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The Library of Tibetan Classics is a special series being developed by the Institute of Tibetan Classics aimed at making key classical Tibetan texts part of the global literary and intellectual heritage. Eventually comprising thirty-two large volumes, the collection will contain over two hundred distinct texts by more than a hundred of the best-known authors. These texts have been selected in consultation with the preeminent lineage holders of all the schools and other senior Tibetan scholars to represent the Tibetan literary tradition as a whole. The works included in the series span more than a millennium and cover the vast expanse of classical Tibetan knowledge—from the core teachings of the specific schools to such diverse fields as ethics, philosophy, linguistics, medicine, astronomy and astrology, folklore, and historiography.


Buddhist Epistemology in the Geluk School: Three Key Texts


This volume includes translations of three separate Tibetan works composed by individuals who are now regarded as iconic figures of the Geluk school of Buddhism. The first work is Banisher of Ignorance: An Ornament of the Seven Treatises on Pramāṇa, by Khedrup Gelek Palsang (1385–1438), and the second is On Preclusion and Relationship, by Gyaltsab Darma Rinchen (1364–1432). The authors—popularly known as Khedrup Jé and Gyaltsab Jé—are represented as the foremost disciples of Tsongkhapa Losang Drakpa (1357–1419), and each succeeded him as the Ganden throneholder. The third text, Mighty Pramāṇa Sun, a commentary on parts of Candrakīrti’s Clear Words (Prasannapadā), is by Jamyang Shepa (1648–1721), a later luminary in the Geluk school.


These works concern themselves primarily with the Buddhist theory of knowledge—the means by which we are able to know things and how we can be certain of that knowledge. Encapsulating this theory is the notion of pramāṇa, a concept derived from India, the Buddhist understanding of which was shaped most significantly by the masters Dignāga (fifth to sixth century) and Dharmakīrti (seventh century). Based on their explanation, pramāṇa is often translated as “valid cognition,” a literal reference to the kind of cognition that they proposed could be relied upon to supply indisputable knowledge. In recognition of the crucial role that reasoning is held to play in gaining certain knowledge, the Buddhist Pramāṇa tradition that the treatises of Dignāga and Dharmakīrti gave rise to is described as a logico-epistemological system.


The works in this volume demonstrate how important a component scholastic rigor has been to Tibetan religion. They illustrate how those who follow the tradition have viewed the ordered, systematic approach as necessary not only for textual analysis, for those seeking to unravel the complexities of the Indian Buddhist scriptures and treatises, but also for practitioners aiming to progress along the spiritual path and achieve the higher Buddhist goals.
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“The academic study of Buddhist epistemology and logic (Tibetan: tshad ma, Sanskrit: pramāṇa) is over a century old, but until now there has been nothing like the present study by Jonathan Samuels, who gained the monastic degree of geshé. It is not only the first to take seriously the inception of the Geluk contribution, but it also marks the first time a seminal work fully appears in a fine annotated translation: Khedrup Jé’s Banisher of Ignorance, which occupies the bulk of this volume. Samuels has set a new standard for translation of Tibetan tshad ma literature. The ‘pleasure of the text’ is here in full force!”


— LEONARD W. J. VAN DER KUIJP, Harvard University


“These accurate and carefully annotated translations by Dr. Jonathan Samuels (Geshé Sherab Gyatso) bring three influential texts to the attention of Western scholars for the first time. They will be of enormous value to scholars of philosophy.”


— JAY L. GARFIELD, Doris Silbert Professor in the Humanities and Professor of Philosophy and Buddhist Studies, emeritus, Smith College


“The texts in this volume show that reasoning, for Buddhists, is not just an intellectual pastime or a polemical battle but a crucial condition for meditative experience. Jonathan Samuels’s long involvement in the study and practice of this curriculum has served him well in translating these works and in composing an introduction, all delivered with the great erudition and pleasing manner that the works deserve. Samuels cleverly brings out the flamboyance and pugnacity that is Khedrup’s signature style, while preserving his fine intellect that weaves its way through the forests of contrasting views with the sharp machete of reason.”


— GAVIN KILTY, translator of Light of Samantabhadra: An Explanation of Dharmakīrti’s Commentary on Valid Cognition
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Message from the Dalai Lama


THE LAST TWO MILLENNIA witnessed a tremendous proliferation of cultural and literary development in Tibet, the “Land of Snows.” Moreover, due to the inestimable contributions made by Tibet’s early spiritual kings, numerous Tibetan translators, and many great Indian paṇḍitas over a period of so many centuries, the teachings of the Buddha and the scholastic tradition of ancient India’s Nālandā monastic university became firmly rooted in Tibet. As evidenced from the historical writings, this flowering of Buddhist tradition in the country brought about the fulfillment of the deep spiritual aspirations of countless sentient beings. In particular, it contributed to the inner peace and tranquility of the peoples of Tibet, Outer Mongolia—a country historically suffused with Tibetan Buddhism and its culture—the Tuva and Kalmuk regions in present-day Russia, the outer regions of mainland China, and the entire trans-Himalayan areas on the southern side, including Bhutan, Sikkim, Ladakh, Kinnaur, and Spiti. Today this tradition of Buddhism has the potential to make significant contributions to the welfare of the entire human family. I have no doubt that, when combined with the methods and insights of modern science, the Tibetan Buddhist cultural heritage and knowledge will help foster a more enlightened and compassionate human society, a humanity that is at peace with itself, with fellow sentient beings, and with the natural world at large.


It is for this reason I am delighted that the Institute of Tibetan Classics in Montreal, Canada, is compiling a thirty-two-volume series containing the works of many great Tibetan teachers, philosophers, scholars, and practitioners representing all major Tibetan schools and traditions. These important writings are being critically edited and annotated and then published in modern book format in a reference collection called The Library of Tibetan Classics, with their translations into other major languages to follow later. While expressing my heartfelt commendation for this noble project, I pray and hope that The Library of Tibetan Classics will not only make these important Tibetan treatises accessible to scholars of Tibetan studies, but will create a new opportunity for younger Tibetans to study and take interest in their own rich and profound culture. Through translations into other languages, it is my sincere hope that millions of fellow citizens of the wider human family will also be able to share in the joy of engaging with Tibet’s classical literary heritage, textual riches that have been such a great source of joy and inspiration to me personally for so long.
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The Dalai Lama


The Buddhist monk Tenzin Gyatso
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General Editor’s Preface


FOR FAR TOO LONG, I have had a wish to see an English translation of Tibetan epistemological texts that is not merely accurate but lucid and engaging to the contemporary reader. The translator of our volume, Jonathan Samuels, has today made this wish a reality. It is a great joy to know this volume can now be shared with interested readers in the international audience. Jonathan’s translation of Khedrup Jé’s Banisher of Ignorance in particular, the lengthiest work in the present volume, is a masterpiece of translation. I am convinced that it will be appreciated by generations, for it offers the reader a rare key to unlock the challenging and complex treasure house that is Buddhist epistemology. Khedrup Jé’s voice, with its characteristic directness, clarity, and swaggering humor, comes through in a manner that is vivid and lively. So let me, at the outset, express my deep appreciation to Jonathan Samuels and my admiration for his majestic translation of the three important epistemological works featured in this volume.


The works belong to a field of study crucially important in Tibetan Buddhism, especially in the training in the major scholarly monastic institutions. The discipline is known as pramāṇa in Sanskrit (tshad ma in Tibetan), a word that connotes “validity” or “reliability” but has no direct correlate in English. The term can refer to what in contemporary language one might label “logic and epistemology.” It can also refer to epistemic instruments—sources of knowledge, such as perception and inference. When used in the sense of a discipline or a field, it is helpful to keep in mind two distinct but related meanings. For pramāṇa as a discipline covers both the analysis of the forms and structures of argument—what makes a form of argument valid—and the inferences such valid arguments generate. For convenience, translators, including myself, render the term as “epistemology” when used in this general sense of a discipline. Hence the Geluk school of epistemology in contrast with the Sakya school of epistemology.





It would be no exaggeration to state that pramāṇa is the most challenging among the five subjects in the Geluk monastic curriculum—the other four being Perfection of Wisdom literature, Madhyamaka philosophy, Abhidharma cosmology, and Vinaya discipline—whose mastery culminates in the conferment of the geshé lharam degree. Typically, the student will memorize key sections of Dharmakīrti’s premier Commentary on Pramāṇa (Pramāṇavārttika), train in the basics of debate based on “selected topics” (bsdus grwa) drawn from this text, and study the types and taxonomy of cognitions (lo rig) as well as the forms and structures of argument, a topic referred to as the “science of reasoning” (rtags rigs). In addition, in the Geluk monastic centers, a student will spend one month of the year in the winter devoted to the study of pramāṇa. A central question motivating the investigation of pramāṇa is “If ignorance entraps us in suffering and bondage, and if the knowledge of the nature of reality is what dispels ignorance, by what means can such knowledge of reality arise?” So, the discipline of epistemology (pramāṇa)—that is, the means to reliable knowledge—is intimately connected in the Indian philosophical context, including especially Buddhism, to soteriology: the quest for liberation or enlightenment.


As editor of the critical Tibetan editions that are the foundation of The Library of Tibetan Classics, I had the opportunity to select the texts featured in this volume. The main text, Khedrup Jé’s Banisher of Ignorance, surveys the topic of logic and epistemology in the Buddhist tradition. Its subtitle, An Ornament of the Seven Treatises on Pramāṇa, with its explicit reference to seven works of Dharmakīrti, indicates the broad overview nature of the work. Anyone who studies this work can justifiably claim to have obtained a comprehensive introduction to Buddhist epistemology. The second text, which is by Gyaltsab Jé, focuses on the singular topic of “relationship”—whether of invariability, such as between cause and effect, or of preclusion (or incompatibility)—that facilitates the drawing of inference in the context of a reasoning. The final text, by Jamyang Shepa, seeks to establish what the author sees as epistemological views unique to the Prāsaṅgika-Madhyamaka, especially those of Candrakīrti. The text is, in fact, a detailed commentary (based on an outline developed by Khedrup Jé) on the section of Candrakīrti’s Clear Words (Prasannapadā) that critiques epistemology as espoused by what Candrakīrti viewed as realist schools, including a focused critique of the views on perception by the fifth-century founder of Buddhist epistemology, the master Dignāga. Jamyang Shepa, following Tsongkhapa, does not read Candrakīrti as rejecting epistemology wholesale, even when critiquing Dignāga, but as questioning the underlying ontology that assumes unique particulars to have true existence.


Two primary objectives have driven the creation and development of The Library of Tibetan Classics. The first aim is to help revitalize the appreciation and the study of the Tibetan classical heritage within Tibetan-speaking communities worldwide. The younger generation in particular struggle with the tension between traditional Tibetan culture and the realities of modern consumerism. To this end, efforts have been made to develop a comprehensive yet manageable body of texts, one that features the works of Tibet’s best-known authors and covers the gamut of classical Tibetan knowledge. The second objective of The Library of Tibetan Classics is to help make these texts part of the global literary and intellectual heritage. In this regard, we have tried to make the English translation reader-friendly and, as much as possible, keep the body of the text free of unnecessary scholarly apparatus, which can intimidate general readers. For specialists who wish to compare the translation with the Tibetan original, page references of the critical edition of the Tibetan text are provided in brackets.


The texts in this thirty-two-volume series span more than a millennium—from the development of the Tibetan script in the seventh century to the first part of the twentieth century, when Tibetan society and culture first encountered industrial modernity. The volumes are thematically organized and cover many of the categories of classical Tibetan knowledge—from the teachings specific to each Tibetan school to the classical works on philosophy, psychology, and phenomenology. The first category includes teachings of the Kadam, Nyingma, Sakya, Kagyü, Geluk, and Jonang schools, of miscellaneous Buddhist lineages, and of the Bön school. Texts in these volumes have been largely selected by senior lineage holders of the individual schools. Texts in the other categories have been selected primarily in recognition of the historical reality of the individual disciplines. For example, in the field of epistemology, works from the Sakya and Geluk schools have been selected, while the volume on buddha nature features the writings of Butön Rinchen Drup and various Kagyü masters. Where fields are of more common interest, such as the three codes or the bodhisattva ideal, efforts have been made to represent the perspectives of all four major Tibetan Buddhist schools. The Library of Tibetan Classics can function as a comprehensive library of the Tibetan literary heritage for libraries, educational and cultural institutions, and interested individuals.





It is a source of profound joy and satisfaction to see this volume in such an excellent and lucid translation. Editing the Tibetan source texts offered me a chance to closely reengage with three texts I had studied carefully when I was a scholar monk at the Shartsé College of Ganden Monastery in South India. I wish first of all to express my deep personal gratitude to H. H. the Dalai Lama for always being such a profound source of inspiration. I would like to thank Jonathan Samuels for producing masterful translations of these Tibetan texts, and that too with such care, diligence, and patience. I owe thanks to our long-time editor at Wisdom, David Kittelstrom, whose incisive editing always helped bring a level of clarity and accessibility to the translations that translators who work with him are grateful for. I thank my wife, Sophie Boyer-Langri, for taking on the numerous administrative chores that are part of a collaborative and multi-year project such as this.


Finally, I would like to express my heartfelt thanks to Nita Ing and the Ing Foundation for their long-standing patronage of the Institute of Tibetan Classics, whose generosity not only made the translation of this volume possible but also enables me to continue to oversee this translation series. It is my hope that this volume will be for many people a source of deep intellectual enrichment—offering an opportunity to sharpen their critical thinking, evaluate the soundness of arguments, and crystalize their thought—and of philosophical and spiritual insight.


Thupten Jinpa


Montreal, 2025
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Translator’s Introduction1



Pramāṇa Epistemology


The Geluk epistemological system is built upon thinking and practices formulated in eleventh-century Tibet, which in turn traced their roots back to Indian authors living between the fifth and seventh centuries. If there is one thing that could be said to characterize the tradition, it is the pursuit of certainty. The tradition’s basic understanding of our situation is a standard Buddhist one. The principal predicament is that sentient beings are caught within samsara, a state characterized by dissatisfaction and suffering. The Buddha diagnosed this malady, fully exposing its hidden depths and identifying its causes. Then, driven by an incomparable altruism, he gave teachings that in the short term offered solace to those who suffered and could ultimately release them from their plight. Based on this understanding, those in the Indian and Tibetan epistemological tradition acknowledged the Buddha as the unsurpassed physician and the supremely compassionate one, but they also fostered a new image. This emphasized the Buddha as the ultimate and unerring authority, an entirely trustworthy and reliable source of knowledge.


The tradition’s quest for certainty has manifested in two distinctive ways. The first was its development of a comprehensive theory of knowledge. The epistemological tradition rejects the idea that spiritual practice should be defined by pure faith, especially in revelatory scriptures and ritual performance. Specifically, in terms of the Buddhist path, it also dismisses the view that realization should be approached solely as a mystical process, the only access to which is through experience. The tradition regards spiritual realization as falling within the domain of knowledge. As such, it is something that must be based on identifiable principles, which could serve as the basis of a theory. The epistemological tradition has therefore, perhaps more than any other in Buddhism, been prepared to stand apart from the path of realization, to analyze and discuss the workings of the processes it involves.


The second distinctive way that the tradition’s quest for certainty has manifested is its engagement with other traditions and those holding different views. A passage by Bhāviveka cited by one of our authors in this volume points to the issues at stake:




Being a text handed down in an unbroken tradition,


it is claimed, is what makes it a “scripture.”


But since the same applies to everyone’s texts,


what is it that gives [what they say any] certainty?2





That is, the tradition has been shaped by the awareness that Buddhism did not stand in isolation. Other religious schools had their own understandings of reality, of the main dilemma faced by beings, and of the solution to that dilemma. They also claimed that their scriptures and teachings embodied certainty. Hence, in addition to the deeper questions about how it was possible to be certain that what the Buddha taught was correct—and indeed, how one can be certain of anything at all—there was the issue of how Buddhists distinguished themselves from others, especially when, in medieval India, there were so many commonalities among different religious traditions. Those in the Indian Buddhist epistemological tradition, and then later those in Tibet, have therefore always kept a very keen eye on what might be termed “the opposition,” meaning those who express alternative views and who call into question aspects of the Buddhist account. The tradition’s authors tend to structure their writings as discourses, and the extent to which they are prepared to represent differing points of view and engage with those holding them is exceptional.


The view that definite knowledge of things is possible was not exclusive to Buddhism, nor did it likely have its origin in Buddhism. Early Indic philosophers had wrestled with the issue of how knowledge was gained, and they developed the idea that it was possible to distinguish particular sources that could yield incontestable knowledge, and they referred to these sources as pramāṇa. And as our authors saw it, Indic religio-philosophical schools were in agreement about the possibility of indisputable knowledge and the fact that religious practice should be premised upon it. According to many Tibetan scholars, even deniers of religion like the early materialist thinkers, who claimed only to trust their senses, thereby implicitly accepted at least one form of pramāṇa. But these schools held competing notions of exactly what constituted pramāṇa and diverse understandings of how such notions supported their own tenets and made them superior to those of others. Reflecting how seriously the issue of certain knowledge was treated in some Buddhist quarters, the composers of the Sanskrit treatises that are the focus of the present volume are now commonly described as having belonged to the Pramāṇa school or tradition and are simply referred to by many as “Pramāṇaists.”


The Indian Pramāṇa tradition is especially associated with Dignāga (fifth to sixth century) and Dharmakīrti (seventh century), whose deliberations and writings had a massive intellectual impact in India and neighboring lands, particularly in Tibet.3 Dignāga and Dharmakīrti are generally seen as the two most significant Buddhist contributors to the Indian discourse on pramāṇa, those who went furthest in the development of a distinctively Buddhist epistemology. Other Indian schools of thought recognized a wide range of things as pramāṇa. Scripture, personal testimony, and even tradition itself were identified as sources of incontestable knowledge. Dignāga, Dharmakīrti, and their followers pursued a more radical line. Disputing the reliability of many of these proposed sources, they advocated a notion of pramāṇa rooted in awareness, arguing that the only actual pramāṇas—epistemic means that could be relied on to provide certain knowledge—were cognitions within the individual’s own continuum. Of the various kinds of cognition, they said that only two, perception and inference, could be pramāṇas. Accordingly, in the Buddhist context, pramāṇa is frequently translated as “valid cognition,” and the defense of the assertion that pramāṇa is limited to these two forms—along with the explication of their workings and the refutation of alternative sources of certain knowledge—serves as the intellectual wellspring for the tradition.4


The assertion that these were the only two kinds of pramāṇa especially challenged the idea that revelation and scripture in themselves were reliable sources of knowledge or articulations of truth. While Dignāga famously hailed the Buddha as pramāṇa on the grounds that he was unerring, this was not meant entirely literally. Even the veracity of the Buddha’s own words—as recorded in the Buddhist scriptures—could not be accepted unquestioningly. According to an oft-cited passage on assaying gold, the Buddha invited his followers to test what he taught. But given that so much of this related to phenomena outside the experience and immediate perceptual range of ordinary beings, including realizations of ultimate reality, how might they go about this? It was here that the tradition said systematized analysis and logic found their place. It encouraged structured thinking, partly to combat the idea that religion should be left to blind faith, but equally aware that misguided direction or a lack of rigor could result in dubious or even mistaken deductions. For inferential cognitions to be pramāṇa, they must be based on sound, incontrovertible reasoning, grounded in logical principles. Part of the task, as Dignāga and Dharmakīrti saw it, was to set out these principles, identify the rules of correct reasoning, and in the process, root out spurious arguments and erroneous systems of thinking. Not only would individuals with a thorough grasp of correct reasoning have at their disposal the means of generating inferential cognition for themselves, but they would also be in a position to present correct lines of reasoning to others and allow them, in turn, to develop their own inferences.


If liberation from suffering (that is, nirvana) and full enlightenment were realities, it would not be sufficient to simply claim that certain beings had experienced them. Their possibility and existence, together with details of the various stages of the path, must be knowable to those who might aspire to achieve them. Inference was what made knowledge of the path and its goals accessible to such individuals, and as potential objects of inference, this path and its goals were viewed as amenable to methodical examination. Consequently, an analytical approach associated with correct inference was held to provide the means for testing what the Buddha had taught.


Within the writings on pramāṇa, as exemplified by the three works translated in this volume, we therefore see vital intersections among the spheres of textual analysis, logic, and spiritual practice. For our authors, the Buddhist path could be charted out in a detailed, graduated fashion. Both the understanding of that path and the progression along it were governed by coherent, determinable rules. This meant that advancement to its highest levels was in theory open to all, rather than just the extraordinary few whose greatness seemed preordained.


Models of Understanding


Referencing some basic models and frameworks structuring Tibetan Buddhism provides us with a clearer picture of the place of pramāṇa within that tradition. Introductions to Mahayana Buddhism usually discuss the two great schools of thought: Cittamātra (“Mind Only”) and Madhyamaka (“Middle Way”). We encounter various characterizations of them outside the Tibetan tradition. Opinions differ on how fitting it is to describe Cittamātra philosophy as a form of idealism; and Madhyamaka, with its emphasis on negation rather than affirmation, has a long history of being represented as a kind of nihilism. Exactly where these two schools have stood in relation to each other, philosophically and historically, is also a source of much discussion, but they are frequently depicted as rival systems. Within the Tibetan tradition, however, the predominant trend has always been to find a means of accommodating both philosophies. Apparent clashes and tensions between their views and any qualms regarding their chronology and historical popularity have been ironed out and explained through the application of joint hermeneutic and doxographic models. The two systems have been represented not simply as plausible or valid interpretations of the Buddha’s teachings but exactly what he intended to convey. The differences in them related to their audiences—those individuals and groups to whom the Buddha spoke directly—whose capacities and dispositions he had in mind when delivering the teachings in question. The perspective of a Mahayana instruction was oriented toward either Cittamātra or Madhyamaka, depending on its intended recipients.


The different views espoused by the Buddha were collated and elucidated by some of his foremost followers in later centuries. The treatises and commentaries they composed served as the basis for the formation of different schools of Buddhist philosophy. For those in the Tibetan tradition, the fact that the Buddha was the initiator of this process and approved of the multiplicity of views it gave rise to has not been understood to imply spiritual relativism. The schools had varying presentations of the path and had different versions of what constituted ultimate reality, so not all of them could be the truth. Tibetan thinkers, seeking to comprehend and organize the Indian Buddhist legacy, most commonly referred to four distinct Buddhist philosophical schools in India and ordered these hierarchically. In ascending order these were the Vaibhāṣika and Sautrāntika, the two schools belonging to the Śrāvaka or Hinayana system, holding a philosophical view that lent toward realism. Above these were the Cittamātra (or Yogācāra) and Madhyamaka, the two schools of the Mahayana system. Although each individual eventually had to progress to the highest of the four views, the lower ones could partly act as steppingstones, bringing about a gradual refinement of understanding.


Over many centuries, Tibetan scholars engaged in a vast project of gathering, translating, and commenting on Buddhist works originally composed in various languages, principally Sanskrit. There was general agreement that Madhyamaka represented the highest view, and there are no accounts of Tibetans who identified themselves as outright adherents of the Vaibhāṣika or Sautrāntika systems. But this did not mean that Tibetan scholarship ignored the teachings of the lower schools. First, to disparage any of these teachings, or worse, to deny that they actually derived from the Buddha, was portrayed as the most heinous of offenses, one that undermined the Buddha’s intention. More importantly, and absolutely key to understanding the culture and mentality of the authors of our works, it was the duty of a true Tibetan scholar to understand each of these schools of thought—mainly through the treatises in which their views were set out—in their own terms, rather than beginning from the premise that they were inferior to the Madhyamaka and thus warranted little interest. Apart from the grounding that some of these lower schools’ works provided, it was acknowledged that they covered numerous aspects of the path, discipline, and mental trainings in far more depth and detail than in Madhyamaka texts. Thus scholars devoted much time and intellectual energy to studying and explaining aspects of Buddhist systems despite seeing their descriptions of reality as partial and provisional.


In terms of the aforesaid model of the four schools, Tibetan scholars generally viewed Dignāga and Dharmakīrti as representatives of Cittamātra thinking. While this view was evident in the Pramāṇa writings of these two figures, large portions of Dharmakīrti’s works also accommodate the Sautrāntika perspective. This feature is reflected in the first two works of this volume, especially the first, where the Cittamātra is projected as the main system but the Sautrāntika is foregrounded on many matters. Only in the last work of the volume do we see parts of these systems brought into question. Having further divided Madhyamaka into two subschools, Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika, and depicting the latter as superior, its author presents a Prāsaṅgika critique of the Pramāṇa system of Dignāga and Dharmakīrti and considers its implications. However, the inclusive nature of the Tibetan system means that this is far from a total rejection of everything for which the Pramāṇa tradition stood.


Historical Aspects of the Pramāṇa Tradition: Evolution and Authority


Dignāga and his foremost commentator, Dharmakīrti, are currently regarded as the key figures in the formulation, and systematic presentation of what became known as the Buddhist Pramāṇa tradition. Tibetan scholarship agrees with this assessment of their importance and, as the first work in this volume demonstrates, often seeks to plot a direct line between their writings and the teachings of the Buddha. Historically, there were more steps in the evolution of Buddhist Pramāṇa thinking, especially with regards to logic. Earlier writings, such as the Compendium of Abhidharma and Foundation for Yoga Practitioners: The Levels of Spiritual Practice by Asaṅga (fourth century CE) contain sections on logic. More significant still were writings by Vasubandhu (ca. fourth century CE) that are known to have made a substantial contribution to the systematization of logic. But this was made in three works by him that unfortunately do not survive, although an attempt has been made to reconstruct one of these based on passages cited by Dignāga.5 These works by Vasubandhu appear never to have reached Tibet, but the tradition of scholarship there has a residual memory of his contribution. Hence in some works, such as the Blue Annals by Gö Lotsāwa (1392–1481), there is reference to a Pramāṇa “lineage”6 in which Vasubandhu is represented as Dignāga and Dharmakīrti’s predecessor.


Such lineages do not generally feature in Geluk scholars’ descriptions of the Pramāṇa tradition. Among the three works translated in this volume, the Tibetan conception of the Buddhist Pramāṇa system at its most expansive is presented in the first. Its author, Khedrup Jé, rejected the idea that Buddhist Pramāṇa was the product of later intellectualization. Rather than inventing a system, Dignāga and Dharmakīrti were clarifying principles, categories, and indeed an approach that had its origins in the Buddha’s own teachings. The opening section of Khedrup Jé’s work demonstrates this by identifying various portions of scripture in which the Buddha had revealed his commitment to rationality and rigor. Such is Tibetan scholarship’s respect for Dignāga and Dharmakīrti that “lords of reasoning” became one of its most common epithets for them. The perceived accurateness of Dharmakīrti’s representation of Dignāga’s thought is conveyed in the description of the two as “ārya father and spiritual son.” Beyond mere respect, within the Pramāṇa tradition they hold a towering status akin to that of the Buddha. They represent unquestioned authority, and their works assume canonical infallibility. The task of those who followed them, both in a temporal and devotional sense, was to offer further clarification and rectify subsequent misinterpretations of their intention.


The Tibetan tradition frequently refers to a group of works by Dharmakīrti known as the Seven Treatises on Pramāṇa,7 as illustrated in the title of Khedrup Jé’s text translated in this volume. But when Tibetan scholars like Khedrup Jé refer to this group, they usually include implicitly an eighth text, Dignāga’s Compendium of Pramāṇa (Pramāṇasamuccaya), which they projected as the foundation and source of the Buddhist Pramāṇa tradition. The seven treatises composed by Dharmakīrti are viewed as either direct commentaries or further explorations of topics introduced in Dignāga’s treatise. The seven are:




	
	Commentary on Pramāṇa (Pramāṇavārttika)


	
Ascertainment of Pramāṇa (Pramāṇaviniścaya)


	
Drop of Logic (Nyāyabindu)


	
Drop of Reasoning (Hetubindu)


	
Analysis of Relation (Sambandhaparīkṣā)


	
Verification of Other Minds (Sāṃtānāntarasiddhi)


	
Science of Disputation (Vādanyāya)





The first among these, the Commentary on Pramāṇa, eventually came to dwarf the others in importance. In the Tibetan tradition it is commonly referred to simply as the Commentary (Rnam ’grel), with the Pramāṇa of the title understood to denote Dignāga’s Compendium of Pramāṇa.


The first two texts in this volume present explanations squarely from the perspective of the Pramāṇa tradition. While they occasionally cite other giants of the Mahayana tradition such as Nāgārjuna and major Cittamātra thinkers such as Vasubandhu and Asaṅga, their focus rests on the legacy of Dignāga and Dharmakīrti. The first text cites Dharmakīrti at almost every turn. It also references Dignāga’s writings but tends to cite Indian commentaries on Dharmakīrti’s works more frequently and at greater length. Among these commentators, particular prominence is given to Devendrabuddhi (ca. 630–690), Śākyabuddhi (ca. 660–720), and Prajñākaragupta (ca. 750–810)—who each composed works on Dharmakīrti’s Commentary on Pramāṇa—and Dharmottara (ca. 740–800)—who wrote on the Ascertainment of Pramāṇa. It should be noted that however highly these later Indian commentators have been regarded in the Tibetan scholarly tradition, their interpretations are not unquestionable. Khedrup Jé and Gyaltsab Jé, for instance, sometimes appear to have different understandings of Dharmakīrti’s thinking and do not totally agree on which of his Indian commentators is most accurate, and they display no qualms about stating their preferences for one interpretation over another. Khedrup Jé’s text, for example, contains criticisms of Dharmottara, whereas Gyaltsab Jé seems to express more support for Dharmottara’s interpretations. Dharmakīrti’s Indian commentators must therefore be recognized as a second tier of authority. When Tibetan scholars composed their own explanations of the correct understanding of Dharmakīrti’s thought, they did not feel obliged to incorporate everything these Indian commentators wrote and, on some points, openly rejected their interpretations. However, the questioning of their authority is limited, as our authors see themselves as belonging to the same Pramāṇa tradition as their Indian forebears. They work within the same parameters and generally make their choices among the available interpretational options rather than offering alternative explanations. In line with others in the Tibetan tradition of scholasticism, the authors in this volume reserve most of their criticisms for their fellow Tibetan commentators.


Pramāṇa thinking, like that of Madhyamaka, was first introduced into Tibet during the so-called earlier diffusion of Buddhism, concurrent with the era of Tibetan empire during the seventh to ninth centuries. A number of mainly shorter works were translated from Sanskrit into Tibetan, and a translation of Dharmakīrti’s Commentary on Pramāṇa is also reported to have begun,8 but it did not survive. The impact of these Pramāṇa works during this earlier era appears to have been limited. Śāntarakṣita and Kamalaśīla, two major figures from India, took up residence in Tibet during that period, and their brand of Madhyamaka fully embraced many aspects of Pramāṇa thinking. The texts in this volume occasionally cite their writings as authoritative on matters of Pramāṇa. Some contemporary writings vaguely suggest that the Tibetan Pramāṇa traditions began during the period of the earlier diffusion with Śāntarakṣita and Kamalaśīla and continued through to the “later diffusion.” No historical evidence is offered to support this, and it runs counter to the descriptions in the “religious histories” (chos ’byung), which state that the tradition began during the later diffusion. The authors in this volume also never acknowledge the existence of a Tibetan tradition of Pramāṇa during that earlier period.


The indigenous Tibetan tradition of Pramāṇa writing and thinking, as recognized by our authors, the religious histories, and modern scholarship, truly established itself during the early decades of the later diffusion. Taking the broadest historical sweep, we must speak of three successive waves of Tibetan Pramāṇa interpretation related to:




	Sangphu scholarship


	Sakya scholarship


	Geluk scholarship





This presentation in no way depreciates the significant intellectual contributions made by individual scholars outside these matrices. But if we view the progression of the Tibetan Pramāṇa tradition in terms of organized groups of scholars working in concert and establishing abiding institutions, it is these three groups that deserve to be singled out. With the first, we see the Tibetan Pramāṇa tradition’s true foundation, and with the subsequent two, separate movements that seriously questioned previous scholarship, engendering major new lines of reinterpretation that produced enduring historical effects.


Sangphu Monastery, situated close to Lhasa, was undoubtedly the epicenter of the first wave, although the network of scholars involved spread much wider. The monastery was founded in 1073 by Ngok Lekpai Sherab, an immediate disciple of Dīpaṃkaraśrījñāna (982–1054), the Bengali teacher popularly known as Atiśa. Some of Atiśa’s later Tibetan followers promoted a new religious tradition centered around him, which came to be known as the Kadam school. Sangphu’s association with some of Atiśa’s chief disciples led some to describe it as a Kadam monastery, but its alignment with the tradition was loose. When Ngok Loden Sherab (1059–1109), a nephew of the monastery’s founder, acceded to the Sangphu throne as its second abbot, the monastery appears to have taken a new direction. Ngok Loden Sherab is still celebrated primarily as a translator, as indicated by his most common sobriquet, Ngok Lotsāwa, “the Ngok (clan) translator,” even though this seriously underplays his intellectual range. In addition to his tremendous industry in the field of translation, he produced numerous summaries of Indian Buddhist treatises and composed the first substantive Tibetan commentarial writings—on Dharmakīrti’s Ascertainment of Pramāṇa and Dharmottara’s Extensive Commentary on Drop of Logic.


Some scholars working in the decades immediately prior to Loden Sherab, including Ma Lotsāwa (1044–89?)—who was the first to translate Dharmakīrti’s Commentary on Pramāṇa into Tibetan—and Khyungpo Draksé (fl. eleventh century), were described in some later texts, such as the Blue Annals,9 as having espoused a system known as the “old Pramāṇa.”10 But their writings on the topic have not survived, and our knowledge of their activities and assertions remains sketchy. Nevertheless, Loden Sherab’s work was clearly groundbreaking. Not least because of his position at Sangphu, we can be certain that he was a principal driving force behind the formation of early Tibetan scholasticism in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. The other figure most strongly associated with this Sangphu tradition, cited a number of times in this volume, was the sixth abbot of Sangphu, Chapa Chökyi Sengé (1109–69).





In the early days of Tibetan scholasticism, there was an understandable adherence to the Indian model of scholarly writing. The majority of commentarial works therefore chose as their subject a single scripture or treatise. The Tibetan translators of Indian writings frequently felt they were best qualified to compose commentaries on them, as demonstrated by some of Ngok Loden Sherab’s own writings and those of scholars such as Patsab Nyima Drak (1055–?). However, a noteworthy feature of early scholasticism was its independent thinking. Sangphu became known especially for its development of the “summaries” genre. This was pioneered by Ngok Loden Sherab and, as the name suggests, began simply as outlines of the contents of individual works. The new format was not intended to displace that of traditional commentary. As developments in the area went on to show, it was partly inspired by pedagogical considerations. Chapa Chökyi Sengé went even further in adapting the summaries for the native Tibetan audience. Using a structure and sets of classifications that he appears to have devised himself, Chapa composed at least one major work, Banisher of Ignorance, that set out to isolate the essential contents of the Indian Buddhist Pramāṇa writings as a whole and deal with them systematically. In breaking completely from the commentarial mode, it created a new format.


The second wave of Tibetan interpretation was initiated by Sakya Paṇḍita (1182–1251) from his base at Sakya Monastery. Sakya Paṇḍita revised the translation of the Commentary on Pramāṇa and promoted this work over the Ascertainment of Pramāṇa. His magnum opus on Pramāṇa, Treasure of Pramāṇa Reasoning—which our authors cite several times—was unique among Tibetan writings on Pramāṇa in that it spawned its own major commentarial tradition. It attempted to convey the information in an even more accessible manner than the Sangphu summaries, through thematic chapters. In this and other works, Sakya Paṇḍita’s critical comments about earlier Tibetan interpretations of Pramāṇa were seen as being directed against Sangphu scholarship.


The third wave, of which the first two works in this volume must be considered a part, began in the early fifteenth century. By this time the Buddhist scholastic institutions in India had crumbled, and Tibetan scholasticism had become a mature and autonomous tradition. With no new external interpretations with which to contend and the project of translating Indian Pramāṇa writings essentially completed, the Indian canon of works was largely settled. A Tibetan pantheon of authority had been established, and Sakya Paṇḍita’s position within it was fixed. Unlike the second wave, the third one involved no overt or self-declared challenge to the existing order. Nevertheless, from the criticisms that Sakya authors made of the new writings and their contents, it is obvious that a new direction had been taken. With Sangphu Monastery and independent supporters of its intellectual traditions in a state of decline, authors and institutions associated with the Ganden tradition—which later came to be known as Geluk—were now in the ascendent. The system of Pramāṇa interpretation they promoted descended from both predecessors while being a direct continuation of neither. Eventually, backed by Geluk political institutions and the power of their educational centers, it went on to dominate in Tibet.


Alongside Pramāṇa, Madhyamaka developed into one of Tibetan scholasticism’s main fields, and we find evidence of their interaction and mutual influence over the centuries. But in the Geluk school, the practice of delineating the two into separate spheres, which was already apparent in the earlier tradition, became further ensconced. As such, the two were studied as distinct disciplines, and the writings on them remained largely discrete. The Geluk doxographic framework allowed them to be treated in both commentarial and educational spheres as coherent, self-sufficient systems. They were generally not subjects of comparison, and there was no major incentive for integrating them. For the Geluk school, Entering the Middle Way (Madhyamakāvatāra) by Candrakīrti (ca. 570–650) came to be regarded as the definitive Indian interpretation of Nāgārjuna’s epoch-making writings on the Middle Way. Its perceived championing of the Prāsaṅgika view as the final one meant that the treatises of scholars such as Śāntarakṣita and Kamalaśīla—which were seen to accord with Svātantrika thinking and had been favored during the earlier diffusion—as well as some of those associated with the earlier Sangphu tradition were now relegated to a lower rank. By the time of Jamyang Shepa, our third author, Entering the Middle Way reigned supreme as far as Geluk scholarship was concerned. This meant that interest in Clear Words (Prasannapadā), Candrakīrti’s other major commentary on Nāgārjuna’s influential Fundamental Treatise on the Middle Way (Mūlamadhyamakakārikā), had greatly waned. This was despite the fact that the work’s importance was clearly appreciated in the early tradition of scholasticism, as evidenced by writings on it by figures such as Patsab Nyima Drak and Thangsakpa (eleventh century). The extent to which Clear Words was studied in the centuries following these earlier writings is unclear, although there were sporadic reports, such as that seen in the Blue Annals,11 that some tradition of teaching both of these works continued at least into the fourteenth century. Insofar as Jamyang Shepa’s work is a commentary on key sections within Clear Words, it must have gone some way to reviving the earlier tradition in Geluk circles.


Jamyang Shepa framed his work not as a commentary on the whole of Clear Words but as one that was interested in Candrakīrti’s standpoint on the matter of Pramāṇa. In Clear Words, the criticisms of the Pramāṇa tradition are far more vocal than those expressed in Entering the Middle Way—to the extent of virtually identifying Dignāga as an opponent—and the topic of valid cognition is addressed more squarely. Previous direct and confrontational questioning of the Pramāṇa tradition seems to have largely been filtered out of Geluk discourse. The standing of Dignāga and Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇa tradition in Tibetan scholasticism also meant that aspects of the Madhyamaka perspective on valid cognition were in general poorly represented in Tibetan scholastic writings, including those of the Geluk school. Explorations of the Prāsaṅgika viewpoint on valid cognition were very rare. Jamyang Shepa addressed what was probably the main potential fault line within Pramāṇa thinking. Candrakīrti, like Nāgārjuna before him, makes specific reference to a fourfold division of Pramāṇa, which Jamyang Shepa did not seek to undermine. This fourfold division—comprising, in most accounts, perception, inference, scriptural testimony, and analogy—seems to correspond with that espoused by the non-Buddhist Nyāya tradition. A number of contemporary writers suggest that the Buddhist tradition borrowed from the Nyāya, and even argue that this would be entirely in keeping with Candrakīrti’s view that the Buddhist philosopher should not fight worldly conventions but be prepared to accept prevailing ideas. This, however, raises huge questions about what counts as a valid convention, especially when two systems of convention seem to be in conflict. Furthermore, Jamyang Shepa would not have flippantly dismissed the twofold division of the Pramāṇa tradition. In the third work in this volume, he took up the challenge of seeking a compromise between the fourfold and twofold schemes.


Binaries and Realities


Several basic binary divisions—of which the samsara-nirvana distinction can be viewed as the foremost—structure the whole of Buddhist thinking and much of its practice. A number of these divisions represent dichotomies, the two portions of which form an opposition, in that one is characterized as the absence of the other or some main feature of that other. Aside from the samsara-nirvana distinction, perhaps the most basic dichotomy is that of the two truths, according to which everything that can be said to be true must be so in either an ultimate or a conventional sense, and must therefore be classified as either an ultimate truth or a conventional truth. The reliance upon organizational divisions and classifications is fundamental to the understanding and transmission of the Buddha’s teachings and represents a foundational concept for all traditions of Abhidharma. Scholastic Buddhism has been an eager consumer and generator of these schemes. The regularity with which the binaries feature in the writings translated in this volume will convince any reader of the special place afforded to them within the Indian Buddhist scholarly tradition and of the fact that Tibetan Buddhist scholasticism subsequently foregrounded them to an even greater extent. It could be said that the application of binary divisions, especially the oppositional dichotomy, has been regarded as the most essential way of categorizing, understanding, and explaining individual phenomena and indeed the whole of reality. The reduction to binaries has an equally prominent role in analysis and the refutation of opposing views. Tibetan scholasticism favors a dialectical approach, based on the idea that truth—both in the sense of what the Buddha really meant and in the sense of how things actually exist—can be reached by analytically whittling away incorrect understanding in its multifarious manifestations as presented by actual and fictional opponents. This oppositional approach also expresses itself in the language and imagery of the tradition’s writings. Readers may be struck by the vehemence of the attacks, the abrasive strength of the insults, and the mocking depictions that authors employ in challenging the positions of other scholars. The authorial space within which they functioned gave license to conflating the refutation of others’ views with the epic battle against delusions, to the extent that rival scholars might even be depicted as enemies of truth.


The thinking in the Pramāṇa tradition has been molded around a particular set of closely aligned dichotomies, each of which is based on the kind of opposition mentioned above—a more affirmative portion set against a negative one—with the two portions of a dichotomy broadly equivalent to those of the other dichotomies. All of these were inherited from the Indian Pramāṇa tradition, but the Geluk school had its own spin on certain aspects. The first of these dichotomies attracting our attention is that of the two truths. The understanding of the two truths varied among different Buddhist thinkers, and the Tibetan tradition organized these understandings within its doxographic model of tenet systems. For the Pramāṇa tradition, the ultimate is found in activity and efficacy. This stance has a key soteriological dimension, since insights into the sphere of activity had a practical application in the path with respect to actions and their results. The Buddha’s authority could be said to rest primarily in his knowledge of action or karma. It was his complete comprehension of the principles of karma that allowed him to see exactly which actions brought about which results and what path of action could eventually lead to release from suffering, and it furnished him with the ability to reveal this path to others in an unmistaken fashion. This authority was the subject of Dignāga’s praise to the Buddha at the start of his Compendium of Pramāṇa. However, the conscious sphere of actions among the animate—the ability of agents to understand and exercise choice in what actions to pursue or refrain from, in order to steer a course toward desired results—is grounded in features of the phenomenal world. Ontologically, activity and efficacy also applied to things: objects such as a pot12—a favorite example used in the Pramāṇa tradition—together with its materials and parts. They are produced and give rise to effects. Although enmeshed within a causal nexus and subject entirely to productive forces and conditions, to the extent that their function in that sphere does not rely on the conceptual mind, they exist as independent realities.


A second dichotomy reinforces this. It divides things into entities (Skt. vastu or bhāva) that are actual and non-actual. Here again, actuality is understood in terms of causality—embodied by that which is derived from causes, produces its own effects, and is functionally active. A third dichotomy views these divisions from another perspective. The same causal phenomena are classified as being impermanent. With grosser objects like pots, transitoriness is obvious in their finiteness. But even for the duration that they apparently survive as solid, coherent, functional entities, they are on a subtler level, like the particles comprising them, subject to constant changes that are largely unperceived. In addition to the physical, this principle of dynamic transitoriness also encompasses consciousness and other phenomena within the empirical world. Hence this third dichotomy distinguishes between the impermanent and the permanent.


The fourth dichotomy, arguably the most important for the Pramāṇa tradition, concerns certain types of characteristics (Skt. lakṣaṇa). From the epistemological perspective, what really distinguishes those things among the “ultimate-causal-impermanent” category is their own characteristics. They are individual and occupy identifiably separate spaces and times, which they do not share with others. Most crucially, they are independent and autonomous in the sense of not being reliant on the mind for such an existence. They may be subject to conception, classification, and designation, but that does not make them what they are. Their foremost quality of being active, functioning entities outside the domain of thought is seen by the Pramāṇa tradition as encapsulating their existence and qualifying them as real. Therefore, this last dichotomy separates characteristics that are specific or individual from those that are generalized, with the latter described largely in terms of the converse of the former—that is, lacking independence from mind and so on. The two sides of this latter dichotomy, especially based on the Geluk explanations, are commonly translated as “specifically characterized phenomena” (Tib. rang mtshan, Skt. svalakṣaṇa) and “generally characterized phenomena” (Tib. spyi mtshan, Skt. sāmānyalakṣaṇa). Implicit within these terms are two aspects of the Geluk slant. First, these are not just the characteristics themselves but also the things with those characteristics. That is, rather than just individual elemental bits (the particles of matter and portions of consciousness existing in time), these are also the substrata to which they belong. Using the classic example of the pot as illustration, it is a gross entity within which various features, attributes, and materials inhere. This pot, like the more fundamental constituents comprising it, occupies its own space and time, is independent of thought, and is no less real than its constituents. Thus the pot and its parts, constituents, and so on belong to the same category. The translation “specifically characterized phenomena” is intended, therefore, to embrace not just the characteristics but also the things characterized.


Second, an even more important distinguishing feature of the Geluk standpoint is that the things in question are sometimes referred to as “specifically characterized phenomena.” This brings our attention to the other side of the dichotomies mentioned above. Interpreters of Dharmakīrti agree that what lies on the other side of the positive portion of the dichotomies are things that do not occupy identifiable spaces and times, are not subject to change, and lack any existence independent of mind. Probably for most scholars—inside and outside Tibet, historical and contemporary, academic and religious—this is unreality, or at best some vague or liminal presence within the confines of thought. This is decidedly not the case for the Geluk. While distinguished from the affirmative side, those that are conventional, non-actual, permanent, and generally characterized are things. They are not purely imagined but have the status of phenomena. Their existence is defined—not fabricated—by mind, concept, and name. These are constructs that rely on the intervention of mind, such as those arrived at through a process of negation. The status of these constructs differs from that of things that have simply been imagined. The latter group are described as “nonexistents.” When Geluk scholars refer to these, they generally reach for the stock examples supplied by their Indian predecessors. The nonexistence of these things is embodied by their impossibility. The Geluk scholars’ favorite example is a hare’s horn.


As both their explanation of the Pramāṇa tradition and Madhyamaka critique of it show, Geluk scholars are insistent about the primacy of the dichotomy. A strand of thinking that is particularly well represented in Tibetan philosophical discourse is the notion of the transcendent category. For instance, ultimate truth is argued to be beyond dualistic distinctions and is therefore not containable within a dichotomous division. Geluk scholars reject the idea of such a category (or non-category). The absence or negation of a pot in a certain location exists and is a reality, just like the absence of the self that is negated in selflessness. Selflessness and emptiness—the realization of which forms the very basis of the path—are also classified as permanent, or perhaps more accurately as realities that are unchanging. Being objects of cognition, they too are existents.


The single most commonly cited passage by the Tibetan authors in this volume is Dharmakīrti’s statement “As there are two objects of comprehension, there are two valid cognitions.” This binds the last dichotomy, an ontological one, to the most crucial epistemological one for the Pramāṇa tradition. The two objects of comprehension are the aforesaid specifically and generally characterized phenomena. There are only two sources that can bring knowledge of the phenomena within these categories. These are, as identified above, the two forms of valid cognition: perception and inferential cognition. Phenomena that are specifically characterized belong to the domain of perception, whereas those that are generally characterized fall within the domain of inference. For the Geluk school, this is not quite as straightforward as saying that perception only cognizes the specifically characterized, whereas inferential cognition is limited to knowing the generally characterized. Rather, it means that the sights, sounds, and other objects of the phenomenal world are essentially affirmative, independent things, which present themselves to the cognitions that perceive them. Perception experiences them as they are—that is, in a manner that corresponds to their reality. In experiencing them, perception validates or confirms their existence. Inferential cognition, by contrast, works within the realm of thought and is a type of conceptual consciousness, a category that includes suppositions, memories, and delusions, in addition to random and unstructured thoughts and impressions. The logical deductions that inferential cognitions rely upon involve the manipulation of concepts. Ordering and categorization always feature, and negation frequently plays a part. At least some portion of the phenomena with which inference engages necessarily lies outside the realm of immediate experience.


All of Geluk understanding of epistemology in the Pramāṇa tradition of Dignāga and Dharmakīrti derives from the distinction referred to in the above statement that delineates the two objects—the specifically and generally characterized—and couples them with the two forms of valid cognition. The third text in this volume sets out how the same dichotomy is seen by Candrakīrti to epitomize the thinking of the Pramāṇa tradition and how, as a result, it becomes one of his principal targets. For a Geluk author like Jamyang Shepa, the question is what to make of Candrakīrti’s criticisms, since rejecting them is simply not an option.


While the dichotomies identified thus far count among the most significant ones structuring Pramāṇa thinking, there are other binaries that are equally integral to the tradition. Among these are subject and object (i.e., a cognition and what it cognizes), particular and universal, affirmative and negative phenomena, as well as definiendum and definition (i.e., the thing defined and what defines it). The last is especially important in the Tibetan tradition of scholasticism. The exercise of defining something—for example, what it means to be impermanent, generally characterized, or even a pot—itself became a defining feature of scholasticism, and each new section within Khedrup Jé’s text begins by delineating the phenomenon in question.


Pramāṇa Epistemology in Practice


A distinctive feature of the Geluk system is its emphasis on the soteriological dimension of Pramāṇa. Another of Khedrup Jé’s works, Guide Through the Path of Pramāṇa, articulated the vision of an epistemology directed toward enlightenment and contributed to Geluk thinking in this area. Details of this vision are scattered throughout the works in this volume, making it difficult to see where the topics covered stand in relation to the whole. A concise description of how some of these elements fit together in Geluk understanding of the process of realization may therefore be helpful. Never seeking to displace the traditional version of the stages of the path, this model examines what progress along sections of that path might actually entail. Its emphasis on what makes valid cognition and logic necessary to that progression helps us understand why our Tibetan authors felt compelled to analyze and write about them in such detail.


Although the accurate comprehension of qualities such as impermanence, selflessness, and emptiness is regarded as powerful, the truly transformative effects of their realization can only be unlocked with their direct perception during meditation. On the epistemological level, perception also forms part of the goal, since it is the only kind of valid cognition that is manifest at the stage of enlightenment, given a buddha’s transcendence of conceptuality. According to the Pramāṇa tradition, there are four types of perception—sense, mental, self-cognizing, and yogic. A practitioner cannot gain the yogic perceptions of buddhahood without first having generated yogic perceptions on the paths of seeing and meditation. However, perception itself offers no direct path here, because none of the other three kinds of perception can be cultivated or developed into those of the yogic variety. Nor can yogic perception arise spontaneously according to this gradualist vision of awakening. Instead, the route to this kind of perception is conceptual. The process, as it is commonly depicted, involves an individual building an understanding of the target object of realization on the conceptual level. Through a procedure usually described as being made up of three stages—learning, deliberation, and meditation—the individual strives for acuity. During the final stage, supported by the concentrative powers and analytical abilities that the individual has patiently developed, this conceptual understanding gives way to perception—that is, direct experience—of the object. In general terms, Geluk scholasticism agrees with this depiction, placing trust in the ultimate efficacy of meditation, but its own version stresses inferential cognition’s role in the advancement to that stage.


What then is this role according to the tradition, and how is an inferential cognition produced? One clarification concerns what appear to be two forms of inference after which Dharmakīrti names the first and fourth chapters of his Commentary on Pramāṇa. These translate literally as “inference for oneself” (svārthānumāna) and “inference for another” (parārthānumāna). Since it is only realization experienced within the individual’s own continuum that can be of any genuine impact, inferential cognition is necessarily of the first kind—that is, it is always in the personal domain. Inference for another, therefore, does not actually denote a separate variety of inference. Rather, it is an acknowledgment of the fact that generating an inferential cognition is rarely a solitary enterprise; it is likely to involve two parties and include acts of communication.


More specifically, the latter, “inference involving a second party,” refers to the proof statement. The established paradigm for explaining the production of an inferential cognition involves the interaction occurring between a Buddhist and non-Buddhist in the context of a debate. The process is initiated by the Buddhist interlocutor who, having already realized the object or point for himself, is seen to be in a position to direct the non-Buddhist interlocutor to the same correct understanding. In the debate scenario, as described in the Indian Pramāṇa treatises, the Buddhist is cast as the “proponent”—the one who presents the correct proof. The non-Buddhist is the “opponent,” who contests the proof, arguing against it by means of a discrediting statement. On one level, such statements were simply attempted refutations, although in public disputations between opposing parties in medieval India, which could be either intra- or cross-tradition in nature, there were clearly rules about how these refutations were to be formulated. However, in Tibetan scholasticism, the discrediting statement became increasingly associated with the “consequence”—a form of argumentation elaborated on below—with many authors, such as Khedrup Jé, regarding the two as equivalent. From this perspective, it could be the Buddhist who employed the discrediting statement. For instance, the correct understanding that the Buddhist wished to induce in the non-Buddhist opponent might directly challenge a strongly held view, such as one that was integral to a system of beliefs to which that individual subscribed. In such a case, directly presenting the opponent with the correct view would likely be met with stubborn resistance. The Buddhist might first therefore employ a discrediting statement aimed at undermining the position that was the source of that resistance.


Another element mentioned in our texts is the false rejoinder. This is the attempt of one interlocutor, who is invariably the non-Buddhist, to thwart the challenge to his position through deflection; rather than sticking with the topic at hand, he launches a counterargument. As its name suggests, such a response is necessarily self-defeating, and the sixth chapter of Dignāga’s Compendium is devoted to identifying the grounds on which such rejoinders fail. The topic is not dealt with at length in Dharmakīrti’s Commentary, and so Tibetan authors generally treat it as tangential, sometimes only providing examples from debates between followers of different non-Buddhist traditions.


To return to our original scenario, if there is no overt resistance from the non-Buddhist opponent’s side, he may well be ready to generate an inferential cognition of the correct view. Every such cognition relies on a correct proof, which the Buddhist has realized earlier but of which the non-Buddhist interlocutor may be unaware. The Buddhist must therefore communicate the proof to the non-Buddhist, and the vehicle for this is the aforementioned proof statement.


Among the three main elements introduced thus far—the discrediting statement or consequence, the proof statement, and the proof—the tradition identifies the first two as “speech,” configurations of words verbalized by one interlocutor and directed toward the other. The proof itself, however, is what the proof statement conveys. The subject—that about which a thesis is being established—is an essential component of the proof. So if the subject of the proof in question was “pot,” the word pot must form part of the proof statement, and the actual subject of that proof must, in some sense, be the pot itself. Great emphasis is placed on the proof statement being formulated in the right manner so that it can produce the intended effect. The words are not designed to elicit an emotional response, such as to inspire, or in the didactic sense, to impart instruction (uses of language that we might be more familiar with in the religious context). Here, the aim is that the words trigger an inferential realization—that is, a pramāṇa—and that these words both guide and structure the knowledge the realization brings.


When the non-Buddhist party personally generates the anticipated inferential cognition, the goal of the interaction has been achieved. The tradition’s reference to debate situations could create the impression that inference, the process of its production, and the associated learning belong to the domain of argument and disputation. The fact that the subject matter often relates to medieval Indian encounters can further contribute to the sense of its remoteness. Historically, some Tibetan Buddhists therefore judged the process of inference production as irrelevant to their personal development. Geluk authors aimed to counter this by projecting their reimagining of debates between Indian protagonists and their own disputes with their fellow Tibetan scholars as part of a wider mission to rectify specious views and eradicate delusions—a mission that must, finally, be pursued on the personal level.


Geluk scholasticism offers some more specific reasons as to why one cannot choose to sidestep inference. The three stages, involving the development of a conceptual understanding of the intended object and then eventual advancement beyond it, remained the general model for the process of progression. But Geluk scholars were especially interested in the epistemological mechanics, and within this, an emphasis on the ontology of phenomena, according to which everything can be classified as either evident or hidden. This differs from some of the binaries mentioned above, such as the impermanent-permanent dichotomy, in that this division takes account of perspective. Eager to demonstrate its soteriological value, our authors impress on their readership that the standpoint it represents cannot be an enlightened one, since everything is evident to a buddha. Rather, it derives from ground-level epistemology taken from the perspective of ordinary beings and is oriented toward showing them the route out of their current predicament. The acknowledgment that, from this ordinary perspective, certain things are hidden means neither that direct experience of them is impossible, nor that their comprehension simply requires greater effort. Perhaps more drastically, it means that initial cognition of them is necessarily inferential. Geluk scholasticism is adamant about this point. By implication, no matter how devoted one might be to meditation or an enlightened spiritual guide, if one’s practice does not fully embrace inference rooted in correct logic, it cannot prove effective. And without such inference, however convinced the practitioner may be about emptiness, selflessness, impermanence, and even the existence of past and future lives, there can be no pramāṇa—no certain knowledge of them. Consequently, spiritual goals like the elimination of delusion and freedom from samsara will remain elusive. It would seem therefore that the application of logic is indispensable. The one possible proviso to this is explored below.


The logic discussed in the Pramāṇa treatises is complex, and the usual examples of hidden phenomena are the likes of emptiness. These reasons could make the prospect of realization through inferential cognition seem distant. However, perspective is all important here. A standard proof cited in the treatises is the one used to infer the presence of fire from smoke. The inference is not directed toward discovering some opaque facet of fire. Nor is there anything about fire’s nature that makes it obscure. The fire in question is a completely mundane object, and only the individual’s relative position makes it hidden in the sense that his distance from it temporarily prevents him from seeing it. Crucially, not only do certain hidden objects lie well within the grasp of the ordinary person, so do certain inferential valid cognitions that realize hidden objects. A largely unstated but noticeable and perhaps reassuring premise of the tradition is that humans have innate abilities for rationality and rudimentary powers of reasoning. The system of logic set out by Dignāga and Dharmakīrti is not entirely alien to us. It helps us uncover and employ immanent principles and powers. However abstruse the discussions on logic are, their primary aim is simply to identify the correct proof and its constituent elements, which, once successfully isolated, allow the individual to draw conclusions beyond the sphere of the everyday.


The tradition brings to the fore knowledge that is requisite to ensure the success of even a mundane act of inference. For an inference of fire from smoke to be accurate, one must be aware that any instance of smoke is necessarily associated with an instance of fire. That means one must be certain that smoke has an unfaltering relationship with fire. Knowing that the two are related requires, in turn, the understanding that they can be viewed as groups or categories of things. Only with this awareness can knowledge of what is generally true of smoke and fire be transposed to the specific situation at hand. In short, it necessitates not just the possession of individual pieces of information but also the ability to manipulate spheres of knowledge and move between empirical and abstract domains. This model of knowledge raises various questions that the tradition seeks to address. Inference may be a conceptual process, but it involves an interplay between the universal and the particular: drawing information from the domain of perception of individual cases—for instance, of smoke and fire—into the generic domain of categories. Obviously objects within the perceptual and conceptual spheres cannot be equated, but at the same time, without some form of recognizable correspondence between, for instance, the versions of smoke in the chimney and in thought, there could be no interplay between the spheres. Thus the nature of objects, especially in the conceptual domain, and the mode in which a universal is connected with its particulars are areas that greatly absorb Tibetan scholasticism.


Two notions essential to the tradition’s model of logic are relation (sambandha) and pervasion (vyāpti). The tradition recognizes only two kinds of relationship that serve as the basis for logical deductions. One is where two things have a causal relationship, with the effect related to the cause, such as smoke being related to fire. The other relationship is the (same-)nature relationship, where the two things in question are not sequential but exist simultaneously, such as production and impermanence, characteristics that are equally present in all actual things. What links the two types of relationships is the idea that it is impossible to have one component of the relation without the other. It is therefore unfeasible to have smoke unless it has been preceded by fire or to have a pot that is produced but not impermanent. The fact that one component cannot exist without the other—that there is an unfaltering relationship between them—is developed into a theory of entailment that serves as a logical foundation for the system. Once one is certain that two things are related, then even if one of them should lie beyond the range of one’s immediate cognition, it would be possible to deduce its presence or absence from the presence or absence of the other. The notion of pervasion rests upon this relational foundation. The classic explanation of this notion views x and y as categories, and saying that x pervades y conveys that x subsumes or encompasses every instance of y.13 That is—depending on the nature of the elements, categories, and so forth, involved—there can be no instance of y that is not also x, or no instance of y that is not attended by x. Hence the category of impermanence pervades that of the produced, since any instance of something produced must also be an instance of something impermanent, and the category of fire pervades that of smoke, since for every instance or occurrence of smoke there is an occurrence of fire.


The essence of thought, as a cognitive process, lies in the conceptual mind’s power to abstract, which is attributed to its ability to isolate its object. The Pramāṇa tradition explains this ability by means of its theory of other-exclusion (Skt. anyāpoha). This capacity for selectivity derives from the fact that thought, rather than grasping an object affirmatively, engages it by blocking out what is other than that object. This idea is developed even further in Tibetan scholasticism through reference to the idea of “conceptual isolations” (Tib. ldog pa). What separates inferential cognition from other forms of thought is its being a source of valid knowledge. It should be apparent even from this short description how much relations and pervasions, as principles, rely upon abstraction. To realize relations and pervasions, we must identify them through isolation by drawing from experience, such as having observed how the likes of fire and smoke act. As a principle, a relation is a construct, but as with other conceptual schemes, it may manifest or be instantiated in the world of real things. Therefore, in explaining the link between constructs and objective reality, Geluk scholasticism does not equate the universal with the purely abstract or the particular with the real but holds that a universal can, in some sense, exist in the real world. When our authors discussed such topics, they were clearly engaged in philosophical inquiry. But their main aim was to provide a credible explanation of how inference works, since they regarded it as fundamental to their models of epistemology and soteriology.





Faith in Logic


In various branches of Tibetan Buddhism one hears reference to relying on a combination of scripture and reasoning. This rubric was inherited from India. It is mentioned, for instance, by Candrakīrti in his Entering the Middle Way Autocommentary14 and Atiśa in his Instruction on the Middle Way.15 More generally, it is used to express that while faith in what the Buddha said may be vital, the place of rational thinking is also integral. But scholars of the Geluk school are particularly fond of referring to this combination, and identifying the reasoning with their analytical approach and reliance on logic. The logic they mean is not concerned with abstract notions, such as that of possible worlds. Nor does it engage in the analysis of statements in terms of modalities. While it may deal with matters of belief, the tradition says its primary interest lies in certainty. If queried on this, our authors would undoubtedly clarify that logic is primarily employed to gain certainty in the epistemological sense—that is, within the realm of knowledge. A proof can only be correct if it is based on unimpeachable logic, and the main purpose of such a proof is to generate a correct inference. However, our authors would add that logic is just as necessary for reliable textual analysis and even structured conversation with others about philosophical matters. The Pramāṇa tradition developed a system of formal logic, and for Geluk scholars, the two most important structures within this system are the proof and the consequence. There are also more informal ways in which our authors approach argumentation. Before discussing any of these, we return briefly to the relationship between scripture and reasoning.


Those in the Indian Pramāṇa tradition were particularly critical of what they saw as the unquestioning reverence given to the Vedas. It would have been difficult to argue that such reverence should simply be switched from the words of the Vedas to those of the Buddha. Accordingly, Pramāṇa thinkers were known for expressing skepticism about the notion of scripture as divine revelation and for adopting a questioning attitude to the acceptance of tradition. Rather than abandoning scripture to the realm of pure faith, they devised a logical method that could be applied to the Buddha’s scriptures for the purpose of analysis and as a way of generating inferences. Dignāga in particular is credited with having shown how conviction could be brought into the domain of inference. Reference has already been made to hidden phenomena and how inference is required to access them. The Indian Pramāṇa tradition divided these hidden phenomena into different spheres and paired each with its own variety of inferential cognition. Those things within the sphere of “extremely hidden phenomena” might seem the most problematic, in that what falls into this category—including the various finer workings of karma—can only be experienced by someone who has achieved full enlightenment. To gain any certainty about the Buddha’s pronouncements on such matters, the individual has no choice but to rely on what is literally designated “inference of conviction” or “scriptural inference.” Whatever the names might suggest, the method here is not that of generating the inference “X is true, because the Buddha said x is true.” Since extremely hidden phenomena themselves lie outside the sphere of usual analysis, attention turns instead to the words that convey them. Thus, with this kind of inference, one takes a particular pronouncement by the Buddha and examines it to see whether it passes a number of prescribed tests in order to make deductions and yield certain knowledge about its content. As the works in this volume show, some of the key principles shared by Indian Pramāṇa thinkers and the Geluk scholars who followed them are embodied in the way that they tackled the issue of scripture.


The proof and the consequence were briefly introduced in the context of the discussion on how an inference is induced. What remains to be explained is how the two differ in terms of their configuration and usage. Regarding the latter, the focus here is upon usage within Geluk writings. A point never overtly stated by our authors is that, generally speaking, they see proofs as objects of analysis. Consequences, by contrast, are what they employ as the means of analyzing those proofs. In addition, consequences are the formulaic mode of communication relied on by Geluk scholars in their analytical discourse. To help further clarify the distinction between the two, the proof and consequence will now be dealt with separately.


Logical Proofs


Tibetan scholasticism’s goal of understanding the Indian Pramāṇa treatises involves very precise identification of the proofs that the Indian masters were advancing. The intellectual and religious motives for this are intertwined. A correct proof is the embodiment of a set of logical rules that, once fathomed, can in theory be extended to develop further proofs and applied to new situations. It is believed that only correct proofs give rise to inferences yielding certain knowledge, by means of which genuine spiritual progress is gained. However, Indian Pramāṇa writings—especially those of Dharmakīrti—are extremely elliptical, meaning that identifying and extracting the proofs is not always a straightforward matter. That said, there is a good deal of agreement among Tibetan scholars about the proofs that Dignāga and Dharmakīrti advanced. The differences of opinion are about exactly how they should be formulated, and we encounter multiple minor variants of the same proof, as each scholar tweaks versions proposed by his predecessors, with the apparent aim of arriving at the flawless formulation. Such attention to minor, technical distinctions is illustrative of the Tibetan discourse on Pramāṇa more generally. Not all the proofs within our texts have direct Indian origins. For clarity of expression or to facilitate further analysis, our authors occasionally present the stance of a Tibetan opponent in the form of a proof—irrespective of whether the opponent originally expressed it that way.


It is also the case that during earlier periods of Tibetan scholasticism and among non-Geluk thinkers, reliance on the proof as a logical formulation was more widespread. But when our Geluk authors refer to proofs, they tend to mean the reasoning expressed in the Pramāṇa treatises. They are generally disinclined to use it as a vehicle for their own arguments and to thereby introduce new proofs into the mix. In keeping with Tibetan scholasticism, our authors’ conservative attitude to the content of the treatises generally manifests in their reluctance to transpose it to their own situation. As an object of description and analysis, a proof is carried from the treatise together with its original context into the realm of Tibetan scholarly discourse. Accordingly, certain proofs are embedded in debates with non-Buddhist opponents or proponents of Buddhist schools that never existed in Tibet. This is not to say that every proof discussed is buried in the obscurity of sociocultural detail pertaining to the subcontinent. Many proofs come with no such trappings, as illustrated by the proof inferring fire from smoke, whose universality is apparent. Still, it may be useful for the reader to be aware that when proofs are accompanied by references, these will be Indian rather than Tibetan. This applies not just to opponents—from schools such as the Nyāya or Sāṃkhya—but also flora and fauna, and even the occasional figurative appearance (or nonappearance) of a certain grisly spirit. No attempt is made to supply more “culturally appropriate” examples.


As pointed out, a correct proof in Buddhist logic must conform to a precise pattern. Although in Indian Pramāṇa treatises there was some variation in this pattern,16 in Geluk understanding, there was not. Generally speaking, the logic does not make use of symbols, and in practice, proofs are always conveyed together with content. However, to introduce the different components of the proof, it is helpful to use letters to represent them. The basic proof takes the form: A is B, because of C, just like D. The most familiar proof is “Sound (A) is impermanent (B), because it is produced (C), just like the pot (D).” The content here has genuine philosophical import, but it should be recognized that the frequency with which this particular proof appears in the Buddhist Pramāṇa literature (and indeed even in non-Buddhist works) is also due to it being chosen to represent a standard model for analysis and explanation, since again, there was traditionally no custom of reducing proofs and their components to symbols. Each of the components has a technical name: subject (A), predicate (B), reason (C), and example (D).17 Hence, in the illustration, “sound” is the subject, that about which something is being established, “impermanent” is the predicate, what one is establishing to be a property of sound, and “produced” is the reason, by means of which one establishes that sound is impermanent. The pot is an ancillary component used to facilitate the process of linking other elements within the proof. In rough terms, just as the pot is something that is both produced and impermanent, this must also be the case for sound. More specifically, pot is a similar example, one that clearly belongs to the same categories—being produced and so on—as the elements it helps to link. But one might alternatively use a dissimilar example, since it is feasible to make the same point in a negative fashion. Other items of terminology relating to the proof also refer to clearly delineated technical roles. Thesis, for instance, corresponds with the familiar usage of the term in that it denotes something that an individual may propose and set out to establish. But in this context, it refers only to “A is B.” This equally applies to the designations reason, subject, and so forth: while having similarities with terms in popular usage, their versions in this sphere of Buddhist logic are very strictly defined.


Compared to logical formulations found in other Indian religio-philosophical schools, the Buddhist proof is concise. This brevity is largely explained by the conviction—evident in Indian Pramāṇa writings, especially in their reports of debates with non-Buddhist opponents, and also in our own texts—that correct identification relies on a process of analytically boiling down the “stuff” of discourse to logical essentials. Correct understanding and formulation are not just about getting rid of conceptual “impurities” but also shedding anything deemed excess to requirement. A proof is supposed to be a lean, concentrated entity, from which all extraneous content has been removed. Precise and concise formulations are viewed as allies of analysis. Components that are cluttered with content are prone to vagueness. They may introduce unknown elements and unquantifiable or uncertain variables.


The second standard proof-model found in the treatises is that in which smoke is used to infer fire: On the smoky mountain pass (A), there is fire (B), because there is smoke (C), like in the kitchen hearth (D). This proof continued to serve as a standard model partly because of the mundanity of its content, making it easier to analyze and understand the essentials at play. Reiterating the earlier point, even the understanding of everyday cognitive processes serves a spiritual purpose, if it helps to identify the elements vital for correctness, which might then be harnessed and directed toward higher ends. The need for exactitude and conciseness here feeds directly into the way Geluk scholars envision Buddhist meditational practice. Vagueness and ambiguity are viewed as antithetical to effective meditation, which is a sustained activity focused on a precise and well-defined object. Such an object is first cognized through inference based on a correct, clearly formulated proof.


It must be said that the economy of expression to which the correct proof aspires contrasts with the analytical discourse attached to it. A seemingly simple act of inferring fire from smoke can generate a tremendous amount of involved discussion. But as already indicated, there is much more at stake than the individual proof in question. Each inherited proof is used as the basis for posing broader questions about principles, definitions, and classifications.


While a correct proof requires all the components enumerated above, the most important component is the reason. In the most general sense, a reason can be described as a piece of evidence presented in support of a thesis. The Buddhist Pramāṇa tradition sets strict criteria for what counts as a correct reason—that is, one that serves as the basis for a correct, inference-inducing proof. Dignāga distinctively defined the correct reason in terms of three characteristics or criteria.18 These do not distinguish a special class of phenomena as reasons. Instead, these criteria are essentially the relations that the reason is required to have with the proof’s other components, and as such, the reason is a literal embodiment of the whole structure of the proof and the manner for determining its logical correctness.


The technical terms for the three criteria are the property of the subject, the forward pervasion, and the reverse pervasion. Explained roughly, with reference to the first of our standard expositional models—Sound (A) is impermanent (B), because it is produced (C), just like the pot (D)—these mean that (1) being produced is a quality of sound, i.e., C is a property of A, (2) that something produced is necessarily impermanent, i.e., C is always B, and (3) that something not impermanent is never produced, i.e., non-B is never C. An individual who is in the position to take the logical step of establishing the proof’s thesis does so only when he is sure that the reason satisfies the three criteria. Dignāga and Dharmakīrti may have formulated the three criteria precisely, but they trigger plenty of discussion. Hence, aside from the role the proof plays in the generation of knowledge, the proof itself becomes one of the principal objects of analysis for Pramāṇa writers as they disassemble individual proofs advanced by the figures of authority and discuss their mechanics and the theory behind their use.


Consequences


Although the importance of the proof for the Pramāṇa tradition is massive, within Geluk dialectical writings, in practical terms, the real tool of formalized argumentation is the consequence. In the present texts, our authors find little reason ever to make direct reference to consequences, but this is because their reliance on them is so pervasive. To better understand the specific function here, it may be helpful to distinguish among a variety of things that “consequence” might denote in the context of Buddhist writings. First, the consequence is often used to refer to Nāgārjuna’s distinctive form of refutation, a method that many describe as a kind of reductio ad absurdum. Second, it has a central place in Candrakīrti’s attack on Bhāviveka. Particularly well known in the Tibetan tradition, it serves as a springboard for distinguishing between the Prāsaṅgika and Svātantrika schools of Madhyamaka thought. Third, within Tibetan scholasticism, the consequence is a subject of analysis, especially among early exponents of the tradition. Both Chapa Chökyi Sengé and Sakya Paṇḍita were interested in classifying consequences according to their type. Fourth, in Tibetan Buddhist debate, the consequence is a verbal formula by means of which a challenger attacks the position of the respondent. The first three iterations of the consequence are embedded within specific discourses—namely, discussing Nāgārjuna’s approach, what characterizes Candrakīrti’s Prāsaṅgika thinking, together with the potential role of the consequence in inducing inference, and what defines the various subcategories of consequence. The iteration that comes closest to the consequence as used in our texts is the fourth one—the verbal formula used in monastic debate—in that in neither case is the consequence itself held up for scrutiny or discussed on the level of theory but rather belongs to the realm of practice, where it is employed both as a tool for analysis and a vehicle of communication. On the surface, a consequence resembles a proof in that it usually has something akin to the characteristic “A is B, because of C” formula. As with a proof, one can also refer to a consequence’s subject, predicate, reason, and pervasion.19 But unlike a proof, a consequence necessarily includes the words “it follows.” Packed into this seemingly minor distinction is a whole world of difference. “It follows” is used when one party is pointing out what he believes to be a logical implication or consequence of something the other party in the discourse has asserted. Theoretically, a correct proof should be capable of inducing a correct inference. This is possible because the various elements from which it is constructed are factual—that is, the proof’s content reflects reality. In contrast, the consequence is purely a verbal formula. It must be grounded in one or more positions accepted by the other party, and it is from these that it derives a logical conclusion. But its content has no loyalty to any objective reality. So while the proof may be the vehicle for conveying positive theses and assertions, for critical analysis in Geluk scholasticism, the consequence is the more important tool and is most representative of its style of dialectical discourse. Since the consequence primarily acts as the medium for analysis and argumentation, direct references to it in our texts are only occasional. Nevertheless, indirect reminders of the consequence’s presence are constant, as the authors explore the range of possible answers that an opponent might give to what is referred to in the translation (in brackets) as the “argument.”


The textbook explanation of how the consequence works, in terms of theory, calls upon us to imagine an individual who accepts that sound is permanent. Perhaps because he is strongly committed to the idea, a proof that overtly presents the opposite thesis, such as the standard “Sound is impermanent because it is produced,” may make little impact. So he may be presented instead with a consequence, such as “It follows that sound is not produced, because it is permanent.” Although the consequence may seem to do little more than reorder the elements in the proof, a crucial bit of information (sometimes missing from these explanations) is that ordinary individuals are said to be able to perceive that sound is produced but not that it is impermanent. That sound is produced is therefore something that the individual implicitly accepts, and denying it would fly in the face of common experience. The consequence is supposed to confront him with the conflict of trying to hold that something he knows to be produced is simultaneously not subject to change. Pointing out to him a logical implication of his incompatible positions is likely to be more successful in breaking down his misconception than presenting him with the standard proof.


The main concern with such examples is with technical correctness and making the relationship between the consequence and the proof associated with it a transparent one. But this explanation relies on a highly artificial situation, and it gives little indication of how a consequence might actually be used either in a live debate or in our texts. To demonstrate the latter, we can do no better than turn to the first occasion that a consequence appears in the translation. Our author, Khedrup Jé, is assessing the view of those who believe that the Pramāṇa treatises have no real place in Buddhism. These individuals feel that learning in Buddhism should be closely aligned with the true aim of spiritual practice—namely, to bring about internal change. Identifying this interior aspect as supreme, one of these individuals talks of a “piṭaka (collection) of internal learning.” What he is suggesting is not that there is a separate piṭaka of the Buddha’s teaching beyond the commonly accepted threefold division (i.e., the tripiṭaka) but that the affinity of purpose shared by these three can be extended to encompass other treatises with similar intents. He claims that the very subject matter of the literature on Pramāṇa excludes such writings from this category. It is to this opponent that Khedrup Jé directs his argument: “It follows that the Conqueror’s own teachings do not belong to the piṭaka of internal learning, because they also teach the two types of valid cognition, logical reasoning, and so forth.” When markers are inserted to help separate the component parts of this consequence, it reads:




It follows that the Conqueror’s teachings (A)


do not belong to the piṭaka of internal learning (B),


because they also teach the two types of valid cognition and so forth (C).





In the reason, Khedrup Jé makes more explicit the topics that the Pramāṇa treatises teach, such as valid cognition and logical reasoning. That aside, the formula clearly reuses the opponent’s own assertion that a Pramāṇa teaching cannot belong to the aforesaid piṭaka. This means that the first essential for a correct consequence—that it is based on the opponent’s own assertion—has been fulfilled. The author also introduces a new element, the teachings that the Buddha himself gave, as the subject. This produces a new conclusion, akin to the thesis of the proof that A is B. This conclusion that the Conqueror’s teachings do not belong to the piṭaka of internal learning is clearly one that the opponent does not welcome. This fulfills the second essential for a correct consequence, that the conclusion it reaches is one that is undesirable for the other party. In technical language, the consequence’s pervasion is the opponent’s own position. Described in more vernacular terms, the opponent has made a generalization without giving full thought to its implications. It often seems that the aim of the consequence is not so much to address a claim directly but to exploit implications that the opponent had failed to foresee. It should be apparent to the reader that, while the content of the consequences used in the text is often technical, the consequence itself only really aims to satisfy the two essential criteria just identified rather than any complicated technical definition.


In the situation described, the opponent cannot simply reject the consequence out of hand. The commitment of both parties to the rules of the discourse means that they agree not just that usage of the proof is the correct way to formulate an assertion but also that the usage of the consequence is the correct way to formulate a criticism. The opponent’s response must therefore be directed at either the conclusion or the grounds upon which it has been reached, (the grounds here being vaguely comparable to the argument’s premises). The first of these is rarely a viable option for the opponent. It would involve him either accepting or rejecting the conclusion “A is B.” He is unlikely to accept it, since by its very design, the consequence is intended to present him with an unwanted conclusion. And he can only reject the conclusion if he can identify the exact fault in the grounds upon which the conclusion is based. This effectively leaves the opponent with only two choices, denying either the reason or the pervasion. The example from the text can again be used to illustrate these choices. First, if the opponent rejects the reason, he is saying that he does not accept it to be true of the subject. In other words, he does not accept that the Conqueror’s teachings deal with topics such as the two types of valid cognition—that is, he rejects that C is true of A. Second, he could challenge the pervasion, meaning that he would deny that something teaching topics such as the two types of valid cognition is excluded from the piṭaka of internal learning—he rejects that what is C is necessarily B. To deny this would obviously be problematic, since it is exactly the position that is supposed to be his own, and upon which the consequence is based. In the text it is actually the first of these two options that Khedrup Jé is interested in, since he goes on to provide evidence of the Buddha having taught about valid cognition and his commitment to the logical approach. As to how the discussion unfolds, the text will speak for itself.


Such a consequence could quite feasibly be presented in a live monastic debate, but the other party would not be quite as constricted as the description above might suggest. The individual has more scope for avoiding the conclusion, often by challenging the accuracy with which his position has been characterized in the consequence.20 In the textual sphere, as represented in this volume, the opponents and their positions may be real, but only in very rare cases are the debates a true record of what was said during an actual encounter. While the discourse can be said to be imagined, it reads like a credible interaction between two parties engaged in a dialectical exchange. There may often be questions about the author’s representation of an opponent’s view. The way an opponent responds to the consequences is also entirely at the author’s discretion, but the opponent is frequently granted a “right of reply,” in which he may set about trying to refine his position. Although the author’s attacks always prevail ultimately, in addition to providing lessons in scholasticism’s reductive technique, these imagined debates are an interesting way of further exploring the positions of opponents, many of whom were no longer alive at the time that the texts were composed. A particularly interesting feature of our first author’s use of the consequence is a variation he regularly deploys. This involves the evocation of the three spheres motif, a point explained by the author and clarified in the accompanying notes. This variation, which appears to be entirely of Tibetan origin, is used to underline that the primary aim of the consequence is not just to criticize the opponent’s position but to deprive him of any means of response.


Other Aspects of Argumentation


While the proof and consequence represent the formal instruments of assertion and criticism, they belong to a wider spectrum of practices relating to argumentation. In a general sense, the reason and scripture formula serves as an accurate description of the materials used by any scholar to construct an argument. The notion of scripture stretches beyond the words of the Buddha to encompass passages from works by any figure that all parties in the discourse regard as being of complete authority, and in the Pramāṇa context this is usually Dignāga and Dharmakīrti. The hermeneutical approach means that in theory any passage is open to interpretation, usually according to context. While it is true that there is total agreement on certain passages, such that their meaning is no longer questioned, much of the discourse leads back to matters of interpretation. Typically, in support of a position that he proposes, a scholar will cite relevant passages of scripture and advance lines of reasoning. Another scholar who wishes to challenge him is expected to supply scriptural passages and lines of reasoning of his own that undermine or contradict those of the first. How each scholar interprets the passages in question is likely to feature centrally in the discourse.


Scholarly descriptions of the discourse emphasize its logical aspect and generally use the proof as their model. This stems from the preference for representing the tradition of scholasticism as systematic, rigorous, and above all one that has an objective methodology. But our authors, like those in other eras and cultural settings, are in the business of convincing the readership of their case. Notwithstanding the huge status of formalized techniques—which make the approach so distinctive—our authors also rely on various informal methods, including rhetoric. Among the most common of those deployed to undermine an opponent’s position or even the opponent himself are humor, mocking, and even ridicule. These should be recognized as strategic devices. They are consistent with the assertive persona that the Tibetan monastic debate culture encourages the individual to adopt for the purpose of dialectical discourse. They are accepted ways of strengthening the force of what one says but are clearly not regarded as substitutes for a coherent argument. Tibetan scholars never developed a system of classification for such types of rhetoric, but when used, they rarely aim at subtlety, and no further clarification seems necessary.


It is in fact only for the proof and the consequence that the tradition developed any sort of descriptive analysis and system of classification. The reader is likely to notice many other elements of logic that seem formalized in their language and structure. Most of these have no technical names in Tibetan and have traditionally been learned through practice rather than from any manual or rulebook, since neither appears to have ever been written. An example is the parallel argument, in which the author, usually for the sake of refutation rather than assertion, develops a line of reasoning analogous to the actual one held by an opponent. While not directly countering the opponent’s position, it may be seen to reduce it, by demonstrating that a line of reasoning comparable to the one proposed by the opponent could be used to reach an unwelcome conclusion with which he could not agree. The use of this type of argumentation in the writings of Chapa Chökyi Sengé has been examined by Pascale Hugon,21 but its place in Geluk writings such as those in this volume has yet to be investigated. Our authors do use hypothetical arguments partly intersecting with this type of argumentation, usually prefaced by questions such as “What would you say if someone argued such and such?” The author who employs this kind of argument generally endorses neither it nor its conclusions. The aim is rather to show that in committing to a chosen position, the opponent’s ability to support or defend another has been diminished. In addition, we see reliance on a welter of analytical schemes, sometimes with hermeneutical or etymological slants. These were for the most part taken from the earlier tradition, and when combined, they form the stock-in-trade of Tibetan scholasticism, although our authors sometimes employ them in novel ways. Because our authors expected their original audience to be familiar with these, they rarely feel the need to formally introduce them, but notes attached to the translation clarify some of the less obvious ones. On the one hand, these schemes are simply the means of examining and processing the materials in scriptures and treatises. But in argumentation, they are frequently presented as evidence, since the case for a particular position could only be enhanced if it is seen to stand up to the analyses based upon them.


A few more points about the thinking behind arguments can help to orientate readers. Geluk scholasticism relies heavily on its theory of definitions, and as mentioned above, a huge amount of its discourse centers on how something should be correctly defined. Apart from being a means of identification, the formulated definition can be used within a proof to allow further deductions. Aspects of the theory are revealed gradually throughout the texts, but it is useful to know beforehand that much of the thought is guided by a kind of dictionary logic. Here, a clear distinction is made between a thing defined, called the definiendum, and the characteristic(s) that embody it, called the definition. These are not equivalent to a word and its meaning in a lexicographic sense, but there are noticeable commonalities between the principles in the two fields. Thus, just as a lexicographer would try to create a definition or meaning that is easier to comprehend than the word it explains, here there is also a requirement that a definition is easier to realize than its definiendum. Reflecting the observation that a lexicographer who tries to define a word by citing the word itself would be seen as ineffective, here the stipulation is that no part of the definiendum should be explicit in the definition. It is perhaps always the case, however, that these “shared” principles are applied more strictly here than during the compilation of a dictionary. So while a lexicographer might aim for some degree of inclusiveness in addition to clarity and consistency, here the definition must be absolutely watertight. Since it is expected to serve a logical function, it must be exactly equivalent to—which here means coterminous with—what it defines. These are some of the principles that our authors take as given but rarely feel the need to spell out or reiterate.


Arguments can also often seem reductive—a description that generally carries largely negative connotations with regard to discourse. There are indeed strong grounds for suspecting that the positions of certain opponents are being oversimplified. Furthermore, having attacked an opponent’s position, an author will often invite the opponent to respond but in a manner that apparently forces him to choose from a very limited number of options. However, it is useful to remember that this partly arises from the areas of agreement between the two parties. In these texts, discourse frequently revolves around some particular epistemological or analytical model, each of which has a set of constituents and associated technical terms. When an author presents an opponent with limited options, it is often these models that are being referenced. An opponent, whether real or imagined, generally does not protest, simply because he agrees that the choices with which he is being presented are the only ones available.


Aspects of Shared Indian Heritage


With their stated aim of determining the true intention of Dignāga and Dharmakīrti, Tibetan writers on Pramāṇa set out to clearly distinguish between the views these two masters held from those they did not. Far less of a priority for them was distinguishing views that were unique to Dignāga and Dharmakīrti from those that they simply held in common with others. The vagueness about provenance can leave readers of Tibetan Pramāṇa works with the sense that everything correct or acceptable in some way derives from the two masters, especially as it appears that the only contributions that Indian non-Buddhists bring to the discourse are views that are patently wrong. Works on Indian philosophy and logic that are not purely written from the Buddhist perspective can help give a clearer impression of how much different traditions shared.22 For the present purposes, it is sufficient to briefly highlight a few areas of commonality with non-Buddhist traditions, not only to create a more balanced picture but also to give the reader a better sense of the thinking behind some of the debates and the issues that lie at their heart.





As is often pointed out, Dignāga and Dharmakīrti’s system of Pramāṇa arose from the crucible of religio-philosophical discourse in medieval India. Tibetan writings sometimes name individual proponents of non-Buddhist views, but more commonly they represent the opponents of the Buddhist Pramāṇa system as organized schools of thought. Although Tibetan authors generally agree that these schools must conform to an even-numbered scheme (of usually four, six, or eight), they differed on the identification of core groups and the borders between them. Nevertheless, the six non-Buddhist interlocutors presented in our volume belong to one of the most common enumerations. The six schools in question are the Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika, Mīmāṃsā, Sāṃkhya, Nirgrantha (Jain), and the Cārvāka (or Lokāyata). This classification should not be confused with what are now commonly presented as the six main schools of Hindu philosophy. These are the so-called āstika schools, which are contrasted with the nāstika. The āstika-nāstika classification appears primarily in Indian non-Buddhist sources. The distinction it makes is between the schools that affirm a fundamental entity or principal and those that deny it. Some identify the fundamental entity or principal in question as the deity Īśvara, while others say it is the authority of the Vedas. The āstika classification includes the Yoga and Vedānta schools; Tibetan authors disagree on whether to count these as independent traditions. The two schools that take their place in the Tibetan sixfold division are the Nirgrantha and the Cārvāka. In non-Buddhist sources, these two schools together with the Buddhists are the most prominent “deniers” (nāstika). We indeed find commonalities between Buddhist and Jain traditions, although Tibetan sources give no hint of this, and our authors in general find it difficult to acknowledge affinities with non-Buddhist traditions. The one issue on which Buddhist authors feel themselves able to express common cause with most non-Buddhist schools (although usually tacitly) is in what they perceive to be their united opposition to the materialists (the Cārvāka or Lokāyata),23 who are often portrayed not so much as philosophers but as overt hedonists or at least those bent on rationalizing hedonism. It is difficult to imagine our authors being willing to admit sharing a category with the Cārvāka, but these materialist philosophers were, like the Buddhists, “deniers.” Our authors make no overt reference to the āstika-nāstika classification, but when distinguishing their tradition from others they regularly focus on Buddhism’s denial or rejection of particular iconic beliefs associated with the Indian āstika schools. The chief among these are the beliefs in a supreme being, the ultimate authority of the Vedas, and the existence of a form of self that is known as the ātman—all of which are targeted by our authors. As with their forebears in the Indian Pramāṇa tradition, our authors constantly emphasize the divide between Buddhist and non-Buddhist philosophical thinking, but before engaging with this perspective, it is worth considering just how much is shared across that divide.


The most conspicuous affinity shared by the Buddhist and non-Buddhists schools (excluding the materialists) is their primary religious worldview with its Indic system of belief in samsara, liberation, and karma. For our authors, acceptance of this worldview is a given, so they rarely feel the urge to step outside the adversarial framework to acknowledge any sort of solidarity about it. On a more philosophical level, an area of commonality already identified is implicit in the notion of pramāṇa itself. Dharmakīrti may well have been exceptional in his “relentless pursuit for certainty,”24 but as already mentioned, the concept of pramāṇa may predate Buddhism, as do elements of the discourse pinpointing trusted sources of knowledge. Buddhists and non-Buddhists were drawn into debates about the correct identification of these sources by a good deal of agreement about fundamental principles.


Among the philosophical Hindu schools, the one with which the Pramāṇa tradition shares the closest intellectual affinity is the Nyāya. This school is known for its early systematization of thought, and developments in the fields of logic and epistemology, as expressed in the Nyāyasūtras (ca. 150 CE) attributed to Akṣapāda Gautama. Throughout the era that Buddhism thrived in India, those in the Nyāya school were held to be the Hindu specialists on logic, and over the centuries, other Hindu traditions came to accept much of their system. Many of the discourses in Pramāṇa literature parallel those in Nyāya writings, and in a number of cases, there is clear evidence of interaction between adherents of the two traditions. Despite their commonalities, the Buddhist and Nyāya traditions regarded themselves as rivals rather than comrades, and works like Nāgārjuna’s Treatise on Pulverization and Dharmakīrti’s Science of Disputation are specific refutations of different aspects within the Nyāya system. In the works translated in this volume, like those of most other Tibetan authors dealing with Indian non-Buddhist philosophical traditions, the Nyāya is portrayed as just one school among many. However, in the third work, by Jamyang Shepa, a fourfold division of pramāṇa has a key place. This division is generally understood to originate with Nyāya thinkers, and it is a perfect example of how aspects of their epistemological and logical traditions came to be accepted as standard.





A key example of a concept that structures Pramāṇa thinking and has Indic rather than specifically Buddhist roots is the notion of substance (Skt. dravya, Tib. rdzas). A substance is commonly viewed as a substratum separated from the properties it possesses, which inhere or subsist within it. Two discussions that feature in our texts concern whether certain mental faculties constitute substance and how substantial existence contrasts with imputed existence. These specific questions are largely internal ones debated among different Buddhist schools. However, the basic notion of substance as the foremost category—a possessor of qualities that is contrasted with a category of less concrete phenomena—is as fundamental to Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika, and Jain thinking as it is to the Buddhist Pramāṇa tradition. Dignāga and Dharmakīrti certainly disagree with their non-Buddhist peers on what counts as a substance, but the ontology itself is one that they, like other Buddhist philosophers, inherit from earlier times and largely accept. It is only at the hands of the Buddhist Prāsaṅgika Madhyamaka that we see aspects of this ontology being challenged.


Some variety of separation between a thing and its properties is fundamental to the Pramāṇa tradition and pervades every facet of its thinking. This is indicated by the proliferation of terms related to the divide. On the one hand there is the basis or subject, and on the other there is the property or predicate, the quality or attribute, and the characteristic. This separation is core to the Pramāṇa tradition’s model of analysis. The same model structures the logical proof, which asserts that the subject has a certain property. Two parties may find themselves at philosophical odds on a particular issue, and the ensuing debate will be characterized by a series of affirmations and negations. These all rely on the subject property model, and it is the degree of consensus about it that allows Buddhists and non-Buddhists to engage each other in structured debate.


Despite this common conceptual framework, the greatest exemplifier of the divide between the Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools is the former’s attitude to a particular variety of realism, which serves as a principal driving force for Buddhist Pramāṇa thinkers and also as an issue behind several recurring arguments. As attested by our texts, in Tibetan Buddhist philosophical literature, there is a pejorative dimension to being labeled a realist (Skt. vastusatpadārthavādin, Tib. dngos smra ba). In our first two texts, the two non-Mahayana Buddhist schools—Vaibhāṣika and Sautrāntika—often find themselves unfavorably classified together with the non-Buddhists as realists, whereas in the third text, it is Dignāga’s Pramāṇa tradition itself that seems to be the recipient of this disparaging designation. While anti-realism is strong in Buddhist thinking generally, the particular brand of realism that is subjected to an unremitting onslaught by Pramāṇa thinkers is embodied by the Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika schools, and to some degree the Sāṃkhya too. The above-mentioned common conceptual framework means that they, like the Buddhists, accept such distinctions as those between a thing and its properties, the whole and its parts, the universal and the particular, and the object and its name.


According to a Buddhist critique, these schools are guilty of reifying the elements on both sides of the distinction as well as the distinction itself. It must be stressed that these non-Buddhist schools do not have a uniform set of views; there are variations among their positions. However, the Buddhists believe they are addressing a tendency of thought that all the non-Buddhist schools are liable to exhibit. For these non-Buddhist schools, the mind cognizes things—horses, cows, and so forth—and the differences between them, but it has no direct role in producing either the things or their differences. The mind’s ability to cognize these things and differentiate between them is due to the fact that they have individual, affirmative essences, such as horseness or cowness. Substances are portrayed as independent and indivisible. To support the rigid classifications of phenomena that these schools assert, even the qualities or attributes that inhere within these substances are granted some degree of independent reality as qualities or attributes. They maintain that the separation between these various elements is real while simultaneously denying a role for conception; this is a weakness that Buddhist Pramāṇa scholars constantly target. They draw attention, for instance, to the ensuing contradictions when these schools are pressed to explain the relation between the whole and its parts. This approach parallels the lines of argumentation found in the Madhyamaka analysis of self. The bottom line for Buddhist thinkers is the need to take account of the mind, by not seeing it as a passive cognizer that merely confirms the existence of its object but understanding its role in creating that existence. Due to the nature of the binary divisions discussed above, for Pramāṇa scholars, the emphasis here is on constructs (non-actual things), and the centrality of conceptuality to their existence. Things on the other side of the divide, such as sounds and pots, as well as their features of production, impermanence, and so forth, also form part of the discussion. They may be actual things, but what determines that they belong to certain categories and are assigned the roles of subject, predicate, or reason in a proof, like the categories and roles themselves, is thought. The Buddhist Pramāṇa thinkers reduce the real, solid distinctions held by the non-Buddhist schools to linguistic and analytical conveniences.


The most regular object of criticism in our texts is the realist theory of language and its understanding of the relationship between an object and its name. For these non-Buddhists, there is a unique, semi-mystical bond between a word and the thing it denotes, whereas for Pramāṇa thinkers, the connection between the two is a matter of arbitrary choice and subsequent convention. In short, these non-Buddhist schools have a realist vision of the world as one populated by real, independent objects endowed with affirmative essences and belonging to actual categories. This is subjected to an incessant assault on every available occasion by our authors who, like other Buddhist Pramāṇa thinkers, seek to dismantle notions of substantive, independent existence and expose the pervasive role of conception.


Pramāṇa Views from the Geluk Perspective


Some describe Geluk understandings of Pramāṇa and interpretations of Dharmakīrti’s writings as unorthodox. This says nothing about their popularity. The Indian Pramāṇa system had a historical impact on Buddhist traditions in China, Korea, and Japan, among others, but especially in Tibet, where it served as the foundation of scholasticism. The institutionalized learning of Pramāṇa in the main Geluk monasteries appears to go back to Khedrup Jé’s tenure as Ganden throneholder (see below), and these monasteries served as massive centers for the promotion of the Pramāṇa interpretations of Tsongkhapa and his followers. Given the stability and continuity of the major Geluk monastic centers, their model of largescale education, and their successful export of this model within Tibet and beyond, it seems unlikely that there has ever been another system to rival the Geluk one in terms of the number of scholars it has trained in Pramāṇa.


Even though Geluk Pramāṇa interpretations cannot be regarded as marginal in terms of their popularity, on certain points they do not conform with the historical mainstream. This mainstream is determined not by how many people have accepted the points of interpretation but the number of scholars, throughout Asia rather than just in Tibet, who have expressed support for them in their writings. It is important to keep a sense of proportion on what divides Geluk and mainstream understandings. The differences are highlighted by contemporary specialists on Dharmakīrti’s writings, who tend to approach them from a philosophical rather than from a religious perspective. To the nonspecialist, the separation between interpretations could well seem relatively minor. Perhaps the main differences in Geluk interpretations surface in relation to the division between specifically characterized and generally characterized things, aspects of which are discussed above in the section “Binaries and Realities.” There is agreement that generally characterized things are conceptual constructs. In reinforcing the basic dichotomies already outlined and attacking the realism of non-Buddhists schools, Dharmakīrti is keen to contrast the reality of the causal world with the concept-reliant schematic one. As such, he never explicitly assigns to the constructs anything more than a shadowy, insubstantial status. The prevalent view is that such things have no actual existence. Geluk scholars, however, regard this position as highly problematic, as it makes no clear distinction between these constructs and things that are totally imagined. For them, it is essential to maintain a strict divide between these two: the former shape our understanding of reality, whereas the latter, such as the hare’s horn(s), are pure fictions. Just as valid cognition must be able to confirm the nonexistence of the fictional, it must also be able to confirm the existence of these constructs, without ever denying the conceptually bound nature of that existence. An overriding concern is with the likes of selflessness and emptiness. These are unquestionably negations and thus cannot exist separate from mind. But to conclude that they therefore have no existence would mean, for example, that selflessness has no more reality or truth to it than the self that it negates. For Geluk scholars, this would undermine not just the epistemological model but also the soteriological one. Thus they rebut any suggestion that such transformative, ultimate realities are anything less than existent. As illustrated by this example, Geluk thinkers aim for what they see as logical consistency throughout the whole system. As Dreyfus rightly observes, it is often the case that they deem philosophical principles as higher than exegetic ones.25 Their views are frequently arrived at through having pushed certain lines of thinking to their logical conclusions.


The view on constructs just described is nowadays most commonly associated with the Geluk school and is seen as characteristic of their system. The first two works in the present volume belong to the earliest stage of writings that the Geluk tradition would later come to identify as purely its own. In these, the idea that constructs exist is not one that the authors simply entertained or are gradually moving toward; it is presented as a firm, unambiguous position. There is no clear picture of how such unanimity was reached, and our authors never describe such matters in terms of an intellectual evolution. But this does not mean that the view originated with Tsongkhapa or his followers. Questions regarding the category of noncomposed or unconditioned things—including uncaused space, selflessness, and various types of cessation or absence—go back a long way in Indian Buddhism, centuries before Buddhism’s arrival in Tibet. In earlier Tibetan scholasticism, there was no uniformity about the status of the category. Some, like many later non-Geluk scholars, simply place them outside the categorical schemes that demand they be classified as either existent or nonexistent. Others reject this, and explore both the existence and nonexistence options as viable, but never express a firm opinion on which is correct. But Tibetan scholars seem increasingly to identify the category of noncomposed things with the category of constructs (i.e., generally characterized things). A couple of generations before Tsongkhapa and his followers, Chomden Rikpai Raldri (1227–1305) expressed a position that has some correspondence with Geluk views on this matter.26 Chomden Rikpai Raldri became a very prominent teacher at Narthang Monastery, an early Kadam stronghold. He helped develop the Narthang branch of scholarship, an offshoot of the Sangphu tradition, and seems to have been very influential on Tsongkhapa. Thus, in many instances, Tsongkhapa and his followers seem to have brought ideas that earlier scholars had expressed to what they saw as their logical conclusion.


In common with other Tibetan scholars, those of the Geluk tradition were also prepared to augment terminology and develop categories that they saw as implicit in Dharmakīrti’s writings. To give one example, the fact that the absence of a thing could be used to make logical deductions is key to Dharmakīrti’s thinking, and this absence is the basis of the category of “nonobservation reasons” that he describes at length. But he does not explicitly set out the subdivisions for the category that we see explained in the first work in this volume. The subdivisions seem to have derived from Tibetan scholars who noticed that one of the nonobservation proofs cited by Dharmakīrti did not fit comfortably within the parameters he appeared to set for the category. They took this to mean that he actually acknowledged that the category contained two varieties, and they went on to clarify the differences between them. The original scholars responsible for distinguishing between the two varieties belonged to the earlier tradition of Tibetan scholasticism. But it is in Geluk literature that the distinction is explored with greatest alacrity and to its furthest extent.


There is also a very clear strategic dimension to the way that Geluk scholars deal with Pramāṇa writings. These writings, like the Cittamātra system more generally, are regarded as a preliminary to engaging with Madhyamaka. Signs of this dimension are detectable in Geluk presentation of certain aspects of the Pramāṇa system, especially those pertaining directly to emptiness and processes of imputation. Even if the positions in question are eventually superseded by higher ones, they may still be valued as a means of refining thinking and offering their own insights. Geluk scholars also distinguish between the intent of the author and his work. They agree that Dharmakīrti’s Seven Treatises are presented from the Cittamātra perspective. But this did not necessarily mean that Dharmakīrti personally subscribed to the Cittamātra system, since some of the scholars argued that his final view was Madhyamaka. Geluk scholars also agreed that both Sautrāntika and Cittamātra systems were represented in Dharmakīrti’s works. The Sautrāntika perspective, with its more realistic standpoint, often seems to serve as a default in Geluk Pramāṇa writings. It is only on issues about which the two systems strongly differ that their respective positions are explicitly spelled out. The existence of externally established objects and the corresponding theories of perception are among the most obvious areas of disagreement. Hence, in the first work, Khedrup Jé devotes separate sections to the two systems’ competing explanations of the three conditions that give rise to perception, since this is related to the consideration of whether there is an object out there acting as one of the perception’s causes. But for the most part, Geluk scholars prefer not to go through the Pramāṇa materials systematically by carving them up into Sautrāntika and Cittamātra sections.27 Instead they understand the majority of the Pramāṇa writings as expressing a set of principles in the sphere of epistemology and logic that are not just acceptable to both Sautrāntika and Cittamātra but even have extension beyond their systems.


On the other side of the fundamental dichotomy there are some significant differences in the way that Geluk scholars understand specifically characterized things. Rather than preempting the authors’ own explanations of these, some of the major differences, along with a number of other distinctive features of Geluk epistemology, are listed below in bullet-point style. Given the technical nature of these features, readers may find such a list helpful as a point of reference as they delve into the texts. Furthermore, this list, which is in no way intended to be comprehensive, can alert readers to the areas where they are likely to encounter discrepancies between Geluk and other interpretations of the Pramāṇa system. Those who wish to learn more about the diverging interpretations of Pramāṇa, especially in the Tibetan context, and to seek more contemporary analysis of the finer distinctions between Geluk scholars and those of other schools, particularly the Sakya, may do well to consult Recognizing Reality by Georges Dreyfus.




	
Conceptual constructs—those on the generally characterized (sāmānyalakṣaṇa) side of the dichotomy mentioned in the earlier section—are realities and are existent.



	
Actual things—those on the specifically characterized (svalakṣaṇa) side of the dichotomy—have an equal ontological status. The grosser entities that are constituted of individual particles or instants of consciousness are no less real and existent than those constituents.



	Particulars do not equate exactly with specifically characterized things, nor do universals equate exactly with those that are generally characterized.


	There is a “moderate realist” view on particulars, and this contrasts with the “antirealist” view of Sakya Paṇḍita and other Sakya scholars.


	While specifically characterized and generally characterized things are mutually exclusive categories, universals and particulars are not.


	The basic criterion for being a universal is to have particular instantiations. Hence a universal can be either an actual thing (e.g., pot) or a conceptual construct arrived at through negation (e.g., the absence of pot).


	
The basic criterion for being a particular is to belong to a type, or in other words, to have a universal. This explains why something like pot can simultaneously be a particular—an instantiation of the universal existent thing—and also a universal—that to which individual pots belong.



	Rather than transcending categorization, the ultimate lies within the sphere of valid cognition and has a definite ontological status. It lies within the reach of thought and language, and is accessible through logical reasoning.


	There is adherence to a theory of definitions developed at Sangphu, involving a three-way split among the definition, definiendum, and illustration.


	
The standard model of representationalism in perception is refuted, as exemplified by the distinct way that the object-aspect is identified.









There are also two basics of Geluk logic that it is essential to be aware of when reading the dialectical exchanges within this volume:




	A double negation equates to an affirmation.


	
In argumentation, stating that one does not accept a particular assertion is seen as tantamount to holding the converse of that assertion (i.e., not accepting the claim that x is y is equivalent to asserting that x is not y).






Geluk Pramāṇa in the Context of Tibetan Schools


All three works in this volume are now regarded as Geluk writings, but only the third was composed by someone who identified himself as belonging to the Geluk school. At the time the first two works were written, the Geluk school did not yet exist. Tsongkhapa is commonly represented as the school’s founder, although it would be more accurate to view him as the central figure around whom the school’s identity coalesced. As with other Tibetan religious traditions, most of the work of carving out a distinct identity and presenting it as an independent school was undertaken by disciples and later followers. The origins of the Geluk go back to individuals who were drawn to Tsongkhapa and eventually formed a community. This group gained its first stable base with the founding of Ganden Monastery near Lhasa in 1409, due to which, one of the names they were originally known by was Ganden-pas (i.e., those associated with Ganden). The Geluk identity as a school was what developed in subsequent decades and centuries. For a variety of reasons, including its relatively late formation and centralized structure, many aspects of the Geluk tradition have greater uniformity than those of other Tibetan schools. This is certainly true of its teachings and philosophy, as set forth in the writings of Tsongkhapa, Khedrup Jé, and Gyaltsab Jé, which soon took on canonical status within the tradition.


The high degree of intellectual homogeneity among Geluk thinkers did not originate in anything resembling an organized church. There has never been a senior council or authority determining policy and prescribing official thought. The same is true for the consistency we see among the writings of Tsongkhapa, Khedrup Jé, and Gyaltsab Jé. The latter two were neither neophytes brought up in Tsongkhapa’s tradition nor exactly converts to it. Prior to meeting Tsongkhapa, they were noted scholars in their own right. And given Khedrup Jé’s independence of thought (discussed below), it may seem slightly surprising that there was such agreement among them on philosophical matters. In the field of Pramāṇa, Khedrup Jé indeed retained some of his individuality. Gyaltsab Jé’s interpretations are held to be closer to those of Tsongkhapa, to the extent that Gyaltsab Jé’s Illuminator of the Path to Liberation, his explanation of Dharmakīrti’s Commentary on Pramāṇa, is regarded as expressing Tsongkhapa’s own thought, since it is reportedly based on teachings that he gave—Tsongkhapa himself apparently did not compose a full commentary to Dharmakīrti’s work. A number of works attributed to Tsongkhapa follow this pattern, with the colophons describing them as Gyaltsab Jé’s notes on Tsongkhapa’s teaching. Although this might be seen to cloud the boundary between the input of the two individuals, these works are traditionally regarded as faithful recordings of Tsongkhapa’s words.


Khedrup Jé’s own thinking on Pramāṇa, as expressed most comprehensively in the Banisher of Ignorance (contained in this volume) and his own commentary on Dharmakīrti’s treatise, differs in some respects from that of Gyaltsab Jé, although this does not result in radically diverging interpretations. But importantly, rather than trying to gloss over these differences, the tradition found ways of absorbing them. Khedrup Jé’s “variations” are celebrated as aspects of his own individuality and even held to embody scholasticism’s principle that the sphere of commentarial interpretation should encompass multiple voices. Later generations of Geluk writers went on to compose textbooks (yig cha) that serve as the main study materials within the various colleges (grwa tshang) of the main Geluk monasteries. In the textbooks on Pramāṇa, authors also expressed minor differences of interpretation. Jamyang Shepa, the author of the third text translated in this volume, whose textbooks were adopted by Gomang College, was more favorable to Khedrup Jé’s interpretations than other textbook writers. But variations of interpretation at the textbook level have again never been seen to threaten the school’s integrity. Indeed, these textbooks together with their variations are generally perceived to be a major strength of the college system functioning within the great Geluk centers.


On the topic of schools, there are two more important points to be made. Geluk scholasticism has been seen as exemplifying an unusually analytical approach to Buddhism, and arising from this, it has regularly drawn a set of criticisms. There are charges that it is overly intellectual and discursive, concerns itself with topics that are too abstruse, and that its beloved Pramāṇa is a field of knowledge that is not “properly” Buddhist, since aspects of its logic are shared with Indian non-Buddhist schools and are (according to some) of non-Buddhist origin. But perhaps the two most enduring criticisms are that the school’s analytical approach is not compatible with the contemplative spirit that many have felt should characterize Buddhism, and that there is something unseemly and even un-Buddhist about the way that its tradition of scholasticism appears to encourage and perhaps even revel in fault-finding, disagreement, and combative argumentation. In the contemporary setting, positions on the dialectical approach are often seen purely through the prism of schools and sectarian divides. But while those in the Geluk tradition may latterly have been the foremost advocates of dialecticism in Tibet, this mantle was one they inherited, together with the associated discourse and tensions, from earlier Tibetan scholasticism, which first arose in the eleventh century.


Furthermore, in historical terms, what are now described as the Tibetan religious schools were never clearly separated into opposing camps of proponents and detractors of the analytical approach associated with Pramāṇa. David Jackson makes some valuable points pertinent to this.28 As he observes, the criticisms mentioned above have not always clustered together neatly such that they can be arranged into two clearly identifiable sides—the pro- and anti-factions. Among what might broadly be termed “Pramāṇa critics,” there were actually various strands of thought, and Jackson provides glimpses of their shades. Furthermore, as Jackson observes, in addition to Sakya authors (who were more readily associated with forms of scholasticism), various luminaries among the branches of Kagyü were staunch supporters of Pramāṇa long before the Geluk tradition appeared on the scene. This is true, for instance, of the Drikung Kagyü, since figures such as Jikten Gönpo (1143–1217) cannot be viewed simply as lone voices or historical outliers. If we stick with the traditional picture of Tibetan religious affiliation, the schools cannot, therefore, be arranged to form a neat, oppositional divide. Their engagement with the analytical approach, exemplified by an interest in Pramāṇa, can be seen as spanning a range, akin to the various Buddhist traditions’ relations with anti-realism. And if we are prepared to go deeper, taking into account the inclinations of individual religious figures and branches within those schools, as well as considering different stages in history, then even this more realistic picture presents some challenges.


It is, nevertheless, fair to say that the issue of Pramāṇa has tended to act as a lightning rod for criticism, with much of the historical discourse coming down to questions about the worth of Pramāṇa study and its relevance to the Buddhist notion of an escape from suffering. The whole initial section of our first text, by Khedrup Jé, is essentially a defense of Pramāṇa in terms of the path and, more generally, of scholasticism’s analytical approach. In setting out to establish Pramāṇa’s pivotal role in the Buddhist vision, it reaffirms principles shared with the system’s detractors—namely, a belief in the primacy of meditation and a conviction that whatever means are employed to reach the final goal (and in this case, however analytical or argumentative those means might be), these should never be mistaken for ends in themselves: there must always be a clear-sighted recognition that the goal is to overcome suffering by eradicating deluded thoughts. The section of defense in Khedrup Jé’s work was by no means original. By his time, the argument was well rehearsed, and defense sections or apologia taking a very similar form and often drawing upon the same set of quotations can be found in works from earlier centuries. Intriguingly, a large portion of the section in Khedrup Jé’s text almost matches verbatim the opening passages in Gyaltsab Jé’s Extensive Pramāṇa Memorandum, the contents of which, the colophon reports, derive from a teaching delivered by Tsongkhapa.


Even if such defenses had become standard prefaces for the more expansive works on Pramāṇa, it still seems reasonable to wonder whether our authors had specific parties in mind when they wrote them and whether some of their remarks were directed at particular individuals. If so, they never reveal the identity of those who seem to have opposed the Pramāṇa tradition, reserving their main criticisms for their fellow scholars, all of whom were steadfast proponents of Pramāṇa. However, at one point in his defense section, Khedrup Jé makes a disparaging comment about those who rely on “personal instructions.” This may lead us to wonder whether certain Kagyü traditions, which lay great stress on instructions communicated directly from master to disciple, are the target. Gampopa Sönam Rinchen (1079–1153), who is seen as the founder of the Dakpo Kagyü tradition, was not drawn to the analytical approach and does not seem to have favored the study of Pramāṇa. However, it was among some of his followers that this developed into a pronounced opposition. For instance, in his Ornament Clarifying the Essence (of Gampopa’s Four Dharmas), Layakpa Jangchup Ngödrup, one of Gampopa’s disciples, cites a passage by Maitreya29 that also appears early in Khedrup Jé’s work. But while Khedrup Jé uses it in defense of the Pramāṇa tradition, Layakpa argues that it supports his conclusion that there is no place for logical reasoning in the Buddhist path.30 A strain of anti-Pramāṇa sentiment within the Dakpo Kagyü traditions is therefore undeniable, although historically, these cannot be characterized as traditions that were totally hostile to the study of Pramāṇa or that rejected the notion of pramāṇa itself. Founders of the Dakpo Kagyü subschools, including Düsum Khyenpa (posthumously designated the First Karmapa, 1110–93), Phakmo Drupa Dorjé Gyalpo (1110–70), and possibly also Shang Tsalpa Tsöndrü Drakpa (1122–93), had all studied Pramāṇa with Chapa Chökyi Sengé. The Seventh Karmapa Chödrak Gyatso’s (1454–1506) deep engagement with Pramāṇa also resulted in one of the finest expansive Tibetan commentaries on Dharmakīrti’s writings.31


There is, however, emerging evidence of discourse among those who would commonly be identified as followers of Atiśa and belonging to the Kadam tradition. Certain individuals involved in this discourse did not reject the notion of pramāṇa outright but disagreed with the strict twofold division of it advanced by Dignāga and Dharmakīrti. These individuals—who were clearly conversant with the language of the Pramāṇa tradition emanating from Sangphu—began using it to develop alternative models, in which the aforesaid “personalized instructions” were recognized as one type of pramāṇa (i.e., a valid source of knowledge).32 Although some of the discussion about different varieties of pramāṇa has its origins in earlier Indian textual traditions, we clearly see aspects of a Tibetan discourse in which Pramāṇa thinking is informing the development of new epistemological models that some regarded as better suited to the Tibetan situation or the Tibetans’ own understanding of Buddhist meditational practice. Hence, if it is apt to talk of an opposition against whom these Geluk authors saw themselves as defending Dignāga’s and Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇa tradition, it must be seen to have comprised not just those who denied the validity of the analytical approach but also those who were prepared to be more creative with the Indian inheritance.


One thing we can be sure of, however, is that in his remark on personalized instruction, Khedrup Jé is not denying this as a model of transmission. His own collected works include several writings that owe their roots to the very same type of instruction. It is for this reason that the need to add a proviso was mentioned in the earlier discussion about the Geluk school’s insistence on the importance of logic in the path. While for Geluk scholars, individualized instructions have no place in the Pramāṇa tradition and the practices of scholasticism associated with it, in other fields, especially those of meditation and tantra, such means of transmission are viewed as essential. As remarked above, Geluk scholasticism divides subjects into distinct fields and treats many of them very separately. This separation also extends into other spheres, such as the domains in which knowledge is stored and the mediums through which it is transmitted or conveyed.


How then are we to view the remarks of a figure like Khedrup Jé, who seems to attack personalized instructions here but in other works expresses implicit faith in the same medium? Tibetan scholasticism has misgivings about opaque processes in certain contexts. When particular scholars challenge personalized meditation instructions, they are very unlikely to be questioning the veracity of the style of transmission in general terms, especially as they regard it with reverence themselves. Instead, they are expressing their suspicions that this institution can sometimes serve as a cloak for ineffectual or misguided direction, especially if the recipient is being instructed to turn away from inquiry and learning. In summary, with respect to Pramāṇa and other fields viewed as falling within the domain of scholasticism, the Gelukpa prefer clinical explanations over empirical ones and public practices of knowledge transmission over private ones. A common thread running through their analytical methods is the belief in accountability: individuals should be prepared to submit their views to scrutiny and, if called upon to do so, defend them.


Aspects of such thinking are apparent in the present works, but it does not mean that they pervade every form of Geluk literature. Little of the clinical logician may be evident in devotional writings or certain tantric works, where we often seem to be presented with a different side of the author altogether. These different versions of the author are also very rooted in the Geluk approach. Its scholasticism has found ways of compartmentalizing fields of learning but also ways of prescribing the various outlooks, viewpoints, and sets of locution that should accompany each. The visions of the path associated with each field may also differ, as can the descriptions of the means and criteria for the attainment of knowledge. How these can all be integrated within a single vision is not always immediately apparent, even though the Geluk tradition’s hierarchical organization of systems makes it clear that some supersede others. The stance of Geluk writers on the necessity for inference and logical reasoning as the paths to true realization may appear uncompromising. But this begs some obvious questions: How much weight do such assertions carry, if within the Geluk’s own model of knowledge, the Pramāṇa system is eventually to be surpassed by those of Madhyamaka and tantra? When one moves outside the Pramāṇa paradigm, do such assertions simply cease to be valid?


Two observations are in order here. First, certain aspects of Pramāṇa are admittedly bound to specific commentarial or didactic contexts. But drawing upon my many years of personal involvement with the tradition, I would say that Pramāṇa as a system has meant far more to Tibetan scholasticism and the Geluk than just one among a number of fields of learning, and this is due chiefly to its inextricable relation with logic. The logic deriving from the Pramāṇa system is most important for what it is seen to stand for—namely, a rational, critical approach to Buddhism, which is opposed to fuzzy and cluttered thinking. Hence, rather than being a perspective that is adopted provisionally, it is a mentality, which Geluk scholars feel permeates the whole of their tradition. It expresses itself not only in the order and structure of the texts but also in the Geluk educational system, especially in the practice of debate. Thus, in this sense, Pramāṇa thinking is never completely surpassed. In relation to the third text in this volume, by Jamyang Shepa, readers can judge for themselves how much, in the Geluk interpretation of Candrakīrti, Madhyamaka is actually being allowed to supersede Pramāṇa thinking. More generally, Geluk works on Madhyamaka do not set about totally deconstructing the aspects most strongly associated with Pramāṇa thinking, including its theory of definitions. That the shift in context should have brought some change in the understanding of such things is implied, but is rarely addressed directly.


Second, Geluk scholars, like those of other religious traditions in Tibet, extol the virtues of tantra and regard it as the highest system. We often hear that the tantric system is superior to the sutra one because it offers alternative techniques by means of which the same or homologous goals can be reached more swiftly. Accordingly, Geluk works on tantra deal with a plethora of esoteric techniques, meditational practices, and versions of the path, together with their alternative epistemologies. In such works, Geluk scholars seem to operate in a different space than in their writings on Pramāṇa. We see no concerted attempt to show how Pramāṇa thought can be incorporated into tantra or how a fusion of the systems might be possible. But if certain aspects of the Pramāṇa vision, including the reliance on inference and logic, are barely mentioned in these tantric writings, this does not mean that the authors feel these aspects have effectively been displaced. The Pramāṇa model is never overtly dismantled. A careful reading of tantric writings reveals occasional references, ranging from the terse to the oblique, that suggest that processes of reasoning have necessarily preceded the topics under discussion. Hence, even in the most advanced of tantric meditational techniques, while understated or virtually imperceptible, Pramāṇa thinking is nevertheless always present.





The Authors


The composers of the first two texts in this volume, Khedrup Gelek Palsang (1385–1438), popularly known as Khedrup Jé, and Gyaltsab Darma Rinchen (1364–1432), popularly known as Gyaltsab Jé, were direct disciples of Tsongkhapa Losang Drakpa (1357–1419). Khedrup Jé and Gyaltsab Jé are now celebrated as Tsongkhapa’s chief disciples, with the three of them forming the “father and spiritual sons” triumvirate of the Geluk school. These three figures were also the first three Ganden throneholders. Despite the iconic status of our authors, the following brief sketches of their lives are not condensed hagiographies. They are instead restricted to corroborated details that are historically informative. These descriptions aim to give some sense of our authors as individuals, identify the key events in their lives, and contribute to the reader’s engagement with and appreciation of the works in this volume. Significant religious figures such as these received various names during their lifetimes—birth name, ordination name, and names incorporating titles and epithets. On grounds of expedience, I have mostly referred to them by the same name throughout.



KHEDRUP GELEK PALSANG (KHEDRUP JÉ)



Although our first author composed the most important early biography of Tsongkhapa, Entrance Point for the Faithful, contemporary materials on his own life are more limited. He left no autobiography, but writings such as his Record of Teachings Received provide valuable details. He later became the subject of much creative narrative and genealogy, the prime example of which is his retrospective recognition as the first Panchen Lama (one that is not universally accepted). Such recognitions reveal something about the political, regional, and religious situation during the times of their conception and are informative about Tibetan hagiographical mechanisms, but they generally tell us very little about the individuals supposedly at their center.


Gelek Palsang, who later acquired the name Khedrup, was born in the Doklung Valley in Tsang, the western region of the Tibetan Central province (Ü-tsang), in 1385. His father was a local official within the Sakya polity in the former myriarchy (an administrative division created by the Mongols) of Latö Jang. Ngamring Monastery and the structures close to it served as the administrative hub for the territory. Having taken novice vows while still a young child, Gelek Palsang entered this monastery, began his studies, and probably stayed throughout his teens. At the beginning of his twenties, it seems that he moved to Sakya Monastery, also in Tsang. According to his own account, in 1403 he took full ordination from Jetsun Rendawa Shönü Lodrö (1349–1412) in the temple of Muzing. With Rendawa, he studied core subjects of scholasticism and received tantric teachings. In preceding years, Rendawa had also taught Tsongkhapa and Gyaltsab Jé, and Tsongkhapa considered Rendawa his most significant spiritual guide. Rendawa was also extremely important to Khedrup Jé, and he is second only to Tsongkhapa in the number of expressions of honor he attracted in Khedrup Jé’s writings.


Khedrup Jé’s early life was steeped in the Sakya tradition. But in his mid-twenties, he left the environs of the Sakya strongholds of Tsang and journeyed to Ü, the eastern region of the Tibetan Central province. Later Geluk writings say that he traveled with the sole purpose of meeting Tsongkhapa and that he carried with him a letter of introduction from Jetsun Rendawa. The single-minded goal of his journey may well be a narrative simplification: it was a common practice for learned monks of his age to undertake a journey to visit the major centers of scholastic learning within Ü and Tsang. By Khedrup Jé’s own account though, once in Ü, he was presented with many auspicious opportunities, such as that of receiving instructions on Atiśa’s “three combined rivers of bodhicitta” from Tsongkhapa before the Jowo statue in Lhasa on the fifteenth day of the month of miracles. The prospect of such opportunities would surely have entered into his decision to travel to Ü.33 What is certain is that Khedrup Jé’s journey led to his first encounter with Tsongkhapa and he became part of Tsongkhapa’s circle soon after. In addition to repeating the study of core subjects of scholasticism that he had earlier undertaken with Jetsun Rendawa, he took other teachings and empowerments from Tsongkhapa and joined him in meditational retreats. The exact duration of this stage in his life is uncertain, and there are ambiguities about the sequence of events in the years that immediately follow.


However, Khedrup Jé’s next step was definitely to return to Tsang. There is no suggestion that this represented any sort of acrimonious break with Tsongkhapa and his circle, but the reports that Khedrup Jé returned with the clear purpose of promoting Tsongkhapa’s teachings after having made copious notes from the time he spent with him, and that Tsongkhapa was involved in the creation of such a plan, are quite likely to be later narrative embellishments. For instance, in the work translated in this volume, which was composed after his return to Tsang, Tsongkhapa is mentioned only once, at the end, albeit in a manner that affirms his personal importance to Khedrup Jé. It is sensible to remain open-minded to the possibility that Khedrup Jé was exercising his own prerogative in the return to Tsang rather than executing some proselytizing master plan. It seems Khedrup Jé initially returned to Ngamring, his original monastery, and was eventually invited to take up the role of abbot of Changra Monastery, which had been built in 1413. Changra was to remain Khedrup Jé’s main center for many years. At some point he acquired the academic title of kachupa, most likely before his stay at Changra. Whatever the case, thereafter Khedrup Jé was most commonly referred to by himself and others as the Changra Kachupa or the Changra Abbot. Within the same period of his residency in Tsang, Khedrup Jé also founded the monastery of Riwo Dangchen in Panam, close to Changra. Later, in Gyantsé, while still in his early thirties, he became involved in the establishment of Palkhor Chödé Monastery. He eventually withdrew from the project following a souring of relations with its patron, Rabten Kunsang Phak (1389–1442), the ruler of Gyantsé, but was resident there for some time and completed at least one of his major compositions there. It seems that he returned to Riwo Dangchen after that. One of his later biographies names other monasteries that he founded, but details are sparse.


Khedrup Jé did not shy away from dispute. At the tender age of sixteen, he crossed swords with the well-known scholar Bodong Choklé Namgyal (1376–1451) in a public debate during the latter’s visit to Ngamring. Although a later, much-anticipated public showdown with the major scholar Rongtön Sheja Kunrik (1367–1449) never materialized, the two took up cudgels via the written medium. But he was not unknown for fractious relations even outside the domain of formalized disputation and became involved in various clashes, such as the one with the forementioned Rabten Kunsang Phak, reportedly in relation to Rongtön. Another was with Ngorchen Kunga Sangpo, in relation to Palkhor Chödé’s foundation but centered on diverging views on the Hevajra body maṇḍala.34 Khedrup Jé also had differences with other elements within the Sakya hierarchy. Furthermore, even by the standards of Tibetan scholasticism, which accepts or even encourages boldness and vociferousness in argumentation, Khedrup Jé’s outspoken style pushed the limits, as the first work translated in this volume attests, and he is regarded as having few rivals in terms of his swagger and abrasiveness.


After his return to Tsang, it is unclear how much direct contact Khedrup Jé had with Tsongkhapa and the circle of followers who lived together with him over a number of years in Ü. Khedrup Jé made no secret of the fact that some of the events he recounts in Tsongkhapa’s biography were reconstructed, based on reports he gathered from others who witnessed them in person. But simultaneous with Khedrup Jé’s own efforts developing monastic institutions in Tsang, the mobile, loose-knit group of disciples surrounding Tsongkhapa in Ü transformed into a residential monastic community with Tsongkhapa’s founding of Ganden Monastery in 1409. The establishment of other major centers followed swiftly. After Tsongkhapa’s passing in 1419, Gyaltsab Jé was appointed the second Ganden throneholder. In 1431, he traveled to Nenying Monastery in Tsang and requested Khedrup Jé to be his successor. It seems they then journeyed back to Ü together, and Khedrup Jé took up the post almost immediately, at the age of forty-five. He remained the throneholder for close to eight years, until his passing. During his tenure, his decision to set up a Sangphu-styled center for dialectical study at Ganden had what appears to be a major impact on the monastery and perhaps the character of the Geluk tradition itself. Another notable act involved the construction of two side-by-side structures housing the remains of Tsongkhapa and Gyaltsab Jé at Ganden. Following his own demise, another structure with his own relics was created so that Tsongkhapa’s structure was flanked by his and Gyaltsab Jé’s, an arrangement that appears to have inspired the iconographic depiction of the Geluk triumvirate.


Khedrup Jé’s literary legacy is contained in the eleven volumes of his collected works (or twelve volumes in some editions). Among his scholastic writings, his works on Pramāṇa are highly respected. Also much admired are the Thousand Measures: Providing the Fortunate with Sight on Madhyamaka and the Appearance of That Difficult to Realize, his explanation of Haribhadra’s commentary on the Ornament of Realizations (relating to aspects of Prajñāpāramitā literature.) The larger portion of his works are about tantra, and among these, he is best known for his considerable writings on Kālacakra and Hevajra as well as his exegesis on the classes of Buddhist tantra. His biography of Tsongkhapa also counts as a very significant work. More generally, he is known for his numerous versified eulogies. Apart from its content, Khedrup Jé’s writing is celebrated for its aesthetic value. This derives from his love of the kāvya-style poetry, and Khedrup Jé’s verses are saturated with figures and allusion from that tradition. Despite its complexity, Khedrup Jé’s style remains admired for its rich imagery and expressiveness. Some later Geluk writers composed commentaries on it, and his versified works have been treated as a yardstick, with subsequent generations of authors (particularly those belonging to the Geluk tradition) seeking to emulate them. It is unsurprising that Khedrup Jé’s compositional skills were also employed to great effect against those he sought to criticize, often cuttingly. It should be noted that even at its most excoriating, Khedrup Jé’s writing is still held up and celebrated as the exemplification of a particularly rambunctious style of Tibetan writing.


Finally, certain scholars have portrayed Khedrup Jé as having rejected his Sakya roots and even having rebelled against the Sakya order. Such portrayals usually rely on oversimplifications regarding Sakya homogeneity. Khedrup Jé clearly had disagreements with individual scholars and also with elements of what might be termed a Sakya establishment,35 but there was never a wholesale rejection of Sakya teachings. The current work is prima facie evidence of the respect that Khedrup Jé held for Sakya Paṇḍita’s Pramāṇa interpretation, and this respect was certainly not limited to that field. This notwithstanding, in Khedrup Jé we undoubtedly encounter one of Tibetan religious history’s real characters, who was clearly no stranger to controversy. His independence and outspokenness have served more to endear him than damage his reputation among many Tibetans, and perhaps make his faith in Tsongkhapa the more touching.



GYALTSAB DARMA RINCHEN (GYALTSAB JÉ)



Since contemporary biographical sources for our second author are even more limited than for our first one, we know very little about his early life. Darma Rinchen was born in 1364, and like Khedrup Jé, he was a native of Tsang. Darma Rinchen gained the reverential epithet of Gyaltsab later in life, probably when he ascended to the throne of Ganden, as Tsongkhapa’s “regent.” Details of his ordination survive, but we do not know his first monastery or any institution with which he maintained a lasting relationship, and consequently we know little about his early learning and education, save for the fact that he engaged in study at various monasteries in Tsang, which must have included Sakya and also Nenying (he renewed his relationship with Nenying in his later years.) Jetsun Rendawa was among the group who granted him ordination, and having studied with him, Gyaltsab Jé, like Khedrup Jé, considered Rendawa one of his principal teachers. Although little is known about his life before he met Tsongkhapa, in his early decades he gained a considerable reputation as a scholar. One fact that has recently been drawn attention to is what was apparently the instrumental role he played in the development of the new scholastic degree, kachupa.36 It is also clear from reports of his examinations that he spent some time at Sangphu. He first encountered Tsongkhapa immediately after having completed these examinations. Gyaltsab Jé had traveled from Tsang to Ü. It seems almost certain that meeting Tsongkhapa was one of the aims of this journey, but it may also have been motivated by a wish to submit to scholarly examination at Sangphu. Almost immediately it seems, Gyaltsab Jé joined the close circle of companions and disciples surrounding Tsongkhapa. Unlike Khedrup Jé, however, he chose to stay in Ü, accompanying Tsongkhapa rather than returning to Tsang. Although Gyaltsab Jé taught within his own right, he was one of the chief among Tsongkhapa’s followers who helped establish Ganden Monastery.


Gyaltsab Jé also engaged in significant public disputations with notable figures of the day. These included Rongtön Sheja Kunrik and Yaktön Sangyé Pal. Reports of these confrontations are largely restricted to the pre-Tsongkhapa period of Gyaltsab Jé’s life. It is uncertain whether this reflects the limitations of available historical sources or a change in the nature of his activities following his joining of Tsongkhapa’s circle. What can be said with greater certainty than in the case of Khedrup Jé is that Gyaltsab Jé’s activities in the fields of teaching and establishing monastic communities in Ü were directly supported by Tsongkhapa. Gyaltsab Jé became one of his most trusted disciples, and just prior to Tsongkhapa’s passing in 1419, he handed over two of his few personal belongings (his cloak and staff) to Gyaltsab Jé. Shortly afterward, a delegation of Tsongkhapa’s other disciples, apparently headed by Duldzin Drakpa Gyaltsen (1374–1434), requested him to take up Tsongkhapa’s mantle. He agreed and became the second Ganden throneholder, a post he held for eleven years.


Gyaltsab Jé wrote numerous works, most of which are contained in the eight volumes of his collected writings. Some coined a specific label for his oeuvre, referring to them as the Darṭik (“Dar commentaries”)—a name that incorporated the first syllable of his name Darma. This highly unusual distinction is a testament to the impact of Gyaltsab Jé’s writings. But the name was generally used unflatteringly by those outside the Ganden tradition, particularly those who felt troubled by what they saw as his reinterpretations of aspects of Pramāṇa. Later collators of his writings controversially chose not to include his commentary on Sakya Paṇḍita’s Treasure of Pramāṇa Reasoning within his Collected Works. Two of his texts came to have massive importance in Geluk scholastic education—his main work on Pramāṇa, Illuminator of the Path to Liberation, which is his explanation of Dharmakīrti’s Commentary on Pramāṇa, and Ornament Essence, which is his principal writing on the Prajñāpāramitā-related field of study known in Tibetan as Pharchin. According to oral tradition, these works were based on notes made from Tsongkhapa’s personal teachings on the subjects, and they are de facto regarded as representing Tsongkhapa’s real intention, and in the Geluk mainstream are treated as the school’s most definitive works in their respective fields. Outside the main curriculum, various other works by Gyaltsab Jé, including his commentary on Śāntideva’s Entering the Bodhisattva Way, are also considered very important. Many of his works are commentaries to treatises on which Tsongkhapa left no separate writings. It is fair to say that what became mainstream Geluk thinking is represented most notably in works composed by Tsongkhapa and those that are in Gyaltsab Jé’s name but are thought to have been written with Tsongkhapa’s approval. Most of Gyaltsab Jé’s major works were written late in his career, during his time in Ganden, when he and his companions were consolidating Tsongkhapa’s legacy.


It was a year prior to his passing that Gyaltsab Jé requested Khedrup Jé to replace him as the Ganden throneholder. This choice proved controversial, since it was felt in some quarters that Duldzin Drakpa Gyaltsen was his natural successor. Drakpa Gyaltsen had been another of Tsongkhapa’s most trusted disciples, and as already noted, he also appears to have been among the foremost of those who had entreated Gyaltsab Jé, just over a decade earlier, to take on the position of the second throneholder. There also seems to have been some disquiet about Khedrup Jé, who had become a more distant and perhaps independent figure, outside Tsongkhapa’s close circle. However, Drakpa Gyalsten seemed mainly inclined toward monastic discipline and meditational practice, and the only works he is known to have composed were on Vinaya and tantra. Gyaltsab Jé likely saw Khedrup Jé as better suited to supporting the burgeoning project of monastery establishment that Tsongkhapa’s disciples had embarked upon. Furthermore, Gyaltsab Jé and Khedrup Jé clearly shared a vision of the new tradition that placed scholasticism at its heart.



JAMYANG SHEPA



The biographical materials for Jamyang Shepa,37 who was originally named Ngawang Tsöndrü, are more comprehensive than those for our first two authors. They include his Autobiographical Verses, a self-penned account of his first three decades (until about 1680). He was born in the town of Lhetra Ting in Amdo, Eastern Tibet, in 1648. He recounts that he was a sickly child and at the age of five received a hand blessing from the Fifth Dalai Lama, Ngawang Losang Gyatso (1617–82), who was apparently on his way to Beijing. This encounter forged a “Dharma connection” between them and, he implies, had a restorative physical effect upon him. He began reading texts at the age of seven, but it was not until thirteen that he became a pre-novice. His autobiographical verses detail the many topics he learned and the meditations he engaged in but do not reveal whether he joined a monastery. In 1668, at the age of twenty-one, like our two previous authors, he traveled to Ü—where the Geluk monastic centers, by now well established, were situated—and was admitted to the Gomang College of Drepung Monastery, where he began studying. He also renewed his acquaintance with the Fifth Dalai Lama, who granted him novice ordination in that same year. We can probably infer that his ordination had been deferred until that time so that he could receive it from the Fifth Dalai Lama in person.


Arising from encounters during this period, two individuals that he refers to as his “root” teachers are Phabongkha Jamyang Drakpa and Döndrup Gyatso. His autobiographical verses describe this first period in Gomang but concentrate almost exclusively on the many texts he studied and the empowerments he took. It is said that he received the name Jamyang Shepa (“Mañjuśrī Smiles”) as the result of a statue indicating approval of the incredible effort he put into his religious exercises. This apocryphal account presumably refers to this period of his life. Our knowledge of Jamyang Shepa’s education relies heavily on his own account, but we can be sure that he was an exceptionally dedicated student who made rapid progress. At the age of twenty-five he underwent examination, primarily at Sangphu Monastery, and emerged, like our previous two authors, with the scholastic title of kachupa.


His full ordination was likely to have taken place in 1674. In 1676, he entered Gyümé Tantric College, where he formed a firm bond with Changkya Losang Chöden (1642–1714). Upon the latter’s demise, Jamyang Shepa was called upon to officially recognize his reincarnation. Later, when Jamyang Shepa himself passed away, the second Changkya in turn recognized his reincarnation. This reciprocal arrangement between the two lines was to prove key to the development of Geluk institutions in Amdo.


With his formal studies completed, Jamyang Shepa entered a new stage of his life from 1680 (his autobiographical account ends at this time), when he took up residence at Riwo Gephel, the retreat area above Drepung Monastery. There he embarked on a long period of meditation and an extremely productive phase of authorship, during which many of his most important works were composed. He also occasionally gave teachings and received instructions.


The next stage of Jamyang Shepa’s life was marked by his transformation into a public figure and saw him being thrust into the center of the turbulent politics of the time. The Fifth Dalai Lama’s passing in 1682 had been kept secret until 1697 by his prime minister turned regent, Desi Sangyé Gyatso (1653–1705). The interregnum had given the regent time to discover the individual who was to be recognized as the Sixth Dalai Lama and have him enthroned in Lhasa. Jamyang Shepa, who was now one of the most respected Geluk figures, accepted to serve as a principal guide of the Sixth Dalai Lama, Tsangyang Gyatso (1683–1706). Despite the best efforts of Jamyang Shepa and others, the Sixth Dalai Lama eventually rejected the life of monasticism planned for him and soon spiraled out of the scholastic orbit. In his public role as a member of the Lhasa establishment, Jamyang Shepa had frequent contact with the regent, who was probably instrumental in getting him appointed as the thirty-second abbot of Gomang by the Sixth Dalai Lama, in 1702.


The regent was himself a notable lay scholar, and evidence suggests that he and Jamyang Shepa maintained a healthy respect for each other’s learning. However, they had differing understandings of the boundaries and obligations that their official relationship imposed on them. On two occasions the regent is said to have requested that Jamyang Shepa compose certain texts with a particular commentarial slant. As recounted in Gene Smith’s short English introduction to Jamyang Shepa’s explanation of Dharmakīrti’s Commentary on Pramāṇa, the regent is said to have asked the author to compose a work that favored Dharmottara’s interpretation. The fact that the regent was not in agreement with Khedrup Jé’s positions was a factor here. On being shown the first chapter of the resultant work, the regent is said to have exhibited displeasure at Jamyang Shepa’s failure to comply with his recommendation. Assuming that the report of this event is accurate, it is difficult to say whether Jamyang Shepa’s action represented a stand for scholarly independence or was simply the expression of a preexisting interpretational preference that he saw no reason to conceal.


Central Tibet was plunged into turmoil when Qoshot Mongol forces, under the leadership of Lhasang Khan (d. 1717), challenged the legitimacy of the Sixth Dalai Lama. Lhasang Khan led his forces into Lhasa in 1705, attacked Drepung Monastery, and was complicit in the murder of the regent and probably also the Sixth Dalai Lama. Jamyang Shepa had enjoyed cordial relations with the Qoshot leader prior to this series of events, but his efforts to restrain Lhasang Khan met with limited success. He stepped down from his post at Gomang in 1707 and returned to Amdo in 1709. Following this return, which was against the wishes of Lhasang Khan, he managed to secure the safety of the individual who was to be recognized as the Seventh Dalai Lama, Kalsang Gyatso (1708–57). In one of his most significant deeds, Jamyang Shepa founded Labrang Tashikhyil Monastery, which developed into the region’s largest. His native area in the vicinity of Lake Kokonor (Tib. Tso Ngön) was ethnically diverse, and his move proved popular with other Mongolian groups, including the Dzungars, who settled there and went on to depose the Qoshot in Central Tibet in 1717.


Having reestablished himself in Amdo, Jamyang Shepa resumed writing. He was a prolific author, and the most extensive version of his collected writings contains sixteen volumes. In terms of their historical influence, his most important compositions were those jointly adopted as textbooks for Gomang and Labrang. By Jamyang Shepa’s time, the Geluk tradition had developed a clear study program in their major monastic centers. Textbooks became the main materials of the scholastic curriculum, serving as the prism through which the principal Indian treatises and even the thought of Tsongkhapa and his chief disciples were to be understood. These are all post-fifteenth-century compositions and vary among the different colleges. Through the figure of Jamyang Shepa and use of his textbooks, Gomang and Labrang developed an abiding affinity with each other. These two centers also gave rise to numerous branches, which were particularly welcoming to those hailing from Amdo and various Mongolian groups. On various measures—such as the geographical spread, quantity, and ethnic diversity of the monastic populations who have relied on them—Jamyang Shepa’s textbooks are unrivaled in their diffusion.


Apart from his Decisive Analysis of the Pramāṇavārttika, which comments on the first three chapters of the treatise, his Presentation of Tenets and History of the Yamāntaka Tradition are held in particularly high regard. During his later years, Jamyang Shepa gradually delegated the running of Labrang to others, focusing more on spiritual practice until his death in 1721 or 1722.


Some of Jamyang Shepa’s followers have been accused of being overzealous in expressing their commitment to the Geluk tradition, to the point of engaging in sectarianism. The main controversy associated with Jamyang Shepa himself is probably the issue of whether he could have done more to curb the excesses of the Dzungars when they arrived in Central Tibet, especially to deter their persecution of followers of the Nyingma tradition. At present there is little clear evidence on how much personal leverage he had with the Dzungars. As we saw in the case of the Qoshot, good relations with a leader or group, even if of a religious nature, have not always translated into the ability to influence their actions. Sangyé Gyatso’s reported dislike for Khedrup Jé’s interpretations seemed to be based on the fact that they did not always accord with those of Gyaltsab Jé (and perhaps indirectly, those of Tsongkhapa). Sangyé Gyatso’s intervention could well be seen as an attempt to create a Geluk orthodoxy, at least in the sense of commentarial interpretation. Whether or not Jamyang Shepa’s resistance to this was partly a matter of principle, his siding with Khedrup Jé’s thinking helped to reinforce the idea that the Geluk tradition had a place for differing interpretations. It also had the effect of situating Jamyang Shepa slightly outside the commentarial mainstream, an area of affinity that he continues to share with Khedrup Jé and has filtered through to the many institutions and communities that align themselves with Jamyang Shepa.


The Texts



TEXT 1



There are four attested works on Pramāṇa composed by Khedrup Jé. Those generally seen as his major contributions are the two longest ones, which are Banisher of Ignorance, translated in the present volume, and Ocean of Reasoning, his explanation of Dharmakīrti’s Commentary on Pramāṇa.38 In setting out to explain a single root text, the latter fits firmly within the traditional commentarial mode. The former belongs to the more select group that attempts to describe the essentials of the Pramāṇa field as a whole. Sakya Paṇḍita’s Treasure of Pramāṇa Reasoning, composed about 1219, has the same aim, as does the Ornament of Reasoning by Gendun Drup, the First Dalai Lama, which was written in 1437, not long after Khedrup Jé’s work.


The exact year(s) of composition for this work by Khedrup Jé are unknown. He did not include dates in the colophons of his writings, and other clues are sparse. However, he states that Changra was the place of composition. We can be reasonably sure that this was undertaken during his time as abbot of Changra (the monastery was apparently built in 1413), prior to his involvement with Palkhor Chödé and his eventual return to Riwo Dangchen. By that reckoning, the work would have been produced when he was in his late twenties or early thirties, most likely somewhere between 1412 and 1415.39


Leonard van der Kuijp observes that Khedrup Jé cites Banisher of Ignorance many times in his Ocean of Reasoning and concludes that it must have been completed before that latter work.40 However, a closer inspection reveals that the Ocean of Reasoning is also mentioned several times in Banisher of Ignorance (although not by name). The references Khedrup Jé makes to specific sections in the Ocean of Reasoning are phrased in a manner that could suggest they were not yet finished, but when speaking of the work as a whole, he gives the impression of a completed task. It seems safe to say that work on the two texts overlapped and that at least a substantial part of the Ocean of Reasoning was already in existence when Banisher of Ignorance was finalized. The possibility remains that Khedrup Jé wrote sections of the two texts in tandem and that their different formats sometimes allowed him to treat the same material in alternative ways.


The present work is highly structured and unusually systematic, even by the standards of Tibetan scholasticism. Although it had been common for some centuries to organize the discussions using a threefold framework—the refutation of others’ assertions, followed by setting out our own position, and then dealing with objections to that position—Khedrup Jé employs these with noteworthy consistency. These he applies most regularly to what counts as the correct definition of the object or feature at hand. The Banisher of Ignorance is divided into three major sections, the third of which employs a novel structure with nine subsections exploring some of the major ontologies of scholasticism through a series of mainly binary divisions. Although Khedrup Jé does not seem to be imitating any earlier work, we note that the first two major sections mirror the first two chapters of Sakya Paṇḍita’s Treasure of Pramāṇa Reasoning, and almost half of the nine subsections in the third portion correspond to independent chapters in that work.


Certain Geluk works that rely on a dialectical format—such as those of the Collected Topics (bsdus grwa) genre, which are primarily used for educational purposes—use fictional opponents to voice theoretical arguments and positions. This is not the case with the present work. While a large amount of the dialogue exploring the views and responses of others is necessarily imagined, we can be almost certain that when Khedrup Jé refers to the assertion or claim of “someone,” he has in mind real scholars, and the views that he attributes to them are ones that they genuinely expressed, primarily in their writings. Khedrup Jé seems to devote most of his energy to refuting his contemporaries. Thus, even though the figures are generally anonymized, this work is undoubtedly one of the most complete surveys of Tibetan scholarly opinion on Pramāṇa during the late medieval period. According to oral tradition, this work was composed after a public disputation with Bodong Choklé Namgyal. The event was very real, although the work was actually composed at least twelve years later, and Bodong Choklé Namgyal is never named by Khedrup Jé. Nevertheless, various other sources allow us to identify Bodong as one of Khedrup Jé’s targets, and therefore this work has the highly unusual feature of having been derived partly from exchanges that occurred in a face-to-face disputation.41


As mentioned above, Chapa Chökyi Sengé composed a work entitled Banisher of Ignorance in the twelfth century. This text has only recently reemerged, having long been considered lost, and has immense importance for the development of the Pramāṇa tradition in Tibet. It is understood to be the first example of a “Pramāṇa Summary” (tshad ma bsdus pa), which despite its unassuming title, represented an entirely fresh Tibetan conception of how to present the material of the Pramāṇa tradition. Khedrup Jé’s Banisher of Ignorance and Gendun Drup’s Ornament of Reasoning are later manifestations of this genre. But its heyday was during the early centuries of Sangphu scholasticism. Sakya Paṇḍita’s Treasure of Pramāṇa Reasoning was intended as an alternative to this genre of writing and clearly sought to challenge it. Although Khedrup Jé’s Banisher of Ignorance is inspired by the format of the Sangphu “Pramāṇa Summary,” he sought to distance himself from aspects of Sangphu scholarship, and on a number of occasions in this work claims allegiance to Sakya Paṇḍita’s Treasure of Pramāṇa Reasoning. Further research is required to determine the exact relationship between Khedrup Jé’s Banisher of Ignorance and the one composed by Chapa Chökyi Sengé. However, it seems inconceivable that Khedrup Jé would have been unaware of the existence of that work and of the possibility that his evocative reuse of the name would be interpreted as a reference to it, even though it was obviously not intended as an endorsement of Chapa Chökyi Sengé’s system.


Khedrup Jé’s Banisher of Ignorance achieves the rare feat of dealing with topics of a complex and profound nature in a rigorous, technical manner while providing what can best be described as moments of entertainment. The serious, demanding material is regularly punctured by his bursts of bravado, in which all his wit and craft with language and imagery are on display.


On a personal note, by some quirk of karma, and quite unrelated to my being commissioned to translate this work, Banisher of Ignorance was the very first Tibetan text that I ever bought, when I, at the very start of my efforts to learn the language, and with only the crudest understandings of what the text was, stumbled across it in a monastery bookshop when attending a Kālacakra initiation by H. H. the Dalai Lama in Rikon, Switzerland.



TEXT 2



This text is by Gyaltsab Jé, the second Ganden throneholder, who composed no less than eleven known works on the topic of Pramāṇa.42 Although undated, it is clearly a mature work. The colophon states that it was composed at Ganden Monastery, so it must have been produced between 1409 and 1432. Taking the contents into consideration, it seems most likely that it was produced in the 1420s. The text is not a commentary on a root text and is relatively brief, as a result of which it has been regarded as a minor writing and somewhat overlooked. It explores one of the topics that Dharmakīrti highlights in his Analysis of Relation, which is a “branch” work among the Seven Treatises, according to Tibetan scholasticism. Dharmakīrti’s Analysis of Relation gave rise to its own commentarial tradition in India and enjoyed an afterlife in Tibet in at least one work, the Analysis of Relation: Floral Ornament, by Chomden Rikpai Raldri (1227–1305). In the present text, Gyaltsab Jé does not follow that tradition. Instead he unites explication on the topic of relation with that of preclusion. Sakya Paṇḍita had earlier come close to doing so in his Treasure of Pramāṇa Reasoning, in which the sixth and seventh chapters are respectively devoted to those two topics. Gyaltsab Jé’s text aligns its content far more closely with the later Tibetan writings arising from that work by Sakya Paṇḍita than with any specific Indian commentarial tradition.


The importance of the two topics that are the focus of Gyaltsab Jé’s work was summed up by the later Sakya scholar Shākya Chokden (1428–1507) in his pithy remark, “The main immediate subject matter of the texts on logic is refutation and establishment. The root that these rely upon is preclusion and relationship.”43 By making preclusion and relationship the subject of a separate text, Gyaltsab Jé highlights their importance in Pramāṇa writing and thinking. He wishes to show that not only do the pervasion of a formal proof and hence the proof itself necessarily rely on preclusion and relationship, but any form of establishment or negation also implicitly depends on those two. Thus Gyaltsab Jé’s work drills down to the principles at the heart of Buddhist logic and reasoning.


While Gyaltsab Jé refers to the positions of Indian commentators, his concerns lie in the reception and interpretation of their writings by earlier Tibetan scholars, particularly those from Sangphu. He also wants to convey that preclusion and relationship have significance well beyond the sphere of Pramāṇa. For him, these are principles with universal application, which the Madhyamaka system does not set about dismantling. He further highlights this point by emphasizing the role of preclusion in the paths that counter delusion. More generally, he argues that without a clear understanding of the principles of preclusion and relationship, higher levels of realization are unfeasible.



TEXT 3



Jamyang Shepa does not inform us in this work when he composed it, but he mentions his own commentary on Candrakīrti’s Entering the Middle Way, which he completed in 1695. Although simultaneous composition cannot be entirely ruled out, the present work is probably of a later date. The colophon says it was written at Riwo Gephel, suggesting the work was completed during his long period of relative seclusion there, at some point between 1695 and his appointment as the abbot of Gomang in 1702. But the same colophon mentions a Tri Rinpoché (i.e., “throneholder”) as one of his teachers. This would appear to be Döndrup Gyatso (1655–1727), and if this is a reference to his time as Ganden throneholder (1702–8), it would make the composition slightly later.44


The title gives the impression that the work is a commentary on Candrakīrti’s Clear Words. But since Jamyang Shepa’s main concern here is with the topic of valid cognition in the foundational writings of Madhyamaka, he only concentrates on the first chapter of Candrakīrti’s work. Mirroring that chapter’s content, Jamyang Shepa carefully sets out Candrakīrti’s argument that even epistemological understanding must respect the conventions of everyday language. In addition to Clear Words, Jamyang Shepa draws from relevant sections in Candrakīrti’s other commentaries on treatises by Nāgārjuna and Āryadeva, as well as Nāgārjuna’s own Dispeller of Dispute.


Jamyang Shepa’s work shares its abbreviated name with one by Khedrup Jé, the Thousand Measures: Providing the Fortunate with Sight.45 The tradition of assigning the name Thousand Measures to works relating to Clear Words goes as far back as Patsab Nyima Drak, who first translated Clear Words into Tibetan in the late eleventh or early twelfth century. It represents a partial play on words, as the Tibetan syllable for “thousand” (stong) also means “empty,” as in “emptiness.” Although the allusion is less certain, the Tibetan word for “measure” (thun) is the same as the one for “session,” as in an allotted period for meditation. The name of Khedrup Jé’s work might seem to indicate that Jamyang Shepa had been anticipated here, but Khedrup Jé’s Thousand Measures is not a commentary on Clear Words, despite containing much related content. Neither does the manner in which Jamyang Shepa cites Khedrup Jé’s Thousand Measures suggest that he is directly relying on its commentarial interpretation. However, appended to Khedrup Jé’s Thousand Measures are a number of sections written by other authors, including Shangshung Chöwang Drakpa (1404–69), a principal disciple of Tsongkhapa. Chöwang Drakpa describes his sections as being derived from notes he took during teachings. In one of them, he clearly identifies Khedrup Jé as the source. Another short section by him is based on parts of Clear Words and covers some of the same areas that Jamyang Shepa’s work does. Again, it is described as Chöwang Drakpa’s “notes,” but the source of the teaching is not specified. Jamyang Shepa never mentions the sections bearing Chöwang Drakpa’s name, and it is unclear at what stage they were appended to Khedrup Jé’s text. Notwithstanding doubts about these matters, it seems clear that Khedrup Jé had some role in inspiring Jamyang Shepa’s work.
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Technical Note


The three translations in this volume rely on the annotated Tibetan critical edition of the three texts contained in Dpal dge ldan pa’i tshad ma rig pa’i gzhung gces btus (Anthology of Pramāṇa Works of the Glorious Gedenpa), published in New Delhi in modern book format by the Institute of Tibetan Classics (2006, ISBN 81–89165–19–4) as volume 21 of the Bod kyi gtsug lag gces btus series. The three Tibetan works are: Tshad ma sde bdun gyi rgyan yid kyi mun sel (Banisher of Ignorance: An Ornament of the Seven Treatises on Pramāṇa) by Khedrup Gelek Palsang, ’Gal ’brel gyi rnam gzhag (On Preclusion and Relationship) by Gyaltsab Darma Rinchen, and Tshig gsal stong thun gyi tshad ma’i rnam bshad (An Exposition on Valid Cognition in the Thousand Measures of Clear Words) by Jamyang Shepa. The Tibetan critical edition was prepared specifically for The Library of Tibetan Classics series. Bracketed numbers embedded in the text of the translation refer to page numbers in the critical edition, which can be viewed online at http://purl.bdrc.io/resource/WA3KG150.


The conventions for phonetic transcription of Tibetan words are those developed by the Institute of Tibetan Classics and Wisdom Publications. These reflect approximately the pronunciation of words in modern Central Tibetan dialects. Transliterations of the phoneticized Tibetan terms and names used in the text can be found in the table in the appendix. Sanskrit diacritics are used throughout except for Sanskrit terms that have been naturalized into English, such as samsara, nirvana, sutra, and Mahayana.


Pronunciation of Tibetan phonetics


ph and th are aspirated p and t, as in pet and tip.


ö is similar to the eu in the French seul.


ü is similar to the ü in the German füllen.


ai is similar to the e in bet.


é is similar to the e in prey.





Pronunciation of Sanskrit


Palatal ś and retroflex ṣ are similar to the English unvoiced sh.


c is an unaspirated ch similar to the ch in chill.


The vowel ṛ is similar to the American r in pretty.


ñ is somewhat similar to the nasalized ny in canyon.


ṅ is similar to the ng in sing or anger.


Abbreviations






	Catuḥśatakaṭīkā


	Candrakīrti. Commentary to Four Hundred Stanzas. Toh 3865.







	Pramāṇasamuccaya


	Dignāga. Compendium of Pramāṇa. Toh 4203.







	Pramāṇavārttika


	Dharmakīrti. Commentary on Pramāṇa. Toh 4210.







	Pramāṇaviniścaya


	Dharmakīrti. Ascertainment of Pramāṇa. Toh 4211.







	Pramāṇaviniścayaṭīkā


	Dharmottara. Direct Commentary on the Ascertainment of Pramāṇa. Toh 4229 (chapters 1 and 2) and Toh 4227 (chapter 3). A.k.a. The Correct (’Thad ldan).







	Prasannapadā


	Candrakīrti, Clear Words. Toh 3860. All citations are from chapter 1 unless specified otherwise.
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1. Introduction: The Aim and Subject Matter of Pramāṇa Treatises



In Sanskrit, this work is entitled Pramaṇaśāstrasenasaptālaṃkāramanata.46 In Tibetan, it is called Tshad ma’i bstan bcos sde bdun gyi rgyan yid kyi mun sel.


Homage to the Noble Mañjughoṣa!


The blue-throated [Śiva], sporting his lunar diadem and an abundance of streaming locks, rushes to your lotus feet with the enthusiasm of a bee making for a flower.


The splendor of your physical presence outshines even that of the mountain of precious jewels; so immense is its grandeur that the earth, girdled by the oceans, must surely shudder, as it strains to support it.


Your enlightened activity is like the dawn light; as its first shafts appear, the commander of the dark forces discards his arrows and is stunned into inactivity.


Your speech is a great lake, exquisitely rimmed by trees with the sixty branches [of verbal qualities];


through it, Mighty Sage [Śākyamuni], may you relieve the world of all ills!


While Śiva has his lunar diadem, your insignia is the crown jewel of compassion, symbol that you have taken upon yourself the burden of helping limitless beings in samsara.


The devoted offering of just a handful of flowers in celebration of your qualities is all it takes [to invite] a brilliant flash of insight, bursting into my mind like blazing sunlight, banishing the murky gloom of unknowing.


Just as soothing moonlight falls upon every night lily on the lake’s waters, the wonderful pervasive power of your omniscient awareness saturates the lotus mind of every living being.





At your lotus feet, Mañjughoṣa, nurturer of the lotus, I invite you, amid a flourish of your dazzling orange petal-like digits, to mature my lotus mind, bringing it to its full glory.


Formed from the moonstone of the two collections,


that sphere of the three trainings, who emanated the cool rays of correct reasoning


and emerged unscathed, despite the attacks of Rāhu-like adversaries.


Reverentially, I raise to my crown the celebrated lunar orb that is Dignāga.


I prostrate myself at the feet of my spiritual tutors, those mighty elephants.


Their faces are caparisoned with the golden gauze decoration of the teachings of the Able One [Śākyamuni].


Their gaits are the four methods of attracting disciples. Their brows are elevated with intelligence.


Their purity of knowledge and tenderness are reflected in the brilliant ivory-like whiteness of their tusk-like teeth.


The great Dharmakīrti perfectly distinguished the flawless thought of the lord of reasoning [Dignāga].


Having gained the insight allowing me a share in this knowledge equal to his own, I will impart it clearly and correctly using the path of reason.


Due to their sightless faculties, other religious guides have been unable to clarify even a scrap [of Dignāga’s intention].


They have frittered away their youth in the turgid recital of the texts.


Let them now give it a rest!


From deep within the storm cloud of my intellect,


I summon forth ten million thunderbolts of scripture and reason.


Unleashing them, I obliterate the forest of corrupt assertions.


I demolish the mountain of false accounts.


Inebriated by the noxious beverage of your false accounts


and constrained by your limited knowledge of Buddhist scripture,


some of you have peddled your own fabricated doctrine.


I warn such spiritual guides: Your time has come!





This marvelous work is a scintillating sun.


May its rays sustain the multipetaled flowers of reason


and its dawning be greeted by the melodious bee-like hum


of eager, young intellects setting about their inquiry.



OUTLINING THE CONTENT OF THIS WORK



This work explains the true thought of the Seven Treatises on Pramāṇa and their source [the Compendium of Pramāṇa] composed by the father and [spiritual] son, the great masters Dignāga and Dharmakīrti, who are the progeny born from the very heart of the noble Mañjughoṣa. These writings reveal what the Sugata meant in his various pronouncements forming the Abhidharma piṭaka, that profound treasury of his precious words. They reveal in their entirety all the essentials relating to the three vehicles, the means by which those who earnestly engage in the quest for freedom may be conveyed to liberation and omniscience. They explain these essentials following the path of Pramāṇa, thereby preventing any danger of misinterpretation. The intention of the Pramāṇa treatises is set out in four sections: [4]




	The aim of the Pramāṇa treatises


	How [the achievement of] that aim depends on these treatises


	A call to value treatises that have such an aim


	The core subject matter of these treatises






THE AIM OF THE PRAMĀṆA TREATISES





	Countering certain misconceptions associated with the aim


	The actual aim






COUNTERING CERTAIN MISCONCEPTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE AIM





	Countering the misconception that Pramāṇa treatises are not relevant to those engaged in the quest for liberation


	Countering the misconception that Pramāṇa treatises are not relevant to the location in question


	Countering the view of those who, while conceding that the Pramāṇa treatises have an aim, believe it to be an inferior one









COUNTERING THE MISCONCEPTION THAT THE PRAMĀṆA TREATISES ARE NOT RELEVANT TO THOSE ENGAGED IN THE QUEST FOR LIBERATION



Someone claims that Pramāṇa treatises are of no use in the quest for liberation. He says that these are treatises concerned with logic and thus fall outside the gamut of the piṭaka of internal learning.


[Response:] We point out that “logic” can denote two distinct things. We acknowledge that the type of reasoning advanced by non-Buddhist philosophers such as the sage Lingkyé47 is the stuff of pure invention. However, the second is the variety referred to in the Ornament of the Mahayana Sutras:




Logical reasoning is held to be dependent and lacking certainty.


It is not comprehensive, [but] is conventional and inferior.


It is that on which the juvenile rely.48





As this indicates, it is first necessary to determine the real nature of a thing conceptually by holding an object universal.49 At that [initial] stage, when its nature is not manifest, the individual approaches it through conceptual logic. It is in this respect that treatises explaining such matters are described as treatises on logic.


Not even this detractor suggests that Pramāṇa treatises deal with the first variety of [non-Buddhist] material. And no logical argument could establish that these treatises are concerned with that sort of material, since they are all [Buddhist] works derived from following our teacher, the Omniscient One. The type of conceptual logic that these treatises work with must therefore be of the second variety. To suggest that those engaged in the quest for liberation can do so without such logical understanding is to regard the supreme dharma level50 and everything that precedes it us unneeded, because the only way one can understand reality before that level is necessarily by taking an object universal as one’s object.


The claim that the Pramāṇa works are not treatises dedicated to the field of internal learning is also untenable. A treatise belonging to the field of internal learning denotes a work that concentrates on communicating the means that should be employed to eliminate ignorance and cultivate the wisdom that realizes selflessness, the antidote to that ignorance. [6] The Pramāṇa works clearly delineate the selflessness of persons and phenomena in a logical fashion, and they definitely focus on teachings belonging to the higher training in wisdom. If you say that this is insufficient grounds for counting something as belonging to the field of internal learning, then you must identify which works within the canon constitute the piṭaka of internal learning!


Quite apart from that, the general notion that something that does not belong to the field of internal learning is by virtue of that fact useless to those engaged in the quest for liberation is totally erroneous. Enlightenment remains beyond the reach of those who fail to master the five fields of learning. The Ornament of the Mahayana Sutras states:




Without application in the area of the five fields of learning,


even the most supreme of ārya beings cannot gain full omniscience.


Thus, to prevail over others, [then] guide them, and achieve full personal knowledge,


one must strive in [all of] these fields.51





If these treatises belong to the piṭaka dealing with the field of internal learning, someone might question whether they can be considered treatises on logic.


[Response:] In addition to belonging to that piṭaka, the Pramāṇa works are also treatises on reasoning. The science of reasoning52 is the field of reasoned analysis. These works provide the principal means by which those engaged in the quest for spiritual goals can gain a systematic, reasoned understanding of what they should pursue and reject. Treatises belonging to the field of internal learning and treatises on logic are therefore not mutually exclusive. A treatise such as [Guṇaprabha’s] Vinaya Sutra belongs exclusively to the field of internal learning. Works such as Dharmakīrti’s Seven Treatises on Pramāṇa belong to both categories. The [Nyāyasūtra] works by the Brāhmaṇa Akṣapāda [Gautama] teaching the sixteen categories of logic belong purely to the category of logic. Medical texts, on the other hand, fall into neither of these categories. Thus there are four points of demarcation between the two categories.53


Some may still argue that the mere fact that a work teaches the two kinds of valid cognition, logical reasoning, proof statements, and discrediting statements means that it falls within the field of logic and that this alone excludes it from the field of the internal learning.


[Response:] If that is so, it would follow that the Conqueror’s own teachings do not belong to the piṭaka of internal learning, because they also teach the two types of valid cognition, logical reasoning, and so forth. The Abhidharma Sutra contains the passages “With a visual awareness one cognizes blue but does not think ‘blue’”54 and [7] “A visual cognition is produced in reliance upon the eye and form.”55 In these, the Buddha delineates what sense perception is and sets out the three conditions for its production. Also, the Ten Grounds Sutra says:




One becomes aware of fire by smoke.


One becomes aware of water by [certain] waterfowl.


Similarly, one becomes aware that [someone has] the lineage of an intelligent bodhisattva by various telling signs.56





This presents an effect reason as well as the inferential cognition that arises in dependence on it. The passage “Whatever is subject to production is also subject to cessation”57 presents a [same-]nature reason, as well as the proof statement within which it is formulated. The words “I, or another such as myself, can fully assess an individual”58 feature a reason involving the nonobservation of something that should be apparent. “An [ordinary] person cannot fully assess another . . .”59 uses a reason involving the nonobservation of something that is not accessible.60 In response to Dīrghanakha’s remark “I do not tolerate anything,” the Blessed One inquired of him, “And is the view that you tolerate nothing tolerable to you?”61 The Blessed One was using a consequence and a discrediting counter. In declaring “The presence of this [one thing] necessitates the occurrence of that [other thing],”62 the Buddha was revealing a [logical] relationship. In explaining how, once the antidote is introduced, the undesirable element will be discarded, and also in comparing that process to how light rids a place of darkness, he was teaching about preclusion. That is to say, the majority of those subjects discussed in [Dharmakīrti’s] Seven Treatises can be individually matched with relevant passages found within the Conqueror’s own teachings. I will not elaborate on this further as it will take up too much space.


To reiterate the point, if one advocates that Pramāṇa literature does not belong to the piṭaka of internal learning, one must concede that the same is true of the teachings of the Conqueror. Furthermore, the Blessed One himself stated:




Bhikṣus and wise ones,


follow me not through mere respect


but once you have examined what I say,


as though you were assaying something:





burning, cutting, and rubbing it


to test if it is [truly] gold.63





He thereby encouraged us to investigate the real import of his pronouncements by means of valid cognition. The noble Maitreya also said, “[Having] a mind that logically analyzes the good Dharma, never [being subject to] obstructions from evil spirits . . . .”64 Entering the Middle Way also says: [8]




While ordinary individuals are bound by the conceptual,


yogis without conception have gained freedom.


The wise declare that the arrest of conceptual notions


results from the exercise of one’s analytical [powers].65





It is therefore the judgment of all āryas that a “faith-based devotee” is someone who disregards the reasoned, logical approach in favor of one that involves simply accepting what the teachings say at face value; he is an individual of inferior intellectual powers. Conversely, someone who adopts a reasoned, logical approach to distinguish what should be adopted from what should be rejected is lauded by the wise as a “practitioner with devotion to the Dharma.” So if confronted by someone making the diabolical claim that to embrace reasoned analysis is to take the approach of logic and that this is something those engaged in the quest for liberation should avoid, sensible individuals would be well advised to simply block their ears!



COUNTERING THE MISCONCEPTION THAT THE PRAMĀṆA LITERATURE IS NOT RELEVANT TO THE LOCATION IN QUESTION



Someone proposes that the sole use of the collection of [Dharmakīrti’s] Seven Treatises is for attacking the views of those who belong to [Indian philosophical] schools outside the Buddhist tradition and that consequently in locations where members of other schools do not exist, study or reflection on the treatises becomes a pointless exercise.


[Response:] This misconception is extremely grave, and it constitutes the spurning of Dharma. These treatises provide us with a broad range of means to counter extreme positions that involve exaggeration or denial [of what exists]. These positions include the beliefs that being concerned with virtue and vice is pointless because there are no past and future lives, and that straining in pursuit of paths that lead to liberation or enlightenment is pointless because liberation and enlightenment do not exist, and the impressions that one’s [physical and mental] aggregates are pure, of a pleasurable nature, a fixed character, and have a self. So does [the aforementioned individual] really think that in those locations where there are no non-Buddhist “outsiders,” we do not need to concern ourselves on a personal level with eliminating distorted notions, developing an understanding of the impermanent, suffering, empty, and selfless nature [of the aggregates], and determining with certainty whether there are past and future lives, what the relationship between actions and results is, and whether liberation and enlightenment actually exist?
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