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Introduction

Since the founding of Buddhism in India, many monks from Brahmin
families have contributed to the development of Buddhist doctrine. Nevertheless,
Buddhist theorists have always opposed the Brahmin philosophical schools. During
the Gupta dynasty, the Yogacara and Samkhya schools debated with each other, and
the Buddhist logicians of the Dharmakirti lineage debated with the Nyaya school,
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which had become a school of Saiva theology. The content of their debate was
limited to philosophical theories. It could be said that the Brahmin philosophers
mostly ignored Buddhism as a religion and, in particular, Mahayana Buddhism as a
social movement. Nevertheless, the Mimamsa school—the most conservative

among Brahmin schools—was an exception, and Kumarila Bhatta (c. 560-620")

* The present monograph is an English translation of Yoshimizu 2015a, an expanded
Japanese version of Yoshimizu 2015b. In the bibliography, I add a few studies that I could
not refer to in Yoshimizu 2015a, such as Francavilla 2006 and Olivelle 2017. I thank Prof.
Shoryu Katsura for granting me the opportunity to present the original version at the
RINDAS Seminar on Traditional Thought (December 19, 2014).

" Unless there is an individual basis, I have followed Frauwallner’s principle (1961:129),
which sets the lifespan of philosophers at approximately sixty years, and I further adopt the
chronological dates of Dharmakirti (c. 600-660) computed by Frauwallner (1961:137-139).
On this basis, I have assumed that Dharmakirti used the ontological term niyama as the
foundation for inference in the first chapter and the self-commentary of his Pramana-
varttika (PV), which is regarded as his first work, by adapting the concept of niyama
advocated in the inference theory of the Brhattika (BT), Kumarila’s work in his later years.
Thus I have supposed that Kumarila’s death occurred around 620. Frauwallner’s (1962)
theory, which holds that the niyama in the inference theory in BT was influenced by
Dharmakairti, is difficult to accept. In regard to this, see Yoshimizu 2007c, 2011b, and
2020a, particularly its appendix. Recently, Franco (2015-2018:134—135) found out
Dharmakirti’s use of a BT verse in PV, chapter 1.

In his criticism of the omniscient person (sarvajiia), Kumarila criticizes the Jainas
who assert the existence of a soul (jiva) who knows minute (sitksma) or past (atita) objects
by super-sensual perception (indriyadyanapeksin) for committing the fault of inter-
dependence between the authority of the omniscient person and that of scripture (@gama)
(Slokavarttika [SV], Codanadhikarana, vv. 141-142). Fujinaga (2001:168—172) argues that
with this criticism Kumarila refers to Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa (AM), vv. 56 (cf.
Balcerowicz 2016:461-462). AM v.5: “Minute, disappeared, and distant objects are
perceptible to someone because they can be known through inference, like the fire [on a
mountain]. In this way, the existence of an omniscient person is established.” sitksma-
ntaritadirarthah pratyaksah kasyacid yatha / anumeyatvato ’gnyadir iti sarvajiiasamsthitih
//; v.6: “Moreover, such a person is you (i.e., Mahavira) alone, faultless and whose speech
is incompatible with neither reasoning nor scripture. [Your speech has] no incompatibility
because what you maintain is not rejected by what is generally accepted.” sa tvam evasi
nirdoso yuktisastravirodhivak / avirodho yad istam te prasiddhena na badhyate // In his
“simplest conclusion, and most innocuous one,” which is different from his hypothesis that
assumes two or three Samantabhadras, Balcerowicz (2016:469) conjectures Samanta-
bhadra’s dates as 530-590 and the AM to be written around 580. If Fujinaga’s
interpretation is accepted and the AM was written around 580, it may be natural to suppose
that Kumarila was born around 560.

As I mentioned in Yoshimizu 2015b, footnote 1, in SV, Niralambanavada, vv.14—
15, Kumarila holds the bifurcation of Mahayana philosophers that was most probably
created by Bhaviveka (c. 490-570) (see Saito 2007:155), namely, yogdacarah and
madhyamikavadinah, to have already been well established. Moreover, in v. 15, “Of these,
[namely, the cognition lacking an external object (v.14a) and the non-existence of the
cognition (v.14c)], first, the former is common to both positions. [Moreover, according to



was its leading advocate.

The antagonistic relationship between Kumarila and Buddhism is the
subject of legends from the sides of both Buddhism and Hinduism. From the
Buddhist perspective, Bu-ston (14 c.) writes that Kumarila was the uncle of
Dharmakirti,” who stole Kumarila’s robes and was banished when he was young.’
Moreover, Taranatha (16—-17 c.) states that the claim that Kumarila was
Dharmakirti’s uncle is unreliable, and reports in detail that Dharmakirti lived in
Kumarila’s house disguised as a servant, became his disciple, and fled after
learning all the teachings of the Brahmins. After defeating one Brahmin thinker
after another, Dharmakirti challenged Kumarila to a debate and won. He then
succeeded in converting all of Kumarila’s disciples to Buddhism.* However,
Kumarila’s writings and fragments of his lost writing do not reveal anything that

the madhyamikavadins,] after denying that (i.e., the reality of the object), one comes to
conventionally (samvrti) assume the cognition in the same way that [one has conventionally
assumed the object]” (tatra bahyarthasiunyatvam tulyam tavad dvayor api / nivrttyasya tato
jiane tadvat samvrtikalpana //), Kumarila tells us that his contemporary Madhyamika-
vadins advocate a transition from the provisional perspective of the Yogacara to the
ultimate perspective of the Madhyamaka applying the method of a “sliding scale.”
Kumarila also explains that Madhyamikavadins hold the cognition’s object’s non-
externality to be the basis (miila) of the non-existence of the cognition (v. 16b). Because
Bhaviveka, who is later called “Sautrantika-madhyamika,” does not, even provisionally,
accept the Yogacara view that cognition has no external object, Kumarila’s contemporary
Madhyamikavadins must belong to the next generation of Bhaviveka.

? Bu-ston places Dharmakirti’s birth in Cuidamani (Obermiller 1932:152). Vidyabhusana
(1978:303, n. 4) claims that this is Coda or Chola, a country in eastern Deccan, and that yul
lho chyogs (the southern country), which is supposed to be the place of his birth in the
colophon of the Tibetan translation of the Pramanavarttikakarika (Peking ed., vol. 130,
250a5), is also Deccan (1978:307, n. 4). “Eastern Deccan,” in this case, is probably the
southeastern part of the Deccan Plateau. During the flourishing of the Pallava dynasty,
before the new Chola dynasty arose in the ninth century with Tanjore as its capital,
southern Deccan and Andhra Pradesh were occupied by several tribes that claimed to be
connected to the lineage of the Karikan kings of ancient Chola and that are collectively
called the Telgu Chola (from Takakuwa 1974:218-222 and https://www.britannica.com
/topic/Chola-dynasty). Furthermore, Taranatha holds that Dharmakirti was born in
Trimalaya, which was formerly known as Cudamani (Schiefner 1963:175). Trimalaya is
identified by Stcherbatsky (1964:34) with Tirumalla, and by L. Joshi (1986:146) with
Tirumalai. Both are probably Tirumala (in Andhra Pradesh), a sacred site for Visnu
worship. Note that Xuanzang reports in the Da Tang Xiyu Ji (The Great Tang Records on
the Western Regions) that the country “Cholya” lies between Dhanakataka, a country at the
mouth of the Krsna River, and Kaificipura, the capital of the country Dravida (Pallava
dynasty) (see Mizutani 2000:333-335). Takakuwa (1974:196-200) regards Xuanzang’s
Cholya as the region ruled by the head of the Telgu Chola, whom the Pallava and others
subjugated, and he identifies Cholya with present-day Nellore.

? See Obermiller 1932:152.

* See Schiefner 1963:177-179.
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could be considered influenced by Dharmakirti.” Kumarila’s later years may have
overlapped with Dharmakirti’s younger years, but Kumarila’s life ended before
Dharmakirti became known outside the Buddhist orders. It is unlikely that they
faced each other directly, including in written exchanges like those in the Heian era
of ancient Japan when Saicho and Tokuitsu argued about superiority between the
theory of one vehicle (ekayana) and the theory of three vehicles (yanatraya) for
liberation.

The most famous legend on the Hindu side is told in the Sasikaradigvijaya
(SDV), a biography of Sarkara, the founder of the school of the Advaita Vedanta.®
Madhava Vidyaranya, who is ascribed to be the author, reinforced the financial
foundation of the Sringeri monastery, the base of the Advaita Vedanta school,
through public worship of the goddess Sarada under the protection of the
Vijayanagar dynasty in the fourteenth century and wrote the Sarvadarsana-
samgraha (Compendium of the schools of philosophies). According to the Sarikara-
digvijaya, after Sarikara completed the commentary (Bhdsya) on the Brahmasiitra,
he wished Kumarila—the most highly regarded scholar of his time—to write a sub-
commentary on his work and make it known worldwide. He then found Kumarila
on the shores of the sacred site Prayaga (present-day Allahabad), where the Ganga
and Yamuna rivers meet. However, Kumarila was surrounded by his disciples and
buried in a mountain of chaff with only his head showing. Furthermore, the chaff
had been set alight and was smoking vigorously, at which the disciples were crying.

When Sankara asked what was happening, Kumarila recalled: Previously, I
was enraged that Buddhism flourished with the support of influential people in the
vulgar world and the Vedic tradition was being ignored, and I engaged in debate
with a Buddhist monk but was defeated. Therefore, I falsely entered a Buddhist
order to learn about the esoteric teachings of Buddhism. Once, I heard a wise
Buddhist monk sharply criticizing the authority of the Vedas; despite myself, I shed
tears out of frustration. My tears were seen by those around me, who realized my
true nature. Consequently, the Buddhist monks pushed me off the tower roof; I lost
an eye but remained alive. After leaving the Buddhist order, I attempted a debate
with the master, which I won. I then banished the Buddhist order from the land and

> Kataoka (2011a) seeks to support Frauwallner’s theory about the relation between
Kumarila and Dharmakairti, but it errs. See Appendix herein.

® The Sanskrit-language movie Adi Shankaracharya was released in 1983 (director: G. V.
Iyer; film advisor: T. M. P. Mahadevan) and can currently be viewed on YouTube. This
movie also contains the meeting between Sankara and Kumarila and the scene of the
recollection by Kumarila. According to http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adi_Shankaracharya
_%?28film%?29, the role of Kumarila is played by Sreepathy Ballal.



restored the Vedic tradition. Now that I have completed what I ought to have done,
I have decided upon suicide to absolve myself of the fault of “terrifying a master,”
albeit a Buddhist monk, and thus, I am carrying it out.’

Sankara is believed to have flourished around the end of the seventh
century at the earliest,® so he could not have met Kumarila, who lived around 600.
Accordingly, this legend is fiction. Moreover, Madhava himself did not write the
Saikaradigvijaya in the fourteenth century. Instead, it is thought to have been
written in his name in the eighteenth century.’ This work, however, is written as a
compendium of previously compiled Sankara biographies. The literary genre of
Saiikara biographies was probably established in or after the fourteenth century, and
several biographies continued to be written.'’ Notably, they all include the scene
where Sankara meets Kumarila and a similar recollection by Kumarila." It is a fact
that throughout the Middle Ages, Kumarila was regarded as the standard-bearer of
Buddhist criticism on the side of Brahmanism.

Documents showing that Kumarila was actively involved in the anti-
Buddhist movement by Brahmin forces in real society remain from earlier—
precisely the same era as Kumarila. In the Vasavadatta Katha, a literary work by
Subandhu, there is a scene of competition for the heroine Vasavadatta’s hand in
marriage. Among the depiction of princes of different countries vying for her hand
in marriage is this passage:

“Certain ones were like the adherent of the philosophy of Jaimini, who
9912

expelled [the philosophy of] the Tathagata.

7SDV 7.75: “And so he, seeking to absolve himself of the serious fault he bore due to
having terrified a master, entered the chaff fire, as he knew the entire meaning of the Vedas
and was orthodox, this sage.” so ’yam guror unmathanaprasaktam mahattaram dosam
apakarisnuh / aSesavedarthavid astikatvat tusanalam pravisad esa dhirah /. Manusmrti
(Mn 11.89) orders the same atonement as for killing a Brahmin to those who defy (prati-
rabh) a guru.

¥ W. Slaje (2007: n. 1) sets Sankara’s era around 670-700 due to his relationships with
other thinkers. K. Harimoto (2006:106) places the period when Sankara wrote the
Brahmasiitrabhasya between 756 and 772 due to relationships with epigraphic materials.
 See Sawai 1992:18-21; Bader 2000:53-62.

1% According to Bader (2000:23-25), SDV is based directly and indirectly upon four of the
seven preceding Sankara biographies that he consulted.

' According to Bader (2000:74 & 86, n. 26), all the Sarikara biographies before the SDV
have a meeting with Kumarila, who is going to commit suicide, or at least with
Bhatta/Bhattacarya/Bhattapada. See ASV 173,5-174,6 (173,11: The debate opponent is
Jainaguru); VSV 5.9-37.

2 VK 24, 7-8: kecit jaiminimatasSravina iva tathagata[mata]dhvamsinah. Kimura
(1999:212) has already interpreted this as a mention of Kumarila, albeit without study.
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This work is estimated to have been created around 600." The tale is primarily set
in the region from the Vindhya Range to the Gulf of Cambay. Subandhu may have
lived in the Avanti region (present-day Malwa region), centered on Ujjain, from the
work’s geographical range and customs.' Then, judging from the geography seen
in Kumarila’s writings,"” the Vedic schools,'® and the descriptions of social

Jaimini is said to be the founder of the Mimamsa school, but this is debated. See Yoshimizu
2021: 506-516.

" The depiction of the competition for Vasavadatta’s hand in marriage contains a
description that Uddyotakara is “the authority of Nyaya” (see VK 38, 13—-19: nyayasthitim
ivoddyotakarasvariipam ... vasavadattam dadarsa; Kimura 1999: 211). Because Uddyotaka
is the person who criticized the Pramanasamuccaya, the final work of Dignaga (around
500), in detail, his views probably became an authority representing the Nyaya school no
earlier than the first half of the sixth century. Moreover, because VK has expressions that
rhetorically lament the dog-eat-dog political chaos (VK 2,9-10), it seems that this work
was written before Harsavardhana, who assumed the throne in 606, achieved victory in the
struggle with his political rivals and established his power (Hoernle 1909:138-139). In
addition, Singh (1993:7) notes that Vasavadatta and Tarangavati are mentioned together in
the Visesavasyakabhasya by the Jainist Jinabhadra Ksamasramana, and that a colophon of
the Jaisalmer manuscript states that Jinabhadra wrote his own commentaries to this work at
Valabhi in the year 531 by the Saka calendar (608609 in the Gregorian Calendar).
Accordingly, VK was written around 600 and promptly became popular.

4 See Warder 1977:234; Singh 1993:14-15.

'S Kumarila explains that wherever a word is spoken, it expresses the same meaning:
“whether the word ‘agnihotra’ (the name of a simple sacrifice) or the like is spoken in
Valabhi or in Pataliputra, it cannot cause the understanding of a different meaning.” (TV
613,19: valabhyam pataliputre vagnihotradisabda wuccaryamano narthantaram prati-
padayati). Kumarila must have given two places that were realistically the most distant
from each other, which means that Valabhi (now Vallabhipura) is the westernmost and
Pataliputra (now Patna) is the easternmost representative city as seen from Kumarila’s
place of residence. In addition, Kumarila mentions twice the language of Lata, a town
facing the Gulf of Cambay, as an example of a regional language (TV 260,2 & 952,12;
Kane 1978:172). Regarding Lata, see Shastri 2000:105. Furthermore, the section on the
language of barbarians (mleccha) (MmS 1.3.10) points out, albeit in the statements by the
opponent, a few characteristics of the languages of andhra and dravida in the south (but IO:
and|[siclradravidadi; An: dravidadi) and distinguishes them from the languages of western
tribes like the Persians (I0: parasika; An: parasi), the Greeks (yavana), the Romans
(raumaka), and western barbarians (barbara = barbaroi?), among others, while including
andhra and dravida in the languages of mleccha (TV 226,8-10). In addition, Sabara
mentions the holdka in the east, the ahninaibuka in the south, and the udvrsabhayajiia in the
north as regional festivals, together with directions (SBh 243,5-244.2), but he does not
mention a festival in the west, nor does Kumarila. As they have probably divided the
directions by comparison to their own places of residence, we can infer that they both lived
in midwestern India.

' The Yajurveda is broadly divided into the Black Yajurveda, which has both a Mantra
section and a Brahmana prose section (precepts and commentary on rites) in the main
collection (Samhita), and the White Yajurveda, which has only mantras in the main



customs,'” the present author suspects that Kumarila may have lived somewhere in

collection, and each of these Yajurvedas branch out even further. For a broad outline of the
Yajurveda, see Tsuji 1970:3-5; Gonda 1975:323-337. Many of the Mimamsa subjects are
interpretations of extracts from the Black Yajurveda corpora. In section MmS 3.4.30-31,
Kumarila argued that the example text in the Taittiriyasamhita should be understood
literally, whereas an interpretation according to the corresponding passage in the
Maitrayani Samhita should be avoided. TV 969, 17-18: “That the giver [of horses] is
entitled to the offering has already been established by means of the passage quoted from
the Taittirtya sakha. That would not be disproved by any other reasoning nor by any
passages of other (Sakhas).” yathodahrtena tavat taittiriyasakhavakyena datur istih siddha.
sa na nydayantarendapaniyate na vacanantarena. For details, see Yoshimizu 2016, section 6.
Accordingly, Kumarila was active in a region where the Yajurveda division is occupied by
the Taittirtya school (but he was not necessarily born in a family of the Taittiriya branch).
Alternatively, he appears to have been in the Taittiriya sphere of influence through the
process of elimination (see footnotes 78 and 106 herein).

According to Panini, who was in northwestern India, “taittiriya” is a word derived

from the personal name Tittiri (see A 4.3.102; Witzel 1982/83:185), and the Bharadvaja-
grhyasiitra (BhGS) 1.21 (21,14), a Taittirlya text, contains the name of the Yamuna River,
and the Srautasiitras of several Taittiriya schools contain many quotes from the
Maitrayaniya and Vajasaneyin schools, which were founded in northern India (see
Kashikar 1968:162—-163). Therefore, the Taittirtya school of the Black Yajurveda is
inferred to have been born in northern India, but it seems to have quickly expanded
southward, and the compilation of the kalpasiitra, including the Dharmastitras, seems to
have been completed in southern India (Biihler 1879:xxxvi—xxxvii; Biihler 1882:xli—xlii;
Witzel 1985: n. 13). A minimal number of donation inscriptions addressed to Taittiriya
Brahmins have been excavated in northern India after the Gupta dynasty (Datta 1989:153—
158). Moreover, the writer Bhavabhiiti was born in a Taittirtya Brahmin lineage in the
Vidarbha region (northeastern Maharashtra) (Warder 1983:271-273). For the distribution
of the Yajurveda schools in Indian subcontinent, see footnote 67 herein.
" The opponent criticizes that Arjuna’s marriage to Krsna’s younger sister Subhadra
contravenes the marriage provisions that forbid marriage to a daughter of one’s mother’s
brothers (matrbhratrtanaya), since Arjuna’s mother and Krsna’s father were siblings (see
Mn 11.172; BDhS 1.2.3), amid the defense of the Mahabharata heroes’ behavior, which
appears at first glance to depart from dharma. In response to the criticism, Kumarila says
that Subhadra is not Krsna’s real sister, but the daughter of Krsna’s mother’s sister
(matrsvasriya) or the daughter of a daughter of Krsna’s mother’s father’s sister (matrpitr-
svasriyaduhitr) (see TV 210,16-19; Yoshimizu 2016, n. 76), and he explains that Subhadra
is a maternal relative in the same generation as Arjuna but not the daughter of his uncle. In
addition to his comment on differences in customs between northern and southern India, as
in, “Southerners are satisfied with marrying the daughter of their own maternal uncle, but
other people do not do that, out of hatred for it” (TV 204,26-27: svamatulasutam prapya
daksinatyas tu tusyati // anye tu savyalikena manasa tan na kurvate /), the defense of
Arjuna’s marriage suggests that Kumarila himself lived in a region that avoided
matrilateral cross-cousin marriage, which was normal in southern India (see Rivers 1907).

Furthermore, MmS, volume 2, chapter 3, section 2 contains a debate in the
interpretation of a certain ritual provision in the Rajastuiya sacrifice, between an opponent
who holds that “the person with ruling power is recognized as the king, regardless of their
social class of origin” and a proponent who holds that “the king is limited to those from the
Ksatriya class” (see Yoshimizu 2020c). Sabara states, as a parlance supporting the
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the midwestern region of India, in present-day southwestern Madhya Pradesh,
eastern Gujarat, or northwestern Maharashtra. Therefore, Subandhu and Kumarila
lived in the same period and were relatively close geographically. If that is the case,
then by the end of the sixth century, Kumarila should have released his first work,
Slokavarttika (SV), and solidified his position as a Mimamsa scholar. Moreover, he
should have been writing his subsequent work, Tantravarttika (TV), while publicly
criticizing Buddhism on various occasions, as presented in this paper. Therefore,
Subandhu should have been aware of Kumarila’s social influence and used him
metaphorically as a confident suitor.

The Mimamsa school was born from speculative consideration of the
structure of and relationships between Vedic sacrifices, initially having no relation
to Buddhism. The later-formed parts of the Srautasiitra, which describes in detail
the sacrifices in each Vedic school, display considerations that are similar to parts
of the Mimamsasiitra (MmS), the fundamental compendium of the Mimamsa school.
However, once Buddhist orders gained social power, one chapter was added at the
beginning of the Mimamsasiitra to combat it. To counter Buddhism, which held that
the teachings of their founder, the Buddha, were the true dharma, volume (adhyaya)
1, chapter (pada) 1 begins with the first sitra, which proclaims the start of “an
recognizing dharma is the Vedas, and dharma cannot be recognized with
experiential observations that rely on the senses. '

After the formation of the Mimamsasitra, the oldest surviving Mimamsa
literature is Sabarasvamin’s commentary on the MmS, dating to around 500. Sabara

proponent, “The people of the Andhra region call people ‘king’ if they are Ksatriya, even if
they do not make their livelihood by administration.” (SBh 580,6-581,1: Jjanapadapura-
pariraksanavrttim anupajivaty api ksatriye rajasabdam andhrah prayuiijante). This is
probably a custom among local people who revere the royalty who have the proper
historical lineage but have had their power usurped, and who do not accept the legitimacy
of Kalabhra control, in the period when the Kalabhra tribe, who patronized Buddhism and
Jainism, controlled the Andhra and Tamil regions (Karashima 2014:60, 85—86). Kumarila
asserts that this custom is from the Andhra and Dravida regions and then finds that this
southern custom is a basis for supporting the proponent’s position (TV 585,27-28), based
on the interpretive rule (MmS 1.3.10) that “word usage by foreigners (mleccha) will also be
a basis to the extent that it relates to experiential things.” (TV 586,26-27) This statement by
Kumarila was made from his confidence of being a resident of the land where Aryans live
gregariously—the aryavarta—north of the Andhra region, like Sabara. See III.1 herein.

'8 Here, I do not translate “dharma” or translate it simply as “law” in its wider application
Olivelle (2000: 1) notes: “The term dharma may be translated as “Law” if we do not limit
ourselves to its narrow modern definition as civil and criminal statutes but take it to include
all the rules of behavior, including moral and religious behavior, that a community
recognizes as binding on its members.”



quotes an entire section of the commentary Vr#ti that preceded him. It formulates
the Mimamsa school’s definitions of means of knowledge (pramana)," including
discussions criticizing consciousness-only epistemology and the selflessness
doctrine of Buddhism. From the Buddhist perspective, after presenting the basic
precepts of the Mimamsa teachings in chapter 9 of his Madhyamakahrdaya (Heart
of the Middle Way), Bhaviveka conveyed the Mimamsa authors’ criticism of “the
Buddha being a sarvajiia (omniscient person)” (vv. 15-17).% The sarvajiia criticism
is part of religious thought, but it is based on theological theory. By contrast,
Kumarila directed his criticism toward the idea that the Buddha is a sarvajiia, but
also toward Buddhist missionary activities in society. As presented below,
Kumarila’s denunciation of Buddhism is more vivid and harsh than previous anti-
Buddhist criticisms by Brahmin scholars.

All of Kumarila’s writings are sub-commentaries on the Sabara’s
commentary on the entire Mimamsasiitra.”' In volume 1, chapter 3 of Tantravarttika,
Kumarila develops his criticism of “Buddhism as a religion.” Relying on the
framework of legal source theory in the Manusmrti (Mn), the first and the most
voluminous Hindu code (Dharmasastra), he debates about the authority of various
scriptures called “Smrti” (originally meaning “memory” or “recollection”) that was
formed by human beings. Kumarila quotes over twenty verses from nearly all
chapters of the Manusmrti** and regards it highly. At the beginning of chapter 2, the
Manusmrti lists four sources of law (dharmamiila) as the basis for recognizing
dharma. The criteria for determining good and evil are the revealed scripture (sruti,
Veda), the recollected scripture (smrti, written law), the customs of good people
(saddcara, customary law), and self-satisfaction (@tmatusti).” Buddhists devoutly
believe in the Ratnatraya (triple gems), namely, the Buddha, Buddha’s words, and
Buddhist orders. The Buddha is the object of belief. Buddha’s words that have been

' Frauwallner 1968:24-60.

0 See Kawasaki 1992:377 and 411.

2 The Slokavarttika is a full-verse sub-commentary on MmS volume 1, chapter 1,

consisting of sections on philosophical problems. The Tantravarttika is a sub-commentary

from volume 1, chapter 2 through volume 3, and it discusses in detail the interpretive

principles for discussion in the MmS. His commentary on volume 4 and following survive

in the Tuptika, a collection of fragments. The Brhattika, a work from his later years, is an

expanded version of some debates in the Slokavarttika, and it may have been uncompleted

or dispersed and lost except for some fragments.

22 See Kane 1925:99, n. 26.

3 Mn 2.6: vedo ’khilo dharmamiilam smrtisile ca tadvidam” / acaras caiva sadhinam

atmanas tustir eva ca //; 2.12ab: vedah smrtih sadacarah svasya ca privam atmanah /
*Gautamadharmasitra (GDhS) 1.1-2: vedo dharmamiilam; tadvidam ca smrtisile;

see Olivelle 2005:244.
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transmitted as precepts (sitras) and rules (vinayas) are guidelines for thinking and
living. The behaviors of Buddhist monks with high morals are life models.
Moreover, people are required to determine things, constantly relying on their
intellect and the dharma taught by the Buddha, and to “abide with yourselves as the
island (i.e., refuge)” (relying on oneself as a lamplight, H %) due to the
Buddha’s dying wish. However, Kumarila believed that all of these should be
rejected because they are inconsistent with the four sources of law taught by the

Manusmrti.”

I. Revealed scripture (§ruti*®)

The Mimamsa school asserts that “the Vedas are scriptures that were
revealed” and regards their authority as absolute. The final section in volume 1,
chapter 1 of the Mimamsasiitra examines the authority of Vedic corpus with names
that appear to be of its author. This examination is held to prove that the Vedic
tradition has no beginning, and people from every generation in the past have
learned the Vedas that their masters learned from their preceding generations
because the Vedas are not something created by human hands (apauruseya).”

* Mahaparinibbanasuttanta (Dighanikaya 16, ed. Rys Davids and E. Carpenter, PTS, 1903),
2.26: attadipa viharatha.

» The Manusmrti does not name Buddhism or any other specific religious groups. Instead,
it refers to heretics who do not believe in the Vedas as pasanda and prohibits revering
pasanda (Mn 4.30), living in a country controlled by pasanda (4.61), and offering water to
a woman who aids pasanda if she should die (5.90), and requires the king to expel people
affiliated with pasanda from the capital (9.225). Eltschinger (2014:36, n. 3) summarizes
examples of usages and the etymology of “pasanda,” going back to inscriptions of King
ASoka.

26 0ld usage examples of s§ruti can be seen in Manavagrhyasitra (MGS) 1.9.22 and GDhS
9.72. Both are from EINOO CARD.

T For example, Sabara explains that the title of the text, Kathakasamhita, begins with the
personal name Katha merely letting one know that Katha is the expert of that text.
Sdbarabhd_sya (SBh) 102,6—10: “Even if the recitation [of the Kathakasamhita, etc.] by
Katha, etc. were performed eminently and in a way comparable to no other, people would
name [those after their names]. Moreover, it is passed down that VaiSampayana studied the
entire [Yajur] Veda corpora, but Katha studied on this Vedic corpus alone.* Whereas some
people studied many Vedic corpora, he studied only one Vedic corpus, and because he is an
expert on that (the Vedic corpus that he studied), the determiner [Kathaka], which is not
shared by the others, is applied [to that Vedic corpusl.” prakarsena vacanam
ananyasadharanam kathadibhir anusthitam syat tathapi hi samakhyataro bhavanti.
smaryate ca vaisampayanah sarvasakhadhyayi, kathah punar imam kevalam sakham
adhyapayam babhiiveti. sa bahusSakhadhyayinam samnidhav ekasakhadhyayy anyam
Sakham anadhiyanah tasyam prakrstatvad asadharanam upapadyate visesanam.
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However, going beyond resolving individual doubts, Kumarila founded the non-
artificiality of the Vedas upon the basis of principles in his own way. If the non-
artificiality of the Vedas could be proved by human intellect through experience or
logical reasoning, the human intellect would become superior to the Vedas and
damage their absolute authority, he says. Kumarila argues in volume 1, chapter 3 of
the Tantravarttika that the Srautasttra is a ritual scripture but not sruti (revealed
scripture). In the discussion about why the Vedas can be sruti though being a ritual
scripture like the Srautasiitra, he admits that the Vedas cannot be actively proven
not to be artificial. However, he states that those who recited the Vedic mantras
could not believe them to be created by human skill.

Concerning the Vedas, the fallacy that they “are a created thing” arose from
spurious reasoning, such as “because their essence is the collection of words
and sentences,” as long as one has not perceived the form of the Vedas because
of being outside [Vedic culture] (bahiravasthana). However, having perceived
the form of [mantras] themselves, such as a rc and a saman, one ceases this
fallacy. Listening even to the opening of the [three] Vedas, a person of intellect
cannot deem at all that they are artificial.*®

Then he quotes the first part from the mantra collections of the Rgveda,
Yajurveda, and Samaveda. He praises them as texts written in a transcendently
excellent language that definitely could not have come from human intellect, as
they are far removed from worldly literary works,” and draws the following
conclusion:

As shown above, every time students, teachers, or bystanders observe the
forms of the Veda words and sentences and their meanings, they are sure to

* In Indian legends, the Vedas, which were originally one, were split into four
divisions (vy-as) by Vyasa, the creator of the Mahabharata (MBh), and one division was
passed down to each of four disciples (MBh 1.57.73-75; 12.314.23-24). One of these,
Vaisampayana, received the Yajurveda (Visnupurana [ViPu] 3.4.8), and Katha was one of
Vaisampayana’s disciplies (Mahabhasya [VMBh] vol. 2, 316,4-5: vaisampayanantevast
kathah; see Tsuji 1970:36).
 Tantravarttika (TV) 237,11-15: vedesu hi tavad eva padavakyasamghatatmakatvadi-
hetvabhasaih krtakatvabhrantir bhavati. yavad (10; An: vya tad) bahiravasthanad
vedaripam na drsyate / rksamadisvariipe tu drste bhrantir nivartate // adimatram api Srutva
vedanam pauruseyata / na sakyadhyavasatum hi manag api sacetanaih //

» See Harikai 1994:157-158; Yoshimizu 2008a:65-66.
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ascertain that [their forms] are recognized by themselves (svasamvedya) as

being non-artificial.*

Apologetics like this is a rejection of responses to the criticism that
Buddhists have frequently made since the Tevijjasutta (The Threefold Knowledge)
(Dighanikaya 13), that the authority of the Vedas cannot be rationally proved. To
avoid attempts at proof because they are beyond the bounds of rationality might be
seen as an outburst of defiance, but Kumarila took a most rational approach from
his viewpoint. Anyone who recites the Vedic mantras might naturally be convinced
that the Vedas are not artificial, without further examination or proof. Here
Kumarila does not mention Buddhism by name. However, he turned to his
advantage the term “self-consciousness” (svasamvedana) used in the doctrine that
cognition has “form” (sakara), which became the mainstream in Buddhist
epistemology from Dignaga onward, and implicitly reproached the Buddhists,
saying that they vainly seek to prove the artificiality of the Vedas on various
grounds because they have not learned the Vedas.

Kumarila set up a defense of Veda’s supreme authority by refusing to
prove that the Vedas are not artificial on any grounds. However, he raises criticisms
of the Buddha’s supreme authority as a sarvajiia (omniscient person) to attack
Buddhism in his early work, the Slokavarttika (SV), and the surviving fragments of
his later work,*! the Brhattika (BT), which was quoted in the Tattvasamgraha by
Buddhist Santaraksita. The argument in the SV is concise, while that in the BT is
detailed, but the sarvajiia criticisms in both texts follow the same path. The
criticism was developed from two points.** First, no human can become a sarvajiia

0TV 238,23-24: evam ca yada (10; An: yada omitted) yadadhyetaro adhyapayitarah
parsvastha va vedapadavakyatadartharipany alocayanti tada (10; An: tada omitted) tada
svasamvedyam evapauruseyatvam adhyavasyanti. In Mimamsa, the existence of the self
(atman) is known by svasamvedya. See SBh 67,14.

31'0n the chronological order of Kumarila’s works, see Yoshimizu 2007a:213-219;
Yoshimizu 2020a, n. 4.

2§V, Codanasiitra, vv. 110cd—155; TSg vv. 3127-3245. Even Manu, the compiler of the
Manusmrti, could not directly recognize dharma by his own power, and he should have
been able to recognize dharma only after being taught the Vedas by others (see footnote 73
herein). Kumarila states that the sarvajiia criticism in the Codanasiitra section of SV
applies to Manu as well. TV 163,27-28: “In addition, it is probably imagined that Manu,
etc. has capabilities different to all present-day humanity, but this was dismissed in the
argument on sarvajiia.” punas cedanimtanasarvapurusajativiparitasamarthyakalpana
manvadeh tac caitat sarvajiiavade nirakrtam. See Harikai 1975:63; McCrea 2009: n. 21. On
the statement, “because that consists of the knowledge of all things” (sarvajiianamayo hi
sah) in Mn 2.7 relating to the Vedas and not Manu, see Wezler 1982.
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because nobody can obtain awareness of their life after death. Second, even if there
were a sarvajiia, we would have no means of recognizing who it is.™

However, Kumarila does not believe that “every person is equally unaware
of matters relating to their lives after death.” He writes that people can know from
the statements in the Vedas what they should do in their present life in order to be
born in their next life under certain circumstances. Considering that Vedic
statements are included in “teaching by words” (sabda), one of the six means of
knowledge, humans can become sarvajiia in a certain sense.” He then believes that
the “erudite” (Sista), * namely, the person who has learned the Vedas and the
sciences based upon them through education, stands in a better position than
ordinary people who have not done so0.”® The grammarian Patafijali had already
defined sista:

3 Some of these BT verses quoted in the TSg are also quoted in Ratnakirti’s Sarvajiiasiddhi
(see Frauwallner 1962; Bithnemann 1980:174). As this sarvajiia criticism has already been
extensively studied (see Harikai 1985:50-61; Kawasaki 1992:262-326; McClintock 2010;
Moriyama 2012:231-234), this monograph will not discuss its contents further except for
one topic in the Appendix.

3 SV, Codanasiitra, v. 111cd: “If a person becoming a sarvajiia were to occur through the
six means of knowledge, what could this be prevented by?” yadi sadbhih pramanaih syat
sarvajiiah kena varyate; TSg v. 3134: “Moreover, who would not agree that a person who
has discerned the objects of the six kinds of knowledge by the six means of knowledge is,
in summary, a person who knows all?” tatha sadbhih pramanair yah satprameyavivekavan /
so ’'pi samksiptasarvajiiah kasya nama na sammatah //

3 Sista is the past participle of the verb sas, meaning “teach,” and once a disciple (sisya)
has finished acquiring all of the master’s teaching, they become a Sista. Because Mimamsa
requires studying by being taught by another, this monograph translates it as “erudite.”

% In the Mimamsa before Kumarila, Sabarasvamin had already observed that the word
meaning of scriptures is ascertained by Sista. SBh 217,5-518,1: “[What is accepted] by
people who are grounded upon scripture is the meaning of words. Who are the people who
are grounded upon scripture? They are erudite. They have uninterrupted memories
concerning multifarious words and Vedas. For this reason, erudites are the basis when
ascertaining [the meaning of the words of] the revealed scriptures and the recollected
scriptures.” ya Sastrasthanam sa Sabdarthah. ke Sastrasthah. Sistah. tesam avicchinnd
smrtih Sabdesu vedesu ca. tena Sista nimittam Srutismrtyavadharane. See Taber 2012:141.
Attacking this point, Dharmakirti points out, “The actual words of the Vedas do not speak
directly to people” (PV 1.312), and raises an objection to the Mimamsa view that
understanding of Vedic texts requires commentary by erudites, giving the criticism, “If
someone says that they correctly know and can give commentary on the meaning of the
words in the Vedas, it would become impossible to deny that there could be some people
who know extrasensory matters without relying on the Vedas” (PV 1.313). See Wakahara
1990 and Taber 2012. On the interdependence of the scriptures’ authority and the erudites’
authority, see also footnote 214 herein.
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“The Brahmins who are in the fixed dwelling place of the Aryans,” have
enough cereal to fill a jar, are not greedy, have no [vulgar] motives, and have
pursued learning of some kind without requiring any special [effort] are

erudite.”*®

According to this definition, Kumarila considered having extensive knowledge of
the Vedas essential for an erudite. He taught that regardless of which law source is
used as a basis for justifying a norm, the norm must be recognized by erudite
people. Sista in the grammar tradition is limited to educated people up to Patafijali’s
era who could use Sanskrit correctly as their everyday language.” However, the
Mimamsa interpreted it expansively to include intellectuals of the same era, when a

new Hinduism was being organized.*

I1. Recollected scripture (smrti)

1. Heresy due to contradictions with the Vedas*!

37 On “the place where Aryans live gregariously” (a@ryavarta), see 1I1.1 herein.

¥ VMBh, vol. 3, 174,8-10: etasmin aryanivase ye brahmanah kumbhidhanya alolupa
agrhyamanakaranah kimcidantarena kasyascid vidyayah paragas tatrabhavantah Sistah. Cf.
BDhS 1.1.5: Sistah khalu vigatamatsara nirahamkarah kumbhidhanya alolupa dambha-
darpalobhamohakrodhavivarjitah (= above VMBh); VDhS 1.6: Sistas punar akamatma.
See Kane 1968-1977, 11, 2:971-972; 111:825-826; Pollock 1985:505; Cardona 1997:552.

3% See Thieme 1957:60-62; Deshpande 1993.

“ See footnote 212 herein. Sabara included intellectuals of his time as Sista as well and
said: The elective sacrifice (kamyakarman, which grants benefits in the present life) does
not need to be held regularly as an obligation, unlike fixed sacrifices (nityakarman), but
once it has commenced, an obligation to perform it right to the end arises (MmS 6.2.13:
prakramat tu niyamyeta ...). However, those who break down and end the elective sacrifice
partway will “be rebuked by the erudite” in the community. SBh 1397,20-1398,1: “In fact,
to those who begin something like this (the elective sacrifice) and then complete it, the
erudites do not rebuke them saying, ‘This person only starts [sacrifices], and we should not
interact with him.” Furthermore, receiving a rebuke from erudites is a fault.” yo hy
arabdham evamjatiyakam samapayati, na tam Sista vigarhante, prakramiko ’yam
asamvyavaharya iti Sistavigarhana ca dosah; SBh 1259,15-17: “Even if you lose [your
wish], there is a restriction [that you must complete the elective sacrifice] for that (MmS
4.3.24). ... so that you do not receive a rebuke from erudites for not completing [the
elective sacrifice] although you began it. Erudites would immediately rebuke such a person,
saying, ‘This person is a wretched fellow who only begins [sacrifices].”” vite niyamas
tadartham ... Sistavigarhandaya. upakramyaparisamapayatah, tadanantaram evainam Sista
vigarhayeyuh, prakramiko ’yam kapurusa iti vadantah. Sabara’s Sistavigarhana (SBh
1398,14) appears to be an expression imitating “to be rebuked by good people” (sadbhir
vigarhita-) (see MBh 1.92.5; 5.9.26; 5.128.35; 5.133.7; 11.14.13).

* This monograph considers only Kumarila’s perspective when calling Buddhism a

14



Smrti is a text written by ancient sages and passed down as scriptures. The

official view of the Mimamsa school*

is that the authors of these works previously
heard and memorized the Vedas from other sources and later recollected them and
compiled them into the text, which is why they are called “recollected scripture”
(smrti).* From a historical point of view, however, the Vedas are the oldest ritual
texts, and the Smrti texts all originated several centuries after the Vedic era, not to
mention the case of the Manusmrti. Moreover, looking at their contents, the main
topics of the law codes are norms for life in secular society and do not include
Vedic sacrifices. Therefore, common sense suggests that the individual provisions
of the Smrti are unlikely to be supported by precepts in the Vedas. Given this, the
Mimamsasiitra assumes an opponent who rejects all scripture other than the Vedas,
and argues in response to this opponent: If people who follow a Smrti are

accustomed to conducting sacrifices precisely as stipulated in the Vedas, the Smrti

“heresy.” As historically Buddhism was not born out of the Vedic religion upheld by the
Brahmins and separated from the Brahmin orthodoxy, it cannot be called heretical in the
same sense as in Christianity. Nor is it clear whether Kumarila’s orthodoxy was supported
by royal power as the Christian orthodoxy was since the Edict of Thessalonica by
Theodosius I (380 CE.). However, in the quotation in footnote 80 herein, Kumarila notes
that Buddhism proclaims the same goals as the Vedas and, then, he evaluates it as
preaching the wrong path to reach them.

2TV 165,12—-14: “Moreover, [the law codes of Manu, etc.] themselves were handed over
[to the readers] after being compiled by the people (i.e., the law code compilers) who
remembered [the corresponding provisions in the Vedas] thinking, ‘The Veda as a whole is
the source of dharma,” and ‘The entirety [of dharma] is taught in the Veda.’* Accordingly,
this (i.e., the fact that the provisions of the law codes have their sources in the Veda) should
have [factually] been confirmed for certainty by the people acting at the time [of the
compilation of law codes], because they act discreetly. For this reason, the validity [of the
law codes] is established through the Veda.” api ca vedo akhilo dharmamitlam sarvo
abhihito veda iti ca svayam eva smartrbhir atma badhva samarpitas (An; 10: samarpitam)
tac caitan niyogatas tatkalaih kartrbhir buddhikaritvad upalabdham atah siddham veda-
dvaram pramanyam.

* In response to the opponent who raises the criticism that Mn 2.6a “vedo ’khilo

dharmamiilam” and Mn 2.7c “sa sarvo ’bhihito vede” lack foundation (TV 163,16-17; cf.
NSu 121,15-16), Kumarila probably would have regarded these two passages as a meta-
rule that control the Manusmrti as a whole.
* The early Dharmasiitras explicitly stated, “Finding a religious foundation in the gods, etc.
for the norms in life in society is useless, and acts praised by Aryans are dharma, while acts
criticized by them are the opposite (adharma)” (ApDhS 1.20.6-8; lkari & Watase
2002:344-345; Wezler 2004:629), and the word “smrti” was used in the sense of
“recollection of unwritten traditional customs.” (GDhS 1.2; Wezler 2004:635-637)
However, opposing the rise of the religion of renunciates, “smrti” gradually came to be
used in the sense of “recollection of words in the Vedas that serve as a source,” and it
became a source of law subservient to sruti. On the transition in the significance of “smrti”
in the various Dharmasutras, see Brick 2006.
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can be recognized as correct.* For example, Mn 4.150cd states:

“On the days of astaka, and the following day, one should always worship the

ancestor spirits.”*

This provision requires a special ancestor ceremony on the astaka days, that is, the
eighth day of the black part (krsna paksa, the last half of a month) of the three (or
four) months of winter from the latter half of November in the closing stages of the
year.*® While the Vedas did not mention a special ancestor ceremony by the name
of Astaka, Mimamsa believed that Atharvaveda (AV) 3.10, a mantra that praises the
goddess Astaka at the end of each year, was the mark (liniga) that suggests the
Astaka ancestor ceremony.?” The equivalence with the Vedas required to justify a
Smrti has lax standards. As long as it can be associated with the Vedas with a mark
of some kind, it is justified because the erudite who has inherited Vedic culture has
approved and performed it. However, to force that the Veda supports the
correctness of the Smrti, the Mimamsa school openly supposes, in a way that is
forbidden to modern-day scholars of philology, that there should be a
corresponding injunction of the Vedas (vidhi), once a supporting mark is found in a
surviving Vedic mantra (the formula chanted during a ritual) or explanatory
passage (arthavada, commentary on the significance of a ritual).

Before Kumarila, Sabara had already reported the debate on how to think
about this supposition.* First, Sabara had the opponent say that the Smrti precepts
not supported by the existing Vedas cannot be means of knowledge because no one
had heard and confirmed the Vedic text that would be their source no matter how
many generations one may trace back in an unbroken chain.*” Kumarila assumes a

“# MmS 1.3.2: “No, [the recollected scripture, smrti,] should be a means of knowledge as
that whose [sources] are inferred to be [in the Vedas], due to the commonality of the agent
of action.” api va kartrsamanyat pramanam anumanam syat.

* Mn 4.150cd: pitims caivastakasv arcen nityam anvastakasu ca//

% The three months of MargaSirsa, Pausa, and Maga, and the month of Phalguna. For the
details of the Astaka ceremony in Grhyasutras, see Gonda 1980:450-456.

47 Sabara quotes AV 3.10.2a, “(the goddess that) people welcome with joy” (yam jandh
pratinandanti) in SBh 165,9 (on alternative readings, see Yoshimizu 2012a: n. 33). AV
3.10.5 and 8 pray for the safety and long life of “descendants” (praja), which is deeply
related to the ancestor spirits.

* The three theories described below have already been summarized in Kane 1968-1977,
II1:829-831 and Harikai 1974:65-68; thus, there is no need to cover them again. This
monograph discusses why Kumarila proclaimed the theory of the scattered sources, which
is a point not discussed by Kane or Harikai.

4 SBh 162,3-4: “Because the texts [of the Vedas] can be perceived (heard) directly, it is
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provisional position for rebutting this opponent and calls it the theory of “constantly
inferring” (nityanumeya) that the Vedic passages that are their source do exist
somewhere every time the Smrti is passed down, leading to the present-day.” But
that position is not correct. Basing them on the Veda that no one has ever learned is
like telling what colors things are by a group of people born without eyesight. The
metaphor of blind people fumbling around to form a line, with the person in front
leading the person behind, appears in the Kathopanisad.”* Buddhism referred to it in
the Tevijjasutta (Dighanikaya 13) and the Carnkisutta (Majjhimanikaya 95) as a
metaphor for the Brahmins passing down the Vedas from generation to generation,
even though they cannot prove that the Vedas are correct.’> By the time of Sabara
before Kumarila, the Mimamsa rebutted what Kumarila calls “constant inference

theory” by changing this metaphor into a visual information transmission scene.’®

not impossible to have recognized [the texts] earlier than [recognizing their meaning].
However, in the case of Astaka and others, for which the effects cannot be confirmed
through experience, there is no cause for assuming that [the original Vedic text] was
recognized in advance [of recognizing Astakal], so that [Astaka and others] are known to be
no more than an imaginary recollection.” pratyaksenopalabdhatvad granthasya, nanupa-
pannam pirvavijiianam. astakadisu tv adrstarthesu purvavijiianakaranabhavad vyamoha-
smrtir eva gamyate.

TV 164,8: “They (the Vedic precepts that act as sources) have constantly been inferred
and certainly have never been recited.” nityanumeyas ta na kaddacid uccaryate. In Sabara’s
commentary, this theory is only presented by the opponent and rejected, and it is not clear
whether the Mimamsaka who asserted this as his own theory factually existed before
Sabara. Salikanatha from the Prabhakara school espouses this theory (PrkP 249,8-250,4),
but Prabhakara himself was faithful to Sabara and wrote that the Vedic precepts that act as
sources were forgotten (Brh 80,2: vismaranopapattes ca pratipattuh). Salikanatha probably
relied on this outdated theory out of antipathy against the Kumarila’s school, rather than
upon Prabhakara’s works.

! Kathopanisad 2.5d: “like a group of blind men, led by a man who is himself blind.”
(Transl. by Olivelle 2005) andhenaiva niyamana yathandhah.

2DN vol. 1, 239,19-21 = MN vol. II, 170,15-17: “Just as a file of blind men go on,
clinging to each other, and the first one sees nothing, the middle one sees nothing, the last
one ses nothing.” (Transl. by Walse 1987: 189) seyathapi, ... andhaveni parampara-
samsatta purimo pi na passati majjhimo pi na passati pacchimo pi na passati.

53 SBh 162,4—6: “For example, it is like this: Let us say a person born without sight says, ‘I
remember this specific color.” When asked, ‘Where did you gain recognition [of the color]
in advance [of recollecting it]?,” he points to another person born without sight. [When
asked,] ‘Where did he [gain recognition of the color in advance of recollecting it?],” [he
responds,] ‘From another person born without sight.”” tad yatha kascij jatyandho vadet.
smaramy aham asya ripavisesasyeti. kutas te pirvavijiianam iti ca paryanuyukto
jatyandham evaparam vinirdiseta. tasya kutah. jatyandhantarat; TV 164,11-12: “But that is
not correct, because of the principle of transmission between people without sight. Because
a decree that had not been recited at any time had not been presented to any person’s
perception or the like, it is extremely difficult to say that it exists.” fat tv ayuktam.
andhaparamparanyayad eva. ya hi codand na kaddcid uccaryate tasyah sarvapurusa-
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Regarding the Vedic precepts that formed the source for the Astaka
ceremony and the like, Sabara himself opines that they have fallen out of heredity,
and have been forgotten (vismarana).”® However, from Kumarila’s perspective,
invoking lost inheritance under the “lost (pralina) sources theory” is like

summoning a dead person to witness in a trial.”

Believers of heretical religions
could also justify their theories because their scriptures are based on the lost Vedas,
if their existence is not disproved.’® Having rebutted the “lost sources theory,”
which had been an accepted theory until then, Kumarila proposes his “scattered
(viprakirna) sources theory,” which states that “sources that cannot be found in the
Vedas of one’s school should exist somewhere in the Vedas currently passed down

by other schools.”

In fact, the various Vedic passages that are scattered among the separate Vedic
corpora and should be perceptible to separate people [who inherit them] ... are
put together in their recollection.”’

Some circumstances explain why the Vedic sources of Smrti, although
passed on to other schools, cannot be found. Many schools that passed down their
unique Vedic corpora are scattered all over India. Moreover, the Vedas do not have
chapters collecting the norms for everyday life, so the sources of individual Smrti
provisions are interwoven into chapters on various Vedic sacrifices. For this reason,
people do not have the perseverance to find the sources for all the daily life norms
in the Vedic corpora.

The diverse Vedic corpora are scattered [throughout the land], humans are lazy,
and the sources of Smrti lie in various chapters [of sacrifices], which is why
they cannot be found.™

pratyaksadiprasarabhavad durlabhataram astitvam.

5 SBh 165,6: vismaranam apy upapadyata iti.

3 TV 161,12: mrtasaksikavyavaharavat pralinasakhamilatvakalpanayam.

% TV 163,8-9: “However, if one were to accept that [the provisions of the recollected
scripture] are based on the lost Vedic corpus [even if they do not exist in the surviving
Vedas], the recollected scriptures of the Buddha and others would all be means of
knowledge by this method.” yadi tu pralinasakhamilata kalpyeta tatah sarvasam
buddhadismrtinam api taddvaram pramanyam prasajyate. See Harikai 1974:57.

STTV 187,16-18: Sakhantaraviprakirnani hi purusantarapratyaksany eva vedavakyani...
pindikrtya smaryante. Cf. Olivelle 2017:97.

TV 164,18-19: Sakhanam viprakirnatvat purusanam pramadatah / nanaprakaranasthatvat
smrter mitlam na drsyate //.
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However, whether it is claimed that “the source Vedas have been lost” or
that “a Vedic school somewhere else currently passes them down,” the outcome is
the same in that it is not possible to show the Vedic location of the supposed
precepts. Kumarila asserted the theory of the scattered sources because he claimed
that Brahmins should be tolerant of other Vedic schools to adopt their own lifestyle.
Among Brahmins, the Vedas are imagined as a single giant tree, the “Veda tree”
(vedavrksa), growing from a single root, even though each school passes down
different Vedic corpus. The tree’s trunk has four parts corresponding to the four
divisions of the Vedas, with each dividing further into smaller branches. The Vedic
corpora for each school, which include the Brahmanas and the Upanisads, centered
on the Samhitas, which collect the sacred mantras, are likened to single branches
(Sakhas) that extend out from the four trunks.” In the same way that a gardener’s
job is to maintain and cultivate the branches of trees,” the Brahmins are obligated
to correctly learn from the preceding generation and correctly pass on to the
following generation the Vedic corpus of the schools to which their households
belong. Kumarila places the relationship between the individual and the universal at
the base of his ontology. Every individual of the same species, for example, every
cow of different nature, is endowed with the same universal property, cow-ness,

% Renou (1947:29) finds an example of “sakhantara” in ApDhS 1.12.4 as an older source.
Witzel (1982/83:193) shows an illustration of a vedavrksa depicted by a modern Brahmin
(see Witzel 1981: n. 3 for the source). Sabara states that the partial disagreement in terms
of content between two Vedic corpora does not constitute proof that the sacrifices differed
between them, but is rather a point of similarity between two branches extending from the
same tree. SBh 639,6-8 (on MmS 2.4.18): “It is not true that each branch is perfectly
provided with a full set of flowers and fruit. This case is also similar to [the fact] that each
(Vedic corpus) is not perfectly provided with a full set of chapters of subservient rites.
Accordingly, given that [all] matters are not necessarily perfectly provided [in the Vedic
corpus for each school], they can be called ‘branches.’” na caikaikasyam krtsnam puspam
phalam sannihitam, evam ihapi, naikaikasyam krtsnam gunakandam sannihitam ity
arthasamnidheh sakhasabdopapattih. Kumarila also uses the word vedavrksa while likening
the Vedic corpus of each school to the branches of the same tree. TV 639,18—-19: “Because
[the Vedic corpora] are an authority for [gaining] the result of some sort of sacrifice [for
each school], it is well known that all are branches from the same ‘tree of the Vedas.’ It is
like a single tree having many branches.” ekasya vedavrksasya kimcitkarmaphalasrayat /
evam Sakhah prasidhyanti bahusakhaikavrksavat //

% Sabara used this simile as a foundation for the apiirva theory predating Kumarila, i.e., the
theory that deems apiirva to be the ritual pattern unique to each sacrifice that was
traditionally established in advance of individual persons. On this basis, he likens the
sacrificer (yajamana) to a “designer of garden forestry” (aramaposaka) who enters an
existing garden and cultivates the trees. See SBh 1641,3—-6; Yoshimizu 1996:33.
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whole and equal, without lacking anything in the slightest.”’ He says that this
relationship also holds between the sakhas as individual Vedic corpora and the
essence of the Vedas (svadhyayatva®).

In completely the same way that the universal form (akrti, or samanya) inheres
in each individual, the essence of the Vedas inheres in each Vedic corpus
(Sakha).®

This statement in Tantravarttika, volume 2, chapter 4, section 2 appears
amid an argument that sacrifices stipulated in each sakha are the same as long as
their titles are the same, notwithstanding any differences in details between them.*
However, it appears that in the Brahmin society of the period and region where
Kumarila was active, some people believed that it was sufficient for a Vedic

I See SV, Akrtivﬁda, v. 17; Vanavada, vv. 30-31, 35-36, 46; Yoshimizu 2011a: 579-581.
%2 The sva in svadhyaya is not “one’s own individually,” but “ours” in the sense of
“belonging to one’s household for generations.” Svadhyadya means the daily repeated
recitation of a Vedic corpus. Moreover, as the object of the verb in the injunction
“svadhyayam adhite” or the learning precept “svadhyayo 'dhyetavyah” (Aitareyaranyaka
2.15.7; for Kumarila’s interpretation of this vidhi, see Harikai 1990:118-119), it can also
mean the actual Vedic corpus of a specific school to which one’s family belongs
(Malamoud 1977:45-46). Kumarila himself identifies svadhyaya as one’s own Vedic
corpus as follows. TV 635,21-22: “In the first place, learning a different sakha is
completely not permitted for a single person, because the word svadhyaya is understood to
mean one Sakha.” Sakhantaradhyayanam tavad ekasya pumso naivesyate. kim karanam.
svadhyayagrahanenaika Sakha hi parigrhyate /; TV 635,24-26: “For that reason, because
[in the injunction] ‘svadhyaya should be learned,’ [svadhyaya] is the subject introduced in
response to [the listener] seeking to know [what] the acts [one should perform are], it is
intended that the singular number is used [in ‘svadhyayah’]. Therefore, [only] one sakha is
to be learned.” atas ca “svadhyayo ’dhyetavya” iti karmavabodhanam praty upadiyamana-
tvad vivaksitaikasamkhyaika sakhadhyetavya. If a word in an injunction represents the
object that that injunction should regulate, the grammatical number of the word is
intentional (see Yoshimizu 2006).

TV 635,24: vyathaivakrtih prativyakti samavaiti tathaiva svadhyayatvam ekaikasyam
Sakhayam. Kumarila again argues about the “intention” (vivaksa) contained in Vedic
injunctions that the same “supreme self” (paramatman) resides within each of the
individual Vedas as its body (see TV 702,4-703,17; Yoshimizu 2007a:220-229). This can
also be construed as representing the thinking that all Vedic schools are equal.

 Kumarila says that every Brahmin should learn the sakha of the school which their
household has belonged to for generations and must not concurrently learn another sakha in
the same Vedic division and flaunt their knowledge. TV 636,14—15: “Moreover, for this
reason, simply because he is too intelligent, a person who would also learn different Vedic
corpora belonging to the same division of the Veda may, when he becomes rich, mix barley
and rice [to make an oblation] when holding a sacrifice (resulting in spoiling the sacrifice).”
atas ca yo namatimedhavitvad ekavedagatani sakhantarany apy adhiyita (10; An: adhite) sa
samrddhah san vrihiyavair api misrair yajeta (10; An: yajet).
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division to have one major Vedic school. It is of no consequence even if minor
Vedic schools die out.

As one Vedic corpus alone could obtain all people’s acceptance [regarding
sacrifices], shouldn’t the other Vedic corpora be nothing but meaningless?®

The Maharnava is a lost summary of law codes (Nibandha) compiled in or
before the 11th c.® Still, its fragment that describes the geographical distribution of
the Vedic schools is quoted in an extant text.”” The Yajurveda division, which is

TV 638,24: nanu caikayapi Sakhaya samastapurusapratipadane sati, anarthakam eva
Sakhantaram.

% The Maharnava is also called Prakasa, Maharnavaprakasa, or Smrtimaharnava. See
Kane 1968-1977, 1, 2: 652-655; Witzel 1981: 126,

7 According to the Maharnava fragment quoted by Mahidasa, the author of the
commentary Bhasya (CVBh) on the medieval work Caranavyitha (CV), which shows the
branches of the four divisions of the Vedas, firstly, the four divisions of the Vedas are
composed of separate schools north and south of the Narmada River. CVBh 33,16-22:
Siegling 1906:36,8-13: “This is also [explained as follows] in the Maharnava: ‘The
Narmada River is said to be a central band in the land. Different sakha are related in the
regions to the north and south [of the river]. In the region south of the Narmada River, the
Apastamba school [in particular in the Taittiriya school of the Black Yajurveda], the
Agvalayana school [of the Rgveda], the Ranayaniya school [of the Samaveda], and the
Paippalada school [of the Atharvaveda] share sacrifices and daughters among themselves.
Alternatively, in the region north of the Narmada River, the Madhyandina school [of the
White Yajurveda (Vajasaneyin school)], the Sankhayana school [of the Rgveda], the
Kauthuma school [of the Samaveda], and the Saunaka school [of the Atharvaveda] share
sacrifices and daughters among themselves.’” tac ca maharnave—yprthivya madhyarekha
ca narmada parikirtita / daksinottarayor bhage Sakhabhedas (Siegling; CVBh: sakha
vedas) ca ucyate (sic) // narmadadaksine bhage apastamby asvalayant / ranayani pippala ca
vajnakanyavibhaginah // madhyandini sankhdayani kauthumi Saunaki tatha / narmado-
ttarabhage ca yajiiakanyavibhaginah // The quoted Maharnava fragment gives the names of
the sakha of the Rgveda and the names of the sakha of the Yajurveda in the eastern and
western parts of southern and northern India, respectively, in a further seven verses, and at
the end, it states that the Kanva school of the White Yajurveda (Vajasaneyin school) “had
been spread to all regions” (sarvadesSesu vistrta) by the sage Yajiiavalkya. See Deshpande
2010:46-49; Deshpande 2012:351-353. For the distribution of Vedic sakhas in modern
India, see Witzel 2016.

According to this Maharnava fragment, each region formed marriage
relationships among Brahmins by exchanging women (“‘share out daughters [to each other]”
kanyavibhagin) between families belonging to specific sakha in the four Vedic divisions.
Therefore, we may say that the Vedic restrictions influentially remained within the
traditional Brahmin societies in the middle ages, when Hindu rites had developed in general
society, and Vedic sacrifices (yajiias) were seldom conducted jointly between divisions.
This is because the sakha handed down over generations in one’s family influenced one’s
marriage, in addition to determining what one should learn. In addition, it would influence
one’s social status. For example, the title caturvidyasamanya appears on the inscriptions of
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most closely related to Mimamsa, birthed the Vajasaneyin school (White
Yajurveda) in the east after the establishment of the Black Yajurveda schools in
ancient northern India. From this fragment of the Maharnava, we can see that the
Vajasaneyin school gradually spread its influence toward the west. After the fall of
the Gupta dynasty, it threatened the Maitrayaniya school, which had spread to
midwestern India, among the Black Yajurveda. In Kumarila’s era, the Vajasaneyin
school was probably seeking to expand into southern India, where the Taittiriya
school had previously moved to claim as its area of influence.®® Kumarila directly
opposes a contemporary opinion that sought to promote the globalization of Vedic
schools in the Indian subcontinent. In his view, no matter how many people belong

the Maitraka dynasty after the fall of the Gupta dynasty. Njammasch (2001:304) construes
this as “a Brahmin community concentrating on religious activities,” while Shastri
(2000:204) construes it as “a member of the local council of experts (parisad)” (see Mn
12.112). People in lineages with weak sakha that are not incorporated into local sakha
associations could only be placed at a disadvantage in the local community.
% M. Willis focuses on an inscription excavated at Eran made at the time of Budhagupta (ca.
477-488) (Fleet 1888:89, No. 19). According to that, the grandfather Indravisnu of the
Gupta dynasty retainer Matrvisnu, who had this inscription carved, completed the study of
the Vedas (adhitasvadhyaya), executed sacrifices (kratuyajin), was a Brahmin saint
(viprarsi), and was called the “bull of the Maitrayaniya school” (maitrayaniyavrsabha). In
addition, Willis interpreted King Samudragupta, famous for the performance of the
Asvamedha (horse sacrifice), as being praised as “equal to Kubera, Varuna, Indra, and
Yama” by the Allahabad inscription carved on the Asoka pillar (Fleet 1888:8, No. 1, line
26: dhanadavarunendrantakasama), and pointed out that unlike the Yajurveda corpora of
other schools, the Maitrayani Samhita (MS 2.6.11[70,10]) lists dyumna, tejas, indriya, and
kratu as the four godly powers received by a king who undergoes libation (abhiseka) in the
Rajastiya sacrifice, interpreting these four deities as corresponding in order to the four
powers (he construes dyunma as meaning wealth). On this basis, Willis infers that because
Matrvisnu’s grandfather Indravisnu was from the same period as Candragupta II, the
Maitrayaniya school were involved in the court ceremonies of the Gupta dynasty (Willis
2009:189-192). The flourishing of the Maitrayaniya school until around shortly after the
year 500 towards the end of the Gupta dynasty can also be inferred from the fact that
Sabara (see Garge 1952:19-22) and Bhartrhari (see Rau 1980) appear to have been
particularly deeply related to this school, from the quotations of Vedic texts in their works.
However, according to Njammasch (2001:313), inscriptions in the Maitraka
dynasty (from 502), which flourished after the fall of the Gupta dynasty, contain twenty-
eight offerings to the Vajasaneyin school but only eight offerings to the Maitrayaniya
school. Moreover, Mazumdar (1974:81) investigated fifty-seven northern Indian
inscriptions dating from 1030 to 1225, concluding that not a single inscription was offered
to Black Yajurveda schools. Accordingly, the influence of the Maitrayaniya school in
western India must have declined significantly after the fall of the Gupta dynasty. In
addition, Mahidasa writes that those from the Maitrayaniya school study White Yajurveda
(CVBh 33,1-2: Siegling 1906, 35,11: maitrayaniyas tu vajasaneyavedadhyayi). In
Mahidasa’s time, the Maitrayaniya school followed the Maitrayani Samhita when they
performed ceremonies among themselves, but to survive within the local Brahmin
community, they were forced to study the White Yajurveda as well.
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to a particular school, every Vedic corpus is perfectly endowed with the essence of

the Vedas, and in this respect, they are all equal.”

The Vedic corpora (sakhds) inherited in other schools have significance to
them as long as certain people teach them, and therefore it is not possible [to
say] to other people, “that has no significance.” The prospect [probably held by
those in dominant schools] that “the people belonging to those [minor] schools
would also understand [that the Vedic corpus of their school lacks
significance] if they would only learn it (the Vedic corpus of the dominant
school)” does not hold true, because the Vedas are eternal and [in any school]
there is no beginning to the connection between learning it (the Vedic corpus
unique to the school) [from the master] and having [the disciple] learn it. In
addition, it is not correct to move away from the Vedic corpus transmitted
directly [from one’s master] (sampradaya) and exert the same efforts to learn
the Vedic corpora of other schools because that corpus is the cause of one’s
fame.”

Similarly, in a debate on the authority of recollected scriptures (Smrti) in
volume 1, chapter 3, he describes respect for the Vedas of other schools as the basis
for advocating the “theory of scattered sources” rather than the “theory of lost
sources” of the Smrti:

In fact, this Veda is precisely the same, whether it is recited [as Sruti] or
recollected [as Smrti], in that it is made known to people [through being
transmitted’']. Therefore, they are equally distributed [to people who transmit
the Veda by either method]. While not being pronounced, the [recited] Veda

% However, as a Mimamsaka, Kumarila gives the Yajurveda highest precedence over the
four divisions of the Vedas. See Yoshimizu 2013b.

TV 638,25-29: na ca purusantaragatam Sakhantaram (10; An: Sakhantaram omitted)
tatpratipadanendrthavad anyan praty anarthakam bhavati. yas tu te ’pi kila Sakhinas tam
evadhitya pratipatsyanta ity abhiprayah sa nityatvad vedasya tadadhyayanadhyapana-
sambandhanaditvad anupapannah. kim ca. sampradayagatam muktva sva(10; An: svam)
samakhyanibandhinim / Sakham Sakhantaram yuktam nadhyetum sadrse srame // See
Yoshimizu 2016, section 3.

"NSu 159,19-20: “[Here, Kumarila] says: although the forms of the phonemes [in the
surviving Vedic text that serves as Sruti] can be directly perceived [unlike the phonemes of
the Vedic text that has been imagined as sources for Smrti, both Vedic texts] are equal
because their inheritance by transmission without beginning relies on people.” varna-
svaripasya pratyaksatve ’py anadisampradayagatatvasya purusadhinatvat tulyatam aha.

23



Kumarila on How to Denounce Buddhism as a Heresy (Kiyotaka YOSHIMIZU)

remains within the learners solely by their disposition (samskara) or by the
memory created thereby. For this reason, when those (Smrti compilers)
expound the meaning of the Veda [in their Smrti], the Veda expounded as the
recollected meaning is equivalent to the [Veda] being recited [in one’s own

school], so what rationale could be given for excluding it?"?

The Vedas must not be put into written form, but must be passed on orally
from master to disciple, which means that even the existing Vedic texts handed
down in one’s school are merely preserved in one’s memory unless they are
chanted orally. Therefore, if a Smrti compiler partially learned the Vedas of other
schools and recalled them while enacting some provisions based on the wording
therein,” the other schools’ Vedas that served as sources will have equal authority
as their own Vedas, in that they are retained in people’s memories from ancient
times without beginning. Thus, since it is necessary to respect the Vedas of other
schools, we cannot immediately deny the authority of the Smrti provisions just
because we do not find them in the same form in our own Vedas.

Moreover, if after rejecting some recollected scripture, [you], who have a
thorough theoretical knowledge, soon hear a revealed scripture that is passed
down in another school [and forms the source for that], how would your

countenance appear, being so proud of yourself as a theorist?

Here, Kumarila advocates tolerance, warning that if one discovers wording
that serves as a source in the Vedas of another school after rejecting a certain Smrti
because it cannot be found in one’s own Vedas, “you will completely lose face.”
However, Kumarila’s tolerance toward other Vedic schools is inseparably

2TV 187,22-27: vedo hidrsa evayam purusair yah prakasyate / sa pathadbhih prakasyeta
smaradbhir veti tulyabhak // anuccaranakale ca samskarair eva kevalaih / tatkrtasmaranair
vayam vedo ’‘dhyetrsu tisthati // tenartham kathayadbhir ya smrtartha kathyate srutih /
pathitabhih samanasau kena nyayena badhyate // See Pollock 1997:411-412; Olivelle
2017:97.

7 Kumarila infers that Manu compiled the law codes in precisely this way. TV 164,27-28:
“Manu and others did not necessarily study the Vedic corpora of all schools, because they
probably strove to hear the Vedic corpora of other schools from people who studied them
and wrote down just the meaning in their own words so that they did not forget them.” na
cavasyam manvadayah sarvasakhadhyayinah. te hi prayatnena Sakhantaradhyayibhyah
Srutvarthamatram svavakyair avismaranartham nibadhniyuh.

TV 188,5-7: badhita ca smrtir bhiitva kacin nyayavida yada / Sriiyate nacirad eva
Sakhantaragata Srutih // tada ka te mukhacchaya syan naiyayikamaninah / Cf. Olivelle
2017:98.
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connected to the intolerance toward those who do not believe in the Vedas. In
Mimamsasitra 1.3.3, it was explicitly stated that Smrti should be immediately
excluded if it contradicts (virodha) the Vedas.” In this respect, Buddhist orders
defy Vedic traditions in their founder, followers, and mission methods.

[Founder:] As someone who is a Ksatriya deviates from their obligations and
gets the occupation of missionary work and receiving [charity], how could

such a person be trusted to “explain dharma without confusion”?”®

[Followers:] Because [the words of the Buddha] have mostly been entrusted
to the unenlightened people in the fourth class (Stidra) and the untouchables
outside the three Vedas, it is unthinkable that the Vedas are their source of

law.”’

[Mission methods:] The [provisions of] various recollected scriptures [that
do not have their source in our revealed scriptures], such as initiation
ceremonies, agree with revealed scriptures seen in other schools,” but things

>MmS 1.3.3: “However, in the event of contradictions [with the extant Vedas], [the
recollected scripture] should not be reflected upon, because [the source in the Vedas] is
inferred when there is no [contradiction with the surviving Vedas].” virodhe tv anapeksam
syad asati hy anumanam.

TV 1959-10: svadharmatikramena ca yena ksatrivena satd pravaktrtvapratigrahau
pratipannau sa dharmam aviplutam upadeksyatiti kah samasvasah. Cf. Olivelle 2017:103.
In Hindu law codes, teaching dharma and receiving sacrificial fees as a charity are the
privilege of the Brahmins. See Mn 1.88; 10.75 & 77.

TV 195,8-9: [Sakyadivacanani tu ...] trayibahyebhyas ca caturthavarnaniravasita-
prayebhyo vyamiidhebhyah samarpitaniti na vedamiilatvena sambhavyante. See Eltschinger
2014:68, n. 146; Olivelle 2017:103.

BTV 188,1-4: “When all the various words of Smrti [that have no source in our Vedas]
concerning initiation ceremonies, etc. are regarded as being based on Vedic texts recited in
the Katha or the Maitrayaniya, etc., if any of the texts among them was an erroneous
recollection [of the Vedic text], our tongues would not say [that that entire Smrti] arose
based on something other [than the Vedas].” kathamaitrayanivadipathitasrutimiilikah /
drsyante smrtayah sarva yada (10; An: bhadra-) upanayanddisu // tada tanmadhyapaty
ekam vakyam kimcid apasmrtih / millantarodbhavam vaktum jihva no na pravarttate // Cf.
Olivelle 2017:98. This statement shows that Kumarila deemed the Katha and Maitrayaniya
schools to be external schools. The initiation ceremony received by Aryan disciples when
they begin their studies is a personal rite of passage (samskara), so it is not a usual topic in
the Vedas. However, as an exception, the Upanayana-Brahmana about the initiation
ceremony exists as a Brahmana fragment from the Katha school (see Sturyakanta 1981:47-
52; Kajihara 2003:2-3). Moreover, Satapathabrahmana (SB) 11.5.4 also follows the order
of a similar initiation ceremony to the Katha school (see Kajihara 2003:2-3), so the
Yajurveda school that Kumarila is related to must not be the Vajasaneyin school, either.
Accordingly, the Taittirtya school remains through the process of elimination.
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like building shrines, worshipping them, and alms for receipt by Sudra

certainly do not agree [with any revealed scripture].”

Although the Buddha was born into the Ksatriya class, he abandoned the
Ksatriya obligation to protect the people by military force and preached and
received charity as a religious leader like the Brahmins. Moreover, many followers
of Buddhism came from lower classes outside the Aryan cultural sphere, such as
Stdra and untouchables. In addition, Buddhist orders erect shrines (caitya),
announce that they contain the Buddha's bones, and encourage the unenlightened
populace to make their offertory donation to fetishize the bones. They also give
alms to the lower classes to increase their social support in numbers. These prove
that heresy cannot be reconciled with Vedic religions, and Kumarila warns that
ignoring this kind of religion is likely to make people forsake the Vedic tradition
(TV 194,17-18).

In addition, Buddhism, although superficially denying the authority of the
Vedas on the surface, tacitly relies on Vedic teachings within. Amid discussions
about the authority of various textbooks other than the Vedas, Kumarila writes
about Buddhist doctrine:

Such theories as vijiapti-matrata (consciousness-only), ksanabharnga
(momentariness), and nairatmya (non-self) have their origins in the Upanisads
and the explanatory passages (arthavadas) and are intended to suppress

extreme greed on their various objects.*

Kumarila feels convinced that Buddhist doctrines such as consciousness-
only (everything exists as a representation of consciousness), momentariness
(everything that exists in time exists only for a moment), and non-self (no
permanent essence can be found in any phenomenon) are refuted in the
Slokavarttika.®' From his observations, Buddhists preach these doctrines to prevent
people from wallowing in desire, affixing to objects in the external world, and

TV 195,25-26: na hi yathopanayanadismrtinam sakhantaradrstasrutisamvadah, evam
caityakarana-tadvandana-sudrasampradanakadanadinam  samvadah — sambhavati.  Cf.
Olivelle 2017:104.

vadaprabhavatvam visayesv atyantikam ragam nivartayitum.

81 In SV, the Niralambanavada section and the §1‘myave‘1da section criticize vijiiapti-matrata
(consciousness only), the Sabdanityaté section criticizes ksanabhariga (momentariness),
and the Atmavada section criticizes nairatmya (non-self).
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becoming overly self-conscious. However, the Upanisads, which have liberation
from transmigration as their main subject, and the explanatory passages in the
Brahmanas, which explain the significance of rites and sacrifices, preach the need
to suppress desires. Thus, the state that Buddhists consider ideal has already been
expounded by the Vedas. Furthermore, Buddhists are indeed aware that although
they strive for liberation and happiness, they have failed to establish a unique
worldview to achieve it. They are embarrassed to admit this, and Kumarila
compares their denial of the authority of the Vedas to a delinquent son who hates
his parents and takes to delinquency out of spite because nothing he does will reach
his parents’ level, even though he would not exist without them.

However, because [the Buddha’s teachings] cannot be a source of law
equivalent [to the Vedas],* and from humiliation, they do not seek to admit
that the Vedas are their source of law, like a son who despises his parents and
has become delinquent (dustaputra).*

In another aspect, Buddhism has even imitated the Vedic religion. Since the
founder Buddha died long ago, he cannot be a missionary today. Moreover, in the
present Buddhist orders, no one has reached a state of enlightenment as perfect as
the Buddha’s. Since the Brahmin preaches that “the Vedas originate from a timeless
antiquity and will never be destroyed,” the Buddhists fear that their mission will be
less convincing if they do not take countermeasures. Since they could be at a
disadvantage, they say that the Buddha’s teaching predates the founder Buddha and
are eternally indestructible,* in imitation of the idea of “the eternal Vedas,” even
though the Buddha’s words should also be impermanent, given the Buddha’s
teaching, “Everything is evanescent in this world.”® Kumarila quotes verbatim the
cliché:

821 correct my previous translation,“in spite of noticing that the source of the Buddha’s
teaching is equal to the Veda,” in Yoshimizu 2015b:48,8-9.

8 TV 195,5-6: vedamiilatvam punas te tulyakaksamiilatvaksamaya eva lajjaya ca matapitr-
dvesidustaputravan nabhyupagacchanti. Cf. Olivelle 2017:102.

8TV 235,22-23: “For example, this is something like Buddhists and those from the
Vaisesika school being in awe of the Mimamsaka, voiding their intellect, and saying, ‘Our
scripture is permanent.”” yatha mimamsakatrastah Sakyavaisesikadayah / nitya eva-
gamo ’smakam ity ahuh sinyacetanam // Kumarila criticizes the guarantee of the eternality
of Buddhist law through “the Buddhas of the past” in the BT fragment quoted in TSg vv.
3175-3183. See Kawasaki 1992:295-298.

8 TV 237.1: “For this reason, the scriptures cannot be permanent for those authors who
hold that language is not permanent” tenanityasabdavadinam agamanityatvanupapatter.
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“Whether Tathagatas (i.e., Buddhas) appear [in the world] or not, it is certain

that dharma is eternal.”%¢

This cliché is repeatedly quoted in various Buddhist scriptures and Buddhist
treatises, based on the Nidanasamyutta (Samyuttanikaya 12). He then ridicules it as
a foolish suitor asked by a girl’s father about his gotra (Brahmin kin)," that is,
which ancient sage (rsi) his paternal family is descended from, and the suitor then
replies, “The same as your gotra.”

[Suppose that] a foolish suitor had come to take a girl in marriage; asked [by
her father] about his gotra, he replied, “Mine is the same as your gotra.” In the
same way, [Buddhists also] say that their scripture is eternal, in imitation of
their opponent’s scripture.®

The Brahmin society seeks to avoid religious uncleanliness in all aspects of
life. They have a strict system of exogamy to prevent marriage between close
relations, and marriage partners were required to be descended from different
paternal gotra.” This simile sarcastically suggests that Buddhism should behave

% TV 230,14-15: utpadad va tathagatanam anutpadad va sthitaiveyam dharmanityata. Cf.
Samyuttanikaya (Nidanavagga, ed. L. Feer, PTS 1888), 12.20, Paccayo, pp.25-26: uppada
va tathdagatanam anuppada va tathagatanam thita va sa dhatu dhammatthitata dhamma-
niyamata idappaccayata; LS 143,11-13; Mahaparinirvanasiitra (ed. E. Waldschmidt,
1950-51), 9.18. Saito (2011:10-11) points out that among the Buddhist orders, the
MahiSasaka and the Vibhajyavada advance the theory that dependent origination
(pratityasamutpada) itself is an unconditioned (asamskrta) factor, based on this sitra of
paccaya (dependence), and the Sarvastivada and the Southern Sthaviravada criticize that
theory.

¥ The eight sages Bhrgu (Jamadagni), Gautama, Bharadvaja, Atri, Vi§vamitra, KaSyapa,
Vasista, and Agastya are supposed to be the founders of their respective gotra.
Pravarasiitra 54 in the Baudhayana school Srautasiitra defines gotra as “the descendants of
the above seven sages, with Agastya as the eighth, are gotra” (B§S, vol. 11, 467,7: tesam
saptarsinam agastyastamanam yad apatyam tad gotram). See Brough 1953:4 and 9. In the
Purana literature, the above seven founders, excluding Agastya, are said to be the seven
sages in the era of Manu Vaivasvata, which includes the present day (see Mitchiner
1982:56). On the gotra recorded in inscriptions, see Gupta 1983:98—121.

8TV 236,4-6: kanyavaranarthagatamiirkhavaragotraprasnottaravat. yad eva bhavatam
gotram tad asmakam apitivat / ahuh svagamanityatvam paragamanukarinah //

% Mn 3.5: “A girl who belongs to an ancestry* different from his mother’s and to a lineage
different from his father’s, and who is unrelated to him by marriage, is recommended for
marriage by a twice-born man**.” (Transl. by Olivelle 2005) asapindd ca ya matur
asagotra ca ya pituh / sa prasasta dvijatinam darakarmany amaithuni // See GDhS 4.2
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like other heretical religions, rather than imitating Brahmanism in half-measures
and contradicting itself.

Now, what is the most basic doctrinal conflict between the Vedic religions
and Buddhism? Generally, it is believed to be an ontological disagreement over the
existence of the permanent self or essence (arman) as an entity. However, Kumarila
regards Buddhism, Jainism, and other heretical religions as having a common
fundamental conflict with Vedic religions in their theory of norms: They
overgeneralize avoidance of taking life (ahimsa) and other ethical precepts by
applying them to the sphere of the Vedic sacrifice.

For this reason, avoidance of taking life, etc. [as preached by Buddhism and
other heretical religions] are conceived under the intention of being that
(dharma) by the similarity of the acts [between animal sacrifices and taking
life in the secular world] (anuripya), or [inference] based on common
observations (samanyatodrsta), or logical requirements (arthapatti), and they
fall within [heresy] that is similar but not identical to dharma. Even if [these
virtues] are the foundation of a good person (sanmiila), they are useless and
unreliable, like the milk poured into a water bag made of dog skin, and can be
obtained only from that (heretical scriptures).”

In Kumarila’s view, the duties of individuals laid down in the Vedas and
the codes of law are segregated according to class, gender, age group, and the
circumstance to which they belong. It is impossible to establish duties that everyone
should follow uniformly in all situations. For example, Vedic sacrifices create

(asamanapravara); BDhS 2.2.37 (sagotra bar); VDhS 8.1 (asamanarsiya); Ydajiavalkya-
smrti (YS) 1.53.

* The extent of the paternal sapinda is said to be up to the seventh generation in
the Manusmrti (Mn 5.60), but on the extent of the maternal sapinda, the commentator
Medhatithi notes the existence of a third-generation theory and a fifth-generation theory,
but holds that it is correctly up to the fifth generation, mentioning GDhS 4.5
“matrbandhubhyah paiicamat” (MnBh, vol. 1, 207,25-28).

** Of the four classes in Aryan society, the upper three classes, whose youth are

qualified to be initiated into the study of the Vedas, are said to be “twice-born” (see Mn
2.49; 10.4). Undergoing an initiation ceremony (upanayana) is considered their second
birth.
% TV 203,13-14: tena karmanuripya-samanyatodrsta-arthapattibalat tadabhipraya-
kalpitadharmabhasamadhyapatitam sanmitllam apy ahimsadi Svadrtiniksiptaksiravad
anupayogy avisrambhaniyam ca tanmatropalabdham bhavati. For the religious impurity of
dogs, see Mn 4.115 and 126; Biihler 1982:550.
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sacred times and spaces’’ where the vulgar norm prohibiting killing does not
work.”> Nevertheless, Buddhism and other heretical religions take the universal
criterion for the good or evil of an action, whether it causes pleasure or suffering to
the other person.” This criterion applies uniformly, even to Vedic sacrifices. Since
this is an overgeneralization, by exceeding the limit of the human intellect, avoiding
a sacrifice despite its precious virtue becomes something like “pouring milk into a
water bag made of dog skin” because dogs have been seen as impure animals.
There are limits to the human capacity for rational reasoning. Even though worldly
ethics cannot justify the sacrificial process prescribed by the Vedas, in Kumarila's
view, people should abide by the Vedas.

2. Heresy due to secular motivations
In addition to contradictions with the Vedas, Mimamsa has another ground
for rejecting scriptures of a particular religion as heretical. Mimamsasitra 1.3.4

% means that if it is discovered that the

“further, because motivation (hetu) is seen
compilation of a Smrti was due to secular motivations, that Smrti is to be excluded.
Kumarila lists three motivations for creating false scriptures: misapprehension that
contradicts the facts, indulgence in greed, and useless scrutiny that diverges from

reality.

' MmS, volume 3, chapter 4, section 4 is called the section on kartr, and Kumarila
develops a lengthy debate concerning the expression of bhavana (the motion form of an
intentional act in general) by verb suffixes. However, the original theme of this section is to
examine whether the vow (vrata) by the sacrificer “He must not speak untruth” (TS
2.5.5.6: nanrtam vader) prescribes part of the process of the sacrifice, or is separate from
the context of the sacrifice and prescribes a statement of truth (satyavacana) as an
obligation on individual people. The Mimamsa position is that falsehood in the middle of a
sacrifice would damage the sacrifice more than the person telling a lie, so the scope of
application of this vow goes no further than the context of the sacrifice. For this reason, a
person who tells a lie during a sacrifice should perform the atonement prescribed in the
Yajurveda (yajurvedikam prayascittam), rather than the atonement prescribed in the law
codes that are the precepts for everyday life (smdrtam prayascittam) (SBh 941,7-9432).
See Yoshimizu 2007d; Yoshimizu 2012b:555-560.

%2 The taking of lives in a sacrifice is an exception to the general prohibition on taking lives,
and Brahmins believe that exceptions take precedence over general provisions. See
Halbfass 1991:93, n. 26.

93 §V, Autpattikasttra, v. 2a-c: “After all, it is well known that those who benefit [others]
are good people, while those who cause pain are bad people.” dharmikdadharmikatvabhyam
pidanugrahakarinau / prasiddhau hi. On the ideological conflicts about how to distinguish
good and bad actions between Mimamsa and Buddhism, see Halbfass 1991: Chapter 4
“Vedic Apologetics, Ritual Killing, and the Foundations of Ethics.”

% MmS 1.3.4: hetudarsandc ca.
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Delusions in some cases, greed in some cases, and theoretical scrutiny in some

cases cannot be denied as the basis for inventing [the Smrti in question].”

He then lists various heresies, including Buddhism, and criticizes them for
assuming the “armor of dharma” (dharmakaiicuka)*by using empty threats aimed
at being worshiped and obtaining benefits from the community. In other words, for
preaching hypocritical doctrine for appearance’s sake.

In Samkhya, Yoga, Paficaratra (a Vaisnava sect), Pasupata (a Saiva sect),
Buddhism, and Jainism, there are writings on lawfulness (dharma) and
unlawfulness. To cast the shadow of “the armor of dharma,” their authors
mixed them with that (what the Vedas preach) partially, aiming to be accepted
in the community and gain benefits, worship, and fame. That contradicts or is
irrelevant to the three Vedas but gives a gaudy appearance because of the
extravagant use of the theories of perception, inference, analogy, and logical

requirement.”’

Moreover, he says that although they have extracted some virtues from the
Vedas and mixed them into their writings in order to preach them convincingly,
they have a hidden face: They perform incantations using spells and drags to satisfy
the perverse desires of worldly people:

They have been given the faint scent of the revealed and recollected scriptures,
such as avoidance of taking of life, truthful words, restraint, charity, and
compassion, but [in fact] they use many spells (mantras) and drags with effects
including detoxification, control, extermination, and inspiring frenzy.

Sometimes, they proclaim that [the objective] has been achieved and teach

9TV 186,12-13: kvacid bhrantih kvacil lobhah kvacid yuktivikalpanam / pratibhakarana-
tvena nirakartum na Sakyate // See Eltschinger 2014:70, n. 148.

% Mahabharata (MBh) 7.118.42: ... adharmistha dharmakaiicukam asthitah “People
enrobe themselves in dharma to depart from dharma” (Kamimura 2003:411); MBh
7.170.5: ... dharmakaficukam dasthitah ... kuntiputro yudhisthirah “Kunti’s son Yudhisthira,
enrobed in dharma’ (Kamimura 2003:654).

TV 194,8-11: kimcittanmisradharmakaiicukacchayapatitani lokopasamgrahalabhapiija-
khyatiprayojanaparani trayiviparitasambaddhadrstasobhadipratyaksanumanopamandrtha-
pattiprayayuktimitlopanibaddhan — samkhya-yoga-paricaratra-pasupata-sakya-nirgrantha-
(I0; An: grantha)-parigrhitadharmadharmanibandhanani. Cf. Olivelle 2017:101. In
commentary on Brahmasiitra 4.2.21 (20 in Baskara’s commentary), Sankara and Baskara
regard Samkhya and Yoga as being preached in smrti but not in sruti.
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other things [than the prescriptions of lawfulness and the prohibition of
unlawful] solely to obtain sustenance of their livelihoods.”®

In Kumarila’s view, these heretical religions are now reaching the peak of
their popularity in general society because we have already entered a period of
darkness (kaliyuga).

Because of gaudiness, facility, logical proof, and the Kali period, people will
stumble into the delusion of abolishing “the taking of the lives of livestock,”
and other matters taught [in the Vedas] concerning sacrifices.”

In the Kali period, the foolish people will be confused by the “gaudiness”
(Sobha) of ceremonies produced by heretical religions, the “facility” (saukarya) of
not being required to make efforts to be saved, and the “logical proof™ (hetiikti) that
mystifies the people. In particular, Kumarila discusses the issue of “facility,”
quoting a half-verse that allows followers to be saved by the Buddha even if they do
not make any effort of their own:

“The various evil acts committed among people due to the corruption in the
dark age (kali) shall enter me. In exchange, the world shall be liberated.”'”

He evaluates this as having been created by the Buddha with the rhetorical
awareness (alamkarabuddhi) of employing rhetoric to gain people’s interest.'” It is
already known that by the time of Kumarila, Buddhism incorporated Hindu
eschatology and called the dark age “Kaliyuga” from passages in the Larka-

BTV 194,11-13: visacikitsavasikaranoccatanonmadanadisamarthakatipayamantrausadhi-
kadacitkasiddhinidarsanabalenahimsasatyavacanadamadanadayadisrutismrtisamvadi-
stokarthagandhavasitajivikaprayarthantaropadesini. Cf. Olivelle 2017:101.

TV 194,19-20: Sobha-saukarya-hetikti-kalikalavasena va / yajiioktapasuhimsadityaga-
bhrantim avapnuyuh // Cf. Olivelle 2017:101. On early esoteric Buddhism around 600, see
Takahashi et al. 2013.

0TV 195,14-15: kalikalusakrtani yani loke mayi nipatantu vimucyatam tu lokah /

1TV 195,13: “Nevertheless, for the Buddha and the others, such deviations alone are
established in the rhetorical awareness.” buddhdadeh punar ayam eva vyatikramo ’lamkara-
buddhau sthitah. Cf. Olivelle 2017:103. The commentator Some§vara states, “[The
Buddha] deviates from his own dharma by boasting about rhetoric and is known to be
excessively foolish,” (NSu 172,8-9: svadharmatikrama evalankarabhimandad atyanta-
mitdhatvam pratiyate), so alamkarabuddhi is probably not the title of a text that serves as
the source of this verse.
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vatarasitra and Karandavyitha."”> Going beyond the reference to Kaliyuga, this
half-verse demonstrates a spirit of Mahayana Buddhism, using a technique of
Sanskrit poetry: the meter is Puspitagra, which combines the twelve-syllable Jagatt
and the thirteen-syllable Atijagati. RajaSekhara, a poet in the tenth century, quotes
this entire verse in his work on poetic theory, Kavyamimamsa, as a technically

accomplished poem composed by a Buddhist.'” The second half—

“In truth, because of my good deeds, all living creatures shall go to paradise
(sukhavati) accompanied by the greatest pleasures. ”

—is also in the same Puspitagra meter as the first half. This verse sings of the oath
(pranidhana) sworn by a Bodhisattva aiming to become a Buddha in the dark age
by letting people pass on to paradise (sukhavati) by “transferring” (parinamana) his
or her virtuous deeds to others. Therefore, Kumarila mentioned the altruistic spirit
of Mahayana Buddhism while quoting fragments of some Buddhist work, which is
highly unusual for a Brahmin thinker. From Kumarila’s perspective, Buddhist
missionaries proselytize people from Hinduism without regard for their social class
with the subtle catchphrase “relief through altruism” and barely cast a sidelong
glance at the Brahmins. The latter hesitate for fear of infringing a taboo and
becoming unclean when they associate with lower-class people.

To give benefit to people, he (the Buddha) deviated from the dharma of
Ksatriya, engaged in the work of preaching (pravaktrtva), which is the
livelihood (vrtti) of the Brahmin. They say that he is praised [by lower-class
people] for the virtue of “aiding others (paranugraha) knowing that preaching
[dharma to them] would infringe upon (pida) his [owm] dharma, because
Brahmins, who cannot break the prohibitions, refrained from preaching

dharma to those people outside [Aryan society].”'®

12 See Lankavatarasiitra (LS), sagathakam, vv. 786—-804; Eltschinger 2014:81-82. On the
myth of the exorcism of Mahesvara (Siva) by Avalokite§vara as seen in the Karanda-
vyithasiitra, see Eltschinger 2014:83—-85 and 136-149.

' kalikrtakalusani yani loke mayi nipatantu vimucyatam sa lokah / mama hi sucaritena
sarvasattvah paramasukhena sukhavatim prayantu // (KM 38,14-17). See Ramaswami
Sastri, KM, p.182.

TV 195,16-18: sa kila lokahitartham ksatriyadharmam atikramya brahmanavrttim (10;
An: brahmanavrttam) pravaktrtvam pratipadya pratisedhatikramasamarthair brahmanair
ananusistam dharmam bahyajanan anusasaddharmapidam apy datmano ‘ngikrtya paranu-
graham krtavan ity evamvidhair eva gunaih stityate. Cf. Olivelle 2017:103.
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From Kumarila’s perspective, the Buddhist scriptures are born out of
populist motives that employ sophistry for material gain and fame to cater to the
masses. They are primarily among the evil scriptures that should be excluded.
However, Kumarila acknowledges the existence of corrupt Brahmins who often
recommend rituals to worldly people out of impure motives to make money through
charities, and fabricate Smrti as support for these.

In fact, Vedic priests know, concerning the sacrificer who is in the middle of
holding [a sacrifice], that “[he] is [relying on us as priests] in slavery to [the
idea that] a sacrifice that has been commenced must be completed at any cost.
However, after [the sacrifice] is completed, he will be free [of us priests],” and
while they are involved in a sacrifice that [the sacrificer] should perform, they
think up some sorts of thing that they should receive [as charity]. Then each
time, they demand [them from the sacrificer] after preaching an explanation [of
efficacy] that will inspire belief (sraddha), just like the servants occupied with
getting their share of the grain on a threshing floor. The sacrificer, in his turn,
has been confused, being shown that other charities are determined in the
revealed scriptures that have actually been perceived. Still, because he is
deeply faithful, he understands that [what the Vedic priests have made up on
their own] is correct, and he presents them [with what they have demanded].
Thus, when one feels concerned that “people like this probably created this
recollected scripture,” one [should] not infer that the Vedas are the foundation
[for that]. Rather, once one concludes that only the supposition “that is based
on greed” stands like in former cases, one’s concern is brought to an end.'”

Some Brahmins who serve as Vedic priests are blinded by desire, like “the
servants who are busy getting their share of the grain on a threshing floor.” And if
the sacrificer lacks judgment, he will do as he is bidden by the priests and pay a
large amount in charity. However, if we observe their everyday behavior, we can
check their avarice; therefore, the Smrti that such Brahmins fabricate as a basis can

5TV 187,5-10: rwvijo hi prayogamadhyapatitam vyajamanam prakrantakarmavasya-
samapaniyatvanibaddham (10; An: -ddha-) samaptyuttarakalabhavisvacchandyam ca
viditva karyavattavelayam eva khalagatadhanya(10; An: -pradhanya)vibhagavyaprta(10;
An: -vyavrtta)bhrtakavat svayam utpadyotpadya tani tany adeyakani sraddhajanana(10;
An:  -janaka)rthavadapurahsaram  ydcante.  pratyaksasrutivihitadeyantaranidarsana-
vyamohitas ca yajamanah Sraddadhanataya tathaiva pratipadya tebhyah prayacchatiti tair
esa smrtih pravartita syad ity asankayam vedamiilatvam nanumiyate. pirvavac ca
lobhapurvakatvakalpanam evopapannam iti nirnayat samdehanivrttih.
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be ignored as false imitations of the scripture. Since the Vedas are revealed
scriptures not created by men, they are not corrupted by the characteristics of those
who transmit them. Kumarila defended them by saying that certain Brahmins

merely misuse them.

3. Differences in religious authority between Manu and Buddha

Suppose that a religious leader had the same potential to deceive laypeople
for his benefit, whether he is a renounced ascetic or a Brahmin in secular society.
Then, how can we say that Manu, the compiler of the Manusmrti, is a good person
and the Buddha, the founder of Buddhism, is a perverse person, even though both
are humans?

In Kumarila’s time and the area where he was active, the Manusmrti was
the only law code recognized by all Brahmins, extending beyond the framework of
the Vedic schools. Kumarila states that besides the Manusmrti, there were only the
law codes for each Vedic school (actually the Dharmasiitras), giving the names of
the texts:

Unlike the Puranas, the Manusmrti, and legends [like the Mahabharata), the
various law codes compiled by Gautama, Vasistha, Sankhalikhita, Harita,
Apastamba, Baudhayana, and so on, and the various works of domestic rites
(grhya) should be selected for reading differently for each subschool (carana),

as phonetics for each Vedic corpus (pratisakhya).'

However, Kumarila does not believe that the correctness of the Manusmrti
relies on the fact that the various Vedic schools accept it. He does not trust the
inductive method because the validity of an inference based on experience is
probable and relative and always retains the potential for being overturned by a
counterexample.'” For this reason, Kumarila seeks a proper foundation in the

6 TV  243,26-244.4: puranamanavetihdasavyatirikta-gautama-vasistha-sankhalikhita-

haritapastamba-baudhayandadipranitadharmasastranam grhyagranthanam ca pratisakhya-
laksanavat praticaranam pathavyavasthopalabhyate. Kumarila goes on to describe which
Sakha each Dharmasitra belongs to (TV 244,5-6). In the middle ages, the Yajiiavalkyasmrti
was valued as a law code as authoritative as the Manusmrti. Yajiiavalkya, who is attributed
with its authorship, is a legendary intellectual of the White Yajurveda compiled in northern
India. The original form of the Yajiiavalkyasmrti was established around the early fifth
century (Olivelle 2019:xxix), but Kumarila does not quote from the Yajiiavalkyasmrti. This
could be considered to prove that Kumarila was active outside the White Yajurveda’s
sphere of influence at the time.

19 Kumarila notices this possibility, and he points out that Buddhists assert that Buddhism
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Vedas themselves, which are the absolute authority. Manu appears in many Vedic
myths as the idealized image of a faithful Aryan householder.'”® Moreover, the
Veda itself gives Manu’s character reference as a trustworthy person concerning
teaching. Kumarila focused on this and quoted the following passage from the

ParicavimSabrahmana (PB), a Samaveda scripture:

And alternatively,'” in the supplement to the injunction, “Manu’s verses
become samidheni,” (PB 23.16.6), it is declared, “In truth, anything Manu
relates is a medicine, for curing.” (PB 23.16.7) The word of his teachings is the

medicine for evil diseases like an atonement (prayascitta).'

The passage quoted here is in the section on the Sartra sacrifice for twenty-
one days.'" This injunction prescribes that “Manu’s verses” should be included in
the Rgveda verses (rcs) that are recited as the samidheni''” when adding firewood
(samidh) to the fire for offering (@havaniya) before offering the oblations into it.
Then, following that injunction, the explanatory passage (arthavada) recognizes
that Manu’s statements are all true, stating, “Anything Manu relates is a medicine
for correcting errors.”'"” “Manu’s verses” as mentioned here probably refers to

has been widely accepted in society in terms of time or of space. TV 194,27-28: “They
preach that their own view has been accepted by the socially powerful class (mahdjana),
that their ancestors have obeyed it for generations, and that other continents* [than India]
should be considered.” mahdjanagrhitatvam pitradyanugamadi ca / te ’pi dvipantarapeksam
vadanty eva svadarsane // See Halbfass 1983:16; Halbfass 1991:63; Yoshimizu 2015b: n.
73.

*In TV 228,8, Kumarila admits that woven silk (patrorna) is a product made only
in a barbarian (mleccha) country, which may mean China. We may suppose that he held
Buddhism to be prosperous in China, knowing that many Buddhist monks visited India
from China.

1% On Manu in Vedic myth, see Biihler 1982:1vii-lcx; Lévi 1966:115-121.

19 This is an additional remark on the fact that even if someone deliberately defined words
as the prayascitta, they would not be admitted as dharma (TV 202,1-2).

"OTV 202,7-9: tatha ca “manor rcah samidhenyo bhavanti” (PB 23.16.6) ity asya vidher
vakyasese Srityate “manur vai yat kimcid avadat tad bhesajam bhesajatayai”(PB 23.16.7)
iti prayascittadyupadeSavacanam papavyadher bhesajam. See Yoshimizu 2012a, 2.3.

" Sattra is the soma sacrifice lasting twelve or more days. The Vedic priest (rtvij) also acts
as the sacrificer (yajamana), so only Brahmins can participate.

"2 Eleven rcs are recited, but the first and last rc are repeated three times; thus, the
recitation totals fifteen verses. See Caland 1921:64 (on Apastambasrautasitra 2.12.2). For
each rc the Hotr priest chants, the Adhvaryu priest adds one piece of firewood to the
Ahavaniya fire.

13 “Anything Manu relates is a medicine” is a cliché in Vedic literature, and Lévi
(1966:121, n. 1) quotes examples in TS 2.2.10.2; MS 2.1.5 (7,7-8); Kathakasamhita 11.5
(ed. Schroeder, 150,1-2).
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Rgveda (RV) 8.31.14-18 (amended in part) from the total of eleven mantras'"
quoted in the Brahmana section of the Yajurveda as the samidhent in the twenty-
one-day Sattra sacrifice. According to the Sarvanukramant, which lists the names of
the authors of each hymn (sitkta) in the Rgvedasambhita, sitkta 27 to 31 in chapter 8
of the Rgveda were authored by Manu Vaivasvata,'” and RV 8.31.14—18, which are
quoted in this Brahmana section, are included in these sitzktas of Manu Vaivasvata.
From the Mimamsa perspective, which holds that the Vedas are not made by
humans, the author of a sitkta would have been the person who was inspired with
the eternal revelation and conveyed it to human society.

Thus, the foundation for “Manu being a trustworthy person” and “Manu’s
teachings being trustworthy” for Kumarila is the word in the Brahmana of the
existing Vedas (sruti), and “logical requirement” (arthapatti) is not the foundation
for this awareness.''"® Arthapatti is a type of reasoning among the “means of
knowledge” (pramana) independently accepted in Mimamsa. Using proof by
contradiction (modus tollens), it derives the positive of a proposition from the fact
that the negative of the proposition inevitably produces a result that contradicts
another proposition that has already been proved to be true.'” Kumarila separates
arthapatti into two—one based on one’s experiential observations (drstarthapatti)
and the other based on statements from others, including scripture
(Srutarthapatti)''*—but both apply modus tollens to explicitly derive matters or

14 See MS 4.11.2 (pp. 164,11-166,1); TS 1.8.22.3-5; Caland 1982:597.

15 See Th. Aufrecht, “Verzeichnis der angeblichen Hymnendichter gemiB der Anukram-
anika” (RV, pt. 2, p. 460); Macdonell 1866:29,11. Besides Vaivasvata, the authors Manu
Samvaran (RV 9.101.10-12) and Manu Apsava (RV 9.106.7-9) are also mentioned by
name. On Manu Vaivasvata in Vedic literature, see Macdonell-Keith 1912, vol. II, 130, n.
6.

6K, Kataoka asserts that Kumarila bases the trustworthiness of Manu’s teachings on
arthapatti or anyathanupapatti (Kataoka 2011:260; Kataoka 2013:244), but as discussed
below, this assertion is in error.

"""When deriving a proposition by arthapatti, examining similar and dissimilar examples is
not necessary, unlike inference (anumana) up to Kumarila’s time. See SV, Arthapatti-
pariccheda, v. 30; Yoshimizu 1999a; Yoshimizu 2007b. Shida (2011:517-518) compares
arthapatti with abduction (hypothetical inference) and points out that although they have
the use of reductio ad absurdum in common, they also have differences, in that arthapatti is
supposed to be a type of pramana, and the conclusion derived by that method must be true,
but abduction, while based on experience, assumes the most probable hypothesis, which
must be further verified. As to how arthaparti differs from abductive reasoning, see
Yoshimizu 2020b.

8 SV, Arthapattipariccheda, v. 2: “‘Observed’ [in the arthapatti definition by the
commentator Vrttikara] means [recognized] by any of the five means of knowledge.
Arthapatti, which is formed from being heard, is said to be distinct from this, because the
latter (Srutarthapatti) has different characteristics from the former (drstarthapatti) in that it
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statements that are included, albeit not explicitly, in their basis. Deriving other
statements contained in a particular scripture using arthapatti as a means of
knowledge is different from accepting the matter expressed directly in the scripture
using it as a “means of knowledge by language” (Sabdapramana).

As we argued in section III. 1, Kumarila supposed a corresponding Vedic
injunction of the Astaka ceremony. Before supposing this injunction, Kumarila
listed four possibilities for the other circumstances under which Manu included
provisions on the Astaka ceremony in the law codes and rejected them one by
one.'” This elimination process (parisesa) is an example of arthapatti. Moreover,
he admits that anumana appearing in MmS 3.1.2 refers to “logical requirement”
(arthapatti).' However, what is required here is the existence of a specific Vedic
decree (codand) that corresponds to Manusmrti 4.150cd, which orders a special
ancestor ceremony to be held on the Astaka days, and not the descriptive statement
“Manu is a trustworthy person.” In this arthapatti, the point of departure (the words
existing in law codes) and the point of arrival (the words imagined in the Vedas) are
both injunctions (vidhi), and Kumarila himself admits that both are of the same
essence as vidhi (tadatmya).”*' In addition, Kumarila takes Manu’s trustworthiness
for granted in the proof for supposing the decrees on the Astaka ceremony by an
arthapatti."** If he nevertheless assumes that Manu’s trustworthiness is to be proved

grasps (see footnote 123 herein) the means of knowledge [of statement].” drstah paficabhir
apy asmad bhedenokta srutodbhava / pramanagrahinitvena yasmat purvavilaksana //

19TV 163,21-22: “Because of being established in accordance with what is observed, only
[the postulation of] a Vedic injunction is simpler (laghiyas) than (1) [the other postulations
of Manu’s] mistake, (2) [Manu’s own] experience, (3) statements of someone [else], and
(4) [Manu’s] deception.” bhranter anubhavad vapi pumvakyad vipralambhanat /
drstanugunyasadhyatvdc codanaiva laghiyast // Cf. Francavilla 2006:126; Yoshimizu 2022,
section 3.

20TV 165,16-17: “For that reason, here [in MmS 1.3.2], none other than arthapatti is said
to be anumana, because [calling it anumana] does not deviate, because it is a simile, and
because [both anumana and arthapatti] are means of knowledge mentioned after
[perception].” tasmad arthapattir evatravyabhicarad upacarat pascanmandad anumana-
tvenokta.

21TV 164,30-165,11: “In that case, because the recollected scripture essentially consists in
injunctions, when there is scope to infer that [the recollected scripture] shares the same
essence with its original (i.e., the revealed scripture), there is no reason [for supposing that]
it is based on an explanatory passage (arthavada) [, not an injunction (vidhi)].” tatra smrter
vidhyatmakatvat prakrtitadatmyanumane (10; An: -anumana-) labdhaspade ’rthavada-
pirvakatvam nispramanakam.

122 Among the four possibilities listed above, Kumarila points out that (1) and (4) clash with
Manu’s trustworthiness, which he takes into granted. According to him, possibility (1),
Manu’s mistake, “would invalidate the assured truth [of the Manusmrti] that has been
approved by all people in the community” (TV 163,24-25: sarvalokabhyupagatadrdha-
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by another arthapatti, he would commit the error of infinite regress. In brief,
concerning Manu’s trustworthiness, it is sufficient to take his character reference
given by the Veda itself, which are an absolute authority, at its face value, and there
is no need for humans with their limited intellectual capacity to think about a proof
of Manu’s trustworthiness using arthapatti.'”

Moreover, foreseeing the counterargument, “Doesn’t the character
reference to Manu the human given in the Veda contradict the Veda’s being eternal,
beyond the mutability of society?” Kumarila brings out the global cycle theory of

the “succession of Manus” (manvantara), one of the main topics in the Puranas.

For each [cycle of the] “succession of Manus,” a different recollected scripture
is laid down. It is eternally determined that there are fourteen Manus for each
kalpa.™

In the Purana theory of time, the ideal society of humankind gradually
deteriorates and eventually reaches an extreme where social confusion prevails as it
passes through the four yugas (periods) from the golden age of the Krta period to
the dark age of the Kali period. However, if the surviving people under great
distress sincerely repent at the end of the Kali period, the Krta period will come
again, and one thousand repetitions of the mahayuga, consisting of the four yugas,
is the cycle of one kalpa. At the end of this kalpa cycle, natural disasters will

pramanyabadhas ca), and possibility (4), Manu’s deception, “would negate the truth of
assured trust [in Manu] that has already been established” (TV 163,30-164,1: utpannasya
ca drdhasya pratyayasya pramanyanirakaranart).

123 Kumarila gives the supposition of a §ruti using a smrti as an example of srutarthapatti at
the end of the Arthapatti section in SV (v. 87ab: smrtya Srutir ya parikalpyate). In the
second half of the Arthapatti section (vv. 52-76), he argues in detail that srutarthapatti “has
statements as its object” (sabdagocard), rather than “having things as its object”
(arthagocara) concerning the objects that it derives (see Yoshimizu 1999b, section 3).
Moreover, the four-and-a-half verses on arthapatti that Salikanatha quotes as a work by
Varttikakara (Kumarila’s pseudonym) (Rjuvimalapaiicika [RP] 116,12-20). These verses
appear to have been quoted from BT because they cannot be found in SV. Their conclusion
is: “Therefore, that (the recognition dhi obtained through ”srutarthapatti) always first has
text as its object. After being recognized, the text will have its meaning understood.”
(tenaisa niyatam tavat prathamam vakyagocara // vakyam eva tu vakyartham gatatvad
gamayisyati) (see Yoshimizu 1999b, section 4). Kataoka’s theory, which holds that the
trustworthiness of Manu’s teachings, a sort of matter, is derived by srutarthapatti from the
provisions of law codes, thus ignores the distinction advanced by Kumarila between
matters and statements as objects of the two kinds of arthapatti.

2TV 202,12-13: pratimanvantaram caiva smrtir anya vidhiyate / sthitas ca manavo
nityam kalpe kalpe caturdasa // Matsyapurana (MtPu) 145.1b: kalpe kalpe caturdasa; 58ab:
pratimanvantaram caiva Srutir(sic) anya vidhiyate; see Yoshimizu 2012a: n. 50.
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continue at the end of the final Kali period, and the world will be destroyed, but at
last, the world will be formed anew. During one kalpa period, fourteen Manus
appear in order and rule the world. We live in the era ruled by the seventh of these,
Manu Vaivasvata.'” Kumarila says that the Brahmana passage concerning the
Rgveda hymns authored by Manu Vaivasvata, “In truth, anything Manu relates is a
medicine, for curing” (PB 23.16.7), guarantees the trustworthiness of the teacher
Manu. However, because this passage is a cliché in Vedic literature,'*® Kumarila
does not say that Manu Vaivasvata was the compiler of the Manusmrti, but rather
believes according to the mythological setting in Section 1 of the Manusmrti'*’ that
the first of the fourteen Manus (Manu Svayambhuva) promulgated the Manusmrti,
which was passed down by the following generations of Manus. Then, because the
existence of the Manus is eternal as they appear in each kalpa cycle, the Veda is
eternal, even if it guarantees the character of the Manus.'**

On the other hand, the Buddha (unlike Manu) does not appear in the Vedic
corpus. Kumarila quotes the beginning section from Chandogyopanisad (ChU)
7.1.2, in which Narada says to Sanatkumara that he has learned the four Vedas and
many secular fields of study (vidya), and then lists the fields that he studied.

' On the formation of the manvantara theory in the Purana literature, see Kane 1968-
1977, V, 1: 686-693; Gail 1974; Mitchiner 1982:51-60.

126 See footnote 113 herein.

127 Manu, the narrator in chapter 1 of the Manusmrti, relates the creation of the world
carried out by “the one born of himself” (Svayambhu) as a Brahman (Mn 1.9), and then
names himself as his child (Svayambhuva, see Mn 1.33) and gives the names of six Manus
following him, with him as the first Manu and Vaivasvata as the last of the Manus (Mn
1.61-62). Then, the narrator changes from Manu to one of his disciples, Bhrgu, in Mn
1.59-60.

'8 As Manu in the manvantara is the one holding power to rule the whole world, if this
Manu were to be incorporated into the four-class system, he would be a Ksatriya, who
orders people to obey dharma by mandatory force. In fact, in the origin myth of royal
authority in the Mahabharata, Manu, who was entrusted with the power to bring about
security by the people who suffered under a dog-eat-dog Hobbesian state of nature, is
called “king” (rajan) (MBh 12.67.23-30).

However, if Manu the king is the compiler of the Manusmrti, then given that
Kumarila denounces Buddhism as heresy because “the Buddha was born as a Ksatriya, not
a Brahmin, so he has no right to preach dharma,” would he not have to conclude that
Manu’s teaching is also heresy? In this regard, Some§vara, commentatory to the TV, states,
“[Kumarila’s] thinking is that supposing that Manu is the promoter (pravartaka, rather
pravaktr “missionary”? [see footnotes 76, 104, 133 herein]) [of dharma] despite being a
Ksatriya has no contradiction because the Vedas have approved, saying, ‘In truth, anything
Manu relates is a medicine.”” (NSu 172,7-8: manos tu ksatriyasyapi, pravartakatve “yad
vai kimcin manur avadat tad bhesajam” iti vedanujiiatatvad aviruddham ity dasayah). He
then asserts that Kumarila’s true feeling is that statements in the Vedas have authority that
surpasses common knowledge of the class system based on Smrti.
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Kumarila states that the means for recognizing dharma (pramana) are the fields of
study created by legendary people, like Manu and the seven sages (saptarsi). As the
Vedas record their names, they are supposed to appear in this world repeatedly in
the Purana worldview. In contrast, because the Buddha and the founders of other
heretical religions are omitted in the Veda, they could not be an authority on

dharma.'®

In fact, the Upanisads explain as follows: “Oh, Sir, I have studied the Rgveda,
the Yajurveda, the Samaveda, the Atharvaveda as the fourth Veda, the Itihasa
and Puranas as the fifth Vedas,” and so on (ChU 7.1.2). Human-made fields of
study are named after the sages determined for each kalpa, Manus’ succession,
and yuga. The creators of these human-made fields of study are recorded in
mantras and explanatory passages in the Vedas. It is agreed that only the fields
of study they founded are the means for recognizing dharma."’

12 Kumarila argues that “the vidyasthana of dharma are limited to fourteen or eighteen
(parimita)” and lists the titles of the fields of study, stating that Buddhism and Jainism are
omitted (TV 201,23-25), but Kumarila did not create this limitation by numbers. I was
informed by Prof. Toru Funayama that Jizang’s Bailun shu (Commentary on the Sata-
Sastra) lists “eighteen divisions of vidyasthana” (Taisho, vol. 42, 251a16-b8) and that it
appears that Jizang received information from Paramartha (499-569). For details, see Ui
1927:462-468.

Incidentally, Kataoka (2013:260-262) argues that Dharmakirti used Kumarila’s
statement on vidydsthana in order to criticize the Vedas. In his criticism of the authority of
the Vedas, Dharmakirti states, “In addition, we have heard even from you that these (the
Vedas) are passed down only by a limited (parimita) number of interpreters” (PVSV
169,13-15: kim ca parimitavyakhyatrpurusaparamparam eva catra bhavatam api srnumah).
According to Kataoka, this criticism refers to Kumarila’s remark in TV that the number of
fields of study (vidyasthana) relating to dharma is limited to fourteen or eighteen.

However, the idea of limiting the number of fields of study to fourteen or eighteen
had been established before Kumarila. Moreover, it is a hasty mistake to jump from the
limitation on the number of fields of study to the limitation on the number of people
involved in them. See Kataoka 2013, n. 51: “If it is claimed by a Mimamsaka that the
number of sastras (brahmanical dharmic teachings) is limited, it implies that the number of
vyakhyana (such as smrti literature) and vyakhyatrpurusa (such as Manu) is also limited.”
When there are fewer options, the number of people involved in the individual options
often increases. Market monopolization in economics is an example of this. Moreover, as a
result of cultural globalization in modern and present times, many minor languages are on
the brink of extinction, and the number of users of a few major languages, particularly
English, is increasing. Accordingly, Dharmakirti’s indication that “the Vedas are the
scriptures of a small social minority” was irrelevant to Kumarila’s remark on the number of
vidyasthana in TV, and Kataoka’s argument that Dharmakirti exacted this remark as a
promise for criticizing the Vedas fails completely.

BOTV 202,23-26: evam hy upanisatsitktam. “rgvedam bhagavo ’dhyemi yajurvedam sama-
vedam atharvavedam caturtham itithasam puranam paiicamam” iti. tena pratikalpa-
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Looking at Indian history, the Chandogyopanisad had been established
before the appearance of Gautama Buddha. Therefore, it is entirely anachronistic to
despise Buddhism because it is not on this list of subjects of study. Moreover,
Kumarila uses the metaphor, “the Vedas, including the Upanisads, are the parent
and the Buddhists are the delinquent son.” Since he is aware that Buddhism is a
philosophy that developed after Brahmanism, this anachronism is deliberate. Based
on this, Kumarila assumes that the entirety of the Vedas, including the Upanisads, is
an eternal scripture that surpasses history. He staged it as though this was not
anachronistic. The Purana literature claimed from a comparatively early stage that
Manu and the seven sages in each era of the “succession of Manus” preached the
dharma of the Sruti and Smirti to the people.'*' Kumarila uses this while praising the
Manusmrti as a distinguished, authoritative law code on the one hand,'* but
determines that Buddhist scriptures are heretical doctrine, on the other hand,'”
using the same criterion of whether the creator’s name is listed as a person who
should preach dharma in the eternal Vedas and the Purana scriptures based on them,

III. The customary practice of good people (sadacara) and self-satisfaction

(atmatusti)

manvantarayuganiyatanityarsinamabhidheyakrtrimavidydsthanakara ye vede ’pi mantra-
rthavadesu Srityante tatpranitany eva vidyasthanani dharmajiianangatvena sammatani. ChU
7.1.2 lists secular fields of study, in addition to Vedic ones. See Yoshimizu 2012a, n. 117.
Bl See MtPu 142.40; 144.97; Kane 1968-1977, V, 1:692. In Vayupurana (VaPu) 59.34 and
Brahmandapurana (BndPu) 1.2.32.37-38, whose texts almost perfectly match, Manu and
the seven sages are said to be Sista (past participle of the verb v Sis) in the sense of having
survived through the manvantara.

321t is probably because of being in a position closer to the law court (vyavahara) than the
Mimamsa scholars, that Medhatithi, a commentator on the Manusmrti, admits that law
codes with authority equal to the Manusmrti may appear anew in the future, adopting a
more liberal stance than Kumarila. MnBh, vol. 1, 67,27-28: “If a person provided with the
many virtues above wrote law codes today only with this motivation, he would have
authority like Manu among the people of later generations.” adyatve ya evamvidhair gunair
yukta idrsenaiva ca hetunda grantham upanibadhniyat sa uttaresam manvadivat pramani-
bhavet. See Yoshimizu 2012a:674—675.

33TV 202,3-6: “It is ascertained that because the same people who are approved by none
other than the Vedas as missionaries [of dharmal), being eternally named through the
succession of Manus and yugas, create several collections of dharma while these ages turn
around, their words form the means of knowledge, but the words of others are not so.”
vedenaivabhyanujiiata yesam eva pravaktrta / nityanam abhidheyanam manvantara-
yugadisu // tesam viparivartesu kurvatam dharmasamhitah / vacanani pramanani nanyesam
iti niscayah //
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1. Restrictions on custom as sources of law and the role of the erudite (sista)

The Manusmrti also recognizes traditional customs that are not written
down as a Smrti under the title “customary practice of good people” (saddcara).
The Manusmrti did not foresee centralized power structures like modern and
present-day states. Like the Dharmasutras that preceded it, it requires that the ruler,
sitting in judgment on a case, respect the traditional customs of the various social
groups that stand between the individual and the state. These include blood
relationships like clan (kula), regional groups of the various regions in the state, and
occupational groups like castes and merchant unions.'** However, it is not the case
that the Manusmrti admitted the customs of these intermediary social groups as
dharma without restriction, and there were restrictions placed upon them becoming
dharma. First, there are geographical restrictions; the region in which the customs
of residents are recognized as dharma is called the “place where Aryans live
gregariously” (aryavarta),"” which is delineated in Mn 2.21-22 as below. Outside
this is the “land of barbarians” (mlecchadesa) (Mn 2.23). The idea of
geographically limiting the region subject to dharma does not reconcile with
Buddhism, which spread beyond India.

“Between the Himalaya Mountains and the Vindhya Mountains, and east of the
land of the vanished [downstream of the Sarasvati River] and west of Prayaga
is called the “central region” (madhyadesa). The region reaching the sea to the
east and the west, between these two mountain ranges, is known to the wise as

the “place where Aryans live gregariously.”"

3 Mn 8.41: “[A king] who knows dharma should let each person (i.e., each party in
disputes) know their dharma (i.e., the judgments they should submit to), paying regard to
the dharma of the caste and region, the dharma in the merchants’ union, and the dharma in
ca svadharmam pratipadayet// See ApDhS 2.15.1; GDhS 11.20; BDhS 1.2.1-8; VDhS 1.17
(from Biihler 1982:562).

35 Amarakosa (AK) states that eddying currents surging on big waves (AK 1.12.5-6:
iarmisu mahatsillolakallolau ... ambhasam bhramah) and whorled hairs between the eyes
of sheep (AK 3.3.50: mesadilomni ... antara bhruvau), etc. are called avarta. Note that
before defining the scope of aryavarta, the Manusmrti calls the westernmost part of the
madhyadesa between the Sarasvati River and the Drsadvati River (see Witzel and Goto
2007: Bildteil, 2) brahmavarta, and says the customs of the people in this land are saddcara
(Mn 2.17-18), and regards this land as the mythological core region in which the Vedic
culture originated.

36 Mn 2.21-22: himavadvindhyayor madhyam yat prag vinasanad (see PB 25.10.1) api /
pratyag eva prayagac ca madhyadesSah prakirtitah // a samudrat tu vai piarvad a samudrac
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Patafjali, dating to the second century before the common era, limited the
aryavarta to an area like this “central region” in northern India."”’ The Manusmrti
extended aryavarta to the east and west due to the expansion of the Aryan cultural
sphere. In the northern and southern directions, however, it remained in northern
India and was confined to the south of the Vindhya Mountains, which extended
east-west across the center of the Indian subcontinent. Kumarila also says that
recognition of inhabitants’ customs as a source of law was limited to the
geographical scope of the aryavarta. He begins considering whether customs can
form the foundation for knowing dharma by establishing the following question:

Here is performed an examination invoking the various customs of the four-
class system in the place where Aryans live gregariously, which is
characterized as the area where blackbucks (krsnamrgas) wander: If it is
observed that the Aryans carry out a certain act with the attitude that “this is
following dharma,” is this itself a means of knowledge, or it is not a means of
knowledge? '

The krsnamrga (Eng. blackbuck) is a sacred beast whose pelt and horns are
used in Vedic rituals. The Manusmrti characterizes the aryavarta as the area it
inhabits naturally (svabhavatah) (Mn 2.23), in addition to the above definition of its
borders."* However, the krsnamrga inhabits the Vindhya Ranges and the area south

ca pascimat / tayor evantaram giryor aryavartam vidur budhah //

7 VMBh, vol. 1, 475,3; pt. 3, 174,7-8: “What is the ‘place where Aryans live
gregariously’? East of the land of the vanished [downstream of the Sarasvati River] (adarsa,
see Brucker 1980:132), west of the forest of Kalaka (kalakavana), south of the Himalayas,
north of Pariyatra (northwestern Vindhya Ranges).” kah punar aryavartah. prag adarsat
pratyak kalakavanad daksinena himavantam uttarena pariyatram. Among the Dharmasiitras,
the Baudhayana (BDhS 1.2.9) and the Vasista (VDhS 1.8-10) consider the same range as
Pataiijali to be the aryavarta (see Brucker 1980:94-95). From a fragment of the Saskha-
likhitadharmasiitra (see Kane 1968-1977, 1, 1:141, n. 138), Brucker (1980:130) identifies
kalakavana with Kampili (now Farrukhabad).

B8 TV 214,2-5: iha yavanti krsnamrgasamcaranopalaksitaryavartanivasi-caturvarnya-
caranani tany udahrtya cintyate. dharmabuddhya yad aryanam caritram upalabhyate / kim
tathaiva pramanam tad atha va nispramanakam // iti.

13 Before the Manusmrti, the Baudhayana and the Vasista inform of verses (gatha) by
Ballavin and others that hold that the Brahman glory (brahmavarcasa) extended broadly
eastward and westward in northern India as far as the krsnamrga wanders (BDhS 1.2.12;
VDhS 1.15; Kane 1968-1977, 1I, 2:14). BDhS 1.2.13 lists the names of aryavarta
borderlands where racial mixture with indigenous peoples (samkirnayoni) is occurring,
including the Deccan region (daksinapatha).
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of the Narmada River, which flows east to west through valleys in the Satpura
Range running parallel to the Vindhya Ranges on their southern side.'* The
southward expansion of the Brahmins began long before the era of the

!'and Sanskrit culture expanded into southern India during the time of

Manusmrti,
the Gupta dynasty. Nevertheless, the extension of the geographic concept of the
aryavarta southward beyond the Narmada River was unusual, if not entirely
absent. ' Accordingly, given that Kumarila brazenly discussed the cultural
superiority of the aryavarta region without changing the scope defined by the

Manusmrti,"” he must not have been living further south than the Narmada River,

140 See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Blackbuck. According to Blanford (1888-91:522), the
krsnamrga inhabits from the Himalayas in the north to Cape Comorin in the south.
However, the present author (Yoshimizu) does not know whether the krsnamrga living in
southern India is a native species or an imported species brought with Brahmin migration
to purify the land.

I For the documents predating the Manusmrti that mention Aryans living in lands further
south than the Vindhya Ranges in present-day Madhya Pradesh, see Bhattacharyya 1977:4.
The legend that the sage Agastya calmed the swelling Vindhya Mountain (MBh 3.102.10—
12) depicts well the southward migration of the Aryans. Purana literature generally uses the
bharatavarsa, which covers all of India, rather than the aryavarta as a geographical concept
for the broader area. See Kane 1968-1977, 11, 1:17-18.

142 Rajasekhara, around 900, calls the same scope as Mn 2.22 the aryavarta (KM 93,17) and
the region south from Mahismati (a town on the north bank of the Narmada River, now
Maheshwar; see Bhattacharyya 1977:170-175) to the southernmost point of the
subcontinent daksinapatha, and he lists the names of the regions, rivers and mountains that
comprise them (KM 93,25-94,3). Medhatithi, a person from Kashmir in the northernmost
part of India, comments that the scope defined in v. 22 would exclude the mountainous
regions of the Himalayas and the Vindhya Ranges from the aryavarta in the same way that
the eastern and western seas are excluded. To enable Aryans to live in this region, he says,
Manu considered the habitat of the krsnamrga as another standard in the following v. 23
(MnBh, vol. 1, 79,24). This interpretation enlarges the southern area of the aryavarta to the
southern foothills of the Vindhya Ranges up to the Narmada River, as RajaSekhara said.
Rajasekhara was a writer who lived during the peak of the Gurjara-Pratihara dynasty
(Warder 1988:413). He may strictly limit the aryavarta to the north of the Narmada River
because this dynasty battled for supremacy with the Pala dynasty in the east and the
Chalukya dynasty in the south while being engaged in terms of “the emperor ruling over
the great kings of the land where Aryans live gregariously” (aryavarta-maharaja-adhirdja).
See Wink 1991:284.

43TV 258,18-19: “that belonging to the languages of barbara (see footnote 15 herein) and
others who differ from those who live in the land where Aryans, who are qualified in
dharma (that is, Vedic sacrifices), live gregariously, which is characterized by ‘between the
Himalayas and the Vindhyas’ and ‘the krsnamrga wanders,” among others” himavad-
vindhyantaralakrsnamrgasamcaranadyupalaksitadharmadhikrtaryavartanivasivyatirikta-
barbaradibhdasagatasya. Incidentally, Medhatithi makes the following alarming comment,
beyond the habitat range of the krsnamrga: MnBh, vol. 1, 80,23-26 (on Mn 2.23) “Further,
if a certain rightly acting king of ksatriya or some such origin conquered barbarians,
established the four-class system, and permanently insulated the barbarians as untouchables
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or at least no further south than the northern Deccan Region. (The author has no
definitive proof at present as to whether his residence was north or south of the
Narmada River.)

The conservative Kumarila also makes customary law subordinate to
written law wherever possible. In contrasting Smrti, that is, written law and custom,
it may seem that actual customs are superior to the law codes written down long
ago. However, he disregards historical change in society and conclusively states
that the codes of law were put into writing with the names of reliable authors;
therefore, they are superior to the customs of anonymous people.

[Opponent:] Rather, the customs are considered stronger because they stand
upon [visible] results.'**

[Proponent: The phrase of MmS 1.3.9] “No, what is based on scriptures”
indicates, “No, the recollected scripture (smrti) is stronger than [custom].” The
recollected scripture and custom are not equal in being based on revealed
scripture because the recollected scriptures are compiled by trustworthy people

(sapratyaya) and converted to writing (sopanibandhana).'®

The proportion of Brahmins in the total population of India was limited;'*
Brahmins also had various occupations and upper and lower classes,' as also

as in the land where Aryans live gregariously, that (land) would also become suitable for
Vedic sacrifices, because the land itself is not unclean; uncleanliness comes from racial
mixture.” tatha yadi kascit ksatriyadijatiyo raja sadhvacarano mlecchan pardjayet catur-
varnyam vasayet mlecchams caryavarta iva candalan vyavasthapayet so ’pi syad yajiiiyah.
yato na bhumih svato dusta. samsargad dhi sa dusyati. See Kane 1968-1977, 11, 1:16.

44TV 220,13: yad vacarabaliyastvam phalasthatvat pratiyate /

5TV 220,20-22: smrtinam va baliyastvam Sastrastha veti varnyate // ubhayoh srutimiila-
tvam na smrtyacarayoh samam / sapratyayapranita hi smrtih sopanibandhana // The
Apastambadharmasiitra does not set up the aryavarta, and it places “the agreement of those
who know dharma” (dharmajiiasamaya) before the Vedas as a source of law (ApDS 1.1.1-
2). On the other hand, the Baudhayanadharmasiitra lists unique customs in the northern
and southern regions and rejects them for being contrary to smrti (BDhS 1.2.1-8). On
Kumarila’s agreement with the Baudhayana, which places importance on written law, and
criticism of the relativist Apastamba in this respect (TV 211,16-18), see Shoshin 1997.

146 As one indicator, in the results of the 1931 Census of India, which was the last one
conducting separate surveys for castes, the Brahmin population was 4.32% of the total.
From http://www.vepachedu.org/manasanskriti/Brahmins.html#Brahmin_Population.

7 Datta (1989:148—151) lists master (guru) to the king, assistant to the king, minister,
soldier, astrologer, and priest as occupations for Brahmin who have received dispensations
that are written in inscriptions of a land grant in northern India from 475 to 1030, in
addition to priest and teacher. Furthermore, the Brahmin class also underwent caste
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outlined in the Manusmrti as the livelihood in times of poverty (@paddharma) (Mn
10.81-94). Brahmins who completed the traditional course of study were very few.
The Manusmrti sometimes contrasts the Brahmin erudite (sista) and the ordinary
people.'*® The ordinary people may not be intimately familiar with the Vedas and
the fields of study (vidyasthanas) based upon them, but they can be considered
“good people (sat/sadhu)” from the perspective of the law codes if they do not go
against the traditional value system. “Without hate or avarice” (advesaragin), good
people recognize that the dharma explained by the law codes are observed by
“intellectuals” (vidvas),'* who observe the everyday standards for behavior (Mn
4.13-260) as their vows (vratas) under the title of the “bathed” (snaraka) after
having been bathed in witness of their completion of Vedic studies."

Furthermore, Aryan society, founded upon “the customs of good people,”
essentially requires the existence of “good Studra” who serve the Aryans. The
Manusmrti demands that Stidra not be jealous of the Aryans and obediently follow
their orders, on the promise of a rise in class in their next lives as a reward for

being good throughout their lives.'”' Stidra were not permitted to undergo an

division through the middle ages. For example, the Namboothiri Brahmin in present-day
Kerala was divided into ten classes of varying ranks with different abilities in terms of
social relationships. According to a report by the Namboothiri Website Trust, a local NPO
(http://www. namboothiri.com/articles/classification.htm), those in the lowest class can use
the same bathing place as Brahmins of other classes use, but they cannot even eat together.
148 Mn 8.46ab: “behavior performed by good people or by Brahmins with an understanding
of dharma” sadbhir acaritam yat syad dharmikais ca dvijatibhih /; Mn 9.31ab: “what was
said about sons by good people or by the great sages of old times” putram pratyuditam
sadbhih pirvajais ca maharsibhih / Except for these and the following usage of sat in Mn
2.1, the Manusmrti includes erudite (sista) in “good people.” In addition, there are no
examples of sadhu in the sense of ordinary people who are distinct from erudites.

9Mn 2.1: “You shall listen to the dharma followed by erudite people and sincerely
approved by good people who are constantly without hate and greed.” vidvadbhih sevitah
sadbhir nityam advesaragibhih / hrdayenabhyanujiiato yo dharmas tam nibodhata //

130 Mn 4.13: “Subsisting by one of these means of livelihood, a twice-born who is a bath-
graduate should follow these observances, which procure heaven, long life, and fame.”
(Transl. by Olivelle 2005) ato ’nyatamaya vrttya jivams tu snatako dvijah / svargyayusya-
yasasyani vratanimani dharayet //

51 Mn. 1.91: “God defined the sole behavior of Siidra as being obedient to these classes
(the upper three classes) without envying them.” ekam eva tu Sidrasya prabhuh karma
samadisat / etesam eva varnanam Susriisam anasiiyaya //: Mn 9.334-335: “For the Studra,
only being obedient to honorable Brahmin householders who know the Vedas is the
supreme dharma leading to happiness. [The Stidras] who are clean, obedient to the upper
classes, speak gently, not self-assertive, and always rely on Brahmin and others will
acquire a birth in the upper classes [in the next life]. vipranam vedavidusam grhasthanam
yasasvinam / Susrisaiva tu Sidrasya dharmo naisreyasah parah // Sucir utkrstasuSriisur
mrduvag anahamkrtah / brahmanadydsrayo nityam utkrstam jatim asnute // Kumarila
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initiation ceremony and become students, so they could not become erudite.
Accordingly, the scope of “good people” can be considered to encompass and be
broader than the scope of “erudite,” and the “customary practice of good people”
(sadacara) can be a source of law insofar as people respect and follow the practice
of the erudites acquainted with the Vedas and Smrtis.

However, it is not clear how much of the population in the regional society
held to be the aryavarta is included in the actual scope of “good people” as referred
to in the law codes. The great majority of the populace has no connection to the
Vedic religions, and the law codes could not be rendered effective unless the king
maintains control over people breaching them by mandatory force."* Accordingly,
one cannot expect that guidance of the lifestyles of the public by the minority
Brahmin elite realistically covered the entirety of the aryavarta.

Nevertheless, Kumarila said in the above passage that because the erudites
have compiled written law based on the Vedas and followed it for generations, they
can be "trustworthy people" (sapratyaya) for the general public according to this
social view of the Manusmrti. In that case, what kind of person does Kumarila think
these “erudites” are, and why does he think the good public will comply with the
law codes that the erudites pass down? Moreover, notwithstanding that Brahmins
who have completed Vedic studies may become Buddhist monks for some reason—
and probably did so—why are such monks in Buddhist orders not included as
“erudite”?

First, people feel an affinity to erudites because they are not celibate,
unmarried ascetics but married householders who want to find joy in worldly life.
According to Kumarila, erudites, like ordinary people, try to obtain benefits and
pleasure in worldly life through many kinds of occupational and consumption
activities. No one, not even the erudites themselves, thinks that they are doing these
activities for the dharma.

Even so, [erudites are also] observed to perform a range of acts that they have
in common with barbarians and others, such as farming, service, and
commerce as means for benefit (artha) and pleasure (sukha), whether restricted

allows including Stdra in the “good people” who live in the aryavarta by his use of “the
four-class system” (caturvarnya) in the example in footnote 138 herein.

132 As an example of the divergence between the law codes and reality, Nobuyuki Watase
(2011:7) points out: the 1.25% per month interest on debt stipulated in GDhS 12.29
continued to be respected in Dharmasastras (Mn 8.140; YS 2.39), but according to
Chatterjee (1971:69-74), the real interest as confirmed in inscriptions was often higher than
that.
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or unrestricted. They are various acts that are widely known as acts [aiming at]
delicious food and drink, soft bedding and seating, an attractive house or
gardens or paintings or songs or dancing or perfumes or flowers, and so on.
Concerning these acts, no one suspects that they deal with dharma."

However, the erudites accumulate disposition (samskara) by studying the
Vedas and the sciences based on the Vedas for many years. Through these activities,
they control themselves in accordance with the Vedas. They do not desire to do
things contrary to the Vedas, such as acting in their egoistic interest or being guided
by personal feelings.'**

Thus, it was widely known that the self-satisfaction of the people who have
completed themselves by contemplating the many dharma based on the Vedas
is a means of knowledge for clarifying dharma. In precisely that way, people
who have trained for a long time and raised disposition (samskara) by the
Vedas and recognition of their meaning cannot have thoughts that stray from
the way (unmarga), because their thoughts follow the path laid by the Vedas."

What arises in salt deposits within salt mines and glittering gold deposits
within Mount Meru has only its respective ingredients (salt and gold). In the
same way, the self-satisfaction of a person who knows the Vedas has [only
ingredients from the Vedas]. Moreover, this is also preached by poets in a
widely known form (wording) as something originating in the words of

3TV 206,21-23: vyani tu mlecchadisamanani niyataniyatakriyantarany arthasukha-
sadhanakrsisevavanijyadini  mrstannapana-mrdusayandsana-ramaniyagrhodyanalekhya-
gitanrtyagandhapuspadikarmani prasiddhani tesu naiva kasyacid dharmatvasankastiti. See
Harikai 1994:163.

13 Kumarila gives an anecdote on the hero Bhisma from the Mahabharata as an example of
erudite (TV 208,26-27). Bhisma formerly conducted an ancestor ceremony on the banks of
the Ganga River for his late father, King Santanu, but when he had completed all of the
preparations for the ritual, and it came time to offer the dumplings (pindas) as an oblation,
the ground suddenly split, and an arm stretched out from between the grass mulch. Seeing
that the arm was wearing Santanu’s bracelet, Bhisma learned that his father had come from
the other world, and he almost went to place a dumpling upon the open palm out of
nostalgia. However, he suddenly recalled the stipulation in the scriptures, “the dumplings in
ancestor ceremonies shall be placed upon the grass mulch” (see Mn 3.215-216), and placed
the dumplings on the grass as stipulated. Then, the arm disappeared back into the earth
(MBh 13.83.11-21). See Yoshimizu 2007e; Yoshimizu 2012a:648-649.

STV 207,1-4: etena vaidikanantadharmadhisamskrtatmanam / atmatusteh pramanatvam
prasiddham dharmasuddhaye // tatha eva bahukalabhyastavedatadarthajiianahitasams-
karanam vedaniyatamarganusaripratibhanam nonmargena pratibhanam sambhavati.
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intellectuals, “Because for good people, the operation of their innermost organ
(antahkarana) is a means of knowledge (pramana) for things at the stage of
uncertainty.” (Sakuntala 1.20cd)'*®

Thus, Kumarila permits erudites to seek benefit and pleasure while
distinguishing these from dharma and stating that their dharma practice can be
achieved in secular life. He agrees with the view about humanity in the Manusmrti,
which acknowledges that all acts are based on desire (kama) while requiring that
those acts be conducted correctly."”” Kumarila can be regarded as looking back to
the age of the Vedas and viewing the repayment of the three religious debts (rna)
that are also explicitly mentioned in the Manusmrti as being at the center of the
dharma that should be practiced in day-to-day life.”*® People assume themselves to

STV 207,7-10: yatha rumayam lavanakaresu (cf. Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.5.13) merau
yatha vojjvalarukmabhiomau / yaj jayate tanmayam eva tat syat tatha bhaved vedavid-
atmatustih // evam ca vidvadvacandd vinirgatam prasiddhariippam kavibhir niripitam /
satam hi samdehapadesu vastusu pramanam antahkaranapravrttayah // iti. This quotation
from the play Sakuntald contains the lines spat out in a scene where King Dusyanta,
passing by the hermitage of the sage Kanva, spied upon Sakuntala from behind a tree and
fell in love, but he came to suspect that she might be the daughter of the sage Kanva, who is
a Brahmin, and in the awareness that the marriage of a Ksatriya man and a Brahmin woman
would be a “reverse marriage” (pratiloma) and contrary to the status stipulations in the law
codes relating to marriage (Mn 3.13). However, he firmly decided to follow his heart’s
orders, throwing away his hesitation with the quoted lines. After this scene, Dusyanta is
overjoyed to discover that Sakuntala is, in fact, the daughter of the sage Vi§vamitra
(Sakuntala, pp. 40—42) and therefore his marriage to Sakuntala is legal. Vi§vamitra was one
of the founders of the Brahmin lineages (gotras, see footnote 87 herein), but since epics
(MBh 1.165.4; Ramayana [R] 1.50.17), he generally came to be deemed to have been
initially a king.

Using authoritative sources, David (2007) proves that reliance on “self-
satisfaction” in Hindu law codes is generally limited to the cases where there are several
available options, no applicable stipulations in other law sources, and where the person
making the determination is beyond reproach. He concludes that “self-satisfaction” is
accepted only as a law source of last resort, factually as a very narrow exception. Then,
David (2007:288-289) points out that having Kumarila argued that the “self-satisfaction”
of such a person can see through to the truth of things hidden on the surface, assuming that
Dusyanta is a person who received a thorough education in the Vedas,.
57Mn 2.4-5: “Acts that people perform without having any desire cannot be seen
anywhere in the world. In fact, no matter what action a person performs, they are all
performed by people with desire. A person who can perform them correctly will go to the
world of the immortal [gods]. In addition, in this world, they will acquire all of the objects
of desire as planned. akamasya kriya kacid drsyate neha karhicit / yad yad dhi kurute kimcit
tat tat kamasya cestitam // tesu samyag vartamano gacchaty amaralokatam / yatha-
samkalpitams ceha sarvan kaman samasnute //

138 To justify Bhisma’s remaining unmarried, Kumarila quoted Mn 9.182 “Manu said that if
one of several brothers born to the same father became a person having a son, the son will
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have been born with a sort of religious debts, which they should repay in
installment to the ancient sages (rsis) who transmitted the Vedas by reciting them
daily, to the gods by performing sacrifices, and to the ancestors of households by
raising children.” Among these three activities, the daily recitation of the Vedas is
a legacy of the culture that society built in ancient times. The performance of
sacrifices is always associated with charity and promotes the circulation of wealth
in the present-day regional society (albeit with a bias toward the upper levels of
society).'® Raising children guarantees the stability of society in the future. These
are social activities of the laity rooted in the local region and cannot be performed
by celibate monks of Buddhism and other religions. Then, the ordinary people
observe the erudites as they strive for happiness and contribute to the community
(provided that the good people do not envy Brahmins). Finally, these behaviors of
the respected erudites are perceived by ordinary people as standard norms that they
can imitate to achieve happiness.

cause all of them [the brothers] to become a person having a son.” (bhratinam ekajatanam
ekas cet putravan bhavet / sarve te tena putrena putrino manur abravit) He then defends
Bhisma, saying, “By the son born [to Satyavati’s child Vyasa] from the wife of Vicitravirya
(the prince who was born to Bhisma’s father, King Santanu, and the queen Satyavati), he
has repaid his debt to the ancestral spirits.” (TV 208,24: vicitraviryaksetrajaputralabdha-
pitranrnatvah) (Bhisma usurped the princess Varanasi and made her marry Vicitravirya).
In a paternal joint family society with solid bonds between relatives, this probably means
that nephews also had future values similar to one’s own sons.

13 Mn 4.257: “After obeying the rules and reaching a state with no debts to the great sages,
the ancestral spirits, and the gods, [the householder] shall entrust everything to his son and
live in a neutral stance.” maharsipitrdevanam gatvanrnyam yathavidhi / putre sarvam
samasajya vasen madhyasthyam asritah // The repayment of these three religious debts was
first reduced to writing as a set in the Taittiriyasamhita (TS 6.3.10.5), and the
Satapathabrahmana added the “debt to people” that should be repaid by entertaining guests
(SB 1.7.2.1-6). See Watase 1991: translator’s note to 4.257; Malamoud 1980. On the
“repayment of religious debts” discussed by the Manusmrti commentator Medhatithi,
whom Kumarila influenced in respect of theory on the sources of law, see Yoshimizu
2013a.

10 The Jyotistoma sacrifice, which is the standard type of the Soma sacrifice (soma pressing
and offering take place on one day), is conducted by a total of sixteen priests, four for each
of the four divisions of the Vedas, and the sacrificer pays charities for all of them (although
the amount that each priest receives within his division may vary according to his role).
The Manusmrti allows the Soma festival to be hosted by a householder with at least three
years’ food stores for all the people he supports, ensuring the payment of charities (Mn
11.7). Provisions with the same contents include MBh 12.159.5; VDhS 8.10; YS 1.123ab;
Visnusmrti (ViS) 59.8-9 (from Biihler 1982:575). Moreover, the Manusmrti allows the
confiscating of assets from wealthy people who do not conduct Vedic sacrifices (Mn 11.14)
to circulate wealth by charities for sacrifices. On the caution against miserliness and the
virtues of giving gifts, see Mn 4.224-235.
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For this reason, erudites do not commence [all the acts that they usually seek to
carry out], having confirmed that the scriptures characterize them differently
[from the means for achieving benefit and pleasure, i.e., by characterizing
them as a means for achieving dharma). However, the conduct of erudites and
the scriptures do not diverge at any time, so [ordinary people] extract some
portion from their conduct and claim that it must be the means for achieving
heaven, etc., [while] forgetting that it was performed incidentally. Thus it

comes to be widely known as a regular obligation imposed [on people].'

In this way, ordinary people form customary laws by accepting some parts
of behaviors that erudites perform according to the motto “this is good.” Still, the
foundation for this lies in the erudites regulating themselves under the traditional
value system, and suppressing self-interest to contribute to the public benefit
(Indian-style noblesse oblige'®®) while still seeking a good living in their current
lives like the ordinary people in the secular world. In contrast, if “self-satisfaction”
were allowed as a source of law without restrictions, it would decline into mere
self-serving self-complacency because people’s individual preferences vary widely,
and the criteria used to determine whether something is good or evil would lose all
objectivity and publicity. In discussing “the customs of good people” as a source of
law, Kumarila initially adopted an opponent and temporarily contained the direction
of admitting sources of law other than the Vedas and written law:

[Question to the opponent:] However, do not Manu and others recollect that
the customs of good people are a means of knowledge? [Answer by the
opponent:] They (Manu and others) describe self-satisfaction as another
[means of knowledge] concerning dharma, but this is not determined. In fact,
the heart (@saya) is varied according to the habits, and [people are] satisfied
with themselves when they perform pure things, or impure things, or things
that are neither, so [self-satisfaction] is varied [according to people].'®

"' TV 206,3-6: ato na namopalaksanantarena Sastram pravrttam upalabhya Sistah
pravrttah, sarvakalam tu Sistavyavaharasastrayor aviyogad vyavaharad evapoddhrtya kecid
svargadisadhanatvena niyamyamanah kaddcitkatvaparityagena nityaprayojya vijiidyante.

12 However, this is not limited to the social liability required of the royalty and nobility in
the West. Erudites should preferably be in honest poverty. See “have enough cereal to fill a
jar” (kumbhidhanya) in footnote 38 herein and Mn 4.2-8; YS 1.127.

19TV 204,14-18: nanu—sadacarapramanatvam manvadibhir api smrtam / atmatustih
smrta 'nyd tair dharme sa canavasthita // yathabhyasam hy asayavaicitryena subhasubho-
bhayahinakriyanusthayinam atmatustir api vicitraiva bhavati.
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What is more, this opponent represents arbitrary judgments by what
Buddhists like and hate:

In fact, some people may be satisfied even with impure actions, like how
Buddhists are [satisfied] with preaching sophism and criticizing the Vedas and
Brahmins. Likewise, Brahmins are satisfied with sacrifices accompanied by the
taking of the lives of livestock, etc., but Buddhists are enraged by these

sacrifices being distressed [by the suffering of the livestock].'*

This opponent, then, is not a real person who opposed Kumarila, but a
fictionary opponent whom Kumarila set up as an introduction to the discussion of
customary law, reflecting Kumarila’s intentions. Since the Vedas are revealed
scriptures not created by humans, their norms are not influenced by a human
subjective view. Kumarila is concerned that if we move away from Vedic norms
and entrust the criteria for good and evil to the intellectual judgment of human
beings, as preached in Buddhism, the conflict between different value systems
among people would not be resolved, leading to complete relativism or even
inviting self-centered, “anything goes” social anarchy.'®

2. “Correct language” (sadhusabda) and “incorrect language”

Kumarila’s attitude of allowing customs in Aryan society as a source of law
while giving written norms precedence over custom aligns with the grammarian
school’s view. While allowing the usage of words to be fixed by the community

166

customs,  the grammarian school also holds that only Sanskrit has its appropriate

14TV 204,18-23: tatha hi—kasyacij jayate tustir asubhe ’pi hi karmani / Sakyasyeva
kuhetiktivedabrahmanadiisane // tatha hi—pasuhimsadisambandhe vyajiie tusyanti hi dvijah
/ tebhyah eva hi yajiiebhyah sakyah krudhyanti piditah // Cf. Francavilla 2006:166—167.

15 As the error of relativism concerning good and evil, Kumarila mentions that it must
permit the samsaramocakas, who preach that they can “release living beings from the
transmigration by taking their lives” and carry this out, arguing against karmic retribution.
§V, Autpattikasttra, vv. 5cd—6: “The samsaramocaka and others believe that taking a life
is a [behavior of] happiness and prosperity. Some people do not recognize that happiness
and prosperity [are obtained through good conduct] afterward because of their repugnance.
Similarly, barbarians and Aryans will not reach a common understanding of dharma.”
samsaramocakades ca himsa punyatvasammata // na pascat punyam icchanti ke cid evam
viganatah / mleccharyanam prasiddhatvam na dharmasyopapadyate // Halbfass (1991:97-
102 & 107-111) traced the buried thought of the samsaramocaka from Jayanta’s
Nyayamaiijari and various other texts.

166 Varttika 3-4 on the Paspa$ahnika (VMBAh, vol. 1, 6-8: “The relationship between words
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usage made explicit by works on grammar, and Sanskrit is the sole “correct
language” (sadhusabda) among the various languages in Indian society.'”” Kumarila
appreciates the Paninian grammar and other treatises on grammar in volume 1,
chapter 3 of the Tantravarttika. Concerning the vernacular, he states that it is a
language derived (prakrta) from Sanskrit because its vocabulary cannot represent
meaning but can convey meaning only through the corresponding words in Sanskrit,
the language it derives from (prakrti), which can represent meaning by itself.

Corrupted words (apabhramsa) are used in understanding meaning while
manifesting the ability [to represent meaning] of the original words [in
Sanskrit] through similarity with them.'®®

Kumarila points out that many Buddhist and other heretic scriptures are
written in the vernacular of distant regions, specifically “the Magadha region and
the south.”

Literature handed down in Buddhism and Jainism mostly consists of incorrect
language (asadhusabda). Because they are written in incorrect (language), they
cannot be understood as scripture. In fact, they are based on incorrect language
from the Magadha region and the south that has been corrupted (apabhramsa)
from that (Sanskrit).'®

and meaning is established based on the community, and words are applied to convey
meaning, but restrictions for dharma [are made] by grammars.” siddhe Sabdartha-
sambandhe lokato ’rthaprayukte Sabdaprayoge Sastrena dharmaniyamah. On the
interpretation of “lokatas,” see Joshi-Roodbergen 1986:115, n. 462 and 117, n. 473. For the
religious merit held in the Veda and Paninian grammar to be obtained by uttering correct
words, see Ozono 2021.

17 Patafijali calls Panini’s grammar “the scripture that defines correct [language].” VMBh,
vol.1, 39,14: sadhvanusasane ’smiii Sastre. See Cardona 1997:544.

8 TV 278,13-14: prakrtisaripyadvarenapabhramsah prakrtim eva saktim avirbhavaya-
nto ’rthapratipattav upayogam gacchanti. Cf. MmS 1. 3. 28: tadaSaktis canurapatvat;
Vakyapadiya 1.177-178 (ed. W. Rau, 1977) = 1.141-142 (ed. K.A. Subrahmanya lyer,
1966); Harikai 1975:1039, n. 21.

19TV 237,3-5: asadhusabdabhityisthah Sakyajainagamadayah / asannibandhanatvac ca
Sastratvam na pratiyate // magadhadaksinatyatadapabhramsaprayasadhusabdanibandhana
hi te. Cf. Ollett 2017:123, 244. Deshpande (1994:103—-104) points out that in addition to the
Maurya Empire collapsing and the other countries than Magadha increasing their strength,
the Magadha language suffered a fall in status and was considered the language of the
lower classes in Sanskrit drama. At the same time, Sanskrit began to be used in Buddhist
literature and inscriptions.
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Kumarila quotes the following writing, which is not regular Sanskrit, as a
practical example:

tatha ukakhitte lodammi uvve atthi karanam. padane natthi karanam. anubhave
karanam ime sakkada dharmma sambhavanti sakarana akarana vinasanti.
anupattikaranam. (TV 237, 6-8)

When the readings in multiple manuscripts'” that were collected a hundred
years ago by La Vallée Poussin and more recently by Kunio Harikai were sorted,

this writing became the following two anustubh verses:

[ya]tha'" ukkhitte'™ lod[h]ammi ukkheve'” atthi karanam /
padane natthi karanam an{nam'*] ubbhave'-karan[at'®] //
[ev’] ime"” sakkada dhamma'™ sambhavanti sakarana /

akarand vinas[sJanti an[nam] uppattikaranat'™ //

“When a lump of earth (*losta) is thrown up (*utksipte), there is a cause for the
throwing up (*utksepe), but falling (*patane) has no cause other than (*anyam)
the cause when rising (*udbhava). In the same way, these various existences
(*dharmah) of constant change (*samskrtah) occur due to cause, but they
disappear without any cause (*vinasyanti) other than the cause of their
occurrence (Futpatti).”

This verse preaches in the vernacular the same content as the theory of
“perishing without cause” held in the Sautrantika, which holds that “things perish
by themselves without an external cause,” and Candrakirti of the Madhyamaka

17 The manuscripts referred to in Harikai 2010:235: M1: Asiatic Society of Calcutta, S.C.
2388; M2: Bodleian Library, Chandra Shum Shere d.516; M3: Bodleian Library, Wilson
No. 325; M4: British Library, Eggeling No. 2151; M5: Bodleian Library, Chandra Shum
Shere d.536; M6: Oriental Institute, Baroda, No. 11566. See Harikai 2010:224.

I Mss of the PrsP in La Vallée Poussin 1903-13: 223,11: yatha

12 M3: ukhittai; M1, M6: ukkhite

13 M1, M3, M5, M6: ukkheve

17 La Vallée Poussin’s reading (PrsP 222,16) based on the Tibetan translation “gshan pa”
(Derge, no. 3860, 76b6).”

15 M1, M4: acchi ubhbhave

176 Mss of the PrsP in La Vallée Poussin 1903-13: 223,12: karanad iti

77 Mss of the PrsP in La Vallée Poussin 1903-13: 223.25: eva me

178 M4, M5: dhamma

' M3: anupattikaranad; M1, M6: anuppatikaranam
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quotes an almost identical vernacular verse in the Prasannapada.'™ However,
Kumarila is not treating the language of this verse with disdain and refusing to
reflect upon it because it is in an inferior language; on the contrary, he analyzes
how this language differs from regular Sanskrit and typical vernacular out of

linguistic interest as an academic scholar.

In addition, [Buddhist scriptures] have (word forms) like bhikkhave, which are
further corrupted, compared to the regional languages, which are well known
as corrupted forms, because Prakrit (derived language) forms ending in e are
observed in places with the accusative plural cases, but not in places with the
nominative plural and vocative plural cases. Moreover, concerning the word
samskrta, the various languages derived [from Sanskrit] and corrupted have
doubled the k sound and lost the anusvara, changing the r sound into the a
sound (in other words, to make sakkata) and nothing else, and the change [of
the ¢ sound] into a d sound [as in sakkadalh] in the quoted Buddhist scripture]
is not [observed].'®!

'80 Prasannapada (PrsP) 222,14-16: yatha ukkhite lodhammi ukkheve atthi karanam /
padane karanam natthi annam ukkhevakaranat // iti; 223,4-5: evime samkhata dhammah
sambhavanti sakaranah / sa bhava eva dhammanam yam vibhonti samudgatah // iti.
Candrakirti gives the following commentary on this verse, but the author is not criticizing
its contents here. PrsP 223,1-2: “In the case of this (the lump of earth), the cause for falling
is it being thrown up and nothing else. In the same way, in this case as well, we explain that
only the occurrence is the cause of the disappearance and nothing else.” yathapy atra
ksepah patanakaranam nanyat. evam ihapi jatim eva karanatvena vindasasya varnayamo
nanyat. PrsP 173,8-175,6 contains Candrakirti’s criticism of the theory of perishing without
cause.

BTV 239,1-4: kim uta yani prasiddhapabhrastadesabhasabhyo ’py apabhrastatarani
bhikkhave ityevamadini. dvitiyabahuvacanasthane hy ekarantam prakrtam padam drstam na
prathamabahuvacane sambodhane ’pi. samskrtasabdasthane ca kakaradvayasamyogo
anusvaralopah. rvarnakarapattimatram eva prakrtapabhramsesu drstam. na [Harikai
2010:237, M3: tu] dakarapattir api. Moreover, Kumarila points out with actual examples
that Buddhists’ works frequently contain irregular word forms, even in those works written
with the intention to use Sanskrit. TV 238,27-28: “In the literature of Buddhism, etc., even
the certain pieces spelled with an unhindered intellect generally use prajiiapti, vijiiapti,
pasyand, tisthana, and other [irregular word forms] from the intention to use language
properly, so only a small number of proper items can be obtained.” sakyadigranthesu punar
vad api kimcit sadhusabdabhiprayenavinastabuddhya prayuktam tatrapi prajiiapti-vijiiapti-
pasyanatisthandadiprayaprayogat  kimcid evaviplutam labhyate. Edgerton’s (1993)
dictionary gives prajiiapti and vijiiapti, as well as pasyana, vipasyana, and tisthantika. See
NSu 237,17-21.
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IV. Awareness of dharma from others’ discourse

In the second half of its final chapter, the Manusmrti defines the council of
experts (parisad) who will be the judiciary in regional communities. It also
emphasizes the authority of the Vedas and the virtue of reciting them. Then,
addressing the readers involved in judgment, the Manusmrti explains to them the
three modes of Dharma cognition, namely, direct perception (pratyaksa), i.e.,
gathering evidence, inference (anumana), i.e., deducing what happened from
evidence, and the teachings of the various scriptures (sastra), i.e., the standard for
making rulings.'® Following on from that, it states:

Those who interpret the texts transmitted by the sages (i.e., the Vedas, that is,
sruti) and law codes (smrti) through reasoning (tarka) without contradiction
with the Vedic scriptures know dharma. The others do not.'*

With regard to the scriptures to be consulted in a lawsuit, it is said that one should
investigate how the Vedas and codes of law handed down from ancient times
should be applied in an actual lawsuit, provided that they are correct scriptures, and
one should not investigate whether the scriptures are true or false.'® The final
passage, “The others do not [know],” brings to mind the following provision in the
theory of legal source in chapter 2 of the Manusmrti:

“Brahmins who belittle both these sources of law (sruti and smrti), relying on
the study of logic, should be excluded by good people as nihilists (nastika) and

vilifiers of the Vedas.”'®

Moreover, if we have to assume unconditionally that “the scriptures handed down
to us are correct,” we cannot doubt the master who transmitted the scriptures to us.

82 Mn 12.105: “Direct perception and inference and scriptures consisting of various
inheritances. Those who wish to purify the dharma must thoroughly know these three.”
pratyaksam canumanam ca Sastram ca vividhagamam / trayam suviditam karyam
dharmasuddhim abhipsata //

183 Mn 12.106: arsam dharmopadesam ca vedasastravirodhina / yas tarkenanusamdhatte sa
dharmam veda netarah //

'8 The commentator Medhatithi interprets this tarka as mimamsa. MnBh, vol. 2, 485,16:
“By this (tarka as in Mn 12.106), therefore, a decree has been given to know Mimamsa for
purifying dharma.” ato dharmasuddhyartham mimamsavedanam etena coditam.

85Mn 2.11: yo ’vamanyeta te miile hetusastrasrayad dvijah / sa sadhubhir bahiskaryo
nastiko vedanindakah //
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The Brahmin law codes emphasize the need for disciples to obey their masters in all
respects.

“[A student] should sit facing the master as if facing a god.”'®

“When abuse or criticism of the master occurs, [the student] should block both

ears, or go elsewhere from that place.”'"

Kumarila also requires students to believe what their masters say, no matter
what is done elsewhere, concerning the reading of the Vedas:

Trusting the reliable person (i.e., the master), disciples understand it in the way
[the master] says, “We read this part like this,” no matter whether it is read [in
that way somewhere else] or not.'*®

On the Buddhist side, Dharmakirti argued immediately after Kumarila that
one should accept teachings received from others after carefully examining them
with one’s intellectual powers, i.e., after confirming them by perception or by
inference. He also explains that even the words of the Buddha fall within the realm

of examination.

“The reliability [of a statement] consists in that it is not invalidated by
perception or by two kinds of inference'® concerning its object that can be
perceived or that cannot be perceived.”"”

18 ApDhS 1.6.13: devam ivacaryam upasita...

87Mn 2.200: guror yatra parivado ninda vapi pravartate / karnau tatra pidhatavyau
gantavyam va tato ‘'nyatah // See footnote 7 herein.

88 TV187,18-19: tatra yathaivaptapratyayad idam iha pathyata iti kathitam uccaritam
anuccaritam va Sisyah pratipadyante. However, although Kumarila is writing sub-
commentaries to Sabara’s siitra commentary, he himself gives frank, harsh criticism in
many places on éabara, unlike Prabhakara, who also wrote sub-commentaries to Sabara’s
commentary. The reader is referred to the appendix in Yoshimizu 2012c.

'8 Inference not based on scripture (andagamapeksanumana), and inference based on
confirmed scripture (agamapeksanumana) applied to reject contradictory statements. See
PVSV (ad PV 1.215) 108,24-109,3; Yaita 1987:7-8; Tillemans 1999:28-30; Eltschinger
2010: n. 20; Yoshimizu 2011¢:253-255.

0 Pramanavarttika (PV) 1.215: pratyaksena anumanena dvividhena apy abadhanam* /
drstadrstarthayor asya avisamvadas tadarthayoh // Of Buddha’s teachings, the five
aggregates that form a human being can be confirmed by perception, and the four noble
truths by an inference not based on scripture (PVSV on PV 1.215).
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This critical attitude of examining even the Buddha’s teachings is certainly
not limited to the so-called Buddhist school of logic and epistemology and dates
back to the origin of Buddhism. For example, in one of the oldest Buddhist
scripture, the Suttanipata, the Buddha himself repeatedly emphasizes, “The dharma
that I preach is what has been directly perceived (sakkhi/dittha) and not what comes
from mere traditional sayings (netiha).”'”' Moreover, according to the dialogue
between the Buddha and his disciples described in the Mahatanhasankhayasutta
(Majjhimanikaya 38),"> a Buddhist monk should not disbelieve the teachings
because a heretic preached them, nor should he or she believe them because the
Buddha preached them. Instead, a Buddhist monk should observe and consider the
contents of the teachings and accept only those teachings that he or she has
confirmed to be correct.

“Would you, knowing and seeing all this, say: — We revere our teacher, and it
is because of our reverence for him that we affirm this?

No, sir,

Would you, knowing and seeing all this, say: — Oh, we were told this by a
recluse or recluses ; we do not affirm it ourselves?

No, sir,

(Omitted)

Do you affirm only what you have of yourselves known, seen and discerned?

Yes, sir.” (Transl. by Chalmers 1928:188—189)'%

*Here, abadhana means that the object exists exactly as recognized by a means of
knowledge (PVSV 108,20&24: tathabhava), and it does not mean “the validity because of a
lack of counterproof” derived from Kumarila’s “theory of intrinsic validity” (svatah-
pramanya).

1 Suttanipata (Sn) 934ab & 1053.

12 The Buddha heard that his disciple Sati preached to a layperson that “the Buddha says
that consciousness (viiifiana) survives after a person’s death” and harshly scolded Sati in
front of other monks. After the monks recited the dependent origination in twelve-fold
chain of causation, the following question-and-answer dialogue between the Buddha and
his disciples began.

S MN vol. I, 265,17-29: api nu tumhe bhikkhave evam janatd evam passantd evam
vadeyyatha: satthd no garu, satthugaravena ca mayam vademati. no h’etam bhante. api nu
tumhe bhikkhave evam janata evam passanta evam vadeyyatha: samano no evam aha
samand ca, na ca mayam evam vademati. no h’etam bhante.... nanu bhikkhave yad eva
tumhakam samam fiatam samam dittham samam viditam tad eva tumhe vadethati. evam
bhante.
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As shown above, there is a conflict of principle between Kumarila and the
compilers of the Brahmin law codes on the one hand and Buddhist thinkers on the
other, as to whether recipients should accept without doubt the teachings
traditionally handed down in their groups regarding dharma or whether they should
accept those teachings after scrutinizing them for themselves and confirming their
validity. Kumarila formalized this as a conflict between the “theory of intrinsic
validity” (svatahpramanya) and the ‘“theory of extrinsic validity” (paratah-
pramanya). The former considers cognition valid until proven otherwise, whereas
the latter considers cognition valid only once confirmed. Attacks and responses
have been made under this framework from both positions down to posterity.

V. Historical background

Based on a critical examination of their traditions, the Buddhist monks
successively developed new doctrines and missionary activities not found in other
Indian religions. Finally, at the time of the Gupta dynasty, they enjoyed the support
of a broad section of the population, including the general populace, not to mention
the kings and other upper classes of society. However, with the decline of the Gupta
dynasty in the sixth century, the nobility in each area claimed their independence
and became new kings. They generously offered land and villages to the orthodox
Brahmins to establish their authority. An example of such an emerging kingdom is
the Maitraka dynasty, which flourished in present-day Gujarat from the sixth to the
eighth centuries. According to Njammasch, who studied the inscriptions issued by

194

this dynasty, " the surviving inscriptions show that land and villages were offered
more to Buddhist temples in Gujarat until about the fifth century. In contrast, from
the sixth to the ninth centuries, including the Maitraka dynasty, offerings to

Brahmins were more common than Buddhist temples.'” Amid the historical

1% Njammasch 2001:318-319.

195 Valabhi, the capital of the Maitraka dynasty, had a Buddhist monastery complex of a
scale similar to the Nalanda. Whereas the royal household generously made contributions
to religious institutions, of the 104 Maitraka dynasty contribution inscriptions with value as
historical materials, twenty-five are to Buddhist monasteries, only four are to Hindu
temples, and the remaining seventy-five are to Brahmins (Njammasch 2001:279 and 342-
346). In addition, Toshio Yamazaki (1967:2) also referred to a total of seventy-five
inscriptions on village and land offerings issued by the Maitraka dynasty and counted fifty-
five for Brahmins, seventeen for Buddhist monasteries, and three for Hindu temples. On
the inscriptions in the Kataccuri dynasty, which was adjacent to the Maitraka dynasty to the
south and dated to almost the same period, Schmiedchen (2013:361) wrote, ‘“at the
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background of the post-Gupta era, some Brahmin intellectuals sought to make their
interests and rights firmly fixed in actual society, developing their armor of
discourse more powerful than before. We can safely regard Kumarila as the
foremost of these people at the end of the sixth and beginning of the seventh
centuries.

Kumarila broadly rearranged the Mimamsa theory of ritual according to the
traditional Vedanta theory of “the combination of knowledge and action” (jiiana-
karma-samuccaya-vaya), which also values sacrifices to become liberated from
rebirth. Still, he does not take the side of the Vedantic monism, which claims that
“the spirit of the individual ultimately becomes merged into the universal spirit and
the distinction between self and other disappears.” Regarding individuals’ self
(atman) in the Tantravarttika, Kumarila rejects the theory of monism because it
contradicts the social and religious norms imposed on people by the Vedas
differently according to their class in society. Instead, he approves of the
differences between classes in society as the unchangeable nature of individuals. In
this way, Kumarila suggests that the essential thing he is interested in is the actual
societies of the various classes, not the spiritual state of liberation.

Moreover, [if the arman were only one,] decrees on acts [in the Vedas] would
not be distinguished by established separate classes. This is because the same
singular atman would be linked to bodies here and there, and all classes would
be formed. There is no fault if individual arman is separate [from each

other].'*

Then, Kumarila confirms that festivals currently celebrated by the populace
around him are, in general, correct customs as long as erudites are involved, on the

basis that the Vedas and law codes contain passages (albeit a few) that refer to the

Kataccuri court, ... in the 6th to 8th century ... The majority of the royal grants were in
favour of Vedic Brahmins without any specific Saiva, Vaisnava, or other sectarian
learnings.” According to Njammasch, in Gujarat from the ninth century, contributions to
Hindu temples approached the contributions to Brahmins, and from the twelfth century, the
contributions to Hindu temples were overwhelming.

9TV 403,25-27: varnavisesavyavasthaya ca karmacodanabhedo na syat. ekasyaivatmanas
tena tena Sarirena sambadhyamanasya sarvavarnopapatteh. atmananatve tv adosah. This
statement is at the end of the section on apiirva (TV 2.1.5). In the history of the Mimamsa
school, Kumarila’s era saw the beginning of the idea to regard apiirva as this kind of
“newly acquired power.” Before Kumarila (including Sabara), apiirva was not described as
the potential power (Sakti) or disposition (samskara) accumulated within the sacrificer. See
Yoshimizu 2012c, section 4 (p. 19 ff.).
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populace’s festivals with words like utsava and mahas.

Moreover, under the topic of the suspension of the Vedic study, [the law code
has a provision], “at the time of a festival (utsava), [cease chanting] after the
meal.” [This provision is] the foundation for festivals in the countryside and
towns being based on a means of knowledge. Moreover, the Mahavrata section
of the Vedas also has, in the supplement to the sentence, “The Hotr priest
recites the sastra'’ riding on a swing,” the passage, “When mahas has actually
attached to offsprings,'” the offsprings ride on the swing.” It is repeatedly said

that the word mahas is well known to refer to a festival (utsava).'”>**

Kumarila’s general confirmation of the populace’s festivals like this
resulted from a positive evaluation of the enterprising Brahmins who carried on the
Vedic traditions by compiling the Puranas and other Hindu literature and
organizing folk religion. Kumarila lists the names of many rites, customs, and
festivals celebrated by the populace at his time as follows:

Even if the foundation for confirming them [in the Veda] is lacking, it is
recognized in this world that the various acts performed by good people
(sadhu) are dharma. The acts carried out for maintaining the body, pleasure, or
profit should not be determined to be dharma by erudites. [However,] in any
case, the acts that outstanding people (visista or erudite (sista)) concentrate on
as dharma are recognized as dharma because they have the agent of action in
common with the acts stipulated in the Vedas.*"'

Besides the scriptures (sastra), there is no foundation for performing
matters of obligation such as dedication (pradana), murmuring [formulas]
(japa), fueling a fire (homa), the ceremony for maternal ancestors (matryajiia),

202

etc., the march (yatra) of the festival (mahas) of “Indra’s flag”

197 Sastra is the Rgveda chanting performed in each session of the soma offering after
reciting from the Samaveda and before offering soma to the sacrificial fire.

1% The verb in the original PB text has the singular avisati, and mahas is the subject.

19 According to Amarakosa, mahas means both utsava and tejas (AK 3.3.231).

20TV 205,22-24: tatha 'nadhyayadhikara “iirdhvam bhojanad utsave” (GDhS 16.43) iti
desanagarotsavapramanyasrayanam. vede ’'pi ca mahavrate ‘“prenkham aruhya hota
Samsati” (PB 5.5.9) ity etadvakyaSese srityate, “yada vai praja maha avisanti (sic)
prenkham tarhy arohanti” (PB 5.5.10) iti mahahsabdavacyotsavaprasiddhir aniidita.

! This is the same reason used to justify Smrti in MmS 1.3.2. See footnote 44 herein.

%2 0On the memorial services for mothers’ and wives’ spirits in paternal ancestral spirits,
and maternal ancestral spirits in Sraddha (ancestral ceremony), see Mushiga 2015.
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(indradhvaja),”” and [festival marches**] at various temples, the purification
including the rites by the maidens of all [classes*”] on the fourth day [after a
wedding ceremony],”® the sending [and eating®”’] sweets, cakes, and milk
porridge on the first day (pratipad)*® of [the white part of the month of
Karttika (October—December) when the festival*” of] torches is performed, the
festivals on the seventh day and the day of the full moon in the month of
Magha (January—February), when offerings not cooked over fire are offered,*'*
the spring festival on the first day [directly after the full moon®"'] in the month

212

of Phalguna (February—March), etc.

2% On the eighth day of the white part of the month of Bhadrapada (August—September), a
large log that has been cut down in advance is used as a pole, carried to the city gate, and
decorated and stood up. See Brhatsamhita (BrhatS) 43.1-68. For descriptions in various
Puranas, see the indradhvaja entry in EINOO CARD.

204 NSu 187,18-19: devatayatanesy ityatra mahalmaho?lyatrety anusangah.

25 NSu 187,19-20: sarvavarnasadharanyarthe sarvasam ity uktam

206 After avoiding sleeping with the bridegroom for at least three days after a wedding
ceremony (trirdtra-vrata), they set up an Avasathya fire as caturthikarma. See Pandey
1969:222 ff.

27 NSu 187,21-22: danabhaksanadini

28 NSu 187,20-21: karttikasuklapratipadi

2% For the texts on Diwali, see the diipaavalii entry in EINOO CARD.

210 NSu 187,22-23: maghasaptamipaurnamasibhyam tatkalanustheyam karma laksyate.

2 NSu 187,23: phalgunipaurnamasyanantarayam pratipadi vasantanimitta utsavah

22TV 205,9-20: drstakaranahinani yani karmani sadhubhih / prayuktani pratiyeran
dharmatveneha tany api // Sarirasthitaye yani sukhartham va prayuiijate / arthartham va na
tesv asti Sistanam eva dharmadhih // dharmatvena prapannani visistair (10; An: Sistair)
yani (10; An: yani tu) kanicit / vaidikaih kartrsamanyat tesam dharmatvam isyate //
pradanani japa homa (10; An: japo homo) matryajiiadayas tatha / sakradhvajamahoyatra
devatayatanesu ca // kanyakanam ca sarvasam caturthyadyupavasakah / pradipapratipad-
danamodakapupapayasah //  anagnipakvamdaghasaptamipaurnamasi-phalgunipratipad-
vasantotsavadinam niyamakriyapramanam na Sastrad rte kimcid asti.

Sabara conspicuously looks down on the priests of Hindu temples (see Yoshimizu
2008b; Willis 2009:208-212), but Kumarila does not show such contempt. Because
Mimamsa denies that the Vedas are the work of any human being or deities, it is sometimes
regarded as a certain type of atheism to later generations. For example, in the
Sankaradigvijaya, Kumarila as a character relates that he decided to commit suicide by
self-immolation to atone his two faults, that is, rebutting the argument of his former
Buddhist master and denying the supreme god (paramesvara) in his treatise (SDV 7.101—
102). Kumarila indeed criticized Paficaratra and Pasupata as groups of recluses (see
footnote 97 herein), and he rebuts the theory of “the creation of the world by god” in detail
(SV, Sambandhaksepaparihara, vv. 42-116).

However, the denial of metaphysical proofs does not necessarily lead to atheism,
as seen in the religious agnosticism of Hume, Kant, and Wittgenstein. Kumarila does not
deny the existence of the Hindu gods, nor declares that belief in them is meaningless;
instead, he asserts that the Vedas are the body of “the supreme self” (paramatman) (see
footnote 63 herein) and has even written a verse praising the god Siva at the beginning of
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Conclusion

The scholastic debate between Buddhist and Brahmin philosophers
intensified significantly from the sixth century.?® To understand what happened in
this new phase of Indian thought, one should not only trace the processes of
arguments and responses in philosophical theory one by one, but also understand
the social conditions that formed the background of the debate; in particular, the
relations between religious people and their economic supporters, as well as the
circumstances within Brahmin society from the Gupta period onward.
Consequently, the present monograph examined how Kumarila criticized Buddhism
as a religion in society from the perspective of the four sources of law listed in the
Manusmrti in volume 1, chapter 3 of his Tantravarttika. The consideration above
can be summarized in the following points:

1. From the viewpoint of conservative Brahmin scholars, the law sources that are
more distant from the individual’s perspective have greater authority. However,
whether they be the Vedas or the law codes, the judgment of the “erudite” (sista)
with specialized training is necessary for an ordinary person to comprehend the

scriptures.”*

the Slokavarttika in which he likens the three Vedas to the three eyes of Siva. SV, Pratijia-
sutra 1: “I devote myself to the one who is wearing the crescent moon, who has a body of
purified knowledge, who has divine sight through the three Vedas, and who is the cause of
reaching supreme bliss.” visuddhajiianadehaya trivedidivyacaksuse / Sreyahpraptinimittaya
namah somardhadharine [/ Because the first commentator, Umbeka (8th c.), explains this
verse, it can be regarded as an original not added by later generations. Moreover, in a
Brhattika fragment quoted by Santaraksita (TSg vv. 3198-3210), Kumarila accepts the
omniscience of Brahma, Visnu, and Siva, describing Siva (TSg vv. 3205-3206) as
possessing ten imperishable qualities (dasavyaya). See footnote 78 of Yoshimizu 2008a.
The name “Kumarila” may derive from Kumara, which refers to the war god
Skanda, who is closely related to Siva, with the addition of the taddhita affix ildC, which
indicates possession in the same way as matUP (see A 5.2.99 [1.1.72], 100, 117), and
maybe a nickname likening the sharpness of his tongue to Skanda’s excessive violence (see
MBh 3.214.27-37), suggesting that it is “as though he is possessed by Skanda” (see Kane
1978:172). The region where Kumarila lived appears to believe in Siva, including the lay
Brahmin households.
3 For an outline of the debate from Dignaga to Dharmakirti about many problems in the
theories of language and scripture exchanged between Buddhism and Brahmin scholastics,
see Yoshimizu 201 1c; Eltschinger 2014.
4 Saying that the scriptures cannot be understood without erudite and that only those
thoroughly familiar with the scriptures can be erudite is either interdependence or an
infinite regress. Admitting this, Davis (2004) regards this as a productive tautology and
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2. Kumarila strongly argues that the various Vedic schools (sakha, branch) are
equal and that each school should treat the others tolerantly. In contrast, he had an
extreme intolerance for heretical religions that go against the Vedic value system.

3. Kumarila abides by Hindu legal thought to maintain social groups ahead of the
individual. Accordingly, he deems the position of Buddhism, which regards
observation and verification through reasoning as necessary and evenly generalizes
dharma, as the abuse of “self-satisfaction” (atmatusti), which has the lowest priority
among the sources of law in Hindu law.

4. Kumarila’s criticism of Buddhism may have many slanderous aspects, but it
provides evidence for Buddhist orders’ missionary activities toward the non-Aryans
oppressed by the class-based society. Kumarila does not regard Mahayana
Buddhism as the Buddhism of an independent religious group. Instead, he views it
as a strategy skilfully devised by Hinayana Buddhist orders to grab the populace’s
attention.

5. In the early middle ages, Brahmins gave structure to the myths of folk religions
and developed religious rites to reinforce their influence on the public seriously.
Kumarila did not oppose this; instead, he agreed with it, and to him, the Buddhist
orders that had succeeded in encroaching upon the populace in advance were a
highly offensive sight.

6. (Hypothesis) Kumarila’s denunciation of Buddhism in terms of the four sources
of dharma with the hostility that is so aggressive as not previously seen in Indian
thought may have resulted from the historical circumstance that in the era following
the Gupta dynasty, the emergent kings engaged Brahmins in their court and made
generous offerings to them. This social change spurred the competitive relationship
between various Vedic schools concerning patronage. Thus, to reduce disharmony
and promote cooperation between Brahmins,”” Kumarila felt a strong need to

points out that there may be cases where a regional erudite is thoroughly familiar with pan-
Indian law codes and, being aware of the deviation from them, defines a unique custom that
should be permitted in that region as an exceptional custom (an-dcara). As an actual
example of this, he quotes 12.4.1-2 from the Laghudharmaprakasika (Tamburan 1906,
unknown to the present author), written in pre-modern times in Kerala, which says in effect,
“Sixty-four customs that a descendant of Bhrgu (bharggava) defined as not being allowed
elsewhere but being allowed in Kerala are commentated as anacara.” (Davis 2004:820)

> In the debate concerning the authority of grammar, Kumarila compares and contrasts the
Vajasaneyin school and the “Caraka school” as an example that corroborates the principle,
“we cannot say that scriptures with smaller volumes of additions (upasamkhyana) have no
authority compared to the scriptures with large volumes of additions,” in TV 286,28-29:
“People do not hold that [the scripture of the Vajasaneyin school], which cover very few
objects, have no authority simply because Adhvaryu-related stipulations (adhvaryava) are
very few in the sakha of the Vajasaneyin school, but many in the various sakha of the
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create a “common enemy” for Brahmins outside Brahmin society. In particular,
many former Brahmins were actively involved in developing Buddhist doctrine in
Buddhist orders.*® From Kumarila’s perspective, they were traitors to Brahmin
society, so Buddhism must have been ideal as a common enemy. When a future
crisis is predicted due to inner conflict, many social groups, from small
communities to nations, have repeatedly attempted to bring the group together by
shifting the hostility’s target to a common enemy outside from historical times to
the present.

Caraka school.” vdjasaneyisakhayam alpam (10; An: alpam omitted) adhvaryavam.
carakasakhdsu ca bahv ity etavata nalpavisayam apramanikurvanti. Adhvaryu is the name
of the chief priest in the Yajurveda division. “Carakah” usually refers to the Black
Yajurveda schools other than the Taittirtya (Tsuji 1970: n. 320). However, the disciple
Vaisampayana who received the Yajurveda from Vyasa (see footnote 27 herein) is known
by the alternative name Caraka, and there are examples of Vai§ampayana’s disciples as a
whole (according to legend, Yajfiavalkya broke with his master Vaisampayana and founded
the Vajasaneyin school. See ViPu 3.5; Tsuji 1970:5-6) being called carakah (end of Kasika
to Astadhyayi 4.3.104). From these facts (Simon 1889:14, n. 2; Witzel 1982/1983:188),
Witzel argues that the “different volumes of adhvaryava” that Kumarila refers to here may
mean that the Black Yajurveda had more schools and a more abundant volume of scripture
compared to the White Yajurveda, or it may mean that, for example, the White Yajurveda
lacks the chapter on the elective sacrifice (kamyakarman) and has only a small number of
its provisions in the Katyayanasrautasitra as well (Witzel 1981:124-125).

In any case, Kumarila exhorts people to respect each other between the Vedic
schools (see II.1 herein), but he also regards the White Yajurveda and the Katha and
Maitrayaniya schools in the Black Yajurveda as outside schools (see footnote 78 herein).
He may have been involved in the Taittiriya school among the Yajurveda (see footnote 16
herein). Therefore, here, Kumarila is probably admonishing certain colleagues in the
Taittirtya school who are antagonistic to the Vajasaneyin school that they should not
slander the White Yajurveda despite the circumstances that the White Yajurveda was
beginning to encroach upon the sphere of influence of the Black Yajurveda schools (see
footnote 68 herein). Although the example dates to much later, for a dispute between Vedic
schools recorded in Maharashtra in the eighteenth and later, see Deshpande 2012:347-348.
216 Bronkhorst (2018) enumerates some prominent Buddhist scholars who came from
Brahmin families, Nagarjuna, A§vaghosa, Vasubandhu, Dignaga, Dharmakairti, Sﬂabhadra,
and Saraha Rahulabhadra, and he also points out that in some cases, Brahmin Buddhist
scholars retained their Brahmin status in secular society, such as Saflkaranandana,
Haribhadra, and Candragomin, giving attention to the fact that “there must have been
Brahmins who strongly disliked Buddhists, and Buddhists who hated Brahmins. But there
were others who could not be categorized as only one or the other” (Bronkhorst 2018: 319).
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Appendix: Kumarila, the omniscient Buddha, and the Tathagataguhyasiitra®"’

Kataoka (2011a:366-369) translates SV, Codanasiitra, v. 137: ragadirahite
casmin nirvyapare vyavasthite / desananyapranitaiva syad rte pratyaveksanat // as
“And when he is established as having no action because he lacks desire and so on,
[his] teaching could only have been composed by others without having [directly]
observed [anything]” (Kataoka [2003:56] also has the same interpretation of the
syntax). He then contrasts this with the corresponding BT fragment (Tattva-
samgraha [TSg] vv. 3237-3239), and says that there is a difference in the strategy
for criticizing the omniscient person (sarvajiia) between these two works. He also
insists that this difference was caused by the influence of Dharmakirti who
defended the Buddha’s omniscience in the first chapter of his Pramanavarttika (PV)
(Kataoka 2011a:48-51; Kataoka 2003:58-63). Kataoka claims that in the SV,
Kumarila regards one’s selfish desires, such as greed (raga), as the cause of any
worldly activities (vyapara) that have contacts with others. According to Kataoka,
in the first half of v. 137 of the Codanasiitra, Kumarila expresses this causal
relationship in the form of negative concomitance (vyatireka) “without cause, there
is no result,” inferring that “If the Buddha had no greed, he would not have engaged
in any worldly activities involving others.” In the second half, he holds teaching as
an example of desire-oriented activities toward others, saying, ‘“Nevertheless, if a
teaching came from the Buddha, it was made by someone other than the Buddha.”

Kataoka also says that in PV 1.12, Dharmakirti held the inference “because
of his utterance, [the Buddha who teaches others] is greedy” (vacanad ragita) as
impossible because it is based merely on its logical reason, “teaching,” being not
seen (adrstimatrena) in some dissimilar examples (vipaksa) that do not have the
property to be proved, “greed.” In his self-commentary, he disproved this inference
by presenting a counterexample: the Buddha who has no greed teaches others out of
compassion (karund) (see PVSV 9,3-12; Dunne 1996:537-538). With this
argument, Kataoka maintained that in PV 1 and PVSV, Dharmakirti countered
Kumarila’s criticism of the Buddha’s omniscience made in SV, Codanasitra, v. 137.

Furthermore, in the BT fragment quoted in TSg vv. 3237-3239, Kumarila
argues that when the Buddha was aware of the whole world in meditation, he could
not give teaching pertinent only to a part of the world. Kataoka translates TSg v.
3239: yada copadised ekam kimcit samanyavaktrvat / ekadesajiiagitam tan na syat
sarvajiiabhasitam // as “And if he, like an ordinary speaker, taught one particular

27 This appendix is an English translation of footnote 33 in Yoshimizu 2015a.
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thing, what [he taught] would be that which is uttered by a cognizor of [only] one
thing, not uttered by a cognizor of everything.” According to Kataoka’s scenario,
after the completion of SV, Kumarila becomes aware of the refutation made by
Dharmakirti in PVSV 9,3-12 and, in writing BT, takes a new perspective on the
incompatibility between meditation and teaching, rather than on the causal
relationship between greed and action.

Refutation of Kataoka’s scenario: However, Kumarila does not change
his perspective in denying the Buddha’s omniscience from the SV to the BT.

The Buddha’s mental state and sitting posture: The content of the first
half of SV, Codanasutra, v. 137, “Since the Buddha has no greed (rdga), he is
established (vyavasthita) without worldly activities (nirvyapara),” is retained at the
beginning of the BT fragment, “Having destroyed all greed (raga), etc., he has gone
to the tenth stage” (T'Sg v. 3237ab: dasabhiumigatas casau sarvaragadisamksaye).
In both works, completely separating the sacred and secular realms, Kumarila says
that perfecting the practice of conquering desires, the Buddha must have left the
secular world and entered the enlightened world alone since he no longer had any
motivation to associate with others. There are further similarities in describing the
Buddha in the SV and the BT. While implying that greed is the condition for
remaining in the secular world, Kumarila asserts that the Buddha does not meet this
condition, using a locative that expresses his lack of greed (rdga) both in the SV
(rahite) and the BT (samksaye). Moreover, with vyavasthita in the SV and asthita in
the BT (TS, v. 3240b), he describes the awakened Buddha as keeping his
immovable sitting posture by his will. Unlike the opponent whom Dharmakirti
countered in PV 1.12 and his self-commentary, Kumarila does not say in SV,
Codanasutra, v. 137 that the Buddha suddenly becomes paralyzed and unable to
speak when conquering greed and all other desires.

Pratyaveksana, one of the four kinds of Buddha’s wisdom in
meditation: In both SV, Codanasiitra, v. 137 and the BT fragment that expands on
it, it is taught that the Buddha exercises unique wisdom that observes all things in
the world. In the BT fragment, the Buddha goes into meditation (v. 3238a:
dhyanapannas) and exercises ‘“‘cognition equal to a clean crystal to observe
everything” (v. 3237cd: suddhasphatikatulyena sarvam jiianena buddhyate). In SV,
Codanasutra, v. 137, the unique cognition that only Buddhas can exert is called
“observation-wisdom” (pratyaveksana). Pratyaveksana was listed in the Bhdsya
(MSABh) to Mahayanasutralamkara 9.67, as also quoted by Kataoka (2011a:369, n.
428; see Sakuma 2012:60), as one of the “four kinds of wisdom” that work in

Buddha’s stage: great-mirror-wisdom (dadarsajiiana), equality-wisdom (samata-
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jiana), observation-wisdom (pratyaveksanajiiana), and action-wisdom (krtya-
nusthanajiiana). With “without pratyaveksana’ (rte pratyaveksanat) at the end of v.
137, Kumarila says that the person who is teaching (desana) in this scene is not the
Buddha, but someone else (anya) who is not cognizant of all things around the
world individually by pratyaveksana. In this saying, it is implied that the Buddha
cannot teach a particular topic in this scene because he concentrates on equally
observing all events in the world by pratyaveksana. In the same manner as in the
BT fragment that refers to “the tenth stage of Bodhisattva’s path,” Kumarila says in
gV, Codanasutra, v. 137, that the founder of Buddhism is already in Buddha’s stage
and exerts his four-wisdom including pratyaveksana. Because v. 137 of the
Codanasutra contrasts the Buddha with another person who has no pratyaveksana,
Kumarila can be said to hold “teaching” of a particular topic as incompatible with
the pratyaveksana to observe everything individually. In the BT fragment,
“sustainable concentration on all things” (TSg v. 3238ab: sarvarthavisayam
dharanam) and “teaching something one” (TSg v. 3239ab: upadised ekam kimcit)
are incompatible. The same incompatibility is expressed in SV, Codanasiitra, v. 137
that contrasts the Buddha seeing everything in the world by pratyaveksana with
someone else who fabricates the Buddha’s teaching.

A wish-granting gem (cintamani/cintaratna) as a simile of the
meditating Buddha: Since SV, Codanasutra, v. 137 states that the meditating
Buddha views everything in the world with pratyaveksana, his everyday preaching
(Kataoka 2011a:370, n. 429: “Buddha’s teaching in a normal form”) does not
matter here. Kumarila says that even if an audience surrounds the body of an
enlightened person (buddha), his spirit is not there but resides in the world of
enlightenment, so if the audience hears any teaching, it is someone other than the
Buddha speaking secretly. Then his opponent, a Buddhist, would say, “Just because
this person (i.e., the Buddha) is nearby, various teachings come out of the walls [of
the hall] according to [the audience’s] desires, just as when a wish-granting gem [is
nearby]. (v. 138: sannidhyamatratas tasya pumsas$ cintamaner iva / nihsaranti
yvathakamam kudyadibhyo ’pi desanah). In response to this defense, Kumalila says,
“But such explanations may be wonderful to the pious, but we have no faith in such
teachings because they originate from the wall. Were they preached by the Buddha,
or were they uttered to seduce [the hearers] by some evil and invisible spirits? (vv.
139-140: evamady ucyamanam tu Sraddadhanasya sobhate / kudyadinihsrtatvac ca
nasvaso desanasu nah // kin nu buddhapranitah syuh kim u kais cid duratmabhih /
adrsyair vipralambhartham pisacadibhir iritah //). We also find the simile of a
wish-granting gem used in the BT fragment in TSg v. 3240: “When he concentrates
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on meditation and stays like a wish-granting gem, according to the desire [of each
one of the listeners], various teachings emanate even from the walls and so forth.”
(tasmin dhyanasamapanne cintaratnavad asthite / niscaranti yathakamam kudyadi-
bhyo ’pi desanah).

The miraculous scene of the meditating Buddha in the Tathagata-
guhyasitra: In the introduction to his commentary (Paiijika, PST) to TSg v. 3240,
Kamalasila cites a Buddhist sifra that Kumarila took as a Buddhist testimony for
his criticism of the omniscient Buddha. Hamano (1987: 45) points out that
Kamalasila refers to a hagiographic scene of the Mahayana Buddhism called
Tathagata’s non-speech of a single word (—“Ait). This scene of the meditating
Buddha is cited in the Lankavatarasiitra (LS 142,16-143,3) and the Prasannapada
(PrsP 539,3-6; 366,1-4). Initially, this scene was depicted in a section of the
Tathagataguhyasiitra, which is quoted in the old Chinese translation, Maharatna-
katasiitra ( [ KEFMER] , vol. 10 4/ 7+ |, no. 3; Taisho, vol. 11, 55-
56), the new Chinese translation ( [{ARLANRAS EGEME KFERE] |, vol. 7, Taisho,
vol. 11, 719-720), and the Tibetan translation (Peking ed., vol. 22, 151b-154a) (see
Ikuma 2016). Hamano (1987: 44) describes the scene of the “non-speech of a single
word” in the Tathagataguhyasiitra as follows: “From the time of his awakening to
his nirvana, the Buddha is always in meditation, and since he has no discrimination,
he does not utter even a single word of Dharma. Nevertheless, people hear the
Buddha’s teachings according to their own beliefs and pleasure.” The first half is
equivalent to 55¢7-10 in the old Chinese translation, 719b22-25 in the new Chinese
translation, and 151b4—6 in the Tibetan translation. The last half (“Nevertheless,
people hear ...”) is equivalent to 56al16—17 in the old Chinese translation, 720b14—
15 in the new Chinese translation, and 154a5 in the Tibetan translation.

The simile of a wish-granting gem in the Tathagataguhyasitra:
Kumarila compares the Buddha meditating silently and surrounded by people to a
wish-granting gem both in the Codanasiitra of SV, v. 138 and the BT fragment
quoted as TSg, v. 3240. In all three translations, the Tathagataguhyasiitra also
compares the Buddha in this miraculous scene to “a wish-granting gem in the vast
ocean”: [ Kz T unEBHER) (56b27-28 in the old Chinese translation), [ K
ZHHINEERE] (720026 in the new Chinese translation), and “rgya tsho chen po’
i nan na yid bshin gyi nor bu rin po che” (154b5 in the Tibetan translation).
Therefore, the contents of both verses in the SV and the BT are the same. Moreover,
the Buddhist opponent in v. 138 defends the miraculous “teaching” mentioned in v.
137 due to the Buddha’s superhuman ability. Given that the continuity from v. 137
to v. 138 cannot be denied, it is unreasonable for Kataoka to insist that v. 137
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speaks about the Buddha’s keeping silent in everyday life out of meditation. We can
safely say that in the Codanasitra of the SV, Kumarila had already known the
Buddha’s “non-speech of a single word” in meditation depicted in a certain version
of the Tathagataguhyasitra that was accessible to him, and he exacted it as a
promise for criticizing the omniscient Buddha before writing the BT. I want to
express my gratitude to Hiromitsu Ikuma, who has been studying the Sanskrit
manuscript of the Tathagataguhyasiitra and will publish its critical edition, for
informing me about this sitra and Hamano’s 1987 paper.

Sucaritami§ra’s commentary on §V, Codanasttra, v. 137: The Sv
commentator Sucaritamisra takes “without pratyaveksana” (rte pratyaveksanat) as a
description of the Buddha himself, not of someone else. He holds pratyaveksana as
a mental operation of differentiation “this has happened, this will happen” (SVK
132,27-133,8: idam vrttam, idam vartisyata iti). He also remarks, “It (i.e., praty-
aveksana) [as well as the teaching] is impossible for one who has not come out
[from meditation]” (SVK 133,9: na caitad apy anutthitasya sambhavati). With this
remark, it is to be noticed that SucaritamiSra accepts that the Buddha remains in
meditation (anutthita). According to Sucaritamisra, because the Buddha remains in
meditation, he does not discriminate one thing from another and therefore cannot
teach a particular subject. However, Umbeka, a commentator who is chrono-
logically closer than Sucaritamisra to Kumarila, describes “without pratyaveksana”
as “without which the teachings were issued” (SVT 78,27: vipranita eva... desanah).
Thus Umbeka takes the lack of pratyaveksana as a description of someone else, not
the Buddha himself. SucaritamiSra probably does not know that in Mahayana
Buddhism, pratyaveksana means a sort of unique wisdom of the Buddha different
from ordinary people’s discriminating discretion (vikalpa).

Sucaritamisra, however, in his comment on v. 137, describes the Buddha as
“dwelling firmly, looking all over the entire world with a gazing eye in meditation”
(SVK 132, 24-25: dhyanastimitalocano jagad akhilam avikalena vilokayamanah
avatisthate). With this, he eventually mentions pratyaveksana in the sense of the
Buddha’s observation-wisdom. Thereby, he makes v. 137 naturally connect with v.
138 by stating that the Buddha remains in meditation while surrounded by an
audience gathered in anticipation of his preaching. Kataoka (2011a:370, n. 428)
criticizes SucaritamiSra’s description of the Buddha in v. 137 as “forced
interpretations that Sucarita wants to incorporate the Brhattika arguments into the
Slokavarttika.” However, Kataoka’s interpretation is a much more forced attempt
than Sucaritamis$ra’s because Kataoka separates the scene of v. 137 from v. 138
despite the evident continuity mentioned above.
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Conclusion: Kumarila, by the end of his life after the completion of the SV,
read more Buddhist scriptures and expanded his Buddhist vocabulary, including
Bodhisattva’s ten stages (dasSabhiimi; for another example, see footnote 84).
Comparing Kumarila’s criticism of the Buddha’s omniscience in the SV and the BT,
we conclude that there is no change of perspective because the salient perspective
in the SV (lack of greed) is inherited in the BT, and the salient perspective in the
BT (meditation) already exists in the SV. Moreover, the BT fragment that is quoted
as vv. 3237-3239 of the TSg makes no remarks on Dharmakirti’s statement, “even
without greed, the Buddha teaches people by compassion (karuna).” Unless we can
find a BT fragment that discusses the Buddha’s compassion in some way,
negatively or otherwise, we cannot use the fragment quoted here to say that
Kumalila was aware of Dharmakirti when he wrote the BT. Therefore, it is
unreasonable for Kataoka (2011a:20, 21, 28) to place the dates of Kumarila’s
lifetime around 600—650, insisting that Kumarila was influenced by Dharmakairti (c.
600-660) discussing the Buddha’s omniscience in the BT.
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