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SUMMARY OF EARLIER RESEARCH 
 

This paper attempts to reconstruct the MImAMsA apUrva-theory which I 
suggest might be referred to as ‘*dharma-abhivyakti-vAda’ (the theory 
of dharma-manifestation). Prof. Halbfass has pointed out that the 
apUrva-theory is refuted by Uddyotakara in NyAyavArttika on 
NyAyasUtra 1.1.7,1 a portion of which has been translated into Japanese 
and investigated further by Prof. Akamatsu.2 For Akamatsu it is still not 
clear what Uddyotakara regards as the MImAMsakas’ position on 
apUrva, i.e. what form of the apUrva-theory was dominant after 
ZabarasvAmin and before KumArila. YudhiSThira MImAMsaka,3 with 
reference to the relevant portions which I will investigate below, 
attributes this form of apUrva-theory to BhartRhari and BhartRmitra, but 
does not clarify its content. Prof. Bronkhorst,4 apparently relying on 
YudhiSThira MImAMsaka, also refers to and translates the same passages, 
but he too does not comment on the theory. Prof. Ikari,5 who is mainly 
concerned with understanding the Vedic thought-world, presents three 
aspects of action: a latent form of action, once made manifest through 
human performances, remains effective as an invisible substance. Ikari 
does not refer to our passages, but his exposition of this Vedic model is 
important for our *dharma-abhivyakti-vAda as providing a prototype.  
 

SOURCES 
 

1  BhartRhari (AD 450-510) 
BhartRhari, a grammarian who is said to have used an older MImAMsA 
source6 (probably BhavadAsa’s vRtti, written in the first half of the fifth 
century)7 than the ZAbarabhASya (first half of the sixth century)8, 
mentions the MImAMsA theory in his discussion of dharma.  
 

SvavRtti on VAkyapadIya I.136: tatra kecid AcAryA manyante. na 



prakRtyA kiJcit karma *duSTam aduSTaM (ed. dRSTam adRSTaM) vA. 
ZAstrAnuSThAnAt tu kevalAd dharmAbhivyaktiH, ZAstrAtikramAc ca 
pratyavAyayogaH. yeSAm eva hi brAhmaNavadhAdInAM viSayAntare 
pAtakatvaM, teSAm eva viSayAntare prakRSTAbhyudayahetutvaM 
ZAstreNa vidhIyata iti. VP 224.5-8.  
*Following an emendation by YudhiSThira (YudhiSThira 1987: 
31). cf. VRSabhadeva (VP 224, n.6): na dRSTo nAdRSTaH] ed. ; na 
dRSTAntaduSTAH variant 

On this point some teachers think: No action is either impure or 
pure by nature. But dharma becomes manifest only through 
following scriptures, and negative consequences attach [themselves 
to a person] as a result of [that person’s] transgressing scriptures. 
For scripture prescribes one and the same action of killing a 
Brahmin and the like (i.e. drinking wine, etc.,) as a cause of 
downfall in one context as well as a cause of the greatest elevation 
[i.e. rebirth in heaven] in another context.9 

 
The expression ‘abhivyakti’ is used to explain the phenomenon that 
something eternal becomes perceptible in a certain case and not in other 
cases.10 For example, the phoneme /g/, which is considered eternal in 
MImAMsA, manifests itself and becomes audible through actual sounds 
(dhvani, nAda), which in this system correspond to conjunctions and 
disjunctions among wind-atoms.11 The eternal cow-ness (gotva) of 
individual cows becomes manifest through individuals (vyakti) and 
makes us recognize: ‘this is a cow’.12 Likewise the eternal dharma 
manifests itself through each ritual performance (karman).  
    The same idea is also referred to in another work by BhartRhari, 
the MahAbhASyadIpikA, together with more details and a metaphor. 
(YudhiSThira pointed out the relevant portion (YudhiSThira 1984: 
392)(1987: 34); Bronkhorst translated it into English (Bronkhorst 
1989). ) 
 

MahAbhASyadIpikA : avasthita eva dharmaH. sa tv agnihotrAdibhir 
abhivyajyate. tatpreritas tu phalaprado bhavati. yathA svAmI 
bhRtyaiH sevAyAM preryate phalaM praty ... . MBhD 25.25-26 
Dharma remains forever. But it is manifested by an agnihotra 
offering or the like. Urged by such (agnihotra, etc.), however, it 
gives a fruit. For example, a master is urged to [give] fruit by 
servants when they serve.... (my translation) 

 
This passage refers to the idea that the dharma, although eternal, urged 
by individual performances (tat-prerita) such as the agnihotra offering, 
becomes manifest (abhivyajyate) and functions as a fruit-giver 
(phala-prada). While in the above-mentioned passage of the 



VAkyapadIya the eternality of dharma is inferred from the expression 
‘abhivyakti’, here dharma is clearly qualified as eternal: ‘which remains 
forever’ (avasthita eva). Furthermore the agnihotra offering is 
personified as that which urges the eternal dharma. A reluctant master, 
urged by servants, gives them fees. Likewise the unchanging dharma, 
urged by daily performances of agnihotra, is forced to give fruits.   
 
2  BhAviveka (AD 490-570) 
BhAviveka in the sixth century, who criticized other schools in his 
Madhyamaka-hRdaya-kArikA, refers to the *dharma-abhivyakti-vAda as 
an opponent’s view in the chapter called 
MImAMsA-tattva-nirNaya-avatAra. (Edited and translated into Japanese 
by Prof. Kawasaki (Kawasaki 1992: 409, 376), and into English by Prof. 
Lindtner (Lindtner 1997: 96). The answer from the Buddhist side is 
given in k. 55.) 
 

Madhyamaka-hRdaya-kArikA IX, k.10: 
apUrvo ’pi kriyAvyaGgyaH, kriyA mokSe ’pi sAdhanam/ 
somapAnAdikA, vidvAn nirjayed antakaM yayA//13 
And apUrva is manifested by a [ritual] act. A [ritual] act such as 
drinking soma [=soma sacrifice], etc., is also a cause of liberation. 
Through that [ritual act] the wise man conquers death.   

 
The idea referred to here is that apUrva or ‘a new thing’ is manifested 
(vyaGgya) through ritual acts, such as drinking soma (somapAnAdikA 
kriyA). It should be noted that the manifested element here is called 
‘apUrva’ instead of dharma. In the surviving BhATTa14 and PrAbhAkara15 
sources, apUrva is interpreted as ‘new to our knowledge’ or ‘new 
information’, not ‘new in origination’ or ‘newly born’.  
    What then is meant by saying that apUrva is manifested through 
acts? Is it to be interpreted from the viewpoint of epistemology, in such 
a way that apUrva, which is newly cognized through the Vedas, is 
manifested through ritual acts? Or should we interpret it from the 
viewpoint of ontology, in such a way that the eternal dharma is newly 
manifested in this world through individual acts such as daily 
agnihotras? 
 
3  Uddyotakara (fl. in the first half of the seventh century AD) 
The relevant portion of the NyAyavArttika is translated into Japanese 
and analyzed by Akamatsu (Akamatsu 1991). Therefore in the 
following I pick up only the passages which are important for the 



reconstruction of the *dharma-abhivyakti-vAda.  
 

NyAyavArttika on NyAyasUtra 1.1.7:  
a.   nityam apy apUrvaM yo ’bhivyanakti tasya phalam, 
abhivyaktyarthA ca kriyA. abhivyaktyarthatvAc ca na kriyAlopa iti. 
yena yad abhivyajyate tasyaiva tat phalapradAtR bhavatIti dRSTam. 
NV 55.15-17. 
Although apUrva is [one and] eternal, [only] the person who makes 
[it] manifest has [its] fruit. And ritual act is [done] for the sake of 
manifestation. And because it is [done] for manifestation, ritual act 
is not left unperformed. [For] it is seen that whatever is manifested 
gives its fruit only to the one who manifests it.  

 
As seen before, the eternal apUrva is manifested through acts (kriyA) 
and gives its fruit to humans. Eternal as it is, however, apUrva gives its 
fruit only to the particular person who made it manifest. Individual 
ritual acts aim at manifestation (abhivyakty-artha). In this way their 
efficacy or purposefulness is guaranteed through the following 
sequence: ritual acts, manifested apUrva and fruit. This theory avoids 
undesired consequences such as that ritual acts would not be performed 
(kriyA-lopa).  
 

b.   svargApUrvadevatAdiSUpadeZo na prApnoti, atIndriyatvAt. 
yadi sAkSAtkaraNam arthasyAptiH, svargApUrvadevatAdIn na kaZcit 
paZyatIti tatpratipAdako vyavahAro na syAt. tasmAd AptaZ cAsAv 
upadeZaZ ceti yuktam, nAptasyopadeZa iti. NV 54.17-20. 
[Opponent:] [Vedic] instruction does not hold good for (prApnoti) 
heaven, apUrva, deities and so forth, because they are beyond 
perception. If the obtaining (Apti) of an object is directly perceiving 
it [as the NyAyabhASya interprets it], verbal usage about them 
would not be possible, since no one sees heaven, apUrva, deities 
and so forth. Therefore it is proper [to interpret the compound  
‘Apta-upadeZa’] as ‘reliable instruction’ [as a karmadhAraya], not 
‘instruction of the reliable’ [as a SaSThI-tatpuruSa].  

 
In regard to the compound of ‘Apta-upadeZa’ in the SUtra, the opponent 
interprets it as a karma-dhAraya, i.e. ‘reliable instruction’ instead of as a 
tat-puruSa, i.e. ‘instruction of those who reached the object’.16 In this 
interpretation the opponent presupposes that apUrva is imperceptible 
(atIndriya) like heaven and deities (cf. Madhyamaka-hRdaya-kArikA IX, 
k.5). Being beyond the reach of the senses, apUrva cannot be reached 
by anyone, so there is no ‘person who has reached it’ (Apta). Therefore 
the opponent insists that a tat-puruSa interpretation is impossible. 
Furthermore apUrva, as well as heaven and deities, is considered here as 



an object of Vedic instruction. As apUrva is regarded as imperceptible, 
it can be said to be qualified further as an object of Vedic instruction 
only.  
 

c.   kaH punar atra nyAyaH svargAdayaH kasyacit pratyakSA iti. 
brUmaH. sAmAnyaviZeSavattvAt kasyacit pratyakSA iti. AZritatvAt. 
*yad AZritaM tat kasyacit pratyakSam iti. parArthatvAt. yat 
parArthaM tad api kasyacit pratyakSam iti. vastutvAd 
AgamaviSayatvAc ca. yad vastu yac ca parasya kathyate, tat 
kasyacit pratyakSaM dRSTam, yathA ghaTAdaya iti. anityatvAt 
kasyacit pratyakSA iti. NV 55.3-7.  *yad] Calcutta ed. ; yad yad  
Thakur ed. 
[Opponent:] But what is the ground for [your declaration] that 
heaven and so forth are visible to someone? 
[SiddhAntin:] We answer. (1) [They are] visible to someone 
because they have certain generic properties. (a) Because of resting 
[in a locus]: everything that rests in a locus is visible to someone. 
(b) Because of being for others: everything that is for others also is 
visible to someone. (c) Because of being real and the object of 
authoritative speech: it is experienced that everything that is real 
and that is communicated to others, e.g. pots, etc., is visible to 
someone. (2) [They are] visible to someone because they are 
non-eternal. 

 
In order to show that from the NyAya point of view apUrva, etc., must 
be perceptible to someone, Uddyotakara refers to their three common 
properties (sAmAnya), i.e. AZritatva, parArthatva and 
vastutva-cum-AgamaviSayatva, together with another one property, i.e. 
anityatva. Besides vastutva and AgamaviSayatva, which could be 
admitted even by the MImAMsaka, the opponent who insists that apUrva, 
etc., are imperceptible to anyone is supposed to admit the opposite 
properties, i.e. an-AZritatva, a-parArthatva and nityatva. In fact the 
last-mentioned property nityatva is admitted in the following argument 
by the opponent in relation to abhivyakti. As is seen from another later 
source (Jayanta), an-AZritatva is also confirmed.17 
 

d.  athApIdaM syAt. ekam apy apUrvaM vyaJjakabhedAnuvidhAnAd 
bhinnam iva bhavati. ... nanu ca khaDgAdibhedAn mukhabhedaH 
tadanuvidhAnAd dRSTaH. NV 56.7-10. 
Further the following is also possible: apUrva, although one, takes 
form as if different according to the difference of its manifesters. ... 
[Opponent:] Due to the difference of [the reflecting surfaces], such 
as a sword, we find that [the appearance of the reflection of] the 
face differs in accordance with that [difference of reflectors].  

 



Uddyotakara attacks the apUrva-theory after first distinguishing two 
possibilities, i.e. whether it is one or plural. The opponent who holds 
that apUrva is one explains that the one apUrva appears as many 
through many manifesters in the same way that one face is reflected in 
many surfaces. Considering this, and other examples, such as one 
eternal phoneme /g/ which manifests itself through many sounds, it is 
appropriate to assume that the eternal apUrva was regarded as one 
rather than many.   
 
4  KumArila BhaTTa (AD 600-650) 
KumArila, discussing ‘what is dharma’ or ‘what is the referent of the 
word “dharma”’ in his subcommentary on JaiminisUtra 1.1.2, criticizes 
the idea that dharma is ‘something newly born (apUrva-janman)’.  
 

ZlokavArttika codanA, vv.195-196b:  
antaHkaraNavRttau vA vAsanAyAM ca cetasaH/  
pudgaleSu ca puNyeSu nRguNe ’pUrvajanmani//  
prayogo dharmaZabdasya na dRSTo.... / SV 78.5-7 
 
We do not find the word ‘dharma’ applied [in ordinary usage and 
the Vedas] to the activity of the internal organ (as in SAMkhya), the 
disposition of the mind (as in Buddhism), virtuous souls (as in 
Jainism), a quality of Atman (as for the VaiZeSikas) or ‘something 
newly born’ (as in MImAMsA). [Therefore these are not really 
dharma.] 

 
As mentioned before, the surviving traditions of the BhATTas and 
PrAbhAkaras interpreted apUrva to mean ‘something epistemologically 
new’ or ‘something never cognized through other means of cognition 
than Vedic instructions’ (mAnAntarAvedya). According to the view 
refuted by KumArila in this passage, however, apUrva is interpreted to 
be something ontologically new, i.e. a newly born thing. KumArila’s 
commentator SucaritamiZra (KAZikA 160.19-22), after identifying the 
opponent to be ‘one group of MImAMsakas’ (mImAMsakaikadeZinaH), 
clarifies the ontological interpretation of apUrva: apUrva is that which 
did not exist before ritual acts (tad dhi na karmaNaH pUrvaM jAyata eva) 
and which is produced by them (kRte karmaNi tanniSpatteH).   
 
5  Jayanta BhaTTa (fl. in the latter half of the ninth century AD) 
Jayanta, commenting on NyAyasUtra 1.2.57, tries to protect the 
authority of the Vedas from the NyAya position. In this context he 
discusses ‘what dharma is’. In criticizing other schools, Jayanta 



presupposes KumArila’s above-mentioned description and gives more 
details. It is to be noted that Jayanta calls the view of ‘apUrva as 
something newly born’ (apUrva-janman) that of ‘the old MImAMsakas’ 
(vRddha-mImAMsakAH) as opposed to the views of the followers of 
Zabara and PrabhAkara. (Part of the relevant portion was pointed out by 
YudhiSThira (YudhiSThira 1984: 393)(1987: 35) and translated by 
Bronkhorst (Bronkhorst 1989: 113).) 
 

NyAyamaJjarI on NyAyasUtra 1.2.57: vRddhamImAMsakAH 
yAgAdikarmanirvartyam apUrvaM nAma dharmam abhivadanti. 
yAgAdikarmaiva ZAbarA bruvate. vAkyArtha eva niyogAtmA 
apUrvaZabdavAcyaH, dharmaZabdena ca sa evocyata iti 
prAbhAkarAH kathayanti. ... svargayAgAntarAlavartinaZ ca sthirasya 
nirAdhArasyApUrvasya niSpramANakatvAt 
jarajjaiminIyapravAdo ’py apeZalaH.  NM 664.6-16.  
The old MImAMsakas maintain that that unprecedented thing 
(apUrvaM nAma) that is accomplished through acts such as sacrifice, 
etc., should be [accepted as] dharma. Those who follow Zabara 
maintain that dharma is only ritual act itself such as sacrifice, etc. 
The PrabhAkara school says that what is denoted by the word 
‘apUrva’ is nothing but the sentence-meaning which is a command, 
which again is denoted by the word ‘dharma’. ... And the 
[so-called] apUrva which exists between sacrifice and heaven, 
remains for some time and is without locus, lacks any proof of its 
existence. Therefore the statement of the old MImAMsakas is also 
not correct. (my translation) 

 
Jayanta explains the apUrva-janman mentioned by KumArila as ‘that 
unprecedented thing that is accomplished through acts such as sacrifice, 
etc.’ (yAgAdikarmanirvartyam apUrvaM nAma). In other words, Jayanta 
explains janman as accomplishment by sacrifice, etc. Jayanta confirms 
that the apUrva mentioned by KumArila is ontologically new, not 
epistemologically. Furthermore, the view which Jayanta identifies as 
that of ‘the old MImAMsakas (vRddha-mImAMsaka, jaraj-jaiminIya)’ 
seems, or at least is believed by him, to precede Zabara and PrabhAkara, 
in view of the order in which he mentions the three positions. 
    This apUrva or ‘new thing’ stands between (i.e. connects) sacrifice 
and heaven (svarga-yAga-antarAlavartin) and remains for some time 
(sthira). In other words, it is grasped as that which is accomplished 
through sacrifice, remains for some time and gives its fruit to the agent. 
The BhATTas18 and PrAbhAkaras19 also accept this character of apUrva 
positing it as a connector which guarantees the efficacy of ritual acts. 
But the apUrva which Jayanta mentions here does not have a locus 



(nirAdhAra). It is different from KumArila’s apUrva which is ‘just a 
latent force of sacrifices’ (yAgAdeH ZaktimAtrakam) or ‘just a latent 
force of an animal or the like’ (paZvAder [ZaktimAtrakam]) and from the 
AtmaZakti usually accepted by the BhATTas.20 This character of ‘having 
no locus’ was already suggested by Uddyotakara.   
    One still hesitates, however, to understand apUrva-janman to mean 
simply ‘something newly manifested’, because in some cases 
‘production’ (janman, niSpatti, nirvRtti) is contrasted with 
‘manifestation’ (abhivyakti).21 To recapitulate:  
  i.  According to the ‘old MImAMsakas’ who preceded the followers 

of Zabara and PrabhAkara, dharma is not sacrifice, etc., themselves, 
but a new thing which is accomplished through them. 

  ii.  Although it remains for some time as a fruit-giver after sacrifice, 
it does not have any locus such as the Atman or sacrifice.  

 
6  SiMhasUrigaNi 
SiMhasUrigaNi, a commentator on the Nayacakra of MallavAdin, refers 
to a MImAMsA view as that of an opponent. He paraphrases apUrva as 
‘different from the seen’ (adRSTa) and a ‘particular dharma’ 
(dharmaviZeSa). Furthermore, he records the view of ‘some 
MImAMsakas’ that dharma is nothing but ritual acts themselves, which 
is in fact identical with Zabara’s position.  
 

NyAyAgamAnusAriNI on DvAdaZAraM Nayacakram, vidhividhyara:  
a.   na pUrvo  ’pUrvo, ’dRSTo dharmaviZeSaH. ... viZeSaZabdAt 
parasparaviZiSTAbhir yajJasaMsthAbhir agniSTomAdibhir  iSTibhiZ 
cAbhivyaktavyA apUrvA (-vyA apUrvA] em.; -vyApUrvA ed.) api  
viZeSyante dravyamantradevatAdiviZiSTAbhiH. NC 140.23-141.5 
ApUrva is what was not before, i.e. a specific dharma which is 
different from the seen. ... By the word ‘specific’ [in MallavAdin’s 
apUrva-viZeSa] is intended the following: the apUrvas manifested 
through sacrifice-types, i.e. agniSToma, etc., and iSTis, which are 
qualified mutually by each other, are themselves qualified by those 
[sacrifice-types] which are [again] qualified by [their respective] 
material, mantras, deities and so forth.  

 
In this passage, apUrva is paraphrased as ‘different from the precedent’ 
(na pUrvaH) and further explained as ‘a particular dharma which is 
different from the seen’ (adRSTo dharmaviZeSaH). Although this apUrva 
looks at first glance like ‘an epistemologically new thing’, i.e. ‘a new 
thing cognized only through the Vedas’, it can be interpreted as 
‘ontologically a new thing’ if one considers the meaning of ‘a particular 



dharma’ (dharmaviZeSa): a dharma, which is qualified through ritual 
acts which are again qualified variously through their materials and 
mantras, becomes a particular dharma different from the seen and is 
called adRSTa. It is not new in the sense that it is cognized only through 
the Vedas but new and different from the seen in the sense that it is a 
particular thing newly manifested in a certain situation.  
    The description here seems to be parallel to the structure of the 
relationship between sAmAnya, viZeSa and vyakti.22 The eternal dharma 
could be regarded as sAmAnya, a particular dharma which manifests 
itself being qualified in a certain situation as viZeSa, and the individual 
situations which qualify one sAmAnya as vyakti. In other words, the one 
eternal dharma, when manifested through individual acts which are 
qualified by each other as well as by their materials, mantras and deities, 
is at the same time qualified by those same individual acts. One eternal 
universal ‘cow-ness’, when manifested through individual cows, is 
qualified by individuals which consist of various parts.23 In the same 
way, one eternal dharma, when it is manifested through individual ritual 
acts and appears as a particular, is qualified through the ritual acts 
which consist of various elements. The way in which dharma is 
qualified is similar to that of bhAvanA, as posited by Zabara and the 
BhATTas, which functions as a core element in ritual-analysis and is 
regarded as qualified by various elements in the way that a white 
canvas may be qualified.24 That is to say, the role of bhAvanA as a core 
element in the bhAvanA-theory of Zabara and his followers is replaced 
by apUrva (or dharma) in the *dharma-abhivyakti-vAda.  
 

b.   mA bhUd yajJasaMjJAyAH kriyAyA eva dharmatvaM, yathA 
kaiZcin mImAMsakair evaM vyAkhyAyate ‘yajJena yajJam ayajanta 
devAs, tAni dharmANi prathamAny Asan’ (Rgveda 1.164.50; 
10.90.16) iti. kiM kAraNam. tasminn arthe pratyakSata evAnityAyAH 
kriyAyA anantaraM phalasambandhAdarZanAt 
kriyAvaiphalyadoSaprasaGgAc ca. NC 141.5-7 
One should not say that it is an act that is called ‘sacrifice’ which is 
dharma, in the way that [is held by] those MImAMsakas who 
interpret in this way the sentence ‘The gods sacrificed sacrifice 
through sacrifice. Those were the first dharmas’. Why? Because if 
that is the meaning [of ‘dharma’], its connection with the fruit is 
not seen immediately after the act, which is visibly transient, and 
because of the undesirable consequence that the act may lack fruit 
[and therefore becomes useless]. 

   
Furthermore, if one identified dharma with ritual acts, as Zabara did, the 
direct connection between dharma and its fruit would become 



impossible, because dharma, being transient, cannot remain until the 
arising of the fruit. Consequently it would become useless to perform 
ritual acts, because they would not be the means of attaining their fruit. 
On the other hand, if one follows the *dharma-abhivyakti-vAda, dharma 
is able to bring its fruit directly when it is manifested through individual 
acts and becomes ‘a new thing’. In this way the direct connection 
between dharma and its fruit is guaranteed.  
    SiMhasUri also refers to the exegesis of Vedic passages in 
accordance with the *dharma-abhivyakti-vAda.  
 

c.   agnihotram iti dharmaH kriyAbhivyaGgya ucyate. kArye 
kAraNopacArAd agnihotrAbhivyaGgyo ’gnihotram iti. tataH 
‘agnihotraM dharmaM, juhuyAd bhAvayet, svargakAmaH’ ity eSa 
vAkyArtho nirdoSa iti. NC 141.7-9 
The word ‘agnihotra’ refers to dharma manifested through act. 
What is manifested through agnihotra is called ‘agnihotra’ through 
the secondary application to the result of [a word which strictly 
speaking refers to] the cause. Then the meaning of the sentence 
‘agnihotraM juhuyAt svargakAmaH’ could be interpreted without 
any faults as ‘One who wishes heaven should realize dharma’ 
(dharmaM bhAvayet svargakAmaH).  
 

It can be summed up as follows:  
 i.  The Vedic passage ‘agnihotraM juhuyAt svargakAmaH.’ can be 

paraphrased: ‘one who wishes heaven should realize dharma, which 
is manifested through the agnihotra offering’.  

 ii. This interpretation enables one to interpret the expression 
svargakAmaH and the accusative in agnihotram naturally; unlike 
Zabara who analyzed it in an unnatural way.  

 iii. It shows clearly the position that dharma, not heaven, is the 
purpose (karman) of the principal ritual action, and the thing to be 
accomplished (sAdhya).  

 
It may be noted that apUrva as a particular dharma which is manifested 
through acts is called a kArya and can be the object of ‘bhAvayet’. It is 
possible, therefore, to construe the apUrva-janman mentioned by 
KumArila as equivalent with ‘a newly manifested thing’. That is to say, 
janman could be interpreted as manifestation and not production in a 
strict sense.  
    Furthermore SiMhasUri presents the *dharma-abhivyakti-vAda as 
his main pUrva-pakSa, though he is also aware of Zabara’s opposing 
‘yAgAdi=dharma’ theory. We may assume then that the 



*dharma-abhivyakti-vAda was the main stream theory in the MImAMsA 
tradition at that time.  
 

CONCLUSION 
 

Chronology: This theory must go back to the latter half of the fifth 
century, since BhartRhari knew it. The way in which it was referred to 
by BhAviveka and SiMhasUrigaNi allows us to conjecture that it was 
dominant in the MImAMsA tradition in their time. We may be justified in 
concluding from KumArila’s criticism that its dominance was not 
surpassed even in his day. Jayanta’s expressions ‘jaraj-jaiminIya’ and 
‘vRddha-mImAMsaka’, in contrast with ‘ZAbara’ and ‘prAbhAkara’, 
suggest that he believed that it predated ZabarasvAmin.  
 
Content: The eternal dharma which is always there (avasthita eva) 
becomes manifest (abhivyakta) through actual ritual performances 
(kriyA, karman) such as agnihotra-homa and soma-yAga, etc. Instead of  
‘dharma-abhivyakti’ we also find the expression ‘apUrva-abhivyakti’. 
KumArila and Jayanta use instead of abhivyakti the words janman and 
nir-√vRt respectively. With the help of SiMhasUrigaNi we can construe 
‘newly-born’ (apUrva-janman) as meaning a certain special dharma yet 
unseen (adRSTo dharmaviZeSaH), which, in being manifested by the 
actual performances, is also qualified by them. Uddyotakara sums it up 
thus: ‘apUrva, although one, takes form as if different, according to the 
difference of its manifesters’ (ekam apy apUrvaM 
vyaJjakabhedAnuvidhAnAd bhinnam iva bhavati).  
    From the ontological point of view, the eternal dharma 
corresponds to sAmAnya; the actual performances, which function as 
manifesters, correspond to vyakti; and the manifested dharma or apUrva 
to viZeSa. Man is also seen as a manifester, according to Uddyotakara. 
From the point of view of Vedic exegesis, the passage ‘agnihotraM 
juhuyAt svargakAmaH’ might be paraphrased thus: ‘One who wishes 
heaven should realize dharma, which is manifested through 
agnihotra-homa’. This manifested apUrva is without locus (nirAdhAra), 
remains for some time (sthira) and brings fruit (phalaprada). Although 
it is one and eternal, and so might be expected to be common to all 
people, it brings its fruit only to specific persons because it is they who 
manifest it (vyaJjaka-bhedAt).  
 
Relationship with the System:  If one admits, like Zabara, that dharma 



is nothing but ritual acts such as sacrifices, dharma would be transient 
and non-eternal. In the *dharma-abhivyakti-vAda, on the other hand, the 
eternality of dharma is not compromised. This enables one to explain 
easily the eternality of the three concepts referred to in the second SUtra, 
i.e. codanA (Vedic instructions), dharma and the relationship between 
them (codanA→lakSyalakSaNasambandha→dharma). This is important 
for the tarkapAda section, the aim of which is to show that dharma is 
cognized through the Vedas in a way that is without faults. For the three 
items are all eternal and lack human agents that might introduce error. 
Furthermore, unlike Zabara’s theory, according to which apUrva 
intervenes between dharma (=ritual acts) and its fruit, the 
*dharma-abhivyakti-vAda guarantees the direct causal relation between 
dharma and its fruit.    
    Thus abhivyakti-vAda, which is resorted to to explain why the 
eternal thing works at some particular time and not at another, functions 
as a device which guarantees the eternality of dharma as well as its 
causal character. Two direct relations, between codanA and dharma and 
between dharma and phala, are stressed in this theory, so that the 
second sUtra may be interpreted straightforwardly: 
‘codanAlakSaNo ’rtho dharmaH’ states that Vedic instructions are the 
means to cognize dharma, which in turn is a direct cause of the good 
(Zreyaskara) and thus becomes a desirable thing (artha). As a topic of 
discussion, it may have developed from commenting on the second 
sUtra, since KumArila criticized it while expounding the second sUtra.  
    In Vedic exegesis the *dharma-abhivyakti-vAda allows more 
natural interpretations than those of Zabara. Two specific features can 
be pointed out in particular: first that it interprets dharma as an aim of 
action (karman) as indicated by the accusative in ‘agnihotram’, and 
secondly that it allows natural analysis of svargakAmaH, instead of 
interpreting the word as expressing that svarga is an aim of bhAvanA.  
 
*Presented on 4 November 1998 in Wolfson College, Oxford, at the 
seminar ‘Body, Mind and Religion in India’, while I stayed there as 
Michael Coulson Junior Research Fellow.   
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