Bj J J /)} At /)O intimate “person-to-person” contact, as when we say we spoke with some-
. one “in person.” This indicates a face-to-face interaction when one is in
the perceptual, bodily presence of another. Indeed, most uses of the word
foreground the embodied status of an individual, as when we speak of car-
”/E,zro,) ¥ 22  rying something “on one’s person” or when criminal assaults are spoken
of as “violations of one’s person.”

In contrast with terms such as subject, self, and soul, the English word

Person (persom)and its cognates in other languages convey the idea of a human as

an essentially embodied being. In contrast with the term individual, person
conveys the idea of a human being’s social identity and existence within a
collective order. While the word man (when used in a generic sense)
points to one’s membership in humankind or in the biological species
homo sapiens, person suggests an individual’s concrete bodily presence. In-

deed, it is the material condition of living human beings that places us in
' M Kl
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the direct presence of others, thereby making possible our most mean-
ingful interactions of “personal” intimacy, but that also renders us vul-

Lo Teels) \ToRY nerable to mortal injury and to such punitive practices as incarceration,
: whipping, and execution by which we may be subjected to the police pow-
Ly ?A i 105 ers of the state. Yet the embodied person is not merely a physical body

viewed in abstraction from perception, intentionality, and whatever else
constitutes the concrete living being. A corpse is a body. It once was a per-
son, but it no longer is a person. Perhaps most important, the term person
expresses our concrete embodiment as itself a moral condition. The agent
of moral action is not the body but the embodied person. As is especially
evident in usages that characterize acts of violence, such as rape and tor-
ture, as violations of the person, it is the embodied vulnerability of our-
selves and others that renders us moral agents responsible for the material
effects that our actions have on others and that makes all of us vulnerable
to the cruelest acts of inhumanity. Among the range of lexical choices to
designate individuals, only the term person conveys this idea of our em-
bodiment and the moral significance of this condition.

< But what do Buddhists mean by the term person? Does the Buddhist no-
tion of person also foreground the idea of our material embodiment as it-
self a social and moral condition? A philological approach cannot answer
this question, because there is no cognate of the word person in the lan-
guages of those societies in which authoritative Buddhist texts and insti-
tutions have arisen. If one follows the convention of regarding Sanskrit as
the original language of Buddhism, one finds, as in any language, a range
of lexical options for denoting a human individual: pudgala, purusa, manu,
atman, jiva, sattva, prthagiana. Translators have at times used person to ren-
der all these terms into English, depending on the context and their un-
derstanding of the intended meaning. Butitis the scholarly consensus that
pudgala is by far the closest in meaning to the English word person. Among
the various Sanskrit terms used to designate an individual, pudgala is
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distinguished by its emphasis on the aspect of material form (ripa) by
means of which individuals are concretely present to each other. However,
as in the case of the word person, the pudgala may not be reduced to ripa,
the physical body. In Buddhist doctrine, the person is specified as a uni-
tary functioning or process composed of five “aggregates” (skandbas): the

material body, sensory feelings, evaluative perceptions, habitual mental
dispositions, and consciousness. The person is the[aﬁﬁarent)entity that is
experienced in the workings of this aggregated process and that appears to
others. The Buddhist conception of the person thus does specify an indi-
vidual’s existence within the sphere of everyday materiality. Just as there is
a consistent association in Western usage of the term person with the em-
bodied condition of living, morally accountable individuals, so in Bud-
dhism even “the early discourses do not speak of a human person without
a body or material form (47ips)” (Kalupahana 1992, 71). This is what dis-
tinguishes pudgala from terms such as atzman that posit a world-transcend-
ing soul or a self of ultimate being.

The Buddhist denial of the reality of the tman, the eternal “self,” does
add a special complication to Buddhist usage of the term pudgala. The
doctrine that self does not truly exist or exists merely as a pernicious delu-
sion also entails a denial of the “ultimate reality” of the person as a sub-
stantive entity. This prompted a characteristically Buddhist “taboo on
speaking of ‘self’ or ‘person’” (Collins 1982, 71). However, given the com-
mon use of these terms in everyday language, this is a rather unworkable
taboo if taken to extremes. Instead, as Donald Lopez has discussed, Bud-
dhists have theorized the issue as a hermeneutic problem:

Perhaps the most commonly cited examples of an apparent contradiction in the
Buddha’s teachings are his statements in which he makes reference to the self
(@tman) or the person (pudgala). . . . In order to avoid the inconvenience of ex-
punging all nouns such as “I,” “myself,” “oneself,” and “person” from common
parlance, Buddhist commentators have traditionally accommodated the provi-
sional use of such terms by the Buddha by classifying them as teachings that re-
quire interpretation, while assigning the statements that there is no self to the
more exalted category of the definitive. (Lopez 1988, 61)

The word person is to be avoided only when its use might impute to the
person a_mode of existence that is ontologically final or ultimate. The
ordinary use of the term to denote an individual human being is not a
problem. As Collins (1982, 71) explains, “The linguistic items translated
lexically as ‘self’ and ‘person’ (in Pali atta, purisa/puggala, Sanskrit atman,
purusa/pudgala respectively) are used quite naturally and freely in a num-
ber of contexts, without any suggestion that their being so used might
conflict with the doctrine of #narta.” Indeed, even during the historical
Buddha’s lifetime ordained monks were called aryapudgala, “worthy” or
“noble persons” (Hirakawa 1990, 31). In early satras the historical Buddha
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kayas, “bodies,” in which pure beings that might exist in the immediacy of .
material existence (rdpakiya) were conceived as Neoplatonic emanations 1
from a higher dharma body that was not constituted by the five aggre- |
gates. Moreover, the potential of ordinary humans (and perhaps other be-
ings) to attain buddhahood was in some schools reconceived in terms of
the presence of a separate “buddha nature.” This other pure “nature” is in
everyone and is distinct from the “own nature” of an individual that pre-
vails within ordinary reality, the sphere of karmically defiled entities. This Person
was theorized by positing an equivalent to the #layavijiiana (the transmi-
gratory “consciousness” that contains the karmic “seeds” of past moral ac-
tions) for the pure “buddha nature.” This is called the tathigatagarbba, Bud Jh’ 5{ P
the “womb” or “embryo” of enlightened being (Brown 1991; King 199715 _ :
Hubbard and Swanson 1997). Beliele 11

The principal objection to the Pudgalavadin theory of person was its < p\o A} 'f”)" —
proposal as a definitive category for an entity that falls neither into the cat-  ARe ‘té\()j ‘ then '
egory of conditioned existences nor that of the unconditioned. Within
the confines of the ontological binary conventional/ultimate, this asserted
a mode of being that, by transcending the sphere of “conventional” real-
ity, trespassed upon the sphere of “ultimate” reality. All contemporary
schools of Buddhism, I believe, find this unacceptable. Rather, they hold
that it is correct to assert that Person is a category proper only to conven-
tional existence, that is, to our embodied existence in the world as we usu-
ally live it. Persons dogrulyexist adTealentities subject to moral (karmic) g ? 2
accountability, but only in this sphere, not that of ultimate reality.

The term pudgals is understood to be a conventional designation for a
unique “aggregated” individual to whom names and social titles as well as SU w,—UY
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actions and their moral consequences accrue (paraphrasing Thién Chiu

1987, 36). The person is not the self, the referent of the term . Buddhism o

views the self as an illusion, a imagined entity that consciousness projects h {1 i

onto the components of the aggregate person. This self, then, derives not LWnoR. - ‘ / /

from one’s parents but from lifetimes, without beginning, spent in igno- MAER X .

rance. In reality, the self never did, does not, and never will exist. Moral

autonomy is located not in the imaginary self but in the total concrete

person whose own conduct will lead to happy or unhappy rebirths until |
. . ) .. . BU'& = | F To j

the absence of the self is recognized and liberation is achieved. £

that who o et

undenc oe T TE-1NCRRNAEION |
FACT: THE RIGHTS-BEARING PERSON |

FROM ANCIENT ROME TO MODERNITY

Buddhism regards our identities as persons living in the world of ordinary
social existence as “conventionally real.” This might seem to accord nicely
with the Western notion of person, a word derived from the Latin persona,
“mask,” because the term attributes to us a public existence without
asserting anything about the ultimate or essential being that might (or
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