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ARTHAVICA.
Carafesi® ) /
W

Artka-i~a Is «3g>laioed as follows t.
FsaNichy ok \dgatvai it

Artba~”a is that sentence wkich either glorifies or eoadains tke
act wkich is already enjoined. The Artkavada is thus of tvo types -
one *i»tutlparaarthafada* and second eNiadaparaartha-vada', We can give
the es™ples of these tvo Airtkai™~as. The former series the purpose
of praising the act enjoined by the Vidhi Vakya. While the latter is
purposeful in condemning the act prohibited by the prohibitaiy sentence.

The Artha-~ft~l are not to be literally interpreted.

The example of ~tutipera or Vidhisei™ ArthaTada is *Tayurtaiksepista
Devata*. Vayu is Terily the suiftest deity. This is the praise of the
injunction, VijHjm sveta Malabheta Bhutikamah). The Jtrtha™”a by
prai&ing the act makes the hearer more inclined to do that act ~ich °
is enjoined by the ~stra.

The eiAaple of 'Nindapara Apthaipada' is 'Saha iirodit*. It disudes
a man Aroa doing the act mentioned in the prohibition ' Barhisi Rajataa

na Deyumj*



lo. tke Artbagflsgraka azd also in 'Elsl~ry of DJiarmasistra, Vol.7,Part*M
MM Dr. F.y«Kane polizts out that Artkavfiaa are of tbe further three tjpaa

viz, Gu”~vida, iau”™a and Bhutirtka V™a.

Thaae can be properly e~lained as follows*-

& Guyyada i“thawda* -

When an Artkailida is in conflict ultk ordinary experience, it is
GuMvada and exaaple of this kixd is **during the day tioae oAly ti» smoke
of the fire is seen and not its flaiae. One sees both smoke and fire daring
the day and night. Uhat this text desires to emphasise is that by day
the light of fire is not so viell seen as %t nigkt or not well. Cf, -

Pratyaksadi Frama~ntara Virodhe Sati laha Apthavidaha Saha Gtuw”™aha.

When something is definitely ascrrtainsd by other means of kmvledge
and becomes the subject of a text it is called Anuvada. So Anuyada is
the mere reproduction of the thing for the purpose of showing its association
with another thing.

A proper example is 'Vayu* is indeed the swiftest deity. Cf.

Anu”aha Airadhwite).

Bhtttirthayada A~ hatida -

When a text is not opposed to any other Pramanas or is not definately
aaeertained otherwise, it is called Bkutartka Vada (statement of an
accomplished fact or of a past evenj®). Cf. Bhutartba”~aha tat dhjmnit

tayoho A»Tadharanyaho hanat paritya~t. It is interesting to note that



Bkotirtba means a tkiing \iilck kapp«&id l.e« a past oceisranoe. A tkiag
tkat has occured is certaiAly real la so far as It kas aotuallj taken
place. Bkutu*tka laecane a real state of affairs.

1n the Miaimsc”~parlbkasa kovever ve find tke aentioc of two more
types of Artka<«ida one is Parakrtl aod seeood is Forakalpa. Far2<rti
means tke perfoimaxace of act bj another great person, pirikalpa aeois

the tkizig tbat had happened long long ago.

Tke Artkavadas constitute the largest part of the Veda in the

Brahmana text. About Artka”s, Kumarila In his Tanrtravartika makes
3
a general statement tkat Aptkai™a passages coming after 71dkl passages

are weak; vklle those that come before vidhis are stronger.

It Is interesting to note here that '*nkara.bhatta la his Miaamsa

Balapfrakasa, pp.5(~52, kas introduced several tarleties of A|ptkaiida.
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It may be aoted here that ii9tkavida paasafes of gloriflcatoxy passagea
do aot serve any purpose if tkey are onderstood in an isolated Basner.
y
These passages Income purposeful only ~en they are connectT with

iBjuetlve sentences. This islspident froa Jalalal's idaimsi 1.2*7, This

Stttra aay be freely translated as followsi-
n

Mote MM Dr, Ganganith Jhi in his iiabara Bhisya, Vol.l ,p.55 as»-

~Beicg construed alongwith injunction they wuld serve the

2

But a careful nader will not fail to note that the u>rd "tu" in the

purpose of coouaending those injunctions. *

Satra is left untranslated by a deep rooted scholar like MM Dr. Jha.

it
In this context™is worthy of note that, the commentator Rs]|iiputra

Paranesviara in coomentaxy on Jaiminl's Pinrva MLBimsj-~iTtra translates the
vord 'Tu* in the &utra”as removing meaninglessness*. 1f this is boxme in
the mind, then one uLU convinced that the ward 'Tu* is not translated

at all. 1In tbe light of the above m<entioned authority however, the above

Sutra can be correctly rendered as foUo\«»-

*

"The glorificatory passages aire not aeanii™less, because when they
are connected'with injunction, they would serve the purpose of praising

those injunctions.

1
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It may be aentloned h«re tkat gloriflﬁatozy passages are not to be
Ilterftlljr Interpreted. They are to be understood In the light of the
context in which they are cited and also in the correct backgxoond of the

spirit of the passages,
v

SoaetidDBs, howsfer, we find that fruit is mentioi™ for subsidiary
act. Actually, however, the fruit of the principal act, is the same fruit
for the subsidiary act. The fact that the fruit is mentioned for subsidiary
act clearly indieates that this is a case of glorification* In order to
brigg out truth of this remark one can2efer to the Mimimsi Nyiya. We also
came,across this Ny”~a in ano'Uier form, A good example of this principle

can be located in Nilakan”a's |™amaya Mayukh, p .47.

. In the Purva Mimamsi there is also another Nyiya known as ~atrisatra
Nyiya* \iiich is already explained with illustration from tte Smrti Gaadrika
of De-vambhatta, p.380 (J.R«Gharpure's edn.) by Dr. S.G,Moghe in his
article "The use of Miiaifflsa maxims in the ~orticandrika of Devamabhatta.
Vol.XVIII,No.4 of Journal of OSIML, p.4-6. The Ratriaatra Nyaya looks like
the VisTajit Hyiya in which the independent fruit in the form of a heaven

is imagined. But here in the Ratrisatra Njiya it is not necessary to

1. I

R G



\/’*-II Zmu

iaaglne any Independent fruit. Aetuall/ Aitrlsatra Nyajra is an esBaptioa
to the Visvajit Kyi“a. Here in tbe Ritrisatra Nyiya the glorificatorj
passages indioate”™ the fruit for the VidhiTakya and real difficulty in
the Ratrisatra Kyaya arises because the sentence laying down the fruit

does no”t look like a Vidhi~ya,

*

\
Following are some striking points in Medhatithi's Bhasya in

application of Arthavada to the Haaosairti.

1. In 1.103, he has disauased the complicated problem of Lakaana
in connection of Arthavid»>vakya and VidhiviQcya, He established

i
one «an establish the text, as « irthavada.Taky« lay Laksaaa and

« one cannot resort Laksana while interpreting the Vidhivakya

following .the rule of Sabora. ,«
|
2. In his Bhasya Medhatithi points out that there is no such hard and

fast rule that, glorifieatlvn passage ahoald not give us aaj
iiKiication about the inji~tive sentence and statement. This is

an evident from the discussion MS IIl, 6, t.53.

3. At times Medhatithi treats the r~ion as a basis of glorification
This™ a peculiar contribution to the field of Pi*»>B£iBam8a.
This is an evident fr;i"om the discussion on I6» 11*18,

4. Sometimes Medhatithi uses % thai™~a for the purpose of Utpatti
or origin. This is also”™peculiar contribution by Medhatithi,

He has used in i& 11.77. i



»

la MS 11188 MedkiUthl states tkat tbe igorcl VrU is a gloxdfleatory

\
and it keif8 to complete the aeaoii™ of tke staaza. Hence SlokapuoraM

is a purpose and serred in tke word N ati, Tkis is also
peculiar ptnrpose of Irtkavada*

usca

SometinieB Medkatitki Artkavada vakya resorting to tke neaniag otker

tkan literal,as not faulty. Tkis is a novel eoQtributloa to tke

field of ParTaalaiarsa Medtaititki. Refer 11.245,

*
S(«etiae« tkere is a conceptual backgrouad at tke k~k of use of

teckaical term 'A~kavada'* It is clear from VII*29,27 aad 28.
k3
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(MedhiUtki oum 1.3).
Trwaslatlon -

"And wbat Is aentioBed in the Arthaylda or Descrlpti-ve passages is
wlaat is already accoaplisked; and \iiat is alreadj accoaplisl™~ed eamot be
cognised as soaetking to be done; uhat kovevsr is cognised is that tke
description is sappleaentary to some iajoaction. |If tken it were taken
to be true in its ovn literal sense, it couli not be wipplementary to
anj injanction; and tkis vould adlitate against tke syntactical coniaection
betveen the tvo passages - descriptive and injunctiTei and so long as two
passages can be taken as syntactically oomected and constituting a single
ooBpoand sentence, it is not rigkt to take tkeni as tuo distinct sentences*
(lke referse process of taking the injunction as suppleaientary to the
description vouM not be right; for) as a aatter of fact, what is yet to
be acco!”™)lished; specially because, if this vere so (and the injuiKStive
itself uere not literally true), then the Veda vould contain no injunction

of anything at all; and wold thereby cease to be an authoritative source

of knowledge."



Bxplanatlon -
Ulien group of aages approtcked Manu and raqfMSted hla to explain the
duties of all castes and intemedlate eastes, and praised Manu thalhe

is the right person to explain these things ve have Manuaarti 1.3, This

stanza oeans:

mfThough alone, O Lord, art contersant with \~at ought
to be done, which form tiie true import of this entire

Veda - viiich is eternal, incoveiable and not directly

cognisable."”

Here Medhitithl has discussed the nature of the injuncti-ve text and
the glorificatory text. He feels that one must txy to establish the
connection (ij~"TakTata) between the injuactive text and the glaa*Ificator7
texts* If this could be established then itis possible for any one to
avoid the fault of 'Vakyabheda* which arises when in a single injunctive

s4ntence two acts are laid down.

If however one is not successful in establishing a comecting link
between the inji&tlve text and glorificatory text then one's interpretation
will not be free from the fault of ' e, H«re Medhitithl is
discussing the nature of Vedic sentence laying down the injunctive and
also points out the good or bad results of the acts that are laid down.

Here Medhatlthl feels that ifonecannot establish ao>onnecting linkbetween
the Tedic injunctive text and the Vedic glorificatory text then there may

arise the occasion of treating s<»e portion of the Veda as redundant or
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aaeless or UBBecetsary* H« also aalittftins tkat it vill not be proper to
eatabllek a&y syntectlele eozmsetlozt between tlse act wkich la aecoaplliriieA
(Siddha) and the act vhlok is yet to be aocomplished (SaddhTa). He

Illustrates this polxrt by the example of 'CalJ6;I8l] rajatna not deyam" thuss

*

At tke time of tke war between tke gods and dotoas, tke gods, before
golBg to tke battle>fleld, Appointed Agii as tke GustodiaB of tkeir property.
Agni became greedy and, lAiils tke var was stLU going, ke abaconded
with tke property of the gods* ifter tkeir victorious return from the
battle-field, tke gods were surprised to find tkat M‘was missing. They,
tkerefore, sent out parties to find kim out. Bventually tke gads found
out Agni and forced kim to return their proper'~. On tkat occasion, Agni
wept (arodit) and, therefore, came to be known as Rudra (from the root rud -

to weap).

We have the injunctive sentence "Barl”™ rajatam aotdeyam” i”~ich means
one should not offer silver on the secred grass. Ue have d.so the
glorificatory sentence *Saka arodit iti tat* ‘Rudresya rudratvaa* " wkick {

means ke kovled. He Is called Rudra because he howled.

If the above Arthavadavakya is taken in an isolated manner it may not
yield any g>od sense exsept perhaps tke etimological derivation of tke

word *Rudra*.



If kovever, v bring about a sjmteeticlc eonneetion between tiie abeve
Vidkivikjra and the glorifioatory aentenee tben it yields a tery good aease
and thereby iodicates tbat one Tjto gives ailver on the grass ulLll be
required to weep very shortly, Ibe abo”e glorifioatory sentence prohibits
a aan froa giidng silver on the grass beeaae the tears shed by Agni

were turned into tfJLver.

A ourious reader ~11 be alaost toipted to eoapare the above views
of Medhatithi on the 1.3 with Sankari™arya*a coaaeats on Tedanta Sutra
One can refer to the discussion in the Rgveda- 'BhasyabhimiJca and
Saya”arya' for the discussion on the nature of injunstive texts'aad
glorifioatory texts only to show that there is considerable agreement

between Medhatithi and even ~yai™arya,

(Other coameatators of Mana do not look this text froa Mlaaasa angle)*

sTtT- - - -
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Tranalation -

That is to say, tbey are mere '‘ArthaTida'; "eulogistic description*

and as such are with diffioulty eonstrued figurati'vel/,

Explanation .

While describing the nature of Brahoan'>. iCNeaaMto w«-9e.t"

Manusmrti 1.11. This stanza means|-

"That which is the cause - Unmanifest, Sternal and partakix”
of the nature of the existent and the nozwexlstent, the being

produced by that (cause) is described among people as

Here Medhitlthi is describing the theory of e~lution of the world
right from its beginning. Here hes'~tes that at the beginning the
Brahainda i,e. Primordial matter becomes solidified all over and assimes
the form of an egg. The first creation of Brahma was without having any
intercourse between the male and the female* In the similar manner

Brahma was bom on account of influence of his previous acts. Thus hie®

-aaf
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body I8 dae to his own powers and not on account of any womb as aaeh«

~In the similar manner bodies of other insects are”piroduced.

f Medhatithi here points out that all such descriptions of the world
>»

fr«B Brahma are to be regarded as glorificatory and they are n>t to be

understood literally, it the most, such description of ereation can be

uoderstood figuratively and not as the hard fact of the case, '

Here Medhatithi has used”~the principle of ~thavaids known as %

QunaVida to indicate the description of the ereation of the world is purely

glorificatory,

(Without using Mimamsa terms other commentators interpretfl' this text)*
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Translation -

"iuii the present Dlscouree is purely descriptlire”.

Explanation - =-
Vhile describing the superiority of Brihmanas ve find Manusnrti 1*103
\7Nich describes the institutes studied by the Brahma” and not by any

others. This stanza means <

"This aay be studied uith care, aod duly taught to pupils,

' by the learned %ahaana not by any one else™.

Here the question aril®sesvhether by the ejgaression *Adhyetayyam* and
'Pravaktavyaa* in the stanaa ue have to understacd the text of MS 1,103
as acase of *?2idhi' or not. Hedhatithi reaoTes our doubt by saying that
here no 'Vidhi' is laid down though the injunctive texninations are present
in the text« Here by the expression 'Na Kené&clt* it is not intention of
Manu to lay down any *Vidhi* or prohibition* letually the topic of the
study of teaching of the Tedic literature by the Brahmin is described in
the 1Jnd Chapter of Manusorti and the present text simply makes the

glorification of the acts vhich are yet to be prescribed or laid down.

Bs Nxoi a p-



Hence Medhatitbi regards the Manusivtl-103 aa a case of 'inthairada’

for the aotlvities that are enjofced in the aeeoni chapter.

It is worthjr to note here that Medhatithi emploTes the tera

" Arthairada* to glorify an act that is yet to be laid doun«

* p
(For™ ooaaenta™ other coomentatorsr efer next discasaion on

thia teit).

U<
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Translation -

In the case of Declaoatory Passages CArtbaviHa) on the other hand,
there is nothing incongruoas in admitting of direct implications on the
other sources of knowledge while a direct Injuxiction by its very nature
cannot be directed from its direct meaning, on any account ~atsoever.

From all this it follov« that all three castes are entitled to the study

of the Institutes, This we shall explain in detail ftater on.

Explanation -
While describing the superiority of Brahmanas we get MS 1,103, The
stanza meaiis >

"This may be studied with care and duly taught to pupils,

by the learned Bz"mam,not by any one else**. (1103)
Medhatithi here discusses the complicated problem of '‘LakMM* in

connection with *Vidhiva~kya' sod the *Arthai™a.vakya*. The poresent

text of Manusmrti 1-103 is to be treated as a case of *Arthai™a* and

-JTrrg;



in the ease of *Artba~da' there is nothing objeotionable if one resorts
to *Laksau', Bj 'Laksana' the expression *Adhyeti“ram' also eaphasis
the act of '~ota'vyam*e In ancient India, the study of Vedic literature
vas not possible without hearing anything froa the lips of a teacher.
Hence Medhatithi thinks it proper to resort to *LakMnn' on the word
*idhyetavyam* and thereby iaplies, the sense of bearing only ifthe

passage under discussion is looked upon as *Arthavida*.

He also points out a possible difficulty if the present text of
the Manusorti is regarded aa a case of 'Vidhii“ya* it >dll not be fair
to resort to <Laksana* for interpr”eting any injunctive text and if this

is not done, then 'i“otaTyam* will not be possible.

Medhitithi here appears to follow the faoous rule of *~bara* that
it is not proper to resort to 'Laksana* to interpre”~t a *Tidhivakya»,
Also read *Sab&ra on Jaininl 1.2«29, 1V.4.19* and the stateaent *Tidhau
laksana annji“ya* also read *gabar on JaiainL I1V.1.19. 'Yidhaymke Mbde
paro laksyaha saibdarthe ncx bhavati*. ~ 'Kyaya cones very akin to*- Mo
vidhou Para Vabdarthaha*. This *Kj~ya* also found usedin *Dattake’
Mi*iasi,page-180. Madana Pirijata, p,372, 'ParSXsara Madhava 1,2,p,398
and 'Malamiktva*, p.760 of *Raghunandana* on his '"Martitattva's. The
N”~ya - *Na vidhau paraha Wibdartha* is also found used by 'Devan”~hatta*
in hie *iksauea kanda, p.135 (Mysore edn.). Ma Vidhai“Farah” Sabdarthah”
~abara has intzx>duced this aaxia in his discussion on the Furva Miaiinaa

IV.t>19. Here it is laid down that Pindapitryajha is to be perforaed on

the next day of iaavasya laga ~ich is a Dar”~yaga. Now the question is



whether PI™apltx~Jna is 8absidlax3 to the JMTisjra laga or it is a
Pradhana/aga. The prloa facia view is that the Plodaplt™jEa la
sobaidiary "ajga of the iai~STa Xaga, slaee it ia laid down in the
eontext of Aaava:sya laga. The &iddhanti& however, holds that there

ia DO aathorLtj to hold that it ia an anga of the laivagja laga.
Moreover, in the ~hDavasya Xaga, there is a reference to the tiae factor
and in the Car”yiga, there is only an indicatory reference to the
Pinitepitryajm. The conelasion ia that the Pindapitryajna ia a
principle laga aent for the beneficial interest of the aen.'Sahara’'s,
coamenta aajoe it further clear that the word Pi™pitryajniB in the
present injunction cannot be understood in the priaary and aecondaxy
aensea at one and the saae tiae and in one and the same aentence. Henie
the priaary aense aloi”™ is to be accepted and ahown the proper naae of
the lajM which ia 'Pradhi”™ yajm 's The principal of aadkia 'Phalavataa-
nnidhau aphalcoi tadangaa* cannot be applied to the preaentcase. (Vol.20,
Pairt*!, pagea I"Z- "The use of Miaamsa and popular Mazias in ttes the

Sa”i Gandriki of Cevamabha”™a by Dr« S.G,Moghe).

1

Obaervii™ other conmentaries, Kulluka however do not agree with the
view of Medhatithi stating that "the term Anuvadajiaed by Medhatithi

is unhappy one, because there is id authoritative texts are available

2/ Ter0)
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wblch the Tiew that Braboa”™ are ~one uortby of teachlgg. Hence
the presezxt text is not a ease of Anavada as stated by Medhantithl. It
is very surprise to read above the remark passed by Kulluka against
Medhatlthl, because no \~ere In Medhitlthl's coamentary it is found that
the tera iyaavida Is used ly him. Thus one nay assuse that there aay be

another reading or it is oisprinfced,

1

Raghavananda however aiaply reaarks the ~ew of Medhitithi in usi™g
'Hisedha* on the expression *Na-Ny«netti”, bat he does not give his view*

_ 2
~vindaraja however does not oention the naae of Medhitithi but

reaarks by the ward 'Kaiseiduktaa' and holds that the use of Arthavada

is not happy one and states that this is acase of Anui™a*

H & 3\Mv&lIno.-ruta
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Tr«nal>tlon -

In thi* conmction some peopls argue as follows:-

"In as auch as the text contains the qualifications 'full it follows
that the man devoid of Right Behaviour does also obtain the results of
optional acts done with a purpose onl/; the full result does not aevros

to them.”

gxplanation >

While discussing the result froa the studj of the Vedie literature,
we fini the Mamsarti 1.109 where Manu tells "The BrahaaM who departs
froa Right Behaviour, does not obtain the fruit of the ?eda; he, however,

who is equipped with Right Behaviour obtains the full reward* - 1-109).

Here the question arises \~ether a pwson devoid of xlght behaviour
is entitled to get any fruit for the acts done by hia which has apeceific
intention or not. If the text of Manusmrti 1,109 is taken as a 'Vidhi

Vakya* then one who does not observe any proper code of behaviour is not



entltled to get the coaplete fruit. Medhatithi here points out thet it
uottld not be proper to draw such an infoniRtion. In hia comraents on the
ei”esslon ‘izaapurnaphala’ in the text of Manusortl 1.109 Medhatithi
points out there that this text is glorificatorj and not injutKstive,
What he aeans to sa/ is that even if a person devoid of any proper

code of behaviour perfoims any act he is entitled to get s<Hie fruits

if not the full one. Here the quality fruit depends upon the code of

) one
behaviour =! follows*

I a conclusion Medhatlthi treats the text of Manusmrtl 1-109 as a
case of "“thavada’' and K>t a case of Vidhlvakya and thereby ii*uees

the people to aate further study of Vedic literature.

(other ooaaentators do not ooaaent this text Aroa Mlaaasa angle).



Translation — tnnc™Mhat+fHar

This i~ole passage Is more declamatory Artbavida, and it does not

laj down heaten as the result actoally following from the action spoten of,

Bxplanation —
While discussing the deeds of a man should be fruitless, Ue find
1

MS 11,5 where he tells that a man one \ixodoes anj deed without aqy fruit

will get heaven. The stanza means —

"Behaving in the right manner, in regard to %hes« (desires), a man
attains the position of immartals; and even in this world he obtains all the
desires that he ma/ have thought of*. Here the expression 'Aiaara lokat”'
indicates the heaven as the fruit for one whose behaviour is proper and he
has all his desire fulfilled. Medhatithi further quotes 'Vymsasutra'—S.BS.l

whioh also indicates 'Svarga* as the fruit for the good behaviour.

Now the question arises as to \dtiether the laying down of heaven as the

fruit servers as a case of injunction or glorification,

Medhatithi gives his definite reply by piinting out that this eannot
be regarded as a case of injunction but it will have to be regarded as

a case of glorification or 'Arthavida*. H« also states the reason as to

mase\ X — P— i
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vb7 this Is to b« regarded as a case of 'Arthavida*> The reason pointed i
out by hi* is that no fruit is laid down for ‘Hityakarsia’s* and for
' &akyakaraa< s' also different fruits are laid dow. On account of y4
this 'Suarga* is to be connected 4s the ft'uits for the actirLty on

the basis of textural authority. Hence Medhatithi opines that tiM

texts pointiz® out heavoa as the fruit are to be regarded as glmrifieatdI®

passages. n

(Other coaaentators simply pass over this point in silence),
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Tranelatlon —

Ad soaetlmes it lajs oat a mere Arthavida an eulogistic description.

Sxplanatlon —

While discussii”™ sources of ‘Dharma* we have the discussion on
MS I1. 6 which lays down that while Veda is first source of sacred law,
the 'Sarti* literature though opinion of those, \iio know both the *Veda

and Smrti*, the conduct of good people and final the self satisfaction.

Sometimes however we notice a contradiction in the act i.e. laid down
in the Vedas and in the &irti literature. Sonetiae it is noticed that the
portion of the Teda becoaes subsidiazy and the aatter froa dorti becoaes
principals. Af tiaes however the Vedic portion becoaes principal and
~arti litei«ture beeaes subsidiary. Medha™tithi also gives tbs alternative
th~t soaetiaes soae portion becoaes a case of 'Utpatti vidhi* or it lays

down the coapetency of a person for a particular act or at tiaes it becoaes

nn~s \rof j: — p—



a case of glorification* Mediaatithi also Inyites our attention to the wrk
‘Sartiviveka' and quotes stanzas from the same. This vork however is not
available to us. Hare Medhatithi refers to 'Jaimiid’'s Piirva Mia”sa 1.3-2.
Which decides the matter connected with a 'Mirti' passage laying down a
particular act like perfozmance of *4tstaka widdha* for which there is no
Vedic basic. Here the question arises whether aosh a Swti passage is

authoritative or not.

The view point of the prima—facie is that such a 'Sn”i* text is not
authoritative. The '&iddhinta* view however is that such a 'Sarti* is
authoritative sinoe it is bassed on 7edic lite3?ature. There is nothing
new in the *Siarti’ and whatever is stated in the Vedic literature, finds a

mention in the 'Smrti* literature.

When however the 'tjoyti' text is not contradicted by the 'Vedic t"xt
we have to infer the existence of a 'Vedic* text though it is not now
available to us and the ‘iuvti' test is based on that Vedic authority which

is now lost to us.



Pam8age —

TrapslaUon — cMchr—="cH M

Who has laid down the law that in the said pagsage the injuzstion la
ooni”yed, not directly b/ the Arthavada itself bat by the fact of its

being connected with another injunctive passage?

Explanation —

While discussing the nature of 'Vidhi* and ‘itrthayada* on the Ma I1. 6
Medhfftithi “"ipts out that, there is no such hard and fast rule that
glorificatory passage shoulcl not give us any indication about the injunctive

sentence*

Medhatithi quotes the example ’fite Patanti catvardha* here in the fora
Patanti* there is no sign of the potential 'Vidyartha* sense but there is
the *ikhyata Havana' i,e« here the termination is added to the root.
Medhatithi points out that, there are many sentences, which are devoid of
potential sense and houever they regarded as 'Vidhi—vales's Here he
qguotes the line 'Pratitis”ti havai eta ratrirupayanti'. Here in this
sentence the form 'PratitLtistanti* does not indicate potential sense,

however, this is regarded as a case of injunction laying.down °‘8atrisatra‘.

Tn—s—voi r —P— 562—
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Folloving the aoolog/ of the 'Ratrlaatranjraya* to the present case of
<£te Fatanti catvliral:®', there is nothing objectionable, if this is also

regarded as a case of ‘ispthaAjada* clarifying the nature of 'Tidhi—Takya'™

In conclusion Medhatithi holds that the ‘Arthayada I* has the

merit of clarifying the nature of a *Vidhi—"akya*.
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(MedhaUthl oh )& 11-86).

Translation —

'‘Bat in the Veda ther« are many such passages as (a) Agnl Is all the
deities, Agni is the divine pover of oblations, he invites the God and
makes offerings to them and again (b) Frajapati eat out his o\ci fat* and
so forth, and certainly such passages do not lay down anything to be
dons; all that they do is either to rela1;e some past even or to describe
some entirely IRrelair,ent thing. |If his oun fat was cat out by Prajl~ati,
let him oat itj®» *"at is that to as 7 Similarly, the fact of Agnl being
all deities does not help in the offerings to Agnl; that Agni is the
deity to vhMi the offering should be made having been declared by the
word *A«ni*, ltself, if Agni is some other deity, then the mere fact of
his being another deity uould rule him out as a reoepient of thotoffering.

As for inviting, that also is laid doun by another passage— 'We invite

Agnl, 0 Agnl and c.” And lastly, as far the mention of Agni inviting



and making offerings to the Gods, this Is absolatelj aeaningless.

regairds aantras again, there are sose (a) there vas neither
death nor imortality and c. C”i~da, X0.129.21), (b) *Sgdeva aight
fall toda7 never to return and o. iRgveda 10,95*14” aid so forth, vhioh
either describe source past event or contain a and what Dharma—
could such aantras eocpound? At that tiae there vas neither death, nor

i be#"9 KFfWiHf) fcee-jn hern benjit. Ih-tjre.
ioaortality nor life certainly™no life or death of any one, during the
anivsrsal dissolution also, there aay cone about the death of all things,
or it aay not coae about, it does not Aeach us anything as t o anything to
be done. Sia£EtO‘ly, Sadeva, a certain highly aeritorious god like aan,
aight today fall i«e« aight throw himself into a it never to return

i.e. after vhich fall he cannot c(»e back to life, this is how Puroravas,

separated from tfrva™i be”vail”?ed.

Similarly, as regards the no&es e.g. as one should sacrifice with i%e
Odbhid, one should sacrLfice with the Balabhid and ¢ and c, they do not
enjoin any act or substance; the enjoixiiog of the action being dons by
the verb (should sacrifice), and the vord *Balabhid* and ‘Odbhid* and c.,
not being ei”ressive of any substance”; specially as the substance for
the sacrifice in question in the fora of is got at froa its arche
type by virtus of the direct, injunction (tRat the ectypal sacrifices are
to be performed in the manner of their arche types and the archetype of
the Udbhld sacrifice is the Jyotistoaa at Wiich soae juice is the
substance offered), and hence there is no necessity for tulLstii™ the

words *I)dbhid' and c.; to yiild the naae of soae sacrificial material

(such as tree or spade which may be indicated by the etymology of the



word *mbhid* Okleh means that which shoota oat ‘or’ that uith liiieh digging
is done). Thus it is clear that no dharma is indicated bj the names. How

then can it be said that *tbe entire Veda is the xoot of dharma* 7

Oar answer to the above is as followas” It is Just in Tiew of these
doabts that the aotbor has added the epithet 'entire' *”ich it is meart
that all these passages that have been cited by the objector help in

providing knowledge of Dharma.

(i) First asRgards i1irtha”as, these are not meantto be oozstrued
apart from the injunctive passage” it is only if they were so construed
that thegr would fail to help in the knowledge of Dharma. is a matter of
fact, we find that if the iftha”a is taken apart by itself, it remains
syntactically defective;' ai™ this leads us to conclude that they subserve
the purposes of the corresponding injuzotive passages; being so sobservient
to these latter, they Hcome to be construed aloi”™ %d.th them; and hense
they have got to be explained in such a manner as to make them fit in
with the corresponding injunction. Thus the mention of Prajipati haring
cut his fat cannot be taken by itself; it has to be taken as supplementing
an injunction; in view of the fact however that the ikrtha—"as do sot
denote a substance, a sacrificial accessory; or any suchnthing as generally
forms the direct object of injunction, they are construed differently
as eulogising i*at is directly enjoimed, and thus came to be recognised as
supplementing the injunction. This praise of tbe enjoined thing is also
expressed by the itarthav”a for instance, the sense of the passage in
question is this < it is lo necessary to perform animal.sacrifices that,

at a time when no animals were available, and there was m» no other remedy.



Frttjitatl constituted biaaelf into the axiimal and oat” oat his oun fat.*
That vkk such is the construction to be put upon the Artha”a is shovn
b/ the fact that t"enever we have Artha—vailss, they aluaTS accoapanjr
injuetive passages* Thus even though the sense of the injunotion is
ooaprehended even WLtfaout the aecoapanTlng Arthavida e*g, in the ease

of the injunction *one should offer the Kapi”ala birds to Tasanta’,

we comprehend the injunctive trou the sentence itself, yet the Artha-—"das
are not absolutely useless; for uhen the irthav”a is there, it is not

right to deduce the injunction from the injunctive sentence only.

£zplanation -

While discussing the source of knowledge of Dhama ve get MS 11,»
The stanaa means — '"The entire Veda is the root source of Dharaa; also
the conscientious recollection of ri“teous persons versed in the Teda

the practice of good U>nd learned iMn and their self—satisfaction).

Here the question arises that a« to whether entire Veda is the
root source of Ignowledge of dharaa or onlx part of it siuh as injt»tive
e
passages are to/regarded as the root of Dharaa? Because if we r”~ard
entire Veda as a root cause of Dharma Uien there are aoas passages

other than the injunctive passages and such passages also will have

to be regarded as a root cause of dharma.

The View of Objector *—

The objector holds the view that the only injuctive passages are

to be regarded as a root cause of dharma and other passages liiich are of

mi voil P-



no use such as irth&vada Valyas are not to be regarded ae a root cause
of Dharaa, For exaaple there are some passages that describe Prajapatl
cats his flash and offers as an oblation into sacrifloe. Thus, sash
passages are of a useless na—ture. i”ajapati msj cut his flesh or be ben
not cut. This wLIl not serve the purpose of source of knowledge. Thus

the injiutive passage of Veda only is to be regarded as a root of Bharaa*

n View point of aiddhintin ~m

The vord ‘entire* used by Manu is purposeful and also reaoves such
doubts. The glorificatory passages which are mentioned by objector
are also usefuli in providing knowledge of dharaa. Because if w» coae
across such passages, they are not be read in any isolated aanner. They
are to be connected with some injunctive passages and such passages are
always to be connected idth some injunction. They are suppleaentary in
nature. Thus Acrthavada Yakyas are always read and connected with Vidhivikya,
Thus, these Arthavada passages are also of help to us to procure the
knowledge. The exeuaple, Praja™ati cuts his flesh and offers into the
sacrifice should not be taken as an independent passage. This should be
connected with Vidhi—vakya, that animal is to be offered into the sacrifice.
When no animal was available and there was no other remedy, then at that
time Prajapati cut his fat and offered into the sacrifiee. Thus the
Artha”».vikya is to be always to be connected with some VidhivikTa and
then only such passages are to be understood aad not in an isolated aamer.

Thus the Arthavlida passages also provide us with the knowledge of Dharma«



e fThus Medhatithl In his bhtfya on MS U~6 elaxlfies the doabt
regarding the iorthai”a passages and estabUsbee that tfae7 are also
useful and they are also regarded as mroot cause of dharma, if thej
are connected \dth the injunction in coherence sense and thus

rejects the view point of the objector vbo is not prepared to treat

_ VSUya
Arthavada MIWyia as a source of law.

YAl
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Translation —

In Adhyaya-—I, (verse 103) we fouxxi the vwrds *thl« should be stodied

by the learned Brahmana'; and thought this is a mere 4rthavada.
4i
Brpl~tnatlon -

While discussing the topic partaining to duties i.e. Dharma of persons,

ue get the stanza in Manussurti at 11.16, ~ich tells —

"That person alone, and none other, should be regarded as entitled
to the scripture, for whom the sacraments beginning with conception
and ending with the crematorioum, are prescribed as to be done with

Mantras. =

While coimenting on this stanaa Medhatithi quotes the present sentence
from 1-103 where it was told that a Vedic stixij should be done by a learned

Brahmin,

Now a doubt arises in the mind whether the sentence uzKier reference
is to be treated as Vidhi—vakya or as ‘iirthavada—vakya*, |If it is to be

treated m a Vidhi vakya, then the other i.e. KMtriya and Vaisyas are not

P)'prr> irrrir’T™T
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eligible for Vedic studj. But the MS 11.16 reaovea the doubt and clears
that the 'Prat”ya'raisran\' is not to be understood as a *Vidhi' because
MS 11.16 tells us that person is entitled for Vedic study uho is eligible
for the 'SaoskAra* right from conception to ending vith the croaation.
Hence the Ksatriyas and Vaisyas are also entitled for Vedic stuiy as

%

the ‘iiamskarai’ are laiddown for these castes also. 9ut Si““ras are not

entitled as th«y are not eligible for their 'Sanskiras*.

Hence according”to Medhitithi the sentence laid down in 1-103 is not
a Vidhi—vakya but it is an Arthayada Vakya, though the fora 'Adhye—ta™am*
may create the impression of being a Vid*i—Vakya as it is of an injiKtive

form.

(other eomnentators of Manu simply interpretf® this text).
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Translation —

Froa all this it follows that vhat is contained in this rerse is onljr

an ‘iirthavada’ eulogising the particular country, this aulogy being

supplwentary to injunction c<xBing later on that point*

Explanation — *

While discussing the countries which are to be regarded as good one we
1
get following stanza in Manusmrti 11*18. This stanza meanst

'That praetice, which has coae down through an uhhroken lineof traditi”®

amoiig the several c&etes acdeutv—cestes in that coulitry, is celled the

'Practice of good men'.

Medhatithi is tzying to define the tern 'Sadiain* here in the MS I1«£8
Here while attaching importance to a good befaaviour of a person the importance
will have to be attached to the region in“which a man is staying or residing:lj
and also the manners and customs prevalent in those regions. Whenever it
is said that a particular mode of behaviour in a particular region or a

locality is a good behaviour, naturally the place is given sujnreme importance

here, Xie writers on »Dharma™stra’ can glorify a particular «ct or a custom

ar 3"TSRres XTr'Trcr35>)7JTr <fr: i
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or a maimer In a particular region and here the basis for glorification
Is naturally the region or a localitj. This seems to be a peeuliar
contribution of Medhatltbl to the field of 'Pwva”mimiaea in treating

the region as a basis for the glorification.

(other coaaentators of Manu simp)./ pass over without usiiig MliiMauia

terms), -
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Translation — «.meahaH»ti; Bi—as>

'Also ha« the sense of the Injuctive only iapossed upon it, and in

reality It is only «n Arthanlda resembling Om fS injunction.’

Sxplanation — NN

While discussing place, "ere a saiirifiee should be j*rforaed
1
Manu tells us in 11+23 that—

*

'‘But the region where the”spojttad Deer roaiu by nature is to be

known as the ‘Land fit for sacrj”lcial acts’; beyond that is the ’‘Land
Y

of the Mlenchchhas'. « n
v .
Here Medhatithi has employed the famous Hiaaasa Nyays knovn as
'Hituvtt nigadadhikarra'« This Nyiya is/alivady explained by Dr. S.G«
Moghe in his article 'The use of IttmimM aaxiiis in the 'Snrti—"andrlki*

.

of Devan”~bhatta contributed to the Journal of Oriental Res.Institute

and manuscript litarary,lierala,v61,19,Part—1Il on page 11,

/
\
Hence 'Nigada’ means a Surpa or a sacrificial formula of the word

'Hetuvat' means containing a word or words indication of the reason.
This 'Hyaya'.is introduced in Jaimini's PtmrTa—mIBamsa 1-2,26i>3C« Here

the discussion is as follows:



In parepariiig food frixa the grains the i>\Surpa» ia required for winnowii”
tbeffl.free"froa the husk of the pen or the pot for boiling the grains and
the laddie for sowiring the grains when thej are bflng boiled are neoessary.
The SiSkti passage provides that with help of the <Supra* the 'hoaa' is

made 'Karambha Patra's (Pots full of hosted grains of ‘lava* slightly

friend on the ~Daksinigni’ ground and mixed with curds).

*

r_

I f however the later part of the passage contains a reason for the
first part then then itj,wuld follow that the pot or the laddie my
et™lly be used instead of£ a 'i“upra*. It aay be reoeabered here that the f
object of the Vcdic text is not to state the reason but to recommend «®d
praise *Ehrpa* as the means of making the Homa. So it follows that in

the present ease nothing but 'Sivp™*”oan e enjo].ned in making of the

offering,
P

The ~idfiithanta view here is tbat as the Veda is the final authority
for sacrificial matt#r it never assign any reason for any act.
But it induces the people to do the”same simply;by praising the particular
act. Hence the exact import of this 'Kjpiya* is that the Vedic text does
not assign any reason for the use of jVSurpa* for a sacrificial purpose
but simply praises the same and induces the peopi)e to utilise the same.

The principle of this maxim” is applied by Medhatithi in interpreting
the 11,23 and here apjjlying the said grinolple to the present case one

*

can legitimately infer that a good land for <the sacrificial purpose is pointed

out by Manu and it is not his intention to state that the free moving of



the black antelope is a ground for treating the land as a good one for
a gacrificial purpose. His main intention is that the land originally
is not bad for ‘lajm karma*. But it becomes sovonly on account of
the association of bad people, Having bad manner and customs. Here

MedhatLthi has employed the example from the*sacrificial world to

bringout the si*iifioance of the 'Miaamsa* maxim. It must be emphasised

n

1
here that other ccmmentators of Manu have not aaployed any Mimaraa

doctrine to interprete the present text or the
1 [ | * ;
A -
(Other commentators 1i*ply interpretitf this text).

%

I*
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Tr&mlatlop —

Sone people bate argc&d th&t *£n es much as there is no iojaoctive

* «

word in the present verse, it mast be taken as merely loudatory of vhat
has gone before'. But this has be'en ansvered in Mimaki—sutre 3-521
(where it is asserted that sentence layii% ‘dovm things not already known

are to be regarded as injt8tive)*

Explanation —

4fter the initiation, a religious studexxt*should eat any aim food.
The method of eating and the fruit is laid down in Manosiffti 11*52*
The stanaa means (lays down) — ~Satiog with the face to the east, he
does what is oonduciTe to longevity; eating with face to the south,

«

he does what brings fame, eating with face to the west he does \iiat
brings prosperity™ aod eating with face to the north, he does \iiat
leads to the true.”

In the commentary, Modhatithi says that, the prec”iding verse

2

Manusnfftl 11.51 laid down general rule that, religious boy sho'old eat

with his face to ea%; if he is wt having any desire of obtainisg the
1* 3)FfTg;'«5F 3T«r?sf— /
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r«solt. Otherwise, having desire to get result in his mind should eat, a«
directed in the present text Hanunvti I1»52. lhue according to others,
as there is no injactive wrd in Manusnrti 11.52, this cannot be treated as

injlotion and therefore this can be treated as an Arthavada. As it glorifies

\iiat has been stated in Manusi”~ti Il .S1. This view of others, refuted on |
5*ill
the strength of authoritative text of Mim”~sa”satra I11.SiL. Vhere it is

~laid dotfx that, the things not already kovffi are to be regarded as injiKtive.
Thus, Medhitithi does not agree for treating this as a case of Artha”a

and oltimatelj establishes that this verse is also a Vidhi—vikya, He farther
remarks that, the present verse cannot be taken as anextension to the
proceeding verse, as there is no indication of integral part, and therefore,
it cannot be first applied to religious studoit and then extends its
application to all men, as this text is not la/ing dovm incompatiable vdth
the duties of ordinary men, as the other duties of the student. Because,
result mentioned here would not accrue to the ordinary man. This iz also
istablished by quoting authoritative text from “oi”~sa Sutra 8>L.23; vhere it
is laid down that, there the results are not implied iMle eapfcending the
activities iof main rite. For instance, if a person desirious c£ vigour, the
sacrificial”post should be of Kh*adira wood is not extended from main sacrifice

like Darsap”~™~sa.

Hence the Manusnyti H.52 cannot be regarded as a case of ‘Aitidesa™*.
Medhatithi in this way with the help of principle of two HLoimsa

technical terms establishes hie own view that the text is a 7idhi—valiya.

(other coamentators simply pass over in silence).



m5* IcF%r: ARITRsr "c"<3FTrjTMc/A——" |
Tranelstlon - CTn™—isNi%u an ns 1i-55)
This verse is only a valedictory supplement to the role prescribed above”
it is not meant to be the statement of definite results following from the

observance of that rule.

Explanation —
While discussing the importance of food in daily life” ve have the

1
11,55. This stacaa means:

"Food, that is al\jaj® worshipped, gives stret~th and mainly vigour;

but eaten irreverently, it destroys them both,"

The (]Jiestion arises as to whether the interpretation of the Ms 11,55

Is a cas6 of 'irthavida or Vidhi’,

Medhatithi in his comments on this verse points out that this oannot
be regarded as a 'I“hi* or injunction laying down the fruit. This will
have to be treated as a case of glorification, since the present text
forms the remaining part of the iAjunction i,e, already 1 ~ down. Id
other words the 11,54 lays down the injunction of eating the food only
after worshipping the same. In the 11,5~ Here, in the stanza under

(discussion, good and bad effects of the food are pointed out. By these

la  wmgBn=f </~E5'STA (
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effects of the results, Manu vents to glorify the injunction of eating and
hence the present passage will have to be treated as glorification of the
injunction laid down in the I1.M . This injunction of ea-iing is alvays
to be followed so long as one is alive.

)Ye» 11.55 points out how one and the same food if eaten after due

turn

procedure jjBodds out to be more effective. If however it is not eaten
as per the procedure then it may harm to person. By pointing out good
and bad effects of food Manu is Indirectly instigatii:® the person or
prompting the people to eat it after the due procedure so as to be more
ffective in point of strength mainly for vigour* Thus t ~ i< oase of

*Arthavada’ praising the injunction laid down in MS 11,55,

(Otherscommentators simply pass over in silence).
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Translation —

The sense being that religious act, in vihich the Veda studied in the
said defective fashi/on is used, absolutely fails to aecomplish its pur]t=M)i

This is an “thavada meant to be deprecatory of the said method of study*,

Explanation —

While pointing out the importance of the syllable 'Om' at the beginni”®

and at the'end of the Vedic study, we have the ~ 11.74, which means t

.

*Let hia alvays pronounce the syllable Om at the beginning and at the i
end of (a lesson) the Veda, (for) unless the syllable Om precedes (the
less”™on) vill slip always from him) and unless it follows it will fi*te away*"

t %

Here Manu is discussing the method of pronouncing the syllable of Om

at the beginning and at the end of a less™on in the Veda.%

I however the syllable Om is dropped there will arise the <|uestion of
the lesson sliplng away from him. |1f however the syllable Om is not

uttered at the end of a lessdn in the Veda, the lesson will fade away.



Thus If the beglmdng and end of a lesson In the Vedic literature

N Y,
is x&t carried with the syllable Oa it will have a bad effect. The

present text of the 11«74 ~11 have to be regarded as a depricatatorx

or oondemnatary or glorificatory. iind this cannot be regarded as
injunction as such, ii>tudyii% the Vedic literature is an injunction and

the utterance of syllable Om at the beginning and end of the Vedic
literature vill have to be regarded as 'Nindarthavi”™' and this has to

be avoided by a good student of a Vedic literature. It is the considered
opinion of the Medhatithi to interprete the » 11,74 as a case of

'Hindarthavada’ .

(All the other coamentators of MS are silent on this point except
perhaps the interesting observation of the conunentat(»: ’\Rlighavanimda*l
who explains the evil effects of dropping the syllable Ob at the beginning
and end of the Vedic literature in the former of forgetting the Vedic
portion i.e. studied. This kind of explanation however is not offered

by MedMlitithi and ftence the observation of 'Haghavinanda' serves as a

suppliment to the explanation offered by Medhatithi.).

hov5 eslhd
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4s for tins injunction of the Vjrihrtie, thie is to be deduced Arom tfee
valedictory description contained in the preceding verse, &s for the actwlil
ord«r in uhich the several syllables have to be pronounced that is ~

ascertained from the order in which they are found oentioned in the text.

Sxplanltion — n f
1
Uhile discussing the topic rules of study ve get stanza in )EL 11«77,

vhich means <
"Out”™of the three Vedas again, the supreme IVajipati milked each

foot of the ~iivitri verse beginning «Lth *Tat’.

t 1
While commenting on 11*77 Medhatithi points out that in this 8t«asi

the main intention of ‘ArthaviHa' is to lay down the origin of the 7edic
mantra ‘'Tatsavituhu var|»nysm' etc,

He further adds that in the 11,7 6 there is already a mention or
fSsfeit: M rrGtnrfr; <
Tns ved X P- —l&0
n TTA~i —eT f

Tc vel J PrJ9O-9



IXj*uotion of the 'Vyabrti's Bhuba Bhuvftha* etc, and this can be imown only
by glori£Leatioc. Here hovever, there la no Injunction of the *Geyat]"
Mantra' but by the present stanza and particularly by the expression

' Asyaha—syadityathV aadbthere is a |p.orifioation of the *Ga’iitei Mantra*

and here tbs purpose of glorification is orgination i,e« ‘Utpatti’,

[ ) | _ e k' *
The use of' *ili|:thaiada® for the purpose of 'Utpatti* or the origin

seems™to be p~uliar on the part of Medhltithi,

(The oth” oonaentators of Manu are silent on this “daamsa aspect

of ‘Arthai”a' used for the purpose of 'Utpatti'P

«



oA B&HgiaiG& HS 11.80.

r,* 1 —
ArrdsDM>arfA—ATrlai"3— t
CX7a'"i.mh”: gt TS JE-"0) >
Translation — e , » \%
The present verse is oiily a desoripuw added far the

purpose of aaklng the Elxplatory Rites presozlbed for live Vritje (apostate)

appplicable to the omissions aentiomd here,

Sxplanation — n

While discussing importance of Vedic study under the chapter of
studentshipil Manu condone those persons who neglect the study of Veda

in 11.80. The stanza aeanst—

eThe Brahmana, the Ksatriya and Vaisya who neglect
(the recitation of) that - RIflw, Verse and timely (i*irformance
of the) rites (pirescribed for) them, uill be blamed

among virtuous men.*

Here, while commenting on the M3 11.80 Medhatithi points out that those

persons belonging to all the three cattes, ido neglect Vedic study and do

not perform the ‘Samskaras'. im 1 A peanBom 4t Hn 4" mm
cg?f2T—efr —frsjcszr f 0
.arrfN— ’s
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Mstt? »)ttemt”. The person in vhoae case the thread cereaony
I8 not perforaed is to be treated as a Vraty?. person. In the case of
fore—fathers of such e ?rltya person, the thread ceraaony is not said to

have been performed, n

Here the behaviour of the Brahmins, KsatrlTa and Vaisya neglecting
the study of the Vedas and *S«&skaras* is highly condemneft aecording to
Medhitithi, "o therefore treats this stanaa as case of 'Mindapora

ikrtha”rda*«

This stanza also oould be treated as a case of ‘itidesa’ making the
extension of the expiation originally laid dovn for a '~itya* persons
to the case of Brahmins etc. Jiinoe in both the ‘Ifiratya* and the three
castes, there is a common point of neglecting the Vedic studies and

'Samskiras.

Medhatithi rightly thought it proper to treat this stania as a -
case of 'Nindapara Mitthaviuila® rather thab ’Atldesa*. @>ioce i1ntheformer

the condemnation is more important than in the later.So he prefers n

Arthavada to Itide”,

(other commentators of Manu do not*eaploy any MIiWmsa terms ).



RfigifltjaiGa Ma ii.si.

pagaage — |

Translation .

Hance thisverse Isto beregarded asthe taledictor/auppleaent of

tbs injuzKtlon thattheseshould berecited at the beginning of Vedic studji

Explanation —
lithile discussing on topic of 'Studentship* we get 11*81, vhieh means—

"Know that the three imperishable Mahavyahrtties, preceded
b7 the syllable *OM*, and (folloued) by the three—footed

Savitrl are the postal of the Veda and the gate leading
(to union with) Brahman]i, ¢

Uhile commenting on the Ha 11.81, Medhatithi says that, “vitri Mantras
etc, are to be treated as ®'glorificatory' as this stanaa praises the
inji“tive passage like 'AdhyetaTyam' etc. This stanaa we get in previous
chapter, i.e. 1-103, where Manu has told the Vedic study should be done a
learned Brahmana* Thus, MedheTtithi looks upon M3 1,103 as a Vidhl—-vdcya a»i
11.81 as an 4rthavad»>vakya, viiich glorifies the study of the literature
by pointing out the fruit in the form of getting oneself united with Bralimam:.
The Mimamasakas believe in the principle that a person will not be inclined to

3

do any act unless some specific fruit for the same is pointed out.

In conclusion Medhatithi treats, 11.81 as a ease of 'irthavada* nd
connects with the Vidhi—-vikya of the MS, 11,103.

(other commentators of Manu are silent on this ~int).

“=mtvoj P
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TraoBlfttion — tcmecfthSKHviI" <\ rn”G,—Sy)

'This passage is purely valedictory* While d iecussing the topic rules

of chanting of Vedic Mantras we get MS 11.87, which aeans -

"It is by means of repeating Mantras that the Brahaana succeeds; ther”
is no doubt in this. He aay or may not do anything else, one cones to be

called a Brahaana if he is of a friendly disposition. *

Explanation —
While commenting on the expression ‘Mitro brahmana 9«yate' has Introduced

the Mimimsa technical point of 4rthavada.

In the M5 11,87 a Brahmin is asked to be friendly withall persons.
If however this is treated as a case of 'Vidhi' then a Brahmin cannot kill
any animal at the *Agnisomlya* sacrifice and in that case liie sacrifice
may not be complete in the true sense of the term. Hence Medhatithi
suggests that the line 'Mit"s brahm&na ucyate' has to be regarded as a cas#
of glorification and the code of behaviour laid doMo. by this line cannot be
understood literally otherwise there may arise the occasion of prohibiting
the ’'pasu angakazma*. The %aiMmiya—~"J"* cannot be said to be complete
unless the animal is killed. Hence Medhitithi xdghtly thinks in agreea”t

with spirit of the sacrificial science that the present text of Manu 11,87

\E< X P- 304
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Is a glorification and there is nothing wrong if any aidiaal is immolated

(killed) in a subsidiary act connected with the sacrifice,

Lflcidently by this interpretation of the » Medhatithi shows the

supreme importance of the science of the sacrifice over the moral prinoipleL T ¥

of friendl”™ess hatred etc.

- _ 1 a
(The'view of Medhatithi is imitated by Kulluka. Govindaraja however =&z,

introduces the Mimimsi technical term ’A”uvada’ in interpreting the
esgpression in the text of 11.87 vbich is to“connect«<Hdth the highest
gole. It must be emphasised here that in interpreting the M5>11*87

Medhatithi has not employed the Mimamsa term ~Anuvi”a’),

—-3T55”B" i
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K"EREMOE HU 11,107.

P>88age-

Tranalatlon. n n jr. 07>

For all tbese reasons the passage nust be regarded as purely | n

Taledictory description,

Explfepatiop —.
While pointing out the fruits of the Vedic recitation ue have the

1
MS 11.107, This stanza siaplj means —

'Vor hitt \"o being pure and controlling his organs during the y9sr
daily resorts the Veda, that daily retitation will ever case sveet ad

sour milk, clarified butter and honey to flow."

Here the e”™ression 'Nitya' occurs in the text and this is indicative
of the glorification and this text cannot be regarded as a case of injunction.
Medhatithi also points out that_tinterpreta4»&»n oif this stanza we can apply
the principle of the maxim ‘Elcasya tu Ubhayatw samyoga PrthakatvemV*
Uhile interpreting th« eagpression '‘Payaha* etc. in the text be also adds
that since this text gives a parmanent right for the reftitation of Veda,

the prilLnciple of *Ritri Satranyiya* also cannot be applied. Otherwise th«

-S \/ol X - =-2,IS

ifii



expression ‘PayaJ”™ etc, points out the fruit would becoae futilf or

is*good case of

useless. Hence Medhitithi concludes that 11,1b?

glorification,
y

1

(According to Rag”™avananda 11,107 cannot be treated as an

I Arthai”a' because in the *i«rtba]j”da’ one has to abandon aeanii® of the

word i.e.* before us aod has to imagine the the meaning of some other word.

This goes against the accepted principle of kL&imsakas and henoe

f Medhitithi*s view stands rejected at the hands of * Righavinanda*),

«
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Translation — f nneak<5.Ht' gjr; jn™ jI— )

The text adds a valedictory statent in st”pport of vbat has be»n said

'the Brahmap|(*a birth is the Veda l«e. is for the purpose of learning the

Explanation —
1

While diseussing the topic on 'StudentshipS ve get 11.146, vhich neftna—

"Of hia %ho gives natural birth and hia who gives (the knowledge of)

the Teda, the giver of the \feda is the more venerable fatherj for birth for

the sake of the 7eda (ensures) eternal (rewai”s) both in this (life) and

after death.”

While coamenting on 11»146, Medhatithi treats this 4s a case of

'Apthavwla’, as this stanza tells the iaportance of Vedic study and the fruit
2

of it i.e. eternal reward. This fruit is of injunotive text or 'Vidhivikya'

*'of 1.103. There it has been told that a Vedic study should be done by a

learned Brahmana,

Hence Medhatithi rightly treats this stanza i.e. 1L.146, a« a case of

‘A~thavida*. But here, one hag to carefully observe that, Medhatithi bee

shown some novel treatment to ’‘jkrthavida* and naaes as a *Heturupa.arthavada*4

Because without any reward or fruit no man does any act. Therefore ‘'eternal

reward* is a 'Hetu* of a Vedic study,

t

(Other commentators of Manu do not give any light from MImai”® angle)*
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Pe88age-

TrBnalatioD = CcsITedfTSDET & s jd—\50 n
Th« prece;8dirfe verse hss laid dovn the ‘fetberly treetmerit* (of youthful
teacher); the present verse supplies, in its support, « descriptive eulogy

of the kind called epaixikrti™ n

Explanation ,
» * _ 1
Uhile describing the title of Acarya Y%e get M5 11,151 where it is stated
that *the child Kavi, the son of Angiras taught his father}and having

received and trained them by knowledge, he called them ‘little sons'.

2
In the prece”ding stanza in MS 11,150 Hanu has (nrdered that the

Barahma”®, %™o brings about his Vedic birth, and teaches him his duty, even
though he be a more child, becomes in law the father of the old man (Vfatm *

be teaches).

Thus, ccMunentir™ on 11,151 Medhatithi says that the present text
lays down the descriptiveexample of the injj~tion laid down in MS 11,150,
Thus the present text may be treated as iirthavada and givesa different

name for this kind of Arthaniuia 'PoroDcrti¥*,

<crtc—£f W3- ?H~N M
IYis —voi i p_374j5
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It seems that accordlog to Medhitithl 'Pairakrtl iirthavada* Is

one of kinds of ArtbS'vada, In ~“ich the activity of some great or
well-known person is described. Here the activity of Angiras is deacsiliii*

and hence it has become the case of *Par«k%rti ikrthavéda'«

(other commentators of Manu are silent on this point).

Ifm -



REFEREJCB MS 11.166.
passage -

Translation — c«™h54fH.,— o™ ~ met;)

The second half of the verse Is recommendatory reiteration, supplying
4

the reason for what has been asserted in the first half.

Explanation —

While pointing oat the importance of the recitation of Vedic Mantraa
1
we have the Ma 11,166, This stanza simply means >

sLet a Brahmin who desires to perform austerities, constantly repeat
the Veda; for the study of the Veda is declared in this viorld to be hipest

austerity for a Brihmana,

Here Medhatithi, in his comments, points out that austerity is regarded
as highest fruits for the study of the Veda, Ko jOfther fruits for the Vedic
study should be prescribed. Hence #i» 11,166 is to be regarded as a case
of glorification pointing out the reason why the Vedic study should be
continued. Medhatithi has based the ‘'Arthavada' on a particular cause or '

reasoh. This se”s to be a peculiar use of 'Arthavada' on the part of
Medhatithi.

cTICTj. n
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In cozKluslon the study of the Vedlo literature Is looked upon bj
Medhatlthl as a VIdhi and the reasojji for “ich it is to be continued,

ia treated as a case of Artha”a.

1
CSea™ajn™arayana coamenting on expression *Vipra™* states that
K N
this is a case of Ulapalsana to remove the doubt. Govindaraja however

follows Medhatithi in treating this as a case of 'Arthavada).

1. fn o2
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&SgJBRilaiGE MS 11.188.

P« 8Bage —

i T c¢c f r 1 A54«J"N JPMWNGXCITTSAMN?V-2T<s><J-t |
STCTFTAMNATAs | i
Tranalation — ¢ »kYtB HfHt ow Jn™ m—ise)

Th* term *Vrati‘ here stands for the religious student and as the
fact of the rule pertaining to him is clear from the context, the addition

of the word can be taken onlj tilling up the metre,

Explanation —

While pointing out the importance of the lay of the studentship
1
ve hate MsS, 11,188« This stanza means —

*ie shall constantl7? subsist on alms and shall not eat the food of
one person onljr. His subs'tance Om begged food is declared to be equal

in merit of fasting.t

Medhatithi in his comments on the 11nd line of the stanaa points
out that here the lofe on begged food of a *%rati* is treated as equal
to fasting i.e. whatever ffuits one is likely to get by observing

a fast the same is obtained by *Brahmc”i' by begging the food.

W NS v-a j: p-—



Mttdhatlthl rightly thinks that this klod of footing of equality for begged
food and fasting is a oase of glorification. Here the word *Ifrati* in
the stanaa is glorificatory and it helps to complete the aeaning of the
stanza. Modhitithi adds that the word ‘?rati* beeoaes available to us
froa the chapter of '‘Brafaaaciri*| Hence ’Sloka—purana* is the purpose
of ‘iKrthavada'serfed by the word '*ati' in the MS 11«188« This is also
peculiar purpose of ‘Arthavada™ Here Arthavida seeas to be based on
saaeness i.e. 'Simya* since here begging for the fooa is equated vith
the fasting (Siaya Arthavida). One is here reminded of the fact that
Neelaka”™ha in his Pra.Mayukha, p.l4 has introduced variety of SSaiyitidesa
have the Saayatideea. This variety seens to be vertually suggested

by Medhatithi.

1
Gotindaiija in his coaiaents on this stanaa points out that by

the suggested footing of equality between begged food and fastii”™ the
aaln intention of Manu is to stress the fruits for the *Niyama.vidhi*.
One vIU have to agree here that in interpreting the 11,188

*

— ?
'‘Govindaraja' differs from Medhatithl.
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TraiiBlation —
"This describes the reward In comeotion with the entire body of
injanstlons bearing apon servicej and It is eommtndatorj of learning the

Veda by means of serving the Teacher."”

Explanation —
While explaining the duties to be observed by religious student, Manu
describes the fruit of serving the teacher in Manusmti 11,213, The stansa

I
means — »

,  Vust as a man digging with spade obtains water — even so one who is |
eager to serve acquires the learning that is in the teacher.*

Gommenting on this verse Medhitithi treats this as a case of *S<tutipara
Arthavada'. Bfecause by serving the teacher, a teacher beccaies pleased with
a student and teachei every—thing. Thus student fulfills the importance
of Vedic study during his studentship. An order by Manu in the prece”ding
versed glorifies the injuction regarding the Vedic stidy. Thus it is a

case of 'itutipaya Arthavida*.

(Other commentators of Maim simply interpret this text without using

Mimamsa term)e >
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Passage - 3Tai'«3T”A55r<FCf-15" N feTMer <

»H P—C2NHWHArrr rn™nsr

| c " Tte™"hZtKir or.

Trai®atlon »

This verse is purely ooaaendatory* The fact of the matter Is that the
injuDctloo of honouring the three persons aias a» the accomplishment of
something desirable for own; so by transgrescicg it the man wuld incur a
great sin, \”ioh would obstruct the fulfilment of any reward that he

might have von by his acts.

Sxplanation .

While statingHhe ifule to be observed by a religious student Manu
1 1
in Manusmrti ~234 stated thus — 1”1 the duties have lseen honoured by him
who has honoured these three; «nd all actii~twain fruitless lor him

who does not honour them.**

In the preceeding verse Manusarti”™233 it is laid down that a stulent
acquires this region by devotion to his.mother, the middle region by
devotion to his father, and the region of Brahma” by servii” his

preceptor. The present stanza glorifies the same what is stated in the

1. c=fyfsrr«"cTr €—r5fr m3<.T™cr(r i
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M«nu8JB~i—233 aod tells further the effect one who transgress the

honouring of nother/ father and teacher, n

L

* Medhatithl while oomnianting on this stanza treats thi« as *
T lm . b
case of Arthai”a Mhich io”oates the accooipllshiBent of desirp

on the part of'one who desires for himself i”e. Porusartha.
‘ &

(Houever Govinda«ija follows Medhatithi).

.V
>1,
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Translation — N maahS™M\r go ms.i t 7) n

Apart from these, all other verses are aerely eoomendatory.

lacplanation * ' **

While pointing out the importance of honouring mother, father and

dnd t > » N
teacher~™dut7 of studentship, Iife have 11,237. This stanza means >

"By (honourLi?) these three all~that ought to be done by man, is
accomplished; that Is clearly the highest duty, every other (act) is

a sub-ordinate duty."

Here honouring three persons is* regarded as a primary duty of a man.
The fruits of honour!ng”~these three persons are pointed out in the
Md 11.233. Az” other act other than honouring these tbree persons is
treated as a*subofrdinate one. Here the ~ciestion vill arise whether the
performance of ‘Atgnihotra* etc. is glorified or condemned by the Ms 11.237,
Medhatithi removes our doubt by saying that ths present text of the

MS 11,237 is to be regarded as an *Jtrthavida' and the ‘Agnihotra’' etc.

are praised and it is not intention of the teit to insult the performance
W

T -*
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of 'Agnihotra* and other things. Here the purpose of ‘Arthavada' is
to make the combination of the stanzas which are previously stated

1 2 3 4
i.e. n—233, 34, 35 aid 36.

Govindaraja houever regards the present text of as a case
df ‘Vidhi* i,e, honouiing the three persons and here there is a

glorification'of the 'Vidhi' under discussion.

In conclusion, this is a cast of *S,tutip«ra “"thevada’.
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Passage -
rTiafari™™r <iT bf i —TcIFr™srrcFSTRr |
i Cir«s*Ko'H)fi; 33 Jyi5 n
Translation — - \Y,
There is nothing incongruous in taking the passage in a sense vhieh it!
not the literal meaning, when the passage is purely commeniatory one; and
it is quite clear that the two halves of the verse form one syntactical

whole hence the farmer is taken as subservient and supplementary to the

latter.

Explanation —
While discussing about Guru—daksina to be given to the teacher after

completion of the study, Manu states in idanasfflrti 11.245 thus <

"At first the pupil knowing his duties, *ould not give anything to
his teacher; but when goipg to take the final bath, he should, on being
ordered by the teacher, present something for him, to the best of his
Rapacity. *

If, we mean this stanza literally, then there wiU be separate meanlcig
of each line, by treating independent sentence one '*ne prohibits
the Gurudaksina and second line pezmits Gurudakslna to be gl™n to the

«
teacher at the time of final bath (“aaavartana) taking permission from the

teacher. Thus, confusioh takes place in the mind. Thug, one cannot

reconcile the meaning of two lines of the present text.
n
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Medhitithi brings about sj”actical coB»ation between the first line
and second line of the stanza. By sj™ictical connection he suggests that
the fees ere to be given to a teacher only after the completion of the
studies. The present 'verse does not intend to lay down the prohibition

of the fees to be given to a teacher.

Here Medhitithi uses the Miaamsa term Artha”da and suggests that
in a Arthavada V a”~ the meaning of any sentence is not to be taken
literally. |If however the meaning is not taken literaly in an Aardhav'?a
Vakya then it does not become faulty. It is the syntactical colnnection
between the two sentences that removes the confusion in the Mnd of a
person. Hence by Ekavakyati and Artha™da Medhitithi suggests the
interpretation of the stanza as given effect to the fees to be given
to the teacher only after the completion of the studies. Medhatithi‘s

observation that in an Arthai”™a Vakya resorting to the meaning other

than the literal as not faulty is more significanj; from the point of
6fiht t NN N,

(other commentators of itanu are not interested in interpreting the

text from Himamsa angle™).
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Translation —

The verse is a pureI% loudatory exaggeration. Hence the question
n«ed not A raised how the man can save from sin his descendents, o are
not yet bom. For ancestors, freedom from sin is actually brought about
by the proper performance, by the son, of **addha* and other rites;

this we shall explain under the section on 'i>raddha’, Y,

Explanation — ~

Manu while describing eight forms of marriage tells about fruit from

Brahma form of earriage in i'‘fanusmrti—-37. The stanza tells -

|
"The son bom of the wife married by the 6rah«a—form is a perf<Smer

>
of righteous acts, absolves from sins ten Pitrs on the ascending side
and ten on the descendii”™ side of his family, ag also himself as the
twenty—-first,” *

The son bom fromBrahma form of marriage absolves sins ten Fitrs
on ascejQding side i»e«father, granchS\ther and so forth and Pitrs on
descending side i.e. son, graod—-son and so forth, Hosce here question
arises about descending side that how a person can save son, graod—son

and so forth from sin,these who are not bom yet?Moreover, sin can

be absolved by performing ‘draddha—Karma* or by other rites.

A (&4 |



1 2
If we read the Manusmrti 111.21 and 111.24 a together then we can

form,the rale i,e, Yidhivakya that a Brahmana must marry by the four
accepted forms of marriage such as Brahma, Biva lixa& and Prajapatya*
Here the text of the Manosmrtl 111.37 Is looked t~n as glorificatory
text, pointing out the fruits one gets by marrying in a particular
form. Here naturally the rule asking one to marry by a particular mode
only is to be regarded as a Vidhl-tSkya and the present text I11-37 1is
to be regarded as the glorification of that rule. It is al™ys unfair
to understand such text independently. The Arthai”a passage becomes
more signiiticant when it is connected with Vidhivakya otherwise it wotUd
become meaningless. Hence to airoid the meaningleseness of the present
text|] Medhatithi has rightly treated this text as a case of ArthaVida®

Vakya serving the purpose of Vidhivakya,

(other comig™ntators do not look this stanza from Mimamsa point

of view).
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Tranalation —

In whatever stage of life he may happen to be — this is an exaggeration
certainly. Intercourse vdth woman on two days could never be permitted for
recluse; zr the simple reason that it has been strictly enjoined that
one should teep one's sexual organs In complete check, in all stages of
life except that of the religious student. As far the repetition (In

the phrase latra tatra), this is explicable as occurring in an exaggerated

statement.

Sxplanation —

While describing the duties of m»rital life ve get Manuanrti 111.50
where Menu states — '‘By avoiding weimen on forbidden days and also on
the eight other days, one remains a 'religious student' (observing the
vow of coitinence) in whatever stage of life he nay happen to be.

The text suggests that Manu has prohibited sixteen ni”~ts in Manusmrti*—
46 for not approaching one's wife. (The sixteen nights are the four days
of her course, eleventh and thirteenth day and eight nights and two parvas

i.e. Paurnima and ii“vasyX This becomes a VidhivSkya.

&Rsrffr aisr 13- ,
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The householder's life is glorified provided be does aot approach
his wife during these sixteen prohibited days, Medhitithi looks upon
this portion of the Manu *nrti 111,50 as an ArthaVida-V~ja vhich la
to be coomented vdth the above Vidhivakya which is formed on the
basis of the containts of the Manusoirti. |f hoviever, no siMsh connection
is established between these two texts i.e. VidhUvikya and the present
text, the later would becoae meaningless. Hedhatithi avoids the useless”
ness of the present text b/ connecting it with the Vidhiv~kya and
treating the present text as a case of glorification whose purpose is

to prove the Vidhivakya.

(“iaacandra®™ however~follovs Medhatithi treating this as a case

of 4rthava™a).
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Tranalation —

What the author does by means of these two verses, {"pounding as they
do a question and Its ans«er, Is to indicate, through a laudatory
description, that what entitles a man to eat at Sraddha is the fact
of his father being learned in the Veda, and that of himself being
leanred in the Veda (the tu> combined). The mear fact of he hiaself
being learned in the Veda, does not entitle him the eating, nor the
fact of his fathi”™ being learned in the Veda, ~ile he him&s:elf is illiterate.

It is with reference to this that it has been said above in 130 that
'one should examine the Brahmana far off etc.; and examination of *learning*
there mentioned refers to enquiries concerning the learning of both father
and son; liiile those to caste and qualifications, these have to be extended |

to higher ancestors also* since it is this distinction that is sought

to be brought out in this verse, it cannot be regarded as needless repetition.



Bxplanation —

While stating are to be invited as Bribmana, to the S>raddha
ceremony, ue get iilianasmrti 111-137. The stanza iseans — "Of the two one
should regard him as superior \"ose father is learned in the Veda, vhile

the other deserves bozk” for the sake of the veneration due to Veda,"”

In Manusmirti —128 ue are told by Manu that — 'food offered to the
Gods and Pltrs is to be given to the most deserving Brahma” learned in
the Veda*, further, in Manu Smrti H1 .130 states that, from far off

one should examine the Brahma” thoroughly versed in the Veda*

Here these lines in Kanuaarti 111,128 and 130 are to be regarded
as Vidhi—t~ya, The question may arise,"”*here that, how the superiority
of BfiithmaM is to be established in case of a person whose father is not
versed in Vieda and ike himself versed in VBda aiid if father is #all versed
in Veda and he himself is not. This doubt has been clarified by Manu
himself in Manusmzli ni,137 commenting on Manusmrti H1 ,137" Medhatithi
tells that Manu i>mrti 111,136a'aud 137 are to read as question sisd answers
and superiority between two should be understood by analogy and treating

this as a glorification, with help of Mina”a doetrine iiifithBvida* As
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thls text gloriflea \ixat has been stated in Manueo™tl IH ,128 and 130
that Brahmana is to be in—vited for ‘iJriddha’ ceremony liiose four father
and hiaself should be well versed in Veda, If it is ao then only he

is fit for Sraddha ceremony, otherwise not. |If a person is well tersed
in Veda his father and fait, fathers are not learned in Veda then he

| -
should be responded and not to be invited for Sraddha ceremony.

Thus according to Hedhatithi tlie present text I11.1if is a

glorificating passage for Manusivti 111.128(a) and H I, 130,

(Other commentators of Manu are silent on this poiixt).
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TrapBlatlon

The aention of 'daaons* is purely depi*oatory exaggeration.

Explanation —
While discoselng the topic of 'SrSddha* Manu gLvea list of persons
who w to be invited for the '“raddha* ceremony as a Brahwna, in II1I,

170, vhich means —

"Demons indeed consume the food that is eaten by Birihmana devoid
of self-restraint, by such as those vho have superseded their
elder brother and the like, or by others that are unworthy of

ceremony. ¢

Now the (fiestion arises Aether the text of 11,170 is to be

treated as Airthavada—vakya or Vidhi—vakya,

Commenting on this stanza, Medhatithi treats this ds a case of
Kindapara Arthavida*, because this stanaa prohibits a man from in”~ting
unworthy %ahmana for Sraddha ceremony. |f, however, the unworthy
Brihma” is invited, then the food of the kraddha is st“posed to be

consumed by the demon’'s rather than the manes. Therefore, one should

3xmr3,."rahS~~5dr
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invite Brihaau vho is *P«mktipaTat« N\iao ean purify the lixe
of people. There is adeseription of ’panktipirana* Bz”haana in

Manuaarti at 111,184 floni to 111-136.

Hence the stanzas 111-184 to 186 are to be treated as 'Tidhivi)t7«'
and the present stansa is to be treated as *4rth8vada*.il”™' because

here the fruit such as "the food being eaten by unworthy Brahotam will
go to dsMons” is printed on. Thus, Medhatithi rightly thinks this

as a case of *Nindipara i“haYada*.

(Other comoentators of Menu are silent on this point}”
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Translation —

Supremely blessed — Blessedness consists in the presence of such
qualities as nobility, prosperity and so forth, ~ince it is in all this
fora that the Pits, enter into the body of the Brahaana — therefore, the
Brahmana also should assume these same forms, this is what is enjoined

by means of commendatory description contained in the irerse,

Explanation —

Uhile describiog invitation of Brahmana for kriddha ceremony tfanu
describes the nature of Pitrs in Manusmrti 111,192« The stansa describes”
The Pitrs are the foreaost Ck>ds, free firom anger, ever intent on purity,

chaste, rid of all means of offence and supremely blessed.

Commenting on the woird *Mahabhagah”™ Medhatithi explains that,
the word consists the sense of qualities like nibility, prosperity,

\
etc. of Pitrs. In ~riddha ue wrship Pitrs by inviting qualified

1. N tKItPSV; i5Trri=f siSSTtn?eTJTj |
—2T-JH-ar3:>tr—Hgre~TJiT: —RTrtTi
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Brahma” described in the forgoing verges. Therefore, it is presumed that,
the Pitre akga are entering into the body of Bz"hodns. Thus Brahama should
assume the form of Pitrs i«e. ‘Akrodhana “oehaparah”* etc. This assiaptioB

enjoined by means of commentating description contains in the verae* f
»

The entering of the Pitrs into the body of the Brihaanas representing
the dead ancestor becomes a case of Arthavida whose purpose is served by
unecting it with the Hanu Swti 111,145 uhere it is told that ’let him
(take) pains (to) feed at a Sriddha an adherent of the Rgveda vho has
studied one entire (recensor of that) Veda, or a singer of saaans who
(likeviiee) has completed (the study of an entire recension).

1
Thus the Manosn”™ti 111.145 is to be treated as a Vidhl-vakj® laying dovn

the injuxiction of feeding a compitent Brahmam for ~iddha ceremony, and
present text i*e« Hanusmrti 111.192 is to be treated as an Arthavida —

vakya, thereby indicating the qualities of a compitent Brahmin for a
N
Sraddha ceremony,

(other commentator™ do not looii™this verse from Miaimea p&int

of view)*
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That In %“ose begimdcg &nd at vfaose eni a rite in honour of the gods
i& performed is said to 'begin and end vith a rite in honour of the Gods’,
The beginning of the 'S\réddha' rite should be Bade vith a rite perforoed
in honour of the godS; it is for this reason that the iavitation of a
Brahaams in honour of the gods should be done first, *£End* is completion*

The aeaniz”™ is that the Brahaanas fed in honour of the gods should be

dismissed after those fed in honour of the Pil7s have been sent avay,

Some people hold that in tbs offering of Sandal.pa«te, and e. also,

beginnii® should be made vith that is done in honotv of the gods.

But in regard to these details, it is not possible to aaks either

i;
the beginning or the er}:ttj with \iiat is dons in honour of the gods; as

this «ould lead to repetition. FUI*ther, that it should begin and end

vith vhat is done in hoiiour of the gods has been laid dovn here as pertain—
ing to the entire procedure, and not g each of the intervening details.
That the perfozaance of the details shall begin vdth vhat is done in
honour of the gods vould follov from the natural course”of the action; it
ha—ving been fixed that the invitizig is to begin vith those invited in
honour of the gods, it vould be onlgr natural that the other details shall
also start vith the same with vhich that first step had started; sime

one detail controls the starting of another detail, as laid dovn in the

0
assertion that «the starting of the details is detemined by the tiiae fixed

for them in connection vith the primary act.’



&uch a Sraddha rite shall ’endeavour* to perfom. The reat of the
Terse is purely laudator/ description.

"It should never be one beginning and ending with a rite in honoor
of the t'itrs™— In aamushas it has been already enjoined that the act
should begin and end “th viiat is done in honour of the gods, the further
prohibition of beginnii® and ending wLth “at is done in honour of the

«
Pitra has to be taken in the manner of ordinary asaartlons® as a purvly
ans.
descriptive reiteration. In ordinary parlance having laid down im thing,
one often negatives its contrary, even though there be no possibility of
this latter being adopted, As a matter of fact, an action controls the
substance, not what is not a substance”. 'Quickly perihhes, along with

his poogeny*; — this deprecatory is meant to indicate that the man faili

to obtain the reward in the form of offerings.

Bxplanation —
While discussing merit and demerit in the procedure of inviting,
sitting and in distributing the foods to the Brihmaws in the ‘'Sraddha*

ceremony we get MS 111.205. The »tanaa means —

*~t him make (the Sraddha) begin and end with (a rite) in honour
of the gods; it shall xtot begin and end with a (rite) to the manes; for
he who makes it begin and end with a rit« in honour of the manes, soon

/
perishes together with his progeny." *
-
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C<KBiaentii® on this stanaa, Medhatithi explains us the first line
of the stansa that, a aan should perform a Sriddha Karma beginning
with in honour of gods and not with the sanes as a Tidhi—ipakja. The
secohd line tells us the fruit of the deeds i,«, if a man performs
Sraddha—kania in honour of manes first, then the doer will perish
along with his progexyr. Hence Medhatithi holds that the 2nd liae
of the stanaft should be regarded as 'Nindipara iirtha”ida'. iks the
line eoncl«ins the act of a man, who does theograddha.karaa begizming

the honour of manes and tells the flruit that ~ will perish with his

progeny, it will have to be treated as Urtha—vada.

Thus Medhitithi rightly treats that this ds a case of 'Nindapara.

ArthaVada’,

From the eommentary of Medhatithi one veiy well may remember similar

technical terms like 'Kindanusanaya* and 'Paduthinusamaya. These two

terms *Kandanusamaya* and 'Fadarthwusamaya' «an be explained as
unden>

- Lid *

Kandaniiaamw — lAien several deities are to be worshipped, then

there are two methods in ~lch the Qpaciras msy be offered. One may offer
the (Jpacaras from Avihana I/>to Namaskira to one deity or the principal

deity and then the same Upacaras to the other deity or deities, one after
t

another, this method is called as Kands™usamaya. Gf. the comments of

- A -V - «

Narayana on Asralayana Grhyasutra and the cooments of Sabsra on Jaiminl’'s
, "o

Furva MImamiBa.stttra V—2.3.

-CTRT-



Pfcdirtfaanuaaaaya —

When several deitlea are to be worshipped, then there ia a nethod
called Padirthanuaamaya in which the Upacaras may be offered in the ozder
of the Padirthas,

(** Thus, when "ahana Upacva is done for the seTaral deities in order,
A
then also ka&xm. for aI\I/ the deities, and then Pi*ya for all the deities

and so &n apto the final Salutation, in order of Padvthas, here ia 16

Upacaras, the method propounded here is called as Padarthanuaaaaya,

In Padarthanusaaaya, the sacrificial objects are to be acted upon

v
successively at a time.
1 _
Of. the comments of Narayana on Asvalayana Grhya—sutra 1,24.7 and the
2 . -
comments of Tup”a on Jaimini's PurTa—mimams&—sutra ~ii.3

But present stanaa falls under the case of 'Padarthamsamaya's Though
Medhatithi has not made an actual or direct use of the Mimamaa technical
»

term ePadartinnuaamaya' however, it may be pointed out that he has virtually

followed the spirit of 'Padarthanusamaya' in understanding this stansa«

* (Other commeiHators are silent on this point)*
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Translation —
>
Such beix” the oase, vhen fire is absent one should piace the oblations
In the hands of the Bxihmaga *0f uhieh Brahaana"? — of ovo of those that

have been invited; either of one vho has been invited in honour of the

Gods, or of some other invited Brahnana. As a loudatory description,

we have the viords — “What the fire is «nd c."
) et n
Explanation —
While discussing the duties of a house—holder, we get 111.212, liiich

means -

"But if 10 (sacred) fire (is availab”e) he shall place (the offerings)
into the hand of a Brahmanaj for £izc Brahmana who know the sacred

texts .declare "what fire is, even such is a Brahmana,"
*
¢ *

Now the question arises whether 111,212 should be treated as

Vidnivakya or Arthavada.vak7a, Hedhatithi, however commenting on this

> l. n «crTrrir™rrfor<”">—fi: f



stanza treats this as a case of Airthairada.va](ya and 111,211 as a case of

Vidhi—-"ya Uiere the offering of oblation into fire Soaa etc. is laid dovn.

Hence, the Brahmana is compared with fire because whenever the
sacred fire is not available, then the house—holder should offer the
offering in the hand of a Brihnana, who is specially invited. By this,
the importance of fire is stressed as well as of a Brahmam. Hence Hedhatithi
looks upon this stanaa as a caee of *Arthav«da' giving or stressing the
importance of fire. *
Even Kalidasa compares 'Kautsa' the pupil of 'Varatantu* with ‘Agni*

2
i« the 'Ra”~uvaa”', V-25,

(One may refer the commentary a 'Mandana' on the point that,
_ 3 * %
Agni is compared with Brahmana). *
1* 83T L ) i A
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Tran”atloo — n en
'B/ these sacrifices — tiy the Five great sacrifices under treataent—
‘they sacrifice' i.e. accomplish their duty in relation to them. It is
!
in this sense that there is difference in the denotations of the two 1»rms,
‘“sacrifice and sacrifices’, between whio®i the text speaks of the relation

>
of oause and effect, just as ue have in the expression, 'he who sacrifices

-

with the Agnistoma sacrifice*.

auestion — How can the sacririce be accomplished by means of knowledge?
Sacrifice consists in the act of offering a certain material for the benefit

of a deity, and certainly knowledge is not of the nature of such an act,"

Answer — Our answer is as follows: By the term ‘'sacrifice' in the
present verse what is meant is the accomplishment of the act of sacrificing*
"If such a”~co”lishment were brought about by knowledge aloi», for

what purpose would there be the performance of the act itself? Tpe
performance of an actjannot be entirely objectless. If your idea be tha\
'since the Veda speaks of the reward of an act accruing also to the man
having knowledge of it, there is n> need of the actual performance at all’

this cannot be right, as the passage referred to is only a commendatory

description subserving the purposes of some other passage.”



To this \e make tfa« following reply* We have already pointed out that
the persons entitled to the performance of the sacrifices in question are
those that have realised the true nature of the sl>ul and are entirely free‘v
fr«B desires. And » itis these persons that are spoken of as *possessing
knowledge* and for  thosewho have the knowledge of the act, What the
present texts mean™ is that such persons, having given up the Veda but
continuing in the house should aoccxnplish”such sacrifices as can be performed
only with the help of wealth (which these " n have remained) but as regards
the two duties of teaching and offering water — libations, it is going to
be declared in Discourse VI that these can be accomplished only by the
actual performance of the acts (and not by knowledge of the soul). The
text adds a commendatory declaration by way of pointing out the reason for i

what has been saidabove, “Having its root in knowledge' - (that act which

has its root in knowledge). Knowledge stands at the root of all actsj

an ignorant person cannot perform any act at all, Kiis is what has been
said In such passages as the learned man sacrifices, t
'‘Looking with the eyes of knowledge' — The knowledge begins as it were

the Eye just as colour is perceived by means of the eye, so is the matter
known by means of<kx»wledge, 'Knowledge* here does not stand for the

Veda alone,

Bxplanation — * ' n

While describing *five great sacrifices' Manu in 111.24 states that
‘Other Brahmanas, looking with the/ eye of knowledge upon this act as

having its root in knowledge always sacrifice with these sacrifices, by

means of knowledge'. <

cTiTMoiicr” f~ T /
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Manu in 1V .21 oames the five sacrifices i.e, sacrifice to the sages,
sacrifices to the Gods, sacrifices to the elements, sacrifices to aen

2 3 WaIM
and sacrifices to Pitrs. In following stanza I1V.22 and SS”sajs that some

persons who m the knowledge of Brahmann do not perforin these sacrifice*

regularly but by the knowledge of Brahma they control the sense-—orgens

i.e. some people constantly offer their life breath into speech end their

speech into the life breath, knowing that in speech and life breaths restsj
k

the present text i.e. 1V,24 says about the sacrifice of knowledge by which

they accomplish the five great sacrifices.

Treating this 23 and 24 as a Vidhi—-vakya commenting on this stansa
IV-24, Medhatithi says the purpose of this stanza is only to point out
the reason what hag been stated by Manu in the prece”~ding stanzas. Ho
describes thus — Others say that, how can the sacrifice be accomplished
by means of knowlddge? sacrifice consists in the act of offering a certain
material for the benefit of deity, and certainly knowledge is not of the
nature of such an act,

Medhatithi answer this question by seying that, sacrifice meant in
this verse is not in the sense of offering some ma:terials into the fire

Li

for the deities but to accomplishment of the act of sacrificing. Because
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vitiiout tbe knowledge no person can perform act and therefore one ahould
not understand that by the knowledge of Veda, no need of performance of

tbe acts in actual sense.

Here Medhatithi understands the expression 'Jajnya’ in a metaphorical!
sense and not in the literal sense of sacrifice. He suggests that those

who have realised the nature of the highest reality, they alone can
control the sense organs and act accordingly. This kind of behaviotir

in the case of a Xtaajnjmni persons also forms a sort of sacrifice,

(Other commentators of Manu are silept on this point).
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Translation —

In fact like the prece”~ding ones, this also is obligatorj; end the

mention of *long life* is purely illustrative,

»
jjcplpnation —

Anuvada is that kind of Arthavada in which something is definitely
ascertained by ot;ier nleans of knowledge like Pratyaks*a Anumana etc, and
\iien it becomes the subject matter of any text then it becomes a case
of Anuvada coming under variety of Artha”da. improper exemple of this
type is *Vayu* is the swiftest deity. This could be easily ascertained
by othei; means of Pramnna, Another example of this kind is Agnihi Himasya
Bhesajam i.e. fire is a medicine for cold weather. Here the validity
of the sentence can be ascertained by personal practical experience.

In hie discussion on the duties of a house>holder in the Manusmrti

1
IV,7 6 it is shown that *Let him eat while his feet are (yet) wet (from

the ablution)” but let him not go to bed with wet feet. He \jho eats

while his feet are (still)wet, will attain long life,"

n s-voi \\L - Wy
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Commentliig oo this eteuza Medhatlthi points oiit thet tbia
text camiot be regarded as an ezaaple of Vidhl ment for long Ufe»
~tually it is possible to Include this case under the category
of Arthavada, by asking a person to eat food with wet feet the
fruit is as it were pointed out in the form of a long life. The
i
validity of this statement can be ascertained either by personal
experience or with the help of other means of knowledge* Here it
should be noted that Medhatithi should have quoted a line froB

sone other authoritative text, to treat present text of Hanusmrti

as a case of irthav”a based on Anuvada«

530

(other commentators of Manu also bave not qguoted the necessary

line or Fram” either to support Medhatithi or to refis”™ him).
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Tracelatlon —
It has been declared thet when Simaveda is being chanted, the tiae
is unfit for the reciting of Rgveda and the Zajurveda. Supplementary

to this, we ha—»e the present statement.

Explanation —

While describing the days and time for unfit study we get Macusarti
IV.1241which states — 'The Rgveda is sacred to the Gods and the lajurveda
in human; the iaSmaveda has been declared to be related to the Pitrs; *
hence its sound is impure, X

In the preceding stanza in Manuam”i 1Y.123 Manu states that a
person shall n&ver recite the ~veda or lajurvede during a aima chant;
nor after having read the end of the Veda or after having read the
iranyaica.

Now doubt arises in the mind that why the i“ma chants are not
to be chanted. The doubt has been reaoved by Manusmrti 1V, 134 which
describe the reason for not to be chanted Sama chant as they are meant

for fitrs. This description should he understood commuting Manusmrti

INL123 which ka a Vidhi®vikya,

o, r'x Ns Vol D P'""3q 1I.
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*Therefore Medhatithi*treats Kanuaiarti 111,124 as oase of Arthia”~da

removing the,doubt which arises on account of Vidhi-vakya, Thus, the

foo.. > i -

Manusarti 111,124 is a case of Arthavada yhich can be described in the
V¥ - “ .

woi”s of Ankara Bhatta in the Mio”~sa Balaprakasa, p,50 — "Hetuvat

* (" KuUukft, houever differs from Medhetithi and treat Manusmrti 1V.124
as a case of Anuimda of Manusmrti 1V,123,

Z *

Nandana hovever follows Medﬁatithi)-

sfcT
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———————— 1 Cnedi>a4'HV); Olor*is)s5 B3J
The lady of another person — The use of the term *lady’ (loslt) and

not *wife* (Patni) is meant to show that one shall avoid, not only the
married vdfe, bat also the *kept* woman; because paying attention to

both equally leads to emity; and the present prohibition is based on
visible (ordinaiy vordly) consideration* In the nert verse we have

the term ’wife* (‘dara*), which is meant to indicate the excessive
spiritual wrong involved. It would not be right to assert that — 'the
general term *lady* in the present verse is restricted in its extension
by the term *wife' in the text verse, which is supplementary to this one*.
Because, as a matter of fact, the next is not supplementary to the present

verse, \7"ich stand distinct by itself,

V

Explanation <

While describii® the duties of religious student, Manu in Manuaarti
1V,133 states t™s — "He shall not pay attention to his enemy, or to his
<=

enemyis friend, or to an unrighteous person or to a thief or to the lady

o f another person,m

N MS.Vol'H p— 3ge



Medhatithi ooamenting on the line 'Parasya loaitam itriyam* holds
the view that the word 'losltam* used by Manu is not only meant for
married vdfe but also for kept \oman. Because if the word meant both
the senses then it would lead to and present prohibition is
based upon vigible ordinary wordly considerations, showing the spiritual

wrong involvement the word *dira' is used by Manu in Manusmrti 111,134

as 'Paradaropsevanam'. Thus the meaning of 'lotiiam' in the present
*1
stanza should not be taken in the sense of Patni and therefore Medhatithi
a-notUtr-
says that by using Mimimsi word that lo”~sitan”™ is not

descriptive of the word '‘Dara* of next verse,

(other commentators of Manu simply pass over in silence),

1, For the concept of Patni of t P.A. 17.133 'Patyi”“ryajnasamyogeV
A Patni is so called because she plays an important part in the
sacrificial activities alongwith hint The word Pati however.

is derived by Medhatithi”®V,156 " r<arfrtPri<iHi viii N

of Dh«”a iaistra ;i/bl.l1,Part—1, p.V. 582,
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Tranalatlon — '

"Bat in discourse 1.34 Bbrgu has been spoken of e;» %’\ SUP of Manu".
True, but what was stated there was an iaaginar/ cor;meﬁdation, while
what is said here is in accordance with the accounts found in the Vedas
of Bhrgu having being boni out of fire. The name Bhrgu has been thus
esgplained— ‘'What rose out first out of the fallen seoen was the'sun,

i

and what rose as the second was Bhrgu.'

Explanation —

After the completion of duties and rules of S"nataka, sages ask

some questions to Bhrgu in Manusa”i V«l, ~“ich means —

“m
"The sages, having heard the duties of a &nataka thus declared,

spoke to great souled Bhrgu, who sprang froit fire.*

Mer TsrT MrcTg 2f I
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Here dotthft arises In the mind of> a reader tbet \iiether Bhrgu is

bom from Prajapati as desorlb«4> In first Chapter, 1-34, which means —

"Then 1, desiring to produce eireeted beings performed very
difficult austerities and (thereby) called into existence
ten great sages lords of created beings* — Marichi, Atri,
Ingiras, Pulastya, Pul~ha, Kratu, Prahetas, Vasirtha, Bhrgu

and Narada, km in the stanaa under reference, by Agni,

To this contradictary statement, our Medhitithi gives solution
telling that the sentence'Bhrgu born from Agni’ should be treated

as Arthaviid»—vakya, because this sentence is heard and not seen.

Hence Medhatithi uses the doctrine of irthavada to remove the
contradiction*

(other commendators of Manu are silent on this point).

K\ S Vol X P*
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Translation —

By tbe ‘creator* - frajapstl— hlaself have been created both the eater
and the eaten. Fcr this reason “en there is danger to life, aeailt aust
be eaten. This is the sense of the three uerses, “ich are purely

conmeodatory,

Batplanation —

While discussing lay—-for and forbidden aeaijit, Manu.has told,ohe,say
Yy 1
eat the meat vben life is in danger in Manusarti T.30, \”?ich means—
To NXhe eater incurs no sin by eating even daily, such incurs as are

eatable, sioce the eater as well as the eaten animals have been

created by the creator himself.*

In this stansa Manu has given permission to eat meat, \iien one's
life is in danger. The eater will not incur any sin by eating meat,
because ’'both' i.e. eatcr>as veil as eftting means are created by

creator himself.

M A 1)
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While commenting on this, Hedbatlthi bolds tbls as a case

of 'iirthavada' because eating meat uLU not lead to any sin, as
eater's life Is In danger, since eater as =>iell as the eat” animals
have been created by creator himself. What Medhatlthl means to
say Is”~that when however, there is no danger to one's life, there
Is no point in eating the meat and one should not make It a habit
to eat meat. The eating of the meat, is, however, permissible only
at the time of distress aad htbiice this stansa becomes a fit case

of ‘ Apthavida*. n

(other commentators are silent on this point)
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Trftnslation —

That 'Killli** which forms part of sacrifice, for the due fulfilaent
of that vere animals 'created'~* {iroduced, brought into existence, 'bj
the self-born God' — Prajapati ‘himself',**This is a purely ooamendatorj

passage.

K

Explanation —
4 *

While discussing topic of lawful and forbidden #«aii. Mam tells

us that Kkilliiig of animals f~ the sake of sacrifice will not incur

1
any sin and moreowr that killing is not killing at all in \IL39, which
means —

ttioiimals have been created bj the self-bom God himself for

the purpose of sacrifice, sacrifice is conduci’re to the

well being of all this world; hence killing at a sacrifice is
no 'killing' at all.«
€e
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Goamentlag on this stanza, Medhatlthl points out that, tbls is
a case of ’'Heturopa Arthavada'"« Because, ti» eTenthougb the eating ~
of meat is forbidden, Kkilling of animals for the purpose of sacrifice
is allowed as the animals are created by the creator himself. Here
the \iord himself i.e. 'Svayaa* is stressed, and thereby it is suggested
that '‘Prajapati* himself created the animals for the purpose of
sacrifice and therefore there is no sin in Killing of animals for
saezifice. Hence Medhatlthl opines that the wrd 'Svaysm* in the
is -m * L
Stanza used by Mana, indleatlve of 'Hetiiru—pa' iis>« *irthavidla'»
4, A
H«re one m«y not* that s(»etimes vhile deciding *irthavada*

passages, there is no neeessil®r of 'Vidhitikya* and fresent stanza

is regarded as this tTp” of 'Arthavada*.

(Other coDmentators C|f Manu simply pass over in silence)
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Translation —

The wholiB of£ this is a purely ccHuteodatory description. We do not
find here any Injunction; the verb 'attain* being in the siaple present
tense. Mor is there any justification for deducing an Injun‘ction fozm
the commendatory description, as is done in the case of the passage
'Pratitis™anti* etc. (vide Mjaamaa S*utra 4.3-17 et became in
the present case neither there is, nor is there any possibility of,

o
an;Miother injunction (gpart from those already set forth in the text),

Explanation —

1
While stating lawful and forbidden meat Manumrti ~40 describes —

"Herbs, animals, trees, beasts and birds, reaching death for the sake
of sacrifice, attain advancement.* This stanaa outwoidly appears that
this as an liYjunction vhich laid down that for sacrifice animal, birds
and v/hatever killed

trees etc. may be killed and thereby no sin cones to the killer”~in the

sacrifice gets higher position like caste and so forth.

-pTWr*".
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Bat, Medhatithi comenting on this text saya that, this cannot
be a VIldhlvakya, because there Is no Inji&tive verb used. The verb
'Prapnuvantl*® is in simple present tense, 4nd there is no Justification
for deducing an injoziction from comoendatozy description as done in the

case of Mia”sa—iiutra 4,3-7 'Pratitisthanti* etc.

For the reasons, he treats this as a case of Atthavada as the

stanza is of descriptive nature. In short, this is a case of Arthivada

and not a Vidhi,

(other commentators of Manu do not look stanza from Mim«»sa angle.
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Tranalatlon —

n It oilght be argued that it could serve the purpose of a comaenlatory
text. But even for a commendatory text, soto sort of basis (some injunctive
text to which it is supplimentar/) will have to be sought out. Heiace ve
conclude that the prohibition contained in the verse relates to normal
tiaes other then those of distress, and there is nothing incongruous in

its being sancuoned in connection vith abmdnial times of distress. Further,
there are various degrees of distress; and under the lessor forms of it, N
if one vould take to 'killing* animals for food for a month or a fortnight
(after which he will have nothing to eat)— then such killing (even though
at an abnozaal time of distress) would be what is forbidden by the present
text. On the other hand, if the man fears that he would die now if he

did not kill for food or if a desperado with uplifted weapon ware

attacidng him, then the Kkilling has to be done, and it is this Killing in
abnormal times of distress that is permitted by the text. In this manner
the Vedic *text — *one should protect himself from all things' also

becomes reconciled.



Baplanation —

I Manusiartl V,43 points out, "A Bra”~”™n is not suppose to Kkill the
aniaals, if h« is not so peraittad b/ the Vedlc text particularwhen
he is in the house, or uith the teacher or in the forest.”

@
Now the question arises ubether the Manusorti V.43 B is to be regarded

as a case of *Artha“da.—«akya* preventing a peirson from Killing the

aniiials ile, or this a case of 'Nindapara-—iirthavada’',

Medhatithi points out that Manusa” V.43 B cannot be treated as

a case of *Arthawda‘ since even for ‘'Aarthaviia* it is necessary to
find out supporting injuptive text.

~What Medhatithi aeans to say is that the Manusarti V«43 B refers
to the cases of the nornal distress in uhich a man is not suppose to Kill

-y

the animals. He further adds that if, hovever, very life of a person
becomes impossible and he is required to face abnormal difficulties
then he may resoit to the killing of the animals*

In conclusion Medhitithi opines that Mamsmrti 7.43 B cannot be

treated as a case of *Alrthavada’ and it may riter to the cases of the

normal distress, which a person is not supposed to kill the animals,
Ofcourse he can Kkill the animals only if he is so permitted by the Vedic
text,

(Other commentators of Manu are silent on this point).

JoT; |1
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Tranblation — i

In this connection it would not be rigbt to urge the followli”
objection — tiow can mere abstaining from meat be equal to a sacrifice
inTOITing tremendous labonr and much e3qg>"se?* . Because the said

abstention also is extremely difficult. Further, the principle enuciated

in the Sutra — 'The particular result would follow from developaent as
in the ordinary world' — is operative here also. Hence there can be no
objection against the ascerting of results or fruits of actions. Our

answer however is as follows — What is said in the text is a purely
commendatory exaggeration, specially because the>»statement of the

sacrifice being performed every year for one hundred years* can be regarded
only as such an exaggeration. For it is not possible for the “vamedha

to be performed every,year, not can it be performed fofa hundred years’,

as no performe*r would live so long.

N



ELxplanatlon —

While dlscussixtg the lawful and forbidden meat Manu praises tbe
1
no eating of the flesh in Manusm”i V«53, which means —
"If a man perfonas the iSTamedha sacrifice “every y«ar, for a hundred

years and another does not eat meat, the merit and reward of both these

are the same,”

Manu \iille stating the abstention from eating meat compares the merit
of a person with one who does the Asvamedha, sacrifice every year for

hundred years,

Medhitithl, Wiile commenting on this stanza, points out that
comparison made by Manu is merely ~orificatory i,e, 'Arthavada* and not
to be taken literaly. Because doing sacrifice is more es”enslve and
it is aighly impossible to perform the isramedha sscrifice every year,
Moa’eover there is no guarantee of a long life. This shows Medhati—toi's
practical wisdom. Therefore, abstentation from eating meat for life
cannot be compared with A”amedha sacrifice.

ThuB,Medhatithi rightly pointed out that this is merely a
glorification of abstentation from eating meat for a life long period,

' Medhatithi, thereby suggests in the course his comments that for mere
glorification, it is adt necessary to go in search df an injunctive statement,

(other commentators do not look this Stanza from Mimimsa point of view).
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Tranalatlon — n

From Terse-28 to this we have a series of purely commendatory texts,

there are only two or three verses that are injuzictlve in their character,

"There is no sin in eating of meat* — This assertion stands on the
same footing as verse—-32 above. What we learn frceB the present verse (in
addition to lixat we know already) is that 'abstentation is conductive to
great rewards'. By various deprecatory texts the impression has been
produced that *no meat should be eaten’'. But by way of providing a
means of living for living being it has been asserted that ‘there is no
sin if one eats such meat as is the reminant of the worship of Gods, etc.,
or what is eaten at the wish of Brahmanas and under such similar circumstances

specified abovej but this only if he wish toeat it,

1 .

'‘Abstentation* — taking the resolve not to eat meat and then to abstain
from it — this is ‘conducive to great reward’'. In the absence df the mention

of any particular reward, iiomve(P< is to be regarded as the reward, S0 say

the



Eacplanation .

While discussing lawful asad forbidden meat, Manu prohibits the eating
of meat unless one's life is in danger and glorifies and states the reward
1

by not eating meat in Manusnrti V.56, »hich means —
¢There is no sin in the eating of meat, iior In wine, nor in sexual

intercourse. Such is the natural way of living being; but abstentation

is conducive to great rewards.”

While comiaenting on this stanza, |™edhatithi holds the view that

even though the ’prohibition of eating a meat' is already conveyed by

the other stanzas of the ilanusmrti V,28 etc., the present line ‘Nivrttistu

Mahiphala* serves the purpose of an 'Arthavida’. He further adds that
if however, no fruit is pointed out for any act, the Mii~*sakas regard
as heaven as the fruit, following the principle of 'Visvajit Kyaya’,

Here however *Nivrtti' from 'Mamsa Bhaksena* tends to produce a great

fruit and hence it means a case of 'Stutipara A”thai”~da.

(The commentatorif Kulluka_,1 however treats this as a case of 'Amvada’
and points out that 'Mimsa-varjana* giving rise to 'Mahaphala' is
actually repetition of the prohibition of drinks, eating meat, sexual
intercourse etc. The other canmentators are of no use to us except the
interesting commerrts of ‘Sarvajna Hara/ana* who quotes the texts of
‘Brhaspati* and ’Mahabharata' and incidently refers to the technical

term 'ParisarJdiyi’ in unQerstsnding the text of ‘Brtaspati’.)
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TranelatloD —

‘swhile laying down purification after three days, the author permits
thepurification by bathing, which haa been spoken of above. If it be aaked
*Why should this be stated? — the answer ia that it* stated in the form of
an injunction; by way of commendatory, and not a regular injunction, just

as in the case of the Vedic passage ‘Jartilayavaga Va Juhuyat’,

Explanation —
While discussing chapter on impurity, Manu tells other forms of

impurities in Manusmrti V,6S, The stanza means —

eThe man, having emitted semen pure bybathing; hence, on account of

similar filiation he should observe Impurity for three days.

While commenting on this stanaa Hedhitithi clarifies the use of
"three days impurity* by Manu, in case of birth or death of child from

remarried lady, even though impurity of three iiays already told in the

1. ~r=Fq- "~ (
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previous stanzas. The repetition of three days impurity in stanaa under
reference is merely a glorification of injunction ~at has already been
told, Medhatitbi further clarifies, giving simile® from Vedic text, that,
just as in the absence of Jartilas, sesamums are used, in the Sraddha
ceremony or in sacrifices the impurity of three days may be (“served
or a man vdU become pure by taking a bath,
N

Jartilas are kind of grains must be used in the 'Sraddha—ceremony’
or in sacrifices. In the absence of jartilas, gréddha ceremony is not
to be dropped. But in place of the Jartilas, the sesamums may be used

v

in the Sraddha ceremony.

By this simile”, one may pass the remark on Medhatithi that he is
fond of giving sacrificial simile« \~le explaining the import of

technical terms like 'ciraddha’,

(Other commentators of Manu are silent on this point”.
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Apart from this all else Is purel/ coamendatory,

Explanation —

While discussing the mode of puniabment to be imposed upon the subject
1

by a king, we have Manusmrti V11,25, which means —

Cut where punishment with a black here and red eyes stalks about,
destroying sinners, there the subjects are not disturbed, provided that
he who inflicts it discerns well.”

Here in this stanza Manu had told that a king should punish the
people in proper way and thereby the subjects are not to be disturbed by
any means. |If Kking gives punishment in an improper way then the people

will be disturbed and thereby that will lead to anarchy,

Conmenting on this, ifedhatithi;!® treats this Is a case of *Kindapara
Arthavada* b cause if king fails to punish the sinner in a proper way, then
the people will be disturbed, And therefore by 'Nindi' Manu has prevented
the king from imposing unjust punishment upon the suliijects. This is an
Arthevada of what Manu has told in VI11,20* There we get ’'Atandritah
Raja danda dand”su Pranyet'. Therefore, we get iust traed™hiit i,e,

Me> V11,20 as a *Vidhi—vakya* and the stanza under referense i.e. VII1,25
to be treated as ’Irtbavada—vekya’,

(other commentators of Manu are silent on this point.

1. 3T>r artr<fr i
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Translation — on tvis —Vvjt—ig)

The rest of it all is purely e comaendatory suppleoent.

Explanation —
While discueaing mode of punishment to be imposed upon the persons
L}
A
deserving punishment ue hare tie Manuasrti VII,29«

"Then it will affect hit> fortress agjod kingdom, the world along
with movable and immovable things as also, the sages and the Gods

inhabiting the heavenly regions"*

While commenting on this stanza Medhatithi points out that it is
the duty of a king to properly consider the circumstsntial evidence in
impcsing the punishi”“ent* He should investigate into the nature of ti«
crime, the place Uiere it is committed the time when it is done and

the merits and demerits of the persons concerned in the matter.

I f, however, he makes an improper use of the punishment in case of
deservtng persons, it may bring about the distruction of a king in this
world and also in the another world* Medhatithi looks upon Manusmrti

VI1l,as a case of Vidhl-vakya and V11,29, as a case of 'Arthavada-vakya*,
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Here it become a case of ’'Niuidipara ii|JrthavEla’ In a™ucfafas a king is

prevented from making improper uae of punishment upon the deserving

few.

It should be noted here thet et times Medhatithi does not take

proper c—are to point out the Vidhi—-vikya for interpreting the

particular text of Manuas a ease of 'Arthai”?ai’'i*ja*”
careful reader has to fincl out the relevant Vidhi—"kya,

the context*

in such cases a

in rlew of

.lometimes there is a conceptual background at the back of use

of technical term ‘irthai”a* and in the present ca”e it also becomes

clear from the MSENI-27 and 28*

(other coamentators are silent on this point).
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Traialation — CnrteciKzs+mif art /jns *j).

This Is purely ccxameadatory and should iiot be taken as actually

detracting from the value of fire—offerings.

Explanation —

While discussing the honour to be bestovied upon the Brahmanas by a
king ve get Manusmrti V11.84 which ststea — "The affering made through
the mouth of Brahmam, viiich ia neither spilt, nor faces (on the ground),

nor ever perishes, is far more excellent than ignohotras,'™

In this stanza Manu had told that a gift to the worthy Btahmana is
more excellent than the offering into the ignihotra sacrifice, because,
“vhile performinti a sficiriiice, many difficulties like spilting or
offerings lot falling into the fire or not baking etc, may come
Bbfhreby proper merit will not accr\|Je to the sacrificer or 'lajamam>.
But to give a gift to the Brihmana vill not perish or will not spilt and
directly goes to the Bratmana. Hence Medhatithi further clarifies the
word ’Mukhehutam*, and quotes authority of some *Smrti» >*iich indicates

that the band of a Brahmana serves the purpose of a month.



Kedhatithi here adds that the censure of the ~gnihotra sacrifice

is not intended to be conveyed here as the main intention of Manu is
«

to honour a wrthy Brahmin making him gift of some thing* nils

passage will have to be z>egerded as a case of glorification« The

Manusarti V11,83 B is to be regarded as a Vidhi—vakya in which expression

Nidhat&vj~a* conveys the sense of potentieiity (LLnatva) and VI11,8* B

will have to be treated as an *i]Jrthav~"&.valQra' and hence VI11.83 6 and

V11,84 B are to be read together for sytactical connection*

(Other coounentators of Manu are silent on this point).
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The ansvOr to the above Is as foUovst

In the present text ve do not find any verb In any of the sentences,
every one of the which therefore, stands on the same footing. If It is a
commendatory description, then this can “pply only to the settlement ’that
to the man learned in the Veda, endless.” If acain. It is an Icjanetlon,
then all the sentences should be regarded as equally Injunctive, there
Is subservient toany other. In the case of passage regarding liie *Nlvita’
and c.; on the other hand, we find a verb In the term ‘'Upavyayate’ (adopts
the Upavilta form); so that the sentence containing It fulfilling the
cordlnations of an Injunctive sentence l.e. Is only right that the others

should be taken as subservient to lt«

Explanation —
While making the gift of any object to the Brahmins we have the Manu

1
Smrti VII,35, %“ich means —

mThe gift toa noiwBrahmana is equablej that to a nominal Brahmana is
two—foldj that tothe teacher, a hundred thousand fold and that to a

person thoroughly learned in the Veda, endless."”

vns P

Jytoan



From this stanza it is evident that Manu wants to point out the
quantity of "uit a king is likely to get by giving a gift to the
Brahmins dio can be divided iiito different categories of the < Abrahmana*
i.e. a Brahmin who does not behave like a Brahmin, 'Brihmanabruva*

i.e« a nominal Brahmin i,e« a person who claims to be a Brahmin by
birth though in fact, he does not possess Vedic kxx}vledge. 'Az”rya’
is a teacher "o teaches Viedic knowledge and Veda. ‘Faraga* one \"o

is well versed in Vedic literature*

Now the question arises whether the Manusvti VI1.S5 is a ease
of Vidhi—vakya or *irthavada—i»lQra’ Medhatithi quotes the opinion of
the objector who holds that this is a case of 'Vidhi—vakya' and who

thereby splits up the stanza into four folds i,e, -

3) —Asr

4) I<<5l-§)) M(<rt Srfd?TJ”» C n
in order to support this kind of independent grouping of the sentences,
the objector gives the example of *Nivita' and ’Upaidta’, Bie ’'Nivita*

form is for the human being and ‘'Upavilta* is for the divine beings*

When the man adopts the *"Upa\ﬁta' foim, he takes Xjp on himself r
a mark of a God etc, Medhatithi answers the objection of the objector*
by pointing out Manusmrti V11«35 cannot be regarded as a Vidhi—vakya
sime there is no use of injunctive form » verb in a stanza, Aa there
is no suoto verbal form in the stanza, we cannot connect with the four

sentences imagined by the objector* A



M«dhatithl also ansvers the second objection of the objector giving
the illustration of ‘Nivita' aod 'Upavita*, Here Medhatithi points out
in both these cases the verb 'Upavyayet* is available to us, 4s this is
not a case vdth the Manuamrti V11,85, »e cannot apply the principle
of 'Nivita' and 'Upavita* to the present stanza. Medhatithi here adds that,
it will have to be jhgarded as a case of *irthavada' glorifying the
importance of the gift to a Brahmin well versed in the Vedic literature.
Here we have to imagine that there is a Vidhi—-vakya in the form of a

sentence that a king should make a gift to the Brahmins*

Actually, in the Manusmrti VI11.84 there is no reference to the wrd
'‘Danam' though the ejgpression 'Brahmanasya Mukhe hutam' may carry the

Same sense.

Hence Medhatithi rightly looks upon V11,84 as a 'Vidhi—vakye' for
Vn,85 which is acase of ‘Arthavida’'. This will have to be treated as

a case of 'S,tutipara ArthaTmda*. 4

(Other commentators are silent on this point).
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ANINS YrFpr .
TranslaUon — AN 5Yi«“haH>hr o, jms evj|;—9™
These are positive rules to be observed. |If they are to be regarded
as prohibitions, thi non-obssrvance of them wsuld be sinful, (which woald
mean that their observance would simply save the man from that sin, and
in %hat case) the decl”?iration regarding the attaining of heaver\would be

purely ccamendatory.

Explanation —

While pointing out code of behaviour on the battle—field to be
0
followed by a wantiflr Manu has told the frutifor one who observes the

rules in Manuan#ti V11,94, which tells —

"But the (fcatriya) who is slain in the battle while he turns back

in fear, takes upon himself all the sin of his master, whatever (it may be),”

Ham has told the rules to the king or warrior, ~ile fighting on th*
battle field from VII,SI to ?5, In these stanzas it is pointed out that,
one should not fight or Kill \’/(vith one liio dime% on an eminence, nor a
eunuch nor one viao fleei with fluing hgd—r, nor one who sits down nor one

who says 'V~am thine, ind nor one who sleeps, nor whohas lost his cost of

is
mail nor one who”™naked,.. etc.* In stanza VCI.94 under reference it is told

<Ac=r ~ AFTT A
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that a warrior should alvjays fight idth the remembrance of *Dharma*. Hence
here the Adharoa—-yuddha* la condemned. Thereby v”~ile comoenting on this
stenza Medhatlthl looks upon thie as a case of 'Nindapara ikrthavida' because
if a king or a warrior behaves as per the rules, then he will get fruit

like ’'\jarga prapti* and Manusmrti V11,91 to 95 are to be”as a case of
"Vidhivakya'. Comment” on VI11.94, further qggootes e sentence 'Na Kalamn
Bhaksayet' which is similar to the stanza under reference. 'Na Kalan:’am
Bhaksa”t* is a case of <Nisedhapara* Irthavida preventing a person from

eating »KalaM' which may prove harmful to the body,

Medhatlthl says in his comments that “ghtlng on the battle-field
in aodordance with code of behaviour laid down for a Ksatriya vill bring
fruits in the form of h#aven. The non-observance of the rules may naturally
result in the production of sin. Hence VI11.94 is to be connected with
VII,9i and VI11,92. kutiryudhyihanyat Hipun' as a ’Vidhivekya’ and
'Atim Dharma Manusmaran* and thereby a Ksatriya is prevented from dis>

6bedience to the code of behaviour.
1

(Kulluka™ however has set aside the view point of Medhatlthl by resorting

to the Vedantic argument of '‘Bidarayana* that the merit or demerit of one

is transformed to another and hence the demerit, if any, will be accrue to
the master and not to the servant. It may be noted that ’Kulluka' has not
~efuted the stand point of Medhatlthl on the basis of Mimimsa argument. It
appears that 'Kulluka* understands Medhatithi as holding the view that merit

2
accrues to the person actually fighting on the battle—field, Raghav”nsnda also

sides with 'Kulluka' on this point though he has not taken the support of

the Vedantic argument).

kruMuica srts, Qr>£3>
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Translation — |

The opinion that such a person is *"sala' is held by the gods. If it
is taken as denoting a caste it may be so taken, but the gods are more
authoritative, and they accept the denotation of the term as here explained*

The mention of the 'Gods' is only a cwiunendatory exaggeration.

Explanation —

While discussing the Civil and 6e2iwoiu«3. law in the 8th chapter

1
the Manusmrti Medhatithi is commenting on the Manuamrti V111,16, here this
stanza means —
"For divine justice (is 4aid to be) a bull, and the man vho violates fai

it is regarded by the Gods as avui"a personji let him tberefOTe be—wjatere
of violating justice,™

While commenting on the expression 'Devaha’ occuring in the IInd line
of the stanza Medhatithi observes that a reference to the word God is
glorificatory.

He further observes that the expression 'Wsala* whenever it occurs
in the context of the iriddha has necessary reference to a Brahmin violating
the rules of devine justice and such a 'Vrsal' Brahmin is strictly prohibiting
fran visiting place where Sraddha is performed and such a 'Vrsala* is
addressed as '‘Gore"' i,e, thief fit to be killed. The passage may be regard”
as 'Nindapa”™Arthavida’,

(other commentators of Manu are silent on this point).

mE£ p-—e-si
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passage -

XTcSrfa,n

CfITCirKAKA~ >~ Ajre *|A)”
TransiatiG n
The judgea should not entertain any such idea as the following.
Between the plantiff and the defendant one or the other is taking what
belongs to the other so that he will incur the sin of wrongful possession
of the land, He are not committing "e”act — why then should we be

participated in the sin? Because as a matter of fact the said sin is

divided into four parts.

This verse is a purely supplementary exaggeration, because in

reality the sin committed by one man does not go to another,

Explanation —

While discussing the distribution of the guilt or the sin arising

m *
as a result of doing injustice any one we have the Manusmrti V111,18,
This stanaa means — “One quarter of the guilt injust decision falls

v

on him viio cconmitted the crime one quarter falls on the falM vdtness.

One quarter falls on the judges and one quarter falls on the king,"
9

i V\e P-8SX JYxa™rtiX — .



Here in the above stanaa the sin is 8>id to be shared by all the persons
r

uho are responsible for doi” injustice doing person concerned.

Medhatithi in his comments on this stanaa sa/s, that this will have to
be regarded as a case of gloriHcation and Jjold# that in reality the sin
committed by one man does not go to anotb”~. Such glorificatory stattB
ai”™ not to be understood literally. In fact as per dictum of 'JaimiiS’e
Purva—Mimamsa' such glorificatory passages I"ecome purposeful only \jhen they
are comected with the law of ix®unctionjif n

In this context it will be proper on our part to refer to the
interesting obsenration”of 'Vijnanes'vara* in his commentary 'Mitaksara <o
lajsavalkya.smrti' 11.305 in ~i~h he t]|bi”*e that every person is gcdI”®
in the matter *Kartasaaa”aiphala JSanana Swabhavatvad porvasya*. Hence
} Vitjnonesvara holds that *i*apapurva* of the original offender is not to
be shared by all the persons referred ttt by Manu”actually such division
of Papapurva' goes against the accepted principal of Purva—Mimamsa,
Vijnanesvara concludes that every one is guilty in his own way nand here
he uses the principle of 'S>istrapbalam Prayoktari* utilised in PtarvaaimiBsa
3.7-18 to 20, From this it is evident for interpreting the text of Manu
VI11.18 quoted on 'Taj*valkyasnrti* 2.—-305 utilises the principle of
I"papurva* and 'Sastraphalam Prayoktari* and it will be fair to infer
that he disagrees with Medhatithi.

(other commenatators of Manu simply pass over in silence).
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Translation — ..

From terse.l1l4 onwards ue have a set of suppleaentaxy egbaggeration
He
containing praises and condemnations indicating the good and bad resolta*
4 ?

Bat farvard for the j”"pose of forbidding actual coHaitlng of injonglin*

as a™k> conhi]ing at it (being ooomlted by others).

While discassit”™ the nature of the guilt in respect of performer

judges and the king ws haye the Manusmrti VIII-19.

This stans» means — "But where he who is worthy of condemnation is

condoned, the Kking is free fron the guilt and the Judges are also i»Ted
%
from the sins; to guilt falls on the perforamr of the crime.*

<l e-”e.v
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‘Medhatlthi in his coaments on this stanaa observes that this is
»

a case of 'Arthai”a* of indicating good result in the ease of Idz®

aod the Judges and bad result in the case of peirforaer of a cxiise,
Thus this stansa becomes mixed case of 'i"utipazwirthairada' and
<Nindapara.ArthaTada’,

N N

K
In the 'ftataTa”Kiskioda K)tanda ~ 1d—45, \m have the description

in the mouth of Riaa \ho says that wh«i the sinful persons'are puni”ed

by the kings, they become purified and~™lifie” to go to hea—«an.

Needless to say this stanaa does not briqg aay interpretation

aspeet«

XOther commentators of'Manu simply interpret” this stanaa

idthoat using lUamsa tema)* -

*r
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CTok<={tw<—THn o>n Tjns -sti —a_|"
1'r»PflaUaa —

This is a supplementary declaration to tto forgoing injunction,

\
Bxplanation —

While discussing the position of the kingdoa of Kkisg”vho allows at
a Siidra person to make his law we have the Manusi”i V111.21, This stanza
Vv
means that the kingdom of such a king \iio looks on —kAlile Stdra settles

# *
law will sink™ow like a cow in a mud,

Medhatithi in his oomioants on this stanza looks upon this stftnsa

as a case of 'Aortfa”ada’ or, glorification indicating censu”,“tualljr
N

what Medhititlki wants—to say is that a king shouli pot allow any Siidra

person to settle his law in the kingdom of a king.

Here a king is compared to a cow and '“idana* of the kingdom in
comparing to the cow cooight in g™ mvd.
This is a case of ‘irthamia' based on Ninda.

%
(other commentators are silent on this point).

G it 1
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Tr&nilation — I Yy VIl A3

Like the preceeding terse, this alao is a aup”eoMntary declaration. *
\ -
From the eohtaxt it is clear lhat the aajority of “udras is meaot uLth
reference to the pex«ona pronouncing Judgeaenta gpon dlaputed cases.

BxplanPtlon —
o

Vhile discussing the fate of the kln»gdoa surrounded b/ the S>udras
and persons other than Brahmins ve have Manu Sortl VIII1*22. This atansa
t vV
means that — "Kingdom where Sudras are numerous vhich is Infested by

atheists axtd destitute of Brahmins, soon entirely perishes'being

officiated by femin®and diseaae. 4

In hia comments on this stanza Hedhatithi thinks that this is an
tia'thavida' baaed on 'Ninda' =>iiat Hedhatithi meana to aay ia that ¢ Kking
ahould not allow his kingdom to be inhabited by &udras ftnd'the persons
who do not believe in the existence of a God otherwise such a kingdom

win perish vevy soon*

[ —_ .
(Other commentators do not look this text from Hlaamsa angle).

cr—3A«
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Tranalation — c»ierfH5+i"HT,i cm rris vm |[m O
N .
]
All this is merely o<Mmendatory,the aeaning is that the taking of.
% . .
this tnterest also is within the province of the conduct of good men,

80 that bjr changit® it one does not lose his righteousness.

Explanation —

While discussing the rate of Interest to be charged by a person to
the person belonging to the different c&amunity in tha Hanuarti VUI.142
(141), it is mentioned that "Just twa in the hundred thr*ee four and five |l

£

he may take as monthly interest according to the order of the castes*”

vmie coamenting on this stanza tha qaestion arises uhethar this n
stanza is to be understood as a'Vidhi* or *Jrthatida*, Mudkatithi ia =
his coaoients on the expression 'Satyam* ronarks that this is a case 9f
glorification. Ubat he means to say is thet this text of Manu is not to T
understood literally i.e. even if one changes the rate of interest for
the monthly charges, let thereby one does not far from the duties of
a perfect gentleman. Madhatithi feels that charging more interest does
fan within the-province of the condl}ct of good men* *

is worthy to note here that Or* BuXhtt* in his tranalation of

' &
this portion of Manusm”i hag not translated the expression *&atam*

ohly through over sight*

(other comiientators of Manu simply pass over in silence).

p.~"59t TVTcol™Ot



Translation — cineawsKHvi cm Tyisvni3 iiy>
In regaird to the aan vho eats his food and the rest the text should
not be taken as laying do\<a an injunction the hope of it is purely

glorifioatory* n

Sacplanation —

While disQussing the nature of the guilt or the sin to be shared by
A
another person other than the perfoiraing any act we have the Manuo%rti VIIX*
1
317, T
H\BtPs
This stanza means s "The Killer of learned Brahmin his guilt

on him ~"o eats his food. An adulteous wife on her negligent httsband a

"NiroCoi “
Sinning pupil or the sacrificer tba”3#i his guilt on a teacher or a pre” st

and a ti%ef his guilt on the king, \"o pardons him.”

Now the questio*n arises \iiether this text®of Manuaau”i is to be intex>>

preted as a 'Vidhivakya' or ’Arthawda' Medhatithi decides this point by &
it
holding ljhis text as a case of 'Arthavada' and not a Viditl-v*jra. If this

C t not
is, interpreted &% an 'Arthavada Vakya' i%«. simply means that by coamitting

any wrongful deed, one cannot become free from the sin. One who ignhores



such a sinner also becomes a part/ to the sin of a sinner. All this
will have to be taken glorlflcatory othervilse for a guilt of a sinner

a gentleman will have to be punished. By this stanaa Manu wants

that every member of the society should bear high moral character.

In this context the Sambuka episode In the Ramiiyana Is veil
known and Rama Is held responsible for the death of*Brahmln son on
account of>the austerity practised by Sambidca In the Dai”“aka forest.
This episode oeeurs In the 'Ramayana* and also In the IInd act of

the 'Ottara Riiacarltam*.

CRa™avananda, however while comaentlng on the word 'Pat”™* brings

MImamsa term *Upalaksana*).

1. CTrTTKFA |
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Translation— CTjn«?"H5ffHvr ojn "sals.g'?)
Tbis verse constitute a glorificatory Buppllment to the Injunstlon

regarding the punlshaent to be Inpoaed on thleres and others,

Bxplanation —

Uhile describing the position of a king liio becomes qualified to 9>

to the world of Indra ue have the Manusm”l 13LII.38€w

This stanaa means "That kiqg in whose town lives no thieves, no
adulters, no defamer, no man guilt/ of violance and no commiter of assults

attains the world of Ind”™a*"

While conuientlng on the expression *&tena Dustabhit(* *&aha8IINEt «to,
Medhatithl thinks that this is a case of Arthavada. This passage is not to
be literally interpreted. The glorificator/ passat”™ becoaiei purposeful by
connecting it with *Vidhi—-vakya'. The text laying down the punishnoit
for such sinners will have to be regarded as a 'VldhL>v&ya* and such
stanzas are glorlflcatory and simply indicate that it is the duty of a

king to punish all kind of sinners in his country,
2
(Nandana, however, viiile ccMuaenting on the word 'Pura* says that the

word 'Pura* is used by Manu to indicate 'Rastra’'« Hextte he has used the

technical term 'Upalaksana*)*

MS P sj)
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Translation — C ojn ms nx

Marriage here stands for intercourse if the act of the brother—izvlaw
having intercourse with his widowed sister—irv.law were a regular marriagB
then the practice of 'Niyoga* authorisation, would be tiie same as marriage
and as such it would be fully enjoined by some such injunction as "Brother—
in—law shall marry his sister—in—-law.” As a matter of fact, howeT«r,
there is no such injunction at all. This is a declamf*tory supplement to

what has gone before. n n

Explanation —
While discussing the question of remarriage of a widow or the method
of appointing the relative of her dead husband as her husband for temporary—

period (Kiyog system) we have the Manusmrti IX, 65. This stanza means —
Ir

- "In the sacred texts which refer to marriage the appointment
(of widoMb) is nowhere mentioned, nor is the remarriage of

widows prescribed in the rules concerning marriage,*

Now the question arises *Niyoga* syst®n or the re—marriage of a widow
referred to in this stanaa under discussion is a case of 'Vidhi* or

*Ajrthavada’,



573

ModhiTtithi In his oommenta points out that the Vedic text do not
make any exact reference to the ’Siyoga* ”“stem or the remarriage of

a widow. HezK"e this eaxuiot be treated as a case of 'Vidhi-vakya*,

Medhatithi further adds”this case also cannot be regarded as a
case of ‘'irthavada' which can be connected with dealing with problen
of a marriage, A glorificatory sentence in order to be purposeful
will have to be connected withthe injunctive text, Aa there is no
injunctive text, the question of establishing anj connection with the
injunctive text does not arise. Hence this text of Manu is neither

a case of 'Vidhi' nor a case of 'Arthavada*.

(Other commentators of Manu are silent on this point).
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Translation — car)«Ex i—iSKVIx( or*Tns>

The expression outcaste is glorificatory.
Sxplanation —

While discussing the topic on the legitimacy of a child nme have
1
Manusearti 1X.181. The stanza means —

"Those son &, iJx0 have been mentioned in connection with (the
legitimate son of the body) being begotten by strangers belong
(in reality) to him from whose seed they sprang, but a>t other

(man viho took them)".

While commenting on this stanza Medhatithi refers to the

Manusmrti 1X,202, which explicitly states that a man shall give even
*

to all of his sons (legitimate or illegit;)mate) food and garment

without any objection,at—course according to the ability. He who does

not give it will become an outcasts Medhatithi is commenting on the

expression *Patita' quoted from Manusoffti 1X*202. Here the question

arises whether 12,202 is a case of *Vidhi* or ‘'Arthavada’' ?

Medhatithi holds that, the expression outcaste is glorificatory vtiat
he means to say is that even if a person does not give food or garment
to his son does not become an outcaste in the strict sense of the term.
What Manu wants to stress here is that it is the duty of a men to make
provision of food and garment to his own eon and he should not fail in his
duties. Hence the term *Patita* indicates 'ArthaT”a’,

(other commentators of Manu do not comaent from Mimamsa angle).

ue—;io-—ei,
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C3r?e*A>"KH™ cjjn mS:>i—|ot;J)
Tranalation —

The story of “unahsepp. oocars in Rgveda; and it Is not neceesazy for

us to dilate upon what occurs in the scriptures.
As a matter of fact however, this is a declamatory statement in the
form of the assertion of an act done by somebody.

All such passages should be understood to be the same,

Explanation —

Manu v2ile explainii”™ the Brihmana in times of distress cites the stoiy

— 1 — i
of Ajigarta from “veda in Manusmrti I1X.105 — The stanza means — *4jlgarta

suffering from hunger, went forward to kill his son; and as he sought a
0
remedy for hunger,he did not bec”e tainted with sin."
n 2

Manu in Manusmrti £-104 states that if a Brahmana, threated with

loss of life, eats food from stray sources, he does not become tainted

with sin, just as Kisika is not defiled by mud.

o —'3S0 (i

CJrng)



To strengthen his statement Manu cites the example from Rgveda —
1.24.12>13 and V.27 story of Ajigartha and his son Suz”asepa. The
story runs thus — Ajigartha yaa a sage, having three sons named
fSunhaAsepa, éunhapucha, ;:iunaiarghla, ljigartha suffering from hunger
went foward and sold his son for sacrifice and agreed to kill him,
taking hundred cows. In ~ls way Ajigartha saved his life and did

not incur any sin.

Medhatithi commenting on Manusmrti 1U105 states this aa a
declamatory passage for the injunction laid down in Manusmrti X-104,

that there is n> sin if a Brahmana saves his life by any act.

Thus, Manuanrti 3U104 is a Vidhivakya and Manusmrti X-105 is

»n Arthavada—vakya,

One may refer the story and “ift>asepa and Dattaka—vidhana discussed
very inter~tingly by Br, S.*G*Moghe in the article published in Ganga/nl’\c"

Jha Kendriya Sanskrit Vidyipeeta, Vol.XXX7; January-June,1979, Part-1-2,

(Other (Commentators of Manu do not look this stanza from Mimamsa

angle).
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Translation— __ ) r
———————— oy. jins 2C—(j2—o -
«Siren though he is able” — By means of agricolture and such acts, wealth
shall not be amassed by Su”~ra. In support of this the author adds an argument
\%

in the form of a declamatory statement 'Having acquired wealth the Sadra

harasses the Brahmams'.

Explanation —
X
While dealing with sources of Income Manu has ordered thnt Sudra should

not accumulate wealth in Manusmrti X.129 thus — 'JSven though he may be able,
the Sudra shall not a—mass a wealth; for having acquired wealth, the Sudra

harasses the Brahmana,"

\-
Manu in this text declares that a &udra is not allowed to accumulate
wealth, stating the reason that “udra becoming rich; may insist Bratmana for
V
accepting gift. Accepting gift fran ~udra is prohibited, and if Brahmana

accepts jihe incurs the sin* In this way it will be harrassment to a Brahmana*

Medhatithi commenting on this text says that, the secobd line of
. B _
the stanaa **udrohi dhanamasadya Brahmahmneva badhate* is Heturupa

Arthavida to the injunction laid down in the first line,
Y
The reason condemning the injunction that Sudra must not accumulate wealth.

Thus according to Medhatithi second line of the stanza is ed Heturupa
Arthavada,

(other commentators of Manu are silent on this point),
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Translation —

Whaice is the idea derived that the cwdssion of a compulsory duty
involves sin? In connection with Agnihotra and such other compulsory acts,

we do not find any such assertion as he who does not do it incurs sin."

As a matter of fact we do find sentence occuring in the viake of the
injunction of compulsory duties such as 'Vedibhyaha Parame bhavati* which
are unierstood to be indicative of all the said idea; and in almost all
cases there are delamatory passages indicative of sin involved in the H
oramission of compulsory acts; and there must be some truth in theae; other-
wise they could not be construed along with injunction* iSven in c”ses where
no such decisjnatory passages are actually found, they are always assumed in
support of injunctions. In fact it is the de<flaniatory passages that
constitute the driving free behind injunctions; such driving faze would not

be efficient unless it were assumed that an ommission would involve sin,

acplanation — 1

While explaining general laws regarding expiation we get Manusmrti S . 44
where Manu tells — 'If a man does not do Uiat is enjoined, or does what *
is censured, or becomes addicted to sensual object, he becomes liable to

expiatory rites.

p> CTir, -jrieac)s- Pfcege
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Coamenting on this text, Medhatithi explains that, any person who does -
not do what is enjoined i,e, if a person does not do the compulsory act
such as twilight prayers, the Agnihotra, and does forbidden things, such
as drinking wine etc., then he is liable to expiatory rites. The expiatoiy

rites should be performed for removal of a sin arising out of doing and
undoing things.

Thus question arises in the mind that there is no such sin is indicated
by the anission of compulsorty rites, then \tj are expiatory rites prescribed?
While ranoving this doubt Medhatithi explains that vjhenever the injunctions
ere prescribed, the glorificatory passages are followed and these glorificatory
or declamstory passages sound the sins, if one who omraits the compulsory
rites. Thus tiie glA>rificatory passagesalways follow* injunctiaSs passages tRgfSsir

scsnetimes, possibilities are there that glorificatory passages are not

prescribed bjrt in such circumstances one must assume in support of injunction”

Thus, i'ledhatithi liiile explaining the present text gives the importance
of Arthavada passages and how they are helping to understand the injunctive

passages,

(Other comnientators of Manu do not glance ever the present £ext from

Mimamsa point of view).

U SS'yro

ms. 9 cm

Praty»vaya* means the sin one incurs as aresult of doing
the acts one is asked not to do. The same sin also arises

if one omits to do the acts, one is oompuisorily asked to do.
of. * (HL. n f
Uttararamacarita,4ct—1. Aitually Pratyavaya is sin which

arises as a result of comission and omission of acts.
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Translation —

The use of the term ‘Chief of the twice bora* has been used with a
view to permit wine—drinking for the Kgatriye and the Vaisya, For instance
the MaHibharata describes wine as drunk by the Zaidavas and the Bhn'atas
Both Kesjiiava and irjuna were found by me to beddrunk with wins', which is

declamatory assertion pointing to the same fact*

"Why is then the plural form in 'so all"?

Two of th” are the substances likened and obe is that to which
those are likened.

The mention of wine being the 'dirty refuse of grinjfs' is meant to

be declamatory assertion producing a reason for what has been prescribed

just as in the case of the text ‘iiiffpena’ juhoti tens hi annam Kriyate’,

Explanation >

While describing the expiation of drinkii® wlLne we get Manusmrti N«94.
The stanza means — "Uine should be understood to be of three kinds — (a)
Distilled from molasses (Gaudi), (b) Distilled from grains (paiati) and
(c> Distilled from grapes (Madhvi). As the one so all the rest should

never be drunk by the chief of the twi«e—bom,

(HATr TATrTcSn" ~ i1 K L]
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In the prece/"IDg stanza™Manuemrtl Z1.93 Maim has ordered that the

*

m A
' Brahmana, Ksatriya and the the Vaisya should not drink viih—-e. This should
be treated as Vidhlv&kTa, Here the cjiestion arises in the mind that the ~*

word ‘Dwijottama* iised by Manu which suggests the Br&hmana is restricted

frcHttdrinking of wine and others are, permitted or what?

Medhatithi commenting on the'text says that prohibition of drinking

*((*

of wine is not only tci Brahoapas but all the three —Dvijas as stated in
the preceiedin”™ verse 21,93, And therefore'hold the view that the word

Jk AN
Dwijottama one may think the Brahmanas only restricted from drinking wine
and all others are allowed and to strengthen this they give reference fra*
MahlTtiiarata that ladavas and fissavas were drinking wine, Medh‘atithi helds

that this example is only exaggeration and prohibition is to an the three

dwijas i.e. Brahmams, Ksatriyas and Vaisyas as stated in 11,93,

In conclusion, the word Dwijottama in the text of Menurefers to the
apinttm ~ m<4 h< =« <authov>y of

persons of the first three castes in the“Mahabharata cited by others to
show* that the expression Dwijottama restricts a Brahmans from drinkiiog
wine and permits Ksatriya and Vaisyas &e& driric wine. He finally helds that
the Matiabharata passage is glorificetory and is not to be understood
liter*illy.

(Other commentators of iitenu singly explain this stanza without

using any Mimamsa teims)-e
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Translation — ey jris

Or the words *fce must not do it a second tine* may be taken a declamatory
%

assertion commendatory of the 'renunciation of misd”ds' enjoined before

(in 230); the sense being ithat 'he shaU not abandon his vow‘,

Bxplanatioa — n

Havii”™ described expiations Manu tells about confostion and |«pentance,
1 *
The Manusmrti 21,232 tells — <Either intentionally or unintentionally, if

~one has done a reprehemible act, he must not do it a second time, if he

seeks obsolution fr(wi the former," *

f N

While commenting on the words "“i“yam na samicaret* ifedhatithi says
that, these words state some meaning of 'Kotevam Kuryat punha** which was J
already stated in Manusmrti X1*230, this repetition according to Me4tirtithi.i

is an Arthavada, to emphasis the sense that a person shall not abandon

his MJOUt

2
i“ain in concluding he uses another technical tem 'Punarvacans* and

sfys that, merely performing expiation one does not become freed from sin,

1*—
if h® commits the same act aga,in! It is therefore, that the repetition of
the woid 'Dvitiyam na samacaret* is to indicate heavy expiation if a person '*
repeats -—yie same sin again.

Thus tooOLarify the meaning of the present text, H«dhatitbi uses the two

technical terms i,e, Aurtha—vada and Punarvacana.

(other commentators of Manu do not 'look this stan»a ffom Mia*msa point

K.

of view). A
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