Kamalas$ila and Santaraksita on scripture and
reason

The limits and extent of “practical rationality” in
the Tattvasamgraha and Panjika

Sara L. McClintock

Ifthereis areal distinction between theoretical and practical reason,
it does not appear to have been particularly troubling to classical In-
dian philosophers. The concept of pure reason, devoid of practical
concerns or implications, was never explicitly entertained in ancient
India - just as it was never explicitly entertained in ancient Greece.
Indeed, rationality in all its forms is connected in India with a num-
ber of fundamental human goals (purusartha), and one might thus
be tempted to say that Indian rationality just is practical rationality.
Saying this does not preclude our recognition that Indian system-
atic texts contain within them a great deal of highly theoretical re-
flection - termed anviksiki in many Indian contexts - on ontological,
epistemological, logical, and other such philosophical themes." Rath-
er, it is just to emphasize that all theoretical reflection in India is
connected with practical aims, a fact that should in no way diminish
its worth in our eyes. Instead, we should seek to attune ourselves, in
my view, to the ways in which all rational reflection is connected in
some way to practical concerns, as well as to the particular ways in
which various forms of Indian rational reflection are connected to
particular practical concerns. It is only by paying close attention to
the connections between practical aims and theoretical reflection,

' On anviksiki, see Chakrabarti 1997 and Halbfass 1981.

Vincent Eltschinger, Helmut Krasser (eds.), Scriptural authority, reason and action. Pro-
ceedings of a panel at the 14th World Sanskrit Conference, Kyoto, Sept. 1-5, 2009. Wien
2013, pp. 209-237.
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as well as to indigenous theoretical thinking concerning those same
connections, that we can come to appreciate the contributions of In-
dian, or indeed any, philosophical thought.

One excellent resource for considering the contours of practical
rationality in the post-Dharmakirtian Indian Buddhist epistemologi-
caltradition is the Tattvasamgrahaparijika, Kamalasila’s commentary
on Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha. In particular, the opening section
of this massive work of Buddhist polemics contains sustained theo-
retical reflection on the relationship between rationality and action,
a point that Vincent Eltschinger has also noted.” This extended pas-
sage, which is styled as commentary on the Tattvasamgraha’s six
opening verses, offers a developed account of the rationality of both
ordinary and religious action. The ingenuity of the passage is strik-
ing, integrating as it does a more general theory of rational action
with Kamalasila’s more specific concerns as a Buddhist apologist
seeking to offer a rational foundation for the practice of Buddhism.’
In my book on the arguments for omniscience in the Tattvasamgraha
and the Tattvasamgrahapanjika, | draw on this and other passages to
argue that for Kamalas$ila, the ultimate goal of all rational inquiry is
the religious goal of supreme liberation, defined in these works as
perfect buddhahood or omniscience (sarvajfiata). Not surprisingly
then, one of the most important tasks of rational discourse is, for
Kamalasila and others like him, to provide rational persons with ra-
tional justification for seeking this soteriological goal.

Critical to this project is the demonstration that omniscience, as
understood by these thinkers, is in the first place possible, since the
rationality of pursuing an impossible goal is clearly questionable.
As Eltschinger observes, Kamalas$ila’s approach to demonstrating
the possibility of attaining this religious aim depends heavily on

* Eltschinger 2007. See also McClintock 2010 and Eltschinger’s essay in
the present volume.

* Eltschinger (2007: 137) remarks on the basis mainly of this passage
that Kamalas$ila is “likely to be the one Buddhist philosopher who laid
theoretical foundations in order to argue for the rationality of embark-
ing on the Bodhisattva path.”
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Dharmakirti’s reworking of the so-called karyanumana, or “inference
of an effect from a cause,” accepted by certain other Indian philo-
sophical schools. According to Dharmakirti, the karyanumana cannot
be accepted as a true means of trustworthy awareness (pramana),
since an intervening obstacle could always prevent the arising of the
effect from the cause (or, more precisely, causal complex). Neverthe-
less, Dharmakirti holds that one can infer the suitability (yogyata)
of a particular causal complex to give rise to a particular effect, thus
allowing for a more limited use of the karyanumana structure. The
upshot is that although one cannot infer the inevitability of particu-
lar Buddhist practices to give rise to the perfect wisdom of a buddha
(since an intervening obstacle can always arise), one can infer the
suitability of such practices to do so.” A rational person may therefore
be justified in setting out on the Buddhist path, knowing that her
goal is indeed attainable.

Now the rational person that we have been discussing thus far
is the preksavant or “person who possesses investigation,” known
also as the preksapurvakarin or “person who undertakes an inves-
tigation prior to acting.” The qualities of this person - to whom I
will refer from this point forward as the judicious person to reflect
the practical aspects of their rational nature - are not laid out in
any one place but can be gleaned from comments made throughout
the Tattvasamgraha and the Tattvasamgrahapafjika.” For our pres-
ent purposes, the following qualities are most important. First, the

* Eltschinger 2007: 142-150. Eltschinger notes also the contribution of
Ernst Steinkellner, who earlier had already understood the karyanu-
mdna theory as a key to Dharmakirti’s religious philosophy. See Stein-
kellner 1999.

° Eltschinger (2007: 153-57) treats Kamalasila’s long excursus at TSP ad
TS 3337 which attempts to demonstrate the possibility of the perfec-
tion of wisdom. See also my discussion at McClintock 2010: 192-2109.

° See McClintock 2010: 58-62 for a longer list of many of the qualities
associated with this figure, whom I consider to be the “embodiment of
rationality” for these thinkers and others of their era. A comparative
study of this figure across traditions is a clear desideratum in the field
of classical Indian rationality.
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judicious person is one whose actions are always directed toward
some goal, and that goal (upeya) must be one the means (updya) for
attaining which the judicious person has completed a suitable in-
vestigation.” A suitable investigation is one that relies entirely upon
perception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumana) - the only means
of trustworthy awareness these authors accept - and this means
also that the judicious person does not resort to mere proclamations
to clear up doubt about the goal or the means to attain it.” Finally,
and perhaps most important, the judicious person is antidogmatic,
in that he will necessarily accept any position that is established
through reasoning (nydya), even if that position does not accord the
dogmas of the community in which he stands.’

The combined effect of these requirements is to reinforce the
idea that the ideal audience for the Tattvasamgraha and the Tattva-
samgrahapaiijika is comprised of judicious persons who proceed on
the basis of rational inquiry and not on the basis of the authority of a
teacher or scriptures. Although this sentiment is expressed through-
out the work, it is epitomized in a famous verse preserved in both
the Tattvasamgraha and the Tattvasamgrahaparijika:

Just as wise persons accept gold, having first tested it through heat-
ing it, cutting it, and rubbing it on a touchstone, so too, O monks, you

" See, e.g., TSP ad TS 155 (S 97,16-17): preksaptrvakaripravrtteh prayoja-
navattaya vyaptatvat /. “[Santaraksita has asked for what reason the
supreme person (purusa) created the world] because the actions of ju-
dicious persons necessarily have a purpose.” See also TS 169 (purusa-
pariksa): yathakathamcid vrttis ced buddhimattasya kidrst / nasamiksya
yatah karyam sanako’pi pravartate //. “If the action of [the supreme per-
son (purusa)] were to be haphazard (yathakathamcit), then what kind
of intelligence would he have? For even a fisherman does not act with-
out considering the effect [of his action].” Kamala$ila glosses yathad-
kathamcit by abuddhipiirvakam, “without prior intention.”

* See, e.g., TSP ad TS 3009-16 (S 957,11-12): na hy dkrosamatrenaiva
vina pramdnam preksavatam dasankanivrttir yukta /. “In the absence of
a means of trustworthy awareness (pramanda), a mere proclamation
alone is incapable of eliminating doubt for judicious persons.”

’ See below n. 30.
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should accept my words only after testing them, and not out of respect
[for me]."”

This maxim emphasizes the need for judicious persons to test the
Buddha'’s doctrines, and it is further confirmation of the practical
rationality at the heart of these texts. But, later in the commentary,
Kamalasila explains that the metaphors of “heating it, rubbing it on
a touchstone, and cutting it” stand for testing the Buddha’s words
through perception; through inference that functions through the
force of real entities (vastubalapravrttanumana); and through scrip-
turally based inference (dqgamapeksanumana; dgamdsritanumana).”
Here the expected tests of perception and inference are augmented
by the category of scripturally based inference, an apparent subset
of inference more generally, but one that, like the karyanumana dis-
cussed above, does not rise to the level of an actual means of trust-
worthy awareness.” But if scripturally based inference is not a true
pramana, and thus is incapable of eliminating doubt, then what role
does it play for rational persons? Is it in fact necessary? And if so,
in what capacity and to what end? In what follows, we will address
these questions in an attempt to explore more precisely the role of
scripture (dgama) for Kamala$ila and Santaraksita’s practical ratio-
nality.

" TS 3587 and TSP ad TS 1-6 (S 15,23-24): tapdc cheddc ca nikasat suvar-
nam iva panditaih / pariksya bhiksavo grdhyam madvaco na tu gau-
ravat //.

" TSP ad TS 3343: yathad kaladhautam suvarnam amalam sarvadosarahi-

tam pariksyamanam tapadibhir na vikriyam pratipadyate tatha bhaga-
vadvacoratnam pratyaksena tapasadrsena vastubalapravrttanumanena
nikasaprakhyenagamapeksanumanenapi chedadrstantastcitena na vi-
kriyate /. Cf. also Kamala$ila’'s comments on the verse in the Nyaya-
bindupirvapaksa-sanksipti/sarnksepa (D no. 4232, tshad ma vol. 16, ve
93a4ft)).

That scripturally based inference is not an actual inference is well-at-
tested in Dharmakirti’s thought. See, e.g., Tillemans 1999 and Krasser
2011.
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Faith and judicious persons

Unlike ordinary inference, which these thinkers insist functions
through the force of real entities (vastubalapravrtta), Kamalasila
and Santaraksita are not so clear concerning the precise rules of
operation for scripturally based inferences. That is, in the case of
ordinary inferences, the authors follow Dharmakirti in present-
ing clear rules for determining the existence of the natural relation
(svabhavapratibandha) that pertains between the evidence (hetu;
linga) and that thing which is sought to be established (sadhya) by
means of the evidence. In the case of scripturally based inference,
however, while we do have some guidelines for when such an infer-
ence may be used, we find no special rules for determining the re-
lationship between the evidence and that which is sought to be es-
tablished. If we understand that scripturally based inference is not a
true inference, this situation is perhaps not very surprising. But this
still leaves vague the question of how such a scriptural inference is
supposed to function. The most that we seem to be able to assert is
that, on the analogy with ordinary inference, in a scripturally based
inference, one takes the words of a particular scripture as evidence
for the truth of the state of affairs to which those words refer, even if
that truth cannot be established with the certainty associated with
the true means of trustworthy awareness, perception and ordinary
inference.

Now, the usual thinking has it that when a person accepts some
state of affairs on the basis solely of the words of a scripture, that
person may be said to have faith in the authority of that scripture. So
one initial way to get at the role of scripturally based inference for
Kamalasila and Santaraksita’s practical rationality is to investigate
the place of faith in the theory of rational action espoused in these
texts. Once again, the opening pages of the Tattvasamgrahapanjika
provide important clues, with the very first sentence extolling the
importance of faith for judicious persons. Kamalasila is comment-
ing on Santaraksita’s opening verses, which contain both an enu-
meration of the content of the work and an homage to the Buddha.
Kamalasila indicates that the presentation of the content is to allow
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judicious persons engage with the text, and the homage is for the

purpose of generating faith in the Buddha or Blessed One. He says:
Having perceived that judicious people act toward a text having first
determined its subject matter (abhidheya) and aim (prayojana) and that
the primary cause of obtaining the highest good is faith in great beings,
[Santaraksita] states the subject matter and the aim of the treatise,
preceded by the act of honoring his own teacher, by means of the first
six verses [literally: “the verses that begin with prakrti and end with
the word Tattvasamgraha”] in order to generate faith in the Blessed
One and to cause the listener to respectfully engage with this text.”

How are we to understand this passage? Clearly, we are being told
that judicious persons engage with a text only after determining that
it concerns a worthy subject and aim. Yet we also see faith extolled
as the primary cause for obtaining the highest good, or liberation.
Does this mean that judicious or rational persons should cultivate
faith? And if so, in what fashion should they do so? Ordinary faith
clearly does not play a role for such persons, as we see from state-
ments made throughout the work. For example, as we have already
seen, Kamala$ila asserts that judicious persons rely on the pramanas
of perception and inference to clear up doubt; they do not resort to
mere proclamations.” The rationalist bent is very clear.

[t turns out that while judicious persons do need faith, that faith
must be understood to be of a very particular kind. We glean this
from another passage early in the Parijika. Here, Kamalasila divides
the audience for the text into two categories: those who are inclined
toward faith (Sraddhanusarin) and those who are inclined toward
wisdom (prajiianusarin). He explains that for those with a nature that
isinclined toward faith, a mere statement proclaiming the greatness

" TSP ad TS 1-6 (S 2,5-8): iha hi Sastre preksavatam abhidheyaprayoja-
navasayapurvika pravrttir mahatsu ca prasadah sarvasreyodhigateh
karanam prathamam ity alocya bhagavati prasadotpadandrtham Sastre
casminn dadarena Srotuh pravrttyartham svasastrpuajavidhipirvakam
asya sastrasya prakrtityadibhih slokais tattvasamgraha ityetatparyan-
tair abhidheyaprayojane praha /.

" See note 7 above.
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of the Buddha is sufficient to give rise to unshakable faith.” But for

those with a nature that is inclined toward wisdom, producing faith

requires that one first ascertain through rational means that the

qualities attributed to the Buddha are actually possible. He says:
But those who are inclined toward wisdom, not seeing any refuta-
tion (badha) of these kinds of [qualities], and understanding that good
qualities such as wisdom and so on [can reach] perfection (prakarsa)
through habituation (abhydsa), [will determine] - through the means
of trustworthy awareness that will be stated [and] which establishes
the seer of supersensible objects - that “certainly these kinds of sages
are possible in the world.” [And] having determined this, they indeed
produce faith in the Blessed One.”

The means of trustworthy awareness or pramana which establishes
the seer of supersensible objects refers to the work’s final chapter,
the “Investigation of One Who Sees Supersensible Objects” (atindri-
yarthadarsipariksa). The idea is that the final chapter of the work
was written so that judicious persons might ascertain the possibility
of supersensible seeing, which in this text is a gloss for a Buddha’s
complete knowledge of Dharma and Adharma, or everything that
is necessary to the soteriological aim of liberation. For Kamala$i-
la, then, it is this certainty concerning the real possibility of their
spiritual goal, and not blind adherence to scriptures, that is termed
“faith” for those judicious persons who are inclined toward wisdom.
This is clearly related to the karyanumana discourse of Dharmakir-

" TSP ad TS 1-6 (S 9,1-3): Sastrpujavidhanam tu bhagavati sarvasreyo’dhi-
gatihetoh prasadasyotpadanartham / tatha hi gunaganakhyadnavidhina-
mund bhagavato’tiSayo® mahatmyam udbhavyate / tad upasrutya ca
Sraddhdnusarimanasam tavad asamsSayam bhagavati jhagiti cittapra-
sadah samudeti /.

M atisayah TSP ms. Patan (no. 6680) fol. 69a below line 17, ms. Jaisalmer (no.
378) fol. 5b1 : no equivalent in TSP

“ TSP ad TS 1-6 (S 9,4-6): ye’pi prajiianusarinas te’pi tathavidhesu ba-
dham apasyantah prajiiadindm ca gunanam abhydsadt prakarsam avagac-
chanto vaksyamanad apy atindriyarthadrksadhakat pramanan ntinam
jagati sambhavyanta eva tathavidhah siraya ity avadharya bhagavati
prasadam upajanayanty eva /.
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ti and his followers, and does not explain the need for scripturally
based inference.

Judicious action on the basis of mere statements

Againwe are leftwondering about the role of scripturally based infer-
ence for judicious persons. Kamalas$ila first explores this question in
another passage from the early pages of the Tattvasamgrahapaiijika,
ostensibly in the context of a debate concerning the necessity for
stating the aim of the treatise at the outset of the composition.” The
larger argument, attributed to Arcata, is that it is pointless to state
the aim of a treatise because mere statements, not being suitable for
engendering certainty in judicious persons, cannot motivate such
persons to engage with the text. Kamalas$ila disagrees, holding that
while judicious persons know they cannot attain certainty on the
basis of mere statements, they also understand that to categorical-
ly refuse to act on the basis of all statements is not rational either.
Echoing Dharmakirti, and invoking the theme of scripturally based
inference, Kamala$ila says:

However, if it were established that no judicious person whatsoever
acted on account of a statement, only then would it be true [that judi-
cious persons only act out of certainty] for all [cases]. For some people,
having heard about the great blessings and dangers of acting or not act-
ing in relation to some results that are not directly perceptible, being
unable to abide without relying on the authority of a scripture, are ob-
served to act on account of a statement. And to that degree there is not
any loss of their judiciousness, because their action is just as an expe-
dient means (abhyupdyena). For apart from scripture there is no other
expedient means for action with regard to an object that is a radically
inaccessible entity (atyantaparoksartha). And one must necessarily act
according to scripture (@gama) [when it comes to such extremely inac-
cessible entities]. That is, those who accept a contradictory scripture

17

In his article on practical rationality, Eltschinger traces a line of devel-
opment from Dharmakirti through his earliest commentators Deven-
drabuddhi and Sakyabuddhi, on to Arcata to show that Kamalasila re-
lies on the logic of the karyanumana when he rejects Arcata’s idea that
judicious persons act out of certainty alone.
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would be injudicious; but when there is action through reliance on a
noncontradictory scripture, how could the [persons] not be judicious,
since that [kind of scripture] is a proper means (samyagupdya)?”

The implication is clear: acting on the basis of a mere statement is not
necessarily irrational when there is no other way. Action induced by
a scripturally based inference is one example of rational action that
arises not from the certainty produced by a true means of trustwor-
thy awareness but rather just through a statement. Another example
is engaging with a text that claims to be about a topic that is germane
to one’s goals - a fact about which one cannot be fully certain until
one has actually read the text! But proceeding to read a text on the
basis of, say, its title and table of contents, cannot be considered a
breach of judiciousness. To deny this would result in paralysis.

It seems then that Kamalasila accepts the validity of scripturally
based inference as a justification for action in relation to radically
inaccessible entities, at least under circumstances which involve
“the great blessings and dangers of acting or not acting in relation
to some results that are not directly perceptible.” But what exactly
does this imply? The notion that judicious persons, having heard of
such matters, are “unable to abide without relying on the authority
of a scripture” lends an air of urgency to the matter, such that we get
the impression that a judicious person’s spiritual progress will be

“ TSP ad TS 1-6 (S 4,21-5,4): kim tu yadi vakyan na kasyacit preksa-
vatah pravrttir astity etat siddham bhavet tada sarvam evaitat syat /
yavata drsyante hi kecid apratyaksaphalanam kesamcit pravrttinivrttyor
mahdnusamsapayasravanad® anasrityagamapramanyam asitum asak-
nuvanto vacanat pravartamdnah / na caitavatd tesam preksavat-
tahanir abhyupayenaiva pravrtter na hy dgamad rte’tyantaparoksar-
thavisaye pravrttav anyo’bhyupayo’sti / avasyam ca pravartitavyam tv
dagamat / vyahatagamaparigraham hi kurvana apreksapurvakarinah
syuh / avyahatagamasamasrayena tu pravrttau katham na preksavanto
bhaveyus tasyaiva samyagupadyatvat /. Cf. PVSV ad PV 1.214: nayam pu-
ruso’nasrityagamam dasitum samarthah / atyaksaphalanam kesamcit
pravrttinivrttyor mahanusamsapdpasravanat tadbhave virodhadarsanac
ca / tat sati pravartitavye varam evam pravrtta iti /.

4 °apaya®PVSV,, 25a2 (TSP 4,22-23; PVSVT,,s 140b6; rian son PVSV, D322a4/
P478b3; see Yaita 2005: 443 n. 159) : °apapa® PVSV, PVSVT 390,25..
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severely hampered if scripturally based inference is disallowed in
this case. But while a number of radically inaccessible matters are
discussed in these texts, it is really only in relation to one of them
that we find any hint that one might need to rely on a scripture in
order to make spiritual progress. I speak of the connection between
karmic causes and their effects (karmaphalasambandha).

We find evidence of this again in the opening pages of the Tattva-
samgrahapaiijika. The context remains the problem of judicious per-
sons acting on the basis of a mere statement, in this case the state-
ment of the aim of the treatise. Kamalasila is arguing that under
certain circumstances it is entirely appropriate for judicious per-
sons to act out of uncertainty or doubt (samsaya). He says:

And it should definitely be understood in this manner. Otherwise, the
promulgation of a scripture whose object is a radically inaccessible en-
tity would be pointless, because even before the promulgation of the
scripture there exists doubt concerning that [radically inaccessible]
entity on the part of a person who desires a particular result, due to
the lack of any probative or contravening trustworthy awareness in re-
lation to [the ascertainment of] giving and so on [as a means for accom-
plishing the goal]. But this doubtdoes not even arise for those who have
not learned about results such as heaven and so on, because the desire
for the particular result that is the cause of that [doubt] is not apparent
[to them]. But even for those in whom [the doubt] does arise, because it
would be a cause for action with regard to all things, including even eat-
ing rocks and so on, it is a [cause for action] in general; therefore, [it] is
not a cause for taking up specific [means] such as giving, while avoiding
the eating of rocks and so forth. Thinking this, the scripture is quoted
by the one quoting it for the sake of those [persons]. Likewise, the au-
thor of the treatise makes the statement of the aim. This is undeniable.”
“ TSP ad TS 1-6 (S 7,1-7): avasyam caitad evam vijiieyam / anyathaty-
antaparoksarthavisayagamapranayanam api vyartham syat | prag
apy dgamapranayandd danddisu phalavisesarthindam sadhakaba-
dhakapramanabhavena tatsam$ayasya vidyamdanatvat / kim tv asav
avyutpannasvargadiphalanam naivotpadyate |/ tatkaranabhtitayah
phalavisesarthitdya asammukhibhavat | yesam copajdyate tesdm
api sarvatropaladibhaksane’pi pravrttihetutaya sadhdranatvad upa-
ladibhaksanaparihdrena na pratiniyatadanadiparigrahahetur bhavatiti
matva tadartham dagamapranetrbhir dgamah praniyate tadvat prayo-
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The point here seems to be that when judicious persons are won-
dering about which actions to take in order to attain certain karmic
goals, the existence of which remains a radically inaccessible entity,
the only choice is to resort to scriptures. The example here is that
of the practice of giving (dana), one of the chief practices of the Bud-
dhist laity and a virtue extolled on the bodhisattva path, the results
of which are consistently stated to be rebirth in one of the higher
destinies (i.e., as a god or human). The point is that before one has
heard about the fact that certain actions will lead to a higher rebirth,
one will not even wonder about it. But even once one has determined
that a higher rebirth is a worthy goal, there is still the question of
which particular actions will bring it about. Without the guidance
of scripture, one has no way to decide between undertaking acts of
giving and simply eating rocks.

Further evidence that the connection between certain actions
and certain destinies is the primary object of scripturally based
inference may be found in the “Investigation of Scripture” chapter
(Srutipariksd). The context here is a discussion of a Mimamsaka
claim that the words of the Veda are true because they give rise to
an awareness that is free from doubt, just as a direct perception of
a real entity, such as a fire, gives rise to the certain conviction that
one is, in fact, experiencing fire.” Santaraksita’s initial response is

Jjanavakyam api sastrakarair ity acodyam etat /.

* The argument here is related to another Mimamsaka claim, namely
that of the “intrinsic trustworthiness” (svatahpramanya) of all means
of trustworthy awareness. The Mimamsaka’s point is that in order for
an awareness to be false, there must arise a second, sublating aware-
ness in relation to the first awareness that conclusively shows that
awareness to be wrong (as, for example, when after seeing a mirage
one arrives at the place and discovers that there is no water there).
When no such sublating awareness arises, the original awareness may
be accepted as true. Regarding the Vedic sentences, as for example, “one
who desires heaven should perform a sacrifice” (svargakamo yajeta),
no contravening awareness ever arises in any place, with regard to any
person, in any situation, or at any time. Thus, the awareness that arises
upon hearing the statement must be true. See, e.g., Sabarabhdsya 1.1.2
(quoted in TSP ad TS 2386-2387, S 795): na ca svargakamo yajetety ato
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to deny that certainty arises from such Vedic statements as concern
supersensible entities.” He then seems to soften somewhat and to
grant the possibility that a kind of psychological certainty, or “un-
shakability” (niskampya), may arise in the minds of Vedic scholars.
But he states that this unshakability is the result of faith (Sraddha)
and that it does not differ from the unshakable convictions of Bud-
dhists concerning the misfortune that will arise in future lives due
to the sacrifice of animals. He says:

But that unshakable opinion that arises for the Vedic scholars (srotriya)
whose minds are under the control of faith is the same [as that which
arises] for others due to other [statements]. That is, for Buddhists and
so on, there arises the unshakable conviction that there is the produc-
tion of misfortune and suffering [in a future life] due to sacrifices that
involve the slaughter of animals.”

This passage can probably be considered a clincher for the hypothe-
sis that Santaraksita accepts that the details of karmic causality can-
not be proven by belief-neutral reasoning, but are a matter of faith.
If this is correct, then we have at least one radically inaccessible

vacandat samdigdham avagamyante bhavati va svargo na va bhavatiti / na
ca viniscitam avagamyamanam idam mithya syat / yo hi janitva pradh-
vamsate naitad evam sa mithyapratyayah / na caisa desantare puru-
santare’vasthantare kalantare viparyeti / tasmad avitathah //. See also
D’Sa 1980.

" See TS 2388-2389: naivam samsayasamjater viparitanyavakyavat / pre-

ksavanto hi naitesam bhedam pasyanti kamcana // natindriye hi yujyete
sadasattaviniscayau / niscayo vedavakydc ced anydadrn na kim anya-
tah //. “It is not the case [that certainty ensues from Vedic sentences]
since there is the arisal of doubt, just as in the case of another sentence
that asserts the opposite [i.e., that heaven is not the result of sacrifice].
Indeed, judicious persons do not perceive even the slightest difference
between these two [cases]. For the definitive determinations of exis-
tence and nonexistence do not apply to supersensible [entities]. If there
were certainty from a Vedic sentence, then why would there not be
[certainty] from another [sentence] that was otherwise [i.e., that stated
things to be otherwise]?”

2

[N

TS 2390-2391: Srotriyanam tu niskampya buddhir esopajayate / sraddha-
vivasabuddhinam sanyesam anyatah sama // tathd hi saugatadinam dhir
akampyopajadyate / apdyaduhkhasambhiitir yagat pranivadhanvitat //.
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matter that could be a candidate for something in need of grounding
through scripturally based inference.

But does the judicious person really need to determine the details
of karma in order to engage in the Buddhist path? We know from the
“Investigation of the Connection between Actions and Effects” (kar-
maphalasambandhapariksa) that Santaraksita and Kamalasila hold
that the basic principle of the connection between karmic causes and
their results is not a radically inaccessible matter for ordinary per-
sons. Here, the authors respond to the argument that, on the Bud-
dhist view of selflessness, there would be no incentive for people to
undertake ethically positive actions, since there is no person who
endures over time to enjoy the fruits of those actions. The answer is
that even ordinary persons, if they are sufficiently skillful, can de-
termine the restrictions (niyama) that pertain between karmic ac-
tions and their effects, such that they will understand that ethically
positive actions will bring about positive mental states, while ethi-
cally negative actions will not. Kamala$ila says:

But skillful ordinary persons, due to correctly understanding momen-
tariness and selflessness through reasoning and scripture in this man-
ner realize reality (tattva); they establish that [things have] the nature
of dependent arising. Having determined the restrictions that pertain
between causes and their effects, [such persons recognize that] “mo-
mentary mental formations (samskara) capable of giving rise to benefit
for oneself and others arise, one after the other in succession from giv-
ing and so forth when these are preceded by compassion and so on, but
[such mental formations] do not arise from harm and so on.” Therefore,
they engage in actions that are good and so on.”

23

See TSP ad TS 540-541 (S 228,12-16): ye’pi prthagjanakalyana evam
yuktyagamabhyam yathavat ksanikandtmatayor avabodhad abhi*sam-
buddhatattvas te’py evam pratityasamutpadadharmatam pratipad-
yante /[ karunadiptirvakebhyo danadibhyah svaparahitodayasalinah
samskarah ksanika evaparapare paramparaya samutpadyante / na tu
himsadibhya ity atas te hetuphalapratiniyamam avadhdrya subhadi-
kriyasu pravartante /.
2 The reading ksanikanatmatayor avabodhad abhi instead of ksanikatmatayor ava-
bodhabhi in K and $ is based on TSP, ze 256a2: skad cig ma dang bdag med pa dag
rtogs pa’i phyir
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This passage makes reference to the doctrine of dependent arising
(pratityasamutpada), according to which each moment of the mind is
conditioned by and conditions the next moment. The idea here is that
through introspection, an ordinary person can determine that certain
actions, when they are preceded by certain mental states like com-
passion, give rise to certain other mental states which bring about the
benefit of both self and others. And, conversely, though introspection
the ordinary person can also determine that certain other actions, such
as harm and so on, which are not accompanied by mental states like
compassion, do not bring about benefit for oneself or others. Knowing
the radically inaccessible details of the karmic results in the next life is
not necessary to convince the skillful person to take up giving and re-
nounce harm; it is enough to recognize within one’s own mind stream
that these actions bring about benefit for both self and others.™

At the same time, Kamalasila’s use of the phrase “through rea-
soning and scripture” (yuktyagamabhyam) in this passage is con-
spicuous as it is, [ believe, the only place in the Parfijika where it is
found, despite being a standard Buddhist trope.” We know that Ka-
malasila generally does not put much stock in scripture. As he states
in the Madhyamakalamkarapaiijika, scripture is a mere “ornament”
(alamkara; Tibetan: rgyan) for reasoning that a philosopher must em-
ploy so that uneducated people will not think the reasoning to be the
concoction of a subtle or sophistic logician and thus come to despise
his work.” The reference to scripture in this context, then, is proba-

* The demonstration of past and future lives occurs in the “Investigation
of the Lokayatas” (lokayatapariksa), but it is too complex for us to enter
into here.

* At least, I have not so far been able to locate this phrase in any other

section of the TSP. It is interesting as well that this phrase also occurs
at PV 2.133 and appears to refer to the methods that a person must use
to attain liberation. But see, however, the comments of Devendrabud-
dhi (PVP 55a) and Sakyabuddhi (PVT 7e 117a), who seem to interpret
the meaning to be that one might use scriptures to prompt one’s initial
investigation but that the final justification for one’s actions must be
reasoning alone. See also Franco 1997: 33 n. 43.

* See MA 21,12-21: dad pas rjes su *brang ba rnams kyang nges pa mi skye
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bly a way of confirming what we have already seen: that the details
of the connection between karmic actions and their effects are radi-
cally inaccessible and may only be affirmed through scripture. Nev-
ertheless, it does not appear necessary for judicious persons to gain
knowledge of these radically inaccessible details in order to set out
on the spiritual path, and to be rationally justified in doing so. The
“faith” that is required is not faith in radically inaccessible entities
but rather a kind of certainty concerning the benefit that will come
through the practice of actions like giving accompanied by the culti-
vation of mental states such as compassion. We still have not found
any truly critical way, then, in which judicious persons need to rely
on scripture in order to engage with the Buddhist path. Knowing the
details of karma is irrelevant so long as one can confirm the basic
principles of karma and the real possibility of buddhahood.

Scripturally based inference as rhetorical tool

Well, then, does Kamala$ila advocate any other use for scripturally
based inference? I think the answer is yes. That is, we find a kind
of rhetorical use of scripturally based inference, or something like
it, that can be used in the context of an argument in which the op-
ponent has himself offered what amounts to nothing more than a
scriptural proclamation to defend a point. The logic here is the logic
of debate: if the opponent strays from the realm of belief-neutral rea-
soning, offering nothing more than a scriptural passage as evidence
for some supersensible matter, then the proponent, too, shall have
the right to rely upon a scriptural statement of his choosing, without
being required to offer belief-neutral evidence.

bas yongs su tshim par mi ‘gyur ro // kyang zhes bya ba’i sgras ni sems log
pa rnams Ita smos kyang ci dgos zhes ston par byed do // dngos po’i stobs
kyis zhugs pa smos pa ni lung las grags pa’i rjes su dpag pa bsal ba’i phyir
te / de yang lung dang dra bas de dang bcas te de yang nges par mi byed
pa’i phyir tshim par mi ‘gyur ro // rigs pa ni nges pa skyed par byed pas
yongs su tshim par byed pa yin no // ji ste gal te de lta na go ba rigs pa kho
nas chog mod / lung gis ci zhig bya zhe na / ma yin te / lung ni rigs pa’i
rgyanyin pa’i phyir ro // de Ita mayin na di ni rtog ge pa sgam pos brtags
payin no zhes mi mkhas pa kha cig gis brnyas par yang ‘gyur ro //.
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We find at least one such example in the Tattvasamgraha and the
Parijika. The context is a discussion of the pralaya, the universal de-
struction that many Indian traditions, including Buddhist traditions,
accept as occurring on a cyclical basis. It is, by its nature, clearly a
radically inaccessible entity. The background for the discussion is
the Mimamsaka claim that the meaning of words is eternally fixed,
and does not depend upon the establishment of a convention (vya-
vahara) by a creator god at the start of a new cycle. As part of uphold-
ing this view, the Mimamsakas deny the existence of the pralaya, at
least in the sense of a truly universal destruction, since a univer-
sal destruction would entail that the meaning of words also be de-
stroyed.” In that case, they argue, the term pralaya can refer only to
some limited form of destruction, as in the destruction of particular
families or locales.”

Santaraksita counters that the Mimamsaka cannot refute the
possibility that the Veda or the meaning of its words could be de-
stroyed, whether by a limited form of destruction or by the universal
destruction as depicted in Buddhist scriptures. Kamalasila explains
as follows:

But you describe destruction in the form of the destruction of a locale
and so on; but that [destruction] Buddhists describe as having the na-
ture of destruction in the form of fire, water, and wind reaching to the
limits of the billionfold world system - downward to the limit of the
elemental wind sphere [and] upward successively to the limits of the
first, second, and third dhyanas — because it is not refuted by any means
of trustworthy awareness, is therefore “unrefuted” (avydhata); so that
because it cannot be negated, it is doubtful [i.e., possible] even in re-
lation to Brahma and so on. Therefore, the destruction of the Veda is
" See SV, sambandhdksepaparihara, 42: pratyuccarananirvrttir bhasya eva
nirakrta / sargadau ca kriyd nasti tadrk kalo hi nesyate //. Cited in a vari-
ant form at TS 2273: pratyuccarananirvrttir na yukta vyavaharatah /
sargadau ca kriyad ndsti tadrk kalo hi nesyate //.

28

TS 2274-2276: isyate hi jagat sarvam na kadacid anidrsam / na maha-
pralayo nama jayate paramarthikah // ratrir va pralayo nama linatvat
sarvakarmanam / divasah srstisamjias ca sarvacestatisarjanat // desot-
sadakulotsadariipo va pralayo bhavet | pralaye tu pramanam nah sar-
vocchedatmake na hi //.
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possible in the case of both these two forms of pralaya, and there is the
uncertainty (kalpana) of an erroneous meaning [in the sense that the
original meaning of the Veda could have been lost].”

In this passage, Kamalas$ila refers to the theory of universal destruc-
tion as found in Buddhist scriptures, calling it unrefuted (avyahata).
As a radically inaccessible matter, it cannot be negated (nor can it
be affirmed) by belief-neutral reasoning. It thus remains a matter of
doubt.

Nevertheless, Kamalasila appears to feel that raising the Bud-
dhist theory of the pralaya is a legitimate move in this debate, since
it highlights the radically inaccessible nature of the Mimamsaka’s
claim that no universal destruction occurs. While it is not explicitly
named as a scripturally based inference, I think we can see it as such,
though it is perhaps more akin to a prasariga than to an ordinary
anumana in the way that it functions. What is interesting, though,
is that this seems to be a case where a scripturally based inference
is used even in the absence of any pressing soteriological need for
the judicious person to rely upon scripture. Rather, there is instead
a rhetorical need for this use of scripture. That is, this is an occa-
sion where one’s opponent in debate has resorted to an unverifiable
claim (i.e., there is no universal destruction), which then opens the
door for the Buddhist authors to draw equally on their own tradi-
tion’s unverifiable claims in the course of the argument. Of course,
one could argue that it is soteriologically necessary to the Mimam-
saka’s spiritual progress to be refuted in this way.

* TSP ad TS 2670-2672: kim tu yo’yam bhavata desotsadadiripapralayo
varnito yas ca bauddhair agnyambuvayusamvartaniyasvabhavah pary-
antatas trisahasramahdsahasralokadhatumaryado’dhastad vdayuman-
dalavadhir uparistad yathakramam prathamadvitiyatrtiyadhyanapary-
antah so’yam pramdnendbddhitatvad avydhato’Sakyanisedhatvad
brahmader api Sarikyate / ato’smin dvividhe’pi pralaye vedasya dhvamsah
sambhavyate viparitarthakalpanam ca /.
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The extent and limits of practical rationality

How far, then, is Kamalasila willing to go in the defense of his practi-
cal rationality? Consider the section in which he responds to a posi-
tion, articulated by Kumarila in the Slokavarttika, as part of his de-
fense of the authorlessness (apauruseyatva) of the Veda. According
to Kumarila, passages in the Veda in which sages are identified as
authors must be interpreted as a kind of eulogistic embellishment
or “propaganda” (arthavada). That is, such passages add prestige in
the Veda, but are not to be taken literally. But Kamalasila (following
Santaraksita) counters that there is no reason then why the same
could not be said of other scriptures, including those attributed to
the Buddha. He says:

Ifitis correct that this thing is to be accepted, then why would the Bud-
dhist not accept it? For it is not correct for a judicious person not to ac-
cept a thing that has been proved through reasoning. Even if judicious
Buddhists do not accept [this interpretation], nevertheless we state
that this [argument] falls to you on the basis of reason alone.”

At first it seems that Kamala$ila speaks purely tongue-in-cheek, be-
cause of course he does not really want to suggest that the Buddha
is not the author of the Buddhist scriptures. Yet there may be some-
thing more to this rhetorical move. That is, while Kamalasila does
claim that Buddhist scriptures - like all texts - have an author, his
commitment to that view is not in service of any claims about the au-
thority of those scriptures. For, it is not the personality or the trust-
worthiness of the Buddha that allows the judicious person to rely on
the Buddhist scriptures. Rather judicious persons may rely upon the

* TSP ad TS 2790-2791 (S 897,21-23): yady ayam artho yuktyupetah
syat / tada kim iti bauddho nabhyupagacchet / na hi nyayopapanne’rthe
preksavato’nabhyupagamo yuktah / ma bhiud bauddhasya preksava-
to’bhyupagamah / tathapi nyayad evam apadyate bhavata iti briimahe //.
A similar principle can also be seen at work in Dharmakirti’s PV 4, the
chapter on inference-for-another (pararthanumanapariccheda), where
Dharmakirti holds that proponents in a debate should not be consid-
ered responsible for every position accepted by the system or school to
which they belong, but only for the thesis they advance in the current
dispute. See PV 4.42 and PV 4.53ff.
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Buddhist scriptures in the limited ways we have seen only because
their statements on perceptible and inferable matters accord with
the findings of ordinary perception and inference, and because their
statements on radically inaccessible matters do not contradict these
other findings. Scripturally based inference only may add some color
and rhetorical flair to an otherwise rational assessment of the truth,
but it is entirely unnecessary for the generation of faith.

Santaraksita and Kamalasila follow Dharmakirti in their resis-
tance to grounding the authority of the Buddhist scriptures in the
authority of the Buddha. Considering the conditions under which a
statement may serve as a scripturally based inference, Dharmakirti
offers a verse setting out an initial set of criteria that must be in
place:

A statement (vakya) that is a worthy subject of examination is one that

is coherent (sambaddha), offers a suitable method, and cites some hu-

man aim. Other statements are not worthy subjects of examination.”

By themselves, however, these criteria do not suffice to render a
statement eligible to be relied upon as a scripturally based infer-
ence. Further restrictions are announced in Pramanavarttika 1.215,
which is the locus of a method that comes to be called the threefold
analysis™ for testing whether an author’s statements may be consid-
ered reliable when it comes to radically inaccessible entities. The
verse states:
Its [i.e., a scripture’s] trustworthiness consists of not being contradict-
ed by perceptual awareness and by the two kinds of inference with re-
gard to both the observable (drsta) and unobservable (adrsta) things
(artha) that are the objects (artha) of those statements.”

* PV 1.214: sambaddhanugunopdyam purusarthabhidhayakam / pariksa-
dhikrtam vakyam ato’nadhikrtam param /[. Translation from Dunne
2004: 361-62. Also cited at TSP ad TS 1-6 (S 2,18-19).

* The term tshul gsum gyi brtag pa comes from Kamalasila’s Madhyama-
kaloka; see Keira 2006: 181-184. In the Tibetan commentarial tradition
it is known as dpyad pa gsum.

* PV 1.215: pratyaksenanumdanena dvividhenapy abadhakam | drstd-
drstarthayor asyavisamvadas tadarthayoh //. The two kinds of infer-
ence are the ordinary vastubalapravrttanumana form of inference and



Kamala$ila and Santaraksita on scripture and reason 229

According to this method, a scripturally based inference requires
that one first determines whether the statements in question are re-
liable in matters that are independently verifiable through percep-
tion and inference. That is, using ordinary perception one first deter-
mines that everything the statements claim concerning perceptible
(pratyaksa) matters is true; and then, using ordinary inference, one
further verifies that everything said about inferable (paroksa) mat-
ters is also true. The third step is to verify that none of statements’
claims concerning radically inaccessible (atyantaparoksa) matters
contradict either these other, independently verifiable propositions
or each other. If the statements pass all three of these tests, then the
statements are said to be “purified,” and one is justified in relying on
their claims concerning radically inaccessible matters. Notice that
according to this method, the criterion for testing the reliability of
the scripture is not the credibility of the author but rather the over-
all trustworthiness of the scripture itself.

Santaraksita and Kamalasila advocate this method as well. In the
last chapter of the Tattvasamgraha and the Pafijika they apply this
method to the speech of the Buddha. We can start by citing the rel-
evant verse:

[The Sugata’s speech] is coherent (sambaddha), with a suitable method
[for achieving its aims]; it sets forth that which is useful for humans
(purusartha); it does not in the least contradict the two means of trust-
worthy awareness with regard to the object that is seen as well as [that
which is unseen].”

scripturally based inference. Regarding the terms observable (drsta)
and unobservable (adrsta), my understanding is that the observable re-
fers to the objects of both perception and ordinary inference while the
unobservable (or “nonempirical”) refers to the supersensible objects of
scripturally based inference.

34

TS 3342: sambaddhanugunopdyam purusarthabhidhayakam / drste’py
arthe pramanabhyam isad apy aprabadhitam //. Cf. PV 1.214, cited just
above. The term drsta here refers to that which is empirically observ-
able, either through perception or inference; its counterpart is adrsta,
the nonempirical.
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The first half of this verse is clearly modeled on Pramanavartti-
ka 1.214, cited above. The second half of the verse represents a
shorthand way of referring to the threefold analysis as presented
in Pramanavarttika 1.215. This becomes clear in Kamalasila’s com-
mentary, which starts off with a question about whether the speech
of non-Buddhist teachers such as Kapila might not be acceptable
as scripturally based inference, since they are also coherent and
are oriented toward a human aim. The question and the relatively
lengthy response are as follows:

[Question:] Well, is not all this the case for the speech of Kapila and the
others? [Answer:] Here he says, “It does not in the least contradict” and
so on. In saying “with regard to the [object that is] seen” he intends that
which is the object as well as that which is not the object of perception
and inference. “The two means of trustworthy awareness” are percep-
tion and inference. “It does not contradict [them]” since things exist in
the way that they are taught [by him]. That is, the [Buddha] maintained
that the five aggregates, which are characterized as (1) blue and so on;
(2) happiness, suffering, and so on; (3) the grasping of cognitive signs;
(4) attachment and so on; and (5) awareness are perceptible. And it is
not possible for it to be otherwise. And those things that are held to be
not perceptible are indeed not perceptible - things that others maintain
are perceptible, such as the happiness as the conjunction (samnivesa)
with form, sound, and so on, and substance, activity, universals, con-
junctions, and so on. Likewise, those things that he maintained to be
the objects of inference that operates through the force of a real entity
(vastubalapravrttanumana) are indeed like that (tathabhdva eva); for
example, the nobles’ four truths. And those things that he asserted are
not the objects of that [kind of inference] indeed are not its objects -
things such as the Self (Gtman) and so on that others maintain are the
objects of inference that operates through the force of real things. The
words “as well as (api)” show that the [speech of the Sugata] is also
not mistaken with regard to that which is not seen. That is, he first ex-
plained the nature of attachment and so on and the nonvirtue that aris-
es fromit. Then, in order to eliminate that [attachment and its effect] by
means of what contradicts the vision of the self that is that cause of that
[attachment], he taught the antidote, which is just the vision of self-
lessness. But such is not the case for scriptures like those of Kapila and
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the others, which do not contradict the cause of that [attachment] and
which advise such things as ritual bathing and fire sacrifice.”

Here we see all three elements of the threefold analysis: there is the
test by perception in which all that is claimed to be perceptible is
shown to be perceptible and all that is claimed to be not perceptible
is shown to be not perceptible. There is the test by inference in which
all that is claimed to be inferable is shown to be inferable and all that
is claimed to be not inferable is shown to be not inferable. And finally
there is the test of the statements on radically inaccessible matters,
in which such statements are shown to be not in contradiction with
the findings of the two means of trustworthy awareness or among
themselves.” As we can see, on the “purification” or threefold analy-

* TSP ad TS 3342 (S 1063,6-17): nanu caitat sarvam kapiladivikyesv apy
astity dha drste’pityadi / drste pratyaksanumanavisayatvenabhiprete /
pramandbhyam pratyaksanumanabhyam / aprabadhitam yathanirdista-
syarthasya tathabhavat / tathda hi niladisukhaduhkhadinimittodgra-
hanaragadibuddhilaksanasya skandhapaiicakasya pratyaksatvenabhi-
matasya nanyathdtvam sambhavati / apratyaksatvena cabhimatanam
apratyaksataiva® |/ yathd paraih pratyaksabhimatanam riupasabdadi-
samnive$anam sukhadinam dravyakarmasamanyasamyogadinam ca [
tathd vastubalapravrttanumanavisayatvendabhipretanam tathabhdva
eva / yatha caturndm aryasatydnam atadvisayatvenestanam catadvisa-
yatvam eva / yatha parair vastubalanumanavisayatvenabhimatanam
atmadinam / apisabdad adrste’pi na vikriyeti darsitam / tathd hy atra
ragadiripam tatprabhavam cadharmam® uddisya tatprahanaya tannida-
natmadarsanavirodhena nairatmyadarsanam eva pratipakso desito na
tu kapiladisastravat tannidanaviruddhah snanagnihotradir upadistah //.
Cf. PVSV ad PV 1.215, on which this passage is clearly based.

a The reading apratyaksataiva in place of K and S: apratyaksateva is based on TSP,
’e 302a4: mnon sum ma yin pa kho na yin.

® The reading cddharmam in place of K and S: va dharmam is based on TSP, ’e
302a6-7: deltar dod chags la sogs pa’i ngo bo dang chos ma yin pa de las byung bar
bstan nas

* Aswe see here, although the process has been characterized as a “three-

fold analysis,” it might be better thought of as an analysis consisting of
five steps. That is, for both perception and inference, the scripture must
in fact be “purified” in two ways, one positive and one negative. The
final test is the test of noncontradiction between the statements made
about radically inaccessible entities (i.e., the nonempirical) and entities
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sis model, the credibility of the author does not play any overt role
in determining whether a statement may be used as a scripturally
based inference.

Speaking from walls

It thus would seem that for Santaraksita and Kamalasila, there is an
extremely limited use for scripturally based inference. But is this re-
ally so? For occasionally these authors seem to move away from this
rationalist approach. Consider the way in which they respond to a
criticism of a Buddhist position that we can describe as the “sponta-
neous Buddha model.” According to this model, the Buddha has nei-
ther desire to speak nor dualistic knowledge of any kind. His teach-
ings are therefore explained through the mechanism of his regency
(adhipatya). They proceed spontaneously, as if from a wish-fulfilling
gem, in accord with the needs of sentient beings and powered, as it
were, by the Buddha'’s previous vows (ptrvapranidhana). This idea,
common in Mahayana Buddhism, is raised in the final chapter, where
itis attributed to the otherwise unknown Mimamsakas, Samata and
Yajfiata. Kamalasila summarizes their supposed characterization of
the Buddhist doctrine as follows:
Someone [i.e., some Buddhist] might think: He does not teach anything
at all, because he remains always in a nonconceptual meditative con-
centration (samadhi). But, through his regency (ddhipatya), representa-
tions (vijiiapti) of various teachings of the Dharma appear to the fortu-
nate. As it is said, “On a certain night, the Tathagata awakened, and on
a certain night he attained parinirvana. Between these [two nights] the
Tathagata did not utter or speak even a single syllable. Why is that? It is
because the Tathagata is always absorbed in meditative concentration.
But those who are to be disciplined through teachings that are given
voice through syllables hear words issuing from the mouth, the usnisa,
and the irna of the Tathagata.””

that are amenable to perception and inference (the empirical).

37

TSP ad TS 3240-3242: syad etat / naivasav upadisati kificit sarvada nir-
vikalpasamadhisthitatvat / kim tu tadadhipatyena vicitradharmades$and
pratibhasa vijiaptayo bhavyanam bhavanti / yathoktam / yasyam ratrau
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In some verses attributed to Samata and Yajfiata, reference is made
as well to teachings that issue spontaneously through the Buddha'’s
regency even from inanimate objects like walls and so on.™ Samata
and Yajfiata are then made to say that such doctrines may be fine if
one is already imbued with faith, but for those who lack such faith,
some reasoning should be provided.”

Santaraksita and Kamala$ila’s response to this challenge amounts
to a rather cheap trick. Rather than answering the substance of
the charge - namely, that the doctrine of the spontaneous Buddha
sounds good to those who have faith, but lacks convincing evidence
for rational persons - they instead complain that their opponents
have incorrectly applied the rules of reasoning. The gist of the com-
plaint is that the opponents have not followed through on the impli-
cation of their objection. As Santaraksita states:

For here, the context is the statement, “And thus not possessing all ob-
jects [of knowledge], he is not able to teach.” And in this regard, wise
persons say, “If he were to have no capacity to teach, then what?” At
this point, you should say “Then there would be no scripture.” But [in
fact,] you then say, “Let it be thus [that the Buddha has no capacity to
speak]; but have you seen the speaker [of those scriptures]?” If you urge
an objection through the means of a prasarnga, then the undesired con-
sequence is this: “If speakerhood is not accepted, then there would be
no scripture. But if a scripture promulgated by that one [is accepted],
then you must accept his speakerhood.””

tathagato’bhisambuddho yasyam ca parinirvrtah / atrantare tathagat-
enaikam apy aksaram nodahrtam na pravyahrtam / tat kasya hetoh /
satatasamahito hi tathagatah / api tu ye’ksararutadesana vaineyikds
te tathagatasya mukhad usnisad trndyah Sabdam nihsarantam sSrnvan-
tityadi /.
* TS 3240-3241: tasmin dhyanasamdpanne cintaratnavad dsthite / nis-
caranti yathakdmam kutyadibhyo’pi desanah // tabhir jijidsitanarthan
sarvan jananti manavah / hitdani ca yathabhavyam ksipram asadayanti
te //. Reading dhyanasamapanne with K in place of jidnasamapanne as
found in S.

* TS 3242: ityadi kirtyamanam tu sraddadhanesu Sobhate / vayam asrad-
dadhanas tu ye yuktih prarthayamahe //.

* TS 3601-3604: tathavyaptas ca sarvarthaih Sakto naivopadesane / ity
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Santaraksita and Kamalasila sidestep the charge that the sponta-
neous Buddha model sounds good only to those who have faith.”
Instead, they claim that the Mimamsakas have bungled their argu-
ment by not offering a clear undesired consequence for the doctrine
that the Buddha'’s teachings arise spontaneously without desire or
conceptuality.” But neither here nor in the other sections of the work
where this model is introduced do Santaraksita and Kamala$ila at-
tempt to rationally demonstrate the possibility of such a model. The
spontaneous Buddha model represents their answer to the question
of how to reconcile a Buddha’s lack of desire and conceptuality with
his status as a speaker of scriptures. But the karyanumana style of
reasoning that we see elsewhere applied to the Buddha’s perfection
of mental qualities and that would justify the rational person’s faith
in such an astounding doctrine is nowhere to be found. Unless those
arguments are uncovered, [ think it is safe to say that Kamalasila
reaches the limits of his practical rationality in the conundrum of
the possibility of the Buddha’s speech.

etat prakrtam hy atra tatra cahur mahddhiyah // tasyopadesane sak-
tir na syac cet kim tada bhavet / tato bhavadbhir vaktavyam dgamo na
bhaved iti // tatrapy ahur bhavatv evam kim drsto’sau tvaya vadan /
prasangasadhanenedam anistam codyate yadi // na ced vaktrtvam isye-
ta ndgamopagamo bhavet / tatpranetdgamestau tu tasya vaktrtvam
isyatam //.

* Although Santaraksita and Kamalasila also present the model of the

spontaneous Buddha in the “Investigation of External Objects” (bahir-
arthapariksa), the question of how one can rationally demonstrate that
such a model actually applies is never raised. The spontaneous Buddha
model represents the answer that Santaraksita and Kamalasila give to
their fellow Buddhists when pushed on the question of the actual na-
ture of the Buddha’s awareness. It is the only scenario that resolves the
tensions inherent in the problem of how the Buddha can be a speak-
er if he has eliminated all desire (including, presumably, the desire to
speak).

* See TS 3605-3609 with TSP.
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