Ratnakarasanti on Prakasa *

Kei KATAOKA

Summary

In his Prajiiaparamitopadesa (PPU) Ratnakarasanti claims that all dharmas are mere
cognition in nature (vijnanamatrasvabhavah). This view is based on his theory of illumi-
nation (prakasa, shining forth). He regards the illumination/appearance of all dharmas as
possible only when illumination is accepted as their nature (prakasamananam dharmanam

. atmabhutah prakasah). Only something luminous in nature can shine forth. An object,
if it did not have the nature of being luminous, could not shine forth (sa ced atadrupo
na tarhi prakasate). Thus, for him, luminous dharmas, which have the very nature of
cognition, are precisely cognition in nature. Whereas Ratnakarasanti regards illumina-
tion as cognition in nature, Bhatta Mimamsakas regard it as an additional property
produced in a cognized object (visayasya grahyasya dharmah) as a result of a cognizing
action (jrianakarya). Naiyayikas, etc., regard it as nothing more than the occurrence of
cognition (jianasyotpattih). They need no separate category called illumination. When a
cognition of blue arises, blue appears to the mind. Another theorist, whom Ratnakaradanti
designates merely as aparah (another), claims that a non-luminous object is illuminated
by a luminous cognition (arthah punar atadrupo juanavasat prakasate). In other words,
the illumination of objects is possible not because illumination is the nature of objects but
because they are connected with the illumination of cognition, just as a pot is illuminated

by the light of a lamp. Ratnakarasanti refutes these three heretic views one by one. The
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present paper aims at clarifying Ratnakarasanti’s arguments against these views.

I. Structure of the text

In his Prajnaparamitopadesa Ratnakarasanti systematically discusses prajna by dividing
it into three phases: Srutamayi prajna, cintamayi prajna, and bhavanamayi prajna. The
first two phases, i.e., srutamayi prajna and cintamayr prajna, are further divided into two
subcategories according to their objects: yavadbhavikatayam and yathavadbhavikatayam

for each. He explains the prajrias altogether in five sections as follows.

(1) yavadbhavikatayam
(1-1) $rutamayt prajna
(1-2) cintamayt prajna
(2) yathavadbhavikatayam
(2-1) $rutamayr prajriia
(2-2) cintamayt prajiia

(3) bhavanamayi prajia

In the section of yathavadbhavikatayam cintamayr prajia (2-2 above), Ratnakarasanti
claims that all dharmas are devoid of svabhava (sarvadharma nihsvabhavah) inasmuch
as they lack grahya and grahaka, i.e., inasmuch as they are devoid of an object-subject-
division, because they are mere cognition in nature (vijﬁdnamdtmsvabhdvdh).(l) In order
to defend this theory of vijnanamatra, he further claims, on the basis of direct experience,
that all dharmas that shine forth/appear have illumination (prakase) as their own nature
(atmabhatah prakasah).?’ As he explains, illumination (prakasa), the property of being
luminous (prakasamanata), showing (prakhyana), appearing (pratibhasa) are synonyms.”
And this illumination is a form/appearance (rupa) that is sentient (ajada, not insentient),
perceptible (aparoksa), and clearly manifest (parisphuta).”) Without illumination nothing

can appear and therefore nothing can be established.”’ On the other hand, if one accepts

illumination, i.e., the clear appearance of dharmas, one is led to the conclusion that all

W PPU: evam ca yato vijaanamatrasvabhavah sarvadharmas tato grahyena grahakena ca svabhavena
virahan nithsvabhavah.

@ PPU: iha prakasamananam dharmanam anubhavasiddhas tv atmabhatah prakaseh. Cf. PVin

1:38: nanyo nubhavyo buddhyasti tasya nanubhavo ’parah/ grahyagrahakavaidhuryat svayam saiva

prakasate//.

® PPU: prakasas ca prakasamanata prakhyanam pratibhasanam.

@)
(5)

PPU: sa khalv ajadam aparoksam parisphutam rupam.
PPU: tadasiddhau caprakasamanasya kasyacid asiddheh sarvasiddhiprasangah.
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dharmas are cognition in nature because illumination is precisely cognition.®

Thus, having clarified the Yogacara’s view of self-luminosity or the sakara theory (that, in
fact, is shared by the Sautrantikas up to this point), Ratnakarasanti then refutes brahman-
ical schools that hold the nirakara theory, i.e., (Bhatta) Mimamsakah, Naiyayikadayah,
and someone else whom he simply refers to as aparah. In the following I explain his
refutation of these three views of heretics not in due order (B-C-D) but in reverse order

(D-C-B), because the last view is easier than the first for us.

Synopsis of the entire PPU"

1. mangalam

2. trividhah prajnah: Srutacintabhavanamayyah

3. $rutamay1 prajiia (1)

4. cintamay1 prajna (2)

5. dharma dvabhyam tattvakarabhyam jheyah

5.1. yavadbhavikataya yathavadbhavikataya ca

5.2. yavadbhavikatayam $rutamayi prajna (1-1)

5.3. yavadbhavikatayam cintamay1 prajna (1-2)

5.4. yathavadbhavikatayam $rutamay1 prajiia (2-1)

5.5. yathavadbhavikatayam cintamayi prajiia (2-2)

5.5.1. vijhanamatrasvabhavatvat sarvadharmanam nihsvabhavatvam
5.5.2. sarvadharmanam prakasatmata: jnanasakaratvasadhanam (A)
5.5.2.1. mimamsakamatadusanam (B)

5.5.2.2. naiyayikadimatadusanam (C)

5.5.2.3. aparamatadusapam (D)

5.5.3. sautrantikamatadtusanam: bahyam grahyam nasti (E)

5.5.4. yat prakasate tad alikam eva na vastu

5.5.4.1. vaibhasikamatadusanam: astadasadhatvadipratisedhah (F)
5.5.4.2. alikaprakasopapadanam

© PPU: siddhau tad eva jianam iti jianasvabhavah sarvadharmah siddhah. “Once [the manifest
appearance, i.e., illumination, is] established, all dharmas are established as cognition in nature,
because cognition is nothing other than that.” A Buddhist view is referred to by Sridhara in his
Nyayakandaly as follows. NK 319.7-320.3: na ca jrnanatmakatvam eva grahyatvam. ... avabhasa-
manatvam eva tasya grahyatvam iti cet.

™ The Sanskrit titles are given by me with slight modifications in terms of the numbering. For a

detailed look at the synopsis of the PPU, see Katsura’s article in this volume.
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5.5.4.3. sakarajnanavadimatanirasah (G)
5.5.5. svamatasadhanam

6. bhavanamay1 prajiia (3)

I1. Other theories of prakasa

1. The view of aparah (D): A non-luminous object is illuminated by a luminous

cognition (*aprakasarupo ’rthah prakasarupajfianavasat prakasate)

Cognition spontaneously shines forth because it has illumination as its own nature. An ob-
ject, on the other hand, which does not have illumination as its own nature, is illuminated
by cognition.® In other words, an object is illuminated, but does not spontaneously illu-
minate itself (prakasyate na ca pmkdéate).(g) This is the view ascribed by Ratnakarasanti

to aparah. Most probably we can identify this aparah as a Prabhakara.'”

®  pPU: jianam prakasarupatvat svayam eva prakasate/ arthah punar atadrupo jranavadat

prakasate// ity aparah. Cf. PrP 170.5: sarvas$ ca pratitayah svayam pratyaksah prakasante.
O Cf. PrP 143.14-15: yac ca jadasya prakasayogad ity abhedakaranam uktam. tad apy ayuktam.
jadasyaiva prakasasambandho ghatate, tadatmakata tu nesyata eva. “‘Because an insentient thing
cannot shine forth’ is stated as the reason for non-distinction [by Buddhists]; but this is not appro-
priate either. Rather, the relationship with illumination is possible only with an insentient thing;
[its] having illumination as its nature is not acceptable at all” Cf. also a similar argument at PrP
184.13-15.

The view of the present opponent accords with the final view of the Prabhakaras. Whereas
Bhatta Kumarila claims that cognition cannot directly perceive itself, Prabhakara accepts that
cognition directly perceives itself, i.e., that one can be aware of awareness itself directly. For the
Prabhakaras, three items are directly perceived, as the sentence “I cognize blue” shows. Cf. PrP
171.1: “idam aham grhnami” iti va “idam aham smarami” iti va tritayam evavabhasate; SVK
II 105.2-5: pratimo hi vayam ekasyam samvidi tritayam—pramata pramitih prameyam ceti.
nilam aham janamiti. Here, a self cognizes an object. All items, i.e., a soul (atman), awareness itself
(samwvid), and an object such as blue, are cognized. Prabhakara further introduces a distinction be-
tween samuid and an object based on how they are cognized. Awareness is not cognized as an object
of awareness (samuvedyataya) but only as an awareness (samuittaya). In other words, he distinguishes
between kriya (action) and karman (object) and thereby distinguishes awareness from an ordinary
object such as blue. Brhatz: 82-83 (cf. SVK 1I 106.3-5): na brumah “na samvedya samuvit” iti.
samuittayaiva hi samuit samuedya, na samvedyataya. keyam vacoyuktih “samvedya na samvedya”
iti. fyam fyam vacoyuktih “nasyah karmabhavo vidyate” iti. karma ca samvedyabhidheyam, na
samuit. tasman na prthak samvedyataya grahitum Sakyate. na casamvedyaiva samuit, tanmulatvat
sarvabhavanam samvedyabhavasya. “We do not claim that awareness cannot be cognized, because
awareness can be cognized precisely as awareness but not as the object of awareness. [Q] What is
this expression “to be cognized, but not to be cognized”? [A] This is an expression that means that
awareness does not become an object. And [generally speaking], an object [of an awareness] and
not the awareness itself is called samwvedya, i.e., an object to be cognized. Therefore, [awareness]
cannot be cognized separately as an object to be cognized. At the same time, it is not the case that
awareness cannot, be cognized at all, because the fact that all things can be objects of awareness
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The most serious problem with this view, according to Ratnakarasanti, is that an object,
if it were not luminous in nature, could not shine forth (*aprakasarapo na prakasate)."
In response to this, the opponent claims that an object, although itself non-luminous,
can be illuminated due to some relationship (sambandha) with an illuminating cognition.
Ratnakarasanti, then, questions this relationship and asks: “By means of what kind of
relationship is the object made known by a cognition?”” Ratnakarasanti considers three

theoretical possibilities and refutes each of them.

1.1. Because of being bound to the same causal aggregate (ekasamagriprati-
bandhat)

The opponent claims that it is possible that an object is illuminated by a cognition because
the object in question is bound to the same causal aggregate.” In other words, cognition
targets a particular object because the object in question is included in the same causal
aggregate.

However, Ratnakarasanti points out, the faculty of sight (which is regarded as impercep-
tible) is also included in the same causal aggregate and therefore would be cognized by a

visual cognition, which is absurd.™

1.2. Because it is an object (visayatvat)

The opponent rebuts this as follows: it is true that both a color and the faculty of sight
are included in the same causal aggregate. But a color is an object (visaya) whereas the

faculty of sight is not." Thus, the object-ness (visayata) of a color is the relationship that

is based on the fact [that awareness is cognized]” Ratnakarasanti’s usage of prakasyate echoes
Prabhakara’s usage of samuvedya, and his usage of visayata echoes samvedyata, samvedyabhava and
karmabhava.

Awareness as action: | samuvittayaiva samuit samvedya, na samvedyataya.

Object of awareness: | prakasyate, na prakasate.

(0}
(12)
13

PPU: sa ced atadrupo na tarhi prakasate. “prakasyate, na ca prakasate” iti vyahatam etat.

PPU: kutas$ ca sambandhad arthas tena vedyate.

PPU: ekasamagripratibandhad iti cet. Cf. JNA 421.15-16: ekasamagrijanyatve tu jadanubhavayoh
pratiniyatam vedyatvam vedakatvam ca syat. tatpratibandhac ca natiprasangah.

W ppU: caksur api caksurvijnanena vedyeta. Cf. JNA 421.17: indriyenativyaptir iti cet. Vacaspati’s
Nyayakanika ad 2.4 (Goswami ed., 181.31-182.2) ekasamagripratibandhena va vartamanavisayatve
netradinam api tadekasamagrinivesinam vijnanakalanam grahanaprasangah.

B ppU: avisayatvad iti cet. Cf. JNA 421.18-21: na, samagrisamarthyad eva nilasyaiva vedyatvenot-
patteh. ... vedyatvenotpattir na prakasatvena.
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specifies the target of cognition.

However, Ratnakaradanti points out, this object-ness presupposes the existence of illumi-
nation. In other words, a color becomes an object because it has illumination. Without
illumination, a color cannot be an object. Ratnakaradanti states: Even a color cannot be

an object without illumination."”

1.3. Because of the connection with the illumination of cognition (jianapra-

kasasamsargat)

The opponent further rebuts this as follows: it is true that without illumination a color is
not an object and therefore is not illuminated by cognition. But once it has a connection
(samsarga) with the illumination of cognition (i.e., a physical connection, either samyoga,
samavaya, or a combination of these), it is cognized. In other words, a non-luminous
object is illuminated due to the connection with the illumination of cognition, just as a
pot is illuminated due to the connection with the light of a lamp."”

Ratnakarasanti points out that this view does not work either, because in the case of fruit
or a flower, for example, the illumination of cognition is connected not only with its color,
but also with its smell and touch. Thus, it would undesirably follow that smell and touch
are also made known by the faculty of sight because a connection exists similarly with
them."

Ratnakarasanti concludes: Therefore, all objects, such as blue, which one is directly aware
of are cognitions only, and not something external to cognition, i.e., something grasped
by it."

(16)
1]

PPU: rupasyapy asati prakase ka visayata.
PPU: jnanaprakasasamsargad arthah prakasate pradipalokasamsargad ghatadivat—ity aparah. Cf.
Sridhara also refers to the connection with illumination as a possible solution. NK 321.4-5: na hi

i ppU: tasya [=arthasya] gandharasasparia api caksurvijianena vedyeran phalapuspadisu ...
samsargavisesat.

9 PPU: tasmat samvedyamanah sarvo niladir jianam eva, na jnanabahyas tadgrahyo ’rthah.
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2. The view of Naiyayikadayah (C): illumination is nothing but the occurrence

of a cognition (*jfianasyotpattih prakasah)

For Naiyayikas, etc.,?) there is no separate thing called prakasa, a property that one may
attribute to cognition (jiianasya dharmah) or to its object (jrieyasya dharmah).?’ Rather, it
is a mere occurrence of cognition (jﬁdnasyotpattih).m) Remember that cognition is a specific
quality of souls (atmavisesaguna) for Naiyayikas, etc. People have an illumination of blue
when a cognition of blue occurs. In other words, what theorists call “an illumination of
blue” is merely an occurrence of a cognition of blue.®

Similarly, an illumination of cognition; exists when people have cognitions of cognition;.*
In other words, a subsequent cognitiony called anuvyavasaya is required to grasp a previous
cognition;. Cognition’s self-awareness (svasamvedana) is impossible.

Thus, there is nothing independent called prakasa that is to be attributed to cognition
(jiiana) or to an object (jrieya).

Ratnakarasanti refutes this view in the following manner. He says: “Even Brahma can-
not deny the evident fact that presently existent objects have illumination as their own

55(25) 55(26)

nature.”” “If they have no illumination, even Indra cannot be aware of them.”™ Even if

a cognition occurred, its objects such as blue would remain unmanifest inasmuch as they
are imperceptible without illumination.?’

As shown above, for Naiyayikas, etc., however, the illumination of an object is merely a
cognition of an object and nothing more than that.® Therefore, it is not the case that an
object has illumination as its own nature or property.

In response to this, Ratnakarasanti points out the following difficulty: how can cognition,

which is separate from an object, be a light for an object which itself is not luminous?®

20
@)
22

It is probably the case that adi refers to Vaidesikas.

PPU: nayam uktalaksanah prakaso jreyasya jnanasya va dharmah.

PPU: kevalam sa bahyasya visayasya prakasas tajnjanasyotpattih. Cf. NM 1 218.15-16 (Acéryéh):
jnanotpada eva visayasya pratyaksateti no darsanam, na jianagrahanam iti.

% A soul and an object are connected by samnikarsa via an i¢ndriya and the manas. Ratnakarasanti
does not mention connection here because he will discuss it in the next section when dealing with
apara’s view.

“ ppuU: jnanasyapt prakasas tajnjanotpattir eva.

% ppU: vidyamanesv arthesv anubhavasiddhasya prakasatmano brahmanapi nikseptum asakyatvat.

% PPU: tadabhave ca niladisamvidah Sakrenapi kartum asakyatvat.

@ ppPU: jranotpattav apt niladeh paroksatmanaparisphuta eva rupe sthitatvat.

@ pPU: nanuktam tad eva jnanam arthasya prakasa iti.

% PPU: katham aprakasamanasyaiva viprakystam jnanam prakasah.
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Naiyayikas, etc., might object that a cognition becomes a light for an object because it
“cuts out” (paricchedat) the object, i.e., it is aware of the object.” This solution, however,
does not work, because this pariccheda (cutting out, clipping, focusing, awareness) pre-
supposes illumination. Without the illumination of an object, an object cannot be focused
on.”’ Thus, one has to accept that an object has illumination as its property.®

And once this model, which is equal to the Bhatta view, is accepted, one can easily shift
to the Buddhist view according to which objects such as blue are nothing but cognitions.®
In other words, one can move to the view that illumination is the very nature of cognition

and not a property of external objects.

3. The view of Mimamsakah: illumination (or cognized-ness) is a result of a

cognizing action, i.e., a property produced in an object (B)

For Ratnakarasanti, illumination is the very nature of all dharmas, whereas for
Bhatta Mimamsakas it is a produced property of a cognized object (jriieyadharma).
Ratnakarasanti merely labels these opponents as Mimamsakah. According to these
Mimamsakas, illumination (prakasa) or cognized-ness (jiatata,” a term which Ratna-
karaganti does not mention here(%))7 is not cognition in nature (jiianatma), but a property

of a grasped object (visayasya grahyasya dharmah) % a property which is newly produced

=
=3

PPU: paricchedad iti cet.
PPU: katham aprakasamanah paricchidyate.

8 g

PPU: katham na jneyadharmah prakasah.

=

9 PPU: siddhe ca jneyadharme ’rthe Sesam purvavat.

™ Sucaritamiéra prefers the term jranakarmata (pratitau karmakarakata, visayatva) to the old usage
jnatata, because the latter may be interpreted as jrianavisistata, which may cause a problem of
mutual dependence between jriana and jnatata. SVK II 122.7-8: yat tu jranavisistata jratateti.
tan na. tatkarmata hi sety uktam eva. “On the other hand it is said that jiatata (cognized-ness)
is equal to jnanavisistata, i.e., the condition [of an object] being qualified by cognition. But this is
not the case, because it was already stated that jriatata is the condition [of a thing] being an object
of cognition.” Ratnakaradanti’s expression visayasya grahyasya dharmah may reflect this phrase.
O Cf. NKan 190.8-9: tavasau kalpita tatsambandhita, mama tu paramarthiki (paramarthiki] ES;
paramarthiki G), yam kila jiieyabhivyaptir (jrieyabhivyaptir] ES; jneyabhivyaktir G) iti jriatateti
va karmateti vacaryah pracaksate;

BauTBh 18.1-7: yat punar jnanasya paroksatvapratipadanaya bhattenoktam—“yatha ca rupadi-
prakasanyathanupapattyendriyasiddhih, tatha jnanasyapi siddhih” iti. tatha hi tatra bhasyam—“na
hi ka$cid ajnate 'rthe buddhim upalabhate. jriate tv anumanad avagacchati” iti. varttikam ca “tasya
jranam tu jRatatavasat” iti. jnatata ca visayaprakatyam ucyate. See Kajiyama 1966: 50-51 for
translation and notes.

8 Vacaspati’s view is slightly modified. NKan 190.9-11: [Purvapaksa:] nanu karmateti ced iyam
(ced iyam] ES; ceyam G) arthadharmah, katham (katham] ES; katham arthadharmo ’yam G)
atitadisu sambhavatity uktam. [Uttarapaksa:] neyam arthadharmah, kim tu jiatur atmano
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by a cognizing action (jﬁdnakdrya).(m In other words, when a soul cognizes blue, this
action brings about a result, i.e., the illumination or cognized-ness, of blue.* Thus, blue
comes to have the property called illumination, i.e., cognized-ness, as a result of a soul’s
action of cognizing.” To summarize: the cognizing action, which itself is imperceptible,
causes illumination, i.e., cognized-ness, in an object; cognized-ness is perceptible, on the
basis of which a cognizer postulates the existence of the imperceptible cognizing action.*
In this way, for Bhatta Mimamsakas an illumination is not a sentient cognition in nature

but rather a property of an insentient object; and it is grasped by a soul.

3.1. Ratnakaradanti refutes this view first by using the scheme of kriya and karaka,
i.e., action and its accomplishing factors. He looks in particular at the instrumental
cause (karana) of an instance of awareness: What is the most effective cause of an in-
stance of awareness? Only an object’s condition of having the nature of being luminous
(prakasatmata) can be the most effective cause. It functions as the particularity (pra-

tiniyatata) of an object by which a particular object such as blue (and not other objects

jneyasambandhabheda eva jriatata.
8 PPU: prakasa atmagrahyam. tad asau siddha eva visayasya grahyasya dharmo jianakaryam na
Jjranatma—iti mimamsakah. “Mimamsakas claim: (1) Illumination is an object to be grasped by a
soul. (2) Therefore, it is well established as a property of a grasped object; (3) a result produced by a
cognizing action; (4) and not cognition in nature.” Cf. SVK II 119:14-15: atah pratitikarmataiva
samuidah prakasatepadarthah “ghatah prakasate” itivat. “Therefore, the word “shines forth (i.e.
appears)” refers precisely to the [object’s] property of “being an object of the cognizing action of

awareness,” just as it is the case for the expression “A pot appears.”“

8 SVK II 124.10-12: praptis carthasyabhutapurvavastha sarvasya svasamvedyety eke. anye tu
hanadivyavaharayogyataivarthasya praptir ity ahuh. saitva hi jnatatvam. tad eva hi jnanaphalam.
kriyaphalabhagita ca karmatvam.“And some people say that the fact that an object is attained [by
a cognition] is a new condition that is self-evident for all. Others say that the fact that an object is
attained [by a cognition] is precisely the property of an object being fit for [an agent’s| activity such
as avoidance. For that alone is the property [of an object], i.e., cognized-ness. And the same thing
is the result of a cognizing action. And [generally speaking] objectness is [defined as| the property
of an object which has the result of an action.”
® Cf. SVK I1121.27-122.1: tad yeyam arthasya pratitau karmakarakata tad eva tasya visayatvam,
tac ca rupam pratiteh prag abhutam parastan nispadyata ity avasyam asrayaniyam, anyatha
jnatajnatayor avisesapatteh. tad eva jnatatadipadaspadam jranajiiane lingam. “There, object-
ness of a thing is that it is an object-factor in a cognizing action. And this property, objectness,
did not exist before cognition; it comes forth [only] after cognition. One must accept this, because
otherwise it would result that there is no distinction between what is cognized and what is not
cognized. That property alone, which is named jnatata or the like is an inferential mark to cognize
cognition.”
SVK 11 124.4-5: kimatmakah punar arthastho dharmah. uktam karmakarakateti. “[Q] What
kind of nature does the property residing in an object have? [A] It was already stated that it is the
property of being an object-factor.”

® For the abduction (arthapatti) of cognition in the Bhatta school, see Ishimura 2015.
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such as yellow) is established as being experienced.”’ Without this nature, i.e., particu-
larity, an object cannot be experienced even in the presence of thousands of other factors
(karaka).” Therefore, blue’s nature of being luminous (prakasatmata) alone is the final
(antya) and distinguishing (bhedaka) factor, i.e., the most effective cause (sadhakatama)
of an instance of awareness, and thereby can be regarded as the instrumental cause of an
instance of awareness (samvittau karanam kdmkam).(‘m Thus, one can designate this nature
of being luminous (prakadatmata) as the cognizing instrument (jnana, i.e., jianakarana),
because an object is cognized by means of it.* In other words, prakasatmata (having illu-
mination as its own nature) alone can function as the means of valid cognition (pramana)

by means of which a particular object is cognized.

3.2. Alternatively, one can say that being luminous in nature (prakasatmata) itself is
awareness, because blue, which is a cognition in nature, is cognized when blue shines
forth. In other words, if one does not distinguish between pramana and prama, one can
regard prakasatmata as equal to awareness, because when blue appears, what is happening
there can be regarded as an event in which cognition is cognized (jﬁdnavijﬁdna).“m In other

words, awareness of blue, in which blue shines forth, is self-awareness of cognition.

3.3. In both cases, regardless of whether or not one distinguishes between pramana and
prama, all dharmas, such as colors and so on, are precisely cognitions in nature, i.e., they
have illumination as their own nature," because without prakasatmata there would be no
way to establish the existence of cognition® and because when all factors are present only
that alone is seen as occurrent.® In other words, prakasatmata alone is the epistemological

evidence of cognition, and at the same time it is the ontological basis for it.

w Cognition’s having a mental image in it (sakaratva) functions as pramana, i.e., vyavasthapaka.

It brings about proper distinction of cognition according to its object (pratikarmavyavastha <PV
3.302d: pratikarma vibhajyate). Cf. Tosaki 1979:397. See also PrP 174.1-3: kim ca nirakaratve
prakasasya pratikarmavyavastha nopapadyate. na hi tasya sarvarthesu kascid visesah. arthakaratve
tu “yasyakaro ’sau, tasya” iti ghatate prativisayavyavastha.
@ ppuU: yatah prakasatmatayaiva pratiniyatatayanubhuyamanaya niladi pratiniyatam anubhutam
sidhyati, nainam antarena karakasahasrair api. “For a particular blue, etc., can be established as
the experienced object only by means of its being luminous in nature, i.e., particularity, which is
being experienced. Without this [particularity] they cannot be established as such even by means
of thousands of [other] accomplishing factors.”
% PPU: tasmad iyam evantyatvena bhedakatvena ca sadhakatamatvat samvittau karanam karakam.

=
i =

PPU: tasmad idam eva jianam yuktam “jrayate 'nena” iti krtva.

=
&

PPU: saiva va samuittir jnanam, jnanavijnanam iti krtva.

=
=

PPU: ubhayatha vijnanarupa rupadayah sarvadharmah siddhah.

5

PPU: tad antarena jnanasiddhaw ca pramanabhavat.

=
&

PPU: jranakarananam ca samnidhau tasyaivotpattidarsanat.
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ITI. Ratnakarasanti’s strategy
1. Narrower context

As the sequence of his discussion (B—C—D) shows, Ratnakarasanti first refutes the view
of (Bhatta) Mimamsakas (B) that illumination is a property produced in a cognized
object, i.e., the view that blue shines forth because it has illumination as its property as
a result of a cognizing action. Refuting this view, he establishes his own view (A) that
illumination is not a produced property of cognition (jranakarya), but rather cognition
in nature (jianatma), i.e., identical with cognition. His main argument is prakasatmata,
i.e., blue’s having illumination as its nature, which functions as the most efficient cause
for the existence of the cognition of blue. In this way, in the first discussion he shifts from
the view of property (B) to his own view of identity, i.e., the view that blue is a cognition
in nature (A)."

The second view, i.e., the view of Naiyayikas, etc. (C), is worse than the Mimamsa view for
Ratnakarasanti, because from the beginning they do not accept illumination as a separate
category. For them, “blue appears” means “a cognition of blue arises” and nothing more
than that. In other words, illumination is nothing more than the arising of a cognition
(jnanasyotpattih) for Naiyayikas. So, the first thing Ratnakarasanti has to do is convince
the Naiyayikas to accept illumination. Ratnakarasanti argues first that illumination must
be accepted as a property of an object (jrieyadharma). In other words, he tries to persuade
the Naiyayikas (C) to adopt the Mimamsa position (B). He explicitly mentions this move
as follows: siddhe ca jneyadharme ’rthe Sesam purvavat, once the thing in question, i.e.,
illumination, is established as a property of an object of cognition the rest will be the
same as before, i.e., the previous argument against the (Bhatta) Mimamsakas will stand.
The last opponent is akin to Buddhists in that he accepts cognition as self-luminous. This
view is more or less an ordinary view that we can accept as common sense, i.e., the view
that an object, although itself non-luminous, is illuminated by the light of cognition. This
view is further divided into three subclasses, i.e., the theories of ekasamagri, visayatva,
and samsarga, among which the third view seems to be the most representative one.

According to this view, which can be named connection theory, an object is illuminated

® A similar shift is found in Vacaspati’s Nyayakanika ad Vidhiviveka 2.4 (Goswami ed., 182.15-16):
“Illumination of an object is not different from cognition, but rather it is precisely illumination of
cognition; and illumination of cognition is precisely cognition.”
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due to the connection with the illumination of cognition (jranaprakasasamsargat).

Against this view Ratnakarasanti argues that an object must still be accepted as luminous
in nature. The key-phrase is: *aprakasarupo na prakasate,”) nothing non-luminous in
nature shines forth. In other words, he claims that what the opponent believes to be
an insentient object (jiieya) is in fact a cognition in nature inasmuch as it must have

illumination as its nature (prakasaripa).”

2. Wider context
2.1. Refutation of nirakaravada

In these sections Ratnakarasanti refutes (brahmanical) *nirakaravadins, i.e., Bhatta
Mimamsakas (B), Naiyayikas, etc. (C), and apara, i.e., Prabhakaras (D),(ﬁz) and thus
establishes the sakara view that cognition has images (akara) in it. Here he focuses on
the issue of whether blue, etc., are internal or external, as he states in his concluding

remark in D.%

2.2. Refutation of the Sautrantikas (E)

The sakara view is shared by both Sautrantikas and Yogacaras. Therefore, in the imme-
diately following section (E) Ratnakarasanti commences to refute the Sautrantika view
that an external object is grasped via its reflection (arthapmtibimba).(w

Here Ratnakaradanti focuses on negating the existence of an external object that is to be
grasped™ so that he can establish that all dharmas are consciousness only (vijriaptimatra)

inasmuch as they are devoid of the grahya-grahaka-division.®

(50)
()]

The original sentence of PPU is: sa ced atadrupo na tarhi prakasate.

A similar shift is found in Vacaspati’s Nyayakanika (Goswami ed., 183.1-2): tasmad atmapara-
prakasanaparamartham vijnanam iti varpayata balad vijnanatadatmyam nilader abhyupagatam
bhavati. “Therefore, a person who claims that cognition has as its true [nature] illumination of
[cognition] itself and something else necessarily comes to accept that blue, etc., are identical with
cognitions.”

& Pprabhakaras hold the view of nirakara although they accept self-awareness of cognition. See PrP
183-184.

& PPU: tasmat samvedyamanah sarvo niladir jianam eva, na jnanabahyas tadgrahyo ’rthah.

o PPU: sautrantikas tv ahuh. istam etad asmakam sakaram eva nah sarvam jnanam. kevalam
asav akaro ’‘rthapratibimbam yenarthena jrianadarpane saksad adhiyate so ’rthas tena jnanena
samuedyate. Ratnakarasanti’s method of epistemological critique of external reality in this section

is based on Dignaga’s Alambanapariksa. (I thank Oki Kazufumi for his comment.)
(55)

(56)

PPU: tasman nasty eva grahyo ’rthah.
PPU: atas ca na kimcid grahyam iti grahakam api na kimcit. tasmad grahyagrahakasunyam
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2.3. Refutation of the reality of blue, etc.
2.3.1. Refutation of the Vaibhasikas (F)

Immediately after this he starts refuting the Abhidharmic view of the eighteen dhatus
(together with the twelve ayatanas and the five skandhas)m and he rejects the view that
rupa (color/form), etc., are real entities (dravyasat), by resorting in particular to the
Yogacara’s well-known argument of neither-one-nor-many that shows the impossibility of
atoms.®™ For Ratnakaraganti they are simply false (alika) and not real entities (na vastu).”
This view can probably be ascribed to the Vaibhasikas, although Ratnakarasanti does not

mention their name.®

2.3.2. Justification of his own view of alikaprakasa

If skandhas, etc., do not exist as Ratnakaradanti claims, then how is their appearance
(tatpratibhasa) possible?™ Ratnakarasanti justifies his own view of alikaprakasa, i.e., the
illumination of a false [image], by resorting to the idea that the mind (citta) is afflicted by

residual impressions (vdsanopahata).(ﬁz) He also applies the logic of neither-one-nor-many

vijnaptimatram eva sarvadharmah.
6 That Ratnakarasanti examines those dharmas not accepted by Sautrantikas suggests that his
target is Vaibhasikas. His method of ontological critique of external reality is based on Va-
subandhu’s Vimsika. For the distinction between the epistemological proof and the ontological
proof of vijnaptimatrata, see Oki 1992. Cf. also SV niralambana 17.
% PPU: tato na rupadhatuh kascid eko ‘neko va.

PPU: tasmad alika evayam rupadhatur na vastu.

The opponent in question seems to presuppose the nirakara theory of the Vaibhasikas and not
the sakara theory of the Sautrantikas when he states in PPU: katham idanim asatsu skandhadisu
tatpratibhasah. This view may be contrasted with Ratnakarasanti’s own view of the sakara the-
ory which is indicated by the expression: tatpratibhasasya vijnanasyaiva. Furthermore, Ratna-
karasanti’s argument of jnanasyakarah in the following section suggests that he has in mind
arthasyakarah in the present section. PPU: sa caisa jianasyapy akaro niladir alika eva na vastu.
Here the particle api suggests that Ratnakarasanti also claims: arthasyakaro niladir alika eva na
vastu and that he criticizes the opponent’s view: arthasyakaro vastu.

PPU: katham idanim asatsu skandhadisu tatpratibhasah.

PPU: asatsv api tesu tatpratibhasasya vijnanasyaiva vasanopahatac cittad utpatteh purvavat.
The expression purvavat refers back to the Sautrantika section (E) in which Ratnakarasanti
replies to Sautrantikas and states that desakalaniyama is possible without external objects. PPU:
[Sautrantika:] katham asatye ’rthe ’rthakaram jnanam desakalaniyamas ceti cet. [Siddhanta:]
anarthe ’py anadyaparikalpanavasanopahatac cittad desakalaniyatarthapratibhasajnanotpatteh.
It is better to take this purvavat as signifying the application of the same argument to the
Vaibhasikas and not to the Sautrantikas who were previously refuted.
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to the internal images of a cognition and by implication rejects the view of *satyakaravada,

i.e., the view that internal images are real.®”

2.3.3. Refutation of *satyakaravada (G)

The previous section is immediately followed by Ratnakarasanti’s refutation of
*satyakaravadins, whom he calls sakarajianavadins® Thus, we can better understand
Ratnakarasanti’s intention behind placing the Vaibhasikas (F) after the Sautrantikas
(E). When introducing the Vaibhasika view, he focuses on the reality of blue. First, he
refutes its reality as claimed in the “external” theory of the Vaibhasikas and then he

refutes its reality as claimed in the “internal” theory of *satyakaravadins.

3. Context recapitulated

The synopsis of the relevant portions can be recapitulated as follows:
5.5.1. sarvadharmanam nihsvabhavatvam

5.5.2. sarvadharmanam prakasatmata (sarvam jnanam sakaram)

(1) Establishment of *sakaravada (A)

(2) Refutation of *nirakaravadas (BCD)

5.5.3. Refutation of the Sautrantika view (E) (grahyo ’rtho nasty eva)
5.5.4. Refutation of the reality of blue, etc. (either external or internal)
(1) Refutation of the Vaibhasika view of real dhatus, etc. (F)

(2) Justification of his own view that blue, etc., though false, appear

(3) Refutation of *satyakaravada (G)

Ratnakarasanti’s ultimate goal is to establish his own view of alikaprakasa (=alikasya
prakasah). To this end, he takes the following steps. He first proves that what shines
forth (prakasemana) is an internal image (akara) and not an external object (5.5.2).
Then he negates the existence of an external object that is to be grasped (5.5.3). Finally,
he proves that what shines forth is unreal and false by refuting other views that hold that

what shines forth is real (5.5.4):

5.5.2: whether cognition is nirakara or sakara

8 PPU: sa catsa jnanasyapy akaro niladir alika eva na vastu, jnanatmakatve ’py ekatvanekatvavi-

rahatadavasthyat.

6 PPU: kecit tu yogacarah kecic ca madhyamikah sakarajnanavadinas tad ahuh.



238 AV FH¥F Ry AR 22

5.5.3: whether or not an external object that is to be grasped exists

5.5.4: whether prakasamana (either external or internal) is satya or alika

IV. Some remarks

1. The three heretic views can be attributed to Bhattas (B), Naiyayikas, etc. (C),
and probably Prabhakaras (D) respectively. B regards illumination as the property of a
cognized object, whereas D regards it as residing in cognition.™ C does not accept it as a
separate category from the beginning.

2. Ratnakarasanti first criticizes the three non-Buddhist views (BCD) and then the
Sautrantika view (E). This order suggests that in BCD he refutes *nirakaravadas in or-
der to establish *sakaravada, which is common to the Yogacaras and the Sautrantikas
(together with certain Madhyamikas®).

3. Ratnakarasanti’s criticism of the Vaibhasika view (F) is placed after that of the
Sautrantika view (E) in order to establish his own view of “illumination of a false thing”
(alikasya prakasah) in opposition to “illumination of a real entity,” the latter of which is ei-

ther external (according to the Vaibhasikas) or internal (according to the *satyakaravadins

(G))-
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