Kumarila’s Critique of Omniscience*

Kei KATAOKA

Theoretical background of Kumarila’s critique of omniscience

Kumatrila is a sub-commentator in the Mimamsa tradition: he comments on the
é&bambhiﬂﬁy&, which is the oldest extant commentary on the Jaiminisiitra. Three dif-
ferent but serial works are attributed to him: Slokavarttika (ad 1.1.1-1.1.32), Tantra-
varttika (ad 1.2.1-3.8.44) and Tuptika (ad 4.1.1-12.4.47). He is also known to have
written another but now lost work, the Brhattika, fragments of which were gathered
from the Tattvasangraha and other works.! The Slokavarttika (and the Brhattika)
deal(s) with philosophical ideas which provide the theoretical basis for the following
arguments about the exegesis of the Vedas and their rituals. One of them is his cri-

*1 thank Prof. Masaaki Hattori, Prof. Harunaga Isaacson, Prof. Shoryu Katsura, Mr. Alex Watson
and Prof. Kiyotaka Yoshimizu for comments.

In the third All-India Oriental Conference held in Madras in 1924, Kuppusvami Sastei [1925]
pointed out for the first time that a now lost work of Kumarila called Brhattika must have existed.
His disciple K.S. Ramasvami Sastri [1925) [1928] gathered fragments of the Brhattika from various
sources and [urther confirmed that there must have existed a work of Kumirila called Brhattika other
than the extant Slokavarttika. Frauwallner [1962] investigated chapters of svalahpramanya-pariksa
and atimdriyarthadardi-pariksa of the Tattvasangraha, a work by a Buddhist monk Santaraksita
(A.n. 725-788), which summarizes various philosophical views current in his time, and concluded
that the verses quoted from an opponent Mimamsaka must be quotations from Kumnarila's lost work
Brhattikd. He also pointed out that Kumarila's notion of vyapti. i.e. logical invariable concomitance
which enables inference, had developed from the Slokavarttika to the Brhaltikid most probably due
to the influence of Dharmakirti, in particular, his first work *Hetuprakarana (which was later incor-
porated as the first chapter of the Pramanavarttika with the auto-commentary), and determined the
sequential order of Kumdrila's two works as well as the date of Kumarila, who must be a contem-
porary of Dharmakirti. Against Frauwallner, however, Taber [1992] suggested a possibility of the
contrary sequence frowm the Brhattika Lo the Slokavirttika. (Taber (2001), making a bit of conces-
sion, did not draw back his main line.) Steinkellner [L997]. replying to Taber's critique, supported
Frauwallner's view. The same is the case with Kellner {1997] and Krasser [1999]. Krasser [2001:194,
n.75), taking into consideration the mutual inflnence of Kumarila and Dharmakirti, pointed ont the
possibility that the sequence of their works is Slokavarttika— *Hetuprakarana (= Pramanavirttika |
with the auto-commentary)— Brhat(iki— Pramanavarttika [I-IV.
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tique of omuiscience,2 which Kumarila himself calls sarvagriavada,” a discussion which
takes place in commenting the codand-siitra (1.1.2), in other words, in the context of
protecting the authority of Vedic scripture. But why does he have to deny the possi-
bility of ommiscient beings? 1 shall try to elucidate briefly the theoretical background
of his critique.

Kumarila, who played an important part in developing the Mimimsa theory of
truth,? holds that validity (or absence of invalidity) of Vedic scripture is guaranteed
by two conditions: The first is apenruseyeid, ie. not being composed by a human
being. This property theoretically makes it possible that the Vedas are absolutely
frec from hiunan faults. A fraud may tell a lie ont of greed, but the Vedas never do
because they are free from such bad qualities (doga). The second is badhabhava, i.c.
not being denied later. It is theoretically impossible for ns hnuman beings to insist, e.g.
“I have not attained heaven, though I did Vedic rituals”. Because what the Vedas tell
us in connection with a future fruit is beyond our perception, we cannot test them and
disprove what they teach. This property makes it possible for the Vedas to keep their
unique domain never to be invaded by other pramdanas. Thus the validity (pramanye)
of the Vedas is protected, because it is never touched by the two invalidating factors,
i.e. fault of causes (hkdrunadosa) and subsequent denial (bédha).

But omniscient beings such as the Buddha and the Jina may pose a threat to the
Vedas because they can invade and access the territory monopolized by the Vedas, i.e.
the domain of dharmas. The Buddha in meditation and the Jina in the kadvalya-state
free from karma may “see” imperceptible dharmas and find out that Vedic teachings
are false. Therefore it is necessary for Munamsakas to make clear the different domains

of different means of valid cognition (premana).”

2For Kumarila's critique of omniscience, there are a Japanese translation of the relevant portions
of the Slokavarttika by Harikai (1985] and onc for the Tattvasangraha by Kawasaki [1992]. For
the background and secondary literature with regard Lo Indian, in particular, Buddhist concept of
omuiscience in general, see Kawasaki [1992]. Fujinaga [2001], which deals mainly with the Jaina
concept of omniscience, is also helpful for our present concern especially in giving a brief survey of
previous studies. With regard to Kumarila's critique of ommiscience in particular, Pathak [1931]
undertook the task of comparing the two works. (see Fujinaga [2001:5-6] for a critical evaluation of
Pathak’s work). Kawasaki [1992:262-269] makes “a chart of comparison” to show verse-numbers of
the Tattvasangraha corresponding to those of the Slokavarttika for the relevant portions with brief
summaries of each verse-group of the Slokavarttika.

3 Tantravarttika ad 1.3.1, A 163.27.

1For Kumarila’s theory of truth, sce Hattori (1992] (in Japanese) and Kataoka [2002], as well as
secondary literature referred to therein.

SFor the original context of this portion of the “:ilmmbhzwyu and the concept of the different
domains of different pramanas, sce Kataoka {2001] [2003b].
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Sabarabhasya ad 1.1.2:  asakyam hi tat purusena jiatum rte vacandt.
(Frauwallner [1968:18.5-6])
For a human being is unable to cognize that (heaven arises from an agni-

hotra offering etc.) without a [Vedic] statement.

Here Sabara, commenting on the second siitra, denies that human beings are able
to perceive a dharma, primarily following the original idea of the fourth and fifth
siitras, where Jaimini compares perception (pratyaksa) and Vedic teaching (upadesa).
Kuwirila, on the other hand, further develops Sabara’s idea, taking account of its
implication, and starts his critique of omniscient beings. Thus this single line of the
Sabarabhasya leads Kumarila to write in total 45.5 verses in the Slokavarttika (and
at least 119 verses in the Brhafttka as counted in the Tattvasanigraha vv. 3127-3245).

Purpose, procedure and limitation of this article

This article aims at clarifying Kumarila's intention and way (or pattern) of thought
presupposed either consciously or nnconsciously in his critique of omniscience. For
the sake of this goal, I first compare the textual structure of the relevant portions of
his Slokavarttika aud Brhattika (fragments gathered from the Tattvasangraha). that
is to say, pul side by side two synopses of the texts and see what corresponds and
what does not. As we will see, the two texts have similar structures in their contextual
frameworks as a whole.

On the basis of this structural agreement at a superficial level, I infer the author’s
intention behind it, elucidating what Kumarila has in mind in composing his critique
of omniscience. Then I investigate his manner of critique in each argument, paying
attention also to the non-correspouding portions inasmuch as they occupy important
positions in the whole context. It is clear already from the big difference in the
munber of their verses that the Brhat{ika, which has at least 119 verses counted from
the Tattvasangraha, has more detailed arguments than the Slokavarttika, which has
only 45.5 verses. Therefore I do not go into each detail of the Brhattika in the lower
hierarchy of the contextual structure. Instead I concentrate on the upper hierarchy,
aiming to find significant differences of the relevant portions.

I also refrain from discussing in a general and thorough fashion some problems which
are connected but secondary for our present concern (though they are important for
the history of Indian philosophy in general), i.e. the secuence of the Slokavarttika and
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the Brhattikd and the relationship of Kumirila and Dharmalkirti.® I touch on these
problems when it is necessary and relevant to do so, but only in minimmnum. Thercfore
what I suggest in the following with regard to these problems are mere suppositions
which are of course based on my investigation of a limited number of sources, i.e. the

relevant portions of Kumarila's critique of omniscience.

Textual structure of Kumarila’s critique of omniscience

The following is the synopsis of the text, compared side by side, of the relevant por-
tions of the Slokavarttika (codand, vv. 110cd-155) and the Brhattika (gathered from
Tattvasangralia vv. 3127-3245).7 Numbers in parentheses following verse-numbers

show the total numbers of the relevant verses.

Tattvasasigraha vv. 3127-3245(119)
1 bhasyavyakhyanam 3127(1)
1.1 sa‘l‘vas’nbrldvlhuh 3128 3142(15)

Slokavirtiika vv. 110cd -155(45.5)
1 bhasyavydkhyanam 110ed-111(1.5)

2 snnmm ]anahty ayukfam
2.1 sarvadardonanirasah
2. 1.1 pramanavyauvasthi 3157 3166(10)
2.1.2 alisayamarydda 3167-3173(7)
2.1.3 upasamhdarah 3174ab(0.5)
2.2 sarvasravananirasah 3174cd-3183(9.5)
3 sarvajriatvipauruseyatve 3184(1)
4 sarvajiiaftval-abhavah
4.1 pratyakse-abhavah 3185ah(0.5)
4.2 enumana-abhavah 3185cd(0.5)
4.3 abda-abhavah 318G-3213(28/47)

2 sarvam jandtity ayuktam:
pramanavyavastha 112-115(4)

3 saruvajriatvapaurugeyatve 116(1)
4 survajniiaftval-abhavah
4.1 pratyaksa-abhaval 117ab(0.5)
4.2 anwmana-abhdvah 117¢d(0.5)
4.3 Sabda-abhdval 118-120(3)
4.3.1 ekanumananirakaranam 121-132(12)
4.3.2 smriyavyavacchedanirakaranam
133-136(4) 4-4 upamdna-abhdvah 3214 3215(2)
4.5 arthapatly-abhdvah 3216 -3228(13)
4’ sarvajicbuddhanirasoh 3229-3236(8)
5 survajiiapranttatvaniris _r

5 servajnapranttatvanirasal

5.1 drstaripopadesal 137(1) 5.1 drstariipopadedal : (3)
5.2 adrgtarupopadesah 138-1.10(3) 5.2 adrstarupopadesah 3240-3245(6)
6 kevalajnanasarvajianirdsah 111-142(2) (— omitted?)
7 nityagamadarsenasarvaiianiraseh 143-151(9) (— omitted?)
8 alulyatvopesambarah 152-155(4) (— omilted?)

i For the relutionship of Kumirila and Dharmakirti concerning the Buddha'’s authority and com-
passion, see Kataoka [2003a] (in Japanese).

TFor the relevant portions of the Slokavirttika, there is a synopsis by Harikai [1985:50-51], and
one for the Tattvasangraha by Kawasaki [1992:271-273). These two synopses are different from mine
with regard to the viewpoint of division.
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One can see that the main framework of the two texts basically corresponds.® The
agrecment is particularly clear in section 3 servajiatvapeuruseyatve, where Kumarila
proposes with one verse to compare the Buddha’s omniscience (sarvagriatva) and the

Vedas’ being authorless (epauruseyatva).

Slokavarttika codana. v. 116
sarvajnekalpananyais tu
vede capauruseyata/

tulyavat kalpita yena

tenedam sampradharyatam/
Others, however, suppose that [the two
theories, i.e.] postulation of an omni-
scient being and the Vedas' being au-
thorless, are as if equal [in postulat-
ing something unseen, and therefore
equally defective]. Therefore this [mat-
ter] should be correctly investigated.

Tattvasangraha v. 3184:
sarvajiatvam ca buddhader
Y@ ca vedasya nityati/

tulye jalpanti ye tebhyo

wisesah kathyate ‘dhuna//
Now the difference [of the Veda from
the Buddha] is taught for those who
say [falsely] that the Buddha’s ommi-
science and the Veda's eternality are
cqual [in postulating something un-

seen).

The two texts agree in assuming someone’s (mis)understanding that both the Bud-

dhist and the Mimamsaka theories are equally defective in postulating something

unseen (adrsta): Buddhists insist that the Buddha, though a human being, is omni-

scient, and MNimamsakas insist that the Vedas, though a mere collection of sentences,

BAccording to Ratnakirti (R 27.19), the verses beginning with v. 3186 (which should decal with
the argument of absence of verbal testimony) are counted as 47 (cf. Kawasaki [1992:302]). Section
6 criticizes the Jainas, who claim that the Jina in the state of kaivalya free from karma is om-
niscient (sce, e.g. Fujinaga [2001]). The opponents criticized in section 7, according to Umbeka,
are Vedantins. But Kumarila himself seems to presuppose Buddhists and Vaisesikas as his oppo-
nents. Tantravarttika ad 1.3.11, A 230.11-17: dakyddayo ‘pi hy ecvam vadanty eva yatha  utpadad
v tathagatanam anutpadad va sthitaiveyam dharmanityata—iti. tatas ca vedavan nityas te 'pi
ced dgama matah/ codanalaksano dharmas tadukto 'pi prasajyate// ad 1.3.12, A 235.22-23: yatha
mimamsakatrastill sakyavaisesikadayah/ nityo codagamo 'smakam ily dhuh Sinyacetanam//

Y116a -ndnyais tu] DMI,; -na tv anyair R b ¢a-) DMI,; va- R ¢ tulyavat] MR ; tulyata D

kalpita] DMI; kalpyate R d -yatdam] DMI,; -yate R
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are authorless and eternal. Thus both of them postulate something supernatural,
i.e. something unseen in this world, and therefore equally defective. But in fact, as
will be shown by Kumarila in the concluding section 8 atulyatvopasamharah, Bud-
dhists postulate more than Mundmsakas, and therefore the latter can finally win the
competition of reducing postulation of unseen things under the Mimamsa exegetical
rule (nydye) that less postulation is better.!® In this manner Kumarila shows the
“difference” (proclaimed in v. 3184) and solves the problen.

The other main parts of the texts, too, are similar in both the Slokavarttika anc
the Brhattika. In section 1 bhasyavyakhyanem Kumarila comments briefly on the
original sentence of the S'e"tbarabh{i.,syw Then in section 2 sarvam janatity ayuktam
he shows that it is impossible Lo cognize everything, in particular, appealing to the
different domains of different types of mecans of valid cognition. Section 3, which I
explained above, is followed by section 4 sarvajiaftva/-abhavah, in which Kumarila
shows that an ommniscient being or ommiscience cannot be cognized by any type of
means of valid cognition. Similarly section 5 sarvajriapranitetvanirasah, in which
Kumarila shows that it is impossible for an omniscient being to teach, is found in
both of his works. Thus the main [rameworks of the textual structures agree in both
texts. Those discussions which appear only in the Brhattika, such as 1.1, 1.2, 2.1.2,
4.4 and 4.5, are subordinate to the main arguments and therefore do not change the

textual framework as a whole.

Kumarila’s intention behind the structure

What then exactly is consistent in structure in the two texts, and what is Kumarila's
intention behind it? There is a hiut in section 3 mentioned above, where Kumarila
compares two positions: The opponents, most 1'eprésentativc‘ly Buddhists, proclaim
omniscience of the Buddha or others and Mimamsakas proclaim the Vedas’ being au-
thorless. The latter property apauruseyatd is usually given in Mimamsa to show that
the Vedas are authoritative, and this is the main theme in the present. codand-chapter.
Therefore the Mimamsakas' proposition and reason must be: “The Veda is valid, be-
cause it is authorless ( *codand pramanam, apauruseyatvat).” Similarly the Buddhists’
are assunied to be: “The scripture (or the Buddha's teaching) is valid, because it is

e, gﬁlmmhhé_sya ad 2.1.7 (A 406.7): alpiyasy adrstakalpana nydyyd; 11.2.66 (A 2165.1-
2): na ca drsle saty adrstekelpana sambhavati; 2.2.1 (A 462.6): wvisesas cen na gamyeln tato
naiko 'pi kalpyate; Slokavarttika ginya, v. 18ab: anekakalpandyds ca jyayast hy ekakalpang;
sambandhakgepaparihara, v. 29: anyathdnupapattya ca saktisadbhavakalpanam/ na caikayaiva siddhe
'rthe behvinam kalpenesyate//
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taught by the omniscient Buddha (*agamah [or buddhavacanam)] pramanaem, sar-
vajriabuddhapranitatvat).” This assumption is supported by the following verses of

the concluding section 8.

Slokavarttika codand, vv. 152-153ab:

evam ca kalpayanty anye yaved agamasiddhaye/

tavan no kalpayaty, etal samatvam jeimineh parail//

na hi drstadhikem kimcit pramanye tena kalpyate/

And thus [, as shown above,] he (Jaimini) does not postulate as much
as others do in order to establish [the validity] of scripture. Such is the
siwilarity of Jaimini with others! For he (i.c. Jaimini] postulates nothing

more than seen things for the sake of validity.

Postulation of omniscience and postulation of being authorless are “for establishing
the scripture (agamasiddhaye)” and “for the sake of validity” (pramdanye). In other
words, these two properties are given as reasons to show that their scriptures (or
cognition attained from their scriptures) are valid.

Mimamsa *codand pramdnam, apauruseyatvit

Buddhism *@gamal premdinam, sarvajriabuddhapranitatvat

Viewing again the whole structure while keeping in mind the present context of
“establishing authority of scripture”, it is likely that Kumarila, assuming the Bud-
dhists’ reason “because it is taught by the ommniscient Buddha” (*sarva-jia-buddha-
pranitatvdt), cxamines the meaning of each component word of this reason. This is
clearer in the Brhattika than in the Slokavarttika. He oxtracts five parts from this
reason and discusses each of its words: 1. omni- (serva); 2. -scient (jia); 4. om-
niscient (sarvajiia); 4. the ommiscient Buddha (sarvajiabuddha); 5. being tanght

(pranita).

sarva-jna-buddha-pranitatodt

1 sarve

2 sarva-pia

4 sarvajna

4’ sarvajicbuddhe
5

sarvajnabuddhapranita
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From these parts the division of the corresponding Slokavarttika can be guessed.
The Slokavarttika seems to assume a slightly simpler reason “becanse it is taught by
an omniscient being” (sarvaejnapranitatvat) and discusses: 2. omni-scient or cognizing
everything; 4. an omniscient. being; 5. being taught. But the other items “omni” and
“the omniscient Buddha” are not clear. We can see that the division of the Brhattika
is more detailed. In the following I shall exammine each ol these items and Kumarila’s

discussions of them.

Comparison of the opening verses

As T briefly mentioned above, the different domains of different means of valid
cognition (pramana) are intended when Sabara says, “For a human being is unable to
cognize that without a [Vedic] statement”. Tn the beginning of both the Slokavarttika
and the Brhattika in the present context, Kumarila interprets this original statement
of the Slﬁbarabhel;i_va, which is the target of his whole critique of omniscience in these

sub-commentaries.

Slokavarttika codand. vv. 110cd-111: Tattvasangraha v. 3127:
nanena vacaneneha dharmagiatvanisedhas cet
servajnatvanirakriya// kevalo “tropayujyate/

vacandd rta ity cvam

apav@do hi samsrital/

yodi sadbhih pramanail syat sarvam anyad vijGngnah

sarvajnah kena varyate// purusal kena varyate//!!
Here, with this statement, [Sabam} If denial of being a person who cognizes
does not [intend to] deny [the pos- dharmas alone is useful here, who de-
sibility of] “being omniscient”. For nies a person who cognizes everything
[Sabara], saying “without a [Vedic] else [other than dharma)?

statement”, relics on an exception [and
allows in general an omniscient being
who knows a dharma from a Vedic
statement]. If [a person is|] omniscient
through six means of valid cognitions,

who denies him?

'13127a -§ cet] BGP,; -s tu R ; ¢ vijananah) BGP,; vijanams tu R
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What Kumarila assumes here is the division of domains of the perceptible and
the dharmic, which is a traditional contrast found already in Jaiminisiitra 1.1.4
(pratyakse-sitra) and 1.1.5 (autpattika-satra): Perception deals with the percepti-
ble world, while Vedic injunction deals with imperceptible dharmas. In this way each
of these means of valid cognition (pramanas) have their own distinct fields and func-
tion separately without crossing each other. Therefore it is impossible for a human
being to know dharmas without relying on the Vedas. In other words, one can have
access to dharmas only through the intermediation of the Vedas. The Slokavarttika
refers to this division of domains with a straightforward interpretation of Sabara’s
phrase “without a [Vedic| statemment” (rte vacandt).

In the Brhattika, however, Kumarila refers to the same division but with a focus on
the scope of “everything” (sarvae) to be cognized by an omniscient being (servajia). It
an omniscient being cognized everything and thus invaded the domain of dharmas, he
would be harmful for Mimamsa. For he steps in the Vedas' distinct and unique domain
of dharmas and thus transgresses against the division of perception (etc.) and the
Vedas. According to Mimamsakas, dharmas should not be included in “everything”
to be cognized by an omniscient being. But if “everything” does not include dharmas,

there is no harm for Mimamsa.

Awareness of the scope of “everything”

While the Slokavarttika innmediately moves to the next topic, section 2, after the
opening verse of interpretation just looked at, the Brhattika deals in detail with
the problem of the scope of “everything” (sarva) as a connected and subordinate
part of the beginning interpretation of section 1. Kwmarila examines all the possible
objects of “everything” in 1.1 sarvasebddarthah and points ont problems in cognizing
problem with regard to the scope of “everything” which should not include dharmas.
In the following I briefly look at these discussions without going into details.

First, in 1.1 sarvesabdarthah, Kuinarila questions whal is intended by the word “ev-
erything” (sarva) and enumerates various possibilities. For example, if “everything”
is “everything” limited in a particular context, as when we say “he knows everything
about it”, such a cognizor of “everything” is not harmful for Mimamsa, because “ev-

erything” does not include dharmas (v. 3128). Similar is the case with a person who
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cognizes “everything” around him, i.e. unimportant worldly things such as sesame
oil, water, ghee and so on (v. 3130). But a person who cognizes literally “everything”
including religiously important dharmas, is to be definitely denied (v. 3135), because
he transgresses the division of domains of perception (etc.) and the Vedas. Only the
Vedas, not perception, are regarded to be able to approach the dharmic domain (v.
3141).

Thus, because there is no dharmajria who cognizes dharmas directly, it is logically
conchuded that there is no sarvajiia who cognizes everything including dharmas. Nev-
ertheless, if one supposed that “everything” to be cognized by an omniscient being is
literally everything, one would have several undesirable consequences. Because “ev-
erything” should include even impure tastes and the like, an omniscient being, though
supposed to be pure, would directly taste such impure materials (v. 3144). Though
an omniscient being must know everything including Brahmanic education such as
the contents of the Vedas etc., it is not. actually the case (v. 3145). Furthermore it is
strange that there is mutual disagreement among omniscient beings such as the Bud-
dha, the Jina and Kapila, who are supposed to be omniscient and therefore should
cognize the same things (vv. 3147-3152).

In this way, the Brhattika clearly denies a dharmagria(tva), with a special attention
to the exact extent of “everything” to be cognized by an omniscient being. It is
important for Mimamsakas to deny a dharmagia, but not. so much to deny a sarvajna

himself.

Summary of 1

Kumarila in the Brhattika makes clear his intention to deny a dhermajia in partic-
ular by referring to the different domains of perception (ete.) and the Vedas, intending
to deny “omni” (*sarva) found in the reason of Buddhists etc., “because it is taught
by an omniscient being”. In the Slokavarttika, however, though he refers to the same
division of domains, he concentrates on a straightforward interpretation of Sabara’s
sentence. There Kumarila unconsciously presupposes a literally omniscient being who
really cognizes everything'? and does not raise a question about the exact scope of
“everything”.

!2This is further confirmed by verses 121-132, where Kumarila criticizes the notion of an omniscient
being who speaks truthfully with regard not only to dharma but to both domains: the visible/worldly
(v. 121ab: indriyadisambandhavisaye; 125a: adraddheyartha-; 127a: dharmadharmatirikte 'rthe) and
the invisible/religious (v. 121d: sraddheye 'rthe; 126a: alaukikdrtha-).
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This different attitude leads us to suppose that Kwmnarila in the Slokavarttika was
not aware of the problem of the scope of “everything” to be cognized by an omniscient
being, simply presupposing a literal omniscient being, while in the Brhattika he has
hecome aware of the problem and makes clear his intention to deny dharmagia instead
of sarvagiia. It seems difficult to suppose the contrary sequence that the Brhattika
precedes the Slokavarttika, because INumarila develops his idea in the Brhattika in
comparison to the Slokavarttika.

If my argument is correct, I can conclude that Kumarila in the Brhattika that
follows the Slokavarttika develops his idea from sarvajiia to dharmapia, and that he
expresses in the Brhattika this change of his attitude. A similar attitude is also found
in Dharmakirti,! who asserts that what he is proving is the existence of a person who
teaches the four truths, not an omniscient being. This parallelism between Kumarila
and Dharmakirti will be one of the important points to be considered when oue

discusses their relationship.!! I point out. here ouly the possibility.

Impossibility of “cognizing everything”

L interpreting the Sabarabhigya passage mentioned above, Kumarila assumes the
functional division of perception (etc.) and Vedic injunction in accordance with the
original idea seen from the Jaiministitra that a human being does not have direct
access to dharmas that are unique objects of the Vedas. This idea of the different
domains of different pramanas is fully explained in the next section 2, “Impossibility
to cognize evervthing”. The following verses are almost the same in both the Sloka-
varttika and the Brhattika and have no significant difference in meaning.

Y% Pramanavarttika Il (pramanasiddhi), v. 34 (Dvarikadasa ed.): heyopadeyatativasye
sabhyupayasya vedakah/ yah pramanam asav isto na tu sarvasya vedakah// “A person who commu-
nicates what is to be abandoned [i.e. duhkha-satya] and taken [i.e. nirodha-satya] together with [their
respective] means [i.e. samudaya-satya and marga-satya respectively| is regarded as an authority,
not a person who communicates everything.”

HDharmakirti's attitude which is found in Pramapavarttika 11 is already hinted at in his earlier
work Pramanavarttika I.

Praménavarttika [ v. 217:

heyopadeyatattvasya sopayasya prasiddhitah/

prudhandrthavisamvadad enumédnam paratra va// (Gnoli 109.13-14)

Or [scripture] is [valid] inference with regard to other [domain]. For it does not betray
[us] with regard to a primary thing, because {its contents, i.e.] the truth of what is to
be abandoned and what is o be taken with their means are established.

Here Dharmakirti clarifies that what is taught as “a primary thing” by the Buddha is the
four truths, which is also qualified as “useful for the purpose of human beings” (Gnoli 109.17:
purusdrthopayogin) in contradistinction to “a useless thing” (Gnoli 109.18-19: nisprayojana).
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Slokavarttika codund, vv. 112-113: Tattvasangraha vv. 3157-58:

ckena tu pramanena ekenaiva pramanena
sarvajrio yena kalpyate/ sarvajiio yena kalpyate/
ninam sa caksus@ sarvan ninam se ceksusa sarvan

rasadin pratipadyate// rasadin pratipadyate//

yajjatiyaih pramanais tu yujjatiyath pramanais tu
yajjatiyarthadarsanam/ yajjatiyarthadarsanam/
drstam samprati lokasya

tatha kalantare ‘py abhit//

bhaved idanim lokasye
tatha kalantare 'py abhal//

However, a man, who assumes a person A man, who assumes a person who,

who, through [using] one means of valid through [using] only one means of valid
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Slokavarttika codana, v. 114:
yatrapy atisayo distah

sa svarthanatilarighandt/
darasiiksmadidrsten syan

na rape srotravritita//

cognition, is omniscient, surely under-
stands with an eye everything such as
taste.

But people today cognize particular
kinds of objects through particular

cognition, is omniscient, surely under-
stands with an eye everything such as
taste.

But it is seen Loday that people cognize
particular kinds of objects through par-

Even when a superiority [of a sense-
faculty and the like| is seen, it [i.e. su-

periority] should stay in the [[unctional

means of valid cognition. The same ticular means of valid cognition. The
[should] have been true even in those same [should] have been true even in

days [of the Buddha and others). those days [of the Buddha and others).

It is impossible to cognize tastes with eyes. In other words, there is a clear division
of function among different sense-faculties of sceing and tasting etc. with regard to
their objects. Kumarila applies this division of sense-faculties in a general way to that
of pramanas, and thus tries to reject the idea of Buddhists and others that the Bud-
dha etc. can cognize dharmas through perception, and more typically, that they can
directly see dharmas. In the following verses he shows, taking into consideration the
developinent of cognitive capacity, that the division of domains of different pramanas,
like that of sense-faculties, is to be kept unbroken. (Each word of Slokavarttika co-
dana v. 114 is divided into three verses in the Brhattika, nawmely, Tattvasangraha vv.
3159-61. I show correspondiug phrases with underlines. I also show Tattvasangraha
v. 3173 though it is not consecutive, because it corresponds to Slokaviirttika codand
v. 115.)

domain of] perceiving those things
which are remote, subtle and so on, be-
cause it [can|not transgress their [i.e.
the sense-faculties’] own objects. An
ear [for example] does not function to-

wards a color.

l"?31591.‘] tv] BGP,; te R -nat] BGP,; -nih R
1%3160a hi] BGP,; ca R d uarin] BGP,; api R

173161b -bhih) BGP,; -tah R

Tattvasangraha vv. 3159-61:
ye ‘pi satisaya drstah

prajiamedhabalair narah/
stokastokantaratvena
na tv atindriyadarsandt//*>
pragio ‘pi hi narch siksman
arthan drastwin ksamo 'pi san/

svajatir anatikramann,

atisete paran naran//'®

$rotragamyesu Sabdesu

dirasaksmopalabdhibhih/

purusatisayo drsto

na rapadyupalambhanat/ /!

Those people who are known to be emi-
nent in wisdom, intelligence and power,
too, are [eminent only] with a bit of
[relative} difference, nol because of see-

ing invisible things.
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For even a wise person, though able to
see subtle things, supercedes other per-
sons without transgressing the respec-
tive category [i.e. limitation of the var-
ious kinds of objects)].

We see that people [can] excel, with
regard to sounds which are grasped
by the faculty of hearing, by grasping
[sounds which are] remote [or] subtle,
not because they grasp color etc. [by
means of the faculty of liearing].

Slokavarttika codand, v. 115: Tattvasangraha v. 3173:

bhavisyati na drstan ca anégate ne drstam ca
pratyaksasya mandy api/ pratyaksasye manag api/

samarthyam, nanumanader samarthyam, nanumanddi-

lingadirahite kvacit// janana livigadibhir vind//

And it is never seen that a perception
has even a bit of capacity with regard
to a future thing; [It is] never [seen

that] an inference and so on [have a ca-

And it is never seen that a perception
has even a bit of capacity with regard
to a future thing; an inference and so

on do not arise without an [informing]

pacity] in lack of an (informing] mark mark and so on.
and so on.

A human being, however eminent he is, cannot cognize dharmas without relying on
the Vedas, because he cannot transgress the different domains of different pramanas.
What Kumarila emphasizes here is that one should keep “horizontal division”, in
other words, that one should not invade one’s neighbor’s garden. This idea is seen
both in the Slokavarttika and the Brhastika. The Brhattika adds other instances such
as that one cannot know astrology though he has mastered grammar (v. 3164). These

exemplify the samne “horizontal division”.

e In both the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika, Kumarila shows generally the
different domains of different pramanaes through the example of sense-faculties,
and thus shows the impossibility of cognizing dharmas directly, as that would
transgress the horizontal functional division of prarnanas.
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e What Kumarila presupposes as an omniscient being is a person who cognizes

everything with one pramana and thus cognizes dharmas.

e As we see in the concluding verse v. 115, Kumarila describes generally without
specifying what “one pramdnae” is and does not say whether it is perception or
inference. But he seems to presuppose as a typical omniscient. being a person
who “sees” everything, as is hinted by the expression atindriyadarsanat (v.
3159d) and the sarcastic expression “a man understands with an eye everything

such as taste” (v. 112¢d).

Limitation of developing capacity

While the Slokavarttika ends the present topic “Impossibility to cognize everything”
with the discussion that we have just considered, the Brhattka continues the same
topic but from a different viewpoint, namely that of “vertical limitation” instead of
“horizontal division”. I{umarila emphasizes here that a human being, whatever efforts

he makes, cannot go beyond his given limitation.

Tattvasangraha vv. 3167-68:

dagahastanteram vyomno yo namotplutya gacchati/

na yojanam asau gantum saklo ‘bhydsasetair api//

tasmad atisayujnanair atidiragateir api/

kimeid evadhikam matum Sokyate na tv atindriyam//

[Even] a person who jumps and goes ten hastas (about 180 inches) long
[in the sky] cannot go one yojana (8 or 9 miles), even after hundreds of
repeated exercises.

Therefore preeminent. cognition, though it goes very far, is capable of
cognizing only a bit more, not an invisible thing.

Instead of denying “horizontal” domain-division of pramanas, Kumarila shows here
“vertical” limitation of the development of human cognitive capacity. Human capacity
for cognition does not develop infinitely.

As was pointed out already by Inami [1986], Kumarila’s verse v. 3167, which denies
infinite development of human capacity, suggests his “close relationship” with Dhar-
makirti, who holds that the Buddha's compassion grows infinitely through practice,
and refers to an opponent who claims that our capacity is limited with the same
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example of jump as in the verse v. 3167. Furthermore Dharmakirti adds another
example of water’s heat, which never goes beyond its limited temperature.'®

As we saw, the idea of vertical limitation is found only in the Brhattika, not in the
Slokavarttika. The simplest possible scenario is that Dharmakirti criticizes Kumarila's
idea of vertical limitation found in the Brhattika and insists that the Buddha's com-
passion develops infinitely. It is difficult, however, to suppose the opposite scenario
that Kumarila adopts as his own proposition the idea of the opponent postulated hy

Dharmakirti.

“Seeing” and “hearing”

Whether in the first argument of horizontal domain-division of different pramanaes
found in both the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika, or in the second argument of
vertical limitation of human capacity found only in the Brhattika, what matters is
impossibility of cognizing everything. Kumarila particularly tried to refute the possi-
bility of somneone “cognizing everything” (omni+scient), i.e. a part of the opponents’
whole reason “becausc it is taught by the omniscient [Buddha]”. This intention is
clear in both the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika.

And what Kumarila assumes a typical omniscient being to be is, as we normally
assume of the Buddha etc., a person who cognizes through perception (v. 3166d:
pratyeksikarana), more typically, a person who sees imperceptible objects (v. 3150d:
atindriyadarsana) and who sees directly (v. 3174b: saksad drasta). This is further
supported by the following Brhattika verse, which contrasts a person who cognizes

by sceing and one who cognizes by hearing.

Tattvasangraha v. 3174:

tasinad atindriy@rthanam sdaksad drasta ne vidyate/

vacanena tu nityena yah pasyati sa pasyali//

Therefore there is no such person that sees directly imperceptible objects.
But a person who sees by the eternal statement [i.e. the Veda] [really] sees

[imperceptible objects].

It is coulirmed by the expression siksid drast@ of the padas ab, which, starting with

the word tasmat, sums up preceding discussions. That section 2.1 aims at denying

8 pramapavirttika 1l (pramanasiddhi) v. 122: abhydsena visese 'pi lasighanodakatapanat/ sve-
bhavatikramo ma bhud iti cet, ... // “If [an opponent] says that, although [Buddha’s compassion
atlains) excellence by means of practice, there should not be transgression of one’s own nature as [in
the case of] a jump and the heating of water...”
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“cognizing everything by seeing”. By contrast the padas cd discuss a person who
cognizes everything by hearing, and the following portions of the Brhattika similarly
deny cognizing through human statements, i.e. statements other than the eternal
Vedas. Thus it is likely that I{umarila in 2.1 and 2.2 in the Brhattika presupposes a

contradistinction between “seeing” and “hearing”.

Denial of an omniscient being

In section 3 Kumarila raises a question with regard to “comparison of servajiata
and apauruseyata® with one verse that we looked at before, and then in section 4
denies an omniscient being (sarvajia) or omniscience (sarvagnata) both in the Sloka-
varttika and the Brhattika by means of examining perception, inference and verbal
testimony which may establish an omniscient being or omniscience. Thus he examines
each means of valid cognition (pramana) in order to denty the opponent’s proposition,
“There exists an omuiscient being” or “[He] is an omniscient being”. What he intends
here is to criticize “an omniscient being”, a portion of the opponent's whole reason
“because it is taught by an omniscient being”.

Both the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika have only one verse for denying botl per-
ception and inference altogether, while there are more verses composed for examining
in detail verbal testimony. In the following I show only the main arguments with-
out going into details which are subordinate to the main portion of denying verbal
testimony.

Slokavarttika codand, vv. 117-119ab: Tattvasangraha vv. 3185-87:

sarvagno drsyate tavan

nedanim asmadadibhih/
nira@karanavac chakya

na castd iti kalpana//"?
na cagamena sarvajnas

tadiye ‘nyonyasamsrayit/
nardantarapranitasya

pramanyam gamyate kathamn//

sarvano drsyate tavan
nedanim asmadadibhilh /
drsto na caikadeso ’sti
linigam va yo ‘numapayet//
na cagamavidhih kascin
nityah sarvefiabodhakalh/
krtrimena tv asotyeno

sa katham pratipadyate//*"

9117ab Cf. Madhyamakahrdayakiriki 9.15ab (Kawasaki [1992:411])
203186b nityah| PR ; nitya- BGP# ¢ tv asa-] GP,; ca sa- B
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ne cpy evamparo nityoh athae tadvacanenaiva
sarvajiio myaih pratiyate/
prakalpeta katham siddhir
anyonydsrayayos tayoh//*

Sakyo labdhum ihigamah/

[Perception:] First [ordinary] people [Perception:] First [ordinary] people
like us do not see now an omniscient like us do not see now an omniscient
being. being.

(Inference:] And postulation that there [Inference:] And there is neither a seen
was [an omniscient being] is impossible portion nor an inferential mark [i.e. sv-

unlike denial [thereof]. abhavahety or karyahetu] which [we or
you accept] could make us infer [an om-

niscient, being].?

213187¢ prakalpeta] em. (Tib: rigs pa yin) ; prakalpyeta BGP,,

. 22The terminology drsto ... ckadesuh comes from the definition of inference by the vrttikara.
Sabarabhasya ad 1.1.3-5 (vrttikara): eanumanam jidtesambendhusyaikedesadardanad ekadesantare
‘sannikrste 'rthe buddhih. (Frauwallner [1968:30.18]). “Inference is a cognition of another portion,
an object which is not connected [i.e. which is not known by other means of valid cognition], by
means of seeing one portion of/for jrdtasembandha.” (Kumarila, in Slokavarttika anumana vv. 2-3,
interprets jridtasambandhasye in four ways, namely, pramatur, ekadcsinah, jidtasya sambandhasya
and jrialasambandhasya dvayasya.)

The reading va is a bit disturbing, because otherwise one can interpret the verse quite straight-
forwardly, as c.g. Kamalasila does: “And there is no seen portion as an inferential mark which could
make us infer [an omniscient being].” But vd seems quite secure, though it is not supported by the
Tibetan translation, because Lhe verse appears in the same form also in the Ratnakirtinibandhavali
and the Prameyakamalamartanda.

Kamalasila explains the verse as follows neglecting (or not knowing) va: tasmad drstah prasiddho
lingabhita ckadesah peksadharmal, sa na swpbhovali niripyamano yeh sarvaejiam anumapayet.
(TSP 1005.11-12)

For the time being, [ suggest the possibility that IKumarila uses drsto ... ekadesuh from the
viewpoint of Mimamsakas, and liziga mainly from that of Buddhists: “We do not perceive now, as
shown in the previous half-verse, any ekadesa which make us infer an omniscient being. And even
regardless of the present situation which is bad for you, there is theoretically no inferential mark
which could allow you to infer an omniscient being. For there is neither svebhdvahetu nor karyahetu
for inferring an omniscient being.”

Comparing the two verses in the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika, we can observe that the latter
is much more carcfully composed in several points. The verse in the Slokavarttika presupposes a
simple analogy: “there is no omniscient being at present, therefore there must have been none in the
past, either.” And this verse, using the terminology kalpana, does not clearly show itself as a denial
of inference, though it is clear from the context what Kumarila intends.

The verse in the Brhattiki, on the contrary, clearly shows itself as a denial of inference by us-
ing familiar terms such as ekadesa, liriga and anumapayet. Furthermore, instead of relying on a
mere analogy with the present situation, the verse more carefully denies the inference of an om-
niscient being, by following the definition of inference: According to the Mimamsa definition of
inference, inference functions on the basis of at least two conditions, namely jridtasambandhasya
and ekadesadarsanat. First the relationship or invariable concomitance (vyapti) between a reason
and an omnniscient being should be known beforehand in the same manner that that of smoke and
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[Verbal testimony:] And an omni-
scient being cannot [be postulated] on
the ground of a scripture. For his
[own scripture] would have the [unde-
sirable consequence of] nutual depen-
dence [with an ommiscient being]. How
is it understood that a text written hy
others is a means of valid cognition
[while the author is not omniscient]?
Also it is impossible in this world to

find an eternal scripture which intends

[Verbal testimony:] Nor is there any
scriptural injunction which is eternal
and makes [us] know an omniscient be-
ing. On the other hand, how can an
artificial [and therefore] untrue [state-
ment] make [one] know him [i.e. an om-
niscient being]? If other people know
an omniscient being from nothing but
his own statement, how is it possible
for these two, being mutually depen-
dent, to be established?

that [i.e., to teach the temporary exis-

tence of an omniscient being).

Both the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika have exactly the same half-verse for
denying perception, and examine inference very briefly with only a half-verse. As
for verbal testimony, Kumarila in both works assumes the same three possibilities,
i.e., an eternal (i.e. non-artificial) scripture like the Vedas and two types of artificial
verbal testimony which are either taught by an omniscient, being himself or the other
non-omniscient. beings. Though the sequence of presentation of these three types of
verbal testimonies is different, Kumarila points out the same faults in both works.
Thus we can see that in both of his works Kumarila denies in a very similar way
the possibility of three means of valid cognition communicating the existence of an
omniscient being.

The Brhatttka adds to these three means of valid cognition upemana and arthapatii,
which communicate either, “An ommiscient being is similar to this” or “What the
Buddha teaches is impossible unless he is ommiscient.” In this way the Brhattika
denies each of five possible means of valid cognition for cognizing existence (bhava)
and therefore establishes non-existence (ebhdva) of an omniscient being, in accordance

with the Mimamsa theory of epistemology which enumerates in total six means of

fire is known well. This requires one to perceive beforehand the related items, i.e. a reason and an
omniscient being. But the latter, as showu in verse 3185ab, is not seen at present. Therefore the first
condition jgtasambandhasya is not fulfilled. Nor is the second condition ekededadarsanat fulfilled,
as is shown in verse 3185c drsto na caikadesah. i

Thus the verse in the Brhattika is not only richer in contents than that of the Slokavarttika as a
denial of inference, but also fits the context, namely, it is well connected with the former half-verse
3185ab.
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valid cognition by adding “non-existence” (abhdva) (of the preceding five means).
Thus we can confirm that the Brhattika is more systematic and well-arranged than
the Slokavarttika.

Denial of “the omniscient Buddha”

Even thouglt it is proved that an omniscient being exists or might exist, this does
not mean that the Buddha is omniscient, and therefore the authority of his teachings
is not established. In the Brhattika Kumarila points oul that it is irrelevant to their
purpose for the opponents to make efforts to prove an omniscient being in general and
thus denies the Buddhists' claim that “the Buddha is omniscient”. This discussion is

not found in the Slokavarttika.

Tattvasangraha vv. 3229-3232:

narah ko py asti sarvagnes tatsarvajiatvam ity api/
sadhanam yat prayujyeta pratimanyanam eva tat//
sisadhayisito yo ‘rthal so naya nabhidhiyate/

yat ticyate na tatsiddhau kimeid asti prayojonaem//
yadiyagumasatyetvesiddhyai servapiatocyate/

na sa sarvajnasamanyasiddhimatrena labhyate//
yavad buddho na sarvajias tavat tadvacanam mrsa/

yatra kvacana servajie siddhe tatsatyata kuteh//

Also a proof [employed to establish that] “there exists some omniscient
being”™ [or] “that [certain person| has omniscience” is only [a type of wrong

proof, namely] “devoid of proposition”.

The import [“The Buddha is onmiscient”] which [you] wish to prove is not
stated by this [proposition shown above]. On the other hand it is of no

use to establish what is stated [above].

For the sake of establishing truthfulness of scripture of a particular person
[his] omniscience is claimed. [But] this [establishment] is not attained

merely hy establishing [the existence of] an omniscient being in general.

As long as the Buddha is not omniscient, his teaching is false. How [does
it follow] that that [teaching of the Buddha] is true if some [person] or
other [in general] is proved to be omniscient?
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This section 4°, which is found only in the Brhattika, can be regarded as that which
criticizes “the omniscient Buddha” in the whole reason, “It is taught by the omniscient
Buddha". This indicates, on the other hand, that the Slokavarttika assumes a more
general reason in the form “because it is taught by an omuiscient being”. As I
showed before with regard to the arguments concerning the praminas, this section
strengthens our impression that the Brhattika has more elaborate discussions than
the Slokavarttika. And as indicated in the present expression, “As long as the Buddha
is not omniscient, his teaching is false” (v. 3232ab), the Brhattika is more cager to
criticize in particular the Buddha instead of an omniscient being in general. This
seems to be another reason why Kumarila throws the item “the omniscient Buddha”

into the whole reason to be denied.

Denial of “being taught by an omniscient being”

T section 5 Kumarila raises questions about the action of teaching by an omniscient,
being and shows its impossibility. T quote in the following all the passages in this
section of the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika putting the corresponding verses side
by side. While the latter halves of this section correspond closely in the two works,
the first halves show difference in meaning, though the main target, i.e. denial of the
teaching-action of an omniscieut being, is common to both of his works. I quote verses
continuously dividing them into two halves.

Slokavarttika codand, v. 137 Tattvasangraha vv. 3237 39:

ragadivahite casmin dasebh@imigatas casau
niruydapare vyavasthite/ sarvaragadisainksaye/
desananyapranitaiva Suddhasphatikatulyena

syad rte pratyaveksanat// sarvam pianena buddhyate//

dhyanapannas ca sarvartha-
wisayam dharandam. dadhat/
tatha vyaptas ca sarodrthail

Sakto naivopadesane//*

213238a -paunad] BGP!"; -yattas Pu”
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And when he is established to have no
action because he lacks desire and so
on, [his] teaching must have been noth-

ing but taught by others without any

yadd copadised ekam

kimcit samanyavaktyvat/
ekadesajiagitam tan

na syt sarvagriabhdsitam//
And lie, alter attaining the ten levels,
when all of [his] desire etc. are com-
pletely destroyed, cognizes everyihing
with a cognition similar to a pure crys-
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evamady ucyamanam tu
sraddadhanasya Sobhate/
kudyadinihsrtatvae ca

nisvaso desandsu nah//*

tabhir jijndsitan arthan

sarvan jananti manevih/
hitani ca yathabhavyam

ksipram dsadayanti te/ /27
ityadi kirtyamanam tu

Sraddadhanesu Sobhate/
vayam asraddadhands bu

ye yuktih prarthayamahe//*°

investigation.>* tal.

And he, after oblaining [the state of]
meditation, keeps concentration which
aims at everything as its object, but
is never able to teach being filled with
everything in this way.

And if he, like an ordinary speaker,
taught one particular thing, what [he
teaches] would be that which is ut-
tered by a cognizor of [only] one thing
(ekadedana), not uttered by a cognizor

of everything (servajia).

Slokavarttika codana, vv. 138-140: Tattvasangraha vv. 3240-45:

sannidhyamatralas tasya tasmin dhyanasemdpanne
pumsad cintémaner ive/ cintaratnavad asthite/
niscaranti yathakamam

kudyadibhyo 'pi desandh//*"

nihsaranti yathakamam
kudyadibhyo 'pi desanah//>

2Prof. K. Yoshimizu, in the conference held at Kyoto University on Dec. 14Lh, 2002, kindly
pointed out to me that Sucarita connects pada d (rle prutyaveksandat) with padas a-b and thus
interprets the subject of pratyaveksana (savikalpaka type of thinking) as “the Buddha” himself, not
“others”. For Sucarita (S’VK 133.9: na caitad apy anutthitesya sambhavatity abhiprayendha — rta
iti} understands pada d “[becausc the Buddha in meditation] does not have conceptualization”. But
it is more natural to connect pada d with ¢, as Umbeka (M 78.27) does. And there is a clear motive
for Sucarita to prefer this forced interpretation: he tries to read here what Kumarila will teach
in the Brhattika, i.e. comparison of meditation and out-of-meditation. This impression is further
strengthened by his preceding explanation (SVK 132.23-27), again clearly forced, where Sucarita
says that the state of being without activity (ndrvgdapara) (in pada b) is preceded by the state of
non-conceptualization (avikalpa), instead of connecting it with absence of desire etc. mentioned in
pada a (rdgddirahite). '
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[Buddhists:] “The teachings of the man [Buddhists:] “When he attains (the
flowed out of even a wall etc. as he state of] meditation and [even] stays
wished because of his mere presence, in motionless like a cintamani, [his]
the same inanner as [everything wished teachings comes out of even a wall etc.
for appears from the presence] of a as he wished [in the same manner as
cintagmani.” everything wished [or appcars from the

presence of a cint@mani].” By means of
these [teachings] people know all things
which they wish to know and they ac-
cordingly accomplish good [results] im-

mediately.
[Siddhanta:] But such things which [Siddhanta:] But such things which
[you] teach seem attractive [only] for [you] teach seem attractive [only] for
a devotee. And we do not trust the devotees.  And we, not being devo-
teachings [precisely] because they have tees, seek for reasoning. And these
flowed out. of a wall etc.: [teachings] which have flowed out of

a wall etc. cannot be what is taught
by a reliable person. And [we] won't
trust the [teachings], [because we have
a doubt] “by whom arc these [teach-

ings] uttered?”

“[Are they] taught by the Buddha “|Are they] taught by the Buddha
[himself]? Or [are they| uttered by (himsell]?  Or [are they] taught by
someone evil-minded such as a ghost those who are playing to deceive brah-
and the like, who is invisible, in order mins by means of distant echoes?

to deceive [us]|?”
Or [are they] stated by an evil-minded
ghost and the like without [their] be-
ing visible?” Therelore those who re-
gard {themselves] as wise men should

not trust these {teachings].

Kumatrila in the first halves denies the possibility of the Buddha’s teaching, assum-
ing a normal action of teaching, i.e. teaching with his mouth moving. In the second
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halves, on the contrary, he denies the possibility of superhuman forms of teaching
without physical action, e.g. the supernatural phenomenon of the Buddha's eflortless
teaching which in accordance with his will Hows out of even a wall etc. just by his
mere presence. Thus he assumes here two different forms of teaching, normal and
supernatural.

First I briefly examine the latter halves, which, not only in their meanings but
also in their styles, show a clear correspondence between the Slokavarttika and the
Brhatttka. Because the normal forin of teaching is denied in the first halves due
to the impossibility that an omniscient being cannot perform the physical action of
teaching, the opponent in the latter halves proposes a superhuman form of teaching
and insists that the Buddha’s teaching flows at will out of a wall ete. without his
making efforts to move his mouth. However, this kind of supernatural phienomenon is
believed only by devotees, never by outsiders. Furthermore, because this is a teaching
of a wall etc., it does not fulfill the condition of “being taught by a reliable person”
(aptopadistatd) and therefore cannot be valid. And it is possible as well that the
teaching might be done by invisible ghosts etc. Thus we can see that the main points
of the second-half argwiment beginning with *a teaching of a wall etc.” are common
in both the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika.

In the first halves, on the contrary, Kumarila assunies a normal action of teaching
and shows that an omniscient being is not able to teach. This goal itself is common
in both the Slokavarttika and the Brhatttka. Thus section 5 as a whole, consistently
in the first and the second halves, can be regarded as a portion which aims at denying
“being taught [by an omniscient being]” of the whole reason “because it is taught by

an omniscient being”.

Comparison of the manner of denial of an action of an omniscient being

As | showed, both the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika, in the first halves, too, have
the same goal of denying “being taught by an omuiscient being”, but they deny it in
different ways. In the following [ compare the two ways of denial in the first halves,
i.e. Slokavarttika codana, v. 137 and Tattvasangraha vv. 3237-3239.

As for the process of an action, it is generally accepted in Indian philosophy that ac-

Livity (vy@para) is necessarily preceded by desire (rdga or icchd). ™ Therefore activity

#n Indian philosophy, as shown, e.g., in Lhe Nyiyvastutra 1.1.2 (dubkha-janmae-provrtti-dosa-
mithyapiananam uttaroltarapdye tudananterabhavad apavargah), an undertaking of an action is
regarded as having the following process: ignorance — desire elc. — undertaking — rebirth — pain.
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is impossible without desire. But the omniscient Buddha is regarded as a vitaraga,
a person free from desire. Therefore he should have no desire and consequently no
action. What is called the Buddha's teaching, therefore, cannot be the teaching ol
the omniscient Buddha, but of someone else. This is the manner of critique in the
Slokavarttiks. Kumarila here presupposes the usual causal link: desire leads to an
action of teaching. In other words he implies a critique, “The Buddha is not omni-
scient, because he taught”, on the ground of the Buddhists’ own reason “because it
is taught by the Buddha”.

In the Brhattika, on the other hand, Kumarila points out the gap between the state
of meditation and that of teaching. To explain, the Buddha in meditation cannot
teach, even though he cognizes everything. But once he comes out of ineditation and
teaches, what he tells us is only limited and does not differ from words of ordinary
people. Kumadrila’s critique here relies on the contradiction between the state of
meditation and that of teaching, in other words, the state of an omniscient being
(sarvagpia) and the state of a person who cognizes only a part (ckadesajria). Thus
this contradiction could be formalized: “In the state of meditation, he cannot teach.
But if he teaches, he cannot be ommniscient.” Instead of inferring a desire hidden in
the mind, Kumarila focuses here on the actual scene ol teaching and points out the

gap between infinite knowledge and finite speech.

Dharmakirti’s reply

T showed the difference between the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika in the first
halves of Kumarila's critiques of the teaching-action of an omniscient being. To
each of these critiques there are apparently corresponding replies from Dharmakirti.
In Pramanavarttika I v. 12 with the auto-commentary, assuming an opponent who
proposes “The Buddha is not omniscient, because he taught”, Dharmakirti shows that
the reason “becausc he taught” is inconclusive.?® This responds to Kumarila's critique

The opposite is the process for liberation: knowledge — absence of desire ele. ... — cessation of
pain=liberation.

35T will briefly examine Dharmakirti's critique relevant for our present concern skipping its details.
The following is the verse which 1 suppose attacks the Slokavarttika. (Dunue [1996] gives a good
explanation regarding this verse with the auto-commentary as well as the difference of Dharmakirti’s
attitude from Candrakirti. There he gives a footnote which refers to Kumarila's Slokavaritika co-
dana v. 137 but does not discuss further. [t is also suggested by Dharmakirti's sangrehae-sloka
(Pramanavarttika I v. 31d) which recapitulates its preceding argument including the present versc
12, that Dharmakirti is attacking Kumarila when he criticizes in a general way what he calls sesavad
anumanam, whose representative example is the present inference of clesire from the action of teach-
ing. This is clear in particular from Dharmakitti’s phrase “not due to a [mere] observation” (v.
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in Slokavarttika codand v. 137, which focuses on the causal relationship between desire
and teaching. In Pramapavarttika III vv. 92-94, on the other hand, asswming an
opponent who denies an omniscient being on the ground of the contradiction between
omniscience and teaching-action, Dharmakirti proves that the contradiction is not
1,36

logically established This replies to the Brhatttka (=Tattvasangraha vv. 3237

3ld: na darsanat), which denies Kumarila's experiential attitude as shown in, e.g., Slokavarttika
anumana v. 12ab: bliyodarsana. See Steinkellner {1997 for this sarigraha-sioka.)

Pramanavarttika | (svarthanumana) v. 12:

vipakse 'drstimdtrena karyasamanyadarsanat/

hetupnanam pramanabham vacanad ragitadivat// Gnoli 9.1-2

“It is pseudo-pramana Lo cognize [by inference a particular] cause due to observing
a general result {common to other causes| by means of a mere non-observation in a
dissimilar case, in the same manner as [inferring the Buddha's] having desire because
of [his action of] teaching.”

What Dharmakirti attacks here is the same syllogism implied by Kumarila: “The Buddha is not.
ommiscient, because he taught”. The problem, according to Dharmakirti, is that the validity of
an inference is not necessarily scecured “by means of a mere non-observation in a dissinmilar case”
(vipakse ‘drstimalrena), i.e. that one cannot hope that an inference will e valicdl again in the future
Just because one has nol seen so far a counter-example. Numbers of positive experiences do not
guarantee a fMmture success. This critique can be applied to Kumarila’s inference as follows: [t is
accepled from our limited experiences so far that a person devoid of desire never teaches. In olher
words there is a positive concomitance (anvaya) that whoever teaches has a desire. But, because
there are two lypes of desire, either good or bad, one can never decide from a general rosult, ie. a
mere teaching-action, whether its cause is a good desire, i.e. compassion, or a bad one, i.e. greed.
Thus Dharmakirti says, “A person devoid of greed, too, [does speak] in the same manner that a
person with greed speaks. Therefore (it is] not understood on the ground of a mere speech-action.”
(Gnoli 9.7-8: atra yatha rakto braviti tatha virekto 'piti vacanamdtrad epratipattifi.) As shown in
Dharmakirti’s irony “If you infer it [i.e. greed etc.] in other [people] because you have seen greed
in yoursell whenfever] you speak, there would be [an undesirable consequence of] over-extlension”
(Gnoli 9.20-21: vaktery dtmani ragadidarsanenanyatra tad ane ‘tiprasarigal, vyabhicdrdt), the
logical reason “teaching-action” deviates from greed, i.e. a bad type of desire. In other words the
Buddha's action of teaching itsell does not necessarily prove that he had greed. Oue can never deny
the possibility that he may have taught because of compassion.

3 These verses are edited and translated into Japanese with notes hy Tosaki [1979]. Kawasaki
[1992:24:4-245] [1996:312-313] (both in Japanese) explains them with reference to Nyayabindu II1
kk. 69-71.

Pramanavarttika 11 (pratyaksa) vv. 92-94:

uktydadeh sarvavitpretyobhdvadipratisedhavat/

atindriyainam arthanam virodhasyéprasiddhitah//

badhyabadhakabhaval kah syatam yady uklisamvidau/

tadrso ‘nwupalabdhes ced ucyatam saive sadhanam//

anidcayakaram proklam idrksanupalambhenam/

tan nilyantaparoksesu sadasatidmniscayan// (Tosaki [1979:167-169])

For example [there is a case where one| denies an omniscient being or [the soul’s)
exislence after death ete. on the ground of an action of speaking [or being a human
being] etc.

For [imperceptible] objects beyond sense-faculties [such as an omniscient being or soul’s
existence after death| are not established to be contradictory [with an action of speaking
or being a human being).
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3239), where Kumarila focuses on the contradiction between Lhe state of meditation
(i.e. that of being ommniscient) and that of teaching.

Mutual relationship with regard to the Buddha’s teaching

As [ar as Kumarila's critiques of teaching-action and Dharmakirti’s corresponding
defences are concerned, it is likely that the argument of the Slokavarttika is criti-
cized by Pramanavarttika I, and that that of the Brhattiké is criticized by Pramauna-
varttika II1. Taking into consideration the sequence of Dharmakirti’s works supposed
by Franwallner [1954], the whole sequence can be postulated as “Slokavarttiks —
Pramanavarttika I — DBrhattika — Pramanavarttika ITI". If this assumption is cor-

rect, it is possible to say that Kumaérila has changed his manner of critique in the

If an action of speaking and a cognition coexist, what is the contradiction [between an
action of speaking and an omniscient being etc.]?

[Opponent:] Because of non-perception of this kind [of a human being who speaks
being omniscient]. [Reply:] If you say so, you should speak of it [i.e. non-perception|
as a reason.

But non-perception of this kind [of imperceptible objecl] is taught as non-decisive.
Therefore there is no determining of either the existence or the non-existence of Jimper-
ceptible] objects which are absolutely beyond sense-faculties. (Cf. Japanese translation
of Tosuki {1979:166 169])

‘The opponent here presupposes contradiction between an action of speaking (ukti) and an om-
niscient being (sarvavit) (v. 92ab). This is corresponding to Kumarila's view of contradiction that
one cannot be vmniscient if he speaks and that an omniscient being cannot speak. To this Dhar-
makirti replics, on the growwd that an omniscient being is absolutely imperceptible, that there is
no contradiction between two of them (v. 92cd). The opponent must show, using non-perception
as his reason, that one never perceives a person who is a speaker as well as an omnuiscient being
(v. 93). As Dharmakirti replies, however, this non-perception docs not make a logicat reason (v.
9dab). For an omniscient being (or omniscience), like the soul’s existence after death, is absolutely
imperceptible. One cannot perceive the omniscience of another's mind. As a result non-perception
of an omniscient being (or omniscience) is clagsified as “non-perception of what is not perceptible”
(adrsyanupalabdhi), not “non-perception of what is perceptible” (drsyanupalabdhi), and Lherefore
does not prove the non-cxistence of an omniscient being (v. 94cd), With regard Lo an omniscient
being, because he (or his omniscience) is absolutely imperceptible, thongh one does not perceive him,
one cannot conclude his non-existence and therefore his contradiction with an action of speaking.
Therefore. according to Dharmakirti, it is wrong to rely on reasoning as seen in the Brhattika that
concludes, by means of the contradiction between an action of speaking and ommiscience, that the
Buddha is not omniscient on the ground of his action of speaking.

By the way. wilh regard to the basic rnie that one should show non-perception as a reason in
order to show contradiction, Dharmakirti, already in his earliest work Pramanavarttika T with the
auto-commentary, says, “Wilh regard to a contradicting thing, too, if there is no non-perception
[of it], [its] contradiction is not understood.” (Gnoli 5.12-13: viruddhasydpy enupalabdhyabhévena
virodhapratipattih). And he shows Lhat the state of being devoid of desire (veirdgya) is an unseen
thing (adrste) and that it is impossible to establish contradiction (badhyabiadhakabhava) by means
of an unseen thing (Gnoli 15.23-25). However there is no discussion of the contradiction between an
action of speaking and omniscience as in the Brhattikd and Pramanavarttika [11. This may suggest
that Dharmakirti in Pramanpavarttika 1 was not aware of Kumarila's critique of contradiction found
in the Brhattika.
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Brhattika, taking into consideration Dharmakirti’s reply in Praméanavarttika I against
the Slokavarttika. Thus Dharmakmti’s reply in Pramanavarttika 1 which possibly
motivates Kumarila to change his manner of critique, explains well why there is a
difference in manner of critique between corresponding verses of the Slokavarttika (v.
137) and the Brhattika (v. 3237-3239).

Conclusion

In the above I compared Kumarila's two works, Slokavarttika and Brhattika, with
regard to his critique of omniscience and investigated in particular sections 1-5, which
showed correspondence in form when I compared their synopses, taking note of simi-
larity of verses and contextnal structure. I also tested my hypothesis that Kumarila
constructed the contextual framework of liis arguuments assuming opponents, in par-
ticular Buddhists, who claim, “Secripture (Buddha's teaching) is valid, because it is
taught, by the ommiscient (Buddha ete.)”. With regard to the whole framework of

contextual structure, my conclusions are as follows:

e The .S"Ic)ka\«'eirztika, in criticizing omniscience, assumes opponents who claim,
“Scripture (Buddha's teaching ete.) is valid, because it is taught by an om-
niscient being” (*agamah pramanpam, sarvajiopranitatvat), divides the reason
into three parts, examines each, i.e., “cognizing everything” (*sarvam janati),
“an omniscient. being” (*sarvajnice) and “being tanght by an omniscient being”

(*sarvajiapranita), and denies each of them in sections 2, 4 and 5.

e The Brhattika, on the other hand, assumes “Scripture (Buddha's teaching ete.)
is valid, because it is taught by the ommiscient Buddha (ete.)” (*agumah
pramanam, sarvajiebuddhaprenitatvat) and divides the reason into five parts,
i.e. “everything” (*sarve), “cognizing everything” (*sarvam janali), “omni-
scient” (*servegna), “the omniscient Buddha” (*sarvajnabuddha) and “being
taught by the omniscient Buddha” (*servaynabuddhapranite), which are denied

in sections 1, 2, 4, 4" and 5.

It is clear that Kumarila, in both the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika. constructs
the contextual frammework with a cousistent intention to deny the reason proposed
by opponents who claim validity of scripture taught by the Buddha ete. This is

Kumarila's intention behind the contextnal framework suggested by correspondence
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between the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika. The non-corresponding arguments, on
the other hand, in particular found only in the Brhattika, suggest the following:

e Only the Brhattika has arguments in sections 1.1 and 1.2 which deal in detail
with the scope of “everything”. This suggests that Kumadrila is increasingly
sensitive about the question whether “everything” includes dhiarmas and that

he distinguishes between servejie and dharmagie.

e The argument “limitation of developing capacity”, is found only in the Brhatttka
in section 2.1.2. This suggests that Kumarila pays attention not only to a hor-
izontal functional division of premdnas but also a vertical limitation of human

cognitive capacity.

e Among the arguments subordinate to section 4, which denies valid means of
cognizing an omniscient being or omniscience, denials of uparmanae and arthapatti
are found only in the Brhattika. This suggests Kumarila's intention to deny all

the possible pramanas for the sake of thorough argument.

e Only the Brhattika has the argument which denies “the omniscient Buddha”
(4"). This suggests again Kumarila’s intention to make his argnment thorough
enough. Furthermore this makes clear that Kwnarila intends to deny the Bud-

dha in particular instead of denying an omniscient being in general.

The following is suggested by the portions in the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika
which have different emphases or points of argument, although they correspond closely
regarding the form of the verses and location in the whole structure.

e In the opening section 1, interpreting the original passage of the Sabarabhasya,
the Slokavarttika simply assumes a literally “omniscient being” who cognizes
everything, but the BrhattTka, being sensitive about the scope of “everything”,
indicates Kumarila’s concern that “everything” should not include dharmas and

that a dharmajnia is to be denied.

o In denying “being taught by the omniscient (Buddha)” in section 5, the Sloka-
varttika attacks the causal relationship between desire and teaching-action, but
the Brhattika points out the contradiction between the state of meditation (be-
ing omniscient) and that of teaching. Thus the two works criticize the same

matter, i.e. the teaching-action of the Buddha, in different ways.
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In this way I examined three types of texts regardiug the main points of Kwnarila’s
critique of ommniscience in the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika, namely, those por-
tions which correspond to each other in both works, those which do not, aud those
which show superficial correspondence but differ in significance. The second non-
correspowding portions of the Brhattika, in particular, suggest that Kimérila intendy
to make his argnment thorough and that his view is more developed and deepened
than in the Slokavarttika. Therefore it is likely that the Slokavarttika is followed
by the DBrhattika, at least from my limited investigation. And there are some traces
which indicate the relationship between Kumarila and Dharmakirti. These sources
examined and combined together in the most straightforward way suggest the follow-
ing sequence: Slokavarttika — Pramanavarttika I — Brhattika — Pramapavarttika
IL, III. But this matter is to be further considered, taking into account various sources

including portions other than Kumarila'’s critique of omniscience.
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