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FOREWORD 

The second revised edition of the Talllraralzasya of 
Ramanujacarya by Pandit K. S. Ramaswami Sastri 
Siromal.li is an important addition to the scanty litera
ture on the Prabhakara School of Thought. The text 
which has been compared with a palm-leaf Ms. has 
now appeared in a correct and intelligible form. The 
Prabhakara System has been unfortunately ignored 
and much misrepresented. Since the publication of 
the Doctorate Thesis' The Prabhakara School of Piirva 
M"imamsa' (Allahabad 19II), of the late Mm. 
Ganganath Jha, the System began to receive better 
treatment at the hands of competent scholars with the 
result that we are now in possession of sufficient mate
rials for a critical study. 

The learned introduction by Pandit K. S. Rama
swami Sastri whose profound scholarship has been 
already known to the world of scholars through his 
several important publications in the Gaekwad's 
Oriental Series is full of original suggestions and is a 
very important contribution to the Mimamsa studies. 

The connection of Prabhakara with the old philo
sopher Badari, as far as their views are concerned, 
has been ably proved by the learned editor for the 
first time in the History of Indian Philosophy. The 
two old Schools of Badari and Jaimini have found 
advocates at different times and their points of differ
ence have been clearly shown in the Introduction. 
Fresh materials have been, again, utilised by the editor 
for fixing the date of the author. The introduction is 
no doubt the result of the editor's life-long devotion 
to the Piirvam"imamsa System and deserves a critical 
study. The book may be prescribed as a text-book 
in our Universities. 

ORIENTAL INSTITUTE 

BARODA, 

17-1-1956 

G. H. Bhatt 
General Editor 
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PREFACE 

The second revised edition of the Tantrarahasya, a primer of the 
Priibhakara School of Piirvamimfirilsii Philosophy by Sri Rfimiinujiiciirya is 
now presented to scholars as No. XXIV of the Gaekwad's Oriental Series. 
The need for the second revised edition of this work was keenly felt by the 
students of the Priibhiikara System of Mimiimsii, as several tenets established 
by Prabhiikara against a host of other Philosophical Thinkers, are very mea
grely known and very little of the vast literature produced by the followers 
of the Prabhiikara School is available in print. 

Moreover, several theories well known as belonging to the School of 
Prabhakara and his followers are often quoted and refuted by the writers of 
treatises on different Philosophical Systems. Such references to the principles 
of the Pr1ibhiikara System in later works are neither clearly understood nor 
weIl appreciated due to the absence of primers explaini~g the view-points of 
Prabhiikara. The only work so far known as a primer of the Pr1ibh1ikara 
System was the Prakaral)apaiicikii of Sfilikaniitha. This work edited in 1904 
A.D. with inadequate MS. materials and published in the Chowkhamba 
Sanskrit Series of Banaras was out of print for the last several years. Some 
fragments of the MSS. of the Brhati of Prabhakara, the ~juvimala and the 
Nayaviveka are recently discovered, and only small portions of these standard 
works are now available in print. 

The lack of primers and standard works is mainly responsible for the 
fact that this System of Prabhiikara Philosophy is not well understood and 
the views held by Prabhiikara on Pramal)a, Prameya, Viikyiirtha and Cosmo
logy are not distinctly understood in contrast with those of the other Systems 

of Philosophy. 

The Tantrarahasya of Ramiinujiiciirya follows mainly the earlier primer, 
the Prakaral)apaiicikii of Salikanatha and is proved to be much useful to 
average students of this System in understanding the important doctrines . . 

The importance of the work has also been recognized by our Univer-
sities that have prescribed it as a text-book for the higher classes in Sanskrit. 
The demand for this book naturally increased from scholars and students of 

the Universitie!i, wtu~n c;opies of the first edition were exhausted. The 
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authorities of the 1'1. S. University of Baroda, therefore, resolved to print and 
publish a second revised edition of this work. 

On undertaking the preparation of the second edition, it was found 
strangely that no MS. copies of this work were to be found in any of the 
MS. Libraries except the Mysore Oriental Research Institute. The first 
edition of this work was prepared by Dr. Shama Shastri with the help of the 
same MSS. available in the Mysore Institute. It was thought in the begin
ning that no useful purpose would be served by collating the same MSS. with 
the printed pages of the Tantrarahasya. 

Under these circumstances, it was considered desirable that the 
printed .edition of Dr. Shastri is to be taken as the basis for the second 
edition and imperfections, if any, should be replaced by more suitable emen
datIons by way of suggestions. Accordingly, when the revision of the text 
progressed and many sheets were printed off, it was found that the collation 
with the Mysore MSS. might be helpful in improving the text and filling up 
some lacuna. Dr. Shama Shastri remarks in his Introduction that there existed 
three MSS. of the Tantrarahasya in the Mysore Institute and one of them, 
palm leaf MS. in Telugu characters, was mostly correct and useful. 

On inquiry, we learnt from the Superintendent of the Mysore Research 
Institute that there existed only one palm leaf MS. in the Library as record
ed in the Mysore Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS. under Class No. 2177 with folios 
1-86 and not three MSS. of the Tan trarahasya. 

A loan of this MS. was arranged and on collating the printed pages 
with the MS. it was found that the MS. was most helpful in removing many 
imperfections and omissions. Moreover, the changes introduced in the 
printed text as suggestions within brackets were wonderfully corroborated in 
many places by the original MS. The variants, thus obtained, are printed 
at the end of the book as a second Appendix. It will be evident from this 
Appendix that the text becomes more correct and intelligible in the light of 
the readings of the Mysore MS. This edition will, therefore, be helpful 
to students. 

An attempt has also been made here to trace all the quotations to 
their original sources and they form the first Appendix at the end of the text. 

] t is regrettable that the edition of the Tantrarahasya of Ramanuja
carya is to be prepared with the help of one unique and single MS. of the 
work preserved in the Mysore Collection of MSS. and no other copy of it is 
available in any of the rich MS. Libraries of both South and North India. 
The other work of the same author called the Nayakaratna, a commentary 
on th\? NyayaratnamaJa of Parthas~r~thimi~ra, publispeq a!j No. LXXV of 
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the Gaekwad's Oriental Series, has been, however, preserved in a number of 
MSS. in all MSS. Libraries from Kashmir to Travancore. The paucity of the 
MSS. of the Tantrarahasya may suggest that the Bhatta School of Mimamsa 
enjoyed greater popularity in the world of scholars than the Prabhakara 
System. 

We have great pleasure in r&cording our grateful thanks to the 
Superintendent of the Oriental Research Institute of the Mysore University 
who helped us by lending the unique MS. of this work for collation. Our 
thanks are also due to Shri Ramanbhai Patel, the Manager of the M. S. 
University Press, for his extra-ordinary co-operation in bringing out this edi
tion without least grudging throughout the printing of this work. 

Oriental Institute, Baroda 
The 29th July, 1953. 

K. S. RAMASWAMI SASTRI. 



INTRODUCTION 
I 

Origitt of the Priibhiikara School of Mimamsa 

From the 7th century onwards, the ancient system of the Pilrvamimamsa 
Philosophy has been divided into two distinct schools, antagonistic to each 
other, known as the Bhatta and the Prabhakara schools. The names of these 
two schools signify that they are founded by Kumarila Bhatia and Prabhakara, 
the two staunch followers and saviours of the Vedic religion. Both of them 
have written many valuable commentaries on the Bhaljya of Sabaraswamin, 
another celebrated thinker on the contents of the Vedas and a strong opponent 
of the Buddhistic schools. 

The excellent Bha~ya of Sabara on the Siitras of Jaimini appears to have 
surpassed and put into oblivion the earlier Bhaljyas on Jaimini's Siltras 
composed by eminent authors such as Bodh5.yana, Upavari?a, SundarapaI:l<;lya 
and Bhavadasa. 1 The method of interpretation adopted by those earlier 
Bha!?yakaras on the Vedic passages and the Siitras of Jaimini have not come 
down to us except some stray references to their names and views on 
particular topics, found in the later Bhai?yas of Sabaraswamin, Sankara and 
Ramanuja 2. We also learn from the Prapaiicahrdaya, a work published in 
the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series, and from some other references to those 
authors in the later Bha~yas 3 that some of those Acaryas had written 
commentaries on all the 20 chapters of Mimamsa consisting of the Siltras of 
Jaimini and BfldarflyaI)a. It appears that they held the view that all the 
Siltras joined together formed one single Sastra with the object of investigat
ing into and systematizing the interpretations of apparently conflicting Vedic 
sentences in the portions of the KarmakaI)Qa and Upaniljads. 4 

1. See Journal of Indian Historical Quarterly. 1934, pp, 431-452. See 
pp. 465'468 of the Proceedings of th~ Third Oriental Conference. Also see pages 
298. 299 of the Nyayaparisuddhi of Vedantadesika. For Sundara PaI)9ya,see 
Mm. S. Kuppuswami Shastli's Paper in the Journal of the Oriental Research 
Madras, Vol. 1. Pt. 1. See also Prapaiicahrdaya. Trivandrum Sanskrit Series, 

P·39· 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid. 
4, See Prapancahrdaya, p. 39 and Proceedings of the 3rd Oriental 

Conference, pp. 465'468. See also the Journal of Indian Historical quarterly, 

1934. pp. 431'452 , Calcutta. 
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According to these earlier writers, therefore, the object of Mimams1i. 
seems to have been Vedartha Vidira or the investigation into the contents of 
the Vedas, no matter whether it was Dharma, Devata or BrahmalJ. It seems 
that some of those Bha!?yakaras thought that the student after completely 
learning the Vedas would naturally be prompted to know the contents of the 
Veda only, but not particularly Dharma as stated in the Siitra 'Athato 
Dharma Jijilasa.' They seem to have, therefore, interpreted the word 
• Dharma' in the first Siitra of Jaimini to mean Ved1i.rtha instead of Dharma 
as ordinarily understood by all. They attached more importance to the verbal 
form of the sentence instead of what was implicit in them, and discussed the 
validity of the Vedic sentences in each AdhikaralJa or the topic of discussion 
in the twelve chapters instead of the nature of Dharma. They again seem to 
have favoured the idea that the' Nitya and Naimittika' rites do not produce 
any benefit to the performer as there is no provision for such benefits in the 
Vedic sentences. 6 Similarly, the prohibited actions also, in their view, do not 
produce any malefic result to the performer as it is not mentioned in the Vedic 
sentence. They appear to have subscribed to the" Akhyativada" and the 
theory that' all experiences are valid' as no invalid experience is possible from 
Vedic sentences which alone in their view are valid. 8 

It is Sabaraswamin who seems to have deviated from the path of those 
earlier thinkers. He commented upon the twelve chapters only, with a view to 
making the Piirvamimamsa as a separate system from the Uttaramimamsa. 
He narrowed down the knowledge of Dharma as the sale objective of the 
Jaimini's Siitras as stated in the first Siitra,7 contrary to the views of the 
early Bha!?yakaras and did not favour the view of others who interpreted the 
word Dharma in the sellse of Vedartha. He has taken great care to prove ill 
the beginning of his Bh1i~ya that such Dharmajijilasa or desire for the know 
ledge of Dharma is quite possible in the case of students after learning tna 
Vedas. 8 

He has strictly warned in the very beginning of his Bha~ya ag"inst the 
tendency of some earlier writers to explain the words in the Siitras in a sense 
different from the sense too well-known in common expressions.9 He has discussed 
the nature of Dharma enjoined by the Vedic injunctions in each Adhikarar).a and 
reserved the discussion on the validity of the Vedic sentences for the first chapter 

8. See commentaries on the Sioka Varttika 1-10 

0. Ibid 1-1-5. 
7. See Ibid I.Il. 

8. See Sabara Bhii!?ya I.I.I. 

9. Ibid ~ lM~ ~TfiI 'RTfiI ~ cnfif ~ ~~ ~~ ~~CJ(~cr
tRr~1i.1 
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only. 10 He has emphasised the point that the Veda is to be learnt for many 
purposes 11-different sections of the Veda serving different purposes-and the 
knowledge of Dharma is one of them. He has again emphasised that every 
Dharma laid down by Vedas necessarily produces some benefits to the per
former,12 no matter whether any result is stated or not in the Vedic inj:mc
tions. He has also provided the system of the Purvamimarilsa Philosophy 
with a suitable theory of knowiedge,I3 reasons for the validity and invalidity 
of knowiedge,I4 proofs for the separate soul from the objective world 16 and 
emancipation through the means of Dharma. 16 He has ill fact introduced the 
.. Vrtlikaragrantha .. under Sutra I, I, 5 in order to reject the theory that all 
experiences are valid and to establish invalidity of the experiences under 
certain circumstancesY Following the second Sutra of Jaimini he defined 
Dharma as a duty imposed on mankind by the Vedic injunctions for some 
desired benefits, and also defined Ad"arma as that which is prohibited as it is 
capable of producing malefic results.IS 

The reasons for such a deviation of Sabaraswamin from the path of earlier 
writers and the introduction of some popular reforms in the system of 
Mimarnsa are not Lu to seek. 

The period in which Sabara flourished was such when Buddhistic 
Philosophers came forward vehemently attacking the six orthodox systems of 
Philo~ophy with their own tenets and doctrines of K~aJ)ika\'ada, 5unya\'ada, 
Niralarnbanavada, Nairatmya and Vijilanavadas. The authority of the Vedas 
on Dharma was freely called into question and criticized by Buddhists and 
anti-Vedic thinkers with rational arguments in order to destroy the social 
structure of the community based on the CaturvarJ)ya system advocated in the 
Vedic texts. Such powerful attacks on the Vedic religion, Dharma and 
Philosophy naturally shook the faith of the people in the Vedas and Vedic 
sacrifices. 

10. Ibid II.I.!. 
11. Ibid V.I.6. q\l~c'fl~ I qU~ ~ ~~: I ~rnWl ~ ~ ~ ~ mWlT-

;t; '" 
~ m:fTl1W-rcr I 

12 Ibid 1.1.2 

13 Ibid 1.1.5. 
14 Ibid. 
15 Ibid. 
18. Ibid. 

1,. Ibid. I.I.S. ~ ~ ~~ 'Ii~ ~ ~ flr~~: ~ ~I~: ~: 
W1R' ~fu I 

IS. Ibid. 1.I.2. a;:r~: g(itt f.:J:~;:r ~:f1Rti ~ 'cl~~.nT~ I ~ 
:q~1 ~~~ ~~S.,q~ I 'liTSq: <it R:~rlf I ~S.,~: If: ~~ ! 
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Under such threatening circumstances, it fell upon the exponents of the 
Vedic religion and the six systems of Philosophy to review and re-establish 
their systems well based on more rational arguments and on absolutely sure 
grounds to repudiate the attacks of non-Vedic thinkers. 

The system of Piirvamimamsa of Jaimini as interpreted by the ancient 
Bha!?yakaras, Bodhayana and others was not capable to rebut the rational 
arguments of Buddhists, because these Bha!?yakaras considered Vedarthavicara 
and not Dharma as the object of Mimamsa. It is also due to the fact that 
according to them, everyone is expected to obey the Vedic injunctions expli
citly wit.hout questioning their supreme authority and without expecting any 
benefit whatever from the Vedic rites. In this respect, the system of Jaimini's 
Mimamsa was akin to Atheism as in both the systems the sacrifices enjoined on 
mankind by the Vedas are considered as inca pa ble of con ferring any beneficial 
results. Similarly, in both, the actions that are prohibited in the Vedas cannot 
be calculated to produce any harm whatsoever.l0 Moreover, the system of 
Mimamsa as interpreted by the early authors became unpopular as none is likely 
to obey the Vedic injunctions as he has no clear conception to achieve any 
desired object from the sacrifices. 20 

The reforms introduced by Sabaraswamin in his Bha~ya have produced 
twofold results. Firstly, they have re-established the true sense of Jaimini's 
Siitras rejecting the innovations introduced by ancient authors, and secondly, 
they have saved the Dharma Mimam~a from the attacks of anti-Vedic 
Philosophers. These circumstances and the facts stated above will easily 
enable a careful student of Mimamsa to understand the implication of the first 
few sentences of the Bha!?ya of Sabara where the later commentators offered 
I7 kinds of interpretations to explain the same. 21 

By these sentences, the Bha!?yak1ira had stressed upon the word Dharma 
and its meaning in the first and the second Siitra of Jaimini. He proved that 
Vedic sacrifices are meant by Jaimini from the word Dharma in both the 
places,22 and not Vedartha or Karya as advocated by ancient writers. Such 
views of early authors and deviations of Sabara to oppose them are quite 
common as such divergent views existed throughout the History of thought in 
India and outside. 

19. See Siokavarttika, 1.1.10 and the commentaries thereon by Bhattom
beka and Parthasarathi. 

20. Ibid 1.1.12. 

al. Ibid. 1.1.26. See also the Na) aviveka of Bhavanatha. See also the 
Brhati of Prabhakara and the ~juvimala of Salikanatha. 

21. See Sabarabha~ya, 1.1.2. 
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There are reasons to believe that, even before Jaimini, there were many 
sages, who held divergent views and interpretations of Vedic sentences on the 
several topics of Mimamsa. 

Some of them are referred to by Jaimini in his Siitras either for the 
support of his views or for refutation. 23 One of them, called Badari, seems to 
have been holding a view, identical with that of other authors and it is quite 
possible that Badari may have been the source for such deviation on their part. 

Jaimini, in his Siitra III. I. 3, introduces the view of one Badari. He held 
a view, as Sabara informs us under that Siitra 2' that Vedic injunctions 'Yajeta' 
etc. do not convey the idea that the sacrifices, Yaga and others, are capable of 
producing the desired objects Svarga etc. But the Vedic injunctions merely 
impose on the Svargakama or one who is desirous of Svarga, the performance 
of yaga. Badari argued that this sentence does not mean that Yaga is 
considered as the means of Svarga; nor does it show that one who desires 
Svarga and performs Yaga gets it for himself or for others.26 Badari had 
a view that Yaga or the action imposed by injunctions stands as the most 
important thing expressed by the sentence and other words in the same sentence 
convey their meanings subordinated to yaga. 28 

Jaimini had rejected these views of Badari in his Siitras I11.1.4-6. He 
expressed his views, just contrary to that of Badari, when he said tl1at Vedic in
junctions do not prescribe actions alone but they impose actions as a means 
to the object to be achieved by mankind. 27 He thought that it is due to this 
conception of desired result, Vedic injunctions are obeyed by people and the 
injunctions also became valid. Jaimini and Sabaraswamin have established 
this statement in detail under the Siitra VI.I.2. and it is held by both of them 
that Yaga is subordinated to Svarga as an instrument and the man's action 
extends upto the achievement of result which is most important. 28 

28 They are :-BadarayaDa, Badari, Aitisayana, Kar!?Dajini, Atreya, 
Asmarathya, Alekhana, Lavakayana, Kamukiiyana. 

2' See Sabarabha~ya III.I.3. iflft; l[f~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I 41',.;ctIClC<tid04: 
~ I ~ ~ ~~: I ~ if ~rr frfimt I 

26 Ibid. 4": ~~ ~1if4"~ ~ miT ~fc::?l""ctl="l=""?lJor;;",,,:{rittrft\A:q"a- I ifW1rr: IH~ crr ~ I 
~. . 

20 Ibid. ct~rmiiT if ~~: ~1-qG.,!!~ I 

27 'Iilfh!:qfq ~f.\': ~r~ I ~. III·I.4· ~ ~ if~: "~04ct<!j'iqFc::m I 
~~ mm~ql4"~;rfcr I ll:! ~s~: q~) ~Cffcr , ~~~: I Sabarabha!?ya. 

28 amrl:l<i; g ctW2ffu:. I~. VI.I-2. tiT ~ ~~: « ffi~ "'IR: I :qmq <!fT1T: 

Cji~ct"4"r ~~a- ct":qrfq "'I Cjicfo:q-: I WlR: ~ ~fu I Sabara on VI. 1.2. 
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On another occasion also, Badari is referred to by Jaimini as having 
offered a similar interpretation of the Vedic sentences against all approved 
conventions. He held the view that members of all the four classes are 
permitted by the Vedic injunctions to perform sacrifices when they desired any 
result, because there is no specific mention to exclude the fourth class. In 
order to substantiate his own view, he has interpreted many Vedic sentences as 
he liked to suit his purpose. 29 

Such extra-ordinary interpretations and theories of Badari and some 
early Bha~yakaras according to him, are gracefully but emphatically rejected 
by Sabara in his Bha~ya. Such views appear to have been the origin and 
source of inspiration for many later writers like Bhartrmitra and others who 
were opposed to Sabaraswamin. 

Prabha.karaguru, a disciple of Kumarilabhatta following in the path of 
Badari, early Bha~yakaras and Bhartrmitra, had written commentaries on 
the Bha~ya of Sabara, who really belonged to the opposite camp and delibrately 
attempted to establish his own contrary doctrines through the writings of 
Sabaraswamin. Even in this respect, he followed the early writers, who have 
attempted to comment upon Jaimini's Siitras although they were really 
opposed to their views. Perhaps, they must have adopted this method due to 
the increasing popularity of the other school expounded by Jaimini and 
SabaraswaIT)in. 

Prabhakara seems to have been called 'Guru' because he has adopted 
this method of ancient writers delibrately against the wishes of his preceptor 
Kumarilabhatta, who was a staunch follower of Sabara's School and a greater 
advocate of reforms in the field of Dharma Mimamsa. 

KumarilabhaHa who flourished in c. 7th century A. D. appears to have com
posed five Viirttikas on the Bha~ya of Sabaraswamin. They are known as the 
Brhattika, Madhyamatika, Slokavarttika, Tantravarttika and Tuptika. 80 Among 
these five, the last mentioned three works only are extant to-day and they form 
a complete commentary on the 12 chapters of the Bha.~ya. The Slokavarttika 
which contains about 3300 Karikiis is an elaborate commentary on the Tarka
piida or the first Pada of the first Adh)'aya of the Bha~ya. It appears to be an 
abridged form of the BrhaHika, a larger version on the same subject, as many 
other Kiirikiis, which are found quoted in later works along with the verses of the 
Slokavarttika under one Varttikakara, are not available in his existing works. 81 

29 See ~~~ , VLI.27 and the Bha~ya thereon. 
30 See Prapaiicahrdaya, Trivandrum Sanskrit Series, p. 39. 
81 For details see author's papers' Kuma.rila and BrhaHika.' and ' For

gotten Ka.rikas of Kuma.rila, ' published in the proceedings of the 3rd Oriental 
Conference, p. 523 and J. O. R. Madras, 1927. 
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Nothing, however, is known about the Madhyamatika of Kumarila. Kumarila 
has done a valuable service to all systems of philosophy in general and to the 
Mim1i.ms1i. in particular by writing such voluminous works in polemical and 
still charming style. His Kiirikiis are amply quoted by later writers in all the 
systems of philosophy as an undisputed authority in support of their arguments. 
There will hardly be any well·known polemical work on Jainism or Buddhism, 
wherein a great number of Kiirikiis of Kum1i.rila are not quoted for refuta
tion. 32 The Jainas and the Buddhists have made great efforts to refute the 
well established doctrines of Kum1i.rila in their works. 33 

Tarkapada is the most essential part of the Mim1i.riJsa and it is due to 
this Pada that the system of Piirvamimam<;a has been raised to the status of 
an independent system of Philosophy. Its object is to establish Dharma as 
the chief means for emancipation. Jaimini has divided this Piida into eight 
topics and proved how the Vedic injunctions alone are capable of determining 
Dharma and how the other sources of knowledge, perception etc, fail to 
prove it. Sabaraswamin, (cir. 200 A.D.) following in the foot-steps of 
Upavaq;a, the earlier Bha~yakara, has supplemented the statements of Jaimini 
in all aspects by adding the Vrttikiiragrantha to establish the self-validity of 
experiences and the invalidity of certain experiences owing to the defects, of the 
means, in ordinary life. He has introduced for the first time the subject of 
epistemology in this system in detail, proved the doctrine of Vedic and non
Vedic verbal experience, rejected for the first time Niriilatnba1Ja and Sunyavtida 
of Buddhists, established the th~ory that each Dharma is performed for produc
ing desired results and proved the existence of soul as a separate entity to 
enjoy the result either in this or next birth. 

All these topics of controversy in Vedic philosophy. introduced by Sabara, 
have given ample scope to KumarilabhaHa for establishing the Mimamsa 
system of philosophy on an absolutely sound basis and for refuting the argu

ments of Buddhists. 

After the period of Sabaraswamin, the great Buddhist logicians, Vasu
bandhu, Difinaga and Dharmakirti, who flourished during the period ranging 
from cir. 3rd to the 6th century A. D .• took great pains to disprove the doc
trines of the realistic schools, the Nyaya system of Gautama and Vatsyayana 
and the Mimamsa system of Jaimini and Sahara. They mainly opposed these 
two systems, taking their stand on the Sunya and V ifiUinavada schools of Bud-

39 See the Tattvasamgraha of Santarak~ita, GOS. Nos. 30 -3I. 
38 See the paper of the writer 'Forgotten Karikas of Kumarila ' in 

J. O. R. Madras. Vol. I. ' 
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dhism. 9~ During this period, the Buddhistic philosophy and logic could enjoy 
greater popularity by the voluminous writings of these three authors. In fact, 
during this period of four centuries, there were no works worthy of name, writ
ten by any author to support the doctrines of these two realistic systems. 

Under such threatening circumstances, in the middle of the 7th century, 
there appeared in the field of philosophy, four outstanding personalities who 
successfully revived and re-established the Vedic religion and the Upani!?adic 
philosophy with the help of the Nyaya and Mimamsa systems. These four 
thinkers are Bhartrhari, Gauc;Iapada, Uddyotakara and Kumarilabhatta. Bhar
trhari and Gauc;1apada had established the positive idealism of the Upani!?ads 
known as Sabdiidvaita and Brah11liidvaita and refuted the negative logic of the 
Madhyamikas. Uddyotakara and Kumarila, the two latter exponents of realistic 
Schools of philosophy, upheld the reasonings advanced by the Nyaya and 
Mimamsa systems in their Varttikas known as the Nyayabha~yavarttika and 
510kavarttika. In doing so, they have thoroughly criticised the Buddhistic schools 
with the result that the Buddhistic philosophy could not make any effective 
headway after the 7th century A. D. Kumarilabhatta is traditionally believed to 
be an incarnation of Kumara Karttikeya 36 who had preceded Sailkaracarya to 
defend the Vedic religion and Upani~adic philosophy from the attacks of Bud
dhists and to save the Vedas from the interpretations of the so-called Mimamsakas 
who made the Mirnamsa system akin to A theism. It is during this period, that 
great SaIikaracarya appeared after Kumarila and wrote his immortal Bhii~ya on 
the Upani~adsf Badarayal)asilttas and Bhagavadgitii. Thus, it may be said that 
KumarilabhaHa and SaIikaracarya were the chief critics of Buddhism and defend
ers of the Vedic religion and Vpani!?adic philosophy. 

Both, Sabaraswamin and KumariiabhaHa had introduced several reforms 
in the Mimari:lsa system, condemning the ancient method of Badari school, with 
a view to making the system more useful to the people as well as to the follow
ers. While doing so, they did not quote the views held by the ancient 
writers but treated the subject-matter in such a way that the ancient method 
of arguments would be automatically discarded by people. A critical student 
who is conversant with the old and new systems of Mimamsa would not certain
ly fail to detect this fact. 

Let us iIlustrate some of the many fundamen tal principles, where reforms 
are introduced by Kumarila, on the lines of Jaimini and Sabarasvamin, which 
Prabhakara had opposed later on. 

34 See the Foreword to the Tattvasamgraha of Santaraksita GOS. Nos. 
30 -31. 

36 See the Sankaradigvijaya of Vidyaral).ya. 
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(i) Firstly, he opened ,his Slokaviirttika with a great contempt towards 
certain early Mimiirilsakas who had made the system akin to Atheism and he 
stated in a Kiirikii. 36 that his attempt to write this Varttika was meant 
for bringing the Darsa1la back to the orthodox lines. He did not state, however, 
who the earlier writers were and what method was adopted by them. It is 
neither Jaimini Dor Sabara whose works he was commenting upon. But the 
commentators of Kumarila such as Bhattombeka,37 Sucaritamisra 38 and 
P5.rthasiil'athimisra 39 supply further information on this point. They state that 
Bhartrmitra and others and their works Tattvasuddhi etc. are respectively the 
early writers and works meant by Kumarila in this statement. Bhartrmitra 
seems to have held the view that the reliable Smrti works of ancient sages 
and the Acaras of good persons are not to be taken as authority on Dharma. He 
also seems to have held that Vedic sacrifices are not calculated to produce 
any result to the peiformers. In the same way, he is known to have supported 
the view that the actions prohibited by the Vedas produce no sins for those who 
commit such actions. These and many similar theories of Bhartrmitra and 
others are condemned by Kumiirila but they have been developed by Prabh5.kara 
later on, in his works. It appears that similar views were held by Biidari and 
early Bhiil?yakaras, who accepted Vedartha as the subject-matter of Mimiimsa. . . 

(2) Secondly, Kumarila has stated in his Kiirikii. I.II of the Siokavarttika 
that the first Sutra " A/halo Dharma jijiiiisii " states that Dharma is the subject 
matter of the Mimarilsa and its decision is the result of the discussion conducted 
in the Siistra. Though such a statement is superfluous as the idea is clear 
to all from the first Siztra, Kumiirila did it with a view to changing the out
look of the Mimiirilsii by this statement. He wanted to refute the early writers 
who held that Vediirthavicara is the subject matter and the decision of Vedartha 
is the result of the Mimarilsii and that accordingly the word Dharma in 

30 ~~" ~ ;ft;rim wi; W'li1'-lCft'liffi I 

cm:n~G<fitf~ <ii~:!l' <rc-<'f: ~ffi .PH II Slokavarttika. LIO 

37 See Bhattombeka's Tatparyatika on the Slokaviirttika (Madras Ed. ). 
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as Kasika., a commentary on the Sio. V. by Sucaritamisra, Trivandrum 
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Jaimini's first and second Satras has to be interpreted to mean Vedarlha. 40 The 
reason for such an interpretation was, according to them, that after learning the 
Vedas, Vedarthavicara only is natural but not the Dharmaviciira. It was further 
argued by them that if the word Dharma has to be retained in the Satra in its real 
sense all sorts of Dharma including that of Buddhists and Jains shall have to be 
discussed and the word" Athata!t- " may have to be taken to mean the Buddhist 
}fgamas also as an antecedent to the Dharmajijiiasii.41 Sabara and Kumarila have 
rejected those objections raised by the early Bha!?yakaras and offered their own 
interpretations by making such statements in the beginning of their works. Both 
have pro'ved subsequently that such Dhar1llajijiiasa is quite possible after learning 
the Vedas and the Bauddha Agamas could not be the previous study meant by 
the word • Athiila!~ '. But Prabhakara, following the early method of interpreta
tion, supported the view that the Vedarthavicara is the subject of the Sastra 
and the word Dharma in the Sutra should be interpreted to mean Vedartha as 
against the view of Kumarila. Prabhakara has commented upon the whole of 
the Jaiminisiitras and the Sabarabha!?ya, keeping strictly in view that Vediirtha
viciira is the subject matter of the Sastra, and has followed only the verbal ex
pressions G2 of the Vedic injunctions, neglecting their implied meaning. Jaimini 
ill his Sutra V.I.6 and the Bha!iyakara 43 have clearly stated that the Vedas 
are meant for many purposes. Dharma is one of them alft1 we are concerned 
here only with Dharma and not with other objects of the Vedas. It will be 
evident from this Sutra and the Bhii!Jya that Vediirtha or content of the Vedas 
is not meant by them as the object of the Sastra; but only Dharma is the object. 

( 3) Thirdly. Kumarila has declared in his Karikii 1.12 that every action 
imposed by Vedic or non-Vedic injunctions must be intended for some desired 

40 ~ "l~~~~ ilia~ I "PfY~ ~!;fir Cf'fij ~r: mrrll. II 
S10. Va, I.II. Vide ~juvimala p. 20 (Madras. Ed.) ~~ ~em~: I Vide 

also Bhavanatha's Nayaviveka, p. 38 (Madras. Ed. ) ~~~ ~r;r :q ~~
q\: I 

41 ~G~1l.1 ~~~ttt 'tiirlu)s~ ~ffi ~ I ~ ~\:~m. I ~ I 
~ g 1iItt~~lerJff~~~ etc. Sabarabh1i.!iya. 1.1.1. I:T~Jfffitl\l:TrOfrn:: ~~lfcfcROfT
~ I ~ €j~~~lij~ ~ II Slo. Var. 1·77. 

42 ~ :{I"'<t"'i"l~<1l ~r fr.tile:ir Olf\~ ~ ~Il.' Tantrarahasya. 
verse 5. 

43 ~~crl~m;% ~I(iIi~ffl qu~({. etc. Jai. V.I.6 qu~c"Ia:~~ I ~r~ ft 
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Vide also NyayaratnamaIa of Parthasarathi I. 41.-
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result. U None is likely to undertake any action or learning, unless he has a 
clear conception of its beneficial results. Kumarila should have had a special 
motive in declaring such a well known subject in the beginning of his work. In 
fact, this statement seems to have been made by Kumarila to refute the theory 
held by Badari and followed by early Bha~yakaras and Bhartrmitra, against the 
view of J aimini and Sabaraswamin. Badari and his followers were of the opinion 
that Vedic and non-Vedic injunctions indicate only the duty, to be performed by 
mankind and everyone, who is a functionary to that duty, should undertake 
that without questioning its authority and without any idea of the results to be 
achieved. This theory of B1ldari is stated by Jaimini in his SiUra III. I. 3 and 
explained by Sabara in detail. 46 As Badari is strictly inclined to discuss the 
Vedtirtha only and not the Dharma in the Sastra, he and his followers failed to see 
whether this theory is acceptable to the common man or not. They have de
cided that Vedic injunctions, verbally, do not indicate Yagas as the means to 
Svarga etc. They think, even in non-Vedic injunctions, that sense of duty alone 
induces a man to undertake the duty but not the result of it. Kumarila criticis
ed this theory on the lines of Jaimilli and Sabara, who have proved under the 
Sutras III, I. 4-646 and VI. I. 2.47 that Vedic and non-Vedic injunctions act· 
uate persons by showing the desired results and those results are Svarga and others 
in the Vedic injunctions. They have stated clearly that Vedic sacrifices will 
not be undertaken by anyone, if the result is denied to him. J aimini has shown 
that whenever the injunctions are not accompanied with a statement of result, 
a suitable result should be inferred so as to complete the injunction. (See. Jai. 

IV. 3. IS and lB.) 

Prabh1lkara, on the other hand, has followed in his works Badari's school 
condemned by both Jaimini and Sabara and has stated that duty alone is im-

44 ~~~ ~ ;zrRHl1 'fitr{[i'tcnftt 'Ii~ I ~m;f wftrRl' mmi1' ~ II 
SI. Va. 1.12. 

46 ~o41(!Hl~"IiT~ <1T~:n:: 1 ~ft\' ~~: ~~m:. I ~ ~1fl~<mL' 
~{iq~<fi;ff~<I.1 J ai. III. J ,3.6. 4"JlT~<'1l'k""do4": ~Qq~l1 I if ~ <'1flqfi!:m-~ f<I;f~~
~<'1" <f,d~ l iii' ~ ~1~: I •••••• iii' ij if AA~r~;1j~~ ~ 1 'Mrl=lft\' if ~if ~ I 
. • • . .• <'1"f~ fi~ 'mffIlH ~~r~ 1 ifrf~ uo;~ 4"rTif ~a- 'Mr~Rt I 

Siibarabh5.:;;ya. III. 1'3. 
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posed by injunctions on the functionary, who should perform it without any 
expectation of the result. He held that duty, Kiirya, Niyoga or Apurva is 
the meaning of the Vedic' Lins' and that is imposed on mankind. This he did, 
as he was concerned only with the Vediirtha but not with Dharma. But 
those who wanted to establish Dharma as the content of the Vedas and that 
it is for the welfare of humanity, should see how it would be acceptable to 
mankind. 

(4) Fourthly, Kumarila has taken up the definition of Dharma as stated 
in the second Satra of Jaimini. He states that anything which is imposed by the 
Vedic injunction for some desired benefit is Dharma, no matter whether it is a 
substance, quality or action. ~8 This definition is supported by Sabarasvamin 
in his Sreyaskara Bhiirjya while explaining the word' Artha' in the SutTa. He 
defines Dharma as a thing which is prescribed in Vedas for producing some 
desired benefit. He has laid stress on the fact that sacrifices only are to be 
known as Dharma, because even a common man recognises them as Dharma 
when he happens to see them. He rejected the view of the early Mimam
sakas, who held that Kiirya or Apurva or Niyoga, specially learnt from the Vedic 
, Lins ' and not known by any other means of knowledge, is Dharma which is 
neither Y iiga nor Svarga, nor their relation, but is an order for duty to be a t
tended by a special functionary. Kumarila rejected 49 this view on the ground 
that such an Ap~(,rva is not known by anybody as Dharma as no one can see it . 
He rejected the Apurvadharmaviida and ascribed this view to some early Mi
mamsakas. These Mimamsakas are none but those Bha!?yakaras and Bhartr
mitra who belonged to the Badari's school. 60 

:.. ..;.~ ~. ~ n~"' .,... 
48 :q1c::rrr<!l'W~IIS~r I:T+J: I Ja1. I. I. 2. C'!~JlI%i <{YjI<!l~(JfS~:~: IltCf C'!T~ 
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Prabhakara also had joined the same old school and established Apurva
kiirya as the meaning of the Vedic injunctions. This Apurvavada is well known 
as one of his pet theories but this theory was not originated by him. It was 
started by the early writers and had already been condemned by Kumarila. 
(See Siokavarttika 2.190-200). 

(5) Fifthly, Kumarila defined in his KariM what is meant by the 
word' Codana' or the Vedic injunction.51 Following the definition of Sabara, 
he has stated that the sentence which conveys the injunction completed with 
a statement of result, means and method of the duty imposed, is to be known 
as • Codalla '. This definition, stressed by Kumarila, signifies that the early 
Mimamsakas did not conceive • Codana· as such and it was necessary for 
him to introduce such a definition. It is clear from this definition that there 
ought to be some expectation of results from the duty imposed by the injunc
tion; otherwise none is likely to obey or undertake to perform rituals. The 
motive of Kumarila, in adopting such a Vidhi, is to repudiate the view 
of Badari and his followers, who maintained that the Vidhi or the injunctive 
suffix only is called I Coda1la ' and it expressed a duty or Kiirya or Apurva to 
be performed. Badari thought that such a sense of duty alone will induce a 
person to do the action without knowing any result. It was his view that 
Vedic sacrifices were not calculated to produce any result, Svarga etc. according 
to the sentences' Yajeta svargakamal;' and others. 

Later on, Prabhakara sought to establish the same theory-Kiiryapara_ 
vakya or Niyoga doctrine already propounded by Badari and condemned by 
Kumarila. He thought that' Codalla ' was VidM and Kiirya was its meaning 
which was Dharma. He then came to the conclusion that all Vedic sentences 
expressed only Kiirya or duty as principal import and other sentences, expressing 
accomplished facts, were invalid in and outside the Vedas. 52 He explained the 
word • Artha ' in the Siitra as the meaning expressed by • Codallii' and denied 
that the word' Artlta • denoted a thing which is desired. 6» 
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( 6 ) Sixthly, Kumarila strongly condemned the attempt of introducing 
Atheism into the Mimamsa, on the ground that Jaimini did not state in his 
Siitras anything about soul, god, creation of the universe or liberation of the soul 
from the chain of death and birth. The early Mimamsakas, who believed 
that Vedas were the sale authority only on Kiirya and persons were merely 
functionaries of that Kiirya, tolerated such form of Atheism being introduced 
in the system of Mimamsa. 

But Kurnarila praised Sabarasvamin 54 who even going beyond the range 
of the Siitras has introduced Atmavada in the Tarkapada, in order to remove 
the pos!;iible charge of Atheism. He also advised, at the end of the Atmavada, 
that clear conception of the soul and its realisation might be fully had from the 
Upani~ads which were called Vedantas. He has proved 65 how the soul could 
achieve liberation from the sorrowful worldly ties by doing only the obligatory 
Vedic rituals and avoiding the actions prohibited by the Vedas. 

It will be evident from these statements of Kumarila that the doctrines, 
well-known to-day as belonging to the Prabhakara School, are not really pro
pounded by Prabhakara but were existing as opposed to the other school, from 
the very early period in the history of Mimamsa. Badari, who flourished even 
before Jaimini, seems to be the first person responsible for such a view so far 
it is known. Jaimini had opposed Badari's method of interpretation of Vedic 
sentences and proved that sacrifices were only the means to desired results. 
Somehow or other, the Bha~yakaras, Bodhayana and some others, while com
menting upon the Jaimini's Sutras, favoured the view of Biidari and accepted 
Vediirthaviciira as the subject-matter of the Sastra. 

But Sabarasvamin took a different view and rejected those views of early 
writers and divided the Piirvamimamsa from the Uttaramimiimsa. Again 
Bhartrmitra, in his work Tattvasuddhi, seems to have supported the early views 
and Kumarilabhatta later on rejected the same in his Varttikas. All important 
doctrines known as propounded by Prabhakara, are already mentioned by 
Kumarila and rejected in his Varttikas. 

51 ~~Tif 'fTf~(fiif~~U"liR:t1Wlcj:nf~ ~l~~ ~~1 ~Gccr1tC!fu:1i:!f: >!<i)~: 5flflRr 

~~lrC!~ilCjiiM II 148 I Slo. va. Atmavada. 

65 ll;C!~:;rTfiI~ ~Pn~<rn~

~#rm~ ~:;rTl:!Jt ~~~ I 
m'f:ij" f.:t~~$~~.~ I~if '<t tJT'<t"-fOl:. I 

~UT-!l"Rqiji~if: ~~ ~~ if (: II 

Nyayasuddha. UdbhidadhikaraI).am, pp. 329-330. Chowkhamba Ed. 

~'<ff if mer ~ "IiI .... '! f.l~~m: 1 

f.tt:!Aiitfu~ m~:;r~~l II Slokavarttika Sambandhak~epa. IIO. 



Origin of Prabhakara Mimamsa xxv 

Prabhakara, later on, has established the same old view against the school 
of Jaimini, in his two commentaries on the Bha!?ya of Sabara. A great confusion 
has thus been created by Prabhakara in the minds of the readers of the Bha!?ya 
on each topic of the Tarkapiida. But an intelligent student of the Mimarilsa 
system will not fail to detect the real views of the Bha!?yakara by a judicious 
comparison of the doctrines of both the schools. 

The above discussion will clearly show that there existed two currents of 
thought in the investigation of the Vedic content from the very early times 
and that these two ways of thinking had undergone several changes at the 
hands of great Adi.ryas. In the last stage, the. two schools were upheld by 
Kumarilabhatta and Prabhakara and became famous by their names from the 
7th century onwards in the history of Piirvamimamsa. 

We can now easily classify below the eminent authors responsible for the 

two schools of Mimamsa from the early stages :-

Priibhakara School Bhi'iUa School 

I. Badari ( cir. 4th century B.C. ) I. Jaimini (cir. 4th century B.C.) 
2. Bodhayana (cir. 3rd cetltury B.C.) 2. Upavar~a ( cir. 3rd century B.C. ) 
3. Bhavadasa (cir. 2nd cetltury A.D) 3. Sabaraswamin (cir. 2nd century A.D.) 
4. Bhartrmitra (CiT. 7th centt4ry A.D.) 4. Kumarilabhatta (cir. 7th century A.D.) 
5. Prabhakara ( cir. 8lh century A.D. ) 5. MaI:l(;1anamiSra (cir. 8th century A.D. ) 
6. Salikanatha ( ciT. 9th century A.D.) 6. Vacaspatimisra (cir. 9th cmturyA.D.) 
7. Bhavanatha (CiT Ioth century A.D.) 7· Parthasarathimisra (cir. Ioth century 

A.D.) 

As Jaimini has quoted Badari, it is clear that the School of Badari sup
ported by Prabhakara is earlier than the ~chool of Jaimini followed by Kumarila 
though Prabhakara flourished only after Kumarila. 

There are two fundamental principles on which the two schools differed. 
The first principle is that the Badari's school believed that all commands of 
superiors, Vedic or non-Vedic, are obeyed by others without consideration of 
any result because they are the commands of superiors. Jaimini, on the other 
hand, rejected this view and held that the command and the sense of benefit 
also are responsible for the obedience of the followers. The former school laid 
stress only on the part "of the' Codalla lak~a~1a • while the latter had emphasised 
on the whole Siltra including the word' Artha • which meant according to it 
the desirEd object. The other:principle is that the early Mimamsakas though t 
that Vediirlhajijniisii was the natural result of the learning the Vedas and not 
Dharmajijniisii as stated by Jaimini. But Sabara and Kumarila objected to 
this view and established Dharmajijiiiisii as the object of the Sastra The b . • aS1C 

differences of this kind developed into_two broad schools and took two per-
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manent forms after the 7th century, with the names of Kumarila and Prabh5.kara 
as their founders. 

But people, in general, adopted the Bhatta School in their daily actions
Vedic or non-Vedic and always prefixed a Sailkalpa or determination in the 
beginning of every action, where the result of the action undertaken was openly 
declared by them. It is clear therefore that the authors of the Prabhakara 
school failed to understand the psychology of people. The School was, there
fore, naturalIy not appreciated by the general public throughout its history. 

Tantrarahasya 

Tantrarahasya, the smalI treatise by Ramanujiicarya, is a primer of the 
Priibbakara system of Piirvamimamsa. The object of this work is to state 
clearly the view-points of Prabhakara on the five important topics viz. (I) 
Epistemology, (2) Metaphysics, (3) Verbal Testimony of Vedic and non-Vedic 
sentences, (4) Import expressed by the Siistra or Vedic injunctions and (5) 
Necessity of the Mimamsa Sastra or the discussion on Dharma, learnt from the 
Vedic passages. In doing this, Ramanujacarya mainly folIowed Salikanatha, the 
earlier writer on the same subjects, believed to be the disciple of Prabhakara him
self. Salikanatha has collected very minor but very important topics in his work 
known as the PrakaraIJ.apancika and ably argued in support of those doctrines 
sought to be established by his Guru Prabhakara in his work Brhati. Incidentally, 
Salikanatha has explained and criticised the other systems of Philosophy on 
all the topics he had selected, in general and the system of Bhaga School of 
Mimamsa in particular. Parthasarathimisra, another staunch follower of the 
BhaHa system of Mimamsa, has made a selection of certain important topics 
from the Prakaral).apaiicika in his work called the Nyiiyaratnamiila and answered 

all the objections raised by Salikanatha against the doctrines of the Bhiit1as. 
He had condemned all the doctrines of Prabhakara and established the fact 
that the commentaries of Prabhakara on the Sabarabha~ya do not represent 
the real sense of the author of the Bha~ya, Sabarasvamin. Ramanujacarya, the 
author of the Tantrarahasya, who was conversant with both the systems, 
Bhatta and Prabhakara, has again re-established the view-points of Prabhakara 
and Sftlikanatha on all the five topics stated above and rebutted the arguments 
advanced by Parthasarathimisra, in his Nyayaratnamaia. 

Salikanatha, while establishing the Prabhakara system as superior to the 
BhaHa School, has condemned the views of Kumarila and quoted profusely 
from his BrhaHika and Slokavarttika, in order to show that Prabhakara anti
cipated the views of Kumarila in his works. 66 All these topics of dispute 

u8 Vide the article entitled' Kumftrila and the BrhaHika' in the Pro
ceedings of the 3rd Oriental Conference, Madras and the article' Forgotten 
Karikas of Kumarila ' in the Journal of Oriental Research, Madras 1927. 
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centred on the eight AdhikaralJ.as of the Tarkapiida of Jaimini's SiUras, which are 
explained by Sabarasvamin in his Bha~ya. KuruariIa and Prabhakara widely 
differed in interpreting the text of the Bha~ya on the Tarkapiida which cannot 
really be the ba&is to both the schools antagonistic to each other. The style of 
the Sabarabha~ya also is not too hard to be understood. It is again considered 
to be the best style adopted by the early Bha~yakaras. That both the com
mentators on the Bha~ya derived their desired doctrines, methods of arguments 
and interpretations from the same text of the Bha~ya, may appear to be very 
strange to· an ordinary reader. In fact, the great scholars such as Prabhakara, 
Salikanatha, Bhavanatha on the one hand, and Kumarila, MaQ9anamisra, 
Vacaspati, Parthasarathimisra on the other hand, held divergent views on the 
basis of the same text of the Bha~ya. It is highly deplorable that the excellent 
passages of the Bh5.~ya should suffer at the hands of such critics, who with 
vengeance analysed the contents to support their preconceived doctrines I 

As stated before, the two schools of thought were started by B5.dari, and 
J aimini in earlier times. The name of Badari is often stated in the SiUras of 
Jaimini and Badar5.yaQa and his views on the interpretations of the Vedic 
passages are generally refuted by both of them. In both the Mimamsa Siitras, 
Biidari's interpretations of the Vedic passages are cited on eight topics and are 
rejected by Jaimini and BadarayaQa in 6 places as untenable. The views, which 
he has expressed while interpreting the Vedic passages. are considered to be more 
or less perverse. He is responsible for the schooi of thought known to-day as the 
school of Pr1i.bhakaramimams1i. and such views of B1i.dari were already condemn
ed by Jaimini and Sabarasvamin in their works. 

But, it is curious to find that so:ne early Vrttikaras on Jaimini's SiUras 
such as Bodhayana, Bhavadasa and Bhartrmitra had tried to re-establish the 
views of Biidari from the texts of ]aimini. It is permissible to suppose that the 
Vrttik1i.ra Upavar$a and Sabaraswamin stood faithful to J aimni and followed 
him in their works. When Bhartrmitra, a later writer, challenged the views of 
Sabara in his work again, KumarilabhaHa re-established ]aimini's real view in 
his V iirttikas and rejected the innovations of the early Vrttikiiras. But this 

process did not end with Kumarila. 

Prabh5.kara, who flourished after Kumarila in this field, has writ ten two 
commentaries on the Sabarabhii.~ya, known as Brhati and Laghvi, or Niban
dhana and Vivarana. In these two works, he sought to re-establish the old school 
once rejected by !{umarila in clear terms. It is, indeed, strange that Prabha.
kara interpreted the same text of the Bna~ya in his favour against Kumarila's 
views. 

Such well known doctrines of Prabhakara, as the Akhyilliviida, A nvitii
bhidha,Javiida, Kiiryaviikyiirlllaviida, A piirv,,siislriirtltav('l.da and many other 



XXVIII In troductioll 

Vadas were already existing and refuted by Kumarila. But Prabhakara reviv
ed all the doctrines in his Brhati without any reference to previous writers and 
systematically proved his view-points from the passages of the Bha~ya through 
a measured, charming and conversational language. 

According to tradition, he was one of the famous disciples of Kumarila 
and Umbekabhatta and MaQ.Q.anamiSra were his contemporaries in learning 
Mimarilsa from Kumarila. 57 Umbeka and MaQ.Q.ana remained faithful to their 
Guru Kumarila and generally followed his doctrines in their works. Umbeka has 
written a valuable commentary on the Slokavarttika or lGirika, available now 
in print upto the p0rtion of Spho!aviida. While commenting upon the 
V iirttika he has attributed all the topics of dispute, to the early Mimarilsakas 
whom Kumarila meant to refute. But Prabhakara, later on, has taken up the 
same doctrines as those of early writers anew and tried to prove that they were 
originally meant by Sabaraswamin himself. 

MaQ.Q.anamiSra, another disciple of Kumarila, had written three works in 
Mimarilsa known as Vidhiviveka, Bhavanaviveka and Vibhramaviveka to illus
trate the view-points of Kumarila on the three very important debatable points 
where Jairnini's school opposed the followers of Badari'sschool. The main object 
of the three works of MalJQ.ana seems to reject the favourite theories of Prabha
kara known as Kiiryaparaviikyaviida, Niyogaviikyiirthaviida and AkJlyiitiviida re
spectively. Vacaspatimisra, in his work NyayakalJika, while commenting on the 
Vidhiviveka of MalJQ.ana suggested that Prabh1ikara was not the real founder of 
the school known after his name but there were earlier writers, who held similar 
views on Vidhi, Bh1ivana and Vibhrama. 58 He also quoted a passage from the 
Brhati of Prabh1ikara and called him as a new writer on the same topic. 1his 
fact indicates that Prabh1ikara had collected all these doctrines of the early 
Vrttikaras and developed a new system of interpreting sentences, against his 
own Guru. In this connection, it will be interesting to note with advantage 
that Bhattombeka in his commentary on the Slokavarttika often referred to 
some thinkers who were opposed to the views of Kumarila and referred to them 
as : Anupiisitag~lru' in not less than eight places. This phrase' Am,pasita-

57 $: <filltilii ~fTl ~~ ~fTl '5f~<fi~: I 

mrs;:r~~ ~fu ""r~ir ~fTl '(~: II 
5~ ~ 'ifl::c5!T~l<iiU;;ft<:n~ ~U4"f: ~~ ~~ -'3'F~ <fi~olfcnfit~ f.tW~: I ;:r 

f""lfr~; <fi~Cf1+rli'f I f",,:m~: 5I<f{,ifT f;;:qr<ffla: I ~+rf~~~ ~~ I "" R~lf ~~ 
~;;lR" m;:rPH fq~lf+rlif I .••.• ;:rcfti'fT~'i~lff;(l-~fif~~f~~I':nH~~ :<it~m~
~~'fCllI. I ~~ClTfq"Pft f;:p.:jtq: if ~;:r: <fia~ffill"r~ I 

Brhali 1.1. 2. P. 38, Madras Ed. Vide also Vidltiviveka, p. 109. Ba1taras Ed. 
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guru' probably may have been used by him with reference to Prabh1ikara, as it 
is used whenever Prabhakara's pet theories are condemned by Bhattombeka. 
It is also possible that the very phrase might have been responsible for his 
epithet' Guru " which is the last part of the phrase' A1I1tpiisitaguru '. 

Now let us examine a few cases where the clear passages of the Bha$ya 
are pressed into the service of the doctrines of Biidari and his followers in the 
\\orks of Prabhakara and Salikanatha. 

( I) The ini tial passage of the Bha$ya under the first Sutra of J aimini 
reads as • Lake ye$vartlze§u yani ' etc. 5D Kumarila is said to have stated sixteen 
kinds of inteIpretations to this passage as already existing. Prabhakara, 
not satisfied with them, gave his own interpretation different from the former 
sixteen stated by Kumarila. 00 This passage appears to give a general warning to 
the commentators, earlier or later, on the Sftlras of Jaimini to the effect that 
they should accept only the well known import of the words in the SiUras as far 
as possible and should not derive a new sense out of them by the secondary 
force or any other means. 

This statement of the Bhii$ya goes against the earlier system of Mimarosii., 
adopted by Prabhakara later on, as he wanted to derive new expressions from 
the words, Dharma, Cadalla, Artlla, Kriyii, Aparva etc. contained in the Sftlras 

through the secondary capacity of ~he words. 

In order to remove this discrepancy, found in his method of interpretation 
of these words in the Salras, Prabhii.kara remarked that the passage of the Bh5$ya 
in question, was concerned with the words' Athiila!t' in the first Slitra. He had 
again started a new method of argument that the learning of the Vedas by 
the students is not meant for their benefit but it is to be undertaken by them 
for making their teachers competent for the profession of teaching. 61 The 
injunction commanding the persons to undertake the teaching of the Vedas 
is responsible, according to him, for the learning of the Vedas by the students 

59 ~r~ ~Cf~ ~fiI qc::Tr.t 51~~rf.f mr'l Rm ~~~ CR~'f 'l~fEerc<rCfrr~O<.f'{ I 

'lT~~~r~rfc{~~t qft:;~<fi~)s,q: qR~I~) CfT I Sabarabhii.$ya 1.1. 1. 

60 ~ :q ~aJftr q~ ~f.!; ~(-!fl~~~ ~:ql~<iT ?":U?:~ ~yqU'fffi" I •••••• 

~ ;:r;:~ m9T ~~: trR;H,;:r,q~ , ....•• ~cf '3"'Rf~ -~:,m; ~~R;:rrr, q~s~rfcf;:;I~row 

f.I~f'n: 51m;J{'l1l. I N aya vi veka 1. I. I. 

61 ~ ltffiI. I ~<fI<~p.JT'<~~<f~~~~~<:n!!.TC<rf.lu~~lUI'l. I 'fi~ 3'Hf<t~~w.r I ~CJ1>:m-
~1'e<J<r<fia~fCjCl;ID~~ I sm=<rT:q.~~~Nsm't;;:~~ I Cf~ilTc5l~;fr;;:~ffi~'llWm! ~fd 
~: , T'fi 51m;;:;qffi~'li'fiTirc<nr. I '3"CfT<fifcqrf.~'fiI~ I ~~ ~q~CJI~ w.n;;:;qCCJT~
'fi'fiT~m ;:r;<fT;lts~crwr ~ I Cff~~~C!iI ~I!.-~~Cf: ~fd ~j:fiT~<:T<rR, ~~~: I 

Brhati 1. I.I. 
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and there is no specific Vidhi for learning of the Vedas by students. Students, 
therefore, learn Vedas, according to PrabMkara, only to help and benefit those 
who desire to become teachers. The meaning of Vedas, therefore, is not 
essentially to be learnt by students, nor are they expected to do Dharma 
Jijftasa. Prabhiikara, after raising such a strange objection, concludes that the 
words' Athata!J ' are used to remove such an objection. All these innovations of 
Prabhakara are in no way warranted by the passages of the BhaJ?ya, where it is 
clearly stated that the learning of Vedas is meant for the benefit of the 
students who get the knowledge of Dharma in all its aspects. 02 According to 
the BMHas, such arguments of PrabMkara are quite irrelevant to the context. 63 

(II) While enumerating the methods of investigations into Dharma 
to be undertaken under the head of the first Satra, the Bhii~yakara stated that 
the investigation would relate to the nature of Dharma, its definition, its means, 
methods of performance and its objects etc. 

Here, the last statement, concerning the object of Dha,ma to be in
vestigated, goes against the theory of Prabhakara. According to him, Dharma 
is not meant for producing any result. The Bha~ya, however, states that the 
object of Dharma is to be investigated and Prabhiikara had to comment upon 
the very sentence. 

Prabhakara holds that the sacrifices Yiiga, Homa etc. are not to be taken 
as Dharma as they are momentary actions. But the meaning of the • Lift, 
the injunctive suffix of the root-yaj etc. in the word 'yajeta ' is Dharma accord
ing to the definition of J aimini in his second SUlra, • Codanii Lak§arzo, A ,tho 
DharmaJ:!'. The meaning of the Lin or Vidhi according to Prabhakara is Kiirya 
and its knowledge induces persons to undertake the function. This Karya 

is Dharma and this is most important in a sentence. The other words merely 
supply their import relegated to this Karya and the Karya or Dharma has no 
object to produce. The word • Svargakamal;' also supplies only the function
ary required by the Karya and does not indicate the result as it appears to do. 

Prabhakara and his disciple Salikanatha, therefore, carefully interpreted 
this' Bha~ya passage in their favour." They held that the word' Kimpara' 

62 ~it ~ cn:~r~: 'fi~<roi'tl:T;% .,rll 1 Of :q ffiH<ll'q"HlI€llii. ~<Fffi <il~r: ~ ~m
~Cf I m ~+rJlt'i{~<r ffiflft! '~~~§ qU~ '1:Mf~RR~: ~' ~~
crr<rffi ~ 1 Sabarabha~ya I. 1.1. 

63 ~ <iffimfiil~" Of: ~mRt I ...... "i!I"«fj"q~~ .,r~m ~fc\" I ~f{

iRrii.1 ~qj~ 1 ...... 'i&Il:qr~ g .,~;% ~O<Jlql(: ...... Cf~~;acmn1lT~ 
~(fcl;r ~"Ii~f~rH."~ ~ <{iI~~-~m ~M~~lijfc\" I 

Bhattombeka's commentary on Slokavarttika. I. II. 

8~ 'lit I:T~: 'fi~: ~ IDI:TOfTf.1 'Iilf.t ~11:T.,'m~l~ ~~Rr I Bha~ya I. I. I 



Tan trarahas ya XXXI 

inquiring what is the object of Dharma, stated in the Bh~ya, indicates only 
the investigation of the rightful person who should undertake Dharma or 
Kiirya. 85 The Bhattas. on tbe other hand, mean from the same word the object 
for which Dharma is to be performed. Now these divergent views of the two 
schools on this word may be critically examined by the students of Mimamsa 
who should decide which view is correct. 

(III) There is another similar statement in the Bh~ya where it is said 
that' Dharma is meant for the benefit of people '. This statement does not 
suit the scheme adopted by Prabhakara. According to him, Dharma itself is 
the most important thing in a sentence. It is not subordinate to persons but 
persons are merely asked to Perform Dharma by the Vedic injunctions, as their 
duty. The statement 66 of the Bha~ya obviously goes against his theory. 

Both Prabhakara and Salikanatha felt this difficulty as it was coming ill 
their way and changed the meaning of the simple sentence of the Bha~ya as 
they had done before. It is stated by both of them that the word Puru!}apara 
in the Bha~ya means that persons havi the right to perform Dharma which 
is their Kiirya. The BhaHas, on the other hand, could easily explain this 
sentence in a natural way as they believed that Dharma is meant for persons 
who are desirous of some result out of it. 

IV. Similarly. in the same context. Sabaraswamin, while concluding his 
Bha?ya on the first SUlra, stated· that Dharma, erroneously understood and 
performed, dces harm to the performer; but the same, correctly known and 
performed, does immense good to the performer. 87 

This statement also was not palatable to Prabhakara, as it did not support 
the theory started by Badari and continued by some of his predecessors. But 
the Bh1lttas found no difficulty in explaining the Bha~ya, as they believed that 
Dharma does good for men and Adharma is harmful to performers. 

Prabhakara, following Badari, rejects this view. because the Vedic 
sentence does not indicate any result of the sacrifice. The Vedic Ni$edha also 

85 tir ~IHaT ifTiT I ~~~{rf~5!r~iRr~~ I Brha ti I. 1.1. iti=!l Fcii'RCfT ifTi:trCf I 
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does not indicate any harm to the performer. He thought that there is no word 
to provide such a sense in the Vedic sentences; but the implication or inference 
of such result from the Vedic sentences cannot be allowed, as they are not 
composed by an author, whose desire may be inferred. 

Jaimini, Sabaraswamin and Kumarila 88 were opposed to this view. They 
thought that the laws of verbal testimony are same in the case of Vedic and 
non-Vedic sentences. As from the non-Vedic Vidhi and Ni~edhas we understand 
some good or bad results by the way of im plication, even so, should the same 
law be applied to the Vedic sentences also. Even if there are no authors of 
Vedas, Vedic sentences themselves, according to Sabara, are endowed with 
such a force of expression. He, therefore, held that the implied sense of 
the Vedic injunctions, has to be accounted for in the Vt·dhi and Ni$edhas, and 
therefore, the results of the actions in the sentences of both kinds should be in
ferred. It will be interesting to note, in this connection, that the great Sankar
acarya, who followed Sabarasvamin in many respects, referred to him often 
with such an epithet in his Bha~Yi, as 'Sastrutatparyavida!t' or one who 
understands the purport of the Sastras. 80 It is evident from this epithet of 
Sahara that Sankara gave support to the School, of Jaimini but not of Badari, 
who believed in mere ·verbal expressions of the sentences and refused to accept 
implicits. 

Salikanatha 70 had to change the sense of this Bha~ya, which obviously 
went against his school. He commented upon this passage and concluded in 
his favour by saying that Dharma, well understood, established the right of its 
performance on mankind and Adharma, as such, removed the right of perform
ance from the persons. 

V. The second Siltra of Jaimini, where Dharma is defined and the Bha~ya 
of Sabara on it are well known to all. 71 Prabhakara and Salikanatha had good 
opportunity to establish the two fundan-lental principles of their school on the 

strength of this Siltra and its Bha~ya. 

These two principles were already known to them as adopted by the early 
Mimamsakas and once rejected by Kumarila. Prabhiikara sought to re-establish 

68 Vide IV. 3. 10- 11. Jaiminisiltra, Bha~ya and Varttika thereon. Also 
VI. I. 2. See also 5reyaskarabhii.!?ya I. I. 2. 

60 BadarayaI).a Siitra. I. I. 4. Bha~ya, pp. 67 and 88 and Bhamati also 
thereon. N.S.P. Bombay. (Ed.) 1909. 
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on the strength of the second Sutra of Jaimini that those Vedic sentences only 
are valid, which expressed some Aparva Kiirya or anything connected with it. 
He also believed that this theory automatically anticipated the invalidity of 
other sentences, Vedic or non-Vedic, which are meant to express the accom
plished facts and had no connection with any Kiirya. This obscure doctrine, 
opposed to all other systems of philosophy, has been established by Prabhakara 
on the strength of this Sutra of Jaimini and its Bha!?ya. Another principle, 
sought to be establisbed by him from the Bhii!?ya on that Sutra, is that the 
knowledge of Kiirya from the injunctions alone is sufficient to induce mankind 
and no conception of benefit resulting from the action is needed before under
taking any duty. This theory also was not accepted by any other philosopher. 
These two doctrines are known as Kiiryaparaviikyavada and Niyogavakyiirtlla
vada in the Priibh5.kara School. 72 The Bhiittas, on the other hand, do not find 
any necessity to lend support to such obscure doctrines from the second Sutra 
and its Bha!?ya. They have explained the same texts, as showing that the 
desire for the results alone is capable of inducing men to undertake work and 
have held the view that those sentences expressing accomplished facts are also 
valid. In fact, according to their explanation, the St'itra and its commentary 
do not anticipate or have any relation with the two theories deduced from those 
passages by Pca bhakara, but the Sutra merely gives the definition of Dharma. 

The Sutra and Bhii!?ya in question, may be translated as follows according 
to the Bhattas. 

(I) Dharma is that which is learnt from the Codana or Vedic injunction 
and is also beneficial to mankind. 

( 2) Codana is a sentence from which men learn that action is imposed 
on them. 

Sabaraswamin had expressed his view against the Kiiryaparaviikyaviida 
from Vedic passages under the Sutra 73 of Jaimini V. 1. 6. He has remarked that 
the Vedas are not only for teaching Dharma, which is Kriyii but also for many 
other purposes. Knowledge is obtained from Mantras, Arthavadas and 
Upani!?ads with regard to accomplished facts such as arts, science, cosmology, 
creator, souls, five elements, Brahman and Brahman's relation with the universe. 

72 ~ ~s'ij- ~~~ 5IT+mr:f ~.fr~fu I ~qj) ll~: ~Rf ~ 'fil~~q l1;~fc\' cro~fc\' I 
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Prabhakara, however, is of the view that the second Sutra is meant to 
establish the validity of those Vedic passages which express only Kii'ya or 
duty. 

VI. The Bh~ya passages, explaining the word • A,tha' in the second 
Sutra, are also not favourable to the principles adopted by Prabhakara. The 
Bha!?yakara states that • A,lha' means beneficent and • Ana,tha' means 
harmful. 7' This kind of Dharma and Adharma is to be learnt only from the 
Vedic Codanii and not from any other PramalJas. 

Pra1;>hakara takes the word' Artha' in the Sutra to mean only Vediirtha 
or the meaning of Coda1lii. This Bha!?ya obviously goes against the scheme 
of Prabhakara. Prabhakara and Salikanatha, therefore, had changed 75 the 
meaning of this Bha!?ya passage very skilfully, so as to get support for their 
views. There are many instances, where the views of Prabhakara and the 
text of the Bha!?ya do not agree. In such places, Sallkanatha took great 
pains to reconstruct the Siitra and Bha!?ya passages, in support of his own 
view·points. 78 

VII. Another well known statement of the Bhfi!?yakfira, found at the end 
of the Pratyak!?a Siitra,?? if understood in a natural way, disproves the favourite 
theory of Prabhakara. The Bha!?ya states that the cognition, which arises 
through the defective sense organs or is subIa ted by a later cognition, bas to be 
taken as invalid. This Bha!?ya does not obviously favour the Ahhyiiliviida 
whereby Prabh5.kara established a theory that all experiences were valid and 
that remembrance alone was invalid. The Bha!?yakara has expre5sed the defini
tion of valid and invalid cognitions and thus seems to favour the division of 
experiEnces as valid and invalid, as it was believed by all other philosophers as 
well as ordinary men. 

The Bhattas, accordingly, defined valid experience as that wl:Jich cogni
ses a thing for the first time and is not sublated by another knowledge. This 
shows that the remembrance of known things and cognitions is sublated are in-

74 (f~~Rit<r-ll~'S~: ~..f:!!~~: I ~ ~ ~: "" ~ 1:limea:.n~~ I CJits~: 
<It f"l:~ffi~ I ~R~: ~: ~<rT~P.J I Bha!?ya. I. 1.2. 

76 'iir4 'ii~<rIS~~ifT"ITS~llo:i)~"I~ ~Cffu I "Iir4 =q'~1~~ ffiff 1:l~' 
~~j:(~'i", .. i~OIr""I aq~ I "Ii~~CP-n olt~~a =q~~T~ ~~.u~~ I 

Brhati I. 1.2. 

76 See PP. 14, 18, 19, 20, 30, 35,36 of the ~juvimala. (Madras. Ed. ) 
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valid according to the Bh~ya. Prabhakara stated that all experiences are 
valid.?8 Prabhakara and Salikanatba have tried to interpret this Bha~ya in their 
favour by saying that this Bha~ya emphasises that Savikalpaka cognitions, 
which are proved by Buddhists to be invalid, are really not so, as there are 
neither defects in the sense organs nor is there sublation later on. This kind 
of skilful explanation, which militates against the general trend of the Bha~ya 
passages, should be critically studied by those who want to know not only the 
Prabhakara system in its real form but also whether that system is fa voured by 
the Bha~yakara or not. 

These are a few instances selected from the initial part of the Bha~ya to 
show how both Prabhakara and Salikanatha forced their pre-conceived theories 
on the Bha~ya passages, whether they were intended or not, and tried to adjust 
the passages in their favour. A critical study of the Bhaliya simultenouly with 
the Brhati of Prabhakara, will reveal at every step that the Bha~ya passages 
do not really support the theory or Prabhakara. It is only due to this fact that 
we see very often, in the B.juvimalii., Salika endeavouring to rewrite the Bha~ya 
passages to suit the views of Prabhiikara in his Brhati. 

This attitude, adopted by Salikanatha in his B.juvimala, a commentary on 
Prabhakara's Brha ti, led even some well-informed scholars 79 to believe tha t 
Prabhakara had correctly followed the Bha!?ya passages, while the Bhattas 
had difficulty in adjusting the Bha~ya in their favour: In fact, this belief 
is not based on facts and this will be clear to a careful student of Mimalnsa from 
the above discussion. 

This point will be rendered clear, if a reference is made to the Siitra 
I. I. 25 80 of Jaimini and the Bha!?ya thereon. Here both, the SiHrakara and 
the Bhii.;;yakiira, established verbal testimony from Vedic and non-Vedic 
sentences. It will be clearly understood from the Sutra and the Bha~ya, that 
they favour the I Abhihitiinvayavada '. It is stated there that every word in a 
sentence expresses its meaning and these put together form the complete sense 
of a sentence. This shows that meanings of all the words are responsible for the 
complete sense of a sentence. This is known as A bhihitiinvayaviida and it is 
followed by Kumarila and other Philosophers. But Prabhakara and Siilikaniitha 
obviously ignored the import of the Bha;;ya and made great effort to derive the 
doctrine of Anvitiibhidlziinaviida from the same text of the Bha!?ya by twisting 

78 ~~fu: 5(~ m m~~ ~~fu: 3rr : I Prakaranapancika-AmrtakaHi. 2. 

70 Vide A. B. Keith's Karmamimamsii, p. 10 and Mm. Dr. Ganganath 
Jha's Prabhakara Mimamsa, pp. 132 -137. 

80 ~~~t Fcii~I~Yf a;nl=rrl~rS~~ ~f.l!fi\T!c<mI. I Jai. Siitra. ~~ ~l~~ ~~IYft 
cHlin<lF!f q~lrrt f.!v;rr~;r ij"llrr.!T<r: ~Hl~I«(\)1{ I Bha!?ya 
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its meaning. In his work, NyayaratnamaHi., Parthasarathimisra has collected 
all the defects of Prabhakara's system and showed how the explanation of 
Prabh1i.kara was not in agreement with the true spirit of the Bh1i.~ya. 81 

These doctrines, propounded by Prabhakara and his followers, are not only 
opposed to the Bhatta School but also to all other systems of philosophical 
thought such as Nyaya, Vaise~ika, Vedanta and Buddhism. 

The Bhattas generally follow the realistic system, of the Nyaya Vaisesika 
School, with reference to soul and the objective world, and accept both valid 
and invalid experiences in ordinary life. 

It may be interesting to note the fundamental principles, which are 
responsible for such a wide divergence of opinions in both the systems. A list 
of such principles is arranged below for ready reference:-

Subject 

1. Dharma 

2. Adharma 

3. Incentive for man's 
action 

4. Vedic injunction or 
Vidhi 

5. Purpose of the 
Mimarilsa Sastra 

6. Valid verbal 
testimony 

7. Meanings by deno
tative power of words 

8. Method to achieve 
the verbal experi
ence 

9. Validity of Vedic and 
non -Vedic sen tences 

10. In validity of experi
ences 

Badari-cum-Prabhakara 
School 

Niyoga or Apiirva impos
ed by the Vedic injunc
tions 

Niyoga or Apiirva impos
ed by Vedic injuctions 
prohibiting particular 
function 

Sense of duty only 

Vedic I Lin' 

Vedartha Vicara 

Only from those sent
ences which meant 
Kiirya and not the ac
complished facts (Siddha) 

J aimini-cum-Bha~ ta 
School 

Action imposed by the 
Vedas as means to some 
benefit 

Action prohibited by the 
Vedas, as they are harm
ful 

Sense of duty and desire 
for benefit 

A sentence imposing an 
action as duty 

Dharma Vicara 

From both kinds of sent
ences, expressing either 
Kiirya and Siddha 

Kiirya and things con- Only the meanings of the 
nee ted with Kiirya words and not their 

connections 
By observing elders who 
command and others 
who obey 

By observing others 
talking and by the 
advices of elders 

Vedic sentences 
are valid 

alone Both Vedic and non Vedic 
sentences are valid 

No experience is invalid Invalidity under certain 
circums tances 

81 See Nyayaratnamaia, p. 120. GOS. No. LXXV. 



Subject 

II. What is meant by 
an injunction? 

12. Apiirva 

13. Yaga 

14. Meaning of the word 
Svargakama and 
others 

IS. Valid experience 

16. Codana 

17. Categories 
18. PramaQas 
19. Object of the learn

ing of Vedas by 
students 

20. Verbal testimony 
from non-Vedic 
sentences 

2I. The object of Veda 

Tantrarahasya 

Badari-cum-Prabhakara 
School 

Niyoga or an Apiirva
karya 

Karya which a man 
should function 

The object of Karya 

Functionary necessary 
for a Kiirya 

All experiences are valid 

The injunctive suffix 
• Lin' expressing Karya 

Eight 

Five 

XXXVII 

J aimini-cum-Bh1i.tta 
School 

Sense of Bhavana and 
inducement to act for 
some benefit 

A link connecting Yaga 
and Svarga 

Chief instrument for at
tainment of benefits 

Svarga and other results 
of Yaga by the second
ary force of the word 

Only those experiences of 
unknown things which 
are not subia ted later on 

The complete injunctive 
sen tence expressing ac
tion, the method of per
formance and its result 

Six 
Six 

benefit of those For the benefit of stu-For the 
about 
teachers 

to become dents 

Through the 
inference 

process of Through the denotative 
power of words 

To impose Kiirya on men For many useful pur
poses whatever possible 

This tabular analysis will show that both the systems held divergent 
views. Prabhakara had revived the ancient system of Mimiimsii conceived 
by Biidari and supported by the ancient Vrttikaras, Bodhayana and others. 
Prabhiikara, in fact, composed two commentaries on the Siibarabha~ya 
in order to show how Sabaraswamin himself lent support to his own school. 
The author of the Tallfrarahasya is probably the first person, from whom we 
get to know the names of the two commentaries of Prabhakara. 82 He 
states in the beginning of his work that Prabhakara composed two com
mentaries known as Bfhati and Laghvi. The reason for composing two com
mentaries on the same text is also stated by our author, for the first time in the 
history of the Prabhakara School. It is that the Brhati is mainly based on 
the verbal statements of Vedic passages, while the Laghvi is composed with 

82 See the introductory verse 4 in the Tantrarahasya. 
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a view to including the implied sense of the Vedic statements. These two 
works are also known by. two other names, Nibandhana and VivaraI).a. 

Since very long, the works of Prabhakara were not accessible to students 
of Mimamsa and only some of his doctrines were known to scholars through 
incomplete references, which the works of other systems of philosophy made 
for the sake of refutation. This system of Mimamsa, founded by Badari and 
developed by Bodhiiyana, Bhartrmitra and many others against Jaimini's 
School seems to have been totally neglected by people without any following. 
Not even the manuscripts of their contributions were preserved for posterity 
by earlier scholars. 

On the other hand, the other system of Mimamsa started by Jaimini 
enjoyed great popularity and was adopted by people as a part of their daily 
practice. Eminent writers such as Sabaraswamin, Kumarila, MaI;\(;l.anamisra, 
BhaHombeka, VacaspatimiSra and others have supported this system of Jaimini 
and their contributions were carefully preserved by ancient scholars. 

It was only very recently that a MS. of the Brhati was found out from 
the collection of MSS. in the Asiatic Society of Bengal and this MS. was one of 
the rare MSS. collected by the famous Pandit Kavindracarya. This MS. also 
was incomplete, extending only upto the sixth Adhyaya. Later on, another 
incomplete copy of the same work was discovered from the Salikaracarya Mutt 
at Sp'lgeri, in Mysore State. This MS. contained only a portion upto the lIth 
Siitra of the first Pada of the 3rd chapter. It is also said that the Brhati, on 
the 7th and the 8th chapters, is available in Madras. 8a The Brhati with the 
~juvimala is available in print for the first Pada of the first chapter only and it 
is critically edited and published by the Madras University. 

Nothing is known about Prabhakara's other work, called the VivaralJ.a or 
Laghvi. This seems to be the first work of Prabhakara and only a few references 
to this work are available in the works of Salikanatha, Bhavanatha, Parthasa
rathimisra and others. 8'\ From those references to the work, it may be gather
ed that Prabhakara had expressed divergent views on the Bha~ya passages, even 
in these two commentaries. Doctrinal differences, which seem to have existed 
in these two commentaries of Pcabhakara, might have been due to the author 
holding different views at different periods in his life. 

83 See the preface of Dc. Kunhan Raja. Madras University Series NO.3, 
Part II. 

aa PrakaraI).apaiidka, pp. 187-188, Nayakaratna all the NyayaratnalDala 

of Parthasarathi, pp. 222-224. f<Iq{1:!j Wfllf"S!l!Jii ~r ~I ~ ~~ cmr!1<{p.f: I 
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In these two works, Prabhakara has re-established the old systern of Mi
rnamsa, founded by Badari and sorne others, though it was opposed by Jairnini, 
Sabarasvarnin and Kumarila. He had written his two works without making 
any reference to the views of the early writers on the same lines. Those who 
study his works would not in the least get the idea that he was writing on a sub
ject, which was known to the previous writers and was rejected by well-known 
scholars of the opposite School. He wrote in such a way that the readers would 
carry the impression, that the system was newly started by him. 

Prabhakara, of course, introduced some modifications in tIle system of 
Badari to suit and include the school of Jaimini within his own fold. Badari 
is represented to have said that in each Vedic injunction, the action expres
sed by the principal root is the most important one and rnen are directed to 
perform it. He also thought that the actions had to be performed, not 
necessarily for any benefit. Those who desire Svarga either for themselves or 
for others have to perform Yaga, as it is imposed on such persons. The rites 
that are obligatory on all living persons should also be performed without 
expectation of any benifit. 85 

Prabhakara had to change and modify this view of Badari, in the light of 
the definition of Dharma and allied topics introduced by J aimini and Sabara 
throughout the 12 chapters of Jaiminl's Sutras. He thought that Dharma is not 
the sacrifice, Yaga and Homa, but instead, it is the sense of duty or Kiirya whicll 
is conveyed by the Codanii or' Lin, 'the injunctive suffix of the root. This Kiirya 
according to Prabhiikara, is irnportant in Vedic passages and persons are asked 
to perform this J(iirya. This sense of duty alone induces a man to undertake 
such works and not the desire for the benefit. This change was introduced by 
Prabhiikara after seeing Jaimini's uniform treatment of the subject against 
Badari.8o 

After Prabhakara, the system of Badari got good support from 
Salikanatha, who was considered to be a disciple of Prabhiikara himself. He 
was a great scholar of both the systems and supported the Prabhakara School 
after refuting Kumarila's views. He had quoted freely from Kumarila's 
Viirttikas, wherever Prabhakara meant to reject his doctrines. Pr'\bhakara did 
not directly refer to the works of Kumarila any where, but it may be easily 
ascertained from the writings of Srtlikanatha, that Prabhakara wrote his works 

86 ~~~~ <iT~: I Jaimini. III.I.3· lfl'T~cn;;r~olf: 8;~~lf I i'f ~ G~iT
f;:rr~ffi~ f.l!;fu~r.r\iT~i1 q;ao'!fll. I ~ ~ 8;{iI;{P4: I ~ ij i'f f.l!;RI~f~f.\;:ffiftf1 ~~ I ~iTfq i'f 

~<f fOf.'!f~ I ifTf~i1 :(I<><n ~Ii1'f fq;li~ ~Jlifa I ~l1fq i'f 8;~r;{ ~~~ I ~: Hfr <iiTiT~ 
~ :!flir ~'!fTf<{~~a:rftrrn:~~ 1 rrl;:l1rr: IH~:!f <rr I ~q~ ~IiTI~~ ~~+r ~fu ~;;rfu I 

. . . Sabarabha;;ya on the above Sutra. 
so See IV. 3.1-4. Jalmll1l. 
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with a view to rebutting the arguments of Kumarila. He was a polemical 
writer, and it may be said that the system of Prabhakara may not have surviv
ed, if there was not the able support of ~alikanatha. 

It appears that he had written four works 011 the system of Prabhakara. 
The author of the Tantrarahasya, is the first man to refer to his two com
mentaries on the two works of Prabhakara by their names. The ~juvimala and 
Dipasikha, B7 the two works of ~alikanatha, are the commentaries on the Brhati 
and Laghvi respectively. These two works were not known to the students of 
this Philosophy, until some MSS. of the ~juvimala were discovered by the Madras 
Governm'ent Oriental MSS. Library from Malabar. The commentary, ~juvimala 
is now available, almost for the whole work of Jaimini. in 12 chapters, in 
fragments of MSS. It is available in print for the first Pada of the first chapter 
ouly. It is a very scholarly contribution of Salikana.tha to the system of 
Prabhakara. His style, method of arguments and exhaustive treatment of each 
topic are more impressive than those of Prabhakara. 

But the other work of ~alikanatha, known as Dipasikha-Paiicika, is not yet 
found out even in MSS. form. It is said that a fragment of a MS. containing 
chapters 7 to 12 of the Dipasikha., has been found out by some scholars in 
Madras, B8 The third work of ~alika is the PrakarilI)apaiicika.. It is a primer 
of the Prabhakara system and deals with very important tenets, such as 
Prama.I)a, Prameya and allied subjects, which distinguish the system from the 
Bhatta and other systems. His style is very charming and arguments are con
clusive. All topics selected by him are very interesting and he ably established 
the Prabhakara system by refuting the views of Kumarila and MaI)c;lanamisra 
on all points. This work was published in Igoo, by the Chowkhamba Sanskrit 
Series of Banaras. Unfortunately, it was not reprinted by <tny one. It is pro
bably due to want of adequate MS. materials necessary for a critical edition. 

The fourth work is called the Mimamsabha!?yaparisi!?ta. It is a direct com
mentary on the Bha!?ya on certain difficult passages of the Tarkapada only.8. 
It seems that he wanted to say something more on the Bha!?ya passages than 
what was said by Prabhakara in his Brhati. This work and the Tarkapada of 
the Brhati with the B,juvimala. are very well edited by Pandit S, K. Ramanatha 
Shastri and published by the University of Madras. The content of the remain
ing parts of the Brhati and the B.juvimala will undoubtedly throw wonderful 
light on the system of Prabha.kara, if these rare works are critically edited and 
published by any institution, interested in the Pra.bhakara system of Mimamsa. 

B7 See Tantrarahasya, p. I. verse 6. 
BB See the Introduction to the Nayaviveka by Dr. Kunhan Raja. Madras 

University Sanskrit Series No. 12, pp. XX-XXIII. 
B9 See Madras University Sanskrit Series NO.3, Part II. 
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Bhavanatha is another distinguished author in this school, who has done 
a great service to uphold the views of Prabhakara against the criticism of 
Vacaspatimisra, Bhattombeka and Maha vrata. He has rearranged the Siitras 
of J aimini under the Adhikara!}a system, collecting the Siitras of one topic to
gether for the purpose of commenting. Plirthaslirathimisra, who was the first to 
start the Adhikara!}a system in the Bh5tta School, seems to be his contemporary. 
Bhavanatha's work, Nayaviveka in 12 chapters, is available in alll\ISS.libraries 
with valuable commentaries by Varadaraja and Ravideva. The Tarkapada of 
this work has been very ably edited by the same Pandit S. K. Ramanatha 
Shastri in the Madras University Sanskrit Series with the commentary of the 
Vivekatattva by Ravideva. oo The work is extremely difficult to understand, 
for ordinary students, without the help of the commentaries. Bhavanatha often 
quotes Sabaraswamin, Kumarila, Prabhakara and others and tries to prove, 
adopting all sorts of critical methods, that only Prabhakara's views are in 

keeping with the Bha!?ya. 

The author of the Tantrarahasya highly praises, in the beginning of his 
work, the work of Bhavanatha, who is said to have followed the two Prabhii.
kara's commentaries on the Bha~ya and Paiicildi.s of Salikanatha. 01 

It will be evident from the above, that there existed three currents of 
thought, in the evolution of Philosophy based on the Vedic passages and they 
were fgunded by three eminent sages of ancient days known as Badari, Jaimini 
and BadarayaQ.a. The three sages strongly believed in Vedas and tried to 
mould the moral duties of men during their life time, only from the revelation 
obtained from the Scriptures. They believed that there was no authority, other 
than the Vedas and their contents, to direct the moral duties of a man. It 
should not be forgotten at the same time, as it generally happens in all the 
periods, that there existed oth~r contemporary systems of philosophy of Car
vakas, Bauddhas, Jains and Sarilkhyas who did not believe in the Scriptures as 
an authority on sllch matters and who established their systems only on the 

basis of their own independent thinking. 

All the three sages of Vedic philosophy uniformly thought that Vedas 
should necessarily be learnt and understood by every student in young age and 
all set Karmas or duties should be performed as imposed by Vedas during 
the stage of a Ilousehoider. They also thought that actions prohibited by 
Vedas should not be undertaken by anyone. 

The knowledge of the soul, who is responsible for all these Vedic functions, 
should also be obtained in later part of one's life from the last parts of Vedas. 
Thus, they thought that the combination of Karma and jiiana, obtained from 

00 See Madras University Sanskrit Series No. I2 

See Tantrarahasya, p. I. 8th verse. 91 
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Vedas, is the cause of the soul's liberation from this prolonged and constant 
chain of death and birth. 

Having these basic principles in common, the three sages explained the 
Vedic passages bllt established different view-points from the same source. 

Badari seems to be the earliest among them. as the other two have quoted 
and refuted his views, in their works. In III.I.3 D2 and VI. I. I of the Jaimini's 
Siitras, the views of Badari are referred to by Jaimini and Sabaraswamin. 83 

Accordingly, the doctrine of Karma adopted by Badari was that Vedic passages 
were im posing sacrifices and other daily duties for the performance of men and 
the persons thus directed should do them for no purpose, as there is no provi
sion in the Vedic injunctions for any results from them. Even those sentences, 
where the'words • Svargakiima • etc. are found, are taken by Badari to emphasise 
the importance of sacrifIces. The word • Svargakiima' indicates, according 
to him, not Svarga as the result of the sacrifice, but the functionary who should 
undertake the sacrifice. All persons, therefore, are directed to undertake the 
obligatory duties till their death, simply induced by the Vedic injunctions. The 
society, according to Hadari, held in esteem such persons, who followed this me
thod and blamed others who neglected the duties for want of faith or reward. 0' 

This method of Badari may be favourably compared with the' Ni$kiima
karmayoga' of the BhagavadgWi.. In addition to perception and inference, 
accepted by A theists and Buddhists as valid source of knowledge, this system 
accepted the verbal testimony of the Vedic sentences as PramaQ,a and also be
lieved that Vedas and the universe have eternal existence. The same Badari, 
perhaps, had undertaken to interpret the Upani~adic passages as well and his 
views on four topics D6 arc found stated in the Badarayal)a Siitras. All these 
ref erences show tha t Badari believed in ] tiiinallarmasamuccayaviida. 

D2 i:.'o'!f~l:IT~{~~: I 

Cfiffhr'!ffit ~mf.r: ~rl'.imn:. I Jai. III. I. 3-4 
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Jaimini seems to be the second philosopher, in the development of Vedic 

Philosophy, who held different views from Bfldari in the explanation of the Ve

dic passages in the Piirva and Uttara puts of Vedas. He was always opposed 

to the system of Bfldari and was of the opinion that all Vedic sacrifices were 

meant to produce some result to benefit mankind, whether that result was speci
fically stated in the injunction or not. According to him, wherever the result is 

not stated, the sacrifice, enjoined to be performed during the whole life period of 

men, should be understood to reduce the load of sins acquired by the performer 

in this birth and pre\'ious births. He thought that no injunction could enjoin 

any action on human beings, for no purpose, even in non-Vedic instances. Even 

so, int he Vedic injunctions; some results should be found out for all injunctions. 

The word Svargakiima etc., he thought, must be interpreted to indicate the re

sult of the sacrifice, but not the functionary only. He came to this conclu,;ion, 

because the general trend, of the Vedic passages in all Vedas, shows that the 
rites are meant to yield some result for mankind. Thus, the doctrine of Karma 

envisaged by jaimini included the previous and next births, and the other 

world where the soul may enjoy the results of the Karma done in this world. 

While Badari thought that Vedic Karma had no result to produce for perform

ers, jaimini advocated that Karma produced benefits for men and only persons 

desiring those results should perform Karma. The same j aimini was opposed to 

the views of Badari even in his interpretations of the U pani~adic passages and 

such interpretations can be found out from the BadarflyaI)a Siitras. 98 Both of 

them believed in Vedas as supreme authority. \\Ian's duty was to obey the 
Vedic injunctions for a good name in society according to Bfldari and for the 
desired results according to jaimini. They are not much concerned with God 
in their systems of thinking, either for the creation of the world or for distribut

ing good results of sacrifices. Vedas and the world are eternal in their views 

and men should follow the instructions found in Vedas. 

The third thinker in the history of Vedic Philosophy is Bfldarayal)a, who 

thought differently from those two sages Bfldari and jaimini. He held that 

Karma alone, however superior it might be, could not be calculated to give its 

result, because it Was only an action of very short duration. One may perform 

the Karma as prescribed by Vedic formula but it is not certain that the result 

would be obtained immediately. When it is obtained. one is not sure that it is 
the result of the same K;)rma or is caused by something else. It is common 
experience that human services rendered to uthers are usually benditted by 

those for whom they were intended. RadariiyaI)a, therefore, believed in the 

98 ~+q~ftfu ~fm;r~~I~ ~ ~~;qfcl I 1. 2. 31 
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doctrine that it was God who distributed the benefits of Karma to the per
formers, looking to their a7tions, good or bad, done in this or any previous birth. 
He believed that Vedas and this world were created, maintained and destroyed 
by God. He held that one should continue to perfurm the sacrifices as pre
scribed in Vedas and reap their results until he is dissatisfied with them, 
because he does not get any permanent relief through them in this world. He 
believed that the real conception, of God, self and the objective world alone, 
would result in the permanent liberation of and bliss to any person according 
to the Upani!?adic portions of Vedas. 

Thus, these three methods of interpretation are based 011 the Vedic texts 
and each of them stressed the importance of the earlier or the lat~r parts of 
the Vedas. These three early Schools of Vedic Philosophy, started by Biidari, 
Jaimini and Badarayal)a, seem to have been followed by people when they are 
inclined to lead a spiritual life. These three Schools were supported by later 
writers and came to be known by the names of Prabhakara, BhfLHa and 
Sankara Schools respectively, after the 7th century A.D. The last mentioned 
two Schools alone, however, enioyed greater popularity as these two only gave 
solace to all types of people. 

This work, Tantrarahasya, by RfLmanujfLcfLrya is a primer of the Prflbhfl
kara system of Philosophy and its object is to illustrate mainly the Jive import
ant topics of the system, namely Pramal)a, Prameya, Sastra, Sastrartha and 
Mimamsa with a special stress on its necessity. 

The system of Mimflmsa, being purely a discussion on the import of Vedic 
sentences, is not much concerned with the forms and numbers of Pramal)as 
and Prameyas tf) the same extent as SaIi.khya, Nyaya, Vaise!?ika and other sys
tems are. These five subjects are treated by Jaimini in his Tarkapiida and fur

ther elaborated by the Bhii~yakiira Sabaraswamin. KumarilabhaHa developed 
them to establish the system of l\limiimsa as a separate system of Philosophy 
and to refute the principles of Buddhism, Jainism and Atheism, which did not 
accept Vedas as the supreme authority on Dharma. 

Jaimini defined Dharma as that, which could be known only through the 
injunctions of Vedas anduot through other Pramal)as such as Pratyak!?a and 
Anumana. In this connection, he defined Pratyak!?apramal)a 97 and therefrom 
proved that Dharma cannot at all be conceived through it but that it can be 
conceived only through Sabda which is eternal. 08 Thus the two Pramal)as, 
percrption and verbal testimony only, are known to us through the Siitras 

07 ~~>j!:[~ 9;(;r:f~f.:~:<:Jwrt ~fu~ m~ I miffi:ll\ f<I'U"m;=j)~Ofccmr.. I 
1:. 1. 4. 
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of Jaimini. He has stated that both the Vedic and non-Vedic Sabdas are 
eternal and that their relation with the significant meanings is also eternal. 

The next subject, taken up by Jaimini in his Tarkapada, is the process by 
which the meanings of the Vedic and non-Vedic sentences are understood. 99 

The final portion of the Tarkapada establishes that the eternal Vedas revealed 
themselves to this world through the ancient sages and that the Vedas were not 
propagated by any human author. 100 

After Jaimini, Upavar~a, the celebrated Vrttikara on Jaimini and the 
Bha~yakara Sabaraswamin treated all other Pramal)as in detail, with their valid
ity and invalidity under different circumstances. This subject has been further 
developed by Kumarila, who held six Pramal)as or sources of knowledge, in
cluding Pramal)ahhava or non-existence of Pramal)as_ 

Both Prabhakara and Salikanatha, the followers of Badari's School of 
thought, on the other hand, differed much from Jaimini and the Bha~yakara in 
the treatment of these topics. It was, therefore, necessary for both of them to 
comment upon the Siitra and the Bha~ya, in accordance with their line of think
ing. All these particulars have been gathered by Ramanujacarya and are pre
sented in this work in a very lucid and concise form. 

Ramanujacarya, being a profound scholar of both the Bhatta and 
Prabhakara systems, has argued out the superiority of the Bhatta system in 
his work called the Nayakaratna 101 and has argued out the superiority of 
Prabhakara's view-points in this work, Tantrarahasya. Salikanatha, the author 
of the PrakaraI:lapaficika, another primer of the system of Prabhakara, has 
treated all these five topics and many others, with exceptionally sound argu
ments. Our author followed in the footsteps of Salikanatha and answered 
all the objections raised by Parthasarathimisra against Salikanatha. 

Let us now examine the five topics, stated above, one by one as explained 

by our author. 

SECTION I 

PramiilJa or Valid Experience. 

The Bhattas and the Prabhakaras widely differ in defining valid ex
perience and recognising its form. According to Prabhakara, knowledge is 
of two kinds :-firstly, experience by sense organs and secondly remem
brance through previous impressions. The former is considered to be 

90 Cf~mi1t f~I~i1 ~l11~rjlmS~~ CI~~ncqR. I J ai. 1. I. 25 
"'-

100 ~~~~ ~q;~ 3l;15I~~1: I J a i. I. 1. 27. 

101 A commentary on the Nyayaratnamala of Parthasarathimisra, pub
lished in Gas. No. 75. 



XLVI Introduction 

valid as it is the result of direct cognition. Remembrance is always considered 
to be invalid as it is dependent upon the impressions already acquired. In 
this school of thought, all experiences are valid and comprise of three parts, the 
self or the knower, the information or knowledge and the object or the thing 
to which such knowledge relates. Prabhakara's view is that all experiences 
arise in the form • I know the pot', but not in the form • This is a pot' as 
stated by other thinkers. There is no erroneous cognition according to Prabha
kara in the realm of knowledge. because every experience, in his view, is essen
tially valid. The so-called erroneous cognitions, as when silver is cognised in 
nacre and the serpent is seen in a rope. are only indiscriminate jumbles of 
cognitions •. arising out of partly direct experience and partly remembrance. 10Z 

In other words, according to Prabhakara, to experience is always to ex
perience validly and to err in experience is to experience imperfectly, thouglt 
validly, the imperfection consisting merely in non-discrimination and/or in 
misapprehension. 

Prabhakara appears to have adopted this course of thinking to eliminate 
erroneous cognitions because. according to him. such erroneous cognitions 
cannot arise from the eternal Vedas and also because the universe is real and 
eternal in his view. 

The BhaHas. on the other hand. follow mainly the views of the Naiyayikas 
in this respect and believe that experiences are of two kinds; valid and invalid. 
Tile valid experience is defined by them as a cognition that cognises the object 
for the first time and is not sublated by other cognitions later on. Thus 
remembrance and erroneous cognitions are, according to them, invalid. They 
also think that validity is an inherent quality of all cognitions, while invalidity 
of some cognitions is only proved when sense organs are defective or the cogni
tions are su bla ted la ter on. 103 Six Pramal)as are accepted by U pa varlja, Sabara
swamin and Kumarila. while Prabhakara rejected the sixth one 101 Pramal)
~bha va or the absence of all Pramal)as, as a proof of the absence of an object. 

102 <ii~ Cfij: ~r.r~~: I ~~(~R'r cr~l{ : I ~~i~mar '<f ~HTffi me<p.f;lW , 

f ~ft:: '<f~~rft::( '<f WTft:: )fu~r.r&~ l{rr: I ' ~fCf I Brhati 1. 1. 5 
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Perception or Pratyaksa 

While defining Pratyalq;a or perception, Prabhakara presents his novel 
theory disregarding the definition contained in the Siitras of Jaimini and 
Gautama, the authors of the Mimamsa and Nyaya Siitras respectively. He holds 
that • Siill~iit Praliti/.t' or direct awareness on all the three or individual parts 
of a cognition is called Pratyak~apramalJa.105 He rejects the definitions of 

Jaimini and Gautama, as they are not applicable to the perception of the two 
parts-( I ) self and (2) knowledge of remembrance. According to him, these 
two parts of remembrance are considered to be Pratyak~a, and it is called 
remembrance only with reference to that part of it, namely the object, the 
contact of which in remembrance is caused by previous impressions. 108 
The other two parts-self and the act of knowing, are directly connected with 
it and they are, in Prabh5kara's view, Pratyak~a. 

Thus, perception may also be distinguished from inference and verbal 
testimony because the third part, the object of such experiences is not direct
ly perceived as in Pratyak~a. In all these experiences, the two parts-self and 
the act of knowing, are always considered as perception and the experiences are 
divided in this respect so far as their objects are concerned. 

Inference or Anumana 

Prabhakara holds widely different views from those of all other thinkers 
with reference to the Vyapti or the invariable concomitance of Siidhya and H6tU. 
He thinks that the relation between Siidhya and Hetu is natural and permanent, 
'ind when it is once observed in the hearth between fire and smoke, it assumes 
the form of universal generalisa tion. This relation, once observed, being 
free from temporal and spatial limitations, naturally leads a man to form an 
idea of universal generalisation of that relation. With the help of this general 
knowledge, one feels that whenever smoke is present, fire also must be present 
there, as smoke is invariably connected with fire. On the top of a mountain, 
when smoke is seen, one naturally experiences fire, which is the other part of 
the relation known already by the universal generalisation. This inferential 
experience of fire should not be confounded with the process of remembrance, 
though it relates to an object already known, because the knowledge of fire, 

105 ~IT~I1i'!;jcftfu: 51~ i:j'!Hl"i!;j~Tl:3 m I 
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arising out of the cognition of smoke, assumes the form of experience and not 
of remembrance. 107 This is a self-contradiction in the theory of Prabhakara. 

But the Bhagas make out differently from the definition of inference, 
stated by Sabara in his Bha!?ya. They do not think that such universal general
isation is a necessary pre-requisite for inferential knowledge. They think that 
the relation between smoke and fire, seen in hearths and many other places, 
coupled with the observation of the absence of smoke whenever there was no 
fire, naturally makes one to conclude that smoke is invariably connected with 
fire. This sense of Vyapti. according to the BhaHas, helps men to infer fire 
on perceiving smoke on the top of a mountain. 

Abhava or Absence of Pramanas 

In the sche.ne of PramaQas, • Abhava ' or the absence of PramaQas also is 
accepted as the sixth PramaQa by Sabaraswamin and Kumarila, to prove the 
non· existence of a thing. It is introduced by Sabara in his Bha~ya for the 
first time as a separate PramaI),a lOB in the Tarkapada, when he is examining 
the capability of PramaQas to prove the existence of Dharma. He raises the 
objection that when all the PramaQas, perception and others, cannot prove 
Dharma, this absence 01 PramaI),as naturally becomes another proof fOl the 
non· existence of Dharma. Thus, Dharma has no existence due to the proof, 
known as the absence of PramaI),as. This objection, against the existence of 
Dharma, has been removed by the fifth Sutra of Jaimini, where it is proved 
that eternal Vedic passages, being verbal testimony, are the proof for the 
knowledge of Dharma and thus the' Abh<iva PramaI)a' also cannot prove the 
non-existence of Dharma. Thus, in the history of Pramal)as, Abhava is accept
ed as a Pramal)a, only by Sabara, while the Naiyayikas think that Abhava or 
absence of a thing can be perceived by perception and other Pramal)as. 
In their view, therefore, the absence of PramaI)as is not a separate source 
of knowledge. But they accepted A bllava as a separate category. 

Prabhakara, while commenting upon the portion of the Bha~ya of Sabara, 
where' Abhava ' is established as a source of knowledge to prove the absence of 
a thing, refuted the view of Sabara on this point and proved that there was no 
such category as Abhava and therefore there was no need to accept a separate 

107 ~~(fA'TfQ:~sRr ~:!qlrr~'!fl:!~~c~rr ~llUcrrfQ:~c>IT+n~~~ I Tantrarahasya, 
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Prama!)a as sUCh. I09 He knew that the early l\Hmarilsakas had adopted five 
PramalJ.as to prove the existence of things and also the sixth PramalJ.a to prove 
the non-existence of a thing. He ridiculed this idea of those Mimamsakas, who 
accepted a distinct PramaQa to prove the non-existence of a thing. He asked 
how a PramaQa could be accepted for the knowledge of a nega tion of a thing. 
Thus, he refuted the Bha!?ya in this respect and his disciple Salikanatha develop
ed the same theory by rejecting' Abhava ' as a category and' PramaJjabhava ' 
as a source of knowledge, with sound arguments against the views of all other 
thinkers in his works, the ~juvimala and PrakaraQa-paiicika. 

SECTION II 

Prameya or Categories 

In the second chapter of the Tantrarahasya, Ramanujacarya treats the 
subject of Prameya or categories, according to the system of Prabhakara
Mimamsa. In the system of Mimamsa, it is accepted that the objective universe 
is leal and eternal, though its constituent elements have beginning and end. 
According to Prabhakara, there is no creation of the Universe in the beginning 
from something or nothing, as it was inferred by other Philosophers. 

God 

According to the l\limarilsakas, the universe has neither beginning nor end 
and it always existed and will remain in future also, in the same manner as it 
exists to-day. They are, therefore, indifferent towards the question of the ex
istence of God as the creator, protector and destroyer of the world. They, 
again, definitely believe that the existence of God cannot be proved by infer
ence. It is also denied by them that God is the apportioner of fruits of 
Vedic rites and that Vedas are created by Him. They agree that the 
Vedic statements of such facts, are merely praises and do not mean real 
facts. They adduce similar arguments and reject Sarvajiia Puru!?a or omni
scient persons, such as Buddha or Arhan, as it is impossible to infer such 
persons to have existed a t particular periods only. They do not believe 
in the birth of persons without mothers, as it cannot be proved by any known 

exam pIes. 110 
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Category 

. Prabhakara is silent in this respect and has not stated the categories, as 
it is not required to enumerate them while commenting upon the Bha~ya of 
Sabaraswamin. Salikanatha, in his PrakaraI).apaiicika and Ramanuja, following 
him in this work, have enumerated the categories, as eight. They are: 
( I) Substance, (2) Quality, (3) Action, (4) Generality, (5) Inherent 
relation, (6) Potency, (7) Similarity, and (8) Number. Out of these, the 
first five categories are the same as those accepted by the Vaise;;ikas and the 
last three are added by the Prabhakaras, of their own accord. The Bh5.ttas, 
on the other hand, accepted only five categories. The four being those stated 
first and the fifth is Abhava or non-existence of things, as a separate category, 

Substance 

The Prabhakaras accepted nine substances, as the KaI).ada Vaise;;ikas have 
done. But unlike the Vaise~ikas. they think that air is perceptible and not 
inferred by its touch. They also maintain that it is the earth alone, that con
stitutes the material cause, for the formation of the body of all living beings. 

They do not believe that bodies materialise also from water, 111 fire or air, 
as there is no valid knowledge of their existence. The Vaise!;ikas, on the other 
hand, acceptt hat bodies are formed, also by elements other than the earth. 
Bodies, which are defined as those entities through which joy and sorrow are felt, 
are divided into three kinds, viz. (I) Jarayuja, (2) AI)c;laja and (3) Swedaja, 
The fourth variety, Udbhijja, the bodies of trees and creepers, which is accepted 
by others, is rejected 112 by Prabhfikaras, as it is not known that they feel joy or 
suffering through their bodies as others do. The Prabhakaras do not accept 
dogmatized statements made by other philosophers and deny them, wherever 
they are not supported by tangible reasons. Darknt:ss is accepted as a positive 
entity by the Bhattas, since it is cognised by the eye In the absence of light and 
also since it appears to have a black colour as well as movement. But 
Salikanatha and his follower Ramanuja do not give any place to it as a sub
stance 113 because they think that darkness is nothing but the shade on or 
shadow of an object. The black colour also is not real; it is only an appearance, 
just as the day would appear to a blind man in spite of the presence of the light. 
The Vaise!;ikas also do not consider darkness as a separate substance but they 
think that it is only the negation of all lights. 

111 'if!io1.t'l ~\l~~~'iiT ;:rCf~ l{'ll~ I ~~:!q~4ffiI. I Tantrarahasya, p. 17. 
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Karma or Action 

It would be worthy of notice that the Naiyayikas and the Bhatia 
Mimamsakas maintain that Kriya or action is perceptible and may be visualised 
under certain conditions, whereas the Prabhakaras hold that it falls beyond the 
scope of senses and comes to be known only by inference, when a thing moves 
from one place to a distant place. 11' 

Jati or Generality 

In the section of Jiiti or Generality, which is experienced by a diversity 
in objects presenting a certain degree of uniformity, the Prabhakara system 
widely differs from other systems. Salikanatha, the strong supporter of this 
system, has fully treated this subject in a separate chapter, called .f jiitinirvaya," 
in his PrakaralJapaiicika. Really f great difficulty has been felt by all exponents 
of the different systems of Philosophy, in establishing the eternal existence of 
Jati or Generality in all perishable substances. Salika and Ramanuja defined 
Jati as the generic attribute, which rests only in those entities which are 
perceptible. 116 They differ from all other thinkers in this respect and refuse 
to recognise such attributes of entities as Jati, which cannot be conceived by 
the learned and the illiterate alike. It follows, from this statement, that the 
attributes" Gotva " etc., commonly known by all persons, can alone be accept
ed as Jati and not such other attributes as the .. Satta" in the cat~gories of 
Dravya, GUlJa and Karma and" Dravyatva " 118 in the category of Dravya, as 
they are not understood by persons, who are not trained in ~astric lines. In 
the same way, Salika and Ramanuja are not in favour of recognising the 
BrahmalJatva, K~atriyatva etc. as separate Jiitis, as they cannot be distinctly 
perceived by one and all, at the sight of the respective persons. 117 The Vedic 
injunctions, based on the attributes of Niyojyas of different Karyas, may be 
explained by saying tha t they refer to those persons-Brahmins or K~atriyas, 
who are traditionally known by others or believe themselves as such, because 
they are born to those parents, who were equally known as Brahmins or 
K~atriyas from time immemorial. According to this statement of Salikanatha, 
the Jatis, such as Brahmal)atva etc, are Plot distinctly perceivable in the males 
and females of that community, except through traditional belief. 

This view of the early l\limamsakas was anticipated by KumarilabhaHa, 
who has taken great pains to prove, in his Varttikas, that BrahmalJatva etc. are 
Jatis ill BraiJrnalJas etc., and that they are clearly observed in particular 
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persons, having a special kind of purity, le:lrning, religious bent of living and 

also in those. who are born from BrahmaQ.a parents. 118 

The Universe 119 

The Prabhakaras observe that the whole universe is eternal and that it 
consists of five entities, all of which must be present to result in the experiences 
of joy or sorrow. They are known as ( t) Bhokta. the soul. ( 2) Bhogayatana. 
the body, where such experiences arise. (3) Bhogasadhana. the sense organs, 
(4) Bhogya. the thing that is experienced. both internal and external, (5) 
Bhukti. the experience of joy or sorrow. One, who is engaged in rituals. as 
enjoined in the KarmakaQ.<;I.a of Vedas. will gain for ever the joys of the three 

Puru~arthas Dharma. Artha and Kama. 

Emancipation or Moksa 120 

In the system of Prabhakara, Mok~a or liberation from worldly bondage 
is also the fourth Puru~5.rtha like Dharma, Artha and Kama, because all sorrows 
disappear permanently only in the stage of liberation. They hold that one, who 
is disgusted with the first three Puru!?arthas enjoined by Vedas as the results 
are not permanent and therefore, desires to renounce this world, should follow 
the injunctions, found in the Upani!?adic portion of Vedas and should proceed 
to meditate upon the soul. for liberation from worldly bondage. 

The injunctions, enjoined in the KarmakaQ<;I.a and in the Upani!?ads, are 
respectively applicable to those who desire to perform the rituals for Dharma, 
Artha and Kama and to those who renounce the worldly contact ancl intend to 
know the real form of the soul, for attaining l\Iok~a. The knowledge, of all 
categories in the universe. is thus useful for both of them, to attain their 
respective ultimate aims. 

The Prabhakaras are opposed, in this respect. to the school of Advaitins. 
who are of opinion that emancipation of soul is due to the removal of illusion. 
The Advaitills again hold. as stated in the Upani~ads, that Brahman is the only 

. reality and that the world is unreal, tile apparent reality of the world being due 
to the fact that it is, by itself, the manifestation of Brahman. 

The Prabhakaras hold that non-duality of Brahman cannot be established 
through the Vedic statements, because these statements are opposed to common 
experiences of life through perception, and also because it has already been 

118 See Kumarila's Talltravarttika on Jaimini's SiHras and Bha!?ya I.2.2 
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established that the whole Veda is meant to express only Karya or duty.l2l 
According to this view, Salikanatha explains all Advaita Srutis of Upani~ads, 
such as • Neha Nl1niisti J{iiica7la, ' 'Ekamevadvitiyam Brah11la' 'Indro Miiyiibhi~ 
Pururupa [yate' and others in such a way as to support Prabhakara's view
points. 

SECTION III 

Sastra 

According to the Pratyak~a Siitra (1.1.4) of Jaimini and Sabara's Bha~ya 
thereon, Ramanujadirya has treated the subjects of Pramal)a, Prameya and Miti 
in the previous two sections, following the discussions of Prabhakara in the 
Brhati and those of Salikanatha in the Prakaral)apai'icika. He has attempted, 
in the third section of this work, to deal with the Sastric or Vedic injunctions, 
mainly based on the Siitra I. I.S of J aimini and the Bha~ya thereon, according 
to the system of Prabhakaras. 

Incidentally, he has summarised all the topics of dispute and all the 
discussions thereon, of philosophers, as found in the Tarkapada of Jaimini and 
its Bha~ya of Sabaraswamin, in the third chapter of this work. The most 
important of them are: (I) The eternity of alphabets, things meant by words 
and the relationship between words and their significants, (2) the method of 

verbal testimony, (3) word's capacity to signify things, which are connected 
only with duty or Karya and not with Siddha or accomplished facts, (4) Sphota
vada and (5) the validity of non-Vedic and Vedic words. 

Sabaraswamin has defined Sastra 122 as knowledge, conveyed by significant 
words, of things about which nothing was known before. It appears, from this 
definition of Sabaraswamill, that he applied I he term Sastra to Vedic knowledge 
only, as the discussion pertained only to Vedic sentences. The Bhattas, us have 
a~plied this to both Vedic and non-Vedic words, where, according to their view, 
valid verbal testimony exists. But, Prabhakara,lu while commenting upon this 

121 !l(~~~T~(<rr~(1oi't>·i'ii ~Jl';:"~r <f </~1FfR~n: qQ]~st ~I~: I ..... . 

~iJ: !l('1~Ifc::~uerl'D;'lR <i~ ~~tm;fit qr ~fTlD~~T I ~<f<G:,¥'1: ~qr~lfcI'ti~:~~,,~q

'HiJ<JT qQ]ofl'1l: I •••.•. ~'-fi('f~iJ'1~'tin:~~'1G~ ~~~q ~<rrfirfCf~~~'Rr: I • ~r ilWTfi!I: 

9;~lf.q ~</~' ~fcr ~~(~rn'll1f.i<f :;r~I1f.t :;rr;rr'1' {;(vr ~q ~Icft(</,q: I ~~~~qft~sfq ~ 
~qr(ilfG 'lr'lE'ffO\~'crHrI~: I Prakar;lI:Japaiicika, p. ISS· 

122 ){TR'i ){T~~~Ir{T~«f.i!'li~S~ fclm'l~ I Sabarabha~ya 1.1.5· 

123 51i.'!Rnf&'3 'fifiio:q- ~o'{I1I'11'~</ <!!~~ I 

n'{fc!t('ffta~ fofi ){TT~l1f~ II Slokavarttika u·S 

124 ~F<:: rrlq~~ f.f~;:f Ui'D~~<irm'1rq: I n~CfCfI1. I ;; G~~l~;;+r~ I 

~r~<fr~ :vr~'1. I Brhati I.r.s. ('I~f<:~~~;;Tf~~I;;I<{~ fct~li1 ){1mf+iia @ii!~+r~'RI1l.1 
B-juvimala 1.1.5. 
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definition of Sabaraswamin, holds that the term Sastra applie5 only to Vedic 
injunctions, which alone bear verbal testimony. All non-Vedic words are, 
according to him, not verbal testimony, because they always refer to things, 
which are already known to the speaker. As they have no authors, Vedic words 
produce knowledge of Karyas unknown to anyone and thus become valid Sastra 
or verbal testimony. According to the Prabhakaras, all experiences achieved 
through non-Vedic words, are considered inferential experiences arising from 
a knowledge of the relation of the words with what they signiiy . They are 
not to be taken as Sabda-Pramal).a or verbal testimony. 

Eternity of Alphabets and Words 

The Prabhakaras believe that all alphabets and all words are eternal, as 
stated by Jaimini in his Siitra. 125 Tiley argue that letters and words, though 
uttered by speakers, should not be considered as produced by them. These 

• letters and word5 have been existing eternally and wilen speakers effortCully 
utter them, the hearers recognise them on account of their sameness with 
others, which have been previously heard. If they are newly produced and are 
different from the previous ones, they will not be recognised and will not convey 
any meaning. 

It is believer! by the Prabhakaras that speakers only make the effort 
necessary to cause existing words to re-appear and that they do not produce new 
and altogether different words. It is, therefore, stated by Jaimini that words, 
their significants and the relations of words with their significants are eternal. 126 

Things signified by the words have, also, been existing always in so:ne form or 
other, though individual units of these things have a beginning and an end of 
their own. As the objective world has been existing always as it exists today, 
the words, their significants and the mutual relationship between them are 
learnt by the younger from the older, during conversations. 

It was learnt by the young of the past, in the same way as it is learnt by 
the young of tuday. Thus, according to the Prabhakaras, the process of learn
ing the significants for words is also eternal. 127 

125 ~~'lfu'-li~g; l(Te~~1:f''4i'f ~~'":j": I J ai. I. I. 5. 
126 Ibid. 

127 ~:aq~'l"i>.:I(T''l1 Sabarabha~ya I.r.s. 

f'l;:tJ~ ~iP'~~mf<{RI I giilW I i'f@ '-lim ~f!j~ '-li;::'l~m. I ~·li<;'!f".fm-~ffi
i'frfc{cll't. I ;or; ~~'lRnili~~;:q ~RI PJ.all. I Brhati I.r.S. 

ati'JIr.tI2I g0-!J'lll:rl:: I 1f,~rr~n:~'-li~'1rC~Qrn;::ru('i~: I 1:f~r <"il'~CfiiT: ~r: 
~1j~,;:cH:'l.hl: "f'!l"f ~r ;or.ftf~ I I~juvimala 1.1.5. 
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Creation and Dissolution of the World. 

The Priibhiikaras think that there is neither a creation of the universe nor 
its complete dissolution by any agency. They argue that, if the universe 
suffered complete destruction at some stage, there would be no proper basis to 
start and to support the variety in a new creation. The Vedic statements on 
creation and dissolution, therefore, are interpreted as Arthaviidas or simple 
praise and the eteTllity 128 of the universe, Vedas and the relation between 
words and their significants is maintained by them. 

Verbal testimony. 

On verbal testimony, the Priibhiikaras maintain an obscure theory of 
their own, which is opposed to all other systems of Philosophy, including that 
of the BhaHas. They think that a sentence is not a separate unit, but that it 
is only a collection of words. The import of the words is always expressed as 
connected with some action which alone is important. Each word in a sentence 

according to them, is capable of signifying a complete sense beyond its actual 
import and covering the import of other words. This theory of verbal testimony 
is known as Anvitiibhidhiiflaviida, which means that the word always expresses 
its meaning beyond its own import and as connected with the duty, which is 
imposed upon a person by an injullction. 

They have followed this method as they believed that the significance of a 
word is learnt by an ignorant person, by constantly observing elders, when the 
latter converse with each other. They also hold that conversations are always 
related to a function, imposed on one by a more elderly person. 129 

The sentence, of an elderly person commanding a less elderly person to do 
an act, impresses, when the action is over, a unit sense carrying the connected 
significance of all its words, upon an ignorant younger hearer. Such connections, 
they say, are always related to an imposed action, principally expressed by a 
sentence. They therefore hold that words express a complete sense, as connect
ed with the acts and not their own individual sense only without any connec
tion with the acts relevant to the occasion. l3O 

This theory, of Priihhakaras on Verbal testimony. is rejected by all other 
thinkers. As a consequence of this theory, it became necessary for them 

128 I bid. 
129 See Brhati and B.juvimala on 1.1.2. 

130 ~~ fiI;'!fT~rr ~JfTl1'lp.fts~~'!f ofi\'fl:l'nc<mI:, I Jat, 1.I.25. 

'" ~~ q~l~ +(cfT<!T qaJfR"I<!T qiWf! f.w.rl~<! ~~l=i{t<J: ~\l:Uli. I Saharabha~ya. 
~cmt:q <r4T~~<rTtit~R:T I ~+mr. O<ffalifcRTl~fuliflrrl!. I See Brhati 

and B.juvimaHi. 011 the BhaHa. 
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to enunciate another ob5cure principle on verbal te3timony that words signify 
specific objects, which are always connected with the particular injunction. It 
follows, therefore, that words are not capable of expressing their meanings, if 
they are related to accomplished facts. The sentences meant to express accom
plished facts are, according to Prabhakara, not valid. These two doctrines of 
Pr1i.bh1i.karas are known technically as A nvitiibhidhiinul1iida and Kiiryaparavakya
viida respectively. The BhaHamlmamsakas and the Naiyayikas are against these 
doctrines and maintain the Abhihitiillvayaviida and Siddh'lparav(lkyaviida, as 
opposed to the two former Vadas. 

Prabhakara !'eeks support for his two doctrines from Jaimini Siitras ( 1.1.2 

and 1.1.25) and thE' Bha~ya thereon. But a careful student of ~lim1i.msa would 
not fail to detect that these passages, of the Siitras and the Bha~ya, do not 
lend support to the two doctrines of Prabhakara. The forceful writings of 
Prabhakara, in his Brhati, commenting on the Bha~ya and the Sutra and the 
more forceful arguments of Salikanatha in his Ejuvimal1i., under the same 
Siitras to support the views of Prabhakara, have established these two 
doctrines. 

Vedic Passages 

According to Kumarila, all words, whether found in Vedic texts or in 
popular language, are the same and they reveal the same sense also, by their 
significative power. In this respect, Prabhakara differs from the BhaHas. He 
holds that no valid verbal cognition is possible from non-Vedic sentences, even 
when they are put forth by pious and trustworthy persons. The experiences 
obtained from such sentences are only inferential knowledge, because the words 
are put forth by a pious or trusted person, who had previous knowledge of the 
objects, which the sentences signify. The validity of the knowledge is inferred 

only later on. 
According to the Prabhakaras again, it is not so in the case of Vedic 

sentences, as they are self-revealed. If they had been composed by any human 
or divine author, Prabhakara argued, people would have remembered his name 
and would have handed it down to us, as in the case of Valmiki, Vyasa, Kalidasa 
and others. It is common knowledge that Vedas have been handed down, from 
time immemorial, in the form of instructions from teacher to disciple without 
any mention of their authorship. 

The verbal testimony of Vedic passages is valid, because it produces an 
experience, whic:. cannot be gained through any of the sensory organs. These 
Vedic passages only, according to Prabha.kara, are known as Sa.stra and valid 
suurre of verbal experience. Sastra is of two kinds. Those passages, which 
are contained in the Vedas, are of the first kind and other Vedic passages, which 
are inferred at all times on the basis of Smrtis and Acaras of good persons, are 
of the second kind. 
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Smrtis aDd Acaras 

According to the Mimamsakas, Vedas only are the source for a knowledge 
of Dharma. If that be so, how the Smrtis of Manu and others and the Acaras of 
pious and cultured people are considered as Pramal).as on Dharma, stands to be 
explained. 131 In answering this question, Prabhakara holds a view, different 

from that of the Bhattas. He must have developed such a view from the 
writings of Badari and the ancient Bha?yakaras On the Siitras of Jaimini. 

Some Apiirva Karyas, considered as Dharma, are found only in the Smrti 
works and some are picked up, through the Acaras of pious and cultured people. 
They are not supported by corresponding Vedic passages, which should be the 
basic source for all Dharma. 132 In solving this problem, as to whether or not 
such Apiirva Karyas are Dharma, the BhflHas have adopted two methods. The 
first is the assumption, that corresponding Vedic passages must have exi~tl'd ill 
certain Vedic schools or Sakhas now extinct, but known to the anthors of 
Smrti works. Their extinction is probably clue to want of followers some time 
between their existence and 110W. 133 Secondly, it is stated that such Dharma 
must have become kllown to the authors of the Smrti works from the Mantras 
and Artha\'fldas, which presumably, we have not been able to trace out or 
identify so far. m It is argued, in support of the above statements, that ~Ianu 
and other authors of Smrtis are consid,ered not only to have been well-versed 
in all the branches of Vedas but also to have firmly believed that Vedic passages 
are the only source for knowledge of Dharma. It has, therefore, to be inferred 
that all Dharma, which is now found only in the works of Smrtis, must have 
emerged out of such Vedic passages as were available to the authors of the Smrtis, 
though they are 110t to be traced today. 

On this basis, Sabaraswamin discarded some Dharmas, arising out of Smrtis , 
as spurious, when they were contradicted by known Vedic statements. 136 But 
later on, Kumarila differed from Sabara on this point and said that even the 
-------- -------

t ri--,; 
131 q~'!f ~~'Il~~~l1'1'1'(1 ~<I1n:. I Jai. 1.3.1. 
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Smrti-born Dharmas, though conflicting with known Vedic statements, must 
have been based on other Vedic passages, now lost to us or not properly 
identified by us. He also maintained that their sources may be found out some 
day, even from the existing Vedas, by more learned or more saintly persons. 
However, he also stated that such Smrti rites should not be performed by people, 
till their basic Vedic passages were determined. 138 

Regarding Acaras, which are not supported by Vedic passages, the Bhattas 
inferred that such Acaras or practices, strongly believed as Dharma and 
found in cultured persons on the strength that they have continued to be 
practised· from time immemorial, must have been based on certain passages of 
Smrtis and that those Smrtis must have sprung out of some Vedic passages. In 
both the cases, they believe that the relative basic passages of Smrtis and Vedas 
have either been lost to us for ever or remain to be identified and discovered 
from among the existing Smrtis and Vedas. 137 

On the other Iland, the method adopted by the Prabhakaras, in solving 
these two problems. is different. They believe that no branch of Vedas should 
be considered as having once existed and lost afterwards. They also believe 
that no new discovery can ever be made from the existing portions of Vedas. 
They agree that the authors of the existing Smrtis, must have learnt all 
Dharmas, which do not bear Vedic testimony, from the early Smrti works of 
Vrddhamanu or Vrddhayajiiavalkya. In the same way, these early authors 
also must have had their preceding Smrtikaras, as their source for knowledge 
on such Dharma. Each of them must have inferred Vedic passages as the basic 
origin for Smrti-born Dharma on the strength of the trust-worthiness of their 
authors. l3B As such inference is eternal in character, Dharma has to be classi

fied into two categories, one arising from inferred or Anumeya Vedic passages 
and the other arising directly from perceptible or Pratyak~ha Vedic passages. 

138 ~ ~ ~~<fT "IiTf-4;:;<:n:qfcl~ :q~ I 
'" ~:qa ;:r ~ ;UT~FCf~~m ma-: II '" ~ 

CfGJ 'f,l ~ ~~T:qT ~T~:q~I1Tf.\;:r: I 

OINT<lNT;:rq~~ 'WJi'tir J;l~ II Tantravarttika. 1-3-3. 
~ 
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This view, once held by ancient Mimamsakas, is stated by Kumarila in 
his Tantravarttilca I.3.I. and rejected by him as untenable. Prabhakara again 
re-established the same view and Ramanuja, the author of the Talltrarahasya 
has followed him. 

In the case of Acaras, which are not supported by Vedic passages or 
Smrtis, Prabhakara, unlike the Bha~tas, held that such Acaras should be inferred 
as arising directly from Vedic passages and not through the passages of Smrti, 
which must have had Vedic passages for their origin, in their turn. 

SECTION IV 

The Contents of the Sastra 

The fourth section, of the Tantrarallasya of Ramanujacarya, deals with 
the most important doctrine of the Prabhakara system, known as the Niyoga
vakyarthavada. Due to the introduction of this Vada, the system of Prabhakara 
differed further from the system of the BhaHas, who believed in the Bhavana
vakyarthavada. 

Niyo~avakyarthavada 

Badari, the ancient Mimamsaka, seems to be the original author of this 
Vada. He believed that Vedic injunctions referred directly to sacrifices, Yaga 
etc., prescribed for the Svargakama. He, therefore, differed from Jaimini, who 
held that Vedic injunctions referred"to the sacrifices, Yaga etc., only as an in
strument to the Svarga desired by men. In fact, Jaimini cited Vedic injunctions 
as an example of causal relation, between sacrifices and Svarga. Badari 
thought that Vedic injunctions imposed sacrifices on men who desired Svarga, 
without any causal relation between Svarga and yaga. 

Sacrifices are of three varieties. Some are obligatory or Nitya, some are 
conditional or Naimittika and others are optional or Kamya. In the case of 
first two varieties, which have per force to be performed by authorised persons 
Badari held that because there is no specific Vedic statement of any result 
for those injunctioris, they only impose actions for no result of any kind. In 
the case of Kamya rites of the third variety, he held the view that although a 
Svargakama is enjoined to perform sacrifices, the causal relation between 
Svarga and Yaga, is lIot directly indicated by the injunction. 139 

Jaimini, on the other hand, held the view that all sacrifices, whatever the 
variety to which they may belong, are meant to produce some results as they 
are actions imposed on men and that no action can, ordinarily, be imposed 
without a corresponding result. He mainly followed the spirit of the Vedic 
passages, instead of their verbal expression and concluded that the words 
Svargakama etc., should be interpreted to indicate Svarga as the result of the 

139 See Jai. Sutra. Ill. I.3· ~~~1~ -11m: I and tbe Bbasya th . ereon. 
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Kamya sacrifices. 140 He also believed thlt eradication of accumulated sins, 
should be 'understood as the result of the Nitya sacrifices in the case of un
known sins and of the Naimittika sacrifices in the case of known sins. 141 

The two Viidas or interpretations, known as the Niyogavakyarthav<ida 
and the Bhavanavakyartilavada arose from these fundamental differences, in 
the interpretation of the Vedic injunctions, between the two thinkers, Biiclari 
and Jaimini. The former Viirla is followed by Biidari and Prabhiikara while 
the latter is followed by the followers of Jaimini and Kumarila. 

Literally, the word Niyoga means a duty or Karya imposed 011 man. It 
is also called Apiirvakiirya as this duty has been imposed by Vedic injunctions 

and not by other ag'=!ncies. Niyoga is the most important import in an injunc
tive sentence. Badari is of opinion, that the three kinds of sacrifices are 
imposed as Kiirya or duty on man and that they are not meant to produce any 
result whatsoever. 142 It is further argued that persons, required to perform 
sacrifices under Vedic injunctions, should not expect any results for their actions, 
on the analogy that a disciple has immediately to obey the commands of his 
teacher without thinking of the result of his obedience. U3 Biidari, therefore, 
held that those who desire Svarga etc. are only the functionaries of sacrifices in 
Kamya rites but that it does not mean that Svarga is going to be achieved as 
an effect of their sacrifices. The words 'Yajeta,' • Juhuyat' etc., in the 
passages indicate sacrifices, Yaga and Homa by their first part and also Niyoga 
or duty by the suffix • Lin,' the latter part. It is, therefore. believed that 
Niyoga or Karya is the essence of Sastra or injunctive Vedic sentences, according 
to Badari. 

140 'IilrilJ~ftt ~R: 1ii~l~mQ. I 1ii~ 9;~q-r~(cflQ. I 9;~"f~ "Ii+lTetc<lFI. I J ai. Siilra 
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This view of Badari formed the basic principle of Prabhakara's 
Niyogavakyarthavada. Prabhakara, who found a flaw therein, so shaped the 
theory of Badari, that it could be easily comprehended and agreed to by his 
contemporaries, who were interested in advanced polemical discussions. This 
flaw was that Badari's principle, with which Prabhakara agreed, did not assure 
Svarga as a result of the sacrifices to the functionaries. Pra bhakara, just like the 
Bhattas, felt that consequently no Svargakama would be attracted to perform 
Yaga as a duty. This situation would be further aggravated by the feeling that 
Yaga, being a momentary act, could possibly not even distantly be connected 
with Svarga, because Svarga is not known to be available to anyone just after 
the performance of Vaga, To remove this flaw, of lack of connection between 
¥aga and Svarga and thereby to create an interest in Svargakamas for Yaga, 
as per Vedic injunction, Prabhakara introduced an improved form of the 
Niyogavakyarthavada, which was started by Badari. 

He said that' Lin' indicates Apiirvakarya or Niyoga. The functionaries 
or Niyojyas are directed to function that Apiirvakarya or Niyoga and that 
such Apiirvakarya continued to exist till the attair.ment of Svarga from Yaga 
though the' Karya ' is not the c1irect cause to Svarga. Yaga and other things 
expressed by other words in the sentence are subordinates to this Apiirva Karya 
which is important of all. 

It follows from this that Bada~i had accepted sacrifices as Karya or to 
be performed by Svargakii.mas while Prabhakara held, in modification, that 
Apiirva, a product of the sacrifice and the meaning of the' Lin ' is the Karya to 
a Svargakama and this Apiirva is not a momentary act like the Vaga, Svarga
kama therefore will be attracted to perform this Niyoga or Karya as it wiII 
continue till the production of Svarga from Vaga, 1'4 

Prabhakara thus came to a conclusion that the Vedic' Lins' signify, by 
their first significative capacity, the Apiirvakii.rya, which is different from Yaga 
and other actions merely due to the presence of the words Svargakama etc., in 
the same sentence. He also believed that even in those injunctions, of Nitya 
and Naimittika rites where such words as Svarg<lkama etc. are not present, 
Vedic' Lins' signify similar Apiirva Karya, instead of the obligatory and other 
sacrifices as Karya. He, therefore, tried to maintain the lli1iformily in the 
sense 'If • Lins, ' in all Vedic iIljllnction~, whether relating to Nitya and 
Naimittika or Kamya sacrifices. Similarly in those sentences where particular 

U4 ~~ ~irlFf~~<:f~ ~ f.l~~: I ~~'+r~~ =er ~n:+r~ICf <f.'~ <l1;;~~TS;:cp.f: <l~ 
Of!f ~i'<l+rTif«p:TYRIT+r:!~fiI~ ~~ I if:q IW-rl ~~il';:ft <f.relrm:~lfcf~ ~ ~~f;'[ l 

aYf m Ofil~~r R~I~ !;I~ i'fFcftl.l"~ I <r~ ~1'~H~~P:r 'f.llJ ~a:i{ ~Yf ij"~q<i" ~~+t~
<:ftfcI fit;<l~ +rTi'fTrm:I~ fulewr: <f,p.J+r~G;I:Tfc\" I ~~ +rli'fr.=~~I~(Ol1;:::'l~!i{~ , 

Yf~ ~~<llf1t ~~ ~~: fufu: I ~la:: l B.juvimaia, p. 387. Madras (Ed.) 
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actions are prohibited, • Lins', according to Prabhakara, express the same 

Apiirvakarya. The Prabhakaras condemned the theory of Bhavanavakyartha
vada of the Bhattas, firstly because the causal relation between momentary 
sacrifices and Svarga cannot be proved from the Vedic injunctions and secondly 
because, if an Apiirva, produce:! by a sacrifice as a link in accordance with the 
Bhiitta theory, has to be believed as the cause of Svarga, sacrifices could not be 
the direct cause of Svarga as indicated by the Vedic Codana. It is also difficult 
to explain as to where this Apiirva could exist, till the attainment of Svarga. 146 

It follows, from the above Vfida of Badari and Prabhakara, that Sanatana
dharma, learnt out of Vedic injunctions, Smrtis and Acaras of seniors, has to be 
followed by all functionries in a society, not because any benefit, seen or unseen, 
accrues therefrom but because Dharma is enjoined by Vedas or Sfistras for 
men and also because of the fear of society's criticism. It also foHows tlla t the 
bait of a gain is not essential as an inducement for action and that sense of 
duty or Karya alone is sufficient to urge one to act. It further follows that 
not only those who do not foHow Dharma, Nitya or Naimittika but also those, 
who perform acts of Adllarma in their daily life, may not, at aH, have to 
suffer from allY seen or unseen loss or evil, either in this or in any other world I 
In this respect this system is akin to Atheism. 

From a critical study of this Apiirvakaryavakyarthavada enunciated by 
Badari 146 and developed by Prabhfikara,147 it would appear that this Apiirva-

145 ~ ~<f cr.1~a~'lCfT'!. I CfHTl:i ~1lrrc<rr~~~q,«;JjT o;:;;r;:4 cr.l<.ifl;:rr~-
~~~lfit 'mffi~r~~~l~~ f.f;fuffi ~aT'l. I iiT+ra~ ~~a-fG I ~'l. I ;:r:q ~
gW;:r~ q;ft;qir;:r f=i;<n'lT: 'fi<1RrPFrffiq'ilf~CfT ~'lr<:i. I ~l~ ~a 'fi<.if~N;:r~<l :q ;:r ~l<l. I 

~~r':r;:rcorrn:. I ;:r ~ m<T;:r~rrll;:f ij"[q;f ~fll ., ~ q;fC;qa-;:r ~f'H(qf;:r<fhl:: I 'Ii~~) 

ii\[c<ffCf. f Tantrarahasya, p. 55. 

;:r :q ~ "W;rHnll<fCfT h ~ I .~: J;!Rl m<Tii(~~ I ~'if ~Rr 3Q~51:q(;:f 
ma 5ITqr-:~ m"'l~{!j ~~ I ~~;:r~ cr.irw: 'fi~mqii«ff~qrfttoft ~ffi ii~f 
;:r i:t~ 5Iffiqvr<fO'Cf: I B.juvimala, p. 386. Madras (Ed. ) 

146 'lllT~o'l: 3~'l I ii ~ Cf~~e1ffia- f.f;fij~~ii~<i cr.tto'l~ I ~d~: 3Qq-[rq: I 

~~'1. ll:O'lrfc:" Cf'i'l~~~ I <i~'l ~~~ I «iJ ii P-i;fu?ftl~tt~ ~'la- I 'fi~j:ffq;:r a-;:r 

fi!;:q-a- I CfT1~t! ~1- ~q~it'l Cfil:q~ I ~lF'lia- 'fi<.ifj:f~ ~'1<:ft<:4(lI"llP""-la- T iim;<i ~~ 
~i"rrr fq;'lit 'Mffirfu" I o~j:fTm.it;:r ~1:pI,<i: <fi~f~~~~ r 'fi<!f~fq ;:r 3l5r4 ~qfcwr~ I 

~: ~CrIt <fiI+J'-!it ~ ~rir ~'ll~ii1cr<:~a:;:rr'lfe:~a- rrWfif: ~~ ~RlI ~"f1r 51·cfF;~r'n~ 
~it<fir;r ~fi'r ~~ T <i~j:f[(:3Q~ 51fu ~~~rit'f if w.rn ~ ... ~: I Badari's View in Sabara-

'" bha$ya III. 1.3. 

147 l3l~irSr ~1(f"'~'liIj:f: ~~rf<{~ 'Il~j "fflf~ro;arr~mtr ~crfrq;rj:f~., f,Wt. 

'J'la'lT ~~Tr:;r,r~: Rj:f~ ~fu" ~~I!. f 'l?:l mj:fq~<ra- ~ f.:r~: T B-juvimala, p. 386. 
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Kiirya, expressed by the' Lin' of all injunctions, remains always a 'Riirya' or 
that which ever remains to be performed by a functionary. The functionaries 
of' Kiiryas' of IGimya rites also, therefore, have repeatedly to perform the 
prescribed' Kiirya' at the proper place and appropriate time just as all 
functionaires have repeatedly to perform the Nitya and Naimittika 'Kiiryas', 
It is therefore rightly known as Apiirvakiirya as it always remains as an act to 
be performed unlike other acts of ordinary life. It is only when the desired 
Svarga and other aims of the functionaries have been fulfilled or when the 
conditions for the Nitya and Naimittika rites have entirely disappeared, that 
the persons cease to exist as functionaries and it is only then, that no 'Kiirya' 
has to be performed. Though this aspect is not clear from the works of 
Priibhakaras, it suggests itself as an appropriate, understandable and practical 
explanation for this Vada and it deserves further attention from scholars of 
Mimarilsa. 

BHAVANAVAKYARTHAVADA, 

Badari's interpretation of Sastric or Vedic injunctions, as explained in 
Jai. Siitra, III. I.3, was refuted by Jaimini in Siitra III. 1.4. His Siitra, 
'](artllii~lyaPi-Jaitllini!I-Phaliirt"atviit', means that according to Jaimini, 
sacrifices too are enjoined as instruments to results, because they secure the 
desired results for men. It will be evident, from this Siitra, that sacrifices are 
enjoined by Vedic injunctions, only to procure the desired results for mankind. 

Accordingly, the interpretation of Vedic injunctions has to be changed 
and this method is known as the Bhiivaniiviikyiirthaviida. 5abaraswamin, 
Rumarilabhatta, MaI).<;lanamisra, Vacaspatimisra and many others have followed 
this interpretation of Vedic injunctions, as indicated by Jaimini. 

According to this Vada, Dharma is neither Apiirvakary~ as believed by 
Prabhiikara nor is it an imperative command, expressed by Codana as stated in 
the Siitra of Jaimini 1.1.2. The' Lins' have a capacity for two-fold expression; 
one is the capacity to impose an action on doers and the other is the consequent 
reactive internal energy of the doer. The former is known as • Pravartana' or 
, V idhi ' resting in Vedic' Lins ' and the latter is known as . Pravrtti' of the doer. 
Both of them are known by a common name, Bhiivanii as both lead to the same 
result. Pravartalla leads to Pravrtti in sacrifice and Pravrtti in sacrifice 
leads to the desired result from the Yiiga. It is inferred from the Vedic Vidhi 
or Pravarlallii, when Yiiga and Pravrtti for it are connected with Pravartana or 
Vidhi, that such Pravrtti for Yiiga must result in some benefit because it is 
indicated by Vedic Injunction or Pravartanii. This knowledge, of Vidhi or 
Bhiivana and Pravrtei or Blliivalla coupled with a sense of benefit connected 
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with Pravrtli or Bhiivanii makes a person to undertake an action. us In the case 
of Vedic injunctions, the result of Yiiga, based on Vidhi, is Svarga itself, as 
indicated by the words Svargakama etc. Sacrifices therefore, are, only the means 
to produce such results. Sacrifices, being momentary, do not continue upto the 
time of the production of Svarga. It is, therefore, necessary for the Bh5.ttas to 
invent an unseen Apiirva as a link between the sacrifice and its result, because 
Vedic injunctions stipulate the existence of causal relation between sacrifice and 
its result. This Apiirva is accepted as the product of sacrifice and, therefore, 
as a connecting link with Svarga. This knowledge of Apiirva, as a connecting 
link between sacrifice and Svarga, is comprehended through the presumptive 
testimony or ArthiipattipramaIJa. 

Apurva of the' Bhatta School, which accepts sacrifice as Dharma and 
presumes Apiirva as its mediator with Svarga or result, must be discriminated 
from the Apiirva of the Prabh5.kara School, which identifies it with the import 
of the' Lins ' and calls it Niyoga, Karya and Dharma. 

As the Pravrtti or Bhiivanii is connected with three things namely a result
Svarga, an instrument to it the sacrifit:'e, and the method of performance of 
the sacrifices-the Vedic formula, this Bhiivanii is important in all Vedic and 
non-Vedic sentences. This hi known as the Bhiivaniiviikyiirthaviida of the 

Bhattas. 

From this Vada of the Bhattas, it will be evident that no San5.tanadharma 
as learnt from the Vedas, Smrtis and Acaras of elders, is devoid of any result 
as it is enjoined to be performed by mankind. It is, therefore, necessary and 
inevitable: that some result like Svarga or eradication of sins in general should 
be inferred as a result. even though the result may not be stated in the 

sentences. According to the B1liiHas, therefore, the desire for and the material
isation of the Jesuit alone are considered to be the inducement for undertaking 
a Dharma or Vedic sacrifice and likewise, it is the fear of sin or harm, that 
prevents a man from committing any Adharma or prohibited act. This view 
has been indicated by Jaimini in opposition to that of Badari and it is Support
ed by Sabara. 149 Kumarila made a great effort to establish this fact, that the 

148 ~'1fli~~,q J:llo <iirt:ITc~i{ :J1rm fcreftlia I ;:rij :J1liT: ;;r.a-o:J1o~T ~:J1T f<I~ I 

,,"1"'!iit<l'I. r ~;:r~ g; o:!Jr (<{r) ~'1fRl ~'1fti srp.rf<l~a :J1rl\l ~li'.filIffifR:~Hi6'f,~ f9~j:fr?,'sfq 
f.rr,1l!i)~;:r: ~:qr<r. I oi?fr~'![r'l~!{1~:q'?~'I. + + + ~Hl=fli'~'fir: ~'<Tr;:ro: 'fi.t ~t:ITO ~fu I ~fq:or 
~~ ~<Iir ~~: ~:qva-"-I1iif.t4~~~~",:am I ~~ ~'liDfct I Sabarablla~ya 6.13. 
See also Varttika of Kumarila on the above Bha~ya. 

14D ;:r:q-' ~ir<iiT~' ~n' ~r:J1;:jl 'f'<l";:rrq, w.~'<Tl=fortTP.fa ~qfct orr ~qm ;:r «I ~tltfct I 

;:r :q- f.tf~J{~l{r;:r~~ 1iI~ ~ I Sabarabha!1ya 1.1,2. 
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Bhiivaniviikyiirlhaviida is the very essence of the Sastras, lest the system of 
Mimamsa should only prove itself akin to Atheism. 

l\Ial}<;lanamisra, in his Vidhivivelca, establisheu that the 'I~tasadhanata
joana' or the knowledge of achievability of a desired object from any action 
can alone induce IT'ankind to take up a duty, either in ordinary life or under 
Vedic injunction. Vac<l5patimisra and Parthasarathimisra also held generally 
similar but slightly varying views, but all of them were unanimous in holding that 
Dharma was imposed by Vedas on mankind only for some benefit as a result. 

It will be interesting, in this connection, to note that the question whether 
Sanatana Dharma, as learnt from the Vedas, is beneficial to humanity or 
whether its performance is simply ordained by Vedas without reference to 
benefits, was agitating the minds of great thinkers, such as Badari and Jaimini 
in ancient days and Kumarila and Prabhakara in medireval times, just as it is 
agitating our minds today I 

In fact, any careful student of the system of 1limamsa will not miss to 
see that the interpretation of Vedic sentences adopted by Jaimini, Sabara and 
Kumarila is not only quite sound but is also appealing. This view gets 
strengthened by a look at the common trend of different Vedic passages, 
where the result of every action that is enjoined, is invariably stated, 160 either 
in the same sentence or in subsequent ·sentences, which may happen to be either 
an injunction, a Mantra or an Arthavada. On the basis of such an observation, 
Jaimil1i decided that the spirit of Vedic sentences is only such as directs that 
every action does lead to and does end in a result. 

It may be argued that as Vedic sacrifices, Yagas and Homas, performed as 
duty or Karya by men, are nothing but a transfer of ownership of an object, 
willing and voluntary, in favour of a deity through sacred words like' Ag1/aye 
SViihii,' , Agnaye Ida1h Na Mama' in Nitya and Naimittika actions, where no 
reward is indicated according to the Prabhakara System, this System appears to 
be in accordance with the principle of the Ni?kamakarmayaga, which is consider

ed to be superior to Kamyakarma. 

But on looking at the general trend of Vedic passages, it will be clear that 
they assure some reward to mankind, while imposing a function at every step. 

--- ------- ----

:q-~fu~o;~~~<f ~:rIr ~;:r<ff;Cf I :a<1:q-~ll: ,..r~<f:q-I <!f'G:q-~s~iS<f·~e:i I irS>-l: =m 
fi{:~:q~W I ~S"'~: :q-: m:q-ql'!fT:q- I Ibid. 

160 ~f~ir5{ ~~:qr<r. ~qii'lil;:r: I ~~I'{~+nm~:q-i ~qii'f.l+ft :q~Q" I ~H~ q~lft ~~<ffi'I 
0{ ~ tJT4 ~T<ii ~Tfu I ~~ iJ Clc1+fI<fI:q-f ~&Wffl:qt cHhni'\~ qrq~<!i~q~~ ~~I;{: I 

~~ crnl~RIit~ 'filiriil~ 'fil~WIllfc1 I ~mir:;n~ iJ ~~~q <!ilir'fil\~~'1;:1:T ~ I 
Q"oomr C1t~T~s~"1(:q+flilsfq T:fi~ 'fil<!fl;:C1~ ~ +rfcl~fct ~fu n~~ I Sabarabha-.. y 

'i a 4.3.2. 
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In order to illustrate this point, it will be interesting to make a reference to the 
very first passages of the four Vedas. These passages relate to the wonderful 
forces of the three cosmic elements, Fire, Air and Water treated as individual 
deities forming the material cause of the universe. 161 It is well-known that these 
three elements form the basic factors of all scientific developments of modern 
days. The same passages again mention that these three elements, thus praised, 
or in other words, carefully recognised and utilised can offer wealth, strength 
and welfare which are very dear to mankind and absolutely vital to its existence. 

SECTION V 

Necessity for the Discussion on Vedic Passages 

In the last section of the Tantrarahasya, Ramanujacarya has discussed the 
question, whether Dharma or the content of Vedic passages, stipulated in the 
first Sutra of Jaimini: • Athiito Dharma Jijiiiisii' should obligatorily be investi
gated by students after acquiring Vedic learning or it is only optional. In case, 
this investigation, on Vedic content for the knowledge of Dharma, is not imposed 
or suggested by some Vedic injunction, it will not be an obligatory function on 
students after they have learnt Vedas from their teachers. The students would, 
in that case, give up all the rules and restrictions, so (ar observed by them 
during their Gurukula stay and proceed to get into the married life, in keeping 
with the injunction of the Smrti, ' Adhilya Sniiyiit'. 

It appears, according to Jaimilli, that students, after learning Vedas, 
should discuss Vedic passages for knowledge of Dharma and therefore have to 

stay for a further period in Gurukula, before entering upon the stage of married 

life according to the Smrti. It may also be presumed from the first Siitra of 
Jaimini, that the Vedic injunction' Sviidhyiiyo Adhyetavya!I' imposes on students 
not only the learning of Vedas but also does it for the knowledge of their content 
Dharma. Whether this injunction is for any object or for an unseen benefit or 
is merely for the understanding of Dharma from Vedas so that a purposeful 
benefit may be achieved later on, is the question that would naturally arise at 
this stage. 

In this respect also, the BhaHas and the Prabhakaras held different views. 
Sabarasvamin, in his Bha!;iya, staled that Vedas prescribed sacrifices and that 

161 <Rfilj:j~ ~ii~;:f '-T~ a:;;"lfi:q~ I ~Iffi~ W1\if1~ I (~~) 1 ~ ~;;ft~ m 
"'1<4q~)qp.fq~ a:<It q~Fcrrrr J:lrq~ s;r~ ~iJiJr I ('-T~: ) I am ~1'!jT~ ~ ~~.n 
~~ , ( IDOi ) I ~;ffl a:<fh:+ft~~ I Ofltrf <=rq;:~ 00 I :trml:f~r~ ;;: I (~:;:rqT) 

<=rifT ~ "<fu:r~ I f1:p.Jllil ;;: 5Ri\~'n: T 
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they are for the benefit of mankind,152 but he did not state explicitly that 

this Vedic injunction imposes the learning of Vedas on men for the knowledge of 
their content, Dharma which is for the benefit of mankind. 

Kumarilabhatta appreciated the spirit of the statements of both Jaimini 
and Sabara on this question and concluded tha t the force of this injunction 
extends upto the achievement of the knowledge of Vedic content Dharma and 
that this knowledge necessitates I1limamsa or discussion of Vedic passages, for a 
clearer understanding of Dharma. He advocated that the learning, of Vedas 
imposed on every initiate or Upanita, must serve some useful end. He therefore 
held that the object of Adhyayana could not be anything other than the 
knowledge of Vedic content or Dharma, from which a purposeful benefit will 
be achieved later on. 

It follows, therefore, that a knowledge of the different sections of Vedas 
should be acquired by Adhyayana, instructed only by preceptors, so that their 
content, Dharma, may also be learn t for the benefit of mankind. Kumarila, 

therefore, basing on the force of the injunction 'Sviidhyiiyo Adhyetavya!t' 

concludes that even after learning Vedas, a student should continue in his Guru

kula to learn Dharma through the discussion of Vedic passages and enter upon 
the stage of married Iife-Grllasthasrama only tllereafter. This is indicated 
by Jaimini in his first Siitra and accordingly the diocussion on Dharma is an 
obligatory function. 

Pra.bhakaras did not 3gree with this interpretation of the first Sutra of 
Jaimini. They held that the illitiate, who is only an eight-year-old, cannot 
fully appreciate the knowl~dge of Dharma or the content of Vedas as the final 
objective of his learning Veda, without further clarification either from his 
parents or from his preceptor. That it is teachers, who have to initiate the 
eight-year-old students and teach them Vedas, is. according to Prabhiikara, the 
imposition of the injunctions' Upllayila' and' Tamad/zyiipayita ' on the teacher 
but not of the injunction' SViidhyiiyo Adhyetavya!t ' on the students as stated by 
the Bhattas. It follows, therefore, that at that stage, the students consider 
learning of Vedas as merely an ordeal they have to undergo, for the sake of 
teachers, who want to initiate them and teach them but not as the fIrst step for 
acquring the knowledge of Vedic content, which alone is the real aim of all Vedic 
studies. In order to strengthen this argument, Prabhakara proved that the 
injunction' Sviid/zyiiyo Adhyetavy(l~t' is not an independent or complete Vidhi, 

162 ~q) ~ G~:q-I~: 'f.+rTq.ir~::r;l iil+r I i'f ~ cr?Il~<I:q-i'f+rI(i!f-I:. cr?Illq.:-qr <n&t"lil: ~ 

~lir+ri'ff.cr I 

x x x ~llrS!jGr =<[r,,-:q-:q-ii~miircfij ~r~~ I + + 4-

~ ~ f.t:~q~i'f ~~!if ~~f.rn I Sa.barabha!?ya, 1.1_1. 
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because the functionary for this act is not stated in the sentence. 163 According 

to him, each Karya or Niyoga can be taken as complete in order to compel its 
observance, only when the functionary, who has to undertake the Karya, is also 
men tioned. Accordingly this sentence • SWiidhyiiyo Adhyetavyall' is not an 
injunction on students to impose the learning of Vedas for the knowledge of 
Dharma. 

. The JisclIs;ion on VeJic cO'ltent, s'ipulated in tIle fir~t Siitra of Jaimini 
IS not sugge5ted by any Vedic injunction as an obligatory function on 

students. Naturally, therefore, :Irises the question, as to how this Siitra should 
be interpreted. Prabhakara, interpreted that though the learning of Vedas, . 

by students, is initially indicated by the force of the injunction, which directly 
imposes on teachers that students should be taught, it is obvious that, 
after learning the Vedas, the students themselves would realise that it is in 
their own beneficial interest to further discuss the content of the Vedas and 
to fully understand their real import. That is why Jaimini presumed the 
students' realisatIOn of personal interest and consequent intention to discusfo 
Vedic passages, with a view to learning the content of Vedas and, therefore 
did he say' Athiito Dharma Jijiifisii. ' iII his first Sutra. 

III 

Ramanujacarya-The Author of the work 

Ramanujacarya, the author of the Tantrarahasya, a primer of the Prabha
kara School of Karmamimamsa Philosophy, is different from the celebrated 
Ramanujadirya, the author of the Sri Bhii.~ya on the BfldarayalJa Sutras, which 
is the only extant Bha~ya of the Visi~tadvaita School of Philosophy. The 
author of the Tantrarahasya was a native of Dharmapuri, a town in Southern 

India, now included in the territories of Hyderab.ld State. He was a devotee 

of the deity N[5irhha, whose temple was, as he has stated, situated at Dharma
puri on the banks of the river Godavari. 16' He was well versed in all Sastras 
and was a staullch follower of the Prabhikan System of Kar.namimarhsa. 166 

His Preceptors 

He seems to have received instruction in Prabhakara Mimamsa from one 
Jatavedaguru, himself an author of some works-and a reputed Adhvaryu. 168 

-------------- -

153 ~9r<<l"<l"~"'J.f<l'rt'fqi1iI;(q:;nr{'::.t"l1lJ'<r.' ~r'<f'h.I;lU'fq~!:j<l'T~<l'ffi"l I + + + a~l
c!:j<ft:r11c'ff~.,.w('fr'" Hr"-"!l'r 'ir"'HrrH ~'ffcr ;:i!(f'!l': - F<f; !:j'!fr:r!!c'fr&:::r.::r.rirfCf'l. ~aFf}ff'fl~vr 
'fil~ I Brhati I. I. 1. 

111& See Tan trarahasya, p. J. 

185 See Nayakaratna GOS LXXV. Introductory Verse 5. 
158 See the verses on P. 42 of the Tantrarahasya and P. 49 of the 

Nayakaratna. GO::;. LXXV. 
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This Jataveda is also known as J5.tavedadhvaryu and one of his works is known 
as the Parisi~ta Dipika, a I\Is. of which is recorded under No. 104 inthe list of 
Piirvamimamsa work~, in the Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS., in the Mysore Govern
ment Oriental Library. published in the year 1900. Ramanujiica.rya states in his 
works, the Tantrarahasya and Nayakaratna, that his teacher Jataveda was weIl
versed in all Sastras including Grammar, l\limfunsa and Nyaya, that he was an 
author of many works and a performer of many sacrifices. 157 'Adhvaryu,' an 

epithet applied to him, indicates that he Ilsed to conduct Vedic sacrifices as an 
Adhvaryu or important priest. Jata veda seems to have been a great and very 
famous scholar during his life time and that he used to attend large scholarly 
assemblies, where he was regarded with great respect. Unfortunately, nothing 
more is known of his works, than the Parisi~tadipika, the single work, mention
ed in the Mysore MSS. Catalogue. 

But, it will be interesting to note that such names as Jataveda, Prabha
kara, Bhavadasa, Kumara and others, bearing similarity with the names of 

several propounders or adherents of the Prabhakara and BhaHa Systems of 
Mimamsa, are commonly found, even to-day, among the Nambiidiri Brahmins of 
Malabar coast and also that the MSS., of the works of Prabhakara and Kumarila 
Mimamsa, are abundantly available to-day in the same region. The coincidence 
of names and the careful preservation of 1\1SS. in Malabar, suggest that our 

Jataveda must have been a resident of Malabar and Ramanuja, a native of 
Andhra country must have gone to Malabar and learnt the Pra.bhakara System 
at the feet of this teaciler, Ja.taveda. 

Ramanuja was a follower of the religion and Philosophy of tile Visi~ta
dvaita School and had studied the Sri Bha~ra of Sri Ramanujacarya, under one 
Venkatadriguru. 158 In this connection, it is permissible to presume that those 
names, such as Jatavedagllru, Venkatadriguru and Nilakanthaguru, which end 
with the epithet· Guru' indicate not only that they are great teachers but also 
that they belong to the School of Prabhakaraguru. Similarly, it could be 
presumed that scholars advocating the BhaHa School of Mimamsa were known 
in early days as BhaHas, Acaryas, Misras and so on. 

This Jatavedagllru, the Mimamsa teacher of Ramanuja, may be identified 
with his namesake Jatavedaguru. who belonged to the Kerala region and was 
the father of Nilakantha Somasutvan. This Nilakantha has composed many 
works on Astronomy and the Mailabha~ya on the Aryabhatiya of Aryabhatacarya 
is one of them. H~ states, at the end of this Bha~ya on Aryabhatiya, that he 
was a native of KUI)<;la village, in Kerala country and also belonged to the Gargya 

Gotra and to the ASlialayana School. His father and his uncle were known as 

m Ibid. 
1GB See Tantrarahasya, P. 65. 
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Jataveda, and his teacher was Damodara, the son of Paramesvara, the author 
of DrggaI).ita and other works. 159 The Bha~ya of Nilakantha has been published 
in the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series under No. CI in the year 1930. The learned 
editor of this Bha~ya, Pandit K. Sambasiva sastri, has fixed his date as cir. 1500 

A.D., 160 On the authority of the two statements contained in his work Tantra
s~ngraha and a statement of Pramesvaracarya (cir. 1431 A.D.), the father of 
his teacher Damodara, contained in his work called DrggaI).ita. The teacher of 
our author Ramanuja may, therefore, be the same Jatavedaguru, the father of 
Nilakantha Somasutvan, the author of the Aryabbatiya Mahabha~ya. 

His Religion and Philosophy 

Ramanujacarya seems to have belonged to a reputed Sri-Vaiglava family, 
which was respected for piety throughout several generations. His descendants 
seem to have migrated from Dharmapuri, their original place, to Tirupati, where 
they are stili held in high esteem in the Sri Vai~I).ava Temples as • Dharmapuri 
Acaryas '. The living descendant of this family, now in Tirupati, was able to 
trace his connection with our author and was kind enough to explain his family 
descent to the present writer. 

Being a staunch follower of the Prabhakara System of Piirvamimarilsa, 
Ramanujacarya was able to supply a list of almost forgotten works of the 
Prabhakara scbool, in the introductory verses of tbis work. Being himself a 
Visi!?tadvaitin, which school of philosophy derived many doctrines adumbrated 
in the Prabhakara School of thought, originated from Badari, Bodhaya
navrttikiira, Bhavadiisa and Bhartrmitra, Ramanujacarya was probably driven 
by necessity to make an extensive study of the Prabhakaramimarilsa. The author 
possessed an equal mastery over the tenets of the Bhatta School, which has been 

160 See the colophon of the Mahabha!?ya :-~fCI' ~os~<f ~fJ~~

rcrer~<f ~"' ~\iif«~!:!r+rIJ:~~iit<f + + ~:~1J1 ~~\'~'f "fT~~+r'~rr ~Q
f.Hrh"fi'H:lt'cl\~it~r+it~\rTF;:':frRl~T+r~" ~i'n~~I;:Q:m~(!J wr~~~i?;~rr o:ft~ 

~QT fcf\~F<if"~~iit<J etc. 
160 See his remarks on P. 4 of his introduction of the Aryabhatiya

bha!?ya :-" As the commentary on the Tautrasangraha explains the first line 
in the in trod uctory verse:, 

, ~ f~t fO{~~ ~~rrl3:.' and the 3rd line of the concluding verse' ~.uf.:!
~Q·"lfT~.:' as also representing two chronogrames of the Kali days on which 
respectively the work was begun and finished, the date of Nilakantha may be 

fixed between 1450 A.D.-1550 A.D. From the line' 1l;iI ~~TRU;:t .ur~ i?l1!JFcI~crlliit 
~tll3:. I ' in the DrggaJ).ita of Paramesvaracarya, we learn that it was written in 
Saka 1353 or 1430 A.D. 
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followed by the Sankara School of Monism and he was specially appreciative of 
the arguments advanced by Parthasarathimisra in his work called the Nyaya
ratnamala. 181 This seems to be the reason for his writing a commentary called 
the Nayakaratna, on the work of Piirthasiirathi, who strongly condemned the 
theories followed by Prabhiikara. He possessed a good knowledge of the 
important works of the Prabhakara system. Some of the works, mentioned by 
the author now exist only in name and, in all probability, have been irrevocably 
lost. The Laghvi or VivaraI)3 of Prabhiikara and the Dipasikha, a commentary 
on it by S1ilikanatha are no longer extant. Some of the other works namely the 
Brhati or Nibandhana of Prabhakara, the ~juvimala, the PrakaraI)apaiicika of 
Siilikanatha, the Nayaviveka of Bhavanatha are fortunately now available, 
partly in MSS. and partly in print. 

His Works 

Out of the works, composed by Riimiinujacarya, only two are known so 
far and they are: the Tantrarahasya, the present work, and the Nayakaratna, 
already edited by the present writer and published in the Gaekwad's Oriental 
Series as No. LXXV in the year 1937. Out of these two, the first aims to 
establish the views of Prabh1ikara, with which its author is fully in agreement, 
and the second aims to elucidate Bhattakumarila's theories. Though several 
other works like the R1imanujan.avaratnamalikii., Sankarahrdayiivedana, 
Srirangariijastavavyakhya and the Bharadvajasamhitavyakhya are attributed 
to our author by his descendants, it hardly seems to be true. The titles of 
works such as Vimaliinjana, Nyayasuddhi etc. referred to in the Tantrarahasya 
are not to be taken as separate works of our author as they are merely the 
titles of the chapters of the PrakaraI)apaiicika of Salikanatha and they are 
quoted as an authority by the author. 188 

His Style 

The Style of the author, in both of his works, is simple and his arguments 
are concise. Though Salikanatha's PrakaraI)apancika was entirely followed by 
our author in writing this work, he selected such only, out of its many topics, 
as were essentially required to clarify the Tarkapada of Jaimini, according to 
the views of Prabhiikara. While explaining the views of Prabhiikara in this work, 
he has not failed to do full justice to the Bhatta view-point under each topic by 
explaining the same in detail. In the Nayakaratna also, the other work of the 
author, he has rarely gone beyond the sphere of the topic taken up by him and 
has avoided unnecessary elaboration on the subject. In stating the view-points 
of Parthasarathi, he has always been true to him, whether he personally liked 

181 See the Nayakaratna" Introductory Verse 5. 
102 See Tantrarahasya, pp. 24, 25. 
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his view-points or not. Though a lover of the Prabhakara System, Ramanuja 
commented upon a work, which established the Bhatta system, because he had 
a special admiration for its author. Under these circumstances, one would 
naturally expect that the commentator might give vent to his own feelings 
while commenting upon those pt)rtions of the text, which ridiculed the 
~r~bhakara doctrines with which he was in full accord. But, on the contrary, 
It IS a pleasure to see how he explained the views of Prabhakara and faithfully 
showed how they were cOll5idered absurd from the BhaHa stand-point. Thus 
both the works of our author supply very valuable lacuna, particularly to 
stUdents making a comparative study of both the systems, by elucidating the 
obscure theories of the Prabhakara System and by contrasting them with those 
of the other School. 

His Tantrarahasya 

The Tantrarahasya seems to be the second work of our author since the 
Nayakaratna is quoted in 183 it and appears to have been written by him in his 
advanced age. 184 

According to the statement contained in his work, 18S the main objective 
of Ramanuja seems to have been just to record whatever he knew on the 
System of Prabhakara, for his knowledge might perish along with him if he did 
not do so. This work, is a primer, in five chapters, of the Prabhakaramimamsa 
and is a complete work in itself. It is not to be taken merely as an introduc
tion to a proposed more voluminous work of the author in twelve chapters, as 
it was supposed by the learned editor in his introduction to the first edition, of 
this work. 

In the five chapters of this work, the author has dealt with the same 
subjects as were treated by Parthasara thi in his N yayaratnamala excepting the 
Anganirl)aya and has shown how the Prabhakara system stands to reason. He 
has, following the System of Prabhakara, answered all the criticisms made by 
Parthasarathi on the subjects, viz. the theory of knowledge, verbal testimony, 
authority of the Vedic injullctions and the necessity for discussions on Vedic 

sentences or Mimamsa 5astra. 

His Date 

As regards the time, when Ramanujacarya flourished, nothing seems to 
h'lve been settled so far. Dr. Shama Shastri, the first editor, of the Tantra
rahasya in the Gaekwad's Oriental Series, was inclined to take the 18th century 

lea ~~ ~!!I~~q: I ~c~iI;;r rljl~r~crr~I~f.l' rrl~I'.fi~f.ls~+ntln:~: I 
T '<if antrarahasya p. 53. 

18& S ee Tantrarahasya, p. 42. 
18& S ee Tantrarahasya, p. 42 • 
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of the Christian Era as the time of Ramanujacarya. This statement was, 
probably, made on the str€ngth of the author's simple style, which, according 
to him, was a common feature of the works of the 18th century. 

Ramanujacarya neither quotes any author or work of a period later than 
the time of Parthasarathimisra about the loth century A D. nor is he referred 
to by any writer of the later periods. These facts and the simplicity of his 
style cannot be considered sufficient testimony to place his date so late as in 
the 18th century. Following in the foot-steps of Dr. Shama Shastri, some 
other scholars of repute have also fixed his date as cir. 1750 A.D., without 
assigning any further reason as proof of this date, in their works on the history 
of Piirvamimamsa. 1G8 

This date is not supported by the genealogical details of the author, avail
able from an existing member of this anciellt family, at Tirupati. The gentle
man, from whom information regarding the family of Ramanujacarya has been 
obtained, seems to be the 15th ill descent from the first-known ancestor. We 
learn from him that the name of the (jrst-known ancestor was Viidihamsam
buvaha alias Ramanujiiciirya, who was the uncle and preceptor of the famous 
Venkatanatha or Vedanta Desika, who flourished in the 14th century A.D. The 
fourth in descent from him was known as Ramanuja and the eighth was known 
as DharmapuriSa. This DharmapuriSa, literally the lord of Dharmapuri, is 
traditionally identified with our author Ramanuja, because he was acknowledged 
as the greatest scholar in that family. There are, however, difficulties in accept
ing this identification. Firstly, it appears from the genealogical account, that the 
teacher of DharmapuriSa was known as Nrsililha 167 instead of Jataveda or 
Venkatadri, mentioned by Ramiinuja in his own works. Secondly, while our 
author's name is admittedly H.amanuja, and the suggested name is Dharma
puriSa, tllis difference in name stands in the way of accepting the identifica~ion, 
of the latter with the former. 1n that list of genealogy, however, the name of 
one Vatsya Venkata is mentioned as the preceptor of Rangaraja, 188 the brother 
of DharmapuriSa, but not as the preceptor of Dharmapurisa. Under these 

166 See the learned introduction of the Tattvabindu, edited by Slui V. A. 
Ramaswami Shastri in the Sanskrit series of the Allnfllllalai University, Anlla
malai Nagar, Chidambaram and Mm. Umesh Misra's Critical Eibliography 
appended to Dr. Ganganath jlla's Piirvamimfunsa ill its sources, 194 2 . 

167 Sc:e the verse traditionally preserved by the descendants :_ 

m~fm:~u: mc~ ~~3~ ~~IU1U<rf{ l 

Cj~ ·<1~ltrm"+rTw.:r~~4i'F!:rf{ II 

168 ~T+r;:~~~~<r:fr'l?.:l;;;;r'!lf mql(~~~~~~~): C!i~;:rl~+roij\:l~ I ~l~~ej:u;;r"Tt{t:u
;:r'i;;r~ J:.,"rnHI;oj'~(;::{~+r~ 51'l~ II 
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circumstances, our author may, alternatively and probably more appropriately, 

be identified with either the first or the fourth descendant of this family both 
of whom were known by the name of Ramanuja. That our author belonged to 

this house and to the Atreyagotra is open to question, as there is no definite 
proof, except for tradition, that the author of the Nayakaratna was a member 
of this house. So long as we do not come across a more reliable material re
garding the descent and the date of the author, the foregoing may be taken as 

a working hypothesis, on which, however, 110 undue reliance can be placed. 

Ramanuja's period may be placed at as early as the 16th century A.D. on 
the strength of a date, found in one of the MS5. of the Nayakaratna. The MS. 
of the Nayakaratna, the only other work of the author, which is deposited in 
the MSS .. Library of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute of Poona, 

under No. 65/1872-73 contains a post-colophon remark showing that the MS. 
was copied out at Banaras in the SarilVat year 165L The method of writing, 
palaeographical peculiarities and the appearance of 1 he paper material of the 
MS. consistently corroborate this statement. The above Samvat year corresponds 
to the year 1595 A.D. We can, therefore, safely fix the lower limit of the date 
of Ramanuja as the latter half of the 16th century. 

Regarding the upper limit of the date, we have no clue other than that 
of the names of his philosophical preceptors Venkatadri and JiHaveda. We 
learn, from the introductory verses of the 4th and the 5th chapters of the 
Tantrarahasya, that Ramanujadirya studied Sri Bha;;ya and Mimamsa under 
his preceptors Venkatadriguru and Jatavedaguru, who are said to have been 
sympathetic towards their disciple. We can fix the upper limit of his date only 
if the identity, of each of these two preceptors, is made certain. 

Between the IIth and the 16th centuries, there were three welI known 

persons who might be identified with Venkatadri, the preceptor of our author. 
They were Venkatanatha-Veclantadesika, Venkatadhvarin, the author of the 
Mimamsamakaranda, and Venkatadri, the brother of Somanatha who wrote a 
commentary, Ma~iikhamalika on the Sastradipika of Parthasarathimisra. Let 
us examine all facts relating to them and make an attempt to identify that 
Venkatadri, who was the teacher of Ramanuja with one of them. 

Venkatanatha-Vedanta Desika was a great scholar of the Visi!?tadvaita 
System, alter the celebrated Ramanujacarya and was known as Vedantadesika 
and Kavitarkikasimha. He was highly respected :lS one of the greatest Acaryas 
of the Visi!?tadvaita System. He flourislled in a period between cir. 1269-1369 
A.D. It is quite possible to identify the preceptor of our author with Venkata
natha Vedanta Desika as both of them were scholars of the Visi;;tadvaita System. 
One argument, which may, however, go against this identification, is that though 
Venkatanatha is often called as Venkatesa, he was never known by the name of 
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Venkatadri as stated in the Tantrarahasya. Moreover, Ramanuja's name does 
not seem to appear in the traditional list, in which the names of the disciples of 

Vedanta· Desika were recorded. It may, howe\'er, be argued that as our Rama
nujacarya was an Andhra and native of Dharmapuri, a town in the Andhra 
country, he must have gone to IUnchi in the Tamil country, where the celebrat
ed Vedanta-Desika stayed, to study the SriblHi!?ya in his old age, when the 
enthusiasm fur recording the names of all pupils had probably died down. This 
might be the reason why Ramanuja's name did not appear in the list of the 

famous disciples of Venkatanatha. It is also quite possible that the name 
Venkatadri might have been used by our author for Venkatanatha because 

Venkatadri is the usual Andhra termination while Venkatanatha is the usual 
Tamil termination of the same name relating to the deity at Tirupati and it makes 
little difference in understanding. In case this identification is approved, we can 
fix the date of our author as 1350 A.D. or about 250 years before the date of the 
MS. of the Nayakaratna, now preserved ill B.O.R.I. of Poona. 109 

The second Venkatadhvarin, and the third Vellkatadri, seem to have 

flourished at the end of the 16th century,170 (cir. 159°-1660) and (cir. 1600) 

the period when the MS. dated 1595 A.D. was copied. Venkatadhvarin was a 
native of Kanchi in South India, a great Poet, a l\Iimamsaka and a follower of 

the Visi~tadvaita System. But, as he is known only as Venkata and not as 
Venkatadri, this identification also becomes doubtful. 

The third, Venkapdri, was bondn the Nittila Kula in the Andhra country, 
well versed in all Sastras and a preceptor of his own brother Somanathayajvan, 
who wrote that celebrated work the Mayiikhamalika, a commentary all the 
Sastradipika of FarthasarathimiSra. He must have flourished somewhere at the 
end of the 16th century, since his brother Somallathayajvan is placed in the same 
period. He cannot be identified as a teacher of our author Ramanuja, because 
it does not appear that he was a follower of the ViSi~tadvaita System, which 
our author le.unt from his teacher, Venkatadri, Both the brothers, Venkatadri 
and Somanathamakbin seem to be the followers of the Advaita Philosophy and 
the BhaHa School of Mimamsa. 

Under these circumstances, it seems reasonable to identify our author's 
preceptor Venkatadri with Venkatanatha Desika and place him a little later 
than the middle of the 14th century A.D. III any case, he cannot, as already 
made out, be placed hter than 1595 A.D., the date of the Poona MS. already 

109 For further information about his life, see the introduction of the 
Tattvabindu edited by V. A. R. Shastri.at the Allnamalai University Series, pp. 
77-79. Also refer to the preface p. IX, and Introduction pp. LV-LVII of the 
Nayakaratna, published ill the GOS. Baroda as No. LXXV in 1937. 

170 See pp. 124 and 128. I bid, 
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referred to. This date cannot be doubted as a copyist's error because the entry 
of a date is a simple matter and also because there is no indicati0n anywhere 

that the author should be brought down to a period later than the 16th century. 
Regarding tile simplicity of his style, on which Dr. Siima Sastri placed great 
reliance, it may be remarked that this style is a common feature almost of 
e\'ery age. The author cannot be brought down to a period so late as the 18th 
century. because he does not quote any author who lived later than Piirtha-
5arathi. Also, because he is not quoted by any other writer, he cannot be taken 

to a \'ery early period. Under these circumstances, and 011 the strength of the 
arguments advanced above, it would be reasonable to place him in a period, 
ranging between 1350-1575 A.D. 

This period may be further narrowed down and his date precisely be fixed, 
if we accept the already proposed identity of his other preceptor Jatavedaguru, 
with the Keraliya Jatavedaguru, the father of Nilakanthasomasutvan. 

This Nilakantha mention5 two chronograms of Kali days in Ids work 
Tantrasangraha, to show the dates in which Tantrasangraha was commenced 
and ·completed. On the strength of these chronograms, his date may fall at 
1500 A.D. or between 1450-1550 A.D. 171 His father, as stated by him in the 
colophon of the Aryabhatiyabha>?ya, was one Jatavedaguru who was also a great 
scholar in all 5astras. Nibkantha seems to have learnt the science of Astro
nomy under Damodara, who was the son of Paramesvaracarya of Vatasseri 
house, in the Kerala country. 172 

This Paramesvara, in his work called DrggaJ)ita, mentioned the date of his 
composition as 5aka year 1353. 173 corresponding to I43[ A.D. This date of 

Paramesvara, the father of Nilakantha Sornasutvilll'S teacher. Damodara. 
corroborates with another statement of his, in his work Goladipika, a MS. of 
which is preserved in the MSS. Library of the Oriental Institute, Baroda under 

No. 137[9, where he has recorded the date of its composition as 1366 Saka 

171 'ij: [q6Q}r f.I~~ ~~l::i1'l.' ~l[1I. (;;P;~Cj 'f.n:w I 

;j'4tfcl~i ;j'lI')Rf~ (Hll if;l! i11u:q-ltrr:q- if II 

, ij: f<l'61!J) f.I~;:t ~(l::"'l.' = 'I ~:;" 'J . .''d'r:; 'f.Rlt~.,'l. = ¥~" 'I. m.,+iRT: ';!. ~ ~<!'l.1 
']:[<T ~!Js~'q'f.+r~er«: I 

>l 

, <n~:uf.tf%:a-ClJI~: ' = 'I;':;" u ~ 'f.{ijt~i11{ = "t ~ ,,';!. i't~l1r!J: 'I ~i11!. - ']:[~ 

<:rr';f~~m+rlmifir<if: I See the Sanskrit Inlfoductiull. p. 5. of tlie .Aryabhatiya 
Bhii~ya T. S. S. No. Cr. 

172 See an article on • Paramesvaracarya of Vatassari' by Raghvan 
NamLiar of Baroda in the Journal of Bharatiya Vidya-Sept. 1947. 

173 1l;<i ~l[fu1~ 1(l1~ ~q~nrn ~ 1 'H+il~'..:l~~~ m:!J) +feria ~'ffi+i'l. II 
See the preface of the Goladipika., Trivandrum S~ries No. XLIX 
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year,m which corresponds to 1444 A.D. It may be mentioned, in passing that 
the Goladipikii cf Parames\'ara. edited by MM. Gal}apati Sastrin in the Trivan

drum Sanskrit Series as No. 49, differs much from the MS. of it, preserved in 
the Oriental Institute B;lrod<l, and the relevant portion stating the author's 
name and his date are not to be found in it. If we trust the manuscript more 
than the printed edition, as we should, it follows that the Goladipika was com
posed by Paramesvara thirteen years after the composition of the Drggal}ita. 
Param~svara, however, flourished during the middle of the 15th century. 

It will be evident, from the above references, that Paramesvara's date 
was 1431 A.D. or the middle of the 15th century and that of Nilakantha, the 
disciple of his son Diimodara, was 1500 A.D. Nilakantha was the son of one 
Jataveda and he had an uncle, known also as Jataveda. Both of them, 
therefore, may safely be placed in the year 1470 or the latter half of the 15th 
century. Nilakantha the author of the Aryabhatiyabhii~ya seems to have been 
well-versed not only in Astronomy but also in all S5.stras including the l\1imarilsa, 
as he quotes from the Nyayaratnamala of Parthasarathi 175 in his Bha~ya on 
the Aryabhatiya and calls himself as Bhatta 178. His father Jataveda also was, 
presumably, well-versed in the Prabhiikara Mimiimsa. 

In case, we approve of this identification of Jatavedaguru, the Mimamsa 
teacher of our author Ramalluja with this Jatavedaguru, the father of 
Nilakanthasomasutvan of Kerala, the date of Ramanuja who learnt Mimamsa 
from him may also be safely fixed at 1500 A.D. The MS. of the Nayakaratna 
copied in IS9S A.D. and now preserved in the B.O.R.I. also would then 
corroborate with this date of our author Ramanujacarya. In this case it will 
not be possible to identify his other preceptor Venkatadri as Vedanta Desika 
who flourished between 1269-1369 A. D. 
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176 See p. IBo. Ibid, 
See ~i1akantha's Aryabhatiya Bha!?ya, p. 54. 
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K. S. RAMASWAMI SASTRI. 



INTRODUCTION TO THE FIRST EDITION 

The religion of the Vaidikas, or those who believe in the authority of the 
Vedas and observe the Vedic rites, is quite distinct from that of the Upani~ads, 
or those who believe in the doctrines and philosophy expounded in the Upani
~ads. The former is usually called Karmamimamsa, while the laHer is termed 
Brahmamimarilsa. The Mimarilsakas or commentators on the Vedas have their 
own theory of knowledge, ethics, and philosophy, and hase it upon the Vedas. 
The Brahmamimarilsakas, on the other hand. take their stand on the Upani~ads, 
and expound their theory of knowledge, ethics, and philosophy, which is not 
merely distinct from that of Vaidikas. but quite opposed to it. While the three 
important schools of the Brahmamimarilsakas. the dualists, the qualified monists, 
and the monists, centre their religious philosophy in what they caU Brahman or 
universal soul. omniscient. omnipotent. and all-pervading, and attempt to realise 
their Brahman rather by Rajayoga method of contemplation than through the 
Vedic rituals. the Karma-Mimarilsakas deny tbe existence of an omnipotent 
and omniscient deity, and declare that the mere performance of the rites laid 
down in the Vedas enables the performer to attain the promised paradise after 
death. Thus while the Vaidika looks upon action as chief means to acquire 
happiness in this as weU as in the next .world, the follower of the Upani~ad pro
claims true knowledge, with renunciation of aU action. as the only means to 
realise self and eternal bliss. 

Thus. the Karma-Mimamsaka is a man of the world in the full sense of the 
word, and boldly engages himself in all those worldly activities which are re
garded as moral, either according to Vrddhavyavahara, opinion of the elders in 
society, or according to the Vedas. For the thorough performance. in all details, 
of the Vedic rites which promise him a paradise, he is obliged to devote himself 
to the six professions, performance of sacrifice, officiating in the sacrifice of 
others for reward, learning, teaching, begging. and giving alms to others. On 
occasions of distress aDd unfavourable circumstances, he is at liberty to take to 
agriculture, trade or military life, and earn wealth lhereby for the performance 
of the obligatory Vedic sacrifices. His temple is a room in his house and his 
idol is fire in the altar in the room. He has no other temple or idols of gods 
than the above two. It is his duty to learn while young, and to marry and be
get children, always keeping the sacred fire Ilear at hand. A cow or two he is 
obliged to possess to supply him with milk and butter for his daily and fort
nightly sacrifices. Cattle-rearing is thus a sacred duty he has to perform. 

Such, in brief, is the religion of the Vaidikas, and is in the opinion of all 
Indian scholars the oldest of all Hindu religions. 



LXXX Introduction 

Jaimini is the name of the founder of this religion. According to Indian 
tradition he was the contemporary of Parasara and Vyasa-BiidarayalJa, who 
lived during the ;\Iahabharata war in the 10th or IIth century B. C. In the 
opinion of western scholars he is not earlier than the first or second century 
B-. -C. With a view to regulating and systematising the Vedic lites and ex
pounding the ritualistic philosophy, he is said to have composed the Mimamsa 
Satras, treating of a thousand controversial topics in twelve Adhyayas. These 
Satras set forth the doubts as to the precise order and detail in which the vari
ous rites making a particular sacrifice are performed, and discussing the alter
native suggestions made in order to get rid of doubts expound the reasons in 
defence of the conclusions arrived at. In the COllrse of these discllssions, prin
ciples of ethics, psychology, logic, religious philosophy are all briefly enunciated 
and expounded. But the SGtras are so enigmatic and disr.ussion so subtle that 
the subjects treated of are beyond the comprehension of the ordinary reader. 
Hence ~abarasw1i.min about the third or fourth century A. D. wrote an elaborate 
commentary on the Satras and supplied the longfelt want. For the purpose of 
making the subject still clearer and expounding the general principles of this 
Vedic religion there came other commentators in time. At the close of the 9th 
century A. D. when Sallkara was propounding his monistic philosophy, there 
flourished two celebrated teachers of l\1im1i.msa, Bhatta Kumarila, representative 
of the orthodox school, and Prabhakara or Guru of the liberal school. While 
both are equally determined in dellying the existence of an omniscient deity 
and in maintaining the eternal ex;stence of a self-revealed text like the Vedas, 
they are opposed to each other in their views on some important quasi-religious 
matters, such as caste, ethics and educatioll. 

While Bhatta Kumarila takes elaborate pains to prove that a Brahmin by 
birth is a creature forming a distinct species like a cow, horse, goat and the like, 
however illegitimate and obscure his birth might have been, Guru seems to have 
been of the GPinion that BrahmaIJya or Brahminhood is not at all a distinct 
ethnic group, but merely a professional class. Again, on the question of ethics 
they seem to have differed from each other as widely as the poles. While Ku
marila attempts to base secular ethics on the authority of the Vedas, Guru 
seems to ha ve held that goodness or badness of secular acts depended upon the 
views of elders in society, and that as the views of society on matters secular 
were ever changing as contrasted with the immutability of religious acts laid 
down in the eternal texts of the Vedas, secular acts once considered good might 
be regarded as bad in a succeeding generation. 

Similarly, on matters educational, Guru holds the teacher responsible for 
the education of the youth, and says that it is the duty of teachers to 
kindle a taste for education in the youth and teach him what is worthy of 
teaching. He goes on further to say that it is next to impossible that a boy 
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or youth, naturally quite incapable of knowing \vhat would do good to him Of 

wnat bad, should go to seek education from a -teacher· and consider himself 

responsible for his ignorance or enlightenment.· It is therefore quite clear, he 

says, that all grown-up men or parents in general should hold themselves re

sponsible for the education o( the rising generation. BhaHa Kumarila on the 

other hand relieves the teachrr (rom this onereJus duty and throws the burden 

on the student himself. Accordingly, while Bhatta Kumarila explains the 

Vedic injunction" Sviidhyiiya?1 adhyetavyaJ;,, " "one should study the Vedas" " 

literally, and holds the sluden~ himself responsible for his own study, Guru 

takes the same sentence in the causa tive sense, and says lha t the teacher should 

cause the student to learn the Vedas and the like, holding the teacher responsi

ble for the learning of the youth. 

It is probable that there are other equally important questions on which 

these two authorities on Vedic religion held quite divergillg "iew!'. Bllt 

unfortunately for us, the works of Guru on the l\limamsa Slilras are yet to be 

discovered, and it is hoped that before long manllscripts of Guru's two com

mentaries called Brhali, great and small, will be recovered and published. As 

to Bha~ta Kumarila's works on I\Iimamsa many of them have already been 

printed and Oriental scholars are fully a.cquainted with the views of his school 

on matters both religious und secular. UllfortuLlately, liberal views helcLb-y the 

Guru school seem to have .been s',) detested by theorthQdox: school that no care 

is taken in the preservation o( this im porlant .Iiterature. "" In the Talltrarahasya 
embodying the views of Guru School.(herein presented for tile first lime to the 
public in the Gaekwad's Oriental Series published by the liberal Government of 
H. H. the enlightened Sayaji l~ao, Maharaja" ~( Baroda) a list o( works belong

ing to the Guru School is erillmrr.ated ill the few introductory ;,:erses in tlle 

beginning. They are the two commentaries all thei\limiimsa Slitras by Guru 

" himself called Guru Brhati ailci Laghu i3'rl;ati, and Prakara!)apancika and other 

works by Sii.likanatha. Bhavanatha is ,\I"lO'th~r author who is said to ha\'e written 

two commentaries on the works written by Guru .. 

The present work Tanlrarahasya by Ramanuj{lcarya, a learned Br[tllmin 

of the Godavari District, seems to have been an extensi\'e work. inclusive of a 

commentary on the whole of Jailllini's l\iimamsa Sulra. Only the first five 
chapters of this work, however, being an introuuctioll to his cOlllmentary on the 
St1tr~s, have been so far obtained. As ill this introullctioIl he has clearly 

presented in brief the views of the Guru. School on the Vaidika relio-ion as 
explained above, its publication will llot fall to be a "allla Lie additiol~ to' the 

stock of knowledge so far gathered Oil the l\limfuilsa religion of the Hindus. 

This Introduction consists of "ti\'e Chupters. In the tirot til t"1 
~, " e au lOr 

explains the theory' of knowledge, as propounded by Guru." In the· sewild. 
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Categories of knowable objects are expounded. The third deals with the 
authority of the Vedas and ethics. The fourth treats of the nature of a ~astra, 
and the fifth deals with the necessity of expounding a ~astra. 

The theory of knowledge expounded by the Mimamsakas is quite different 
from that of the logicians. The latter say that perception of an object comes 
home when the soul comes in union with mind and the mind with sensory 
organs, and those organs with the object in question. Perception can be valid 
only when the object is perceived as it really is with reference to its intrinsic 
properties and functions. The perception of a conch-shell as a piece of silver is 
invalid inasmuch as it has no properties and functions of silver. The Mimam
sakas, on the other hand, say that every sensation occuring through the 
cutaneous, olfactory, auditory and other sensory nerves is valid, whether or not 
the object in question is perceived as it really is. At the time of perception it 
is valid, and its invalidity comes home only when the object perceived or mis
taken for another does not serve the purpose of the object for which it is mis
taken. Differing from the BhaHa School which regards negative evidence as 
valid perception, the Prabhakaras reject negative evidence or Abhava as an 
evidence. 

In the list of categories of knowable things, the Bhattas include Jati or 
Genus or Species as a separate category, and regard Brahminhood as a distinct 
ethnic category. Under Jaimini Sutra I, 2. 2, Kumarila discusses the question 
at length, and arrives with sophistic reasoning at the conclusion that Brahmin
hood is a JUi or an ethnic element or group quite distinct from other castes. 

Following the views of Guru on this question, the author of the Tanlra
ra/iasya says in one sentence that Brahrnal}atva is not at all a JatL This view 
ig quite opposed not merely to that of Kumarila but also to that of Pata5jali. 
Under PaQini II, 2. 6. Patailjali also discusses the question, and bases the 
distinction of Brahmin caste on its colour and facial characteristics. He says 
that .. Penance, learning and birth make a Bd!llInin. In his physical charac
teristics, a Brahmin is gaura (white::), of lJure character and conduct, tawny
eyeo ( Piilgalak~a ) and red-haired. It is not possible, he says, to mistake for 
a Brahmin a mall who is as black as a heap of black beans and seated in his 
shop. Pataiijali might have had some reason in the white colour of the early 
Brahmin to regard him as a man of distinct species and race like that of the 
modern European. whose racial val,ity is exactly on a par with the caste vanity 
of the Rrahmin. Rut Kumarila had no such colour distinction to hase his caste 
system upon. He had 011 the other hand, as referred to by himself, a number 
of instances of Brahmins born of doubtful parentage, and of persons passing for 
Brahmins by imitating Brahmin-customs. In defence of tIle Briihminhood of 
persons of ill.~itimate birth he says that by litrictly obierving the customs of 
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true Brahmins, the man of illegitimate birth will regain Briihminhood for his 
descendants in the fifth or seventh generation, as stated in the Siitras of 
Gautama and Apastamba. The Prabhiikaras accepted no such hollow reasoning 
and gladly rejected the view as unsound. They say that it is Sastra and faith 
in the Sastra that has brought about caste. 

Coming to the theory of ethics, our author distinguishes religious from 
srcular acts. He says that those pious acts which are done for ends neither 
visible nor realisable in this life, and which are known as causes of certain 
invisible results only through the Vedas, are religious acts. They are all 
111 iilUlntara-allleya, i. e., not perceivable except through the Vedas. As 
to worldly or secular acts, their goodness or badnrss is dependent upon 
Vrddltavyavalliira. the opinion of the elders in society. It is through this 
opinion or social consciousness that an act is deemed good or bad. From time 
to time the opinion of the elders, or social consciousness as mirrored in the 
opinion of the elders. is changing, and therefore the opinion of ancients is no 
authority on the acts of present generation. 

As regards the chief incentive for activity, there is a consensus of opinion 
among the Mimiirhsakas, that it is pleasure, to be realised either in this or the 
next world. They all reject utility as no chie! incenti\'e, and say that utility 
is too common a feature of all activity to be seriously thought of. It is a 
proverb that not even an idiot undertakes a work unless he is quite aware of 
the usefulness of its results. As to those self-sacrificing activities for which no 
kind of pleasure seems to be an incentive even there the innate self-pleasure 
experienced in self-denial for the sake of others is the true incentive. Hence it 
is that the Vedantists who condemn all activity as sinful, and consider renuncia
tion and self-contemplation as the highest virtue, regard the innate self-pleasure 
in contrast with objective pleasure as the sole incentive for the withdrawal of 
their mind from the objecti\'e to the subjective world. 

To the Mimilri1sakns it is public opinion that decides what is pleasant and 
what is unpleasant in results of secular acts. Regarding religious acts, all 
obligatory acts laid down in the Vedas ought to be done, however unpleasant 
and difficult they might be. 

In the la~t two chapters the author goes to explain what a Sastra means 
and what is taught in a Sastra. According to the author a Sastra is a treatise 
which lays down certain ncts. the results of which can be verified by no known 
me;l!ls. Accordingly. a Sflstra is solely based upon authoritative revealed texts 
and has nothing to do with reasoning. It appeals only to faith, but not to 
reason. 

The so-called revealed texts arc handed down from generation to genera-
tion and have no brginning. They are regarded as eternal as no tl . , au lOr IS 
known of them. 
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The interpretation of the Siistras is however dependent upon reasoning. 
Without the aid of reasoning no revealed text can be correctly interpreted. 
There is no difference in the means availed of to interpret a ':;astra or any 
secular literary work based Upon reasoning. 

Little or nothing is known about the date of the author. In his introduc
tory verses he says that he lived in Dharmapuri on the bank of the Godavari, 

and was a worshipper of God Nrsirhha. an incarnation of Vi~l).u. 
Judging by the style of his work. it may be presumed that he was not 

older than the r8th century A.D. and later than Khal).Qadeva and Anantadeva, 
who all lived at the close of the 17 th century A.D. 

Ihe edition of the text is based upon three manuscripts belonging to the 
Government Oriental Library in l\[ysore. Of them one is a palm·leaf manu
script and two are paper manuscripts. all written in Telugu characters. The 
palm-leaf manuscript is almost correct and the best of the three. 

l\lysore. R. SHAMASASTRI 

14th December, 1922. 
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