KUMARILA’'S NOTION
OF PAURUSEYAVACANA’

KEI KATAOKA

Tn the Mimdmsa tradition, man-made statements, in contrast to
perception or Vedic injunctions, are not ultimately counted as pri-
mary sources of information. Kumarila inherits Sabara’s idea that
man-made speech can convey only a speaker’s cognition (vaktrjhana)
and not the actual object in question. Thus the essential part of
Dharmakirti’s view on speech as being vaktrabhiprayastcaka
is already found in the Sabarabhasya. It is more appropriate to
say that Dharmakirti’s idea of vaktrabhiprayasticaka was pre-
figured by Kumarila or some other Mimamsakas than to say that
Dharmakirti invented it building on Dignaga’s apoha theory.

INTRODUCTION

N THE MIMAMSA TRADITION, man-made or mundane statements
I(pauruseyu/laukika—vaccma) are not ultimately counted as primary sources
of information. In contrast to Vedic injunctions (codana/vidhi/sistra), which
are ultimately the single source of knowledge of dharma (and adharma),’
man-made speech, including even Manu’s teaching (manavasastra) or
“Manu’s recollection” (manusmrti), acquires at best only the position of a
secondary source which is “Veda-based”> A man-made statement again
has a secondary position when opposed to direct perception (pratyaksa). It

* T thank Vincent Eltschinger, Arlo Griffiths, Harunaga Isaacson, Helmut Krasser,
Jonathan Silk, Ernst Steinkellner and Alex Watson for valuable suggestions and
comments.

1. This idea is clear in Jaiministitra 1.1.2 (codandalaksano ‘rtho dharmah) and other
relevant passages such as 1.3.1 (dharmasya sabdamilatvad asabdam anapeksyam syat).
2. Sabarabhasya ad 1.1.2, F 18.13-12: asati vyamohe vedad api bhavati.

RIVISTA DI STUDI SUDASIATICI 11, 2007, 3955




40 RISS II, 2007 + ARTICOLI
can be valid only if it is based on perception (pratyaksapirvaka) (or some
other valid sources) and if it is also conveyed in a correct way, e.g., uttered

by a honest speaker.?

Mundane matters  Religious matters

1 Primary source pratyaksa (etc.) codana
1 1
2 Secondary source laukikavacana laukikavacana

Historically speaking, it is probably the Mimamsa tradition that first clari-
fied the distinction between Vedic injunctions and smrtis. This is recorded
in Jaiminisiitra 1.3.1-2, Smrtyadhikarana.* There the sitrakara appeals to
the distinction between perception and inference, i.e., the contrast which
is homologous with that between a Vedic injunction and a smrti passage. A
smrti passage can be regarded as anumana or an inferential reason, inas-
much as it allows us to infer its Vedic source.’

aindriyaka dharma/adharma
1 pratyaksa (etc.) codand
2 anumana smyrti

Considering the old Mimamsa conception of pramana found in the discus-
sion of sesalaksanas or criteria of hierarchy between two ritual elements,’
the essential difference between perception and inference or a direct rev-
elation (sruti) and an indirect, evidential verbal expression (liriga) lies in
the “distance” (viprakarsa) from the goal aimed at or the meaning to be

3. Sabarabhdsya ad 1.1.2, F 18.3-6: yat tu laukikam vacanam, tac cet pratyayitat
purusid indriyavisayam va, avitatham eva tat. athapratyayitad (-tad] corr; cf. Slokavartti-
katatparyatika 7117-18; -tat purusad) anindriyavisayam va, tat purusabuddhiprabhavam
apramanam. asakyam hi tat purusena jidtum rte vacanat. For Kumarila’s interpretation of
these two conditions, i.e. “having been uttered by a pratyayita speaker” and “communicat-
ing a perceptible object’, see Kataoka 2001,

4. See Einoo 1998 and Pollock 2005 for general descriptions of the
Smrtyadhikarana.

5. Jaiminisaitra 13.2: api va kartrsamanyat pramanam anumdanam syt |

6. Jaiminisitra 3.3.14: Srutilingavakyaprakaranasthanasamakhyanam samaviye
paradaurbalyam, arthaviprakarsat|
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conveyed (artha): perception or a direct revelation conveys the information
directly, whereas inference or an evidential verbal expression can do it indi-
rectly, i.e. only by presupposing its source. In this respect, this distinction
between perception and inference or a revelation and an evidential verbal
expression can be regarded as a specific instance of Mimamsa’s general di-
chotomy between “direct” and “indirect”’

aindriyaka dharma/adharma artha
1 sakgsat pratyaksa (etc.) codana miila
2 dvarena anumana smrti laukikavacana

When Mimamsakas investigate the nature of man-made speech, they as-
sume this “direct/indirect” dichotomy and its parallelism with the dis-
tinction between perception and inference. For example, it is most natural
for Sabara and Kumarila to conceptualize inference as “being preced-
ed by perception” (pratyaksapiirvaka) as well as to describe man-made
speech as “having a perceptible object” (indriyavisaya), “being based on
the sense faculty” (aindriyakatva) or more generally “being based on a
source” (~miilasadbhava). Thus, describing the intention of an opponent,

+Kumarila states:

For speech always should convey a meaning which is [already] known
through another means of valid cognition. And it [i.e., speech] cannot be
ameans of valid cognition in itself, just as recollection [cannot, because it

relies on a preceding cognition].®

According to our normal experience, speech conveys to a hearer an object
that a speaker has experienced through a means of valid cognition such as
perception. Like recollection (smrti), speech in itself is not a reliable, inde-
pendent source. Just as a recollection is valid only when it is based on an
original experience, man-made speech is valid only when it is based on
perception or the like.

7 The Mimamsa view of this dichotomy is best represented in the Akrtyadhikarapa
(13.30-35): a word directly expresses a universal (samdnya/akrti/jati) and not a particular
(visesavyakti); the latter can be expressed “indirectly” only through the former.

8. Slokavarttika codana, v. 22: pramdnantaradrstam hi $abdo rtham prapayet sada)
smrtivac ca svayam tasya pramanyam nopapadyate||
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Here one can clearly see that Kumarila uses the “direct/indirect” dichot-
omy, as indicated by the words svayam and pramanantaradrsta, and the
parallelism to recollection as indicated by smrtivat.

In the following I would like to elucidate Kumarila’s concept of man-
made speech, for Kumarila’s description, especially that in the codandsiitra
section of the Slokavarttika, is not clear enough for us to determine his own
view. Rather, his view seems to sway between the two opposing views as to
whether man-made speech is a means of valid cognition (pramdna) or not.

MAN-MADE SPEECH AS NOT BEING A MEANS OF VALID COGNITION

In spite of Kumdrila’s apologetic interpretation as found in Slokavirttika
s$abda, vv.1-14, it seems almost certain that the old tradition represented by
the Vrttikara as referred to in the Sgbarabhasya does not count man-made
speech as an independent source or pramdana. The Vrttikara, after infer-
ence, mentions only $astra, i.e., Vedic teaching, and not verbal testimony
in general ($abda):

As for a [Vedic] teaching, it is knowledge of an object which is not in con-
tact [with the sense faculties], through cognition of speech.’

Kumarila accepts that this §astra is nothing but Vedic teaching (codand/
upadesa), and therefore does not include man-made speech.'® Thus, there is
no definition of verbal testimony in general in the Sabarabhasya.

The lower status of man-made speech is reconfirmed by Sabara’s discus-
sion in Sabarabhasya ad 1.1.2. In contrast to the Veda, which is the direct
source of dharma, Sabara grants a man-made statement (pauruseyam
vacanam) only a secondary position. He clearly states that a man-made
statement can be valid only when it is uttered by “a trustworthy person
who has correct knowledge” (pratyayita < pratyayo ’sya samjatah),'* or
_ seen from another standpoint,'? only when his speech “has perceptible

9. Sabarabhasya ad 1135 (Vrttikira), F 32.3: $dstram Sabdavijfianad asannikyste rthe
vijfidnam.

10.  Slokavarttika sabda, v. 12¢d: codana copadesas ca Sastram evety udahrtam||

11.  Slokavarttikakasikd 112.23-24: pratyayo ’sya samjdta ity etasminn arthe hi
tarakadismrter itajantam pratyayitasabdam abhiyuktah smaranti. (Astadhyayi 5.2.36: tad
asya samjatam tarakadibhya itac.)

12. For the interpretation of v4 which connects the two conditions (pratyayitat
purusad indriyavisayam vd), see Kataoka 2001. Salikanatha in the Pariéista (9.7-8) inter-
prets it as a sign of rephrasing the same thing and not as a sign of rigid option (vikalpa).
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objects” (indriyavisaya), i.e., when he conveys what he has directly per-

" ceived. Sabara presupposes the following process: first an object (visaya)

is perceived through the sense faculty (indriya) by a speaker; thus he

7 sbtains a cognition (pratyaya), i.e., perceptual cognition (pratyaksa); then

he utters a statement (vacana), which produces a cognition (jfidna) in a
hearer’s mind.

pratyaksa

visaya ~ —  indriya — pratyayita —  vacana —  jAdna

If a speaker tries to convey an imperceptible object, such as dharma,

- he naturally fails, for his speech “comes out of human knowledge” (F
18.5: purusabuddhiprabhava), and thus what he conveys is a mere fan-

tasy. As Sabara explicitly states, “it cannot be cognized by a human being
without a [Vedic] revelation” (F 18.5-6: asakyam hi tat purusena jiidtum

_rte vacandt). A man-made statement of dharma comes out of delusion

(vyamoha)."®

vyamoha

¢ — ¢ —  purusa — upadesa —  jhdna

At the best, as in the case of Manu, a human being can communicate dhar-
ma only when his speech is based on the Veda.'*

dharma — Veda — Manu —  upadesa —  jAdna

In the above view, Sabara accepts to some extent the validity of a man-made

statement: it is valid if it is based on a reliable source such as perception or
the Veda. Immediately after this view, however, he introduces another view,
which also elucidates the difference between Vedic injunctions and man-
made statements. Surprisingly, he denies here the validity of man-made

speech in general with regard to external objects.

13.  Sabarabhasya ad 1.1.2, F 18.11: upadeso hi vyamohad api bhavati,
14. See footnote 2.
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Furthermore, from a man-made statement arises a cognition “this person

understands thus” and not [a cognition] “this object is thus”.!®

A man-made statement can convey what a speaker has in mind and not
what there is or the actual state of an external object. A human being cannot
independently convey true information about an object per se via speech.
Because of this negative feature, a cognition based on a man-made statement
sometimes is erroneous, as we often experience.'® This negative (or skeptical)
view of man-made speech represents a developed form of the above view, in
particular, the view expressed with the words purusabuddhiprabhava and
vyamohat.,

pratyaya
I

¢ — ¢ —  purusa  —  upadesa —  jfiana

From the sequential order of these two different views in the Sabarabhasya,
which are, as is often the case, connected with the conjunction api ca (F 18.12),
it seems that Sabara inherited the first view from the preceding tradition and
that he added as the second a fresh view either of his own or of someone else.
This negative view of man-made speech may look rather surprising, because we
have often learnt that the Mimamsa system holds optimistic views on speech
and the world. Although it is true that Sabara’s second view is motivated by
his intention to clarify the difference between man-made speech and Vedic
revelation, and therefore should not be emphasized too much, it is nonetheless
a historical fact that his irifluential commentator Kumarila has expanded on
Sabara’s idea and further investigated the nature of man-made speech.

KUMARILA’S NEGATIVE VIEW ON THE NATURE
OF MAN-MADE SPEECH

In Slokavarttika codand, in particular vv. 160-168ab,”” Kumarila directly
comments on the Sabarabhdsya passages mentioned above, and elabo-

15.  Sabarabhdsya ad 1.1.2, F 18.12-13: api ca pauruseyad.-vacanat “evam ayam puruso.
veda” iti bhavati pratyayah, na “evam ayam arthah” iti.

16. Sabarabhdsya ad 1.1.2, F 18.13~14: viplavate khalv api kascit purusakrtad vacanat
pratyayah.

17.  Anannotated translation of vv.160-170 is available in the appendix of Taber 2002.
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" rates Sabara’s negative view of the cognitive process of man-made speech.
Taking into consideration other explanations in the codandsitra section,
- Kumarila’s view can be summarized as follows. A trustworthy person (apta)
“does not have any of the three problems which can interfere in the process
‘of uttering a sentence: between the object in question (artha) and cognition

(dh1), between cognition (dhi) and intention (vivaksa), and between inten-
tion (vivaksa) and the utterance of a sentence (vakya). On the other hand, a
speaker who has not directly experienced the object in question (adra3tr),

" aliar (asatyavadin/anrtavidin), or a confused man (bhranta) does have a

problem in the process. A speaker may convey a piece of incorrect infor-
mation; or even if he has experienced the object in question, he may tell a
lie; or even if he intends to speak honestly, he may fail to express himself
correctly.

artha = dhi - vivaksd - vikya

(adrastr) (asatyavadin) (bhranta)

‘Whereas Sabara takes into consideration man-made statements which are
cither true or false, without paying attention to the possibility of a dishonest

or confused speaker, Kumarila carefully excludes dishonest and confused
utterances as being exceptional. Limiting in advance the matter of discourse
to the general case of a trustworthy speaker in this way, Kumarila contrasts
man-made statements with Vedic ones: a man-made statement, though ut-
tered by a trustworthy speaker, is valid with regard to the speaker’s cogni-

: tion alone. Thus Kumdrila states;

The cognition of a speaker is known from the sentence of a trustworthy
person; in other cases [there is] a failure.'®

Although a hearer understands the object in question from a speaker’s state-
ment, a hearer’s knowledge is valid only with regard to a speaker’s cogni-
tion, and not the actual object in question.'® Kumarila considers that a man-
made statement has a limited power ($akti) which enables it only to convey

18.  Slokavarttika codana, v. 162ab: vaktrdhir dptavikyena gamyate ‘nyatra viplutih |

19.  Slokavirttika codana, v. 165 tendrthapratyayotpdde Srotur jate 'pi vakyatah | jiato
ninam aneneti vaktrjiane matir bhavet|| “Therefore, though for a hearer a cognition of
an object arises from a sentence, there will [also] arise an idea about the cognition of the
speaker: ‘Indeed [the object] has been known by him’”
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a speaker’s cognition. Therefore it can convey the object in question only
indirectly, through being based on some reliable source.

And at first utterances are indifferent [i.e. they do not cause a certain, valid,
cognition of an object itself], because they are separated [from the object]
by the cognition [of the speaker]. But validity can be established because
of the possibility that there is a cause of the speaker’s cognition.?®

One can again see the parallelism with recollection (smrti) and inference

behind Kumarila’s explanation. A man-made statement can be valid only

when it is based on a proper cause (hetu) of information such as perceptual
means or a Vedic injunction.

artha —  hetu — vaktrjigna - $abda —  S$rotrpratyaya

The power of a man-made statement extends to a speaker’s cognition and
not further. A hearer needs an additional process of confirmation in order
to determine the object in question.”" Thus, concerning an external object,
man-made speech is essentially not an independent source, free from an
additional condition. In other words, it “has a person as the cause [of its
validity]” (pumnimitta).”> The Veda, on the other hand, is an independent
source in sharp contrast to man-made speech. It does not have a speaker’s
cognition as the prerequisite for validity and therefore it is never false.??

20. Slokavarttika codand, v. 167: tajjiandantaritatvic ca Sabdas tavad uddsate|
pramanyasthapanam tu syad vaktydhihetusambhavat ||

21.  Slokavarttika codand, v. 168: arthe parvam pratite ‘pi niscayo hi tadasrayah|
tendrthajiianagamydpi pramdanye saiva pirvabhak|| “For though an object is understood
beforehand, a determination is dependent on it [i.e. the cause behind the speaker’s cogni-

. tion]. Therefore it is precisely that [cognition of the speaker (vaktrdhi)] that is a prerequisite
for the validity, although it is understood from the cognition of an object.”

22, Slokavarttika codana, v. 169ab: ato 'tra pumnimittatvad upapannd mrsarthati |

“Therefore in the case [of a man-made statement] it is possible that it is false, because it has
a person as the cause [of its validity].”

23. Slokavarttika codand, vv. 169cd-170: na tu syat tatsvabhavatvam vede vaktur
abhavatah | tadbuddhyantarayo* nastity artho ’rthais ca pratiyate| ato na jianapirvatvam
apeksyam nayatharthat|| (*-yo na-] C'GMB LK ; -yor na- C'DPTI ; -yo nna Ba) (CF. also
Freschi and Graheli [2005:307, fn.67).) “But it is impossible for the Veda to have that
intrinsic nature [of being false], because it has no speaker [i.e. author]. And because
there is no intermediation by a [speaker’s] cognition, the meaning [of a Vedic sentence]
is understood [directly] by means of the meanings [of the words). Therefore [the Veda]
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Other evidence further confirms that Kumarila himself has as his

" final view this negative view of the limited power of man-made speech.
‘In commenting on another passage of the Sabarabhasya, Kumirila states
that Sabara accepts only provisionally (abhyupetya) the operation of a sen-
tence (vakyavyapara) towards the-object to be conveyed.* In other words,

according to Kumarila’s interpretation, Sabara accepts as his final view that

_man-made speech operates toward a speaker’s cognition and not toward an

external object.

MAN-MADE SPEECH AS BEING A MEANS OF VALID COGNITION

- Kumarila clearly limits the power of man-made speech in contrast to the
‘Veda, and accepts that it is not an independent source of information. This

is clear in the codanasitra section of the Slokavdrttika. In the sabda (or

. éastra) section, on the other hand, Kumirila seems to proceed in the other
~direction. He clearly accepts the validity of man-made speech. Interpreting
“the definition of $astra or Vedic teaching found in the Vrttikaragrantha

($Bh ad 1.1.3-5), Kumarila defends the validity of verbal testimony in general

‘(¢abda). He states that it is pointless to mention it in the context of Vedic

exegesis®® and that it is automatically understood if one defines the charac-

teristic feature of Vedic teaching.*®

Here Kumirila clearly accepts that valid speech is not limited to the
Vedic alone. Man-made speech, too, can be valid, and therefore is counted

~as a means of valid cognition if it is uttered by a trustworthy speaker. In

this way, Kumarila accepts the validity of man-made statements against the
original intention of the Vrttikira and Sabara.

requires neither the cognition [of a speaker in order to be ascertained as authoritative]
-nor is it errant.”
24. Slokavarttika codana, v. 176¢d: abhyupetvarthavisayam vakyavyaparam ucyate||
“[Sabara] states [that it is different], after having [provisionally] accepted an operation
of a sentence towards an [external] object[, which is in fact separated by a speaker’s
cognition].”

25, Slokavarttika $abda, v. 10: yat tu gam anayetyadivakyastham $abdalaksanam |
tasya nehopayogo 'sti tasmac chastragatam krtam|| “On the other hand, the defining char-
acter of speech [in general], which belongs to a sentence such as ‘Bring a cow’, is not useful
here [in understanding the correct meaning of a Vedic teaching]. Therefore [only] the [defi- |
nition] of a Vedic teaching is made.”

26. Slokavarttika Sabda, v. 11: visesa$ ca na saminyam antarendasti kascana| tasmat
tam apy udahrtya samanyam laksayet sukham|| “And there is no particular that exists with-

* ‘out a universal. Therefore one can easily define a universal also by citing a particular.”
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vaidikavacana

laukikavacana aptapranita

andptapranita

One can probably see here the paradigm change of his time by which
Kumarila, unlike Prabhakara, can no more hold the anachronistic view
of the old Mimamsa system. In a sense, Kumarila reaches a compromise
in the common, secular view as represented, e.g., in Nydyabhdsya ad 1.1.7.
There Paksilasvamin states that the Naiyayika definition of verbal testimony
($abda) is “a definition common to [speech of] sages, dryas and barbar-
ians” (14.5: rsyaryamlecchanam samanam laksanam). Even barbarians can
be “trustworthy” (dpta) and their speech can be valid (perhaps even with
regard to dharma as is hinted by Paksilasvamin’s expression dpfah khalu
saksatkrtadharmda). Paksilasvamin’s criticism can be regarded as aiming at
a conservative view of the Mimamsa system.

THE STATUS OF MAN-MADE SPEECH

Thus, with regard to the exact status of man-made speech, there is a ques-
tion as to whether or not it is a means of valid cognition (pramdna). In his
time, Kumarila had to accept its validity. But, at the same time, he had to
demarcate it to some extent in accordance with the Mimamsa tradition, He
could not give unlimited power to man-made speech, lest it may climb to a
high position equal to the Veda.

Under these circumstances, Sabara gives a good hint to Kumarila as
to how to solve the dilemma. It seems that Sabara himself does not pay
much attention to the exact status of man-made speech. He is probably
satisfied with its lower status in relation to the Veda. In the second view,
he even reduces its power to the realm of a speaker’s cognition. For him,
man-made speech is not an independent category of pramana or means
of valid cognition. Thus there is no problem at all for Sabara to depress
its status. :

Kumirila inherits Sabara’s idea that man-made speech can convey only
a speaker’s cognition (vaktrjfidna), and not the actual object in question. But
he does so on the premise that it also comprises a subcategory of means of
valid cognition. It is valid, but is so within its own domain, i.e., only with
regard to a speaker’s cognition. Thus there is a demarcated territory or a
clear division of domain in correspondence to each means of valid cogni-
tion. In this respect, even the Buddha’s statement can be regarded valid
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concerning its own domain, i.e., the Buddha’s cognition, although it can-
not be accepted as valid with regard to the external object (in particular,
religious matters), it communicates.” Similarly, even the Veda can be con-
cluded to be invalid beyond its territory.

Even the Veda is false with regard to an object beyond its own function.®®

Thus, as a whole, Kumarila succeeds in presenting a new view on the valid-
ity of man-made statements. Unlike his predecessors such as the Vrttikara
and Sabara, Kumarila accepts man-made statements as a subcategory of
means of valid cognition. But at the same time, he grants this type of means

~ of cognition a limited power which enables it to convey only a speaker’s
~ cognition, either correct or incorrect, concerning the external object that

the speaker has intended to express.

pratyaya
|
artha — mula/hetu — pratyayita —  vacana  —  jAdna
vyamoha
I
¢ —_— ¢ — apratyayita —  vacana —  jfidna

Amplifying this view, one must conclude that even Manu’s speech is valid
primarily with regard to his cognition, and not to the meaning it is sup-
posed to convey. Kumarila will probably agree. But in this case one can
establish its validity with regard to the object in question, because one
can prove that Manu’s teaching is based on the Veda alone.?” As was al-

27, Slokavartiika codand, v. 172: tesam api hi yat kdryam parvatra pratipaditam | tatra
samyaktvam arthe tu vyaparo naiva vidyate|| “For even those [statements of the Buddha,
etc.] are true with regard to their own] result [i.e. a speaker’s cognition which is to be com-
municated] which was mentioned above. But with regard to an [external] object, [they] have
no function [i.e. cannot communicate it to a hearer].”

28. Slokavarttika codana, v. 173ab: svavyaparatirikte rthe vedasyipi mrsarthata |

29. 'This is proved by Kumarila through arthapatti. Tantravarttika ad 1.3.2, A
163.21-22: bhranter anubhavid vapi pumvakydd vipralambhandt | drstanugunyasadhyatvic
codanaiva laghiyasi|| “[As the source of Manu’s Smrti,) only Vedic injunction, inasmuch
as it can be established as conforming to evident facts, is less complicated [than any other
cause:] [Manu’s] error, [his own] experience, someone else’s utterance, or [Manu’s] deceit.”
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ready mentioned, “utterances are indifferent, because they are separated
[from the object] by the cognition [of the speaker]. But validity can be
established because of the possibility that there is a cause of the speaker’s
cognition.”*°

A POSSIBLE POSITION OF KUMARILA’S VIEW IN THE HISTORY
OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

It does not seem that Sabara had intended in advance a change of the
entire system when he presented the second view concerning the validity
of human speech. Rather, it is more likely that he went this far in order to
emphasize the difference between Vedic and man-made speech. Nonethe-
less, the negative feature of this view is distinctive in the context of the
positive (or trusting) views on the validity of speech held by others during
this period. Although further investigation is required and it is beyond
the scope of this short article, T would like to conclude by making a short
remark concerning Kumarila’s possible position in history, in particular in
juxtaposition to Dharmakirti, perhaps the most famous scholar who holds
that speech conveys only a speaker’s intention (vaktrabhiprayasiicaka).>

Even Dignaga (ca. 480-540 AD), who dismisses the positive aspect of
word-meanings (paddrtha) and thus establishes the apoha theory, presup-
poses as a whole the positive Vaiesika view on the universe of discourse, as
Katsura 1979 has convincingly shown. Unlike Dharmakirti, Dignaga never
says that speech “refers to the speaker’s intention’. For him conceptualiza-
tion (kalpand), in other words, “connecting names, universals and the like”
(Pramanasamuccaya 13d: namajatyadiyojana), is not limited to an indi-
vidual person but is rather a social process shared by everyone. Thus it is
not surprising that Dignaga accepts the Vaisesika scheme of categories to
some extent.

Sabara (ca. 500~550 AD) clearly encouraged Kumarila (ca. 600-650
AD) to take the negative view that man-made speech primarily conveys
a speaker’s cognition alone. In this light, we have to reconsider our nor-

30. See footnote 20.

31 Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 107.20-21: nantariyakatabhavic chabdanam vastubhih
saha| narthasiddhis tatas, te hi vaktrabhipriyasicakah|| “Because utterances do not have
an indispensable [causal] connection with entities, external objects are not established on
the grounds of them, for they indicate [only] the intention of the speaker [and not the actual
state of external objects].”

'KATAOKA - PAURUSEYAVACANA 51

“"mal understanding that Mimamsakas have a naive view of speech. If one
" thinks to contrast this position with that of Dharmakirti (ca. 600-660
. AD), I would point out that, historically speaking, the essential part of
_Dharmakirti’s view on speech as being vaktrabhiprayasiicaka is already
- found, as explained above, in the Sdbambhd;ya, and not in Dignaga’s

works.*?

32. Generally speaking, Buddhists assume that speech does not touch reality itself.
No doubt Dignaga’s apoha theory is in accordance with this general Buddhist view. But
his criticism is mainly on the ontological level of word-meanings (padartha). He replaced

" positive fatis or sdmanyas with negative anydpohas. But once this replacement has been
completed, Dignaga is satisfied with the old Vai$esika scheme. Cf. Pramanasamuccayavrtti

ad k. 36d (quoted in Pramanavarttikasvavrtti 62.27-63.1): $abdo ‘rthantaranivrttivisistan
eva bhavin dha.

| >>>

“gaub” - govyakiti
VaiSesika Dignaga

The essential structure of Sabara’s idea is different (see footnote 15). The intermediation

- by the speaker’s cognition is emphasized. Furthermore this idea mainly concerns vikyas
~-and not padas.

vakir

Sabara’s simple idea is further developed by Kumarila by taking into consideration
other possible intermediates (Slokavirttika codand, vv. 160-168ab).

vijfiana - | vivaksa l — I padartharacana I — l vakyarthapratyaya ]

I l I

vaktr 1 | $rotr l

1

‘'The exact idea of vaktrabhiprayasiicaka is not found in Dignaga, although it is in the
same direction as his apoha theory in that both negate positive aspects of speech. Thus
Dharmakirti’s idea of vaktrabhiprayasiicaka is more akin to Sabara’s and Kumarila’s than
to Dignaga’s, though one can regard it as a kind of rigid extension of Dignaga’s and the
general Buddhist perspective of speech.
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And, if we accept, as is normally accepted,” that Dharmakirti pre-
supposes Kumarila’s Slokavarttika or possibly a similar Mimamsa view
current among scholars, it is more appropriate to say that Dharmakirti’s
idea of vaktrabhiprayasiicaka was prefigured by Kumarila or some other
Mimamsakas than it is to say that Dharmakirti invented it building on
Dignaga’s apoha theory. It is, at least, ahistorical to consider Dharmakirti’s
view as being influenced by earlier Buddhist tradition alone.

My suggestion accords with the fact that Dharmakirti’s earli-
est work (*hetuprakarana incorporated as Pramanavarttika 1 with
Pramanavarttikasvavrtti) was composed primarily against the Mimamsa,
and that some of his theories, e.g. on anupalabdhi, in their starting points,
are very much influenced by Kumarila or others of similar views.>* It is
therefore not surprising that the Mimamsa view on man-made speech
wielded influence over Dharmakirti.

33. See, e.g. Frauwallner 1962, Steinkellner 1997 and Krasser 1999. See also Kataoka
2003 for a survey of research on this issue. Taber 1992 opposes Frauwallner’s view.
34. See Kellner 2003.
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