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Introduction

In one of my recent papers (K. Yoshimizu 2007a) I argued that in a fragment quoted by
Karnakagomin from the Brhattika (BT), which I call the ‘avinabhava fragment,”! Kumarila
(ca. 560—620)” states that avindbhava, the inseparability of the reason (hetu) from the thing
to be inferred (sadhya), is not sufficient for a valid inference because it would even justify
an inference by asadharanahetu, which has no positive examples. In another fragment
from the Brhattika, which I call the ‘niyama fragment,”®> Kumarila designates niyama,
natural restriction, as the foundation of inference, illustrating this by means of causality
(karyakaranabhava).

In the avinabhava fragment, however, Kumarila does not deny the necessity of avi-
nabhava for a valid inference. In the niyama fragment, avinabhava is considered to have
a sound footing in reality by means of niyama, which means that in the real world the
existence of one thing is spatiotemporally determined by another thing, and therefore the
existence of the latter is invariably inferred from the confirmation of the former’s exis-
tence. Inasmuch as the inseparability of one thing from another is considered to require
substantiation in reality, it follows that this inseparability is reflected in the consciousness

! Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika (PVSVT) 87,12—17: avinabhavasabdo ’py a[ *darsanat] sakalarthabhak /
nanumayogyasambandhapratipattim karoti nah // yadi tavad vinabhavo na sa pascad visisyate | tato
’sadharane ’py asti sa iti syad akaranam // yo hy asadharano dharmah sa tenaivatmasatkrtah / vina na
bhavatity eva jiiato hetuh prasajyate // For an English translation, see K. Yoshimizu 2007a: 1080.
Franco (2019) convincingly demonstrates that Dharmakirti’s dates, which were assumed by Frauwallner
as ca. 600-660, cannot be moved back to the sixth century. I surmise that Kumarila passed away
about 620 CE (K. Yoshimizu 2015a: n. 1), before coming to know about young Dharmakirti, whereas
Dharmakirti wrote his first work, the first chapter of the PV refuting the Mimamsa view of the intrinsic
relation between a word and its meaning, by thoroughly remodeling the idea of Kumarila advocated in
the BT that niyama is the foundation of avinabhava. Because Dharmakirti made use of this idea in order
to attack the Mimamsa theory of word and meaning, we may rightly assume as follows: If Kumarila, a
hard-core Mimamsaka, had first come to be informed of this idea through Dharmakirti, he would have
held it too provocative to be adopted into his own philosophical system, contrary to the assumption of
Frauwallner (1962). See the appendix of the present article. Moreover, showing that PV 1.335cd is a
quotation from the BT, Franco (2019: 132-137) corroborates young Dharmakirti’s acquaintance with
the BT. Following Frauwallner’s unacceptable assumption of the relationship between Kumarila and
Dharmakirti, Kataoka (2011: 47-60) errs in assuming Kumarila’s date as ca. 600-650.

PVSVT 87,21-30: evam anyoktasambandhapratyakhyane krte sati | niyamo nama sambandhah svama-
tenocyate 'dhuna /! karyakaranabhavadisambandhanam dvayi gatih | niyamaniyamabhyam syan niya-
masyanumangata // sarve ’py aniyama hy ete nanumotpattikaranam [ niyamat kevalad evam na kimcin
nanumiyate // tasman niyama evaikah sambandho ’travadharyate | gamakasyaiva gamyena sa cestah
pran niriupitah I/ niyamasmaratah samyag niyamyaikangadarsanat | niyamakangavijianam anumanam
tadangisu // For an English translation, see Steinkellner 1997: n. 28.

Birgit Kellner et al., eds., Reverberations of Dharmakirti’s Philosophy: Proceedings of the Fifth International Dharmakirti
Conference Heidelberg, August 26 to 30, 2014. Vienna 2020, pp. 529-547.
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of human beings. Therefore, the avinabhava in the BT might rightly be called ‘epistemic
inseparability’ in distinction from physical inseparability. In the present paper, I would like
to elucidate how, before composing the BT, Kumarila attempted to substantiate avinabhava
through niyama* by collecting from the Tantravarttika (TV) as many cases as possible
in which he presents the invariable transition from one concept to another on the basis
of the relation between two things in reality. In other words, I would like to reinforce the
conclusion of another paper of mine (K. Yoshimizu 2011), that Kumarila was not indebted
to Dharmakirti for this idea, as assumed by Frauwallner (1962).

I. The conceptual transition modeled upon causality

1.1 Authorization of customs by assuming the existence of Vedic injunctions

In Mimamsa, it is required that all provisions of man-made (pauruseya) scripture (smrti)
as well as traditional customs (sadacara), if they pertain to religious duties (dharma), be
based on the Veda. If the Vedic corpus one has inherited has no injunction that can be
deemed as testifying these smrti or customs, then it is, unlike in modern philology, allowed
to assume the existence of corresponding Vedic injunctions in one way or another,’ insofar
as they are sanctioned by learned people (sista), namely, by those who have received the
cultural inheritance of the Vedic tradition.® The popular festivals celebrated by the common
peoples of different regions belong to those Mimamsa topics where authority was discussed.
The opponent in Sabarasvamin’s Bhasya (SBh) lists the names of three popular festivals
held in east, south, and north India’ and states that the authority of the Vedic injunctions
assumed to prescribe these festivals is limited to the respective regions, in the same way

For the chronological order of Kumarila’s works, see K. Yoshimizu 2007b: 213-219. We can outline the
change of Kumarila’s attitude towards Dignaga’s theory of logic as follows: In his early years, Kumarila
adopted it as a theory more excellent than those advocated in Brahmin schools. He proudly demonstrated
his proficiency in this innovative logic in the Anumanapariccheda of the Slokavarttika (SV), which
holds formal logic to be neutral and separate from the religious conflict between Brahmanism and
Buddhism. In his middle years, however, having become active as a leading Mimamsaka and defending
orthodox Brahmanism, in the Smrtipada of the TV he criticized Buddhism as a heresy (cf. K. Yoshimizu
2015a). In his later years, Kumarila finally directed his attack to Dignaga’s theory of logic, and in the
BT even attempted to find fault with “the three characteristics for a valid reason” (hetutrairiipya), the
basis of this logic, as I argue in K. Yoshimizu 2007a: 1084-1096.

In early Mimamsa, this problem was solved by assuming that the Vedic text containing the needed
injunctions had disappeared. Kumarila, however, rejected this view in order to prevent heretics from
making use of this excuse to claim orthodoxy. Instead, he proposed assuming that a corroborating
injunction was preserved somewhere in other branches of the Veda. Cf. K. Yoshimizu 2012a: 650-654.
6 Cf. K. Yoshimizu 2015a, section IIL.

SBh 243,5-244.2: anumanat smrter acaranam ca pramanyam isyate. yenaiva hetund te pramanam,
tenaiva vyavasthitah pramanyam arhanti. tasmad holakadalyalh pracyair eva kartavyah, ahninai-
bukadayo daksinatyair eva, udvrsabhayajiadaya udicyair eva. “Man-made scripture and traditional
customs are regarded as authoritative on the basis of the assumption [of corroborating injunctions of the
Veda]. On account of this very reason to make them authoritative, they (i.e., traditional customs) have
authority only in respective (regions). Therefore, Holaka, etc., are to be performed only by easterners,
Ahninaibuka, etc., only by southerners, and Udvrsabhayajia, etc., only by northerners.”
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as the authority of the Vedic injunctions assumed to prescribe the number of topknots
arranged on one’s head is limited to one’s own kinship group.?

1.2 Difference in authorization between regional festivals and the customs of kinship
group

Despite its conservative position, the Mimamsa school never considers the Veda as forcing
human beings to comply with its injunctions unconditionally. Vedic injunction urges
only those who satisfy appropriate conditions (nimitta) of entitlement to perform duties.
With regard to these conditions, however, one’s living place does not matter at all if
one lives in the so-called “homeland of Aryans” (aryavarta). No matter where someone
was born among the four geographical quarters, they are not endowed with a generic
property (jati) distinguishing them from people who live in other quarters.” The generic
properties recognized as real, at least by Mimamsakas, such as humanness (manusyatva)
and Brahmin-ness (brahmanatva) never change regardless of where one lives, even if one
moves to another country.'® Therefore, even if Vedic injunctions existed that were deemed
as testifying popular festivals, their authority could not be limited to a particular quarter
because one’s living place has no effect on one’s social affiliation.

In contrast, regarding the traditional customs of kinship groups, Kumarila adduces some
examples of ritual details prescribed in the Srautasiitras specifically for people of particular
kinship groups, adding that it is actually observed that such rituals are performed by these
groups.!! On the evidence of these explicit regulations given in ritual tradition, Kumarila

8 SBh 244,2-3: yatha Sikhakalpo vyavatisthate, kecit trisikhah, kecit paficasikha iti. “Just as [the number
of] topknots one arranges [on one’s head] is regulated in respective (families), for example, some
(families) keep three, some five.” For the Sikha to be arranged at the citdakarana for the children of a
twice-born (dvija) family, see Pandey 2006: 94-101.

TV 246,10-11: na tavat pracyatvadaksinatyatvadijatih praticyodicyadivyaktivyavrita sarvapracya-
divyaktisv anugata kacid upapadyate, yadvacanam upapadam holakadyadhikaram visimsyat. “First,
easterners or southerners do not have any generic properties which would be separate from every
westerner or every northerner and inhere in every easterner [or in every southerner], and which would
be denoted by an accompanying word, if any, that qualifies the entitlement to Holaka, etc.”

TV 246,12-13: yas tu manusyatvabrahmanatvadijatayah tesu vidyante tah sarvadesavasivyaktisv
avisista iti nacaranurupavisesanasamarthatvena jiiayante. “On the other hand, the generic properties
found in them, such as humanness, Brahmin-ness, and so on, are equally inherent in all individuals who
live in any region. Therefore, no [generic properties] are recognized as able to qualify [the assumed
Vedic injunction] to correspond to the [localized] customs.”

TV 248,23-25: yathaiva panicavattam tu bhrgiunam, vasistha-Sunaka-atri-vadhryasva-kanva-samkrti-
rajanyanam “narasamso dvitiyah prayajas tanunapad anyesam’ ity anvayato vyatirekatas copalaksa-
nasambhavad vyavasthitavidhyavasanam. “For example, the paricavatta is prescribed for the members
of the Bhrgu family.* For the members of the families of Vasistha, Sunaka, Atri, Vadhryasva, Kanva,
Samkrti, and royal families, the second prayadja [verse that begins with] narasamsa is prescribed
whereas that [which begins with] taniinapat is prescribed for the others.** As we observe [these details
performed] in this way through association (anvaya) [of practice with prescription] and dissociation
(vyatireka) [of practice with the absence of prescription], we conclude that there are [Vedic] injunctions
differentiated [by these kinship groups].” *Among the offerings in the new- and full-moon sacrifices,
the ajyabhaga (ghee-portion) scooped four times should be offered for Agni and Soma, respectively. But
in the case of the sacrifices of the Jamadagni family, the portion scooped five times (pasicavatta) should
be offered. Cf. ApSS 2.18.1; BharSS 2.17.7; HirSS 2.2: 190; ManSS 1.3.2.5. Jamadagni is compared to
Bhrgu in Jaiminiyabrahmana (JB) 1.152. Cf. Bodewitz 1990: 85 and 256, n. 22; Atharvavedasamhita
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concludes that with regard to traditional customs, if one observes a life-style restricted
(niyata) to a caste or Brahmin lineage (pratijatigotra), then one can infer the existence of
Vedic injunctions restricting each life-style to the corresponding kinship group.'?

This argument reveals Mimamsaka’s conservative view that one’s birth into a particular
kinship group is just as deeply engraved in one’s identity as the generic properties of a
natural species. This crystallization of one’s inborn social affiliation leads to the assumption
that the life-style of Aryan kinship groups is regulated by the Veda, which has no regional
difference in validity, just as the characteristics and the behaviors of natural species are
regulated by their nature and not by where they live. Considering that this argument is
modeled upon the laws of nature, Kumarila refers to a sort of rationale (nyaya)'® found
in causality, namely that effect is compliant to its cause (karananuvidhayikaryanyaya),
and uses this rationale to infer that when observing an effect it must have a conformable
(anuriipa) cause (avasyam upalabhyamanakaryanuriipakarananumanair bhavitavyam).'*

In this statement, the laws of nature regulating the behavior of individual entities through
their generic properties are said to have universal validity because generic properties are
not affected by the place where these entities are located or when they exist. Moreover,
the effect (karya) is said to occur passively as regulated by the cause (karana); the effect
becomes the logical reason that actively leads to the existence of the cause.!® This reversal

(AV) 5.19.1. In the Mahabharata (MBh 3.115.28), Jamadagni is said to have been born in the clan
of Bhrgu (bhargava). ** The hymn to be recited at the eleven fore-offerings (praydja) of the animal
sacrifice is called Apri. The most generally used Apri hymn is RV 10.110, whose second verse begins
with tdniinapat. Instead of RV 10.110.2, however, the Vasista and related families used RV 7.2.2, which
begins with ndrdsdmsa, as the second verse of the Apri hymn. Cf. SankhSS 1.7.2: tanitnapad agna
ajyasya vetv iti dvitiyah; 3: narasamso agna ajyasya vetv iti dvitiyo vasisthasunakanam atrivadhryasva-
nam kanvasamkrtinam rajanyanam prajakamanam ca; ASvSS 1.5.21-22: taniinapad agna ajyasya vetv
iti dvitiyo ’nyatra vasistha-Sunaka-atri-vadhryasva-rajanyebhyah; 22: narasamso agna ajyasya vetv
iti tesam; Schwab 1886: 90-91. Kumarila’s remark is much closer to SankhSS$ than to A$vSS, since
SankhSS mentions the Kanva and the Samkrti families. RV 10.110 is a hymn of Jamadagni, and RV 7
is the collection of Vasistha’s hymns. See Th. Aufrecht’s “Verzeichnis der angeblichen Hymnendichter
gemil der Anukramanika” appended to his edition of the RV.

TV 248,25-26: tathaiva pratijatigotraniyatatrisikhaikasikhadikalpavyavasthitavidhivisesanumanopa-
pattir astiti. “In the same way, from the fact that whether one arranges three topknots or one topknot is
restricted (niyata) to each caste and each Brahmin lineage (pratijatigotra), it is appropriate to infer the
existence of a particular injunction differentiated [by the respective kinship group].”

The first of the proponent sistras (Mimamsasiitra [MmS] 1.3.16: api va sarvadharmah syat, tannyayatvad
vidhanasya) asserts that a Vedic injunction, if it exists, must be a norm issued to all people (sarvadharma)
irrespective of where they live. To assert this, however, this sitfra merely adds the tautological reason that
it is reasonable (fannyayatva) to consider that Vedic injunction works (vidhana) in this way. Kumarila
uses the reason of causality to avoid this tautology.

TV 245,14-15: iha smrtir acarams copalabhya miilasrutisv anumiyamandasu karananuvidhayikaryanya-
yenavasSyam upalabhyamanakaryanuriipakarananumanair bhavitavyam. “When one, having observed
some man-made scriptures and customs in this world, attempts to assume the corroborating injunctions
[of the Veda], one should invariably infer the cause that is conformable to the effect one has observed,
following the rationale that the effect is compliant to its cause.”

On another occasion, Kumarila remarks that unlike effect, cause does not work as an indicator (gamaka)
because in many cases it is inconclusive (vyabhicarabahutva), namely, when auxiliary conditions are
not fulfilled, it fails to indicate the occurrence of its effect. TV 544,20-21: karyakaranayor api ca na
tathd karanam gamakam vyabhicarabahutvad yatha karyam. This remark is made immediately after
the argument that the inference from krtakatva to anitytva is not based upon causality. Cf. n. 41.

13

14
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of direction from cause to effect in reality and from effect to cause in cognition anticipates
the formulation given by Kumarila in the niyama fragment from the BT'® and reminds us
that Dharmakirti assigns only the effect, not the cause, as the logical reason based on the
causality between a cause and its effect (PVSV 3,11-16 on PV 1.2abc).

I1. The conceptual transition from species to genus

2.1 Various relations in reality between two epistemically inseparable things

In the TV we find various cases in which Kumarila assumes epistemic inseparability (avi-
nabhava) between two things. [llustrating the relation that makes one thing epistemically
inseparable from another, Kumarila adduces the relation between cause and effect (karyaka-
rana), between owner and owned (svasvamin), and the accompaniment (sahacarabhava) of
two particular things.!” To illustrate the last, Kumarila says that if the constellation krttika
appears in the night sky, the rohini will soon appear.'® As regards the relation between
owner and owned, this might be considered a typical example of the relation between a
substrate and its properties, both essential ones and those that are accidental.'

16 PVSVT 87,29-30: niyamasmaratah samyag niyamyaikangadarsanat | niyamakangavijiianam anu-
manam tadangisu // “If one who correctly remembers the restriction sees one member [of the restriction-
relation], (namely) the restricted (member) (niyamya), the resultant cognition of the (other) member
which is the restricting (niyamaka) is an inference in regard to such (entities) that possess these (two)
members [i.e. paksas].” (Tr. Steinkellner 1997: 634, n. 28.)

17" TV 139,13-14: atha vodahrtavisayahetulaksanam etat*. avinabhavo hy aneka-karyakarana-svasvami-
sahacarabhavadi-prabhedabhinnah. “Or, this [merely] characterizes the logical reason given in the
quoted ‘example sentence of exegesis’ (visaya). For, the epistemic inseparability differentiates according
to the difference of the relation between cause and effect, that between owner and owned, the accompa-
niment, and so on.” Cf. Kanazawa 1983: 933; Harikai 2006: 307, n. 10. In view of the context of the
section in question (MmS 1.2.26-30), this portion of the TV is included in the part of the pirvapaksa
that construes Siirpena juhoti, tena hy annam kriyate as a reason justifying the use of a winnowing
basket (Sitrpa) for an offering. For the contents of this section, see Harikai 2006. * This etat refers to the
karyakaranabhava in SBh 139,1: nanv aprasiddhe karyakaranabhave na hetipadesah. “[Some people]
may contend that the presentation of a logical reason is made impossible unless a causal relationship is
established [between the reason and the thing to be proved].”

18 TV 139,8-9: tat* tv ayuktam. akaryakaranabhiitanam api krttikadinam acirodgatarohinyadipratipatti-
hetutvadarsanat. Cf. SV, Anumanapariccheda, vv. 12d—13ab: kva cic capi visesayoh I/ krttikodayam
alaksya rohinyasattiklptivat | *This tat refers to TV 139,7-8: kecid ahuh. karyakaranayor evanumanam.

19 «“For example, [hearing] that he has a vajra makes one infer that [the deity concerned is] Indra” (TT
1614,25-1615,15: yatha vajritindram anumapayati) is used by Kumarila as a simple example of the
exegetical inference from a qualifier (visesana) mentioned in a text to the sacrifice qualified (visesya) by
it. TT 1614,24-25: ahahsabdo yagaviSesavacano 'Srutam api visesyam anumapayati. nedam visesanam
yagam antarena sambhavati. “The word ‘day,” which expresses a particular sacrifice [in the text
concerned, that is, Paricavimsabrahmana (PB) 22.9.1*], makes one infer the [sacrifice] qualified [by
it] even if [the sacrifice] is not directly expressed. This qualifier cannot occur [in the text] without the
sacrifice.” * Cf. PB 22.9.1: catvari trivrnty ahany agnistomamukhani visvajin mahavratam jyotistomo
‘tiratrah “Four nine-versed (¢rivrt) days, the first of which is an agnistoma (the three others being
ukthyas); a Visvajit-day; a mahavrata-day, (and) a jyotistoma as over-night-rite.” (Tr. Caland 1982:
578.) This is the breakdown of a seven-day-sacrifice called janakasaptaratra (cf. Caland 1982: 578,
n. 1). Moreover, Kumarila considers the restriction of parts by the whole (samudaya) as the basis for
the conceptual transition from a piece of text to the entire text by which it is restricted (niyamya), in
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Moreover, Kumarila considers avinabhava to include any kind of necessary condition
when he distinguishes avinabhava from the relationship between the subordinate means
and the primary purpose (Sesa-Sesi-bhava), one of the Mimamsa topics that is exegeti-
cally determined from ritual texts.?’ For example, the study of the Veda (adhyayana), the
installation (adhana) of sacred fires, the cultivation (krsi) of crops for oblations, and the
earning of money (dravyarjana) for rewards to be paid to priests are all necessary for the
performance of sacrifices (kratu). But although a sacrifice cannot be performed without
them (vina-asambhava), they are not exegetically subordinate (Sesa) to a sacrifice because
they are not prescribed in the text of the sacrifice.?!

As a further instance of a necessary condition, Kumarila applies avinabhava to his
theory of human action and Vedic injunction. In the Mimamsa position, the ending of
a finite verb (#iN) denotes the general form of intentional action called “bringing into
being” (bhavand).?* Fully aware of the Paninian rule that #N in the active voice and the
middle voice denotes the agent (kartr) of an action,>* Kumarila maintains that the agent is
invariably cognized from bhavana on account of avinabhava because if there is no agent,
no action can be performed.?*

other words, to which it belongs. See n. 47. In addition, we may also classify the inference from an
accidental property (guna) to its substrate into this type. Kumarila offers the example that one can infer
the existence of a substance (dravya) from the cognition of color. Cf. TT 1368,15-18: yatha sukladiguno
dravyena vind na bhavatity avinabhavad dravyam laksayati, naivam iha; Kanazawa 1983: 932.
TV 654,10-15: ayuktam evam Sesatvam avinabhavalaksanam | vyabhicarat tathahidam aSesesv api
drsyate I/ sarvada hy avinabhuta ripasparsadayah ksitau | na caisam tulyakalpatvad bhavaty anyo-
nyaSesata /| svamina ca vina dasa na bhavanti kadacana | tatha grhadayas tesam Sesah svami ca
nesyate // “It is not right to say that subordination is defined as epistemic inseparability on account
of inconclusiveness, for we find this also in those cases that are not subordinate. As a matter of fact,
color, touch and other [qualities of elements] are always inseparable from one another in earth, but
among them, there is no subordination because they are equally arranged [in earth]. Without a master,
moreover, there can never be a slave, a house, and so on, but the master is not deemed to be subordinate
to them.” Cf. Kanazawa 1983: 932-933.
TV 654,20-21: etenadhyayanadhanakrsidravyarjanadisu [/ vacyam prasangisesa(10 2157, 6b6: Sesa;
Anandasrama ed.: Sesi)tvam tair vina kratvasambhavat / “By this (i.e., assuming avinabhava to be
the definition of subordination), one would have to say that Vedic study, fire installation, cultivation,
earning money, and so on, come to be subordinate because without them the performance of a sacrifice
is impossible.” Moreover, Kumarila finds inseparability in the hierarchy of social order, saying that
when a king is invited somewhere, all the subordinates who are inseparable from him must follow him.
TV 486,23-26: loke ’pi ca yat pradhanam rajaprabhrti kvacin niyate tadatmanavinabhiitany amatya-
diny angany apy aSesany aksipati. yada tu kascid bhrtyanam kvacid gacchati tada tadasambandhini
bhrtyantarani padam api na calanti. “Even in this world, a chief person, for example, a king, when
invited to some place, mobilizes all the subordinate people who are inseparable from him, for example,
ministers, etc. On the other hand, when one of the servants goes somewhere, the others do not take
even a single step because they are not connected to that (servant).”
For the reason why Mimamsakas insist on denoting bhavana through verbal endings, in defiance of the
Paninian rule, see K. Yoshimizu 2012b: 555-557.
2 A 3.4.67: kartari krt; 69: lah karmani ca bhave cakarmakebhyah.
24TV 914,1-2: yadrsas ca gunabhiitah kartatravagamyate na tadrsena vina bhavanopapadyata ityartha-
pattyanumanena va Sakta gamayitum. ‘“No matter in whichever manner an agent that is subordinate
[to the action] is cognized in this (finite verb), bhavana is impossible without an agent. In this way,
[bhavana] is able to make [an agent] known through logical derivation or through inference.”

20

21

22



Kiyotaka Yoshimizu 535

2.2 The inseparability of species from generic properties, and causality as its ontolog-
ical background

Whereas an agent is indispensable for any action, action in many cases requires other
karakas in addition to agent. According to Kumarila, bhavana can bear relations with
karakas other than an agent without breaking the relation with the agent. To illustrate this,
he refers to the following simile: When one sees a tree and notices that it is a simsapa, one
can also optionally realize the same object in other ways — as a tree (vrksa), an earthen thing
(parthiva), a substance (dravya), or a being (sat) — without denying that it is a simsapa.>
This is because the specific property of a §imsapa, Simsapatva, exists only in an entity in
which generic properties of its genus such as tree-ness and so on invariably exist. Kumarila
expresses the inseparability (avinabhava) of a species from each level of its genus by saying
that simSapatva is not inconclusive (na ... anaikantikatvam) in the sense that it never loses

its ability (pratyayanasakti) to make the existence of the generic properties known.?¢

Owing to this inseparability, simsapatva can be compared to bhavand in the theory of
action. Upon hearing a finite verb, one may comprehend many things, such as bhavana,
action, agent, time and other ideas.?’ If the verbal root or the tense changes, the action or the
time also changes; if the verbal ending remains the same, the comprehension with regard
to the agent remains the same. According to Kumarila, however, we do not have to assume
the agent to be the meaning of the verbal ending because, once bhavana is confirmed, it is
invariably known that there is an agent. This can be explained by analogy with deriving
the concepts of genus from the names of species; that is, we do not have to assume that
the word Simsapa denotes any generic properties of a genus, such as tree-ness, because a
tree is invariably known to be referred to when an object is called simsapa, if it is accepted
that the word §imsapa denotes only Sim§apatva.”® According to Kumarila, Simsapatva is

2 TV 914,7-8: yas tv anyatrapi vartamanah piirvavagatasambandhyaparitydgenaiva vartate yatha Simsa-

patvam vrksatvaparthivatvadravyatvasattvesu. “On the other hand, there is a case in which a thing does
not renounce the formerly cognized relation with another thing, even if it has come into the relation
with something else. For example, [when an object is cognized as §imSapda] the SimSapa-ness remains
[in one’s cognition] even if [the object is cognized as having] the generic properties of tree, earthen
thing, substance, and being.”

TV 914,8: na tasyanaikantikatvam, sarvesu pratyayanasaktyavighatat. “It (i.e., simSapatva) is not
inconclusive in the sense that it never loses its ability to make [the existence of] all of them known.”
TV 913,16-18: tad iha pacatyadisabdoccaranad iyanto ’rtha gamyante, bhavandadhatvarthakartrta-
tsamkhyapurusopagrahakalavisesah. tesam tu kah Sabdah ko ’rthad iti vibhago na jaayate. laksanam
caitavad yo ’rthan na gamyte sa Sabdartha iti. “Now, when hearing the word pacati, etc., pronounced,
one cognizes so many things, such as bhavana, the meaning of the verbal root (i.e., an action), agent,
its number, the grammatical person, grammatical voice, and a certain time. Among them, however, it
is not yet ascertained which one is known directly from the word and which one is from the meaning
[of the word], and the meaning of a word is merely defined as that which cannot be cognized through
anything else that is assumed to be the meaning [of that word].” Cf. Ogawa 1993: 1052—-1053.

TV 940,12-14: sim$apasabdo hi na tavad vrksatvaparthivatvadravyatvasattaprameyatvajiieyatvanam
abhidhayako ’tha ca tadvisesam eva Sim§apatvam(*-patvam; 10 2158, 39(152) b2 & Anandasrama ed.:
-pam) abhidhatte. “For the word simsapd does not denote tree-ness, nor earthen-ness, nor substance-
ness, nor being-ness, nor the property of being correctly known, nor the property of being known, but it
denotes only their particular form, namely, simsapa[-ness].” Cf. TV 982,10-13; TV 1048,15-16.
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inseparable from tree-ness because Simsapatva is restricted by tree-ness (vrksatvaniyata)
in its nature.”

Here, Kumarila seems to refer to the hierarchical relationship between two generic
properties, taking into account the Apoha chapter of the Pramanasamuccaya (PS)* as well
as Patafijali’s Mahabhasya. Astadhyayi (A) 2.2.30, upasarjanam piirvam, lays down that
the subordinate item (upasarjana) forms the first part of a compound. Anticipating this
rule, A 2.1.57, visesanam visesyena bahulam, lays down that whether a qualifier (visesana)
and the item qualified (visesya) do or do not form a tatpurusa compound (2.1.22) including
karmadharaya is determined according to the cases (bahulam).>' In his commentary on this
sutra, Patafijali comments that the compound krsnatila (black sesame) has krsna before tila
because krsna is subservient to tila; krsna qualifies the object as black sesame by excluding
white seasame and seasame of other colors.?? In this context, Patafijali additionally remarks
that the compound *vrksasimsapa is impossible because vrksa does not qualify Simsapa as
a particular kind, for there is no §imsapa that is not a tree (avrksa).>

In this argument, Pataiijjali merely deals with the semantic connotation of tree by
SimSapa without going into the ontological background, but we can say that Kumarila
implies an ontological relation between SimSapatva and vrksatva in the phrase “SimSapatva
is restricted by tree-ness (vrksatvaniyata),” for in his Slokavarttika (SV) he has already
discussed the idea that a species is ontologically restricted by a generic property. In the
SV, Kumarila affirms that specific entities are endowed with generic properties through
their own nature (svabhavika); to possess them they do not need any cause (na hetuman).>*

2 TV 932,16-18: nabhidhata kartrkarmanoh pacatyadisabdas tadatyantavinabhiitarthabhidhayitvat.
yo yadatyantavinabhutarthabhidhayr sa tasya na vacakah, yatha Simsapasabdo vrksatvaniyatasim-
Sapatvasya. “The word ‘pacati, etc., does not denote agent or object because it denotes a meaning
that is completely inseparable from them. If a word denotes something that is completely inseparable
from something else, then the word does not denote the latter, just as the word §imsapa [denotes only]
SimSapa-ness, which is restricted by tree-ness.” Cf. Kanazawa 1983: 929.

Kumarila may have collected the essential predicates applicable to a SimSapa from PS 5.35: vrksatvapa-
rthivadravyasajjiieyah pratilomyatah | catustridvyeka sandehe nimittam niscaye 'nyatha // ““‘treeness,’
‘earthen,” ‘substance,” ‘existent,” and ‘knowable’ are [each] a cause of doubt, in reverse order, about
four, three, two, and one [properties]. In opposite order they serve the purpose of ascertainment.” (Tr.
Pind 2015:1125.)

The case in which a compound is obligatory, such as krsnasarpa (cobra = “black snake”), is an exception
to the governing rule (adhikarasiitra), A 2.1.11: “optional” (vibhasa). Cf. Katre 1989: 121.

VMBAh 1, 399: 3—15: anyatarasya pradhanabhavat tadvisesakatvac caparasyopasarjanasamjiia bhavi-
syati. yadasya tilah pradhanyena vivaksita bhavanti krsno visesanatvena tada tilah pradhanam krsno
visesanam. “(Therefore,) since one of the two is the main (word) and since the other functions as the
qualifier of that, the designation upasarjana will apply. When the sesame seeds are intended as the
main thing by somebody, and black as the qualifier, then (the word) filah becomes the main (word) and
(the word) krsnah (becomes) the qualifying word.” (Tr. Joshi/Roodbergen 1971: 140.)

VMBh 1, 399: 25-26: katham tarhimau dvau pradhanasabdav ekasminn arthe yugapad avarudhyete
vrksah SimSapeti. naitayor avasyakah samavesah. na hy avrksah simSapasti. “Then in what way can
these two main words vrksah SimSapa ‘the tree SimSapa’ be locked up together to refer to one and the
same object? The co-usage of these two words in the order vrksah SimSapa is not necessary, because
there is no §imSapa which is not a tree.” (Tr. Joshi/Roodbergen 1971: 147-149.)

SV, Akrtivada, vv. 31cd-32: svabhavikas ca sambandho jativyaktyor na hetuman // tenaitasya prasi-
ddhyartham nanyat samanyam isyate | Saktisiddhivad etasya svabhavo ’tra na varyate // “The relation
between an individual and its generic property is based on its own natural disposition and has no [extra-
neous] cause. Therefore, for the purpose of the accomplishment of this (relation), no more universal is
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Kumarila regards generic properties as a kind of intrinsic ability (§ak#i) of an individual
entity.>> Generally speaking, entities of a certain kind are, by nature, invariably equipped
with their own particular abilities, which can never be shared with entities of other kinds.*®
Moreover, because they are equipped with these abilities by nature, they start up their own
activity of their own accord once they have been brought into existence.?’

Taking his own remarks into account, Kumarila maintains that there must be some
causes for an individual entity to be brought into existence, but in addition to these causes,
nothing is required for possessing generic properties. Once an entity is brought into existence
as an instance of a certain species (viSesesv eva labdhesu kesucit), no external condition is
required (nanyavarichana) for its acquisition of the generic property of its genus. What is
required for this acquisition is only a cause to that extent (favanmatrapratiksana), a cause
that brings about the individual as an instance of some species or other that belongs to the
genus.*® In other words, an animal has already been equipped with the generic property
of a cow when it is caused to be born as an instance of Sabaleya, bahuleya, or any other
specific kind of a cow, by a pair of cows, male and female, of the respective species. This
view is very close to Aristotle’s idea of “universals in the thing (in re)” (cf. K. Yoshimizu
2015Db).

needed. It is not denied that an individual is innately related with this (particular generic property) in
the same way that [it is innately] equipped with some abilities.”

SV, Akrtivada, vv. 17-18: bhinna visesasaktibhyah sarvatranugatapi ca | pratyekam samaveta ca tasmaj
jatir apisyatam [/ tenatmadharmo bhedanam ekadhivisayo ’sti nah | samanyam akrtir jatih Saktir va so
"bhidhiyatam // “[This generic ability (§ak#i) of an individual] is different from specific abilities; [it]
recurs everywhere [in all individuals] and completely inheres in each individual, and thus should be
accepted as a generic property [called cow-ness]. Therefore, in our position, entities are endowed with
an essential property that is the object of the cognition of the same kind, and one may call it universal,
form, generic property, or ability.” For pratyekaparisamapti as a characteristic of apoha in addition to
its ekatva and nityatva, see PS 5 44,11.

SV, Akrtivada, vv. 28—29ab: bhinnatve ’pi hi kasai cic chaktih kas cid asaktikah | na ca paryanuyogo ’sti
vastusSakteh kada cana /! vahnir dahati nakasam ko ’tra paryanuyujyatam / “Although [all individuals
are] different from one another, some of them have a particular ability and others do not, and one should
never bring the ability of a real thing into question. Who would be questioned about the fact that fire
burns but the ether does not?”

SV, Codanadhikarana, vv. 47cd—48: na hi svato ’sati aktih kartum anyena Sakyate /| atmalabhe ca
bhavanam karanapeksata bhavet | labdhatmanam svakaryesu pravrttih svayam eva tu I/ “For any ability
that would not be intrinsic [in an entity] cannot be produced by something else. When coming into
existence, entities may call for [their own] cause. Once having been brought into existence, however,
they start up their own activity of their own accord.”

SV, Akrtivada, v. 33: yad va naimittikatve ’pi tavanmatrapratiksanat | visesesv eva labdhesu kesucin
nanyavarichanam // “Even if [assumed to be] dependent on a certain cause, [the relation between an
individual and its generic property] merely requires [a cause] to the following extent: once [an instance
of] any species has been brought into existence, nothing more is required.” With “a cause to the following
extent” (tavanmatra), Kumarila may exclude the VaiSesika’s idea that inherence (samavaya) must exist
between two things that are inseparable (ayutasiddha), such as substance and quality, individual and
universal. In SV, Pratyaksasiitra, vv. 146—148, Kumarila criticizes this idea as follows: the assumption
that two things have already been established (nispanna) as inseparable would make inherence useless,
whereas the assumption that two things require inherence for their inseparability leads to a regress
(avyavastha) of further intermediary (see Taber 2005: 108-109).
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2.3 Kumarila’s reference to the proof of the impermanence by nature

In criticizing the Jaina theory that the soul (jiva), that is, the self (atman) in transmigration,
has the size of one’s body, Kumarila assumes the case that the soul consists of many
parts (avayava), and from this assumption, he leads to the absurd consequence that the
soul (jiva) would perish like a pot (ghata) at some time because, he says, all forms of
conjunction (samyoga) are inseparable from disjunction (viyogavinabhiita).** Considering
the production and the perishing of a pot adduced as an example, we can substitute produced-
ness (krtakatva) for the conjunction of the parts that form a whole, and impermanence
(anityatva) or perishing (vinasa) for the disjunction of conglomerated parts from one
another.*

In another place (MmS 2.2.25), Kumarila briefly discusses the ontological relation
that enables the inference of impermanence (anityatva) from produced-ness (krtakatva).
Here Kumarila holds this type of inference to be different from those based on causality.*!
Presenting this inference, he remarks that even between two things that are not cause and
effect (akaryakaranabhiita), it is well known that in some cases one thing indicates the
other (gamyagamakabhavaprasiddhi).

Moreover, in the SV chapter on the permanence of words (Sabdanityatadhikarana),
Kumarila enumerates three kinds of permanent elements (asamskrta-dharma) in the Bud-
dhist Abhidharma, namely, “cessation [of the occurrence of a dharma] by means of re-
flection” (pratisamkhyananirodha), “cessation [of the occurrence of a dharma] without

¥ TV 403,1-5: sarve hy avayavasadbhavadayah pratyaksadyavisayah santa utpreksamatrena kalpyante. te

Sabdavac cehapi pratyakhyeyah. Sariramatravadhikanam caisam utpreksitum apy anantyad asakyam, na
caisam dravatvadina vina ka$cit samslesahetur vidyate. na casamslistanam ekajivarambhasamarthyam.
sarvasamyoganam ca viyogavinabhutatvad ghataditulyah kaddcij jivasya pradhvamso bhavet. “Since
all these (assumed things, cf. TV 402,27-30), namely, the existence of the parts [of the soul], etc., are
not the object of perception, they are assumed only by imagination and are to be rejected here just like
[the parts of] a word [in the sense of phonemes (varna) as rejected in Sphotavada vv. 11-13 of the
SV]. Because they are boundless, one can never imagine that they are limited to the extent of the body.
Without some fluid substances, moreover, there cannot be any ground for their conglomeration, and
they are unable to bring about a life unless conglomerated. Besides, because all sorts of conjunction are
epistemically inseparable from disjunction, the soul would suffer perishing at some time in the same
way as a pot.”

The logical inseparability of krtakatva and savayavatva from vinasatva has already been mentioned in
SV, Anumanapariccheda vv. 20cd-21ab: krtasavayavatvadiprayukta ca vinasita // prayatnanantarajiia-
nasadrsair na prayujyate / “Perishability is caused [to be known] by produced-ness, composite-ness,
etc., but it is not caused [to be known] by the fact of being cognized immediately after exertion, etc.”
TV 544,18-20: ato vacanat* karyakaranayor eva gamyagamakabhavo bhasyakarabhipreta iti kecin
manyante. tat tv ayuktam. akaryakaranabhiitanam apy anityatvakrtakatvadinam gamyagamakabhava-
prasiddheh. “Some people assume from this statement that the author of the Bhasya has the idea in
mind that only a cause and its effect have the relation between them of logical indicator and the thing to
be indicated. This is, however, not correct. Even between two things that are not a cause and its effect, it
is well known that in some cases one thing indicates the other, for example, between impermanence and
produced-ness.” * This vacana refers to SBh 544,2—4: yad dhi yasya karanabhiitam drstam siddhe, tac
cet sadhye ’pi karanabhiitam ity avagamyate. bhavati tat tasya sadhakam. “As a matter of fact, when A
has already been found to be the cause of B in a well-known example, and if in the subject of inference,
too, A is found to be the cause, then A is the logical reason for inferring [the existence of] B [in the
subject of inference].” As regards causality, Kumarila, unlike Sabara and like Dharmakirti, remarks
that an inference from cause to effect is inconclusive. Cf. n. 15.
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reflection” (apratisamkhyananirodha), and the ether (vyoman).** Thereafter, without distin-

guishing between Sarvastivada and Sautrantika, Kumarila refers to the Buddhist theory that
things are destined to perish (vinasa) through their own nature (svabhavasiddha) without
any external cause (ahetuka).* Then adducing two examples, he compares generation with
perishing in terms of whether or not an external cause is needed:** When something new is
immediately generated after the perishing of an old thing, an extraneous cause is necessary.
For example, a piece of fuel is changed into ashes when connected to fire, and a pot is
changed into fragments when struck by a hammer. However, perishing is not produced
(akriyamana) within individual entities afterwards; rather it has been in progress from the
beginning in a subtle form (sizksma) without being noticed; it manifests (abhivyajyate) in
a gross form (sthila) upon meeting a heterogeneous cause (vilaksanahetu) such as fire
or a hammer.* In short, perishing is the essential nature of an entity (svabhavika) and is
already established insofar as the entity is brought into existence (jaramatrapratisthita).

2 gy, Sabdanityatddhikarana, vv. 22-23ab.

8V, Sabdanityatadhikarana, vv. 23¢d-24: tau ca dvav apy andasitvad istav akrtakav api // @huh svabha-
vasiddham hi te vinasam ahetukam [ hetur yasya vinaso ’pi tasya drsto ‘nkuradivat // “And both of
them (i.e., pratisamkhyananirodha and apratisamkhyananirodha) are considered not to be produced
because of their imperishability. For they (i.e., Buddhists) say the perishing [of an entity] is established
by nature without [extraneous] cause because anything that has a cause is also observed to be perishable,
just like sprouts, etc.” I am indebted to Dr. Taisei Shida for telling me about this reference by Kumarila
to the Buddhist proof of impermanence without extraneous cause in the Sabdanityatadhikarana.

SV, Sabdanityatadhikarana, vv. 25¢d—29: bhavati hy agnisambandhat kastad angarasantatih 1/ mu-
dgaradihatdac capi kapalam jayate ghatat | svabhaviko vinasas tu jatamatrapratisthitah I/ sitksmah
sadrsasantanavrtter anupalaksitah |/ yada vilaksano hetuh patet sadrsasantatau // vilaksanena ka-
ryena sthillo "bhivyajyate tada | tenasadrsasantano hetoh sanijayate yatah I/ tenaivakriyamano ’pi
naso ’bhivyajyate sphutah | sa mudgarapraharadiprayatnanantariyakah // “The temporal succession
of embers proceeds from the fuel if it is connected to fire; and when a pot is struck by a hammer, a
fragment is born from that (pot). The perishing [of the fuel and the pot], however, is based on their
own natural disposition and established insofar as they are produced. [The inborn perishing] in subtle
form is imperceptible on account of their existence in homogenous succession. When a heterogeneous
cause happens to the homogenous succession, then [the inborn perishing] is manifest in gross form by
means of heterogeneous efficacy. In this manner, there occurs a heterogeneous succession on account
of the (heterogeneous) cause. By means of this (cause), the perishing, despite not being produced, is
manifest in explicit form. This [explicit perishing] appears as soon as one makes an effort, for exam-
ple, to hit a hammer [on a pot].” Kumarila’s explanation of spontaneous perishing seems to be based
on Abhidharmakosabhdasya (AKBh) 193,5-7: samskrtasyavasyam “vyayat” (AK 4.2d). akasmiko hi
bhavanam vinasah “[ The momentariness of everything is established] because the conditioned entity
necessarily ‘perishes.” For the destruction of things is spontaneous” (tr. von Rospatt 1995: n. 397),
because the simile of the contact of the fuel with fire is applied in AKBh 194,1-6: yadi ca kasthadinam
agnyadisamyogahetuko vindasah syad evam sati pakajanam gunanam pakvataratamotpattau “hetuh
syac ca vinasakah” (AK 4.3b). hetur eva ca vinasakah syat. “And if the destruction of firewood etc.
was caused by the contact with fire etc., this being so, in the case of the more and more progressed
origination of the qualities borne from burning (pakaja) ‘the cause [for these qualities] would be [the
factor] destroying [them],” [that is,] precisely [their generative] cause would be the [factor] destroying
[them].” (Tr. von Rospatt 1995: n. 402.)

Kumarila insists, however, that the proof of impermanence cannot be applied to words (Sabda) because
words are not produced but only made manifest by means of an utterance. Cf. SV, Sabdanityatadhi-
karana, v. 39ab: vyanjakabhavatah sabde 'py abodho badhiradivat | “As regards words, too, if there
is no cause of manifestation, one cannot perceive them just like deaf people;” vv. 40cd—41: sann eva
sadhanabhavdc chabdo naivopalabhyate [/ ksanikam sadhanam casya buddhir apy anuvartate | me-
ghandhakaraSarvaryam vidyujjanitadrstivat // “In spite of existing, a word is never perceived insofar
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The phrase jatamatrapratisthita, which conforms to tavanmatrapratiksana (SV, Akrtivada,
v. 33), anticipates Dharmakirti’s definition of the svabhava to be proved by a svabhavahetu,
namely, bhavamatranurodhin (PV 1.2d & 39b).

III. Limits of logical formulation in exegetical works

From the abovementioned examples, we may say that in the TV Kumarila has already
conceived the gist of the niyama fragment from the BT as stating that if one thing is restricted
(niyamya) in nature, namely, brought into existence under the control of another thing
(niyamaka) in reality, then the confirmation of the former becomes the logical indicator
(gamaka) of the existence of the latter thing (gamya) in cognition. He also had the idea of
the invariable one-way transition in the concept from an effect to its cause, and from the
existence of a thing to its generic properties on the basis of causality. He was even aware
that the inference of impermanence from produced-ness is an example of the latter type of
conceptual transition.*® However, because every section of the TV deals with exegesis of
scriptures, Kumarila refers only sporadically to the invariable transition from one concept
to another on the basis of the natural restriction of various types.47 Unlike Dharmakairti,
he never attempts to reduce various types of niyama to fundamental ones and relate them
to each other. Moreover, in another exegetical work by Kumarila, the Tuptika (TT), we
find some cases in which the object to be known from an indicator that is inseparable
(avinabhita) from it is called “restricted” (niyata), instead of “the agent of restriction”
(niyamaka).

When one hears the Vedic injunction “One who wishes for heaven should perform
a sacrifice” (svargakamo yajeta), one may first, urged by the verb in the optative, feel
obliged to perform a sacrifice. However, one usually performs an action in order to achieve
a purpose one has set up in advance. The general form of action called “bringing into being”
(bhavana)) is, therefore, said to be inseparable from the motivation to achieve a purpose
(prayojyadibhir avinabhiita). Then, paying attention to another word in this injunction
that describes the entitled person (adhikarin), “one who desires heaven” (svargakamah),

as the means [of its perception, i.e., an utterance] is absent. And the cognition of that (word) conforms
to the means that remains only for a moment, just like the sight caused by a flash of lightning during a
dark night covered with clouds.” Cf. SV, Sabdanityatadhikarana, vv. 424—425; von Rospatt 1995: n.
369. Kumarila also denies the momentariness of things for everyday use. SV, Sabdanityatadhikarana, v.
badhate [/ “The momentary perishing of a pot, etc., is to be rejected for the same reasons [as those given
in vv. 416421 in order to disprove the momentary perishing of words]. Because [a pot] is recognized
to be the same [as a few moments before], [the continuation of its identity] is not denied insofar as it
remains to be perceived.”

46 Cf.n. 41.

47 Based on a holistic view that the whole pervades (vyapaka) its parts and parts are restricted (niyaniya)
by the whole they form, Kumarila maintains an exegetical principle that a word that directly refers to a
Rgveda verse (rc) indirectly indicates the whole text of the Rgvedasamhita. Cf. TV 807,17-18: vedas
ca vyapakatvad ahetulaksanayuktah san na saknoty evavayavam laksayitum. rgadayas tu niyamyatvat
samudayam laksayanti. “Because [an entire text of] the Veda pervades [all of its parts], it is not fit
for the definition of a logical reason. Therefore, it cannot indirectly denote its part. The verses of rc,
etc., on the other hand, indirectly denote the whole [text of the Rgvedasamhita] on account of being
restricted [by the whole].”



Kiyotaka Yoshimizu 541

one may come to be aware that the purpose to perform the sacrifice is a particular kind
of something valuable for a human being (purusartha), namely, heaven (svarga).*® In this
way, focused on the verb in the optative at first, one may simply feel one’s duty to perform
a sacrifice (yagasya kartavyata), but this sense of unconditional duty is suspended and
replaced by the motivation to achieve heaven by performing a sacrifice.*

However, accepting that the performance of a sacrifice is motivated by something
valuable for human beings, Kumarila calls this goal of conceptual transition “restricted”
(niyata-purusartha-prayojyatva), instead of calling it the agent of restriction (niyamaka)
in view of the causa finalis. Nor does he consider the performance of a sacrifice to be the
niyamaka in view of the causa efficiens, for he assumes that the efficacy of a sacrifice is
based on nothing other than the Vedic injunction (vidhi).

In the case of Dharmakirti’s logic, the arising of an effect (karyotpada) is inferred from
the “complete cause” (karanasamagri), in other words, when all the necessary conditions
are fulfilled in addition to the existence of the main cause (PVSV 6,22-7,12 on PV 1.7-8).
Although Kumarila analogically compares the performance of a sacrifice to ordinary
activities such as farming for a harvest,’! it is impossible to consider the performance
of a sacrifice a “‘complete cause” (karanasamagrr) for attaining a result such as heaven

8 TT 1352,16-18: anantaryasrutya yagasya kartavyata. pratyayah punah svarthe bhavanayam purusam

pravartayati. sa ca prayojyadibhir avinabhiita, tena yan niyamitam tad eva purusartham prayojyatve-
nakanksati, na yagam. “No sooner than one has heard the injunction, one recognizes that the sacrifice
is to be performed. The ending [of the verb in the injunction], however, prompts one to exert oneself
for bhavana, its own meaning. And this (bhavana [of one’s activity]) is inseparable from its purpose,
etc. [that is, purpose (sadhya), means (sadhana) and the mode of performance (itikartavyata)]. For
its purpose (prayojya), [the bhavana] requires only the things valuable for a human being insofar
as they are restricted (niyamita) by that (injunction), not the sacrifice itself.” Kumarila distinguishes
two kinds of bhavana (cf. TV 378,20-21). The bhavana discussed in this context is the “intentional
force for activity” (arthatmabhavanalarthibhavana), the general form of one’s action that requires a
purpose to be achieved by the one who performed the action, but not the “verbal force for activity”
(abhidhabhavanalsabdibhavana), which is the function of the verbal ending of an injunction to urge
one to exert one’s bhavand.

TT 1352,23-25: tasman naiva kaddcid yage pratyaya upanipatati saty evanantarye. ato yatra kartavya-
tavacanas tatra purusarthah saksat paramparyena vavinabhutah. tasmad yagasya kartavyata prapta,
sa bhavandasabdasya niyatapurusarthaprayojyatvad badhyate. “Therefore, the verbal ending never
happens to be directed to the sacrifice even though it is immediately cognized. Thus, no matter in
what statement a duty is enjoined, something valuable for a human being is inseparably connected
[to that duty], whether directly or indirectly. Therefore, even if it is assumed that the sacrifice is to be
performed [for its own sake], this assumption is given up because the word that [urges the hearer to
exert his] bhavana has [the hearer’s] purpose [in performing the sacrifice] restricted [by the injunction]
to something valuable for a human being.”

In his commentary on the TT, Parthasarathimi$ra remarks that what Kumarila refers to by the pronoun
tena, by which the purpose in performing the sacrifice is restricted to a particular purusartha (TT
1352,17: tena yan niyamitam tad eva purusartham prayojyatvenakarksati), is not the action of sacrifice
but the injunction (vidhi) that prompts human beings by nature (purusapravartanatmaka). Cf. TR
390,10-13.

TV 395,3-6: laukikam capi yat karma phale kalantarodgatau / tatrapi Saktir evaste na tv apurvam
ihesyate I/ yany api ca laukikani krsighrtapanadhyayanaprabhrtiti karmani kalantaraphalatvenesyante
tesam api svarupavasthanasambhavat samskarair eva tisthadbhir vyavaharasiddhih. “Even in worldly
activities, there must remain an ability that brings about its result later on, but [such ability] is not
recognized as apirva in this (science of exegesis, mimamsa). Such worldly activities as cultivation,
drinking ghee, and study are accepted to have their result later on. Because they do not continue to
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because we cannot clarify why or how a sacrifice can bring about a result by empirically
investigating its mechanism. This is because in Mimamsa it is firmly presupposed that
the Veda alone has authority over religious duties (dharma); there is no need to resort to
empirical knowledge.

Conclusion

Despite assuming human rationality to be subordinate to Vedic authority as far as religious
duties are concerned, Kumarila never advocates an extreme fundamentalism in which
human beings are incapable of acquiring any knowledge without Vedic revelation. On the
contrary, Kumarila clearly states that there are many fields to be investigated on the basis of
empirical observation, giving many examples concerning the man-made scriptures (smrtis)
and the sciences ancillary to the Veda (vedargas).”> Accordingly, we may safely conjecture
that after having completed the Slokavarttika, Kumarila continued to study logical reasoning
while compiling such exegetical works as the Tantravarttika and the Tuptika. Finally, in
the Brhattika, he declared natural restriction (niyama) to be the foundation of epistemic
inseparability (avinabhava).>
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Appendix: A reply to E. Steinkellner (2007/2008)

In his PVSV on PV 1.1, after having concisely explained the three kinds of logical reason
(PV 1.1b: hetus tridhaiva sah), namely, effect (karya), essential property (svabhava), and
the absence of the perception (anupalabdhi) of a perceptible thing, Dharmakirti summarizes
that the first two are reasons for affirmation (vastusadhanau) and the last one for negation
(pratisedhahetuh) (PVSV 2,19). Then, in order to briefly answer why logical reasons must
be one of these three kinds, he introduces svabhavapratibandha, which takes either one of
the two forms: tadatmya (PVSV 2,21: tadatmatva), that is, the relation between an essential
property (bhava) and another essential property (svabhava) of one and the same thing; or
tadutpatti (PVSV 3.,4), that is, causality between two different (anya) things.

Then, after a short interlude, he briefly explains how an inferential cognition can be a
pramana on account of its non-deviation (avyabhicara) from its object, saying “Because,
between the [two] things one of which is not dependent on the other, there is no restriction
[that would account] for an invariable occurrence [of the latter] with [the former]” (PVSV
3.9: anayattarupanam sahabhavaniyamabhavat). This phrase can be considered the logical
inverse (—P——-Q) of the general law (P—Q) given in PVSV 2,19-20: “Because, if [one
thing] is bound [by the other] by nature, the former does not deviate from the latter”
(svabhavapratibandhe hi saty artho artham na vyabhicarati). If P and Q are logically
equivalent, the conditional sentence “P—Q” as well as its inverse “—~P——-Q” holds good
(cf. Oetke 1992: 198-199). What is called ayattariipa is something A whose essence (ripa,
i.e., svabhava) is dependent on (ayatta), in other words, bound (pratibaddha) by, the other
thing B.>* Sahabhava, that is, the invariable occurrence (bhava) of B with (saha) A, is
logically equivalent to its contraposition, namely, avinabhava, that is, the never-occurrence
(a-bhava) of A without (vina) B, which can be paraphrased as artho (A) artham (B) na
vyabhicarati. Thus, sahabhavaniyama is said to be the restriction of A’s nature by B for
making the conceptual occurrence of B with A invariable; but it is unlikely that in this

% For the synonymy between ayatta and pratibaddha, see Y. Fukuda’s article in the present volume.
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context sahabhava is said to be restricted (*niyata) to the three modes in accord with
the three kinds of logical reason including non-perception (anupalabdhi) that leads to
non-existence, because what is argued about is the cognition of the two kinds of object to
be affirmatively inferred (PVSV 3.,5: etav dvav anumeyapratyayau), namely, svabhava and
cause (karana).

In the PVSV on PV 1.2a—c, in which karyahetu is defined, niyama is the name of the
state of real affairs in which the production of effect is regulated by its cause (3,11-12:
tadutpattiniyama; 3,16: tatkaryatvaniyama). Later, concerning an inference of one thing
from another different (anya) thing that is neither its effect nor its cause (PVSV 7,12:
akaryakaranabhiuta, cf. Steinkellner 2013, vol. I: 19), Dharmakirti repeats the content of
the phrase anayattarupanam sahabhavaniyamabhavat in PVSV 8,12-13: apratibaddha-
svabhavasya™avinabhavaniyamabhavat, in which sahabhavaniyama is explicitly replaced
with avinabhavaniyama. As regards the immediately preceding sentence, “Hence there is
no other logical reason that makes [it] known” (PVSV 8,12: tena nanyo hetur gamako ’sti),
Karnakagomin glosses “no other” (nanyo) with “nothing other than a hetu of [either one
of] the three kinds” (PVSVT 49,14: trividhad dhetor nanyo; 50,6: hetutrayavyatirekena
nanyo). But this gloss is off the mark. What is intended here with “no other” is “nothing
other than a karyahetu,” because this sentence is Dharmakirti’s own comment on the last
part of PV 1.10, tat karyalingaja, which concludes that the inferential cognition from a
particular taste (rasa) to a particular color (ritpa) arises from the epistemic application of
a special type of causality that brings about two effects simultaneously. In the rest of his
commentary on PV 1.10 and from PV 1.11 onwards, Dharmakirti goes on arguing about
how to apply causality in inference.

Moreover, in the PVSV on PV 1.2c¢d, which defines svabhavahetu, it is said that what
is not spatiotemporally present (B) in the presence of something (A) is not restricted to
its later presence (4,3: tadbhave ’bhiitasya pascad bhavaniyamabhavat), in other words,
will not necessarily appear later on. With this lack of pascadbhava-niyama in case of the
absence of something B when another thing A is present (tadbhave ’bhiitasya), Dharmakirti
formulates the contraposition (—Q——P) of the general law (P—Q), svabhavapratibandhe
hi saty artho (A) artham (B) na vyabhicarati, in the case of pseudo tadatmya. On the
other hand, as mentioned above, he formulates the inverse (-P—-Q) arguing the lack of
avinabhavaniyama in the case of pseudo tadutpatti in PVSV 8,12-13: apratibaddhasva-
bhavasya”™avinabhavaniyamabhavat.

In all these cases of PVSV 3,9, 4,3 and 8,12—13, the “restriction” (niyama) that enables
sahabhava, tadbhave-bhava, and even avinabhava between two concepts is completed
within either one of the two binominal forms of svabhavapratibandha, tadatmya or tad-
utpatti, respectively. For the spatiotemporal occurrence in reality, the nature of one thing
is determined by another thing that is either its own essential property or its cause. Later,
Dharmakirti refers to this ontological restriction with the term svabhavaniyama (cf. Stein-
kellner 1971: 188f.). In all of these three cases, however, niyama does not restrict the total
number of the types of epistemic inseparability: It is not discussed how many modes there
are of the invariable transition from one concept to another.

Seeking Dharmakirti’s own paraphrase of avinabhavaniyamat (PV 1.1c) in his PVSV
on PV 1.1, we find only anayattarupanam sahabhavaniyamabhavat (PVSV 3,9) as an
approximate phrase in the inverse form. If the avinabhavaniyama in PV 1.1c is paraphrased
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as sahabhavaniyama in PVSV 3,9, and this sahabhavaniyama is replaced with avinabha-
vaniyama in PVSV 8,12—13, then the avinabhavaniyama in PV 1.1c, too, cannot be the
restriction “of”” avinabhava in three modes in accord with the three kinds of logical reason,
because anupalabdhihetu does not require its own ontological restriction for conceptual
transition. Dharmakirti does not separately assume a third form of svabhavapratibandha
for anupalabdhihetu because this kind of logical reason is based on the tadatmya of the
complete cause (karanasamagri) of the perception of a visible thing (cf. PVSV 105, 1-3;
Steinkellner 1991: 712). The state of real affairs presupposed in applying an anupalabdhi-
hetu is that the complete cause of perception including the existence of a visible thing is
restricted by, or, naturally equipped with, their essence (svabhava), which is the fitness
(yogyata) to bring about its perception as their effect. It is only on an epistemic level
that one can, seeing an existing empty purse, infer the non-existence of money from its
non-perception on the grounds of the non-existence of the impediments of its perception,
because the existence of money in a purse without impediments naturally possesses the
fitness to be perceived.

That being the case, we may construe even the avinabhavaniyama in the c-pada of
PV 1.31, which Dharmakirti inserts as one of the two “intermediate (or, transitive) verses”
(antaraslokau) after finishing a discussion about anupalabdhihetu (PVSV 19,23-20,13 on
PV 1.29-30). He does this in order to introduce a new section, referring to the ontological
restriction in either one of the two positive forms, but not the epistemic restriction “of”
avinabhava to the three modes of conceptual transition. This is because in the ab-padas of
the same verse Dharmakirti declares avinabhavaniyama to be brought into existence in
“either” (va) one of the two positive forms: karyakaranabhavad va svabhavad va niyamakat,
as I argued in K. Yoshimizu 2007a: n. 62.° Accordingly, as far as PV 1 and the PVSV
are concerned, we may conjecture that Dharmakirti uses niyama in the compound avina-
bhavaniyama “[natural] restriction [that accounts] for [epistemic] inseparability” as an
ontological term allied with svabhavaniyama and svabhavapratibandha when he concisely
asserts that the restriction of the nature of things in either one of the two positive forms
brings about epistemic inseparability.

Finally, let me quote the final phrase of K. Yoshimizu 2007a: 1100:

Dharmakirti revises Kumarila’s concept of niyama as advocated in the BT
by ontologically confining it to two kinds, tadatmya and tadutpatti, both of
which he later asserts not established between a word and its meaning (PV 1 v.
336) in order to disprove the Mimamsa doctrine that a word is intrinsically
(autpattika) related to its meaning.

55 See also Ch. Yoshimizu 2011, Appendix 1.





