SHELDON POLLOCK

THE MEANING OF DHARMA AND THE RELATIONSHIP OF
THE TWO MIMAMSAS: APPAYYA DIKSITA’S ‘DISCOURSE
ON THE REFUTATION OF A UNIFIED KNOWLEDGE
SYSTEM OF PURVAMIMAMSA AND UTTARAMIMAMSA’

Among Sanskrit intellectuals active in the last centuries prior to the
consolidation of colonialism and the introduction into South Asia of
radically different knowledge systems, the most remarkable in
southern India, for the breadth of his learning and his striking
innovation in multiple disciplines, was Appayya Diksita.! His literary
activity fell in the last half of the 16th century, possibly extending into
the early 17th. But astonishingly little hard information about his life
is available, despite the fact that scores of works attributed to him are
extant.” What is known more or less for certain can fit on a single
printed page (and that page has recently been written, in the intro-
duction to a new edition and translation of one of Appayya’s lin-
guistic treatises).> Both the breadth of his learning and the quality of
his innovation are fully on display in two works, one truly grand, the
other more modest, that deserve to be far better known than they are.
The first is the Caturmatasarasamgraha, ‘Compendium of Essential
Tenets of the Four Schools’, a monumental review of the four major
Vedanta systems of Appayya’s time, and, so far as I am aware, the
only such systematic account ever produced in the premodern period
(it is the Humvee to the Kia of Madhava’s doxographical epitomes in
the Sarvadarsanasamgraha). These remarkable verse compositions
(except in the case of the second, which is in prose) set out in
accordance with the topics of the Brahmasitra (BS) text the major
tenets of Dvaita (in the Nyayamuktavali), Visistadvaita (Naya
mayukhamalika), Saivadvaita (Nayamanimala), and Advaita (Nay-
amanijari), in what is probably an evaluative sequence.* The second is
the work under consideration  here, the  Purvottar-
anmimamsavadanaksatramala, ‘The Milky Way of Discourses on
Mimamsa and Vedanta.” We might better capture the spirit if not the
letter of the title by translating it ‘Collected Essays in the Prior and
Posterior Analytics’, or perhaps instead, with a nod to Gadamer rather
than Aristotle, ‘... in Philosophical and Theological Hermeneutics’.
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‘Essays’, however, I mean quite seriously: the genre here is a new one,
presenting a series of independent studies (a set of twenty-seven) of
particular and often very abstruse topics in the two systems.’

The relationship between Purvamimamsa and Uttaramimamsa
flagged in Appayya’s title is the object of a long-standing debate in
many Vedanta schools.® Both knowledge systems ground themselves
on the authority of the Veda, and employ many of the same exegetical
principles to make sense of the Vedic textual corpus. Yet their
semantics and pragmatics, so to speak — what they understood the
texts to mean and how they proceeded to act upon that under-
standing — appeared to many traditional thinkers to be radically
incommensurable, and finding a way to reconcile them was a serious
challenge. Indeed, their problematic relationship is embodied in the
very nomenclature that links them, in the differentiation itself of a
‘posterior’ from a ‘prior’ darsana, like that of a ‘new’ from an
‘old’ testament. Viewed more historically, the nomenclature seems
likely to have emerged out of the dispute that hinges on this rela-
tionship and that forms the central problem of Appayya’s essay
translated here.

Whatever may be the earlier history of the terminology (and I am
unaware that it has ever been clearly traced), we find it distinctly if
still inchoately articulated in the text that forms the purvapaksa of
Appayya’s account, namely the grfbhd;ya of Ramanuja (11-12th
century). Ramanuja’s summary of the purpose of the first siztra of the
BS (the jijnasasitra) runs as follows: ‘Since the fruit of works known
through the prior part of the Mimamsa (mimamsapurvabhaga) is
limited and non-permanent, and since the fruit of the knowledge of
brahma — which knowledge is to be reached through the latter part
(uparitanabhaga) of the Mimamsa — is unlimited and permanent; for
this reason brahma *‘is to be known”, after the knowledge of works
has previously taken place’.” It may not be without some further
significance to determining this terminological history that in the
summary contained in Bodhayana’s vrtti (early centuries C.E.?)
reproduced by Ramanuja there is no mention of ‘prior’ and ‘latter’.
But that does not mean that the problem of the relationship of the
two knowledge systems was not already on the table. Indeed, what
the Vrttikara insists on is precisely the unity (aikasastrya), as
Ramanuja puts it: ‘He [Bodhayana] will declare later on “This sari-
raka-doctrine is integrated (samhitam)® with Jaimini’s doctrine so as
to make up 16 adhyayas™ — that is, the Treatise of Twelve Chapters,
or the Mimamsasutras (MS) of Jaimini, and the Treatise of Four
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Chapters, or the BS of Vyasa Badarayana, should be taken together
as constituting a single work of Sixteen Chapters; ‘this proves the two
to constitute one body of doctrine’.’

Whereas Ramanuja provides a range of reasons in his commentary
on BS 1.1.1 why the ‘latter part’ of Mimamsa requires the ‘earlier’, he
nowhere seems to base this on the notion that the definition and
nature of dharma, the subject of the major thesis (pratijia) of the
Purvammmamsa (‘Now, then, the inquiry into dharma’, athato dhar-
brahma, whose definition and nature form the subject of the major
thesis of the Uttaramimamsa (‘Now, then, the inquiry into brahma’,
athato brahmajijnasa). Arguing out this theorem appears to have been
the contribution of Ramanuja’s great commentator of the early 14th
century, Sudaréanasiiri in his Srutaprakasika. It is that commentator
whom Appayya has squarely in his sights when defining the limits of
the term dharma and critiquing the doctrine of the unified knowledge
systems.!” There can be no doubt whatever about Appayya’s con-
clusion itself: ‘Therefore, given that contradiction between the two
systems — with respect to primary meanings and end-results — ever
rears its head, even the rumor that they form a single knowledge
system can gain no standing in the thoughts of the learned’ (sam-
grahasloka 13 infra). What is unclear, to me at least, is whether this
should be taken as representing Appayya’s personal view, given the
complexities that remain to be disentangled. Not least of these is the
fact that Srikantha, the founder of the Saivadvaita Vedanta system to
which Appayya apparently subscribed, declares explicitly ‘We do not
hold that the two systems, the analysis of dharma and the analysis of
brahma, are completely different; on the contrary, we hold that they
form a single knowledge system’.!! One thing beyond dispute,
however, is that Appayya’s rejection of the theory should not taken
as intended to undermine the validity of Vedanta itself. As he declares
in his commentary on Srikanthasivacarya’s text, what refuting the
unity of the two systems is meant in fact to provide is scope for the
commencement of the BS.!?

Whatever his own views may have been on the points of inter-
section and separation in the two knowledge systems, Appayya’s
work is a valuable index of Purvamimamsa thinking on the problem
of the scope of dharma, the system’s very keyword. Indeed, the way
the essay frames the term’s meaning is crucial. Here and there
throughout the history of Mimamsa an anxiety is almost palpable
concerning the potential expansion of dharma’s semantic field, about
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its slippage or spread or appropriation. The present collection
of essays is eloquent testimony to how very real the possibility of this
extension was — an extension that, in the view of Mimamsa, was
wholly unwarranted. To one of the preeminent thinkers of the early-
modern period in Indian intellectual history, dharma meant first and
foremost what it meant for the Mimamsa system from the beginning:
ritual action based on transcendentally authoritative texts, the Veda.
And it is hard not to see his Vadanaksatramala as yet another attempt
in the long history of attempts by Mimamsa to maintain its
monopoly over this primeval definition against actual historical
encroachments.

Rather than dismissing the development as ‘encroachment’, how-
ever, we do better to link this to what the Egyptologist Jan Assmann
has called ‘subversive inversion’, a process of transvaluation of
semantic and conceptual goods across socio-religious boundaries
found in many times and places. It is richly illustrated in Indian
history, especially by Buddhists in their appropriation of vaidika
categories and concepts — preeminent among them dharma itself."?
The most remarkable attempt in Sanskrit intellectual history to arrest
this process of subversion by delimiting in the strictest possible terms
what does and does not count as dharma and to defend the propo-
sition that its sole source is the Veda is offered by Kumarila in his
Tantravarttika on MS 1.3. There he observes that, like spoiled chil-
dren who hate their parents, the Buddhists refuse, out of shame and
resentment at any competing foundational claim, to acknowledge
that every metaphysical truth in their system — anything concerning
dharma — must be derived from the Veda.!*

We do not have to go outside the vaidika world, broadly viewed, to
find evidence of this process of extension as well as of Mimamsa
angst. A well-known example is in fact the term veda itself, which
forms the textual reference point of the system. Despite Mimamsa’s
constantly reiterated restrictions on the category (the vidhi, ar-
thavada, mantra, and namadheya of the Rk, Yajus, and Sama
samhitas), ‘Veda’ too was a category ever at risk of illegitimate
expansion. Think only of Jayantabhatta’s elaborate defense (in the
fourth chapter of the Nyayamanjari) of the Artharvaveda as a fourth
(or as he says, actually the first) Veda, or of the Mahabharata’s
famous claim to constitute a ‘fifth Veda’, or of the tendency of the
Upanishadic corpus toward almost infinite expansion. One final
related point may be made here. Mimamsa itself was a prime source
for terms and categories that either through inversion or extension
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became keywords in Indian culture at large. The very idea of smrti,
for instance, or so I have suggested, originated with Mimamsa — as a
Vedic text no longer extant, no longer actually still being ‘heard’
(Sruti) in its original wording during recitation, but existing only as a
‘memory’ (smrti) of the original, and in new wording — and migrated
thence to the wider intellectual universe, again despite Mimamsa’s
attempt to delimit the genre. Precisely the same thing could be
demonstrated for other expressions and ideas, such as that core
component of dharma, purusartha itself.!?

Much remains to be explored in reference to Appayya’s project in
the Naksatramala, both within the general context of early-modern
Indian intellectual practices and discursive styles, and specifically in
the Auseinandersetzung with Visistadvaita, to say nothing of the de-
tailed problems that confront us in just making sense of the text. The
present essay has been ripped somewhat untimely from the womb so
as to provide to this collection of reflections on the history of the
concept of dharma one important local attempt to make sense of the
term and its limits near the end of the creative period of Sanskrit
intellectual history. It is especially valuable for us to encounter the
actual arguments of those for whom dharma was a living reality, and
who themselves struggled to understand its nature and the claims it
made upon them. In my effort to make these arguments heard I have
striven to provide a translation as readable and usable as possible,
though the text is one that does not always yield its meaning readily,
or offer easy solutions to its stylistic complexity.'®

The Discourse on the Refutation of a Unified Knowledge System of Piirvamimamsa
and Uttaranimamsa (appayyadiksitanam purvottaramimamsavadanaksatramalan-
tarbhavy- aikasastryanirakaranavadah)

[235] Accordingly, insofar as brahma has been proved [in the previous
discourse]'” to exist as the ultimate referent of all language, it must of
necessity also be the referent of the word dharma, which is used to
refer to ritual action’s (karma) being a means to otherworldly good
(alaukikasreyah). Moreover, brahma must be directly expressed by
the word dharma by reason of the semantic relation just noted. This is
so because Mimamsakas argue that the meaning of the word dharma,
insofar as it is held to be used in reference to a thing’s being a means
of securing the good as understood from the Veda, must refer to class
categories, properties, and substances no less than to ritual actions.
[Thus Kumarila:] ‘It will be established that class categories, prop-
erties, and substances are dharma. Even though these are perceptible
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entities [whereas dharma is imperceptible], it is not in their sensory
form that they are dharma. Their being means of securing the good is
cognized from the Veda alone [and not from perception]; and it is in
that form that they are dharma, and so beyond the realm of the
senses’.!® Thus, the word dharma used in the [first] sitra [of the
Piirvamimamsa system], ‘Now, then, the inquiry into dharma’ [MS
1.1.1] must comprise brahma, and brahma must therefore also be an
object of the examination of dharma that Jaimini [the author of the
MS] in that sutra states as his main thesis (pratijna) to undertake. To
examine whether or not this is in fact the case is the reason for
initiating the following discourse.

Our opponents, who argue that brahma is the object of the
examination of dharma, attempt to prove this by the following syl-
logism:

[parvapaksa) brahma — its true nature, the sources of knowledge about it, the means
of attaining it, and the end-results of doing so — is an object of Jaimini’s proposed
examination, because brahma is a means of attaining otherworldly good, just like
ritual action itself.

The long qualification beginning ‘its true nature’ is meant to pre-
clude the possibility of the above inference being [vitiated by the
fallacy of] proving what has already been proved, since brahma, in its
character of being a deity in general (since it is included as such in the
‘offerings to the constellations’ [naksatresti] and other similar rites),
would already have to be [1] an object of Jaimini’s examination of
whether or not the deity is predominant or subordinate [in its relation
to the act of sacrifice]; or, in that same character, [2] an object of his
examination of the question whether or not deities have the right to
engage in ritual action. [236] This is the first position in the debate.

[siddhanta]l Now the second position. Were brahma the object of
Jaimini’s proposed examination of dharma, one would have expected
the examination of hrahma to occur at the beginning of his work, but
we do not find that to be the case. Nor is it possible to suppose that
the great sage wanted to undertake an examination of brahma but
was somehow impeded from doing so, or simply forgot. This is a sage
who analyzed the whole field of ritual action — its true nature, the
sources of knowledge about it, the means of attaining it, and the end-
results of doing so — in the Treatise of Twelve Chapters [i.e., the MS],
and who, noticing that certain interpretive principles used in that text
were not explicitly given in sutra form, produced the
Samkarsanakanda as a supplement to the Treatise in order to gather
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these principles together. How then are we to suppose that he either
was impeded from examining, or just plain forgot to examine bra-
hma? Nor can it be claimed that the analysis of the true nature of
brahma, the sources of knowledge about it, the means of attaining it,
and the end-results of doing so was accomplished by the same prin-
ciples used to examine ritual action, and for this reason no separate
examination of brahma had to be provided. That the interpretive
principles used for the analysis of sentences concerned with brahma
are distinct from those used for sentences concerned with dharma is
proved by the fact that the latter were systematized in the Treatise of
Four Chapters [i.e., the BS]. Nor is it possible to believe that the stated
thesis of examining brahma can be brought to fruition only on the
assumption that the Treatise of Twelve Chapters and the Treatise of
Four Chapters form a single knowledge system. There is no valid
reason to believe that they do form one system: they have different
authors (vaktr); their introductions containing the statement of their
major theses (pratijiopakrama) concern the examination of dharma
on the one hand and brahma on the other, and they were undertaken
to frame analytic principles regarding positive and negative objectives
that are mutually distinct. [237] Hence, the inference given above is
blocked. [This can be shown by a counter-syllogism:] brahma [an
already existent thing] is not expressed [by the word dharma) as
something to be accomplished [i.e., an action] is so expressed, because
it is something different from ritual action, just as a pot [is not ex-
pressed, being different from ritual action.]

[purvapaksa]l Now the third position. My inference is not blocked,
because it is possible for the theses [of the MS and the BS]" to be
brought to fruition only by the supposition that [Mimamsa and
Vedanta] form a single knowledge system. And there are factors
lending support to such a supposition, such as the fact that both
works are commentaries on a single text, namely the Veda. Nor does
the fact of their having different authors militate against this sup-
position: the exegeses of Vamana and Jayaditya, for example, even
though the authors are different, form a single knowledge system,
insofar as they are a commentary on a single work, namely [Panini’s]
grammar. Nor do their introductions containing the statement of
their major theses regarding dharma on the one hand and brahma on
the other block my inference: the word dharma refers equally to
karma and brahma, and when the thesis of the Treatise of Twelve
Chapters, which is [thus] common (samanya) to the Treatise of Four
Chapters, has been dealt with, it stands to reason that thereafter, after
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the examination of karma, we should have a reference to the sub-
thesis (avantarapratijna), that is: ‘Now, then, the inquiry into bra-
hma’, just as we have [the reference to another sub-thesis in the
continuation of the MS], ‘Now, then, the inquiry into what is sub-
sidiary’ [MS 3.1.1]. Nor is the inference blocked by the argument that
[the two systems] frame analytical principles that are mutually dis-
tinct. That there should be a distinction in analytical principles
(nyaya) in accordance with [differences in the] objects to be analyzed
makes perfectly good sense. We find in the Treatise of Twelve
Chapters itself that distinct analytical principles are framed in
accordance with the objects to be analyzed, such as the division of
ritual action [MS 2], the relationship of dominant and subsidiary
elements in a rite [MS 3], and so forth. Thus, my inference is not
blocked, whereas yours is ineffectual.

[siddhanta] Now the fourth position. I do not mean, by saying that
the principles are ‘distinct’, merely that they are different. I mean that
they are contradictory. [238] And this contradiction is a matter of
common knowledge, given that, in the Treatise of Four Chapters, we
find that Jaimini’s doctrines are generally presented as the prima
facie view to be refuted. These are two knowledge systems, initiated
by two different authors relying on two contradictory doctrines, and
it is impossible therefore to suppose that they were produced as a
single system by these same two men in unanimity. As for the word
dharma, it is used in counterpoint to brahma as referring to sacrifice
and other ritual action in the sufra ‘Jaimini [thinks] for the same
reasons that dharma [is what brings about the fruits of actions]’ [BS
3.2.40],° which is contained in the topic ‘From him [i.e., the Lord,
there comes] the fruit [of works]; for [that only] is possible’ [BS
3.2.38]. Moreover, the great sage Apastamba uses the word dharma
only in the sense of action to be performed such as sacrifice, when he
says, ‘Dharma and adharma do not wander about saying ‘“Here we
are!” Nor do the gods and gandharvas or the ancestors proclaim
“This is dharma, that is adharma”.*' Rather, it is what the aryas
commend to see performed that is dharma, and what they condemn is
adharma’ [ADS 1.7.6]. In accordance with his view, therefore, the
word [dharma] contained in the sutra on the inquiry into dharma
must be admitted to refer to sacrifice and other such action to be
performed. And so it is unreasonable to suppose that the two sutras,
one on the inquiry into dharma and the other on the inquiry into
brahma, can be distinguished as referring to a thesis that is common
to both systems [MS 1.1.1] and to one meant to be a sub-thesis
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[BS 1.1.1] (sadharanavantarapratijnaparatvavibhaga). Therefore, your
inference is blocked, and mine is not ineffectual, because anything
that, under a given description, cannot be performed can have no
connection, under that description, with being taken in the sense of
the word dharma, since this denotes actions that are to be performed.

[pirvapaksal Now the fifth position. It is not proved that the doc-
trines of Jaimini and Vyasa stand in contradiction with each other. In
some places in the Treatise of Four Chapters Jaimini’s doctrine is not
in fact presented as the prima facie view to be refuted. With respect to
the topic dealing with human goals (purusartha) [239], the prima facie
sutra containing a repudiation of brahma, ‘On account of [the Self]
standing in a supplementary relation [to ritual action], [the statements
as to the fruits of the knowledge of the Self] must be narrative portions
(arthavadas) [in praise of action], thus Jaimini believes’ [BS 3.4.2] is a
restatement, not of Jaimini’s own position, but rather of a position
that he?? includes as a supplement (abhyuccayavada) [and that does
not therefore necessarily reflect his own views]. And that is why, in
such sutras as “To the highest [brahmal [the souls are led], so Jaimini
believes, owing to this being the principal sense [of the word brahmal’
[BS 4.3.12], we find a restatement of a position as belonging to Jaimini
that proceeds precisely by way of recognizing brahma.>> Similarly, the
sutra ‘Jaimini [considers that scriptural passages mentioning those
stages of life in which celibacy is obligatory contain] a reference only
to those stages; they are not injunctions; for [other scriptural passages]
forbid [those stages]” [BS 3.4.18] restates a repudiation of ascetic
renunciation merely provided as a supplement by Jaimini; it is not a
restatement of his own settled view. Accordingly, in the sutra ‘But
of him who has become that [i.e., entered onto a higher life-stage]
there is no becoming not that [i.e., descending to a lower stage],
according to Jaimini also...” [BS 3.4.40], it is shown that Jaimini also
disapproves of any deviation from renunciation once a person has
renounced. Thus elsewhere as well, in each individual case [apparent]
contradiction may be resolved through interpretation. Moreover, the
use of the word dharma to refer uniquely to something to be per-
formed (anustheyasadharanya) is also unproved. We find it used to
refer generally to the Blessed One (bhagavatsadharanyokteh) in the
Mahabharata:

The sages who know the Veda and the people who know the transcendent Self say
that Krishna, the great one, is the eternal dharma [MBh. 3.86.22 crit. ed.].
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Thus, because [1] real contradiction between the two knowledge
systems does not exist; or, [2] even if contradiction were thought
somehow to be present, an actual refusal to recognize brahma is not
expressed in any sitra in the Treatise of Twelve Chapters ; and [3]
because the word dharma is common to the topics of both systems
[karma and brahma) — for all these reasons, there are no grounds for
refusing to accept that they form a single system even though the
authors are different. Thus, your inference is indeed ineffectual,
insofar as something not performed can very well be an object of
Jaimini’s proposed examination, since the word dharma is found used
in reference to such things.

[240] [siddhanta] Now the sixth position. The statement that there
is no contradiction is unproved. There is an undeniable contradiction
between accepting brahma or renunciation and rejecting them.
Moreover, one cannot maintain that the sutra that presents Jaimini’s
acceptance of both brahma and renunciation is an indictor that this
acceptance of the two constitutes his real settled view. For this situ-
ation can be accounted for differently: Jaimini’s thought is being
represented as self-contradictory and introduced in the Brahmasitra
with the intention of showing its unacceptability for that reason,
according to the interpretive principal enunciated in the topic ‘On
Samkhya’: ‘And moreover [the Samkhya doctrine] is objectionable on
account of its contradictions’ [BS 2.2.10].

It is also illogical to state that, while granting that Jaimini and
Badarayana may stand in contradiction with each other over certain
either/or issues (aikantyadisu) such as the acceptance or rejection of
brahma, still, insofar as the rejection of brahma and so on is never
actually enunciated in any single sutra in the Treatise of Twelve
Chapters, that treatise does not therefore stand in contradiction with
the Treatise of Four Chapters and so can reasonably be said to form a
single knowledge system with it. The reason this argument is illogical
is because it does not prove that the principal aims [of the two Sastras]
do not stand in contradiction with each other.

(1) For example, when Jaimini proposes a description of the means
of knowing dharma in the sutra ‘An investigation of the conditions [of
knowing] it” (MS 1.1.3), the description of these means offered in his
first chapter is already in contradiction [with the BS]. To explain: One
purvapaksa sitra reads ‘Since the purpose of the Veda lies in the
enjoining of actions, those parts of the Veda that do not serve that
purpose are purposeless; and with regard to those parts the Veda
must be said to be non-eternal [unreliable]’ [MS 1.2.1].>* This means
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that scripture in its entirety, if it is to culminate in something pur-
poseful, must of necessity have some action as its purpose. Those
portions of scripture not having that purpose — that is, portions
whose purpose is not action insofar as they are not concerned with
action-sentences (an action-sentence is something like ‘He who de-
sires prosperity should sacrifice a white animal dedicated to the Wind
Deity’) — are said to be ‘purposeless’, that is, without any function.
[241] Therefore, it is claimed [in the prima facie view] that the whole
range of sentences that do not have action as their purpose have no
validity. On the basis of this sutra thus understood the MS goes on to
raise a doubt about the validity of the narrative portions of the Ve-
das. The siddhanta sutra on this topic reads ‘Since [these narrative
portions] form single discursive units with commandments, [they can
acquire validity] through the purpose of commending [the actions
that actually are the object of commandments]’ [MS 1.2.7]. This sutra
means that narrative portions concerned with already-accomplished
entities can have a purpose by way of the function of commending
commandments [that is, substantiating their credibility, value, etc.],
since these portions form discursive units with commandment sen-
tences. On the basis of this sufra thus understood, the validity of such
portions of the Vedas is established in the topic ‘On the arthavada’
[MS 1.2.1-18] insofar as these do form single discursive units with
commandments. And this position is corroborated in the topic ‘On
the audumbara post’ [MS 1.2.19-25]) by referring back to the matter
raised in ‘On the arthavada’ when it is said, ‘But the fact of such
sentences being taken along with other sentences has already been
explained [i.e., the narrative passages are to be taken along with other
injunctive passages]’ [MS 1.2.22]. Now, if the proposed inquiry into
dharma were meant to be inclusive of an inquiry into brahma, then the
proposed description of the means of knowing dharma given in the
sitra ‘An investigation of the conditions [of knowing] it” would be
inclusive of a description of the means of knowing brahma. And if
that were in fact the case, then, given the doubt about the purpose-
lessness of non-action matters, this [purposelessness] would have to
have been refuted [in the MS] by the following sort of division: that
the validity of some would be established by their being considered
supplementary to commandments regarding acts like sacrifice that
are means to ends, and the validity of others, by their promulgating
entities such as brahma that are ends in themselves. There are addi-
tional substantive contradictions raised elsewhere in the epistemology
chapter that would have to have been reconciled.
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(2) Likewise, a topic in the eighth chapter [beginning] ‘When there
is [apparent] conflict [between commandments], the procedure should
be determined by the sacrificial substance, since the act as such bears
upon the substance’ [MS 8.1.32-34] is introduced in order to ascertain
that the procedure to be followed in the case of the cake offering to
the god Indra should be that of the rite of cake offerings to the Fire
god, given the identity of sacrificial substances; rather than the pro-
cedure of other rites relating to Indra using other substances, given
the identity of the deity in question. Here the reasoning approved by
Jaimini is that ‘deity’ is a secondary element, since it is merely a
verbal referent. Yet this view stands in contradiction with the view of
Vyasa [242]. In Vyasa’s system, in the topic ‘On the deity’ [BS 1.3.26
ff.], it is maintained that the deities are actually present in the sacri-
ficial space and are to be considered predominant elements since they
are consumers of the oblation.

(3) Another example: In a topic in the second chapter, ‘Com-
mandment, however, is an undertaking’ [MS 2.1.5],% Jaimini has
maintained that ritual action produces its end-results by means of a
‘transcendental potency’, apurva. That position is contradicted by
Vyasa’s as expressed in the topic ‘From him [i.e., the Lord, there
comes] the fruit [of works]; for [that only] is possible’ [BS 3.2.38].
There he argues that it is [not apurva but] the supreme Lord who
bestows the end-results when his grace is gained by ritual action and
worship. What we have therefore is a contradiction between the two
knowledge systems themselves [and not just between their authors].

(4) There is also a contradiction between them occasioned by the
repudiation of brahma and renunciation. To explain: There are dis-
courses [in the BS] concerning brahma, such as ‘That art Thou’, which
make known the identity of brahma and the individual soul. Now, by
the Mimamsa rule ‘Because it forms a single discursive unit with a
commandment’ [MS 1.2.7], whereby a discourse unrelated to action is
held to be supplementary to a commandment [of action], these dis-
courses are said to be supplementary to a commandment to perform
worship. Acts of worship, for their part, by another Mimamsa
interpretive principle (on ‘sprinkling’ [MS 2.1.9-12]), become sup-
plementary to sacrificial rites insofar as they purify a ritual substance,
namely, the agent himself who is engaged in the rite. [This is so for the
following reason:] An agent pure and simple (kartrmatra) is some-
thing common [to both ritual action and] worldly action, since
worldly action is possible even if the Self is held to be identical to
the body.?® [Nevertheless] the Self referred to as an element to be
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purified by worship in those Vedanta [i.e., Upanishadic] passages that
are not found in the context of any specific ritual activity, such as
‘One should worship the Self’, must have an existence separate from
the body: this is presupposed by the commandment to sacrifice as
well as by the Self’s being said to be an enjoyer of heavenly rewards.
This Self is thus necessarily connected with ritual acts; and thus, by
way of both [the syntactical association of the Self-as-agent with the
act to be performed] and the scriptural passage ‘One that is per-
formed with knowledge...” [CU 1.1.10], it makes sense to connect
these [acts of worship] with ritual acts.?’

It will not do to object that acts of worship of the Self cannot be
supplementary to a sacrificial rite because brahma [=the Self] is
proved to transcend the individual soul in view of the scripture that
ascribes to brahma qualities such as absolute purity that are
unimaginable in the individual soul [243]. For Jaimini established a
hard and fast rule that all non-action discourses must be taken as
supplementary to commandments, and only by violating this rule in
the topic ‘On coherence’ [BS 1.1.4 ff.] could the [passages of the]
Vedanta pretend to acquire validity independent of action. And it is,
after all, only when this putative validity is established with respect to
brahma and its qualities — by means of indications of general purport
such as [congruence with] an introductory passage (upakrama) — that
brahma can even be proved to transcend the individual soul through
qualities such as absolute purity. But according to the view of Jai-
mini, the mention of such qualities is only supplementary to ritual
commandments: the description of them has in fact the purpose of
commending the individual soul, and it is this that provides for the
coherence of the discourse as a whole. Who would dispute this? We
find in various mantras and narrative passages of the Veda com-
mendatory descriptions of unimaginable qualities of one entity or
another that is connected with the ritual, as in the following: ‘Do not
scratch the heaven with your index finger, nor harm the atmosphere
with your middle, O origin of the earth’; ‘Let your smoke ascend to
the heaven, your flame to the atmosphere; fill the earth with your
ash, svaha’; ‘The seasons are devoid of sin’; “This universe was wa-
ter’.?8

Moreover, when brahma has been repudiated, the means of
attaining brahma, namely renunciation, has likewise been repudiated.
And this is why Mimamsakas commonly hold that renunciation is
nothing but a ruse for self-advancement® on the part of those dis-
qualified from participating in ritual action, blind people, for example,
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or cripples. It is therefore incorrect to hold that there is no contra-
diction between these two knowledge systems.

(5) It is also incorrect to hold that the word dharma ultimately
expresses the same thing as the word brahma. 1t is perfectly reason-
able to assume that the purpose of the Mahabharata sentence you
cited earlier — ‘They say Krishna, the great one, is the eternal dharma’
—1is commendation, just like the sentence ‘Rama is dharma incarnate’.
Therefore my inference is not blocked, [244] and yours is indeed
ineffectual.

[parvapaksal Now the seventh position. My inference is not blocked
for the following reasons: (1) It is possible to avoid the contradiction
revealed in the description of the means of knowing [dharma] found in
the first chapter of the Mimamsasiitra in the following way: In the
Plrvamimamsa, it is true that the premises of validity and the doubt
about the lack of validity of non-action passages (on the grounds that
they would be purposeless) would seem to apply equally to discourses
concerning brahma. But whereas Jaimini enunciated an argument for
validity with respect to narrative portions that are supplementary*’ to
commandments of ritual action — namely, that they have their pur-
posefulness precisely through such supplementation — he hid his
intention with regard to the discourses on brahma, and did not openly
broach the argument for validity [that he really did believe, namely]
that these have intrinsic (svata eva) validity, irrespective of their
supplementing commandments of ritual action, because their object is
brahma, which in itself is the supreme human goal.

(2) It is possible to avoid the contradiction cited for the topic in the
eighth chapter. In the settled view of this topic, “When there is con-
flict...” [MS 8.1.32], the argument is not that the deity is a subsidiary
element, because then there would be no difference between a sub-
stance’s being a subsidiary element and a deity’s being such. Rather,
the fundamental argument (miulayukti) of the passage is indicated by
the rest of the sutra, ‘since the act as such bears upon the substance’:
The identity in the sacrificial substances is decisive because what we
see pertaining to these substances is the ritual act itself, which has the
form of the offering of such substances: It is the substance and not the
deity that we actually see being offered up.’!

(3) It is possible to avoid the contradiction in the topic ‘Com-
mandment, however, is an undertaking’ [MS 2.1.5]. Here it is only
said that there exists an instrumentality of ritual action. It is not
maintained that apurva and apurva alone is the instrument while
dismissing the role of the Lord’s grace.
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(4) It is possible to avoid the doubts about, among other things, the
repudiation of brahma. The rule ‘Because it forms a single discursive
unit with a commandment’ [MS 1.2.7] is concerned with establishing
the authoritativeness only of narrative discourses like “The Wind is
the swiftest...” [245] and so on, by their supplementation of com-
mandments; it is not concerned with discourses dealing with brahma.

(5) Last, it is unreasonable to assume that the statement in the
Bharata has merely the purpose of commendation. According to the
Bharata, the word dharma expresses merely a means to other-worldly
good, and so it can be used equally to refer to brahma. The
assumption that the accurate use of dharma requires additional
modifiers such as the fact of being something commanded or per-
formable, so that its primary expressive power should exclude bra-
hma, lacks explanatory parsimony, and is thereby vitiated. Therefore,
my inference is not blocked, whereas yours is ineffectual.

[siddhanta] Now the eighth position. First of all, your resolution of
the contradiction [between the MS and] the matter in the first chapter
[of the BS] is incorrect. It is ridiculous to assume that Jaimini, after
having resolved doubts about the authoritativeness of some dis-
courses not concerned with action, should have ‘hidden his intention’
with respect to other similar discourses [i.e., those of the Upanisads],
given that the general thesis (samanyapratijnana) [regarding author-
itative knowledge about dharma] and doubt about lack of authori-
tative knowledge applies equally to both. Jaimini established the
authoritativeness with regard to dharma of the Veda in all its four
parts — commandments, narrative portions, mantras, and proper
names — and in their specific modalities (saprakaram) [by directly
commanding, by commending, and so on], and went on to establish
the authoritativeness of Vedic texts remembered (smirti) and of the
practices of those learned in the Veda to the degree necessary there [in
MS 1]. Now, how are we to believe that the same man proposed an
analysis of the means of knowing dharma, in common with [in your
view] an analysis of the means of knowing brahma, and raised certain
doubts about the authoritativeness [of some discourses on dharmal
because of their apparent purposelessness — something common also
to those narrative portions of the Vedanta section that are concerned
with brahma — but only resolved the doubts about the narrative
portions that are supplementary to action, and not those related
to the narrative portions of the Vedanta that are concerned with
brahma? Why would anyone who understands the principles of
interpretation (nyayavid) place trust in such empty speculation? [246].
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Furthermore, the thesis of examining dharma and the thesis of
examining the means of knowledge about it apply [according to your
view] to both ritual action as well as to brahma and the worship of
brahma equally. Now, in the topic ‘On narrative portions’ [MS 1.2.1-
18], one of the sutras that state the prima facie view reads ‘Because of
the purposelessness [that would be entailed] of other [enjoined ac-
tions]” [MS 1.2.4].3 The target of this siitra is not only those passages
that narrate the end-results of commandments for ritual action (such
as ‘By means of the final oblation one attains all desires’) but also
those passages that narrate the end-results of commandments for
worship, since the objection, the ‘purposelessness of other [enjoined
actions]’, applies equally to both. Thus:

[1] If the narrative of the end-result of the ‘Prajapati Wisdom’ [CU 8.7.1] — ‘He
attains all worlds and all desires who understands in accordance with a knowledge of
this Self’ — were meant to be taken literally, then the worship of the ‘brahma con-
sisting of bliss’ would be pointless, since that is described in scripture as merely for
the purpose of attaining all desires (‘He enjoys all desire’ [TU 2.1.1]); the worship of
the ‘subtle’ (dahara) [CU 8.1.1 ff.] would be equally pointless, since it is described in
scripture as merely for the purpose of attaining all worlds (‘Those [worshippers]
become able to wander at will through all worlds’).

[2] If by the aforementioned acts of worship one attained not only all worlds and all
desires but also liberation, then the ‘Wisdom of the Honey’ [CU 3.1] whose end-
result is the attainment of liberation along with pure pleasure of the sort enjoyed by
the Vasus, Rudras, Adityas, Maruts, and Sadhyas; the ‘Upakosala Wisdom’ [CU
4.10], whose end-result is liberation preceded by the attainment of the three worlds
(the Garhapatya and so on); the ‘Aksara Wisdom’ [BAU 3.8.7 ff.] and all others
whose end-result is liberation pure and simple, without the addition of one or an-
other enjoyment contingent on the attainment of a particular world — all these would
be pointless.

[3] Now consider the person authorized to perform worship but who is completely
indifferent to the enjoyment of objects and wishes only to attain the bliss of brahma.
For him the end-result is not the attainment of a particular world or the enjoyments
found there — on the contrary, these are held to be merely obstacles to the attainment
of the results he really wants. [247] Thus, since the ‘Aksara Wisdom’ and others are
prescribed in scripture as affording the desired results immediately and without
obstacle, others such as the ‘Honey Wisdom’ that are not so described would be
pointless.

[4] If the end-result of all forms of brahma wisdom — whether enhanced by greater or
lesser degrees of [acts of] the dharma of social orders and life stages; whether en-
dowed with greater or lesser excellences; or unregulated by length of time, that is,
whether undertaken at no regulated time or throughout one’s entire life — were
unqualified liberation, then those forms of brahma wisdom that are described as
superior in regard to excellence, act, or time, would be pointless.
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[5] If the narrative portions concerning the end-result of wisdom (such as ‘[The man
of wisdom] becomes spotless and goes to a highest state of perfection’ [MU 3.1.3])
were meant to be taken literally, then liberation too would be obtained as the end-
result of this commandment. If this were so, then two other statements on the
attainment of all desires (‘For all desires the new and full moon sacrifice...’; ‘For all
desires the jyotistoma. ..”) would likewise have to comprise liberation. And thus since
one could obtain liberation from performing the new and full moon offerings just
once, or the jyotistoma sacrifice just once, then all acts of worship of brahma meant
to be performed throughout one’s life, along with all [acts of the dharma] of social
orders and life stages, would become pointless.

Since the sutra on ‘the purposelessness of other [enjoined actions]’
would have this kind of broad application, a rejoinder that applies
equally to all [such passages on both karma and brahma] would have
to have been enunciated in a sutra [by Jaimini]. What we find however
is that the sutras offering this rejoinder, MS 1.2.16 and 17 (‘The
mention of “all” refers to the fact of the man being entitled [to
perform all acts and obtain all their rewards]; The result being
accomplished by means of actions, the difference in the results could
be due to the magnitude of the actions’), apply only to narrative
portions concerning commandments of ritual action. In the case of
the first of these two sutras, the word ‘knowledge’ is carried over from
the previous sutra (1.2.15, ‘It is praise of knowledge’): We are to
understand that in the discourse on the final ladle offering, mention
of the ‘complete attainment of desires’ is merely for the purpose of
commending the rite, and is not intended literally to be enunciating
the end-result, and also because the final ladle offering is a ritual
purification of fire [248] and is enjoined independent of any end-
result. The ‘complete attainment of desires’ mentioned for the sake of
praise is concerned with the question of qualification: Only after the
final ladle offering has been made and the sacred fire has been fully
‘accomplished’ does a man become qualified for sacrificial rites with
their full range of end-results. The accomplishment of such results is
contingent on the performance of the full-ladle offering, and so the
complete attainment of results is mentioned as the result of the full-
ladle offering, for the purpose of praising it.

One might object that, by reference to the end-results of ritual acts
accomplished with fire, the full-ladle offering itself should not be
praised as the means for the attainment of all desires, because there
are things that in fact are not attained by acts accomplished with fire,
such as the ability to fly or the acquisition of heavenly virgins. But the
matter is expressed this way because the reference to ‘all’ in the
statement about the full-ladle offering is contingent on a contextual
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proviso: its scope is limited to the domain of end-results provided for
in the command statements of ritual acts. We see such limitation by
context or other factor at work in such [everyday] statements as ‘He
has eaten all the rice.’

This aspect of commendation, however, cannot be posited in the
case of statements that communicate actual end-results like ‘He en-
joys all desires’, just as is the case with the narrative of the Evening
Session [cf. MS 4.3.17].

The second sitra [MS 1.2.17] obviates the doubt that, insofar as
heaven is achieved by the agnihotra ritual, all other rites like the [full
and new moon] sacrifice, the soma sacrifice, and so on are pointless;
and it does so by stating that a multiplicity of ritual acts produces a
multiplicity of end-results, on the analogy with farming. Now, the
doubt raised here applies equally to the section concerning worship,
but we do not find that doubt to be obviated in the section containing
the system’s settled views. For in the section [on worship] the prin-
ciple of a multiplicity of end-results in consequence of a multiplicity
of ritual acts does not even apply. The sutra expressing the prima
facie view, ‘Thus because of the absence of any end-result’ [MS 1.2.3],
enunciates that the stated result does not occur, and this would be a
cause of its invalidity. This putative invalidity is common to the
narrative portion concerning end-results found in the ritual section
(such as ‘His face shines who has this wisdom’) [249] and the nar-
rative portion concerning end-results found in the brahma section
(such as ‘Anyone who knows this will become handsome and fa-
mous’) [CU 3.13.8], but it is only with reference to the former that a
sutra obviating the doubt is found: ‘There is commendation of wis-
dom’ [MS 1.2.15]. The wise man’s face is said to shine thus only from
his understanding the meaning of the Brahmana passage on the
Gargatriratra, not, as in the case of a woman’s face, by reason of
natural beauty. Thus the wisdom is being commended. But this mode
of obviating [the doubt regarding the end-result of worship] cannot
apply to the statement ‘Anyone who knows this will become hand-
some and famous’, since these two states, being handsome and fa-
mous, are held to be the actual end-result of attaining the ‘Light
Wisdom’ [CU 3.13.7 ff.]. In short, sutras such as ‘Because of the
purposelessness of other [enjoined actions]’ [MS 1.2.4] must inevita-
bly be held to apply equally to narratives about the end-results of the
various commandments for worship, yet we find that various sutras
on the system’s settled views have been composed that apply only to
narratives about the end-results of the commandments for ritual
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action. So who would not find it a ridiculous attempt at a way out to
claim that in one place Jaimini revealed his rebuttal and in another
hid his true intentions?

So [Jaimini] believes that the acts of worship of the Self must be
supplementary to ritual acts, and the narratives about their end-re-
sults are not to be taken literally, any more than the narrative ‘Not
hearing any evil report of oneself’ [regarding the end-result of making
one’s ladle of palasa wood, MS 4.3.1] is to be taken literally. It is in
view of this that the doubt about the ‘purposeless of other [enjoined
actions]” and the arguments obviating this doubt are not raised in
connection with them. And that is why there is the prevailing attitude
of the followers of Jaimini that ‘the Vedanta [i.e., the Upanisads] is
the wasteland of the Veda’, that is, they hold it is without substance
insofar as there is nothing therein [relating to action] to deliberate
over. And that is why your resolution of the contradiction [of Ut-
taramimamsa] with the matter of the first chapter [of the
Plrvamimamsa] is completely without merit.

The same holds true for your resolution of the contradiction with
the topic in the eighth chapter. You argue as follows: Although all
that is seen is the oblation, the sacrifice is something meant to con-
ciliate the deity, and it is the deity, once its grace is won, that bestows
the end-result, so the deity must be the predominant element; hence,
[250] the similarity of deities trumps any similarity of oblations. It is
precisely to dispel this doubt that the following sitra is offered: ‘The
scriptural reference to the deity is as a subsidiary element’ [MS
8.1.34]. Nor can one respond that this can be construed as referring to
a supplementary position [abhyuccaya, that is, one that Jaimini
himself does not actually hold but only reports]. For in the ninth
chapter Jaimini makes the following argument. He offers the prima
facie view first with this suatra: ‘Or, it is the deity that motivates, since
the feeding of a guest is for the sake of a guest’ [MS 9.1.6], which is to
say: hospitality consists of paying worship to a guest, and since it is
intended to please the guest, the guest must be the predominant
element in the act; in the same way, a sacrifice consists of paying
worship to a god, and since it is intended to please the deity, the deity
must be the predominant element in the act — it is the deity, being
thereby pleased, that bestows the end-result. This prima facie view
Jaimini answers with the following sutra: ‘No, rather, it is the act of
sacrifice itself that is predominant, since it is the act that follows from
scripture; the scriptural reference to the deity is as a subsidiary ele-
ment’ [MS 9.1.9], which is to say: the predominant element in a
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sacrifice is not the deity, since it is sacrifice itself that, by way of a
‘transcendental potency’, apurva, generates the end-result, not the
deity pleased by the oblation. Rather, the deity is referred to as
something subordinate to the sacrifice, since it is the reference point
for the [offered] substance. After enunciating this settled view Jaimini
shows the disanalogy of hospitality to sacrifice in the following sutra:
‘With respect to a guest, it is he who is predominant in [the act of
hospitality]; but this is not so in a ritual act, because [in hospitality] it
is the pleasing of the guest that is predominant [and this is not the
case with a deity in a ritual act]” [MS 9.1.10], which is to say: in
hospitality the pleasing of a guest is required, that is, one is required
to act in such a way that the guest is pleased, and so it makes sense
that the guest should be predominant there; but in a sacrificial act, no
pleasing is required, that is, one is not required to perform the act in
such a way that the deity is pleased, and so the deity is not the
predominant element in a sacrifice. Hereby Jaimini has refuted the
predominance of the deity in the sacrifice unequivocally.

Hereby fails your resolution of the contradiction with the topic
‘Commandment, however, is an undertaking’ [MS 2.1.5] [251]. For it
can be ascertained that, having clearly refuted the predominance of
the deity, Jaimini too must hold the position adopted by all com-
mentators on the topic ‘Commandment, however...” namely that
apurva alone is the instrument [by which ritual produces its end-
results, not the grace of the Lord].

Also incorrect is the resolution of the contradiction of the repu-
diation of hrahma and the means of attaining it, namely renunciation.
Jaimini holds that the discourses concerning brahma communicate
the nature of the individual soul, which is the object of acts of wor-
ship supplementary to ritual in the form of purifications of the agent
[of the sacrifice]. Given this belief, there is no longer any proof at all
for the existence of hrahma [since the discourses on it are now shown
to refer to something else], and accordingly it is impossible to avoid
the conclusion that both the two [brahma and renunciation] are in-
deed repudiated.

It is for this reason that [Kumarila,] the author of the Varttika, in
the topic ‘On narrative portions’ [MS 1.2.1 ff.], after corroborating
the view that narrative portions such as ‘Wind is the swiftest...” are
supplementary to commandments, states: ‘Hereby is explained the
non-deontic character (nairakanksya) of the Upanisads too.”3? But
the fact that, in the topic ‘On grammar’ [MS 1.3.24 ff.], the author of
the Varttika, after citing certain discourses on the commandments
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and end-results of acts of worship of the supreme Self, asserts that
these [Upanisads] function as the means of achieving a state of
flourishing and final bliss independently [and not supplementary to
commandments of sacrificial rites],’* is something he has done en-
tirely as a result of his own anxiety about repudiating brahma and
renunciation; it is not in accordance with the doctrine of the author of
the (Mimamsa) siitras, since we have shown that the sitras of Jaimini
and those of Vyasa stand in clear contradiction with each other.

You also make the argument that, in order to avoid the charge of
lack of explanatory parsimony with regard to accurate usage, we
must necessarily accept that the word dharma is used equally to refer
to brahma [as well as ritual actions], and that therefore there is no
reason to suppose that the statement of the Bharata [where dharma is
used in reference to Krishna] must have the purpose of commenda-
tion [instead of being meant literally]. This can be answered as fol-
lows: True enough, there is no reason to suppose it is meant as mere
commendation — for this is something actually proved from the
context itself, which after all is a commendation of Krishna. That
[context] does not sustain the argument that the word dharma ex-
presses simply a means of other-worldly good [and not specifically
sacrificial action] [252]. Were that the case, then the word dharma
would refer equally to individual souls, which are means of other-
worldly good insofar as they are agents, and to a host of other things
insofar as they are causes — and then in what way would it be praising
the Blessed One to say that the word dharma refers to him? Therefore
we must accept that the word dharma signifies simply ritual acts such
as sacrifice if we are to preserve the prevailing and natural meaning
(svarasyaprasiddhyartham) of the passage cited from the Bharata.
And it would then indeed be praise of him to say that the Blessed
One, having descended to earth in order to preserve dharma, is
himself dharma incarnate.

Or let us accept, for the sake of argument, that the word dharma [in
the Bharata passage] somehow can refer to brahma as well. Even so,
the word dharma mentioned in the [very first] sitra, on the ‘inquiry
into dharma’ — just like the word dharma in the sitra ‘Jaimini [thinks]
for the same reasons that dharma [is what brings about the fruits of
action]’ [BS 3.2.40] — has to be taken to exclude brahma. This is so
because the dharma proposed as the object of examination is said to
be something defined by Vedic commandment (in the sutra ‘Dharma
is a good defined by Vedic commandment’ [MS 1.1.2]). The word
‘commandment’ (codana) is derived from a verbal root (cud) that



790 SHELDON POLLOCK

means ‘impel’ [Dhatupatha 10.53] and so it must enunciate a state-
ment that prompts action. Therefore a commandment is a direct
source of knowledge about dharma, whereas a statement providing
information about already-existent entities that is transmitted in
connection with this or that commandment can be a source of
knowledge about it only insofar as it forms a unified discourse with
such a commandment, by way of offering commendation or other
[supplementary information about the act in question]. The end-re-
sult enunciated in narrative portions (on the Evening Session and the
like) is to be taken literally only insofar as these form a unified dis-
course with a principal commandment, because this end-result is re-
quired by the commandment in question. By contrast, the end-result
enunciated with respect to acts of worship of the Self, which are only
subordinate elements of ritual acts since they are purifications of the
agent, cannot be taken literally because that end-result is not required
by a commandment. It is precisely with this in mind that Jaimini
did not bother to answer criticisms [about such acts of worship] such
as that deriving from [the prima facie view expressed in the sutral
‘Because of the purposelessness of other [enjoined actions]” [MS
1.2.4].

The blessed Badarayana, however, [253] observed that Jaimini
believed that dharma takes the form of sacrifice, produces an end-
result that is only a state of flourishing, something both perishable
and non-ultimate, and thereby constitutes the meaning of the entire
Veda. And he observed further that Jaimini had no understanding of
the fact that brahma is proved to exist by the entire Vedanta [the
Upanisads], whose central idea is communicated by its introductory
passages and similar [aspects of discourse] (upakramadi); that the end-
result of acts of worship of brahma was final liberation, the eternal
and ultimate human goal; and that ritual action was only contribu-
tory to this means. And he thought that, lest the world go completely
astray by focusing on Jaimini’s system, he would confer a benefit on
the world by composing the knowledge system that starts ‘Now, then,
the inquiry into brahma.’ Accordingly, there is indeed a very great
contradiction between the two knowledge systems of Jaimini and
Badarayana. Since they cannot form a single knowledge system your
inference is blocked, whereas mine is not ineffectual, and this for the
following reason: Jaimini proposed as his object of analysis only
action such as sacrifice,> whose end-results are both perishable and
non-ultimate; therefore, whatever is other than sacrifice cannot be for
him an object of analysis in this system.>® You cannot object, on the
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grounds that we do find [in the MS] analysis as to essential nature,
physical dimensions, and the like, of things such as the sacrificial
post, the oblation fire, milk-pail, and so on that are strictly speaking
‘other than sacrifice’, that brahma too, accordingly, could be an ob-
ject of analysis. For what is meant by the word ‘ritual action’ is the
object of an act aimed at an end-result that is perishable and non-
ultimate. Nor can you charge that the inferential reason [namely, that
brahma is included in ‘whatever is other than sacrifice’] is unproved
given that brahma is in fact connected with the sacrifice, insofar as it
is a deity. The deity may be the addressee of the spent oblation, but it
is only the word that refers to the deity that is the object of an act —
i.e., of the effort made to pronounce the word — and therefore the
deity itself is not the actual object of the act.

Thereby is also laid to rest the following doubt [raised by our
opponents| [254]: Although the dharma that Jaimini aims to analyze
is concerned with action, and so cannot in any direct way be con-
nected with brahma, it cannot be denied that [Jaimini’s notion of
dharma] must also be concerned with acts of worship [of the Self],
and accordingly it must have a connection with brahma since brahma
is both the end-result and the object of those acts; and therefore by
somehow dismissing the contradiction, on the grounds [of its being
subsumed under] the common thesis [MS 1.1.1] [the BS] can be said
to form a unified system [with the MS]. For we have already stated
that the word dharma is concerned only with action whose end-result
— as an examination of the totality of the Later Sutras (uttar-
asutrajata) themselves shows — consists of a state of flourishing,
something both perishable and non-ultimate. For there is a Vedic
usage of the word dharma in this sense of mere action:

Other than dharma and adharma, other than this, what is done and not done, other
than what is both past and future — speak to me of what there is of this sort that you
have insight into.

This mantra from the Kathavalli [KU 2.14] is concerned with three
things, agent, end, and means, that are different from the action
constituting the means of producing perishable and non-ultimate
end-results, the end-results themselves produced by those means, and
the actor active with such means. Both sides agree on this [interpre-
tation].’” But in the siatra ‘And there is question and explanation
relative to three things only [not to the pradhana]’ [BS 1.4.6], the
mantra has been explained by our opponents in the following manner
to obtain the aforementioned three entities:
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‘Dharma’ refers to sacrifice and the like whose end-result is a state of flourishing;
‘other than it’, i.e., ‘a means that is different from sacrifice.” ‘Adharma’ refers to what
is other than dharma, i.e., what is achieved by dharma, namely a state of flourishing
(heaven and the like); ‘other than it’, i.e., an end different from heaven. ‘Than this’
refers to the agent of the sacrifice who is present to our awareness, that is, the human
person who is inclined toward end-results in the sphere of transmigration; ‘other
than this’, i.e., an agent different from this person. “‘What there is of this sort’, the
triad of agent and so on, ‘that you have insight into.” “‘What is done and not done. . .
what is both past and future’ are qualifications of all three, dharma, [adharma, and
‘this’]: ‘done and not done’, that is, the whole mass of things undertaken but not
completed; ‘speak of’ some triad different from this familiar triad of means, [end,
and agent] that is past, present, and future.

Another interpretation of the passage [they offer] is as follows:

‘Other than dharma and adharma’ is a question about what is not a means of normal
good and evil; ‘other than this, what is done and not done, [255] other than what is
both past and future’ is a question about an eternal end different from the non-
eternal ends that have a past, present, and future. The question about the agent is
included in the question about the end, since the agent is eternal and already implied
by the end.

Now, the first interpretation is flawed because the construction is
awkward for the following reasons: interpreting the word adharma,
which is commonly used in the sense of evil, as the end-result (heaven
and so on) of dharma; interpreting ‘than this’, which can be under-
stood as an adjective to ‘done and not done’, separately as referring
to the agent himself; taking ‘what is done and not done’, which can be
understood as the substantive construing with the adjective ‘than
this’, as an adjective referring to all [three], dharma and so on;
interpreting ‘what is both past and future’, which can be understood
independently because of their construing with the word ‘other’ that
is used separately in the clause, as an adjective referring to all [three],
dharma and so on.

The second interpretation is flawed because the question about the
agent is not really made available: If you agree that the agent is
comprised in the second question on the grounds that the agent is (a)
eternal and (b) already-implied, an agent different from the agent of
the end-results of sacrifice and the like is not made available, since (a)
the agent of the end-results of sacrifice is also eternal and so can be
included within the comprehensive concept of being other than
something past, present, and future; and (b) it is already-implied
insofar as it is the entity qualified by heaven and the like, just as the
liberated being is qualified by the manifestation of absolute purity
and so on.
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Thus the opponents’ constructions are unacceptable; ignoring
them we offer another, correct interpretation: By the first quarter-
verse is posited a means different from both the one that has end-
results that are perishable and non-ultimate but unaffected by any
powerful adversity, and from the one that has end-results that are so
affected. By the second quarter-verse is posited an agent different
from agent of sacrifice, which is denounced in another mantra: ‘“These
are unsteady boats, these sacrifices, [256] in which is found the
eighteen-fold action, and which fools welcome as the ultimate good —
only to progress to old age and death forever more’ [MU. 1.2.7].
(Here the interpretation of ‘what is done and not done’ is [as a
bahuvrihi compound]: one whose deeds are ‘not done’, i.e., as good as
undone.) By the third quarter-verse is posited an end different from
such ends as heaven; the two ‘ands’ construing with ‘past’ and ‘future’
are meant to include the present, which has the form of both past and
future.

Since the set of three questions is composed eloquently by the three quarter-verses in
order, with respect to an instrument, agent, and their end-results such as are different
from those made known by. . .3® why do they torture it for the sake of a construction
that produces just this meaning?®

Thus, on both sides there is no dispute about the fact that in the
mantra the word dharma is concerned solely with action whose end-
result is perishable and non-ultimate.

Furthermore, even though we find this sort of usage [throughout
the Vedas and in the MS], it would be a mistake, in view of later
idiom (agrimavyavahara), to assume that Jaimini’s usage alone is
concerned with [ritual action], that no other such concept of dharma
exists [elsewhere].*’ For we find, in a sitra of Kanada (‘Now, then,
we shall explain dharma’ [VS 1.1.1]), that the word dharma is pos-
ited as an object of examination, and that the sutras that follow are
concerned with dharma [as we understand it] if only slightly:
For though in the beginning no consideration is paid to the type
of performance concerned with sacrifice and the like, in the
first section of the sixth chapter consideration is paid to the
dharma of giving and receiving [257], and in the second section to
some extent*! the dharma of the four life-stages is considered syn-
optically.

Therefore it is proved that the thesis of examining dharma is rightly
considered not to comprise an examination of brahma. Here follows a
summary of the two views:*?
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‘For a thing to be dharma there must be a relation to a class
property, substance, or attribute, and this can pertain equally*’
to brahma: Acts of worship of brahma are undoubtedly dharma.
“The thesis of considering dharma directly envisions this.** Bra-
hma would have to be considered® like heaven or as [some other]
end-result of action.’

Those who have insisted thusly that the two Mimamsa systems
form a single knowledge system must be enlightened so as to
remove any such hope.

If the thesis of the Prior System, through its various discourses, is
supposed to touch on brahma the way it is conceived of by you
[Visistadvaitins] as an object of its inquiry,*® then there must be
such inquiries, and why are they not present? Surely, at all events,
any contradiction [in the MS with brahma) would have to have
been removed.

The word ‘command’ contained in the definitional sitra [MS
1.1.2, codanalaksano ‘rtho dharmah] means an ‘injunction’
prompting action. It necessarily implies*’ that discourse not
concerned with action is purposeless — implies, that is, the prima
facie view® of the interpretive principle of ‘narrative portions.’
The purposelessness of narrative portions is obviated by their
being held to be supplementary to commandments. Does
that commandment pertain to the discourses of [Upanishadic]
scripture? Surely even in your eyes that is equally present in them.
If it does not pertain to these [scriptural discourses],* then Jai-
mini would have had to compose an explicit sutra to the effect
that they are ends in themselves. On what grounds could one
assume that [although he did not] such must have been his
‘hidden intention’? [258] Only a dimwit would do so.

How far are we asked to believe that this hidden intention of the
great seer extends? Such arguments as those based on ‘The pur-
poselessness of other [enjoined actions]” [MS 1.2.4] and on the
end-results of commandments®® should apply equally to your
[Upanishadic texts as well]. Or why, when the definition [of
dharma] was being set out [by Jaimini in MS 1] to establish the
entire and perfect’! source of knowledge of dharma that applied
equally to smrti and custom®? — why didn’t> the Vedanta portion
similarly follow the way of smrti 7>

Who would put any trust in your boast that the two form the
work of a single system. . .>
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10. In the eighth and ninth chapters Jaimini says that the deity is a
subordinate property of the sacrifice, whereas Badarayana says it
is predominant in itself. What resolution of this conflict can
present itself here?>

11. And no resolution is possible for the disagreement that exists
between the one who holds that apirva alone is the instrument of
the sacrifice, and the other, the Lord’s grace.

12. Therefore, in the Prior System, the dharma under analysis is the
object of a person’s willed action (kamikarya) and has end-results
that are perishable and determinate. And with respect to this
dharma the sage Jaimini holds that the Veda in its entirety is the
source of valid knowledge. The Blessed One of the Lotus Eyes
himself composed [new] sutras for the knowledge of brahma, in
order to make known to those devoted solely to ritual action that
the view of their teacher was detrimental (ahitam).

13. Therefore, given that contradiction between the two systems —
with respect to primary meanings and end-results — ever rears its
head, even the rumor that they form a single knowledge system
can gain no standing in the thoughts of the learned.

NOTES

' I am grateful to Ethan Kroll and Samuel Wright (Chicago) for their suggestions,
and especially to Lawrence McCrea (Harvard) for his careful critique of an earlier
version of the translation.

2 The traditional number of his texts is the sacral 108. The New Catalogus Cata-
logorum lists 62. The Srimad Appayya Deekshitendra Granthavali Prakashan Sa-
miti, Hyderabad, which has been issuing volumes intermittently since 1971, is
planning to publish what I count as 41 texts in 15 volumes.

3 Gerow (2001: i).

4 A new edition — and in the case of the Nyayamuktavali, the editio princeps (on the
basis of a manuscript held by the Oriental Research Institute, Mysore, one of only
two, it seems, that exist) — was published by the Samiti in 2001.

> We are only beginning to understand the innovations of late precolonial Sanskrit
scholarship. For a sympathetic account of Appayya’s literary science, see Bronner
(2002, 2003).

6 See for example Clooney (1993).

7 Sribhasya, p. 21. The translation is that of Thibaut slightly modified, p. 5 (italics
added); he gives ‘earlier’ for purva, but I find no suggestion in the original of tem-
poral antecedence; Ramanuja seems to have in mind, rather, an almost spatial
relationship between two parts of a single text.

8 Vedantadesika remarks on this: “Their being called samhita implies that “unified
system” means not only that they constitute a single knowledge-discipline (vi-
dyasthana) but that they constitute a single text (prabandha)’ (Tattvatika, p. 39).

% Trans. Thibaut (emended). Appayya has the Visistadvaita siddhantin cite precisely
this passage of the Sribhasya to clinch the argument for system unity (Caturma-
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tasarasamgraha Nayamayukamalika, p. 122). The siddhantin also notes that in the
traditional list of fourteen vidyasthanas, the term ‘mimamsa’ must comprise both
purva and uttara, since otherwise the number would have been fifteen (p- 123).

10 See Srutaprakasika (in Sribhasya) pp. 24 ff.

W na vayam dharmabrahmavicarariipayoh Sastrayor atyantabhedavadinah kim tv eka-
tvavadinah, and he goes on to say, of the text stretching from the first sutra of the MS
to_the ldSt of the BS, etavatparyantam ekam eva sastram (Brahmasutrabhasya of
Srlkanthaswacarya p- 49).

12 tasmad dharmavicarasastrena brahmavicarasya siddhyabhavat tadartham idam
Sastram arambhaniyam (Manidipika on Brahmasiitrabhasya of Srlkanthaswacarya
p. 27).

13 See Assmann (1997). The case of the early Buddhists is discussed in Pollock
(2004).

4 vedamitlatvam punas te tulyakaksamilaksamayaiva lajjaya ca matapitrdvesidusta-
putravan nabhyupagacchanti (Tantravarttika, p. 113.21; cf. p. 81.17 ff.) Kumarila’s
text engaged the energies of commentators for much of the following millennium; the
last great contributors to this conversation, the seventeenth-century Varanasi
scholars Sankara Bhatta, Dinakara Bhatta, and Khandadeva, are discussed in my
forthcoming edition of the Bhattadinakara.

15" On dharma see my 1990 article, on smrti, 1997; an essay on purusartha is planned.
16 Appayya’s work was published only once, from Srirangam in 1912, on the basis of
two palm leaf manuscripts in private collections and ‘Mss. at the Mysore Govern-
ment Oriental Manuscripts Library’ (p. 9). In addition to this printed edition, I have
been able to consult two manuscripts of the work, one from the Adyar Library and
Research Centre (referred to here as ‘Adyar’; this appears to be a transcript of one of
the manuscripts originally used for the edition, since they share some errors) and one
from the British Library (referred to as BL). It has proven impossible, however, to
get access to any of the more than a dozen other manuscripts that exist and that
undoubtedly would help clarify lingering uncertainties in the constitution of the text.
A number of the arguments that are set forth at great length in the Vada-
naksatramala are briefly adumbrated in Nayamayikamalika  (Caturma-
tasarasamgraha, pp. 120 ff.), as well as in Appayya’s commentary on Srikantha’s
Brahmasitrabhasya, the Manidipika (see especially pp. 48 ff.) and these occasionally
shed light on the present text.

17 Brackets contain translator’s additions; parenthesis, by contrast, indicate material
contained in the text but subordinated typographlcally in the interests of clarity.

18 Slokavarttika Codandasiitra, 13—14. Only vs. 14 is actually cited by Appayya; I add
the preceding vs. for obvious contextual reasons.

19 Or perhaps the thesis of just the former, or less likely, of just the latter.

20 The translation of Thibaut is generally followed here and throughout.

2l The text reads dharmah, and omits the na at the beginning of the citation.

22 Read tadiyasya for the madiyasya of the printed edition (so BL, and, it seems,
Adyar; see below, tadiyasiddhantasya).

2 In the Manidipika (p. 49) a different argument based on this sitra is offered:
‘Although in such suatras Jaimini is presented as the purvapaksin, the very fact that
Jaimini did not include these prima facie views in the sastra devoted to the analysis of
dharma shows that it makes perfectly good sense to hold that the sastra devoted to
the analysis of brahma was composed as part of a single knowledge system with the
other.” This is essentially the same as the view advanced below, ‘even if contradic-
tion..." (the fifth position).

24 Here as occasionally elsewhere the translation of Jha is followed.

25 Understood traditionally to mean ‘apiirva exists, however, [given that] action [is
enjoined].’
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2 dehatmabhavenapi  [laukikakriyopappateh]; Adyar, dehatmabhavenartham api
(corrupt); BL unclear, but apparently: dehatmabhave 'pi. The passage is obscure to
me. Presumably the upasana produces a samskara in the atman without perceptibly
changing it, just as the proksana does for the rice. The Mimamsa nyaya of prokasna is
usually invoked to identify an aparvavidhi (an act we would never do except for the
fact a Vedic injunction tells us to), which does not seem relevant here.

27 1 owe my understanding of this complex passage to discussions with L. McCrea.
Upanishadic passages are generally given in the translation of Olivelle.

28 The citations (not always exact) are, respectively, TS1.3.5.1; KS 3.3. and 6.6.; AB
4.25; TA 10.22.1.

2 kathamcid gatyupanyasah. Or perhaps, less cynically, ‘a suggested course of ac-
tion.’

30 Reading kriyavidhisesa- (as two lines below) for kriyavisesa- of the printed text
and for Adyar’s kriyavidhivisesa- (BL has a large lacuna here). The printed text
would give: ‘narrative portions belonging to particular ritual acts.’

31" And this, implicitly, has no bearing on the actual presence of the deity at the
sacrifice (I read tadupasyatvat for tadupakhyatvat).

32 If texts that do not enjoin actions but simply describe existent things, such as
results, were to remain true and authoritative about matters of dharma, then texts
that describe such things as attaining all desires by a single rite would render all other
rites meaningless. Such texts are therefore not to be taken literally but must be
interpreted as subservient to other ritual action.

3 Presumably referring to Tantravarttika on MS 1.2.7 (especially p. 13 ff.), though I
do not find mention of the Upanisads here nor this exact quote.

34 Presumably referring to Tantravarttika, p. 227.

35 We should probably read with Adyar yagadikarmaiva (for the printed yagadikam
eva).

36 In what follows the printed text shows a lacuna through haplography; Adyar
(folio 129) has the correct reading: na ca karmanyate ’pi. .. iti tadvad brahmano ’pi
kim na syad iti vacyam. ksayisnusatisayaphalodesyakanusthane visayasya [read:
-anusthanavisayasya] karmasabdena vivaksitatvat. na ca brahmano 'pi devatatvena. . .
37 Tt is not clear to whom the ‘both sides’ refers, since Mimamsa is unlikely to be one
of them.

3 The printed ed. and BL (anyatra dharmam anund) as well as Adyar (anyatra
dharmam anumana) all seem to be corrupt, but a reasonable conjecture eludes me.
3 This is a samgrahasioka of Appayya.

4 Ed. bhrantikrta kalpayitum. BL: bhrantikrtam api kalpayitum; Adyar: [pray-
ogadarsane. . ] bhrantikrtam avikalpayitum. 1 am uncertain whether I have grasped
the true meaning of the sentence.

Y Bd. kiyan api cintitah samgrahatah; BL: kiyan samgrhitah; Adyar: kriyat
samgrhitah (corrupt).

4 The verses show a number of text-critical problems, and their real meaning is not
always clear to me.

4 1 read samam eva with BL, Adyar (Ed. samavetam).

4 BL: tatsaksatkrtigocaram. .. -pratijianam; Bd., Adyar: tatsaksadgocared. . .
-pratijianam (Adyar pratikriya).

4 Ed. vicaryah; BL, Adyar: vicarya [Adyar omits va, hypometric]. Conjecture
vicaryam (cf. vs. 4b)?

4 In place of the printed text (which gives tat tad vaco hi) 1 read with Adyar
tattadvacobhilh).

47 Literally, ‘does not abandon’ (nojjhati).

4 Adyar parvapaksinam (for parvapaksatam).

4 BL ca tani (for tato hi).
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30 Adyar and BL vidhiphaloktyadi (for viphalatoktyadi).

31 Adyar and BL anagham (for -manasam).

32 Adyar and BL smrtyacaradivad va (Ed. smrtyacaradi tadvat).

33 Adyar and BL na (for nu).

3 Ed. and Adyar smrtipatham (BL smrtiphalam). 1 am unsure of padas bed here.
55 Padas ab are dark to me: “When the matter cannot be hidden, [as?] when the
syllable OM itself is clearly mispronounced’?

% The Adyar ms. has a lacuna here to the end of the chapter.
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APPAYYADIKSITANAM PURVOTTARAMIMAMSAVADA-
NAKSATRAMALANTARBHAVYAIKASASTRYANIRAKARANAVADAH"

[235] evam sakalasabdavacyatvena siddham brahma alaukikasreyahsa-
dhanatvapravrttinimittakakarmavacidharmasabdavacyam api bha-
vati; saksad api uktapravrttinimittasambandhena tad vacyam
bhavitum arhati ‘Sreyahsadhanata hy esam nityam vedat pratiyate /
tadrupyena ca dharmatvam tasman nendriyagocarah’ iti vedava-
gamyasreyahsadhanatakatvapravrttinimittakataya abhyupagatasya
dharmasabdasya karmavat jatigunadravyany api artha iti
masabdagrhitataya brahmano ’pi jaiminiyadharmavicarapratijna-
visayatvam asti na va iti vicarartham kathantaram prastuyate —

tadastitvavadinam paresam idam anumanam — brahma svartipa-
pramanasadhanaphalaih saha jaiminiyavicarapratijnavisayah, alau-
kikasreyahsadhanatvat, karmavat; brahmano ’pi naksatrestyadisu
devatatvenanvayat jaiminiye yagesu devatapradhanyatadabhava-
vicare devatasamanyatmana visayatvam asti, devatanam karma-
dhikaranadhikaravicare ca tadatmana visayatvam astiti si [236]
ddhasadhanavaranaya svartpapramanasadhanaphalaih saha — iti
visesanam — iti prathama kaksya.

atha dvitiya

brahmano jaiminiyadharmavicarapratijnavisayatayam agre tad-
vicarena bhavyam, na tv asau tatra drSyate; na ca tam api cikirsato
maharseh vighnah kascit utpreksitum Sakyate; napi vismaranam, yo
hi dvadasalaksanyam svarupapramanasadhanaphalaih saha kar-
majatam nirniya tatrasutritan kamscit tadupayuktan nyayan alaksya
tatsamgrahartham dvadasalaksani$esam samkarsanakandam akarsit,
tasya maharseh brahmavicare vighnam vismaranam va katham ut-

* In preparing the Romanized Sanskrit text the printing conventions of the ori-
ginal Vani Vilas edition have been followed.
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preksamahe; na ca karmavicaropayuktanyayair eva brahmano ’pi
svaripapramanasadhanaphalanirnayah sidhyatity abhipretya prthak
tadvicaro na krta iti Sakyam vaktum, karmaparavakyarthanirnayaka-
nyayebhyo vilaksananam eva brahmaparavakyarthanirnayakanya-
yanam caturlaksanyam grathanadarsanat; na ca dvadasalaksanicatur-
kalpayitum $akyah, bhinnavaktrkayoh dharmabrahmavicarapratijn-
opakramayoh parasparavilaksanasadhyasadhyarthanirnayakanya-
yagrathanapravrttayoh tayor aikasastryakalpane pramana [237]
bhavat; ato badhitam idam anumanam iti — brahma noktam sadhya-
vat, karmanyatvat ghatavat — iti.

atha tritya kaksya

na badhitam madanumanam, aikasastryakalpanena  prati-
jnanirvahopapatteh; na ca tatkalpakabhavah, vedarupaikagrantha-
vyakhyatvasya tatkalpakatvat; na ca vaktrbhedah tatkalpana-
badhakah, vaktrbhede ’pi vyakaranarupaikaprabandhavyakhyana-
tvena vamanajayadityavrttyoh aikadastryadarSanat; napi dhar-
mabrahmavicarapratijnopakramau tadbadhakau, dharmasabdena
karmabrahmasadharanena  dvadasalaksanicaturlaksanisadharana-
ity asya ‘athatah Sesalaksanam’ itivat avantarapratijnaparatvopa-
patteh; na ca parasparavilaksananyayagrathanam tadbadhakam,
nirneyarthanusarena nyayavailaksanyopapatteh; dvadasalaksanyam
api karmabhedasesasesibhavadinirneyarthanusarena vilaksananya-
yayagrathanadarSanat; ato na badhitam madanumanam, tvada-
numanam tu aprayojakam — iti.

atha ca caturthi kaksya

nyayanam iha vailaksanyam bhedamatram na vivaksitam, kim tu
[238] virodhah; prasiddho hi virodhah; caturlaksanyam jaiminimata-
sya prayah pitirvapaksikaranadarsanat; na hi parasparaviruddhama-
tadvayavalambanena dvabhyam pravartitam sastradvayam tabhyam
aikamatyena ckasastrataya krtam iti kalpayitum Sakyam;
dharmasabda$ ca brahmapratikotitaya yagadikarmaparatvena ‘pha-
lam ata upapatteh’ ity adhikarane ‘dharme jaiminir ata eva’ iti stitre
prayuktah; apastambena ca maharsina ‘dharmadharmau carata avam
svah iti na devagandharva na pitara ity acaksate ayam dharmo ’yam
dharma iti yat tv aryah kriyamanam prasamsanti sa dharmah yad
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garhante so ‘dharmah’ iti anustheyayagadav eva dharmasabdah
prayuktah; atas tadanusarena dharmajijnasasiitragatasyapi tasya
yagadyanustheyaparatvam vacyam iti dharmabrahmajijnasastitrayoh
sadharanavantarapratijnaparatvavibhagakalpanam api na yuktam;
tasmat badhitam tvadanumanam, madanumanam ca naprayojakam,
yat yena rupena nanustheyam tasya tena rupena anustheyapara-
dharmasabdagrahyatvayogat iti

atha pancami

asiddho ’yam jaiminiyavaiyasikamatayoh virodhah, caturlaksanyam
kvacid api jaiminiyamatasya purvapaksikaranabhavat; yat tu
[239] purusarthadhikarane ‘Sesatvat purusarthavado yathanyesv iti
jaiminih’ iti brahmapalapaparam purvapaksasttram, na tat jaimi-
nyabhimatasya paksasya anuvadakam, kim tu madiyasyabhyuccaya-
vadasya; ata eva ‘param jaiminir mukhyatvat’ ityadistitresu
brahmabhyupagamenaiva  pravrttasya  paksasya  jaiminiya-
tvenanuvadah; evam ‘paramarsam jaiminir acodana capavadati hi’ iti
stitram samnyasapalapasya jaiminina abhyuccayavadatvena upa-
nyastasyaivanuvadakam, na tu tadiyasiddhantasya; ata eva ‘tad-
bhiitasya tu natadbhavo jaiminer api niyamatadrupabhavebhyah’ iti
stitre samnyastavatah samnyasat pracyutih jaiminer api na sammata
ity uktam; evam anyatrapi tatra tatra virodhaparihara unneyah;
dharmasabdasya anustheyasadharanyam api asiddham, ‘ye ca
vedavido vipra ye cadhyatmavido janah/te vadanti mahatmanam
krsnam dharmam sanatanam’ iti mahabharate bhagavatsa-
dharanyokteh; ato virodhabhavat kathamcit virodhasadbhave ’pi
brahmanabhyupagamadeh dvadasalaksanyam asutritatvat dharma-
sabdasadharanyac ca kartrbhede ’pi aikasastryangikare na kacit anu-
papattih; tvadanumanam tu aprayojakam eva, ananustheyasyapi

[240] atha sastht kaksya

yad uktam virodho nastiti, tad asiddham, brahmasamnyasabhyupa-
gamanabhyupagamabhyam virodhasyapratyakhyeyatvat, yat tu
jaimineh tadubhayabhyupagamapradarsakam stitram, tat tadabhyu-
pagama eva tasya siddhanta ity asya jnapakam iti na avadharayitum
Sakyam, ‘vipratisedhac casamanjasam’ iti samkhyadhikara-
noktanyayena jaiminimatasya parasparaviruddhataya anupade-
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yatvodghatanaparatvena anyathasiddheh; yac coktam brahmana-
bhyupagamatadabhyupagamaikantyadisu jaiminibadarayanayoh
virodhasadbhave  ’pi  brahmanabhyupagamadeh  dvadasala-
ksanyam asutritatvat aviruddhayas tasyah caturlaksanya saha aika-
sastryam upapadyata iti, tad apy ayuktam, aviruddharthatvasiddheh;
tatha hi ‘tasya nimittaparistih’ iti dharmapramananiripanam prati-
jnaya prathamadhyayena yat tatra pramananirupanam krtam, tat
tavad viruddham; tatra hi ‘amnayasya kriyarthatvad anarthakyam
atadarthanam tasmad anityam ucyate’ iti sutrena — amnayasya
krtsnasyapi prayojanaparyavasanaya kriyarthatvavasyambhavat
atadarthanam ‘vayavyam Svetam alabheta bhutikamah’ ityadi-
kriyavakyanapeksitataya kriyarthatvarahitanam anarthakyam nispra-
yojana [241] tvam, tasmat akriyarthavakyajatam apramanam ucyate — ity
etadarthakena vedesv arthavadanam apramanyam asankya, ‘vidhina
tv ekavakyatvat stutyarthena vidhinam syuh’ iti sutrena — siddh-
rthavadanam vidhivakyena ekavakyatvat vidhinam stutirtipenarthe-
na saprayojanah syuh- ity etadarthakena tesam vidhyekavakyataya
pramanyam upapaditam arthavadadhikarane; audumbaradhikarane
pi — ‘uktam tu vakyasesatvam’ iti arthavadadhikaranoktartha-
smaranena tad drdhikrtam; dharmavicarapratijnaya brahma-
vicarasadharanye hi ‘tasya nimittaparistih’ iti dharmapramanani-
rupanapratijnapi brahmapramananirtipanasadharant syat; tatha sati
akriyarthanam anarthakyasankayam kesamcid akriyarthanam
phalasadhanayagadividhiSesatvena  kesamcit  svatahphalabhuta-
brahmapratipadakatvena ca pramanyam upapadyata iti vibhajya
pariharaniyam; evam anyatrapi pramanadhyayarthavirodho ’nu-
samdheyah; tatha ‘vipratipattau havisa niyamyeta karmanas
tadupakhyatvat’ ity astamikadhikarane aindrapurodasesu havihsam-
anyat agneyavidhyantah, na tu devatasamanyat aindravidhyanta iti
nirnayarthe pravrtte — devatayah Sabdena uddeSyamatrartpatvena
gunatvat iti yuktih jaiminyabhimata; tad api matam vaiya [242] sik-
amataviruddham - vaiyasikatantre devatadhikarane devatanam
yagadeSe samnidhanasya havirbhoktrtvena pradhanyasya ca sam-
arthitatvat; tatha ‘codana punar arambhah’ iti dvaitiyikadhikarane
karmanam apurvadvara phalasadhanatvam jaiminina samarthitam,
tad api ‘phalam ata upapatteh’ iti vaiyasikadhikaranena viruddham;
tatra karmopasanaprasaditasya paramesvarasya phalapradatvasa-
marthanat; tasmat Sastrayor eva  virodho ’sti;  brah-
masamnyasapalapaprayukto ’pi tayor asti virodhah; tatha hi — ‘tat
tvam asi’ ityadibrahmavisayani vakyani jivam brahma bodhayantiti
‘vidhina tv ekavakyatvat’ — iti akriyarthanam vidhisesatvoktya tesam
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upasanavidhiSesatvam uktam bhavati; tadupasanas ca kratipayuk-
takartrrupadravyasamskaratvat proksanadinyayena kratusesatam
bhajante; kartrmatrasya laukikakriyasadharanye ’pi  dehat-
mabhavenapi laukikakriyopapatteh; ‘atmanam upasita’ ityadisu
anarabhyadhitesu = vedantesu  upasanasamskaryatvenanuditasya
atmanah svargadibhoktryagadividhyaksiptadehatiriktatmartupatvena
avyabhicaritakratusambandhitaya taddvara vakyapramanena ‘yad
eva vidyaya karoti’ iti $§rutipramanena ca tasam kratusambandho-
papatteh; na ca apahatapapmatvadijivasam [243] bhavitag-
unamnanena brahmano jivad adhikatvasiddheh tadupasananam na
kratuSesatvaprasaktir iti vacyam, akriyarthanam vidhisesatvaniyam-
asya jaiminyabhimatasya samanvayadhikaranena bhangam krtva
vedantanam svatantryena upakramaditatparyalingena ca brah-
matadgunesu pramanye vyavasthapite khalu apaha-
tapapmatvadigunaih jizvadhikam brahma sidhyet, jaiminidrstya tesam
vidhiSesatve tathabhuitagunavarnanasya jiva eva stutyarthat-
venanvayam ko varayet; drSyate hi kratvanvayitattadvast-
vasambhavitagunavarnanam tattanmantrarthavadesu — yatha ‘divam
agrena ma lekhir antariksam madhyena ma himsth prthivya
sambhava’, ‘dyam te dhumo gacchatu antariksam arcih prthivim
bhasmana prnasva svaha’, ‘apahatapapmano va rtavah’, ‘apo va idam
sarvam’ ityadisu; evam brahmapalape sati tatpraptyupayah samnyaso
’pi apalapito bhavati; ata eva karmanadhikarinam andhap-
angvadinam kathamcit gatyupanyasah samnyasa iti mimamsaka-
pravadah; tasmat sastrayor virodho nastiti ayuktam; dharmasabdasya
brahmasadharanyavacanam api ayuktam, ‘te vadanti mahatmanam
krsnam dharmam sanatanam’ iti bharatavacanasya ‘dharmo vigra-
havan ramah’ itivat stutyarthatvenapi upapatteh; tasmat mada-
numanam na badhi [244] tam, tvadanumanam tu aprayojakam iti.

atha saptami

akriyarthanam anarthakyenapramanyasankayas ca brahmapa-
ravakyasadharanye ’pi, kriyavisesarthavadesu vidhisesatvena sartha-
kataya pramanyaprakaram uktva, brahmaparavakyesu svatah
purusarthabrahmavisayataya kriyavidhiSesatvam anapeksya svata
eva pramanyam iti tatpramanyaprakaram anudghatya, tadvisaye
gudhabhisamdhir asit jaiminir iti prathamadhyayodghatitavirodha-
pariharasambhavat;  ‘vipratipattau  havisa  niyamyeta’ ity
astamikadhikaranasiddhante devataya gunatvam na yuktih, dravya-
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syapi gunatvaviSesat; kim tu ‘karmanas tadupakhyatvat’ iti
sutrasesokta — havistyagarupasya yagakarmano havihsu upala-
bhyamanatvat havihsamanyam baliyah, havir hi tyajamanam
upalabhyate, na devateti esaiva mulayuktih — ity astamikadhi-
karanavirodhapariharalabhat; ‘codana punar arambhah’ ity
adhikarane karmanam dvarasadbhavamatram uktam, na tv i$vara-
prasadapratyakhyanena aptrvam eva dvaram iti samarthitam iti
tadvirodhapariharalabhat; ‘vidhina tv ekavakyatvat’ ity atra vayu-
kse [245] pisthadivakyanam eva vidhiSesatvena pramanyam uktam,
na brahmaparavakyanam iti; ata eva brahmapalapadisankapari-
haralabhat bharatavacananusarena dharmasabdasya alaukikasre-
yahsadhanamatravacitaya  brahmasadharanyasambhave tatpra-
vrttinimitte vihitatvanustheyatvadiviS§esananupravesena brahmavyavr-
ttasaktikalpanasya  gauravaparahatataya bharatavacanasyastut-
yarthatvakalpananupapatteh; tasmat na badhitam madanumanam,
tvadanumanam tu aprayojakam eveti.

athastami kaksya

prathamadhyayarthavirodhasamadhanam tavat ayuktam, ‘sama-
nyapratijnanapramanyasankayoh sadharanye, kesucid akriyarthesu
apramanyasankam parihrtya kesucit gudhabhisamdhir astt iti kal-
panasyapahasyatvat; yah khalu vidhyarthavadamantranamadheya-
tmakavedasya dharmapramanyam saprakaram upapadya smrt-
yacarayor api tatra sambhavat pramanyam upapadayamasa, sa
katham jaiminih brahmapramanavicarasadharanyena dharma-
pramanavicaram pratijnaya brahmaparavedantabhagaruparthava-
dasadharanyena anarthakyad apramanyasankam udbhavya kriyase-
sarthavadamatre pariharam aha, na tu brahmavisayavedantaru-
parthavadesu — iti katham idam asaram utpreksanam nyaya-

‘anyanarthakyat’ iti arthavadadhikaranapurvapaksasttrasya
‘purnahutya sarvan kaman avapnoti’ ity adikarmavidhi-
phalarthavadavat upasanavidhiphalarthavada api visaya bhaveyuh,
tulyam hi tesv api anyanarthakyacodyam — yadi ‘sarvams ca lokan
apnoti sarvam$ ca kaman yas tam atmanam anuvidya vijanati’ iti
prajapatividyaphalarthavado ’pi vivaksitarthah syat, tarhi ‘so’ $nute
sarvan kaman’ iti kevalam sarvakamavaptyarthatvena Srutananda-
maya-brahmopasana, ‘tesam sarvesu lokesu kamacaro bhavati’ iti
kevalam sarvalokavaptyarthatvena Sruta daharopasana ca vyartha
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syat; yadi uktopasanabhih sarvalokakamavaptisahita muktih, tarhi
vasurudradityamarutsadhyatattulyabhogamatrapraptisahitamukti-
phala madhuvidya garhapatyadilokatrayapraptipurvakamuktiphal-
opakosalavidya lokavisesapraptitatratyabhogarahitakevalamuk-
tiphalaksaradividya ca anarthika syat; yadi sakalavisayabho-
gaviraktam brahmanandaikaprepsum upasanadhikarinam prati lok-
avise-sapraptih tatratyabhogas ca na phalam, kim tu svepsitapha-
lapraptau antarayamatram iti isyate, tada nirantarayavilambite-
psitaphala [247] prapakatvena aksaradividyah $ruta iti atathabhuta
madhuvidyadayo ’narthikah syuh; yadi aniyatakalarambhatvena
yavajjivikatvena ca  aniyatakalaparimanah nyunadhikagunah
nyunadhikavarnasramadharmanugrhitas ca sarva api brahmavidya
aviSistamuktiphalah, tada gunatah karmatah kalato va adhika
anarthikah syuh; yadi ‘niranjanah paramam samyam upaiti’ ityadayo
vidyaphalarthavada vivaksitarthah syuh, tada mukter api va-
idhaphalatvapraptau ‘sarvebhyah kamebhyo darSapurnamasau’,
‘sarvebhyah kamebhyo jyotistomah’ iti sarvakamyavakyayoh
tatsamgrahakatvam api syad iti sakrtprayuktabhyam
darSapurnamasabhyam sakrtprayuktena jyotistomena va muktisiddheh
sakalavarnasramasahityena yavajjivam anustheyah sarva api brah-
mopasanah anarthikah syuh — ity evam anyanarthakyasttrasya sarv-
avisayatve ca sarvasadharanena pariharena sutritena bhavitavyam;
karmavidhyarthavadamatravisayatvam eva ca pariharastitranam
drSyate ‘sarvatvam adhikarikam’, ‘phalasya karmanispatteh tesam
lokavat parimanatah phalaviSesah syat’ iti; tatra adyasttrena ‘vidya
prasamsa’ iti purvasitratah prasamsapadanuvrttiyuktena purnahu-
tivakye yat kamasarvatvam, tat praSamsamatram, na tu saksat phalam,
agnisamskarasya [248] ca purnahuteh phalanapeksatvat, prasamsar-
tham upadiyamanakamasarvatvam adhikarikam, ptirnahutyananta-
ram agnisiddhau satyam eva hi nanaphalesu karmasu adhikriyate
purusah; tesam phalanam siddhih purnahutyadhineti tat phal-
asarvatvam purnahutiphalatvena prasamsartham upadiyate; na ca
agnisadhyakarmaphalagrahanena sarvakamavaptisadhanataya
purnahutih  prasamsitum na  Sakyate, akasagamyamarak-
anyalabhadeh agnisadhyakarmaphalatvabhavad iti sankyam, yatah
purnahutivakye sarvatvam adhikarapeksam — yavat phalajatam
karmavidhivakyesv adhikrtam, tavaty eva samkucitavrtti, sarvaud-
ano 'nena bhuktah — ityadau prakaranadina samkocadarsanat ity
ayam artha ucyate; na ca ittham prasamsarthatvam ‘so ’Snute sarvan
kaman’ ityadisu ratrisatrarthavadavat phalasamarpakesu angik-
artum Sakyam; dvitiyasutrena agnihotratah  svargasiddheh
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istisomadyanarthakyam — ityadiSankapariharaya krsinyayena
karmabhuyastvat phalabhuyastvam ucyate; tatra $anka tavat
upasanabhage ’pi samana; tatpariharah siddhantabhage na drsyate; na hi
tatra karmabhuyastvat phalabhuiyastvanyayah pravartate; ‘tatha
phalabhavat’ iti stitroktam ucyamanaphalabhavaripam apraman-
yakaranam ‘Sobhate ’sya mukham ya evam veda’ [249] ityadikar-
makandagataphalarthavadasya ‘caksusyah $ruto bhavati’ ityadi-
brahmakandagataphalarthavadasya ca sadharanam, karmakand-
agatarthavada eva pariharasutram drSyate; ‘vidya-prasamsa’ iti
viduso mukham evam gargatriratrabrahmanarthavedanenaiva $ob-
hate, na vanitamukhaval lavanyena iti vidya prasasyata iti;
nayam pariharah ‘caksusyah S$ruto bhavati’ ity atra pravartate,
caksusyatvasrutatvayoh jyotirvidyaphalatvabhyupagamat; evam
anyanarthakyadisutranam avarjaniye tattadupasanavidhiphalarthav-
adasadharanye tattatsiddhantastutranam karmavidhiphalarthavadavi-
sayanam eva grathane ’pi, jaimineh kvacit pariharodghatanam kva-
cid abhisamdhinigthanam ity evam gatyasrayanam kasya
napahasyam; tasmat atmopasananam  kratusesatvatapapas-
lokasravanadivat tatphalarthavada avivaksitarthah ity abhipretya
anyanarthakyasanka tatparihara$ ca tesu na pravartitah; ata eva
vedosara vedanta iti vicaraniyabhavat asaratvabhiprayojai-
mintyanam pravada iti prathamadhyayarthavirodhasamadhanam
tavad ayuktam eva; tathaiva astamikadhikaranavirodhasa-
madhanam api; tatra hi — haviso dr§yamanatve ’pi yagasyade-
vataradhanartipatvat devataiva prasanna phaladatr1 pradhanabhuta;
atah [250] tatsamanyam havihsamanyat baliya iti Sankanira-
karanartham sutram — ‘gunatvena devatasrutih’ iti; na caitad abh-
yuccayaparatvena yojayitum Sakyam, navamadhyaye jaiminina ‘de-
vata va prayojayed atithivad bhojanasya tadarthatvat’ iti stitrena
yatha atithiptujatmakam atithyam atithiprityartham sat atithip-
radhanam — evam devaptijatmakam yajanam api devataprityartham
sad eva devatapradhanam, saiva ca prita devata phaladatriti
purvapaksam krtva ‘api va $§abdapurvatvat yajnakarma pradhanam
syat gunatvena devatasrutih’ iti sutrena na devatapradhanam yaja-
nam; tad eva apurvadvara phalajanakam; na tu havisa prita devata;
tasyas tu dravyoddesyataya yagopasarjanatvenaiva S$rutir iti sid-
dhantam abhidhaya, ‘atithau tatpradhanatvam abhavah karmani
syat tasya pritipradhanatvat’ iti suitrena atithyavaisamyam yajane
darsitam — atithyam atithipritividhanam — yatha atithih priyate tatha
kartavyataya vihitam iti tad atithipradhanam yujyate, karmani tu
nasti pritividhanam — yatha devata priyate tatha karma kartavyam
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iti; ato na devatapradhanam yajanam iti kanthata eva de-
vatapradhanyasya nirakrtatvat; etena ‘codana punar arambhah’ ity
adhikaranavi [251] rodhasamadhanam api nirastam, jaiminina de-
vatapradhanye spastam nirakrte ‘codana punar arambhah’ ityadhi-
karane vyakhyatrbhih vyavahrtam aptrvam eva dvaram jaiminer api
abhimatam iti avadharanat; brahmatatpraptyarthasamnyasapalapavi-
rodhasamadhanam api ayuktam, brahmavisayavakyanam kartrsam-
skararupakarmangopasanavisayajivatmasvariipasamarpakatvam
abhyupagacchatah jaimineh mate brahmani pramanabhavenaiva
taddvayapalapasiddher anivaryatvat; ata eva arthavadadhikarane
vartikakaraih ‘vayur vai ksepistha’ ityadyarthavadanam vidhisesa-
tvasamarthananantaram uktam - etena upanisadam api nair-
akanksyam vyakhyatam iti; yat tu vartikakaraih vyakaranadhikarane
paramatmopasanavidhitatphalavacanany udahrtya tasam svatant-
ryena abhyudayanihSreyasasadhanatvam uktam, tat sarvadha
brahmapalapabhiriinam tesam eva manisikaya pravrttam, na tu
sttrakarabhimatataya, jaiminiyavaiyasikastitranam  sphutaviro-
dhasya darditatvat; yat tu pravrttinimittagauravapariharartham
dharmasabdasya brahmasadharanyavasyambhavat bharatavacan-
asya stutyarthatvam na kalpyata iti; tatredam uttaram — addha tasya
stutyarthatvam na kalpyam, kim tu krsnastutiprakaranad eva si-
ddham; tat dharmasabdasya alaukikasreyahsadhanamatravacitayam
na nirva [252] hati; tada hi anusthatrtvena alaukikasreyahsadhananam
jivatmanam nimittatvena tathabhitanam anyesam ca bahunam
dharmasabdah sadharana iti tadvacyatvoktya bhagavatah ka stutir
labhyate; tasmad udahrtabharatavacanasvarasyaprasiddhyartham
eva dharmasabdasya yagadikarmamatravacitvam angikartavyam —
dharmasamsthapanartham avatirno bhagavan saksat svayam eva
dharmah ity wuktya stuto bhavati; astu va yathakathamcit
dharmasabdasya brahmany api vrttih; tathapi dharmajijnasasutro-
ktah dharmasabdah ‘dharmam jaiminir ata eva’ iti sltragata iva
brahmavyavrtta eva grahyah, ‘codanalaksano ’rtho dharmah’ iti
vicaryatvena pratijnatasya dharmasya codanalaksanatvokteh; ‘cuda-
prerane’ iti dhatoh nispanno hi codanasabdah pravartakavacanam
acaste; tasmat codana dharme saksat pramanam; tattacco-
danasamnidhyamnatani siddharthabodhakani vacanani stutyadi-
dvara tattaccodanaikavakyataya tatra pramanani; pradhanavi-
dhyekavakyesv eva ratrisatradyarthavadesu Sruyamanam phalam
vidhyapeksitatvat  vivaksitam; kartrsamskaratvena karmange-
su atmopasanesu Sruyamanam tu phalam vidhyanapeksitatvat na
vivaksitam ityabhiprayenaiva na tesu jaiminina anyanarthakyadi-
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dosaparihara$ cintitah; bhagavan badara [253] yanas tu ksayisnu-
satiSayabhyudayaphalam yagadiruipam dharmam eva saka-
lavedartham manvanah jaiminih upakramadyavagamitamahatat-
paryasakalavedantapramanakam brahma nityaniratiSayapurusarth-
arupamuktiphalani tadupasanani karmanam tatsadhanasahakari-
bhavam ca najnastt — ity etad alocya jaiminiyaparyalocanena loko ma
praninaya — iti asty eva jaiminiyabadarayaniyayoh $astrayoh mahan
virodhah; atah tayor aikasastryasambhavat badhitam tvada-
numanam, madanumanam tu naprayojakam, ksayisnusatisayapha-
lam yagadikam eva vicaryatvena pratijnatavatah tantre tadanyasya
vicaryatvayogat; na ca karmanyatve ’pi yupahavaniyagodo-
hanadinam svarupapramanadibhir vicaro drsta iti tadvat bra-
hmano ’pi devatatvena yagadyanvayasadbhavat hetvasiddhih,
devatayah tyajyamanadravyoddesyatve ’pi tadvacakasabdasyaiva
uccaranarthakrtirupanusthanavisayatvena tasyah tadvisa
yatvabhavat; etena jaiminiye vicaryaparasya dharmasabdasya
karmaparatvena saksat brahmasparsitve ’pi upasanarupakarmapa-
ratvasyapratyakheyataya tadvisayaphalarupabrahmasparsitvam
avarjaniyam iti pratijnasadharanyat yathakathamcit virodham
avadhuya aikasastryam [254] samarthaniyam ity api Sanka nirasta,
dharmasabdasya uttarasttrajataparyalocanaya ksayisnusatiSayabhyu-
dayaphalakarmamatraparatvasya uktatvat; asti hi dharmasabdasya
tathabhuitakarmamatre ’pi vaidikah prayogah — ‘anyatra dharmad
anyatradharmad anyatrasmat krtakrtat/anyatra bhiitac ca bhavyac
ca yat tat padyasi tad vada’ iti; ayam kathavallimantrah
ksayisnusatiSayaphalasadhanakarmatatsadhyaphalatatsadhaka-
kartrvilaksanasadhanasadhyasadhakatrayapara iti matadvaye ’pi
samanam; ‘trayanam eva caivam upanyasah prasna$ ca’ iti sutre
paraih uktatrayalabhartham ittham ayam mantro vyakhyatah
— dharmo ’bhyudayaphalakayagadih, tato ’'nyatra tadvilaksanam
sadhanam, adharmo dharmad itarah tatsadhyah svargadir abhyu-
dayah, tato 'nyatra tadvilaksanam sadhyam asmat, buddhisamnihitat
yagadisadhakat samsarikaphalapranavat purusad anyatra tadvi-
laksanam sadhakam ca — iti yat tat sadhanaditrayam pasyasi,
krtakrtat bhutac ca bhavyac ceti dharmadinam trayanam api
visesanam, krtakrtam prarabdhaparisamaptam yat prakaram ucyate,
tena bhutabhavisyadvartamanatmakat prasiddhasadhanadeh vi-
laksanam sadhanaditrayam vada ity uktam bhavati; yad va anyatra
dharmad anyatradharmat — iti prasiddhapunyapapayor asadhana-
prasnah, anyatrasmat krtakrtat [255] bhutac ca bhavyac ceti
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bhutabhavisyadvartamanatmakanityasadhyetaranityasadhyaprasnah,
sadhakaprasnasya tu sadhyaprasna evantarbhavah, sadhakasyapi
nityatvat; sadhyakotitvac ceti; tatra adharmasabdasya pape pra-
siddhasya dharmaphalasvargadiphalatvena, asmat ity asya
krtakrtaviSesanabhavena pratiyamanasya vibhidya svayam eva
sadhakatvena, krtakrtad ity asya asmat ity etadvisesyabhavena
pratiyamanasya dharmadisarvaviSesanatvena, bhutac ca bhavyac ca
ity anayoh prthak anyatrasabdayogat svatantryena pratiyamanayoh
dharmadisarvaviSesanatvena ca yojana Kklisteti prathamaprakare
dosah; dvitiyaprakare sadhakaprasnalabho dosah, nityatvena
prapyakotitvena ca dvitlyaprasnasamgrahitatvabhyupagame yaga-
diphalasadhakavilaksanasadhakalabhah  yagadiphalasadhakasyapi
nityatvena  bhutabhavisyadvartamananyatvarupasamgrahakakro-
dikrtatvat, apahatapapmatvadyavirbhavavidistatvena muktasyeva
svargadiviSistatvena prapyatvac ca; tasmat anupapanna parakiya
yojaneti, tam upeksya asmabhih anya rjvi yojana darsita, pratha-
mapadena yat balavadanistananubandhiksayisnusatiSsayaphalam, yac
ca tadanubandhi tathabhutaphalam, tadubhayavilaksanam sadha-
nam upanyastam, dvitiyapadena ‘plava hy ete ’drdha yajnarupa
astadasoktam avaram [256] yesu karma/etac chreyo ye bhinandanti
mudha jaramrtyu te punar evapiyanti’ — ityadimantrantaranindi-
tayagadisadhakavilaksanah sadhaka upanyastah; tatra krtakrtat ity
asya krtam apy akrtam akrtaprayam yasya tasmad iti vyakhya,
trtiyapadena svargadisadhyavilaksanam sadhyam upanyastam, tatra
cakarabhyam bhitabhavyanvitabhyam bhutabhavyobhayakarasya
vartamanasya samgrahah, evam —

anyatradharmamanuna prathitetaresu
prasnatraye karanasadhakatatphalesu /
padatrayena suvace kramaso nibaddhe
klisanti tam kim iti tatparayojanartham //

iti matadvaye °'pi tatra dharmasabdah ksayisnusatiSayaphalakar-
mamatrapara iti nirvivadam; kim ca tathavidhaprayogadarsane 'pi
agrimavyavaharanusarena tavanmatraparatvam jaiminiyaprayo-
gasya tavan eva dharmo nanyo ’stiti bhrantikrta kalpayitum Sakyam,;
drstam hi ‘athato dharmam vyakhyasyamah’ iti kanadasttre
vicaryaparasya dharmasabdasya agrimasutranusarena kimciddhar-
maparatvam; agre hi yagadyanusthanaprakaro na cintitah; kim tu
sasthadhyaye prathamahnike danapra [257] tigrahadharmas cintitah,
dvitiyahnikena caturasramyadharmah kiyan api cintitah samgraha-
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tah; tasmat yuktam dharmavicarapratijnanasya na brahma-
vicarasadharanyam iti siddham. atrayam matadvayasamksepah —

jatidravyagunanvayi dharmatvam brahmano ’pi samavetam |/
tadupasanakriyaya nihsamdeham ca dharmatvam //1//

tat saksad gocarayed dharmavicarapratijnanam /

svargadivad vicaryah kriyaphalatvena va brahma //2//

ity aikasastryam ubhayor mimamsasastrayor yad asthisata /
tatrasam apanetum tesam pratibodhanam kriyate //3//
bhavadabhimatarupam brahma tattadvaco hi

sprsati yadi vicaryam purvatantrapratijna /

kim iti na bhavitavyam tadvicarais tad astam

nanu pariharaniyam sarvadha tadviruddham //4//
laksastutragatacodanapadam prerakam vidhipadam hi nojjhati /
akriyarthavacasam anarthatam arthavadanayaptirvapaksatam //5//
arthavadavacasam anarthata paryahari vidhiSesabhavatah //

tat kim agamavacamsi na spréec codanam tava samam hi tesv api //
na sprsed yadi tato hi jaiminih sa svayamphalaparani sutrayet /
[258] atra gidham abhisamdhim alpadhir asya kalpayati kena hetuna //7//
ittham gudhabhisamdhih kiyati tu visaye kalpaniyo maharser
anyanarthakyayuktyady api hi viphalatoktyadisadharanam te /
krtsnam dharmapramanam kalayitum anasam laksane tanyamane
smrtyacaradi tadvat smrtipatham agamat kim nu vedantabhagah //8//
atra nirbharam asakyasamvare prasphute pranava eva visvare /
sraddadhita ka iveha tavakim aikamatyakrtikatthanam tayoh //9//
astame ca navame ca devatam adhvaresu gunam aha jaiminih/
svapradhanam atha badarayanas tatra va parihrtih krameta ka //10//
dvaram yagadinam yad apurvam devataprasada iti /

vaisamyan tatrapi pravartate naiva parihrtih kapi //11//

tasmat purvatra tantre ksayaniyataphalah kamikaryo vicaryo
dharmas tatraiva vedam sakalam api munir jaiminir manam tce /
etat karmaikanisthair gurukrtam ahitam tanmatam bodhayisyan
brahmajnanaya stitrany akuruta bhagavan pundarikaksa eva //12//
iti tantrayor virodhe pradhanabhutarthaphalasamalambe /

jagrati na dhisu vidusam labhate padam aikasastryavartapi //13//

ABBREVIATIONS

AB  Aitareya Brahmana

ADS  Apastamba Dharma Siitra
BAU Brhad Aranyaka Upanisad
BS Brahma Stutras

CU  Chandogya Upanisad

KS Kathaka Samhita

KU  Katha Upanisad

MS  Mimamsa Sutras

MU  Mundaka Upanisad
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VS Vaisesika Sitras

Department of South Asian Languages and Civilizations
Foster Hall

1130 East 59th Street

Chicago, IL 60637

USA

E-mail: s-pollock@uchicago.edu

811



