apply. Determining that a particular locus is a locus of deviation requires:
(1) determining that that locus is not the site; (2) determining the precise
nature of the target property; (3) determining that the target property is not
present in that locus; (4) determining the precise nature of the reason prop-
erty; and (5) determining that the reason property is present in that locus.

Through the theory of remoteness, the Naiyayikas had argued that the
opponent could not determine (3)—that is, that the target property was not
present in growing grass, the opponent’s proposed locus of deviation.®¢ On
the basis of this, they argued that since defect H3a, was not shown to apply
to “being an effect,” C2.3 was in fact satisfied. Of the five issues mentioned
above, issues 1-3 are central to Ratnakirti’s arguments in the Section on Per-
vasion. Issues 4—s are discussed in the Section on the Reason Property. Ratna-
kirti begins his argument in the Section on Pervasion with issue 2, and a brief
discussion of the target property.

2.2.1. TWO ALTERNATIVES

From the Naiyayikas’ inferential argument, it is clear that what they are try-
ing to prove is that an intelligent agent created our world, in the sense that it
is I§vara who put it together.8” What is not clear, however, is whether this
agent is supposed to be observable, unobservable, or contextually observable
and unobservable.®® If this agent is supposed to be observable (alternative 1),
Ratnakirti argues that a locus of deviation can be easily identified, and thus
that it can be shown that H3a, defeats the pervasion subcomponent of the
instrument. In support of the opponent’s initial argument that growing

83. See chapter 2, section 3.2.

84. See chapter 2, section 3.2.1.

85. Deviation has been discussed in chapter 2, section 3.2.2 and in sections 1.2—1.3 above.
86. Sce chapter 2, section 3.2.1.

87. See chapter 2, sections 2—2.2.

88. RNA (ISD 43.31-44.01).
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grass is a locus of deviation and a counterexample to pervasion, Ratnakirti
also points to trees. If the agent is supposed to be unobservable or contextu-
ally observable and unobservable (alternative 2), Ratnakirti argues, there
will be epistemically significant doubt about the exclusion of the reason
property from all dissimilar cases, and therefore that H3a, can be shown to
defeat the pervasion subcomponent of the instrument. In either case, Ratna-
kirti argues not only that the Naiyayikas have not certified that the instru-
ment is well-functioning, but that, since its pervasion subcomponent is
defective, the instrument is in fact not well-functioning,.

What is specifically at issue for Ratnakirti is whether, according to the
Naiyayikas, the target property is always, occasionally, or never observable
(issue 2), and whether, given the Naiyayikas’ position, pervasion can be es-
tablished.3? Given that a dissimilar case must be a locus in which the target
property is known to be present, and that according to the Naiyayikas ob-
servation and nonobservation are the instruments most commonly used to
detect the presence or absence of a property in a particular locus, the issue of
whether the maker is always (i.e., inevitably and immediately) or only occa-
sionally (i.c., neither inevitably nor immediately) observable is significant for
the I§vara-inference. As Ratnakirti sees it, however, in either case H3a can be
shown to apply to the reason property “being an effect.”

AN OBSERVABLE ISVARA
Ratnakirti introduces alternative 1 as follows:

If it 1s the first alternative, the reason property is generally inconclu-
sive. . . . This is because [the reason property] “being an effect” is
observed in things like trees, which are produced even without a target
property like that.”

[The Naiyayikas respond:] Things like trees are included in the site of
the inference. How can there be deviation with respect to them? Existing
things are of three sorts: either there is doubt about them having a maker,

as there is for trees and the like; or a maker is well known, as for pots

89. Interestingly, the issue of I§vara’s being in principle unobservable (i.c., never observ-
able) is not discussed in this context. The (mis-)interpretation of “unobservable” as “in
principle unobservable” is discussed in Kellner 1999.

90. RNA (ISD 4.4.01-44.02): yady ddyal paksah, tada tathabhitasadhyam antarenapy ut-
padyamane vitapadau karyatvadarsandt sadbarananaikantiko hetub.
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and the like; or there isn’t a maker, like in the case of space and the like.
Having accepted, on the basis of perception and nonapprehension, that
there is pervasion for things like pots—which have a well-known
maker—and having located the reason property “being an effect” in
things like trees—loci about which there is doubt—an intelligent agent is

inferred. Again, they cannot be a locus of deviation.”!

In responding to Ratnakirti’s assertion that, like growing grass, trees are
a locus of deviation, the Naiyayikas argue that since trees are a part of the
site of the inference they cannot count as examples of deviation (issue 1). The
Naiyayikas defend this view by classifying all objects into three distinct
groups, based upon whether the object is known to have an intelligent
maker, whether there is doubt about it having such a maker, or whether it is
known to not have a maker at all. The site of the inference includes, by defi-
nition, only those objects for which there is doubt about their being made by
an intelligent agent. Since it is well known, for example, that pots are made
by an intelligent agent, they cannot be a part of the site of the inference. Even
though Ratnakirti does not have any doubt about whether trees have such a
maker, the Naiyayikas argue that since they have reasonable doubt about
this, it is appropriate for trees to be included in the site of the inference. On
this basis, they also argue that things like trees cannot be known to be in-
stances of deviation. In response, Ratnakirti says,

This is incorrect, since a locus of deviation must not be included in the
site of an inference. This is based on the following principle: “In putting
forth a reason property when there is doubt, the reason property is without
a specific locus.” In addition, there 45 a locus of deviation. This is because,
in the case of things like growing grass, an intelligent agent-in-general,
with the additional property of an observable body, is rejected on the
basis of the nonapprehension of an observable. Because of this, it is entirely
appropriate to make things like mountains—about which there is doubt

regarding a maker—into the site of the inference. Trees, on the other

or. RNA (ISD 44.03—44.08): nanu vrksadayal paksikytial | katham tair vyabhicaral | tri-
vidho hi bhavarasih | sandigdhakavtrko yatha viksadil | prasiddbakartrko yatha ghotadih | akar-
trko yathakasadih | tarra prasiddhakartrke ghatadan protyaksanupalambhabhyam vyaptim adayn
sandebapade ksmarubadan kiryatvam wpasambrtyn buddbiman anuwmiyate | na punav asan
vyabhicaravisayo bhavitum arbati. See NVTT 563.11-563.13 24 NS 4.1.21.
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hand, have a sentient maker, but you don’t accept this fourth category of
things.??

Ratnakirti implies that by simply asserting that they have reasonable
doubt about whether trees have an observable, intelligence-possessing
maker, the Naiyayikas have not shown that their doubt is either reasonable
or epistemically significant. He suggests that if one agrees with the Naiyayi-
kas’ line of reasoning almost any proposed locus of deviation could be dis-
missed by simply asserting that it is a part of the site of the inference. As
Ratnakirti also points out, he could just as easily assert that a locus that he
knows to be a locus of deviation cannot be included in the site of an infer-
ence, since he knows it to be a locus in which the reason property is present
and the target property is absent. Simply asserting that trees are a part of the
site of the inference is not, therefore, a proper response to the charge that
they are a locus of deviation.

More significantly, Ratnakirti argues that as in the case of growing grass
it can be shown that trees are a locus of deviation. If; for example, the target
property is supposed to be observable, it is possible to know that it is not
present in a particular locus through the “nonapprehension of an observ-
able” (dy$ya-anupalambhba).®? Since both Trilocana and Vacaspatimisra seem
to consider nonapprehension (or nonobservation) to be a type of perception—
Le., an accredited instrument of warranted awareness—Ratnakirti implies
that they too should be able to determine whether growing grass and trees
have an observable, intelligent maker. He reasons that since nearly everyone

92. RNA (ISD 44.08-44.13): ayuktam ctat | na hi vyabhicaravisayn eva pakse bhavitum
arhati, sandigdhe betuvacaniad vyasto hetor anasraya iti nyayit | vyabhicaravisayati ca dyfyasn-
rivopadher buddhimanmatvasyn tynadyutpattan dySyanupalambhena pratiksiptatvar | tatas co
ksmadharvadiv eva sandigdbakartykal paksikartum ucitaly ksmaruhadis tu cetanakartrka iti ca-
turtho bhavarasiv nestavyah. See PV 4.91 and Tillemans 2000:124-129.

93. According to Buddhists like Ratnakirti, the “nonapprehension of an observable”
(ArSyanupalabdiyi) is an accredited instrument for establishing the absence of observable ob-
jects. In some cases, the term refers to a form of perception. See, for example, JNA (AR
79.14—79.16) in Kellner 2007. In most cases, however, the term refers to a reason property
(anupalabdhi-hetu). In such cases, the “nonapprehension of an observable” is an instrument
that justifies the threefold treatment of an object as absent (asadvyavahira). The secondary
literature on nonapprehension (anupalabdhi) is extensive; see, for example, Katsura 1992b,
Kellner 1997a, Kellner 1999, and Steinkellner 1992. Now see too the very helpful discussion
in Kellner 2007.
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has seen that grass and trees are produced from seeds, soil, sunlight, water,
etc., and that an observable, intelligent agent has never been seen to be a part
of the causal complex that leads to the production of either object, it should
be clear that neither grass nor trees have such a maker. Since no one has ever
seen the “causes” of the great mountains, however, there is reasonable and
cpistemically significant doubt about whether they have an observable and
intelligent maker. A maker of things like mountains might, after all, have
been observable, but only a very long time ago at the moment of their ori-
gin. Since their maker could be temporally remote, it cannot be deter-
mined through the nonapprehension of an observable whether or not they
have such a maker. Ratnakirti explains that, as a result of this, things like
mountains should be included in the site of the inference. His point is that
there is a principled way of determining whether there is reasonable doubt
about whether a proposed locus possesses a particular property. Moreover,
once this criterion 1s applied, it is clear that there isn’t doubt about whether
trees have an observable and intelligent maker, but there is doubt about
whether mountains have such a maker. As a result, trees cannot be included
in the site of the inference, and thus can legitimately serve as an example of
deviation. From this, Ratnakirti concludes that if the Naiyayikas’ claim that
the target property is observable, it can be shown that trees are a locus of
deviation, and therefore that H3a, defeats the pervasion subcomponent of
the instrument.

AN UNOBSERVED ISVARA

Ratnakirti now considers the possibility that the Naiyayikas take the target
property to be an intelligent agent who is not observable (alternative 2). Such a
maker might be unobservable, in principle, or only contextually unobservable,
as a result of being spatially, temporally, or essentially remote to us (desa-kala-
svabhava-viprakysta). In considering such a possibility, Ratnakirti writes,

(@) Now, shocked by deviation, and for the purpose of showing that
there are three groups of existing things, they [i.c., the Naiyayikas] say
that it is the second alternative: there is pervasion with an intelligent-
maker-in-general who, in virtue of being both observable and unobserv-
able, cannot be rejected on the basis of perception as being the maker of
things like trees.

(b) Given this, it is possible that there is an intelligent-maker-in-

general for things like trees. Thus we do not say that the reason property
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1s generally inconclusive. Instead we say that because of the absence of
pervasion, there is doubt about the exclusion [of the reason property
from dissimilar cases|. The reason for this is that negative concomitance
cannot be proven by the nonapprehension of an observable, since what is
to be proven, an intelligent agent who is both observable and unobserv-
able, may be unobservable at the time when pervasion is being grasped.
(c) That 1s to say: If the negative concomitance of a pot is determined
prior to the instrumental activity of the potter, it is not possible to
determine that the negative concomitance of the pot is due to the absence
of the target property [i.c., the potter]. For example, when things like
trees were coming into being, it is possible that the intelligent-maker-in-
general was present, since in virtue of his being unobservable this cannot
be denied. This is also the case for things like pots, since in virtue of
being unobservable at the time when negative concomitance is being
ascertained, it is possible that the intelligent-maker-in-general was present.
Since it has not been proven that the absence of the reason property is
dependent upon the absence of the target property, pervasion is absent.
How is the reason property not one about which there is doubt regard-

ing its exclusion [from dissimilar cases]? *

Given that the target property may be unobservable, it is not possible,
through nonobservation, to know that that property is not present in a par-
ticular locus (passage ). This is because, as a result of remoteness, that prop-
erty may not be observed even though it is present in that locus. Ratnakirti
agrees that in such cases it cannot be shown that the pervasion relation is
defeated by H3za,, the defect called “generally inconclusive” (passage ). In-
stead he argues that in such cases it is defeated by H3a,, the defect called
“doubt about the exclusion of the reason property from dissimilar cases”

94. RNA (ISD 44.16~44.24): (2) atha vyabhicaracamathkaris trividhabhavarvasivyavasthip-
andrthaom ca vitapadan pratyaksapratiksiptena dySyadySyasadbaranena buddhimanmatrena
vyaptir avagamyata iti dvitiyah sankalpah | (b) tadi vitapadan buddbimanmatrasyn sambhiavya-
manatvin na sidbarananaikantikatim briomah | kim tarhi, vyaptigrabanakale dySyadysyasi-
dharanasyn buddbimanmatvasya sadhyasya adySyatoya dySyanupalambhbena vyativekasiddber vyapter
abhavat sandigdhavyavyttikatvam acaksmabe | () tathi bi | yada kumbhbakaravyaparit pirvam
lkeumbhasya vyatirekah pratyetavyas tadi na sadhyabhavakyto ghatavyativekah pravyetum Sakyal |
yatha hi vitapadijanmasamaye buddhimanmatrasyadySyatvena niseddhum adakyatvat sattvasam-
bhavanayam, sadhyabhavaprayuktasyn sadhanabbavasyasiddhatvena vyapter abbavit katham na
sandigdhavyativeko hetuh.
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(passage ). In considering alternative 2, therefore, the discussion shifts
from the discussion of H3a, back to a discussion of H3za,. According to Rat-
nakirti, in order for the Naiyayikas to know that the reason property “being
an effect” is not present in any dissimilar locus they must know that the ab-
sence of the reason property is due to the absence of the target property (pas-
sage ¢). What is at issue is negative concomitance and how, according to the
Naiyayikas, it can be established. Since the target property may be unobserv-
able, Ratnakirti argues that there is no way for the Naiyayikas to determine
negative concomitance through observation and nonobservation (nonappre-
hension).

What the Naiyayikas need to show, according to Ratnakirti, is how per-
vasion, and especially negative concomitance, can be established when one
of the terms in a proposed inference-warranting relation is (at least contextu-
ally) unobservable. One way they could do this would be to show how nega-
tive concomitance is established in well-known and widely accepted inferences,
such as the inference of a potter—who as a result of being temporally or spa-
tially remote may be contextually unobservable—from the presence of pots.
In order to show this, the Naiyayikas must, in accordance with their own
theory, explain why the defect called “doubt about the exclusion of the rea-
son property from dissimilar cases” does not apply. More specifically, in the
case of a potter and his pots, they must, according to Ratnakirti, show that
the absence of a pot is due to the absence of the potter. Ratnakirti argues that
according to their own theory the Naiyayikas cannot show this. In arguing
his point, he makes use of the Naiyayikas’ earlier argument that one cannot
know through observation and nonobservation that trees do not have an
intelligent maker, since due to remoteness this maker could be unobserv-
able.”®

Ratnakirti’s point in citing this example is to illustrate that for the Nai-
yayikas too the nonobservation (or nonapprehension) of a contextually un-
observable maker cannot establish the absence of that maker in a particular
locus. As a result, it is always possible that such a maker is present but not
seen. Thus the Naiyayikas cannot show that such a maker is not present. As
a result, if the target property is unobservable, there will always be doubt
about its exclusion from dissimilar cases. Moreover, this will be the case re-
gardless of whether the target property is a potter or an intelligent maker. As

95. See chapter 2, section 3.2.1.
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a result Ratnakirti concludes that there is epistemically significant doubt
about the exclusion of the reason property from dissimilar cases, and there-
fore that Hza, defeats it. The problem, as Ratnakirti sees it, is that if the
target property is not observable, negative concomitance cannot be estab-
lished, given the Nyaya view. And as a resul, it is inevitable that there will be
cpistemically significant doubt about the exclusion of the reason property
from dissimilar cases (Cz2.3).

2.2.2. A COUNTERARGUMENT FROM MATERIAL CAUSES

In responding to an earlier objection, however, the Naiyayikas explained how
a pervasion relation that was established between specific and observable
classes of effects and specific and observable classes of causes could be used
to infer a specific, unobservable cause—an unobserved maker—from the rea-
son property “effects-in-general.”®® In order to illustrate this, the Naiyayikas
provided an example. They argued that since their opponent would agree
that pervasion can be established between specific pieces of cloth and their
material cause—i.c., threads—he should also agree that there is pervasion be-
tween all effects—i.e., effects-in-general—and the property “having a mate-
rial cause.” The assumption underlying this argument is that specific, observed
picces of cloth are known to be pervaded by the property “having a material
cause,” in virtue of their having the property “being an eftect-in-general.”
The Naiyayikas reason that since the opponent agrees with the conclusion of
this first argument he should also agree with the conclusion of a parallel ar-
gument in which the property “having an instrumental cause” is substituted
in both steps of the argument for the property “having a material cause.” Their
imagined opponent, however, rejected the parallel argument. But according
to the Naiyayikas, this rejection entails the rejection of the well-known ar-
gument. Since this is not acceptable to the opponent, the Naiyayikas con-
clude that he must then accept the parallel argument. These two arguments
are important to Ratnakirti’s continuing discussion of H3a,, since they pro-
vide another example of how the Naiyayikas argue that negative concomi-
tance can be known even when one or both of the terms is not observable.

In responding to this argument, Ratnakirti rejects both the example and
the analysis. He argues,

96. See chapter 2, section 3.2.2.
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So who deceived you in this way? If in this case pervasion is grasped by
perception and nonapprehension, how is it proven that an effect-in-
general has a material cause? You didn’t mention another method for
grasping pervasion. And if they are observable and unobservable, it is
impossible to rationally arrive at pervasion between an effect-in-general
and a material cause by means of perception and nonapprehension, since

each must have an observable object.””

Ratnakirti’s response to the parallel argument strategy is based on his earlier
point about the method that the Naiyayikas use to establish pervasion. Al-
though Ratnakirti agrees with the conclusion of the first argument, he does
not agree with the Naiyayikas’ theory of pervasion. Thus he rejects both ar-
guments, but only the conclusion of the second one. In the above passage
Ratnakirti repeats his point that it is not possible to establish pervasion for
an unobservable object by perception and nonapprehension. The reason he
rejects the Naiyayikas® parallel argument strategy is suggested by his earlier
remark, that to establish negative concomitance it is necessary to know that
“the absence of the reason property is due to the absence of the target prop-
erty” (sadhya-abhava-prayukta). Neither the Naiyayikas® theory of inference-
warranting relations nor their parallel argument strategy is able to show this
dependence.

According to Ratnakirti, then, the Nyaya theory cannot account for how
a pervasion relation that is established for a specific set of observable objects
can be extended to objects that are not observable. Without a plausible method
for determining pervasion for an unobservable target property, there will
always be doubt about the exclusion of the reason property from putatively
dissimilar cases, and so H3a, will be known to apply. As Ratnakirti sees it,
this is a problem not only for the I$vara-inference, but for every inference in
which the target property is unobservable in this way.

97. RNA (ISD 44.25—44.30): {yathoktam, na ca yathi kiaryawm ca syan nivupadinam ceti
nasankaniyam, tathi karyam ca bhaved akartrkam ceti nasankaniyam iti, tatvapi kiryaom ca
syan nirupadanam co bhaved iti na vaktavyam iti} kenaivam pratirvito ’si | yadi by atra pratyak-
sanupalambhiabhyam vyaptiv grhyate tadi katham wpadanapivvakam karyamatram sidhyati |
vyaptigrahanaprakarintaram ca tvayapi nopanyastam | dySyadySyasadharanayor upadanakiryn-
matrayor dySyavisayabhydm pratyaksanupalambhablyam vyapter abhyihitum asakyatvit.
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2.3. Conclusion: The Section on Pervasion

In his Section on Pervasion, Ratnakirti considers the Nyaya theory of inference-
warranting relations, in order to show why the inference-warranting relation
in their argument for the existence of I$vara is defeated by H3a. In describing
the Nyaya theory, he also discusses the three pervasion conditions in terms of
which the Naiyayikas define the natural relation that they insist underwrites
the pervasion subcomponent of all well-functioning instruments of inferential
awareness. In this section he also provides an account of how the Naiyayikas
propose to satisty these conditions and thereby show that the inference-
warranting relation defined by them is epistemically necessary.

Although Ratnakirti argues that the Naiyayikas have neither provided a
precise definition of such relations nor proven that such relations exist, his
most important criticism of the Nyaya theory is his argument that the Nai-
yayikas cannot show by observation and nonobservation that C2.3 (and U)
are ever satisfied. According to Ratnakirti, an inherent weakness in the
Nyaya theory is their view that a finite, unspecified number of empirical ob-
servations and nonobservations can establish the absence of a reason prop-
erty in all dissimilar cases (Cz2.3). As Ratnakirti argues, the epistemic
necessity conferred upon negative concomitance by the Nyaya theory is such
that there will always be the possibility that a reason property is present in
an as yet unidentified dissimilar case. As a result, Ratnakirti concludes that
the Naiyayikas cannot show that C2.3 is satisfied and that H3a, does not ap-
ply to a reason property. This is the case, he suggests, not only for the reason
property in the Naiyayikas’ argument for the existence of I§vara but for
nearly every inferential argument that is supposed to be certified within the
Nyaya epistemological framework. This general criticism of the Nyaya the-
ory of inference-warranting relations and certification informs Ratnakirti’s
response to each of the Nyaya arguments discussed in this section.

In discussing “Argument 1: The Growing Grass Argument,” Ratnakirti
argued that if the Naiyayikas suppose that I$vara is observable then it can be
shown through the nonapprehension of an observable that trees and grow-
ing grass are instances of deviation, and that they defeat the pervasion sub-
component of the instrument in the Naiyayikas’ argument. This is because,
according to both Ratnakirti and the Naiyayikas, the epistemic fact of not ob-
serving an observable object in a locus establishes the nonepistemic fact of its
absence in that locus. If I$vara is supposed to be an “unobservable,” however,
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Ratnakirti argues that the Naiyayikas cannot prove negative concomitance
through nonapprehension or nonobservation, as required by their theory.
This is because, as Ratnakirti has argued, the epistemic fact of not observing
an unobservable cannot establish the nonepistemic fact of the absence of that
unobservable. More specifically, a finite, unspecified number of nonobserva-
tions can never establish that the absence of an unobservable object, such as
the target property, is due to the absence of the reason property. The ob-
served instances of negative concomitance could be coincidental. Since nega-
tive concomitance cannot be established, Ratnakirti argues that there will
always be epistemically significant doubt about the exclusion of the reason
property from all dissimilar cases, and therefore that H3a, will defeat the
reason property.

In his discussion of “Argument 2: The Argument from Localized Doubt,”
Ratnakirti considers the Naiyayikas response to this sort of argument. The
Naiyayikas argue that the epistemic necessity conferred upon inference-
warranting relations by their theory is sufficient for ruling out what they
consider to be epistemically significant doubt about the presence of the rea-
son property in dissimilar cases. Ratnakirti dismisses this on the grounds
that it is based on an untenable theory of epistemic doubt. According to
Ratnakirti, the problem with the Nyaya theory of doubt is that it considers
only available, but not possible, objects to be epistemically significant. As he
sees it, the Nyaya view is impoverished by their empiricism. In responding
to the Naiyayikas, Ratnakirti reinterprets the Naiyayikas’ theory of doubt
and shows that his interpretation is more reasonable and that it will not lead
to paralyzing doubt, as they suggest. Given his account of reasonable and
epistemically significant doubt, Ratnakirti argues that H3a, can be shown to
defeat the reason property.

3. The Section on the Reason Property

In the next section of his essay, Ratnakirti continues his discussion of Hza
y. 1

and H3za, by focusing on issues that have to do with the scope of the reason

property “being an effect.”® The discussion shifts, therefore, to the specific

98. See chapter 2, section 3.2.2. There are two somewhat different issues that have to do
with what I am calling the “scope” of the reason property. The first issue, which will be
discussed in this section, concerns the conditions under which, given a particular formulation
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nature of the reason property (issue 4) and the related issue of whether it is
known to be present in a particular locus (issue 5).*” While in section 2 of
this chapter Ratnakirti discussed H3a, and H3a, primarily in terms of the
target property (issue 2, issue 3), here he reconsiders these defects by focus-
ing on the reason property. In both cases, however, he is concerned with nega-
tive concomitance. In addition, in section 2 Ratnakirti focused his attention
almost exclusively on the pervasion subcomponent of the instrument—that
is, on C2.2, C2.3, U, and the defects associated with them (see figure 1 in
chapter 2, p. 64). Here his attention to the reason property enables him to
expand his analysis to include a discussion of Cz.1, which is the instrument
condition in terms of which the site subcomponent is defined, and its associ-
ated defect, Hib. As discussed carlier, C2.1 states that a reason property
must be known to be present in the site of the inference.!%? It is in discussing
the nature of the reason property and its proposed negative concomitance
that Ratnakirti provides his response to what I referred to carlier as “the

Restricted Scope Argument.”0!

3.1. The Restricted Scope Argument

In defending their argument for the existence of I$§vara, Ratnakirti’s Nai-
yayikas stated that the reason property “being an effect” should be interpreted
as “effects-in-general” so as to include any and all effects.!%? In defending
this formulation of the reason property, the Naiyayikas also responded to an
opponent who argued that this version of the reason property is inconclu-
sive, since it is known to be present in dissimilar cases such as growing grass

of the reason property, a pervasion relation can be “extended” from a “sample class” for which
the co-presence and co-absence of the reason and the target properties have been observed
in the “site” of the inference. The second issue, which will be discussed in section 4, has to
do with the special characteristics that can and cannot be proven on the basis of knowing
that the reason property is a property of the site of the inference. These two issues are related
in that they both have to do with the precise formulation of the reason property (i.c., its
scope) and with different aspects of instrument condition Tr, which states that a reason
property must be known to be a property of the site of the inference (paksadharmati).

99. See chapter 2, section 3.2.2. All five issues are also listed in section 2.2 above.

100. See chapter 2, section 2.3.1.

1o1. See chapter 2, section 3.2.2 and section 2 of this chapter, where the argument is re-
ferred to as “argument 3.”

102. See chapter 2, section 3.1.2, where RNA (ISD 33.32-34.05) is discussed.
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(H3a,).!%% The opponent further argued that since something’s “being an
effect” is not always observable, there will always be epistemically significant
doubt about whether the reason property is excluded from dissimilar cases
(H3a,).!* The opponent concluded from this that the unrestricted version of
the reason property is defective, since both H3a, and H3a, are known to apply
to it. By limiting the scope of the reason property, however, the opponent
suggested that its pervasion with an intelligent agent could be established.!%®
More specifically, it was suggested that the scope of the proposed reason
property should be limited to a class of “specific effects” whose members are
defined by the restrictive property “from the observation of which (both
parties would agree) there could be an awareness of its having been made,
even for one who did not observe its being made.”'% This restrictive prop-
erty was meant to distinguish effects such as pots, for which an intelligent
maker has been observed, from those such as growing grass, for which an
intelligent maker has not been, and cannot be, observed.

Given this more restricted version of the reason property, the oppo-
nent suggested that pervasion with an intelligent maker could be estab-
lished through observation and nonobservation, as required by the Nyaya
theory.97 After all, this restricted form of the reason property is not known
to be present in a dissimilar case, and given that it is observable, there need
not be epistemically significant doubt about its exclusion from dissimilar
cases. It is possible, therefore, that the pervasion subcomponent of an in-
strument defined by it would be neither defeated by H3a, nor undermined
by H3a,. As the opponent pointed out, however, the problem with the re-
stricted version of the reason property is that it is not present in the site of
the inference, i.e., our world/the earth. In other words, it is defective be-
cause it is “unestablished in itself > (svarapasiddhba, Hib).'%® The opponent’s
point is that the version of the reason property for which pervasion can be

103. See chapter 2, section 3.2.1, where RNA (ISD 36.26-36.27) is discussed.

104. See chapter 2, sections 3.2.2, where RNA (ISD 37.12-37.16) is discussed, and 3.2.3.

105. See chapter 2, section 3.2.3, where RNA (ISD 37.17-37.18) and RNA (ISD 37.20—
37.26) are discussed.

106. See chapter 2, section 3.2.3, where RNA (ISD 37.27-37.29) is discussed.

107. Although this is not directly stated by the opponent, it is clear from his discussion,
and Ratnakirti’s own interpretation of the argument, that this is what the opponent has in
mind.

108. This is suggested at RNA (ISD 38.04-38.07). For a definition of this defect see
KTBh 106.01, which is quoted and translated in the notes to chapter 2, section 2.3.1.
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established cannot prove what the Naiyayikas want to prove, because it is
defeated by Hib, and the version of the reason property that could prove
what the Naiyayikas want to prove is defective because of Hza. In ecither
case, one of the two subcomponents necessary for the instrument to be well-
functioning—the site subcomponent or the pervasion subcomponent—is
defective.

In the Section on the Reason Property, Ratnakirti picks up the opponent’s
line of argument, by arguing that there needs to be a limiting property “R”
that restricts the scope of the reason property “being an effect.”1%? As men-
tioned earlier, one problem with the unrestricted version of the reason prop-
erty is that since there are numerous loci in which this property is known to
be present, and the target property, an intelligent maker, is known to be ab-
sent, it is inconclusive (H3a,). Here Ratnakirti cites the example of a lamp of
clay, in which the effects of drying and cracking are observed prior to the
activity of a potter.!!? This example supports the opponent’s earlier appeal to
growing grass and Ratnakirti’s own reference to trees. Ratnakirti’s point is
that since effects-in-general, such as the drying and cracking of a lump of
clay, have not been observed to be caused by an intelligent maker, there can-

b

not be pervasion between “being an effect’”—that is, effects-in-general—and
“having an intelligent maker.” A drying and cracking lump of clay, Ratna-
kirti points out, is clearly a locus of deviation, since it is a locus in which the
reason property “being an effect” is known to be present, but the target
property “having an intelligent maker” is known to be absent. As a result of
such examples, Ratnakirti claims that the unrestricted version of the reason

property deviates from the target property (H3a,).

109. The structure of this section of Ratnakirti’s essay is somewhat complicated. In my
discussion, therefore, I have chosen to reconstruct the Naiyayikas’ argument and Ratnakir-
ti’s response to it by referring to ideas that are scattered throughout the section and dis-
cussed somewhat differently in different places. What “complicates” the structure of the
section is that there are two (very helpful) “summary” passages, one in which the Naiyayi-
kas summarize their main points, RNA (ISD s2.11-52.21), and one in which Ratnakirti re-
constructs their argument and summarizes his own, RNA (ISD 52.22-53.20). Consider the
following “outline” of the section: RNA (ISD 50.21-51.13), set up; RNA (ISD s1.14-52.11),
the Naiyayikas® trick; RNA (ISD s2.11-52.21), Nydya summary; RNA (ISD 52.22-53.20),
Ratnakirti’s summary and argument; RNA (ISD s53.20-54.01), Ratnakirti’s response (to
miscellaneous parts of RNA [ISD s1.14—s2.11] not discussed in his summary); and RNA
(ISD 54.01-54.04), conclusion.

110. RNA (ISD 50.23-50.27). The example is referred to again at RNA (ISD s51.03-51.07).
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In addition, according to Ratnakirti, it cannot be shown that the absence
of an effect-in-general—e.g., a pot—is due to the absence of an intelligent
maker—e.g., the potter. This is because even though it can be shown that a
pot is made by a potter, it cannot be shown that the absence of the pot is due
to the absence of the potter. An observed instance of co-absence could be
coincidental. Moreover, effects-in-general are not always observable. As a re-
sult, Ratnakirti argues that negative concomitance cannot be established
and that there will inevitably be epistemically significant doubt about the
exclusion of the reason property from all dissimilar cases (H3a,)."'! Accord-
ing to Ratnakirti, the challenge for the Naiyayikas is to identify a property
“R” such that the subclass of effects-in-general defined by it can be known
through observation and nonobservation to be pervaded by the target
property. Such a property “R” would ensure that the reason property is nei-
ther inconclusive (H3a,) nor one about which there is epistemically signifi-
cant doubt about its exclusion from dissimilar cases (H3za,). In addition, it
must also be shown that the reason property that is restricted by “R” is pres-
ent in the site of the inference; that is, that Hib does not apply.!*? If such a
property could be found, it would restrict the reason property in such a way
that Cz.1, C2.2, and Cz2.3 could be satisfied. In arguing that such a property
“R” has not been specified, Ratnakirti seeks to show that H3a applies to the
original reason property, effects-in-general. I will argue that in so doing
Ratnakirti also points to what he considers to be a more general problem
with the Nyaya theory of instrument conditions and certification.

3.2. Ratnalurti and the Naiyayikas® Trick

Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas respond to the challenge of identifying “R” by mak-
ing a distinction between two classes of effects: effects-in-general, and a class
of effects for which an intelligent maker has been observed.!'® This more re-
stricted class of effects is supposed to include subclasses of effects such as pots,
cloth, and large buildings, but not effects like trees, mountains, growing grass,
or drying and cracking.!'* The Naiyayikas argue that since there is reasonable

r. RNA (ISD 51.09-51.13).

112. See RNA (ISD s1.15-51.16 and 52.11-52.14).

113. RNA (ISD 51.14-51.16).

114. RNA (ISD s1.18-s1.21). This passage considers whether the class of specified effects
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doubt about whether effects such as trees, mountains, growing grass, and dry-
ing and cracking have an intelligent maker, they should be included in the site
of the inference, and so cannot be cited as counterexamples to pervasion.!'®
Thus, as they see it, H3a, doesn’t apply to this version of the reason property.

The Naiyayikas then argue that there is a class of effects-in-general, a
“sample class” of effects, for which an intelligent maker has been observed,
and that for this class of effects pervasion with an intelligent agent can be
established through observation and nonobservation, etc. They reason that
no one can object to this, since in the case of well-known inferences, such as
the inference of fire from smoke, pervasion is also established on the basis of
a sample class. After all, it is not the case that each and every locus of smoke
(and/or fire) has to be observed. On the basis of this parallel argument strat-
egy, the Naiyayikas reason that H3a, does not apply to their reason property
either. Finally, they argue that even though trees, mountains, growing grass,
and drying and cracking are not members of the sample class for which per-
vasion has been established, since they have not been observed to have an in-
telligent maker, they can nevertheless be included in the scope of the reason
property “effects-in-general,” since even Ratnakirti would have to agree that
they are effects. Thus Hib doesn’t apply, and they can be inferred to have been
made by an intelligent agent.!!® The Naiyayikas conclude, therefore, that the
reason property “effects-in-general”/“being an effect” does not need to be
restricted, since in its unrestricted form it is a well-functioning instrument
of awareness. Ratnakirti refers to this line of reasoning as the “Naiyayikas’
trick” (vidambana) and argues that it does not work.

3.2.1. EXPOSING THE TRICK

Ratnakirti begins his analysis of the Naiyayikas’ trick by arguing against
their grouping of effects into just two classes. He says,

refers to (1) those individual effects for which concomitance has been observed or (2) those
effects from the observation of which there is an awareness of them having been made, even
though the particular effect being observed may not itself have been observed to be made.
My discussion considers (2). At RNA (ISD 57.29-57.31) Vacaspatimisra points out the obvi-
ous problem with (1).

115. RNA (ISD 50.27-51.02, 52.14—52.18).

116. RNA (ISD 51.31-52.02, 52.03-52.04).
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(a) I don’t accept that there are two classes of effects—one which
includes all effects and another which includes things like pots, cloth,
and large buildings, but excludes things like mountains. Instead, an
effect belongs to multiple classes. Even if cloth is in the same class as
things like large buildings, because of properties such as “being a thing,”
“having a particular shape,” and “being an effect,” it is still not the case
that everyday perception can find out whether those properties are
caused by an intelligent agent. This is because properties such as “being
an effect” do not track with the negative concomitance of an intelligent
agent. So how could there be the inference of an intelligent agent from

seeing that things like large buildings and mountains are effects?!”

Ratnakirti continues by showing why it is legitimate to infer that things like
pots are made by an intelligent agent, but illegitimate to infer that things
like mountains are made by an intelligent agent. He explains that

(b) In fact, it is said that for the collection of effects for which negative
concomitance is established—namely, those belonging to the class “pots”—
pervasion with an intelligent agent is proven on the basis of perception.
Therefore, at a different place and time, there is of course the inference of
an intelligent agent from things that belong to the class “pots.” And
when something that belongs to the class of large buildings is also
ascertained, separately, in one locus, as being caused by an intelligent
agent, then an intelligent agent is also established on the basis of things
that belong to that class. It is in this way that the inference of an intelli-
gent agent is not defective: collections of effects such as trays, buckets,
carts, cloth, and bracelets—which belong to their respective classes—are
ascertained, separately, as being made by an intelligent agent.

(¢) So, in this way, even though things such as pots, cloth, and
mountains belong to the same class on the basis of properties such as

“being an effect” or “being a thing,” it is after recognizing a secondary

117. RNA (ISD 52.28-52.33): (a) 2 bi kivryatvam dvividham abhimatam | ckam sarvakaryinu-
yogam aparam parvatadivyavrttam ghatapatapriasadadyanuyayiti | kintu kiaryam anchajatiyakam
| tatra yadi nama patasyn prisadadiblih saha vastutvasamsthanavisesayogitvakaryatvadiblir dbar-
maily sajariyatvam asti tathapi na tan dbarman buddhimatpiirvakan adhigacchati vyavaharvikam
pratyaksam, kiryatvadindm buddbimadvyativekanuvidhanabhavat | tat katham prasadaparvat-
adisu karyatvadidavsanad buddhimadanumanas tu.
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distinction between the classes “pot,” “cloth,” and “mountains” that

pervasion-grasping perception functions for an ordinary pcrson.118

In these passages Ratnakirti explains that there are numerous properties
on the basis of which classes of effects can be defined and individuated (pas-
sage a/passage ¢). This simple observation is important because, as Ratna-
kirti explains, pervasion with an intelligent agent can be established for
observed members of a subclass of effects on the basis of some properties but
not on the basis of others (passage &/passage ¢). Morcover, as Ratnakirti
points out, a pervasion relation that is established for a sample class of effects
on the basis of some property “R” (e.g., pots that have been seen to have
been made by an intelligent maker) can be extended to effects beyond the
original sample class only when those effects (e.g., pots that have not been
seen to have been made by an intelligent maker) are also known to be de-
fined by “R” (i.e., the property “being an pot™).1!? The pervasion relation
can be extended to include classes of effects not defined by “R” (e.g., carts,
cloth, or bracelets) only if pervasion with an intelligent maker has been sepa-
rately established for cach one of them (passage 4). Ratnakirti explained
carlier that this is because in order for there to be pervasion it must be
known that the presence of the target property is due to the presence of the
reason property and that the absence of the reason property is due to the ab-
sence of the target property. Moreover, as Ratnakirti argues, “R” cannot be
a property such as “being a thing,” “being of a specific shape,” or “being an ef-
fect,” since pervasion has not been, and cannot be, determined by observation
and nonobservation for a sample class of effects on the basis of those proper-
ties (passage a/ passage ¢). The Naiyayikas’ response is a “trick,” according to

118. RNA (ISD 52.33-53.09): (b) kintu yasyn ghatajatiyakaryacakrasya vyativekasiddhis ta-
sya buddlimadvyaptatvam pratyaksatah sidlyatity uktam | tena desakialantarve ghatajatiyad eva
buddbimadanumanam | yada tu prasadajatiyakam api buddhimaddbetulam ekatra prthag avadhbi-
ryate tadi togjativad api buddbimatsiddhib | evam tattagjatiyasaravodaricanasakatapatakeyiva-
prabhrtel kivyacakrad buddhimatpirvakatvena prthak prthay avadhavitad buddhimadanumanam

anavadyam | {i evartham abhisandhayacaryapadair abhibitam, siddbam yadyy adhisthatrbha-
viabhavanuvyttimat | sannivesadi tad yultam tasmaid yad anwmiyate} (C) ity evam ghatapataparvati-
dinamkaryatvavastutvadibhivdbarmaihsajatiyatve piavantaramghatapataparvatatvadijatibhedam
adaya lokasya vyaptigrahakam pratyaksam pravartata iti {daviayitum samvyavaharapragalbhapu-
rusabuddhyapeksaya yaddarianad akviyadarsino “pi kytabuddhbiv bhavatity uktam).

119. Dharmakirti seems to make a similar point at PVSV (3.09-3.19). My use of the phrase
“on the basis of ‘R*” parallels Ratnakirti’s use of “due to/dependent upon” (prayukta).
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Ratnakirti, since they improperly extend the scope of the reason property to
include effects that are defined by properties on the basis of which pervasion
has not been and in some cases cannot be established (passage #). They vio-
late what may be called “the extension principle.”

The Naiyayikas respond to this by pointing out that in every inferential
argument the inference-warranting relation is extended beyond the sample
class of objects (or property-possessors) for which it was originally estab-
lished.!?% After all, they argue, there is always some dissimilarity between
the sample class for which pervasion is established and the subject class to
which the relation is extended. In Ratnakirti’s example of inferring that pots
have an intelligent maker, the sample class of effects could be defined by the
property “being an effect for which an intelligent maker has been observed”
and the subject class by the property “being an effect for which an intelligent
maker has not been observed.” Thus, an inference-warranting relation that is
established on the basis of a property “R” is extended to a non “R”-possessor.
From this the Naiyayikas conclude that, if correct, Ratnakirti’s argument
would undermine all inferential reasoning. As they see it, Ratnakirti’s inter-
pretation of the extension principle is just too rigid.

3.2.2. PRESERVING INTUITIONS

As both Ratnakirti and the Naiyayikas recognize, there are many cases in
which an intelligent maker can be inferred from an effect.!?! The paradig-
matic example is the inference of a potter from a pot. In addition, they also
recognize that in every inferential argument an inference-warranting rela-
tion is extended beyond the sample class for which it was established. This
feature of inferential reasoning is partially reflected in Cz2.1, which states that

120. RNA (ISD 52.18-52.21).

121. It is interesting to note that there has been a great deal of recent interest in such in-
ferences. Philosophers of social science, for example, have become interested in how it can be
known that an artifact has been made by a person. An early discussion of this is, of course,
Paley 1890/1805 and his classic discussion of why intelligent design can be inferred when we
discover a watch while walking across the heath, but not when we discover a stone. It should
be clear that if the ground rules for such inferences could be understood, it would shed light
on the argument for design and the Naiyayikas’ argument. Part of what is at stake in Ratna-
kirti’s argument are these ground rules. See Sober 1997 and Sober 2000 for a discussion of
such ground rules and their relevance to the design argument. For more on this see sec-

tion 5.2.
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areason property must be known to be present in the site of the inference—a
locus that is not included in the sample class of either similar or dissimilar
cases. In cach and every inferential argument, therefore, the “scope” of the
reason property and inference-warranting relation extends beyond the sam-
ple classes to at least the site of the inference.

What is specifically at issue in Ratnakirti’s argument are the conditions
under which the scope of the reason property and pervasion relation can be
extended from the sample class, on the basis of which pervasion is established,
to unsampled members of the sample class, and finally to the site of the infer-
ence. What Ratnakirti wants to show is that the conditions that the Naiyayi-
kas rely on are not consistent with our shared intuitions about the inference
of intelligent makers. In response the Naiyayikas argue that Ratnakirti’s point
about the necessity of a restricting property “R” is not consistent with what
we know about inferential reasoning more generally. In answering this charge,
Ratnakirti tries to show how on the basis of a property “R,” the instrument
conditions for an “R”-restricted version of the reason property can be satis-
fied for well-known inferences, but not for the Naiyayikas® I§vara-inference.
In arguing this point, Ratnakirti maintains that his version of the extension
principle preserves our intuitions about maker-inferences and inferential
reasoning more generally, and also explains why the Naiyayikas’ criticism of
his carlier argument is not consistent with them. Interestingly, he does so by
accusing the Naiyayikas of allowing their intuitions to become “enslaved by
philosophy” (Sastra-paravaia).

In order to illustrate all of this, Ratnakirti provides an example that brings
his discussion back to the original property “R” suggested by the opponent—
L.e., the property “from the observation of which there could be an awareness
of its having been made, even for someone who did not observe its being
made.”1?2 He writes,

(d) In order to illustrate this, it is said that for a person gifted in common
sense, there can be an awareness of something’s having been made on the
basis of seeing it, even though he did not see it being made. This is not the
case, however, for a person whose awareness is enslaved by philosophy.

(e) That 1s to say: A person who is gifted in common sense and free
from the influence of philosophy determines that things that belong to

122. See chapter 2, section 3.2.2, and section 3.1 above.
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the class of temples are made by a person. He then enters a forest from
the city. Upon seeing a temple, he has the awareness of its having been
made, but does not have this awareness upon seeing a mountain—even
though he saw neither of these things being made. Now, in virtue of
being effects, both belong to a single class. But he is not able to establish
cither the absence or presence of the property “an awareness of having
been made” without first relying on a secondary distinction in the class,
defined by “being a mountain” and “being a temple.” Once a difference
in the class is established, pervasion is grasped for things that belong to
the class of temples, but not for those that belong to the class of moun-
tains. It is also not the case that pervasion is established for things that
belong to the class of large buildings. So for those things there is not the
inference of an intelligent maker. But once pervasion has been grasped,
separately, for large buildings, then there can be the inference of an
intelligent maker even for things that belong to that class. For things that
belong to the class “being a mountain,” pervasion cannot be grasped

even in a dream.!23

Consider, Ratnakirti says, an ordinary person who has determined that
there is pervasion between a sample class of temples in his city and the prop-
erty “having an intelligent maker.” Upon seeing, for the first time, a temple
in a nearby forest, this person correctly infers that it has an intelligent maker.
This is the case even though he did not see it being made, unlike the temples
in his city. The reason the pervasion relation can be extended to include this
object is because it is recognized as being a member of the class of objects on
the basis of which pervasion was originally determined, that is, it is recog-
nized as being a temple. The reason pervasion cannot be extended to include
mountains (or even pots) is because they do not belong, in the relevant sense,

123. RNA (ISD 53.09-53.19): (d) iti darsayitum samvyavaharapragalbbapurusabuddhya-
peksayi yaddarianad akriyadarsino “pi kytabuddhir bhavatity uktam | na tu Sastraparavaiobud-
dbipurusapelsayi | (e) tatha bi, Sastra samskararabitasya vyavabarapragalbbasyn purusasya
devakulajatiyakam purusapirvakatayavadhiavitavato nagavad vanam pravistasya parvatade-
vakulayor darSane tayor dvayor apy akriyadarsino “pi devakule kytabuddhir bhavati na parvate |
tad anayor devakulaparvatayoh kavyatvading ekajatitve kytabuddhibhavabhavan na tayoh par-
vatadevakulatvalaksanavantarajatibhedam anavasthapya sthatum prabhavatah | jatibhede ca
siddhe devakulajiatiye vyapter grabanian na parvatajatiyasya, na ca prasadajatiyasya vyaptisiddhiv
iti na tato buddhimadanumanam | yada tu priasadasyapi prehayg vyaptigrabas tada tajjatiyad api
buddbimadanumanam astu | na ksitidbaradijatiyasya svapne “pi vyaptigrabah.
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to the same class as the originally sampled objects. As Ratnakirti explains,
objects that belong to “the same class™ are only those objects that are known
to share the property “R” on the basis of which pervasion was determined.
This is the case even though there may be many other properties that they
all share. In Ratnakirti’s example, the relevant property “R” is “being a
temple” (or “being a large building™), but not “being a mountain” (or even
“being a pot”). For a nonphilosopher, Ratnakirti suggests, all of this is just
good common sense.

As previously discussed, Ratnakirti’s implicit challenge to the Naiyayikas
was to discover a property “R” that redefined the scope of the reason prop-
erty “being an effect” in such a way that on the basis of an “R”-restricted
reason property, pervasion with an intelligent agent could be established on
the basis of observation and nonobservation. The opponent’s proposed
property “R” was supposed to be just such a property. This property was
supposed to restrict, and thereby redefine, the reason property in such a way
that the three instrument conditions— Cz.1, C2.2, and C2.3—could be satis-
fied. Ratnakirti now returns to this original property “R” in order to show
that, despite the Naiyayikas’ counterarguments, an “R”-restricted version of
the reason property does account for our intuitions about the extension
principle in accepted maker-inferences; support what we know about infer-
ential reasoning more generally; and explain why the Naiyayikas’ response
to the restricted scope argument is nothing but a trick (passage ¢).

In passage ¢ Ratnakirti asks us to consider the various subclasses of ef-
fects for which both Ratnakirti and the Naiyayikas agree that an intelligent
maker has been observed for at least some members of each class—e.g., pots,
cloth, bracelets, temples, large buildings, etc. For each of these subclasses of
cffects, pervasion with an intelligent maker can in principle be established
on the basis of observation and nonobservation, as required by the Nyaya
theory. Ratnakirti suggests that these subclasses of effects are made up of
members who have the property “R”—“being a member of a class of effects
for which at least some members have been observed to have an intelligent
maker.”!?* It is not in virtue of their “being effects” that their pervasion by

124. Those subclasses of eftects for which there may be disagreement—e.g., flint arrow-
heads, which only one party in the debate has ever seen being made—should be included in
the site of the inference. Other objects, which both parties agree have been made but neither
has seen being made—e.g., ballpoint pens or iPods—would, it seems, also have to be
included in the site.
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an intelligent maker is established, but rather in virtue of their being mem-
bers of an “R™-restricted class of effects. This reveals that the proper form of
the reason property in well-known inferences of an intelligent maker is not
the unrestricted “being an effect,” as the Naiyayikas suppose. As Ratnakirti
has previously explained, if this were the case the reason property would be
defeated by H3a, or H3a,. Moreover, it is on the basis of being restricted by
property “R” that pervasion is determined for the sample class of effects on
the basis of which the Naiyayikas establish pervasion. It is, therefore, only
on the basis of “R” that the reason property can be extended to unobserved
members of the sample class.

Thus it is the restricted form of the reason property that accounts for our
shared intuitions regarding the inference of an intelligent maker from an ef-
tect. But, as the opponent originally pointed out, this restricted version of
the reason property is not known to be present in the site of the Naiyayikas’
I$vara-inference. After all, it is not the case that any members of the subclass
“earth, mountains, or trees” were ever observed to have an intelligent maker.
The reason property is, therefore, defeated by Hib and so cannot be a well-
functioning instrument for the existence of I$vara. Ratnakirti’s extension
principle is thus supposed to explain our ability to infer an intelligent maker
for effects such as pots and temples, but not for mountains or the earth.

It is important to note that Ratnakirti does not need to show that there is
no property “R” that could suitably restrict the reason property “being an
effect” or that his property “R” best explains widely shared intuitions about
maker-inferences. All that he needs to show is that without specifying some
property “R,” the Naiyayikas cannot show that H3a does not defeat the perva-
sion subcomponent of their inference. In focusing attention on the need for
some property “R,” Ratnakirti points to the extension principle that seems
to support both the pervasion and site subcomponents in well-functioning
instruments of inferential awareness. Without an extension principle based
on some property “R,” Ratnakirti argues that the Naiyayikas cannot estab-
lish pervasion, and so cannot show that H3a, and H3a, do not defeat or un-
dermine the pervasion subcomponent in their I$vara-inference. But without
violating this extension principle, Ratnakirti argues that they cannot show
that Hib does not defeat the site subcomponent. Thus, as Ratnakirti sees it,
the Naiyayikas cannot show that C2.1, C2.2, and Cz2.3 are all satisfied. As a
result, they have failed to certify their argument for the existence of I$vara
by showing that H3a and Hib do not apply to “being an eftect.” At the very
least, Ratnakirti’s argument shifts the burden of proof back to the Naiyayikas.
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3.3. Conclusion: The Section on the Reason Property

The property on the basis of which pervasion is determined is the only le-
gitimate basis for extending the scope of the reason property and pervasion
relation to include members of the class beyond those sampled—e.g., the site

J <

of the inference. As Ratnakirti sees it, the Naiyayikas® “trick” is to establish
pervasion on the basis of one property and extend it on the basis of another.
More specifically, in the I$vara-inference pervasion is established for classes
of effects for which at least some members have been observed to have an
intelligent maker. In order to show that Hib does not apply, however, the
Naiyayikas must improperly extend the scope of the reason property to
include classes of effects for which no members have been observed to have
an intelligent maker—e.g., growing grass, trees, and other such “effects-in-
general.” While pervasion is established on the basis of a property “R,” it is
extended on the basis of a different property. Ratnakirti’s analysis suggests
that this points to a more general problem with the Nyaya theory. According
to Ratnakirti, the Nyaya theory allows for this because it doesn’t require
that the presence of the target property be “due to” the presence of the rea-
son property and/or that the absence of the reason property be “due to” the
absence of the target property. Without a strict “due to” relation, the Nyaya
extension principle is just too weak.

4. The Section on the Target Property

The presence of the defect called “opposed” (viruddha, H2) blocks the per-
vasion subcomponent of the instrument, inferential reasoning, by establish-
ing that a reason property is known not to occur together with the target
property in a single similar case.!?> This defect is usually defined in terms of
a reason property that is known to be pervaded by a property that is “op-
posed to” the target property. In order to show that this defect does not ap-
ply to a particular reason property, it is sufficient to show that it is present in
at least one similar case.

In their attempt to show that H2 does not apply to the reason property
“being an effect,” the Naiyayikas considered three issues, each of which had

125. See chapter 2, sections 2.3.1 and 3.1.
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to do with the target property.!2¢ The first concerned the proper description
of the target property and the related issue of whether, once it had been
properly described, its pervasion of the reason property could be established.
A second issue had to do with whether the example cited in the inference (a
pot) is really a similar case—i.e., a locus other than the site of the inference in
which the target property is known to be present. The third issue had to do
with how special, identifying characteristics of the target property could be
established when pervasion is supposed to be established between a “generic
form” of both the target property and the reason property. In chapter 2 this
issue was discussed in terms of the scope of the reason property and the site
subcomponent of the instrument.

In this section of his essay, Ratnakirti assumes for the sake of argument
that there is pervasion between “effects-in-general” (the generic form of the
reason property) and “an intelligent agent-in-general” (the generic form of
the target property), and instead directs his attention to the third issue de-
scribed above. More specifically, he argues that the Naiyayikas cannot show
that the intelligent agent that is the target of their inference has the special
characteristics that identify him as I$vara. The significance of this is that
without a satisfactory account of how special characteristics of this target
property can be established, Ratnakirti argues that the Naiyayikas will not
be able to satisfy certification condition Cz2.2, the certification condition
defined by Hz2. This is because whether or not a locus counts as a similar
case depends upon exactly how, in the final analysis, the target property is
defined: if the target property is very specific—for example, a unique, cter-
nal, and omniscient maker—things like pots would not count as similar
cases, and as a result the Naiyayikas would not be able to satisty C2.2 by
pointing to them.!?” If the target property is very general—for example, an
intelligent agent-in-general—then (even if pervasion can be established) it
appears as if the Naiyayikas will not be able to show on the basis of satisfying
Cz.1 that the agent in question is Ivara. In fact, their inference may actually
prove that he is not. What follows is a brief discussion of Ratnakirti’s analy-
sis of the Naiyayikas’ approach to the issue of special characteristics, and his
specific arguments against its application to the I$vara-inference.

126. See chapter 2, section 3.I.I.

127. That a precise understanding of the target property is necessary for distinguishing
between the site, similarity class, and dissimilar cases is explicitly mentioned in the discus-
sion at RNA (ISD 54.04-54.12).
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4.1. Special Characteristics

If the inference-warranting relation between the reason property “an effect-
in-general” and the target property “an intelligent agent-in-general” is as-
sumed to have epistemic necessity and the reason property is known to be
located in the site of the inference, the problem for the Naiyayikas becomes
how to prove that this intelligent agent, who is now known to be the maker
of our world/the earth, has the special characteristics that uniquely identify
him to be I$vara.!?8 These special characteristics include being unique, omni-
present, omniscient, and eternal.!?’ In defending their argument, the Nai-
yayikas argued that since the generic form of the target property—an
intelligent agent-in-general—is known to be a property of the site of the in-
ference, it is known that the intelligent agent-in-question is the one who
made the earth. This entails, the Naiyayikas argue, that this agent be unique
and omniscient, and therefore that he must be I§vara. Ratnakirti rehearses
the Nyaya argument before responding to it. He says,

[The Naiyayikas argue as follows:] Although pervasion by a general-
term is well known, a special characteristic is proven through the force
of being a property of the site of the inference—just as fire is proven
[to be present on a mountain| through the exclusion of a nonconnection
with the mountain.

In response to this I say: A special characteristic is indeed proven
through the force of being a property of the site of the inference, but not
all [special characteristics are so proven]. This is because the characteristic
that can be proven 1s that without which the reason property’s location
in the site of the inference could not occur—just as in the case of fire, the
special characteristic is “being present on the mountain” and not “as
beautiful as a five-colored crest jewel.” Moreover, it is not the case that
without a single, omnipotent, or omniscient maker, the mountains and

trees will not be observed as being effects.!3?

128. In discussing this issue, Ratnakirti turns his attention to what I referred to earlier as
the “second step” of the Naiyayikas® “hybrid argument.” See the notes to chapter 2, section
2.1

129. RNA (ISD 54.13-54.14).

130. RNA (ISD 54.17-54.27): nanu simanyena vyaptan pratitayim api paksadharmatibalad
visesasiddbib | yathagnel | parvarayogavyavacchedadisiddhil | {anyathi sarvanumanocchednl |
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Although Ratnakirti agrees with the Naiyayikas that special characteris-
tics can be proven through the force of the target property being a property
of the site of the inference, he argues that there is actually only one charac-
teristic that can be proven in this way—the characteristic that accounts for
the target property being a property of the site. In the case of fire-in-general,
the special characteristic that is proven is the property “being excluded from
nonconnection with the mountain®—which Ratnakirti somewhat impre-
cisely paraphrases as “being present on the mountain.” Other special charac-
teristics of this target property—such as having a particular color or being
caused by grass or leaves, etc.—cannot be proven in this way.!¥! Ratnakirti
argues that this position preserves well-known inferences and also points to
a problem in the Naiyayikas’ argument for the existence of I$vara. According
to Ratnakirti, all that the Naiyayikas are entitled to prove on the basis of
knowing that the target property, an intelligent agent, is a property of the
site of the inference is that this agent is “excluded from nonconnection with
the earth, mountains, and trees.” As a result, according to him, the Naiyayi-
kas can only infer that the earth was made by an intelligent agent who is
excluded from nonconnection with the earth, mountains, and trees. As Rat-
nakirti sees it, this does not entail that this maker has the special characteris-
tics that identify him to be I$vara. In order to make this argument, Ratnakirti
argues that the Naiyayikas cannot just rely on knowing that the target prop-
erty is present in the site of the inference.

In response to this, the Naiyayikas argue that if Ratnakirti grants that there
is pervasion between the generic form of the target property and the reason
property, and also accepts that the special characteristic “the exclusion of non-
connection with the site of the inference” can be proven, then the following pair
of inferences can prove that the intelligent maker of the earth, mountains, and
trees has to be Isvara. All that these inferences additionally require is that “intel-

anumanadvesi hy evam jalpati, anwmanabhangapanke smin nimagna vadidantinal | visese nu-
goamabhaval simanye siddhasadbyari || } atrocyate | sidlyyaty eva paksadbarmatibalato visesah | na
tu srvah | yena bi ving paksastham sadhanam nopapadyate sa visesah sidhyatu | yatha vahner eva
parvatavartitvadiviseso na pancavarnasikhakalapakamaniyah | na ca givinam tarinam karya-
tvam kartur ekarvavibbutvasarvajiarvadikam antarena nopapadyate, tad itaresy api davsanir |
{tasmat, paksayogavyavacchedabbednmairre na disanam | istasiddlhyanvayibhiavid ativikte tu di-
sanam). For a discussion of related issues see NKan 149.18-150.15 and 153.29ff. Also see
MTBh 45.05—45.12.

131. The example of fire that is fueled by grass and fire that is fueled by wood is discussed
at MTBh 45.05—45.12.
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ligent agent” refer to a maker who knows at least the material causes of the effect
that is created. According to Ratnakirti, the Naiyayikas propose the following:

[Inference 1:] “The subjects being discussed—bodies, mountains, and
oceans, etc.—are made by an agent who knows their material causes and
the like, on account of them being effects. Each and every effect—such as a
large building—is made by an agent who knows its material cause and the
like. The subjects being discussed—bodies, etc.—are like this. Therefore,

they are so.”
Ratnakirti now explains that,

Having thus proven, on the basis of this reason property, that there is
a generic agent who knows material causes and the like, Vacaspati
himself, in order to prove that this agent is omniscient, says: “Fine, first
we prove that there is a generic agent who knows material causes, etc.
And then, on the basis of a process of elimination (parisesya) inference,
which is another name for an inference based on negative concomitance,
we prove its special characteristics. That is to say,

[Inference 2:] “A maker who knows the material causes of a body, the
earth, and the like, is neither noneternal nor someone who does not
know each and every object. This is because there would be the unwanted
consequence that a maker of a body, etc., would not know its material causes,
etc. For it is not the case that someone who knows the material causes of a
body, etc., 1s like us. But, this maker does know the material causes of a
body, etc. Therefore, he is like that.”13?

In inference 1 it is assumed that in the original I$vara-inference the generic
form of the target property is an agent who knows (at least) the material causes

132. RNA (ISD s55.04-55.14): vivadadhyasitas tanugivisagaradaya upadanadyabhijiakar-
trkily | karyarvit | yad yat kiryam tor tad upadanadyabhijiiakartykam | yatha prasadadi | tatha
ca vivadadhyasitas tanvadmyal | tasmat tatheti | {evam atalh sadbanad wpadanadyabhijiakar-
trmatram prasadhya tasya sarvagiiasadhanaya vacaspativ eva punar idam aha} bhavatu tavad
upadanadyabbijinkartymatvasiddhily | pavisesyir tu vyativekidvitiyandmno “numanid viesasid-
dbib | tathid bi, tanubbuvanadywpadanadyabbijioh kartd nanivyasarvavissyabuddhiman |
tatkartus tadupadanadyabhijiotvaprasangat | na by evamvidbas tadupadaniadyabhbijiio yathas-
madadil | tadupadanadyabhifiias cayam | tasmat tatheti.
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of the effect being considered—namely, the earth. More specifically, what is
assumed is that knowing material causes is necessary for being a maker of any
cffect. Given this assumption, and pervasion between the generic form of
the target property and the reason property, the Naiyayikas reason that the
intelligent agent who made bodies, mountains, oceans, and the earth must be
a maker who knew their material causes. Given this, they argue in inference
2 that unlike us this maker must be eternal and omniscient: he must be eter-
nal, since for the Naiyayikas the atoms out of which the earth is made are
themselves eternal, and he must be omniscient, since only an omniscient be-
ing could have knowledge of all of the eternal atoms that were used to make
it. With this pair of inferences, the Naiyayikas show how they can argue from
the special property that (even Ratnakirti agrees) is directly proven through
an inferential argument to those that are “entailed” by it. And, more specifi-
cally, they show how they can argue that the intelligent agent who made the
earth has to be I$vara.

Ratnakirti chooses to respond to this pair of inferences by arguing that
the Naiyayikas have suppressed an important issue in their response—the
issue of precisely how the target property in these inferences is to be inter-
preted. More specifically, Ratnakirti argues that there are three likely inter-
pretations: either there is supposed to be a single intelligent maker who
knows the material causes of all of the numerous atoms from which, accord-
ing to Nyaya ontology, the earth is created; or there is more than one maker
who knows these material causes; or there are numerous makers, who in
virtue of being spatially, temporally, and essentially remote from cach other
only know the material causes of their own respective objects.!33 Ratnakirti
dismisses each of these alternatives. He argues, for example, that the Nai-
yayikas have not proved that there is a single maker.!3* In the inference of fire
from smoke, for example, what is proved is that there is fire on the mountain,
and not that there is only a single, unique fire on the mountain. Similarly, in
the proposed Iévara-inference, all that can be proven is that there is a maker
of bodies and the earth, etc., and not that there is only one unique maker. As
a result, Ratnakirti argues that the Naiyayikas need to provide a further ar-
gument to establish uniqueness. Ratnakirti dismisses the second alternative
by arguing that it is entirely possible that a number of different agents could

133. RNA (ISD 55.17-55.21).
134. RNA (ISD s55.21-55.29).
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work together to produce a single effect.!3 Without further argument he
reasons that there is no need to suppose that this is not the case. As a result,
given this alternative, the Naiyayikas cannot establish uniqueness ecither.
Ratnakirti dismisses the third alternative by arguing that if the Naiyayikas
were to agree that there were many agents who created the earth, etc., then
there would not be any one agent who was omniscient.!® Thus the third
alternative cannot be accepted either.

According to Ratnakirti, then, the proposed pair of inferences does not
prove that I$vara—an intelligent agent who is unique, omniscient, etc.—is
the maker of things like bodies and the earth. As his arguments suggest,
these inferences do not show that the inference of an agent-in-general, even
one who knows the material causes of things like bodies and the carth, en-
tails that this agent has the characteristics that identify him to be I$vara.

4.2. The Site Component and H2

What is significant about Ratnakirti’s relatively brief remarks here is that
they show that, according to him, the opponent’s original worries about
whether the Naiyayikas can show that H2 does not apply to the reason prop-
erty in their argument for I$vara are well founded. While defending their
argument, the Naiyayikas tried to show that H2 did not apply to the reason
property “being an effect” by showing that it is known to be present in a simi-
lar case, that is, in a locus in which the generic form of the target property is
known to be present. The locus they cited was a pot. They then argued that
in virtue of also knowing that the generic form of the target property is pres-
ent in the site of the inference, special characteristics of the target property
could be proven. As a result, they claimed to have shown that it is the case
neither that the reason property is not present in a similar case—that is, that
H2 applies to it—nor that the intelligent agent cannot be shown on the basis
of this reason property to be I$vara. Following the opponent, however, Rat-
nakirti argues that even though the Naiyayikas may have shown that the
generic form of the target property may define a similar case, they have not
shown how the special characteristics that identify this maker to be I§vara—
such as being unique or omniscient—can be established in virtue of it being

135. RNA (ISD 56.06-56.07).
136. RNA (ISD 56.14-56.29).
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a property of the site of the inference. In other words, showing that the site
subcomponent is not defective does not mean that the reason property has
within its scope characteristics of the target property that identify the intel-
ligent agent to be I$vara. As a result, while it may be known that the earth
was made by an intelligent agent, the Naiyayikas have not shown that this
maker is I$vara.

Interestingly, Ratnakirti does not directly relate these arguments to Hz
or insist that the Naiyayikas have not satisfied C2.2. Instead he argues that
if all the Naiyayikas can show is that the world has an intelligent maker,
their argument will be rhetorically defective, since it will prove what is al-
ready accepted (siddba-sadhana) by those they are trying to convince.!3” If,
on the other hand, the Naiyayikas insist that the target property is an intel-
ligent maker who is characterized by special characteristics such as omni-
science, Ratnakirti argues that their reason property will be inconclusive,
since pervasion with such a maker has not been (and cannot be) established
(issue 1).138

Although it is not made explicit in Ratnakirti’s analysis, it is clear that
these arguments also relate to his earlier discussion of Hz. If, for example,
the Naiyayikas are not able to show that the maker of the earth is specifically
I$vara, their strategy for showing that Hz does not apply to the reason prop-
erty “being an effect” will not succeed. Their strategy depended on showing
first that H2 did not apply to the reason property when similar cases were
defined in terms of the generic form of the target property—i.e., an intelli-
gent agent-in-general (issue 2). In support of this, they referred to the simi-
lar case of a pot, which everyone agrees is an effect made by an intelligent
agent. This point was then supported by an argument that purported to show
that special characteristics of this agent could also be proven (issue 3). It is
through this two-part strategy that the Naiyayikas tried to show that H2
does not apply to the reason property “being an effect.” Without the second
part, however, the overall strategy would be ineftective. As the opponent
pointed out, in order to prove that I$vara is the maker of the earth on the
basis of the first part alone, a similar case would have to be defined in terms
of a more specific form of the target property—e.g., a unique or omniscient
agent. If the target property is not defined in this way then, as Ratnakirti has

137. RNA (ISD 54.13-54.14, 56.28—56.29).
138. RNA (ISD 54.13-54.14, 56.28-56.29). See section 3 for a list of the three “issues.”
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argued, the Naiyayikas will not be able to show that the intelligent maker-in-
general has the special characteristics that identify him as I$vara. Moreover,
this will be the case even if pervasion is assumed. This argument is related to
the site subcomponent of the inference-instrument, since, given pervasion,
the issue is whether the scope of a reason property that is known to be pres-
ent in the site of the inference includes those special characteristics. If the tar-
get property is defined in this way, however, then the Naiyayikas will not have
shown that the reason property is present in a similar case—that is, they will
not have shown that H2 does not apply to the reason property “being an
effect”—after all, a pot is not made by an omniscient agent and so cannot be
considered a similar case.

4.3. Conclusion: The Section on the Target Property

According to Ratnakirti, the Naiyayikas’ strategy for showing that H2 does
not apply to the reason property “being an effect” points to two specific
problems with the pervasion subcomponent of the I§vara-inference, and to a
more pervasive problem with the Nyaya theory of inferential reasoning.
Both the specific and the general problems are interpreted by Ratnakirti as
having to do with precisely how the target property is supposed to be inter-
preted.

The two specific problems focus on how the pervasion subcomponent of
the instrument is understood. The first problem is that since the Naiyayikas
insist that what is to be proven is not a generic form of the target property
but a more specific form of it, they must show that there is pervasion between
this more specific form of the target property and the reason property. Since
this cannot be established for the terms in the I$vara-inference, the pervasion
subcomponent will be defeated by H3a. The second problem is that, given this,
they cannot show that the reason property is present in a single similar case,
and as a result they cannot show that H2 does not apply to their reason prop-
erty. According to Ratnakirti, then, the Naiyayikas have not satisfied either
C2.2 or C2.3, and so have not certified the I$vara-inference.

A more pervasive problem, according to Ratnakirti, has to do with their
understanding of the site subcomponent of an inference and its significance.
More specifically, according to Ratnakirti, the Naiyayikas’ account of the
special characteristics of the target property that can be proven in virtue of it
being located in the site of the inference is not satisfactory. Even if pervasion
is assumed, knowing that the reason property is present in the site of the
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inference—that is, knowing that the site subcomponent is well-functioning—
cannot provide a basis for knowing special, unique characteristics of the
target property. This is because the only special characteristic that is within
the scope of the reason property is the characteristic of “exclusion of non-
connection with the site of the inference.” The kind of work that the Nai-
yayikas require the site subcomponent to do far exceeds the kind of work
that it can actually do. Thus the Nyaya understanding of the site subcompo-
nent points to a problem in the Nyaya theory of inferential reasoning that is
sure to affect other inferential arguments in much the same way as it affects
the I$vara-inference.

5. Conclusion: Is I$vara the Maker of the World?

Ratnakirti’s reorganization of the Naiyayikas’ defense of the I$vara-inference
into subsections corresponding to pervasion (section 1 and section 2), the
reason property (section 3), and the target property (section 4) is designed to
look through the specific details of the I$vara-inference to more fundamental
problems in the Naiyayikas’ approach to the satisfaction of pervasion condi-
tions Cz.2, C2.3, and U, and the certification of inference-instruments more
generally. While Ratnakirti explicitly argues that the Naiyayikas have not and
cannot certify the I§vara-inference, he sees their debate as extending to the
epistemology of certification itself, and the Naiyayikas’ more general under-
standing of the metaphysics and epistemology of both the pervasion and site
subcomponents of well-functioning inference-instruments. In criticizing the
I$vara-inference, Ratnakirti thus points to the very basic philosophical intu-
itions and commitments that he thinks lead the Naiyayikas astray.

Even within the relatively focused framework of Ratnakirti’s “Refutation
of Arguments for Establishing I$vara” it is clear that in order to determine
whether I$vara is the maker of the world a variety of philosophical problems
need to be resolved. In concluding this chapter, and part 1 of this book, I
want to briefly consider some of these problems, as a way of pointing to what
Ratnakirti and his Naiyayikas tell us is at stake, both explicitly and implic-
itly, in their debate. I will do so by identifying two sets of philosophical
problems on which the debate turns and explaining why (as Ratnakirti and
his Naiyayikas recognize) these problems need to be resolved before the Nai-
yayikas’ inference, and the success of Ratnakirti’s critique, can be fully eval-
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uated. Through this discussion I also hope to point to some of the competing
philosophical commitments and intuitions that motivate the debate.

In this chapter thus far I have presented Ratnakirti’s critique in something
like his own philosophical idiom and vocabulary. As in my conclusion to chap-
ter 2, however, it may be helpful to reconsider my analysis in a somewhat dif-
ferent philosophical context. More specifically, I will reconsider Ratnakirti’s
discussion of the pervasion subcomponent by drawing upon the conceptual
vocabulary of debates between “regularity theorists” and “N-relation theo-
rists” regarding the nature of scientific laws.!¥® T will reconsider Ratnakirti’s
discussion of the site subcomponent and extension principle by comparing it to
what has been recently referred to as a “Galilean strategy.”#? These two con-
texts provide very different ways of framing the two central lines of argument
that Ratnakirti pursues in his critique: his arguments about the epistemology
and metaphysics of pervasion, and those having to do with “remoteness,” the
ground rules for extending pervasion, and what we can learn about the target
property on the basis of such an extension to the site. Both these lines of argu-
ment support and build upon my earlier discussion of the Naiyayikas® “hybrid”
argument. As before, this overall strategy secks to make explicit, in a more fa-
miliar philosophical vocabulary and context, some of the philosophical issues
on whose resolution the success of the I§vara-inference and Ratnakirti’s cri-
tique depends. Before turning to these two new contexts, however, it may be
helpful to briefly review the components of the Naiyayikas” hybrid cosmologi-
cal/design argument that I first discussed in chapter 2.

Recall that the Naiyayikas” hybrid argument consists of three steps: (1) a
statement of an existential fact; (2) a causal principle, which states a rule that
in some relevant way is supposed to account for the existential fact in step 1;

139. The best-known contemporary version of “regularity theory” is probably the Ram-
sey 1978/Lewis 1973 account, according to which “laws are those universal generalizations
that would be part of the overall systematization of our theories about the world that best
combines simplicity and strength”™; see Swoyer 2000. A classic statement of “N-relation
theory” is Armstrong 1983:85, “Suppose it to be a law that Fs are Gs. F-ness and G-ness are
taken to be universals. A certain relation, a relation of non-logical or contingent necessita-
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tion, holds between F-ness and G-ness. This state of affairs is symbolized as ‘N(F, G).”” For
a useful introduction to debates about “laws” see Carroll 2008, Cartwright et al. 2005, and
Swoyer 2000.

140. This term is taken from the title of Kitcher 2001b.
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and (3) a design argument, which functions as an explanatory argument to
the effect that the fact expressed in step 1 is to be finally accounted for by the
intentional actions of I§vara. From my discussion in both chapters 2 and 3, it
should be clear that the Naiyayikas’ “causal principle” is discussed in the con-
text of the pervasion subcomponent of the I$vara-inference and their “design
argument” is discussed (primarily) in the context of the site subcomponent.
My discussion will thus focus on the philosophical issues that frame Ratna-
kirti and his Naiyayikas’ debate on these two subcomponents, and begins, in
cach case, with a restatement/reinterpretation of the Nyaya position.

s.I. Pervasion Subcomponent

According to Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas, the pervasion subcomponents of all well-
functioning inference-instruments supervene on “natural relations.” While
such relations include those that are “causal,” they are much broader in scope
and clearly include those that are not.!*! Strictly speaking, then, it is this type of
relation that accounts for the “causal principle” (or, more accurately, “inference-
warranting relation”) that supports the Naiyayikas’ hybrid argument for the
existence of I§vara. On the basis of Ratnakirti’s discussion, it is possible to dis-
tinguish between three levels of analysis, argument, and debate about these
relations: the first focuses on the existence conditions for natural relations, the
second on the pervasion conditions that define inference-warranting relations,
and the third on the epistemology of satisfaction/certification.*2

The “existence conditions” for natural relations can be described through
a “nonepistemic” interpretation of the three pervasion conditions, Cz.2,
C2.3, and U. According to such an interpretation, the relation between a
reason property and a target property is natural if and only if the reason
property is present in a similar case (C2.2*), is excluded from all dissimilar
cases (C2.3%), and has no additional conditions (U*). The nonepistemic fact
on which inference-warranting relations are supposed to supervene can thus
be described by the conjunction of C2.2*, C2.3%, and U*. It is this set of facts
that describes the world-given connections between properties and property-

141. See, for example, the discussion in Oetke 1991:253-256.

142. While the terms “natural relation” and “inference-warranting relations” will
be used to refer to ontological/metaphysical and epistemological dimensions of the perva-
sion subcomponent respectively, the term “pervasion” will be used more generically, as
above.
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possessing loci that Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas take to underwrite the pervasion
subcomponent of well-functioning inference-instruments. These natural con-
nections are supposed to be nonvacuous, in the sense that they are instanced
in at least one locus, and invariable, in the sense that if a reason property R
and its target property 1" are naturally related, all R-possessing loci are T+
possessing loci.!*3 As Ratnakirti presents it, for his Naiyayikas natural rela-
tions are supposed to be invariable regularities for which no overt appeal to
specifically modal concepts (e.g., counterfactual conditionals) or modality-
supplying entities (c.g., universals) is required.

While natural relations are defined by their existence conditions, inference-
warranting relations are defined by their pervasion conditions—i.e., C2.2,
C2.3,and U. Interestingly, C2.2 and U are the direct epistemic counterparts
of existence conditions C2.2* and U¥*, but C2.3 is not a direct epistemic
counterpart of existence condition Cz2.3*. This is because C2.3 is constituted
by two epistemic facts, only one of which has a nonepistemic counterpart in
C2.3*. Recall that there are two subtypes of defect H3a, the defect that de-
fines C2.3—H3a, (the reason property is known to be present in a dissimilar
case) and H3za, (there is doubt about the exclusion of the reason property
from all dissimilar cases). Since only the absence of H3a, has a nonepistemic
counterpart, it alone defines C2.3*.1* Let us refer to the epistemic fact that
does not have a nonepistemic counterpart in C2.3* as C2.3a,, and the epistemic
fact that has a nonepistemic counterpart in C2.3* as C2.3a,. Strictly speaking,
then, what supervenes on natural relations are inference-warranting rela-
tions defined by Cz.2, C2.3a;, and U. Cz.3a, is thus an “added” epistemic con-
dition, in the sense that it does not have a nonepistemic counterpart that is a
part of the supervenience base. What C2.3a, seems to provide is epistemic
stability to inference-warranting relations, in the sense that its satisfaction
expresses that we know that we do not have epistemically significant doubt
about pervasion. Interestingly, while U is a distinct pervasion condition

143. U* simply states that when a reason property R and its target property 7" are natu-
rally related, there is no hidden property U such that all T-possessing loci are U-possessing
loci but not all R-possessing loci are U-possessing. As an existence condition (but not a perva-
sion condition), U* is entailed by C2.2* and C2.3*. See Phillips and Tatacharya 2002:14-22.
It is important to keep in mind that my discussion applies specifically to pervasion relations
for which both C2.2 and C2.3 are supposed to be satisfied.

144. This is based on the idea that the absence of the reason property from all dissimilar
cases is a nonepistemic fact, while the absence of doubt about this is not.
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from Cz.3, it does not, in and of itself, add anything to our awareness of C2.2
and Cz.3. Since both C2.3a, and C2.3a, are associated with deviation, let us
refer to their conjunction as epistemic fact “V.” On my interpretation, ac-
cording to Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas, if all of these epistemic conditions are
satisfied—i.e., C2.2, V, and U—it is reflectively known that the inference-
warranting relation is epistemically necessary, and therefore that the pervasion
subcomponent is well-functioning. A central issue in Ratnakirti’s discussion
of pervasion has to do with the source and nature of this necessity—that is,
the source and nature of the modal force of inference-warranting relations in
well-functioning inference-instruments, which thus far has not been explic-
itly accounted for in my interpretation of the Nyaya theory.

Asdiscussed in both chapters 2 and 3, C2.2 and Cz.3a, are satisfied through
the observation of a reason property in similar cases and nonobservation/
nonapprehension of it in dissimilar cases. What we come to know by satisfy-
ing Cz2.2 and Cz.3a, is that a proposed reason property and its target are in-
variably associated with one another, in the sense that in addition to there
being at least one locus in which both the reason property and the target
property are known to be present, there is no locus in which the reason prop-
erty is known to be present but the target property is known to be absent.
Like its nonepistemic counterpart, this does not account for the modal force
of the relation, since all it tells us (according to the Naiyayikas) is that we
know that any locus in which a proposed reason property is present is a locus
in which its target property is present: it does not tell us that its target prop-
erty must be present there.

In my view, it is through the satisfaction of V and U, and not just the
epistemic facts themselves, that Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas account for the modal
force in inference-warranting relations, and thus account for their epistemic
necessity. In what follows, I want to provide an interpretation of the Naiyayi-
kas” attempt at satisfying V and U in order to support my interpretation of
cpistemic necessity, and provide a basis for reconsidering the significance
of some of the arguments and counterarguments discussed in this chapter.

The overall argument schema that Ratnakirtr’s Naiyayikas use to satisfy
both V and U can be helpfully interpreted as a version of the “argument
from ignorance” (argumentum ad ignovantiam).}*> Such arguments generally

145. “Arguments from ignorance” are also known as “lack-of-knowledge arguments,”
“negative evidence arguments,” and arguments based on “default reasoning.” For a careful
discussion of such arguments see Walton 1996, in which he surveys previous literature on
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begin with a premise such as “It is not known that ‘s’ is true (or false)” and
on the basis of it conclude that ““S’ is known to be false (or true).” Although
such arguments are often assumed to contain defects, it is widely recognized
that this is not always the case.!*® Interestingly, the three defining character-
istics of such arguments are present in what I want to call the Nyaya version
of it.

One characteristic feature of arguments from ignorance is that they have
a “lack-of-knowledge” premise in which it is stated that some fact “s” is not
known to be true (or false). In the Naiyayikas’ argument, there are two such
facts: the fact that the reason property is present in a dissimilar case, in the
case of V, and the fact that there is an additional condition, in the case of U.
In the Naiyayikas’ version of the argument, this premise is the statement, “It
is not known that the reason property is present in a dissimilar case” and/or
“It is not known that there is an additional condition.” For Ratnakirti’s Nai-
yayikas, this is equivalent to the statement, “There is the nonapprehension
(or nonobservation) of the reason property in dissimilar cases” and/or “There
is the nonapprehension (or nonobservation) of an additional condition.”
That this is a part of the Nyaya approach to the satisfaction of V and U is
clear from Ratnakirti’s presentation of the Nyaya theory.!*”

A second characteristic of such arguments is that they make use of what is
called a “scarch premise.” A search premise states that “If S were true (or
false) it would be known to be true (or false).” In the Naiyayikas’ version of
the argument this premise is something like “If a reason property were pres-
ent in a dissimilar case it would be known/observed to be present in a dissimi-
lar case” and/or “If an additional condition were present, it would be known/
observed to be present.” This parallels, almost exactly, the supportive role that
suppositional reasoning (tarka) is supposed to play in the Nyaya account of
how negative epistemic facts, such as the exclusion of a reason property from
all dissimilar cases and the absence of an additional condition, are deter-

the subject, offers an interpretation of such arguments, and provides numerous examples of
“good” and “bad” versions of it. My interpretation generally follows the one given by Wal-
ton. Both Walton (1996:141-142) and Ganeri (2001:122) have noted the relevance of this ar-
gument to Sanskrit philosophy. See Octke 1996 for a discussion of the relevance of default
reasoning to Sanskrit epistemology, and the more recent discussion in Taber 2004. Also see
section 1.2.2, passage b, and 2.1.1.

146. Walton 1996.

147. See section 1.2.3.
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mined."*® Although this use of suppositional reasoning is not explicitly dis-
cussed in Ratnakirti’s account of the Nyaya argument, it is clearly suggested
by Vacaspatimisra’s remark that “even after searching with great effort” a
reason property is not discovered in a dissimilar case.'* Moreover, this use
of suppositional reasoning is explicitly noted by Ratnakirti in his “Inquiry
into Inference-Warranting Relations” (Vyaptinirpaya).'>® Furthermore, the
search premise captures, almost exactly, the significance of the Naiyayikas’
appeal to V and U. In fact, it seems to be the failure of just such a search that
establishes these epistemic facts.!>!

The third characteristic of such arguments is that their general pattern
tollows modus tollens. This pattern is also evident in the Naiyayikas’ argu-
ment. Given this vocabulary, the Naiyayikas’ argument for V can be recon-
structed as follows: “If a reason property were present in a dissimilar case, it
would be known to be present in a dissimilar case (search premise), but it is not
known to be present in a dissimilar case (lack-ofknowledge premise); therefore
it is known that it is not present in a dissimilar case (by modus tollens).” And
for U as: “If there were an additional condition, it would be known (search
premise), but it is not known that there is an additional condition (Jack-of
knowledge premise); therefore it is known that there is no additional condition
(by modus tollens).”

The above argument pattern suggests that it is through satisfying V, and
especially U, that an epistemic agent “upgrades” her awareness of the invari-
able association between the reason and target properties as defined by C2.2
and Cz.3a, by conferring law-like or nomic status upon it. This is evident
especially from the “search premise” in the argument, which suggests that
for Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas both natural relations and inference-warranting
relations are supposed to support counterfactuals, which is often taken to be
a mark of law-like statements. It may be helpful to think of the Naiyayikas’
theory of inference-warranting relations, therefore, as a type of “regularity
theory + X,” according to which inference-warranting relations express (i)

148. See, for example, the notes to section 1.2.3 and the references contained therein.

149. See passage @ in 2.1, where RNA (ISD 42.08-42.17) is discussed, and RNA (VN
107.14-107.15) where this same idea is repeated. In focusing his attention on the “lack of
knowledge premise” Ratnakirti makes the Nyaya argument appear weaker than it is. As will
become clear, it is the “search premise” that is crucial to the success of such arguments.

150. RNA (VN 107.26-108.02).

151. See sections 1.2 and 2.1.
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the invariable association of a reason property with its target property (i.c.,
“regularity”), plus (ii) the absence of epistemically significant doubt, as de-
fined by the absence of defect H3a,, and (iii) the law-like necessity that
comes from the satisfaction of U (i.e., “X). While the absence of an addi-
tional condition suggests that the relation supports counterfactuals, satisfac-
tion of Cz.3a, (the absence of H3a,) provides an epistemic upgrade by
eliminating epistemically significant doubt.

According to Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas, natural relations thus display law-
like regularity and thereby underwrite only genuinely inference-warranting
relations. They also have the added epistemic benefit that is based on the
satisfaction of Cz.3a,. Their modal force, however, is due to U, whose satis-
faction (like the satisfaction of V) is fallible, as Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas ad-
mit. When through the pattern of observation and nonobservation described
above the pervasion conditions for a particular inference-instrument have
been satisfied, Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas take the inference-warranting relation
to be epistemically necessary and therefore to be underwritten by a class of
natural relations. They thus move from the epistemology of satisfaction, to
the satisfaction of the pervasion conditions, and finally to the presence of
natural relations.

Against this background Ratnakirti’s arguments can be seen as challeng-
ing the Naiyayikas’ account of the source and nature of epistemic necessity,
by targeting their understanding of the existence conditions, pervasion con-
ditions, and epistemology of satisfaction for the pervasion subcomponents of
well-functioning inference-instruments. Ratnakirti’s criticisms are informed
by his own view that there are only two modes of pervasion, a production-
mode, which is underwritten by causal relations, and an identity-mode, which
is underwritten by what I have called “token-identity” relations. As Ratna-
Kirti’s arguments suggest, he clearly thinks that these relations are epistemi-
cally necessary. In chapters 4 and 5 we will see that he takes them to hold
between “universals.”

According to Ratnakirti, the existence conditions for natural relations do
not define a class of relations that are known to exist (section 1.2). At best
they define a class of “in some way other than” relations that are merely
stipulated as being natural, and therefore stipulated as being strong enough
to support inferential reasoning. These “in some way other than” relations
are such that a reason property, R, is supposed to be invariably co-located
with its target property, 7. In the absence of an argument to show that there
is such a class of world-given connections as the Naiyayikas suppose, Ratna-
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kirti argues that such relations are nothing more than convenient fictions, as
is the notion that they underwrite the pervasion subcomponents of only
well-functioning inference-instruments. According to Ratnakirti, the Nai-
yayikas have an “identification problem” in that they have failed to ade-
quately specify what a natural relation is and show that there are any.!® This
is, moreover, a general problem with the Naiyayikas’ theory of pervasion,
one that extends well beyond the I$vara-inference. As Ratnakirti sees it, one
fundamental problem that must be resolved before the I§vara-inference (and
any other inference) can be certified is whether there is a class of “natural
relations” at all.

Ratnakirti further argues that even if such relations did exist, they would
be too weak to support only genuinely inference-warranting relations. Rat-
nakirti suggests that existence conditions C2.2* and Cz2.3* merely define a
class of universal generalizations (all R-possessing loci are T-possessing loci),
cach of which is instanced in at least one locus. For Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas,
U* (but not U) is redundant. Even if C2.2*, C2.3%, and U* define a genuine
class of world-given connections between things, Ratnakirti argues that
these conditions have not been shown to define a class of relations that has
any modal properties. In addition to Cz2.2*, Ratnakirti suggests that the ab-
sence of counterexamples (C2.3*) and additional conditions (U*) does not in
and of itself account for nomic-necessity, as the Naiyayikas clearly suggest.
Ratnakirti’s argument is that there is nothing in the existence conditions
themselves that entails that there is something about an object’s having R
that in any way makes it have 7. As Ratnakirti sees it, a fundamental philo-
sophical problem with the Naiyayikas’ account has to do with whether there
really is a class of world-given connections that can underwrite pervasion as
they understand it. In his view, the Naiyayikas have clearly not met their
burden of proof to show that such connections exist. Moreover, even if such
relations do exist, on the basis of their existence conditions there does not
seem to be any reason to suppose that they have any modal features. As a
result, the Naiyayikas will be faced with the additional philosophical prob-
lem of explaining how the modal properties that they take to belong to
inference-warranting relations can supervene on nonmodal ones.

152. My use of the term “identification problem” is derived from van Frassen 1989:72—76,
96, and his famous critique of a necessitarian conception of laws.
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Like the existence conditions, Ratnakirti argues that the Naiyayikas’ ac-
count of the pervasion conditions that define inference-warranting relations
do not provide an epistemic solution to the “modality problem” cither. After
all, all that C2.3a, adds is the epistemic fact that there isn’t any doubt about
C2.3*. While this may add some epistemic force (perhaps in the sense of pro-
viding stability) to the inference-warranting relation, it doesn’t account for
its supposed modal features. Similarly, independent of any reference to how
it is satisfied, U does not show that inference-warranting relations, and
therefore natural relations, have any nomic features cither. According to Rat-
nakirti, the Naiyayikas thus have an “inference problem™ in that they have
failed to show that either natural relations or inference-warranting relations
can do the work that they are supposed to do.!®® As Ratnakirti sees it, ac-
cording to the Nyaya view of inference-warranting relations, the epistemic
fact that, without exception, all R-possessing loci have been observed to be
T-possessing does not entitle them to conclude that all R-possessing loci,
even those that have not yet been encountered, will also be T-possessing.
Ratnakirti’s point seems to be that if observed R-possessing loci are to be
relevant to unobserved R-possessing loci there needs to be something about
alocus possessing R that requires that it will also possess 7. Without account-
ing for this “something”—which could serve as the source of modality—
neither natural relations nor inference-warranting ones can be supposed to
be epistemically necessary. Given the Naiyayikas® understanding of them,
Ratnakirti takes such relations to be fallible, and therefore too weak to sup-
port only genuinely inference-warranting relations. A basic philosophical
problem on which the success of the I$vara-inference depends, then, has to
do with whether fallible relations can be genuinely inference-warranting.

153. My use of the term “inference problem” is also attributable to van Frassen 1989:96—
1o1, where he presents it as the second horn of the dilemma that he sees facing necessitarians.
Lewis (1983:366) colorfully comments on Armstrong as follows: “Whatever N may be, I can-
not see how it could be absolutely impossible to have N(F,G) and Fa without Ga. (Unless N
just is constant conjunction or constant conjunction plus something else, in which case
Armstrong’s theory turns into a form of the regularity theory he rejects). The mystery is
somewhat hidden by Armstrong’s terminology. He uses ‘necessitates’ as a name for the law-
making universal N; and who would be surprised to hear that if F ‘necessitates’ G and 2 has
F, then 2 must have G? But if I say that N deserves the name ‘necessitation’ only if, somehow,
it really can enter into the requisite necessary connections. It can’t enter into them just by bear-

3%

ing a name, any more than one can have mighty biceps just by being called ‘Armstrong.
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Finally, Ratnakirti also recognizes that the “identification problem” and
the “inference problem” are related to one another and generate a kind of
“tradeoff problem” for his Naiyayikas.!5* His recognition of this is evident
from his arguments against the Naiyayikas’ approach to the epistemology of
satisfaction and certification. One extended line of argument that Ratnakirti
pursues throughout his critique of the Ivara-inference is that the epistemol-
ogy of satisfaction cannot result in the satisfaction of either V or U, as the
Naiyayikas’ theory requires. The fundamental problem, as Ratnakirti sees
it, is that because of the possibility of “remoteness,” the nonobservation of
properties in individual loci is inadequate for detecting their absence in
those loci, and this is the case even if the numerous problems having to do
with “essential” remoteness are taken off the table. For example, as Ratna-
kirti points out, a locus of deviation or an additional condition could be ei-
ther temporally or spatially remote, or the set of causal conditions necessary
for their observation could be, in some other way, incomplete. Ratnakirti’s
point is that, even if a locus of deviation or an additional condition were
present, there could still be the nonobservation of it. As a result, Ratnakirti
would clearly reject the Naiyayikas® strategy of appealing to an argumentum
ad ignorantiam, which, as he sees it, clearly depends on nonobservation/
nonapprehension being able to establish absence. For him, the Naiyayikas
cannot satisfy either V or U, and the epistemic conditions that can be satis-
fied are weaker still, since they always leave open the possibility of epistemi-
cally significant doubt.

According to Ratnakirti, the Naiyayikas thus face an insurmountable
“tradeoft problem™: to achieve epistemic security, the conditions that define
pervasion must be so weak that the inference-warranting relations defined
by them will be too weak to support the pervasion subcomponent of only
genuinely inference-warranting relations. But if one suitably strengthens the
pervasion conditions (and the corresponding existence conditions), the Nai-
yayikas’ epistemology is not up to the task. Moreover, as Ratnakirti sees it,
not only does the Naiyayikas’ epistemology fail to satisty their own set of
pervasion conditions, but even if these conditions could be satisfied by the
Naiyayikas’ epistemology, the relation that they define would be too weak to
support genuinely inference-warranting relations. Ratnakirti’s point is that
the Naiyayikas’ approach to certification (see argument 2) does not get them

154. My use of the term “tradeoff problem” comes from Swoyer 2000.
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to what they want (which Ratnakirti has argued is, in any case, inadequate
to support inferential reasoning), let alone what they need, namely, a set of
existence conditions, pervasion conditions, and supporting epistemology
that enables them to pick out only those relations in which the presence of
R in a particular locus is due to the presence of T in that locus.

As I have argued, the inference-warranting relation of pervasion func-
tions as the Naiyayikas® “causal principle” in their hybrid cosmological/
design argument. In chapter 2, in defending their causal principle, Ratnakirti’s
Naiyayikas focused on the epistemology of satisfaction and argued on the basis
of it to the presence of inference-warranting relations, and then to the meta-
physics of natural relations. In contrast, in his own presentation of the
Naiyayikas® argument, Ratnakirti argues from the metaphysics of natural
relations to the epistemology that would be needed to detect them, and thus
points to what he takes to be “gaps” between the metaphysics of natural rela-
tions, the epistemology of inference-warranting relations, and the epistemol-
ogy of satisfaction. As I have argued, his target is the Naiyayikas’ understanding
of epistemic necessity. Driving the different approaches and argument strat-
cgies that Ratnakirti and his Naiyayikas pursue are very different philosophi-
cal intuitions about inference-warranting relations. As a way of uncovering
these differing intuitions, it may be helpful to return to the satisfaction of V
and U in the I$vara-inference, in the context in which I have just reframed
my carlier discussion.

As I have presented it, a central feature of the Naiyayikas’ argument is
their assumed right to presume that V are U are satisfied on the basis of the
search premise in their argumentum. Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas take themselves
to have met their epistemic obligations to show that V and U are satisfied to
the extent that they (and their opponents) have searched for and failed to
find either a dissimilar case in which the reason property is present or an ad-
ditional condition. Assuming the lack of knowledge premise, they therefore
assume the epistemic right to presume that V and U are satisfied. According
to Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas, it is this “failure to find” that satisfies V and U,
and through which they meet their epistemic obligations and in so doing
shift the burden of proof back to their opponent.

In a number of difterent contexts, however, Ratnakirti argues that in or-
der to properly defend the search premise, the Naiyayikas must show,
through their search, that the reason property “being an effect” is excluded
from all dissimilar cases and that there is zo additional condition. According
to him, this is the only way to establish V and U, and thereby show that
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neither H3a, nor H3a, applies to the reason property. As Ratnakirti sees it,
C2.3a, is not the fact that there is 70 known dissimilar case in which the rea-
son property is present, but the fact that it is known that there is no dissimilar
case in which the reason property is present. Similarly, U it is not the fact
that there is 70 known additional condition, but the fact that it is known that
there is no additional condition. It is not a negative epistemic fact that shows
that H3a, and/or U does not apply, but a positive one.!>® Ratnakirti’s worry
is that the standard that the Naiyayikas have set for the search premise
through their understanding of V and U is so weak that nearly anything
could be inferred from anything. This worry is based on his conviction that
the Naiyayikas have not successfully explained why they are entitled to pre-
sume that something is true of every member of a domain without having
first inspected each and every member of that domain.'®® Given that the
Naiyayikas have not inspected each and every effect, there is, according to
Ratnakirti, the ineliminable possibility that there is a locus of deviation some-
where in the domain. As a result, there will always be epistemically signifi-
cant doubt about whether a reason property is excluded from a/l dissimilar
cases. As he sees it, C2.3a, cannot be the fact that a locus of doubt is not
known, but the fact that it is known that there is no locus of doubt. Accord-
ing to Ratnakirti, a search premise that is based on this “correct” account of
C2.3a, (and V more generally) cannot be adequately defended, since given
his Naiyayikas’ own view on how such searches are conducted, they cannot
explain how they can search all dissimilar cases.

The Naiyayikas respond to this by arguing that Ratnakirti’s demand that
they search all dissimilar cases and thereby guarantee that there are 7o addi-
tional conditions is unreasonable. As they see it, all that anyone needs to
(and can) show is that there are no known dissimilar cases, loci about which
there is doubt, or additional conditions. On the basis of their theory of epistem-
ically significant doubt, they argue that once they have fulfilled their epistemic
obligations, unobserved cases, loci, and potential additional conditions should
not be considered a part of the knowledge base or domain. Their reasoning
is that since such cases represent only possible, and not actual, objects of
awareness, they cannot be reasonably included in the search domain. To in-
sist that they be included in the domain is, according to them, an unreason-

155. This is, of course, just what the Naiyayikas are trying to argue (unsuccessfully, ac-
cording to Ratnakirti) through their argumentum ad ignovantiam.
156. This is the case, even assuming that the relevant loci and properties are observable.
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able demand, since it could never be satisfied. The Naiyayikas’ point is that
Ratnakirti’s criticism of their argument places demands on the search prem-
ise that are just too strict. In responding to Ratnakirti, they argue that the
knowledge base should be “strongly closed”—that is, that the findings to
date should be allowed to represent all the relevant facts from which a con-
clusion may be drawn.!® Many of their arguments are designed to show
therefore that, given the depth of their own search and that of their oppo-
nents, their point of closure is reasonable.

One underlying philosophical issue that emerges from this exchange has
to do with whether and how an entire class of objects, including unobserved
and unknown objects, can be the object of awareness, and therefore “sam-
pled” or “searched.” If such a class of objects can be an object of awareness
then Ratnakirti’s demand that the search be exhaustive may not be unreason-
able. If such an object cannot be an object of awareness, then, as the Naiyayi-
kas argue, Ratnakirti’s demand seems unreasonable. In chapter 4 we will see
why Ratnakirti thinks that this is not the case. A second underlying issue
has to do with whether genuinely inference-warranting relations and/or the
certification of the inference-instrument can be fallible. As Ratnakirti sees it,
the Naiyayikas’ account—which is based on regularities plus an epistemic
upgrade—does not entail that there will not be a counterexample or an addi-
tional condition. His point is that there needs to be something about an ob-
ject’s being an R-possessor that will make it a T-possessor, on the basis of which
examined cases can be related to unexamined ones. To eliminate doubt about
negative concomitance, Ratnakirti says specifically that what is necessary is to
establish that the absence of R is “due to” the absence of 7, and not just invari-
ably associated with it. This is, Ratnakirti argues, the only way to remove
epistemically significant doubt about the presence of a counterexample or an
additional condition (and, as I will discuss below, the only legitimate basis
for extending the pervasion relation to “unobserved” loci).

According to Ratnakirti, the Naiyayikas’ account of natural relations,
inference-warranting relations, and the epistemology of satisfaction is such
that pervasion is fallible. From his perspective, the problem with his Nai-
yayikas’ understanding of fallibility is that it specifically allows for epistemi-
cally significant doubt about negative concomitance, even in the case of
well-known inferences such as the inference of a potter from pots. Moreover,

157. Walton 1996:264-.
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as Ratnakirti sees it, for genuinely inference-warranting relations, satisfac-
tion and certification cannot be fallible, since fallibility inevitably leads to
cpistemically significant doubt about whether a particular reason property is
naturally related to its target. Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas obviously disagree.
They argue that what Ratnakirti says is epistemically significant doubt is in
fact a form of unlocalized doubt and is not epistemically significant. More-
over, they argue that for them fallibility is appealed to only after reasonable
and epistemically significant doubt has been removed. A stricter “infallibility”
criterion of the sort proposed by Ratnakirti would, they argue, undermine
even well-known inferences and should be rejected. As they see it, it would
let loose the “ghost of doubt.” According to Ratnakirti, however, this is not
at all the case since, in his view, reasonable doubt can be the basis for rational
action, even though this action would not be based on a knowing-event, as
in the case of the long-life “inference.”%® The standards for what counts as a
knowing-event are stricter than for awareness-events on the basis of which it
is reasonable for us to act. As Ratnakirti argues, it is only when there is no
source of knowledge on which to base one’s actions that fallibility, in the
form of reasonable doubt, is acceptable. In the case at hand, however, the
issue is precisely about whether a source of knowledge is certified, and thus
fallibility, at any point in the certification process, is unacceptable. As Ratna-
kirti presents it, an underlying issue that must be resolved before the success
of the I$vara-inference can be determined has to do with what counts as
epistemically significant doubt, whether fallibility is ever acceptable, and if
it is, under what conditions.

s.2. The Extension Principle and Site Subcomponent

As both Ratnakirti and his Naiyayikas accept, the Naiyayikas’ approach to
the epistemology of satisfaction/certification cannot directly support perva-
sion relations that involve an “unobservable,” as defined through the theory
of remoteness. If such remote objects are to be included within the scope of
a pervasion relation, an extension principle of some sort is necessary.'* It is
on the basis of such an extension principle that the Naiyayikas’ claim that an
inference-warranting relation that is established for a sample class of objects

158. See section 2.1.2.
159. See also my discussion of the “search premise,” which describes a rather different
approach to this problem.
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can be extended beyond the sample class to include remote, unsampled ob-
jects and eventually the site of the inference. “Unsampled” objects are either
observed loci with an unobservable property, as is the case in the debate about
C2.2/Hz2, or unobservable Joci with an observable or unobservable property,
as 1s the case in the debate about C2.3a/H3a.1%0 It is also on the basis of such
an extension principle that the analogical argument that was used to resolve
the “gap problem” discussed in chapter 2 is based.!! What I am calling the
“second line” of argument in Ratnakirti’s critique of the I$vara-inference has
to do with the ground rules for this extension, and the closely related issue of
what we can learn about the target property on the basis of it. Thus far I have
discussed this issue primarily in terms of the site subcomponent of the infer-
ence, but given the close relationship between the site subcomponent and
the pervasion subcomponent (which is clearly evident from debates about
the scope of the reason property and target property) the ground rules for
extension are also directly related to the metaphysics and epistemology of
pervasion. One interesting (and I hope helpful) way of reframing the Nai-
yayikas’ argument and Ratnakirti’s critique of these ground rules is in terms
of what is sometimes called a “Galilean strategy.”16?

A “Galilean strategy” is an argument that is designed to show that the
methods we use to settle questions about noncontroversial, observable mat-
ters should be relied on to settle questions about controversial, unobservable
matters.'®® Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas employ their own “analogical” version of

160. For C2.2/H2 see chapter 2, sections 2.3.1 and 3.1, and although it is less relevant, sec-
tion 4 in this chapter. For C2.3/H3a see chapter 2, section 3.2, and sections 2 and 3 in this
chapter.

161. See chapter 2, section 4.I.

>

162. Kitcher 200r1a, Kitcher 2001b: chap. 2. The Naiyayikas® “Galilean strategy” is, of
course, different from the one discussed by Kitcher.

163. This is a restatement of the strategy that is based on Magnus 2003:4.65. Here “unob-
servable” refers both to things that we have not seen with our own eyes and things that we
cannot see with our own eyes, such as the rings of Saturn or I$vara. Kitcher (2001a:21)
writes, “Methods of justification, like Galileo’s telescope, can only be validated by examin-
ing the conclusions about observables to which they lead. It does not follow that the only
conclusions licensed by those methods are conclusions about observables—any more than
Galileo’s demonstration on buildings and ships only show that the telescope is reliable in
Venice. We need to consider whether there are good reasons for distinguishing a method’s
usage in its application to observables from its usage in application to unobservables.” Also
see Kitcher 2001b:175.
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this strategy to support their extension principle. Their argument seems to
be as follows: for a sampled set of objects (S), we can establish that “a prop-
erty R is pervaded by a property T” on the basis of careful observation and
nonobservation (as discussed above).!* The sampled objects in this set are
like the members of an unsampled set of remote objects (U) in that both
have properties P, . .. P_(which may include R and, in the case of negative
concomitance, the absence of T'). Therefore pervasion can be extended to
include these unsampled objects. Let us refer to this method of establishing
and extending pervasion as method M. The Naiyayikas then deploy their
analogical version of the Galilean strategy and argue: the pervasion subcom-
ponents in well-known inferences, like the inference of a potter from pots or
fire from smoke, are known to be well-functioning. In such cases pervasion
is established and extended beyond a sampled set of similar and/or dissimilar
cases to include all relevant cases on the basis of method M. The pervasion
subcomponent in the I$vara-inference is like the pervasion subcomponent in
these well-known inferences, in that it too is established and extended on the
basis of method M. Therefore the pervasion subcomponent in the I$vara-

inference is also well-functioning.1%

164. Here “a property R is pervaded by a property 77 means that each and every member
of the set has property R and property 7. What it means for an object to be “sampled” de-
pends on the particular inferential argument. Here, a “sampled” object is one that is ob-
served to have property T, while an “unsampled” object is one that is observed, but is not
observed to have property T. “Unsampled” can also refer to objects that have not been ob-
served. It is important to note that this argument can also be rephrased to make negative
concomitance more explicit by specifying that “the absence of a property T is pervaded by
the absence of a property R.”

165. Magnus 2003 schematizes the Galilean strategy as follows: (1) M—e.g., Galileo’s
telescope—provides correct answers up to and along the vague boundary between matters
we can check independently of M and ones that we cannot check; and (2) prevailing reasons
for thinking that the boundary might make a difference to the reliability of M are mistaken.
Magnus then strengthens it with (3) there is some significant positive reason to think that
the success of M on matters we can check generalizes to matters that we cannot check; and
concludes (4) M provides the correct answers for matters that we cannot check indepen-
dently of M. In the context of the I§vara-inference, M is the method, based on observation
and nonobservation, that the Naiyayikas use to establish and extend pervasion; “matters we
can checkindependently” corresponds to well-known and noncontroversial maker-inferences;
“matters we cannot check” corresponds to the Iévara-inference; and “provides the correct

answers” corresponds to a well-functioning pervasion subcomponent.
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The Naiyayikas’ intuitions regarding method M are developed in two
closely related contexts. In the first context pervasion is supposed to be
extended from a sampled set of pots that are known, through observation
and nonobservation, to be made by a potter (S) to an unsampled set of
pots (U) on the basis of method M. In the second context pervasion is sup-
posed to be extended from a sampled class of effect-loci that are known,
through observation and nonobservation, to be made by an intelligent
maker (S) to an unsampled class of effect-loci (U), also on the basis of
method M.16 In each of these contexts, what is specifically at issue is negative
concomitance—i.e., the absence of a reason property, R, from all dissimi-
lar cases, both sampled and unsampled.’®” Each of these noncontroversial
contexts is supposed to support the Naiyayikas’ intuitions about the
ground rules for extension-method M, which they then apply to the I$vara-
inference. Ratnakirti attacks the Naiyayikas’ understanding of how and
why extension works in these contexts by focusing on what he sees as two
important ground rules for extension that are not recognized by his Nai-
yayikas.

In the first context Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas argued that C2.3a, had been
satisfied for the reason property “being an effect,” since the inference-
warranting relation in the I$vara-inference was as strong as the inference-
warranting relation in the inference of a potter from a pot (section 2.2.1).
The Naiyayikas’ parallel argument strategy was to insist that their oppo-
nents cannot claim that H3a, applies to the reason property in the I$vara-
inference without also undermining the pervasion subcomponent in this
well-known and widely accepted inference. In both cases his Naiyayikas
claim that negative concomitance is established and extended on the basis of
method M. Ratnakirti attacks this argument by focusing on the Naiyayikas’
assumed ground rules for extending pervasion in the inference of a potter
from pots. In so doing he exposes what he takes to be a decisive disanalogy
between well-known maker-inferences and the I$vara-inference.

166. This context includes well-known maker-inferences in general.

167. Note that what is “unsampled” in the first context is the “absence of an observable
(but spatially and/or temporally remote) maker” in observed loci, and in loci that are unob-
servable because of remoteness. In the second context what is “unsampled” is the “absence
of a possibly unobservable maker” in observed loci, and also in loci that are unobservable

because of remoteness.
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Ratnakirti argues that although the Naiyayikas do not acknowledge it,
method M requires that the properties that the objects in the sampled set (S)
and unsampled set (U) share (i.e., P, ... P ) must be relevant to the objects
in the sampled set having the target property 7. More specifically, he argues
that what constitutes “being relevant” is that in the well-known inference of
a potter from pots (or fire from smoke) it is known that, for the sampled
objects, the presence of a reason property R in the sampled objects is due to
the target property 7. It is on the basis of this that he claims that extension is
permitted to unsampled R-possessing loci, including the site. Earlier Ratna-
kirti argued that the Naiyayikas’ method M does not establish this fact, and
that, as a result, M does not really establish pervasion even in the case of
well-known inferences. More specifically, Ratnakirti argued that on the ba-
sis of the Naiyayikas’ method M one cannot show that the absence of a pot is
due to the absence of a potter. Here, however, Ratnakirti assumes that there
is a method M, based on a production-mode of pervasion, that can be used
to establish pervasion in well-known inferences, in accordance with the
ground-rule that he has just discussed. As he points out, however, M' is not
the Naiyayikas’ method M and, as a result, there is a decisive disanalogy
between well-known (and noncontroversial) inferences and the I$vara-
inference that permits extension in the first case but not in the second. As
Ratnakirti sees it, method A is not how pervasion is established in well-
known maker-inferences, and therefore a Galilean strategy cannot be based
on it. The ultimate success of Ratnakirti’s argument, however, depends
upon the success of his own method A1 (which I will briefly discuss in chap-
ter 5) and its inapplicability to the I$vara-inference.!%®

In the second context, Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas responded to the re-
stricted scope argument by insisting that there is no need to restrict the
scope of the reason property “effects-in-general” (section 3.1). They argued
that when pervasion is established on the basis of a sampled set of specific

168. If M were a telescope, Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas might argue as follows: Our telescope
also works for earthly objects other than those that we have independently seen. Earthly
objects are like heavenly objects. So, our telescope works for heavenly objects (e.g., the rings
of Saturn). Given this, the form of Ratnakirti’s argument would be as follows: Your tele-
scope doesn’t work for heavenly objects because it doesn’t really work for earthly objects.
Moreover, telescopes that really do work for earthly objects do not work for heavenly ob-
jects, because heavenly objects and earthly objects are very different, since earthly objects
have been and can be independently seen (see next paragraph above).
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“effects-in-general” that have been observed to have an intelligent maker,
such as pots and cloth, it can be extended on the basis of method M to un-
sampled “effects-in-general” that have not been observed to have an intel-
ligent maker, such as trees, the mountains, and the earth. In responding to
the Naiyayikas’ counterargument, Ratnakirti tries to make explicit another,
and closely related, ground rule for the extension principle at work in non-
controversial maker-inferences, and thereby to show that there is another
decisive disanalogy between these inferences and the I$vara-inference.

According to Ratnakirti, what is essential for inferring an intelligent
maker of effects like pots or cloth is that, for a sampled set of such objects,
we have seen that some of its members have been made by/are “due to” an
intelligent maker. It is on the basis of having seen this that pervasion can be
extended to include unsampled members of the set—e.g., unsampled pots,
cloth, or bracelets, etc. However, we have never seen, for any member of a
sampled set of things like trees, the mountains, or the earth, that it has been
made by an intelligent maker. Thus in such cases pervasion cannot be ex-
tended to include such things. This is clear, Ratnakirti argues, to anyone
whose mind is not enslaved by philosophy. His point is that the relevant re-
strictive property on the basis of which pervasion is extended in well-known
maker-inferences is “having seen that other members of the set have been
made by (i.c., are due to) an intelligent maker.” This fact is suppressed in the
Naiyayikas’ account of method M. Moreover, once this is taken into ac-
count, Ratnakirti argues that it reveals a second disanalogy between well-
known maker-inferences and the I$vara-inference.!®® As he sees it, the
extension-method M" that accounts for well-known maker-inferences does
not apply to the I§vara-inference, since in well-known maker-inferences the
maker is neither always spatially or temporally remote nor ever essentially
remote. Here too the success of Ratnakirti’s argument depends on the suc-
cess of method A", which his Naiyayikas would argue is too restrictive, since
it scems to rule out what they would take to be noncontroversial maker-
inferences for objects such as very old buildings and iPods, assuming that
we have never seen either kind of object being made.

In his discussion of this disanalogy, Ratnakirti also provides resources
for generalizing the argument and specifying further what he means by

169. When it is known that the absence of R is due to the absence of 7, Ratnakirti argues
that pervasion can be extended to observed loci in which the absence of T"is unsampled and
to unobservable loci that are themselves unsampled.
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“such objects” and “other members of the set” (section 3.1). Ratnakirti’s ar-
gument seems to be based on the idea that there is a structured hierarchy of
“intermediary” properties.!”? These (at least ersatz) properties are “struc-
tured,” in the sense that higher-order properties are taken to be exemplified
by lower-order properties.!” For simplicity, let us suppose that there are
three levels of such properties. In the context of the I$§vara-inference, sup-
pose that the highest-order property is “being an effect-in-general,” at level
1. Relative to this property are lower-level properties, at level 2, such as “be-
ing a pot,” “being a piece of cloth,” “being a tree,” etc. At level 3 are proper-
ties such as “being a pot that has an observed intelligent maker” and “being
a pot that has an unobserved intelligent maker.” Notice that lower-level
properties exemplify higher-order properties in the sense that the loci in
which a lower-level property is located are loci in which the relevant higher-
order property is also located.!”?

Ratnakirti argues that given the Naiyayikas’ view about how pervasion
conditions are satisfied, pervasion can be extended only to unsampled mem-
bers of a set of objects (“being a pot that has an unobserved intelligent
maker”) when those objects exemplify the same relevant higher-order prop-
erty (“being a pot”) and are on the same level as the sampled members of the
set on the basis of which pervasion was established (“being a pot that has an
observed intelligent maker”). One way to understand the debate about re-
strictive property “R” is in terms of whether a higher-level and lower-level
(i.e., “R” restricted) property pair can be specified such that pervasion can be
established for a higher-level property, by sampling loci in which a lower-
level property that exemplifies it is present, and then extended to include
unsampled loci on that level in which that same higher-level property is pres-
ent. As Ratnakirti sees it, this can be specified for well-known maker-inferences,
but not for the Ié§vara-inference. The Naiyayikas trick is to extend pervasion
to unsampled members of a set that do not exemplify the same relevant
higher-order property for which pervasion is in fact established. The chal-
lenge, of course, is to provide an account of this structured hierarchy of

170. This is based on Ratnakirti’s use of the term “avantara,” which I translated in sec-
tion 3.1, passages ¢ and ¢ as “secondary.” Also see section 2.2.2.

171. For an excellent discussion of “properties” that is the source for much of my vocabu-
lary in this paragraph see Swoyer 2000.

172. On my use of the term “property,” a property, like a set, is extensional. For more on
why Ratnakirti might understand properties in this (rather unusual) way, see chapter 4.
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properties, which Ratnakirti seems to think are reflected in our most basic,
pre-philosophical, intuitions and linguistic conventions. In chapter 4 I will
discuss some of the philosophical resources that Ratnakirti draws upon for
developing such an account.

Interestingly, Ratnakirti also uses this line of argument to undercut the
Naiyayikas’ strategy for solving the “gap problem.” He argues that the only
additional property of the target that can be known on the basis of knowing
that pervasion extends to the site of the inference is its “exclusion of a non-
connection with the site.” This is a property that is entailed by knowing
both that the presence of the reason property in a particular locus is due to
the presence of the target property in that locus, and that the reason prop-
erty is located in the site. Ratnakirti suggests that this is a consequence of
the extension principle. As a result, all that Ratnakirti claims can be known
about the target property on the basis of an inferential argument is (1) that
the reason property is “due to” it and (2) that it is excluded from a noncon-
nection with the site. Exactly what we learn on the basis of (1) depends on
the scope of both the reason and the target properties. For example, if the
reason property is “pot” we learn that the target is “potter” but not “weaver.”
If the reason property is “effect-in-general,” however, even assuming perva-
sion, all we can learn is that the target is an “intelligent-agent-in-general.” To
learn more about the target, either a further inferential argument will be
necessary, which just pushes the problem back to how the Naiyayikas estab-
lish pervasion in the first place, or the scope of the reason property will have
to be suitably restricted, which Ratnakirti argues will result in either Hib or
H3a. His point is that a correct understanding of the ground rules for exten-
sion exposes decisive disanalogies between solutions to the “gap problem” in
well-known inferences and the Naiyayikas’ proposed solution for the I$vara-
inference. Thus the arguments that are used to support step 3 in the Nai-
yayikas® hybrid argument cannot succeed.

Again, the success of Ratnakirti’s argument ultimately rests on his
extension-method M' and, in this context, exactly what we can learn about
the target property on the basis of it.
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CHAPTER 4
The Theory of Exclusion, Conceptual Content,
and Buddhist Epistemology

N LOOKING THROUGH THE NAIYAYIKAS’ [§VARA-INFERENCE

to uncover more basic problems in their account of inferential reason-

ing, Ratnakirti presents himself as providing an “internal” critique of
the Naiyayikas’ argument—that is, a critique based on arguments and phil-
osophical principles that are supposedly acceptable to them. As I have
suggested, however, Ratnakirti’s critique is also informed by his own philo-
sophical views, as he brings to it very different ideas about the metaphysics
and epistemology of inference-warranting relations (evident from his refer-
ences to the “production” and “identity” modes of pervasion), the episte-
mology of certification and satisfaction, and the nature of reasonable doubt
and acceptable level of epistemic risk. In this chapter and the next I will ar-
gue that what informs his thoughts on each of these issues is his version of
the Buddhist theory of exclusion (apoha). His commitment to this theory
provides the implicit philosophical context for his criticism of the Naiyayi-
kas’ I$vara-inference and motivates his position on the five issues most cen-
tral to it, namely: (1) the nature of inference-warranting relations; (2) the
relationship between the metaphysics and epistemology of such relations; (3)
cpistemic necessity; (4) the epistemology of certification and satisfaction
(including the issue of epistemic risk); and (5) the extension principle.
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In this chapter I will focus specifically (and narrowly) on Ratnakirti’s ver-
sion of the theory of exclusion, as he presents it in his “Demonstration of Ex-
clusion” (Apohasiddhi). I will argue that although he presents this theory as a
theory of semantic value—that is, as a theory of what our words are about—
it is best understood as a theory of mental content—that is, as a theory of
what our thoughts are about and what our actions are directed toward. Build-
ing on my analysis in this chapter, I will argue in chapter s that the theory of
exclusion provides the basic philosophical resources for Ratnakirti’s critique
of the I$vara-inference. When taken together, chapters 4 and s explain what
Ratnakirti’s discussion of semantic value reveals about the contents of “infer-
ential/verbal” awareness-events, especially those produced through inferen-
tial reasoning.! Part 2 of this book thus provides the immediate, but implicit,
philosophical context for Ratnakirti’s critique of the I$vara-inference.

Throughout this part of the book I will argue that in providing an ac-
count of what our words are about, Ratnakirti seeks to explain how and why
our thoughts are about what they are about. This effort is central to his de-
bate with the Naiyayikas since, according to him, the content of each and
every conceptual awareness-event is an exclusion.? This includes the objects
with which and about which we think when we reason inferentially—e.g.,
the site of an inference, reason and target properties, and the class of all dis-
similar cases. Moreover, since the theory of exclusion also accounts for how
exclusions are “related to” one another, it provides resources for thinking
about the “location relations” (presence, absence, and pervasion) between
such objects, and epistemic modality more specifically. As I will argue in
chapter s, the theory of exclusion is essential to Ratnakirti’s own views on
inferential reasoning, and therefore to his critique of the I$vara-inference.?
In addition to using the theory of exclusion to support important parts of
his critique of the I$vara-inference, Ratnakirti also recognizes that the

1. Since Buddhist philosophers like Ratnakirti reduce testimony to inference, “verbal”
states of awareness are, strictly speaking, inferential states of awareness. For convenience,
therefore, I will use the label “inferential/verbal” to refer to awareness-events produced
through “testimony,” or inferential reasoning. For more on the reduction of testimony to
inference see below, and chapter s, section 2.4.1. For a useful discussion of this issue in San-
skrit philosophy more generally see Chakrabarti 1994 and Taber 1996.

2. My focus in this chapter will be on the content of conceptual awareness-events. I will
discuss mental content, more generally, in chapter s.

3. See chapter s, section 5.
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Naiyayikas’ I$vara is incompatible with many of his other views. For example,
in concluding his “Refutation of Arguments for Establishing Iévara,” Rat-
nakirti remarks that what he has shown is that the Naiyayikas have not, and
perhaps cannot, prove the existence of I$vara inferentially. As I have argued
in chapters 2 and 3, Ratnakirti sees his debate with the Naiyayikas as being
about justification, and the certification of the inference-instrument. Ratna-
kirti recognizes, however, that in his “Refutation” he has not shown that
I$vara does not exist, and that in order to do so he would have to offer posi-
tive arguments that establish the nonexistence of Iévara. Interestingly, he sug-
gests that his inference to prove the Buddhist theory of momentariness
(ksanikatya) provides just such an argument since, as he notes, “momentari-
ness is utterly incompatible with his defining characteristics.”* Ratnakirti
clearly recognizes that aspects of his thought that are not discussed in his
“Refutation” are relevant to the issue of I§vara’s existence. In drawing our
attention to the theory of momentariness, Ratnakirti explains that his views
on ontology are particularly significant. More specifically, it is his view on
what, what there is, is like that he thinks is the most relevant.’
Interestingly, the theory of exclusion also provides philosophical re-
sources for thinking about Ratnakirti’s metaphysics and ontology. It does so
by linking metaphysical and ontological issues with his theory of mental
objects/images (#kara). In chapter 5 I will build upon my discussion of exclu-
sion in this chapter by discussing Ratnakirti’s theory of mental objects/im-
ages and explaining how, when linked with the theory of exclusion by means
of the concept of determination (adhyavasayn), it explains Ratnakirti’s views

4. RNA (ISD s57.11-57.13): “So then, in this way, the matter of I§vara’s existence is re-
jected. But, with regard to the matter of [his] nonexistence, an argument based on a reason
property such as existence—which establishes momentariness, which is utterly incompatible
with his defining characteristics—must be made evident” (tad evam tavad iivavasya sadvyava-
haro nisedhah | asadvyavaharartham tu tallaksanavilaksanaksanabbangasadbakam sattadisi-
dhanam eva drastavyam iti ).

Ratnakirti’s inferential arguments for the theory of momentariness can be found at
RNA (KSA 67-82), which is translated in Woo 1999, and RNA (KSV 83-96), which is
translated in McDermott 1969. The secondary literature on the Buddhist theory of momen-
tariness is extensive; see, for example, Gupta 1990, Halbfass 1997, Katsura 2003, Kyuma
2005, Laine 1998, Mimaki 1976, Mookherjee 1975, Rospatt 1995, Steinkellner 1968/1969, Tani
19962, Tani 1996b, Tani 1997, Tani 2004, and Yoshimizu 1999.

5. MTBh 64.09-65.12 takes a similar approach to arguing against the Naiyayikas’ belief
in the substance “soul” (@zman), of which Iévara is said to be a special type.
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on many of the metaphysical and ontological issues that inform his critique
of the I$vara-inference. Finally, in addition to uncovering the philosophical
resources that lie hidden behind Ratnakirti’s “internal” critique of the Nai-
yayikas’ I$vara-inference, chapters 4 and s discuss the philosophical re-
sources that Ratnakirti relies on to develop an alternative picture of the world
and that point to the only kind of intelligent maker that he could agree

creates it.

1. The Theory of Exclusion

The Buddhist theory of exclusion has long provided a context within which
a broad range of philosophical issues are discussed. Given its prehistory in
the work of the Sanskrit grammarians, the theory has been linked most
closely with issues in semantics and the philosophy of language.® It was first
developed by the Buddhist philosopher Dignaga (ca. 480—s40), however, in
response to more epistemological and ontological concerns.” What Dignaga
noticed was that debates about meaning, reference, and semantic value could
be related both to epistemological questions—regarding how the awareness
of a reason property is supposed to produce awareness of its target—and to
ontological questions—regarding exactly what it is that we are, and can be,
aware of on the basis of inferential reasoning.® While Dignaga’s primary

6. Bronkhorst 1999, Chakrabarti et al. (forthcoming), Deshpande 1992, Dravid 1972:
chaps. 10-11, Ganeri 1995, Ganeri 1996, Ganeri 1999a, Hattori 1968, Hattori 1977, Hattori
1980, Hayes 1988: chaps. 1, 3, and 4, Herzberger 1986, Katsura 1991, Ogawa 1999, Pind 1991,
Pind 1999, Raja 1986, Scharf 1996, and Siderits 2003:211-217.

The terms “philosophy of language” and “semantics” have a wide variety of meanings. I
intend the term “philosophy of language” to be very general. By “semantics” I generally mean
“descriptive semantics” (see below).

7. Although the term “exclusion” (apohn) is well known before Dignaga, the “theory of
exclusion” seems to have been first developed by him. For pre-Dignaga mentions of “exclu-
sion” see the references in note 6. The close connection between the theory of exclusion and
Dignaga’s epistemology (and ontology) is also well known, although the specific nature of
this connection is not. For a translation of PS5 ad PSs5.1-PSs.12 see Hattori 2000:137-14.6.
For a complete translation see Hayes 1988: chap. 7. For an account of how the theory of ex-
clusion developed in Dignaga’s work see Frauwallner 1959, Hayes 1988: chaps. 3 and 5, Kat-
sura 1983, and Katsura 1991:139.

8. Bronkhorst 1999:20, Frauwallner 1959:103, Ganeri 2001, Hattori 1968, Hattori 2000:137,
Hayes 1986, Hayes 1988: chaps. 4 and 5, Matilal 1990:38, Pind 1991, and Pind 1999:324.
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concern was to show that the epistemology of testimony could be reduced to
that of inferential reasoning, subsequent Buddhist philosophers developed
versions of the theory that were linked to their views on a variety of other
philosophical issues.” In discussing the version of the theory developed by a
particular Buddhist philosopher, therefore, it is important to keep in mind
that philosopher’s primary intellectual concerns. Attention to this is impor-
tant, since an awareness of the immediate philosophical context in which a
particular version of the theory of exclusion was developed can help us to dis-
cover exactly what that version of the theory was supposed to explain.

In his “Demonstration of Exclusion” Ratnakirti develops a version of the
theory that seeks to explain how and why our words are about what they are

On my use of the term, “semantic value” is neutral to whatever it is that a semantic the-
ory associates with the expressions of the language it interprets. It is, in other words, the
“object” that a semantic theory assigns to an expression. A “descriptive semantic theory” is a
theory that (1) assigns semantic values to expressions of a language and (2) explains how the
semantic values of complex expressions in that language are a “function” of the semantic
values of its components. One such explanation is that the semantic value of a complex ex-
pression is just the propositional content or thought expressed by that expression and is not,
strictly speaking, a function of its parts; sece Stalnaker 1999:535. Many Buddhist philoso-
phers, however, seem to work with what is known as “compositional semantics,” that is, a
semantic theory in which the semantic values of complex expressions are understood to be a
function of their parts. In this chapter, my focus will be on ().

9. That Dignaga was primarily concerned with the reduction of testimony to inference
seems clear from the very first verse of his chapter on the “Exclusion of Others” in his Corms-
pendium on the Sources of Knowledge (Pramanasamuccayr), where he says that testimony is
reducible to inference, since both the way in which verbal awareness is produced and what
we come to know on the basis of it are inferential; see Hattori 2000:139. As is evident from
his chapter on “Inference for Oneself,” however, Dignaga also recognized how significant
the theory was to inferential reasoning more generally. Dignaga’s successors—Dharmakirti,
Dharmottara, Jianasrimitra, Ratnakirti, and Moksakaragupta—all discuss the relationship
between exclusion and inferential reasoning, but also seem to expand its scope; see, for ex-
ample, the numerous references to Dharmakirti’s PV and PVSV in Dunne 2004, Dharmot-
tara’s AP-D in Hattori 2006:63-68, Jianasrimitra’s AP in McCrea and Patil 2006, Ratnakirti’s
AS in this chapter, and Moksakaragupta’s MTBh in Kajiyama 1998. More specifically, Kat-
sura (1986:172 n. 8) points out that Dharmakirti also used the theory of exclusion to discuss
causation in HB 9*.13-10*.04, and Meindersma (1991) has pointed to Dharmakirti’s discus-
sion of exclusion in PV2 (vv. 88-102), where Dharmakirti presents his argument for “other
worlds” (paraloka). Also see Ganeri 1999b and Gillon 1999 for a discussion of “exclusion”
and Dharmakirti’s account of the semantics of the particle “eva.” For very recent work on
exclusion, see the essays in Chakrabarti et al. (forthcoming).
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about.’® Although he is explicitly concerned with semantic value, it is very
clear from his work that his theory is also about much more. As I will argue,
Ratnakirti’s account of exclusion provides a general theory of conceptual
content—that is, an account of the kind of object about which we speak and
think and with respect to which we act.!! According to Ratnakirti, this ob-
ject is best described as “a positive entity characterized by its exclusion of
others” (amyapoba-visista-vidhi) and is best understood as the content (visaya)
of conceptual awareness-events (vikalpa-buddhi), such as those produced
through inferential reasoning or verbal testimony (§abda).!? This complex
positive entity is also said to be the “meaning of a word” and the object that

is “denoted by the term ‘exclusion.’”!3

2. What Exclusion Is Not

Ratnakirti begins his essay by explaining how and why his version of the the-
ory of exclusion is different from others. Two series of such remarks open his

10. For a minimally annotated translation of this text see Patil (forthcoming, b).

11. While the theory of exclusion does not directly provide an account of the content of
nonconceptual awareness-events, it does contribute to our understanding of them and so
may be thought of as a theory of mental content more generally. Also, my assertion that
“conceptual content” is “what our physical activity is directed toward” may seem unwar-
ranted. According to Ratnakirti, however, there is sufficient similarity (and in some cases
identity) between the objects about which we speak and think and the objects upon which
we physically act. This has to do with his understanding of verbal, mental, and bodily activ-
ity and the objects of such activity. For a discussion of this see chapter s.

12. These states of awareness will be discussed in greater detail in chapter s.

13. See RNA (AS 58.01), where he states that “exclusion is the meaning of a word” (apohah
Sabdartho {nirucyate}) and RNA (AS 66.06-66.07) where he says that “this positive entity
alone is expressed by the word ‘exclusion,” and is the meaning of words” (vidhily | sa eva capo-
hasabdavacyah Sabdanam arthah). Like the word “meaning,” the Sanskrit word “artha” has a

» » .

broad semantic range and can be translated as “meaning,” “object,” “thing,” “function,” or
“purpose.” In discussions that focus on the philosophy of language, the term is sometimes
translated as “meaning-relazum.” 1 will generally translate the term “artha” as “meaning,”
“object,” or “semantic value.” On this use of the term, the “meaning” of a linguistic expres-
sion is whatever a competent speaker of a language understands from hearing that expres-
sion on a particular occasion of its use. The meaning of an expression will also be described
in terms of the content of the state of awareness that is produced in the mind of such a

speaker upon hearing it.
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essay. The first takes place in the voice of an “opponent” who argues that there
is no plausible interpretation of the exclusion theorist’s slogan “Exclusion is
the meaning of a word.”* The second, which begins in Ratnakirti’s own voice,
is used to explain how his interpretation of exclusion is different from the
theories of the so-called positivists (vidhi-vadin) and negationists (pratisedha-
vadin). What is important about the first few sections of Ratnakirti’s essay is
that in briefly discussing how and why his interpretation of exclusion is dif-
ferent from these others, he introduces the issues that he thinks he will have
to address in defending his version of the theory. It is also in these introduc-
tory remarks that Ratnakirti begins to discuss his account of the relationship
between semantic value and exclusion. Equally interesting about these intro-
ductory sections are the issues that Ratnakirti does not choose to discuss—
issues such as the precise nature of a “word” and the relationship between
the meaning of a word and the meaning of more complex linguistic expres-
sions such as sentences. In this section I want to consider what is and what is
not discussed in Ratnakirti’s introductory remarks, in order to set the stage
for a more detailed presentation and defense of his views in sections 3—4.

2.1. Three Misinterpretations of “Exclusion”

Ratnakirti’s “Demonstration of Exclusion” begins with an opponent

who considers three possible interpretations of the statement “Exclusion is

»15

the meaning of a word.”" In identifying “exclusion” with “meaning” the

14. This “slogan” is the first sentence of Ratnakirti’s “Demonstration of Exclusion.” RNA
(AS 58.01): “It is said that exclusion is the meaning of a word” (apohah sSabdartho nirucyate).

On my reading, the introductory discussion at RNA (AS 58.01-59.03) is presented as a
series of objections and responses by an opponent to the thesis, stated at RNA (AS s8.01),
that “exclusion is the meaning of a word.” This “opponent” is not necessarily an actual his-
torical opponent or group of opponents, although many of the passages can be traced to
specific authors, including some Buddhists (see below). In my view, Ratnakirti uses previ-
ous (and well-known) discussions and criticisms of exclusion to create an imagined oppo-
nent whose criticism provides the immediate philosophical (and rhetorical) context for his
own discussion.

15. RNA (AS 58.01-58.04): “But what is this exclusion? What is the reason for the gram-
matical analysis of ‘exclusion’ as ‘this is excluded from other things’ or ‘from this other things
are excluded” or ‘in this other things are excluded’? Is what is intended (1) just an external
object excluded from what belongs to a different class, (2) a mental image, or, (3) if exclusion
means ‘excluding,’ the mere exclusion of other things? These are the three alternatives”
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opponent assumes that exclusion theorists interpret “exclusion” as referring
to either an excluded object or the process of exclusion itself. In the oppo-
nent’s view, the theory of exclusion is a form of either what I will call “pure
referentialism” or “pure nonreferentialism.” On my use of these terms, “pure
referentialism™ is the view that semantic value can be completely specified in
terms of some (positive) object “x.” Following the opponent, my description
of this view is neutral to the ontological status of this object, that is, to
whether it is an “external” or an “internal” object, and whether it is a particu-
lar, a universal, or a complex object made up of particulars and universals.
There can be, therefore, both realist and ideational versions of pure referen-
tialism.!¢ A realist version would be the view that the semantic value of an
expression is the external object for which it stands.!” The ideational version
would be that it is the internal object or, more specifically, mental image
(buddbi-akara) for which it stands.'® Pure nonreferentialism, in contrast, is

(nanu ko yam apoho nama | kim idam anyasmad apohyate | asmad vanyad apohyate | asmin
vanyad apohyata iti vyutpartyi (1) vijativyavyttam babyam eva vivaksitam | (2) buddhyakaro va |
(3) yadi vapohanam apoha ity anyavyavyttimatram iti trayah paksabh).

This grammatical analysis of exclusion (#poha) scems to have begun with Sakyabuddhi
in his commentary on Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika, the Pramanavarttika-tikia (See PVT
ad PV v. 169). Karnakagomin, another commentator on Dharmakirti’s text, also mentions it
in his PVSVT, as do Sintaraksita and his commentator Kamalasila in their independent
works (TS/TSP). For a parallel passage in the work of Ratnakirti’s teacher, JAanasrimitra,
see INA (AP 202.12-212.14). For a discussion of Sakyabuddhi’s analysis sece Funayama 2000
and Dunne 2004:131ff. For a discussion of Karnakagomin and Santaraksita sce Akamatsu
1981. For a reconstruction of a relevant portion of Sakyabuddhi’s text based on Haribhadra
Suari’s Anekantajayapataka (AJP), and a discussion of the threefold classification of exclusion,
see Ishida (forthcoming).

16. These positions roughly correspond to the first and third interpretations of exclusion
referred to by Sikyabuddhi; for a discussion of this see Funayama 2000, Dunne 2004,
Ishida (forthcoming), and Katsura (forthcoming).

17. This phrase is from Ganeri 1999a.

18. I generally use the term “mental image” to translate the Sanskrit term “@kara™ (image),
since according to Ratnakirti all images are mental images. According to him, there can be
both nonconceptual and conceptual mental images. Some Sanskrit philosophers argue that
these mental images are “representations” of mind-independent external objects. Others,
like Ratnakirti, argue against this view on the grounds that there are no mind-independent
external objects for these images to be representations of. Still others argue that these “im-
ages” are nothing more than real features of mind-independent external objects and, in fact,
are not mental at all. For a useful discussion of “images” (#kara) as interpreted by various
Buddhist philosophers see Dunne 2004, Dreyfus 1997:331-34 4, and Kajiyama 1998:145—151.
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the view that semantic value can be completely specified without reference to
an object of any sort. On this view, semantic value is supposed to be com-
pletely specified by exclusion itself (vyavrtti-maitra).'® Here, “exclusion” does
not denote an object “x,” but a process, capacity, or dispositional property.2°

As plausible interpretations of “exclusion,” however, both the realist and
the ideational versions of pure referentialism and pure nonreferentialism are
summarily dismissed by the opponent. Pure referentialism cannot be the
proper interpretation of the theory since, the opponent reasons, it does not
make sense of the obviously negative term “exclusion.”! Pure nonreferential-
ism cannot be the proper interpretation either. According to the opponent,
pure nonreferentialism is the view that exclusion itself is the meaning of a word.
More specifically, it supposes that semantic value consists of nothing other
than the property or process “excluding” (apohans). On this view, what a word
such as “fire” really means is just an exclusion, i.e., an excluding of what is
other than it (anmyapoha). The opponent rejects this view, by arguing that the
self-examination of our own mental states reveals that the process of exclusion
1s, 1n fact, not the object of an inferential/verbal awareness-event. After all, the
opponent remarks, it is obvious that when we hear the word “fire” our aware-
ness is of a positive entity, “fire,” and not “not non-fire.” Since the proper de-
scription of the content of our awareness “There is fire here” is obviously not
“There 1s not non-fire here,” the opponent reasons that exclusion theorists
cannot mean that exclusion itself is the content of inferential/verbal aware-
ness.?? Since neither pure referentialism nor pure nonreferentialism is a plau-
sible interpretation of the theory of exclusion, the opponent concludes by
asking how exclusion can be the meaning of a word.?

19. This positions roughly corresponds to the second interpretation of exclusion referred
to by Sikyabuddhi. For a discussion of this see Funayama 2000, Dunne 2004, Ishida
(forthcoming), and Katsura (forthcoming).

20. The idea is that the semantic value of a general term “F” is something like a quantifier-
predicate expression such as (y) (~Fy —y=a) which is, of course, logically equivalent to Fa.
See Ganeri 1999a:118 n. 15 and Siderits 1991.

21. RNA (AS 58.05): “Now then, it is neither of the first two alternatives since what is
intended by the word ‘exclusion’ is just a positive entity” (na tavad adiman {i.c., 1 and 2}
paksan | apobanamni vidhir eva vivaksitatvir).

22. RNA (AS 58.06-58.07): “Neither does the final one follow since it is rejected on the
basis of [our] awareness” (antimo py {i.c., 3} asangatah, pratitibadhitatviat).

23. RNA (AS 59.03): “On what basis do you proclaim exclusion to be the meaning of
word?” (katham apobal sabdartho ghusyate).
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Before responding to the opponent’s introductory remarks, Ratnakirti in-
troduces an interpretation of exclusion that I will call “sequentialism.” Unlike
pure referentialism and pure nonreferentialism, sequentialism asserts that there
are two components of semantic value: one is taken to be the direct or primary
semantic value of a term, and the other is taken to be its indirect or implied
value. Ratnakirti calls supporters of the view that a positive object (vid}i) is the
direct semantic value of a term and exclusion (apoba) its implied value “positiv-
ists.” Supporters of the view that exclusion is the direct semantic value of a term
and a positive object its implied value are called “negationists.”* These two
views are also supposed to be neutral to the ontological status of the objects.

24. RNA (AS 59.07-59.09): “But as for the view of the positivists—when there is the
awareness of a cow, exclusion is ascertained subsequently, by implication, with the thought
that, ‘What has this nature does not have the nature of another’—and the view of the
negationists—when there is the awareness of exclusion from others, what is excluded from
others is ascertained by implication—both are a mess” (yat tu goh pratitau na tadatma parat-
meti simarthyad apohah pascan nisciyata iti vidhivadinam matam anyapohapratitan va samar-
thyad anyapodho vadbaryata iti pratisedhavadinam matam | tad asundavam).

Mookherjee (1975) has famously argued that there are three distinct versions of the the-
ory of exclusion: negativism, positivism, and synthesism. He identifies Dignaga and Dhar-
makirti as “negativists,” Santaraksita and Kamalasila as “positivists,” and JAanasrimitra and
Ratnakirti as “synthesists.”

In support of the possibility that Dignaga and Dharmakirti are “negativists,” Kajiyama
(1998:125 . 338), following Frauwallner, quotes the following remark by Sankaramisra: “%zti-
dignagadibhiv gawr ity ayam ityadi vikalpe vidbisphuranam nasty evety uktam | jianasriva tu vi-

dbisphuranam adbyupagamya nisedbasphuranam api tatra bhavantiti svikytam | yad aha tatrapobas
tadgunatvena gamyata iti.” The last part of this remark is from JNA (AP 206). And although
Hayes (1988) does not directly support or intend to support this view, there are a few places in
his work where this interpretation is suggested. Against this identification Katsura (1986:171 1.
6) quotes PVSV (62.24—63.16): “ayam arthantaravyivyttya tasya vastunal kascid bhago gamyate |
sabdo “rthantaranivrttivisistan eva bhavan aba.” The latter half of this verse is PSs.36d. For a
discussion of PSs.36d and Dharmakirti’s interpretation of it see Pind 1999; also see Raja
1986:190 1. 11. Pind (1999) has, in my view, shown that Dignaga should not be characterized as
a negativist. In addition to the passages referred to above he quotes fragments from Dignaga’s
SamP that are preserved in NCV (611.21-612) in Pind 1999:318 nn. 3-8, 319, fragments from his
DvaT that are preserved in NCV (548.25) in Pind 1999:321 n. 13, and PSs.38 in Pind 1999:322.
Interestingly, Pind also cites some passages that suggest that Dignaga is a sort of sequentialist
and more specifically a negationist. He refers to PSs5.34 quoted at TS 965 in Pind 1999:324 and
to PVABh (265.23). For a discussion of Dharmakirti’s position see Dunne 1999: chap. 3. In
support of the identification of Santaraksita and Kamalaila as “positivists” see Katsura
19862:174. In qualified support of this view see Siderits 1986a:196.
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According to Ratnakirti, each of these views—pure referentialism, pure
nonreferentialism, and sequentialism—misrepresents his own position. He
explains,

(a) By the word “exclusion” I don’t mean just a positive entity alone
[pure referentialism] or even the mere exclusion of others [pure nonrefer-
entialism], but rather that the meaning of a word is a positive entity charac-
terized by its exclusion of others.?®

(b) Neither is it the case that having become aware of a positive entity
one subsequently understands exclusion by implication [“positivist”
interpretation of sequentialism] nor that having becoming aware of
exclusion one understands that which is excluded from others [“negation-

ist” interpretation].2®

He says that this is the case because,

(c) In becoming aware of that positive entity there is, at just that time,

an awareness of exclusion, in virtue of it being a characteristic of it.?”

According to Ratnakirti, the problem with both pure referentialism and
pure nonreferentialism is that semantic value is described in terms of a single
component, either a positive entity of some sort or the exclusion of others
(passage @). As Ratnakirti explains, however, neither of these theories accu-
rately describes his position since, according to him, semantic value is a
complex object made up of both a positive component, the “positive entity,”
and a negative component, “exclusion” (passage #). As Ratnakirti explains
(in passage & and passage ), sequentialism also does not describe his view.
One problem with sequentialism is that when we think about how it is we
understand what it is we understand from hearing a token utterance of a
term, it is clear that our awareness is not sequential (passage ). As Ratna-
kirti sees it then, there is no reason to accept the idea that the content of our

25. RNA (AS 59.04-59.05): nasmabhir apohasiabdena vidhir eva kevalo bhipretal | napy an-
yavyavyttimatram | kim tv anyapobavisisto vidhih Sabdandam drthal |.

26. RNA (AS 59.00-59.11): na {hi} vidhim pratipadyn kascid arthapattital pascad apoham
avagacchati | apoham vi prazipadyanyapodham.

27. RNA (AS 60.16-60.18): tatra vidhan pratiyamane visesanatayi tulyakilam anyapo-
hapratitiv iti.
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awareness should be described in terms of two sequentially understood
components of meaning.

Instead of sequentialism, Ratnakirti suggests that the object of our aware-
ness is a single complex entity. In his view, the “positive” and “negative”
components of meaning that are identified by the sequentialists jointly con-
stitute a complex object that is itself the single semantic value of a term. As
he explains (passage ¢), sequentialism is an incorrect interpretation of his
view since, according to him, there is always the simultaneous awareness of
the “positive” component of semantic value and its “negative” characteristic,
exclusion. According to Ratnakirti, the meaning of a word is a “positive en-
tity characterized by its exclusion from others” (passage ¢). It is this positive
entity that is denoted by the term “exclusion” in the exclusion theorist’s slogan,
“exclusion is the meaning of a word.” The central task of Ratnakirti’s essay is
to clarify and defend this claim by providing a description of this positive
entity and its negative characteristic, exclusion.

2.2. Words, General Nominals, and Sentences

Although in introducing his essay Ratnakirti pays a great deal of attention
to interpreting the term “exclusion,” it is interesting that he does not explic-
itly discuss what he means by the term “word” or how word-meaning is
related to sentence-meaning. Since these issues were considered in earlier
discussions of exclusion, it is instructive to briefly consider them in the con-
text of Ratnakirti’s analysis.8

Like the early exclusion theorist Dignaga, Ratnakirti focuses his attention
on so-called general nominal terms.?? General nominal terms (jati-Sabdn)
denote common noun phrases and correspond, roughly, to the class of non-
complex descriptions in English. Common examples used by Ratnakirti are
pot,
these sorts of terms that Ratnakirti, and almost all early Sanskrit philosophers

9 9

“cow, water,” and “flower.”? It is in specifying a semantic theory for

of language, focused their effort. Such terms are usually the paradigmatic

28. For a treatment of these “earlier discussions” see Ganeri 1999a, Hattori 1968, Hayes
1988, Scharf 1996, and Siderits 1991.

29. See Hattori 2000 and Hayes 1988.

30. It is interesting to note that this list includes both “mass terms™ (e.g., water) and

“sortal terms” (e.g., cow).
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example of a word in classical discussions of semantics. According to Bud-
dhist philosophers, moreover, it was not even necessary to provide an inde-
pendent analysis of the semantics for other sorts of terms since, according to
them, adjectives, or quality-terms (guna-iabdn), such as “white,” verbal-terms
(kriya-sabdm) such as “cook,” substance-words (dravya-sabda) such as “horned,”
and proper names, or arbitrary-terms (yadyecha-sabdn), such as “Ditta” could
be understood on the model of general nominal terms. Thus, by discuss-
ing the semantics of general nominal terms, Buddhist philosophers under-
stood themselves to be offering a complete semantic theory. Although
Ratnakirti does not make this point directly, and although his illustrative
examples are usually general nominal terms, it is clear that he too intends his
analysis to be more general. This is implied in an interesting passage in his
essay where he explains,

In fact, exclusion is understood even in a sentence such as “This road
goes to Srughna,” since it is easy to find an exclusion for each and every
word: it 1s just “this,” relative to roads other than the intended one; it
is just “to Srughna,” relative to undesired places other than Srughna; it
Just “goes,” because it does not end, like a mountain path; and it is just

a “road,” in virtue of excluding caravans, messengers, etc.3?

According to Ratnakirti, exclusion (as indicated by the use of the word
“just™) also applies to parts of speech such as pronouns (e.g., “this”), nouns

31. Ganeri 1999a:82—83, Hattori 1968:85-86 n. 129, Hayes 1988:203, and Matilal 1971:35-37
all make this same point. On this view, even so-called singular terms—i.c., proper names
and definite descriptions—were taken to share the semantic properties of general nominal
terms (jati-fnbda). Dignaga mentions these five sorts of terms at PS1.3d. See Hayes 1988:203,
Hattori 1968:25 nn. 26—28, and Matilal 1971:35. Incidentally, Matilal (1971:36 n. 19), contra
Hattori, suggests that Dignaga’s classification has more do to with Prasastapada’s fivefold
classification of predicables (visesana) than with Pataijali’s classification of terms.

32. RNA (AS 60.11-60.14): esa panthih Srughnam upatisthata ity atvapy apoho gamyata
eva | prakytapathantarapeksayaisa eva (1) Srughnapratyanikanistasthanapeksaya Srughnam eva |
aranymargavad vicchedabhavad upatisthatn eva | sarthadutadivyavacchedena panthi eveti prati-
padam vyavacchedasya sulabbatvat. This example appears in Uddyotakara’s NV ad NS 1.1.33.
Also see JNA (AP 206.06-206.14) and Kajiyama 1998:57 n. 132, where he traces the use
of this example to Dharmottara, PVinT. This passage has also been discussed in Raja
1986:186.
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(e.g., “road”), verbs (e.g., “goes”), and proper names (e.g., “Srughna”) and
therefore to terms other than general nominals.

In this same passage Ratnakirti almost incidentally also introduces the
issue of whether exclusion applies to sentences. He explains that exclusion
does apply to sentences, since the meaning of each and every word in a sen-
tence can be understood through exclusion. It is as if a compositional theory
of semantics is assumed to explain how word-meanings are related to sentence-
meaning and vice versa. Unfortunately, Ratnakirti does not explicitly dis-
cuss these issues in greater detail.3® What Ratnakirti seems to mean by the
term “word,” then, is both individual words and linguistic expressions more
generally. General nominal terms are just the paradigmatic case of linguistic
expression, and a historically convenient focal point for his analysis of ex-
clusion. There is, however, another ambiguity concerning such terms that
Ratnakirti does not discuss.

General nominal terms are usually analyzed, in Sanskrit, as comprising a
stem, which is derived from a nominal base, to which an inflection is added,
indicating case, number, and gender. Since classical Sanskrit very rarely uses
determiners, it is not always clear whether the inflected nominal is to be
thought of on the model of an indefinite (e.g., a/some cow/s) or a definite
description (e.g., the cow/s). In addition, it is also open as to whether the in-
flected noun is to be used generically or nongenerically.?* Ratnakirti, like
many of his Buddhist, Mimamsa, and Nyaya predecessors, does not clearly
distinguish between these different uses of general nominal terms. In two of
his examples, “Tie (a/the) cow” and “(Some/All) cows are grazing on (the/a)
bank of (the/a) river,” the general term “cow” is used to refer to an unspeci-
fied individual or group of individuals.3> The term is being used, therefore,

33. The issue of how word-meaning is related to sentence-meaning is not discussed in
detail in Ratnakirti’s essay. This is because this issue is subsumed under the general theory
of exclusion, which is supposed to provide an account of all linguistic expressions. The the-
ory is able to do so in part because, according to Ratnakirti, the implied compositional
principle just is exclusion.

34. There are, then, four possible uses of general nominal terms: (1) definite generic (e.g.,
“The cow has a dewlap, etc.”), where the term “cow” is being used to denote the class or spe-
cies; (2) definite nongeneric (e.g., “The cow belongs to Kaundinya”), where the term “cow”
is used to denote a specific individual; (3) indefinite generic (e.g., “A cow must not be
kicked); and (4) indefinite nongeneric (e.g., “Bring a cow”), where the term “cow” is used
to denote an unspecified individual. These examples are from Ganeri 1999a:84., 84 n. 7.

35. RNA (AS 59.19-59.20), RNA (AS 63.10).
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indefinitely and nongenerically. In another example, “This is a cow,” the
general term “cow” is used to refer to a specified class, and so is being used
definitely and generically. Although distinguishing between various uses of
general terms can be important, it does not seem to be so for Ratnakirti,
whose analysis is supposed to apply to all terms and all of the ways in which
they can be used.3¢

3. Semantic Value

In the introductory sections of his “Demonstration of Exclusion” Ratnakirti
presents three rival interpretations of exclusion, and explains how they are
different from his own view. Throughout his essay Ratnakirti returns to the
issues raised by proponents of pure referentialism, pure nonreferentialism,
and sequentialism, in order to further clarify and defend his own view that a
single complex entity is the best way to account for semantic value. In this
section and the next I will consider Ratnakirti’s analysis of this complex
entity in some detail.

According to Ratnakirti, semantic value is a “positive entity characterized
by its exclusion from others.” This “positive entity” is a single complex ob-
ject that is constituted by two analytically separable components that are
nonsequentially and simultaneously brought to awareness. These compo-
nents are the positive entity itself and its “negative” characteristic, the exclu-
sion of others. Through his analysis of these two components Ratnakirti
addresses many of the issues that were raised in section 2. He clarifies, for
example, what he means by “exclusion” and explains, in some detail, how,
why, and in what sense it must be a component of semantic value. He also
responds to questions about what sort of object the complex positive entity
is supposed to be. For example, he considers the question of whether it is an
“external object” or an “internal mental image” and whether it is best de-
scribed as a particular (svalaksana), a universal (samanya), or some sort of
imposed property (upadhi). Following Ratnakirti, my discussion will begin
with his account of the negative component of semantic value, the exclusion
of others.

36. Although this is never explicitly stated, it seems to be the case.



212 Language, Mind, and Ontology

3.1. The Exclusion of Others

3.1.1. EXCLUSION AS A CHARACTERISTIC/PROPERTY

According to Ratnakirti, the exclusion of others is a component of semantic
value in the sense that it is a characteristic (visesana) or property (dharma) of
it. He says, for example,

When, from the word “Indivara”—which is introduced as referring to a
blue lotus—there is an awareness of a blue lotus, it is undeniable that
there is simultaneously the appearance of blue. In the same way, when,
from the word “cow”—which is introduced as referring to what has been
excluded from non-cows—there is an awareness of a cow, it is undeniable
that there 1s, at just that time, the appearance of exclusion on account of

it being a characteristic.”
More simply, he says,

Therefore, what is understood from a word has the form of a positive
entity with exclusion as a property: just as what is understood from

the word “Pundarika” is a lotus characterized as white.38

Ratnakirti asserts that exclusion is a component of semantic value in the
sense that it is a necessary “characteristic” or “property” of the proper objects
of inferential/verbal awareness. His argument is that upon hearing a token
utterance of a word such as “Indivara” or “Pundarika,” the content of a com-
petent speaker’s awareness will, in part, have to be analyzed in terms of the
characteristics “blue” and “white.” This is the case even though the color com-
ponent of the content may not be noticed by the hearer (she may not be at-
tending to its color) and is not itself explicit in either name.? Ratnakirti’s
point is that although the proper names “Indvara” and “Pundarika” do not

37. RNA (AS 59.13-59.16): yathi nilotpale nivesitad indivarasabdan nilotpalapratitan tat-
kala eva nilimasphuranam anivavyam tathi gosabdad apy agavapodhe nivesitad gopratitan tu-
lyakalam eva visesanatvad apohasphuranam anivaryam.

38. RNA (AS 60.14-60.18): tasmad apohadharmano vidhiripasya sabdad avagatil pun-
darikasabdad iva Svetimavisistasyn padmasyn.

39. This issue has been discussed by Siderits (1991: chap. 4) and Bhattacharya (1986:294).
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explicitly name the color of the flower to which they refer, the awareness-event
that is produced in the mind of a competent speaker from hearing a token
utterance of these terms must be described in terms of a lotus flower that is
either blue or white. The example reveals that there can be characteristics of
the content of an awareness-event that are evident neither from the word it-
self nor from hearing a token utterance of it. According to Ratnakirti, exclu-
sion is just such a characteristic or property. Like the colors “blue” and “white”
it is a component of the content of inferential/verbal awareness even though
it may not be noticed as being so. Thus, exclusion is said to be a component
of semantic value in the sense that it is a characteristic or property of it.

3.1.2. EXCLUSION AS A CAPACITY

In order to further explain what sort of a characteristic or property the exclu-
sion of others is, Ratnakirti compares it with a capacity ($akti) that sense
perception has to perceive “absence.” What elicits this comparison is a ques-
tion about how exclusion, which is considered by many to be a kind of ab-
sence or negation, can be present in awareness-events in which there scem
only to be “positive” objects. Ratnakirti says,

Perception’s grasping a nonimplicative form of absence is just its capacity
to produce a conceptual awareness of absence. And this is just like our
conceptual awareness of a positive entity: its grasping absence [i.e., exclu-
sion] is said to be nothing other than its capacity to produce activity that

conforms to it.*0

40. RNA (AS 59.16-59.17): yathii pratyaksasyn prasajyarvispabhivagrabanam* abhavavikalpot-
padanasalktiv eva tatha vidhivikalpanam api tadanuripanusthanadanasaktiv evabhavagrahanam
ablidhwate. In this passage the word “abbava” (absence) is being used in two different senses.
In its first two occurrences, “prasajyaripabhava” (nonimplicative form of absence) and
“abhavavikalpa” (conceptual awareness of absence), the term is being used in the sense of “ne-
gation.” *Instead of “prasajya-rispa-abhava-agrabanam,” 1 read “prasajya-vipa-abhava-graha-
nam,” following mss. N1, N2, N3, and the parallel passage in MTBh; see Singh 1988:88.23.

As is well known, drawing on the resources of the Sanskrit grammatical tradition, Bud-
dhist epistemologists make a distinction between two types of negation: nonimplicative
negation (prasajya-pratisedhn)—e.g., “Itis not the case that there is a cow in the room”/“There
is no cow in the room”—and implicative negation (paryudisa)—e.g., “There is a non-cow in
the room.” Ratnakirti is clearly referring to this here. In the compound “abhavagrahanam”
(grasping absence), however, the word “abhava” (absence) is used in the sense of “apoba”
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An example may help explain what I think Ratnakirti has in mind. Rat-
nakirti would analyze the awareness “There is nothing on the floor” as the
awareness, “The floor is characterized by the absence of all other things.”*!
In this paraphrase, “the floor” is the positive component of what is perceived,
and “the absence of all other things” is a negative component. This “nonim-
plicative” form of absence is not itself an object of sense perception, only the
floor is. The question is how the “absence of all other things” can be a part
of that awareness-event. What we learn from this passage is that according
to Ratnakirti its presence in awareness is, like the presence of exclusion, due
to a capacity that states of awareness have to construct objects, such as the
concept “absence of all other things,” and to produce object-consistent activ-
ity, such as not looking for a pot on that part of the floor. While in the carlier
passages exclusion was compared to a characteristic/property of an object,
here it is compared with a capacity belonging to awareness itself—the capac-
ity of producing activity that is consistent with the content (or object) of a
particular awareness-event. This raises the following questions: How does
exclusion produce or contribute to object-consistent activity? What, if any-
thing, does this have to do with its being a characteristic or property of se-
mantic value? Attending to these two questions may help to further clarify
the kind of characteristic, property, and capacity that exclusion is supposed
to be, by focusing our attention on the relationship between the exclusion of
others, semantic value, and object-consistent activity.

It is through thinking of the exclusion of others as a capacity of awareness
that its role in Ratnakirti’s analysis of semantic value becomes apparent.*?
This is because, for Ratnakirti, exclusion is linked very closely with our abil-
ity to mentally construct objects that are not themselves directly presented
to or manifest in awareness. This ability or capacity is called “determination”
(adhyavasayn).** The exclusion of others is, more specifically, the mechanism

(exclusion). This use of the term is not uncommon. See, for example, section 2.1.2. For more
on the two types of negation sce Staal 1962, Galloway 1989, and Kajiyama 1998:38—39 n. 62,
77 1. 202.

41. For Dharmakirti’s discussion see HB 4*.30-28%.03.

42. The following account is reconstructed from remarks made by Ratnakirti in a num-
ber of different places in his work. What textual support there is can be found in the foot-
notes, both to this chapter and to chapter 5, where the process is discussed in greater detail.
Also see section 3.3 for a translation of a number of relevant passages.

43. “Determination” (adhyavasaya) will be discussed in greater detail in chapter 5.
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through which objects are determined. The link between determination,
exclusion of others, and “object-consistent activity” is that determined
objects are constructed through exclusion to be the objects about which we
speak and think and toward which we act. Determined objects (adhyavaseya)
are, then, the conceptual content of all inferential/verbal awareness-events.
Semantic value is merely one such determined object. Exclusion of others
“produces” (or contributes to) object-consistent activity in the sense that it is
the mechanism whereby the objects of conceptual awareness-events are con-
structed from the images that are directly present or manifest in awareness.
These constructed objects are often described as “universals,” in part in
order to distinguish them from the “particulars”—i.e., the nonconceptual,
“manifest content”—from which they are constructed. This will be de-
fended, and discussed in much greater detail, in chapter 5. For now, how-
ever, a series of examples may help to illustrate what I think Ratnakirti has in
mind.

According to Ratnakirti, a “universal” is an object that is excluded from
those that do not have its form.** There are two types of such universals. A
“vertical universal” (szrdhva-samanya) is an object that is excluded from those
that belong to the same class (sajatzya-vyavytta). A “horizontal universal”
(tiryag-samanya) is an object that is excluded from those that belong to a
different class (vijatiya-vyavyttn).*® Interestingly, it is a “token,” such as an

44. For example RNA (VN 109.17): “On the other hand, the determined object is a uni-
versal, a collection of particulars, which are excluded from those that do not have their
form” (adhyavaseyam tu ssmanyam, atadvipaparivyttasvalaksanamatratmakam). RNA (VN
109.14-109.18) is quoted and translated in chapter .

The term “matra,” which I have here translated as “collection,” deserves comment. Rat-
nakirti uses this term quite often, and in both ordinary and more technical contexts, as he is
doing here. When the term is used “technically,” I translate it differently, even though it
means roughly the same thing (especially when it is used to describe “universals”). I do so in
order to preserve an ambiguity between “extensional” and “intensional” interpretations of
terms for “universal.” So, for example, “x-matra” is translated as “x-in-general” or “gener-
ic-x” (abstract objects) and also as “a collection of x’s.” See section 3.3.

4s. For an interesting discussion of these two types of universals see Kajiyama 1998:58—s59,
where this passage is translated with a helpful set of notes. For a discussion of these two
universals in Jaina texts, numerous references, and a discussion of JNA (VC 166.16-166.18)
and RNA (CAPV 143.12-143.14) —where Ratnakirti uses the terms “horizontal” and “verti-
cal” in this way—see Balcerowicz 1999 and Balcerowicz 2001:180-183 n. 158. In contrast to
these “universals,” a particular (svalaksana) can be thought of as an object that is excluded
both from those that belong to the same class and from those that belong to a different class
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individual pot, that is often cited as a typical example of a “vertical univer-
sal” and a “type,” such as “being a pot™/all pots, that is cited as a typical ex-
ample of a “horizontal universal.” In addition to being defined in terms of
an exclusion, these universals are also associated with a mode of determination,
in that both vertical and horizontal universals are understood to be constructed
through a determination of singularity or nondifference (¢katva-adhyavasiym).*¢
Furthermore, both types of universals are taken to be indirectly presented to
awareness, since they are conceptually constructed from the manifest con-
tent of awareness through exclusion/determination.*” What follows is an in-
terpretation of how such universals are constructed through exclusion.
According to Ratnakirti, what is directly present in or manifest to aware-
ness is an object/image p (tad). Let us suppose that what individuates p is a
set of identity conditions I. It may be helpful to think of p as a bundle of
these identity conditions. Interestingly, Ratnakirti himself does not specify
exactly how I is defined or how p is constituted—e.g., whether it consists of
tropes, properties, causal characteristics, etc.* Like his predecessors, how-
ever, he most often writes as if I is defined by causal characteristics. On this
reading, what identifies p is a unique set of causes and potential effects:

(sagatiya-vijattyn-vyavytta). Ratnakirti does not himself use this expression. It is, however,
used by Moksakaragupta. See MTBh 2r1.18—21.13.
46. RNA (CADPV 143.12-143.14), which is quoted and translated in chapter s.

»

47. For Ratnakirti “conceptualization,” “exclusion,” and “determination” name the same
mental process. Like his teacher, Jaanasrimitra, Ratnakirti recognizes that these terms have
been used historically to mean slightly different things, and he himself uses the term “deter-
mination” only when he wants to speak about how a nonmanifest object is made into an
object of activity. In using expressions such as “exclusion and determination” and “modes of
determination,” I do not mean to imply that there is a difference between the process of ex-
clusion and the process of determination or that there are subvarieties of determination,
since there is neither a real difference between exclusion and determination nor real subvari-
cties of determination. Any such differences or subvarieties are best thought of as being
nominal ones. For a discussion of this see McCrea and Patil 2006 and Patil 2007. See also
RNA (CAPV 135.31-136.02): “In the same way, conceptualization, superimposition, consid-
eration, ascertainment, etc., are also like determination in that they are manifest only in that
they terminate in their own image. They don’t even bring any news of an external object.
Thus they are of the same nature as determination, even though there is a difference in
what occasions the use of those words” (tatha vikalparopabhimanagrabaniscayadayo “py
adhyavasiyavat svakaraparyavasiti eva sphuranto bahyasya vartamatram api na janantity
adhyavasiyasvabhavi eva sabdapravrttinimittabbede *pi).
48. See chapter s, section 4.2.
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nothing else has exactly the same causes and potential effects that it does.*
It may be helpful to think of I as a “uniqueness class,” and p as being con-
stituted by it. Let S—a subset of I—define a set of “selection” conditions.
This set of selection conditions is the basis for the construction of a dissimi-
larity class non-P, the set of objects that do not satisfy S; that is, the set of
objects that exclusion theorists like Ratnakirti refer to as “non-p’s”—i.e., as
“not having that form/having the form of non-that” (atadripa). By exclud-
ing the dissimilarity class non-P from p, exclusion theorists argue that a
similarity class like-P is constructed. This similarity class, like-P, consists of
objects that satisfy S; that is, it consists of all “p’s”—1.e., all objects that “have
that form” (tadritpa). Here the construction process is described in terms of
an “exclusion,” which may be helpfully understood as the process of con-
structing the complement of non-P. On the basis of p, a set of selection con-
ditions S, and two processes—one of which is an exclusion—Ratnakirti
argues that a similarity class, like-P, can be constructed.

What is most important to notice is that the similarity class, like-P, can be
defined in terms of the dissimilarity class, non-P, and a relation of “noninter-
section™ like-P is just the class of things that do not intersect with the dis-
similarity class non-P. Notice too that p/I is a member/subset of the similarity
class like-P. All that is directly grasped (grahya) by awareness, however, is
/1. The exclusion from p/I of the dissimilarity class, non-P, results in the
construction of a new object that can be described alternately as the noninter-
section (or complement) of the dissimilarity class non-P; the object that is
constructed by the exclusion of “non-p’s”; the object that has been excluded
from all those that are non-p (atadvipaparavytta); or the similarity class
like-P.5° What exclusion does, therefore, is construct a similarity class from p

49. This s, of course, not the only way to account for the individuation of p. One could,
for example, individuate p by referring to its properties more generally. For Dharmakirti’s
“cffect-centered” account of the individuation of particulars see Dunne 1999 and Katsura
1991. Dunne’s (1999: chap. 4) discussion of “property-spabhava™ and “nature-syabhava” also
provides references and resources for thinking about Dharmakirti’s view of this; see esp.
Dunne 1999:181-183, 187 1. 37, 198, 228—231. It is important to note that although my account
makes use of set-theoretic vocabulary, it is not intended to be completely consistent with it.
For a useful discussion of set-theoretic vocabulary see Chierchia and McConnell-Ginet
1990. For a discussion of what he (appropriately) calls a “trope-theoretic” account see Gan-
eri 2001: chap. 4.

50. See section 3.15 for references to the variety of ways in which Ratnakirti describes

exclusion.
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and its dissimilarity class. According to Ratnakirti, it is this sort of similarity
class that is often taken to be a “real” (rather than just a “constructed”) univer-
sal and is in fact the kind of determined object that best accounts for the con-
tent of our inferential/verbal awareness-events, including semantic value.

Suppose, for example, that p is a single moment in a continuum of pot-
moments. In such a case, the object constructed from p by excluding non-P
would be defined by the bundle of causes and potential effects that are
unique to this particular moment—that is, those that belong to its unique-
ness class, I—and those other bundles that belong to its similarity class,
like-P. Such an object/similarity class would be the complete continuum
(santana) of pot-moments, of which the directly grasped object p would be
but a single moment. In other words, the constructed object would be an
individual pot. This “token” pot, or vertical universal (#rdhva-samanyn), is
also said to be constructed through a determination of singularity (ekatva-
adhyavasaya) among the moments in that pot-continuum. In this context
exclusion results in the construction of a difference (bbeda), between mo-
ment-p and all of the momentary objects that are not a part of its continuum,
and a nondifterence (abhedn), between the directly grasped moment-p and
all of the other moments in its continuum. Importantly, Ratnakirti also says
that by directly grasping one characteristic/property of an object, it is possi-
ble to construct the entire object, in a similar way, through a determination
of singularity. He asserts, for example, that by directly grasping only its
unique color, it is possible to determine the pot of which the sensed color is
a characteristic.>!

Now suppose that p is a single pot, and not a single moment in a pot con-
tinuum. In this case, the object constructed from p by excluding non-P—
that is, by excluding non-pots—would be defined by the bundles of causes
and effects that are unique to that particular pot and those that belong to all
other pots. Such an object would be a similarity class, the collection of all
pots, or a pot-in-general. This “type,” or horizontal universal (tiryag-samanya),
is constructed through a determination of singularity among all pots. More
specifically, in this context exclusion constructs a difference between the di-
rectly present pot and all non-pots and a nondifference between it and all
other pots. In referring to exclusion as a capacity of awareness itself, Ratna-
kirti thus highlights the process through which the objects of conceptual

s1. See RNA (KSA 73.20-73.24), which is quoted and translated in chapter s.
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awareness-events are constructed. How this process applies specifically to
semantic value will be discussed in section 3.3.

3.1.3. EXCLUSION AS SELECTION

In addition to identifying its indispensable role in the construction of ob-
jects, Ratnakirti provides an additional set of reasons for why exclusion is a
necessary component of semantic value. In the following passage, for exam-
ple, Ratnakirti asserts,

If the exclusion of what is other were not present when, on the basis
of a word, we become aware of an object, how could one act by avoiding
what is other? When ordered to tie up a cow one might then also tie up

horses and the like.52

Without exclusion, Ratnakirti argues, it would not be possible to explain
why a competent speaker of English will tie up just a cow and not a horse
when she obeys the command, “Tie up a cow.” Ratnakirti’s claim is that it is
necessary for exclusion to be a component of semantic value since otherwise
we would be unable to explain our ability to successfully identify the appro-
priate objects for our intentional activity. Imagine that a competent speaker
of English is looking out over a pasture in which cows, horses, and sheep are
grazing and is told, “Bring a cow.” Suppose further that the content of the
awareness-event that is produced in the mind of this person upon hearing the
word “cow” is to be described without the negative component, exclusion. In
such a case, the content of this person’s awareness could be described only in
terms of a positive component such as “cow.” The problem with this view,
Ratnakirti suggests, is that it cannot distinguish between awareness-events
in which a “cow” is the only positive component of awareness and awareness-
events in which, for example, “cow,” “horse,” “sheep,” and “field” are positive
components. While it is clear that the person in question has an awareness-
event in which “cow” is # component, it has not been explained either why
that awareness-event has to be one in which “cow” is the only relevant compo-
nent or how a person who is aware of cows, horses, sheep, and field could

52. RNA (AS 59.18-59.20): {anyathi} yadi sabdad arthapratipattikile kalito na parapobal
katham anyaparvibavena pravyttih | tato gam badhaneti codito *vadin api badhniyat. Also see
JNA 206.14—206.15 and Kajiyama 1998:125.
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distinguish between the appropriate positive object, cow, and other positive
objects of her awareness. Without accepting that exclusion is a negative com-
ponent of semantic value, Ratnakirti claims that one cannot explain why
such a person does not instead/also bring a horse. The command “Bring a
cow” has a deeper structure in which the semantic value of the word “cow”
does not just have a positive component “cow” but also a negative compo-
nent, “and not anything other than a cow”—i.e., not a horse, sheep, or field.
As Ratnakirti sees it, exclusion is needed in such a context to account for our
ability to select an appropriate object (and only an appropriate object) for our
actions.®?

3.1.4. PROPERTIES AND PROPERTY-POSSESSORS

Why Ratnakirti insists that exclusion, which has thus far been described as a
capacity (or, perhaps, “dispositional property”) of mwareness, should also be
described as a characteristic or property (dbharma) of semantic value becomes
apparent from his description of the relation between a property and a
property-possessor and a characteristic and what is characterized by it. Ac-
cording to Ratnakirti, our use of the terms “property” and “property-
possessor” is based upon an “imagined difference™* (kalpanika-bhedn) and
the supposed relation between a characteristic and what is characterized
is based on a “conceptually constructed difference” (parikalpita-bhedn).>

53. “Selection” is only one mode of exclusion. In my typology there are three such
modes: construction, selection, and abstraction. “Construction” accounts for the role that
exclusion plays in constructing individuals (pinda, vyakti, vastu, svalaksana), groups or classes
of individuals, and universals (jati, samanya). “Abstraction” accounts for the role that exclu-
sion plays in abstracting out various features, such as properties, from constructed objects,
and for the “abstraction” of individuals from classes or tokens from types. It is important to
note that these three modes of exclusion can all be described in terms of the construction of
arelevant set of differences and nondifferences.

54. RNA (AS 62.18): “In an authoritative text, however, it is established that “There is a
basis for an imagined difference, namely, our talk of a property and property-possessor’”
(kalpanikabbedasrayas tu dbavmadharmivyavahdra iti prasadhitam sastre). It is clear from con-
text that Ratnakirti endorses this passage, even though it is a quotation. See JNA (AP
212.26—213.01).

55. RNA (AS 65.10-65.12): “In ‘the pot possesses a nature’ there can be a characteristic/
characterized relation based on a conceptually constructed difference, namely, “The individ-
ual possesses the universal cowness.” This is because the expression “This is a cow” arises from
the experience of what is excluded from non-cows” (svaripavan ghata ityddivat gotvajatiman
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Ratnakirti’s point is that although it may be useful to speak of semantic
value as having two different components, it is more precisely a single object
that is only conceptually separable into a positive entity and exclusion. Whether
one locates the property “exclusion of others” in awareness or in semantic
value itself becomes, therefore, a matter of conceptual convenience. After
all, semantic value is nothing but an object or mental image that is con-
structed out of awareness itself. Moreover, due to the nondifference between
properties and property-possessors, and characteristics and what is charac-
terized by them, the term “exclusion” can denote cither the property, the
exclusion of others, or its possessor, the excluded object. Ratnakirti’s point
about these relations also applies to other conceptual objects that are con-
structed through exclusion, most notably those with which we think when
we reason inferentially. Ratnakirti’s claim that the relation between a prop-
erty/characteristic and its possessor is “imagined” or “constructed” suggests
that, for him, the theory of exclusion may also be able to account for the rela-
tions between properties and their “locations”—i.e., relations such as pres-
ence and absence—and, perhaps, pervasion.5

Ratnakirti’s point about the relation between exclusion and what is ex-
cluded is also emphasized in another passage in which he responds to the
objection that it is wrong to suppose that semantic value can be described as
a complex entity consisting of both a positive and negative component.

Once the use of the word “cow” has been agreed upon, it is right to refer
to whatever remains with the word “non-cow.” Furthermore, since there
isn’t mutual exclusion, there is neither a contradiction between what is
excluded from others and its exclusion from others nor the destruction of
the characteristic/characterized-relation. This is because, like a patch of
ground and the absence of a pot, both share a locus. For it is well known
to even a child that there is a contradiction between a positive entity
and an absence/negation of itself, but not between it and the absence/

negation of something else.”

pinda iti pavikalpitam bhedam wpadaya visesanavisesyabhavasyestatvad {agovyavrttanubbava-
bhavitvad ganr ayam iti vyavaharasyn}). See JNA (AP 225.01-225.00).

56. This issue is discussed in chapter s.

57. Two characteristics, e.g., “patch of ground” and “absence of pot,” are said to “share
the same locus” (samanadhikaranya), c.g., the awareness, “empty patch of ground,” when
they are co-referential.
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The objection implicit in this passage is that conceptual content cannot
be described as a positive entity characterized by its exclusion from others,
since it is illogical to suppose that a single object of awareness can be consti-
tuted by both a positive component and a negative component that is its
negation. Ratnakirti’s response is that, in his view, there isn’t 7eally a difference
between the two components at all. They are nondifterent from one another,
just as our positive awareness of an empty patch of ground is (as discussed
carlier) nondifferent from our negative awareness of the absence of a pot
there. Furthermore, the conceptually constructed pair of components in the
awareness of, for example, “patch of ground” and “absence of a pot™ are con-
ceptually compatible with one another, and there is not an internal contra-
diction in supposing that semantic value is jointly constituted by these two
nondifferent components.>® The positive component is not, in Ratnakirti’s
view, characterized by a negation of itself, but rather by the negation/exclusion
of others. Again, as this discussion suggests, the relation between the two
components is itself conceptually constructed through the exclusion process.

3.1.5. DESCRIPTIONS OF EXCLUSION

Before turning to Ratnakirti’s account of the “positive” component of se-
mantic value, it may be helpful to briefly survey the variety of different
expressions he uses to refer to exclusion. Attention to these expressions is im-
portant since they provide a somewhat difterent perspective from which to
consider what Ratnakirti means by the “exclusion of others.”

Ratnakirti uses at least ten different expressions to describe “exclusion of
others” (anyapoha).> Each of these expressions is itself a complex expression
consisting of a term that denotes the process of excluding and one which
denotes that which is excluded—that is, the dissimilarity class. In the

RNA (AS 60.08-60.11): abhimate ca gosabdapravyttav agosabdena esasyapy abhidhanam
ucitam | na canyapodhanyapobayor virodho visesyavisesanabhiavaksatir v pavasparavyavacched-
abhavir | samanadbikaranyasadbhiviar | bhitalaghatabbavavar | svabbavena hi [vidber|** vi-
rodho na parabhiavenety abalaprasiddham. **On the basis of JNA (AP 206.01), I have inserted
“vidher,” which does not appear in the RNA passage.

58. Siderits (1991: chap. 4) also discusses this issue.

59. anyapoha (AP 59.05), para-apoha (AP 59.19), anya-paribara (AT 59.19), atajjatiya-
pavavrtta (AP 59.24), atad-vyavrtti (AP 59.25), anya-vyavrtta (AL 59.29), vijatiya-vyavrtta
(AD 59.26), atadvipa-paravrtta (AP 60.20), visayantara-parvibarena (AP 65.26), anya-abhava
(AP 66.05).
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phrase “exclusion of others,” for example, the word “exclusion” denotes the
process or capacity of excluding, while the word “others” denotes of what or
from what there is exclusion. Ratnakirti uses five different terms to denote
the process of excluding: “exclusion” (apoha), “taking away” (paribara), “sep-
arating out” (wyavrtti), “covering up” (@vrtti), and “absence” (abhiava).%° These
terms are used synonymously and, with the exception of “absence,” are con-
sistently used to refer to exclusion. What these expressions suggest is that
exclusion is the capacity of differentiating or selecting between elements in
what could be multi-entitied awareness-events.®! The elements from which
there is exclusion are also described by Ratnakirti in a number of different
ways. He says, for example, that these entities are: “other than” (amya), “dif-
ferent from” (para), “non-that” (atad), those that “belong to a class which is
non-that” (atajjatiya), those that “belong to a difterent class” (vijatzya), “other
objects” (visayantara), or those that “have the form of non-that” (atadriipa).*
What these expressions help clarify is the sense in which the elements from
which there is exclusion are different or other; they are “different” or “other”
in the sense that they have a different form or belong to a different class.®® It
is important to note that both terms in the complex expressions that Ratna-
kirti uses to refer to the exclusion of others convey an idea of difference. In
an important sense, exclusion of others is simply the construction of a rele-
vant difference through exclusion.

According to Ratnakirti, the content of inferential/verbal awareness-events
is a conceptually complex entity constituted by two analytically separable
components that are, in fact, nondifferent from each other. In providing a
description of the semantic value of a term, however, it is necessary to make
a conceptual distinction between a positive and a negative component, since
without a conceptually distinct and negative component such as exclusion it

60. RNA (AS 59.05), RNA (AS 59.20), RNA (AS 59.24), RNA (AS 66.05).

o1. It is not the case that every state of awareness needs to be understood as being “multi-
entitied” in the manner described above. A state of awareness could be described, for exam-
ple, as containing only one entity, e.g., a single cow. In such a case, one of the other two
modes of exclusion (e.g., construction) would be appealed to in order to explain why exclu-
sion must be a component of conceptual content.

62. RNA (AS 59.05), RNA (AS 59.19), RNA (AS 59.25), RNA (AS 59.24), RNA (AS
59.26), RNA (AS 65.26), RNA (AS 66.08).

63. Although it is not evident from the expressions themselves, the “differences” in form

and class are mentally constructed in accordance with a particular set of expectations.
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would not be possible, in Ratnakirti’s view, to explain how we are able to
pick out, difterentiate, and therefore act upon the relevant object in what
could be complex awareness-events. Exclusion is the capacity or characteris-
tic feature of conceptual content that constructs, selects, and determines the
appropriate, and only the appropriate, intentional object. Moreover, since it
is nondifferent from the positive component, the term “exclusion” denotes
both the capacity to exclude—i.e., the exclusion of others—and the excluded
object—i.e., that which is excluded from others. As Ratnakirti explains in
the introductory sections of his essay, his view cannot be classified as a ver-
sion of either pure referentialism, pure nonreferentialism, or sequentialism.

3.2. Positive Entity

While Ratnakirti’s descriptions of exclusion as a property, characteristic, and
capacity focus on an “active” feature of inferential/verbal awareness-events,
his descriptions of exclusion as a positive entity focus on the more “passive”
object that is actively constructed by these awareness-events through the
exclusion of others. I have argued that these objects can be thought of as “con-
structed universals” or “similarity classes.” In what follows, I want to con-
sider what Ratnakirti himself says about these objects and, more specifically,
why he insists that they are both internal and external objects and why he
thinks they can be neither particulars nor real universals.

3.2.1. BOTH INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL

Ratnakirti’s attention to how semantic value is constructed suggests that he
might classify his theory as an ideational theory of meaning—that is, as a
theory according to which meanings are just “in the head.”%* Interestingly,
however, Ratnakirti argues that the complex positive entity that he takes
semantic value to be should be described as ot/ an internal and an external
object.%® He explains, for example, that,

64. This phrase is from Putnam’s famous remark, “Cut the pie any way you like it, mean-
ings just ain’t in the head.” See Putnam 1975:144 for his statement of semantic externalism
and Burge 1979 for an extension of Putnam’s thesis. Stalnaker 1999: chap. 9 has a nice discus-
sion of what is, and what is not, “in the head.”

65. Ratnakirti does not use the word “@ntara” (internal) to refer to this object. He uses
the word “buddhyakara” (mental image), which in this context clearly refers to an internal
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What is meant by the word “positive entity” is, on the basis of determi-
nation, an external object excluded from those that do not have its form

and, on the basis of manifestation, a mental image.%¢

In this passage Ratnakirti clearly says that the complex positive entity that
he identifies with semantic value is both an internal mental image—that is,
an object that we, on the basis of its being manifest, take to be present in
awareness, such as an exclusion—and an external object—that is, an object
that we, on the basis of its being determined, take to be present in the ex-
ternal world, such as a cow.” In addition to the determination of “singu-
larity,” Ratnakirti’s analysis also depends upon a determination of
“externality.”®® It is through this mode of determination that what are re-
ally internal mental images appear as if they are objects in the external
world. These determined-to-be-external objects are the sorts of “external
objects” that Ratnakirti is referring to in this passage.®® The question of
whether an object of awareness is “internal” or “external” depends, there-
fore, upon whether we take it to be manifest in our awareness or externally
determined by it. It is, then, how an object is present in awareness that
determines whether it is properly described as an “internal” or an “exter-
nal” one.”® In a passage near the end of his essay, Ratnakirti explains the

«=

object. The word “antara” (internal) is, however, used in a similar context by JAanasrimitra.
By the term “internal” I simply mean “mind-dependent.”

66. RNA (AS 60.20-60.21): vidhiiabdena ca yathadhyavasayam atadyipaparavytto bihyo
“rtho “bhimato yathapratibhasam buddhyakaras ca.

67. “Manifestation” (pratibhasa) and “determination” (adhyavasaya) will both be discussed
in much greater detail in chapter 5. For Jianasrimitra’s discussion of this see McCrea and
Patil 2006:341-345.

68. This mode of determination should not be confused with Dharmottara’s “superim-
position theory,” which Jianasrimitra criticizes in his AP and Ratnakirti dismisses at RNA
(AS 65.23—65.24). One relevant difference between Dharmottara and Jidnasrimitra/Ratna-
Kkirti’s theories is that, for Dharmottara, the semantic value of a word comprises a superim-
posed liminal object that is neither a mental image nor an external object, since such an
object is the only kind of thing that could belong to both the internal mental image that is
produced upon hearing the word and the real external objects that we take that word to refer
to. See Hattori 2006:63-68 for an insightful characterization of Dharmottara’s view, based
on passages from Jayanta Bhatta’s NM.

69. RNA (AS 60.06), see passage ¢, which is quoted and translated above.

70. For more on the relativization of internality and externality see chapter s, and
McCrea and Patil 2006:338—340.
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significance of this to the meaning of words and semantic value. He
writes,

A positive entity is definitely the meaning of a word. Furthermore, what
is meant is both an external object and a mental image. Among these,
there is neither affirmation nor negation of a mental image, either ulti-
mately or conventionally, since it is known through reflexive awareness
and is not determined. Neither is there the affirmation or negation of an
external object, ultimately, since it does not appear in verbal awareness.
Therefore, all things are ultimately inexpressible, since there is the absence
of either manifestation or determination. It is for just this reason that
there is only the affirmation or negation of an external object, conven-
tionally. If this were not so, there would be the unwanted consequence of

not being able to act at all.”!

Initially, this passage may appear to contradict the one just discussed,
since here Ratnakirti seems to deny that we can ever make positive or nega-
tive statements about mental images. Ratnakirti suggests that insofar as they
are directly present in awareness, mental images are internal-particulars and
are therefore perceptible through reflexive awareness. Since they are the man-
ifest content of a perceptual awareness-event, they cannot be the conceptual
objects of an inferential/verbal awareness-event.”? According to Ratnakirti,
however, not all mental objects/images are directly present in awareness. As
described earlier, mental objects/images can also be indirectly present, as a
result of being constructed and determined.

In this passage Ratnakirti argues that nondetermined mental images
cannot be the objects about which we speak. They cannot be such objects,
ultimately, since they are really just the momentary objects of reflexive-

71. RNA (AS 65.15-65.22): {tad evam} vidhir eva Sabdarthah | sa ca bahyo “rtho buddhyakaras
cavivaksitah | tatva na buddhyakirasya taxtatah samvrtya va vidlinisedhau soasomvedanapratyak-
sagamyatvad anadbyavasayic ca | napi tattvato bihyasyapi vidbinisedbau tasyn Sabde pratyaye
‘pratibhasanat | atn eva savvadbarmaniam tattvato anablilapyatvam pratibbasadhyavasiyabhavar |
tasmad bihyasyaiva simvyton vidlinisedhan | anyathi samvyavahiarabaniprasangit. See JNA (AP
230.19—-230.27). For an interesting discussion of “samwvrta” at PV 2.3 and “samrtih” at PV
1.68-1.69 see Katsura 1993:67. For PVSV ad PV 1.68-1.69 see Dunne 1999:394-.

72. See chapter s.
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awareness, and so are not available to inferential/verbal awareness. They
cannot be such objects, conventionally, since they are not determined, and it
is only through exclusion/determination that semantic value is constructed
and presented to us as the kind of object with respect to which we can act.
For Ratnakirti, nondetermined mental images are not actionable by us. In
this passage Ratnakirti also explains why external objects cannot ultimately
be the objects about which we speak. He argues that insofar as they are “ex-
ternal” to awareness—that is, determined—such objects are not present in
that awareness-event and so cannot themselves really be the objects of it.
Such objects thus fail to be available to inferential/verbal awareness. They
fail what I will call the “epistemological constraint™ on semantic value. Rat-
nakirti concludes, therefore, that no nondetermined internal or external ob-
jects can be the objects of inferential/verbal awareness-events. According to
him, all entities are ultimately “inexpressible.””3

Despite this, however, Ratnakirti argues that we can take determined
external objects to be semantic value, conventionally. Without such a view,
Ratnakirti argues, it would be impossible to account for our ability to suc-
cessfully speak, think about, or interact with objects in the “external” world.
And although it is not made explicit in this passage, Ratnakirti also believes
that we can take determined internal objects to be the objects of inferential/
verbal awareness-events, conventionally. Without such a view, it would be
impossible to account for our ability to successfully speak and think about
“internal” objects such as mental representations, concepts, or ideas. Ac-
cording to Ratnakirti, then, his version of the theory of exclusion is neither
a purely realist nor a purely ideational theory of meaning. Semantic value is
a determined object regardless of whether it is taken to be an “external” or
an “internal” one. Moreover, we are entitled to take a semantic value to be a
determined object only “conventionally,” since such objects are only action-
able and not also available. The reason why neither a determined object nor
an internal mental image are “ultimately” semantic value for Ratnakirti is
that neither can be both actionable and available.™

73. Interestingly, this conclusion seems to be much more important to Jianasrimitra’s
discussion of exclusion. See Katsura 1986a:176 for a discussion of JNA (AP 231.21-231.22),
where PVSV 92.23-93.01 is quoted. See also chapter 6.

74. This will be discussed in greater detail in chapter s.
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3.2.2. NEITHER PARTICULAR NOR UNIVERSAL

Ratnakirti continues his analysis of the positive component of semantic
value by arguing that on neither description—i.e., neither as an “internal”
nor an “external” object—and from neither perspective—i.e., neither con-
ventionally nor ultimately—should this object be described as cither a
sensible-particular or a real universal.”> What is specifically at issue in this
discussion is the sort of object that this positive external or internal entity
cannot be.

PROBLEMS WITH PARTICULARS

According to Ratnakirti, neither the determined external nor the deter-
mined internal objects about which we speak can be sensible-particulars,
since sensible-particulars are not manifest in conceptual awareness-events
such as inferential/verbal awareness. Ratnakirti begins his argument by ex-
plaining why the “external” objects about which we conventionally speak
cannot be sensible-particulars. He argues,

Among these, an external object is conditionally adopted to be what is
expressed by a word only on the basis of determination, and not through
the appearance of a particular. This is because a particular does not
appear there as it does in perception—fixed with respect to place, time,

and condition, and clearly manifest.”®

75. To this list Ratnakirti also adds “imposed properties” (upadhi). His discussion of
these objects will not be considered here. It is also important to note that Ratnakirti often
uses the terms “sensible-particular” (svalaksana) and “universal” (samanya) to refer to se-
mantic value and conceptual content. When he does so, however, he has his own interpreta-
tion of these terms in mind. In arguing against the view that sensible-particulars (svalaksana)
or real universals (s@manya) are the proper objects of inferential/verbal awareness he is as-
suming his opponents’ understanding of these terms. On my use of the term, “sensible-
particular” (svalaksana) refers to an object that can be perceived by sense perception and/or
reflexive awareness. A “real universal” refers to a universal that is neither constructed nor
mind-dependent.

76. RNA (AS 60.21-60.23): tatra biahyo rtho Ahyavasayid eva sabdavicyo vyavasthapyate | na
svalaksanaparisphioryya | pravyaksavad desakalavasthaniyarapravyaktasvalaksanasphuranat. See
also JNA (AP 208.11-208.12). This passage is also used by Moksikaragupta. For a discussion
of the history of “fixed with respect to place, time, etc.” see Yoshimizu (forthcoming). For
the variety of contexts in which this idea appears see the references in Kajiyama 1998:125.
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It is only on the basis of determination that an external object can be se-
mantic value. Ratnakirti asserts that such determined-to-be-external objects
cannot be sensible-particulars, since such objects do not appear in awareness-
events in the same way that sensible-particulars do. According to him, this
difference in phenomenology—that is, in what it is like for us to be aware of
them—is the result of the fact that two different sorts of objects are ap-
pearing. In perceptual awareness-events, what appears is a sensible-particular
that is vivid or clear (spasta) in its appearance, while in inferential/verbal
awareness-events the objects that appear are less vivid and unclear (aspasta).””
The clarity in perceptual awareness-events is said to result in part from the
unique spatial, temporal, and structural specificity (desa-kala-avastha-niyata)
of the object of perception. The relative lack of clarity in inferential/verbal
awareness-events is similarly due to the way its object appears.

An opponent argues, however, that Ratnakirti’s account of this asymme-
try need not be the case, since perceptual and inferential/verbal awareness-
events could merely present the same object differently. The proper explanation
of the asymmetry noted by Ratnakirti is, according to the opponent, that
“there 1s a difference in the manifest-appearance of one and the same thing,
because of a difference in the modes of awareness—one is sensory and the
other is linguistic.””® Ratnakirti responds to this possibility by asserting that
this is not the case, “since a difference between things is nothing but a dif-
ference in their forms and a difference in their forms in nothing but a difter-
ence in their manifest-appearance.””? The opponent’s argument is based on
the idea that the difference between “clear” and “unclear” manifestations is
due to the ways in which perception and inferential/verbal awareness-events
present the same thing, and not because there is a difference in the thing
presented. Ratnakirti’s response is based on his conviction that the differ-
ence in manifestations, correctly noted by the opponent, must be associated
with and understood in terms of a difference in the things themselves. In the
passage quoted above, Ratnakirti presents a very strong formulation of this
view by asserting that a difference in manifestations entails that there is
a difference in things. The opponent immediately objects to Ratnakirti’s

77. See RNA (AS 61.03), quoted carlier.

78. RNA (AS 60.26): indriyasabdasvabhivopayabhediad ekasynivarthasya pratibhasabhedal.
See also JNA (AP 208.19).

79. RNA (AS 61.01): na hi svaripabhedad aparo vastubbedalh | na ca pratibhiasabhedad
aparah svavipabhedah. See also JNA (AP 208.24—209.01).
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formulation by providing what he takes to be a counterexample. He points
out that

Even though in the case of one and the same tree, there is a difference
between the clear manifest-appearance of someone standing nearby and
the unclear manifest-appearance of someone standing far away, neverthe-

less there isn’t a difference in the tree.8°
Ratnakirti responds by qualifying his earlier remarks,

We don’t say that a difference in manifest-appearance is invariably associ-
ated with different things, but rather that it is invariably associated with
not having the same object. Therefore, when a difference in manifest-
appearance is accompanied by a difference in pragmatic effect, etc., there
are different #hinygs, such as a pot and a piece of cloth. If not, one invari-

ably rejects there being a single object.®!

Ratnakirti’s claim is that a difference in manifest-appearance is necessar-
ily related to the absence of a single “object.” In the proposed counterexam-
ple, therefore, the different manifestations “clear” and “unclear” necessarily
imply that the two persons do not have the same object of awareness. What
Ratnakirti’s qualifying remarks explain is that it is only when different man-
ifestations are accompanied by a difference in their pragmatic effects that
they are invariably associated with different things. Since the manifestations
“clear” and “unclear” do not, in Ratnakirti’s example, lead the two people
to different pragmatic results—they reach the same tree, for example—it is
proper to conclude that the two people are seeing the same #sing, but are not
aware of the same ofject—that is, mental image. A difference in manifesta-
tions entails the absence of a single object of awareness (ekavisayatva-abhave)
but not the presence of more than one thing.

80. RNA (AS 61.03-61.04): ditrasannadesavartinol purusayor ckatra Sakhini spastaspa-
stapratibhisabhede *pi na $akhibhedn {iti cet). See also JNA (AP 209.02).

81. RNA (AS 61.04-61.05): na brismal pratibhasabhedo bhinnavastuniyatah kintv cka-
vismyatvabhavaniyata iti tato yatvavthakriyabhedadisacivaly pratibhiasabhedas tatra vastubhedo
ghatapatavat* | anyatra punar niyamena ekavisayatim pavibarati. *Following JNA (AP 209.
13), I read “ghatapatavat” instead of the printed “ghatavat.” JNA (AP 209.05-06, 209.12-13),
JNA (AP 209.13-209.14).
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Ratnakirti is trying to show that a sensible-particular—the tree, in his
example—cannot be the determined object of inferential/verbal awareness-
events, since phenomenal differences between perceptual and inferential/
verbal awareness-events entail that the objects of the awareness-events are dif-
terent. Since a difference in manifestations only implies that the objects of
awareness are different, and does not preclude the possibility that these differ-
ent objects are associated with the same thing, Ratnakirti’s view is also consis-
tent with the intuition behind the opponent’s example. For Ratnakirti then, it
is on the basis of phenomenal differences between perceptual and inferential/
verbal awareness-events that the objects of perception—sensible-particulars—
cannot be the complex positive object that he takes semantic value to be. This
suggests what I will refer to as a “phenomenal constraint” on semantic value.

A second set of arguments that Ratnakirti uses to show that sensible-
particulars cannot be semantic value is based upon what I am calling “The
Argument from Indifference.”®? Ratnakirti states the argument as follows,

Furthermore, if a thing having the nature of a sensible-particular were
expressed by a word, positive and negative statements about it would be
irrelevant, since we would be aware of it in its entirety.®3 For if it really
exists, it’s pointless to say “It exists” and it is wrong to say “It does

not exist.” But if it really does not exist, it is pointless to say “It does not
exist” and it is wrong to say “It exists.” But we do use the words “It
exists.” Therefore, a verbal manifestation, being indifferent to cases
where an external object exists and to where it does not, cannot have that

as its object.84

Suppose that the semantic value of “tree” is a sensible-particular, e.g., a tree.
Given this view, the object of the awareness-event produced in the mind of a

82. As Kajiyama (1998) notes, versions of this argument can be found in numerous Bud-
dhist and Nyaya works. See, for example, PV 4.225—226, PVin 2.14—27, AP-D, NVTT 681.11
ad NS 2.2.66, INA (AP 211.01-213.09), and MTBh 54.03-54.14. The JNA version is discussed
in Katsura 1986a and both the JNA and PV versions are discussed in Siderits 1991: chap. 4.

83. JNA (AP 219.03-04).

84. RNA (AS 61.10-61.14): kim ca svalaksanatmani vastuni vicye sarvitmani pratipatter
vidhinisedhayor ayogal | tasya hi sadbbave *stiti vyartham nastiey asamartham | asadbbave tu
nastiti vyartham astity asomartham | asti castyadipadaprayogal | tasmic chabdapraribbasasyn
bahyarthabhavabhavasadharanyam na tadvisayatiam ksamate. See also JNA (AP 211.01-

2I1.06).
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competent speaker of English upon hearing the word “tree” would be a tree.
Ratnakirti’s argument against this view is that this realist version of pure
referentialism cannot account for an indisputable fact about the proper
objects of inferential/verbal awareness, namely, that they are “indifferent to”
or “the common objects of” both positive and negative existential state-
ments. We may say about a particular tree, for example, both that “The tree
exists” and that “The tree does not exist.” The “tree” that we have in mind
is, therefore, indifferent to claims about its existence: it is the same “tree”
regardless of whether we say “It exists” or “It does not exist.” Ratnakirti’s
point is that if the semantic value of the term “tree” were an external tree,
such as a presently existing tree, it would be redundant, and therefore point-
less to say “The tree exists,” since this would be equivalent to asserting that
“The presently-existing-tree exists.” It would also be incorrect to say “The
tree does not exist,” since this would be equivalent to asserting that “The
presently-existing-tree does not exist.”

Unlike the view being considered, Ratnakirti’s view is able to accommo-
date this fact about our use of language since for him it is only a determined
particular, and not a sensible-particular, that is the object of inferential/verbal
awareness.® Ratnakirti’s argument is also applicable to ideational versions
of pure referentialism, since insofar as a mental image is an internal particular,
it too is an object of perception, i.c., reflexive awareness. And insofar as it is
an object of perception, we are “aware of it in its entirety.”8® As a result, such
an object would not be indifferent to statements in which, for example, prop-
erties are predicated of it. If, for example, the internal particular has property
P, the positive statement “It has P” would be redundant and the negative
statement “It does not have P” would be incorrect.?” If it does not have prop-
erty P, the positive statement “It has P” would be incorrect and the negative
statement “It does not have P> would be redundant. The objects of inferen-
tial/verbal awareness, however, are indifferent to such statements: we can ask,
for example, whether the tree about which I am thinking or speaking is green,

8s. Ratnakirti’s discussion includes much more than I have discussed here. For example,
he offers possible strategies that his opponents could use to show that their views could
account for indifference. See RNA (AS 61.10-63.09).

86. Sec RNA (AS 61.10-61.14), quoted carlier.

87. The JNA (AP 205.21-205.23, 219.03-219.27) version of this argument explicitly ex-
tends this to properties. While Ratnakirti would clearly agree with what Jianasrimitra has
to say, he chooses not to discuss the issue in this way. See Siderits 1991: chap. 4.
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tall, or exists. Ratnakirti concludes from this that the proper objects of infer-
ential/verbal awareness-events cannot be manifest internal-particulars. Accord-
ingtohim, only determined particulars—whether “internal” or “external”—can
be the objects of inferential/verbal awareness-events.®® Only such objects
meet what I will call the “representational constraint™ on semantic value.
According to Ratnakirti, then, neither internal nor external sensible-
particulars can be the objects of inferential/verbal awareness-events. Since
such objects are not determined, they are not the kinds of objects that we
can act upon, and they thus fail the “phenomenal constraint” on semantic
value. Since, unlike the proper objects of such states of awareness, they are
not indifferent to the kinds of positive and negative statements that we rou-
tinely make about them, they also fail the “representational constraint.”

PROBLEMS WITH UNIVERSALS
In addition to particulars, Ratnakirti also argues that real universals do not
appear in inferential/verbal awareness-events and therefore cannot be se-
mantic value.®” Through one set of arguments, Ratnakirti tries to show that
neither perception nor inference can establish that real universals are the proper
objects of any awareness-event. These arguments focus on showing why his
opponent’s positive arguments in support of real universals fail. Although
these arguments are interesting and important to Ratnakirti’s overall argu-
ment for exclusion, they do not help us to directly understand Ratnakirti’s
own position and I have chosen not to discuss them here.?°

Through a second set of arguments, however, Ratnakirti explains how
his view can account for features of semantic value that his opponents think
can be explained only by real universals. He does so by further describing
the complex object that he takes semantic value to be. Earlier I analyzed this
object as a “similarity class” or “constructed universal.” Through this second
set of arguments, Ratnakirti wants to show: that (1) this complex object has
all of the explanatory power mistakenly attributed to real universals, and
that (2) unlike a real universal, which cannot be proven by a well-functioning
instrument of awareness, his complex object can be established through
inferential reasoning. I will consider (1) in section 3.3 and (2) in section 4-.

88. For Moksakaragupta’s treatment of this issue see Kajiyama 1998:126. For an excellent
discussion of “universal properties” in Sanskrit philosophy see Chakrabarti 2005b:580—587.

89. For Moksakaragupta’s treatment of this issue see MTBh 54.15-57.06.

90. See RNA (AS 63.23-65.24) in Patil (forthcoming, b).
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3.3. Things-in-General

Ratnakirti’s account of the complex positive entity that he takes semantic
value to be can be reconstructed from the following four passages,

(a) From the word “cow” in the sentence “There are cows grazing
on the far bank of the river,” dewlap, horns, tail, and the like appear,
together with the form of the speech-sounds [that make up the word
“cow”], as if “lumped together” because of inattention to differences
between things that belong to the same class. And that [conglomeration
of dewlap, horns, and tail] is definitely not a universal. . . . However, that
very collection of dewlap, horns, and the like, although utterly distinct from
every particular, is called a “universal” when it is made one with a particu-
lar.®! Since an external object like that is not found, it is definitely errone-
ous, like the appearance of a net of hair [for someone with floaters].”?

(b) Everything that is verbally expressive has as its object a thing-
in-general that is determined and excluded from those that do not have
its form. . . %3

(c) It is a conceptually constructed mental image that is externally
determined to be as if shared by all such individuals . . .74

(d) . . . enhanced by the co-operating cause of our memory of a
previously seen individual, the total causal complex produces a specific
awareness and brings about a conceptual awareness of a “universal” that

is without an object.”®

or. That is to say, when we link up this generic image with what we take to be in front of
us, ¢.g., an individual cow. JNA (AP 220.07-220.08).

92. RNA (AS 63.10-63.16): savitah pare givas carantiti gavadisabdit sasnasyigalangili-
dmyo “ksarikaraparikavitil sajatiyabbedaparamariandt sampinditaprayiah pratibhisante | na ca
tad eva samanyam | . . . | tad eva ca sasnasyngadimatrram akbilavyakeav atyantavilaksanam api
svalaksanenaikikriyamanam samanyam ity ucyate tadysasya bahyasyaprapter bhvantiv evasan
kesapratibhasavat. See also JNA (220.13-220.15).

93. RNA (AS 66.08-66.09): {atra prayogah |} yad vicakam tat sarvam adhyavasititadripa-
pavavrttavastumatragocaram {yatheha kipe jalam iti vacanam}. For other references to this
example see Krasser 1991:57.

94. RNA (AS 60.06): {tasmad} ckapindadarianapiirvako yah sarvavyaktisadharana iva ba-
hiradhyasto vikalpabuddhyakaras {tatvayam gaur iti sambketakarane na itaretarasrayadosal).

95. RNA (AS 63.20-63.21): {yatalhy} pitrvapindadarsanasmaranasahakirinitivicyomanavisesa-
pratyayajaniki simagri wirvisayam simanyavikalpam utpadayati. See also JNA (AP 221.11-221.14).
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When taken together, these passages suggest the following: what a compe-
tent speaker of English understands from hearing a token utterance of a term
such as “cow” is a “thing-in-general that is determined and excluded from
those that do not have its form” (passage ). This object is a nonspecific col-
lection (or bundle) of components that is constructed through exclusion
(passage ). It is this “thing-in-general” that was described in section 2 as a
“constructed universal” and “similarity class,” and here is identified with
semantic value.”®

Since in these passages Ratnakirti describes how this object is con-
structed, it will be useful to compare his analysis with my account of “Ex-
clusion as Mental Construction” in section 3.1.2. In the above passages
Ratnakirti suggests that upon hearing a token utterance of the term “cow”
a competent speaker of English first recalls an object that was previously,
and invariably, associated with an earlier use of the term (passage ¢ and pas-
sage ). The recollection of this previously observed individual is said to be
a “co-operating cause” in the total causal complex that brings about the
construction of the object. Insofar as this remembered individual is a “men-
tal image,” it is a mental particular that has its own unique causal history,
1.e., no other particular has exactly the same set of causes and potential ef-
fects that it does. In virtue of being such a particular it can function as a
basis for exclusion. It is functionally equivalent to what I earlier referred to
as “p.” Insofar as it can be taken to be constituted by components, however,
it is also a collection. More specifically, this recalled object can be described
as a specific collection of components that jointly constitute the object in
question—that is, what I earlier referred to as “I.” For a recalled cow, for
example, the components are a specific set of dewlap, horns, and tail, etc. By
ignoring the differences between a specific collection of these components
(p) and other such collections (the dissimilarity class, non-P), a nonspecific

96. Although the term “semantic value” (vacya) is not explicitly used in these passages, it
is clear from the context that this is what he is referring to. Elsewhere Ratnakirti describes
this collection as “an object that is characterized by its exclusion from others and excluded
from those that belong to a different class™ (anyabhava-visisto vijatiyavyavrtto “rthakh); “a
thing-in-general that is determined and excluded from those that belong to a different class”
(adbyavasita-vijatyyavyavrtta-vastumatra); and “a determined external object” (adhyavasita-
biahya-visayatvam). See RNA (AS 66.05-66.06), RNA (AS 66.13), and RNA (AS 66.20). A
general term such as “cow” expresses the fact that in a particular context a specific conglom-
eration of components brings about a single set of effects, as a result of those components
causally supporting each other in virtue of their “proximity.”
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collection or thing-in-general (the similarity class, like-P) is constructed
(passage 2).””

Elsewhere Ratnakirti describes this process as the exclusion of a specific
collection from those that belong to a different class.”® It is clear, therefore,
that the construction in question, the ignoring of relevant differences, is noth-
ing other than exclusion. It is this nonspecific collection that is mistakenly
taken by some to be a real universal, and is unconsciously associated with a
group of particulars in which it is mistakenly thought to be instantiated. Ac-
cording to Ratnakirti, this object is a positive entity that is neither a real par-
ticular nor a real universal. Itis a thing-in-general that is constructed through
its essential characteristic, exclusion, and is determined to be equivalent to se-
mantic value. According to Ratnakirti, it is this complex positive entity that
best describes what is understood from hearing a token utterance of a term.

Following his description of this positive entity, Ratnakirti defends his view
from those who insist that real universals (and not just constructed ones) are
necessary for explaining certain obvious and otherwise inexplicable features
of verbally produced awareness-events. His strategy is to show that some of
his opponents’ criticism of his position are equally applicable to their own,”

100 that real uni-

that, given their own view, real universals are unnecessary,
versals cannot be proven by either perception or inference,!®! and that the
complex positive entity that he takes semantic value to be has all of the ex-
planatory power mistakenly thought to belong exclusively to real universals.
It is this final set of arguments that I will consider in what follows.

There are two features of verbally produced awareness-events that Ratna-
kirti wants to show can be explained without relying upon real universals:
their “specificity” and their “generality.”!?? According to Ratnakirti, both

the “specificity” of a word—why a word such as “cow” applies to cows and

97. RNA (AS 63.11): “sajatiyabhedaparamariana” from passage .

98. RNA (AS 66.05-66.06; 66.13).

99. RNA (AS 63.03-63.06).

100. RNA (AS 64.07-64.09), RNA (AS 64.26-64.29).

1o1. RNA (AS 63.26-63.28), RNA (AS 65.01-65.14).

102. RNA (AS 63.30-64.03). The arguments in this section of Ratnakirti’s text are rather
short, and it is often helpful to read the parallel passages at JNA (AP 221.11-223.27). Ratna-
kirti’s discussion is not, however, the same as the discussion in JNA, and so the JNA discus-
sion must be used with some care.
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only to cows (and not to horses)—and its “generality”—why a word such as
“cow” can apply to cows and not just a particular cow—can be explained in
terms of the process through which similarity classes, Ratnakirti’s “univer-
sals,” are constructed.!® As mentioned earlier, according to Ratnakirti, a
similarity class is the “thing-in-general” that is constructed from a particular
through exclusion. The construction of this “universal” is therefore depen-
dent upon a specific individual, since it is a recalled individual that provides
the basis for the selective exclusion that generates it.1%* According to Ratna-
kirti, his account of how similarity classes are constructed from this specific
individual provides all of the conceptual resources necessary for explaining
the “specificity” and “generality” of semantic value.

Suppose, for example, that someone is told “Bring a brown cow,” i.c., any
brown cow. Suppose further that upon hearing this utterance of the term
“brown cow” the object that is recalled is a specific cow, p, that has a unique
brown color, dewlap, horns, and tail—its “identity” conditions, I. Based on
this specific collection of color, dewlap, horns, and tail, it is possible, accord-
ing to Ratnakirti, to construct a generic collection of things having the rel-
evant components. It is, in other words, possible to construct a similarity
class, like-P. Like-P is constructed by excluding those things that do not
have what we take to be the relevant set of components—that is, that do not

103. Strictly speaking, there is not a single opponent. I have grouped together objections
that are raised by a variety of opponents for the sake of brevity and clarity. For concerns
about “generality” sece RNA (AS 63.20-63.22), for “specificity” see RNA (AS 63.26-63.28),
and for both see RNA (AS 64.07-64.08). To these objections could be added concerns
about the awareness of “continuity” or “consistency” (anuvrtti-pratyaya). See, for example,
RNA (AS 64.15fF).

104. See RNA (AS 65.26-66.03): “Although everything is ungrasped, there is activity
with respect to water and the like. This is because our conceptual awareness has a specific
object, since it is produced by a specific causal complex, has a specific mental image, and has
a specific capacity. It is like smoke’s producing an awareness of a fire that is beyond the
range of our senses: for things that have specific capacities and whose natures have been
established by valid awareness are not liable to questions about the mixing up of their ca-
pacities. Therefore, because of association with a specific image, ‘determining it’ just is

CES)

‘producing activity with respect to it’” (yady api visvam agriiitam tathapi vikalpasya niyatasa-
magviprasitatvena niyatakaratayi niyarasaktitvan niyataiva jaladaw pravittih | dbimasyn
paroksagniiianajananavat | niyatavisaya hi bhavah pramanaparinisthitasvabhivi na Saktisan-
karyaparyanuyogabhijab | tasmat tadadhyavasayitvaom akavavisesayogit tatpravyttijanakatvam).
See RNA (KS 74.07-74.12) and (CAPV 137.09-137.10), which are quoted and translated in

chapter s, note 39.
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satisfy the selection set S. This set of things is the dissimilarity class, non-P.
The similarity class, like-P, that is constructed by excluding this dissimilar-
ity class, non-P, is what is understood from hearing the utterance of the term
“brown cow” in this example. The reason this utterance of the term cannot
be used to correctly refer to horses is that its semantic value is in part based
upon a specific causal process, a specific individual, and an intentionally de-
termined or “selective” process of exclusion: it is almost impossible, for ex-
ample, given the selective exclusion described above, that someone would
construct the mental image of a horse from ecither the observation of a
brown cow or a recalled brown cow. Similarly, neither the observation of a
horse nor a recalled horse could, through the selective exclusion described
above, correctly lead to the awareness “brown-cow.” Thus, the “specificity”
in the correct use of the word “cow” in this context can be explained. The
theory can account for why “cow” refers to cows and nothing but cows.%
According to Ratnakirti, his theory can also account for why an exclusion
that is based upon a recalled individual can apply to more than the individ-
ual on which it is based. Suppose we are told, for example, to bring a cow,
i.e., any cow and not just a brown cow.'% Suppose further that the recalled
object is the specific brown cow, p. As mentioned above, from its specific
collection of color, dewlap, horns, and tail—I—it is possible to construct a
similarity class like-P that includes all brown cows. It is also possible, how-
ever, to selectively focus on just its specific collection of dewlap, horns, and a
tail, and thereby construct a new selection set, S. In this case, the color com-
ponent would not be considered since it is not relevant to the person’s spe-
cific interests, as determined by the context in which the term “cow” is
uttered. Things that do not satisfy S define the dissimilarity class, non-P. By
excluding non-P from p, what will be constructed is the collection of things
that satisfy S—that is, those things that we take to have a dewlap, horns, and
a tail. Such a similarity class would include all cows, regardless of their color.
Ratnakirti argues, therefore, that his account of what is understood from
hearing a token utterance of a term can also account for “generality.”

105. See chapter s, section 3.3 for an extended discussion of this issue.

106. This example is not discussed explicitly in RNA. It is, however, discussed in a parallel
section of text at JNA (AP 221.26-222.02): “if in the case of a horse there isn’t the awareness
‘cow’ because of exclusion from a particular brown cow, then there shouldn’t be [such an aware-
ness| even in the case of a spotted cow, since particulars are never distributed” ({athapi syad} yadi
bahuleyapindabhavat turage na gobuddhil sabaleye “pi ma biiit svalaksanasya kvacid ananvayat).
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4. Ratnakirti’s Inferential Argument

In arguing against the idea that real universals are needed to account for se-
mantic value, Ratnakirti tried to show that they could not be established by
any accredited instrument of valid awareness. In explaining why exclusion
is necessary for an account of semantic value, however, Ratnakirti has not
shown that his view is supported by either of the two instruments of valid
awareness that are accepted by him, namely, perception and inference.'*” In
concluding his essay, Ratnakirti provides an inferential argument to support
his view. His decision to conclude his essay in this way is important, because
it brings together the various subarguments used throughout his essay and
does so in a more “formal” context. What Ratnakirti’s argument secks to
prove is that the semantic value of a word is a positive entity characterized by
its exclusion from others. He says,

Here is the argument: Everything expressive has as its object a thing-
in-general that is determined and excluded from those that do not have
its form, like the expression, “There is water here in this well.” And what
1s expressive here has the form of a word such as “cow.” Thus the reason

property is of the same nature as [its target].108

In this argument, the site of the inference is something that “has the form

bR

of a word such as ‘cow.”” Here, this “something™ is the inferential/verbal
awareness-event produced in the mind of a competent speaker of a language
upon hearing a token utterance of an expression in that language. The rea-
son property is the property “being expressive,” which may be helpfully
thought of as “being expressive of semantic value.” As Ratnakirti explains,
this property is supposed to be “of the same nature” as its target, and so is
supposed to be related to it through the “identity-mode” of pervasion. Rat-

nakirti’s argument is that awareness-events produced through testimony,

107. According to Ratnakirti, there are two accredited instruments for valid awareness,
perception (pratyaksa) and inferential reasoning (anumana). A discussion of why there are
only two such instruments can be found at RNA (PAP 96.01-105.19). Much of this material
is cited in MTBh 5.03-11.15; for a translation see Kajiyama 1998:30-40.

108. RNA (AS 66.06-66.10): atra prayogal | yad vicakam tat sarvam adhyavasititadripa-
paravyteavastumatragocaram | yatheha kipe jalam iti vacanam | vacakam cedam gavadisabdnrii-
pam iti syabhavabetub. A portion of this passage is also quoted in section 3.3 above.
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such as the awareness-event produced in the mind of a competent speaker of
English upon hearing the word “cow™ (the site of the inference), take as their
objects a thing-in-general that is determined and excluded from those that
do not have its form (the target property), since they express semantic value
(the reason property). Elsewhere, Ratnakirti described this “object” as a
complex positive entity, an object characterized by its exclusion from others,
an object that is excluded from those that belong to a different class, a thing-
in-general that is determined and excluded from those that belong to a dif-
ferent class, and a determined external object.!?® As discussed above, this
object is neither a particular nor a universal. It is a thing-in-general that is
constructed through its essential component, exclusion, and is determined
to be the object to which we refer. Earlier I referred to these objects as “simi-
larity classes” and “constructed universals.”

There are two steps in Ratnakirti’s argument: (1) the statement of pervasion
(the “pervasion subcomponent” of the inference): “Everything expressive has
as its object a thing-in-general that is determined and excluded from those that
do not have its form, like the expression, “There is water here in this well’”; and
(2) the statement that the reason property is a property of the site of the infer-
ence (the “site subcomponent™ of the inference): “What is expressive here has
the form of a word such as ‘cow.’” In order to defend this argument, Ratna-
kirti must show that neither subcomponent is defective. He does so by show-
ing that the reason property is neither unestablished (Hr), opposed (Hz2), nor
inconclusive (H3). Since the site subcomponent is assumed by both Ratnakirti
and his opponents to be free from any defects, Ratnakirti focuses his attention
on the pervasion subcomponent. It is interesting to note that in terms of the
certification conditions discussed in chapters 2 and 3, Ratnakirti focuses only
on the instrument conditions—that is, C2.1, C2.2, and Cz.3. It should come
as no surprise, then, that in defending his argument he considers only those
defects that were earlier said to defeat the functioning of the instrument.

4.1. The Site Subcomponent: Unestablished (Hr)

In defending this inferential argument, Ratnakirti first argues that the rea-
son property is not unestablished-in-itself (H1)—that is, that it is known to

109. RNA (AS 66.08-66.09), RNA (AS 66.05-66.06), RNA (AS 66.13), RNA (AS
66.20).
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exist (and so can be shown to be present in the site of the inference).!? He
says, for example, that

This is because, by the previously stated rule,!!

everyone who acts in
the world must accept that even though an expressed-expressor relation
doesn’t really exist, one is in fact constructed through determination.
Otherwise, there would be the unwanted consequence of not being able

to act at all.}12

Earlier in his essay Ratnakirti argued that what is reflected in our use of
indispensable pairs of concepts such as “property” and “property-possessor,”
and by extension “expressor” and “expressed,” is an “imagined” or “concep-
tually constructed” difference.!’® The reason property “being expressive” is
established, therefore, through a form of conceptual construction.!™* Al-
though the property “being expressive” does not really exist, in virtue of
its being indispensable for explaining our ordinary practices it has a kind of
conceptual existence that is sufficient for the purposes of an inferential argu-
ment. As a result, Ratnakirti concludes that it is not “unestablished-in-
itself.”

110. In this context Ratnakirti is referring to what I earlier called a “subtype” of the de-
fect “unestablished” (Hr) (asiddhba). Both Ratnakirti and the Naiyayikas call this subtype
“unestablished-in-itself™ (sparipasiddha). See the notes to chapter 2 for the Naiyayikas® dis-
cussion of this defect. For a Buddhist discussion of this defect see NB 3.6.1, RNA (KSA
67.15-67.20), and MTBh 61.03-62.03, where it is explained that there are two ways in which
a reason property may be unestablished: there may be (epistemically significant) doubt
about its existence or there may be (epistemically significant) doubt about the existence of
the site of the inference. On the basis of either form of doubt, it cannot be known that the
reason property is present in the site of the inference, and so the reason property is defective.
In this context, Ratnakirti is referring to doubt about the existence of the reason property
itself. For a very similar discussion of this defect in Ratnakirti’s work see RNA (KSA 67.15—
67.20).

111. This seems to be referring to what precedes “iti sthitam,” RNA (AS 66.06-66.07).

112. RNA (AS 66.10-66.12): {nayam asiddhaly | pitrvoktena nyayena}* pavamarthikavicyn-
vicakabhavasyabhive “py adbyavasayakytasyaiva savvavyavaharibhiv avasyam svikartavyatvat |
anyathi sarvavyavahiarocchedaprasangat. *This is referring to the “rule” (nyaya) at RNA (AS
66.06—66.07).

113. See 2.1.4, where this is discussed in detail.

114. According to my typology, this form of construction is “abstraction.”
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4.2. The Pervasion Subcomponent: Opposed (Hz)
ond Inconclusive (H3)

Ratnakirti next asserts that the reason property is not opposed since it is
known to be present in a similar case.!5 According to Ratnakirti, this is
obvious since the reason property “being expressive” is well known to be pres-
ent in inferential/verbal awareness-events other than those produced upon
hearing the word “cow.” His point is that in order to show that the defect
opposed does not apply, all that he has to do is show that other inferentially/
verbally produced awareness-events are expressive of semantic value. As a
result, Ratnakirti argues that it is obvious that the reason property is not
opposed. Earlier, this was described as satisfying pervasion condition Cz2.2.

In arguing that the reason property is not inconclusive (H3)—i.c., that it
is not present in a dissimilar case—Ratnakirti tries to satisfy pervasion con-
dition C2.3. He argues that

The reason property “being expressive” is excluded from [all] dissimilar
cases, since it is excluded from a pervader of the target property “having
an object,” on the basis of there not being a different kind of expressed

object. Thus pervasion is established.!1¢

Through this very short argument, Ratnakirti asserts that he has estab-
lished negative concomitance, and thereby shown that the reason property is
not inconclusive, since if negative concomitance can be established the rea-
son property will be known to be excluded from all dissimilar cases. There
are three components to Ratnakirti’s argument: (1) the reason property, “be-
ing expressive”; (2) dissimilar cases—that is, loci (in this case, awareness-
events) in which the reason property is present but the target property is
not, such as an inferential/verbal awareness-event that has as its object an
object that is different from the sort of object described by Ratnakirti; and
(3) a “pervader”—that is, a property that is known to pervade both the tar-
get property and the reason property. Here the pervading property is the

115. For a similar discussion see RNA (KSA 67.20-70.08).

116. RNA (AS 66.19-66.21): {tad evam} vicyantarasyabhavid visayavattvalaksanasya vyi-
pakasya nivrttan vipaksato nivavtamanam vicakatvam adhyavasitabalyavisayatvena vyapyata
iti vyaptisiddhib.
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property “having an object,” which is known to pervade the target property,
since any awareness-event that has an object like the one specified by Ratna-
kirti must have an object. This property is also known to pervade the rea-
son property, since according to Ratnakirti it is not possible for there to be
awareness-events that are expressive but objectless.!’” Ratnakirti’s argument
against the reason property being inconclusive can be understood in terms
of these components.

Ratnakirti first states that the pervading property “having an object”
i1s excluded from all dissimilar cases, that is, from all inferential/verbal
awareness-events in which either a particular or a real universal is supposed
to be its content.!!8 We know this to be the case since, as Ratnakirti has shown
carlier in his essay, inferential/verbal awareness-events cannot have either
particulars or real universals as their objects. Given that these two objects
are assumed to exhaust the possibilities, it is then known that the property
“having an object” is excluded from states of awareness in which “objects”
other than the complex positive entity described by Ratnakirti are supposed
to be present. Given that the property “having an object™ is also known to
pervade the reason property “being expressive,” it is also known that the
reason property is excluded from all dissimilar cases. As a result, negative
concomitance is proven, and the reason property is known not to be incon-
clusive. By showing that C2.2 and Cz2.3 are satisfied, Ratnakirti takes it that
he has shown that the pervasion subcomponent is well-functioning. Interest-
ingly, Ratnakirti’s essay concludes, somewhat abruptly, with this argument.

5. Conclusion: Jaanasrimitra’s Three Questions

The best summary of Ratnakirti’s conclusions about semantic value can be
found in a passage that concludes his teacher Jaanasrimitra’s “Monograph

117. Ratnakirti does not defend this view here. For a very brief discussion of arguments
in favor of such a position see MTBh 69.11-69.18. Also see Kajiyama 1965.

118. I have simplified this discussion by assuming, as I have done earlier, that these are
the only possibilities other than Ratnakirti’s complex positive entity. As mentioned earlier,
Ratnakirti himself discusses other possibilities such as “imposed properties” (upadhz). Rat-
nakirti’s discussion (and dismissal) of these other possibilities can be found in his very brief
discussion of the defect “inconclusive” (anaikantika), at RNA (AS 66.12—66.18).
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on Exclusion” (Apohaprakarana). At the end of this essay JAanasrimitra
answers three questions about the theory of exclusion. He says,

So, when one 1s asked (1) “How is exclusion expressed by a word?,” we
answer “as a characteristic of [semantic value|,” the meaning of which is
as described. If the question is (2) “Why is neither a mental image, a
particular, nor an imposed property expressed?,” it is dispensed with by
saying, “Because of the absence of determination, the absence of appear-
ance, and the absence of both.” But, if the question is (3) “What is it that
is expressed by words?,” then, having set out these options—(i) on the
basis of appearance, (ii) on the basis of determination, or (iii) really—
the answer is, respectively, (1) “The image that is excluded from what is
other and is present in conceptual awareness”; or (i1) “The particular

which is excluded from what is other”; or (iii) “Nothing.”1?

s.I. How Is Exclusion Expressed by a Word?

According to both Jhanasrimitra and Ratnakirti, exclusion is the object of
inferential/verbal awareness in the sense that it is an essential characteristic
of the objects that are constructed by those awareness-events. As Ratnakirti
has explained, exclusion may also be thought of as the inherent capacity or
dispositional property of inferential/verbal awareness to construct such
positive entities/semantic values. Since the objects of inferential/verbal
awareness-events are nothing but mental objects (and so are nothing but
awareness itself), it is helpful to think of exclusion as an essential compo-
nent, characteristic, or property of each and every constructed mental object.
It is in this sense that Ratnakirti argues that exclusion is only an analytically
separable component of the complex objects that are constructed by inferen-
tial/verbal awareness. Thus exclusion is expressed by a word since it is, neces-
sarily, a feature of the object that we take that word to refer to.

119. JNA (AD 232.05-232.10): {tad evam} katham apohah iabdavicya iti prasne tadguna-
tvena yathoktarthenety uttaram | atha buddbyakarah svalaksanam upadhayo vi kasman na vicya
it prasnal tadadhyavasayasya pratibhasasyn wbhayasya cabhiavid it kramena visavianani | yada
tu Sabdail kim vicyam ity anwyogas tada pratibhasad arthadlyavasayad yad va tattvata iti vikal-
pasya vikalpastho* “nyapodhakaral | anyapodhasvalaksanam na kimcid iti prativacanini krame-
naivety uktam bhavati. *1 read vikalpastho instead of vikalpasthe.
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s.2. Why Is Neither a Manifest Nor an External
Particular Expressed?

Directly present (i.c., nondetermined/unconstructed) mental images cannot
be the proper objects of inferential/verbal awareness-events because without
being determined, such objects cannot be the objects upon which we lin-
guistically act. Such objects are not actionable. Without being determined,
these internal mental images would be momentary particulars and would, in
this sense, not really be “objects at all. They would simply be conceptually
and linguistically inaccessible, manifest particulars. Just as exclusion is nec-
essary for constructing semantic value, determination is necessary for us to
take that value as an object about which we can think (e.g., a concept) or
upon which we can linguistically act by referring to it (e.g., a physical ob-
ject). On the other hand, an external particular cannot be the proper object
of verbally produced awareness-events either, since insofar as it is an external
object it cannot be present in an awareness-event and is vulnerable to the
“Argument from Indifference.” This is the case regardless of whether this
object is supposed to be a real universal or a real particular or some other
kind of object.

Ultimately, then, neither manifest internal objects nor external objects can
be the objects of inferential/verbal awareness-events. All such determination-
independent objects are ultimately inexpressible, since insofar as they are
determination-independent they are unavailable to conceptual thought.

5.3. What Is Expressed?

The best account that can be given of semantic value identifies it as either a
determined mental image such as the concept “tree” or a determined-to-be-
external-object such as a tree. Each of these objects is constructed through
exclusion and determination and can be described as a positive entity char-
acterized by its exclusion of others. These objects are the constructed uni-
versals or similarity classes that both JAana$rimitra and Ratnakirti take
semantic value to be. Since these objects are constructed through exclusion,
they are present in inferential/verbal awareness in a way that makes them
invulnerable to the “Argument from Indifference.” Since these objects are
determined, they are the kinds of objects about which we can speak and
are, therefore, actionable. Furthermore, given the way in which they are
constructed, they account for the “specificity” and “generality” of semantic
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value, and thus have the explanatory scope that an account of semantic
value requires.

In this chapter I have focused on Ratnakirti’s version of the theory of exclu-
sion by closely following the structure of his “Demonstration of Exclusion.”
In taking this approach, I have developed an interpretation of his theory in
terms of similarity classes, and have emphasized that Ratnakirti thinks that
semantic value is constructed through the process of selective exclusion and
determination. Attending to this aspect of Ratnakirti’s theory is especially
important for seeing how and why the theory of exclusion is relevant not
only to Ratnakirti’s philosophy of language, but also to nearly every aspect
of his thought. In arguing in support of his account of semantic value, and
against those who think that particulars, real universals, or complex entities
made up of particulars and universals are the best way to account for seman-
tic value, Ratnakirti quietly introduces the conceptual vocabulary that marks
mental construction and implicitly identifies three constraints on what
he thinks semantic value should be—what I have called the “phenomenal,”
“epistemological,” and “representational” constraints on semantic value.

The conceptual vocabulary that Ratnakirti uses to refer to the “exclusion
of others,” and the closely related term “determination,” makes it relatively
casy to identify where Ratnakirti thinks that exclusion is at work. By attend-
ing closely to this conceptual vocabulary, I will show in chapter s that Ratna-
kirti understands exclusion to apply directly to each and every conceptual
awareness-cvent, including those produced through perception and inferen-
tial reasoning. As he sees it, the content of each and every conceptual
awareness-event 1s a determined object—that i1s, an object constructed
through exclusion. In extending the scope of the theory in this way, I argue
that Ratnakirti’s account of what our words are about is also an account of
what our experiences and thoughts are about. And given that perception
and inference are, for him, the only accredited instruments for valid aware-
ness, the theory of exclusion also provides the basis for what, and how, Rat-
nakirti thinks we can know. If the theory of exclusion can be extended in
this way, then the constraints on semantic value are constraints on whatever
is constructed through exclusion—that is, all conceptual content/determined
objects. In chapter 5 I will show how all of this is relevant to Ratnakirti’s
critique of the I$vara-inference, by explaining, in detail, the significance of
Ratnakirti’s theory of exclusion to his theory of mental content, his ontol-
ogy, and finally, his epistemology.
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Before turning to this discussion, however, it is worth noting that Ratna-
kirti’s theory of exclusion also provides new philosophical resources for ar-
guing against the Naiyayikas’ conception of I$vara. Even if the Naiyayikas’
I$vara-inference were not defective, for example, given the theory of exclu-
sion, all that we could infer would be the similarity class or constructed
object “I$vara.” While this object would be I$vara, it would not be the mind-
independent being who is the maker of the world and about whom the Nai-
yayikas believe they can speak and think. Such an argument does not show
that there is not an I$vara, but only that if there were he would be either
“inexpressible” or a determined mind-dependent object. While this is an ar-
gument that Ratnakirti does not make explicitly, we will see in chapter 5 that
it is one to which he indirectly refers.



CHAPTER 5§
Ratnakirts’s World
Toward a Buddhist Philosophy of Everything

IKE MANY OF HIS PREDECESSORS IN THE SO-CALLED

Yogacara philosophical tradition, Ratnakirti has no room in his on-

tology for mind-independent external objects (bahyartha).! For him,
what we take to be mind-independent objects are nothing but mental objects/
images. It is through his theory of mental objects/images that Ratnakirti
accounts for our experiences and thoughts about the world and the success
of our “reality-involving” practices, such as sense perception and inferential-
reasoning.? Our use of language is also such a reality-involving practice and,
as explained in chapter 4, semantic value is one such mental object. For Rat-
nakirti, it is the theory of exclusion that provides the philosophical resources

1. While I take it as unproblematic that “Yogacara” philosophers have no room in their
final ontology for mind-independent objects, there is some controversy about this. See, for
example, the recent discussion of Lusthaus 2002 by Schmithausen (2005). It is worth noting
that there were Buddhist epistemologists who accepted the existence of external objects, such
as Subhagupta (ca. 720-780 ) and his pupil Dharmottara (ca. 740-780). For a brief discussion
of this issue see McCrea and Patil 2006:332 n. 72 and the references contained therein.

2. By “reality-involving practices” I mean any activity that we take to involve things that
are a part of our world, and usually things that are “external” to ourselves.
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for understanding how such objects are constructed from the images that
directly appear in awareness.?

By appealing to the conceptual vocabulary that Ratnakirti himself relies
upon in his discussion of exclusion (especially the closely linked concept of
determination), I will argue in this chapter that the theory of exclusion is
used by him to explain how 4/l determined objects—that is, all similarity
classes—are constructed. This includes not only semantic value, but also per-
ceptual and inferential value, that is, the determined objects of perceptual
and inferential/verbal awareness-events (the objects that we “see” and “in-
fer”). In explaining how such determined objects are constructed, Ratna-
kirti also explains what they are constructed from—that is, the directly pres-
ent or manifest image p. When linked with his account of mental objects/
images, the theory of exclusion thus becomes a general theory of mental
content, a theory of what all of our experiences and thoughts—that is, what
all of our awareness-events—are about.*

The primary purpose of this chapter is to reconstruct Ratnakirti’s theory
of mental content by providing an interpretation of his scattered remarks on
the nature and status of mental objects/images. Since this chapter does not
focus on a single text or set of arguments, and does not present Ratnakirti’s
position as he himself presented it, it is the most speculative of the substan-
tive chapters in this book. What is important about such a reconstruction is
that it helps to connect Ratnakirti’s critical remarks on Nyaya epistemology
(discussed in chapter 2 and chapter 3) with his own theory of semantics (dis-
cussed in chapter 4), in such a way that it becomes possible to see how his
own philosophical views inform and support his critique of the I$vara-
inference. In my reconstruction I will pay particular attention to how Rat-
nakirti accounts for inferential reasoning in terms of his inventory of mental
objects/images. An added benefit of such an approach is that it gives one a

3. Ratnakirti is not consistent in his use of the terms “object” and “image.” This is in part
because some mental objects (visaya)—O1 and O3—are identical to the images (#kara) with
which they are associated, while others—O2 and O4—are not. When this difference is sig-
nificant, I will refer to the relevant images as I, I2, 13, and 14. In general, when this distinc-
tion is important to Ratnakirti I will use “image” to refer to the manifest-content of an
awareness-event and “object” to refer to the determined-content of an awareness-event.
Since this distinction was not relevant to my discussion in chapter 4, I did not highlight
it there.

4. The terms “mental content” or “contents of awareness” may refer to images, objects,
or both, depending on the context.
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perspective on Ratnakirti’s overall philosophical project, which in my view
is to show how what we generally take to be mind, language, and world to-
gether create mind, language, and world. It also helps us to see why such a
project may have been important to him. I will discuss this issue in chapter 6.

The chapter begins with a very brief discussion of Ratnakirti’s inventory
of mental objects/images in order to introduce the conceptual vocabulary on
which my reconstruction will rely.® In the three sections following, I will
then provide a more detailed account of the mental objects/images that
make up what I am calling “Ratnakirti’s World.” The chapter concludes with
a discussion of the relevance of this reconstruction to my analysis of Ratna-
kirti’s arguments against the existence of I$vara.

1. An Inventory of Mental Objects/Images

According to Ratnakirti, the contents of our awareness-events can be com-
pletely described in terms of four different kinds of mental objects.® These

5. The textual support for my reconstruction will be provided in footnotes to the text,
where the relevant Sanskrit passages will be cited and translated. Given the nature of this chap-
ter, selected portions of some of these passages will be cited and translated more than once.

6. The four-object model of awareness comes from Dharmottara. In his innovative
commentary on Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu, NBT 70-72 ad NB1.12, he says: “For the object
of valid awareness is two-fold: a grasped object whose image is produced, and an attainable
object that one determines. For the grasped object is one thing and the determined is some-
thing else, since for perception what is grasped is a single moment but what is determined—
through a judgment that arises by the force of perception—can only be a continuum. And
only a continuum can be the attainable object of perception because a moment cannot be
attained. So too for inference: it grasps a nonentity, because, even though its own appear-
ance is not a [real] object, there is activity through the determination of an object. But,
since this imposed thing [i.c., the nonentity] that is grasped is determined to be a particular,
in inference, a determined particular is the object of activity. But what is grasped is a non-
entity. So here, showing the grasped object of this mode of valid awareness, he says that a
particular is the object of perception” (dvividho bi visayah pramanasya grahyas ca yadakaram
utpadyate, prapaniyas ca yam adhyavasyati | anyo bi grahyo “nyas cadbyavaseyah | pratyaksasya hi
ksana cko grahyal | adbyavaseyas tu pratyaksabalotpannena niscayena santana eva | santina eva
ca pravyaksasya prapaniyah | ksanasya prapayitum asakyarvit | tathanumanam api svaprati-
bhise narthe rthadbyavasayena pravytter anavthagrahi | sa punar avopito “rtho grhyamanalh sva-
Inksanatvenavasiyate yatah, taral svalaksanam avasitam pravyttivisayo "numanasya | anarthas
tu grahyab | tad atva pramanasya grahyam visayam davSayati pratyaksasya svalaksanam visaya
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four objects are differentiated from one another by the state of awareness in
which they appear and the mode through which they appear in them.” Ac-
cording to Ratnakirti, there are two such states of awareness, perceptual and
inferential/verbal. Each is constituted by two awareness-events and each has a
direct and an indirect object. The “direct” object of awareness is the object
that appears, through a process called “manifestation” (pratibhasa), in the first
of the two awareness-events (buddhi, jiiana) that make up that state of aware-
ness. This object is most often referred to as the object that is directly “grasped”
(grahya) by awareness. It may also be thought of—at least for the time being—
as the nonconceptual content of awareness. What makes it “nonconceptual” is
that it is the “manifest” content of awareness. To be nonconceptual is simply
to be manifest in awareness. In contrast, the indirect object of awareness ap-
pears through determination (adhyavasaya). This object is most often referred
to as the object that is “determined” (adhyavaseya) by awareness. It is these
determined objects—my “similarity classes”—that are constructed from the
directly grasped objects—the “manifest” image, p—through exclusion.® This

uktalh). For a discussion of this model in its historical context see McCrea and Patil
2006:325-333.

7. Ratnakirti describes this basic model in a number of different places in his work, and
he is clearly committed to it. Consider, for example: RNA (VN 109.14-109.18): “This is be-
cause what manifests in awareness is grasped, but that with respect to which it [i.e., aware-
ness] operates is determined. Among these, the grasped object of perception is a particular,
but the determined object is a universal, i.c., a genericized-particular excluded from those
that do not have its form. For inference, it is the reverse” (yaddhi yatva jiiane pratibhasate tod
grahyam | yatra tu tat pravaviate tad adbyavaseyam | tatra pratyaksasya svalaksanam grahyom |
adhyavaseyam tu simanyam, atadvipaparavyttasvalaksanamatrarmakam | anumanasya vipary-
aya). RNA (CAPV 131.04-131.05): “The objects of awareness are of two sorts, grasped and
determined. Those that are manifest in awareness are grasped. Those that are determined
are the objects of positive activity, even though they are not grasped” (iba dvividho vijiia-
nandm visayo grahyo “adhyavaseyas ca | pratibhasamano grahyah | agrhite “pi pravrttivisayo
*Alyyavaseyah); more of this passage is quoted in section s.1. RNA (KSA 73.20-73.21): “This is
because the object of perception is twofold, grasped and determined” (dvividho hi pratyak-
sasya visayah, grahyo “dhyavaseyas ca).

8. That the determined object of an inferential/verbal awareness-event (O4) is constructed
through exclusion should be clear from chapter 4. That the determined object of a perceptual
awareness-event (O2) is also constructed through exclusion is made explicit by Ratnakirti at
RNA (VN 109.17), which was quoted and translated in the previous footnote. In this passage it
is stated explicitly that the determined object of perceptual states of awareness is actionable, even
though it is not manifest in awareness. As I argued in chapter 4., the only way for objects to be
determined/actionable is to be constructed through exclusion; see chapter 4, section 3.2.1.
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object may also be thought of as the “conceptual content” of awareness. What
makes it “conceptual” is that it is the “determined” content of awareness. To be
conceptual is just to be determined by awareness. Both direct and indirect
objects can also be understood as mental objects/images, which are nothing
more than “formations” or “facets” (@kara) of awareness itself.

For Ratnakirti, the world, and our experiences and thoughts about it, can
be completely described in terms of these four kinds of mental objects (visaya)
and/or images (@kara): the direct objects of perception (Or), the indirect ob-
jects of perception (O2), the direct objects of inferential/verbal awareness
(03), and the indirect objects of inferential/verbal awareness (O4).

In addition to differentiating between the objects of perception—O1
and O2—and the objects of inferential/verbal awareness—O3 and O4—by
indicating whether they are the manifest- or determined-content of each
type of awareness, Ratnakirti also says that they can be distinguished from
cach other by whether they are “particulars” (svalaksana-s) or “universals”
(samanya-s). For him, Or and O4 are “particulars” and O2 and O3 are
“universals.” More accurately, O1 is a manifest particular and O4 a deter-
mined particular.’® Oz is a determined universal and O3 a manifest

9. See RNA (VN 109.14-109.18), which is quoted and translated in n. 7.

10. These terms are not actually used by Ratnakirti, even though they could have been.
That Or1 can be referred to as a “manifest particular” is clear from the fact that it is said to be
“manifest” and a “particular.” That O4 can be referred to as a “determined particular” is
clear from the fact that it is said to be a “particular” (see below) and from Ratnakirti’s re-
mark at RNA (KS 73.11), where, in the context of describing O4, he says that with respect to
inferential/verbal awareness-events “only the particular is determined” (adhyavaseyatvam
svalaksanasyaiva). It is worth noting, however, that the term “determined particular” (sva-
laksanam avasitam) is used by Dharmottara; see NBT a4 NB 1.12, which is quoted in n. 6.

RNA (CAPV 137.27-137.30): “For there are two ways to talk about objects: on the basis
of manifestation and on the basis of determination. So here it is said that even though it is
not manifest, a particular, which is excluded from what is other, etc., is an object simply on
the basis of determination™ (dvividho i visayavyavaharah, pratibhisad adhyavasayic ca | tad
tha pratibhasabhave “pi parapodbasvalaksanader adbyavasayamatvena visayatvam uktam); see
also JNA (AP 225.17-225.18). RNA (KSA 73.09): “Being determined means being made into
an object of positive activity, even though [it is] not manifest. And this ‘being determined’
applies only to particulars and not to the other one [i.c., the universal], since the positive
activity of someone who wants [something] is due to a desire for a pragmatically effective
[particular|” (apratibhise “pi pravyttivisayikytarvam adbyavaseyatvam | etac cadhyavaseyarvam
svalaksanasyaiva yujyate, nanyasya, avthakriydrthitvad avthipravytteh).
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universal.!! There are, therefore, three pairs of concepts that are used to clas-
sify the contents of awareness: “perceptual” or “inferential/verbal,” which in-
dicate the kind of awareness-event in which a particular object/image appears;
“manifest” or “determined,” which indicate the way in which it appears; and
“particular” or “universal,” which indicate (in retrospect) what appears.

While objects like O1-O4 are necessary for explaining the content of our
experiences and thoughts about the world, Ratnakirti argues that under the
most rigorous philosophical description only objects like Or really exist. In
the final analysis, neither mind-independent external objects nor mind-
dependent “internal” objects like Oz, O3, and O4 really exist. Trying to un-
derstand exactly what Ratnakirti means by this, and how he is able to account
for reality-involving practices such as sense perception and inferential rea-
soning in terms of his four-object model of mental content, is the central
task of this chapter. What follows is a more detailed reconstruction of Rat-
nakirti’s account of “reality,” a discussion of the four objects and ten con-
cepts used in its construction, and an account of why under the most rigorous
philosophical description only objects like O really exist.!? To a significant
degree, this chapter is simply an extended explanation and interpretation of
Ratnakirti’s inventory of objects, and an account of its relevance to his cri-
tique of the I$vara-inference.

2. The Contents of Perception

2.1. Object Or: The Direct Object of Perception

Object Ot is the direct object of perception. As such, it is the only object of an
awareness-event that is not necessarily associated with some form of mental

11. These terms are also not used by Ratnakirti, even though they could have been. That
O2 is a “determined universal” is clear from that the fact that it is said to be “determined”
(adhyavaseya) and a “universal” (samanya). That O3 is a “manifest universal” is clear from the
fact that it is said to be “manifest” (pratibhasa) and a “universal” (s@manya). See the passages
quoted earlier in notes 7 and 0.

12. The 10 concepts are “manifestation” (pratibhasa/prakisa), “determination” (adhyavasiya),
“grasped” (grahya), “determined” (adhyavaseyn), “exists” (sat), “does not exist™ (asat), “partic-
ular” (svalaksana), “universal” (samanya), “activity” (pravrtti), and “mental object/image”
(Akara).
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construction (vikalpa). Because the perceptual awareness-event in which the
indirect object of perception appears, and both inferential/verbal awareness-
cvents, are necessarily associated with some form of mental construction, it
is only the first awareness-event in the perceptual process that is, strictly
speaking, said to be free from conceptual construction (nirvikalpa).'® As the
direct object of perception, Or is both manifest in and grasped by awareness.
I will refer to it as the “manifest-content” of perception.

In his “Debating Multifaceted Nonduality” (Citradvaitaprakasavida),
Ratnakirti defends the following inferential argument and indirectly tells us
more about the manifest-content of perception. He argues that whatever
directly appears in or is manifest to (pra+vkas) awareness is a single (cka),
nondual (advaitn) image.'* He explains further that this image is a complex
and dynamic collection of many seemingly different mental images, such as
the color “white,” the note “ga,” the taste “sweet,” the smell “fragrant,” the
touch “soft,” and the feelings “pleasure” and “pain.” Since this complex col-
lection directly appears in awareness, however, Ratnakirti infers that it is a
multifaceted nonduality (citradvaita)—that is, a single, unitary image. As he
tries to show, any image that directly appears in awareness must be single,
nondual, and multifaceted.!® Ratnakirti’s description of this complex image/
object suggests that the “subimages™ that constitute Or are the most basic or
ontologically primitive objects of perception, even though they are supposed

13. The idea that “perception is free from conceptual construction” (pratyaksam kalpa-
napodham) is one of the foundational tenets of the Buddhist epistemological tradition. For a
discussion of this see chapter 6, section 3.1, and the references contained therein.

14. Ratnakirti uses a number of different terms to mean “appears in” or is “present in”
awareness. Most often, he uses the term “manifests” (pratibhasa), and other terms derived
from the verbal root vbhas, to mean “directly appears in an awareness-event.” In some con-
texts, however, such as this one, he also uses the term “prakasa” to mean “manifests/directly
appears in.” Ratnakirti is not always consistent in his terminology, and it is important to
keep in mind when he is using a term to mean “manifests/directly appears in” and when he
is using it to mean “appears in.”

15. RNA (CAPV 129.19-129.21): “Whatever manifests [in awareness] is single, just as the
image ‘blue’ that exists in the midst of a collection of diverse images. [This is the pervasion
subcomponent of the inference]. And this collection of diverse images, namely, white, the
note ya, sweet, fragrant, soft, happiness and its opposite, etc., is manifest. [ This is the site
subcomponent|” (yaz prakisate tad ckam | yatha citrakaracakram adhyavarti nilakarah | pra-
kasate cedam ganragandbaramadburasurabhisukumarasatetaradivicitrakarakadambakam iti
svabhavahetul).
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to be nondifferent from O1.1¢ T will refer to these “subimages” as “O1s.” In
addition, since under the most rigorous philosophical description only these
“subimages” really exist, all of the other objects in Ratnakirti’s ontology can
be reduced to, and thus accounted for, in terms of them.!”

Unfortunately, Ratnakirti does not say more about these “subimages” or
the single, nondual, multifaceted image with which they are identical. This
is in part because in his “Debating Multifaceted Nonduality” Ratnakirti is
primarily concerned with showing that it is conceptually consistent to main-
tain that Or1 is both multifaceted (citra) and nondual (advaita).'® He does not
choose, therefore, to provide a more detailed discussion of Or and its many
facets/subimages or the awareness-event that it is the content of. From his
remarks, however, it scems as though Or is dynamic and, metaphorically at
least, in motion. This is suggested by his use of wheel imagery to describe
Or1 and is implied by his views on how its seemingly diverse facets/subimages
are related to everyday sensory modalities (see above).! His references to Or
also suggest that although its subimages form a single complex, they can still
be individuated, insofar as they can be identified as subimages of it.

In addition to this account of O1, Ratnakirti also provides a “functional”
description of Or. That is, in addition to the single, nondual, multifaceted
O1 object, Ratnakirti also indicates that it is appropriate to refer to each and
every object that directly appears in a perceptual-awareness event as an “Or.”
This is important, since by definition only Or objects can be the direct ob-
jects of perception. Moreover, according to Buddhist philosophers like Rat-
nakirti, each and every object of awareness can be the manifest-content of a

16. Feelings such as “happiness and its opposite” are most probably the objects of
reflexive-awareness (spasamvedana), a subtype of perception. See, for example, MTBh 14..05—
20.01, where four types of perception are discussed.

17. The existential status of these objects will be discussed in section 3.

18. RNA (CAPV 129.16-129.17): “Therefore, due to the mistaken view that this—i.e.,
‘being multifaceted’—is incompatible with ‘being non-dual’ there is indeed a dispute about
nonduality. Thus, in order to correct this, this inferential argument was stated” (fasmac cit-
rateyam advaitavirodhiniti vyamohad ekatva eva vipratipattir iti tatva prasadhanam sadhanam
ucyate). For the “inferential argument” that is being referred to see n. 15 above.

19. There is no direct textual support for the claim that Or is “dynamic,” although Rat-
nakirti occasionally uses wheel imagery (cakra) to refer to the single complex of images. It is
this imagery that suggests to me an “active” quality to the content of this awareness-event.
See RNA (CAPV 141.08) and RNA (CAPV 129.19).
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special type of perception called “reflexive-awareness” (svasamvedana).*°
Thus in this sense any of them could be a direct object of perception, and
therefore an “Or.” Functionally, O1 is the manifest-content of a perceptual
awareness-event, including a reflexive perceptual awareness-event. In much of
what follows, it is this sense of O1 that it is most important to keep in mind.
It is also important to note that on neither description of Or1 is the Or
object (or “O1” objects) noticed, that is, it doesn’t seem like anything to us
to be aware of them. Our awareness of O1 objects—the manifest-content of
perception—does not have phenomenal character.?! It is, therefore, only in
“retrospect,” by looking back on them from our awareness of the Oz object
that has been constructed from them, that we can say anything about them.

2.2. Object Oz: The Indivect Object of Perception

Unlike O1, Oz2 is an object of a conceptual awareness-event, an awareness-
event necessarily associated with some form of mental construction. More
specifically, it is the indirect object of perception. Ratnakirti characterizes
such objects as “universals.” And like all indirect objects, O2 objects appear
in perceptual awareness-events as a result of determination. They are, there-
tore, the determined-content of perception—that is, what we take “perceptual
value” to be.??

According to Ratnakirti, determination is a capacity inherent in all con-
structing awareness-events through which actionable objects—objects that
appear to us as though we can act upon them (02/O4)—are constructed
from those that are manifest in awareness but cannot be acted upon since,
for example, they don’t have phenomenal character (O1/03). Since deter-
mination is inherent in constructing awareness-events, regardless of
whether they are part of perceptual or inferential/verbal states of awareness,

20. As the contents of awareness-events, O1—O4 are referred to as both objects and
images. Since they are usually taken to be manifest, Or and O3 are best thought of as “im-
ages,” while O2 and O4 are best thought of as “objects”—that is, as the kinds of things that
we generally take ourselves to be acting upon. However, it is important to keep in mind that
O2 and O4 are also “images” in the sense that underlying each object is a mental image
which is the manifest-content of reflexive-awareness. For more on reflexive-awareness see
MTBh 15.18-19.09. It is worth noting that for Ratnakirti, since reflexive-awareness is a type
of perception, it too must have two objects.

21. For more on “phenomenal character” see Alter and Walter 2007.

22. See the passages cited in the notes to section 1.
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it is impossible for there to be a constructing awareness-event without de-
termination.?

According to Ratnakirti, there are two ways in which objects are deter-
mined.?* It is through these “modes” of determination that determined
objects (0O2/O4) are constructed from what directly appears in, and is
grasped by, awareness (O1/03). Another way of putting this is to say that the
determined-content of a state of awareness is constructed from its manifest-
content. The first mode of determination is the construction of an individual
or token. Ratnakirti sometimes refers to this as the capacity to determine
singularity (ekatva-adhyavasiya).?® He explains what this means through
the following examples. Given that all existing things are momentary,

23. It is worth noting that the qualifying phrase “for example” is necessary, since there
are other reasons that only determined objects are said to be “actionable.” The relationship
between having phenomenal character and being actionable that is implied in this sentence
is also not explicitly stated by Ratnakirti. An interesting “limit case” is what Jaianasrimitra
calls “entirely habitual action” (atyantablyisa), or reflex action. See JNA (AP 230.27-231.02),
which is quoted and translated below.

For a discussion of the history of “determination” (adhyavasaya) in the Buddhist episte-
mological tradition see McCrea and Patil 2006 and the references contained therein. For a
discussion of the concept of determination in the work of Dharmakirti see Katsura 1993 and
Dunne 2004. The simplest account that Ratnakirti gives of determination is as follows:
RNA (AS 65.25-65.26): “What is the meaning of ‘it is determined by it’? What it means is
that ‘although it is not manifest, it is made into an object of positive activity’”
sitam iti ko rthal | apratibhase *pi pravyttivisayikytam iti yo rthal). See also RNA (KS 73.09):
apratibhise *pi pravyttivisayikytam adhyavaseyatvam, and RNA (CAPV 140.0): apratibhise pi
pravrttivisayikytam ity avthab.

(tadadbyava-

24. See also chapter 4, section 3.1.2, where this issue was also discussed.

25. RNA (CADPV 143.12-143.14): “For a vertical universal there is, because of ignorance,
a determination of singularity, even though different moments are known through sense
perception. In the same way, for a horizontal universal as well there is, just on the basis of
ignorance, a determination of difference, even though what is known through reflexive-
awareness is a nondifference in images” (yathordhvam indviyapratyaksatah ksanabhede pratite
py avidyavasad ckatvadhyavasayas tathia tiryak svasamvedanapratyaksenakarabhede “dbigate py
avidyavasad eva bhedavasayah). Note the relationship in this passage between “vertical uni-
versals” and the “determination of singularity” and “horizontal universals” and the “deter-
mination of difference.” In both cases, ignorance conceals what is directly present to our
awareness and determination results in what is actionable by us. The determination of sin-
gularity results in the construction of an individual/token from different moments. The
determination of difference results in the construction of an individual/token, by abstract-
ing it out from its universal/type.
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the determination of singularity describes the construction of a single
continuum (santana) from the direct awareness of one discrete moment
(ksana-grabana).?° It is, in other words, the construction of a persisting indi-
vidual from a series of discrete moments. The determination of singularity is
also at work in the construction of an individual from its various constitu-
ents/components. For Ratnakirti, an individual is nothing more than a col-
lection (samudaya) of components. From the direct awareness of only one of
its components, Ratnakirti argues that an individual collection can be con-
structed. He explains, for example, that by directly sensing only its color it is
possible to determine the pot of which the sensed color is a component.?” It
is, moreover, this determined pot or pot-continuum that is said to be the
actual object of sense perception.?

Regardless of whether it is understood as a continuum or as a collection,
the determination of singularity is, as these two examples suggest, the deter-
mination or construction of an individual/token from the directly grasped
object of perception.?® Let us refer to this object as Oz.1. More details about
how this object is constructed will be given below. The second mode of de-
termination is the construction of a set, type, or collection of tokens. Let us

26. RNA (KSA 73.24): “It is like coming to know a continuum from grasping a mo-
ment” (ksanagrabane santananiscayavat).

27. RNA (KSA 73.24-73.25): “It is like coming to know a pot that is made up of color,
taste, smell, and touch from grasping only its color” (ripamatragrahane riparasagandha-
sparviatmakaghataniscayavac ca).

RNA (VN 109.18-109.19): “And therefore, given our ordinary, everyday sources of
knowledge, even though it is only the color component of a pot—which is made up of a col-
lection of color, taste, smell, and touch components—that is grasped, it is accepted that the
collection is known on the basis of perception” (tatas ca samvyavahavikapramanapeksaya rii-
parasagandhasparsasamudaydtmakasya ghatasya vispabhedamatvagrahane “pi pratyaksatah sam-
wdayasiddhivyavasthi).

28. This is clear from RNA (CAPV 143.13) and RNA (VN 109.18-109.19), where the
term “perception” (pratyaksa) is used, and from RNA (KSA 73.24-73.25), where the term
“sense perception” (indviyapratyaksa) is used to refer to awareness-events in which these
constructed tokens are objects. In addition, in RNA (KSA 73.20-73.23), which is the pas-
sage immediately preceding the examples cited above, Ratnakirti explains that the tokens
described in the examples are supposed to be the objects of perception.

29. In principle, the “determination of singularity” (ekatva-adhyavasaya) can also de-
scribe the construction of types such as the collection of all pots. In this case, the part or
component that is being directly grasped may be an individual pot. Components and collec-
tions are, therefore, defined relative to one another.
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refer to such a collection as Oz2.2. From a number of different contexts, it is
clear that the set of individual pots or types, such as pot, smoke, and fire, are
examples of O2.2 objects.? It is also clear that these objects are supposed to
be the indirect objects of perception.3!

2.2.1. UNIVERSALS AND PARTICULARS

Ratnakirti’s understanding of the distinction between particulars (svalak-
sana) and universals (samanya) helps to explain this a bit further, and pro-
vides some of the conceptual resources necessary for understanding how
these two modes of determination bring about the construction of such ob-
jects. While Ratnakirti most often refers to O2 objects as being determined
objects, he also describes them as being universals (samanya), and says
specifically that the determined object of perception is a universal—that
is, an object that is “excluded from those that do not have its form”
(atadripaparavrtta).® This is, of course, exactly how semantic value was
described in chapter 4. It should be clear, therefore, that for Ratnakirti both
exclusion and determination are necessary for explaining how the indirect
objects of both perception and inferential/verbal awareness are constructed.
This general description of the determined object of perception can be made
more precise by specifying the meaning of the phrase “those that do not
have its form.” More specifically, as discussed in chapter 4, a universal is
either an object that is excluded from those that belong to the same class
(sagatiya) or an object that is excluded from those that belong to a different

30. RNA (KSA 73.21-73.23): “The entire collection of things that is excluded from those
that do not have its form cannot be the grasped object of sense perception, since it is not
directly manifest. But it is without a doubt the determined object, since when one compo-
nent of it is grasped, conceptualization is produced that ascertains pervasion between two
such collections” (sakalatadripaparavyttavastumatvam saksid asphuranit pratyaksasya grihyo
visayo ma bhiit | tadekadesagrabane tu tanmatrayor vyaptiniscayakavikalpajananad adbyavaseyo
visayo bhavaty eva).

31. See RNA (KSA 73.21-73.23), which is quoted and translated in the previous note.

32. RNA (VN 109.17): “But the determined object is a universal, i.c., a genericized-
particular excluded from those that do not have its form” (adhyavaseyam tu simanyam, atad-
ripaparavyttasvalaksanamatratmakam). The passage of which this sentence is a part is
quoted and translated in notes 7 and 27. Also see RNA (KSA 73.21-73.23), which is quoted
and translated in note 30.
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class (vijatiyn).33 These two sorts of exclusion, which are identified as forms of
determination, result in the construction of two different sorts of universals.

In chapter 4 the first sort of universal was called a “vertical universal”
(rdhva-samanyn): an object that is excluded from those that belong to the
same class.3* Tokens, such as an individual pot or pot-continuum, are ex-
amples. Object O2.1 is understood to be a vertical universal. The second sort
of universal was called a “horizontal universal” (tiryak-samanyn): an object
that is excluded from those that belong to a different class.®® A type, such as
the class or set of pots, is an example of this sort of universal. O2.2 is under-
stood to be a horizontal universal. As the indirect objects of perceptual
states of awareness, it 1s important to keep in mind that both O2.1 and O2.2
are perceptible. In perceptual states of awareness, then, universals are deter-
mined, and are therefore the indirect objects of that state of awareness. Fur-
thermore, they are constructed through the different modes of determination
from the direct objects of that state of awareness, i.c., Or1. According to Rat-
nakirti, it is therefore possible to perceive universals regardless of whether
they are vertical universals, such as a pot, smoke, or cow-tokens, or horizon-
tal universals, such as kind properties or classes.

In this context, Ors, the objects from which O2.r and O2.2 are con-
structed, are referred to by a number of different terms. They are said to be
parts (desn), pieces (bhedm), special properties (visesa), and also particulars
(svalaksana).3® According to Ratnakirti, particulars are conceptually differ-
entiated from universals in that they are neither just excluded from those
that belong to the same class nor just excluded from those that belong to a
different class. Although Ratnakirti never describes them in this way, a

33. The terms “those that belong to the same class” (sajazzya) and “those that belong to a
different class™ (vijatiya) are quite common in RNA, and are used in a number of different
contexts. See, for example, RNA (KSA 81.26), where they occur together. Although the
term “excluded from those that belong to the same class” does not seem to occur, the term
“excluded from those that belong to a different class™ (vijati/vijatiya-vyavytta) is not uncom-
mon. See RNA (AP 58.03, 59.26, 64.02, 66.13).

34. RNA (CADV 143.12), quoted above.

35. RNA (CAPV 143.12), quoted above. Ratnakirti uses the term “excluded from a different
class” (vijativyavytta) to refer to dissimilarity classes at RNA (AS 66.05-66.06) and RNA (AS
66.13). Although he is discussing semantic value in these passages, his remarks also apply to
perceptual value, since both are the determined objects of their respective states of awareness.

36. RNA (KSA 73.22, 73.24), RNA (VN 109.19), RNA (KSA 74.07), RNA (VN 109.16—
109.17), and RNA (KSA 73.25-73.29), respectively.
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particular may be thought of as an object that is excluded from those that
belong to the same class and those that belong to a different class (sajatiya-
vijatiyn-vyavytta).’” Ratnakirti understands such particular objects to be the
basic objects from which determined objects are constructed. In the context
of perceptual states of awareness, it is Orts that are said to be particulars.
From Ratnakirti’s examples, it is clear that the individual moments of a con-
tinuum and the individual components of a collection are also Ors.

2.2.2. CONSTRUCTING O2.1 AND O2.2

The concepts described thus far make it possible to reconstruct Ratnakirti’s
view of how O2.1 and O2.2 objects are constructed from O1. Although there
are a variety of contexts in which Ratnakirti describes this process, one of
the more detailed descriptions is in his “Demonstration of Momentary De-
struction” (Ksanabhangasiddhi).® Here Ratnakirti explains that even though
each and every component part that constitutes an O2 object is utterly
distinct from every other such part, a relevant set of parts—that is, O1s/
subimages—are nevertheless associated with one another prior to the con-
struction of Oz. They are associated with one another in the sense that they
are brought together within Or by a sufficiently similar—for all practical pur-
poses the “same”—causal complex (sadpsasamagriprasitn) and they bring
about sufficiently similar—for all practical purposes the “same”—effects
(sadySakaryakarin).®® There is, therefore, a linked set of component Ors/

37. This description of a particular is given at MTBh 21.12.

38. RNA (KSA 67.03-82.17). This text has been critically edited and translated, with an-
notations, in Woo 1999.

39. RNA (KSA 74.07-74.15): “Now perception grasps a single particular [but] leads to
the establishment of a collection of particulars, which are excluded from those that do not
have their form. It does so by bringing about the ascertainment/determination of a thing-
in-general that is excluded from those that do not have its form, on the basis of a connection,
that is to say (i), in virtue of all of those particulars (vifesz) being similar, since they were
produced by a similar total causal complex and bring about a similar effect. This is just like
establishing that perception grasps a pot: it grasps only a color-component, which is invari-
ably related to a single total causal complex, [but]| brings about the ascertainment/determi-
nation of the pot. If this were not the case, neither ‘pots’ nor a pot-continuum could be
established through perception, since neither is grasped in its entirety (sarvatmand). More-
over, ‘grasping one part of it’ is not different in the case of a thing excluded from those that
do not have its form. Given this, it should be the case that through this very method there
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subimages that is individuated by its causes and potential effects. One of
these causally linked components is the particular, functional O1 object,
such as the grasped moment of a continuum or the color-component of a
pot, from which the universal O2 will be constructed.

Although all of the mental images that constitute the one multifaceted
nondual O1 image are inseparable, there is a process whereby specific groups
of its constituent images, which are here called “particulars,” or O1s, come to
be associated with one another. While Ratnakirti does not say very much
about this, it seems as though what brings about this grouping is an unend-
ing series of latent karmic-impressions (anadivasana). His remarks suggest
that it is the ripening of karmic seeds that begins the process of individuating,
constructing, and determining objects.*® The specific details are never men-
tioned. What seems likely, however, is that appealing to karmic-impressions
is a way of accounting for at least some of the factors that regulate the exclu-
sion process, such as why a specific linked-image p (rather than some image 4)
is the manifest-content of a particular perceptual state of awareness.*!

Having shown that particular Or1s can be linked together in this way, Rat-
nakirti then explains how an O2 object can be constructed. He points out that
even though only one particular Or is the direct object of perception, by
grasping it, it is possible to be “in touch with” all of the other particulars with

can also be an awareness of the pervasion of all particulars, as in the relation of characteris-
tics [e.g., the color-component of a pot] with what is characterized [e.g., the pot]” (atha
tesam sarvesam eva visesanam sadyiatvat sadysasamagriprasitatvat sadySakaryakaritvad iti
pratydsattyi ckavisesagrahakam pratyaksam atadvipaparavyttamatre niscayam janayad atodyi-
paparavyttavisesamatrasya vyavasthapakam | yathaikasamagripratibaddharipamatragrahakam
pravyaksam ghate niscayam janayad ghatagrahakam vyavasthapyate | anyatha ghato “pi ghatasan-
tdno “pi pravyaksaro na sidhyet, sarvitmandagrahanabhavar | tadekadeingrabanam tv atadvipa-
paravytte py avisistam | yady evam anenniva kramena sarvasyn visesasyn visesanavisesyabhavavad
vyaptipratipattiv apy astu). For parallel passages see PVSV 158.20, JNA (KBhA 52.03-52.09),
and PVSVT s562.10, where the term “prazyasattya” is glossed with the term “sadysyena.”

40. At RNA (CAPV 138.14-138.16), for example, Ratnakirti explains: “We do not say
that there is positive activity through superimposition, but rather that what leads to positive
activity toward an external object, even one that is not seen, is an awareness-event that is
produced by the ripening of latent karmic impressions. This is, of course, the error that is
inherent in everyday life” (na vayam avopena pravyttim brismah | kim tarhi, svavasaniapari-
pakavasad upajayamanaiva sia buddhir apasyanty api balyam bahye pravrttim atanoti, iti vi-
Plutaiva samsavitmiki ca). See also RNA (AS 66.04), where the second part of this passage
is quoted, and MTBh 68.07-68.08.

41. These “factors” will be discussed in greater detail below.
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which it is linked in a specific causal context. Object Or is the manifest image
p that is individuated by its identity conditions I, defined here in terms of
causes and potential effects. By excluding this “subimage” from what does not
have its form (atadvigpaparavrtta)—where “having its form” defines the selec-
tion set S—there is also the exclusion of the subimages with which it is linked.
Thus, if a linked set of images is excluded from the linked sets of images that
belong to the “same class,” a vertical universal or individual token (Oz2.1) will
be constructed. If, however, the set is excluded from those that belong to a
“different class,” a horizontal universal or type (O2.2) will be constructed.

Consider, for example, an Oz2.1 object such as a blue pot. According to
Ratnakirti this individual pot is simply a specific collection of directly sen-
sible particulars. For simplicity, suppose it is a collection of just the color
“blue,” the shape “round,” and the smell “carthy.” By grasping the particular
color “blue”—which, in this case, is the O1 object, p—perception is also in
touch with all of the other particulars with which this particular color “blue”
is linked, i.e., the particular shape “round,” the particular smell “earthy,” etc.
By excluding this particular color “blue” from all of the things that are not
linked in the relevant way with non-this-blue-particulars—that is, the dis-
similarity class non-P—what remains is the similarity class like-P, which is
made up of this particular color “blue” and all of the other particulars with
which it is linked. In other words, what remains is an individual blue pot,
i.e., a vertical universal like object Oz.1. Now suppose that what is grasped is
this blue pot. By excluding this particular blue pot, p, from those things that
do not have a “blue” color-particular, a “round” shape-particular, and an
“earthy” smell-particular—that is, the dissimilarity class non-P—what re-
mains is all of the things that have the linked particulars, the color “blue,”
the shape “round,” and the smell “carthy.” In other words, what remains is
the similarity class like-P, the set of blue pots, i.e., a horizontal universal, like
object Oz2.2. Thus, according to Ratnakirti, both vertical and horizontal uni-
versals are perceived, in the sense that they are constructed through exclu-
sion to be the determined-content of perception.

2.2.3. DETERMINING EXTERNALITY: O2E

In addition to its essential role in the construction of O2 objects, determina-
tion also seems to account for the phenomenality of perception, most impor-
tantly our sense that the objects of sense perception are in some sense external
to us and therefore actionable. For Ratnakirti, determination includes the
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capacity of awareness-events to externally place or project an Oz object. Let us
refer to such an externally projected (bahir-adhyasta) object as Oze. Oze ob-
jects are the secemingly “subject-independent” objects that we purport to see,
hear, taste, smell, touch, act upon, etc. More specifically, for Ratnakirti, an
O2¢ object is an externally projected mental image that only appears to be in-
dependent of us.*? Oze¢ is the kind of “external” object that we generally take
to be the object of sense perception. Like all O2 objects, however, it is actu-
ally a similarity class or constructed universal that, despite appearing in aware-
ness, appears to us as if it were present in the external world. It is the result of
our (mis)taking what appears in awareness as something that does not. This
is the case whether Oze is a projection of an O2.1 or an O2.2 object.

There is another sense in which O2 objects are also considered to be “ex-
ternal” by Ratnakirti. Not only are O2 objects “external” in the sense that
they are taken to be subject-independent, but they are also “external” in the
sense that they are external to the image that directly appears in that
awareness-event. For example, when we see a tree, the tree that we take our-
selves to be seeing is something that we think is external to us.*3 It is an ob-
ject like Oze. This is also the case with the semantic value of the word “tree.”
What we understand by the word “tree” is generally something that we
think is external to us. It too is an object like Oz2e. Suppose, however, I
choose to reflect upon the mental image of the tree that I (mis)take to be ex-
ternal to me. In this case, the object that I am reflecting upon is not the
mental image itself, which is the manifest-content of reflexive awareness, but
the relevant determined object that I can “mentally” act upon. According to
Ratnakirti, this object is, strictly speaking, “external,” in the sense that like

O2e¢ it is external to the awareness-event in which it appears.**

42. See RNA (AS 60.06), discussed in chapter 4, where the phrase “conceptually con-
structed mental image that is externally projected/determined” (bahiradhyasta vikalpabud-
dhyakara) is used to refer to O4e. That Ratnakirti would agree to describe Oze in the same
way is, I think, clear from his numerous descriptions of determination as “that through
which an object of activity is constructed.” For two very clear cases where this description is
used, specifically in cases of perception, sce RNA (KSA 73.00-73.18), which is partially
quoted and translated in note 1o. For a clear case where this description is meant to apply to
both perceptual and inferential/verbal awareness see RNA (VN 109.13-109.23), which is
also partially quoted and translated in note 7.

43. See chapter 4, section 3.2.

44.JNA (AP 229.07-229.10): “Therefore, just as on the basis of determination an exter-
nal tree is conditionally adopted as what is denoted by the word ‘tree,’ in the same way it is
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2.3. Intentional Activity

Once this aspect of determination is in view, it becomes clear why Ratnakirti
describes Oz objects as being the objects of activity (pravytti-visaya).* In fact,
for him, determined objects are by definition the only kinds of objects that we
can act upon. Ratnakirti explains further that there are three sorts of activity
(vrtti): bodily (kayiki), verbal (vacikt), and mental (manast). The objects of
these various forms of activity are the objects that we in some way physically
act upon, e.g., pots, cows, trees, etc; those that we linguistically act upon, e.g.,
semantic value; and those that we are aware of mentally, e.g., concepts such as
“pot,” “cows,” “trees,” etc. In his “Debating Multifaceted Nonduality” Ratna-
kirti briefly illustrates the relationships between determination, these three
forms of activity, and their objects.*® He explains, for example, that the deter-
mination that there is fire in a particular place can lead to all three forms of
activity. For a person who instinctively withdraws her hand after touching the
flames of a campfire, the fire that she touches and from which she withdraws
her hand is a determined Oz¢ object of her bodily activity. Determining that
there is fire in a particular place can also produce linguistic activity in the form
of a sentence such as “I know that there is fire in that place.” In this sentence,
the semantic value of the word “fire” is the object of the speaker’s linguistic
activity. It is important to keep in mind that even though, as a result of deter-
mination, perceptual awareness-events may involve conceptualization, they

only on the basis of determination that one talks about affirming or denying [any] external
object. Even when, due to certain circumstances, one examines a mental image, having
brought it to mind by means of another conceptualization, then too there is affirmation and
denial of what is external to this conceptualization” (tasmad yatha vrksasabdena bahyo vrkso
“Ahyavasayad abhidbeyo vyavasthapitah, tathadlyavasayad eva bahyasya vidhir nisedho va vyava-
hriyate | yadapi kurascit prakavaniad buddhyakaram kanicid vikalpantarenadaya pariksa, tadapi
tadvikalpad bahya eva vidhinisedhau).

45. While this term is only used once, at RNA (CAPV 139.18), the concept is clearly re-
ferred to in many other places. For some of these references, see below.

46. RNA (CAPV 139.17-139.19): “Just as the determination “There is fire here’ leads to
bodily activity, it also leads to verbal activity, i.c., ‘Fire has been apprehended by me,’ and to
mental activity as well, in the form of the reflective awareness of this mental image” (ihagnir
atvety adhyavasiyo yatha kayikim vrttim prasite tathagnir mayi pratiyata iti vacikim api pro-
siite, etadakaranuvyavasayaripim manasim api prasaovati | evam ca sati yarhia vikalpenayam
artho gyhita iti niscayaly). For a parallel passage sce JNA (AP 226.25-227.01).
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never involve language.*” As a result, no object of a perceptual awareness-
event can ever be the object of verbal activity. The object of verbal activity must
be, therefore, the determined object of an inferential/verbal state of awareness.
These O4 objects will be discussed in section 3. Finally, according to Ratna-
kirti, the determination that there is fire in a particular place can also produce
mental activity, in the form of one’s reflective awareness of the image or con-
cept of the fire that we take to be the object of our bodily or verbal activity.

Other than this brief illustration, Ratnakirti does not discuss the three
forms of activity in detail. He also does not provide a detailed analysis of the
objects of these forms of activity. What is clear from his remarks, however, is
that determined objects such as Oz (and O4) are the kinds of objects that we
act upon. O2s should be described, therefore, not only as “universals” and
the “determined-content” of perception, but also as the objects of activity.
Insofar as they are mental objects, e.g., concepts or ideas, Ratnakirti under-
stands them to be the determined objects of reflexive awareness and so the
objects of specifically mental activity. Insofar as we (mis)take such objects to
be subject-independent, however, they are like Oze, and so the objects of
bodily or linguistic activity.

2.4. Infevential Reasoning: Part 1

Ratnakirti tries to show that his account of the contents of perception, more
than just serving as the basis for a general account of intentional activity, can
also be used, successfully, to explain reality-involving practices that his oppo-
nents, while agreeing that they depend upon perception, do not think can be
explained exclusively in terms of objects like O1, O2.1, O2.2, and Oze. One
such practice is the process of establishing an inference-warranting relation. By
considering this practice in the context of making an inference-for-one’s-own-
sake (svarthanumana), it is possible to see how Ratnakirti might use such an
account to explain other reality-involving practices involving perception.*
Attention to this issue also begins to address the question of how Ratnakirti
applies the theory of exclusion and his account of mental objects/images to
philosophical problems that are more specific to inferential reasoning.

47. See Patil 2007 and chapter 6, section 3 for a discussion that somewhat complicates this.
48. Since we are considering perceptual states of awareness it is necessary to consider an
inference-for-one’s-own-sake and not an inference for another, which is said to be linguistic in
nature. See MTBh 24.02-24.08; and for a short discussion of this see Tillemans 2000:xv—xvi.
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Consider, for instance, the standard example, introduced in chapter 2, of
inferring that there is fire (the target property) on a particular mountain (the
site of the inference) by seeing smoke (the reason property) rising up from
it.*” The thought process that results in the inference that there is fire on that
mountain is understood by Buddhist philosophers like Ratnakirti to take
place in two stages.>® The first stage involves seeing “smoke rising up from
a particular mountain.” Earlier this was referred to as the “site subcompo-
nent” of the inference-instrument.®! The second stage requires remembering
that “wherever there is smoke there is fire.” This was referred to earlier as the
“pervasion subcomponent” of the inference-instrument.>> This two-part
process is said to result immediately in the awareness that “there is fire on
that mountain.” One way to analyze this process is in terms of the following
objects: the perceived object, the horizontal universal/token “smoke-on-that-
mountain-at-a-particular-time” (O2.1/0z2¢); the two invariably concomitant
objects, the vertical universals/types “fire-in-general” and “smoke-in-general”
(02.2); and the contents of inferential/verbal awareness: its manifest-content,
the universal “fire-in-general” (O3), and its determined-content, the particu-
lar “fire-on-that-mountain-at-this-time.” (O4e¢). For Ratnakirti, these are
the “objects” involved in the inferential process.

Given Ratnakirti’s inventory of mental objects/images, the perceived ob-
ject “smoke-on-that-mountain-at-a-particular-time” is clearly the determined-
content of sense perception. As such, it is a similarity class, like the vertical

49. See chapter 2, section I.4.

50. MTBh 24.02-24.04 describes an inference-for-one’s-own-sake (svarthanumana) as
follows: “An inference that is ‘for oneself” is one that is ‘for one’s own sake.” It is of the nature
of awareness. After he sees smoke on a property-possessing location such as a mountain, an
awareness of fire is produced in a certain inquirer. An object that is beyond the range of the
senses is made known to him, and to no other, through that awareness. This is an inference

tES)

‘for one’s own sake’” (svasmai yar tar svartham anumanam jianatmakom | parvatadon
dbarmini dbimadikam dystvi yasya pratipattur vabnijidnam utpadyate, sa eva tena jianena
pavoksam arvtham pratipadyate nanya iti svirtham anumanam).

The two steps of an inferential argument are described at MTBh 27.12—27.13 as follows:
“For Buddhists, the statement of an inferential argument has only two parts: pervasion and
the property of being located in the site of the inference” (vyaptipaksadharmatasamjiakam
avyavayavam eva sadbanavikyam saugatanim).

s1. See chapter 2, section 2.3, where the idea is first discussed, and chapter 3, section 3,
where the term is first used.

52. See chapter 2, section 2.3, where the idea is first discussed, and chapter 3, section 1,
where the term is first used.
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universal O2.1, but externally projected. It is an object that appears to us as
being subject-independent. In other words, it is an Oz2e object.

Unlike the Oz2.1 and Oze objects that I described earlier, however, this
object is described as being spatially and temporally located.?® According to
Ratnakirti, objects can be identified by their spatial, temporal, and image-
specifying coordinates (defa-kila-akara-niyata).>* “Image-specifying” coor-
dinates refer to all of the identity conditions of an object other than its spatial
and temporal coordinates. Thus Oze objects can be described as mental ob-
jects that are constructed through exclusion and determined to be present in

“l!)

a particular locus “/” and at a particular time “#.” While Ratnakirti is not
explicit about how to account for the spatial and temporal coordinates of an
object, they do not seem to be a part of the one dynamic and complex collec-
tion that is O1.% It seems therefore that the spatial and temporal features of
an object are supposed to be explained by the various “factors” that are built
into the idea that latent karmic-impressions are essential for the construction
of objects. If this is the case, spatio-temporal features are reflected in both I
and S, and are bundled into the constructed O2 object by exclusion and de-
termination. For now, what is important is that for the perceived token
“smoke-on-that-mountain-at-a-particular-time,” a set of three individuating
characteristics can be specified. Thus, what we see when we see “smoke-on-
that-mountain-at-a-particular-time” is, according to Ratnakirti, an Oze¢ ob-
ject. This is in part how the content of the first stage in the process of

53. See section 2.2.

54. Ratnakirti usually prefers the equivalent phrase “desa-kala-svabhava-niyama.” For
some examples of how he uses this term see RNA (ISD 41.12), RNA (ISD 48.07), and RNA
(KSA 69.03). There are far too many uses of this term to list them all here. See also MTBh
21.08—21.09, where the more familiar term “defa-kala-svabhava-niyata™ is used to describe
the coordinates of a particular (svalaksana) pot. For more on the specificity of such particu-
lars see, for example, RNA (KSA 73.12-73.18) and RNA (KSA 74.07-74.15), which are
quoted and translated in note 39. For an excellent discussion of the history of this triad see
Yoshimizu (forthcoming).

ss. Ratnakirti refers to temporality briefly at RNA (CAPV 142.29-142.32): “All sense
perceptions—erroneous and nonerroneous, with conceptual construction and without con-
ceptual construction, white and black—are nondifferent awareness-events, since they are
grasped together. But priority and posteriority cannot be known at all” (bhramabhramakal-
panakalpanani, $atasitadiny akbilaksajani | jianany abhinnani sahopalabdheh, pirvaparatvam
tu na vedyam eva). Other than the first metrical foot, this is a quotation of JNA (SSS 458.14—
458.17).
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inferring something for oneself can be understood in terms of Ratnakirti’s
account of mental objects/images.>

The second stage in the process of inferring something for oneself is the
act of remembering that given the presence of smoke, the presence of fire is
epistemically necessary.”” In order to remember this, however, it is necessary
to have previously established that smoke and fire are related to one another
through the “production-mode” of pervasion, and that they are therefore
invariably concomitant.’® As Ratnakirti explains, this amounts to establish-
ing that the horizontal universal/type “smoke” is invariably concomitant
with the horizontal universal/type “fire.” For Ratnakirti, inference-warranting
relations are supposed to be relations between universals, and in the case of
the production-mode of pervasion, between horizontal universals.>® The is-
sue that I want to consider is how, given his inventory of mental objects/
images, Ratnakirti accounts for this.®?

According to Ratnakirti, establishing that the production-mode of per-
vasion obtains in a specific case—for example, between smoke and fire—is
possible through a sequence of three awareness-events, whose objects seem
to be vertical universals/tokens like O2.1 that are (mis)taken to be Oze. Rat-
nakirti describes two sequences of such awareness-events.®! The first is de-
scribed as follows: (1) the nonapprehension of smoke and fire in a single
locus—such as a kitchen; (2) the perception of fire in that locus, and nothing
new other than fire; and finally (3) the perception of smoke in that locus.
Through this procedure the positive concomitance of smoke with fire—i.e.,
that there is smoke only where there is fire—is supposed to be established.®?

56. For a discussion of relations such as “on” (that is, “presence™) see section 5.2.

57. See chapter 2, section 1.4.

8. See chapter 2, section 3.2.2.

59. There are a number of places where Ratnakirti makes it clear that pervasion is estab-
lished between “types” or “similarity classes.” See, for example, RNA (KSA 73.11-73.23),
RNA (KSA 74.07-74.13), and RNA (VN 109.13-109.36), which are partially quoted and
translated in notes 68, 39, and 7, 27, and 32, respectively.

60. For an excellent discussion of the history of this issue, and some of the philosophical
problems that are raised by it, see Gillon 1991, Inami 1999, Kajiyama 1963, Lasic 1999, Lasic
2003, and Woo 1999:180-181. See also MTBh 28.02—-28.15, where this issue is discussed.

61. For a discussion of this approach see Kajiyama 1963, Inami 1999, Lasic 1999, and
Lasic 2003.

62. RNA (VN 111.02-111.03): “Someone who sees, in sequence, two things that were not
seen before or does not see, in sequence, two things that were seen knows the nature of a
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The second sequence of awareness-events is described as follows: (1') the
perception of both smoke and fire in a single locus (along with all of the
other things that are present in that locus); (2') the nonapprehension of fire
in that locus, and nothing other than fire; and finally (3') the nonapprehen-
sion of smoke in that locus. Through this procedure the negative concomi-
tance of smoke with fire—i.c., that there is the absence of smoke only where
there is the absence of fire—is supposed to be established.5?

Given the episodic nature of awareness-events (each awareness-event can
have one and only one object) and his inventory of mental objects/images,
Ratnakirti faces two challenges with this proposed method for establishing
inference-warranting relations: he must show not only that this procedure
makes sense given the episodic nature of awareness-events, but also that
awareness-events whose objects are unrelated tokens can lead to an awareness-
event of a relation between types.

In responding to an opponent who argues that because awareness-events
are episodic in nature, it is not possible for this procedure to result in the
awareness of a relation between #wo things, Ratnakirti provides a more de-
tailed account of how relational-awareness, specifically the awareness that
some ¢ is the effect of some ¢ (and so invariably concomitant with it), is pos-
sible.®* Here is Ratnakirti’s description of how positive concomitance is es-
tablished: assuming an awareness-event Ar, in which neither a thing ¢ nor a
thing ¢ is apprehended in a locus, /, Ratnakirti explains that in a subsequent
awareness-event, A2, a thing ¢, which is the determined-content of percep-
tion, appears. According to Ratnakirti, this awareness-event also projects an

cause and effect, for otherwise it would be never-ending” (pragadystan kramat pasyan vetti
hetuphalasthitim | dystan v kramaso “pasyann anyathi tv anavasthitir it7). For parallels see
JNA (VC 169.02), which is also quoted at JNA (KKBhS 319.22).

JNA (VC 165.5-165.7): “If someone knows that there is the absence of smoke when there
is the absence of fire, then, when there is only the absence of fire <2>, the nonobservation of
smoke <3>, which is preceded by the joint apprehension [of fire and smoke] <1>, can be used
to prove a connection [between effect and cause|” (yadagnyabhave dhitmabhavam pratyeti,
tada sahopalambhapizrvakam <1> agnimatrabhave <2> dhiamadarianam <3> upayuktam prat-
ibandhasiddbauw).

63. See JINA (KKBhS 317.03-317.05), where he briefly outlines both approaches. This pas-
sage is cited and commented upon in Kajiyama 1963:5 and Inami 1999:140. See also JNA
(VC 165.08-165.10).

64. For this objection see RNA (SSD 116.15-116.16) and Inami 1999:146, where he quotes
a similar objection from PVSVT 98.13-98.15.
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impression of ¢ into a subsequent awareness-event A3. Along with the im-
pression of ¢, there is, in awareness-event A3, the awareness of a single new
thing, e. Awareness-event A3 is thus supposed to lead to the awareness of
positive concomitance, namely, that given ¢ in locus /, there is ¢ in locus 1.6°
Here is a parallel description of how “negative concomitance™ is established:
Assuming an awareness-event Ar', in which both a thing ¢ and a thing ¢ are
apprehended in a single locus, /, Ratnakirti explains that in an awareness-
event A2', the absence of a thing ¢ in locus / is determined (as a result of
perceiving /). This awareness-event also projects an impression of the ab-
sence of ¢ in locus / into awareness-event A3'. Along with the impression of
the absence of ¢ in awareness-event A3, there is the awareness of the absence
of ¢ in locus /. Awareness-event A3' thus leads to the awareness of negative
concomitance, namely, that given the absence of ¢ in locus /, there is the ab-
sence of ¢.°¢ In both A3 and A3' two “objects” appear to be in relation to each

65. RNA (KSA 72.11-72.17): “Moreover, it is not the case, even given momentariness,
that our awareness of causal capacity is struck down. That is to say: The judgment/determi-
nation of positive concomitance—i.e., ‘given the presence of ¢, ¢ is present’—is produced by
an awareness-event [A3]. A3 grasps the effect [¢] as the primary effect of an awareness-event
[Az2] that grasps a cause [c]. A3 also contains within it an impression [of ¢| that has been
projected [into it] by A2. In just this way, the judgment/determination of negative
concomitance—i.e., ‘given the absence of ¢, there is an absence of £’—is produced by an
awareness-event [A3']. [A3'] grasps, relative to an effect [¢], an empty patch of ground as
the primary effect of an awareness-event [A2'] that grasps the empty patch of ground rela-
tive to a cause [c]. A3' also contains within it an impression [of ‘the empty patch of ground
relative to ¢’] that has been projected [into it] by [A2']” (na ca saty api ksanikatve samarthy-
apratitivyaghatah | tatha bi karanagrabijiianopadeyabhistena kiryagrahini jianena tadarpi-
tasamskaragarbhenasyn bhave asyn bhiva ity anvayaniscayo janyate | tathia karanapeksayi
bhitalakaivalyagrabijnanopadeyabhiitena karyapeksaya bhitalakaivalyagrahing jianena tod-
arvpitasamskaragarbhena asyabhave syabhava iti vyativekaniscayo janyate).

For another example of how this procedure is put to work see RNA (SS 3.21-3.29), where
he explains that this procedure can be used to show that the production mode of pervasion
obtains in the case of the reason property—a “mental image associated with meditative
practice”—and its target—a “clear and distinct manifestation”—just as it can in the case of
pot and potters or the image of a young woman and its manifestation in the mind of her
lovesick lover. See Bithneman 1980:8 and MTBh 61.15-62.03, quoted in Kajiyama 1963:488.
This argument is discussed in chapter 6, section 2.

66. See the relevant part of RNA (KSA 72.11-72.15), which is quoted and translated in note
65, and the very similar description at RNA (SSD 125.14-125.20): “That is to say: This condi-
tionally adopted position is casily established, even with [us] relying on a [momentary| mental
continuum, which subsists in the relation of a primary cause and primary effect. So, why bring
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other: what actually appears in awareness-event A3, however, is a single
“object”—¢ as produced by/due to c—and in A3’ the absence of ¢ produced
by/due to the absence of ¢. According to Ratnakirti, putting together two
previously grasped objects, ¢ and ¢ or the absence of ¢ and the absence of ¢, in

this way is just one of the features of mental construction.”

back a persisting self? [An] awareness of an effect-cause relation is consistent with this. In this
case the judgment/determination that ‘given the existence of ¢, ¢ exists’ is produced through an
awareness-event [A3]. [A3 grasps| an ‘existing-thing’ [¢] as the primary effect of an awareness-
event [A2] that ascertains an ‘existing-thing’ [¢]. A3 contains within it an impression [of ¢] that
is projected [into it] by A2. In the same way, negative concomitance is ascertained/determined —
i.e., ‘given the nonexistence of ¢, ¢ cannot exist” by an awareness-event [A3’]. [A3’] ascertains/
determines an empty patch of ground, relative to an ‘existing-thing’ [¢], as the primary effect
of an awareness-event [A2’] that ascertains/determines the empty patch of ground relative to
an ‘existing-thing’ [¢]. A3’ also contains within it an impression [of ‘the empty patch of ground
relative to ¢’] that has been projected [into it] by [A2’]” (tatha bi, upadanopadeyabhavas-
thitacittasantatim apy asvivyeyam vyavasthi sustheti katham armanam pratywjjivayatn | tatra
karyakaranabhivapratitis tivad andlkuld | tathapi, pragbhavivastunifcayajnanasyopadeyabhitena
tadarpitasamskaragarbbena pascadbhiavivastujnanenasmin satidam bhavatiti niscayo janyate |
tathia  pragbhavivastvapeksayi  kevalabhitalaniscayakagiianopadeyabhiitena  tadarpitasamskiara-
gavbhena pascadbhavivastvapeksayi kevalabhitalaniscayakajiidnenasminn asatidam na bhavatiti
vyativekaniscayo janyate). This is similar to how the process is described at MTBh 28.02-28.15.

67. RNA (KSA 72.20): “Given that this is the case, it is this conceptualization alone that
brings the two grasped objects together. This is because it brings together the objects
grasped in the two serial perceptual awareness-events, i.c., the two things that are related as
primary cause and primary effect” (evam sati grhisanusandhayaka eviyam vikalpah | upadano-
padeyabhitakramipratyaksadvayagrhitanusandhanat).

See RNA (SSD 127.01-127.06) for more on conceptualization as a “bringer together”
(anusandhayaka) of what is grasped: “Even though there cannot be a direct experience of a
previous and subsequent moment related as cause and effect in just one awareness-event,
[their] being a cause and being an effect [respectively] is definitely grasped by a pair of se-
quential awareness-events, which are the primary cause and effect. This [cannot be directly
experienced] because, since there isn’t an effect when the cause arises, we do not see the
[actual] effect, even though we grasp its capacity [i.c., the capacity of the cause, e.g., a seed]
to have it [i.e., the effect; e.g., a sprout] as an object. It is only when there is the determina-
tion of it that someone who has not acted is led to act by ‘seeing the effect.” In the same way,
when an effect is seen, its being an effect of that [cause] is definitely not grasped: it is
brought together [with its cause] through conceptualization” (yato hetuphalabhiitayoh piir-
vottavaksanayor ekaikena jiianenananubhave py upadanopideyabhitabhyam kramijiianabhyam
hetuphalatve grhita eva | kevalam hetukile phalabbavat tadvisayasamarthyagrabane “pi phali-
darianat tadavasaya evapravrtal kavyadarianena pravavtyate | tatha phalavalokane pi tat-
karyatagrhitaiva vikalpenanusandhiyate).
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If Ratnakirti’s account can explain how an awareness of a “relation” is
possible, the question that remains is how he can claim that the relation is
one of concomitance between types. There are a number of places in his work
where Ratnakirti provides just such an explanation. In his “Inquiry Into
Inference-Warranting Relations” (Vyaptinirnaya) and his “Demonstration of
Momentary Destruction” (Ksanabhangasiddii), Ratnakirti explains not only
that pervasion is a relation between types, but also how the perception of
objects that appear to be tokens—objects like ¢ and c—can lead to an aware-
ness involving types.%® Here Ratnakirti draws on his theory of exclusion. He

68. Consider the following passages: (1) RNA (KSA 73.18-73.23): “Even though it is in actu-
ality impossible for a single thing to persist over time, perception [still] grasps pervasion be-
tween a reason property and a target property, which are excluded from those that do not have
their form and [so are] present in all places and at all times. The reason for this is that the object
of perception is twofold, grasped and determined. An ‘entire collection of things that is ex-
cluded from what does not have its form” cannot be the grasped object of perception, since it is
not directly manifest. But it is, without a doubt, the determined object [of perception], since
when one component of it is grasped, it produces a conceptualization that can ascertain perva-
sion between two such collections. It is like coming to know a continuum from grasping a
moment and like coming to know a pot, which is made up of color, taste, smell, and touch,
from grasping only its color. If this were not the case, there would be the unwanted conse-
quence that all inferential reasoning would be impossible” (nanakalasyaikasya vastuno vastuto
sambhave pi sarvadesakalavartinor atadvispaparavyttayor eva sadlyasadhanayoh pratyaksena vyap-
tigrahanat | dvividho bi pratyaksasya visayah, grahyo “dlyavaseyas ca | sakalatadripaparavytiavas-
tumdtroon siaksiad asphurandt pragyaksasya grahyo visayo ma bhit | tadekadeingrabane tu tanmatrayor

vyaptiniscayakavikalpajananid adbyavaseyo visayo bhavaty eva | ksanagrabane santananiscayavat,
rispamatragrabane viparasagandhasparsatmakaghataniscayavac co | anyothi sarvanumanoc-
chedmprasanyyit). For some interesting parallel passages to this, see JNA (VC 166.11-166.21),
NBhii 140.22-140.25, and RNA (KS 74.07-74..13, which is partially quoted and translated in
note 39, and VN 109.13-109.19, which is partially quoted and translated in notes 7 and 27).

(2) RNA (VN 109.18-109.26): “And therefore, even though, relative to our everyday
sources of knowledge, what is grasped is only the color-component of a pot, which is consti-
tuted by a collection of color-, taste-, smell-, and touch-components, it is the collection that
is conditionally adopted. In this way, even though a single thing excluded from those that
do not have its form is grasped, it is correct that pervasion is grasped between a target-
property-in-general and a reason-property-in-general. Both are things-in-general that are
excluded from those that do not have their form and both become objects of awareness
through the exclusion of a nonconnection” (tatas ca samvyavahavikapramanapeksayi vi-
parasagandhasparsasamudayatmakasya ghatasya rvipamatragrahane pi pratyaksatah samu-
dayasiddhivyavasthi | tathaikasyatadvipaparavyttasyn grabane “pi sadbyasadbanasamanyayor
atadvipaparavyttavastumatratmanor ayogavyavacchedena visayabhittayor vyaptigraho yukta eva).
Note that RNA (VN 109.13-109.18) is quoted in note 7.
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argues that just as an individual collection—a vertical universal/token—can
become the object of a perceptual awareness-event by directly grasping only
one of its components, a horizontal universal/type can become an object of
a perceptual awareness-event by directly grasping only one of its component
tokens.%? This is possible in Ratnakirti’s view since tokens and types are con-
structed through two different modes of determination from the same di-
rectly perceived object.”® There is in his view nothing special about perceiving
tokens rather than types since both are just similarity classes constructed
through exclusion and determination.

Insofar as both ¢ and ¢ are the objects of sense perception, they are Oze
objects and, more specifically, O2.1 objects that have been externally pro-
jected. Given exclusion, however, they can also be perceived as types, that is
as O2.2 objects. For example, in awareness-event A1' the object of awareness
is a locus, /, in which both smoke and fire are present. Here the perceived
smoke, ¢, and fire, ¢, are externally projected O2.1 objects. In awareness-
event A2' the object of awareness is the absence of fire, ¢, which, according to
Ratnakirti, is nothing other than the perception of locus /—an Oze object—
characterized by the absence/exclusion of fire. In this case, the “fire” is an
O2.2 object. What is absent is not just a fire token, but all fire. What is pro-
jected into awareness-event A3' is therefore an impression of an Oz2.2 object.
In awareness-event A3’ the object of awareness is the absence of smoke—
another Oz2.2 object—which, because of the impression from Az2', appears
not just as an awareness of the absence of smoke—the O2.2 object “all
smoke”—but as the awareness that the absence of smoke is accompanied by/
due to the absence of fire—the Oz2.2 object “all fire.” In perceiving O2 ob-
jects, one perceives not only Oz.1 but also O2.2.71

Ratnakirti argues that inference-warranting relations such as pervasion
can be established through the perception of types, like object O2.2. One
thing that differentiates these objects from tokens is that they do not have
spatial or temporal coordinates. They are differentiated from other types,
cither through the perceived component from which they were constructed
or from the perceived token through which the type comes to be perceptible.
For these objects, only one of the three individuating coordinates, the
image-specifying coordinate, can be described. They are, in this sense, not

69. See chapter 3 and section 2.2.1.
70. See chapter 3 and section 2.2.1.
71. See Lasic 2003:192, where he briefly discusses this issue.
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spatio-temporally located. They are also different from Oz2.1 in their phe-
nomenal character—whatever it is like to be aware of them is clearly different
from what it is like to be aware of an object like Oz2.1.

What is remembered in the second step of an inference-for-one’s-own-sake
is what was originally perceived, namely, that the type “smoke” and the type
“fire” are invariably concomitant. Unfortunately, Ratnakirti does not discuss
either memory or the objects of memory in detail. It is clear, however, that
what are remembered are not mind-independent external objects and that
memories themselves are mental objects/images. As a result, all of the objects
involved in the perception of smoke and the establishment of the concomi-
tance between fire and smoke can be explained as mind-dependent objects.
By showing how both stages in the thought process leading up to the infer-
ence of “fire on that mountain” can be completely explained in terms of these
objects, Ratnakirti protects his account from the charge that it is unable to
explain sense perception and the establishment of concomitance. Since the
“fire” that is inferred in this inferential argument is an object of inferential/
verbal awareness, it will be discussed in section 3. Before we turn to inferen-
tial/verbal awareness-events, however, it will be useful to discuss how Ratna-
kirti accounts for testimony and verbal conventions in terms of Oz objects.

According to Buddhist philosophers like Ratnakirti, testimony is reduc-
ible to inference: both the way in which we come to know things through
testimony and the contents of awareness-events produced by it are like infer-
ential reasoning and the contents of inferential awareness-events.”? As a re-
sult, testimony and the contents of verbal awareness are reducible to
inferential reasoning and the contents of inferential awareness. Thus, if Rat-
nakirti can account for inferential reasoning through his four-object model
of awareness, he should also be able to account for testimony. As discussed
in chapter 4, in his “Demonstration of Exclusion” Ratnakirti provides an
inferential argument that makes explicit the inferential nature of verbal testi-
mony.”3 In this argument Ratnakirti seeks to show that anything that is ex-
pressive takes as its object a thing-in-general that is determined and excluded
from those that do not have its form. The relationship between a word and
its semantic value is thus defined in terms of the inference-warranting rela-
tion in this argument. Recall that the site subcomponent of this inference is

72. See the notes to chapter 4, section 1.

73. See chapter 4, section 4.
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defined by the location of the reason property “being expressive” in the site
of the inference, i.e., “an inferential/verbal awareness-event which has the
form of a word such as cow.” The pervasion subcomponent of the inference
is defined by the inference-warranting relation “everything expressive takes
as its object a thing-in-general that is determined and excluded from those
that do not have its form.” Unlike in the inference of fire from smoke, how-
ever, this inference-warranting relation is supposed to be an example of the
“identity-mode” of pervasion.” Moreover, unlike the inference of fire from
smoke, where the issue was how Ratnakirti could account for our awareness
of causation, in this case pervasion is based on a verbal convention. What is
at issue is how verbal conventions for a particular word, in this case “cow,”
can be established. A successful account of how verbal conventions are estab-
lished is necessary not only for Ratnakirti’s inferential argument, but also
for his defense of his worldview. It also provides an interesting context in
which to explore Ratnakirti’s account of the identity-mode of pervasion.
What follows is a reconstruction of Ratnakirti’s account of how verbal con-
ventions are established in terms of his inventory of mental images.”

74. See chapter 2, section 3.2.2.

75. This reconstruction is based on JNA (AP 204.08-204.16): “{If you say this, then in
the same way, if the form of the conventional association were stated with words of this sort,
‘The word “cow” refers to what is excluded from non-cows,’ then there would be this prob-
lem.} But what possible problem could there be if: (a) The language learner has, with respect
to the individuals intended by the speaker, a reflective awareness containing a single image,
and (b) On the basis of context, he is caused to form a determinate awareness of them, and
then (c) The speaker makes the conventional association “This is a cow’? For that language
learner understands that all of the individuals that fall within the scope of his own concep-
tual awareness (which are themselves excluded from all individuals that do not belong to
that class, without relying on words such as ‘excluded from non-cows’) are expressed by the
word ‘cow.” Therefore, by the word ‘cow,” he refers only to those individuals in which he ap-
prehends the exclusion of what does not belong to that class. And in virtue of this, the state-
ment that “The word “cow” refers to what is excluded from non-cows’ is just a gloss on the
empirically established fact and is not the form of the convention itself. This is because it is
only when this application of the word ‘cow’ has been accepted that everything else can be
denoted by the word non-cow. However, whether the shared image that is excluded from
what does not belong to that class is the appearance of a universal in conceptual awareness
or is the real nature of the individual will be determined later. But it is established that there
is no circularity. And just as upon hearing the word ‘Pundarika’ one is aware of a white lotus
flower, so too when one hears the word ‘cow’ one is aware of something that is excluded
from non-cows. {Therefore, it is established that even those who believe in real class-
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Suppose that someone who has no idea what a cow is is being taught the
semantic value of the word “cow.” Let us refer to the person who is being
taught the convention as “the student” and the other person as “the teacher.”
Although the student does not know anything about cows, it is important
to note that she is a competent speaker of English, and so knows about many
other things. Now suppose that the teacher and the student are looking out
over a field in which there are cows, horses, and sheep—Oze objects. Sup-
pose further that the teacher points to three of these objects and says “Look
at that, that, and that,” and then says, “Cows.” Here is how, Ratnakirti ar-
gues, the student learns the convention regarding the semantic value of the
word “cow.” On the basis of sequentially perceiving the three things that the
teacher points to, the student constructs a single image—more specifically, a
generic image or similarity class—on the basis of the three p images that
were manifest to her awareness. The generic image that she constructs is the
determined-content of perception—that is, an O2.2 object. On the basis of
the teacher saying “cows,” she then understands that the semantic value of
the term “cow” is this determined generic image. Although the teacher may
have said “cow” only once, as in the examples of fire and smoke, the student
does not think that she is being taught the semantic value of this token utter-
ance of the term “cow.” As a result, it is a generic utterance “cow” that she
takes the convention to be about—that is, an O2.2 object. The convention,
therefore, is between two O2.2 objects. Now suppose that sometime later
someone tells the student, “Bring a cow.” In this case, she hears a token ut-
terance of the term “cow,” recalls pervasion, and infers semantic value. In
this case, the manifest-content of her inferential/verbal awareness will be
03. The determined-content will be O4.

properties (jati) must accept that a positive object (vidhi) is necessarily linked with aware-
ness of exclusion as a qualifier of it}” ({evam tarki yady agavapodhe goiabda itidyiakaram
sanketakarakivtanam tada yam dosalb} yada tu vivaksitavyaktisy ekakarapratyavamariavarting
prakarvandd avadharite pratipattari sanketakaranam ayam gaur iti, tada kva dosavakasah? sa bi
svavikalpatalpasayintl sakalavyaktir agovyavrttady aksaram anapeksya svayam tadvijatiyasesa-
vyaktivyavrtta gosabdavacyalh pratipadyamano yatraiva vijatyyavyavrttim pratipadyate ta eva
gosabdena vyavaharatiti, tavatagovyavrtte gosabdn iti siddhantanuvada eva na sanketakarah,
abhimate gosabdavyttav agosabdena Sesasyabhidhatum Sakyatvit | sa tu vijatiyavyavyttah sadbi-
randkiro vikalpe samanyasya prazibhiso vyakter v svitmaiveti pascan niscesyate | itarerarasrayas
tu nastiti siddbam | siddbam co pundarikaiabdasrutan Svetasatapatrapratipattivad gosabdasru-
tav apy agavapodhapratitan {jativadinapy avaSyabhyupagantavyam apobavisesanasemusinin-
taryakatvam vidher iti}). See also the passages cited in chapter 4, section 3.3.
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In this inferential argument the inference-warranting relation of perva-
sion 1s between two O2.2 objects, which are said to be related to one another
through the identity-mode of pervasion. It may be helpful to think of these
O2.2 objects as being “token-identical” in that there is no location/awareness-
event in which the reason property is present and the target property is
not.”® As Ratnakirti has argued, any awareness-event in which the reason
property “being expressive” is located is an awareness-event that is about an
actionable object. Since the only actionable objects are determined objects—
1.c. “things-in-general that are determined and excluded from those that do
not have its form”—the reason property will always be co-located with it.
More specifically, on the token-identity model, every expressive token is
identical with some token “thing-in-general that is determined and excluded
from those that do not have its form.” Attention to the inferential nature of
testimony thus suggests that Ratnakirti has philosophical resources to pro-
tect himself from the charge that his account of the content of perceptual-
awareness events cannot account for the identity-mode of pervasion and our
ability to establish verbal conventions.

3. The Contents of Inferential/Verbal Awareness

Inferential/verbal states of awareness are understood to be different from
perceptual states of awareness. Not only is inferential/verbal awareness pro-
duced through a different instrument of awareness, namely, inferential rea-
soning or verbal testimony, but its manifest- and determined-contents are
described differently. Unlike the contents of perception, the manifest-
content of inferential/verbal awareness is said to be a “universal” while its
determined-content is said to be a “particular.””” In addition, there is also a
difference in the phenomenal character of the determined-content of percep-
tion and inference: relative to what we “see,” what we infer—or come to
understand from hearing a word—is less “vivid” or fine-grained. Strictly

76. Consider the following: The type “being a cow”—whose tokens are the set {Sabaleya,
Bahuleya, Bessic}—and the type “being an animal”—whose tokens are the set {Sabaleya,
Bahuleya, Bessie, Mr. Ed <a horse>, Lassie <a dog>, Stuart <a mouse>}. Since the set of
cows is a subset of the set of animals, cows and animals are “token-identical” in that every
token cow is identical to some token animal.

77. See section 1.



Ratnakirt’s Wovld 279

speaking, perceptual and inferential/verbal states of awareness do not share
any of the same objects or mental images. But, as should be clear from the
role that perception plays in inferential reasoning and, therefore, testimony,
inferential/verbal awareness is dependent upon perception for its contents.

3.1. Object O3: The Divect Object of Inferentinl/Verbal Awareness

O3 is the manifest-content of inferential/verbal awareness. Unlike the
manifest-content of perception, but like its determined-content, O3 is said
to be a “universal.” Given Ratnakirti’s view that universals are similarity
classes, constructed universals, or generic images constructed through ex-
clusion, it might appear as though O3 is a “constructed” object. Insofar as
O3 is the manifest-content of a state of awareness, however, it is directly
present in awareness and cannot be “constructed.” This contradiction, which
seems to be generated by the conceptual vocabulary that Ratnakirti uses to
describe mental objects/images, is only apparent, and can be resolved by fo-
cusing on what Ratnakirti means by the term “universal.”

As mentioned above, for Ratnakirti particulars and universals are defined
relative to one another—there is no object that is in and of itself either a “partic-
ular” or a “universal.””® The image that appears in the first stage of the percep-
tual process is not a “grasped object of perception” because it is a particular, but
rather it is a “particular” because it is the grasped object of perception. In the
same way, the image that appears in the first stage of the inferential process is
not a “grasped object of inference” because it is a universal, but rather it is a
“universal” because it is the grasped object of inference. Objects/images are la-
beled as “particulars™ or “universals” only in relation to a subsequent deter-
mination. Thus for Ratnakirti “particular” and “universal” are not really
ontological categories at all. Instead, they are defined contextually. Objects/
images are categorized as either one or the other depending on the role that
they are made to play by subsequent acts of conceptualization. A particular is
something that is made into a universal—regardless of whether that particular
is a component/property of an individual or an individual—by the determi-
nation of singularity. A universal is something that is made into a particular by
what Ratnakirti once calls the determination of difference (bhedavasaya).”

78. See section 1.
79. RNA (CAPV 143.14), which is quoted and translated above in section 2.2.
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Thus O3 is a “universal” not in the sense that it is constructed, but in the sense
that it will be deconstructed or particularized. Insofar as O3 is the manifest-
content of inferential/verbal awareness it is not constructed, and may be thought
of as the nonconceptual/manifest-content of such states of awareness.

Although this is the primary sense in which mental objects/images are
identified as being cither “particulars” or “universals,” there is another rea-
son O3 objects are “universals” that is not explicitly discussed by Ratnakirti
but is suggested by the reconstruction of the inferential process described
above. Given that O3 is the direct object of inferential/verbal awareness, it is
the image that directly appears in inferential/verbal awareness as a result of
inferential reasoning/verbal testimony. It is, in other words, the immediate
output of this process. Given my reconstruction of the inferential process in
terms of the contents of perception, it may seem as though the immediate
output of the inferential process is an O2 object. More specifically, it is the
O2 object that defines the target property in the recalled pervasion relation.
Whether this object is an Oz2.1 or an Oz2.2 object will depend on the inferen-
tial context. For example, in the inference of fire from smoke, what is di-
rectly and nonconceptually manifest in inferential/verbal awareness may
seem to be an O2.2 object like the constructed universal “fire-in-general”; so
too in the inference of the semantic value of the word “cow,” where what
seems to be directly and nonconceptually manifest is an object like the con-
structed universal “cow-in-general.” It is also possible to come up with ex-
amples where the object seems to be like O2.1—e.g., the inference of the
semantic value of the proper name “Ratnakirti.” These O3 objects are, how-
ever, different from O2 objects in that they are manifest in inferential/verbal
awareness-events. It should be clear that despite the role that the content of
perception seems to play in the production of the manifest-content of infer-
ential/verbal awareness, O3 objects cannot be Oz objects.3°

As the manifest-content of inferential/verbal awareness, O3 is the object
from which both inferential and semantic value are constructed through
exclusion and determination. It is, in other words, the object p that is the
basis for exclusion. As I have argued, O3 —and therefore p—can be described
as cither a vertical or a horizontal universal. What is most important, how-
ever, is that regardless of whether O3 is a vertical or a horizontal universal, it

80. It should be noted that there is no clear textual support for this view, other than what
can be inferred from the passages cited in section 1.
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is a “universal,” in the sense that the determined-content of inferential/ver-
bal awareness is a “particular” that is constructed from it. Although O3 is a
“universal,” there are two important differences between it and the
determined-content of perception (O2), which is also said to be a “univer-
sal.” Unlike the determined-content of perception, O3 is a universal because
it 1s deconstructed into one of its components, which is, by definition, a
“particular.” Unlike the determined-content of perception, because O3 is
manifest, it does not have phenomenal character. It doesn’t seem like any-
thing to us to be aware of it. In fact, what we are able to say about O3 is
primarily what we, in hindsight, come to learn about it on the basis of the
O4 object that is constructed from it.

3.2. Object O4: The Indivect Object of Infevential/Verbal Awareness

Object O4 is an indirect object of an inferential/verbal state of awareness. As
such it is an object that is constructed through exclusion and determination
from the O3 object that is manifest in awareness. Given that O4 is the
determined-content of inferential/verbal awareness, it is an object of activity.
More specifically, it is an object of inferential and verbal activity, in the sense
that it is what we take both inferential and semantic value to be. It is therefore
the object that we take ourselves to act upon.®! Unlike the determined object
of perception, however, O4 is said to be a “particular” and, more accurately, a
“determined/excluded particular.”®? As mentioned above, a “particular” is an
object that is constructed from a universal—in this case, O3—through exclu-
sion and determination. Inferential value and semantic value are the paradig-
matic examples of determined/excluded particulars. O4e is just the external
projection of O4. Examples of O4¢ objects are the “real” fire that we infer to
be present on the mountain and the “external” referent of a word.

As a particular, O4 is an object that is excluded from both those that be-
long to the same class and those that belong to a different class.3 What
distinguishes the use of the term “particular” when it is applied to Or and
when it is applied to O4 is not its general description—rather, it is the nature
of the object to which it is related through determination. In the context of

81. See carlier references in section 1.

82. See RNA (CAPV 137.25-137.33), where the term “parapodhasvalaksana” is used. This
passage is quoted and translated in note 91. Also see section 1.

83. See chapter 4, section 3.1.2.
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perceptual states of awareness, particulars are constructed into universals. In
inferential/verbal states of awareness universals are constructed into “par-
ticulars.” The mechanism of construction is, however, the same: exclusion
constructs the object with reference to a relevant set of “similarities” and
“differences.”

Consider, for example, the inference of fire from smoke. The manifest-
content of inferential awareness is O3. Based on how this O3 is produced—
that is, the specific inferential process, including the context that prompts
the inference—it may be helpfully thought of as a generic fire-image, like the
horizontal universal “fire-in-general.” This O3 image is what results from a
perceptual awareness-event in which the determined image that appears,
“smoke-on-that-mountain,” is conditioned by the recollection of the perva-
sion of smoke by fire. What we infer, however, is not fire-in-general—that is,
the target property—but rather that “there-is-now-fire-on-that-mountain.”
The determined-content of perception is not a specific fire token like O2.1/
Oze, nor is it a type, which like Oz2.2 is neither spatially nor temporally
specified. What is inferred is a universal fire, which is more general than the
specific fire-token that could be perceived and yet more specific than the
perceived type “fire.” It is in other words not the fire that is actually there on
that mountain at that particular time “#,” but rather whatever fire could be

e
t.

there on that mountain at a particular time Moreover, what we take
ourselves to be inferring the presence of is not a mental image, but an object
that we take to be subject-independent—that is, O4e. As will be discussed
below, it is through exclusion and determination that O4/O4ec is constructed
from O3.

Suppose O3 is the horizontal universal, “fire-in-general.” This is the ob-
ject p that is the manifest-content of inferential/verbal awareness. Like all
such objects, it is defined by a set of identity conditions, I. T will include
conditions that specify its “image” coordinates as well as its spatio-temporal
ones.3* Given the context, the selection set S will be defined, at least in part,
by the spatial coordinates of the site of the inference—the mountain—and an
appropriate set of temporal coordinates. The dissimilarity class non-P will
contain the set of objects that do not satisty S—e.g., fire-tokens that existed in

84. This point depends on my argument that O3 does not have the same image specify-
ing coordinates as O2. Since there isn’t clear textual support for my position, it is likely to be
controversial. If O3 does have the same image-specifying coordinates as Oz, then spatio-
temporal coordinates will not be a part of I.
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the past or fire-tokens that “share” the appropriate temporal coordinates but
not the relevant spatial ones. By excluding the dissimilarity class, non-P,
from p, one constructs its complement, the similarity class, like-P, which in-
cludes all of the objects that we take to satisfy S, in this case, the token “fire-
that-is-now-on-that-mountain.”

3.3. Intentional Activity: Regulating Infevential/Semantic Value

Although Ratnakirti gestures to the various factors that influence and regu-
late the construction of O3 and O4 objects, he neither provides a systematic
account of them nor explains in any detail how we can account for the appar-
ent success of our reality-involving practices and the seemingly high degree
of intra- and intersubjective agreement that they generate. In what follows I
want to present a generic version of Ratnakirti’s approach to the construc-
tion of mental images, as a way of highlighting how their construction is
supposed to be regulated. This reconstruction of Ratnakirti’s theory of ex-
clusion and determination also provides the framework within which to ap-
proach the question of what it means for Ratnakirti to say that inference is a
source of knowledge.

Given what has been said so far, there seem to be three steps in the con-
struction of mental images through exclusion and determination:

Step 1: Start with some object p with identity conditions I, where I is the
set of (causal) conditions that individuate p—the “manifest-content”
of awareness.

Step 2: Take S—a subset of I—to define the set of “selection” conditions.
This set of selection conditions is the basis for the construction of a
dissimilarity class, non-P—the set of objects that do not satisfy S; that
is, the set of objects that we take to be “non-p’s.”

Step 3: Finally, construct the similarity class like-P by the exclusion of the
dissimilarity class non-P. The similarity class, like-P, consists of
objects that satisfy P; that is, it consists of all “p’s.” Here, the con-
struction process is described in terms of an exclusion, which is akin
to constructing the complement of non-P. Like-P is the “determined-

content” of awareness.

“Object p” is the manifest-content of a state of awareness. Relative to the
awareness-event in which it nonconceptually appears, it is either said to be a
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“particular” or a “universal.” With “hindsight”—that is, on the basis of what
is supposed to be constructed from it—p can be characterized as a moment,
a property, an individual, or a class.®

Based on Ratnakirti’s scattered remarks about p, there seem to be four
factors that affect why a specific p (rather than some object ¢) appears in aware-
ness when it appears. These “factors” may be helpfully thought of as ac-
counting for p’s identity conditions—that is, what makes p what it is. Often
Ratnakirti appeals to subject-specific factors such as those encoded in one’s
latent karmic dispositions to explain why, in a particular case, we start with
the p that we start with. Let us refer to these “karmic” factors as F1. Although
not much is said about it, F1 seems to be a very broad category that overlaps
with and/or includes three other sets of factors that can be at least conceptu-
ally distinguished from it. To account for the manifest-content of awareness,
Ratnakirti sometimes points to (F2) contextual factors—such as one’s cur-
rent interests/concerns, the conversational or inferential context in which
one finds oneself, etc.; (F3) well-established social conventions or norms—
including social facts such as the semantic value of “cow” and, perhaps, shared
biological facts such as the fact that water can quench our thirst; and (F4)
features of the object(s) that in some sense produced the image. Often each
of these factors is given a causal interpretation such that I is defined as a set
of causes and potential effects. In an important sense F1-F4 define the total
causal complex that produces p and determines its identity coordinates.

Selection set S is a subset of I, and is the basis for the construction of the
dissimilarity class non-P. The factors that account for why, in a particular
case, a specific set S (rather than a different subset of I) is the “selection” set
seem to be transmitted, at least in some cases, from those that result in p,
c.g., our current interests or concerns. In general, the kinds of factors that
account for p also seem to be the kinds factors that account for S. Let us refer
to any nontransmitted factors, if and when there are any, as Fs. It is on the
basis of S that the dissimilarity class non-P is constructed. Non-P is defined
by those objects that do not satisfy S—that is, those objects that we would
take to be “non-p’s.” “Non-p’s” are therefore the objects that, according to
us, would not function within the expectation parameters encoded in S. The
phrases “that we take to be” and “according to #s” are supposed to highlight

8s. In the case of the manifest-content of inferential/verbal awareness, “foresight” may
also tell us something about p.
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the fact that there are intersubjective constraints on what satisfies S in a
particular context. For example, in the context of determining semantic
value, F3 provides one such constraint.3¢

Finally, through the exclusion of non-P, a similarity class “like-P” is con-
structed. Like-P is the complement of the dissimilarity class non-P. Accord-
ing to Ratnakirti, it is clear that like-P is a mental object/image (2kara).
Most often Ratnakirti describes this mental object/image as a positive object
characterized by its exclusion of others; as a thing-in-general separated out
from things that are non-that; and a generalized image. This object is under-
stood to be constituted by two components that are only analytically or
conceptually separable from one another: the so-called positive component,
the mental image, and the so-called negative component, the exclusion pro-
cess through which it was produced. It is claimed that this object accounts
for conceptual content, since it is what we end up taking to be the object
(or patient) of any act—whether linguistic, mental, or physical. It is in other
words the only sort of “actionable” object. It is never the case that what we
experience/notice/think there to be in awareness is, in fact, what there really
is. There is always a “mismatch” between what is available and what is action-
able. According to Ratnakirti, the gap between what is available—that is,
what is directly present in/manifest to awareness—and what is actionable—
that is, conceptual content—is bridged by determination, which is nothing
but another feature of exclusion.?”

Thus on the basis of p, a set of selection conditions S, and two processes—
the construction of a dissimilar class non-P and exclusion—Ratnakirti sup-
poses that a similarity class like-P can be constructed. Given this account,
F1-F4 are the factors that an exclusion theorist can appeal to in order to ex-
plain why we start with the p that we start with and, with the addition of Fs,
why this p provokes or triggers the construction of the image that it does.
The reason the exclusion process is not arbitrary is that F1-Fs are supposed
to regulate it. In the vocabulary of Ratnakirti’s inventory of mental images,
p 1s the manifest-content of awareness—that is, O1 or O3—and the similarity
class, like-P, is the determined-content of awareness—that is, O2 or O4.

86. It is worth noting that unlike p, however, non-P is not taken to be an object or mental
image at all. It is not itself the content of an awareness-event. Instead, the construction of
non-P seems to be a subprocess in the overall process of exclusion.

87. For more on the relationship between “conceptualization” and “determination” see
Patil 2007.
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3.4. Infevential Reasoning, Part 2

With this generic account of the construction of mental images in place, it
becomes possible to continue the discussion of the inference of fire from
smoke that I began in section 2.4. Let us suppose that the inference-for-
one’s-own-sake discussed there was made by a forest-ranger, sitting in a fire-
tower in the midst of a mountain range. As mentioned above, the smoke
that the ranger “sees” is an O2.1 object that has been constructed from an
object p and externally projected to be an Oze. This ranger comes to con-
struct the smoke-image that she constructs through a causal complex that is
defined by (or at the very least includes) F1—Fs. It is this same causal complex
that accounts for triggering her memory of pervasion between smoke-in-
general and fire-in-general, two O2.2 objects. As a result of this, an O3 ob-
ject, fire-in-general, is manifest in inferential/verbal awareness.®® Moreover,

88. RNA (AS 65.25-66.05): “You may argue: If in determination a determined real thing
does not appear, then, what does it mean to say ‘it is determined by it’? You say it means,
‘Even though it does not appear it is made into an object of activity.” But how are we to act
with respect to a specific object by excluding other objects when there are no distinctions
without manifestation? We reply: Although everything is ungrasped, there is activity with
respect to water and the like. This because our conceptual awareness has a specific object,
since it is produced by a specific causal complex, has a specific mental image, and has a specific
capacity. It is like smoke’s producing an awareness of a fire that is beyond the range of our
senses. For things that have specific capacities and whose natures have been established by
valid awareness are not liable to questions about the mixing up of their capacities. Therefore,
because of association with a specific image, ‘determining it’ is simply ‘producing activity
with respect to it.” Moreover, we do not say that there is activity because there is the superim-
position of similarity, such that there would be an opportunity to criticize us for imposing
the external object on the image or the image on the external object. What then? The aware-
ness that arises purely as the result of the maturation of its own karmic traces, even without
seeing the external object, produces activity with respect to the external object” (nany ad-
hyavasiye yady adlyavaseyam vastu na sphurati tadi tad adlyavasitam iti ko “rthal | apratibhise
pi pravyttivisayikytam iti yo “rehal | apratibhasavisese visayantaraparibarena katham niyatavisayi
pravettiv iti cet | ucyate | yady api visvam agyhitam tathapi vikalpasyn niyatasamagriprasitatvena
niyatakaratayi niyatasaktitvan niyataiva jaladau pravrttil | dbiimasya paroksagnijianajanana-
vat | niyatavisayi bi bhavih pramanaparinisthitasvabhava na Saktisimkaryaparyanuyogabhajah |
tasmar tadadhyavasiyitvam Gkaravisesnyogir tatpravyttijanakatvam | na ca sady$yad aropenn
pravettim brismal, yendkare babyasyn bihye vakarasyaropadvarena disanavakiioh | kim tarhi
svavasanavipakavasad upajayamanaiva buddbir apasyanty api bahyam bahye pravyttim atanoti).
See also RNA (KSA 73.12—73.18), which was partially quoted and translated in notes 1o and
23, and RNA (CAPV 138.01-138.12), which is quoted and translated in note 89.
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as the manifest-content of inferential/verbal awareness, O3 is an object p that
has a set of identity conditions I, which, it is important to note, are also de-
termined by F1—-Fs. O3, which is described as a “universal,” is, however, dif-
terent from the O2.2 “fire-in-general”-image that is the target property in the
pervasion relation. Unlike this Oz2.2 object, the appearance of O3 has a
slightly different causal history—after all, it is the result of a specific inferen-
tial process (and not perception or memory).

According to Ratnakirti, the total causal complex that accounts for the
O3 object that is the manifest-content of the ranger’s inferential/verbal
awareness includes elements of the causal complex that produced Oz¢ and
triggered the memory of the specific O2.1 and O2.2 objects that she, at one
time, perceived. These “remembered” objects are causally related to the spe-
cific Oze object, smoke, that she perceives on the mountain. This is because
the set of causal factors that result in her perceiving smoke on the mountain
is a subset of the causal factors that result in her remembering concomi-
tance and inferring O3. This causal complex is in turn a subset of the causal
factors that result in her associating the O3 object she infers with the concept
“fire,” and so is itself a subset of the causal factors that result in the construc-
tion of the determined-contents O4 and O4e. The Oze¢ object that she per-
ceives on the mountain is causally related, therefore, to the O4e object
toward which she eventually acts. This causal relationship between these
facets of awareness underlies and regulates the inferential process, so that
under normal conditions the perception of smoke will lead to the inference
of fire and not, for example, to the inference of water.%’

89. RNA (CAPV 138.01-138.12): “About this we say: If a determined object isn’t grasped,
no ‘thing’ is grasped either. Still, [we] act only with respect to specific objects, and not every-
thing. This is because [our] conceptual awareness has a specific capacity in virtue of its spe-
cific image, which is due to the force of an immediately preceding awareness which is of that
sort. Since things that have specific capacities have natures that are completely known through
valid awareness, they are not liable to questions about their capacities being mixed up. This is
because, even though no ‘thing’ exists, only a sprout is produced from a seed, [unlike| produc-
tion from a nonexistent. This is because the [seed] is ascertained through valid awareness as
having [causal] capacity only with respect to a [sprout]. It is just like this here: a person who
secks the pragmatic effects of cooking on fire and the like has a memory of [fire]. [His] con-
ceptual awareness contains a fire-image [and], as known through valid awareness, has the
capacity to [generate]| activity that is directed only to fire. How could this capacity fall prey to
overextension? Furthermore, when we consider the connection (pratyasatti) between them,
both the 7eal fire and the one that is depicted in our conceptual awareness have a blazing and
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Suppose further that the forest-ranger decides to seek out the fire that she
infers to be there. In this context the word “fire” refers to its external refer-
ent, i.e., an O4c object. As the object toward which she physically acts, O4¢
is an object of her bodily activity. One consequence of this view is that the
fire that she seeks, the O4e object, and the fire that she eventually reaches,
the Oz2¢ object, are not the same. Strictly speaking, then, she does not infer
the existence of what she eventually perceives. In Ratnakirti’s account, how-
ever, the inferential process is tightly regulated, and it is this that accounts
for the reliability or success of inferential reasoning. More specifically, its
reliability is due to the nature of the relationship between the Oze object
(i.e., the smoke she is currently perceiving), the O2 objects she perceived
while establishing the concomitance between fire and smoke, the O3 object
she infers, and the O4¢ object toward which she acts. Built into the process
of exclusion, then, are the mechanisms that are supposed to account for the
success and failure of our reality-involving practices.

4. Nonexistence, Existence, and Ultimate Existence

It is through his account of the contents of awareness-events that Ratnakirti
secks to explain reality, our reality-involving practices, and our experiences
and thoughts about the world. According to him, however, the contents of
these awareness-events do not have the same existential status. As I will ar-
gue, for him only O1 objects really exist. Attending to Ratnakirti’s remarks
about the ways in which things “exist” thus provides a context for under-
standing what is special about Ot objects and, interestingly, also what it

radiant image. Thus, due to this, a conceptual awareness of fire has the capacity to cause one
to act only with respect to fire, and not with respect to water and the like” (azra brismal | yady
adhyavaseyam agrhitam visvam apy agrhitam, tathapi niyatavisayaiva pravittiv na sarvatra,
tathabhistasamantarapraryayabalayataniyatikirataya niyatasaktitvad vikalapasya | niyataiak-
tayo bhava bi pramanaparinisthitasvabhavih, na saktisankaryaparyanwyogabhijah, asadutpatti-
vat swrvarrisattve “pi hi byjad ankurasyaivotpartih, tatraiva tasya Sakteh pramanena nivipandit |
tathehapi hutavahakarasya vikalpasyn dahapakadyarthakviyarthinas tatsmaranavato hutava-
haviswyayam eva pravyttan simarthyam pramanapratitam katham atiprasangabhiyi | pratyasat-
ticintayam ca tattvikasyapi vabner jpaladbhasvarakaratvam vikalpollikhitasyapiti, tavata tatraiva
pravartanasaktiv jvalanavikalpasyn na jalddau). For parallel phrases see JNA (AP 226.02—
226.03), JNA (AP 220.07), and JNA (AP 226.06-226.09). See also JNA (AP 65.26-66.03),
which is quoted and translated in chapter 4, section 3.3.



Ratnakirei’s World 289

means for him to say that perception and inference are sources of knowl-
edge. By returning to Ratnakirti’s inventory of the contents of awareness-
events, this time with a focus on their existential status, I hope to provide an
account of Ratnakirti’s ontology of mental images.

4.1. The Determined-Contents of Awareness: O4/O4e, O2/Oze

The determined-contents of awareness-events include both perceptual (O2)
and inferential/semantic value (O4). As discussed above, perceptual value
and inferential/semantic value are positive entities characterized by their ex-
clusion of others. They are most often referred to as the determined-content
of their respective awareness-events. It is only insofar as they are determined
by awareness that they are “objects,” that is, the kinds of things that we can
act upon, either physically, verbally, or mentally. It is also in virtue of being
determined that these objects are said to be “external.” Insofar as such posi-
tive entities are manifest in awareness, however, they are said to be mental
images and are not, strictly speaking, “objects™ at all.

In what follows, it will be important to keep in mind that although these
positive entities appear in conceptual awareness-events, insofar as they are
mental images, they are the objects of reflexive-awareness and are, therefore,
the manifest-content of a nonconceptual awareness-event. In other words,
they are functionally Ors. As such, they neither have phenomenal character
nor are the determined objects that we act upon. They are not, therefore, the
kinds of things that we normally consider our experiences and thoughts to
be about. Insofar as they are mental images, they are not “actionable.” On
the other hand, insofar as they comprise the determined-content of their re-
spective awareness-events—awareness-events produced through perception
or inference (0O2/O4)—they are actionable and the “objects” of our aware-
ness. In what follows I will refer to O2 and O4 as “objects” and their under-
lying “images” as I2 and 4.7

9o. Ratnakirti often refers to the images that underlie determined objects as the “very

» @

nature,” “real nature,” or “own-form” of the object. See, for example, RNA (CAPV 131.33),
which is quoted and translated in note 97. For the idea that only mental images are manifest
in nonconceptual awareness-events and are the objects of reflexive-awareness, see RNA
(CADPV 132.28): “Now then, in nonconceptual awareness, other than the mental image itself,
which is established through reflexive-awareness, dissimilar cases and the like are not mani-

fest” (nirvikalpe tavat svasamvedanasiddbasvakaram antavenn vipaksadayo na pavisphuranti).
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In a number of interesting passages in his “Debating Multifaceted Non-
duality” Ratnakirti explains that there are three sorts of determined objects:
those that “exist,” such as pots (O2), smoke (O2), and fire (O4); those whose
existential status has not yet been determined (O2/O4); and those “non-
things” that do not exist, such as the soul (0O2/04), nonmomentary things
(02/04), Isvara (O4), the horns of a rabbit (O2), and things like the imagi-
nary net-like apparitions that people sometimes see when they close their
eyes (02).%! Like all determined objects, each of these sorts of “things” is

For a discussion of I2/O2 see RNA (CAPV 131.11-132.03), which is quoted and translated in
note 97. For 14/O4 see JNA (AP 220.07-220.08): “For one and the same bare image—
blazing and radiant—although it is utterly distinct from every particular, when it is being
made one with a particular, is called a ‘universal.’ But that [image] is not itself a universal
belonging to those particulars, because it recurs elsewhere as a mental image” (tad eva hi jra-
ladbhasurakaramatram akhilavyaktay atyantavilaksanam api svalaksanenaikikriyamanam sa-
manyam ity wcyate | na tu tatsimanyam eva tiasim, buddhyakararvenanyatranugamir). See the
parallel discussion at RNA (AP 63.10-63.19).

o1. RNA (CAPV 137.25-137.33): “This is because, on the basis of determination, it is not
the case that even if there isn’t the smanifestation of a real external thing, such as a piece of cloth;
a thing whose existence as a real thing [is] in doubt because of a defeater, such as a moment; or
a non-thing such as a hare’s horn, even Brahma can condemn the established connection [be-
tween what is manifest and what we know, i.e., the ‘object’ that we are aware of |. This is be-
cause there are two ways of talking about objects: on the basis of manifestation and on the basis
of determination. So here, even though it is not manifest, the particular that is excluded
from what is other is said to be an ‘object’ merely on the basis of determination. And so of
course it follows that ‘what is made known by awareness is not manifest in that awareness-
event.” This is because, even if there isn’t a relation between what is manifest and what makes
something manifest, there can be a relation between an object and what it is the object of, also
through the relation between determination and what determines something” (na hy
adlyavasiyad balyasya patader vastuno badhakavatavat piarvasandigdhavastubbavasya ksanikader
avastuno va Sasavisanader asphurane “pi siddbipratibandho brabmanapi pratividbatum Sakyal |
dvividho hi visayavyavahiarab, prozibbasad adlyavasayic ca | tad iba pratibhasabhave “pi parapodha-
svalaksanader adhyavasayamatrena vissyatvam ulktam, sarvatha nivvisayatve pravyttinivyttyddi-
sakalavyavabarocchedmprasangat | tatas ca tena ca tat pratipadyate na ca jiane tatprakiso iti saiyatir
asty eva, prakasyaprakasakabhavabhave py adlyavasayadiyavasayakabhavenapi visayavisayibbavo-
papatteh). For parallel phrases see JNA (AP 225.17-225.18) and JNA (AP 225.14-225.15).

RNA (CAPV 140.04-140.09): “Therefore, a real thing, such as a pot, cloth, and the like;
an uncertain thing, which has not been proven or disproven; and a non-thing, such as the
soul, space, time, or something nonmomentary, are said to be ‘determined.” This means that
even though it is not manifest, it is made into an object of activity. And as all this is known
from authoritative texts, this is the meaning of ‘imposition,” ‘making one,” ‘determination,’
‘grasping nondifterence,’ etc. Thus, because determination is associated with a specific mental
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constructed from the manifest-content of the relevant state of awareness. Ac-
cording to Ratnakirti, insofar as these sorts of things are supposed to be
external to awareness—that is, actionable objects—it is possible to determine
their existential status by determining whether or not they are capable of be-
ing pragmatically effective.”? For him, to say that such objects exist means
just that they are capable of being pragmatically effective. To be “capable of
being pragmatically effective” an object must be capable of functioning
within the expectation parameters of the awareness-event of which it is an
object. Another way of putting this is to say that pragmatically effective ob-
jects are the determined-contents of valid awareness.

According to Buddhist philosophers like Ratnakirti, the validity of a state
of awareness and its pragmatic efficacy (arthakriyi) are closely linked.”® A state

image [it has] the property ‘capable of causing activity [towards an object] even though [the
object] is not grasped.’ It is in virtue of this that there is a grasped/grasper relation between the
external object and determination. Since, on the basis of [our| conventions, this is very diffi-
cult to deny, the relation between an object and what it is an object of is also secure. Thus it is
correct to say that there is the relation between an object and what it is an object of, merely
through determination” (tasmad vastu va ghatapatadi sandigdhavastu va sadhakabadbakatikran-
tam, avastu varmadikkalaksanikadikam adhyavasitam iti, apratibhase “pi pravrttivisaytkrtam ity
arthaly | ayam eva caropadlikavanadhyavasiyabhedagrabadinam arthah sarvatra Sastre boddhavyah
| tasmad adhyavasayasyakaravisesnyogad agrhite “pi pravartanayogyata niama yo dbarmas tayi
bahyadhyavasaywyor grabyagrabakabbavas cet samvrtyd dusparvibarab, tada visayivisayabhivo “pi
lnbdhba ity adhyavasayamatvena viswyavismyitvam wktam iti yuktam). For other references to this
basic division between objects see RNA (KSA 89.01-89.12) and RNA (KSA 89.20-89.23).

92. RNA (CAPV 132.21-132.29): “‘Manifestation is indeed an accredited instrument for
establishing the existence of a thing. But it is not the case that when that accredited instru-
ment is not functioning, an object is absent. Rather, existence is the capacity for being prag-
matically effective. And it is not the case that this is incompatible even with something that is
not manifest.” If this is your argument, it is correct. This is because, given the view that there
are external objects, I can accept that even what is not manifest can have that capacity. This is
because, if a net-like apparition is manifest, the nonexistence of the determined object is es-
tablished only on the basis of its not being capable of pragmatic efficacy. But if no external
objects exist, since awareness does not deviate from manifestation, it [exists] just in virtue of
that. With regard to existence, what is the point of pragmatic efficacy?” (nanu prakaso nama
vastunah sartasadbakam pramanam | na ca pramananivyttay arthabhaval | arthakriyasaktis tu
sattvam | tac caprakasnsyapi na virudhyato iti cet | satyam etar | bahirarthavade prakasasyapi si-
marthyabhyupagamar | keSondukadipratibhiase “dlyavasitasyarthakriyasaktiviyogad evabhavasid-
dbely | swrvathia bakirabhave tu jianasyn prakasavyabhicarat tavataiva sattve kim arthakriyayi).

93. For a discussion of this concept in Dharmakirti’s work see Nagatomi 1967, Mikogami
1979, Katsura 1984, Franco 1997, Dunne 2004, McCrea and Patil 2006.
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of awareness is “valid” (pramana) insofar as any activity that we undertake on
the basis of it can lead us to results that are consistent with the specific expecta-
tions that we form (and could form) on the basis of it.** This does not mean
that our expectations must be met in every case, but only that the objects to-
ward which we are prompted to act could function within these expectation
parameters.”® Valid states of awareness must then direct us toward objects
that are capable of meeting our expectations, i.e., toward objects that have the
capacity to be pragmatically effective, regardless of whether our expectations
are actually met in any specific case. Thus, for an object to be the determined-
content of valid awareness it must be capable of being pragmatically effective,
and so must exist. It is because of this criterion of pragmatic efficacy that: (1) we
can say that “non-things” do not exist: according to Ratnakirti, neither I§-
vara, the soul, nor the horns of a rabbit can exist, since they are not the
determined-contents of a valid awareness-event; (2) we are right to be agnos-
tic about the existential status of things whose capacity for pragmatic efficacy
cannot be determined; and (3) we can say that the “things” that we perceive
(such as pots) and that we infer (such as the fire on the mountain) “exist.”
According to the criterion of pragmatic efficacy, the existential status of
these three sorts of things is different. Nevertheless, they are all determined
objects: they are all mental images (I2/14) that we (mis)take to be objects of
one sort or the other (02/O4). Insofar as they are mental images they are,
like all mental images, manifest in awareness, in the sense that they are the

94. See, for example, RNA (PAD 97.21-97.22).

95. A central concept here is Dharmakirti’s idea of “arthakriyasthits” in PV 2.1. For
translations see Vetter 1964, Nagatomi 1967, van Biljert 1989, Franco 1997, Kellner 2001:507,
and Dunne 2004. As I understand it, the term does not mean simply the “existence” of
pragmatic efficacy, but its persistence or consistency. The test for the validity of awareness is
that its object continues to behave within the expected parameters, as defined by our inter-
ests. This is not limited to cases in which we actually want this object and successfully ob-
tain it. It also includes cases in which we wish to avoid a particular object or, according to
some, cases in which we are indifferent. This is recognized by authors in the tradition who
take arthakriya to include avoidance (hana) as well as obtaining (#padana). An awareness is
said to be valid, therefore, if the object that we come to know on the basis of it behaves in
conformity with the expectations that we form on the basis of that awareness. It is worth
noting that others in the tradition, such as Vinitadeva (NBT [Vi: 39.4ff]), but not Dhar-

»

mottara (NBT 30.2), add to “avoidance” and “obtaining/acquisition,” “neglect/indifference”
(upeksa/upeksaniya). See Krasser 1997 and Kellner 2001:511 n. 32 for a short but interesting

discussion of this point.
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manifest-content of a reflexive-awareness event. As the manifest-content of
an awareness-event, these images are like Or and, as I will explain below,
even more like O3. According to Ratnakirti, while the criterion for deter-
mining the existence of an object is pragmatic efficacy, the criterion for deter-
mining the existential status of an #nage is manifestation: determined objects
and manifest images are said to exist for very different reasons.

4.2. The Mamnifest-Content of Awareness: O1, 12, O3, 14

Unlike the determined-contents of states of awareness, the manifest-contents
of awareness are not “objects” in the sense that they are not the kinds of
things that we can act upon. According to Ratnakirti, to say that such im-
ages exist means simply that they are manifest in awareness. He says explic-
itly that being manifest in awareness is the mark of existence, since existence
(satta) 1s pervaded by manifestation (prakasa) and the absence of manifesta-
tion (aprakasn) is pervaded by nonexistence (asatti).’s He also suggests that
what it means for something to be manifest is that it is incapable of being
defeated—manifest-content cannot be shown to be false. One consequence
of this is that, for Ratnakirti, existing things cannot be defeated (and nonex-
isting things cannot be manifest). Moreover, since actionable objects, i.c.,
the determined-contents of awareness, can be shown to be “false,” it is only
the manifest-contents of awareness that can really exist.””

96. RNA (CAPV 132.19-132.20): “It is because it is known that existence is pervaded by
manifestation and nonmanifestation by nonexistence™ (prakasavyaptatvat sartayih | apra-
kasasydsattaya grastatvat).

97. RNA (CAPV 131.31-132.01): “The fourth option {1.4} is also not possible, since there
is a contradiction between ‘manifestation’ and ‘nonexistence,” and it is not tenable that a
manifesting thing is false. That is to say: What do you mean by the manifestation of some-
thing that does not exist? Is what you mean the manifestation of a nonexistent thing like
I$vara {1.4.1}; or a manifest mental image that doesn’t exist {1.4.2}; or that no existing thing
is manifest {1.4.3}? Among these, {1.4.1} How can something whose own form is completely
manifest not exist? Living beings need to understand this. This is because even though the
manifest mental image ‘net-like apparitions’ is shown to be false with respect to its having
the form of an external object, as the Acirya has explained, it is an object in virtue of its hav-
ing the form of awareness since, [if this were not the case| there would be the unwanted
consequence that even imageless manifestion, which is supposed to grasp things, would be

5%

said to be ‘nonexistent’” ({1.4} na caturtho “pi prakarah sambhavati, asatprakiasayor virodhit,
sphurato “likarvayogar | tatha by asatprakisa iti kim asadisvaradel khyitih {1.4.1}, bhasamano

vikiro san {1.4.2}, san v na kascit khyatiti {1.4.3} vivaksitam | tatra {1.4.1} yasya padarthasya
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The relationship between “being manifest,” “being actionable,” “being
shown to be false,” and “existing” is explained further in a passage in which
Ratnakirti considers the objection that while manifestation may be a mark
of existence (in that existence pervades it), it is not the case that the absence
of manifestation is pervaded by the absence of existence.”® In other words,
while there may be positive concomitance between the two, there doesn’t
seem to be negative concomitance, since, for example, objects such as pots,
which are not manifest in awareness, appear to exist. The force of the ob-
jection is to suggest that pragmatic efficacy may be in fact a better mark of
existence than manifestation, since there is both positive and negative con-
comitance between it and existence. Ratnakirti responds to this by saying
that on the view that there are external objects, it is correct to say that even
things that are not manifest in awareness are capable of pragmatic efficacy,
and to conclude therefore that they exist. With respect to external objects he
agrees that there is both positive and negative concomitance between exis-
tence and pragmatic efficacy.

As an example of negative concomitance he cites the example of net-like
apparitions and argues that given the manifestation of net-like apparitions
(I2) one can prove that they do not exist only by discovering that the corre-
sponding determined object (Oz2e) is not pragmatically efficacious. Notice
that it is the determined object and not the manifest image whose nonexis-
tence (or existence) can be established on the basis of pragmatic efficacy. As
far as the manifest image (I12) is concerned, Ratnakirti explains that it is mani-
testation alone that establishes its existence. Moreover, given that in his view
there are no nondetermined external objects, manifestation is the only criterion
for existence, and so there is no point in appealing to pragmatic efficacy.

4.3. Conventional and Ultimate Existence

There are then two different criteria for determining existence, one that ap-
plies to the determined-contents of awareness (that is, to “objects”) and the
other that applies to manifest-content (that is, to “images”). For Ratnakirti,
however, the criterion of manifestation is philosophically superior to the crite-

svaripop

kakarasyn bahyavipataya badhyatve “pi jianaripataydrthatvasyacaryena pratipaditatvad gri-

inivbhasal sa katham asann iti pranadbaribhiv abhidbatavyal | sphuratal keSondu-

hakablhimatanivakarvaprakasasyapy asattvabhidhanaprasangit).
98. RNA (CADPV 132.21-132.25), which is quoted and translated in note 92.
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rion of pragmatic efficacy. As a result, things that are said to exist because they
are pragmatically effective are taken to exist only “conventionally,” while
things that are said to exist because they are manifest in awareness are taken
to “really” exist or exist “ultimately.” As explained above, to say that some-
thing “really”/“ultimately” exists is simply to say that it cannot be defeated—
that is, that it cannot be shown to be false.

In his “Demonstration of Exclusion” Ratnakirti makes explicit the con-
ceptual connection between what is really the case (tattvatalh) and the
manifest-contents of awareness and what is conventionally the case (samwvyti)
and the determined-contents of awareness. He does this in a passage near
the end of his essay in which he explains why even though semantic value
must be the determined-content of verbal awareness we can take this to be
the case only conventionally, and not ultimately.®® As I have argued in this
chapter, since semantic value is the determined-content of an awareness-
event, the significance of Ratnakirti’s remarks can be extended to include
not just semantic value, but also perceptual and inferential value as well. In
making his point about the determined-contents of awareness, Ratnakirti
also explains why even though they ultimately exist, the manifest-contents
of awareness are neither conventionally nor ultimately the contents of either
sense perception or inference. By interpreting this passage in the light of
Ratnakirti’s discussion of pragmatic efficacy and manifestation, it becomes
possible to extend its scope to include the contents of all awareness-events
and not just inferential/verbal ones.

According to Ratnakirti, the manifest-content of an awareness-event is
an object of reflexive-awareness. Since the manifest-content of an awareness-
event is not determined, it does not have phenomenal character and so can-
not be what we take perceptual, inferential, or semantic value to be. Insofar
as it is manifest, it is not an object that we can act upon and is not, therefore,
what we conventionally think of as the objects of our experiences and
thoughts. Such objects do not function within expectation parameters, since

99. RNA (AP 65.15-65.22), which is quoted and translated in chapter 4, section 3.2.1.
This point is nicely summarized in a verse that Ratnakirti cites immediately following this
passage at RNA (AP 65.21-65.22): “There is no way of really affirming either the mental im-
age or the external object. Conventionally there is affirmation only of externals, whereas even
conventionally there is no affirmation of the mental image” (nakarasya na bahyasya tattvato
vidhisadhanam | bahir eva hi samvytyi samvrtyapi tu nakyteh). This verse is also quoted in JNA
(AP 229.03-229.04) and JNA (SSS 443.13—-443.14).
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we cannot have the relevant sorts of expectations about them. They are not,
in other words, pragmatically effective, and therefore cannot exist conven-
tionally. Since they are manifest, however, they do exist. But, as Ratnakirti
explains, the mental images that are manifest in awareness are the manifest-
content of reflexive-awareness and not the manifest-content of the state of
awareness in question. Thus the mental image (I4/12) that is mistaken to be
cither inferential/semantic value (O4) or perceptual value (O2) is not itself
an object or image of that inferential/verbal or perceptual awareness-event.
It is, in a sense, inaccessible to those awareness-events and so, for philosophi-
cal reasons, just cannot be what inferential/verbal or perceptual awareness-
events are ultimately about. Although these images are not ultimately the
objects of cither sense perception or inference, since they are manifest in
awareness they do exist: they are the manifest-content of reflexive-awareness.
Moreover, in virtue of manifest images like I2 and I4 (and also O1 and O3)
being “inaccessible” to sense perception and inference, they neither can be
what these awareness-events are about nor can they be defeated by them. As
the manifest-content of reflexive-awareness—that is, as O1s—such images
not only exist, but since they cannot be defeated, they exist ultimately. So for
Ratnakirti, although mental images really exist, they are not the content of
sense perception or inference, either conventionally or ultimately. They are
the objects of reflexive awareness, which Ratnakirti says is ultimately the
only accredited source of knowledge.!%°

Unlike the manifest-contents of awareness, the determined-contents of
awareness (02/0Oz2e, O4/O4e¢) are actionable objects and are therefore the
kinds of thing that can be pragmatically effective. They are the kinds of ob-
jects that can function within expectation parameters, and therefore are the
kinds of objects that we have experiences of and thoughts about. As a result,
it is the determined objects of awareness-events that we are conventionally
entitled to say exist. It is also the determined objects of perceptual and infer-
ential/verbal states of awareness that we are conventionally entitled to take
to be the objects of perception and inference. If we do not speak and take
things in this way, Ratnakirti argues, we will not be able to explain the
success of any of our reality-involving practices. Of course, not all deter-
mined objects exist conventionally. According to Ratnakirti, for example,

100. RNA (CADPV 143.25): “reflexive-awareness itself is the only mode of valid aware-
ness” ({vijiianavade tv anatmaprakasabhavit} svasamvedanam evaikam pramanam).
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neither mirages nor I$vara should be said to exist even conventionally, since
neither is the object of a valid awareness-event. For Ratnakirti, while only
the determined-contents of awareness can be pragmatically effective, we are
only conventionally entitled to take those determined objects that are the
objects of valid awareness-events to exist.

Implicit in Ratnakirti’s remarks is also an argument for why we are only
conventionally, and not ultimately, entitled to take the determined-contents
of awareness to be the pragmatically effective objects of perception or infer-
ence. As Ratnakirti sees it, a philosophically rigorous account of mental
content must be one according to which the content of an awareness-event E
is both “available” to it and “actionable” by it. To be “available to awareness”
means that an object/image must be internal to it. If the content of awareness-
event E is not internal to E, Ratnakirti suggests that it cannot be the content
of E, even though it might be the content of some other awareness-event.
Or, I2, O3, and 14 are, according to Ratnakirti, “available” to their respec-
tive awareness-events: sense perception, reflexive-awareness, and inference.
To be “actionable by awareness” means that an object/image must be the
kind of thing that can be acted upon by someone on the basis of that
awareness-event. Since O1, 12, O3, and I4 are not determined, they cannot
be acted upon. Only O2 and O4 objects are “actionable” by the awareness-
events in which they appear. However, these objects are not “available” to
these awareness-events, since they are not “internal” to them. They are the
result of mistaking what is internal to them, namely Or, 12, O3, or I4, to be
something clse. As a result, Ratnakirti considers them to be, strictly speak-
ing, “external” to the relevant awareness-event. For Ratnakirti, then, what is
available is not actionable and what is actionable is not available. Since
what we want to mean by the content of awareness must be both, and there
isn’t any such thing, we are only conventionally entitled to say that determined
objects are the contents of our thoughts and experiences. The reason we are
entitled to say that they exist only conventionally is a bit different.

According to Ratnakirti, all determined objects are constructed through
exclusion and determination and are therefore external to the awareness-
event in which their manifest image appears. It is because of this that we
come to mistake the manifest-content of awareness with the determined ob-
ject that we construct. Ratnakirti concludes from this that all such objects are
the result of an error, even though only some of them—Ilike mirages and
I$vara—can be defeated through sense perception or inferential-reasoning.
As discussed in chapter 4, Ratnakirti argues that error is the result of taking
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something to be an “x” when a “non-x” is given.!”! Since determination con-
structs an object “x” when a “non-x” is given—e.g., it constructs an 02/O4
object from O1/0O3—Ratnakirti asserts that determination is nothing other
than error itself. This means that even though it may not be possible to prove
that specific O2—0O4 objects are false, or that they will be defeated by another
awareness-event in the future, they are still the product of error, as a result of
being determined. Thus they do not really exist and are not ultimately real.

For Ratnakirti, then, to exist conventionally something must be the
determined-content of a valid awareness-event—i.c., an awareness-cvent
produced through either perception or inferential reasoning. To exist ulti-
mately, something must be the manifest-content of reflexive-awareness, and
therefore be immune from defeat. According to this criteria, O2 and O4
objects may exist conventionally while Or, 12, 14, and O3 objects exist ulti-
mately.'?2 Although this seems to be Ratnakirti’s final position, I will argue
that there is a difference between Or and 12, 14, and O3 that suggests that
for Ratnakirti only Or really exists. More specifically, Or seems to be the
only object not dependent upon mental construction for its appearance in a
state of awareness.

4.4. Or

From Ratnakirti’s point of view, it is clear that objects O2 and O4 are con-
structed from Ot and O3 through the various modes of determination. As
determined objects they do not really exist. However, the images that are
mistaken to be these objects—that is, images I2 and I4—really are manifest
in their respective states of awareness and so, according to Ratnakirti’s analy-
sis, really exist. Although I2 and I4 are not yet determined to be O2 and O4,
their presence in awareness is nevertheless the result of construction from Or
and O3 through exclusion. In this sense, these images are constructed, even
though they are manifest. In my view, this is also the case with O3. Like 12
and I4, O3 is manifest in awareness. Also like 12 and 14, O3 is a constructed
image in the sense that it could not be manifest in awareness without some

1o1. RNA (CAPV 137.03-137.04): “Since when a non-%’ is manifest, determination grasps
an ¢’ in place of a ‘non-x’ and makes what is seen and what is determined into a single thing,

5%

it is said to be ‘error’” ({Sastre ca} atasmins tadgrabat svapratibhase “narthe *rthadhyavasayad
dpsyavikalpyayor ekikaranid bhrantir uktd). Also see chapter 4, section 4.2.

102. See RNA (CAPV 138.01-138.12), which is quoted and translated in note 89.
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form of mental construction. Although it is strictly speaking not constructed,
it is not the case that it is not due to construction. The extent to which this is
true should be clear from my reconstruction of the inferential process de-
scribed above. In the end, the only object that is not dependent on any mental
construction is Ot and so, by Ratnakirti’s criteria, it alone ultimately exists.

5. The I$vara-Inference, Revisited

Ratnakirti’s account of the contents of awareness-events clearly demonstrates
that the philosophical reach of the theory of exclusion extends well beyond
the semantic context in which it was originally developed. As I have argued,
for Ratnakirti the theory of exclusion is best understood as a theory of the
contents of awareness-events and the nature and existential status of mental
objects/images like O1-O4. As we have scen, the theory of exclusion is at the
center of Ratnakirti’s account of how these objects are constructed and re-
lated to one another. Furthermore, as discussed in sections 2.4 and 3.4, the
theory is directly relevant to Ratnakirti’s account of inferential/verbal aware-
ness, and can be used to map the inferential process onto Ratnakirti’s theory
of mental objects/images. As I now hope to show, the theory of exclusion
also quietly informs important parts of Ratnakirti’s critique of the Naiyayi-
kas’ I$vara-inference and supplies some of the important philosophical re-
sources that he relies upon in his critique of it.

s.I. Pervasion Subcomponent

As discussed in chapter 3, especially sections 1 and 2, one of the focal points
for Ratnakirti’s critique of the I$vara-inference is pervasion condition
C2.3—a reason property must be known to be excluded from all dissimilar
cases. Satisfying Cz.3 shows that neither H3a,, which defeats pervasion, nor
H3a,, which undermines it, applies to the reason property in question.!%? In
his critique of the I$vara-inference, Ratnakirti argues that the Naiyayikas

103. Recall that H3a, (a subtype of the defect “inconclusive) defeats pervasion through
the identification of a locus in which the reason property is known to be present and the
target property is known to be absent. H3a undermines pervasion by raising epistemically
significant doubt about whether the reason property is excluded from il dissimilar cases.
See chapter 2, sections 2.3.2, 3.2.1, and 3.2.2, and chapter 3, sections 2.1 and 2.2.
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cannot satisfy C2.3 because of fundamental problems in their account of
certification and satisfaction.

According to Ratnakirti there are two specific, and closely related, prob-
lems with the Naiyayikas® approach to the satisfaction of Cz2.3. The first is
that they cannot explain how, on the basis of observation and nonobserva-
tion, one can be aware of /] dissimilar cases. The second is that they cannot
rule out the possibility of there being deviation, since they are unwilling to
consider “potential” dissimilar cases as being relevant to the satisfaction of
C2.3 (e.g., objects of awareness that are spatially or temporally remote at the
time of observation and nonobservation). According to Ratnakirti, each of
these “problems™ results in epistemically significant doubt about the satis-
faction of C2.3, and it is partially on the basis of this that he argues that the
reason property in the I$vara-inference is undermined by H3a,. As I argued
in chapter 3, this argument can be extended to the certification of many
other inferences as well and, according to Ratnakirti, exposes a fundamental
problem in the Naiyayikas” approach to the satisfaction of C2.3 and the certi-
fication of the inference-instrument.

In responding to this criticism, Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas argue that his in-
terpretation of C2.3, and his understanding of the conditions necessary for
its satisfaction, place unreasonable demands on the certification of any
inference-instrument and in effect render inferential reasoning impossible.
They insist, further, that their approach to the satisfaction of C2.3 can rule
out “epistemically significant” doubt about the exclusion of a reason prop-
erty from all dissimilar cases and that it is Ratnakirti’s demands that gener-
ate “paralyzing doubt” about the satisfaction of C2.3. Although it is far from
explicit in his discussion of Cz2.3, the theory of exclusion supports Ratna-
kirti’s arguments and helps to explain why he thinks that the demands he

places on certification and satisfaction are not unreasonable.!%*

5.1.1. ALL D1SSIMILAR CASES

In providing an account of how similarity classes are constructed from the
manifest-content of awareness, the theory of exclusion provides an account

104. My discussion here picks up on issues 2 and 4, discussed in the opening section of
chapter 4.
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of how it is possible to be aware of all dissimilar cases by observing only a
tew of them. More specifically, for Ratnakirti, a similarity class of all dis-
similar cases (which includes those that are spatially or temporally remote) is
a determined O2.2 object that is constructed from the manifest-content of a
perceptual awareness-event through exclusion and determination. Accord-
ing to Ratnakirti, it is therefore possible for us to be aware of a/l dissimilar
cases, and thereby to determine (at least in principle) whether or not a reason
property is excluded from them.

In an interesting passage in “Debating Multifaceted Nonduality,” Ratna-
kirti says this explicitly, while explaining to an opponent that even though
the class of all dissimilar cases is not manifest in awareness, it can be deter-
mined by it. He says,

Awareness-episodes have two sorts of objects—grasped and determined.
A grasped object is one that is manifest. A determined object is an object
of activity, even though it is not grasped. For someone making an infer-
ence there cannot be the manifestation of all dissimilar cases, unless he is
omniscient. Therefore, between these two, we don’t say that dissimilar
cases are objects in virtue of being grasped, since there would be the
unwanted consequence that all inferences would fail. The reason for this
is that since there is never the manifestation of all dissimilar cases, the
exclusion of the reason property from them could not be established.
Moreover, if there were manifestation—that is, the direct presentation of
all dissimilar cases independent of space, time, and nature—the poor
target property itself could be known so much better, and thus inferential
reasoning would be useless. Therefore, the exclusion of smoke and the
like from dissimilar cases can be ascertained, because even though they
are not manifest, they are definitely established through determination. . . .
Now, if they were not even determined, it would be right to say that
negative concomitance could not be ascertained, since there isn’t an

everyday way of acting with respect to cach and every object.!%

105. RNA (CAPV 131.04-131.13): {iha} dvividho vijisananim visayo grihyo “dlyavaseyas ca |
pratibhasamano grahyal | agrhito “pi pravrttivisayo “dlyavaseyal | tatvisarvajiie numditari sakala-
vipaksapratibhasabhavan na grahyatayi vipakso visayo vaktavyah, sarvinumanocchedaprasaiyit,
sarvatra sakalavipaksapratibhasabhivar tato vyativekasiddbel | pratibhise ca desakilasvabhavin-

taritasakalavipaksasaksitkare sadhyatmapi varikah sutarim pratiyata ity anwmanavaiyarthyam |
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In this passage Ratnakirti explains to an opponent why, even though in
his view the class of all dissimilar cases is not manifest, it is still possible to
satisfy C2.3 by showing that H3a, does not undermine the reason property
being discussed. Ratnakirti argues that he is able to do so because in his
view the class of all dissimilar cases is a determined O2.2 object that one can
be aware of. Even those objects that the Naiyayikas dismiss as being merely
“potential objects of awareness” can be actual objects of awareness and are
therefore relevant to the satisfaction of C2.3. It is because constructed simi-
larity classes such as the class of all dissimilar cases can be the actual objects
of awareness-events that Ratnakirti argues that the demand that he places
on the Naiyayikas is not unreasonable. What the Naiyayikas insist is “para-
lyzing doubt” is, in fact, “epistemically significant.” Ratnakirti’s argument
against C2.3 1s clearly supported by his theory of exclusion, and its success
depends, at least in part, on the success of his version of this theory. The
theory of exclusion is thus at the center of Ratnakirti’s debate with the Nai-
yayikas over pervasion and the level of epistemic risk that one can assume in
inferential reasoning.

5.1.2. RATNAKIRTI’S MODAL CONVENTIONALISM

The significance of the theory of exclusion, however, extends beyond issues
having to do with the epistemology of certification and satisfaction (and the
related issue of acceptable epistemic risk). In my view, it also extends to Rat-
nakirti’s views on the nature of epistemic necessity itself, and related issues
regarding the nature of inference-warranting relations and the relationship
between the metaphysics and epistemology of such relations.! While I have
shown in this chapter how Ratnakirti’s version of the theory of exclusion is
relevant to the construction of “epistemic objects” and “epistemic relations”
(especially the production- and identity-modes of pervasion), and therefore
to Ratnakirti’s account of inferential reasoning as a “reality-involving” prac-
tice, I want to now suggest that Ratnakirti’s theory of exclusion also ac-
counts for his views on the metaphysics and epistemology of modality

tasmad apratibhise py adbyavasiyasiddbad eva vipaksad dbimader vyatireko niscital | {tar
kimartham atra vipaksapratibhasah prarthyate} | yadi punar asyadhyavasiyo *pi na syt tadi vya-
tireko na nisciyata iti yuktam, protiniyatavisayavyavaharabhavit.

106. This second cluster of issues corresponds to issues 3, 1, and 2 mentioned in the open-

ing section of chapter 4.
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itself—and more specifically, the modality of inference-warranting rela-
tions.1%”

Recall that in such relations a reason property is taken to be pervaded by a
target property, on the basis of either the production- or the identity-mode of
pervasion. When such relations obtain, the presence of a reason property in
a particular locus is taken to “epistemically necessitate” the presence of the
target property in that locus. It is the source of this necessity in inference-
warranting relations that I briefly want to explore. Although Ratnakirti is
not explicit about this, I want to suggest that Ratnakirti is a “conventional-
ist” about modality, and further that this thesis is grounded in his theory of
exclusion.!®® More specifically, my suggestion is that Ratnakirti’s “modal
conventionalism” is based on his view that modal truths are attributable for
the most part to the conventions on the basis of which we construct ob-
jects.1% In many cases these conventions will simply be linguistic conven-
tions about the semantic value of words. Since there are no mind-independent
objects or relations between objects, modality itself is for the most part en-
tirely the result of such conventions. For Ratnakirti, there is no mind-
independent world whose world-given connections could account for the
modality of pervasion relations, for example.

107. “Modality” most generally refers to the way in which a statement (or proposition)
describes its subject matter and, by extension, to the nature of the states of affairs described
by such statements. My use of the term to discuss the modality of inference-warranting rela-
tions includes alethic, causal, and epistemic modalities.

108. My discussion of this issue is rather preliminary, and is meant to be suggestive but
not conclusive. A detailed treatment of modal conventionalism is well beyond the scope of
this chapter. For an excellent discussion of contemporary forms of modal conventionalism
see Sidelle 1989, Sidelle 1998, and Thomasson (forthcoming). For criticism of this view see
Elder 2004, Elder 2007, and Sider 2003. What is not relevant to my discussion is the “pos-
sible worlds” approach to modality made famous in Lewis 1986. According to one account
of “modal conventionalism,” the most general modal principles are analytic, including the
most fundamental identity and persistence conditions. Such a position has been forcefully
defended by Alan Sidelle, who argues that basic modal truths (e.g., that whatever a human
being’s actual biological origin is, he necessarily has that origin) are discoverable through
conceptual analysis, even though empirical inquiry may also be needed to fill in the details
(e.g., that Margaret Truman is Bess Truman’s daughter) and result in our awareness of
modal statements (e.g., that Margaret is necessarily Bess’s daughter). See Sidelle 1989:34
n. 20, 75-76, discussed in Thomasson (forthcoming).

109. The qualification “for the most part” seems necessary since it is not entirely clear
whether F1-Fjs are all “mind-dependent” in the relevant sense.
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As my reconstruction of Ratnakirti’s theory of exclusion suggests, the
fundamental identity and persistence conditions for objects—i.e., deter-
mined objects such as O2 and O4—are built into the process of their con-
struction through exclusion, through their being a subset of selection set
S.110 Such conditions are only a subset of S, since S may also contain condi-
tions that are not in any way “fundamental” to what we take to be the iden-
tity and persistence conditions of that object. Built into the construction of
an object then are our expectations about what sorts of changes the object in
question could undergo while still being the “same™/“same kind of” object,
and also our expectations about what makes that object the “kind” of object
that it is. If this is the case, then whether two “objects” are in fact related to
one another through the identity-mode of pervasion, for example, will be
built into the construction of each object. This doesn’t mean, however, that
our awareness of a pair of objects guarantees that we will be aware of the
relationship between them.

As Ratnakirti points out in his discussion of the production-mode of
pervasion, establishing that fire causes smoke requires a series of observa-
tions and nonobservations, even for those who know what fire is and what
smoke is. Even though we may know the basic identity and persistence con-
ditions of smoke and fire, we must still appeal to putatively empirical facts to
learn that they are related to one another through the production-mode of
pervasion. In this case, the production-mode of pervasion may be helpfully
thought of as an a posteriori necessity. This doesn’t change the fact, however,
that the modality of the relation itself is built into the conventions that gov-
ern our construction of the objects. This is also the case with the identity-
mode of pervasion (at least in some cases). The identity-mode of pervasion,
however, may be thought of as an a priori necessity. For example, if we know
the semantic value of “oak” (a reason property) and the semantic value of
“tree” (its target property), we can infer that because something (the site of
the inference) is an “oak,” it is a “tree.”

Ratnakirti’s modal conventionalism is relevant to his critique of the
I$vara-inference, since it supports both his skepticism regarding his Naiyayi-

110. It seems important to specify both identity and persistence conditions, since there
are kinds whose identity/membership conditions do not double as their persistence condi-
tions. See Elder 2007 for a discussion of this.



Ratnakirti’s World 305

kas’ insistence that natural relations (and the regularities that they capture)
have sufficient modal force to underwrite inference-warranting relations,
and his confidence that the production- and identity-modes of pervasion
(since they are relations between similarity classes/constructed universals)
can underwrite the modality of such relations. Similarly, his conventional-
ism supports his skepticism of his Naiyayikas’ claims to “modal knowledge”
and his confidence in his own claims to it.!!!

s.2. The Extension Principle and the Site Subcomponent

In addition to the issues discussed in relation to the pervasion subcompo-
nent of the Naiyayikas’ I§vara-inference, Ratnakirti also raised a series of
arguments in his Section on the Reason Property (chapter 3, section 3) and
Section on the Target Property (chapter 3, section 4) having to do with the
scope of the reason property “being an effect” and the target property “an
intelligent maker.”!? More specifically, his attention to the scope of the
reason property led to an important argument against the Naiyayikas’
“Extension Principle,” while his attention to the target property led to a
series of arguments, one of which had to do with the site subcomponent of
the inference. More specifically, this argument had to do with the “special
characteristics” of the target property that could be established on the ba-
sis of the Naiyayikas’ inference, such as uniqueness, omniscience, etc. In-
terestingly, each of these arguments is also informed by Ratnakirti’s theory
of exclusion.

§.2.1. EXCLUSION AND THE EXTENSION PRINCIPLE

In defending the I$vara-inference, Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas stated that the
reason property “being an effect” should be interpreted as “effects-in-
general,” so as to include all effects. Ratnakirti argued, however, that this
unrestricted version of the reason property is defective, since there are nu-
merous loci in which an “effect-in-general” is known to be present and the

111. There is, of course, much more work that needs to be done on these issues. What I
have tried to do in this section is simply to outline a proposal based on my work in chapters
4 ands.

112. My discussion here picks up on issue 1 of the opening section of chapter 4.
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target property “an intelligent maker” is known to be absent. The examples
he cited were trees, mountains, growing grass, and a drying and cracking
lump of clay.

In addition to its being defeated by H3a,, Ratnakirti argued that the #n-
restricted reason property is also undermined by H3a,, since it is inevitable
that there will be epistemically significant doubt about its exclusion from all
dissimilar cases: “effects-in-general” are not always observable. As a result,
Ratnakirti challenged the Naiyayikas to specify a property “R” that restricts
the scope of the reason property in such a way that the subclass of effects-in-
general defined by it can be known, through observation and nonobserva-
tion, to be pervaded by the target property. This R-restricted reason property
must also be known to be present in the site of the inference, since if it were
not, Hib would apply. Ratnakirti proposed the property “from the observa-
tion of which (both parties would agree) there could be an awareness of its
having been made, even for one who did not observe its being made.” It was
agreed that locations about which there was disagreement would be a part
of the site of the inference. Ratnakirti then argued that given the Nyaya
theory of inferential reasoning, the only way the Naiyayikas could make this
R-restricted reason property work is by violating the “extension principle”—
the principle that specifies the conditions under which the scope of the rea-
son property can be extended from a sample class, on the basis of which
pervasion is established, to unsampled members of that class, and finally to
the site of the inference.

According to Ratnakirti, the specific property on the basis of which per-
vasion is determined is the only legitimate basis for extending the scope of
the reason property to include what is beyond the sample class. The I$vara-
inference, however, violates this rule: pervasion is established for a class of
R-restricted effects but is extended to the site of the inference on the basis of
a different property, i.e., effects-in-general. Ratnakirti went on to explain
how his version of the extension principle not only preserves our intuitions
about maker-inferences—e.g., a potter from a pot, a temple-builder from a
temple (but not I$vara from growing grass)—but also exposes the “Naiyayi-
kas’ trick.” Although it is not explicit, Ratnakirti’s extension principle is sup-
ported by his theory of exclusion.

Consider the classes of R-restricted effects-in-general that Ratnakirti and
his Naiyayikas agree have an intelligent maker—pots, cloth, bracelets, tem-
ples, etc. According to Ratnakirti, these are Oze objects. Given the Naiyayi-
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kas’ observability requirement, Ratnakirti argues that pervasion cannot be
established for the entire class of R-restricted effects-in-general (as the Nai-
yayikas suppose). Instead, he argues, pervasion with an intelligent maker
can be established only for “subclasses” of this R-restricted class—for classes
of pots, cloth, bracelets, etc. To explain this, let us consider how the perva-
sion relation between pots and the potter who made them is established.

The selection set S, for the construction of the Oze¢ pot that is first ob-
served to have an intelligent maker is constituted by a set of image-specifying
coordinates, a spatial coordinate, and a temporal coordinate. The selection
set S, for a second Oze pot that is observed to have a maker is constituted by
a different set of image-specifying coordinates, as well as different spatial
and temporal coordinates. The same would be the case for the selection set
8, of a third Oze pot, and so on. What counts as a set of “pot”-image-
specifying coordinates is determined by convention, as is what counts as an
“intelligent maker.” On the basis of these Oz2¢ objects it is possible to con-
struct an Oz2.2 object by creating a new selection set S in which any spatial
and temporal coordinates are ignored. Ratnakirti suggests that this Oz2.2
object is “pots-in-general, from the observation of which there could be an
awareness of having been made.” It is this Oz2.2 object that is known to be
pervaded by the target property. According to Ratnakirti, the scope of this
O2.2 reason property can be clearly extended to, and in fact includes, un-
sampled Oze pots—that is, other members of the class “pots-in-general.”
The legitimacy of this extension is based on S and the fact that the image-
specifying coordinates of S are consistent with “R.” While unsampled pots
are clearly included in Oz2.2, the scope of this reason property cannot be ex-
tended to either cloth or bracelets, or trees, mountains, growing grass, a
drying and cracking lump of clay, etc.

Given the observability requirement, it is the Oze objects that are actually
observed to have an intelligent maker that supplies the relevant “image-
specifying coordinates” that serve as the basis for the construction of the
O2.2 “pots-in-general.” It is this O2.2 object that is the basis for pervasion.
Thus, while it is the case that pervasion could also be established for “cloth”
and “bracelets,” and a larger class of pervaded O2.2 objects could be con-
structed, nevertheless it is still the case that pervasion is based on the image-
specifying coordinates of the members of each distinct subclass of Oze
objects for which an intelligent maker had been observed. As a result, Rat-
nakirti argues that in the I$vara-inference the Naiyayikas improperly extend
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the scope of their reason property to the site of the inference. And although
I will not go into it here, many of the same considerations regarding the
construction of the target property enter into Ratnakirti’s discussion in
chapter 3, section 4.

5.2.2. EXCLUSION AND THE SITE SUBCOMPONENT

Another important issue in Ratnakirti’s discussion of the site subcomponent
in the Naiyayikas’ I$vara-inference had to do with the scope of the target
property. In a subsection of his Section on the Target Property, Ratnakirti as-
sumed (for the sake of argument) that the Naiyayikas could show both that
there is pervasion between “effects-in-general” and “an intelligent agent-in-
general” and that the reason property “effects-in-general” is known to be
present in the site of the inference. Given this, however, Ratnakirti argued
that the Naiyayikas could still not establish that the intelligent agent who is
now known to be the intelligent maker of the earth has the special character-
istics that uniquely identify him as I$vara. Ratnakirti’s argument was based
on what he took to be the illegitimacy of the Naiyayikas’ claim that “al-
though pervasion with a general-term is well known, special characteristics
are proven through the force of being a property of the site of the inference.”
Recall that Ratnakirti’s Naiyayikas argued that in virtue of knowing that
the target property is present in the site of the inference, they could deter-
mine the special characteristics of the agent in question that identify him as
I$vara, such as omniscience etc. Ratnakirti’s rejection of this is based on his
understanding of the location-relation “presence,” which he defines through
the theory of exclusion.

According to Ratnakirti, “presence” is nothing more than the “exclusion
of nonconnection.” Thus the target property’s “presence” in the site of the
inference can be interpreted as its being characterized by the “exclusion from
nonconnection with the site of the inference.” According to Ratnakirti,
what this means is that on the basis of knowing that the target property is
“present” in the site of the inference, all that one can conclude is that it is
“excluded from nonconnection with it.” On the basis of this, Ratnakirti
concludes that the only characteristic that can be proven on the basis of
knowing that the target property is present in the site of the inference is this
one. Thus, in the inference of fire from smoke what we learn on the basis of
the inference is that fire is excluded from nonconnection with the mountain.
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We do not learn anything more about the fire other than those characteris-
tics that are entailed by its exclusion from nonconnection with the mountain.
We can learn, for example, that it is the kind of fire that produced the smoke
on the mountain, but not its color or specific fuel-source.

Similarly, Ratnakirti explains that the most we can expect from the
Naiyayikas’ inference is to establish that our world has an intelligent maker
of some sort or the other. We cannot conclude that this maker is I$vara.
Moreover, Ratnakirti says that if all that the Naiyayikas are trying to es-
tablish is that our world has some sort of an intelligent maker, they are
trying to prove something that he already accepts (see section 6). If they
are trying to establish an omniscient maker, however, then, as discussed in
chapter 3, their inference-instrument would not be certified. Again, it
should be clear that Ratnakirti’s argument is supported by the theory of
exclusion.

6. Conclusion: Who Created the World?

When taken together, Ratnakirti’s remarks on what there is provide yet an-
other perspective from which to consider his critique of the Naiyayikas’ ar-
gument for the existence of I$vara. Just as his theory of exclusion provided
resources for understanding his account of epistemic objects and relations,
his ontology helps us to understand how these objects are related to one an-
other. His account of O1—O4 thus provides a kind of “ontological structure”
on which to map his theory of content and his epistemology. For example,
while the theory of exclusion tells us that universals are constructed from
particulars, Ratnakirti’s ontology helps us to see that many of those particu-
lars are themselves the result of construction. Similarly, while his theory of
exclusion suggests that he is a conventionalist about epistemic necessity, his
ontology helps us to see that in the final analysis nothing about what our
thoughts are about is due to the external world in which we are supposed to
live. Most interestingly perhaps, his remarks on the status of external objects
show us that even though an intelligence-possessing maker like I$vara is not
the maker of the world, there is still an intelligence-possessing (or mental)
maker of the world: that maker is not the Naiyayikas® I$vara, but rather men-
tal construction, exclusion, and determination. In this he supports the long-
standing Buddhist commitment to there being a conscious maker of our
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world, while also showing that such a maker need not be the single, perma-
nent, omniscient maker whose existence his Naiyayikas have worked so hard
to establish.!!® Behind both of these points are, as I have argued, his theory
of exclusion and the variety of philosophical commitments and resources
reflected in it.

3. For an excellent discussion of “creation” in Buddhist philosophy see Steinkellner
2006:15—-45, Lindtner 1999, and Schmidt-Leukel 2006:111-177. Moksakaragupta makes this
same argument at MTBh 60.12—61.22.
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CHAPTER 6

The Values of Buddhist Epistemology

N INTRODUCING THIS BOOK | 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 I hoped
to achieve these ends (sambandhba).! It seems 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 I$vara (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” (abhidheya), “purpose” (prayojana),
the latter two terms are discussed. For a discussion of all three in the work of a Buddhist
epistemologist see Dharmottara’s NBT 5s.or-16.02 and Arcata’s HBT 1.18—3.03. For an excel-

lent discussion of this issue, and numerous additional references, see Funayama 199s.
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engaged with his opponents, both explicitly and implicitly. In the texts dis-
cussed in these chapters, however, Ratnakirti does not tell 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 I want to argue that Ratnakirti’s understanding of the value of phi-
losophy, and epistemology more specifically, is implicit in his practice of it—a
practice that both subtly gestures to, and draws from, a “two-dimensional
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 I hope to show are evident in Ratnakirti’s 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 belief “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 Ratna-
kirti and his opponents appeal to in their debate about the I$vara-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,” Kamalasila (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, see 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. For a discussion of these, and an extended argument against the reduction of epistemic
rationality to instrumental rationality, see Kelly 2003, where he argues 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 I 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 seck 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 I will show that Ratnakirti himself shared the
framework of value that was constructed by his text tradition. In section 3 I
will discuss how Ratnakirti’s teacher, JAanasrimitra, 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 I 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—s40) 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 see
Papineau 2003.

7. See 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.® In
this opening verse, and his own commentary on it, Dignaga very clearly ex-
plains that he composed his work in order to refute his opponents’ views on
the instruments of valid awareness (pramaina) and to establish his own.” He
explains further that this is an important task, because there is a great deal of
confusion about these instruments and many competing claims have been made
about them. Since our account of what we know depends upon our account
of how 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 Kanci in South India
and to have lived and worked, at least for a time, at the Buddhist monastic and educational
complex of Nalanda, which was located in North India, in the modern state of Bihar. For
more on what we know of Dignaga’s life see Frauwallner 1933 and Hattori 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 epistemology in India. See Steinkellner et al. 2005: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 elements in Dignaga’s theory of inferential reasoning.

9. PS 1.1: “With great reverence to the teacher who exists as a source of knowledge; who
secks the well-being of the world; who is accomplished; and who is our protector, I compose
this Compendinm, on the basis of my own thoughts, which are scattered about here and
there, in order to establish the sources of knowledge” (pramanabhitayn jagaddhitaisine
pranamya Sistre sugatiyn tayine | pramanasiddlyni svamariat somuccayah kavisyate viprasytiad
ihaikatal). PSV 1.10-1.13: “With great reverence to the teacher who has such qualities, I 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-

vals and promote my own, since an awareness of what can be known depends upon the
sources of knowledge, and there are many competing claims made about them” (see Hattori
1968:23—24, Kellner 2004b:148) (evamgunam Sastaram pranamya pramanasiddhyai svapra-
kavaneblyo wyayamukhadiblya iba samahrtya pramanasamuccayal kavisyate parapramanapra-
tisedhaya svapramanagunodbhavaniya ca, yasmatr pramandyatta prameyapratipattiv bahavas
catra vipratipannih). Also see PST 20.14—22.13. For an extremely important discussion of
the phrase that I have translated as “exists as a source of knowledge” (pramanabhiita) sce the
excellent discussion in Krasser 200t and the references contained therein. For a discussion of
why Dignaga and Sakyabuddhi interpret the “as” in this phrase to mean “is,” while Prajaa-
karagupta takes it to mean “like,” see Kellner 2004b, and for a somewhat different interpre-
tation, Iwata 2004. For a discussion of the variety of ways in which the term “accomplished”
(sugata) is interpreted by Dignaga see Hattori 1968:23.
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views about the instruments of valid awareness is, therefore, also a way of
establishing what is in fact the case.

From Dignaga’s rather brief remarks in the opening section of his Comz-
pendinm, it is clear that his work has a dual purpose: it is meant to “reject the
instruments of others” (parapramanapratisedha)—and thereby reject the
conclusions that they draw on the basis of them—and to “make public the vir-
tues of one’s own account of the instruments” (svapramanagunodbhavana)—
and thereby support one’s own conclusions.!® This dual purpose is also
explicit in the structure of Dignaga’s text: each 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 Dignaga says in the opening section of his Compendium, what
seems to be of value is being right, both about how one knows and what one
knows. And, as Dignaga suggests, it is through critical reflection upon the
instruments of valid awareness that one is able to determine this. Dignaga
also makes it clear that this is not simply a personal affair: it is essential to his

10. 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 Dignaga’s “dual purpose™ are not just the “instruments,” or sources of
knowledge, but also the “conclusions,” or objects of knowledge/valid awareness.

PST ms. B2s8bi—4 (as cited in Krasser 2004:141 n. 32): “It is not the case that only in
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
question] —But why can’t this be known through perception?—he says, ‘things are imagined
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 that it is worth touching’ means ‘It isn’t worthy of
thought.” And he has explained the ways in which they do not stand up to thought. ‘For this
reason’ means ‘since.” Thus reasoning cannot be the basis for an investigation. 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
nyayapariksadisu prameyapratisedhab kytab, ihapy avthatah kyta iti darianat. {sarvesam cetyadi}.
kasmat punab pratyaksagamyam na bhavatity aha—tatpavikalpitapadarthanam ityadi. prod-

hanapurusadikkalasamavayadinam apratyaksataya lingenastitvavyavasthapanat tavkagamyat-
vam. na vimardaksama iti na vicavam arvha ity avthah, yatha ca vicdram na sabate, tathi
pratipaditam, ata iti. yasmad evam na paviksaksamas tavkal, tasmat tadgamyasya prameyasyapy

arthatah pratisedho *tra kyta eva veditavya iti).
11. For an introduction to this text and a discussion of its organizing principles see Hat-
tori 1968 and Hayes 1988.
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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
if'any it has for a Buddhist philosopher, is not discussed by Dignaga here.
In the concluding sections of his Compendinm, 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
(Aurvibita) and so are distant from (viprakysta) the real nature of dharma as
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 1s an indica-
tor of proximity to dbarma. But, as Dignaga (and the tradition before him)
also points out, the real nature of dharma is not itself accessible to such
analysis (atarkagocara).’3 As a result, his purpose is not (and cannot be) to

12. PST ms. B258b4ft. For quoted fragments (pratika) from PS/PSV see Krasser 2004131,
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
cedition 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 knowledge (pramana) and their objects (prameya) [as taught by non-
Buddhists| are not properly fixed (durvibitatvena). However, by just this (¢yata), I do not
expect them to enter in to the teaching of the Tathagata, since his dharma 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 dharma)| after hearing it, since it is very far [from
their views] and close to his (viprakrstantaratvit)” (tshad ma kun las btus par yan | tshad ma
dan géal bya fie bar briod pa nid kyis mu stegs pa ’i *dod pa siiin po med pa % phyir | der Zen pa
rnams ldog pa i don du “di bresams pa yin gyi | *di tsam gyis de bzin gsegs pa i bstan pa la gZug pa
%i don du ni ma yin te | de i chos ni vtog ge % yul ma yin pa i phyir vo || ldog pa las ni ston pa i chos
7id thos nas *bad pa med par rrogs par Jyyur te | bar du ma bskal ba % phyir o). It is worth noting
that according to Jinendrabuddhi this section—which is quoted by Bu ston Rin chen grub
in his History of Buddhism (chos *bynn)—states Dignaga’s “secondary”/“more distant” (vyava-
hita) purpose, while his “primary”/“immediate” (saksat) purpose is indicated in PS 1.1. For a
very careful analysis of this passage see Krasser 2004:131-135. As Krasser notes, the passage
is 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,
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 Dignaga 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 dharma—which each individual secks to know—is an object of only the ultimate source
of knowledge, it is not an object of the conventional ones” (izy @ha, taddharmasyatarkagocar-
atvat. tarkagrahanam vyavaharikapramanopalaksanartham. lokottarasyaiva hi pramanasyn
visayo bhagavato dbarmab pratyatmavedyalh, na vyavaharvikasyety arthal).

15. PST ms. B259b2—6 (as cited in Krasser 2004:134 n.16), where he suggests that the un-
derlined words are from Dignaga’s verse. Here is the “verse” extracted from the context of
the commentarial passage: “Those who seck the essence of dharma by way of reasoning have
fallen far from the Buddha’s teachings. Still, the defining features of the Buddha’s dbarma
should be investigated, since perhaps they may undergo change.” Here is the passage in full:
“Because they have set out on the wrong path, he says, ‘But, they have fallen very far.” Those
who investigate the nature of dharma by the path of reasoning have fallen very far from the

teaching of the Buddha, since the nature of dharma 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
investigated, since perhaps it may undergo change’—like the things conceived of by non-
Buddhists. He said that this means that although they are accepted as being the objects of
reasoning, the kinds of things that are critically reflected upon through reasoning by non-
Buddhists, such as the soul and the like, ‘undergo 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 are 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 (nairatmyn), 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 are
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 dbarma, 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 dbarma. 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. Dharmakirti

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 (Pramanavi-

although reasoning cannot have ultimate truth as its object, still, in teaching [us about| a
thing as it is established in its generic form, it is helps [us to] realize what is really the case.
This is what is taught” (sudiranastas tv iti, unmargapravyttatvat. sudiivam nastas te munin-
drasasanat, ye tavkapathena dbarmatim niscinvanti, tasya atarkavisayatvit. yady apy etad evam

tathapi tathagatadharmalaksanam pariksyatam yady wpayati vikviyam tivthikaparikalpitapa-

darthavat. etad uktam bhavati, tarkavisayatvenabhyupagata api tirthikair dtmadayah padarthas
tarkena vicaryamanda vikviyante, yatha Sastre tesam vyavasthapitas tatha navatisthanta ity arthal.
tathagatapraveditadbarmanam aviparital svabhivo nairdtmyadiv vicaryamano na vikriyate,
yatha darsito vyavaharikendtmand tathaivopalablyata ity avthab. etena yady api tavkah paramar-
thavisayo na bhavati, tathapi yathavasthitam vastu samanyavipena sicayams tattvadhigamani-
kitlo bhavatiti siicitam).

16. For a brief introduction to Dharmakirti’s life and works see Steinkellner 1998.
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niscaya) and his Commentary on the Compendinm of the Sources of Knowledge
(Pramanavirttika).\”

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-
tul (hita) and avoid what is unhelpful (abita) it is necessary to know what
correct/valid awareness (samyagiana) really is.18 What is emphasized in this
verse is the close connection between a correct account of the instruments 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”
(hitahitapraptiparvibarayor niyamena samyagjianapiirvakatvad avidusam tadvyutpadandrtham
idam avabhyate). See also Vetter 1966:30 n. 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 that is valid? Since he denies that any awareness-
event has an object, there isn’t a difference 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 samsara endures. Relative to its not disappointing us in
our ordinary activities it is valid awareness 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 seek 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” (so pi katham sarvajianandm visayam vyativecayann
upaplavetarayoh pramanctaratim briyyat. upaplavavisanavisandhidosad aprabuddhasyapy anas-
vasikam vyavaharam utpasyann ekam apramanam dcaksita, aparam i swmsavam avislistan-
wbandham dydhavasanatvad iba vyavabhavavisamvadapeksaya pramanam. samvyavahiarikasyn
cotat pramanasya vispam uktam, atvapi pare midha vissmvadayanti lokam iti. cintdmayim eva

tu pragiam anusilayanto viblramavivekanivmalam anapayi paramarthikapramanam ablhimulkh-
tkurvanti). As Krasser notes, this probably refers back to PVin 1.28 and PVin 1.20-1.31,
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In this passage Dharmakirti clarifies some of what he says in his introduc-
tory verse and picks up on many of the themes discussed by Dignaga. He
first explains, for example, what he means by “valid” and “invalid” aware-
ness. In explaining how the two are to be distinguished from one another,
he also provides an account of what it means to say that valid awareness is
“helpful.” More specifically, Dharmakirti argues that those who have a cor-
rect account of valid awareness say that acting on the basis of an awareness-
event that has a distorted image is not reliable—in the sense that acting on
the basis of it will not reliably lead to results that are consistent with the
kinds of expectations that we form on the basis of it. As a result, he says, there
is a genuine basis for such philosophers to say that such an awareness-event is
“not valid.” Similarly, according to Dharmakirti, they also say that acting on
the basis of an awareness-event that has a firmly established image is reliable—
and will be so as long as the world goes around. As a result of this, he says
that there also is a basis for such philosophers to say that such an awareness-
event is “valid.” Valid awareness is “helpful” in the sense that it is reliable and
does not disappoint us or lead us astray.?? According to Dharmakirti, this is
an essential part of a correct account of conventionally valid awareness.

Dharmakirti goes on to say that those who are confused about this end
up leading the world astray, in the sense that they prevent others from ac-
curately understanding what conventionally valid awareness is, and so dis-
tance them from ultimately valid awareness—that is, awareness of dharma
itself.?! In contrast, those who focus their attention and meditate upon what
is conventionally valid have the chance to realize what is ultimately valid.
Although Dharmakirti is not explicit about this, it is clear that he shares the
dual objectives outlined by Dignaga, namely, of arguing against one’s
opponents—that is, those who lead the world astray—and in support of
one’s own position. It is also implicit in Dharmakirti’s remarks that his
reason for doing so is to put people on the right path for realizing dbarma by

which according to Vetter 1966:74 n. 3—4 correspond to PV 282, 285. The passage is quoted
from Krasser 2004:143, following Steinkellner’s forthcoming edition of PVin 1 and 2; it has
also been noted by Mikogami (1993:99 n. 34 and translated on p. 93) and Dunne (2004:315—
317, 315 1. 35).

20. For a discussion of “validity” in the work of Dharmakirti, see Katsura 1984, van
Biljert 1989, and Dunne 2004. For an excellent discussion of some of the issues raised by
Dharmakirti’s account see Krasser 1995. See also McCrea and Patil 2006.

21. See notes 18 and 19.
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bringing them closer to it—even though dbarma itself is inaccessible to con-
ventionally valid awareness and our ordinary sources of knowledge.

In concluding this passage, Dharmakirti refers to his commentary on an
carlier passage, in which he also discusses the relationship between episte-
mology, conventionally valid awareness, and the path to ultimately valid
awareness.?? In this earlier passage he says that even for Yogis—and so, by
implication, for everyone else too—it is only after understanding what has
been taught through “awareness based upon what has been heard” and then
establishing that what has been heard is fact the case through “awareness
based upon reflection”—that is, conventionally valid awareness—that one can
put oneself in a position to cultivate the kind of clear, nonconceptual, and
ultimately valid awareness that results from meditation and gives one aware-
ness of dharma itself. Again, although it is not explicit, the reason those who
are mistaken about the nature of valid awareness lead the world astray is that
they mislead us all on the basis of their mistaken epistemology, and thus
prevent us from arriving at what is conventionally valid. Since an under-
standing of what is conventionally valid is a prerequisite for ultimately valid
awareness—that is, knowledge of the dbarma itself—a mistaken epistemol-
ogy necessarily distances us from it.

Ideas very similar to these are also explicitly stated by the Buddhist phi-
losopher Dharmottara (ca. 740-800) in his commentary on this section of
Dharmakirti’s text.”® According to Dharmottara, Dharmakirti analyzes

22. PVin 1.28 (in Krasser 2004:144 n. 42, following Steinkellner’s forthcoming edition
of PVin 1 and 2): “By the power of mental cultivation/meditation, it manifests clearly, like
fear, etc. That awareness-event which does not disappoint [us] is perception free from con-
ceptualization. Even for Yogis, mental cultivation should follow from understanding things
through the awareness of what is heard, followed by their adoption through awareness pro-
duced by reflection—that is, reasoning. When complete, there is clear manifesting aware-
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 Pramanavirttika” (bhavanabalatah spastam bhayadav iva bhisate | yaj jhadgnam avisamvidi
tat pratyaksam akalpakam. yoginam api Srutamayena jianenarthan grhitva yukticintdmayena
vyavasthapya bhavayatim tannispattan yat spastavabhisi bhayaday iva, tad avikalpakam avi-
tathavisayam pramanam pratyaksam, aryasatyadarsanavad yatha nirnitam asmabhib pramana-
varttike). See also Vetter 1966: n. 74, referring to a parallel passage at PVABh 327.16-327.18,
and Vetter 1966:73-15, 73 n. 1-3. See also PV 3.285, quoted in Funayama 2005:7 n. 26, where
he compares it with Kamalasila’s Bhavanakrama 11.

23. PVinT ad PVin 1.59=D167b6-181a1=Peking no. 196a2—s: “Even ultimately valid aware-
ness is 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 conventionally
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
crror and establishing what is the case.

While in his Ascertainment of the Sources of Knowledge Dharmakirti is self-
conscious about the importance of epistemology (i.e., both perception and
inference) and its relation to dharma, 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.** 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” ( pramanasiddhi) 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 cause 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-
rthikam api pramanam na nivhetukam. na ca bhavanavyativikto hetuh. bhavana ca samvyava-
havikapramanapavicchinndrthavisaya. tatas ca tat samvyavaharvikam pramanam  samyan
nivipitam pavamarthikogiianahetul sampadyate. {tatas tadviswyo yatnal paramarthavisaya eva.}
mithyajianena i visaytkyta bhava nityadibhiv akaraiv bhavyamana na paramarthikajianani-
bandhanam bhavanti. anityadibhis tv akavair bhavyamana nibandhanam bhavanty eva. tasmad
ato vyamoham vyavartya pavamarthanaye “vatdrayitavyo janab, sthilavisayatvad asya vyamo-
hasya. etadvyamohanivyttipirvika ca paramarthapraptih). The quoted text follows Krasser
2004:144-145 0. 44, who notes that this passage is quoted in the Dravyalamkaratika. See
Jambuvijayaji 2001:77.19—77.25 and Lindtner 1984:157 n. 23. For PVin 1.59 see carlier notes.
Also see D167b2—3=Peking no. 195b4—s, and Krasser’s paraphrase in Krasser 2004:144.

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

25. This group includes Devendrabuddhi (ca. 630-690), Sakyabuddhi (ca. 660-720),
Karnakagomin (fl. 800), and, for different reasons, Ravigupta (fl. ninth century) and

Yamari (fl. eleventh century).
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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.26 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 Sakya-
buddhi (ca. 660—720) and Karnakagomin (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 (a7zha) and what is
useless (anartha). 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.?® Sékyabuddhi, 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 “useless” is
the account provided by non-Buddhists.?® As Sakyabuddhi says, the reason

26. This group includes Prajaakaragupta (fl. 800), indirectly, and Jayanta (fl. eleventh
century).

27. For a discussion of the structure 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 harmtul” (arthanarthavivecanasydnumanasrayatvat tadvipratipattes tadvya-
vasthapanayiha).

29. PVT Dsb7t/Qsbsft, 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, etc., 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” (acarya-

dignagapranitam  pramanalaksanddikam  artho yuktatvat, tiwthikapranitam na  yuktatvad

anarthal. tayor vivecanam yuktayuktatvena vyavasthap , tasya anasrayatvat. anuwmanam
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Dignaga’s account is said to be of value, and the opponents’ is not, is that
only what Dignaga says is correct (yukta). He goes on to say that since for
Dharmakirti perception cannot be used to demonstrate this, it is only on the
basis of inferential reasoning that we can distinguish between what is actu-
ally correct and what is incorrect. As a result, a correct account of inferential
reasoning is a prerequisite for any kind of philosophical analysis, and so
Dharmakirti chooses to discuss it as an independent topic at the beginning
of his text, even though Dignaga himself did not.

In a closely related passage, Sékyabuddhi adds to this carlier explanation
by saying that a correct account of inferential reasoning is, more specifically,
a prerequisite for Dharmakirti’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 fundamental aspects of what the Buddha taught—e.g., the
five aggregates (skandha) that constitute living beings, the sensory spheres
(ayatana), and the eighteen elements (dhatn).3° Sakyabuddhi says that since,
in the chapter in which the qualities of the Buddha are discussed, Dharma-
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 Sakyabuddhi 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 hy dsvitya lnksanavakyanam yuktayuktatvam vyavasthapyam, na pratyaksam, tasyavicaraka-
tvad iti).
30. PVT D71b1/Q864a6, parallel to PVKP 517.29—518.02 (as quoted in Kellner 2004b:155 .

18): “The five aggregates, sensory spheres, and eighteen elements 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 not 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” (laksyante skandhadhatvayataniani yena Sastrena
tal laksanasastram tripitakam. pramanam ca tad, avissmvaditvat, laksanasistram ceti pramana-
laksanasastram bhagavatpravacanam . . . iti bhavah). For a more detailed and contextually
grounded analysis of this passage see Kellner 2004b:152-156.

31. VT D71a5/Q86a1, parallel to PVKP 517.05-517.06 (as quoted in Kellner 2004b:1s5 n.
17): “Inference is a prerequisite for that elucidating commentary in which [Dharmakirti]
explains [the meaning of Dignaga’s Compendinm] in the proper manner, after setting aside
the false explanations of previous commentators and the false views of non-Buddhists”
(parvatikakarvasadvyakhyam tirthikavimatim capaniya yathasthitavyakhydnam vyakhya. toasya

nibandhanam anuwmanam).
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Sakyabuddhi’s analysis that being right about the sources of knowledge, and
specifically inferential reasoning, is important for having access to the path.

Interestingly, while commenting on this line, Karnakagomin rejects Sél(ya-
buddhi’s claim that for Dharmakirti, inferential reasoning is of special im-
portance because it is only through inferential reasoning that we can determine
what is useful and what is useless. Although Karnakagomin doesn’t disagree
that inferential reasoning is # basis for making such determinations, he thinks
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 suftering and the path that leads to it—that
is, the third and fourth noble truths—while when he says “uscless” what he
means is suffering and its causes—the first and second 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 Sources of Knowl-
edge pick up on, and in some cases extend, Dignaga’s treatment of the four

32. PVSVT 7.23-7.28 2d PVSV 1.8 (as quoted in Kellner 2004b:157 n. 20): “And the Bud-
dha has said that ‘liberation arises by seeing 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 between 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, thelpful’ is ultimate truth [and] ‘unhelpful’ is
conventional truth” (muktis {ca} caturaryasatyadavianad bhavatiti bhagavatoktam. taddar-
Sanam ca bhavanabhydsato nispadyate. bhavanayam pravyttis ca caturaryasatyaniicayena. tan-
niscayas ca pavoksatvad anwmanid eva bhavatity avthanarthavivecanasrayatvam anumanasyaiva.
artho mivodbamargay upadeyatvad, anartho dubkbasamudayan, tyajyatvat. yad va “rthal para-
marthasatyam anarthaly samvyttisatyam). Kellner 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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issues that structure his account of the purpose and value of Buddhist epis-
temology in his Compendinm. There is, for example, widespread agreement
that there is a dual purpose in the work of the Buddhist epistemologists—
namely, to argue both against their opponents’ account of the sources of
knowledge and in support of their own. There is also widespread agreement
that a correct account of the sources of knowledge brings one closer to un-
derstanding and realizing the dharma, even though dharma itself is inacces-
sible to philosophical analysis. One of the reasons given for this is that the
realization of dbarma requires meditating upon an object—specifically, the
teaching of the Buddha—that has been established on the basis of conven-
tionally valid sources of knowledge—most relevantly, inference. Establishing
an object in this way seems to fix it in awareness in the way that is required
for successful meditation. What is important is not just that one is aware of an
object that can, for example, withstand critical philosophical analysis, but that
this object is fixed in awareness as a result of a conventionally valid awareness-
event. There is little doubt that the Buddhist epistemological tradition, as in-
herited by Ratnakirti, views philosophy, and epistemology more specifically,
as having value, in that it can turn one away from incorrect views and toward
the kind of view that can lead one to the realization of dbarma itself.

2. The Soteriological Significance of Epistemology

Unlike his predecessors, Ratnakirti is rarely explicit about his commitment
to the ideals of his text tradition regarding the soteriological significance of
epistemology. As I will argue, however, he is clearly committed to these ide-
als and views his own work in support of them. As a way of illustrating this,
I will focus on aspects of Ratnakirti’s discussion of the inference for omni-
science, as presented in his “Demonstration of Omniscience” (Sarvajiasid-
dhi), in which he tries to prove that meditating (bsavana) upon a conceptually
constructed mental object—in particular, the four noble truths—can lead to
omniscience, the ultimately valid awareness of dbarma itself.3 T will argue

33. This text is edited and translated in Bithneman 1980 and Goodman 1989. For an ex-
cellent discussion of omniscience in Buddhist philosophy see McClintock 2002.

Here is Ratnakirti’s inference as presented at RNA (SS 1.20-1.24): “Every mental ele-
ment that is accompanied by repeated reflection that is sincere, uninterrupted, and contin-
ues for a long period of time [the reason property] is capable of becoming 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 dbharma, 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-
daranivantaradinghakalabhyasasahitacetogunah sa sarval sphutibhavo yogyal | yatha yuvaryi-
karal kiaminah purusasya | yathoktabhyasasahitacetoqunis cami caturaryasatyavisayi akara iti
{svabhavo 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 reason 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 atrabhyasasahitacaturaryasatyakarah
samagro dharmi simagryam ablyasavisistacetogunatvamatvam hetuh sphutibhavayogyatiasi-
dhyam).

34. That there is a dual purpose to his “Demonstration of Omniscience” (SS) is evident
from RNA (SS 1.11-1.14), 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, Kumarila; see RNA (SS 1.7).
Also see RNA (SS r.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” (saparikarabeyopadeyatattvajiin)—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” (saparikaraheyopadeyat-
makasya caturaryasatyakarasyq). For a turther discussion of this see Bithneman 1980:92 n. 7.
For some other references see PVABh 52.16—52.20, PVV 20.22ff. For more on this type of
inference, see 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 Ratnakirti
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 relationship between the dual purpose of his text, as stated
here, and the sources of knowledge.

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 “four noble truths”
(caturaryasatyn), which he suggests are themselves related to the underlying
truth of selflessness (nasratmya)—the view that there is no enduring self.3¢
As Ratnakirti sees it, discontent (duhkha)—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 see RNA (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. See RNA (SS 2.17), where Ratnakirti says that discontent (dubkha) “is just the five
current psycho-physical aggregates” (vartamanikapaiicaskandhatmaksa). A similar formula-
tion is repeated at RNA (SS 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 existence”
(samsarikapaiicaskandhalaksana). That discontent (dubkha) is to be identified as “what is to
be given up” is suggested at RNA (SS 2.07-2.10, 2.11).

38. See RNA (SS 2.20), where, in responding to the objection at RNA (SS 2.4) that the
cause (hetu) of “what is to 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”

(Aublhe vipavyasatrsnapravrttisaktikarmablbih sabitasyatmadystilaksanasya betoh). This idea is
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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.3* The path to the cessation of
discontent (marga) —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.*’

In arguing that meditation on the four noble truths can lead to the direct
manifestation of dbarma itself, Ratnakirti is in effect saying that meditation
on sclflessness 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.*?
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 Jiana-
$rimitra’s now lost “Demonstration of Omniscience” (Sarvajiiasiddhi).

39. See RNA (SS 2.31), where Ratnakirti explains that discontent can come to an end
“because it is possible to see that selflessness is an antidote to the ignorance that takes the
form of the view that there is an enduring selt” (atmadystiripaya avidyayah pratipaksabhita-
sya nagratmyadarianasya sambhavit). Also see 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”
(atmadarsanasya cavidyatvam atmapratiksepato dvastavyam).

40. See RNA (SS 3.01), where Ratnakirti responds to the objection, at RNA (SS 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’” (naivatmyadarsanasyn margasabdaviacyasya pramanato niscitatvat). See also Trilo-
cana’s account of the Buddhist position at RNA (SS 14.16-14.22)—especially where the
“path” is said to be defined by momentariness as the object of contemplation. Also see JNA
(KKBhS 323.03-323.05), which is translated in Kajiyama 1998:54 n. 128.

41. See RNA (SS 21.20), where Ratnakirti says that “meditation on the truth of the path
is how omniscience is established” (margasatyabhyasat siddbal sarvajink).

42. See RNA (SS 6.11-6.12), where he says that for those who want to know not about an
omniscient person in general, but about a particular omniscient person, “the Lord Buddha,
who is omniscient, [is] the only one who taught momentariness and selflessness in accor-
dance with the sources of knowledge” (pramanopapannaksanikanairatmyavadina eva sugata-
sya bhagavatah savvajiiati). 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 knowledge.
Furthermore, it seems as though it must also be known to be s0.*¢ 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 earlier objection
by Vacaspatimi$ra—RNA (SS 15.20-15.27)—in which he argues that since, according to Bud-
dhist philosophers like Ratnakirti, awareness-events 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 those truths, through meditation, is focused” (nairatmyaditat-
toaparismmukhasya savvasyaiva viksiptarviar | bhavanibalena tattvasiksatkarinah somabitatvir).

45. This idea is expressed a few lines later in the same passage—RNA (SS 21.16-21.18) —
where Ratnakirti 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” (mar-
gabhydsapravyttiv abhyabateti).

46. These two reasons are suggested by RNA (SS 19.17-19.21), which is also a part of
Ratnakirti’s response to Vacaspatimisra’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’ belief 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 different 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 scems to make an object of conventionally valid
awareness a proper object of meditation is that, unlike objects that are not

which is not necessarily Vacaspatimisra’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-event 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} pramanadystavastubbavanasahitam mana indriyam avthasvari-
pagrabifiianam janayatiti briomak, api tv asaddystilaksandvidyaparvipanthiksanikanairatmy-
alaksanasarvavastutattyabhavanasahitam). He goes on to say that the “real nature of all things”
(sarvavastutattyam) is “just momentariness and selflessness, which has been made known by
establishing momentary destruction” (ksanikanairatmyam eveti ksanabhangaprasadhanatah
pratipaditam iti). The same point is also made, in almost the exact same language, a few
pages later at RNA (SS 20.18-21.21).
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conventionally valid and/or known to be so, it is epistemically stable. In 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.*

2.3. “Dharma” and the Dharma Itself

Ratnakirti is very clear that the proper objects of meditation are mental
objects—and more specifically, mental objects whose representational con-
tent is the four noble truths or, as I have argued, selflessness/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 O4
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 Oz2 object that one can mentally act upon. Like the concept
of the inferred object “fire,” which is 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 (SS 20.07, 4.24-4.28), that as the objects of valid
awareness-events, 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 see note 46, where RNA (SS 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 dbarma itself. According to
Ratnakirti, as a result of meditation it is possible for us to directly “see”
the dbarma itself, through a special kind of perception called “yogic percep-
tion.”* Like his predecessors, Ratnakirti does not think that the dbarma itself
1s accessible to our conventional sources of knowledge. What is accessible are

3

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 Oz objects can lead to the manifestation of dbarma itself.>

Ratnakirti’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. It 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 (SS 20.05—20.11).

so. In two very interesting passages, Ratnakirti explains how the omniscience-inference
is different from inferences like the inference of fire from smoke; see RNA (SS 4.24—4.28)
and RNA (SS 5.04—s5.10). See also Eltschinger 2007b and Steinkellner 1999.

s1. RNA (ISD) and RNA (SSD) are devoted to arguing against his opponents. RNA
(SS), RNA (AS), RNA (KSA), RNA (KSV), and RNA (CAPV) 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 I 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 I$vara-inference and the close rela-
tionship between this critique and his theory of exclusion and mental im-
ages. While much of this was only implicit in Ratnakirti’s criticism of the
I$vara-inference, 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 I§vara-inference
is that I¢vara is generally taken to be the paradigmatic example of an endur-
ing self. Exposing inherent problems in the I$vara-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 dharma, 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 images, 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 matter.



The Values of Buddhist Epistemology 337

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. JAanasrimitra 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. Ratnakirti’s greatest intellectual
debts, however, are to his teacher Jaanasrimitra, whose own work is the di-
rect source of many of his arguments and provides the detailed blueprints
for much of his corpus.®? 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 Ratnakirti is faithful to his teacher’s
work, however, also highlights arcas 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

s2. Comparing the titles of Ratnakirti’s texts with those of his teacher illustrates this
nicely. JAanasrimitra’s extant works are as follows: “A Study of Moment by Moment
Destruction” (Ksanabhangadhyaya), “Analysis of Pervasion” (Vyapticarci), “Examination
(Bhedabhedapariksa), “The Mystery of Nonapprehen-
sion” (Anupalabdhirabasya), “Investigation of the Total Absence of Sound” (Sarvaiabda-

5

of ‘Difference and Nondifference

bhavapariksi), “Monograph on Exclusion” (Apobaprakarana), “Debating God” (Isvaravadn),
“Proof of the Cause-Eftect Relationship” (Karyakaranabhavasiddhi), “Monograph on the Dis-
cernment of Yogis™ (Yoginirnayaprakarana), “Monograph on the Drop of Nonduality”
(Advaitabinduprakarana), “A Treatise Proving That Awareness Contains an Image”
(Sakarasiddhisastra), and “A Verse Summary on the Possession of an Image” (Sakara-
samygrahasiitra). In addition to these texts, Jdanasrimitra also wrote a work on poetic meter
(see Hahn 1971 and Hahn 1989) and a lost “Demonstration of Omniscience” (Sarvajiiasid-
dhi) (see Steinkellner 1977).

53. For a very clear example of this compare Lasic 2000a with Lasic 2000b. Also sce
Steinkellner 1977 and the references in Bithneman 1980.
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to suppress. In this section I want to discuss a concept that is central to
Jaanasrimitra’s “Monograph on Exclusion” (Apobaprakarana), but that is
deliberately written out of Ratnakirti’s own “Demonstration of Exclusion.”

The concept of a “conditionally adopted position” (vyavastha) is the basis
for Jhdanasrimitra’s account of why his predecessors (and sometimes he him-
self) argue in support of philosophical positions that are strictly speaking
not correct.>* For Jhanasrimitra, 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 its
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 Jidanasrimitra says about conditionally adopted posi-
tions helps us to see 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 Awareness

The philosophical context for Jaanasrimitra’s discussion of conditionally
adopted positions 1s the multiple-content model of awareness that Ratna-
kirti shares with him. Recall that according to this model, each 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 JAanasrimitra 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 and
Patil 2006.

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

56. See chapter s, section 1, where Dharmottara’s NBT 70—72 ad Dharmakirti’s NB r.12 is
quoted and translated.
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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, JAanaérimitra says that each 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, Jianasrimitra 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 episode 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.>3

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 (paryudasa); JNA (AP 228), on imposi-
tion (aropa); JNA (KKBhS 322), on causality (karyakaranabbava); JNA (YN 332), on super-
normal perception (yogipratyaksa); the references in Woo 2001 to Jianasrimitra’s KBhA;
and the references in Kellner 1997a to his AR. There are also important differences between
JAanasrimitra and Dharmottara’s version of the two-object model of perception and infer-
ence. For a discussion of some of these differences see McCrea and Patil 2006 and below.

58. INA (VC 166.13-16) and Lasic 2000a:13*.02-13*.06 (note that Lasic [2000a:13*.03]
corrects Thakur —adbyavaseyabbedena from adbyavasayabbedenn): asmakam tavad wbbayam
api pramanam ubhayavisayam, grabyadhyavaseyabhedena. yaddhi yatra jiiane pratibhasate, tad
grahyam. yatva tu tat pravartate, tad adhyavaseyam. tatva pratyaksasya svalaksanam grahyam,

adlyavaseyam co samanyam. anasya tu viparyayah. Sce also INA (AP 225.17): dvidhi
visayavyavahiral pratibhasad adlhyavasayac ca (“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 Jianasrimitra, unlike Dharmottara, ex-
plicitly identifies the determined object of perception as a universal (s@manya) 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 JNA (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 to.%? In the case of perception, the grasped object is generally called
a “particular” and the determined object a “universal,” while in inferential/
verbal awareness the grasped object is generally called a “universal” and the
determined object a “particular.® Thus, to properly account for the con-
tents of perception and inference (and their validity) both manifestation and
determination are necessary.®!

Equally important to Jhdanasrimitra’s basic picture is his insistence that
the determined objects of both perception and inference are conceptual-
ized. 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 “determi-
nation” contrastively in his Short Study of the Reason Property (Hetubindu),%
he says,

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

60. The qualification “generally called” is necessary when describing JAanasrimitra’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 follows 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 pas-
sage about JAanasrimitra’s relativization of the terms “internal” and “external” are discussed in
McCrea and Patil 2006.

61. INA (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 mental image is not determined by it. Thus [in each case] a pervading factor is missing.
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 pratibhisate yena va yan navasiyate sa na tasya visayo yatha gojia-
nasyasvah | na pratibhisate ca $abdajnane svalaksanam, navasiyate canena buddhyakara iti
vyapakanupalabdbib | pratibandhasadhanian nanaikantikal).

62. The opponent’s discomfort with Jidnadrimitra’s position is clearly stated at JNA (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].%

According to Jhanasrimitra, 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 Jianasrimitra, 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 (AD 226.01-226.03): satyam ckarthau vikalpadhyavasiyau kevalam vikalpasabdah
Sabdadiyojananimittakal | adhyavasayas tv agrhite “pi pravartanayogyatanimittal.

64. This is, of course, completely consistent with the way(s) in which Dignaga and Dhar-
makirti describe conceptualization. As is well known, at PS 1.3d Dignaga explains that con-
ceptualization (kalpana)is “association withaname, class character, etc.” (namajatyadiyojand).
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™ (abhilapini pratitib kalpani), 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” (abhilapasamsargayogyapratibhasa pratitil
kalpana). For an extremely interesting and thorough discussion of this see Funayama 1992:4 4—
48; 59 1. 38, 39; 75 n. 116; 77 n. 121. See also the excellent discussion in Franco 1984..

65. This is also consistent with what Dharmakirti has to say. Consider, for example, the
famous quotation at PVin 2.8, where he says, “because even though its image is not an object
there is activity through the determination of an object” (svapratibhase navthe rthadlyavasay-
ena pravartanat). For a discussion of this concept and term, see Katsura 1984, Katsura 1993,
and the references in Dunne 2004. It may be worth noting 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 JAanasrimitra’s account of intentional activ-
ity as including physical, verbal, and mental activity sce JNA (AP 226-227).
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to how the terms happen to be used.®® 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 Jaana-
$rimitra and Ratnakirti, perception cannot be free from conceptual construc-
tion. Since for JAanasrimitra 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 Jdanasrimitra ap-
peals to his theory of conditionally adopted positions.

3.2. Conditionally Adopted Positions

In the following passage, Jianasrimitra develops his theory of conditionally
adopted positions (vyavasthi). 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 else 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.%”

66. The reason Jianasrimitra 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. INA (AP 204.26—205.03): atra britmal | iha kicid vyavasthis tattvalesam asvitya prayoja-
navisesiad anyathi sthitay apy anyathi kriyate, yatharma{tadutpada iti | utpado bi pragabhavavisista-
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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. Jianasrimitra 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.” Jddnadrimitra 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 Jhanasrimitra 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.®

Jaana$rimitra 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 vastunaly sata eva dbarmal | atha ca pragabhavalaksanatattvalesam  aSrivyasata iti
vyavasthapyate satkaryavadasankasankocaya} yatha va “nenaiva krtam kavma ko “nyah, pratyanu-
bhavisyatity chasantanaprajiaptim asvitya kytanasakytabhydgamavaiicana vimohaya. For hints of
such an idea in the work of his predecessors see PV 3.218—3.219, quoted in Dreyfus 1997:104 n.
71 and Dunne 200455 n. 5; see also Dreyfus 1997:83, 99. For Devendrabuddhi and gﬁl<}rabud—
dhi’s commentary on PV 3.194—224, see 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 Dignaga 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 Jhanasrimitra, 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, JAanaérimitra 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.e., 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 Jaanasrimitra, what Dignaga 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, Jianasrimitra 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 JAanasrimitra 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. JNA (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 AD.

70. JNA (AP 227.10-227.11). The reference is to HB 3*.14-3%.15, quoted at JNA (AP
225.18—225.19): atn eva ca tadablhimanamlanamanasam vyavaharvikam prati pratyaksalaksane
kalpanapodhavisesanam upadiyate, sitraro pi vikalpad adbyavasiayeneti.

71. For a discussion of Jaanasrimitra’s arguments in support of this position see Patil 2007.
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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 Monograph
on Exclusion, Jdana$rimitra explains this in greater detail.

3.3. The Pedagogical Significance of Dhavmakivti’s White Lies

JAanasrimitra 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 is not? JAanasrimitra’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 JAanasrimitra sees it, it
makes sense for Dharmakirti to try to use these deeply entrenched views,
rather than argue against them directly, even though he knows that they are
not strictly speaking correct. For Jianasrimitra, Dharmakirti’s accommoda-
tion of these ideas is just a conditionally adopted position. In the following
passages Jhanasrimitra states this explicitly, and points to the “little bit of
the truth” (fattvalesn) 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, JAanas$rimitra 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 is
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 Jidana$rimitra said in the passage cited earlier, it is
clear that it is in order to accommodate this little bit of the truth that Dig-
naga, Dharmakirti, and others in the Buddhist epistemological tradition
speak as if “conceptualizing” an object (i.e., apprehending it in association
with a word that is used to refer to it) and “determining” it (i.e., apprehend-
ing it as an object that one can act upon) are different, even though they are
one and the same.”® The “little bit of the truth” on which this conditionally
adopted position is based is a truth about how these terms are generally un-
derstood. And as Jaana$rimitra 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 generally 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 5, and Dunne 2004, Kellner 20044, and Patil 2003.

73. INA (AP 227.01-227.04): yathi vikalpenayam artho grhita iti niscayas tatha Sabdenn
samyojya ity api, arthakdralesavac chabdakiarasyapi sphuranat | tasmad yavad arthagrahanabhi-
manavan manavas tavad abhidbanasamyuktagrabanablhimanavan apity avasayanurodhad eva
vikalpavyavastha na tattvatah.

74. However, as Jianasrimitra 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. See JNA (AP 231.07-231.10). To get an better idea of how conditionally adopted posi-
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JAanasrimitra 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 Jianasrimitra, 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. Jhdanasrimitra seems to believe that the reason Dignaga 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
Jnanasrimitra, 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, Jhanasrimitra 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. As a 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. Jiana$rimitra writes,

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

77. I take the analysis in this passage to be supported by the two passages cited above and
the scattered references to perception in his AP. See JNA (AP 231.10-231.16), which is quoted
below, and the discussion that leads up to it at JNA (AP 230.27-231.10), which is discussed,
briefly, 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—i.c.,
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, Jhanasrimitra
nevertheless argues that it is not difficult to show such a person that there is
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”—e.g., its capacity to heat things up—are not directly presented in the
grasped visual image, but rather are 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. JNA (AP 231.10-231.16), quoting JNA 203.04: atha prthagjanasya dysyavikalpyayor apy
abhedagraho niyata evety avasito vabnib pratibhasita eveti cet. na, pratibhasantarasmaranena
tatpratibhasabhramabhramsasya kytarvit | yatha ca vikalpapratibhiasad anyn eva vastupratibhiso
darsayitum adhyakse Sakyal, tatha nadlhyaksapratibhasad anyo stiti tatraiva vastupratibhasavi-
Sramat tadvijatiyasya vastupratibhasaravyudasah Sveyan | tasmad yuktam uktam, sthapyo vacyas
tattvato naiva kascit.

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, Jiana$rimitra 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-samvrti),
it is itself still conventional.®® Jaanasrimitra 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 Jhanasrimitra explains that perception, like inferential/

80. JNA (AP 231.07-231.10): “About this, I 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” (atrocyate | tattvavyavasthiam aha,
ubhayasambhavenaiva visayatvam, kevalam samvyavaharvikapeksaya samvyter evadharasamvrtim
apeksya tattvam iti vyavahriyate, ksanabhedavatire samvyavaharavilopad vyavabarikam prati
pratiksanaksinatiayd abhavit, tattvatal pratyaksenobhayasambhavabhaval, iti na dosah). For an
extremely interesting discussion of higher and lower orders of conventional truth see JNA
(KBhA 6.09-7.24).

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.



350 Conclusion

verbal awareness, cannot have a 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 (that is, grasped by that awareness-event) and actionable (that is,
determined by it to be an object of activity).8? This is philosophically the
only way to capture our intuitions about what an object of an awareness-
event must be. But, as JAanasrimitra argues, nothing can be both grasped
and determined.®® 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 Pedagogy

Jhanasrimitra’s discussion of Dharmakirti’s white lie provides an interesting
framework for understanding his perspective on the pedagogical signifi-
cance of Buddhist philosophy.?* According to Jaanasrimitra, 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 JAanasrimitra’s example of how the idea of an enduring
self can be used to argue against those who do not accept karma. By stand-
ing on a rung of the philosophical stepladder higher than that of their tar-
geted audience, Jhanasrimitra’s predecessors were able to reach down and
help people up to the next philosophical rung, even if (according to Jaanas-
rimitra) they themselves realized that this next rung was not the final one. It
1s because of their privileged position on the ladder that Jianasrimitra seems
to think that Dignaga and Dharmakirti were able to clearly see, and there-
fore affect, what was going on below. The situation is no different for Jaana-
$rimitra himself. It 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 JAanasrimitra, 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, JAianasrimitra

82. For a discussion of this see chapter 4 and chapter s.
83. JNA (AP 231.07-231.10).
84. See Dreyfus 1997:443—462.
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expects us to move up to his two-object model. Similarly, by coming to see
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 JAanaérimitra’s text tradition, this is also
just what one would expect.®® Philosophy, then, is of pedagogical signifi-
cance, since it is through philosophical analysis and argumentation that a
teacher like JAanasrimitra is able to help his “students” move up from rung
to rung of a philosophical stepladder.3¢ For Jaanasrimitra 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 Jhanasrimitra’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.38
The first level is the one on which Jaanasrimitra discovers there to be a con-
ditionally adopted position. In Jaanasrimitra’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

8s. 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 Jaidanasrimitra thinks that philoso-
phy is of value.

87. Cf. Griffiths 1999a.

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
2004:53, 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/abhidharma typology; level 3:
standard interpretation/external realism (Sautrantika); level 4: yogacara/epistemic idealism.
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a real particular as its object. Similarly, according to Jianasrimitra, 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.8 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
“basement,” at level o. This is also the level on which JAanasrimitra himself
seems to place such views.”! Unlike the philosophical claims made on level 1,
however, the claims made on level o are not white lies, but only falschoods.

Level 2 1s the level on which a position is conditionally adopted by Jaanas-
rimitra himself: this is the level of Jdanasrimitra’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.? 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, moreover, 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 Jaanasrimitra relies upon
in criticizing his opponent’s views, such as the existence of I§vara, 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 Jaanasrimitra’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.

JAanasrimitra’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 Jadana$rimitra himself, who clearly believes that

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

90. JNA (AP 225.17), (VC 166.13-166.15).

or. For example, see Kyuma 2005:Ixxx-Ixxxiv, 77-79 n. 99.

02. JNA (AP 225.17), (VC 166.13-166.15).

93. JNA (AP 226.01-226.03).

o4. JNA (KBhA 6.09—7.24). For a translation and discussion of this see Kyuma 2005,
esp. p. 77 1. 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 1, 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 Jiana$rimitra’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.%¢

4. Ratnakirtr’s Framework of Values

In his “Demonstration of Exclusion,” Ratnakirti effectively writes out
JAanasrimitra’s discussion of conditionally adopted positions, and in so do-
ing reveals an important difference between himself and his teacher. While
JAanasrimitra 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
choose 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 Jianasrimitra, Ratnakirti is indifferent to such
historical and exegetical concerns. Instead, Ratnakirti’s arguments are de-
voted almost exclusively to the dual purpose discussed above. While Jaanas-
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.
JAanasrimitra 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 falschoods. This is not to say that Ratnakirti
would not agree with what Jianasrimitra 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 Jhanasrimitra’s “Monograph on Exclusion” with Ratna-
kirti’s “Demonstration of Exclusion.” It is precisely the passages in which
JAanasrimitra 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 Jianasrimitra 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 Jhanasrimitra’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 that Ratnakirti all but ignores). As with
JAanasrimitra, for Ratnakirti too, the third level is defined by the view that
neither perception nor inference really has an “object™ at all.

In Ratnakirti’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
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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
is 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
JAana$rimitra. 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
dbarma 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 these 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 1 is supposed to turn
someone away from their false views (on level o) and thereby encourage them
to seek 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.



356 Conclusion

from goal 1, in that it requires Ratnakirti to establish his own epistemology,
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-
terential 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 secks
to refute his opponents’ philosophical views and the epistemology that sup-
ports them (goal 1), I have argued that it is instrumentally rational for him
to argue against those views and their supporting epistemology by inter-
nally criticizing them. As I 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 I$vara-inference and the epistemology that supports it.
Similarly, in his other work Ratnakirti seeks to establish his own views and
the epistemology that supports them (goal 2).”? As I argued in chapters 4
and s, in the context of this goal it is instrumentally rational for him to fash-
ion his arguments against the I$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 secks 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-.
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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—4.10

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 I$vara-
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$vara-inference.!'”! Responding to the counterexample itself, how-
ever, cannot be supposed by Ratnakirti to be instrumentally rational for his
opponents—rather it must be epistemically so. We are not told of any goal
that they possess in relation to which accepting that their I§vara-inference is
defeated would be instrumentally rational. While Ratnakirti possesses the
goal of turning his Naiyayikas away from their false views, and thus pos-
sesses the goal of identifying a counterexample to the pervasion relation in
their I$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 1-4 is never stated explicitly. I 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 secks to
achieve it in his written work is through philosophy.

1o1. This corresponds to goal 1, discussed above.
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so would hinder them from achieving their own cognitive goals.!?2 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.!%® 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.!0

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.%¢ 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.!®” 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 such an
“instrumentalist” response, epistemic rationality would be reduced to a 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 Ratnakirti expects them to do so.

105. 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.
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5. Conclusion: Religious Reasoning as Religious Practice

The two-dimensional framework of value that I 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.1® Ratna-
kirtr’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.!10

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 it 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 issue. 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 2001:10, 14,
and MMK vv. 1—2 and MMK 24.18a-b, which are also translated in Kapstein 2001:24 n. 22,
23. See also Kapstein 2001:13, 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 (2004) 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 200sa, Eltschinger 2005b, Eltschinger 2007b. Some of this work has also been
discussed in Eltschinger 2007a. For work on Santaraksita see 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.!1!

One way to understand Ratnakirti’s confidence in this claim is to see
that for him it is both instrumentally and epistemically rational to accept the
momentariness thesis. It is, therefore, the categorical normative force of his
inferential arguments that secems 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 Ratnakirti 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
dharma, by convincing them that all 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 at all insignificant. As I 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

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

2. 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 course, 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” (preksiavant) —were conceived of by Sant-
araksita and Kamalasila. Also see her discussion of Griffiths 1999a and Griffiths 1999b in
McClintock 2002:31-38.
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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 I 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 it.

The pedagogical stepladder that I 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 I 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 see Griffiths 1999a.

115. This phrase is from Kapstein 2001:5.

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,
secking to find out the source of this noise, I turn around. Here, the reason I have to turn
around is an instrumental reason—I 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, I 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 cat 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’s stepladder are constituted by philosophical
problems and arguments and are focused on improving his opponent’s
cpistemic 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 Ratnakirti’s framework of values and
tripartite pedagogical structure thus enables us to see exactly what sort of a
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 will display epistemic rationality and accept Ratna-
kirti’s conclusions. On Ratnakirti’s model, religious reasoning is a “hybrid
virtue” that requires that one be sensitive to both instrumental and epistemic
reasons.! 8

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 herself in a proper epistemic position to one day become omniscient and

117. Exactly how this sort of development is related to philosophia, as famously suggested
by Hadot (1995), is not obvious. For a discussion of this issue in the work ofS/éntaraksita and
Kamalasila 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” seems more appropriate than with the work of Ratnakirti 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.

18. I take this from Kelly 2003:637.
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see dharma itself. 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 for progressing
on the path, and is therefore a form of religious practice, it is itself insuffi-
cient for realizing dharma. As Ratnakirti explains, meditation/cultivation is
also necessary. What is necessary for this practice to be successful, however,
1s something about which Ratnakirti’s texts are interestingly (and perhaps
importantly) silent.!*

119. For an excellent discussion of how Kamalasila’s account of the relevance of philoso-
phy to the path relates to what we generally take to be a more traditional understanding of
Buddhist “practice,” see 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” (boddhisattvabhiimi), especially the first (pramudita-bhiimi). Also
note BhK3 30.03-30.08, where Kamala$ila equates this first stage on the Boddhisattva path
to the “path of seeing” (darianamargn). For an explicit equation of Ratnakirti’s “fourth
goal” with such “practice” see Vinitadeva’s commentary to Dharmakirti’s NB, NBT-Vi
47.4—47.12, c.g., where he explains that in the practice that “leads to insight” (néirvedha-
bhagiya) the object of meditation is the four noble truths. As noted in Funayama 2005:4 n. 11,
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 suggests
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 Kamalasila’s Bhavanakrama, see Adam 2002.
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abhava (absence), 127, 213—214, 223

abhedn (nondifference), 218

abhidbeya (subject matter), 313

absence (abhava), 127, 213—214., 223

absence, nonimplicative form
(prasajyarispabhava), 213214140

absence of manifestation (aprakasn), 293

abstraction, 220153, 241n114

actionability: vs. availability, 285, 207;
by awareness, 297; of mental images,
289; of objects, 227, 245—246, 25218,
256-257, 291, 293, 296

adarasana. See nonobservation
(anupalambhn)

additional conditions (U), 64, 110-117

adbara-samvrti (lower-order
convention), 349

adhikarana (place, location), 37

adhyavasaya (determination), 199, 225,
249

agent (kartr), 9, 37-38

agent’s effort (krti), 38

INDEX

abetn (non-reason), 63

ahita (unhelpful), 321

already proven (siddha-sadhana), 170

amaikantika (H3: inconclusive), 76

“Analysis of Pervasion” (Vyapticarca)
(Jhanasrimitra), 339

anartha (useless), 325, 327

antara (internal), 224-225n65

anu+~vma (inferentially produced
knowing-event), 53

anubbava (presenting-awareness events),
43—45, 49

anumana. See inferential reasoning,
theories of (anumana)

anumiti (inferential awareness), 54

anumiti-karana (inferential awareness,
well-functioning instrument of),
62—63

anupalambha (nonobservation), 79-87,
107-110, II§—1I6, 123127, 131-134-

anupasambiarvin (H3: not universal),
64, 68
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anuvyavasiayn (apperception/
introspection), 34-3507, 4748

anyaya (positive concomitance), 68, 80,
269—271

anyapoha (exclusion of others), 205, 222.
See also exclusion, theory of (apoha)

apadana (donor/source), 37

apoha. See exclusion, theory of (apoha)

apperception/introspection
(anuvyavasaya), 34—35n7, 47—48

application (upanayn), 61179

aprakisa (absence of manifestation),
293

arbitrary-terms (yadrccha-sabdn), 209

argument conditions, 68—69

argument from design, 33, 57-58, 91, 95

argument from ignorance (argumentum
ad ignorantiam), 176177, 182, 1841155

arguments: Argument from Localized
Doubt, 128-131; Growing Grass
Argument, 128 139-150; Restricted
Scope Argument, 128, ISI-I54

arthakriya (pragmatic efficacy),
291293

artifacts/effects, Tonr6, 58, 95-96

asadharana-anaikantika (H3b:
uncommon), 64

Ascertainment of the Sources of Knowledge
(PramanaviniScaya) (Dharmakirti),
320-321, 324, 327328

asiddha (Hi: unestablished), 110,
240241

asrayn-nsiddba (Hra: unestablished in
the site of the inference), 64

aspasta (unclear), 229

atad (non-that), 223

atadritpa (not having that form), 217, 223

armadysti (enduring self, the view that
there is an), 330-333

atman (soul/self), 42n25, 19915

availability vs. actionability, 285, 207

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

awareness: buddhi, 86; correct/valid, 321;
determined-content, 249, 289—297;
Jnana, 42—43, 265; manifest-content,
262, 264, 285, 293—296; models of,
338339, 347-353; modes of, 229-230;
nature of, 55. See also awareness-events/
related categories

awareness-events: apperception/
introspection, 34-35n7, 47—48; classes
of, 43; conceptual awareness-events,
46-48, 202 (see also belief-episodes);
determined-objects of, 296; as
episodic in nature, 270; exclusion,
presence of, 213—215, 218—219;
first-order, 50, 52, 98; image 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—438;
object as determined-content of,
249n3; presenting, 43—45, 49;
second-order, 50; self-luminous,
46N36, 47—49; unnoticed, 46—48;
verbally produced, 236237

ayatana (sensory spheres), 326

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

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

bahyartha (mind-independent external
objects), 248

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

beneficiary/target (sampradana), 37

bhavana (meditation), 323-324., 327n32,
328, 320133, 331337

bhedn (difference), 218, 220, 260

bhedavasaya (determination of
difference), 279



bivalent epistemology, 33, 36, 42—50.
See also argument from design;
cosmological argument (for existence
of Tévara)

bodily activity (kayikz), 265

Buddha, 318-321, 325-332, 335, 359,
363n

buddhi (awareness), 86

buddhi-akara (mental objects/images):
actionability of, 289; characteristics,
204, 226—227, 230; defined,
224-225165; determination,
245—246; four kinds, 252; inventory
of (Ratnakirti), 248—253; not
actionable, 245; not actionable/
available, 227

buddbimaddbetuka, so—60. See also
buddhimat-karta (intelligent agent/
maker)

buddhimat-karta (intelligent agent/
mal(er), 57—60, 76, 90—92

Buddhist philosophy, pedagogical
significance, 350-353

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

CI1 (performance conditions), 64—65

Ca. See certification conditions.

C3 (argument conditions), 64, 68-69

case, what is conventional (samwrti),
295

case, what is really the (tattvatah), 295

causal complex, “same”
(sadySastmagriprasistn), 261

causal principle, 90-96, 173-174

causal relation. See production-mode of
pervasion

causal theory of warranted awareness,
40-43

cause, material/primary
(wpadana-karann), 84, 147-150

cause/agents, 92—95

Index 393

certification conditions

—argument conditions (C3); H4
subtypes, 64, 69

— characteristics, 62—65

—H “defects of a reason property;”
63—65

—instrument conditions/triple-conditions
(C2): C2.2, 64, 76, 87; C2.3, 76-78,
103-104, 110-117, 131; Hib subtypes,
64; Hic subtypes, 64, 1T0N25,
mon26, 12-113; H2 subtypes,
70—72, 76, 8788, 92, 103—-104,
108-117, 163, 170-171; H3 subtypes,
108-117; H3a subtypes, 87-88,
103-104, 108-117; H3a2 subtypes, 64,
85, 131, 145; H3c, 64

—performance conditions (Cr): Hra
subtypes, 64-66; procedures, 51-52;
satisfaction of V and U, 176-183

certified instrument, §1—s2

class, belonging to a different (vijatiya),
223

Commentary on the Compendinm
of the Sources of Knowledge
(Pramanavarttike) (Dharmakirti),
321, 324328

common sense, 159—161

comparison (upamans), 40, SIs2

Compendinm of the Sources of Knowledge
(Pramanasamuccayn) (Dignaga),
315-320

complex entity, 208, 211, 221, 223,
234238

complex/positive entity, 234-238

compound sentence (mahavakya), ss

conceptual awareness-events
(vikalpa-buddhi), 46-48, 202, 289.
See nlso belief-episodes

conceptual construction, 254,
338-352

conceptual content, 46

conceptual content, theory of,
25—26
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conceptualization (vikalpa): as “bringer
together;” 272n67; conceptual
construction, 254, 264n42, 338-352;
vs. determination, 340—-344; mental
construction, 253—254; white lies,
343350

conceptually constructed difference
(parikalpita-bhedn), 220

conclusion (nigamana), 61180

conditionally adopted positions
(vyavasthii), 338, 342-345, 351-354

construction (as a mode of exclusion),
220n53

construction, conceptual (vikalpa), 254,
338-352

construction, mental (vikalpa), 253-254,
283288, 298—299, 309

continuum (santana), 218

conventional existence, 2904—298

correct/valid awareness (samyagjiiana),
321

cosmological argument (for existence of
I$vara), 33, 57-58, 88-89

cow example (for establishing a verbal
convention), 276—278

culminating event (phala), 38, 61

cutting-events, 38—41, 54

“Debating Multifaceted Nonduality”
(Ratnakirti), 289

defects of a reason property (hetvabhisa,
H), 63—65; definition, 1o9n23, 110n25;
instrument conditions, 44, 66—70,
85—87. See also certification conditions

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

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

“Demonstration of Omniscience”
(Sarvagiiasiddli) (Ratnakirti), 328,
320134, 331, 335336

design inference, 57—58. See also
argument from design

determination, concept of (adhyavasiyn),
199, 225, 249

determination, modes of] 216, 225,
257-260, 274, 298, 341-348

determination vs. conceptualization,
340-344

determined-content: of awareness,
249, 289—297; as a “particular,”
277-278, 281; of perception, 277278,
289-293

deviation (wyabhicara), 80—82, 109121,
109N22, T09N24, 138-143

Adbarma: in Buddhism, 318-329; clear
manifestation of, 334; knowledge/
realization of, 334-337, 359-363;
through meditation, 331, 334335,
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, 343-350

dharmin (property possessor), 60—61,
130, 220221

Dharmottara, 323-324

dhatu (elements), 326

difference (bhedn), 218, 220, 260

difference, determination of
(bhedavasayn), 279

Dignaga: biography, 316n8; exclusion,
theory of, 200—201; objects of
perception, 347; texts, 315-320,
325-326

directly grasped (grahbya), 217218

direct object of perception, 253—256

discontent (dubkha), 330

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

discontent, path to the cessation of
(fourth noble truth, maa), 331

dissimilar cases (vipaksa), 67, 77, 80,
300-302

distracted (to be) (viksepa), 332

donor/source (apadana), 37



doubt (samsaya): argument from
localized doubt, 127-131; legitimate,
s1; localized/unlocalized, 128-131,
134-140; about a target property, 60

dravya-$abda (substance words), 209

dreams (svapnaginana), 42—43n25

dystanta (example), 61

dysya-anupalambha (nonapprehension
of an observable), 143-144

dubkhba (discontent, first noble truth),
330

durvihita (not well-established), 318

dusta (defective), 63

effects: all, 83, 147, 151; effect-cause
relation, 82; effects/artifacts, ron16, 58,
95-96; effects-in-general, 83, 85, 147,
151, 306—308; final, 38n14; observable,
83; restricted class of, 83; “same,’ 261

cffort (prayatna), 38

cighteen elements (dhatu), 326

ekatva-adhyavasaya (singularity,
determination of), 216—218, 225, 257

ekaviswyatva-abhiva (single object of
awareness, absence of), 230

epistemically special property ( guna), 41

epistemic burden problem, 96

cpistemic necessity, 104111, 117118, 127,
149-150, 197

cpistemic peer, 96-97nI52

cpistemic rationality, 314

cpistemic value, 99, 315, 356, 358

cpistemology: bivalent, 33, 36, 4250
(see also argument from design;
cosmological argument [for existence
of I$vara]); Nyaya, 33-56; of
Ratnakirti, 355-362; Sanskrit, 33—56

error (viparyayn), 43

essentially remote (svabhava-viprakysta)
maker, 79-80

event, defined, 9

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

evidential roles, 52

Index 395

example (dypstanta), 61

example (udaharann) 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;
interpretation 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 selection); three questions
(JAana$rimitra’s), 243—24s

exclusion of others (anyapoha), 205, 222

existence: conventional, 296—297;
determination, criteria for, 292—29s;
of determined objects, 290, 292;
manifestation in, 293—294; as
momentary, 333; of O1 objects, 288;
ultimate, 294298

experiential awareness (e-awareness),
46n34

extension principle, 158-163, 173,
186—-194, 197, 305308

externalism, 3435, 41, 45030, 49N4-4

externally projected (bahir-ndhyasta)
object Oze, 264

falsehoods, 352, 354

F factors, 283285

final effect, 38n14

first noble truth (dubkha, discontent),
330

first-order awareness-events (A, ), 5o,
52,98

five parts (pazicavayava) of compound
sentence (mahavakya), ss

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

four noble truths (caturaryasatyn),
327-335
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functioning event/component (vyapara),
38, 61, 66—67
fusion philosophy, 2142

Galilean strategy, 173, 188

gap-problem, 89n141, 92, 96

general nominal terms, 208—211

God-like beings: existence of, 31, 8on141,
intentional actions of, 91-93; qualities,
58. See also Tévara

grabya (directly grasped), 217218 see also
grasped objects

grammar: analysis, 2130405
event-makers, theory of, 8-10, 37—-40,
42; six semantic relations, 8, 37;
words, 208—211. See also semantic value

grasped objects, 250n6, 251, 272, 332145,
339341, 349

guna (epistemically special property), 41

guna (quality), 42n25

guna-sabda (quality-terms), 209

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

Hi: unestablished (asiddhba), 110,
240-241

Hia: unestablished in the site of the
inference (asrayn-asiddbn), 64

Hib: unestablished in itself
(svaripa-nsiddhn), 64, 67, 152, 241

Hic: unestablished in being pervaded
(vyapyatva-asiddhn), 64, 110n25,
110126, 112113

Hz: opposed direct/indirect defeater
(viruddha), 64, 6777, 242—243

H3: inconclusive defect (anaikantikn),
76, 242243

H3sa: common/general subtype
(sadbarann), 68, 70, 7678, 80, 87,
88, 92

Hjsar: generally inconclusive [a direct
defeater| (sadbarana-anaikantika),
64

H3az: generally inconclusive subtype
(sadbarana-anaikantika), 64, 85,
131, 145

H3b: uncommon
(asadharana-anaikantika), 64

Hjc: not universal (anupasambiarin),
64, 68

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

Hs: too late (kalatyapadista), 64

hetu. See reason property (hetu/linga)

higher-order convention
(uttara-samvrtti), 353

history, understanding, 1on16

horizontal universal O2.2
(tiryag-samanyn), 218, 260

hybrid cosmological/design argument,
88-96, 173

Hypothesis (Pratijiia), 6on74

I (images), 293294, 298
identity-mode (tadatmya) of pervasion:
example of; 122, 276; nondeviation

rule, 81; relationship through, 118-119,
239-240, 278, 304; token-identity
relations, 179
illuminating-awareness, 46—49
images, as manifest contents of
awareness, 294295
imagined difference (kalpanika-bhedn),
220
implicative negation ( paryudasa),
213N40
imposed properties (upadhi), 211,
228175, 2430118
inconclusive, “defect called”
(anaikantika, H3), 76
indirect object of perception,
256—259
Indivara example, 212213
individual/token, 257258, 263
inference: for-the-sake-of another,
70, 88; objects of, 296; of a potter



from a pot, 185, 188-190; special
characteristics/properties, 72—76,
165169, 260

inference-instruments: certification,
88n138, 9899, 185, 199, 300, 309,
357; I$vara-inference, 209-300;
natural relations, 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, I17-121; pervasion
condition, 174-186; scope of terms,
82; special characteristics, 72—76,
165—-169

inferential awareness (anumiti), s4

inferential awareness, well-functioning
instrument of (anumiti-karana),
62—63

inferential context, §5—56

inferentially produced knowing event
(anu+vmi), 53

inferential reasoning, theories of
(anumiana), 266—278; development,
24, 32; fire/smoke example, 5356,
111-1121n28, 134, 168, 188, 239N107,
267-268, 286—288; instruments of,
37, 39118, 4.0, 239n107; for one’s
own sake, 55, 266; for the sake
of another, ss; target property
interpretation, 171-172; value of,
§IN52, 324-327

inferential/semantic value, 283288

inferential/verbal awareness: contents
of, 278-279; direct object of (O3),
279—281; manifest 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 397

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

inside-out (style) philosophical
arguments, 70

instrument (karana) of inferential
reasoning, 37, 39118, 239n107

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
(svapramanagunodbhavana), 317

instruments of others, to reject
(parapramanapratisedha), 317

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

instruments of warranted awareness
(pramajpramann), 35-37, 40—43,
131-134

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

intelligent agent-in-general, 76, 164,
170, 193

intelligent agent/maker (buddhimat-karty),
§57—60, 76, 78, 83, 90—92, 142-146,
152—163, 170, 309—310

intelligent design, 158n121

intelligent maker. See intelligent agent/
maker (buddhimat-kartr)

intelligent-maker-in-general, 75, 145

intentional activity, 265—266, 283—288

internal mental images, 245

intuition, preservation of, 158-162

I$vara: observable, 141-144; qualities, 9,
58, 172—174; unobservable, 144-147.
See also I$vara-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 (Pratijiia), 6on74;
lack of certification, 172; object
under discussion, §9-60; pervasion
subcomponents, 299—300; site of, 60
iterative awareness, §0—sT

Jati-$nbda (nominal terms), 208

Jayantabhatta, 30n18(3)

jeweler example (Vacaspatimisra),
107-108, 122

Jinendrabuddhi, 319-320

Jhdna (awareness), 42—43, 265

Jhanasrimitra: 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, 243-244;
three questions, 243-244

Jhanatmaka (nature of awareness), ss

justification, Nyaya theory of, 42,
50—56, 70

kalatyapadista (Hs: too late), 64

kala-viprakysta (temporally remote)
maker, 79

kalpanika-bhedn (imagined difference),
220

Kamala$ila, 363n119

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

karana (instrument) of inferential
reasoning, 37, 39n18, 239n107

Karnakagomin, 204n1s, 324125,
325, 327

kartr (agent), 37-38

karya-matra (eftects, all), 83, 147, 151
karya-visesa (effects, restricted class
of), 83
kayiki (bodily activity), 265
knowing-events, 4050, 53—56
knowledge, Nyaya theory of, 34,
4043
knowledge, reflective, s0-52
knowledge, sources of, 35-36
kriya-$abda (verbal-terms), 209
Ksanabhangasiddhi (Ratnakirti), 261
ksanikatva (theory of momentariness),
199. See also selflessness/momentariness
(thesis)

linga. See reason property (hetu/linga)

Lingaparamaria (special consideration of
the reason property), 3, 55, 61179

linguistic in nature (Sabdatmaka), ss

location (place) (adhikarana), 37

loci: R-possessing, 175-181; T-possessing,
175-181; U-possessing, 1751143

locus of deviation, 138143

lower-order convention
(adbara-samvrti), 349

luminous (luminosity), 49n44

mahavikya (compound sentence), 55
manast (mental activity), 265
manifestation (prakasn), 293
manifest-content: of awareness,
262, 264, 285, 293—296; of an
awareness-event, 249n3, 203—296;
of inferential/verbal awareness,
280; of perception, 254—257; of
reflexive-awareness, 295—296; as a
“universal)’ 267, 278—279
manifests (pratibhasa), 2250167, 2541054,
201192, 293294
marya (fourth noble truth, path to
cessation of discontent), 331
material (or primary) cause
(wpadana-karana), 84, 147-150
material causes, 84, 147-150



meditation (bhavani), 323—324., 327n32,
328, 320133, 331337

meditation/cultivation, 360-363

memory (smrti), 43

memory-episodes, 43

mental activity (manast), 265

mental construction (vikalpa), 253-254,
283-288, 298-299, 309

mental content, theory of, 198

mental objects/images (buddhi-akara):
actionability of, 289; characteristics,
204, 226227, 230, 289; construction
of, generic approach, 283-288;
defined, 224—225n65; determination,
245-246; four kinds, 252; inventory
of (Ratnakirti), 248-253; not
actionable, 245; not actionable/
available, 227

method M, 188-193

mind-independent external objects
(bahyartha), 248

modal conventionalism, 302—305

modes of awareness, 229—230

modes of determination, 216, 225,
257—260, 274, 298, 341-348

modus ponens, 62

modus tollens, 178

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

“Monograph on Exclusion”
(Apobaprakarana) (Jhanasrimitra),
243-244, 338, 351-352

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

naivatmya (selflessness), 320, 330-332

Naiyayikas and: awareness-events,
classes of, 43; causal principle,
92-96, 173174, 183; epistemology,
33—56; extension principle, 305-308;
inference-warranting relation,
73—76; inferential arguments, 52—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, 92-96,
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, 165n128,
173-174; intelligent agent/maker,
309—310; Iévara-inference as, 88—96;
opponent as epistemic peer, 96-97;
reason property, scope of, 82-88,
92-93, 128; reasons, three opposing,
71-73; restricted scope argument, 128,
I51-154; teleological argument, 57—58

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

natural connection
(svabhavika-pratibandha), 107

natural-mode of pervasion, Nyaya
theory of, 104-106

natural relations: characteristics,
118—126; existence conditions,
174-175, 179-180; inference problem,
181-182; inference-warranting
relations, defined as, 100-107,
117-121; metaphysics of, 183; pervasion
subcomponents, 174-186; between
reason and target properties,
107-108; relatn, 118—121

nature of awareness ( jianatmakn), ss

negation, 213—214140, 221-222, 226

negationists ( pratisedhavadin), 203,
206

negative concomitance (vyatireka), 80,
132, 144151, 242243, 270272, 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 ( jati-Snbdn), 208—211
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nonapprehension of an observable
property (dysya-anupalambhn),
143-144

nonconceptual awareness-events, 47, 289

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

nonexistence, 288-299

nonimplicative negation
(prasajya-pratisedhn), 213040

nonobservation (adariana). See
nonobservation (anupalambhn)

nonobservation (anupalambhn), 79-87,
107-110, II§—116, 123127, 131-134

nonobservation/nonapprehension. see
nonobservation (anupalambhn)

nonoccurrent belief-episodes, 47

non-P class, 283-285

non-reason (ahetu), 63

nonreferentialism, 204—205, 207, 211

not having that form (atadrippa), 217, 223

noticed awareness (n-awareness), 46n34-

noticed/unnoticed conceptual
awareness-event, 46—4-8

not well-established (durvibita), 318

N-relation theorists, 173

Nyayabhasya (Vatsyayana), 37

Nyaya epistemology, 33-56

Nyaya theory: of justification, 42,
50-56, 70; of knowledge, 34, 40—43,
47; of natural-mode of pervasion,
104-106; of remoteness, 79—80, 87,
93-94, 128, 140, 186-187. See also
inference-warranting relations, theory
of; inferential reasoning, theories of
(anumana)

O, direct object of perception, 253-256,
261203, 293294, 298—299

O2, determined objects:
determined-content of perception
(02.2), 277-278, 281, 307; externally
projected (Oz¢), 264; as objects of
activity, 266

O3, direct object of inferential/verbal
awareness: example: as fire-in-general,
282-283; as a universal, 279—281

O4, indirect object of inferential/verbal
awareness, 277, 281—283

object/image p (tad), 216—217

objects: of activity, 265; of awareness,
204-295, 339—34-0; determination
of, 267; determined, 245246, 249,
290, 349; under discussion, 59—60;
distinction between, 349; grasped,
25016, 251, 272, 3321145, 339-341, 349;
having that form, 217; I, 2903294
mind-independent external objects,
199—200; 02/04, 335; O4, 281-283;
O1, 293-294, 208-299; p (object type),
283-285; parts of, 260; of perception,
252-259, 347; positive, 206. Sec also
02, 03

objects/images, labels, 279

object under discussion (vivadadhyasita),
59—60

observation (upalambha), 79-87

omniscience-inference, 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 epistemic peer, 96-97;
restricted scope argument, 128,
151-154; three opposing reasons,
71-73

opposed, defect called (viruddha), 64,
67—-68, 70—71, 163

p (object type), 283—285

paksa (site of the inference), 60

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



pancaripani (five characteristics of
reason property), 62—63

pancavayava (five parts of a compound
sentence), 5

pavamaria (special consideration), 37, 53,
54, 61

pavapramanapratisedba (to reject the
instruments of others), 317

pavarthanumana (inferential reasoning
for the sake of another), 55

par excellence (sadhakataman), 38—-39

parvibara (taking away), 223

pavikalpita-bhedn (conceptually
constructed difference), 220

particulars (svalaksana), 228n7s, 231, 252,
259—261, 279—282

paryuddsa (implicative negation),
213140

Patanjali, 37n11

patient, 9-10, 22-23, 2§—27

pedagogical significance (of Buddhist
philosophy), 350-353

perception ( pratyaksa): content, 249n3,
254—257, 262, 277—-278, 280-293; as
instrument of warranted-awareness,
40, 51152, 239; models of, 339,
347-353; objects of, 252259, 296;
reasoning, inferential, 267

perceptual awareness-events, 46136,
278

pervasion (vyapti): 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,

Index 401

117, 174-186, 267; universals, 86.
See also identity-mode (tadatmyn)
of pervasion; production-mode
(tadutpatti) of pervasion

phala (culminating event), 38, 61

philosophical arguments, inside-out
style, 70

place (location) (adhikarana), 37

positive concomitance (anvaya), 68, 80,
269271, 294

positive entity: characteristics, 221226,
228, 239—241; internal/external objects,
224-227, 289; things-in-general,
234—238

positive object (vidhi), 206

positivists (vidhi-vadin), 203

pra+vma (“to know™), 37, 38

pragmatic efficacy (arthakriyi), 201-293

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

prakasa (manifestation), 293

pramia (warranted awareness), 35—37,
4043, 131134, 292

pramia/pramana (warranted awareness)
instruments, 35—37, 40—43, 131-134

prasajya-pratisedba (nonimplicative
negation), 213040

prasagyarvispabhava (nonimplicative form
of absence), 213-214

pratibhasa (manifestation), 225167,
254054, 291192, 203-294

Pratijia (Hypothesis), 6on74

pratisedbavidin (negationists), 203, 206

pravyaksa. See perception ( pratyaksa)

prayatna (cffort), 38

prayojana (specific purpose), 31301, 345

presenting-awareness (anubhava) events,
4345, 49

production-mode (tadutpatti) of
pervasion: as an @ posteriors necessity,
304—305; 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 (sadhyn),
67, 770118

property (dharma), 6on7s

property, relationship with property
possessor, 220—222

property of the site (paksadharmati),
60-01, 73—76

property-possessor (dharmin), 60-61,
130, 220222

property R, 153154, 157-163, 188—189

psycho-physical aggregates (skandha),
326, 330

Pundarika example, 212-213

pure referentialism, 204—207, 211

quality (guna), 42n25
quality-terms ( guna-sabda), 209

Rama/Sita example, 8-9

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

rational reconstruction, 20

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, 320-330; epistemology,
355—362; exclusion, arguments
about, 24.3—247 (see 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; Tévara debate, 2526, 172-174,
186-193; on manifestation, 29192;
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—305s;
ontology, 199—200, 255, 309-310;
pedagogical framework, 354—362; on
perception of dharma, 335; reason
property, 150-163, 305; sclflessness/
momentariness, 334; semantic value,
224-229, 243244 target property,
163, 165—T7T; texts, 9—10; universal,
definition of, 279—281; worldview,
2627

Ratnakirti and pervasion, 102-127;
additional conditions, 110-118;
conclusion, 149-150; detecting,
123-127; natural relations, defined,
118-122; subcomponents, 174-186,
242243

reality, objects/concepts of, 253

reason, this very same (ata eva ca),
3441069

reason property, five characteristics
(padicaripans), 62—63

reason property (hetu/lingn):
certification conditions, 63; defects,
63; as an effect, 151; exclusion from
dissimilar cases, 175, 177, 183-184;
five characteristics, 62—63; instrument
conditions, 66—70; natural relations,
107-108; property of the site, 60-61,
73-76; property R, 151-154, 159;
restrictions, 128, 305-308; scope of,
75—76, 82—88, 92—93, 150—I51N90;
special consideration, 53, 55, 61n79;
target property, relationship with, 71,
116, 148, 163-164; unestablished, 65

referentialism, 204—207, 211

reflective-knowledge and justification,
5052

reflexive-awareness, 295296

Refutation of Arguments for Establishing
Ivara (Ivarasadbanadissane)
(Ratnakirti), ss—6



regularity theorists, 173

relatn, 118-120

reliabilism, 34, 44—4s5

religious reasoning, 359—363

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

restricted scope argument, 128, 151-154

R-possessing loci, 175-181

$nbdn (verbal testimony), 40, sins2,
202,278

$nbdatmaka (linguistic in nature), ss

sadhakatama, 3839

sadharana (H3a: common/general
“subtype”), 68, 70, 7678, 80, 87,
88,92

sadharana-anaikantika (H3az2: generally
inconclusive “subtype”), 64, 85, 131,
145

sadhya. See target property (sadhya)

sadhya-dharma. See target property
(sadhyn)

sadhya-viparyaya (what is to be proved),
67, 770118

sadysakaryakarin (effects, “same”), 261

sadyiasamagriprasiita (causal complex,
“same”), 261

sajariyay/vijaryya-vyavrtta (excluded from
those belonging to same/different
class), 215-216145, 223, 260133, 261

gél<yabuddhi, 325—327

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

sambandba (relation), 313

sampradana (target/beneficiary), 37

saminya (doubt): argument from
localized doubt, 127-131; epistemically
significant, theory of, 130; legitimate,
s1; localized/unlocalized, 134-140;
about a target property, 60

samudnya (second noble truth), 330

Index 403

samyyti (what is conventionally the
case), 295

samyagjiiana (correct/valid awareness),
321

Sanskrit epistemology, 33—56

samtana (continuum), 218

sapaksa (similar case), 67

satisfaction, certification and
justification, 96-99

second noble truth (samudayn), 330

second-order awareness-event (A ), 50

selection: conditions, 217; as mode of
exclusion, 219—220; set S, 238, 263,
282285, 304, 307

self, belief in an enduring (atmadysti),
330-333

selflessness (nairatmya), 320, 330-332

selflessness/momentariness, 331-334-, 352,
355301

self-luminous awareness-events, 46136,
4749

semantic value: analysis, 224—229; as
complex positive entity, 234-238;
components of, 205, 220—22T;
descriptive semantics, 200n6; as
determined-contents of verbal
awareness, 295; discussion of,
198; epistemological constraint,
227-228; exclusion, relationship
with, 203—206, 219—222; exclusion/
determination, 227, 246; 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

sensory spheres (ayatana), 326

sequentialism, 206—208, 211

Short Study of the Reason Property
(Hetubindw) (Dharmakirti), 340, 344

similar case (sapaksn), 67
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single object of awareness, absence of
(ekavisayatva-abhava), 230

singularity, determination of
(ekatva-adhyavasayn), 216—218,
225, 257

site of the inference (paksa), 6o

six semantic relations (karaka), 8, 37

skandha (psycho-physical aggregates),
326, 330

smyti (memory), 43

soul (atman), 42n25, 19915

sources of knowledge, 35-36

spatially remote (desa-viprakysta) target
property, 72—76, 79

special characteristics/properties (vifesa)
of inference, 72—76, 165-169, 260

special consideration ( paramaria),
37, §3, 54, 61

special consideration of the reason
property (Lingaparamarin), s3, ss,
61Nn79

specific purpose (prayojana), 31301, 345

study beneficiaries, 12-14

study instruments, 10

study locations, 14—24

study/methodology overview: agent,
9; approach, transdisciplinary, 5-8;
beneficiaries, 12—14; event defined, 9;
event-makers, theory of, 8—1o; history,
understanding of, 1onr6; instruments,
10; locations, 14—24; patient, 9-I0,
22-23, 25—27; relevance, 13-14;
sources, 11-12

study sources, 11-12

subject matter (abhidheyn), 313

substance words (dravya-inbda), 209

suppositional reasoning (tarka), 43,
441029

svabhavika-pratibandha (natural
connection), 107

svalaksana (particulars), 228n7s, 231, 252,
259—261

svapnagiiana (dreams), 42—43n25

sparthanumana (inferential reasoning for

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

tad (object/image p), 216—219

tadatmya (identity-mode) of pervasion:
effect and cause, 81; example of, 122,
276; relationship through, 118119,
239240, 278, 304; “token-identity
relations;” 179

tadutpatti. See production-mode
(tadutpatti) of pervasion

target/beneficiary (sampradana), 37n12

target property (sadhya): 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, 148, 163-164; site of the
inference, 60. See also remoteness,
theory of (viprakysta)

tarka (suppositional reasoning), 43,
44129

Tarkabhasa (Moksakaragupta), 119n4.0

Tarkasamgraba (TS) (Annambhatta),
36N10

tattvaleén (little bit of the truth),
345347

tattvatak (What is really the case), 295

teleological argument (for existence of
Iévara), 5758

temporally remote (kala-viprakysta)
maker, 79

terms, general nominal, 208—211

things-in-general, 234—238

third awareness (trtiyajnana), s3—s4. See
also special consideration
(paramarse)

tiryayy-saimanya (horizontal universal
02.2), 218, 260

token-identity, 118, 119141, 179, 278

tokens: characteristics, 268—269;
fire-token, 282; horizontal universal,



267; identity, 118, 119141, 179, 278;
utterance, 234235, 238-239, 277;
vertical universal, 218, 269, 273274

“to know” (pra+vma), 37, 38

T-possessing loci, 175181

tradeoff problem, 182

trairiipya (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 (trairiipyn), 64, 66—68,
152, 241

tritwyayiiana (third awareness), s3—54

truth, little bit of the (¢attvalesn),
345347

two-dimensional framework of value,
314315

two-object model of awareness, 339,
347353

two-object model of perception, 339,
347353

udaharana (the example), 61

ultimate existence, 288299

unclear (aspasta), 229

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

unnoticed reflective-knowledge, so

upadana-karana (material/primary
cause), 84, 147-150

upadhi (imposed properties), 211, 228n7s,
2430118

upalambhba (observation), 79-87

upamana (comparison), 40, SIns2

upanaya (application), 61n79

U-possessing loci, 1751143

wvdlva-samanya (vertical universal Oz2.1),
216, 218, 260

Index 405

useful (artha), 325, 327

useless (anartha), 325, 327

uttara-samyytti (higher-order
convention), 353

Vacaspati. See Vacaspatimisra

Vacaspatimi$ra: on concomitance,
116n36; on doubt (localized/
unlocalized), 134-140; jeweler
example, 107-108; on natural
relations, 121, 123; on nonobservation,
131-132; on omniscience of agent,
167; ON reason property, 105-106;
theory of doubt, 120-131

vaciki (verbal activity), 265

value, two-dimensional framework of,
314315

Vatsyayana, 37n12

verbal activity (vaciki), 265

verbal awareness, 295

verbal conventions, establishment
of, 276278

verbal-terms (kriya-$abdn), 209

verbal testimony ($abdn), 40, smns2,
202, 278

vertical universal O2.1 (#rdbva-samanya),
216, 218, 260

vidambana (trick), 154-158, 161, 163, 192,
306

vidhi (positive object), 206

vidhi-vadin (positivists), 203

vikalpa (conceptualization): as “bringer
together,” 272n67; conceptual
construction, 254, 264n42, 338-352;
vs. determination, 340—344; mental
construction, 253—254; white lies,
343350

vikalpa-buddhi (conceptual
awareness-events), 46—4.8, 202.
See nlso belief-episodes

vipaksa (dissimilar cases), 6768, 77, 80

viparyaya (€rror), 43—44n23

viprakysta (distant/remote), 87, 126,
144, 318
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viruddha (Hz2: opposed direct/indirect
defeater), 64, 67—67, 242-243

visesn (special characteristics), 72—76,
165169, 260

vivadadhyasita (object under discussion),
59-60

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

wyapara (functioning event/component),
38, 61, 66—67

vyapti. See pervasion (vyapti)

vyapyatva-asiddba (Hic: unestablished in
being pervaded), 64, 110n25, 110126,
I12-113

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

wyavastha (conditionally adopted
positions), 338, 342345, 351354

warranted awareness ( prama): causal
theory, 40-43; instruments for,
35-37, 40—43, 131-134; validity of,
292

warranted awareness, instruments of
(prama/pramani), 35—37, 40—43,
131-134, 292

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

words, 208—211

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