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Arthavadas
By
V. A. RAMASWAMI SASTRI, Trivandrum.

The Vedas are classified into mantras and brahmanas® The mantras
are so well-known among the Vedic scholars by their name itself, and they are
mostly prayers. The rest are called the brahmanas®. They have two divisions,
namely (1) vidhis and nisedhas- injunctions and prohibitions, and (2) arthavadas
~their supplementary portions that praise and condemn the enjoined and
prohibited things respectively. The arthavadas are classified into three groups,
namely (1) gunavdda- which speaks of something that goes against our ordinary
experience, (2) anuvidda- which repeats what has already been experienced, and
(3: phutarthavada- which deals with things which are unknown and which may
be taken to be true.®

The Pirvamimamsa sutra, ?‘Tzﬁmﬂa‘s%ﬁ a1 (1 1.2) explains that the
entire Vedic text including codanas-injunctions is the authority on dharma,
The Autpatiikadhikarana (1.1.5) on the basis of the eternity of $abda, of its
meaning, viz. the generality, and of their relation, viz. FIATRHIE, has
established that the entire Vedic text is eternal and that it is a self-revelation
and as such self-valid authority on dharma. The Apauruseyatvidhikarana
(I 1.8) again establishes that the entire Vedas are not composed by any person
and as such are free from the personal defects that are found in human speech.*

It is true that the Vedic injunctions (codanas) which enjoin various
sacrifices like Agnihotra become authorities on dharma since those sacrifices are
not known as the causes of the divine bliss—svarga by any other valid authority.
But how do arthavadas which, as explained above, speak of things some of
which are contradicted by our experiences in the world (€% A7) and some of
which are mere repetitions of our outside experience (ARaATERET AgaY)? A
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166 V. A. RAMASWAMI SASTRI

valid authority isthat which reveals a thing not experienced by any other
authority or not contradicted by other valid experience.’ The siitrakidra opens
the Arthavcd@dhikarana (1.2,1) where he proposes to establish the
authoritativeness of arthavidas on dharma as follows :—
wrared rmdarmmaTaaagaiat asE g |
the entire Veda conveys a kriy@, viz.,, bhavang which has three assas or
constituent elements—s@dhya (fruit), s@dhana (cause) and itikartavyata (the
accessories closely associated with the main cause).® Since the arthavadas do
not convey any idea which can be related to this bhavan@ under any of these
three constituent elements, they are to be declared as unauthoritative on dharma.
So what has been established by the Vedapauruseyatvidhikarana, viz. that the
entire Veda 1s the authority on dharma cannot be explained in the arthavida
passages. So the pramanya established in (I.1.8) 1s optional (@nitya) only ;
that is, just like the vidhs and nisedha passages it cannot be spoken of in the
arthavada passages. So the syllogism :
walsfy 37 a¥ wwom, SarevTEE et e

is fallacious since the same cannot be spoken of in certain parts of the Veda
namely the arthavadas” If they do not convey a new idea by the primary
significative potency, abhidhd, shall we not apply the secondary significative
potency, laksana, on some sense connected with vidhi or pratisedha to which
they are the supplementary texts ? Then the question comes—what is the
authority or condition for laksana, is it anvayGnupapatti or tatparyanupapatti ?
The former cannot be explained in many arthavada passages like mgfz'r afym
2941’ since they explain the well-known idea that the wind-god travels very
quickly and as such would bring also very soon the fruit of the sacrifice to
the sacrificer etc. The latter also cannot be accepted 1n view of the fact that
there 1s no sufficiently strong authority (IRITAITHEIAAA) to indicate the
ultimate aim that these arthavddas should convey some sense which is directly
or indirectly related to dharma. It is argued that the svadhyayavidhi
‘@reTErssiasq’  which enjoins the study of the Vedas for the sake of
knowledge which would ultimately lead the student to eternal bliss,® is the
authority a&ﬁﬂ!ﬁm, since under svadhyayz along with the wvidhi,
pratisedha and mantra, the arthvadas are also included as the texts to be
studied by the Vedic student. This explanation of the svddhyayavidhi is not
accepted by the objector (‘{“;'Erfiﬂ'\). He says that the adhyavana of the Vedic
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ARTHAVADAS 167

text need not be enjoined by this vidhi for the sake of arthajfiana, since every
one in this world knows by exp:rience without th: Vedic mandate that the
study of a particular subjsct would bring him its full knowledge. Shall we
not impose then by means of a vidhi (AzafEfy) restriction to the effect that
since the causes of knowledge are known too many to be enumerated, only by
the prescribed adhyayana of the Vedic text by the student under a teacher the
knowledge of the Vedic contents is to be acquired ? The main objector answers
that this kind of imposing a restriction on the study of the Vedic texts is of
no use or significance. In the well-known instances of miyama vidhi like
‘fr&xaggi*a’ there is the utility of avahanana in the Daréapirnamasa sacrifice,
the knowledgs of which is obtainzd by prakarana (context) and it can be said
that kratv zpirvz will b2 praduzad only by avihzninz and not by any other
well-known mzans of the removal of th: chaff of the paddy. In the case of
adhyayana there is no such prakarana to associate it with any sacrifice,
because the svadhyayavidhi is anarabhyadhita, i.e. not studied under the
prakarana of any cacrifice. Nor can it be said that the adhyayana or its
fruit arthajfizna is invariably associated with or utilised in the sacrifice
only, as in the instances of YRAWAMA® which is an ®ARFATNT and has the
invariable connection with and utility in the sacrifice (frsafivafiamg@sa=a) in
view of the fact that arthaj#iana is made use of in the earning of wealth and
many other worldly benefits. So the objector argues that the svadhyayavidhi
is not a smiyamavidhi, but is an apurvavidhi enjoining adhyayana for the
sake of svarga by the vidvajinnyzyal® It can also be said that $astra, the
svadhyayavidhi, enjoins adhyayana for the sake of arthajiiana itself before
the operation of the lokgpramana (@'ﬁia‘: l{% MET AI39) since the pramanas
can function in loka under limited conditions while Sastra works independently.
Or the vidhi “@eEAIsHasq:’ takes adhyayana 1tself as bhavya if it is not
known as isza desired or undesirable for man ? The passage JTHJFET TTAI
WAf*F makes us understand that adhyayana is ista lest we should fall under
the category of vratyas, morally and spiritually condemned people. So ihe
study of the Vedas 1s to be accomplished under a teacher by the prescribed
rules, not for the sake of the knowledge of the Vedic contents leading to the
attainment of the final bliss but for svarga or for avoiding vrityatva as
explained above. The objector concludes, therefore, that the svadhy@yavidhi
does not enjoin adhyayana for the sake of arthajfiana and as such it cannot
be a ARGARIZHIAN for adopting Ilaksand@ on these arthavadas in the sense
of prasastya and aprasastya of the thing enjoined and prohibited respectively.

The siddhantin begins his view by saying that the svadhyTvavidhi
does not enjoin adhyayana for the sake of svarga by vidvajinnyayaz in view
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168 V. A. RAMASWAMI SASTRI

of the fact that a visible fruit (E¥%®) like arthajfigna can be explained for
adhyayana. It is generally accepted rule that an adrstaphala (invisible fruit)
should not be explained for anything if a dystaphala is available. The phala
aﬁa‘lﬂ of this injunction is not the ordinary superficial knowledge of the
Vedic texts (ﬁm@a]ﬁﬁﬁ) since this fact is already known from the mantra :
T WREW ﬁ@ﬁﬁ which praises the man with Vedic knowledge and
condemns him without it by comparing him to a pillar which bears the burden ;
and the adhyayana of the Vedic texts under a teacher is also made compulsory
by the arthavida passage condemning the man without the knpwledge of the
Vedas as a vra@tya. So the svAdhyayavidhi i1s accepted as enjoimng adhyayana
for the arthajfiana which has the ultimate aim (Sf?ﬁ’ﬁl?l%m;) to make the Vedic
student perform the Vedic sacrifices with the help of this arthajfiana and then
attain the divine bliss (abhyudaya like svarga) as the final goal* It can also
be said that this vidhi enjoins adhyayana as a samskdra for the attainment
of svadhyaya which is known as dapyakarma by the tavya-pratyayae in the
word AR[Y: ; so the word svadhydys in the vidhivakya means by laksana
AT AT AEINA@EAT which is the uddesya of the vidhi. Thus it is a
niyamavidhi and not an aprrvavidhi. This vidhi enjoins the adhyayana of
the svadhyiya that particular Vedic text that has come down to the Vedic
student from the unbroken tradition of his father and his grand-father and
others ; and this includes arthavdda passages also along with vidhis and
mantras and so some sense associated with the vidhyarthaz is to be explammed
by laksana in all arthavadas if the literal sense is of no use. In other words,
this svadhyayavidhi is the TRIAMFHFIAN to employ laksand in the sense
of prasastya and aprasastya which can be directly related to vidhis and

nisedhas respectively, to which these arthav@das are the suplementary
texts.

The Bhattamimamsakas explain vidhi and nisedha as the chief sense of
the potential, imperative and other injunctive suffixes like favya-pratyaya in
the affirmative and negative prepositions like @IHEH a3d and A FEH TR ;
and these vidhi and nisedha are explained as that activity of the Vedic sabda
or the desire of the speaker (if he is available) who prompts another to do or to
abstain from doing a particular thing. This activity or desire is called by different
names like pravartana and nivartand, respectively., It is technically known
in this s@stra as sabdabhavana in that it belongs to the sabda and it generates
action in others to do or not to do a particular thing. It has three asisas or
parts sidhya (fruit), sadhana (cause) and itékartavyatz (the accessories of the
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ARTHAVADAS 169

main cause in producing the desired fruit). Since it is pravartana—the
activity or the desire of the prompter to produce pravrtti-activity or volition
in another, this pravrtti is evidently its s@dhya or fruit. The sadhana should
not be taken as the cause of pravartan@ but it is the cause of the pravriti,
the sadhya of pravartana® So the knowledge of the sabdabhavana which
generates pravrtti in the hearer is the s@dhana. The itikartavyata is the
prasastyajfiana and aprasastyajfiana which induce the hearer to act or not to
act as the case may be.

This dabdabhavana otherwise known as pravartan@ conveyed by the
potential suffix, which has three assas as explained above, is related to the
pravrtti or krti otherwise known in the $@stra as arthabhavand, the leading
concept of verbal cognition conveyed by the personal termination #a‘in the
example ANA TATHMW:. The one and the same suffix ‘4’ is known as akhyata-
pratyaya and linpratyaya. So in these two separate capacities HTEHRAE and
ﬁ‘%ﬁ' as TFTATASIF it conveys two bhavands respectively, the arthabhavana
(pravrits) and the sabdabhavans (pravartani). The relation of sabdabhavana
to arthabhavana, the leading concept, is prayojyaprayojakabhava, the relation
subsisting between the cause and effect.’® This pravriti is not the direct
result of the knowledge of pravartana, but it is produced only through the
knowledge of istasadhanatva'®, i.e. a thing which one is asked to do is to be
known as the cause of the desired fruit. This istasadhanatvajfiana is indis-
pensable for pravriti. So it is known by sasiisargamaryada since it is
included in the body of the relation as RITFFEFASFAgRRTAYsaEEa,
the pravrtti is produced by the inferential knowledge of istas@dhanctva which
again results from the knowledge of pravartana.® The knowledge of
prasastya and aprasastya as conveyed by the arthavadas would act as
stimulants to perform the sacrifices enjoined to or abstaining from the
FBITATY prohibited. Hence they are authorities on dharma in as much as
they become the itikartavyata of the sabdabha@vana which enjoins or prohibits
a dharma or an adharma.

The nature of prasastya and aprasastya as conveyed by the arthavadas
is explained in various ways in the Purvamimasisa $astra. Khandadevamiéra,
the founder of the Navya school among Bhattas, elucidates prasastya and
aprasastya as equivalent to stuti (praise) and ninda (condemnation) which are
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170 V. A, RAMASWAMI SASTRI

further elaborated as magﬁg@aﬁmﬁaaﬁrmm that which has no
capacity to produce any undesirable fruit more than what he has to reap (at
the time of his performing the sacrifice) and that which has capacity to produce
a more harmful or sinful fruit than what he actually enjoys if and when he
does the prohibited thing, He explains 94 in WME as I®IZIATIA that
is, one man, however much he is told that the Vedic sacrifices like Agnihotra
are to be performed, may feel that they are very difficult to perform and
involve heavy expense etc.,, while anotherr who wants to act, correctly
understands that the sacrifices are the sources of abhyudaya and that the initial
difficulties are very small and insignificant. So it is left to one’s own taste
and conviction to like or dislike these sacrifices. So also are the prohibited
things like F@3{¥QU. However much one is informed that these prohibited
acts are sinful and are sources of hellish life, one chooses to perpetrate it
simply for the sake of the tempting pleasure. That is why it is said MNFat T
snfafadra: fﬁ%ﬁﬁ‘ﬂ:, the awtkatya in dvesa is a generality which can bz inferred
only from its result, viz. the action or the non-action of the person. This
idea is well explained by Khandadeva in his Bhattarahasya as follows! :
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