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DHARMAKIRTI ON CRITERIA OF KNOWLEDGE

In this paper® I intend to consider Dharmakirii’s two'
important criteria of knowledge, viz. Avisaiv@dana or Avi-
samv@dakatva and A(vi)jR@t @rthaprakasakatva, explain their
rationale and bring out the role they play in our epistemic enter-
prise. The paper has three sections. The first investigates into
the need and necessity of the criteria under consideration. The
second seeks to highlight their nature and role, while the last
intends to study significant implications of them,

I
Need and Necessity of Criteria

Since antiquity human knowledge,* both in its cognitive and
certificatory aspects, has continued to engage attention of the
concerned, Initial inquiries of this sort might have been under-
taken in the atmosphere of common-sensical thought and deli-
beration, However, in course of time they went on attaining
greater and greater degree of precision and sophistication. At
the hands of philosophers like Dharmakirti various aspects of
human epistemic enterprise came to be illuminatively investiga-
ted into. Such an enquiry of them brought to our notice certain
assets and points of strength of human knowledge. But, on the
other hand, it also exposed certain weaknesses and vulnerabili-
ties, to which certain modes of analysing the phenomenon of
human knowledge were perhaps inherently open and thus un-
fortunately gave rise to. From this point of view, Dharmakirti’s
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enquiry into and analysis of human knowledge is important in
two ways : (a) advocacy of his own views and (b) critical and
yet refreshing evaluation of the views of his predecessors and con-
temporaries from both Buddhist and non-Buddhist camps. On
account of such twin reasons a careful study of Dharmakirti’s
enquiry into human knowledge and its analysis deserves a special
attention. For, a study of this kind may bring to our notice the
sort of questions and issues concerning knowledge which were
then seriously considered and enable us also to grasp their
appropriate rationale.

As argued elsewhere® epistemic enterprise according to
Dharmakirti is basically purposive (Sahetuka) in character.
Instead of considering knowledge to be valuable for its own sake,
he considers it to be important in so far as it is instrumental to
Purugd@rthasiddhi.* Further, this sort of instrumentality of it is
determined, according to him, by the fact that the knowledge
under consideration enables us to acquire (Up@d@na) that which
is condusive to Purusarthasiddhi (realisation of legitimate aspira-
tions of human life) and give up (Hd@na) that which is not so
condusive.° Moreover, the legitimate aspirations of human life
are expected to be realised in our life within the framework of
Buddha’s philosophy and along the path laid down by him,
This kind of approach of Dharmakirti and other Buddhist philo-
sophers like him is clearly an alternative to the one adopted
by adherents of various philoshphical schools owing their
allegiance to the Vedas in one form or the other. Both these
considerations, viz. instrumentality of our epistemic enterprise to
Purus@rthasiddhi and the appropriate relation of Purugdrtha-
siddhi to the philosophy of the Buddha and the path laid down
by him, have number of implications;® however, for fear of
digression we cannot go into the details of them here.
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Before we spell out the need and necessity of criteria of
knowledge according to Dharmakirti let us give a briel sketch
of the kinds of cognitions that we have according to him.

It is a fact that we know or comprehend. The knowledge or
comprehension we have, becomes available to us either directly
(Aparokgay or indirectly (Parok,s'a)," Since over and above
these two there is none, Dharmakirti and other Buddhist phiio-
sophers hold that there are only two modes of comprehension,
viz. Pratyaksa ( Perception ) and Anumana (Inference). The
number and nature of Pram@nas (modes of comprehending j are
determined by FPrame)as (knowables) they enable us to com-
prehend. * Since there are only two kinds of knowables, viz,
Svalaksapas and Sa@md@nyalaksapas, and since both of them
cannot be known with the help of the same Pramana, there nre
two Pramdnas, viz. Pratyaksa and Anumd@na respectively 1o
know them.' If Svalaksana and Samd@nyalaksena are viewed
as two distinct sorts of objects known respectively through
Pratyaksa and Anumina, since, on this view, there is nothing
common to objects of perceptual and inferential cognitions as
also to the cognitions under considerations, then two unpalatable
consequences follow : (a) the world would be compartmentalised
and (b) our knowledge of the world would also be compart-
mentalised, Dharmakirti, for abvious reasons, does not and can-
not subscribe to this view.'" But, at the same time, he would
neither give up duality of knowables nor that of Pramapas.
Accordingly, knowables known through Pratyaksa and Anumdng
need perhaps to be understood as features of an (clister=like)
object rather than some static or changing objects themselves.
In the light of Anityat@ and Anatt@ to which Dharmakirti subs.
cribes, objects and persons need perhaps to be understood as
changing clusters of features, rather than some or the other
kind of static—entities, '' Taken in this way, becoming turns out
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to be basic rather than being in contradistinction with many
philosophical strands. This has many implications; however,
for fear of digression we cannot go into them here.

Understanding, then, that Pratyaksa enables us to know such
Svalaksand tmaka features of an object, which are unique, parti-
cular, non-sharable in-communicable, instancial and yet ex-
perienceable, throngh Anumana we comprehend general, sharable
and communicable features, The former we know directly and
empirically. '* They are held to be what they are ( Paramirtha
Sat) not only on the ground of their being incommunicable
(Kalpand-apodha) but also because, other things remaining the
same, they are non-deceptive {abhr@nta). The latter we com-
prehend indirectly and inferentially in so far as they are com-
municable and coherently conceivable (Loka Samvytti Sat) '
The clusters of features which we may thus comprehend exhibit
a fairly long range such that on the one extreme of it we have
such a cluster every feature of which is Svalaksana, while on
the other extreme we have such a cluster each feature of which
is sharable. The cluster nearest to the extreme on the former
extreme is the one at least one member of which is sharable,
while the one nearest to the cluster of features on the latter
extreme is the one at least one member of which is non-sharable
i,e Svalaksana. In between them, further, there could be whole
range of clusters of features some of which are non-sharable
while others are sharable. There could be preponderance of the
former over the latter or vice versa. Accordingly, they would be
locatable along the whole range of comprehensible clusters of
features, Thus understood, various such clusters turn out to be
complementary to one another rather than their being dichotomi-
sed and compartmentalised. In so fur as such clusters are discrete
and liable to change, there could be an overlip between simult-
aneausly or successively presented clusters, although stability of
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none. This kind of epistemic simultaneity or continuity through
succession of clusters which we comprebend also demands their
complementarity, This sort of complementarity of clusters that
we comprehend also has certain implications; however, for fear
of digression we cannot go juto details of them here.

Further, whether we cognise perceptually or inferentially,
directly or indirectly, congitive aspect of our epistemic enterprise
demands satisfaction of one minimuma condition, It is this that
there should be at least one person. It would, therefore, be
extravagent to hold, according to Dharmakirti, that social con-
text or communicative situation is a necessary condition of
cognition-—no matter whether perceptual or inferential. Holding
therefore, what Naiy@yikas and some Buddhists also call Nir'
vikalpa Pratyaksa to be primary and only genuine perceptual
cognition and, likewise, Sv@rth@num@na to be primary in the
case of inferential cognition are uniform and complementary
features of Dharmakirti’s epistemology. **

If we consider our epistemic enterprise then two comple-
mentary features of it come to surface, They are : (a) we
cognise, and (b) we advance a claim that we have cognised such
and such a feature. The latter of these necessarily presupposes
the former, although the converse of this is not defensible. But
right at this juncture there arises a complicated problem, The
problem is : on what basis can we claim that such and such a
feature, cognised by us, is acceptable or respectablc. For the
fact that we have cognised such and such a feature is wot a
matter of circulating subjective opinion, How arc we, then, to
establish that our cognition is non-—subjectively viable? In the
face of such a difficulty three prima facie viable alternatives may
be proposed : (1) On the one hand, it may be held that the
very mode of cognition itsclf brings forth the acceptability of
the concerned coganition. However, in trying to make scnse of
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viability or acceptability of our cognition in this way two unsur-
mountable difficultics confront us. First, as noted above, our
cognitions—perceptual or inferential—are subjective in  their
occurrence. Starting from this kind of subjectivity of occurrence
of cognition it would not be possible to have objective and inter—
personal basis relying on which viability of our cognition could
be established, without allowing it to lapse into either arbitran-
ness or snbjectivity. Secondly, if it is held that perceptual cogni-
tion is viable because it is perceptual, and inferential cognition
is viable in so fur as it is inferential, then this view turns
out to be totally blind to the fact that both perceptual and
inferential cognitions, sometimes at least, turn out to be decep-
tive, erroncous and hence unviable. But they too are subjective
in their occurrence. Given this, it can no longer be held that
perception makes perceptual cognition viable, while ratiocina-
tion makes inferential cognition viable, Uipattau Pramanya view
steuds unfortunately exposed to this sort of difficulty. (2) On
the other hand, it could be held that viability or unviability of
the respective cognitions are structural or built=in features of
them, and in so far as this is the case such a feature of the
concerned cognition makes it viable or otherwise. This seems
to be the view advocated by Samkhyas. Mimamsakas, on the
contrary, seem to hold that viability is a built-in feature of
viable knowledge in so far as it has not been contradicted
( Abddhita ), while unviability ‘of a cognition is brought out
through its being contradicted. This view also remains vulnera-
bic at least on two counts : First, on it viability becomes a
permanent, indelible and incontestable feature of cognition. But
this amounts to either ignoring possibility of error in our cogni-
tion or else immunising it against fallibility and revisibility of it,
Whichever way it is considered it is counter—intuitive to say
the least. Sccondly, it closes the very possibility of growth and
development of knowledge, contestability of claims advanced on
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the basis of cognition and also of our coming to discover hitherto
undiscovered or undisclosed features. It is an intuitive constraint
on our apalysis of epistemic enterprise that it should not close
these possibilitics. Having disregarded this kind of intuitive
demand we cannot, at the same time, hope our analysis of our
cognition to be satisfactory. (3) Thirdly, it may be held that
what makes our cognition viable is the fact that it matches or
corresponds with that of which it is a cognition. In so far as
it matches it is viable, while in so far as it does not, it is not
viable. This view, advocated by Nydya philosophers, too, is
unfortunately open to two weaknesses and vulnerabilities, First,
it holds that cognition—no matter whether perceptual, inferential
or of any other sort—is essentially public in its occurrence. This
is counter~intuitive. But, secondly, it seems to unwittingly force
us to subscribe to a kind of platonism which not only goes
against the principle of simplicity or economy, which is a
methodologically respectable demand, but it also forces us to
accept that alternative approaches must be considered to be
unacceptable just beeause and in so for as they are alternatives
to the cherished view. This too is difficult to subscribe to since
it is not only counter-intuitive but methodologeially indefensible
as well,

On this backgronnd, it becomes evident as to why Dharmakirti
explores into, discovers and explains the naturc of the two
important criteria of knowledge, viz. Avisamv@dana or Avisamya-
dakatva and A(vi)jad@t@rthaprak@sakatva, which not only
enable him to circumveént the sort of difficulties stated above in
his analysis of human cognition but also bring forth such tenets
of it which oot only make perceptual and inferential cognitions
essentially complementary to each other but also keep the doors
of growth and development of knowledge, contestability and
revisibility of interpretations of Buddha’s philosophy etc. perma-
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nently open and thereby also aveid dogmatism. To be able to
see this we need to explain Dharmakijrti’s criteria of knowledge.
This is our task in the next section.

11

Criteria of Knowledge

It was observed ubove that according to Dharmakirti the
distinction between context of cognition and that of certification
with reference to both  perceptual and inferential knowledge,
should never be ignored or circumvented. But, at the same time,
perceptual or inferential cognitions cannot be held to be certitia—
bie ot the basis of their similar subjective mode of occurrence.
For, as remarked above, that would rule out the possibility of
objective and inter-personally charable mode of certification of
our knowledge—claims. And this would make non-sense of an
nnportant aspect of our epistemie enterprise, viz. certificatory
epistemology. Hence, appropriate avenue of certification necds to
be searched elsewhere. In this context certain kind of structural or
built-in feature of knowledge and the known etc. offer themsclves
as prima facie plausible alternatives. Nonetheless, as indicated
above, cach of themis frought with one or the other unsurmoun-
table difficulty, as a result of which none of them is aceeptable
to Dharmakirti. Accordingly, he provides a different kind of
approach concerning certification or acceptability of our percep-
tual or inferential cognitions which could be called criterial or
regulative.

While advocating and articulating such an approach, which
perhaps was put forth by Dharmakirti for the first time at least
in the intellectual climate of the Indian sub-continent, he is care-
ful not to ignore two points of seminal importance regarding
perceptual and inferential cognitions in his philosophy. They are :
(a) Knowables (visaya) known with the help of these modes of
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cognition are distinct and ditferent. For, perception enables us to
cognise only Svaluksapas, while inferential cognition Saminya-
lakganas alone, and that none of them is reducible to or sub-
sumable under the other. (b) Though these two modes of
cognition are distinct according to Dhatmakirti, they are, none-

kh

theless, on par with each other. In consequence, neither
perception could be held to be instrumental to inferential cogni-
tion nor inferential cognition to perceptual cognition. This sort
of relationship between them needs to be understood both cogni-
tively as well as certificatorily. For, if whatis known perceptually
is different from what is known inferentially, then how can our
perceptual cognition be shown to be viable on the basis of what
is cognised inferentially ? Similar consideration holds in the
converse direction also. Accepting this, however docs nol amount
to compartmentaslization of our epistemic enterprise. Becausc
even though what we cognise perceptually or inferentially 1s a
different sort of feature—respectively Svaluksap@tmnka and
Samanyalaksan@ tmaka— yet from this it does not follow that,
therefore, similar mode of showing acceptability of them should
not be available. We remarked above that one way o! making
sense of this epproach could be to hold that whatever we
cognise is either a cluster of non-sharabte features only or
of sharable features only, or else a cluster of both sharable us
well as non—sharable features. This could, however, be held to
be a sort of ontological way of establishing contact between two
modes of cognition, at least inso far as they amount to be
cognitions of diflerent features. On this consideration knowables
could be either homogeneous or heterogeneous clusters, although
perhaps contingently and non-purposively (Nirhetuka). Yet,
the fact remains that this way of making scnse of the possibility
of contact between and complementarity of perceptual and
inferential cognitions has some kind of ontological and yet

.6
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contingent consideration behind it. In so far as this is or could be
the case, it cannot methodologically be said to be an altogether
satisfactory way of circumiventing the possibility of compartmen-
talization of the two characteristic modes of cognition available
to us.

Morcover, cognition or certification of our knowledge~claims
are basically epistemological concerns and they need perhaps to
be made an appropriate sense of in the domain of epistemology,
without, as far as possible, bringing in ontological or metaphysi-
cal overtones, although we can certainly requisition the services
of appropriate methodological and intuitive demands on our
epistemic enterprise and our mode of making sense of it. This
does not mean that ontological considerations cannot even be
brought in by way of re-inforcive and strengthening device.
Nonetheless, basic concerns regarding cognitive or certificatory
aspects of our knowledge should be made sense of, according to
Dharmakirti, without primarily dragging in any ontological con-
sideration. This also enables him to avoid falling excessively
prey to a realistic demand of using correspondence between
cognition and the cognised as a mode of certification of our
cognition,

Dharmakirti’s criterial approach regarding certification of our
knowledge-claims enables him to censider and discuss a novel
way of showing our cognitions to be viable. This he does within
the domain of epistemology and only within the framework of
certain methodological and intujtive demands, without bringing
in ontological overtones. But even granting thgt Dharmakirti
adopts criterial approach regarding certification of our know-
ledge-claims, it could be asked : what sort of criteria of viability
of knowledge does Dharmakirti provide-definitionally guarantee-
ing or regulatively authorising ? For, depending upon the sort
of criteria they are, the mode of certification of knowledge-
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claims they would make available would differ in certain funda-
mental respects. And, if we are not aware of this distinction
then we might expect Dharmekirti to provide one sort of criteria,
when he intends, as a matter of fact, to provide of a different
sort, and our expectation may thus come to be belied. Likewise,
we would also fail to understand the rationale of the criteria
provided by him. In order not to give rise to this kind of
confusion let us briefly look into the distinction belween the two
sorts of criteria under consideration.

Guaranteeing or defining criterion is exception- intolerent and
applies never-failingly. In other words, it advocates Avind@bhava
between the criterion on the one hand and that to which the
criterion applies on the other. For instance, definition of a
triangle that it is a figure bound by three straight lines. It the
given figure is bound by three straight lines then it must be &
triangle, and conversely, if the given figure is a triangle then
it cannot fail, in Euclidian geometry, 1o be bound by three
straight lines, Thus, in the case of a definitional or guaranteeing
criterion the definiendum and definiens cannot mutuaily fail to
capture cach other. Every criterion, however, need not neces-
sarily be a defining or guarantecing criterion for its being con-
sidered to be a criterion at all. It could be an authorising
criterion instead. For instance, litmus-paper test used by chemist
which authorises him to declare that the given chemical com-
pound is an acid, or sulphuric-acid test used by a goldsmith
which auihorises him to hold that the given piece of yellow
metal is gold. Such a criterion may not and often does not tell
us what sort of chemical or atomic structure the given acid or
yellow metal has. 1t, nevertheless, enables the concerned, in the
given circumtance, 10 decide the issue at hand unambiguously
on the fulfilment of certain minimum conditions. To insist that
every criterion must be defining or guaranteeing one is too
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stringent and hence methodologically suffocating. For, authoris-
ing criteria enable us to take a certain vital decision and make
appropriac choices in spite of the fuct that we do not have
defining or guaranteeing criterion. To ignore such criteria just
because they are not of the latter kind is to deprive ourselves
of an important device. Such a move is not only methodologi-
cally too strong and pragmatically and intuitively uncalled for
but vnwarranted as well.

Dharniakirti's two important criteria of knowledge, '* viz,
Avisamvadakatva and  A( vi)jdtarthaprakdsekatva are such
regulntively authorising criteria of human cognition rather than
defining or guaranteeing criteria of it. This is so because none
of them tells us what sort of the given cognition is or what its
principal kinds are. Likewise, they do not guarantee that our
cognition, once considered to be viable on the fulfilment of cer-
tain conditions, must continue to be so come what may. Such
15 the case because not only no knowledge~claim is final and
irrevocable but also that it is methodologically indefensible and
intuitively unnccessary to bestow such a status on it for its
being considered to be viable. What is sufficient is that our
quest after knowledge is not made impossible. Likewise, our
conception of knowledge should not make such a quest dis-
pensable, and certification of our knowledge either impossible
or 1edundant. The criteria laid down by Dharmakirti, as
will be argued below, enable us precisely to do this without
forcing us to subscribe to the view that there is ' the cognition’
or that it is permanent or exceptionlessly final. 7 They, hcw-
ever, authorise us to consider as unambiguously as possible
and on the fulfilment of such minimally necessary conditions
that a given cognition or knowledge-claim is viable or respecta-
ble. This keeps the possibility and necessity of our embarking
upon epistemic enterprise permanently open. Yet, at the same
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time, it forewarns us, as it were, that none of our cognition
or knowledge claim is final and irrevisible. We shall study
later on some important implications of this. But before that
it is necessary to present a sketch of the two criteria under
consideration and explain their nature in such a way that we do
not unwittingly miss any of their important tenets. It is to this
that we now turn,

The criteria of Avisamvadakatva ;mdl/m' A(vi)jadatarthapra-
kasakarva are laid down on the level of human cognition in
general. " According to Dharmakirti we can have only two
kinds of knowledge—viz. perceptual and inferential. Hence, these
criteria are applicable to them both collectively and distributively.
However, in the case of each kind of cognition, irrespective of
fundamental differences between them, they must similarly
authorise us to consider them to be viable Secondly, intuitively it
is necessary thut in so far as perceptuaj and inferential cognitions
are distinct and their respective knowables also are different,
applicability of the same criteria under consideration to them
should neither make caricature of these distinctions nor should
annihilate them altogether. Thirdly, the two criteria should be
such that one of them could be neither subsumed under nor
reduced to the other, for in the absence of this their plurality
would be deceptive. With these points in the background we
give below an outline of Dharmakirti’s criteria of knowledge.

(i)  Avaisavadanam|[Avisava@ditvam (Avisaravidakatva) -

We would be authorised to consider any knowledge as viable
or reliable (Pramdnaii) provided or in so far as it is free
from inconsistency or incoherence (Visaiv@danam), since on
account of its being infected by (Twd yog@t) inconsistency it
becomes deceptive { Varicanam) and therefore useless’® But how
is one to comprehend such viability (#Framinayogyatd) of know-
ledee on account of its freedom from inconsistency (Avisani-
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v@danam) ?*" 1t can neither be said to be a feature disclosed by
knowledge itself (Na pram@nyasya svato gatih)?! or a built-in
feature of it (Svate ‘badhitvam).* For, on the former count
reliability of knowledge becomes circular. On the latter, on the
contrary, its contestability and later defeasibility is jeopardised.
Both these alternatives are, therefore, unacceptable, How then
are we to comprehend that our cognition—perceptual or inferen-
tial — is viable 7 In answer to this we are told that reliablility
of knowledge needs to be understood in terms of its service-
ability ( Vyavahdra) to our actions (Kriy@)*® or dispositions
(Pravreti) ™

Our actions and dispositions are incited by cognitions, and
the former could only be coherently or non-deceptively related
with the latter provided they (actions and dispositions) autho-
risingly enable us to acquire (Up@ddna) or reject (Hdna)
objects of perceptual or inferential cognitions, in so far as such
acquisition or rejection of objects is instrumental to Purusdr-
thasiddhi within the framework of Buddha’s philosophy and
appropriate interpretation of it.

This sort of efficacious or serviceably coherent correlation of
our actions or dispositions, incited as it were by the sort of
knowables which we cognise, remains similar no matter whether
the knowable is external or internal.’” And since perceptual
mode of cognition is experiencial or empirical in character, this
amounts to establishing serviceable or pragmatically coherent
correlation of our actions and dispositions incited by our
experience with Buddha's  philosophy, through appropriate
interpretation of it. On the other hand, inferential cognition
brings forth similar kind of correlation of our actions and dis-
positions with Buddha’s phil sophy in thought or in so far as
the knowables which incite the.a (actions and dispositions) are
coherently conceivable. Thus con idered, Avisawinvd@danam furni-



Dharmakirti on Criteria of Knowledge 333

shes a general background on the basis of which our actions
and dispositions could be linked non—deceptively with our expe-
rience and/or thought on the one hand and Buddha's teaching
and its appropriate interpretation on the other, in so far as they
are not incoherent with each other. This sort of coherence of
them could be authorisingly guaged along the following lines :
Knowables known perceptually or inferentially incite actions or
dispositions on our part resulting into acceptance or rejection of
the knowables under consideration non-deceptively, provided
such an acceptance or rejection of them is coherently instrumental
to Purus@rihasiddhi in accordance with the teaching of the
Buddha.

Ultimately, therefore, the primary move we make in our
certificatory epistemology, viz. to have authorisation that our
perceptual or infercntial cognitions from time to time are viable
on the ground of their not being incoherent with Buddha's
teaching, is, after all a short term goal. For, in the long run it
is more a question of various aspects of our life — experience,
thought and modes of action and disposition ~ being coherent
with Buddha’s teaching. Here, realization of short—term goal is
held to be instrumental to the realization of the long-term goal.

In this context also the notion of a cluster remains refreshingly
illuminative. For, if our life itself is a cluster of experiences, thou-
ghts and modes of actions and dispositions we adopt from time
to time, then an assurance about any of them that it is coherent
with Buddha’s teaching would automatically result into an assu-
rance, in the long run, that our life too is likewise coherent. This is
especially because our life is nothing beyond such a cluster. And
in the case of a cluster, if we have an assurance about each of its
members then there is nothing on the count of assurance regarding
the cluster over and above assurance about its members. This sort,
of assurance could only be had epistemologically on the basis
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that two principal modes of cognition open to us are not only
complementary to each other butare also coherent with Buddha’s
teaching. This could be discovered via our actions and disposi-
tions incited by them being non-deceptive, ie. non-incoherent
with Budbha's teaching.®™ This sort of assurance concerning
different cognitions we have, and the different domains—of fact
and that of coherently conceivable-with which they are connected[
correlated, are subject to the same kind of uniform regulative
control which authorises us to hold that actions and dispositions
incited by cognitions are non—deceitful of or non-incoherent
with Buddha's teaching and its appropriate interpretation, It is
this sort of authorisation that the criterion of Avisamvddana is
supposed to issue which authorises us to hold that the way we
are living is not at variance from the way the Buddha expects
us to live. In the world of constant change and becoming we are
continuously on trial, and we need to non-deceptively assure
oursclves at different junctures of our life that we are not living
in a way that is incongruent with Buddha's teaching. It is this
sort of assurance that is expected to come forth from Avisarvd-
dana to which our cognitions and modes of actions and dispo-
sitions incited by them are repeatedly subjected. In the absence
of this sort of assurance we may deceptively hold that not only
our cognitions bul also actions and dispositions prompted by
them are coherent with Buddha’s teaching, though as a matter
of fact they are not, Or else, we might hold their coherence even
though we are unable to defend our claim in any respectable
way. Both of them arc deceptive and hence unacceptable. The
non-deceptive assurance under consideration is not supposed to
be anchored in subjectivity. It is rather anchored in sharable and
objectively regulative uniform control that authorises us to hold
our life to be coherent with Buddha's teaching, no matter whether
it is related with the fuctual or the coherently conceivable world
through appropriate actions and dispositions incited by their res-
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pective cognitions. It is this sort of assurance that the criterion of
Avisarivadana provides. It should not be held to be a matter of sheer
accident, therefore, that Dharmakirti links his discussion of the
criteria of reliability of knowledge with a sketch of the philosophy
and teaching of the Buddha along with the rationale of its
acceptibility discussed in the very next section of the same
chapter of his Pram@navirtika. *'

(ii) A(vi)jid@t@rthaprakd@sakatva-- Any knowable, in so far
as it is capable of being correlated with actions and dispositions
incited by it, is essentially impermanent. The cogattion too is
impermanent.”® Thus, when Anifyat@ as an inalienable feature
not only of knowable, knowledge as  well as its reliabilty is
sought to be made an appropriate sense of, it brings forth another
important aspect of our knowledge, and actions and dispositions
incited by it. We said above that various aspects of our life-~
expeaience, thought and modes of actions and dispositions—are
sought to be non—incoherently and non~deceptively correlated
with Buddha’s teaching and its appropriate interpretation, We do
this through subjecting our actions and dispositions prompted
by cognitions—perceptual or inferential-to repeated uniform test
and trial. Nonetheless, through our cognitions at different  times
and circumstances, hitherto undisclosed (Prakdsanam Prakasah
ajiiatasya arthasya Prak@iso ji@nam) " features of knowables
may come to be discovered non-deceptively. This is especially
because although each knowable—perceptual or inferential-is a
changing cluster of features, yet in any cognition of it we may
not cognise all features which have made it up.*” Some of
them may be disclosed in later cognitions, This sort of disclosure
brings forth novelty of new features. But such a novelty could
be extended to grasping hitherto undisclosed mode of coherence
of our actions and dispositions with Buddha’s teaching or an
appropriate interpretation of it, Extending it still further, and
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understanding the issue hermeneutically, it could be held that
novel modes of interpreting Buddha’s philosophy and discovering
its relevance to the changing circumstances and contexts would
continue to surface. The older ones may be challenged and
cop_tésted and as a result of this in the changing world we
constantly run a risk, in our epistemic enterprise, of being forced
to alter, revise, modify our knowledge—claims, Thus, the criterion
of Ajad@t@ rthaprak @sakatva quthorises us, in face of impermance
and becoming, to consider no knowledge-claim, mode of its
certification, or interpretation or discovery of relevance of
Buddha’s philosophy with reference to certain context to be
ever final, irrevocable and uncontestable, Hence, as quest after
knowledge is interminable in principle, so also our search for
appropriate interpretation and continued relevance of Buddha’s

teaching and philosophy is an on—-going process. Though no

teuth is the truth, search after truth by nature is interminable,
in the hope that we might discover a befter truth, [mpermanence
and changeability ekplndes the myth of final, irrevisible truth;

but it also pricks the bubble of the misplaced arrogance of ego
to consider itsell to be substantial and stable, or even of its
being in possession of an unalterable truth. On the larger
background of Buddha’s philosophy and teaching our search

after better and better modes of living life in way that is
non—incoherent with and non—deceptive of Buddha’s approach

is on-going and interminable in character, although at no stage
could it be final. For, the search for such coherence is not
expected to be carried out merely in the world of coherently

conceivable but also in the world we actually live in, " although _
both are fraught with similar changeability.

A question may, however, be asked : If and in so far as the
hitherto undisclosed features which we may come to discover
cannot fall outside the domain of coherently conceivable, why
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can the sccond criterion not be implied by the first and therefore
held to be subsumable under it? Further, given this, the plurality
of criteria falls to the ground, and thus there remains only one
criterion viz. Avismin@dana. This is more in tune with the
methodological principle of simplicity as well. # The argument
is, however, both misleading and deceptive. Tt is misleading
because it ignores the distinction between coherently conceivable
understood merely plausibilistically ** and the factual, howcver
non—purposive and contingent the lutier may be. For, although
the world of coherently conceivable could be immunised,
through engineered rules or fiat, from its being subject to
changeability, such can hardly be the case with reference to
facts. It is deceptive also in so far as it misses the distinc-
tion between something cognised in thought and that in ex-
perience, and thus unwittingly seeks to subsume empirical
experience under thought., The need for such a distinction
could be scen provided we understand that while nature of
coherently conceivable could be considered in thought fairly in
the atmosphere of freedom from context, this kind of facility is
hardly available with reference to that which is given in fact. It
needs no elaborate argument to show that on both these counts
the argument under consideration is unacceptable. Hence, althogh
the dicsovery of hitherto undisclosed features does not transgress
the limit and boundary of the coherently conceivable, yet the
former is particularly alive to the fact ol changeability,
impermanence and revisibility which may be overshadowcd by
mere absence of inconsistency. Therefore, the two criteria under
consideration should be held to be complementary to each
other. rather than competitive and alternative, They cannot be
subsumed under or reduced to each other. The complement-
arity of them, further, needs to be understood mutually and
reciprocally. ** The criterion of Avisariv@dana, as stated earlier,
furnishes the gencral context of Buddha’s philosophy. with which
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our epistemic enterprise and actions as well as dispositions
incited by it are expected to be coherent, It is this which makes
them appropriately instrumental to Purusdrthasiddhi through
Hiana and Up@dd@na, But it does not rule out plurality of
interpretations of Buddha's philosophy in face of changing
circumstances and situations, and epistemic and hermeneutical
demands they make on the philosophy and teaching of the
Buddha especially on the count of their continued relevance.
Such plural interpretations no doubt bring forth hitherto
undiscovered aspects of Buddha's philosophy. They are, however,
required to be coherent not only among themselves but with
Buddha's philosophy as well. Thus, starting with Buddha’s
philosophy and proceeding in the direction of studying its
continued relevance to changing world, circumstances, situations
and conditions of our life, newer and hitherto undisclosed aspects
of the teaching and philosophy of the Buddha have to be un-
earthed and discovered; but they are required to be regulatively
controlled by coherence. Conversely, starting with coherence and
combining it with Buddha’s philosophy it is required to be
ensured that one and only one interpretation of it does not
dogmatically come to be regimented mechanically even in face
of changing world and circumstances. For, that would be
tartamount to attaching finality and uncontestability to the
interpretation under consideration, and closing the doors of
giowth and development of our understanding of Buddha's
pinlosophy in face of impermanence and becoming, no matter
with teference (o resolution of problems faced in this world
or otherwise, us ulso with reference to our being able to
adopt such a mould of life that enables us to transcend
limitations of constancy and stability of person, circumstance or
both. * Thus, in whichever direction we seek to understand the
relationship between the two criteria under consideration their
plurality ie, duality and mutuality are such tenets of them the
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rejection of or compromise with any of which is disastrous both
intuitively and methodologically. It is this sort of nature and
explanation of them that makes them so essential and
indispensable not only in Dharmakirti’s philosophy but in
Buddhist or any other sort of philosophical consideration as well.

111
Implications of Dharmakirti's Criteria of Knowledge

In the two preceding sections we outlined the rationale and
nature of the two criteria of knowledge accepted by Dharmakirti,
On this background, in this section, we proceed to give a sketch
of their philosophically and intellectually important implications.
First, even when general engagement with and continued subscri-
ption to Buddha’s philosphy and teaching is granted, this in
itself should not close in advance the doors of the need and
neccessity of its variant interpretations — not only exegetically but
along hermeneutical lines as well — and consideration of their
continued relevance in face of changing world ( dnityatd@ ). But
on the other hand, such an endeavour should also not rule out
by a fiat contestability and revisibility of any of such interpreta-
tions. For, neither subscription to Buddha’s philosophy is a matter
of blind faith and dogmatism, nor is plurality of its interpretation
given rise to just for the fun and fancy of it. The two criteria
under consideration seek to blend both these needs and disposi-
tions in such a way that irrational extension of the demands of
one does not take a toll of the reasonable and just demands of
the other.

Secondly, given variant interpretations of Buddha’s philosophy
and his teaching, each of them would bring forth a certain
cluster of concepts, The problem of an appropriate interpretation
of Buddha's philosophy and its continued relevance will continue
to crop up in face of changing circumstances or situations and
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the demands they make on our life — especially as to which sort
of actions, modes of fellowship and dispositions should we adopt
in face of them which would remain non-incoherent with
Buddha's pbilosophy. The way out of such a difficulty is not
mechanical collection of various concepts floated through various
interpretations of Buddha’s philosophy, Under such ecircumstance
we may have to discriminate between various interpretations, the
cluster of concepts they bring forth, and bring in newer concepts
or interpretation if that is unavoidable, so that we neither ignore
importance of relevance of Buddha's philosophy in face of
changing circumstance nor do we stick dogmatically to one
interpretation of it on account of security and immunity from
risks it provides. For, security is important; but ignoring expo-
sure to risks or turning back upon them is suicidal. The criteria
under consideration provide such an appropriate rationale of
requisitc discrimination between satisfaction of the damands
made from two sides — methodological demand of coherence and
non- deceptivity, and intuitive demend of novelty, and enable us
to take care of them neither naively nor irrationally, and hence
indefensibly.

Thirdly, in the case of the study of the philosophy of an
important philosopher like Dharmakirti, comprehension of its
appropriate conceptual frumework is important. But it is mislea-
ding to hold that it is presented in a single treatise of his or
made available through the mode of resolution of a single issue,
It is likewisc incorrect to hold that it is epitomised in a parti-
cular perspective that he adopts, or that it could be available
only via ctymological, philological or grammatical considerations
regarding certain expressions he uses in his works. These consi-
derations are important as far as they go, but none of them
could be elevated to the status of the sole concern which is
important at the exclusicn of other dhilosophically important
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ones. In such an appropriate conceptual framework of his
philosophy such features and aspects of it need to be coherently
grouped together and interconnected so that in their light such
salient tenets of Buddha's philosophy as consideration of Anityat@
(impermanence), Anatt@ or An@tmat@ (non-egoity), Santdna
(flow or succession), Duhkha-nirodha (possibility of cessation
of puin and suffering in our life), repudiation of Sahetukatd
(purposiveness) as isomorphic with Sakd@ranat@ (causation)
etc. would neither be caricatured nor ignored. But, on the other
hand, the avenues of its possible extension in the direction of
resolution of a problem thrown up by changed circumstances
and contexts too should not be closed arbitrarlly or through an
engineered principle

Fourthly, while addressing oursclves to the task of studying
Buddha’s - or anyone else’s — philosophy and bringing out its
continued relevance and significance with reference to or in face
of changed circumstances and contexls we should not ignore
seminal importance of two considerations : (a) those intuitive
considerations like novelty and chanzeability which need to be
respected should not be ignored and sidetracked, and counter—
intuitive considcrations should not be substituted for them just
for fancy or in Cefence of a dogma. (b) Certain methodological
considerations like coherence, simplicity etc. must not be compro-
mised with just because such compromises are likely to pay
greater dividend on the count of mass-ncceptability or naive
submission to the demand of popularity.

Lastly, a philosopher worth the name should make a discrimi
nation between lure of popularity on the one hand and insulation
and immunisation provided through a resolution of a problem
through subscription to a dogma on the other. To the extent to
which he remains cqui-distant from these two traps he could be
said to have followed what in Buddhist philosophy is significantly
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called Madhyma@ Pratipad, a count on which Dharmakirti has
shown exemplary courage and transperency. It is this aspect of
his philosophy that makes it so much important.**
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NOTES

# I am deeply indebted to Prof. M. P. Marathe who helped me at various
stages in writing this paper.

1. One may prima-facie be tempted to count Avisaimvitdakatva ( non-
inconsistency, i, €., coherence ), Fyavahartavyatva (serviceability ) and
three distinct criteria of knowledge put forth by Dharmakirti. However,
it will be argued below that he intends to bring out different kind of
serviceability of perceptual and inferential cognitions especially because
their objects are fundamentally different. Such differential serviceability
of them under the jurisdiction of Avisanwiidakatva is spelt out by
Vyavahartavyvarva.

rJ

The expression *human cognition > or * human knowledge * came to be
coined in the Western intellectual tradition to differentiate man’s know-—
ledge from divine knowledge. To the best of our knowledg, till very
recently and that too under the western impact, the issue of this sort of
demarcation never cropped up in the intellectual atmosphere prevalent
in the Indian sub-continent. Consequently. a neutral or secular expres—
sion ‘jiidna’ was used and it was always understood in the sense of
‘human knowledge *. We are using such expressions as * human cogni-
tion’, < human knowledge’ etc. more as a matter of current idiom and
linguistic practice, and they have nothing to do with the above-men-
tioned distinction.

3. Chinchore, Mangala R.; Dharmakirti's Theory of Heru-centricity of
Anumitna, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 1989 ( forthcoming), Ch. 1.

4. Dharmakirti; V. B.; Samyagjnanapgrvika sarvapurnsarthasiddhiriti tad
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