

  आगम-प्रामाण्यम्

  यामुनः




ॐ

श्रीः

श्रीयै नमः

श्रीधराय नमः

भगवते यामुनमुनये नमः

श्रीमते रामानुजाय नमः ॥

श्रीभाष्यकाराणां परमगुरुणा श्रीयामुनाचार्यस्वामिना प्रणीतम् ।

आगमप्रामाण्यम् ।

(श्रीपञ्चरात्र-तन्त्र-प्रामाण्य-व्यवस्थापन-परम्)

यामुनस्तुतिः

नमोनमो यामुनाय

यामुनाय नमोनमः ।

नमोनमो यामुनाय

यामुनाय नमोनमः ।



Buitenen - विश्वास-टिप्पनी

साधु प्रयतमानेनापि बहुत्र van Buitenen-नाम्ना पण्डितेन दोषाः कृताः, ते च यथासम्भवं मार्जिताः। यथाऽस्य श्लोकस्यानुवादाव् ईक्ष्येताम् -


स्वर्ग-सिद्धिं विना किं नु

नियोगस्य न सिध्यति ।

नाधिकारो न विषयो

न चान्यद्-विध्य्-अपेक्षितम् ॥








०० मङ्गलादि

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

जगज्-जन्म-स्थिति-ध्वंस-

महानन्दैक-हेतवे ।

करामलकवद् विश्वं

पश्यते विष्ण्वे नमः ॥



Buitenen


	Homage to Visņu, the sole cause of the origin, subsistence and annihilation of the world, the sole cause of perfect bliss, for whom everything is as instantly evident as a myrobala in the hand.





Buitenen - Notes

To Yamuna, God's omniscience consists in this unlimited percipience,

so that, as he will argue below (§ 109), the validity of Pancarātra does not rest only on Scripture, but also on Perception.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

येऽमी केचन मत्सरात् स-वयसो दुर्-मान-सारा नरा

गम्भीरां गुणशालिनीम् अपि गिरं निन्दन्ति, निन्दन्तु ते ।

सारासार-विचार-कौशल-दशा-पारे परे ऽवस्थिताः

सन्तस् सन्त्य् अनसूयवो ऽपि बहवः शंसन्ति ये मद्-गिरम् ॥



Buitenen


	Those of my contemporaries who are 'profoundly dishonest and will condemn a penetrating treatise, however great its merits, because they are envious, (may condemn it.) There are many others, who have an excellent judgment of what is essential and what is not- honest students who do not cavil; and they will praise my work





नरसिंहः 

This verse brings out the disdain of our author towards some of his contemporaries, who, out of jealousy, were too critical in their attitude towards his works. Also compare in this connection, the two concluding verses of this text.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अभिनिवेश-वशी-कृत-चेतसां

बहु-विदाम् अपि सम्भवति भ्रमः ।

तद् इह भागवतं गत-मत्सरा

मतम् इदं विमृशन्तु विपश्चितः ॥(5)



Buitenen


	Even erudite scholars may err when their critical acumen is dominated by partisan views; yet, let the sagacious without envy study the Bhāgavata doctrine as I shall present it here.





नरसिंहः 

भगवतं ... The term ‘bhāgavata’ refers to the Pañcarātra system of thought. Another term used generally is ‘sāttvata’. For names applied to adherents of this religious school, see the Pādma Saṃhitā (Tantra) IV. ii. 88:


sūrissuhṛt bhāgavataḥ sāttvataḥ pañcakālavit

aikāntikaḥ tanmayaśca pāñcarātrika ityapi.



See article on the ‘Pāñcarātra’ in JRAS for 1911, p. 936.

विपश्चितः ... Yāmuna in this verse appeals to scholars for an impartial scrutiny of the Pañcarātra religion.






०१ पूर्व-पक्षः


०१ प्रामाण्यम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

इह केचिद्

यतस्-ततो-ऽवगत--कतिपय-कुतर्क-कल्क-विस्फूर्जित-विजित-मनसस्

त्रयी-मार्ग-संरक्षण-व्याजेन निज-विमर्श-कौशलातिशयम् उपदर्शयन्तः

परम-पुरुष-विरचित-निरतिशय-निश्रेयस-गोचर-पञ्चरात्र-तन्त्र-प्रामाण्ये विप्रतिपद्यन्ते ।(5)



Buitenen


	There are certain people whose minds are confused by the noise of multitudes of sophisms and falsehoods which are borrowed from anyone that comes and claiming superiority for their own studies and learning, and pretending to protect the Way of the Veda,' they refuse to accept the authority of Pañcaratra Tantra which, being composed by the Supreme Person Himself, leads to unparalleled beatitude.





Buitenen - Notes

In the purva paksa the principal opponents introduced are what one may already call smārta brahmins, and among them especially the orthodox followers of Mimāmsa. Vedanta opposition will be discussed.



नरसिंहः

See JRAS (1911), pp. 940-41, for various definitions of the term ‘Pāñcarātra’. See also the latest article on the meaning of the term by Dr. V. Raghavan, JAOS, Vol. 85, No. 1 (Jan.-Mar. 1965), pp. 73-79. The Mahāsanatkumāra Saṃhitā, Indrarātra section, ch. III, offers the following explanation for the term “sāttvata”:


sa punassāttvate yasmāt kule jātassureśvaraḥ,

tasmāttu sāttvatāṃ nāma purāṇaṃ kovidā viduḥ

upadiṣṭaṃ pañcarātraṃ tena lokahitaiṣiṇā,

āhukāṃstu samuddiśya tena sāttvatamucyate



(Adyar edn. p. 245, śls. 79-80)



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

वदन्ति च ।



Buitenen

And they contend:



नरसिंहः

The Mīmāṃsaka is the pūrvapakṣin here.




सापेक्षता

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

द्वेधा खलु प्रमाणत्वं

वचसाम् अवसीयते ।

एकम् मानान्तरापेक्षम्

अनपेक्षम् अथेतरत् ॥



Buitenen

It has been decided that Verbal Testimony is a means of knowledge in two ways: dependent testimony which depends on other authority, and independent testimony.



Buitenen - Notes

shabda, and its synonyms, have been translated variously as Verbal Testimony, Verbal Evidence in general, or Scripture in particular, depending on the context.




पौरुषेयता

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तत्रापि ।



Buitenen

These two kinds are thus distinguished:



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न तावत् पुरुषाधीन-

रचनं वचनं क्वचित् ।

आसीदति प्रमाणत्वम्

अनपेक्षत्व-लक्षणम् ॥(4)



Buitenen

No verbal assertion can be a means of valid knowledge if it has been formulated by a person;

for a verbal assertion to be authoritative, it must by definition be independent.



नरसिंहः

Cf. Prakaraṇapañcikā II. 19:


वाक्यं हि पुरुषाधीन-रचनं लौकिकं सदा ।

शङ्क्यमानायथार्धत्वं नार्थ-निश्चायकं स्वतः ॥





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

पौरुषेयं हि वचः प्रमाणान्तर-प्रतिपन्न-वस्तूपस्थापनायोपादीयमानं

वक्तुस् तद्-अर्थ-सिद्धिम् अनुरुध्यमानम् एव प्रमाण-भावम् अनुभवति ।



Buitenen

That is to say: verbal evidence which originates from a person

carries authority only then when it is used to corroborate a fact

which has already been truly established by other means of knowledge,

and which enables the speaker to take this fact for granted.



Buitenen - Notes

prāmāna has generally been rendered with "means of knowledge," sometimes with "criterion."







०२ प्रत्यक्षादिभिर् आगमोक्तार्थासिद्धिः


साधारण-प्रत्यक्षम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च पञ्चरात्र-तन्त्र-प्रतिपाद्यमान-विलक्षण-दीक्षा-पूर्वक-

भगवद्-आराधनाभिलषित-

स्वर्गापवर्गादि--साध्य-साधन-संबन्धं प्रत्यक्षादीन्य् आवेदयितुं क्षमन्ते ।



Buitenen

Now, Perception and the other means of knowledge which involve Perception,

cannot produce the knowledge

that the Pañcaratra Tantra does indeed set forth that the desired heaven, release and other supernatural ends

can be attained by means of such ritual acts as Consecration

and such devotional acts as worship of the Bhagavan etc.,

for this relation of means and ends is not of the order of Perception.



नरसिंहः

“Dīkṣā” or Initiation is one of the cardinal principles of the religious conduct of the Bhāgavata system. It consists of five main sacraments, barring a few details that are peculiar to particular sections of the followers. These sacraments are:


tāpaḥ puṇḍrastathā nāma mantro yāgaśca pañcamaḥ

pañcasaṃskārādīkṣaiṣā devadevapriyāvahā

pañcasaṃskārādikṣāvān mahābhāgavatassmṛtaḥ



(Viṣṇutilaka Saṃhitā IV. 189-90)

(i) “tāpa” : branding the two arms with the conch and discus emblems,

(ii) “puṇḍra” : marking the forehead and other parts of the body with particular tilaka-materials,

(iii) “nāma” : taking a new name, with the suffix ‘dāsa’, etc.

(iv) “mantra” : taking the ‘aṣṭākṣarī’ (the eight-syllabled) and such other esoteric formulae, and

(v) “yāga” : performing different kinds of worship of the Lord.

All are eligible for this Initiation, irrespective of sex, caste and such other considerations. Cf. Īśvara Saṃhitā:


svasvavarṇāśramācārasadṛśākṛticeṣṭitān

lāñchitān cakrasaśāṅkhābhyāṃ bhujayor dakṣiṇāditaḥ



(VIII. 179)


sarve samānāścatvāro gotrapravaravarjitāḥ

utkarṣo nāpakarṣaśca jātitasteṣu sammataḥ




phaleṣu niḥspṛhāssarve dvādaśākṣaracintakāḥ

mokṣaikaniścayāśśāvasūtakāśaucavarjitāḥ



(XXI. 40–41) (JRAS for 1911, pp. 946-47)



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न हि प्रत्यक्षेण दीक्षाऽऽराधनादीनि निरीक्षमाणास्

तेषां निश्रेयस-साधनतां प्रतिपद्यामहे ।



Buitenen

For if we consider Consecration, worship etc. merely with the aid of Perception,

we cannot say that they are means to realize the summum bonum.





नार्वाचीन-गोचरम् फलादि

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न चार्वाचीनाः केचिद् अतिमानुष-शक्तयो

ऽमीषम् (दीक्षादीनाम्) अभिलषित-साधनताम् अध्यक्षितवन्त

इति प्रमाणम् अस्ति,

यतस् तेषाम् अपि चक्षुरादीन्द्रियं दृश्यमानम् इन्द्रिय-स्वभावं नातिक्रमितुम् उत्सहते ।



Buitenen

Not only, therefore, is Perception of an ordinary kind unavailing,

but there is also no way to know that there have been recently certain persons of superhuman sensibility

who would have had perceptual evidence

that such acts really are means of attaining the desired ends;

for the sense-organs of such persons, too,

cannot surpass the boundaries of sensitiveness as we know it commonly.





भगवत्-साक्षिकत्वम्?

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु च -

प्रकृष्यमाणं प्रत्यक्षं

दृष्टम् आश्रय-भेदतः ।

अतस् तद्-आश्रये क्वापि

ध्रुवं परिनितिष्ठति ॥





Buitenen


	An objection may be raised here:



However, perception of a superior kind is possible, depending on its percipient.

Perception, therefore, may become perfect

if the percipient is perfect.



नरसिंहः

This is the view entertained by the Naiyāyika, as also by the Siddhāntin.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः



सर्वं हि सातिशयं निरतिशय-दशाम् अनुभवद् दृष्टं

वियतीव परिमाणं,(4)

सातिशयं च काकोलूक-गृध्रादिषु प्रत्यक्षम् ईक्षितम्



इति तद् अपि तथा भवितुम् अर्हति ।





Buitenen

[[3]] That is to say:

a finite thing may be found to become infinite;

for instance, extent becomes infinite in space,

which is infinitely extended.

Similarly, we find that finite Perception is considerably widened in air-borne creatures, like crows, owls, vultures etc.,

so that Perception might conceivably become infinite in some being.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


इयं च ज्ञानस्य परा काष्ठा

या सर्वगोचरता।

अधिक-विषयतयैव हि जगति ज्ञानानि परस्-परम् अतिशेरते ।





Buitenen

This indeed is the uppermost limit of knowledge

where it encompasses every knowable thing;

for we know from experience

that knowledges exceed one another as their contents exceed one another.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


इत्थम् ऐश्वर्य-वैराग्य-

सामर्थ्यादि-गुणा अपि ।

निरस्तातिशयाः पुंसि

क्वचित् सन्तीति सूरयः ॥





Buitenen


That is why the wise can say that there is Someone

in Whom such finite qualities as supremacy, dispassionateness, power etc. subsist

in an infinite and unequalled condition.





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


अतो यस्यैतद् अ-खिल-भुवनावलम्बि--भाव-भेद--साक्षात्-कारि-प्रत्यक्षं

स तत्-समीक्षित-दीक्षाऽऽराधनादि-धर्म-भावो भगवान्

एवं व्याचष्टेति किम् अनुपपन्नम्



इति ।



Buitenen

Consequently, this Person whose immediate perception encompasses the entire range of things that are present in the world

is hereby explained to be the Bhagavan

who has immediate perceptual knowledge that Consecration, worship and so forth are dharma.

So what remains unproved? (is improper).




भगवन्-निरतिशय-प्रत्यक्षत्व-तिरस्कारः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तन् न प्रत्यक्ष-विज्ञान-

प्रकर्षः कल्पितोऽपि वः ।

स्व-गोचरम् अतिक्रम्य

नान्यद् आस्कन्दितुं क्षमः ॥



Buitenen


	This objection is thus refuted:



The supreme perceptual knowledge which you assume is just a fancy.

Perceptual knowledge can never go beyond its own sphere and trespass on another.



नरसिंहः

The Mīmāṃsaka refutes the above view. For a detailed discussion see the Siddhitraya: Īśvara-siddhi, p. 226 ff.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा हि -

रूप-रूपि-तद्-एकार्थ-

समवायिषु चाक्षुषः ।

प्रकर्षो भवितुं युक्तो

दृश्यमान-प्रकर्षवत् (न तु स्पृश्यमान-प्रकर्षवत्)॥



Buitenen

For instance:

A superior kind of visual perception,

as well as a superior perceptible object,

must necessarily occur in loci

where inherent relations of one kind,

as between colour and coloured, obtain in one object.



नरसिंहः

रूपे, तद्वति घटे, तथा रूपेण सह एकस्मिन्न् अर्थे घटे समवाय-सम्बन्धेन विद्यमानेषु संख्या-परिमाणादिष्व् एव नियतः चक्षुः-प्रकर्षः न तु स्व-भिन्नेन्द्रिय-ग्राह्ये स्पर्श-गन्धादाव् इति भावः।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

एवम्,

इन्द्रियान्तर-विज्ञानं

विश्वं गोचरयेन् न तु (तद्-भिनेन्द्रिय-विषय-सद्-भावात्) ।

कथं प्रत्यक्ष-विज्ञानं

विश्वं बोधयितुं क्षमम् ॥



Buitenen

[[4]]

No knowledge that is received through one of the senses

can encompass all that is knowable through all senses.

So how can perceptual knowledge by itself

make all things known,

i.e. also things known only through other means of ... knowledge?



नरसिंहः

ज्ञानम् एव विज्ञान-शब्देनोक्तम्।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु तत् (भगवत्-प्रत्यक्षं) कॢप्त-सामर्थ्यं

विद्यमानोपलम्भने ।





Buitenen


	The objector resumes:




However, the sensitivity which we attribute to Perception

is directed toward the perceiving of what exists at present.





नरसिंहः

“ननु” इति “प्रत्युत” इत्य् अथे प्रयुक्तः।




सातिशयस्य निरतिशयाप्राप्तिः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


अ-सति हि (प्रत्यक्ष-)स्व-भावानुबन्धिनि विद्यमानोपलम्भनत्वे

(प्रत्यक्षस्य) प्रत्यक्षतैव परावर्तते।

न ह्य् अ-जात-मति-वृत्तं वा ऽवगमयद् अनुमानादि

प्रत्यक्ष-पक्ष-निक्षेपं क्षमते।

तेन


अशेष-विषयिता-लक्षण-प्रत्यक्ष-प्रकर्षः

स्व-भाव-नियम-निर्मूलितोदय



इति न हृदयम् अधिरोहति ।





Buitenen


Of course, if Perception did not have this function of perceiving what exists at present as its natural function,

it would cease to be Perception at all.

Therefore, it is not reasonable to say that


a superior kind of Perception,

defined as encompassing all objects,

is a priori impossible

because it is limited to being Perception!







विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

इदम् अपि सातिशयेन निरतिशयम् अनुमिमानः

पृष्टो व्याचष्टां -


सातिशय एव किन् नु तां दशाम् अनुभवति

यतः परं न संभवति महिमा -



इत्य् अभिनिविशसे

बाल इव स्थविर-भावम् ।



Buitenen

8. The objection is refuted:

If from finite Perception you conclude to infinite Perception,

then I ask you to explain:

can a finite quantity ever attain to such expansion that it cannot be further expanded?

You insist, as it were, on full maturity in a little boy!

even as a boy, after attaining the full growth, cannot grow physically further?'



Buitenen - Notes

Punctuate after iti which closes the question introduced in prsto vyācasṭām;

abhi-ni-vis "to stick to a partisan view (in the teeth of contrary evidence)."

I take bala iva as sandhi for bāle iva,

the meaning being that the objector takes the view that

something limited (the boy) is really unlimited (mature adult).



नरसिंहः

The Mīmāṃsaka poses three alternatives against the Naiyāyika’s theory of “Supreme Person” of which this is the first alternative.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अथैकस्मिन् सातिशये

केनाप्य् अन्येन निरतिशयेन भवितव्यम् इति

आहोस्वित् समान-जातीयेनान्येन निरतिशय-दशाम् अधिरूढेन भवितव्यम् इति ।



Buitenen

There are two possibilities:

either the infinite exists in the finite,

or the finite gradually becomes infinite.



नरसिंहः

अथ एकस्मिन् … - This is the second alternative.

अहोस्वित् … - This is the third one.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न तावद् अग्रिमः कल्पः

कल्पते ऽनुपलम्भतः ।

न हि दृष्टं शरावादि

व्योमेव प्राप्तवैभवम् ॥



Buitenen

The former cannot stand,

for there is no Perception to support it:

we have never seen a bowl or a similar finite object

which had the same expansion as space.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यदि च तद् (परिमित-वस्तु) एव सातिशयम् असंभावनीय-पर-प्रकर्षं परिनितिष्ठेत्,

हन्तः! तर्ह्य् एकैकेन घट-मणिकादिना ब्रह्माण्डोदर-विवरम् आपूरितम्

इति तत्-प्रतिहततयेतर-भाव-भङ्ग-प्रसङ्गः



Buitenen

[[5]] And suppose a finite quantity could assume inconceivable infinitude:

why, then any single jar or pitcher could fill up the entire space within the Egg of Brahma,

so that all other things would be pushed out and perish accordingly!



नरसिंहः

गणिको महा-कुम्भः।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

व्योम्नैव लब्ध-साध्यत्त्वान्

मध्यमः सिद्ध-साधनः ।

कल्पान्तरेऽपि दुर्-वारं

प्राग्-उदीरित-दूषणम् ॥



Buitenen

If you take space itself as the subject,

you merely prove the proved.

In the alternative

you cannot avoid the illogicality we have pointed out:



Buitenen - Notes

siddhasadhana, one of the defects of an argumentation

by which proof is sought of that which is already proved or established.

Space (akāta) is, by definition, unlimited

and cannot illustrate the thesis that something finite can be infinite.



नरसिंहः

Manuscript V₁ starts from “dūṣaṇam”, the preceding text being lost. See Critical Apparatus.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

विभु-स्तम्भान्त-व्याप्त-

स्तम्भस् सातिशयो न हि ।

दृष्ट-पूर्वस्, तथाऽन्योन्य-

व्याघातः स्थित एव सः ॥



Buitenen

as a matter of fact,

never before has anybody seen a finite pillar

which was pervaded by an infinite pillar

Consequently, there remains the defect of mutual exclusion.



Buitenen - Notes

vibhu in the sense of "omnipresent, infinite."





व्योम-निदर्शनं नोचितम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यद् अपि वियति परिमाणम् इह निदर्शितं

तद् अपि विमर्शनीयम् एव -

परिमाणं हि नाम देशावच्छेदः, इयत्ता-परितोभाव-वेष्टनम् इति यावत् ।



Buitenen

Let us also consider your illustration,

namely that in space we have an example of a finite extent becoming infinite.

Extent is by definition a limited extension of space, a relative quantity,

something that can be entirely circumscribed.



नरसिंहः

Veṅkaṭanātha in his Nyāyasiddhāñjana, ch. VI. p. 170, quotes from “yadapi” to “nirdiśyate”



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च नभसि तद् अस्तीति

कथम् इव तद् इह निदर्शनतया निर्दिश्यते ।



Buitenen

Extent in this definition does not subsist in space as such,

so how can you adduce it as an example?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यदि च नभसि तद् अनुमन्वीत

तद् अपि तर्हि सम्भाव्यमान-पर-प्रकर्षम्

इति पुनर् अपि साध्य-विकलता ।



Buitenen

Besides, if one were to infer extent in space,

one would simultaneously infer the possibility that space might be surpassed in extent by another quantity.

And so the illustration again falls short of the thesis.





अतिशायित-प्रत्यक्षेनापि न

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च


अतिशयितेन प्रत्यक्षेण

दीक्षाऽऽराधनाऽऽदयो धर्मतया अवबोधिता



इत्य् अपि प्रमाणम् अस्ति।



Buitenen

Nor is there any evidence for the thesis

that a superior perception reveals that Consecration, worship etc. are actually dharma.








०३ नानुमानम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तस्माद्

अस्मद्-आदिष्व् अनालोचित-पर-चेतनातिरेक-परिकल्पना ऽल्पीयसीति,

नाभिप्रेत-साध्य-साधन-सम्बन्धे प्रत्यक्षं प्रमाणं,

नतरां तन्-मूलतया पञ्च-रात्र-स्मृतिः प्रमाणम् ।



Buitenen

To sum up:

For all these reasons

it would appear to us that the supposition that


some, otherwise unperceived, supreme spiritual being

exists with a superior sensibility



is very weak;

and this being so,

we conclude that Perception offers no authority

for the postulated relation of means to ends;

and since the authority of Pañcaratra is based upon the Perception of this supposed relation,

its authority is entirely non-existent.

[[6]]



Buitenen - Notes

Relation of means to ends - namely, the Pañcaratra postulation that such tantric ceremonies as consecration (ditsa), etc, are means leading to the summum bonum.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च करण-पथ-दूर-वर्तिनि प्रस्तुत-वस्तुन्य्

(धूम-वह्नयोर् इव) अविनाभावाधारणाधीनोदयम् अनुमानम् उत्पत्तुम् अलम् -

न ह्य् अ-दृष्ट-चर-वह्नयस् तद्-अविना-भावितया धूमम् अनुसंदधति ।(5)



Buitenen

9. Not only is there no Perception,

but there cannot possibly be an Inference to support the thesis in question,

for it is wholly suprasensible:

and Inference, of course, can only take place

after an invariable concomitance has been observed by means of Perception.

If no fires have ever been observed before,

they cannot prove that smoke is invariably concomitant with them."



Buitenen - Notes

In the standard inference:

the mountain has fire, because it has smoke,

as in the case of the kitchen.



नरसिंहः

Vide Siddhitraya: Īśvara°, pp. 233-34, for almost parallel statements.

दीक्षाराधन-स्वर्गादीनां साध्य-साधन-भावे इत्य् अर्थः।





०४ न शब्दः


वेदादौ न विधिः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न चागमस् सात्त्वत-समय-सिद्ध-क्रिया-कलाप-कर्तव्यतोपस्थापन-परः परिदृश्यते,

येन तन्-मूलतया पञ्च-रात्र-स्मृताः प्रमाणं स्युः।



Buitenen

10. Nor do we find scriptural evidence which sets forth

that the performance of all the rites which are established in the Satvata doctrine is mandatory;

such evidence would have proved that the Pañcaratra Tradition,

being based upon this mandate,

carried authority.



Buitenen - Notes

Yamuna throughout treats Satvata and Bhāgavata as synonymous.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न चादृश्यमानो (विधिर्) ऽप्य् (निगमतः) अनुमान-गोचरः,

यथैव हि तन्त्र-प्रसिद्ध-दीक्षाऽऽराधन--तत्-फलाभिमत-स्वर्गादि-साध्य-साधन-भावो नानुमान-गोचरः - सम्बन्धावधारण-विरहात्।



Buitenen

Nor is it possible, in the absence of explicit revelation,

to infer such evidence from Scripture.

For just as the relation of means to certain ends which are their fruits, e.g., heaven, as Pafcarātra maintains Consecration, worship etc. to be,

does not allow of being inferred

because no such relation can be (determined) verified by Perception,



नरसिंहः

Cf. Tantravārtika, p. 70.





न मूलागमानुमानम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

एवं तन्-मूलागमोऽपि तत एव नानुमातुं शक्यः ।



Buitenen

just so, no scriptural authority to furnish the basis of such a relation

can be inferred from Scripture.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न चागमेनापि प्रस्तुत-स्मरण-मूल-भूतागमावगमः सम्भवति।

स हि द्वेधा पौरुषेयापौरुषेय-भेदात् ।



Buitenen

Nor is any verbal testimony

capable of providing valid knowledge

that Scripture is the basis of the Tradition concerned -

Verbal testimony is of two kinds,

originating from a person

or not originating from a person.



Buitenen - Notes

pauruşėya and apauruseya;

the latter has in the sequel been rendered with "preterpersonal."

Person here does not mean only "human person"

but "any being endowed with personal features, including God."

"Eternal Scripture" (āgama) is preter-personal scripture,

since any verbal statement originating from a person is cotemporal with that person,

and the purvapaksin does not admit the existence of an eternal personal deity.




पौरुषेय-शब्दतो न

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न तावत् पौरुषेयेण

वचसा तस्य सम्भवाः ।

विप्रलब्धुम् अपि ब्रूयुर्

मृषैव पुरुषाः यतः ॥



Buitenen

Personal speech cannot be proof of it,

for persons may lie in order to deceive their hearers.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अद्यत्वेऽपि हि दृश्यन्ते केचिद् आगमिकच्-छलात् ।

अनागमिकम् एवार्थं

व्याचक्षाणा विचक्षणाः ॥(5)



Buitenen

For even today, we find philosophers

who pretend to be scriptural

and yet expound an interpretation which is wholly unscriptural.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तद् इह


पञ्च-रात्र-ग्रन्थ-प्रबन्द्धृणाम् अपि -

तन्-मूल-भूतागमावगम-पुरःसरी किं स्व-निबन्धनानां वेद-मूलत्त्व-प्रतिज्ञा?

किं वा यथा-रुचि रचयतां प्ररोचनाय तथा वचनम्?



इति शङ्कामहे ।



Buitenen

[[7]]

So we have our doubts whether the claim made by the authors of the Pañcaratra texts

that their own compositions are founded in the Veda

is really the result of an honest conviction

that such is indeed the case,

or nothing but the self-glorification of authors

who write as their fancy takes them!



नरसिंहः

Manuscript M₇ starts from “vagama” See. Critical Apparatus.





न श्रुति-सिद्धः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तावता च प्रमाणत्वं

व्याहन्येत समीहितम् ।

न हि (पाञ्चरात्रप्रतिख्यापको) नित्यागमः कश्चिद्

अस्ति तादृशगोचरः ॥



Buitenen

This argumentation by itself suffices to disprove the contended authority of Pañcarātra,

for there is no eternal Scripture to support the claim.



नरसिंहः

Cf. Tantravārtika, p. 70.




नोपमानात्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न चोपमानात् तन्-मूल-

श्रुति-सिद्धिर् - अ-सम्भवात् ।

कथं ह्य् अ-दृष्ट-पूर्वा सा (श्रुति-सिद्धिर्)

स-दृश-ज्ञान-गोचरा ॥



Buitenen

Nor can Analogy prove that Scripture is its basis,

for this criterion cannot be properly applied;

for how could the proof we need,

which cannot be found by the other means of knowledge,

be within the scope of the mere knowledge of similitude?






नार्थापत्तेः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न चार्थापत्तितस् तन्-मूल-श्रुति-सिद्धिः,

अनुपप्रत्य्-अभावात्,

स्मरणान्यथाऽनुपप्रत्या हि

तत्-कल्पना प्रादुर्-भवति ।



Buitenen

Nor can it be argued that,

since the Tradition cannot be proved by other means,

Implication proves that Scripture is its basis.

The argument is as follows,

circumstantial Implication must prove the tradition,

as it cannot be proved otherwise.

…



Buitenen - Notes

Implication - namely, the relation of being a means to a certain end.

arthapatti, throughout translated "circumstantial-implication".

It is a kind of inference

by which is established something

that must be established,

yet is not established by another means of knowledge; for example:

"Devadatta, who is well-fed,

does not eat by day:"

since he cannot be well-fed without eating at all,

it is deduced, by circumstantial implication, that he eats by night.



नरसिंहः

The Mīmāṃsaka anticipates this argument from the Siddhāntin.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


समरन्ति हि पञ्च-रात्र-प्रणेतारः दीक्षाऽऽराधनाऽऽदि धर्मतया

ऽष्टकादीन् इव मन्व्-आदयः ।





Buitenen

the authors of the Pañcaratra, clearly have this tradition

that Consecration, worship, etc. are dharma

and this tradition is comparable to the tradition of Manu and others

that certain non-Vedic rites, as the astaka etc., are dharma;



Buitenen - Notes

KMS 1.3.2 api od kartrsamanyāt pramāṇam anumānam syat - "smr̥ti is authoritative, because both smr̥ti and Veda have the same agent performing its mandates,"

aştaka is the name of the 8th day after Full Moon in the winter and śiśira months,

on which an oblation is performed for the deceased (Manu 4.119; 150).



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न चाननुभूते वस्तुनि स्मरण-शक्तिर् आविर् भवति,





Buitenen

now there can be no tradition of a fact unless that fact has been cognized before;



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


अनुभवश् चेन्द्रिय-लिङ्ग-शब्द--स-दृशानुपपद्यमानार्थ-पूर्वकः,





Buitenen

but here we have the tradition of a fact

that cannot be proved by Perception, Inference, Verbal Testimony or Analogy;



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ईदृश-विषये ऽनुभवः प्रमाणान्तरेभ्यो ऽनाविर्भवश्

चोदनाम् एव मूलम् उपकल्पयतीति





Buitenen

therefore the cognition of the fact can only have originated from Scripture...



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

सिध्येद् अप्य् अयं मनोरथः

यदि हि यथार्थत्व-नियमो ऽनुभवानां प्रामाणिकः स्यात्,



Buitenen

[[8]]

However, this argument would only prove its point

if there were any authority for the assumption

that cognitions are invariably true.



नरसिंहः

The above argument is refuted as untenable by the Mīmāṃsaka.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यदा पुना राग-द्वेषाभिनिवेशादि-वशी-कृतान्तः-करणानाम्

अ-यथाऽर्थानुभव-भाविता भावनाः

स्वानुरूपाः स्मृतीर् आरचयन्ति,

कथम् इव तदा स्मरणानुपपत्तितः

प्रमाण-भूता श्रुतिर् उपकल्प्येत -

अन्यथाऽपि स्मरणोपपत्तेः।

मन्वादि-स्मरणेष्व् इदानीं का वार्ता ।



Buitenen

But when certain notions which are produced by the false cognitions of people

whose judgement is clouded by hatred, prejudice and obstinacy,

cause such "traditions" to be written in accordance with these false cognitions,

could these traditions possibly be true?



नरसिंहः

अन्यथा ऽपि — अयथार्थानुभव-भावित-भावनातो ऽपीति भावः।

the Siddhāntin poses this question to the Mīmāṃsaka.





अष्टकादौ भेदः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु तत्रापि प्राग्-उक्ता युक्तयः पराक्रमन्ते - न ह्य् "अष्टकां दृष्टवताम् इष्ट-साधनम्"

इति मतिर् आविर् अस्ति ।





Buitenen

11. Here an objection may be raised:


However, the same arguments may be advanced

against the authority of the traditions of Manu etc.

The observation of the aṣṭaka rite does not produce any perceptual knowledge

that this rite is indeed a means to realize the postulated end.





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न चानुमानं, सबन्धादर्शनात्,

न च शब्दः, तद्-अनुपलम्भात्।





Buitenen


Nor can it be inferred,

because no relation is perceptually given.

Nor is there any scriptural evidence for it,

for it cannot be found. Nor is there any scriptural evidence for it, for it cannot be found.





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न चानुपलब्धो ऽनुमातुं शक्यः, संबन्धादर्शनाद् एव,





Buitenen

Nor again can such evidence be inferred from Scripture

where it is not found explicitly,

because no relation is perceptually given.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न चोपमेयः, सदृशानिरूपणात्,





Buitenen

Nor can it be proved, through Analogy,

as there is no apparent analogue.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न च कल्पयितुं शक्यः, अनन्तरोक्तत्वात् स्मृत्य्-अन्यथोपपत्तेः ।





Buitenen

Nor through circumstantial Implication,

because of the reasons given above

against the argument that it is otherwise unprovable.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


वेद-संयोगि-पुरुष-

स्मरणानुपपत्तितः ।

कल्प्यते चेच् छ्रुतिस् तत्र

ततोऽन्यत्रापि कल्प्यताम् ॥





Buitenen

Now, if it is legitimate in one case

to presume scriptural authority in support of it

because there happens to be a well-established tradition about it among Vedic experts,

well, in Pancarãtra, too, …



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


यतो नारद-शाण्डिल्य-

प्रमुखाः परमर्षयः ।

स्मर्यन्ते पञ्चरात्रेऽपि

संप्रदाय-प्रवर्तकाः ॥(4)





Buitenen

great sages are traditionally known

as the founders of the sacred transmission,

sages like Narada, Sanḍilya and others.



नरसिंहः

Cf. the following verse quoted by Bhaṭṭāraka Vedottama in his Tantra-śuddha, from some unknown source, p. 21:


nāradaḥ sumahadbhūtaṃ lokānugrahakāmyayā

vāsudevādavāpyedaṃ sañcikṣepa mataṃ paraṃ.



The names of the teachers that promulgated the Pāñcarātra excepting those of Lord Nārāyaṇa and Nārada are given in the Īśvara Saṃhitā ( Ch. I, śls. 38-41 ): Saṅkarṣaṇa, Śāṇḍilya, Sumantu, Jaimini, Bhṛgu, Aupagāyana and Mauñjyāyana.

Vide JRAS for 1911, foot-note on p. 942:


The descent of the Bhāgavata religion is, in the Kṛta age, from Nara-Nārāyaṇa to Nārada, and at the end of the Dvāpara, from Saṅkarṣaṇa to Śāṇḍilya and in the Kali, from Viṣvaksena to Śaṭhakopa.





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ततश् च -

तुल्याक्षेप-समाधाने

पञ्च-रात्र--मनु-स्मृती ।

प्रमाणम् अप्रमाणं वा

स्यातां भेदो न युक्तिमान् ॥





Buitenen


The same objections and the same justifications

can be advanced about both the tradition of Manu etc. and the tradition of Pancarātra.

Either both are authoritative or neither is.

There are no grounds to show that the two traditions differ in some essential respect.





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


त्यज्यतां वा प्रमाणत्वं

मन्व्-आदि-स्मृति-गोचरम् ।

विशेषः पञ्च-रात्रस्य

वक्तव्यो वा, (येन) स (भेद) उच्यते ॥





Buitenen

[[9]]

Either we must reject the authority of Manu's tradition as well,

or we must indeed show in which respect the Pancarãtra tradition is different from Manu's.



नरसिंहः

This is the reply given by the Mīmāṃsaka.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपि वा "कर्तृ-सामान्यात्

प्रमाणम्" इति सूत्रयन् ।

सूत्र-कारः (जैमिनिः) स्फुटी-चक्रे

वैलक्षणण्यं विवक्षितम् ॥



Buitenen

12. This objection is refuted: ין The author of the Sutras, by making the Sutra:


"Tradition is also valid,

because it has the same agent as Scripture",



has clearly indicated that in his opinion

no essential difference exists between Scriptural and Traditional validity.



नरसिंहः

Vide Pūrva Mīmāṃsā I. iii. 2. The full aphorism is :


api vā kartṛsāmānyāt pramāṇam anumānaṃ syāt.



It is this sūtra that sanctions validity to the smṛtis, provided the rites enjoined by them are performed by the śiṣṭas, who also perform the other duties laid down in the Vedas.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा हि श्रुति-विहितानाम् अग्नि-होत्र--दर्श--पूर्ण-मास--ज्योतिष्-टोमादि-कर्मणां

स्मृति-विहितानाम् अष्टकाचमन-संध्योपासनादि-कर्मणां च पित्राद्य्-उपदिष्टत्वात्

परम-हित-बुद्ध्या त्रैविद्य-वृद्धानां निर्विशेषमनुष्ठानं दृष्टम्,(5)



Buitenen

Accordingly, we find that those who are qualified for the three Vedas

perform equally for purposes of higher benefits both the ritual acts which are enjoined by Scripture (e.g., agnihōtra, pūrṇaderšamāsa, ivolistoma,etc.)

and the ritual acts enjoined by Tradition (e.g., aṣṭakā, ācamana, sandhya worship, etc.),

because they have been instructed in both varieties of acts by their fathers or preceptors.



Buitenen - Notes

The morning and evening oblations, the New and Full Moon oblations, and the soma sacrifice,

examples respectively of nitya (daily recurring), naimittika (occasional) and kamya (desiderative) rites.

sandhya worship = the crepuscular observances.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तेन तादृश-शिष्ट-त्रैवर्णिक-परिग्रह-द्रढिम्ना

स्पष्ट-दृष्टाष्टकादि-कर्तव्यता-प्रतीतिः

स्वोपपादन-पटीयसीं श्रुतिम् एव मूलभूताम् अवलम्बते ।



Buitenen

The firmness with which so highly qualified exemplary persons

have adopted these traditional rites as incumbent upon the three higher estates

goes to show that the knowledge

that rites of this kind, astaka etc., obviously found to exist, are mandatory ultimately derives from Scripture itself.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न चैवम् आचमनोपनयनादीन् इव

श्रुति-विहिताग्निहोत्रादि-पदार्थानुष्ठायिनस्

तान्त्रिकाचारान् उपचरतः पश्यामः ।



Buitenen

On the other hand, we find that those who observe the scriptural rites of agnihotra etc.

do not observe the Tantric customs in the same manner as they observe such traditional customs as acamana investiture with the sacred thread etc.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

प्रत्युतैनान् विगर्हन्ते कुर्वाणान् वेद-वादिनः ।



Buitenen

On the contrary, the Vedic experts condemn those who do.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


तस्माद् यत्-कर्तृ-सामान्यात्

प्रामाण्यं स्मृतिषूदितम् ॥

नैव तत् पञ्चरात्रादि-

बाह्य-स्मरणम् अर्हति ।

न हि त्रैवर्णिकाः शिष्टास्

तदुक्तार्थान् उपासते ॥





Buitenen

It follows that the validity which we attribute to different Traditions

"because", as the Sutra says, "they have the same agent as Scripture", cannot well apply

to heterodox Traditions as the Pañcaratra;

for exemplary exponents of the three estates

do not accept the doctrines of Traditions of this kind.



नरसिंहः
'तत्' इति पदेन पूर्व-पङ्क्त्य्-उक्तं प्रामाण्यं परामृश्यते । 'पञ्च-रात्रादि-बाह्य-स्मरणम्' इत्य् एतत् कर्तृ-पदम्; तद् इति द्वितीयान्तम्।




भागवतानाम् अब्राह्मण्यम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु तत्रापि श्रुति-स्मृति-प्राप्त-शिखा-यज्ञोपवीतादि-धारयद्भिर्

भागवत-ब्राह्मनैर् अहर्-अहर्-अनुष्ठीयमानार्थत्वेन

चोदना-मूलत्त्वे संभाव्यमाने

कथम् इव प्रामाण्य-प्रत्यनीक-भूता भ्रम-विप्रलम्भादयः

स्मरण-कारणतया कल्प्यन्ते ।





Buitenen

13. OBJECTION:

Nevertheless, the fact that Bhāgavata Brahmins,

who wear the hair-tuft, the sacred thread etc. prescribed in Scripture,

perform daily the rites of Pañcarātra

should then justify the presumption

that these rites likewise ultimately derive from the Veda.

On what grounds, then, are we to assume

that this same Pañcarātra Tradition really has its origins in error, deceit and the like,

the very negation of valid authority?.



नरसिंहः

The Siddhāntin questions.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

उच्यते ।

हन्तैवं-वादिना साधु

प्रामाण्यम् उपपादितम् ।

यत् त्रैवर्णिक-विद्विष्टाश्

शिष्टा भागवता इति ॥



Buitenen

14. REFUTATION:

We reply: Well! So you really argue that the Bhāgavatas,

who are hated by the three estates,

are exemplary and hence authoritative?!



नरसिंहः

The Mīmāṃsaka replies.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु ते कथम् अ-शिष्टा

ये त्रैवर्णिकाग्रगण्या ब्राह्मणाः?





Buitenen

Objection:

But they are Brahmins,

and Brahmins are considered to be the highest estate:

why should they not be exemplary?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तन् न - तेषां त्रैवर्णिकत्वम् एव नास्ति, दूरे ब्राह्मणभावः,



Buitenen

Refutation:

Brahmins? Far from it!



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न हीन्द्रिय-संप्रयोग-समनन्तरं

केषुचिद् एव देह-विशेषेषु अनुवर्तमानम्

अन्यतो व्यावर्तमानं

नरत्वातिरेकिणं ब्राह्मण्यं नाम जाति-विशेषम् अपरोक्षयामः,



Buitenen

We do not regard Brahmins as a distinct species,

different from the species man,

with specific characteristics which mere sensory perception permits us to recognize as present in some specific bodies

and absent in others.



नरसिंहः

Cf. Prakaraṇapañcikā III. p. 30:


न हि क्षत्रियादिभ्यो व्यावर्तमानं, सकल-ब्राह्मणेष्व् अनुवर्तमानम् एकम् आकारम् अतिचिरम् अनुसन्दधतो ऽपि बुध्यन्ते ।





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

शिखा-यज्ञोपवीतादयस् तु ब्राह्मणदीनां विधीयमाना

न तद्-भावम् आपादयितुं क्षमन्ते,

नाप्य् अवगमयन्ति,

दुष्ट-शूद्रादिषु व्यभिचार-दर्शनात्,

अतो ऽनिर्विवाद-सिद्ध-वृद्ध-व्यवहार एवात्रावगम-निदानम् ।(5)



Buitenen

Hair-tuft, sacred thread etc. which are prescribed for Brahmins and the other two estates,

do not make a man a Brahmin.

Nor do they demonstrate that a man is a Brahmin,

for we see them worn illegally by blackguards, outcastes and the like.

[[11]]

Therefore, the sole criterion by which we can tell whether a man is indeed a Brahmin

is acceptance of undisputed expressions by older persons,

which give us irrefutable proof.



नरसिंहः

शिखा-यज्ञो ... Cf. Tantravārtika pp. 5-6.

दुष्ट ... Duṣṭaśūdras could be those śūdras, who, being other than the three higher castes, pretend to be one among them by wearing marks like the sacred thread. If the word dṛṣṭaśūdras is taken to be correct it would then refer to those people of the śūdra-community who are also entitled to have sacred thread and such other marks.




लौकिकाः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च भागवतेषु ब्राह्मण-पदम् अविशङ्कं लौकिकाः प्रयुञ्जते ।



Buitenen

Nor do ordinary people, use without hesitation the term Brahmin to describe Bhāgavatas.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

भवति च भेदेन व्यपदेशः - "इतो ब्राह्मणा, इतो भागवता" इति ।(5)



Buitenen

There is also a distinct difference in the two appellations: here Brahmins, there Bhāgavatas.





अब्राह्मणेषु रूढिः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


स्याद् एतद्

ब्राह्मणेष्व् एव कुतश्चिद् गुण-योगात्

सात्त्वत-भागवतादि-व्यपदेशः

यथा तेष्व् एव परिव्राजकादि-शब्दा



इति …



Buitenen

15. OBJECTION:


The people do not use the word Brahmin' to refer to Bhāgavatas.

The reference is only difference as this much Brahmins and this much Bhāgavatas.

Be that as it may, still, the appellations Satvata, Bhāgavata etc. are also used to name Brahmins,

by some sort of transference of properties, just as the word parivrajaka is used to designate a Brahmin.





Buitenen - Notes

The point is taken up in detail infra §§ 119 f.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तन् न ।



Buitenen

REFUTATION: The argument is false.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

रूढ्या सात्त्वत-शब्देन

केचित् कुत्सित-योनयः ।

उच्यन्ते तेषु सत्स्व् एष

शब्दो नान्यत्र वर्तते ॥



Buitenen

Persons of certain inferior castes are commonly referred to as Satvatas; the name is used to denote these castes,

and not anything else.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

रूढि-शक्ति-प्रतिद्वन्द्वि-

योग-शक्ति-परिग्रहः ।

अ-युक्त इति युक्ति-ज्ञा

रथ-कार-पदे तथा । (5)



Buitenen

The grammarians have the rule

that it is improper to use a certain word in its etymological sense

if it can also be taken in a customary sense which is more common, e.g., rathakāra.



Buitenen - Notes

Respectively yoga, whereby the component parts of the word are given their own meaning;

and rūḍhi, the total meaning of a word that has become conventional

and does not necessarily correspond to the meanings of its [[125]]component parts.

Rathakara means by yoga "chariot-maker, cartwright." by rūḍhi a caste which is not at all characterized by this profession



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपरथा कथम् इव रथ-कार-शब्दो

ऽध्ययन-सिद्ध-बुद्ध्य्-अङ्गत्व-भङ्गेनापि

यौगिकीं वृत्तिम् अपहाय

जाति-विशेषम् अभिनिविशते ।



Buitenen

If there were no such rule,

how could the word *rathakara give up its etymological meaning of "chariotmaker" to become the name of a particular caste,

even to the extent of cancelling all connotations which we have learnt?



Buitenen - Notes

Such a "connotation" is, for example, that the rathakara in the literal sense of cartwright

is disqualified for Vedic ritual,

because a cartwright is a śūdra;

on this point see infra.



नरसिंहः

अपरथा ... There is a Vedic statement “varṣāsu rathakāra ādadhīta”, which enjoins Installation of fire on a Rathakāra. Etymologically the word ‘Rathakāra’ can refer to any person that belongs to the three higher castes, viz., the Brāhmaṇa, the Kṣatriya and the Vaiśya. But conventionally this term refers to a particular communiy bearing the name ‘rathakāra’. The Pūrva Mīmāṃsā, in a separate section called the Rathakāra Adhikaraṇa [VI. i. 44-50] discusses the matter and concludes that the term ‘rathakāra’ occurring in the above Vedic text refers only to one belonging to a separate community called ‘Saudhanvana’, which is another name for the ‘rathakāra’ community. This community is a distinct one, neither Śūdra, nor Vaiśya, nor Kṣatriya.

Certain Mantras of the Ṛgveda indicate that the terms ‘rathakāra’, ‘saudhanvana’ and ‘ṛbhava’ applied to persons of this community, are all synonymous. See Śabara’s commentary on Pūrva Mīmāṃsā VI. i. 50.

अध्ययन-सिद्ध-ज्ञानानाङ्गकत्वं अग्न्य्-आधानस्य । तद् अपि भङ्क्त्वा , इति योजना । अग्न्य्-आधाने वेदाध्येतार एव अधिकृता इत्य् अयम् अंशस् तावत् सर्व-सम्मतः । निसर्ग-सिद्धम् अपि अध्ययन-ज्ञानाङ्गकत्वम् आधानस्य, 'वर्षासु रथ-कार आदधीत' इत्य् अनेन विशेष-विधानेन बाध्यते । तथा च रथ-काराख्यस्य ब्राह्मण-क्षत्रिय-वैश्य-वर्ण-विभिन्नस्य, शूद्र-वर्ण-विभिन्नस्य च जाति-विशेषस्य बोधकत्वम् इति रूढि-समाश्रयणेन निर्वाहः ।





अद्विजत्वं शास्त्रोक्तम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

सन्ति च सात्त्वता नाम उपनयनादि-संस्कार-हीना वैश्य-व्रात्यान्वयिनो ऽवर-जन्मानः केचिद्,



Buitenen

Similarly, Satvata refers to a person who has been born from a vrutya vaishya

and belongs to the lowest castes,

and is thus excluded from the sacraments of initiation, etc.



Buitenen - Notes

upanayana, which is the first step to his acquisition of Vedic knowledge.



नरसिंहः

For an explanation of the term ‘vrātya’ see Manusmṛti II.38, 39:


ā ṣoḍaśāt brāhmaṇasya sāvitrī nātivartate ।

ā dvāviṃśāt kṣatrabandhoḥ ā caturviṃśater viśaḥ ॥

ata ūrdhvaṃ trayo'pyete yathākālamasaṃskṛtāḥ ।

sāvitrīpatitā vrātyā bhavantyāryavigarhitāḥ ॥





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यथाऽऽह मनुः -


वैश्यात् तु जायते व्रात्यात्

सुधन्वाचार्य एव च ।

भारुषश् च निजङ्घश् च

मैत्र-सात्त्वत एव च ॥



इति,



Buitenen

Manu (Manu 10.23.) says:


"The issue of a vaisya vratya extraction

is called Sudhanvā or Bharuşa or Nijangha or Maitra or Satvata" "





नरसिंहः

Manusmṛti X-23.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

भागवत-शब्दश् च सात्त्वतेषु वर्तते इति नात्र कश्चिद् विवादः ॥



Buitenen

[[12]]

It cannot be disputed

that Bhagavata is another name for Satvata;



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

स्मरन्ति च -


पञ्चमः सात्त्वतो नाम

विष्णोर् आयतनानि सः ।

पूजयेद् आज्ञया राज्ञां

स तु भागवतः स्मृतः ॥



इति



Buitenen

Smrti has it that


"the fifth, called Satvata,

worships the temples and sanctuaries of Viṣṇu by royal decree;

he is also called Bhagavata."





Buitenen - Notes

the term "by royal decree" shows that it is a caste profession. Quotation not identified



नरसिंहः

To be traced out.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा चोदीरित--व्रात्य-प्रसूति-वृत्त्य्-उपायतयेदम् एव स्मरन्ति यद् अमी ह प्रत्यक्षम् एव वृत्त्य्-अर्थम् अनुतिष्ठन्तो दृश्यन्ते



Buitenen

The Smrti thus describes which profession the descendants of the said vratya vaisya pursue

and with our own eyes we indeed see them pursue this profession.



नरसिंहः

यत् कर्म देव-पूजन-रूपं, अमी पाञ्चरात्रिका इह अनुतिष्ठन्ति, तत् स्मृतिषु व्रात्यापत्य-वृत्तितया प्रसिद्धम् एवेति भावः ।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा चोशना


सर्वेषां कृषि शस्त्रोपजीवनम्

आचार्य-सात्त्वतयोर् देव-पूजनम्



इति,



Buitenen

Thus Uśanas:


"They all live by the plough and the sword,

the Acaryas and the Satvatas live on the worship of the Deity."





Buitenen - Notes

not found in Ausanasasmrti (AAS 48).



नरसिंहः

Passages to be identified.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा ब्राह्मे पुराणे


विष्णोर् आयतनानि स पूजयेद् आज्ञया राज्ञाम् ।



इति,



Buitenen

Similarly, in the Brahma Purāṇa-

"He worships the sanctuaries of Visnu by royal decree."



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथाऽन्यत्रापि


सात्त्वतानां च देवायतन-शोधनं

नैवेद्य-शोधनं प्रतिमा-संरक्षणम्



इति,



Buitenen

Elsewhere (unidentified) the same is stated thus:


"The profession of the Satvatas

is to clean up the sanctuaries of the Deity

and the eatables offered to the idol, as well as to guard it."







वृत्ति-भेदः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा चेदृशसंदेहव्युदासाय मनोर्वचः -


प्रच्छन्ना वा प्रकाशा वा

वेदितव्याः स्व-कर्मभिः ।



इति ।



Buitenen

Manusmṛti X. 40.



Buitenen

And, to dispel the last doubt about the sort of people they are,

Manu (Manu 10.40) declares:


"Whether disguised or not, they can be known by their deeds."





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपि चाचारतस् तेषाम्

अब्राह्मण्यं प्रतीयते ।

वृत्तितो देवता-पूजा

दीक्षा नैवेद्य-भक्षणम् ॥



Buitenen

16. Their conduct, moreover, proves that they cannot be Brahmins.

For a living they perform pūjā to the Deity, undergo their Consecration,

eat themselves the food which is offered to the idols



नरसिंहः

See foot-note on p. 3 above.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

गर्भाधानादि-दाहान्त-

संस्कारान्तर-सेवनम् ।

श्रौत-क्रियाऽननुष्ठानं

द्विजैस् सम्बन्ध-वर्जनम् ॥



Buitenen

By “saṃbandha” here is meant the matrimonial alliance —“yauna-saṃbandha.”



Buitenen

observe deviating sacraments-

from the prenatal garbhadhāna rite to the funerary rituals-,

omit to perform the shrauta ritual

and avoid contact with Brahmins.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

इत्यादिभिर् अनाचारैर् अब्राह्मण्यं सुनिर्णयम् ।



Buitenen

These and other habits show conclusively that they cannot be Brahmins.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

स्मरन्ति हि वृत्तितो देवपूजाया

ब्रह्म-कर्मस्व् अनधिकारहेतुत्वं, यथा -



Buitenen

Smrtis declare that the reason of their disqualification for Vedic rites

is this that they perform pūjā to the Deity in order to earn a living:



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


येषां वंश-क्रमाद् एव

देवार्चा-वृत्तितो भवेत् ।

तेषाम् अध्ययने यज्ञे

याजने नास्ति योग्यता ॥



इति ।



Buitenen

Passage to be traced out.



Buitenen

[[13]]

"Those who from generation to generation

have worshipped the Deity professionally

are disqualified for the study of the Veda,

for participation in the sacrifices

and for officiating in sacrifices."



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा च परमसंहितायां तेषाम् एव वचः -


आपद्य् अपि च कष्टायां

भीतो वा दुर्गतोऽपि वा ।

पूजयेन् नैव वृत्त्य्-अर्थं

देवदेवं कदाचन ॥



इति ।



Buitenen

Paramasaṃhitā XXVIII : 33b-34a. Also Cf. ibid.:


annapānaṃ dhanaṃ putramāyuraiśvaryamāspadāṃ

āpadyapi na yāceta pūjakaḥ puruṣottamam.





Buitenen

Their own Parama Samhita states the same prohibition:


"Whether in disaster or emergency,

in terror or in straits,

one must never worship the God of gods for a living."





Buitenen - Notes

This point is detailed upon infra § 134 f



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यद् अपि समस्त-विशिष्ट-विगर्हित--निर्माल्य-धारण--नैवेद्य-भक्षणाद्य्-अनुष्ठानं

तद् अपि तेषाम् अब्राह्मण्यम् एवाभिद्योतयति

इति ।



Buitenen

Such habits as wearing the garlands that are offered to the God

and eating the food that is presented to the idol

and other practices of that kind, which are condemned by all right-thinking people,

shows plainly that they are not Brahmins.





शिष्ट-गर्ह्यता

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपि च यद् अवलोकनादाव् अपि

विशिष्टाश् चान्द्रायणादि-प्रायश्चित्तानि विदधति

कथं तत्-परिग्रहः श्रुति-मूलत्वम् अवगयतीति संभावयामः?



Buitenen

Furthermore, we wonder how it can be presumed

that the authority of these people proves

that Scripture is the basis of their way of life:

at the mere sight of them

all respectable men perform expiatory rites such as candrayana



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

स्मरन्ति हि देवलकावलोकने प्रायश्चित्तम्।



Buitenen

Smrti declares that if one sets eyes on a devalaka,

it is necessary to perform an expiation.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

देवलकाश् चामी देव-कोशोपजीवित्वाद्

वृत्त्यर्थं देवपूजनात् ।



Buitenen

A devalaka is someone who lives on temple treasure

and worships the idol for a livelihood.



नरसिंहः

‘अमी’ भागवता इत्य् अर्थः।

देवकोशो ... Passages to be identified.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा च देवलः -


देवकोशोपजीवी यस्

स देवलक उच्यते ।



इति,



Buitenen

Thus Devala:

"One who lives on temple treasure. is called a devalaka."



Buitenen - Notes

not in Devalasmr̥ti.



नरसिंहः

Passages to be identified.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा,


वृत्त्यर्थं पूजयेद् देवं

त्रीणि वर्षाणि यो द्विजः ।

स वै देवलको नाम

सर्वकर्मसु गर्हितः ॥



इति ।



Buitenen

Likewise:


"A Brahmin who has worshipped the deity for three years

in order to make a living is called a devalaka

and he is held to be unworthy to partake in any ritual."





नरसिंहः

To be traced out. Cf. Bhaviṣyapurāṇa ch. 139, śls. 18, 21 and 22 :


yadi devārthadānaṃ syāt tato devalakā dvijāḥ

devadravyābhilāṣaśca brāhmaṇyaṃ tu vimuñcati




dvijo devalako yatra paṅktyāṃ bhuṅkte mahipate

annānyupasṛśennīcā sā paṅktiḥ pāpamācaret

dvijo devalako yasya saṃskāraṃ saṃprayacchati

so'dhomukhān pitṝn sarvān ākramya vinipātayet





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अमी पुनर् वंशानुपरम्परया वृत्त्य्-अर्थम् एव देवम् आराधयन्तो दृश्यन्ते,

अतो देवलकत्त्वम् अकामेनाप्य् अभ्यनुज्ञातव्यम्



Buitenen

Those who have been known to worship the God as a hereditary profession are automatically regarded as devalakas.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा च ।


विड्-वराहं च षण्डं च

यूपं देवलकं शवम् ।

भुञ्जानो नेक्षयेद् विप्रो

दृष्ट्वा चान्द्रायणं चरेत् ॥



इति प्रायश्चित्तं स्मरन्ति,



Buitenen

Passage to be identified. Cf. Sāttvatasaṃhitā XXI. 20 :


nagarāpaṇavīthīṣu tasya devalakasya ca

darśanaṃ sparaśanaṃ caiva kuryāt saṃbhāṣaṇaṃ na hi



Also cf. Paramasaṃhitā III.47 :


pāṣaṇḍasamayasthāṃśca devakośopajīvinaḥ

nāstikān ninditān duṣṭān na spṛśenna ca saṃvadet





Buitenen

The rite of expiation is set forth in the precept:


"A Brahmin who is taking his meal should not look at ordure, a pig, a eunuch, a sacrificial pole, a devalaka or a corpse;

if he does he must observe the candrayana."





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा च विषदतरम् अमीषाम् एवोपब्राह्मण्यं वर्णयत्यत्रिः ।


अ-वालुका देवलकाः कल्प-देवलका गण-भोग-देवलका भागवत-वृत्तिर् इति चतुर्थः - एते उपब्राह्मणा (5)



इति,



Buitenen

Atri, too, very explicitly declares that they are not Brahmins:


"The Avalukas, Devalakas, Kalpadevalakas, Ganabhogadevalakas and fourthly those of the Bhagavata profession are corrupt Brahmins.""





Buitenen - Notes

not in Atrismr̥ti:

Avaluka is unknown to me.

kalpa devalaka can be explained as a professional kalpa priest,

kalpa either in the sense of "(unorthodox) ritual," or 'astrological mansion'; gaNabhogadevalaka is likewise obscure,

but probably refers to unorthodox priest engaged in gaNa worship.



नरसिंहः

To be identified.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा च भगवान् व्यासः -


आह्वायका देवलका

नक्षत्र-ग्राम-याजकाः ।

एते ब्राह्मण-चण्डाला

महा-पथिक-पञ्चमाः ॥



इति,



Buitenen

[[14]]

Also the venerable Vyasa:


"The Ahvāyakas, Devalakas, Nakṣatragrāmayājakas and Mahapathikas are outcaste Brahmins." 15





नरसिंहः

आह्वायका ... Mahābhārata XII. 76.6.

'महा-पथिकाः' शव-वाहका इत्य् अर्थः।








०५ बाह्य-परिग्रहः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

एवं जात्या कर्मणा च

त्रयी-मार्गाद् अपभ्रष्ट-भागवत-जन-परिग्रह एव

पञ्च-रात्र-शास्त्र-प्रामाण्य-प्रतिक्षेपाय पर्याप्तो हेतुः,



Buitenen

Therefore, the fact that Pañcarātra recognizes the authority of the Bhagavatas

who by birth and by deeds have deviated from the Way of the Veda

is sufficient ground to deny authority to the Pañcaratra Scriptures.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा हि -

विवादाध्यासितं तन्त्रं

न मानं पुण्य-पापयोः ।

त्रयी-बाह्यैर् गृहीतत्वाच्

चैत्य-वन्दन-वाक्यवत् ॥



Buitenen

17. Furthermore, the class of texts

with which we are here concerned

are not valid means of knowing

which acts are good and which are evil

inasmuch as they are accepted by heretics,

and thus are of the same kind as the Buddhist statements on stupa worship.



नरसिंहः

'विवादाध्यासितं', प्रामाण्य-विषये विप्रतिपत्ति-समाक्रान्तम्।

'पुण्य-पापयोर्' इति विषय-सप्तमी।

चैत्यवन्दन ... Bhaṭṭa Medhātithi, commenting on Manusmṛti, XII. 95, quotes from some unknown source, the following:


nodanāḥ caityavandanataḥ svargo bhavati.







०६ वेद-तिरस्कारः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपि च तेषां

त्रयी-मार्ग-त्याग--पुरस्-सरः सर्व-धर्मोपदेश

इति स्व-वाक्यान्य् एव उपख्यापयन्ति



Buitenen

Besides, their own texts relate that

the instruction in all their dharmas

presupposes the abandoning of the Way of the Veda;



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


चतुर्षु वेदेषु परं श्रेयोऽलब्ध्वा

शाण्डिल्य इदं शास्त्रमधीतवान्



इत्यादीनि



Buitenen


"having failed to find the supreme good in the four Vedas,

Sandilya learnt this doctrine...."





नरसिंहः

This objection is raised by Śaṅkara in his commentary on the Brahma-sūtra: II. ii.45: “vipratiṣedhācca”. Cf. his commentary: “vedavipratiṣedhaśca bhavati; 'caturṣu vedeṣu paraṃ śreyo' labdhvā śāṇḍilya idaṃ śāstramadhigatavān’ ityādivedanindādarśanāt”, etc.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तद् इह

कथं चतुर्णाम् अपि वेदानां निश्रेयस-साधनावबोधकत्व-व्युदासेन आरभमाणः

तत्-प्रसादावगतम् (मोक्षाख्यम्) अर्थं

पुम्-अर्थतया कथयतीत्य् उत्प्रेक्ष्येत ?(5)



Buitenen

But how can we presume that a certain text can teach that a certain object,

which is known from the four Vedas,

is man's supreme goal in life

if he rejects at the outset the very authority of the Vedas as sources of knowledge

about the means which lead to bliss?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

मन्व्-आदयो हि

विवक्षित-सकल-समीहित-साधनावबोधकम्

आगमैक-मूलम् अभिदधाना दृश्यन्ते ।



Buitenen

On the contrary,

we find that Manu and other authors of Traditions

declare that their works which expound as their teaching the means of attaining all kinds of desirable ends

derive solely from Scripture:



'वेदो धर्म-मूलं', 'तद्-विदां च स्मृति-शीले'

नरसिंहः

Gautamadharmasūtra: I. 1-2.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


वेदोऽखिलो धर्ममूलं

स्मृतिशीले च तद्विदाम् ।





Buitenen


"The Veda in its entirety is the basis of the Law,

as well as of the traditions and customs of those who are expert in Law";





नरसिंहः

Manusmṛti: II. 6a.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


श्रुतिस्मृतिविहितो धर्मः ।





Buitenen


"the Law is enjoined by Scripture and Tradition";





नरसिंहः

Vasiṣṭhasmṛti: I. 2.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


स सर्वो ऽभिहितो वेदे

सर्व-ज्ञानमयो हि सः ।



इति च ।



Buitenen

"it is entirely expressed in the Veda;

for the Veda contains all knowledge."



नरसिंहः

Manusmṛti: II. 7b.





०७ पृथक्-संस्कर-लिङ्गम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यद् अपरम्

उपनयनादि-संस्कृतानाम् अधिकृतानां च

अग्नि-होत्रादि-समस्त-वैदिक-कर्मसु

पुनर् अपि भगवद्-आराधनाधिकार-सिद्धये

दीक्षा-लक्षण-संस्कार-वर्णनं,

तद् अवैदिकताम् एवानुकारयति,



Buitenen

[[15]]

Further, the assertion that those who have already been consecrated by the sacraments of Investiture etc.

and are thereby qualified for all the Vedic rituals, agnihotra etc.,

must yet undergo another sacrament, called Consecration ( namely, dīkṣā),

in order to be qualified for the worship of the Bhagavan,

demonstrates that the system is non-Vedic;



नरसिंहः

Cf. Pādmasaṃhitā Caryāpāda: I. 8b-10a:


naivādhikāriṇaste ca dīkṣāsaṃskāravarjitāḥ ॥

yathaiva dīkṣaṇīyeṣṭyā jāyante brāhmaṇādayaḥ ।

tathaiva dīkṣāvidhinā jāyamānā yathoditāḥ ॥

pūjāvidhau bhagavataḥ prakalpante 'dhikāriṇaḥ ।





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

वैदिकत्वे हि तैर् एव संस्कारैर् भगवद्-आराधनादाव् अप्य् अधिक्रियेरन् ।



Buitenen

for if it were Vedic,

they would be qualified for Tantric ritual by the regular sacraments.





०८ १४-विद्यास्थानेष्व् अनन्तर्भावः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यद् अपि धर्म-प्रमाणतया

समस्तास्तिक-जन-परिगृहीतेषु चतुर्-दश-विद्यास्थानेष्व् अपरिगणनं

तद् अप्य् अवैद्कत्त्वे लिङ्गम् - अन्यथा हीदम् अपि तद्-अन्यतमत्वेन स्मर्येत ।



Buitenen

Again, another indication of its non-Vedic character is the fact

that the system is not included among the fourteen sources of knowledge,

which all orthodox people recognize as giving authoritative information on the Law.

If it were authoritative,

then it would have been recognized as such by tradition;



Buitenen - Notes

fourteen sources of knowledge - namely, the four Vedas, six Vedāngas, the Purāṇas, Mimansā, Nyāya and Dharmaśāstra.



नरसिंहः

Vide Yājñavalkyasmṛti: I. 3:


purāṇanyāyamīmāṃsādharmaśāstrāṅgamiśritāḥ ।

vedāssthānāni vidyānāṃ dharmasya ca caturdaśa ॥





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च स्मर्यते,

तद् अवसीयते - "अ-वैदिकम् एवेदं पञ्च-रात्र-स्मरणम्" इति ।



Buitenen

but as it is not so recognized, this proves that the Pañcarātra tradition is non-Vedic.





०९ बादरायणोक्तिः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अत एव च भगवता बादरायणेन

त्रयी-मार्ग-प्रत्यनीक-भूत--कण-भुग्--अक्ष-चरण--सु-गत-मतादि--

बाह्य-समय-निरासावसरे

ऽस्य तन्त्रस्य निरासः ।

"उत्पत्त्य्-असंभवात्" इति ।



Buitenen

For this reason the venerable Badarāyaṇa,

when he has occasion to refute the heterodox doctrines of Kanāda, Akṣapada, the Buddha etc. as inimical to the Way of the Veda,

also refutes the Pancarãtra in his Sutra (BrS. 2.2.42.):

"Because of the impossibility of origin.



नरसिंहः

अत ... This is the contention of the Advaitins. The entire Utpattyasambhava or the Pāñcarātra section of the Brahmasūtra [II. ii. 42-45] consisting of the four aphorisms: “utpattyasaṃbhavāt”, “na ca kartuḥ karaṇaṃ”, “vijñānādibhāve vā tadapratiṣedhaḥ” and “vipratiṣedhācca” had been interpreted by Śaṅkarācārya as refuting the validity of the Pāñcarātrāgamas.

उत्पत्त्यसम्भवात् ... Brahmasūtra: II. ii.42. This sūtra is the 42nd one in the second Pāda of the second Adhyāya, according to Śaṅkara. But according to Rāmānuja, this is the 39th aphorism.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

त्रयी-विदाम् इत्थम् अ-सङ्ग्रहेण

तथा त्रयी-बाह्य-परिग्रहेण ।

अनन्तरोक्तैर् अपि हेतुभिस् तन्

न मानवादि-स्मरणैस् समानम् ॥



Buitenen

Therefore, as the Vedic experts regard the Pañcaratra doctrine as non-Vedic

since it is not included among the Vedic systems

and because of other reasons which will be advanced in the sequel,

it cannot be compared with the Tradition of Manu etc.





१० क्षुद्र-विद्या-परता

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

एवं सति

यान्य् अपि लोकं व्यामोहयितुं

विद्वेषणोच्चाटन-वशीकरणादि--क्षुद्र-विद्या-प्रायम् एव बहुलम् उपदिशद्भिर्

भगवद्-आराधनादि--कतिपय-वैदिक-कर्माणि पाञ्चरात्रिकैर् निर्दिश्यन्ते

तान्य् अनुपयोग्यान्य् अविस्रम्भणीयानि च

श्व-दृति(=bag)-निक्षिप्त-क्षीरवद्

इति मन्यामहे ।



Buitenen

In view of all this it is our opinion that such infrequent good rites- e.g., the worship of the Bhagavān - which are described by the Pañcaratricas

(who teach a good many others,

mostly black arts of exciting hatred, haunting a person out of his occupation, envoutement etc.)

are merely added to deceive people about their real attentions and do not deserve our faith or consideration: they are like milk that is put in a dog's bladder !

[[16]]



नरसिंहः

Cf. Tantravārtika under I. iii-4 : pp. 114-115 :


यद् वा यान्य् एतानि त्रयी-विद्भिः न परिगृहीतानि, किञ्चित्-तन्-मिश्र-धर्म-कञ्चुक-च्छायापतितानि लोकोपसङ्ग्रह-लाभ-पूजा-ख्याति-प्रयोजन-पराणि त्रयी-विपरीतासम्बद्ध-दृष्ट-शोभादि-प्रत्यक्षानुमानोपमानार्थापत्ति-प्राय-युक्ति-मूलोपनिबद्धानि सांख्य-योग-पाञ्चरात्र-पाशुपत-शाक्य-निर्ग्रन्थ-परिगृहीत-धर्माधर्म-निबन्धनानि विष-चिकित्सा-वशीकरणोच्चाटनोन्मादनादि-समर्थ-कतिपय-मन्त्रौषधि-कादाचित्क-सिद्धि-निदर्शन-बलेनाहिंसा-सत्य-वचन-दम-दान-दयादि-श्रुति-स्मृति-संवादि-स्तोकार्थ-बन्ध-वासित-जीविका-प्रायार्थान्तरोपदेशीनि, यानि च बाह्यतराणि म्लेच्छाचार-मिश्र-भोजनाचरणानि निबन्धनानि, तेषाम् एवैतच्-छ्रुति-विरोध-हेतु-दर्शनाभ्याम् अनपेक्षणीयत्वं प्रतिपाद्यते।



It may be noted that the passage quoted above mentions Pāñcarātra along with other non-Vedic schools like Buddhism and Jainism, and it is the nucleus of the anti-Pāñcarātra arguments advanced by the adherents of other schools of thought, from time to time.

In the Tantra-terminology, “vidveṣaṇa” etc. are technically called “ṣaṭkarmas”. Vide Liṅgādhāraṇacandrikā: p. 285, foot-note. These “ṣaṭkarmas” are : “māraṇa” (destruction), “uccāṭana” (driving away), “stambhana” (arrest, that is, staying a storm, striking a man dumb etc.), “vaśīkaraṇa” (bringing under control, which includes hypnotism), “vidveṣaṇa” (causing antagonism between persons) and “svastyayana” (curative and healing power in disease, misfortune and danger).

A number of Pāñcarātra works describe in detail the ways and means of achieving mundane pleasures, effecting enmity, attracting and subduing persons and even the minor gods, curing or healing poisons of insects and reptiles and so on. The Kāśyapasaṃhitā, for instance, is a work entirely devoted to the delineation of the curing of various sorts of poisons.

For “vidveṣaṇa”, see Kāśyapasaṃhitā: III. 32; Śrīviṣṇutilakasaṃhitā: IV. 640-643; and the Hiraṇyagarbhasaṃhitā: XIX.

For “uccāṭana”, see Kāśyapasaṃhitā: III. 26-28; V. 12, 42, 45; Śrīviṣṇutilakasaṃhitā: IV. 634-639; Hiraṇyagarbhasaṃhitā: XIX and Īśvarasaṃhitā: XXV. 115b.

For “vaśīkaraṇa” see Agastyasaṃhitā: XV. 8-11, 49-51 and XXXI; Kāśyapasaṃhitā: III. 8, 21-24; Śrīviṣṇutilakasaṃhitā: IV. 415-422; 430-454; Sāttvatasaṃhitā: XVII. 440 et passim; Hiraṇyagarbhasaṃhitā: XIII. 3 ff; Īśvarasaṃhitā: XXV. 115a.

By the term ‘ādi’ mentioned in the text “vaśīkaraṇādi”, are understood “māraṇa”, “viṣaharaṇa”, “viṣacikitsā”, “unmādana”, “ākarṣaṇa”, “stambhana” and the like.

For “māraṇa”, see Hiraṇyagarbhasaṃhitā: XIX; Agastyasaṃhitā: XXXI; Śrīviṣṇutilakasaṃhitā: IV. 645-666 and the Īśvarasaṃhitā: XXV. 115b.

For “viṣaharaṇa”, see Śrīviṣṇutilakasaṃhitā: IV. 488-490; and Kāśyapasaṃhitā: Chs. VI to XII.

For “unmādana”, see Kāśyapasaṃhitā: III. 33-36; and Īśvarasaṃhitā: XXV. 116a.

For “ākarṣaṇa”, see Kāśyapasaṃhitā: III. 1-3 and Īśvarasaṃhitā: XXV. 115a.

For “stambhana”, see the Īśvarasaṃhitā: XXV. 116a.

Thus, though apparently, the Pāñcarātrasaṃhitās pour down instructions and incantations to be followed and applied, so as to achieve some mundane pleasures, the attitude of a Pāñcarātrin to this question is an altogether different one. According to him, all such Āgamas which are found to give instructions regarding the achievement of some mundane pleasure or other, are intent upon advising men against such pursuits, rather than prescribing such pursuits. Thus, for instance, the Paramasaṃhitā, one of the oldest and the most authoritative Āgamas of the Pāñcarātra literature, also refers to the ways and means of attaining earthly pleasures in chs. VI, XIII, XV and XVI. But it spares no effort to stress upon the futility and undesirability of such pursuits.

Thus it says in VI. 60-61a:


nānyaḥ siddhyati kāmena tasmāt kāmo nirarthakaḥ

tasmāt sarvaprayatnena muktvā kāmamanorathaṃ

bhagavantamupāsīta sarvaṃ tenaiva siddhyati.



Unflinching devotion to God will itself bring to a man all material prosperity, even if he does not himself pray God for it.

Also cf. ibid : XXXI. 69 :


tasmādanena mārgeṇa pūjayet madhusūdanaṃ

aiśvaryamapavargaṃ vā nirvyājamadhigacchati.



Also cf. ibid : XXX. 100-101a :


tasmādubhayamevātra puṃsāṃ bhavati sammataṃ

aiśvaryamapavargo vā viśeṣeṇa pitāmaha

madgatā bhaktirevedamubhayaṃ sādhayiṣyati.



This is the norm of all the Pāñcarātra texts. The main concern of their teaching is unflinching devotion to the Lord and the methods of translating that devotion into acts of worship, which are divided into five types: “abhigamana”, “upādāna”, “svādhyāya”, “ijyā” and “yoga”, to be performed in different parts of the day.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अतो न वेद-मूलत्त्वं

पञ्चरात्रस्य युज्यते ।

प्रामाण्यं प्रतिपद्येत

येन मन्व्-आदि-शास्त्रवत् ॥



Buitenen

To sum up,

it is not proper to assume that Pancarātra is based on the Veda

and therefore equally authoritative as the doctrinal works of Manu' and others.





११ वेद-तुल्य-प्रमाणत्वं न


पूर्व-पक्षः (नैय्यायिकः)


पौरुषेयत्वम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अत्र कश्चिद् आह


कामं कक्ष्यान्तरित-प्रामाण्येषु मन्व्-आदिस्मरणेषु कारणतया वेदाः परिकल्प्यन्ताम्,

पञ्च-रात्र-स्मरणस्य तु किं वेदेन?





नरसिंहः

The Naiyāyika now argues with the Mīmāṃsaka. His contention is that the Vedas and the Pāñcarātra texts are utterances of one and the same Supreme Being, Who is also the Omniscient Designer-Architect of this wonderful cosmos. He forms the second critic to be refuted by the Siddhāntin, only in so far as the authorship of the Vedas is concerned. For the Siddhāntin, as for the Mīmāṃsaka, the Vedas are revealed, “apauruṣeya”, not composed even by the Supreme.



नरसिंहः

कक्ष्यया एकया अन्तरितं प्रामाण्यं मन्वादि-शास्त्राणाम्। वेदानां प्रामाण्य-सार्वभौमत्वात्, तद्-अनुसारणाच् च सर्व-स्मृतीनाम्। पञ्च-रात्रं तु वेदवद् एव निरपेक्षतया सर्वोत्कृष्टतया च प्रमाणं, तत्-समान-योग-क्षेमत्वाद् इति हार्दम्।



Buitenen

DISCURSUS:

18. At this point someone interjects:

If you please, by all means assume that the Vedas constitute the cause

of the delegated and indirect authority of the Tradition of Manu etc.



Buitenen - Notes

A Naiyayika. Traditionally, Nyaya does not accept the Mimānsā view that the Vedas have not originated from a person.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


तन्-मूलतया ऽवलम्बितेन

वेदानाम् अपि यद्(←ईश्वर)-अनुभव-निबन्धनं प्रामाण्यं

तद्-अनुभव एव हि पञ्च-रात्र-स्मरणस्य निदानम्,





Buitenen

But is there any reason why we should have to depend exclusively on the Veda

as the basis of the Pañcarātra tradition too?

The same direct knowledge which is the very foundation of the authority of the Vedas themselves

is also the foundation of the authority of the Pañcarâtra doctrine;

the authority of the latter is not based upon the relation of supporting authority

and supported authority which characterizes typical smarta injunctions,



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न खलु तुल्य-मूलयोर् अष्टकाचमन-स्मरणयोर्

मिथो-मूल-मूलि-भावः ।(5)





Buitenen

e.g., astakā and acamana which have their common basis in the Veda. In fact, the two traditions of the aştaka rite and the acamana rite are not interdependent, but, they are equally and independently authoritative.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


परस्-परम् अपेक्षेते

तुल्य-कक्ष्ये न हि स्मृती ।

पञ्च-रात्र--श्रुती तद्वन्

नापेक्षते परस्परम् ॥





Buitenen


Similarly, Pañcarātra and Scripture are not interdependent.





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


वेद-मूलत्व-हानेन

पञ्चरात्रे ऽवसीदति ।

कुतस् तन्-मूलता-हानाद्

आगमो नावसीदति ॥(5)





नरसिंहः

पञ्च-रात्रस्य वेद-मूलत्वाभावाद् यदि अप्रामाण्य-प्रसक्तिः, तर्हि पाञ्चरात्र-मूलत्वाभावात् वेदस्याप्य् अप्रामाण्य-प्रसङ्ग इति समानधर्मे। उभयोर् अपि वेद-पञ्च-रात्रयोः भगवद्-अनुभवैक-मूलतया तुल्यत्वात्, तद्-अन्तरे एकतरामूलत्व-प्रयुक्तम् अप्रामाण्यम् अन्यस्य न शक्य-शङ्कम् इति निष्कर्षः।



Buitenen

If Pancaratra collapses as soon as it is denied the support of the Veda,

why then should the Veda not collapse when the support of Pañcaratra is taken away from it?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


आह - "किम् एवं वेदा अपि पुरुषानुभवाधीनप्रामाण्याः पौरुषेया एव?"





नरसिंहः

This is the objection raised by the Mīmāṃsaka to the above view.



Buitenen

19. The Vedas derive their authority

from direct knowledge which originates from a person

and must therefore naturally derive from a person?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


कस् संशयः?

वाक्यत्वं हि पराधीन-रचनत्व-स्वभावम् उपलभ्यमानं

कथम् अपरथा ऽवतिष्ठेत?





नरसिंहः

The Naiyāyika meets this objection.



Buitenen

Who can doubt it?

For we perceive that words, from their very nature, depend for their composition

on some entity that is different from themselves.

[[17]]

How else could they exist at all?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः



वेदनाम्नो ग्रन्थस्यायं महिमा -

यत् केनचिद् असन्दृब्धो ऽपि वाक्यत्वेनावतिष्ठत



इति चेत्,





Buitenen

If it is objected that


the significance of the Book called Veda

just consists in this that

it does in fact exist as Word though nobody has composed it,



then we reply;



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


हन्त तर्हि पर्वत-वर्तिनो धूमस्यायं महिमा

यज् ज्वलनम् अन्तरेणानुच्छिन्न-सन्तानो गगन-तलम् अधिरोहतीति

किम् इति न स्यात्?(5)





Buitenen

why, if this were true,

then the significance of smoke on a mountain consists in this

that it whirls irrepressibly sky-high without fire!

It is utterly out of the question.



Buitenen - Notes

The argument is thus:

The Veda is of personal origin, because it is language;

language is invariably found to originate from persons.

The Naiyayika compares the Mimasaka's view in the terms of this argument

with the standard inference:

the mountain has fire, because it has smoke.





धर्म-साक्षात्-कारः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः



ननु कथम् अतिक्रान्त-मानान्तरावतारे धर्मे

ग्रन्थः सन्दृभ्यते?



मैवं - यतस् सहज-संवेदन--साक्षात्-कृत-धर्माधर्म एव

भगवान् जगद्-अनुकम्पया वेदम्-अनामानं ग्रन्थम् आरचयतीति ।





नरसिंहः

‘संवेदनं’ ज्ञानम्; तच् च भगवतस् सहजम्। इन्द्रिय-निरपेक्षं तस्य प्रत्यक्षम् इति भावः।



Buitenen



20. OBJECTION. But since the applicability' of the dharma

cannot be shown by any of the means of knowledge,

how can a book on it be composed?



REPLY. Don't argue like that:

for the Bhagavan who, of course, has an immediate intuition of dharma and adharma

through the knowledge which is natural to Him

has had this Book called Veda composed out of compassion for the world.





Buitenen - Notes

avatara "descent, emergence." The meaning is as follows: Dharma is by definition that action which leads to a certain end by suprasensible law. Since the process (the incarnation) is suprasensible, there can be no other authority for it than Scriptural authority.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः



किम् अस्ति धर्माधर्म-गोचरम् अपि प्रत्यक्षम्?







Buitenen

21. OBJECTION. But does this intuition or perception also encompass dharma and adharma?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


बाढं कथम् अन्यथा तनु-भुवनादि-कार्यम् उपजनयति?





Buitenen


REPLY. Certainly. How else would the Bhagavān be able to give rise to such effects as body, world etc.?





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


स हि तत्र कर्ता भवति

यो यस्योपादानम् उपकरणञ् च साक्षात्-कर्तुं प्रभवति।





Buitenen

For the maker of such effects must be one who is capable of perceiving their material and instrumental causes.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


धर्माधर्मौ च जगद्-उपकरणम्

इति मीमांसकानाम् अपि सम्मतमेव ।





Buitenen

Now, dharma and adharma are the instrumental causes of the world;

this is also the consensus of the Mimāmsakas.

Consequently we must postulate a certain person who has this perceptual knowledge;

and that person must also be the one who created the Veda at the beginning.



Buitenen - Notes

This envisages the world as the sum total of the fruits (phala) brought about by observance or non-observance of dharma, which is thus instrumental to world creation.





जगत्-कार्यता

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


यस्तु ब्रूते

"गिरि-भुवनाऽऽदयो भावा न कार्या" इति,

प्रतिब्रूयादेनम् -





Buitenen

22. If one contends that such entities as mountains, earth and the like are not effects,

the "answer is as follows:



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


विवाद-गोचरा भावाः

कार्या (भू=)विश्वम्-भरादयः ।

विचित्र-सन्-निवेशत्वान्

नरेन्द्र-भवनादिवत् ।

तथा सावयवत्वेन

विनाशो ऽप्य् अवसीयते ॥





नरसिंहः

‘विचित्र-सन्निवेशत्वात्’, सावयवत्वाद् इति यावत्।



Buitenen

[[18]]

The entities in question, earth etc., are effects,

because they have a complex construction, like a king's palace (cf. Udayana, Kusumanjali 4.1.).

Similarly, from the fact that they are made up of parts

we conclude that they are subject to destruction.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


विनश्यन्ति च ये भावास्

ते तत्-साधन-वेदिना ।

विनाश्यन्ते यथा तज्-ज्ञैर्

अस्माभिः (कमण्डलु=)करकादयः ॥





Buitenen

Entities that can be destroyed are destroyed by someone who knows the means by which they can be destroyed,

just as we can destroy clay vessels etc.

when we know by what means to destroy them.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ये पुनर् अ-परिदृष्ट-बुद्धिमद्-अधिष्ठान--तरु-पतनादि-शकलिता भावाः

तेऽपि विमत्य्-आक्रान्ता

इति नानैकान्तिकत्वम् आवहन्ति ।





नरसिंहः

‘विमत्याक्रान्ता’ पक्षे क्रोडी-कृता इत्य् अर्थः। पक्षे व्यभिचारशङ्का तु न दोषाय, अपरथा अनुमान-व्यवहार-स्यैवोच्छेद-प्रसङ्गात् इति आशयः।



Buitenen

In the case of entities that are shattered, for instance, by a falling tree,

that is without perceptible intelligent agency,

the cause of their destruction remains dubious:

but because of this very dubiety

there can also be not positive certainty that the cause of their destruction is entirely occasional.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


किं च -

महत्तया सनाथेन

स्पन्दमानत्व-हेतुना ।

उत्पत्ति-भङ्गौ भावानाम्

अनुमातुम् इहोचितौ ॥





नरसिंहः

‘महत्त्वे सति क्रियावत्त्वाद्‘ इति यावत्।



Buitenen

Motion, when there is mass, is sufficient ground to infer in this world

that an entity which has mass and can move is subject to origination and to destruction.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


तद् एवम् उदीरित-न्याय-प्रसिद्धे विश्वम्-भरादि-कार्यत्वे

सिध्यत्य् एव भगवतस् तद्-उपकरण-धर्माधर्म-साक्षात्-कारित्वम् ।





Buitenen

It being thus established that earth etc. are indeed effects, on the grounds adduced above,

it follows that the Bhagavan has knowledge of dharma and adharma

which are the instrumental causes of origination and annihilation.



Buitenen - Notes

Since they are products, they have been produced by a person (God) who knew the means by which to produce them (dharma and adharma).



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


तथा हि -

विवादाध्यासिता भावा

येऽमी भू-भूधरादयः ।

ते यथोक्तावबोधेन

कर्त्रा केनापि निर्मिताः ॥





Buitenen

Consequently, the entities here in question, earth, mountains and the like,

have been created by a maker who possesses the described knowledge.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


उत्पत्ति-नाश-भागित्वाद्

यद् उत्पत्ति-विनाशवद् ।

दृष्टन् तत्, तादृशा कर्त्रा

निर्मितन् - तद् यथा गृहम् ॥





Buitenen

Everything that has origin and end is, in our experience, created by such a maker,

just because it is subject to origination and annihilation, like a house.





सृष्टेः सकर्तृकत्वम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न च वाच्यं -


कर्मणाम् एव स्वानुष्ठातृ-पुरुष-समीहितानि संपादयताम् अन्तरा

नान्तरीयकं (→नाविना-भूतं) तनु-भुवनादि-कार्य-निर्माणम्



इति …





नरसिंहः

एव-कारेण ईश्वरो निषिध्यते।



नरसिंहः

यद् विना यन् न भवति, तत् तस्य नान्तरीयकम्।



Buitenen

[[19]]

23. Let it not be argued that


there is no intermediate production of effects like body, world etc.

between acts that bring about the desires of the person who undertakes them,





Buitenen - Notes

This is the Mimaṁsā view

which holds that the dharma and adharma as instruments in creation

are always the dharma and adharma of a particular intelligent being

whose body is itself the product of dharma and adharma

and can therefore never, however intelligent he may be, control them.

The Mimimsaka admits that the universe, being made up of parts, is subject to origination and destruction,

but never at one time, since all entities presuppose former acts that have brought them about.

[[127]]

The law of dharma and adharma necessarily operates eternally.

No agency is possible which can intervene in this eternal operation from act to act,

by either beginning or ending the universe.

On this cf. Prakaraṇapañcikā, p. 137 ff. for the Prabhakara view, and Slokavārttika, Sambandhākṣepaparihāra 47-116 for the Bhitta view.[[127]]

The law of dharma and adharma necessarily operates eternally.

No agency is possible which can intervene in this eternal operation from act to act,

by either beginning or ending the universe.

On this cf. Prakaraṇapañcikā, p. 137 ff. for the Prabhakara view, and Slokavārttika, Sambandhākṣepaparihāra 47-116 for the Bhāṭṭa view.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


यतश् चेतनानधिष्ठितानि तानि

न कार्याणि जनयितुम् उत्सहन्ते

अ-चेतनत्वाद् वासीवत्, (=क्षुरवत्)





नरसिंहः
Vide Prakaraṇapañcikā; VII. P134:


न खल्व् अनधिष्ठिता वर्धकिना वासी वर्धनाय प्रवर्तते।



Also cf. Nyāyakusumāñjali: V. P51:


परमाण्व्-आदयो हि चेतनाधिष्ठिताः प्रवर्तन्ते, अचेतनत्वात् वासीवत्।



Also cf. Śaṅkara's commentary on Brahmasūtra: II. ii-1 : P221 [Nirṇayasāgara Edition]:


नाऽचेतनं लोके चेतनानधिष्ठितं स्व-तन्त्रं...दृष्टम्।





Buitenen

for these acts are unable to produce anything unless they are used as an instrument by a spiritual being,

since they are non-spiritual themselves, like an adze:



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न हि चेतनेन तक्ष्णाऽनधिष्ठिता वासी

स्वयम् एव यूपादीन्य् आपादयितुम् अलम् ।(5)





Buitenen

without the operation of a spiritual being-- the carpenter-

an adze is incapable of effecting by itself such objects as a sacrificial pole,





अपूर्व-निर्वाहः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न चापूर्वाण्य् अधिष्ठाय

वयं निर्मातुम् ईश्वराः ।

न हि कर्मोदयात् पूर्वं

साक्षात्-कर्तुं क्षमामहे ॥(5)





Buitenen

And we are not able to create through the instrumentality of apurva factors:

for before the actual fruition of the ritual act we cannot know their instrumentality,



Buitenen - Notes

apūrva lit. "that which is unprecedented, not known before, se. by other means of knowledge" in Mimāmsā it describes especially that suprasensible power inherent in the act which makes it produce its result.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


उक्तं हि उपादानोपकरण-साक्षात्-कारिण एव

तत्र तत्र कर्तृत्वम् इति ।





Buitenen

and it has been said that only a person who has actual knowledge of the material and instrumental causes

can be a maker with respect to these causes.



Buitenen - Notes

The argument is that one cannot know that the act will indeed produce an effect until this effect has materialized;

thus the act's power- apūrva- cannot be known beforehand

as the instrument of effectuation.(5)

By the Naiyayika's definition

only one who knows what instruments are effective in production

can actually produce.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न च कर्म-जन्यापूर्व-साक्षात्-कार-क्षमः क्षेत्र-ज्ञः कश्चित् प्रज्ञायते प्रतिज्ञायते वा,





Buitenen

And there is no embodied soul which is known, or claimed, to be capable of having the required actual knowledge of the apurva that is to arise from the act.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


अतः क्षेत्र-ज्ञ--तद्-उपभोग--तत्-साधन-धर्माधर्मादि--

निखिल-लोकावलोकन-चतुरः कोऽपि निरतिशय-शक्ति-वैचित्र्यः पुरुषो ऽभ्युपगन्तव्यः,

तस्य चाप्रतिघ-ज्ञानत्वादयस् सहजाः ।





नरसिंहः

Vide Doctrine of Śakti in Indian Literature, P42:


God in the conception of the Naiyāyikas is one that is not only the efficient cause and supreme agent of the world, but possesses innumerable qualities such as knowledge, activity, desire, etc.



Cf. Vātsyāyana's commentary on the Nyāyasūtra, IV. i.21, P. 292:


guṇaviśiṣṭamātmāntaraṃ īśvaraḥ.



Cf. also ibid: P293 :


na tāvadasya buddhiṁ vinā kaściddharmo liṅgabhūtaśśakya upapādayitum.





Buitenen

Therefore we must admit a Person of absolute omnipotence who is able to take in at a glance the entire Universe with dharma and adharma of all embodied souls, their experiencing of karmic results etc.,

and in whose nature such properties as unrestricted knowledge etc. subsist.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


यथाऽहुः -


ज्ञानम् अप्रतिघं तस्य

वैराग्यञ् च जगत्पतेः ।

ऐश्वर्यञ् चैव धर्मश् च

सहसिद्धं चतुष्टयम् ॥



इति,





नरसिंहः

To be identified. This verse is quoted by Sucaritamiśra in his commentary on the Ślokavārtika, P.110 [Trivandrum Skt. Series No. 90].



Buitenen

As they say (unidentified source): "The unobstructed knowledge, perfect impartiality, omnipotence of a universal lord and dharma are all four established together."



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


इमम् एवार्थं मन्त्रार्थवादेतिहास-पुराण-वादा उपोद्वलयन्ति -





Buitenen

Mantras, arthavadas, epic and purana corroborate this point; e.g.



Buitenen - Notes

mantra and arthavada: the terms indicate that the Naiyayika continues to address the Mimimsaka, for these of course are Mimāmsā terms, mantra being the Vedic formula used at the ritual, arthavada the descriptive, noninjunctive passages of Brahmana and later Vedic texts.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


द्यावा-पृथिवी जनयन् देव एकः ।

प्रजापतिर्वेदानसृजत ।



इत्य् एवम् आदयः ।



नरसिंहः

Mahānārāyaṇīya Upaniṣat: II. 2.



नरसिंहः

To be identified.



Buitenen

"The one god, Prajapati, creating heaven and earth, created the Vedas," etc. (RV. 10. 90. 14)





पाञ्चरात्रस्य साक्षात् प्रणयनम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


स चायम् आदिकाले भगवान्

प्रलीन-निखिल-करण-कलेवरादि--भोगोपकरण--

चेतनेतरायमाण-जीव-जालावलोकन-जनित-महानुग्रहः (5)…





राममिश्रशास्त्री

आदिकले - प्रलयकाले।

यथा हि जडास्

तथैव चेतना अपि करण-कलेवर-विकला भोग-भाजोनाभूवन्न्

इति ते चेतनेतरायमाणा इत्य् उच्यन्ते ।



Buitenen

At the moment of inception

the great Grace of this Person who is the Bhagavan

is evoked by a glance at the aggregate of individual souls

who are almost in a state of non-spiritual stupor,

their instruments for the experiencing of karmic results- body, senses and other organs-being completely dissolved.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


सकलम् अपि जगद् उपजनय्य

तद्-अभिलषित-समस्त-सांसारिक-सम्पत्-प्राप्त्युपाय-प्रकाशन-बहुलां त्रयीम् एकतो निर्माय





नरसिंहः

'एकतः' कारन्यैनेति यावत्। [[??]]



Buitenen

[[20]]

His Grace evoked, he originates the entire universe

and simultaneously He creates the triple Veda

which states pellucidly the means

by which the souls in transmigration can realize the objects of their desires.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


पुनर् अपि विविध-दुरित--(तरङ्ग-)परम्-पराऽऽकीर्ण--भवार्णव-निमग्नान् उद्विग्नान् अवलोकयन्





Buitenen

Then again, perceiving that they are in a pitiable condition,

being immersed in the ocean of existence

which is perturbed by wave upon wave of all manner of iniquities,



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


परम-करुणतया तप्त-मानसः

परम-निश्रेयस-साधन-स्वाराधनावबोध-साधनी-भूताः पञ्च-रात्र-संहिताः सनत्-कुमार--नारदादिभ्यो ऽभ्यवोचद्





Buitenen

His heart burns with supreme compassion

and He promulgates, through Sanatkumara, Narada etc., the Pancarãtra Samhitās

which constitute the sources of knowledge

about the manner in which He should be propitiated to attain to perfect bliss.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


इति त्रयी-समान--स्व-तन्त्रानुभव-मूलानि तन्त्राणि

कथम् इव यादृश-तादृश-मन्व्-आदि-स्मरण-गोष्ठीम् अधितिष्ठन्ति ?(5)





Buitenen

Forasmuch as the Tantras are therefore based upon an immediate cognition of the Lord

and are consequently self-sufficient like the Vedas,

can they belong in the company of any Tradition, that of Manu or anyone?






वेदापौरुषेयत्वम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

स्याद् एवं यदि वेदानां

निर्माताऽपि प्रमाणतः ।

कुतश्चिद् उपलभ्येत -

न चासाव् उपलभ्यते ॥



नरसिंहः

The Mīmāṁsaka raises his objection again.



Buitenen

REFUTATION.

24. If this is true, then on what authority is such a creator of the Vedas known to exist?

He is not directly perceived.



Buitenen - Notes

Yamuna concurs in the Mimāmsaka's refutation of the Naiyayika's views,

to the extent that

he too rejects that the existence of God can be proved by reason;

but he will counter the Mimagisa assertion that God cannot be proved at all,

that in fact there is neither room nor purpose for a God in the universe.

For Yamuna, God has all the characteristics He has for the Naiyayika,

but he proves them from Scripture, not reason.(5)



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च वाक्यत्व-लिङ्गेन

वेद-कारो ऽनुमीयते ।

अभिप्रेत-विशेषाणां

विपर्यास-प्रसङ्गतः ।



Buitenen

Nor can we infer from the fact that the Veda is word

that it therefore must have an author,

for that would entail the total reversion of your special contentions.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

वाक्यं हि यत् पराधीन-

रचनं संप्रदृश्यते ॥

शरीरिणैव तत् सर्वम्

उच्यमानं विलोक्यते ।(5)



Buitenen

For an utterance that is perceived to depend for its composition on the agency of some being

is also perceived to be uttered by no one but an embodied being …



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

पुण्य-पाप-निमित्तञ् च

शरीरं सर्व-देहिनाम् ॥

एवं पुण्येतराधीन-

सुख-दुःखस्य देहिनः ।

अनीश्वरस्य निर्माणं

वाक्यत्वम् अनुमापयेत् ॥(5)



नरसिंहः

पुण्यवद् इतरा(पापा)धीनेति भावः।

"निर्माणं" निर्मातृत्वम् इति भावः।



Buitenen

[[21]]

whose happiness and unhappiness resulted from his good and evil karman,

and who therefore cannot be God.




धर्म-प्रामाण्यता-हानि-प्रसङ्गः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपि चैवं प्रमाणत्वं

वेदानाम् अपि दुर्लभम् ।

न हि मानान्तरापूर्वे

धर्मे तस्यास्ति संभवः ॥



नरसिंहः

‘तस्य’ निर्माणस्येत्य् अर्थः।



Buitenen

Moreover, in that case it would be impossible

to establish the authority of the Vedas themselves;

for if dharma-the Law-is not independent of other means of knowledge,

there is no exclusive authority of the Vedas.



Buitenen - Notes

That which makes the Veda authoritative, i.e., a means of valid knowledge, is just this that it communicates knowledge of apurva facts, e.g., that a soma sacrifice is a means of attaining heaven, i.e., generally matters pertaining to dharma.






अकर्तृकं जगत्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु कथं मानान्तरापूर्वो धर्मः,

उक्तं हि


साक्षात्-करोति धर्माधर्मौ -

कथम् अन्यथा तद्-उपकरणं जगज् जनयति



इति।





नरसिंहः

This is the contention of the Naiyāyika.



Buitenen

25. OBJECTION.

But why should dharma be independent of other means of knowledge?

For we have asserted that


He has actual knowledge of dharma and adharma:

how else could He produce the world of which dharma and adharma are the instrumental causes?





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

सत्यम् उक्तं - "कोऽपि निर्माता

तद्(=ततः) विश्वस्य जगतो", न हि ।

विद्यते कोऽपि निर्माता

येनैवम् अपि कल्प्यते ॥



नरसिंहः

The Mīmāṁsaka refutes the above contention of the Naiyāyika.

Vide Śaivasiddhānta, P.74 ff, for the following:


It may be noted that even the Lokāyata (Cārvāka) entertains similar view regarding, the world's creatorship, i.e., that there is no creator for it.





Buitenen

REPLY.

That has indeed been asserted,

but the assertion is fallacious:

for no creator of the entire universe can be found

of whom this can be assumed.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

(लोकस्य→) विचित्र-सन्निवेशत्व-

युक्त्या यद् अपि साधितम् (सकर्तृकत्वम्) ।

तत्रोच्यते त्रिधा भावा

लौकिकैः परिलोकिताः ॥



Buitenen

To your argument that the world must be effected

because it has a complex construction

can be objected that empiricists distinguish three kinds of entities:



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

प्रत्यक्ष-दृष्ट-कर्तारः

केचिद् एते घटादयः ।

अ-विद्यमान-निर्माणास्

तथाऽन्ये गगनादयः ॥

सन्दिह्यमान-निर्माणाः

केचिद् विश्वम्-भरादयः ।



नरसिंहः

Pāṇini's sūtra: "nadyṛtaśca" (V. iv-153) would require this to be "pratyakṣadṛṣṭakartṛkāḥ", since the compound intended by the author here is of the Bahuvrīhi-type. But according to the well-known saying "sthitasya gatiḥ kalpanīyā", the term "pratyakṣadṛṣṭakartāraḥ" can be interpreted as a Karmadhāraya compound, thus: "yatra pratyakṣadṛṣṭāḥ kartāraḥ, ete kecit ghaṭādayaḥ", in which case, the expression necessarily has to be split into two parts.



Buitenen

Those whose makers are evident to perception, e.g. pots and the like;

those which are not found to be made at all (the individual soul) (eg. sky);

and those whose creation remained doubtful, like the earth etc.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तत्र प्रथम-सन्दर्शित-राशि-द्वये ऽनवकाश एवेश्वर-व्यापारः ।



Buitenen

In the two first-mentioned cases

there is no room for God's activity.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अद्यवद् एव विश्वम्-भरादयः क्रम-प्राप्तागन्तुकोपचयापचययोर्

न युगपद् उदय-विलय-भागिनः।



नरसिंहः

Cf. Īśvarasiddhi, P.241, where the same sentence occurs.



Buitenen

As to the third, the earth etc. are not involved in a total origination or disintegrations,

but merely, as now, subject to varying degrees of increase and decrease which are adventitious.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

ईदृशोत्पत्तिभङ्गौ मीमांसकानाम् अपि सम्मताव् एवेति सिद्ध-साधनत्वम् ।



Buitenen

To say that the Mimāmsakas accept origination and annihilation in this sense is to prove the proved.



Buitenen - Notes

The Mimimsaka admits that the universe, being made up of parts, is subject to origination and destruction,

but never at one time, since all entities presuppose former acts that have brought them about.





अपूर्व-निर्वाहानपेक्षा

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

बुद्धिमत् कर्तृता याऽपि

प्रयासेन समर्थिता ।

साध्यते साऽपि सिद्धैव

बुद्धिमन्तो हि चेतनाः ॥



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यागादिभिः स्व-भोगाय

तत् तद् उत्पादयन्ति नः ॥

युक्तञ् चोभय-सिद्धानां

तत्राधिष्ठान-कल्पनम् ।

वयञ्च याग-दानादि

साक्षात् कर्तुं क्षमा यतः ॥



नरसिंहः

यागादिभिः ... Vide Karmamīmāṁsā, P.61:


Though the Mīmāṁsā is so deeply concerned with the sacrifice, it has no belief in the doctrine that the rewards of offering are to be expected either from the deities to whom the offerings are directed to be made, from a God as Creator or apportioner of reward and punishment. The sacrifice generates an unseen potency, whence the goods desired by sacrificers are obtained.



नः ... “नः” अस्मद्-इष्टाः चेतना इत्य् अन्वयः।

युक्तं ... Cf. Īśvarasiddhi, P.240:


“yuktaṁ caitat yadubhayavādisiddhānāmeva cetanānāṁ kartṛtvābhyupagamaḥ, lāghavāt; na copādānādyanabhijñatayā tatpratikṣepaḥ।




upādānaṁ pṛthivyādi yāgadānādi sādhanaṁ।

sākṣātkartuṁ kṣamante yat sarva eva hi cetanāḥ॥



सिद्धानां ... उभय-वादि-सम्मतानां जीवानाम् इति भावः।



Buitenen

[[22]]

In our opinion, too,

these intelligent agents bring about various results

by means of sacrifices and other acts,

in order to enjoy these results themselves;

and the assumption that they are indeed,

as is proved for both of us, instrumental therein is quite correct,

for we can have direct knowledge of these acts, sacrifices, donations and the like.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

कर्मणः शक्ति-रूपं यद्

अ-पूर्वादि-पदास्पदम् ।

मा भूत् प्रत्यक्षता तस्य

किन् तेनाध्यक्षितेन नः ॥



नरसिंहः

Cf. Īśvarasiddhi*, P.241, where this verse is reproduced almost as it is, but for a slight change in the second half of the second line, which reads as “śaktimaddhyakṣagocaraḥ”.



Buitenen

However, the special power described with terms like apurva can never be open to perception.

How then can we have use for a supervising God?



Buitenen - Notes

Since the apūrva power is suprasensible,

it can never be perceived,

and the assumption of a God who 'supervises' and controls this power

because he perceives it is absurd.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न खलु कुलालादयः

कुम्भादि-कार्यम् आरिप्समानाः

तद्-उपादानोपकरण-भूत--मृद्-दण्ड-चक्रादि-कार्योत्पादन-शक्तिं साक्षात्कृत्य

तत् तद् आरभन्ते ।(5)



नरसिंहः

Cf. Īśvarasiddhi, P.242, for identical statements.



Buitenen

26. Certainly, it is not true that an agent, for instance a potter,

when he wishes to produce a certain product- pots-

must first have direct knowledge of the power of their material cause- clay- and instrumental cause- stick- to produce these products

before he can actually undertake their production.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यदि परं (उय्येत)- शक्तिम् अ-विदुषाम् (कुम्भकारादीनां) अभिलषित-साधनाय तद्-उपादानादि-व्यवहारो ऽनुपपन्नः।

इह तु नित्यागम-जन्मना प्रत्ययेन संप्रत्य्-आकलित-यागादि--तत्-तद्-उत्पादन-पाटवाः पुरुषास् (←अनीश्वरा देवा अपि)

तैर् एव विश्वम्-भरा(=भू)ऽऽदि-भावान् आविर्भावयन्ति,



नरसिंहः

यदि परं ... 'यदि परं' इत्य् अस्य , 'यदि यत् किञ्चिद् विवक्षितं, तर्हि एवं वक्तव्यम्' इत्य् अर्थः।

इह तु ... Cf. Ślokavārtika, Saṃbandhākṣepaparihāra: śl. 75:


kasyacit hetumātṛatvaṁ yadyadhiṣṭhānatocyate

karmabhiḥ sarvajīvānāṁ tatsiddheḥ siddhasādhanam.



The same idea is expressed in the Īśvarasiddhi, P.242:


āgamādavagamyante vicitrāḥ karmaśaktayaḥ

tena karmabhirātmānaḥ sarvaṁ nirmimatāṁ pṛthak.



प्रत्ययेन ... “Pratyaya” here means “jñāna”.

सम्प्रत्याकलित ... “Samprati” is used in the sense of “samyak”. Also see the following verse “kṛtārthatvāt krīḍā” etc. where also the word “saṃprati” occurs.



Buitenen

Else people who are unaware of the power of the requisite causes

would never be able to employ these causes in order to produce the results they want.

In the case under discussion the persons concerned do indeed know

which causes are required to bring about the results they want, for they know these causes, such as sacrifices etc.,

through the knowledge they have obtained from eternal Scripture.

Thus, aided by these causes, they render manifest such products as earth etc.





धर्म-साक्षात्-काराभावेऽपि सृष्टिः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा च प्रत्यक्ष-प्रकृति+++(=उपादान)-+++-करणः कर्म-करण-

प्रवीणो, नैवान्यः क्षम इति च नास्त्यत्र नियमः ॥



नरसिंहः

By “prakṛti” is meant “upādāna” and by “karaṇa” is meant “nimitta” and the like.



Buitenen

Also, there is no invariable rule

that only an agent to whom the material and instrumental causes are fully known

is capable of undertaking an action

and nobody else.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अ-पश्यन्न् एवायं प्रकृति(=उपादान)-करणे स्वात्म-मनसि

ननु ज्ञाने कर्ता भवति पुरुषस् तत् कथम् इव ।

विनाशीदं विश्वं जगद् अवयवित्वाद् इति च यद्

बलीयः प्रत्यक्ष-प्रतिहत-मुखत्वेन तद् असत् ॥

स एवायम् मेरुर् दिवस-कर-बिम्बञ् च तदिदं

धरित्री सैवेति स्फुटम् इह यतो धीर् उदयते ।(5)



नरसिंहः

अपश्यन्नेवायं ... Cf. Īśvarasiddhi, P.246: “na copādānādisākṣātkāriṇa eva kartṛtvamityapi niyamaḥ; upādānamupakaraṇaṁ ca aviduṣa evātmano jñānādiṣu kartṛtvāt”.

विनाशीदं ... Cf. तथा सावयवत्वेन etc., above.



Buitenen

A man can still be an agent in the action of knowing

without perceiving in his own mind the material and instrumental causes

that go into the making of this action of knowing.

Why, then, contend that the causes must be known first?

27. The contention that the entire Universe is subject to annihilation

because it has parts is incorrect. Such a conclusion is [[23]] cancelled by stronger perceptual evidence against it.

For the knowledge that does arise in the world of here and now is plainly this:

'Here is the meru; here is the sun; here is the earth.'





अकृतं जगत्


अनुमनम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

शक्नोति हि प्रत्यभिज्ञैव

समस्त-काल-सम्बन्धम् एषाम् अवगमयितुम्,

सन्ति हि पूर्वापर-कालयोर् अपि तादृशाः पुरुषाः,

प्रादुःषन्ति येषाम् ईदृश-प्रत्ययाः,

प्रयोगश् च भवति ।



Buitenen

Recognition conveys to us the knowledge that

these entities are related to different times;

and certainly both in former and later ages

there arise similar persons

who have the same notion of these entities' present existence.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

मही-शैल-पतङ्गादि-

प्रत्यभिज्ञानवन् नरः ।

(नरः→) अतीत-कालः, कालत्वाद्

इदानीन्तन-कालवत् (←सनरः) ॥ (5)



नरसिंहः

This long compound qualifies the term “atītakālaḥ”.



Buitenen

To put it in syllogistic form:

The past has persons who recognize earth, sun and mountain,

because the past is time, like the present.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

एवम् अनागतेऽपि प्रयोगो दर्शयितव्यः ।



Buitenen

The same syllogism can be constructed with regard to the future.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न चेदृश-प्रयोगेण

घटादेर् अपि नित्यता ।

प्रसज्यते यतस् तत्र

प्रत्यक्षौ भङ्ग-सम्भवौ ॥ (4)



नरसिंहः

'सो ऽयं घट' इति प्रत्यभिज्ञया घटादेर् अपि नित्यत्वं न शङ्कनीयम् इति भावः। तत्र कारणम् आह ‘यत‘ इति ।



Buitenen

This reasoning does not entail the fallacious conclusion that pots etc. are eternal,

for in their case origination and annihilation are directly evident.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

विरोधे सति येनात्मा (→तर्क-फलम्)

हेतुना नैव लभ्यते ।

न लभ्यते ऽविरोधेऽपि

तेनात्मेत्य् अस्त्य् असम्भवः ॥



नरसिंहः

'विरोधे सति, येन हेतुना आत्मा नैव लभ्यते [हेतुत्वं हीयत इति यावत्], तेन अविरोधे ऽपि सति, आत्मा न लभ्यतय् इत्य् एतत् न सम्भवति ।' इति श्लोकस्यास्य पदान्वयः ।

Cf. Tantravārttika under I. iii. 51-54, 55:


na hi yena pramāṇatvaṁ labdhapūrvaṁ kadācana।

tena tat sarvadā labhyamityājñāpayatīśvaraḥ॥

na ca yad balavadruddhamātmānaṁ naiva vindati।

avirodhe 'pi tenātmā na labdhavyaḥ kathaṁcana॥

na cāpi bādhakābhāvāt labdha ātmeti sarvadā।

labdhavyaḥ sa virodhe 'pi pūrvasāmānyadarśanāt॥





Buitenen

It does not follow that,

when a certain fact cannot be proved on the strength of a certain ground,

since this ground involves a contradiction,

this same ground cannot prove the same fact

when it does not involve a contradiction.



Buitenen - Notes

read "na labhyate .avirodhe" pi; the meaning is this: when a certain fact (the eternality of pots) cannot be proved by a ground (recollection)

because this ground contains a contradiction

(it is recollected that pots having existed cease to exist),

this does not prove that the same ground (recollection) cannot prove the eternality of earth, mountains, etc., when there is no contradiction contained in it (nobody has recollection of a vanishing mountain).





महत्त्वादिना न कृतत्वम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

महत्त्वे सति स्पन्दमानत्व-युक्त्या

जगज्-जन्म-भङ्गश् च यः प्रत्यपादि ।

स च प्रत्यभिज्ञा-बल-ध्वस्त-हेतुर्

न हृद्यत्वम् अद्य प्रपद्येत युक्त्या ॥



नरसिंहः

Cf. महत्तया सनाथेन etc., above.



Buitenen

The other inference that has been given to prove that the world is subject to origination and annihilation,

namely on the ground of motion when there is mass,

is likewise incorrect;

for this ground, too, is cancelled by the greater cogency of recognition.

Consequently, inference cannot provide positive proof

that the world is subject to origination and annihilation.





अनिष्ट-गुणापत्तिः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपि च (कर्त्रन्मानेऽपि) धर्मि-विशेष-विरुद्धश् चायं (ईश्वराख्यो) हेतुः कार्यत्वाद् इति

कार्यत्वं हि

(कर्तृ-)स्वभाव--दृष्ट-विग्रहवत्त्व-+अनाप्त-कामत्व-+अनीश्वरत्वासार्वज्ञ्यादि-

व्याप्ति-वित्त्य्-उपयुक्ततरानेक-विशेषानुषक्तं,



Buitenen

[[24]]

28. Further, you contend that there is a God, on the ground that the world is a product;

but this ground precludes a specially qualified producer.

For a product generally implies on the part of its producer

a number of properties which are natural to him

and therefore indispensable for the precise knowledge of the concomitance between him and his product -

Properties like being in possession of a body,

having something left to desire,

being deprived of omnipotence and omniscience, etc.



नरसिंहः

Vide Karmamīmāṁsā*: pp. 61-62:


Experience, Prabhākara urges, shows us the bodies of all animals being produced by purely natural means; we can argue hence to the facts of the past and future and need invoke no extraneous aid.....Supervision ( by God ) also is impossible, even had God the necessary knowledge; it must take the form either of contact, which is impossible as merit and demerit being qualities are not subject to contact, or inherence, and plainly a man's qualities cannot inhere in God. If the argument is adduced on the analogy of the carpenter, it may be replied that on this basis, the creator would have to be an embodied spirit, and no embodied spirit can effect such subtle things as the atoms or merit and demerit.





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

कथम् इव तत्-प्रत्यनीक-भूताशरीर-नित्य-तृप्त-सर्वज्ञत्वाद्य्-अभिमत-विशेषान् साध्य-धर्मिण्य् अवगमयति?(5)



Buitenen

How, then, can the fact that the world is a product

convey to us the knowledge that the producer proposed for it

possesses the postulated properties, of being bodiless, eternally satisfied, omniscient etc., properties,

that is, which are the opposite of what would naturally follow?



नरसिंहः

'सिसाधयिषिते कर्तरि' इत्य् अर्थः।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

स्व-शरीर-प्रेरणम् अपि शरीर-सम्बन्धासमवायि-कारणक-प्रयत्नवतो नान्यस्येति

न कथंचिद् अशरीरिणः कर्तृत्व-संभवः ॥



Buitenen

The production of a product requires the activation of the body,

which requires on the producer's part an effort

whose inherent cause is his relation with a body and is impossible of any but just such a producer. It follows that under no condition bodiless person can be an agent.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अथैतद्-दोष-हानाय

देहवान् इत्य् उपेयते ।

स देहो जन्मवान् मा वा?

जन्मवत्त्वे ऽनवस्थितिः ॥

नित्यत्वेऽवयवित्वञ्च

स्याद् अनैकान्तिकन् तव ("सावयवम् अनित्यम्" इति वदतः) ।(5)



Buitenen

Or if, in order to remove this fault from the argument,

it is assumed that the producer indeed possesses a body,

then the question arises,

Is that body itself subject to origination or not?

If it be subject to origination,

there is infinite regress.

If it be eternal, then your contention that

whatever has parts must come to an end is not universally true.



नरसिंहः

तावद्-उक्तस्य सावयवत्वहेतोर् नैकान्तिक-दोषो भवेद् इत्य् अन्वयः।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यद् अप्य् एतेऽवोचन्न्

"अधिकरण-सिद्धान्त-बलतो विशेषास् सिध्यन्ती"त्य्

अयम् अपि च पन्था न घटते ।



Buitenen

The solution of others, namely that God's special properties can be demonstrated by an ad-hoc conclusion, does not hold good either.



Buitenen - Notes

adhikaranasiddhanta is a conclusion which, as soon as one thing is established (e.g., that there is a world creator),

establishes another topic discussed (e.g., omniscience).

On this question, ef. Tarkabhāṣā 43.



नरसिंहः

“Adhikaraṇasiddhānta” or “Doctrine resting on Implication”, is defined in the Nyāyasūtra under I. i. 30 as “yatsiddhau anvayaprakaraṇasiddhiḥ, so'dhikaraṇasiddhāntaḥ”. Cf. Vātsyāyana's bhāṣya on it: “yasya arthasya siddhau anye arthāḥ anuṣajjyante, na tair vinā so'rthaḥ siddhyati, te arthāḥ tadadhiṣṭhānāḥ, so'dhikaraṇasiddhāntaḥ”. So, Adhikaraṇasiddhānta can be explained as the principle by which, when a certain thing is known or accepted, certain other things automatically follow, by reason of their dependence upon the former. This Adhikaraṇasiddhānta in modern logic is known as “pakṣadharmatā”. Since the fact of earth, etc. having a creator cannot be proved unless that creator is also accepted as a direct perceiver of all entities including the atoms ( the material cause of the cosmos ), the admission of such a power of all-round perception in that creator follows by the principle ‘Adhikaraṇasiddhānta’ ( Implied Doctrine ).



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

स हि न्यायो जीवेद् अपि यदि च मानान्तरकृतो ।

विरोधो ऽस्यादृष्टः, पुनर् (अत्र) अपि विरोधः स्फुटतरः ॥



Buitenen

For that rule holds only of a case where

a conflict follows from a means of knowledge

but does not actually exist.

In our case, however, the conflict is plain enough.



नरसिंहः

“अपि च धर्मि-विशेष-विरुद्धश् चायं हेतुः” इति पूर्वम् एव (पु.32) हेतु-विरोधः प्रपञ्चितः।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु च अवधृताविनाभाव-नियमम् अपि यदि

न विश्वम्-भरादि-बुद्धिमन्-निमित्तताम् अवगमयति

प्रत्यस्तिम् इतस् तर्ह्य् अनुमेयव्यवहारः।

अथावगमयति - अवगमयत्य् एवासाव्

अ-खिल-त्रैलोक्य-निर्माण-प्रवीणन् तमपि कर्तारम्,





Buitenen

[[25]]

29. OBJECTION. But if even a well-considered invariable concomitance cannot demonstrate that the cause of the earth etc. is an intelligent being,

then all logical process of deduction is done with.

But if deduction can indeed convey true knowledge,

that it must also convey that there is a producer capable of creating the entire universe.



नरसिंहः

'अवधृताविनाभाव-नियमम्' इत्य् एतत् ‘कार्यत्वम्’ इत्य् अस्य पदस्य अध्याहृतस्य विशेषणं भवितुम् अर्हति। अथवा [[??]]विश्वम्-भरादि इत्य् अस्य वा विशेषणत्वेन स्वीकर्तुं शक्यते।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न ब्रूमो नावगमयतीति -

किन्तु, यावन्तो (स-शरीरत्वादि-)विशेषाः व्याप्ति-ग्रहण-समय-संविदिताः

तान् अप्य् अ-विशेषेणोपस्थापयतीति ।



Buitenen

REPLY. We do not say

that your deduction fails to demonstrate that there is such a producer,

but that it also demonstrates without discrimination as many properties in this producer

as at the moment of grasping the concomitance, are known to obtain in any producer.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च तावताऽतिप्रसङ्गः



Buitenen

Nor do we carry our point too far.



नरसिंहः

यत्र धूमस् तत्र वह्निर् इति व्याप्तिर् महानसादौ गृहीता। पर्वते धूमं दृष्ट्वा वह्निम् अनुमातुं प्रवृत्तस्य पुरुषस्य, तत्रत्यो ऽपि वह्निः महानसादाव् इव फूत्कारेणैव प्रवृद्ध इति, स च पाकार्थम् उपयुज्यत इत्य्-आद्याः सम्भावनाः सम्भाव्यमाना अत्र अतिप्रसङ्ग-शब्देन सूचिताः। एतेषां विपरीत-विशेषणानां प्रत्यक्ष-प्रमाण-बाध्यत्वम् आह प्रमाणान्तरेत्य्-आदिना। तथा च पर्वतं गत्वा तत्रत्यो वह्निः कीदृश इति विचारे क्रियमाणे, पूर्वं वह्नि-विषये सम्भावितान् फूत्कार-प्रवर्धन-पाकोपयोगादीन् अतिप्रसङ्गान् प्रत्यक्ष-प्रमाणम् एव निवारयेद् इति भावः।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

प्रमाणान्तर-गोचरे हि लिङ्गिनि

लिङ्ग-बलाद् आपततो विपरीत-विशेषांस्

तत्-प्रमाणम् एव प्रतिरुणद्धि



Buitenen

In a case where the term

which we seek to establish through deduction

can also be known through another means of knowledge,

then this other means of knowledge may exclude from our term certain contrary properties

which would have applied on the strength of our inferential mark alone.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अत्र पुनर् अतिपतित-मानान्तर-कर्म-भावे भगवति सिषाधयिषिते

यावन्तो ऽन्वय-व्यतिरेकावधारिताविनाभाव-भाजो धर्मास्

तान् अप्य् अ-विशेषेणोपस्थापयतीति,



Buitenen

In the present instance, however, we are seeking to demonstrate God whose agency falls completely outside the scope of other means of knowledge;

in his case therefore all the properties that participate in an invariable concomitance

elicited through positive and negative consideration

are indiscriminately established by the deduction,



नरसिंहः

अत्र ... Cf. Īśvarasiddhi, P.244.

कर्मभावे ... ‘सकल-प्रमाणान्तरानवगते’ इत्य् अर्थः।

स्थापयतीति ... कर्तृत्वम् इव अनीश्वरत्वादिकम् अपि धर्म-जातं व्याप्ति-बलेन व्यवस्थापयतीत्य् अर्थः।





कल्पना-गौरवम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा च प्राङ्गण-निकट-वर्ति-दूर्वाङ्कुरादिष्व् अनवसित-पुरुष-व्यापार-जन्मस्व् अनैकान्तः,

तत्राप्य् अतीन्द्रिय-पुरुषाधिष्ठान-कल्पना कल्पना-मात्रम् एव ।(5)



Buitenen

A similarly occasional relationship between producer and product occurs,

for instance, with grass that has grown just outside a house-garden.

We cannot be positive that this grass has sprung from a person's action.

In this instance, too, the assumption that a person, beyond the ken of our senses, has in fact been instrumental to the creation etc. of the world

must remain entirely conjectural,



नरसिंहः

तथा च ... अत्र सन्दर्भानुरोधेन ‘तथा च’ इत्य् अस्य ‘किञ्च’ इत्य् अर्थो वर्णनीयः।

अनैकान्तः ... कार्यत्व-हेतुर् इति योजनीयम्।





सृष्टि-कारणाभावः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

क्व वा देशे तिष्ठन्न्, अनवरत-तृप्तिः किम् इति वा

कदा वा निश्शेषञ् जनयति तद् एतद् विमृशतु ॥

क्वचित् तिष्ठन्न् इष्टं, किम् अपि फलम् उद्दिश्य करणैः

कदाचिद् यत्-किञ्चिज् जनयति कुलालादिर् अखिलः ॥



Buitenen

[[26]]

30. Another question to be considered is

from what point in space,

at what point in time,

and to what purpose

a person who is satisfied in all eternity would produce the universe.

Every agent, e.g., a potter, produces a product

by means of certain instruments,

while occupying a certain space at a certain time

and aiming at a certain result which he wants.



नरसिंहः

Cf. Nyāyamañjarī Vol. I, P.191:


kiṁ kimapi prayojanamananusandhāya jagatsarge pravartate prajāpatirevameva vā ? niṣprayojanīyāṁ pravṛttāvaprekṣāpūrvakāritvāt unmattatulyo'sau bhavet.



Vide Śaivasiddhānta P.83 ff.


To create the world, the Lord should have occupied some place, but where is it exactly, when we definitely know that by then, space itself has not been created ?



Kumārila is the most relentless and vehement critic of the divine origination and dissolution of the universe. Creation of the world is refuted in

Ślokavārtika, under 1-i-5; śl. 47:


pravṛttiḥ kathaṁ ādyā ca jagataḥ saṁpratīyate।

śarīrāder vinā cāsya kathamicchāpi sarjane ?



Dissolution, likewise, is refuted in śl. 68:


pralaye 'pi pramāṇaṁ naḥ sarvocchedātmake na hi।

na ca prayojanaṁ tena syāt prajāpatikarmaṇā॥



For a detailed refutation of the creative activity of God, at a time when space itself did not exist, see ibid. śls. 45, 50-51:


yadā sarvamidaṁ nāsīt kvāvasthā tatra gamyatām।

prajāpateḥ kva vā sthānaṁ kiṁ rūpaṁ ca pratīyatām॥




sādhanaṁ cāsya dharmādi tadā kiṁcinna vidyate।

na ca nissādhanaḥ kartā kaścit sṛjati kiñcana॥

nādhāreṇa vinā sṛṣṭirūrṇanābherapīṣyate।

prāṇināṁ bhakṣaṇāccāpi tasya lālā pravartate॥





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

कृतार्थत्वात् क्रीडा, न च भवति हेतुर् यदि खलु

स्व-भाव--स्वातन्त्र्यं प्रकटितम् अहो सम्प्रति विभोः ॥

अभिप्रेतं किञ्चिद् यद् अयम् असमीक्ष्यैव कुरुते

जगज्-जन्म-स्थेम-प्रविलय-महायासम् अवशः ॥



Buitenen

If the production of the world is purely sport and without ulterior motivation,

since God does not want anything, beware,

for this states clearly that the Lord is by nature independent from anything beside Himself.

Yet willynilly, without regard for anything He might wish, He shoulders the vast task of creating, sustaining and destroying the world.



नरसिंहः

कृतार्थत्वात् ... Vide Ślokavārtika under I. i. 5, śls. 54-56:


tathā cāpekṣamāṇasya svātantryaṁ pratihanyate।

jagaccāsṛjatastasya kiṁ nāmeṣṭaṁ na siddhyati ?

prayojanamanuddiśya na mando 'pi pravartate।

evameva pravṛttiścet caitanyenāsya kiṁ bhavet ?

krīḍārthāyāṁ pravṛttau ca vihanyeta kṛtārthatā।

bahuvyāpāratāyāṁ ca kleśo bahutaro bhavet॥



Also cf. ibid: śl. 57, ff.

Cf. Nyāyamañjarī, Vol. I, P.192:

atha krīḍārthe jagatsarge bhagavataḥ pravṛttirīdṛśā ca śubhāśubharūpeṇa jagatḥ sṛṣṭena krīḍati parameśvara ityucyate, tarhi krīḍāsādhyasukharahitatvena sṛṣṭeḥ pūrvamanavāptasakalānandatvaṁ nāma tasya svarūpamavahīyate;


na ca krīḍāpi niśśeṣajanatātaṅkakāriṇī।

āyāsabahulā ceyaṁ kartuṁ yuktā mahātmanaḥ॥



tasmānna jagatāṁ nātha īśvaraḥ sraṣṭā saṁhartāpi bhavati.

Also cf. ibid: P.194:


ata eva nirīkṣya durghaṭāṁ jagato janmavināśāḍambaraṁ।

na kadācidanīdṛśaṁ jagat kathitaṁ nītirahasyavedibhiḥ॥



‘सम्प्रति’ सम्यग् इत्य् अर्थः। जगत्-सृजनं भगवतः स्वभावश् चेद् उच्यते, तर्हि सम्यग् एव तस्य स्वातन्त्र्यं प्रतिपादितं भवद्विर् इति सोपालम्भम् आह। तदा तु भगवान् परतन्त्र एव स्याद् इत्य् आशयः।

असमीक्ष्यैव ... स्वभावत्वाद् एव असमीक्षोपपद्यते।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अनुकम्पा-प्रयुक्तेन सृज्यमानाश् च जन्तवः

सुखिनः किन् न सृज्यन्ते तत्-कर्मापेक्षया यदि ॥

ततः स्व-तन्त्रता-हानिः, किञ्च तैर् एव (कर्माख्यैर्) हेतुभिर्

उपपन्नेऽपि वैचित्र्ये किन् तत् (ईश्वर इति) कल्पनयाऽनया ॥(4)



Buitenen

Is He in creating the creatures prompted by His compassion?

But why, then, does He not create them happy?

If you reply, because God takes karman into account,

then you deny his complete independence.

Besides, if their karman provides sufficient causes for these creatures' variety,

why assume God at all?



नरसिंहः

अनुकम्पाप्रयुक्तेन ... Vide Ślokavārtika, under I. i-5, śls. 52, 53:


abhāvāccānukampyānāṁ nānukampāsya jāyate।

sṛjecca śubhamevaikaṁ anukaṁpāprayojitaḥ॥

athāśubhād vinā sṛṣṭiḥ sthitirvā nopapadyate।

ātmādhīnābhyupāye hi bhavet kiṁnāma duṣkaram ?



Cf. Īśvarasiddhi, P.244-245:


svārthakāruṇyābhāvena vyāptāḥ prekṣāvataḥ kriyāḥ।

īśvarasyobhayābhāvāt jagatsargo na yujyate॥



avāptakāmatvānna tāvadātmārthe sṛjati; pralayasamaye pralīnasakalakaraṇakalebarādibhogopakaraṇatayā ca cetanānāṁ duḥkhābhāvāt duḥkhidarśanajanitakṛpāprayuktirapi nāstīti vyāpakabhūtasvārthakāruṇyanivṛtteḥ vyāpyabhūtāyā prekṣāvatpravṛttyāpi nivartitavyam;


sukhaikatānāṁ janayet jagat karuṇayā sṛjan।

tatkarmānuvidhāyitve hīyetāsya svatantratā॥



Cf. Nyāyamañjarī, Vol. I. P.192:


avāptasarvānandasya rāgādirahitātmanaḥ।

jagadārabhamāṇasya na vidmaḥ kiṁ prayojanam॥



anukampayā pravartata iti cet, maivam —


sargāt pūrvaṁ hi niśśeṣakleśasaṁsparśavarjitāḥ।

nāsya muktā ivātmāno bhavanti karuṇāspadam॥



... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...


karuṇāmṛtasaṁsiktahṛdayo vā jagat sṛjan।

kathaṁ sṛjati durvāraduḥkha prāgbhāradāruṇam?



ततः ... Cf. ibid*:

nānātma-gata-śubhāśubha-karma-kalāpāpekṣaḥ sraṣṭā prajāpatiriti cet karmāṇyeva hi tarhi sṛjantu jaganti, kiṁ prajāpatinā ? athācetanānāṁ cetanānadhiṣṭhitānāṁ sraṣṭṛtvamaghaṭamānamiti teṣāmadhiṣṭhātā cetanaḥ kalpyata iti cen na; tad-āśrayāṇām ātmanām eva cetanatvāt ta evādhiṣṭhātāro bhaviṣyanti; kimadhiṣṭhātrantareṇeśvareṇa kāryam ?

हेतुभिः — कर्म-स्वभावादिभिः।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अतो नास्ति तादृशः पुरुषः

यस् समस्त-जगन्-निर्माण-क्षमः

साक्षात्-कृत-धर्माधर्मो वेदान् आरचयति ।



Buitenen

Therefore, there cannot be such a person

who is capable of creating the universe,

of perceiving immediately dharma and adharma,

and of composing the Vedas.






वेद-कर्त्र्-अस्मरणम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपि च यदि वेदाः केनचिद् असृज्यन्त

ततस् तेनामी विरचिता इति

तत्-कर्ता स्मर्येत ।



Buitenen

31. Moreover, if the Vedas were created by someone,

this creator would be remembered:

'He is the one who has composed them."



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च जीर्णकूपादाव् इवास्मरणं युक्तम्,

युज्यते हि तत्र (कूपादि-)प्रयोजनाभावात् कर्त्तुरस्मरणम्,



Buitenen

It is not proper to assume

that he has been forgotten,

just as the digger of an exhausted well is forgotten.

The latter is justifiable

because the well no longer serves a purpose.



नरसिंहः

Cf. Śābarabhāṣya under I. i-5; P.12:

na ca himavadādiṣu kūpārāmādivat asmaraṇaṁ bhavitumarhati..



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

वेदे त्व्

अनेक-द्रव्य-त्यागात्मक--बहुतरायास-साध्यानि कर्माणि

प्रत्ययिततर-निर्मातृ-स्मरणम् अन्तरेण के वा श्रद्दधीरन्,



Buitenen

But in the case of the Vedas, who,

without remembering that the author was reliable,

would give credence to all the Vedic rites

which are to be performed at the expense of great trouble

involving the loss of various properties?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा हि नित्या वेदाः

अ-स्मर्यमाण-स्मरणार्ह-कर्तृकत्वात्।

ये यथोक्त(←ईश्वर-कर्तृत्व)-साध्या न भवन्ति,

ते यथोक्त(←स्मृत-कर्तृकत्व)-साधना अपि न भवन्ति

यथा भारतादयः।

अमी (भारतादयः) तु यथोक्त(←स्मृत-कर्तृ)-साधना इति यथोक्त(←ईश्वरेतर-कर्तृक)-साध्या एव,



Buitenen

Consequently, if it cannot be proved of the Vedas

that they have been composed by a person,

because this person, however worthy of remembrance, is not remembered,

they can no more prove that God was their author

than the Mahabharata and similar books can.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तस्माद् अ-पौरुषेया वेदा इति ।



Buitenen

Therefore the Vedas do not originate from a person.





न तुल्या ऽपौरुषेयता

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

स्व-सिद्धान्ताभिनिवेश-व्यामुग्ध-बुद्धिभिर् अभिहितम् इदम् -

यद्-अनुभव-निबन्धनं वेद-प्रामाण्यं

तद्-अनुभव-निबन्धनं पञ्च-रात्र-प्रामाण्यमिति ।



Buitenen

In consequence, the contention that the validity of Pañcaratra is based upon the same immediate cognition

which is the basis of the validity of the Veda itself

is the contention of those whose discrimination

has been warped by their bias in favour of their own conclusions.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु च किम् इदम् अपौरुषेयत्वं वेदानाम्?

यदि नित्य-वर्णारब्धत्वं, समानम् इदं पञ्च-रात्र-तन्त्राणाम् ।





Buitenen

32. OBJECTION. But in what does this 'preterpersonal' character of the Veda consist?

If it consists in this that the Vedas are composed of eternal words,

the same holds true of the Pañicarātra Tantra.



Buitenen - Notes

It is the contention of Mimamsa that words and their capacity of conveying meaning are eternal.



नरसिंहः

The Naiyāyika tries to examine the revealed character (apauruṣeyatva) of the Vedas, which the Mīmāṁsaka so zealously champions.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


अथ पदानां नित्यता, सापि समानैव।





Buitenen

Or if it is the eternity of the words that constitute it,

again the same is true.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न चानुपूर्वी-नित्यता, न हि नित्यानाम् आनुपूर्वी-स्वभाव उपपद्यते।





Buitenen

It could not be the eternity of the word-sequence,

for sequence cannot be natural to eternal entities.



Buitenen - Notes

Sequence, of course, supposes priority and posteriority of the entities in sequence, while eternals are co-eternal.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


"उच्चारणानुपूर्व्याद् आनुपूर्वी वर्णानाम्" इति चेत्

सा तर्हि तद्(=आनुपूर्व्य्)-अनित्यत्वाद् एव अनित्येति

कः खलु विशेषः पञ्चरात्रश्रुत्योः ।





Buitenen

If it is said that it is the sequence of the sounds

in so far as these sounds are pronounced in one particular sequence,

then we reply that since a sequence of pronunciation is non-eternal,

the sequence of the sounds pronounced cannot be eternal.

So where does the difference lie between Pañçaratra and Vedic revelation?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अयमेव विशेषो यद्

एकत्र स्व-तन्त्र एव पुरुषस् तां ताम् आनुपूर्वीं रचयति

इतरत्र पर-तन्त्रो नियमेन पूर्वाध्येतृ-सिद्धाम् एव विवक्षति,(4)



Buitenen

[[28]]

REPLY.

The difference lies herein that in the case of the Pañcaratra the sequence is created by an independent person,

whereas in the case of the Veda,

a dependent person invariably wishes to repeat the exact sequence

which had been laid down before him by students who preceded him.



नरसिंहः

This is how the Mīmāṁsaka vindicates his contention.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

(अध्ययन-परम्परा-)क्रमावान्तर-जातिश् च प्रत्यभिज्ञा-बल-प्रतिष्ठिता नापलापम् अर्हतीत्य् अलं प्रविस्तरेण ।



Buitenen

A category of a different degree

which is established on the strength of recognition

should not be denied.

And with this we conclude our lengthy disquisition.



Buitenen - Notes

kramāvāntarajati; the difference resides in the createdness of the Pancarātra and the uncreatedness of the Veda, which introduces a difference of degree between the word sequences of both corpora of verbal statements.



नरसिंहः

‘अवान्तरजातिर्’ इत्य् अस्य वैलक्षण्यम् इत्य् अर्थः। क्रम-नियमानियमाभ्याम् एव वेद-पञ्च-रात्रयोर् वैलक्षण्यं सुस्पष्टम् इत्य् आशयः।





निगमनम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

सिद्धम् इदं न विलक्षण-पुरुषानुभव-निबन्धन-प्रामाण्य-वर्णनं साधीय इति ।



Buitenen

33. The preceding has proved

that the proposition that the Pañcaratra is authoritative

because it is based upon an immediate cognition of a person

categorically different from other persons,

is not viable at all.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यतो न साक्षात्-कृत-पुण्य-पापः

पुमान् प्रमाण-प्रतिपन्न-सत्त्वः ।

अतो जगन्-मोहयितुं प्रणीतं

नरेण केनापि हि तन्त्रम् एतत् ॥



Buitenen

Since there is no means of knowledge

by which the existence of a person who has immediate knowledge of good and evil can be proved,

it follows that this Tantra must have been promulgated

by some human being with the purpose of deceiving the world.






१२ ईश्वरे शब्द-प्रमाणं न


पूर्वपक्षः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु च केवल-तर्क-बलाद् अयं

यदि सिषाधयिषा-पदम् ईश्वरः ।

भवतु नाम तथा सति दूषणं

श्रुति-शिरः-प्रमितो हि महेश्वरः ॥





Buitenen

34. OBJECTION. This would be true if proof of the existence of the Lord

could only be sought on the strength of logical argumentation.

As it is, this is a fallacy,

for the great Lord is known on the authority of the upaniṣads.



Buitenen - Notes

This is Yamuna's objection, which states the extent to which he concurs in the preceding Mimāmsā argument against Nyaya.



नरसिंहः

The Naiyāyika tries to uphold the validity of the Āgama, on the ground that its author, the Supreme Person, is glorified in the Upaniṣads.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


यदा तु सकल-भुवन-निर्माण-क्षम--

सर्व-ज्ञ--सर्वेश्वर--परम-पुरुष-प्रतिपादकानि नित्यागम-वचनान्य् एव बहुलम् उपलभ्यन्ते

कथं तदा तद्-अनुभव-मूल-स्मरण-प्रामाण्यानङ्गीकरणम्?





Buitenen

When we hear the multitudinous statements of the eternal Scriptures

which set forth the existence of an omniscient and omnipotent supreme Personality

who is capable of creating the entire universe,

how then can we refuse to accept the authority of a tradition which derives from His immediate cognition?



नरसिंहः

Cf. Vātsyāyana's commentary on the Nyāyasūtra, under IV. i. 21, P.291:[[??]]


āgamācca draṣṭā boddhā sarvajñātā īśvaraḥ.





नरसिंहः

The Prābhākara's position with regard to the authority of statements speaking of a past event (siddha or pariniṣṭhitavastu) is criticised by the Naiyāyika here.




प्रमाणान्तर-गोचरता-सम्भावना न बाधते

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न च (ईश्वर-निभे) सिद्धे वस्तुनि

(तद्-वस्तु-)साधक-बाधकयोर् अन्यतरोपनिपात-सम्भव-प्रसक्तेर्

(तद्-वस्तु-)भावितानुवाद-विपर्यय-पर्यालोचनया

तद्(वस्तु)-गोचर-वचसः प्रामाण्य-प्रच्युतिः

(समिद्-आहरणादि-)कार्य-निष्ठस्यापि तत्(←प्रच्युति)-प्रसङ्गात्,





Buitenen

Nor do statements concerning a fact lack authority

because of the consideration that since either a proving or disproving factor may unexpectedly turn up

there remains the possibility that this fact is thus repeated or reversed;

for the same may equally well happen to a statement concerning, not a fact, but a karya.



Buitenen - Notes

The validity of shabda lies in its communicating contents that cannot be known through other means of knowledge.

What I translate as 'facts' are more literally "established [[129]] entities," established, that is, by other means of knowledge than shabda.

A scriptural statement of the kind "grass is green" is not strictly valid

in the sense that, in order to know that grass is green, we need a scriptural statement to that effect.

Another proving factor, c.g., the means of knowledge Perception, may turn up conceivably

and thus make the scriptural statement superfluous;

or we may find that grass is not invariably green, but changes its colour,

which would reverse the scriptural statement.

Scriptural validity, i.e., Scripture's being a means of knowledge, is to the Prabhakara Mimimsaka, its being the sole means of knowing a particular thing.

To the Prabhakara this validity is ideal in the case of injunctions concerning actions which, suprasensibly, lead to a certain desired end.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


(लौकिकं←)कार्यम् अपि हि मानान्तर-वेद्यम् एव ("ओदनेन होतव्यम्" इत्यत्र) लौकिकं समिद्-आहरणादि,

तच् च मानान्तरेणापि वेद्यम् ओदन-पाकवद् इत्य् अभ्युपगमात् ।





Buitenen

A kārya, too, may be known from other means of knowledge,

for it must be admitted that ordinary karyas, like 'fetch firewood'

are also known through other means of knowledge,

as in the case of the cooking of the odana.



Buitenen - Notes

(The injunction concerning the odana oblation includes an injunction concerning the preparation of the odana and the fetching of firewood for the cooking. Since experience shows that for a cooking fire one needs firewood, this karya is not strictly known on scriptural authority.)



नरसिंहः

$ Vide Prakaraṇapañcikā II, p. 180-


" कृतिसाध्यं प्रधानं यत्,

तत् कार्यम् अवसीयते । तच मानान्तरेणापि

वेद्यम् ओदन-पाकवत् ॥ "





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः



अथ विलक्षणाग्नि-होत्रादि-विषय-कार्यस्यासम्भावित-मानान्तरतया

तत्-प्रतिपादयद् वचः प्रमाणम्,







Buitenen

Or if it be claimed that,

inasmuch as a karya concerning a categorically different thing like the agnihotra etc. cannot conceivably find any other authority,

therefore the verbal testimony which sets forth such a thing must needs be its authority,



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


हन्त तर्हि निरतिशयावबोधैश्वर्य-महाऽऽनन्द-सन्दोह-वपुषि भगवति

न मानान्तर-गन्ध-सम्बन्ध

इति सर्वं समानम् अन्यत्राभिनिवेशात् ।





Buitenen

well, then we may say that there is not a ghost of another authority for the Bhagavan

whose form consists in unsurpassed knowledge, supremacy and beatitude;

so that it should follow that everything is entirely the same in both cases,

depending on one's particular partisan views.

(it is all the same, depending on what partisan view one takes! )



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


अपि च प्रवृत्त-प्रमाणान्तरम् अपि

स्व-गोचरं तद्-गोचरतया नावभासयतीति

परम् अपि प्रमाणम् एव

कुतस् तद्-उपनिपात-सम्भावनया ऽनुवादत्वम्,





Buitenen

Moreover, the theory is that since another means of knowledge can apply to a fact,

a verbal statement concerning this fact cannot validly prove it:

but why should not this other means of knowledge itself be the repetitious one

since verbal testimony concerning its fact may conceivably turn up?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


कथं वा प्रत्यस्तमित-समस्त-पुरुषाशय-दोष-संस्पर्श--नित्यागम-भुवः प्रत्ययस्य पूर्वोपमर्दकतयन्नीयमानस्य

सम्भाव्यमान-विविध-विप्लवैः प्रमाणान्तरैर् अपवादापादनम्

इति यत् किञ्चिद् (क्षुद्रम्) एतत् ।





Buitenen

or, why should other means of knowledge which themselves are liable to [[30]]various deficiencies

entail the negation of a notion that arises from eternal Scripture

untouched by all defects inherent in persons,

merely because it is deduced that its validity is cancelled by a prior means of knowledge?

This is absurd.



Buitenen - Notes

This objection ignores the priorities among pramanas, or means of knowledge;

for the Prabhakara, Perception, etc. are prior to, take precedence of, Scripture in case of perceptible, etc. contents.

Generally Perception is prior to Inference.

To Yamuna, therefore, no priority of Perception to Scripture is given,

which is expected since in his view Scripture may also be an account of (God's) Perception,

as in the case of Pancaratra.



नरसिंहः

पूर्वम् अवगतस्य तन्त्र-सामान्य-ज्ञानस्य उपमर्दकतया इति यावत्।





निगमनम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


इत्थञ् च श्रुति-शत-समधिगत--विविध-बोधैश्वर्यादि-वैभवे भगवति

सामान्य-दर्शनावसितासार्वज्ञ्य-विग्रहवत्तादयो दोषा

नावकाशम् अश्नुवते हुत-भुजीव शैत्यादयः ।





Buitenen

Thus, therefore, the imperfections that necessarily follow from the induction, e.g. absence of omniscience", possession of a body etc.,

find no room in the Bhagavan whose supernal manifestation of miraculous knowledge, supremacy and so forth is known from hundreds of shrutis,

just as cold can find no place in fire.



Buitenen - Notes

This sums up the conclusion of the refutations of both the Naiyayika's and Mimamsaka's views:

the defects consequent upon the Nyaya proofs of God are avoided

on the basis of scriptural examination,

since Scripture can indeed validly pronounce on God.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ततश् च -

श्रुति-मूर्ध्नि प्रसिद्धेन

सर्वज्ञेनैव निर्मितम् ।

तन्त्रं मिथ्येति वक्तुं नः

कथं जिह्वा प्रवर्तते ॥





Buitenen

And, in consequence,


How can our tongue endeavour to state that the Tantra is false,

while it is composed by the Omniscient One Himself

who is known through the Upanisads?





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


अहो मन्दस्य मीमांसा-

श्रम-हानिर् विजृम्भते ।

मीमांसा-मांसलञ् चेतः

कथमित्थं प्रमाद्यति ॥





Buitenen


Alas for the fool's grand exhibition of labour in Mimāmsā!

How can a mind schooled in Mimāmsā be so mistaken?





Buitenen - Notes

The Prabhakaras, who are notorious for the gaurava 'complicatedness" of their argumentations.(5)



नरसिंहः

The Prābhākara explains his position at great length.






कार्य-सम्बन्धे हि व्युत्पत्तिः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

कार्ये मानान्तरापूर्वे

समस्तं वैदिकं वचः ।

प्रमाणम् इति हि प्राज्ञाः

मन्यन्ते मान्य-बुद्धयः ॥



Buitenen

36. Learned thinkers, whose intellectual powers command respect,

maintain that all Vedic testimony carries authority

only concerning such karyas as cannot presuppose any other authority.



नरसिंहः

Cf. Prakaraṇapañcikā V, P.93:

sarvapadānāmeva hi svābhāvikī vṛddhavyavahārasiddhā kāryaparatā, lākṣaṇikī ca siddhaparateti.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

पदानां तत्(→प्रमाणान्तरागोचर-कार्य)-परत्वेन

व्युत्पत्तेर् अवधारणात् ।

न खल्व् अन्य-परे शब्दे

व्युत्पत्तेर् अस्ति सम्भवः ॥



Buitenen

Since words are considered to have their true sense

only when they concern such a karya,

it is impossible that any statement can be denotative

if it concerns something else than a karya.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा हि वृद्धयोर् व्यवहरतोर् एकतर-वृद्ध-प्रयुक्त-शब्द(←"गाम् आनय")-श्रवण-समनन्तर--

जनितान्यतर-वृद्ध-समवेत-चेष्टां दृष्ट्वा

अन्यथा(→कारणान्तरैर्)ऽनुपपत्त्य्-उन्नीयमाना शब्द-शक्तिस्

तद्-उपपादक-कार्य-पर्यवसायिन्य् (इत्य्) एवावसीयते,



Buitenen

Therefore, when a man has observed that in an exchange between two adult persons

a certain inherently related action of one of them takes place

immediately upon his hearing a sentence uttered by the other,

he concludes with certainty that the denoting power of the sentence as inferred by means of circumstantial-implication

terminates completely in the karya that has been conveyed by that sentence.



Buitenen - Notes

"Denotation, denoting power, denotativeness" in the following Prabhakara discussions

have to be understood as the power of verbal statements to provide unprecedented and non-superfluous knowledge

concerning their contents.

In the Prabhakara view, a verbal statement by itself is denotative only in injunctive forms,

while substantive statements have denotation either through contextual connection with injunctive statements,

or (but this is not strictly "true" denotation) through repetition of otherwise knowable facts.

This view, which has obviously been developed for scriptural statements in the first place,

is thereupon extended to ordinary language as well,

and is thus expressed in the following theory about learning language which is here understood.

A child learns what certain sentences 'mean'

by observing the action which his elders take upon hearing these sentences,

When he knows no language meaning (vyutpatti),

he may acquire knowledge by first hearing one adult tell another to "get the cow,"

and subsequently observing that the other is getting the cow:

by associating the two events he knows that an order to get the cow

was the content of the first adult's statement "get the cow."

A remark without consequent action (e.g., "It is hot today,")

cannot convey any such knowledge to one who does not know language.

The process of the child knowing the sentence meaning

is here described as arthapatti "reasoning by circumstantial implication;"

since there is no other ground for the second man's getting the cow,

it must have been the first man's statement.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

प्रतीता हि स्व-कार्य-सन्ताने

कार्य-संविद् एव तत्-तद्-विशिष्ट-चेष्टा-हेतुतया।

तद् अयम् इहापि तादृशीं प्रवृत्तिं पश्यन्न्

एवम् आकलयति -

"नूनम् इतस् सकाशाद् अस्य कार्य-संविद् आविर् आसीत्

यद् अयम् एतदनन्तरं प्रवर्तत" इति,



Buitenen

The very awareness of karya

is known to relate to one's own karya;

so the onlooker, observing the same process in the present case,

realizes that the one person's action has been caused by the other person's variously differentiated behaviour.


"Surely this person has been made aware by the other of this karya

that he proceed to his action immediately upon become aware of what he has to do."





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

एवं च

समस्त-व्यवहारानुगत-प्रवृत्ति-निमित्त--कार्य-प्रतिपादन-परतया व्युत्पन्ने शब्दे

यत् पदावापोद्धारानुयायिनो ये ऽर्थ-भागास्

ते प्रथमावगत-प्रधान-भूत-कार्यानुगुणतया

तैस् तैर् अभिधीयन्ते इत्य् अध्यवस्यति,



Buitenen

This leads the observer to the conclusion that if therefore the verbal statement is truly denotative

in so far as it serves to convey a karya

whose specific motivation conforms to the entire statement,

then whatever bits of meaning come to mind

as a result of the addition or omission of words

are denoted by these words

only in strict accordance to this kārya, 71

which thus constitutes the primarily known principal element of the statement.



Buitenen - Notes

That is to say that the denotativeness of the words composing the statement

is dependent upon the injunctive denotation of the statement as a whole.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तत्र च लिङ्-आदयो

ऽव्यभिचरित-कार्य-संविदः कार्य-शरीरम् एव

साक्षात् समर्पयन्ति।

तिङ्-आदयस् तु

तद्-अपेक्षिताधिकाराद्य्-अनुबन्ध-प्रतिपादन-मुखेन

तत्-समन्वयम् अनुभवन्तीति ।



Buitenen

In such a statement the imperative and optative verbal terminations,

which unvaryingly give rise to a knowledge of karya,

convey by themselves the body of the karya,

whereas the indicative etc. terminations are subject to a contextual relation with the karya

by describing consequent matters which required by the karya, e.g. a person's qualification to accomplish it etc.



Buitenen - Notes

The linādi verbal terminations of Sanskrit to which in English correspond verbs compounded with auxiliaries like "should, must, to be to, ought to."

[[131]]

For example, a sentence:

"He desires to go to heaven,"

which has the verb in the indicative,

followed by a statement

"he should sacrifice with a soma sacrifice,"

where the verb is injunctive,

is truly denotative in spite of its indicative form,

since it is obviously subordinated to the injunctive sentence,

to which it describes the performer's qualification:

only one who desires to go to heaven has title to, is qualified for, the performance of a soma sacrifice.



नरसिंहः

Cf. Prakaraṇapañcikā* V, P.91:

tatra liṅādipratyayo niyogārthaśarīramevābhidhadhāti, prakṛtistadviṣayam; padāntarāṇi ca viṣayaviśeṣaṇaṁ nāmadheyaṁ niyojyaṁ ca abhidhadhātīti.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च पुत्र-जननादि-स्वरूपावेदन-पर्यवसायिनः पद-निचयस्य

अविरल-पुलकोदय--वदन-विकासादिभिर् अभिमत-सुत-जन्मादि-प्रतिपादन-शक्ति-निश्चयः -

अजातातिवृत्त-प्रत्युत्पन्न-विविध-हर्ष-हेतूपनिपाते "ऽयम् अमुने"ति निर्धृत्य

प्रतिपत्तुम् अशक्यत्वात् ।



Buitenen

37. Take for example the statement that a son has been born to the person spoken to,

a purely substantive statement;

the aggregate of words which convey nothing more than this bare fact

that a son has been born,

is not definitely proved to possess the power [[32]] of denoting the postulated birth of the son

by means of such resultant effects as cheerful looks

or joyfully bristling hairs on the part of the father.

For, it is impossible to establish definitely

that the occurrence of a cause for various joys in future, past and present

is really due to the denotative power of the statement.



Buitenen - Notes

This is an example like "it is hot today;" the young father's happy countenance is not considered an action,



नरसिंहः

न च ... Cf. ibid* V, P.93:

tathāpi putraste jāta iti vākyasya putrajanmākhyaharṣahetupratipādakatā harṣahetūnāmānantyāt duranumānā; na ca pāriśeṣyeṇa tatpratipādakatvādhyavasāyaḥ; bhūtabhaviṣyadvartamānānāṁ sannihitavyavahitānāṁ pāriśeṣyāvadhāraṇāyā atyantaduṣkaratvāt.

हेतूपनिपातेयममुनेति ... 'अयं हर्षः अमुना हेतुना जात' इति निर्धारयितुं शक्यम् इति।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

एतेन ("स्वर्गकामः सोमेन यजते"→) व्युत्पन्नेतर-पद-समभिव्याहृत--वर्तमान-निर्देशेऽपि

कार्यैदम्पर्य-विरहित-पद--शक्ति--निश्चय-प्रतिविधिर् (लिङ्-आक्षेपेण) अनुसंधातव्यः ।



Buitenen

Therefore, also in the case

when we have a verb in the present indicative

collocated with words that have their proper signification

(in that they refer to things that presuppose no other means of knowledge),

it must be assumed that

in it we have a substitute with a positive (i.e. injunctive) denotation of words

without actually having explicit reference to a kārya.



Buitenen - Notes

E.g., the sentence "he who desires to go to heaven offers the soma sacrifice," is an injunctive statement in indicative form.



नरसिंहः

Cf. Prakaraṇapañcikā* V, P.92:

vyutpannetarapadavibhaktyarthāḥ kāṣṭhaiḥ pacati iti vartamānopadeśe'pi yat pāke karaṇaṁ, tat kāṣṭhaśabdena pratipādyata ityavagamya pratyakṣeṇa kāṣṭhānāṁ karaṇabhāvamavagacchantaḥ kāṣṭhaśabde vyutpadyante.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

"पदान्तराणि यादृङ्क्षि

व्युत्पद्यन्ते च तादृशम् ।

इदञ् च पदम्" इत्य् एव

तत्र व्युत्पद्यते नरः ॥



Buitenen

38. A person knows that a certain word has a certain denotation,

when it is known what is the denotation, of the other words with which it is collocated.



Buitenen - Notes

This is the Prabhakara view of the denotativeness of single words,

summarized in the formula anvitābhidhāna, which is short for kāryānvitābhidhana "denotation of words syntactically connected in an injunctive sentence,"



नरसिंहः

Cf. Prakaraṇapañcikā* II, P.179:


śabdāntarāṇi svārtheṣu vyutpadyante yathaiva hi।

āvāpodvāpabhedena tathā kārye liṅādayaḥ॥





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तानि कार्यान्वित-स्वार्थ-

बोधकानीति साधितम् ।

अथ तद्-बुद्धि-हेतुत्वात्

प्रामाण्यं भूत-गोचरम् ॥



Buitenen

It is proved that words have the power of denoting things

only in so far as they are contextually connected with a karya;

consequently, their validity concerning an established fact

is based on this that they give rise to the notion of karya.



नरसिंहः

अथ ... The Mīmāṁsaka poses two alternatives to refute the validity of statements referring to existent factors.

“Tadbuddhihetutvāt” means “bhūtavastuviṣayakajñānajanakatvāt”.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

इष्यते तद्(→कर्य-बोधन)-अनेकान्तं(=क्वचित्ता)

पदेष्व् इति न शोभते ।

अथ तत्(→कार्य-बोध)-परता हेतुस् (व्युत्पत्तेः),

ततश् च स्याद् असिद्धता ॥



Buitenen

It is contended that this denotation of karya is only occasional in words,

but this contention is incorrect;

the ground for words to be denotative

is that they deal with a karya,

so that the contention suffers of the vice of being unproved.



Buitenen - Notes

This point will be taken up and confirmed infra §04.



नरसिंहः

“Tatparatā” means “bhūtavastuparatā”.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न ह्य् अकार्यरूपे वस्तुनि क्वचिदपि शाब्दी बुद्धिः प्रर्यवस्यति ।



Buitenen

For a notion that arises from a verbal statement can never terminate in any object whatsoever that is not a karya.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

याः पुनर् लौकिक-शब्द-श्रवण-समनन्तर-भाविन्यो ऽन्वयावगतयस्

ता आनुमानिक्यो ऽभिहिताः,

न शाब्द्य

इत्य् उपपद्यत एव तासाम् अ-तत्-पर्यवसानम् ।



Buitenen

[[33]]

The cognitions of contextual relations

which arise immediately upon hearing a profane statement

are said to derive, not from Verbal Testimony, but from Inference. 78

Thus it is right that these cognitions do not terminate in karyas.



Buitenen

E.g., a statement "there are fruits on the river bank"

does not by itself, self-sufficiently, create in the hearer

the knowledge that there are fruits on the river bank;

the means of knowledge here really is inference, since the hearer must infer

that the speaker knows what he is talking about,

that he knows that fruit means "fruit",

river bank 'river bank," etc.



नरसिंहः

According to the Prābhākara, all statements made by human beings are only inferential in character and as such, cannot be primarily valid.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यदि तत्(=कार्य)-परता-ग्राहः

शब्दानां नैव विद्यते ।

"अग्निहोत्रञ् जुहोती"ति

विधिः कस्माद् उपेयते ॥



Buitenen

39. If it were not accepted that verbal statements always bear on karyas,

on what grounds then could an indicative statement like agnihotram juhoti

"he offers the agnihotra"

be accepted as an injunction?



नरसिंहः

Taittirīya Saṁhitā* V. 9. 1.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


अथ तत्र प्रमाणत्वे

संवृत्ते ऽपि च तावता ।

पुरुषार्थत्व-लाभाय

विधिर् अभ्युपगम्यते ॥





Buitenen

Or if it be claimed that in this case, even though the statement as it stands has no complete validity,

it is accepted as an injunction in order to ensure that it subserves a purpose,



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तद् असन् - न प्रमाणानां

प्रयोजन-वशानुगा ।

प्रवृत्तिः, किन्तु तन्-मूलः

प्रयोजन-परिग्रहः ॥



Buitenen

we reply that this claim is incorrect,

since the operation of means of knowledge

is not dependent on purpose,

but rather is the acceptance of purpose

dependent on the operation of the means of knowledge.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न खलु कनकम् अभिलषतः

शिलावलोकनम् अनभिमतम्

इति कनकावलोकनता ऽश्रयितुम् उचिता ।



Buitenen

It is not proper to assume that

since one does not like to find rocks

when one is looking for gold

therefore one finds gold!



नरसिंहः

Cf. Tantravārtika under I. ii 1, P.2:

na hi loṣṭaṁ paśyataḥ taddarśanaṁ niṣprayojanamiti suvarṇadarśanāt kalpyate.

Veṅkaṭanātha quotes this passage in his Śeśvaramīmāṁsā under I. ii. 1, P.57.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तात्पर्यम् एव शब्दानां

यावत् कार्ये न कल्पितम् ।

न तावद् वर्तमानादि-

निर्देशे विधि-कल्पनम् ॥(5)



Buitenen

As long as we do not assume that a statement is denotative

only when it bears on a karya,

we cannot assume that a verb in the present indicative

contains an injunction.(5)





उपनिषद्-वाक्यावगतिः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

एवञ् चोपनिषदाम् अपि

तत्र-तत्राम्नायमान-ज्ञानोपासनादि-विधि-शेषतया ऽर्थो व्याकरणीयः,

तद् अयम् अर्थः "सर्वज्ञम् आनन्दम् आत्मानं जानीयात्" इति ।



Buitenen

40. In the same manner

the meaning of the upaniṣads must also be interpreted

as being subordinate to such injunctions as

"One must know the soul, meditate on it, etc."

which are expressed in differnt passages;

this meaning, then, is that

one must know the omniscient soul which is beatitude, i.e. an injunction.



Buitenen - Notes

This is again the Prabhakara view. The Bhatta view is somewhat different;

according to the latter the upanisads are arthavadas (subsidiary substantive statements laudatory of elements of injunctions) to the eternality of the performer's personality (atman),(5)

which eternality is presupposed by the efficacy of the injunction:

e.g., the injunction "he who desires heaven must offer with the soma sacrifice"

supposes the immortality of the performer.



नरसिंहः

Cf. Prakaraṇapañcikā* V, P.93, ff:

ataśca vedāntānāmapi ātmā jñātavya ityapunarāvṛttaye samāmnātena vidhinā ekavākyatāmāśritya kāryaparatvameva varṇanīyam....api ca siddhārthaparatve'pi śabdasya na vedāntānāṁ paramānandādirūpatve brahmaṇaḥ prāmāṇyamavakalpate; tatra hi brahmasvarūpānuvādenānandādirūpavidhirāstheyah.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च तावता स्वरूपम् अपि सिध्यतीत्य् अध्यवसेयम् -

अ-सत्य् एव रूपे तादृशि

तथा विधानोपपत्तेः ।(5)



Buitenen

That the soul is the object of an injunction

does not by itself however prove

that the soul exists as an established fact;

for there can also be an injunction that

a certain thing be such while actually it is not so;



नरसिंहः

The Mīmāṁsakas do not accept the existence of any deity that receives the offerings of the votaries and rewards them.

Cf. Prakaraṇapañcikā V, P.94:

brahmasvarūpāṁ ca pramāṇāntarasiddhamevāśrayaṇīyam; brahmaśabdasya ca loke pramāṇāntarasiddhātmavācitvena siddheḥ vede'pi sa evārthaḥ; tathā ca sati nityaprakāśaparamānandādirūpavidhiḥ sakalapratipattiviruddhaḥ; sarvapratipattiṣu hi pramāṇasmṛtibhūtāsvātmā prakāśate; na ca tatra paramānandaḥ saṁvedyate; na ca sāṁsārikaduḥkhābhibhūtatvāt tasyāprakāśaḥ, abhibhavānupapatteḥ; avacchinnaṁ hi duḥkham anavacchinnānanda iti nālpīyasā mahataḥ abhibhavaḥ saṁbhavati; svaprakāśasya ca abhibhavāvaraṇānabhivyaktīnām[[??]] asambhava eva;... sakalavikāraśūnyatāpi vijñānādivikārotpatteḥ pramāṇāntaraviruddhaiveti parasparānvayāyogyatayā nānandādiparatvaṁ; ajarāmaratvayostu pramāṇāntaraprasiddhereva anuvādatvāt aprāmāṇyam iti.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यथैतद् अ-पितर्य् एव "पितरञ् जानीयाद्" इति

तथा चानुद्गीथ ओङ्कार उद्गीथ-विधानम् इति ।



Buitenen

for example the injunction, "Know your father in someone who is not your father,"

or "Know that the[[34]] syllable OM, which is not the udgitha, is the udgitha." (Ch Up. 1.5.1. [[132]])



नरसिंहः

अपितर्येव ... लौकिकम् इदम् उदाहरणम्। वैदिकम् अपि दर्शयति 'अनुद्गीथ' इति।

तथा च ... See Chāndogyopaniṣad I. 5: atha khalu ya udgīthaḥ sa praṇavo, yaḥ praṇavaḥ sa udgītha iti. See Raṅgarāmānuja's commentary on it.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यानि पुनर् आत्म-सत्यत्व-नित्यत्व-वादीनि वाक्यानि

तान्य् (विधि-वाक्ये→)अ-विशेषित-काल--कर्म-विधानाक्षिप्यमाण+-

+आमुष्मिक-फल-भोगोचित-चेतन-कर्तृ-प्रतिपादन-पराणि (5)



Buitenen

All statements that set forth the reality and the eternality of the soul

only serve to convey that there is a spiritual agent,

who is required in order to experience the otherworldly fruits

that are mentioned in ritual injunctions

where the time of fruition is not specified.



Buitenen - Notes

In this the Prabhakara concurs with the Bhatta. Injunctions without time of fruition specified are not guaranteed to bring about the desired effect during the present lifetime of the performer.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अतो न किञ्चिद् अपि वचो भूते (←सिद्धे) ऽर्थे प्रमाणम् ।



Buitenen

Therefore, no verbal statement whatever is a means of knowing a thing as such.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अतः सर्वार्थवादानाम् अपि

परिनिष्ठित-रुद्र-रोदनादि-प्रतिपादन-परता-वारणोपपादनेन

विदूरतर-वर्ति-विधि-पदान्वय-स्तावकतयाऽपि प्रदर्शितः



Buitenen

Thus, by denying that the arthavādas, too,

can serve to convey knowledge of facts like Rudra's weeping,

it is shown that they merely serve to give praise in contextual connection with an injunction,

which may be comparatively remote.



Buitenen - Notes

I read ata avarthavādānām.

On this point see KMS 1.2.1. with Sabara's bhāṣya.



नरसिंहः


For instance, for the arthavāda statement “so 'rodīt yadarodīt tat rudrasya rudratvam” (Taittirīya Saṁhitā : I. v. i. 1), the corresponding vidhi-sentence is “barhiṣi rajataṁ na deyam” (Ibid: I. v. i. 2).



उपसंहारः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तस्माद् अ-पर्यालोचित-पूर्वापर-पद-तात्पर्याणाम्

आपातायात-श्रद्धा-विरचित-विग्रहो ऽयम् उद्ग्राहितः पुरुष

इत्य् अलम् अतिविस्तरेण ।



Buitenen

41. To conclude, it follows that the postulated divine person,

whose personality is the product of the baseless beliefs of people

that have failed to consider the true denotation of preceding or succeeding statements,

is eliminated,

with which we conclude our extensive discussion.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

सिद्धम् इदं - न श्रुतितो ऽप्य् अभिमत-पुरुषातिशयः सिध्यतीति ।



Buitenen

42. It is proved now that the pre-eminence of that postulated person cannot be borne out by Scripture.





सिद्ध-वस्तु-परत्वेऽपि नेश्वरः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपि च भवतु भूतम् अपि वस्तु शास्त्रस्य विषयः,



Buitenen

Let us, further, suppose that Scripture can indeed convey knowledge of facts;



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अथ च कथम् इव चोदना-जनित-धियम् अवधीर्य

धर्माधर्मौ विजानाति कश्चिद् इत्य् अभ्युपेयते?



Buitenen

even so, what possible basis is there

for the assumption that there exists a person

who knows dharma and adharma,

when we take into account the cognition that arises from injunction?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

सर्वज्ञता हि प्रसिद्धैर् एव प्रमाणैः यथा-यथम् अर्थान् अवगच्छतोऽपि संगच्छते,



Buitenen

Omniscience is possible

only if the omniscient person knows the objects

exactly as they are known by means of the different means of knowledge;



Buitenen - Notes

On the Bhatta view of omniscience, cf. Kumārila, Samb. 47-59; 114-116.



नरसिंहः

Cf. Ślokavārtika under I. i. 2, śls. 111b-117:


yadi ṣaḍbhiḥ pramāṇaissyāt sarvajñaḥ kena vāryate ?

ekena tu pramāṇena sarvajño yena kalpyate।

nūnaṁ sa cakṣuṣā sarvān rasādīn pratipadyate॥

yajjātīyaiḥ pramāṇaistu yajjātīyārthadarśanam।

bhavedidānīṁ lokasya tathā kālāntare 'pyabhūt॥

yatrāpyatiśayo dṛṣṭaḥ sa svārthānatilaṅghanāt।

dūrasūkṣmādidṛṣṭau syānna rūpe śrotravṛttitā॥

bhaviṣyati na dṛṣṭaṁ ca pratyakṣasya manāgapi।

sāmarthyaṁ nānumānāder liṅgādirahite kvacit॥

sarvajñakalpanādyaistu vede cāpauruṣeyatā।

tulyatā kalpitā yena tenedaṁ sampradhāryatām॥

sarvajño dṛśyate tāvannedānīmasmadādibhiḥ।

nirākaraṇavacchakyā na cāsīditi kalpanā॥





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न हि तद् अस्ति वचनं

यद् अस्य

प्रसिद्ध-बुद्ध्य्-उत्पादन-हेतु(←श्रम)-हान-मुखेन

सार्वज्ञ्यं ज्ञापयति ।



Buitenen

for there is no statement which declares omniscience

by cancelling the normal means of knowledge.



नरसिंहः

Cf. ibid., śl. 118.


na cāgamena sarvajñastadīye 'nyonyasaṁśrayāt।

narāntarapraṇītasya prāmāṇyaṁ gamyate katham ?





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यद्य् अपि किञ्चिद् अभविष्यत्

तथाऽपि परस्परान्वयाऽनुचित-पदार्थतया

ऽर्थवादतयैव समर्थनीयम्



Buitenen

[[35]]

Even if there were such a statement,

it would have to be explained as an arthavada

since its word-meanings would not allow of mutual relation.



नरसिंहः

यद्यपि ... The Mīmāṁsaka has in mind, statements like “yassarvajñaḥ sarvavit” (Muṇḍaka : I-9) and “na tasya kāryaṁ karaṇaṁ ca vidyate, svābhāvikī jñānabalakriyā ca” (Śvetāśvatara : VI-8), which declare that there does exist an Omniscient Being and that His Omniscience is natural but not due to any extraneous factor.

अर्थवादतयैव ... Cf. Ślokavārtika, I. i. 2, śls. 118-120:


na cāgamena sarvajñastadīye 'nyonyasaṁśrayāt ।

narāntarapraṇītasya prāmāṇyaṁ gamyate katham ॥

na cāpyevaṁparo nityaḥ śakyo labdhum ihāgamaḥ ।

nityaścedarthavādatvaṁ tatpare syādaniyatā ॥

āgamasya ca nityatve siddhe tatkalpanā vṛthā ।

yatastaṁ pratipadyante dharmameva tato narāḥ ॥





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

प्रमाणान्तरावगत-योग्यतादि-पुरस्-सरी

पदेभ्यो वाक्यार्थ-बुद्धिर् उपजायमाना -

प्रथमतर-निपतितापेक्षित-प्रमाणान्तर-विरोधे

कथम् इव जनिम् अनुभवतीति सम्भावयामः ।



Buitenen

A cognition about a sentence-meaning arises from the individual words

and it presupposes in these words

such properties as appropriateness etc.

which are learnt through other means of knowledge;

now we wonder how such a cognition could arise at all,

if there were a conflict with these other means of knowledge

that are required primarily for the cognition to arise!



Buitenen - Notes

i.e, the appropriateness or propriety of a word in collocation with other words; in the sentence "his mother is barren," "barren" is obviously inappropriate.



नरसिंहः

प्रमाणान्तरवगत ... By the term “pramāṇāntara” here is meant “śabda”.

विरोधे ... The term “pramāṇāntara” here means “pratyakṣa”.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

प्रत्यक्षादि-प्रतिक्षिप्त-

गोचरं वचनं यदि ।

अपि को नु तादात्म्यं

विहन्त्य् आदित्य-यूपयोः (यद्-विषयकार्थवादः प्रसिद्धः) ॥ (5)



Buitenen

If a statement concerning an object that is contradicted by perception etc., were authoritative,

who could then reject the identity of sun and sacrificial pole? (5)



Buitenen - Notes

The identification is considered an arthavada, i,e., laudatory of the sacrificial pole



नरसिंहः

Vide Taittirīya Brāhmaṇa: II. i.5.2 : “ādityo yūpaḥ”.

The argument is that if perception were not taken as the guiding principle in ascertaining the connotation of passages, one would have to literally identify the Sun and the sacrifical post on the authority of the text “ādityo yūpaḥ”, which is a eulogistic passage. But their identity is disproved by perception itself. Likewise, Omniscience is also to be disproved.






१३ नेश्वर-प्रणीतता

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपि चास्ति नरः कश्चित्

तादृशातिशयाश्रयः ।

सिषाधयिषित-ग्रन्थ-

प्रामाण्यस्य किम् आगतम् (ईश्वर-ग्रन्थ-सम्बन्धः कुतः?) ॥



Buitenen

And if there is a person who possesses this peculiar excellency,

what happens to the authority of the texts which is sought to be proved?87



Buitenen - Notes

The relation between God and the texts has to be proved. I read yadi ca for api ca.




सर्व-ज्ञ-वादि-नैकान्तता

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु च तादृश-पुरुषेण विरचितम् इदम्

इति पञ्चरात्र-गोत्रानुसारिणः स्मरन्ति ।





Buitenen

43. OBJECTION. However, those who follow the Pancaratra clan have the tradition that this Pañcaratra has been composed by this person.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

पाशुपता वा किन् न स्मरन्ति,

तेऽपि स्व-दर्शनादर्शकम् अखिल-जगद्-अध्यक्षम् आचक्षते, तथाऽन्येऽपि ।



Buitenen

REFUTATION. But why do the Pasupatas then not agree with their view?

They, too, claim that the Sovereign of the universe is the promulgator of their own system,

and others have the same claims.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च सर्वेऽमी सर्वज्ञा - विरुद्धार्थोपदेशानुपपत्तेः ।



Buitenen

Now they cannot all of them be omniscient,

because then it would be impossible for them to set forth mutually contradictory teachings.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

य एव च वादिनाम् एकस्य वादिनः सर्व-ज्ञ-सिद्धौ हेतुर् भवति

स सर्वेषां साधारणः।

तद् इह बहुषु परस्पर-विरुद्धम् अर्थम् अहम्-अहमिकयोपदिशत्सु

कतमं सर्व-ज्ञम् अध्यवसामः ।



Buitenen

The same ground which allows one among several discussants to prove an omniscient promulgator

must hold equally for all of them.

But which one among the many omniscient beings

who propound mutually conflicting teachings

while claiming each for himself the prerogative of omniscience,

which one do we conclude is the one and only omniscient God?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यथाऽह -


सर्वज्ञेषु च भूयस्सु

विरुद्धार्थोपदेशिषु ।

तुल्य-हेतुषु सर्वेषु

को नामैको निरूप्यताम् ॥



इति ।



Buitenen

[[36]]

As the (unidentified) text says,


"If there are several omniscient beings who propound incompatible doctrines

and if for each of them the arguments are equally valid,

then whom can we elicit as the true and only one ?"





नरसिंहः

To be identified.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

स्वतन्त्राधिगमाधीनं

(नाना) सर्व-ज्ञ-परिकल्पनम् ।

परस्-पर-प्रतीघातात्

सर्वाप्रामाण्यम् आवहेत् ॥



Buitenen

When each omniscient being is assumed on the basis of one's own Tantra doctrine

since the various tantric doctrines are mutually in conflict,

the result will be that none of them is authoritative, !



नरसिंहः

‘स्वतन्त्र’ इत्य् अस्य ‘स्वकीय-तन्त्र’ इत्य् अर्थो विवक्षितः।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु,




श्रुति-स्मृति-प्रसिद्धेन

वासुदेवेन भाषितम् ।

कथं तन्त्रान्तरैर् एतत्

तुल्य-कक्ष्यां निवेक्ष्यते ॥





Buitenen

44. OBJECTION.

How can the teaching of Vasudeva himself,

who is well-known in Revelation and Tradition,

be brought to the same level as other Tantras?



नरसिंहः

The Mīmāṁsaka anticipates the following argument from the Siddhāntin.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


तथा हि पौरुषे सूक्ते

श्रूयते तस्य वैभवम् ।

पद्भ्यां भूमिर् दिशश् श्रोत्राद्

इत्य्-आदीदन् तथा परम् ॥

सूर्या-चन्द्रमसौ धाता

यथा-पूर्वम् अकल्पयत्




इति, तथा





स ब्रह्मा स शिव इति,

तद् विष्णोः परमम् पदम् ।







Buitenen

For the manifestation of His power has been revealed in the Purusa Hymn (RV. 10.90 14),

"The earth sprang from his feet,

the quarters of the sky from his ears;"

and again,

"The creator created sun and moon as before;"

likewise, "He is Brahma, he is śiva;" (Mahānār Up 11.12.)

"Visnu's highest step" (Kath Up. 3.9.)



नरसिंहः

पद्भ्यां ... Ṛgveda X. 90.41.

सूर्याचन्द्रमसौ ... Mahānārāyaṇa Up. V. 7.

स ब्रह्मा ... Ibid. XI. 13.

तद्विष्णोः ... Kaṭhopaniṣad III. 9; also Maitrīyopaniṣad VI. 26.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


"न तस्य कश्चित् पतिर् अस्ति लोके

न चेशिता तस्य च नैव लिङ्गम्" ।

इतीरयन्ति श्रुतयोऽस्य भूतिं

जगज्-जनि-स्थेम-पिधान-चिह्नाम् ॥





Buitenen


No one is his lord in this world, no one his commander; he has no sign. (Svet Up. 6.9.)



In this way, the statements of Revelation describe his manifestation

characterized by His origination, maintenance and annihilation of the world.



नरसिंहः

Śvetāśvatara Up. VI. 9.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः



विष्णोस् सकाशाद् उद्भूतं

जगत् तत्रैव च स्थितम् ।

स्थिति-संयम-कर्ताऽसाव्

इत्य् आह स्म पराशरः ॥







Buitenen

Similarly, the Tradition:


"From Visnu arose the world, in him does it subsist;

he is the one who causes it to exist and to perish,"

(Visnu Pur. 1.1.31.)



said Parāśara;



नरसिंहः

Viṣṇupurāṇa I. i. 35. This verse declares that Viṣṇu is both the material and the instrumental cause of the universe.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


इत्थं तम् एव सर्वेशं मनुर् अप्य् आह, तद् यथा ।


नारायणः परोऽव्यक्ताद्

अण्डम् अ-व्यक्त-सम्भवम् ।



इति,





Buitenen

Manu, too, declared that He is the lord:


"Nārāyaṇa is above the unmanifest, and the World-egg is produced by the unmanifest."93





Buitenen - Notes

Not in Manusmrti; reference perhaps to Manu 1.9-10? I read tatha pi.



नरसिंहः

This verse does not occur in editions of Manusmṛti with the commentaries of Medhātithi and Kullūkabhaṭṭa. Manvarthamuktāvalī of the Kāśī Sanskrit Series, however, has this verse inserted between the 10th and the 11th stanzas of the Ist Chapter.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


इत्थं नाना-श्रुति-मुनि-वचस्-सन्तत-स्तूयमान-

ज्ञानैश्वर्यः परम-पुरुषः पञ्च-रात्रं व्यधत्त ।

तच् चेद् एतच् छ्रुति-पथ-परिभ्रष्ट-तन्त्रैः समानं

पातृत्वेन प्रसजति तदा सोम-पस् ते सुरा-पैः ॥ (5)





Buitenen

This Supreme Person

who is continually praised for His knowledge and supremacy in the statements of Revelation and of the sages

has created Pañcaratra.

If this Tantra is then on a level with Tantras that are apostate from the path of Revelation,

then one might as well reason that a soma-drinker is on a level with a winebeer-drinker,

just because he is a drinker!



नरसिंहः


केवलं तन्त्रत्व-साम्यम् आदाय यदि पञ्चरात्रम् अपि अवैदिकम् इति वक्तुम् उत्सहसे, तर्हि, ते तव प्रीति-पात्रं सोमपो ऽपि, पातृत्व-साम्यम् आदाय, सुरा-पैः समानः प्रसजति



इत्य्-अन्वयः। "समान"-पदं पूर्व-पादाद् अध्याहार्यम्। मीमांसकस्य पूर्व-पक्षित्वाद् अत्र सोम-प-दृष्टान्तः सरस इति च ध्येयम्।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


नैतज् (तन्त्रं) ज्यायः किम् अङ्ग? श्रुतिषु भगवतो न प्रसिद्धा विशुद्ध-

ज्ञानैश्वर्यादि-धर्मास् त्रिपुर-विजयिनस् - तेन यत् किञ्चिदेतत् ।

यद् वा देवस् स एव त्रि-भुवन-भवन-त्राण-विध्वंस-हेतुर्

वेदान्तैक-प्रमाणः कथयति स, कथं वेद-गोष्ठी-बहिः-ष्ठम् ॥





Buitenen

[[37]]

Is this Tantra not superior?

Wherefore, then, are the qualities of immaculate knowledge, supremacy etc. of the Bhagavan

not currently attributed also to the Destroyer of the Three Cities in the texts of Revelation?

Therefore it is absurd to hold the equality of the Tantras promulgated by both.

Or, since He is the God who is the cause of the origination, protection and destruction of the universe

and for whom the entire Vedanta furnishes evidence to the exclusion of anyone else,

how could He promulgate a doctrine that is outside the pale of the Veda?



नरसिंहः

The above argument of the Siddhāntin is refuted by the Mīmāṁsaka.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा हि भगवतः पशुपतेर् अपि

सार्वज्ञ्य-सर्वैश्वर्यावेदिकाः श्रुतयो

बहुलम् उपलभ्यन्ते -


यस् सर्वज्ञस् स सर्ववित् ।




तम् ईश्वराणां परमं महेश्वरम्



इत्य्-आद्याः ।



Buitenen

45. OBJECTION.

Nevertheless, a fair number of śrutis are found

which ascribe omniscience and omnipotence to lord Pasupati as well:

"He who is allknowing, omniscient;" (Mund Up. 1.1.9.)

"The supreme great sovereign of sovereigns." (Svet Up. 6.7.)



नरसिंहः

यस्सर्वज्ञः ... Muṇḍakopaniṣad: I. i. 9.

तमीश्वराणां... Śvetāśvatara*: VI. 7.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

सर्व-ज्ञेश्वर-शब्दौ च

न र्ते देवात् पिनाकिनः (→तस्मिन्न् अपि) ।

(पदार्थ-ज्ञान+-)उत्पत्ति-शक्त्या वर्तेते

सत्य् अप्य् अन्यत्र तद्वति ॥

(इति प्रत्याक्षेपः।)



Buitenen

REPLY. By secondary denotation

these two words "omniscient" and "sovereign" apply

not only to the one who actually is omniscient and sovereign,

but also to others, not excepting God Siva,

who are as it were all-knowing and supreme.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

("यस् सर्व-ज्ञः सर्व-वित्"→)

किञ्च सर्व-ज्ञ-शब्देन

सर्व-ज्ञे प्रतिपादिते ।

पौनर्-उक्त्यं प्रसज्येत

सर्व-विद्-ग्रहणस्य वः ॥(5)

अतः सर्वज्ञ-शब्दोऽयं

महादेवैक-गोचरः ।



Buitenen

Besides, if in the above quotation "ya sarvajnah sarvavit"

the word sarvajiia were indeed used to describe the omniscient one,

there would be tautology of sarvavit.

Consequently, the word sarvajia refers only to Mahadeva;



नरसिंहः

The above argument, says the Mīmāṁsaka, is favourable to the Pāśupatas since the text “yassarvajñaḥ sarvavit” (Muṇḍaka: I. i. 9) cannot be properly explained in favour of the Pāñcarātrins. “If the term ‘sarvajña’ be etymologically taken as referring to Viṣṇu, what about the term ‘sarvavit’ ?” he asks. This term too has to be explained as ‘all-knower’, which lands the Pāñcarātrin in the defect of redundance. Therefore, the Pāśupata method of explanation is in sooth, proper : the term ‘sarvajña’ refers to Śiva conventionally, while the term ‘sarvavit’ does so, through etymology.



नरसिंहः

The above argument, says the Mīmāmsaka, is favourable to the Pāšupatas since the text " yassarvajñah sarvavit " ( Mundaka- I. 1. 9 ) cannot be properly explained in favour of the Pañcarātrins.


"If the term 'sarvajña' be etymologically taken as referring to Viṣņu, what about the term sarvavit' ?"



he asks. This term too has to be explained as all-knower', which lands the Pancaratrin in the defect of redundance of explanation

Therefore, the Pasupata method of explanation is in sooth, proper- the term sarvajña' refers to Śiva conventionally, while the term 'sarvavit' does so, through etymology.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा च स्कन्द-लिङ्गादि-

पुराणानि पिनाकिनः ॥

उपक्षीणानि सार्वज्ञ्य-

सर्वैश्वर्योपपादने ।



Buitenen

and so the Skanda-Purana, Linga-Purāņa and other Purāņas exhaust themselves

in describing this all knowing and sovereign character of Siva.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

ततश् च तत्-प्रणीतत्वात्

प्रामाण्यम् अनया दिशा ॥

प्राप्तं पाशुपतं तन्त्रं

तत्रान्योन्य-विरोधतः ।

सर्व-तन्त्र-प्रमाणत्व-

विपर्यासः प्रसज्यते ॥



Buitenen

[[38]]

Therefore, since the Pasupata Tantra has been promulgated by this Pasupati,

it acquires authority in this way;

but the reversion of the authority of all Tantras in consequence of their mutual contradictions

applies to this Pasupata Tantra too.





श्रुति-विरोधः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपि च भवतु भगवान् वासुदेव एवौपनिषदः पुरुषः,

अथ च स कथम् इव श्रुति-परिपन्थि-तन्त्रम् एतत् प्रणयेतेत्य् उत्प्रेक्ष्येत

य एवम् आह


श्रुति-स्मृती ममैवाज्ञे



इति ?



Buitenen

46. Further, granted that the Lord Vasudeva is the Person known in the upaniṣads,

how then can the theory be held of him that he has promulgated the Pañcarātra Tantra

which conflicts with Revelation of him who said, "Revelation and Tradition are my commands ?'' (unidentified)



नरसिंहः

The popular reading of the Viṣṇudharma-verse, in which this statement occurs is:


śrutismṛtī mamaivājñā yas tām ullaṅghya vartate

ājñācchedī mama drohī madbhakto'pi na vaiṣṇavaḥ.



But the following reading is found in the printed edition, ch: 76, śl. 31:


śrutismṛtir mamaivājñā tām ullaṅghya yajan śubhe

sarvasvenāpi māṁ devi nāpnotyājñāvilaṅghanāt.





नरसिंहः

↑ The popular reading of the Viṣņudharma-verse, in which this statement occurs is-


śrutismṛti mamaivājñā

yastāmullaighya vartate ājñācchedi mama drohi

madbhaktopi na vaiṣṇavaḥ.



But the following reading is found in the printed edition, ch- 76, Śl. 31-


śrutissmṛtir mamaivājñā

tāmullanghya yajan subhe

sarvasvenāpi mām devi

napnotyājñāvilaṁghanāt.





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

ततश्च -


वासुदेवाभिधानेन

केनचिद् विप्रलिप्सुना ।

प्रणीतं प्रस्तुतं तन्त्रम्

इति निश्चिनुमो वयम् ॥





Buitenen

Thus we conclude that there has been a deceiver

who assumed the name of 'Vasudeva'

and under that name composed the Tantra under discussion.





मोहनोद्देशः?

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अस्तु वा समस्तजगदध्यक्षो वासुदेव एवास्य तन्त्रस्य प्रणेता, तथाऽपि -



Buitenen

Or else, suppose that Vasudeva Himself, ruler of the entire universe, was the promulgator of this Tantra; they still say that



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

माया-मोहन-विग्रहेण हरिणा देव-द्रुहां संहतिम्

हन्तुं मोहयता ऽहितान्य् अभिहितान्य् आहुर् हि तच्छद्मना ।

एवं किन् नु नयन् नयन् निज-महा-माया-गुहा-गव्हरम् ।

व्याजह्रे किम् इदं न वेति विशये जाते, कथं निर्णयः ॥



Buitenen

Hari, whose personal manifestations are deceptive

because of his power of illusion,

has promulgated these unholy texts deceivingly

under the guise of holy texts

in order to destroy the whole mass of enemies of the gods.

Now, has he indeed composed this Tantra,

leading the faithful into the mysterious abyss of his grand power of illusion, or not?

This is the question that now arises.

How are we to resolve it?



नरसिंहः

Viṣṇupurāṇa: ( Jīvānanda's edn. ) Aṁśa : III. chs. 17-18 give the story of Māyāmohana, preaching non-Vedic doctrines to demons, with a view to delude them. Other instances of Viṣṇu assuming different forms out of his Māyā, are to be found in the Liṅgapurāṇa and the Kāśīkhaṇḍa.



नरसिंहः

Visnupurāna- ( Jivānanda's edn.) Arśa- III. chs. 17 - 18 give the story of Mayamohana, preaching non-Vedic doctrines to demons, with a view to delude them. Other instances of Viṣņu assuming different forms out of his Māyā, are to be found in the Lingapurana and the Kāsikhanda.




वैदिकैर् अनङ्गीकारः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

प्रत्त्युत भ्रमयन्न् एव

व्याजहारेति गम्यते ।

वैदिकैर् अगृहीतत्त्वात्

तथा ऽर्हतमतं यथा ॥(4)



Buitenen

Or are we rather to understand that

he composed this Tantra

while he himself was in error,

since it is not accepted by the followers of the Veda,

just as the doctrine of the Jainas is not accepted?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

वैदिकापरिग्रहश् च प्राग् एव प्रपञ्चित इति,

तस्मान् न (वेदापेक्षया→)स्व-तन्त्रानुभव-मूलतया प्रमाणम् ।



Buitenen

That the followers of the Veda do not accept it has been set forth at length above.100

Consequently, then, Pancaratra Tantra is not authoritative

because it derives from the cognition of an independent Person.



Buitenen - Notes

supra § 12.






न मन्वादि-स्मृतिवत्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नापि मन्वादि-स्मरणवद् इत्य् - अनुपपन्नं पञ्चरात्रस्मरणम् ।



Buitenen

47. Nor is it proper to argue the validity of the Pancaratra Tradition "like the Manu Tradition etc. 101



Buitenen - Notes

supra §11.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यदि मन्वादिवद् देवः

शुश्रूषा-परितोषितात् ।

आचार्याल् लब्ध-वेदार्थस्

तन्त्रम् एतद् अचीक्लपत् ॥

स्वातन्त्र्य-कल्पना ऽमुष्य

व्यर्था मिथ्या तथा सति ।



Buitenen

[[39]]

If the God has composed the Tantra after having, like manu etc., learnt the meaning of the Veda from a teacher who was satisfied with his pupil's obedience,

then the assumption that He was independent is purposeless and false.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अनधीतोऽपि वेदोऽस्य

प्रतिभातीत्य् अलौकिकम् (ततोऽसम्भाव्यम्)॥

तत्र वार्तिककारेण

ये दोषास् समुदीरिताः ।

ते च सर्वे ऽनुसंधेयाः

पुरुषातिशयादयः ॥



Buitenen

It is not borne out by human experience that the Veda was immediately manifest to him, even though he never learnt it. The defects which the Author of the Varttika enumerates, those of personal superiority and inferiority etc., (Kumarila, Slokavārttika 2.114)

are all to be presumed in the case of Pañcarātra,



नरसिंहः

Vide Ślokavārtika* I. i. 2, śl. 111b, ff.






१४ तान्त्रिकतायाः बाह्यम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

किञ्च -

शैवं पाशुपतञ् चैव

बौद्धम् अप्य् आर्हतं तथा ।

कापालं पञ्चरात्रञ् चेत्य्

एवं पाषण्डता स्मृतेः ॥



Buitenen

48. Moreover, the Saivite, Pasupata, Buddhist, Jainist, Kāpālika and Pañcarātra teachings are traditionally known as heretical.



नरसिंहः

To be identified.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

वैदिकं तान्त्रिकं चेति

विभाग-करणाद् अपि ।

गम्यते पञ्चरात्रस्य

वेद-बाह्यत्व-निश्चयः ॥



Buitenen

On the basis of the distinction between Vedic and Tantric

we arrive at the conclusion that Pañcarātra is outside the Veda.



नरसिंहः

Vide Anandasamhitā ch. XIII, folios 43b-44a :


athāto devasyārcanaṁ dvividhaṁ śruņu । [sic]

vaikhānasaṁ pañcarātraṁ vaidikaṁ tantrikaṁ kramāt ॥

tayor vaikhānasaṁ śreṣṭhamaihikāmuṣmikapradam ।



The (Mahā) Sanatkumārasaṁhitā draws a distinction among the Vaiṣṇava-mantras in terms of Vaidika Tāntrika and Vaidika-tāntrika.

Cf. ṛṣirātra IX. 35:


vaidikaṁ tāntrikaṁ caiva tathā vaidikatāntrikam ।

mantratrayaṁ krameṇoktam........ ॥



Cf. Vasiṣṭahasaṁhitā XIII. 16b-17a:


Vaidikaṁ tāntrikaṁ caiva tathā vaidikatāntrikam ।

miśritaṁ vaidikaṁ mantraiḥ tasmāt vaidikatāntrikam ॥



Hārita in his Dharmaśāstra, says: srutiśca dvividhā, vaidikī tantrikī ca (Quoted in the Liṅgadhāraṇacandrikā, p. 240).



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


शैवं पाशुपतं सौम्यं

लागुडञ्च चतुर्विधम् ।

तन्त्र-भेदः समुद्दिष्टः

सङ्करं न समाचरेत् ॥



इति ।



Buitenen


"Tantra is of four kinds: Saiva, Pasupata, Saumya and Laguḍa;

thus are described the divisions of Tantra;

one should not confuse them."





नरसिंहः

The Vaikhānōsāgamas call the Vaikhānasa and the Pāñcarātra systems “saumya” and “āgneya” respectively. Cf. Kāśyapajñānakāṇḍa, P.171:

vaikhānasaṁ saumyam; āgneyaṁ pāñcarātram.

See also Vimānārcanākalpa, paṭala 77, P.467:

vaiṣṇavaṁ dvidvidhaṁ, vaikhānasaṁ pāñcarātram iti; vaikhānasaṁ vaidikaṁ, vaidikairarcitam aihikāmuṣmikaphalapradam; pāñcarātramāgneyaṁ avaidikam āmuṣmikaphalapradam; saumyaṁ sarvatra saṁpūjyam.

Cf. also Bhāgavata XI. 27. 7, 49:


vaidikastāntriko miśra iti me trividho makhaḥ ।

trayāṇāmipsitenaiva vidhinā māṁ samarcayet ॥

evaṁ kriyāyogapathaiḥ pumān vaidikatāntrikaiḥ ।

arcayannubhayataḥ siddhim matto vindatyabhipsitam ॥



It may be noted that such a division is found even among the Śaivāgamas. Thus, the Vāyu Saṁhitā of the Śivapurāṇa (uttarabhāga XXIV. 177-178) says:


śivāgamo'pi dvidvidhaḥ śrauto'śrautaśca saṁsmṛtaḥ ।

śrutisāramayaḥ śrautaḥ svatantra itarassmṛtaḥ॥ (Quoted in Liṅgādhāraṇacandrikā, P.290).



Also see Śaivasiddhānta P.43:


Āgamas are of two kinds: Śrauta and Aśrauta. The Śrautāgamas are dependent upon the Vedas and are full of their essence; not so the Aśrauta. The former Āgamas are accepted but not the latter. The aśrauta-āgamas have been declared by the Lord in order to delude some people. These Āgamas are Vāma, Pāśupata, Lākula, Bhairava, etc.





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा -


भाक्तं भागवतञ्चैव

सात्त्वतं च त्रिधा मतम् ।



इत्य् एवं तन्त्रभेदोक्तिः

पञ्चरात्रेऽपि दृश्यते ॥



Buitenen

Likewise:


"There are three distinct doctrines, the Bhakta, the Bhagavata and the Satvata;"

this description of the divisions of Tantra is also found in Pancarātra.







१५ जीव-जन्मोक्तिः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

किञ्च -

श्रुति-स्मृति-प्रतिक्षिप्त-

जीव-जन्मादि-गोचरम् ।

न्याय-हीनं वचस् तथ्यम्

इति हास्यम् इदम् महत् ॥



Buitenen

49. Furthermore, that a doctrine destitute of all logic

and embracing the view that the soul knows birth,

which is rejected by Revelation and Tradition,

should be Truth is a highly ludicrous contention.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा च श्रुतिः -


अविनाशी वा अरेऽयमात्मा अनुच्छित्तिधर्मा

मात्रासंसर्गस् तस्य भवति



इति तथा


जीवापेतं वाव किलेदम् म्रियते,

न जीवो म्रियते



इति ।



Buitenen

Thus we find the śruti,


"Verily, this soul is unperishing, essentially indestructible;

it is not conjoined with sizes" (BA Up. 4.5.14.)



and,


"This dies without the soul; the soul does not die."*104 (Ch Up. 6.11.3.)





नरसिंहः

अविनाशी ... Bṛhadāraṇyaka IV. v. 14.

Cf. Bhagavadgītā II. 14:


mātrāsparśāstu kaunteya śītoṣṇasukhaduḥkhadāḥ।

āgamāpāyino'nityāstān titikṣasva bhārata॥



जीवापेतं ...Chāndogy* VI. 11. 3.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


स्याद् एतत् उच्छेदाभाव-मात्र-प्रतिपादकम् एतद् वचनं

न जन्माभावम् अवगमयति



इति ।



Buitenen

OBJECTION.

This is all very well,

but all that this statement says is that the soul is not destroyed,

not that it is not born.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न,

अनुच्छेदाभिधानेन

जन्माभावो ऽवसीयते ।

न ह्य् अस्ति संभवो भावो

जातो नैव क्षरेद् इति ॥



Buitenen

REFUTATION. No, by stating that it cannot be destroyed,

it also decides that it cannot be born;

it is impossible that an entity that has been born

does not perish.



नरसिंहः

'जातो भावो नैव क्षरेद्' इत्य् एतद् वचनं न शक्य-सम्भवम् इति भावः ।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु च,

सद् एव सौम्येदम् इति

सद्-एकत्वावधारणात् ।

प्राक्-सृष्टि-कालाज् जीवानाम्

अ-भावो ऽध्यवसीयते ।





Buitenen

OBJECTION.

Nonetheless, from the emphasis which in the statement "only sat was here" (ChUp.6.2.1.) is laid on the uniqueness of sat,

it follows that there were no souls before the time of creation.



नरसिंहः

Chāndogya: VI. ii. 1: ‘सद् एव सोम्येदम् अग्र आसीत् एकम् एवाद्वितीयं ब्रह्म' ।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


यदि जीवाः पृथग्भूताः

प्राक् सृष्टेः स्युः परात्मवत् ।

कथम् एतत् "सद् एवे"ति

तद्-एकत्वावधारणम् ।(5)





Buitenen

Had the individual soul existed before

why then this emphasis of "only sat"

on sat's absolute solitariness?



नरसिंहः

Chāndogya VI. ii. 1.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अत्रोच्यते "सद् एवे"ति

यद् एकत्वावधारणम् ।

तत् सिसृक्षित-वाय्व्-अम्बु-

वियत्-प्रभृति-गोचरम् ॥



Buitenen

[[40]]

REFUTATION.

The reply to this is that

here the emphasis on sat's uniqueness

is with regard to the elements of wind, water and ether

that were about to be created by sat.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

पर्युदासिष्यताऽनेन

वचसा चेतनो यदि ।

गगनादेर् इवास्यापि

जननं निरदेक्ष्यत ॥(5)



Buitenen

Were the soul excluded by this statement of sat's solitariness,

then the soul's origin would have been described in the sequel,

just as the creation of ether is described.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च निर्दिश्यते तेन

न जीवो जनिम् ऋच्छति ।

तत्-तेजोऽसृजतेत्यादौ

जीवसर्गो हि न श्रुतः ॥



Buitenen

This is not done; therefore the soul does not know birth,

since in the sequel "That sat created fire, etc. (Ch Up. 6.2.3. )

we do not hear of the creation of the individual soul.



नरसिंहः

Ibid: VI. ii. 3.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु च "यतो वा इमानि भूतानि" इत्य्-अत्र

जीवानाम् एव जनन-जीवन-प्रायणाभिसंवेशनानि प्रतीयन्ते?





Buitenen

OBJECTION. However, in the text yato va imani bhūtāni etc.

we hear that the souls too know origin, continuance and reabsorption.



नरसिंहः

Taittirīya : III. i. 1: "यतो वा इमानि भूतानि जायन्ते, येन जातानि जीवन्ति" etc.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


तथा हि भूतशब्दोऽयं

जीवानाम् अभिधायकः ।

भ्रामयन् सर्व-भूतानीत्य्-

एवम्-आदिषु दर्शनात् ॥





Buitenen

Here the word bhuta denotes the jiva, the individual soul;

for thus we find the word used in the passage bhrāmayan sarvabhūtāni,



नरसिंहः

Bhagavadgītā: XVIII, 61b.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


जीवन्तीति हि शब्दोऽयं

जीवेष्व् एवावकल्पते ।

तेन जायन्त इत्य्-एतज्

ज्ञायते जीव-गोचरम् ॥





Buitenen

The verb jianti "they live" in the text can only apply to the souls,

the expression tena jayante "by whom they are born" evidently refers to these same souls.



Buitenen - Notes

Taitt Up. 3.1.1. The whole sentence includes tena jivanti, on which the present exegesis of bhuta is based.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तद् इदम् अनुपपन्नं भूत-शब्दो विहायः-

पवन--हुत-भुग्-अम्भो-मेदिनीषु प्रसिद्धः ।

पदम् इदम् इतरस्मिंल् लक्षणा-वृत्ति तेषां

बहु-विध-परिणामो गीयते जीवनञ् च ॥



Buitenen

[[41]] REFUTATION. This is not right.

The word bhuta commonly deonly the elements ether, wind, fire, water and earth.

If the word is used for something else, it is used metaphorically. Of these elements, ether etc. which are primarily understood by the word bhuta,

it is stated that they are variously modified and that they live.



Buitenen - Notes

namely, that they are born (jātāri) and die (prayanti).



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

प्रथमम् अधिगता ये खादयो भूत-शब्दात्

तद्-अनुगुणतयाऽर्थं वक्ति जीवन्ति-शब्दः ।

यदि च भवति जीवे भूत-शब्दस् तदानीम्

अपि वदति तदीयञ् जन्म देहानुबन्धि ॥



Buitenen

The verb "they live" describes a condition of being analogous to living.

And if the word bhuta be used in the sense of individual soul,

then too the statement declares that the soul is born only in the sense that its entrance into a body is a birth.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अतो जीव-परत्वेऽपि

भूत-शब्दस्य युज्यते ।

जायन्त इति शब्दोऽयं

गौर् जातो गच्छतीति वत् ॥



Buitenen

Therefore, when the word bhuta refers to the individual soul,

it can rightly be said that the souls are born,

just as it is said that the cow,

once born walks about.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा "ऽजो ह्य् एक" इत्य्-आद्याः

श्रुतयो ऽन्याश् च सन्ति नः ।

जीवानुत्पत्ति-वादिन्यस्

तथा भगवतो वचः ॥



Buitenen

There are śrutis to this effect, like

"For the soul, unborn, alone" (Svet Up. 4.5.)

and we also have other Śrutis which declare that the soul is unborn.

Similarly, the word of the Lord:



नरसिंहः

Śvetāśvatara IV. 5: “अजो ह्य् एको जुषमाणो ऽनुशेते ।”



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


प्रकृतिं पुरुषञ्चैव

विद्ध्य् अनादी उभाव् अपि । (Bh G. 18.61.)





Buitenen

"Know that both matter and spirit are without beginning;" (Bh G. 13.19.)



नरसिंहः

Bhagavadgītā XIII. 19a.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


अजो नित्यश् शाश्वतोऽयं पुराणः ।





Buitenen

"this ancient spirit is unborn, eternal, everlasting;" (Kath Up. 2.18.)



नरसिंहः

Ibid: II. 20c.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न जायते म्रियते वा कदाचित् ।



इत्यादि ।



Buitenen

"it is never born nor does it die" etc. (Kath Up. 2.17.)



नरसिंहः

Ibid: II. 20a.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न्यायश् च -

विवादाध्यासितो जीवो

न जातु जनिम् ऋच्छति ।

द्रव्यत्वे सत्य-मूर्तत्वाच्

चिद्-रूपत्वात् परात्मवत् ॥



Buitenen

Finally there is the syllogism:

the individual soul in question never knows birth; for, while being substantial, it is bodiless,

as it consists of spirit, like the Supreme Soul.





१६ नापौरुषेयता

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


पश्यन्तः पौरुषेयत्वे

दूषणान्य् उक्तया दिशा ।

अन्-अन्य-गतयः केचित्

तन्त्रं नित्यम् अतिष्ठिपन् ॥





Buitenen

50. There are some who notice the logical defects inherent in the view that Scripture of a personal origin,

which we have explained above, and having no other course open

posit that Tantra too must be eternal.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तद् एतत् स्व-हृदय-निहित-विशदतर-

कतृ-स्मरण-प्रतिहतम् अभिधीयत

इत्य् उपेक्षणीयम् ।



Buitenen

Against this position, we state that

it is sublated by the fact that its author,

who is patent enough and tacitly remembered, is not forgotten at all;

and hence this position does not deserve our notice.





१७ पाशुपतादि-समता


पौरुषेयत्वम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

किञ्च -

इत्थं पाशुपतादीनां (तच्-छास्त्र-पौरुषेयत्वे)

न्यायः किं-दण्ड-वारितः ।

तथाऽस्त्व् इति यदि ब्रूयाद्

व्याघातस् स्यात् परस्परम् ॥



Buitenen

[[42]]

51. Besides, why has the argument about the Pasupatas etc. been swept aside with a stick?

If one replies, let the argument stand,

we shall have the defect of mutual exclusion.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

सर्व-लोक-प्रसिद्धा च

वासुदेव-प्रणीतता ।

न हातुं शक्यते

यद्वद् वेदस्यापौरुषेयता ॥



Buitenen

And Vasudeva's authorship of the Tantra, which is commonly known to everybody,

can no more be rejected than the preferpersonal origin of the Veda.





अनुदय-विपर्यास-विशयाः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अथो कश्चिद् ब्रूयाद् -


अनुदय-विपर्यास-विशयैस् त्रि-रूपे प्रामाण्ये

कतरद् इह जोघुष्यत



इति ।



Buitenen

Or else, if someone says that


(Is) any of the three means of knowledge is, in the case of Pasupata Tantra, cancelled by non-appearance (sc. of knowledge.), reversion and dubiety,





नरसिंहः

Cf. Slokavārtika ( I. 1. 2 ) śl.54a:


अप्रामाण्यं त्रिधा भिन्नं मिथ्यात्वाज्ञान-संशयैः ।





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

स वक्तव्यः



(यत्) किन् नु (स्व-मते) त्वद्-अभिलषितं

लागुड-मते तद् एव



इति ज्ञात्वा

नियमित-मदश् शाम्यतु भवान् ।





Buitenen

the answer is, your own postulation applies equally well to the Laguḍa doctrine (here used as synonymous with Pasupata),

and once you know this, it is refuted.

Your worship better keep quiet.



नरसिंहः

लागुड-मतं पाशुपतम् इति यावत् ।






१८ उपसंहारः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तद् एवम् उदीरित-न्याय-श्रुति-स्मृतीतिहास-पुराण-न्याय-विरुद्धाभिधानेन,

समस्त-शिष्ट-जन-परिग्रह-विरहेण च,

स्वर्गापवर्गावसानोपदेश-व्याजेन केनापि

जगद् वञ्चयितुं विरचितानि पञ्च-रात्र-तन्त्राणीति मन्यामहे ।



Buitenen

52. To sum up. For the reasons set forth above

we maintain that the exposure of this Tantra's incompatibility with Revelation, Tradition, Epic and Purana

as well as with the conclusions of our logical demonstration,

and the inacceptability of this Tantra to all exemplary persons

go to show that the Pañcaratra texts must have been composed by someone

who pretended to teach a path that would lead to heaven and salvation,

but actually wished to deceive the world.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

ईदृशापस्मृति-विषयम् एव तद्वचः -



Buitenen

Concerning its apocryphal character, which we have now exposed, we have the declaration:



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


या वेद-बाह्याः स्मृतयो

याश्च काश्च कुदृष्टयः ।

सर्वास् ता निष्फलाः प्रेत्य तमो-निष्ठा हि ताः स्मृताः ॥



इति ।



Buitenen


"The traditional teachings that are outside the Veda

and all other false doctrines remain fruitless in the afterworld,

for they are considered to derive from tamas."





नरसिंहः

Manusmṛti XII. 95.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

ईदृश-दुर्-मार्गानुगामिन एव तेऽपि,

एषां वाङ्-मात्रेणापि +अर्चनं निषिध्यते,



Buitenen

Those who follow the Veda are forbidden to speak with those who follow such evil paths:



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

उक्तञ्च -


एत एव च ते येषां

वाङ्मात्रेणापि नार्चनम् ।

पाषण्डिनो विकर्म-स्थान्

बैडाल-व्रतिकांञ् छठान् ॥

हैतुकान् बक-वृत्तिंश् च

वाङ्मात्रेणापि नार्चयेत् ।



इति ।



Buitenen

"The following are not to be honoured even with a word: heretics, criminals, impostors, crooks, thieves and hypocrites are not to be honoured even with a word."



नरसिंहः

Ibid. IV. 30.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

इत्य् उपन्यस्तया नीत्या

पञ्च-रात्रम् अशेषतः ।

अप्रमाणम् इति प्राप्तम्

एवं प्रप्ते ऽभिधीयते ॥



Buitenen

[[43]]

53. In the manner116 presented above the primafacie case can be made

that the Pañcaritra in its entirety has no validity

whatever as a means of knowledge.



Buitenen - Notes

I read rityā.



नरसिंहः

From here starts the ‘Siddhānta’.







०२ उत्तर-पक्षः


०१ निर्दोष-ज्ञान-जन्यतया प्रामाण्यानुमानम्


प्रतिज्ञा

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


विवादाध्यासितं तन्त्रं

प्रमाणम् इति गृह्यताम्।

निर्दोष-ज्ञान-जन्मत्वाज्

ज्योतिष्टोमादि-वाक्यवत्॥





Buitenen

Against this prima-facie case

we now submit that the Tantra in question must be accepted as valid,

because it produces faultless knowledge,

like the scriptural statements on the Vedic sacrifices jyotiştoma etc.



नरसिंहः

‘ज्योतिष्टोमेन स्वर्ग-कामो यजेत’ इति वाक्यवत् पञ्च-रात्र-तन्त्रम् अपि निर्दोष-ज्ञान-कारणत्वाद् धेतोः प्रमाणम् एवेति स्वीक्रियताम् इत्य् आशयः ।





अनुमानय् अवयवाः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न तावद् अनुमानेऽस्मिन्

न्याय-शास्त्र-परीक्षिताः ।

दोषा मृगयितुं शक्यास्

तत्र पक्षः परीक्ष्यताम् ॥



Buitenen

54. Now, such defects as are elicited by the science of logic

cannot be detected in this inference.

Let us consider the Object of the Proposition.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

पक्षो नाम प्रतिज्ञाऽर्थः

स च सिद्धेन केनचित् ।

स्वयं सिद्धो विशिष्टस् सन्

यः साधयितुम् ईप्सितः ॥(5)



Buitenen

The Object of the Proposition is, by definition,

the content of a certain thesis is proposed;

it is a term which itself is established,

and of which it is now to be proved that it is particularized by another term,

which is also established."



Buitenen - Notes

pratijñārthah, the object or content of the pratijñā,

which is the first step of the five-membered syllogism,

e.g., "the mountain has fire" (parvatasya agnimattvam).

It does not therefore coincide with the Subject.

In the proposition both S and P must be siddha, established as existing somewhere;

a non-thing like a hare's horn can be neither S nor P.



नरसिंहः

पक्ष-शब्दं निर्वक्ति । पक्षो नाम (पर्वतादिः) प्रतिज्ञा-विषयी-भूतः कश्चन स्वयं सिद्धः पदार्थः । [ प्रतिज्ञा ‘पर्वतो वह्निमान्’ इत्य् एवं रूपा ।] स च सिद्धेन केनचिद् अन्येन पदार्थेण हेतु-भूतेन [धूमादिना] सिसाधयिषितः । सिसाधयिषितो ऽपि सः किञ्चिद् विशिष्टाकारेण [वह्निमत्-स्व-रूपेण] सिसाधयिषितः; न तु सामान्याकारेण, इति दिक् ।






०२ पक्ष-सौष्ठवम्


प्रसिद्धिः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तत्र न तावद् अ-प्रसिद्ध-विशेषणः पक्षः -

प्रामाण्य-नाम्नः पदार्थस्य उभय-वादि-सिद्धत्वात् प्रत्यक्षादौ,



Buitenen

In the present case the term which particularizes the object is not unknown,

for this term, ie. "validity," is for both parties established with regard to the valid means of knowledge, Perception, Inference, Verbal Testimony etc.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नाप्य् अ-प्रसिद्ध-विशेष्यः (सविशेषणः पक्षः) पञ्च-रात्र-शास्त्रस्य सर्व-लोक-प्रसिद्धत्वात्,



Buitenen

Nor is the subject itself unknown, for the Pañcaratra system is known universally.





न सिद्ध-साधनम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नापि सिद्ध-साधनः (सविशेषणः पक्षः),

प्रस्तुत-शास्त्र-प्रामण्यस्य प्रतिवादिनो ऽसिद्धत्वात्,(4)



Buitenen

Nor is the Object to be proved already proved,

for this Object, "The Pañcaratra is valid," is not proved for the opponent.





न प्रत्यक्ष-विरोधः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च प्रत्यक्ष-विरुद्धः (सविशेषणः पक्षः) अ-प्रामाण्यस्यातीन्द्रियत्वात्,



Buitenen

Nor is this Object incompatible with Perception,

since its opposite, ie. nonvalidity, is beyond perceptual verifiability.





नानुमानतो विरोधो बाह्यत्वादिभिः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नाप्य् अनुमानविरुद्धः (सविशेषणः पक्षः), अनुपलम्भनात् ।



Buitenen

Nor is this Object incompatible with Inference,

because no inference proving non-validity is found.




न बाह्यत्वाद् अप्रामाण्यम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननूपलभ्यत एवानुमानम् -

पञ्च-रात्र-शास्त्रमप्रमाणम् वेद-बाह्यत्वात् बौद्धागमवत् ।





Buitenen

55. OBJECTION. But such an inference is actually found: Pañcarātra Sastra is non-authoritative,

because it is non-Vedic, like Buddhism,



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अत्र ब्रूमः कतरद् इहाप्रामाण्यं सिषाधयिषितम्



Buitenen

REFUTATION. We reply, What is this nonauthoritativeness which this reasoning seeks to prove?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यदि (अप्रामाण्यम्) ज्ञानानुत्पत्ति-लक्षणं, ततः प्रत्यक्षविरोधः।

प्रत्यक्षं हि

विदित-पद--तद्-अर्थ--सङ्गतेः श्रोतुः

पञ्च-रात्र-शास्त्र-वाक्य-श्रवण-समनन्तरम् उपजायमानं तद्-अर्थ-विषयं ज्ञानम् ।



Buitenen

[[44]]

If it is defined by the fact that the Tantra does not produce knowledge,

then this definition militates against Perception;

for the knowledge which arises in a student, who is able to comprehend the relation between word and meaning, concerning the meaning of the sentences of Pañcaratra Sastra

he hears is perceptually evident.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नापि (अप्रामाण्यम्) संशय-लक्षणं - तत (→प्रत्यक्षतः) एव विरोधात्।

न खलु


पद्ममध्ये चतुर्बाहुं

पूजयेत् पुरुषोत्तमम्



इतीदं वचनं "पूजयेन् न वे"ति संशयितं प्रत्ययमुत्पादयति,



Buitenen

Nor is the predicate, sc. "nonauthoritativeness," defined by dubiety,

since then we have the same conflict with Perception;

for the statement, "One must worship the four-armed Supreme Person in the centre of the lotus,"

does not occasion a doubtful cognition:

"Must one worship Him thus or not?"



नरसिंहः

‘तत एव’ प्रत्यक्षाद् एवेत्य् अर्थः ।

पद्ममध्ये ... To be identified.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नापि विपर्यय-लक्षणं योग्यानुपलम्भाभावात्,

अनागत-विपर्ययोत्प्रेक्षायाः प्रत्यक्ष-विरोधात्, अशेष-व्यवहारोच्छेद-हेतुत्वाच् च।

प्रपञ्चयिष्यते चैतद् उपरिष्टात् ।



Buitenen

Nor, in the third place, is the predicate, defined by reversion,

since there is no non-apprehension of what should be there,

and since, the presumption of future reversion militates against Perception

and would put an end to all operations.

This point shall be discussed in detail later on.



Buitenen - Notes

this "non-apprehension of what should be there (yogānupalambha) is the criterion by which we know the absence of a thing. Here it is the absence of truth in Pañcarātra that needs be proved by yoganupalambha, if the objector's contention that Pañcarātra is invalid-through-reversion be correct.



नरसिंहः

विपर्ययो मिथ्या-ज्ञानम् । ‘पञ्च-रात्रं मिथ्या इत्य् एतज्-ज्ञानम् इदानीं नास्ति, कालान्तरे भविष्यति’ इति, तद् आदाय अप्रामाण्य-वचनं प्रत्यक्षेण विरुध्यते । तथा सति सकल-लोक-व्यवहार-बाधश् चेति भावः ।



नरसिंहः

विपर्ययो मिथ्याज्ञानम् ।


'पञ्चरात्रं मिथ्या इत्येतज् ज्ञानं इदानीं नास्ति,

कालान्तरे भविष्यति'



इति, तद् आदाय अप्रामाण्य-वचनं प्रत्यक्षेण विरुध्यते ।

तथा सति सकल-लोक-व्यवहार-बाधश् चेति भावः ।





वेद-भिन्नत्वान् नाप्रामाण्यम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

([वेद-बाह्यत्वाद् अप्रमाणम् इति] पञ्चरात्र-)आगम-विरुद्धञ् च -

पञ्च-रात्रागमे स्वार्थस्

तथैवेत्य् अवबोधनात् ।



अथ "(पञ्चरात्र→)तस्याप्रमाणत्वे

(पञ्चरात्र→)तद्-विरोधो न दूषणम्" ॥







Buitenen

56. Still, the proposed validity of Pañcarātra militates against Scripture. Since in Pañcarātra Agama we have its meaning conveyed exactly as it is, this conflict between Scripture and Pañcarātra is not vicious only if Pañcaratra is not authoritative.



En - विश्वासः

The claim that Pañcarātra is invalid is opposed by the Pañcarātra Agama itself. In Pañcarātra, it's validity is understood. Or you say -


As Pañcarātra itself is invalid, it's opposition (to our inference of invalidity) is not a fault.





नरसिंहः

'पञ्च-रात्रम् अ-प्रमाणं वेद-बाह्यत्वात्' इति विरोधानुमानं पूर्व-पक्षिणा प्रदर्शितम् । तत्रोच्यते सिद्धान्तिना 'आगम-विरुद्धं च' इति । आगम-पदेन पाञ्चरात्रागमः अभिप्रेतः । पाञ्चरात्रागमे प्रतिपाद्यमानो ऽर्थः प्रमाणम् इति तेनैवागमेन बोध्यते इत्य् अर्थः । तत्र आक्षिपति मीमांसक: 'अथे'ति । 'तस्य' पाञ्चरात्रागमस्यैव अप्रामाण्ये निश्चिते सति, मद्-उक्तेनानुमान-वाक्येन विरोधः स्फुट एव । तत्र को दोषः ? इति तस्य प्रश्नः ।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

हन्त एवं सति

तद्(=पाञ्चरात्र)-अप्रामाण्ये (त्वत्-प्रयुक्त-)ऽनुमान-प्रामाण्यम् (इष्यते),

(अस्मत्-प्रयुक्त-)अनुमान(तः)-प्रामाण्ये (प्रदर्शिते) तद्(=पाञ्चरात्र)-अप्रामण्यम् (इष्यते)

इत्य् अन्योन्याश्रयणम् । (5)



Buitenen

REFUTATION.

Why, if that were so, that would mean that

if its authority is disproved by Scripture

it is proved by Inference,

and if it is proved by inference

it is disproved by Scripture;

which is a vicious circle.



En - विश्वासः

Why, if that were so, that would mean that

for proving it's invalidity,

you want (your) inference's validity accepted.

But where we infer it's validity,

you want it's invalidity (to counter us).



Buitenen - Notes

I have difficulty in understanding the argument unless I assume an illogicality. By stating as his ground since in agama we have its meaning exactly conveyed as it is the objector not only agrees with the preceding argumentation that on inferential grounds Pañcaratra is not invalid, but even goes so far as accepting that it is valid in other words, confuse non-invalidity with validity.

Then, because of this validity (svarthasya tathātvāvabodhanāt), there arises a conflict with a deviating statement of the Veda which has its own validity; since only one can be true, it follows that when Pancarãtra is true by inference, it is untrue by Veda.

But I don't see how the objector can reasonably infer the validity of Pañcarātra, since its meaning or content is admittedly suprasensible. Yamuna himself has not argued that Inference proves the validity, but that Inference cannot disprove the correctness of the thesis. [[134]]



नरसिंहः

यदा पञ्च-रात्रम् अप्रमाणम् इति निश्चितं तदैव त्वद्-उक्तानुमानं प्रमाणम्; तथा त्वदीयानुमाने प्रमाणतया सिद्धे पञ्च-रात्राप्रामाण्य-निश्चयश् चेति अन्योन्याश्रय-दोष-प्रतिपादनं क्रियते ऽत्र सिद्धान्तिना ।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपि च किम् इदं वेद-बाह्यत्वम्?



Buitenen

57. Besides, what does this mean, "being nonVedic, or outside the Veda?"



नरसिंहः

परोक्तानुमान-वाक्ये हेतु-भूतस्य ‘वेद-बाह्यत्व’ पदस्य तत्त्वं विचार्यते ।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यदि वेदान्यत्वं ततः (वेद-भिन्नत्वात्) प्रत्यक्षादिभिर् अनैकान्तः ।



Buitenen

[[45]]

If it means that Pañcaratra is different from the Veda,

we have an occasional application to Perception etc.,

which are also different from the Veda.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अथ (प्रत्यक्ष-ग्रहणं वारयितुं) "शब्दत्वे सती"ति हेतुर् विशेष्यते ततो निग्रहस्थानम्,

यथाऽहुः


निर्विशेष-हेतु-प्रयोगे पुनर् विशेषणोपादानं निग्रहः,



इति,



Buitenen

If, in order to avoid this defect, the ground is thus specified, 'because, while being language, it is different from the Veda,' we have a hetvantaram deadlock,

which, as they say, occurs when into a syllogism with an unqualified ground

and additional qualification is accepted 120



Buitenen - Notes

a hetvantaram constitutes on the part of the debator a confession of importance

since the ground which he gave does not hold

and he has to produce a different ground.

By the rules of debate this means a defeat.



नरसिंहः

Cf. Nyāyadarśana V. ii. 6: “अविशेषोक्ते हेतौ प्रतिषिद्धे विशेषम् इच्छतो हेत्व्-अन्तरम् ।”



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अनैकान्तिकश्च मन्वादिवाक्यैः ।



Buitenen

Also, we then have an occasional application to the statements of Manu, which also are language and different from the Veda,





अ-वेद-मूलत्वान् न

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अथैतद्-दोष-हानाय

वेद-बाह्यत्व-शब्दतः ।

अवेद-मूलतां मन्द

मन्यसे किन् नु तार्किक? ॥



Buitenen

If then, my slow-witted opponent, in order to remove this defect from your ground

you claim that being outside the Veda means

"not deriving from the Veda,"

then what do you, logician, think of it?



नरसिंहः

The term ‘Tārkika’ need not necessarily refer to the logician here. Yāmuna makes fun of the dialectical helplessness of the Mīmāṁsaka.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तेनायम् अर्थः -

"शब्दत्वे सत्य् अ-वेद-मूलत्वाद्" इति,

ततो वेदैर् अनैकान्त्यम्,



Buitenen

Well, by this definition of the ground we get meaning,


"something, namely in case there is question of language-statements, is non-Vedic,

because it does not derive from the Veda."



But then there is an occasional application to the Veda itself,

which does not derive from the Veda!



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अथवा अ-वेदत्वे सति शब्दत्वे सति अ-वेद-मूलत्वाद् इति हेतुः,



Buitenen

When the ground is redefined as


"because it does not derive from the Veda,

in case of a language-statement but not a Vedic statement,"





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथापि ।


सन्ति नद्यास् तटे

वृक्षा इत्य्-आद्याप्तोपदेशनैः ।

अ-वेद-मूलैर् दुर्वारम्

अनैकान्त्यं प्रसज्यते ॥





Buitenen

then again there would inevitably be an occasional application to statements of reliable persons

which do not derive from the Veda

and yet are valid, like

"There are trees on the river-bank."



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अथ


अवेदत्वे सति, शब्दत्वे सति, कार्य-विषयत्वे सति, अ-वेद-मूलत्वं हेतुः,



अत्रापि "अजीर्णे मन्दम् अश्नीयाद्" इत्यादौ व्यभिचारिता ।



Buitenen

If the reason is further corrected into:

"because it does not derive from the Veda, namely, in case of a language-statement -but not a Vedic statement-

and this statement concerns an action to be taken,"

then still we have a vicious applicability to such precepts as

"One must eat little when one has indigestion."



नरसिंहः

This line runs like a verse.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अथ


उक्त-विशेषण-विशिष्टत्वे धर्माधर्म-विषयत्वेऽपि सत्य् अ-वेदमूलत्वाद् इति हेतुः,



ततो भागासिद्धो हेतुः, न हि पञ्चरात्रशास्त्रं कृत्स्नं धर्माधर्म-विषयम् -

ब्रह्मविषयाणामेव वचसां बाहुल्यात् ।

(अतः पक्षोऽसिद्धो भवति)



Buitenen

[[46]]

Again, if the ground is then reformulated as


"because it does not derive from the Veda, in case of a statement specified by all the above specifications

and also concerned with dharma and adharma,"



then this ground is partly impertinent, because Pancarātra Sastra does not deal with dharma and adharma exclusively,

since the great majority of its Statements concern Brahman.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अथ "प्रमाणान्तरायोग्यार्थत्वे सती"ति विशेषः

("अवेदत्वे सति, शब्दत्वे सति, अ-वेद-मूलत्वं हेतुः," इत्यत्र)

तत्रापि सैवासिद्धिः,

भगवत्-प्रत्यक्षस्य धर्माधर्मादि-समस्त-वस्तु-गोचरस्य श्रुति-शत-प्रसिद्धत्वात्।

तच्-चैतद् अनन्तरम् एव वक्ष्यामः।



Buitenen

If then, the specification is added

"....when it deals with objects that are outside the scope of other pramāņas,"

then again the ground does not fully apply,

for hundreds of śrutis demonstrate

that the Perception of God encompasses all things related to dharma and adharma.



नरसिंहः

असिद्धिरेवेत्य् अर्थः।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तद् अलम् अनेनाशिक्षिताक्षपाद-मतानाम् अ-प्रतिष्ठित-प्रतिभा-विजृम्भितेन ।



Buitenen

We shall discuss this point presently (infra §§ 76 F.);

this suffices for the time being to expose the baseless fancies

of those who have not made a study of Akṣapada's system.



Buitenen - Notes

Akshapada - The founder of the school of logic.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

संभाव्यमानान्य् अप्य् अनुमानान्तराणि

परस्ताद् उपन्यस्य निरस्यन्ते

अतो नानुमान-विरुद्धः पक्षः ।



Buitenen

Other conceivable inferences will be presented; and refuted, later on.

We conclude therefore, that the proposition "Pañcarātra is authoritative," is not in conflict with Inference.





नागम-विरोधः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नाप्य् आगम-विरुद्धः -

पञ्च-रात्र-शास्त्र-प्रामाण्य-प्रतिपादकस्य "इदम् महोपनिषदम्" इत्य्-आद्य्-आगम-शतस्य प्रदर्शयिष्यमाणत्वात् ।



Buitenen

58. Nor is it in conflict with Scripture,

for hundreds of scriptural statements, like idam mahopaniṣadam,

will be adduced which set forth that Pañcarātra is authoritative.



नरसिंहः

Mahābhārata ( Critical edn., Poona ) XII. 326. 100a:


इदं महोपनिषदं चतुर्-वेद-समन्वितम्।








न स्व-व्याघातादि

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

स्व-वचन(→विरोधः)--स्वाभ्युपगम(→विरोधः)--सर्व-लोक-प्रसिद्धि-विरोधाश्

शब्द-विरोध-प्रकारास् त्व् अनाशङ्कनीया एव,



Buitenen

There are no grounds to suspect in our proposition

anyone of the three kinds of contradiction of language-statements;

namely, contradiction within the terms of the statement;

contradiction with one's own thesis;

or contradiction with universally accepted facts.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा हि न तावत् स्ववचनविरोधः,

स हि त्रेधा - उक्तिमात्रविरोधः, धर्मोक्तिविरोधः, धर्म्युक्तिविरोधश् चेति,



Buitenen

[[47]]

First, there is no contradiction within the statement.

This type of contradiction is of three kinds of mere utterance;

or utterance of property;

and of utterance of substance.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तत्र न तावद् उक्तिमात्र-विरुद्धोऽयं पक्षः,

न हि "पञ्च-रात्र-शास्त्रं प्रमाणम्" इति प्रतिज्ञा-वचनं

स्वार्थं व्याहन्ति -

यथा "यावज्-जीवम् अहं मौनी" इति,(5)



Buitenen

Firstly, the proposition is not contradicted by its mere utterance,

for the statement of the thesis "Pañcarātra Sastra is authoritative"

does not cancel its own content, as does, for instance, the statement:

"During my entire life I have kept silence."



नरसिंहः

Cf. Ślokavārtika (I. i. 5) śls. 61b-62b:


त्रिधाशब्द-विरोधस् स्यात् प्रसिद्ध्य्-आदि-विभागतः ।

प्रतिज्ञा-पूर्व-संजल्प-सर्व-लोक-प्रसिद्धितः ॥

यावज्-जीवम् अहं मौनीत्य् उक्ति-मात्रेण बाध्यते ।





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नापि धर्मोक्ति-विरोधः,

न हि प्रामाण्यं

पञ्च-रात्रोद्देशेन विधीयमानं पक्षं प्रतिक्षिपति

सर्व-वाक्यानाम् इव मिथ्यात्व-वचनम्,(5)



Buitenen

Secondly, there is no contradiction through utterance of property,

as for example the statement: "All statements are untrue;"

for the authoritativeness predicated of Pañcarātra

does not cancel the proposition.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नापि धर्म्य्-उक्ति-विरोधः,

सत्य् अपि धर्मिणि,

धर्मान्वयस्याऽविरुद्धत्वात्।

न हि जननीत्वम् इव वन्ध्यात्वेन

पञ्च-रात्र-शास्त्रत्वं प्रामाण्येन विरुद्धम्, (प्. ३२)(5)



Buitenen

Thirdly, there is no contradiction through utterance of substance,

since in the given substance a connection with the given property is not contradictory:

Pancarātra is not contradicted by its property authoritativeness,

as motherhood is contradicted by the property sterility.



नरसिंहः

Cf. ibid*: śl. 63:


सर्व-वाक्य-मृषात्वे तु धर्मोक्त्यैवात्म-बाधनम् ।

धर्म्य्-उक्त्याहं यतो जातः, सा वन्ध्या जननी मम ॥





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न हि विवादाध्यासितस्य प्रामाण्य-प्रतिज्ञाने

तत्र श्रुत्य्-उक्त-धर्मि-विशेष-विरोधः -

(वेद-)विहित-हिंसानाम् इवाधर्मत्व-प्रतिज्ञाने (तत्-तत्-परिहारेण) विवादाध्यासस्योपलक्षत्वात्,



Buitenen

For upon the assertion of the authoritativeness of the substance in question,

it is not contradicted by any particular substance named in Revelation,

since the imputation of questionableness is secondary,

as in the case of the assertion that

certain acts of violence which are enjoined are against the dharma,12



Buitenen - Notes

The Vedic injunction na hinṇsyāt sarvabhūtāni "one should not injure any being"

raises the question of the validity of injunctions which do require injury to beings.

But this is a secondary question which does not affect the validity of the Veda as a whole.

Similarly, the thesis "Pañcaratra is valid" is not disproved

by the possible mention in the valid Veda

of something that conflicts with something in Pañcaratra.

So far the argument is not for validity but against invalidity.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अतो वा नागमविरोधः,

तद् एवं प्रतिपन्नः पक्षः ।



Buitenen

There is, therefore, no contradiction by language statement;

so that we conclude that the proposition is presentable.






०३ हेतु-सौष्ठवम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नापि हेतोर् अनैकान्तिकत्वादयो दोषाः ।



Buitenen

59. Nor is the ground affected by logical defects, like occasional application etc.



नरसिंहः

Vide Tarkasaṅgraha (Vavilla edn.) Anumāna-section, P.52:


सव्यभिचार-विरुद्ध-सत्-प्रति-पक्षासिद्ध-बाधिताः पञ्च-हेत्व्-आभासाः ।





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तथा हि न तावद् अनैकान्तिकः,



Buitenen

The ground is not occasionally applicable to other terms.




नानैकान्तिकः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

स हि द्वेधा साधारणासाधारणभेदात् -

यथा "पृथिवी-नित्यत्व-साधने प्रमेयत्वं" (इत्य् अनित्येष्व् अपि वर्तमानो हेतुः) साधारणः,

असाधारणस्य "तत्रैव गन्धवत्त्वम्" (इत्य् अन्यत्रादृश्यमानो हेतुः),



Buitenen

[[48]]

This fallacy of occasionalness is of two kinds, general occasionalness and special occasionalness.

An instance of the first kind provides the ground in the argument:

"The earth is eternal, because it is knowable."

Of the second kind: "The earth is eternal, because it, possesses smell."



Buitenen - Notes

Since pots are knowable, the ground would also apply to prove the eternality of pots and all things that are knowable.

Since only earth (as an element) possesses smell, this ground has no general applicability.



नरसिंहः

A third variety of ‘anaikāntika’ is ‘anupasaṁhārin’ which the author does not enumerate here. Cf. Tarkasaṅgraha: P.53: ‘सव्यभिचारो ऽनैकान्तिकः । स त्रि-विधः — साधारणासाधारणानुसंहारि-भेदात्।’ Quoting the passage ‘न तावद् अनैकान्तिकः’ & c. in his Nyāyapariśuddhi [Deśika Granthamālā], P.130, Deśika says: “बाधितस्य तु न पक्ष-धर्मत्वं, नापि व्याप्तिर् इति दूषण-द्वय-समुच्चयः।”



Buitenen

Our ground, namely,

'Pañcaratra is authoritative, because it produces faultless knowledge',

does not apply equally whether it is authoritative or not,

which would render the ground generally-occasional.126



Buitenen - Notes

Like the ground "because it is knowable" which applies to things regardless of whether they are eternal or not.




न साधारणत्वात्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तत्र न तावन् निर्दोष-ज्ञान-कारणत्वं प्रमाणाप्रमाण-साधारणं,

येन साधारणानैकान्तिकं स्यात्,



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न हि निर्द्दोष-ज्ञानकारणत्वम् अ-प्रमाण-भूत--विप्रलम्भक-वचनादिषु विपक्षेषु दृष्टचरम् ।



Buitenen

For this ground, namely its being a cause of faultless knowledge,

has not been found before in the alternative propositions

that Pañcaratra is deceptive and hence nonauthoritative.





नासाधारणत्वात्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नाप्य् असाधारणः -

(पाञ्चरात्रं प्रामाणिकं निर्दोष-ज्ञान-जननात् - ज्योतिष्-टोमादि-वाक्यवत् इत्यत्र)

ज्योतिष्-टोमादि-वाक्य-दृष्टान्ताभिधानेनैव स-पक्षान्वयस्य प्रदर्शितत्वात् ।



Buitenen

Neither does the ground have a specially occasional application,

because the illustration "like statements on Vedic sacrifices such as jyotiṣṭoma etc."

shows its connection with other instances on the same side of the argument.






न विरुद्धः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नापि विरुद्धः,

विपरीत-व्याप्त्य्-अभावात्,

न हि निर्दोष-ज्ञान-कारणत्वम् अप्रामाण्येन व्याप्तम् ।



Buitenen

Nor is the ground precluded,

since there is no concomitance of its opposite; being a cause of faultless knowledge is not invariably accompanied by nonauthoritativeness.



नरसिंहः

विपरीतेन साध्याभावेन व्याप्तिः विपरीत-व्याप्तिर् इति तृतीया-तत्पुरुषः । सा च व्याप्तिः पञ्च-रात्र-प्रामाण्य-प्रतिपादके वाक्ये ‘निर्दोष-ज्ञान-जन्मत्व’-रूपस्य हेतोर् नास्तीत्य् अर्थः । ‘शब्दो नित्यः कृतकत्वात्’ इत्य् अत्र कृतकत्व-रूपो हेतुः साध्याभावेन नित्यत्वाभावेन अनित्यत्वेन हि व्याप्तः, यत्र कृतकत्वं तत्रानित्यत्वम् इति नियमात् । तस्मात् स हेतुर् विरुद्धः । एवम् अत्रापीति बोध्यम् ।





न कालात्ययः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न च कालात्ययापदिष्टः -

प्रत्यक्ष-विरोधाभावात्

आगमानुगुण्याच् च ।



Buitenen

Nor is the ground cancelled by lapse of time,

since there is no conflict with Perception

and in this it is analogous with Scripture.



नरसिंहः

कालात्ययापदिष्टस्यैव ‘बाध’ इत्य् अपि व्यवहारः ।





नासिद्धः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न चासिद्धत्वम्,

अ-सिद्धिर् हि आश्रयतः स्वरूपतो वा तावद् आश्रयासिद्धिः,

पञ्च-रात्र-शास्त्रस्याश्रयत्वात्,



Buitenen

Nor is the ground itself unproved or unestablished.

If a ground is unestablished,

this is because either its locus or its essence is unestablished.

The first does not apply, for its locus is Pañicarātra Sastra, which is proved to exist.



नरसिंहः

हेतोर् असिद्धता ऽपि नास्तीत्य् अर्थः । व्याप्यत्वासिद्धिर् इत्य् अन्यो ऽपि असिद्धि-प्रकारः शास्त्र-ग्रन्थेषु परिगण्यते । स तु नोदाहृतो ग्रन्थ-कृता ।

अत्र हेत्वाभासेषु पञ्चसु ‘अनैकान्तिक-विरुद्ध-कालात्ययापदिष्टासिद्धा’ इति चत्वार एव प्रकाराः परिगणिताः । अन्यः प्रभेदः सत्-प्रति-पक्षाख्यः न प्रतिपादितो ऽत्र । ‘साध्याभावसाधकं हेत्व्-अन्तरं यस्य स सत्-प्रति-पक्ष’ इति हि तल्-लक्षणम् । तादृशं च हेत्व-अन्तरं नैव सम्भावना-भूमिर् इति महता प्रबन्धेन ग्रन्थ-कारेण समनन्तरम् एव निरूपितम् इति, न पृथग्-उक्तिर् इति च ध्येयम् ।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नापि स्व-रूपासिद्धः,

सोऽपि त्रेधा - अज्ञान-सन्देह-विपर्ययभेदात्,



Buitenen

Nor does the second apply:

for there are three ways in which a ground may be unestablished as to its essence:

through ignorance, through dubiety, or through reversion.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

न तावद् अ-ज्ञानासिद्धिः,

तत्-प्रतिपादक-शब्दोच्चारणात्,



Buitenen

Ignorance does not apply,

as follows from the fact that the words describing the ground are pronounced.



Buitenen - Notes

Obviously, if the ground were not known, it could not be stated.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

नापि संदिग्धासिद्धः,

निर्दोषत्वस्य वादिनः स्वयं सिद्धत्वात्,

प्रतिवादिनो ऽपि दोषानुपलम्भाद् एवानायास-सिद्धत्वात्,



Buitenen

Nor does dubiety apply,

for that the ground is correct is undoubted and self-evident to the defender of the proposition,

while for the opponent the same is easily proved by the fact that no defects are apprehended in it.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

विपर्ययासिद्धिस्तु दूरोत्सारितैव ।



Buitenen

[[49]]

That the ground would be unestablished through reversal is utterly out of the question.





पौरुषेयस्यापि ग्राह्यता

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु कथं पौरुषेयत्व-सामान्याद् आपतन्ती दोष-संभावना अपनीयते





Buitenen

60. OBJECTION. But how can we discard the supposition that the Pañcaratra texts are faulty?128

This supposition arises instantly since the texts are of personal origin.



Buitenen - Notes

This objection seems to speak to the summary denial that the ground is unestablished through reversion.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

पञ्चरात्रमन्त्राणां कथं वाक्यत्व-सामान्याद् आपतन्ती वेदेषु सा (दोषसंभावना) वार्यते,



Buitenen

REFUTATION. How do you avoid the same supposition in the case of the Vedas?

There too it arises instantly, since the Vedas are language-statements.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अपौरुषेयत्वाद् इति चेत्

तद् इहापि सर्व-ज्ञावाप्त-काम--परम-पुरुष-प्रणीततयेत्य् अवगम्य शाम्यतु भवान् ।



Buitenen

When you reply, it is avoided because the Vedas have no personal author,

then you may realize that in our case, too, it is avoided, since the Tantras have been composed by the Supreme Person,

who is omniscient and eternally satisfied,

and you may keep quiet!



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

एतदुक्तं भवति -

नैव शब्दे स्वतो दोषाः

प्रामाण्य-परिपन्थिनः ।

सन्ति किन्तु स्वतस् तस्य

प्रमाणत्वम् इति स्थितिः ॥



Buitenen

What I mean to say is this.

Our position is that in language as such there are no defects that invalidate its authority;

as language, language is authoritative,



Buitenen - Notes

Be it repeated that the validity, authoritativeness, etc. of Verbal Statements (ie, shabdapramāna) is founded on the basic assumption that statements truly and accurately communicate their things-meant (artha), that a word accurately conveys its meaning.

Among these things meant Yamuna includes facts as well as karyas,

hence the following debate with the Prabhakara,



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

वक्तुर् आशय-दोषेण

केषुचित् तद् अपोद्यते ।

अङ्गुल्य्-अग्रे ऽस्ति मातङ्ग-

यूथम् इत्य्-एवम्-आदिषु ॥



Buitenen

Its authority is in certain cases invalidated by defects in the character of the speaker,

for instance in a language statement,

"There is a herd of elephants on my finger-tip."



नरसिंहः

Cf. Prakaraṇapañcikā: II. 4, P.13:


विनाप्य् अर्थं हि शब्देन प्रतीतिर् उपजायते ।

अङ्गुल्य् अग्रे ऽस्ति करिणां यूथम् इत्य् एवम् आदिना ॥





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

प्रस्तुत-ग्रन्थ-सन्दर्भे

वक्तुर् आशय-गामिनीम् ।

दोष-शङ्कां त्रयी-मूर्ध-

ध्वनिर् एवापमार्ष्टि नः ॥



Buitenen

The statements in the upanisad portion of the Veda

remove whatever suspicion we may have

about any defects in the character of the speaker in the text collection here under discussion.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

वदन्ति खलु वेदान्ताः

सर्वज्ञं जगतः पतिम् ।

महाकारुणिकं तस्मिन्

(वञ्चन=)विप्रलम्भादयः कथम् ॥



Buitenen

For the Vedanta texts set forth that the omniscient Lord of the world is supremely compassionate;

then how can we suppose Him to be deceitful etc.?



नरसिंहः

Deśika, in his Stotraratnabhāṣya (Deśika Granthamālā), P.37, says that the mercy of the Lord is referred to in the following Upaniṣads:

Śvetāśvatara : III. 17 : ‘सर्वस्य प्रभुम् ईशानं सर्वस्य शरणं सुहृत्’; Kaṭhavalli : IV. 12a : ‘अङ्गुष्ठ-मात्रः पुरुषो मध्य आत्मनि तिष्ठति’ and Mahopaniṣat : 1 : ‘स एकाकी न रमेत’

Also cf. Paramasaṁhitā : III. 40b-41a; P.24:


ध्यातव्यो भगवान् एव नान्यो विश्वस्य कारणात् ।

स्वामित्वेन गुरुत्वेन सुहृत्त्वेन च सर्वदा ॥








०४ सिद्ध-वस्तुनि शब्द-प्रामाण्यम्


प्रतिज्ञा

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु च

सिद्धे वस्तुनि शब्दानां

प्रामाण्यं नेत्यवादिषम् ।

तत्-परेषु प्रयोगेषु

व्युत्पत्त्य्-अग्रहणाद् इति ॥





Buitenen

61. OBJECTION.

However, I have said that language statements have no authority

when they concern established facts,

on the ground that when terms are applied to such facts

they do not have proper denotative power.

[[50]]



नरसिंहः

This is the view of the Prābhākara.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तद् असत् सिद्धम् अप्य् अर्थम्

आचक्षाणाः प्रयोगतः ।

लौकिकाः प्रतिपद्यन्तेः

शक्तिं, कार्य-पराद् इव ॥



Buitenen

REFUTATION.

This view is not correct, language, eliciting a fact by direct application,

even though this fact is established,

really operates its denoting power

as fully as it does

by applications which concern karyas.



नरसिंहः

This is the reply given by the Siddhāntin.





पुत्र-जन्मोदाहरणम्

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तद् यथा "पुत्रस् ते जात"

इति वचन-श्रवणानन्तर-जनित-विशिष्ट-वदन-विकासावसान-समनन्तरं

'हृष्टोऽयम्' इति प्रतिपद्य

"हर्षोऽयं प्रियार्थावगम-निबन्धन" इति स्वात्मन्य् आकलयन्

मध्यम-वृद्धस्यापि तन्-निबन्धनम् एव हर्षम् अनुमिमानस्

तद्-भाव-भावितया शब्दस्यैव प्रियार्थाऽवबोधकताम् अव्यवस्यति ।



Buitenen

Consider the illustration that has been given above (supra § 37.),

When certain manifestations (of joy) in a man's face,

which follow on his hearing the statement

"A son has been born to you,"

make it appear that the man spoken-to is happy,

one instantly understands

that his happiness is the result of his receiving from this statement

a knowledge of an agreeable meaning,

and one then infers that,

for a medium-aged person too,

this happiness derives from the statement.

Thus one concludes that,

since this happiness came to exist upon the existence of the statement,

the statement itself has the power to convey an agreeable meaning.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तत्राप्य्


अतीतानागतादि-भेद-भिन्नेषु हर्ष-हेतुषूपप्लवमानेषु

कस्य वक्ताऽयम्



इति विचिकित्सोदये सति -



Buitenen

If there arises a doubt as to


which particular ground of happiness

amongst the many different grounds that may occur according to past, present and future, then consider this.





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

(तद्-अनन्तर-संजात--जात-कर्मावबोधतः । )



Buitenen

(A young boy, who wants to understand the meaning of speech, immediately upon hearing the same statement

receives knowledge that a birth ceremony is being held. )



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

(तद्-अन्तर-सञ्जातं

ज्ञापकम् अन्विष्यतः ।

तद्-अनुभूतः को ऽपीति

भिन्न-वस्त्राभरणम् पुरा ॥)



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

"तद्-धेतु-भूतः कोऽपी"ति

निश्चिन्वन्न् आत्मनः पुरा ॥

"कर्तव्यं जात-कर्मे"ति

प्रतीतेः किन् नु कारणम् ।



Buitenen

He thinks to himself, "There must be a reason for this."

Then he considers,

"Is the agreeable meaning which has been understood from the statement the cause of this knowledge that a birth ceremony is to be held ?"



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

प्रतीतं प्रियम् इत्य् एवं

विमृशन्न् अवगच्छति ॥

पुत्र-जन्मैव नैवान्यद्

इति व्युत्पित्सुर् अर्भकः ।



Buitenen

and he realizes that this meaning was precisely this that a son had been born. 13



Buitenen - Notes

Yamuna here takes up the Prabhakara's theory that a child learns the meaning of language

through the action his elders take on hearing a statement,

so that the denotativeness of language is defined by its injunctiveness.

He uses the Prabhakara's example of the factual statement: "A child is born to you."

A child who does not know language has no way of understanding the meaning of this statement

because the young father's happiness conveys nothing specific.

But, asks Yamuna, suppose the same child has witnessed his father reception of the cheering news

and the subsequent preparations for a birth ceremony.

Since one follows immediately upon the other,

the child associates one with the other

and can thus understand the meaning of the statement,

though the statement itself was no injunction,

but a communication of an established fact,



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तत्र च -

(नाना-वाक्येषु) आवापोद्धार-भेदेन

पदानां शक्ति-निश्चयः ।

उपपद्यत इत्य् एवं

सिद्धासिद्धार्थ-वाचिता ॥



Buitenen

And on that issue:

Definite knowledge of the denotion of words in a sentence is had through the words that are included or excluded. This being so, [51] words denote their meanings, whether these are established things or not.





विधि-पक्षेऽप्य् आवापोद्वापक्रमः

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


ननु न तद्-भाव-भाविता-मात्रेण कार्य-कारण-भावः,

अति प्रसङ्गात्।





Buitenen

[[51]]


62. OBJECTION. However, the relation of cause and effect is not just known from the fact that one comes into existence upon the existence of the other, for that would mean over-extension.





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


न च जात-कर्म-कर्तव्यताऽवगतिर् नियमेन प्रियार्थावगम-पुरस्सरी,





Buitenen


Nor does the realization that a birth ceremony is to be held follow invariably upon the knowledge of an agreeable meaning;





विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः


दृश्यते हि कुटुम्ब-भरणायास-विदूयमान-मनसो ऽप्रीति-पूर्विकापि तत्-कर्तव्यतावगतिः,





Buitenen


for we find also that the same realization follows upon a feeling of distress, namely when the informed father is vexed by the trouble of maintaining his family.132





Buitenen - Notes

[132]: Then, one may suppose, the child would not so readily associate the birth ceremony with the previous commueniation.



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

कार्यावगतिः किं शब्द-कारणिका दृष्टा

येन "गाम् आनये"त्य् आदौ

गव्-आनयनादि-कर्तव्यताऽवगतिः शब्द-कारणिका ऽभ्युपेयते।



Buitenen

REFUTATION. Don't we find that the realization of a kārya is caused by a verbal statement, so that we can agree that, for example, the realization that a cow is to be fetched following a statement "Fetch the cow" is indeed caused by that statement?



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

अथ


आकस्मिकत्वानुपपत्तेः

सन्निहित-शब्द एव तद्-अवगम-हेतुर्



इति चेत्

समानोऽयं विधिर् इतरत्रापि।



Buitenen

When you say that, since this realization cannot occur without a cause therefore the proximate statement must in that case be the cause of the realization, then I maintain that the same holds also in the case of "A son is born."



नरसिंहः

आकस्मिक ... कारणं विना कार्यं न जायत इति हेतोः ।

"विधिः" न्याय इत्य् अर्थः ।

विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यापि प्रवृत्ति-हेत्व्-अर्थ-

प्रतिपादकता क्वचित्।

लिङ्-आदि-प्रत्ययावाप-

हैतुकी साऽवसीयते (प्रतिपक्षिणा)॥



Buitenen

It has been decided by our opponent that the verbal denotation of a meaning which causes an action to be taken is a result of the inclusion in the statement of a liṅādi suffix.133

[133]: supra §36.



नरसिंहः

प्रवृत्ति-हेतुः कार्यम्; तद्-रूउपो ऽर्थः; तत्-प्रतिपादकता लिङादीनाम् इत्य् अन्वयः ।

आवापः प्रयोग इति यावत्।



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

यश् च कार्य-परताम् एवाखिल-पदानाम् आतिष्ठते,



Buitenen

He who maintains that all words only bear meaningfully on kārya,



विश्वास-प्रस्तुतिः

तेनाप्य्-आवापोद्धार-विनिर्धारितासंसृष्ट-शरीराणाम् एव गवाश्वादीनां तत्-तत्-पदार्थता समर्थनीया,



Buitenen

maintains in effect that padārthas134 exist only in kārya statements and that e.g. in the case of cows, horses and the like, which are related to bodies, their being a padārtha is ascertained by the inclusion or exclusion of the words denoting them in a statement concerning kārya.

[134]: The things-meant or denoted by the word,



नरसिंहः

विनिर्धारिता ... आवापोद्धारैः विनिर्धारितं कार्यम् । तद्-असंसृष्ट-शरीराणाम् इत्य् अन्वयः ।

गवाश्वादीनां ... शुद्ध-गवाश्वादि-पदानाम् ।

तत्-तत्-पदार्थता, कार्यानन्वितो ऽप्य् अर्थः ।
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		जगत्-कार्यता

		सृष्टेः सकर्तृकत्वम्

		अपूर्व-निर्वाहः

		पाञ्चरात्रस्य साक्षात् प्रणयनम्





		वेदापौरुषेयत्वम्		धर्म-प्रामाण्यता-हानि-प्रसङ्गः





		अकर्तृकं जगत्

		अपूर्व-निर्वाहानपेक्षा

		धर्म-साक्षात्-काराभावेऽपि सृष्टिः

		अकृतं जगत्		अनुमनम्

		महत्त्वादिना न कृतत्वम्

		अनिष्ट-गुणापत्तिः

		कल्पना-गौरवम्

		सृष्टि-कारणाभावः





		वेद-कर्त्र्-अस्मरणम्

		न तुल्या ऽपौरुषेयता

		निगमनम्





		१२ ईश्वरे शब्द-प्रमाणं न		पूर्वपक्षः		प्रमाणान्तर-गोचरता-सम्भावना न बाधते

		निगमनम्





		कार्य-सम्बन्धे हि व्युत्पत्तिः

		उपनिषद्-वाक्यावगतिः

		उपसंहारः

		सिद्ध-वस्तु-परत्वेऽपि नेश्वरः





		१३ नेश्वर-प्रणीतता		सर्व-ज्ञ-वादि-नैकान्तता

		श्रुति-विरोधः

		मोहनोद्देशः?		वैदिकैर् अनङ्गीकारः





		न मन्वादि-स्मृतिवत्





		१४ तान्त्रिकतायाः बाह्यम्

		१५ जीव-जन्मोक्तिः

		१६ नापौरुषेयता

		१७ पाशुपतादि-समता		पौरुषेयत्वम्

		अनुदय-विपर्यास-विशयाः





		१८ उपसंहारः





		०२ उत्तर-पक्षः		०१ निर्दोष-ज्ञान-जन्यतया प्रामाण्यानुमानम्		प्रतिज्ञा

		अनुमानय् अवयवाः





		०२ पक्ष-सौष्ठवम्		प्रसिद्धिः

		न सिद्ध-साधनम्

		न प्रत्यक्ष-विरोधः

		नानुमानतो विरोधो बाह्यत्वादिभिः		न बाह्यत्वाद् अप्रामाण्यम्

		वेद-भिन्नत्वान् नाप्रामाण्यम्

		अ-वेद-मूलत्वान् न

		नागम-विरोधः





		न स्व-व्याघातादि





		०३ हेतु-सौष्ठवम्		नानैकान्तिकः		न साधारणत्वात्

		नासाधारणत्वात्





		न विरुद्धः

		न कालात्ययः

		नासिद्धः

		पौरुषेयस्यापि ग्राह्यता





		०४ सिद्ध-वस्तुनि शब्द-प्रामाण्यम्		प्रतिज्ञा

		पुत्र-जन्मोदाहरणम्

		विधि-पक्षेऽप्य् आवापोद्वापक्रमः

		न कार्यान्विताभिधान-मात्रम्

		व्युत्पन्न-प्रयोगे कार्यानपेक्षा

		नदी-तीर-फलम्

		मानान्तरानपेक्षा

		अपूर्वे शक्तिः		साध्य-द्वयापत्तिः		नियोग-स्वान्तन्त्र्यम्

		निमेषादि-साधनता





		निगमनम्





		अनुमान-मूलता न लौकिक-शब्देषु		शब्द-शक्तिर् अप्रतिहतैकत्र दोषेऽपि

		मूल-ज्ञानापर्याप्तता

		उपसंहारः





		वेदान्तोक्त-पुरुषः

		सम्भावितानुवाद-विपर्ययौ

		उपसंहारः





		०५ सार्वज्ञ्यम्		शब्द-प्रमाणम्

		नार्थवादः		न प्रत्यक्षतः

		नानुमानतः

		न यूपादित्यवत्

		न कल्पित-विधेः		विध्य्-अनपेक्षा









		निगमनम्





		०६ विष्णुः परमः		श्रुतिः

		इतिहास-पुराणादि

		निगमनम्

		न शिवादिः		पुराण-वाद-निर्वाहः





		वेदानुकूल-पुराणानि





		०७ पाञ्चरात्र-दानम्

		०८ तन्त्रान्तराद् भेदः		कापालिकाः

		कालामुखाः

		पाशुपताः

		मुक्ति-कल्पना

		तन्त्रान्तर-मूलम्		शिवाप्रणीतता

		प्रमादः

		मोह-शास्त्रम्





		विरुद्धाचरणम्		न वेदाः, न प्रत्यक्षम्





		परतो ऽप्रामाण्यम्

		नामादि-साम्यम्





		०९ श्रुत्य्-अनुवादौचित्यम्

		१० न वेद-बाह्यम्		वेद-मूलता

		न वेद-निन्दा

		दीक्षादौ

		विद्या-स्थान-परिगणना

		व्यासेनाङ्गीकारः





		११ ब्रह्म-सूत्रे ऽनिराकारः		जीवाद्य्-उत्पत्ताव् आपत्तिः पूर्व-पक्ष-मात्रम्		उत्पत्त्यसंभवात्		व्यूह-प्रयोजनम्

		निर्वाह-सूत्रान्तरम्





		न च कर्तुः करणम्





		व्यूह-रूप-भगवत्त्वय् उत्पत्ति-करण-सम्भवौ		विज्ञानादि-भावे वा तद्-अप्रतिषेधः		चतुर्धा-भाव उपपन्नः









		शब्द-विप्रतिषेधो न





		१२ ब्रह्म-सूत्रे ऽङ्गीकारः		सन्दर्भः

		जीव-करणोत्पत्त्य्-अर्थेन		पूर्वपक्षः

		उत्तर-पक्षः - व्यूह-ब्रह्मत्व-मात्रेण		विज्ञानादिः

		करणोत्पत्तिः - विप्रतिषेधात्





		उत्तर-पक्षः - युक्त्या करणोत्पत्ति-सिद्ध्या

		उत्तर-पक्षः - ब्रह्म-कर्तृत्व-निश्चयेन		विज्ञानम्

		आदि

		विप्रतिषेधात्









		विरुद्ध-प्रमित्य्-उत्पत्त्य्-अर्थेन		पूर्व-पक्षः		उत्पत्त्य्-असम्भवात् पाञ्चरात्राप्रामाण्यम्

		न च कर्तुः करणं वेदः





		उत्तरपक्षः









		१३ वेद-तुल्य-प्रामाण्यम्		इतर-निरपेक्षता		आप्ति-निश्चयो नापेक्षितः		हानोपादानादि





		(अ)कर्तृवत्ता		ईश्वरकृततया दोषाभावः





		सापेक्षता न बाधिका





		कर्ता

		निगमनम्





		१४ अमोहकता		नाकारणम्

		स्वरूप-विरुद्धम्

		दोषास्मरणम्

		महाजन-गृहीतता





		१५ विरोधाभासे तारतम्यम्

		१६ शिष्ट-बाह्य-ग्रहणे		बाह्यत्वे गृहीतत्वे च विकल्पाः

		वेद-भिन्नैर् अधीतता ज्ञातता

		वेद-भिन्नैः क्रियमाणार्थता

		प्रतिषिद्धार्थ-कर्तृत्वे		वेद-द्वेषि-ग्रहणम्





		अनधिकारि-ग्रहणम्		अनधिकारः क्व?

		अनधिकारो ऽखिले

		अनधिकार एकदेशे

		कारणदोषः





		शिष्ट-परिग्रहः		श्रेयस्-साधनता





		भागवत-परिग्रहे ऽदोषः		नात्रैवर्णिकत्वात्









		१७ भागवत-ब्राह्मण्य-प्रमाणम्		शिखादिभिः

		यजनादिभिः

		गोत्रतः

		देवता-विवेकतः

		निर्णय-प्रकारः		प्रत्यक्षे शङ्का

		अनुमाने शङ्का

		अर्थापत्तौ शङ्का

		प्रत्यक्षम्





		सन्तति-कार्यत्वम्

		वैश्य-व्रात्य-मूलं न		प्रयोगान्तराणि

		आचार्य-शब्दादौ व्यभिचारः

		अवयव-रूढिः

		वृत्तिसाम्यान् न व्रात्यत्वम्

		रथ-कारे न व्यभिचारः

		अवयव-शक्ति-प्राधान्यम्

		निगमनम्





		पृथङ्-निर्देशः

		वृत्त्या

		देवालकता		देवतान्तर-वृत्तौ

		दीक्षा-हीनाः

		निगमनम्





		निर्माल्योपयोगाद् अशिष्टता		कौमारीलादि-पक्षे

		पाञ्चरात्रिक-पक्षे

		निगमनम्

		पाञ्चरात्रे ऽनिषेधः		निषेधाभासाः

		विलम्ब्य प्रयोगः

		अनधिकारिभ्यो निषेधः

		पावित्र्यम्

		वैष्वक्सेने निषेधः





		देवतान्तर-निर्माल्ये

		निगमनम्

		शब्द-प्रमाणम्

		प्राणाग्निहोत्र-नैवेद्यता





	