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Abstract

The present article investigates two parallel oppositions, one between Badari
and Jaimini, and another between Prabhakara and Kumarila, and their interrela-
tionship, as originally suggested by K.S. Ramasvami Sastri. My focus will be on
the different interpretations of the Vedic injunction svargakamo yajeta. As Sabara
observes in his comments to JS 3.1.3, Badari construes the Vedic injunction ya-
jeta literally as yagam kuryat. His understanding presupposes that the sacrifice
expressed with the accusative ending—which usually denotes the most desired
thing—is the end to be accomplished (kartavya). According to Jaimini, by con-
trast, svargakamo yajeta can be paraphrased as yagena svargam kuryat, with the
instrumental ending denoting the most efficacious means toward the end. He re-
gards heaven, expressed in the word svargakamah, as the most important motiva-
tion for people to undertake an action and therefore as the most desired end to be
accomplished. Sacrifice is conducive to heaven and thus regarded as a means to
attain it. This opposition between Badari and Jaimini lays the foundation for the lat-
er bipartite development of Mimamsa. Essentially following Badari's view, the ad-
herents of the theory of dharma-manifestation (dharmabhivyakti) construe the

injunction as yagam (=yagabhivyangyam apiirvam) kuryat. This interpretation,
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which presupposes an eternal dharma that needs to be made manifest through
the performance of sacrifice, enables them to explain the causal relationship be-
tween a past sacrifice and its future result. Later upholders of dharma-manifesta-
tion, trying to avoid the undesirable consequence that the eternal dharma might
in this way become commonly accessible (sadharana) to everyone, explain that
a difference between manifested objects can only arise through a difference of
their manifestors (abhivyaiijakabheda) in order to explain that only the respec-
tive manifestor attains the result. Jaimini's followers, by contrast, postulate an im-
perceptible effect of sacrifice (adrsta) in order to reconcile the conflict between
the transiency of sacrifice and its causal relationship with future heaven. Further
developing the view of Jaimini, Sabara regards yajeta as essentially causative and
interprets it as yagena svargam bhavayet. Whereas Sabara still uses bhava (svar-
g0 bhavati) and kriya (svargam kuryat), the old notions of activity, together with
his new concept, bhavand (svargam bhavayet), Kumarila distinguishes the three
from each other, clarifies their presupposed structures, and consistently makes
the theory causative-oriented. He regards the causative structure as inherent in
all actions and applies it to the analysis of Vedic injunction (vidhi) too, thus in-
troducing the notion of $abdatmika bhavana. Prabhakara, whom we can regard
essentially as a descendant of Badari’s tradition and not Jaimini’s in regard to his
core doctrine of niyoga, construes yajeta as yagavisayam niyogam kuryat. One
should realize the imperative (#iyoga) which commands one to carry out the
sacrifice. Jaimini's view, by contrast, culminates in Mandana’s view that the exhor-
tative (/i) conveys that the action is a means for the desired end (istabhyupayat-
va) . Therefore, Mandana goes further than Jaimini in the utilitarian interpretation
of the Veda, diminishing the deontology emphasized by Prabhakara. The gene-

alogy of bhavana and niyoga scrutinized on the basis of different paraphrases of
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yajeta demonstrates that Kumarila's view is a natural extension of Sabara’s theory
of bhavana and that Prabhakara’s niyoga theory, which is essentially incompatible
with Sabara’s view, should be regarded as a development of a modified version of

the dharma-abhivyakti-vada and is thus ultimately rooted in Badari's view.

Introduction

The main task for Mimamsakas is to analyze the entire Vedic ritual into elements
such as action (karman), material entity (dravya), and quality (guna) in a con-
sistent way, and to confirm the structure of the ritual so analyzed—for example
the relationship between the principal (pradhana) and the subordinate (guna,
Sesa) —on the basis of Vedic injunctions. Mimamsakas justify their views of ritual
by extracting fitting ideas conformed to the Veda. Their ultimate goal, as they
claim, is the correct understanding of dharma enjoined by the Veda, and this is
carried out through a proper investigation of dharma (dharmaygijiiasa), which re-
quires an exegetically systematic understanding of the primary source of dharma,
i.e., the Veda itself. As Jayanta puts it, Mimamsa is essentially an investigation of
the meanings of Vedic sentences (vedavakydarthavicaratmika).! By referring to
the Mimamsa scheme of karana and itikartavyatd, Kumarila describes the Veda
as the main cause (karana) of understanding dharma, and Mimamsa as the sub-

sidiary cause or “how-to-do” (itikartavyata), which assists the Veda to convey the

* In Kataoka 2011a (in Japanese), I discussed many sources dealt with here in sections 1,
2,3, 5, 6 and 7. Sections 3 and 6 are also based on Kataoka 2000. Section 7 partially uses the
material of Kataoka 2001. I express my gratitude to George Cardona, Patrick Cummins, Elisa
Freschi, Akane Saito, Elliot Stern, John Taber, and Somdev Vasudeva for their comments.
This research was partly supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number 20K00056. Parts of
this manuscript, i.e. sections 1 and 2, were read out at a colloquium organized by Shishir
Saxena, then a PhD candidate at the University of Cambridge, on 11 November 2016.

1 NM I 6.13-14=Kataoka 2007:180(147) .2-3.
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meanings.? Just as a jewel is made radiant by a light, so the understanding of Vedic
meanings is made to shine forth by the science of Mimamsa.? The Veda requires
Mimamsa as an indispensable assistant.

The Mimamsa tradition regards the Veda and its corresponding meaning,
i.e., dharma, as eternal and fixed. This does not mean, however, that all Mimam-
sakas have understood the meaning of the Veda in the same way. The same jewel
appears differently in different hues of light. The history of Mimamsa shows us
that the understanding of Vedic sentences differs considerably among different
exegetes. Mimamsakas have different interpretations of the same Vedic injunction
because they have different views of Vedic ritual. For Mimamsakas, interpreting
the Veda begins from the stock example, “one who desires heaven should sacri-
fice” (svargakamo yajeta). The differences among Mimamsakas in the interpre-
tation of this sentence reflect differences in their philosophical approaches to the
enterprise of interpretation.

In the following I focus on the different interpretations of this injunction,
shed light on their presupposed views of Vedic ritual and injunction, investigate
their historical and theoretical relationships, and clarify their genealogy. The main
framework of the investigation elaborates the parallel opposition between Badari
and Jaimini? and Prabhakara and Kumarila, first demonstrated by K.S. Ramasvami

Sastri.5 There is evidence that Prabhakara’s views follow in the tradition of Badari’'s

2 Brhattika (quoted at NM I 7.1-2=Kataoka 2007:180(147) .5-6) : dharme pramiyamane tu
vedena karanatmana/ itikartavyatabhagam mimamsa purayisyati//. See a note by Kataoka
2007 for other references.

3 SV pratijia 9: mimamsasastratejobhir visesenojjvalikrte/ vedarthajiianaratne me trsnativa
vijrmbhate/ /.

4 Throughout this paper, when I refer to the views of Badari and Jaimini, I intend those
views as articulated in the Mimamsa tradition, primarily as it is represented in Sabara’s
commentary.
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interpretation that coexisted with Jaimini's and persisted through Sabara’s time
and beyond. This study also provides more insight into the long disputed issue
of Prabhakara’s position in the history of Mimamsa, in particular in relation to

Sabara.b

1. Badari’s action-centered view

1.1. Yajeta paraphrased as yagam kuryat

The most straightforward interpretation of the Vedic injunction yajeta is yagam
kuryat.” Its equivalent paraphrase yagah kartavyal is referred to by Sabara as fol-

lows:

SBh ad 3.1.3 (660.12) : yagas tavat kartavyah purusasya.

First, a sacrifice is what must be done by man.?

According to this interpretation, which we can attribute to Badari as SBh ad 3.1.3
records, yaga is considered the most desired end to be attained. As Sabara states,
“It (sacrifice) is the aim of man.” (SBh ad 3.1.3 (661.1) : sa hi purusarthah.)®
There is no higher goal than the accomplishment of a sacrifice. A result (phala)

such as heaven (svarga) expressed in the word svargakamah is not regarded

5 Ramasvami SastrT 1956 Introduction XXV. Yozhimizu 2021 criticizes his view.

6 Fora survey of previous studies of Mimamsa, see Kataoka 2011a.

7 See Cardona 1975 for Indian views of paraphrase and sentence analysis. He calls devadattah
pakam karoti, which is a paraphrase of devadattah pacati, Py paraphrase, distinguishing
it from other types of paraphrase, P; (devadattah kumbham karoti=devadattena kumbhah
kriyate) and Py (devadattanistha pakanukiila bhavana) .

81 construe purusasya as a subjective genitive. For the meaning of kartavya, see also Panini
3.3.171: krtyds ca (avasyakadharmarnyayoh 170).

91n another context dealing with pradhanakarman and gunakarman, Sabara refers to
Grammarians’ notion kartur ipsitatamam karma (Panini 1.4.49). There he discusses the
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as the principal element (pradhana) for the sake of which a subservient ele-

ment (Sesa) is enjoined.!0

SBh ad 3.1.3 (660.12-661.3) : na hi tasmin [=yage] nirvartite kimcid
aparam asti kartavyam. ...

sa tu na kimcid abhinirvatayitum kriyate. phalam api na tena [=yagena] kri-
yate.

For once the [sacrifice] is accomplished, there is nothing more to be
achieved. ... But the [sacrifice] is not performed in order to achieve some-

thing. Even the result is not achieved by that [sacrifice].

In other words, a sacrifice is not a means for achieving a result. Therefore, a dif-
ferent paraphrase such as yagena svargam kuryat, which contains yagena in the
instrumental case and svargam in the accusative, is not admissible for Badari.

Sabara explains as follows:

SBhad 3.1.3 (661.4) :ndsti “yagena kriyate phalam’” iti.
There is no [testimony] which says: a result is produced by means of a sac-

rifice.

guna-pradhana-relationship between a material entity and an action (karman—dravya or
dravya—karman). SBh ad 2.1.10: dvitiya vibhaktih kartur ipsitatame smaryate. “The accu-
sative ending is taught as denoting what is most desired to be attained for the agent.” (Also
relevant here is A 2.3.2: karmani dvitiya.) The principal element is described as ipsitatama.
SBh ad 2.1.7: dravyam hi gunabhiitam, karmanirvrtter ipsitatamatvat. “For a material entity
has the status of being subsidiary, because the accomplishment of an action is the most
desired thing to be attained.”

10 Bold emphasis in the quotations below indicates that the expression emphasized is of key

significance.
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1.2. The arising of a result
It is, however, not the case that Badari denies the arising of a result for a sacrificer.

It will arise, but only spontaneously.

SBh ad 3.1.3 (661.3-4) : tasmims [=yage] tu krte svayam eva tad bhavati.
tasmin krte phalam asya bhavatity etavad gamyate.

But once the [sacrifice] has been carried out, the [result] arises just spon-
taneously. People only understand this much, that a result arises for him after

he has done the [sacrifice].

Badari intends to deny the view that the Veda warrants the subservience (Sesat-
va) of yaga to svarga (yaga—svarga), the interpretation which can be expressed
by the instrumental case yagena and the accusative case svargam. It is not heaven
but a sacrifice itself that is the goal. Heaven is just an object of desire (kama,
iccha) which functions as what may be called a nimitta or motive and which be-

stows an eligibility (adhikdara) upon the sacrificer (yajamana).

SBh ad 3.1.3 (661.7) : svargam praticchamatrena svargakdama iti bhavati.

He is called svargakama merely by his desire for heaven.

The desire for heaven is a motive for the agent who desires heaven (svargaka-
ma) in the case of the kamya type of ritual just as other nimittas such as living

(jivana) expressed with yavajjivam are in the case of the nitya type of ritual.
The Vedic statement svargakamo yajeta enjoins human beings to accomplish the
sacrifice if they desire heaven. One is called svargakama solely because of a de-

sire aimed towards svarga, and nothing more,!! that is, not also because svarga is
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promised to be a result produced by the performance of a rite.

1.3. Yaga as a principal element

I tentatively name this view of Badari the action-centered view,'? according to
which an action such as ydga is regarded as the principal element (pradhana).
Badari's view is a deontology and not utilitarian inasmuch as it does not consider
that the Veda states a result as principal, although it admits that a result will arise
for a sacrificer in the future as Sabara’s above-quoted explanations phalam asya
bhavati and svayam eva tad bhavati indicate (cf. section 1.2). We can also find a
similar passage in the closely related section, SBh ad 6.1.3, where an opponent

clearly echoes Badari's view.!3

1.4. Efficacy of a sacrifice
In this connection, it is interesting that an effort to justify the efficacy of a sacrifice
is found on Badari’s side as described at SBh ad 6.1.1,1 where Sabara explains

the view of an opponent that desire (kama, iccha), as a kind of preexisting enti-

11 prabhakara clarifies that the word svarga mentioned in svargakamah is not the object to
be accomplished but a mere qualifier of the agent. See Brhati ad 3.1.3 (638.5-6) quoted
in section 8.2.1.

12 Adding the notion of #iyoga which is totally absent in Badari’s original view as described
by Sabara, Prabhdkara summarizes Badari’s view at Brhati ad 3.1.3 as follows (637.1-4) :
na niyogam phale puruse ca manyate, yaga eva niyogah, tannirvrttya ca niyoganirvrttih.
dravyagunasamskarais ca yago nirvartyate. atas tesam eva pararthyam—evam manyate
badarir dcaryah. “It is not the case that he (Badari) regards that the command is there
with respect to a fruit or a human being. The command is there with respect to a sacrifice
alone; and by accomplishing it the command is accomplished. And a sacrifice is accom-
plished by means of material entities, qualities and preparatory actions. Therefore, they
alone are for the sake of other [elements]. This is what the teacher Badari thinks.”

138Bh ad 6.1.3 (1353.11) : atha matam—tatah svargo bhavatiti sambandhad idam gamyata
iti. “Objection: we understand from the connection that heaven arises from the [action].”

(See section 2.1.)

— 191 — (306)



The Evolution of Bhavana and Niyoga:-How to Analyze the Vedic Injunction Yajeta?*
ty (dravya), is connected with the main action as a subordinate element (gunat-

vena).

SBhad 6.1.1 (1349.1-7) : (1) katham punar avagamyate “yagah kartavya-
taya codyate” iti, yada kamasyapi kartavyatasmad vakyad avagamyate. (2)
ucyate. kamasya kartavyatda vakyat, yajyarthasya kartavyata Sruteh. srutis ca
vakyad baliyasi. tasmad ayam arthah— “svargakamo yagam kuryat” iti, ‘svar-
gakamasya yagah kartavyah” iti.

(3a) kartavyas ca sukhavan, akartavyo duhkhavan. (3b) kartavya iti cain-
am briite. (3c) tasmat sukhaphalo yago bhavisyati, (4) sa tu “yasyeccha tasya
sidhyati nanyasya” iti gamyate. tena svargecchd yagasya gunabhiitd.

(1) [Jaimini:] Buthow is it understood that a sacrifice is ordained as some-
thing to be done, when a desired object, too, is understood from this sentence
as something to be accomplished? (2) [Badari:] Reply: That a desired ob-
ject is something to be accomplished [is understood] from the [hermeneu-
tic source called] ‘sentence’ (vakya), whereas the meaning of yaj as some-
thing to be done [is understood] from the ‘hearing’ (Sruti), [i.e., direct
mention in the sacred texts]. And, [generally speaking,] sruti is stronger
than vakya. Therefore, this is the meaning: one who desires heaven should
do a sacrifice, i.e., a sacrifice must be done for a person who desires heav-
en. (3a) And, [generally speaking,] something to be done is pleasurable,
and something not to be done is painful. (3b) And [the Veda] refers to the

[sacrifice] as something to be done. (3c) Therefore, a sacrifice will have

1415 6.1.1: dravyanam karmasamyoge gunatvenabhisambandhah/. For a translation, see Cloo-
ney 1990:183: “When materials are connected with actions, they are related to them as
subordinate.”
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pleasure as its fruit. (4) But we understand that the [sacrifice] is accom-
plished only for a person who has a desire, not somebody else. Therefore, the

desire for heaven is an element subordinate to a sacrifice.

The first speaker, who can be assigned to Jaimini's side, presupposes the para-
phrase of svargakamo yajeta as yagena svargam kuryat, whereas the second, who
can be assigned to Badari's side, presupposes the paraphrase of svargakamo yajeta
as svargakamo yagam kuryat. The first speaker derives his interpretation on the
basis of ‘sentence’ (vakya), whereas the second does on the basis of ‘hearing’
($ruti). The second speaker claims that his interpretation is superior because
‘hearing’ of a single word yajeta is stronger than the ‘sentence’ consisting of multi-
ple words svargakamo yajeta.'> Then, anticipating a criticism from a utilitarian view
of Jaimini that human effort is for the sake of pleasure (SBh ad 6.1.2: prityartham
hi puruso yatate), the view which is indicated by the word tadarthyat in JS 6.1.2,
the second speaker pleads the efficacy of a sacrifice. But he does so not on the
grounds of a Vedic statement but on the grounds of an independent inference on
the human side, as the triple-tiered syllogism thereof (3abc) and as the future
form bhavisyati indicate.
The defense of efficacy on Badari’s side is further depicted in SBh ad 6.1.3
(siddhanta) . There, the second speaker explicitly makes mention of arthapat-
ti and claims that the sacrifice must have pleasure as its fruit (yagasya pritih
phalam), that is, it must have a capacity (samarthya) for bringing about heaven,

because otherwise the Vedic teaching would be pointless (upadesanarthakya).

15 For the six viniyojakas beginning with sruti, see Cardona 2017: 31-54.
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SBh ad 6.1.3 (1353.15-1354.1) : (1) atha manyate—upadesanarthakyam
ma bhiid ity arth@pattir bhavisyatiti. (2) wucyate. nopadesanarthakyasyaitat
samarthyam yad antarena phalavacanam yagasya pritih phalam avagamyeta.
kamam asyanarthakyam bhavet. na jatucit samarthyam asya jayate. (3) na hi
dagdhukamasyodakopadanam asati dahe ‘narthakam iti dahanasaktim asya
janayet.

(1) One may think as follows: let us resort to arthapatti out of fear that
the Vedic teaching would be pointless. (2) We reply: the pointlessness of
a Vedic teaching does not have the capacity to assume, without a statement
of a result, that a sacrifice must have pleasure as its result. Let it (a Vedic
teaching) be pointless. The capability [for such a postulation] never arises
in it (a Vedic teaching). (3) For one cannot produce burning-capability in
water even though the use of water is pointless unless it burns for a person

who desires to burn.

The claim that a sacrificial action must be effective is rejected by Sabara by refer-
ring to a counter-example: even though water is useless for a person who desires
toburn (dagdhukamasya), nonetheless this does not generate in water the capac-
ity to burn.

Thus, we can confirm that there must have been an effort on Badari's side
to justify the efficacy of a sacrifice without relying on a Vedic statement of a re-
sult. Badari, who claims that the efficacy of a sacrifice is not attested in the Vedic
scripture, has to resort to a logical inference on the human side that a sacrifice
must be effective because there is a rule that something to be done is necessarily
pleasurable (kartavyas ca sukhavan), or to an arthapatti that otherwise the Vedic
teaching would be pointless. In both cases, as Badari has to accept, the efficacy is

not evidenced in the Veda.
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1.5. Literal interpretation of yajeta: Sruti vs vakya
Primarily, the Veda authoritatively enjoins human beings to do what must be do-
ne (kartavya). Here Badari, or Sabara’s prima facie interlocutor whose position
appears harmonious with Sabara’s rational reconstruction of Badari’s position ad
JS 3.1.3, sticks to the literal interpretation of yajeta. Technically speaking, Badari
regards sruti as the pramana for ascertaining the subservience in question.

As Sabara observes, the main defect of Badari’s view, exegetically speaking,
is that it does not systematically take into consideration the result (phala, literally

‘fruit’) . Badari’s intention is described by Sabara as follows:

SBh ad 3.1.3 (661.4-7) : nasti $abdah “yagena kriyate phalam” iti. tasmad
yago na Sesabhiitah kasyacid arthasya. ... “yah svargam kamayate sa yagam

“=

kuryat” ity etavac chabdenopadisyate, na “Gtmanah” “parasya” veti.

There is no [Vedic] utterance which says that a sacrifice produces a fruit.
Therefore, a sacrifice is not an element subservient to any other aim. ... What
is taught by a [Vedic] utterance is merely “one who desires heaven must

perform a sacrifice,” not “[one who desires heaven] for oneself” or “for

someone else.”

As the paraphrase of yajeta as yagam kuryat indicates, there is no single word in
the Veda that shows the causal relationship between yaga and svarga (R,,). Rath-
er the ‘hearing’ of yajeta indicates that yaga is the principal aim to be accomplished.
The paraphrase yagena svargam kuryat is not acceptable for Badari, because yaga
is not prescribed as being for the sake of svarga. The Veda is explicit merely about

the eligibility (E) that a person who desires heaven (svargakama) is the agent
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of a sacrifice (kartr) ; but it is not explicit about the relationship between svarga
and purusa (R,),i.e., the agent who desires heaven.'é The Veda does not promise
areward for him. A person who desires heaven is merely directed to do a sacrifice
regardless of whether he desires heaven for himself or someone else. A result aris-
es just spontaneously, i.e., not by means of the sacrifice he performs, according to
the Veda. At the best, it can be only postulated on the listener’s side on the basis of
inference or arthapatti that the sacrifice must have heaven as its result.
Technically speaking, Badari claims that there is no proof (pramana), such
as Sruti, linga and vakya, in the Veda to know the subservience (Sesatva) of yaga
to phala and that of phala to purusa. Rather, the words yajeta (=yagam kuryat)
and svargakamah (=svargam kamayate) demonstrates the absence () of the

two instances of subservience. (R: relation; E: equal)

Rys
yaga —x%— svarga
| %Ry
karty = purusa (=svargakdama)

2. Jaimini’s result-oriented view

2.1. Human effort for the sake of pleasure

Jaimini’s view depicted by Sabara is exactly the opposite of that of Badari. Jaimini
claims that both subserviences, Ry and Ry, are warranted by the Veda, in partic-
ular by vakya, though not sruti. A good result is evidently the principal motivation
for people to undertake an action. Vedic rituals are no exception. People make

efforts for the sake of pleasure (prityartham). Having determined the denotation

16 SBh ad 3.1.3 (661.5) : phalam api na purusam praty upadisyate. “A result also is not
taught [as intended] for a person.”
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of svarga as pleasure (priti) and not a pleasurable material entity (pritimad dra-
vyam), Sabara reveals Jaimini’s utilitarian attitude when commenting on JS 6.1.2

(asadhakam tu tadarthyat)!” as follows:

SBh ad 6.1.2 (1351.1-4) : pritivacanas cet, yago gunabhitah pritih pradhd-
nam. kutah. tadarthyat purusaprayatnasya. prityartham hi puruso yatate. tena
na pritiv yagasadhanam iti vijiayate.

If [the word “heaven”] denotes pleasure, a sacrifice is subordinate and plea-
sure is principal. Why? Because a human effort has it (pleasure) as its pur-
pose. For a human being makes efforts for the sake of pleasure. Therefore,

we understand that pleasure is not a means [to accomplish] a sacrifice.

People would not undertake an action without knowing that it leads to the intend-
ed result. What is lacking in Badari’s system is the Vedic warrant of the causal rela-
tionship between ydga and svarga.'® An agent would make efforts to do something

while he desires something else. This is nonsense.

SBh ad 6.1.3 (1353.9-12): (1) api ca yasya svarga istah syat sa yagam
nirvartayed ity asambaddham iva, anyad icchaty anyat karoti. (2) atha
matam—tatah svargo bhavaiiti sambandhdd idam gamyata iti. (3) na Sab-

dapramanakanam antarena Sabdam avagatir nyayya.

17 “However, [amaterial entity is sometimes] notameans [of pleasure and therefore is not
something denoted by the word ‘heaven’], because [a human effort] has [pleasure]
as its aim.” This translation follows Sabara’s interpretation. For the original intention of
JS, see Clooney 1990:183: “However, [actions] will not accomplish [their results without
materials, since materials] are introduced for the purpose of that [accomplishment].”

18 Cf. also Clooney 1990:147.
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(1) Furthermore, it appears to be incoherent to say that a person who de-
sires heaven should accomplish a sacrifice. He desires one thing and he pro-
duces another. (2) Objection: we understand from the connection that heav-
en arises fromit (asacrifice). (3) [Reply:] Itisinappropriate for those who
accept utterance as the source of knowledge to understand [something]

without an utterance.

As Sabara points out and as Badari himself has to accept, it is not appropriate to
postulate the efficacy of a sacrifice without a Vedic source in the project of Vedic
exegesis. Badari’s position scrutinized closely can be summarized as follows: it
is understood from the Veda that the result will arise for a sacrificer, but it is not

accepted that the Veda prescribes the result as being produced by the sacrifice.

Veda | svargakamo yajeta = svargakamo yagam kuryat
= yah svargam Gtmeanah kamayate sa yagam kuryat
tasmin krte svayam eva tad bhavati (=yagenatkriyatephatan)

= tasmin krte phalam asya bhavatity etavad gamyate

Man | Infererence: sukhaphalo yago bhavisyati
Arthapatti:  yagasya pritih phalam avagamyeta
Sambandha: tatah svargo bhavatiti gamyate

2.2. Subservience of yaga to svarga
Opposing Badari, Jaimini claims that an action is an element subservient (sesa)
to a result. The conclusion at JS 6.1.1-3 that a sacrifice is for the sake of a re-

sult (phaldrthatva) forms the basis of its subservience (Sesabhava) .\

19.Cf. also $Bh ad 3.1.4 (661.16-17): enam evartham sasthe ‘dhyaye siitrair eva sadhayisya-
ti. tha tu tatsiddhenaiva phalarthatvena Sesabhavam yagasyapadayati sma. “[Jaimini] will
establish the same thing precisely with sttras in the sixth lesson. Here, however, he con-
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JS 3.1.4: karmany api jaiminih phalarthatvat.
Actions, too, according to Jaimini, [are subservient elements (sesa)], be-

cause they are for the sake of their results.

Heaven, too, is the principal element,? i.e., the goal to which other elements con-
tribute. He interprets svargakamo yajeta as yagena svargam kuryat. Heaven, i.e.,
the object being desired, is the thing to be accomplished (kartavya) and a sacri-

fice is its means (karana) 2!

SBh ad 3.14 (661.14-16) : sa [=Jaiminir] hi dadarsa—na yagah kar-
tavyataya codyate, phalakamasya tu tatsadhanopdyatveneti. evam Sruto ‘rthah
parigrhito bhavisyati, arthavams copadesah.

For he has shown: a sacrifice is not enjoined as something to be done. Rather
itis [enjoined] as a means of its accomplishment for a person who desires
a result. [Only] in this way the meaning directly heard [from the Veda]
will come to be received (followed/observed) and the [Vedic] teaching

will become fruitful.

Here a sacrifice is downgraded from the aim (sddhya) to its means (sadhana)?

cludes the subservience of a sacrifice on the ground of its being for the sake of its result
which is precisely established there.”

20 SBh ad 6.1.3 (1353.3-4): ato na svargakamapadena svartho vidhiyate, kim tarhy uddisyate.
“Therefore, the word svargakamah does not prescribe its own meaning [as something to
be done], but rather presents it [as an aim].” The main reason is upadesavaiyarthya. See
SBhad 6.1.3 (1353.2) quoted in section 2.3.

21 $Bh ad 6.1.3 (1353.4-5): tatra vakyad avagatasya kamasya kartavyat@vagamyate yagasya
ca karanatd. “There it is understood that the desire[d object] understood from the sen-
tence is to be brought into being and the sacrifice is the means [thereto].”

28Bh ad 6.1.3 (1354.4-5): naitad evam. tasmin khalu pakse svargam prartha-
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and instead heaven is appointed to the position of the aim, i.e., the most desired
element to be accomplished.? Thus, Jaimini succeeds in warranting the causal

relationship (ydga—svarga) based on a Vedic statement.

SBh ad 6.1.3 (1353.6-7) : tasmat karmopadesah sydt. karma svargam praty
upadisyate na svargah karma prati.

Therefore, it must be a teaching [that prescribes] an action. An action is
taught for the sake of heaven; it is not the case that heaven [is taught] for

the sake of an action.

2.3. Vakya as the criterion for subservience

In this view the kamya type of ritual is the basic model; and other types, nitya and
naimittika, which have no fruit, are construed according to the kamya model. The
main defect of this view, however, is the non-literal, forced, interpretation of the
Vedic statement svargakamo yajeta as yagena svargam kuryat. Jaimini's opponent,
probably echoing Badari’s view that a sacrifice and not heaven is the object to be

accomplished (kartavya), protests as follows:

SBhad 6.1.2 (1351.8) : nanu kartavyatayd yagah sriyate.

[Objection:] Surely one directly hears that a sacrifice is to be done.

yamanasyanusthanam aniidya yagas tasyopayatvena vidhiyata ity adosah. “This is not
the case. According to this view, as is well known, a sacrifice is enjoined as a means for
it (heaven) after referring to the performance of a person who desires heaven. There-
fore, there is no fault.”

23 Cf. also SBh ad 6.1.1 (1345.9-10): kim yagah sadhanatvena sambadhyata uta sadhyatveneti
bhavati vicarana. “An uncertainty arises: whether a sacrifice is connected as a means or
as [an aim] to be accomplished.”
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For Mimamsakas it is important to preserve a literal interpretation as far as pos-
sible.2* Moreover, among six criteria (pramana) for ascertaining subservience,
i.e., Sruti, linga, vakya, prakarana, sthana and samakhya, ‘hearing’ (Sruti) or
direct mention is the strongest.?’ In Jaimini’s view, however, the utilitarian per-
spective of everyday reality supersedes the hearing of the Vedic word. As Sabara
observes, a sacrifice, inasmuch as it is visibly a pain-giver (duhkhada) in itself,
is not intrinsically something to be done (kartavya), because there is a rule or
common sense that only what is conducive to pleasure (sukhada) is enjoined as

something to be done.

SBhad 6.1.2 (1351.11-13) :yady api yagah kartavyah Sriyate, tathapi na kar-
tavyah. sukhadah kartavyo bhavati. na sukhado yagah.2° tasmat pratyaksenakar-
tavyah. pratyaksena ca duhkhadah.

Although we hear that a sacrifice is something to be done, it is not to be done.
Only what is conducive to pleasure is to be done. But a sacrifice is not condu-
cive to pleasure. Therefore, it is not to be done according to perception. But it

is conducive to pain according to perception.

Here pointlessness (anarthakya, vaiyarthya) of the Vedic teaching, i.e., the fact

that unless interpreted in this way the Vedic statement would be pointless,?” justi-

24 Cf. Sabara’s comment at the very beginning of his commentary ad JS1.1.1: tani [=padani]
satisambhave tadarthany eva. “Those [words] havethe same meanings [as established]
as far as possible.”

]S 3.3.14: Sruti-linga-vakya-prakarana-sthana-samakhyanam samavaye paradaurbalyam
arthaviprakarsat. “When [six criteria, i.e.,] Sruti, linga, vakya, prakarana, sthana and
samakhyd, meet together, [i.e., conflict], the latter is weaker, because of the distance from
the object in question.”

26 ya sukhado yagah] corrected by Kataoka 2011a:160, n. 52; duhkhado yagah ed.
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fies the secondary interpretation.

SBh ad 6.1.2 (1352.3-4) : tasmdd anarthako ma bhid iti svargasya kar-
tavyata gamyate.
Therefore, we understand that heaven is to be accomplished for fear that [a

Vedic teaching] would be pointless.

Exegetically speaking, here not sruti but vakya is resorted to as the criteri-
on (pramana) for determining the Sesasesibhava, the relationship between the
subordinate and the principal, subsisting between yaga and svarga.?® It is true that
a sacrifice is enjoined by sruti as something to be accomplished, but it is also un-
derstood, by the vdkya, that the desired fruit is something to be accomplished.??
Sabara illustrates the point with an example: kdasthany ahartukamo ranyam gac-

chet. When someone says that a person who wants to collect firewood should go to

278Bh ad 6.1.3 (1352.8-1353.2) : na kevalam danarthakyabhayid yagasya gunabhdvam
briomah, kim tarhi svargasamjiiakam artham prati karanatvena yago vidhiyate. nanu yagah
kartavyataya Srutya vidhiyate. satyam evam. anarthakyam tu tatha bhavati. svargam praty
avihite yage svargakamas tasmin nisphale vidhiyamano ’pi nisprayojanah syat. tatrasyopa-
desavaiyarthyam. “We do not claim that a sacrifice is subservient merely because we fear
that [the injunction] would be pointless, but because a sacrifice is enjoined as a means
for the purpose designated as heaven. Objection: A sacrifice is enjoined by a sruti (direct
hearing) as something to be done. Reply: It is true. But then [the injunction] would be
pointless. If a sacrifice is not enjoined for the sake of heaven, a person desiring heaven,
even though he is enjoined to [do] that fruitless [sacrifice], would lose a purpose. Then
the teaching would be pointless for him.”

28 SBh ad 6.1.2 (1351.9-10) : $rutya yagasya, vakyena kamasya. na cobhayoh. “By Sruti a
sacrifice [is understood as something to be accomplished], whereas by vakya the de-
sired [aim is understood as something to be accomplished]; and it is not the case that
both [are understood as something to be accomplished].”

29SBh ad 6.1.2 (1351.9) : satyam kartavyataya Sriiyate, kamo ’pi kartavyatayavagamyate. “It
istrue that [asacrificeis] directly heard [by means of s7uti] as something to be accom-
plished; but we understand [by means of vakya] the desired [object], too, as something
to be accomplished.”
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the forest, he intends that going to the forest enables the collecting of firewood.3°
Similarly on the basis of vakya people can understand the relationship (samband-
ha) between yaga and svarga, in other words, the capacity (samarthya) of a sac-

rificial action to bring about heaven.

2.4. The relationship between svarga and purusa
With regard to another relationship, on the other hand, i.e., the subservience of

svarga to purusa, the atmanepada in yajeta becomes the criterion.

SBh ad 3.1.5 (662.2-5) : atmanepadaprayogat. kartrabhipraya etad bhavati.
kriyaphalam anubhavet katham purusa iti yagah prayujyate. tasmat phalam
purusartham yagac chriiyate, natmanirvrttyartham.

Because atmanepada is used. It is used when [the fruit of an action] aims at
the agent. ‘A person should enjoy the fruit of an action, but how?’ In response,
a sacrifice is employed. Therefore, a fruit is heard of as something for the
sake of man and also as something brought about by a sacrifice; it is not heard

of as something for the sake of its own accomplishment.3!

Atmanepada is used if the result of an action aims at the agent. Therefore, yajeta
shows that the fruit arising from the sacrificial action is for the sake of a human be-

ing (purusartham), i.e., the eligible agent. Here Sabara intends to reject Badari’s

30 8Bh ad 6.1.3 (1353.12-15) : vakyad evasmad imam sambandham avagacchamah. yatha
“kasthany ahartukdamo ranyam gacchet” iti yadi briiyat, brityad etat “drstam tatra pramanan-
tarenaranyagamanasya kasthaharanasamarthyam vidyate” iti. “We understand the relation-
ship only from this sentence. For example, if someone says: a person who wants to collect
firewood should go to the forest, he means: it is experienced in that case by another means
of knowledge, that going to the forest enables the collecting of firewood.”

31 Cf. Panini 1.3.72: svaritaiitah kartrabhipraye kriyaphale.
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view that a result arises spontaneously (SBh ad 3.1.3: svayam eva tad bhavati).
With the phrase atmanirvrttyartham he presupposes a paraphrase as follows: yah
svargah sa atmdanam labheta, “heaven should come into being.” (SBh ad 3.1.5,
quoted in section 8.2.3). Jaimini, on the contrary, presupposes a paraphrase: ya-
gena krivate phalam (SBh ad 3.1.3). The dtmanepada in yajeta indicates that the
result is for the sake of an agent. Therefore, the result is for the sake of man (pu-
rusartham) and not for the sake of bringing itself into existence (natmanirvrtty-
artham).

Tellingly, Prabhakara introduces his opponent’s view as follows: nanu “svar-
gam yagena kuryad atmartham” iti niyogah, atmanepadaprayogat, “Surely ‘one
should achieve heaven by a sacrifice for the sake of oneself’ is the command, be-
cause atmanepada is used [in yajetal.” (Brhati 637.4, quoted in section 8.2.1).
This paraphrase in fact accords with Sabara’s own intention. In other words, we
can assign this paraphrase of Prabhakara’s opponent to the final view of Jaimini

and Sabara.

Analysis of structure Paraphrase

Badari: | /[phalam] atmanirvrttyartham [Sriyate] | yah svargah sa atmanam labheta

Jaimini: | phalam purusartham yagdc chrityate svargam yagena kuryad atmartham

3. Dharma-abhivyakti-vada: manifestation of the eternal dharma

3.1. A transient action and a future result

Jaimini emphasizes the causal relationship between a sacrifice and heaven and in-
sists that it is based on the Vedic testimony. This view, however, clearly contradicts
perception, because it is experienced that a sacrificial action perishes immediately

after its performance. An action is transient (anitya).
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NAA 141.7: tasminn arthe pratyaksata evanityayah kriyaya anantaram phala-
sambandhadarsanat kriyavaiphalyadosaprasangac ca.
For, given that is the meaning [of the word dharma], then [its] connection
with a fruit is not perceived immediately after the obviously transient action;
and there would be an undesirable consequence that the action would be

fruitless.

Then how can we explain the causal relationship between the past sacrifice and
the future result? A stable connection is needed to mediate between the two.
Some Mimamsakas, following Badari’s straightforward interpretation of the sen-
tence (yajeta=yagam kuryat), and at the same time paying attention to the causal
relationship, introduce an idea which I tentatively call *dharma-abhivyakti-vada,
the view of dharma-manifestation.?? The eternal dharma, the ideal form of action
or action-eidos so to speak, is made manifest through the performance of the tran-
sient sacrificial action. The eternal dharma, once made manifest, will bring about

heaven for the sacrificer.

MBD 1V 25.25-26:% quasthita eva dharmah. sa tv agnihotradibhir abhivya-

32 Kataoka 2000:168 refers to VPV ad I 136 (224.5-6) : Sastranusthanat tu kevaldd
dharmabhivyaktih. “But dharma is made manifest merely by executing the teaching.”
The context of the passage, however, indicates that this is dharma made manifest from
the use of correct speech, an issue that is taken up in the Paspasa. Therefore, this refer-
ence should not be regarded as directly relevant to the present issue under discussion,
although this passage surely sheds light to the general idea of dharma-manifestation in
Bhartrhari’s time. See Aklujkar 2004 for Bhartrhari’s notion of dharma that is made man-
ifest through the use of correct speech. Aklujkar 2004:695 quotes the present passage
differently as ‘Sastranusthanad eva, na tu kevalad, dharmabhivyaktil', and translates it as
“Only from doing what the Sastra (scriptural teaching) is, not from doing alone, results
dharma manifestation.”

33 This portion comments on dharmaprayojano va in MBh I 8.5.
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Jyate. tatpreritas tu phalado bhavati. yatha svami bhrtyaih sevayam preryate
phalam prati.
Dharma is already in place. But it is made manifest by the Agnihotra, etc.
Being urged by them (Agnihotra, etc.), it becomes a fruit-giver, just like
a master who is urged toward a fruit by his servants in the action of serv-

ing [rewards them].?

Although dharma is always principal, it engages itself in bestowing a fruit to a
human being just as a master does for his servant. A master looks as if he acts for

his servant, but in fact he does so for his own sake.

svamin  — phala dharma —  phala

bhrtya purusa

3.2. The eternal dharma and its manifestation

This view ensures the stability of the connection® and at the same time retains
the straightforward natural interpretation of the sentence. The injunction yajeta is
interpreted as yagam (=yagabhivyangyam apiirvam) kuryat. Similarly agnihotram
Juhuyat svargakamah is interpreted as agnihotrabhivyangyam dharmam bhavayet

svargakamah.3

34 Also quoted and translated by Aklujkar 2004:703. Cf. also Kaiyata’'s interesting comment
at Pradipa 1 65b.7-8. He comments that what Patanjali means when he says dharmaprayo-
janah (MBh18.5) is “compelled by dharma that is called niyoga and is the object signi-
fied by lin and so on (linddivisayena niyogakhyena dharmena prayuktah).”

35 The eternal dharma or apiirva is described as sthira in this view. (See NM I 664.6-16
quoted in section 8.1.2.) This aspect of being a stable intermediate is inherited by its de-
scendant notion niyoga (=kdrya). See also PP 440.22-23 quoted in section 8.1.3.

36 Simhasiiri Gani probably refers to the apirvajanman theory, i.e., the later phase of the
dharma-abhivyakti-vada, which I discuss at section 6.
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NAA (141.7-141.9): agnihotram iti dharmah kriyabhivyargya ucyate. karye
karanopacarad agnihotrabhivyangyo ‘gnihotram iti. tatah “agnihotram dhar-
mam juhuyad bhavayet svargakamah” ity esa vakyartho nirdosa iti.

[The word] agnihotra [in the Vedic injunction agnihotram juhuyat svarga-
kamah] expresses a dharma which is made manifest by an action. By fig-
uratively calling the effect the cause, [the dharma] that is made manifest
by the Agnihotra is called agnihotra. Therefore, there is no fault in the sen-
tence-meaning [construed as follows]: A person who desires heaven should

offer, i.e., accomplish, Agnihotra, i.e., dharma.

In this system the eternal dharma is often called apiirva, unprecedented, because
the sacrifice-form is newly revealed by a Vedic injunction.?” Bhaviveka refers to

this view in his Madhyamakahrdayakarika as follows:

MHKIX 10 (Lindtner 1997:96): apiirvo ’pi kriyavyangyah.

Furthermore, something new is made manifest by an action.

The sacrifice-form freshly conveyed by the Veda is able to bring about heaven
for the sacrificer, although the Vedic statement yajeta interpreted as yagam kuryat

does not directly speak of the causal relationship.

4. Pre-Sabara view of adrsta

4.1. The Nyayasiitra and the Nyayabhasya

37 The usage of apiirva in JS (cf. section 5.5.2) suggests that the original meaning of apitrva
is epistemologically “new”, and not ontologically “new” as observed in the case of apiirva-
janman (cf. section 6).
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The defect of Jaimini's view regarding the causal nexus linking a transient sac-
rificial act with the future heaven (cf. section 3.1) can easily be corrected by
postulating something unknown, i.e., something neither directly seen (adrsta)

by perception nor heard (asruta) from the Veda, because otherwise the Vedic
statement would be pointless. The earlier and the later phases of this view can be
traced in NS and NBh respectively. NS 4.1.44-47 discusses the fruit after death.
The problem at stake is the time-gap between the transient cause and the future

effect, as stated by an opponent as follows:

NS 4.1.46: kalantarenanispattir hetuvinasat.

[The fruit] does not arise in the future, because the cause has perished.

The siddhantin at NS 4.1.47 (pran nispatter vrksaphalavat tat syat, “It (a fruit)

is similar to a fruit of a tree before it arises.”) resorts to the metaphor of a fruit of
atree (vrksaphala) and refers to some precursor form of the effect. The Nyay-
abhdasya clarifies it as samskaro dharmadharmalaksanah, a residual force, either
good or bad, left in a soul.3 Sabara’s discussion at 2.1.5 (cf. section 5.5) reflects

preceding ideas of this line of thought.

4.2. The Vrttikara

Furthermore, the Vrttikara discusses the issue of the Citra sacrifice, which is en-

38 NBh ad 4.1.47 (242.2-4): evam parisekadikarma carthavat. na ca vinastat karandt phal-
anispattih. tatha pravrttya samskaro dharmadharmalaksano janyate, sa jato nimittan-
taranugrhitah kalantarena phalam nispadayatiti. “And in this way an action such as sprin-
kling water is fruitful. And a fruit is not accomplished by a cause that has already perished.
A residual force, which has a characteristic feature of dharma or adharma, is produced by
undertaking an action in this way. This [residual force], being helped by other causes,
accomplishes a fruit in the future.”
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joined by a Vedic injunction, namely citraya yajeta pasukamah. An opponent claims

that there is no connection between the sacrifice and its fruit.

Vrttikaragrantha ad JS 1.1.4b (Frauwallner 1968:32.16-21) : (la) na ca
pasukamestyanantaram pasava upalabhyante. (1b) ato nestih pasuphald.
(1c) karmakale ca karmaphalena bhavitavyam. vatkalam hi mardanam,
tatkalam mardanasukham. (2) kalantare phalam dasyatiti cet. (3) na. na
kalantare phalam ister ity avagacchamah. kutah. (3a) yada tavad asau vidy-
amanasit, tada phalam na dattavati. (3b) yada phalam utpadyate, tadasau
nasti. asati ca katham dasyati.
“(1a) And domestic animals are not perceived immediately after a sacri-
fice [prescribed] for a person who desires domestic animals. (1b) There-
fore, the sacrifice does not have domestic animals as its fruit. (1c) And a
fruit of an action must exist at the time of the action. For the pleasure of
massage lasts [only] during the time of massage. (2) Objection: [The sac-
rifice] will give a fruit in the future. (3) Reply: No. We do not understand
the fruit in the future as that of the sacrifice. Why? (3a) When at first it was
previously present, it had not given a fruit yet. (3b) When a fruit arises, it
(sacrifice) is no longer present. And how can [a sacrifice], being absent,

give a fruit?”

The issue at stake is the same as that dealt with in NS 4.1.46. The opponent here
anticipates a theory in which adrsta is postulated as an intermediate. We gauge
this from the Vrttikara's reference to an opponent who rejects the possibility of

postulating an adrsta.®
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4.3. Postulation of something unknown (adrstakalpana)

The understanding of adrsta in this stage can be summarized as follows. The Veda
properly interpreted as yagena svargam kuryat promises a causal relationship be-
tween the transient sacrifice and the future heavenly pleasure.’’ Therefore, there
must be something stable in between which connects the two. If one needs a locus
for the adrsta, then let the soul be the candidate.*! The sacrifice makes fit the soul
for heaven through the adrsta or samskara (effect of the preparations, residual

force),*2 a kind of punya or a merit (dharma) of the soul.*

4.4. Apiirva commonly accessible to everyone
This view also reveals a defect of the dharma-abhivyakti-vada. In the process of

dharma-manifestation, ydga is the cause (karana) and dharma (=apiirva) isthe

3 Vettikaragrantha ad 1.1.4b (34.2-4) : pratyaksam ca phalakaranam anyad upalabhamahe.
na ca drste saty adrstam kalpayitum sakyate, pramanabhavat. “And we directly perceive
another cause of the fruit. And it is impossible to postulate something unseen when some-
thing seen is present because of the absence of means of knowledge.”

40 Exegetically speaking, the causal relationship is understood from vakya-pramana and not
Sruti-pramana, as an opponent says in Vrttikaragrantha ad 1.1.4b (SBh 32.21-34.1) : api
ca karmakala eva phalam Srigyate “yagah karanam” iti, vakyad avagamyate “‘karanam ced
utpannam, karyena bhavitavyam” iti. “Furthermore, it is directly heard [from the single
word yajeta] that a fruit [exists] only at the time of an action, as it is stated that a sac-
rifice is a means. It is understood from the sentence [i.e., on the basis of the connection
between yajeta and svargakamah)] that the effect must exist once its means has arisen.”

(Frauwallner misses the point when he makes a footnote to vakyat, saying “Quelle nicht
nachgewiesen.”) For $ruti and vakya, see Cardona 2017.

LA merit (dharma) is purusaguna as explicitly stated by Pragastapada. It is also imper-
ceptible. PDhS section 308 (63.8-10) : dharmah purusagunah. kartuh priyahitamoksahe-
tur atindriyo ‘ntyasukhasamvijiianavirodhi purusantahkaranasamyogavisuddhabhisandhijo
varpdasraminam pratiniyatasadhananimittah.

42 See also J ayanta’s discussion on the medium, where Jayanta presupposes Kumarila's state-
ment in SV codand 195-196ab. NM 1 663.12: karmajanyo hi samskarah pumso buddhyadivad
gunah. “For a residual force produced by an action is a property of a soul just like cogni-
tion, etc.”

43 Kumarila briefly refers to an opponent who designates #yguna as dharma. SV codana 195d:
nrgune.
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effect (karya) inasmuch as dharma is made manifest by the yaga.** So the causal

relationship can be similarly depicted as follows:

yaga — apiirva(dharma) — svarga

The eternal dharma, however, once made manifest by means of the action of the
sacrificer, does not necessarily belong to the sacrificer. Take, for example, a pot
which is revealed by a light. It can be seen by everyone in the room. Similar-
ly, the eternal dharma, which by definition does not belong to a particular per-
son (niradhdra), once made manifest, may bring about heaven for other people,
too. Who will enjoy the fruit? The theory of dharma-manifestation cannot account
for the privatization of a general dharma. An eternal dharma, when it is made
manifest, is common for everyone and cannot belong to a particular person who

performs the sacrifice.

5. Sabara’s view of bhdvana

5.1. Sabara’s introducing bhavand

Jaimini’s interpretation of yajeta as yagena svargam kuryat suggests that there is a
general kriyd separate from yaga. By performing a sacrifice, one produces heaven.
Grammarians, of course, do not accept such k7iya as separate from the dhatvar-
tha. Utilitarian Mimamsakas, however, had begun to go beyond the Grammarian’s
view. Sabara, for example, explicitly distinguishes between the two aspects of a

verb-meaning when interpreting JS 2.1.1.

SBhad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:49.1-2) : yagadisabdas caite bhavasabdas ca. ya-

4 See the description in NAA (karye karanopacarat) quoted in section 3.2, where agnihotra
is regarded as karana and dharma as karya.
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jyadyarthas cato 'vagamyate bhavayed iti ca.
These (yajati, etc.) are the words [denoting] sacrifice, etc., and [at the
same time] the words [denoting] bhdva. From these [verbs] we under-
stand the meaning of the verbroot yaj, etc., and also [bhavand, i.e.,] “one

should bring x into being”.

In one of the three views regarding which part of a verb denotes bravana, Kumari-
la identifies the two types of bhavand as the two aspects of the same action denoted
by a verb-root: a particular form (viSesariipa) and a general form (samanyarii-
pa) %5 In the Sabarabhdsya this separate kriya is also called anusthana (perfor-

mance) ,* which I assume may echo a precursor form of bhavana.*”

$5See TV ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:79.7-9) : tathd hi dvyarthasya dhator bhedendrthe
kathyamane “yagena” iti visesaripam karandatmand niskrstam. itarat tu bhavanatmakam
samanyaripam sabdantarena “bhavayet” ity anena kathyate. “To explain, when the meaning
of a verb-root which has two meanings is described distinctly, its particular form is extract-
ed as a means [by the word] ‘by means of a sacrifice’. The other, i.e., the general form,
on the other hand, which has bhavana as its nature, is described by another word ‘should
bring into being’.” To obtain a critical analysis by Mandana regarding Kumarila's perspec-
tives on samanya and visesa, kindly refer to Saito 2022 and Saito forthcoming.

6 SBh ad 6.1.3 (1354.4-5) : naitad evam. tasmin khalu pakse svargam prartha-
yamanasyanusthanam aniidya yagas tasyopayatvena vidhiyata ity adosah. (Quoted and
translated in section 2.2.)

47 In other words, I assume that anusthana can be a candidate for the precursor of Sabara’s no-
tion of bhavand. The importance of the result-orientation of anusthana is emphasized at SBh
ad 6.1.3 (1354.5-8) : tadanusthanam svargam pratiti nasti vacanam iti cet. istam artham
praty anusthanam bhavati. svargakamasya ca svarga istah. *tadanusthanavisesandartham
eva *svargakamagrahanam iti niravadyam. (*tadanusthanavisesandrtham] corrected
by Kataoka 2011a:167, n. 69; tadanusthanavisesagrahanartham ed.; *svargakamagra-
hanam] corrected by Kataoka 2011a:167, n. 69; svargakamavisesanagrahanam ed.) “Ob-
jection: There is no explicit statement that the performance of it (sacrifice) is for the sake
of heaven. Reply: A performance is for the sake of a desired aim. And heaven is desired
for a person who desires heaven. It is unobjectionable [to assume] that the use of [the
word] svargakdama is purely for the sake of qualifying the performance of it (sacrifice).”

— 170 — (327)



WAL eI 2 185 i
5.2. Bhava, kriya and bhavana
In order to understand Sabara’s notion of bkdvand we need to clarify its structure
together with those of bhava and kriya. According to Kumarila, there are three
types of verbs: intransitive, transitive and causative. The representative of the in-

transitive verbs is bhavati, whose agent merely comes into being.’®
karty —Lbhaval—

The representative of the transitive verbs, karoti,*? has a structure in which the

agent produces the object.”
karty —T[kriyal—karman

The representative of the causative verbs, bhavayati, shows that the causative

agent (prayojaka, hetu) causes the object (prayojya) to come into being.5!

prayojaka— [bhavanal— prayojya—[bhaval—

BTV ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:70.18-19) : iha kebhyascid dhatubhyah para tinvibhaktir uc-
caryamand kartratmalabhamatram eva vyaparam pratipadayati. yathastibhavatividyati-
bhyah. “Here [among all verb-endings], a verb-ending pronounced after some verb-roots
makes one understand only the activity which merely is the agent’s acquisition of its own
existence. For example, after as, bhii, and vid.”

49 More correctly speaking, the structure of karoti is universal (s@manya) in all instanc-
es of transitive verbs. TV ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:71.7-9) : yada tu labdhatmako ‘nyatra
vyapriyate, tada “karoti” ity evam apadisyate. tatha ca “kim karoti” “pathati” ‘gacchati” iti
samanyavisesaripena samanadhikaranyaprayogo drsyate. “On the other hand, when [the
agent] who has acquired its own existence operates towards something else, one ex-
presses it as ‘does’. To explain, we see the language use of co-reference in a general form
and a particular form: ‘What does he do?’ ‘He recites’ ‘He goes’.” See also Saito 2022 and
Saito forthcoming.

0TV ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:70.19-71.2) : aparebhyas tu siddhe kartary anyat-
malabhavisayavyaparapratitih. yatha yajati dadati pathati gacchatiti. “After oth-
er [verbroots], on the other hand, since the agent (v) already exists, we understand
an activity [ofx] in which another thing (y) comes into being. For example, ‘sacrifices’,
‘gives’, ‘recites’, ‘goes’.”
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5.3. Bhava of JS 2.1.1 for Sabara and Kumarila

5.3.1. Sabara’s view of bhdva, kriya and bhavana

Sabara regards yajeta as fundamentally possessing a causative nature, even though
not from the perspective of lexical derivation, and interprets it as yagena svargam
bhavayet: one should cause heaven to come into being by means of a sacrifice.
Here the core action is bhavanda, with respect to which svarga and yaga are as-
signed to take the role of sddhya and sddhana respectively (SBh ad 6.1.3). Yaga is
for the sake of svarga (SBh ad 3.1.4), and svarga is for the sake of purusa (SBh
ad 3.1.5). On the ground of JS 6.1.3, ydga is considered subservient (Sesa) to
svarga (SBh ad 3.1.4). An unseen and unheard adrsta is postulated by the refer-
ence to an apiirvam between the transient sacrifice and the future heaven (SBh

ad 2.1.5) %2

yaga
\J
bhavana — apiirvam (=adrsta) — svarga
| )
karty = puwrusa = adhikarin (=svargakama)

Sabara still uses bhava (svargo bhavati)® and kriya (svargam kuryat) > the old

SITV ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:73.13-14) : prayojyakartrkaikantavyaparapratipadakah/
nyanta eva prayujyante tatprayojakakarmasu// “Only causatives (that end with Vi), which
make one understand another activity in which the prayojya is the agent, are used with
reference to the prayojaka’s action towards the [prayojyal.”

%21t seems that Sabara consciously avoids any expression that identifies the locus of apir-
vam as a soul. See section 5.5.3. For my intentional use of the noun form apiirvam instead
of apiirva, see section 5.5.2.

3 SBhad2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:49.2) : tatha yateta yatha yat kimcid bhavatiti. tenaite bhavasab-
dah. “[These verbs such as yajati] express: one should make efforts so that something or
other arises. Therefore, they are words [denoting] bhava.”; ad 6.1.3: tatah svargo bhavats,
ad 11.1.1: yagat svargo bhavati. The significance of this “yateta” was deliberated by Akane
Saito during her discourse titled “Bhava, Kriya, and Prayatna in the Mimamsa Theory of
Action” at the panel session hosted by the World Sanskrit Conference on 12th January
2023.
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notions of activity,” together with his new concept, bhavana (svargam bhavay-
et) . The relationship of a result with an action (1. bhava, 11. kriya, 111. bhavana)

and its corresponding paraphrases are described by Sabara as follow:5

I | phalasya ... nispattih (2.1.1)
11 | phalasya kriya (2.1.1)
I | bhavana ca phalasya (11.1.24) | svargam bhavayet (2.1.1)

Furthermore, the relationship of a sacrifice with a result and its corresponding

paraphrases are presented by Sabara as follows:

1 | yagadanahomasambaddhah yagat svargo bhavati (11.1.1)
svargasyotpattim (2.1.1) tatah svargo bhavati (6.1.3)

11 | yageneha svargasya kriya (11.1.10) | yagena svargam kuryat (11.1.10)
svargam yagena kuryat (11.1.3)

I | dbhavanayam trayo yagena svargam bhavayet (11.1.24)
yajatyadayah (2.2.1)

For Sabara the bhdva mentioned in JS 2.1.1 (bhavdarthah karmasabdds tebhyah kri-
ya pratiyeta, esa hy artho vidhiyate®®) is not bhavana, as he explains karmasabdah

and bhavarthah as follows:

1 $Bhad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:50.2) : tasmat tebhyah kriyd pratiyeta phalasya kriya karanam
nispattir iti; ad 11.1.3: svargam yagena kuryat, ad 11.1.10: yageneha svargasya kriya; ad
11.1.10: yagena svargam kuryat.

% Sabara’s use of bhava and kriyd is based on JS 2.1.1 (bhavarthih karmasabdas tebhyah
kriya pratiyeta, esa hy artho vidhiyate), which mentions both bhdva and kriya. See also
Clooney 1990:116, n. 37: “It is possible that Jaimini borrowed from Yaska, or that both
subscribed to a theory older than either the Satras or the Nirukta.”

% §Bh ad 2.1.4 (Kataoka 2004:55.4-5) : purusasambaddha bhdvanocyate. purusam hi vadati
bhavayed iti. “A causative activity connected with man is denoted. For it speaks to man: one
should bring into being.”; ad 11.1.24: yagena svargam bhavayet.

57 See Kataoka 2011a:211-212.
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SBhad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:51.4-6):
bhavanti kecit karmasabda na bhavarthah. yatha syenaikatrikadayah. kecid
bhavartha na karmasabdah. yatha bha@vo bhavanam bhitir iti.
Some words [denote] action but not bhdva. For example, $yena, ekatrika.
Some words [denote] bhava but not action. For example, bhavah, bhava-

nam, bhitih.

Sabara construes Jaimini's terms “bhavarthah” and “karmasabdah’ as referring
to the two different classes of words. The two classes overlap only partially. That
is to say, only finite verbs such as yajati, etc., are classified as fulfilling the two
conditions. Action words, i.e., proper names of rites such as Syena (and action
nouns such as yaga) , are karmasabdah (K) but not bhavarthah (B).On the oth-
er hand, bhavah, bhavanam and bhiitih are bhavarthah, i.e., denoting bhava, but

not karmasabdah.>®

K N —B| $yena, ekatrika, (yaga, dana, homa)
K N B | yajati, dadati, juhoti
=K N B | bhavah, bhavanam, bhiitih

8 “From the [finite verbs like yajeta] whichare [both] bhavartha (the wordswhich have
bhdva as their meaning, i.e., which denote bhava) and karmasabda (action-words) one
understands kriya, [i.e., making of a result], because this meaning [such as yaga] is
enjoined [as a means for a result].” Cf. Clooney 1990:47: “The purpose of action words is
making. From these action is construed. For this purpose [making] is what is enjoined.”

%9 See charts at Kataoka 1995:51, Kataoka 2004:110, n. 59, and Kataoka 2011a:202 for the
extensions of bhavarthah (B) and karmasabdah (K).

60 For inclusion of yaga, etc., see SBh ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:48.4-49.1): kah punar bhavah
ke va bhavasabdah. yajati dadati juhotiti. nanu yagadanahomasabda ete na bhavasabdah.
naitad evam. yagadisabdas caite bhavasabdas ca. “[Objection:] What then is bhava? Or
what are the words denoting bhava? [Reply:] [Finite verbs such as] yajati, dadati and
juhoti are [the words denoting bhava]. [Objection:] Surely they are the words denoting
yaga, dana, and homa [respectively] and not the words denoting bkava. [Reply:] Thisis
not true. They are the words denoting yaga, etc., and [at the same time] the words denot-
ing bhava as well.” Here Sabara uses yagadanahomasabddah in the place of karmasabdah.
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5.3.2. Kumarila's view of bhavana
It is Kumarila who distinguishes the three, bhava, kriya and bhavana, from each
other as described above (in section 5.2) and clarifies their presupposed struc-

tures. For example, he clarifies the structure of k7iya as follows.

TV ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:71.12-13):

karotih kriyamanena na kascit karmand vina/

bhavatyarthasya karta ca karoteh karma jayate//

There is no verb-root kr without the object being made. And the agent of the
meaning, [i.e., coming into being], of the verb-root bhii becomes the object

of the verb-root kr.

An agent's action of producing (kriya) requires something to be produced,
i.e., an object (karman) being made (kriyamana), which in its own right is an

agent (kartr;) of another action of coming into being (bhdva).
karty,— Lkriyal—karman=karty,—[ bhaval—

Kumarila then points out that in fact k7iya essentially has the bhavana-structure by
introducing the causative-related notions prayojaka and prayojya, i.e., the promoter

and the promoted.5!

TV ad2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:72.14-15):
karotyarthasya yah karta bhavituh sa prayojakah/
bhavita tam apeksyatha prayojyatvam prapadyate//

61 Cf. also Panini 1.4.55: tatprayojako hetus ca.
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The agent of the meaning of the verb-root kr is the promoter of the agent
of bhii. Then, in relation to the [promoter], the agent of bhii becomes the

promoted.

He identifies the agent of kriya as the prayojaka, i.e., the causative agent, and the
object of kriya (which at the same time is the agent of bkava) as the prayojya, the

object of the causative action.
prayojaka—Lvyaparal— prayojya — Lvyaparal—

As demonstrated in this example Kumarila consistently makes the theory caus-
ative-oriented. This attitude culminates in his interpreting bhava in Jaiminisitra
2.1.1 as equivalent to bhavana.®? Kumarila explicitly states that all transitive verbs
in fact have a causative-structure.% He also includes intransitive verbs as such.%
Kumrila’s basic attitude of bhdvana-standardization even lets him criticize Saba-
ra’s inappropriate (but in fact straightforward and natural) interpretation of bka-

vain ]S 2.1.1.

TV ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004.92.6-8): “kecid bhavartha na karmasabdah” yatha

62 For his interpretation of bh@va in Jaiminisitra 2.1.1,see TVad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004.68.8-9) :
siddhantavadi tu bhavater nijantat “er ac” ity acpratyaye krte bhavanavacinam bhavasabdam
vyutpadya ... . See also Yoshimizu 1997:68, n. 62, Kataoka 2004:146, n. 138, Diaconescu
2012:269, and Ollett 2013:228.

63TV ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:74.1) : evam karotyarthadvarena sarvakhyatesu bhavayatyar-
thah siddhah. “In this way the causative meaning is established in all verbs through the
meaning of kr.”

61TVad2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:80.13-81.1) : astyadav api kartramse bhavye sty eva hi bhavand/
anyatrasesabhavat tu na tathd sa prakasate// “For, in the case of the verb-root as, etc., too,
a causative operation does exist with respect to the agent-part to be caused. But it (the
causative operation) does not show itself like [in the case of transitive verbs], because it
is subservient exclusively to [the agent to be caused].”
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bhavayet kuryad iti codaharanam. bhityadayas tu prayojyavyaparavacanatvan
naiva yathavarpitabhavartha ity anudaharanam.
“There are some words that denote bhava [na] but nevertheless do not de-
note action.” For example, bhavayet and kuryat. These are proper examples.
Bhiiti, etc., [which Sabara gives as examples] are not proper examples, be-
cause they are not the denoter of bhava [nd] as explained, inasmuch as they

denote [only] the activity of the prayojya.

Proper examples are bhavayet, etc., and not bhiiti, etc., for Kumarila, who inter-
prets the bhava in Jaimini's bhavarthah as equivalent to bhavana by etymologically

construing it as containing the causative marker NiC.

5.4. Sabara’s paraphrase: yagena svargam bhavayet

The merit of introducing the concept bhavand is that it enables Mimamsakas to
access the result in the domain of the verb. In other words, a result is expect-
ed, though in a general form, by the verb yajeta, because yajeta essentially has
the causative formula: yagena kimapi bhavayet.55 Sabara already has a developed

idea of the three factors (amsatraya) of bhavana:5 sadhya, sadhana,’ and itikar-

658Bh ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:49.5-50.2) : ya dGhuh kimapi bhavayed iti, te svargakama-
padasambandhat svargam bhavayed iti brityuh. “Those [words] which say ‘One should
cause something to come into being” must mean ‘One should cause heaven to come into
being’ because of the connection with the word svargakamah.”

66 SBhad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:51.1-2) : yajetety evamdadayah sakanksah, yajeta kim kena kath-
am iti. “[The words] such as ‘one should sacrifice’ has expectations. ‘One should sacri-
fice.” ‘What?’ ‘by means of what?’ ‘how?”; SBh ad 11.1.24 (3013.24-3014.2) : bhavapradha-
nam akhyatam. bhavanam kasyapi briite, bhavaprayuktasya sadhanagramasyapeksitatvat.
yajeta kena kimartham katham iti. “A finite verb has bhava as its principal element. It
expresses the operation of causing something, because the aggregate of means caused by
bhava is required: ‘One should sacrifice’ By means of what?" ‘For what?" ‘How?"”

67 SBh ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:50.3-4) : esa hy artho vidhivate. yatha yagadina—“svarga-
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tavyata.%® One should cause the sddhya by means of sadhana through a particular
process itikartavyata. Thus, svargakamo yajeta is interpreted by the formula: yage-
na svargam bhavayed ittham.® The entire process of a sacrifice is explained by the
causative interpretation of yajeta.

Sabara’s view can be regarded as a descendant of Jaimini’s result-oriented
view. The principal element is svarga and not yaga. His view also inherits the utili-
tarian adrsta view (described in section 4) and contradicts the deontology that is
the dharma-abhivyakti-vada (section 3), because he does not hold the action-cen-
tered view which interprets yajeta as yagam kuryat. As stated above, his formula-

tion is yagena svargam bhavayet.

5.5. Sabara’s notion of apiirva

5.5.1. Apiirva as an object of postulation

Sabara probably repurposed old material describing the view of dharma-manifes-
tation popular in his time, but consistently reinterpreted it according to his new

idea of bhavana.”® He replaces the apiirva, which is an element newly commu-

»

kamah kena sadhayet svargam” “yagadina” iti. “For this object (sacrifice, etc.) is enjoined.
For example, by means of a sacrifice, etc. ‘By what should a person who desires heaven
accomplish heaven? ‘By means of a sacrifice.”
68 SBhad 11.1.8 (2106.2-3) : tasmat setikartavyatakasya karmanah prayogas codyate. “There-
fore, the execution of an action together with its itikartavyata is enjoined.” SBh ad 7.1.2
(1527.21-23) : kartavyatayam coditayam itikartavyatakanksa bhavati “katham kuryat” iti.
prakaranena dharmah sambadhyante “ittham kuryat” iti. “When a kartavyata (the princi-
pal action to be done) is enjoined, the expectation of an itikartavyatd arises: How should
one do? [Subsidiary] elements are connected via the prakarana (context) [and not the
vakya (sentence)]: One should do in this manner.”
9 SBh ad 1.1.32 (103.11-13) : jyotistoma ity abhidhdya kartavya ity *abhidhivate
(*abhidhiyate] Ty; ucyate ed.). kenety akarnksite someneti. kimartham iti svargayeti. kath-
am iti. *ittham iti (*ittham] Ty; ittham anayetikartavyatayeti ed.). (See Kataoka 2004:28
for the description of Tanjore manuscript T;.) “Jyotistoma having been presented, it is
said that it must be carried out. To the expectation ‘by means of what', [itis replied that]
by means of the Soma sacrifice. For what? For heaven. How? In this way.”
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nicated by the Veda, with adrsta, something unseen and unheard and therefore
to be postulated, as shown in his interpretation of JS 2.1.5.7! Sabara claims that
the apiirva must exist because a fruit is promised by the Veda, although yaga is
transient.” To put it another way, an intermediate apiizva must exist because the

sacrifice is transient.

SBhad 2.1.5 (405.2-3): tasmad bhang yajih. tasya bhangitvad apirvam astiti.

Therefore, a sacrifice is transient. Because it is transient, apiirva exists.

According to dharma-abhivyakti-vadins, on the other hand, the existence of apiirva

is warranted fully by the Vedic statement. It is not an object of postulation.”

5.5.2. Apiirva: adjective or noun

It is true that in many places Sabara uses apiirva as an adjective which means
“new”, i.e., “not yet known" (avidita),” in accordance with Jaimini's usage of the
adjective apiirva which is closely related to the notion of vidhi as a conveyer of

new information.” What I discuss here, however, is Sabara’s notion of apiirvam as

0 Sabara’s reference to bhavana being qualified by yaga, dana and homa (SBh ad 2.2.1:
yagadanahomair visistapirvasya bhavand) reminds us of apiirva’s description in
NAA (quoted in section 6), where apiirva is described as being qualified by agnistoma,
etc., and stis.

1 Sabara discusses apiirva in a focused way when commenting on JS 2.1.5: codand punar
arambhah. There Sabara interprets the siitra as stating that apiirva does exist because
undertaking of a sacrifice is enjoined by the Veda (apitrvam punar asti, yata arambhah
Sisyate “svargakamo yajeta” iti) .

728Bh ad 2.1.5 (390.2-3) : bhangitvad yagasya. yady anyad anutpidya yago vinasyet, phalam
asati nimitte na syat. tasmad utpadayatiti. (Translated below in this section.)

73 For Sabara’s formulation of arthapatti and its application to apirva and other cases, see
Kataoka 1998.

™ For example, SBh ad 2.2.27: “revatisu rksu varavantiyam sama krtva pasukamo yajeta” ity
apirvo yagah sarvair visesanair visisto vidhiyate.
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expressed in a noun,”® which functions as an intermediate between a sacrifice and

heaven and which is not directly expressed by any Vedic word.

SBh ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:50.7): na tu kascic chabdah sdksad apiirvasya
vdcako ’sti.

But there is no word that directly denotes the apiirvam.”

In other words, Sabara’s apiirvam, something postulated as an intermediate, is
not the same apiirva, an adjective of the eternal dharma, as intended by dhar-
ma-abhivyakti-vadins. For Sabara the intermediate apirvam,™ something which,
by its very nature, is neither seen nor heard (i.e., it is neither within the realm

of our human experience, nor is it directly taught in the Vedas), but is postulated

5 1S 10.3.4: pradhanam tv angasamyuktam tathabhiitam apirvam syat tasya vidhyupalaksandt
sarvo hi piirvavan vidhir avisesat pravartitah//; JS 3.4.3: vidhis tv apiirvatvdt syat//. Sabara
contrasts apiirva with its counterpart adjective pirvavan related to anuvada. SBh ad 3.4.3:
vidhir eva bhavet, tatha prayojanavan, itaratha vadamatram anarthakam. parvavan anu-
vado bhavati. ayam tv apiirvah, yan niyamena nivyatavyam iti. See also Yoshimizu 1997:61,
n. 38 for other examples of apiirva.

76 In the following, the expression with the neuter ending apirvam is used instead of apiirva
to make it clear that apiirva as a noun is specifically intended.

7 The entire paragraph is as follows. SBh ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:50.4-7) : yasya ca Sab-
dasyarthena phalam sadhyate—tenapirvam krtva nanyatheti—tato ‘piirvam gamyate. ato
yas tasya vacakas tato "pirvam pratiyata iti. tena bhavasabda apiirvasya codaka iti brimah.
na tu kascic chabdah saksad apiirvasya vacako ’sti. “And the meaning of the word x [e.g.,
yajeta] accomplishes a fruit after it produces an apirvam and not otherwise. From this x
apiirvam is understood. Therefore, apiirvam is understood from the word that denotes it.
Therefore, we claim that the word [denoting] bhdva urges (indirectly indicates) apiir-
vam. But there is no word that directly denotes apiirvam.” Here Sabara seems to reinter-
pret an old statement bhavasabda apiirvasya codakah, which probably belongs originally
to a dharma-abhivyakti-vadin who intends to say that verbs enjoin apiirva, something new.

8 The role of apiirva as an intermediate is explicitly stated by Sabara when he recapitulate
the content of 2.1.5 at SBh ad 7.4.1 (1569.8-10) : idam api coktam. yajir apirvam sadha-
yati. tatas capurvat kalantare phalam bhavati “codand punar arambhah” ity atra. “And this,
too, is already taught there [in JS 2.1.5] as codana punar arambhah, which means: A
sacrifice accomplishes an apiirvam. And from this apirvam arises a fruit in the future.”
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through anyathanupapatti, the condition where the sacrifice’s efficacy would oth-
erwise remain inexplicable. See, for example, SBh ad 7.1.5, where an opponent

raises an objection as follows:

SBhad7.1.5 (1531.15-17): yatha tailapanam ghrtapanam va bhangitve 'pi sati
kalantare medhasmrtibalapustyadini phalani karoti, evam yajir api karisyati.
kim no ‘drstasrutenapiirvena kalpiteneti.

Drinking sesame oil or drinking ghee, although it is transient, brings about
results such as intelligence, memory, strength, and well-nourished condition
in the future. Similarly a sacrifice will produce [a result]. What is the use for

us to postulate an apiirvam neither seen nor heard?

The opponent here wants to retain the direct relationship between a sacrifice and a
result, whereas Sabara allows apiirvam to intervene. We can confirm that Sabara’s
apiirvam is different from the dharma-abhivyakti-vadin’s apiirva, something new,
that is directly known from the Veda. In other words, apiirva, an eternal dharma,

is directly known from the Veda for dharma-abhivyakti-vadins, whereas for Sabara

7 Sabara postulates the existence of the intermediate apiirvam through anyathanupapat-
ti: the Vedic statement that a sacrifice brings about heaven would be otherwise point-
less. SBh 2.1.5: codanety apirvam brimah. apiirvam punar asti, yata arambhah Sisyate
‘svargakamo yajeta” iti. itarathd@ hi vidhanam anarthakam syat, bhangitvad yagasya. yady
anyad anutpadya yago vinasyet, phalam asati nimitte na syat. tasmad utpadayatiti. “The
codand [in the sttra] means apiirvam, we say. [The siitra then means:] apiirvam, how-
ever, exists, because undertaking is taught: a person who desires heaven should sacri-
fice. For, otherwise, the injunction would be pointless, because a sacrifice is transient. If
a sacrifice perishes without producing something else, there would be no fruit inasmuch
as there is no cause. Therefore, [a sacrifice] produces something else.” Cf. also SBh
ad 7.1.3 (1529.1-3: satyam Sriiyate, na tu tad [=phalam] yajind kriyate. vinaste yajau
tad [=phalam] bhavati. apirvam tu tena [=yajina] kriyate. tasmat tasya [=apiirvasya]
kartavyatocyate) and 7.1.5 (1531.12-13: nanu yajir bhangitvat kalantare phalam datum
asamarthah).
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apiirvam, adrsta in nature, is postulated through arthapatti due to anyathanupa-
patti, because otherwise the Vedic statement that a sacrifice brings about heaven

would be pointless.™

5.5.3. Postulation of apiirvam

Commenting on JS 2.1.5, Sabara rejects an opposing view that a sacrificial action
itself perdures without perishing, because a sacrifice, being an action, cannot
take a different form (7ipa) .8° We can probably identify this opponent as a dhar-
ma-abhivyakti-vadin. For Sabara, on the other hand, a sacrifice is transient and
therefore is not a direct cause of heaven. Therefore, one needs to postulate some-
thing that mediates between a sacrifice and its result in order to rationalize the
Vedic statement.8! Sabara describes the process of postulating apirvam as follows

at SBhad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:50.4-5, quoted above in this section):

yasya ca Sabdasyarthena phalam sadhyate—tenaparvam krtva nanyatheti—tato
pirvam gamyate.
And the meaning of the word x [e.g., yajeta] accomplishes a fruit after it

produces an apiirvam and not otherwise. From this x apiirvam is understood.

Sabara seems to be cautious in defining the exact nature of apiirvam, because

apiirvam, inasmuch as it is an object of postulation, must not be specified more

80 SBh ad 2.1.5 (400.1-2) : yadi punah phalavacanasamarthydt tad eva na vinasyatiti kalpy-
ate. naivam Sakyam. na hi karmano ‘nyad ripam upalabhamahe. “It might be postulated,
however, on the basis of the capacity of the statement of a fruit that the [action] itself
does not perish. [But] itis impossible. For we do not perceive another form of an action.”

81 SBh ad 2.1.5 (405.2-3) : tasmad bhang’ yajih. tasya bhangitvad apirvam astiti. (Translat-
ed above in this section.)

— 158 — (339)



WAL eI 2 185 i
than necessary. Sabara’s explanation at SBh ad 2.1.5 (400.2-404.6) regarding
the postulation of apiirvam can be summarized as follows. An action (karman) is
defined as something which shifts its locus to another place.® It cannot inhere in
the soul (atman), which is omnipresent (sarvagata)® and therefore immovable.
Nor does it inhere in material entities (dravya), because material entities such as
sacrificial cakes have disappeared (vinasta)3* and only ashes remain.®> An oppo-
nent then suggests that the material entity in fact remains but is not perceptible
due to one of the reasons for imperceptibility such as minuteness (sauksmya) 36
The siddhantin replies: then the opponent necessarily has postulated something,%”
i.e., minuteness or the like. Sabara further asks: which is it better to postulate,
apiirvam or minuteness, etc.? In this context Sabara refers to a rule concerning

the postulation of an adrsta.

SBh ad 2.1.5 (404.5-6): tatrapiirvam va kalpyeta tad [=sauksmyadindm any-
atamad] veti. avisesakalpandyam asti hetuh, na visistakalpandayam.

In that case, [there is a doubt] whether we should postulate apiirvam or
one [of the reasons for the imperceptibility of a material entity (dravya)].
We have a good reason to postulate something non-specific but not something

specific.

One is allowed to postulate something non-specific and not something specific

828Bh ad 2.1.5 (400.2-3) : yadasrayam desantaram prapayati tat karmety ucyate.
83SBh ad 2.1.5 (400.3-4) : na tad atmani samavetam, sarvagatatvad atmanah.
81 SBhad 2.1.5 (404.1) : yatra samavetam asit tad vinastam dravyam.

85 SBh ad 2.1.5 (404.2) : asrayo ’py avinasta iti cet. na, bhasmopalambhandt.

86 SBh ad 2.1.5 (404.4-5) : sauksmyadinam anyatamad bhavisyatiti yadi cintyate.
87 SBh ad 2.1.5 (404.5) : kalpitam evam sati kimcid bhavatiti.
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(visista). As Sabara quotes at SBh ad 2.2.1, there is a Mimamsa version of Oc-

cam’s rule that less postulation is better.

SBhad 2.2.1 (462.6) : viSesas cen na gamyeta tato naiko ’pi kalpyate//
If a difference is not understood, not even one more [object, either unseen or

unheard,] is to be postulated.®

Postulation of minuteness is more specific than that of the apiirvam, because the
apiirvam lacks any other characteristics than to be a simple intermediate between
a sacrifice and heaven. Therefore, I hesitate to identify Sabara’s apiirvam as a
samskara, either good or bad, as NBh ad 4.1.47 claims (cf. section 4). If people
postulate apiirvam as identical with samskdara, it amounts to postulating something
more specific than necessary.

As the present explanation of Sabara, in particular the expression
avisesakalpanayam, indicates, that what Sabara dicusses in SBh ad 2.1.5 is apiir-
vam as an object of arthapatti, i.e., a kind of adrsta, and not the apirva which is
alleged to be an object of injunction (vidhyartha) in the theory of dharma-mani-

festation as it is also in the view of the Prabhakaras.
5.6. Prabhakara’s bewilderment about Sabara’s description of apiirva
Sabara’s statement here contradicts Prabhakara’s view of apiirva. Therefore, Pra-

bhakara has difficulties in justifying Sabara’s statement.

Brhatt 320.6-8: tasmdad yagasya va nityatvam kalpayitavyam, atmano va

88 See Kataoka 1996, 1998 and 1999a for details of Sabara’s arthapatti.
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samskarah kascit, devataprasado va, na punah “tenapirvam krtva” ity etat siik-
tam iva pratibhati.¥
Therefore, we must postulate that the sacrifice itself is eternal; or some re-

sidual impression in a soul; or the favor of the deity. But this [statement by

Sabara] “after it produces apiirva” does not seem to be a proper statement.

His difficulty is essentially derived from the difference of the epistemological sta-

tus of his apirva from that of Sabara as suggested at Brhati 319.7.%

nanu cayam prasno nopapadyate, apirvam hi vidhyarthah.
“Initial objection: The question is unnecessary, because apiirva is evidently

the vidhyartha.” (Clooney's translation)

The apiirva is undoubtedly vidhyartha for Prabhakara, i.e., directly known from
a Vedic injunction, whereas for Sabara it is the object of arthapatti, as he states:
tenapirvam krtva nanyatheti. Prabhidkara tries to legitimate Sabara’s statement,
tenapiirvam krtva, which looks inappropriate in Prabhakara’s system.?! At the end
he reveals his honest feeling: “This does not seem to be a proper statement” (na

... etat sitktam iva pratibhati). Prabhakara’s attitude here does not make sense if

89 Translated by Clooney 1990:246 and quoted by Yoshimizu 1997:59, n. 26. Clooney 1999:246
translates: “Hence, (in order to meet these difficulties) we must understand the sacri-
fice itself to be enduring; or (the effecting of) some change (samskara) in the agent;
or the (gaining of) the favor of the deity; but it does not appear as easy to assume the ef-
fecting of an apiirva.” Note that the last part of his translation regarding sitkta is not literal.

9 Translated by Clooney 1990:247 and quoted by Yoshimizu 1997:59, n. 24.

91 Sabara repeats the phrase apirvam krtva in SBh ad 7.4.1 (1569.11) together with a sum-
mary of his understanding of JS 2.1.5. See also nakrtvapirvam in SBhad 7.1.7 (1532.12)
quoted in section 7.5. The passage is a crucial one for Sabara and therefore not inappro-
priate.
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we regard Sabara as an upholder of the same view as the dharma-abhivyakti-va-
dins; nor can he be regarded as conforming to the view of the Prabhakaras that

apiirva is directly known from the Veda.

6. The view of apurvajanman: something newly produced
The defect of the view (4 and 5) in which an adrsta is postulated lies in the pos-
tulation itself, because something unknown, neither seen nor heard, should not
be postulated if not absolutely necessary. In other words, the postulation of an
unknown (adrstakalpana) is allowed under the condition of it being otherwise
inexplicable (anyathanupapatti), i.e., only when the known fact is not explica-
ble without postulating something unknown.?? According to the followers of the
dharma-abhivyakti-vada, the postulation of an adrsta is not necessary, because the
modified view of the eternal dharma can explain the causal relationship.

Some followers of the dharma-abhivyakti-vada, 1 assume, introduced the no-
tion of apiirvajanman, something newly produced or occasioned, as recorded by
Kumarila.”® They regard this newly instantiated thing, i.e., the eternal dharma

newly made manifest,* as occasioned at a particular time, confined only to the

92 See the Vrttikara's definition of arthapatti as drstah $ruto vartho ‘nyatha nopapadyata ity
arthakalpana (Frauwallner 1968:32.6-7). “It is a postulation of an object [carried out]
on the ground that the object seen or heard is inexplicable otherwise.” The Mimamsa
version of the principle of Occam’s razor is expressed by Sabara as alpiyasy adrstakalpand
nyayya (SBhad 2.1.6) and in a half-verse quoted by Sabara at SBh 2.2.1 (quoted in sec-
tion 5.5.3).

93 8V codand 195d-196ab: apirvajanmani// prayogo dharmasabdasya na drsto ... / “We do
not see the word dharma being used in reference to something newly born (apirvajan-
man).”

9 Simhasiiri Gani explains the particularity (visesa) of the previously “unseen”

(adrsta), “new” (apitrva) dharma as its being qualified (visista) by many elements.
NAA (140.23-141.5) : na piirvo ’piirvo ’“drsto dharmavisesah. ... viSesasabddat paras-
paravisistabhir yajiiasamsthabhir agnistomadibhir istibhis cabhivyaktavyd apirva* api
viSesyante dravyamantradevatadivisistabhih. (*-vya apiirval em. by Kataoka 2011a:188;
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sacrificer, and thus giving a fruit only to him, because the sacrificer is its man-
ifestor (abhivyaiijaka). Uddyotakara, who slightly predates Kumarila, informs

about this view as follows:

NV ad 1.1.7 (55.15-17) : nityam apy apitrvam yo ‘bhivyanakti tasya phalam,

abhivyaktyarthd ca kriya. abhivyaktyarthatvic ca na kriyalopa iti. yena yad

abhivyajyate tasyaiva tat phalapradaty bhavatiti drstam.

The fruit pertains to the person who makes manifest apiirva, even if it is eter-

nal. And an action is for the sake of manifestation. And an action is not lost,
[i.e., not abandoned,] because it is for the sake of manifestation. It is experi-

enced that an ¥ which is made manifest by y gives a fruit only to y.

Thus, they avoid the danger of undesirably admitting that the eternal apiirva might
become common (sddharana) to everyone.” They explain, as Uddyotakara re-
cords, the difference among the manifested objects (*vyarngyabheda) through a
difference among the manifestors (vyaiijakabheda) *® Only the manifestor attains

the fruit.

-vyapiirvd ed.) “Apiirva is an unprecedented, unseen, particular dharma. ... With the word
‘particular’ the following is meant: apiirvas, too, which are made manifest by sacrifices and
Agnistoma, etc., which are qualified by each other and which take the form of sacrifice,
are qualified by these [Agnistoma, etc., and sacrifices], which [in return] are qualified
by material entities, mantras, deities, etc.”

BNV ad 1.1.7 (55.11-12) : nitye vapiirve parikalpite tasya sadharanatasadharanata va vak-
tavya. yadi sadharanata, sarvapranisadharano ‘bhyudayah syat. “Alternatively, if the apiirva
is postulated as eternal, then it is to be clarified whether it is common or uncommon. If
common, the elevation (worldly benefit) would be common to all living beings.”

BNV ad 1.1.7 (56.7-10) : athapidam syat. ekam apy apiirvam vyafijakabhedanuvidhanad
bhinnam iva bhavati. ... nanu ca khadgadibhedan mukhabhedas tadanuvidhanad drstah.
“Furthermore, the following might be possible: Although apiirva is single, it becomes as if
many according to the differences of its manifestors. And it is experienced that the differ-
ences of the faces due to the differences of [the reflective surface such as] a sword, etc.,
are due to the [differences of their manifestors].”
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yaga — aparvajanman — svarga

kartr = wuyaiijaka = adhikarin

7. Kumarila's view of bhavanas: arthatmika and sabdatmika

7.1. Bhavanda as prayojakavyapara

Kumarila clarifies the general structure of causative action and regards it as in-
herent in all actions. The prayojaka “brings into being” (bhavayati) the prayojya,
which in turn “comes into being” (bhavati). In the case of sacrifice, the sacrificer

causes heaven to come into being (cf. section 5.2).
prayojaka— [bhavanal— prayojya — [bhaval—

7.2. Kumarila's analysis of vidhi as abhidhabhavana
He then applies Sabara’s notion of bhdvand, human effort to cause heaven to
come into being, to the analysis of Vedic injunction (vidhi).%” A Vedic injunc-

tion (vidhi) causes a human being to undertake an action.%
vidhi— Labhidhabhavanal—purusa— [arthatmabhavana]—>

7.3. Adhyayanavidhi analyzed under the framework of abhidhabhavana

He further applies the notion of vidhi to the analysis of the adhyayanavidhi: one

97TVad2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:74.5-6) : abhidhabhavandm ahur anyam eva linddayah/ arthat-
mabhavand tv anya sarvakhyatesu gamyate// “The exhortative ending lin, etc., express
the abhidhabhavana, which is completely different from [another type of causative oper-
ation]; the other, arthatmabhdvand is understood in all finite verbs.” For the -a@di which
serves to include reference to krtya affixes (and lot as well), confer also a verse quoted at
SBh ad 4.3.3 (1247.24-25) : kuryat kriyeta kartavyam bhavet syad iti pasicamam,/ etat syt
sarvavedesu niyatam vidhilaksanam// .

BTV ad 1.2.7 (Harikai 1990:492.5-6) : tatra linadinam prayojakakartrtvam purusah prayo-
Jyah, tena ‘kim” ity apeksayam “purusapravartanam” iti sambadhyate. “There, lin, etc., are
the causer and a person is the caused. Therefore, when ‘what’ is expected, ‘prompting a
man’ is connected.”
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should learn one’s own Veda (svadhyayo ‘dhyetavyah). Here the adhyayanavidhi,
a kind of vidhi that expresses abhidhabhavana described above, causes all Vedic

injunctions (vidhi), including itself, to instigate human beings.”
adhyayanavidhi — [abhidhabhavana)— vidhi— [abhidhabhavanal—

7.4. From the Veda to heaven

In this way Kumarila consistently analyzes the entire process of the Veda’s instiga-
tion of human beings as consisting of three causative processes: 1. The adhyaya-
navidhi causes all Vedic injunctions to prompt human beings; 2. Vedic injunctions
cause human beings to undertake an action;!% 3. Human beings cause heaven to
come into being. The second type of bhavana is called Sabdatmika (=abhidhat-
mikd) bhavand and the third is called arthatmika bhavana. The first is a special

case of the second type.
adhyayanavidhi— [11—=vidhi—[ 21— purusa— [ 31— svarga—

7.5. Kumarila’s modification of the ontological status of apirvam
It is to be noted that Kumarila tries to degrade the independent status of apiirvam,

because this intermediate thing, if it independently exists as something substantial

DTV ad 1.2.7 (Harikai 1990:492.4-5) : svadhyayadhyayanavidhinetare sarve vidhayakdh
svadhyayapadopattas catma niyujyate “bhavayet” iti. “By the injunction of the recitation of
one’s own Veda all other injunctions and [this injunction] itself which is inclusively re-
ferred to by the word ‘svddhyaya’ are enjoined: it should cause [another] to come into
being.” For Mandana’s critique of the svadhyaya-adhyayana-vidhi, see Saito 2021.

10TV ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:74.12-75.1) : tatrarthatmikayam bhavandyam lindadisabdanam

yah purusam prati prayojakavyaparah, sa dvitiya sabdadharmo 'bhidhatmika bhavana
vidhir ity ucyate. “There, the linguistic units, such as /i7, have the operation of the caus-
er towards a man in respect to arthatmika bhavana. This is the second [bhavanal, i.e.,
abhidhatmika bhavand, which is [a kind of] a property of Sabda, [also] called vidhi.”
In the case of abhidhabhavana, sadhya is arthamika bhavana, sadhana is vidhijiiana, and
itikartavyata is prasastyajiiana. See Kataoka 2011a:239.
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“as if embodied” (vigrahavad iva), may well harm the direct causal relationship
between yaga and svarga stated by the Veda. Sabara already noticed the problem
of indirectness, i.e., intervention in the relationship by an intermediate apiirvam.

He justifies indirectness, saying that even an indirect cause is considered a cause.

SBh ad 7.1.7 (1532.12-14): yas ca yajeh pratyaksah phale gunabhdva iti, sa
nakrtvapiurvam bhavatiti pranaliki vijiiayate. pranddyapi ca yena kriyate tat
karanam bhavati.

And that a sacrifice is evidently subordinate to a fruit, is considered indirect,
because subordination is not [possible] without apiirva being effected [in
between]. And, [generally speaking,] x is [considered] a cause even if x

causes [aresult] indirectly.

Kumarila, on the other hand, seeks a different solution. He looks upon apiirvam
not as an independent element but only as a capacity (sakti) of a sacrifice, etc.,
or as a capacity of a fruit such as a domestic animal;'"! or fitness (yogyatd) of the
action (karman) or the person (purusa).l’2 Thus, he regards the apiirvam as
dependent on another entity so that he can reduce the ‘weight (gaurava) of its
ontological status. Here Kumarila's motivation lies mainly in the ‘weight saving’ of
the apitrvam, because it is better to postulate a capacity (Sakti) than to postulate

an independent entity (vastx) in order to explain the same fact, as expressed in

101 8V codand 199: tasmat phale pravittasya yagadeh Saktimatrakam/ utpattan vapi pasvader
apurvam na tatah prthak// “Therefore, the mere capacity of a sacrifice, etc, which func-
tions towards a fruit, or that of a domestic animal, etc., which functions towards arising,
is the apiirvam. It is not separate from them.”

102TVad2.1.5 (394.10-11) : saiva ca purusagatd kratugatd va yogyatd sastre ‘sminn apizrvam
ity apadisyate. “And the same suitability of a soul or rite is called apiirvam in this system.”
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a later maxim: dharmikalpanato dharmakalpand laghiyasi. Kumarila himself gives

an expression to the idea in another context as follows:1%3

SV sianya 18:

anekakalpanayds ca jyayast hy ekakalpana/

saktimatrasya bhedas ca vastubhedad visisyate//

For it is better to postulate one thing than to postulate many. And the separa-
tion [and postulation] of a mere capacity is superior to the separation [and

postulation] of an entity.

In this way, by reducing the ontologically independent status of the apirvam, he
intends to return to the original, simple scheme of the causal relationship between
yaga and svarga. At the same time he enriches it by developing Sabara’s notion
of bhavana (which Kumarila calls arthatmabhavand, arthatmika bhavana) and
introduces his new idea of sabdatmika bhavana,'** also called abhidhabhavana.
Kumarila's systematic reflections on vidhi, totally missing in Sabara,'% bring it
to the attention of subsequent Mimamsakas. Prabhakara’s niyoga and Mandana’s

istasadhanata as the meaning of lin are its direct results.

103 See Kataoka 1999b:13 for the original context of his statement and its relevance to the
postulation of a capacity regarding the pirvavarnajanitasamskara.

104 As Kumarila states when commenting on SBh ad 2.1.1, visesatas ceyam arthavadadhi-
karane varnita (TV ad 2.1.1, Kataoka 2004:75.1), he discusses abhidhabhdvand in the ar-
thavadadhikarana. TV ad 1.2.7 (Harikai 1990:492.1-2) : iha hi linadiyuktesu vakyesu dve
bhavane gamyete Sabdatmika carthaimika ca. “For here in the sentences which have lin,
etc., one understands two bhavands, Sabdatmika (which has sabda as its substratum)
and arthatmika (which has artha as its substratum).”

105 Sabara very briefly refers to a mundane usage of codand. SBh ad 1.1.2 (Frauwallner
1968:16.9-10) : dcaryacoditah karomi. “Ordered by my teacher, I act.”
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8. Prabhakara’s view of niyoga'%
Theoretically speaking, Prabhakara’s view of niyoga may be regarded as a variant
of Badari's tradition and not Jaimini’s in spirit in that it follows the basic interpreta-
tion of yajeta as yagam kuryat and not yagena svargam kuryat, although it is a histor-

ical fact that Prabhakara comments on Sabara’s commentary of Jaimini's stitra.%”

8.1. Descriptions in later sources: Mandana, Jayanta, Salikanatha and Vacaspati
8.1.1. The status of a result in the Prabhakara system
In the system of the Prabhakaras a Vedic injunction (vidhi) first requires

or “expects” a person to be commanded (#iyojya) and an object of the com-

106 An additional mention is required regarding the Prabhakara (and Prabhakara) study.
Most recently, Patrick Cummins, whose first publication emerged as Cummins 2020, de-
livered an elaborate exposition titled “Prabhakara’s Hermeneutics of Deontology” during
a panel session titled “History of Mimamsa” at the World Sanskrit Conference, which
took place online on 12th January 2023. Detailed presentation materials were also dis-
seminated during that period. This supplementary document constituted a segment of his
doctoral dissertation, which he intends to submit to Cornell University. Conversely, my
current paper had been prepared autonomously long before said presentation by Patrick
Cummins. Put differently, the composition was not fundamentally crafted subsequent
to the aforementioned presentation, with the exception of certain amendments, such as
those pertaining to the English phrasing and the inclusion of additional information on
the latest relevant articles, etc., implemented during the concluding phase. The recip-
rocal statement holds true as well. To clarify, his manuscript during that period was not
formulated with regard to my unpublished manuscript. In other words, both manuscripts
were essentially authored independently. Besides the Prabhakara study by Yoshimizu
and Cummins, other recent Prabhakara studies include Freschi 2012 and her forthcom-
ing edited volume on Mandana’s VV: Mandana on Commands. Including a Critical Edition
and Translation of Mandana’s Discernment about Commands, chapter 11.

107 A mere fact that a commentator X comments on an original text of Y does not prove that X
is a successor of Y on the doctrinal level. For example, there are cases in which dvaita-ori-
ented texts are commented on by advaita-oriented commentators. In other words, there
are cases in which X imposes X's own core doctrine on Y if Y is an established authority
in X's time, although Y's core doctrine is the opposite of that of X in essence. Prabhaka-
ra’s superimposition of anvitabhidhana theory, for example, is a crystal clear case that
opposes Sabara’s own view (as expressed in SBh ad 1.1.25), which we can safely judge
as abhihitanvaya theory as Kumarila correctly understands.
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mand (visaya) to which a person is prompted, but not aresult (phala). The pos-
tulation of a result comes only later through anyathanupapatti (being otherwise
inexplicable), and thus is regarded as “coming out of human minds” (purusabud-
dhiprabhava) and “not based on the Veda” (na $astriyam). Contrasting the two
types of ritual, i.e., #itya and kamya, Jayanta clarifies the status of a result (pha-

la) in this theory as follows:!08

NM II 111.14-112.1:(1) kim yavajjivam ityadicodanah phalasiunya eva. om
ity ucyate. na hi vidhih phalam akarksati, api tu niyojyam visayam ca—kasya
niyogah, kutra niyoga iti. te ete ubhe apy akankse paripiirne tatra—jivato ni-
yogah, yage ca niyoga iti. atah param phalakalpanam purusabuddhiprabha-
vam bhavati, na $astriyam. (2) kamadhikare tu niyojyataivanyathd svar-
gakamasya nopapadyata iti svargasya sadhyatvam abhyupagatam, na punar
vidheh phalarthatvat.

(1) Objection: Is it the case that the injunctions such as ‘as long as one
lives’ have no fruit? Reply: We say yes. For an injunction does not expect a
result. But it expects a person to be commanded and an object [to be ac-
complished]: A command!® directed to whom? A command of what? Both of
these two expectations are fulfilled in the case above: A command directed
to a person who is alive; and a command of a sacrifice. Therefore, a further

postulation of a result is something coming out of human minds and not based

108 Cf. also Yoshimizu 2022:115-116. A critical edition of the NM vakya section is being pre-
pared by Alessandro Graheli. The author had the opportunity to check the manuscript
together with Graheli at a meeting organized by him in Vienna on 12-24 September 2017.
The author also gave a presentation at a research meeting on vakyartha, also organized
by Graheli, in Vienna, 18-20 December 2017.

109 Note that niyoga, which is translated here as “command,” is a command as an object of lir
etc., i.e., Sabdartha, not a word (Sabda), i.e. a phonetic form.
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onthe Veda. (2) In the case of kamya rituals, however, heaven is admitted as
the aim to be accomplished, because the very property of being commanded
in the case of a person who desires heaven is otherwise inexplicable, and not

because an injunction aims at a result.

A Vedic injunction (vidhi) does not require a result in the first place as is the
case in the nitya type of ritual. Only in the case of kamya rituals, a result is postu-
lated, because being a person to be commanded (niyojyata) is otherwise inex-
plicable (anyatha nopapadyate). It is not the case that a Vedic injunction has a
resultasits aim (phalartha).A desire (kama) isnotthe cause of undertaking an
action (pravrttihetu), but rather the cause of eligibility (adhikarahetu). Mandana

states:

VV, 65.4-5, VV, 900.2-904.1, VV3 250.4-5: na tu kamah pravrttihetuh,
adhikarahetus tu. adhikarahetukd ca pravrttiv isyate na phalahetukd, prag
adhikarat tadajiianat.

But the object of desire is not the cause of undertaking an action, but rather
it is the cause of eligibility. And it is accepted that undertaking an action is
based on eligibility and not based on a result, because it (undertaking an

action) is not understood before the eligibility.

A person undertakes a ritual action (pravrtti) because he has an eligibility to
do it (adhikarahetuka) and not because he aims at a certain result (phalahet-
uka) . Undertaking an action is not seen before the eligibility is given. Only after
the word svargakamah gives the connection of eligibililty, i.e., the information to

whom the command is directed (kasya niyogah), heaven is postulated as the re-
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sult of the sacrifice.'% As Jayanta emphasizes, it is not the case, according to the
theory of the Prabhakaras, that the Vedic scripture cannot prompt a man without
aresult (phalam vina) MM

According to Badari, a result such as heaven, being just a nimitta, is not the
main factor that necessarily motivates other elements. Rather the action is the
principal element. The view of dharma-manifestation then replaces the transient
action with the eternal dharma so that the connection with a fruit is justified by the
stability of the eternal dharma. We can regard this as a concession to the oppos-
ing result-oriented view current in the period. As stated above, the view of dhar-
ma-manifestation is challenged to explain how to confine the common dharma
to the sacrificer. The relationship between vyarigya and vyaiijaka (cf. section 6)

remains unconvincing.

8.1.2. Niyoga as apiirva

Prabhakara replaces the role of the eternal dharma, also called apiirva, with niy-
oga,'*? imperatives invoked in human minds by Vedic injunctions. The following
description by Jayanta indicates that the apiirva of the dharma-abhivyakti-va-
dins (pre-Sabara old Mimamsakas whom Jayanta calls vrddhamimamsakah and

jarajjaiminiya) is replaced with niyoga by Prabhakaras.

10 NM II 111.6: “svargakamah” ity adhikaranubandhah padantarendrpyate. “The connection
of eligibility is provided by another word svargakamah.” Cf. also Yoshimizu 2022:105.
HNM 11 111.10-12: na hidrsam $astrasya dainyam—yat phalam ving pumsah pravartayitum
na Saknotiti. anyatha “yavajjivam yajeta” ityadav apravartakam sastram syat. “For a Vedic
teaching does not have this kind of weakness that it cannot prompt a man without a fruit.
Otherwise, a Vedic teaching such as ‘one should sacrifice as long as one lives/, etc., could
not prompt [a man].” Cf. also Yoshimizu 2022:106.

U2 E o Brhati 651.1-2: adrstam apiirvam niyoga ity ekam idam ity uktam “ato piirvam krtva”
iti. (I thank Patrick Cummins for this reference.)
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NM 1664.6-16:
(1) vrddhamimamsaka yagadikarmanirvartyam apiirvam nama dharmam
abhivadanti. (2) yagadikarmaiva $abara@ bruvate. (3) vakyartha eva niyo-

gatmapiirvasabdavacyah, dharmasabdena ca sa evocyata iti prabhakarah kath-

ayanti. ... (4) svargayagantardlavartinas ca sthirasya niradhdarasyapiirvasya
nispramanakatvdj jarajjaiminiyapravado ’py apesalah.

(1) Old Mimamsakas designate the well-known apiirva, which is accom-
plished by an action such as sacrifice, as dharma. (2) Followers of Sabara
call the action such as sacrifice alone [dharmal. (3) Followers of Prabha-
kara say that niyoga in essence, which is precisely the sentence-meaning,
is denoted by the word apiirva; and the same thing is denoted by the word
dharma. ... (4) And what the old Mimamsakas (Jaimini-followers) say is
not clever, because a stable apiirva without a support which exists between a

sacrifice and heaven lacks a means of knowledge.

8.1.3. Niyoga and niyojya
According to Jayanta’s interpretation based on Mandana’s description, Prabhakara
believes that from hearing a reliable Vedic command free of any defect, one has

an impulse-like intuition (pratibha) “Imustdoit” (kartavyam iti) '3 Prabhakara

113 This derives from Mandana’s understanding, fusing together Bhartrhari’s notion of prat-
ibha with Prabhakara’s deontological commitments. VV; 174.2-175.3, VV3 540.3-543.3:
nanu kartavyam iti pratipatteh pravrttih. ... kah punar ayam arthah kartavyam iti. na
kascit, pratibha. “Objection: [One] acts because of understanding that something has
to be done. ... But what is this object which is spoken of as something that has to be
done? It is nothing, [just] an intuition.” NM II 105.2-3: kah punar asav arthah. yasmin
sati “niyukto "ham atra” iti pratipadyate purusah, so ’sav arthah. sa eva vidhir ity ucyate.
“But what is that meaning? It is that upon whose presence a person understands, ‘T am
directed [to do] this. This is the meaning in question. The same thing is called vidhi.”
See David 2021 for pratibha.
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interprets yajeta as *yagavisayam niyogam kuryat:'** One should realize the sac-
rifice-imperative.'> A command (niyoga) is by nature something to be done. It
does not require something else in order that it becomes something to be do-
ne (karya),whereas a sacrifice (yaga), the object of acommand (niyogavisaya),
is dependent on a command to become something to be done.!'6 Vacaspati ex-

plains the process of understanding as follows:

NKan, 77.29-78.5, NKan, 990.9-11, NKans 277.10-11: saksan niyoga eva kar-
tavyatayavagamyate linadibhyah. sa tu yagavisayas tadanusthanam antarena
kartavyataya aparyavasanat tadanusthanam aksipati.

Only acommand (niyoga) is directly understood from /i, etc., as something
to be done. But the [command], which has a sacrifice as its object, entails the
performance of it (sacrifice), because its status as something to be done is

not completed without the performance of it (sacrifice).

Firstly, it is directly understood from hearing yajeta that one should realize the

14 1n the case of yajeta a sacrifice is the object (visaya) of the command (niyoga). NM
I 111.5: yajyadinasya visayanubandho dhdatunocyate. “Its [i.e., niyoga’s] connection of
an object [to be done] is expressed by a verb-root such as yaj.” (cf. also Yoshimizu
2022:105.) NKan 62.24-25, NKany 878.5-6, NKang 243.3: yajeteti lina karyam niyogam
denotes niyoga amounts to saying that the object such as a command which has a sacrifice
as its object is to be done.”

115 prabhakara’s ziyoga is what is to be done  (kdrya, kartavya) . VVy 62.1-2, VV, 872.4-874.1,
VV3 241.1-2: nanu niyoga eva karyatvapratyayah. evam hi vyapadisanti “acaryaniyogah
kartavyah” ‘“rajasasanam anustheyam” iti. “Objection: Niyoga alone is understood as
something to be done, because people mention [it] as follows: A teacher's command is
to be done. A king’s order is to be carried out.”

16 vV, 62.5, VVy, 876.2-3, VV3 242.7: ritpenaiva niyogah karyah, na tatranyapeksa visayavat.
“Command is something to be done by itself; it does not expect something else unlike the
object [to be done, which expects something else].”

— 143 — (354)



The Evolution of Bhavana and Niyoga:-How to Analyze the Vedic Injunction Yajeta?*
command: “I must act.” Then, he expects an object of the command to what he is
directed: “Do what?” The command has a sacrifice as its object (visaya). There-
fore, the command of a sacrifice is realized by performing a sacrifice. In this way,
the command entails (aksipati) the performance of a sacrifice.

Prabhakara’s system solves the privatization problem (cf. section 4.4) by
introducing the relationship between niyoga (command) and #niyojya (the com-
manded) .17 The Vedic command (niyoga) conveyed by /in!!8 to an eligible per-
son (adhikarin) is confined only to him, i.e., the commanded person (niyojva),

and thus brings about the future fruit only to him,''? although the Vedic injunction

17 Jayanta calls the relationship praisapraisyasambandha. NM 11 105.5-7: vidhis ca nama pre-
ranatmaka eva. ata eva vartamanapadesikakhyatajanitapratitivilaksaneyam pratitih “yaje-
ta” iti. atra hi praisapraisyayoh sambandho vagamyate. anya evayam kriyakartysambandhat
praisapraisyasambandhah. “And the well-known vidhi is precisely an urge in nature. This
is precisely the reason why this understanding ‘One should sacrifice’ is different from the
understanding produced by the finite verb designating the present. For here the relation-
ship between the urge and the urged is understood. This relationship between the urge
and the urged is completely different from the relationship between activity and agent.”
Cf. also Yoshimizu 2022:96, n.15.

18 praphakara makes it clear that an imperative (niyoga), prompt (pravartand) by nature,
is a property belonging to niyoktr and not niyojya. NKan; 77.21-24, NKan, 988.13-990.3,
NKang 277.5-7: atraiva jaratprabhakaronnitartham guror vacah sarngacchata ity aha—uk-
tam ca ‘kartavyatavisayo niyogah” pravartanda niyoktur dharmah, tam abhidadhati lin,
na niyojyasya dharmam kartavyatam pravartandaya visayam aha, visayasya visayino ‘nyat-
vat. “Considering that Prabhakara’s statement the meaning of which is construed by the
old-Prabhakara fits here, [Mandana] says. And itis stated [by Prabhakara] thatniyoga
has obligation as its object. [Niyoga] is a prompt, which is a property of a command
giver. Itis denoted by lini. [Lin] does not express an obligation, a property of a person to
be commanded, which is the object of a prompt, because an object is different from the
object-possessor.” Brhati 38.8-9: kartavyatavisayo niyogah, na punah kartavyatam aha.
Here the old Prabhakara considers niyoga as equivalent to pravartana, i.e., a property of
niyokty, which is denoted by /in, and distinguishes it from the kartavyata, i.e., the object of
niyoga, which belongs to niyojya. As Vacaspati records, the new Prabhakaras (navinah)
construe Prabhakara’s passage differently.

Y9 PP yakyarthamatrka 11 24 (440.22-23) : tad dhi kalantarasthandc chaktam svargadisid-
dhaye/ sambandho 'py upapadyeta niyojyendasya kamind// “For this (karya) is capable of
accomplishing heaven, etc., because it endures until a future time. The relationship of it
with the commanded person who has a desire can also be explained.”
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construed as yagavisayam niyogam kuryat svargakamah does not directly state the
causal relationship between niyoga and svarga.

yaga —  niyoga (—) svarga

ka|rtr = niyo|]ya = adhichirz'n

8.2. Prabhakara’s Brhati

8.2.1. Prabhakara’s disapproval of the paraphrase svargam yagena kuryat
Whereas for Sabara and Kumrila it is easy and straightforward to find evidence
in the Vedic statement which warrants the causal relationship, it is not such an
easy task for Prabhakara. Sabara and Kumarila resort to the ‘sentence’ (vakya),
the third pramana for ascertaining the subservience (Sesatva), in order to as-
certain the causal relationship between a sacrifice and heaven (yaga—svarga),
because the two words svargakamo yajeta which are paraphrased as svargam ya-
gena kuryat warrants it straightforwardly, as the use of the accusative ending in
svargam shows. Prabhakara, on the other hand, has to take a circuitous approach.
Unlike Sabara and Kumarila, he cannot simply resort to the ‘sentence’ (vakya),
because his presupposed paraphrase is different. Prabhakara explicitly denies the

paraphrase “svargam yagena kuryat” in Brhati ad 3.1.3.

Brhati 637.4: nanu “svargam yagena kuryad atmartham” iti niyogah, atmanep-
adaprayogat. naivam Sabdat pratipattum sakyate.

[Objection:] Surely “one should achieve heaven by a sacrifice for the sake of
oneself” is the command, because atmanepada is used [in yajeta]. [Reply:]

It is impossible to understand it from the [Vedic] statement.

For Prabhakara it is neither obvious (siddha), i.e., already well established from
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another source, that heaven is the object to be achieved by a sacrifice, nor is it the
case that the causal relationship between a sacrifice and heaven is understood
from the Vedic statement svargakamo yajeta.}?® Furthermore, svarga primarily
functions as a qualifier of an agent in the sentence “svargakamo yajeta.”'*! Gen-
erally speaking, a qualifier of an agent cannot be the object of a main action, just
as a king, who functions as a qualifier of his man, is not the object of seeing in the
example: “Look at the king’s man” (#@japurusam pasya) .'*> Prabhakara states as

follows:

Brhati 639.1: ato na “svargam kuryat” iti niyogavisayatd sakyate pratipattum.
Therefore, it is impossible to understand that svargam kuryat is the content

of the command.

8.2.2. Prabhakara’s interpretation of Sabara’s passage svargam bhavayet
Consequently, Prabhakara has to adopt a different method from that of Sabara.
Prabhakara’s deviation from him, however, entails the following exegetical prob-

lem.

SBh ad 2.1.1 (Kataoka 2004:50.1-2): svargakamapadasambandhat svargam
bhavayed iti.

It is understood due to the connection with the word svargakamah that one

120 Brhati 638.1-2: na ca svargo yagasya karakam iti siddham, na ca veddt kri-
yakarakasambandhavagatih.

121 For the entailment of svarga, see section 8.2.4.

122 Brhati 638.5-6: kim ca kartrvisesanam catra svargasabdah. na kartrvisesanam ipsitata-
mam bhavati “rajapurusam pasya” itivat. “Furthermore, here the word svarga is a qual-

ifier of the agent. A qualifier of an agent does not become an object most desired to be

attained. This is similar to an example: Look at the man of the king.”
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should bring about heaven.

This statement apparently contradicts Prabhakara's own view, because for him
svarga is not the object (karma-karaka) of an action, i.e., one of the karakas that
is expressed in the accusative ending, but a mere motive (nimitta, prayojana) in
the first place. Therefore, Sabara’s comment is hostile to his view rather than sup-
portive. Prabhakara is thus pushed into the situation that he needs to justify Saba-

ra’s inconvenient statement. He solves the problem in an acrobatic way as follows:

1. Sabara’s statement is alright. It is not contradictory.!2

2. If it contradicted Prabhakara’s view, Sabara would have stated as follows:
svargam iti Sravanat svargam bhavayed iti. “Because svargam is heard [in
the accusative case], it is understood that one should accomplish heav-
en.”124

3. But Sabara does not say so. Instead he states: svargakamapadasambandhat
‘svargam bhavayet” iti.

4. This means that Sabara’s comment intends to say that the result arises
spontaneously (svayam eva tad bhavati) 1%

5. Because Sabara regards heaven, the object (karman), as a mere mo-
tive (nimitta) when he says svargam bhavayet.}26

6. Therefore, heaven is a motive (prayojana) and not the object to be

achieved.!%”

123 Brhati 639.2-3: evam etad bhasyam.

124 Brhati 639.3: anyatha hi svargam iti Sravandat “svargam bhavayet” iti syat.
125 Brhatt 640.1: ata eva svayam eva tad bhavatity etadabhiprayam tat.

126 Brhati 640.1-2: nimittamatrakathanam hi tat karmanah.

127 Brhati 640.2-3: atah prayojanam svargo yagasya na karma.
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We can confirm here a clear difference between Sabara and Prabhakara. Insofar
as the interpretation of svargakamo yajeta is concerned, Prabhakara does not con-
sider the sentence to be warranting the causal relationship that would be primar-
ily shown by the paraphrase svargam bhavayet. Instead, he prefers the idea that
we can trace back to Badari, i.e., the view that the result arises spontaneously. In
other words, he understands Sabara’s statement svargam bhdvayet secondarily as
equivalent to svayam eva svargo bhavati. As Salikanatha explains, Sabara’s use of
the accusative ending in svargam should be considered secondary (gauna) for

Prabhakara.l28

8.2.3. Prabhakara on the relationship between yaga and svarga

Of course it is not the case that Prabhakara, inasmuch as being a commentator of
Sabara’s commentary, follows Badari in every respect with regard to JS 3.1.3-4,
where Sabara considers Badari mentioned in JS 3.1.3 to be a pirvapaksin. Pra-
bhakara has to accept Jaimini's view that a sacrifice, too, is for the sake of heaven,
as JS 3.1.4 claims: karmany api jaiminih phalarthatvat, and not Badari’s view that
the sacrifice is never for the sake of heaven. But, as shown above, Prabhakara’s
method is different from that of Sabara. For Prabhikara the causal relationship
between yaga and svarga is understood indirectly from the Vedic statement para-
phrased as follows: yah svargam kamayate sa yagam kuryat. This paraphrase shows
that only a person who desires heaven is eligible as the agent of the sacrifice. And

this eligibility is impossible without the causal relationship.

Brhati 641.7-8: katham phalarthatd karmanah. kamino hy adhikaro yage. sa ca

128 Rju 640.15-16: tena gauno ‘yam dvitiyaprayoga iti yavat.
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phalasadhanatam yagasyanapadayan na sidhyatiti sasthe vaksyamah.
[Question:] How can the [principal]l action [such as ydgal be for the
sake of a fruit [such as svargal?
[Reply:] For a person who has a desire is eligible to a sacrifice. And it is
impossible for the eligibility to be fulfilled if it did not bring about [the causal
relationship, i.e.,] yaga being a means of a result. We will state this in the

sixth lesson.

Interestingly, Prabhakara presupposes a Badari-like paraphrase here, yah svar-
gam kamayate sa yagam kuryat (SBh ad 3.1.3), rather than a Jaiminilike one:
yagena kriyate phalam (SBh ad 3.1.3). Badari claims that the Vedic statement
which should be paraphrased in the former way does not warrant the subordi-
nation that the result belongs to a human being, i.e., the result is for the sake of

man (phala—purusa), as he states (according to Sabara):

SBh ad 3.1.3: (1) phalam api na purusam praty upadisyate. (2) “yah svar-
gam kamayate sa yagam kuryat” ity etavac chabdenopadisyate, (3) na “at-
manah” “parasya” veti. (Cf. section 1.5)

A result also is not taught [as intended] for a person. What is taught by
a [Vedic] utterance is merely “one who desires heaven must perform a sac-

rifice,” not “ [one who desires heaven] for oneself” or “for someone else.”

Sabara opposes Badari regarding this paraphrase when commenting on JS 3.1.5

(phalam ca purusarthatvat) by reversing his words.

SBhad3.1.5: (1) phalam api purusam praty upadisyate. (2) yah “svargo me
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bhavet” ity evam kamayate tasya yagah, (3) na “yah svargah sa atmanam lab-
heta” iti. (4) kutah. atmanepadaprayogat.
A result, too, is taught for a human being. A person who desires that, “May I
enjoy heaven,” [is eligible as the agent of] a sacrifice, and not a person who
desires that heaven will come into being [somewhere else]. Why? Because

atmanepada is used.

Here the point is that a person is eligible to perform a sacrifice only when he de-
sires that ke, not somebody else, will attain heaven. Prabhakara repeats Sabara’s

view almost verbatim at 3.1.5.

Brhati 643.2-4: (1) phalam api purusam praty upadisyate. (2) yah “svargo
me syat” ity evam kamayate tasya niyogah. (3) na “svarga atmanam labheta”
iti. (4) kutah. atmanepadaprayogat.

A result, too, is taught for the sake of a human being. [Only] a person who
desires that, “May I enjoy heaven,” is commanded, not a person who desires
that heaven will come into being [somewhere else]”. Why? Because atmane-

pada is used.

Thus, we can confirm that Prabhakara criticizes Badari's view and instead adopts
Jaimini’s view by following Sabara’s method of resorting to the atmanepada with
regard to JS 3.1.5: phalam ca purusarthatvat. In other words, Prabhakara accepts
the paraphrase of svargakamah as yah svargam atmanah kamayate that Badari crit-

icizes.
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Badari: yah svargam atmanah kamayate sa yagam kuryat
= “yah svargah sa atmanam labheta” iti

Jaimini: phalam ca purusarthatvat = phalam api purusam praty up-
adisyate

Sabara: yah “svargo me bhavet” ity evam kamayate tasya yagah

Prabhakara: yah “svargo me syat” ity evam kamayate tasya niyogah.

JS 3.1.4 establishes the subservience of yaga to svarga (Ry,).JS 3.1.5, on the other
hand, establishes the subservience of svarga to purusa (Ry,), i.e., a kamin who

has a desire. (R: relation)

Ry
yaga — svarga
| IRy
kartr = purusa (=kamin=adhikarin)

As the difference in paraphrasing yajeta shows, there is a serious gap between
Sabara (yagena svargam Fkuryat) and Prabhakara (*yagavisayam niyogam
kuryat) with regard to Ry dealt in JS 3.1.4, whereas with regard to Ry, dealt in JS
3.1.5, there is little difference between them at least with respect to the paraphrase
of svargakamah as *yah svargam atmanah kamayate, i.e., yah “svargo me bhavet”
ity evam kamayate. (But note that Prabhakara does not forget to insert niyoga.)

To conclude, Prabhakara’s method is different from Sabara’s with respect to yajeta
but not so with regard to svargakamah except that someone who is command-

ed (niyojya) is the eligible person (adhikarin) in his system.

8.2.4. Anyathanupapatti as the criterion for the relationship between yaga and svarga
Prabhakara’s explanation at 3.1.4 quoted above can be interpreted as a claim that

the subservience of yaga to svarga (R,,) is necessary for the subservience of
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svarga to kamin (Ry,), i.e., a properly eligible person (adhikarin). Remember

that he inserts ki as the connective.

Brhati ad 3.1.4 (641.7):(Ry,) katham phalarthata karmanah. (Ry,) kamino
hy adhikaro yage. (Cf. section 8.2.3.)

[Question:] How can the [principal]l action [such as ydgal be for the
sake of a fruit [such as svargal?

[Reply:] For a person who has a desire is eligible to a sacrifice.

To put his claim another way, the relationship Ry, is impossible without another

relationship Ry. This is expressed by Prabhakara as follows:

Brhati ad 3.1.4 (641.7-8) : sa [=adhikdarah] ca phalasadhanatam ya-
gasyanapadayan na sidhyati. (Cf. section 8.2.3.)
And itis impossible for the eligibility to be fulfilled if it did not bring about [the

causal relationship, i.e.,] ydga being a means of a result.

The expression “Not fulfilled without bringing about” (anapadayan na sidhyati)

indicates that the process is anyathanupapatti as Jayanta explains (cf. section
8.1.1). The relationship Ry, requires Ry. Therefore, a sentence of eligibility (svar-
gakamo yajeta) entails the causal relationship between ydga and svarga. This is
what Prabhakara intends. Here Prabhakara follows Sabara’s explanation with re-
gard to the relationship Ry, as his almost verbatim comment shows; but not so with
regard to another relationship Ry,. For Prabhakara the relationship between yaga
and svarga is not based on the ‘sentence’ (vakya), the third pramana for ascer-

taining the subservience; but rather it is an object of arthapatti as Jayanta clarifies.
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Salikanatha, too, supports my observation when he states that the causal relation-
ship between yaga and svarga is entailed (sadhyasadhanabhavaksepah) because

only a kamin who has a desire is the niyojya, a person who is commanded.!®

8.2.5. Prabhakara on the relationship between svarga and purusa
That Prabhakara does not in fact consider important the causal relationship be-

tween yaga and svarga is indicated in his comment on 3.1.4.

Brhati 642.1-2: yadi punar ayam yagah phale sadhanabhavam na pratipadyate
tatra ko dosah. na khalu kascit. pratiyate tu tatha.

[Question:] What then is wrong if this sacrifice does not come to be a
means of a result?

[Reply:] Nothing at all. But it is actually understood in that way.

Here he clearly deviates from Sabara. For Sabara it is a serious problem if the
sacrifice is not a means of a result, as his system of bhavand together with its three
factors, sadhya, sadhana and itikartavyatd, indicates. But in Prabhakara’s system
of niyoga, this is not the case. As the commentator Salikanatha explains, in the
case of nitya type of ritual a fruit is not required and therefore the causal relation-
ship is not absolutely necessary for Prabhakara.!®® For Sabara, on the contrary, a
fruit is postulated even in the nitya type of ritual. As Kumarila puts it, either com-

pensation of the past or avoiding a future demerit is regarded as a fruit in the case

129 Rju 642.13: kamino niyojyatvat sadhyasadhanabhavaksepah. “The [causal] relationship
between sadhya and sadhana is implied, because only a person who desires is the niyojya,
i.e, the [eligible] person who is commanded.”

130 Rju 642.11-12: nityadhikare vind phalenadhikaranupapattiv nasti. “In the case of a nitya
ritual there is no problem in eligibility without a fruit.”

— 133 — (364)



The Evolution of Bhavana and Niyoga:-How to Analyze the Vedic Injunction Yajeta?*

of compulsory rituals.!3!

8.3. Modern scholars on Prabhakara

Opposing K.S. Ramasvami Sastri, A. Subrahmanya SastrT insists that one can-
not regard the Prabhakaras as followers of Badari, because they do not adopt
Badari's view (JS 3.1.3: dravyagunasamskaresu badarih) but rather accept Jaimi-
ni's view (JS 3.1.4: karmany api jaiminih, phaldrthatvat) .*3 Yoshimizu confirms

Subrahmanya Sastri’s view and says as follows in Yoshimizu 1994:403:

Although Prabhakara insists that the fulfilment of obligation (niyogasiddhi)

is the real interest of the Vedic injunctions, he also admits like Jaimini and
Sabara and unlike Badari from the viewpoint of the human motivation that
the act of sacrificing is a means to and therefore subordinated to the desired

result.

It is, however, misleading for us to simply conclude that there is little differ-
ence between Bhattas and Prabhakaras and to regard Prabhakaras as the follow-
ers of Jaimini's utilitarian view. There are theoretical differences between the two

schools. The most fundamental difference comes out of their interpretations of

31TV ad 1.3.27-29: pratyasramavarnaniyatani nityanaimittikakarmany api pirvakrtadurita-
ksayartham akarananimittanagatapratyavayaparih@rartham ca kartavyani. “Obligatory
rituals and occasional rituals, too, which are prescribed according to the life-stage and the
social class, must be performed for the sake of consuming the sin committed in the past
and abandoning future ‘descending’ caused by an inaction.” Cf. also his famous words at
SV sambandhaksepaparihara 110cd: nityanaimittike kuryat pratyavayajihdsayd//.

132 Subrahmanya Sastri 1961:8: “yat tu trtiyadhyayaprathamapade “dravyasamskarakarmasu
badarih’, “karmany api jaiminih phalarthatvad” iti atra dravya-guna-samskaranam eva
mukhyam angatvam iti badarimatam. yac ca karmano ’pi svargasesatvam, tad idam ubha-
yam api bhatta-prabhakarayor avipratipannam.”
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yajeta. The basic interpretation of yajeta by the Prabhakaras is reconstructed as
yagam (yagavisayam niyogam) kuryat and not yagena svargam kuryat.

Of course, as the two scholars emphasize, the Prabhakaras do not deny that
a fruit is brought about by the sacrifice as Jaimini does. This attitude of justify-
ing the efficacy of an action is also confirmed even in Badari's view described
by Sabara at 3.1.3-4 and its closely related view at 6.1.3 (cf. section 1.4). Badari
and his followers, including dharma-abhivyakti-vadins and the Prabhakaras, also
feel it necessary to somehow justify the relationship between action and fruit (cf.
sections 3 and 8.1.1). But it is impossible for them to demonstrate it directly from
the Veda, because they construe the Veda literally as stating yagam kuryat and not
yagena svargam kuryat.

We should be sensitive to the subtle nuance of Prabhakara’s admittance of
Jaimini’'s view. As Yoshimizu carefully chooses the verb “admit” and not “accept”
or “claim”, it is not the case that Prabhakara is eager to claim Jaimini's view of
result-orientation. His basic view is niyoga-centered. Prabhakara maintains his ba-
sic tenet of #iyoga and at the same time tries to justify the efficacy of an action.!®?
Although it is not the case that Prabhakara has exactly the same view as Badari, it
is also inappropriate to say that Prabhakara has the same view as Jaimini or Saba-
ra does. Considering Prabhakara’s basic plan and its prehistory witnessed in the
dharma-abhivyakti-vada, we should conclude, as K.S. Ramasvami Sastr does, that
the opposition between Prabhakara and Kumarila corresponds to the one between

Badari and Jaimini.

133 See also Salikanatha’s view on this issue (PP 443.22-24 quoted below in this section).
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8.4. The relationship between niyoga and phala
The simile of a master (svamin) and a servant (bhrtya) once used by dhar-
ma-abhivyakti-vadins (cf. section 3.1) also fits with Prabhakara’s view. See, for

example, the view of dharma-abhivyakti-vadin referred to in MBhD IV 25.26:

yathd svami bhrtyaih sevayam preryate phalam prati.

Just like a master who is urged toward a reward by his servants in a service.

Sabara refers to the simile of a servant when discussing Sesa which he defines
as “absolutely for the sake of the other” (atyantam pararthah).'** In some cases,
however, a master acts for his servant. For example, he gives him a salary and
food. Sabara justifies this case, saying that in this case, too, the master primarily
acts for the sake of himself. The master also acts for his servant, because his labor
for the sake of himself is inevitably accompanied by the service for his servant.!3

The Prabhakara school also uses this simile.!?¢ Salikanatha denies the view

134 SBh ad 3.1.2: yas tu atyantam pararthas tam vayam Sesa iti briimah. yatha garbhaddsah

karmartha eva svaminah, anadvams ca kriyate “vaksyati” ity eva. “But we call it subservi-
ent if it is absolutely for the sake of something else. For example a slave by birth who is
purely for the sake of a master’s work; and one buys an ox, just because one thinks that
it will carry.”

135 §Bh ad 3.1.2: nanu garbhaddasasyapi svami samvidadhano gunabhdavam ayat. neti briomah.
atmana evasau samvidadhano gunabhavam gacchati. nantariyakatvad garbhadasasyopa-
karoti, anaduho va. “Objection: A master works for the sake of a slave by birth, too; then
he becomes subservient to the latter. Reply: We say No. Working purely for the sake of
himself, he becomes subservient. He serves for a slave by birth or an ox because it is
inevitable.”

136 For example, see PP vakyarthamatrka 11 (443.22-24) : atmasiddhyartham eva niyogah
kamyamanaphalasiddhihetutvam avalambate, svamivat. yathatmana eva samvidadhanah
svami garbhadasasyopakaroti, tathd niyogo ‘i niyojyasyeti, na pradhanyapracyutih. “Niyoga
becomes a cause of accomplishing a desired fruit purely for the sake of its own accom-
plishment, just like a master. A master serves for a slave by birth when he works just for
the sake of himself. Similarly #iyoga, too, serves for the urged. Its primacy is not lost.”
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that a result is principal (pradhana) and niyoga is its means (phalasadhana).
Niyoga always remains principal and never loses its high status. But the master,
niyoga, inevitably becomes a means for a result purely for the sake of its own ac-
complishment (atmasiddhyartham), because otherwise niyoga would not be ac-
complished. It is not the case that z#iyoga is subsidiary to a result.

To restate the basic idea of the simile: a master prompted (prerita) by a ser-
vant's service will give him a reward;!¥” similarly the master-like #iyoga prompted
by the sacrificer’s performance will give him the result. Although the master is
always primary and the servant is absolutely subservient to the master (atyantam
pararthah), there are cases in which the master appears to be subservient to the
servant.!3® In fact, however, his apparent subservience has inevitably (nantariya-

katvat) resulted in the course of his acting for his own sake.

137 Brhati 320.7 (quoted in section 5.6) mentions a deity’s gratification (devataprasada)
as a possible candidate for the direct cause of a fruit. According to this view, a sacri-
fice propitiates (@radhana) a deity, who being gratified will graciously bestows a fruit
to the sacrificer in the future. Salikanatha explains it as follows in PP vakyarthamatrka
11 (436.20-24): nanu yagadikriya devataradhanopayabhiita sati karyatayocyatam, sa tat-
pratyasattidvarena kalantare ’pi phalam janayitum alam eva. devata phaladanasamartha
karmabhir aradhyate, saradhita prasidati, prasannd ca kartyn kalantare ’pi phalena yo-
jayaty eveti. “Objection: Let the action such as sacrifice which is the means for propitiating
a deity be called karya (whatis to be done). Itis indeed capable of producing a fruit even
in the future because of its presence at the [sacrifice, etc.]. A deity which is capable of
giving a fruit is propitiated by actions; and having been propitiated it gets gratified; and
having been gratified it does connect agents with a fruit even in the future.” This is the
most naive view probably current in ancient times. This line of thought, which is partic-
ularly referred to in JS 9.1.8 (tatas [=devatayds] ca tena [=phalena] sambandhah), is
denied in the devatadhikarana (JS 9.1.6-10).

138 Sabara refers to a case in which the relationship between the principal and the subordinate
is interchangeable and thereby the subservience is not “absolute”. SBh ad 3.1.2: nanu
yo ’pi pradhanabhiitah so pi kadacit pararthe vartate, yathopadhyayah pradhanabhitah
Sisyanam vidyavinayadhane vartate. “[Objection:] In some cases even a person who is
principal works for the sake of someone else. For example, a teacher, although he is prin-
cipal, works for bestowing knowledge and conduct on his disciple.”
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9. Mandana’s view of istasadhanata
9.1. Mandana’s analysis of pravartaka
What prompts (pravartayati) alistener of the Veda to commence a ritual action?
In other words, what is the direct cause of a listener’s undertaking an action (pra-
vartaka, pravrttihetu)? Is it a sound itself (Sabda) such as an exhortative end-
ing (lin) or its denoted meaning (artha), i.e., injunction (vidhi), that a listener

understands from hearing /#7113

9.2. Karaka and jiiapaka

In his analysis of the injunction, Mandana introduces the framework of karaka
(maker: something that physically makes a listener act) and jigpaka (commu-

nicator: something that epistemically makes a listener understand) in the first

place.’0 If the sound “Ought” itself (and not its meaning) forced a listener to

move just as strong wind (balavadanila) or aflood (salilaugha) drives away,!*!

it could be called karaka.'*? This is, however, not the case, because the sound

would give up its status of being a pramana if it produced a human activity without

139 For Mandana’s notion of istasadhanata, see David 2013, 2015. Mandana Misra is an area
of research that has made remarkable progress recently, partly because Elliot Stern is
preparing a new edition of the Vidhiviveka (to be published in 2023) and partly because
a study group is being organized around Elisa Freschi. A noteworthy instance of this can
be found in Das's forthcoming contribution, which is featured in her edited volume (with
gratitude extended to Elisa Freschi for providing information on an unpublished article).

140 See Mandana’s explanation of VVs v. 1.2a: pramanatvat. “[An utterance is] a means of
knowledge.” VVy 5.7-8, VV, 252-254, VV3 45.8-9: na hi karako hetuh pramdanam, api tu
jhapakah. “For a means of knowledge is not a physical cause but an epistemic cause.”

141 See Mandana’s explanation of VVs v. 1.2ab: aniyamat pravrtteh. “Because anybody, with-
out any restriction, would commence an action.”

142 ycaspati, a commentator of Mandana’s Vidhiviveka, compares it with amagnet (ayaskdn-
tamani) that moves iron. NKan; 4.11-12, NKan, 236.5-240.2, NKans 42.10: tasya khalu
linader ayaskantamaner iva vastusvabhdvajo ‘tisayo yena loham iva cetanam pravartayati.
“As is well known, the exhortative ending, etc., have a natural superior quality by which
they move a sentient being just as a magnet moves iron.”
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communicating a meaning.!*3 Therefore, it is the meaning and not the sound that
prompts a listener. The linguistic unit “Ought” requires a listener’s cognition!*

inasmuch as it is a jigpaka that communicates its meaning.!%

9.3. Mandana’s criticism of Kumarila's abhidhabhavana

Then, the question is: what exactly is the nature of the meaning of an exhorta-
tive ending that prompts man? Is it abhidhabhdavand (causative operation of an
utterance) 6 or niyoga (command/imperative as the meaning of “Ought”)?
Kumarila's abhidhabhavand is subject to the same fault that karaka is, because
being a coercive operation (vydpara) in nature, it would theoretically follow that
abhidhabhavana, even without being cognized, forcibly causes a listener to move
just as wind does.!’ Then, the process of denoting a meaning by the exhortative
ending, etc., would be useless (abhidhanavaiyarthya) *® An utterance being a
cause of producing a listener’s activity, denotation of its operation is not required,

because it brings about the same result anyway, regardless of whether its oper-

U3V, 4.6-7, VV, 250-252, VV3 45.8: svayam eva tu pravrtteh karakas tam [=pramanatam]
apajahyat. “But the karaka which produces an activity independently would give up being
a pramana.”

W4y, 1.2b: samviddsrayat. “Because [an utterance] depends on cognition.”

U5V, 5.6-7, VV, 268-272, VV3 51.10: jidapakam ca jianam apeksate. linadisvaripam ca
pravrtteh karakam ity anupayuktasamvido ‘pi pravrttiprasangah. “And, [generally speak-
ing,] a communicator requires cognition. But if the exhortative ending or the like itself
was a karaka that produces an activity, it would undesirably follow that even someone
who does not use his mind takes an action.”

146 Mandana considers two optional interpretations of abhidhd-bhavana in VVs wv. 1.3-4: “a
causative operation of an utterance” (abhidhayd bhavana) and “denotation cum caus-
ative operation” (abhidhaiva bhavana).

147 See Mandana’s explanation of VV3 v. 1.3b: vaiyarthyat pirvadosatah. “Because denotation
would be useless and because of the same fault mentioned above.”

M8 vy, 14.1-3, VV, 428.1-2, VV5 90.5-6: tad asat, abhidhanavaiyarthyat, apratitavyaparasya-
pi vayvader iva svabhavatah prerakatvat. “This is not correct, because denotation would
be useless. For, even an exhortative ending of which operation is not cognized would
urge [aperson] by its own nature just as wind does.”
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ation is denoted or not. A physical cause does not require cognition.!*® Further-
more, even if the Vedic “Ought” had a causative operation, people would not enact

it without a clear motive such as attaining a merit or avoiding a demerit.!®

9.4. Mandana’s criticism of Prabhakara’s niyoga

It is also necessary to remember that a coercive operation such as urg-
ing (presana) is a property of a human being (purusadharma) and not an ut-
terance. The authorless Veda cannot have as a property a human operation.!>
Prabhakara’s niyoga, too, has the same problem. A command, being an operation
of a command giver (niyoktrvyapara), cannot exist without a command giver.
Therefore, it is impossible for the Veda to provide a command, because it is au-

thorless (apauruseya).'>2

9.5. Mandana’s own view

Mandana's own view is that it is istasadhanata (being a means of a desired end),

149yy, 14.3-5, VV, 430.1-3, VV3 90.6-8: na hi pravrttikarakatve Sabdasya sad api tad-
vyaparabhidhanam angam, anabhihitavyaparasyapi tasya karyakaratvat, karakasyana-
peksitajianatvat. “For, an utterance, when it is a cause of an activity, does not require the
process of denoting its operation even in the case where [the denotation] takes place,
because an utterance brings about its own effect [anyway] even if its operation is not
denoted. For a karaka does not require cognition.”

150 vV, 14.5-8, VVy, 430.3-434.2, VV3 91.14-16: upetyapi tu sabdasya prayogam briamah, na
pravarteta purusah, pravartayato ’pi sabdasyananurodhyatvat. na hi sarvasmin pravar-
tayati pravrttih preksavatam, api tv anuvidheye. na carthanarthapraptipaviharadyanu-
vidhanakdaranam svamyadav iva sabde samasti. “Even admitting that the utterance has
an operation, we claim that people would not undertake an action, because the utterance,
even though urging, is not something to be followed. For it is not the case that peo-
ple of common sense undertake an action due to any instigator; but [they do so only]
when [the instigator] is to be followed. But there is no motive of obedience such as
attaining a merit or evading a demerit in the utterance unlike a [human] master, etc.”

151 See Mandana’s explanation of VV3 v. 1.3a: na prayoganiriipyatvat. “No, because [this kind
of] operation cannot be ascertained [as that of an utterance].”

— o«

152 See Mandana’s explanation of VVs v. 1.12c: nakartrka kriya. “No action without an agent.”
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e.g., the causal relationship between a sacrifice and heaven, that prompts a human
being to undertake an action. A human being spontaneously commences an action
after having understood from hearing the Veda that a sacrifice is a good means for
attaining a desired end.

As described above, the karaka theory that a linguistic unit itself forces a hu-
man being to perform an action is extremely deontological, because it would follow
that anybody without exception commences an action even against his will (ic-
cha) '3 Prabhakara’s command theory can be placed next, because he claims that
a Vedic command internalized in a listener’s heart as “I must do it” is the primary
cause that prompts a human being. Kumarila's theory of abhidhabhavana still re-
tains a deontological tendency as Mandana alleges, although Kumarila himself
intends to be more utilitarian by showing that the framework of the two bhavands,
i.e., Sabdatmika and arthatmika, encompasses a result in its scope so that the Veda

itself warrants the desired end.

9.6. Mandana’s place in the history
It is possible to regard that the utilitarian tradition beginning with Jaimini’s re-

sult-oriented view reaches its highest peak with Mandana.

9.6.1. Badari
Remember that Badari's view is deontological and that it complies with what the
Veda states, interpreting yajeta literally as yagam kuryat. Badari's view is action-cen-

tered. According to his view, one should perform a sacrifice primarily because the

1383 yV, 5.4-5, VVy 266.3-268.1, VV3 50.1-2: na hi tadanim balavadanilasalilaugha-nudy-
amanasyevecchapi tantram purusasya. “For then even one’s will would not be the main
cause just as that of a person being pushed away by strong wind or a flood.”
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Veda commands one to do it.

9.6.2. Prabhakara
Prabhakara further emphasizes the authoritativeness of the Veda and makes his
view imperative-centered. It is the command (niyoga), i.e., the meaning of lin,
etc., that is to be realized. The command is what prompts human beings and at the
same time it is what is to be done.!®* In order to realize a command, one needs to
perform a sacrifice, which is the object of a command (niyogavisaya), because it
is impossible to realize a command by itself.!5

According to Jayanta (NM II 70.3-8), there are two subordinate views
among the Prabhakaras with regard to the two aspects of niyoga, i.e., niyoga as
karya (anustheya, something to be done) and niyoga as pravartaka (preraka,
an instigator that causes one to act). One group regards the pravartaka-aspect
as primary and karya-aspect as secondary (NM II 70.5: arthat tasya karyatvam),
whereas another regards karya-aspect as primary and pravartaka-aspect as sec-
ondary (NM II 70.6: arthat tasya prerakatvam). Salikanatha admits that arthat-
mikd bhavana, i.e., krti (human effort), is integrated into #iyoga, in particular into

its karya-aspect.’® Of these two views the former view that pravartaka-aspect is

14 NM 11 110.4: nivoga eva prevakah, niyoga eva canustheyah.

155 NM 11 110.9-11: kimartham tarhi visayanusthanam iti cet. na hy agia ghatadivat
svariipena kartum sakya, api tu visayadvarakam tatsampadanam. “‘kamandalum bibhrhi”
ity acaryenajiiaptah kamandalum bhrtvacaryajiiam krtam manyate. “Objection: Then why
is there a performance of the object? Reply: This is because a command itself cannot be
accomplished, unlike a pot, etc. But it is accomplished via [its] object. A person who is
ordered by his teacher to bring a vessel considers that his teacher’s order is perfomed if
he brings [him] avessel.” Cf. also Yoshimizu 2022:94, n. 12.

156 PP yakyarthamatrka Il (426.10-11) : karyabhidhayino linddayah karyasyanyathanabhidhandat
krtyabhidhayina isyante. “The exhortative ending /in and so on, which denote karya, are
accepted as denoting krti [too] because otherwise karya would not be denoted.”
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primary can be regarded as more rigorously deontological and conservative.

As the pravartaka-view shows well the feature of the deontological aspect of
the Prabhakara theory, the Veda is here seen as primarily imperative rather than
descriptive. For the Prabhakaras “Ought” statements cannot be reduced to “Is”
statements. “Ought” denotes a command. It is not the case that a person under-
takes an action after understanding the causal relationship of the action described
by the Veda in the first place; but he does so primarily because he is ordered to do
so. Whereas Kumarila regards linartha as sabdatmika bhavana, i.e., the causative

operation of an injunction, Prabhakara regards it as niyoga, command.

9.6.3. Kumarila

In this connection it is noteworthy that Kumarila still regards Vedic injunction as
a kind of force (vidhisakti)' or an operation of an utterance ($abdavyapara) as
Mandana and Salikanatha critically describe,!3 although his predecessor Sabara
has a tendency to look upon the Vedic injunction primarily as more descriptive
rather than imperative.!5® This is also confirmed by Sabara’s attitude of dealing
with the Syena sacrifice, which, according to Sabara, is neutrally reported by the

Veda as a means for Killing one’s enemy without a moral commitment on the Ve-

da’s side.1%0

157 See, for example, TV ad 1.4.3 (332.22-23) : na tu namapadasya vidhisaktir asti. “But a
noun has no injunctive force.”

158 See VV 12.7-8, VV, 414.1-2, VV3 86.1-2, where Mandana criticizes Kumarila’'s notion of
abhidhabhavand as akind of operation (vyaprti, vyapara) of an utterance ($ruti, Sabda).
Salikanatha, too, criticizes Kumarila's view that sabdavyapara is vidhi that prompts a hu-
man being to undertake an action (pravrttihetu). PP vakydrthamatrka 11 (419.11-17).

159 Commenting on JS 1.1.2, Sabara refers to a predecessor’s view: codaneti kriyayah pravar-
takam vacanam ahuh (Frauwallner 1968:16.9). Commenting on JS 2.1.1, however, he
paraphrases it as codand ca kriyaya abhidhayakam vakyam (Kataoka 2004:47.6), replac-
ing pravartakam with abhidhayakam.
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9.6.4. Mandana
To sum up, the utilitarian tradition emphasizes the importance of the desired fruit,
whereas the deontological tradition gives more weight to the Vedic injunction. As
shown above, the former tends to interpret yajeta in a result-oriented way by em-
phasizing the goal, whereas the latter tends to interpret yajeta in a vidhi-oriented
way by emphasizing the imperative source.!6!

Mandana goes further in the “descriptive” interpretation of the Veda. He is
a pure utilitarian. It is evidently not the case that the Veda forces human beings
to perform sacrifices. Undertaking an action is necessarily preceded by the un-
derstanding of the causal relationship between the action and the intended goal.
Mandana denies Prabhakara’'s view that lin, etc., convey niyoga. Mandana also
does not like Kumarila's idea that imperative words have some dynamic force or
operation. Rather, imperative words, just like other types of words, statically de-
note something. Only by understanding the causal relationship thus described, a
person spontaneously commences an action and thereby the words come to be
considered pravartaka, instigator. The causal relationship is the meaning of lin,
etc. In other words, “Ought” denotes the causal relationship of an action with its
result. What is denoted by the exhortative ending in yajeta is precisely the sacri-

fice's property of being a direct means for the desired end (istabhyupayatva) 16>

160 See Kataoka 2011b:462-463, n. 619 for the difference of attitudes between Sabara and
Kumarila with regard to the Syena sacrifice.

161 Jayantaregardsthe Prabhakaraview as atheory which integrates Kumarila's two bhdvands,
i.e., arthatmikd which is to be done (anustheya) and $abdatmika which prompts human
beings (pravartaka), into niyoga. NM 11 70.1-2: anye bruvate—dvayabhidhdne liniadeh
pratyayasya bharagauravad vidhir eva vakyarthah, sa evanustheyah pravartakas ceti. *Oth-
ers claim: If the ending such as /inn denotes both, its burden is too heavy. Therefore, an
injunction alone is the sentence-meaning. The same thing is what is to be done and [at
the same time] what prompts [human beings].”

162V, 173.2-5, VV3 537.19-538.3: pumso nestabhyupayatvat kriyasv anyah pravartakah/
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In other words, the causal relationship between the action and its end is the cause
for a human being to commence an action (pravrttihetu). This is what people un-
derstand from hearing /i7 of the Vedic injunction yajeta. The Veda kindly reports to

people the objective truth that a sacrifice is the means for accomplishing heaven.

Conclusion
The Vedic injunction svargakamo yajeta is interpreted in various ways. We can
reconstruct the presupposed paraphrases as follows (J: Jaimini, S: Sabara, K:
Kumarila, M: Mandana, D yv: dharma-abhivyakti-vida) :
Badari: yah svargam Gtmanah kamayate sa yagam kuryat
LS, K M:  *yah svargam atmanah kamayate sa yagena svargam kuryat
(=svargam yagena kuryad atmartham, criticized in Brhati 637.4)
Dav *svargakamo yagabhivyangyam dharmam kuryat

Prabhakara: *yah svargam atmanah kamayate sa yagavisayam niyogam kuryat

All interpretations derive from either of the two basic ones: Badari’s literal inter-
pretation svargakamo yagam kuryat; or Jaimini's utilitarian interpretation yagena

svargam kuryat. (The numbers correspond to the section numbers.)

svargakamo yagam kuryat: 1(Badari) »3—6—8(Prabhakara)
yagena svargam kuryat: 2(J) —=4—5(8) —=7(K) =9 (M)

As shown above, 3, 6 and 8 belong to Badari's tradition, whereas 4, 5, 7 and 9 be-

pravrttihetum dharmam ca pravadanti pravartanam//2.3// pravrttisamartho hi kascid
bhavatisayo vyaparabhidhanah pravartand. sa ca kriyanam apeksitopayataiva. “That [the
action] is a means of the thing aimed at alone prompts man to actions. And people call the
property which is the cause of taking action a prompt. For some additional quality of an
entity, called activity, which is capable of [causing one’s] taking action, is a prompt. And
it is precisely an action’s property of being a means for [attaining] the thing aimed at.”
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long to Jaimini’s. It is inappropriate for us to regard Sabara’s system as closer to
Prabhakara’s than Kumarila's. Kumarila's view is a natural extension of Sabara’s
theory of bhavana.

Prabhakara’s niyoga theory, on the other hand, is incompatible with Saba-
ra’s theory of bhavana, because niyoga, not bhavand, is the core for Prabhakara.
The difference is particularly clear in his interpretation of yajeta. His rejection of
Sabara’s paraphrase would be incomprehensible if we thought of Prabhakara as a
faithful successor of Sabara’s theory of bhavana. Sabara has introduced the notion
of bhavana primarily in order to explain the result-oriented, utilitarian view of Jai-
mini, whereas for Prabhakara the notion of niyoga primarily functions as a device
which explains the deontological view evolved from Badari. Prabhakara replaces
Badari's action (karman) and Day's dharma (=apiirva) with niyoga. Whereas
for Sabara it is ydga that brings about svarga, for Prabhakara it is niyoga itself that,
being urged, bestows svarga as a reward to the the person commanded (niyojya).
The causal relationship between yaga and svarga and that of niyoga and svarga
look similar; but in the latter there is no subservience on the part of the cause.
Niyoga remains principal. This is why Prabhakara does not admit the paraphrase
yagena svargam kuryat. It is niyoga and not svarga that should be expressed with

the accusative ending as the most desired end to be achieved.

Sabara Prabhakara

subordinate principal | principal subordinate

yaga — svarga niyoga — svarga

Jayanta’s distinction (NM I 664.7-9 quoted in section 8.1.2) between the view
of Sabara-followers (sabarah) and that of Prabhakara-followers (prabhakarah)

supports my view. He clearly regards Kumarila as included among Sabara-follow-
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ers. If one regards Prabhakara as holding the same view as Sabara, one cannot ex-
plain Jayanta’s distinction between Sabarah and Prabhakarah. One might forcedly
claim that Sabarah does not include Sabara, but refers only to his followers such
as Kumarila. But this does not hold good, because Sabara’s basic theory of ritual
is the theory of bhdvanad.'®3 If it is insisted that Sabara’s original idea is more akin
to Prabhakara’s than to Kumarila’s, it is necessary to show the essential continuity
of Sabara’s theory of bhavana and Prabhakara’s theory of niyoga. The effort to
discover the essential continuity, however, ends up in failure, because clearly both
Sabara and Kumarila hold the same basic view, i.e., the theory of bhdvand, where-
as Sabara and Prabhakara do not. As Jayanta witnesses, Sabara neither holds the
dharma-abhivyakti-vada nor the niyogavada. Prabhakara’s view should be regard-
ed as developed out of the modified version of the dharma-abhivyakti-vida (6)

by replacing the eternal dharma (also called apiirva) with niyoga, even though
Prabhakara comments directly on Sabara. This is also implied by Jayanta (NM I
664.6-9 quoted in section 8.1.2) when he refers to the apiirva of dharma-abhivyak-
ti-vadins (vrddhamimamsakah = jarajjaiminiya) and the apiirva of Prabhakarah.
There is a continuity between the two theories in that both regard apiirva (dhar-
ma) as the principal element.!6 Prabhakara amends Sabara’s result-oriented view

of the Veda along the lines of deontology.

163 For details of Sabara’s theory of bhavana, see Kataoka 2004 (a critical edition of 2.1.1-4
with a Japanese translation) and Kataoka 2011a (a study in Japanese).

164 Both regard apirva as the sentence-meaning. For Prabhakaras miyoga is the sen-
tence-meaning as Jayanta describes. NM I 664.8 quoted in section 8.1.2; NM II 119.10:
evam niyoga eva pradhanatvad vakyarthah. With regard to the apiirva in the theory of
dharma-manifestation Simhastiri Gani (NAA 140.23-141.5 quoted in section 6) de-
scribes it as being qualified by many elements. This suggests that the apiirva is the sen-
tence-meaning in this theory.
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KATAOKA Kei

This article reexamines conflicting views in Mimamsa: Badari vs. Jaimini,
and Prabhakara vs. Kumarila, focusing on interpretations of the Vedic injunction
svargakamo yajeta. Badari, according to Sabara’s description, interprets yajeta as
yagam kuryat, thereby emphasizing the placement of a sacrificial act as the pri-
mary objective to be achieved, while Jaimini sees it as a means to attain heaven,
by interpreting the sentence as ydgena svargam kuryat. The opposition between
Badari and Jaimini forms the basis for Mimamsa's development. Dharma-mani-
festation proponents interpret the injunction as revealing eternal dharma through
sacrifice, while Jaimini's followers posit an imperceptible effect (adrsta) to rec-
oncile sacrifice's transiency with its future result. Kumarila further develops Jai-
mini's perspective, emphasizing the causative nature of action, while Prabhakara
emphasizes imperative commands (ziyoga) . Ultimately, Kumarila's view extends
Sabara's theory of bhdvand, while Prabhakara's niyoga theory aligns with a modi-

fied dharma-abhivyakti-vada, rooted in Badari's stance.
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