Transmission of scripture

Exegetical problems for Kumarila and Dharmakirti*

Kei Kataoka

1 The notion of lost scripture in Buddhism and Mimamsa

Looking from a broad perspective at exegetical problems concern-
ing the transmission of scripture, one soon notices that not only
Mimamsakas butalso Buddhists used the notion of lost scripture as a
strategy to justify their teachings. The Vaibhasikas sometimes claim
that their abhidharmic teachings are based on lost stitras. According
to the Mahavibhasa, Bhadanta Katyayaniputra was able to observe
lost passages by the force of pranidhijiiana. Here the Vaibhasikas
postulate lost siitras in order to justify their $astras.’

Ironically, as Honjo 1989 points out, the introduction of this the-
ory allows their Mahayana opponents to use the same logic against
them. Mahayanikas can also claim that their teachings of a collection
of dharmas (dharmaskandha), though they look newly fabricated, are
in fact based on lost stitras.

Vaibhasika: lostsitra <« abhidharma

Mahayanika: lostsiutra <« dharmaskandha

" I would like to thank George Cardona, Arlo Griffiths, Shaman Hatley
and Harunaga Isaacson for their comments.

' For the Buddhist notions of ‘the Buddha’s words’ and ‘lost sttra,’ see
Honjo 1989.
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This ironical situation is somewhat parallel to that which Kumarila
faced with reference to his Buddhist opponents. The exegetical de-
vice of lost scripture can equally be used by his opponent. It is also
conceivable, at least chronologically speaking, that Kumarila knew
the Buddhist sectarian arguments developed by Vasubandhu and
other teachers. Then, how did Kumarila use the theory and develop
itin his own way?

In this paper I shall first investigate Kumarila’s theory of scrip-
tural transmission with particular attention to the notion of lost
scripture, and then compare it with Dharmakirti’s criticism of the
Mimamsa theory, because, as is often the case, Dharmakirti’s criti-
cism can be best understood as being aimed against Kumarila.”

? The following is the list of instances in which Dharmakirti’s earliest
work, PV 1and its commentary PVSV, seems to presuppose (or criticize)
SV or TV.1 omit instances from BT and PV II-1V, because including them
would lead to the complicated problem of their relationship.

o SVanumana 12: bhityodarsanagamya ca vydaptih samanyadharmayoh /
jAdyate bhedahanena kvacic capi visesayoh // — PV 1 31: karyakarana-
bhavad va svabhavad va niyamakat / avinabhavaniyamo “darsanan na
na darsanat // (Cf. Steinkellner 1997, Kataoka 2003a)

SV codana 137: ragadirahite casmin nirvydpdre vyavasthite |/ desa-

nanyapranitaiva syad rte pratyaveksanat // — PV 1 12: vipakse ’drsti-

matrena karyasamanyadarsandt / hetujianam pramanabham vaca-
nad ragitadivat // (Cf. Dunne 1996:527, Kataoka 2003a, 2003b)

TV ad 1.3.2, 163.21-22: bhranter anubhavad vapi pumvakyad vipra-

lambhanat / drstanugunyasadhyatvadc codanaiva laghiyasi [/, 164.16:

Sistatraivarnikadrdhasmarananyathanupapattilabhyatvac  chruty-

anumanasya; 1.3.4, 186.8-9: itas ca na pramanatvam miilahetvantare-

ksanat / vyabhicare hi notpattir arthapattyanumanayoh //; 1.3.3-4,
195.29-30: sakyddayas ca sarvatra kurvana dharmadesanam / hetu-
jalavinirmuktam na kaddcana kurvate // — PV 1 216: dptavadavisam-
vadasamanyad anumanata / buddher agatyabhihita parokse ’py asya

gocare // (Kataoka 2011)

SV vakya 366: vedasyadhyayanam sarvam gurvadhyayanapiirvakam /

vedadhyayanavacyatvad adhunadhyayanam yatha // — PVSV 124.27-

28: tasmad adhyayanam adhyayanantarapiirvakam adhyayanad iti

bharatadhyayane ’pi bhavad vyabhicari; 125.4-5: yat kimcid vedadhya-

yanam sarvam tad adhyayanantarapiirvakam ity api vyadptir na sidh-
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2 Dharma and scripture in the Mimamsa tradition

Jaiminisutra 1.1.4 and 1.1.5 presuppose that the Veda alone is the val-
id source of religious information and that human beings do not have
direct access to dharma.’ Perception is incapable of telling you that

w

yati. (Cf. Eltschinger 2007:471) *It is also possible to regard this as
representing general Mimamsa view and not necessarily Kumarila’s.

o SV apoha 1: agonivrttih samanyam vicyam yaih parikalpitam / go-
tvam vastv eva tair uktam ago’pohagira sphutam // — PV 1 64: tenan-
yapohavisaye tadvatpaksopavarnanam / pratyakhyatam prthaktve hi
syad doso jdtitadvatoh [/, PVSV 32.17: tasmad yaiva vyavrttih sa eva
vyavrttah. (Cf. Hattori 1975:52)

o SV apoha 83-85ab: siddhas cdgaur apohyeta gonisedhatmakas ca
sah / tatra gaur eva vaktavyo nafd yah pratisidhyate // sa ced ago-
nivrttydatma bhaved anyonyasamsrayah / siddhas ced gaur apohyar-
tham vrthapohaprakalpanad // gavy asiddhe tv agaur ndsti tadabhave ca
gauh kutah / = PV 1113cd-114: avrksavyatirekena vrksarthagrahane
dvayam // anyonyasrayam ity ekagrahdbhdve dvaydgrahah |/ sam-
ketasambhavas tasmad iti kecit pracaksate // (Cf. Hattori 1975:52)

o SV apoha 144: ananyapohasabdadau vacyam na ca nirtipyate / pra-
meyajiieyasabdader apohyam kuta eva tu // — PV 1 122-123: kvacin
nivesandaydrthe vinivartya kutascana / buddheh prayujyate sabdas
tadarthasydavadharanat // vyartho *nyatha prayogah syat taj jieyadi-
padesv api / vyavaharopanitesu vyavacchedyo ’sti kascana // (Cf. Hat-
tori 1975:52)

o SV abhava 1: pramanapaficakam yatra vasturiipe na jayate / vastusat-
tavabodhdartham tatrabhavapramanata //, 11: pratyaksader anutpat-
tih pramdnabhdva ucyate | satmanah parinamo va vijianam vdanya-
vastuni // — PV 1 3: apravrttih pramananam apravrttiphalasati /
asajjianaphala kacid dhetubhedavyapeksaya // (Cf. Kellner 2003)

JS 1.1.4: satsamprayoge purusasyendriyandm buddhijanma tat praty-
aksam animittam vidyamanopalambhanatvat / “When there is a connec-
tion of the sense-faculties [with objects], a cognition arises for a person.
That is perception. [It is] not the cause [for knowing dharma], because
[it] perceives [only] a present [object].” (See Franco & Preisendanz 1995
and Taber 2006 for possible interpretations of this pratyaksastitra.)

JS 1.1.5: autpattikas tu Sabdasyarthena sambandhas tasya jianam
upadeso ’vyatirekas carthe ’nupalabdhe tat pramdnam badarayana-
syanapeksatvat / “On the other hand, the relationship of speech with
a meaning is innate. [Therefore] a [Vedic] teaching is the means of
knowing that [dharma]. In addition, [a Vedic teaching] does not devi-
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such and such an action will bring you a quantity of cows or heaven
after death.

prameya pramana
0} < perception
dharma <« Veda

Dharma in the Mimamsa tradition is yagadi, i.e. sacrifice and such.
But ritual action by itself does not constitute dharma. The essential
nature of dharma lies in its capacity of being the cause of accom-
plishing the desired result. In other words, dharma is not ritual ac-
tion itself but ritual action qualified as being the cause of heaven,
etc.” Essentially, dharma can be regarded as consisting in the causal
link between a particular ritual and particular result.’

ate from [the object even] when the object is not perceived. [There-
fore] that [teaching] is a [primary, independent] pramana, according
to Badarayana, because it does not depend on [another pramanal. (A
straightforward interpretation.)

According to Sabara’s interpretation, this siitra can be translated as fol-
lows: “On the other hand, the innate [and eternal] relationship of speech
with a meaning is the means of knowing that [dharma] when that ob-
ject [i.e. dharma] is not perceived, [because there is] a [Vedic] teaching.
And [the cognition produced by the teaching] does not deviate [from
the object]. [Therefore] that [cognition produced by a Vedic teaching] is
a [primary, independent]| pramana, according to Badarayana, because it
does not depend on [another pramana).”

EN

SV codana 13-14: dravyakriyagunadinam dharmatvam sthapayisyate |
tesam aindriyakatve ’pi na tadripyena dharmata // Sreyahsadhanata
hy esam nityam vedat pratiyate / tadripyena ca dharmatvam tasman
nendriyagocarah [/ “It will be established later that material, action,
quality and so on are dharmas. Though they are perceptible, they are
not dharmas as such], i.e. ordinary objects of perception]. For, that
these are the means of accomplishing the supreme end is always under-
stood from the Veda [alone], and [they are] dharmas as such. Therefore
[a dharma is] not an object of the sense-faculties.”

TV ad 1.3.1, 160.14: tad ihastakadinam svargadisadhyasadhanabhavam
pratyaksadini tavan na grhnantiti sadhitam. “In this case, however, it is
already established that perception, etc., at least do not grasp the caus-
al relationship between the Astaka ritual, etc., and heaven, etc.”

w
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sadhana sadhya

dharma: ritual - fruit

Heaven, for example, will be obtained in the future after death and
therefore cannot be perceived by human beings, because percep-
tion grasps only present things through the connection between
the sense faculty and an object.® As Sabara remarks, “a human be-
ing is not able to know it without a Vedic statement” (asakyam hi tat
purusena jidtum rte vacandt).” Human beings have to rely on Vedic
teachings in order to know dharma.

3 Manu and the Buddha with regard to religious matters

This is the case for any human being. Even sages such as Manu, the
author of the Manusmrti, cannot directly perceive dharma, not to
speak of heretical teachers, such as the Buddha, the Jina and Ka-
pila.” Those heretical teachers who claim to be omniscient (sarva-
jAa) and to be able to cognize dharma (dharmajiia) are liars. They
are motivated by evil causes such as passion (ragadi). They speak
of dharma out of mundane desires. They may give lip service to
teaching moral duties such as ahimsa. But these are mixed with
pseudo-dharmas (dharmabhasa) and therefore useless and unre-
liable, like milk contained in a drinking skin made of dog leather
(Svadrtiniksiptaksiravat).’

® $Bh ad 1.1.4, F 22.14-15: bhavisyams caiso rtho na jidnakale ’sti. satas
caitad upalambhanam, nasatah. atah pratyaksam animittam. “And this
object [i.e. dharma], being future, is not present at the time of cognition.
Moreover, this [perception] is a means of apprehending something that
is present, not one that is absent. Therefore, perception is not the cause
[of knowing dharmal.”

" $Bhad 1.1.2, F 18.5-6.
® For the arguments of this section, see Kataoka 2011.

* TV 203.13-14: tadabhiprayakalpitadharmabhdsamadhyapatitam san-
miillam apy ahimsadi Svadrtiniksiptaksiravad anupayogy avisrambhani-
yam ca tanmatropalabdham bhavati. “Therefore, because ahimsa and
so forth, though based on a correct source, has fallen among pseudo-
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Manu, on the other hand, is not motivated by any evil cause. His
dharmic knowledge therefore must have derived from his direct ex-
perience of hearing the Veda. For smrti is based on $ruti; recollec-
tion is preceded by the direct experience of hearing.” As Kumarila
clarifies, it is arthapatti that distinguishes Manu'’s teaching from the
Buddha’s. Manu’s teaching of dharma is not explicable, i.e. anyatha
nopapadyate, unless we assume that it is based on Vedic injunction
(codana), whereas the Buddha'’s teaching can be well explained with-
out assuming that, anyathapy upapadyate, because it is based on evil
causes such as raga. Manu'’s teaching suggests the existence of origi-
nal Vedic passages, whereas the Buddha'’s teaching suggests some-
thing else, such as deception motivated by human desire.”

hetu pauruseyavacana
dharma <« Sruti « Manusmrti
[0) « rdgadi <« Buddhavacana

4 Postulation of lost scripture

The exegetical problem lies here. The Vedic passage postulated on
the basis of Manu’s teaching is not directly accessible to us. The pas-
sage in question is not perceivable but only to be inferred. It is not
a pratyaksasruti but an anumitasruti. The Vedic passage may have

dharmas fabricated by their [creators’] own intention, it is neither use-
ful nor reliable, like milk contained in a [drinking] skin [made] of dog
[leather]. It is perceived only by the [Buddha and so on without relying
on a correct source].”

" For the status of human speech in Mimamsa exegesis, see Kataoka
2007.

" Dharmakirti’s reply is that the Buddha is rather motivated by compas-
sion. PVSV 9.11: na yuktah, vitaragatvad iti cet. na, karunayapi vrtteh.
“[Opponent:] It is impossible, because he is free of desire. [Reply:] No,
because [it is possible that] he acts [being motivated] by compassion.”
See Dunne 1996.
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been available to the ancient sages but is so no longer. The passage in

question is imperceivable. Sabara phrases the problem as follows:"”
The next problem is: Suppose that we do not perceive a Vedic state-
ment with regard to some [dharma] but nonetheless have recollection/
tradition [such as the Manusmrti] on it in such a way: “This is to be
done in this way and for this purpose.” Should that [object not explicitly
enjoined in a Vedic injunction] be [regarded as something to be done]
exactly as [it is taught in the smrti]?

Manu teaches the Astaka ritual and other that have to be performed
(kartavya). But an original Vedic passage is no longer available. We
do not have a sruti passage but only a smrti passage. Jaiministtra
1.3.2 concludes that anumana is the valid source (pramana) in this
case.” Manu’s recollection (smrti) functions as an inferential reason
(anumana) that leads us to infer the original Vedic source that is not
directly perceivable.

Kumarila specifies this procedure of postulation as a kind of
arthdpatti or samanyatodrstam anumdanam.” But wait! Couldn’t this
procedure be similarly applicable to the Buddha’s teaching? If Mi-
mamsakas claim that a Vedic source, though imperceptible, is to
be postulated from Manu’s teaching, then Buddhists can similarly
claim that the Buddha’s teaching of dharma is in fact based on a lost
Vedic passage.”

? $Bhad 1.3.1,159.10-12: athedanim yatra na vaidikam sabdam upalabhe-
mabhi, atha ca smaranti “evam ayam artho ’nusthatavyah, etasmai ca pra-
yojanaya” iti, kim asau tathaiva sydn na veti.

S 1.3.2: api va kartrsamanyat pramanam anumanam syat /

“ TV ad 1.3.1, 161.18-19 (parvapaksa): yadi hi Srutikalpanena vina smrtir
nopapadyate, tatah samyanmild syat. sambhavati tu svapnamilatvena.
tenanaikantyad arthapatteh samanyatodrstasya vanavakasah. “If the
smrti were not explicable without postulating a Sruti, it could be based
on a correct [Vedic] source. But it can also be based on a dream. There-
fore, due to inconclusiveness, there is no room for arthapatti or saman-
yatodrstam [anumanam].”

* This argument is parallel with another argument of Kumarila about
the postulation of the dharmajias’ original experience. If someone
claimed, on the grounds that the teaching would be impossible other-
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lost scripture dharmic teaching

(scripture) — Manu’s recollection

(scripture) — Buddha’s teaching

5 Kumarila’s anxiety

This anxiety is real for Kumarila. He is well aware of the possibility
that his Buddhist opponents may counter against him by using the
same logic.”

On the other hand, if it were postulated that [the tradition promulgated
by Manu and other orthodox teachers] is based on lost branches of the
Veda, then it would undesirably be possible that any tradition (smrti)
promulgated by the Buddha and other [heterodox teachers] are also
valid through the same procedure [of postulating a lost Veda]. And one
could make anything one wants valid by casting it into the mouth of a
lost Vedic branch.

In this way, the notion of “a lost branch of the Veda” (pralinasakha),
though it looks very convenient at first glance, can lead to problems.

In

16

using it, Mimamsakas need to somehow set up a restriction in

wise (arthdpatti), or by samanyatodrstam anumdanam, that Manu and
other orthodox teachers must have directly perceived dharmas, hereti-
cal opponents could similarly counterattack that their teachers such as
the Buddha must have directly perceived dharmas.

postulated dharmic teaching

(scripture) « Manu’s recollection

(perception) « Buddha’s teaching

Kumarila explains this possibility in SV codana 156-157 and BT (TS
3216-20). Both prove the human experience of dharma on the ground
that it would be otherwise impossible or do so by analogical inference.
See Kataoka 2011.

TV ad 1.3.1, 163.8-10: yadi tu pralinasakhamiilata kalpyeta, tatah sarva-
sam buddhadismrtindm api taddvaram pramdnyam prasajyate. yasyaiva
ca yad abhipretam, sa eva tat pralinasakhamastake niksipya pramani-
kuryat.
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order to be able to defeat heretics without allowing a parallel coun-
terargument. But what exactly is the criterion that can allow them
to use the device safely?

6 Background of Kumarila’s criticism

Although the commentator Sabara and the subcommentator Kumari-
la discuss the same topic, i.e. the authoritativeness of smrtis, they
differ very much in their attitude and perspective. Let me first give
an overview of Sabara’s ‘traditional’ interpretation of JS 1.3.1-7.

1.3.1 (pturva): dharmasya sabdamilatvad asabdam anapeksyam syat
1.3.2 (uttara): api va kartrsamanyat pramdanam anumanam syat
1.3.3 (uttara): virodhe tv anapeksyam syad asati hy anumanam

1.3.4 (uttara): hetudarsandc ca

1.3.5 (uttara): sistakope viruddham iti cet

1.3.6 (piurva): na Sastraparimanatvat

1.3.7 (uttara): api va karanagrahane prayuktani pratiyeran

1.3.1 Dharma is defined in JS 1.1.2 as a desirable object the means of
knowing which is a Vedic injunction (codanalaksano ’rtho dharmah).
That is, dharma is based on scripture (Sabdamiila). This might im-
ply that ritual elements taught only in smrtis but not in the original
Veda cannot be considered proper dharma. They lack scriptural ba-
ses (asabda) and therefore are to be disregarded.

1.3.2 But this is not the case. In this case smrtis function as inferential
grounds (anumana) by which one can postulate Vedic injunctions.
People can infer a Vedic passage although they do not observe it
(SBh 165.5-6: anupalabhamana apy anumimiran). Therefore smarta
dharmas are not baseless.

1.3.3 But this procedure of inference is allowed only when the smrti
passage in question does not contradict srutis (asati hy anumanam).
When it contradicts (virodhe), it is not to be considered authoritati-
ve.
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1.3.4 Also it is disregarded, because it has an evil motivation such as
greed as its cause (hetudarsandt). It does not have a Vedic injunction
as its source.

1.3.5 Inasmuch as ritual elements enjoined by the Veda (Sista) are not
‘irritated’ (akope) or obstructed,” smarta elements are not conside-
red contradictory.

1.3.6 Some of them might look as if they obstruct the sequence (kra-
ma) or time (kala) of ritual elements explicitly taught in the Veda.
They would prevent the sequence fixed by the Vedic scripture (SBh
197.3-4: Sastraparicchinnam hi kramam badheran).

1.3.7 But in fact there is no contradiction. These elements that are not
found to be motivated by evil causes are authoritative (SBh 198.4-
5: agrhyamdanakarand evamjatiyakah pramanam) and are to be per-
formed.

The first adhikarana, 1.3.1-2, defines smrti as being a secondary
source of dharma. The second adhikarana, 1.3.3-4, explains an excep-
tional case to the first principle: the case of contradiction between
Sruti and smrti. The third adhikarana, 1.3.5-7, discusses ambiguous
cases in which contradiction is suspected. As one can see, the theme
discussed here is concerned about the contradiction between Sruti
and smrti. It has nothing to do with Buddhist scriptures.

Whereas Sabara never mentions heretics such as Buddhists in
this context, Kumarila often mentions them. But why is it necessary
to refute Buddhists and so on in technical Mimamsa arguments? Ex-
pecting such a question, Kumarila justifies his way of discussion as
follows in TV ad 1.3.3-4:"

To explain: If out of indifference one did not prove that these [hetero-
dox scriptures] are not a means of obtaining correct knowledge, other
people would come to have the same view [as the heretics], reasoning
that [the lack of the property of being such a means] is impossible [to
prove].

" The straightforward interpretation of Sistakope may be: “Unless qual-
ified persons get angry.” But Sabara glosses it as vaidikam kimcin na
kupyati (197.1).

® TVad1.3.3-4, 194.17-18:yadi hy anadarenaisam na kalpyetapramanata /
asakyaiveti matvanye bhaveyuh samadrstayah //
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Kumarila fears that indifference to opposing heretics would allow
them to spread their wrong view. Of course, it is not the main task
for a Mimamsaka to refute heterodox teachings under the topic of
smrti. As Kumarila states, “This has not been examined in any other
chapter” (na caitat kvacid adhikaranantare nirtpitam). There is no
chapter in the Jaiministutra that aims at discussing it. However, it is
also not the case that such digressive argument is forbidden.

After commenting on Sabara’s traditional view in the first place
and proposing his own solutions for ]S 1.3.3-4, Kumarila finally in-
troduces an alternative interpretation of the siitras and starts refut-
ing these heterodox smrtis. As Kumarila confirms, “Dharmic cleans-
ing is not accomplished until one has refuted all those [heretics]
who(se views] are absolutely incompatible with the orthodox path
of the three Vedas.””

Kumarila’s excuse for introducing an alternative interpreta-
tion suggests that in the Mimamsa tradition before him there had
been no argument against heretics in the chapter discussing the
authoritativeness of smrtis. It is probably justifiable to guess that
it is Kumarila who newly introduced the criticism of the Buddhists
and other heretics in the present context. His fear is also clear from
the following words: “And against [Mimamsakas], who accept that
smrtis by Manu, etc., are also based on a lost branch of the Veda, even
Buddhists and other [heretical teachers] can easily insist that [their
teachings, too,] are similarly based on it. For who can define the ex-
tent of topics discussed in lost [scriptures]?”*

¥ TV ad 1.3.3-4, 194.25-26: trayimdrgasya siddhasya ye hy atyantaviro-
dhinah / anirakrtya tan sarvan dharmasuddhir na labhyate //

* TV ad 1.3.3-4, 194.30-195.1: yais ca manavadismrtindam apy utsanna-
vedasakhamiilatvam abhyupagatam, tdn prati sutaram $akydadibhir api
Sakyam tanmiilatvam eva vaktum. ko hi Saknuydd utsanndndm vakya-
visayeyattaniyamam kartum.
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7 Kumarila’s theory of lost scripture

Why are the original Vedic sources not perceived, kimartham codana
nopalabhyante?” Kumarila replies to this question by assuming sev-
eral possibilities.

1. nityanumeya

e The original sruti passage has never existed in the Veda and there-
fore never been vocalized. Itis always to be inferred (nityanumeya).”

Kumarila rejects this view attributed to “some people” (kecit), be-
cause it does not postulate a definite Vedic passage as an original
source. Smrti is not authoritative in its own right. It always requires
a Vedic source for verification.” It is difficult to insist that a Vedic
injunction existed despite the fact that it has never been vocalized

' TVad1.3.2, 164.7.

* TV ad 1.3.2, 164.7-8: tatra kecid ahuh - nityanumeyds ta na kaddcid uc-
caryante. “With regard to this, some say that those [injunctions] are
necessarily to be inferred, they are never uttered.”

23

TV ad 1.3.2, 164.11: tat tv ayuktam, andhaparamparanyadyad eva. “But
that is impossible precisely because of the maxim of the [beginning-
less] succession of those who are blind [from birth with regard to their
knowledge of color].” The maxim jatyandhaparamparanyaya is ex-
plained in SBh ad 1.3.1. A person blind from birth insists that he knows
a particular color. When one asks him about the source, he points out
another person who is also blind from birth. He too points out yet an-
other blind person as the source of his knowledge. In this way they have
no ultimate source of their knowledge with regard to a particular color.
In the SBh thereon the opponent uses this maxim in order to claim that
smrtis which teach the Astaka, etc., are based on erroneous cognition.
SBh ad 1.3.1, 162.4-6: tad yatha kascij jatyandho vadet “smaramy aham
asya riupavisesasya” iti. “kutas te purvavijidnam” iti ca paryanuyukto
jatyandham evaparam vinirdiset. tasya kutah. jatyandhdntardt. “This is
similar to the following: a person who is blind from birth says: ‘I have a
recollection of this particular color.” And when he is asked ‘From where
[does] your original knowledge [come]?’, he points out yet another per-
son who is also blind from birth. From where [does the knowledge] of
the latter [come]? From yet another person who is [also] blind from
birth.”



Transmission of scripture 251

and therefore never witnessed by anyone.” This view rather proves
that the smrti is invalid as being baseless.” Therefore it is better to
assume another possibility.

2. pralina

e The original Vedic passage is lost (pralina). It is conceivable that
some parts of the Vedic tradition disappeared (pralaya) due to hu-
man carelessness, laziness or the like (pramadalasyadibhih) and due
to the extinction of transmitting people (purusaksayat), causing the
diminishment of Vedic traditions.*

Kumarila defends this view against a possible objection that any
scripture then could be made authoritative. “And even if this is
the case, it does not result that anything would be authoritative”
(na caivam sati yat kimcit pramanam dpatsyate).” Why? Kumarila
answers: this is because the inference of a sruti source is possible
through anyathanupapatti, i.e. being inexplicable otherwise. Only
when a firm tradition (drdhasmarana) in the brahmanical circles is
inexplicable without postulating a Vedic source is one allowed to do
so. Otherwise it is not allowed.” In this way, heretics are not autho-

* TV ad 1.3.2, 164.11-12: ya hi codana na kaddcid uccaryate, tasyah sarva-
purusapratyaksadiprasarabhavad durlabhataram astitvam. “It is very
difficult [for us] to obtain [and insist upon] the existence of a Vedic in-
junction that has never been vocalized, because nobody’s perception,
etc., [with regard to it] has ever arisen.”

® TV ad 1.3.2, 164.12-13: tathd ca smrter api saiva vandhyadauhitratulya-
ta. “And so smrti remains similar to the grandson of a barren woman.”

* TV ad 1.3.2, 164.14-15: tena varam pralinasrutyanumdnam eva. na ca
pralayo na sambhavyate. drsyate hi pramadalasyadibhih purusaksayac
calpavisayatvam. “Therefore it is better to infer a lost Sruti. And its loss
is not unthinkable, for one observes [today] that topics [dealt with in
the Veda] diminish due to human carelessness, laziness or the like and
due to the extinction of transmitters.”

¥ TVad1.3.2, 164.15-16.

® TVad1.3.2,164.16: Sistatraivarnikadrdhasmarandanyathdnupapattilabh-
yatvdc chrutyanumanasya. “This is because the inference of a [source]
Sruti is attained through ‘being otherwise inexplicable,’ i.e. because the
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rized to appeal to the procedure of postulating a Vedic source. Their
tradition can be explained in other ways.

The second view accords well with that of Sabara, who concludes
that it is possible that later people in the brahmanical tradition
may have forgotten the source text. vismaranam apy upapadyate.”
Kumarila seems to follow Sabara here. He has developed the tradi-
tional view and elaborated it in detail. “Even today it is seen that
[only] the content is remembered but the text is lost” (TV 165.21:
drsyate hy adyatve py arthasmaranam granthanasas ca).

3. anupalabdhi

Kumarila introduces the third view as an alternative to the second,
using the expression yad va.

e The original Vedic passage is still available somewhere in the extant
Vedic branches (vidyamanasakha) but not recognized by us.”

This is possible. But why is a source not perceived, katham anupalab-
dhih?" If the source were still available, all people would learn the
matter directly from the Vedic source and not from the Manusmrti.”
Kumarila argues that “the source of the smrti is not observed be-
cause Vedic branches are scattered (viprakirna), human beings are
careless, and [the matter at stake] is [mentioned] in various chap-
ters.””

firm tradition of the qualified aryans would be otherwise inexplicable.”
*® $Bhad 1.3.2, 165.6.

* TVad1.3.2, 164.16-17: yad va vidyamanasakhdgatasrutimillatvam evas-
tu. “Alternatively, let it be the case that [the smrti] is precisely based on
a Sruti passage of a certain branch that is still extant.”

*TVad1.3.2,164.17.

* TV ad 1.3.1 (parvapaksa), 163.10-11: atha vidyamdanasakhagata evaite
’rthah, tathapi manvadaya iva sarve purusds tata evopalapsyante. “If
these things are precisely taught in a certain extant branch, still, all
people will learn them directly from it just as Manu, etc., did.”

® TV ad 1.3.2, 164.18-19: sakhanam viprakirnatvat purusanam pramd-
datah / nandprakaranasthatvat smrter millam na drsyate //
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Summary: Kumarila's view

The first view assumes that the source sruti never existed from the
beginning, whereas the second and the third assume that the source
was perceived by the smrti authors. The second further assumes
that the source passage, once existent, was lost (pralina, antarhita™)
due to various reasons, whereas the third assumes that the source
is not perceived today although it is still available somewhere in the
scattered Vedic branches.

before transmission after
1 anumeya - anumeya
2 upalabdha >>> pralina
3 upalabdha - anupalabdha

8 Dharmakirti’s criticism: Transmission and interpretation of the
Veda

In the last portion of his earliest work, the Pramanavarttika with its
Svavrtti, which Frauwallner tentatively calls Hetuprakarana, Dhar-
makirti refutes the authoritativeness of the Veda.

One of his arguments runs as follows: a speaker can explain the
meaning of the word he uses, but this is not the case for Vedic state-
ments, which are claimed to be authorless (apauruseya) by Mimam-
sakas. Then what are the grounds ensuring the correct interpreta-
tion of Vedic sentences? “Therefore, what kind of evidence is there
to say that ‘one should eat dog meat’ is not the meaning of the sruti
passage, agnihotram juhuydt svargakamah?”>

Reciters and interpreters of the Veda may tell lies. Mimamsakas
themselves claim that human beings are not reliable. Dharmakirti

** Kumarila uses the word antarhita in TV ad 1.3.11, 229.21: antarhitavi-
prakirnanumeyaprayasrutimilasmrti[ni]lbandhanebhyah ...

* PV 1318, Gnoli 167.9-10: tendgnihotram juhuyadt svargakama iti srutau /
khadec chvamamsam ity esa nartha ity atra ka prama //
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sarcastically formulates it as follows:™

Furthermore, here you (bhavan)” must have forgotten the complexion
of your own face because of the attachment to your own doctrine. [ You
said:] A statement by a human being is not reliable because he may tell a
lie being afflicted by desire and so on (rdgadi). Therefore, with regard
to the present case, too, why don’t you examine whether or not this is
the case? “The person, when teaching, may teach the Veda or its mean-
ing incorrectly out of affliction.”

As reflected in the Vedic sentence anrtavadini vak quoted in SBh ad
1.2.11 and Kumarila’s general statement that clearly presupposes
it,” it is traditionally accepted in Mimamsa that in most cases hu-
man beings are liars.

But we can better understand Dharmakirti’s sarcastic counter-
argument by taking into consideration Kumarila’s criticism of the
omniscient Buddha. Kumarila criticizes the teaching Buddha as be-
ing motivated by desire, etc. This is stated in SV codana 137, where
Kumarila presupposes the causal relationship between ragadi and
vyapara. If one has no desire, one does not undertake an action.
Therefore the Buddha cannot be the speaker of the teaching.”

* PVSV ad I 319, Gnoli 168.26-4: api catra bhavan svam eva mukha-
varnam svavadanurdgan ninam vismrtavan - “puruso ragadibhir upa-
pluto ’nrtam api briyad iti nasya vacanam pramanam” iti. tad ihapi kim
na pratyaveksyate “sambhavati na va” iti. sa evopadisann upaplavad ve-
dam vedartham vanyathdpy upadised iti.

It may be possible that there is a double meaning here and that atra

bhavan could sarcastically be used, in addition, as an honorific pronoun
“your Honor,” although Karnakagomin takes atra of atra bhavan as re-
ferring to what a Mimamsaka holds as tenet regarding the Veda.

38

S$Bh ad 1.2.11: prayac canrtavadini vag iti; SV codana 144ab: sarvada
capi purusah prayendnrtavadinah. “And, at any time, human beings are
in most cases liars.”

* 8V codana 137: ragadirahite casmin nirvyapdre vyavasthite / desananya-

pranitaiva syad rte pratyaveksanat // “And because he was devoid of any
desire, etc., and [therefore] remained without activity [e.g. of speaking],
his teaching must have been composed by someone else without [prop-
er| reflection.” See Kataoka 2003a: 180ff. and 2003b: 55ff. for further
discussion regarding this verse. Kataoka 2003a (written in Japanese)
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ragadi =  vydpara (desand)
g N dira-{desand

Not only in the Slokavarttika but also in the Tantravdrttika Kumarila
repeats the same view.” The Buddha and other heretical teachers al-

discusses in detail the correspondence between SV codana 137 and PV
[12,in particular Dharmakirti’s general discussion concerning $esavad
anumdnam and vipakse ‘drstimatrena and its particular application to
the Buddha’s speech. The same theme is dealt with recently by Pecchia
2008, who apparently has not noticed the existence of Kataoka 2003a.
In connection to PV 1 12 Pecchia 2008: 165, n. 5 quotes Kataoka 2003b
and states: “In analyzing Tattvasangraha (TS) 3156-3157 and the Pari-
jika (TSP) thereon, Kataoka (2003: 60f.) suggests that Dharmakirti’s
commentary ad PV 1.12 addresses Slokavarttika (SV) Codana 137, while
Taber (forthco., n. 22) states that TS 3156 may be taken from Kumari-
la’s Brhattika, which is very similar to SV codana 132. It would seem
to me that Ratnakirti’s exposition in SS 23,19f. (see Biihnemann 1980:
142, n. 512) supports this latter hypothesis: the karika corresponding
to TS 3156 is quoted as belonging to the Brhattika and is followed by
the quotation of SV Codand 132.” But nowhere in Kataoka 2003b: 60f.
can I find the analysis of TS 3156-3157 and the Paiijika which Pecchia
claims Kataoka analyzes. Furthermore, it is not clear at all what kind of
Kataoka’s hypothesis she criticizes. Pecchia implies here that Kataoka
2003b: 60f. denies the claim that TS 3156 is quoted as belonging to the
Brhattika (BT). But, again, nowhere in Kataoka 2003b: 60f. is it denied.
Furthermore, I cannot understand why Kataoka’s claim “that Dhar-
makirti’s commentary ad PV 1.12 addresses Slokavarttika (SV) Codana
137” is incompatible with Taber’s claim that “TS 3156 may be taken
from Kumarila’s Brhattika.” In fact Kataoka 2003a fully agrees with the
claim that TS 3156 is quoted as belonging to BT. Kataoka 2003b gener-
ally agrees to the hypothesis by Frauwallner 1962 that TS quotes from
BT and not SV. In order to make sense of Pecchia’s statement, one has to
postulate that Pecchia presupposes in general that Dharmakirti’s PV I
criticizes Kumarila’s Brhattika and never Slokavarttika. Does she really
presuppose this? It seems to be the case that Pecchia’s understanding of
Kataoka 2003b relies on a brief note of Taber’s article (2011:445, n.23).
Taber’s note itself is correct but Pecchia seems to have misunderstood
its implication. She criticizes Kataoka 2003b without reading it proper-
ly, by relying on and misunderstanding the implication of Taber’s note.

TV ad 1.3.3-4, 195.27-30: lobhadi karanam cdtra bahv evanyat prati-
yate / yasmin sannihite drste ndsti mulantardnuma // sakyadayas ca
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ways teach dharma out of greed and other evil motivations (lobhadi
karanam).

Itis possible to explain Dharmakirti’s counterattack as addressed
to Kumarila. First Kumarila criticizes the Buddha and says: the Bud-
dhist scripture is not reliable, because it is composed by a human
being who by his very nature often tells lies, being motivated by
desire, greed and other evil causes. Dharmakirti repeats the same
argument back to Kumarila and criticizes him as follows: even if we
admit your thesis that the Veda is not composed by any human be-
ing, the Veda nonetheless remains invalid, because its reciters and
interpreters are not trustworthy, as you pointed out yourself. De-
fective factors derived from human beings may well have crept into
the Veda in its transmission and interpretation, even if they are not
originally inherent in the Veda itself.

author scripture
B: Buddha = sitra -» transmission + sastra
K: Buddha = sitra
D: 0} = Veda -» transmission + interpretation

(B: Buddhist; K: Kumarila; D: Dharmakirti)

Recall also the parallel structure of the Buddhist theorization of
sutra and $astra. Dharmakirti’s insulting address to “You (bhavan)”
may have been aimed at Kumarila and not Mimamsakas in general.
This impression is further strengthened by an argument that fol-
lows immediately afterwards in PVSV.

9 Transmission of the Veda

Dharmakirti continues his argument as follows:

sarvatra kurvana dharmadesanam / hetujalavinirmuktam na kaddcana
kurvate // “Here [in the teaching of the Buddha, etc.], many other causes
such as greed are understood. Where they are seen to be present, an-
other cause [such as the Vedas] cannot be inferred. And whenever the
Buddha and so forth deliver a teaching of a dharma, they never deliver
[one] which is free of [evil] causes.”
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(1) “For we learn that there are some branches of the Veda that were
once lost but have been recovered (utsannoddhrta) by some people

[such as Yajfiavalkya].”"

(2) “Even today some branches have few reciters (viraladhyetrka).””

Here and in the following Dharmakirti describes the situation of the
Vedic transmission and points out its unreliability. The Vedic tradi-
tion sometimes shrinks and sometimes grows. This must always
have been the case, as we witness today. Remember that Kumarila
makes reference to the shrinkage of the Vedic traditions” and con-
temporaneous loss of scriptures.”

41

42

43

44

45

46

(3) Even the major branches (pracuradhyetrka) may have been minor
ones at some point.45

Thus it is quite conceivable that this limited number of propagators
might have incorrectly transmitted Vedic scriptures.

(4) Even today we witness that devotees (bhakta) thoughtlessly put
faith in the most revered of the many transmitters.

The whole tradition, although major today, might have derived from a
single ‘respected’ teacher (sambhavitat purusat). Deception (vipralam-
bha) easily happens.”

PVSV ad 319, Gnoli 169.4-5: (1) sSriyante hi kaiscit purusair utsannod-
dhrtani sakhantarani; cf. also PVSVT 596.11-12: kaiscit purusair yajina-
valkyaprabhrtibhir utsannoddhrtani.

PVSV ad 319, Gnoli 169.5: (2) idanim api kanicid viraladhyetrkani.
See n. 26.

TV ad 1.3.2, 165.21: drsyate hy adyatve ’py arthasmaranam granthand-
sas ca. “Even today it is seen that [only] the content is remembered but
the texts is lost.”

PVSV 169.6-10: (3) tadvat pracuradhyetrkanam api kasmimscit kale ka-
thamcit samharasambhavat. punah sambhadvitapurusapratyayat pracu-
ratopagamanasambhavanasambhavat. tesam ca punah pratanayitinam
kadacid adhitavismrtadhyayanandm anyesam va sambhdavanabhramsa-
bhayadinanyathopadesasambhavat.

PVSV 169.10-13: (4) tatpratyaydc ca tadbhaktandm avicdarena prati-

patter bahusv adhyetrsu sambhavitat purusad bahulam pratipattidarsa-
nat. tato ’pi kathamcid vipralambhasambhavat.
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sakha >>> ¢ <<< recovered (utsannoddhrta)
sakha >>> shrink >>>  minor (viraladhyetrka)

sakha >>> shrink <<< major (pracuradhyetrka)

BwWw N

sakha >>> ateacher <<< major (pracuradhyetrka)

10 Comparison between Dharmakirti and Kumarila concerning
the transmission of the Veda

Here and above, Dharmakirti points out problems inherent to the
transmission of the textual form and meaning of the Veda. The Veda
and vedartha can be easily transmitted in a wrong way. Transmission
of the correct form and correct interpretation of Vedic words are
not as certain as Mimamsakas optimistically claim. Dharmakirti’s
criticism can be better understood if we compare it with Kumarila’s
description of Vedic transmission.

TV ad 1.3.1 (purvapaksa) compares the safety of transmission of
the Veda with the uncertainty of that of smrtis. The Veda has been
passed down to the successive generations with certainty. A partic-
ular form of the Veda, which is perceivable like a pot, was uttered by
a reciter, perceived by another and then recollected by itself (Gen-
eration n). The next generation perceived the Veda recollected by the
preceding generation and then itself recollected it (Generation n+1).
The same process has repeated itself continuously. Thus, the correct
form of the Veda has been transmitted with certainty in the regular
cycle of perception and recollection.”

7TV ad 1.3.1, 162.11-14: vedah punah savisesah pratyaksagamyah. ta-
tra ghatadivad eva purusantarastham upalabhya smaranti. tair api
smrtam upalabhydnye *pi smaranto ’nyebhyas tathaiva samarpayantity
anadita. sarvasya catmiyasmaranat purvam upalabdhih sambhavatiti
na nirmulatad. “Furthermore, the Veda, which has a particular form, is
perceptible. This being the case, [it is possible that] just as one recalls
something such as a pot [which another person possesses, so does] one
recall [the Veda] which someone else possesses. Yet another person,
too, after having perceived [the Veda] recalled by a [previous gener-
ation], passes it on to another [generation] in the same way. Thus [the
transmission] is beginningless. And [their recollection] is not baseless,



Transmission of scripture 259

n  upalabdha =  smrta

4
n+l upalabdha =  smrta
4
n+2 upalabdha =  smrta

In this way the Tantravarttika describes the continuity of Vedic tra-
dition. Kumarila’s optimistic view on the Vedic transmission is also
clear in the Slokavarttika. Here he compares the widespread trans-
mission of the Veda with that of heretical scriptures.”
In the case of the Veda, because it resides in many people and it is [first]
learned and [then] recollected in only one life, its independence [and
reliability] is not nullified. And, if [someone] changed the [Veda], [the
change] would be prevented from many [sides].

The Veda has been correctly transmitted because its transmis-
sion has been sustained by many people, whereas the correctness
of a heretical tradition is doubtful because it ultimately originated
in a single person, the originator of the tradition. Kumarila’s main
argument is the widespread dispersal of the Veda transmitted by
“many people” (anekapurusa). This reason is exactly the target of
Dharmakirti’s criticism. He points out that in fact the Vedic tradition
is not so secure. It is possible that the tradition might have declined
considerably, the tradition we have today might have been transmit-
ted by a single person at some point, and changes or mistakes might
have been left uncorrected. Dharmakirti’s criticism of an anonymous
Mimamsaka (in sections 8 and 9) exposes Kumarila’s optimism.

because everyone perceived [the Veda] before recalling their own.”

* SV codana vv. 149-150ab: anekapurusasthatvad ekatraiva ca janmani /
grahanasmaranad vede na svatantryam vihanyate [/ anyathdkarane
casya *bahubhyah syan nivaranam /

*For bahubhyah there is a variant reading bahubhih, which is more straightfor-
ward and which is supported by Parthasarathi. But I adopt here the inferior reading
bahubhyah, which is supported by many manuscripts and other testimonies such
as NKC 724.6, because it seems more likely that bahubhih is a secondary attempt
to make the text smoother than that it is original and bahubhyah an alteration of it.
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11 Limited tradition: Sastraparimana

The correspondence between Dharmakirti’s arguments and Kuma-
rila’s is further confirmed by a criticism that immediately follows in
the PVSV. Dharmakirti states as follows:”
Furthermore, [ hear even from you (bhavatam api srnumah) the [brah-
manical] tradition of only alimited number of interpreters [of the Veda].
Among them, someone might be either hostile, ignorant, or rogues.
Therefore [we have] no confidence [in this tradition].

Dharmakirti claims here that the Vedic exegetical tradition is in fact
not sustained by many people, as the Mimamsakas claim. The Veda
has been interpreted by a limited number of people. Here Dharma-
kirti is referring to the Mimamsa claim that the number of proper in-
terpreters of the Veda (vyakhyatrpurusa) is limited (parimita). Only
a limited number of people (such as Jaimini) can be orthodox inter-
preters. In other words, the Vedic exegetical tradition is limited. But
where did Dharmakirti hear the brahmanical tradition of the limit-
ed number of interpreters (parimitavyakhyatrpurusaparamparam ...
Srnumah)?

The view is in fact found in the Tantravarttika, commenting on
JS 1.3.6, na sastraparimanatvat. A traditional interpretation, which
Sabara presents, and Kumarila as well in his first interpretation,
takes this as referring to the measurement of time taught in the Veda
concerning ritual elements (Sastritam parimanam), such as temporal
proximity (pratyasatti), time of performance (prayogakala) and se-
quence (krama). “Measurement taught in Vedic injunction” (Sastritam
parimanam) is the meaning of s§astraparimana. This, of course, does
not match Dharmakirti’s description.

It is Kumarila’s second interpretation that fits Dharmakirti’s ref-
erence. As [ have pointed out, Kumarila reinterprets JS 1.3.3-4 in a
unique way. The focus of argument is changed from Manu, etc., to the
Buddha, etc. “Contradiction” mentioned in JS 1.3.3 (virodhe tv ana-

* PVSV 169.13-15: kim ca parimitavyakhyatrpurusaparamparam eva
catra bhavatam api srnumah. tatra kascid dvistajiadhiirtandm anyata-
mah syad apity andasvasah.
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peksyam syat) is not the contradiction of the Veda with the Manusmr-
ti, but with the heretical scriptures. The evil causes or motivations
mentioned in JS 1.3.4 (hetudarsanat) are not those of Manu and other
orthodox teachers but of the Buddha and other heretical teachers.
Note that Kumarila himself makes excuses for introducing a new in-
terpretation of JS 1.3.3-4.

traditional view reinterpretation

1.3.3 virodha Manu, etc. Buddha, etc.
1.3.4 hetu Manu, etc. Buddha, etc.
1.3.6  sastraparimana krama, etc. 14 or 18 branches

Similarly, Kumarila reinterprets Sastraparimana, mentioned in ]S
1.3.6. Parimana is not “measurement” but “limitation.” Authoritative
teachingsarelimited (parimitani ca sastrani). Therefore, the heretical
scriptures are not regarded as proper Sastras. Only the brahmanical
sastras, e.g. the fourteen branches of science (caturdasavidydsthana),
are proper teachings.”
For only limited branches of science, either fourteen or eighteen, are
accepted by the learned as the valid source of dharma. Namely, those
called veda, upaveda, anga, upanga, eighteen dharmasamhitas, purdna-
sastra, Siksa and dandaniti. And among them, scriptures of Buddhists,
Jainas, etc., are neither listed nor accepted.

Judging from the manner of Kumarila’s presentation, it seems un-
likely that Kumarila’s reinterpretation of sastraparimana goes back
to some unknown predecessor between Sabara and Kumarila. It is
likely that Dharmakirti is referring to Kumarila’s unique interpreta-
tion of §astraparimana when he states that Mimamsakas accept only
a limited number of exegetical traditions. Kumarila uses the word
parimita intending that dharmic teaching (sastra) is ‘limited’ to the
elite tradition and thus excludes heretical traditions. But this also
implies that secondary literature based on the Veda is limited and

* TV ad 1.3.5-7, 201.23-25: parimitany eva hi caturdasastadasa va vidya-
sthanani dharmapramdnatvena Sistaih parigrhitani vedopavedarngopa-
ngastadasadharmasamhitapuranasastrasiksadandanitisamjiakani, na
ca tesam madhye bauddharhatadigranthah smrta grhita va.
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that interpreters of the Veda are in fact not many.” Dharmakirti re-
interprets parimita as referring to ‘a limited small number’ and then
counterattacks Kumarila by making this argument of vedavyakhyana
parallel to the shrinkage of Vedic transmission.”

*" For Kumarila $astra in $astraparimana refers to the Vedas and other
dharmic teachings, i.e. fourteen or eighteen branches of science, which
are transmitted only by the brahmanical tradition represented by
learned Sistas. It is dharmic teachings (Sastra) that are limited (pari-
mita) for him. For Dharmakirti, on the other hand, it is vyakhyatrpu-
rusa that is limited (parimita). Therefore, there is a difference between
their understandings with regard to the object being limited. But it is
not the case that Dharmakirti’s criticism does not hold. If it is claimed
by a Mimamsaka that the number of Sdastras (brahmanical dharmic
teachings) is limited, it implies that the number of vyakhyana (such as
smrti literature) and vyakhyatrpurusa (such as Manu) is also limited.
Therefore, Dharmakirti’s twist is not a mere distortion. Rather he skill-
fully trips up Kumarila’s argument. And we can better understand the
process of Dharmakirti’s interpretation of Sastra that he claims hears
from a Mimamsaka by taking into consideration the Buddhist usage of
Sastra. In the Buddhist tradition §dstra is often contrasted with siitra.
It refers to vyakhyana kind of literature such as abhidharma. Therefore
one can imagine that when Dharmakirti heard sastraparimdna from a
Mimamsaka, he interpreted it as referring to the limitation of vydakhya-
na literature. Thus Dharmakirti’s argument of parimitavyakhyadtrpu-
rusa makes sense in the context of the present discussion of scriptural
transmission.

* The relevant portion of PVSV (ad PV I 319) can be analyzed as follows.
Note that 5.2 (on vedavyakhyana) is an argument parallel to 5.1 (on
veda). Both provide with the reason for unreliability due to a limited
number of people.

1 Itisimpossible to know the meanings of Vedic words either by loka,
sampradaya or yukti. 168.3-4

2 Lokavyavahara is not reliable with respect to supersensible mean-
ings. 168.5-15

3 The exegetical tradition of the Vedas is not reliable either. 168.15-22

4 Human faults may creep into the transmission of the textual form
and of the interpretation of the Vedas. 168.22-26

5 Mimamsakas agree that human beings are not reliable. 168.26-169.4
5.1 Shrinkage, etc., of the transmission of the Vedas do happen. 169.4-13
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JS 1.3.6: sastraparimanatvat
SBh: Sastraparicchinnam hi kramam badheran
TV 1: Sastritam (paddrthanam) parimanam
TV 2: sastrani parimitani
PVSV: parimitavyakhydtrpurusaparampara

12 History reconstructed

Just as Buddhists normally conceptualize sitras as being more au-
thoritative than Sastras, Mimamsakas generally regard srutis as su-
perseding smrtis.”

primary secondary
Buddhism: sutra > sastra
Mimamsa sruti > smrti

The latter are secondary criteria for dharma and therefore not in-
dependently authoritative. If they contradict srutis, smrtis are disre-
garded. Only when there is no contradiction is it allowed to postu-
late an unobservable sruti passage from a smrti. The Mimamsa idea

5.2 Mimamsakas do agree that the exegetical tradition is limited. 169.13-
15
6 Conclusion: itis impossible to know the meanings of the Vedas either
by vyakhyadna or lokavyavahara. 169.16-17

7 One cannot decide a correct meaning out of many by reasoning (na
yukteh). 169.17-24

* Kumarila finally solves the problem concerning contradiction be-
tween sruti and smrti by denying the existence of contradiction itself.
He claims that there is no contradiction at all between the two. See TV
ad 1.3.3-4, A 193.11. This peculiar view of his, which is quite different
from Sabara’s traditional view, is clearly motivated by the desire not to
nullify the authoritativeness of smrti. He thinks that the authoritative-
ness of smrti should not easily be discarded. In Kumarila’s time circum-
stances concerning the authoritativeness of smrti are different from
those in Sabara’s time.
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of avirodha and pralina roughly corresponds to the Buddhist theory
of aviloma and antarhita.”

postulation
Buddhism: (sitra) — sastra
Mimamsa: (Sruti) « smrti

In both traditions postulation of a lost scripture is required to verify
some of their teachings. But this strategy also allows a counterar-
gument for their opponents, such as Mahayana for Vaibhasikas and
heretics for Mimamsakas. Kumarila is well aware of this danger
when he defends the Brahmanical tradition of the Veda and its sub-
ordinate literature such as smrtis. Opponents can similarly claim
that their doctrine, too, is based on the lost scripture that propo-
nents resort to.

postulation
Heretics: doctrine
v
Mimamsa: (Sruti) — smrti

Kumarila refutes this argument in two ways. The heretical doctrines
that are clearly contradictory to the Veda are easily disregarded. On

** The Abhidharma $dstra can be regarded as the Buddha’s own words,
because it does not contradict (na vilomayati) dharmata. Some Abhi-
dharma doctrines that are not found in the original siitras are defended
by recourse to the theory of ‘lost siitra’ (antarhita). See Honjo 1989 and
the Mahavibhasad explained there (Taisho 27,1a-2a11). Cf. MSABh 1.10.1:
buddhavacanasyedam laksanam, yat sitre ’vatarati, vinaye samdrSyate,
dharmatam ca na vilomayati. “The defining characteristic of the Bud-
dha’s words is as follows: it appears in the stitraq, it is observed in the
vinaya, and it does not contradict dharmata.” AKBh ad 2.55d, 91.22-23:
yady api noktah, na tu pratisiddhah. stitrani ca bahtiiny antarhitaniti ka-
tham etan nirdhdryate nokta iti. “Although it is not taught [that asamskr-
ta is a hetu], still, it is not denied. Furthermore, since many sttras are
lost, how can one determine that it is not taught [in sitras]?” Yasomi-
tra’s Sphutartha, AKBhV 320.26-27: na tu pratisiddhah. dharmataya
avirodhan na dosa ity abhiprayah. “[When the author states] ‘It is not
denied,” what he has in mind is that there is no problem because it does
not contradict dharmata.”
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the other hand, those heretical doctrines that do not explicitly con-
tradict the Veda can also be excluded by limiting the Vedic tradition.
Only a limited number of teachings, 14 or 18 branches of science, are
authorized as being Vedic. Therefore Buddhists, etc., cannot appeal
to the Veda.

Heretics: doctrine  (bahya)

hN

Mimamsa: (Sruti) « smrti  (parimita)

Dharmakirti most probably presupposes Kumarila as his Mimam-
saka opponent. Instead of claiming that the Buddha’s teaching is
based on a lost Veda, Dharmakirti chooses a different strategy when
criticizing Mimamsa views. He argues against Kumarila by using
Kumarila's own arguments concerning the authoritativeness of the
orthodox traditions and the unauthoritativeness of the heterodox
traditions.

Kumarila contends that the Vedic tradition is secure and free of
human errors because many people transmitted this beginningless
scripture and checked each other, whereas the Buddhist tradition
ultimately originates in a single person. Kumarila criticizes the Bud-
dha as being motivated by raga, lobha, etc.

source parampara

Buddha = sittra = transmission+interpretation

[0) = Veda = transmission+interpretation

Dharmakirti presents the counterargument that Kumarila’s attribu-
tion of ragadi to the Buddha applies similarly to the transmitters and
interpreters of the Veda. The Vedic tradition is not free of human
errors and defects. Here the focus of debate is not on the original
source but the successive transmission.

Dharmakirti points out that the present tradition of the Veda,
even though transmitted and interpreted by many, might be traced
to just a single person. He also points out that Mimamsakas them-
selves claim that the tradition is limited (parimita). Some interpret-
ers might be ignorant or rogues. Then how could one trust such a
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limited tradition? Thus it is impossible to know the original meaning
of the Veda (PVSV 169.17: na vedarthasiddhih).

The Veda might be non-human-made (apauruseya). But its trans-
mission, concerning its form and interpretation, is not free of human
defects. Mimamsakas themselves claim that human beings are in
most case liars. Here there is a chance that human errors creep into
the Vedic tradition.
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