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In his commentary to Aryadeva's CS X1l (&% %% Gudng
bdi lun shi Iun, 1IV), Dharmapala goes into a long diatribe against
the Brahmin and Jain outsiders. He draws a picture of the Brah-
min that is free of complacency and perhaps unique in its sever-
ity. For him, the Brahmin'’s path is nothing but an endless recita-
tion of meaningless formula. And if Brahmins are at all vener-
ated, it is because the majority of them try successively to fool
others by reciting mantras, by worshipping fire or by purifying
themselves through austerities. They in fact earn a living by
abusing women and Sidras. For Brahmins from the distant past
invented the whole of the Veda, according to Dharmapala, and
then claimed that they were natural instead of the creation of
huran imagination. Brahmins even describe themselves, in those
texts, as the most venerable among men and recommend non-
Brahmins who wish to acquire incommensurable merits to take
care of their needs. Dharmapala concludes by comparing the
Brahmin’s behaviour to that of greedy lepers, and holds that they
are venerated because of their knowledge and because the Veda
is difficult to recite.5¢ According to Dharmapala, then, the Brah-
mins created, and continue to keep in place, symbolic instru-
ments of violence and domination. The creation of the Veda sim-
ply results from the necessity to make that domination natu-
ral.67

Like so many other authors aqd texts, from the VSi to Can-
drakirti, Aryadeva maintains, in CS XII 22, that birth or caste are

6 See Aryadeva’s CS XII 21, the Chinese and Tibetan versions of which
differ. See respectively Tillemans {1990, ], 110) and (1990, 1, 132).

67 On those matters, see Tillemans (1990, 1, 108-111). Candrakirti is
more reserved than his predecessor Dharmapala in his attack of Brah-
mins and, contrary to Dharmapila, he here does not present any argu-
ment to undermine the legitimacy of the glory that falls upon Brahmins
because of their birth. For Candrakirti, Brahmins simply perform the
recitation of formulas and fire oblations. And since they seek profit and
worldly honours, Brahmins have to be hypocrites. Their doctrine, which
is “mostly an outward show” (phyi ‘chos), fits well in samsdra, and is
therefore an obstacle to liberation. See Tillemans (1990, 1, 130-132]).
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a purely karmic product that does not lead to liberation.s8 Dhar-
mapala offers two arguments against the superiority of the Brah-
min’s birth in his commentary on that verse. Developing the “bio-
logical” arguments found in the canonical literature, and anti-
cipating later philosophers,®® he first asserts that the dharmas
that serve as sense facuities and sensory objects to Brahmins
are not different from those that fulfil the same functions among
individuals of other castes. The second argument then claims that
since Brahmins and $iidras live together on the same continent
(dvipa), Brahmins cannot claim any superiority over the siidras.”°
While this second argument may seem over simple, it plays on
the pan-Indian cosmological belief that a common set of charac-
teristics is shared by the inhabitants of each of the four conti-
nents: average life expectancy, height, physiognomy, etc. And as
Dharmapala is quick to point out, whereas cosmological deter-
minants may justify a qualitative gradation among the inhabi-
tants from one continent to another, no such gradation may be
justified within a given continent.

Dharmapala’s refutation of the Brahmanic argumentation is
often convincing. But he offers no explanation for the partition
of Indian society into castes. His rather fiery remaiks on the mo-
tivations that led to the composition of the Veda are nonetheless
extremely interesting.

2.1.2 Dharmakirti and the reformulation of the polemic

At this stage we must formulate a hypothesis to explain why it is
only with Dharmakirti that the Buddhist polemic on caste took
on a partially new turn; one that would also engage his succes-
sors Sakyabuddhi (c. 660-720?, PVT), Santaraksita (c. 725-788,
TS), Kamalasila (c. 740-795, TSP), Karnakagomin (c. 800, PVSVT)

68 See Tillemans (1990, 1, 111).

6 See section 1.2, p.17, above, and sections 2.3.2, p.107, and 2.5.1,
p- 138, below.

70 ] am not aware of any other instance of that cosmological argument.
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and Prajfidkaragupta (c. 800, PVA).7t | will here present only
two possible explanations for this: one internal to the works to
be examined, the other external.

2.1.2.1 Internal explanation: the theory of exclusion (apoha)

With the philosophers, the problem of caste quickly crystallized
into the ontological debate and the problem of universals (jati,
samdnya). Whether we look at one or any of the specific posi-
tions adopted by every given school or individual thinker, the
break is clear between the realism of Brahmanic philosophers
and the nominalism/conceptualism of the Buddhist schools. Start-
ing with Dignaga, the core Buddhist arguments on universals are
based on the theory of exclusion (apoha) or exclusion of others
(anyapoha).’? Despite some important variations and develop-
ments brought by the philosophers discussed below, the theory
attempts to explain, in anti-realist terms, the genesis and forma-
tion of concepts (classes, genus, universals, etc.). And it does so,
in Dharmakirti at least,”3 by appealing to the causal efficiency
(arthakriyasamarthya) of entities or particulars (svalaksana). In
showing that particulars irreducibly distinct from one another
can produce identical effects, notably conceptual judgements, the
theory of exclusion claims that universals have only a concep-
tnal or notional existence. According to that theory, we come to
believe in the extra-mental and extra-linguistic reality of classes
and universals because of the superimpositions (samaropa) and
the unifications (ekikarana) (relayed by beginningless latent im-
pregnations, vasand) of those conceptual materials with sensory
data.

.71 QOn those authors and their works, see Steinkellner and Much (1995).

72 On Dignaga's theory of exclusion, first refer to Hayes (1985) and Pind
(forthcoming). On the form that the theory took in the work of Dhar-
makirti, see Frauwallner (1932, 1933a and 1933b) and Dunne (2004,
113-144).

73 On the important differences between the theories of Dignaga and

" Dharmakirti, see Katsura (1991).
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In so far as Brahmanic philosophers took both meanings of
the word jati (class, universal; caste, [social] class, blrth) to be-
long to the same realist ontology, and therefore accepted that all
Brahmins are instantiations of the class “brahmanity” (brahma-
natva) in the same way that all cows are instantiations of the
class “cowhood” (gotva), the Buddhist epistemologists were jus-
tified to test the social valorization of class against the exclusion
approach, just as they did with its epistemological valorization.”4
With the theory of exclusion, they possessed a new instrument
to reject a separation of the social and epistemological argumen-
tations; an instrument that proved to be very powerful in their
critique of the realist legitimizations of caste. Sakyabuddhi, Kar-
nakagomin and Santaraksita clearly understood this. For prior
to going into a discussion of class in the social sense, they will all
say that it has already been the object of detailed refutations in
the sections of their works dealing with the theory of exclusion.
Their subsequent discussions of the naturalization of caste are
then reducible to an argumentation against the pride that Brah-
mins take in their caste.”s

¢ This is especially true if we adopt Dumont’s structural interpretation of
caste, which includes strong apoha elements. That interpretation in-
deed “de-substantializes” caste as much as possible, so that in the end
it only has a relative existence within a system of “distinctive opposi-
tions” (Dumont 1972, 79{62]). Under that interpretation, caste essen-
tially seems to be the sum of everything that it is not and does not al-
low. See Dumont (1972, §§ 23-26, 76-103[59-90]).

s PVT P fie 27a3~4 ~ PVSVT 558.3-4: samanyanisedhdn nisiddhaiva ja-
tih / kevalam abhyupagamyocyate /. “Although [Dharmakirti] already
refuted the class by refuting the universal, he simply accepts [it provi-
sionally] and says [what follows].” TS 3575ab: satasah pratisiddhdydm
Jatau jatimadas ca kim /. “And why [show such] a pride in caste when
the class has [already] been refuted hundreds of times?” See also PVT P
fie 85a3-4 = PVSVT 618.27 on PV I340: vastubhitasdmanyanisedhdn
na purvah paksah /. “[Your] first hypothesis does not [hold], since we
have [already] refuted real universals.” On the value of that “first hy-
pothesis,” see section 2.5.1.1, p. 138, below. .
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2.1.2.2 External explanation: Kumarila and the principle of veda-
miilatva

Now. the fact that Dharmakirti’s commentators and successors
recognized and stressed the strong polemical potential of the
theory of exclusion does not explain away the fact that none of
the chapters or sections dealing with exclusion in the works of
Dignaga, Dharmakirti and Santaraksita (PS[V], chap.V, PV[SV],
chap.1 and TS, chap. XIll, sdmdnyapariksd, and XVI, Sabdartha-
pariksa) include a discussion of the problems related to the so-
cial aspect of class. A first hypothetical explanation only begins
to take form when we consider that all the critiques formulated
by Buddhist epistemologists against the Brahmanic realist the-
matizations of caste appear in chapters or sections directed against
the Mimamsd. As | shall argue, starting with Dharmakirti, the Bud-
dhist polemical efforts against the naturalization of caste are
closely linked to the critique of Mimamsaka positions. More pre-
cisely, Dharmakirti and his successors bring back all the canoni-
cal arguments previously directed at Brahmins in general in their
polemic against the Mimamsa.

Compared to Dignaga, Bhaviveka/Bhavya and Dharmapala,’®
Dharmakirti in fact entirely rewrites the Buddhist critique of the

76 As far as | knbw, Dignaga does not discuss the authorlessness of the
Veda, nor the “social” valorization of classes. And Bhaviveka/Bhavya,
while he dedicates a chapter to the Mimamsaka positions, does not say
a word about caste despite the objector’s opening position presented
in MHKIX 11 (Kawasaki 1992a, 410): devarsijustasistestam purdnam
vartma sobhanam [ vedarthabahyaih strisidrair yuktam yat tyajyate tra-
yi//. (Translated in English in Kawasaki 1976, 11, together with T] ad
loc., note 10). More than that: according to de Jong's (1988, 429-430)
interpretation of Avalokitavrata on Prajiidpradipa |, the great Madhya-
mika doctor would even have favoured the first two classes. Kawasaki
(1992b, 10; other elements in Eltschinger 1998, note 22) was able to
show, however, that the Mimamsa criticized by Bhaviveka/Bhavya
looks like a non-systematic collection of ideas and doctrines probably
current in his days and, for the last two thirds of the text, often having
nothing to do with the Mimamsa of Sabara and Kumarila. As for Dhar-
mapala, we have seen that he does not so much attack the Mimamsa as
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Mimamsa. For once, only 6 verses (= PV1218-223) go to an ex-
amination of the Naiyayika and perhaps also the Jain legitimiza-
tions of scriptural authority, while no less than 115 verses (=
PV1224-338) go to his critique of the authorlessness of the Veda
as a logical reason for its authority (vedapramanya). The Naiya-
yika's and the Jain’s acceptance of the principle of a trustworthy
person (dpta) capable of perceiving supersensible things (atindri-
yadarsipurusa) may have stopped Dharmakirti from going into a
more thorough critique of their positions, for their criteria of au-
thority may have seemed sufficiently close to his own. But this
probably does not fully account for his decision. I believe that a
more satisfactory explanation is to be found elsewhere, more
specifically in Kumarila.

Three of Wilhelm Halbfass’ publications?? have contributed
to build an image of Kumarila as a champion of Brahmanic or-
thodoxy.”® The whole Mimamsa tradition centres on the notion
of dharma, a term which is first understood to refer, in the nor-
mative literature, to “the dharma of (social) classes and the stages
of life” (varnasramadharma). But the Mimamsa is more an or-
thopraxy than an orthodoxy.”? For its intent, stated in its open-

the Brahmins, whom he accuses of having confiscated the symbolic
power by creating the whole of the Veda.

77 Halbfass (1976; 1983, 1-26 = chap. I, “Kumirila on Ahimsa and Dhar-
ma”; and 1990, 310-333 = chap. 17, “Dharma in the Self-Understand-
ing of Traditional Hinduism”). .

78 On many occasions, Halbfass describes the Mimams3, and more specifi-
cally that of Kumarila, as a restoration (Halbfass 1990, 321, 329 and
331). For him (1990, 325), “orthodox’ Hinduism found [in the Mimam-
sa} its most uncompromising expression.” Verpoorten (1987, 23) also
describes the Mimamsa as the “ambassador of Brahmanic orthodoxy in
its most rigorous form” (English translation of Verpoorten).

7 For example, Sabara’s comments on the codandsiitra support this claim
(SBh11.2/1 20.5-21): yo hi yagam anutisthati tam dhdarmika iti sama-
caksate /. “Is called 'dhdrmika’ the [man] who performs the sacrifices.”
See also SV, codandsiitra, 192: anyat sadhyam adrstvaiva yagdadin anu-
tisthatah / dharmikatvasamakhydnam tadyogad iti gamyate //.



Dharmakirti and his successors 89

ing sutra, is to materialize the “desire to know the dharma”s
(dharmajijiiasa). The definition of dharma proposed in Jaimini’s
second sutra in fact makes it the object (artha) of Vedic injunc-
tions (codand).8! Already in its foundational text, the Mimamsa
thus finds in the Veda the exclusive source of knowledge of
dharma, which is now intimately linked to the practice of sacri-
fice. In his radicalization of the Mimamsa position, Kumarila
tries to undermine all attempts to establish the norms of dhar-
ma on commonly accepted empirical criteria, even the conduct
of learned men ($istdcdra) or eminent ones (mahdjana).t? And in
so doing, he rejects all identifications of dharma with harmless-
ness (ahimsa) or with benefitting others (paranugraha), as well
as all identifications of unrighteousness (adharma) with hurting
others (parapidd).s3 In other words, Kumarila equally objects to
the relativization of Vedic prescriptions, to the universalization
of one or more specific norms, and to the empiricalness of the
norms of dharma. For him, dharma and unrighteousness are ul-
timately and exclusively related to Vedic injunctions (vidhi) and
prohibitions (ni®/pratisedha).8* His approach, which is already
clearly expressed in the SV, finds its full expression in the TV on
MiSii I 3.1-29, where he describes in details the criteria for the
“vedicity” of the Brahmanic and non-Brahmanic Smrtis. His posi-
tion culminates in the principle that dharma is rooted in the
Veda (dharmasya vedamilatvam). And on that principle, he re-
mains strictly intransigent.

Kumarila will vehemently reject a juxtaposition of relative
dharmas. Because only the Veda is authoritative when it comes
to dharma, only Vedic prescriptions guarantee that people’s socio-

80 MiSii I 1.1: athato dharmajijiidsa /.

8t MiSil1.2: sa hi nihsreyasena purusam samyunaktiti pratijanimahe /
tad abhidhiyate codandalaksano ‘rtho dharmah /.

82 QOn those different matters, see SV, codandsatra, 195-196ab and 243-
247; autpattikasitra, 1-6; TV on MiSa 1 3.7.

83 In addition to the references given above, see primarily Halbfass
(1983).

8¢ See SV, codandstitra, 242 and 248.
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religious conduct meets the norms. In fact, as a treatise on epis-
temology and linguistic theory, the Tarkapada is nothing but an
apology of the Veda and, as such, a propaedeutic to founding the
norms that logically follow from the Veda.ss It is in that sense
that we must establish a closer connection than we have so far
between the authorlessness of the Veda as a criterion of their
authority, and the principle that dharma is rooted in the Veda as
a criterion of dharma.

Everyone will agree that Kumarila’s thought, more than Saba-
ra’s, is mainly directed at Buddhism. As Halbfass has very acutely
pointed out: “The orthodox efforts to exclude Buddhism from
the domain of the true and real dharma were predominant and
ultimately prevailed, and the restorative philosophy of dharma
contained in the Mimamsi is to a large degree an answer to the
Buddhist challenge.”s¢ It is therefore not surprising to find Ku-
marila add a series of very severe critiques of the Buddha and
Buddhism to his long examination, in MiSi | 3.4, of the principle
that dharma is rooted in the Veda.

Dharmakirti, I believe, was very aware of the possible conse-
quences, for Buddhism, of the “radicalization of the vedamilatva
principle”®” operated by Kumirila. He was also aware of the pro-
foundly apologetic nature of the commentary to the Tarkapdda.
I have noted above the continuity between the authority of the
Veda and the principle that dharma is rooted in the Veda. As
clearly stated in PV 1224, when Dharmakirti criticizes the au-
thorlessness of the Veda, he criticizes one of the logical reasons
put forward by the Mimamsaka to establish the Veda’s author-
ity. For the Veda’s authority on unempirical (adrsta) matters pro-

8 This is confirmed by the opening sentences of TV on MiSa [ 2.1 /11114~
18: siddhapramanabhavasya dharme vedasya sarvasah / vidhyarthavd-
damantranam upayogo ‘dhunocyate // samanyatah pramanye siddhe
‘dhuna vibhdjya viniyogah pratipadyate / avadhrtapramanyasya va ve-
dasyedanim samastasya vidhyarthavddamantrandmadheydtmakasya ya-
thavibhagam dharmam praty upayogah pratipadyate /.

8 Halbfass (1990, 321).

87 Halbfass (1990, 328).
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vides its full legitimacy to the principle that dharma is rooted-in
the Veda, and that it is because the Veda is authoritative that
Kumirila can both refute any relativization of the norms of dhar-
ma with more intransigence than his predecessors, and justify
his strict exclusion of Buddhism. In other words, ruining the
notion of the authorlessness of the Veda is for Dharmakirti to

you

weaken the whole of Kumarila's “restorative” enterprise.

These points shall enable us to explain why, starting with
Dharmakirti and after a long period of silence on the issue, the
Buddhist efforts to fight the naturalization of caste were uni-
formly directed against the Mimams3, even though Bhartrhari
and the Naiyayikas,s® for example, had made some vigorous at-
tempts to naturalize and ontologize the class. If Dharmakirti,
$antaraksita and Prajfidkaragupta reintegrate the canonical po-
sitions and arguments against caste in their polemic against the
Mimams3, it is because the Mimamsa, starting with Kumarila, is
perceived by everyone as the philosophical expression par ex-
cellence of Brahmanic orthodoxy. The Mimamsa, by conferring
their full vedicity, and therefore also their full authority, to the
juridical Smrtis, ipso facto guarantees their normativity. For our
purpose, it is moreover especially important to note that we also
owe it to Kumarila to have developed, beginning with the TV, a
specific argumentation in favour of the reality and direct per-
ceptibility of class. Later Naiyayikas will themselves often re-
peat that argumentation without any substantial modification.®
Kumarila is therefore the first to support with strong philoso-
phical arguments the social norms set by the juridical literature
and that he wants to restore. It is not surprising, therefore, to
find the late Buddhists integrate their arguments against the nat-
uralization of caste to their general polemic against the Mimamsa.

Dharmakirti both formally systematizes the meta-religious
evaluations of his predecessors and proposes, in the Pramana-

8 On this point, see Halbfass (1976) and, for Bhartrhari, (1976, 300[28]
and note 95).
89 See section 2.4.1, p. 116, below.
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siddhipariccheda, a Buddhism that is unified and reduced to its
minimal axioms, i.e., to axioms that most Buddhists will accept.9°
In PVI and PV ], he first proposes (= PV1213-217) a formal
method to evaluate the different scriptures. He then (= PV1218-
340) goes into a critical examination of the criteria considered to
grant their reliability to scriptures. And finally (= PV II), he of-
fers a systematic and argued presentation of the inherent autho-
rity of the Buddha'’s teachings on soteriological matters. Those
two chapters, I believe, first reflect a strong preoccupation with
the multiplication of schools and movements that come in com-
petition with Buddhism as such, and also a strong proselyte con-
cern to build a unified Buddhist doctrinal identity. This had be-
come necessary to counteract the growing institutional precari-
ty that was certainly underway in Dharmakirti’s time.

A long transition occurs however between those two sections
of PV. It consists in an analysis in 115 verses of the authorless-
ness of the Veda. I have sketched above a hypothesis to account
for that third and final part of the Svarthanumanapariccheda. Its
size ané systematic character show alone how important it was
for Dharmakirti to provide a critique of the Mimamsa’s dog-
matic pillar. But Dharmakirti’s intent was not limited to attack-
ing Kumarila and the authorlessness of the Veda. Even more so,
he wanted to undermine the epistemological foundation it pro-

9 Hayes (1984, 662-663): “... Dharmakirti ends up offering an elabo-
rately argued apology of the central core of Buddhist doctrine, that set
of doctrines accepted by nearly all Buddhist dgamas, whether Sravaka-
yana, Bodhisattvayana or Tantrayana in orientation. It was this apolo-
getic quality of Dharmakirti’s work, along with his attempts to justify
the teachings of Buddhist scripture without explicitly citing scriptures
as his authority, that provided the model for many of the subsequent
generations of Buddhist intellectuals.” I now (2009]) consider Hayes’
statement a bit too radical. Considered in detail, Dharmakirti’s buddho-
logy is unambiguously mahayanistic. There are, moreover, reasons to
believe that Dharmakirti showed reluctance with regard to certain
doctrines (natural‘efficacy of mantras, soteriological relevance of ini-
tiation) of the contemporaneously developing (Buddhist) esotericism
(see Eltschinger 2001, 121~-123 and 2008, 286).
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vided to the Veda’s unconditioned validity and credibility as the
exclusive authority on dharma for the different social classes and
stages of life (varnasramadharma). On that hypothesis, then,
Dharmakirti primarily intends to neutralize the threat—one of
many, perhaps—to the ‘very existence and tolerability of the
Buddhist community that would result from a radicalization of
the principle that dharma is rooted in the Veda. Having said that,
Dharmakirti’s text validates in no way that hypothesis since he
focuses on the technical and theoretical aspects of the debate
without ever turning to its practical implications. Is there then
no justification, in Dharmakirti, for the connexion proposed be-
tween the principles of the authorlessness of the Veda and the
necessary Vedic origin of dharma? To answer that question, it is
necessary to look at one of Sakyabuddhi’s brief comments on
PVSV 126.4-5. That comment is capital in so far as it very clearly
indicates that Sakyabuddhi, for one, understood that the episte-
mological aspect of the Veda’s authorlessness could serve to le-
gitimize the restoration or perpetuation of a dharma of social
classes (varnadharma). Let us consider that passage. The italics
correspond to Sakyabuddhi's comment: “Even though the au-
thorlessness is accepted [by the Mimamsakas] because it is reli-
able, [but not because it secures the Law of the (social) classes],
that [authorlessness] applies also to some belying (visamvadaka)
[mundane practices] since [the latter also] are beginningless.*
Why, therefore, [speak of this] authorlessness?”%2 Despite its neg-

91 In PV 1243 and below, Dharmakirti rejects the claim that “every Vedic
recitation is preceded by [one’s] guru’s Vedic recitation” (vedasyddhya-
yanam sarvam gurvadhyayanapirvakam). $V, vakyadhikarana, 366 is a
justification for the authorlessness of the Veda. PV 1 244-246ab are a
sub-section of that critique, one which questions more specifically the”
claim that having no beginning (andditva) is a reason for the author-
lessness of the Veda. ., | T 2“1

92 PVSV 126.4-5: kamam bvisa?,nvddakam ity apauruseyatvam istam / tad
visamvadakanam api kesamcid andaditvad astiti kim apauruseyatvena /.
PVT P je 346b4-5: de Itar na rnam pa gang gis mi slu ba’i phyir skyes
bus ma byas pa nyid du ‘dod kyi rigs kyi chos bsrung ba’i phyir ni ma yin
na /. There is no equivalent for this comment in Karnakagomin.
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ative formulation, the comment is fairly clear: the Mimamsakas
are trying to hide their social conservatism behind their episte-
mology. Behind the theoretical effort, Sikyabuddhi unmasks a
practical interest, a socio-political motivation.? In other words,
Sakyabuddhi here uncovers an effort to naturalize the hierarchi-
cal social order that the Mimamsaka Brahmins believe they can
derive from some non-human Veda that they take to be the sole
authority on dharma and are the only ones capable of interpret-
ing.

That important comment, it is true, only engages Sakyabud-
dhi. But it has the merit of exposing an explicit awareness of the
presuppositions and motivations attributable to the Mimamsa.
A few words by Sakyabuddhi are of course not sufficient to vali-
date a schematic hypothesis on Dharmakirti's 107 verses and his
difficult auto-commentary. They nonetheless show that the gen-
eral explanation here developed is not illegitimate, for it finds its
confirmation in at least one part of the tradition.

2.2 Context and problematic of Dharmakirti’s discussion

Dharmakirti’s brief discussion of the unreality of class comes in
the general context of his critique of the authorlessness of the
Veda propounded by the Mimamsa. Its immediate context con-
sists in an argument for the conventionality of Vedic mantras.%
For Dharmakirti, as we shall see, the efficiency of Vedic mantras

93 The properly political dimension of the dharma of social classes is even
clearer when we consider that in the normative literature, the king is
responsible for enforcing the Law of classes and the stages of life. It is
not therefore surprising to find that dimension in Kumarila, SV, va-
navdda, 29cd: kvacid dcdratas ca samyag rdjanupdlitat /. “Moreover, in
some [places, brahmanity] can also [be determined] by the rule of con-
duct since it is well protected by the king.”

94 On the general question of mantras, see Gonda (1975), Alper (1989)
and Padoux (1989).
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comes in contradiction with the authorlessness of the Veda.®s
For him, to claim that mantras have a natural efficiency® (bha-

95 Dharmakirti’s discussion is problematic from the very beginning. In-
deed, while it falls very well in the general context of a critique of the
Mimams3, it shows a lack of understanding of the Mimamsa position
on mantras. In PVSV 123.15-17, Dharmakirti presents his own defini-
tion of a mantra: na mantro namanyad eva kimcid / kim tarhi / satyata-
pahprabhdvavatam samihitarthasadhanam vacanam /. Now, everything
tends to indicate that in the passage with which we are concerned here
(= PVSV 155.18-157.28), Dharmakirti does not in any way adjust that
very general conception to the quite specific conception of the Mimam-
sa. The latter, indeed, never isolates the mantra from the context pro-
vided by a given ritual sequence. And while for the Mimamsa one will
use a mantra for a precise purpose, that purpose remains strictly sub-
ordinated to the prescribed ritual act. The mantra, by itself, has no
purpose or result. The realization of its purpose depends on the cor-
rect performance of a given ritual which does have a purpose or result.
The Mimamsa subdivides the Vedic corpus into mantras and brahma-
nas, then into mantras on one side and religious injunctions (vidhi), de-
scriptive statements (arthavada) and names (ndmadheya) on the other.
Whether they are recited, chanted or whispered, the mantras are, in
theory, a verse or passage from the Rgveda (rc), Samaveda (saman) or
Yajurveda (yajus), and their choice vary with the adopted procedure
(itikartavyatad). On this point, see Keith (1978, 79-82). In MiSa12.32,
Sabara says of the mantras that they are indicative (abhidhanasam-
artha; Taber 1989, 149): “Indeed, the Mimams3, in its formal definition
of mantra, MiSii [ 2.32, is careful to specify that a mantra is what ex-
presses (literally, activates) an indication of a ritual element (abhidha-
nasya codaka); it is not the indication itself. That is to say, mantras im-
ply references to ritual details” (Taber 1989, 150). Spoken by the offi-
ciant simultaneously with the different elements constituting the ritual
sequence, the mantras indicate to him, or remind him what he is doing
or remains to be done in the procedure. On the mnemonic function of
mantras, see Taber 1989, 161-162 note 14. Mantras, as Taber writes
(1989, 149), “provide a running narrative of the rite.”

Dharmakirti, in PVSV, devotes two passages of unequal length to man-
tras (PVSV 123.14-124.26 and 155.18-164.24; translated in Japanese
in Omae 1989, 62-65, and Wakahara 1988, 2-21). Both passages ap-
pear in the context of the polemic against the Mimamsa. Since I have
discussed elsewhere (Eltschinger 2001 and 2008) the function and
content of those passages, I here only give an outline of Dharmakirti’s
position. As we saw above, a mantra consists in an expression (vacana,
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vasakti) is to accept that mantras bestow results (phalada) on
all their users (prayoktr), Brahmins and sidras alike. For when
the mantra’s efficiency is considered to be permanent and “nat-
ural” (i.e., depending on the mantra’s intrinsic nature), it cannot
be limited to the three classes (varna) of the twice-born or the
authorized sponsors of a sacrifice (yajamana), at the exclusion
of siidras. Moreover, even if we abandoned the premise that the
mantra is permanent and yet accepted that it is a real entity
(bhdva), that entity will be exposed to the same law of causality
as any other real entity. In order for a mantra to acquire the ad-
ditional property (atisaya, visesa) of being efficient exclusively
with Brahmins and their kin, its cause, here its users, will have
to really differ from those who are excluded, and not only differ
conventionally. In other words, the real entity called “mantra”

etc.), i.e, in a succession of phonemes (varna), revealed by a person pos-
sessing power (prabhdvavatpurusa) or by a cognitively superior per-
son (purusatisaya). There is little doubt that for Dharmakirti that per-
son is identical with the author of scriptures. It is therefore a person
capable of perceiving supersensible things (atindriydrthadarsipurusa),
whom Kamala$ila idéntifies with the Buddha (see TSP 904.7-8 and
904.11-13 on TS 3487). That person is the author of tantras or trea-
tises in which are formulated the ritual and/or moral prescriptions, as
well as the religious observances (vidhi, vidhdna, vrata, etc.) to be fol-
lowed by anyone who hopes to use a mantra successfuily. The man
who meets the conditions described therein ipso facto meets the condi-
tions of the convention (samaya) or promise {pratijfia) formulated by
the author of the ritual treatise. As long as the prescriptions are ob-
served by the user {mantraprayoktr}, the mantra is empowered (adhi-
sthana) by the person who composed the mantra (mantrapranetr). It
should finally be noted that (1) some karmic considerations are pre-
sent in Dharmakirti’s discussion and that, capital to an understanding
of the general structure of PV I 224ff, (2) the two passages constitute
proofs of the existence of cognitively superior persons, i.e, in the final
analysis, of the strictly human character of the scripture (@gamapauru-
seyatd).

% | freely translate bhavasakti as “natural efficiency.” PVT P fie 23b3 =
PVSVT 553.27 glosses: bhdvasaktih $abdasvabhdvasyaiva... Saktih. “bhava-
Sakti refers to the efficiency belonging to the nature of [verbal] sounds
[that constitute the mantra].” bhdvasakti is therefore the essential or
intrinsic capacity of the mantra.
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will only acquire differentiated properties if Brahmins and si-
dras, like cows and horses, belong to different classes.%” If, on
the other hand, the difference of class (jatibheda) is only due to
worldly usage and social conventions (lokavyavahdra), Brahmins
and $idras will equally benefit from the mantra’s efficiency (as
long as the mantra’s efficiency depends on the entity itself and
not, as Dharmakirti holds, on a wish or convention established
by the author of the mantra).

The underlying context of this argument is to be found in the
absolute prohibition for sidras to use mantras or have access to
the Veda. That prohibition, like the exclusion of Sidras from the
initiation (upanayana) sacrament (samskdra) and, therefore, from
the condition of the twice-born (dvija), is repeated in all the
dharma literature, including of course the Mimamsa. However
liberal the different legislators may have been in allowing sa-
dras to access Vedic rituals and sacraments other than the ini-
tiation sacrament, all were equally intransigent about the Veda
itself, i.e,, about the memorization, recitation, muttering (japa)
or hearing of mantras.

In MS X 126, for example, §idras are precluded from access-
ing sacraments and disqualified from dharma.?® Laghuvisnu 1 15
says of the fourth class, the class of the $udras, that it is “ex-
cluded from all sacraments”® (sarvasamskdravarjita). Sankha,
Vedavyisa and Haradatta allow sudras to access some sacra-
ments, but under the significant condition that no Vedic mantra
be used.100 So even if some authors are more liberal than others,
&idras remain excluded from the initiation. According to Sabara
commenting on MiSi VI 1.33, the Veda only speaks of the initia-
tion of the three superior classes: Brahmins receive the initia-

97 As we noted above, Dharmakirti does not accept the reality of classes.
Here he only provisionally does so. See section 2.1.2.1, p. 85, above and
section 2.3.2, p. 107, below.

98 See Kane (1974, 158). For nuances based on MS IV 80, see Kane (1974,
159).

99 See Kane (1974, 159 and note 372).

100 See Kane (1974, 159).
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tion in the spring, ksatriyas in the summer and vaisyas in the
fall. But in being forbidden from receiving the initiation, §iidras
are excluded also from studying and from all contact with the
Veda, in whatever form. Hence Vasistha XVIII 13 proscribes the
recitation or memorization of the Veda near a Siidra (Sidrasa-
mipe).1°t Gautama XI1 4 in fact describes several punishments
awaiting the $iidra according to the degree to which he may
come in contact with the Veda. If he intentionally listens to the
Veda, the sidra will have his hears filled with tin or lac (trapu-
jatubhyam srotraptiranam). If he pronounces a portion of the
Veda, his tongue will be cut (jihvdccheda). If he learns the Veda,
he will be put to death (Sarirabheda).192 In MiSi VI 1.35, Sabara
also forbids $iidras to study the Veda.13 In MiSii I 3.2, he in fact
specifies that contact with the Veda is restricted to the three
superior classes.1%¢ Any contact with the Veda being forbidden
to the $idra, he can however listen to the narrative literature
(itihasa) such as the Mahdbhdrata, as well as to the Purdnas. A
- passage from the Mahabhdrata in fact seems to allow the four
classes to access the epic, which will nonetheless preferably be
recited by a Brahmin.1%5 Along those lines, the Bhdgavatapurina
declares that the Veda (trayi) cannot be heard by women, $iidras
and those who pretend to be Brahmins (dvijabandhu), and ex-
plains that this is the reason why the sage Vyasa, out of compas-
sion, composed the Mahabharata.

101 See Kane (1974, 154 and note 358). The prohibition is found in the $Bh
on MiSa VI 1.38.

102 See Kane (1974, 155 and note 361).

103 $Bh VI 1.35/V 213.3-5: tasmad vedadhyayane brahmanddayah Srutah /
Sudrasya na srutam vedadhyayanam / ato 'vedatvad asamarthah Sidro
nadhikriyata iti /. See Verpoorten {1987, 25).

104 $Bh13.2/11 77.4-5: tenopapanno vedasamyogas traivarnikandm /. See
also Prasastapddabhdsya §311: brahmanaksatriyavaisyanam ijyadhya-
yanadanani /.

105 Mahdbhdarata X11 328.49; see Kane (1974, 155 and note 362).
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It is easy to understand, under such conditions, that the $idra
is prohibited from any contact with Vedic mantras.106 According
to MS X 127, any rite performed for a §iidra is done without Vedic
mantras, except for the mantra namah, the only authorized ex-
ception. While the $udra is allowed to think about the divinity,
about Agni for example, and to pronounce that mantra, he is not
allowed to say: “May a blessing rest on Agni” (agnaye svaha).107
According to Apararka commenting on MS IV 80, the $iidras may
perform religious observances (vrata), but exclusively through a
Brahmin, and so long as no muttering prayers are used and no
oblations (homa) are offered to the gods. Atri XIX 137 even lists
the practice of mantras among the six mortal sins for women
and Sddras, and requires their execution by the king in case of a
violation of the interdict.1% On the other hand, sidras are au-
thorized to recite some non-Vedic mantras, the Purinic mantras,
for example.109

When we turn to Dharmakirti, we find that the argument de-
veloped at PVSV 155.18-157.28 may be divided in three parts.110

106 See Gonda (1975, 261). The Prasastapddabhdsya §311 authorizes the
$idra to involve in ritual activities devoid of mangras (Sidrasya... aman-
trikas ca kriyah).

See Kane (1974, 158 and note 371).

See Kane (1974, 119 and note 258).

109 See Kane (1974, 156) and Gonda (1975, 264-265).

110 According to Sakyabuddhi (PVT P dAe 23a3) and Karpakagomin
(PVSVT 553.12), the position here defended by Dharmakirti follows
from the proposition that if, or because, some Vedic expressions are
mantras, (then) they have a human origin, i.e, they depend on the con-
vention or promise established by a person possessing power. In other
words, mantras will be productive as long as they are conventional. In
PVSV 155.26-156.22, Dharmakirti elaborates a twofold argumentative
strategy to show that authorless expressions could never be mantras.
Each of those two strategies is in turn composed of two parts.

As he had done in his critique of the permanence of sound ($abdanitya-
ta), Dharmakirti plays in his first series of arguments (= PVSV 155.26-
156.10) on the Mimamsaka dialectic stating that words are phanemes
(varna) in a specific order (krama). For his opponent (= PVSV 155.27-
28), the fact that the mantra bears results is due solely to the intrinsic
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nature of the entity (bhdvasvabhava), i.e., solely to the mantra’s pho-
nemes according to Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin. Dharmakirti’s
answer (= PVSV 155.28-156.2) follows from the principle that enables
him to assert on various occasions, in the footsteps of Dharmapala, that
if words are only phonemes, then the words rasah (taste) and sarah
(lake, pool), since they are made of the same phonetic components, will
refer to the same object. But this is obviously false (see Gudng bdi lun
shi lin, chap. V (223b6), on CS X11I; Tillemans (1990, 1, 140-141) and
(1990, 1, 250 note 230); PVSV 119.14-16 on PV1238, where, in addi-
tion to PV 1 301 and according to Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin, the
issue is implicit). Furthermore, if mantras are nothing but phonemes
and if their productivity is due solely to their nature, they will bear re-
sults independently of the prescriptions on how to use them, regard-
less of the order in which the atomic phonemes that constitute the na-
ture of mantras are produced. And this is also obviously false. In his
critique of the second objection (= PVSV 156.2-3), according to which
the mantra consists in phonemes that follow a determined order and
not in phonemes only, Dharmakirti arrives at the same conclusion
(PV 1293ab and PVSV 156.5-7) since, referring once again to some of
his prior arguments (notably to PV 1259), he rejects the claim that the
phonemes’ order is something different {(arthantara) from the pho-
nemes.

In the second strategy (= PVSV 156.10-22), Dharmakirti moves the
discussion to the area of causality, his favourite subject against the
eternalist Mimamsa, where the problematic of caste will also reappear.
Here again, Dharmakirti adopts the structure and conclusion of the
previous discussions against the word’s semantic capacity (sabdasak-
ti), the permanence of sound ($abdanityatd) and the sphota (the non-
phonetic element that, according to Sanskrit grammarians, functions as
the meaning bearer of a word or sentence). If one holds that it is part
of a mantra’s nature to be the cause of a benefit (arthahetu) for the
person using it, then productivity is a defining characteristic of the
mantra. But if the mantra is permanent (nitya) because it has not been
produced (akrtaka), it will follow from the fact that it exists perma-
nently, that the mantra will bear its results (arthasiddhi) permanently
(nityam).

Against an opponent arguing (= PVSV 156.16-17) that the productivity
of a mantra depends on rules (vidhdndpeksa) and that the mere fact of
using a mantra (mantraprayoga) cannot be its only cause, Dharmakirti
(= PV1293d and PVSV 156.19-22) reiterates the principle according
to which a permanent entity cannot be provided with an additional
property (anddheydtisaya) by a cooperating cause (sahakdrin) that is
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And in the last part, PVSV 156.23-157.28, he demonstrates that
the Mimamsaka postulate about the Veda having no human au-
thor, and therefore also the postulate about the natural efficien-
cy of Vedic mantras, have for their necessary consequence that
Vedic mantras must bestow results on all humans without ex-
ception, including tdras.

In so doing, Dharmakirti may be developing two ancient
Buddhist literary themes, one belonging to the Bhiridattajataka,
the other to the Assaldyana Sutta. For already in the Bhiridatta-
jataka, we find an interrogation as to why non-Brahmins are
excluded from the recitation of Vedic mantras. According to that
Jataka, Brahmins believe that Brahma (here: vasin) created this
world in such a way that Brahmins (ariya) would dedicate their
lives to study (ajjhena), ksatriyas (here: jan’inda) to control of
the land (pathavi), vaisyas to agriculture (kasi) and Sidras to
serving (pdricariya).111 Subhoga's interlocutor is first worried
that, if this were the case, no non-Brahmin (abrahmana) could
learn the mantras’ verses (mantapada).11? Later on, however, he
affirms that a candala (canddlaputta) could also speak the man-
tras after having learned the Veda (adhicca vede), as long of

part of a causal process, since it does not depend on anything (anape-
ksa). If the entity were to receive an additional property by the cooper-
ating cause that is here the rules, that entity would depend on that
cause and would ipso facto lose its permanence. Dharmakirti can there-
fore conclude (PVSV 156.21-22): ... ity anapeksih sadd kuryur na va
kaddcid anatisaydt /. “It follows from this that [since they] depend on
nothing, {mantras}] should either produce [their effect] permanently [if
they are efficient by nature], or [they should] never [produce it] since,

[if they are inefficient by nature, they can] not, [in so far as they are

permanent, receive] the additional property {that would enable them

to produce their effect].”

Bhiiridattajdtaka, verse 150: ajjhenam ariyd, pathavim jan’indd, vessd

kasim pdricariyafi ca suddd updgu pacceka yathdpadesam: katihu ete

vasind ti adhu. Translated in Alsdorf (1977, 51).

112 Bhiridattajdtaka, verse 151: etail ca saccam vacanam bhaveyya yatha
idam bhdsitd brahmanehi, nakhattiyo jatu labhetha rajjam, nabrah-
mano mantapadani sikkhe, naffiatra vessehi kasim kareyya, suddo na
mufice parapessitdya. Translated in Alsdorf (1977, 51).

11
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course as his intelligence would allow him to do so. And his
head would not split in seven parts as a result.... The text finally
guestions why the recitation of Vedic mantras by non-Brahmins
should lead them to commit suicide (attavadha).}13

Now while the content of the Bhiridattajataka offers a pre-
cedent to Dharmakirti’s argument, the Assaldyana Sutta is one of
its distant ancestors in terms of its structure and conclusion. The
Buddha there tells the following story. A king assembles one
hundred men of various social origins and first asks those among
them who are of higher extraction (i.e., of ksatriya, Brahmin and
royal extractions) to light a fire using noble woods in order to
produce heat. The king then also asks those among them who are
of low extraction (canddlakula, nesadakula, venakula, rathakara-
kula, pukkusakula) to light a fire to produce heat, but this time
using vile materials.114 The Buddha then asks Assalayana if one
of the two fires will be more radiant and have more flames than
the other, and if one fire will better fulfil the function of fire (aggi-
karaniya).115 To both questions, Assalayana gives a negative an-
swer.116 The conclusion to this argument therefore goes as fol-
lows: whatever difference of appearance there may be between
the two causes (men and fuel) of each fire, none of the fires are
different in their nature, nor in their function.

113 Bhiridattajataka, verse 177: candalaputto pi adhicca vede bhdseyya
mante kusalo mutimd, na tassa muddha pi phaleyya sattadhd - mantd
ime attavadhdya katto? Translated in Alsdorf (1977, 54).

11¢ AgS, M.N. 11 151-152. Translated in Rhys Davids (1969, 344).
115 AgS, M.N. Il 152. Translated in Rhys Davids (1969, 344-345).
116 AgS, M.N. If 152-153. Translated in Rhys Davids (1969, 345).
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2.3 Dharmakirti against the class (jati)

2.3.1 Immediate context

As I have already indicated, Dharmakirti’s treatment of caste ap-
pears in the immediate context (= PVSV 156.23-157.28, includ-
ing PV1294-296ac) of a discussion that essentially deals with
problems of causality. Straightaway, Dharmakirti asserts, in
PV 1294ab, that “if the natural efficiency [of mantras] were as
[you describe], those [mantras] would be for everyone a means
of attaining (sddhana) [a desired result].”117 Dharmakirti there-
fore begins his critique of caste by attacking the prohibitive use
of Vedic mantras affecting Siidras. Central to his argument is the
opponent’s notion of a natural efficiency that would be perma-
nent and, consequently, immune from the intervention of man
as a cooperating cause of the mantra’s efficiency. At this stage,
Dharmakirti thus reproduces the schema according to which no
additional property may be added to permanent mantras to ac-
count for their productivity. In so far as they are permanent and
independent, mantras cannot, therefore, be subjected to any
human conditioning (samskara) that would result in their being
effective for the authorized sponsors of sacrifices (yajamana),
but ineffective for Siidras or canddlas. Dharmakirti very clearly
asserts that the mantra’s productive essence does not disappear
with the §iidra anymore than it increases with the Brahmin or
the authorized sponsors of sacrifices,118 “for the causality [of
mantras] is not [in any way] linked to a certain [person at the
expense of another].”119 In other words, in so far as no coopera-

117 PV | 294ab: sarvasya sddhanam te syur bhavasaktir yadidrsi f. Com-
mentators disagree in their explanations of the word idrsi. PVT P rie
25b2: gal te dngos nus te ‘dra na zhes bya ba skyes bu’i byed pa la bltos
pa med pa’i rang bzhin nyid rang gi 'bras bu sgrub par nus pa yin na;
PVSVT 556.12: samayanirapeksa yadidrsi; PVV 396,20: idrsi karyavise-
sasadhika.

118 PYSV 156.27-157.1: tasya tendnapakarscndd anyena canutkarsandt /.

119 PYSV 157.1: kenacit saha karyakdranabhdvdyogadt /.
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tion is possible in the form of a human conditioning, the perma-
" nent character of a mantra’s natural efficiency cannot be modi-
fied to introduce a differentiation in its productivity. As Dhar-
makirti will later say, such a differentiation can only be justified
under the strict condition that the mantra be a human conven-
tion with restrictions as to its usage and field of application.120

In the remaining part of his argument, Dharmakirti abandons
the premise that the mantra is permanent and addresses the
problem from the perspective of the causality .of real entities
(bhdva). This is the approach used in his terse verse I 295: “[But
since] even for an entity that can be conditioned, [such as an im-
permanent mantra, only] a [real] difference in the causes!2! is dif-
ferentiating, [the purely conventionall2?] difference among [Brah-
min and $idra] users [can]not restrict the [mantra’s] efficiency.

120 See PVSV 157.20-22: yada tu samayad ebhyah phalam taddyam adosah /
samayakdrasya ruceh phalotpattinivamat /. This is also what Karna-
kagomin is saying (PVSVT 557.11-13) when commenting on PV 1295d:
samaye bhavet / yadd samayo mantras tadd samayasya karta vastusva-
bhavanapeksah samayam karoti / yatha loke ye brahmanah prasiddhas
tebhya eva prayoktrbhyah phalam ddsydmi ndnyebhya iti syat sama-
yah /. Compare with PVT P 7ie 26a7-8. On this kind of samaya, see
Eltschinger (2001, 22-27) and Eltschinger (2008, 275-276).

PVT P fie 26a5 = PVSVT 556.26: vastubhedo hi kdranabhedah. On the
use of the word vastu in the sense of “cause,” see AK II 286-287, where.
the fourth sense of vastu is hetu.

122 According to PVSVT 556.27-28: na ca brahmanasudradmam svabhava-
bhedah paramdrthato ‘sti / kevalam lokavyavahdrakrto viprasudradi-
bhedah / tena lokavyavahdrabhinnandm prayoktfnam bhedat... Com-
pare with Sakyabuddhi’s introduction to PV 1295 (PVT P Ae 26a3-5):
gzhan yang ‘di ni bram ze yin la “di ni dmangs rigs yin no zhes bya ba'i
khyad par “di ni ’jig rten gyi tha snyad tsam du byas pa yin gyi / bram ze
la sogs pa’i blo’i dbang po la sogs pa la bram ze nyid la sogs par byas pa
don dam pa’i khyad par ni yod pa ma yin no // de bas na brda tsam du
byas pa yin pa’i phyir / bram ze la sogs pa sbyor ba po’i khyad par ‘bras
bu'i dngos po’i khyad par yang rigs pa mayinno //.

12
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[But such a restriction] might occur in a convention [i.e, in a
promise on the part of the one who reveals the mantra].”123

Sinice real entities acquire additional properties through their
causes, they will only behave differently if there is a difference
in the nature of their causes. The discussion that follows verse
1295 is therefore based on the principle that no difference in
the effect is justified without a difference in the cause. For our
purpose, a differentiation in the productivity of a mantra will
only be justified if, as persons who may benefit from using a
mantra, the authorized sponsors of sacrifices and the Sidras
have distinct modes of being. In other words, both in Dharma-
kirti and in the argument about fire that occurs in the AgS, the
problem of caste is reduced to the question of determining
whether the effects—the functions of fire or the results of man-
tras—vary if their causes are Brahmins or sidras. And let it be
clear that those effects will vary only if there is a real difference
in their causes, but will remain strictly identical if that differ-
ence is merely nominal or conventional.

Now, Dharmakirti’s position is clear on this point: “Conse-
quently, even as products (karya), those mantras that bestow
the [expected] results due to an additional property of their na-
ture (svabhdvdtisaya) should [never act] differently even when
they are used.by Siddras, etc, because there is no difference,
[whether in thought, sense faculties or body],124 in the nature of
the two men named [respectively] ‘Sidra’ and ‘Brahmin’.”125 An
opponent may argue that in addition to making a nominal dis-
tinction between the Sidra and the Brahmin, people also have
different attitudes toward those two alleged types of humans,

123 PV | 295: samskdryasya hi bhavasya vastubhedo hi bhedakah / prayok-
trbheddan niyamah Saktau na samaye bhavet //.

124 PVT P fie 26b6 = PVSVT 557.22-23: purusayos tayor buddhindriyade-
hesu svabhavabhedabhavat /. ,

125 PVSV 157.9-11: tad ime mantrah svabhadvadtisayat phaladdyinah karya
api na Sidradiprayoge 'py anyathda syuh / sidraviprabhidhdnayoh puru-
sayoh svabhavabhedat /.



106 Caste and Buddhist philosophy

respectively disdain and respect.12¢ To this, Dharmakirti replies:
“[Real] things, which [only] comply with differences in nature,
are indeed not [made to behave] differently by nominal or con-
ventional differences that [merely] conform to human arbitrari-
ness.”127 In referring to the prevalent antinomy between intrin-
sic nature and human arbitrariness, Dharmakirti here anticipa-
tes on the distinction that he will later make in his argument
between the domain of direct perception and the domain of con-
ventions. That opposition is at the core of his philosophy, which
is marked by the constant conceptual interplay between percep-
tion (pratyaksa), the particular (svalaksana) and the real thing
(vastu) on one side, and conventions (sariketa, samaya), instruc-
tion (upadesa) and the speaker’s intention (vivaksa) on the other.
Involved in this opposition are concepts close to those of neces-
sity and contingency. But it also embraces the classical Buddhist
antinomies between substantially real (dravyasat) and nominal-
ly real (prajiaptisat), or between ultimately real (paramdrthasat)
and conventionally real (samvrtisat). I will say more on those
oppositions below.

We know at this point that for Dharmakirti, nothing in their
intrinsic nature distinguishes those people that are called “Brah-
mins” from those that are called “Sidras,” and that those desig-
nations ultimately issue from social conventions and human
arbitrariness. As was the case in the “canonical” literature, Dhar-
makirti’s task is now to develop an argumentation that will both
address the naturalization of those statutory divisions and ac-
count for their existence as a social fact. Dharmakirti meets that
double obligation in a short passage!?8 (= PVSV 157.13-18) in-
tended to answer the following objection: “Between those two,

126 PVT P fie 26b7-8 = PVSVT 557.25-26: nanv ayam brahmano 'yam $i-
dra iti loke namabhedo ’sti / tathd sammdnddivyavahdrabhedas ca /
tatah svabhdavabhedo ‘vasiyata iti cet /.

127 pYSV 157.11-13: na hi purusecchdnuvidhdyino namavyavahdrabhedat
svabhdvabheddanubandhinam arthdnam anyathdatvam asti /.

128 That passage has been translated by Ono (1993, 45 note 317).
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[the Brahmin and the $idra], there exists a [real] difference of
class (jatibheda)."129

2.3.2 The argument

We have seen already that Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin im-
mediately correlate Dharmakirti’s position (at PVSV 157.13-16)
with the refutation of universals (sdmdnyanisedha), as it occurs
in the section of PV dealing with conceptual exclusion. For them,
despite the fact that the class has already been refuted, its prin-
ciple is here provisionally admitted in order to show to the op-
ponent that even if the reality of classes and universals were
accepted, the social distinctions associated with denominations
would have no ontological basis.130 If a class existed, says Dhar-
makirti, it would share with its individual instantiations three
differentiating characteristics: “Indeed, this [difference of class]
is observed when, as in the case of cows and horses, [there is in
each individual of each class] a [shared] difference [pertaining to]
specific form, property and function (@krtigunasaktibheda).”13
Let us recall that the expression “specific form” (dkrti) appeared
in the arguments of the VSi, the SKA and the KDAM, together
with “configuration” (samsthdna) and “external physical aspect”
(akdra), where it corresponded to one of the class discriminants
(linga, visesana) examined and rejected by those texts.132 It is
therefore not surprising to find Karnakagomin gloss “specific
form” by “configuration,” an identification that had been very
vigourously criticized by Kumarila in his SV and TV.133 But ac-

129 PVSV 157.13: tayor jatibheda iti cet /.

130 pYT P Ae 27a3-4 ~ PVSVT 558.3-5: samanyanisedhdn nisiddhaiva ja-
tih / kevalam abhyupagamyocyate / sa khalu bhavann api jatibhedas tri-
dhestah [drstah PVT] / akrtigunasaktibhede sati /.

131 PYSV 157.13-14: sa khalv dkrtigunasaktibhede drsto gavasvavat.

132 See section 1.2, p. 17, above. See also Halbfass (1976, 294[22]-295[23]
and 295[23] note 71).

133 See SV, vanavdda, 16ff together with NRA 438.1-3; TV on MiSa I 3.30/
11 237.8ff together with Nydyasudhd on TV on MiSii I 3.30/1 645.23-24.
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cording to Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin, a shared difference
pertaining to specific form occurs in every individual cow while
it is absent from all individual horses.13¢ And the shared differ-
ence pertaining to property occurs also in all individuals instan-
tiating a given class (samanajatiyasu vyaktisv anugami), for ex-
ample the difference pertaining to the (strength of) taste and
degree of cooking of their milk or flesh (PVT madmsa).135 The
shared difference pertaining to function is finally defined by
Karnakagomin as the capacity to produce an effect that corre-

Somesvara attributes to Aksapadadi the position according to which
the word dakrti refers to the configuration. Santaraksita, in his Viparici-
tdrtha on the Vadanydya (reference in Halbfass 1992, 112), seems to
know and criticize that Naiyadyika position. In his Mahdbhdgyadipikd
(IV 3.7-9), Bhartrhari also criticizes that identification when he writes:
akrtir iti na tat samsthanam. On the Naiyayika (Uddyotakara, Aviddha-
karna, Sridhara, Vyomasiva, etc.) version of substance (dravya) as mere
configuration (samsthdnamatra), see Halbfass (1992, 103-105). On the
Buddhist side, the Vaibhasikas hold that visibles (riipa = caksurindriya-
visaya) consist in colour (varna) and configuration (samsthdna). See
the Sautrantika critique of that position in AKT 10 and IV 3, as well as
Matilal (1986, 250-254). On specific form as a sign of class (jatilinga),
see Biardeau (1964, 176 notes 1-2). On the definition of specific form
as a sign of class in the VaiSesikasiitra, see Oberhammer (1991) s.v.
akrti.

134 PVT P fie 27a5: de la dbyibs kyi khyad par ste de ni gsal ba po'i khyad
par dang Idan pa'i ba lang dag la rjes su ‘gro ba yod kyi rta’i gsal ba dag
la ni ma yin no //. PVSVT 558.5-6: tatrakrtibhedah samsthdnavisesah
sa prativyakti bhedavatisv api gosv anugami vidyate / ndsvavyaktisu /.
Sakyabuddhi says: *vyarijakavisesayuktesu gosu. Kumarila, in $V, vana-
vada, 4-5, declares: na caite vyarijakds tasya gunavad va visesanam / ta-
tha hi nagrhitesu tesu syad gotvabodhanam [/ tesdm ca vyafijakaih
svaih syat punar grahanakalpand / tatha saty anavasthd syan na syad
gotvavadhdranam //. According to Parthasarathimisra, the position cri-
ticized by Kumarila is that of the Kasyapiyas, i.e,, the Vaisesikas.

135 PVT P fie 27a5-6 = PVSVT 558.7-8: gunabhedah ksiradinam rasavirya-
vipakddibhedena / sa ca samanajdtiydsu vyaktisv anugdmi drsto na vija-
tiyasu /. PVT with no equivalent for virya.
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sponds to each of them. Thus cows share the capacity of being
milked, contrary to horses.136

Already at this stage of the argument, $akyabuddhi and Kar-
nakagomin are quick to draw the following conclusion: “Conse-
quently, since in this way [shared] differences pertaining to spe-
cific form, etc., are observed to co-occur in the individuals be-
longing to the same class, we may accept a class difference be-
tween cows and horses. On the contrary, no [shared] difference
pertaining to specific form, etc,, is strictly limited to Brahmins,
etc, so that one could posit a difference of class [between
them].”137 Dharmakirti’s initial approach is therefore similar to
that of the biological arguments on animal and vegetal species
developed in the texts analyzed previously. Contrary to animal,
vegetal or mineral species, no differentiating feature or class
discriminant can justify the division of human individuals into
classes, so that all individual Brahmins would instantiate the
universal “brahmanity” and all individual §idras would instanti-
ate the universal “Sidrahood” (Sidratva).

Dharmakirti’s argumentation does not stop here, however,
for he goes into a critique of the position that was only apparent
in the texts examined in the first chapter, namely, the position
defended by the Mimams3, the Vai$esika and the Nyaya on the
perceptibility of classes and universals. He writes: “Moreover,
people recognize (prati[PAD) the [difference of class] indepen-
dently of [all] teaching (anupadesam).”13¢ According to Sakyabud-
dhi and Karnakagomin,3? this must be interpreted to mean that

136 PYSVT 558.9-10: Saktibhedo ‘nuriipakdryasimarthyalaksanah / yatha
gavam dohadisamarthyam ndasvandm /. PVT P fie 27a6~7 with no equi-
valent for anuripa.

137 PVT P fie 27a7-27b1 = PVSVT 558.9-11: tad evam samanajatiyavyakty-
anugdmindm dkrtyddibheddnam upalambhdt kamam gavasvadisv astu
jatibhedo naivam brahmanddisu pratiniyata dkrtyadibhedo ‘stiyena
jatibhedah kalpyeta /.

138 pYSV 157.14: anupadesam cainam lokah pratipadyate /.

139 PVT P fie 27b1-2 =~ PVSVT 558.11-13: sakrc ca gavadisu (gavdsvadisu

PVT) vwyutpanno desakaladibhede ‘py anupadesam ity upadesam antare-
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any human, regardless of the place and time in which he lives, can
immediately (sakrt) distinguish a cow from a horse, and express
that distinction. A foreigner, however, unless he is first instructed
in the matter, cannot immediately recognize a Brahmin or a $ii-
dra and say: “this man is a Brahmin” or “this man is a §idra.”

Dharmakirti then draws his conclusion: “We do not see any
property that is strictly limited (viniyata) to those two as is the
case for [cows and horses]. And [since] we do not see it, how
could we recognize that difference?”140 We have seen already
that many of the VSii's arguments concluded with a comment to
the effect that brahmanity is uncertain (aniscita/aniyata). Be-
fore reaching that conclusion, its author had shown that factors
such as the Veda, knowledge (jidna), conduct (dcdra) or activity
(karman) were not the exclusive signs or discriminants of brah-
manity since they were shared, for example, hy Ravana the de-
mon, Sidras, fishermen and vaisyas respectively.141 When we
follow Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin’s presentation,42 we find
that Dharmakirti’s approach was the same. According to them,
we must understand by a “property strictly limited to those two,”
a property that belongs or is constantly present only among the
individuals of a same class. For them, moreover, when Dharma-
kirti rejects the existence of all properties that would be strictly
limited to the individuals instantiating a given class, he means to
say that all criteria are fallacious (vyabhicdrin). And this means
that no property alleged to characterize the Brahmins or other
similar instances, is not also found among the siidras or other

nainam jatibhedam lokah pratipadyate / ayam gaur ayam asva iti / nai-
vam brahmandadibhedam anupadesam pratipadyate /.

140 PVSV 157.15-16: na tadvad anayoh kamcid api gunam viniyatam pas-
yamah / apagyantas ca katham bhedam pratipadyemahi /.

141 See note 76, p. 30, above.

142 PYT P jie 27b3-5 = PVSVT 558.14-17: na... anayor bréhmanasidrayoh
kamcid api gunam viniyatam samanajatiydsv eva vyaktisu sthitam pas-
yamah / gunagrahanam upalaksanam / evam dkrtibhedam $aktibhe-
dam ca viniyatam na pasyamah [/ apasyantas cakrtyadibhedam katham
Sudraviprayor jatibhedam pratipadyemahi [ naiveti yavat /.
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dissimilar instances. Dharmakirti’'s argument may in fact be
reformulated in logical terms: no concomitance (niyama or vyap-
ti) is found between the proposed specifying criteria and the
instances that they should specify. That approach clearly paral-
lels the one that guided and inspired the VSa, SKA and KDAM.
For in order to accept, even provisionally, the reality of a class
like brahmanity, Dharmakirti required that a threefold differ-
ence of specific form, property and function be observed. Al-
though he did not give any example of what those terms could
refer to, this enabled Sakyabuddhi and Karpakagomin to ar-
gue,143 based on several elements of a discussion found in Pataii-
jali's Mahabhdgsya,#* that neither the recitation of the Veda, nor
the daily purificatory rites (Saucdcara),*s which I take to be
examples of functions and properties, are present in all Brah-
mins without ever being present in the Siidras. As for the differ-
ence of form, the “early” literature had already spoken of speci-
fic form, configuration and external physical aspect, and Karna-
kagomin had glossed “specific form” by “configuration.” In look-
ing for an example of a specific form, both commentators thus
assert that there is not, among Brahmins, any shared difference
pertaining to their external physical aspect,#¢ such as all having

143 PVT P fie 27b5-6 = PVSVT 558.17-19: tatha hy adhyayanasaucdcaradi-
visesah sarvo vyabhicari / yas ca gaurapingalakesatvadilaksana akara-
bhedah kalpyate sa brahmanesv api kesucin ndsti / Stdresu ca vidyate
kesucit /.

1% Mahabhdsya on Panini 1l 2.6 (nan), vol. 1, p. 411: tapah srutam ca yonis
cety etad brahmanakarakam / tapahsrutabhyam yo hino jatibrahmana
eva sah // tatha gaurah Sucydcarah pingalah kapilakesa ity etdn apy
abhyantardn brahmanye gunan kurvanti /. On that passage, see the dis-
cussion in Halbfass (1976, 281[9]-282[10]).

145 Note that in a different context, Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin define
purity (Sauca) as follows (PVT P fie 45b1-2 = PVSVT 578.21-22): fau-
cam dvividham / bahyam antaram ca / bahyam snanadi / antaram ste-
yadinivrttih /. “Purity is of two kinds, external and internal. External, it
consists in the ablutions, etc; internal, it consists in abstaining from
theft, etc.”

146 Again in a different context, $akyabuddhi and Karnakagomin give to
the physical aspect (akdra) the Abhidharmic definition of the visible
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a clear complexion (gaura) and reddish-brown hair (pingalake-
$a). For those physical features can be found in some $idras,
while they are absent in some Brahmins.147

Let us summarize those four lines from Dharmakirti in light
of Sakyabuddhi’s and Karnakagomin’s comments. Dharmakirti
subordinates the acceptation of a difference of class to the ob-
servation of a threefold shared difference pertaining to specific
form, property and function in the individuals alleged to instan-
tiate each class. That condition, however, is necessary but not
sufficient, for according to Dharmakirti, it entails a corollary con-
dition requiring that this difference be known independently of
any instruction. The first necessary condition is not met, how-
ever, since no discriminating factor is indeed strictly limited to
all individuals of a given class at the exclusion of all those of
another class. Each factor is therefore fallacious. Since that con-
dition is not met, Dharmakirti does not seem to consider it use-
ful, in that context, to criticize the thesis of the direct percepti-
bility of classes as it is implied by the problem of education. We
will see below148 that this task was taken up mainly by Prajiia-
karagupta, in the context of a discussion of caste. We will also
seel4? that for Dharmakirti, to negate that the class can be appre-
hended without instruction is to assert its strict conventionality.

2.3.3 Explanation

After developing his argumentation against a realist ontology of
classes and class differences (jatibheda), Dharmakirti needed to
describe and explain the empirical social situation that cased

(rapa); PVT P je 471b1-2 = PVSVT 580.20-21: dkdro varnasamsthana-
dih /. “[By] external physical aspect [we mean] the colour, configuration,
etc.”

147 The argument is reminiscent of a long modern debate based on contra-
dictory anthropological data, an interesting example of which is found
in Bouglé (1993, 106-114).

148 See section 2.4.3, p. 127, below.

149 See section 2.4.2, p. 123, below.
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disagreement. And on this point, his position is in perfect conti-
nuity with the classical Buddhist explanations. For him, as well
as for Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin, the question is to be
formulated in those terms: once the realist hypothesis has been
rejected, how can we explain the fact that the words “Brahmin”
and “Siidra” give rise to distinct cognitions?15® Dharmakirti’s an-
swer holds in one sentence: “Although there is no class differ-
ence [between the Brahmin and the $idra), the difference in cog-
nitions?s! (pratitibheda) that, in society, follows from the differ-
ence in denominations [‘Brahmin’ and ‘Siidra’] may [very well]
come from their practising particular occupations (vydpdravise-
sa) [such as muttering prayers and sacrifices],!5? and from [the
fact that they are born in a] family (anvaya) [traditionally in-
volved in such occupations],’s3 as is the case with denomina-
tions like ‘healer,’154 ‘merchant, etc. (vaidyavanigvyapadesa).”55

According to Dharmakirti, then, no appeal to ontology is nec-
essary to account for the fact that different denominations give
rise to different cognitions. As in the earlier Buddhist literature,
from the Vas$ to the AgS and the VSi to the KDAM, Dharmakirti
holds that social denominations refer to professional activities
and to means of livelihood, to the needs of a given social group
that have become fixed over several generations, yet without
depending on any hereditary determinism, as in the Brahmanic

150 PYT P fie 27b6~7 ~ PVSVT 558.20-21: yadi na jatibhedo viprasiudrayoh
katham tarhy ayam brahmanadisabdasravanad bhinnd pratitir bhava-
titi /.

151 PYSVT 558.23 glosses: buddhibhedo ‘yam brahmano 'yam Sudra iti pra-
titibhedah.

152 pyT P fie 27b8-28al = PVSVT 558.24: vydpdravisesanusthandj japa-
homadikriyavisesanusthanat.

153 PVT P fle 28al = PVSVT 558.25: tathdbhitavydpdranusthdyinah kulad
utpatteh.

154 On healers (vejja), see Fick (1972, 237[153-54]); modern Baidyas in
Bouglé {1993, 14 and note 5.

155 PYSV 157.16-18: yo ‘py ayam namabhedanvayo loke pratitibhedah so
'saty api jatibhede vyapdravisesanusthanad anvayac ca syad vaidyava-
nigvyapadesdadivat /.
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theory of mixed classes. The only determinism of which one may
speak is thus a social determinism, not a biological determinism.
And it is only due to repetition. Dharmakirti’'s examples of the
healer and the merchant are here quite significant, for both of
them, while considered Studras, are nonetheless included among
the mixed. The situation thus leads to an absurdity that is well de-
picted by Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin: “For example, among
the $tdras who, [as Sidras], belong to the same class (tulyajati-
ya), denominations such as ‘healer’ are used because [those si-
dras] practise such and such particular occupations and because
of [the fact that they were born in] a family [traditionally in-
volved in those occupations. But] still there is not, [among those
Sadras), any difference of class. It must be for the Brahmins,
[ksatriyas], etc., as it is for the [Sddras, who bear different denom-
inations although they are all §iidras].”156

Dharmakirti insisted above that the distinctions between
Brahmins and Sidras, or between healers and merchants, are
not due to their intrinsic nature, for example to their birth or
other criteria, but to the fact that the world knows a multitude
of occupations. The lexicographic conventions that come to be
associated with those occupations do not tell us anything, how-
ever, about the mode of being of the individual to which they are
associated. Accordingly, as Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin in-
sisted in their introduction or commentary to PV 1 295,157 the dif-
ference is not one of intrinsic nature, but is due to worldly con-
ventions. It is therefore not ultimately true (pdramarthika), but
‘merely conventional (sdnketika), which is to say that it is not
apprehended through direct perception, but through learning.

156 PVT P fie 28a2-3 = PVSVT 558.26-28: yatha tulyajatiyesu Sidresu tasya
tasya vydpdravisesasyanusthanad anvaydc ca vaidyadivyapadesah pra-
vartante / na tdvatd jatibhedah / tadvad brahmanddisv api syat /.

157 See note 122, p. 104, above.
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2.3.4 Conclusion

Just as fire remains fire and its consuming power does not in-
crease or decrease whether it is lit by a Brahmin, a ksatriya, a
vaisya or a Sidra, the contribution of a Brahmin or a §idra as a
cooperating cause to the efficiency of Vedic mantras will be ex-
actly the same since the difference between them is not real, but
conventional. Dharmakirti can thereore conclude his argument
as follows: “Consequently, [since] they are used by an [ontologi-
cally undifferentiated person, Brahmin or §iidra], those mantras
receive from this [person] an undifferentiated intrinsic nature.
It is therefore in an undifferentiated manner that they must yield
results.”158 Quod erat demonstrandum.

158 PVYSV 157.19-20: tad ime ‘viSistena prayujyamdand mantrds tato 'visis-
tam eva svabhdvam dsadayanti / tendvisesenaiva phaladah syuh //. PVT
P rie 28a3-4 = PVSVT 559.10-11 gloss avisistena as brahmanasudradi-
nd and tatah as brahmanadeh.



