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EDITORIAL PREFACE

* Finally, brethren, whatsoever things are
true, whatsosver things ate honourable, whatso-
ever things are just, whatsoever things are pure,
whatsoever things are lovely, whatsoever things
are of good report, if there be any virtue, and

»1f there be any praise, think on these things.’”

No section of the population of India can afford to
®eglect her ancient heritage. In her literature, philosophy,
art, and regulated life there 15 much that is worthless, much
also that s distinetly unhealthy; yet the treasures of
knowledge, wisdom, and beauty which they contain are too
precious to be lost. Every citizen of India needs to use
them, if he is to be a cultured modern Indian. This is as
true of the Christian, the Muslim, the Zoroastrian as of the
Hindu. But, while the heritage of India has heen largely
explored by scholars, and the results of their toil are laid
out for us in their books, they cannot be said {o be really
available for the ordinary man. The volumes are in most
cases cxpensive, and ave often techmical and difficult
Hence this series of cheap books has been planned by a
group of Christian men, in order that every educated
Indian, whether rich or poor, may be able to find his way
1nto the treasures of India’s past. Many Europeans, both
in India and elsewhere, will doubtless be glad to use the
series.

The utmost care is being taken by the General Editors
1 selecting writers, and in passing manuscripts for the
press. Tq every book two tests are rigidly applied: cvery-
thing must be scholarly, and everything must be sympathetic
The purpose o5 to bring the best out of the ancient
treasuries, so that it may be known, enjoyed, and used.
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1

THE DEVELOPMENT AND LITERARY
HISTORY OF THE KARMA-MIMAMSA

Not rarely in the Brahmanas, especially in later texts Iike
the Kausitaks, the term Mimamsi occurs as the designation
of a discussion on some point of ritual practise. The
sacrifice left innumerable opportuniiies for divergence
of usage in detail, and the texts decide in favour of one or
the other alternative, on the strength of the reasons famihiar
to the Brahmanas, mn special the symbolical significance
attaching to the action recommended. There is a wvilal
difference between this form of Mimarhsi and that of the
classical Karma-Mimamsa school, in the fact thal in the
former the appeal io authority, and the necessity of
reconciling apparent discrepancies of authority, are entirely
lacking. But the tendency to surrender judgment in favour
of tradition may be traced in the care with which in the
Satapatha and the Kausitaki Bradhmanas the name of the
teacher is adduced in support of the doctrines expounded ;
m the older style the reasonings stand by themselves,
commended by thelr intrinsic value.

The process by which the Brahmanas came to be regard-
ed as texts of incontrovertible accuracy, and speculation on
the sacrifice ceased to be independent, cannot now be traced mn
detail. The account of the sacrifices given in these texts,
supplemented by the collections of Mantras in the Sarmhatis
of the various schools, would, obviously, never have sufficed
to enableapriests to carry out the sacrifices, and there must
have been a full and precise oral tradition regarding the
mode in which the sacrifices, which formed the subjects of
the mystical “speculations of the Brihmanas, were to be
performed, This tradition, however, in the course of time
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seems to have become obscured, just as the tradition of the
mterpretation of the Mantras fell into confusion, and in its
place in some degree supervened an attempt, on the ground
of reasoning, to deduce from the Samhitds and the Brih-
manas, taken together, rules for the regulation of the
performance of the offerings. The difficulties of such a
course were considerable; there are real divergences between
the Sarhitis and the Brahmanas, which we may Justly
attribute to change of ritual, but which in the opinion of
the priests admitted of other explanations. Thus, in some
cases, the order of the Mantras is patently different from
the order of actions contemplated in ihe Bralmanas, a
divergence which the new Mimirhsi decided in favour of
the order of the Mantras on the ground that, as they were
recited in the sacrifice they were more directly connected
with the sacrifice than the Brahmanas, which were not
immediately employed in the offering. With more plausi-
bility, the new doctrine held that if a Brihmana mentioned
an action out of its natural order, such as the cooking of the
rice grains before the husking, it was nevertheless to be
asgsumed that the normal sequence was to be followed
More legitimately still, the new science devoied itself to such
problems as the determination of the person by whom the
several actions enjoined, without specification of the actor,
fell to be performed; the connection as principal and
subordinate of the many details of the offering: and the
precise mode of performance of the Vikrtis, or derivative
forms of the main sacrifices, the particulars of which are
seldom adequately indicated in the sacred texts.

The antiquity of the new science is vouched for by the
Dharma Sttras. Apastamba in two passages® disposes of
contested points by the authority of those who know the
Nyaya, a term which is the early designation of the Karma-
Mimirhss and persists through its history in its generc
sense of ‘ reasoning,” while the Nyaya philosophy proper
borrows it, and applies it more specifically to “enote the
syllogism. What is still more.convincing is that Apastamba

-~

* Biihler, Sacred Books of the Eost, II, xxviil, xxix; XXV,
xivii, li.
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uses arguments which are to be found in the Mimdmsd
Sitra; thus he maintaing that no text can be inferred from
a custom for which a secular motive is apparent, and that a
revealed text has superior validity to a custom whence a
text might. be inferred. The corresponding rules in the
Mimamsa Satre (1, 3, 3-4) do not textually agree, and we
may fairly conclude that at this date, probably not later
tham the middle of the third century B.C., the Stitra did not
exist in jts present form, but it is plain that the science
itself was in full vogue, and a Mimimsaka appears to have
been deemed a necessary member of a Parisad  The
influencg of this discipline can plainly be discerned in the
existing Satra texts; the works of Asvaliyana, Sinkhayana,
Apastamba, Hirapyaketin, Latyayana, and Drihyiyana
have been composed under its infuence, and the same con-
sideration applies even to texts like those of the Baudbayana
and Manava schools, which show greater affinities to the
Brahmana style. We need not, of course, assume that the
old sacrificial tradition was entirely lost, but we may be
certain that it has been largely transformed in the process
of remodelling,.

Simultaneously with the remodelling of the Sttras, there
must have proceeded the definition of the rules of interpre-
tation until they were finally codified in the Mimamsa
Sutra,® which passes under the name of Jaimini, but the
details of this process must remain unknown to us. What
1s certain is that the Mimdmsd Sitra presupposes a long
history of discussion, and that its aphorisms, which often
assume, without expressing, general rules of interpretation,
deal largely with difficulties affecting individual Vedic
tests, which had long been the subject of dispute,
‘This characteristic is shewn clearly in the mode of
discussion followed in the text; the essential subdivision
1s the Adhikarana, which, according to the school, 18 1o
be deemed to fall into five parts; these Madhava reckons
as the “subject of investigation (wisaye), the doubt
(sarmiaya), the first or prima facie view ( plirvepaksa), the

L]

! Edited, Bibliotheca Indica, 1873-1889 ; trans. of Adhyiyas I.I11
by Gaﬁganﬁ.iha Jha. Sacred Books of the Hindus. vol. X- yayas I,
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answer or demonstrated conclusion (siddhanta), and the
relevance of the topic (sashgafi), but the last head is else-
where reckoned as the third, and a more natural division®
omits it, and regards as the fourth and fifth members the
answer {(uttarapaksa), and the conclusion (mirnaya). Thus
1 the first Sttra of the text there are two Adhikaranas, 1s
the study of the Veda necessary for the three upper castes,
and is Dharma a proper subject of study? The latter alone
needs full discussion, the reply to the former being self-
evident. The subject then is formed by the two Vedic pre-
cepts, * One should study the Veda,” and “ One should per-
form the final bath after studying the Veda.” Theydoubt 1s
whether one should, after learning the Vedic text, perform
the bath and end one’s studentship, or remain longer with
the teacher to study Dharma. The prima facie view is that
the bath should follow immediately on the learning of the
text, but the reply is that real study of the Veda is not
satisfied by mere reading of the text, and the conclusion,
therefore, 1s that the final bath is to be postponed for a time
in order that the student may complete his learning of the
text by a study of Dharma. Of all this, however, the Shtra
iself has nothing, consisting merely of the words, “ Now,
therefore, an enquiry into Dharma,” and, though in some
cases there is more full development of an Adhikarana, 1t
15 to the commentators that we must look for enlightenment
on the exact issues in dispute. If is not, of course, to be
supposed that at any time the Siitra was banded down
without oral explanation, but, as usual, the authentic version
was early cbscured.

Of these Adhikaranas there are in the Sttra in Madhava's
reckoning about 915, divided into twelve books with sixty
Padas, the third, sixth, and terth having eight each in lieu
of the normal four, and 2,652 aphorisms (2,742 in another
reckoning}. Jaimini is the chief authority cited, but men-
t1on is made also of other names, such as those of Bidan,
Atreya, and Badarayana, who occur also in the”Veddnio
Stitra, and of Labukiyana, Aitasdyana, etc. Who Jairoim
was we cannot say. A Jaimini is credited witk the author-

* Cowell in Colebrooke, Essays I, 326,

-
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ship of a Srauta and a Grhye Sitre, and the name occur.
m lists of doubtful authenticity in the Asvaldyana and
Sankhayana Grhys Shtras; a Jaiminiya Samhitd and a
Jaiminiya Brdhmana of the Sime Veda are extant. As
an authority on philosophy Jaimini appears in the
Vedanta Satra and often in later works,* but it is significant
that, while it is possible that the Maohdbhdrata recognises
the existenice of the Mimamsd it does not refer to Jaimin:
as # philosopher, but merely as an ancient sage.® Neither
Buddhist or Jain literature throws light on his personality
or date, and the period of the Sfitra can be determined,
therefore, merely on grounds of comparison of its contents
with those of other works.

It is probable that the Mimdmsé Siitra is the earliest of
the six Darsanas preserved to us. The Yoge Séira is not
an early work; it seems to recognise the Vijhanavada school
of Buddhism, which, in all probability, belongs to the
fourth century A.D., and the popular identificaiion of
Patafijali with the author of the Mahabhdsya is clearly unten-
able,® The lateness of the Sdmbhye Shtra 1s admitted,
and the theory that its contents include early matter has
been controverted. The Vaisesike Sutre has no point of
contact with the Mimarhsd such as would render any con-
clusion possible, but the Nydya Siitra (X1, 1,61) is familar
with the Mimimsid terminology, and it is improbahble that,
had the ¥ ydya existed before the Mimarnsd Sttra tock form,
1t would have been ignored by the latter as 1t is. The
relation to the Vedanta Siatre is less clear; the mention
of Jaimini and Bidariyana in both texts affords some
ground for the view that the two works were simultaneously
redacted, but this conclusion is by no means assured.
We have no valid reason for assuming that the SGtras were
actually redacted by Jaimini and Bidariyana themselves,

1 His death, caused by an elephant, i3 recorded in Paflcatanera
I1, 34, but not in the Tewirakhydyika. The name is strange, but 1
sgnored A Panini and the Mgzhdbhdeya, which, however, knowa of
Mimimisakas, probably adherenfs of this school (Iadische Studien,
XIH, 455, 466).

= Hopkin, Great Epic of India, p. 97,

* S&mkhya System, pp. 56, 57.
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and, unless this is established, the argument for cantempor-
aneity is invalid. It istrue that it is impossible to deduce
from the style of the Mimimsi as Porva-Mimimsi a
relation of temporal priority for Jaimini’'s work; the
Mimarhsa is prior to the Ved@nta because it deals with the
sacred rites, the knowledge of which, in the view of one
school of Vedanta, is an mdzspensable preliminary to the
krowledge of the absolute, though Samkara declines to
accept this view and insists instead on the diverse character of
the ends of the two disciplines, which renders it impossible
to treat the former as the normal or necessary prelude to the
latter.® Nonetheless it remains true that we must assume
that the Mimamsa as a science developed before the Medinta *
The former was plainly necessitated by the development of
the sacrificial ritual with which it is immediately connected,
and it serves an important practical end; the latter is proof
of the growth of a philosophical spirit, which sought to
comprehend as a whole the extremely varied speculations
which are scattered in the Aranyakas and Upanisads
While, of course, it is not impossible that the redaction of
the twe Siitras was contemporaneous, despife the earlier
development of the Mimirsa, the probability surely lies 1n
favour of the view that the Mimadmsd Sfitra was redacted
first and served as a model for the other schools.

Even if this view is accepted, it remains difficult to
assign any definite dale to the Sdatra. It contains no
certain reference to Buddhist tenets of any kind, for the
term buddha, in 1, 2, 33, has not this signification, and we
need not with Kumarila read a reference to Buddhism into
1, 3,5 and 6. The Vedinta Sitra is of uncertain date ; if
we believe Samkara, it criticises (IT, 2, 28-32) the V:Jnana—
vida school of Buddhism, but this 'doctrine is probably
wrong® and we need see only a reference to the Sanyavada
of Nagirjuna. The date of this school is uncertain ; if we
accept the opinion that it was not enunciated before
Nagarjuna in such 2 magpner ag to invite criticisn: in the

* Deussen, Veddania, ch. I.

£ Th:baut §.B.E.,, XXXIV, ix ff.

? Jacoh, 7.4.0. S XXXI, 1H;: Keith, 7.R.4.8., 1914, pp,
1091 ff ; see below, pp. 46 47.
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Vedanta Sitra, that work cannof be earlier than the third
century A.D., for Aryadeve, Nigarjuma's contemporary,
refers to the zodiacal signs and the week-days, which were
not known in India until that epoch. But it is possible
that the Sfinyavada, which can be recognised in Agvaghosa,
was of older fame than Nagarjuna, though on the whale 1t 1s
more likely than not that it was the dialectical ability of
that teacher which made the doctrine the abject of Vedintic
confutation. It is, then, a plausible conclusion that the
Mimamsd Sitra does not date after 200 A.D., but that it 1s
probably not much ecarlier, since otherwise it would have
been natural to find in the Mahiébhirata some reference to
1t and to its author.

As we have seen, the Sitra must from the first have been
accompanied by a comment, which in course of time was lost
or became defective. The first commentator of whom we
have certain knowledge is a Vrtitikara, from whose work a
long extract is made in the Bhisya of Sabarasvamin on
Mimamsd Sutra, 1, 1, 5, in which the author attacks and
refutes Buddhist views. 1f we believe Kumainla, the dis-
cussion is directed mn part against the Vijfiinavida school,
in part against the SGnyavada, but in this case we have
every reason to distrust his assertion, for, plainly by error,
he ascribes the major portion of the discussion to Sabara-
svimin, and not to the Vrttikara. Tt is, therefore, not
amprobable that he is also in error in finding any reference
to the Vijiianavida, for the passage seems to deal with one
topic only, and that the Stnyavada. It follows, accordingly,
that the date of the Vritikira was probably not later than
the fourth century A.DD., since, had ke lived later, he would
hardly have omitted an explicit discussion of the tenets of
the idealistic school of Buddhism.

The name of the Vritikdra is uncertain, The conjecture®
that he was Bhavadisa, menfioned in one place by Kumirila,
may be dismissed as wholly without support. The current
opinion makes him to be Upavarsa, who, we know from Sam-
kara (VeManta Sitra, ¥11, 3, 53) wrote on both the texts. To
this the objection has been brought that in the passage cited

-
' Ganganatha Jbé, trans. of Slokavdritika, p. 116.
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from the Vrttikara by Sabarasvimin there is a reference to
Upavarsa with the epithet Bhagavat, unplying that he was
in the eyes of the Vrttikdra an author of venerable authorigy
It is probable, however, that the citation from the Vrttikira
is only a résumé,® not a verbatim quatation, and that Sabara-
svimin is responsible for the reference® to Upavarsa, the
Vrttikara’s proper name, and for this view support may be
derived from the mode in which the Vritikdra and Upavarsa
are referred to by Kumarila elsewhere (II, 3, 16). If this
view 15 rejected, it is possible that he iz Bodhiyana, who
certainly wrote on the Veddnta Sadtra, but this theory is a
bare and unnecessary conjecture, seeing that Bodhiyana
nowhere else appears as a Mimidmsi authority. «€f other,
presumably early, commentators we hear of Bhartrmitra®
and Hari,® but there is no reason to identify either of these
with the Vrttikéra.

The extract froma the Vrttikdra proves that an im-
partant addition has been made to the teachmng of the
Mimarhsd in the shape of the introduction of discussions
of the vahdity of knowledge and its diverse forms.
The Sdtra itself is confent with the denial of the validity
of perception for the purpose of the knowledge of Dharma,
and the exaltation of Vedic injunctions as the source
of the necessaiy knowledge; under the influence, perhaps,
of the Nyaya the earher doctrine is now elaborated into
a critical examination of the nature of evidence, its validity,
and the forms of proof. Tt is not illegitimate to assurge
that the Vritikara indulged also in metaphysical discus-
sions; at any rafe Sabarasvamin enters into a long discussion
of the nature of soul, despife his predilection for brevity
1o treatment of the Jatra. The Mimiamsd therefore by this
time enters into the whole feld of philosophy, while
maintalning its primary duty of expounding the rules by
which the ritual can be reconstructed from the Brihmanas
and the Sarhhitds.

t In II, 3, 16, he clearly describes the Vryttikira as®bliagondn
dearyak ; ¢f. 11, 1, 8. These passages Jacobi has averlooked.

# Pirthasirathi on Slokavdrttike, p. 4 (v. 10) ; heis tited oo the
organ of sound, Ny@yamadijari, p. 213. .

s Sastradipikd, X, 2, 59, 60,
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Of Sabarasvamin, whose commentary forms the starting
point for later discussion, we know practically nothing It
15 an idle fiction which makes him the father of the mythical
founder of the Vikrama era (57 B.C.), of Bhartrhari, and
Varahamihira, his true name being Adityadeva, while he
adopted the soubriquet Sabara, when he disguised himself as
a forester to avoid Jain persecution. The form of his
name and his relation to the Vritikara suggest that 400
A.D.%is the earliest date to which he can be assigned: the
later limit is vaguely indicated by his priority to Prabhikara,
Kumirila, and Samkara.

With Prabhikara and Kumérila there comes a shamp
drvergence in the unity of the teaching of the school, whose
followers henceforth are divided between the adherents of
Prabhikara, or the Guru par excellence, and the supporters
of Kumdrila Bhatta. It does not, however, appear that
Prabhakara initiated the views which he became noted for
expounding ; he cites In the Brho#i, his ‘great’ exposition
of Sabarasvimin’s Bhdsye, the opinions of a Varttikaksra
who presumably must be regarded as the true founder of
the school. The Brhati itsell is unfortunately only extant
m 1mperfect form ;! it was commented on by Salikanitha
in his Rjuvimald, formerly erroneously regarded as simply
a commentary on the Sabarebhdsve, while in his Prakara-
napaiicikd® the same author deals with the more important
epistemological and metaphysical views of his teacher. 'The
Brhati seems to have passed comparatively early into
oblivion, though a passage from it is cited in the Mit@ksard
and its author’s views were well known in Mimimsi circles

The relation of Prabhakara and Kumarila is represented
by tradition as those of pupil and teacher ; the tradition 1s
fairly old, as it occurs in the Servasiddhdntasamgraha
(I, 18, 19; VII, 15} aitributed, doubtless wrongly, to
Samkara himself. But the discovery of the text of the

g;lsec Ga’ﬁganatha Jva, The Prabhikara School of Piirvae Mimawsd
{1811).

* Ed. Benares, 1903-04 ; the text is defective, and the Prameyapdrd-
yanae is lacking.. He uses Uddyotakara (e.g. p. 44) and Dharmakirt,
and therefore is not before 650-700 A.D., but is probably before Kuma-
nla  Prabhikara thus dates about 600-650 A.D.
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Brhati has enabled us to correct this error. Prabhikara
follows Sabarasvamin closely ; he does not refute the
opinions of Kumirila ; in one passage (IV, 1, 2), when
he does criticise an opinion of the latter, the form of words
used by him in adducing it differs entirely from those 1n
which the view of Kumairila is expressed, showing clearly
that he is dealing with some older author, whom Fumirila
has followed. On the other hand, Kumarila frequently
diverges from the views of the Bkdsys; he criticises (I,
2,31;3,2;4,1) views which are expressed by Prabhi-
kara, and asserts independent views. There is a clear
difference of style between the two authors; Prabhikara
15 comparatively simiple, vivid and direct like Sabara-
svamin; he seldom uses long compounds: he avoids the com-
bination of various reasonings in a single clauge ; in lieu of
the formmal terminology of objection and reply (menu . . .
ced, ne or sydd etat . . . tad ayuktam) he adopts the form
of question and answer, which, however, has the disadvan-
tage of leaving at iimes the meaning in doubt. In all these
aspects Kumdrila shows a richer, more varied, and elaborated
style, which is reminiscent of the Sarirakabhdsye of Samkara

Kumirila’s great exposition of the Sabarabhdsya falls
mto three parts, the first, the Siokavartitka,* in verse, deals
with Pada I of Adhydya I of the Bhdsya, and is of the
greatest value as sn explanation of the metaphysics and
epistemology of his system. The second, the Tantravart-
ttka,?® covers the remaining three Padas of Adhyiya I and
the whole of Adhyavas II and III. The third part, the
Tuptikd, consists merely of scattered notes on the last nine
Adhyayas, Each part has been commented on; the first by
Parthasdrathi Misra in his Nydyaeratundkara, and by Sucarita
Misra in his Kasikd; the second by Somegvara, som of
Mabadeva, in bis Nydyasudhd or Ripaka; the third by
Venkategvara Diksta in his Varttskdbharane. Kumiarila's
date is determinable within definite limits:® he used the

1 Ed. Benares, 1895-89; trans.‘ Gahginatha Jha, ®Bibliotheca
Indica, 1800-8. )

4 Bd Benares, 1890 ; traps. Ganganatha Thi, Bibliotheca Indica,
1903-20. €

* Pathak, J.B.R.4.§ XVII, 213 ff.
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Vakyapadiya of Bhartrhari; neither Hiuen-Thsang nor
I-tsing mentions him; he was before Sarkara; he attacked
the Jain ikeory of an omniscient being as propounded 1n the
Aptamimansd of Samantabhadra, but is not answered by
Akalanka in his Astasati, which comments on the Aple-
mimassd. On the other band, he is freely attacked by
Vidyananda snd Prabhacandra, who both lived before
838 A.D. Vidyinanda assures us, doubtless correctly, that
he critdeised the Buddhist Dharmakirti, and Prabhdkara, on
the latter point agreeing with the result above arrived from
internal evidence. The upper limit of date is, therefore,
snot earlier than 700 A.D. The lower limit depends on his
precise chronclogical relation to Samkara and the latter’s
exact date. Later tradition, the Saskaravijayas of Madhava
and the pseudo-Anandagiri, would make him an older contem-
porary, but the interval may have been considerably longer
Only slightly later than Kumnarila was Mandapa Misra,
author of the Vidhiviveka, a treaiise on the significance of
wjunctions, and the Mimdmsdnukramoni, 2 summary of
Sabarasvimin’s Bhdsye. The tradition of the Sahkara-
vijayas makes him oul to be identical with Suredvara, a
pupil of Samkara, but Anandagiri’s account insists that he
was also a pupil of Kumirila, The identification with
Sureévara, which might be suspected because of the lateness
and inferior character of the authorities, is {0 some extent
confirmed by Vidyinanda's description* of Mandana
Misra as Vedintavidin, which could hardly apply fo him
unless he were the author of the works ascribed to Suresvara,
His direct connection with Kumarila, however, need not be
msisted upon. His lower limit of date is fixed by the fact
that the famous Vicaspati Misra devoted the Nviyakanikd
to the exposition of his Vidhiviveks,® and Vacaspati pro-
bably lived about 850 A.D. He wrote also the Tattvabindu®
on Kumarila’s views.
Of the later writers the most important is perhaps
Parthaséraghi Misra, who wrote the Sdstradipika® to explam

1 Ibid. p. 228.

¢ Bd. Pgndit, XXV-XXVIII, 1903-6.

* Ed, Benares, 1892,

* Ed. Benares, 1891. He is earlier than Midhava.
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the Shtra; on it commented, in 1543 A.D., Rimakrsna
Bhatta, son of Madhava, in the Yukiwnehaoprapiran,
Somanitha, son of Siira Bhatta, an Andhra Brabhman of the
Nittal family, in his May@khamdlikd, Vaidyanatha (1710
A D), Bhatta Sarmkara, Bhatta Dinakara, Kamaldkara,
and others. His I'eniraraéina comments on points in the
last nine Adhyiyas of the Sitira and the Bhdsya, while his
Nygyaratnomdld® is an independent treatise on which Rama-
nuja, apparently the great Vedantist, has written a cofhment,
the Nayakaratne,

Much laier in date is Khandadeva, who died at Benares
1665 A.DD. His works, the Bhéjtadipikd, and on a larger
scale the Mimdmsakaustubhae,® deal fully with-the Satra,
the former was commented on in 1708 by his pupil Sambhu
Bhatta. Value attaches also to the Mimdmsdsiiradidhite or
Nyayavalididhitn of Righavinanda Sarasvati, pupil of
Advaya, pupl of ViSve$vara, and to the Mimdmsanaya-
wiveka of Bhavanatha Migra, which deals also with Sabara-
svimin. Yet other commentaries are recorded, including
works by Mahideva Vedantin, Kamalikara and Vaidya-
natha, son of Rimacandra, the Subodhini® of Ramesvara
Stri, the Bhadilacintimani of Vigvedvara or Gagi Bhatta, etc

Apart from the Satra there was developed a considerable
Literature which aims, as did Mandana Misra, at dealing
systematically with the doctrines of the schogl. First in
nnportance, perhaps, is the Jeiminivanydyamdaliivistara® of
the famous Madhaya written in the fourteenth century,
which, however, is merely a summary in verse, with a prose
comment, of the Mimamsd Siira. At the end of the
sixteenth century Appayya Diksita wrote his Vidhwasayana,’
a disquisition on the nature of injunction, adding himself
a commentary, the Subhopavojini. This text was refuted
by Gopala Bhatta in his Vidkirasayanabhiisane, and by
Samkara Bhatta in his Vidhirasavanadisons. The same
author, who was of the same period as Appayya, wrote

1 £d. Benares, 1900. *
¢ Ed. Conjeveram, 1902 (I, 2 only). The Dipikd is ed. in the
Babliotheca Indica.
' Ed. Pondit, XVI-XXI. + Ed. London, 1878,
% Ed. Benares 1901.
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a commentary on the Sdstradipikd, and the Mimdmsdsire-
samgraha,t in which he enumerates 1,000 Adhikaranas,
allotting to each a Quarter verse. An extended version of
this work forms his Mimamsibdlaprakdse,” on which there
18 a commentary by Kesava, son of Visvanitha. Appayya
himself wrote also the Upakramapardkrama, a treatise on
the comparative importance of the cornmencement and end
of a cantinuous Vedic passage.
The most popular introduction to the Mimamsd is pro-
bably the Mimdmsanydyaprakdsa® of Apadeva, son of
o \nantadeva, and pupil of Govinda. His date is determined
by the fact that his son, Anantadeva, wrote his Smyis.
kaustubka under a prince who lived in the middle of the
seventeenth century,  Anantodeva commented on  his
father’s work in the Bhaidlembare, and his brother,
Jivadeva, discussed in the Bhaticbhdskare the divergeni
views prevalent in the schools. Even better known,
perhaps, is the drthasamgrakba* of Laugiksi Bhaskara,
which seems to be based in part on the work of Apadeva,
and, if so, must belong to the seventeenth century. This
date would suit adequaiely the probable period of his
popular Nyfiya-Vaisesika treatise, the Tarkekoumudi
Another short text 13 the Mimdmsdparibhdsd® of Krsna
Diksita, and the Mimdmsdratna of Raghunatha, who uses
the Kafkd, contains some information of value on the views of
the opposing schools. Nirivanatirtha Muni’s Bhdgtebhdsd-
prakdsa® is an exposition of the terminology of the Mimarhsa,
while Rimakrsna Udicya Bhatticirva’s Adhikaranakau-
mudi’ expounds a selection of interesting Adhikaranas
Khandadeva’s Bhditarchasye® deals with the mode of
determining which is the leading word in a lext under
digcussion. More interesting is the fact that the famous
Vallabha Acirya is credited with a Piarvemimdnmsiharikd,
an epitome in 42 verses of Jaimini’s views, written with
reference to the doctrine of faith which Vallabha expounded,

Y
1 Hd, Benates, 1904, 2 Ed. Benares, 1902,
3 Ed. Caleutta, 1901 ; Benares, 1905.
* Bd and ur®ns. Thibaut, Benares, 1882.
¥ Ed. Benares, 1904, s Ed. Benares, 1900,
7 Ed. Calcutta, 1885. ¢ Ed. Conjeveram, 1900,

*
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and a Jasminisitrabhdsva which deals with the first chapter
of the second book of the Siitra. The well-known scholar,

Tenkatanitha Vedanticarya, in his Mimdmsdpdduka,® 1n
verse, discusses the Adhikaranas in the first chapter of the
first book of the Siifra, and in his Sefveramimimsd seeks to
combine the Mimarnsd with the Ved3nta. Another writer
from southern India, Venkatadhvarin,deals with the threefold
classification of injunctions in his Vidhidraya peritrine, while
n his Mimdmsimakaranda he discusses the authoritative
character of Arthavadas. Narayanaof Xerala,the well-known
author of the Nardyeniya, who flourished at the end of the six-
teenth century, gives in the first part of the Manameyodaya®
an account of Kumairila’s views on the nature of proof; he
purposed completing his fask by adding an account of the
same author’s views on the world of reality, but this part of
his work was never carried out, and was supplied at a later
date by another Nirdyana, who was paironised by Mana-
deva, king of Sailabdhi; the work is interesting as showmg
how far the school of Kumdrila went in appmpriating the
views of the Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophy.

Of the other systems 1t is the Nvaya, and later th& Com-
bined school of Nyava-Vaisesika, which throws the most light
on the Mimarsi. The Nvyaya Sfitra deals critically with
the Miméarsi doctrine of the etermity of the word, and
Kumarila and Prabhikara® alike appear to have developed
their philosophical tenets under the infiuence of the contro-
versy on logic which took place between the Nviva school
and the Buddhists, especially Digniga and Dharmakirti on
the other hand; Kumairila attacked both of these writers
and was clearly aware of the ¥Nvdyavdrttika of Uddyotakara,
in which the orthodox Nyidya view was set out in refutation
of Dignaga’s onslaughts. On the other hand, the Mimamsa
views are freely disputed in Viacaspati Misra’s comment on
Uddyotakaraand in Jayanta Bhatta's Nyavemanjers, Varada-
rdja’s Ldrkikaraksd, and Udayana’s works, much of the
Kusumdsijali being expressly devoted to detling with
Mimarisd criticisms of the doctrine of the creation of the

1 Ed Conjeveram, 1900. * Ed. Tnvandrum 1912,
v Prakoronapaficikd; pp. 47, 64, discusses ﬂharmaklm s views of
perception and inference.
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world. The Tativacintdmaeni of Gangesa repeatedly attacks
the Mimarhsa views of the nature and validity of proof, and
the controversy is continued in the voluminous literature
based on that important text, and in the short text-books of
the combined school of Nydya-Vailesika. In his commentary
on Pragastapida’s Bhdsve Sridhara, from the point of view
of the Valsesika deals freely with Mimarhsa views; moreover,
the Jain Haribhadra {(ainth century) includesin his Saddarsan-
asemuccave, commented on by Guparatna, an account of the
Mimamsa, and there are chapters upon it in the Sarvesiddh-
antasamgraka, falsely ascribed to Samkara, and in Miadha-
va's Sarvadariunasamgraha, The former work deals separ-
ately with the doctrines of Prabhikara and Kumirila, it
betrays its Iate character by its attempt to show that Prabha-
kara was the pupil of Kumirila, and by converting the doc-
trine of Kumarila into a form of the Vedanta. The work of
Madhava gives a long specimen of the conilicting views of
the two schools as to the interpretation of the opening of
the Sttra, and confains an intercsting exposition of the
arguments for and against the eternity of the Veda, and the
self-evidence of cognition.

Javanta Bhatta’s work" is of special interest, as it is the
product of a member of a family skilled in the Mimimsa,
and its author freely attacks Prabhikara and hus followers,
and repeatedly cites the Slekavdrtiika. The author’s grand-
father was confirmed in his faith in the efficacy of sacrifice
by obtainwng as the resuwt of one offering the village of
Gauramilaka, doubtless from a king of Kashmir, for
Jayanta’s great-grandfather, Sakiisvimin, was a iminister
of Mukidpida, better known as Lalitaditya. Incidentally
Jayanta affords a welcome confirmation of the date of
Vicaspati Miéra, whom he quotes (pp. 120, 312), for,
as Lalitdditya’s reign ended about 753 A.D., it is impossible
to place Jayanta later than the second half of the ninth
cenfury, and hence the dispuied era of the year 898
given by #acaspati himself as the date of his Nyivasiel

1 Ed. Benares, 1895,  His quotation from VAcaspati on Sfitra II, 1,
32, 1s found at ¥ 312,  His son, Abhinanda, wrote the Kddombarikas
thciséc(ilm and lived ¢, 300 A.D.; Thomas, Kavindravavanasonucceya
p. .
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must be taken as falling in the Samvat reckoning as 841
A.D. This date,it may be added, tells strongly against any
effort to bring down the date of Samkara,” on whose
Sdrirakabhdsya Vicaspati wrote the Bhdmati, and the
same conclusion is favoured by the view that Mandana
Migra, on whose work Vacaspati also commented, was a
pupil of Sarhkara.

Varadarija also claims, with obvious truth, to have been
an expert in Mimiamsi;® he was evidently familiar with
Salikanatha’s work, and his commentator fortunately preserves
for us a fragment of the Prameyuapdiriyane chapter of the
Prakaranapaiicik@, no MS. of which has yet heen discovered,
which gives an authentic list of Prabhikara’s categories.

* §. V. Venkateswara (J.R.4.5., 1916, pp. 151-62) ignores this
evidence in giving Sarhkara’s date as 805-897 A.D. He cannot have
died [ater than 825 A.D. or so.

3 Ed. Benares, 1903, p. 364.
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JTHE PROBLEM OF KNOWLEDGE

Lixe the Nydya, the doctrine of Prabhizkara and Kuma-
rila accepts a distinction between valid and invalid know-
ledge, but the basis of-the distinction is different in the two
cases, and the ground on which validity is asserted is also
diverse. To the Mimarmsi apprehension (anubhkiis) is
mtringically valid, while remembrance (smrfi) is intrin-
sically invalid, since it rests on a previous impression; the
Nyaya equally disregards remembrance, but it does not
accept the intrinsic validity of self-evidence (svafalpra-
minya) of apprehension; apprehensions may be valid
(pram@) or invalid (apramd), the proof being given ab
extre. Remembrance both schools distinguish from recogni-
tion (pratvabhijid), which is not regarded as depending
solely on a previous mental impression, and therefore 1s
exempt from the fatal defect of remembrance,

The Intrinsic validity of apprehension is a cardinmal
doctrine of the Mimams3 and Kumarila® defends it at length
against the obvious objections to which it is exposed. It is
impossible, it is argued, for apprehension fo possess the
opposing characteristics of validity and non-validity as part
of 1ts nature; nor can the validity or non-validity of appre-
hension depend on the ascertainment of the perfectiom or
defect of the cause of the apprehension, since this would
unply that, prior to such ascertainment, apprehension was
devoid of character of its own. To assume that some cases
of apprebension are intrinsically valid, and other intrinsi-
cally invdld, is open fo the objection that the criterion

t Slokavargtika, 1, 1, 2, vv, 31 ff; Sastradipiks, pp. 15, 31,
Mianameyodaye, pp. 1-4, 74-78, of, Nydyamafijari, pp. 160-89; Térkika-
raksé pp. 19 ff,

2
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beiween the two sets of instances can only be supplied by
reference to an external factor, which is fatal {o the belief
in inirinsic validity or the reverse. Therefore, the Nyaya
argues, it is best to accept the doctrine that apprehension or
cognition is intrinsically unauthoritative, and 1ts authoria-
tiveness 1o any special case is derived from the perfection of
the cause of the apprehension. This doctrine, it is pointed
out, explains the case of dream consciousness; it is invalid
because there is no perfection in its cause, while the whlang
consciotsness may be valid if it is due to a perfect source,
1f, however, the source is vitiated, when the sense organs are
defective, the apprehension 1s doubtful or erromneous, while
1 the case of non-apprehension there is no defect in the
cause, but absence of cause.

The reply of Kumarila is that, if apprehension were not
in itself valid, it could not be made so by any external power
Apprehension needs, jodeed, an originating cause, but 1t
does not depend on any external cause for ils power of
ascertaining the true nature of things. The conclusive
argument is that, if the validitv of a cognition is deemed
dependent on the perfection of its source, then there must be
another cognition to guarantee the correctness of the source,
and so ad infinitum, and such a process is illegitimate, at
least in the eyes of Kumirila, who does not appreciate the
possibility of regarding truth as a complete system, in which
all parts are dependent on one another, and there is no simple
primary truth. All cases of apprehension, therefore, are
prima  facie valid, and, if cognirions are erroneous or
doubtful, that is, due to defects in their causes, while non-
apprehension 1s due to the absence of any cause, as on the
Nyaya theory, with which Kumarila agrees in this regard.

The recognition of the non-validity of an apprehension
establishes itself most simply when a subsequent cognition
sublates an earlier cognitien, for instance, when the erroneous
judgment, “This is silver,” is supplanted by the correct
judgment, * This is mother-of-pearl.” More indirectly the
former judgment can be sublated by anothdr judg-
ment, based on the recognition of the defect of the cause,
thus the proposition, “ The shell is yellow,” %ay be sub-
lated by the further judgment, “ The eye is jaundiced
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Normally, however, a judgment is valid, and is accepted as
valid without question; ounly if, for any reasom, such as
distance, doubt 15 possible, are further cognitions sought; if
then a sublating cognition is found, and on further investiga-
tion it is not sublated either directly or indirectly, then the
falsity of the first cognition appears; if, on the other hand,
the sublating cegnition is itself sublated, the validity of the
first gognition is fully established. Thus, in lien of the
regressus in infinitum of the Nyaya theory, no more than
three or four cognitions are necessary to establish the validity
of any cognition, or, to put it more precisely, to negate the
objections which may be adduced to impair its normal
validity.

Prabhikara® similarly maintains the validity of all cogni-
tions as such, and illustrates, in an interesting manner, the
diverse modes in which apparent non-validity arises. When
mother-of-pearl is mistaken for silver, the error is due to
the fact that the percipient observes in the object presented
to him the qualities common to the shell and the silver, and
omits to notice those which differentiates the two; memory
thus brings back to him the cognition of silver, and this
cognition is itself real, leading no less than the actual
perception of silver to the normal action of seelung
to take up the object. Memory here plays the percipient
false, for it does not present the silver as conmected with
something formerly perceived, thus differentiating 1t
from the object actually befors the eyes, and this failure
1s due to a certain weakness of the mind. Similarly,
memory is to blame when we mistake one direction
for another; the real direction is not seen, and the wrong
1s remembered. In the dream-state the cognitions
which arise are erroneous, in as much as the things seen
seem to be directly apprebended, whereas they are only
remembered. The factor of apprehension on a previous
occasion Is lost sight of, thus obliterating the essential
distinctign between what 1s apprehended and what 1s
remembered. The presentation of impressions in sleep 1s

.
! Prakoranapaficiké, pp. 32-38; Bhandarkar Commemoration
Volume, pp. 167-70.
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due to the operation of the unseen principle, that is the
destiny begotten of man’s previous acts, which thus secures
to man pleasure or pain in due course.

In other cases the explanation rests, not on the interven-
tion of memecry, but on fusion of impressions. Thus the
white shell appears as yellow as a result of jaundice, the
cognition being a blend of the shell perceived without colour,
and the yellowness of the bile in the eye, perceived withopt its
substratum, So the bilious man feels sugar bitter, because
lus taste is a blend of the sugar and bile. The vision of
two moons is due to a lack of co-ordination of the rays of
Irght which issue from the eyes and bring back the images

In the case of merely doubtful cognitions the explanation
of their character is that some object is seen as possessed of
a quality which produces two discrepant remembrances,
thus, seen at a distance a tall object may be either a pillar,
or an ascetic buried in meditation and motionless.

As the Mimimsa differs from the Nyaya in its view of
the validity of cognitions, so it differs in its attitude to the
mode in which a cognition itself is apprehended. In the
Nyaya view this is an act of mental perception (manasapraty-
aksa), and the Vijfiinavada school of Buddhism holds the
opinion that one cognition is kmown by another, though,
gomg furiber than the Ny&ya, it draws the conclusion that, if
the Arst cognition is to be apprehended by the second, 1t
must have form, and form therefore does not belong to any
external reality, as the Nyiya holds. The Mimimsi as
early as the Vritikara' maintains that in apprehension it 1s
the object that ig perceived, not the cognition {arthavisayd hs
pratyaksabuddkih, no buddkmmya) As expounded by
Prab‘]akam, consciousness (sesivit), which is self-illumined,
is © -1 ' ' an object of cognition, but as cogni-
fio v L servit smvedyd, na sasrvedyatays).
To say that’ the cogmtmn i3 upknown is absurd, since the
cognition of things'is possible only if the cognition is known,
The mode in Which cognition is known is imfegence; 1n
infereﬁce we grasp the existen&:e of a thing only, not its

1 Mimdthsd Swtra’p 9 1 16 cf Pm.karmpaﬁmlm PP 58—63
Sagdartsagsomuccays pp 288, 200
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concrete form; we learn the presence of fire on the mountain
from its smoke, but we do not see the actual form of the
fire. Cognition, therefore, we infer from the fact that we
know things; it, therefore, may be classed as an object of
proof {prameva), since it is arrived at by the use of infer-
ence, which is a means of proof (pramdge), but it is not an
object of direct apprehension. In XKumarila’s doctrine® also
this glew appears, though the doctrine of self-illumination 1s
rejected; the perception of any object does not result in a
further cognition of the perception, but in the direct
apprebension of the object, and every act of perception
mvolves a relation (sawbandha) between the self and the
object; this relation implies action on the part of the self as
agent, and this action constitutes the cognition, which 1s
inferred from the relationship between the self and the
object.
From this point ¢f view it is possible to understand the
definition of the valid apprehension given by Pirthasiratin
Migra as that which, bemng free from discrepancies, appre-
hends things not previously apprehended.? This definition
does not really derogate from the principle of the self-
evnidence of cognitions; the qualification of freedom from
discrepancies merely lavs stfress on the fact that it is the
absence of a sublaling cognition which assures us in case
of guestion of the validity of a cognition, while the condi-
tion that the thing in question should not have been
previously apprehended is not a new factor, but merely a
formal expression of the essential nature of apprehension
The exact process of cognition as explained in the
Siddhdntamukidveli® comsists in the production in the
object of the quality of being cognised (j7dratd), and,
however often we cognise the same object, nevertheless in
each instance the quality in question 1is generated
anew.

The precise character of the doctrine was, it is clear,
largely debermined by the desire to avoid the difficulty of

:;gcfff .S‘éstﬁzdipikﬁ, p. 37; Ménomeyodaya, p. 103 Tarkikoraked,
PP .

3 $astradipiks, p. 28.

¥ P.118 of. Kusumdsjali, 1V 1.
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the infinite regress, which seemed to be invelved in the
theory that a cognition could only be known through the
instrumentality of another cognition, and perhaps still more
by the aim of avoiding the conclusion, which was derived
from this doctrine by the Idealist school of Buddhism, that
there existed no self, but merely a series of cognitions, held
together by no substantial unity. To the Mimimsi such
a docirine was naturally anathema, since the essence gf the
sacrificial ritual lay in the fact that there was a self who
could profit by the performance of sacrifices, not merely 1
this world but after death. It might have been hard to
convince men that sacrifices were worth performing, if the
only reward held out had been success in this hife, for facts
would too often have controverted the claim that sacrifices
were availing, when the reward was predicted for the
next world, the 1ssue was removed from empirical verifica-
tion. But the denial of the possibility of introspection thus
necessitated was obviously a real difficulty, and rendered the
Mimamsa view less plausible than that of the Nyaya, which
accepted. cognition (vyavasdye) and as supervening upon 1t
consciousness of cognition (awuvyevasdye). The dis-
advantage of the Nyiya view was that it tended to ignore the
fact, which was strongly emphasised in the Mimarsa, of the
necessary implication of the suhject in all cognition. The
distinction between the cognition and the subject, which
possesses it, is illustrated clearly in the case of sieep; in 1t,
the school holds, there is no cognition normally, and apparently
no cogniser or object of cognition, yet the existence of both,
despite sleep, is proved by the fact of remembrance of
dreams. The knowing subject, therefore, is not, like the
cognition, self-illumined, though as to its exact character
Prabhikara and Kumirila are far from agreed.

Of forms of apprehension or cognition Prabhikara
recognises five: perception, inference, analogy, scripture or
verbal testimony, and presumption; while Kumirila accepts
also non-perception or negation, in accordance with the view
of the Vritikdra, who thus supplements the bare mention of
perception in the Sttra (I, 1, 4), where it is defined as the
contact of the sense organs with the object, which must be
actually present, The analysis of perception given by



THE PROBLEM OF KNOWLEDGE 23

Prabhikara shows on every hand clear trace of derivation
from the views of the Nyiya and Vaifesika, which again
are ultimately based on popular psychology, such as appears
fitfully in the Upanisads and in Buddhist texts. The
essential feature is contact between the object and the organ
of sense, whach is essentially something real; but the umity
of consciousness makes it clear that there must be a further
contget between the organ and the self, whether directiy or
mediately. The facl that, despite the presence of objects mn
coniact with the senses, there may be no cognition of them,
proves that the contact cannot be direct, but must be
mediated by an instrumentality called mind It is this
which prevents all facts being always and at once present to
the self, and it is this which perceives pleasure and pain and
brings them home to the self. It is through the mind also
that the self experiences desire, aversion, and velition. But
mind has no qualities, such as colour, smell or taste, and
therefore for the cognition of colour it needs the aid of an
organ which possesses that quality, namely, the eve, which to
possess colour as its distinctive quality must be possessed of
Light, similarly there must be the nose, composed of earth,
for the cognition of smell; the tongue, composed of water, for
the cognition of savours; the skin, the crgan of air, for the
cognition of touch; and the ear, consisting of the ether, for
the cogmition of sound; the organs themselves being iraper-
ceptible.

This doctrize, of course, rests on metaphysical grounds
and assumes in its treatment of the organs the doctrine that
like must be known by like. The deduction of the exis-
tence and atomic size of mind by Prabhikara rests on the
basis of a docirine of causation® which is different from,
but allied to, that of the Nydya, and which is applied to
explain the partial and evanescent characteristics of our
experience. Causes are either material or immaterial, 1he
latter head covering all the circumstances which, in conjunc-
tion wifh a material cause, result in an effect. The
1mmaterial or non-inherent cause may subsist either in the

L]
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material or inherent cause, or in the malerial cause of thaf
cause; thus, when by contact with the fire smell is generated
n a substance, the immaterial cause is the contact with the
fire, and the contact subsists in the substance itself, while,
in. the case of the colour of a mat, the colours of the yarns
which cause the colour of the mat subsist in the yarns,
which are the material cause of the mat, In the case of
perception the soul is the material cause, and, as the squl 15
uncaused, the immaterial cause mwust subsist in it; in a
substance, like the soul, only a quelity can subsist, and
therefore the immaterial cause of perception must be a
quality of the soul, and this can only be some contact with an
independent substance, just as the colour of the earth atom
15 produced by contact with fire. This independent sub-
stance cannot he all-pervading like space or time, contact
with which is from their nature as all-pervading out of the
question; it must therefore be atomic, and the only substance
which fulfils the necessary condition is mind, residing in the
body ensouled by the self, and possessing the power of
swift motion, by which it can form a rapid series of contacts,
giving the appearance.of simultaneity in our mental life
The deduction is ingenious, but unconvincing; it is significant
of the consciousness of the gap between the self and the body,
which it seeks to bridge by the mediation of the atomic and
therefore corporeal, but vet eternal substance, mind.

Of greater philosophical significance is the attitude of
the school to the vexed question of the nature of perception
as determinate or indeterminate (sewikalpaka or nirvikal-
paka). The Nyaye Sitra (I, 1, 4) poses the problem m
1t3 famous definition of perception as knowledge produced
by the contact of the sense organ and the object, consist-
1ng of a determination which does not require definition by
name (gvyepadesya) and is not discrepant (azyebhicdrs),
The precise of this declaration is far from cerfain, as the
ambigujties of the commentors, Vatsyiyana, Uddyotakara,
and Vicaspati Misra, clearly show, but Digniga and
Dharmakirti déveloped a perfectly definite theory in
which a clear distinction was drawn between the element
of sense in perception and the function of imagination.
In the narrowest semse perception is without jmagination
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and is unerring ( kel pandpodham abhrintam), but this merely
gives us a momentary contact with something real, but
utterly inexpressible, the momentary unit of experience,
All our knowledge is based on this contact, but its content 1s
supplied by the imagination (wikalpa), acting by rules which
1t itself imposes, a conception which has obvious analogues
with the Kantian doctrine of perception.* Dignaga’s view did
not prevail, but the problem had been brought by his efforts
into clear light, and the later Nyiya seeks in various ways
to explain the mutual relations of the indeterminate and
determinate forms of perception. Kumarila® happily ex-
presses the primitive form of perception as bare ubservation
(8locana) pertaining to the object pure and simple, and
resembling the cognitions that a newborn child has of 1ts
environment. Prabhikara’s doctrine® is that the indeterminate
perception apprehends both the class character and the
specific individuality of the object, but, inasmuch as neither
class character, nor individuality can be fully realised save by
comparison, the first apprehension, since it is made without
such comparison, is indeterminate in character. Deter-
minate perception arises when the self determines the
perception by recalling both these things which it resembles
and those from which it differs, thus recogaising both its
class character and its specific individuality. The part thus
played by memory in the deferminate perception suggests
that it must be deemed as invalid, since the theory of error
adopted by Prabhikara finds the source of mistake con-
stantly in the intervention of memory. But Prabhikara
does not accept this objection as applicable to bhis own view
of perception, and it may be argued that the action of
memory in this case does not apply to the perception, but to
the things which agree with, or differ from, the object
perceived. There does not appear to be any very real
difference between the view of Prabhikara and that of

1 T. wpn Stcherbatskoi, Mwséon, 1904, pp. 129 ff; Keith, Logic
and dtomsm, pt. I1, ch. il ; Saddarsanasamyceaya, pp. 33-41.

3 Slokavdritike, 1, 1, 4, vv. 111 f; Ménomevodaye, pp. 810
The determingte form adds specification as substance, class, quality,
motion, or name ; cf. Ny@yamadigar:, pp. 93-96.

* Prakaranaparicikd, pp. 54-56.
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Kumarila, though their verbal expression differs ; Kumérila
holds that in cognition in the form of indeterminate perception
netther the genus nor the differentia is presented to conscious-
ness, and that all that is presentis the individual in which both
ithese characteristics subsist. Like Prabhakara, ke holds
that determinate perception 1s no less valid thon indeterminate
perception, since it merely makes explicit what is implicit mn
the indeterminate form. .

The views of the school are best understood when
brought into contact with the metaphysical doctrine to
which they correspond. The essence of that doctrine
accepts generality as a real existence which is perceptible
as much as individual things, and in the simplest form of
perception, therefore, the two aspects of reality are equally
present.

The objects of perception include, besides generalibes,
substances, qualities, and, in the view of Kumarila, but not
of Prabhikara, motion. The Nydya holds that there are
six forms of contact in perception; substance is perceived
by conjunction; qualities by their inherence in what is 1
conjunction, and so also the generality of substance,
generality of quality by inherence in that which inheres
m that which is in conjunction ; sound as a quality of
ether, a portion of which forms the organ of hearing, 1s
perceived by inherence, and its generality by inherence 1n
that which inheres, while negation and inherence itself
are perceived by a peculiar and artificial variety of
contact, styled the relation of qualification and qualified.
Prabhikara, though be accepts the doctrine of inherence,
denies genus to quabty, motion, and sound, and so contents
hmself with recognising the first, second, and fourth
forms of contact as valid, and with pointing out that
to perceive qualities, there iz requisite the contact of the
substance and the organs, of the organs and the qualities,
of the organs and mind, and of mind and the self. Sub-
stance and gualities, he holds, may be perceived gpart. In
Kumirila’s school, however, which denies inherence, the
contacts are reduced to simple conjunction, jand identity
with what is in conjunction (semyuktatiddtmya),the second
covering perception of generality of substance, quality and

L 4
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mation, while the generalities of these two can be perceived
by a relationship of identity with that which is identical
with that which is in conjunction.

A further technicality, also found in the Nydya, is the
discussion of the exact nature of the means of proof and 1its
result. If the term Pramina is undersiood as “means of
proof,” then perception denotes one or other of the contacts
betwgen object and organ, organ and mind, mind and soul,
each of which is essential to the result (phala), in this case
the mental percept. If, however, Praména denotes the
cognition itself, then perception signifies the mental
percept, and its result is the attitude of acceptance, rejection,
or indifference of the subject to the object presented to hum
in the cognition,

Inference in the view of the Vrttikira?! is the apprehen-
sion of a thing not before the subject, by reason of the
perception of some other thing, between which and the first
object we know an invariable conmection to exist. The
relation, according to Prabhikara, must be both general and
constant; examples are the relation between the class and
the individuals; substance and quality; the qualities of the
same substance: or cause and effect, Smoke stands in an
invariable relation fo fire, but not vice verse, for on the
Indian view glowing iron emits no smoke. Even m-
dividual events may thus be related in Kumarila’s view,
thus the sight of the constellation Krtiikd suggests the
proximity of Rohini. How, then, is this relation to be
recognised? The Nyaya view, when it realised the question
as a result of the introduction by Digniga and, following
him, Pragastapida of the conception of a universal relation-
ship {(wydpti) in hieu of mere reasoning by analogy, found
refuge in the development of a transcendental perception
(alaukika pratyaksa®), by which in perceiving, for example,
fire and smoke, the percipient recognised not merely the

I Mirgdmsé Stitra. p. 10 Probaranopeficika, pp. 64-87 ; Sloka-
1arttike, pp. 345-403; Manameyodaye, pp. 11-46; Nydyamafijeri, pp.
109-41 ; Logic end Avomism, pt. 11, ch, iii.

3 The M¥mimsi rejects wholly the perception of Yogins, which
18 th;3 pf}'ecursor of this idea in the early Nyiya: of Nydyemasjori,
PP- .
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connection of the individual fire and smoke perceived by
him, but that of fire and smoke in their general aspect.
Prabhakara, however, does not recognise this view, the
elaboration of which is characteristic of a later epoch.
He denies that sense perception can give the knowledge
of a universal connection, since it deals only with
particular times and places; he also rejects the wview
that the connection can rest on inference or pregump-
tion, since cohviously thus there would be a regressus n
snfinitum; nor will he accept the view that it is due to
mental activity only, as suggested by the doctrine of Dignaga,
since if the mind had this power, why is man not ommis-
cent? His own view is that fire and smoke are perceived by
sense as in relation to each other, as qualified hv certan
conditions of place and time. By repeated experience the
mmpression is gained that, while the presence of smoke 1s
always accompanied by the presence of fire, the reverse
relation does net hold, but is qualified always, unlike the
former, by special conditions of place and time. Hence
emerges the recognition of the permanent relation of smoke
and fire, so that the sight of smoke immediately produces
the conception of fire. He admits that we do not by
inference arrive at any knowledge which we had not hefore,
but he does not admit that this is any defect to the inferen-
t1al process, which does not involve novelty of result. The
school of Kumarla, however, in accordance with its defini~
tiom of apprehe oo o uchiver Lpao T _u of something
not previously v_p-chunced, poov s olowh perfect truth,
that the actual inference gives us much more than the mere
knowledge of the connection of smoke and fire, which is
already known; it enables us fo infer the presence, at a
particular time and place bevond our vision, of the existence
of fire as result of the perception of smoke, Cidinanda®
recognises also the part played by the reduciio ad absurdum
in arriving at the knowledge of the universal connection.
The relationship, however, which affords thes basis of
wnference, need not refer merely to things which fall within
the limits of perception (drsiesvalaksana); matters which

¥ Magnoweyodaya, p. 15,
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are supersensuous {adrstasvelaksana) may equally be m-
ferred; thus Prabhakara deduces from the general principle
of the relation of cause and effect the existence of the
capacity, e.g. of fire to burn. In the Vrttikdra the distine-
tion appears as pratyaksato drstasambandha and sémanyeto
drstasambendba, terminology reminiscent at once of the
Nydya Sitra and of Prasastapida; the latter is illustrated
by the inference to the sun’s movement from the observation
of a man’s change of place as following on movement,
Following Digniga and Pra$astapada, but in disagree-
ment with the orthodox commentators on the ¥yaya Siira,
the Mimarisd distinguishes between the inference for oneself,
which is the true logical process, and that for another, which
15 in reality enunciation for another person of the process of
reasoning, which leads to his drawing the conclusion already
arrived at by the first person. In inference for one's self
the process is that something is perceived, and recognised as
invariably connected with semething else, which thus is
recalled to the mind; in inference for another a formal
order of statement is usually adopted. First the proposition
to be established is ecnunciated, e.g. ““The mountain 1s
fiery,”’ the enuncialion serving to bring before the mind any
contrary jadgment which might sublate it. Then the
ground for the conclusion thus set out is given in the form
of a general rule, supported by a corroborative instance, e g.
“ Where there is smwoke, there is fire, as in a kitchen.”
Finally, the necessary lick between the conclusion and the
general prineiple is supplied by the statement that the
middle term exists in the subject, e.g. * The mountain 1s
smoking.” The order of the proposilions is not regarded
as of importance by Prabhikara or the other members of the
school, who agree in refecting the more complicated scheme
of the Nyaya in which, with a certain redundancy due to its
onigin in dialectic, the argument is expounded in the five
propositions, e.g. * The mountain is fiery; Because it is
smoking; gVhere there is smoke there is fire, as 1 a
kitchen; And this {mountain) is s6 (possessed of smaoke
with which firgis invariably concomitant); Therefore is 1t
thus (fiery).” The omission of the last two members is no
material injury to fhe scheme, while Buddhist logicians

*
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reduce the scheme to two members only. The retention of
the example is due to the origin of inference as a process of
reasoning by simple analogy; even when the necessity of a
universal connection was asserted by Dignaga and adopted
by Prasastapida and his followers, the example was
rehgiously attained, and it is not until the latest days of the
Nyaya that we find Laugaksi Bhiskara declaring that the
example is a mere superfluity. But Prabhikara and the
school of Kumirila are agreed in insisting on the use of
positive instances only, rejecting the process of argument
from such a general proposition as, * Where there is no fire,
there there 15 no smoke, as in a lake,” though Kuminla
himself recognises its ufility, though not its necessity, or, as
m the Buddhist view, sole validity.

In the case of inference alsa there arises the problem,
already seen in regard to perception, of the exact force of
the term Anumana and the corresponding result. If
Anumana is used as equivalent to * Inferential Cogmition,”
which is more precisely designated Anumiti, then the fruit
or result is the attitude of acceptance, rejection or indiffer-
ence assumed by the knowing subject to the inferred result
1f, however, Anumadna is referred to the means by which
the cognition is attained, there is a divergence of view as o
the exact process to which the name should be applied.
The most immediate cause of inference is the perception of
the middle term or minor proposition, e,g. ““ The mountain
is smoking,” but a more scientific Nydya view accepts as
the true Anuméana the whole mental process, including the
consciousness of the relatiomr hetween the middle and the
major terms, through which the major term comes to be pre-
dicated of the minor term, e.g. fire of the mountain. The
result in either case is the inferential cognition itself.

The doctrine of fallacies is deduced both by Prabhikara
and by Kumadrila from the definition given by the Vrttikira
of the nature of inference. Thus Prabhakara holds that the
condition, that the relation between the two terms whence
the inference is deduced, must be previously known, precludes
all those cases styled in logic cases of the too regtricted middle
{esddharana), where the middle term, which 1t is proposed
to use as a basis of proof, is comnected with the subject



{-M\"\
T '\j

w

%‘5 v PROBLEM OF KNOWLEDGE 31
{33

of" the ié@fence alone, thus permitting no further
conclusio® #Earth, for example, has odour, but nothing
P be derived from this unique relationship.
b relation must be universally valid, a rule
“excludes the too general middle (s@dadrona)
It is impossible to prove that sound is eternal because
it can be known, since many things can be known and
yet are not eternal. The necessity of some relation
existidg excludes the variety of middle term krpown as
annulled (badhita); to prove sound eternal because it is a
produict is impossible, since the character of being 2 product
15 flatly Inconsistent with eternity. Finally, the necessity,
that the middle term should be perceived as the basis of the
attribution of the major to the minor, excludes the variety
of middle term known as unreal (asiddha); thus the per-
cepiion by the Buddha of righteousness and unrighteousness
on the ground of his omniscience is an illegitimate argu-
ment, since the omniscience of the Buddha has never been
perceived. No other form of fallacy of the middle 1s
accepted by Prabhikara ; he rejects the Nyaya view of the
fallacy of the counter-balanced middle (seipratipaksa),
which balances against the argument, e.g. of the impercep-
tibility of air because of its lack of colour, the argument of
its perceptibility because of its tangibility. Prabhakara’s
argument 15 that it is not possible for confradictory predi-
cates, such as lack of colour and tangibility, are thus
assumed to be, to exist 1n respect of one subject; hence one
of the two alleged inferences is wholly invalid, and there 1s
no true counterbalancing. He holds that really contradic-
tory inferemces are possible only of some subject whose
nature is unknown, in which case, however, in the absence
of the essential known relation, no true inference is attain-
zble.

The views of Kumirila do not differ materially from
those of Prabhikara ; he classifies the too restricted and
the too geperal {fallacies under the head of doubtful
(anmk&ntaga ), and adds as a third class the case of con-
flicting inferenges, which he accepts, contrary to the views of
Prabhikara. Of the unreal (gsiddha) and the contra-
dictory types of fallacy he gives various sub-divisions. In

L
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this and in his elaborate examination of the generality
{samdnva), which lies at the basis of inference, he shows
plainly his close relation to the Nyaya and his polemc
against the Buddhist views. In accord with the older view
accepted in Buddhist logic, Prabhikara recognises not
merely fallacies of the ground (ketu), but also of the minor
{paksa), the example (drsténta), and even of the proposi-
tion (protijid), which in the Nyaya view are all reduced
to special cases of fallacies of the ground.

Analogy or comparison is accepted by both schools of
Mimarmsi with the Vrttikara,* but their view of the exact
nature of this form of proof differs from that of the Nyaya
generally, which accepts analogy as a distinct form of proof.
In the Nyiya view the process results in the cognition
that an object, hitherto unknown, when brought within
the range of perception, is recognised, by reason of its
similarity to something already known, to be the object
designated by a name communicated by some person of
experience. Thus a man who has never seen a buffalo
inhis life is informed by a forester that the buffalo is Iike
the cow ; on entering the waste he sees an animal simular
in appearance to the cow, and formulates the judgment,
“ This thing is a buffalo.”” The precize force of the judg-
ment is disputed in the school, but the best opinion is that
it applies not merely to the single animal seen, but that the
precipient acquires a correct apprehension of the specific
nature of the whole class buffalo. Thus, as Udayana® says,
the effect of this means of proof is to give-a clear under-
standing of the meaning of a word, though he tejects the
view, held by Bhasarvajfia® and hig followers in the Nyaya
school, that analogy can be reduced to a particular instance
of verbal testimony ($adbda), as well as that of the
Vaigesika, which reduces analogy to inference. The
Mimirhsa view of the analogical cognition is that il consists

TP Prabeeceso"'03 pp, 110-12 5 Siokavdrtigka, pp. 433
Y B B R - I
¢ Kusumodijals, Ll 5-13; ° - oty g, v, Tarke-

karaksd, pp. 84-93. ) )
¢ Nyayasara, pp. 30, 31. The Jain view (Soddorfenasamuccaya,
pp. 205, 208) reduces it to recognition, & form of Paroksa.
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n the recognition in an object not presented to the senses of
srmilarity to an object which is actually perceived. Thus, in
the instance taken above, the judgment arrvived at is, * The
cow which I saw in the city is similar to the animal® I now
see in the forest.” Both schools agree in this view, though
Prabhakara regards similarity as constituting a distinct
metaphysical category, a position denied by the school of
Kumjrila, who treat it as a quality arising from the fact
that more than one object possesses the same set of qualities.
The separate character of analogy as a means of proof 1s
deduced by distinguishing it from the other means which 1t
resembles. Thus it is not perception, since the cow 15 not
perceived at the time the judgment is formulated; it is not
verbal testimony, for it involves only the perception of simi-
larity; it is not inference, as the mental process is gquite
different; nor is it mere memory, for the similarity is nol
remembered. The Nyiva view is declared erroneous; the
assertion that the buffulo is like the cow cannot be assumed
as a basis for the conclusion, since, as a mere DLuman
utterance, it may be untrustworthy: the cognition of the
buffale and rts similarity to the cow is pure perception; the
conclusion that the animal seen is what is denoted by the
word “ buffalo” is merely inference, so that, if the Nyiyu
view is adopted, there is no real independent form of preof
called analogy (upamdna), or true analogical judgment
(upamiti). While the polemic against the Nyaya 1s not
unsuccessful, the discussion makes it ¢lear that there is no
real separate sphere for analogy as a means of proof.
Unlike the Nydya, both schools of Mimimsi accept, with
the Vrttikdra, presumption (ariidpaiti) as a separate means
of proof.® But Prabhikara’s analysiz of this form of
demonstration differs radically from that of Kumirila. Pre-
sumption in his view arises when it is necessary to assume
some fact in order to avoid inconsistency in respect of some
thing which is actually perceived. Thus, if we know that a

-

* For *“ the buffalo 7 ; the MImiifed view does not recopnise the
previous informiﬁon ag to the likenass of the cow and budalo.

* Mimdwsq Sitra, p. 103 Prakerapepeficikd, pp. 113 1%,
Slokeuartiika, pp 450-72; Méanamevadaya, pp. 51-57; cf, Nydyamai.
1ord, pp. 36-48; Saddarsenasomuscaye, pp. 293-93.
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man who is alive is not in his house, we must assume that
he has gone out, in order to make our thinking consistent
with our perception. To give rise to presumption there
must, Prabhakara holds, be doubt, which the presumption
removes, and this element serves to distinguish presumption
from inference, since inference can only begin when a certain
fact, e.g. the existence of smoke, is known with perfect
certainty. On the other hand, Kumarila’s view is thgt pre-
sumption ig impossible, if the original fact were in doubt,
1t 18 only because the absence of the man from his house 1s
for certain known that it can come into operation; the origin
of presumption lies rather in the apparent inconsistency of
two equally certain facts, in this case, the man’s absence
and his being alive, which leads to the enunciation of a
presumption to reconcile the apparent discrepancy, and it
1s this reconciliation of apparent discrepancies which
marks out presumption from inference. The Nyiya on the
contrary finds place for presumption under the purely
negative (kevolovyatirekin) form of inference, in which 1t
1s 1mpossible to adduce a positive instance of the general
rule, but the Mimimsd could not accept this view since 1t
declined to regard the use of the negative form in inference
as satisfactory,

Unlike the Nydya the Vrttikdra® accepts non-existence
(abhdva), or, as it 1s also termed, non-apprehension
(anupalabdhi), as a separate means of proof, ‘The arpgu-
ment in favour of this view adopted by Kumarila is that
the absence of any thing, e.g. of a jar on a particular spot
of ground, cannot be the object of direct perception, which
admittedly, according to the definition of the Mimdmsd
Satra, requires o present contact with the organs of sense,
nor can it be arrived at by inference, analogy, presumption
or verbal testimony. It can only arise into an object of
knowledge through the fact that none of the normal methods
of cognition can come into operation, and this peculiarity
distinguishes it from any of these means. Reabhikara,

* P.10; Prakwanapeficiki, pp. 118-25 ; Slokavgritike, pp. 473-
92, Manameyodayn, pp. 58-62, 114-18 1 cf. NyavamdPior, pp. 49-54,
Saddarfenasomuccaya, pp, 285-98 ; 1t {v refuted from the Jain stand-
point, +bid. pp. 206-7.
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with the Nydya and Vaifesika, declines to accept mon-
apprehension as a distinct means of proof. When we say,
“The jar is not on the ground,” all that we mean is that,
if the jar were on the ground, we would perceive it there,
but that as a matter of fact we see the ground alone. The
seeing of the ground is mere perception, and the further
statement Is merely a qualificatton of what is perceived in
terms,0f something which, formerly seen along with it, 1s
not now present. In this there is no scparate mental
process leading to proof. The Nydya also escapes the
difficulty by adopting & peculiar doctrine of its own, under
which non-existence, regarded as a positive entity, 1s
perceived by a peculiar mode of contact known as the
relation of qualifier and qualified.

Whether, however, four, with Prabhikara, or, with the
Vrttikara and Wumdrila, five means of proof other than
verbal testimony or scripture are reckoned, all these means
of proof are subject fo the defect that they do not avail to
determine the nature of Dharma, man’s duty and righteous-
pess. This is established by the Sitra (I, 1, 4) for the
case of perception; that means of proof deals only with
existing things which can be brought inlo contact with the
organs of sense, but duty is a thing which is not already
existing, but needs man’s action to bring it to fruition, and
duty is not tangible so as to be able to come into contact
with the organs. Inference, analogy, presumption, and
non-apprehension, all have relation to perception, and for
that reason are vitiated by the defecis of the latter, as we
gather from the Vritikdra, who thus supplements Jaipmai,
On the other hand, Jaimini declares that ihe relation of the
word to its meaning is natural and eternal, and Vedic injunc-
tions are, therefore, the source of knowledge of duty, which
1s something not open to ordinary means of apprehension.
Such injunctions are authoritative, according to Badardyana
as cited in the Mimdmsad Sitre, because of their independ-
ence. In #he definition of the Vrttikara® scriptural cognition
{sdstra) is the cognition of some thing, which is not percept-

1 P. 10; Prakaranapaficika, pp. 87-110, 131.48, 161-70; S.oka-
viritiha, pp. 405-33, 498 ff, 728 tt; Manameyodaya, pp. 40.47 ; cf
Nyayamofjori, pp, 150 ff, 205 .
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ible, through the instrumentality of intelligible sounds, that
18 words, whose meaning is known, The further analysis
of Prabhdkara shows that each word is composed of letters
which are severally apprehended, impressions of the earlier
letters blending with that produced by the cognition of the
last letter to bring about the idea of the whole waord, which
alone has the power to bring about the comprehension of a
single definite meaning. The letters, then, are the mgans of
verbal cognition, since it is they which by combination
compose the word and bring about the comprehension of 1ts
meaning. With Kumirila Prabbikara agrees in disregard-
ing the grammatical school’s doctrine of Sphota, an entity
which is invented to meet the difficulty felt by the grammar-
1ans as to the possibility of any combination of impressions
from mdividual letters producing ihe unity, which enables
us to comprehend the meaning of a word, and in this view
the Vedanta, Nydya, Vaigesika and Samkhya are at one with
the Mimérhsa, leaving the Yoga only to support the doctrine
of the grammarians.?

The meaning of words is declared by Jaimini o be
natural (auipatiika), and Prabhakara insists on the fact that
words cannot be supposed o owe their meanings to conven-
tion, whether human or divine. The view of the school n
this regard can hardly be regarded as anvthing else than an
attempt to bring the doctrine of verbal testimony into har-
mony with their traditional beliefs in the nature in the Veda,
which doubtless long preceded their speculations on the
nature of the relation of word and meaning. The Nyiya
view, that meanings were given to words by a convention due
to the action of God, offended the Mimamsa belief that the
Veda had no creator, and that no God, as understood by the
Nvyiya, existed. The alternative of human convention con-
tradicted flatly the Mimarhsa belief that the essential function
of the Veda was to lay down injunctions for the performance
aof actions, whence arose an invisible potency {apirve) leading
to a desirable end, and that this potency was @ thing of

t Cf. Max Mudler, $ix Systems, pp. 527-44 ; a full refutation of the
dactrine ot Bhartrhari that Sabda is the source of the ®orld and is the
lower form of the absclute, Brahran, is given in Nydyamafijari, pp
531-38; of, Survadardenaserhgraha, ch. xiii.
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which no person, save through the Veda, could have any
knowledge. The Nydya argument in favour of convention,
derived from the case of proper names, is met by the
admission that in the case of such names convention
18 active, but that common names stand on a different footing
In the former case, we know that the persons or things
so called have a beginning in time, and that some person
must jhave applied the names to them; 1n the case of
common names we have no warrant for finding a begin-
ning n time for either the things or the words., There
has been no beginning of the world or of men, and
they must have from the first talked of the things of the
world, just as in actual life 1t is from observing the conver-
sation of his elders, or by their Instruction, that a youth
learns the meanings of words. What is still more conclusive
evidence is that, unless we recognised, as we do, that words
possess of their own nature meanings, we could never form
the conception of conventional meanings, which is a later
development.

The eternity of the word is established formally and at
length by Jaimini in g systematic refutation (1, 1,6-23)of the
objections directed against the doctrine by the Nyaya school
mm particular, The Nyaya® holds that the eternity of the
word is precluded by the fact that it is perceptible only
after effort; that it is evanescent; that in common parlance
men talk of producing a sound, just as they speak of produc-
mg any ordinary article; that the same word is pronounced
by many people and in many places; that words have
changes in form, such as dedhy atra for dedhi; and that,
when uttered by many people, ithe volume of sound 1s
wncreased.  The reply of Jaimini insists that the apparent
production of sound, regarded by the Nyiya as a creation,
is only a manifestation of a pre-existing entity, a fact in
harmony with the disappearance of words on the cessation of
the manifestation, while products proper remain in being
The anadpgy of the sun refutes the argument from
simulfaneity of perception by many persons; the change to

]

1 The Sitra (11, 2, 23-59) deals with the topic, but in such a way
as to show in all likelihood posteriority to the Mimdmsgd Sitra.
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dadhy atre is not a modification of the letter 4, but the
substitution of a quite different form; increase of magnitude
refers to the tone, not to the word itself. Positive argu-
ments far the eternity of the word are not lacking. If it were
not so, it would fail in its purpose, the conveying of a
meaning to another. Again, we do find in pointof fact that
men recognhise words as being the same when uitered on
diverse occasions by diverse people. Language suppoyts the
Mimamsi case; when a word iIs repeated, we talk of ten
repetitions of the word, not of tem words. Moreover, no
cause for the destruction of words 1s adduced, and in non-
eternal things causes of destruction are always to be found
Finally, there is Vedic authority for the doctrine and no
valid counter authority.

The word then exists ever, but only from time to time
by effort on the part of some being is it made manifest to
us, But effort is not enough; the deaf do not hear, and the
effort must be supporied by & suitable organ which aids
the cognition of theword Through the effort on the part of
the speaker, the air from his lungs rises upwards and cormes
into contact with the vocal chords, by which it is modified
in character. Passing, then, out from the mouth, it reaches
the ears of those near enough to be affected, produces m
their ears a change favourable to audition, and passes out,
bringing to a close the zudition. The ear cavity contains a
layer of air, upon which the air current issuing from the
speaker’s mouth impinges, producing the conditton on which
audition supervenes. Thus the Mimirsi rejects the primi-
tive conception under which, as light from the eye travels to
1ts object and brings back vision, so the sound travels in
some form to the source of the sound, as held by the Jains,
and the Sarmkhyz view that the sense of hearing, as all-
pervading, reaches the place of the sound. It also rejects
the Buddhist view that actual contact is unnecessary for
hearing, and the Nydya-Vaifesika doctrine of propagation
of sound on the analogy of waves, or the filamemts of the
Kadamba flower, in the ether until it reaches the ether
enclosed in the ear cavity, which, on that viesr, constitules
the organ of hearing. To this opinion Kumarila objects
that, the ether being one and indivisible, if one ear 15
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affected, all ears should equally be affected, and every sound
be heard by every one; or, again, if one man is deaf,
everyone should no less be deaf. The Mimdrhsd evades
this objection by the doctrine that the ear cavity contains
air, and that it differs in size and shape from man to man
A further objection to the wave theory is also based on the
fact that sounds travelling with the wind are heard at
further distances than sounds travelling against the wind.
which is inexplicable if the propagation of waves takes
place in the ether, which, of course, is unaffected by wind

The essential character of the word is, in the view of
Jaimini, not mere denofation, but injunction, a view which
clearly stands in close relation to the doctrine that the
meaning of words is largely learned by the young from the
observation of intercourse among the old; one addresses the
other, and the other acts as a result; one says, gédm dneya,
the other brings the cow. Hence, as against the Vedanta, it
15 denied that the essence of Vedic texts lies in the making
manifest of the sole existent Brahman, and asserted that,
even when this seems o be the case, the real import of the
text is an injunction to meditate on the Brahman., From
this view Prabhikara proceeds to develop a conclusion,
which is in harmony with the view of Sabarasvimin, that
words themselves have no meaning, and obtain it only in
sentences, properly injunctive clauses; gdm by itself is
nothing, but attains meaning when conjoined with draya,
the whole then signifying generically the genus cow as con-
nected with bringing. This view in the school obtains the
name,of the theory of signification in syniactical combination
(envitdbhidhdna), in opposition to the view of Kumarila,
who admits that words possess a meaning independently of
combination in injunctive sentences, and whose theory
accepts, therefore, the combination of significant terms
(abhikitdnpaya). The twe schools, however, are at one in
holding that the signification of words is a class signifi-
cation (I, 3, 30-35), as the theory of the eternity of words
demands. The modern Nyaya, on the other hand, insists
that the import of words is always the concrete individual,
while the older Nyaya (11, 2, 61-71) adopts the doctrine
that the wozrd expresses the class (jai), individual (vyskts),
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word possessed as many potencies of denotation as there were
individuals, and, as all the individuals could never be
known, the word would never fully bhe comprchended, Nor
could the word denote ap aggregate of individuals
since all individuals cannot be known, and therefore an
aggregate could not be kacwn, while, even if it could be
known, as its constituent parts would be ever perishing or
replaged, the signification of the word would be a constant
fux, - Kinally, if the word meant a single individual only,
there could be no eternal connection between word and
meaning, and, in the absence of any means of discovering
which individual was meant, zction would be impaossible,
The difficuliy regarding sacrificial operations in regard to &
class instead of an individual, is disposed of by pointing out
that such actions raust be performed by substances, and
that the injunctions gpecify, not the individual substance
to be used in any special case, but the class of sul-
stance, individual portions of which are applied by each
sacrificer.

As regards the authority attaching to words there i3 a
sharp distinctien between the older school, followed by Pra-
bhikara and Kumdirila. Prabhikara holds that the only
authoritative testimony to things beyond the reach of the
senses and other means of proof is the scripture {($dsira).
Other words deal only with matters cognised by perception,
inference, etc., and have no inherent cogency; if thev give
us true information, it is merely because we believe the
speaker to be trustworthy. Thus, like the Vaisesika
school,t Prabhikara holds all cognition of this kind to be
based en inference, the argument being, “ This man says
something ; he must know what he is talking about; what
he says, therefore, must be true” From anather point of
view, human words are of neo higher value than re-
membrance, which is admittedly no source of valid universal
judgments. Thus the sole possibility of the validity of
verbal tes&mony lies in the Veda, which has no author, and
therefore 13 not vitiated by the doubts as to trustwortbiness
and ability of correct expression, which precludes us from

* Cf, Nyéyamaiijori, pp. 152 f,
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according implicit belief to the assertions made to us by
any merely human authority.

There is an obvious difficulty in this reasoning, when if
15 remembered that Prabhikara, like the Vrttikara, insists
on the seli-evidence of cogritions, from which it would seem
to follow that the assertions of any man are pruma facie
valid, until sublated by hetter evidence. Kumarila, who 13
always anxious to accommeodate the views of the schgol to
poupular beliefs, iz at the same time more in harmony with
the tenets of the school in adopting a doctrine, which does
not involve the general denial of the validity of human testi-
mony. He adopts, therefore, the plan of distinguishing
testimony as human and super-human (apaurugeya), while
admitting both as wvalid, though for different reasons
In the case of the Veda there is no author, and there-
fore the possibility of defects is ahsolulely precluded
In the case of human testimony its validity may be impaired
by defects in the speaker, but {ke presence of excellencies m
him precludes the presence of defects, so that if we are
assured of the latter we can be assured that the defects do
not exist. But it must not be understood that the excellencies
positively contribute to the validity of his utterances, which
they possess of themselves; the excellencies are of service
merely in assuring us of the absence of those defects,
which might cause his testimony to be suspect.

The Veda, however, has special claims on our regard, and
the Mimamsé Satra (1, 1, 24-28) meets detailed criticisms
of its claim to eternity. Thus it is argued against ifs
validity that parts of it bear names of men, or refer to human
beings, to which Jaimini replies that passages bear names
of persons who studied them in detail, and that apparent
human names in the Veda are really mere cases of
homonymns; thus, as Sabarasvimin points out, Pravihana
18 not the name of a man, but an epithet, ““ The excellent
carrier.” Similarly, apparently absurd statements, such as
“The cows performed a sacrificial session,” are to be under-
stood merely as emphasising the value of some ritual action
by way of hyperbole, not as showing that the aythors of the
Veda were foolish mortals. The eternity of words, and the
fact that it alone serves to reveal the unseen potency, which
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results from obeying its injunctions, are conclusive preofs
of the eternity of the Veda, and the alternative view of a
creator is needless and unsatisfactory both in regard to the
Veda and to the world.

Other forms of proof, both Prabhikara and Kumirila
expressly reject.’ Saimblava. which is variously interpreted
as probability, e.g. that ten is included in fifty, or much
moreTprobany as inclugion pure and sithple, is regarded as
merely a form of inference. Rumour, which like Sarhbhava is
claimed as a means of proof by the Paurinikas, is patently
useless for purposes of proof; its scurce being uncertain, it
is quite impossible to afford its contents any measure of
credit. Gesture (cestd), which is given as a means of proof
by the Tantra school, the Miméarsa ignores.

The relation between the various means of proof is
developed by Kumirila; the use of any means of proof
such as inference is debarred if there is a more dwirect mode
of cognition, e.g. semse perception, or if the contrary of
what is sought to be established is established in advance by
the use of some simpler means of proof.

1 Prokarapapaficikd, pp. 125, 126 ; Manameyodeya, pp. 63, 65;
Slokavdrtiika, p. 492 (vv. 57, 58); Tarkikarcksd, pp. 116, 117;
Sedderianasamuceaya, p. 207.
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THE WORLD OF REALITY =

TuERE is nothing to show that the guestion of
the reality of the world had ever occurred to the framers
of the Mimdamsad Satra, but in Sabarasvimin’s Bhdsya we
find the problem definitely faced in answer to the
onslaught made by the Nihilist school of Buddhism on the
whole conception of the reality of existence as we know 1t
The doctrine of Nigirjuna,! doubtless an effective restate-
ment of tendencies earlier manifested in the Buddhist
schools, denies at once the reality of the external world, and
of the ideal world which seems to present us with the know-
ledge of external reality. That much of its dialectic is
sophistic is true, but 1ts novelty of view and the energy with
which Nigirjuna, an eastern parallel of Zeno, urged his
paradozxes, evoked from the orthodox schools elaborate replies,
both the Nydye and the Vedante Sitras seeking to refute
heresies so dangerous to their own tenets. The reply of the
Mimarhsa, in keeping with what appears to be the early
character of that Satra as compared with the Veddmia or
Nydye Sitras is given only in the Vrtiikara as cited in the
Bhisya.,® An opponent objects, in his version, to the
validity of our waking perceptions, oun the ground that im a
dream we have cognitions which 2ll admit to be without
foundation, and, if this is true of one set of cognitions, it may
be assumed to be equally true of another., The reply of the
Vrttikara is, in effect, that the argument assumes what is to be

* Malomedhyamakakarika, ed. Bibliothera Buddhica, 1@03-1913 .
Max Walleser, Die Mittlere Lehre des Nagariuna, Heidelberg, 1911 and
lgl"i.v Ct. SarvadorSenasahgraka, ¢h, I1; ServasiddhaMtasarngroha,
c . -
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proved, namely, that all cognitions as such are imvalid. On
the contrary, we can form the idea of the invalidity of dream
cognitton siraply from our having waking cognitions whach
afford us a basis for discrediting the dream cogmtions, and we
can explain the defects of dream cognitions by the assumption
that the mind ip dream is weak and does not act effectively,
a view which we can support by the fact that in deep sleep
the 1pind is wholly absent, suggesting that in the dream state
1t is in a condition intermediate between its effective waking
presence and its disappearance. The opponent, however,
continues the argurent by urging that the object of the cogni-
tion is really a void, thus discrediting the validity of the
cognition. There is, he says, no difference between the object
of perception and the idea; the idea is directly perceived,
and there is nothing in reality corresponding to an external
object. The Vrttikdra replies that this view rests on the
erroneous assumption that an idea must have a form; 1t
really is without form, shich, ou the other hand, the external
object possesses. What we perceive is not our idea, but
something localised as ouiside ourselves; no idea can
perceive another idea, for each has a momeniary emstenie
only, whence one cannot be present to another. 'The
opponent contends that the second idea has a certain con-
finuity with the first ; as it originates, it becomes known to
the first and reveals to it the object, just as a lamp
Humines and thus makes known things. Or, put
another way, it ig the idea which first originates, and then
the object becomes known, having no anterior renl existence
The Vrttikdra refutes this by insisting that, though the idea
originates first, it is not known first; as we have seen, the
tdea is known by inference from the fact of our cognition of
an ohject, and the actual knowledge and the knowledge of
the idea cannot possibly be simultaneous.  Though we know
an object, we sometimes say we do not know it, that ix, that
we are not conscious of haviog an ides about 5. Further,
1deas argessentially connected with names, while perception
15 essentially immediate knowledge, in which naming ix not
necessarily dnvolved. Moreover, if the ides and the obiect
had the same form, a8 is assumed in the opponent’s argument,
this would sublate the idea, not the object, which is direcths
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perceived, but in truth the idea is formless and known by
inference, while the object is endowed with form and is an
object of sense perception. Or, again, the reality of an
external world is shown by the fact that we have the idea of a
mat only when threads form its material cause; if otherwise,
then a man might form the idea of & jar despite the use of
threads in the composition of an object; put more broadly, our
1deas are not the free result of our mental activity; thgy are
imposed tpon us as regards their content by external reality.

The argument as a whole thus falls into two parts, the
first dealing with the contention that ideas have no
foundation (nirdlambanc), and the second with the view
that external reality is void ($dnye)., Both these con-
tentions are the tienets of the Nihilism of Buddhism,
and there is no real ground for doubt that the arguments
of the Vrttikira are directed against this contemtron.
Kumarila,” however, or some predecessor, has interpreted
the passage otherwise, treating the first part of the argu-
ment as directed against the Vijiinavida of Vasubandhu
and Asanga,® which admitied the reality of ideas, while
denying that of the outer warld, and the second part he
treats as a vefutation of the Stinyavada of the Midhyamka
school of Nagarjuna, Precisely the same fate® has over-
taken the corresponding discussions of the Stnyavdda in
the Nydye and Vedanta Sitras; Vitsydyana still interpreted
the former (IV, 2, 25-33) in its true sense, but Vicaspati
Miéra reads into part of it an attack on the Vijfianavida,
m the case of the Vedanta Sarhkare turns the whole pass-
age (II, 2, 28-32) into an attack on that school, while
Rimanuja treats it as refuting both Buddhist doctrines.
The causes for these vagaries of interpretation are obvious,
the Sinyavida in its refutation of external reality
used the arguments which the Vijiianavada later employed,

3 glokavﬁrthka, pp. 217-67, 268-345. Prokeranoepaicikd, pp 141
tf, 171 (a fragment only); cf. Nvayskanikd, pp. 233 ff, Mdnameyo-
dgya, pp. 119.22; Nyayamedijari, pp. 536 f (VijEinavign), 548 ff
{Stinyavida).

3 Mahdyanasitrdlombdra, ed. and trans. §. Lévi, Paris, 1807-11,
Sarvadersanasamgrahs, oh. 1; Swrvesiddhantasamgroht, eh. IV (1),
Saddarsanasamuccaye, pp. 40, 41, 47.

3 Jacohi, J.4.0.5., XXXI, 1 K.
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but it supplemented the conclusions it arrived at regarding
external reality by demolishing the value of our ideas.
Any reply to the Slnyavida must therefore include an
answer which would apply to the Vijianavida, and
later authors like Kumirila mnaturally thought that the
discussion must deal with the more recent and more
convincing school of Vijiidnavida. But the Vritikira
showg no knowledge of the peculiar terminology of the
Vijfianavada, such as its distinction between the Alaja-
vijfiina, the quasi-permanent consciousness which constitutes
the indrvidual until he atlains Nirvina, and the particular
presentations which are thence derived (pravriti-vijiidna).
Moreover, the argument from the dreamm condition is mnol
peculiar to the Vijidnavade; on the contrary it iz a special
favourite of the Madhyamikas, cccurring in the Madhvya-
mikasSitra (VII, 34} and 1n other texts cited in the Vrtt
on that text.

The view of Prabhikara is in accord with the Vritikira
and the Bhdsya, but Kumarila’s interpretation of the passage
has the advantage of eliciting froms him & most interesting
exposition of, and altack upon, the Buddhist Vijfidnavada
and Siinyavida theories. The discussion shows the close
affinity of the two doctrines, and the form of the argument
15 often complicated by the resort to elaborate syllogistic
reasoning, but the whole makes a very creditable effort to
refute either the extreme scepticism of the Madhyamika or
the extreme idealism of the Yogaciras. The reality of an
external world is vehemently insisted upon as the only
foundation of the common facts of life, mcluding such
distinctions as those of virtue and vice, teacher and pupl.
If there were nothing hut ideas, all our views would be
false, since they essentially rest on the belief in external
reality. Moreover, there is a complete counter argument,
cognitions, we hold, have real substrata in the external
world; this notion of ours is correct, because it is without
contradiction, like the notion of the falsity of dream cog-
nition, 1% you reply by denying the validity of the pro-
bative example which we adduce, then the docirine that
dream cognitions are false would disappear, and you would
lose the chief argument adduced against the reality which
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underlies cognitions as a whole. Maoreover, in dream
cognitions, which you adduce as examples where there is no
underlying reality, we find on examination that there is
always a real subsiratum, however much distorted and
disguised. If, again, you argue that the unreality of
our waking cognitions is revealed by the fact that the
Yogin sees reality far otherwise, we retort by denying the
validity of his perception, and ciring against him the gisions
of our Yogins. Nor can we accept the arguments of the
Buddhist logicians, such as Digniga, who assert that the
activity of the mind can supply the full complement of
nouons, which appear to us to reflect reality;* without an
external world all these mental conceptions would be
meaningless, for we deal not with conceptions, but with the
facts of Dife.

Against the conception that cognition alone exists 4o the
exclusion of cogniser and cagnised, Kumarila contends with
special energy. The case for this conception is set out by
him with much care as the prelude to his reply to the
Stanyavada. It rests on the difficulty of understanding how
cognition and cognised can be related. There cannot really
be two entities, one formless and one possessing form, for
memory, when no object is present, we still have cognition
of form, showing that the cognition has form, and renderning
the hypothesis of an external reality mere superfluity. How,
again, can there be contact between the incorporeal cognition
and the external object ?  An ohject can be perceived only
if it has form, but again the form does not exist until it 18
perceived, which involves contradiction. Again, even if
contact were possible, how could two things, in themselves
without form, acquire 1t in this way ? Moreover, the idea
we have of a double moon is admittedly erroneous, and
therefore cannot rest on reality. So alse we use a variety of
wards of varied gender for the stars, and a masculine word
{darah) for a wife, which would be impossible if realily
controlled our ideas. The same thing, e.g. a lovely woman,
rasses very different feelingg in the mind of the Ascetic, the

®

* Cf, Ragnikaraganti’s treatment of inference as internal only,
Antarvydptisamarshona (Six Buddhist Nydye Tracts, pp. 103-14).
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lover, and the dog. The same object appears to us in one
aspect short, in the other long, and so forth, All this refutes
the possibility of an external reality. The true theory 1s
one suggested by the doctrine of impressions, which the
Mimamsa itself uses to explain memory and dream cogm-~
tion, There is one thing only, the cognition, but, as the
result of impressions left by previous cognitions, -there
appeags the distinction of cogniser, cognised, and cognifion,
m place of the unity, Each idea is momentary, but it can
and does impress its successor; there is no substantial
reality like the soul, but a never-ceasing series of momentary
ideas, impressed each by the former, gives man the sem-
blances which we regard in ordinary life as the outer world
and the soul.

The reply of Kumarila to this ingenious suggestion
emp¥msises the impossibility of belief in the momentary
character of ideas and the continuance which the theory
requires. If each idea is really momentary, and perishes
utterly, as the Buddhists assert, how can it affect the
subsequent idea, contemporaneity of ideas being negaled by
the Buddhist theory? How, again, can impressions create
new sensations, as opposed to mere reviving memories?
How can the essential distinction of cogniser and cognised
be sublated? How can each cognition in an interminable
series confain in itself the whole of the past, when manifestly
1t does not make any attempt o do so? In what sense can
our cognition, say of one animal, followed by that of another
amimal, be said to involve the conditioning of the second by
the quite disparate first? We have many cognitions which
are not the result of impressions at all. The only possible
explanation of the unity and continuity of our mental
life, lies in the recognition of a substantial unity in the self.

Kumérila insists that no idea can comprehend itself,
and also that no idea can be comprehended by another.
He rejects, therefore, not merely the Buddhist view but ihe
Nyaya-Vaisesika conception by which our ideas are the
object of Tental perception, and the allied Sautrantike*

1‘7.Sagidar.§anasamaccaya, p- 47; Sorvasiddhantasargreke, 1V,
H, i+ H
4
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speculation, which holds that the form of the object 1s
unpressed on the cognition. The objection to the Nyaya-
Vaigesika view appears to be that the idea is understood by
the school to be perceived simultaneously with the object,
and, as the perception of the idea requires that it should be
provided with visible form, that is, colour and extension,
there would be no possibility of demonstrating the existence
of the external ohject, since, the form being cogmsed with
the idea, an external reference would be needless.” The
objection, it must be noted, is mot cogent against the
developed form of the Nviya doctrine, in which it is held
that on the actual cognition (vysvasdya) there supervenes
the mental perception of the cognition (anuvyevesdya); the
cognition thus brings reality immediately before the mind,
while in a secondary act the cognition itself is made the
object of introspection, as 1n the accepted theory of mesiern
psychology. The Mimams3, by ignoring this possible view,
renders it necessary to hold that a cognition can never he
the object of mtrospection; it is an entity which iz inferred
from the fact of cognition; its existence is known, but not
as an object of sense-perception of any kind. Mental
perception, which the school admits, is thus restricted to
those forms of mental activity which are not cognitive.
There remains, however, yet another contention of the
Siinyavada which Kumirila seeks to refute. It is based on
the view that atoms are invisible, that aggregates of atoms
are invisible, that all objects, being composed of such
aggregates, are invisible and incomprehensible, and therefore
void. The weight of this argument lies in the fact that the
Mimamsa gives a more or less hearty acceptance to the doctrine
of atoms, though Kumirila is careful not to bind himself
definitively to it. The conglemeration of aloms, it 15 urged,
18 1ropossible, since atomns have no extension, or at any rate no
parts, and no contact belween them is, therefore, conceivable
More generally, it is also contended that no whole of parts
can really exist. If it did, it must either reside in its entirety
1n each of the component parts, which is positiv€ly absurd,
or it must reside collectively in all the parts; jp this event,
even if it can be assumed that it is something over and a.bove
the parts, it would be perceived only when all the parts had

L]



THE WORLD OF REALITY 51

been perceived, which would be normally impossible, abso-
lutely so in the case of a whele of imperceptible parts hike
atoms. This dialectic, which the Nyava Satre (IV, 2, 7-14)
also seeks to face, is met with the argument tha!, as there 1s
an interminable dispute between the opposing schools, the
Buddhists who deny the difference of the whole from its parts,
and the Nyiya who assert the distinction, the sufe course
lies inahe via media of admitting that a whole is in one sense
different from, and in another sense not different from,
its constituent parts. A whole, therefore, is not of a
simple and ahsolute character, and resembles an object
with variegated hues, but it is not ithe less real for
that, Invalidity applies to doubtful ideas, not to ideas of
an object which ir itself is not absolute in character. The
stock _argument of the Buddhists, that if any composite thing
.18 investigated no whole remains after deduction of the com-
posing paris, e.g, the threads of 2 mat, is met by the rejomn-
der, in harmony with the Nyaya, that the same result 1s
achieved on the Nyaya view, which regards the whole as
different from the parts, the whole, in their view, only exists
when there is an agglomeration of parts; if, mentally, you
take away the parts, naturaily the whole, despite 1ts
difference from the parts, disappears also. The further
hypothesis, that what is really seen is merely atoms without
real unity but visible in numbers, though singly invisible,
15 malurally rejected as deveid of cogency. Finally, the
argument is used that the attempt to ask if a whole resides
in the parts, as an entirety in each or collectively in all, 1s
mistaken. The whole is impartite, and the idea of 1ts
relation to its individual constituenis in whole or in part
18 a question which arises only 1n respect of the individual
elements, and is meaningless as applied to the whole.?

The value of Kumairila's refutation of the Buddhist
schoals is not inconsiderable; he brings cut fully the grave
difficulties which meet any effort to account for the facts of
hfe withoutgccepting some permanent entity, and the objec-

tions to the effort to evade this problem by creaiing the fig-
-

t Stokavertiika, pp. 632-34 (vv. 75-83); of, Nydyamaiijeri, p. 550,
Avayetvinirdkarane (Six Buddhist Nydye Tracis, pp. 78-93).
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ment of an unending series of ideas, each of which must be
supposed to take upon itself in some form the impressions of
the whole previous history of the series. He insists, also
rightly, on the impossibility of accepting any purely subjective
1dealism, but he does not seem to have appreciated the pessi-
bility of discarding this attitude, but accepting an objective
idealism. A suggestion to this effect was implicit in the doc-
trine of knowledge adduced by Digniga,! which insis®d that
inference and other mental acts dealt with ideal contents, but
Kumirila was able to reply o this doctrine that the whole
scheme was meaningless, as it assumed that there was
nothing truly real beyond the unreal play of ideas in the
mind. No true objective idealism was, therefore, before his
mind, and he is content to assert absolutely the reality of an
external world, which is not the product of intelleg. bat
which is known by us, the relation of knowledge to reality
bemng of a peculiar and dnique type, involving an activity
on the part of the coguniser which does not, however, create
the object.

In their positive doctrines as to the nature of the
universe there are considerable diiferences between Prabhi-
kara and Kumarila. The former admitted, it is clear,® no
fewer than eight categories, while the latter accepted five
only. They agreed in regard to substance, quality, action
or motion, end generality, but, while Prabhikara accepted
the category of inherence from the Nyiya-Vaigesika, and
added the three of potency or capacity ($akii), similarty
(sd@drsye), and number {sasnkhyd), Kuminla rejected the
three additions of Prabhikara, and also, in this case
. agreement with his predecessor, the particularnty
(vssesa) of the Nyiya-Vaidesika. Finally, inherence was
also rejected by hin.  On the other hand, the texts ascribe
definitely to bim the acceptance of the category of non-
existence (abhdve), with a fourfold division of prior
negation, subsequent negation or destruction, absolute nega-

[
1 Stokavarizika, p. 258 (v. 167). The invalidity of all but indeter-
munate perception is asserted in Saddarfanasamuccay®, p. 41.
? Promeyepdrivane in Mallinatha Té@rkikaraksd, p. 164 ; Ména-
meyodeya, pp. 65, 114 ff; Prakarancpafieskd, pp., 110, 111 (over-
looked in Probhékara Sehool p- B9) -
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tion, and mutual negation, sub-divisions whic}a,o_f course, are
simply transferred bodily from the Nydya-Vaisesika doctrine
Non-existence stands in definite opposition to the other four
categories accepted by Kumdrila; though regarded as real, it
15 nevertheless admitted to be essentially relative to the _four
categories of being (bhdva). Prabhiakara, however, rejects
non-existence, as might have been expected from his rejec-
tton of non-existence or non-apprehension as a means of
proof® The only reality, in his view, 1n the absence of a
pot from a spot of ground is the spot of ground. The
particularity of the Nryiya-Vaigesika, which serves to
differentiate such things as the ultimate atoms and selves,
has no foundation as a separate category, as the differentia-
tion can be based on the ordinary qualities which these
things possess.

~Substance! is that in which gualities reside, and Prabha-
kara reckons the number as nine: earth, water, air, fire, ether,
the self or soul (diman), mind, time, and space. Kumirila
15 credited with admitting also the substantiality of dark-
ness and sound, while others accept gold as a twelfth. Of
these earth, water, air and fire all possess colour and
tangibility, and accordingly are the objects of the senses of
sight and touch, but only when in non-atomic form, for some
degree of magnitude is recognised by Prabhikara, 2s by the
later Nydya-Vaisesika, as a necessary condition, along with
touch (sparia), of proper sense perception, The other five
substances cannot be regarded as perceptible, since they
cannot be seen or touched, and therefore are only inferred to
exist. In the case of ether the apparent whiteness of it 1s
due to particles of fire in it, while the darkness of night 1s
not a substance, nor is it a quality; if it were a quality 1
would be perceptible by day also, and therefore must be
deemed to be merely absence of light. A variant of this
doctrine in the school of Prabhakara declares darkness to be
the absence of the knowledge of light. Kumirila claims
darkness as a substance, because it is blue in colour and
moves, these two facts being necessarily attributed to some

! PrakorWnapaficikG, pp. 24, 54, 77, 84, 141 {f ; Minameyodaya,
pp. HEE, 66 ff, 78 1f ; Slokavdritika, p- 404 (v. 183); Tarkskerakss,
pp 133, 134,
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substance, but the Nyiya denfes these facts, Pointing out
that & colour can be perceived only in light, and darkness 1s
experienced when there is no light. Sridhura again suggests
that darkness is the imposition of blue colour on something
else, The necessity of inferring ether arises from the nature
of sound, which must be provided with a substratum; unlike
Kumarila, Prabhikara sees no sufficient ground to give to
sound the rank of a distinct substance, a position which has
obvious dafficulties in a system which allofs so pre-eminent a
place to the word,

Alr, in Prabhikara’s view is neither hot nor cold, the
apparent heai being due to fire particles, and the coolness to
water particles diffused in it. Kumirila also regards it as
perceptible, but does not claim that it has any colour; he
rejects therefore the Nyaya view that it can only be inferred,
colour being necessary to perception, and adopts thes¥iier
Nyiya opinion which admits of direct perception through
the sense of touch, In this and in many other details his
school, if not the founder, clearly largely assimilated the
Nyaya-Vaisegka physics, though it 18 clear that Kumarila
himself was not prepared to accept the atomic theory as
absclutely essential to his principles. Some of his followers
went further, and claimed that ether, space and time were
directly perceptible, but op these points the doctrine of both
schools seems never to have been developed.

The account of gualittes which inhere in substances,
and are distinct from motion, given by both Prabhikara
and Kum3rila shows obvious obligations to the Vaiesika.®
Prabhakara gives as objects of perception the qualities of
colour, taste, smell, and touch; number, dimension, indivi-
duality, conjunction, disjunction, priority apd posteriority;
pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, and effort, and, like the
VarSestka, distinguishes conjunctions and disjuncions ac-
cording as they are produced by the action of one or both
of the things concerned, or rise mediately through another
conjunction or disjunction. XKumirila, like Prafastapida,
enumerates twenty-four gualities : colour, smfll, taste,

L

X Prgkaragapeficikd, pp. 54, 151 Mﬁna:‘myc?daya, pp. 99-.111 ;
Tarkikoroksé, p, 163,
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touch ; number, individuality, dimension, coniun;tion,
disjunction, priority, posteriority; gravity, fluidity, vigcidity;
cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, effort, impression
{covering wvelocity, elasticity, and mental Impression), tone
(dhvani), which is a quality of the air, revealing sound,
manifestation (prékaeiya), a quality common to all sub-
stances, perceptible and determining them, and potency
Potengy is reckoned by Prabhikare as a distinct category,
its existence is proved by inference: fire burns normally,
but under the influence of some spell it ceases to have that
effect ; there must, therefore, be something of special charac-
ter in the fire by virtue of which it burns. Words also have
the potency to denote meanings, and so on ad infinifum
It is eternal in eternal things, but iransient in tramsient
things, coming into being with them and disappearing when
thepedisappear, and thus differing from impression (sazs-
kdra), which even in etermal things is evanescent. The
Nviya view is sensibly opposed to the recognition of any
such conception, since, stricily speaking, the number of
potencies in any object mught be regarded as very numerous,
regating the possibility of accepting potency us one guality
or a distinct category of being. Number, which Prabhikara
makes a separate category,* in the list of Kumirila falls to
the rank of a quality. The classification of qualities and
their assignment to substances follows generally the classifi-
cation first given in infinite detail by Prafastapida. From
his list Kumarila departs only in the substitution of tone for
sound, and of manifestation and polency for merit and
demerit. Unlike Pragastapida, he denies that cognrtion is
the object of mental perception, though admitiing this for
the other special qualities of the self. TFrom the school of
Prabhikara that of Kuminla differs in asserting that indi-
viduality applies hoth to eternal things and to products,
while the former asserts that it applies to efernal things
alone. Priority and posteriority apply to both space and
time ; the later Nydya wisely rejects both as general quali-
ties, sinc@ they are essentially determinations of space and

1 In Prazarazmpan‘cikd, p. 54, it appears as a quality : impression
in 1ty various form is referred to (pp. 80, 81} as inferred only ; the full
treatment occurred in the missing Prameyapdrdyepa (see ibid. p. 111),

-
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time, or, as stated in the Manameyodeya, are special quali-
ties of these entities.

Action® as a category covers only, 2s in the Nyaya-
Vaisegika, the restricted field of motion, with its traditional
five-fold divisions, as throwing up or down, drawing towards
or expanding, and motions other than these. But Prabha-
kara maintains that it is only an eobject of inference, while
Kumarila holds that it is perceived. The argument gf the
former rests on the fact that, when we think we see motion,
we only see conjunction and disjunction with points of space,
these contacts subsisting only in outside space and notin the
moving thing, in which the activity of motion must reside.
The reply of Kumirila’s school is that it could ounly be
inferred as the immaterial cause of the conjunction and
disjunction of a thing with points in space, which would
mean that it must subsist both in space and in the Mg,
whereas il exists in the thing only, We really see motion,
which is in the thing and which brings about conjunction
and disjunction in space, 3 docirine which has now excellent
modern support.,

Generality both Prabhikara and Kumarila admit as real
and as directly perceptible by the senses, and thus set them-
selves at variance with the Buddhist denial that there is any
such thing as generality. The first Buddhist argument rests
on the impossibility of the existence of any whole, which
both schools of Mimithsi deny. But further difficulties
are raised. If generality is perceptible and is eternal, as
claimed in the Mimdrhsd, the absurdity arises of perpetual
perception. Again, how is generality related to the indivi-
duals; is it present in its entirety in each?* If so, then
there are as many generalities as individuals, and there is
mere duplication of names. [If not, then it must exist in all
collectively, and therefore be entirely unknown, since one
can never know all the individuals which make up a
generality. If it is eternal, and exists before the individuals,

1 Prokaeranapaficikd, pp. 78-81; Ménameyodaya, pp~112, 113,
a wider vigw is taken in Shokouaritika, p. 707 (v. 74).

% Prakoraftapaiictkd, pp. 17.32; Slokavaritika, ppf 545-65, 614~
39, Manameyodaye, pp- §5-99; of. Nydyamefirari, pp. 297-324; Afoka,
Saminyadisanadikprasdritd (Six Buddhist Nydyae Tracts, pp. 94-102) .
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1t ought to be knowable by itself, which is plainly absurd; if
1t comes into being with the individual, how is it distinct
from it? The reply given by both these schools is an
appeal to consciousness; we have as an actual fact direct
perception of generality, and we cannot be induced to dis-
believe it by any process of inference, which cannot have the
validity of direct preception. To confute our belief it 1s
necesgary to adduce some defect in the organs of perception
or a sublating cognition, and neither of these processes 1s
possible. The Buddhists would ask us to disbelieve in the
existence of colour, but we decline to do so, and equally we
find no cogency in their request that we should refuse belief
to the evidence of our senses regarding generality. Nor 1s
1t correct to ask whether generality is present in its entirety
1in each individual or collectively in all; these are concep-
{#®Fvawhich are applicable to individual things alone, not to
the impartite generality, which is not to be compared either
with a string which holds tegether a necklace of pearls, or
the many parts which go to constitute a single living creature,
Tt 15 not to be considered as any particular configuration or
shape, but is a distinct entity sui geweris. It must not be
thought to be perceptible apart from the individual; such
an existence of a separable character, if held by the Nyiya-
Vaiéesika, is definitely rejected by the Mimarusa. In the
ultimate essence, when we analyse our idea of generality, 1t
rests on the fact that, despite differences in things, we
recognise in them an essential identity; among cows of
many colours and shapes, there is still the same nature.
‘The relation of generality to the individual may be
described as that of difference as by Prabhakara, or as
different and non-different as in ihe school of Kumirila,
but the view of the two schools is not materially different.
Kumarila points out that in ordinary life we recognize
things as individual or as generalities, according as we
select the one or other of the two aspects which must always
be present. The specification of a class is brought about by
vanous ca¥ses, such as colour, etc,, or time and place. Thus
gold is distigguished by its colour from copper, melted butter
from oil by its odour and taste, a jar from other articles by
its shape, a horse by its neighing, & Brahman by origin,
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and in some cases by action also, in places where the duties
of the castes are duly supervised by the king. Prabhakara,
however, declines to admit of generalities such as Brahman-
hood and Ksatriyahoed, which Kumarila accepts.

Prakbhikara also differs from Kuméfrila in his use of the
category of inherence as a means of explaining the relation
of the individuz] to the generality. When a new individual
of a class comes into being, what is produced is npt the
existence of the geperality, which is eternal, but of the
relation of inherence between the individual and the class,
Inherence differs from contact in that it does not presuppose
the previous existence of the things affected by it, and,
unlike the Nyayva-Vaibesika, Prabhikara does not hold that
it 15 necessarily eternal. This affords an easy reply to the
question of the fate of the class character on the destruction
of an individual; it does not go away, as it has no motmt
does not subsist in theindividual, which is no longer in being,
1t does not cease to exist, for it remains in other individuals,
but the inherence between the class and the indinidual
comes to an end. But Kumirila® rejects in tofo the idea of
inherence as a true category; a relationship, he argues, can
ealst only between things which are established as distinct
entities, and, as inherence is supposed to be a relation
between things which, like the class and the individual, are
1nseparable, it is a contradiction in terms.

While Kumirila's school admits, as usual, the existence of
generalities of substance, quality, and action, Prabhikara
declines to accept the last two or a summum genus of
existence as a real generality, on the ground that, ag each
generality rests on the fact of actual perception, the genus
existence must be disallowed, as we do not in fact percenve
things as merely existing. The true sense of existence 1s
merely the individuality of things (svaripasattd); it is not
a true class character.

Similarity® as o category is asserted by Prabhikara, who
holds that its existence is proved by our consci;ausness mn

1 Slokavgritita, 1, 1, 4, wv. 146-55; of. Asokas Avayavinird-
ke ana (Swx Buddhwst Ny&yﬂ T-asts pp 78-86)

* P skarama pp 110 111 Sloknvdrnlha pp 43841
(vv 18-23) 565 (vv 74-J7  Tarksharakyd p 164
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precisely the same way as every other category. It cannot
be beld to be substance, for it exists in quality and motion
as well 2s in substance. It cannot, in view of its relation te
motion and to quality, be a quality; motion has no qualities,
nor can a quality have o quality, It is not genmerality, for
no comprehensive conception of it exists. It is quite other
than the relation of inherence. It is mot particularity,
whic}hi]n any case is not a true category, since it is no more
than the quality of individuality. It must, therefore, be a
distinct category, which is perceived in the apprehension of
qualities, motions, or parts of two things as common to both.
Fumarila’s rejection of this category is based on the fact
that similarity admits of degrees, e.g. the resemblance of a
cow and a buffalo is considerable, that of a cow and a boar
15 slight; if there were a true category there could be no
edtwas, e agrees, however, with Prabhskara in regarding
similarity as _directly perceptible. It consists, in his view,
mn the fact of the possession Dy two objects of the same
arrangement of parts, and he attributes the ereclion of a
special class of similarity to a misunderstandmg by the
Vaisesikas of the doctrine of Vindhyvavisin, which merely
asserted that generality consisted 1n possession of unity of
form (sarupya), which was taken to mean likeness { s@drsve).
The same author is elsewhere* cited by Kuroarila as denying
the doctrine of the existence of the subtle fransmigrating
body, a view accepted from him by Kumirila, and as
enunciating the principle of the genesis of infarence, which
15 accepted also in the Slokavdrttiby. Who this author was
15 not apparent; he cannot, it is certain, be Isvarakrsna,
nor is there any plausibility in identifying him with the
Vindhyavasa who plays a part in the history of the Sarkhya,
whether or not he was really Ifvarakrsna.® Hemay, of course,
have been an older teacher of the Mimarmsi school 1tself.
Cause is not reckomed by either school as a category,
a fact significant of the curious failure of Indian

* Pp. 78 (v, G2), 3983 (v. 143},

¥ S@mihyn System, pp. 62, 69. Gunaratna (Sedder§umnasannccays
p 10d)cites 2 ®oka of Vandhyavisin ('), who was clearly, in his view,
not I§varakrsna, but itis hard to say of what value his evidenceis, or to
whom he refers.
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philosophers to find a due place for this issue, even when, as
in the case of the Nyiya-Vaisesika, they by no means ignore
its importance. But there seems no evidence that either
Prabhakara or Kumirila contributed anything of novelty
or value to the doctrine. In his discussion of perception,
a5 we have seen, the former makes use of the doctrine of the
division of causes into the material or inherent (semavdyt-
karana), and immaterial or non-inherent (asamardyi), =
distinction, doubtless, taken from the Nydya-Vaigsika.®
The denial by Kumdirila of the conception of inherence
would have precluded him from adopting such a distinction of
causes,

Causation, however, affords Kumdrila an argument in
favour of his thesis of the reahty of nom-existence.* That
entity he classifies as prior, as the non-existence of curd in
muik; subsequent or destruction, as the non-existence Qi
in curd; mutual, as the non-existence of the horse in the cow
and vice versd: and absolute, as the non-existence of & horn
on the head of the hare. Without the recognition of the first
two kinds, he contends, there could be no idea of causation.
in its prior negation lies the character of the curd as effect, in
its destruction that of the milk as the cause. Everything has
two aspects: it regards its self, it exists, as regards anything
else it is non-existent; and both these aspects are real and
necessary to each other. It isonly through this fact that we
can say, “ There is no jar on the ground,” or that we can
ever differentiate things, which is possible only on the ground
of a real existence of nom-existence., It is impossible to
perceive this entity, for perception must deal with the exis-
tent: the process of intellection is, therefore, purely mental;
the ground is seen, the jar remembered, and then ensues the
purely mental cognition styled negation, which must be
distinguished from inference or any other form of know-

ledge.

* It may be noted that Silikanatha commented on the Prafasta,
padabhisye (Bodieion Catalogue, p. 244).

s Stokavdrtiika, pp. 473-93; Menameyodaye, pp. 5864, 114-18,
of, Nyayamafijari, pp. 49-63 , Seddersanasamuccaya, pp. 495-98.
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*GOD, THE SOUL, AND MATTER

TuoveH the Mimirhsi is so deeply concerned with the
sacrifice, it has no belief in the doctrine that the rewards of
offering are to be expected either from the deities to whom
the offerings are directed to be made, or from a God as

cator or apportiomer of reward and punishment. The
sacrfice generates an unseen potency, whence the goods
desired by sacrificers are obtained ; the Vedanta Sitra
(I1I, 2, 40) expressly negatives the idea that mn Jaimini’s
view there was divine intervention in this regard, and the
atheism of the true Mimirhsa is regarded with such unani-
mity as to render it impossible to explain it away.® The
full development, however, of the doctrine is, as usual, to
be found in Prabhikara and Kumarila, who adopted from
the Nyaya-Vaisesika the groundwork of their views of the
world, but declined to follow that school in its speculations
on the existence of a creator.?

The Nyaya-Vaisesika, accepting the doctrine of atoms
on the one hand and of the periodical creation and destruc-
tion of the world on the other, had found it necessary to
mtroduce the conception of a creator, in order to secure in
some measure a mode of bringing about the renewal and
destruction of the combinations of the atoms and their
connection with souls. But Prabhikara and Kuminla
ahke deny absolutely the validity of the belief in the periodic
creation and dissolution of all things; they accept a con-

* As dbes Max Mitller, Sux Systems, pp. 275.79 ; cf. K. L. Sarkar,
Tagore Low ectures, 1903, p. 508,

* Pragkaranapaficikda, pp. 137-40; Slokevdrttika, pp. 639-80;
Manameyodaya, pp. 70-74; cf. Nydyamafijers, pp. 193-204; Sad-
darfanasamuccaye, pp. 284 ft
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stant process of becoming and passing away, but they find
no ground for the systematisation of the process, so as fo
produce cycles of evolution and involution of souls. Exper-
ence, Prabhikara urges, shows us the bodies of all animals
being produced by purely natural means; we can argue hence
to the facts of the past and the future, and need invoke no
extranecus aid, Moreover, the whole conception of God
supervising the merits and demerits of men is idle; God
cannot perceive merit or demerit by perception, since they are
not perceptible, nor by the mind, which is confined to the hody
which it occupies. Supervision also is impossible, even had
God the necessary knowledge ; it must take the form either
of contact, which is impossible as merit and demerit being
gualities are not suhject to comtact, or inherence, and
plainly a man’s qualities cannot inhere in God. If
argument is adduced of the analogy of the carpenter, it*may
be replied that on this basis the creator would have to be an
embodied spirit, and no embodied spirit can affect such
subtle things as the atoms or merit and demerit. Nor is 1t
conceivable that the atoms should themselves act under the
will of God, for no parallel te such activify is known to us,
and, if it were possible, it would follow from the eternity of
the will of God that creation would beunceasing. Theonly
true case of supervision known to us is that exercised by
the soul over the body, which it occupies by virtue of s
mexit or demerit, and there is no need to hold that the world
15 more than an ever-changing sequence of things affected by
the souls in it. ;

Kumirila’s treaiment includes both an elaborate attack
on the whole conception of creation and a special refutation
of the Vaisesika views. He ridicules the idea of the exis-
tence of Prajapati before the creation of matter; without a
a body, how could he feel desire ? If he possessed a body,
then matter must have existed before hLis creative activity,
and there iz no reason to deny then the existence of other
bodies. Nor is there any intelligible motive for creation ,
granted that, when the world exists, conditions are fegulated
by merit and demerit, originally there was n& merit or
demerit, and the creation of a world full of misery was
mexcusable, for it is idle to argue that a creator could only
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produce a world in which there is sin and pain, Vet, if hs
action is conditioned, he cannot be ommnipotent. If, agam,
1t 15 alleged that the creation was for his amusement, this
contradicts the theory that he is perfectly happy, and would
involve him in much wearisome toil. Moreover, there is no
possibility of establishing the reality of his creative activity.
It could onlyrest on reportsof the first of created men, and they
could have no power to testify effectively fo a state of things
existin}y before they were brought into being, They could
only rely on what they were told by the creator, and his
assertions might be mere boasting. Nor is it at all zahs-
factory to accept the belief in the creation of the Veda,
which by no means enhances its value ; still less to hold
that it resides with the creator during the periodic dissolu-
tions of the world, for which, again, there is mnot a shred
dFevidence.

Against the Vaifegika view of creation exception 1
justly taken to the difficulty involved in holding that in
some manner the action of the Supreme Lord brings to a
stand at one time the potencies of all the souls, and then
awakens them all when 2 new creation is imumnent. Against
this view 1t is contended thai the activity of men arising
from their past deeds can never cease, and it is absurd
needlessly to complicate matters by assuming both the force
of men's deeds and the intervention of the desire of God
Mareover, it is impossible to explain why this desire should
ever arise, and unintelligible to elucidate the mode in whach
the creator can act without a body or acquire a body.

Kumirila, however, does not content himself with
refuting the Nyiya-Vaigesika doctrine; he attacks equally
the Vedanta,* on the simple ground that, if the absolate 1s,
as it 15 asserted to be, absolutely pure, the world itself
should be absolutely pure. Moreover, there could be nro
creation, for nescience is impossible in such an absolute.
1f, however, we agsume thal some other cause starts nescience
fo activity, then the unity of the absolute disappears
Again, if nescience is natural it is impossible to remove it,
for that could be accomplished only by kuowledge of the

1 Of, Nyayamodjari, pp. 525-31,
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self, which, on the theory of the natural character of
nescience, is out of the question. Nor is the Simkhyas
doctrine of many selves and nature any more tenable as
4 theory of creation. The beginning of creation is held to
be due to a disturbance in the equilibrium of the three
constituents which make up nature. But how can such
a disturbance take place at a first creation, when there are
no potencies due to men’s actions demanding fryition?
Even at subsequent creations, how do latent potentialities
by themselves become fruitful without any consciousness
to direct them? And, if they do attain fruifion, the
Simkhya theory of liberation by knowledge is without
value, since the potencies will remain able to come agarmn
wto activity. Xnowledge, it must be recognised, can never
give freedom from bondage, which can be attained only b
the exhaustion of action, for which the Samkhya metaphySics
affords no adequate possibility, owing to the infimite
potentiality of nature,

Though the existence of a creator is denied, the
Miméamsa accepts without reserve the doctrine of the
existence of the self or soul,’ and Sabarasvimin elaborates
the case for its existence; Prabhikara and EKumairila hoth
develop the theme in close accordance with his views
The necessity of the existence of the self for the Mimimsi
rests on its fundamental assumption that the sacrifices are
performed to secure, in many cases, a reward not 1n this life.
There must, therefore, be an eternal entity, distinct from the
body, the sense organs, and cognitions, which iz both the
doer of actions and the reaper of their reward. It is not
unnaturally objected that there is a strong presumption
against claiming eternity for something which suffers
change, but the more serious objection is made that men do
not realise, when they reap results, the actions which
brought these about, thus invalidating the value of the
assumed continuity, and that there is nothing unnatural in
a man determining to do an act which will lead to ew1l
results in the future, secure in the knowledge#that, when

. -

* Mimdrhsé Sitra, pp. 18-24; Prakarapapodicikd, pp. 141-60 ,

Stokavaritiko, pp. 689-728 ; Manameyodoya, pp. 78-84,

~
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these resulis come to fruition, he will not remember their
cause. To this Kumirila replies that remembrance has
nothing whatever to do with the matter; the wise, who
alone are worthy of sacrificing, realise in all their actions
the law of retribution, even without remembering the facts
of each case. Noris it any argument against the eternity
of the soul that it undergoes modifications; we see
m actual experience abundant evidence of changes in man’s
conditlon in life without any cessation of the substantial
identity, and we treat death as no more than a change
through which the soul endures. The sea remains, despite
the movements of its waves; the serpent unceils, without
change of essence.

To the theory of the substantial soul the Buddhist at
once objects, and proposes instead the docirine of the seres
oT 1deas, each of which gathers from its predecessor the
impressions of its unending pasf.  The performer, therefore,
it 15 contended, is the same as the enjoyer, but this contention
Kumdrila rejects. It is impossible to accept this view,
he argues, unless the first idea and the last in the series,
from performance to result, have a common substratum.
Apart from the fact that, if ideas are really momentary,
there can be no interaclion and no series, it is impossible on
the series theory to find any.rational basis for action, since
the doer will clearly not reap what he did, and action
without rational ground is-out of the question among men
Moreover, the exact character of transmigration presents
wnsuperable difficulties on the Buddhist theory. It 1s
unpossible for an immaterial idea to move about 1 2 living
body, much less to transfer iiself from one body to another,
Tie 1ol i~ of a subtle body which serves as anm
wone bars owee o one life and rebirth is denied by
Vindhyavasin, and unsupported by any evidence, nor, if it
existed, is it clear how an idea would pass with it. Nor,
again, can the existence of an idea in the embryo be explained
The embryo has no sense organs and cannotf have cognitions,
and an idew is never known to exist save in the form of a
cognition. Jfor can.it be supposed that the idea exists as
a latent potentinlity in the embryo without a substratum,
while if the sense organs gre assumed to be the substratum

N
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then they would possess intelligence, and rebirth would
become impossible, since on their destruction intelligence
would go also; further, the share played by the organs in
developing the idea would contradict the Buddhist doctrine
that the idea arises from a preceding idea only. Nor 1s
there any evidence that the first cognition of the newborn
child is due to a previous idea; we hold that it arises from
the functioning of the sense organs There must, therefore,
be something Wthh possesses the potentiality of ideas, 1s
eternal, and capable of transmigration, This need 13
furnished by the soul, which is immaterial and omnipresent,
and thus, without motion, is able to connect itself with one
body after another.

The soul, then, is essentially active, for, unlike the
Vaigesika school, the Mimarsi does wnot, according _ to
Kumarila, deem that motion is the only form of actien, and
1t 18 through its superintending activity that the motions of”
the body are achieved. We must, therefore, conceive the soul
engaged from time immemorial in the work of directing
a body, the acts done in each life determining the character
of the body attained in the next, a process which will cease
only, if ever, when the soul cecases to obtain a bodily
habitation.

Again, from another point of view the Buddhist conception
of a series is imperfect. Granted that it is impossible to
establish a soul merely on the ground of such attributes of
the soul as pleasure, desire, or memory, adduced by the
Vaisegika school as indications of the existence of the soul,
since these might be explained on the theory of impressions,
no such explanation is available to dispose of the cognition
of the self. In the case of the two judgments, ““ I knew
and “I know,” the theory of ideas breaks completely down.
The first idea cannot, as past, know the later idea, nor can
the later idea know the first. It is useless to appeal to a
series, for the series was not present at the first cognition,
nor is it present at the last. Nor is there any unity in the
two cognitions, for the Buddhist refuses to reevgnise any
classes. Nor can it be argued that similarity would suffice,
for in cognitions of different objects, e.g. a horse and a cow,
there is no similarity of cognition. The bare fact of each
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being in cone aspect a coguiser would af most give merely
the bare recognition tbat there was a cogniser, but no
personal identity. A true permanent substance is, therefore,
essential, and such a substance explains far more effectively
than any other hypothesis such phenomena as desire,
memory, and pleasure and pain, while it is the indispensable
basis of merit and demerit.
This ‘permanent entity is quite distinct from the body,
the senses, or cognition. The elements of the body are
.seen to be without intelligence, and the combination of
such elements cannot produce intelligence. 1If, again, one
glement alone had this nature, the others could not coalesce
with it to form a body. A dead body, which consists
of precisely the same material as the living body, contains
ng intelligence. On the contrary, the fact that a body is an
Jorganiged whole suggests irresistibly the fact that it serves
the purpose of anather which directs it, namely, the soul
Such phrases as “1 am fat,” or “ I go,” are merely natural
transfers of use. Omn the other hand, the phrase “ My body?”
shows clearly that the ego and the body are different.
The same argument can be applied to the case of the
sense organs, but others are also available; thus the fact
that I feel with my hand what I see with my eves shows
that there is something beyond the sense organs. Again, a
blind man remembers what he saw when his eyesight
remained, which would be impossible if the organ were the
self. More generally the analysis of any cognition reveals to
us the fact that the “ I is not the bedy, nor the sense organs
nor the cognition itself, but something over and beyond
Many people can have the same cognition as far as content
1s concerned, but each cognition has an individual refer-
ence, as Is seen also with perfect clearness in the facts of
memory; if there were no ““ 1, how could we have the fact
that cne, who has learned half 2 lesson at one time, can
later on resume the task at the place at which he left off ¢
The objection, that the terms ‘“ My soul ”’ indicate a differ-
ence betweeh the “ 17 and the soul, is met by holding that
in the word m‘soul” the meaning ° cognition” is fo be
understood, cognition often being inaccurately deseribed as
the soul. The result can be confirmed by the evidence
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of the Samhitas and Brihmanas, the former of which
implicitly, the latter explicitly, recognise the existence of
the eternal soul.

There must, however, be something to mediate between
the eternal and omnipresent soul and the world, else 1ts
knowledge would be etermal and ommiscient, as emphati-
cally it is not. The mediator is furnished by mind, whose
contact with the soul is the essential condition for its con-
sciousness in all its forms, For this contact it is necessary
that mind should, in contrast to soul which is omnipresent,
be atormic, and possess the capacity of extremely rapid
motion, & fact which makes our experiences, even when
truly successive as they are, appear on occasion to be simul-
taneous. Mind, however, can exist only in 2 body, which
the soul must ensoul, and then through it the soul comes igto
contact with the outer world by means of the sense worgans.,
Through the contact of external objects with the sense.
organs, mediated by the mind, the soul appreciates the outer
world ; the mind directly conveys to it knowledge of plea-
sare, pain, desire, aversion and effort, which are among its
qualities. It possesses further qualities: cognition, which is
self cognised in the terminology of Prabhikara or, as
Kumérila has it, inferred ; merit and demerit, which are
inferred ; and impression (samskdra), which is produced
by apprehension and results in memory, from whose opera-
tions it is inferred. The principle of impression, more-
over, really applies to merit and demerit, for these exist m
the form of impressions of past activities, and can hardly
he said to be separate qualities, since they merely-sum up
in terms of moral value the nature of the accumulated
impressions ; hence, though thiey appear as distinet elements
in the Nydya-Vaifesika lists, one list of qualities attri-
buted to Kumarila more logically leaves out merit and
demerit. Further, the soul poassesses the common qualifies
of pumber, namely, unity ; individuality; dimension as
ommipresent as opposed to atomic, or of the same size
as the body as held by the Jains; and conj&nction and
disjunction with mind. Nothing is more sbscure than
this relation between the sounl and the mind. It is said to
be brought about by memt and dement, but 1t 1s ebyious
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that it is also affected by the activity of the soul, which 1s
never regarded as merely passive in its attitude to mind
The impossibility of expressing the relationship intelligibly
15 inherent in the effort to bridge the gulf between the
material and the immaterial waorlds. But it is curious that,
as in the Nyaya-Vaisesika, there is no real attempt in the
Mimamsa fo explain in what way mind is active in the
processgs of reasoning. It is obvious that inference, and
the other means of proof apart from sense perception, must be
due to the activity of mind in contact with the soul, but
insistence on the part of mind in the direct perception of
pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, and effort has apparently
resulted in obscuring the essential part which it must be
deemed to play in the higher mental activities, if for ne
other reason than that they all rest, save verbal cognition
and negation, on sense perception as an ultimate basis, and
‘even verbal cognition and negation must be mediated to the
soul by mind.

The soul, then, with the aid of the mind, is the enjoyer
of all experience; the sense organg the instruments; the
objects, external or internal, the world and the qualities of
the soul; and the body is the abode of the sense organs and
the mind, through whose instrumentality the soul has experi-
ence. Of bodies Prabhakara recognises three kinds only—
womb-born, egg-born and sweat-horn—omitting, with some
Nyaya-Vai$egika authorities, the vegetable body, on the
ground that its possession of sense organs is not established,
despite the Jain views on this topic. Nomne but earth bodies
are accepted by Prabhikara, though the Nyiya-Vaisesiks
accepts the existence in other worlds of water bodies, fire
bodies and air bodies; ihis excludes the Vedanta view, which
finds in the body five or three elements or the variant which
admits of four only. The body, however, in any event 15
essentially subservient to the soul, which acquires 2 body 1n
accordance with its past deeds, in what manner this 1s
accomplished neither Prabhakara or Kumirila tell us, for
in truth the%roblem is incomprehensible.

So far thewviews of Prabhikara and Xumarila seem to
be 1n general harmony, but there is a distinct discrepancy,
if not a very important ome. in their view of the mapner m
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which the soul is cognised. In the view of Prabhikara the
cognition is self-illumined, but this doctrine is not applicable
to the soul. The Vedinta view, of course, ingists on the
doctrine of self-illumination in the case of the cognition
and the soul as consciousness alike; Prabhikara objects that
in this case the soul must be present in conscicusness
during the state of deep sleep no less than during the waking,
dreaming and fourth states, and, as 21l cur conscipusness
can be explained by hypothesis of the self-illumination of
cognition, it is needless to assume any other self-luminous
object. The Nyiya view, which makes the soul to be the
object of direct perception, as oppased to the Vaigesika
doctrine of the inferring of the soul, which is also found n
older Ny3ya, is rejected by Prabhikara on the ground that
1 serves to make the perceived also the perceiver, which is
i his view absurd, a position for which there is -cleaﬂy
much better ground than in the cognate case of the densal
of the mental perception of cognition. The theory which
he adopts is, then, simply that in every cognition the soul
enters into the cognition as a necessary element, and, therefore,
m a sense the soul is cognised by the same means of valid
cognition as the objects which it knows. But, while the
soul is thus cognised, it is not cognised as a true object; it
1s cognised as the agent in cognition, just as 2 man who walks
15 the agent of walking, not the object. The soul, therefore,
1s the substratum of the self-illumined cognition, into which 1t
enters in the element of “ 1,” and this fact explains why
deep sleep there is no self-consciousness, since at that time
there is no cognition, and the soul can be known only along
with a cognition. But the fact that there is no cognition
does not mean that there is no soul: consciousness is not, as
in the Vedinta, the essence of the soul, but a mere quahty
of it, and in the state of liberation the soul remains eternally
existent, though by ceasing to have cogniiions it ceases to be
cognised. 'While this view of the knowledge of the soul in
self-consciousness is ingenious and not unhappy, laying as
it does due stress on the necessary implication of the self mn
consciousness, it is a liitle difficult to seeswhy Prabhi-
kara did not admit that the soul was self-illumined, which
is certainly the natural interpretation of the Sabarabhisya
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(p 22). 'That term seems to apply more readily to the soul
than to cognitions on his own theory, in which the cognition
seems really to be inferred, as it actually is beld to be by
the school of Kumarila.

How far Fumarila really differs from Prabhikara in
these views is not clear. He certainly is credited by such
texts as the Sdstradipika (p 101) and the Servasiddhdnia-
samgraha (V1II, 37) with the view that the self is the object
of dirdet perception by the mind, a view ascribed by the
Nyavamadijari {p. 429) to the Aupavarsas,* and this 1s
perhaps a legitimate deduction from the doctrine, which he
certainly held, that the existence of the self iz established
through the notion of “ 1. The soul he holds to be the
substraturn of the “ 17 element in cognition, and this
appears to be practically identical with Prabhikara’s view
fhat the soul is the substratum of the self-illumined cogni-
tion, and the “I1” element in it. XKumadrila, however,
adopts in the Tantravdrttike® the doctrine that the soul
15 pure consciousness, though he distinguishes it from cogni-
tion, but this characteristic 15 hardly more than a verbal
deviation from the view of Prabhakara, as far as practical
results go.

Prabhikara and Kumérila are agreed ag to the fact of
there existing a multitude of separate souls, as is the neces-
sary supposition of the Sitra and the theme of the Bhdsya.
The perception of another soul is obviously impossible, but
one sees the activities of other bodies, and infers thence that
they must be ensouled, just as one’s own hody is ensouled.
Thus, if a pupil has learned half his task in one day, the
fact that he continues to learn the next half the next day
is a good ground for assuming that he possesses a soul.
The same result can be arrived at from the fact that ment
and demerit are infinitely- various, and not one, as they
must be if there were one soul only. The objection that
pain 1s felt as localised, though there is but one soul in the
body, is met by insisting that in reality the fecling isin the
soul, and 4t is only the cause of the pain which can be said

t Cf. MMnameyodaya, p. 80  But in Slokawdrttike, p 525 (vv,
142, 143), he seems to accept self-illumination from the Bhasye.

* Trans., p. 316 ; so Slokavdritika, p. 187 (v. 167).
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te be localised. The further Vedinta contention, that the
sun, though one, appears by reflection in different subslances
10 be endowed with diverse qualities, is also rebutted by the
observation that the qualities, which appear different, do not
really belong 1o the sun but 1o the reflecting medium. On this
analogy the different qualities appearing in connection with
the soul would belong to the bodies which are ensouled, and
this conclusion is manifestly contrary to fact, since cognition,
ete., are qualities, as we have seen, of soul, not of boay. Tt
15 characteristic, however, of the tendency to import Vedinta
conceptions into the Mimimsa that the Servesiddhdnto-
samgraha (VIII, 39) asserts categorically that there is one
real supreme self, of which the individual selves are unreal
dxfferentiations.

Such being the nature of the soul of man, his normal lot
18 to continue in an unending cycle of lives, each deterrnined
from the outset by his actions in previcus lives, unless he
adopts the path which leads to freedom from this round of
exislence. The process of this liberation is sketched by
Prabhikara; first the man becomes disgusted by the troubles
which attend this mortal life; then he realises that even the
pleasures of this life are inseparable from pain, both 1z
their attainment and in their disappearance; accordingly he
devotes his mind to seeking final release from all worldly
thmngs. To this end he abstains from all prohibited acts,
which lead to punishment hereafter, and also from all acts
which are undertaken for the purpose of attaining some
worldly or heavenly guerdon. e also exhausts the accumu-
lated store of his merit and demerit by undergoing the
experiences which result thence. Finally he ~ destroys
the receptacle of experience by the knowledge of the
soul, together with such concomitants as contentment,
self-restraini and so forth, all things enjoined by the
seriptures to prevent the return of the soul. When all this
is accomplished, then the achievement of release is brought
about, Prabhikara insists that, as the texts enjoin the know-
ledge of the soul for no ulterior purpose, it must be ynderstood
that the absence of rebirth is the reward of this knowledge.
Liberation thus consists in the cessation of the operation of
ment or dement and w total freedom from the body
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Liberation is purely negative in character; the soul exists as
a mere existence without cognition, and without either
pleasure or pain, both of which are essentially connected
with the presence of the soul in the body. The existence
thus achieved is thus like that attained in the view of the
Vaigesika, the condition enjoyed by a stone as the author of
the Sarvasiddhdntasarpgrahe maliciously points out.
Kumarila’s views are largely in harmony with those of Pra-
bhakata, thus he holds that liberation cannot be sapposed to
be bliss in any form, which is essentially transient and unreal.
But, consistently with the main aim of the Mim&msi, he
cannol admit that the Vedic texts, which seem to comnect
freedony from return with knowledge of the soul, mean that
knowledge produces directly this result. This would con-
fhict with the criticisms urged by him against the Samkhya
fhat they erroneously hold that knowledge by itself can
lerminate bondage; it is, on the contrary, only possible to
counteract the accumulated result of past deeds by working
off the consequences; the function of knowledge, therefore,
may preveni further accumulation of merit and demerit; it
cannot annul what has been accumulated. So Kumarila
attaches only an indirect value to knowledge of ihe self as o
factor in sacrificial performance; in the first place, it serves
to induce men to undertake sacrifices in cases where they
would not else be willing to dao so, for they undetstand the
distinction of soul and body and the spiritual advantages
of sacrificing. In the second place, through such knowledge
men learn to perform the regular offerings, including not
merely the fixed offerings but those for special occasions and
penances, with the aim merely of avoiding the sin which
arises from non~-performance, and without any desire for the
advantages accruing therefrom. It is agreed that men who
do pot desire the results of such sacrifices do not obtan
them, 2 doctrine which, of course, is familiar in another
application from the Bhagevadgitd. ‘Thus, then, by this
means the actions of past lives are worked out, while
no new astion is accumualated, and the man Dbecames
ready for figal release in the shape of perpetual freedom
from corporeal attachment. The fSnal condition, then, of
man will be the persistence of pure consciouspess, bug
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without cognition or feeling of any sort. This view, though
m entire harmony with the Mimirsi, has suffered the usual
fate at the hands of the later texts,' in which it 1s asserted
that the final condition of man is a state of constant bliss.

In what monner then does the performance of sacrifice
operate as affecting the soul? The Mimamsid in both
schools is confident that there is no question of rewards
commg from the deity to whom the offerings are made, no
deity is either eternal or omnipresent, and there could”be no
assurance of it ever receiving the numerous offerings made
by diverse votaries, apart from the difficulty of the deity
conferring rewards. There must, therefore, be a capuaty,
which does not exist prior to the sacrificial action, either in
the principal performance or in the agent, but which 1s
generated in the course of the performance. Before a man
performs a sacrifice, which will lead to heaven, there is afl
incapacity in the offering gnd in the man himself to secure
that result, but, when he has performed it, he becomes, as
a result of the action, endowed with a potency, styled
Apiirva, which in the course of time will secure for him the
end desired. The existence of this potency is testified to
in the scriptures; its neceesity is apparent by the means of
proof known as presumption. We find in the Veda
assertions that sacrifices produce certain results, and, as the
operation of the sacrifice, as we see it, is transient, the
truth of the scripture would be vitiated if we did not accept
the theory of Apilirva. Nor is there anything illegical in
the doctrine; every action sets in force activities 1n
substances or agents, and these come to fruition when the
necessary auxiliaries are present. The action specified 1s
called into existence by the injunction contained in the
form of an optative in a sentence in the Veda,

From this doctrine Prabhikara dissents, elaborating
instead a theory which is obviously a refinement on the
simple view which Kumdrila accepts from the older wnters
of the school and which best suits the Mimanmsa Satra® In
his opinion the injunction rests in the sentence s a whole,

1 Manameyodayve, p. 88. .

I, 1, 1 ffy Pra.kamnapa.ﬁmkd, pp. 185 H; Tanirovdrtiske,
ni, 1-5.
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not in the optative verh, and he denies that from the acbon
there arises directly the Apiirva. On the contrary, the
process is that the injunctive sentence lays down a mandate,
Niyoga; this excites the man to exertion, and this exertion
pertains to some form of action, indicated by the verb of
the injunctive sentence. The exertion produces in the agent
a result (kdrya) to which also the name of Niyoga is given
by Prabhakara, on the ground that it is this which acts as
an incentive to the agent to put forth exertion towards the
performance of the action denoted by the verb of the in-
junctive clause. The Niyoga, however, is unable to produce
1ts result, unless aided by something which Salikanatha styles
fate, nor is it apparent that either in his terminology or
1 his view of the process Prabhakara’s docirine is any
Superior to that of Kumdrila. It seems as if primarily it arose
from nothing more important than the observation that the
result produced in the agent was in one sense his motive to
action as much as the sentence directing the action to be done,
leading to a transfer of the term Niyoga, naturally applicable
to the sentence, to the condition in the agent fo which the
more orthodox name of Apfirva was usually applied.

In simple sacrifices there is only one Apirva produced, but
in more complicated sacrifices there may be several, as a rule
four. Thus in the new and full moon sacrifices, consisting
of two sets of three oblations at new and full moon respec-
tively, there may be distinguished the Afigipirva, pertaining
to the minor acts of the several oblations; the Utpattyapfirva,
the result flowing from eaclt of the three oblations in either
set, the Samudiyipirva, the result of each group of three,
and the Phalapirva, the result of the whole performance re-
garded as a unit. But it is not every action which brings
about an Aplrva; those actions, which are devoted simply to
some material result, though a part of the sacrifice, such as
the appointment of priests or the threshing of corn, are not
credited with any such effect, as they serve an immediate
purpose and need no further explanation.

In thévview of both schools there is a clear relation be-
tween the mjunction and the action of the agent; the former
possesses a verbal energy (sabdi bhdvand) in its tendency to
produce action by the agent, while the latter puts forth
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actual energy (drthi bhdvand) towards the end indicated mn
the injunction.?

1t 15 significant of the theistic tendency of Indian thought
that even the Mimamsa was not exempt from transformation.
Despite its emphatic denial of the existence of a Supreme
Lord, the Sarvasiddhantasemgraha (VII1, 40,41} treats the
end of man as to be obtained by meditation upon, and wor-
shup of, the Supreme Spirit which is manifested in eachman,
and authors suchas Apddevm and Laugdksi Bhiskara, déclare
that if the sacr:ﬁce is performed in honour of Govmda or
the creator, Isvara, it leads to the highest good, basing this
assertion on the authority of the Bimgavadg-zta Hence 1t 15
easy to explain the tendency of such works as the Sesvare-
mimdmsd of the polymath VenkateSa, where Vedanta tenets
are grafted on the Mimamsa. Gunparatna, in his comment
on the Saddaresanasamuccaya {p. 298) similarly attributes to'
Jaimini acceptance of the Maya doctrine.

The question, however, axises, how far, in accepting views
of the future of the spirit, which are rejected by both
Prabhakara and by Kumarila, and in imparting a theistic
tinge to the doctrine, later texts relied on earlier authority,
now lost to us. It must be remembered that in the Veddnte
Satra there are atiributed to Jamini not merely views in
entire harmony with his principles, such as insistence (IV,
1, 17) on the fact that works bear their due fruit without
any divine intervention of any kind, but also opinions which
show him in the unezpected light of 3 true Vedantin, though
not of the orthodox docirine of Samkara. Thus he 1s
credited with the view that the order in which & man must
pass through the various stages of life (d$ramas) is fixed as
from lower fo higher, and never vice versd, and as explain-
ing away as metaphorical the assertion that the highest
spirit is a span in size. More precise light is thrown on
hig doctrine by the fact that he adopted the view of the fate
of the soul on departing, by which it 1s ultimately led by a
gpirit t¢ Brahman, in the sense that the absolute Brahman 15
meant, though Samkara argued, apparently agsinst the

[
Mindsusdnydyoprehdis (ed Benara) pp 122 11835 AG
mddedporidhagd pp 25-30
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intention of the Ved@nta Sitra (IV, 3, 7-14) that the refer~
ence is to the lower Brahman, the soul passing to the higher
state only on the occurrence of the absorption of the lower
Brahman. In its final condition the soul possesses, accord-
g to Jaimuni, all the qualities of the Brahman enumerated
w the Chandogya Upanisad (VIIX, 7}, together with omnipo-
tence and omnmiscience, and further possessesa bodyand senses,
having the power of assuming many diverse forms. Though
this is not the view of Sarhkara(IV, 4, 5, 11) it can hardly
be imagined that Jaimini really regarded this condition as
pertaining to the soul merely preparatory te final absorption
in the Brahman; we may rather suppose that on this topic
his views were akin to those of Rimanuja, and perhaps
of Badariyana himself.

If we were to hold that the Jaimini of the Karma-
Mimamsa and the Jaimini of the Vedianta must be regarded
as enunciating one body of doctrine, we would be forced to
the admission that the later school of Miméamsa departed
from the principles of the founder of the doctrine by ignor-
ing the fact that the Mimdmsa Silra represented only one
side of his thought. Buf to accept this would probably be
to lay far too much stress on the traditional allocation of
doctrines; it is £+ -pore JJuse o assume that the views
expressed in the M7+ .7 o« 1epresent one aspect of the
thought of an individual sage, but are the expression of the
doctrine of a school, which appealed to Jaimini and
Badarayana only so far as it thought fit to adopt or discuss
views of theirs, It would -otherwise be altogether too
remarkable that of two authorities, who covered much the
same ground, we should have preserved- the Siitra of one on
the doctrine of action, and the Sitra of the other on the nature
ol = wh~oli’s aud " both cases the form of the Satra 15
S sueanr e to the view that it is the production
of one definite author, The shadowy personalities of Jaimini
and Bidariyana can hardly claim much more efective
reality than those of Gautama or Kapida, or even than
Kapila himself. S .

If, on the one hand, there was a tendency to adapt the
Mimamsa to theistic or pantheistic views, there was on the
other a_steady process of Jegradation of the deities o whom

-
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the offerings were supposed fo be made. It can hardly be
assumed that these deities were not believed to be real by
the founders of the Miméirsa. And there is nothing toshow
that Jaimini did not accept their existence, But the later
doctrine, as evinced m such works as the Devotdsvaripavi-
cara of Apadeva, does not accept the validity of the
descriptions of the deities given in the Puriras as showing
the existence of such beings ; these passages rank as mere
Arthavida ; the deity is merely thai to which offermg is

made, and has no existence bevond the Mantras addressed
to it.

")



v

» THE RULES OF RITUAL
INTERPRETATION

WE have seen that Prabhakara and Kumirila establish
by their elaborate epistemological and metaphysical en-
quiries precisely the same results as were more simply
acocepted by Jaimini, the fact that duty or righteousness 1s
foculcated by the Veda in the form of injunctions, which are
to be carried out on the strength of the authority of that text
as uncreated and eternal, The task of Jaimini, in all save
the first Pada of Adhydya I, is, therefore, to lay down the
principles which will enable men rightly to perform the
actions which the Veda enjoins, but which the vast extent of
the Vedic literature renders it difficult to determine. The
task falls essentially under two great heads; it is mecessary
to determine precisely to what texts and in what degree
authority attaches, and it is requisite to classify systemati~
cally the various forms of injunction with reference to the
actions which they enjoin. Both duties are perforimed,
though occasionally in somewhat haphazard manner, in the
Shtra; the more important one, the investigation of injunc-
tion, forms the main topic of many later works, while the
compendia usually cover more or less adequately the whole
field. The details of the discussions have necessarily little
general value; they deal with incidents of sacrifices, which
flourished only in the early days of the history of the
Mimarsi, and in many cases the labour devoted to their
investigation cannot but seem to us mis-spent. On the other
hand, the pyinciples of interpretation developed are often
both valuable and interesting as examples of logical analysis.

Of the Vedic texts the Brahmanas afford the 1 ate
matenal for the extraction of the injunctions which are the
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essential part of the Veda, but they contain also passages
which cannot be treated as dealing with either positive or
negative injunctions, and are classed either as explanatory
matter, Arthavida, or name, Nimadheya, The Arthavida
(1, 2,1-30) at first sight seems not to be entitled to authority,
but Kumarila and Prabhikara alike defend its validity, the
latter against the charge that such sentences are inexpressive,
since they are not construed with injunctive verbal forms
The value of the Arthavida, both hold, lies in it® either
extolling desirable, or censuring forbidden, acts; it thus
comes into immediate connection with injunction or prohi-
bition. Hence it follows that, in cases where it might be
possible to extract from an Arthavida an injunction, it is
needless to do so, the passage being adequately explained 1f
1t remains ewlogistic of some action already enjoined
Arthavidas may be variously divided, but the simplesl
division is into three classes: the first is where in contradjc-
t1on of some other means of proof a quality is asserted to exist,
as in “The post is the sun,’” which serves to extol the
brilliance of the post. Or it may merely relterate a -truth
known otherwise, as in “ Agni is a protection from the cold.”
Or it merely may refer to something which has happened,
neither contradicted by other means of proof nor already
known. ’ - -

The case of name (I, 4, 1-16) is far more obscure; dis-
cussions regarding it usually turn on one or other of the
sentences udbhidd yajete pasukdmah, “he who desires
cific abow'l zacrifice with the adbhid ™ ; citrayd yajets
8 selam N, Uwen the cifrd ;5 agnihotram jukoti, ' he offers
vhe Azuan e 7 and Syemendbhicaran yajeta, “he who
practices witcheraft should offer the §yeme sacrifice.” It
seems at Ieast plausible to suppose that the subdivision
owes ifs creation to the practical necessity of dealing with a
Limited number of obscure sacrificial terms, but was later
extended into a wider area. In the developed theory,® the
justification of the classification of name is givén as follows
Each word in the injunction must be brought imto efiective

- 4
Thibaut, drthasasgrahe, pp. xii, 21l ; Mimdmsdnydyap) akisa,
pp 85 ff. .
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1elation to the energy in the agent excited by the Injunction
The energy requuires a resulf to be achieved, an instrument
wherewith to achieve it, and an indication of the procedure
to be followed. The last requisite is furnished by various
subsidiary injunctions, the instrument and the object are
given by the verb yajeta and the qualification pasukdmak,
which may be reduced to ydgena pasusm bhévayet, “he
should effect or realise cattle by the use of the sacrifice,”
It remlins to dispose of wdbkhidd, and, various other sugges-
tions as to how it should be taken (e.g. as denoting a spade)
being rejected, the conclusion is arrived at that it merely
serves to limut the idea expressed by vdgena, is only a name,
and thus deserves a separate place in the classification of
texts.

Distinct from the Brahmana is the Mantra (I, 2, 31-53)
3f which no effective definition is attempted in the texts.®
The Mantras are divided into the Rc, Saman and Yajus,
according as they are recited, sung, or muttered, usually in a
low fone, though some of the Yajus Mantras, the Nigadas,
ate said out aloud; the Yajus is usually held to be unmet-
rical, though with small accuracy. Mantras do not lay down
injunctions, but in the main they serve to denote samething
of value in connection with injunctions, especially the deity
to whom offering is Lo be made. The tendency to find this
characteristic is much overdone in the Mim#msg, though
even it is compelled to recognise mow and then that a
Mantra must be regarded as merely of a eulogistic character,
or even that it is destined to have some supernatural frwit
The Mimamsa position is, of course, an inevitable result of
eliminating the goodwill of the deity as a real factor in the
sacrifice ; the hymns with which their authors intended to
confer pleasure on the gods become a somewhat cumbrous,
and not altogether useful, part of the sacrificial apparatus.

Apropos of the Mantras of the Yajus type, however, the
Mimamsi develops some sensible rules of comstruction
(11, 1, 46-49), rendered necessary by the fact that, while the
metre in the case of the Re and the song in the case of the
Siman detemined the extent of the Mantra, the Yajus

1 Mimgmsabaloprakifa, pp. 58-70 ; Mimdrsdparibhdsd, p. 40.
6
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Mantras were recorded 1n long paragraphs, with no obwvious
mechanical dividing marks., These principles are that of
syntactical unity (ekavdhkyaid); those words must be taken
together which, when so united, form a single idea, or, as
Prabhikara puts it, to suit his theory of injunction, express
a single purpose, and which, taken apart, are not expressive
of any idea or purpose. Secondly, there is admitted the
principle of syntactical split (vdkyabheda), which permuts
us to break up what else might be taken as a single sentence
into parts, each of which must contain a single idea. But
this expedient is permssible only when there is a clear
Vedic injunction to make the split, or when no other con-
struction i really possible, for otherwise the grror is com-
mitted of multiplying ApGrvas resulting from Mantras,
Noue the less it is a necessary procedure 1n cases where it 13
made clear in anv way that there are distinct acts to bé
accompanied by Mantras; “Pleasant I make this seat
for thee ; sit upon it {T.B. III, 7, 3, 2) would primé facie
be one Manira, but, as it is intended to serve the double
purpose of accompanying the act of making the seat for the
cake, and setting it down, it must be taken as two. Thirdly,
there is the principle of extension (anusonge), which
denotes that it 15 often necessary in the case of Mantras to
supply with several sets of words a clause which follows the
last of these sets only, and which might thes be deemed to
belong to it alone. .

Authority, however, is not confined to the Vedic Sarmhitas
and the Brahmanas. It is extended to the Smrtis, in which
term Kumirila® includes primarily the Itihdsas, Purinas,
and the Smrti of Mapu, these being ‘works which claim
universal application. The Itihdsas and Purdnas he deems
to contain injunctions based on Vedic authority and much
Arthavada, but he adnnts that there are also injunctions
ansing from mere worldly considerations, passages useful
only to give pleasure, and other extraneous matter; the
hymns to deities serve to secure a transcendental result.
They serve as wholes the useful purpose of instwucting men

P
t Tantravdrstike, trans. pp. 25, 112 §, 244, The Stwa (1, 3, 1.7,
11-14) never mentions the word Smrtl and the commentators differ
widely in their versions,
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of very various capacity and knowledge. In the case of the
Smrtis proper only five alternatives are available: either they
are completely erroneous, which is impossible, as these works
are obviously useful and men are not so foolish as to beheve
nonsense ; or they are due to personal ohservation, which
cannot be accepted; or they rest on tradition, which would
give no assurance of validity; or they are deliberately
mtendgd to deceive, which is incredible for lack of mofive
and probability of success; or, finally, ihey represent lost
Vedic tradition. For this decision there can be adduced a
certain corroboration in the fact that for certain statements
1n Smrtis we can find confirmation in Vedic texts, whence we
can assumne that other statements were also derrved from texts,
now unhappily lost to us. Thus part of the Smrtis is derived
fzom the Veda, part from ordinary motives of life, and the
»Story material is Arthavada, as in the Ttihdsas and Purinas
The view of Prabhikara® is not essentially different; he
also accepts the inference of Vedic authority, but expressly
negates it in the case of Swrtis which do not prescrlbe
or prohibit any course of action, for example, statements
that plants have souls, which contradicts his own denial of
vegetable bodies. Both schools again agree (I, 3,15, 16)
in accepting as valid the Smrtis of such authors as
Gautama, Vasigtha, Baudhiyana, Apastamba, Sankha and
Harita, despite the occurrence in them of passages laying
down certain customs as practised by persons 1 the east,
and so on, a fact which apparently contradicts the universa-
ity of the Vedic injunction. The decision of the schools 1s
that their injunctions are truly universal, and even the Veda
lavs down certain practices as to be performed by certain
classes only, for instance, the Rijasfiya is a sacrifice for
kings only.
e VoMit--er subsidiary treatises bearing on Vedic
e grammar, etymology and astronomy,
are also admitted to rest in part on Vedic tradition, and the
Mimarmsi and philosophic treatises generally are perrmtted
to share in Vsdxc authority; thus Kumirila® assures us that

t Prokerapopaficikd, pp. 100, 101, 150,
3 Slokovdritika, p. 267 (v. 201).
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the Buddhist denial of the external world was not really
meant to be taken ag a serious contradiction of its reality,
but to divert men’s minds from undue attention to it, and
50 with other apparently erroneous tenets. In the case of the
ritual Siitras the claim is made by some that they must be
treated as true Veda themselves, but this is denied, for they
have human authors, and are merely, like Smrtis, based on
Vedic authority. In the case of grammar, however, a,really
interesting discussion is raised on the Satra (I, 3, 4-30) by
those who deny that it can be made out to rest on Vedic
authority, and who go so far as to challenge the validity of
the claims of the grammarians to be authoritative,

The argument of these unorthodox persons runs: words
ke gavi, in lieu of the grammarians’ gawk, for cow are
perfectly correct; they are fully expressive, they are percepts
ible by the ear, they are as elernal as any word is, and no
beginning in time for them can be traced. The science of
grammar, too, has no Vedic connection; it differs in no way
from the process of explaining vernacular words for everyday
use; it does not deal with actions which are the sole business
of the Veda; it serves no useful purpaoses in relation to duty, as
we do not need grammar to tell us the meanings of words,
nor is grammar the source of usage, since, on the contrary,
1t rests upon and follows usage. "Thereply of the Mimimsa
is not convincing; it maintains that synonyms are not
permissible, unless enjoined by Vedic use; as gouh
expresses exactly the meaning “cow,” any variant of it s
wrong and undesirable, and has such power of denotation as
it may actually possess, merely because of its similarity to
gauh and not in its own right, The science of grammar also
15 essential to set out in orderly derivation the vast masses
of words in the Vedas; moreover, not usage alone, but usage
and grammar determine whether a word has the correct form
to convey the meaning, and grammar in the last issue 18
more authoritative than mere usage, That correct words
produce, when used, a transcendental result is proved by the
fact that the Veda enjoins their use, and forbid#* the use of
barbarous expressions; moreover, truth leads¥to supreme
bliss, and the use of correct words is truth in speech
Fortunately this disquisition does not prevent either Prabha-
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kara or Kumdrila (I, 3, 10) from agreeing that, when the
Veda uses a barbarous word, it is to be interpreted in the
sense barbarian usage accords to it, in lieu of attempting to
foist upon it an etymological sense.?

The relation of Smrti authority to the Veda, in cases
where there appears to be conflict, is the subject of
divergence of opinion between Prabhakara and RKumdrila.
In the view of the former, which i3 apparently that of
the MEmawsd Saira (I, 3,3-1), if a Smrti contradicts a Vedic
passage, the former loses all authority, while, even in the
case of Smrti passages which do not thus offend, it may be
mpossible to accord their injunctions any spiritual value,
1f they seemn to be due to the avarice of the priests, as
when the giving of the cloth from the sacrificial post to a
priest is enjoined by Smrti authority. Kumirila, however,
*with his greater regard for tradition, reduces, as far as
possible, cases of contradiction to mere instances where
alternatives are permissible, and only holds that the Satra
recommends in the case of such alternatives the adoption of
that which has direct, and not merely inferred, Vedic authority

Below the Smrtis in value comes the practice of good
men (I, 3, 8-9) or custom (I, 3, 15-23} on the simple
ground that, while both must go back to Vedic authority to
be valid, the former goes more directly to the fountainhead
In addition, however, to Smrti and practise must be reckon-
ed as sources of knowledge of duty the implications contained
mn Vedic texts, which may be deduced by us from them, even
if ot already set out in Smrtis or by tradition.

The essential function of all these sources is to give us
knowledge of injunctions (widhki), and injunctions are encite-
ments to actions. Actions may be classified in various ways,
there is a clear distinction between Vedic and worldly actions,
with the former alone is the Mimarmsi concerned. Actions
of this type may be classed as positive, as negative {pratise-
dha), or as partaking of both characters {paryudisa), as in

* Kumdirila enlivens the discussion by giving a long list of errots in
grammar c%mitted even by grammarians, and similarly diversifies
{1, 3, 7) his¥exposition of the practice of the good by an aceount of
enmes sttributed fo gods and sages. On grammar, of. Nydyomafijart,
pp. 412-26.
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the case of 2 vow not to look at the sun taken by a student
Of actions® the sacrificial are the most important, falling
under the three main classes of Yiga, the offering to a deitv
of a substance; Homa, the offering of o substance in fire o
water; and Dina, the waiver of one’s ownership of an object
in favour of a third party. Sacrifices, again, can be divided
according as they serve as archetypes omly, like the Agni-
hotra, or as derivatives {wikris), like the Misignihotra, or
as both, like the victim for Agni and Soma, based on the new
and full moon sacrifice and itself a model for the offering
at the Soma pressing; or as neither, like the Darvihoma, for
special reasons given in the Siitra. More important is the
division by purpose; the Nitya sacrifices must constantly be
performed at the due seasons; the Naimitftlza must be per-
formed on certain special occasions, as the Jyotis offering
on the approach of spring, while the Kamya offerings ard
optional, being undertzaken by a man who desires some
special end, as in the case of the Kariristi performed to
obtain rain.

The direction to perform an offering is laid down in an
originating Injunction (uipattividhi) or an injunction of
application (zinivegavidhi), according as the matter concerned
i1s a principal or a2 subordinate offering. In either case, 1t
15 frequently necessary to ascertain precisely how many
actions are prescribed, and six rules for this purpose are
laid down by the Mimirsid {II, 2 and 3)}. Difference m
words is one clear indicalion, especially in the case of the
verb, which iz the most important part of a sentence of in-
junction; the repetition of the verb indicates distinct offer-
ings; the mention of a definite number of oblations is clear
evidence; other sources are the difference of names, of
materials to be used, and of context. In the case of the last
item it is agreed that the occurrence of the same offering n
two different recensions of one text, as in the case of the
Kanva and Madhyamdina texts of the Setapatha Brahmana,
doas not constitute a diversity of context.

The originating injunciions are few in number, relatng
as they do to the principal Vedic offerings only, guch as the

1 Mimasibileprakisa, pp. 81 ; Mimdhsiparibhdsd, pp. 17 ff



RULES OF RITUAL INTERPRETATION 87

Agnihotra, the new and full moon sacrifices, the Soma
sacrifice, and so forth. It might have been expected that
there would have been made some effort to systematise these
offerings, but no trace of any attempt to effect this end 1s
seen in the Mimarmsa, which accepts the sacrifices from the
sacrificial tradition. It is true that there 13 & certain degree
of order of progress from the simpler to the more complex,
but this order is not absclute, being broken by the necessity
of performing the Naimittika offerings on the occurrence of
the special occasions which evoke them. Nor is there any
principle discernible in the rewards attainable by these
offerings ; they include such material things as wealth,
usually in cattle, children, long Life, rule, and, most frequently
of all, heaven, which is held, on what is known as the
JVisvajit principle (IV, 3, 10-16), to be the reward promised
in any case in which no specific boon is laid down.

The originating injunctions, however, do no more than
excite in the mind of the hearer the desire to perform the
action which they enjoin, generally in the form of a
sacrifice ; it remains for other injunctions, those of appl-
cation, to denote the exact manner of procedure (itskar-
tavyatd), by specifying the numerous subsidiary actions
requisite, and the materials and other necessaries for the
performance. The discrimination between what is principal
and what is subsidiary (3ese) occupies the greater part of
the attention of the Mimdarhsa, and it stands in a close
relation to the motive for the performance of the various
actions. Actions may be undertaken according to the Siitra
(1V, 1, 1 ff), followed by Sabarasvimin, Prabhikara, and
Kumarila, either for the sake of the agent (purusdrtha), or
for the sake of the offering (kratvartha), while Pirtha-
sarathi adds a third class of those which are neither for
the one purpose or the other, giving as an instance the
Agnyadhana, or piling of the sacred fire. This innovation
geems to he without warrant ; the original distinction corres-
ponds roughly to that between principal and subordinate
actions ; the new and full moon offerings serve to henefit
man by pMducing a due reward, while the fore-offerings,
which form part of them, are merely subsidiary to the
sacrifice ; materials normally are subsidiary to the sacrifice,
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any good results mentioned being treated as merely Artha-
vada, though on occasions a thing like curds, which serves as
an element in offerings, may be used to make efficient the
sense organs of the sacrificer, and thus to serve for his
benefit. The last instance shows that the correspondence
between actions for the benefit of the agent and principal
actions is by no means complete.

The question of what things can be subsidiary is the
subject of an elaborate investigation; according to Bidan’s
opinion, cited in the Mimadrsd Sarre (111, 1,3), the only
subsidigries are substances, accessories, namely, the Mantras
and ithe deities, and purificatory actions, such as the thresh-
ing of corn. To this list Jaimini adds actions or sacrifices
generally, results, and agents. ‘The distinction between the
two sets, nccording to the Vritikara, whom Sabarasvimi
cites, is that the first three classes are essentially ia ther
nature subsidiary, while the latter three are in ome sense
principal, in another subsidiary. Thus the sacrifices are
principal with reference lo the materials, but subsidiary to
the result; the result is principal with reference to the
sacrifice, but subsidiary towards the agent; the agent, again,
is principal with regard to the result, but subsidiary to such
acts as the measuring of the sacrificial post, which is to be
related to his height. From another point of view the agent
may be said to be subsidiary to the sacrifices, since it is to
perform them that he acts.

Prabhikara* divides the subsidiaries into four classes,
according to the heads of class (jéti), quality, substance,
and actions, denoted by verbs (bhdvdrihdtmaka). ‘The last
head he divides into those actions which are directly con-
ducive to the fulfilment of the sacrifice (sathmipatyopaka-
raka), and those which are more distantly conducive to this
result (Grddupakdraka). The former he classifies in four
divisions: the bringing into existence (urparti} of some
pbject, as the production of dough by kneading the corn;
the obtaining (prdpti) of 2 substance already in existence,
such 48 milk; the modification (vikrti} of a sub?ance, as of

Pra ol W2 B o Mimdwud aprakdfa
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ghee by boiling; and the purification (samskrti) of substance,
sich as the sprinkling of water over corn. These actions
are all subservient to the sacrifice, and to the Apurva, which
1s produced by the sacrifice; they have no distinct Aptrvas
oftheirown, Onthe other hand, the indirect zuxiliaries have
Apfirvas of their own, though some, as for instance the drink-
ing of milk by the sacrificer at the Jyotistoma, have also a seen
result. In the case, however, of such 2 sentence as, “He
offers®to Tanfinapit,” no effect on the substance offered or
the human agent is obvious, and we are bound to assume an
Apiirva appertaining to the action by itself, which is sub-
sidiary and auxiliary to the Aptirva of the sacrifice as a whole
But Kuminla, who contents himself with & simpler division
of all subsidiaries into the two classes of direct and indirect,’
J2oes much further in seeking to recognise subsidiary Apir-
vas., He postulates an Apilirva for every injunction, instead
of merely for injunctions of principal actions and such
others as cannot be disposed of by any other means, and
thus, while he does not assert that there is in the directly
auxiliary acts themselves an Aparva, he holds that there 1s
an Aptirva In the fact that a choice has been made of the
particular mode of action, e.g. in selecting the mode of
thumping as the proper manner of cleansing the grain.

In dealing with injunctions of application there are six
means by which the relaticns of suhordination of actions,
etc., may be determined (III, 2 and 3}, The first and
most Important indication is express declaration; thus, if
the injunction is given to use in honour of the Garhapatya
fire a Mantra to Indra, this declaration ($ruid) prevails
over the normal conclusion that a verse to Indra must
come in a ceremony in his honour. Second in mmportance
15 indirect implication (lifiga); thus it is a rule in the
Soma sacrifice that the juice used is to be consumed; when,
therefore, a Mantra (T.S. III, 2, 5, 1) is found which seems
merely to refer to the drinking, it must be assumed that it
covers by its reference to drinking all the operations
connected grith that action, such as the taking up of the
potion, exaMining it, drinking it, and digesting it. Thirdly,

t Sastradipika, pp. 202, 203 ; Mimarsiparibhise, pp. 16 .
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syntactical connection is of value; thus, in one passage
(SB. IV, 4, 6, 16-18) we are able to decide that Rec and
Yajus mean the Rgveda and the Yajurveda, and not, as
might else be thought, metrical and prose Mantras, because
of the syntactical connection with the Immediately preced-
ing words. Fourthly, context (prekarena) is of great
importance; we have the general injunction that one should
perform the new and full moon sacrifices, and the injunciion
to offer to Tanlnapat; this principle enables us to %ind a
purpose for the laiter offering in connection with the former
sacrifices; mere syntactical connection would not here help,
as the sentences stand apart and are in themselves quute
complete, Fifthly, order (krame) or position (sthdng) 15
of service; thus in one passage (T.S. L, 6, 2, 4) occur three
Mantras without indication of use; we can, however, by
finding that elsewhere three offermgs. are enjoined it
connection with these Mantras, assume that the order of the
sacrifices and the Mantras is to correspond, one being used
with each offering in order. Finally, names (semdkhya)
may supply information else wanting: thus Mantras, not
otherwise identified, by being styled Hautra are known to
fall within the sphere of the Hotr priest. Each of these
means for adequate reasons is deemed 1o be of more value
than the preceding, and in working out the principle in
detail the Mimamsd shows both skill and acumen, even
when we admit that in many cases its reasonings were
guided by the fact that a certain usage had become regular,
and therefore that the sound conclusion was already given
by customary practice.

While these injunctions of application determine the
exact mode in which the ceremonies prescribed in the origi-
nating injunctions are to be performed, the order of the
actions is prescribed by injunctions of performance (viniyoga-
wsdhi). On this point, however, there is a difference of view
between Prabhikara and Kumsarila (V, 1); the latter
admits readily the existence of injunctions determining the
order of performance by the process of exirgcting such
directions from injunctions of application, @rabhikara,
however, insigts that an injunction of application cannot be
deemed 1o deal with order, which is a matter of indifference,
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so long as an act is performed, but even he admiis that a
few cases occur in which the order of offerings is specially
defined. As a rule, however, the order is left to be deter-
puned by minor indications. Thus it may be directly
enjoined, or the order of the mention of the offerings may
he decisive, or the order of the natural actions may be
resorted to: thus the gruel must be cooked before the Agni-
hotra is offered, although the text mentions the latter first
Agaim the order of commencement is of importance; in the
Viajapeya there are seventeen victims to be immolated; the
offerer may begin with any one, but the different acts must
be done to each following the initial order adopted. Posi-
tion, again, is of importance, thus in the Agnigtoma there are
three animal victims, one to Agni and Soma offered on the
day before the sacrifice, the Savaniya on the day of the
®ressing of the Soma, and a barren cow on the final day
In the Sadyaskra, a modification of the Agnistoma, the
three victims are to be offered on one day, that of the press-
ing; hence, as this is properly the day of the Savaniya
victim, it is to be offered iirst, followed by thal for Agni and
Soma, and the barren cow. Lastly, the order of the
principal actions prevails over that of subordinate actions,
thus at the new moon sacrifice the preliminaries for the
offering to Indra are performed before those of the offering
to Agni, but the offering to Agni comes hefore that to Indra.
accordingly, in the performance of subsequent rites, it 1s
those connected with Agni that take precedence over those
connected with Indra. In cases where none of these means
give a clear result, any order may be resorted to, and so with
offerings performed independently to obtain worldly goods
Nor is there any fixed order between the Soma sacrifices and
the simpler rites known as Istis.

There remains the question of the right to perform
sacrifices, which forms the subject of a set of imjunctions
relating to qualification (edhikdravidhi).  Jaimini, 1t
seems, took a generous view of the position of woman, con-
templating (VI, 1, 6-8) her as a performer of sacrifices,
though, in W2 case of her being married, both she and her
bushand must co-operate in offering, and the Vedic Mantras
would be recited by him only. Sabarasvimin already
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emphasises the disability of women arising from therr
ignorance of the Veda, which is not asserted by Jaimun:,
who doubtless reflects the older usage. S@dras are excluded
(VI,1,26,33) from sacrificing for this very reason of ignor-
ance of the Veda, and in the later texts the admission of
women even to a qualified share of the sacrifice is thus
anomalous. Some small amount of means is also requisite
in a sacrificer, and he must not be incapacitated by disease.
Further details are given in the Srauta Sttras, which®recog-
mse, like Jaimini, the case of certain classes who can take
some part in sacrifice though not of the three higher classes,
such ag the Rathakara. In the case of Sattras only
Brahmans of the Visvamitra family studying the same Kalpa
Sttra are gualified to act; all act as sacrificers, and each
mndividually obtams the whole benefit of the sacrifice, instead
of it being shared collectively. Moreover, while the deatft
of an ordinary sacrificer destroys the rite, in the case of 2
Sattra the place of any one incapacitated can be taken by
another priest, who, howerver, obtains no share of the result.
Only Brahmans again can eat the remnants of sacrifice, so
that, if a Ksatriya has a Soma sacrifice performed for him,
he must be given to drink & substitute for Soma remnants
On the other hand, the threefold duty of sacrifice to the
gods, of Vedic study as payment of debts to the Rsis, and of
the begetting of children as a debt to the Fathers, is incum-
bent on all these classes, not merely on those who may wish
to attain the benefits of these actions (V1, 2, 31). Aguin he
only may perform the Vigvajit (VI, 7) who can afford a fee
of 1,200 gold pieces, but, when he is bidden to give up all in
tt, that applies only to his riches, not to, ¢.g. his parents, and
of his riches there are excluded lands, horses, and slaves in
personal attendance, while the 1,000 years of performance 1s
nterpreted as so many days.

To addition to these divisions according to content
mjunctions can be classified on the basis of the knowledge
already possessed by the agent of the mode of performance
or actions possible.* Thus an eriginal injunctiin (apirva-

t Kumirila on Mimamsd Sitra, I, 2, 42 Arthasaigraha, pp. 17,
18 , Mimams@paribhasa, pp. 10-12, 41.
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vidhi) is one which enjoins something otherwise unknown,
as when a direction is given that grains are to be washed.
A restrictive injunction (miyamavidhi) serves to fix as alone
valid one out of several possible means of carrying out
such an action, such as the husking of grain, which an
myunction requires to be performed by pounding. An
mjunction of limitation or exclusion (parisemkhydvidht)
precludes one of several alternatives which otherwise might
be resorted to; thus the injunction, “Five animals among
amimals with five nails may be eaten,” precludes the eating
of any animals not having that adornment. In this case the
preclusion is implied, in other cases it may be explicit.
While an injunction directs a positive act, a prohibition
(misedha) serves to turn a man away from performing the
gction expressed in the verb and its object. The prohibition
does not lead to any desirable result such as heaven, 1t
serves none the less a useful purpose; the man, who obeys
the direction not to eat the mysterious Kalafija, by cbserving
this taboo escapes the hell which else had been his fate. In
the technical phraseology of the Mimamsi the negative applies
not to the sense of the verb, but to the optative affix; as an
optative urges us to acton, so a negatived optative turns
away from it. In certain cases, however, this normal con-
dition of affairs is precluded, and the negative is immediately
connected with the verbal sense.  Of these the most
mmportant is the case (IV, 1, 3-6) of negative passages
headed, “ His vows are as follows.” The Brahmacirin 1s
under an obligation not to look at the sun as a vow; the
force of this is mot that he is to avoid the evil result of
looking, for there is no such result, but, as the context
indicates, he is to effect the destruction of evil by the
resolution of not-looking at the sun, A similar mode of
interpreting an apparent prohibition is seen in the case of
the rule, ** e should say, ‘ Ho, we sacrifice,” at the begin-
ning of all sacrificial verses, but not at the Anuyija
offerings.”” The reason for this procedure is that, if the
rule were ¢garded as @ prohibition proper, then it would
necessarily Yollow that there was an antecedent rule enjoin-
ing the action, since a prohibition implies a previous rule to
the opposite effect, and, this being so, the result of the
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prohibition would not be what was desired, since, owing tc
the equal validity of all Vedic sentences, the only result
would be to make the action optional. Thus, instead of a
prohihition, we have what is technically styled a Paryudasa,
and the sense of the rule is that the words, “ Ho, we
sacrifice,” which are uttered with the sacrificial verses, are
to be uttered with those verses only which do not occur m
Anuyijas. .

These are the main topics, which, with numerous excur-
sions into subsidiary detail, fill Padas 1I-IV of Adhyiya
I and Adhyiyas II-VI of the Mimdmsd Sure. The
next two Adhyiyas deal with the transfer of details from
the archefype to sacrifices whose form is derived from
1t, a discussion rendered mnecessary by the fact that in
the Brihmanas there are many cases in which it 1se
presumed thal the details of one offering will be supplied
from another, as in the often-quoted case of the Isu
offering which is based on the Syena. The transference
{atidesa) applies not merely to the mode of performance,
but to materials and other details.® It is regulated by
context (prakarope) or position; thus the Isu offering
follows the Syena model, because they are enjoined in the
same context. ‘The rule of position again lays it down that
the deity of the original offering is to take the same place
in the transferred offering, and the oifering material s
also to be transferred. Transfer takes place by express
njunction, as in the case of the Isu offering; by implied
mjunction, as in the case of the offering to Sirra, which 1s
based on the new and full moon offerings; by mention of
the name of a sacrifice, as in the case of the Misagni-
hotra, which is made in accordance with the Agnihotra; or
by mention of the name of a purification (samskdra), as
when, the Avabhrtha being mentioned at the Varunapraghisa,
1t is performed like the Avabhrtha, or concluding bath, of
the Agnistoma where the rite is purificatory.

The process of transfer, however, frequently involves
modifications (#ka) in the Mantras used to accgmpany the
rites, in order fo adapt them to the change of cifcumstance,

3 Prokaranopaiicikd, p. 227 (v. 13).
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Elaborate rules are accordingly given in Adhyiya IX
of the Sitra on this head. Nor only Mantras are altered,
but also Simans; thus at the Vai§yasioma the Kanvarathan-
tara replaces the ciginal Brhat and Rathantara Simans.
In some cases purifications are modified; thus the wild rice
(wizgra) used at the Vijapeya offering, in place of the
ordinary rice, is subjected to the processes of purification
applicable to the latter. In other cases Mantras are not
altered’, but the number of times of their use is modified.

In other cases the transference must be accompanied by
the annulment of details which are now inappropriate.
The cases 1n which this occurs, enumerated in Adhyiya X,
are numerous and complicated; thus an act may by change
be rendered useless; in the Prijaipatya rite, based on the
pew and full moon sacrifices, grains of gold replace rice

,grains, and the operations of husking and washing are
therefore annulled. Again, if Yajus Mantras are given to
be recited as Nigadas, which are invitations and therefore
must be said aloud, the normal rule of muttering of Yajus
Mantras is annulled in favour of the necessary loud
utterance. Annulment, again, may be partial or complete,
and the later text books take special pleasure in developing
the diverse forms in which it may appear. Opposed to
annulment is combination (samuecaye) in which the new
details of the derivative form are only added to the details
of the original offering.

In Adhyaya XI the question is raised of thz relation
of subsidiary to principal offerings as regards repetition of
performance. In certain cases a single performance of
subsidiaries gives effective aid to more than one principal
action, as in the case of the Agnyidhina, which need
only once be performed, the same consecrated fire serving
for all subsequent sacrifices; this aid is styled Tantra.
On the other hand, some subsidiaries must be repeated with
each principal offering ; thus the subsidiaries of the rites
performed at new and full moon respectively in those offer-
ngs are nea;&y the same, but the lapse of time between the
two rites remders the repetition of the subsidiaries essential ,
this case is styled Avipa. But in some cases where a sub-
sidiary is merely performed for the purpose of aiding one
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principal operation, it may nonetheless aid also another
principal operation; thus the fore-offerings for the victim to
Agni and Soma at the Soma sacrifice serve for the cake
offering also, and, if an altar has been made ready for a
Soma sacrifice, the sacrificer may perform an Isti with it, if
he will. This form is termed Prasanga.

Finally, in Adhyaya XII the topic of options (wvikalpa)
is disposed of ; options are of many kinds,® indicated by
reasoning, or by direct declaration, or depending On the
wish of the agent; nineteen subdivisions of each type are
made, of which eight depend on the option furthering the
performance of the rite, and eleven on its bringing about
some benefit for the agent. By another principle of divi-
sion options are classed as limuted or fixed (wvavasthita)

and unlimited (avyavasthite), each class again being sub-

divided according as it rests on reasoning or deciaration.

But options as a rule are open to many objections, though ~

this defect does not apply either to fixed oplions, or to those
which depend on the will of the agent. The subjects to
which options may apply are most varied, the use or non-use
of certain Mantras, preference for one colour or another,
the choice of kinds of grain, mode of action, and so forth.

1 Mimdmsibilaprakisa, p. 132 ; Mimdrmsdparibhis@, pp. 41-44
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V1
THE MIMAMSA AND HINDU LAW

Tge fact that the Mimamsa is an investigation of texts
1 order to evolve an orderly system for their interpretation
as 2 harmonious whaole brings it immediately into contact
with legal interpretation, and the parallel 1s made the closer
in that the chief object of the Mimarnsd is to determine
#yunctions, which are distinet from those of civil law mainly
sin the fact that they deal with sacrificial rather than cawil
obligations, and are enforced by spiritual rather than temporal
penalties. Thus as early as the Dharma Satras of Vasigtha
and Baudhiyana we find that skill in the Mimaimsi was con-
sidered a qualification for membership of a Parisad, to
which the sefllement of disputed questions of law was
entrusted. The same rule reappears in Manu and in other
Dharmagistras, and Kullika at the outset of his commentary
on Manu expressly states that he proposes to follow the
Mimirhsi principles as the appropriate method of interpre-
tation. The first known commentator on Manu whose work
has reached us is Medhitithi, who shows himself an adept
in the Mimiamsa principles, and whose date is most probably
to be placed in the ninth or tenth century Ap. The close
association of Mimimsd and law is shown in the works of
Msidhava who wrote an exposition of the Parasora Smeii, in
those of Dinakara,” brother of Kamalakara, who added to his
legal treatises the Bhdttadinakara on the Sastradipikd; of
his son Vigvesvara or Gigi Bhatta, whose Bhdttecinidmans
deals with the Siitra* of Kamslikara himself and of
N lakantha who shows 1n his compilat on Bhagavemic
h! - wea B vy 1Nent !min 1 40 aAf #F X mAcE fan -
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with which his father, Sarmkara Bhatta, had dealt. The
parallelism, indeed, of the two eaquiries only became the more
salient as with the course of time the number of Smrtis and
other texts claiming authority increased, and the ideal of
reconciling their conflicting views was more and more
strongly held, All the devices necessary for such an end
evisted in the Mimims3, and we can understand from this
reason why it was not thought necessary or desirable to
develop a distinet science of legal interpretation.  «

Thus the essential doctrine of injunction in civil law 1s
based on the principles adopted in the Mimarsa, and 1n
the interpretation of the various kinds of injunction the
awvil law adapts to its own special needs the maxims of the
sacred law. The distinction between injunction proper and
a restrictive mjunction (mivama) is applied in the sense
that the latter is reduced to nothing more than a maxne
or rule, which ought to be regarded, hut which, :f violated,s
does not render the action affected invalid; thus Manu’s
rule as to marrying an amiable and healthy gir! is not
an injunction, the violation of which renders void the
marriage, but a2 counsel of prudence. The case of an
injunction of limitation {parisamkhyd) raises difficulties, as
there arises in regard to it the guestion whether or not it s
to be decmed tc imply a prohibition; thus, when the
injunction is laid down that the sons may divide the famly
property on the death of their parents, Jimittavahana puts
the question whether it is to be inferred that they may do so
only on the death of their parents, a view which he rejects.

Negative injunctions alse raise a point of legal impor-
tance in the relation of prohibition proper, and a mere
exception {paryuddsa). Thus the general law of the succes-
s1on of a son and other heirs 1s subject to the exclusion from
succession of persons impotent, outcaste, lame, blind, and
suffering from incurable diseases, who are entitled to
maintenance merely. The negation in their case is essen-
tially to be treated as an exception to the general rule of
succession ; it, therefore, applies only to persons so circum-
stanced at the moment when the succession we¢hld normally
vest, and, therefore, if successors become so afflicted after
becoming entitled to the succession, the rule does not in any



THE MIMAMSA AND HINDU LAW 99

way affect them, as, of course, it would do if it were a
prohibition proper.?

In the interpretation of the Smrti injunctions the same
principles are applicable as in the case of the interpretation
of the injunctions of application in Vedic texts. Thus the
express declaration of a text must be held to override any
conclusion which might be deduced from it by suggestion
(lakgand), corresponding 1o linge in Jaimini, The decla-
ratior of Manu (IX, 104) that “after the death of father
and mother the sons should divide the paternal property, for
they have no power over it while their parents live,” is an
absolute declaration that they have no such power; it 1s
impossible to read the rule as forbidding partition during
the parents’ life, but acknowledging the power of the sons
over the property. The power of suggestion, however, has
also its own place ; thus Nanda Pandita in explaining how,
although the word “substitute™ was first applied specificially
to five kinds of sons, it becomes applicable to all the twelve
kinds legally recognised, adduces the Prianabhrt maxm
(I, 4, 28) as his warrant. Pripabhrt originally denoies a
Mantra used in consecrating a brick in the fire altar;
thence it passes to be the name of the brick, and from
denoting the special bricks used applies more generally to
any brick. The principle of syntactical connection (vakya)
reappears, usually under the title Anvaya ; its superiority to
context { prakarana) is illustrated by Raghunandana’s discus-
sion of Manu's rule (XI, 209} that one who assaults a
Brahman must undergo the Krcchra penance. If the context
15 invoked, this may seem merely to refer to the case of the
new and full moon sacrifices, and therefore has no general
or civil application, but the sound view is that it is to be
treated as a single independent proposition.

The term, Arthavida, which plays so importani a part
1n the Mimidrhsi discussions is dropped in legal terminology,
but the legal texts recognise the existence of such passages
in the Smrtis and deal variously with them. Omne difficult
problem is handled in the light of the maxim of Jaimuni
(I, 2, 19%25), dealing with declarations which have the

1 Tegore Law Lectures, 1905, pp. 332, 333.
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appearance of being injunctions but are not really so
(ndhivannigadddhikerana). Thus Jimitavdhana® is
enabled to hold that the text which provides that, “ Though
immovabies or bipeds have been acquired by a man, no gift
or sale of them without the assent of his sons,” is to be
completed by the words, ** should be made,” and not by the
words “must be made.” This interpretation reduces the
sentence to a mere pious opinion, and avoids contradiction
with the well-known injunction, which allows a man abeolute
power of disposal over property acqured by his own
exertions, as opposed to ancestral possessions. The same
maxim, however, has been interpreted as supporting the
general rule that an injunction for which a reason s
adduced is merely equivalent to am Arthaviada, so that
Vasistha's rule against the adoption of an only son 1s
reduced to a pious expression of opinion, because it 1s
followed by the explanation that a son is one who saves
from hell his natural father, a fact which makes the
adoption of an only son undesirable. The Mimirhss rule,
however, goes no further than to hold that. if for a rule
which has no known Vedic sanction a selfish motive can be
seen, it is impossible to postulate for 1t the authority of
a Vedic text, and the supposed rule of law is clearly too
widely stated.

The obligation of law to the Mimarmsa extends to every
department of the topic, and it not merely in matters of
interpretation that the legal writers borrow matter from the
Mimirnsa, but they show repeatedly traces of influence by
the positive doctrines of that school in their bearing on the
religious aspect of property and family rights. The doctrine
of the three debts of man, sacrifice to the gods, study to the
Rsis, and the begetting of a son for the Fathers, enunciated
by Jaimini, affords three presumptions which, more or less
effectively, are taken into account by the schools of law. In
treating the principle of succession Jimitavihana uses, as
a guiding principle in reconciling the conflicting statements
of the Smrtis, the principle of securing as far ag possible
spiritual welfare, and in interpreting the rulesf regarding

1 Dévabhaga, ttans. Calebrooke, II, 29, 30.
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self acquisition of property he tacitly favours the claims of
Vedic study. Vijfianesvara, on the other hand, in lus
treatment of the right of succession accepts the guidance of
the importance of maintaining the institution of the family.
It is significant that in treating of the fundamental text of
(autama on ownership as derived from inherifance, pur-
chase, pariition, seizure, or finding, both JimGtavikana and
Vijfidpesvara appeal to the Mimarhsd in support of tenets
which are essentially at variance. The view of the former
accepts the doctrine that in all these modes of acquisition
there is more than mere physical acquisition concerned; the
attaining possession must be in furtherance of duty in the
widest sense. This view he supports by the doctrine that,
when the priest becomes possessed of the remnant of the
ssacrifice, he does 50 not by the mere act of acceptance, but
n virtue of the pious intention of the donor in dedicating
the offerings to the deity. Thus for him succession becomes
a matter of spiritual benefit, and the property comes io the
heir not in virtue of his acquisition of 1t, but by a spectes
of relinquishment by his ancestor, a principle upon which,
1t has ingeniously been supgested, the lawyers of Bengal
might easily have built a docirine permitting of the limited
settlement of family property. Vijfianesvara,’ on the other
hand, following a suggestion of Prabhikara, argues that
Jaimini (IV, 1, 3-6) was of opinion thal property was
essentizlly a matter of popular recognition, and that the
acquisition of properly by an action in breach of law did
not deprive the sacrifices made by means of it of full effi-
cacy. Hence Vijidnesvara’s docirine of succession rests on
blaod kinship, and heritage is defined by him as wealth that
becomes the property of another solely by reason of relation-
ship to the owner. Similarly the Vyavahdramayiikha
(p 32), in accepting the purely secular origin of property,
nenetheless appeals to the Mimamsa treatment (VI, 7,1, 2}
of the Visvajit offering in order to show that one’s childrenm
are not included in the term “ property,” for when at that
offering thessacrificer is supposed to give away to the priests

i On Yajfiavalkya, 1¥, 114; he cites Guru (p. 198, ed. Bombay,
1909Y, and the passage is found in the Brhati (Prébhikare School,

p 312)-
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hus all, his children are excluded from the gift. The same
passage is also employed to express the limited character of
the ownership of a king or a feudatory; his actual owner-
ship is restricted to whatever property he has acquired; s
position towards the territory 15 one of sovereignty or suzer-
anity, entitling him to a maintenance but not to true owner-~
ship; when a king is said to give a village, he does not trans-
fer the ownership of the land, which is not his to give, but
assigns to the donee the right of drawing a maintenance
from the village.

The Mimamsi also affords guidance to Vijfanesvara
{II, 136) in a varlety of details in connection with heritage
and partition. The claim of woman fto inherit 1s
questioned on the ground that, as property is intended for
sacrificial purposes and as save along with her hushand a
woman has no locus stendi 25 a sacrificer, on the interpreta-
tion of the Mimanmsd Stra (VI, 1,17-21) adopted in the
commentators, there is no ground for her having the right of
inheritance. This illiberal dectrineis dispesed of by appeal
10 another passage of the Mimdmsa Sitra (111, 4, 26) 10
which it refers to ornaments of gold worn by the priests and
the sacrificer, though serving mo sacrificial purpose. The
exact share of a wife raises difficuliies in view of the con-
fhicting interpretation of the two main texts, the first of which
provides that, if an owner divides property in huis lifetime,
he should make his wives have equal shares with his sons,
and the second, that on partition after the death of the
husband the wife should have a share equal to that of her
sons. These passages are interpreted by some authorities to
mean that, if the praperty is extensive, she is to have a mere
subsistence from the estate, while, if it is gmall, she is to
have an equal share. This view is rejected on the strength
of the principle upheld by Jaimini (VII, 3, 19-25) that, so
long as a text can yield a single cohersnt meaning, it is not
right to treat it as broken into two incongruous parts. Simi-
larly it is on the Mimamsa rule (V, 1, 4-7} of following the
erder of things mentioned in a certain order that is based
the claim that, when the parents of a childless son succeed
to his property, the mother has a prior claim, because the
term parents (pitarau) is explained In grammatical treatises
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as mother and father (matapitaran}, and not as father and
mother.  Another appeal to the Mimarsd doctrine is made
i regard to Yijfiavalkya’s doctrine (II, 126) that a
coparcener, who at the time of partition withholds part of
the property, must give it up for division. The question
arises whether the action is reprehensible or not, and is
decided in the affirmative because 1n the Mimamsa (VI, 3, 20)
1t 15 ruled that a man who substitutes one form of meal for
anothet, even if acting under a genuine misapprehension, still
does wrong, so that, even if the coparcener had some right
to the property and regarded it as his own, his conduct 15
censurable.  Jimatavihana, as often, differs in part from
Vyfidnesvara, and extenuates the action. On a strict
inferpretation by Mimimsd principles again, it is not
Jmpossible to argue that jimitavihana does not allow the
disposal by will by a father of inherited property without
provision being made for the maintenance of the sons; the
conflicting view of the Privy Council is clearly hard to
reconcile with the principles of Mimamsa.*

Adoption, like inheritance, affords a fruitful field for the
application of Mimarhea principles.? The right of a Sttdrato
adopt, which is denied 1n the Suddhiviveka, on the ground
that adoption must be accompanied by Vedic Mantras and
an oblation which he cannot as a Sidra have performed, 1s
vindicated on the ground of the occurrence of a certain offer~
ing for a Nigidasthapati (VI,1,51) in the Veda, although a
Nisdda is normally 2s a Sidra excluded from any Vedic
rite, ‘The Mantras can then be recited by an Arvan. A
woman, again, can only adopt with the permission of her
hushand, as she cannot by herself perform Vedic rites and
ceremonies (VI, 1,6). Again, a child when adopted cannot
wmherit his father’s property or perform his Sriddha, accord-
ing to Manu; this rule, though restricted {o these two facis,
must be understood to apply generally on the analogy of
terms like antarveds in the Mimarhsa (111, 7,13, 14), which
means not merely at the centre of the altar, but anywhere
within it. [ By another maxim Nilakaptha decides that

1 Tagore Law Lectures, 1905, pp. 405-11.
¢ Vysumhdramoyikha (ed. Bombay, 1880), pp. 40 .
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Saunaka’s text, which asserts that the son of 2 daughter and
the son of a sisterare adopted by Siidras, is to be read to mean
that these adoptions are generally permissible, and that they
are specially so in the case of Sidras: the maxim used is the
Maitravaruna, which rests on the Interpretation of the
two sentences, *° He hands over a staff to the Maitravaruna
priest; he initiates or invokes by means of the staff.” The
accepted opinion is that the handing over of the staff is a
distinct injunction, the initiation or invocation subsidiary,
and so here the part of the Stdra is only subsidiary to
an established rule. Sarkara Bhatta, his father, whom
Nilakantha cites, expressly applies to the Sadra the duty
of paying his debt to the Fathers, which is asseried of the
Brahman as an instance in the 17mamsd Sitra.

Similar use of the Mimamsi is made in the same con—
nection- by Nanda Pandita in the Dattckemimansd
{c 1600 a.p.). Thus on the analogy of the Vaisvadeva,
which is a maxim (I, 4, 13-16) laying down that in the case
of such a word as that the conventional sense is to be fol-
lowed 1n lieu of the etymological, he holds (VI, 27) that the
term sapinda used of relationship is not to be restricted to
the exact meaning suggested by the word as a compound.
So also, in order to meet the objection of Medhitithi to an
adopted son on the ground that the duty of man is fulfilled
only by begetting a son, he adduces (I, 41) the maxim
(VI, 3, 31) of the substitution of the Piitika for the Soma
plant. In determining the value of substitution the mode 1n
which the substitute originated is unimportant, the question
15 whether it can serve its purpose adequately, and this an
adopted son can easily do. Again, the objection to the rule
that an adoptive father must perform the birth ceremony for
an adopted child, though adoption is permitted up to the
fifth yvear, is met by the use of the maxim (V, 4, 5-14) that,
when a difficulty arises as to the order of performance of
offerings, reason and necessity must be consulted, whence 1t
follows that the performance of the birth ceremony is in order
though tardy. The author of the Datickacandrifd simi]a;ly
appeals to the Mimarhsa doctrine(IV, 1, 22-24)of the relation
of the principal and incidental aspects of an action, in order
to support his view that, if one of two co-widows adopt, the
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child becomes the adopted child of the other as well. As the
principal purpose of the action Is to provide offspring for the
dead husband, the resuit of doing so is that the son occumes
the same position to either widow, this being a mere incidental
matter. The same text elsewhere cites the Kapifijala
maxim (XTI, 1, 38-45) which indicates that, when the
plural number is used in any injunction, in the absence of
necessity requiring that a larger number should be deemed
to be®*mearnt, the needs of the situation are fully met by
restricting the number to three, the minimum indicated.

The sacrificial practice yields one ohvious contribution to
the law of partnership, such as those of irading companes,
bodies of actors, and agricultural comcerns. The rule 1s
laid down thal the returns are to be divided ameng the
pariners accerding to the amounts of their respective invest-
ments, on the analogy of the distribution of the sacrificial fees
among the officiating priests (X, 3, 53-55). Thus, of one
hundred cows twelve are given to sach of the four principal
priests, six to the next four, four each lo the next four, and
three each to the last group, the amounts being allocated 1n
accerdance with the comparative importance of their contrn-
bution to the carrying out of the offering.

In the domain of quasi-criminal law Rauhunandana
golves a difficulty by the application of the analogy of the
principle of Tantra, where a single performance of an
action serves the purpose of more than one principal offering.
The problem is raised in the case of the rule that the assailant
of a Brahman must perform the Krcchra penance on paimn
of punishment; if, then, one offends against five Brahmans,
15 the penance to be performed five times? The answer on
the Tantra principle is in the negative. Medbatithi again
has recourse to the Mimirsa maxim of Grahaikatva (111,
1, 13-15), which holds that in a general injunction the
singular includes the plural and the masculine the feminine,
in order to solve the doubt raised by the rule of Manu (V,
90} that a Brahman must not drink spirituous liquer, an
ingenious gbjector having suggested that the text is restrict-
ed in its application to such action by a single male Brah-
man, The maxim, if will be seen, differs entirely in 1ts
effect from that given above, Which in gacrifices and on
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other occasions reduces a plural to its bare meaning of
three,

Fven more interesting is a case in which the law of
evidence is influenced by the Mimarsd doctrine of the self
validity of cognitions. VYé&jfavalkya lays down (II, 80)
that, if a man has brought forward witnesses, yet if at a later
period he can produce more satisfactory testimony, the
evidence already adduced is to be discredited. This pro-
cedure, at first sight drastic, is justified by the adductfon
the Mitdksard of the arguments adduced by the Vrttikira in
supporl of the self-evidence of cognitions. Evidence 1s
prima facie valid, unless it can be shown that the witness
could not have known the facts, that his means of knowl-
edge were defective (ké&remadose), or his evidence 1s
displaced by other evidence, that is, the first cognition 1s
sublated by a second cognition. Immediately after, Vijidnes-
vara (11, 83) has recourse to the Mimdrmsi to provide a
suitable penance for the witness whom he enjoins to with-
hold evidence or testimony, where the proof of the charge
would result in the infliction of the capifal penalty ; in
these cases the ustal punishment of a fine, or in the case
of a Braluman banishment, is not in point ; still, 1o do away
with the sin of the deviation from the truth the performance
of a special offering, the Sirasvatesti, given in the Mimarsa,
15 prescribed.

As is natural, the obligations of the law bocks to the
Mimamsi principles are still more marked in those parts of
those treatises which deal, not with civil law {(vyavehdra) in
the narrower sense of the term, but with religious custom
and penances. Even in the civil law, however, there is one
pomt on which the law books differ in essentials from
Faimini ; it was necessary for the latter, in support of his
docirine of the eternity of the Veda, to maintain that its
commands are universal, and thus ke treats even Smrti texts
which contain injunctions expressed as local practises
as really laying down general principles. In the practical
peeds of the law, however, the uimost value is always
attached to Jocal customs, and the practice of good
men, which thus in effect comes to outweigh maxims in
Smrtis, if in any place these are not followed. Vet
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Jaimini’s 1msistence on the supreme value of the Veda in all
guestions was not without effect; the tendency in the
Smrtis is, in harmony no doubt with a common practice, io
allot in the case of partition of property a larger share to
the eldest son than to the others. DBut there is Vedic
authority for the statement that Manu divided his property
in equal shares among his sons, and this doctrine has finally
prevailgd in the law, despite the efforts of some of the
compilers of digesis to compromise the matter in order to
obey the clear directions of the Smrtis.! In the legal
schools, again, it has been found necessarv to assign relative
weight to Purdnas and Smrtis, a distinction which is not
found in Kumirila, who accepts the Purinas on the same
basis 2s the Smrtis. In the case of a divergence between
Smrti and Purdna the former should prevail in the view of
, Vyasa; the Purina represents no more than custom, while
the Smrti is a step nearer to Sruti.?

While the Mimmsi thus stands in close relation with
Indian law, in its enunciation of principles i the form of
brief maxims (»ydya), comparable with the headnotes of
modern law reports, it stands in equally close relation with
the popular vogue of maxims® framed on the model whence
the Mimamsid use is doubtless derived. Such popular
maxims are freely cited by the text-books of the school, and
i was presumbly on their analogy that the Adhikarana
headings were derived; the remarkable divergence of the
commentatorst in allotting Sitras to Adhikaranas ipndicates
that the latter were not a primitive constituent of the Siitra

text.

2 Cf, Mandlik, trans. of Vygveharemeyikha, p. 41, n. 1.

® Tagore Low Lectures, 1903, pp. 234, 235; cf., howsaver,
Mandlik, of. 2. p. xxx.

2 See Col. Jacob’s Lankikanyfydijsli {3nd ed., § parts).

* Above pp. 4, 13. Soin the Veddnta Sitra.
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ACTION, 56, 66
Actions, classification of,

85,86
Adoption, 103, 104
Adhikarana, 4, 13, 107
Air, 53, 54
Aitaéayana,, 4
Alayavijiina, 47
Anzlogy, 32, 33
Anandagiri, 11
Anantadeva, 13
Angapurva, 75
Annulment of rites, 95
Anubhiti, 17
Anumana, 30
Anugatiga, 82
Anuvyavasiya, 22, 50
Anvaya, 99
Apastamba, 2
Apadeva, 13, 76, 78
Apoha, 40
Appayya Diksita, 12
Apprehension, valldity of, 17-20
Aprami, 17
Apurva, 36,73, 74,75, 89
Arthipatti, 33 34
Arthasamgmha 13
Arthavada, 80, 83, 88, 89, 100
Aryadevq,
Asanga, 46
Asvaghosa, 7
Atheism, 61
Atomic theory, 50, 54, 61, 62
Atreva, 4
Aupavarsas, 71
Avipa, 93
Aversxon, &4, 55, 68

32§.DARRYANA, 4, 5, 35, 77
Badari, 4, 88

Beudhdyene Dharma Siira, 97

Bhagavadgitd, 73,76

Bhimatl, 16

Bhartrhari, 11, 36 o,

Bhart1m1tra g

Bhisarval@a 32

|

Bhatta Dinakara, 12, §7

Bhatta Sarakara. 12. 98

Bhartabhaskara, 13

Bi’zaz‘zacmmmam 12, 97

Bhadlambira, 13

Bhattarahasya, 13 ®

Bhavadase, 7

Bhavapatha Misra, 12

Bhidvana, 75, 76

Bodhayana, 8

Rody, 67, 69; of creator, 62, 6.

Brahma:n 3613 39,76, 77

Brﬁhmanas‘, M"imarhsé in, 1 re
cognise soul, 68 ; contents of.
79-51

Byhati, 9, 101 n.

Buddhist views, 8, 7, 14, 30, 40,
63, 84 ; and see Vijbdnavada
and SEnyavida.

CATEGORIES, 52, 53
Canase, 23, 24, 59, 60

Chandogya Upanised, 77

Cidananda, 28

Class signification of words, 39

Classification of actions, 85. 86

Cognition, validity of, 17-20,
mode of apprehensmn of, 20
22, 45, 46, 49, 50,68, 70, 71 ;
of t;ou] ?0 71 as quahty of
soul, 67

Colour, 54, 55

Conjanction, 54, 55 in percep-
tion, 23, 26, 35

Constrnctmn rules of, 81, 82,
§6, 87, 89, 98

Conventlon, as basis of Ian-
guage, 3

Co-partners 103

Creator, ex::{cence of denied,
36, 43, 61-64

Custom, value of, 85 106G, 107

DZ&NA, 86
Darkness. 53. 54
Daitakocandnkd 104
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Jattakamimamsa, 104

Jeities, in sacrifice, 74, 77, 78,81

Jemerit, 55, 62, 67, 68, 71

Jesire, 54, 55, 66, 67

Jeterminate perception, 24, 25

Yevatisvaripavicire, 78

Jharma, 4, 35

Yharma STtras, Mimamsd in, 2,
3,97

Jharmakirti, 9 n, 14, 24

dhvani, 55

ngnagh, 14, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30,
48, 52

imension, 54, 35, 68

dnakara Bhatta, 12, 97

isyunction, 54, 55

dream cognation, 18, 44, 45

~EFFORT, 54, 55

—  Ekavakvata, 82

lasticity, 55

aror, 19, 20

ternity, of word, 37-39; of
Veda, 42, 43, 106

ther, 37, 38, 53, 54

widence. MimarmsgE rules as
affecting law of, 106

CALLACIES, doctrine of, 30-32
Fire, 53, 54
lwdity, 55

™ AGA, or VifveSvara, Bhatta,
412,97

angefa, 15

autama, 77

enerality, 28, 56-58 ; cf. 50, 51
resture, as a Pramana, 43

od, 36, 61-64, 76

ropala Bhatta, 12

ovinda, 76

rahaikatva, 105

rammar, value of, 84, 85
ravity, 55

unaratna, 15, 76

uru, i.e. Prabh&kara, 9,101 n.

ARI, 8
Haribhadra, 15
earmg, 38, 39
oma, 86

109

IDEA.S, how known, 20-22, 45,
46, 49, 50, 68, 70, 71

Imagination, function of in
knowledge, 24, 25

Inmortality, 64, 65, 72

Import of words, 39, 40

Impression, 49, 55, 66, 68

Indeterminate perception, 24
25; alone valid, 52n.

Individuality, 25, 54, 55, 68

Inference, 27-32

Infinite regress, 18, 22, 28

Inherence, 26, 54, 58

Injunction, 35, 74, 75, 85-94, 98

Intrinsmc validity of apprehen-
sion., 17-20

Isu, 84

I&vara, 76

Isvarakrsna, 59

Interpretation, rules of Vedie,
79-96

Itihasa, authority of, 82, 83

AIMINI, 4, 5, 35, 76,77, 78, 79,
88, 91, 99, 106

Jainamiyanydyemdlavistare, 12
Jaiminisitrabhdsya, 14
Jain views, 32 n., 34, 38, 68, 62
Jayanta Bhatta, 14, 15
JimEtavahana, 100, 101, 103
Jivadeva, 13

ALANIA, 93
Kanzda, 77

Kamalakara, 12, 97

Kapila, 77

Kapifijala, a Nyaya, 105

Kasiks, 10

KeSava, 13

Khandadeva, 12, 13

Knowledge, theory of, 17-43,
and liberation, 72, 73

Krechra, 105

Krsna Diksita, 13

Kulltka, 97

Kumarila, 6, 7, 8, 10, 14, 13,
17-19, 21, 22, 25, 27, 28, 30, 34,
35, 38, 40,41, 46, 48, 52, 53, 61,
64, 69, 71, 73, 74, 75, 79, 80,
82, 83, 85, 90

Eusumanjell, 14
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LEBUKEYANA, 4
Liaksand or Lidga, 89, 99

Language, origin of, 36, 37
Laungiksi Bhaskara, 13, 76
L.aw, Mimamsd principles in,

97-107
Laberation, 72-74
Like, known by like, 23
Logic, 14, 17-43,

MADHAVA, 3,4,12, 15, 97
Madhyamikas, 46, 47

Meahgbhirata, 5,7

Mohabhasya, S n

Mahddeva Veddntin, 12

Martrdvaruna, a Nyaya, 104

Manadeva, 14

Ménameyoduya, 14

Mandana Misra, 11, 16

Mantra, 81, 82; Uha of, 94, 95

Manu, 82, 97, 98, 103

Matter, 50. 53, 54, 61, 67, 69

Mayrkkemalikd, 12

Meaning, relation of to word,
35, 36

Medhatithi, 98, 104

Memory, 19, 20, 25, 66, 67, 68

Mental perception, 20, 50; end
see mind.

Mert, 55, 62, 67, 68, 71

Metaphysics, 44-78

MimArhsa, 1

Mimdwmsa Siitra, 3-7, 37 0 ; con-
tents, 79-96

Mimamsabileprakisa, 13

Mimaétsaka, 3, 5 n.

Mimdmsdkaustubha, 12

Mimianmsanayoviveka, 12

Mimiamsénukramant, 12

Mimamsanyiyaprakasa, 15

MmImsimakarande, 14

Mimamsdpaduki, 14

Mimamsdparibhasa, 13

Mimamsdrainag, 13

Mimghs@sdrasergraita, 13

Mind, 23, 24, 68, €93, 70; and see
Mental Perception.

Mutaksard, 9, 106

Mode of apprehension of cogni-
tion, 20-22, 45, 46, 49, 50, 68,
70, 71 ; of soul, 70,71
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Motion, 56, 66

NAGARJUNA, 6, 44
Name, 80, 81

Nanda Pandita, 99, 104

Ndavekaratna, 12

Nerayana, 14

N#ravana, of Kerala, 14

Narayanatirtha Muni, 13

Negclence, 63, 64

Nigadas, 95 -

Nihilism, 6, 7, 44, 45, 4b 52

Nilakantha, 97, 103, 104

Nirnaya, 4

Nisadasthapati, 103

Nigedha, 93

Niyama, 83, 98

Niyoga, 75

Non-existence, 34, 35, 52, 53

Nan-perception, 34, 35, 60

Number, 52, 68

Nyaya, meaning of, 2, 107

Nviva school, 14, 17-20, 22
27, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 36,
55, 70

Nyaye Sdtra, 5, 14, 24, 29, 3
44, 46, 51

Nyaya-Vaifesika school,
23, 50, 52, 53, 56, 57, 58,
61, 63, 68, 69

Nydyckantkd, 11

Nydyemangar:, 14

Nyayaretnikura, 10

Nyidyaratnamdld, 12

Nydyasudhd, 10

Nygvdvaldidhii, 12

Nydyavirttike, 14

OBJECTIVE idealism, 52
Outology, 44-60
Order of sacrifices, 90, 91

ALN, 54, 67, 68, 73
Paiicatentra, 5 1.
Panini, 5 n.
Parisarmkhya, 93, 98
Parthasarath: Mdsra, 10, 11
21, 87
Particularity, 52, 59
Partnership, 105
Paryuddsa, 85, 86, 94, 88
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Perception, 22-27, 54, 63; of
motion, 56 ; of similarity, 58

Phala, 27, 30

Phalapurva, 75

Pleasure, 54, 66, 67, 68, 73

Plurality of souls, 71, 72

Posteriority, 54, 55

Potency, 32, 55

Prabhicandra, 11

Prabhikara, 9, 10, 14, 15,
19, 20, 22, 25, 27, 28, 30,
35, 39, 40, 41, 52, 53, 61,
69, 70, 71, 72, 74, 75, 79,
83, 85, 90

Prakarana, 94, 99

Prakarancpedicika, 16

Prikatva, 55

Prama, 17

Pramana, 27 ; number of, 35, 43

Prameyepardyana, 9, 16, 55 n.

Pranabhrt, a Nysya, 99

Prasafiga, 96

PraSastapada, 15, 27, 29, 30, 54,
55, 60 n.

Pratisedha, §5. 86

Pratyabhijna, 17

FPresumption, 33, 34 ; as proof
of Apilirva, 74

Priority, 54, 55

Puraga, anthority of, 82, 83, 107

Puarvapaksa, 3

QUALI’I‘IES, 54, 55

17,
34,
6%,
80,

RAGHAVANANDA Saras-
vatl, 12

Raghunandana, 99, 105

Raghunitha, 13

Rimakrsna, 12

Ramakisna Udieya
carya, 13

Ramanuia, 12, 46, 77

Ramesvara, 12

Ranake, 10

Rathakara, 92

Ratnakaraganti,idealismof,48q.

Recognition, 17

Remembrance, 17:
Memory.

Bhatta-

and see

Rumour, as a Pramina, 43

Ryuvimuld, 9

SABARASVAMIN, 7,8,9, 1

39, 44, 64, 87, 88, 91

Sahda, as form of absclute,
n.; and see Word.

Sacrifices, 22, 75, 74, 76

Sedderfonasomuccaya, 15

Salikandtha, 9, 17, 60 n., 75

Saman, 81

Samantabhadra, 11

Sambhava, as a Pramana

Sathgati, 4

Sammkara, 6,7, 9, 46, 76

Sarakara Bhatta, 12, 98, 104
amkaravijeya, 11

Sombhya Shtra, 5, 36, 38, 64,

Samsavya, 3

Samudayapirva, 75

Serirnkabhisya, 10

Sarvedarfenasevmgreha, 15

Sarvesiddhdntasamgraha, 9, 1

Sastra, as a Pramana, 35, 41

Sastradipika, 11, 12

Sattras, 92

Saunaka, 104

Sautrintika, 49

Self-consciousness, 20-22

Self-evidence of coguitions,
20, 106 ; and see Ideas

Senses, 23, 54, 535

Sense organs, 23, §7, 68

Series of 1dess, 49, 65, 66

Sesa, 87

Befvaramimarnss, 14, 76

81ddhénta, 4

Similarity, 32, 33, 52, 58, 5%

Slokavarttika, 10

Smell, 54, 55

Smrti, 82, 83, 107

Somegvara, 10

Soul, 64-72

Sound, 37, 38, 39, 53, 5¢

Space, 53, 54, 55

Sphota, 33

Spirit; see Sonl.

Sridhara, 15, 54

Subodhini, 12

Substance, 53, 54
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Sucarita Misra, 10
Suddhiviveka, 103
Siidra, 103
Stnyavida, 6, 7, 44, 45, 46-52
Surefvara, 11
Svatahpramanya, 7

yena, 94
Syllogism, 29, 30

TANTRA, 95, 108
Tantravdritike, 10

Tarkikaraksd, 14

Taste, 54, 55

Tattvabindu, 11

Taetivacinidmani, 15

Theism, 76, ond see God, Dei-

fles.

Time, 53, 54, 55

Touch, 53, 54, 55

Trzanswudental perception, 27,

3

Transfer of ceremonies, 94, 95

Transmigration, 65, 66

Tuptikd, 10

DAYANA, 14, 32
Uddyotakara, 9 n., 14, 24

Uha, 94, 95
Unseen principle, 20
Upokramapordkrama, 13
Upaména, 33, 34
Upavarsa, 7, 8
Utpattyaplirva, 75

VRCASPATI Misra, 11, 14,
18 a., 24,46

Vaidyanitha, 12

Vaigdestka school, 32, 35, 36, 42-
66, 70, 73

Vausesika Sdtre, 5

Vai§vadeva, a Nyaya, 104

Vikyabheda, 82

Validity of knowledge, 17-20 ;
of perception, 25, 26

Vallabha Acdrya, 13

Varadarija, 14, 16

Vartiakibharana, 10

Varttikakdra, 9

Vasubandhu, 46

Vatsyayana, 24, 46
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Vetkatadhvariz, 14

V%fékai_:anétha, Vedkatesa, 10

VedkateSvara Diksita, 14

Veda, 36, 42, 43, 63

Veddnga, 33

Vedanta school, 36, 485, 63, 64
69, 70, 72

Vedante Si#tra, 5,6, 7, 44, 46, 61
76, 77

Vijaanavida, 5, 6, 7, 20, 22, 46
52

Vijfidnesvars, 101

Vidhi; see Injunction.

Vedhiras@yerna, 12; commen-
taries on, 12

Vidhitraya parstrane, 14

Vidhiviveka, 11

Vidyznanda, 11

Vikalpa, 96

Vikrti, 2, 86

Vindhyavasin, 59, 65

Visaya, 3

Viscidity, 55

Vigvajit, a Nydya, 87, 101

Vrttikara, 7, 8, 20, 22, 27, 29,
30, 32, 34, 35, 42, 88, 106

Vyapti, 27

Vyasa, 107

Vyawvahiromayakha, 101, 103

Vyavasdya, 22, 50

WATER, 53, 54
Whole and part, 50, 51,

cf, 56-58

Wife, share of husband’s pro-
perty, 102

Woman, right to sacrifice, 91,
92, 102

Word, or verbal testimony 3§
43

YAGA, §6
Yajdavalkya, 103, 106
Yajus, 81
Yukiisnehaprapirons, 12
Yoga Siitra, 5 -
Yogacaras, 47
Yogins, perception of, 27 n.,
4



