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LAWRENCE MCCREA

The Transformations of Mimamsa in the Larger
Context of Indian Philosophical Discourse

- In Mimamsa, as in most Indian philosophical text traditions, it is
_ often difficult to precisely identify points of historical rupture and
transformation. Given the loss of what may have been key works of
 Mimamsa literature, as well as the typical uncertainties regarding
both relative and absolute chronology, it is hard to determine when
and how, much less why, significant theoretical and discursive
changes took place. Still, some changes are deep and broad enough to
be charted and, at least in some measure, explained. The seventh
" century seems to mark one such turning point. It was in this period
that Mimamsa divided into the two sub-schools that would define it
throughout its later history, that of Kumarilabhatta and Prabhakara.

Less frequently noted, but perhaps no less important, it was in this
period, and seemingly precisely through the works of these two
authors, that the Mimamsasitrabhasya of Sabara became established
as the foundation for all later work in the field. Each of these authors’
work consists entirely of sub-commentaries on part or all of Sabara’s
Bhdsya (and this in a field which, so far can be determined, had never
yet produced any sub-commentarial literature of any sort). Whatever
differences they may have had among themselves on other matters
(and these differences were of course substantial), Kumarila and
Prabhakara are agreed in taking Sabara’s commentary to form the
basis for all subsequent discussions in the field of Mimamsa, all but
displacing the Mimamsasitra itself as the foundational text of the
entire discipline.!

D

! This is not to say, of course, that they are blind followers, or that they never depart
from Sabara’s positions. Kumarila differs with Sabara openly on many points, and
Prabhikara does so more frequently, if also covertly — Prabhakara never openly
accuses Sabara of error.



128 LAWRENCE MCCREA

This is a marked change from the state of the field before
Kumarila and Prabhakara’s time. Sabara himself had worked in a
field in which there were many rival interpreters of the Mimamsg-
sitra. Several of these — Upavarsa, Bodhayana, and at least twg.
unnamed “Vrttikaras™ — are well-known from named references i
the Bhasya as well as several later texts, but it is clear from many
discussions in the work of Sabara and his commentators that there
were others whose names are not preserved And it is clear from
references to these fellow interpreters in Sabara’s own text that the
differences between them were far from minor, extending at times to
even to markedly different readings of, and markings of the divisiong
between, the sitras themselves.> We know, further, that there were
other Mimamsa authors between the time of Sabara (mid/late fifth
century?) and that of Kumarila (mid-seventh century) who did not
adopt ' Sabara’s views or take his text as the basis for their own
works.*

Yet all this ends quite abruptly with the commentaries of Kumarila
and Prabhakara after whose time all works in the field of Mimamsa
take Sabara’s reading and interpretation of the Mimamsdsitra as their
basis, and virtually all of which clearly align themselves with either
Kumarila’s or Prabhakara’s interpretations of Sabara. So, the trans-
formation of Mimamsa that occurs in the 7th century is marked not
only by the bifurcation of the field into two competing subschools,
but by a decisive consolidation of its textual foundations and its
doctrinal core. It is no accident that, once Sabara’s Bhasya has
become established as the standard gloss on the Mimamsasitra, the
welter of competing works — both pre- and post-Sabara — quickly
vanish and are, with rare exceptions, known to the post-seventh

* The Vrttikara mentioned by Dignaga is apparently different from the one whose
views are recapitulated by Sabara (see Hattori 1968: 66, 166f. The former should
perhaps be identified with one Bhavadasa, a possible fragment of whose work has
been discovered and edited in Franco 2002.

* As can be seen, most famously, in the “Vrttikaragrantha,” a long quotation or
summary of one such interpreter’s views included by Sabara in his own commen-
tary on MS 1.1.5. See Frauwallner 1968: 24ff.

* The best known of these is Bhartrmitra, referenced in several commentaries on
Kumirila’s Slokavarttika, in Jayantabhatta’s Nydyamarijart, and quoted in Mukula-
bhatta’s Abhidhavrttamatrka. For full references, see McCrea 2008: 294.
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. century authors only through stray references or allusions in the
works of Sabara, Kumarila, and Prabhakara themselves.’

Yet, while Kumarila and Prabhakara seem to cooperate in
establishing Sabara’s Bhasya as the primary textual foundation of the
« gystem, they are both of course major innovators in their own right.
_“Fach writes only commentaries on Sabara, yet each, through these
" commentaries, radically transforms the doctrines, the modes of
“argument, and the discursive practices of Mimamsa. The field of

Mimamsa as it looked in the late-seventh or early-eighth century is in
. many ways vastly different from what it had been scarcely a hundred
~years before.

Why did this transformation take place at all, and why did it
“happen just in this period? There would seem to be no reason internal
to the development of the Mimamsa system that could explain either
the consolidation of its textual foundations or its bifurcation into
“subschools, and I think to make sense of what happens within
Mimamsa in this period one must look to external forces. In
particular, I think that the challenge posed by Dignaga’s Pramana-
samuccaya, and the revolution in both epistemological thinking and
philosophical text practices that it spawned, played a major role in
bringing about this transformation. The toweting importance of
Dignaga’s work in the overall development of Indian philosophy is
well known, and need not be defended at length. But here too, as with
the rise of the Bhatta and Prabhakara schools of Mimamsa, I think
there are aspects of the changes wrought by Dignaga that have been
largely overlooked, or at any rate have not received anything like the
attention they deserve.

Dignaga’s radical epistemology, of course, represented a powerful
philosophical challenge to established Mimamsa theories on the
nature of knowledge, perception, and the like, as they did to the
theories of Naiyayikas, VaiSesikas, Samkhyas, and others, and they
forced defenders of these schools to develop new arguments and, not

5 Jinendrabuddhi (early 8" century), commenting on Dignaga’s Pramdnasamuccaya,
expands somewhat on Digndga’s own discussion of the Vrttikara’s views, and may
have still had access to his text. Bhartrmitra was apparently still known somewhat
later: his text is quoted once in Mukulabhatta’s (late 9" century) Abhidhavrttamatr-
ka, and again in Cakradhara’s (late 10™ century?) commentary on Jayantabhatta’s
Nyayamafijari (see McCrea 2008: 294).
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infrequently, to significantly modify their existing positions on key
issues in order to mount a more effective defense against the attackg
of Dignaga and his followers. But, alongside the dramatic doctrina]
changes in both Buddhist and anti-Buddhist philosophical text -
traditions set in motion by Dignaga’s work, the Pramanasamuccayq
also intitiated a sudden, widespread, and radical transformation in the
reading, citational, and discursive practices of Sanskrit philosophers,
a transformation perhaps even more dramatic in its effects thap
Dignaga’s specifically philosophical contributions.

Up until Dignaga’s time, philosophical debate between rival
traditions was conducted with fairly minimal direct textual interface,
Direct quotations of works from rival text traditions were extremely
rare, and responses were usually made to vaguely characterized
“enemy” positions, rather than to specific textual formulations of
these positions. It is often unclear how familiar authors in this period
actually were with the theories they were criticizing, and it is difficult
to determine in many cases which version or versions of their
opponents’ arguments authors are responding to.

Toward the end of the 6™ century, this state of affairs changes
dramatically and suddenly, and it is precisely Dignaga’s Pramana-
samuccaya that marks the turning point. Dignaga does not simply
show specific awareness of his opponents’ texts, inserting a stray
quotation or a named reference here and there. He makes the
systematic investigation of and response to the texts of rival
philosophical traditions a basic organizing principle of his own work.
This is most clearly evident in the first, “perception” chapter of his
magnum opus. Dignaga begins with a quite succinct explanation of
his own views on the nature of perception, after which he devotes the
bulk of his chapter to examining and criticizing, in turn, the
definitions of perception given in the Vadavidhi, the Nyayasitra, the
Vaisesikasitra, the Samkhya text Sastitantra,® and the Mimamsasi-
tra. In the course of these critiques he considers the positions of
different commentators within these rival traditions on the definitions
in question, possible variant readings,’ and even questions of

¢ See Hattori 1968: 148 (see also Frauwallner 1958).

" E.g. his discussion of the divergent views of Sabara and the Vrttikara on MS 1.1.4,
which the latter reads as “tatsamprayoge purusasyendriyanam buddhijanma sat
pratyaksam” in place of Sabara’s reading “satsamprayoge purusasyendriyanam bud-
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~ authorship (in the case of the Vadavidhi). Close reading of oppo-
_pents’ texts, on this scale and with this degree of specificity, is
. simply unprecedented, and marks a major transition in the discursive
practice of Sanskrit philosophy. And, Dignaga’s text-based critical
_method is quickly adopted by others, most notably by representatives
of the very traditions against whom Dignaga had most forcefully
deployed it; his work was very shortly followed by comparably
_thorough attacks on his own arguments, replete with specific
" references to and direct quotations of his own text. While not all post-
- Dignagan authors are as thorough or as detailed as he was in refer-
_encing the works of his opponents and important uncertainties remain
about the interlocutors addressed by some key philosophical texts,
the citational and critical practices adopted by Dignaga and his early
critics quickly become standard across the full range of Sanskrit
philosophical literature; quite apart from his theoretical innovations,
Dignaga brought about a seemingly permanent revolution in the way
Indian philosophical texts were written.

It is not clear how we should explain this transformation in
discursive practices: whether it can be ascribed simply to the over-
whelming cultural influence of Dignaga’s successful model, or is
rooted in technological or institutional changes (which may have led
to more widespread circulation of written texts and greater
availability of libraries, for instance). But, in any case, the field of
play in the world of Sanskrit philosophy was very different in
Kumarila and Prabhakara’s time from what it had been in Sabara’s,
and this seems to play an important role in the internal changes in
Mimamsa that begin with their works. Indeed it is quite tempting to
tie both of the major changes Mimamsa undergoes in this period to
the discursive transformation initiated by Dignaga — the consolidation
of Sabara’s work as the textual basis of the field, and the split into
rival schools (fundamentally based, of course, on rival interpretations
of that textual basis). Precisely because Digndga is attacking a
specific text, rather than generic and more or less ill-defined
doctrines or positions, his attack pushes defenders of Miméamsa (and
other rival traditions as well, of course) in the direction of
apologetics. To resist Dignaga’s attack§ is not only to defend a

dhijanma tat pratyaksam.” See Frauwallner 1968: 22-26; cf. Hattori 1968: 163f., PS
I: 20, PST: 170ff.



132 LAWRENCE MCcCREA

general set of somewhat vaguely defined positions, but to defend 5
specific text — a text, in this case, far more detailed in its-arguments -
and therefore less easily manipulated than the terse and often cryptic
Mimamsasiitra.

The very textual consolidation of around Sabara’s Bhasya as the
foundation of the field sharpens and draws attention to differenceg
between rival interpreters of that text, making them harder to ignore,
Hence the shift to a more closely text-based, exegetical, and
scholastic mode of argumentation serves precisely to promote the
division of the field into rival camps, based on their divergent
approaches to interpreting what has now become the foundational
text of their discipline. In a way, it is a mistake to see the movement
of Mimamsa in this period as a bifurcation of a formerly unitary field
into two subschools. Rather, it represents a change from a situation in
which, insofar as we can judge from the surviving evidence, virtually
every author in the field in effect constituted his own sub-school of
Mimamsa, to one in which there are two and only two such schools.
And the divergences in their interpretations of Sabara’s text which
prompt the split between the Bhatta and Prabhakara schools are very
much bound up with the different ways they choose to respond to
Dignaga’s attacks.

As I hope to show, this response is not simply an outer line of
defense, protecting the basic presuppositions of the system from
attack by outsiders while leaving the core of the discipline basically
unchanged. The different approaches Kumarila and Prabhakara take
to defending their tradition and, more specifically, Sabara’s text,
from the attacks advanced by Dignaga shape and alter their own
understanding of some of the key concepts and doctrines of the
Mimamsa, and are at the root of many of the key points of contention
between the two emergent sub-schools. They change what it is they
are defending by defending it.

While Dignaga’s theory of perception represented a serious
challenge to virtually all non-Buddhist philosophers (and some
Buddhist ones as well, of course), it stood as a particular affront to
the Mimamsakas, given the uniquely pivotal role they assign to
linguistic (and therefore necessarily conceptual) awareness as a
source of knowledge for successful dharmic practice. Dignaga’s
epistemology draws a sharp distinction between perceptual awareness
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_ taken to be not only generally valid but indubitable and absolutely
unfalsifiable — and conceptual awareness — which deals only with
fictitious, mentally constructed universals, and can have, at best, a
conditional validity insofar as it enables successful engagement with
the unique particulars which are the only ultimately real objects of
knowledge. When we first see an object, we do not see it as anything:
‘as a member of a class, or as the bearer of a name, for instance; we
see only the bare, uncharacterized, particular. Our awarenesses of
class-assignment, name, and the like come only in subsequent
moments of awareness and, for this very reason, Dignaga and his
followers insist that they do not reflect the real nature of the object —
which already appeared to us in the initial, non-conceptual,
awareness — but are instead simply fictitious products of our own
mental construction. Dignaga essentially sets up a two-tiered
hierarchy of awareness types. One type, the immediately perceptual,
having only unique particulars as its objects, is presented as
necessarily valid and beyond possibility of falsification; the other
type, conceptual awareness, traffics only in fictitious constructed
objects, and can be accepted as “valid” only if it meets certain
specific tests the qualify the awareness in question as “inferential.”

This obviously presented a serious challenge to the Mimamsa
_effort to enshrine Vedic language as an infallible source of know-
ledge regarding matters wholly unamenable to sense perception. Both
Kumarila and Prabhakara attack Dignaga’s two-tiered system of
cognitions; each insists on a system in which all cognitions — whether
perceptual or conceptual — are placed on a par and must-be treated
and, where relevant, judged, by the same rules. But they achieve this
result in radically different ways, and this difference marks the most
salient divergence between their respective epistemologies.

Kumarila famously grounds his epistemology on the theory of the
intrinsic validity (svatah pramanya) of all cognitions.® This theory
holds that if any cognitions of any sort are held to be valid, then all
cognitions — perceptual, conceptual, linguistic, or otherwise — must
be accorded prima facie validity, and can be dismissed as invalid
only if and -when grounds for their falsification appear. It is
unnecessary, and ultimately impossible, to prove the validity of any

8§V, Codanasitra 47ff. For more on the theory of intrinsic validity, see Taber 1992
and Arnold 2005, Chapters 3 and 4.
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given cognition on positive grounds. The most one can do is seek
and fail to find, grounds for falsifying any given awareness, An3;
awareness is in principle amenable to falsification, though thjs in
itself cannot be taken as sufficient grounds for regarding it as
doubtful. Kumarila holds this to be true even of awareness deriveq
from the Vedic scriptures. He tries to defend the validity of such
awareness, not on the ground that it is indubitable or in pfinciple
unfalsifiable (like Dignaga’s perception), but by showing that it bears
on maiters beyond the range of any other possible source of
knowledge, and that there is thence no such source available which
could falsify the awareness derived from the Veda. So by denying
any privileged category of indubitable awareness, and providing g
workable theory for how our ordinary knowledge practices can be
maintained in the absence of such a privileged category, Kumarila
undermines Dignaga’s attempt to establish perception as a uniquely
doubt-free mode of awareness.

While the theory of svatahpramanya is very forcefully ‘articulated
and its implications are set forth with masterful clarity by Kumarila,

it cannot quite be said to represent a major innovation on Kumarila’s
part, simply because the theory is already present in its essentials in
the work of the Vrttikara, quoted or paraphrased at length by Sabara
in his commentary on Mimamsasitra 1.1.5.° There are, however,
other major elements in Kumarila’s philosophy that do represent
radical innovations, and that are clearly prompted by the need to
respond to -Dignaga’s attacks. One notable example of this is his
argument for the “dual nature” (dviriipata) of entities. Kumarila
attacks the notion that there is an absolute ontological distinction
between universals and particulars: he insists that universal and
particular together constitute the indivisible two-part nature of any
object. This doctrine, unlike the theory of svatahpramanya, appears
to have no precedent in earlier Mimamsa discussions of the nature of
universals. Kumarila first introduces it in the very beginning of the
Siddhanta portion of his discussion of perception, and uses it to
directly address Dignaga’s argument for the mentally-constructed,

non-objective nature of universals (S‘lokavdrttika, Pratyaksa 112ff.):

? See Mimamsadarsana, Vol. 1: 30ff.; also Frauwallner 1968:; 24ff.
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. Pirst there is an initial perception (alocand) — a non-conceptual awareness,
similar to the awareness of children, mutes, and the like, and arising purely
from the object. ;
At that time, neither particular nor universal is experienced, but, rather, the
individual (vyakti), which is the basis (@dhara) of both, is apprehended.lo

He goes on fo explain:

Even in non-conceptual awareness, there is apprehension of a thing with a
dual nature (dvyatmaka): it can be explained via definitions, but it is grasped
in its pure form by the knower

— not as something unique, since it does not conceptualize the exclusion of
others, nor as “a universal” since it does not conceptualize recurrence across
(a range of) individuals. '

After that, however, the awareness which determines the thing by way of its
properties, such as its class character (jaryadi), is likewise regarded as
perception.!

By introducing as the content of our initial moment of perceptual
awareness the entire object, undifferentiated but comprising both
individuality and universality in its “dual nature,” Kumarila aims to
defuse Dignaga’s critique of universals as something introduced only
in subsequent moments of awareness, and therefore not truly a
perception of the object at all. Again, the effect is a kind of levelling
(where Dignaga sought to introduce a firm hierarchy): for Kumarila,
the “particular” is no more (and no less) present in our initial percep-
tual awareness than the universal, and it is therefore not possible to
draw between them any invidious distinction that would allow one to
dismiss universals, but not particulars, as not genuinely part of what
we perceive. Both particularity and universality are part of what we
initially perceive, though neither is consciously, determinately,
recognized in that initial moment. Our determinate awareness of
these dual aspects appears to us only subsequently, in moments of

asti hy alocandjiianam prathamam nirvikalpakam |
balamikadivijianasadrsam suddhavastujam || 112
na viseso na samanyam tadanim anubhilyate |

tayor ddhdarabhiita tu vyaktir evavasiyate || 113
nirvikalpakabodhe ’pi dvyatamakasyapi vastunah |
grahanam laksanakhyeyam jiiatra suddham tu grhyate || 118
na casadharanatvena paravyavrttyakalpanat |
visesanugamaklpteh samanyam iti napi tat || 119
tatah param punar vastu dharmair jatyadibhir yaya |
buddhyavastyate sapi pratyaksatvena sammata || 120
For more on this, see Taber 2005: 94ff.
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conceptual awareness, but because these aspects appear to us ag jf
they actually belong to the object before us, we must, in the absence
of any grounds for falsifying this impression, take them to really
belong to it, and this conceptual awareness is therefore still to be
regarded as perceptual.

This theory of the dual nature of perceived objects, while it jg
raised as a response to Dignaga’s attack on the Mimamsa theory of
perception, is not simply forgotten after this attack has (in Kumarila’g
mind at least) been successfully refuted. He articulates the very same
position much further on in the Slokavc‘zrttika, when he turns 1o
consider the ontology of universals in the Akrtivada:

In the case of all objects, our awareness arises containing elements of
differentiation and recurrence; and this is not possible without a duality of
nature (dvydtmakatva).

If one takes the position that there is only the particular (in this awareness),

then'the awareness of a universal could not arise; if there were awareness of

the universal alone, the cognition of the particular would be without any

basis."? ,

This idea of the dual-nature of objects appears to have no
precedent in earlier Mimamsa discussions of universals, but it has
clearly become basic to Kumarila’s thinking on the issue. Therefore,
one of the basic elements of Mimamsa ontology has been significant-
ly reconceived, and this reconception seems clearly to be driven by a
tactical need to respond to Dignaga’s attack.

Yet, while this and other key elements of Kumarila’s philosophy
are clearly shaped in important ways by his tactics in responding to
Dignaga, the impact of this response is far more dramatic and
widespread in the case of Prabhakara. Prabhakara’s attack on
Dignaga’s two-tiered system of cognitions take an approach exactly
opposite to that embodied in Kumarila’s svatahpramanya theory.
Rather than attempt to drag immediate perceptual awareness down to
the same level as conceptual and linguistic awareness — -rendering
each presumptively valid but potentially falsifiable — Prabhakara
elevates conceptual awareness to the same status Dignaga reserves
for the purely perceptual. For him, all awareness is, equally, unfalsifi-

12 sarvavastusu buddhis ca vyavrityanugamamika |

Jayate dvyarmakatvena vina sa ca na siddhyati || 5
viSesamatra iste ca na samanyamatir bhavet |
samanyamatrabodhe tu nirnimitta visesadhih | 6
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‘able and indubitable. This epistemological position emerges as
prabhakara develops his unique theory of error, and he links it
explicitly to Dignaga’s discussion of conceptual awareness. Interpret-
ing the Vritikara’s statement that “That (awareness) which does not
have a defective cause, and which is not cognized as ‘False’, is not a
false awareness,”'? Prabhakara asks:

It is determined that an awareness to which these two conditions do not

apply is not a “false awareness”. But what is this awareness (to which these

two conditions are said not to apply)? That which arises through connection
with a name, a universal, etc. (namajatyadiyogena)."*

Thus Prabhakara takes the Vrttikara’s statement to refer
specifically to conceptual awareness (kalpana), as defined by
Dignaga. And he goes on to argue that Dignaga’s dismissal of
conceptual awareness as more error-prone or doubtful than the purely
perceptual is baseless. He characterizes Dignaga’s position as
follows:

So, our opponents, who say that “This is merely conceptual construction,” do

not accept that this awareness has any objective basis (@lambana) other than

that already validly known via the non-conceptual awareness. And it is just
this they call “samvrti.”"

He goes on to argue, however, that the conceptual awareness,
although it does have as its object the same thing already perceived,
because it is a reflective awareness also comprehending other things
experienced previously (e.g. other things have the same class,
qualities, etc.) it has an object which extends partly beyond what was
contained in the non-conceptual awareness. And, as neither of the
falsification criteria given by the Vrttikara apply to this reflective
awareness — when we are conceptually aware of a cow as “a cow”,
this awareness of its class property is neither empirically falsified nor
the product of any detectable fault in our perceptual mechanism — we

B M imamsadarsana, vol. 1: 34.

" Brhati, vol. 1: 50: yasyedam dvayam nasti, nasau mithyapratyaya ity avadharyate.
kah punar asau? namajatyadiyogenotpadyate yah. Here Prabhakara is deliberately
echoing Dignaga’s phrasing in his own definition of conceptualization in Pramdana-
samuccaya 1.3: atha keyam kalpana ndma? namajatyadiyojand. See PS: 2, PST, vol.
1: 37.

" Ibid, pp. 50f.: tatha ca parair narthintaralambanatesyate ’sya, nirvikalpakapra-
mitavisayataivesyate vikalpamdtram evedam iti vadadbhih. sa eva ca samvrtir ity
uktam.
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have no basis for rejecting the conceptual awareness as invalid apg
upholding the non-conceptual awareness as valid. A

Now it is at this point that the question of error is brought to the
fore. The (Dignagan) opponent tries to use generally acknowledgeq
examples of perceptual error to show that conceptual awareness s, a¢
least in some cases, falsified, and therefore cannot be held to pe
unfailingly reliable:

For, (he says,) mother-of-pear] appears as if it were silver; and this

awareness has mother-of-pearl as its objective basis, not silver. How do we

know this? Because it is seen [to arise] when one’s eye is connected with
mother-of pearl, and it does not arise in a blind person, 't "

It is in response to this line of argument that Prabhakara develops
perhaps his most distinctive epistemological position: the “non-
appearance” (a-khyati) theory of error. Prabhakara attacks the notion
that any’object can appear in our awareness as other than it truly is. In
response to the objection above he declares: “An objective basis
(alambana) which has one form cannot be the the cause of ap
awareness which has a different form.”"” How then does he account
for cases of error such as the mother-of-pearl and silver? He goes on
to explain:

An awareness which arises in dependence on another, similar object, but

which does not apprehend its distinction (from other, similar, things),

becomes the cause of a memory-awareness of another, similar object, for a

person who does not have the awareness “I am remembering”; and, to this

extent, things like the awareness of silver with respect to mother-of pearl are
explicable.'®

When we see a piece of mother-of-pearl and think “This is silver”,
the physical basis of our awareness “silver” is not the mother of pearl
before our eyes. On Prabhakara’s view, it is simply absurd that an
awareness of “silver” could have any other object than silver. So, the
object of our awareness “silver,” even in such cases, can only be real
silver ~ not silver we are actually seeing at that moment, but a
memory of silver seen previously. Our awareness in such cases in

' Ibid., pp. 58f.: Suktika hi rajatavat prakasate. Suktikalambamam hi tajjfianam, na
rajatalambanam. katham avagamyate? Suktikasamprayukte caksusi darsanat, andha-
Syanutpadat.

Ibid., pp. 64f.: nanyakaram alambanam anyakarasya Jiidnasyotpattihetuh.

Ibid., p. 65: visayantaram sadrSam avalambyagrhitavivekam Yaj jiidnam utpannam
tat sadrSavisayantare smrtijiianahetutam pratipadyate, “smarami” iti JAdnasanya-
Sya. upapannani tavat suktikadisu rajatadijiianani.

17
18
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fact has two components: the “this”, which accurately apprehends the
-mother-of-pearl before our eyes, and the “silver”, which accurately
-apprehends the silver we have seen previously. Our apprehension of
what we call “error” is the result, not of any part of our awareness-
content being falsified, displaced, or overturned by another, more
accurate awareness, but rather by the additional awareness of some

reviously uncognized element — e.g. the difference between the
perceived “this” and the remembered “silver.”

Through this admittedly rather counterintuitive theory of error,
Prabhakara is able to uphold the original claim he made against
Dignaga — that the contents of our conceptual awareness are no more
amenable to falsification, and no more reasonably subject to doubt,
than the contents of our non-conceptual perceptual awareness. And,
having devised this theory to defend the reliability of conceptual
‘awareness against Dignaga’s attacks, Prabhakara does not simply
move on and forget about it. The need to maintain the position that
our awareness-contents are never displaced or falsified, and the
implications of his accompanying akhyati theory, are major concerns
of his throughout his works, and resurface frequently and at odd
times. Some of the most distinctive and innovative stands taken by
Prabhakara can I think be shown to proceed directly from this one
argumentative move he makes against the Buddhists. In the interests
of space, I will briefly mention here only two examples.

Prabhakara’s account of sentence meaning, his famous theory of
anvitabhidhana, which holds that words do not convey >their
meanings individually, but only when and insofar as they are
construed into sentence meanings, diverges sharply from the account
of sentence-meaning found in both Sabara’s and Kumarila’s works.
Both Sabara and Kumarila hold that, when we interpret a sentence,
the words first express their individual meanings, and these word
meanings (padarthas) are then construed with one another so as to
arrive at a sentence meaning. They both hold, furthermore, that, as
the literal referents of words can only be universals, while sentences
are typically used to refer to or describe particulars, in moving from
word-meaning to sentence-meaning, the original, literal meanings of
the individual words are “blocked” (badhita), displaced by the parti-
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culars to which the sentence actually refers.'” Kumarila actually goes
so far as to assert, on this basis, that all sentence meaning ig
figuratively expressed (laksanika). Prabhakara, however, will haye
none of this. His discussion of sentence meaning in the Vakyadhi- .
karana (MS 1.1.24-26), where the anvitabhidhana theory is first
advanced, makes it clear that it is the need to avoid admitting the
displacement or blocking of the initial, universally understood word-
meanings by the particular referents of the construed sentence that
leads him to reject the two-stage process envisioned by Sabara and
Kumarila.*® Words, whose expressive bases are universals, do not
first express individual word meanings that are then combined to
form a sentence meaning; rather, they are first construed (anvita)
with one another, and collectively, by a unitary process, denote the
already-particularized sentence meaning. Hence Prabhakara is able to
give an account of sentence meaning which does not compromise his
own eplstemlc principles, but doing so forces him to break de01s1vely
with previous Mimamsa thinking on the sentence-meaning issue.

The effects of Prabhakara’s belief in the unfalsifiability of
conceptual contents sometimes come to the surface even in extremely
recondite discussions of ritual theory which seem very far removed
indeed from the Mimamsa/Buddhist debate. To cite only one
example: In commenting on Sabara’s Bhasya on Mimamsasiitra
3.3.14, Prabhakara deals with the question of badha, the blocking of
one interpretive means of knowledge by another, or of one ritual
element by another (a phenomenon which sometimes occurs when
performative details are transferred from one ritual context to anoth-
er). Prabhakara, given his views on the unfalsifiablity of awareness-
contents as discussed above, is of course deeply uncomfortable with
the notion that any awareness we have arrived at through hearing a
Vedic text can be “blocked”, set aside, or discarded, even on the basis
of what we hear elsewhere in the Veda. Driven to explain how this
so-called “blocking” can nevertheless occur, Prabhakara turns once
more to his akhyati theory, and to the familiar example of the silver
and the mother-of-pearl:

¥ See Sabara’s Bhasya ad MS 1.1.25 (Mimamsadarsana, Vol. 1, p. 116), and
Sabara’s Bhasya along with Kumarila’s Tantravarttika ad 3.1.12 (Mimamsadarsana,
vol. 4: 53 — adopting the variant reading “badhite” as a correction to the printed
“bodhite”); also McCrea 2000: 439f.

*See Brhati ad MS 1.1.24-26 (pp. 348-401, especially pp. 396 397).
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Now, on this point, those who understand the blocking of commands say:

People, thinking, on the basis of similarity (with prior cases), that (the

conclusion of the weaker means of knowledge) has been arrived at, and not

seeing any difference, conditioned by an occlusion of memory, speak of a

“knowledge of the thing having been arrived at”, just as they speak of a

“knowledge of silver” in the case of mother-of-pear].”’

The impression that the Veda has told us something which is later
displaced in view of a more powerful interpretive pramana, like the
impression that we have seen silver when only mother-of-pearl is
pefore our eyes, is the result of our failure to grasp the distinction
between previously observed cases and the present one. Prabhakara’s
theory of badha sets him at odds in important ways with both Sabara
and Kumarila and, again, we can clearly see that it is his desire to
consistently follow out the implications of the theory of conceptual
awareness he developed in response to Dignaga that drives him to
part company with his predecessors on this issue.

CONCLUSION

I think it should be clear even from the brief discussion here that
the internal chronology and periodization of the Mimamsa text
tradition cannot be dealt with in isolation from other developments in
the wider stream of Indian philosophical discourse, and that the
impetus provided by Dignaga’s work in particular had a powerful
impact on the field of Mimamsa in one of the most important periods
in its history — one which dramatically effected not only its
philosophical doctrines but also its reading, writing, and commen-
tarial practices. Furthermore, it should be clear that it is not possible
in the study of Mimamsa to treat in isolation from one another what
Ganganatha Jha used to call “philosophical issues” and “Mimamsa
issues proper” — that is to say, the specifically ritual and Vedic
interpretive problems. These issues are inextricably bound up
together in manifold and complex ways, and any attempt to write the
history of the discipline must strive to take account of the full range

A Tbid., p. 796‘ atredanim upadesabadhavido *bhidadhati | samanyatah. praptin
kayam iva raJataJnanam | (Followmg the 1nterpretatlon of Prabhakara’s commenta-
tor Salikanathamisra, 1 take smrtipramosanimittam adverbially with vyapadisanti,
rather than adjectivally with praptijiianam.)
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