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1.

By a foot-note (on p. 652) Pdt. Sukhlal Sanghvi
and Pdt. Bechardas Doshi—in the marvellous edition
of Siddhasena Divakara’s Sammatitarkaprakarana to-
gether with Abhayadevastri’s Tattvabodhavidhayinit
we owe to them—my attention was recently drawn to
a passage of the Mahabhasya (=Bh.) which seems to call
for a closer study. It significance does not, however, lie
in the field of grammar itself, but—as in quite a number
of similar instances too?—in something which is only
implied or simply presupposed by Pataiijali when giving
an example for the operation of a certain grammatical
rule. As for the present case, it is in connection with the
view, discussed in the Tattvabodhavidhdyini, that vanas-
pati-s® are cetang® that the learned editors refer their
readers to the Bh. (and a number of related texts) ;® and
the passage which they also quote, though only in part,
is indeed likely to testify to the fact that Pataiijali shared
the view of the ‘animateness of plants’; but this hasto be
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- clarified by closer inspection, and it is this that I propose
to do in the present note.

What I am going to offer is hence merely a very .

small piece of a large mosaic, and even one I did not
discover myself, yet a piece whicb is easily overlooked by
scholars who might wish to deal in a comprehensive
manner with the Indian ideas about and attitudes to-
wards vegetal life, a subject of utmost importance when
the disastrous and global havoc provoked by *pro-
gressive’ Western ideas everywhere is considered. And,
to be sure, such a comprehensive study could be under-
taken more easily, and with much better results, if the
various relevant pieces of information were collected
and studied separately.

2.

The passage in question is found in the discussion
of Pan. 1. 4. 52— a siitra which is traditionally taken to
form a restriction® of 1. 4. 49, i.e. the definition of the
karaka-category karman—which reads thus: gatibuddhi-
pratyavasanarthasabdakarmakarmakanim apikartd sa nau.
According to this rule the technical term karman is
applicable also to that which forms the agent of a non-
causal action, expressed by a verb containing the
causative suffix ni(c), if this suffix is added to the verb,
i.e. a corresponding causative is formed, provided the
action is one denoted by verbs denoting movement
(gati), cognition (buddhi), consuming (pratyavasina); or
the action is one of which the object is a sound (fabda-
karma) or_one which does not have an object (akarmaka).
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_To quote the example given in the Kifika: gacchati mana-

vako . gramam versus gamayali manavakam grimam, -the
counter example being: pacaty odanam devadattah vcrsus
Dbdcayaly odanam devadattena.

In his 7th varttika on this satra Katyayana states
(I 337. 247): bhakger ahimsarthasya to which, however,
the word pratisedhah, mentioned in vartt. 5, has to be
supplemented, as correctly noted by Nigeéa.? Patafijali
evidently regarded the anuprtti of this expression as a
matter of course, not calling for any explanation; for he
confines himself to simply paraphrasing the vartt. as
(I 337. 25): bhakser ahimsdrthasyeti vaktavyam. Never-
theless what he says has to be taken to mean: ‘It must
be explicitly taught that Pan. 1. 4. 52 does not apply to
the agent of the verb bhaksayati if the action denoted by
it is that of akimsa’; or to say it more simply, ‘that ’thlis
stitra of Panini’s applies to the agent of this particular
verb only if the action denoted is that of himsd’.

- This is made clear also by what Pataiijali regards as
a proper illustration of this varttika, viz. (I 337. 25 f.):
bhaksayati pindim devadattah| bhaksayati pindim dcbadaitena[ /,
‘Devadatta eats a ball [of rice, etc.]’.® ‘[X] makes
Dcvadatta eat a ball [of rice etc. ] i.e. gnvcs Devadatta:

. to eat / entertains D. to...)". N
Gontmumg his explanatlon of the vartt. Patan_]ah'
hxmself asks about the cause of the restriction rcgardmg‘
the meaning of bhaksqyatz (I 337.26: ahzmsartlzasym
kimartham), but only to answer this question w1th his
usual brevnty, namely by adducing a relevant counter

cxample bhaksayanti yavin balwardah/ bhaksayanti bahvarddn-
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in the field]’, [X]
i1 || ‘the oxen eat (the) barley [in |
)r’;z;ﬁ ;llef the oxen eat (the) barley [plants] (i.e. graze
ln a barley field.)’.** - ‘ ~ B

: l.As for the grammatical or tcchr.li'cal problems 1:1:
volved, they are conveniently explamefi byI tzl;cs 2020-
mentators.  Thus Kaiyata states (P.radzp.a I 22 th
21) 1t bhakser iti | anikarteti hetumannico m.yedh;z;l c]::, 'at.,'.
yanto 'py nyanta eveti praptih||. ‘Of the verb laagc ﬁon.
Since by [the expression] ‘a‘gen.t‘ ?f a nonca;;ia by t;
expressed by a verb not containing the suffix m taiﬁ_
Paq. 4. 1. 52], what is excluded are [only v<'3rbsP <ion ain
in,g' that suffix] sic [which in accordance with a}r,:: h i;
96 is added to denote] an action the agent .of whic o
[in accordance with Pan. 1. 4. 55.] technically cz:1 le
hetu (i.e. ‘a'éausal action) [and not Jlllst any .vqu? en 1{1;5
" in this suffix], [therefore] a verb _Cndlflg in pi(c) 1':1h ‘s?ass)
as it belongs to the group of cur etc. (1c the ten cb )
in accordance with Pan. 2.1.25,t00,1s indeed a ve; r:bs
ending in 7i(c), (i-¢. does formpart of the group (;1 vcEthc
feferred to by the expression apikartd) ;- this 11 w5 2y he
vetb bhaksayati] would be subject to Pan. 1. 4. 5[; ;
this itis that prompted Katyayana to t.cac}.l hls’ v \fv h.at

in order to prevent this anista. application].

all this ultimately amounts to is the stat::ment, at onﬁe
both simple and convincing, that unlc'ss vartt. 7 ; reall ’y
taught one might indeed apply thls. rule of .i?m;l :
wrongly to bhaksayati, too, because and ins0 far asit for :
p;;;i'rt"c')f the tenth-class.. As regards the semantic aspect,
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it is hardly necessary to state explicitly with Nagesal?
that bhaksayati is subsumed under the group of verbs
denoting ‘consuming’ (pratyavasina),’® and that Pin. 1.4.
52 could hence be applied to it. : .

2. 2.

However, the grammatical description cannot in
this case be confined to exempting the verb bhaksayati
assuch from being subject to Pan. 1. 4. 52, as the usage
of the object language clearly attests that, quite on the
contrary, the agent of the noncausal action denoted by
this verb sometimes becomes the object of the action if
bhaksayatiis used as a causative. Kityiyana was evidently
of the opinion that the condition under which this other
construction is found in speech can be exactly described,
viz. in terms of semantics: Pan. 1. 4. 52 has all the same
to be applied to bhaksayati if, but only if, the action -
denoted by this verb represents an act of himsd. *

Yet, what precisely does he mean by himsi? As the
semantic area of this word is comparatively broad, an
answer to this question would be highly welcome. In
order ‘to try to find it, there are two paths we are
methodically bound to take, viz. to check whether this
expression occurs in the Astadhyayiitself or in the Varttika -
at other places and, if so, to see if its meaning can be
determined more precisely. I do not, however, want
to try the reader’s patience and therefore content
myself with stating the result of such an examination:
himsd is used with reference to actions of wiping out,
exterminating* or of mauling;'® but also to actions of



436  THE ADYAR LIBRARY BULLETIN

i and injuring1® That is to say, the range of
:ntl::lnlzgg a;his exi])ressigoh has with Panini ax.ld-.Kﬁty‘é.ya]r.lg
is practically -identical with what our. dmtwpenes 1st
in their entries. o - :

2. 3. . L
The exegete who wishes to arrive ata precxsf und er(;
standing of the counter examples given by Pataiijali ?nct
its implications . continues to be puzled by th]cl ::er
that the. commentators.of the Bh. and.in genera abc
Paniniya-s from Kaiyata onwards seem not seldom t(:ivc
at .a loss to definitely decide be.twecn two alter;:}:i\iﬂmi
interpretations as regards the objgct of the act o s
[ i the oxen. : :
°° -n"“’rll‘lltzd&yat.a simply says (II 275 a 2_1-25:) b.ha‘k-
van iti | ksetrasthanam prarohazzad?'a.vasthq’ag
yavanam bhaksanad dhimsa bhavati tadavastlfayam Il:;;.:cizw
caitargyagrdbhyupagamdt/ parakquyavabha{cgagw v paro ‘[:rhe
bhavati| himsange bhaksane aira bhaksir vartate[/.,t. “th.e
oxen] eat (the) barley [in the fleld]: On acc'(;m:h ofthe
fact that the barley [plants]. in the field whi ¢ they- -
in: the stage of shooting forth etc. are eaten, Jn;ugon
committed, because certain people are ?f the opi ron
that in this stage they are sentien.t [and like every ok -of
sentient being should not be injured, not tc; spea _to
peing killed]. Or else, if it is the b.arley be ongu(x)i;1 o
somebody else that s eaten, [this] 'oth.c.r, pcr; i
harmed. [In any case] the verb bhaksayati s use .rt ™
to denote the -action of eating a constituent pa
which is doing harm.’ g
: :"At first sight it is perhaps no

sayanti ya

t even clear if what
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Kaiyata aims at is to point out two mutually exclusive
interpretations of the sentences forming the counter
example or rather to indicate that what Pataiijali says
can be accounted for equally by both assumptions, i.e.
by assuming that of course injury is done to the plants
if the oxen belong to the owner ofthe field, but no
less by assuming that if the field happens to be the
property of somebody else, it is this person to whom
harmis done. On second thoughts, however, it cannot
but be realized that Kaiyata in fact gives here two
interpretations of which only one at a time can apply;
for otherwise one would rather expect him to have at
least hinted at the fact that, as for the first interpreta-
tion, he has in view a situation, one easily imaginable,
that oxen eat the barley plants of their owner. Yet,
which ‘of the two possible interpretations he himself
considered to be the more plausible one remains an
open question. For what Helarija ‘says about the
expression kesgmeit used by Bhartrhari in Kiriki 52
of the"Sadhanasamuddes$a of the VP, viz. (271. 3£.)17;
stac ca’ na Sdstrakdrasya matam: | kesameid ity anyamatatoeno-
panyasat, cannot, even if it were true for all occurrences
of this indefinite pronoun in the VP,18 be simply gener-
alized and then applied also to' this passage of Kaiyata’s
Pradipa 2 - oL -
And the sequence in which the two alternatives—
henceforth referred to as the first and the second one—
are brought forward is hardly more conclusive than the
particle o4 itself. As a last resort one might look into
the. subcommentaries, In none of them, however, is
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found an explicit statement about Kaiyata’s own pre-
ference. But since one of them contains a statement
which can at least be taken as indicative in this respect
and since the author of another is quite outspoken, though
~ on his own part and with reference to the Bh. alone, it
will not be out of place to take notice of them in in toto.
x 4.Annambhagga in his Mahabhdsyapradipoddyotana
remarks (IV. 325. 11- 13)%: acetananm yavanam katham
himsa, ata dha—kgetrasthanam iti| caitanyanabhyupagantymate
"y dha—parakiyeti | himsdnige himsdrthasyety atrarthasabdah
prayojanavici | himsaprayojanakabhinndrthe vartamanasyeli
vivaksitam iti bhavah |. ‘[Kaiyata] says On account of the
fact.. .because [one might ask] how nonsentient barley
[plants could] be injured. By Or else if it is the barley
belonging to somebody else...he explains [the examples]
also with regard to the opinion of those who do not
accept' that [plants] are sentient [beings]...’. The
manner in which Annambhatta expresses himself in the
second sentence is such that one.is given the impression
that he took the first alternative to represent Kaiyata’s
own true conviction to which the other alternative was
only added in order to offer a plausible explanation for
those, too, who do not share his opinion—and that
there were in fact such people he thought he could
hardly ignore. - A B
Nageéa, on the other hand, gives the following
explanation in his Uddyota (II 275 a 29-36):  pindya
apranitoad uddharane bhakser ahimsarthatvam || nanu yavanam
apy acetanatvdt tadvisayasyapi katham himsdrthatvam ats aha—
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ksetrasthandm iti | idam upalaksanam bijavasthanam api bhak-
sane himsdsattvdt || himsange iti | idam ubhayasidharanam |
tatrddye yavdn himsan bhaksayatity arthah, doitiye tu paran ity
adhydhiryam | paran himsan yavin bhaksayatity arthah |
atradyam eva yuktam bhagyasvarasad ity ahuhf| udiharanakak-
sdydm bhaksayantiti bahuvacanapathe tatsvamina iti Sesah [[.
“ The verb bhaksayati does not in- the example [‘Devadatta
eats a ball of rice etc.’] denote an act of himsd because a
ball of rice etc. isnot aliving being. [Kaiyata] says—

- On account of the fact...because [one might ask] how

[the verb bhaksayati] can denote an act of himsa also if
[the action denoted by it] refers to barley plants as these
too are nonsentient [beings]. [What Kaiyata says, viz.
that an act of himsd is committed if barley plants in the
field are eaten while they are in the stage of shooting
forth etc.] implies something he does not state explicitly,
viz. that injury is in fact done also when barley which is
still in the stage of grains is eaten. ..the verb. bhaksayati is
used. . . : This holds equally good for both [alternatives,
for] as for the first of them, what is meant is that [au ox]

by eating them injures the barley plants;-in the second

case, however, the word ‘others’ has to be supplemented,

[for,] what is [then] meant is that [an ox] by eating

thie barley plants does harm to others (i.e. other people).

And it is'said, of these two [alternatives] the first one

alone is correct because it is in agreement with the

intention of the Bhiagya.” If [in the second example]

the plural form bhaksayanti is read and if [thus both] the
examples are paralleled, then [the subject] ‘their owners™
has to be supplied’.t - : ‘
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_ Although the identity of those who decidedly voted
in favour of the first interpretation is not clarified by
Nagesa and even a pronominal expression like kecit or
pare is absent—which would clearly point in the one
direction or the other, as shown by Thieme?—the
reason adduced, viz. bhdgyasvarast, is of such a kind
that no doubt is left as to Nagefa’s own position: In-
case he did not agree with these unnamed scholars,
he could hardly have let pass their argument unchal-
lenged! Less clear, however, is what exactly is meant by
soarasa. ‘This expression—as well as its derivation
sviraspa—would no doubt deserve a thorough exami-
nation, especially with regard to the Uddyota (and
other works of Nagea’s). But such an investigation
cannot be undertaken here, nor would it seem to be
absolutely necessary; for, whatever its result may be,
this much is clear even now: the reason is not a parti-
cular one, does not refer concretely and directly to the
problem at issue, viz. the meaning of the examples
given in the Bh. _ * o

~ There is another Paniniya who, though comment-
ing on the Bh. itself, voices his opinion without any ifs
and buts, viz. Sivarimendrasarasvati, for what he says
is (Mahabhaspasiddhantaratnapr akisa 326. 26 £.)%: bhak-
sayanti yavin iti | ksetrasthindm anikurddyavasthanam yavanam
 bhaksandd dhims bhavati, tegam api cetanatvdt |. According
to him there is hence only one possibility to interpret the

example: By eating the barley plants, still in the state of

sprouts, an act of kimsd is committed because they are

sentient beings. The only problem posed by his :
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cxplanation’ is the motive for his adding api. - Did ke
think—like Nagesa—of the grains of baﬂefbr else of men
and animals as a group the cetanatva of which is a matter
of con.1rse? I find it difficult to arrive at a decision. The
real importance of this passage of the Ratnaprakasa lies
anyway in that its author shows himself so firmly con-
vinced as regards the central problem, viz. in what the
act of himsa essentially consists. But with all due defer-
ence to him, one cannot but ask: Why should we fallin
W'lth his-opinion, especially as that of ‘other Paniniya-s
differs from his? 3 S

2. 5.

) .Bcsides, there are still other Papiniya-s whose
j:estm.mony should likewise ‘be taken, and -one should
definitely not make an arbitrary choice and summon

only the commentators on: the Bh. or those who wrote
subcommentaries on their works. - ' ' ‘

2.5.1.

From the Kisikd not much is to be learnt “except
perhaps for the fact that it shows that vart;. 7 on
P.in 1.4.52 was—together with many others on this
sutra—rega.rd.ed as a necessary, indispensable addition
by the Paninian tradition, obviously from the times of
Patafijali onwards. Another point worth noticing is
that in the relevant counter examples the cxpress'ion

_yava'n;ls'rcp]acgd by sasyam—a feature the Kasiks has in
;:ommon €.g.-with the grammar of Candragomin®—-
or n ; it i '

0 apparent reason; for, it is by no means plain
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that much is gained if ‘barley [plants]’ is changeq' mt(.)

¢ ) 25

corn )
Haradatta’s comment on the second ex

i it shows that
however, is instructive at least in so far :j\s-lt shom;is0 -
it was not Kaiyata alone among the Par?mlya-sdw o
cided to give two alternative interprctatlons7;n , 2013)20.

- for it reads thus (I 579. 10- :
the matter at that; fori d )79 U
bhaksayati¥ balivardan sasyam il [ kgetrasthancfr{z- yakais’d_c
bhak;tyamdndna'm himsa bhavati, tasyam avastha)ar,rf i
caitanyabhyupagamat | svamino vd himsa dm._;.ta:ii.ion -
substance, this is exactly the same explan
that given by Kaiyata.

ﬁple,

2.5 2. v
" Jinendrabuddhi; however," differs rcmarlia;)}lz}: é(hl,
.579. 99-37) : bhakgir atra himsarthah ./ .‘sarve sac::a;r;:a ks::,,;a
ity asmin darfane himsitam sasyam ftt sasyasya t a,,u:md
devadatto himsito bhavati | _yasja'hz tat sasyam tasy act. "
gamyate |. ‘The verb bhaksayati dcno.tes here alrlx poto
kimsé. In accordance with the do?irlnfz that a e Ee
ex.istcnt are living, the corn [which is eaten by e
oken] is injured, and this means that by t.:ai‘tmgw he
corn [ultimately] Devadatta 1s.donc harm,. o; rat
is understood [by this sentence] is that .ha:rm Tl}s1 . on 0
that person to whom the com belongs. is 1;1t61;;
parently an. attempt to amalgamgtx: 'thc. twc1> e
native interpretations which consists in Sl]:l“lp y ch -
bining the two different forms of - hzm.sa, in hsuc
manner that the first, i.e. the destruction of t e cropr,
leads to the second, i.c. the loss caused to the owne
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of the field. Though this interpretation might com-
mand, our respect to some extent at least, it is by no
means likely to convince anybody, since Jinendra-
buddhi’s motives are easily seen through: If instead of
deciding in favour of one of the alternatives one contends
that both are simultaneously correct, this is ultimately

nothing but an all too easy way to avoid having to put
one’s cards on the table, '

720 5' 3’

As regards Bhattojidiksita, in his Siddhantakaumud;
he is, not unexpectedly, too brief to reveal his opinion.
Yet in his own commentary on it, i.e. the Praudhamano-
ramd, he gives his view on the meaning of the example
bhaksayati®® balivardin saspam so clearly that he leaves
nothing to be desired; for what he says there by way of
explanation is (666. 6-7)%: sagyam iti | ksetrasthanam

Javanam bhaksyamandndm himsa dragtavya | taspam avastha-
Jam tesam cetanatvdt|.” “The injury has to be recognized
as being done to the barley plantsin the field in so far as
they are eaten, because at that stage they are sentient
beings’. A similar, almost completely identical state-
ment is met with also in the author’s Sabdakaustubha.®?
Vasudevadiksita is therefore qQuite right when he re-

marks in his Balamanoramg commentary on the Siddhanta-

kaumud;  (420.. 28-30)%: bhaksayati balivardin saspam
iti | ksetre praridham alinam sasyam tha vivaksitam | tasya
tadanim antahprajiiajivatvat™ tadbhaksanam himsaiveti bhavah.
“ [X] makes | lets the oxen eat the crop: What s intended
here is the crop grown on the field, [but] not yet reaped.
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Since it'is at that time a living being with [.some]' in-
ternal awareness, eating it definitely [constlttltes] an
act of himsd,—this it is what is ultimately meant’.

5.4 ‘ _ o
It is hence with nolittle surprise that one notices the

divergent explanation given by Nagesa m h.ls Laght_da{)den-
dufekhara; for there he says—in contradiction notonly tf’
Bhattojidiksita’s own clarifications, but also to what s:s
stated in his own Uddyota (cf. above§ 2. 4)—(678. 1-2)%:
parakiyasasyabhaksane paro himsito bhavatits tatsoamino thtra
hf}zi;ﬁ t:lr'ag.taqy& [, i.e. he proceeds as though no other

interpretation than the second alternative is possible at

all. Itis true that in his Bg'hacchabdendwfekhara he men-
tions the first alternative too, viz.adds 1t.,to a sentence
verbatim corresponding to that quoted ‘]list. now f-ro~m_
the LSS , for he says (II 851. 7)%: k,sotrasthanar:n .fas)an_(im
bhaksyamdnanam vd himsa drastavyd | tadavasthiyam tesam
cetanatoat|. The author apart, it is no .rcal wond.cr to
incet'again, after consulting so many dlﬁ'frcn; sources,
the two alternatives simply put side by.s1dc and con-
nected only by' a vd;% but the disappointment v»:hlc.h,
xﬁéy nevertheless spring up is perhaps ot really justi-
fied; in any case it is, I think, fully com;tgnsatgd_for
by the fact, remarkable as it is, that the. 1de?. of thc
 plants, cetanatoa has been alive for so long a time in India,
‘ali\}e’ at least in the sense of still beir;g known. *

2.505- o BEE - . L ;h
. As far as I can see, there is one author only wi ,O
draws out of the line as it were in every regard, and this
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is Ramacandra who in his Prakriyakaumudi gives the
following .example for the verb bhaksayati denoting an
act of himsd (1 394. 4).%: bhaksayaty amatyam arin rdjd,
‘the king makes his minister eat, i.e. eliminate, his
enemies’. Whatever may have prompted him to thus
radically change the example, the annoyance created by
the lack of unequivocalness of Patagijali’s example or the
wish to go on his part back to the object language itself,
etc., there can hardly be any doubt that Kityayana,
not to speak of Patafijali, did not think of such a meta-
phorical use of bhaksayati.® -
.. But it is not even necessary to enter into a discussion
with Rimacandra or to insist that he has gone off the
track. For, after all, what this study is exclusively con-
cerned with is the examples as given by Pataiijali on
varft..7 on Pan. 1. 4. 52 and their interpretation, and
not the question, legitimate or not, if these ‘examples
meet in fact Kityayana’s intention. - And as to the
examples, it should by now be clear that there are only
two interpretations which are at all worthy of consider-
ration, namely those two given already by Kaiyata. ..
Even a reader who does not at all keep a look-out
for passages attesting the doctrine of the animateness of
plants, ‘will most probably tend to the opinion that the
first of these two interpretations shoiild be clearly given
preference as unveiling what Patafijalihad in mind when
formulating these examples. . One of the reasons is, of

<course, that only if they-are understood in this way the
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grammatical object of the action of cating is at the
same time also that which is in fact harmed. This is
(deliberately ?) made particularly clear by Nagesa by
thus explaining the second interpretation (cf. § 2. 4
above) : pardn himsan yavan bhaksayati. -~ :

_ However the question is whether this argument is
by itself strong enough to allow a final decision. If
the problem could be solved. so easily, one would have
to wonder why the second interpretation continued to
appeal to quite a few Paniniya-s who after all were no
fools either. Therefore it is advisable, to say the least,
to take a closer look at the second interpretation and to
see what it is ultimatly about.

3.1 - ‘
According to this interpretation it is the eating of
the barley plants that causes himsd to the proprietor of
the field (tatsvamin). That is to say, what Kaiyata and
the other Paniniya-s are here talking about is damage
to crops, and this was—quite undgrstandably—a legal
area in India, too. Together with related prob-
lems it is usually dealt with in Dharmafastra texts, if
they arrange their materials at all systematically, under
the heading svimipalavivida and thus in the wider context
of what is technically called oyavahdra.®® The relevant
ideas and regulations are summarized by P. V. Kane,"
but those reading German should not by any means miss
the corresponding pages in J. J. Meyer’s Uber das Wesen
der altindischen Rechtsschriften. . .43 which make much better
and’ decidedy more entertaining ‘reading .in many

_CATTLE, FIELD AND BARLEY 447

respects. For the present purpose it will, however, suffice
to have a brief look at some of the verses in the Manu-
smrti, quoted here in their most recent translation, viz.
that of Derrett.43

8. 238: “If cattle damage unfenced crops there the

king shall not inflict punisbment for that on their
keepers.’ |

8. 239: ‘One should set'up a fence such as‘a camel
cannot see over, and stop up every hole that a dog
or a boar could push his head through.’

8. 240: ‘If cattle are on a road,™ in a unfenced
field,*s or in the village, he, the keeper, deserves

. to be fined too; one may drive off cattle without
a keeper.’ ‘

8. 241: ‘In the case of other fields the cattle
_ should pay a paps and a quarter a head, e\}ery-

where the harvest must be made good to the
" owner of the field: this is the settled rule.” . .

8. 242: ‘Manu has said that these are not punisha-
- ble: a cow within ten days of calving, a bull, cattle

‘belonging to gods, whether or not they are

accompanied by keepers.’® B ’

'I.'here is no need to go into details here in a comprehen-
sive and systematic manner. But attention must never-
theless be drawn to the expressions used by Manu—
and the authors of some other Sttra and Smrti texts
as well as their commentators—when they c.omc - to
speak of the ‘damage .to crops’. These are:¥ vi-/zirﬁs
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(M. 8. 238), echoed by tadbhaksana in Bharuci’s com-
mentary and paraphrased similarly by bkaksin Kulldka’s
Manvarthamuktavali;*® (sasya-)upaghdta (Bharuci on M. 8.
239 and 241; cf. Haradatta on Gaut. 12. 19 and Vij-
fidnesvara on Y. 2. 160); (sagya-)ghata (Vi. 2. 159); pid
(Gaut 12. 19=2. 3. 16; Haradatta on 12. 21 and 23);

(sarva-)mnasa (Gaut. 12. 26=2. 3. 23); (sasya-)ndsa
(Vi. 5. 140; cf. 5. 146 and Nandapandita on Vi. 5. 140 fF.;

Y.-2. 161 and Vijfidne§vara on this and the follow-
ing verses); aparddha (e.g. Maskari on Gaut. 12. 23;
Vijianesvara. in Y. 2. 160) adin (Ap. 2. 28. 5., ex-

plained by Haradatta to be equlvalent to-. :a.grader‘

bhaksapitr), etc. etc.
. What is noteworthy in thc first placc is the inter-
changeabﬂlty of vi-hims and bhaks. That the action
denoted by bhaks does not, however, necessarily imply
complete destruction is indicated by Nandapandita on
Vi, 5. 147 in drawing a corresponding distinction (...
yisya ksetre ydvat saspam pasavo bhaksayanti nasayanti vd.. ),
and it is clearly what Haradatta had in mind when in
: cxplammg the expression sarvavinase of Gaut. 19. 26 he
says yathd punalzpraroho na bhavati tatha (sarvamnafa)
i.e. when he makes clear that ‘complete destruction’ is
meant; still more explicit seems to be Vljﬁancévara. s
remark; made with reférence to Nar. 11. 31, viz. that
this 'sitra --is punahprarohayogyamildvasesabhaksanavisaya,
'~ though a reader familar with agriculture might wonder
where on earth a member of the bovine species could
eat more than the-epigeous parts of a ‘plant and what
value e.g. barley plants should have oncethey have beeti
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caten bare to the roots, even if the sprouted again.#
Yet, be that as it may,® by the two expressions in
question and the others also quoted above one may
indeed by given the idea that it is this type of damage
to crops that Pataiijali had in mind with his example.
And the subject of the Dharmasastra texts drawn upon
is in fact the damage caused by cattle to the crops
belonging to somebody else, as is also made clear, though
rather superfluously, by the commentators, e.g. Vijia-
nesvara on Y. II 159 by adding para- in paraphrasing
sasyaghdtasya karini®! of the verse, or by Nandapandita
when introducing his explanations on Vi. 5. 141 ff.
by the general remark: pasubkih parasasyandse dandam
dha, etc.3®

3.2,

‘However, good care has, of course, to be taken not
to draw premature conclusions from such similarities
in expressions. For what is exactly meant by a particular
expression like upa-kan, pid etc. in each case is clearly
determined, if not totally, then at least to a. Jarge extent,
by the wider content in which it stands and how the sec-
tion in which itis found is systematically organized. And
regarding the Dharmasastra passages referred to ahove
nobody will fail to realize, even when only starting to go
through them, that their authors were interested in but.
one thing, viz. in the material damage caused by cattle;
the questions of guilt and penalty for the material loss;
the owner’s title. to compensation which cannot be

denied (in certain cases); and specifically the role the
29
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king is to play, and this not as an impartial judge, but
significantly enough as the head of the state who himself
and for his own benefit takes a vital interest in the crop
yield.33 The idéa that plants are sentient beings or
could be regarded as such isnot only mentioned nowhere
in these passages, but the sources referred to also breathe
a -quite different spirit . which would make it appear
impossible that an idea like that of the cetanatva of plants
could have noticeably impressed their authors.® This
is definitely not what they -are concerned with, and
they are not even worried about the freedom from injury
of men and animals; on the contrary, doing bodily harm
~ to beings whose:. cetanatva..is a.-commonly. accepted
fact is even one of the punishments they -prescribe
or recommend.5

On the other hand, so it might be objected and
rightly:at that, the Dharmagastra ‘material drawn upon
just now is evidence of the fact that the eating of crops
by cattle was in fact considered a damage in India, most
probably since of old, and- even if' vi-hims were not
attested in M. 8. 238 in-such a context, there can hardly.
be any doubt that damage (to crops )-is covered by the
expression himsd, t00.%- - Therefore, if it is because of the
existence of this legal area that Kaiyata and’ other
Papiniya-s allow for -the second interpretation - of
Pataiijali’s examples—and. {o be sure it cannot be dis-
puted that this isin fact.the main reason—, the striking
difference -of the second from the first interpretation in.
terms-of its conceptual, intellectual and ethical ambience
_though itwas legitimate, even necessary toobserve it—
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does not in the least help to solve the problem at issue,
viz. a substantiated option between these two alternative
and mutally exclusive interpretations. On the contrary,
now that the implications and the background of the
second interpretation have been understood, it appears
to be even more difficult than before to advance reasons
against its not also being what Pataiijali actually had in
mind. ’ -

4.

- There is at least one passage in the Bh. regarding
which there cannot be the least doubt that it has to do
with the problem of the damage caused by cattle
to crops, and it will certainly be useful to examine
it, too. It is found at the very beginning of the dis-
cussion of Pan. 1. 4. 27 (varapdrthanam ipsitah) according
to which ‘in the case of actions denoted by verbs meaning
“ward off”’ [that too is technically called apadana] which
[an agent] wishes to reach .| obtain’. The question.
about an example for the operation of this rule—and
hence about the necessity of teaching it—with-which
the "discussion starts (I 328. 10: kim . udaharanam]) ‘is
é’riswered by adducing the sentence mdsebhyo-gd vdrayati,
‘he keeps the cows away from the beans [in the field]’;.
the discussion is then continued thus (L 328. 10-12):
bhaved yasya masi na gavas tasya:masi ipsitah syuh | yasya fu
khalu gavo na masa katham tasya mdsa ipsitah syuh-[ tasyapt
mdgd'evgpsitdll | atas cepsita yad ebhyo gd varayati [[. Tt
may be that for the person who owns the beans; but
not the cows, the beans [in the field] are something which:
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he wishes to obtain. But as for the person who owns the
cows and not the beans, how/ why should the beans be
~ for him something which he wishes to obtain »’*’—* For
him also the beans are doubtless®® something which he
wishes to obtain (i.e. to preserve), and to be more precise,
they are something which he wishes to obtain (i.e. which
he does not wish to'be destroyed) because he keeps the
cows away from them.’ e

Though this counter argument is valid, it is not on |

the level of the Bh. alone absolutely clear why the
herdsman or the owner of the cattle keeps them away
from the beans: Because he does not want the beans to
be injured since they are living beings or because he is
afraid of the legal consequences of his cattle causing
damage to the beans belonging to somebody else? In
this case, however, the commentators do not entertain
any doubts, but are unanimously of the opinion that it is
only the latter reason which can be meant here. Thus
Kaiyata explains the question following immediately
upon the Bh. passage quoted above viz. tha kipad andham
vdrayatiti kipe *padanasamyiia na prapnoti....(I 328. 12 fL.)
by explicitly stating (Pradipa II 9251 b 16 f.) kipad iti
andhasambandhe” kipasya - na  vinaso nipi . rdjabhayam iti
prainah || ‘this question arises because in connection with
a blind man [to be kept away from a well] neither can
[that from which he is kept away, i.e.] the well, be
destroyed mor [is there any reason] to be afraid of the
king.” " The implication, of course, is that it is these
very reasons which make the herdsman keep his cows
away from the beans.®® And statements to the same
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_effect are found in the works of other commentators

too.51 :
Yet, in the present case one is fortunately not at

all dependent on the help of the commentators, for
Pataiijali himself leaves his readers in no doubt about

“the correct interpretation of the example he has given

at the very outset of his discussion of Pan 4.1.27.  For,
after having discussed this and some more examples he
finally voices the opinion that this sitra of Panini’s—like
others following upon 1. 4. 24—need not be taught at all
(I 328.21: ayam api yogah Sakyo 'vaktum); this contention
quite naturally provokes the question: katham mdsebhyo
gd varayatiti, i.e. how the use of the ablative in this and
similar sentences can then be accounted for. The answer
to it runs thus (I 328. 21-24): pasyaty ayam yadima gavas
ta{ra gacchanti  dhruvam  sasyavindsak sasyavinise *dharmas
caiva rdjabhayam ca| sa ca buddhyd samprapya nivartayati | tatra
dhruvam apdye ’padanam [Pan 1. 4. 24] ity eva siddham||.
‘f!-Ie (i.e. the herdsman who keeps the cows away) sees
.(x.c. considers®) that, if these.cows do get there (i.e.
into the field), the crop will be certainly destroyed, -and
if the crops is destroyed this means a breach of the pre-
scribed conduct as well as that he [must] fear [punish-
ment] by the king. [Thus] he turns [his cows] away
[from the field which they have not actually reached, but
which] he has made them reach in his mind (i.e. which
he conceives them to have reached).®® This being
so, the correct result [viz. the application of the term
apadina to the word denoting ‘beans in the field’]

is simply achieved by Pan. 1.4.24.’
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It is hence clear not only why the commentators

are not at all uncertain as to the meaning of the passage

1 328. 10-12, but also that Patafijali indeed thinks here
- of the material loss the cows may cause and of what such
a sasyavindsa would entail, viz. that a particular pre-

scription of dharma is not followed and that the king
,may in accordance with the law punish the adharmika
herdsman. It is beyond all doubt that the rajabhaya is

caused by the breach of the prescribed conduct, but we

must not lose sight of the fact that this relation is not

expressed by Patafijali who instead connected the two

corresponding expressions by caiva. ..cs. Therefore what
-was evidently of primary importance to him was to state
that being responsible for a sasyavindsa has bad conse-

quences. in two respects, viz. in that apart from the

“eventual punishment (whether it be a fine or a corporal
-‘pumshment) by the king, one is also defiled by adharma
substance. Neither Patafijali himself nor his com-
mentators has anything to say about. the expression

adharma used here, and indeed it does not seem to pose

.any difficulties: It is most naturally understood to
denote the ‘metaphysical’ consequence any action has

by which a prescription of the dharma is offended against,

and the Dharma$istra material referred to above

admits of no doubt that the’ prevention of damage to

.crops was in fact considered to be an element of dkarma.
‘There is hence no need to suspect that the expression
adkarma perhaps refers to the injuring of the beans con-

ceived of as living beings. - On the other hand it is

equally patent that what is meant by sasyavindsa here
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at least includes the eating of the beans in the field,
only ‘that it is viewed in this case exclusively under the
aspect whether or not it is in accordance with dharma,
i.e. the prescribed rules.of conduct.

5. .

. Yet, so it has to be asked, what are the conclusions
that may be drawn from this passage of the Bh. with
regard to the problems of i mterpretatlon poscd by Bh. I
337. 24-27 discussed earlier? .

- (1) Itbears evidence of Pataiijali’s bemg famlhar
at least in substance, with what is taught in Dharma-
§astra texts about ‘damage to crops’; there is hence not
even the slightest chance of arguing against the second
1nterprctatlon of the example given in the discussion of
Pan. 1. 4. 52 by contending that Patafijali cannot have
had in mind the material loss because he dld not know
the relevant rules of Dharmasistra.

(2) On'the other hand, the concept of Ium.sa, taken
to mean injury done to a living being (and to be sure
thisisin fact the implication of the first interpretation),
is conspicuously absent here, i.e. in the discussion of Pan.
1. 4. 27: It is not only not mentioned, but also not
even hinted at or presupposed. But what does this
prove? " Admittedly it does ‘riot prove anything, but it
no doubt considerably adds to the i impression which one
cannot but gather when comparing these two passages
as wholes, viz. that-in the discussion of Pan. 1. 4. 27
.Pgtaﬁjali is only interested in the material loss whereas
in"the discussion of Pan. 1. 4. 52 what is of primary
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importance to him is the injury done to the plants con-
sidered as living beings; or tosay it in other words, that
one and the same situation of everyday life in a largely
agricultural society based on keeping cattle as well as
on cultivation of the soil,% viz. damage to crops caused
by cattle, is viewed in the former under its legal aspect
only, whereas in the latter attention is focused solely
on its ethical dimension.. But it cannot be denied
that this is again but an impression, and that therefore
not much progress is achieved as against the stage that
was reached already earlier in the course of the present
study, viz. in § 3.2. ' -

6. | | |

~ On the other hand, some side issues could never-
theless be clarified, and the prospect is hence less gloomy
than it might appear now that the discussion of Pan.
1.4.52, ie.” to be more precise the passage 1337.25-27,

s taken up again for a renewed examination; for that
itishere and only here that the solution has to be sought,
ifit can be found at all, has in the meantime become too
clear to allow anybody to still cherish illusions to the
COnn'ary' | . ) . . . . :

_ .In returning to this passage, it is not, however, as

though we “would have to simply repeat what was al-

ready stated above (§3), viz. that it is the firstinterpreta-

tion alone which allows of taking the grammatical

object of the action of eating to denote at the same time

that also which is actually injured; fortunately, we do
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not have to content ourselves with just this argument.
There are some further ones: If what Pataiijali wanted
to say by bhaksayanti yavan balivarddh were that the
oxen by eating the barley in the field commit an act of
kimsg to another person, i.e. cause a material loss to the
owner of the field—and likewise to the king, too,—
one could not but express one’s astonishment at the
absence of an expression denoting this person. It would
be very strange indeed if Patafijali had decided in favour
of giving an example in which the real victim of the
act of himsa is not mentioned at all! This leads to a
further observation of like importance, viz. that if this
interpretation were correct, the difference drawn between
the constructions of the verb bhaksayati if used ahimsartha
on the one hand and himsartha on the other, would
become quite unintelligible; for one can harm some-
body also by eating a ball of rice, provided it is his or
meant for him etc.!

What all these arguments amount to is that the
opposition in which the first two examples stand to the
following ones becomes perfectly intelligible and at the
same time plausible only if the correctness of the first
interpretation is accepted. And it is then only that
still another element of this opposition reveals itselfs
viz. that Patafijali deliberately chose examples belonging
to the same sphere, i.¢. that of cereal plants and certain
pr?duqts made of their grain; for he was thus able to
bring out as clearly as possible what is of central import-
ance for an action’s falling under the catégory of ahimsd
or that of himsd, viz. whether its object is a dead thi'ng
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or a living being. For there cannot be the least-doubt
that with regard to this important distinction "a- pinds
is considered to be a dead thing as this expression what-
ever may be its precise meaning denotes inh any case
a variety of food which is prepared by cooking,® i.e. by
killing the seeds if this ‘was .not.already done even
earlier.®® In contradistinction to a pindi the young green
barley plants in the field are evidently considered as
living beings to eat which®? constitutes an act of himsa
in that it causes their separation from life (pranaviyoga).

6. 2.

It seems advisable to dwell a little longer on the
concept of himsd as implied here. For, it has clearly
two aspects which have to be distinguished, though
ultimately they can not be separated from each other,
either doctrinally or historically. - On the one hand it
is the consumption of seeds capable of germination
which. is considered as Aimsd,. on the other an act of
himsd is taken to be committed by eating plants in the
field. Many of the grammatical authors quoted abové
ccotribute considerably to the clarification of this latter
idea by their explanations of the expression- ksetrastha
etc.; yet in that they think of the cereal plants only;
although with explicit reference to- the various stages-of
growth, beginning with sprouting, they pass-through;
one might gather the impression that.is only. these
plants themselves which are regarded as living beings by
them. Nagesa, however, expressly states (v. §2. 4.
above) that the idea of caitanya likewise includes the
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seeds (bija), and, I think, he isright, and this not only as
far. as Kaiyata is concerned: None of the 6ther gram-
- marians would -have denied that seeds are equally
living beings, and the explanation given by Vasudeva-
.diksita, viz ksetre prarigham alinam sasyam tha 'vivak;iéam,
(cf. § 2. 5. 3 above) has accordingly to be taken to
imply thateven if the plants have been killed by reaping
them after ripening, the seeds they yield are in their
turn something living. That is to say, vegetal life is
seen under two aspects in’ accordance with essential
biological processes, particularly clearly observable in
annual economic plants; any seed capable of gefmi-
nation is a living being because the fact that it contains
life becomes manifest by the very process of sprouting,
and the plants betray their animatenesss by the very
process of growing out ‘of such seeds and continuing to
grow until they die or are killed. . .. o

- There can hence be no doubt that the basis of all this
is but one idea of animateness. This is Sn'ikingly con-
firmed by the material studied by H.-P. Schmidt 5.
Both the aspects mentioned above are attested in his
Sources, too; yet, as most convincingly shown by: him,
they are but facets of one basic idea which he traces back
to the expressed animism of Vedic times. This ‘archaic’
animism was in India, as is well known, best preserved,
1.é: almost unaltered, in Jainism ‘according to which
the whole world is animated—not only animals and
plants but also the elements earth, fire, water, and air
.co?sist in atomic individual souls’®® And’ evidently
1t 18 this their doctrine to which Jinendrabuddhi refers
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when he speaks of the view that ‘sarve sacetana bhdavak’
(cf.§2.5.2above). Indeed, it is perfectly understand-
able that in later times it was either Jainism or per-
hapsstill. Samkhya™ also which came to an Indian’s mind
when the idea was spoken of or seemed to be alluded
to that the whole world or at least not only animals, but
plants too are animate.” It is therefore no wonder at
all that already Kaiyata thought it necessary to point
out that the caitanya of plants is not commonly accepted,
but forms part of the doctrine of ‘some’ or ‘certain’
people (... kaiscic caitanyasyabhyupagemat(; cf. § 2. 3
above). On the other hand, this remark is quite in-
teresting for two more reasons: '

6. 3.

Thanks to it, it becomes now clear that apart from,
or rather in addition to, the reason adduced above
(§3.2) for so many Paniniya-s being unable to decide
in favour of one interpretation only, a historical factor
has to be taken into account too, viz. that at their time
it was a particular group of people only which was
associated with such a view of animateness and hence
also of himsd, a group with which it is rather difficult to
imagine thatPatafijali was in sympathy as to its doctrines.
And indeed, the reluctance of Kaiyata and his ‘fol-
lowers’ to content themselves with the first interpreta-
tion is not only understandable, but also justified at least
in so far as a particular grammatical phenomenon of the
Sanskrit language as the medium of communication of
all (educated) people can in fact not be accounted for by
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taking recourse to the doctrine of a group which forms
but a small and rather peripherical minority among those
speaking Sanskrit. ‘At the latest it is at this point of our
deliberations that it becomes evident that Kaiyafa’s
first interpretation has for this very reason to be acccp.tcd
as the only correct one, i.e. as that which alone meets
Pataiijali’s intention. Kaiyata’s main weakness is that
he lacks sensibility to historical changes. Not even the
suspicion could thus have arisen in him that at the time
of Patafijali himself the situation might have been still a
different one! Thisis why he was unable to arrive at the
conclusion we on our part cannot but finally draw, viz.
that at the time when the distinction between the two
constructions of the causative verb bhaksayati actually
developed in Sanskrit it was still common belief that
plants and seeds are living beings, perhaps even that
¢ the whole world is animate’. :
Whether Kityiyana and Patafijali were still
familiar with this view as such cannot be decided
with absolute certainty,” but for all we know about
their respective dates and about the origin and historical
development of the akimsa doctrine, there is every likeli-
hood that at their time the consumption not only of
seeds capable of germination, but also of plants was
widely considered as kimsd, ‘injury to living beings’. -
The highly interesting material which Schmithausen
Pas recently collected from Buddhist texts and discussed
In some detail,” cannot be used as a comparison in the
Present article.. Yet there is one point to which attention
has nevertheless to be drawn in this connection, and it
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is this : The prohibition to damage or injure plants, etc.,
to be observed by the Buddhist monks and nuns,. is
several times accounted for by pointing out that people
regard plants as living beings, and might therefore.
take offence at such damage, and turn away from the
Buddha’s teaching.™ , o
In another and in some regard more detailed
version of his article which has, however, not yet been
published, Schmithausen draws.on a passage of the
Vinayapitaka™ according to which the monks and nuns
are prohibited from wandering during the rainy season,
and the reason given for this well-known restriction is
quite interestingly that otherwise small animals and green
plants, which latter appear in large numbers only at this
time of the year, could be trampled to death.  Schmit-
hausen quite understandably takes this tobe another piece
of evidence for the early Buddhists’ sharing or at least tak-
ing into accountthe common belief that plants, too, are
living beings,’® or perhaps still behaving according to it;
and I do not at all want to contradict him, especially
in view of the fact that small animals are included here:
But. I think it is very instructive to note—and not only
with regard to the problem of interpretation with which
I have struggled in the preceding pages, but also in
terms of its general importance—that the Dharmagistra-
texts referred to above—and the Arthasastra is no

exception—regard the pressing down (mardana) etc.

of plants in a field as also coming within the terms of

~ ‘damage to crops’. . However, it should be repeated:

that what their authors are concerned about—just
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like.a modern European farmer who does not want
strollers or holidaymakers to trespass on his green
meadow (in reality nowadays rather an area of land
‘on which grass and nothing else is cultivated) —is exclu-
sively the material loss; this is evident even in a seem-
ingly generous exception to the general rules like that
ascribed by Nandapandita?™ to Sarkhalikhitau accdrding
to which ‘there is no punishment if only a mouthful [of
whatever grows on the field is eaten by cattle]’ (grase tv
adandah). Nevertheless, in individual cases it may_be
quite difficult to decide whether a statement in a text
is based on 'such. economic considerations or rather on
(ultimately) ethical ones, and the absence or otherwise
of expressions like (a)himsd does not by itself render
much assistance in solving the problem one is then faced
In the present case, too, it might be still objected that
the oxen like any other member of the hovine species,
etc.,.In so far as they are by nature herbivores; can
ha'rdly avoid injuring plants—unless they feed only cn
dried, i.e. already dead, plants or hay. . This is not
?nly.-.true, but it would also he futile to search for an
fnvalidation of this argument by assuming that what
18- decisive in this regard is the difference between
econdmic plants on the one hand which-yield a harvest
in form of grains, etc., and those, on the other, which
are themselves directly used as fodder. For, there is,
if I am not mistaken, evidence in the Bh. also for the
fa.c,tg;t,’_hat as for their animateness Pataijali expectedly
d}d not distinguish between various types of plants, or,
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to be more precise, that what alone counted with reg?,rd
to an action’s falling under himsa or ahimsa was according
to him nothing but the question whether the plant
forming its object is still alive or already dead. : .What I
have in mind is the passage II 176. 7f. whcrt? it is asked
with regard to vartt. 2 on Pan. 3. 4.37: astt pumzr ayom
kvacid dhantir ahimsdrthah yadartho vidhih syat/, ‘but 1s
this [root] han ever used as denoting non-injury so that
a prescription is needed for it (i.c to safeguard the f(fr-
mation of the absolutive in -am)?’; and the answer is:
astily Gha | panyupaghdtam vedim hanti, ‘I say yes, it isin fact
[used in this sense, too, e.g. if it is said] ‘fl-Fc stn}:cs the
sedi (i.e. he makes it flat and firm) by smklflg with the
hand upon it”.” The editors of the NSP edition of the
Bh. are perfectly right in explaining in 2 foot-note (I.II
966b) pranaviyoganukalayyiparo ki himsd, sd.ca vedyam
nistiti bhivah; but they could have added that the
action denoted by han does not, in the present case,
constitute an act of kimsa because the Kusa grass which
is strewn over the vedi is already dead since it was
plucked, and this action of injury. is over.™ oo
As.for the counter example given by Pataiijali in
his discussion " of Pan. 1. 4. 52, it cannot but be .realizcd»
that the fact that eating is an act of himsd, has noﬁhing to
do with its particular object, the barley plants. How-
ever, one should also not lose sight of the fact that the
question of the ethical evaluation of this act of himsa
does not arise at all, or rather is by no means in the fore-
ground. - What Pataiijali wanted to do was to adduce
convincing and iclear examples for the use of  the
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causative verb bhaksayati when used ahimsdrtha in contra-
distinction to its being used himsartha; and it cannot, I
think, be disputed that he did achieve his aim. How-
ever, whether by giving precisely these and no other
examples and counter examples he wanted to intimate in
additon that men, or at least certain people, are able
strictly to avoid any himsd (by leaving the unavoidable
killing to others), whereas for cattle the very process
of :living means continuously committing injury to
other living beings or whether Patafijali at least thought
of this- distinction, will most probably remain a
question which can never be answered. o

NOTES

I.chtyafri:iddhmmadivdkérapragnita}p Sammatitarkaprakarapam,
Jainasvetdmbara - rdjagacchiyapradyumnasirifisya - tarkapaiicananasrimad -
Abhayadevasirinirmitayd  Tattvabodhavidhayinyi  vyikhyayd . vibhisitam
« « . pathantara-tippanyddibhik pariskrtya samsodkitam, ' .Gujarata-
purtattvamandira, Amadibid, samvat 1980-1985. Reprinted
Kyoto 1984.—I am not sure whether it is this edition which is
referred to as no. 2294 in Karl H. Potter, Encyclopedia of Indian
Philosophies. Bibliography (Revised Edition), Delhi 1983.

* What I have in view here is, of course, in the first place, H.
‘Liiders’ famous article ‘Die Saubhikas. Ein Beitrag zur Geschi-
chte des indischen Dramas’, originally published in: BSB 1916, PP-
698:737 ‘and reprinted in: Philologica Indica, Gottingen ‘1940,
Pp. 391-428. o S o

3 This expression is clearly used here in the general meaning of
‘plant’ and not as'a technical term by which the Indian - ‘botanists’
etc. distinguish ‘trees which bear fruit without having flowered’ from
‘trees- which bear fruits after’ having flowered’, ‘creepers’ and
‘shrubs’; cf. e:;g. Manu 1. 47 f: - - TR

30
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4 T am aware of the fact that this expression refers to certain

intellectual faculties (e.g. faculty of perception, viz. ckendriyatva etc.)
rather than to the mere fact of belonging to the class of living beings.
But since the distinction between these two aspects does not play-
anyrole in the material drawn upon by me, it is totally neglected in
the present article.—Gf. however p. 316 (=377) and fn. 5in P.
Thieme’s article ‘Beseelung in Sprache, Dichtung und Religion’
in: Paideuma, Mitteilungen zur Kulturkunde, VII (1960), pp- 313-
94=Kleine Schriften, Wiesbaden 1971 (reprinted 1984), pp. 374-85.

5 These include also e.g. the Jainendravydkarana and Hema-
candra’s Sabdanusdsana; but I thought it advisable to keep my own
investigation within the limits of the Paniniyan tradition only.

s On this interpretation and that of the navinas cf. e.g. Gokula-
nitha Upadhyaya’s Padavikyaratnakara (ed. together with Yadunatha
Miéra’s Gadharthadipiki by Nandinitha Misra, Sarasvati Bhavana
Granthamala, Vol. 88, Varanasi 1960), pp. 597 ft.

7 Reference is, of course, to the edition of F. Kiclhorn (Poona
1962%). ‘ :

8 Uddyota II 275 a 29 (the edition I use is that of the NS
Press): vdrttike pratisedha iti Sesah |

9 Yudhisthir Mimamsak (Patafijali-viracitam Mahibhdsyam
Hindi-vyakhyayd sahitam, dvitiyo bhagah, Dilli, vi. sam 2029, p- 504)
takes pindi to denote a particular sweet dish ( pindi=pinni miginna
vies); yet, the problematic derivation of Hindi pinni apart, there is,
as far as I can see, no evidence whatsoever that this word is used
here in a meaning different from that listed in our dictionaries, viz.

‘ball of rice’ or even more generally ‘lump of food.’ '

10 The opinion of the authors of the Petrograd Dictionary, viz. that

yava denoted ‘in the earliest times probably any grain or corn
yielding flour or meal’, if acceptable at all, is definitely not valid
for the time of Pataiijali. Cf. also fn. 65.

11 Reference is, of course, also to the NS Press edition. -

12 (Jddyota IT 275 a 28f.: bhakseh pratyavasindrthatvdt praptih |.

13 ¢f. also the Pininiya-Dhatupatha 10. 22 bhaksa adane (which is
identical with 1. 941, but it is, of course, the root bhaks as forming its

present stem by adding -aya-, that is used by Patafijali). -

 pindim Devadattena. ahimsdydm iti kim ? bhaksayati balivardin
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. Wcf Pan. 2 3. 56 and Candr )
' n.°2. 3. . a-vrttion 2. 1.
6. 1. 141 (together with Sisupdlavadha 1.47) e
... Bcf vartt. 2on Pan. 1. 3. 15 i
16 of Pan. 3. 4. 48 and ' 2on
- 3 nd Candra 1. 3. 140' as well as virtt. 2 on
17The cdition referred to is K ’ |
diti -A. Subramania Iyer’s Vs i
((JJI‘) thrt_(barz with the commentary of Helardja, Ié'mzlf ilr/;a ’9’;[’441)'8
cccan College Monograph Series 21), Poona l§63 el

18 Whi -
hich, of course, it is not, as becomes obvious already by the

fact ¢ aj i
hat Helarija thought it necessary to explain just this occur

rence of a form of kaseit.
19 This holds good likewi
Thiom kewise for the observatio
] fhltc;_lme Ix:uth reft’zr?nce to Nageéa ; cf. his article ¢ The I::crmra(:e 'bY
Benaree : ;:;;r;ed in: Felicitation Volume presenied to S. K. geiv:l::: '
12 » p- 90 fn. 2= Klei ; j
(reprinted 19645 . 398 3 leine Schnﬂm__ersbaden 1971,
20 | :
quote from M. S. Narasimha ' |
: uote fro . S. charya (ed. dbhd
Pradz’[iaNI{)vak{zyamnt 1V, Adhydya 1 Pida 2-4, Pozlldig:ér); :‘:;?WW'
i Qh;iei?i .slc;::ms to havc. given preference to the readin. bhak.
oyl elhorn places it in the critical apparatus attaci d .
s edu n. ’I:h«: fact that most of the later Paniniya-s ob 'c o
W this reading only, does not help much to s I bis 1o Vl?l.lSIY
problem : olve this textcritical
_ :: cf. the article mentioned in fn. 13. '
y :.t:or the edition used see fn. 20.
In many other cases, the fact that a partj .
o nn a particular va
i::;ya);ar;a s is not_refu'tcd by Pataiijali is th:e als:: ;;’artt‘- o
cc \}11:: A y Candragomin l.)y.introducing a correspondinm§ !ltuo
cxplaineden l?mmma.r. This is 2. 1. 49 bhakser ahimsayim \fhi llllr'a
oo d i b Vrtti thus (ed. B. Liebich, Leipzig 1918, p. 104 ).
er ahimsirthasya prayojye kartari dvitiyd na bhavati, pb.hak;ay.)t.'
. ati
" Or is this replacement e
. is rep perhaps due to the wish to avoid the
:z:;.un:r:;;tflndmg 'that the act of himsd has something (:oa:'l(:dwti}tl}:'
Pat,agjalip a(;rvamcty pf cereal plants, viz. barley, mentioned b
iy With. W wals it one of the interpreters concerned first of aﬁ '
cgal aspect (see below § 3) who deemed it better to

well as Pan.,
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have a more general statement corresponding to the topic of .sasya-
ndsa, -vindsa, -upaghdta, etc.? :

2 Reference is to the edition of the Padamaijari contained in:
The Kasikiortti. . . . Pt. I, critically edited by Swami Dwarika Das
Shastri and Pt. Kalika Prasad Shukla, Varanasi 1965. '

27 cf. fn. 21.
2 of. also Vigvedvarasuri’s Vydkarapasiddhintasudhdnidhi, Bena--

res 1924, 861. 25 f.: yavabhakgane tatsvimino vd himsd |.

2 The edition has in both cases Sasya’.

- % cf. fn. 21. '

%1 1 quote from the edition of Dr. Sitarama Shastri, Praudha-
manoramd of Sri Bhatjoji Dikshita together with Brhacchabdaratna,
an unpublished commentary of Sri Hari Dikshita, and Laghusabdaratna of
Sri Nigesa Bhatfa, 1st Vol., Varanasi 1964.

2 viz. in the edition of Pdt. Gopal Shastri Nene, Benares 1929,
138. 1-3. Cf. also Jianendra Sarasvati’s Tattvabodhini, and Siddhanta-
kaumudi 1. c.

- 3] quote from Ma. Ma. Sribhattojidiksitaviracit Vaiyikarana-
siddhintakaumudi  Srivdsudevadiksitakrta-Balamanorama-yydkhydsahitd . . .
Pandita-Srigopalasdstrinens-sampddita..., prathamo bhagah, Varanasi’
1958. : '
 Tnstead of the expression antahprajila-, known from Mandikyo-
panisad 4 and 7, I would have rather expected antahsamjia- which
scems to have been a Simkhya term, attested in certain Purénic
passages and the Manusmyti (1.49), among others; Iintend to deal
with it on another occasion.

© 3 Reference is to the edition by Pt. Nandkishore Shastri
(Skri Rajasthan Sanskrit College Granthamala No. 14) with Rare Com-
mentaries. . . ., Benares 1936. —In order to enable the reader
to locate this (and other quotations) in editions other than those
used by me, I should like to mention here that the prakarana is,
of course, that about the . ‘dvitiyikiraka’, in the Siddhantakaumudi
and the texts depending on it directly or indirectly.

. % The edition from which I quote is: Mdgesabhafiaviracitah
BrhacchabdendusSekharah (dvitiyo bhagah), sampadakah Da. Srisita-
 ramadastri ... (Sarasvatibhavana-Granthamald 87), Varanasi 1960. -

.the verse to be on a par with kgetre
Al
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Necessary to add to what is said j
. id in t i
(read: tat-) svimino pg kimsa dra.r{avy; e Bresdlencurent
% Reference is t - - : »
' K.P. Trivedi’s editi
Soms s o edi’s edition, P.
‘ krit and Prakrit Serigs No, 78), Poona 1925, b

* Brought into reljef i
yakaun by Vitthala in hj

Prakrivg ) lc' .Y tthala in his com

arl/la?a di by explaining: bhaksayaty amdt am“.‘te.r.ltary on the

. k.. —Note that a similar phr cyam .

(Bombay

himsayatit
; ! / 74
ase is found in the Varavarpini,

; ; for wh .
says is (677. 32-33; cf. fn *5 tor what Guruprasida §astri
- . 5 cb . 35): himdioeti | hivor stri

Wapdrah, angam= msangeti | himsi=dupha;

‘ m";’i‘za l"/u’dam Jasyety arthah | kimsiphalake iti }?il:afana:;

Lsmswqubtcd 3605: iln gt; / Paralt=]cr;;‘valddi1z [cf. the passégc o}?“tth

himsinge bhaksane b/zakur'vft.t:; Whl'ch s Prcccdcd by the siétcmcn:

abov:,)] ; see also fn. 67. 1, going back to _Kaiyaffa (cf. §2.1.
O . . .

111, Poor:; t:;sy;f m of. . V. Kane, History of Dharmatistra, Vo

Classical and Moy > PI};: 245-248 as well as J-D.M. Derrett E,’ o
' ¢rm Hindu Law, Vol. 1, Leiden 1976 p. 81 fn ,;,:,3

) P. .2an

* “o.c., Vol. III, pp. 497.50}.

- Y und ikr Verhalinis zug;
120-198, / nis ztfanander und zu Kautilya, Leipzig 1927, PP
8 Bhirui’s C'ommmt. '
ary on the Manusmrti _
Zl;ar;}a.a, Books 6-12)' Text, Translation and jé;,:’“ (TIZ:; IM anu-Sstra-
-Yoi. I: The Translation and Notes, Wiesbaden 1975 s e Tt

is found there on p. 166 f.). (The quotadion

41 fail ¢ tive »
1l to understand why Derrett takes the locative pathi in

: ; ] whereas h :
kim pathi ksetram andurtam...of the commcntar; T;;‘ c‘lcrs t;?:t l:l}::afsicld
e
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o.c., p- 500) is meant, one would have liked to

public way’ (Kane,
differing from the opinio communis (which

know. the reasons for D.’s
I still find much more convincing).

4 In fn. 2 on_p. 129 of his edition Derrett justly points out
that what J.J. Meyer (o.c., p- 127) considered to be the correct
reading here, viz. parivrte, is actually found in his manuscript and
is confirmed also by Bharuci on his part (cf. the passage quoted
in fn. 44). - :

4 The text—as given by Derrett,
thus:
tatraparivriam dhanyam vihimsyuh pasavo yadi [

" na tatra pranayed dandam nrpatih pasu-raksindm || 238
ortim tatra tu kurvita ydm ustro navalokayet | ‘
chidram cdvdrayet sarvam {va-sikara-mukhanugam || 239
pathi ketre *parivrte gramantiye *thavd punah |
sa palah sata-danddrho vipalam virayet pasum || 240
ksetreso anyesu tu pasub sapddam panam arhati |
sarvatra tu Sato deyah ksetrikasyeti dharand /] 241
anirdasaham gam sutdm vrsan deva-pasims tathd |
sapdldn v py apdldn vd na dandyan Manur abravit || 242

o.c., Pt. I, p. 129—reads

In this connection I cannot help remembering an observation
I made in Nepal in- 1972 which spotlights the consequences the
rule (given in the last of these verses) may have in reality. Among
the various and quite impressive ‘holy’ bulls which at that time
used to stroll in the streets of Kathmandu, but which one could
also meet in the already rural outskirts of the city, there was a dap-

pled one of which T'w:
son had already starte

turned almost totally into a
bazar, but one of his hind quarters was nothing bu

obviously been sprinkled with kerosene—which had then,
course, been set on fire—
away from the paddy fields where h
Ruthless cruelty to animals includin
species is unfortunately not so rare a phenomenon in India

4s particularly fond. ‘One day—the rainy sea-
d a couple of weeks earlier and the valley had
paddy field—I met him again in the
t a continous

stretch of almost. raw flesh. Upon inquiry I was told that he had
of

in order to drive him once and for ever
e had been caught grazing.
g members of the “bovine
(and
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adjacent count;ics) as Neohindui
.coun ) uism would like us to beliéve:
| ;g {llg;'f Kl{)zl;n[g, Bi;a;t ;nd Man in India, London 1891 (inep:":ti:c’ul‘;f;
: . . .); N.S. Ramaswa
PP my, The Management
Sy;txl in:,ry[ {Zesources ami the Mademization’ of the Buflock-Ga':{-
ke m,d : anga o; 1979 (sec. ed) ({in particular the photographs at
e oad)ar B_I lh.al Lensc.h, Pro.blema und Entwicklungsmoglichkeiten der
g u;;ﬁ,‘& .tung. in Indien unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung der
i inberdis inling .
Gaujngcn 1565, o, 10 (z)n f;"rdz.r/zzplmaro Betrachtzfng, (Dlsscrtation)

4 1 do not strive for completeness here.
. .
8 cf. also this commentary on M. §. 240-241

-49
roots o'g'h‘aat rtrsxclx)nbers.of the bovine species may destroy also the
same patll:o rnb y t.hcxr hoofs, e.g. by repeatedly treading on the
— Cornif it gr); pawing th; ground, is a quite different phenomenon
w again after having been eaten b, )
could, of course, be used as ' en bare to the roots
? s green fodder; but evidently this i
what it was grown for in India: it ’ ently this is not
: . r ; it is also hardly probable that
orop fomg vas of any importance. See also §§ 6?3 and 6.4 atratoon
-8 Vijlidnesvara’s motive is N
. 3 Of CO! t e -
legr cement between the Smyti texts. s h? avo:da‘n ce of any

5 \ra |
cf. also Aparirka’s explanation: bhaksanamardandbhyim

~ parasasyopaghatini makisi mahiso vd .. ... Nirada (X128 and 29) in

that he confronts the herd:
N sman (pala) with th
(tatsoamin), aims at the same clarification. ¢ owner of the land

% By setting up a fence and taking simi . .
i and taking similar measur
v\;aox:(t’s to a(:l'ueve (apart from following the rules of dclzsa’n‘::lzl)ati::e
(I:o urs:::t :l:: s ,ﬁ?lds against the cattle belonging to others and, o‘;
, against such wild animals as mi I

. ght cause equal ;

z::i‘c.g..tth.e verse ascribed by Apararka (on Y. 2. 162) t?;zig:;gnﬂa,
. Ka -mata-
o _yg)ana n.z:zta Samgraha .. by N. C. Bandopadhyaya, Calcutta
e ) p; !). tyateiw eva sasyesu kurydd dGvaranam mahat | duhkhena ki
motly;m ,:a abdha:?adurafi‘ mygdh [/, as well as Pataiijali’s (Bh. I
cau;Cd " a; mrgdh :a.ntzu _y?va' nopyante (where the damage to crops
y forest animals is, however, looked upon as h'p

one sometimes has to reckon with).. P ot



472 THE ADYAR 'LIBRARY BULLETIN

= 33 This interest of the king is expressly stated e.g. in Nirada XI
42 and 43: - . . e

. g:rhgk;dra ca d.r;t.e qu vﬁ;aholﬂ kutumbindam |
tasmdt te notksiped rajd tad dhi malam kugumbindm ||

" orddhe janapade rajio dharmah kosas ca vardhate ||
hiyate kiyamdne ca vrddhihetum atak Srayet |[;

It is, of course, also the reason for the Kautiliya Arthasdstra’s
containing a section on ‘Damage to fields and roads’ (kseira
pathakimsd), viz. 3.10.1 fF. .

4 This statement refers, of course, to this particular subject or
‘shapter’ only in the Dharmasstra texts under discussion, but not to
these texts taken as wholes. - AR

 According to:Biihler’s translation of dp. Dk. S. 2. 11. 28. 5,
cattle themselves are punished, though of course, only physically
(any fine being impossible as rightly observed e.g. by Kullika on
M. 8. 240 and Aparirka on Y II 159), in that the owner of the
crops which they have eaten up is permitted ‘to make them lean
[by impounding them]'. J.J. Meyer (Das.altindische Buch vom Welt-
und Staatsleben..., Leipzig 1926-p. 728), however says that instead
of karsayet (pasin) one should read karsayet, which he renders by
‘rounding up’. - .. To support his argument he refers to Mbh. III

58.244*. and Baudh Dh. S. 1.5.84 (=110.29)=M. 3.66,i.c. to the
fact that karsayati| karsati occurs there too, viz, in the syntagmas
phalamilini karsayan and karsanti ca mahad yasah, where it indeed
seems to have the meaning of ‘bringing together, collecting’.—
Less problematic, however; are the passages in which a corporal
punishment, i.e. being beaten with a stick, is prescribed for a servant
in tillage and especially a herdsman when he is negligent in his
duties: e.g. 4p. Dh.S.I111.28.2 and 3, Narada XI 29 and Y. II.
161; cf. also the verse quoted from Brhaspati by Nandapandita on
Visnu 5. 141 (ed. by Pt. V. Krishnamacharya, Madras 1964,
Vol. L p. 125. . o R
 ®Itisin fact used in this sense in the Arthasdsira; see fn. 53.

57 cf. Kaiyata’s Pradipa 11 251 a 25f.: yasya to iti | yasydtmiyd

gdvah parakiyds tu mdsds tasya na ta ipsitah [[.
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-+ 8.cf. Kaiyata’s Pradipa 11 251 D mdsd ) q
bhinnakramah /yip:itzi'euet_y ﬁrthah//25l : 3'1 f s et | ki
. % cf. Kaiyata’s Pradipa 1I 251 a 33-36: ¢ its [ ipsitas
Icn._ydf'abc_ia :i.s'n'yate na tu ridhifabdak | tatra vdra:aoknd';af;d/ [:ap::xtk‘:'“;’b‘i;l:
mfz;d‘ v'ara_yztur dptum i5td bhavanti md ndsann ;te ity etebhyo ’-syau d
ua_rayatz /I; and Nagesa’s Uddyota I 251 a 38-b 6; aptum istd ‘tgti
varanam [=] pravrttivighatap | sa ca tadqydpdrajanyatatphaldl;lzéva-
prqu;akf bhaksanddijanakavyaparabhavinukilo vaparah  kvacit (viz
agner m_agxavalcam vdrayatily atra) tadzydpdrajan_yatatphaldbhdvapm_yo 'akal;
samygganukﬂlawdpdrdbﬁdv&nukﬂlavyciparalt || evam ca tada’hdtv: tha
prquzyapﬁa-ldfmyd‘ ity arthas tad Gha—ma nitann iti / nd.(dbhdvar:ipa:
fah:kna Ddptum istd ity arthah | nisabhivas ca bhaksanabhivaparyava-
il tas:ya .ta.gya ¢ca phalasya dhatvarthatvaparyantam ndgrahal |
mq;ar:x{c ki sati rijabhayam adharmas ca sydd iti bhavah ||. o
cf. Nagesa’s : ro0d :
ko s iy &ia = ,,f;f;i‘f},-'a;; IT 251 b 19f.: nanu pirvodiharandd asya
. cf. Sivaramendrasarasvati’s Ratnaprakisa I f.5 na ki
kapasyandhapatanena niso bhavati ndpi tena fa‘jabhaya:n/ ?t?gbhi'zlm; . M ’t"'
also Nageéa’s Uddyota I 251 b 33 £, it
. - ® cf. Nageda’s explication (UL : : bk, f
o ] Mrw{zq; D (Uddyota 11 252 b 20): _b/lagyc Dbasyaty
- ;; ;f; t.hc Rat:ta]:rakdfg on the expression samprapya of the Bh,
(IV 25. ): .sar,npraptar{t (r?ad: °ptah) jiiatvety arthah /I
.. %In fhls connection it may be noted that the idea is repeated]
expressed in the Bh. that a region yasmin gdvah sasyani ca vartant i)s,
called a bhogavan (11 340.12), gunavin (11 367:4) or arthavin defah
(IT 401.11). The remark which J. Jolly makes on Narada XI 4é
(quoted f.n. 33) in his translation, viz. that ‘this maxim shows th
the.compiler of the Narada-smyti wrote for an essentially a ic‘:;m 3;
pcopclse’l, h:}),l'ds hence good for the Bh. too. o -
. - Inthis connection, but also with regard ¢
yamin. by‘:myam discussed above (§2.5.l),gPe(:i ;zzz:ezt::::l gzzt:if
says in his commentary on the passage of the Laghusabdendusekha
quoted above (§2.5.4), viz. (Andhra University Series No 2?
Kumbakonam 1941, p. 1291. 10 fF.): . . . bhisye yavasabd, .‘a'/z',
ranatvendnyatra sthitindm bijdvasthipanningm bharjitanam 0;_‘-9‘ Zh;:ra:;

" tesdm kimsd na bhavatiti tadasayah (viz. of the second alicrnativc) /
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vastutas tu prarohdvasthinukilydpannam yavdikam eva  bhdsyakariya-
pratyudiharanasthitayavasabdena grhyate|ata eva mﬁl{(i-e- in the Siddhan-
takaumudi) prarohinukilyadystanirtham bharjitavydvrttaye tatkdrya-
sasyapadopdddnam samgacchate [ tatra sasyapadena tadinukilyam yaudndm
dyotyate | tddriandm caitanyam abhyupagatam iti tadbhaksane ’ikuradiri-
pena pravrddhyabhdvaripahimsd tesdm eva bhavati | evant ca sasye paraki-
yatvavisesanam anupideyam eva | sasyandm api  himsdyd darSitatodt |
ata eva bhisye udaharane vinastaprarohdvasthabodhakapindipadopadanam,
pratyudiharane ca prarohdvasthinukilabijasidharanayavapadopadanam ca
svarasata upapadyate | bhdgyasvaraso 'py ddyavyikhydydm eveli vadatd
Uddyotakrtapy ayam arthah sphutikrta iti bodhyam |.

% See fn. 68. :

o7 of. Bhagavata Hari Sastri’s explanation of the expression
himsinge (Chitraprabha. A Commentary of Haridikshita's Laghusabda-
ratna, ed. by Tata Subbaraya Sastri, Waltair 1932, p. 391, 22f.):
pranaviyogaphalake galadhodesasamyogdnukitlavyapare ity arthah ||. In
reality, however, the injurious act of eating starts with the tearing
off of the barley plants from the lower part of the halm. o

68 “The Origin of ahimsi’ in: Mélanges d’indianisme d la mé-
moire de Louis Renou, Paris 1968, p. 625-655.—Seeds capable of
germination’ etc. in particular are referred to at pp. 626, 635, 638,
648. At p. 635 Schmidt refers to Baudk. Dh.S. 3.2.13 (tusavihindms
tanduldn icchati sajjanebhyo bijani vd) quoted by him in fn. 5 and com-
mented upon by the remark: ‘tusavihina refers probably to bijani,
too.” The siitra together with this remark made me realize that
I was not at all well up in the relevant botanical facts. It was not
easy to get the necessary information, but by consulting various
botanists I think I got a clearer picture: Rice is in India not only
traditionally stored in the form of paddy, i.e. rice in the husk,

(cf. e.g. The Welth of India, Raw Materials, Vol. VII: N - Po, New
Delhi 1966, p. 164), but it is the unhusked rice which is also sown.
This is, unfortunately, in the dictionary just referred to nowhere
stated explicitly, but clearly implied e.g. by a statement like that at
p. 139 that some varieties of rice ‘finish germination by 2-3 days
after sowing while others take about a week, the rapidity of germi-
nation being probably related to the thickness and hairiness of the
husk’. Indeed, mechanically removing the husk of rice grains
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almost inevivtab!y leads to injuring the embryo and has thus.the
consequence that the seeds are no longer viable. This holds good
for some other cereals, too, e.g. barley and oats, but.by no means
for.au of them (e.g. wheat and rye), and surely not for all A‘sceds’v
which were—and still are—grown as food in India. This latter type
of seeds, i.e. which do not lose the capacity of germination wl’:c}:)n |
they are husked, are in their turn, of course, ‘killed’ e.g. when the
are crushed in a mortar, and it is noteworthy that this it is of whicl):
I-?radatta is thinking in connection with Gaut. 1.3.22. (varjayed
bijavadham). As regards Baudh. Dh. S, 3. 2. 13, there are in fact
only three possibilities of intérpreting the siitra since we have no
reason to assume that its statement is based upon a botanical error:
(1) that tusavihing indeed refers to bijani, too, and is meant to ex rcss.
Lhat only such sced.s are to be collqétcd which are ‘killed’ by biing
huskc:d, and only if they have already been husked, or (2) that
t-f)ugh referring to tandulin alone what is implied by it is that
bijas also should only be accepted if they have been ‘killed’, b
1v;rhat:evcr means, or (3) that the capacity of germination ,am)i'
o;rtn;l:z :ﬁﬁ: .ammatcness of seeds does not form pgrt-qf the puipqsé

:: Quoted from H.-P. Schmidt’s article, p. 625.

. 1 See fn. 34. With the relevant material found j
dharma, quoted also by the editors of the ;':tc:v:;aglh:mmk;a:
(cf. fn. 1 above), I intend to deal in a separate article. . J"”
. A go?d example for the fact that at least some of the tfadi-
tl?nal l?a.m.ilts arerather in a state of helplessness when confronted
thl: this view, is the note of §ivadatta Shastri—on the expression
ta:van.x avasthiyim (tesam cetanatvdt) in the Tattvabodhini on -the
Szdd/zantfzkaumudi (cf. § 2.5.3.)—which. reads thus (The . Siddhanta
gla:img;gazmjz#fafmi - -, printed and published by Khemraj
risinacas, Sombay 1959, p. 165 fn. 9): sasydvasthdyim ‘Gpoma-
_ya{z pm-glalz [Ch. U.6.6.5; cf. 6. 7. l'and) 6] z::’ifmtehy::lbh?f :’:;:z'
gla)ammawardpaprdzmtva:attvma ‘prdzzaviyogénukﬂlavy&p&rc;syaim (<f.
fn.. 67) sattvena himsatoivyaghatar | ‘eetanatoar’ iti tu na samyak stutinin-.
dabhydm lfar,rafokdnudbhavdt ‘cetanam  sendriyam dragyam  nirindriyam
a;cta-rtam’ 1 carakic ca [viz. Sitrasthana 1.48, which, however n.fns
sendriyam cetanam dragyam) anudbhitsndriyanim tesim cetanbtodnab’lgyupa-.
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gamat | yadvd ‘dravyam bahiscardh prandk’ iti smarandt .m.gya-bhak;ama
sasyasvamino kimsa bhavatiti bodhyam ||.

"7 But vartt. 15 on Pan. 3.1.7 (sarvasya vd cetanatoit) and the Bh.
on it may also be taken as strong evidence for this assumption—
inspite of Kaiyata who (Pradipa ITT 29 b 8) refers to the dtmadvaita-
darfana as the alleged doctrinal basis of this virtt. and inspite of
Thieme (cf. his article mentioned in fn. 4, pp. 141 ff.=380 ff.)
whose verdict that this statement of Kityayana’s is ‘naive’ is like-
wise unsatisfactory (though one will with less reluctance subscribe
to Thieme’s opinion that ‘the use of an expression like kilam pipatisati
is in no way calculated to suggest that the speaker adheres to an
(animistic) world view'). Itis, of course, true, as shown by Thieme,
that Kitydyana and Pataiijali do indeed distinguish between cetana
and acetana, but this does not affect the importance vartt. 15 on
Pan. 3. 1.7 has if it is placed in the wider context of the history
of the conception of animateness in India.

7 ‘Buddhismus und Natur’ in: Die Verantwortung des Mm.sc}wn
fiir ¢ine bewchnbare Welt im Christentum, Hinduismus and Buddhismus,
ed. by Raimundo Panikkar and Walter Strolz, Freiburg-Basel-
Wien 1985, pp. 100-133.

" of. 1. c., p. 123.—It is quite important to note here that the
observation made by Schmithausen with regard to the Buddhist
tradition, viz. that the idea of the animateness of plants became quite
insignificant in the course of time, is not only confirmed by the
grammatical texts, at least in so far astheyare drawn upon in the
present paper, and by the study of H.-P. Schmidt’s already referred
to, but also most strikingly (though, of course, not in its diachronical
dimension) by aremark of Cakrapanidatta’s (to which my attention
was kindly drawn by Dr. R.P. Das, a former student of mine);

for while commenting on Caraka, Siitrasthina 27.3... annapinam -

pranindm pranisamjiiakandm pranam dcaksate kusaldh, he says: prénindm
ity anengiva labdhe 'pi ‘pranisamjdakindm’ iti vacanam , sthdvarapray:-
pratisedhartham; vrksadayo hi vanaspatisattvanukaropadesac chdstre pramina
uktdh; na tu loke pranisamjiiakih, kim tarki jargama eva/. Cf also fn: 68

o Bviz 1137,
A similar idea is found expressed in a long excursus in the
Jidnesvari on ahimsd (which for many reasons would deserve a
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thorough study) which was kindly ‘pointed out to me by Dr. C.
Kiehnle. In Pradhan’s translation (ed. by H. M. Lambert, Bombay
1948, p. 45) the verse (13. 285) reads thus: ‘He does not walk over
a blade of grass, as there is life within it...’

" o.c. (cf. fn. 55), p. 127.

7 It is admittedly not possible to rule out in the present case
with absolute certitude that what Pataiijali refers to is the vedi on
which no barhis has yet been spread. In fact what Sdyana on SPB
1. 2. 5. 18 calls vedimdrjana might consist in or comprise a panyupa-
ghita. On the other hand, if Patafijali’s example were taken in this
sense, one would have to make the assumption, not unproblematic
in itself, that Patafijali did not regard the element earth as animate,
i.e. did not even in a ritual context keep to the ancient view (which
is variously attested to among others in the passage of the SPB
just mentioned (see e.g. 1.2.5.10 and 23 ff.)). As for the different -
types of vedi-s etc., cf. now H. Krick, Das Ritual der Feuergriindung
(Agnyddheya) ed. by G. Oberhammer, Wien 1982, pp. 109 ff.
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