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 NAMADHEYA.

Similarly, the names of various sacrifices ave to be aceepted as being

based on the ‘ Law of Nomenclature” specified in the (}ﬁst_ras;- wherein

this law has been divided into four classes: (1) the * Tatprakhyn,”

 (2) the “Tadvyapadéea,” (3) the “ Yﬂuglka,” and (4) the “ Vakyabliada,”

To explain these--the passage ¥ Agmhotmn;nhutl cannot be inter-
prefed as enjoining a secondary factor in the form of the Deity Agni;
because this has already been done by other passages—such as * Agnir-
jyotirjyotivagnih sviihi, e The word “ Agnihotra” here has to be broken

up like the “ Bahnyrihi® cumpound and as such should he interpreted
‘a8 being the name of the sacry" ¢ i twhich the a_{}‘ermg» are made o Agni,
declared to he the Deity of the particular suevifice, by such passages as

 Agnirjyotiriyotiragnih svaha, &o.” 1t cannot be urged that the particle

‘ hotra’ (in I‘Agnihotm") denoting’ Homa, which is the dnstrument, the
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“Actua.l Bhavana” should bave the instrumental ending, like “Jyotish-

tordna”; because the accusabive ending in “ Agnihotram™ must be
taken ‘as being indicative of the insbrumen b&l:ty by 1mpllca.tmn, inasmuch
as ‘that an unaccomplished action cannot be an instrument’ is an univer-
sally accepted maxim. Or, the accusabive ending can be explained on the
grountl of its being supplementary to the Homa declared elsewhere. Tlms
it is that “ Agnihotra 2 18 regarded as the name of a sacrifice; and this
by the “law of Tatpvakhyn
In the same manner, in the passage *Cyéndniibhicaran ya.jéta,," the
word “Cysna” is the name. of a sacrifice, and does not consbitute an
injunction of the bird klta as an anxilliary to the sacrifice.  Or else, we
could not explmn the snm]a contained in the passage Yatha ha vai l_;,yeno

mpﬂtyada.tté avaméviayan dvishautam bhratpvyan mpatyadatta," which =

means that ‘“ as the kite darts upon and catehes its prey, so does the
performer of the Cyéna sacrifico attack and catch hold of his harmful
enemy.’ Because the simile can be so explained only if “Cyéna” be
accepted to be the name of the sacrifice. If, on the other hand, * Cysna
were explained as denoting the bird as an auxillinry to the sacrifics, and
as such, the passage were taken to be only a declaration of secoudary
objects, then the “ Cyena ” (the bird) itself wonld constitute both members
of the simile; and this would be far from right, Consequently, on ac-
conut of the mention (Vyapadéen) of the similarity of the Qyﬁna,, the
word ‘ Oysna’ cannot but be taken to be the name of the sacrifice ;—the
meaning of the passage “Qyénéuﬁbhicman yajéta’ being that “one
desirous of the death of his sy, 15 to bring about his exorcisation by
neans of the ‘gvﬁna sacrifice.””



Similarly, in the passage Udbhida yajsta pa.f;ukﬁ,ma.h Y the 'word
“«dbhid” is the name of the particular sacrifice enjoined for the ac-
quiring of cattle; and it cannob be taken to declare o material —~trees—for
the sacrifice mentioned olsewhere. Because wo do not know of any such

‘material, as the * 1Tdbhid,” in any way fitted for being used at a sacrifice,

and the fact of “Udbhid” being the name of the sacrifice can be ex-
plained by interpreting the word as ‘“one by which a certain result is
produced” (Udblidyate phalam anéna). '

Objection: *“We might explain the word as ‘something boring into
the glound ( Udbhidyate bhiimau anéna); and as such take it to indicate
the ‘spade,’ f.i.; and thus the passagse counld be explained as 1ay1ng down
the ‘spade’ as an auxilliary to the sacrifice.”

We caunot assert such a passage to be a qecoudary declaratlon, on
pain of landing on the absurdity of the entering of two mutaally
contradictory trios (in the same substratam). To explain this ahﬂurdlty.
The passage *udbhida yajsta pagnkdmah’ ecannot be said to be
supplementary to the sacrifice declared somewherve else; consequently
ib_can only be taken ns enjoining the saorifice as an instrnment to the
vealisation ¢f cattle. Thus then, the sacrifice comes to be an object of
injunction, and becomes secondary, only inagsmueh as it is found to be
auxilliary to the result (acquiriog of cattle). And the sacrifice also
becomes acceptable (nwpadéya), inasmuch as the agent has recourse to
it for the accomplishment of his desired ends. Thus then, we find that
to the sacrifice belongs the threofold character (1) of “ Vidheyatva '
(of being the Predicate of the Injunction), (2) of * Gupatwa " (of being
Secondary), and (8) of * Upadeyatva ” (of being acceptable). And agnin,
if “Udbhid” be taken to be a material for the sacrifice, then we shall
havs another threefold character with regard to the sacrifice—uviz, :
(1) “Pradhanya’ (Primary Character—opposed to * Secondary Charac-

~ter "' above) with regavd to the material, (2) ¢ Uddéeyatva’’ (character
of the “ Subject” opposed to the character of the “ Predicate’ above), and
(3) “Amwﬁdya.h'a " (Supplemeuntary Character—opposed to *Upa-
deyatva” above). Thus we find ourselves faced by these two mubually
contradictory trios with regard to the character of the sacrifice.  Cone
seqiently the passage in questlou cannot be said to be declaratory of
materials.

Similarly, in the passage * citrayd yajdba pa(;uka.mn,h the word
“ Qitva” is the name of the ** Prajapatya’” Sacrifice. Because we meet
with the passage “ Dadhimadhughrtamapodhandstandulah tatsansrshtam
prajapatyam,” where we find the six materials, “ourd,” “honey,” do.,
mentioned together with * Prajapati,”’ and which connects them with that
particnlar Deity ; hence the object enjoined by the passage is the sacrifice
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“ Ppajapatya,”’ inferved from this connection.  And the (uestion of nesult”

with regard to this sacrificois answered by the passage * citrayd yajsta.
pagukimal,’'—thig vepeated injunction corning in only for the purpose of!

mentioning the sesulf, And this ¢ Prajapatya’ sacrifice (= a sacrifice,
whose presiding Deity is Prajapati) comes to be named ! Citrd ?
(* Variegatod '), becanse it is performed with a variety of materialss
Nor ‘can it be urged that the passage lays down a subsidiary matter—.
the variegation of colour and the feminine character (as belonging to the
animal)—with reference to the animal-sacrifice mentioned in the passage
“ agnishomiyam pagumalabhsta.”  Because this declaration, of many
subsidiaries for a sacrifice declared olsewhere, would give rise to a
yaanifost split of the sentemce (Viakyabhada); as is declaved in the
Tantra-vartika: “ Movo thanm one subsidiary oannob be enjoined for.
any action mentioned elsewhere " ;-~the accepted doctrine thus being that
the injunction can ho that of the sacrifice, inferred from the connection
of the Deity and the material, qualified by many subsidisries in the shape

the 'Deity, the eightfold Cake,” * Amavasyd,” “ Paurpimi,” &o.,—
only because it has not been declared anywhere olse; ag coutinues the

Vartika : ¢ With referenco by an action not declared elsewhere, however,
more than one subsidiary can be exjoined at a single stroke.”

Objection s  '1In the passage ‘Paguni yajsta, with reference to a
sacrifice declared elsewheve, we aceepb—as suxilliary to it-~the injunction
of the material ‘animal,’ its gender and number, &o., as being implied by
the single word ‘paguni,’ without any split of the sentence. = In the same
manner, in the passage at issne, we may accept the injunction of the
¢ animal, as the material, with the qualifications of variegated colowr and
feminine. gemder, without leading to any split of the gentence. Thus it is
that, (in the case of the passage ‘Paguni yajsta’) the declared animal
being the acceptable material, ibts singularity is taken to be a part of the
sacrifice,—the meaning being that the sacrifice is to be performed with one
animal only. To think that the singnlarity of the secondary factor—f. i,
the ‘pot’ in ¢ Ghraham sammarshbi’~—is not significant is said to be the

real doctrine. Why P Because the accusative ending in ‘graham’ leads

to the conclusion that it is the most desired, and hence the primary factor,
becauge of its having a purpoge; aud that the ‘rinsing’ is secondary to
ghe ‘pot. In accordance with the maxim that with regard to each
Primary, the Secondary is to be repeated,” we have as many ‘ rinsings ’
ag tliere are ‘pots’; consequently, there being no desive on the part of the
agent with regard to the number of the pots to be rinsed, the singular
number in ‘graham’ is not regarded as significant. In ‘ Paguna yajste,’
“pagu ' is the predicate, and as gach subsidiary to the sacrifice; and since
there is the maxim of the ‘non.repetition of the Primary for each
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Bocondar y,’ to the question—* with Low ma,ny a.mnmla is the saorifice

to he performed?’—we have in answer, the singular number of the
Predicate (‘Pagund’), for knowing which theve iy a desire on the part of
the agent, and which, 'tlterefore', is significant. And further, because
the Predicate is the material in the shape of the ‘animal,’ as qualified
by the #pecific gender and number (all three indicated by the same
word ¢ paguna’),~therefore through this Predicate, the ‘animal,’ its
singularity and its feminine gender, &o.,~~which are subsidiary to the
sacrifice,~—~come to be regarded as significant. Or again, the number and
the gender being denobed by instiamental ending (in ‘ paguna’), they ave
included (by the force of the Instrumental Cage), in the material, the
‘animal,” which is the chief noun. But when this relation is neglected,
and the number, &c., are connected directly with the Action, then the
two (the gender, &c., and the material ‘animal ") becoms cormeated
together, in accordance with the maxim of the ‘one-year-old red cow ’

the construction then bamg ‘the animal is mentioned as forming part
of the sacrifice, and it is one only. (To explmn the application of the
above-mentioned maxim:) Asin the passage ¢ gkabdrys pingikshyd gava
somankrnati,’ the four qualifications ‘one year old,” &o., though uncon-
nected among themselves, become grouped together, as auxilliary to the
purchase of Soma, by force of the instrumental endings. But thess
qualities being incovporeal are not capable of helping the sacrifice in any
way ; hence they connect themselves severally as characteristics of the ‘cow,’
which serves all necessary purposes of the sacrifice; and then, subsequent-
ly, they themselves hecome connected with one another,~~the construction
thus being * the one-year-old cow, which is also hrown-eyed and red, &,
&ec' Thus we find the qualifications of the Subject are insignificant,
whereas those of the Predicate are significant. In the same manner, in
the passage at issue, the ‘animal,’ endowed with the qualifications of
variegated colowr and feminine gender, would be quite capable of being
declared to be subsidiary to the Agnishomiya sacrifice, indicated by the
word ‘yajeta’; and as such wherefore should we make it the name of a
sacrifice P "

The above position is not tenable ; because if we do not regard ¢ Uitra ’
ag a name, we land upon the absurdity of (1) abandoning the primary
action; ¢.e., the * Prajapatya,” fully equipped with all materials and due
results, and (2) the assumption of the secondary, d.e., the * Agnishomiya.”
And inasmuch as hoth these contingencies are undesirable, *“ Citra "’ must
be taken to be the name of a sacrifice. In the same manner we ocan
explain the names of all other sacrifices—such explanation being based on

~ope of the four “laws of nomenclature’ explained above.
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ARTHAVADA.

The * Avthavida "' passages are not snfficient in themselves, because
they serve no independent purpose; but it is necessary that they should lead
to knowledge resulting in some end ; therefore their acceptablity consists
in their forming parts of the Injunctory passages, through the glorifiea-
tion of the objects of injunction. _

These are of four kinds: (1) *“ Ninda (deprecation), (2) ¢ Pracansa”
(glorification) (3) *Pavaketi ? (the description of the doings of other
porsons ), and (4) Purdkalpa” (citing foregone examples). As an example
of “Ninda’ we have the passage deprecating the giving of silver at a
sacrifice, on the ground of such gift leading to some calamity in the houge
of the performer within the year, * Pracansa: ? ¢ His face shines, who
thus knows, &e.” and * Vayu is the eftest Deity.” The  Parakrti ” Artha-
vada is the passage purporting that such and such an action was perform.
ed by some other great man, eg, “Agni desired, &e.” The
“ Purfikalpa " is the passage describing previous events, e.g., * He curged
him, &o.” The Deprecatory Arthavada leads to the glovification
of the action enjoined, by the deprecation of its opposite. In the exam-
ple cited above, the fact of silver having been produced out of the tears
shed by Prajapati sets aside that metal as nseless, and by praising the
non-giving of snch silver, directly leads to the advisability of giving of
other metals ; and as such this ingtance is quite in keeping with the de.
finition given. The (lorificatory Arthavada—e.g., the praising of Vayu-—-
loads to the Fact that ¢ Vayn being the eftest Deity, he is the best suited
to lead a sacrifice; hence the sacrifice having Vayu for its Deity, is the
best of all’; and this praise connects itself, by the glorification of the
Deity forming part of the Injunction, with the passage directly enjoining
such sacrifices. The * Parakrti” Arthavada—e.q., ‘ Agni desired, &e.”—
points to the fact of the particular sacrifice having been performed by
such & great personage as Agni; and hence the advisability of perform.
ing the action by other agents also; and thig praise connects itself
by the glorification of the enjoined action, with the passage enjoining
such an action, The other forms of Arthavida are to be similarly ex-
plained. There are other purposes, too, of the Arthavada, eg., wo
have an injunction to the effect that ‘one is to put in wet- pebbles.’
Here the word ‘ wet’ denotes simply some sort of liquid ; and the doubt,
as to what particular lignid material iz to be used, is set aside by the
glovification of clarified butter, in the passage * Tgjo vai ghrtam ”;
and thus this Arthavada has its purpose in the settling of a doubtful point.
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- MARTRAS.

Mantras ‘sorve 'thé purpose of recallingto mind cortain thipgs con-
neeted with the performance of the sacrifico; and the knowledge of the
Mantras too is for the purpose of the useful knowledge of the whole
Veda, and not for any unseen result, for in the presence of a seen resull,
the asstmption of nu unseen one is not allowable. As the performance
of an action is impossible without an idea of the action performéd,
the Mantras serye the purpose of imparting the knowledge necessary for
such performance, It cannot be urged that the performance of the ac-
tion would be possible even on the remembrance of the exhortations of
the advider. Becnuse it is a faot accepted by all that the proper results
aro attained only when the actions ave performed with the appropriato
Mantras, and not otherwise. This rale leads to the assuraption of the
produotion, by the Mantras, of certain intermediato nnseen forces, without
which the final end (of the sacrifice) could not be attained. ALl

Objection: % From what you say 1t is clear that Mantray are employ-
ol in the notions implied by them soveraily. Such employment constitutes
o velation of subgerviency; and such supplementary character consigts
in the charncter of n subsidiary. Consgequently the Mantra ! Imamagy-
Bhnan ragandinptasya’ has the power (by its denotation) of applying to
the ‘holding of the stringing *; thus then, since the * holding of the string ”
becomes possible through the ‘ Linga,” eonsisting in the deuotability (by
the Mantra) of the ¢holding of the string’; therefore (we ask), what
js the purpose of the further adage—* Ityagvabhidbavimadatts’ ? "

Reply': This adage serves the purpose of the “Pavisankhyad (see above):
In the Cayana Section, we find the holding of the réins of the hovse,
ag woll as of those of the dss. And the aforesaid * Liaga ” would also
" apply equally to both ; therefore the subsequent addage serves the pur-
pose of setbing ‘aside the holding of the reins of the ass, and declaring the
advisability of halding those of the horse alone, Thus the addage constitutes
5 ¢ Parisankhyavidhi,” denying the application of the mantra to tho hold.
ing of the reins of the dss, ' G !

This ¢ Parisankhya " is loaded with threefailts : (1) the abandoning
of its own purpose, (2) the acceptance of another’s purpoge, and .(3) the
sotting aside of fhe declared action. The purpose of the above adage is
the holding of the reins of the horde with the specified Mantra; and this
has been abandoned, since it has been explained as merely wegativing the
holding of the reins of the ass.  Another’s purpose ” is the disconnect-
ing of the Mantra From the kolding of the ass’ reins; and this has been
accepted. And lastly, theve is the sebtting aside of the holding of the
ati’ veins, deeclared elsewhere, Though loaded with these three faulfﬁ,




yot We acoept this ' Paridankhys,” sineo thiove is no other way ‘out of the
difficulty. i ' { !

In the same manner, we have in some cases accepted “Vikalpa’* (op-
tion), though it has eight ohjections againdt it'; because there is no vther
way for us. To explain—we have elsewhero accepted the Agngya-ashta-
kapaln Purodign” (the eight-vesseled cake consecrated to Agni) as sub-
sidiary to the sacrifice. Then, for the production of u specified destiny,
we'ave in the dark as to the snbstavce of which the cake is to be made;
and we have the specification of such chjects, as the * Vrihi” and the
“ Yeva” in the passages * Viihibhivyajsta” and * Yavairyajéta.” Be-
tween the two sabstances thus mentioned, both of which'are for the same
purpose of being offered, we have recourse to option, Similarly, we have
the injunction “atirdtrd shodaginawm grhnati,” as well as iits négative
“ natiratrd shodaginam grilindti ;" and both of these being mutually
eontradiotory, are not capable of application, ab one and the same place ;
consequently, we again have recorse to Optiou-—adopting one conrse atone
place, and tho other at others, |

This Option has eight objections against it : (1) Lf Viihi is used, then
wo have the abandoning of the meaning of the passage declaring * Yava™
to be the substance for thie eake; (2) the acceptance in the same passage,
of ‘weakness, consisting in the non-capability of perforning its function ;
and (2) when © Yava” is uged in the alternutive case, then we have the
the same fanlts reversed ; (3) the acceptance of strength cousisting in the
eapacity to perform its function, that had been abandoned at first ; (4) the
abandoning of the weakness that bad been at first accepted-—thus there
are four objootions in connection with the passage meutioning ** Yava,”
The same four objections are similarly applicable in the case of the pre-
vions acceptance of ¢ Yava’ with reference to ‘‘ Vribi” Thus, both
together make up the eight objections against Option. :

This Option is based sometimes on the fact of both alternatives per-
forming the same function,—e.g., * Viihi” and * Yava,” both serving the
purpose of making the cake. Sometimes Option is based merely on'tho
strongth of Vedic passages,—e.g., we have an injunction of the “ Stotra ”
named * Vrihatprshtha ” in the passage  Vrihatpyshtham bhavati,” and
a like injunction of another “ Prshsta Stotra ” made up of * Sama,” in
the passage “ Rathantaram prshtham bhavati.” The * Stotra,” like the
“ Prayajas ' leading to a pavticular destiny, is an ** Avtha-karma” (Pri.
mary Action); whereas *“Sama” being the purificatory agent, is a
“Guga-karma ” ; inasmuch as * Samas ' are accepted as the means to *“ Sto-
tras,” on the grovud of their leading to their embellishment, consisting
in the expression of the letters of the ‘‘ Stotriya' ; and ““Stotra ” con-
sists in the recitation of the good qualities of individuals like Indra,
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Varana, &e,, by means of the Mantras sung st the gacrifice. The mention
of the qualities of individuals by means of unsung Mantras constitutes the
“ Castra.”  Sama ” is & partionlar form of singing. Ty

The  Stotriya " consists in the Rehas constituting the Stotra. The
mention of special numbers—-such as 3, 15, &c.,—with regavd to these,
constitutes the % Stoma.” These are the different forms of the Stotras.

7 Though the “ Brhatprsharatha ” and the ““ Rathantaraprshtha’’ are sever-
ally specified for different nnseen results, yet the option with regard to the
acceptance of the one or the other is based oun such passages as ‘‘ Brhad-
vaé prshthankiryam,” * Rathantaram va prshthankaryam.” Sometimes
wo have the  Vyavasthita-Vikalpa” (Decisive Option)-—e.g., in the
second ¢ Prayaja, ” &o., we have the option between the Mantras “ Nara-
¢arise”’ and ¢ Tantinapat,’—both being ‘specified for the same purpose.

; ‘But we have another passage, specifying the ¢ Naracansa ' for the Ksha-

" triya, wnd the other Mantra for tho others (Brahmanas, &o.). Thus this
affords an instance of ¢ Decisive Option.”

Thus we have shown that the strength of Declaratory passages,
otherwise called * Codand” (Impelling or urging), depends upon their
donotation of tho three-factored Bhavand. The strength of the udbhid
ﬁa;ssuge, for instance, depends upon its mentioning the name of the
saorifico; and that of the Arthavada passages on their indication of the
oxcellence of the prescribed action; and that of the Mantras on their
capacity of reminding the agent of the action to be performed. And in
this manner we have established the authoritative character of the whole
of the Veda, with regard to such unseen entities as Dharma and Adharma,

e e T

The Sm;tis, propounded by Manu and others, are baged on the Veda,
and as such, lond strength to such actions as the “ Ashtaki-graddha,” &e.,
— ot mentioned directly in the Vedas, Smrtis, in direct contradiotion
to Qruti, cannob be accepted as trustworthy, For instance, the Smriis that

lay down the appropriation of a certain sacrificial cloth by the Adhvaryu

cannot be accepted as trustworthy, because such appropriation is directly
opposed to the Veda, and is based upon sheer avarice (on the part of the

Adhvaryu).

« (nstom, " also, 18 an authority, being (indirectly) based on Crut,
Some customs, however,—eg., the marrying of

through the Smrtis.
one's maternal cousin—is not Dharma, inasmuch as such marriage is dis-

tinetly prohibited in the Smrtis. Thus has been explained the trust-
worthiness of Cruti, Smriti and Custom with regard to Dharma and

Adharme.
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Dharma is of different kinds, as is borne out by the different passages
declaring them, To explain-—Sacrifice, Charity, and Homa ave different
from one another, inasmuch as they are each denoted by a separate
verbal root. Out of these, Uharity consists in the removing of one’s own
proprietory vight over a certain object, and the producing of a similar
right therein of another person. With vegmrd to the five sentences—
“ Bamidho Yajati” and the rest—there is no such rule as wonld make one
of them declaratory of the Action, and the rest of materials. Conse-
quently, every one of them must be accepted as being declaratory of the
Action. But the repeated injunction of the same Action is unnecessary ;
and therefore the Action declared by one passage must be differeut from
those declared by the others ;—this difference being based.on the repeti-
tion of the word * Yajati” In “ tisra dhutih,” though the Homa is ouly
one, yet, for the sake of conuecting the number * three” with the Homa,
wo have to accept the difference of the three Homas,~~such differcnce being
based on number.

To exemplify difference of Dharma based on naming:—TIn the
case of the passage “ Athaisha jyotih...... éténa sahasradakshinsna juhoti ;”
though the three ** Jyoliryigas’ are wmentioned in the “ Agnishtoma”
Section, yet there is a difference between these and the Jyotishtoma,”
inasmuch as they are named apart from the “ Jyotishtoma.” = And again
the three * Jyotirydgas ” themselves differ from oue another on accounnt
of being mentioned severally.

In the case of “Vaigvadévyamiksha—Vajibhyo Vajinam,” &ec., the
former enjoins the Sacrifice of the material, Qurdled Milk, for the Vigveda-
vas ; and this ig different, from that declaved by the latter; which has tho
“Horse” for the Deity and the Seam of Curdled Milk ” for the Material,
And it cannot be said that the passage © Vajibhyo Vajinam” lays down
the matarial “ Vajina” for the “ Vaigvadeva” Sacrifice. Because the
“ Vaigvadava " Sacvifice has already got the “ Amiksha " (curdled milk)
for its material ; and consequently it cannot be connected with “ Vajina.”
Nor ean you have recourse to Option, as in the case of “ Yaya and
“Vrihi;” because the two are not enjoined in one and the same place s
and there can be no option in the case of those mentioned in different
places, And further, the ¢ Curdled Milk ” (Amiksha) is declared to be
the material in the very sentence enjoining the * Vaigvadava” Saecrifice
itself. ‘While, on the other hand, * Vajina " (scum of curdled milk) ig
mentioned in another passage. But of these two kinds of declaration of
materials—the “ Utpatiigishta” and the * Utpannagishta”—the former
is the stronger, inasmuch as it is mentioned as subsidiary to the saecrifice
ab the time of its origination; whereas the latter is recognised after the
action (the Sucrifice) has been brought about; and as such, being the




weaker of the twe, cannot he admitted to apply to the foregoing aption ;

and further, being related to apother Deiby—the Viaji—itleads to. the

application of the passage mentioning it, o & different Aotion. Thus the.

above case affords an instance of the difterence of Dbarma, based npon.

the difference in Material-—ea.q., the ‘Curdled wmilk’ is Amiksha” and
... the water 1eft behind ig ** Vajina.” fon i ;

In the ¢ Kundapiyina” Chapter, we meeb with the passage * Upasad-
bhigeavitva masamagnihotranjuhoti, " Herve we find that in the
beginning there is no action mentioned in close proximity ; hence the
passage enjoins, by means of “ Context” (Prakarana), consisting in nons.
proximity to any preceding action, an altogether different action, having the
character of the well-known * Aguihotra” Sacrifice. The passage cannob
be said to be declaratory of subsidiaries with reference to the “ Agniho-
tra; " becanse, with veference to an action previously meutioned, if we
miake the passages declavatory of many subsidiaries in the shape of the
“ Month,” &e, we wonld have a split of the sentence. Thevefore we
must take our stand upon another kind of * Contewt " in explaining the
difforence in the actions,—the * Agnihotra,” being one the daily perfor-
mance of which is compulsory. Thus we have explained the various sorts
of difference with regard to Dharma, as based npon differenco of Passage,
Number, Mention (Sanjna), Naming and Content. ; :

0

We now proceed to consider the objects demongtratable by the Veda,
&e. These ave of three kinds: (1) ¢ Kratvartha* (for the sake of the
Saerifice), (2) ¢ Pwrushartha” (for the sake of the Agent), and (3)
“ [Tbhayartha " (for the sake of both). To the first clags belong the
“ Prayije, " &o. To the second belong the Meavs and the Resuli-—
“ Jyotishtoma ™ and “ Heaven » respectively. To the third belong “ Curd, ™
&e.,—these being.  for the Sacrifice” inasmuch as they are mentioned in’
the passage “ Dadhoa juhoti, ” where the Rosult is not mentioned, and * for
the agent” because mentioned in the passage ¢ Dadhnendriyikamasya
juhuyat, " which mentions the Result (acquiring of Senses). In the
“ Kratvartha” the impelling agent is the Sacrifice; and in the *f purn-
shictha ? it is the Agent,—an impelling cause being that for whose sake the
passage enjoins an action. The injunction of the ** Darga,” &ec., leads to
the performance of such sacrifices as the “ Darca ” and like for the purpose
of attaining Heaven ; consequently ib is the attainment of Heaven thab 1s
the impelling cause in the * Darga, ” &o, Similarly the injunction of the
“ Prayajas” leads to the performance of the Prayajas for the purpose of
accomplishing the Darc;a;” therefore it is the ** Dar¢a” that becomes
the impelling cause in this case. The injunction for the fetching of Curd
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leads to sach fetehing for the purpose of the ¢ Amikshi,” and not for the
“Vijina " which would come of itself with the enrd (beeause it is con-
tained in it). Consequently it is the * Amiksha, ” and not the * Vajina, "
that is the impelling cause in the case. Though the * Purodaga-
kapéla " is enjoined as subsidiary to the vemoval of the Chaff, yet this
vemoval cannot be said to be the impelling cause of the aforesaid
“ Kapala; " because the “removal’ is accomplished by the ¢ Kapila”
‘brought in for (holding) the * Purodagn. ' Consequently it is the “ Puro-
daca” that is the impelling canse in that case,

Question = An injunction lays down the performance of the Pri-
mary Action together with its sabsidiaries; and thera being many such
subsidiavies, there mugt he some order in which they are to be performed.
What arve the gronnds for accepting a definite order of succession P”
Answer : All necessary ground for such order of succession are affarded by
Smyti, &ec., themselves, e.q., the passage “ The Adhvaryu initiates the
Brahma ” after initiating the master of the house distinctly lays down the
order in which the initiation is to be performed-—-that of the master of
the house preceding that of the Brahma, This is an instance of “ Crau-
takrama. "’

The order based on the order of the Injunctions, e.g., in  Samidho
yajati, "’ “tantiaapatan yajati”-—is what is called the * Aunushthina.
krama,"

In the case of “ Agnihotranjnhoti,” ¢ Yavagfmpacati,” we have
to abandon the apparent order, and accept a different one—wviz., the
Homa following the Oooking—on the ground that there can be no Homa
before the “ Yavig” has been cooked. This is an 'instance of *‘ Artha-
krama.” : :

The passage “ Saptadagaprajapatyan pagiindlabhate” denotes the
performance of Seventeen Sacrifices having seventeen animals for the
material, and Prajipati for the Deity. Of these, the first object, the
“ Upakarana,” may be begun and finished with any one animal out of the -
Seventeen ; the * Niyojana, " &c., however, are to follow the order of the
“ Upakarana, " In the performance of the primary “Agnishomiya,”
there being only one animal, all the subsidiaries—* Niyojana, ” &c.,—are
to follow close upon the * Updkarana,” there being no intervening agency.
In the case in guestion (4.6, of the Seventeen Sacrifices) however, there
are seventesn animals; consequently the  Niyojana,” &c., of one animal
is to follow 16 instants (units of time) after its * Upakavana;” because
the ¢ Upakarana” of all the animals has to be finished before any ‘‘ Niyo-
jana” can be dome. And “Niyojana,” &o., are to be performed in the
game order as the *“ Upakarapa ;" —i.e.,, the animal, whose “ Upakarana ”
has been done first, will also have its ¢ Niyojana” done first of all, and

6
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80 om; otherwise we would be going agwmt the sprlmt ot‘ t-he {)‘aatraé.
“This i fn instance of * Privettikiama, " 0

In the ** Sadyaskri Soma ” Saonﬁce, we find. ment.toned the Asgoomtnon
of the three animals (the Agnishomiya,.” the ** Savaniya, " and the
¢ Anubandhya ") o he killed in the * Agnishomiya” Sacrifice, beginming
vith the ““Aupavasathya,” in o definite order of succession (and not all
togother). Aund this association is applicable in the “ place’ of the
“Bavaniya.”"  Iu this cage, the former order is abandoned, and in the
process of the injunction of Associabion by * Position,"” the order is—(1)
tho * Updkarana” of the *“ Savaniyd ” Apiwal, (2) that of the * Agnisho-
wiyw, and (3) that of the “Anubandhya.” This is Ao ingtance of
“ Sthanakvama | @iz, the  Aharaupavasathya' preceding the ¢ Sabyi-
divasa.” ‘ ML T R oy
Tn the “ Davga, " though the performance of the details of the
“Baunayya’ (the “eutting of twigs,” &c.) appears to come first, and
that of the properties of the “Agnaya” (% Nircvapa, ” &e.) appeavs to
Tollow dater ou, yet, between the two primary Sacrifices—Agnaya and
Séunayya—-bhe fovmer is tho fivst 'bo he pevformed ; consequently, follow-
ing the order of the primary Sacrifices, the ¢ pouring " (¢ M;inghamnn.)
to be performed first is that of the Purodiga, remmant of the * Prayijas !’
(subsidiavy to the Agnaya); and then follows the “pouving ” of the
milk (used in the “ ‘iannayja") This is an instance of * Mukhyn:
dSraiag 1 ' : i g
Thus we have explained the order, of the performance of actions,
based wpou “Cruti”? “Artha,” < Patha,” *8thana,!" * Pravetti”? and
“Mukhya.”  Any ovder, other than those warranted by these, would
leave the action mcomplete -

Like ‘all other philosophical systems, the Mimiinsa also, in com*se of
its dissertations, has treated of such sabjects, us the Body, the Senses, the
Mind, Sonl, God, Brahms, the Origin of Creation, Heaven, Hell, Final
Deliverance, Pleasure, Pain, &c, &c., and it will not be ont of place to
explain in brief what the Mimansaka has to say on these important topics.

Body, 8énses, Mind.—The Body is made up of five elementary sub-
stances. The senge- -organs ave also the modifications of these substances ;
ouly the organ of Hearing partakes of bhe nature of Space. The Mind
algo is a modification of these. : ;

Tevara and Brahma.~—The Mimansa’ia does not admit of these as they
#re represeuted by ‘the Vedanta or the Nyayo. There is no creator of the
Universe; it is eternal, s :
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Clategoriss.~~There are seven Categones : Substance, Quality, Action,
Glenus, Species, Inherent Relation and Negation. Of Substances, there ave

ten—and not mine as held by the Veigashika ; some hold even eleven, adding

Darkness and Kternal Sound to the nine enumerated by the Vaigéshikas.

Atma or Self.~It is something different from the Muterial Body.
Thers ave many Selves, there being a self for each individual, each being
imperishable, indestructible. This is what experiences Pleasuve and Pain,
cognisable by the Mind alone, as the *“ L ” Itis all-pervading; but its
cognition is energised only in the body. 1t is not identical with Know-
ledge, which is only a proporty or potency belonging to It.

Heaven and Hell ~~The former is a partionlar kind of Pledsure, and
the latter a pavticuler kind of Pain, Heaven has been defined as ‘that
Ploasure which is nomixed with Pain, and is not mtarrupted by it, which
is the final goal of all longing. '

Final Deliverance~~This is & name given to the total negation of all
Pleasure and Pain; it does mot mean an annihilation of the pheno-
menal Universe, hutonly an annihilation of the connection of the Self with
it. According to the Miminsaka, the only bondage of the Soul consists
in its connection with the Universe, which includes the Body, the Sense
organs, and the material objects of énjoyment. And as soon as the Belf is
capable of disentangling itself from these, it becomes free, and it is this
freedom ‘that constitutes ‘ Deliverance.” When this is atbtained, there is
no Body or Sense-organs, only the Mind subsists, and the Self retains
only its Conscionsness, Bliss, Eternality and Omnipresence.

When oue ceuses to perform ail prohibited actions, as also those that
arve meant to bring about certain desirable ends, and confines himself only
to those that are laid down as necessary, or when he remains self-satisfied
in his knowledge of the Self, then there accruing no further Dharma or
Adharma, theve is a total destruction of the very seeds of rebirth; and so
long as the Body remains, he spends up all his previous Karmio residue ;
and hence when the Body dies, there is no more birth, and the Soul is
free, has attained Final Deliverance.

True Knowledge of the Self is as necessary for the due performance of
Sacrifices as for attaining Deliverance; as without it, there can be no cer-
tainty about the results to follow from the sacrifices.

Adrshta follows from Actions, This i of two kinds: Good and Bad,
the former proceeding from actions that sre laid down as to be performed,
and the latter from those that are prohibited. This is what is meant by
Virtue and Vice. The good Adprshta again is of two kinds—one bringing
aboat Prosperity either in this world or in the noxt, and another leading
to Deliverance ; this Iatter proceeds from those actions that are performed
without any desire for particalar vesults. “ '
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Pleasure and Pain-~The two are entively distinct ; they ave not the
negation of each other. They are of four kinds: Material, Tmaginary ,
Mental and Egoistic. ' The eternal Bliss of the Belf is differeunt from
theso. ' At i Wil

Means of Knowledge.—These are six, Sense-perception, Inference,
Aualogy, Verba! Testimony, Apparent Inconsistency and Negation.

Oveation, Subsistence and Dissolution.—~The M imansnka does not admit
of any absolute annihilation of the Universe, which is ever-existent; bhut
there ave partial or eyclie dissolutions.

Deity.—The form of the Deity has not been dealt with in the dtras
of Jaimini. But the later autlovities declave that the descriptions of
gods and goddesses contained in the Puranas are mere dsthavada ; as there
are 10 such deities actnally in existence. All that these descriptions mean
is that at the time of making the offering, one is to think of such and such
forms. The Mimansaka admits of the Deity only as something to whom
the offering is to be made; and this has mo other form excopt the
Mantras that are vecited in connection with guch offerings, '

e ———————

As for the time during which onr author lived, the subject of theso
dates of the earlier authors is so ghrouded in mystery, that there arve
o sufficient data Jeading to any definite conclusions; and as for conjec-
tures, T am led to beliove that it is mere waste of time to indulge in them ;
specially as what concerns us most is what the author las written fov us,
and it does not much matter whether he lived a fow centuries this way or
that. Still for those who may be interested, it may be stated that onr
author lived sometime between 57 B.O. (the time when Cavara Svami
js reported to have lived) and 841 A.D. (the time of Vacagpati Migra),
and that he was a senior contemporary of the Great (ankaracarys.

All that remains for me now is the very agreeableduty of acknow.
ledging, with thanks, the help that T have dervived from the following
gentlemen :—

(1) Foremost among them is Mahamahopadhyiya Pandit Oitra-
dhara Miera, the Ohief Pandit of the Darbhanga Raj, who tanght me the
work here translated, as also its continuation, the Tantravartika (8 transla-
tion of which is nearly complete), and but for whose help miany passages
would have remained wholly unintelligible, (2) My heart-felt thanks are
also due to Dr. Thibaub of the Muir Central College and to Mr. Arthur
Venis of the Queen’s College, Benaves, who always fayoured with valnable
advice and helped to encourage me in the work that I had under-
taken. (3) To Mahamahopadhyayn Haraprasad, (astri, of the Sanskrit
College, Oaloutta, without whose constant help my task could not have
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been accomplished. (4) To Babu Bhagavan Dasa of the Central Hindu
Collego, Benares, who rendered invaluable assistance, in the earlior portion
of the work,—an assistance without which the translation would have
remained more vague and uniotelligible than what (I am still afraid)
itis.  (5) The last, but by no means the least, is Babun Govinda Dasa of
Benares, that indefatigable worker in the cause of Sauskrit literature,
who provided me with all necessary manuscripts and aids, and has all
along continued to favour me with valuable hints avd suggestions.

Notwithstanding all this help, however, there remains much room
for improvement in the translation. This has been due mostly to my
imperfect command of a foreign language, and partly to the fact of
the text being extremoly difficult—in fact some people spesk of it as the
most difficult book in the Saunskrit language, And T hope scholars will
overlook the discrepancies that may have crept into the work and favour
me with suggestions for corrections, and improvement which may be of
use to me in my future work.

GANNGANATHA JHA.

ALLAGABAD ¢
Muir Central Qollege, July 1905,
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CLOKAVARTIKA.
APHORISM I.

1. Reverence to Iim who wears the crescent moon,—Him who I8
embodied in pure conscionsness, Him whose three eyes arve the threa Vedas,
and who is the source from which all prosperity flows. -

2. And then obeisance nnto my 'Teachers, they that ave even as Suns
for the lotus intellects of their disciples, after which I may hope through
their grace, to accomplish this work of the Mimansa-Clokavartika.”

' 8. May the learned look npon this effort kindly! The good and the
generons-hearted free of jealonsy, accept graciously all that is offered to
them in love and reverence. ' '

4. And let not the mind be set over much on fanlt-finding alone: for
they that set their hearts on discovering faults see them even where none
exist. ' ' : :
5. How could learned people find any faults in the statements of
people like me? They that endeavour to remove the mlaa.pprehenmnus
of others allow none in their own works ? !

6. And where can one find, ameng men, any case of unanimity as to
what is fanltless ?  There are pmple who have something to say _a,gmnat
Liberation and Heaven also. WS '

7. Reverencing the Scripture as I do, let none veproach me, shonld
I err (in my exposition). He that goes by the right path need not be
censured, even if he slips (occasionally).

L The notion of a God—and that teo a bodied one-—heing forgign to the Mimin-
saka, Parthasarathi Migra, iu hig * Nyavaratndkars,” interprets the benediotory stanza
thus : “Viguddha-jadnddéha’’—That whose body ig the knowledge purified by the Miminsa-
Qastra.  * Trivadidivyachakshwshe = Mhat which is manifested by the three Vedas.

“ Somardhadhariné”—That which is aqmppad with vessels of Soma.  All these epithets,
in this case; ave referred to ** Yajuw.”

8 ¢ Aceept &e.” Literally—listen with kind ears of the mind.

8 ¢ To say nothing of other things, even such fanltless things, as Heaven and Liber-
ation, the bighest aimg of man, are denied by the Atheists" N, R, j

1
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8. TLanguage (i.e. writing), commenced in any way a3 ma.y be, even

without polish or elegance, but followmg carefully the path of the three

Vedas, is pleasing to him who has faith,

9. My greed is great for the gem of Vedic knowlege, when aluumg
with additional lustre in the light of the Mlmansa-pnstm,«- (therefore i
commence with an exposition of the Mimansid, rather than of the Veda).

10. TFor the most part Mimansi has, in this world, been made Atheisic;
and this effort of mine is made to turn it to the theistic path.

11. “ Henceforth (proceeds) enquiry info (the nature of) Dhirma "
——gnch is the first aphorism, propounded with a view to explain that the
purpose of the Mimansa-Castra is the (desire to know the natare of the)
object called * Dhbarma,” |

12, For, who would bhegin (the study of) any suenr-e, or a.ny aetion,
while its purpose remained nnexplained ? -

13. And especially is this science of the * Mlma.nsa, --depem]mg
upon (i.¢ roguiring the previous knewledge of) many other sciences as it
does, and (thevefore very diffienlt to master),—nnhkely to attract study
unless its purpose has been explained beforehand.

14. This statement of the parpose may not be necessarily desirable in
the case of other sciences ; yet, theve is no fear of evil resulting from them
(by such mmsmon)

15, But in the cage of the Mimansd, if the purpose is not known, or
ill-known for want of discrimination, great would be the defoct (danger
of going astray ) in treading the path of the Da.w hence tho usefulvess of
elfort (in explaining its purpose).

16. Therefore first of all, the purpose has been stated by the author
of the aphorisms himself; (He did not Jeave this to be done by the
commentators) for how oould the commentators say so well and pvucusely
what the author himself (could say and) has said P

17. “ But the student proceeds to the study of omly that science,
which has a well-established purpose, and the relation of which (w ith its
object) is also known. It is therefore necessary to state, at the commence-
ment of a science, this relation (of the science) with its object, as well as
the object itself,”

18. The science and the puvpose (object), are the two factors
(substiata) in which the connection inheres: This (connection op

B “In anyway ™ With groat diffienlty.

¢ Booanse in other sciences, if on acconnt of the non-memtion of the pnrpose
people desist from them, there is not much evil there.

16 ¢ Author™ Jaimini,

“Uommentators” Savaragvami, Haridasa, Bhartrimitra, &e.

I8 ¢ For Jaimini, the ponnection (or the cause of beginning his work) is nob any
question from among hig disciples ; but for him such cange is the relation of cause and
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rolation) is not mentioned sepavately because it is implied in the statement
of the purpose. : : ' !

19, “1Itis true that ordinarily, in all sciences, the relation (of the
science with its object) is stated first; as it is only by snch statement thab
the diligence of the student is secured.

20, *“And so long as the relation of the seience with the object is
nof explained, the talk of the teacher remains disconnected, and the vesnlt
13 incoherence (i.e. the student’s innbility to follow).” '

21.. In the present case, however, the connection is explained in the
Bliashya, by implication, by raising the question of the kuown or unknown
character of Duty. Thevefore any other is not mentioned. :

22. In the present instance, this relation of fhe science (to the
object) is mot expressed by the word * Atha”; because this (word)
denotes the relation between two actions ; and these ave different from the
science. | _ 8
23-24. This relation of the science is explained by some, out of tho
first word, (1) as a velation of either sequenco to a preceding action (as
the question of the student, or the propitiatory worship of some Deity),
or (2) the relation of sneeession to past teachers of the geience).  But the
presence or absence of such a velation does not affect in any pavbicalar
whether the student should engage in the study of the science, or not do
s0, mor does it affect in anyway his knowledge of the seience, or the scope
of the scisuce.

effect that subsists between the treatise and the aforesaid purpose (the knowladge
of Duty). And without any questions from the digeiplos the revered Jaimini, intent
upon public good, began the frestise which ix the means to a knowledge of Duty,
And this econnection is implied by the mere mention of the objects related (the treatise
and the knowledge of Duty); and hence it is nob mentioned separately”’ N, R,

18 And therefore, if Jaimini has failed to ghow any connection, the commentators
ought to explain it.

il Towards the end of the Bhashya on Aph. I,

% Some commentators hold that the word ¢ atha’ in the aphoridm, denotes the
connection required, 4.e,, that of tubsequence to study, This view ia seb agide as nob
correct ; because what is demoted by the word * atha® is the relution bebween the
two actions-—study and desirs to know ; and cevtainly Mimansa (Deliberation) is some-
thing quite different from Jijndga (desire to know) though both are desiderative
forms of verbs, yet the former is an action of the teacher, while the latter that of
the learner, And lastly, it would nob be true fo fact to assert that Jaimini wrote the
Sutras immediately after be had finished his study. '

4.3 The relation is mentioned in order to attract the attention of tha hearer.
But this purpose is not served by any of the relations here meuationed ; inasmuch
as none of them either attract the hearer to, or repell him from, listening to the
teachings.  * Traditional order, §c”~~which in the caae of Mimansa is as follows-—
(1) Bralimi, (2) Prajipati, (3) Indra, (4) Aditya, (5) Vasishtha, (6) Parasara, (7)
Krishundvaipiyana aud (8) Jaimioi; and this last afeer being instructed in the tenets of
the system, composed the Safras.
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Mherefore those. who wish thab the reh‘stmn of t'he e.xpomtaon C\-i-
a deience (to the factor or factors of that rvelationship) should form part
of the explanation of the Siitra, should skate only snch a relation as is
reasonable and usefal (as against those ra;ected in 22 a.nd 2@), and no."'
other useless Uelatmus) : s

26. ' Of the Bhashya passage, begmmng with « Laha,' six ‘different
inlerpretations ave usually given,——all in keeping with the Bhashya. )

27. They are— (1) * Universal Explanation,” (2) “ Censnre,”
(8) “Disavowal” say others, (4)  Specification,” and (5) i an:se wsay
some; and (6) * Objections to the nse of the word atha.” '

28,1y ¥ The mturpwmuous of the Sutras are of two kmds——Genmal
and Special. The ¢ Bpecial * is that which belongs to each Sutra, and i;ha ‘
¢ General * (which holds good in the case of all Sutras, and ia fact, means
“ (eneral Rules” of Interpretation) is this (which is here gi von) .

29, “The *affivmation”’ (ile, the afirmative Rule) applies to Wm'da
alone; and the ‘negation’ (ie., the negative Rale) to the aphorism ;—
but only in vases not opposed’ to vedw assartlonq, and noh in :my zmd'_
every case.

B0 “mpp]ymg of ellipsis nnd mverhmr the order of Words are
possible ‘only in sentences; therefore (the prononn)  ‘these’ (in the
Bhashya passage) vefers to ‘ aphorisms,” even though 1t is thﬂ secondary
(novn in the preceding sentence). -

31, “The word ‘Hva’ siguifies ¢ very little,” (and 11; does not mean
that the vedio pn..asngas alone are to be expla.mad).. The repetition (of the

¢ With ats renson’-—iie., with the grounds on which it rests. E!utsh purposa can

be none other than that of cause aad effect, explained above.
¥ Y In the Sutras, the wordssre to be taken in the snme sense as they are i‘ound
to have in ordinary parlance, And they should not be interpreted indirectly eithor
through ellipses, or special technicalities, Therefore it is vedic passages alone that

are explained by the Subras; or else, theve would 8 doable effort of e‘!plaimng t-lm
Veda, and also the words of the Sutra.”’ '

#1 Enomeration of the six explanations. i

%8 With this begins the detniled oxplanation of the (1) ¢ Univerial exphmntmn i

4 The Bhashyas hag declaved that ' in the aphorisms all words are to' be taken in
their ordmary acceptation ”-—heveby laying down an sffirmative rale ; and again it
gays—" Of these, new mennings are not to be crested by unnecessarily importing words
iuto the Text'-—u negative rale, Hore the pronoun “these” referring to the principal
noun of the preceding sentence—which is * words,”—the negative rale would alss come
to be applied fto the case'of  words.)"  And t.ha present Karika seﬁ'aa.tb guu.'nd us
against such ~misinterpratation,

30 Beonuge words are always QOmplata in ‘themselves, and have fthe game fixed
nnchangeable order of letters,

81 1 Fya "—ocourring after FZITAIT in the Bhishya.

When the Vedie passiges have hieen explained, little will be left thab w:ll roquire
to be explained, * The repetition ”—1ihis gives the sense of the Bhishya.passage
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axplaha,t'ion of the same words as occnrring in the Sutra dand in the Veda)
would involve needless effort. 1f it be urged that ‘amything being well-
known does not vequire to be explained,’” (we reply) this is no fault in
humau speech, Tl

82, “He who requires the “supplying of ellipsiz ' and * teohnioa,l
uges "~~thinking these to be part aud parcel of mterpretahon,-«for such
@ onie this is declared as a command.

33, (2) “In the commentaries of some people we find the inversion
of the ordinary meanings of wopds; and this (Bhashya passage) is a
censnre (or refutation) of these :

84, “Atkatah is not ordinarily used in the sense of sequence ; ; as such
interpretation thereof can only be possible as a technicality. i

35.  “The neglect of the accepted (uses of) words, and their assaumed
application to unknown ones—should not be bad recourse to by the cora-
mentator, whon the ordinary a.r-oepled use is possible. :

36. * Beecanse, for one who is thus perplexed in (the finding ont)
of the meauning of the aphorism, the ageortainment of the meaning of the
Veda would be very distant (far more difficult) ; which would lead to (the
necassity of) extreme heaviness of effort both on the part of the speaker
and the heaver.” !

37, (3) “He will not explain the Sutras, being engaged in the inter-
pretation of the ‘Injunction,’ (the Veda).” It is the refutation of this
interpretation (of the opening sentence of the Bhashya) thab is decla,red
By this * Disavowal.'

38. Eﬁ'm ts ahould be directed towards Vedic passages; what is the

beginning with “ XHEWT: " If the explanati'ou onoe given in connection with the
Vedie paasage be repeated with regard to the Sutrs, it would be useless. The objection
noted in the lkavikka is baged on the opening sentence of the Bhishya. “If all the
words are nsed in o sensg well-known to the people, there shonld be no need of an
explanation of the Sutra or sentence in which sach word ocour” The reply thatb is
given means that the fact of words being used in their well-koown senge 18 no fanlt—
nay, it is an ornament—-of hunman apeech.

81 The Ehishya passage in question. :

8 With this commences the treatment of fthe second interpretation—* Censure.?

% 8ome peopla’’-—e. ¢., Bhavadisa and others,

Y This "—The Bhashya passage in guestion.

8% This karika explaing the Bhishya ag implying the refutation referred to,
Bhavadisa has explained *“ Athaleh " as signifying sequence.

¥ With this beging the 3rd interpretation-—“ Disavowal!” The Bhichys mentions
the aphorism, and then tokes a passage from the Veda, and begins to explain it,
So with regard to this procedure, there may be three views—' Thabt he omits the Sutra
(1) becanse they sre meaningless, or (2)because he did not know theiy meaning, or
(8) because they were unexplainable.” And it is for setting aside such donbbs that
‘the Bhiashya has the opening senbences in question.

“ Injnnction” = Veda,

8 Giyes the reasons for such “ Disavowal.”” The Vedic passages are usefal ivasmuch
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good of any such towards the aphorisms 9on account of their frultcful- i
neas and froitlessness (respectively ). . : ]

38.39. * By these —as the means—, the meaning of Iﬁyumtwm is to
be explained ; not both, because of the extreme heaviness of effort.

69-40. “The meanings of words being well-known, nothing i3 left to
be explained. The Bhishya passage beg,mnmg with ‘Evam' is rightly
explained only in accordance with this view.’

40-41. 1t is 01113;r on account of the absence of the breaking np of
words, that there ia an idea of ¢ Disavowal.,” Because the Bhashya does
explain the meaning of the Sutra, and it even explaing Redundancy, &e.~—
e.g. | ““'l'his np}\orism is not able to signify, &o.,” and * The aphorism is
quite proper,” &e., &c.

42, And the Bhashya also speaks of non- suggeshvenesa, &o., with
regard to the aphorisms—all these become self-con tmdwtoxy, if the Dis-
avowal ” Theory is accepted. !

42-43. Nor can one, not knowing the meamng of the meane, be sure
of the consequence,—from any other source ; because even those versed in
the Vedas require the aphorisms and their commentaries.

43-44. As the ground of * Disavowal,’ has beeu urged the well- known

a8 they ave the means of the right notion of Duty; and as snch any offort townrds
the interpretation of these is usefnl ; while on the other hand, the aphorisms are useless,
and as such any effort direoted towards explaining these would be ﬂqml]y devoid of any
resuits, A

88.80 ' These "—~the Hutras. e

“ Not both "=—i.e., not the meaning of the Injunctiong and algo of the Sutra,

89.40 All the words in the Sutra being nsed in their ordinary senses, thers is
nothing left therein to be explained by the commentator, and it is only when we take the
Bhishya passage to repudiate all attempt at the interpretation of the Sutra, that we
can rightly construe the passage beginuing with * Evam.”

%0.% People have accepted the * Disavowal’ theory only hecause they do nob
find, in the Bhashya, any breaking up of the compound words, &c., of the Sutra; which
leads them to think that the Bhishya has entirely left off the explanation of the
Sutra, With this begins the 4th interpretation—* Specification,” Because, &'c.—l‘he
Bhishyn does mot only explain the meaning of the Sutras; it even goes further: ifi
explains redundancies and supplies whatever is wanting in them to enable them to
give the proper sense. “ This aphorism is not able, & 0.’~this oocurs in the Bhishya
on p. 5 (I-i-2), where after having urged that something is wanting in the Sutra; the
Bhishya explains away the objection by intorpreting the Sutra in such a way as to
enable i, just a8 it stands, to afford the nght sonse,

“The aphorism is quite proper, §'e’ This occurs at the close of the Bhashya on
11-i-47, where after having urged the redundsuncy of the second half of the Sutra,
the Bhashya explains the necessity of it.

4% Refers to Bhishya on 11-iii-16 ; where such an objection is brought againgt the
Sutra and refated.

4345 The means of ascertaining the sonse of the Veda, is the Sutra; and without
a knowlege of the means, there can be none of the consoguence ; hence the Sutras must
be explained ;=specially as the meaning of the Veda can be got al from no other source,
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character of the meanings of words; but this would apply equally to
Vedic sentences, and as such, wonld preclude even these from explanation.

44-45, Tf it be urged that ‘it is owing to doubts with regard to their
meaning that we have recourse to the explanation of Vedic passages’-—
that too would apply equally in the case of the Sutra ; and ‘ Disavowal ’
would be improper.

45-46. * Disavowal’ would he perfect only in the form it is nob to
be explained.” (But) since it is only fanlty interpretation that is prohibited,
those free from them (faults) do mot become precluded. :

46-47.  (4) This view (Disavowal) being opposed to all direct fact,
and the former two (** Universal Explanation” and * Censure’’) being in-
significant, and the middle view (Censure) also 1mplymg evxl 1ntent10ns,

“ Specification ™ alone is appropriate.

47-49, 'Where Vedic sentences and those of Jaimini, contradlct one
another, in their direct gignification, there this (* Specification ’) has its use:
The Sutra has to be interpreted by means of “ supplying the ellipsis,” &e.,
whereas the Vedic sentence has to be taken in its direct signification.

49. When Vedic sentences contradict one another, then may second-
ary implications be applied to them also.

49-50. “ Just as the Vedic sentence is the means of the right notion of
Duty, so is also Jaimini's agsertion our means of ascertaining the meaning
of the Veda. .

90-51.  “ On acconut of the similavity of the power of the sentence, as
also of words and their meanings,—it is only the interpretation free from
ellipsis, &o., that is everywhere proper,”

01-52, Thus the nnlawful assumptions, that would be necessary on
account of impossibility consequent upon the contradiction of one or the
other, would become optional.

5.48 The anthor of the Bhishya, if he had any such Disavowal in view, would
have cleariy said: * The Sutras are not to be explained.” Bat we find him clearly
prohibiting only snch explanations as have recourse to supplying the ellipsis, &ec., &o.;
and this distinctly shows that by the opening sentences he only wished to set nside such
interprotations of the Sutras,

6.4 The theory of ‘ Disavowal’ is opposed to facts as we actually find the Bhitshyna
frequently explaining the Subrss.

“Is appropriate :” becanse it precludes all mistaken interpretation of the Vedio
pnasages, and as such has grand results. ]

# In Sufra II1-iii-2, we find the Bhishya having recourse to other methods of
interpretation than the direct ons, in explainiog the Vedic sentences. And in order to
mesl such cases, it is here urged that the reason of so doing was not the contradiction
of the Vedio passage with the Sutra, but that of two Vedio passages themselves; and
asg such, the secondary implication is not unlawful.

$0-BL * Everywhere,” i.e., both the Veda and the Satra being equally important,
both are to be interpreted, without having recourse to ellipsis, &o., &e.

BB« Unlawful, &o.”—interpretation other than the direct. * Optional~There
being no difference between the importance of the Vedie passage and the Sutra, the
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52-53.  On account of their prior ftmctmmng, as bemg the meana (ﬁﬁ B
the ascertainment of the meaning of the Veda ), people might set aside the
vightfal Injunction, on the st-mngbh of tha buﬁm, : al;en n 11'.3 du ot
denotation. ' L

53.54. Hence, what is mea.nt is Whenav‘er the non-canbl:a,dmblou«.pf-l”
the Veda is possible.”!  The rest is to be explained ag it stands, )

54, ¢ Of the remnants there should be disappearanse —-where we, have :
an instance of interpvetation by supplying from without,

55, In the Satra ‘' Viprakarshat pacogea” them is a modlﬁaw !
tion of the affix. In “ Loka Sangniyamat' there is intervention of a
word, i Al MR

secondary interpretation, that would be necessitated by theic mubusl contradiotion
wight be applied in the cage of either of the two-~therd bamg no reason for wpplying
it exelugively to one or the otheb-—hoth being eqwally meortnnt, on monnt of masonﬂ |
just given. ! :

b3.64 The aoceplance of the direct denotation, and bhe avmdance of elhpm, &c,
are to be had recourss to, only when such procedure doos not eontradict the ¢ Vada”
‘and Readon, The affivmative agserbion—** Indirsct interpretation is to be had FECOTISH
to, when it does mnot go agninst the Veds”--is to be congtrued into A negative one:
 Haeh interprotation is nat to be followed when it goes againgd the Veda Ysand tlluq 1b_
becomos an ingtance of  Bpecification.”

B4 The aubhor now cites insbances where the Bhishys haa recourae to mdtrecb
interpretation, &o. ' In connection with the “Durea’” and * Pyurnnmisn,” 'emmﬁces,
question is raised a8 to what is to be done if the materials that are to be offersd, hecome
gpoilt ; and the Apborism (V1-iv-12) answerg it by laying down the necessity of pre-
parving fresh materials, This with regard to the principal libations ; with regard to tha
gecondary ones, the aphorism gays—"" dpi vé ¢éshabhajam syit’—in conmection wibh
which a doubt arises as to the nominative of the verh *Syat:” and the Bhishya
supplies the work “ Disappearance ;'" and supports this interpretation with nrgnmeﬁﬁs;

85 In the “Jyctishtoma” sacrifice on the duy of the “Sutyd " ceromony, the gacri-
ficial animal, as well a8 the cakes, bave to be purified. Hence with a view to apply the
procedure, laid down with ragzud fio the animal, to the cage of the eakes. it is fonnd
desirable to have an Injunotion to this effech; and with this view, we have the Aphorism
“ Pagogea  wviprakarshastantramadhyé 'védhémir,”—-in which the predicate is ¢ Tantra-
madhys vidbAnam,” and the reagon * Viprakarshit,” —the meaning being ‘“ on acconnt
of the ramoteness of the mention of fhe animal, Lucsa ghoald be a mention of the oakes
in the procedurs,” the nominative case—ending of  Viprakarshah ? being chatged into
the Ceusal Ablative, and the Ablative in © Vidhinat”’ into the Prodicative Nominative.
It may be urged that the Vedic sentence, like any ordinary gentonce,is of haman
origin ; aud to meet this, we have the Aphorism—* Loké sanniyamat prayogah sannikar-
shah syat" (1.1-26), where the connechion ig interrupted by the word “ Hanniyamat,’—
the meaning of the Aphorism being “in the ordinary world, a word is nsed with regard
to a certain object only, when there is some sort of intercourse hetween the object
and one of the sense-organs; and thus all Speech funcbions under the restraink of
sense-perception. = On the other hand, there cau be no such sense-contact, and the
consequent restraint, with regard to Vedic objeots, which are all, more or less, super~
sensuons, This Sutra can also be accepted as an ingtance of “Afﬂx-modtﬁunmon,
“ Hannikarshah 7 being interpreted as  Sannikarshib.’
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56, There is intervention of the Sibea in the caso of the vomiting of
the Soma drank (at the sacrifice). And in the c¢ase of the injunction
relorring to animal in general, the Sitra itself bas been changed. R
57. 4 Agnayaden Svakalatwit” and ¢ Déyadharmavapstanam ” have

- been ¢xplaited by a split of the sentence. : _
- 07-58.  And the following ave the ivgtances of secondary signification :

b8 A question id raised as to the “ Agwspratigraha’ sasrifice being vecessary in the
Bage of the acceptance of the gift of & hoise in the world also, or enly during the
performunce of a Vedie coremony. The Aphorism (Li1:iv-28) lays down the wrong
view, which is subsequently set wside by the Aphorism, Iil.iv-29.  Then comes the
question of offering the " Somaindra cake, in the case of the sacrificer vomiting oub
the Soms-juice that he may have dennk’; and with vegard to this a donbt arised as bo
whabher snch offering i to be made when one thirows oub the juice ordinarily, or oily
when i is thrown out ab u sacrifice.  This donbt ig aet aside by the Aphorism, 115.iy-32,
where the word ' tadvat” is made to rafor to the cage of “ordinary driuking,” obher
than the saorilicinl, which was mentioned in Aphorism II1-iv-28, which is separated by
10 legs than three Bubrag, from the present Aphorism. Again, with mg_a.r'c‘{. to the
Injunciion of the qualifications of the aniwals to be sacrificed b the * Jyotishtoma," &
fueshion arises us to whether the Injanction vefers to all the thved animals, or to only
one or two of them. And in reply, we have the Aphorism TIT-vi-18, which clearly
applies the Injunction to all three equally, But finding this view te be incousistent
with LII-vi-19,—which applies the Injunction to one animal only—in order to remove
this inconsistency, the Bhishya holds the Injunction to apply to one—~the “Baviniya®
animal; and accordingly modifies the former Aphorism, interpreting it as—~‘‘ The
Injunetion wouald have referred equally fo all the three animals, had there been no
difference of conteat; butin the present case, we have u difference of coutext ; therefore
the Injunction refers to the Savaniya animal only.”

¥T The former ig part of I1I-vii*39 ; the latter refors to IX-iv-43,

1.8 (1) Though the word * Autpattika’ means belonging to the origin,” yet,
through Indication, it is explained as * Nalural.” (2) In the Aphorigm ** Gavyasya cha
tadadishu,” though the word * gavya™ mewns either something that 18 produced from the
cow, or the linebs of the cow,—yet; on aoconnt of she Arthavida passage * Giivo vi état
Satramigala P—=which implies mere relation to the cow, the word ¢ gavya” comed to
be explained as the “path traversed by the cow.” (3) Having raised the question
whether all the Rik verses are to be introduced or nob,~—the reply is that only those ars to.
be introduced in the middle, that are named the * Dhayya " Rik, whilo frosh ones pre-
seuting themselves are to be put in at the end; and the names of bhese latter ave given
09 the “ Ushnik " and “ Kakabh”? Then again, there is an Arthavada pasgage to tha
effect that the Ushnik and Kaknbh ¢ are subsidiary to the Trishtop; hence,’ in accord-
with the Law of Indication, that the canse ig mentioned by the effect, the word
** Ushnikkakubhau” is wade to indicate their parent, the Trightup:  (4) In this Sutra,
the word “ Abhyudaya” ig made to indieate the * DwadaSiha” sacrifics, which is n
means of “ Abhyudayn” (prospority). The meaning of ths Sutra thus comes to be
“* Bince in the Dwaddahiba sncrifice we find particular namos given to the differeut
eacrificors—guch as the Halfers, Quarterera, Thirders”,—thorefore the principal distri.
bution of the gift is to be wmade in accordance wirh those names, and not eqaally to
all sacrificers, or in accordance with the work done by eaoh; that is to say, not consi-
dering the work that each may have done; the Halfer should get half, the Thirdexr
the third purt, and so on.,

9
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(1) “ Autpatukastu” (Aph, I-i-5), (2) “ Gavyasya” (Aph. ' VIIL-i:18),
(8) ‘ Ushnikkakabhah® (V:iii-6), (4:) % Dar¢anacea vigeshnﬁjtit im;th-i’ti
bhyudayé " (See Note). ' ' i
6.  Or, the passage bagmnmg with ¢ ]ok " omay be taken a8 s.wmfy~ '
ing the praise of the author of the aphovisms: in explainiung by means of
well-known words, the disciples were not tronbled by him, ; o
60, “ Bhavitavyanta téna "—all before this taken as one seuteuce,

or taking all before the passage containing the word ¢ Vedadhyayanam '~

we have the objections to thie uge of the word * Atha.” [
6L, The ascertainment, of the meaning of the Veda is only poss:.bla-'_-.

by meaus of the Sutras consisting of wordg of known meanings; bnt the Lk

meaning of thie word * Atha’ cannot be said to be well- kuown uuleas yuu
postulate a certain foregone action. - :

62. ltis only a word with well-known meanings that is proper fo
use ; but such is not the case (with the word * Athe’ as nsed here)-—«'-
such 18 the objection. And again if the meaning of the words * CAtha, &e.,'
be well-known, why should they be explained now ? : -

68. ‘It (such explunation) is simply for the purpose of showmg
(what the word means)’—say some.

63-64, . Out of a composite of various signification—agsumed by Bhava-
dasa—, some people explain the meaning as belonging divectly to only a
portion thereof, as in the case of the beginning of the Kighth Adhyaya,

G4,  (Others again sag) : “ Here we vannot have an explanation of tlie’
Veda, as such explanation has been censuved as useless effort.” :

65, Or again, it may ouly be an objection (againss the use of the

5 With this begins the 5th Interpretation—* Priise,”

80 With this begins the 6th Interpretution—* objection to the use of bha word
Atha.”

81 This pxplains the meaning of the Bhashya, euding with % Bhavitavyantu tens.n."

% With “and sgain’ begins the consideration of the Bhashya beginning with
“rabra loks, &’

63-8% Bhavadasa has taken © Avhatah " as g composite word, and has explained m us
denoting ““ sequence; '’ bui the commentators on the Bhashyu. explain the Bhashya-—
where it dilates upon the meaning of the word ¢ Atha”-—as attribating the denotation
of sequence to the word “ Atha' alone, and not to “ Atha’ and ‘““Atah? as forming 4
composite word, A similar explanation of the word * Atha” by itself, as signifying
sequende, is giyen, in the firsi Aphorism of the Bighth Adhyiya,

6% The gense of this elliptical Karika is this: It has been urged that the explana-
tion of both the Veda and the Sutra would be u ugeless effort : and in the present case
we don't find an explavation of any Vedic passage; hence if the Sutra too were left
unexplained, thers wonld be no purpose gerved hy the Bhaahya,, Consaquenbly we
have here an explanation of eagh member of the Sutrs.

€6 The passage © Tatra loks, &o. ;7 objects to the apgcepbance of the or dmary mean-
ing of the word “ Atha,” on account of the impossibility of the sense of sequence, in
the absence of any preceding event. And after sneh an objection has been raised, it is
only proper that the signification of the word “ Atha ” should he fully dilated upon,
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word ¢ Atha)' as explained befove (signifying seqnence) ; heoatse thera is

no event preceding it. i gt
65.66. “If a word is always to be taken in ita well-known sense, such

cannot 'be said to be the case with the word ‘atha’: and therefors--there

gt be o supplying of ellipsis’ (and other modes of secondary interpre-
tation),” ; _

66-67,  « The accomplishment of the study of the Veda, and the
mention of the high character of the ¢ Bath’ are nos recognised withont
a full comprehension of the meaning ol the word ¢ Atha’; hence has this
latter been explained,” Ui ' i

67-68, It the wonl were withont meaning, or if it had some other
far-fetohed monning, the ordinarvily known signification would certainly be
8ot aside; therefore for the sake of the accomplishment of the direct
meaning, a certain foregoing event has to he assumed j—the knowledge of
‘the speeified ‘ mark ’ (middle term) leading to the comprehension of the
specified ¢ subjeet’ (major torm). ' iy

69. Others have thought it impossible to obtain such ‘a meaning
from the Siitra alone, and have therefore said Tt is not wo.”

69-70. ' By the declaration of sequence, as also by the fact of itg fnwing

85-08 Thig gives the meaning of the objestion aa vaised in the Bhighya,

85.67 Some annotators oxplain the Bhishya thue: Thig explanniion of the word
“Atha ' is not with a view to explain this word alone; but what is meant is fhat when
thore is an explanation of the word fAtha/—in the course of sneh an explanition, we
would, by means of questions and answers, come to epeak of the ancomplishment of
Vedio study, and the excellence of the cont¢luding “ Bath' [f we left off the explana:
tion of the word, the mention of these facts would uppear irvalevent, !

8783 [In the first five methods of interprotiiog the opening . sentence of the
Bliigshya, the sentence up to * Peayatnagauravam pragajyata” is taken asg a eingle
sentence ; and the sentence “fatrn 1oké&, &, is taken as emhbodying the objestion to
the use of the word “Atha” The two limits of this lattep sentence are to be taken
as before (in Kaviki 60). Wa have explained the sontence beginning with “ Bhavits.
vyam,” ag consbrned together With the foregoing sentence of the objection-pngsages.
But if we accept the frst ihnit,—imkh)g all the sentences, from the beginning, down to
“ Bhavitavyam ' 15 Forming 4 single compound sentence—, then we have to take the
gentence “ Bhuvitavyam, &o. ay snpplying an answer to the objection raised. | And it
is this explanation that is given in the presant Karika.] 1¢ the word f“ Atha” had
any other meaning than that.of sequence, tlien we wonld he going adgaingt its direct
denotative gignification.  So, for the snka af this latter, we have ta assume some pro-
ceding event; and such an event is the » stiudy of the Veda,” 1g« Bhavitavyam, &e.,”
be taken as forming part of the objection-pagsage, then the reply wouald econsist of
the sentence “tattn bodhyam, & The cogninion of the ‘“desive to know Dty
leads to the comprehension of Vedio study; the argnment having the form-—* Becanse
there is a desire to kuow: Duty, therefore there wmiust hive been a study of the Vedn,
preceding sach desive.” )

59_This infroduces thg Bhaghya~— " Naitadévam, anyasyapi, &o.”

65.10 1'ha aphorism itgelf doclares Sequence; and it has a visible and

» in the shape
of the desire to know Duty; henoe the © study of the Veda "

must be taken as implied
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n visible end, a study of the Vedas'is uuplmd $ heﬂce why ﬂhoulcf there be" ah
the objection that it (study of Lhe Veda) 1§ nob dnreetly menttoneﬂ in the il
Sibra |

70-7L.  That particular event 'wi-thont whieh"th'e i 'desiré of kno\%"ing
is not possible, is the one, sequence to which is asstmed to 1)0 blre a.f‘omsmd e
visible end, - ' [ A

71.72. Any active ¢ desua to know” would a,lwaya foliow upnn
something or other; and as such the declaration of such samebhmg i
general (without any speclﬁcatmn) 18 entively nseless. i

72-73, Thongh it is true that without previons determmaatwn'_

(Sankalpa) the desive is not accomplished, —yeb this too hemg common (1;0 i

all actions), does not need any special treatment. R

73-74. 'Therefore it i an accomplished apvclﬁc canse of the ! des*:t'e to.' :
know Dutfy,” which ig meant by the ant.hc}v ot the Satra : and t«hm ean be'_ '
no other than Study! - N i

7475, % A study of the Veda havmg heen pracludpd by i-he sentenne
‘ Anyasyipi, &o. (in the Bhbashya), it is not proper to ndrl Pragapl,
&e.,’ as even there *something else’ js possible.” -

75, “The desired meaning having been got at, hy means oF tl:e
foregoing (sentences), what is the use of the passage ¢ Tadrigintu, &/ ¢

76-78. Tt is only by over-looking what is to be deseribed. later on,
that such an objection can be raised; for it is not yet _pt‘o\fed_ ﬂmt

hy the aphorism itself ; and it is not right to urge that snch study is. ‘nob mentmmd in
the aphorigm,

71-12 The aphorism denotes sequence ; but sequence in general nesd not ha_ve be.rr.n
declared; bocause, aga rule, auything thut is done necessarily follows something else.
So by declaring sequence the Aphorism must refer Lo sequence to sumebhing pm'bwuln.r
and this can be no nothing else but the “ study of the Vada.” -

1B Thig Kirika anticipates the following objection : * Dobarminabion is always
found to hayve a visible offect ; therefors why should we not accept sequence to such
determination” P The sense of the reply is that determination is & common fastor in
all actions, and as such no speciil mention of this i4 necessary. | _

776 The Bhishya is thus; * It is not 8o ; becatse the dogire to know Doty may
follow from other actions, even before the stndy of the Veda’: and the preseunt Kivika
means that the first balf of the sentence having already preeladed Vedic study, theve
was no need of adding the words  even befove, &u, '’ ; beoanse oven before such study,
all that is possible as preceding the desire to know Dauty, is something' ofther than
the stndy of the Veda; and thiz hos alraady been pommd out in the ﬁtat half of the
gonlence,

16 The sentence ““tasmin hi sati sa'vakalpyatd” implies the neoessity of Vedic
study ; 88 withont this, no “desive to know Duty” is possible, And the passige in
guestion too vefers only to such Vedic study, as one withont which t.he degire | is rmﬁ
possible, . |

16-18 As Jaimini has only mentioned “Duby," it cannot yet he kn_nwn that he is
going to prove the Veda alone as the means of knowing Dutby, or that he s -gqfug to
axplain only Vedic pussages. Hence, 80 long as we have nob learnt these facts, wo can
very ressonably urge that “bowing to Chailya” igaldo a Duty; and as such, a degire
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“ fnjunction '’ is the means of knowing Duty; (nor is it yet known) what
senitences Juimini will explain,  As it is% only “Duty ! that has been
mentioned up to this timoe, a desirve to know it might follow algo upon a
atudy of the assertions of Baddha and others ;—and this is whaf is
yeferred to by the passage “ Anyasyapi, &e." : il

78-82.  Or, the aphorism may be read as ¢ Having studied the Vedas,
the investigation should follow immediately.”” Then tco the two intended
implications would be: “nof without having studied,”’ and * not after
doing something else’ ; but guch implication cannot he got at (in a single
- sentence), becange of the ehance of syntactical split, conseqiient npon the
daplicate constraction, noticed heveafter. If the injunction simply said
“after having studied,” then the investigation of Duty might follow after
the  Bath’': for in such a case, thers would be no injunction of *dmme-
diate sequence.” If however it be said to be an injanetion of *“ immediate
' gequence,” then the investigation following mpon Vedic study might bo made
the subject, (and thus the immediate sequence being referred thereto), we
land upon the possibility of an investigation even prior to Stndy. '

82. The passage “Tadrigin, &c.,” specially serves to preclude the
study of the sayings of Buddha, &,

83-84. The study of the Veda being arrived at, through the implica-
tion of the objection * Pragapi, &e.,” the denotation of neither of the two
aforesaid sentences can be the object of Injunction, This is what is meant
by the Bhashya, beginning with * api ca.”

84, What is enjoined is explained in the passage beginning with
“kintu” ? : _ ; '

84-85. Some peovle construe the passage  Parnsticcinantavyam ™
(by supplying into it words from without),—as *nor do we lay down its

ko know Duty may also be taken as following after a study of the Scriptures of the
Buoddhists and other Athieistic seets s and tlint such desive is not preceded necessarily
by a sbudy of the Veda alove. '

T8-84 “Noticed hereafter ¥--in the Bhishys pagsage: © Vedanadhibyétyélhasyam
vidhiyaté aniidydntaryam, viparitamanyasydm,'” Wl :

83.8% The investigation into the meaning of Vodie sentences is not possgible for one
who ling not studied the Veda: 'fhervefore the study of Veda heing proved to be neces-
sary, through the implication of the objection,—even if we have the Injunection in the
form “only after Vedic stndy, &e.,"==the objections o this, nrged above, conse to
apply to the present cage, * Bhashya~the pnasage'raferrml to is: “api che newa
wvadadhyayandt pirvain. . ... arthaikatwacemlavahiyatim volkshyati”!

8 Beginning with “Kiatu” and ending with ““upadéqit,”—the ecnse of which
passage is that the aphorism sexrves to preclnde the “ Bath” (enjoined in the Smritis),
which implies the end of one’s residenoce with his Teacher.

8486 Tn accordance with this view, the whole sentence has to be construed thusg:
‘We domnot prohibit investigation into the nature of Dty prior to Vedic study; nor de
we lay sbress upon ite immedinte sequence to it

“ Because of the fact of the aphorism, §e.'—hecaunse the aphorism refers to the
preclusion of the cessativn of one’s residence with his Teacher. © Because of sueh being,
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immediate sequence.” | They construe ﬂma because of er fac'f af ﬂla i
nphorism referring to another subjsct : (Tuvestigation) is nob prohi blted hi
hofore Study, nov is its immediate sequence enjoined, hecause this i il
accomplished by the power (of %udy itself), and also on mcount of the
necessity, in that case, of postulating an unseen effect. Therefore we can-
not but have recourse to indirect signifieation (Indication). |

86-87.  (Bub) here (in the Bhashya) the them'y of mlmedrate {
sequence appears to have been accepted. :

And it is without renouncing the direct meaning, that the mdmated

meanine has to be accepted. | -

§7.88. The investigation of Duty, being understnnd to fu]low rloaely _
upon Vadie study,—thns m'r'npymp; A particular pomt of tlmn---won]d
imply the negation of * Bath' (at that time), - i

88-89. There being & confn 'ad:otwn in the mmu]tnnen‘y of hoth (Bai.h
and Tnvestigation occurring immediately after Study), there is a wenk-
ness in the claim of * Bath,” on account of its occurrence ab that time being

e —The form of the Injunction cannot be that “investigabion shonld follow necsg-

"parily after study '’ s becanse this iz implied in the very power of shndy itself, ‘withont

which naturally, no investigation is possible. Again immediate seqnence gannot be the

ohjeot of the In_;nrmtmn- beeanse the investigation conld be as well oarried on, eyen
after tha lapse of a cortain number of yeara after Vedio study ; therefore mo palpable

end ig served Ly enjoining immediate sequence. Therefore in this case we wonld

Yinve to postulate an invisible resnlt, which ig not allowable in a treatice based npon

Reagon; speoially in a case whero such assumpbion is easily avoidable.  Wor thede

reagons, we must have reconrsé to an jndirect method of interpretting the. Sutra,-
through Indication; whereby we geb ot the meaning jusk noted,

87 Taking the aphorism to indicate the preclasion of the cessabion oi’ one's resi-
dence with his Tencher, we are to mive up the direch meaning eanrFIy, buat, at the
game time, we shotld bage the indicatad meaning upon ib.

7.83 ¢ Bath ™ and ¢ Investigation” are mutual contradictories ; beeanse by ¢ Bath”
hore is meant the giving ap of the habits of the religions stndent; consequently, after
the Rath, thore conld be no longer residence with one's Teacher (which is also necedsnry

for the religious stndent).  Buat snch deparfnre from the Teacher's honge wonld mili-
tate against a proper iuvestigation into the nature of Daty, which neods tlie help of
the Teacher. Hence when this investigntion is naderstood ag fellowmg 1mmr-dm.t-ely
after stndy, i6 naturlly preciudes its contradictory, * Bath.” -

88.89 ¢ Opposed to tha Veda''-—The study of the Veda iy for the piurpose of klmwmg‘ |
ite meaning; a0, if after move repetition of the Veda the student were to go n.w_ay from
his Tencher after the ceremonial * Bath,” then the whole Veda wonld beeome nseless o
him. Hays the Bhishya: * Vedamarthovantam prayojanarantem santamanarthaka-
mavakalpayéma’’  The immediate sequence of Tnvestigation to Stndy has thos been
proved by the opposition of “Bath” to the Veda. But the Bhishya also makes an
offort to reconcile the two Injunctions: *° Nacadhitavédaspya, &o.” The sense of the
Bhishya is that ths Crati mevely enjoing the © Bath” as to be performed after Study—
a mere ordinary seqaence; and if nothing wmore important intervenes, it may b
performed immediately after the Stady. But snch immediate seqnence of the Bath ig
precinded by its opposition to the Veda; though still there is mo contradiction of the
(Jrnti injunction—which implies mere sequence.
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opposed to the Veda ; and vonsequently this (Bath) would be superseded

by ¢ Investigation ' through its superior strength (support of the Veduw).
89.90. The passage coutaining the expression “drishtarthatvat,” und
the one beginning with *lakshanayd tu' (ovcurrivg in the Bhashya) ave
loft off by some (Commentators ), ns they think thent to bo a mere repetition
and hience meaningless.  (Lit, on acconnt of the fact of its meaning having
been alveady arrived at by other sentences). -
00-01, o these we reply : Thongh “immediate sequence’’ may doubt.
less be said to be expressed by the « Ktwa” affix yet, on account of non-
contradiction, this afix, may be taken as indicating mere  precodence.”
01-92.  If one performed the *Bath” immediately after having got
up the mere text of vhe Veda, it wonld be contrary (to the fact of the Study
having a visible end). ' But if we explain the word “ Adhyayana' as
“ Adhigama! (comprehension,—deriving it from the root ¢ ina,’=~to go),
_then the contradiction ceases, ! { |
02.93. One who, having explained non-contradiction in this manner,
would nssert the necessity of the Bath, for the sake of a certain unseen
vosult, or as a purificatory rite;—-to him we make the following reply :
93-95, In this connection, the Injunction laying down the various re-
straints = not-bathing” and the reat—for the religious student, nob
having laid down a limit to these,—these stand in meed of an injunction
laying down their end ; and hence ou account of thig requivement, ** Bath ™
miust mean the cessabion of “nob-buthing and the rest "—which would thus
come to be indicated by means of ¢ contradiction’ and pesompaniment,’
for the sake of a visiblo purpose. '

20.90 ‘The two passages referred to are: (1) % Drishtarthataé | eadhyayonasyina-
taryé vyahanyéta,” (2) * Lakshanayd twésho'rthak ayat”” 'The sense of these commens
tators is that the former is n meve reépitition 0f what has boen agserbed in the passage :
« Drishto hi tasyarthah, &e.” and the latter is meaningless.

90.91 Tt hias been declared in the preceding portion of the Bhishya that the affix
¢ Kipd’ does not signify tmmediate sognence, Still we grant that it hag snch significa-
tion in the present instance ; evea then the fact of Study having n visible purpose, in the
shape of the comprehension of the meaning of the Veda, would be contendicted.
Hence, in order to avoid this contradiption; we ought to interpret the affix ¢ Ktva, per
Iudication, as implying mere precedence. '

93.93 Explaining © Bath,” nob as the ceremony cloging the period of one’s residence
with the Teacher, but ouly as a particular veligious rite, bringing about certain invisible
resultd, like ordinary gacrifices,

9395 What is wanted here ig the end of restrainty pub upon the religicus student,
and not mere ‘bathing.” Therefore the word “ Buth * in the said Injunction must be
taken to mean the cessation of its contradictory =" non-bathing,” ag also the other

restraints and datios imposed upon the religious student. Thus bhen the finishing of

the Veda becomes the limib of thesa restraints; and consequently all other duties being
only subsidiary to Study, the end of this latier would reagonably pub an end to such
duties also.

1
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05.96. Thus then of the words—s i_glnifyi;tg : rﬁépe@&&i;ﬁe‘lyi b Study,' i
‘Bath’ and ‘the order of sequence of the Investigation '-~the above inters i
prefutions have to be acvepted, for the sake of a visible purpose,

96-97.  (Obj.)+ *If one were to carry on the investigation after the
Bath, e would not be contradicting the Veda; and phus the contradic-
tion (you have urged) ceases.’” To one who thus objects, we make the

following veply : . it _ e

07-99.  Just as the Smriti lays down the ¢ Bath ' to follow immediately
after *Stady,’ so also (does it Iay down) another action, to follow after
that (bathing), and anobher one atber this last, (ond so on), Thus then

a8 it would be absolutely necessary (for the sake of Tavestigation) to set
aside something thiat has been enjoined by the Smuyiti, it is only -3?_@;330:‘1‘&1}1&"- !
thab we should set aside * Bath’® as it s the first to come up ab the time;
and as such the fitbest for being set aside, i ARG bR
99.100. Thus it is understood that the order of sequence based npon =
words, is seb aside by the exigencies of the meaning. Or tlfiére-' being &
contradiction between the primary and the secoudary, it iy the secondary

thiat is to be set aside.

95.96 (1) The word, signifying study, in the injunction: *The Voda ghould be_'
studied,” has bean expliined as implying the ¢ Qomprehending of the weaning,  (2) In
the Injunotion *“ Affer stundy one should bathe,” “the sord “Bathe ” hasg been explained
a8 implying the ‘cossation of non-hathing and the other habits of the religions shiudent,”
(3) The word © Atha” hias been axplained as implying the prohibition of oue’s remoyal
from the Teacher’s house. All these interpretations have been ncoepted simply on
the groand of their leading to visible ends. LI '

91-99 In Smritis, we have such injunctions ag—‘Yone ghonld take a wils, after
having bathed,” and * when one has thug becowe & Hougeholder, he shounld perforin bhé__.'
Aguihotra,”’-—and so on, one after the other, leaying o time pnoccupied, widsh conld
parve for an Investigation into Dutby, after the “ Bath.” Henee in order to carry on the
Investigation, which is distinotly laid down in the Veda, if is abgolutely necessary that
wo should sat aside at least one action enjoined in the above Smritis. And ag thy
fittest time for investigation is just after the Stady, we naburally feok Lo gek agide thab
whioh the Smriti has Iaid down as following immediately after the study; aud this is
5o other than the * Bath.” ~Again it is only the learned that are entitled to the peérs
formance of sacrifices; and a8 no ouwe can be said to bo learned nuless he hux fuliy
masteved the nature of Duty, it becomes incnmbent on as fi: have finishod the investi
gation into Duty, s also all other branches of learning, before the tuking up of the
honse-holder’s life and its attendant duties, : _

09.100 "Phe immediate sequence of * Bath” to Btndy—which is laid down in the
goutence “having studied, one should bathe ''-—ig sef agide by the immediate gaguence
of the Investigation, which is implied by the fact of its arising directly ont of the Study
itgelf. Thab the order based. upon words ig seb aside by that based upon the senee will
be explained in the 5th Adhyiyn, ; _

“Order' i¢ the secondary factor in the moeaning of words ; hence if we acdept the
order based upon words, we set aside ‘stndy’ (whioh has been explained as the
comprehension of the meaning of the Viada), sud which being the direct signiffeation,
is the primiary factor of the word, Hence we musb reject the order based upon mers
word, and consequently set aside the immediate sequence of “ Bath.”
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100-101, By ‘Bath’ heve is meaut the ‘return from the Teacher's
house' s (and ibis this latter which) iwonld be set aside, as being opposed
(to Study and Investigation ), and not the tasting of Honey (or Wine), &e.

101.102. Thus then swe undorstand the Injunction to mean that
“ Residing in the house of the Teacher, but not abstaining from ¢ honey,
meat, &o." (because these are not opposed to the desived Investigation),
one is to investigate Duty.” _

102.108. And so long as the (final) return from the Teacher’s House
is not accomplished, there is no ¢Bath;’ beeause (the Bath) means (the
cessation of) all (the labits of the religious student, ineluding residence
at the Teacher’s House). : : |

' 103-104. And so long as one has mnot finally relinguished the
Teacher’s House, lie is not called a ¢ Snataks’; and so long too there can
be no marringe ; because marriage has been laid down only for the Snitaka.

104. The Smriti “ one is to bathe (after study)” has been quoted
(in the Bhashys) after having been explained. i

105. And though the sentence “Ma samavartishta” (do mot go
away from the Teacher's Honse) occurs (in the Bhashya), immediately
after the quotation of the above Smiriti injunction,—yet as this is contrary
to the Smriti, it is to be taken apart from that passage (Smuriti).

106. The preclusion (of Bath), that has been cxplained to be due fo
(implied by) the word * Aths,” is here (in the Bhashya passage in
gaestion) shown to have a definite visible end (and it is not for an unseen
super-physical result). _ '

107. The non-abstinence from meat, honey, &e., on this ocdasion (end
of study) has been indicated by the Smriti; and as such it would nof look
well for the author of the aphoriame td be prohibiting these (meat, &),
for the sake of an nnseen result only, {

108.  Though after having once returned from the Teacher's House
(thus following the dictum of the Smriti dircetly), one could go there
again, for the purpose of investigation ;--yet, this too (the former Return)
could be (only explpined as being) for the sake of an unseen result.
Hence this explanation has not been tonched upon here (in the Bhish ya).

109. TFor one who has had his ends fulfilled, the Return from thé
Teacher’s Honse is seen to have a perveepiible result, and so has it l}e;.’;;r
declared in the Smriti. And there conld be no pnrpose in the Return of Hone
who has not yet had his ends fulfilled (7.e., one who has not yet finished
all that he had to do at tho Teacher’'s Honge), f

1% That is to gay the meaning of the Bhiishya is that such alone can he the mean.
ing of the Smriti Injanetion.

I Unseen resuit”-—Becanse, not being opposed to the investigmtion of Duaty,
abstinence therefrom conld not have any vigible end,—the only good lreing the unseen
reault proceeding from such abstinence,

3
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110. “The fact of Vedic study being tlm canse ( of mveshg‘aﬁmn)
having been established by the word ¢ Aths,” which gignifies 1mmedmbe
sequence,’ —what is the use of the word “Atah’? { -

111, Though the word “Atha™ has signified appro}mateness (of
investigation after Vedic stody), yet withovt the word “ Atah,” there
eould be no knowledge of the fact tha,t “that (Vedic’ slmdy) alone is
the cause.’

112, In that case (in the absence of “Ata’h ")y db (Vedic .strudy}'
would become a gualification of the person; and for the cause of investi-
‘gation, (we wonld have to postulate) some such thmg a8 his deszre for
certain things, &,

113. “Btudy” (as the ouly canse of Mrvestigation) may be regarded as
implied by the word  Atab.” Because if sach eanse were not men_.tloned, !
the word “ Atha” might be taken simply as a benedictory word.

114, Oragain, the word ¢ Atah’ may be interpreted only as proalufl«
ing the “ Bath ”: becauge for one who has fitted himsel (for investigation)
by a study of the Veda, there oan beno idle staying (in the Teacher
House.)

(Here ends the discussion of the sigwification of the words Atha

and ¢ Atah). :

115-117. The desire, signified by the affix ¢ San,” has for its object
the knowledge which is neavest related to it (as occurring in the same word) ;
80 it belongs to the knowledge alone; and no injunction (or anything of the
sort) is implied thereby. Of the root ‘Ishi’ (in Jech@) the object is
the extraneous (asoccurring in another word) * Duty,’ or ‘ that ' (Knowledye),
or hoth, The affix * tumun "’ m‘gniffeﬂ co-suljectivity (i.e., the fact of ¢ desirve’
and ‘kuowledge’ having the same nominative); and the *lin’ (in Iechet)

110 Tf « Anantaryopadégitvit” is taken with “atahgabdéna,’’ then the lattor half
would mean—" what is the good of the word ‘ Atah’ signifying mere immediate sequs
ence (which has already been indicated by tire word “Atha’)” 2
! U2 1f we had no ‘ Atah,’ the meaning of the Sitra would be—a person who has
sbudted the Veda is entitled to the Investigation of Duty’": and as a cause of Investi-
gmhon, we would have to postulate a desire for eerbain thmgs, which eounld belong to =
Qudwa algo, who would thng become entitled to the Inmstxgutmn, and thenee to Vedie
gtudy, which can never be allowable. :

UE~t1T The Bhashya referred to in these Karikis ig— Dharmanjijnisitumic-
chéta,” | ““It belonge, §r¢.”—i.e,, the part of the word ending in the affix ‘San’ signi-
fies only the desire for knowledye, and not any sort of injunction, &, The desiderative
affix ‘ San? \uas for its object. knowledge’; and the root *ighi’ has for its object either
‘Duty’ or * Frnowledqa, orboth. 8o there is no répetition or reduudaney in * jijndgibn.
michohhéta.”

“ The 88C0'??d desive, §'e, §¢,"-ag an instance of Desire for Desire, we have, in
ordinary expericnce, a longing for the desire for food, in the caso of one who ig afflicted

by a want of appntlte
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signifies injunction. Thus there ‘hmng varipus ob_]ectq (s:gmﬁecl by the
seyeral words of the Bhash} a), there is no repetition in it. .

The second desire in (dechét) has been employed for the sake OE the
accomplisliment of the ¢ desive’ mentioned in the aphorism,

118. (obj.). * Because in the case of (the sense of the Dative being)
for the sake or purpose af (tadarthya), it is the effect (the modification)
with the Dative ending that is compounded with its material cause,

"as in the case of ¢ Yipadiru,—therefore there can be no such compound in
the present instance (as ‘ Dharmaya jijoasa’).”

1319. (Rep.), The clause * Sa hi tasya” (in the Bhashya) signifies |«
the breaking up of the compound into Dharmasya jijnasa” (cha.ngmg '
the Dative into the Grenitive). And the mention of * Dharmiya’ is ouly
with a view to show that the Genitive is in the sense of “for the sake or
purpose of.”’ b . ' L

120. (obj.). < If the partienlar velation (of for the sake of) be meant
to be imphied, then the Dative nlone (and not the Genitive) would be
corvect; and if, on the other hand, only a general relation be meant to be
implied, then why should there be any mention of ¢ Tadarthya’ (being for ,
the sake of )’ 7

121, (Rep.). Though it is relation in general alone that is signified
by the Gemtwe, yob it is the relation existing in a particular form thab 18
here meant to be implied by the Bhishya.

(Here ends the exposition of ¢ Dharmajijnisa).’

122. The “gemblance of means” will be found herein in the argun-
ments nsed by the Pirvapakshi (the questioner or objector),

122-123. The means of one thing applied to the case of another
constitutes what is called the ‘“ Semblance of Means,"—e.g., the mention
of the means of sacrifices as pertaining to the ends of man (e.q., non-
hearing of evil spoken of himself), and those of the latter as pertaining

18 Tn “Yipadirn” we lave the eompound consisting of * Yipiya daruh ”—the
wood for the purpose of the post,~becnusa the wood is the material cauge of the post
In the case of “ Dharmaya jijnisa,” om the other hand, there is no such relation of
canso and effect ; therefore it is not proper to brenk up the compound “ Dharma-jijnisa ”
in this manner,

121 We do not mean that the Genitive implies “ tadsrihya”™; we take it to signify
more relation in general; but as such a relation, withont any specification, wonld be
fmposaible, the Bhishya specifies the relation ag that of tadarthya,” by means of the
fmsertion of the Dative affix in * Dharmiys.”

183.93 ¢ (Jaghalakshann’’—To the question—what is the d efinition of Duty ' P—the

Bhishya replies by declaring that the definition is given in the gecond aphorism ; and
whatever remaing undefined there, ig explained by * Qéshalaksha-ryu,”—-n word that
ocecura in the first aphorism of the Third Adhydya; bubt there we do not find the
explanation of all thak we have yeb to know about Duty. ¥or this reason, the Vactika
takes the word “ OBshalakshana™ to mean the complete body of the aphorisms.
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to the foymer., 'The word “Qﬁshﬂ.lakﬂlla.pa'f:’. (the ;_mmu:ining .[{(.!.f_ii:jiﬁ_o'.u.)_ l _I
refers to the completo txx%utiss. [ g e O o ; AR

124, It is only what s known (to some -p'éoﬁl'e)_ tﬁa’;ﬁ 18 'lé.apa.bl.a of “

being known (by others) ; while what is already known is not desived, (o

be known).* (On the other hand) shat is not known (to the people) being
incapable of being known, (it would not be desived) all the more ' j~-there-
fore (with a view to meet this diffieulty) the Bhashyu bas thus declared :
125, Duby is to be enquired into, on acconnt of doubts (with regard
to it), and also beenuse of its leading to bliss. A thing with regard to
which thers were na doubts, or which did not lead to & (desirable) end,
conld never bo enquired into. ) i b
196, In the matter of tha form, &c., of Duty thers are two questions
(with regard to its) ‘Promana’ (the means of knowing it) and ‘Ripa’
(iby proper form) ; and by means of these two, these preliminary guestions
ave settled in thig (1st) quarter (of the 1sb Adhyaya). - fiich
197-28. BEven when the Veda has been proved to he the only means
of knowing Duty,—with regard to the nscertainment of the meaning of
Vedie passages, theve iy no agreement among loarned people (let. ‘ people
knowing many things’), onaceount of varions (kinds of) doubts, Some say
“ thig is the meaning,”'—some: ‘“‘not that, but this " j-—and it is also for
the wottlement of these (differences of opinion with regard to the meaning
of Vedic passages) that the trveatise, subsequent to this (1st Pada), has
been composed. ' :

Thus ends Aphorism I of Adhyaya I, Pada 1.
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“ Duty isa purpose having Injunction for its sole authority
(means of conceivability) ” (1-1-2).

1. Duty in general haying been estabhshed its authority In;rmc-
tion ™ is now explained ; thernce ave its form, ete., known; and in this
aphovis, it is the form that is deseribed.

2. Both are siguified by a single apborism, through direct mgmfoa-
 tion and implication ; the form of Daty having been mentioned (dirvectly),
its nuthority comes to be siguified by tmplication.

3. The affix becomes capable of Hnjoining, only when supplied with
all its requirpments, in the shape of ‘ what’ and the rest. Hence in this
system the sentence which wrges (to action) is called ** Coduna” (Injune-
tion).

L% Its pvoof of Imjunction &o.”-~The declaration of Veda as the bapis of Duty is
in this form : ‘ Duty hag the Veda for its authoriby,—~the Veda alone is its authority,~~
and the Veda ie sololy authoritative, it cannot be otherwise,’

“ Porm 'Ye—i.e., the form and the special features of Daty, The form is
explained in the following manner: The declaration of the authority points to the
“ Agnihotra” &c., as forming part of the authority—the Veda, as positively represent.
ing “ Duty.” Tho particular feature is explained thus: The specification that Veda
alone i the puthority implies that the chariacter of Duty belongs to ““ Agnihotra,” & ,
na forming part of the Veda, and not to the worshipping of the Cnisyn, &e,

2 % Both” —i.e, the Form and the Basis, The form of Duty havivg been declared
to be that which ocours in the Vedsa, this very fact implios that the Veda is the Bagiy
or Authority of Duty. This Kurika refers to the passage in the Bhishya, wherein it ia
declared that the two questions—" what i Duty-~and what is itg Basia’’ P-—are
answered by the present aphorigm. j

3 4 Codunéls kriydyah pravartakam vaconamahuh.'-~Bhashys. In conneection
with thig, a question is raised whether the “ nrging expression” iy the Affix (the
Potential Imperative), or the Koot itself, or the whole sentence # The karika accopts
the last alternative. In all Imjunctiony, we requive the following three factors—(1)
What 7—i.e., what is to be accomplished ; (2) By what 7 —i,e,, by what means it i8 to
be accomiplished; and (8) How f—ie,, by what process it is to be accomplished, It is
only when the Potential Imperative Affix is accompanied by all three that it is able to
nrge & person to action ; but it is only by meoans of the complete sentence that the
three requirements can be fulfillod. Hence the sentence is the one urging agent ; and
as such, it is named “ Codand "—~Injunction.



4. “That Injunction alone is the authority”’ and “ Iﬁjt\ém&fﬁn o only

authoritative’—both these facts having been ascertained with regard to
Dauty, (the author of the Bhashya) thinks it to be wanting in something,
and hence he has sl;ghtly touched upon reasons, with regard to the aforesaid
facts, 7 )
5. Inasmuch as authorvitative character is posgible only to the Word,
he has also pointed out the incapacity, with regard to such objects (as the
pust, ete.), of Sense-Perception and the rest, which is to be described here-
after.

6. Hven with regard to purely non-existing Oh]GLtS the Word brings
aboub some conception. And consequently, in the absence of any dlacmp-
ancy, authoritative character must be accepted to belong to it by its very
nature.

141 %Fhe Bhushya has explained the WOrd o Coda’mﬁ ” ag mgmfymg
“ Word” alone; for no © Injuuotmn evor treats of the past &e. -

8. So long as “ Won (in general) is nob established by means of
the preclusion of the operation of the senses and the rest,—how can there
be any opportunity of (speaking of) a purticular form of it ?

9.10, (The word) * Lakshana” may signify either ecausein gerwmz
or the instrumental cause, (of right notion).  Aud as the instrumental cause
(i.e.,, if we accept this alternative) has been mentioned, either the word or
the conception of the word, or the meaning of the word, or the comprehension

CLORAVARTIKA,

4 “clodand hi bhatam bhavishyaniam §c anednyat kincanéndriyam.”—Bhighya.
That Injunction aloue, and nothing elge, is sufficient authority-—such being the sense
of the aphorism, the Bhashya quoted brings ouf arguments in sapport of this view ;
becange a mero declaration of a theory was considered weak, These arguments are
to be bronght out in full detail in the following aphorisms. '

T The passage “ bhiatam bhavishyantam &e.,” moans that Codand can also treat
of sach objects; but, ag a mabter of fact, no Codand is eyer found to be treatmg of
the past ; hence * Codani’’ must be taken here as signifying * wor

8 When the authovity of Sense-Perception, &o., has been set aside, we are to
prove the applicability of a partionlar form of anthority (means of right notion)-—=in
the shape of the “Word ”-—with regard to past and fature objects, &o. But as yet we
cannot ngsert this of Injunction, which fs only & partioular form of “Word” And
further, the assertion of applicability to past and fubure objects &e., refars to * Word **
in general, and not to any parvticular form thereof. Thus then, the sense of the Bhishya
comes to be this: Injunction ig the anthority for Daty; becanse authoritative character
belongs to the ¢ Word,’ as it has the capacity of prodncing conceptions even with regard
to such objects as the past, fubture, &o., and Injunction too is only & pavbicular form of
the Word ; therefore it is only reasonable that this should be the sole authority for
Duty, which is saper-sensnons.

9.10 The Insbromental cauge is optional, depending upon the speaker’s wish; hence
the various alternatives of option are pointed out, g

“1f the preceding ones §v.''-~When either the Word, or its Conception, or ib,
Meaning, is accepled asthe Instrumental Oanse, then the regalt attained is the compre-
heusion of the meaning of the sentence; and when this lagt is taken to Lo the canses
then the result is in the ghape of Acceptance or Rejoction,

£
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of the meaning of the sentence, When the preceding ones arve the means of .
right notion, then the character of the result belongs to the tast,

11. If the word ' Lakshana” be taken as nsed in the sense of
“ gonception,” &e., then the raention of “ Codani ” would indicate its effect,
and also the effect of that effect. :

12, If however (the word ¢ Lakshapa ) be taken as used in the sense
of ecwmsein geneval, or in that ‘of “ Word ” itself as the means (of right
notion), then, in that case, the word “ Codani” and * Lakshapa ” would
be co-extensive iu their divect signification. _ :

13, Later on we shall prove that the character of * Duty,” belongs to
the Material, Action and Accessory (of the Sacrifice, collectively). And
though these are amenable to Sense-perception, yet it is not in their
ordinary form, that the character of Duty belongs to them.

14. Because, of these, the capacity of bringing about auspicious
results is cognised always throngh the Veda; and it is in this form (of
being the means of auspicious results) that the character of Duby is said to
belong to them, And as such Duty cannot be said to be amenable to
Sense-perception.

15. The mention (in the Bhashya) of ‘“Senses” is only a hint, in

IL “ Ts effeet”’—i.c., Ooncaption, the effect of the Word; and the offect of the
Conoception, in the shape of the comprohension of the meauing of the sentence. This
karika supplies an angwer to the following question : ““If the word ‘ lakshana’ be nsed
in the sense of something other than the Word—i.e., it the senso of the Conception
of the Word &o.,~how, thén ean it be co-extensive with ¢ Codand,” which signifies
Word? ?P” The sense of the reply is that, in that cas9, ‘Codans’ may be explained
ag indirectly indicating— not the Word, but—its effects de. &e., the aforesaid co-exten-
giveness being explained per Indieation.

12 This explanation i in accordance with the view that the Sentence constitutes
the ¢ Qodanii '—a8 declared in the Bhishya. As a matter of fact however, in all cases,
the co-extensivennss is throngh direct denotation. For “Codana ” has been explained
at ‘that whereby anything is conceived of ;* and, in the same manner, we oan explain
* Codani * as * that whereby a personisurged’; and this wounld come divectly to mean
* Conception,” &o.; as hag been pointed ouf elsewhere: “ Codand is that word, by
means of which one hagthe wish ‘may I exert’; or it may be the notion which leads
to such exertion.”

18 “Material,” &e., will be deseribed, ag * Duty,” in the Bhashya, beginning with
“ua éva Qréyaskara'h,” and these are cerbainly vigible to the senses; as snch, it is
not proper to restrict ‘ Duty ? to Injunctions alone. Buf the fact ig bhat it is not in
their perceptible forms that these have bieen described as *f Duty

16 This kiriki and the next, anticipate the following objection: “The Bhishya
only preclndes the applicability of the senses ; and hence it cannot be baken as restrict-
ing Duty to Ccdand alone; becanse apart from Sense-perception, we have gtill got the
agenoies of Inference &c.” 'The first solution of this difficulty is that the mention of
t seuses*’ is only a hint; it inclades all other ngencies of knowledge —Inference and
the rest. The gecond solution is that “minyat kinea™ may be construed with the
~ preceding sentence,—the meaning, in that case, being that “ objects, past, future, &e.,
can be comprehended by means of Codand, and by nothing else.”
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$he manner of the author of the aphorisms, Or we may disjoin i Hﬁ_nyaﬁ._.'
Kinoa " from what follows,—the meaning of the passage thercby becoming i
generalised. ifia ki : kbl
16, And in ovder to establish the ingapacity (of all other Menns of
Knowlodge), there is a moution of  Senses,” Or *Kinca " may be tnken by
itsolf—as signifying a question ag to the reason (of the previons assertion)
17. Though Inference has its applicability to objects enunciated
above (i.e., pagt, &e.), yot withont the comprehension of relation, Inference

itself is not possible. | : |
18, In the case of Duty, however, there is no comprebension of the

relation of any mark with either the generic or the specific (forms of |
Duty),—by which i eould have been amenable to Inference. b

19, “But the ¢ Word’ too cannot fanction, withont a comprehoension
of velation.” Yes, (that is the cage with) the ferm; but * Duty’ is d enoted,
not by the Term, but by & sentence. i KA

90, 'The non-expressive character of the sentence, as also the fact of
the meaning of a sentence being based upon the meanings of words in-
dopendently of any relation, will be establiched later on. ' bt

21, ¢ Inasmuch asthe eternality, &c., of the Veda have not yob been
fully establishoed, the Bhashya admits it to be non «eternal, and thence
brings forward the inguthentic character of the Veda, as being due to the
preclngion, in it case, of the authority of a speaker,” =

16 The Bhishya being explained as © nothing plse is eapable ; why is it sop
Beoause of the incapability of the senses,”’—the incapability of the “genges” implying
also that of Inference and the rest; a8 these too are based upon Se:'lae-ﬁemeption.

17 Inference can frent of objects, past, foture, unseen, &c,; but gtill it depends
upon the comprehension of a certain relation expressed in the Major Premiss, whieh
stands in need of sense agency.” : / 1l

18 We know of no mark or oharacterestio, bearing any relation, eithier with the
gonerio form of Daty, as such, or with its specific form, as * Agnihotra,” &c. And a
comprehension of sueh relation (of the mark or the Middle Term with the Major Term,
which, in the present instance, is “Duty ") is necossary in the Inferential process;
hence Duty cannot be said to be amenable to Lniference. :

90 Thig Kariki anticipates the objection that ¢ the comprohengion of the meaniog
of n sentence algo depends upon the poganition of eertain relations; and henee ‘ Duty’
also cannob be expressed by the Sentence.” The sense of te reply as embodied in the
Kirikd, ig that suoh an objection would have been real, if we had attributed cepressive
ness to the ' Sentence;’ but, ag we shall ghow later on, no snoh expressive agency
resides in the sentence,—all such agency residing in the meanings of words (making
up the seutencs), independenily of any relations, All this will he explained in the
s« Padbhitidhikarana,’’  (1-1-26 ef seq.). {

L Now heging the ohmsideration of the Bhiashya passage : ¢ Nanvatathabhis
tamapyartham vriyat codand, yathd yatkincana laukikam vacqnam madydstive panca
phaldni sandils tathyamapt bhavati vitathyamapi bhavats,”  Aund against this it is urged
that it was not proper for the Bhisbya to raice this question ; inssmuch the
ordinary assertion guoted as an ingtance can never rensonably be brought forward d
condemuation of Chodunit, which is eternal and faultlegs. The esplanation given by o
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92, YTt iz always an object perceived by other menwns of knowledge,
that is got at by the Word ; and like ‘memory,” no n.utho;"it»-y can belong
to it by itself.” '

23. * Even in the absence of the perception of an object by one’s self,
it is only proper that theve should be an idea based upon brastworthy
assertion, because it is an assertion of & person, who is believed to have
perceived the object.” .

24. “ Without some sort of Perception, &o.,—either of one’s self or of
another person,—a ‘“ word”’ has never been found to be trne. So the same
may be the case with * Iujunetion,” also.”

25. *“T'hus then, as even when producing a conception (i.¢., mental
 represeutation ), Fanoy, &c., are no authorities by themselves, so we may

apply the same rule to the case of Veda nlgo.” i

26, ¢ All Tnjanctions treating of Heaven, Sacrifices, &o., ave false,—
because their objects are not supported by Sense-Perception, &e., like such
assertions of Buddha and othevs.” :

27, “Or again, because they ave not composed by a trustworthy
person,—like the agsertions of ehildren and intoxicated people.  Ov, the
authoritutiveness of thie Veda may be set aside, by reason of its eternality,
like that of Akdsa.” _ -

28. *“Aund again, all Injunctions depend for their authority upon some
human heing; or else, by themselves, these could not be anthoritative,—
because they are sentences,—like the assertions of ordinary people.”

the Karika ig thab ordinary people, not knowing the eternal character of Chodani,
might relegate i to the position of common nssertions of human origin, and as such
would come to apply to if the rules and restrictions of ordinary speech,  Under the
civoumstances, it was only proper to bring forward the objection in the Bhiishya ;
especially as the eternal chavacter of the Veda hag not yet been estublished. The Kiriki
also considers another salternative: growted that Ohodand is eternal ; even ‘then it
would cense to bhe authoritative, because the authority of the speaker—whose veracity
is the only ground for the authority of an agseriion-—ig precluded from this case,
which is held to be free from all human agency ; with this view *“ more g6 " hug
been added, '

# Becaunse Injunction is not gaid to he based upon Sense-perception.

% By merely giving rise to some conception, the Veda cannot be said to ba
anthoritative ; because Fauney also gives rise to certain conceptions ; buab it can never
be said to have any suthority ; and is never bielieved to ‘be true, ¢ By themselvgs =
v.¢e., devoid of any support in Sense-perception, &e.

% This Karikia brings forward a syllogsim in the formal siyle : ' Sueh gssers
tions,”—""such” ig added in yview of the fact that the declarations of Buddha also are
found to be trne in certain places, ' Such ”—not supported by Sense.perception, &o.

1 The first hall of the Kariki is & syllogsim ; bub the conclusion is the same
a8 that of the preceding argament. The second half pregents the following syllogism :
¢ Veda is nnsathoritative, bocause it is eternal, like Akisa.”

38 The sense of the first half is that all 1njuno_tions owing their anthority to
‘the persons fiom whom they proesed,—and there being no such pergon in the ouse of
the Vedu—the Veda can have uo authority,

4
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29.  *Op, the apthovitativeness of all W(‘llt]ﬁ should e acr-apfed as"'
depending upon * man ' ;—because of its being ctmnacta& w:th W{uds, Just'
as unanthovitntiveness also (depends npon man).” i

30,  “Tf the speaker’s charncter be no ground of the authomtatweuews"'
of Words,—then how can their unnuthnritatweuess (untruat-worthmess) ba ;
attributed to his faults’ P il

81.  “ Under theso mrcumstances, whother thers 'he a haman agent or
not, the authoritativeness of the Veda is hard to be got at; and if is
with thig in yiew that the Bbashya has brought forward tlle ob]echcm
beginning with * Nanun,’ " .‘

32, % The contradiction, here, applies to the assertion of Baddha alao 4
because from this latter also conceptions do arise. Hence the reply ( to the
above objections given in the Bhashya) is a fallacions or futile one.’ _

33.  With regard to all conceptions, you must consider the foi]omng;l
question : “ Is the authoritativeness or unauﬁbm'ltahvenass (of ﬂ.ny U(moep
tion) due to ikgelf or to something elge ” P :

34. Because those that are by themselyves false ca.nnob by any means
be proved to be true,  Some people attribute both (anthoritativeness and
its contrary) to (the conception) itself, Others abtribile them to the
proved excellences or discrepaneies of its origin.

35, Both cannot be due to (the conception) itself, because tha twoare
mutually conbtradictory,~nor ¢an both be due to something elso, because
in this latter case, there would be no defiuiteness in the coneeption. '

% Tu reply to the ahove objections, the Bhashya has: “It i a were contradio-
tion that you ave asserting--that it ‘declares’ and then ‘falsely’” The Karikd
objects to this veply, the sense of this objaotion being this: The meaning of the
Bhiishya is that anytldng thab is uttered, and duly gives rise to a conception, 'ean
never bo falge, Bub, says the Kariki, the assertions of Buddha also are found to
give rise to certain conceptions: and as snch, these would come to be anthoritative ;
thus the Bhishya fails to establish fhe gole mt‘a!htnliry of the Veda ﬂ.lona,-—tha only
fact that it gonght to prove. :

88 This Kariki serves as an introduebion to the reply fo the object.:on urged x'*n
the lnst Karika, The questions in all theeo igsnesare in the following forms : (1),
the authority or otherwise of the conception dne to itsell P (2) Arve both of t.‘nese (Ins
to the exccllences and disorepanaies of the source of the conception? (3) Ts anthority
duo to ibself, and the contrary bo extraneons cuuses P (4) Is nnauthumtatwemoqs dae to
itself, and the contrary to extransous causes P

B4 In the mecond view, the exeellence of the Souxge proves the a,ttt‘nomty of
the conception and the diserepancy in the sonree proves its nnauthoritativeness.

85 The meaning of the first half of the Karikd is that the faculties of anthorita-
tiveness and its contrary are mutually contradictory; and as 'such, canuot belong to
one and the same object. The gecond half means thatif both be held to be due fo proved
excellences and defects in the eause, then a conception having arisen, so long ay gnch
oxcellences or discrepancies have not been ascortained, the conception cannot be
nocepted as nuthoritative or otherwme,——theraby being without any definite ehﬂ.mter.
which is an imposgibility,



; 36. How ean it be possible that any one 'rﬁmg, mdependenﬂy oE all
estraneous agency, should have contradictory charvacters ¥ And when

devoid of both these characters, of what form could the conception be P
37, If “ non-contradictoriness ” were possible: with regard to different

conceptions j—even then, if nothing else iy taken inte consideration, it

cannob be ascertained which is which, and where. ;

38. ‘“Therefore for those that bhold the unanthoritativeness of
conceptions to be natural (.¢, due to themselves), authoritativeness must
depend upon something else.”

38-30, “ln this connaection, the following rule is Jaid down:
“unanthoritativeness, being a negative factor, can never be due to the
diserepancies of the cause; wheveas authoritativeness, being a positive
entiby, s always based upon the excellences thereof (i.e, of the cause.)’”

40, # 1f authoritativencss were inherent or natural (in conceptions)
and it absence artificial (i.e., extraneous, to be determined by something
else) then Dream-cognitions would be anthoritative, self-supported ; for
what is there to refate this” ?

41, “In my theory, however, there can be no suthoritativeness, in the
absence of a particular ecanse ; and consequently there is no chance of the
absurdity of a negative factor (umnauthoritativeness) having a cause, in the
shape of the said diserepancies.” :

42, “The excellences of the Sense-organ, &e:, alone can be said to
be the cause (of authoritativeness) ; but the anthority of these is denied,
for two reasous; (1) the oceasional digorder of the organs of Perception,
and (2) the occasional absence (as during dreams) either of the organs
themselves, or of theiv capabilities.” |

43. “1Itis on account of this fact that yoa have the mistaken idea

8 The first half of this is in reference to the view expressed in the first half of
the lagt Karika; and the second half refers to its gecond half,

81 That is; thongh one and the same conesption cannot be both, yet the double
eharactor can be explained as referring to different conceptions, whereby the contra-
diction ceasea. Thig ecannot be; because, even then, if no' exirancons influenve jg
accepted, how conld it be aseertained which congeption s authoritative and which not,
and also iu what place it is one or the ofher.

# Coneceptions being by themselves authoritabive, even drenin-cognitions would
becowe nuthoritative, na these are also conceptions ; nor can their musuthoritativeness
be said to be dne to diserepaneies; since, as n megative entity; ib cannet but be nataral,
ag shown above.

$L Authoritativenoss being due to & particalar cause, end unauthovitativensss
being natural to a conceptiony—dream-cognitions would be unanthoritetive by
themselves, until there appesrs some extraneous cause which lends anthority to them.

4 The sense-organg  being the canse of the awthoritativeness of conceptions,
—these being inactive daring dream, droam-eonseionsvess can have no authori by,
% It'"~~i.e., such canse.

43. Becanso, as shown above, Lhe fnlsity (or nnanthonta.bnmness) of a conception
ig due ¥othe absence of the oxcellences of the source of awthority; and you ristake guch
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that ‘the cognition of falgity is due to dlsm'epancw& (in the canse)

(As a matter of fact) the invariable concomitance of discrepancies laa.ds' (i

to (a cognition of) the absence of excellenoes- aud thls abaence estabhahes
the unauthoritativeness of the couceptwn. , i

44, “Therefore the purity of the canse must be admitted to be t'he'-
means of the authoritativeness of a conception ; while ananthoritativeness,
heing natnral, can only be indicated by the absence of such parity."”

45, “Through Invariable ‘Concomitance’ and ¢ Logical Difference’
also, unauthoritativeness cannot be said to resnlt from any discrepancy (in
the canse) : inasmuch as this (diserepancy) is not found to exist in the
case of a mon-perception that is due to the absence of the cause (of
perception).”

46. “Therefore, inasmuch as there is no human agency,~—or even
if there is any such, becanse of the impossibility of any purity belonging
to it,—there can be no locus standi for the Tnjunction ; and hence an
anthoritative character cannot rightly he said to belong to it.” ;

47. [Reply] Yon mnst understand that anthorvitativenocss is inherent
in al Means of Right Notion. For a faculty, by itself non-existing,
cannot possibly be brought into existence by any other agency ;

48, wince it is only for the sake of its bitth (ovigination) that a
positive entity vequires a cause. And when it has once been born (acqaired
an existence ), ils npplication to its various effects proceeds naturally out of
itsolf,

49-51. It even on the birth (appearance) of crn'rccpt.ion, the object
thereof be not comprehended, until the purity of its cause hag heen
ascertained by other meaus; then in all cases we should have to wait for
the production of another conception from a new sonree; for until its
purity has been ascertained, the conception would be equal to nothing
(i.e., false).  And this second conception too, wonld be true only on the

absence to be the presemce of discrepancies, The absence of excellence leads to the
cognition of the negation of anthority, which ig natural,

44 Tndicated by the absence of purity in the canse. :

46 Unauthoritativeness is of three kinds: Doubf, Misconeeption zmd Non-¢oncep-
tion. Some people construe the Karikd thus: Ajnané doshavyatirélé'pi aprandanydnivo-
yit na dosho nimittam—'* Becanse in the case of Non-conception, even in the ‘absence’
of any disorepancy, we find the ‘presence’ of unanthonta'bwanass,——thamfore diseye-
paney cannot be said to be the canse of aunanthoritativeness.”

41 With this begins the refutation of the above srgnments, and the establishment
of the standard Mimansaka theory.

49.561 If even a rightly-prodnced conception should be made to depend upon the
agcortainment of the exeellences of its ¢ange, for the pnrpose of denoting its object,—
fhen, for the ascertainment of such excellonces too, we wonld need another conception,
which would be due to something other than the aforesaid esuse; and so on wo wonld
have to proceed ad infinitwm. Thiz Kirika proves the propriety of the Bhishya:
¢ Vipratishiddamidamuchyalé braviti vitathanchéti ;' for a conception that denotes gomae-
thing is self-evident; and as spch, cannot be false.

@
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ascertainment of the puvity of its canse; and so on and on, there would
be no limit (to conceptions npon conceptions). j :

52.  In cnse, however, authoritativeness be accepted to be due to (the
conception) itself, nothing else is wanted (for its cognition). Because
in the absence of any cognition of diserepancies, folpity ( unauthoritative-

ness) becomes precluded by itself (4., without the help of any extvaneons

Means).
93, Therefore the authoritative character of a conception, cognised
through the mere fact of its having the character of * cognitica,” can

be sot aside only by the coufrary navave of its objeet, or by the recognition’

of discrepancies in ils cause. - .

o4 Unauthoritativeness is three-fold, —as being due to Falsity, Non-
peveeption, and Doubt. From among these, two (Falsity and Donbt)
being positive entities, are brought about by discrepancies in the cause.

53. In the case of Non-perception, however, we do not admit the
action of such discrepancies. Becaunse for ns all non-porception is due to
the absgnce of cavge,—just ag yon hiave assevted,

56. The fact of mero Unauthoritativeness being dne to diserepancies
does not lead to any regressus ad iufinitum, us is found to bo the case with
the theory of the cognition of excellences (being the cause of authorita.
tiveness),—for us who hold the doetrine of * Self-evidence.”

97. Unauthovitabiveness (falsity) is gob at directly through the

8 The trathfal character of a conception is set aside, (1) when the object denoted
thereby is subsaquently fornud to be of n character contrnry to that formerly voncoived
of,~—e.g., in the typical case of mistaking the rope fora serpent, when it ig found, on
examinution, thab it ig » rbpo, the previous congeplion of the merpent is sof nside; and
(2) by the recognition of a certsin diserepancy in the cange==eg.g.; one suffering from
Juundice, thinks the conch-ghell to be yellow; but as soon ns he recognises the digorder
in his eyes, he attributes the notion of yellowness to the disorder, and aceepts the
concli-shel) ng white, thereby sotting aside his previons coneaption.

B This is aimod against the argument nrged above in Karika 88-30.

b5 ** Absence of the canse’ (of cognition).

B8 ¢ For us who hold the doctrine of _seif-er:'denca " may be aonstrued as being bhe
cause of the absonce of any regressus ad infinitum. 1t is only when one Ehing: inseits
to depend npon another of the same kind, that we bave a regressus ad infindtum,  Con-
gequently if we made noaunthoritativeness depend upon another unanthoriéative object,
(a8 in the theory expluined above, authority is made to depend upon another authorita.
tive thing). theu alove could we lind ourselves in the regressus ad wmjinitum, Daot, ns a
matter of fact, we explain uniuthoritativeness as being due to discrepancies (the
conbrary character of the ohject of gonucpt.idn), which is authoritative, (ns based upon
Sense-perception); and a8 such thie latber comes to be self-evidant ; and here the
matter rests, and we aro saved the neceseity of assuming conceptions over conveptiona
ad infin.

b7 Herve is the conceplion of a gnake swith regard to the rope. Now this conception
in get aside directly by another conception in the form, *“this ia a piece of rope” (which
is contrary to the previous charactor of the conception). And nndoubtmﬂy one could
nover have the latter conception antil the former had beey get 4sidc.

[
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“ Cognition (of its contradictory).” Hor, solong a8 the former is mob ﬁéﬁ |
agide, the subsequent cognition (of its contradiotory) eannot be pmdubed‘ _

58, Though the cognition of the discrepancy of the cause is known
to refer to a different objeat (i.¢., not the object which is the effect of the
cause), yeb we have co-objectivity (of the two cognitions) as being implied
thereby ; and hence we have the proclusion of the former,—as in tha case
of the !¢ mtlkmg pot.”

09,  Bat this rale applies only to those oases in which ( with regard to
the second conception) there is neither cognition of any discrepancy, nor
any contradietory conception. In those cages, however, in which we have
any of these two factors, the second conception becoming false, the first
comes to be tirne. | v

60. But in that case too, the duthoritativeness is due to the concep~
tion itself, in the absence of any cognition of diserepancies. And in a case
where there is no sach cognition of d:sctepancles, there is no rea,aonabla'
ground for doubt,

61. Thus (in this manner) we do nof stand in need of poqtumtmg'
move than three or foar conceptions. And it is for this reason that we
hold to the doctrine of ¢ Self-evidence.” _ v

62~63. As a rule, the chance of discrepancies in an Assertion, depends
npon the speaker; and in cortain places the absence thereof (v.e., of discre~
pancies) is doe to its having a faultless speaker; becaunse the discrepancies,
removed by his good qualities, cannot possibly attach to his word. Or

18 There ig a genoral rule for performing a certain rite by menns of a certain
vessel; but in a particular onse, there i8 a specinl rule, wherehy, in that special cnse,
the rite is performed by means of another vessel; and here both the rnles are accepted
as being coextengive in their goope, as having the common purpose of laying down
vessel for the game rite. In the game manner, in the case of the coguition of yellowness
with reference th the conch-shell ;~though the preceding cognition of such ye]lowuesn
has for it objoct the yellowness of the conch, and the sabsequent cognition of the bile
in the eyes (the caunse of perception having the discrepancy of being jaundice) has for
its object, the bile in the eye,—yet, in this Jatter case also, we mnst admit of 8 eo-
extonsiveness of the scope of the two cognitions, ag implied by their meanings. The
cognition of yellowness leads to the cognition of the bile; and this bile, being the canse
of the perception of yellowness in white, is found to exist in the éye, and thereby leads.
to the conclusion that ite effect —the perception of yellowness—ig wrong; and thia
conolusion, of the idea of yellownoss being & mistaken one, contradicts the former con-
ception—of yellowness in the conch-ghell; and hence this latter is set aside, The
implied moaning of the second conveption is that there is bile in the eyos, and the
pregence of this bile as given rige to the mistaken notion of yellownass in the conch.
ahell. W

80 The gecond half guards against the following ﬂrgumant ®as the first conoep-
tion iz set aside by the second, and this by the third; so, on and on we might go, and
find every conception set aside by the one following it.” The sonse of the Karika is
that it is only the recognition of diserepancie# in the means of the conception that sets
nside tho conception, Hence, when we do not come across any such diserepanoy wo
sannot reasonably doubt the correctnoss of the coneeption.

¢
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fgain, in the absence of any speakor, there could be no diserepancies, as
these wonld have no substratum (to inhere in). : an oA

64. In (truthful) human (spoech) we find two (factors)—abssnce of
discrepameies, and (presence of ) excellense ; and we have already explained

that nuthoritativeness cannot be due to excellence.

6566, Therefore excallencos must be held to help only in the removal
of discrepancies; and from the absence of these latter (discrepancies ),
proceeds the absence of the two kinds of unauthoritativeness ; and thas the
fact of (nuthoritativeness) being inherent in Words remains untouched.
Aund inasmuch as the Word gives rvise to a concoption, its authoritativeness
is secured. ) e

66. “If the absence of diserepancies be held to vesult from exeel-
lences, then there is the same regressus ad infinitum (that you nrged
against us),” :

67. (Not so) : becanse ab that time (i.e., at the time of the conception

~ of the absence of diserepaucios), we do not admit of any active fanctioning

of the excellences, though they continue to be recognised all the same;—
hecanse in the conception of the absence of discrepancies they help by their
mere presenco.

68, Then too, in the case of the Veda, the assertion of Sfreedom  from
reproach is very easy to put forward, becanse there is no speaker in this

case ; and for this rengson the unauthoritativeness of the Veda can never
even be imagined.

69. Thus then the authoritativeness of the Veda being independent
of a speaker, your adoration of its Author is entirely out of pince. For,

such adoration could be possible only if you sssume the Veda to be devoid
of authority, '

70. Hence the mere fact of the Veda not having been composed by
an authoritative author, ceases to be a discrepancy. Of the syHogistic

86-88 ' Two Kinds "—i.g., © Contradictory Conception” and ““ Doubb,” ~* Non-con.
ception” being ont of the question in a case of ¢ Conception.” -

07 Of the cognition of excellence were the cause of the ascertainment of
anthoritativeness, then even this conception would stand in need of another, for itg
confirmation,~and go on ad. tnfin., but as a matter of fact, excellences Lielp the ascertain.
mont of the absence of discrepancies only by means of their presence, which serves to
suppress the discrepancies ; and these are not able (o weaken the confirmed anthorita-
tiveness of the conception,

89 The latter half is road by some MSS. ag Kalpyén-atmarthaté bhavét” (“then
tho assumption of such would lead to the fanlt of self-dependence— Petitio Principii i) b
and the meaning of this is that it i only if the Naiyiyika hold the theory of the
unauthoritativeness of the Veda itself that he won

vonld require a shelter in its infallible
anthor, whom he assnmes, Bat thou, this Infallible Author too wonld depend apon the

Veda, for a proof of His existence ; and the infallibility of the Veda resting upon the
infallibility of snch an Author,—the reagoving would become & cage of arguing in a
ehcle. '



L

avgaments urged against us, we shall lay down counter-arguments here- |
after. ) | :
71. Tt is only human speech that depends for its authority unpon
another Means of Right Knowledge ; and hence in the absence of the latter,
the former becomes faulty; but the other (ie, Vedic sentence) can never
be so (on that ground). : ' !

72. Thus then, the very fact of the incompatibility of the Veda with
other Means of Right Notion, constitates its anthoritativensss ; for if it were
not go incompatible, it wonld only be subsidiary (to guch other means).

73, Inthe case of the authoritativeness of other Means of Right Notion
also, the renson does not lie in their computibility (with other Meuns of
Knowledge) ; becsuse more than one (Means of Knowledge), when treating
of the same object, become optional alternatives ; and hence the conception
of that object can be due to only one of these (and the other ceases to
be of auy use). - : . pRRS

74. The subsequent Means of Knowledge could only serve to specify’
ihe conception of an object, only in a case where the preceding Meuns bas
failed to rightly ascertain its nature. ; bt s

75. 1f the authoritabiveness of the subsequent (Means of Knowledge)
were to depend upon the preceding one, then we would require one such
means for (the sake of the authoritativeness of) every Means of Knowledge ;
aud as such we would never come to an end.

76-77. If you should admit of an inherent authoritativeness (self-
evidence) in any one of these, then to what special cause is due your repug-
nance to (such inherent authoritativeness belonging to) the very first con-
coption ¥ And again, if mere non-support of other Means of Knowledge
were the sole ground for unauthoritativeness, then a perception by the ear
would have to be considered false on the ground of its not being supported
by occular perception. |

77-78. If it be urged that “one perception of the ear could be sap-
ported by another perception of the same senge,”—then in the Veda also,
thore would be conceptions, by the hundred, closely following upon its utter-
ance (and these would support one another). In both of these (.¢., the

GLORAVARTIKA,

1% ¥ Subaidiary ¥— to the conceptions otherwise obtained, and not, in themselves
the mesns of any right notions,

18 Hence authoritativeness cannot be due to the compatibility of the means; i 18
inherent in the conception itself,

T When, even in yoar own theory, you find it necessary to postnlate the self-
evidence of 8 cortain conception in the end, in order to avoid a. regressus ad infinitum,—
why should you not postulate such inherent anthoritativeness in the very first oconcep-
tion and thereby avoid the necessity of postulating many intermediate concei)tioua ?

18 In the Vedn, by frequent repetition, the conception gob ab in the first reading
muy be taken to be the basis of the wuthorvitativeness of that obtained in the gecond
rouding, and €0 on, the Veda would Gually come Lo rost upon itself, us ibs aunthority, TR
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por ception of the ear, ag well ag tl:aoouceplwn derived from the Veda) thme
ig no concepbion prodaced from any foreign means (of conception).

79.  Just as (in the oase of the ear- perception) the ground of support
may be ascertained to be another perception by the same sense, so too we
may postulate a similar support in the case of the Veda also.

80. Therefore the conception that has been firmly (and fully) bronghit
about, and does not stand in need of any support of other conceptions,
mpst be accepted to be (truly) authoritative,

8l. Noris the authoritativeness of * Word,"” &c, capable of being
proved by Inference; so that all conception is saved from any dependence
apon other meang of congeption,

82. (Qbj): “But Sense-Ferception und the rest are not comprehended
‘ns that ¢ these are authovitetive’; uwor is it possible to carry oun any business
by means of sach pecceptions, when they are not comprehended as such.”

83. (Reply): Even prior to comprehension, the Means of Right Notion
hiad an independent existence of their own ; and they come to be compre-
hended subsequently (as such), through Uthal. cognitions.

84. Therefore the fact of its being compreliended as such, does not
in any way help the anthoritativencss (of the Means of Right Notion);
because the iden of the object is got at throngh the former alone,

85, KEven the unauthoritative Means would, by itself, lead to the
conception of its object; and its function could not cease unless its
falsity were ascertained by other means.

86. The falsity of an object is not, like its truthfulness, perceived by

Bl If it were to be proved by Tuference, Lhan that qumence would roguire alml,hm
Tuference, in order fo prove the instance cited thersin, and 80 on ad infini,

8 All business with such means is performed by their mere existence, even befors
they have been recognised ag snch means.

8 The esongo of the latter half is thus explained in the Nyiyaratnikara: ** We
do not mean to say that authoritativeness is perceived on aceount of its connection with
the conception; all we mean ig that the aubhoritativeness of a conception lies in its
conformity with the real state of things; becanse upon such conformity depends the
application of the words ‘nathoritative’ and * Iden’ with regard fo a conception, And
this real state of things is perceived by itself, through the unknown conception ; and
there is no use of any other means of cognition.”

8 Fven the unauthoritative means do not, by themselves, advertize their false
character ; in fact, they also lead to the right concepiion of the object in their own
way. The idea of silver really perceives the shell to be a picce of silver, Thus too,
an nnauthoritative means, by iteelf, siguifies its own anthoritative character and leads
men to act accordingly—the man taking up the shell, as u piece of silver. It ig for the
detection of ite unauthoritativeness and for preventing peopls from acting in accordanca
with it, that is need of another meuns; consequently the unauthoritativeness of n con-
ception can never be inherent ; as it is always arrived at by extraneous means; e. Iy
in the above instance, on close examination by the eye, the real character of the shell
is detected, and the man throws it away.

% This is levelled against the objection that the unanthoritativeness of the Veda

o
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ity very firdt ¢ mmop[,ion For the recognition of unanthoritativeness, the
only cause is one’s conscionsness of the falsity of its snbject 1&5‘&1’:’, ot nf the
faultiness of the cause thereof.

87. Thereby alone is falsity (of a conception) established ; and by no
other means, And the trathiulness (or authoritativeness of a conceptmn)
i proved to belong fo the state of its birth (ie., is na.tural onr mherent
in it). FER
88. Therefore even in cases where fulsiby is proved by nt;her menns,
these two (causes of falsity) should be noted, and not only certain pomts Of
similarity (with another false idea), !

89, For one who would prove the inautheuticity of the Veda by
means of Inferonce, who could avoid the preclusion (of Infe:ence) on tha
strength of the conceptions derived from the Veda ? !

90. If it be urged that “ Inference is not to be thus set aside, becnnsﬂ
of the inauthenticity of the Veda,” then there results (tho fault of ) “ Reci-
proeity ”’ (or matual dependence); because apart from Inference you have
got no other means whereby to set aside the Veda. -

9l And the mere mon-perception of an object by other means of
knowledge doecs not prove the megation of an object-—e.g., taste, &e.
Because with these, it is a rule that their perception is due to the tongue,
&e, '

92, 1If it be nrged that * the perception of an object is due to the
conscionsness of one Sense, or means of conception,” then the same may be
said to be the ease with Duty also.

92-93. Even when there arve (correst) conceptions produced from the
Veda, it you assert that * (the authenticity of the Veda) is not proved to
me,” such assertion can only be due to walignity,—aud as such it is no$
proper for truthful people, And certainly there can be no inauthenticity

might algo, i the same manner, be arrived at through extraneous meang—e.g., the
series of imferentinl arguments brought forward above, in Karikags 26 ol. seq.

8 Similarity with another, §'¢.”—as has been done in the arguments brought
forward against the anthoritative character of the Veda.

9 You depend upon Inference for setting aside the Veda; and also for proving
the falsity of tho Veda; and il is only after this falsity has been proved that your
Inference can have any force, '

91 Bocause n certain conception is nof supported by more than ous means, thab
fiet alone cannot prove its falsity. We do nol mean to sny that we do not aceept
Iuferenice; and yet, in the absence of any other meang of setbing aside the anthority
of the Veda, we do not accept the preclugion of the Veda. All that wo mean is thab
wo can admit of no Inference that goes against the Veda.

93-08 The meaning of these Karikas ig thus explained in the Nyayaratnakara:

The anthority of thie Veda has been proved to us; and hence we can never prove any
fuct that ig distinetly denied in the Veda; and thus Inference comes to be set aside
by the denial contained in the Vedn.” Aund the present Karika urges thab it ie nof
propor for the opponent to deny the authority of the Veds, when he can have certain
unmigtaken and correct ideas through it,

L
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simply on acconnt of (your) maliguity, or on acconnb of the fact of its Dot
conforming (with your own views). '

94, Nor can anthenticity be proved merely by one's own wish or
command. For no one asserts the non-perceptibility of the pain due to
fire-burn (which is not desired ).

{ 95. Nor van any Lls'suu,ble wncopmou be authenbic (simply because it
18 desirable).

95-96. Therefore like light, Veda being common to all persons, it is
not proper to dispute its authenticity. 'The difference (of the Veda) from
the assertions of Buddha, &o., will be pointed out hereafter. On account
of the imperfections of human agency there is every chance of the latter
being open to contradiction,

97. While in the case of the Veda, the fact of its not being due
to human agency, serves to establish its authenticity.

97-98. If the Veda were of human origin, then those that would
declare it to be true, as also those that would declare it to be false, would
have to postulate, without any grounds, its author, his excellences and
defects, and its acceptance by great men, &c., &e.

98-99, By the Mimansakas, on the other hand, now, as always,
nothing is postulated, besides what is divectly visible (4.e., the Veda alone
by Ltself).

99-101. Thus has the Bhishya set aside (all chance of) mis-
concepbion and doubt with vegard to such a Veda, when it is found fo be
giving vise to (true) concep tions, And the assumption of a fanlty origin
of the Veda will also be set aside later on. Further, on account of the
absence of human agency, there is not the least chance of the existence of
these (Misconception and Doubt) being ever thought of (in connection
with the Veda).

95-95 If the production of cognition he the sole ground for suthority, then the
seriptures of the Baddha would also come to be anthoritative. But it is not so; the
case of these is different from that of the Veda in many respects—e.g., in point of their
origin, The Buddhistic seriptures have their source in hinman agency; and as no
human agency i3 perfoct, thore is every ohance of thare being imperfections in thuse
goripiitres, which, for this reason, could be safely contradicted. It wounld require a
deal of ingenuity and egunivocal reasoning bo establish the indisputable perfection of
human agencies, and thenco that of the Buddhistic seriptares,

97.98 « Acooptance by great men,”—The supporters of the Veda would rafer this to
the Veda, in order to proye ita anthoritative character, Its opponent, on the other
haud, would refer the same fact to the support of his own saviptures, and thereby
estublish tho nuauthoritative charascter of all other seriptures, the Veda included.

-0 If the opponents of the Veda—-which has been proved to be eternal and
fanltless — declare its unauthoritative character to be in the shape of Misconception or.
Doubt, then, we reply that all shance of Misconception and Doubt, with regard to the
Veda, bas been set aside by the Bhishya.

“ Paulty origin""—uany doubt as to the existence of digorepancies leads to donblg
with regard to its authoritative chavacter; and when the existence of such disore.



