THE SPIRITUAL PLACE OF THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL TRADITION
IN BUDDHISM '

By E.Steinkellner, Vienna

It is now just about a hundred years since the Buddhist tradition o f epi-
stemology and logic (pramanavada) entered, as such, the view of the scholarly world.
After the serious research-efforts of — roughly speaking — three generations of
scholars, we are slowly entering into a new phase of research, which 1 wishfully think
of as the phase when the great remaining philological tasks will be taken up, and when
the individual theoretical achievements of the tradition’s masters will finally be
" understood and judged in their value as contributions to the finding and solving of th=
relevant philosophical problems in detail. This, then, is a suitable moment, not onl
to survey and put in good order work done so far — and organize and prepare for
future enterprises, but also to reflect in a more general sense on the validity and
correctness of the hitherto gained concepts regarding this particular tradition’;
meaning within the context of Buddhist and Asian culture.

My following remarks are an example of such a reflection. The question
I shall use as a leitmotiv — the question for the ‘“spiritual place” — has already
been answered, I think; but the scholarly development of this answer (the difficultie
in seeing what was always there, the sometimes forcible misinterpretations etc.), it
“prehistory” is a dramatic diagram showing the course of the reaction of the so-callec
“Western”, or as I prefer to say ‘“modern”, scholar to a specific Buddhist cultura!
phenomenon.

Within its relatively smaller cultural significance for the history of moderr
scholarly emancipation, this case-history is certainly comparable to the only othe:
one that has been studied so far, i.e. the history of understanding the concept(s) o!
nirvapa in Western scholarship(® '



That I present this case to a learned Japanese audience has good reasons.
The significant progress of our knowledge of the epistemological tradition during
the 1:ist two or three decades is largely due to the effort of a few outstanding Japanese
scho ars. Without their work we could not hope today for any substantial further
pron otion of knowledge in the field. Some major studies have been written in this
coun:ry in the last twenty years, and — what is equally important — an academic
tradi ion has grown: a considerable number of young Japanese scholars seems to be
devo ed to the study of the epistemological tradition. ‘

I am honoured and moved to have been given the chance to work with
these colleagues and discuss my problems among them. And I would like to ex-
press my deep gratitude to the Japanese authorities and the University of Kydto
who made this visit possible, and to my colleagues and friends, above all to Prof.
Kajiy ima Y., Prof. Mimaki K., and Dr. Yuyama A., who took upon themselves all
the t1 bubles that accompany such an invitation. ' )

A final preparatory remark seems appropriate: As to the main points, you
will 1 ot find many new facts or aspects in my lecture. Most of the facts and inter-
pretarional ideas will be known to the specialists. It’s the reconsideration, the at-
temp1 to state clearly how far our understanding of this tradition’s cultural meaning
has cc me, that will hopefully receive the honour of your kind interest. '

One of the causes for difficulty in understanding the features of particulaf
cultt ral phenomena seems to be the situation that a scholar finds in his bbject of
resea-ch something which he does not like to find. The evaluation of the long and
fully developed tradition of Buddhist epistemology and logic has been marred by
cons Jerable interpretational injustice done by indological research, for the very
reascn that the appearance of the object and its context was not to the liking of
the ¢ »ncerned scholars.

Nearly all Indian philosophical traditions after about the second century
A.D. show a more or less distinct interest in epistemological problems. In the
secor d phase of the great theoretical period of Brahmanical, Jinist, and Buddhist
philosophy from about the fifth to the twelfth century A.D. these problems and
their solutions provided the main directions and tasks of philosophical work.



Within Buddhism it is Dignaga who, in the first half of the 6th century, founde | a
distinct tradition of epistemology. Henceforth this tradition acted an import: nt
part in the development of Indian philosophical thought by being partner sorie-
times, often model, and mostly opponent to similar Brahmanical and Jinist tradi-
tions throughout the second half of the millenium, and it became extinct in In lia
only with the disappearance o‘f Buddhism. While theré is no real continuat:on
of the tradition in Chinese Buddhism, the Tibetans have become its heirs ¢nd
keepers. For the main stream of Tibetan Buddhism the categories and theories of
the tradition are still valid today.

The presence of such a tradition with its primary interest in analysis of
cognition and its tendency to apply the epistemological results to the ontolog: cal
level of the systems has puzzled its modern interpreters. This is mainly beca'ise
~ of the apparent contradiction that was assumed to exist between this analyt:cal
approaéh and the clearly practical goal of all Indian speculation, particularly of
‘Buddhist philosophy, which systematically and historically understands philosoj} hi-
cal theory as a rational complement to the progress towards liberation®
‘ In short: It seemed to be incompatible that the Buddhist philosoper
with' his basically - practical and religious goal would waste his efforts on inve sti-
gations of seemingly purely theoretical, non-religious problems, such as the yos-
sibility and nature of perception, truth and falsity of cognition, logic, the mean-
ing of words.

This seeming contradiction resulted in the peculiar fact that the qi es-
tion of whether this tradition assumed a spiritual status within Buddhism — - if
aslfed at all by scholars concerned — has usually been answered quite negativ ly.
And the common denominator of these various negative attitudes is the opinion
that the problems, intentions, work, and accomplishments of the tradition are
essentially unbuddhistic, heterogeneous to the teachings of the Buddha, ind
that, with the él_evelopment of such a tradition, “worldly” interest had gaiied
a footing within a religion that aims for liberation and is of meditational practic .

In terms of the motive mentioned for a misinterpretation we can roughly
distinguish two kinds of wrong, or at least heavily one-sided, evaluations of his
Buddhist tradition’s nature, both of which finally result in a misunderstanding. of
the tradition historically — within its context — and with regard to its spiri:ual
function within the larger frame of Buddhist and then also of Asian culturc in
general. Both kinds of interpretations have been propounded by most emirent
scholars in publications widely read and relied upon — which is a further rezson
why we should deal with this topic.



For a scholar such as Edward Conze, who understands and explains
Buddhism with an emphasis on its practical, religious ideas{*) the phenomenon
of a Buddhist tradition of epistemology and logic has the distinct meaning of
being a sign of a deplorable distortion and corruption of the basic ideas and values
of Buddhism during the last phase of Buddhism in India. It seems that he would
rather not deal with this product o f Buddhist culture at all; but, he says as he
introduces the chapter “The later logicians” of his influential book Buddhist
Thought in India, London 1962: ‘““‘Both because of their theoretical importance,
and the current interest in logic, we must briefly allude to the principles of Buddhist
logic as developed by the school of Dignaga, Dharmarkirti and Dharmottara . ..”
(2064). N

Conze’s deprecating approach towards the tradition is conspicuously
revealed by his later statements, e.g.: ‘‘At variance with the spirit of Buddhism,
it can indeed be tolerated only as a manifestation of ‘skill in means’. Logic was
studied ‘in order to vanquish one’s adversaries in controversy’, and thereby to in-
crease the monetary resources of the order.” (265), and later: ‘“The importance,
validity and usefulness of Buddhist logic is circumscribed by its social purpose,
and the works of the logicians can therefore exhibit the holy doctrine only in
a distinctly truncated form.” (267).

This is the judgement of a scholar troubled by the historical fact of
an cpistemological tradition, because it does not fit into his picture of Buddhism.

We also have, however, the other, positive approach of Indological re-
search to this tradition, but on the basis of the same estimation of the tradition
as being unbuddhistic. This approach even culminates in celebrating the tradition '
as t h e philosophical achievement of India, but remains more or less uneasy about
the fact that these philosophers did not try to shed their religious “adornment”,
tha: they were Buddhists after all. ‘ o

It all started with Theodor Stcherbatsky. Stcherbatsky gave the first
gencral philosophical interpretation of the tradition — in -details obsolete, but
as such still unsurpassed — in the four times®? reprinted first volume of his
Buddhist Logic, Leningrad 1932. The gist of his interpretation springs clearly
fro.n statements like: “The Buddhists themselves call this their science a doctrine
of iogical reasons (hetuvidya) or a doctrine of the sources of right knowledge
(praomanavidya) or, simply, an investigation of right knowledge (samyagjnanavyut-
padanam). It is a doctrine of truth and error. In the intention of its promotors
the system had apparantly no special connection with Buddhlsm as a religion,
i.e.. as the teaching of a path towards Salvation. It claims to be the naturaI and



general logic of the human understanding.” (2), and: *“As a religion Buddh sm

remained in this period much the same as it has been in the preceding one. Some
changes were introduced in the theory of Nirvana, of the Buddha, and of he
Absolute in order to bring it in line with the idealistic principles of the syste m.

The greatest men of this period-seem to have been free thinkers.” (13f.)

With Stcherbatsky the principal achievement of the tradition consis ed
in the development of a kind of liberal theory, emancipated from the religicus
background, although historically connected with it, and the basic ideas even
of Buddhism in general seemed to him to be very near to modern world-vie ws
on sciéntific bases.

‘ Stcherbatsky’s attitude is representative of a period, when — until abc ut
1928(®) __ leading Buddhist circles in the Soviet Union were still convinced of
among the religions of this world. Thus Stcherbatsky’s emphasis on the dial :c-
was considered as a sufficient reason to grant to Buddhism an exceptional position
among the religions of this world. Thus Stcherbatsky’s emphasis on the dial: c-
tical and logical, and — in his opinion — ‘‘positive” tradition of Buddhism w as
therefore a timely one.

" A similar attitude is extant in more recent interpretations wijch a back-
ground in contemporary Anglo-Saxon philosophies which have taken the perspec-
tive of not accepting as “philosophy” anything that is not analytical and critical
philosophy. Such interpreters are not particularly troubled by the ‘“religiou ”
component of our tradition for the simple reason that within the limits of t:e
self-adjusted focus on their research-object they do not deal with this aspect at all

A. clear-cut proponent of this attitude is A.K. Warder in his Outlines of
Indian Philosophy, Delhi 1971(7) Lovers of our tradition should rejoice over such
an attitude’s advantageous effects on the interest and literary space reserved for
it — de Jong in his review(® weighs nine lines for Sarikara against sixteen pag. s
for Dignaga in Warder’s book —; but this emphasis is for the wrong reasons, : s
I shall show. It therefore produces an unbalanced historical picture, and is this
in the long run rather an impediment to propagating a true understanding of the
tradition’s aims.

This positive approach is of course not limited to “Western” scholar:;
we find it with ‘““Indian” scholars too. A good example is Sukumar Dutt wh»>
shares Stcherbatsky’s opinion of the epistemological tradition in his book Buddhis!
Monks and Monasteries of India, London 1962, showing, however, a differert
motivation for his interpretation which I am tempted to term ‘“nationalistic”.

Dutt takes the epistemological tradition totally at facevalue, i.e. as th:



th :oretical basis of Buddhist success in learned and polemical disputations. Be-
ycad that he considers epistemology and logic to be one of the main characteris-
tics of the period of the decline of Buddhism. The essential change of Buddhist
meanastic culture during the second half of the first millenium A.D. was a progress
“fiom ‘Study for Faith’ to ‘Study for Knowledge’ > (319). ‘““A phenomenon,
increasingly evident in the decline of Buddhism, is the gradual modification of
th¢ purely conventual character of the monasteries. From being seats of monk-
lifc and monk-culture, they grew into centres of general learning and liberal schol-
ars1ip.”” (319). The centres of this development are those big monasteries (maha-
vih ira) that are usually called ‘‘universities”. Dutt understands these establish-
ments mainly as places for general education: “This traditional learning of the
monasteries had been at its beginning a cloistered pursuit - learning in canonical
lor: for the benefit and use of monkhood. But it was progressively liberalized -
ext:nded and enlarged in its scope and contents and made available not to monks
alor.e, but to all seekers after knowledge.”(319), “The monasteries, having grown

up 1s seats of liberal learning, ....... . They seem to have partaken of the char-
actcr of studia generalia.”” (325), and “Some of the monasteries which had grown
intc seminaries of learning ... developed an organization entitling them to be

classed as ‘universities’.”” (327). _

In short: Dutt tries to transform these Buddhist monasteries into old
Ind an universities(®>) But although the development of a university character
is cuite distinct — e.g. participation of laymen in the general education —,
Dut:’s emphasis on phenomena of secularization in general and on the purely
sect lar utility of our tradition’s achievements in particular is biased in accord-
ancc with his aims(10) '

All these “‘secularistic’” interpretations take the superficial appearance
and practical function of the Buddhist epistemological tradition as the sole basis
for in interpretation of its cultural meaning. They praise it highly for the very
reason that it is assumed to present a development of rational secularization
witl in Buddhist monastic culture, or — to put it in an exaggerated way for
clarty’s sake — for the reason that it presents dawning of “modern, Western”’ '
prog ress within the ‘“dark ages” of traditional religious India. On the other hand,
scholars with inclinations towards the religious, practical, and mystical components
of Buddhism tend to scorn this same tradition for the very same reasons.

The assumption common to all these approaches is that‘ the epistemo-
logical tradition presents an essential deviation from the spirit of _Buddhism.
And the methodical fault common to all these approaches is that none of them



raises the question of the tradition’s self-understanding.

- But precisely this self-understanding, the tradition’s awareness of its
own character, aims, and motivations, is clearly formulated from the very “begin-
ning” of the tradition, i.e. the composition of the Pramanasamuccaya, and it
has not only never been lost by Dignaga’s followers, but has rather been develoy ed
and deepened. A historical and critical answer to the question of the spirit:al
place and cultural function of the epistemological tradition within Buddhism,
therefore, has to take its cue from the specific answer given by the tradition itsel .

This answer can be found in the Mangala-verse of Dignaga’s Pramanasariuc-
caya. It was conceived with a stroke of genius around 530 A.D., and can be cons:ler-
ed the cornerstone that marks the historical border between the dialectical and
the truly epistemological period of our tradition. Its importance is not only ur der-
lined by the literary masses written as a commentary to it, but also by the attiiude
toward it in later Buddhist history'? The verse, together with Dignaga’s own e> pla-
nation, is well known thanks to Prof. Hattori’s brilliant philological work, the edit:on,
translation and explanation of the whole first chapter(!? With gratitude I ake
advantage of his work and would like to refer to the Appendix II which shows the
logical structure of the first half of the verse in accordance with Prof. Hattri’s
scheme(!®) of p.74 and his translation.

Let me first quote the translation of the verse, which deviates only slig 1tly
from Prof. Hattori’s, since I prefer to translate the term pramanabhiita in its techrical

meaning?® :

“Salutiﬁg Him, who has become a means of valid cognition, who s:eks
the benefit of all living beings, who is the teacher, the sugata, the prote tor,
I shall, for the purpose of establishing the means of valid cognition, compose
the (Pramana-)samuccaya, uniting here under one head my theories scatt::red
(in many treatises).”



Dignaga explains the meaning of the Buddha’s attributes in the verse’s
firsi part as follows: The fact that the Buddha has become a means of valid cogni-
tion is the result of the development of certain qualities to perfection. These quali-
ties are further differentiated as perfections in cause (hetu) and perfections in effect
(phala), where the two terms ‘“‘cause” and ‘“‘effect” bear the meaning they have as
categories of describing the career of a Bodhisattva. There is a causal relation be-
tween these qualities and the status of having become a means of valid cognition
(hetuphalasampatty@ pramanabhttatva-). The first two perfections, his perfection
in intention (@sayasampad) and his perfection in practice (prayogasampad), guarantee
that the Buddha does not teach anything that is deceitful and wrong; that means,
he does not lie, and what he has seen himself he transmits to other beings without
distortions. The second two perfections, his perfect attainment of his own objectives
as vell as of those of other beings (svapararthasampad), guarantee that what he
has seen is of value for others; for he has not only gone the whole path, but he
also knows exactly the needs of all other living beings. These qualities together
constitute the fact that the Buddha’s words are not only valid, but also valuable.

Due to the lack of pre-Dharmakirtian commentaries on the Pramanasamuc-
caya we have, I think, no way of knowing for sure whether Dharmakirti’s ‘interpre-
tation of the c a u s a 1 relation between the qualities of perfection in cause and effect
on tie one side, and the Buddha’s having become a means of valid cognition on
the cther side, as a 1o gic al relation is in accordance with Dignaga’s original inten-
tions Or, in other words, whether it is true that Dignaga’s intention was to conceal V
a ve-itable inference or proof in the garb of a series of five successive attributesA
in th: dative. A reader unbiased by the later understanding would take the meaning
to b: that Dignaga emphasizes pramanabhiita as a new attribute, adding to it
the (auses for this quality summarized in the four other attributes. He then would
say Diignaga’s purpose in writing the book is to establish the means of valid cognition,
to e; plain what a means of valid cognition is, how many there are, and so on. On
the other hand, this problem is minor, since we must take ‘the understanding of
the later tradition as the decisive one; and that understanding has been shaped by
Dhar makirti. ' ’

This first part of the verse, then, has been interpreted as a proof in the
commentarial tradition shaped and determined by Dharmakirti{'® The Buddha,
subje:t of the proof, is said to be an authority, a means of valid cognition (pramana).
. The ‘ogical reason is twofold, consisting on the one side of his self-acquired know-
ledge of the final goal and of the path towards it, and on the other side of a certainty
— itself due to his perfect compassion — that he does not deceive other beings



in mediating this knowledge of the goal and the path to them. The first elaborate
explanation of the verse as such a prooft!® is to be found in the chapter o the
Pramanavarttika which is entitled ‘“establishment of the means of valid cognition”
(pramanasiddhi).

The import of this proof of the Buddha’s being a means of valid cognition,
or, in other words, of the authority of the Buddha’s words, for a Buddhist tl eory
of valid cognition seems evident. But the relation between the theory of valid ¢ogni-
tion as sucﬁ and the words of the Buddha hidden in this verse and its commen: aries
has to be determined as precisely as possible if we suspect some general cuitural
significance in it.

‘ In a recent article!!” Prof. Nagatomi quotes the introductory general «tate-
ment of Prof. Hattori in the latter’s notes on this verse(!® According to Prof. Hattori
Dignaga. shows himself to be a true heir of the ‘“critical attitude” of the Buddha:
““Unlike his predecessdrs, Dignaga does not accept the unconditional authority
of Scripture. According to him, the words of the Buddha must be subjected to
critical test before they are accepted as valid.” (my spacing). While this
statement is certamly correct with regard to Dignaga in its general terms, it cannat be
taken — and was not intended to be taken, I think — as a statement refering to
the relation between the vahdlty of the means of valid cognition and the words
of the Buddha.

If it is taken as an interpretation of this relation, wrong conclusions will
be drawn. The possible source of such misinterpretation is the expression ‘“‘crirical
test”. For “critical test” in this context can have two meanings: It can be under-
stood as a critical test of the assumption that the Buddha’s words are valid. i.e
as an investigation and finally an argumentative establishment of their valicity,
a “pramanasiddhi’; or it can be understood as a critical test of the validity of the
Buddha’s words, i.e. a process to judge whether these words are true or false.

Prof. Nagatomi took it in this latter meaning, and develops the following
scheme: “The testing of the validity of the Buddha’s words requires a tool which
was for Dignaga and Dharmakirti the pramana, the valid means of cognition. Such a
tool, at least in principle, may be expected to be one which is universally acceptable
to all and free from dogmatic premises and presuppositions ....... . We must
note, however, that the final authorit y by which they claimed the valid-
ity of their pramana system was none other than the Buddha’s words which they
accepted as authentic by faith. Thus the Buddhist pramana system
and the authenticity of the Buddha’s words stood, in reality, in a reciprocal relaticn:
the structuring of the former was done within the limits of the latter, and the latter



wa: meant to be supported by the former.”!® (my spacing)

Nagatomi rightly concludes that the epistemological methodology of Dignaga
was intended ‘‘to articulate the nature of the Buddhist ways of knowing by trans-
lati 1g their prototypes drawn from the Buddha’s words into the vocabulary of epis-
terrology, logic and semantics.””?% He also has the right feeling about a reciprocity
of '‘he relation in question, but his interpretation of this reciprocity remains on
the surface, and his statement that they, Dignaga and Dharmakirti, accepted the
Bucddha’s words as authentic by faith comes as a considerable shock to the
reacer who has just been informed by Hattori’s words and Nagatomi’s paraphrase
that these philosophers did not accept an unconditional authority of the scriptures.
Thus according to Nagatomi’s explanation there is in fact no real reciprocity in
the relation between “the Buddhist pramana system and the authenticity of the
Bud lha’s words”. For his scheme means that a tool, the pramana, is used to test
the salidity of the Buddha’s words. But this testing is not taken seriously: Since
the -alidity of the tool is derived from the Buddha’s words, Prof. Nagatomi thinks
that these are only ‘‘meant to be supported by the former” (ibid.), their real author-
ity bz:ing accepted by faith.

In short, this conception of the relation between the theory of valid cogni-
tions and Buddhist revelation is insufficient. Is there a better one? Yes. Even though
anot er scholar, L.W.J. van der Kuijp, regrets in the beginning of another recent
artic:e®? that “ the Pramanavarttika and its position within the continuum of Bud-
dhist philosophy which, despite the efforts of a handful of scholars, have not been
adeq 1ately treated up to the present day” (6) and that ‘‘the position of logic within .
Budc hist philosophy and the answer to the question whether it should play a role
in Bi:ddhism at allhas been ignored by Western scholars .. .”” (6; my spac- .
ing), ‘his is not true at all.

Not only have there been clear answers as I tried to show in the beginning
— vrithout, for various reasons, — also asking the question — but a fully accept-
able ‘xplanation of our problem has been elaborately presented by Tilmann Vetter
in his book of 1964, Erkenntnisprobleme bei Dharmakirti.

Ht

Vetter’s explanation, of course, is one of Dharmakirti’s “profound re-



elaboration™ (loc.cit., 9) of Dignaga’s position. If Dharmakirti, however, de ided
to develop a theory of valid cognition taking his stand on Dignaga’s Mangala-ver e (32
and if the following tradition considers itself as being determined by this interpre-
tation, we have to take this interpretation of Dharmakirti as the source for an u 1der-
standing of the answer to the question we are asking; an answer that must b: ad-
mitted to be — with respect to our possibilities of a critical, contextually secured
interpretation — emgmatlcally hidden in this Mangala-verse for lack of pre- Dh‘ rma-
kirtian sources commenting upon it.

The two paragraphs of Vetter’s explanation most important for our co: text
are translated in the appendix I to this paper. I would like to repeat his results
in accordance with the structural lines given by our problem:

Valid cogmtlons (pramana, samyagjiiana) are a necessary presuppos tion
of meanmgful human action(>® The Buddhist’s actions are orientated toward the
" goal of emancipation. This goal and the path leading towards it have been skown
by the Buddha. The Buddha thus offers a goal and guidance for human act vity
that cannot be derived from ordinary means of cognition, i.e. perception and i \fer-
ence. However, that he is an authority for this has to be proven, for faith alo ie is
an insufficient motive to be a Buddhist. The words of the Buddha can be acce >ted
as an authority only when it has been demonstrated that they are words of somet ody
who shows through his conduct that he does not lie, and who because of the deve lop-
ment of his experience has something to tell us that cannot be mediated to 1 s in
another way. For the last goal of human actions, which also is the only poirt of
orientation for everyday human practice, has to be indicated by such an autho ity,
since it is never immediately present — or it would not be a ‘last goal”. TrLis is
the gist of Vetter’s explanation.

, The structural scheme of these ideas of Dharmakirti turns out to be a rue
circle: The decisi‘ve defining characteristic of a means of valid cognition (prami na)
is the demand that it must stand the test of meaningful practice (avisamvada ia),
and connects it with the Buddha as the one on whose authority one knows v hat
meaningful practice is. The reciprocity then is brought about by the need to p;ove
this authority of the Buddha. For the words of the Buddha (agama), as such, I ave
neither guarantee for their truth nor for success on following their advice. T eir
validity has to be accounted for, and it is accounted for by the Buddha hims:If:
““The statement that the Buddha is a means of valid cognition is proven thro'igh
reference to the means by which he has become one.”?%

This is the program of Dignaga as expounded by Dharmakirti. It of'ers
the answer to our question of the spiritual place of an epistemological tradition



within Buddhism. Dignaga’s program contains the idea of a philosophical foundation
of Buddhism, understood as human practice orientated by the words of the Buddha.
Historically this means nothing else but that Buddhism, too, takes its part in that
general philosophical development in India, from about the 3rd and 4th century
A.D). onwards, that is characterized by an ever increasing interest in problems of
dialectics, logic, and general epistemology.

The motive for such interest essential to our context can be found for
the first time in the epistemology of the Samkhya-teacher V(sagana(zs) from the
beginning of the 4th century A.D., according to Frauwallner. Vrsagana seems to
have been the first in India not only to consider epistemology as a prerequisite
for the elaboration of his systematic philosophy, but also to establish his system
meihodically on, and by means of, this epistemology by creating a theory of infer-
encs which was such that the actual inferences used as a philosophical tool permitted
the argumentative derivation of the system’s metaphysical principles. '

Already this case of Vrsagana shows what is valid for all other epistemolo-
gical traditions, too: that the respective epistemology is developed, being linked up
witl: the philosophical system. That — in other words — there is in India no
emancipation of epistemology from the respective systematic ideas, and that episte-
mology nowhere becomes a ‘‘positive science” in the sense of Th. Stcherbatsky.

The Buddhist tradition of epistemology and logic thus presents another
clear example of the relativity of epistemological thought. Buddhist epistemolog‘y_’
turns out to be related to a certain order of the values and goals that govern human
practice; it therefore cannot be investigated and evaluated without reference to this
order, as if it were separated from it. The epistemological achievements of this
Bud lhist tradition thus not only have their truly deserved position in the general
histcry of Indian philosophy, and so of the history of the human mind, but also in
the l'istory of Buddhism as a religion.

APPENDIX. 1 : A translation of T. Vetter, Erkenntnisprobleme bei Dharma-
kirti. Wien 1964.

p.27 “The means of valid cognition have to procure cognition for action. The



definition that something n e w is cognized by these (PV II 5c¢) raises perception to
the primary source of cognition. The definition that cognitions have to h»1d
good (avisamvadana, PV 1II 1) puts the truth of every cognition to the test of
success in action, and offers the opportunity to designate the Buddha as a 11eans
of valid cognition, although nothing new is cognized through words as such. The
Buddha, however, is not equated with perception and inference. He is consi lered
as a means of valid cognition, because his authority legitimates the authenticity of
perception and inference. For the Buddha gives goal and guidance of action, \/hich
perception and inference cannot give, and which would be disposed of only by a
superficial rationality (flache Aufklarung). That he is an authority on this has yet
to be proven. For nobody is a Buddhist simply on trust. This results in a histcrical-
factual circle, which Dharmakirti has rightly not avoided.”

p.31f.: “When inference has been made available, the question of the Buddna as
a means of valid cognition can be asked. Not in anyway is the transmitted wcrd of
the Buddha, as such, to be considered as an authority only because somebody who
passes for holy uttered it, or because it is considered by many as an authoritative
transmitted record (agama). Not until it is shown that these words originate ‘rom
somebody who proves through his conduct that he does not lie and who has s>me-
thing to .say that is not at everybody’s disposal, not until then, can he be ac:ept-
ed as a means of valid cognition. The highest goal of action has to be given by such
an authority; for it is not immediately present, or it would not be the highest zoal,
since as soon as the highest goal has been reached there is no need for any fu-ther
activity, except if one aims for the highest goal of other beings too.

4 The Buddha is the subject of which it is predicated that it knows this roal,
and that it acts (f makes known) only for the sake of others. The reason for this
is its conduct. Only a conduct that is pervaded by the possession of the hi; hest
goal can be of a kind as the Buddha’s. But that alone would not be sufficient. The
Buddha is also the subject of which it is predicated that it knows the means that
lead towards this goal. The reason for this is the process of its development.

The second chapter (pramanasiddhi) of the PV mainly deals with this proof
of the Buddha’s authority. Through his authority, in turn, the authenticity of per-
ception and inference are legitimated. If in this way a Buddhist system expr sses
in full awareness where it takes its foundations from, it is able, on the other hand,
to modify these foundations by a logical procedure, measuring these foundations
with the measure of reason.”



APPENDIX. TI : Causal/logical scheme of PS I, lab

resu it/thesis: bhagavat = pramanabhuta

(the Ven. has become a means of valid cognition)
caus 's/reasons:

' hetusampad (perfection in cause) phalasampad wction in effect)
asay isampad prayogasampad svarthasampad \Zmr&rrhasampad
(per’. in intention) (perf. in practice) (perfect attainment of (perf. attainment of
‘ ‘ ‘ l his own objectives) the objectives of others)
Jjaga Idhitaisita Sastrtva sugata,n!)a . tﬁyiJVL
(tak ng as his purpose (being the true teacher) (being “sugata” in (being a protector)
the renefit of all three ways: ’
livir 3 beings) 1. being praiseworthy
(prasastatva)
2. being beyond return
(apunaravrttyartha)
3. being complete
(nihSesartha)

NO1ES

(@D) This lecture has been delivered during the Spring-semester 1982 at the University of" Tokyo
»f Kyoto, of Kyuishii, and at Waseda University.

(2) f. G.R.Welbon, The Buddhist Nirvana and Its Western Interpreters. Chicago 1968, _and ‘
~.W.de Jong’s review in JIPh 1, 1972, 396—-403. ‘

(3) °f. L. Schmithausen, Spirituelle Praxis und philosophische Theorie im Buddhismus. Zeit-.
chrift fir Missionswissenschaft und Religionswissenschaft 3, 1973, 161—186.

4) f. e.g. Buddhist Philosophy and its European Parallels, PhEW 13, 1, 1963, 9—23 (reprint in
Thirty Years of Buddhist Studies, Oxford 1968, 213). :

(5) The Hague 1958, New York 1962, Osnabriich 1970, Tokyd 1977.

(6) >f. Heinz Bechert, Der Buddhismus in der heutigen weltpolitischen Situation. Mamzsmusstu-
lien 6, 1968, 46f.

(7) ’f. his ‘“‘preliminary definitions” p.1f.; J.W.de Jong in his review (IIJ 16, 1975, 147—149)
ightly stresses the incongruity of Warder’s approach.

(8) nc.cit. 148.

9) ‘oncerning the motives of these monasteries’ promotion through the Gupta kings he says:
‘To build monasteries and provide for their upkeep was regarded more as a service render-
. d to the cause of learning and culture than to the cause of Buddhism.”(331)

(10) “or the purpose of explaining the educational position of the “science of logic (hetuvidya)”,
--.g., he makes use only of sources that present it as one of the traditionally secular sciences
<323f.): the two Chinese records, and Bu-ston who follows the secularistic interpretation of
‘he early Sa-skya-pa. He then explains what I-tsing describes as the first, general level of
‘he dialetical and logical education (transl. Takakusu, 176f), but does not deal with the
“‘higher level” of these studies at all (cf. ibid., 186), unaware, however — or leaving us
ninformed — of any such differentiation. )
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(16)

(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
1)

(22)

(23)

(24)
(25)

cf. the legendary report of its composition in Bu-ston’s history (transl. Obermiller, 150).
Digndga, On Perception, being the Pratyaksapariccheda of Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya rom
the Sanskrit fragments and the Tibetan versions, translated and annotated by Masaaki Haitori,
Cambridge, Mass., 1968.

First drawn by M. Nagatomi (cf. note 22), 266.

In accordance with Hattori’s note 1.3.

cf. T.Vetter, Erkenntnisprobleme bei Dharmakirti. Wien 1964, 32f. (translated in the ar pen-
dix).

However, I have not seen so far a real formulation (prayoga) of this proof, or a series of such
formulations - comparable, e.g. with the formulations in dGe-lugs-pa-exegeses of the pran:ana-
siddhi-chapter (cf. my paper: Tshad ma’i skyes bu. Meaning and Historical Significance of
the Term, Proceedings of the Csoma de Ko6ros Symposium Velm-Wien, Wien 1983, 1.19)
-earlier than the “commentarial” text from the appendix to the Pramanavarttikavrtti, 521,
5-13 (cf. T.Kimura, Pramanavarttika, Pramanasiddhi-shé ni tsuite. To0hoku Indogaku Shii<yo-
gakkai, Ronshtt 2, 1970, 64ff.

M.Nagatomi, Manasa-Pratyaksa: A Conundrum in the Buddhist Pramana System, San krit
and Indian Studies, ed. M.Nagatomi et al., Boston 1979, 243 —-260.

loc.cit. 246; the quotation is from Hattori, loc.cit., 73.

loc.cit., 246

ibid.; cf. Vetter, loc.cit., 33, where he refers to Dharmakirti’s derivation of the truth at out
the means of valid cognition from the words of the Buddha in the four concluding verses of
the pramana-siddhi-chapter (PV 11 282-285).

Introductory notes on the Pramanavarttika Based on Tibetan Sources, The Tibet Journal 1.2,
1979, 6-28.

The whole pramanasiddhi-chapter of his Pramanavarttika presents itself as a commentary
on this verse. Cf. E. Frauwallner, Die Reihenfolge und Entwicklung der Werke Dharma-
Kkirti’s, Asiatica. Festschrift Friedrich Weller, Leipzig 1954, 143f.; M. Nagatomi, The Frame-
work of the Pramanavarttika Book I, JAOS 79, 1959, 263-266; T.Kimura, Pramanavartt ka,
Pramanasiddhi-shé ni tsuite. Tohoku Indogaku Shuikyogakkai, Ronshi 2, 1970, 54-68.

Cf. the introductory sentences in Pramanavarttika(sva)vrtti (ed. Gnoli) 1,8f., and Pram:na-
yini'scaya I (ed. Vetter) 30, 12f.

Vetter, loc.cit., 32.

Cf. E.Frauwallner, Die Erkenntnislehre des klassischen Samkhya-systems, WZKS 2, 1958,
84-139.



| R/ DR ORI HLAL
— 7
B oK N E

o BA vy AF— I REGERR, b7
ARG IFE L, LEHEPNMCERIEEYRITL
FoxA =% —7 4 OHEFFRE LTHMBA TV %, B
ERE R DPIRRAEIL, ARV D FERATCDBIC
X D0 RSB, B S RERISIBRIN s & 2 A F D
Mmxbrn, ¥vA2 Yy b (BEFE) -~ ) —FF-F
~Ny b BREEFRFTELEC S TUWETERDTH
hfv:motiﬁﬁﬁnéhéiﬁmtb A -
BAC HEb bk - 1z 6 AC LG O R B « mERY
%*U:T%%&#%Bhblﬁmmof%%éht
BEFT 5B, FILLFMGH TIH D2, SFEF
D SERRTH 2 CH LOBEAEBT L2205
5o 41 OEMEAIFRICE - TOFHBEIC TS &
B TR &, R S RT X R A FHRE T
Lo iLcEE RS h, BElEREHEICE
G AR R e D B BRI L LS L ¥ RN
DM B TH %o

E&'

FBIF THHCE X b 4 v FE¥ERCREGR OMIHF
PESY 5%, FEMHEEICIISECHIEE L L ICBRRC
I D, FOROBAFEOH A IS X D REN
F ot , g TIAHHTRIRIC T 4 77—
(307 Bbh, Fhx TOMfEmR<HRB> DR
LEICE BRI <HERP> R I —RaE LT
0%, ORI HIROAM AT ARBUCT LD A
v FiCEk A THEDRET 5 £ T, EiRiC K LS
Lirh—= oL E LTV TV nlc, SORFHIE
oBERT TPECE| XM o Tedy, F oy H
Fo s\ T3S TL X DEAM X R T5|EMANT
Wh,

T, RETHHEOHHIC, MERITD L FRE
LizRBIs - A LAEFE L ¥ X 5 Teaaski D ik
MEIEL &) Zieir 3 len b T RMBRYH
2 B0 L, T 5ol I A HEFEEEGR I REN
T TE LSBT BB DY, LSBT
T B, M OWTHIEITZ20DE b TihHoT
e IR TV D,

&b, E. 2 vED X5 e¥8EI, B> E
PR R IR A AT A S b, RBGROFREE

BB DR ANESOMEL TEM LB b L)
DET D, MCER THEGRIEYL 2FbH LT
AF NIV F (T, = s R L—= VERDOEAH
DOFT T DOFREEA FZHWI e b O ST B AT
e oB R RBIE Vb D EREL, S, Z v b
LD A v KL DOIIEH B, (BHISEENL A v
FIC PR e ER T bicb LIt D
ELTERET D, BFL, DX 5 /e A TU#EE
IR DO RBENMBIE OIS DL b D & BEL,
FRENRDIEN B - OFil% B O R E GO X
RIS BRI SRl L T B R TH - T, EDERD
MEDRIMCHKTHEMA O X L TELEFRL
FXhT 5, '
T ORER AR AT LS T &I T
i, OB LT iahatel &, 2ED Z
DFRBOREIEEN A SOMERKCHM - B L Vo Z
LR ESBEHB LTl BT E
CXoTELRD, AIBKEHMROKRE AR F T
F 4P — T X D EHERIN, TOROFEEECIKT
%#h%&&bbbhf?t_anﬁ&,&fﬁh;
4?% ﬁ@%r777 I . #A/%vﬁmﬁgmu
@h&%@%@ﬁ%tvﬁmr%wsm&ﬂmbﬁ)
EREENR TV 5,

“7r5<—3 QELVE ﬁ?&]&&of%bh
éﬁh@ﬂﬁ%ﬁ*éh.mféb%ﬁfbb,(%}
H) L) HFEEE DL (OFE) EELL, B (5
4 7F—#) FELVREBTFRAYHEILA L LT,
(% DEEPC) BEL TSRO HY Z 2T
DSDOBEDOLLECHETHILLIDIDTTF =~
F ety F vV BRMALEDOTH D, ”

C o TR A0, BIEDEOOEE LT
BIFobhnTunwabahn—>, (F5=—FLloTkb
NB | ENDBILTHD, T4 7F—HIIhXEEL -
<, BERE- T L LV D Ex—Yabiak
WD Z kR RET ARSI SR E & RO,
BFED & B to 2 MO BIFC L » TlifEH 5 b
DT B & RRET BRI ST B BRI EFIBOK
BMAERBIRLIILICID [FS5~v—FbitoTkb
o] e LTw5<Appendix 11>, ZhbRAL
BEOREEE VS BHEIEECBITERME Y ATV 2
DI, THLOREE TS ~—FThdEIHHE
& ORI ARRBERNFET %o



ML SRR O R ORI (4O

F 4 r I — OB F T oL F -
54 RUFDEOERTIIEIEHELTEDLR,
%W@r757—fﬁkofﬁbh6ka5ﬁ%@
ook EE—E s B RIS EDERH
b k5 BEEOMOME E, %O BERPERY K
bb@Gﬁ%&%#&b&bb%ﬁkb%ﬁmﬁﬁb
P HEREX—it ko TSN D ET D, FATF—
T4 EBEVCOBRTEDR LD LT SR
ST o 2 A v F — T, THFEMNIELVER
SARML T 5 L\ 5 o &, HRETHIEHIEOSHEDHE
BRED b DORTEWTH S LD, PHEOELERHED
e > CTEETHLZ ETBALNTH B & B X
5Jtéhkﬁ6%.EKW%-ﬁ§ﬁi®E%%m
MRTERIN T B, '

m%ﬁiu,f4ﬁr—ﬁmaa&%W®mﬂmﬁ
O OMAETH S E L, BT L IUTRRIIEST
CEEET b D LTS T, (FERTIRChE TR
CHE b LTRAMC R LD B, BEERMR TR
naHis L, THRRE<mE>) MtER<HE>) LA

s TuTELY), BEFED B HEDE MR 52 21X Bt
FHIBEE 2METHD, LabhThd, ¥a XA
v —tidt, ZOSH—eb oL LT
ELueps, BBED SHE L E LU iR TR OIEMME L O
%%abf&azéctum%f.tL%ﬁ%zhd
%ok%ﬁ%ﬁ?&bfbiﬁr@Mf%ﬂ%ﬁi
LS EBTHD, Thn o0 ER—UED 8
awﬁtoﬁmﬁf§btb5ﬁ%&%§bﬁﬁ%ﬁ
LCHESI T Ao b, BIIERDLOEESITH L0
(BCHHONEHRTHTFHE—IZHL 5 20 =)
1 L ERTU D, LD E 2 ZRBEOERY
%bhk%%ﬁim,ﬁWDE%%ﬁﬁ?bmm7§
e FEAMETH - oy, IR AR

WA SR RBD HbID X 57l O Tlaldiudis

B, UL L—FTFDF 5 < —F DERDIELM
ERT D & IS ICRKRIERIL (ST XD
HEB M 3R B HrEOEFECM /s HF, Lo
5 T7 77— F DERFREMBIED S EOHERDENTIL,
FHIEBOBHOP T Eh, BEIMMECL ST
Txbha~<HDE\>5 k57 BENEE »nH
Bl 3R, T7 4 73— »ORBERN 5 &
HIEOEER S5 T b, EDOEENLS[EHE
Nt OFER & SRS « BORROBRICER
TAHZECLDUECEB LIS ELALDTH S
LRI T2,

KE S AN 2R L b0 b EV - SR
AR, FORBIIEERIT LR kA
“YSIMT X b RIED EEIERD D D L S Ll LS
bht:&&,?4ﬁf—ﬁ?ﬁw?#—W‘4ﬂﬁ
e = H A A TR R Inh - 1o & 1) Uit
MEbhi o & LTI PRRRVEVYS S D HED
S, T4 S F—HEET T —F Mo HFED
SHEOEBEME L LY E LtV &THY, &
REDOFERELTD S5 <—FTDNTE D] LS
WO EEL LR IR, ZhEOLTIE I L -
THBDLR T E WD 2 ETH D, £ LT iRIFE
3, BIEOHERIL T S ~— T DHFRICL - T ixbh
Tt EX TR ADTH D, WIC ME -\ adak
O EBEOMBIE D = & & OBERIZ DO TOR
BRIAFST THDH] Eva x4 vy —id J43GFS
5, LasLEEohLEicgsLr=F—1T  DOFER
R ntcT. 7xvw Z—0vHEDFHBEEL WD
TH 5o

CaBAvEALF—TEEIT. 72y &—OfFHE
21 L<Appendix [ >, #RKD X > i & T
WD,

HEEOESHIMEE VS BFECRT LR T 2
2, COBRECELICIIHMETIELWVIR#EE 5 LD
PLEE S D, BEEEGRCE > T NEL GB#F
B<7I~—F>OFBEYPCLELY T UL, &
h2\AE$%ciEE) (avisamvadana) Tdh D, & 5h
LS BRI 2 ANE e sV, 1 UhimfE B & v S
HEEL FHICE LB HIEC X - THRASA 2B DT
b, SENEOHERE L\ 5 WHORBMTBC - TH
XD HDOTHAVY L LIFFEDGHE I KT
TiE, TANHEETHDEIRBAL, 5152 &
G THIEDOSECTE - T & &5 THRINIRE S his
W, DEDBEHETH D EFRLV, Lich o TH
BEHREETHDHONESIE NS Z LT T E—
FDANDHERIC X D NI EBRICIEE TE D)
2D 5%, L5005 A—LBAROST bR Tieh
v, 1 DEOMIEEFC X - CiEBZIh L 17 b
VWD THY, TLTEHEELZIR TN CDOTE 3, A
B, Fr=F—LT L IXHEDHERY TH#FE 75~
—FlitoTkbhbl EWSHEDEHE L TGEX
LcDTHBH, EXZOFEBIHIERHIE ¢ 75 5
RicrD@BR—_o0mIEEHBHE L TR E T b
D, 74 7F—HFTHRERMLOEFE—ICE LT3



TABERFR OFFE ORF/AILL) (A

CEV XD RERTWIDTH D, T LT HEH X
ZH AL LIELINDEDTH %,

L OEELBELTY 2 &4 v+ — R4y
ORIEICERD L 5 IefExE2bh T\ %, T4 77
—H1 T I —FOYREEELIS>ELICLE X
OREL i, MRED SIEC X o TR SR ARG B
LRk XA, £ 55 bODOEFEMIABE~D
B, &FEhT\5, BERMCIZI O ik -
L - —RIREGRC AT ARSI LI L - T
BB T X7 3~ 4 HHIEUFEO—BAFHE LSS
Lic, &5 ETLAEV, 1 Lol Tldamidts
Fl7 T BT 5 IcdDLEGFENF ) TH-
Fro < DERILEINCAT - fc DT —vFv¥ (K
) SOOIy Hr (4R LBENBH,

F OEEEFR B A v VBT FROREHFERE LT
LENTW5B, FLTINLDOFMBRIETH A DIE
FBES LTS EiXinh o, LT LTHMLD
< TEbEERER L ARIEB A REMT D IlifiEe H AR
DLW TOHEDCHKFEBIRL TV %] DTHH, =
F ety F—DE 5 X5 e JEFERIN T B A BEER
U7 “EEFRIE & D C didlamots, LichioTX
2Dk 5 I BGRBAR O YR A R L TR - BEA S
RTULiebrol,
FLTHRHBC Y = 24 v v —14a3, TR
BRI A v FEFELC AR OO L THRT T
7, FHBE L TOMWMBDEIIC R TL RIS L
CHIE AR TV B 1 E LK BR TV Do
(L&F - 2555 WABERHNETR



	J-0001
	J-0002
	J-0003
	J-0004
	J-0005
	J-0006
	J-0007
	J-0008
	J-0009
	J-0010
	J-0011
	J-0012
	J-0013
	J-0014
	J-0015
	J-0016
	J-0017
	J-0018

