George Chemparathy
University of Utrecht

THE NYAYA-VAISESIKAS AS
INTRPRETERS OF SRUTI

We know from Yaska’s Nirukta that already during hli time,
which is said to be not later than 500 B.C.,! there were dm'ellre]nt'
schools of Vedic interpretation. Yaska mentions no less than eig n
such schools.? The more important among these seem to hzﬁc
been the school of the Aitihasikas and that of the N‘ax.ru‘k@s, Yas; a
himself being a follower of this 1att§r school. The A1t1has1kallls n%a;llt
tained that the events mentioned in the Veda (suc‘h‘ as ;1 ef g ¢
between Indra and Vrtra) are to be interpreted as hl'S‘L'OrIC g, actid
The Nairuktas, on the other hand, were etymologists an trl{
to show that the events mentioned in t.he Veda are not to ,)s
understood in a literal sense, but rather in a ﬁgubljauvef se}xllsevil:rcl1 !
as allegories. At the time of Yaska the 1nterpretauol$ of t fion &
was concerned primarily with the Mantra or Sam 1}1 stehc on of
the Veda, specially of the Rgveda, and especujllly wxlie M?man;sg
pretation of particular words.# In course of tljme, 'E o
system, which is probably a further development o
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:J' for instance, Nirukta XIT, 1 which says that, according lo. ll-(
 Mnasikas. ! who had done meritort-

Aitihgsikas Agvins. the twin-gods, are kings of old,
ous deeds.

T ir is, i : hing :
. The Nirukta is, in fact, not . ° e N ey
4 ork which consists of a list of Vedic—in fact, almost exclusively Rgv o
. the first three contain words arranged a

but a commentary on the Nighantu, a

in fiv ters:
words, arranged in five chap | nged
group; of synonyms, the fourth a -collection of rarc forms and homony

and the fifth a list of names of Vedic deities.
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schidol of Vedic interpretation mentiored by Yaska, made the
study and interpretation of Veda its special field of interest and
formulated a number of rules of textual interpretation of the
words as well as the sentences in the Vida. The different schools
of Vedanta—based as they are, like the Mimamsi, on the Vedic
texts—gave their own interpretations of these texts in accordance
wif the tenets of their own school.5

The rationally oriented classical systems of orthodox Hindu
thenght, no doubt, accepted the authority or validity (pramanya)
of the Veda, but the influence of the Veda on the philosophic
thonght of their followers was virtually insignificant. Apart from
the fact that they accepted the Veda as one of the means of valid
knowledge (pramana) and that they endeavoured not to run counter
to the teachings of the Veda as they understood it, they did not
rely much on the Veda nor did they make use of it—in any case,
not in any considerable degree—in their philosophical speculations.
To this group belong the schools of Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya and
VaiSesika.6 In this paper we shall study the method—and prin-
ciples, if any—of interpretation of the Veda, as followed by the
Nyaya-Vaisesikas.

Of these, the Nyaya thinkers were primarily and principally
interested in epistemological and logical questions concerning the

5- Note that, while the Vedantins were mostly interested in the interpretation
of the Upanigads, on which their system of ;thought was primarily based,
the Mimimsakas, who were ritualists, made the Brihmana texts the main
object of their interpretation and study.

Here it may be added that the Veda has been the object of diverse intcr-
pretations even down (o our days. In addition to the dlassical and tradi-
tional commentators of the Veda, like Sayanu (basically a Mimamsaka,
who lived in (he fourteenth centuryy, the Veda has also modern—and
modernistic—interpreters. Among them are Ram Mohan Roy (1772-1833),
who gave a theistic inxcrprvlulion 10 the (,5;);||1i§a(ls; Dayananda Sarasvati
{(182.4-1883), who gave the Sagphit portion ol the Veda a somewhat social
and political interpretation; and Aurobindo Ghose (1872-1950), who gave
a spiritual and psychological interpretation of the Rgveda. According to
Aurobindo, the hymns of he Rgveda are the symbolic gospel of the ancient
“ndian mystics. The central conception of the Veda is a struggle between
the spiritual powers of Light and Darkncs‘s and the triumph of Truth
over the Darkness of Ignorance as well as of Immortality (Cf. Sri Aurobindo
In the Veda, Pondicherry: Sri Aurobindo Ashram, 1964, Part I, especially
£p. 263 and 258). :
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276 G. Chemparathy

nature, origin, validity and objects of knowledge as well as the
means of correct ways of logical reasoning. The Vaidesikas, on
their part, turned their' special attention to the philosophy of
nature. Already this mention of the special interests in their prilo-
sophic speculation as well as of the rational method they em-
ployed in their thinking warns us not to expect too much from
them as interpreters of Veda when compared to the followers of
Mimamsa and Vedinta. Moreover, the material we have in their
writings on this point is much less than that which is found in
the Mimamsa or Vedanta works. The meagre material they offer
us is available in two contexts: firstly and principally, in their
defence of the Veda as a means of valid knowledge; and secondly,
in their usage and interpretation of a few Vedic passages in their
proofs for the existence of God (ifvara).

In this paper we speak of the Nyaya-Vaidesikas as one class
of thinkers. Although the basic texts—the Sttra texts—oé the
two schools and their special interests in philosophy were dif-
ferent, they had so much in common in their philosophy that they
came to be considered as a combined system, especially in the
later period of their history. Moreover, in the course of time the
distinction between Naiyayika and Vaiesika becomes less tangible.
An author like Udayana, whose contribution to our theme we
shall consider in this paper, wrote works telated to both Nyaya
and Vaiéesika schools and hence he may be considered as ;well

a Vaidesika as a Naiyayika. i

When we speak of the Nydya-Vaidesikas as interprete.s of
Sruti we do not mean that they wrote commentaries Or iter-
pretative works on the whole Veda or even a good portion g it;
for they gave interpretation of only a few Vedic passages, which
they used in their philosophic texts. Nor do we intend to place
them on the same footing as the Mimamsakas, who were ex pro-
fesso interpreters of the Veda, especially of those portion ‘of it
which were connected ith sacrifices, and had drawn up W set
of principles and rules governing its interpretation. II‘

With the word ‘Sruti’ in the title we want to indicate that we
restrict our consideration to the Vedic texts—or taken collectively,
Veda—strictly so called, namely, the four Samhitas with their
Brahmanas, Aranyakas and Upanisads, which are recognized by
the classical Hindu thinkers as Sruti (a word often rendered into
English by ‘Revelation’), and which are clearly distinct frorr‘i the

i
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group of scriptures that are called Smrti
“I'radition’) 7 ed Smrti (often rendered by

With these preliminary remarks we shall now pass on to

c;);]tssxder how the Nyaya-Vaisesika thinkers interpreted a few Vedic-

II

T - . . .

s he ﬁrsF and the principal context in which we have some
d aqcolnrceznng the Nﬁﬁya-Vaiéesika interpretation of the Veda

» as already mentioned, in their def idi

' efence of the validi
o led, 1 validity of the
thedzlll.an\l)fnhmét exll.tg‘rmg fm}tlo the details of their conce}[;tion of

e and validity of the Veda w i i
; tur : e may mention that, unlike
é 1e.MC11m‘amsalia§, who considered the Veda as eternal ( m’t;)a) ar;d
ertved its validity from the fact i

that it has no person

¢ : as author
, - .

g tprrzlurluseyéz), the Nyaya-Vaisesikas considered the Veda as non-
the 1§ and as having an author in the person of Iévara, who, at

A bl
Ved egmgung of cach creation, proclaims or communicates ’the
Vzda ;o the 1;1ewly—createc.i beings. They derive the validity of the
v a rorx}l1 the fact that it _has been proclaimed (ukta, prokta) by
vara, who, ~be_mg omniscient (sarvajiia), compassionate towards
lc;lrgztlFuresf ( b/()iutaf‘z@éampayd yukta), and free from any cause or
motive for deceiving others by communicating what is untrue
is supremely trustworthy (paramapta). ’

However, the Nyaya-Vaidesikas h jecti
of those who called tl’i’eyvalidity of thea(%/etga;rfrfuct;etsf’zieor?béicgons
went to thg extent of openly challenging its validity.8 Their ‘;e'tf
jections against the validity of the Veda centred round thre fault-
wh_lch they ascribe to it: untruth (anrtatva) contradictiorel ( .
ghatatva), and repetition (punaruktata). ) e

) onThe \l/e.da contains,. first of all, untruth (anrtatva), the
: f}i fe}n{ts c a}ime;l. There is, for example, a Vedic statement which
ys: ‘He who desires a son should offer i i
H s a s the Putresti sacrifice’
(putrakamab putrestya yajeta), implying that he who performs

7. The words “Revelation” and - Tradition®
ptures, are not 1o be

l - when applied 1o the Hindu seri-
pes | understood in the sense in which they are used in
: an- theology. but as approximate designations

Among those who denied the authority of (he Veda are the

P . Buddhisis,
Jains, Cavvakas and Kapalikas. Alreadv in Yaska's Nirukia

Kautsa arguing agains ¢ ¢ ani anarthaks i l.,‘ '. 7 .ill

- > 2 against the ‘meaninglessness’ ¢ ak ) f th Ved
8 S 8 fan hakatv ¢ Vedi

; N i ay o he dic
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the Putresti sacrifice will beget a son. Nevertheless, even after
the performance of the prescribed sacrifice, it happens that no
son is born. Similar is the case of the Vedic injunction prescribing
the Kariri sacrifice as a means of inducing rain. The fruits pro-
mised by these Vedic injunctions belong to the domain of the
perceptible (drstartha), and yet they are not perceived after the
performance of the prescribed sacrifice. If there is, thus, untruth
in the Vedic statements, which deal with perceptible realities, one
can assume that there is untruth also in the case of other Vedic
statements (like ‘He who desires heaven should offer the Agni-
hotra sacrifice’), which speak of imperceptible realities ( adrstartha)
such as heaven, gods and the like.

Secondly, the Veda suffers from the defect of contradictions
(vyaghatatva). There is, for instance, on the one hand, a Vedic
injunction which says: ‘Sacrificial oblation should be made after
sunrise; sacrificial oblation should be made before sunrise; sacri-
ficial oblation should be made at daybreak’ (udite hotavyam, anudite
hotavyam, samayadbyusite  hotavyam). On the other hand, we
find another statement: ‘Syava eats up the oblation of him who
offers after sunrise; Sabala eats up the oblation of him who offers
before sunrise; [both] Syiva and Sabala® eat up the oblation of
him who offers at daybreak’. These two sets of Vedic statements
contradict each other.

The third defect ascribed by the opponents to the Veda is
that of repetition (punmaruktatd). Thus we find there the state-
ment, ‘One recites the first [verse] three times, [and] three times
the last [versel’ (tribh prathamam anviha trir uttamam,), wherein
the sacrificing priest is asked to recite three times the first and the
last verses of a hymn. The opponents claim that repetition is to
be found only in the statements of insane (or drunken) persons

(unmatta).10

9. Syava and Sabala are Yama’s dogs. said to be four-cyed, dark-coloured

and ficrce (cf. Rgveda X. 14. 1o12). These two offsprings of Indra’s bitch,
Sarami, are believed to guard the road to Yama's kingdom of the dcead.
1. The three objections are mentioned in Nyayasglra 11, 1, 57. (The ed. used
1S Nyaya-Daréanam,  containing Nyayabhasya,  Nyayavartiika, and
Nydy’av&rlIikat&l{)myaﬁk&, ...... s jCalcutta Sanskrit Series, No. XVIIIj,
Calcutta, 1936) For the explanation of the objections and the Nyiya an-
swer o them, sce Nygyasiira 11, 3. 57-68 with the commentaries Sce also
Jayanta's  Nygyamnaijari (cd.:  Kashi Sanskrit Scrics, No. 106, Part I,

Nydé)a-Vaz’xesz’ka:
! | 279
“The triple defect of
asci*p?)ed to the Veda by the
valicity of the Veda. In the fa
A - Veda, ce of such attacks on t
51;Jeiéﬁya¥a-Vals§51ka, \yho_ believes that the Veda is :ifso}ﬁdla :
e (ri true, tries to vmd;cate its validity or truth by inte reti(:ly
the e aflfce itz(i«itei)nenths \xﬁnch were mentioned by the oplgi)nent%
-= altected Dy the alleged defects—in
appqizr to be free from any of those dcfectssl.wh ? vy that they
umr,‘{?ﬁ;ﬂ; regard to the first defect attributed to the Veda, namel
untr fu neﬁs (anrtatva), which was exemplified by the ,fac't thY)
cre ,W: dter the performance of the Putresti sacrifice prescribed ]aI:
Vaigﬂ .ka as a means to beget a son, no son is born, the Nyz
v IJ»SL fas1 answer .tha‘t the non-birth of son is not’ due toya};ab
ratil 6: tu nﬁss or mvah.dity of the Vedic injunction itself liu;
rathee o the imperfections of the agent, action and/or th;: it
el‘”f(r}nenntcsl (kgrt;karmasédhanava;igunyét)' When the Putresti B
Elctorrmeh ué{thout any imperfections in any of the said fhrelcsz
e C(s);nt e (xirt_h of a son necessarily follows, unless some grave
deterringmg;eobslz t};_e past by the sacrificer (yajamana) acts as a
ucting agent 7] i i
o the EanT obstr sacr%ﬁc 511 (pratibandbaka) in the production
tAs regards the third d i
efect attributed to the Veda b
?é:)}i:rilgntST\ve shzll deal with the second defect later—a—na);rléi;re
on (punarurtata), the Nyaya-Vaidesikas distineuish ’
s fata), stinguish -
;:v?ggercelpetgl?n without a purpose (anarthako’ bbydsga) wh})c;
abbyw:) CZHCZ ect, ar_lj repedugon which has a purpose (;rtbavﬁf1
i anuvada, and being purpdseful it i
With regard to the cas ion brought forme petect
b _ the case of repetition brought forward b
t(ﬁ)p(;nents as vitiating Fhe validity of the Veda, ‘One r}écitt}::es
the i\IiSt' [versg] .three times [and] three times the last [verse]
a(e:[ f yayfi-Va1§e31kas claim that the prescribed repetition is not
andef;ct Ismce it has a purpose; for it is only by repeating the first
and - e last verses three times that the prescribed total number of
; teen .mmzd/aenz-s (i.e. verses recited while the sacrificial fire is
eing kindled or fed with fuel) is obtained.
'The first objection is concerned with the lack of conformity

t
i

2 >4 Q L ;
gigzl;:h'lg;f)t, p. z48,h23ff. [Note that in the references to the Sanskrit
¢ tcal texts, other than the Sgtras, the firs indi
Iras, st number indicates the
N Pige, the mfmber (or numbers) that follows the line (or lines), on that page]
- Jayanta’s Nydyamaiijari 250, 23-26; 251,, 29-24. '
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1
of a Vedic statement with a fact extrinsic to the Veda, a fact which
is verifiable when the Viedic statement concerns perceptible reali-
ties (dystartha). The absence of this conformity is explained by
factors which are extraneous to the Vedic text itself. The third
defect does not seem to affect the intrinsic validity or truth of the
Vedic statement in question. In neither case does the Nyaya-
Vaidesika give an interpretation of the Vedic texts themselves; the

Vedic texts are accepted to be true in their literal sense.

Somewhat different is the case of the second objection and the
Nyaya-VaiSesika answer to it, for here the opponent finds fault with
the Veda for containing statements that are opposed to or contradict-
ing each other. This is a more serious defect than the other two
inasmuch as it affects the very instrinsic validity or truth of the Veda.
In order to defend the validity of the Veda against the objection
of contradiction (vyaghafatva, viruddhbati) the Nyaya-Vaidesikas
had, therefore, to give a satisfactory interpretation of the Vedic
texts. (so as to remove the alleged defect from them.)

As regards the three times mentioned in the given Vedic 'pas-
sage for the sacrificial oblation—which means here the daily per-
formance of the Agnihotra sacrifice—these thinkers assert tha: it
mentions three different times!2 suitable for the performance of
the sacrifice out of which a person can choose a time that is conven-
ient for him. But once he has made the choice, he should sick
faithfully to the chosen time. The undesirable consequences wat
are said to follow, namely, that Sydva or Sabala or both of ti}em
will eat up the oblation, if it is made at each of the thr.ee sug-
gested times, 'the Nyaya-Vaidesikds answer that this will
happen only if a person after he has chosen one of the three
times for performing the oblation changes his mind subsequently.

I1I

| !

Behind the Nyaya-Vaiéesikas interpretation of the Veda lies

12. The Agnihotra, enjoined on all twice-born dlasses 1o be performed until

the end of their lives, is to he performed twice every day, in the eveming
and in the morning. Cf. among other texts, Kaugitaki-Brghmana (ed. by
Sreekrishna Sarma, Wiesbaden: Franz Stciner Verlag, 106%) 1. &q. ‘The
three different times referred 10 here concern the morning offering. On the
_right time for performing . this sacrifice, ol TL W, Bodewits. The Daily
Fvening and Morning Offcving (Agniahotra) according to the Brﬁhmﬁjm.x

(Tciden: F. J. Brill, 1976),[ pPp- 11-50.
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the tuqdamental doctrine that the Veda is absolutely valid or true
and SO 1t cannot contain any error. These thinkers deduce the ‘in-er
rancy’—they themselves use the term pramanya, ‘validit ’—of_
the Vedg from the fact that, as indicated earlier I)évara th); first
communicator, that is to say, the author and ériginato’r of thb
Veda is absolutely trustworthy. A person communicating tr *§
to another is said to be trustworthy (dpta), according to fh:se aLllJLt
hors, when he possesses the following qualifications. First] he-
should have had a direct perception of what he Comn;unicate);’ In
,[he case of the Veda, it is a direct perception of the Dharma taught
in the Veda (saksatkrtadbarmatai). Secondly, such a person sho%ld
have compassion  for the creatures ( bhatadayi) to whom be
communicates the truth. Thirdly, he should possess the will or
desy:éi to communicate the truth exactly as it s (yatharthacikhya-
payisa) to the creatures, who are otherwise unable to know the
means of avoiding what is to be avoided and of obtaining what is
to be obtained.!3 These three qualities are found in I$vara in the
highest degree and hence he is supremely trustworthy (parama-
pta).14 A fourth qualification was later on mentioned as necessary
for a beison to communicate the Veda by word of mouth namelgr
the. possession of power of speech (karanapitava). This 100 was
ascribed  to Iévara by the Nyaya-Vaidesikas who maintained that
for the purpose of teaching the living beings, Iévara temporarily
takes up a body which will enable him to possess the physical
organs and power of speech (such as mouth, tongue, palate, lips
ctc.) and thus he is able to proclaim the Veda to the first ,Iivin,
beings at the beginning of each new creation 15 ¢

19, > aTit e e a
3. On (he three qualitics of a (rustworthy (apta) connmunicator, sce Nyayabhggya
lo)Nyayn.mlr(: L 1. 68 (pp. 465.6-466,2 of (he edition mentioned in n;)lc
10).
4. O o ities of Tévnar e
1 T]n these qualities of TIgvara, sce G, Chempavathy, An Indian Rational
. ) [ . - . .
teology [Publications of the De Nobili Researeh Library, ed. by G. Ober-
llammer, Vol. I, Vienna, 1G72). pp. 164-175 158162 v '

5. The Veda belongs (o the means of valid knowledge (pramanay called fabda
(= '\\'(u‘(l", ‘\"crl)ﬂl testimony’), which was defined by the Nvava authors as ‘the
communication (or teaching) of a rrust worthy person’ (d‘[}lv()[)lltlr‘fﬂh sabdaj
Thc communication of the Veda being conceived as oral, cvc'n in its
rl]ltlal stage at the time of the new creation, the trustworthy person (who
15 none other than Tévara), who communicates or teaches i(.’ was assumed
10 possess temporarily a body. Sce on this point, G. Chemparathy, op. ri!.u
PpP. 152154 and 140-148. ‘
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If Iévara is thus supremely trustworthy, it f(?llows that thg
Veda proclaimed by him should be abso_lutely”va‘l_f oil true z;r:ie
that it contains no contradiction. The Nyaya-Vaisesikas 211:7e dr:{ect
a special effort to show that the Veda does not contﬁm the chect
of contradiction, and it is particularly in doing so that they have
revealed themselves as interpreters of the Veda. Hence we s

consider this point in some detail.

v

One of the authors who has dealt with the question of con-
cradiction in the Veda is Bhasarvajiia, a Naiydika belonging proba-
bly to the tenth century and author of a Nyaya rn.zmu_al cal_léd
Nyayasara and of an auto-commentary on it called Nyayab/)um-
nant. To the objection of the opponent that the Vedic text men-
tions three different times for the performance of the Agnihotra
sacrifice but then there is another statement wherein it is said
that Syava or Sabala or both of them will eat up t‘h~e offerings
made at each of the three times mentioned, Bhasarvajiia answers
—like his predecessors—that the evil consequences mentloned. in
the second part of the passage will follow only if, after hawriz%
chosen the time for the prescribed sacrifice, a person ‘chfmges it.
After this explanation he formulates a general principle to be
followed with regard to Vedic sentences that appear to be con-

tradicrory:

In the same manner, also other Vedic statements (which
appear to be contradictory) should be interpreted as being
free from contradiction. Indeed, even other (namely, non-
Vedic or even secular) works do not communicate the .in-
tended meaning, when interpreted by persons of poor in-

telligence.17

Even those Vedic passages, which appear to be contradi‘ct(.)ry,
should be interpreted in such a way that there is no contradiction.

For, as the same author writes:

16. Cf. Nygyabhisanam (ed. by Svami Yogindrinanda.  Varanasi, 1968),
393, 26 - 394, 6.
17. 1bid, 394. 7-8: ! im
kartavyam, na hy anyany api sastrani kubuddhibhir vy

matam artham jiiapayanti.

tathanyesam apy agamavakayanmam avirodhena vyakhyanam

gkhyatni yathabhi-
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!
[The Veda contains] nothing that is contradictory. For, it is
only to him, who does not discern rightly  (tatrvatah) the
meaning of the Vedic statements that [the Veda] appears
:( pratibhati) to have contradiction.!®

+ Bhasarvajiia provides us with some examples of his inter-
pretation of the apparently contradictory statements in the Veda.
There are, for instance, some Vedic passages that speak of the
oneress or identity of the individual soul ¢jiva) with the Supreme
Being called Brahman, which the Advaita Vedintins utilize in
order to establish their view of the icentity of the individual
souly with Brahman. There are also passages which speak of
Braehjr‘,gan as the only reality. Adherent of a school of thought
which professes realistic pluralism, our author rejects the Advaita
Vedajtin’s interpretation of such passages. After advancing a
set o Vedic passages wherein the distinction between the indivi-
dual :ouls and the Supreme Brahman is clearly expressed, Bhi-
sarvaiia  points out that the Vedic passages, which speak of
Brahrran as the sole reality, should be interpreted as applying
to th* Supreme Brahman, not to be understood in the Advaita
sense of an impersonal Brahman, but in the sense of a personal
God known as I§vara, who is only one (eka) without any other
equal to him.19 ]

Similarly, the Vedic passage, ‘All this is Brahman’ (sarvam
kbalv idam brabma: Chand. Up. 1II, 14, 1) is not to be inter-
preted in a monistic sense. The correct interpretation of this
passage, according to Bhasarvajfia, is that all the universe is
Brahman, that is to say, Iévara, in as much as he directs it
(brabmadbisthitatvena). or in as much as he has brought it into
being (brahmakrtatvena). All other similar Vedic statements that
speak of Brahman as the sole reality should be interpreted, ac-
cording to our author, in the same manner as being free from

contradiction (avirodhena). A non-dualistic (advaita) interpre-
tation of such passages would contradict, other Vedic passages
which speak of multiplicity of reality, a view that is followed
by the Nydya-Vaidesikas. One who does net admit a second re-
ality other than Brahman will have to concede that the Vedic pass-

18. Ibid. 503, 26-27: wvirnddhiarthabhaudt.
yo hi vedavakyanam tattvato
‘rtham na wvivccavali, lasyaiva vivodhap pratibhati.

vg. Ibid. s94. 8; 576, 6-7.
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ages, wherein a second reality is mentioned (such as in Svez. Up. IV,
6 and V1, 7; Mattr. Up. VI, 22) are not valid, for such passages can-
not be interpreted as having a figurative or metaphorical sense
(upacara: lit. ‘by [verbal] approach’), since there is no reason tfor
doing so. And it cannot be assumed that in one and the same
sacred scripture some satements are valid or true and others in-
valid or untrue, since it has only one author in the person of
Iévara, who is supremely trustworthy.20

We should like to adduce two more instances of Bhasatva-
jia’s manner of ‘right’ interpretation of Vedic texts which are even
more interesting than the ones just mentioned.

The first concerns the passage in Svet. Up. IV, 5, whicr can
be translated thus:

Indeed, the one [malel], unborn, enjoys lying close w0 the
one [female], unborn, [having the colours of] red, iwhite
[and] black, [and] producing many offsprings similar to
herself. The other [male], unborn, after having enjoyed her,
abandons her.2! | :

In this passage, to be understood in its original Samkhyistic
sense, two kinds of souls in their relation to matter or Prakrti
are spoken of:22 the soul in its transmigratory state, in which it is
depicted as being conjoined to the Prakrti and enjoying the ex-
periences of pleasure and pain that result from this union; and the
soul which, after having ‘enjoyed’ the Prakrti by experiencing
pleasure and pain by her means and having acquired the true dis-
criminating knowledge (viveka), is liberated from its transmigra-
tory existence. The ‘ong’ (ekdm: note the feminine form) which is
described as ‘unborn’ (ajam), red, white and black (lobitasukla-
krsnim) and as producing many offsprings similar to herself
(babvib prajah srjamanim sarapah) is the Prime Matter or Prakrti.
The Sanskrit term purusa for ‘soul’ is masculine in gender, while

20, Thid. 576, 712,

21, ‘Svetgfvatara Upanisad | 1V, 5 ajam  ekam  lohitaguklakpsnam  bahvih
0YfGh srjumaham .mmpu[h
ajo hy cko jusamano‘muicte jahaty enam bhuktabhogam a]o’nya[;;’ ;

22. The terms purnsa and praketi arc not used in the original passage: but it
is clear that the expressions ajah and ajg, taken with their predicajes, are
to be understood in the sense of Purusa and prakyti.
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prakrti for ‘prime matter’ is feminine, and this explains the
respective masculine and feminine forms ajab and aji for
purusa and prakrti, both of which, being eternal, are unborn (aja).
The three colours ascribed to the Prakrti, red, white and black,
express the three gunas—rajas, sattva and tamas respectively—
which constitute the Prakrti. The characterization of Prakrti as
‘producing many offsprings similar to herself’ expresses its evolu-
tive nature, giving rise to the universe of multiple and variegated
beings.?3

In contrast to the Samkhyins, who hold Prakrti to be the
material cause of the universe, the Nyaya-Vaisesikas maintain that
the material cause of the universe, consists of four kinds of atoms,
namely, earth (prthivi), water (ap), fire (tejas) and air (vayu).24
Bhasarvajiia, therefore, tries to interpret the above-mentioned Up-
anisadic passage, which is originally set in a Samkhyistic context,
in conformity with the Nyiya-Vaisesika theory. He applies the
term ‘unborn’ (ajam), predicated of the Prakrti, to the atoms; for
these too, being eternal, are unborn. The colours predicated of the
Prakrti are likewise applied to the colours possessed by the atoms.?3
Through their different conjunctions the atoms bring forth diverse
kinds of beings, which are similar to them, just as the Praksti
does through its evolution. Since the atoms are the material cause
—or, as the Nyiya-Vaidesikas often prefer to call it, the inherent
cause (samavayikarana)—of physical things, the term prakrti—
which in Sanskrit is feminine in gender—can be applied to it, and

23. Such is the Samkhyistic interpretation of this passage. But it has been
differently interpreted by Sankara (sce his commentary on Brahmasiira 1.
4, 8-10), who considers Samkhya as a heterodox (vedaviruddha) system, and
applies the term ajgm (‘unborn’), having the colours red, white and black,
to the one without a sccond, which scnt forth fire, water and food (men-
tioned in Chgndogyopanisad V1, 2, 1-4 and VI, f, 1-4). Morcover, the
terms "jab and ajg mcan' not only ‘unborn’, or cternal, applicahlc to the
purusa and preketi, but they also mean respectively ‘a he-goat’  and
‘a she-goat’. Hence some (ranslate the passage using this sense, but under-
stood as similes for purust and prakrti. Sce, for example, R. Hauschild,
Die Svctﬁfualm‘mU[mni;ﬂ(l (Leipzing, 1927), p. 23.

24. We leave out cther (@hgia), the f{ilth physical susbtance (bluitay, out ot
consideration here, since according to the ;\';‘x.\;l-\'uis’csikns it occupies a
special position in comparison with the other four substances. Fther is
non-atomic and non-corporeal (awngrta), and it doecs not form the con-
stitutive clement of any compound substance.

5 Unlike the 2toms of emvth, water and live. (he atoms of air (eagyrn have

no colonr.
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thus the feminine form gjam, originally predicated of prakrti, can
be applied to the atoms. Furthermore, considering the atoms as
a collection or a whole (samudaya), the singular form ajim, origin-
ally predicated of Prakrti, which is only one, can be applied to the
atoms, though these are multiple and belong to four different
classes. Such a consideration of the atoms as a collection or as a
whole in the singular is not illegitimate; for in the passage in
question the singular is used for Prakrti despite the fact that it
consists of three gunma-s: sattva, rajas and tamas26

The second passage, which Bhisarvajiia interprets by the
same method, is Svet. Up. III, 13, which in its original context
can be translated thus: “The inner self, who is a person (purusa)
of the measure of a thumb (angusthamitra), always abides in the
heart of the creatures...”27

The conception of the soul (the term purusa in the passage)
as being of the size of a thumb (angusthamaira) is not acceptable
to the Nyadya-VaiSesikas, who maintain that all souls, as well the
individual souls as the Supreme Soul called [évara, have the maxi-
mum size (paramamabattva), or, as it is more often maintained,
are omnipresent (vibhu: ‘being everywhere’, ‘all-pervading’).
Therefore, in order to justify the validity of this passage in con-
formity with the doctrines of his school, Bhasarvajiia interprets
it in a twofold manner.

In the first interpretation our author takes the word purusa in
the passage to mean ‘individual soul’. Since the individual soul can-
not be said to be of the size of a thumb according to the tenets ot
his school, Bhasarvajiia applies the term angusthamatrah- ‘(having
the size of the thumb’) not to the individual souls but rather to
the subtle body, technically known as ativahikasarira (‘the body
that carries across or over’), which is produced by the merit and
demerit of the soul in order to enable its rebirth in another body by
effecting the conjunction of the atomic psychical organ (mzanas) with
the all-pervading soul. Bhasarvajfia offers a justification for such an
interpretation, He argues, that since the term purusa has been found
to be used to designate the gross or material body (sthalasarira), it
should be applicable a fortiori to the ativahikasarira, which, being
subtle (siksma), has a greater resemblance to the soul than the
gross or material body. In this interpretation Bhasarvajfia transposes

26. Cf. Nyayabhisanam 394, 8-12.

27 angusthamdtrali puruso'ntartma sadd jananam lirdgyc

. sannivigza)y

e
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the attribute ‘having the size of th

soul to the subtle body that enablese thumb’ from the individual

. Its transmigration,
In a second interpretation of ¢

takes the word he same passage Bhasarvajfia

' td purusa to mean the Supreme Soul of I¢

;()hes to h_lm the predicate ‘havirfg the size roIfsvta}Jf: z:i]lgn?)’
angqs;bamfztm). According to our author, even though the S y
Sf)ul Is not “of the size of the thumb’, the predic 1 be apphied 1o
him in a metaphorical or figurative s ’
the Supreme Soul is perceived by
‘region of the heart’ ( brtpradesa), w
the thumb. Thus the attribute ‘having the size of the

}t]ransferred frorp the purusa not to the Supreme Soul, but to the
eart where this latter is said to reside!28

hich is said to have the size of

A third ins: asarvajfia’ i
tance of Bhasarvajfia’s manner of interpretation

of Veda is found in his explanation of the Upanisadic passage Sper
Up. III, 8 where we read: “I know this Great Person gh;vint;
the folour of the sun (adityavarna), [abiding] beyond the dark.
ness 29 Standing outside the domain of the material element;
which alone can possess colour, the Great Person, or the Supreme
Sf)ul called I$vara, cannot be said to Ppossess a;1y colour 15)1 the
literal sense. Nevertheless, he can be said to ‘have the colour of
the sun,” explains our author, in a metaphorical sense (upacaryate)
on account of his absolute spotlessness (atyantanirmalatvit).30
Af_ter giving us these models of interpreting the apparent]
contradictory Vedic passages, Bhasarvajfia states something like Z

general principle to be followed wherever similar cases occur;
2

In this manner, the meaning of other [ Vedic] statements also

must be grasped with due intelligence bei
contradiction. And one should o the o free from

[them] as invalid, when one ca
ing to their real meaning,
or due to laziness.3!

not, on the contrary, grasp
1e cannot understand them accord-
cither due to poverty of intelligence

5

28. Cf. Nyayabhisanam 394, 12-16.

209. vedgham etam purugam mahgntam adityavarnam tammasaph parastgt.

s0. Cf. Nyayabhiganam 394, 14-15.
31. Ibid. 394, 16-18: ity evan anyesam  apt [vcda]  vakygnam

)vatnt.zto’rtha[g pratipattavyo, na tu prajigdaridryat  glasy
pratipattyafaktqu aprgmanyam pratipattavyam it;,

avivodhena
ad va ygthartha-
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At the close of our brief consideration of Bhasarvana’s
manner of interpreting some Vedic passages we may thus forqmlate
his standpoint: Since I§vara, who is supremely trustworthy, is the
author of the Veda, there cannot be any error or contradiction in
it. Therefore, any contradiction, which one may gdduce, can c?nly
be apparent, produced by a lack of understanding of the right
meaning of the Veda. Hence, in the presence of such apparent con-
tradictions one should diligently try to discover the true sense of
the Vedic passage in question, and then th<‘: apparent contradictions
will disappear. In any case, while interpreting the Veda care should
be taken to interpret it as being without any contradiction.

\Y

The Nyaya-VaiSesika author, whose manner of interpretation
of the Veda we shall next consider, is Udayana, one of the fore.
most representatives of the school, who lived between 950 and
1060 A.D. Among his works the Atmatatitvaviveka and the
Nydyakusumasijali offer us some material on the interpretation
of the Veda, and the Atmatattvaviveka, while dealing with the
validity of the Veda, and the Nyayakusumanijali, after giving
some of the proofs for the existence of Iévara. |

In answering the objection of the opponents, who disclaimed
validity of the Veda on the ground that it has the defects of un-
truthfulbess, contradictions and repetition, Udayana holds that
these defects cannot be ascribed to the Veda since the Vedic
passages—which are said to be invalid on account of these defects
—have a meaning different from the one that is apparent and that
which is assumed by the opponents. Thus the Vedic passages,
which speak of the unreality of the visible world (prapasica-
mithyatva), are not untrue (anrta), as the opponents claim on the
basis of a wrong interpretation of the passage in question; for
what these passages really want to convey is that those who are
desirous of attaining liberation should strive after the attainment
of the knowledge of the soul in as much as it is not subject to
extension or manifoldnéss belonging to this world (nisprapaiica
atman), in other words, knowledge of the soul in as much as|it is
in itself without being related to the body. Likewise, the Vedic
passages speaking of non-dualism (advaitasruti) do not contradict
other passages in which plurality of reality is recognized; for fhey
ate meant to point out that it is only the knowledge of one’s own
soul, which is without a second (advitiya), that leads to libera-

i ‘
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tion. In the same way, repetitions in the Veda are not a defect;
for repetitions are meant to help the understanding of the com-
municated truth, which is difficult to grasp (duritha).32 In this
manner, the objections of untruthfulness, contradictions and re-
petition brought forward by the opponents against the validity of
the Veda are based on an incorrect understanding of the intended
meaning of the Vedic passages in question.

In this context Udayana gives, in the terse style that chara-
cterizes all his works, his interpretations of some more Vedic
passages. To mention but one among them, the Vedic texts ce-
claring the soul (atman) to be of the nature of bliss (dnanda)—
such as, for instance, Taitt. Up. 11, 5, 1 and 1I, 8, 1—, a state-
ment which goes against the Nyaya-VaiSesika doctrine of the
nature of the soul, are meant to point out that it is the soul alone
which should be made the object of our strivings. Although the
soul enjoys no bliss in the state of liberation, one should strive
after the liberation of the soul with as much effort and enthusiasm
as if the liberated soul enjoyed bliss.33

These examples may suffice to illustrate Udayana’s manner
of interpretation of Vedic texts in the context of establishing the
validity of the Veda.

VI

The second context in which Udayana offers us illustrations
of his manner of interpreting Vedic texts is in his proofs for the
existence of I$vara34 in the fifth chapter of his Nyayakusumaiali.
After advancing arguments from reason he quotes, in many cases,
some Vedic passages to support his rational argument for the ex-
istence of I$vara and also gives interpretations of some of these
passages.

Thus, at the end of his first proof, wherein he establishes
the existence of Iévara as the ‘creator’ (kartr) of the earth etc.,
which are effects (kirya), the author of the Nyayakusumarijali
quotes a Vedic verse, which may be translated thus:

32 Atmatativaviveka (cd. used is: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, No. 84; Benares

1940), 875, 7 - 376, 4.

Ct. ibid. 376, 5-6.

31. For Udavana's proofs lor the coxistence ol Tévara, see G.
op. cit. pp. 77187,

- oS
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i i 1l sides, with hands
i on all sides, with mouths on a , Wit _
yna}lll CS};ZZS and feet on all sides, the one Goq, whhlled Creitd
ix?g heaven and earth, welds [them] with his hands a

wings.3?

ins it, i ing it as
After quoting this verse, Udayana explains it, interpreting

follows: o

bodily part, namely, thf: eye, is mdlca;\ted’]
omniscience (sarvajfiatva); for visiqn is mdxcaicled Eg iSe;g}e]e.
With the second [namely, mouth, is meant] t h?t e s e
teacher (lit. ‘speaker’) ofd.e:verz{oge ‘[nc))(r)ui:}\i?ry\)ta i:}llgthe e

- is indicate . .

?iigteqz)) hfa?rlrdflpiesefr}l]eant] his co-agyency in all [agmon?] Mh’-
vasaba/eé)riwa); for co-agency is indi.caAted by ‘hgnd ) Wlthatn;:
fourth [namely, feet, is meant] his al}—pewasweness vy pa
katva, (i.e. omnipresence); for pervasion (1.¢. presen}c}e) d{s
indicated by ‘foot’. With the fifth [namely, the twod ands,
is meant] the important causality of'what are calle melrét
and demerit; for it is they that maintain the course of world-
ly existence. (lokayarra). With the sixth [ngmely, wmgfs, is
meant] that he directs the material cause, which has thel.,o';m
of atoms; for on account of their nature of movementh( galisi a')
they have the designation of ‘Wings" in as much as t eyd(as it
were) ‘fly’. The words samdbamati (= he \x_relds) an 'S:f]-
japayan (=‘creating, producing’) have their '[SYI;:aC{;Cd'
connection with the affix [sam] place‘d apart [m’t e de [;C
text].36 Hence the meaning is that ‘he con{lei]cts h[anordﬁr
doing so] ‘he creates’ [heaven and earth]. \Wllt ' [t e'\}xiz ol]
‘heaven’ is indicated the seven upper wor ds,‘ [w,1t s
word] ‘earth’, [the seven worllds] below. ‘One’ (ek:
[means] ‘beginninglessness (anaditva).37 -
A beautiful and original interpretation in'c}eed! In the‘ c})lrlglxﬁ

context this verse is found in a hymn to Viévakarman, ‘the

Here with the first [

Sanskrit Series, No. 3o; Benares,

=riali is: Kashi
35, Nyayakusumaijali (ed. used is a visvataspat;

T k ta vifvaton

vifvatagcaksur uta isuatobah . /

bghubhyagm dhamati sam patatrair dyguvabhami jenayan deva ekap/|
sam ba

he words dhamati
i < hough placed apart from t .
nt is that the affix sam, thous m
» I\r"fzajanayam in the Vedic text, should be prefixed to them, thus forming
a -
the words sapdhamati and safijanavan.
37- Nyﬁyakwumﬁﬁjali 503, 4-10.

1ukho vifvatobghur uta
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maker’, represented in Rgveda X. 81.3 as a smith in his act of
creation of the universe. The application' of these lines to Iévara
takes place rather smoothly, but the words are given a philos-
ophical sense proper to the Nyaya-Vaidesika system. The explana-
tion is ingenious, though at times rather arbitrary, such as when
Udayana explains at the end of the above passage the word eka
( =‘-‘)ne’) to mean andditva (=‘beginninglessness’).

{Similarly, after the proof based on ‘support’ (dhrti), wherein

the bxistence of I$vara is proved from the fact that the universe
thoqgh heavy, does not fall down, and consequently there must
be 4l person who supports it, the author of the Nyayakusumarijali
argues that the scriptural passages, which speak of Indra, Agni,
Yama etc. as the protectors of the world (lokapala), are to be
interoreted as referring to I$vara, who is the supporter (and there-
by #lso the ‘protector’) of the universe. In this connection our
auth‘pr points out that the Vedic passages such as “All this is
nothivzng but the Self” (dtmaivedan sarvam), which apparently
exprss the identity or oneness of all things with the Self are
to bf:-mterpreted as meaning that I§vara penetrates or permeates
all tnings (sarvdvesa). Udayana means to say that it is through
'the jFotrance’ (avesa) or permeation of Iévara in all things that he
is said to support the universe, Furthermare, he points out that
the scriptural passages wherein tortoise (kérma or other animals
(such as the serpent Sesa) are said to support the universe, are

to be interpreted as referring to Iévara who, taking their form,
supports the universe.39

In another proof, wherein Udayana establishes the existence
of Iévara from the fact that the Vedic sentences require a person
who combines the words, he quotes in support of his argument
the Rgvedic verse: “From this completely offered sacrifice were
born the verses and the melodies (meant thereby are the Rgveda
and the Sdmaveda)” 40 This verse, found in the famous hymn to
the Purusa, refers in the original context to the Ur-Person whom
the gods sacrificed ard out of whom all things are said to originate.

88. Cf. Chandogyopanifed VII, 25, 3; VII 26, 1. Included are probably also
passages such as  sarvay; khalv iday, brahma, as found, for instance, in
Chandogyopanisad 111, 14, 1.

39.- Cf. Nygyakusumgijali 506, 1-4; 506, 16-17. Similar statements that the Vedic
text speaking of Brahmi, Rudra ectc. are to be interpreted as referring to
Igvara arc found ibid, 503, 11; 507, 7; 08, 20.

40. Rgveda X. go. 9: tasmad yajiat sarvahuta yeafy sgmani fajiiire.
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Udayana identifies this Ur-Person with I$vara from whom, ac-
cording to the Nyaya-VaiSesikas, the Vedas have sprung into
being.41

VII

The foregoing description gives us some idea of the manner
in which the Nyaya-VaiSesika thinkers have interpreted some
passages of the Veda. As already stated at the beginning, these
thinkers did not write commentaries on the Vedic texts nor did
they make the interpretation of Veda an essential part of'their
teaching. However, they certainly made use of some Vedic, pass-
ages in their philosophical reasonings’ though very rarely. After
having considered, by means of a few illustrations, their method
and manner of interpreting some Vedic passages, we may' now
draw a few conclusions as regards their position among the classical
Indian thinkers as interpreters of Veda.

Firstly, the Nyaya-Vaidesikas cannot be said to hold an im-
portant position among Indian thinkers as interpreters of nga,
nor have they formulated a set of rules of Vedic interpreration
as the Mimamsakas have done. This can be easily accounted .for
by their primary interest in philosophy, nam_ely, correct lo’gma‘l
thinking and natural philosophy, both of which have no”dlrect
basis on or relation to: the Veda. They indeed accepted, like all
orthodox Hindu thinkers, the absolute validity (pramanya) of the
Veda and justified its validity by making the supremely trust-
worthy Iévara its author.

Secondly, since the Veda itself cannot be untrue or contra-
dictory, the Nyaya-Vaisesikas seek to remove any discrepancy be-
tween the apparent meaning of a given Vedic passage and the
tenets of their school by an interpretation of the Vedic passage
in question in terms of, and in conformity with, th_eir own
doctrines. Such a method of interpretation, however ingenious
tends to be rather subjective and arbitrary. The interpretation of
Sver. Up. IV, 5 (which we have mentioned in our study) in terms
of their atomic doctrine, in spite of its Samkhyistic background in
its original context, is an instance in point.

Thirdly, in the final analysis, the principle of Vedic inter-
pretation followed by the Nyiya-Vaidesikas seems to be that an

41. CE Nygyakusumgnjali 511, 1-6.
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interpretation of Veda that conforms to the teachings of their
school is legitimate and valid, while an interpretation which does
not accord with the tenets of iheir system is illegitimate and in-
valid. It would be unjust to find fault with the Nyaya-Vaisesikas
for following such a line of interpretation; for all the Indian schools,
as a matter of fact, follow such a method to a greater or lesser
degree as is clear from the interpretation of Vedic texts especially
by the Mimamsakas and the Vedantins 42 and among the dif-
ferent schools of Vedanta itself. The Vedinta system is primarily
based on the Upanisads; the different schools of Vedanta—
monism, qualified monism, and dualism, to mention but the most
important among them—laim, despite their great differences in
doctrines, to be derived from the same Vedic texts, the Upanisads.
Hinduism and its schools of thought did not have a central teach.
ing authority (magisterium), which could claim to be the source
of the authentic interpretation of the Veda, and consequently each
school was free to interpret the Vedic texts in its own way.

It is surprising that although Iévara is accepted by the Nyiya-
VaiSesikas as the sole author (karty, vaktr, proktr) of the whole
Veda,#3 they do not explicitly state that the Veda is to be inter-
preted in the sense in which Iévara meant it to be understood.
There would also be the problem of how a person can be certain
that the meaning grasped by him corresponds to what was ‘intended’
or meant by I§vara. The Nyaya-Vaiéesikas believe that Iévara is
not only the author of the Veda but also its ‘explainer’
(vyakbyatr).4# It is, however, not very clear from the Nyaya-
VaiSesika texts themselves in what sense Iévara is to be under-
stood as the ‘explainer’ of the Veda. The texts seem to imply
merely that while proclaiming the Veda to the first living beings,
I$vara made the exact meaning of the Veda very clear to these
first hearers. One might, nevertheless, pose the question why
I$vara proclaims the Veda, which contains some passages that at
least appear contradictory, especially since he is said to be moved

42, CE for instance, Sankara’s interpretation ol geet. Up. IV, 5 i his com-
mentary on Brahmasitra 1, q, 8-10, as mentioned in note 23.

43. Some implications of this with regard to the problem of truth in the Veda,
in compuarison with the truth in the Bible, have been discussed in my forth-

coming book: Le Feda et la Bible: Pavole de Dien, in the scries Homo
Religious, published by the University of Touvain,

14. CF. Nygvokusumganjali sz2, 10-524. o Nyayabhiisanam 405, 6-7. G. Chem-
parathy, op. cit. pp- 114-n18.
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to proclaim the Veda out of compassion for the living beings,
which are undergoing the pains of repeated births and deaths.
No doubt the Nyaya-Vaidesikas will answer that the apparent con-
tradictions in the Veda are due not to fault of I$vara himself,
but to the ‘poverty of intellect’ (prajiadaridraya) or/and laziness
(alasya) on the part of the human hearers of the Veda. As
Tantrism argues, the Veda is beyond the grasp of the present
generation, And the Nyaya-Vaiesikas themselves believe, like the
Indian thinkers in general, in the progressive degeneration of the
physical and moral powers of man, which results in the gradual
decrease of the study of the Veda in the succeeding aeons (yuga).45
And we ate now living in the last and the worst of the aeons, the
Kaliyuga, in which the physical and moral powers of the human
beings are at their lowest and in which religiosity (dbarma) has
become so weak that it is said to ‘have [only] one foot’ (ekapat),
while it had four feet (catuspat) in the Krtayuga, the first and the
best of the four aeons.46

45- Cf., for example, Nygyakusumanjali 29z, 10-293, 15.
46. Cf. ibid. 2q93, 12-13.




