




Reclaiming Sanskrit Studies - 5

SWADE SH I C R I T I QU E
of

V I D E SH I M ĪMĀṀSĀ
Proceedings of Swadeshi Indology Conference Series

General Editor
Dr. K. S. Kannan D.Litt.

Senior Editor
Dr. H. R. Meera

Infinity Foundation India
2019



Reclaiming Sanskrit Studies - 5
SWADESHI CRITIQUE OF VIDESHI MĪMĀṀSĀ
(Proceedings of the Swadeshi Indology Conference Series)
Selected Papers from the Conferences
(held in July 2016 (Chennai) & February 2017 (Delhi))
Edited by: Dr. K.S. Kannan, Chair Professor,
IIT-Madras, Chennai.
and Dr. H.R. Meera

Pages: 313
Year of Publication: 2019
ISBN: 978-81-934486-9-4
Price in India: 175/-

© Infinity Foundation India
7 MGR Road, Kalakshetra Colony,
Besant Nagar, Chennai – 600 090
email: swadeshindology@gmail.com
website: www.swadeshiindology.com

Typesetting:
Sriranga Digital Software Technologies Private Limited
Srirangapatna 571 438. Tel: (08236)-292432.
www.srirangadigital.com

Printing:
Anupam Art Printers
Plot number 3, Sector 7, IMT
Manesar, Gurugram
www.anupamartprinters.in

Cover Design:
Vaidehi V. Gangur
vaidehigangur@gmail.com



Contents

Scheme of Transliteration 4
About Infinity Foundation India 5

Our Key Partners 6
Acknowledgements 7

Series Editorial 9
Volume Editorial 13

1. Shrinivas Tilak
History in India: A Critique from the 41

Perspective of Mīmāṁsā
2. T. N. Sudarshan

The Science and Nescience of Mīmāṁsā 73
3. आलोक िम®ा

शेÐडन पॉलॉक एवं मीमांसा 103
4. के एस् कÁणन्

मीमांसा, भारतीयानाम् अनैितहािसकÂवĖ 129
5. T. N. Sudarshan

The Science of the Sacred 151
6. Manogna Sastry and Megh Kalyanasundaram

On Desacralization of Sanskrit 169
7. T. N. Sudarshan

The Science of Meaning 209
8. Charu Uppal

Saṁskṛti in Context 241
9. T. N. Sudarshan and T. N. Madhusudan

The Śāstra of Science and the Science of Śāstra 265

Appendix: Our Contributors 295
Earlier Volumes in the Series 299

I N D E X 303
Finis 313



Scheme of Transliteration
(IAST)

a अ ā आ i इ ī ई

u उ ū ऊ ṛ ऋ ṝ ॠ

lṛ ऌ

e ए ai ऐ o ओ au औ

ṁ  ̇ ḥ :

k क् kh ख् g ग् gh घ् ṅ ङ्

c च् ch छ् j ज् jh झ् ñ ञ्

ṭ ट् ṭh ठ् ḍ ड् ḍh ढ् ṇ ण्

t त् th थ् d द् dh ध् n न्

p प् ph फ् b ब् bh भ् m म्

y य् r र् l ल् v व्

ś श् ṣ ष् s स् h ह्

kṣa ± jña ²

Shown in bold in this chart are letters that require diacritics,
and the few that are confusibles (owing to popular spelling).



About Infinity Foundation India

॥ इ¸छिÆत देवाः सुÆवÆतं
न ÖवÈनाय ÖपृहयिÆत ॥

“The deva-s love the performer of yajña,
not the one who slumbers” — Ṛgveda 8.2.18

Infinity Foundation (IF), USA, has a 25-year track record of mapping
the Kurukshetra in the field of Indology, and producing game-
changing original research using the Indian lens to study India and the
world.
One of the goals of Infinity Foundation India (IFI), an offspring
of IF, in organising Swadeshi Indology Conference Series is — to
develop, fund, and groom scholars who can methodically respond to
the Western worldview of Indology.
We are proud to say that within one year of the birth of the Swadeshi
Indology Conference Series, we have conducted two high impact
conferences with quality output for publications, as well as two
impressive monographs. These monographs will be published and
distributed in academia worldwide. They will be used in platforms for
academic debate by our scholars.
We have begun to build a team of young scholars with swadeshi drishti.
Our mission is to build a home team of 108 scholars who will form the
basis for developing a civilizational grand narrative of India.
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Series Editorial

It is a tragedy thatmany among even the conscientious Hindu scholars
of Sanskrit and Hinduism still harp on Macaulay, and ignore others
while accounting for the ills of the current Indian education system,
and the consequent erosion of Hindu values in the Indian psyche. Of
course, themachinatingMacaulay brazenly declared that a single shelf
of a good European library was worth the whole native literature of
India, and sought accordingly to create “a class of persons, Indian in
blood and colour, but English in taste, in opinions, in morals and in
intellect” by means of his education system – which the system did
achieve.
An important example of what is being ignored by most Indian
scholars is the current American Orientalism. They have failed to
counter it on any significant scale.
It was Edward Said (1935-2003) an American professor at Columbia
University who called the bluff of “the European interest in studying
Eastern culture and civilization” (in his book Orientalism (1978)) by
showing it to be an inherently political interest; he laid bare the
subtile, hence virulent, Eurocentric prejudice aimed at twin ends –
one, justifying the European colonial aspirations and two, insidiously
endeavouring to distort and delude the intellectual objectivity of even
those who could be deemed to be culturally considerate towards other
civilisations. Much earlier, Dr. Ananda Coomaraswamy (1877–1947)
had shown the resounding hollowness of the leitmotif of the “White
Man’s Burden.”
But it was given to Rajiv Malhotra, a leading public intellectual in
America, to expose the Western conspiracy on an unprecedented
scale, unearthing the modus operandi behind the unrelenting and
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10 K. S. Kannan

unhindered program for nearly two centuries now of the sabotage
of our ancient civilisation yet with hardly any note of compunction.
One has only to look into Malhotra’s seminal writings – Breaking India
(2011), Being Different (2011), Indra’s Net (2014), The Battle for Sanskrit
(2016), and The Academic Hinduphobia (2016) – for fuller details.
This pentad – preceded by Invading the Sacred (2007) behindwhich, too,
he was the main driving force – goes to show the intellectual penetra-
tion of the West, into even the remotest corners (spatial/temporal/
thematic) of our hoary heritage. There is a mixed motive in the latest
Occidental enterprise, ostensibly being carried outwithpure academic
concerns. For the American Orientalist doing his “South Asian Stud-
ies” (his new term for “Indology Studies”), Sanskrit is inherently op-
pressive – especially of Dalits, Muslims andwomen; and as an antidote,
therefore, the goal of Sanskrit studies henceforth should be, according
to him, to “exhume and exorcise the barbarism” of social hierarchies
and oppression of women happening ever since the inception of San-
skrit – which language itself came, rather, from outside India. Another
important agenda is to infuse/intensify animosities between/among
votaries of Sanskrit and votaries of vernacular languages in India. A
significant instrument towards this end is to influence mainstream
media so that the populace is constantly fed ideas inimical to theHindu
heritage. The tools being deployed for this are the trained army of “in-
tellectuals” – of leftist leanings and “secular” credentials.
Infinity Foundation (IF), the brainchild of Rajiv Malhotra, started
25 years ago in the US, spearheaded the movement of unmasking
the “catholicity” (- and what a euphemistic word it is!) of Western
academia. The profound insights provided by the ideas of “Digestion”
and the “U-Turn Theory” propounded by him remain unparalleled.
It goes without saying that it is ultimately the Hindus in India who ought
to be the real caretakers of their own heritage; and with this end in view,
Infinity Foundation India (IFI) was started in India in 2016. IFI has
been holding a series of Swadeshi Indology Conferences.
Held twice a year on an average, these conferences focus on select
themes and even select Indologists of the West (sometimes of even
the East), and seek to offer refutations of mischievous and misleading
misreportages/misinterpretations bounteously brought out by these
Indologists – by way of either raising red flags at, or giving intellectual
responses to, malfeasances inspired in fine by them. To employ
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Sanskrit terminology, the typical secessionist misrepresentations
presented by the West are treated here as pūrva-pakṣa, and our own
responses/rebuttals/rectifications as uttara-pakṣa or siddhānta.
The first two conferences focussed on the writings of Prof. Sheldon
Pollock, the outstanding American Orientalist (also of Columbia
University, ironically) and considered the most formidable and
influential scholar of today. There can always be deeper/stronger
responses than the ones that have been presented in these two
conferences, or more insightful perspectives; future conferences,
therefore, could also be open in general to papers on themes of prior
conferences.

Vijayadaśamī Dr. K S Kannan
Hemalamba Saṁvatsara Academic Director
Date 30-09-2017 and

General Editor of the Series
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Volume Editorial

“I fear the Greeks even when they bring gifts.”

– Virgil

“That meddling in other people’s affairs...is now openly advocated under the
name of intervention”

– T S Eliot

“Civilised men arrive in the Pacific armed with alcohol, syphilis, trousers, and
the Bible.”

– Havelock Ellis

“O What a tangled web we weave
When first we practise to deceive!
But when we’ve practised for a while
How vastly we improve our style!!”

– Walter Scott

“But Lord! To see the absurd nature of Englishmen that cannot forbear laughing
and jeering at everything that looks strange.”

- Samuel Pepys

This volume, being the fifth in the Proceedings of the Swadeshi
Indology Conference Series, deals with various issues. This is
somewhat in contrast with the previous volumes which had major
single issues. Issues pertaining to Mīmāṁsā and desacralisation form
the bulk here. While four papers pertain to the discipline ofMīmāṁsā,
two pertain to the problem of desacralisation. Three miscellaneous
papers — on Philology, the Rāmāyaṇa, and the śāstra-s also figure here.
Over half a dozen authors, ranging from the very old to the very young,
have contributed the papers. One of the papers is in Sanskrit (as in
the previous volume), and one in Hindi. An overview of the papers is
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14 K. S. Kannan

desirable in this prefatory portion. (For the Hindi and Sanskrit papers,
brief overviews are provided in Hindi and Sanskrit respectively as
well).
The opening paper entitled “History in India: a Critique from the
Perspective of Mīmāṁsā” (Ch.1) is authored by Prof. Shrinivas Tilak,
a veteran scholar in Sanskrit and Indian Philosophy. The paper begins
with the signal warning provided by George Orwell viz. “He who
controls the past controls the future. He who controls the present
controls the past.” — which tells it all about the inevitable need of
the enterprise of Swadeshi Indology: for, the West, through its own
brand of Indology, is all out to take full control of the past of India,
and towards what ends it remains best unsaid.
The Indian perspective on history is not in alignment with that of
the West, and is by no means obliged to be. Macdonell squarely blames
the theory of karman which nullified, according to him, all initiative
to keep track of historical events. His skepticism, so typical of the
jaundiced West, is well-reflected in his smug and dictum of cynicism
nonpareil that early India wrote no history because it nevermade any.
From Macdonell to Pollock, it is only a more ornate and sophisticated
contempt continued that one encounters. Prof. Pollock has, especially
of late, emerged as it were, Tilak notes, the very “guardian of India’s
cultural, literary and social past”. Prof. Pollock does not come across
by any means as an innocuous and inoffensive scholar, as one merely
curious about India’s past. His brand of Orientalism dons newer
jargons and spews more polished garbage empowered enough “to
influence public policy in India and project its image to the world.”
The paper sets an excellent model of the tripod on which Swadeshi
Indology would do well to be erected viz. (a) pūrvapakṣa (b) uttarapakṣa
and (c) siddhānta. The three respectively stand for (a) a factual
presentation of the opponent’s thesis; (b) a critical examination and
refutation of the thesis; and (c) a statement on the outcome of the
exchange.
As Pollock notes too, history as a discipline is essentially a product of
Western scholarship and ideas. Yet historical and historiographical
awareness was not absent in India prior to the advent of the invaders
from the West.
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For Pollock, the Pūrva Mīmāṁsā declaration of the Veda-s as timeless
and authorless (leading to what he labels as Vedicization) deprived
Indic texts of their historicality. The importance attached toMīmāṁsā
is because of its stature and role as a pedagogically and culturally
normative discipline of Brahminical learning. The ritual discourse
that this discipline was, it turned into a discourse of social power, and
into a schemeof domination that has bedevilled Indian society for over
two millennia.
It was in order to maintain their infallibility that the Veda-s were
declared, Pollock argues, as authorless (apauruṣeya), hence timeless,
hence immune from historicality. It was Mīmāṁsā that divested
the Veda-s of all historical consciousness, and even of historical
referential intention, which came to serve as the archetype for all the
later literary production as well. A lack of historical referentiality
was henceforth professed too. Brazen statements such as these,
of Pollock are only surpassed by Fisher, for whom Mīmāṁsā is an
epistemologically violent enterprise, not a hermeneutical one: it
cannot be claimed that Kumārila understood the Veda-s any better
than Max Mueller, the Western Orientalist who denounced the
mythological excursions in the Veda-s as but “a disease of language”.
To state the Pollockian pūrvapakṣa succinctly; The cyclic concept of
time, the regressive theory of yuga prevalent in India, negated the
difference between myth and history; the notion of mokṣa transcends
and even denies history, and is life-negating; the emphasis on ākrṭi
as against vyakti in Mīmāṁsā is symptomatic of the general attitude
of the Vedic as against that of the Itihāsic; it was Mīmāṁsā that led
to modes of domination such as caste hierarchy, untouchability, and
female heteronomy.
Prof. Tilak commences his uttarapakṣa with a reference to Pollock’s
own acknowledgement - that the norm of Indologists has been to
generalise Western experience as a scientific description of Eastern
lifestyles: the deployment of Western tools in grasping the East thus
constitutes a most serious cultural impediment. It is an irony, but
more correctly an atrocity, that Pollock himself is impelled by a blind
Euro-centrism. This rank prejudice inhibits Pollock from showing
what the interpretive protocols ofMīmāṁsā intellectualswere in their
own comprehension of the Vedic. It is Western branding that Pollock
practiseswhenhepronounces texts asmystical or literary, all impelled
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by Western criteria. The Indologist’s adversary stands in respect of
the universality of cyclicity and non-contradiction between cyclicity
and linearity have been strongly contested by Jan Houben and Romila
Thapar though on different counts.
Prof. Tilak takes a deep look into the apposite hermeneutical
principles so as to lay bare the hollowness of the claims of Pollock.
Events alluded to in the Vedic literature have a precise function – to
serve as arthavāda-s, set forth in order to illustrate the specific purpose
of particular Vedic injunctions. Serving the role of the preamble
of a statute, an arthavāda has no legal force by itself, yet helps to
clarify possible ambiguities in vidhi-s or injunctions. Vidhi-s can be
couched as arthavāda-s too. Comparable is the doctor’s prescription
which invariably indicates his license number etc., ensuring thereby
the validity of the prescription.
Tilak brings out half a dozen Mīmāṁsā principles bearing on the
sound criteria of interpretation. For Tilak, the Vedic episodes and
the episodes in the Rāmāyaṇa and the Mahābhārata, are respectively
typically the apauruṣeya and pauruṣeya types of Itihāsa. As against
Pollock’s pitching upon only one specific meaning of Itihāsa (iti ha
āsa – “thus it was”) as akin to history, Tilak shows how “Itihāsa has
a far richer, and wider-ranging, and comprehensive, meaning and
purpose: as discernible in the sense occurring in early Upaniṣad-
s. Tilak also alludes to the eighth and ninth days of the ten-day
Pāriplava Rite (a part of the Aśvamedha Yajña) wherein the Itihāsa
and Purāṇa-s were recited. The words Itihāsa, Purāṇa and Ākhyāna are
often used interchangeably. For Yāska (800 BCE), Itihāsa-s impart the
philosophy of life - with supporting reference to pāramparika-kathā-
s, relevant traditional narratives, and to dharma, as enveloping both
kratvartha and puruṣārtha (respectively, the performance of yajña-s
on the one hand, and the performance of duties prescribed for the
four varṇa-s and the four āśrama-s on the other). This constitutes
vedopabṛṁhaṇa (as set forth by Manu and other writers of smṛti-s)
which repudiates and invalidates, to use the words of Pollock, “the
process of Vedicization, the cornerstone of Pollock’s thesis of the
Mīmāṁsā denial and suppression of ‘history’ in ancient India”.
The Hindu approach towards Itihāsa has its parallel, if faint, even in
Carlyle’s Heroes and Hero-worship. Pollock could have asked himself
why Buddhists and Jains (who spurned the Veda-s) too attached little
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importance to Pollock’s concept of history which, as a discipline, is
hardly a century old! Pollock’s intolerance of other approaches to
history has little to commend itself.

The Dharmaśāstra-s recommend performance of selfless actions
which links dharma to mokṣa, the temporal thus harmonised with the
timeless – which all is grounded in classical Indian epistemology, all
grossly missed by Pollock, intentionally or otherwise. The relevance
of the theory of Karman, as set forth in the Gītā and as an evolute
of the Vedic karman, is utterly ignored by Pollock. Tilak summons
the discussions of Raimundo Pannikkar, Roy Perrett and Romila
Thapar to indicate the flaws of Pollock’s’ adjudications. Tilak alludes
to the magnificent role of Nīlakaṇṭha, the commentator of the
Mahābhārata in continuing the tradition of Mīmāṁsā, which would all
be anathema to Pollock and Co. Tilak alludes to Minkowski’s verdict
on Nīlakaṇṭha, nakedly exposing how tightly Western academics
“control the exegesis of the Veda-s”. Tilak has no hesitation in
cautioning Swadeshi interpreters of the Veda to be wary of the
perverse Pollockian and maverick Minkowskian approaches.

Finally, as to the siddhānta: That the “history” espoused by Pollock is
easily subsumable under the itihāsa of the Hindu tradition altogether
escapes Pollock’s attention. Gadamer showed how pre-understanding
prejudices a reader’s interpretation. It was Jan Gonda, among others,
who noted how Indian civilisation stands in striking contrast to the
Western. The taunt of Pollock’s thesis that “India is without history”
is ably met with a counterpoise “So what? The West is without
Itihāsa”! Prof. Tilak’s treatment is almost mathematical in approach,
and dignified in its conscious restraint.

The fulminations of Pollock are thus without foundation, and bespeak
of his own rank prejudice and sophisticated presentation of malice.
What an excellent model Pollock is of how not to do criticism!

The second paper entitled “The Science and Nescience of Mīmāṁsā”
(Ch.2) is by T N Sudarshan. It analyses the etic interpretations of
Mīmāṁsā focusing on fundamental issues of Western hermeneutics.
Western epistemologies are ill-equipped to handle issues of Mīmāṁsā
or allied Indian knowledge systems. Serious accusations by
Pollock abound even in his earlier writings (of 1989, 2004 etc.).
Misinterpretations and fantastic theorisations of the origins, motives,
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and goals of Mīmāṁsā have been a recurring feature among Western
Indologists even prior to Pollock.
Citing often from the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Sudarshan
goes to the very roots of Western hermeneutics which begins with
the Homeric epics – with the issues of allegorisis and hyponoia, ‘what is
stated differently’ and ‘what the underlying sense is’. TheMiddle Ages
brought to the fore “the heptad of questions” in interpretation. Texts
manipulate their content, and need to bemanipulated in turn in order
to be seen through. The actual sense is often beyond or below the
surface. The Hermeneutic Circle proposes to discover the spirit of the
whole through the individual, and access the individual through the
whole. Hypothesizing meaning in an incremental piecemeal fashion
without an awareness of the fuller picture is a problem that besets the
hermeneutic approach. The interpretive praxis can take on multiple
forms and can take place according to diverse aims.
Attributing motives, and mean socio-political ones at that, to the
writings even of sage-like figures such as Pāṇini or Vālmīki, is a
standard practice with the execrable Western Indologists. Text
interpretation aims at identifying the meaning of a text by virtue of
reconstructing the nexus of meaning that has arisen in connection
with the text. Western Indology has spouted vast amounts of
spurious nexus of meanings shelving aside standard practices, the
śāstra-paddhati, of traditional norms practised through centuries, in
respect of Indian knowledge systems. Improving upon Ricoeur’s
famed “Hermeneutics of Suspicion”, Western Indologists have only
cultivated a vile “Hermeneutics of Derision”, a handy tool of colonial
expansionism.
The attempt of the West to interpret Dharmaśāstra-s (typified by
William Jones’ translation of Mānava-dharma-śāstra) also saw the
beginnings of the Western interpretation of Mīmāṁsā. Rather
than attempting to comprehend the underlying principles of dharma
and karman, expletives aplenty (such as “atheistic”, “oppressive”,
“ritualistic” and “divisive”) were heaped on Mīmāṁsā. Shelving aside
the Indian epistemological framework,Western socio-anthropological
approaches were applied. The hubris of othering has sidelined the
vital issues of karman and punar-janman, puṇya and pāpa etc. The
standard Western enterprise of “discovering” iniquity everywhere can
only be an a-dharma-jijñāsā in respect of a discipline that sought to
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evolve principles on the foundation of dharma-jijñāsā! A veritable
parody nonpareil!
Pushing dates thither sensibly or insensibly is a fad with Western
Indologists (one ironically noted even by Pollock himself); and toeing
the same line nevertheless, Pollock imperiously pushes Jaimini to
a date centuries later than the Buddha. The Mīmāṁsaka sought
to assert, for him, what the Buddhist rejects viz. the eternality of
anything in general, and of the Veda-s in particular. An offshoot of
the timelessness of the Veda-s that the Mīmāṁsā was the lack of the
sense of history. History was not so much to be unknown as to be
denied. Vedicization is for inspiring ahistoricality, and even itihāsa-s
were diverted of historical contents. Smṛti-s are thence accused of
being the fabrication of the Mīmāṁsaka-s, and so with the concept
of puruṣārtha. The pursuit of dharma accordingly would have little
to do with the pursuit of Brahman. The agenda of desacralisation
and secularisation of the Vedic is thus nothing but a Hermeneutics of
Derision.
Pollock is not a practising Mīmāṁsaka or Vedāntin, but can pass
verdict on them, or on any, on grounds of his academic credibility. No
Indologist is seriously concernedwith dharma. After all, the funding of
the South Asian Studies Departments is governed essentially by geo-
political demands. The dictum (perhaps the diktat) is: the more the
othering, the more the funding.
Those steeped in the Judeo-Christian postmodern frame are thus the
least of the adhikārin-s to interpret texts and practices of Mīmāṁsā.
Pollock bases his views on history on the theories of Vico, for
whom everything everywhere had to happen the way it supposedly
happened in Europe, the exemplar. It is to counter this that
Karl Popper had to tackle the fascist and communist belief in the
“inexorable laws of historical destiny”.
The potential of history to manufacture and control power is its most
critical value. Otherings and cultural genocides are its offsprings.
Historicising is a subjective act. Every historian of every hue can claim
that trends of history betray the aims and goals of society as he espouses
them.
Using historical incidents to serve current agenda is the Western
historians’ idea, his passion and purpose. Using the episodes, on the
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contrary, as a context for an elucidation of abiding dhārmic principles
is the approach of Sanātana Dharma. The fantastic details in the
Purāṇa-s are metaphorical, and they function in symbolic ways, and
have hidden meanings.
Western historical approach is well-designed and sophisticated so as
to justify colonialism, to buttress slavery, to inflict genocides. History
is an academic tool of the colonialist to present his sordid plunder and
tyranny as favour and benefaction.
Mīmāṁsā is actually “sacred discussion”. The very Mīmāṁsā concept
of letters, words, sentences, and meanings and the actions that they
ultimately inspire especially in the Vedic context – are all unique to
the Indian context.
Right interpretation of sentences, more particularly the Vedic, which
elucidate dharma and right performance of actions, so as to conduce
to dharma constitute the burden of Mīmāṁsā. The opinions of those to
whom dharma does not matter do not matter.
The works of Rajiv Malhotra inaugurate a modern mīmāṁsā, a novel
dialectic Dharmism.
The next article is by Alok Mishra (Ch. 3) entitled “Sheldon Pollock
evam Mīmāṁsā” (in Hindi). Alok gives a brief overview of the utility of
the Mīmāṁsā śāstra, placing firmly the centrality of yajña in Sanātana
Dharma. Quoting from authorities like Śabara Svāmin, he brings out
the concept of the pramāṇa (valid means of knowledge) and discusses
the characteristics of dharma – viz. that which brings śreyas, linking it
to an examination of the means of knowledge itself. That Mīmāṁsā
posits that all cognitions must be accepted as true until otherwise
proved via other cognitions is considered through giving a detailed
description of what constitutes a pramāṇa.
Pollock has dismissed the arguments by the Mīmāṁsaka-s advanced
to prove that the Veda-s are apauruṣeya such as - that the names that
have been associated with the Veda-s are of those who specialised in
the transmission or the exposition of the texts, and not the composers;
or the ones pertaining to the Vedic language and the style; and that
there is inconsistency in the bhāṣya regarding the beginninglessness
of the Veda-s; etc.
Alok has attempted to respond to the issues raised by Pollock such as
- the issue of transcendence of the Veda-s; the issue of the validity
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of cognitions; the anonymity and the beginninglessness of the Veda-s;
and the eternality of the Veda-s. The relation between śabda and artha,
sound and sense, has also been discussed bringing in the various views
– ofMīmāṁsaka-s, Vaiyākaraṇa-s, and others. The traditional position
has been explicated on these diverse issues.
On the issue of the priority of the times of the Buddha and Jaimini, the
opinion of Prof. G. V. Devasthali has been cited. The issue raised in the
context by Pollock has already been answered in Devasthali’s writings
decades earlier.
The next paper entitled “Mīmāṁsā, Bhāratīyānāṁ Anaitihāsikatvaṁ Ca –
Pollāka-Kumārasvāmi-matayor Abhivīkṣaṇaṁ” (Ch. 4) is by K S Kannan,
and is in Sanskrit. The paper starts with the statement of a paradox:
If you do not study Western Indology you are uninformed; and if you
do, you are misinformed.
Indological studies started by the West are of course flourishing, and
there are many Indians toeing the path trodden by Westerners. Not
all among the Western Indologists are prejudiced. The present article
aims to analyse Prof. Sheldon Pollock’s 1989 article viz. “Mīmāṁsā
and the Problem of History in Traditional India”, and contrast in fine
his views with those of Dr. Ananda Coomaraswamy in general.
Pollock approvingly cites George Larson who says “In a South Asian
environment, historical interpretation is no interpretation. It is
a zero-category”. Friedrich Nietzsche’s quote comes in handy for
Pollock: The beast lives unhistorically. How he loves, Pollock loves,
to damn Indians as beasts! If the Greek too did not draw sharps lines
between history and myth, that is no count for him. Pollock himself
cites Boer: “It is not that gods appear in myth and men in history [in
Greece], but both appear in time and in history,” but then, Pollock
knows so well what to relegate to footnotes and what to highlight in
the main text. Who can beat him in his sleights of tongue?
Pollock brings in Steitencron’s record of a point in art history where
the conquest of Gangas by Pallavas is enshrined in sculpture. After
all, this is only a sort of picturesque paronomasia, whose counterpart
is quite common in literature where double entendre would be equally
deftly employed towards similar ends.
The absence of historical details in Sanskrit works are, for Pollock,
to be attributed to the influence of Mīmāṁsā, for Mīmāṁsā despises
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history. The focus of Mīmāṁsā is the supernatural. Nirukta comes
in handy for the Mīmāṁsaka-s, for even historical personages in the
Vedic are only representative of the eternal. The Veda-s are infinite,
and the later śāstra-s are as it were subsumed under the Veda-s.
History is not much absent as is repudiated. System is evaluated as
above process. The social system is highly valued rather than human
enterprise. Novelty and creativity are effectively killed. So go the
assertions of Pollock.

Many historians have grieved about the lack of history in India – of
the irony about the most ancient civilization with very few original
histories about its past, as Tiruvenkatachari says. Auboyer remarks
that royal chronicles repeatedly convert historical facts intomyth and
legend. Naudou notes how historians of India have had to rely upon,
of all, grammatical examples for reconstructing history! Prof. Ingalls,
the rare sane scholar in theWest, notes how poets and kings here have
only melted into the types of poet and king.

Even though nothing is, for Pollock, unexploitative in South Asia, Prof.
A L Basham draws a contrary picture – that nowhere else in the world
was the mutual relation among citizens, and between the state and
the subjects, as humane as was in India. Nowhere else were human
rights so well protected as in Kauṭalya’s Arthaśāstra, and nowhere else
would be found even a trace of the dharma-yuddha pattern as set forth
in Manusmṛti. Prof. U N Ghoshal cited with approval the statement of
Aurobindo that the first feature of Indian civilization is its spirituality,
and the next is its zeal for life - concerns alike of the here and the
hereafter.

Pollock may be opposed to allegorical interpretation of Hindu
scriptures, but he (can afford to pretend that he) is unaware that such
interpretations are available in respect of scriptures of even other
traditions. Again, arguing that only the battle chapters constituted
the original Mahābhārata (as does Weber), is but a case of what is
called “arguing from Homer”: Heehs has shown how Europe’s literary
criteria are not applicable to India. As to the historical records
themselves, Hindus were keen on preserving the meaning of events,
not a mere record of events, as Organ notes well.

D C Sircar records, nevertheless, how over 90,000 inscriptions have
been discovered in different parts of India and more are being
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discovered. Basham lists over a dozen Eras that were current in
different parts of India.

Prof. Arvind Sharma draws attention to the details given in
Akṣapaṭalādhyāya of Kauṭalya’s Arthaśāstra, and Basham has shown
how systematically documents were preserved in the Coḷa kingdom.
Hiuen Tsang’s testimony is referred to by Beal. All these hold a mirror
to the meticulousness with which documents had been maintained.
The sordid story is that it is with the advent of Muslimmarauders that
documents got destroyed on a large scale – as Witzel himself testifies
to in regard to the situation in Nepal. No manuscript prior to 1500
CE is available in Kashmir, and the nasty Moghuls of the religion of
peace and their narcissism were undoubtedly responsible for this - to
paraphrase Sharma.
What is more, the destruction and devastation wrought by the
degenerate and diabolical Moghuls, the curse of India, is borne out by
Albiruni himself. Rājataraṅgiṇī too testifies to this. Sharma refers to
the “perfect genocide” that these Islamists murkily wrought.
It is with Coomaraswamy that we find many of the issues raised
by Pollock answered as though in uncanny anticipation. As against
Norman Brown, Coomaraswamy refers to the ideas of Maurice
Bloomfield for whom the Mantra and the Brāhmaṇa are only two
different modes of presentation of the self-same ideas, while none
would of course contest linguistic change from the Veda-s to the
Upaniṣad-s. Vedic material is extensive, yet infallibly consistent
within itself. Bloomfield notes that themantra, brāhmaṇa and sūtra are
all different modes of literary activity, but largely contemporaneous.
For Franklin Edgerton every idea in the Upaniṣad-s is already
foreshadowed in the Vedic. The consistency within the Vedic corpus
is, as per Coomaraswamy, extraordinary. Finally, Coomaraswamy
arrives at the very ideas of Mīmāṁsā, though independently, taking
the wind out of the sails, anticipatorily as it were, of Pollock’s verbiage
unlimited nonpareil.
The next paper entitled “The Science of the Sacred” (Ch. 5) is
by T N Sudarshan. The various Indian knowledge systems and
related practices can be ill-comprehended by one unequipped with
an understanding of the notion of the sacred. Western scholarship is
fundamentally and inherently limited when it comes to grasping this
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- owing to its very origin, structure, and evolution. Western Indology
in its current status has pressed into service Marxist, philological,
and post-modernist approaches to the Indian knowledge systems,
only to befuddle issues and effectively mislead all students of Hindu
culture. The sense of the sacred as it obtains in the West is one which
is centralised, institutionally enforced and artificial - so against the
Indian which, in contrast, is a natural efflorescence. The West is
obsessed ironically with “liberating” India, and appropriates for itself
the right to desacralise it in various ways wantonly and arbitrarily.
There is no activity of humans as per the Hindu view that is not
animated by a sense of the sacred – as is well-illustrated in works like
the āhnika-grantha-s (such as in Śrīvaiṣṇava sampradāya).
The desacralising subversionists have modern strands and strains of
neo-Orientalists, Marxists, post-colonialists, subalternists and post-
modernists - as well-explicated by Rajiv Malhotra. Neo-Orientalists
have brought in new theoretical methods, inference techniques and
argument frames. And the neo-Orientalist par excellence is Sheldon
Pollock who propounds the idea of an innate dichotomy of the sacred
and the non-sacred. Pollock is a past master in introducing schisms
(what with his unfaltering and unfailing sleight of tongue) – such
as between the pāramārthika and the vyāvahārika, between the śāstra
and the kāvya, between the Sanskrit and the vernacular literatures,
between the oral and the written, between the Pāṇinian and the non-
Pāṇinian, and so on and so forth. He is also an adept in introducing
new confusions by way of drawing false parallels between the Hindu
and the Christian traditions, and is generally capable of generating
“facts” at will to buttress his weird theories woven out of nothing but
sophistry and casuistry.
The idea of the sacred is best analysed in the works of Mircea
Eliade in modern times, and Eliade openly acknowledges the
influence of Indian philosophy. The profanation of life has
been so extensive and deep in recent times that a life erected
on sacred fundamentals is inconceivable for the modern man.
Eliade’s approach must be made use of in dispelling modern
misrepresentations. As S N Balagangadhara has shown, the academia
has been dominated exclusively by questions that Europe has asked.
Western presuppositions and epistemologies have dominated the
academic discourse. Balagangadhara’s “Root Model of Order” needs
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to be explored and deliberated over. On similar lines, the ideas
of “embodied knowing” and “history-centrism” introduced by Rajiv
Malhotra need to be expatiated upon. The Indic heritage (including
Hinduism, Buddhism, Jainism and Sikhism) has developed a range
of inner sciences and experiential technologies (“adhyātma-vidyā”) in
order to access higher states of consciousness to be experienced first
hand, and this “embodied knowing” is utterly lacking in theWest. The
Abrahamic religions have a heavy dependence on historical events
(actual or contrived), which fixation of history-centrism Indic faiths
are utterly free of. Dharmic faiths never witnessed the psychological,
religious and social conflicts that history-centrism has all along
inspired.
The functionalism of Durkheim, the sociology of Max Weber, and the
materialism of Karl Marx have ensured a major removal of sacrality
embedded in family and marriage, in festivals, and in worship etc.,
which are religion-instituted.
The ubiquity of the sacred is explored and expounded through
centuries of texts in the Indic tradition, and the very geography and
history of India exude the fragrance of the sacred.
The enterprise of desacralisation in its latest version of neo-
Orientalists consists in attributing all social ills (poverty, illness etc)
to dharma, “excavated” through the philological methods deviously
designed by Pollock and the like. The leitmotif of the “White Man’s
Burden” has all along inflicted and justified slavery, the crusades, the
genocide of natives etc.; and the novel guises of world peace, human
rights etc. are no less jeopardising.
The anthropological and sociological discourses of the West, and even
the so-called objective discourse of science, as too the Abrahamic
faiths – have all proved inimical towards the sense of the sacred which
has been propounded, propagated, and practised by the Indic faiths.
The prevailing academic discourse is so designed as to assert control
and co-opt the dharmic into the Western Universalist discourse.
Pitted against the all-encompassing dharmic perspective, theWestern
understanding of the essential nature of the human as well as a
comprehensive understanding of reality would appear extremely
constricted.
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Speaking from a dhārmic standpoint, it cannot be gainsaid that the
worldviews of Western religions, the methods of Western science, the
rhetorics of Western humanities and social sciences - at all stages of
their evolution and function - have never shed their proselytizing
nature directed against non-Western orders in general and dhārmic
faiths in particular. The sense of the sacred that the Hindu genius is
naturally endowed with has withstood Western onslaughts for long,
yet needs to be strengthened especially in its intellectual dimensions,
in order to effectively counter the civilizational threat it encounters.

The next chapter entitled “On Desacralization of Sanskrit” (Ch.6) is
by two authors viz. Manogna Sastry and Megh Kalyanasundaram.
The relationship between culture and power in pre-modern India is a
veritable obsession with Pollock. And what characterise his writings
are, typically - being rather selective in his collection/presentation
of data, applying anachronistic socio-political models, and a facile
indulging in sweeping generalisations.

In his massive 2006 work bearing the title The Language of Gods in
the World of Men, Pollock demonstrates his intent to explain certain
Asian linguistic phenomena as parallel to the European ones, to the
vernacularisation there in particular. While his predecessors sought
to Europeanise the very character of India, Pollock in his stride
attempts to purge it of all native and formative elements. It was
given to but a few Westerners such as Will Durant and Paul Brunton
to overcome Western prejudices, and get to recognize the genius of
India.

For Pollock, Sanskrit never functioned as an everyday medium of
communication; and Sanskrit grammar was but a tool of hegemony.
He gives a bizarre picture of India’s past, where her chief pursuits
for millennia was limited to the religious and ritualistic, coupled
with, of course “Brahminical oppression”, what else: their standard
“historical” stick to beat with. This is pitted against the kāvya with
its fabricated non-sacred liberating role, and as a clear break from the
older order: thus embodying desacralisation.

Manogna and Megh note certain features in Pollock’s writings such as
internal inconsistencies in his scholarship vis-à-vis his own positions,
distortions through mistranslations or unsubstantiated claims, clear
biases and dicey models (even as evidenced in Rajiv Malhotra’s 2016
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book The Battle for Sanskrit). Some of the above charges have been
well-illustrated with citations. His changing stands as to the supposed
transition of Sanskrit from purely liturgical to mundane usages: kāvya
as a “direct descendent” of Vedic mantra, and yet its break from
it (else than the apauruṣeya and pauruṣeya aspects); he translates
dṛśya and śravya respectively as “something seen“ and “something
heard”, but later complains that there is no category for “literature
as something read” – a case, indeed one among many, of misleading
via mistranslation (contrast this with the better renderings supplied
long ago by M Krishnamachariar). (Of course one may ask whether
Pollock has not come across the usage yaḥ paṭhed rāma-caritam in
the very Rāmāyaṇa he has translated. Pollock himself refers to the
sinister predilection of the old Orientalism “to gratuitously debunk
claims to antiquity for Indian culture... in a way that pained Indian
intellectuals froman early date”, yet acts in amost ungenerous fashion
with regard to the beginnings of writing in India - portraying it as
an importation in the third century BCE, whereas the testimony of
Richard Salomon (whom Pollock himself quotes, too), shows it as
“ranging from the sixth to the early fourth century BCE”. Subhash
Kak (1994) had shown it as sixth century BCE (Kak 2015 cites BB Lal
referring to Brāhmī of 800 or 900 BCE). Pollock’s devious efforts to
undermine the enormous presence and significant role of the oral
transmission of valuable knowledge are also transparent. Pollock
is eager to mark the arrival of Śaka-s (Indo-Scythians) as ushering
in a new era (or at least reinforcing one) – a cosmopolitan era,
whereafter ritualisation and monopolisation of Sanskrit gave way to
a new sociology and politicisation of the language – all conjectural
superstructures erected upon little else than conjectural foundations.

Pollock is fond of his pet phrase “Nothing suggests...” as though
he has surveyed all available literature, leave alone all unpublished
manuscripts (“over thirty million”, a fact he is not unaware of!), plus
all literature destroyed (and who knows how many millions?). What
gives away the mischief of the supposed movement “from liturgy to
literature” postulated by Pollock is the very word “kavi” used for seers
in the Veda, and for poets, later. The nexus Pollockworks out between
kāvya and rājya is flimsy if not also silly. The presumptive Pollock
shows himself when he says “poets eventually decided to shatter this
seclusion and...to commit them to writing”, mouthing his grand and
generous speculations about events ten centuries ago: what could
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at best be but wild guess is presented, confidence unlimited, as an
eye-witness account as it were!). Pollock, the (mal)adroit, “tries to
cover in ornate language and diffuse style of writing the absence
of any substantial basis for his claims.” The wilful obfuscations of
the imperious scholar who is at ease in blatantly biased theorisation
turning a blind eye to facts staring in the face stand well-exposed.
Pollock’s unconcealed contempt for Sanskrit in the context of
his unfounded claims on Sanskritisation betray his meanness and
warrantless self-assurance. For wilful fabricators such as Pollock,
there is nothing like a common vision of a culture such as the Indian.
Who cannot admire the boldness of Pollock who spins theories not on
account of, but in spite of, facts galore? What joy hard facts in front of
theories conjured up with designs (pun intended)? Could a scholar,
leave alone an Indologist, be more flippant and frivolous than one
who could ejaculate: Indeed a stable singularity called Indian Culture,
so often conjured up by South-east Asian indigenists, never existed?
Ultimately, it is Pollock’s that is a crude sort of teleology. Who, else
than Pollock, can take but a freeze frame for the whole story? But
for the well-paid proselytiser, who would so smugly proclaim than
Pollock: “[T]he South Asian knowledge South Asians themselves have
produced can no longer be held to have any significant consequences
for the future of the human species”? It would be difficult to believe
that scholastic hubris can sowell overtake sanity, or that “intellectual”
pogrom can be so calculated and cold-blooded.
The next paper entitled “The Science of Meaning – Explicating the
Nature of Philology and its Implications to Videśī (Foreign) Indology”
(Ch. 7) is by T N Sudarshan.
Philology is, to note its origin and growth briefly, the multi-faceted
study of texts, languages, and the phenomenon of language itself.
Philological scholarship was actuated by motivations of colonialism
and racism. Philology lost its importance with the maturing of the
scientific method. With the Greek it was the ability to argue skilfully
in public. Sir William Jones added the idea of race to the prevailing
political halo. With this commenced Indology, which expanded
European perspectives on the history and civilisation of theworld. For
Nietzsche, philology was an absurd combination of inconsequentiality
and hubris. In the nineteenth century, it was used to justify the
horrors of racism, slavery, and colonialism.
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Neo-Orientalists led by Pollock have invented newer versions such
as Political Philology and Liberation Philology. After Edward Said’s
critique on Western anthropological and social science scholarship,
the study of the East had to be reinvented with new methods, and
Pollock came out with a newmint of Philology, based on spectacularly
speculative theories: it was the study of Sanskrit that affected the
subconscious of German Indologists, and the Holocaust can in fine
be traced to the divisiveness and hatred that Sanskrit spells, which
he labels “Deep Orientalism”, laden with his own cultural biases and
hegemonic filters. The roots of Pollock’s Philology can be seen in
Giambattista Vico, the father of modern social science, for whom
human truth is like a painting, which can persuade us through the
most evident falsehoods that she is pure Truth.
As Rajiv Malhotra notes, there are pernicious motives to Pollock’s
seemingly academic theories – which is whyMalhotra presents Sacred
Philology as against Pollock’s Liberation Philology, for the latter is
directed towards a re-engineering of Indian society using Western
paradigms, and worse, subserving Western hegemonic ends.
TheWestern and Indian theories of language present a great contrast.
The Western tools of philology and hermeneutics do not suffice.
America is a modern-day cultural coloniser, and the demands of
dual-use anthropology via Area Studies demands an exploitative
scholarship, as fundings are governed by geopolitical requirements.
The semantic theory and foundational theory of meaning proposed
in the West (including the Gricean approach that speaks of the
communicative intentions of language coupled with consideration of
beliefs) of even the non-mentalist theories do not go deep enough.
In the Indian approaches to meaning, the role of three vedāṅga-s
(śikṣā, chandas, and nirukta) are given their due emphasis in their
appropriate contexts. The architecture of the Indian conception
of meaning is well laid out by Prof. Kapil Kapoor. The multi-
millennia-long tradition of interpretation has been duly enriched by
contributions from the streams of Nyāya, Mīmāṁsā, and Vedānta.
That India is an interpretive community is indicated by the fact
that the Brāhmaṇa, the Bauddha, and the Jaina schools share many
methods of interpretation. Apart from these, interactive traditions
of kathā and pravacana constitute collective institutionalised reading.
The vast exegetical scholarship via bhāṣya, vṛtti, vārttika, ṭīkā etc.
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conduces to refinement and extension of the various lores. The
Western scholar, however knowledgeable, hardly attains to the level
of a true adhikārin.
In the computational approach, Artificial Intelligence systems utilise
manipulation of symbols employing an axiomatic approach, involving
propositional and first-order predicate logic, where the basic
problems of representation and reasoning are yet to be solved. The
statistical approach to meaning and intelligence fares no better. The
availability of trillions of data sets training mathematical engines in
pattern recognition but masks the actual fact that machines do not
indeed understandwhat they are handling in regard to issues of image
processing, natural language processing, or speech recognition etc.
It is only recently that some of the best minds of today have begun
to admire the deep insights into language and thought available in
Sanskrit since ancient times.

Given the vast repertoire of interpretative methods and approaches
made available in Sanskrit, blindly resorting to Western philological
tools is no more than a parody, an extension of intellectual colonisa-
tion. The aesthetically camouflaged and strategically positionedphilo-
logical methods of the Neo-Orientalists cannot hide their pernicious
motives.

Westerners regularly used Buddhism as a wedge against Hinduism,
and the neo-Orientalists use theMughals as awedge against Hinduism,
so as ultimately to lead to an admiration of the Greek – exactly as
per the essentially Euro-centric agenda of the West. The Pollockian
programme of linking Sanskrit or Mīmāṁsā to Nazism is only to pave
the way in effect for tracing all ills of the West to some definite or
indefinite Indic roots.

The academic verbosity, dense and deliberate, of our champion
of neo-Orientalism verily holds a mirror to his deep disdain for
Sanskrit knowledge systems, and even more so for dharma as such.
Rather than getting to be a science of meaning, the new philology is
gotten to be a veritable nescience of meaning. This unscientific and
dishonest scholarship, contumely unlimited, must needs be countered
effectively.

The next paper entitled “Saṁskṛti in Context” (Ch. 8) by Dr. Charu
Uppal shows how the Pollockian grasp or interpretation of the
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Rāmāyaṇa is utterly inapposite. The Rāmāyaṇa continues to be a source
of inspiration to Indians, and many others, to this day: we have
television serials and cinemas,music anddanceperformances, present
continuous, on Rāmāyaṇa themes. Rām-līlā continues to spellbind
massive audiences. As Edward Said says well, in effect, a European
or American studying the Orient is a European or American first, an
individual next.
In neither role he, as an outsider, would understand, much less feel,
what a Hindu understands or feels when the name of Lord Rāma is
uttered, when Rām-līlā is enacted; or evenwhat happens prior to Rām-
līlā, or after it.
For Pollock, the Rāmāyaṇa demonises non-Hindus in its language,
story, and characterisation, and its revival results in violence (what
else), against Muslims in particular (oh who else!). The plot of the
Rāmāyaṇa is linked to power structures (what is not to him linked to
that, by the way?). This degenerate desacralisation, a major flaw in
Pollock’s methodology, stands out as horror unadulterated.
As Joseph Campbell points out, myths are clues which direct us
towards the experiencing of the spiritual potentialities of human
life. In the words of Rajiv Malhotra, myth uses fiction to convey
truth. In contrast with the frozen idea of ‘history’ in the West, itihāsa
comprises history as well as myth. The double standards of the West
are evident – in their application of sociological methods and tools
while studying Jewish and Christian tales, whereas while studying
others anthropological tools are to be made use of; their own groups
are referred to as communities, others as tribes: here, by the way,
are the bloodthirsty initiators of othering. As against such debased
Western patterns, itihāsa-s are construed essentially as instructional.
The continued impact of the Rāmāyaṇa on the Indian populace is
evidencedby the fact that even to this day children arenamedafter the
characters therein, and thousands of Rām-līlā-s are performed around
the world: the recitation of the Rāmāyaṇa is deemed sacred.
Rām-līlā is enacted as a ten-day ritual culminating on the Tenth Day of
Victory, the day of Vijayadaśamī, when the effigy of Rāvaṇa is burnt.
The “fluidity” of itihāsa-s is well-illustrated in the way the script keeps
improvising year to year in “Our Rām Līlā” being staged in Delhi, and
in the way the audience too sometimes takes part. Pollock discloses
no knowledge of things such as these.
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Pollock’s strategy of forwarding his theory of “aestheticization of
power” consists in first desacralising the text he studies: the academic
blasphemy of divorcing the object of study from its context. The
theories of Vico for which Pollock attaches high importance are
criticised bymany, including Christians and Carey, who show how the
natural science model is inapplicable to the social sciences. Culture
and related symbols are complex and multi-layered, and need to
be understood in a multi-dimensional context. Pollock forgets that
Rāvaṇa is himself a Brahmin when he accuses others. Those for whom
“religion is the opiate of the masses” can after all be expected do no
justice to a text like the Rāmāyaṇa. As Malhotra points out, Pollock
goes against his own mentor Prof. Ingalls who stressed dropping the
Western lens in the study of Sanskrit traditions and kāvya-s. The
avowed purpose of the kāvya is to communicate dharma to the lay in
an aesthetically pleasing manner (to paraphrase Ingalls).
The very language Pollock employs is opaque. If his individual points
are at times murky, murkier still are the links amongst the dots
necessitated if one were to make sense of his pictures. Pollock is only
adding stuff to the new brand of atrocity literature. He cherry picks
statements from Sanskrit works just to generate distorted pictures of
their originals. Pollock would do well to speak to the participants of
Rām-līlā to understand their own feelings towards the Rāmāyaṇa.
The last paper entitled “The Śāstra of Science and the Science of Śāstra”
(Ch. 9) is by T N Sudarshan and T N Madhusudan. The thrall of
technology and the narrative of science lie at the base of the current
sense of the superiority of the West. Under the guise of peer reviews
and by multiple references to each others’ works, Western Indologists
have developed a cabal. Over the years, their theories get accepted
as taken for granted. In his hegemonic discourse (as Rajiv Malhotra
describes it), Pollock states his political goals for India: to intervene
on behalf of “the oppressed”. Pollock creates newer tools such as
three-dimensional philology, creative chronology, and socio-political
hermeneutic lenses — all in order to undermine Sanātana Dharma and
Indian civilization.
Śāstra-s are, for Pollock, incapable of creativity and progress, as
the Veda-s are deemed eternal and perfect; and śāstra-s can only
restate and extrapolate what is contained in the Veda-s. Śāstra-s are
regressive as they cannot utilise fresh insights from the empirical
world.
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Before answering the above charges, one must dismantle the Western
narrative of science itself where it exercises control. In Western
historiographies, Greece is extolled as the source of all science, an idea
strongly contested today. Much of what we call Greek philosophy is
largely a legacy stolen from Egypt. Prof. C. K. Raju adduces proofs of
the Western colonization of science and mathematics. The number
system and calendrical system of the Greeks speaks poorly of any
claim to a discernible knowledge of astronomy on their part (leave
alone original discoveries). Centuries of dishonesty and falsehood of
Western historians stand exposed in the writings of Prof. Raju. The
non-originality of Copernicus and Co. has been laid bare.
Colonised by the West for a few hundred years, India continues to
remain in thrall of the West, and the fabricated history of science
beingWestern in origin etc. only serves the interests of the hegemony
of the West. Raju has shown how current science and mathematics
are deeply influenced by Christian theology. The essentially non-
empirical axiomatic proof approach and deductive methodology, and
proof-based mathematics lead to conceptual bottlenecks.
The four-fold logic of the Buddhists and the seven-fold logic of the
Jains afford different and deeper perspectives, and are considered
superior to the two-valued truth-functional logic of the West. The
Christian whitewashing of the history of science also undermines the
Islamic and Hindu contributions to logic and mathematics. The non-
universality of Western logic, the absence of a clear definition of
science itself, the disunity of science, the success of science owing to
its closeness to sources of political power etc. – are all factors not
usually reckoned with, or rather wilfully and skilfully withheld from,
mainstream study/criticism of science. The Leftist narrative in India
has only reinforced this in full force.
Angus Maddison, Dharampal, and others have provided the alterna-
tive picture, and a deep study of the śāstra-s remains a desideratum
in this direction. Śāstra-s have always allowed for adaptation, re-dis-
covery, re-interpretation etc., and are far from being history-centric,
and always have scope for additional śāstra-s. Śāstra-s conduce to
dharma and mokṣa for the individual and the welfare of the society in
general. The perception of “social ills” in the śāstra-s is essentially a
Western prejudice and a projection.
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The modern sciences have nothing comparable to the comprehensive
and holistic understanding of life that the śāstra-s generate, and
provide guidelines, for an attainment of the high goal of life as
elucidated in the fourteen (or eighteen) vidyā-sthāna-s. It is in no wise
essential in terms of conceptualisation or execution that the śāstra-s
ought to resemble modern science.
Froma superficial point of view, science and technologyhave improved
the condition of humanity in general; but it cannot be gainsaid that
they have also subserved as powerful instruments of plunder and ex-
ploitation of nature and of fellow-beings (slavery/apartheid). This is
verywell borne out by causation, not coincidence, of colonisationkeep-
ing pace with the growth of science and technology. Current practices
of science are only leading to indiscriminate exploitation and deple-
tion of natural resources, threat of nuclear holocausts, environmental
disasters (including extinction of very many species and consequent
damage to biodiversity etc).
In sum, science may be profoundly successful in addressing a very
narrow set of problems, but vital issues in life, always complex, are
not easily or successfully handled by current science. The world-
view that science presents is utterly limited, and it indeed pales
into insignificance when pitted against the śāstra-s; śāstra-s are not
static and limited, nor do they lack an empirical approach. Śāstra-s
can inspire many new things (including providing new/additional
perspectives to science itself). Yoga as a śāstra, for example, has made
many positive contributions in correcting many ills of society.
Against the above analysis, all the allegations and misrepresentations
of Pollock in respect of śāstra-s stand repudiated; and on the other
hand, the highly beneficiary role of the śāstra-s also becomes patent.

* * *

An important reason for taking up Pollock’s works for critical study
is the fact that he is held in very high esteem among the the modern
Orientalists. Worse, few dare to criticise him, and there is a great deal
of growing hagiography around him. Some samples: “Extraordinary
even among the already extraordinary tribe of Sanskritists, he
(=Pollock) has taken the study of Sanskrit to a new level, engaging
historical, comparative, and theoretical issues with a range and
sophistication that is unusual and in many respects unprecedented”
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(Dirks 2016:ix). This statement is preceded by a reference to his
“scholarly breadth, erudition, originality and commitment”, and
succeeded by a reference to “his eloquence, erudition and efficiency”
(Dirks 2016:xiii). Again, “Sheldon Pollock remains a leader in the
fields of Sanskrit Philology, Indian intellectual and literary history,
and comparative intellectual history (Bronner et al 2016:xv). There
is an unending laudation of his “innovative scholarship”, referring to
how “Pollock’s influence within and beyond the field of South Asian
studies has risen to new heights...” (Bronner et al 2016:xxi)

“Pollock’s work will likely play a dominant role in shaping the wider
public image of pre-modern India, especially Sanskrit, language and
culture along with the forms of polity related to them, for years if not
decades to come”

(McCrea 2013:117) (italics ours).

The Battle for Sanskrit by Rajiv Malhotra outlined the immense damage
to the academic realm by the malafide writings of this famed scholar.
The present series of books on Indology (especially against the
Neo-Orientalist brand), is only a first step aimed at remedying and
rectifying the situation. (Needless to say, the authors of the papers
here hold themselves responsible for their respective papers.)

* * *

To end with words of caution of the wise:

“nigiranto jagat-prāṇān udgiranto mukhair viṣam ।
dūrataḥ parihartavyā dvijihvā jihma-vṛttayaḥ ।।”

* * *

Śrāvaṇa Śukla Pūrṇimā Dr. K.S. Kannan
Vikṛti Saṁvatsara Academic Director
(15-Aug-2019) and

General Editor of the Series
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[Hindi Synopsis of the Hindi Paper]

।। सÌपादकìयम् ।।

वेद कì अपौŁषेयता को ŀिĶपथ म¤ रखते हòए आलोक िम®ा का शोधपý ‘शेÐडन पॉलॉक एवं
मीमांसा’ िलखा गया है । इस शोधपý कìआवÔयकता इसीिलए हòई ³यŌिक इस िवषय म¤ वैदेिशकŌ
जैसे शेÐडन पॉलॉक इÂयािद तथा भारतीयŌ का आपस म¤ मतभेद है ।

अतः वाÖतिवकता को अवगत कराने कì ŀिĶ से यह शोधपý अÂयÆत आवÔयक है । शेÐडन
पॉलॉक कì िवचारŌ को खÁडन करते हòए वेद कì अपौŁषेयता कì िसĦाÆत को आलोक िम®ा ने
Öथािपत िकए ह§ ।

उदाहरणाथª - पूवाªúह से úिसत होकर पॉलॉक ने यह ÿितपािदत िकए ह§ िक वेद कì अपौŁषेयता
मूलतः वैिदकसंÖकृित से नहé जुडा है, अिपतु बौĦŌ के ÿÔनŌ का समाधान िकस ÿकार िकया जाए
इसीिलए जैिमिन ने तथाकिथतłप से वेद कì अपौŁषेयता कì िसĦाÆत को बताया, तथा उसका
ÿामाÁय को ÿÔनातीत िकया ।

“... It also seems like that at least some of the most salient articulations
of the world, what we now tend to think of as its foundational principles,
may have first been conceptualized as a defensive, even anti-axial,
reaction to Buddhism... It is self evident that no one would elaborate
propositions of the sort we find Mīmāṁsā to have elaborated, such as
the thesis of the authorlessness of the Veda, unless the authority of the
Veda and its putative authors had first been seriously challenged.”

(Pollock 2005:402)

मीमांसासूýŌ को सूàम ŀिĶ से परी±ण करते हòए यह िदखाया है िक जैिमिन बुĦ के पूवªवतê ह§ ।
बुĦ ने कमªकाÁड को ÿयÂन Ĭारा खÁडन िकया है । अतः जैिमिन यिद परवतê होते तो िनिÔचत
łप से उनका Åयान इधर आकृĶ होता । िकÆतु मीमांसासूý म¤ बुĦ का उıेख ÿाĮ नहé होता
है । मीमांसासूý म¤ एकý बुĦ शÊदका उıेख है परंतु यह शÊद सामाÆय अथª म¤ ÿयुĉ है —
“बुĦशाľात्” । बुĦ यिद पूवªवतê होते तो इस पद को सामाÆय अथª म¤ नहé ÿयुĉ होता ।

ÿकाराÆतर से आलोक िम®ा Öवमत को पुिĶ करते हòए कहते ह§ िक ऐसा ÿतीत होता है िक
िनŁĉकार याÖक तथा जैिमिन समकािलक थे । ³यŌिक दोनो म¤ बहòत साÌय है जैसे - जैिमिनसूý
“भावाथाªः कमªशÊदाः”, और याÖक “भावÿधानम् आ´यातम्” ।
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वेदŌ कì अथªहीनता के समाधानाथª जैिमिन ने नव सूýŌ से समाधान िकए ह§ । आलोक िम®ा कहते
ह§ िक उनमे से ५ याÖक के समान है । अतः इनम¤ से कोई भी पूवªवतê या परवतê होते तो िनिÔचत
łप से एक दसूरे के िसĦाÆतŌका खÁडन-मÁडन करते । िकÆतु न याÖक जैिमिन का उıेख करते
ह§, न जैिमिन याÖक का । अतः इससे ²ात होता है िक दोनो समकािलक थे, िकÆतु एक दसूरे का
²ान नहé था । सभी िवĬानŌ ने ऐकमÂय होकर Öवीकारा है िक बुĦ से पूवª, लगभग ई.पू. ५०० वषª
याÖक थे । अतःयह फिलत हòआ िक बुĦ से पूवªवितª जैिमिन थे ।

अतः पॉलॉक के Ĭारा ÿदिशªत िकए गएआ±ेप िनराधार तथा दरुाúह से úिसत ŀिĶगोचर होते ह§ ।

अÆय उदाहरण - अपने पेपर “Mīmāṁsā and the Problem of History in
Traditional India” म¤ शेÐडन पॉलॉक यह कहत¤ ह§ िक एक ÿमाण से ²ात हòई वÖतु
अÆय ÿमाण से नहé जानी जा सकती, ऐसा केवल मीमांसक कहते है । “Second – and
this is the basic epistemological position of Mīmāṁsā : all cognitions
must be accepted as true unless and until they are falsified by other
cognitions.” Pollock (1989:607)

आलोक िम®ा कहत¤ ह§ िक पॉलॉक कì यह बात हाÖयाÖपद है । भारतीय षड् दशªनŌ मे िवÖतार
से दशाªया है िक एक ÿमाण से ²ात हòई वÖतु अÆय ÿमाणŌ से नहé ²ात हो सकती । यह
िसĦाÆत केवल मीमांसा का नहé है । Æयाय म¤ ÿमाण शÊद का िनवªचन “ÿमाकरणं ÿमाणम्”
“असाधारणम् कारणम् करणम् । िकं नाम असाधारणÂवम् ? लàयताऽव¸छेदकसमिनयतÂवम्
असाधारणÂवम्” । ऐसे ही अÆय वैयाकरणािद भी Öवीकार करते है ।

अतः इस ÿकार से पॉलॉक के िवचारŌ को आलोक िम®ा के शोधपý म¤ तÃयसिहत खÁडन िकया
गया है । िजस ÿकार से पॉलॉक ने Ĭेष भाव से वैिदक संÖकृित को नीचा िदखाने का अथक ÿयास
िकए ह§ वह अितिनÆदनीय है ।
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[Sanskrit Synopsis of a Sanskrit Paper]

।। सÌपादकìयम् ।।

भारताधीÂयु(Indology)पजीिवÕवेकतमः पोıाका´यः ÿिथतो िवĬान् भारतीयसंÖकृितÿदषू-
णपरायण इितहासीयघटनाविलिवलेखनिवषयदिशªतÿायःपाराđò´यानां भारतीयानामिध±ेपणाय
मीमांसाशाľिनिम°कतां पाराचीÆये तिÖमĭारोÈय हेÂवाभासपरÌपरािभभूªिषताĭानालेखानाबहोः
कालाĘčयँıàयते । उıे´यिवषायाभावैकहेतुकì भारतीयेितहासनैयूÆयिÖथितåरित Öवतःपåरहा-
साÖपदे पåरहासआÂमानमयमुīोजयित । úीकÔलाघनभारतगहªणा´यिनरवúहपूवªúहगृहीतोऽयं प-
िÁडतÖÖवकìयलेखिनदिशªतúीकेितवृ°लàयमाणदोषसाÌयसĩावेऽिप िवरािजततिĬषयकोēैÖत-
मतूÕणीÌभावो भारतीयेितहासÿित±ेपे पुनः ÿकटीकृतबहòलिजĽाÓयापारŁिचिÔचरराýाय ववªितª ।
आभीàÁयेन हेतूकुवªता मीमांसाशाľं भारतीयानामनैितहािसकÂवे धमªÖयैव परा िधĈृितÆयªĈाराहाª
िह वावदकेूनाऽमुनाऽऽसािदता ।

मीमांसाÿितपािदतवेदापौŁषेयÂवसंभावनाÈयैितहािसकांशÿÂयादेशनाथªमेव ÿøाÆतेÂयािÖथतमेतेन ।
वेदानामानÆÂयसावªáय आधारीकृÂय समÖतिवधनावीÆयाव²ानÿÂया´यान एव समासािदते
मीमांसकैरÆततोगÂवेित च िवकटं फÐगु च ÓयाहरÂयसौ । साधारÁयेन भारतीयसमुदाये संलàय-
माणमैितहािसकिवषयकपाराचीÆयमिध Öवेनैव गुŁणेďाÐसा´येन (Ingalls) सÌयĉयैवावबोिध-
तेन सतािप पोıाकेन पुनरदĂिनकृितपरÂवमेव ÿकटीकृतमनारतमरालिधषणेन । अदोषिवषमीभूतं
िकĭामाÖतु वÖतु कथčारं वा भारतीयसंÖकृतावÖय मलीमसमानसÖयावालोके ? परÆतु ÿजानृ-
पालयोः ÿजासु च परÖपरं सÌबÆधÖसमीचीन एव िवरराज, ÿजानामिधकाराÔच सÌय³संरि±ता
िवलेसू, रणाďणेषु धमªयुĦÿकारोऽिप परामानहª ÿशंसािमित ÿितजानाित बाषामा´यो (Basham)
िāटन् (Britain)देशीयो भारतैितहािसकः ।

आÖतां तावदा±ेपपरÌपरा कौतÖकुतÖयाÖयाऽÂयÆतमेव ÿित±ेपणीया । नवितसहąािधकिश-
लािदलेखानामĩतुं िवÖतृतं च लोकं भारतीयं पुरÖताĭः ÿÖतौित सकाªरािभध (Sircar) ऐित-
हािसकाúगÁयः । शकािदसंवÂसरिवøमािदसंवÂसरािदकािन Ĭादशािधककालगणनाÿकारकािण
ÿदशªयित बाषं Öवतः । कौटलीया±पटलाÅयायगतिनबÆधपुÖतकपिýकािविल´यमानर±णीयां-
शपरामशªनतोऽिधगÌयमाना सौराºयÓयवÖथा कÖय वा सचेतसो नावहित िवÖमयम् ? चोलरा-
ºयगता±पटिलकापĦितरĩतुासीिदÂयाह नाम बाषमÖÖवयम् । ÿितपुरलËयमानले´यराÔयुıेखो
ज़ुवनज़ाď(Zuanzang)िविहतो िह कÖय न जनयÂयाÔचयªपरÌपराम् ? तुŁÕकैः पुनरधिमªķा-
úगÁयैनª केवलं देवतायतनािन परमैितहािसकांशसमुĕृिÌभतिनबÆधपुÖतकÖतोमाÔच कथमखÁडं
िवÅवंसनįोषणािदकभाजनमभविĭÂयपरो±मेवेितहासचुĖूनां िवशेषेण । िव½ज़ेल् (Witzel)
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ÿभृतीनामÈयý िवषये िनłिपतकािन समुıेखमहªिÆत । राजतरिďÁयामिप – सेकÆधरधरानाथो
यवनैः ÿेåरतः पुरा । पुÖतकािन च सवाªिण तृणाÆयिČåरवादहत् ॥ - इÂयेव िवÖपĶमुĤĶुम् ।

अवसरे चािÖमĭानÆदकुमारÖवािम(AnandaCoomaraswamy)नाÌनो िवदषुोऽिभÿायाÖस-
·úहणीया वतªÆते । मÆýāाĺणारÁयकोपिनषÂसूýसािहÂयसाकÐयगतŃदयसंवादो ÊलूमफìÐड
(Bloomfield) ÿभृितिभरिप समिधगत एवेित संसूचयĭानÆदकुमारÖवामी वैिदकेÕवा´यानेषु नाम
तािßवकांशिनłपणÖयैव सारभूततां िवभावयÆभ·µयÆतरेण मीमांसाशाľौदमेव हेतुिनकुŁÌबोप-
ÆयासपुरÖसरं ÿितपादयÆपोıाकÿभृतीनामनृजुमनीषाणामपसÓयÓयाहारैकÓयापृतानां वैकĚं
ÿतीàयैवेव तßवाथªसौषÌयममोघं ÿितपादयित ।

अहªणाहªÖयािप संÖकृतसंÖकृितिवतानÖय िवषये ÿदिशªतगहªणैकÿावÁयÿागÐËयाः पåरपिÆथनो
नाम िनतमां िनबहªणीया एवेÂयý शčाकलčो वा सÆदेहÖपÆदो वा मा भूिदÂयाशयेन पåर®मेण
भूåरणा ÿणीतÖयाÖयारÌभÖय िवषये सिव®Ìभा जातुिचदिवÿलÌभाÖसīÂनगुÌभाÔच भवÆतु
भवÆतÖसचेतस इित शम् ॥

तÆþालुजनजागरणÿवणाः ÿाहòिहª ÿाĖो िवपिÔचतः -

“मÁडूकरािवणं सप« गोमुखं च मृगादनम् ।
असुŃßवेन मÆयेत मानयÆतं च वैåरणम् ॥”

- इित िविनवेदयन्
®ावणशुĊपूिणªमा के.एस्.कÁणन्
िवकृितसंवÂसरः ÿधानसÌपादकः
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Chapter 1

History in India: A Critique from the
Perspective of Mīmāṁsā

– Shrinivas Tilak*

(shrinivas.tilak@gmail.com)

Introduction
“He who controls the past controls the future. He who controls the
present controls the past” famously wrote Eric Arthur Blair (better
known by his pen name George Orwell) in his novel 1984.1 History
no doubt is a powerful tool that makes available a storehouse of
information about how people and societies behave. History helps
us understand change and how the society one lives in came to
be. Though this statement has global significance and application,
cultures and societies perceive and relate to history differently.
The differing perspectives on history between the West and India
therefore raise some difficult questions: How to recognize the
historical sense of a society like India’s whose past is recorded in ways
very different from Western conventions? Arthur A. Macdonell went
so far as to declare that early India wrote no history because it never
made any. He blamed the doctrine of karma, which gave Brahmins

*pp 41–72. In Kannan, K. S. (Ed.) (2019). Swadeshi Critique of Videshi Mīmāṁsā.
Chennai: Infinity Foundation India.
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(“whose task it would naturally have been to record great deeds”) no
incentive to record historical events (Macdonell 1996:10-11).
Sheldon Pollock, the Arvind Raghunathan Professor of Sanskrit and
South Asian Studies, Columbia University, New York and General
Editor of the Murty Classical Library of India, has raised similar
questions and comments. With his involvement as participant in the
Sanskrit Knowledge System on the Eve of Colonialism Project, he has
emerged, as itwere, the guardian of India’s cultural, literary, and social
past with considerable power to influence public policy in India and
project its image in the world. His writings therefore deserve careful
scrutiny.
What follows critically examines his views on the status of history in
India using the traditional Indian format of public debate: Pūrvapakṣa
(factual presentation of opponent’s thesis), Uttarapakṣa (critical
examination and refutation of the thesis), and Siddhānta (statement
on outcome of the exchange).

Pūrvapakṣa
Professor Pollock (hereafter Pollock) is graceful enough to acknowl-
edge that history perhaps is not an appropriate expression to use in
the context of India, because ‘history’ as a disciplinary subject is a
product of Western scholarship and ideas. He frowns upon the search
for instances of a sense of history by non-Western historians and in-
tellectuals in their own traditions that typified European modernity,
of its sense of skepticism, its individualism—the search for the Indian
Vico, the Chinese Descartes, the Arab Montaigne (Pollock 2007:380).
Historical and historiographical awareness was not absent in India
prior to the arrival of a European knowledge system under colonial
rule. One would therefore expect a fair treatment of this topic in two
very widely read and influential articles by Pollock dealing with his-
tory and historical consciousness in India.
The burden of his thesis may be summarized here: (1) By declaring
the Veda-s as ‘authorless’ and ‘timeless’, the Pūrva Mīmāṁsā
thinkers deprived Indic intellectual, literary, and ritual texts of their
temporality through a process Pollock calls ‘Vedicization’ and (2)
‘Vedicization’ in turn deprived these texts of their historicality (see
Pollock 1989, 1990). While such views have been received with
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welcome acceptance by left wing intellectuals in India and beyond;
nuanced correctives have been suggested by other scholars - Dunkin
Jalki (2013), E. M. Jan Houben (2002), Roy Perrett (1999), and Romila
Thapar (2002, 2013), to name a few.
After factually presenting below these findings of Pollock as Pūrva-
pakṣa, my Uttarapakṣa seeks to demonstrate that Pollock’s verdict on
history in India is at variancewithhow thepast is understood, recorded,
and contextualized as Itihāsa in India by Indians themselves.

I. Mīmāṁsā Imposed Vedicization
Indologists routinely invoke one or more of the six traditionally
recognized darśana-s in their quest to discover factors that positively
or negatively influenced the ancient Indians in their attitudes towards
life, their psyche, and socio-cultural ethos. Pollock selected the Pūrva
Mīmāṁsā darśana, which he describes as ‘a pedagogically and thus
culturally normative discipline of Brahmanical learning’ as a tool
to gain insights into the status of history in ancient India (Pollock
1989:607). The burden of his thesis is that the Pūrva Mīmāṁsā darśana
(hereafter Mīmāṁsā) successfully mediated the transformation of
the ritual discourse into a discourse of social power to sustain the
relations of domination constitutive of traditional Indian society,
which are characterized by the systematic exclusion from property,
power, and status of three-quarters of the population for more than
two millennia (Pollock 1990:316).
According to Jaimini, author of the foundational text of the Mīmāṁsā
(the Mīmāṁsā Sūtra-s = MS), Veda-s are not the work of divine or
human authors (apauruṣeya) (MS 1.1.5). Pollock interprets this claim to
mean that theVeda-swere deemed to be authorless because otherwise
they might be fallible, like other authored texts familiar to humanity.
Since they are not a product of historical persons the Veda-s are also
deemed to be timeless. He then uses this unique feature of the Veda-s
to posit a timeless, uniform, and overarching system of Indic thought
that was immune from the normal vicissitudes of temporality and
historicality (Pollock 1989:607ff).
Pollock’s next logical step is to hold the Mīmāṁsā system responsible
for emptying the Vedic canon of all historical consciousness as well
as historical referential intention in India. The result was all other
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sorts of Sanskrit intellectual practices seeking to validate their truth-
claims by their affinity to the Veda had perforce to conform to this
new, special model of what counts as knowledge, and so to suppress or
deny the evidence of their own historical existence. Such suppression
took place even in the case of the discipline of Itihāsa, ‘history’
(Pollock 1989:609). Subsequently, virtually all Brahmanical learning
in classical and medieval India came to view itself in one way or
another as genetically linked to the Veda - a process, which Pollock
calls ‘vedicization’ (Pollock 1989:609).2

History, concludes Pollock, is not simply absent from or unknown
to Sanskritic culture; it is denied in favor of a model of truth
that accorded history no epistemological value or social significance.
Sanskritic culture lacks historical referentiality. There is not even a
single passing reference to a historical person, place, or event. There
is nothing in the ancient Sanskrit texts that, historically speaking
matters, declares Pollock brazenly (Pollock 1989:606).3

Standing on Pollock’s shoulders another scholar goes one up on him:
“Mīmāṁsā scholarship [is] utterly irresponsible by anypost-structuralist
standards of cultural sensitivity, and could well be impeached as an epis-
temically violent enterprise, in that it effectively erases theworldview of
the Vedic and Brahminical literature by reinscribing on it the presuppo-
sitions of classical sastric discourse. Mimamsa is not a hermeneutical en-
terprise, as scholars such as Othmar Gätcher [Hermeneutics and Language
in Pūrva Mīmāṁsā: A Study in Śābara Bhāṣya. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass,
1983] would have it… No responsible historian could claim that Kumar-
ila understood the Vedas any better than Friedrich Max Muller who val-
orized the poetic essence of the Rg Veda while infamously denouncing
its mythological excursions as a “disease of language.”

(Fisher 2008:8-9)

II. Mīmāṁsā Denied/Suppressed Historical
Consciousness
Pollock’s empiricist understanding of ‘no history’ in ancient India
is based on his adherence to the scientific notion of time as a
straight line that is constituted by succession of abstract ‘nows’ and
distinguished by the intervals between them. He deems these two
sets of relations sufficient to declare that there is no way of knowing
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(1) when something of importance happened in early India, (2) what
came earlier or later and (3) how long this or that dynasty lasted. Under
Pollock’s influence, the view that India and (especially) Hinduismhave
been largely devoid of historical writing and historical consciousness
has become axiomatic in the fields of Indology and Indian history in
the West as well as within India itself.
Pollock asserts that the cyclic concept of time (yuga) negated the
difference betweenmyth and history as well as negated the possibility
of unique events (which form a precondition to historical time). For
him, the yuga theory of time is regressive (not progressive) in its
teleological move from the Age of Kṛta to the Age of Kali. The notion
that time, place, and causality merge with Brahmā at the end of each
yuga rejects individuality (ahaṅkāra) as a causal factor. For Pollock
the notion of mokṣa or nirvāṇa transcends history, or it even denies
history in a realm where the aim of life is to leave this material world.
This philosophy of life-negation added to ‘anti-historical’ tendencies
of ancient Indians (See Hossain 2016).
In sum, Pollock holds theMīmāṁsā darśana responsible for ‘vedicizing’
the ancient Indic thought system and suppressing Itihāsa (which
originally simply meant ‘what has actually taken place’) into mere
textualization of eternity. Like language, which in the Mīmāṁsā
view expresses the general (ākṛti) and not the particular (vyakti),
Itihāsa became a reference for something that is eternally repeated.
It was no longer contingent, the localized, and the individual: that
is, the historical (Pollock 1989:610). What is worse, Mīmāṁsā
ultimately furnished the Dharmaśāstra-s a meta-legal framework for
an explicit programof power to inculcate and legitimate such concrete
modes of domination as caste hierarchy, untouchability, and female
heteronomy (Pollock 1990: 336).

Uttarapakṣa
In his The Language of the Gods in the World of Men: Sanskrit, Culture,
and Power in Premodern India Pollock acknowledges that there is a
natural tendency in social and cultural theory to generalize Western
experience and familiar forms of life and experience as scientific
descriptions, and as modes of understanding life tendencies across
cultures (Pollock 2006:259; 19). Elsewhere in the same book he
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grants that one of the most serious conceptual impediments in
understanding South Asian culture comes from the fact that tools
deployed to understand it are shaped by ‘Western exemplars’ (Pollock
2006:274). A closer examination of Pollock’s various writings on
history and culture in India, however, suggests that wittingly or
unwittingly he reproduces in his writings some of the very same
Eurocentric formulations of the writing of history andmodernity that
he claims are not applicable to the situation in India.4

Also implicit in Pollock’s philosophy of history is G. W. F. Hegel’s
argument that India had no history, which Hegel had predicated upon
finding a necessary connection between history writing and history
doing/making. History combines objective and subjective meanings
(historia rerum gestorum and res gestae). It is not two different things
that happen to have been given the same name. Rather, the two
meanings are deeply connected, for the unity of history [writing]
and the actual deeds and events of history make their appearance
simultaneously, and they emerge together from a common source.
This common source is the state, argued Hegel, which supplies a
context for history writing and helps produce it. History is the realm
of self-conscious free choice and directional change creativelymaking
the new and unprecedented; and the main locus of this creative
making is the state (see Trautmann 2012:193).
As Pollock brings to bear on his accounts an outsider’s perspective,
he is unable to show what ancient or pre-modern Indian readers
themselves understood to be the interpretive protocols employed
by the Mīmāṁsā thinkers in order to understand and present the
Veda-s and the horizon they project. Where Pollock purports to
know when a text is mythic or literary and not historical, he must
warn his contemporary readers that this is his categorization that
is being imposed on ancient texts that belong to an alien thought
system. If not, Pollock’s assertion that some discourse is ‘mythic and
not historical’ tells us more about Pollock, the interpreter, than about
‘historical consciousness of Indians in ancient India (based on Pollock
2007:379, see also Chekuri 2007).
Pollock is convinced that he can explain ahistoricity in the Vedic
worldview and in the Indic tradition by reference to a generally
accepted indigenous theory of cyclic time. True, the shape and
accounting of time is essential to the writing of history of any nation.
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Like other Western Indologists he makes much of the alleged lack
of history in India linking it to a cyclic concept of time, which is
contrasted (consciously or not) with the linear time of the Judeo-
Christian tradition. A sharp dichotomy of linear and cyclic time that
Pollock posits, however, is contestable because elements of each do
overlap. Jan E. M. Houben, for instance, acknowledges that the cyclic
calendrical temporality presaged in the ritual system placed the ritual
actor in a timeless reality, which did not stimulate any interest in
detailed history. Yet, the narrativity and historicity of the world, he
observes, is only temporarily set aside and that too in the case of the
Brahmin priests and a few others directly involved in the performance
of yajña (Houben 2002:472).
Romila Thapar, on her part, is at pains to point out that linear and
cyclic notions of time co-existed in ancient India, and were used
according to the context. Even in cyclic time the present is not a
repetition of the past, as has been maintained. Each cycle records
change. The linear and cyclical views of time are not mutually
exclusive — provided only a segment of the cycle is regarded or
described. Sub specie aeternitatis, of course, time was regarded as
cyclical. While cyclic notion of time was included in Mahābhārata,
Dharmaśāstra-s, and the Purāṇa-s; linear time was used in genealogies
(vaṁśāvali), biographies (carita-s), and dynastic chronicles (Thapar
2002:26-45, Devy 1998:11). There is now growing recognition that
cultures have their own versions of history which, however fanciful,
reflect their particular perception of the past (Chakraborty 2016).

III. Mīmāṁsā Hermeneutics Sustains Itihāsa
Mīmāṁsā hermeneutical principles

If mathematics is the source of all science in theWest; in ancient India
critical reflection (mīmāṁsā) was the major source of hermeneutics
and interpretive enterprise. The Mīmāṁsā darśana arose in response
to the need for an exegesis of Vedic yajña. Out of an analysis of
the institution of yajña came into being the Aitihāsika tradition of
an indigenous school of history and historiography quite different
from anything produced in the Western world (see below). Main
philosophical inquiries of Mīmāṁsā have similarly developed out
of Vedic exegetical themes. Its foundational text, the Mīmāṁsā
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sūtra attributed to Jaimini (perhaps 200 BCE), is probably the most
ancient philosophical sūtra. It has been commented on in Śābarabhāṣya
(possibly 3rd to 5th century CE), which was again commented on by
Kumārila and Prabhākara (700 CE?).
From the Mīmāṁsā perspective the events or stories to be found in
the Veda-s serve to illustrate a specific purpose of the injunction
associated with them (technically called arthavāda). Arthavāda is like
the preamble or statement of objects in a statute. A statement of
arthavāda type has no legal force by itself, but it is not entirely useless
since like a statement of objects or preamble it can help to clarify
an ambiguous injunction (vidhi), or give a justifiable reason for it.
Sometimes a vidhi is also seen couched in the form of arthavāda. A
physician’s written prescription, for instance, comes with his license
number entered as proof of his qualification to practicemedicine. This
assures the patient who then buys the prescription and gets well in
course of time. A descriptive statement (arthavāda) may be attached
to a Vedic injunction for similar reasons (MS 1:2.1ff).
A statement of arthavāda is divided into three sub-types. First,
the descriptive part of arthavāda is called ‘guṇavāda,’ which often
seeks to enhance the meaning of a vidhi statement with resort
to metaphor. Second, ‘anuvāda’ means elaboration of something
previously known, as in the phrase, ‘fire burns.’ Everybody knows
fire burns—experientially. Anuvāda implies putting this empirical
truth formally as a proposition. The third is bhūtārthavāda, which
in the above example would mean listing the ingredients of the
medicine that is being prescribed along with details of dosage etc.
In other words, the purpose of bhūtārthavāda and guṇavāda is to
narrate a convincing account (centered on truth iterated by anuvāda)
to motivate followers to observe a prescribed rule or injunction.
Consider for instance the injunction “Do not drink liquor” whose
purport (or moral) is that one must not drink. To narrate the ‘story’
that ‘a manwho got drunk was ruined’ in order to expand this purport
is arthavāda (based on Subramanian 2010).

The Liṅga principle

The Mīmāṁsā theory of interpretation is based upon an analysis of
the imperative mood (liṅ) because the core of the Veda-s is defined
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by commands to perform yājñic acts accompanied by recitation of
sacred mantra-s. In most cases the meaning of a Vedic injunction is
clear on face value (see Śābarabhāṣya on MS 3.3.14). However, when
the meaning of a word or expression is not clear on the face of it,
its latent force or suggestive power is brought out with recourse to
the suggestive power of some other word or expression associated
with the injunction. This is called liṅga, which Kumārila Bhaṭṭa pithily
describes in one phrase—declaratory power ofwords (ukti-sāmarthya).
If Śruti (= the Veda) offers the clear and obvious meaning of a word,
liṅga is recovery of a word’s obscure meaning by implication (Sarkar
1909:126 citing Laugākṣī Bhāskara).

The Vākya principle

Vākya (a matter of syntactical arrangement) is called for when the
word of a sentence needs to be read along with other words in the
sentence in order to make the entire sentence meaningful. This
procedure may involve (i) supplying ellipses (adhyāhāra and anuṣaṅga)
and/or (ii) moving subordinate clauses in a sentence up or down
(upakarṣa and apakarṣa) in order to provide proper context (Sarkar
1909:141).  According to the Śloka-vārttika of Kumārila Bhaṭṭa, one
derives a special sense of the sentence upon examination of the
structure of the sentence by using the principle of vākya. Thus, in
‘vākya’, the emphasis is on the inter-relationship between the words
and clauses of a sentence (samabhivyāhāra). Themodern rule ofnoscitur
a sociis is also based on the same approach (Sarkar 1909:109-110).5

The Prakaraṇa principle

Laugākṣī Bhāskara defines prakaraṇa as the inter-relationship between
passages (ubhayākaṅkṣā prakaraṇam; Jha 1964:220). It is based on the
recovery of the latent or implicit relation of ideas, which must have
been present to the mind of the author (Jha calls it the principle of
context; see Sarkar 1909:106). Thus, a paragraph or clause when read
by itself, does not clearly indicate its purpose, yet becomes clear when
read with paragraphs belonging to another topic in the same text (or
even in other texts) being discussed.
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The Atideśa principle

The method of performance of most yajña-s is given in clear and
extensive details in the Brāhmaṇa texts. These are known as Prakṛti-
yajña-s. However, there are other yajña-s whose rules are not given
anywhere, and which therefore are known as Vikṛti-yajña-s. The
atideśa principle was created to resolve this difficulty according to
which the Vikṛti yajña is to be performed according to the rules of the
Prakṛti-yajña-s (See MS 7:1.12; Katju 1993).

Application of Mīmāṁsā principles

Application of the liṅga principle (also called lakṣaṇārtha = the
suggestive power of the words or expression) can be illustrated with
reference to a decision of the Supreme Court in U.P Bhoodan Yagna
Samiti vs. Brij Kishore Case where the words ‘landless persons’ were
held to refer to landless peasants only and not to landless businessmen
(Barhi-nyāya). In Sardar Mohammad Ansar Khan vs. State of U.P.15,
the occasion was as to which of the two clerks appointed on the same
day in an Intermediate College would be senior, and hence entitled
to promotion as Head Clerk. Controversy arose because there was no
rule to cater to this situation. Recourse was therefore had to Chapter
2, Regulation 3 of the U.P. Intermediate Education Regulations, which
states that where two teachers are appointed on the same day, the
senior in age will be senior. Using the principle of atideśa it was
held that the same principle which applies to teachers should be also
applied to clerks, and hence the senior in age would be deemed senior
(Katju 1993).

Yuga: the temporal principle of itihāsa (apauruṣeya and
pauruṣeya)

A sūkta from the Ṛgveda affirms that theworld issues forth periodically
by the will of Vidhātā (Ordainer) as creation (sarga) just as it did
previously (dhātā yathāpūrvamakalpayat; Ṛgveda 10.190.3). The concept
of ‘period’ is elaborated in the Manusmṛti in terms of yuga: worlds
arise and dissolve and arise again and again through the four yuga-s.
Yuga also configures the relation of time and ultimate truth and reality
(brahman) that is deemed to be invariable (nitya). Duration of each
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of the yuga-s is a decreasing number of human years in thousands:
Kṛta 1,728,000 human years, Tretā 1,296,000, Dvāpara 864,000, and
Kali 4,320,000 human years. The twelve thousand divine years (which
are the total of four human ages) make one age of the gods, a mahā-
yuga (‘great age’). One thousand of these ages of the gods make a day
of Brahmā the Creator, whose night is also of equal length. Known
as Kalpa, this period comes to twelve million years of the gods, or
4.32 thousand million human years. Waking at the end of his day-
and-night, Brahmā creates [his] mind, which brings forth creation
by modifying itself, impelled by Brahma’s creative desire (Manusmṛti
1:68–80).
Invariable (nitya) truth is realized (and revealed to humanity) through
the yuga-s by devatā-s (such as Agni and Vāyu) and by ṛṣi-s andmuni-s.
Their realization of truth is recorded in the form of episodes or
dialogues, and preserved in a seed or root form6 (I venture to suggest,
as apauruṣeya Itihāsa). Though there are references to past events in
the Veda, Veda-s are not themselves historical because these events
may be repeated as such across the yuga-s. Humans, too, migrate
through a particular yuga in which they were born from life to life,
body to body, seeking mokṣa to escape from the rounds and cycles of
time. In this they receive guidance and instruction fromheroic actions
performed by avatāra-s of Viṣṇu (Rāma and Kṛṣṇa for instance) whose
deeds are recorded as pauruṣeya Itihāsa (please note that the categories
of apauruṣeya Itihāsa and pauruṣeya Itihāsa aremy suggestion; they are
not so described in the traditional texts).
In his commentaries on major Upaniṣads, Śaṅkarācārya analyzes
and brings out salient facts about Itihāsa from the various episodes
featured in them. The KaṭhaUpaniṣad, for instance, features an episode
involving Vājaśravas, and his son Naciketas who received instruction
from Yama. Śaṅkarācārya explains that this episode functions as
arthavāda, that is, it pertains to an event that may actually have
happened or not.  The first part of the proposition—‘an event that
may actually have happened’ refers to the bhūtārthavāda component
of arthavāda (see above); it also comes closest to theWestern notion of
history because it occurs in time that is measurable, is connected to a
probable causal factor, and is verifiable against an empirical criterion
such as an inscription or a written record. The second part of the
proposition is closer to what in the West is known as myth, legend, or
fiction.  This episode is nevertheless instructive, insists Śaṅkarācārya,
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in that there is something to learn from the behavior or actions of
characters involved (such as Naciketas) (based on Subramanian 2010).
It should be noted here that Śaṅkarācārya does not vitiate the
distinction between ‘Vedic (i.e. apauruṣeya) Itihāsa’ and ‘worldly (i.e.
pauruṣeya) Itihāsa .’ He distinguishes episodes from the Śruti from
those occurring in texts of worldly (laukika or pauruṣeya) Itihāsa such
as the Rāmāyaṇa or the Mahābhārata, which are known products of
recognized composers and authors like Vālmīki and Vyāsa that belong
to a specific period: the Tretā-yuga andDvāpara-yuga respectively. He
distinguishes them in themanner an injunction (vidhi) is distinguished
from didactic material pertaining to the injunction (arthavāda) in the
Mīmāṁsā hermeneutics (discussed above).

Itihāsa: a broad and inclusive category

Pollock seizes on the distinction Kumārila Bhaṭṭa made between
the transcendent disciplines that were ‘independently authoritative’
(adṛṣṭārthaka) from those that were not so (dṛṣṭārthaka) to assert that
Itihāsa belonged to the dṛṣṭārthaka category and as such had no role
to play in the teaching of dharma (Pollock 1990:320). Accordingly, he
abstracts from Itihāsa only one specific meaning that is akin to the
meaning of ‘history’ he has in mind: ‘thus it was’ (iti ha āsa). In the
Indian tradition, however, Itihāsa has a far richer, wider-ranging, and
comprehensive meaning and purpose as discernible from the allusion
to Itihāsa in the Chāndogya Upaniṣad (7.1.2).
The Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa includes Itihāsa as part of learning and
recitation during the performance of the ten-day Pāriplava Rite that
was part of the Aśvamedha Yajña. The very first ten-day period
commenced on the day the horse was set free to roam unchallenged
through territories of the rival kings for a period of one year (Hence,
it is that there are thirty-six Pāriplava rites in one Aśvamedha
yajña). During this ten-day period, a different Ākhyāna (narrative)
was recited every day to a particular group of individuals. The
logic behind the rite is that kings lording over various domains
(the world of humans, ancestors, aquatic creatures, birds, etc) and
their subjects must be brought to vest in the yajamāna (the king
commissioning the Aśvamedha Yajña). The eighth and ninth days
are particularly interesting because the Ākhyāna pertained to Itihāsa



1. History in India: A Critique from the Perspective of Mīmāṁsā 53

and Purāṇa respectively. Here are the relevant parts of the verses
from the Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa introducing the proceedings of those two
consecutive days:

“Now on the eighth day… ‘matsya sāmmada the king (rāja)’, thus he says;
‘of him (matsya rāja), those moving within the waters (udakecarā = fish)
are his people and here they are seated;’, thus [he says]. Fish and fish-
killers (i.e. fishermen) have come thither: it is them he instructs; ‘the
itihāsa is the veda: this it is;’ thus [saying], he says (ācakṣīta- more in the
sense of ‘introduces’) some (kaṁcid) itihāsa…

Nowon theninthday… thushe says; ‘of him, birds are his people andhere
they are seated;’, thus [he says]. Birds and fowlers have come thither: it
is them he instructs; ‘the purāṇa is the veda: this it is;’ thus [saying], he
says some purāṇa…”

(Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 13.4.3.12-13; see Eggeling 1885).

In this way, by the end of the thirty-six ten-day periods, the king
became vested in different categories of lordships and ‘knowledges’
over differing domains and subjects. It is important to remember
that the king and his subjects received such ‘knowledges’ in different
domains through Itihāsa and Purāṇa. Given that this happened thirty-
six times the amount of information received by the audience must
have been fairly extensive. Over time, the recitation of Itihāsa and
Purāṇa came to be vested in the Sūta-s, a class of skilled bards, who,
despite belonging to the ‘lower varṇa [class],’ were highly respected
for their knowledge. Their dissemination of Itihāsa and Purāṇa to the
public at large has indeed remained a critical component of Hindu
dharma; one that enables all and sundryHindus to remain connected to
their rich heritage (Srestha 2017). As a collective term Itihāsa is often
mentioned as distinct from the Purāṇa and yet is also treated much
the same as the Purāṇa. Thus the Vāyupurāṇa calls itself both a Purāṇa
and an Itihāsa as does the Brahmāṇḍapurāṇa. The Brahmapurāṇa calls
itself both a Purāṇa and Ākhyāna, while theMahābhārata calls itself by
all these terms (Pargiter 1962:35).
In light of the above, it is understandable why, by the time of Kauṭilya,
Itihāsa acquired a far wider connotation to embrace all areas of
human interest from the mundane to the spiritual. For Kauṭilya the
Atharvaveda and the Itihāsa ‘veda’ fell within the ambit of the Veda-s
for which reason he put both on the same footing. Elsewhere in the
Arthaśāstra, while discussing the training an ideal king should undergo,
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he talks of Itihāsa and includes under its rubric the Purāṇa, Itivṛtta
(past record), Ākhyāyikā (tale), Udāharaṇa (illustrative story), and
even the Dharmaśāstra-s (Shamasastri n.d.:14). It is in this broader
sense that the Rāmāyaṇa, the Mahābhārata, and the Purāṇa-s are
included under the category of Itihāsa — record of exploits of heroes
who could be king, poet, or priest according to the kind of varṇa [class]
or world a hero was born into. Their exploits were kept alive as
narratives to be told to successive generations. The reading of relevant
texts of Itihāsa was ordained for the kings and the administrators.
Shivaji (1630-1680), the legendary king of the Marathas, was a product
of this practice (Sathe n.d.). This understanding of itihāsawas in vogue
till the end of the 18th century when Sir William Jones, a pioneer
among the British scholars, advised colonial authorities to restrict
study of ancient Indian history based on the Purāṇa-s in the schools
established and operated by the East India Company.

Itihāsa and the Aitihāsika School of interpretation

The Nirukta of Yāska is a commentary on the Nighaṇṭu, a lexicon
of Vedic words and terminology, of hoary antiquity. Yāska, who
lived probably during 800 BCE, refers to an Aitihāsika School of
interpretation, which serves to (1) connect a given mantra with its
deity in a comprehensibleway—by acting as an anchoring story to put
forth an argument for the transcendent nature ofmantra-s andmantra
users, (2) explain obscure Saṁvāda sūkta-s of the Ṛgveda  by offering
a ‘key’ to the myths and dialogues alluded to therein, (3) provide
extended genealogies or biographical pedigrees of ṛṣi-s, (4) present or
resolve conflict, (5) mediate between the laukika (pauruṣeya = worldly)
and lokottara (apauruṣeya = Vedic) worlds (see Patton 1996:211).7
Yāska thus understands the role of Itihāsa to be the teaching of the
philosophy of life with supporting references to relevant traditional
narratives (pāraṁparika-kathā).

Role of Itihāsa: spreading dharma through vedopabṛṁhaṇa

Pollock acknowledges that there was a growing trend among those
who performed the acts of dharma required by the Veda to also
perform acts that were counted as dharma but that were not directly
based on Vedic injunctions. Mīmāṁsaka-s, custodians of Vedic
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dharma, addressed and acted upon such expansion of the realm of
dharma beyond the limited ritual realm.8 Towards that objective they
assumed that the authority for these other actions was conferred not
by directly perceptible Vedic texts, but by [Smṛti] texts inferentially
proven to exist or to have once existed.9 The concept of puruṣārtha
(human need/goal) was first conceptualized within the domain of
Mīmāṁsā to accommodate for this widening scope of dharma (MS
4.1.1ff.; Pollock 1990:323).
Subsequently, Manu and the other Smṛti-s began to treat dharma
both as kratvartha, that is, regular performance of such yajña-s as
the Agnihotra and other rites/obligations, as well as formal study
of the Veda; and as puruṣārtha, that is, performance of the whole
range of duties prescribed for the four varṇa-s and four āśrama-s
(Endnote # 22; Pollock 1990:323). It does not occur to Pollock that he is
describing here vedopabṛṁhaṇa, a process (sponsored by theMīmāṁsā
system) of expanding the Vedic teachings by bringing Itihāsa into
service to spread the puruṣārtha component of dharma among those
who did not have direct access to its kratvartha component—women
and śūdra-s (see below). Vedopabṛṁhaṇa thus invalidates the process
of Vedicization, the cornerstone of Pollock’s thesis of the Mīmāṁsā
denial and suppression of ‘history’ in ancient India!
The foregoing suggests that in many cultures history was/is under-
stood in the sense akin to Itihāsa: record of significant actions inwhich
great heroes (male and female) are often implicated and are variously
recognized as instruments of providence, justice or the spirit of times
(Zeitgeist) destined to accomplish a definite plan and purpose. In his
Heroes and Hero-Worship, Carlyle outlined one such way of conceptual-
izing history that is reminiscent of Itihāsa:

“Universal History, the history of what man has accomplished in this
world, is at the bottom the history of the Great Men who have worked
here ”.

(Hook 1965:14)

Pollock does not seem to have entertained Carlyle’s vision of history.
If he had, he would not declare ‘India has no history’! Such a
summary verdict sounds unconvincing because it fails to explain
why Buddhists and Jains (who spurned Veda-s), too, did not attach
great importance to ‘history’ as Pollock conceptualizes it. Moreover,
Pollock attaches undue importance to Mīmāṁsā (which is but one
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of the six major darśana-s) in selecting it as a guiding light in his
search for history in India. As against the Mīmāṁsā view of the
Veda-s as authorless, the Nyāya and Yoga attribute the authorship of
Veda-s to God, and the Vedantin-s consider brahman (not the Veda)
as ultimately real and eternal. Pollock is also unperturbed by the
fact that though he abides by modern, objectivist notions of history
in the West, the underlying belief in the opposition of ‘factual’ (true)
history and ‘fictive’ literature, on which it is based, is itself relatively
new. Until nineteenth-century, history in Europe was considered a
form of literature with no prejudice as to its truth value (See Perrett,
1999:315; Hossain 2016). While one may agree with Pollock that all
narratives necessarily manipulate time by rearranging it to configure
a meaningful pattern, it must also be remembered that there can
be different modes of configuring temporality in different times and
cultures (even within a single culture). These modes, again, can be
linear or distinctly nonlinear (See Thapar 2002:26-45).

IV. Mīmāṁsā Fosters Dharma and
Vedopabṛṁhaṇa
In his commentary on theMīmāṁsā sūtra Śabarasvāmin laid out a com-
prehensive anduseful framework for studying dharma: what is dharma,
its nature and characteristics (lakṣaṇa-s), its sources (sādhana-s), what
appear as, but are really not, its sources (sādhanābhāsāni), and what
is the ‘other’ (para) [i.e. that to which dharma relates or reaches out;
later identified with mokṣa]. In a practical sense, dharma is that which
(1) sustains the universe, (2) supports, and (3) upholds all human ef-
forts to live in virtue, goodness, and mutual expectancy (sāpekṣatā)
(Śābarabhāṣya on MS 3:3.14).
The fact that Mīmāṁsā philosophical thinking emerged out of
exegetical concerns means that the Mīmāṁsā is not exclusively
concerned with ontology as Pollock presupposes. In company
with most contemporary Western scholars he considers metaphysics
and ontology as the first elements of philosophical thinking and
accordingly transposes thismodel onto theMīmāṁsā system. The fact
is, such is not quite the case for Mīmāṁsā where the main focus is
on the Brāhmaṇa portion of the Veda-s, which are primarily action-
oriented, prescriptive texts. Since Mīmāṁsaka-s accord the Veda
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a specific epistemological place and role, the Veda is the source of
transcendental knowledge only. In all other fields (including what
Pollock calls ‘history’) ontological and empirical perspectives are
accepted and encouraged.

Itihāsa: bridging Dharma and Mokṣa

Dharma with its concern for right action in the material and
phenomenalworld ofmen andwomenhas a temporal dimensionwhile
mokṣa, the ultimate goal of life, transcends temporality. Hindu poets
and philosophers have traditionally espoused the bridge provided by
Itihāsa and Purāṇa texts to make the passage from dharma to mokṣa.
The metaphor of bridge acts as a linking function which, among
other things, brings together elements that are different temporally,
spatially or in other ways. The bridge is a not a stable habitat, you are
not expected to stand or stay on it for long periods. It is rather, ‘being
on the way’ from somewhere to somewhere.
This idea of the connectedness of dharma (operating in the mundane,
material domain) and mokṣa (the transcendent domain) is central
to Mīmāṁsā. For this reason Jaimini considers alienation from
the omnipotent Supreme Being (Pradhāna) to be imperfection
(doṣa). Hence all beings are asked to be in relation to Pradhāna
(abhisaṁbandhāt; MS 6:3.1-3) and the act of relating to Pradhāna is part
of the goal of performing yajña (Organ 1970:243). The Dharmaśāstra-s
similarly claim an essential continuity between dharma and mokṣa:
performance of selfless action (karma; initially discussed in the Vedic
notion of karman) as prescribed for one’s dharma leads to mokṣa.
Thus the timeless ideal of mokṣa cannot be so easily separated from
the temporal ideal of dharma as Pollock chooses to do (See Perrett
1999).  For this reason, the alleged lack of importance placed on
history in India (and Hinduism) may be attributed to classical Indian
epistemology rather than to the ‘authorless’ and ‘timeless’ quality of
the Veda as alleged by Pollock.

Karman and Temporal Awareness

Though Pollock holds the system of Mīmāṁsā responsible for
suppressing history, he conveniently ignores the close connection
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the Indian tradition posits between the doctrine of karma, the Vedic
concept of karman (actions involved in the performance of yajña),
and awareness of the three time frames (past, present, future). The
concept of karman is alluded to in various sūkta-s of the Ṛgveda
(1:22.19; 2:21.1; 3:33.7 for instance). The Mīmāṁsaka-s undertook
the scrutiny of all actions enjoined in the Veda-s by dividing the
Vedic corpus into two broad divisions: sacred formulae (mantra-s)
and injunctions (vidhi-s). These commands also guide everyday acts,
which constitute the very essence of human existence. Without action
knowledge is fruitless and without action happiness (whether worldly
or transcendent) is impossible. In Vedic thinking human and cosmic
fullness is reached only through the performance of yajña which,
amongother things, re-enacts the primordial creative act bywhich the
world came into being and remains extant during the current yuga.

For Jaimini reality, therefore, is ordered according to the institution
of yajña, and all Mīmāṁsā categories are shaped to focus on yajña,
which is so essential that all its components are significant only insofar
as they serve its performance. The words (śabda-s) of the Veda-s
are meaningful solely as a set of injunctions for yājñic action. The
Mīmāṁsā provides a framework that permits actions to express both
diversity of interests and an underlying authority.  Dharma arises
from the Veda and the dharma of any entity is a function of the way
an entity is treated, acted upon, and related to, during the yajña
and in relation to yajña (Clooney 1990:124,153).  Dharma is formally
defined as that which motivates people to do right actions that are
conducive to highest goal orwelfare (niḥśreyasa) and that are indicated
by commands or injunctions (codanā lakṣaṇo’rtho dharmaḥ MS 1:1.1-2).

In post-Vedic thought karman becomes that which remains as the
subtle structure of temporal reality once the prima facie elements have
faded away or have been transformed, as that which all existing beings
have in common and in which they share. For the Gītā, karman is
the constitutive element of the human being (BG 8:3) and the theme
of karman is discussed at length in chapters two and three (Panikkar
1972). It is therefore surprising that Pollock does not take into account
the possible relevance of the doctrine of karman in his discussions of
the status of history in ancient India.



1. History in India: A Critique from the Perspective of Mīmāṁsā 59

Karman and Kāla

Raimundo Panikkar observes that in Indian way of thinking the locus
of karman is the temporal existence of reality, the temporal existence
of this world and, above all, the human being (Panikkar 1972:35).
It is in this line of thinking that the concept of historicity and
historical consciousness finds its place.10Karman is the crystallization
of actions past, as well as of the results of acts which are no longer
in the past, but which emerge and are present in the contemporary
situation of the bearer of that particular karman. The forces that
energize an action leave their mark on the agent as well as on the
world. Within the agent these energizing forces leave a residual
effect (karmāśaya) that shape and direct future actions and carry
the combined influence (saṁskāra-s) of past actions forward into the
agent’s future. Some of the internal effects of actions show up directly
in the habits and character of the succeeding generations (Panikkar
1975:86-87). From the Vedic perspective, an isolated [individual]
being is an abstraction; an artificial and unnatural separation from
the common reality of which it is part. Human being therefore
is karmic, temporal, and historical (Panikkar 1972:42). The law of
karman gives expression to this fundamental human condition, yet at
the same time allows for its overcoming—to mokṣa.11 Through their
commitment to this background theory of karman and kāla, Hindus
are able to temporalize and historicize consciousness rather more
comprehensively and deliberately than Pollock would care to admit
(adapted from Pertt 1999:607).
In the Indic context historical consciousness is bound with the
recognition that events produce effects and consequences (both
external and internal) to the authors and agents of these events,
and their community. Itihāsa as a record of meaningful and
inspiring heroic actions (nārāśaṁsī) was already spelled out in the
Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa (13:4.3.12; see Singhal and Gupta 2003:23), and
the Mahābhārata recommends that actual doings of great kings and
seers are to be analyzed within the parameters of dharma, artha,
kāma and mokṣa (Shendge 1996). The Mīmāṁsā Paribhāṣā of Kṛṣṇa
Yajvan refers to two main categories of narratives: individual heroic
action (parakṛti) and collective heroic actions (purākalpa)(Swami
Madhavananda 1987:70-71).12 Once performed, an individual heroic
action can be detached from its remarkable performer to let it
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develop legacy and consequences of its own. Itihāsa invests such
memorable and autonomized acts (individual or collective) with
cultural and social dimensions, which succeeding generations are
invited to emulate.
Pollock nevertheless does not regard purāṇic genealogies and
historical biographies (carita-s) as historical (even though they
evince historical consciousness; e.g., Bāṇa’s Harṣacarita) because
they do not conform to ‘Enlightenment’ conceptions of historical
consciousness. Against this assertion of Pollock, Thapar insists that
historical consciousness is present in all societies, which may or
may not produce direct history writing. In searching for historical
consciousness in Indic literary texts, for instance, she came across
embedded history (as in epics, myths and genealogy) where historical
consciousness has to be prised out and externalized history such as
familial, institutional, and regional chronicles or biographies (where
the text makes deliberate use of the past)(Thapar 2013:59-61, 683;
Hossain 2016).

V. Spreading Dharma Using Mīmāṁsā
Hermeneutics
In the light of the above discussion it may be posited that
Dharmaśāstra-s and Purāṇa-s presuppose that a proper understanding
of Itihāsa is crucial for fulfilling dharma and the other ends of life.This
is because Itihāsa acts as a storehouse of the past for what needs to
be remembered, i.e., values that guide fulfillment of four puruṣārtha-s
through the four stages of life (āśrama-s) using the power of language
and narrative.13 The sense of time and culture in a given tradition is
conditionedby the language(s) and linguistic conventions operating in
that tradition. The manner in which a tradition internalizes temporal
modalities of its collective existence is determined by its language/s.
Here, grammarians play a major mediating role between language
and tradition.14 Literary texts, on their part, depict the idealized
āśramamodel of the four life stages, whichKālidāsa describes in the life
history of two kings of the Raghu dynasty: Dilīpa and Raghu pointing
out that the householder’s stage (gṛhastha) is the one that sustains and
makes possible the three other stages (Raghuvaṁśa 5.10).
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Mantra-rāmāyaṇa of Nīlakaṇṭha

The mediating role of Itihāsa in the fulfilment of dharma can
be illustrated with particular reference to the Mantra-rāmāyaṇa of
Nīlakaṇṭha Caturdhara, a Marathi-speaking Brahmin who flourished
in the second half of the seventeenth century in a family established
in Karpuragrāma (modern Kopargaon); a town on the banks of the
River Godāvarī in what is now the state of Maharashtra. Nīlakaṇṭha
moved to Vārāṇasī where he undertook the study of Veda and
Vedāṅga, Mīmāṁsā, and Advaita Vedānta in the era when Aurangzeb
was the emperor (1658-1707). Nīlakaṇṭha is better known for his
commentary on the Mahābhārata (Bhāratabhāvadīpa), which is now
recognized as a necessary companion volume to read and understand
the Mahābhārata. He also wrote two other popular works for the
purpose of illuminating the hidden meaning of Vedic mantra-s: the
Mantra-rāmāyaṇa (MR) and the Mantra-bhāgavata by arranging the
select mantra-s drawn from the Ṛgveda in such a way that they reveal
the story centered on Rāma or Kṛṣṇa and the teaching of dharma - the
Rāmāyaṇa and the Bhāgavata respectively.15

Here, Nīlakaṇṭha’s purpose is different from that of other retellings
of the Rāmāyaṇa he is familiar with. Vedic commentarial tradition for
reading Ṛgvedic sūkta-s/saṁvāda-s initiated by Yāska and others were
oriented toward the explanation of the proper performance of the
Vedic rituals. Nīlakaṇṭha’s explanation is derived from (1) semantic
elucidation of Vedic mantra-s (nigama-nirukta)16 and (2) adoption of
the Mīmāṁsan injunctive perspective to shape and frame his own
message and philosophy using Kumārila Bhaṭṭa’s argument (perhaps
following Kauṭilya) that considered the Mahābhārata and Rāmāyaṇa to
be Dharmaśāstra-s and as such sources of instruction in the four ends
of man (puruṣārtha-s)(Fitzgerald 1991).

Nīlakaṇṭha is able to expand the horizon of the Veda-s and realign it
with the horizon of the Vedāntic scholarly milieu in which he lived
(Vārāṇasī of the 17th century) thanks to the basic fluidity of the Vedic
texts, and indeed Śruti itself. By relating the past to the contemporary
situation through the process of upabṛṁhaṇa he was able to add new
material covering immediate past to the existing corpus. This is in
line with Mīmāṁsan hermeneutical stance that ‘canon’ is not rigidly
demarcated on the basis of particular Vedic texts (Patton 1996:425).
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Thus, commenting on MS 2:4.9 Śabarasvāmin writes, ‘all branches of
the Veda and all Brāhmaṇa texts communicate to us about the same
[ritual] activity’ thereby implying that the Vedic canon is not the
closed and fixed entity (Patton 1996:425 FN # 33).17

The above stance enables Nīlakaṇṭha, the commentator, to consider
all the texts from the compendium of the Veda as ‘one’ in order to
make sense of its part (see the prakaraṇa principle discussed above).
The basis for this strategy also came from Kumārila’s statement
that “One can create one large sentence on a particular subject out
of several independent sentences of the vidhi or arthavāda type’’
(Kumārila Bhaṭṭa Tantra-vārttika on MS 1:4.13.24). Nīlakaṇṭha next
selects mantra-s from the Ṛgveda and identifies in them elements of
the Rāma story on the basis of the Mīmāṁsā principles of liṅga, vākya,
and prakaraṇa. He then adds other mantra-s which are not so explicit,
but which can be relevant by context or by narrative connection, as
Nīlakaṇṭha sees it (ekavākyatā, liṅgaviśeṣa; Dwivedi 1998; MR verse #
22).

The sūkta entitled ‘Vamro Vaikhānasaḥ’ (Ṛgveda 10.99) is traditionally
attributed to a sage named Vamra Vaikhānasa. Nīlakaṇṭha stipulates
that Vamra is none other than Vālmīki. Then, by clever use of the
principles of liṅga and prakaraṇa, he posits that the first five verses of
this sūkta are byVamra/Ādikavi Vālmīki and that they encapsulate the
Rāma story. The Mantra-rāmāyaṇa accordingly begins with a reading
of these five verses as a telling of the whole Rāmakathā in a seed/root
form. He then offers their rereading from the ādhyātmika perspective
suggesting that the rest of the work will proceed in the like manner
(See Dwivedi 1998; MR verses # 15, 19).

A pūrvapakṣin (Pollock in the present context) might object that the
use of the liṅga or prakaraṇa principle is used in a restricted sense in
Mīmāṁsā because a fundamental tenet of that philosophical position
holds that not everymantra or vidhi from the Ṛgveda can be interpreted
on every level of meaning. Some are simply about ritual action. In
reply, we may assert with Nīlakaṇṭha that the meaning of texts can
be different for different readers of the texts. Attention may be
drawn to Yāska’s practice of explaining the same word in a variety
of meanings and commenting on the same verse in either (or both)
ādhyātmika and aitihāsika sense (see Dwivedi 1998; MR verses # 12, 43).
To the objection that Nīlakaṇṭha follows Purāṇic and not orthodox
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interpretation, Nīlakaṇṭha can draw attention to the fact that Rāma’s
divinity was understood and expressed in different ways by different
narrators (see Minkowski 2002, FN # 93).

Another pūrvapakṣinmight object that since theRāmakathā is nowhere
mentioned in the Veda-s, Nīlakaṇṭha’s approach to find this wholly
new meaning in the mantra-s from the Ṛgveda departs from the
Mīmāṁsā’s typical hermeneutical approach to analyze and interpret
the Veda-s. In response, Nīlakaṇṭha invokes the maxim that a
post should not be blamed if a blind man walks into it: that no
one has read the Rāmakathā as the primary meaning of the Vedic
verses before does not mean that such an interpretation is wrong18
Nīlakaṇṭha’s innovation lies in the way existing techniques and
repositories of knowledge are taken together in the service of the
task he chose: vedopabṛṁhaṇa. Though an Advaitin in philosophical
outlook; Nīlakaṇṭha brings inputs in his thinking from the tradition
of devotion to Rāma and Kṛṣṇa. His innovation lay in stating that the
Veda-s also refer to Viṣṇu as the saguṇa-brahman, i.e., to Viṣṇu in his
incarnated action as Rāma in a narrativized kāvya form of Rāmāyaṇa
(See Minkowski: Forthcoming).  The Rāmāyaṇa, in turn, holds in
high esteem all that is found in Veda because such expressions as
vedoktam (spoken about in the Veda) and vedopabṛṁhitam (described
and discussed in the Veda) occur often in it.

Western insensitivity to works of Itihāsa

Pollock’s writings lack sensitivity to the peculiarity of understanding
India’s past in terms of India’s own cultural context. Christopher
Minkowski (a noted Sanskritist and collaborator of Pollock in the
Sanskrit Knowledge System on the Eve of Colonialism project)
concludes his article on Nīlakaṇṭha’s Mantra-rāmāyaṇa with an
assessment of Nīlakaṇṭha’s creativity with all the smugness a Western
Sanskritist and Vedist can summon:

“The study of Nīlakaṇṭha’s works might be useful in learning about
the later destiny of Vedic literature. But the question might still be
raised about his usefulness to studies of the Vedas “in themselves.” Are
we likely to revise our translations or interpretations of any verse of
the Ṛgveda based on Nīlakaṇṭha’s contributions? Probably not. Do his
glosses preserve any precious linguistic archaeological specimens that
might shed some light on Vedic language? Probably not. What then is
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the use of Nīlakaṇṭha ’s work for those of us studying the Veda today?
Theodor Aufrecht, a Vedist of note in the last century, already dismissed
Nīlakaṇṭha’s work, saying that it “perverted” the Vedic verses into a
reference to Rāma and Kṛṣṇa. And althoughwe probablywould not say it
quite that way today, I doubt that we would take Nīlakaṇṭha ’s texts any
more seriously. But there is at least this second order value: a reading
of Nīlakaṇṭha’s Mantrarahasya works can remind us of the assumptions
we make today in doing our work, the location of our own disciplinary
boundaries, the distinction thatwemake between theVedas’ destiny and
the Vedas’ meaning.”

(Minkowski Forthcoming:28)

Minkowski’s musings on the Mantra-rāmāyaṇa reveal how tightly
Western academics control exegesis of the Veda-s. Swadeshi
interpreters of the Veda-s, on their part, need to proceed in their
work keeping intact the integrity of theVedic textswithout bracketing
out their ‘mythic’ or didactic portions as Pollock and Minkowski
would like to suggest. It is necessary to view Mantra-rāmāyaṇa as
a holistic work produced by Nīlakaṇṭha’s use of myth, rhetoric,
and Itihāsa as discernible in the Rāmāyaṇa, which thematically is
connected with the heroic narratives and genealogical tendencies
of the Itihāsa-Purāṇa tradition as explained by Rājaśekhara (see
Devy 1998; endnote #7). Nīlakaṇṭha’s work can be legitimated
using Kumārila Bhaṭṭa’s argument that traditional literature may be
acceptable as authoritative insofar as it exhibits the property of ‘being
rooted in the Veda-s’ (veda-mūlatvam)—even if that means, in some
cases, inferring the reality of a no-longer-accessibleVedic text (Tantra-
vārttika 1.3.1. ff).19

Siddhānta
Itihāsa: the fifth Veda

The fact that ‘history’ as is understood in the West, is subsumed in
the broader, inclusive category of Itihāsa (deemed to be the ‘fifth
Veda’) in the tradition of India altogether escapes Pollock’s attention.
 One probable reason for this lacuna might be that a range of possible
answers that can be elicited out of a given tradition/texts/action
depend upon the questions that are asked of it. Any scholar
inevitably determines and comes with his/her own agenda of such
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an inquiry (as Pollock indeed does). German hermeneutist Hans-
Georg Gadamer formalized this phenomenon into the general notion
of pre-understanding (Vorverstandnis), which is an integral part of the
interpreter’s own horizon, and which is informed by the effective
history (Wirkungsgeschichte) that emanates from the given text/action.
The possibility for understanding is therefore conditioned because
the interpreter must engage and negotiate with the history of the
text/action he/she is studying (Bilimoria 2008:70).
In this effort the interpreter may attempt any understanding of the
text/document/action by approaching it purely from the prevalent
perspective of its original authors/actors from the outside in (i.e.
etically) or from the inside out (i.e. emically). Thinking with Indians,
i.e. from the inside out, noted Vedicist and Sanskritist Jan Gonda
observed (unlike Pollock) that Indian civilization, in the main, stands
in striking contrast to Western, modern ‘mentalité.’  Without being
one-sidedly intellectual, it gives free scope to the emotional and
imaginative sides of humannature againstwhich distinctions between
the subjective and the objective, reality and appearance are almost
meaningless (Gonda 1975:8).
Instead of simply extracting whatever he had wanted from the
selected texts from ancient India and then casting the rest aside,
Pollock should have remembered that his sources relate to India’s past
in various ways (an acknowledgment with which he started his quest
of ‘history’ in ancient India). In this quest he ignores the fact that his
sources reveal not just ‘data’ or information, but also consciousness
of the understanding of the past, and what it means to think about
the past. ‘Historians rarely heal themselves,’ laments Pollock; ‘they
rarely historicize their own reading.’ It is therefore not surprising
that there is no acknowledgment here of the role of Pollock the
interpreter’s present in his interpretation of India’s past (see Pollock
2007:370). He conveniently sidesteps the ‘emic’ view on the past
treating his sources as mere informants. As Thapar has observed, this
move perpetrates violence against Itihāsa leaving Pollock’s central
thesis ‘India is without history’ an ideological affront (Thapar 2013).
India’s response should be: So what? The West is without Itihāsa!
The Vedic tradition was more concerned to address the central
paradox of human existence: on the cosmic scale the duration of
human life is insignificant. This passage, albeit brief, is the source
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of all reflection of any significance. The disparity between the
lived time and cosmic time is the source of all human anxiety and
suffering. Yet, it is also the raison d’être of the Vedic thought and
quest that seeks to provide relief from pain and suffering, relief in the
form of various injunctions (and the supporting explanatory material
described as arthavāda) pertaining to dharma. They lie ‘atemporally’
and in ‘seed/root form’ (i.e. as apauruṣeya Itihāsa) in the Vedic canon
as myths, eulogies (praśasti), heroic tales, and genealogies awaiting to
externalize and sprout in the flow of time in every yuga through the
process of upabṛṁhaṇa. The pauruṣeya Itihāsa/Purāṇa tradition acts as
its medium and agency in order to extend and expand Vedic teachings
on dharma for the benefit of all those who do not have direct access to
the Veda-s. This gives the lie to the process of ‘Vedicization’ invented
by Pollock to hold the Mīmāṁsā system responsible for suppressing
‘history’ and depriving the rights of disadvantaged masses.
Nīlakaṇṭha’s Mantra-rāmāyaṇa is a prime instance of how Vedopabṛṁ-
haṇa, a process based on the hermeneutical principles of Mīmāṁsā,
continued until the pre-modern times. His innovation lay in affirming
once again that Rāma’s avatāra was understood from the very
beginning as bringing forth the ethical and spiritual teachings of the
Veda centered on dharma to the masses. In this, Nīlakaṇṭha was
emulating Vālmīki himself who introduced the Veda-s to Lava and
Kuśa (the two sons of Rāma) and then elaborated on their teachings
by reciting the Rāmāyaṇa to them (Rāmāyaṇa 1:4.6).
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Notes
1Orwell was an English author and journalist who had also served as a police officer with
the Indian Imperial Police in Burma (now Myanmar) from 1922–1927.”
2In his 1990 article Pollock called it ‘ Vedicization’ (Pollock 1990:328)
3The last sentence of the abstract of the paper, however, ends with this line: ‘History,
consequently, seems not so much to be unknown in Sanskritic India as to be denied’
(Pollock 1989:603).”
4For an in depth critique of Pollock on this point see Jalki 2013.
5Ganganath Jha calls it ‘syntactical connection’ (Jha 1964:220).
6Commenting onṚgveda (1:1.1) Sāyaṇācārya states that at the end of every yuga the great
sages obtained the hidden Vedas along with itihāsa (see Singhal and Gupta 2003:23).
7Pollock notes that no textbook of Aitihāsika interpretation has been preserved (Pollock
1989:608).
8A popular collection of subhāṣita-s includes one with this ending: “Who on earth but
the Mīmāṃsakas respectfully guard the Veda?” (bhinnā mīmāṁsakebhyo vidadhati bhuvi
ke sādaraṁ vedarakṣām. Subhāṣitaratnabhāṇḍāgāra, p. 43; Note # 46 Pollock 1990).
9Śabarasvāmin commented: it is not unreasonable to hold that the knowledge of these
texts is remembered, while the texts themselves (that is, their actual wording) have
been lost (Śābarabhāṣya 7.7.7-8); Pollock 1990 endnote # 27.

10This line of interpretation of karman as source of ‘history’ and historical consciousness
is based on Panikkar 1972.
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11This line of interpretation is suggested by Panikkar 1972:41ff.
12For Rājaśekhara (renowned 10th century poet and literary critic), Itihāsa is of two
types: of a single hero (nāyaka = protagonist; the Rāmāyaṇa) and of many heroes (the
Mahābhārata) and identifies them as Parakriyā [Parakṛti] and Purākalpa respectively.
The awareness that Itihāsa is a narrative about the past as well as the past itself brings
Rājaśekhara to modern historiographical concerns (Devy 1998:17).

13One popular verse puts it as follows: dharmārthakāmamokṣāṇām upadeśasamanvitam;
purāvṛttam kathāyuktam itihāsam pracakṣate (Sathe n.d.:22).

14French philosopher Paul Ricoeur, for instance, observed that it is Sanskrit grammar
and the system of its verb tenses that have been decisive in India’s sense of time than
the Sanskrit vocabulary designating time (Ricoeur 1975 Introduction.)

15Nīlakaṇṭha insists that the Rāmakathā is as present in the Veda as is the Ūrvaśī-
Purūravas saṁvāda (dialogue) in (Ṛgveda 10.85; Dwivedi 1998:15).

16For Nīlakaṇṭha’s explanation of ‘nigamanirukta’ see Kahrs (1998).
17See also Kumārila Bhaṭṭa Tantravārttika on MS 2:4.9.
18nanu rāmāyaṇīyakathā kasyām cid api śākhāyām vṛtravadhādivanna dṛśyate’to’syāhāḥ
śrutimūlatveva nāstīti cet naiṣa sthāṇoraparādho yadenamandho na paśyati iti nyāyena tvayi
vedārthānabhijñe sati na rāmāyaṇamaparādhyati. (See Dwivedi 1998: 11. The maxim of the
blind man and the post is found in Nirukta 1.16, in exactly these words; also Minkowski
Forthcoming FN # 65).

19Smṛtyadhikaraṇa of the Mīmāṃsā sūtra (1.3.1-2); see Minkowski 2005:240-41, where he
cites relevant remarks of Nīlakaṇṭha.
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Abstract
The interpretations in this paper of Mīmāṁsā by Western (etic)
scholars are critically analyzed with a focus on the fundamental
issues in Western hermeneutics, and the applications to alien (alien,
that is, to Western methods) bodies of knowledge like Indian texts.
Mīmāṁsā has been analyzed and critiqued by Western philosophers
and scholars using flawed understandings and techniques rooted
in various Western epistemologies. The modern (neo)-Orientalists
proudly continue this tradition using their tools of preference viz.
political philology and historiography based socio-political analyses –
relying on biased and flawed re-creations of historical events and their
ascribed motivations. Prof. Sheldon Pollock’s thesis on Mīmāṁsā is
critically appraised with a firm basis in the traditional perspectives
and vocabularies of the vidyā-s relating to Mīmāṁsā and its major
interpretations. It is proposed that the neo-Orientalist theses on
Mīmāṁsā derive from a deep ignorance (nescience). The primacy,
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non-dilutability and non-negotiable nature of a sacred perspective
(saṁskāra) whilst interpreting Sanskrit texts of Vedic knowledge
systems is reinforced. The limitations of the scientific method in
interpreting Mīmāṁsā are also discussed. The kind of hermeneutics
that is practiced on Sanskrit texts is discussed - we posit a new type
- a hermeneutics of derision. This is followed by a discussion on
the Western notions of history and the accusations of ahistoricism
ascribed to Indian civilization. The non-empirical, non-verifiable and
unscientific nature of methods used by Pollock to make his erroneous
claims is highlighted. The aim, purpose and science of Mīmāṁsā is
to lead the practitioner to examine and critically analyze his actions
(karman/dharma) in life while on the path to a holistically (nature
included) harmonious existence. The scope and role of Mīmāṁsā
is beyond that of Science, Social Science or Religion (as the West
currently knows/interprets these terms). Unless this is acknowledged
andmore importantly reinforced and realized by its practice -Western
etic scholarship will continue to provide nebulous and incorrect
interpretations of Indic knowledge systems driven by nescience.

Introduction
The Indian “hermeneutic” tradition has been interpreted in various
ways since the beginnings of Indology - when Sanskrit and its
associated knowledge systems became objects of analysis and
scrutiny using Western techniques of study. Sheldon Pollock
has discharged serious accusations on the Mīmāṁsā system of
thought and its methods in multiple contexts in Pollock (2004),
Pollock (1989) and Arnason et al. (2005) to cite a few. Pollock’s
interpretations of Mīmāṁsā’s origins, motives and goals exemplify
the characteristic trademarks of his style: political philology, creative
use of chronology, dubious dating of texts, formulation of spurious
historiographical narratives and speculative theorizations. Prior to
and contemporaneous with Pollock, various other Indologists have
also fantastically theorized about Mīmāṁsā (Bronkhorst 2012), Asko
Parpola (1994), Max Mueller – one could go all the way back up to Sir
William Jones.
The notion of interpretation (according to Western traditions)
is briefly examined in this paper and then it is sought to be
shown how such an understanding influences the etic approach to
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interpret Mīmāṁsā. This section aims to highlight the fundamental
limitations of the Western hermeneutic approach whilst attempting
to understand Indian knowledge systems and the Mīmāṁsā tradition
in particular. This is followed by a section discussing specifically.
Pollock’s approach to interpreting Mīmāṁsā. The next section
discusses the critical issue of historicity - the Western approach and
definition of history and the marked lack of such efforts in the Indian
traditions. The oft-repeated accusation of the Western scholars -
including those of Pollock on the ahistoricity of Indian tradition in
a Western sense is examined anew, followed by the possible reasons
for this apparent “weakness” of Indian tradition. The section on
the science of Mīmāṁsā gives the traditional perspective of what it
is and how it is closely linked to other systems of Indian thought
- or rather - how it underpins most of them. In the section on
Pollock’s hermeneutics (of derision) Mīmāṁsā is juxtaposed with
the traditional perspective on Mīmāṁsā highlighting the nescience
(ignorance) of the Western approaches in understanding Mīmāṁsā.
The concluding section discusses Mīmāṁsā and its critical role in
defining global dharma and its use as a basis for universal peace and
harmony.

On the Notion of Interpretation
The act of interpretation (both voluntary and involuntary) is an
essential condition of thehuman state both for human communication
and understanding — both at an individual and (the more so at) the
group level. Interpretation at an individual level is conditioned by the
social and shared meanings as also those interpretations collectively
curated via culture, civilizational behaviors and social systems (law
and ethics). The Western history of interpretation (which, like most
Western histories, “originates” from the Greeks) is discussed in brief.
The notion of interpretation with regard only to text, and not to
speech or other symbol mechanisms, is specifically examined.
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Western Notions of Interpretation
(Hermeneutics)
The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (SEP) entry for Herme-
neutics, informs us that ancient hermeneutics began (as usual) with
the Greeks (the Homeric epics).

“The most remarkable characteristic of ancient exegesis was allegorisis
(allegoría, from alla agoreuein, i.e., saying something different). This
was a method of nonliteral interpretation of the authoritative texts
which contained claims and statements that seemed theologically and
morally inappropriate or false... Such exegetical attempts were aiming
at a deeper sense, hidden under the surface—hypónoia i.e., underlying
meaning. Allegorisis was practiced widely from the sixth century BCE to
the Stoic and Neoplatonistic schools and even later... In the Middle Ages
the most remarkable characteristic of the interpretative praxis was the
so-called accessus ad auctores; this was a standardized introduction that
preceded the editions and commentaries of (classical) authors. There
were many versions of the accessus, but one of the more widely used was
the following typology of seven questions...

• Who (is the author) (quis/persona)?
• What (is the subject matter of the text) (quid/materia)?
• Why (was the text written) (cur/causa)?
• How (was the text composed) (quomodo/modus)?
• When (was the text written or published) (quando/tempus)?
• Where (was the text written or published) (ubi/loco)?
• By which means (was the text written or published) (quibus faculati-
bus/facultas)?”

(Mantzavinos 2016)

From theGreek obsessionwith saying something different, to themiddle-
ages when one encounters the importance given to creational context
- what is revealed is the Western obsession with treating text as
something that manipulates and that (as a consequence) which
needs to be manipulated in order to understand it. The reaction
to the influence of the Abrahamic theologies (the obsession with a
unique final text and final interpretation) is very apparent in the
evolution of hermeneutics as aWestern academic tool/discipline. The
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close linkages with biblical philology - a theological text-analysis tool
of power wielded by the church - which was used to interpret the
word-of-god, though not acknowledged as such explicitly, are also
discernible.
The modern evolution of the act of interpretation is described (in
Skinner 1972) in no uncertain terms

“If we grant that themain aim of the interpreter must be to establish the
meaning of a text, and if we grant that the meaning may to some extent
lie “beyond” or “below” its surface, can we hope to frame any general
rules about how this meaning may be recovered? Or are we eventually
compelled to adopt what Hirsch here calls the “resigned opinion” that
“our various schools and approaches” are nomore than dogmatic theologies,
generating a corresponding “multitude of warring sects.”

(Skinner 1972:394) (italics ours)

Peculiar to the entire evolution anddiscussion surroundinghermeneu-
tics is the theme of   “The Hermeneutic Circle”

“The hermeneutic circle is a prominent and recurring theme in the
discussion ever since the philologist Friedrich Ast (1808: 178), who
was probably the first to do so, drew attention to the circularity
of interpretation: “The foundational law of all understanding and
knowledge”, he claimed, is “to find the spirit of the whole through the
individual, and through the whole to grasp the individual.”

(Mantzavinos 2016)

Posed either as an ontological issue or as a logical or methodological
problem, the deep discussions on the hermeneutic circle and the
vast related literature examining various perspectives, only reinforces
(from my perspective) the flimsiness of the hermeneutic discourse.
The process of hypothesizing meaning in an incremental piecemeal
fashion without awareness or consciousness or a preliminary need to
understand the whole (big picture) is the key problem underlying the
hermeneutics approach.
It is well acknowledged within the discipline that the empirical
approaches taken by hermeneutics are fallible. The application of
these techniques in specific narrow text areas like theology and
jurisprudence evolve close to the domain of discourse, and these
closed domains have their related hypotheses and methodologies.
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Text interpretation is the key praxis, the purposes and motivations
behind this is what is interesting and leads to spurious applications
like those of the Western Indologists.

“The process of text interpretationwhich lies in the center of hermeneu-
tics as themethodological discipline dealing with interpretation can and
has been analyzed empirically with the help of testable models. The
question whether there are certain normative presuppositions of the
interpretative praxis—like specific principles of interpretation that are
constitutive of this praxis and indispensable rationality principles—is a
focal issue of obvious philosophical importance (Detel 2014). Regardless
of the position that is assumed with respect to this issue, it is hardly pos-
sible to deny that the interpretative praxis can take on multiple forms
and can take place according to diverse aims.”

(Mantzavinos 2016)

Ascribing motives to authors of text – socio-political ones at that —
is a favorite methodological pastime of Western Indologist, especially
those practicing the peculiar brand of neo-Orientalism exemplified by
Pollock. Deeply suspicious motives are ascribed to Pāṇini, Patañjali,
Vālmīki, Vyāsa and Jaimini just to cite a few examples. What are
the reasons and where does this strange and peculiar obsession come
from, and more importantly, how does all of this pass for scholarship?
The answers very possibly lie in the tools of Western academia
themselves. Mantzavinos lays it out bare.

“Whereas the notion of intention is certainly useful in providing a
methodological account of interpretation, its use is surely part of a
later development; and it has been largely imported into hermeneutic
methodology from discussions in philosophy of mind and language that
took place in the analytic tradition.

...

A nexus of meaning, connected with a specific linguistic expression or
a specific text, is construed by the author against the background of
his goals, beliefs, and other mental states while interacting with his
natural and social environment: such a construal of meaning is a
complex process and involves both the conscious and unconscious use
of symbols. Text interpretation can be conceptualized as the activity
directed at correctly identifying the meaning of a text by virtue of
accurately reconstructing the nexus of meaning that has arisen in connection
with that text.”

(Mantzavinos 2016) (italics ours)
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Unlike the notion of interpretation in  Indian knowledge systems -
wherein the śāstra paddhati of interpretation is based on the sciences
of grammar and various other related śāstra-s - the free-for-all that
ensues when one applies Western tools is readily apparent in the
voluminous (250 years’ worth) bodies of spurious interpretive
(nexus of meanings) genre of academic scholarship produced by
Western Indology.
Ricoeur, the influential 20th century French philosopher, coined a
phrase called the hermeneutics of suspicion. He distinguishes two forms
of hermeneutics, one of faith which aims to restore meaning to a text,
and one of suspicion, which attempts to decode meanings which are
disguised.
TheWestern Indologists (since the 1750s) for the most part seem to be
not only indulging in the hermeneutics of suspicion but also what one
could only characterize as a hermeneutics of derision - this can be seen
in the early phase of Indology where it was a tool of colonial policy
and expansion. In recent times it is especially apparent in the case of
extreme theses (ex: the Deep Orientalism thesis by Sheldon Pollock seen
in (Breckenridge 1993)) originating in the Neo-Orientalists typified by
those of Sheldon Pollock.

Western Understanding of Mīmāṁsā
The Western interpretations of Mīmāṁsā began with the efforts of
Sir William Jones to interpret the dharmaśāstra-s. The dharmaśāstra-s
could not in any way be interpreted without the aid of the Mīmāṁsā-
sūtra-s. This was the standard procedure. The attention to syllabic
detail and injunction supposedly drove William Jones to translate the
Mānava-dharma-śāstra (Murray 1998).
The analytical approach followed by subsequent Western Indologists
was to remove Mīmāṁsā-sūtra-s from the context of practice and
the larger play of the continual exegesis as is the wont of the
Indian tradition. Attempts were made to freeze text and place the
content in an independent context. The requirement of the Western
hermeneutic approach to discover a “fixed” subjective motive to text
produced various hypotheses on the notion of Mīmāṁsā and its role
in the Indian civilizational praxis. Generally speaking, Mīmāṁsā
has been variously characterized as non-godly, ungodly, atheistic,
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oppressive, ritualistic, segregative, socially divisive (Pollock 1989),
racial, ahistoric - a few choice descriptors used over the centuries by
Western Indologists. There was no attempt (howsoever sincere) to
understand the core principles (which have no Western counterpart)
of karman and dharma - the motivations behind the Mīmāṁsā exegesis
of text. The underlying framework of Indian epistemology and its
reality in the lived lives of the sanatanic practitioner is for all practical
purposes completely and utterly disregarded. This genre of hubris
is routine in Western socio-anthropological approaches to “othering”
and is considered normal Western scholarship.
Concepts (alien to Western civilisation) of puṇya, pāpa, apūrva,
punarjanman, ātman, phala and many others which govern the
karma-siddhānta (again totally alien to Western civilization) which
influence the dharma-jijñāsā (the primary prameya and prayojana of
Mīmāṁsā) are blatantly ignored and arenot considered  in the analytic
framework of the Western approaches. The free-for-all, “anything
goes” (large degrees of interpretive freedom) nature of analysis
allowed by the Western constructs of hermeneutics and philology
delivered from institutions of power and prestige have taken center
stage in the recent (two centuries) interpretations of Mīmāṁsā. From
a traditional perspective, such an approach could be characterized
as a manodharma-jijñāsā (pursuit of the fanciful and imaginative) at
best or possibly adharma-jijñāsā (wanton pursuit of falsehoods and the
unethical) at worst.

Pollock’s Interpretation (Hermeneutics of
Derision) of Mīmāṁsā
Sheldon Pollock takes aim at Mīmāṁsā as a part of multiple theses
that derive from his well disguised methods of political philology.
Pollock (2004), Pollock (1989), Arnason et al (2005) are his primary
expositions on Mīmāṁsā. Malhotra alludes to Pollock’s obsessions
with manipulating dates to suit his formulation of thesis.

“Likewise, the date of Pūrva-Mīmāṁsā scholars such as Jaimini is moved
to a period centuries after the Buddha whereas tradition puts it prior to
800 BCE.”

(Malhotra 2016:453)
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The rather ludicrous dating notwithstanding, Pollock goes on to
theorize the “oppositions” between Buddhism and Hinduism -
Mīmāṁsā being the wedge to differentiate and forming the basis for
the fanciful hypothesis.

“What was at stake for the Mīmāṁsaka in asserting the uncreated,
eternal nature of language was the possibility that vāṅmaya, or a thing-
made-of-language – that is, a text, like the Veda – could be eternal too,
something the Buddhists sought fundamentally to reject.”

(Malhotra 2016:385)

Pollock takes aim at the Veda and Mīmāṁsā ascribing to them the
fundamental ills (as he sees it) of Indian civilization. He builds an
elaborate thesis on the existence of asymmetrical relations of power.
A response to these claims is given in the next section. We highlight
pertinent sections as Pollock proceeds to build his arguments based on
his own (imagination) manodharma mechanisms.
A sense of history (in a Western sense) is, according to him, lacking
in Indian society, and this is primarily because of the claims of
timelessness of the Veda-s. Mīmāṁsā supposedly represents this
ignorance of the past.

“The primary cause for the marked lack of a sense of history and the
resulting ignorance of the past is Mīmāṁsā as Mīmāṁsā depends on the
timelessness of Vedas for its authority.”

(Pollock 1989:603)

Malhotra throws light on how Pollock uses these claims to further his
“Buddhism vs Hinduism” political thesis.

“He believes that theMīmāṁsaka thinkers considered the eternal nature
of theVeda to be dependent on the eternal, uncreated nature of Sanskrit.
Hence, the Buddhist rejection of the uncreated nature of Sanskrit led to
their rejection of the Vedas. He says Buddhists invented Pali as their
language for writing and alleges that there was a similar rejection of
Sanskrit by the Jains, who adopted Ardha-magadhi as their language.
He says that Vedic thinkers criticized these new languages because they
undermined the doctrinal authority of Sanskrit.”

(Malhotra 2016:385)

Continuing in the same vein, Pollock theorizes that all śāstra is
influenced by this Mīmāṁsā notion of timelessness and is the root-
cause of the deliberate (systematic and by design) denial of the past.
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“Mīmāṁsā makes the authority of the Veda dependent on its timeless-
ness, and thus must empty the Veda of its historical referentiality. Since
learned discourse (śāstra) in general is subject to a process of “vediciza-
tion,” it adopts the Veda’s putative ahistoricality; and the same set of
concerns comes to inform the understanding of the genre itihāsa (“his-
tory”) and the interpretation of itihāsa texts. History, consequently,
seems not so much to be unknown in Sanskritic India as to be denied.”

(Pollock 1989:603)

Taking recourse to the Hermeneutics of Suspicion - Pollock makes
sweeping claims regarding the Veda-s, the practice of Vedic life, and
the lived civilization of India.

“.. when the Vedas were emptied of their “referential intention,” other
sorts of Brahmanical intellectual practices seeking to legitimate their
truth-claims had perforce to conform to this special model of what
counts as knowledge, and so to suppress the evidence of their own
historical existence - a suppression that took place in the case of itihāsa,
“history,” itself.”

(Pollock 1989:609)

Extending the hermeneutics approach to one of derision - Pollock
ups the ante accusing India, rather Sanskritic India as fundamentally
a nation of “deniers of the past”.

“History, one might thus conclude, is not simply absent from or
unknown to Sanskritic India; rather it is denied in favor of a model
of “truth” that accorded history no epistemological value or social
significance.”

(Pollock 1989:610)

The theorization (hermeneutics of derision) reaches the expected
socio-political climax - the denial of history provided by theMīmāṁsā
helps in serving the cause of the brahmins – in usurping power and
maintaining it aided by the Mīmāṁsā.

“To answer these we would want to explore the complex ideological
formation of traditional Indian society that privileges system over
process - the structure of the social order over the creative role ofman in
history - and that, by denying the historical transformations of the past,
deny them for the future and thus serve to naturalize the present and its
asymmetrical relations of power.”

(Pollock 1989:610)
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In Pollock (2004), Pollock’s attempt at a supposedly scholarly summary
of Appayya Dīkṣita’s Purvottara-mīmāṁsā-vāda-nakṣatramālā, he makes
remarkable claims based on his limited translation of Appayya
Dīkṣita’s work.

“The most remarkable attempt in Sanskrit intellectual history is the
arresting of the process of subversion ofmeaning of dharmabydelimiting
in the strictest possible terms what does and does not count as dharma
and to defend the proposition that the sole source of dharma is theVeda.”

(Pollock 2004:772)

Smṛti is accused as being a fabrication of the Mīmāṁsaka-s
“The very idea of smṛti, for instance, originated with Mīmāṁsā as a
Vedic text no longer extant, no longer actually still being ‘heard’(śruti)
in its original wording during recitation, but existing only as a ‘memory’
(smṛti) of the original, and in new wording – and migrated thence to the
wider intellectual universe.”

(Pollock 2004:773)

The theme of fabrication is extended to dharma and that of puruṣārtha
itself

“Precisely the same thing could be demonstrated for other expressions
and ideas, such as that core component of dharma, puruṣārtha itself.”

(Pollock 2004:773)

“This mantra from the Kathavalli  [KU 2.14] is concerned with three
things, agent, end and means, that are different from the action
constituting the means of producing perishable and non-ultimate end-results,
the end-results themselves produced by those means, and the actor
active with such means.”

(Pollock 2004:792) (italics ours)

Pollock very glibly concludes that the pursuit of dharma has nothing
to do with the pursuit of brahman – as, according to his understanding,
since brahman has been repudiated the means of attaining it also
stands repudiated.
The rhetorical/theoretical mechanization of secularization and de-
sacralisation of the IndianVedic systems is thus completed in Pollock’s
thesis. The hermeneutics of derision is seen in action. In conclusion,
the Veda-s are not about brahman. They are non-sacred. As the
associated sacred practices have also been repudiated, there is nothing
like a (sacred) notion of dharma.
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This is a foundational claim1 aimed to deconstruct (break and falsify)
the primary edifice of the sanātanic system. Based on the reactions
(from practicing Sanatanists) to these interpretations, these theses do
not read like those of a decorated academic scholar but are indicative
of a deeply disturbed mind. Dharma, Brahman and Puruṣārtha - the
basic constructs of the civilizational epistemology - are claimed to be
fabrications of Mīmāṁsā.

Discussion - Flaws in Method and
Assumptions
For those unfamiliar with Pollock’s methods and scholarship, the
theses on Mīmāṁsā might seem to be based on sufficiently credible
academic basis, and possibly look to be argued out effectively by
the author. The deeper agenda — of the (multi-decade) highly
influential polemic powered by Pollock’s innovative usage of his
three dimensional philology, where claims can be made on any
basis, without being anywhere close to the truth - is guaranteed
academic credibility as the academicians purportedly use an approved
“method”. Pollock, for all practical purposes, is not a practicing
Vedāntin or a Mīmāṁsaka.
Mīmāṁsā is about pursuit of dharma - the last thing a Western
(Indology) academic scholar will attempt to pursue. The funding of
research in South-Asian studies departments (Price 2016) are mostly
if not completely governed by geo-political demands. Purely from a
primitive perspective - the more outlandish and effective the other-
ing of the region (South Asia), the more creditable purpose such
research serves.
Pollock’smethods arenot based in practice –which is the fundamental
focus of Mīmāṁsā and also of all of Indian darśana-s. Mīmāṁsā is a
theory of action, and to even experience the most rudimentary aspect
of it, it should be based on an experiential basis. Would any Western
Indologist (including Pollock) have performed any yajña? Would he
have been part of any yajña? Would he have experienced any form of
dharma-jijñāsā? Steeped as most Western Indologists are in a Judeo-
Christian post-modern mental consciousness (like most Western
academia) – such “personas”- are from a traditional perspective
fundamentally ineligible to discuss and critique something like
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Mīmāṁsā. With regard to interpretations of Sanskrit text - whatever
be the credentials in the Sanskrit language - if any Western Indologist
(Pollock in this case) makes interpretations of a Sanskrit text - they
should at leastminimally indicate onwhat Sanskritic (sūtra) basis such
theses are posited. As is known, the science of (grammar) Vyākaraṇa
and the understanding of meaning are far more advanced in Sanskrit
than in any other language.

“Among various systems of Indian philosophy, Vyākaraṇa, Pūrva-
Mīmāṁsā and Nyāya are considered to be essential for the complete
understanding of the concept of śabda and its different forms. They
are called Padaśāstra, Vākyaśāstra and Pramāṇaśāstra, respectively. A
scholar who has got the knowledge of all these Śāstras is called pada-
vākya-pramāṇajña.”

(Subrahmanyam 2008:vi)

If any Western Indologist (Pollock) cannot make arguments based
on the framework of the tradition of interpretation, the pada-vākya-
pramāṇajña, such theses should ideally not be given any credibility by
anypractitioner of sanātana dharma. As is known - the problem is not of
one or two theses but of the overarching supporting framework built
over decades of nurture - its deep roots and multidimensional attack
on the fabric of Indian civilization via Western Indology’s influential
discourse and grooming of the intellectual sepoy army. For a more
detailed perspective of the underlying issues, see (Malhotra 2016),
Ch10 - “Is Sheldon Pollock Too Big to Be Criticized?”

On the Notion of History
The claims made by Pollock (in Pollock (2004)) are from a traditional
perspective, bizarre and do not have any basis in the Sanskritic
tradition. The comments and provocative theses on Indian methods
(ahistoricity) in Pollock (1989) though do deserve an analysis. We
provide a pūrvapakṣa on the Western (method) notion of history. The
origins of history as a human pursuit are examined below. So too
Western critiques of the idea of history are examined. Further, the
Indian approach to history (itihāsa) both in an Indian sense and in a
Western (misunderstood) sense are discussed and juxtaposed.
A key underlying foundational metaphysical primitive is that of the
notion of time. The notion of history is very much influenced by
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the notions of time. We shall not discuss this aspect here as it will
only serve to distract from the essential focus. For curious readers
the book Eleven Pictures of Time (Raju 2013) discusses these aspects
in a fascinating style. Approaching the problem of history via the
perspective of time will destroy many assumptions of social science
and decimate the edifice of discourse built by its methods. It is a deep
and provocative approach; it will be an epistemological attack and
will not help address the issue of the flaws in Western methods in a
normative fashion.

The History of History
History as discussed by Pollock and by academia (the prevailing
dominant global discourse is Western) is originally a European construct.
The framing of the problem space, the description of the problems, all
of its aims, the elucidation of the goals andmethods employed therein
— are all West-centric. The continual (academic and otherwise)
discourse on the nature and role of history, as a European creation and
then later on as an Anglo-American exercise, is pretty much closely
tied to the colonial and expansionist urges of the Anglo-Saxon (Judeo-
Christian) collective conscious.
In a general summary on “history” from the Stanford Encyclopedia
of Philosophy (SEP) entry (Little 2016), Little says that for historians,
their explanations need to be grounded on available records.
The historian then hypothesizes and provides interpretations and
explanations for the “records” giving them social and cultural
meaning. There are two fundamental issues in this whole process in
regard to the relationship between actors and causes. Is history really
as the historian makes it out to be? Was the causality in actual reality
as suggested by the historian? The other very important issue is the
issue of “scale”. What are their interrelationships among perspectives
of the nature of the historical processes at work and their actual
dimensionality? How are these different relationships (the micro,
meso and macro) and perspectives reconciled — if at all?
Is history a universal human concern or nature? This is as yet
unanswered. There are many competing views on this. Pollock’s
thought model is influenced and inspired by Vico – as acknowledged
by himself. So what does one make of Vico’s theories on history?
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According to Little: Vico simplified and homogenized the explanation
of historical actions and processes. Everything everywhere had
to happen the way it supposedly happened in Europe. In his
words - The common features of human nature give rise to a fixed
series of stages of development of civil society, law, commerce
and government: universal human beings, faced with recurring
civilizational challenges, produce the same set of responses over time.
Herder, Hegel and Nietzsche had different views on this supposed
universality. Herder argued for historical contextuality. According
to Herder, human-beings act differently in different periods of
development. Hegel’s approach to history is well-acknowledged to be
one of the most developed (though as we can see below still pretty
limited and biased).

“Hegel regards history as an intelligible process moving towards a
specific condition—the realization of human freedom. Hegel constructs
world history into a narrative of stages of human freedom, from the
public freedom of the polis and the citizenship of the Roman Republic,
to the individual freedom of the Protestant Reformation, to the civic
freedom of the modern state. He attempts to incorporate the civilizations
of India and China into his understanding of world history, though he regards
those civilizations as static and therefore pre-historical.”

(O’Brien cited in Little 2016) (italics ours)

The other approaches to history - narrative history, hermeneutic
approaches to history etc. are varying approaches to the problem and
affect the events they acknowledge as part of the narrative and deem
fit to describe.
What has to be appreciated here is that even in the Western views of
history - there is no harmony or universality of purpose. It is well
known that there are no well-known laws of history in a scientific
sense. History is well-known to be a non-scientific pursuit (See
(Donagan 1964) for the non-scientific nature of history). As to the
matter of objectivity it is well known that history by its very nature
isn’t so. See (Donagan 1964) for a treatment of the issues with
“historical explanation”.
The most scathing critique on history is provided in The Poverty of
Historicism of Popper (1964). Popper seeks to persuade the reader of
both the danger and the bankruptcy of the idea of historicism. It was
dedicated to the victims of “history”.
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“In memory of the countless men and women of all creeds or nations or
races who fell victim to the fascist and communist belief in Inexorable
Laws of Historical Destiny.”

(Popper 1964:v)

Popper inhis inimitable style illustrates the limitednature of “history”
as a tool to understand the human condition. This should put
in perspective Pollock’s claims of India being ahistorical and many
similar claims made by Western scholars. Popper exposes and
explicates fundamental issues in the theory of historicism. Historicism
of any sort is limiting as it deals with finite perspectives of infinite
realities. Knowledge of the past need not help to know the future
– there is no physics or physical principles at work here. The
considerable variety of human nature and human psychology cannot
lead to anything predictable or anything else principle-wise - which
can be claimed to be universally valid across even one culture - leave
alone all cultures. It is also logically impossible to know the future
course of history as that course critically depends on the course of
scientific knowledge (which is unknowable by definition a priori).
Historians, historicists and the history-based narratives that pervades
almost all disciplines that comprise the humanities have serious flaws
and these are just glossed over – simply because of the relationship of
history to those in power. History’s ability tomanufacture and control
power is its most critical value: that is undeniable.  History has served
thepurposes of the state and for thepurpose of enablingpower - its use
for the well-known othering and genocide of cultures is widely known.
It is also well acknowledged that it hardly has been used without any
manipulative motives of history.
Some other critical arguments against the “method” of history by
Popper: Historicists require the remodeling of Man and his nature, as
the arguments of history require such remodeling. Any “modeling” of
causation or trends (supposedly) identified historically can be used to
“interpret” events way before or past their actual influence on events.
The historian’s need to make laws, are flawed and are not based on
realities. Much of this flawed interpretation is also mistaken for
“theories” - the very act of historizing is a subjective act. Historicism
by definition does not allow for plurality of valid interpretations. This
theorizing runs so deep that almost all historians and all of history
related scholarship foster the idea that the aims and goals of society
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are discernible in the trends of history (that theyhaveuncovered).This
hubris is unquestioned and passes for scholarship and the truth.
Popper’s devastating exposition is very important for heirs to Indic
civilizational ethos. One needs to internalize Popper’s views and
observations and formulate arguments against India’s supposed lack
of history.
This (lack of history) is a very powerful dialectic in the arsenal of the
Neo-Orientalist and the sepoy (leftist) academic discourse. Do we,
in India, need to justify or defend such unscientific and hegemonic
methodologies? Are such unscientific practices (history writing)
needed in the first place – What practice did the tradition pursue?
Why did our traditional scholarship not allow this kind of interpretive
scholarship? Is it not commendable that such dubious methods
(historiography) are lacking as part of our civilizational ethos? These
are all questions that need to be addressed seriously. It is also worth
noting that even after 50 years of the publication of his writing, there
is no credible critique of Popper yet. Why so?

The Nature of Itihāsa
The traditional Indian genre of itihāsa (that which happened) is closest
to the Western notion of a narrative of past events, peoples and
places. The focus of itihāsa is to record events from the past and
weave them around the core principles of sanātanic living and present
the narratives as exemplars. This is markedly different from the
Western notions of re-creating history driven by the present needs or
requirement. The recording of events, records of dynasties are present
in various forms via edicts, texts of lineages - though in disparate
forms. The Western notion of motives of history as a hegemonic
narrative builder has never been the Indian (sanātana) way. Monarchy
was never absolute, no one or no institution ever was - unlike the
European / Western experience of absolute excesses. The genocidal
pre-occupation of Europe driven by the exhortations of the Abrahamic
religions, political desires ofmonarchy comprise the primary strand of
history - a documentation of power and conquest.
The itihāsa - the Rāmāyaṇa and Mahābhārata for example - weave
historical events around the core notions of āśrama, dharma, varṇa,
puruṣārtha and the like. The itihāsa-s serve as an interpretive
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framework/dialectic for the core principles. The characters and
events are embellished in no uncertain manner for their primary
purpose - the education and elucidation of dharma for differing levels
of intellect. The itihāsa-s are deep carriers of foundational principles
of cultural and civilizational ethos (unlike Western history which is
primarily a hermeneutic, political (power-brokering) exercise).
The Purāṇa genre combines narratives from the oral tradition with
contextual embellishments and also serves as a guide to sanātanic
living. Events in the purāṇa-s because of the fantastic nature
are generally not considered to have actually happened – are to
considered to be metaphorically recreated or extrapolated from
events of actual occurrence. The key to unlocking the riches
of the purāṇa-s is to understand to decode the multiple levels
of deep symbolisms attached to the various representations and
characterizations. The multi-layered encoding and possible readings
that the Sanskrit language provides is also an additional dimension
that is to be appreciated. Much of Purāṇic and itihāsa (not to mention
the Vedic sūkta) text have masses of hidden meanings, much of which
are still being uncovered.

Discussion
The focus of Western history - to reflect back the present societal
goals, political needs of current polity (e.g., justify colonialism, justify
slavery, justify genocide, posit civilizational narratives (American-
Exceptionalism), build nationalist grand-narratives into a coherent
and powerful narrative) — is distinctly different from the goals of
itihāsa. The multi-dimensional play out of the karman-s of the
militarily powerful or of the materially wealthy has never been
the fascination of the Indian consciousness. Histories have been
written of saints, seers, spiritual seekers in much more excruciating
detail than those of kings and conquerors. The focus on the continual
cultivation of the sāttvic guṇa in the collective ethos of society
has always been the primary focus - unlike the relentless Western
preoccupation with the asymmetric (victor’s view) recording of the
(vulgar materialistic) more sordid genres of human experience.
Bhārat (India), when viewed as a sacred geography (a land of infinite
sacred places), has a living, continually embellished sacred history
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of each and every such place (sthala-purāṇa), this is something
unique to the Indian civilizational experience. The distributed
nature of history creation, its recording and local dissemination
and local markers are in distinct opposition to the Western way of
institutionally and centrally controlled narrative creation (church,
royal commissions, universities, journals etc). For the purposes of
this discussion it suffices to understand that the Indian and Western
approaches to history are radically different and have different goals
and motives. They also have different methods and styles of creation
and dissemination. For Western academia (exemplified by Western
Indologists like Pollock) to expect some sort of universality of a sense
of history is not only naive but also arrogant - it only serves to expose
the deep institutionalized hubris underlying the continuing attempts
by the West (via academic nexuses) to control local, and thereby
global, narratives.

The Science of Mīmāṁsā
We now briefly discuss what Mīmāṁsā actually means in a traditional
sense. Without delving too deep into the technical details and meta-
analysis of history and evolution ofMīmāṁsā, wewill take an objective
look at the focus of Mīmāṁsā. All the branches of traditional learning
have Vedic texts as their foundation (Ramanujan 1993). Knowledge
relating to the four-fold objectives (puruṣārtha) of morality, material
gain, worldly desire and spiritual liberation is contained in all of
Vedic literature. These Veda-s were propagated along with a detailed
set of śāstra-s to aid in their understanding. The Vedic texts are in
poetic, prose and mixed forms in different sections like the Saṁhitā,
Brāhmaṇa, Āraṇyaka and Upaniṣad. The branch of Mīmāṁsā is meant
to devise a means of analysing and interpreting Vedic texts/passages
with a view to ascertain their tenets viz. dharma. The word Mīmāṁsā
literally means ‘sacred discussion’.

The notion of the sacred is critical to the entire discourse. Western
academia in general, especially scholars like Pollock, Bronkhorst and
many others are scholars of the non-practicing variety. Based on the
generally outlandish nature of their theses, they seem to simply have
no clue as to how to approach these texts. The “sacred” approach
cannot be hand-waved away nor can it be faked as is being done
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currently by majority of Western Indologists. These types of non-
practicing scholars have fundamentally no adhikāra to discuss these
texts. The only valid objective scientific approach to understand
these texts is the “sacred” disposition - nothing less. What the
Western Indologists (Pollock for example) are attempting, using
their non-sacred approach can be compared to someone trying to
critique quantum theory without acknowledging the basic axioms of
mathematics and logic.

According to Ramanujan, Jaimini provided thenecessarymethodology
for interpreting Vedic texts in the application domain, the yajña-s
(sacrifices). The kalpa-sūtra-s (one of the vedāṅga-s) and dharmaśāstra
are closely related bodies of knowledge. The applications specified
by the kalpa-sūtra-s are arrived at on the basis of the generic
principles established in Mīmāṁsā. In order to address the problem
of Vedic text interpretation, the sūtra-s of Jaimini try to assign various
functional roles to various sentences, disambiguateword and sentence
meaning in terms of context and commonsense reasoning, and fix
and correct the exact yajña to which the sentence belongs, and also
the position. This discussion presumes another classification of Vedic
text i.e. functional classification. The details of the various principal,
subordinate, coordinate or supplementary acts, their sequence, filling
ellipsis, extensions and modifications while applying the Prakṛti yajña
details to the vikṛti (evolute) sacrifices also comprise Mīmāṁsā.

The functional classifications of Vedic text are vidhi-s (injunctions),
mantra (hymns), nāmadheya (technical terms), niṣedha (prohibitions)
and arthavāda (illustrations). Vidhi-s are classified into utpatti, viniyoga
and adhikāra. Viniyoga has apūrva (applications), guṇa (accessories)
and viśiṣṭa (composite) forms. With the help of Mīmāṁsā, the various
parts of a text are arranged in the order of the objective and a
complete sequence of all activities involved in detail pertaining to each
topic. See Ramanujan (1993) for a brief exposition. The Mīmāṁsā
sūtra-s (2617 in number) are  arranged in 12 chapters, 60 quarters
and 907 topics deal with sources of knowledge, distinctions, auxiliary
dependencies, purpose, utility, ordering sequence, authority, general
extensions, special extensions, extrapolation guessings, exceptions,
commonality and incidence including universality.
The closest abstraction that can be used to understand Mīmāṁsā
from a “computational” perspective is that of a multi-dimensional
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constraint network - Mīmāṁsā heuristics and guidelines help in goal
directed traversal of this network for the “goal” (dharma jijñāsā) (yajña)
in associated context.

Theory of Meaning and Discourse
As part of the process of providing heuristics for the derivation of
proper sequence of actions, Mīmāṁsā also provides its own unique
theories of meaning to aid coherence of discourse. There are two
distinct theories of meanings proposed by Mīmāṁsā regarding the
function of words in a sentence (this is limited to the language of
Sanskrit which is itself based on seriously advanced scientific basis
of grammar). The anvitābhidhāna-vāda meanings are not in isolation
of words but as connected meanings as parts of a sentence. The
abhihitānvaya-vāda takes the approach of word granular meaning.

“Both the theories have practical applications. With the aid of kāraka
theory (vyākaraṇa) the former (anvitābhidhānavāda) is more convenient.”

(Ramanujan 1993)

The Mīmāṁsā and its sacred foundations are key cornerstones of the
Vedic knowledge system. The notion of “śabda” as an unquestioned
and eternal source of knowledge has also a basis in the Mīmāṁsā.
Notions of apauruṣeyatva (authorlessness) and timelessness have an
axiomatic presence. Jha describes the relationship of words, meaning
and discourse as per the Mīmāṁsaka-s (Jha 2016). The letters are
considered eternal; the relationship between word and object is
permanent and this relation is not a product of human creation.

“‘A word consists of letters which are eternal. It denotes a class or genus, and
not an individual. It denotes an individual indirectly through a class denoted by
it.’ It is impersonal. It is not created by God also. Prabhakara says that
testimony gives us the knowledge of super sensible objects depending
on the knowledge of words. The super sensible object is apurva or duty.
We may know this apurva by the Vedas. Apurva is the object of Vedic
testimony.”

(Jha 2016:6) (italics ours) (diacritics as in the original)

The key role of testimony is alluded to here by Jha,
“Without testimony we cannot know apurva by any other source of
knowledge. Thatmeans, testimony is the onlymeans of knowledge of the
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apurva or moral command. As the Vedas are not created by any person
or by God, so Vedic sentences manifest their meanings by their inherent
powers. The Vedas give us the knowledge of moral law or duty and the sentence
of the Vedas which give us the knowledge of moral law are intrinsically valid.”

(Jha 2016:6)(italics ours)

This fundamentally deep ( and to be noted by readers  - fundamentally
different from theWestern ideas of language) understandingof letters,
words, sentences andmeanings is what gives us the ability to interpret
and understand the Veda-s – this understanding is the key to dharma,
the sanātana saṁskṛti and the Vedic  civilization.

The Mimamsakas believe in the intrinsic validity of knowledge. ‘Vedic
sentences are intrinsically valid, and always yield valid cognitions, since
they are impersonal and devoid of humanorigin. The entireVedaswhich
prescribe the Moral Law are intrinsically valid. The Moral Law is Ought
or Duty, which is realisable by human volition.’

(Jha 2016:6) (diacritics as in the original)

Theory of Action
The Mīmāṁsā “ideology” is one of action. It is a theory of action
closely intertwined with the principles of appropriateness - the right
action for the context. The highly developed theory of action
based on contextual constraints - without being prescriptive - but
only suggestive - is unique to the Indian civilizational experience.
Sufficient freedom is given to the interpretations and course of
actions. Every possible “context” in the universe of possibilities
cannot be accounted for in any theory. The Mīmāṁsā sūtra-s provide
a beautiful conceptual structure in presenting the domain of choices
and rules in a graded topical fashion.
All too often Indian darśana-s or thought systems are blamed for
being theoretical in approach and found to be seriously limited
in terms of aids and conceptual structures when interpretations
are needed on the practical plane. The Mīmāṁsā system is a
framework that is common to all these darśana-s. Though identified
to be an independent darśana (Pūrva-Mīmāṁsā) according to some
classifications - Mīmāṁsā is actually considered by many to be
the principal underlying interpretive ethos of all Indian darśana-s.
Without pursuit of right action (dharma) human life is futile. The
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Mīmāṁsā principles (nyāya-s) are the core intellectual structures that
help determine the right action.

The Notion of Dharma and Right Action
The notion of dharma (fundamentally alien to Western civilization) is
the central overriding pursuit and theme of Mīmāṁsā. It is not just
ethics, morals, justice, commandments, rightness, goodness etc. Any
number of synonyms does not do justice to the deeply transcendental
idea of dharma. The cosmology that dharma is derived from is alien
to Western thought - this is something that etic scholars will never
acknowledge – and expectably so. Dharma cannot be comprehended
unless it is lived and practiced (via sanātanic living). (Kane 1974) is a
comprehensive compendium in English of the various approaches and
the subject matter of the dharmaśāstra-s.

“The central point of Mimamsa philosophy is Dharma. To the
Mimamsakas the Vedic injunction is the proof for the existence of
dharma. To explain the meaning of Vedic injunctions and secular
or laukika sentences, the Mimamsakas have developed their own
philosophy of language.... The universal is eternal. And the relation
between a word and its meaning is also eternal. Jaimini in his
Mimamsasutra 1.1.5 says that the relation between word and meaning is
“non-derived” or “uncreated” (autpattika). Both Jaimini and Katyayana
used two rather difficult words, autpattika and siddha, which do not
have any transparent sense. Both are however explained by their
respective commentators, Sabara and Patanjali in the sense of eternality
or permanence. Sabara states clearly that autpattika means ‘not created
by human convention’ (of apauruseya) ....”

(Jha 2016:7) (diacritics as in the original)

Without the contextual understanding of dharma - attempts to
interpret the focus of Mīmāṁsā are doomed. The true nature of
dharma is not completely knowable by the human senses or methods.
This reality has to be acknowledged - with humility as a preliminary
step. Without this preliminary requirement no understanding of
Vedic systems is possible. The only true source of knowledge of dharma
is the Veda. Once this has been acknowledged and internalized - we
then come to the problem of ascertaining the appropriate notions of
contextual dharma from the massive volumes of Vedic (and related)
texts - which is the role that Mīmāṁsā plays.
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Most if not all approaches by Western-style Indologists over the cen-
turies have side-stepped this fundamental issue. Indian “philosophies”
are lived and experienced, and they evolvewith this living experience.
To expect Western “objective” methods devoid of saṁskāra to explain
and interpret dhārmic systems is foundationally limiting.

The Nescience of Mīmāṁsā
Pollock’s theses onMīmāṁsā exemplify thewidely prevalent nescience
of Western scholarship. The primacy of Śabda has not been under-
stood. Śabda as pramāṇa also has not been understood. Dharma obvi-
ously has not been understood. Dharma jijñāsā is as a result not under-
stood either. Yajña asmaterialistic ritual is a very limiting perspective.
The nature of karman, the principle of rebirth, the cycles of causation,
fundamental Vedic cosmology that is inherent in themost basic tenets
of the texts - all of these are completely ignored.
A heady combination of arrogance and nescience are the only
possible causes for this genre of well-funded scholarship that is
continuing unabated (more than 200 years) since its inception. Such
scholarship is being perpetrated, not just as machinations of Western
institutions, but also due to the pro-active participation of large
numbers of  intellectually co-opted and colonised scholars of Indian
origin (sepoys) and their sponsors (intellectually colonised Indian
capitalists). They are helping grow this genre of flawed scholarship
by offering their services and intellect in the dissemination of the
Western Universalism discourse.

Mīmāṁsā and the Future of Humanity
The future of humanity and of planet earth is in danger. Left to the
amoral scientists and academics, short-sighted technologists, weak
politicians, corrupt bureaucrats, greedy capitalists and the teeming
masses of materialist consumers looking for gratification - between
them it is just a matter of time before planet earth is laid to waste. In
less than 300 years of the pursuit and spread of the Western models of
society and self - the planet is nearly close to extinction. Fundamental
issues inmorality, ethics arewell acknowledged but nothing gets done
simply because nothing can be. The Western models of the individual
and the society and the relationship between them are flawed and are
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the primary reason for the relentless exploitation and degradation of
our planet. This has been acknowledged/discussed by many modern
Vedic masters; all of these Western models have been formulated by
people and societies of a lower consciousness. This has been well
articulated and formulated by Sri Aurobindo, by Srila Prabhupada, by
Maharishi Mahesh Yogi and many others - supreme Vedic thinkers in
the modern era.
Unless a higher consciousness is developed, we are on the path of
global self-destruction - thatmuch is a given. Thematerial pursuit that
results from anthropocentric science powered by capitalist greed and
hegemonic power causes mindless destruction of ecosystems, mind-
numbing avocations of a reptilian nature and relentless pandering to
the lower senses – these are the only global forces shaping humanity
today.
To evoke a sense of higher consciousness, a sense of the “greater”
beyond, an awareness of the all-pervasive nature of the Supreme, the
removal of the false fascination with the ego-centric self, a marked
reduction of the selfish nature of societies and individuals is the only
way forward. This is not possible if we continue to base our lives and
lifestyles on Western models of society and self.
Mīmāṁsā’s recommended pursuit of dharma - the dharma-jijñāsā,
though formulated in a saner and civilized age is very much a
possible solution. What is dharma for the universe? What is dharma
when interacting with nature? What is dharma when interacting
with self, family and society? None of these questions have been
addressed using a dharmic lens in the global context. Though
wonderful universally valid formulations have been given by the
modern masters - these have not yet taken hold of the popular
consciousness. Academia - supposedly interested in the furtherance
of the humanity - is, not surprisingly, the least interested in the
evolution anddissemination of these ideas. With respect to the state of
Indian social sciences, the hold of Western scientific and sociological
models is very strong. The caliber of intellect that pursues the “social-
sciences” in India is not the highest either - this is also well known.
To shake off these influences - to begin anew on swadeshi models of
individual and society and to disseminate them globally is the only
way forward to save humanity from self-destruction. Understanding
the science of Mīmāṁsā is the first step.
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Much of thework of RajivMalhotra is to be understood in this context.
Though seemingly disparate areas of work, one can see a “critical
focus” and commonality underlying the entire body ofwork (spanning
more than two decades). One could possibly characterize it as the
beginnings of a modern mimāṁsā. Methods of critical investigation of
not only text but modern channels/modes of information/knowledge
are in fact being provided. It is pretty obvious that they are aiding
a pursuit of dharma (help analyse global issues in dharmic terms)
in the modern context. Deeper discussions and articulation of this
“Dialectic Dharmism” is definitely needed and should be addressed by
future scholarship.

Conclusion
The intrigues of Western academia - the flawed hermeneutics of
Western Indologists especially the hermeneutics of suspicion and
the hermeneutics of derision were discussed in the context of
Sheldon Pollock’s interpretation of the Indian science of dharma viz.
Mīmāṁsā. That there is no such equivalent thought formulation in
theWestern models is reason enough for it to be derided and attacked
using the well-honed  techniques of “othering” practiced by Western
Indologists. The limitations of the Western notions of interpretation
were discussed and juxtaposed with the Indian approach of Mīmāṁsā.
The principal claim of ahistoricity ascribed to the Indian civilizational
ethos - has been examined and sufficiently discussed in the context of
the evolution of the Western idea of history and the Indian nature of
itihāsa.
The Science of Mīmāṁsā was also discussed in brief. The nature
and origins of Nescience of Mīmāṁsā as exhibited by the theses
of Sheldon Pollock and Indologists interpreting Mīmāṁsā was also
posited. Taking a universal perspective (dharma jijñāsā in a universal
context) - the role of Mīmāṁsā in the future of humanity has been
explicated.
All this requires deeper thought andmore critical evaluation for global
applicability. This, one feels, is the only way forward for the survival
of this planet and for the evolution of humanity to a higher awareness
(consciousness).
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1Though based on Appayya Dīkṣita’s work, there is no “global” perspective provided
on the “actual” prevailing traditions of interpretation. Is such over-generalization
warranted?
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Chapter 3

शेÐडन पॉलॉक एवं मीमांसा

– आलोक िम®ा*

(mishraalok186@gmail.com)

शÊदÿमाणका वयम् । य¸छÊद आह तदÖमाकं ÿमाणम् (महाभाÕयम् 4.1.3)

भूिमका

वेद भारतीय संÖकृित कì बुिनयाद है । सÂयसनातन वैिदक धमª एवं वैिदक संÖकृित का मूल एवं
आधार ÖतÌभ वेद को िवÔव का अÂयÆत ÿाचीन एवंआिदवाđय माना जाता है । हमारा ²ानąोत
वेद है । वेद सवª²ानिव²ानरािश है । इसम¤ āĺिवषयक िवचार िव²ान और शाľिशÐपािद िवषय
भी है । मानव जाित के लौिकक एवं पारलौिककअËयुदय हेतु सगाªरÌभ म¤ नैसिगªक łप सेआिवभूªत
एवं ÿकािशत होने के फलÖवłप वेद²ान को अनािद िनÂय एवं अपौŁषेय कहा जाता है । परÆतु
िकतने ही वा³य परÖपर िवŁĦ से ÿतीत होते है तथा कहé कहé वा³य Óयाहताथª से ŀिĶगोचर होते
है । इस समÖया के समाधानाथª वेदवा³यŌ के अथª िनधाªरण के िलये मीमांसाशाľ ÿवृत हòआ ।

“पूिजतिवचारवचनो िह मीमांसाशÊदः”-इन पि·ĉयŌ के Ĭारा वेद म¤ संभािवत संिदµध अथª का
िनÔचायक शाľ मीमांसा है । अतः मीमांसा कì गणना वेद के उपांगो म¤ कì गई । जैिमनीय मीमांसा
सूýŌ पर आज उपलÊध समÖत Óया´याओं म¤ मूधªÖथानीय ÿामािणक भाÕय यिद है तो वह शबर
Öवामी का ही है । िजसके Ĭारा िवĬान् लोग मीमांसा के गूढ रहÖयŌ को भली-भांित समझ पाते है ।

*pp 103-127. In Kannan, K. S. (Ed.) (2019). Swadeshi Critique of Videshi Mīmāṁsā.
Chennai : Infinity Foundation India.
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मीमांसा का मु´य उĥेÔय उन िनयमŌ को बताना है िजनकेआधार पर वैिदक वा³यŌ एवं कमªकाÁड
कì Óया´या हो सके । āाĺणŌ एवं ®ौतसूýŌ ने भी वेदवा³यŌ कì उिचत Óया´या को अपना लàय
बनाया था । मीमांसा उसी का आगे िवÖतार कर रही है । मीमांसा वेद को िनÂय, अपौŁषेय एवं
Öवतः ÿमाण ÿितपािदत करती है । परÆतु िजन तकŎ के Ĭारा वेद कì अपौŁषेयता को मीमांसा
शाľ म¤ दशाªया गया है, उन तकŎ को शेÐडन पॉलॉक अपने पेपर “Language of the Gods
in the World of Men” म¤ िनराधार बतलाते ह§ ।

अतः अपने इस पेपर मे म§ शेÐडन पॉलॉक कì इस बात को रविÁडत करना चाहता हóँ तथा यह
Öथािपत करना चाहता हóँ िक िजन बातो¤ को वे िनराधार कहते ह§ वे िबÐकुल सटीक तथा सÂय है ।

पूवªमीमांसा कì ŀिĶ

भारतीय संÖकृित य²-संÖकृित है । ऋµवेद के ÿथम मÆý म¤ अिČ का वणªन ऋिÂवक तथा होता के
łप म¤ िकया गया है । पूवªतन ऋिषयŌ के Ĭारा अिČ कì पूजा कì गई है और भिवÕय म¤ भी िकया
जायेगा “अिČः पूव¥ िभः ऋिषिभः ईĠः नूतनैः उत” (ऋµवेद 1.2) । पुŁषसूĉ म¤ भी कहा गया
है “य²ेन य²मयजÆत देवाः तािन धमाªिण ÿथमािन आसन्” (ऋµवेद 10.90.16) । गीता म¤ भी
कहा गया है “सहय²ाः ÿजाः सृÕěा पुरोवाच ÿजापितः” (भगवģीता 3.10) इससे िसĦ होता है
िक धमª यानी य² है । वेद धमª को सृिĶ का आधार ÖतÌभ बताता है ।

धमō िवÔवÖय जगतः ÿितķा (तैि°रीय-आरÁयक10.63.7)
®ेयो łपं अÂयसृजत् (शतपथ-āाĺण14.4.2.26)
अĭाĩविÆत भूतािन पजªÆयादĭसÌभवः ।
य²ाĩवित पजªÆयो य²ः कमªसमुĩवः ।। (भगवģीता3.14)

इससे यह ÿतीत होता है िक य² ÿारÌभ से ही हमारी संÖकृित म¤ समािहत है । मीमांसा के अनुसार
धमª यानी य² है अथाªत् लौिकक एवं पारलौिकक अËयुदय का हेतु एकमाý धमª है । अतः
सूýकार भगवान् जैिमिन ने मीमांसा शाľ का ÿमेय वÖतु िनधाªåरत करते हòये कहते है “अथातो
धमªिज²ासा”, वेदाÅययन के अनÆतर, वेदाÅययन समाĮ करने के कारण धमª-िवषयक िवचार
करना चािहए ।

मीमांसासूý के ÿथमपाद यानी तकª पाद म¤ सÌयĉया धमª का िवÔलेषण िकया गया है तथािप
शेÐडन पॉलॉक इन बातो से संतुĶ नही है । िनराधार ही मीमांसको ने धमª का ÿयास अलौिकक
बताये ह§ यह उनका अिभÿाय है ।

“First - this is where we encounter the essential a priori of Mimamsa -
dharma is stipulatively defined, or rather posited without argument, as
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a transcendent entity, and so is unknowable by any form of knowledge
not itself transcendent”

Pollock (1989:607)

अतः शेÐडन पॉलॉक कì इन िवचारŌ को सदोष दशाªने के िलये सवªÿथम हम धमª के ल±ण
तथा धमª कì ÿमाण को ÿÖतुत कर¤गे ।

धमª का ल±ण

शबर Öवामी कहते ह§ “स िह िनः®ेयसेन पुŁषं संयुनĉìित ÿितजानीमहे । तदिभधीयते-
चोदनाल±णोऽथō धमªः” (जैिमिन सूý 1.1.2) । वह धमª ही पुŁष को िनः®ेयस से संयुĉ करता
है, ऐसी हम ÿित²ा कर रहे है । उसी को सूýकार बता रहे है- चोदनाल±णोऽथो¥ धमªः - ÿवतªक
शÊद को ‘चोदना’ शÊद से कहा जाता है । ÿवतªक शÊद को ही ‘िवधायक’ कहते है । यīिप
‘िविध’ सÌपूणª वेद का एकदेश है तथािप वह ÿधान है । इसिलये सूýकार ने “ÿाधाÆयेन Óयपदेशा
भविÆत” इस िनयम के अनुसार उĉ धमªल±ण म¤ ‘चोदना’ शÊद का ÿयोग ‘सÌपूणª वेद’ के अथª म¤
िकया है, केवल िविध के अथª म¤ नहé । तब सूýाथª हòआ-वेदबोिधत होकर जो अनथª से सÌबिÆधत
न हो, वह ‘धमª’ है । िøया के ÿवतªक वचन (शÊद) को ‘चोदना’ शÊद से कहते है । “आचायª
के Ĭारा ÿेåरत (ÿवितªत) होता हòआ म§ कर रहा हóँ” इस ÿकार लौिकक Óयवहार ÿचिलत है ।
िजससे कोई वÖतु (पदाथª) जानी जाती है, उसे ‘ल±ण’ कहते है । “धूम अिČ का ल±ण है”
ऐसा लोग कहा करते है । उस चोदना (िविध से सÌबिÆधत अंश-चतुĶयाÂमक सÌपूणª वेद) से
जो ®ेयःसाधन (अनथª सÌबÆध शूÆय) अथª बोिधत िकया जाता है वही (अथªłपधमª) पुŁष को
िनः®ेयस से जोड़ता है, ऐसी ÿित²ा हम कर रहे है ।

“चोदना िह भूतं भवÆतं भिवÕयÆतं सूàमं Óयविहतं िवÿकृĶम् इÂयेवंजातीयकमथ« श³नोÂय-
वगमियतुं, नाÆयत् िकĖ नेिÆþयम्” (सूýभाÕय 1.1.2) (Musalgaonkar 2004:6) यह
चोदना (वेद) ही िनिÔचत łप से भूत, वतªमान, भिवÕयत् सूàम Óयविहत और दरू िÖथत सभी
ÿकार के अथª को बताने म¤ समथª है । इस चोदना शÊद (वेद) के अितåरĉ अÆय कोई अनुमानािद
ÿमाण इतना समथª नहé है इतना अिभÿाय ‘नाÆयत् िकĖ’ से ÿकट िकया गया है । अथाªत् शÊद
ÿमाण म¤ ही ताŀशअथª के बोधन कराने का सामÃयª है, तÄÓयितåरĉ ÿमाणसामाÆय म¤ वह सामÃयª
नहé है । अपने इस कथन म¤ हेतु बताते है-‘नेिÆþयम्’-³यŌिक इिÆþय (ÿÂय±) ही जब असमथª
हŌगे तब अÆय ÿमाण तÆमूलक (ÿÂय±मूलक) होने से कैसे समथª हŌगे । अथाªत् शÊदाितåरĉ
सभी ÿमाण सब कुछ बोधन कराने म¤ असमथª है । चोदना से होने वाला ²ान, िकसी भी काल म¤,
िकसी भी पुŁष को, िकसी भी अवÖथा म¤, िकसी भी देश म¤ िवपरीत नही होता, इसिलये चोदना
(शÊद) से उÂपĭ ²ान को सÂय कहना ही होगा ।
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लौिकक वा³य (पुŁष-वा³य) ÿमाण तथा अÿमाण दोनो ÿकार के उपलÊध होते है । जो लौिकक
वचन (Óयवहार म¤ लोगो Ĭारा उēाåरत शÊद) है, वह यिद आĮ (ÿÂयियत-िवÔवÖत) पुŁष के
Ĭारा उēåरत हो, अथवा इिÆþय के Ĭारा िजसे जाना जा सके) हो तो वह सÂय (अिवतथ) ही
है । और यिद अनाĮ (अिवÔवÖत, अÿामािणक) पुŁष के Ĭारा उēाåरत हो अथवा अिनिÆþय
िवषय वाला (इिÆþय के Ĭारा िजसे न जाना जा सके) हो, तो वह (शÊद) पुŁष कì दिूषत बुिĦ से
उÂपĭ होने के कारण अÿमाण है । वैिदक शÊद के िबना धमª का ²ान होना िकसी भी पुŁष को
सÌभव नहé है । यिद यह कह¤ िक अÆय िकसी पुŁष के वचन से धमª का ²ान हòआ हो तो वह भी
उसी के (पुŁष कì दिूषत बुिĦ- से उÂपĭ के) समान होगा । अतः इस वा³य के पुŁष बुिĦÿभव
तथा अिनिÆþयिवषयक वÖतुओं (अथō-पदाथō) म¤ पौŁषेय शÊद का ÿमाण नही माना जाता ।
जैसे-जÆमाÆध पुŁषŌ का वचन ‘łप िवशेष’ के सÌबÆध म¤ ÿमाण नहé माना जाता है ।

सामाÆयतो ŀĶानुमान से भी वेदवचन को िमÃया समझना ठीक नहé है, ³यŌिक पौŁषेय वचन से
वेदवचन िभĭ है । िकसी अÆय के िमÃया होने पर िकसी अÆय को भी िमÃया समझ लेना उिचत
नहé है, ³यŌिक वे दोनो एक-दसूरे से अÆय ह§ । अतः अÆय होने से ही वे एक-दसूरे जैसे नहé रहते ।
Ôयामल वणª के देवद° को देखकर मनुÕय कì समानता के आधार पर य²द° को भी Ôयामल वणª
का समझ लेना उिचत नहé माना जाता, ³यŌिक वे दोनो॑ परÖपर िभĭ Óयिĉ है । ताÂपयª यह है
िक सामाÆयतोŀĶानुमान के Ĭारा वेदवचन को िमÃया नहé कह सकते और वेदवचन के िमÃया न
होने पर एक कारण और वेदवचन से होने वाला ²ान ÿÂय± है । अतः ÿÂय± से िवरोध करके
अनुमान का उदय होना सÌभव ही नहé है ।

मीमांसक के मत म¤ ²ान अनुमेय है । अतः आपका अनुमान ÿÂय± से बािधत हो जाता
है । एवĖ ÿÂय±िवरोधी अनुमान को ÿमाण से बोिधत अथª ®ेयÖकर है । शबर Öवामी कहते
है-“तÖमाēोदनाल±णोऽथªः ®ेयÖकरः” (सूýभाÕय 1.1.2) (Musalgaonkar 2004:9) ।
उपøमऔर उपसंहार का ऐ³य होना चािहए यह िनयम है । भाÕयकार ने “को धमªः, कथं ल±णः”
(सूýभाÕय 1.1.2) (Musalgaonkar 2004:10) - इस ÿकार धमª शÊद से उपøम िकया
है, तब उसी शÊद से उपसंहार भी करना चािहए था, िकÆतु ®ेयÖकर शÊद से उपसंहार करने
म¤ भाÕयकार का अिभÿाय ³या होगा ? यह िज²ासा होनी Öवाभािवक है । िवचार करने पर,
भाÕयकार का अिभÿाय यह ÿतीत होता है िक “पदाथªधमªः”, “प±धमªः” इÂयािद ÿयोग के
अनुसार “वृि°मत्” के अथª म¤ भी धमª शÊद का ÿयोग होता है । अतः धमª शÊद के अनेकाथªक
होने से िकस अथª म¤ धमª शÊद को यहाँ पर िलया जाय ? इस शंका के समाधानाथª “®ेयÖकर शÊद
से उपसंहार िकया गया है अथाªत् जो ®ेयÖकर हो वही धमª शÊद से यहा úाĻ है, अÆय नहé । जो
िनः®ेयस से पुŁष को संयुĉ करता है उसे लोग धमª शÊद से कहते है । यह Óयवहार केवल लोक म¤
ही नहé अिपतु वेद म¤ भी इसी ÿकार का Óयवहार िकया गया है । “य²ेन य²मयजÆतदेवाÖतािन
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धमाªिण ÿथमाÆयासन्” (ऋµवेद 9.90.16, शुĊ-यजुव¥द-वाजसनेिय-संिहता 39.16) इिÆþय
देवताओं ने ºयोितĶोमसं²क य² से य² पुŁष वासुदेव का यथािविध यजन िकया, इस कारण वे
ÿथम (मु´य) यजनłप धमª हòए । उĉ वेदवा³य म¤ भी “यज्” धातु के वा¸य (मु´य) अथª याग
को ही ‘धमª’ शÊद से कहा गया है ।

अतः उपसंहार करते हòये यह कह सकते है िक यह सूý वा³यĬयłप है, अथाªत् इस एक सूý म¤
दो वा³य अÆतिनªिहत है । अतः सूýाÆतगªत रहने वाले दो वा³यो से ही दो अथō कì ÿतीित हो रही
है । इससे यह ÖपĶ हòआ िक अथªÂव िविशĶ होकर ही जो चोदनाल±ण हो वह धमª है, और अथª
भी चोदनाल±णÂविविशĶ होकर ही धमª है ।

ÿकाराÆतर से भी िĬतीय सूý का अथª बताया जा सकता है । “अथªÖय सतः यĦमªÂवं तēोदना-
ल±णÖय” (सूýभाÕय 1.1.2) (Musalgaonkar 2004:11) इÂयु¸यते । इस िĬतीय सूý का
‘यो धमªः स चोदनाल±णः’ जो धमª है, वह चोदनाल±ण (शÊदÿमाण) है - यही अथª करना होगा ।

धमª म¤ ÿमाण कì परी±ा

अपने पेपर “Mimamsa and the Problem of History in Traditional India” म¤
शेÐडन पॉलॉक यह कहते ह§ िक एक ÿमाण से जानी हòई वÖतु अÆय ÿमाणŌ से नहé जानी जा
सकती । ऐसा केवल मीमांसक कहते है॑ ।

“Second - and this is the basic epistemological position of Mīmāṁsā : all
cognitions must be accepted as true unless and until they are falsified by
other cognitions.”

Pollock (1989:607)

पॉलॉक कì यह बात हाÖयाÖपद है । भारतीय षड् दशªनŌ म¤ िवÖतार से दशाªया है िक एक ÿमाण
से ²ात हòआ वÖतु अÆय ÿमाणŌ से नहé ²ात हो सकता यह बात केवल मीमांसा कì नहé है ।
Æयाय म¤ ÿमाण शÊद का िनवªचन ‘ÿमाकरणं ÿमाणम्’ ‘असाधारणं कारण् करणम्’ । ‘िकं नाम
असाधारणÂवम् ? लàयताऽव¸छेदकसमिनयतÂवम् असाधारणÂवम्’ मीमांसको ने धमª के ²ान
होने म¤ असाधारण िनिम° एकमाý चोदना (वैिदक शÊद) को बताया है ।

अथाªत् धमª का एकमाý शÊदÿमाण से ही ²ान हो सकता है । वह कथन केवल ÿित²ाłप से
ही था । युिĉ से उसे िसĦ नहé िकया था, िकÆतु अब हम उस धमª के िनिम° कì परी±ा कर¤गे-
³या चोदना ही धमª²ान म¤ िनिम° है, अथवा तदितåरĉ कोई अÆय ÿमाण भी धमª²ान कराने
म¤ िनिम° है ? परी±ण करने से पूवª यह िनÔचय नहé हो पा रहा है िक चोदना से लि±त होने
वाला अथª ही धमª है । परी±ण करने पर धमª के िनिम° का ²ान अनायास हो जायेगा उसी के
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िलये परी±ा करने कì ÿित²ा करते हòये सूýकार जैिमिन मुिन कहते है-“तदु̧ यते सÂसÌÿयोगे
पुŁषÖयेिÆþयाणां बुिĦजÆम तत् ÿÂय±म् अिनिम°ं िवīमानोपलÌभनÂवात्” (सूýभाÕय 1.1.4)
(Musalgaonkar 2004:13) - इिÆþयŌ का िवīमान वÖतु के साथ सÌबÆध होने पर पुŁष के
²ान कì उÂपि° होती है । उसे ÿÂय± कहते है । वह ÿÂय± िवīमान वÖतु का ²ान कराता है
इसिलए धमª का ²ान कराने म¤ िनिम° नहé हो सकता ³यŌिक ÿÂय±ाÂमक ²ान कì उÂपि° के
समय धमª कì स°ा नहé है । वह तो भिवÕयÂकािलक है ।

“तÖय िनिम°परीिĶः”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.3) (Musalgaonkar 2004:13) इस सूý म¤ कतªÓय
łप से ÿित²ात परी±ण का आरÌभ िकया जा रहा है । चोदनासूý Ĭारा ÿदिशªत ‘चोदनैव धम¥
ÿमाणम्’ इÂयाकारक ÿित²ा उिचत नहé ÿतीत हो रही है । इस ÿकार कì आ±ेप कì ÿािĮ होने
पर ÿकृत सूý से ÿितपािदत िसĦाÆत बताया जा रहा है । धमª²ान के ÿित ‘ÿÂय±’ अिनिम°
है, अथाªत िनिम° नहé है । इस पर ÿÔन िकया िक धमª के ÿित िनिम° न हो सकने म¤ ³या
कारण है ? वह ÿÂय± एवंल±णक है, अथाªत् धमª के ÿित अिनिम°ता िजस िल‘ से लि±त होती
है, उस ल±ण वाला वह ÿÂय± है । उसी िलď को “सÂसÌÿयोगे पुŁषÖयेिÆþयाणां बुिĦजÆम
तÂÿÂय±म्”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.4) (Musalgaonkar 2004:13) “सतीिÆþयाथª सÌबÆधे या
पुŁषÖय बुिĦजाªयते तÂÿÂय±म्”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.4) (Musalgaonkar 2004:14) सूýÖथ
‘इिÆþयाणाम्’ इस पद का ‘सÂसÌÿयोगे’ इस पद के ‘सÌÿयोगे’ के साथ और ‘पुŁषÖय’ पद का
‘बुिĦजÆम’ पद के ‘बुिĦ’ के साथ सÌबÆध है । ‘सÂसÌÿयोगे’ इस पद म¤ ‘संÔचासौ सÌÿयोगÔच’
सÂसÌÿयोगः । ऐसा कमªधारय समास करना है । तथा च इिÆþयŌ का अथª (िवषय, वÖतु,
पदाथª) के साथ सÌबÆध होने पर “पुŁषÖय बुिĦजÆम”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.4) (Musalgaonkar
2004:14) के अवयवाथª को भाÕयकार ÖपĶ करते है- “या पुुŁषÖय बुिĦजाªयते”(सूýभाÕय
1.1.4) (Musalgaonkar 2004:14) । तथा च ‘जÆम’ शÊद कतृªवाचक होता हòआ बुिĦ शÊद
का समानािधकरण ÿदिशªत िकया है । तब अथª यह हòआ - पुŁष कì उÂपĭ होने वाली (जायमाना
जो बुिĦ (²ान) वह (²ान) ÿÂय± कहलाता है । जबिक उĉ रीित से सत् सÌÿयोगज है, अतः
उसकì िवīमानोपलÌभनता है, अथाªत् वह िवīमान-वÖतु का उपलÌभक है । िवīमानोपलÌभनÂव
कì िसिĦ के िलये सÂसÌÿयोगजÂव को बताया गया है और धमª के ÿित ÿÂय± के अिनिम° होने
म¤ ‘िवīमानोपलÌभनÂव’ ही ÿयोजक है । तथा च सूý और भाÕय के Ĭारा तीन ÿयोग ÿदिशªत
िकये गये है - तथा िह -

1. “ÿÂय±ं धमाªऽधमाªगोचरं िवīमानोपलÌभनÂवात्”

2. “ÿÂय±ं िवīमानोपलÌभनं (िवīमानाथōपलिÊधłपं) वतªमानेिÆþयाथª-संयोगजÆयÂवात्”

3. “ÿÂय±ं सÂसÌÿयोगजं ÿÂय±Âवात्” ।
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िवīमान अथª के अवगाहक ÿÂय± कì धमाªऽधमाªगोचरता का उपपादन “भिवÕयंÔचैषोऽथō
न ²ानकालेऽÖतीित”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.4) (Musalgaonkar 2004:14) के Ĭारा भाÕयकार
कर रहे है । Öवकािलक अथªिवषयक ÿÂय± म¤ Öवकाल म¤ अिवīमान धमाªऽधमªिवषयकÂव का
होना सÌभव नहé है । ‘िवīमानोपलÌभनÂवात्’ इस सूýावयव के अथª को “सतÔचैतदपुलÌभनं
नासतः”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.4) (Musalgaonkar 2004:14) भाÕय से ÖपĶ िकया गया है ।
“अतः ÿÂय±मिनिम°म्” इस भाÕय से सबका िनÕकषª बताया िक धमª²ान के ÿित’ ÿÂय±
ÿमाण’ िनिम° नहé है ।

उपयुªĉ अनुमान-ÿयोगŌ म¤ योिगÿÂय± को ही ‘प±’ रखा गया है और अÖमदािदÿÂय± को
‘ŀĶाÆत’ िकया गया है । उसी से साÅय का साधन करने के कारण ‘ŀĶाÆतािसĦ’ नहé है और न
ही िसĦसाÅयता है ।

इस रीित से यागािद को फलसाधनÂवłप से ही ‘धमª’ माना गया है । िनÕपĭ अवÖथा म¤ याग
का Öवłप ÿÂय± रहने पर भी फलसाधनÂव जो याग का िविशĶ łप है उसका ÿÂय± होना
कभी भी सÌभव नहé है । ³यŌिक िवशेषणीभूत फल कालाÆतरभावी है, और ‘अपूवª’ तो Öवभावतः
ही अÿÂय± है । यह समझना चािहए । बुिĦ (²ान) अथवा बुिĦजÆय हानोपादान बुिĦ अथवा
इिÆþयऔर अथª का सÌबÆध (सिĭकषª) - इनम¤ से िकसी एक को ÿÂय± कहते है-इस अवधारण
(िनणªय/िनÔचय) के िलये यह सूý नहé है ।

ताÂपयª यह है िक इिÆþय आिद, या इिÆþयाथª संयोग आिद, अथवा त°दथªकिवषय बुिĦ, अथवा
तĕÆय हानोपादानािद बुिĦ, का ÿमाण फल भाव के िवषय म¤ अनादर सूिचत िकया गया है ।
‘इिÆþय और अथª का सÌबÆध होने पर ही ÿÂय± होता है, और इिÆþयाथª का सÌबÆध न होने
पर ÿÂय± नहé होता । ÿÂय± का धमª के ÿित अÿमाÁय-समथªन करने से ही तÂपूवªक होने वाले
अनुमान, उपमान, अथाªपि° ÿमाणŌ का सुतरां अÿामाÁय ÿदिशªत हो जाता है । अथाªत् अनुमान-
उपमान आिद अÆय ÿमाण ÿÂय±पूवªक हòआ करते है । इसिलय¤ उन ÿमाणŌ को भी धमª के ÿित
कारण नहé समझना चािहए, ³यŌिक अÆय ÿमाण ÿÂय± के ही आि®त रहते है । जब ÿÂय± ही
धमª²ान कराने म¤ समथª नहé है तो उसके आि®त रहने वाले अÆय ÿमाण उसका ²ान कराने म¤
कैसे समथª हो सक¤ गे ।

जगĬैिचÞयाÆयथानुपपि°łप अथाªपि° के Ĭारा ŀĶ कारणिभĭ अŀĶ कारण का आ±ेप हो सकने
पर भी “इदमÖय साधनम्”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.4) (Musalgaonkar 2004:14) - यह इसका
साधन है - इस ÿकार िवशेष łप से आ±ेप न कर पाने के कारण उसका भी अÿामाÁय ÖपĶ ही
है । शबर Öवामी कहते है “अभावोऽिप नािÖत । यतः औÂपि°कÖतु शÊदÖयाथ¥न सÌबÆधÖतÖय
²ानमुपदेशोऽÓयितरेकÔचाथ¥ - अनुपलÊधे तÂÿमाणं बादरायणÖयाऽनपे±Âवात्”(सूýभाÕय
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1.1.4) (Musalgaonkar 2004:14) । शÊद का अथª के साथ सÌबÆध औÂपि°क
(Öवाभािवक) है, उस धमª का ²ान, साधन-अथाªत् ²ापक उपदेश (िविधघिटत वा³य है । उसका
कभी अÓयितरेक िवपयªय) नहé होता है । इसिलये वह िविधघिटत वा³य अनुपलÊध अथª म¤ भी
ÿमाण है ।

बादरायण आचायª के मत म¤ भी, “अनपे±Âवात्”-ÿÂययाÆतर कì अथवा पुŁषाÆतर कì अपे±ा
न होने से वह Öवतः ÿमाण है । भाÕयकार सूýावयव ‘औÂपि°क’ शÊद का अथª ‘िनÂय’ बता
रहे ह§ । औÂपि°क-िनÂय इस ÿकार अथª करन¤ म¤ उपपि° बताते है िक “उÂपि°िहª भाव उ¸यते
ल±णया”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.5) (Musalgaonkar 2004:15) । ‘औÂपि°क’ शÊद कì ÓयुÂपि°
से यīिप िनÂय अथª ÿाĮ नहé हो रहा है तथािप ल±णा से िनÂय अथª िक ÿाĮी हो जाती है । इसी
बात को कहा है िक ‘उÂपि°’ शÊद ल±णा से भाव (स°ा) Öवभाव अथª को बतलाता है । तथा च
औÂपि°क का अथª है- ‘Öवाभािवक’ । इसी अथª को और अिधक ÖपĶ करते है- “अिवयुĉः -
शÊदाथªयोभाªवः सÌबÆधो नोÂपĭयोः पÔचात् सÌबÆधः”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.5) (Musalgaonkar
2004:16), शÊद और अथª का सÌबÆध अिवयुĉ ‘भाव’ है तथा च ‘औÂपि°क’ शÊद से
‘िनÂयÂव’ अिभÿेत है । एवĖ शÊद का अथª के साथ जो ÿÂयाÍय-ÿÂयायकल±ण सÌबÆध है,
वह िनÂय है । यहाँ भाÕयकार ने औÂपि°क शÊद के Ĭारा कारणगत दोष से होने वाले अÿामाÁय
का िनराकरण कर िदया है । यिद शÊदाथª का सÌबÆध कृतक होता तो तÄĬारा भी पुŁष दोष के
ÿवेश कì आशंका से अÿामाÁय होता है, लेिकन यह कुछ नहé है ।

शÊदाथª सÌबÆध Öवाभािवक रहने से पुŁषाधीनता नहé है । उÂपĭ हòए शÊद और अथª का पीेछे से
िकसी के Ĭारा सÌबÆध जोड़ा नही गया है । उन दोनŌ का सÌबÆध तो औÂपि°क (Öवाभािवक,
िनÂय) है । वहé सÌबÆध, ÿÂय±ािद ÿमाणŌ से अनवगत (अ²ात) अिČहोýािद łप धमª का
िनिम° है । इससे िनÕकषª यह िनकला िक लोकÓयवहार म¤ ÿमाणाÆतरमूलक जो हो उसका ÿामाÁय
और ÿमाणाÆतरमूलक न हो उसका अÿामाÁय यīिप देखा जाता है तथािप ‘ÿामाÁय अÆयसापे±
नहé है । अिपतु Öवतः ही है । अनाĮवा³य का अÿामाÁय मूलाभाव के कारण नहé है िजससे आĮ
वा³य का ÿामाÁय मूल के अधीन कहा जा सके । अनाĮ वा³य का अÿामाÁय तो उसका दिूषत
मूल होने के कारण । शÊद के दिूषत हो जाने से उसके अपने Öवाभािवक ÿामाÁय का बाध हो
जाता है । अपौŁषेय वेद यīिप आĮÿणीत नहé है तथािप ÿामाÁय का ÿयोजक आĮ-ÿणीतÂव
न होने के कारण और अनाĮÖपशªिनिम° दोष भी न होने के कारण उसका (वेद का) ÿामाÁय
अबािधत ही बना रहता है । शÊदाथª सÌबÆध को औÂपि°क िसĦ करने कì आवÔयकता इसिलये
हòई िक पुŁष का सÌबÆध तीन ÿकार से होने कì सÌभावना कì जा सकती है - (1) पद-पदाथª
सÌबÆध के Ĭारा (2) वा³य-वा³याथª सÌबÆध के Ĭारा (3) रामायण-महाभारतािद úÆथ के समान
ही पौŁषेय होने से । िकंतु यहा (वेद म¤) तीनŌ ही नही है, ³यŌिक सूýकार जैिमिन मुिन इस सूý के
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Ĭारा पद-पदाथª सÌबÆध को औÂपि°क (िनÂय, Öवाभािवक) शÊद से बता रहे है । वा³याथª²ान
पदाथªमूलक होता है और वेद अपौŁषेय है, यह आगे बताया जायेगा ।

अतः Öवतः ÿमाणाभूत चोदनाÂमक शÊद के अÿामाÁय म¤ कारणदोष²ानłप हेतु कì सÌभावना
िकसी तरह भी नहé कì जा सकती है । सूý के अवयवभूत “अथ¥ऽनुपलÊधे”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.5)
(Musalgaonkar 2004:16) का िववरण “औÂपि°कÖतु-शÊदÖयाथ¥न सÌबÆधÖतÖयािČ-
होýािदल±णÖय धमªÖय िनिमतं-ÿÂय±ािदिभरनवगतÖय । कथम् । उपदेशो िह भवित । उपदेश
इित िविशĶÖय शÊदÖयोēारणम्”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.5) (Musalgaonkar 2004:16) भाÕय के
Ĭारा िकया गया है । इस ÿÂय±ाīनवगताथªÂव के बताने म¤ अनुवादłप अÿामाÁय का िनराकरण
हो जाता है । यह जो कहा गया था िक ‘शÊदाथª का Öवाभािवक सÌबÆध, ÿÂय±ािद ÿमाणŌ से
अ²ात अिČहोýािद- łप धमª का िनिम° ह§ उसम¤ हेतु बताने कì इ¸छा से भाÕयकार ‘कथम्’ शÊद
से ÿÔन कर रहे है अथाªत् उĉ सÌबÆध अिČहोýािद का िनिम° िकस ÿकार है ? उसके िनिम° होने
म¤ हेतु यह है िक ‘उपदेशो िह भवित’ । उपदेश इित िविशĶÖय शÊदÖयोēारणम् । ®ेयः साधनभूत
उस अिČहोýािद धमª का ²ान कराने वाला “अिČहोýंजुहòयात् Öवगªकामः”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.5)
(Musalgaonkar 2004:16) इÂयािद िविधवा³य का उपदेश है । ‘उपदेश’ शÊद का अथª
है-िविशĶ शÊद का उēारण, अथाªत् ®ेयःसाधनÂवािद अथª का ÿितपादक होने से अËयिहªत शÊद
(अिČहोýं जुहòयात् Öवगªकामः) का उēारण िकया गया है । इस कथन से िविधवा³य म¤ ²ानानु-
ÂपादकÂव अÿामाÁय का भी िनरसन हो जाता है । उसी तरह “अÓयितरेकÔच ²ानÖय”(सूýभाÕय
1.1.5) (Musalgaonkar 2004:16) िविधवा³य (चोदनाशÊद) से होने वाले ²ान का कभी
Óयितरेक नहé होता है । इस भाÕय से बाधक ²ानłप अÿामाÁय कारण भी नहé है, यह बता िदया
गया है । ‘अÓयितरेक’ शÊद का अथª बतलाने के िलये कहते है िक - “न िह तदÂुपĭं ²ानं िव-
पय¥ित”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.5) (Musalgaonkar 2004:16) - िविधवा³य से उÂपĭ हòआ कभी
भी िवपयªय (िमÃयाÂव) को ÿाĮ नहé होता । अथाªत् अिČहोýािद वा³य से हòये ²ान का बाधक
अÆय ²ान (ÿÂययाÆतर) (न अिČहोýहोमः Öवगªसाधनम् इÂयाकारक ²ानम् (सूýभाÕय 1.1.5)
(Musalgaonkar 2004:16)) कदािप िकसी भी ÿमाण से उÂपĭ नहé होता है ।

“यē नाम ²ानं न िवपय¥ित, न त¸छ³यते वĉंु नैतदेविमित”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.5) (Musal-
gaonkar 2004:16) - इस भाÕय से यह बताया जा रहा है िक िवपयªय ²ानरिहत चोदनाजÆय
²ान का अÿामाÁय कहना कथमिप श³य नही है । अथाªत् वह वैसा नही है यह नही कह सकते ।
बाधक-²ान से रिहत िविध-वा³य-जिनत-²ान का ÿामाÁय भी Öवीकार न करने पर अिनĶ-
ÿसंग होगा । इस आशय को “यथा भवित - यथा िव²ायते न तथा भवित । यथा एतĭ िव²ायते
तथा एतिदित । अÖय Ńदये अÆयत् वािच Öयात् । एवं वदतो िवŁĦिमदं गÌयते” ।
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“अिÖत नािÖत वा इित”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.5) (Musalgaonkar 2004:16) । उĉ भाÕय से
ÖपĶ िकया गया है । यिद जैसा ²ान होता है (जैसा जाना जाता है) वैसा नही होता है और जैसा
²ान नहé होता है, उसके िवपरीत वैसा यिद जाना जाता है, यह Öवीकार करने पर इसके Ńदय
(मन) म¤ अÆय बात है । वाणी म¤ अÆय बात है यह कहना होगा । मन म¤ कुछ और बाहर (शÊद
म¤) कुछ कहने वाले का कथन िवŁĦ समझा जाता है । अथाªत् “है” और “नही है” यह कथन
िनताÆत िवŁĦ है । िनÕकषª यह है िक ÿतीयमान अथª का पåरÂयाग कर अÿतीयमान अथª कì क-
Ðपना करना, मन म¤ कुछऔर बाहर कुछ (“अÆयत् अÖय Ńदये अÆयद् वािच”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.5)
(Musalgaonkar 2004:16)) रहने से ÿतारक मनुÕय के वचन के तुÐय ही वेदवा³य) ÿमाण
है, ³यŌिक वह िनरपे± है । अथाªत् ÿमाणाÆतर कì अपे±ा न रखने के कारण वह Öवतः ÿमाण है ।
ताÂपयª यह है िक Öवतःÿमाणभूत वेदवचन को अÿमाण कहने के िलए कारण दोष, बाधक-²ान,
अनुवादकÂव और ²ानाऽनुÂपादकÂवािद कारणŌ म¤ से कोई एक भी कारण नही है । अतः उस
वैिदक शÊद (िविधवा³य) का िनजी Öवारािसक ÿामाÁय िनबाªध łप से िसĦ हो जाता है ।

वेद कì अपौŁषेयता

“अनुिवĦिमव ²ानं सव« शÊदेन भासते” (वा³यपदीय 1.123)

शेÐडन पॉलॉक यह कहता है िक मीमांसको ने िजस ÿकार वेद कì अपौŁषेयता को िसĦ िकया है,
वह समीचीन नही है ।

“It is... argued that the Vedas are transcendent by reason of their
anonymity. Had they been composed by men, albeit long ago, there
is no reason why the memory of these composers should not have
been preserved to us. Those men who are named in association with
particular recessions, books, hymns of the Vedas-Kaṭhaka, for example,
or Paippalādaka are not to be regarded as the authors but simply as
scholars specializing in the transmission or exposition of the texts in
question. Texts for which no authors can be identified have no authors,
and this applies to the Vedas and to the Vedas alone”.

Pollock (1989:608)

“Other arguments are offered, such as those based on the language and
style of the Vedas... For example, in answer to a pūrvapakṣa averring that
(whereas words may be external) sentences can only be composed by
men, Śabara claims the argument has been refuted by the anonymity of
the Vedic texts, when that has yet to be proven.”

Pollock (1989:607-8fn)
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“The claim for the beginninglessness of Vedic recitation is nowhere
clearly sustained in the Bhāṣya...”

Pollock (1989:608)

“A final example is the argument advanced by Śabara... that I find to be
patently circular : The truth of the content of theVedas depends on their
being apauruṣeya; apauruseyatva, however, is made to depend on the fact
that they discuss metaphysical matters - i.e., to depend on the truth of
their content.”

Pollock (1989:608)

“If the Veda is eternal, it cannot communicate information about non-
eternal things ; nor can it do so even if it is not eternal, for then no
absolute authority (would attach to any of its communications ?)”

Pollock (1989:608)

अतः अभी वेद कì अपौŁषेयता कì िसĤाÆत को ÖपĶतया वणªन कर¤गे । ÿथमतः भगवान् जैिमिन
“उĉं तु शÊदपूवªÂवम्”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.29) (Musalgaonkar 2004:119) इस सूý पर
िवचार कर¤गे ।

‘उĉं तु शÊदपूवªÂवम्’ - यहॉ पर ‘शÊद’ - शÊद से शÊद जÆय अÅययन िववि±त है । तथा
च सूýाथª यह हòआ िक सभी पुŁषŌ का अÅययन अÅययनाÆतर पूवªक हòआ करता है, यह बात
औÂपि°क सूý के आरÌभ म¤ कह आये है । वेद के अÅययन करने वालŌ कì शÊदपूवªता अथाªत्
अिवि¸छĭ परÌपरा है । ÿÂयेक वेदाÅयेता के अÅययन से पूवª अÆय अÅयेता का अÅययन था ।
इस रीित से शÊदाÅययन कì अिवि¸छĭ परÌपरा है । िनÕकषª यह है िक सभी लोग अपने गुł ने
िजस ÿकार अÅययन िकया उसी ÿकार अÅययन करना चाहते है वेद का ÖवतÆýतापूवªक अÅययन
करने वाला कोई भी ÿथम अÅयेता नही हòआ ह§ । िजसे उसका कताª कहा जा सके । आज ÿाचीन
से भी ÿाचीनतम वेदाÅयेता का ²ान हम¤ है िकÆतु उसके कताª का ²ान नहé है । अतः कतृªÖमरण
के अभाव म¤ वेदŌ को अपौŁषेय ही समझना चािहए ।

काठक, कालापकम् इÂयािद समा´या के आधार पर वेदŌ को कठािदकतृªक आ±ेप उठने पर यह
समाधान िकया जाता है- इस ÿकार कताª कì कÐपना करना ठीक नहé है ³यŌिक कभी कभी
लोग िकसी úÆथ के साथ िकसी िवशेषता को देखकर कतृªिभĭ िकसी अÆय Óयिĉ का नाम भी
जोड िदया करते है । उदाहरणाथª- ‘िसĦाÆतकौमुदी’ úÆथ के कताª ®ी भĘोजी दीि±त है, तथािप
काशी के ®ी देवनारायण ितवारी जी ने िसĦाÆत कौमुदी को ऐसी अĩतु िविशĶ शैली से आजीवन
पढाया, िजस कारण लोग कौमुदी के साथ ितवारी जी का नाम जोड़कर ‘ितवारी जी कì कौमुदी’
कहने लग गये । वह अĩतु िविशĶ शैली ®ी ितवारी जी कì अपनी ही थी । वैसी शैली भारत वषª
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म¤ अÆय िकसी भी वैयाकरण कì नही थी । अतः यह सÌभव है िक िजस úÆथ का कताª न भी हो,
तथािप उसकì िकसी िवशेषता के कारण उसका नाम उस úÆथ के साथ जोड़कर लोग उसके नाम
पर भी उस úÆथ को कह सकते है । इस सÌभावना के आधार पर यहा भी कह सकते है िक कठािद
महिषªयो ने भी अपनी िनजी उÂकृृĶतम शैली अपनी वेद शाखा का अÅयापन अवÔय िकया होगा ।
कभी कभी इस ÿकार कì उÂकृृĶतम शैली से अÅयापन करने वाले भी होते है । जैसे िक उदाहरण
के łप म¤ ऊपर िनद¥श कर चुके है ।

इस ÿकार कì अनÆय साधारणता अनेक ÿकार से ÿाĮ हो सकती है । úÆथकताª के łप म¤ úÆथ
के Óया´याकार के łप म¤, úÆथ के अÅयापन कताª के łप म¤ इÂयािद अनेक ÿकार है । िनÕकषª
यह है िक मूलúÆथकार ही अनÆय साधारण नहé होगा, úÆथ Óया´याकार भी, úÆथ का अÅयापक
भी अनÆयसाधारण समझा जा सकता है इस कारण वेदशाखाओं के साथ काठक आिद जुड़े हòए
िवशेषण सÿयोजन है । वेदाÅयायी सभी लोगो को अ¸छी तरह से Öमरण है िक वैशÌपायन महिषª
ने यजुव¥द कì समÖत शाखा का अÅययन-अÅयापन िकया था । अतः बहòशाखाÅयायी पुŁषŌ
कì अपे±ा एक - एक शाखा का अÅययन-अÅयापन करने वाले कठािद महिषªयŌ के ÿवचन
(अÅयापन) म¤ असाधारणता रहना Öवाभािवक है । अनेक शाखाओं के अÅयापन करने वालŌ के
सम± केवल एक ही शाखा का अÅययन करने वाला यह कठ महिषª था । इÆहोने दसूरी शाखा का
अÅययन नहé िकया । अतः अपनी उस िविशĶ शाखा म¤ ÿकृĶता ÿािĮ करने के कारण उसकì
शाखा के साथ ‘काठक’ यह जो असाधारण िवशेषण जोड़ा गया है, वह उिचत ही है ।

ÿावाहिण, बवर इÂयािद के माÅयम से वेदŌ का अिनÂयदशªन जो कारण बताया तदथª-“जनन
मरणवÆतो वेदाथाªः ®ूयÆते”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.28) (Musalgaonkar 2004:119) इस ÿकार
कì आ±ेप कì ÿािĮ होने पर उसके समाधानाथª ऐसा कह¤गे- िकसी भी पुŁष का नाम ‘ÿवाहण’ हो
ऐसा आज तक ®ुत नहé है । जब ‘ÿवाहण’ नामधारी ही कोई नही है तब उसका अपÂय ÿावाहिण
बताना कैसे संगत हो सकता है ? ÿावाहिण, बवर आिद शÊदो से ÿतीयमान यौिगक अथª कì
पयाªलोचना करने पर ‘ÿवाहिण’ शÊद ‘ÿकष¥ण वाहयित’ अथª को बताता है अथाªत ÿकष¥ण वहन
िøया कतृªक है । उसी तरह बवर शÊद िनÂय िसĦ वायुआिद का वाचक है । एवं च ‘ÿ’ शÊद ÿकषª
के अथª म¤ ÿिसĦ है और वह धातु ÿापण पहòचाना, ले जाना के अथª म¤ है । िकÆतु इन दोनŌ शÊदो
का समुदायłप ‘ÿावाहण’ कही ÿिसĦ नहé है । ‘ÿावाहिण’ म¤ इञ् ÿÂयय, जैसे अपÂय अथª म¤
िसĦ है, वैसे ही वह कतृªिविशĶ िøया म¤ भी िसĦ है । अतः ‘ÿावाहिण’ का अथª यह हòआ िक जो
उÂकृĶ रीित से वÖतु को ले जाए । ‘ÿावाहण का पुý’ (अपÂय) यह अथª नहé । उसी तरह ÿवहमान
वायु कì Åविन का अनुकरणमाý ‘बवर’ शÊद है । वायु के शÊद कì अनुकृितłप यह बवर शÊद,
िनÂयाथª का अिभधायक होने से तĤिटत वा³य “बवरः ÿावाहिणरकामयत”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.28)
(Musalgaonkar 2004:119) िनÂयाथª के ही अिभधायक (वाचक) िसĦ हो रहे है (एवं च ये
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दोनŌ शÊद (ÿावाहिण और बवर) िनÂय अथª को ही बता रहे है । अिनÂय अथª को नहé । इसिलये
सूýकार ने कहा िक ये शÊद केवल ®ुितसामाÆय माý है, अथाªत् उनसे केवल अÓयĉ Åविन कì
समानता का बोध होता है ।

“वनÖपतयः सýमासत । ‘सपाªः सýमासत’ । गावो वा एतत् सýमासत”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.32)
(Musalgaonkar 2004:122) इÂयािद उÆम° बालÿलाप सŀश सुनाई देने वाले असंगत
वा³य कì ÿािĮ होने पर उसके समाधानाथª जैिमिन मुिन कहते है “कृते वा िविनयोगः Öयात् कमªणः
सÌबÆधात्”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.32) (Musalgaonkar 2004:122) ‘कृते’ कमª म¤ ‘िविनयोगः’
Öतुित के Ĭारा उपयोग हो सकता है ‘कमªणः’ कमªÿितपादक वा³य ‘सÌबÆधात्’ परÖपर साकां±
पदघिटत होने से । ताÂपयª यह है िक कमªÿितपादक वा³य (िविधवा³य) परÖपर साकां± पद
घिटत होने से ‘गावो वा एतÂसýमासत’ इÂयािद वा³यŌ का कमª म¤ Öतुित Ĭारा उपयोग होता है ।
िनÕकषª यह है िक ‘गावो वा इÂयािद वा³यŌ का Öवाथª म¤ ताÂपयª नहé है । िकÆतु गो आिद जड़
पशुओ ने भी जब कमाªनुķान िकया तो िवĬान् लोग कमª का अनुķान कर¤ इसम¤ सÆदेह ही ³या है ?
इस ÿकार उन वा³यŌ का कमª कì ÿशंसा करने म¤ ही ताÂपयª है । अतः सभी वा³य ठीक है ।

“ºयोितĶोमेन Öवगªकामो यजेत”, “सोमेन यजेत”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.32) (Musalgaonkar
2004:122) इÂयािद वेदवा³य परÖपर सÌबĦ अथª के ही िदखाई देते है । ³यŌिक वे साÅय-
साधन इितकतªÓयता िविशĶ अथªभावना िवषयक िविध य²िनषेध के ही ÿितपादक है ।
अथाªत् ‘वेदवा³यािन परÖपर-सÌबĦाथª-परािण साÅय साधनेित-कतªÓयता-िविशĶाथª भावना-
िवषयकिविधिनषेधÿितपादकÂवात्’ अतः इन वा³यŌ को उÆम° बाल वा³यŌ के तुÐय नही कहा
जा सकता । ºयोितĶोमािद सभी वा³य िøयापरक है अतः परÖपर सÌबĦाथªक ही िदखाई दे रहे
है । िøया को ही ‘भावना’ शÊद से भी कहा जाता है । ÿÂयेक िøया के साथ (उĥेÔय) साधन
(उपाय करण) और इितकतªÓयता (िøया करने कì पĦित अथाªत् कतªÓय िवशेष) ये तीन अंश
होते है, इसिलये वह (िøया) कभी िनरथªक नही हòआ करती ।

अÆयत् ‘वनÖपतयः’ इÂयािद वा³य भी असंगत (असÌबĦाथªक) नहé है । ³यŌिक आगे कहे जाने
वाले सýयाग को Öतुित कì अपे±ा (आवÔयकता) है, तब ये वा³य, उसकì अपेि±त Öतुित का
समपªण करके साथªक हो जाते है, और उसका ÿामाÁय िसĦ हो जाता है । अिभÿाय यह है िक ये
वा³य सा±ात् िøयाÿवतªक नहé है िकÆतु सýयाग के (Öतावक) अथªवाद है । सýयाग कì Öतुित
करने का ÿकार ‘वनÖपतयो नाम अचेतना’ है जबिक अचेतन (जड़) वनÖपितयŌ ने भी इस सý
(याग) का अनुķान िकया तब िवĬान् āाĺण य²ानुķान कर¤, ³या इसे कहने कì आवÔयकता
होगी ? जैसे लोकÓयवहार म¤ कहा करते है िक सायंकाल के समय मृग (पशु) भी नहé चरते, तब
िवĬान् āाĺणŌ के िवषय म¤ तो कहना ही ³या होगा ? अथाªत् कतªÓय-अकतªÓय के िववेक से रिहत
रहने वाले पशु भी सायंकाल के समय अपने Öव¸छÆद िवहार का Âयाग कर ÖवÖथ होकर चुप-
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चाप खड़े रहते है, इसिलये िवĬान् āाĺण (िवचारशील āाĺण) को भी सायंकाल के समय ÖवÖथ
शाÆतिच° होकर परमेÔवर कì आराधना करना चािहए, ³या यह कहने कì आवÔयकता होगी ?
अथाªत् नहé । िकĖ वेदŌ का जो उपदेश ह§, वह वेदाÅययन करने वाले (अिनिÆदत) िशĶŌ कì
परÌपरा से जाना जाता है, तथा सिÆमý के उपदेश (परामशª) के समान होने से सवªथा अनाशिčत
है अथाªत् दोष का लवलेश भी उसम¤ नहé है । अतः उसे उÆम° बालवा³यसŀश कहन¤ कì धृĶता
कैसे कì जा सकती है । एवĖ उनके ÿित िकसी ÿकार भी दĶु आशंका नही करना चािहए ।
तÖमात् चोदनावा³यŌ के अपौŁषेय होने से उनका ÿामाÁय िसĦ हो जाता है ।

ÿकाराÆतर से भी हम वेद कì अपौŁषेयता को िसĦ कर रहे है । ÿथमतः शÊद ³या है तथा अथªर्
³या है, शÊदऔर अथª दोनŌ का परÖपर सÌबÆध ³या है, इस पर हम¤ िवचार करना चािहए । सÌब-
Æध दो सÌबिÆधयŌ को अपना आधार बनाकर रहता है । जब तक उन आधारभूत सÌबिÆधयŌ को
अथाªत् उनके Öवłप को न बताया जाय तब तक सÌबÆध का िनłपण (सÌबÆध के बारे म¤ कुछ
कहना) करना सÌभव नही है । इसिलये सÌबÆध के आधारभूत शÊद का Öवłप ³या ह§ ? उसé
का ÿथमतः िवचार कर ल¤ - इस अिभÿाय से भाÕयकार “अथ गौåरÂयý”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.1)
(Musalgaonkar 2004:45) भाÕय का आरÌभ कर रहे ह§ । शÊद के Öवłप का िनधाªरण करने
के पÔचात् शÊदाथª सÌबÆध कì िनÂयता को िसĦ कर¤गे ।

शÊदÖवłपिवचारः

ÿथमतः यह िवचार ले िक ‘गौः’ ऐसा उēारण करने पर हम ‘शÊद’ के łप म¤ िकसे जानते है ?
भगवान् उपवषª तो ‘गौः’ म¤ गकार औकार, िवसजªनीय को शÊद कहते है । ³यŌिक ®ोý (कणª)
से úहण िकये जाने के अथª म¤ ‘शÊद’ शÊद का Óयवहार लोक म¤ ÿिसĦ है । वे गकार-औकार और
िवसगª ®ोý से úहण िकये जाते है । पूवª-पूवª वणª के सुनने पर उनसे एक-एक संÖकार उÂपĭ
होता जाता है । उन उÂपĭ हòए संÖकारो के सिहत जो अिÆतम वणª रहेगा, वही वणª ‘अथª’ का
बोधक होता है । िनÕकषª यह है िक ‘ग’ वणª के सुनने पर उससे संÖकार उÂपĭ होगा, उस संÖकार
के सिहत जो ‘औ’ वणª का ®वण होगा, उससे भी एक संÖकार उÂपĭ होगा, उन दोनŌ संÖकारो
के सिहत जो अिÆतम वणª िवसगª का ®वण होता ह§ उससे अथª का बोध होता है । इस रीित से
शÊद को अथªÿÂयायक कहने म¤ कोई दोष नहé है । अथª यह है िक ‘गौः’ इस ÿकार उēारण करने
पर गोÂवłप अथª का ÿÂयायक कहा जाने वाला जो शÊद है, वह ³या गकारािद वणªłप है ? इस
ÿकार शÊद का Öवłप ³या है, यह पूछकर वृĦसÌमित ÿदिशªत करते हòए अपना Öवयं का मत
(गकारािद वणª ही शÊद का Öवłप है) ऐसा बताय¤गे । शÊद का वणªłप होना जो उपवषª के नाम
पर बताया गया है वह Öवमत कì पुिĶ के िलये वृĦसÌमित के łप म¤ बताया गया है । ÿÂय±
और अथªÿÂयायकÂव के आधार पर मीमांसको ने यह िसĦ िकया है िक शÊद का Öवłप गकारािद
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वणª ही है । पहले वह ÿÂय± के आधार पर वणō कì शÊद Öवłपता को बताने के िलये िकया
गया है िक “®ोýúहणे िह अथ¥ लोके शÊद शिĉ ÿिसĦः । ते च ®ोýúहणाः” भाÕय उपिÖथत
िकया गया है । इस भाÕय से यह बताया गया हैै िक ®ोýेिÆþयजÆय ÿÂय± का िवषय होने वाले
(अथª) म¤ ‘शÊद’ इस शÊद कì ÿिसिĦ सवªý है अथाªत् लोग उसे (शÊद को) वाचक कहते है ।
वे गकारािद वणª ही ®ोý से úाĻ होते है । एवं च लोकÓयवहार म¤ ‘®ोýúाĻÂवं शÊदÂवम्’ इस
ल±ण से लि±त को ही शÊद नाम से कहा जाता है । अतः गकारािद वगª ही शÊद का Öवłप है,
यह समझना चािहए ।

अ±रŌ म¤ अथªवान् के ÿित जो िनिम°ता िनिम°भाव है, उसे गौण नही कह सकते, ³यŌिक “तĩावे
भावात् तदभावे चाभावात्”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.1) (Musalgaonkar 2004:47) अ±रŌ के होने
पर अथªÿतीित होती है और अ±रŌ के न होने पर अथªÿतीित नही होती है । अतः अथªÿतीित करान¤
म¤ अ±रŌ को गौणłप से िनिम° नहé कहा जा सकता । गो शÊद म¤ गकार आिद के अितåरĉ अÆय
िकसी गो शÊद का ÿÂय± नहé हो रहा है, अथाªत् ग, औ तथा िवसगª के िसवाय अÆय कोई गो
शÊद से ÿÂय± नही है । अतः भेद²ान के न होने से अभेद²ान हो रहा है । गकारािद अथाªत् ग
औ तथा िवसगª तो अ±र है, वे ही पद (शÊद) है । अथाªत् वणŎ कì ही ‘शÊद’ यह सं²ा है । अतः
उनसे (गकार, औकार, िवसजªनीय) (इन अ±रŌ से) िभĭ अÆय कोई नहé है । िजसे पद (शÊद)
कहा जा सके ।

तथा च अÆवय Óयितरेक के देखने से यह अवगत होता है िक अथªÿितपि° के होने म¤ अ±र ही
िनिम° है । एवं च अथªÿितÿि° म¤ अ±र ÖवÓयापार के Ĭारा हेतु है । उससे िभĭ अÆय िकसी
ÿकार का हेतुÂव कहé पर भी िदखाई नहé देता और जो हेतु होता है उसके Óयापार का Óयवधान तो
सवªý ही िनयत रहता है । संÖकार तो शÊद का Óयापार हé है । अतः उसका जो Óयवधान है, वह
अÓयवधान ही है । इसिलये अ±रŌ म¤ ‘शÊद’ शÊद का ÿयोग गौण नहé हो एवं च वणō म¤ ‘शÊद’
शÊद का मु´य ÿयोग है गौण नही है, अथाªत् वणª ही शÊद है ।

शÊद के अथª का िवचार

“अथ गौåरÂयÖय शÊदÖय कोऽथªः ? साÖनािदिविशĶाकृितं āूमः” गौः इÂयािद ÿÔनभाÕय का
आशय यह है िक गोÂव इÂयािद सामाÆय-łप आकृित का िनłपण करना बड़ा किठन होगा ।
अतःआकृित नाम कì कोई वÖतु ÿिसĦ न होने कारण अगोÓयावृि°łप ‘अपोह’ को यिद शÊदाथª
कह¤ तो अपोह नाम कì कोई वÖतु ही नहé है, तब उसको आधार मानकर उनका (शÊद-अथª का)
सÌबÆध िनÂय कैसे हो सकेगा ?
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अतः ÿÂय±-ÿमाण से ‘अयमिप गौः ‘शाबेलयादÆयो-बाहòलेयः’ शाबेलय नामक गौः से बाहòलेय
नामक गौः िभĭ है, इस ÿकार कì ÿतीित होने के कारण िभĭ-अिभĭ łप से ÿतीत होने वाला
गोÂव आिद सामाÆय िसĦ हो जाता है । इसिलये वाितªककार ने कहा है-

“ÿÂय±-बल-िसĦÖय सामाÆयÖय कुतकª तः ।
न श³योऽÆहवः कतु« सव« िवजयते िह तत् ।।”

इÂयािद रीित से उसका (गोÂवािद सामाÆय का) अपोह (िछपाना) करना श³य नहé है ।
यतः गोÂवािदłप सामाÆय ही शÊदाथª है, इस कारण उसका (गोÂवािदłप सामाÆय का)
आधारभूत सÌबÆध भी िनÂय है, यह िसĦ हो ही जाता है, इस िसĦाÆत को िनिÔचत करके
िसĦाÆतभाÕय- “साÖनािदिविशĶाकृित” कहा गया है । “जाितमेवाऽऽकृितÌÿाहòÓयªिĉरािøयते
यथा” वाितªककार के इस वचन से जाित को ही आकृित शÊद से कहा जाता है । आिøयते का
अथª है - िनłÈयते । इसी अिभÿाय से भाÕयकार ने “साÖनािदिविशĶाकृितः इित āूमः”(सूýभाÕय
1.1.1) (Musalgaonkar 2004:50) कहा है, अथाªत् एक गोिपÁड (गोÓयिĉ) म¤ समुिēत
łप से रहने वाले स°ािदłप अनेक सामाÆयŌ के मÅय म¤ से गोशÊदवा¸य सामाÆय का अलग से
िनद¥श करने के िलये अथाªत् उसके साथ (गोÂवłप-सामाÆय के साथ) एक ही अवयवी Óयिĉ म¤
असाधारण łप से िवīमान रहने वाले उपल±णभूत साÖनािद अवयवŌ के Ĭारा अÆय अवयवŌ से
अलग िनद¥श करने के िलए साÖनािदिविशĶाकृित कहा जाता है ।

शÊद और अथª दोनŌ का परÖपर सÌबÆध

शÊद और अथª दोनŌ म¤ जो सÌबÆध है, वह पुŁषिनिमªत नहé है, अथाªत् अपौŁषेय है । अतः
धमाªऽधमª के बोधन म¤ वेद का ÿमाण िसĦ है । शÊदाथª के परÖपर सÌबंध जोड़ने वाले पुŁष का
अभाव होने से हम जानते है िक शÊद और अथª का परÖपर सÌबÆध पुŁषिनिमªत नहé है यानी
अपौŁषेय है ।

यिद कोई पुŁष शÊदाथª सÌबÆध का िनमाªता हòआ रहता तो अवÔय ही िकसी न िकसी को उसका
ÿÂय± हòआ होता, िकÆतु िकसी को भी उसका ÿÂय± कभी भी नहé हòआ है । अतः ÿÂय± ÿमाण
के अभाव से हमने यह जाना िक शÊदाथª को जोड़ने वाला कोई पुŁष नहé है । अनुमानािद अÆय
ÿमाणŌ से भी शÊदाथª सÌबÆध जोड़ने वाले Óयिĉ का ²ान नहé हो सकता ³यŌिक अनुमानािद
अÆय ÿमाण भी ÿÂय± ÿमाणपूवªक ही हòआ करते है । जबिक जोड़ने वाले Óयिĉ का ²ान ÿÂय±
ÿमाण से ही पता नहé चल पाया तो ÿÂय± पूवªक ÿवृ° होने वाले अनुमानािद अÆय ÿमाणŌ से
उसका ²ान कैसे हो पायेगा ।
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यिद यह कहा जाय िक बहòत समय बीत जाने के कारण जैसे उसका ÿÂय± नही हो रहा ह§, वैसे
ही दीघªतर काल बीतने से उसे Öमरण भी नही हो पा रहा है । िचरवृ° होने से उसका Öमरण न हो,
यह भी नही कह सकते । िचरवृ° हòए युग के युग बीत गये, िकÆतु आज तक अिवि¸छĭ łप से
राम, बुĦ, कुमाåरल, ÿभाकर, शंकराचायª ÿभृित लोगŌ का Öमरण सभी को है । शÊदाथª Óयवहार
अिवि¸छĭ (अटूट) परÌपरा से चला आ रहा है । यहा पुŁषŌ का शÊदाथª Óयवहार का अभाव नहé
हòआ है । इसिलये शÊदाथª सÌबÆध करने वाले पुŁष का िवÖमरण होने का कोई कारण ही नही है ।
महाकिव कािलदास, भारिव, भवभूित कì तरह शÊदाथª सÌबÆध िनमाªता का Öमरण अिवि¸छĭ
परÌपरा के कारण अवÔय ही रहना चािहए, िकÆतु िकसी को भी वह आज तक Öमरण नहé है ।
इसिलये कहा जा सकता है िक शÊदाथª के सÌबÆध का िनमाªता कोई भी नही था । वह सÌबÆध
अपौŁषेय है और अपौŁषेय होने से वह िनÂय है ।

यिद कोई ं पुŁष िकसी शÊद का अथª से सÌबÆध जोड़कर अÆय लोगŌ से उस शÊदाथª का Óयवहार
चलाया होता तो ÿÂयेक Óयिĉ को Óयवहार करते समय शÊदाथª सÌबÆध करने वाले उस Óयिĉ का
Öमरण अवÔय ही हòआ होता । सÌबÆधकताª और Óयवहारकताª दोनŌ का ऐ³य अथाªत् समान ²ान
होने पर ही दोनŌ का ÿयोजन िसĦ हòआ करता है । िवŁĦ ²ान यिद दोनŌ का रह¤ तो Óयावहाåरक
ÿयोजन िसĦ नहé हो पाता । जैसे - उदाहरणाथª Óयाकरणसूýकार पािणिन मुिन के Óयवहार को
न जानने वाले लोगŌ को पािणिनकृत पाåरभािषक ‘वृिĦ’ शÊद से ‘आदैच्’ अथाªत् आ, ऐ, औ
का ²ान नहé हो पाता अथवा पािणिन के मत को न मानने वाल¤ को ‘वृिĦ’ शÊद से आ, ऐ, औ
कì ÿतीित नहé होती । वृिĦ शÊद से आदैच् का ²ान उÆहé को हो पाता है िजÆह¤ सÌबÆधकताª
पािणिन का Öमरण है ³यŌिक पािणिन ने ही ‘वृिĦ’ शÊद और ‘आदैच्’ म¤ परÖपर सÌबÆध Öथािपत
िकया है । उसी तरह का दसूरा उदाहरण ‘मगण’ कहने पर छÆदः सूýकार िपďल के Óयवहार को
न जानने वाले लोग उस िýक को समझ नहé पाते िजसम¤ तीनŌ अ±र गुŁ हòआ करते है । अथवा
िपďल कì कृित- अथाªत् ‘मगण’ और सवªलघु िýक के सÌबÆध को न मानने वाले लोगŌ को ‘म’
कहने से सवªगुŁिýकłप कì ÿतीित नहé हो पाती ³यŌिक उÆह¤ या तो ‘म’ शÊद और िýकłप
अथª के सÌबÆधłकताª का Öमरण नही है, या उस छÆदः सूýकार िपंगल के िसĦाÆत को ही वे
नही मानते । मगण कहते ही सवªगुŁिýक का उÆह¤ ही Öमरण होता है िजÆह¤ उन दोनŌ का समान
²ान हो जाता है दोनŌ का समान ²ान आवÔयक है । अथाªत् सÌबÆधकताª और Óयवहताª दोनŌ
का ऐ³य होना िनताÆत आवÔयक है । उपयुªĉ िववेचन से यह ÖपĶ हो रहा है िक वैिदक Óयवहार
करने वाले अथाªत् वेदाथª वĉा भी शÊदाथª सÌबÆध और Óयवहार के िनमाªता का Öमरण अवÔय ही
करते । ‘वृिĦरादैच्’ सूý के कताª का िवÖमरण होने पर “वृिĦयªÖयाचामािदÖतद् वृĦम्”(सूýभाÕय
1.1.1) (Musalgaonkar 2004:50) सूýगत ‘वृिĦ’ शÊद से कुछ भी ²ान नहé हो पायेगा
अथाªत् सूý कì अथª को समझ ही नहé सक¤ गे । इस िववेचन से यह समझ म¤ आता है िक िकÆही
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पुŁष ने शÊदŌ का अथª के साथ सÌबÆध िनमाªण करके उनका Óयवहार कराने के िलये वेदŌ कì
रचना कì हो, यह सÌभव नही है । यīिप शÊदाथª सÌबÆध के िनमाªता का िवÖमरण सÌभव हो
सकता है, तथािप िकसी ÿबल ÿमाण के अभाव म¤ सÌबÆधकताª कì कÐपना नहé कì जा सकती ।
यह बात सÂय है िक कभी-िकसी के िवīमान रहन¤ पर भी उसका ÿÂय± नही हो पाता तथािप
उसको आधार मानकर हम िबना िकसी ÿबल ÿमाण के शशिवषाण कì स°ा को Öवीकार नहé
कर सकते अथाªत िवīमान वÖतु कì अÿÂय±ता के आधार पर अिवīमान को भी िवīमान नहé
बनाया जा सकता ³यŌिक िजस ÿकार अÿÂय±Âव और िवīमानÂव म¤ कोई ÓयािĮसÌबÆध नहé
है, उसी ÿकार िवÖमृतÂव और सÌबÆधŌ के अिÖतÂव म¤ भी ÓयािĮ-सÌबÆध नहé है । अतः शÊद
और अथª का सÌबÆध अपौŁषेय है ।

शÊद का उपदेश (कथन) िसĦ अथाªत् पहले से ही िवīमान पदाथª के समान होता है । उनम¤
अथªबोध करान¤ कì शिĉ पहले से ही िनिहत रहती है । इसी अिभÿाय को बताने के िलये भाÕयकार
“िसĦवत् उपदेशात्”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.1) (Musalgaonkar 2004:59) कह रहे है । इस कथन
से यह ÖपĶ हो जाता है िक सूý का ‘उपदेश’ शÊद सÌबÆध-करण को नहé बता रहा है, अिपतु
ÿिसĦ सÌबÆध का ही उपदेश कर रहा है । एवं च शÊदाथª-सÌबÆध का कथन ही िकया जाता है,
उसे (शÊदाथª-सÌबÆध को) जोड़ा नही जाता । यिद यह वÖतुिÖथित रहती कì शÊदाथª सÌबÆध के
िनमाªता को Öवीकार न करने पर िनयमतः अथª का ²ान नहé होता, तो शÊदाथª सÌबÆध के िनमाªण
को अथाªपि° ÿमाण से मान भी िलया जाता, िकÆतु शÊद से अथª कì ÿतीित होने का अÆय उपाय
भी है । वह उपाय है - Óयवहार । अतः सÌबÆध को Öवाभािवक (अपौŁषेय) Öवीकार करने पर भी
अथª का ²ान Óयवहार से भी हो जाता है । उसी को उदाहरण के Ĭारा िसĦाÆती के मुख से भाÕयकार
बता रहे है - अपने िकसी ÿयोजन के उĥेÔय से शÊद ÿयोग łप Óयवहार करने वाले वृĦ के (Ĭारा
कहे जाने वाले) शÊदŌ के अथª को समझते िदखाई देते है । ये शÊदÿयोĉा वृĦ भी जब Öवयं बालक
थे तब उÆहोन¤ अÆय वृĦŌ से उÆहोन¤ भी अÆय वृĦŌ से - इस परÌपरा का कोईआिदकाल नहé है । इस
ÿकार कì ‘अनािद-वृĦ-Óयवहार-परÌपरा’ से शÊदाथª सÌबÆध के ²ान होता आया है । शÊदाथª
सÌबÆध के ²ान का उपाय जबिक वृĦÓयवहार है, तो उसके रहते हòए अथाªपि° ÿमाण के सहारे
सÌबÆध िनमाªता कì कÐपना नहé कì जानी चािहए । हम देखते है िक िकसी शÊद का िकसी अथª के
साथ सÌबÆध जोड़ने के िलये कुछ शÊदŌ के अथŎ का ²ान अवÔय अपेि±त रहता है । उदाहरणाथª
उÂपĭ हòए िशशु का नामकरण करने के िलये कितपय साथªक नामŌ का ²ान रखना पड़ता है ।
यिद आरÌभकाल म¤ िकसी शÊद का िकसी अथª के साथ कोई िकसी ÿकार का भी सÌबÆध नहé था
तो उसे जोड़ा कैसे गया ? अतः यही Öवीकार करना होगा िक वृĦÓयवहार से ही शÊदाथª सÌबÆध
को जाना जाता है । इस ÿकार अनािद-वृĦ-Óयवहार से ही अथª-ÿतीित कì अनायास उपपि°
हो जाती है तब अनुपपि° के अभाव म¤ उसकì मिहमा के सहारे सÌबÆधकताª कì कÐपना नहé कर
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सकते । कोई देश ऐसा नहé है जो शÊदाथª सÌबÆध से रिहत हो । िजस ÿकार इस देश म¤ साÖना
(गल-कÌबल) वाले पशु म¤ गो शÊद का ÿयोग िकया जाता है, उसी ÿकार समÖत दगुªम ÖथलŌ म¤
भी साÖनावाले पशु म¤ ही गो शÊद का ÿयोग होता है । शÊदाथª सÌबÆध के िनमाªता अनेक लोगŌ का
परÖपर सिÌमलन दगुªम ÖथानŌ म¤ कैसे सÌभव हो सकता है ? यिद िकसी एक को ही सÌबÆधकताª
कह¤ तो उस एक Óयिĉ के िलए सब जगह जा-जा कर सावªजनीन Óयवहार कì िश±ा देना सÌभव
नहé है । अतः न तो अनेक सÌबÆधकताª है और न एक ही सÌबÆधकताª है । एवĖ शÊदाथª के
सÌबÆध का कताª कोई भी नही है । “अÓयितरेकÔच”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.1) (Musalgaonkar
2004:59) पद कì Óया´या इस ÿकार भी करते है-शÊदाथª सÌबÆध से रिहत कोई काल नहé है ।
िजसम¤ कोई भी शÊद िकसी भी अथª से सÌबĦ नहé था अथाªत् सभी भूत, भिवÕयत् एवं वतªमान
तीनŌ कालŌ म¤ शÊदाथª सÌबÆध सदा िवīमान है । यह शÊदाथª सÌबÆध तो अनािदकाल से चला
आ रहा है ।

अतः शÊद का अथª के साथ अपौŁषेय सÌबÆध है । इसी कारण “तत् ÿमाणम् अनपे±Âवात्”
(सूýभाÕय 1.1.1) (Musalgaonkar 2004:59) - यह भाÕय बता रहा है िक वह शÊद
िनरपे± होने से ÿमाण है । इस िववेचन से यह ÖपĶ है िक वैिदक शÊद न तो िकसी ऐसे अÆय
पुŁष कì अपे±ा रखता है, जो शÊद को ÿमािणत कर¤ और न ही उसे समिथªत करने के िलये िकसी
अÆय ²ान कì अपे±ा है । इसिलये “चोदनाल±ण एव धमō, नाÆयल±णः”(सूýभाÕय 1.1.1)
(Musalgaonkar 2004:59) । अतः िनÕकषª यह हòआ िक वेद से ही धमª का ²ान होता है,
िकसी अÆय ÿमाण से उसका ²ान नहé हो सकता ।

बुĦ तथा जैिमिन के काल का िवचार

शेÐडन पॉलॉक अपनी पुÖतक ‘Language of the Gods in the World of Men’ म¤ यह
ÿितपािदत िकये है िक वेद कì अपौŁषेयता मूलतः वैिदक संÖकृित से नहé जुडा है, जैिमिन मुिन के
Ĭारा इस िसĦाÆत को ÿथमतः Öथािपत िकया गया । वेदŌ पर िकसी भी ÿकार का ÿÔन न उठ सक¤
इसिलये जैिमिन मुिन ने वेद को अपौŁषेय बताया तथा उसकì ÿामाÁयता को ÿÔनातीत दशाªया ।

“...it also seems likely that atleast some of themost salient articulations of this
world, what we now tend to think of as its foundational principles, may have first
been conceptualized as a defensive, even anti-axial, reaction to Buddhism... It is
self-evident that no one would elaborate propositions of the sort we find
Mīmāṁsā to have elaborated, such as the thesis of the authorlessness of
the Veda, unless the authority of the Veda and its putative authors had
first been seriously challenged”

Pollock (2005:397)(italics ours)
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“The explicit formulation of what are now rightly viewed as axioms that
naturalized the social world and the world of discourse — restrictions
on the right to sacrifice and on the originary relationship of word and
meaning (the adhikāra and autpattika doctrines discussed earlier) as well
as the notion of an authorless and eternal Veda existing entirely outside
of history — were likely developed in response to the Buddhist critique :
neither make sense without the arguments to the contrary.”

Pollock (2006:53)

“What was at stake for Mīmāṁsā in asserting the uncreated, eternal
nature of language was the possibility that vāṅmaya or a thing-made-of-
language— that is, a text like the Veda— could be eternal too, something
the Buddhists sought fundamentally to reject.”

Pollock (2006:52-53)

बुĦ के पूवªवतê जैिमिन मुिन

जैिमिनसूýŌ कì रचना का काल िनणªय करने म¤ पाÔचाÂय िवĬानŌ ने अपनी बुिĦ का अपÓयय ही
िकया है । डा. कìथ (Keith) तथा डा. दास गुĮा (Das Gupta) ने इन सूýŌ का रचनाकाल
ईसा पूवª 200 वषª बताया है । डा. राधाकृÕणन् (Radhakrishnan) ने इन सूýŌ कì रचना के
काल कì कÐपना ई.पूª.400 शताÊदी तक कì है, इसके आगे नही बढ़ पाये है । इसी ÿकार अनेक
ऐितहािसको ने अिनिÔचत आधार पर िभĭ - िभĭ कÐपनाओं को जनता के सामने उपिÖथत
िकया है । उसका पåरणाम यह हòआ िक सवªसाधारण जनता के मिÖतÕक म¤ Ăम उÂपĭ हो गया,
³यŌिक इन काÐपिनकŌ कì कÐपनाओं म¤ ऐ³य नहé है । अतएव मै³डानल (Macdonell) नामक
पाÔचाÂय िवĬान् का कहना है िक भारतीय ऋिष-महिषªयŌ के अथवा उनकì रचनाओं के काल
का िनणªय करना आकाशपुÕपŌ को तोड़ने के समान है । इस ÿकार के काÐपिनक कालिनणªय म¤
मै³डानल का िकंिचÆमाý भी िवÔवास नहé है । इस तÃय कì जानकारी भारतीय िवĬानŌ को पहले
से ही था । अतएव भारतीय िश±ा-दीि±त िवĬानŌ म¤ से िकसी ने भी ऐसी िनराधार अटकले बांधने
म¤ अपनी बुिĦ का अपÓयय नहé िकया है ।

जैिमिन के नाम पर अनेक úÆथ पाये जाते है । जैसे - जैिमनीय शाखा, जैिमनीय āाĺण, जैिमिन
कोशसूý, जैिमनीय िनघÁटु जैिमिनपुराण, जैिमिन भागवत, जैिमिनसूý, जैिमिन सूýकाåरका,
जैिमिनÖमृित, जैिमनीय ®ौतसूý, जैिमिनगृĻसूý आिद । अतः िजस जैिमिन ने मीमांसासूýŌ कì
रचना कì है उसके काल का िवचार जैिमिन के सूýŌ के आधार पर िवचार करने कì अÂयिधक
आवÔयकता है ।
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महाभाÕय म¤ ‘मीमांसक’ शÊद का उıेख बार-बार िकया गया है, िजसे दशाªते है ‘अथेह
कÖमाĭ भवित यािýकÔचायम् वैयाकरणÔच कठÔचायं ब¿वृचÔचऔि³थकÔचायं मीमांसकÔच’
(महाभाÕय 2.2.29) इन उıेखो से ÖपĶ होता है िक पतėिल के समय मीमांसा का ÿचार पयाªĮ
हो चुका था । अतः सहज अनुमान होता है िक मीमांसा सÌÿदाय के ÿथम सूýकार जैिमिन का
अिÖतÂव भगवान् पतėिल के पूवª ही था ।

‘अथ गौåरÂयý कः शÊदः ? गकार-औकारिवसजªनीया इित भगवान् उपवषªः (शाबर भाÕय ÿथम
भाग) शबरÖवामी के इस लेख से अवगत होता है िक जैिमनीय मीमांसा सूýŌ के वृि°कार उपवषª
थे । अतः कथासåरÂसागर के अनुसार पािणनी के सूýŌ पर ‘वाितªक’ कì रचना करने वाले काÂयायन
के समकािलक ‘उपवषª’ को मानना होगा । तब Óया´याकार कì अपे±ा मूल úÆथाकार को पूवªवतê
कहना होगा । इसिलये उपवषª के पूवª ही जैिमिन को मानना होगा और उपवषª के समकािलक
वाितªककार से भी ÿाचीन ‘जैिमिन’ को कहना चािहए । इतना ही नही Óयाकरण सूýकार पािणिन
भी øमािदगण म¤ ‘मीमांसा’ का पाठ कर Öवयं अपने को जैिमिन का पÔचाĬतê होना बताया है ।

तैि°रीय ÿाितशा´य म¤ मीमांसक’ शÊद का उıेख ÿाĮ होता है । ‘मीमांसकानां च मीमांसकानां
च’ (तैि°रीय-ÿाितशा´य 5.41) इस ÿाितशा´य के तीन भाÕयŌ म¤ से एक का कताª (वरŁिच)
को बताया जाता है । ‘Óया´यानं ÿाितशा´यÖय वीàय वारŁचािदकम्” । कृतं िýभाÕयरÂनं यद्
भासते भूसुरिÿयम्’ । (तैि°रीय-ÿाितशा´य िýभाÕयरÂनोपøम) यह वरŁिच यिद वाितªककार
वरŁिच है तो तैि°रीय ÿाितशा´य कì रचना के समय ही ‘मीमांसाशाľ’ ने अÂयिधक ÿिसिĦ
ÿािĮ कर ली तथा ‘पािणिन’ को वरŁिच के समकािलक यिद मानते है तो पािणनी, वाितªककार
और भाÕयकार तीनŌ कì अपे±ा मीमांसासूýकार महिषª जैिमिन अÂयÆत ÿाचीन िसĦ होते है ।

मीमांसासूýŌ को सूàम ŀिĶ से परी±ण करने पर यह ²ात होता है िक बुĦ का उıेख कहé पर भी
ÿाĮ नहé होता है । महामहोपाÅयाय पी.वी.काणे (Kane) तथा डा.कìथ कहते है- “There is
absence of any express reference to Buddhist dogma and Philosophy”
(Devasthali 1939:65) परÆतु मीमांसासूýŌ म¤ बुĦ का उıेख ³यूँ नही है ? इसका समाधान
करते हòए वो कहते है िक बुĦ का उıेख करने के िलए मीमांसा शाľ म¤ न उसकìआवÔयकता है न
ÿसंग । यह बात Öवीकार योµय नही है । बुĦ ने आÂमा को ±िणक बताते हòये कमªकाÁड को बलवत्
łप से खÁडन िकया है, यिद जैिमिन बुĦ के पÔचाĬतê है तो उÆहोन¤ िनिÔचत łप से बुĦ कì इन
बातŌ को खÁडन िकया होता, िकंतु कहé पर भी बुĦ का ÿसंग नहé उठाया है । जहाँ जैिमिन ने बुĦ
शÊद का ÿयोग िकया है वो सामाÆय अथª म¤ है । ‘बुĦशाľात्’ (1.2.33) इस सूý म¤ बुĦ शÊद
का िनवªचन (कमª को िजसने जाना हो) यह है । यिद जैिमिन के समय म¤ बुĦ सुÿिसĦ थे तिहª वो
इस पद को सामाÆय अथª म¤ नहé ÿयोग करते । इससे यह िसĦ होता है िक जैिमिन बुĦ के पूवªवतê
ही है । जी.वी.देवÖथली कहते है- “The absence of any reference to Buddhist
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doctrines would thus appear to be a clear proof of theMimamsa sutra-s
belonging to a date prior to the rise of Buddhism in India.”(Devasthali
1939:65)

औरतोऔर भगवान् उपवषª कì बातŌ म¤ बुĦ केआ±ेपŌ का समाधान िदखाई देता ह§ । अतः उपवषª
के समय म¤ ÿायः बुĦ कì ´याित हो चु कì थी । इससे ÖपĶ होता है िक जैिमिन के पÔचाĬतê और
उपवषª के पूवªवतê बुĦ थे ।

ÿकाराÆतर से Öवमत कì पुिĶ के िलये अÆयत् हेतु

ऐसा ÿतीत होता है िनŁĉकार याÖक तथा जैिमिन समकालीन थे, ³यंूिक मीमांसासूý तथा िनŁĉ
म¤ बहòत सी बात¤ समान िदखाई देती है, तथािप एक का दसूर¤ को पåरचय था यह भास नहé हाता है ।
उदाहरणाथª-िनŁĉ 7.5 म¤ मÆý तथा यागŌ म¤ िजन देवताओं का उıेख िकया है, उनके Öवłप
का िवचार िकया गया है । उÆहé बातŌ को मीमांसा सूý 9.1.6 से लेकर 9.1.10 तक िवचार िकया
गया है ।

अÆय उदाहरण-जैिमिन सूý “भावाथाªः कमªशÊदाः” (2.1.1) तथा याÖक के “भावÿधानम्
आ´यातम्” (1.1) इन दोनŌ सूýŌ के िवचार म¤ अÂयÆत समानता िदखाई देती है । जैिमिन
कहते है “सव¥षां भावोऽथª इित चेत् येषामुÂप°ौ Öवे ÿयोगे łपोपलिÊधः तािन नामािन... येषां
तूÂप°ावथ¥ Öवे ÿयोगो न िवīते ताÆया´यातािन...” । (2.1.2. से 4)

याÖकाचायª कहते है ‘तīýोभे भावÿधाने भवतः पूवाªपरीभूतं भावमा´यातेनाचĶे Ąजित
पचतीÂयुुपøमÿभृÂयपवगªपयªÆतं मू°« सÂवभूतं सÂवनािमĄªºयाª पिĉåरित । (1.1) एवĖ पूवªप±ी
याि²क ने वेद को अथªहीन बताया है, इसके समाधानाथª जैिमिन तथा याÖक ने समथª łप से
खÁडन िकया है, जैिमिन ने नव सूýŌ म¤ (1.2.31 से 39) तक पूवªप± का खÁडन िकया है,
उनम¤ से पाँच सूý याÖकाचायª के समान है । तथा मीमांसा के उÆही नव सूýŌ म¤ से और दो
सूý “अिवīमानÂवात्” तथा “अचेतनेऽथª बÆधनात्” इन दो सूýŌ म¤ याÖक के “अनुपपĭाथाª
भविÆत”(िनŁĉ 1.15) इस सूý म¤ देखा जा सकता है ।

याÖक तथा जैिमिन के िसĦाÆत समłप है, यिद जैिमिन याÖक के परवतê होते तो िनिÔचत łप
से उनके िसĦाÆतŌ का अÅययन िकया होता, तथा उनका उıेख मीमांसासूýŌ म¤ िदखाई पड़ता,
परÆतु न याÖक का उıेख करते है न याÖक जैिमिन का । इससे यह ²ात होता है िक दोनो ÿायः
समकालीन थे । सभी िवĬानŌ ने एकमत से Öवीकारा है िक याÖक बुĦ के पूवªवतê थे लगभग 500
ईसा पूवª अतः जैिमिन भी याÖक के समकालीन होने से बुĦ के पूवªवतê िसĦ होते है । िनÕकषª यह
है पॉलॉक के आ±ेपो का कोई आधार नहé है ।



3. शेÐडन पॉलॉक एवं मीमांसा 125

उपसंहार

वेदा वा एते, अनÆता वै वेदाः । (तैि°रीय-āाĺण 3.10.46)
कृÂÖन एव िह वेदोऽयं परमेÔवर गोचरः । (Æयायकुसुमाėिल 1.5.680)
भूतं भवत् भिवÕयē सव« वेदात् ÿिसÅयित । (मनुÖमृित 12.97)

मीमांसाशाľ म¤ यागािदłप वेदाथª का ÿितपादन िकया गया है अतः वेदवा³यŌ के अवगमनाथª इस
शाľ का अिĬतीय योगदान है । शेÐडन पॉलॉक अपने कई लेखनŌ म¤ इस िवचारधारा को सदोष
दशाªते है समाज के कई िवकृितयŌ का कारण यह मीमांसाशाľ है ऐसा भी वो कहते है ।

अतःअपने इसलेखन म¤ हमने पॉलॉक केआ±ेपो का समाधानकरने का ÿयास िकया है । सवªÿथम
हमन¤ धमाªऽधमª के िववेक म¤ एकमाý वेद को ÿमाण बताया है तदनÆतर वेद कì अपौŁषेयता
को युिĉ तथा तकª के माÅयम से ÿितपािदत िकया है । परÆतु शेÐडन पॉलॉक यह कहते है िह
अपौŁषेयता औÂपि°क इÂयािद वाÖतिवक म¤ वेदŌ का Öवधमª नहé है, बौĦŌ के आ±ेपो के ÿाĮ
होने पर मीमांसको के Ĭारा िसĦ िकया तकª है ।

अतः अपने इस पेपर म¤ हमन¤ सÌयĉया इस बात को समाधान करने का यÂन िकया है । अतः
आशा करता हòं िक मेरा यह पेपर पॉलॉक के ÿÔनŌ का समाधान करने के िलए एक साधन है ।
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Chapter 4

मीमांसा, भारतीयानाम् अनैितहािसकÂवĖ

– के एस् कÁणन*्

(ks.kannan.2000@gmail.com)

स·úहः

लेखनेऽिÖमन् पåरिमतेतरपूवªúहपåरपीिडतपोıाका´यपाÔचाßयपिÁडतोपÖथािपता
अिध±ेपा भारतीयसंÖकृितिवषय इितहासिवषय एवं मीमांसाशाľिवषये च ÿÖतूय पूवª-
प±सािĬधाय ÿे±ावÂÿिदĶÿÂयúÿिततकª ÿितķापनपुरÖसरं ÿितपि·ĉ ÿÂया´याताः ।
आदािवितहासमिधकृÂय भारतीयानां पाÔचाßयिवĬĕनिविहतािन दषूणाÆयुदीयª पÔचा-
Æमीमां सािदशाľिनकुŁÌब दषूणैकŁचेः पोıाकÖय मताÆयुपÖथाÈय िवशेषतÔचारिव-
Æदशमाª´याधुनातनिवĬĕनेन तथा चानÆदकुमारÖवाÌयिभधगतशताÊदकिवĬ°ıजेन
च पुरÖÖथािपतानां स°काªणामुपÆयसनेन च कृतः कÁटकोĦार इित मÂवा काताªÃय« भा-
वयÂययं जनः ।

***

अ²ोऽिस यिद नाÅयेिष पाÔचाßय-िवदषुां मतम् ! ।
ĂाÆतोऽिस यिद चाÅयेिष पाÔचाßय-िवदषुां मतम् !! ॥

- कÁणन्
*pp 129–149. In Kannan, K. S. (Ed.) (2019). Swadeshi Critique of Videshi Mīmāṁsā.

Chennai : Infinity Foundation India.
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“Even God cannot change the past !
But historians can !!”

- Samuel Butler

“तुŁÕकयवनािदिभजªगित जृÌभमाणं भयम्”

नापरो±िमदÌÿे±ावतां य¸छतकĬयाīाविदÁडालजी(Indology)Âयिभधानेन ÿिथतं भारतीय-
सवªÖवाÅययनं पाÔचाßयैिवªĬिĩःÿÖथािपतं सुÿितķािपतं वरीवतêित । परÖसहąं िवĬांसोऽÅय-
यनेऽिÖमंÖतĥिशªतमयनमेवानुŁÆधाना अनारतं तý Óयापृता, यानÆवेव भारतीया अिप कितपये
िवĬांस उīुĉा उīुėानाÔच दरीŀÔयÆते । पाÔचाßयाÖसव¥ऽिप दĶुैरेवािभसिÆधिभरितमाýमीåरता
इित यīिप न सुवचं, भूयांसÖतý परं मलीमसमानसाः कृतमनÖकाÖÖवकपरÌपरैकÿागÐËयÿसा-
धनÿितपादनयोरेवĖ भारतीयपरÌपरायाःपुनन¨¸यÖथापनैकच±ुÕकतया संलàयमाणाः ।

भारतीयेितहासे Æयूनताः

दिुवªदµधेÕवीŀिµवधेÕवेकतमः षेÐडन् पोıाक्(Sheldon Pollock)-नामा, यो िह नानाशाľेषु
कृतपåरिमतेतरपåर®मÖसĭिप पौरोभाµयैकभाµयेषु ÿाः ÿथामिप पृथुलां समासाī िवदषुो
नैकाÆÿÖथाने िवल±णे Öवकìये ÿÖथापयĭमेåरकादेशÖथकोलिÌबया(Columbia) िवÔविवīा-
लये लÊधÿितķÖसÆभारतीयसवªकारेणािप पĪा´येनाणे िबŁदेन िवभूिषतÔच । अलčार-
मीमांसािदशाľेषु बहòÕवाबहोः कालादÅययनािदÕवाÂमानमुīोजयĭेष लेखाĭैकाÆúÆथांÔचानेका-
िÆवततवानिÖत । ÿकृते मीमांसाशाľमिधकृÂय सĮिवंशितवष¥Ëयः ÿािµविलिखतमेतÖयैकं लेखं
परामĶò « ÿयÂनः कÔचनाý िविहतो वतªते । “पारÌपåरकभारतेितहाससमÖया मीमांसा च”
(“Mīmāṁsā and the Problem of History in Traditional India” 1989)
इÂयिभधानकÖतदीयÖसलेखः । इितहासशÊदेन चाý निह महाभारतादयो úÆथा िनिदªÔयÆते िकंतिहª
“history” इÂया·µलेन शÊदेन िनिदªÔयमाना ²ानशाखा ÿाµघिटताविलिनłपणतिĬमशªनकृÂय-
जातताÂपयªवती ।

भारतीयाः खÐवीŀ±ेितहासिवषये लि±तपाराđò´या इित तु िविदतचरमेव । पिÁडतेन
लासªन(्Larson) नाÌना ÿोĉमेवेदं यद् भारतीयिचÆतनÿणाÐयािमितहासा´यं कÐपनमेव
Öफुटं न Öथानं कĖन लभते, ÿा·नवमदशकात् । ऐितहािसकं च िववरणं दि±णैÕयाभागे
तावदसमासािदतपåरÖफुटाÖपदम् । लासªनोĉमुिıखतीÂथं पोıाकः -

“History is a categorywhich has no demonstrable placewithin any South
Asian ‘indigenous conceptual system’ (at least prior to the middle of
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the nineteenth century)... South Asians themselves seldom if ever used
[a historical] explanation... In a South Asian environment, historical
interpretation is no interpretation. It is a zero-category”.

Larson (1980) cited in Pollock (1989:603)

उिĉिममामनुमोदमानः पोıाको नाýाितरेिकनीमुिĉं कािĖद् िवभावयित, िकÆतिहª िनÕÿितĬÆĬं
भािषतिमदिमÂयÓयिभचåरतं सÂयिमÂयेव वा ।

इतोऽúे च मे³डोनेıÖय(Macdonell)वा³यिमदमुĦरित पोıाको यÂÿाĈालीने भारत इितहा-
सानुपलÊधेिनªदानं नामेदं य°ýोıेखाहō िवषय एव नाभाÂकिÔचदपीित

“Early India wrote no history because it never made any”

(Macdonell (1900) cited in Pollock (1989:607)) !

िसĦाÆततया चोपÖथािपतमेतÆमे³डोनेıेन ! कुÐके (Kulke) नामापरः पुनः पाÔचाßयो हेतुमýे-
ÂथमूहाĖøे यÄāाĺणकायÖथयोयō िवभागÖसमजिन सामािजकÖस एवेित । तīथा āाĺणैबŐिĦ-
कािन साधनाÆयाÂमसाÂकृतािन, कायÖथैÖतावıेखभÁडारÖय (archives) साधनािन वशीकृ-
तािन (Pollock 1989:607) । एवमेव लेफेब्­ (Lefebvre) नाÌनोऽपरÖय मतमÈयसावुपÖथा-
पयित यĕगतो महÂयाÔचािø³या वृ°ेमाªýÖय सवªदाकलनिमÂयेतĦेतुक एवेŀ±Öय ÓयितकरÖय
यदÆवेवेितहासÖय समúÖयािप पौरािणककथाÖवेवाÆतभाªव इÂयिप च (Pollock 1989:607) ।
ÿचुरोऽÈययमिभÿायो न तावांÖतृिĮकर – इित पुनःÿāुवाणःपोıाकÖÖवकìयमौदायªमÈयुपÖथाप-
यिĭव लàयते । अपरमपीŀशमेवौदायªमÖयािधभारतान् यĭाम नी½श(ेNeitszche) नाÌनिÔच-
ÆतकÖय लिपतÖयोपÆयसनं यē तावĕीविÆत नाम पशव इितहासपराđòखाः, मनुÕय एव खलु
पराकुयाªÂÿित±णमिभवधªमानं ÿाचीनकालीनं भारिमित (Pollock 1989:603) । अथाªिēýम-
ýाि±Èयते यĭाÂयÆतिÌभĭा भारतीयाÔचतुÕपाÄËय इित ! ।

नाितिभĭा नाम úीककथा

भारतीयानां िवषय इÂथमपलापपरÌपरामेव ÿभूतां पåरवाहयन् पोıाकोऽÖमदीयिचÆतनावतªनीतो
नानितåरĉां सृितं दधतां úीकाणां िवषये तावदÐपामेवापलािपकां वाđयé झरé वाहयतीित तु
िचýमेव । लािÆगनसÖतु (Longinus) भेदमेव न िवदध इितहासकारनाटककारयोमªÅय इÂयु-
िıखÂयिप Öवयं पोıाक एव (Pollock 1989:605)! जनगृहीितÖतावदयथाथाª यतो िह ÿाĉने
काले úीकदेश ऐितहािसकं वÖतु न तßव²ानÖयाभूिĬषयो, नािप मतिचÆतनÖय, न वा सांÖकृितक-
पåरशीलनÖय । नाÈनोित Öम तािßवकिचÆतनÿसďे वा साधारणजनिचÆतनÿसďे वैितहािसकì का-
िचद् िवचारणेित भिणितःपोıाकÖयैवेित वेदनीयम1्। न चेदमिविदतं यÄúीकरोमकानामैितहािस-
कìषु कथासु Öवेषां दैवतानामिप िवलिसतािन नाÐपीयÖसु Öथलेषु सÆदभ¥षु च गोचरीभवÆÂयेवेित ।
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मेिकÆटैर्(MacIntyre) नामक ऐितहािसकोऽिप अåरÖटाटल्-(Aristotle)-ÿभृितषु úीकिच-
Æतकेषु िनिÔचततयैितहािसकिमदिमित शृďúािहकया दशªियतुं िकमिप न पायªत इÂयाहेित पोıाक
एव सूचयित (Pollock 1989:605)! एवमेव बोएर्-(Boer)-अिभधोऽÈयनयैव भ·µयाऽऽह –
पौरिणकैितहािसकयोिभªदा न Öफुटा úीकिलिखतेषु । पुराणेÕवेव देवा इितहासेÕवेव मनुÕया
इतीŀशो िवषयिवभागोऽिप नािभलàयते नामेित (Pollock 1989:605 fn “It is not that
gods appear in myth and men in history, but they both appear in time
and in history”) । पोıाकः परमधोगतिटÈपÁयामेव िनि±पित िवषयानीŀिµवधािनित य°-
Öयजागरमिभवी±णीयम् ननु !

अýाÆतरे िवषयाÆतरं शाखाच·øमणÆयायेन ÿिविव±ुः पोıाकः ÖटैटेÆøानÖय (Steitencron)
िसĦाÆतमावाहयित (Pollock 1989:606) । यÔचेÂथम् – सĮमाĶमनवमशतकेषु कैÖताÊदेषु
पıविशÐपेषु िशवÖय गďाधरमूत¥ łपािण “झिडित लËयािन” संलàयÆते । तē कुत
इÂयाकाĒामुÂथापयन् Öवयमेवो°रयित ÖटैटेÆøान् ।

गďान् (इÂयुĉे गďािभधान् महीभृतः) पıवनृपा यिĭिजªतवÆतÖतÂÖमारणाथ« ÿøाÆतं सत्, पı-
वेितहासमेव ति¸छÐपं िविलखतीव भाित - इÂयाह ÖटैटेÆøान् । वÖतुतÖÂवनेके कवयोऽिप पयाª-
योĉभ·µया वा समासोिĉिनłिपतकेन वा तथािवधािन Öवकािलकािन घिटतािन Ôलोकेषु łपया-
मासुरेव । रा²ोऽिČिमýÖय वृ°मेव Öवीये मालिवकािČिमýे नाटके कािलदासो िनłिपतवािनÂयिप
िकल सÌभाÓयते ?

िकं चातः ? ऐितहािसकं िवषयं कमिप ÿकाशियतुं न पारयेयुभाªरतीया इित मÆवानÖय पोıाकÖय
मनो यĭ ÿतीयात् तिĦ परी±णीयÂवेनाविशÕयत इित ।

लौिककमिप िवषयं दैिवकघटनािÆवततयैव भारतीयाः ÿितपादयÆतीÂया±ेपणीयÂवेनाभीàणं
िविलखित पोıाकः । अत एव च भारतीयसंÖकृतेिनªगूढ ऐितहािसको भारोऽवतारणीयः इित च
स घोषयित ।

संÖकृतúÆथा िह भूयÖÂवेनाÔचयªकाåरÂवेन च úÆथकतुªनाªमािदकं न िबĂित । यĬा कतृªिभĭं
नामाÆतरमिप दधित ! एवं चाथªशाľकामशाľालčारशाľवेदाÆतशाľािदúÆथाÖसव¥ऽÈयैितहािसकìं
पåरिÖथितमननुलàयैव ÿमेयािण Öवकìयािन ÿितिपपादियषिÆत । अतो िह हेतोः परÖसहąं
पुटानां पठÆतोऽिप संÖकृतúÆथराशािवितहाससंबĦतया त°ÂपुŁषाणां त°ÂÖथलानां त°Ĥिटतानां
वा परामशō न लोचनगोचरीभवतीित भणÂयेेषः(Pollock 1989:606) ।
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मीमांसामिध

Öवेलेखे िवषयानीŀ±ान् पåरलàयािधमीमांसाशाľं शľाहितिवधाने ÿवणतामेित पोıाकÖय मान-
सम् । स च āूते यÂपारÌपåरकसंÖकृतसंÖकृतौ नामेितहासÖय साधारण एवाभावो दरीŀÔयते यēा-
नुपिमतं िवÖमयावहं समÖयाÂमकं चेित । िनदानं पुनरÖय सवªÖय मीमांसाशाľगतÂवेन स िवभाव-
यित । तÖय तकª ÖतावदेवÌÿकारकः – āाĺणानां शाľिमदं यÆमीमांसा नाम, सांÖकृितकािÆविध-
िनषेधांÔच सैव िवदधाित ; यÔचेितहासोऽÖमाकमधिजगिमषाया िवषयÖतÖयैव ÿÂया´याýी सा ।
इितहासाÅययनमेव Óयथªिमित वा ²ानिवरोधीित वाÂयÿÖतुतं त¸छाľ²ानसÌपादनिलÈसोåरित वा
ÿितपादयित सा । वा³याथªिवचारो मीमांसाया लàयम् । तýािप धमō िह िवषयो मीमांसायाः ।
धमªÔच पुनःÿÂय±ानुिमÂयोरिवषयः । धमªिनयमा यýोिदताÖते िह úÆथा अतीिÆþयाधारÂवेन नाम
जगदÖुतßवािन । शÊदाथªयोÖसÌबÆधिनÂयÂवं वेदानामपौŁषेयÂवं ®ुतेरनािदÂवमाÌनायानामिविद-
तकतृªकÂविमÂयादयÖसव¥ िवचारा मीमांसकैः ÿÖतुताः । तेषां तहêŀशÿÖतावोऽिप लàयं च िक-
िĖदिधकृÂयैवेित सÌभावनीयम् ।

वेदेषु सिÆत िह नामाÆयषृीणां िविवधसूĉैः सÌबĦािन । िकÆतु ते मÆýरचियतार इित न गÁयÆते ।
िकंतिहª वेदúÆथपरÌपरार±का इÂयेतावÆमाýम् । न सिÆत वेदेषूıेखा ऐितहािसकानां पुŁषाणाम् ।
िनŁĉा´यÔचोपायो मीमांसकानामÂयनुकूलÖसėातो यतो िह तýÂया ऐितहािसका उıेखा अिप
सदातनानां सÂयानामेव िनद¥ĶृÂवेन Óया´यातुं श³यÆते िनŁĉसािचÓयेन । िनŁĉúÆथेऽिप
यिĦ पुनरैितहािसकं Óया´यानिमित िनłिपतं तदिप नाममाýेण िविहतम् । आÅयािÂमकŀशा
सामासोिĉकÔलैिषकłिपतकमेव ÿाधाÆयमापĭं तýेित ।

इदमाकूतमÖय पोıाकÖय यĬेदेÕवैितहािसकोıेखानां åरĉìकरणं यिहª संसािधतं तहêितहासस-
ÌबĦिवषयितरोधापनानुगुणमेव सÂय´यापनं कतªÓयतयाऽपĭिमित । (Pollock 1989:609)
यīिप वाÖतिवकघिटतकाÆयेवाधारीकृÂय िनŁĉÖथा ऐितहािसका Óया´यातुं ÿायतÆत, तथािप
तेषां न कोऽिप úÆथोऽविशĶोऽि±सा±ािÂøयते ।

यावती वै संÖकृितÖतावती वेदमयÂवेनैव िनłिपता वतªत इÂयाह याचयावतीचÂवेन पोıाकः
(Pollock 1989:609) । नयेन Ļनेन, िवīाजातं समÖतमिप भारतीयानां वेदानुगुणतयैव
िनłपणीयतया ÿितपĭम् । मनुÖमृतौ चािप सवª²ानमयो िह स (मनुÖमृितः २.७) इित
वचनेन वेदानां सवª²Âवं ÿितपािदतम् । वेदानामनÆतÂवं चानÆता वै वेदा इित तैि°रीयसंिहताया
वचनेन (3.10.11.4) समाÌनातम् । उ°रो°रे च काले भवाÖसव¥ऽिप úÆथा नानाशाľका
वेदराÔयÆतभाªिवततयैव िवभािवता वतªÆते । तē तैÖÖवÖयैव वेदÂवÿ´यापनेन यĬा वेदसं±ेपकÂवेन
यदिप वा वेदोिदततßवजातिनÕपािदतÂवेन । अिČपुराणं वा भवतु रामायण-महाभारतािदकं
वा भवतु नाĚशाľं वािप भवतु पĖमवेदÂवेनैव Óयपिदिद±ÆÂयाÂमानमेते । वेदानां वेदिमित



134 के. एस्. कÁणन्

छाÆदोµयोपिनषदीितहासपुराणे समकàयतया लि±ते Öतो ननु (छाÆदोµयोपिनषत् ७.१.२) ।
ÆयायसूýभाÕय (४.१.६१) इितहासशÊदेन वाÖतिवकघिटतजातमेव यīिप िनिदªĶं, तथािप यिĦ
सदातनं तÖयैव úÆथłपेणािवÕकरणÂवेनैव पयªवसĭं तत् । मीमांसा िह Óय³Âयपे±याऽऽकृितमेव
ननु पुरÖकरोित । इदमिप च त°ÂकालघिटतÂवापे±या सना पौनःपुÆयेनोĉÖयैव तßवÖय
तुलनामाłढम् । रामायणमहाभारतादीनां Óया´यानमÈयÅयाÂमपरÂवेनैव साधारÁयेन िववàयते
ननु ? यथा नाम नीलकÁठेन महाभारतÓया´याÿसďे । चतुदªशिवīाÖथानानां ताÂपय«
समúÖयाÖय भारतकाÓयÖय च ताÂपय« च सारतोऽिभĭ एवेÂयेकाशयÂवमनयोरिवÿलपनीयम् ।
महेÔवरतीथªगोिवÆदराजौ ®ीवैÕणवपरÌपरापरावÈयिध रामायणिमÂथमेव ÿवृ°ौ लàयेते (Pollock
1989:610) ।

अयं तिहª पोıाकÖय िसĦाÆतो यिदितहासोऽिप नाम नाÂयÆतमनविÖथतÖसंÖकृतवाđये िनłिपते
भारते (Pollock 1989:610) । िकÆतĻªÆयसÂयापे±या ितरÖकायªÂवमापĭो यýैितहािसकÖय
सÂयÖय नाम न मौिलकं िकमिप ²ानŀÕĚा ÿयोजनम् न वा सामािजकं िकĖन ÿयोजनम् ।
एवĖ तÖय िसĦाÆतो यĩारते system (“ÓयवÖथा”) इÂयÖयैव Öथानम्, न पुनः
process(“िøया”) इÂयÖय । अथाªत् सामािजकì या ÓयवÖथा तÖया एव Öथानं, न पुनमाªनवÖय
सजªनािÂमकायाः ÿवृ°ेåरÂयाकूÂयािभिहतम् । अÖय चानुगमÔचेÂथं यदैितहािस³यः पåरणतयः
(transformations) पूवªकाले चो°रकाले च िनराकृता भवÆतीित ।

िवमशªनमनैितहािसकतारोपÖय

इÂथं पोıाकवादजालं पुरो िवÆयÖय तिĬमशªनकायª आÂमानमधुना Óयापारयामः । ऐितहािसकं
नाम वाđयं भारतीयानां न भूयÖÂवेन लËयिमित िवषये िवÿितपदनं िवĬिĩनª कैरिप साधारÁयेन
िøयते । इितहाससÌबिÆधनीिममां पåरिÖथितं भारतÖय पåरदेवयÆतो ŀÔयÆतेऽपरेऽिप पिÁडताः ।
तīथा मधुरािवजयनामकैितहािसककाÓयसÌपादनसÆदभêयपीिठकायां िखīित ितŁवेčटाचारी -

“It is an irony that the country with the most ancient civilization should
have very few original histories about its past”

(Tiruvenkatachari 1957:6)

भारतीयानामहरहजêवनं वणªयन् आबोयर्-नामा संशोधकÔच पुरातनकालीनानािमितहाससमुिı-
िखतकानां सरिणं साधरणीिमÂथमवतारयित –

“During the entire period of ancient history, royal and local chronicles,
when they exist, repeatedly convert historical facts into myth and
legend. This complicates considerably the task of the modern historian
and occasionally reduces him to the expedient of basing his hypotheses
upon deduction alone.”

Auboyer (1961:xi)
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नौडौनामा शोधकोऽिप वैयाकरणोदीåरतोदाहरणभिणतकमाधारीकृÂय कदािचिदमे भारतीयाÖÖव-
िमितहासं िनिमªÂसÆतीित सहासमाह –

“The historians of India (4th BC) are reduced to the expedient of
constructing history on a foundation of grammatical examples !”

(Naudou 1956:1454 cited in Auboyer 1961)

निह सव¥ भारतशाľिवदो (Indologists) भारतीयनागåरकतािवषये ÆयĈरणतÂपराः ।
पोıाकगुŁåरďालसोऽýोıे´यो यĬचांÖयिध±ेपगÆधिवदरूगािन –

“We know nothing of the personal lives of Sanskrit poets, just as they tell
us nothing of the personal lives of their patron. The persons here have
melted into the types of poet and king.”

Ingalls (1965:24)

परं दोषानािवĦं िकमिप नाÖÂयेव पुनभाªरतीयनागåरकतायां पोıाकÖय ŀĶौ ÿायेण । दि±णेÕयाभाग
एष सवōऽिप सवªमनुÕयशोषणभूिमरमुÕय मते । परÆतु शृÁवÆतु बाषाम् (Basham) इÂयÖय
Óयितरेåरचानं वचनिमदं यĕगÂयÆयý न ċािप ÿजासु मÅये पारÖपåरकÖसÌबÆधः ÿजानां
राºयÖय च सÌबÆधÔचैतावान् ÆयाÍय आसीदेतावांÔच मानुÕयभरÔच (humane) । नाÆयý
नागåरकतायां दासानां स·´या तावÂयÐपा वासी°थाच न ċाÈयÆयÖयामाīायां नागåरकतायां
कÖयामिप जनानामिधकाराणां (rights) ताŀ±ं समीचीनं संर±णं यथा अथªशाľ इह कौटलीय
इित । रणाďणे धमªयुĦÿकारÔच यथा मनुना घोिषतÖतथा न ċाÈयÆयýापीषदपीित (Basham
1967:8-9) ।

य°ु पोıाकः साøोशमुदिगरÂसव« वेदसािĬिहतमýेित (Pollock 1989:609), यē øैÖता
मताÆतरकरणपरायणा जगजुªयªĥिुभª±दरूोग(वणªÓयवÖथा´य)दौजªÆयÿभृितिभÔशोिषताÖसम-
भवÆदःुखदौमªनÖयभåरताÔच ÿजा अýÂया इित तÖयोभयÖयािप ÿÂया´यानं बाषमेनैव ÿ°मिÖत
(Basham1967:9) यĕनाÖÖसÌयगेव नूनमनूनं सौ´यमÆवभवĭैिÆþियकाणाम् अतीिÆþियका-
णामुभयेषामपीित ।

अथ च Öवीये भारतीयाथªशाľमतानाम् इितहास(History of Indian Political Ideas)
इÂयिभधे पुÖतके घोषला´यो जुघोष(U N Ghoshal) यÂÿाचीनभारतीयवैल±Áयिनłपकल-
àमýयमिभलàय ÿोĉमरिवÆदेन महिषªåरित ÓयपिदĶेन (Aurobindo)यĭाम ÿाथÌयेनाÅयािÂम-
कता भारतीयानाम् यē तेषां िच°Öय वैिशÕĚÖय īोतकम् ; िĬतीयं तेषां जीवनोÂसाहोऽदÌयो
यदÂुथा ÿभूता सजªनशीलता ; तृतीयमिÆतमं च ŀढा मनीिषता यý नाम ÿागÐËयमादªवे सहैव
ÖतÖसारÐयाĢÂवे चािप सहैव Öत इÂयािदकम् (Ghoshal 1959:3) ।
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वेदरािशåरितहासÔच

य°ु पोıाकेन लिपतं वेदÖय यÂÿामु´यं ÿ°ं तेन धमª²ानÖयाÆयĬारािण िनरÖतािन सÆतीित
तदिप ÓयुदÖतं वेदेनैव । यदाह ®ुितÖÖमृितः ÿÂय±मैितĻमनुमानÔचतुĶयम् (तैि°रीयारÁयकम्
१.२.१) इित । वचनेनानेन वेदोĉमाýÖय ÿामाÁयं ÿाधाÆयं वा, ÿÂय±ािदकÖय नावकाशÿसď
इित वा वादÖतÖय पोıाकÖय समÖतो िनरÖतो भवित । एवं चैितĻÖयािप Öथानं द°मÖतीित
हेतुना य¸छÊदोĉं तÖयािप ÿामाÁयमूरीकृतं लàयते यदाह सायणो भाÕये Öवीय ऐितĻं
िववृÁवĭैितĻं नामेितहासपुराणमहाभारतāाĺणािदकिमित । एवं ²ानĬाराणां समेषां Öथानं
यथोिचतमुपपािदतमेव लàयते । मÆýÖयाÖय भावं िववृÁवानआह सायणÖतदेतÂÖमृÂयािदचतुĶयं
धमªयाथाÃयाªवगितकारणीभूतं ÿमाणिमित ।

मा³सª(Marx)वादानुयायी पोıाको मा³सªवादािभघातकमिभÿायमेवमिभलपतीÂयिप िवÖमय-
Öयैव िवषयः । “यिĦ नाम तािकª कं तिĦ ÖविÖमĭेवैितहािसकमÆतभाªवयित (The logical
contains within itself the historical) इित बत मा³सªवािदनां सूýम् (Frolov
1984:174) । इÂयुĉे मा³सªवािदनामयमाúहो यÆमा³सªवाद एव वÖतुतो वÖतुतßवानुसारी ।
आतÔचेितहासÖसवōऽिप मा³Öवाªिदनां नयमेवानुसृÂय घिटÕयत इित । मा³ÖवाªदिसĦाÆतानुसार-
मेव खलु जगित सव« सवªदा ÿिसÄÅयतीित ! मा³Öतªकª Öय मिहमाऽयं यþाºयं समाज इÂयािदकं
सवªमिप मा³Öतªकª मेवानुŁणĦीित । पÔचाÂकाले तु धिनकाराधनłपः (capitalism) िसĦाÆतो
न·àयित समाजवादÔच िवराराजत इÂयािदकं सव« मा³Öवाªदादेव सेÂÖयतीÂयाह Āोलोव् (Frolov)
नामकः । वÖतुतÖतु तÂसव« नैव जगित जघट इित पामरैरिप पåर²ातमेव ।

इितहासपुराणानां यदाÆतåरकाथªपåरकÐपनं तािßवकाथªिवभावनं वा (यदेव allegorical inter-
pretation इित कथयिÆत) तदिधकृÂय ÖवामसÌमितं िदशित पोıाकः । वेदमÆýाणामथªýयमा-
हòव¥दÓया´यातारआिधभौितकमािधदैिवकमाÅयािÂमकं चेित तावदाÖताम् । नानाÖतरीयÓया´यानं
तावत् øैÖतेÕविप वतªत एवेित (ċिचē ÖतरसĮकाÂमकमपीित च) पोıाको ²ापनीयः ।

कुतः खलु िहÆदिुभÔचैनैåरव(Chinese)घिटतिलिखितन¨व िविहतेित ममōĤाटनमागªना´येन
िवदषुैवं Æयłिप ।

“Hindus did not preserve records as diligently as the Chinese did, “what
theHindus felt worth preservingwas themeaning of events, not a record
of when events took place.””

Organ (1970:30-31)

कìथोऽिप कारणमेवमूहाĖøे यÂकालतßवÖयैव भारतीयैÖस·´याविĩगŐणÖथानपåरकिÐपतकं
हेतुरýेित ।
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“Indifference to chronology is seen everywhere in India, and must be
definitely connected, in the ultimate issue, with the quite secondary
character ascribed to time by philosophies.”

(Keith 1920:146-147)

इितहासिवषये पाÔचाßयानामाúहिवशेषो लàयते यदनुसारं च ते महाभारतमूलकथा नामाहवमा-
िýकेित ÿितिपपादियषिÆत । परÆतु निह पाÔचाßयानां मानदÁडा एव मानाहªतयाËयुपेयाः । यथाह
हीहसा´यो िवĬान् ।

“Europe’s literary criteria were not applicable to India. AlbrechtWeber’s
idea that the original Mahābhārata consisted only of the battle chapters
was a case of ‘arguing from Homer’.”

(Heehs 2003:177–178)

हेगेलोĉं(Hegel) सवª²ÿमाणिमित मÆयÆते नैके िवĬांसो यē हाÐबफासो वा रंजनघोषो वा
नोररीकुयुªः । हेगेलोĉं पाÔचाßयेितहासमाýाÆवयीÂयाह हाÐबफासः ।

“Hegel’s scheme of the history of philosophy is primarily designed to
deal with the history of European thought fromThales to Kant and Hegel
himself... where in this scheme does Asia, and India in particular, have
its place ?”

(Halbfass 1988:88)

पाÔचाßयानामैकदेिश³यः ÿतीतयÖसावªदेिशकतया न िनभालनीया इित, ÖवानुकूलािनवªतªकÂवेन
पåरकिÐपतानां øमाणां निह सवाªÆवियÂविमÂयÈयाह घोषा´यो िवपिÔचत2् । भारतीयािÔचÆतन-
ÿणाÐयः परेषां ÿिøया अवÔयमितशेरत इÂयेव घÁटाघोषं घोषयित घोषः ।

“Compared to other civiliations that view history in term of thousands
of years, the Indians – Buddhists, Jains and Hindus – narrated it in terms
of billions of years...”

(Ghosh 2007:213-4)

अिप च नैितहािसकÂवमेव गरीयÖतßवं, िविशĶाितरेिक िह सामाÆयिमÂयािदकमिप तÖयैव
भिणितः3।

नी½शेÿोĉपशुमानविभदायाः ÿतीपÂवमेव ÿतीयत उĉावÖयाम् । “नृपशुरथवा पशुपितः” “स
योगी Ļथवा पशुः” इÂयाīुिĉवदýािप बहीłपसाÌयमवालो³यते । (अधुÆवन् मूधाªनं नृपशुरथवा
पशुपितåरित जगĭाथोिĉः ; सुभािषतेन गीतेन युवतीनां च लीलया । मनो न िभīते यÖय स योगी
Ļथवा पशुः ॥ इÂयेवंłपके सुभािषते चाýोıे´ये ।)
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इितहासÿ²ा िहÆदषुु िकं नासीदेव ? इित ÿÔनमेव ÖवलेखÖय शीिषªकाÂवेन ÿितपīमानोऽरिवÆद-
शमाª (Arvind Sharma) तावद् भारतीयानां Łिचिवषये सामÃयªिवषये च नैकािन सÂयाÆय-
धीितहासं ÿाचीकटत् । तýÂयाः केचनांशा अवÔयोıे´या अý । िशलाशासनानां ÿामु´यं भार-
तेितहासे िवशदीकुवªÆकांÔचन मु´यानंशानेवं स īोतयित ।

यīिप सिÆत नानाÿकारा इितहासिवलेखने, िशलाशासनािन ताăपýािण च परं भागं
गृĸिÆत भारतीयेितहाससÆदभ¥ । िकयÆÂयासि¼छलाशासनािन कुý च कुतÔचेित िववे¸यमेव ।
दि±णभारते नवितसहąं िशलाशासनानां लËयत इित िविलखित सकाªरः (Sircar) इित
तÆमतमादावािवÕकरोित ।

“The favoured medium in which the rulers of India left behind their
records are inscriptions. About 90,000 inscriptions have so far been
discovered in different parts of India...Many of these inscriptions
have not yet been published. Every year new inscriptions are being
discovered.”

(Sircar 1977:91)

शकवषªगणन उपयुºयमानैः ÿकारैरिप भारतीयानािमितहासÿ²ा ÖपĶीभवित । ýयोदशगणनाÿ-
कारानुिıखित बाषम् (Basham) । बाषमÖय पåĘकैवÌÿकाåरका – (अिÐबłनी(Al Biruni)
चािप िकिĖिĩĭांÔचतुदªशÿकारािĭिदªशित ।)

“A. L. Basham lists [these eras]

1 Era of the Kaliyuga (3102 BC) ;

2 Śrī Lankan Buddha Era (544 BC) ;

3 Era of Mahāvīra (528 BC) ;

4 Vikrama Era (58 BC) ;

5 Śaka Era (78 AD) ;

6 Licchavi Era (110 AD) ;

7 Kalacūrī Era (248 AD) ;

8 Gupta Era (320 AD) ;

9 Harṣa Era (606 AD) ;

10 Kollam Era of Malabār (825 AD) ;

11 Nevār Era (878 AD) ;
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12 Era of Vikramāditya VI Cālukya (1075 AD) ; and

13 Lakṣmaṇa Era of Bengal (1119 AD).”
(Sharma 2003:208 fn)

सुराºयÓयवÖथासु िनबÆधपुÖतकपिýकाÖवारोÈय र±णीयानंशान±पटलिनłपणÿसďेकौटÐयÖसू-
चयित ।

अ±पटलÿिøया कौटलीयÿोĉा तावदवÔयमिवगणनीया ।

“अ±पटलम् अÅय±ः ÿाđòखमुदđòखं वा िवभĉोपÖथानं िनबÆधपुÖतकÖथानं कारयेत् । तý
अिधकरणानां स·´यां, ÿचारसėाताúं, øमाÆतानां þÓयÿयोगे वृिĦ±यÓययÿयामÓयाजीयोग-
ÖथानवेतनिविĶÿमाणं, रÂनसारफÐगुकुÈयानामघªÿितवणªकÿितमानमानोÆमानावमानभाÁडं, देश-
úामजाितकुलसĐानां धमªÓयवहारचåरýसंÖथानं, राजोपजीिवनां ÿúहÿदेशभोगपåरहारभĉवेतन-
लाभं, रा²Ôच पÂनीपुýाणां रÂनभूिमलाभं, िनद¥शौÂपाितकÿतीकारलाभं, िमýािमýाणां च सिÆध-
िवøमÿदानादानं, िनबÆधपुÖतकÖथं कारयेत् । ततः सवाªिधकरणानां करणीयं िसĦं शेषं आयÓययौ
नीवीम् उपÖथानं ÿचारचåरýसंÖथानं च िनबÆधेन ÿय¸छेत् ॥”

कौटलीयाथªशाľम् २.७.१4

चोलराºयेÕव±पटलपĦितः िकयÂयĩतुासीिदित बाषमिनłिपतकमवलोकनीयम् । स आह -
“To transmit the royal decrees a corps of secretaries and clerks was
maintained, and remarkable precautions were taken to prevent error.
Under the Coḷas, for instance, orders were first written by scribes at
the king’s dictation, and the accuracy of the drafts was attested by
competent witnesses. Before being sent to their recipients they were
carefully transcribed, and a number of witnesses, sometimes amounting
to as many as thirteen, again attested them. In the case of grants of
land and previleges an important court official was generally deputed
to ensure that the royal decress were put into effect. Thus records were
kept with great care, and nothing was left to chance ; the royal scribes
themselves were often important personages.”

(Basham 1999:100)

चीनदेशीययािýकेन जुयन् जाďेन (Zuanzang = Hiuen Tsang) पुनः - ÿितपुरं (every
district) ले´यराशेŁıेखः कृत - इित वदित बीला´य इितहासिवत् । (Beal 1969:78) ।
परÆÂवधुना तािन ले´यािन नैव लËयÆते ! साधारÁयेन जुयन् जाďेन द°ेषु Ļुıेखेषु ÿÂययः मह°रः
वतªतेऽÆयद°ोıेखापे±या ।
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वंशाविलिवलेखन एव ÿधानआदरो भारतीयानािमित थापरिप िनłपयित यÔचाīावÅयिनŁĦ इित
च ।

“The core of historical tradition in India was the genealogical records.
These have remained constant in the Indian scene throughout the
centuries and in fact up to the present day”

(Thapar 1978:278)

यē शाľेषु पूवाªचायाªदीनां Öमरणािन कृतािन ताÆयपीितहासŀिĶमेव भारतीयानां ÖपĶीकुवªिÆत ।
अरिवÆदशमाª उिıखित ÿकृĶानाकराÆकांÔचनावलÌÊय यÆमहिषªणा पािणिनना पूवाªचायाªणां
चतुÕषिĶŁिıिखता वतªत इित । एवमेव चरकाचाय¥ण पĖाशदिधकाः पूव¥ िवशेष²ा भरतमुिनना
पुनÔशतािधकाः पूवाªचायाªÖÖमयªÆते । अथªशाľेऽÈयनेकेषां पूवाªचायाªणामुıेखः कृतः ।
(Sharma 2003:215)

न केवलं काÓयेषु शाľेषु चािप तु कलाÖवÈयैितहािसकांशिनłपणमÿितहतमासीत् । अýसÆदभ¥
ÖटैटेÆøािनÂयनेन ÿितपािदताः कलाकृितषु लËयाः ऐितहािसकांशा आिþयÆते । पıवनृपका-
लीनगďाधरमूितªłपणं समुþगुĮÖयावदातकमªणो िशÐपĬारा िनłपणमुदयिगरौ चोıोखमýाहªतः
(Sharma 2003:216) ।

अý सÆदभ¥ गवेषणीयोऽपरŌऽशोऽिप वतªते । तē कुतः खलु दि±णभारत इयिÆत िशलाशासनािन
पýािण लËयÆते न पुनŁ°रे भारत इित । िÖपयरा´यिवदषुोऽिभÿायं सďृĸĭरिवÆदशमाª विĉ -

“[That inscriptions] relatively abound in those areas where Islamic rule
took longest to penetrate, invites the proposition that they may also
have suffered iconoclastic destruction, in keepingwith the pattern of the
relative paucity of such evidence from the Hindu period available from
areas under prolonged Islamic rule”

(Spear (1994) cited in Sharma 2003:13)

तुŁÕकैः परधषªणतÂपरैिवªनाशकायªमिततरां िवततिमित सूचयित िव½जेलिप । स आह -
“In Nepal the temperate climate and the almost complete absence of Muslim
incursions worked together to preserve these old mss.”

(Witzel 1990:9) (italics ours)

िव½ज़ेलवा³यमनुमोदमानÔचारिवÆदशमाª तुŁÕकिविहतÅवंसकाय¨कािÆत³यं सुķò Öफुटयित ।
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“An extreme case of the conspiracy of negative forces in relation to
the manuscript tradition is provided by Kashmir, where ‘no mss. older
than c. 1500 AD remain. Local Hindu and Muslim chroniclers agree in
blaming the Sultans Sikander and Ali (1389-1419/20) for their wholesale
destruction by burning and dumping them in the Dal Lake’.”

(Sharma 2003:212)

दौजªÆयैकिनलयैÖतैÖतथािविहतं तुŁÕकैåरित तुŁÕकैितहािसकैरिप ÿितपĭिमित चाý स ÖपĶं
सूचयित ।

भारतीयं िव²ानं तैरेव नािशतिमित अिÐबłनीनामकेनैितहािसकेन Öवतः ÿोĉिमित सचौमतमु-
दाहरÂयरिवÆदशमाª ।

“As a result of Maḥmūd’s devastating raids ‘Hindu sciences have retired
far away from those parts of the country conquered by us, and have fled
to places where our hand cannot yet reach, to Kashmir, Benares, and
other places.’”

(Sachau cited in Sharma 2003:212)

यथा देवालयाÖतथैव भारतीयकलाकृतयोऽिप तुŁÕकैनाªिशताः इित िव½जेलÈयďीकरोित
“...Hindu historiography suffered serious obscuration during the period
of Islamic occupation, as this period also involved the destruction of
holy images and temples which were one form of material in which such
history was preserved.”

(Sharma 2003:220)

अý ®ीवरÖय राजतरिďÁयां िवīमानमेतĬचनमुıेखाह« यý úÆथालयानामेवािČसाÂकरणं
नीचैÖतुŁÕकैिवªिहतिमित ÖपĶमुĘिčतम् –

सेकÆधरधरानाथो यवनैः ÿेåरतः पुरा ।
पुÖतकािन च सवाªिण तृणाÆयिČåरवादहत् ॥ (१.५.७५)

उपसमािĮ िलखÂयरिवÆदशमाª Öवलेखे सÌपूणªÅवंसकायªÖय तुŁÕकिनÕपािदतÖय Öवłपं िनłपयन्
य°िÄĦ पूणªÂवं ÅवंसिवजृिÌभतÖय यÄÅवंसकाय« सėातिमÂयिप सूिचकाः नावशेÕयÆते ।
अथाªदीŀिµवधिनःशेषÿमाजªनपटवÖतुŁÕका इित ।

“The perfect genocide is one which never occurred, because no one was
left behind to tell the story. The point to be made is that the scale of
destruction canbe such as destroys the very evidence of that destruction.
One then faces what might be called an evidentiary “black hole.”

(Sharma 2003:220)
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त±िशलानालÆदा´यिवÔविवīालयĬयिवÅवंसनं िविहतं खलु तुलुुÕकैः । ताŀ±ाधुिनकिवÔविव-
īालयÖय आ³Öफ़ड्ª-केिÌā¿जा´यÖय सúÆथालयÖय िवÅवंसनं यīī िवधीयते का तिहª कथा
Öयादा·µलेितहासिनिमªितशाľÖयेित ÿĶÓयं भवित ।

“By the end of the 12th century the two major universities of ancient
India, those of Takṣaśilā and Nālandā had disaapeared...What prospect
would we hold out for British historiography in the future, if the
Universities of Oxford and Cambridge were utterly destroyed today
along with all the libraries.”

(Sharma 2003:222)

एताŀशमह°रúÆथरािशिवनाशनो°रकालेऽÈयīािप कोिटýयािधकहÖतÿतयः ÿाधाÆयेन संÖकृत-
भाषया लËयÆत इÂयुĉे (गोयलÿभृतयः Goyal et al (2012)) िकयान् पवªताकारो úÆथÖतोमः
भारतैिवªरिचतÖÖयािदÂयूहनैकिवषयः ।

ÖवेतरसवªसंÖकृितिवĬेिषिभमुªिÖलमैरेताŀĈò िÂसतिधĈरणीयकृÂयेषु िनÂयमुĬ°ृं ÿवृ°ैः पाÔचाßय-
úÆथालया न पÔचाÂकाले नाशियÕयÆत इित के नामाशंसीरÆÿे±ावÆतÖसÿÂययम् ?

िवमशªनं मीमांसामतदषूणÖय

अथ पोıाकेनोÂथािपतानामनेकेषां वेदमीमांसायामिधकृतानां ÿÔनानामु°माÆयु°राÁयानÆदकुमा-
रÖवािमनो (Ananda Coomaraswamy 1877-1947) लेखेषु लËयÆते । वेदा वा तदďभू-
तािन शाľाÁयÆयािन वा तÂसमक±ािन भगवतो िनःÔविसतानीित वा ÓयाŃतय इित वा िनिदªÔयÆते
ननु (Coomaraswamy 1934:175) । ते चादावृिषिभः ®ूयÆते । ऋषीणामिप ®वणं Öवम-
ितÖफूितªिनबÆधनतापे±याÈयÆतÖसमािहततािनबÆधनमेवेित िवषये न िवशेरते िवĬÆमणयः । वा-
Ðमीिकरिप सव« रामायणं योगŀÕĚा िवलोकयित Öम यý िचरिनवृª°ािन वृ°ाÆताÆयिप ÿÂय±िमव
दिशªतािन भविÆत । ताŀ±Öय ÿितभानÖय मूलं चµव¥देऽÈयि±ल±ीभवित । सÆदभ¥ऽिÖमन् Êलूम-
फìÐडÖया(Bloomfield)िभÿायमानÆदकुमारÖवामी पुनŁēरित । मÆýāाĺणे िभĭकािलक
इÂयाधुिनकानामाúहः खलु । तयोिभªĭकािलकÂवमिकिĖÂकरम् । वÖतुतÖतु āाĺÖयैव
वाđयÖय ÿकारĬयदेÔय एव ते । तē ÿकारĬयं समकािलकतयैव िवभािवतमा च बहोः
कालाÂपरÌपरायां भारतीयायाम् । एतē सव« तु āौनािभमतेनाÂयÆतं िभĭम् (Norman Brown)
यÖतावदाह यŀµवेदे वÖतुतोऽनुिıिखतानामेव िवषयाणां ÿसरणमु°रिÖमÆकाले लोचनगोचरीभ-
वतीित (“The later material is so liable to follow ideals not really in the
Ṛgveda” Brown 1931:108) । एतÂÿितĬिÆĬतयोपिनषÂÖविप नूतनािÖसĦाÆता नािविÕø-
यÆत इÂयाह कुमारÖवामी, िकंतिहª नूतना िविभĭा वा शÊदाविलरेव तý ÿयुºयमाना लàयत इित ।
उदाहरणाथ« यं वŁणमाहòव¥दे तमेव āĺाणमु°रिÖमन् काले जगदःु ।
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एतावता भािषकì िविभĭता पåरÕकृतता वा नाÖÂयुपिनषÂसु वैिदकापे±येित नोररीकरणीयापतित ।
तथा ÂवाÖथातुं ÿे±ावता केन नाम ÿøÌयेत ।

“It is not, of course, intended to deny that there is a linguistic
development in the Upaniṣads, when we compare them with Ṛgveda,
which denial would be absurd...”

(Coomaraswamy 1935a:411)

सािहÂयेितहासोऽपरÖतßवशाľीयेितहासोऽपरः । यदेव वेदेÕविधय²तयािभिहतं, तदेव āाĺणेषू-
पिनषÂसु चाÅयाÂमपरतयोपिदĶं भवित । न Ļिधय²े िनłÈयमाणे सािहÂयेऽिधतßवमिप तावÂयैव
Öफुटतया िनłिपतं भविÂवÂयाúहो úहीतÓयः । वैिदकं नाम वाđयमितिवÖतृतं सदिप नĻाÆतåरकः
कोऽिप िवरोधÖतý कुýिचदिधगÌयत इित न गरीयसो िवÖमयÖय िवषयः ।

“It is true that the material is so extensive, and so infallibly consistent
with itself... it is by nomeans impossible to extract from themantras the
doctrines assumed in them.”

(Coomaraswamy 1935a:412)

यथा ÊलूमफìÐड आह – वेदÖय सवōऽिप भागः सवªिमतरं भागं सÌयगेव वेि°, सवªÖसव¥ण च
सुसÌबĦ एव संलàयत इित । अतो य²ेËयÖतßवािन तßवेËयÔच य²ानवसातुं न न पारयिÆत
मनीिषणः ।

“[I have] a growing faith in the synchronism of mantra, brāhmaṇa
and sūtra...mantra and brāhmaṇa are for the least part chronological
distinctions ; that they represent two modes of literary activity, and
two modes of literary speech, which are largely contemporaneous, the
mantra being the earliest lyric and the brāhmaṇas the earliest epic-
didactic manifestation of the same cycle of thought. Both forms existed
together, for aught we know, from earliest times ; only the redaction of
themantra collections in their present arrangement seems on the whole
to have preceded the redaction of the brāhmaṇas...”

(Bloomfield 1893:144)

ए¿जटªनोऽÈयाīासूपिनषÂसु िनगिदतानां तßवानां समेषां िनदानÖयाÌनायवाđयानुपलÌभनीय-
ÂवÖय िनराकरणं कÁठोĉं ÿविĉ (Edgerton 1916:197)।

“The more I study the Upaniṣads, the more I become impressed... [that]
every idea contained in at least the older Upaniṣads, with almost no
exceptions, is not new to the Upaniṣads, but can be found set forth, or
at least very clearly foreshadowed, in the older Vedic texts.”
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अथाªīे िह नाम मÆýकृतो मानुषा वा अितमानुषा वा Öवोिĉिभरवसेयानंशान् सÌयगेव
ÿÂयपīÆतेÂयेव वĉÓयं भवित । (Coomaraswamy 1935a:412) नो चेद् गिणतसूýािण
बहóिन केनचन कथिĖद²ाÂवैव िविलिखतानीित āुवतो वचने यÖसाहसÖस एव वĉÓय
आपितÕयित । तथािप च तÖय भािषकì तािßवकì चाÆतÖÖफूितªरËयुपगÆतÓया भिवÕयित
(Coomaraswamy 1935a:412) ।

“what in fact the consistency proves is that those who composed the
mantras, whether human or superhuman beings, must have been fully
aware of all their implications, or if not it would be as if we had come
upon a series of elegant mathematical formulae, and yet believed that
theyhadbeenwritten downblindly, which is asmuch to say under verbal
as well as theoretical inspiration.”

वेदेषु ताि±कं ²ान(knowledge of carpentry)मिभलàयत इÂयनेन हेतुना, लोकेऽिप
ताŀशÖय ²ानÖय पÔचादेव तथा वचनं श³यसंभविमित हेतोÔच तýÂयं सािहÂयं काथिĖÂकं
मानुÕयकिमित चैितहािसकिमित चाËयगुÆतÓयमेव । (Coomaraswamy 1935a:412)

“it is impossible to suppose that the Veda in its present form could have
antedated, let us say, a knowledge of carpentry, which means that the
ipsissima verba of the Veda, as distinct from their references, must be
thought of as in some sense of human and temporal origin.”

सनातनÖय धमªÖय सनातनÂवं नाम निह वेदगतानां शÊदानां तथाÂवेनािभसÆधानं िकंतिहª तýÂयानां
तßवानां िचरÆतनÂवम् (Coomaraswamy 1935a:412) । वैिदकसािहÂयकालसंसूचनमाýा-
देव वेदानां सनातनÂवं न िवहÆयते ।

“It is not with respect to the words in which it is recorded that the
sanātana dharma is eternal ; the “eternity” of tradition has nothing to
do with the possible “dating” of a given scripture as late as the first
millennium BC.”

ऐितहािसकÖय øमÖय िवषयेऽÈयानÆदकुमारÖवामी वĉुमेवमिभलषित यत् तािßवकं नाम
िवभावनं पाÔचाßयैराŀतेन øमेण तावद् िववधªमानं लàयते । िकंच साधारÁयेनो¸यमाने,
बहòý चािप, पारÌपåर³युिĉरवाªĈाले ÖवÖया उिıिखततामेव सूचयित, न पुनÖÖवÖया
ऐदÌÿाथÌयमािवÕकारÖय, यतÖततोऽिप पूव« तÖया मौिखकः ÿचार एव वरीवितª Öम, येन
च हेतुना तÖय चायमेव कत¥ÂयाÖथातुं ÿायेण नैव श³यं Öयात् । िवषयेऽिÖमन् रेने µवेनोन्
(ReneGuenon) इÂयÖय मेधािवनोऽिभÿायाणां साďÂयं स िनłपयित (Coomaraswamy
1947:73)।

“On the limitation of thehistoricalmethod, Cf. ReneGuenon, Introduction
to the Study of Hindu Doctrines, 1945 pp. 18, 20, 58, 65, 237, 300. Historical
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method is only of limited value here, partly because metaphysical
doctrines, ‘do not ‘evolve’ in the Western sense of the word,’ and partly
because ‘in a general way and in most instances a traditional text is no
more than a recording, at a relatively recent date, of a teaching which
was originally transmitted by word of mouth, and to which an author
can rarely be assigned’.”

नैŁिĉकैितहािसकमतािभवी±णं ÊलूमफìÐडेनािप पोıागिभÿेतोēाटकÂवेनैवेव िविहतिमित िवदा-
čò वªÆतु िवĬांसः (Bloomfield 1893:186)

“The Indian nairuktas and aitihāsikas, and after them the commentators,
never hesitate to urge the primary naturalistic conceptions which they
have established somewhere or the other, correctly or incorrectly,
through every legend which they have occasion to present. Western
interpreters have... largely fallen into the error of marking pretty nearly
every legendary narrative the corpus vile of naturalistic anatomy.”

अÆयेËयो देशेËय आगता “आयाª” इित कÔचन पाÔचाßयो वादोऽिप वतªते खलु !
यमिधकृÂय āुवन् कुमारÖवाÌयाह य°ाŀशं लौिककìकृतं Óया´यानं (यÖय च euhemeristic
interpretation इÂयिभधानं वतªते) तावÆमाýं Öयात्, यÖय तु वÖतुत ऐितहािसकÖसारो
न किÔचद् वतªत इित (Coomaraswamy 1935b:vii) । वैिदकोĉकथानामनुहाåरÁय
ऐितहािस³यो घटना न जाÂवसÌभवा इित नाÖमाकमिभÿायो यतो Ļिैतहािसकमिप नाम वÖतु
तािßवकमेवानुहरे°ý तý । नेदमÈयतÃयं य°ßवैकपरेऽिप िह सािहÂय ऐितहािसका अंशा दłुहा
इित । य²कायाªिण कुवाªणैमªÆýगानं च कुवªिĩव¨िदकैरÔवा वा रथा वा न िविदता इित वĉंु न पायªते
नाम, न वा तैनाªनुभूतं नदीनां समुþाणां वा तरणिमित, न वा कृिषÖतैरिविदता चेित ।

कुमारÖवािमना ताविददमािÖथतं यŀµवेदािदषु मूलúÆथेÕवैितहािसका एव िवषया िनłिपता इित न
वĉंु पायªते । िकंतिहª “अúे” इÂयुĉिदशा तािßवकेन ÿकारेण । “अúे” इित तु तािßवकं वचनं न
वाÖतिवकčथनम् । जीवनं िह नाम सवªदा तरणमेव, सवªदािप कुतिÔचिदहागमनमेव, इतÔच परमं
पदं ÿित ÿÖथानमेव । पूवªमीमांसाया आशयो नामेŀश एव, परÆतु ÖवतÆýेण ÿकारेणाý िनłिपत
इित लेखं Öवं समापयित कुमारÖवामी (Coomaraswamy 1935b:25) ।

इतीÂथं नामो°रकालीनानां पोıाकवादानामु°माÆयु°रािण Öवतःपूवªप±ीकृÂयेव पूवªकालीनेन
कुमारÖवािमनापूवªयो°मया भ·µया ÿ°ानीित शम् ॥

“िनÕकाŁÁयतमैÖतुŁÕकयवनैिनªÕकारणĬेिषिभः”
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Notes
1(“contrary to accepted belief, the idea of history did not constitute in itself an important
philosophical, religious or cultural question in antiquity, and that history was largely
marginalised in both philosophical and popular thought” Pollock (1989:605)
2“To categorzie the Indian concept of history as prehistory within Hegelian principles
or strategic British historiographic imperialist schemes is cutting down the richness
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of possibility as “historicality shrinks in scope to enable a narrowly constructed
historiography to speak for all of history.”(Ghosh 2007:216)
3“Indian history can flaunt the luxury of achronicity and ahistoricity... The Indian
mind would prefer the “general to the particular”, and meaning to chronology.”(Ghosh
2007:213)
4“An office of very great importance, situated in the capital, is the Akṣapaṭala. It is a sort
of records-cum-audit office. There is an adhyakṣa in charge, with a special building of
his own with many halls and record rooms (2.7.1). The records to be maintained there
pertain to

(1) the activity of each state department,
(2) the working of state factories and conditions governing production in them,
(3) prices, samples and standards of measuring instruments for various kinds of

goods,
(4) laws, transactions, customs, and regulations in force in different regions,

villages, castes, families and corporations,
(5) salaries and other perquisites of state servants,
(6) what is made over to the king and other members of the royal family, and
(7) payments made to and amounts received from foreign princes, whether allies

or foe (2.7.2). A more comprehensive record-house can hardly be thought of.”

(Kangle 1988, Vol.3:201)
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Chapter 5

The Science of the Sacred

– T. N. Sudarshan*

(tnsudarshan@gmail.com)

Abstract
The profound notion of the sacred (pavitratā) is critical to understand
the variegated Indian knowledge systems (śāstra-s) and their associ-
ated practices. Modern sanātana dharma embodies these knowledge
systems and is reified in its practices and various dharma-s. The funda-
mental and inherent limitations ofWestern scholarship arisingmostly
due to its origins, structure and evolution cannot grasp or confront
the existence of such a conceptualization as a core structural and gov-
erning principle. The origins of Indological scholarship entwined with
the colonial obsession of “othering” and its use as a tool to aid op-
pressive regimes has been well-discussed and documented. The neo-
Orientalists (Sheldon Pollock and others) have redefined post-colonial
Indology, using creative and sophisticated applications of Western
(combinations of Marxism, philology, and postmodernism) methods
and theories to Indian systems of knowledge. The roots of the obses-
sion of neo-Orientalist desacralisation (and of videśī Indology in gen-
eral) and its echoes in Indian secular discourse - the irreverence for
sanātanic conceptualizations of pavitratā are explicated in this paper.

*pp 151–168. In Kannan, K. S. (Ed.) (2019). Swadeshi Critique of Videshi Mīmāṁsā.
Chennai: Infinity Foundation India.
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The notion of the sacred - as defined by Western systems of knowl-
edge - religious (Abrahamic), (Western) secular and (Western) scien-
tific are discussed and juxtaposed with the dhārmic notion of “sacred-
ness”. The role of science and the associated discourse replacing the
“sacred” in Western collective conscience and ideology is illustrated.
The distributed and natural sense of Indian pavitratā and the central-
ized, institutionally enforced artificial sense of sacred of the West are
contrasted. The flawed understanding of the sense of sacred and the
obsessionwithWesternizing (liberating) India is established as the root
cause of the neo-Orientalist obsession with the desacralisation of San-
skrit, saṁskṛti and sanātana dharma.

Preliminaries
The notion of the sacred is essential to the praxis-driven “discourse”
of dhārmic living. The sense of sacred underlies all human activity
and is embedded in the consciousness of dhārmic civilizational ethos.
Every human activity, even the most mundane (from waking up to
falling asleep), has deep sacred connotations. The bodies of knowledge
specific to various sampradāya-s (ex: the āhnika grantha-s in Śrīvaiṣṇava
sampradāya) which specify the context and performance of these
activities are well known. Though very few communities practice
these strictly today, the fact that the “sacred” dimension has (since
millennia) had such a deep influence on every conceivable human
activity vis-à-vis dhārmic living, and has had the requisite textual and
practical evidence to support it has to be understood as a prior cultural
baseline. This baseline “sociological” state has to be the background
before any serious discourse on the “attempts” at its desacralisation
(in a dhārmic context) can be attempted.

The Neo-Orientalist Discourse
The neo-Orientalists are the latest (academic grouping) amongst mul-
tiple (five) waves of post-independence Indologists (Malhotra 2016b).
The others being the Marxists, post-colonialists, the subalternists and
the postmodernists. Assuming one was to agree with this overall char-
acterization, all the five (one can possibly view them as a co-existing
continuum) have (relentlessly) attempted to desacralise the (dhārmic)
underpinnings of Indian society. These attempts are currently very
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much alive and active across various channels (electronic media, pub-
lishing, other channels). It takes various guises and primarily aims to
“weaken” the unifying (dhārmic) ethos of India (primarily in a political
and cultural sense).
The contributions of the neo-Orientalists have been significant - new
theoretical methods, inference techniques and argument “frames”
to aid and accelerate these collective efforts at desacralisation. The
synthesis of these methods by media channels and academic wielders
can be seen proliferating via the “left liberal” discourse. A complete
analysis of the use of these interpretivemethods is beyond the scope of
this paper. Attempts shall be made to give a broader understanding of
the underlying issues and the nature of themotivations of the scholars
being discussed.
The dhārmic sense of sacred is closely tied to the Sanskrit language and
the embedded cultural matrix (the saṁskṛti). As outlined in (Malhotra
2016a), Pollock has attempted to undermine the dhārmic civilization
via “scholarly” methods during an academic career of more than
30 years. These “researches” postulate various theses, primarily by
“theorizing” about the role of the language of Sanskrit. A significant
milestone of this “research” is the 2006 book, The Language of the Gods
in the World of Men. The aims of the book are to “explore” supposed
historical re-invention (desacralisation) of Sanskrit.

“This book is an attempt to understand two great moments of transformation
in culture and power in pre-modern India. The first occurred around the
beginning of the Common Era, when Sanskrit, long a sacred language
restricted to religious practice, was reinvented as a code for literary and political
expression.... The second moment occurred around the beginning of the
second millennium, when local speech forms were newly dignified as literary
languages and began to challenge Sanskrit for thework of both poetry and polity,
and in the end replaced it. Concomitantly new, limited power formations
came into existence.”

(Pollock 2006:1) (italics ours)

The fundamental assumption behind the theorizations in this book
is that the split between the sacred and the non-sacred was already
part of the Saṁskṛtic tradition. Many of Pollock’s theses depend
on this assumption of natively present sacred versus non-sacred
dichotomies. This book and various other succeeding theses are based
on this sleight. The pāramārthika and vyāvahārika categories (these are
well-acknowledged categories (though not in the sense that Pollock
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portrays them) in the Advaita traditions but are not acknowledged
in all Vedantic traditions) do not apply to all of Indian darśana-s
and sampradāya-s and, strictly speaking, cannot be used as a basis
fromwhich to generalize and formulate divisive theses. Refer (Pollock
2006:3). The other sleight ismisrepresentation and forceful separation
of the categories of śāstra and kāvya. The origins of kāvya are posited
based on doubtful dating techniques and sweeping generalizations
(kāvya’s dichotomies with śāstra) made on their basis. Pollock states as
fact that there is broad agreement on these differences – but amongst
whom? (Pollock 2006:3,4). With the aid of none-too-innovative story-
telling, assuming nonexistent parallels to the experiences the West
had with the Church, and ignoring the non-centralized nature of
Indian society, Pollock rather lamely posits evolutionary reasons
(those based on the influence of political-power and its centralization)
for the sacred nature of Sanskrit. (Pollock 2006:28,29).
Pollock befuddles andwith the aid of incorrect characterizationsmakes
sweeping claims on the role of Sanskrit. The oral tradition – the back-
bone/basis of “Saṁskṛti – as practiced” is rather conveniently, ignored.
Acknowledging that the oral tradition would hinder chronology based
manipulations and the creation of falsely ascribed origins and events,
Pollock rather slyly generates facts to justify almost all of his theses.
(Pollock 2006:50). The 2006 book, a winner of many awards, is filled
with such dubious characterizations. The Kātantra school of grammar
is used as a wedge to introduce the divisive thesis of native desacral-
isation (Pollock 2006:62,70). A supposed lack of epigraphic evidence
(no proof offered) is used to posit native attempts at desacralisation
(Pollock 2006:170).We find similar observations about Pollock’s inno-
vative theories aimed at excavating non-existing native schisms and
characterising them as native attempts at desacralisation (Malhotra
2016a:224,226,249).

The Sacred Discourse
Is the notion of sacred universal? Western anthropological and socio-
logical approaches (the Western-universalist discourse) to this ques-
tion have yielded many theses over the past few centuries. This ques-
tion pre-supposes a “without-centric” nature of the sacred, in contrast
to the “within-centric” formulation of the dhārmic conceptualizations.
Anymodern discussion of the sacred is incomplete without discussing
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the work of Romanian philosopher and religious historian Mircea Eli-
ade. The influence of the Vedic civilization and Indian philosophy is
apparent (and is also acknowledged by Eliade) in his work. Eliade pro-
poses the term “hierophany” to connote the manifestation of the di-
vine, inherent to the nature of anything sacred (Eliade 1959:11). He
also notes that the modernWest (circa 1957) finds this idea rather dif-
ficult to accept. The situation today (60 years on) has only exacerbated.
(Eliade 1959:10). The sense of the sacred and the essentially “inner” na-
ture of its experience are acknowledged (Eliade 1959:11). The nature of
divinity (which he identifies as “power” and “being”) is, according to
Eliade, the reason (anthropologically) for man’s deep desire to make
the sacred a reality (Eliade 1959:12).
The essentially non-sacred nature of Western modernity and the lack
of this existential dimension in modern living are also articulated.
The non-modern is labeled as being societally primitive and archaic
by Eliade; this is only to be expected as the originating perspective is
the West. From a swadeshi perspective, one would need to essentially
redefine and reclaim these dissonant categories and reframe Eliade’s
articulation.

“Religious man attempts to remain as long as possible in a sacred universe,
and hence what his total experience of life proves to be in comparison with
the experience of the man without religious feeling, of the man who lives, or
wishes to live, in a desacralized world. It should be said at once that the
completely profane world, the wholly desacralized cosmos, is a recent discovery
in the history of the human spirit. It does not devolve upon us to show by what
historical processes and as the result of what changes in spiritual attitudes
and behavior modern man has desacralized his world and assumed a profane
existence. For our purpose it is enough to observe that desacralization
pervades the entire experience of the nonreligious man of modern societies and
that, in consequence, he finds it increasingly difficult to rediscover the existential
dimensions of religious man in the archaic societies.”

(Eliade 1959:13) (italics ours)

The fundamentally irreconcilable natures of the two modes of
experiencing reality – sacred (non-Western, traditional) and profane
(Western-modern) – are made explicit. Eliade calls it “an abyss”.
The “ephemeral” nature of modernity and material identification of
experience are also alluded to (Eliade 1959:14). Eliade’s categories
and influential discourse has not had much impact, in the sense of
leading to a deeper anthropological analysis of modernity and the
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West, though his ideas have been applied variously in other disciplines
of Western academia. Swadeshi scholars should attempt to formulate
new critiques based on Eliade’s framework to help reverse the gaze.
Understanding S.N. Balagangadhara’s becomes critical in this context,
especially so when one discusses Western “religious” categories (such
as sacred and profane). From a recent review of his seminal works

“S. N. Balagangadhara argues that it is necessary to dissect how the West
experiences the world in order to clear the ground before the contribution of
Indian culture can be assessed. For the last few hundred years, academic
contexts have been dominated by questions Europe has asked. This way of
asking questions means that it has not asked questions in other ways. Whether
adopted byWestern intellectuals or non-Western intellectuals, who parasitically
formulate problems according to it, that way is tied to Western culture. Only by
understanding this can we discover how Indians can ask different questions, and
what contribution Indian culture can make. His work establishes how little
we understand Western culture. Speaking a Western language does not
mean we understand what it is.”

(Shah 2014) (italics ours)

There are fundamental epistemological issues relating to the current
discourse on India, which is seriously “skewed”, being driven on
Western assumptions and presuppositions. This is another “focus-
area” for swadeshi scholarship: control of epistemology thereby
leading to control of the discourse. Many fundamentally flawed
definitional notions need to be questioned and be laid to rest once for
all, the notion of “Hindu religion” for one. In his book (Balagangadhara
1994), he provides the basis for his arguments for the (Western) sense
of universality of religion referencing the various Western fields of
study. Accordingly, religion is a Western conception. How flawed is
the Western argument for religion and its universality? Immensely
flawed. In 11 chapters, he systematically demolishes the Western
narrative of religion as espoused both by the Westerner and the
colonized non-Westerner. In his own words -

“Myaim is to show that a provincial experience of a small segment of humanity
does not become universal by decree. Nor does a specific group become ‘the
universal audience’ by merely pretending to be one.”

(Balagangadhara 1994:8) (italics ours)

As to the target audience of this book, from an Indian perspective,
if one were to use recently coined terminology, it would be aimed
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at all of Macaulay’s children and more so the intellectual sepoys.
Balagangadhara stresses on the Western nature of the discourse, the
questions posed and frameworks used. The evolution of religion in
Europe and its influence on everything about the West, including
Science is explicated.
He goes so far as to say that religion is a European notion: India
does not have religions in the Western sense. Science, he implies
is also a new Western form of religion sharing much of the same
assumptions and proselytizing zeal as Christianity. He introduces the
concept/notion of a Root Model of Order. The root model of order is
that which enables structuring of knowledge and learning in a culture.
(Balagangadhara 1994:400).
The influence of this root model of order on the evolution of a
society (in this case, the “Western”) is apparent once we acknowledge
the existence of a root model of order. The pursuit of knowledge,
the organization of knowledge and the structures of learning are
influenced by the root model of order (Balagangadhara 1994:401).
Science too has been influenced by this root model of order resulting
in accumulations of theoretical knowledge (Balagangadhara 1994:403).
He goes so far as to say that religion was a necessary condition
for science to develop the way it has in the West (Balagangadhara
1994:406). The so-called scientific attitude is only a continuation of
the religious attitude (Balagangadhara 1994:407). On the effects that
the religion based root model of order has on learning structures, he
effectively identifies the dominant process of learning as the theoretical
(Balagangadhara 1994:410). What would a different root model of
order look like?What would be the configuration of such a “different”
culture? How is the “Indian” experience different when it is compared
with the “Western”? Balagangadhara (1994:411) characterises it as a
practical approach — Ritual.

“We can now take the crucial step towards identifying the entity that could
structure another configuration of learning. It is a structured set of generic
actions; it could be described as a-intentional, agent-less, and goal-less. Does
such an entity exist? Yes. Where? In Asia. What is it? Ritual.”

(Balagangadhara 1994:415) (italics ours)

According to Balagangadhara, the performative and practical nature
of knowledge is unique to the dhārmic civilisation and is fundamentally
different with the Western structures of knowledge and society
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(Balagangadhara 1994:415). It should be noted that this scholar
has been attacked and vilified by Western academia for his deep
scholarship and ideas. This shouldprovide sufficient basis as towhyhis
constructs have been used in the current context. This, in my opinion,
is possibly another focus-area for swadeshi scholarship — a scholar
whose ideas need to be engaged with more constructively.
The understanding of Western religions – of the Abrahamic variety
– has been dimensionally enhanced by scholars like Malhotra.
In his book, Being Different (Malhotra 2011), he introduces new
juxtaposed categories “Embodied Knowing” vs “History-centrism”
which highlight the stark differences between dhārmic and Abrahamic
approaches to the sacred.

“Dharma and Judeo-Christian traditions differ fundamentally in their
approaches to knowing the divine. The dharma family (including Hinduism,
Buddhism, Sikhism and Jainism) has developed an extensive range of
inner sciences and experiential technologies called ‘adhyatmavidya’ to
access divinity and higher states of consciousness... Their truth must be
rediscovered and directly experienced by each person. I have coined the term
embodied knowing to refer to inner sciences and adhyatma-vidya.”

(Malhotra 2011:5,6) (italics ours)

The limited nature of the Abrahamic (Western) approach to religion
(and hence to the sacred) and their dependence on events (actual
or contrived) is explicitly characterised by Malhotra as “History-
centrism”. The discussion of the nature of the sacred is deeply affected
by this History-centric baggage that the West carries. Relevant as
it is to our discussion, it is important to note that all scholarship
and “realities” emanating from the West (culturally), including the
“sacred” discourse, are compromised because of these civilizational
(ideological) realities. Malhotra describes this situation thus:

“I have coined the term history-centrism to refer to this fixation on
specific and often incompatible claims to divine truth revealed in the
course of history. I regard this historical fixation as the major difference
between dharmic and Judeo-Christian paths and as a problem which can breed
untold psychological, religious and social conflict.”

(Malhotra 2011:5,6) (italics ours)
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The “Western” Discourse

The post-enlightenment, imperialistic expansion of Europe, which
brought along with it the Industrial Revolution, changed fundamen-
tally, the way in which Europe engaged with its past and with the rest
of the (non-European) world. The “West” was defined in a sociological
sense during this period.

“The West...is not to be found by recourse to a compass. Geographical
boundaries help to locate it, but they shift from time to time. The
West is, rather, a cultural term, but with a very strong diachronic
dimension. It is not, however, simply an idea, it is a community. It implies
both a historical structure and a structured history....The West, from
this perspective, is not Greece, and Rome and Israel but the people of Western
Europe turning to the Greek and Roman and Hebrew texts for inspiration, and
transforming those texts in ways that would have astonished their authors.
(Berman 1983: 2-3; italics in the original.)”

(Balagangadhara 1994:396) (italics ours)

The modern discourse of the West through the construct of Science,
creative Western historiography, the functionalism of Durkheim,
the rational sociology of Weber and the dialectic materialism of
Marx slowly but surely removed any discourse of sacrality associated
with the religion – (Judeo-Christian) – influenced structures (family,
marriage, worship, food, festivals etc.) in society. The core structures
that religion had created remained as they were and were not
dismantled. The modernity in the Western discourse replaced one
universal (Christian) worldview with other universal worldviews.
Marshall Sahlins in his (scathing) 2008 book on the Western
understanding of human nature, viz. The Western Illusion of Human
Nature, explicates the arrogance of the West in historical perspective.

“For more than two millennia, the peoples we call “Western” have been
haunted by the specter of their own inner being: an apparition of human nature
so avaricious and contentious that, unless it is somehow governed, it will reduce
society to anarchy. The political science of the unruly animal has come for
themost part in two contrasting and alternating forms: either hierarchy
or equality, monarchical authority or republican equilibrium: either a
system of domination that (ideally) restrains people’s natural self-interest by
an external power; or a self-organizing system of free and equal powers whose
opposition (ideally) reconciles their particular interests in the common interest....
I claim it is a specifically Western metaphysics, for it supposes an opposition
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between nature and culture that is distinctive to the West and contrastive with
the many other peoples who think beasts are basically human rather than
humans are basically beasts—for them there is no “nature,” let alone one that
has to be overcome.”

(Sahlins 2008:1,2) (italics ours)

The Dhārmic nature of the Sacred
So much has been written (and much yet to be written) on the sacred
nature of the dhārmic civilization that it is impossible to discuss all its
varied perspectives. The Vedic civilization is built on the fundamental
basis of the Veda-s, the oral-signified chants of primordial origin
that encapsulate the “vibrational” basis of cosmological existence.
Currently around 12 śākhā-s of 1131 branches (∼1%) are extant.
The śāstra-s (basis-knowledge) and śrauta (practice-centric) literature
form the basis of the śruti – and are of divine origin. The smṛti
genre of interpretive literature, the darśana texts and meta-texts
also describe this immanent “sacred” in variegated dimensionality.
All of the upāsanā (praxis) genres (stotra and mantra-s) of literature
are experiential entry points to the sacred dimension. The darśana-s
and associated related literatures are also based on this “essential”
sense of the sacred and attempt to discuss and describe this essence
multi-dimensionally. This all-encompassing sacrality of the dhārmic
nature of knowledge and its vast literatures is unquestionable to
anyone living in this land. The geography and history of this land
are also considered to be sacred. The deeply practical culture of
learning and embodied living that is unique to dhārmic living has
at its core - the sacred. To even postulate that the sacred is an
externally manifested man-made attribution (the nature of pavitratā)
is impossible to conceive, unless of course, one has the requisite
motives to do so. It is the very nature of the cosmos. Any uninhibited,
motive-free human in his natural state will acknowledge its presence.
To deny this essence is neither groundbreaking nor innovative. It
can be at best considered a willful display of hubris and derision
masquerading as scholarship.

The Sociological Dimension
A critical discursive dimension of the desacralisation narrative is to
focus on the social ills of society and attribute them to the core tenets
of the dhārmic society. The manufacture of causation attributable to
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the core structures is a standard academic trope. Poverty, illness,
colonization, social stratification etc. — all of these are generally
attributed to thenature of dharma. This discourse normally entails that
dharma and its sense of the sacred make society weak. The stronger
way for a society is violence and conquest – the recommendedWestern
way. The philological methods of Sheldon Pollock aim at excavating
(via political philology) sociological ills through creative analysis of
texts. A prescriptive application (via Liberation Philology) of Western
sociological constructs is presented as “solution” to these ills. This in
short - is the essence of the neo-Orientalist discourse.
Programs of “liberation” (The White Man’s Burden) have been the
standard colonial socio-experimentation used by the colonial powers
of Europe to justify the excesses of primitive violence and greed.
During the past twomillennia, similar “programs” were used to justify
slavery, the crusades, native-American genocide and various other
violent enterprises sponsored by the Church and theWest in its various
forms – and forms of it are seen today in its (that ofWest) interferences
across the world (in the guise of world peace, human-rights etc.).
Aurobindo’s essay on Social Reform is one of the earliest and is possibly
one of the more coherent responses to the Westernization discourse.

“Reform is not an excellent thing in itself as many Europeanized intellects
imagine; neither is it always safe and good to stand unmoved in the ancient
paths as the orthodox obstinately believe. Reform is sometimes the first step to the
abyss, but immobility is the most perfect way to stagnate and to putrefy.
Neither is moderation always the wisest counsel: the mean is not always
golden. It is often a euphemism for purblindness, for a tepid indifference
or for a cowardly inefficiency.”

(Aurobindo 1890-1910:Social Reform) (italics ours)

This (in my opinion) is to be acknowledged as Aurobindo’s prescient
response to the exercise of Liberation Philology - which prescribes the
import of Western societal constructs as solutions to ills of dhārmic
society. Solutions need to be wrought using internal mechanisms, not
imported.

“Neither antiquity nor modernity can be the test of truth or the test of
usefulness. All the Rishis do not belong to the past; the Avatars still come;
revelation still continues.”

(Aurobindo 1890-1910:Social Reform)
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Manu has been the primary target of this “liberation” discourse -
the principal target of the subalterns, the postmodernists and the
favorite whipping boy of the dalit-studies programs. Smṛti-s need to
be rewritten contextually – there definitely is a need to recalibrate
“details” of practice in cognizance of changes in society. The role
of specific customs also need to be questioned and if possible re-
contextualized without losing sight of the underlying motivation and
intent. Aurobindo gives a veritable prescription to address societal ills
in the Indian context via Indian sociological frameworks. Does blind
following of customs constitute dharma or is the opposition to all of it
dharma? What is the balance? How do we seek evolutionary harmony?
What then, is the direction of social reform? Aurobindo has sagely
advice.

“Men have long been troubling themselves about social reform and
blameless orthodoxy, and orthodoxyhas crumbledwithout social reform
being effected. But all the time God has been going about India getting
His work done in spite of the talking. Unknown to men the social revolution
prepares itself, and it is not in the direction they think.”

(Aurobindo 1890-1910:Social Reform) (italics ours)

Discussion
The preceding sections help understand the nature of the sacred in a
Western sense and also in the dhārmic sense. The Western experience
with Christianity has influenced almost all of its anthropological and
sociological discourse. Even the supposedly objective discourse of
Science is influenced at its core by the experiences ofWestern religion.
Both Balagangadhara and C.K.Raju have reached similar conclusions
using distinctly different approaches - the deeply (Christian) religious
nature of modernity and science. Though not apparent in external
trappings, surface structures and symbols, the root model of order (to
use Balagangadhara’s terminology) governing Western society today
is the same – religion (Christianity) – since nearly two millennia. Even
the superficially secular socio-models ofMarxism have primarily been
theoretical constructs with relatively shallow practical impact (the
reign of the USSR notwithstanding). None of these Western models
have yet to shake off their “religious” core. The structures of power,
influence and (most importantly) learning - all derive from the same
root model of order.
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The perspectives that are allowed by the introduction of the construct
of a configuration of learning are exceedingly illuminating. Any society
governed by the book requires theorization as essential basis for any
sort of knowledge. The “written” has supremacy over experience
and empirical proof. Western science at its core is a religion. Most
of the “fundamental” learning is theoretical; all of mathematics is
theoretical and axiomatically biased (assumptions of the nature of
logic and inference are peculiar to the West). The theories of science
too are of similar nature. Technology, driven by the materialistic and
consumptive nature of capitalism, ignores most of the “biased basics”
which govern science and mathematics. Its role is of an “applied”
nature, limited to manipulating in the best possible manner (profit
motives of capitalism) some principles (however incorrect) derived
from theoretical science. Technology does not promise or guarantee
perfection or universal correctness, but performs within well-defined
limits. The relentless cycles of consumption and waste that drive
capitalism also drive the ever improving (but forever imperfect) cycles
of technology.
The dhārmic nature of knowledge and learning is of a fundamentally
different nature. How? It is about understanding and acknowledging
the complete nature of reality (and the limited nature of human senses).
Techniques and practices developed by Vedic masters over millennia
to help understand the dimensions of reality (in the dhārmic systems,
consciousness is the fundamental reality, not materialism) require, as
a result, a learning culture that is experiential having a practical — not
theoretical — basis.
Traditional learning is achieved through a personal guru (gurukula-s),
wherein the teacher imparts knowledge that is contextual to the
learner and is primarily on the experiential plane. As Indian learning is
mostly around the planes of practice (including those activities which
involve the transcending of the physically apparent dimensions),
it depends on ritual as its primary carrier. The notion of ritual is
central to the Indian “learning” experience. The notion of the sacred
thus becomes much more important to a practical culture than to a
theoretical culture.
In the Western system of Religion, control is centralized and the
notions of knowledge and identifications of the sacred are by
“consensus & decree”. Similar underlying structures and phenomena
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can be seen in the praxis of Science (academic journals, the Nobel
Prize etc.) too. The dhārmic notion of sacred is essential for “practice”
and underlies all human action. Without it, the learning (practice)
culture will not have survived. Oral tradition is one among multiple
modes of knowledge transmission (textual, oral and other modes (the
śaktipāt). The sacred underlies all of these transmission modes. The
configuration of learning and practice is a fundamental structural
difference. Once one grasps this, it becomes all the more obvious why
the notion of the sacred is essential in dhārmic societies.
The neo-Orientalists are (as should be apparent by now) only
continuing the theoretical exercises driven by the religion-centric
root model of order governing the West. The desacralisation that has
happened in the West via Science has only succeeded in transferring
the “theoretical sacred” notions from religion to the edifice of Science.
The deeper structures – learning configuration and root models of
order – are essentially the same. The need to desacralize is important
in theoretical cultures, and especially so when there is any encounter
with an “other religion”. Orientalism of the preceding centuries was
precisely this reaction. Indology and its school under discussion (neo-
Orientalism) are only continuing this exercise. Academic discourse is
the “intellectual”mechanismprovided byWestern structure to enable
systematic engagement with the other. The framework needed to
assert control and co-opt (digest) the dhārmic other into the prevalent
Western universalist discourse is thus made possible. In the light of
this new understanding, Indology can be seen to be a peculiar form of
(structural) anthropology – to explain a distributed, practice-oriented
learning culture in terms of a centralized theoretical learning culture.

Implications
From a dhārmic perspective, the essential nature of the human as
conceived by the West is very limited. The understanding of the
complete nature of reality is also limited. The structure of learning
that underlies the West is theoretical in its essential nature. The
peculiarity of the (Western, Christian) assumptions that underlie
Western Mathematics and Science is well known. The material
artifacts that signify the superiority of the Western worldview in
recent centuries (mostly driven by need for conquest and plunder)
is the primary reason that the dominant discourse today is Western
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in nature. The academic structures of the West lie at the forefront of
this conquest. The role of the neo-Orientalists is critical for continuing
the Western-universalist world-view. India’s core dhārmic structure
has been under theoretical onslaught since the inception of Indology.
Even after centuries of European colonization, the dhārmic structures
have not succumbed to these frontal attacks. Not only does swadeshi
scholarshipneed to address the arguments of theWest but also address
those of the (West-trained) ethnically Indian (sepoy) scholars. As
recently conceptualized, 70 years of independent India has produced
five “waves” of sepoy-assisted Western interpretation of dhārmic
systems. Should these waves of Western interpretation be allowed to
interpret events and influence media and other channels (academia)
unopposed? Is it not time that these theories be analyzed from a
swadeshi perspective and dealt with on our own terms? Should these
Western ideas continue to influence the dhārmic discourse? It is thus
appropriate, now, that we reflect on Sahlins’ succinct description of
the Western understanding of human nature.

“It’s all been a huge mistake. My modest conclusion is that Western
civilization has been largely constructed on a mistaken idea of “human nature.”
(Sorry, beg your pardon; it was all a mistake.) It is probably true,
however, that this perverse idea of human nature endangers our existence.”

(Sahlins 2008:112) (italics ours)

Conclusion
The discussion of the nature of the desacralisation attempted by neo-
Orientalist scholarship required investigation of the conceptual struc-
tures that underlie Western civilization. Interesting core structures
which have a basis in the Western idea of religion are revealed. The
intellectual evolution of the West via the path of Science required the
creation of alternative discursive structures that would transfer the
Western notion of the sacred (along withmany other structures) from
religion to science. The theoretical process of desacralisation, via the
rhetorical devices of the humanities and the (anthropological) social-
sciences has been evolving over centuries. These devices have been
innovatively used by Western scholarship to intellectually dismantle
other civilizations historically. The Indian experience of this “scholar-
ship” via the schools of Indology in its various avatars is slowly being
acknowledged to be a civilizational threat.
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This academic discourse and the resulting “practical” process of
desacralisation will continue, for, it is part of the proselytizing nature
of the Western root model of order. From a swadeshi perspective,
it is important to acknowledge this reality. Scholarship, which
acknowledges these realities and provides coherent narratives, based
on dhārmic root models of order, practice-centric configurations
of learning and the dhārmic ethos, are essential. The variegated
conception and perception of the “sacred” based on practice-oriented
(ritual) dhārmic knowledge systemsmust be the primary basis for the
all-encompassing syncretic nature of dhārmic society. There should be no
compromise.
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Abstract
Among the primary themes Prof. Sheldon Pollock explores in hiswork,
the relationship between culture and power in pre-modern India
remains the linchpin of his arguments to build a case for many of his
rather startling theories. Upon a closer examination of his thesis, one
observes his proclivity to base ideas on a rather small subset of data,
but build upon them sweeping generalisations that address the largest
of questions. Thusly, Culture becomes equivalent to the set Language
and to a narrower subset Literature – kāvya. Similarly, even though
he briefly mentions Power in context of rājya only once at the very
beginning of his magnum opus The Language of Gods in the World of Men,
the former is not seen through the lens of traditional paradigms even
once thereafter, but finds itself explored through anachronistic socio–
political models of legitimation, socialisation and communication. His
complete devaluation of the place and value of the pāramārthika, his
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casual dismissal of the entire oral tradition that precedes written
documentation, and hence, positioning kāvya as something that was
‘invented’ at the beginning of C.E; his imperious assertion that ‘writing
claims an authority oral cannot’ and its association with power while
his seasonable use of linking the oral tradition of Vedic recital with
oppression; his further dismissal of any metrical, thematic or lyrical
creation that doesn’t fit his arbitrarily defined parameters for what
constitutes kāvya, all show a predisposition to select and fit time-
honoured features of a native culture into his pre-defined models, of
which the model of Desacralisation of Sanskrit is one that the authors
of this paper seek to explore.

1 Introduction
One of the great keys of the ancient Indian spiritual wisdom has
been the recognition, understanding and development of a supremely
profound relationship among the triptych – svarāj, samrāj and
svadharma. To agnize the true nature of the Self, its sovereign power
and truly master it – svarāj; to discover and decipher the relationship
between the Within and Without and hence mould and govern the
world outside – samrāj; and to do so, in harmony and concord with
one’s own pneuma and esse – svadharma, constitute the rungs of the
triad, be it for an individual or for a collective. It is this svadharma
that lends the characteristic signature, especially to the collective
soul and distinguishes it from other sets. One has seen this in what
every culture has uniquely contributed to the progress of the human
race. In the very choice and manner in which a culture frames its
biggest questions and seeks to pursue them, one can see the distinctive
traits of its peoples. If the ancient Graeco–Roman culture used the
intellectual andmental planes as primary expressions of theirmarrow,
India, in her odyssey, aspired not only for tellurian happiness of man
but also sought the path to it through the loftiest and grandest of
conceptions. The infiniteworld of the Spirit has been India’s domain to
discover andmanifest in forms that have been innumerably grand and
precise and beautiful. As Sri Aurobindowrites (Sri Aurobindo 1997:56),

“India’s central conception is that of the Eternal, the Spirit here incased
in matter, involved and immanent in it and evolving on the material
plane by rebirth of the individual up the scale of being till in mental man
it enters theworld of ideas and realm of consciousmorality, dharma. This
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achievement, this victory over unconscious matter develops its lines,
enlarges its scope, elevates its levels until the increasing manifestation
of the sattwic or spiritual portion of the vehicle of mind enables the
individualmental being inman to identify himselfwith the pure spiritual
consciousness beyond Mind. India’s social system is built upon this
conception; her philosophy formulates it; her religion is an aspiration
to the spiritual consciousness and its fruits; her art and literature have
the sameupward look; herwhole dharma or law of being is founded upon
it.”

Any study of a culture needs to recognize the essential characteristics
of its object of study, and it can be no different for studies about
India. While canons and staggeringly huge volumes of works spanning
the widest range of domains, including not only new creations but
also penetrating and incisive analysis and commentaries — have
been produced as a part of her oeuvre by her people, exchange
and conflict with the Occident has seen, especially in the last
millennium, interpretations and reviews that have often repeatedly
painted radically different, and at times, inimical and hostile, pictures
of India. In this time worn conflict, Europe, with its increasing turn
towards and eventual consumption by materialism, has repeatedly
cast its trademark lens to dissect and fractionate Indian tropes. The
imperialistic hegemony it foisted across India and the rest of Asia
typifies the pinnacles of its utilitarian and avaricious outlook. Theperil
this idée fixe with materialism poses has taken new forms and shapes
with the rise of capitalist America, which perpetuates the old order
with new morphology.
Sheldon Pollock represents the best of this new affixation. In using
models of power to analyse culture, Pollock does not venture too far
away from his European predecessors, though his conclusions as seen
in his work “Deep Orientalism” and on the Rāmāyaṇa are outright
shocking and asinine. Through the theories he discards and templates
he uses to construct the history – a new history – of Sanskrit, as well as
his explicit motives that we will consider in this paper, Pollock clearly
demonstrates his intent to see Asian phenomena explained in terms
of parallels with European vernacularisation on the one hand and his
construct of Cosmopolis – one clearly cannot escape the Greek/Latin
significance of even thisword – on the other, even though he professes
to be the one who will give us a different theory of pre-modern India.
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If Pollock’s predecessors sought to Europeanise and thoroughly
colonise the very character of India, Pollock himself seems determined
to give us a version of our story that is cleansed of native, formative
elements, separated as far away as possible from intuitive, instinctive
features of our distinct culture and is replete with influences of the
‘good’ Outsider. One wonders if his learning of Sanskrit has no other
purpose except to facilitate this irresponsible theorization.
The clash of ideas between the West and the East on what constitutes
the sacred is a manifestation of the deeper lack of understanding
between them about the fundamental difference that drives the
very mind and soul of the two natures. There can be no doubt
that some of the greatest achievements of the mind have emerged
from Western thinking that has championed Intellect, Reason and
Rationality – fine organs of the Mind. Western philosophies and her
sciences, politics and economics are testament to this, while the
models and categorization they employ bear this out repeatedly.
For such a mind to recognize that a people seek to base their
life on something that transcends its highest and most valuable
force, requires a sincerity that is willing to set aside its passion and
prejudice and approach that which is dissimilar to it. And, there
have been several such sympathetic minds which have trod that
path, be it Will Durant or Paul Brunton, or even Swami Vivekananda
who powerfully carried the ideas of the East to the West. The
eastern soul recognizes that the mind itself is an instrument of
the Spirit. It champions man’s search for happiness beyond sensory
and intellectual pleasures. It is this ethos that drives its external
reflections as well, in her philosophies, religions, arts and sciences.
This difference between the two approaches has at times led to
enriching exchange of ideas and influences, just as there have been
prolonged periods of clashes that have played out in arenas of the
intellect and culture as well as that of the political and economic.
What the West sees as sacred, what it considers corporeal and
the separation between the two finds different base in the Indian
thought process, where the pāramārthika, vyāvahārika and prātibhāsika
conceptions profoundly capture this distinction in a very MECE
(mutually exclusive, collectively exhaustive) way, several millennia
before McKinsey even coined the acronym.
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2 Desacralization of Sanskrit
In his 2006 book The Language of the Gods in the World of Men,
Pollock presents a picture of contrast between the use of Sanskrit in
ancient India before and after the Common Era, separated by events
purported to have occurred around the onset of the new millennium.
His portrayal of ancient India is one that is boilerplate, charged
with Brahmanical oppression and ritualization. He is determined in
depicting Sanskrit as a language which had no worldly use apart
from the sacerdotal, an especially absurd and unbelievable charge,
considering the sheer range of work that exists in matters apart from
sacred material from the period.

“Sanskrit probably never functioned as an everyday medium of
communication anywhere in the cosmopolis—not in SouthAsia itself, let
alone Southeast Asia — nor was it ever used (except among the literati)
as a bridge- or link- or trade language like other cosmopolitan codes such
as Greek, Latin, Arabic, and Chinese. And aside from the inscriptions,
which have larger purposes, there is little evidence that it was ever used
as the language of practical rule; tasks such as chancery communication
or revenue accounting seem to have been accomplished,”

(Pollock 2006:14).

Insisting that grammar was a tool of this hegemony, Pollock is very
clear in establishing a temporal gulf between the use of Sanskrit for
sacerdotal elements alone during BCE and for worldly affairs during
the advent of the first millennium CE, even as he implicitly locates its
origins outside India. The conception of a unity and ancient India’s
philosophy, religion, arts and sciences and aspects of Life emerging
from her chief pursuit of the Spirit is not even given a passing thought
and thusly, Pollock creates a very bizarre picture of India’s past, where
her chief pursuits for millennia seem to be exclusively limited to the
religious and ritualistic. This intentional colouring with the sacred
alone of India in BCE goes in tandemwith Brahmanical oppression and
excessive ritualization and its significance becomes apparent when
Pollock uses this backdrop to focus on the non-sacred, liberating role
of kāvya during the CE. Thus, in Pollock’s work, it is never the co-
existence of both, and percase sway of one over the other, but a clear
absence of kāvya in the earlier parts of BCE.
As one wonders how such a divide is possible in light of the
composition of the epics and other luminous material including
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various śāstra-s composed during the BCE period, Pollock renders a
story where he considers the pāramārthika sat and vyāvahārika sat,
chooses to focus – on the latter with a near complete disconnect
between the two to the point of not admitting any influence of the
former on the latter,while comparing them toVico’s concepts (Pollock
2006:2). With his interpretation that literature and non-literature
were acutely separated from each other, Pollock mounts a case for
treating literature and kāvya as that which represented a clear break
from the older order and heralded the beginning of the use of Sanskrit
for worldly matters (Pollock 2006:5)

“A sharp distinction between literature and non-literature was both
discursively and practically constructed by those who made, heard, and
read texts in premodern SouthAsia, and it iswith that construction—out
of a methodological commitment to vyāvahārika sat, to taking seriously
what they took seriously— that a history of their culture and powermust
begin.”

Not only is this idea manifestly ill-founded and wrong but, in
Pollock’s work, sets the ball rolling for ascribing to kāvya!and praśasti,
features that enabled to exaggeratedly desacralize Sanskrit during the
last centuries of BCE, and give him the platform to propound the
Cosmopolis theory. His theorization is based on flimsy grounds as
kāvya is not as divorced from Veda as Pollock would have one believe,
though his peremptory tone is ever present (Pollock 2006:81)

“Inscriptions, testimonia, citations in literature, philology, the history
of literary theory—every piece of evidence hard and soft thus requires
locating the origins of kāvya in the very last centuries B.C.E., perhaps as
much as a millennium after the Sanskrit language is believed to have
first appeared in the subcontinent. Only an ideology of antiquity and
the cultural distinction conferred by sheer age have induced scholars
to move them back appreciably before this date—a move that requires
conjecture every step of the way and the most fragile gossamer of
relative dating.”

No doubt the themes and forms of kāvya are laukika too, but as seen
from the traditionalist dating of the ādikāvya Rāmāyaṇa itself, neither
is it the invention of the new order in CE nor is it a tool of power in the
manner of Pollock’s description.
The pattern of desacralisation of Sanskrit in Pollock’swork thus begins
with the clear demarcation between kāvya and the sacred, while
characterizing the older Vedic order as oppressive and ritualistic;
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relying on oral transmission and grammar as agents of the exclusivity
they sought to guard. With the advent of writing and kāvya, the
inventions of the new millennium in CE and the impetus provided
by rulers who came from outside the Vedic order, Pollock believes
Sanskrit was freed from the Vedic domination and could now be used
by the common man. But what is more startling than these atypical
hypotheses are the features Pollock attributes to the liberated,
cosmopolitan Sanskrit – features of globalization – that enable him
to make an open call for a secularized language that is cleansed of
native, indigenous associations, and wearing only those intonations
post colonialists such as Pollock see as convenient.
Desacralization of Sanskrit in The Language of the Gods in theWorld ofMen
is problematic, right in the book’s Index. The detail for “desacralization
of ”, under the Index-item “Sanskrit language” reads 62, 73-74, 74n70,
101, 170 (Pollock 2006:677). This is erroneous on two counts:

1. “Desacralization” (or any of its forms) does not occur either on
page 101 or in footnote 70 on page 74.

2. “Desacralization” occurs in page 70, perhaps one of the more, if
not the most important occurrences contextually, which is not
indexed.

These errors, which might be more typographical than intentional,
of detailing that which does not exist while missing that which exists, is
eerily symptomatic of Pollock’s scholarship about Sanskrit: detailing
that which did not exist (or existed to an extentmuch lesser thanwhat
he would like one to believe) – the Political, while missing or choosing
to severely underplay that which exists – the Sacred.
The contexts of occurrences of “Desacralization” or any of its
forms (Pollock 2006: 61-62, 69-70, 73-74, 170) are though, clear
markers of Pollock’s theorization of the “Desacralization of Sanskrit
language” and are strikingly relevant and revealing for this targeted
pūrvapakṣa effort. A thorough scrutiny of Pollock’s work — including
identifying internal inconsistencies in his scholarship vis-à-vis his
own positions, instantiating distortions through mistranslations or
based on unsubstantiated claims, clear biases and dicey models
— are aided by the findings in Malhotra (2006), with regard to
desacralization, i.e. removal of the Sacred from Sanskrit. Rajiv
Malhotra’s work (Malhotra 2016: 126-127, 204-207) demystifies
Pollock’s obfuscated writings, culminating in a neat tabulation ‘kāvya
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theorymilestone’ contrasting the ‘Tradition’s position’ with ‘Pollock’s
position for the First Thirty Years’ and ‘Pollock’sMost Recent Position’
across epochs marked by the Veda-s, Nāṭyaśāstra, Abhinavagupta and
Rupa Gosvāmin and outline the extent of ground already covered
related to the study of the subject matter.

3 Addendum: Further analysis of Desacrali-
sation

3.1 Internal inconsistencies in data

In the specific scope of Desacralization of Sanskrit, two clear
inconsistencies present themselves on close examination, their
significance to his conclusions being almost self-evident.
3.1.1 Restrictions – Yes or No?

Consider the very opening of Pollock’s Introduction to his book
(Pollock 2006:1); in just the first three lines of the Introduction
Pollock theorizes, or rather declares, in language quite emphatic
and admitting to little doubt, that Sanskrit was definitely “restricted
to religious practice” until it was “reinvented as a code for
literary and political expression” during a specific “moment” —
precisely, the beginning of the Common Era — and that the
whole point of his book, rather his attempt, is to understand
this “moment”, and another 72 pages follow with arduous topics
and theorization – “Culture, Power (Pre)modernity”, “The Cosmopolitan
in Theory and Practice”, “The Vernacular in Theory and Practice”,
“Theory, Metatheory, Practice, Metapractice”, “Precosmopolitan Sanskrit:
Monopolization and Ritualization”, “From resistance to appropriation”,
“Expanding the Prestige Economy of Sanskrit” – before inclusion of a
statement about desacralization, that seems to clearly undermine
Pollock’s own declaration in the first four lines of the Introduction:

“It may ultimately be impossible to decide whether long-standing
discursive restrictions rather than religious preferences explain the
absence of Sanskrit from early Indian epigraphy, or whether recently
arrived ruler lineages were the first to breakwith vaidika convention and
desacralize Sanskrit in the interests of a new cultural politics.”

(Pollock 2006:73)
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How exactly can one reconcile this belief with his earlier declaration
that Sanskrit was long “restricted to religious practice”, which
evidently becomes his basis and a prerequisite for that first ‘moment’
of transformation that he laboriously analyzes? Would Pollock hence
at least concede that it may be proportionately “impossible to decide”
whether his first “moment” of transformation really occurred theway
he has proposed?

3.1.2 Veda and Kāvya – Does Difference mean Discontinuity?

After the above inconsistency, the chapters that immediately follow
– “From Liturgy to Literature” and “Literary Language as a Closed Set” – is
where Pollock locates bulk of his considerations specific to the “origin
of” kāvya, and in the process presents another clear inconsistency.
Consider these two passages in adjacent pages:

“To this degree, at least, it is correct to refer to kāvya as the “direct
descendant of the Vedic mantra”…some commonalities with what
preceded it must clearly be acknowledged”

(Pollock 2006:76)

“Accordingly, if we are to grasp what premodern Indians understood
by kāvya—the vyāvahārika sat of the term—and reconstruct its particular
history, we must be careful to not make kāvya a continuation of the
Veda by this worldly means and must avoid incautious generalization
about its “Vedic effect”, to which much kāvya anyway shows complete
indifference.”

(Pollock 2006:77)

If a person endorses that kāvya can, to some degree, be a direct
descendant of Veda, with which it shares commonality, how can the
same person suggest that one must be careful to not make kāvya a
continuation of Veda? A careful reading of the reasoning provided
between the above two inconsistent positions, would show why it is
less reasoning and more intellectual sleight:

“In the Sanskrit critical tradition itself kāvya came to be theorized
as a species of discourse fundamentally different from the Veda,
the consummate instance of this conceptualization being the account
by the great synthesizer King Bhoja, discussed below (section 3).
Both theoretically and pragmatically the tradition drew a clear and
untranscendable line dividing Veda from kāvya, and in fact from every
other kind of textuality. According to the influential tenets of Mīmāṃsā
(the last centuries B.C.E.), the Veda was produced by no agent human or
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divine; as such, it cannot have any authorial intention (vivakṣā, literally,
desire to speak), which is a constitutive element of kāvya. The same
strong distinction between Veda and kāvya was made pragmatically,
too. Before the modern era, the Veda was never read as kāvya, never
cited in anthologies, never adduced as exemplary in literary textbooks;
in fact, the Veda was expressly denied to be kāvya: “It is not the mere
capacity for producing meaning as such that enables a text to be called
kāvya,” argued the philosopher Abhinavagupta in the early eleventh
century. “That is why we never apply the term to everyday discourse
or the Veda.” This is so, as Sanskrit theory takes pains to point out,
because the rhetorical, discursive, aesthetic, and affective purposes
of kāvya are entirely different from those of the Veda. Although
Indian thinkers, like their Western counterparts, argued incessantly
over how to frame an absolute and essential definition of this new
and different kind of language usage—they were unsure whether this
essence was to be located in figuration (alaṇkāra), style (rīti), suggestion
(dhvani), aestheticized emotion (rasa), propriety (aucitya), or something
else altogether—they all agreed that it could be specifiedwithin a system
of contrasts. It is something different from śāstra (the discourse of
systematic thought), from itihāsa (accounts of the way things were), and
from śruti, the extant Vedic texts (those still available to be “heard”).”

(Pollock 2006:76) (emphasis ours)

When carefully observed, one notices that the key conclusion from the
above is the emphasized portion. Pollock’s sleight is in the fact that he
uses the basis that proves ‘difference’, in order to propose and justify
‘discontinuity.’ A simple example should suffice to make the point:
A daughter is certainly ‘different’ from her father; there certainly is
a ‘clear and untranscendable line’ (of physicality, at the very least)
between a daughter and father. Can the ‘difference’ however become
proof to propose emphatically that the daughter is not a continuation
of her father? Isn’t Pollock’s position, in addition to being inconsistent
with another position of his own, also forced and unnatural?

3.2 Instantiating Pollock’s Distortions

Two instances of translation-related category-level distortions –
distortions clearly visible when read vis-à-vis the account of
unarguably one of the more credible (published) Insider voices of
the twentieth century with regard to Sanskrit Literature, author
of the seminal book History of Classical Sanskrit Literature viz. M.
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Krishnamachariar – are particularly striking and should be a clear
indicator of Pollock’s motives. In addition to the two translation-
related distortions, the distortions he induces about Writing, Orality
and Kavi are addressed.

3.2.1 Translations of Śravya and Dṛśya

Krishnamachariar’s English translation of the terms Śravya and Dṛśya,
in the context of one way of classifying kāvya, is as follows: “Kāvya
is Śravya or Dṛśya, literally audible or visible” (Krishnamachariar
1937:79). For anyone from an Indian language speaking upbringing
and with only an elementary Sanskrit knowledge, these translations
– Śravya: Audible and Dṛśya : Visible – should be almost intuitive and
hardly problematic. Note here that “Audible” and “Visible” are clearly
mutually exclusive – they represent primarily, two distinct ways of
perceiving, and reflect simply, nature as is visible to anyone willing to
see it plainly.
Pollock’s English translations for these terms, and their context,
make for interesting reading; for, it at once demonstrates not only
a particular sleight in his method, ‘the Pūrvapakṣa trap’ (to give his
method a name), but also a clue of his underlying motive:

“Consider first the old binary of Sanskrit literary theory — dating from
the seventh century at the latest and never questioned in the tradition
— that represents kāvya as one of only two types, something seen (dṛśya,
i.e., drama) or something heard (śravya, i.e., recitative);…”

(Pollock 2006:84)

Before getting to the translation of Śravya and Dṛśya one finds in the
quote above, the method he has employed here is quite remarkable.
The whole quote, if one reads it carefully, is written in a form so
that Pollock can claim that the quote is not his own siddhānta but
just his pūrvapakṣa. In other words, Pollock gives the appearance that
he is merely stating a fact from a tradition. While he does not make
explicit his source, the greater sleight in his method is that as he
builds the trap, by appearing to be simply quoting from a tradition,
his own English translations of the categories are quietly sneaked
in, in parenthesis. Given that Pollock does not make explicit in here
his source, a common reader cannot actually check whether the
translation is a motivated one or whether it is being faithful to the
source from the tradition, the latter, a backdoor he appears to expertly
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build for himself evenwhile the translations get an academic sanction.
Yet, there are at least three hints to believe these translations might
indeed be motivated or at least something he upholds, and not just a
translation-consequence of a faithful pūrvapakṣa: the translations also
appear, outside the quote, in the Index; the phrase that completes the
above quote – that “…there is no category for literature as something
read.”; the actual translations of Śravya: as “Recitative” and Dṛśya: as
“Drama”. Contrast Krishnamachariar’s intuitive translation for Śravya
– Audible – with the translation Pollock has included – Recitative;
while they may appear closely related when observed casually, they
are actually markedly different. Including the distortion of Śravya as
Recitative (roughly, Oral) and Dṛśya as Drama allows Pollock to lend
a certain impact to his Siddhānta – that “there is no category for
literature as something read” – because Dṛśya, having become ‘Drama’
instead of ‘Visible’, can effectively nullify any claim for tradition
having factored in a category for ‘literature as something read’
(as ‘something read’ would certainly be encompassed in ‘Visible’);
and Śravya, having become ‘Recitative’ (i.e. roughly, Oral) provides
the necessary contrasting context to something that is read. It is
important to acknowledge here that translating Dṛśya as Drama is not
Pollock’s original handiwork. Yet, merely claiming innocence on that
ground would hardly suffice, especially given Pollock is clearly aware
of Krishnamachariar, whom he relegates, though, to a foot note.

3.2.2 Translation of Mahākāvya

Mahākāvya is translated as “Courtly epic” in Pollock(2006). The
contexts of appearances ofmahākāvya in his book (Pollock 2006:70, 86,
98–99, 302–303) are quite revealing, such as in the case of translations
of ‘Śravya’ and ‘Dṛśya’, where Pollock sneaked in, as demonstrated
earlier, translations while appearing to be doing pūrvapakṣa of a
tradition, in the case of mahākāvya too, he does something similar:
again, without providing the specific source of what he has referred
to as “credible tradition”, he sneaks in a translation of mahākāvya
– as “Courtly epics”. The extent of this distortion is easily grasped
when the translation found in Pollock’s book is contrasted with
the definition for mahākāvya deduced in English, by an Insider such
as Krishnamachariar, from his translation of the characteristics of
mahākāvya, as specified by Daṇḍin in his Kāvyādarśa and Viśvanātha
in his Sāhityadarpaṇa. Krishnamachariar, in summarizing, writes:
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“Shortly stated, amahākāvya is a writing of considerable length, varying
description and elaborate conclusion, embracing a narrative, theological
or historical and is divided into Sargas or Cantos for convenience of
narration. A poem that falls short of the several particulars that are
required to make up a mahākāvya is called laghukāvya or a Minor Poem.
Among these Minor Poems many are lyrical or didactic and these are
treated in later chapter. In the following chapters, the history of poetry
is traced by a chronological mention of writers of kāvya and rūpaka.”

(Krishnamachariar 1937:81)

A direct association of mahākāvya with “Court”, as found in Pollock’s
scholarship, is conspicuously absent in an Insider’s translation from
primary sources. The implication of characterizing mahākāvya as
“Courtly” seems to complement well, Pollock’s desacralization agenda
and not the least, his theorization about the so-called invention of
kāvya, but is clearly in variance with the characteristics of the mahā-
kāvya as found in Kāvyādarśa of Daṇḍin, who is acknowledged by Pol-
lock himself, as being a key, influential part of Sanskrit kāvya tradi-
tion. Sanctioning the translation of mahākāvya as “Courtly epics” is
distortive not only when compared to an Insider’s (Krishnamachariar)
translation but also deviant from the translation of mahākāvya as
“poetry of the major form”, sanctioned by the author of “A History
of Classical Poetry: Sanskrit—Pāli—Prākrit” (1984), Siegfried Lienhard, to
whom Pollock refers to, almost as an authority (at least whose history
he deems as “standard narrative”), in fixing a date of a Sanskrit kāvya,
that date after which Pollock believes he can “say it unquestionably
existed” (Pollock 2006:80). This deviation in translation from Lienhard
is not an unimportant one because Pollock’s theorization of “a new
secularization” (Pollock 2006:89) for kāvya seems more like an exten-
sion of Lienhard’s characterization of the then prevalent atmosphere
– “strong secular atmosphere” (Lienhard 1984:57)) – when ‘poetic ac-
tivities’, according to Lienhard, shifted away from ‘Vedic poetry’, “a
clear break in tradition between Vedic and classical poetry” (Lienhard
1984:57). Pollock’s extension, though, is typically Pollockian: that is ex-
tremist and being conclusive without conclusive evidence. The period
of the so-called invention of kāvya, which, for Pollockwas conclusively
a “cultural political transformation” (Pollock 2006:89), was for Lien-
hard, a period about which it was “scarcely possible to arrive at any
definite conclusions” (Lienhard 1984:57).
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3.2.3 Writing in India before CE, Orality and the Sacred

Another example where Pollock is Pollockian, in the sense used
above, is his conclusion about writing being imported into India in
third century BCE (Pollock 2006:59,78,87). The importance and utter
significance of this to Pollock’s theorization about the beginnings
(according to him) of kāvya, and to his history of Sanskrit itself, cannot
be overstated. While he believes that writing in ancient India saw
its beginnings during the times of the Mauryan chancery (Pollock
2006:81), Pollock states that the creation of kāvya itself was possible
because of the introduction of writing (Pollock 2006:83, 86). Pollock
further historicizes kāvya and links with the “secularization” of
Sanskrit language itself:

“The point of historicizing the invention of kāvya is not to gratuitously
debunk claims to antiquity for Indian culture, as a certain oldOrientalism
sought to do in a way that pained Indian intellectuals from an early date.
It is to enable us to grasp the novelty of the cultural form, its place in
the wider developments of culture and power in the Śaka- Kuṣāṇa era,
and some of its meanings and effects, including a new secularization—
not too strong a word, and no anachronism—of the gods’ language, a
newmedium, and a new cultural politics. The worldly transformation of
Sanskrit made the language’s enormous expressive resources available
for describing the world of human action; writing preserved its new
products and made possible the dissemination of Sanskrit culture across
vast reaches of Asia. The new order of culture and power, dimly visible
in the fragmentary inscriptional record of the new dynasties of western
and northern India, set the fashion for an unprecedented way of using
Sanskrit for political and literary ends that would dominate in the
centuries to follow. We need not go as far as Lévi and Sircar, though
inscriptional evidence published since their day tends to confirm their
arguments, and not one new find has contradicted them.”

(Pollock 2006:89) (emphasis ours)

The last line of the last quote above is, again, quintessentially
Pollockian. His claim, about inscriptional evidence post Lévi and
Sircar, that ‘not one new find has contradicted them’ proves that
either Pollock has not fully read Richard Salomon’s book of 1998
(from which Pollock quotes though) or he has wilfully chosen to not
acknowledge/ignore findings (and theories thereof) – which Salomon
has included – thatmight undermine his positions. In the chapter “The
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antiquity of writing in India of the historical period” of his abovementioned
book, Salomon, in writing about newly found evidence, writes:

“However, a new body of material has recently come to light that seems
to support the older theory that Brahmi existed before Mauryan times,
that is, in the fourth century B.C. or possibly even earlier. This is a small
group of potsherds bearing short inscriptions, evidently proper names,
which were found in the course of excavations at Anuradhapura, Sri
Lanka in strata which are said to be securely assigned by radiocarbon
dating to the pre-Mauryan period. Various dates have been proposed for
these graffiti, ranging from the sixth to the early fourth century B.C. The
more recent publications on the subject have tended to favor the later
date within this range, but in any case, these inscriptions still seem to
show that Brahmi did indeed predate the Mauryan period.”

(Salomon 1998:12)

“In conclusion, both the literary and the epigraphic evidence for the
antiquity of historical writing in India are disappointingly inconclusive,
since virtually all of the testimony is in one way or another vague or
ambiguous. Probably the most cogent single piece of literary evidence
for writing before the Mauryan period is Panini’s reference to script
(lipi), although the uncertainties as to his date partially vitiate the
value of this testimony….However, the recent discovery, mentioned
above, of apparently pre-Mauryan graffiti in Sri Lanka has cast some
doubt upon this point of view….Like other proponents of pre-Mauryan
writing, Norman (279) attributes the absence of any surviving written
records before the time of Asoka to the fact that early writing was
primarily used for ephemeral documents. The practice of writing
monumental inscriptions on stone was presumably an innovation of
Asoka himself, possibly under the inspiration of the Achaemenian
empire of neighboring Iran. Before Asoka, writing was probably used
principally, if not exclusively, for economic and administrative, as
opposed to literary and monumental, purposes; perishable materials
such as palm leaves, tree bark, and (according to Nearchos) cloth, which
have little chance of surviving the rigors of the Indian climate,were used.
Thus, according to this view, we need not be surprised that no early
specimens of Indian writing have survived, and their absence does not
prove that they never existed.”

(Salomon 1998:13)

“In short, two schools of thought are dominant with regard to the
problem of the antiquity of writing in historical India. One side sees
no cogent archaeological or literary evidence for the existence of
writing, and particularly of Brahmi script, before the Mauryan period.
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The other camp finds this hard to accept on pragmatic grounds, and
moreover now sees archaeological evidence of pre-Mauryan Brahmi in
theAnuradhapura graffiti, which are allegedly datable to the early fourth
century B.C. at the latest. The issue remains unresolved, though it may
be hoped that further discussions and examinations of the new evidence
may ultimately lead to a consensus.”

(Salomon 1998:14)

Even before Salomon’s 1998 book, Subhash Kak, in his 1994 paper
makes some important observations about Brahmi script which
Pollock surely would have found hard to reconcile with his narrative,
if he had considered them:

“The Brahmi script as seen in the earliest surviving records was
systematic, reflecting the theories of Indian grammarians. Literary
evidence as well as signs on early punch-marked coins suggests that
writing in India during the second urbanization goes back much before
the middle of the first millennium B.C. The punch-marked coins use a
Harappan weight standard. The coins appear to have been originally
issued as silver blanks by traders and their weights were checked by
traders who put their own marks on the coins. By the sixth century B.C.
the kings began putting their own issuing marks on the coins.”

(Kak 1994:2)

In a book published 21 years after his 1994 paper, Kak further
obrserves:

“According to B.B. Lal, some marks that are apparently in Brahmi on
pottery in India go back to about 800 or 900 BC. The Indus script (also
called Harappan or Sarasvati) was used widely during 2600-1900 BC. Its
starting point has been traced back to 3300 BC and its use continued
sporadically into the late centuries of the second millennium BC.”

(Kak 2015:82)

“We know that writing was used in India prior to 500 BC. Written
characters are mentioned in Chāndogya and Taittirīya Upanishad, and
the Aitereya Āranyaka refers to the distinction between the various
consonant classes. The voluminous Vedic texts also contain hints of
writing in them. For example, Ṛgveda 10.71.4 says…”

(Kak 2015:83) (diacritics as in the original)

Pollock’s heavy leaning on “scholarly consensus” (Pollock 2006:59) –
which even the now-discredited Aryan Invasion Theory had at one
point of time – to support his chronological assumption regarding
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Brahmi syllabary, is symptomatic of one of his inherent biases, which
he tries hard to mask, by claiming to be merely reading native sources
— an effort which is, as is evident from the pattern of his scholarship,
selective at best while being clearly insufficient and unscientific, given
its heavy leanings on conjectural colonial chronology and its exclusion
of results from truly modern fields such as 21st century archeology,
DNA studies and computer-simulated literary astronomical evidence.
Asian countries have always valued orality as a powerful, faithful
agent of not only knowledge dissemination but also a vehicle of
cultural consciousness. Themanner inwhich learning, from the oldest
days of the Veda-s, has been preserved, enriched and transmitted
through oral forms is a singularly remarkable accomplishment,
representing the Asiatic genius. While this mode of transference
has been very coherently used across domains, including Vedic and
śāstra based creations, Pollock associates oral with the sole use for
sacerdotal purposes alone andunconvincinglywieldsmodern theories
to project writing and introduction of the manuscript culture as
the game changer that is simultaneous with the invention of kāvya.
By thus adding another feature to his clearly demarcated pattern –
Vedic/Brahmanic/oral/oppression-ritualization/old order-in-BCE as
that which marked the realm of sacred Sanskrit, Pollock holds writing
as the liberating agent that helped bring Sanskrit to the realms of
worldly use.
With kāvya playing the role of introducing Sanskrit to usage in worldly
domains, Pollock further narrows his already nominal and insufficient
data and category set to a particular form of kāvya viz. praśasti, the
Indian panegyric. Crediting the introduction of the praśasti to the
influence of the Śaka-s, the outsiders (who are the typical heroes in
Pollock’s narrative), he begins the application of his trademark lens of
power and its relation to culture to study the new role of Sanskrit in
this non-sacerdotal world as well as its spread thus casting his seal on
what constitutes a defining moment of change in the Indian history,
when Sanskrit descended into theworld ofmen from its sacred realms:

“The history of the Sanskrit language and its social sphere has long been
an object of interest to Sanskritists, for this is a curious history that
holds considerable theoretical interest. The Sanskrit cosmopolis did not
come into being simultaneously with the appearance of the Sanskrit
language. Its development was slow and tentative, and for it to come
about at all the very self-understanding of the nature and function of the
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“language of the gods,” as Sanskrit was known, had to be transformed.
Chapter 1 delineates the circumscribed domain of usage and access that
characterized the language from its earliest appearance in history to
the moment when this field was dramatically expanded around the
beginning of the Common Era. Ritualization (the restriction of Sanskrit
to liturgical and related scholastic practices) and monopolization (the
restriction of the language community, by and large, to the ritual
community) gave way to a new sociology and politicization of the
language just around the time that western Asian and central Asian
peoples were entering into the ambit of Sanskrit culture. Whether these
newcomers, the Śakas (Indo-Scythians) in particular, initiated these
processes or simply reinforced those already under way cannot be
determined from the available evidence. What is not in doubt is that it
was then that a new era—a cosmopolitan era—began,”

(Pollock 2006:12)

3.2.4 ‘Nothing suggests’: How about the manuscripts, the
destructions, the as yet unexcavated?

“Nothing suggests” is a usage that punctuates some of Pollock’s key
statements (Pollock 2006:79, 81, 86). While more than one thing and
one person, at least those shown in 3.2.3 above, clearly suggest a
date of Indic writing before 3rd century BCE, unless Pollock has read
all manuscripts believed to be extant, “over thirty million” (Pollock
2006:558) of them, unless Pollock knows exactly all that has been
destroyed in India, naturally or otherwise and unless Pollock knows
all that is yet to be excavated, isn’t the usage ‘nothing suggests’ only
too suggestive of Pollock’s “objectivity”?

3.2.5 ‘Kavi’: Erased from the memory of Premodern South
Asians

In the beginning of the chapter where Pollock claims to chronicle the
movement “from liturgy to literature”, Pollockmakes these incredible
declarations:

“The beginnings of vernacular literatures are especially vexatious — in
part because indigenist or nationalist thinking strives to find the deepest
historical roots possible — and require separate theoretical discussion
(chapter 8.1). But in the case of Sanskrit literature, too, most scholars
resist acknowledging invention. Assuming the truth of the schoolmen’s
tag ex nihilo nihil fit, they have long sought to provide an infinitely
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receding history to Sanskrit kāvya, or at least a very long genealogy
leading back into the Vedic period. From one perspective — though it
was one never adopted or even registered by people in premodern South
Asia — Veda and kāvya do share certain traits. The ancient seers of the
Veda are often referred to as kavi, the term later adopted for poet;”

(Pollock 2006:75)

Notwithstanding Pollock’s inconsistency in his position towards the
“indigenist” – here a reason for vexation, whereas in ‘The idea of
literature in Sanskrit thought’ (Pollock 2003:41), a theoretical basis, a
“turn” that “would seem to recommend itself easily” – Pollock declares
that while “ancient seers of the Veda are often referred to as kavi, this
was hitherto not ‘adopted or even registered by people in premodern
South Asia”. If this is not an incredible distortion – that people of
premodern South Asians did not even register that ancient seers of
the Veda were referred to as kavi – what else is it? As counterintuitive
this might seem to anyone familiar with Śrīmad Bhagavad Gītā, and as
ridiculous the need to disprove this with evidence might seem, here
is one evidence: ‘kavi’ is used to describe a Ṛgvedic seer ‘Uśanas’, in
the undoubtedly and incredibly popular SouthAsian, South East Asian,
Indian text Śrīmad Bhagavad Gītā (10.37):

vṛṣṇīnāṁ vāsudevo’smi pāṇḍavānāṁ dhanañjayaḥ ।
munīnām apy ahaṁ vyāsaḥ kavīnām uśanā kaviḥ ।।

What is more, the word kavi is translated as ‘poet’ in the translation
of the same verse in book Bhishma (Book 6, Volume 1) of Clay
Sanskrit Library (CSL) (Cherniak 2008), a library whose general editor
is Sheldon Pollock himself, ironically. In the same CSL volume,
the phrase “kaviṁ purāṇam” (Cherniak 2008:231) is translated as
“primordial poet” (Cherniak 2008:232). Now, unless one makes
the laughable, certainly unsubstantiated, assumption that Śrīmad
Bhagavad Gītā was not adopted or registered by Indian people in
premodern South Asia, how can Pollock’s declaration – that those
people did not adopt or register that ancient seers were referred to
as kavi - be considered tenable and not a distortion?

3.3 Kāvya in Veda and Nāṭya Śāstra: More evidence

On the basis of the five points enumerated to expand on the topic
Disconnecting Kāvyas from Vedas and Śāstras, Malhotra concludes:
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“Thus, Pollock tries to separate kāvya from the Vedas. He says there
is a ‘clear and untranscendable line dividing Veda from kāvya’, and
emphatically adds: ‘Before the modern era, the Veda was never read as
kāvya, never cited in anthologies, never adduced as exemplary in literary
textbooks; in fact, the Veda was expressly denied to be kāvya.’”

(Malhotra 2016:130)

As a response to Pollock’s position, he then includes the following:
“In response, K.S. Kannan points out that the Atharva Veda makes a
reference to kāvya as something that never gets old, and never dies;
the interpretations vary, some saying it is poetry, some saying it is the
world that is metaphorically referred to. Kannan also points out that
the Vedas have been designated as a kāvya in some inscriptions. Lord
Shiva is praised as the poet whose kāvya is the triad of the Vedas, thereby
implying that the three Vedas are Śiva’s kāvya. Kannan has also compiled
other extensive material to support this view. Also, traditional Hindu
dancers performing Bharata Nāṭyam assert that their art is based on
Bharata Muni’s Nāṭya Śāstra, which in one of its first few verses (1.17)
says it is based on Rig Veda, Sāma Veda, Yajur Veda, etc.”

(Malhotra 2016:130)

To further expand the above corpus of evidence, and also in order
to make available a ready reckoner for more detailed, actual textual
analysis by traditionalists with expertise, 69 textual occurrences of the
word kāvya (and its forms) are compiled below, as found in Veda-s (Ṛg,
Sāma) and Nāṭya Śāstra
Eight occurrences in Ṛg Veda:
1.83, 1.117, 1.121, 5.39, 8.8, 9.6, 9.97, 10.144
Two occurences in Sāma Veda (Sāma Veda, Kauthuma Śākhā, 4th
Prapāṭhaka, 1st Adhyāya):

vidhuṁ dadrāṇaṁ samane bahūnāṁ yuvānaṁ santaṁ palito
jagāra |

devasya paśya kāvyaṁ mahitvādyā mamāra sa hyaḥ
samāna || 325

pra kāvyam uśaneva bruvāṇo devo devānāṁ janimā vivakti |
mahivrataḥ śucibandhuḥ pāvakaḥ padā varāho abhyeti

rebhan || 524
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Fifty nine occurences in Nāṭya Śāstra:
5.21, 5.108, 5.135, 7.7, 7.119, 7.125, 14.23, 15.227, 16.17, 16.42,
16.53, 16.88, 16.89, 16.92, 16.97, 16.116, 16.118, 16.119, 16.123,
16.128, 16.135, 16.172 17.41, 17.47, 17.57, 17.147, 18.5, 18.6, 18.9,
18.15, 18.23, 18.40, 18.42, 18.46, 18.50, 18.61, 18.96, 18.97. 19.32,
19.34, 19.53, 19.55, 19.66, 19.103, 19.105, 19.153, 20.22, 20.24,
20.29, 22.51, 25.88, 27.22, 27.26, 27.27, 27.33, 27.34,27.35, 36.35
While 69 textual occurrences – 59 from Nāṭya Śāstra and 10 from
Vedas (Ṛg- and Sāman-) – have been collated above to facilitate further
analysis, already existing scholarship specific to poetry in Vedas, such
as Atharvaved Ka Kāvya and Sanskrit Kāvyaśāstra aur Kāvya Paramparā
by Radhavallabh Tripathi, Devasya Kāvyam by P.D. Mishra could be
relevant inclusions for further analysis.

3.4 ‘Category’cal omission: Upaveda

The category “Upavedas” is conspicuously absent, rather surprisingly,
in Pollock’s work. The preeminent and globally renowned Insider to
andpractitioner of SanatanaDharma traditionPujyasri Chandrasekha-
rendra Saraswati Swami in his book Hindu Dharma, on the connection
between Veda and Upavedas, wrote:

“The Vedas are of fundamental importance; the Angas and Upāngas de-
rive their importance from them. Ayurveda, Arthaśāstra, Dhanurveda
and Gandharvaveda are called Upavedas, subsidiary Vedas. The connec-
tion with the prime scriptures is thus obvious.”

(Sarasvati 2008:136)

The contents of Upavedas’ subcategory Gandharvaveda (in the chart
titled “Caturdaśavidyāsthāna”, fromhis other bookTheVedas) includes,
among other key Kāvya texts like Kāvyādarśa of Daṇḍin, Kāvyālaṅkāra of
Bhāmaha, Kāvyamīmāṃsa of Rājaśekhara, also Śṛṅgāraprakāśa of Bhoja,
the one Pollock so extensively uses for his theorisation on kāvya. Tra-
dition’s view of the connection between kāvya and Veda should be un-
ambiguously clear.

3.5 Pollock’s Use of Philology
Pollock’s writing is so well crafted, it leads one from sentences
and thoughts that begin with ‘perhaps’, ‘maybe’ to those with
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disproportionately “definitive” conclusions, making even far-fetched
and contrived notions mainstream. Charging a culture that has
existed for several millennia with periods of exclusive, confining
sacerdotal use of a language and then, a sudden liberating secularizing
move, especially when there is voluminous material to show the
absence of any such temporal schism, is truly remarkable for its
sheer absurdity and vacuousness. There is no doubt that different
forms have dominated different eras, with literature indeed being the
prepotent form of a people’s expression of an age, and that is certainly
justifiable and accountable, considering how the fundamental essence
and ethos through all these expressive forms and manifestations
remains unchanged. But then any analysis that refuses to consider
the very basis and defining framework of the system under study but
purports to answer huge questions deserves to be scrutinized for the
purpose of such overcharging.
Pollock has always considered philology an invaluable tool in studying
the cultural and political conditions of the society, maintaining that
critical philology can provide insights into creation of alternate
models and theories, especially for pre-modern India, (Pollock
2006:36). Critical philology of his brand also sets the tone to enable him
to read relationships between polity, kingship and praśasti (Pollock
2006:166) “No sooner had Sanskrit become the premier vehicle for
the expression of royal will, displacing all other codes, than Sanskrit
learning itself became an essential component of power. The figure
of the learned king became quickly established, especially the king
learned in Sanskrit philology (and we may with justice speak of
“philology” since “grammar” is often found to be usedmetonymically,
standing for knowledge of lexicology, prosody, and the like, including
literature). In fact, the topos of the educated king can be found in
praśasti discourse across the cosmopolis.”
Placing the origins of philology in the Vedic world, Pollock believes all
its features includingmetrics and language analysis heavily influenced
Buddhist and Jain works whereas the flow of energies was never
both ways. But the role played by philology assumes new heights
in Pollock’s cosmopolitan order, as the former lays the basis for
power, even as political power enabled the flourishing of philological
traditions outside the realm of the sacerdotal and the liturgical. Citing
classics such as the Rājataraṅgiṇī of Kalhaṇa and Kavibhoja’s works,
Pollock believes that philology with its tools of alaṅkāraśāstra and
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praśasti played a crucial role in furthering the political agency played
by literary works. By the time this relationship weakened, Pollock
believes the tradition of grammar assumed significance again, in the
vernacular settings (Pollock 2006:368) “Given the powerful model of
Sanskrit philology, with its full apparatus of grammars, dictionaries,
treatises on the arts of literature (especially poetics and versification),
and commentaries galore, a comparable set of instruments for
disciplining and dignifying a language of Place was clearly essential
if vernacularization was to be successful,” ensuring the connection
between philology and the cosmopolitan order remains primary.

3.6 The Nexus between Kāvya and Rājya

Remaining faithful to his own modus operandi of using small subsets
to focus upon and extrapolating from them to making catholic
statements about the whole domain, Pollock narrows down the
relationship between kāvya and rājya, again a smaller subset of culture-
power interaction, as his linchpin, “kāvya and rājya were mutually
constitutive; every man who came to rule sought the distinction of
self-presentation in Sanskrit literature, typically in the permanent
public form of the praśasti” (Pollock 2006:18). This is fundamentally
problematic as the idea of power, in spite of being a universal concept,
finds different approaches across cultures. In India, the pursuit of
the highest standards of living called for self–mastery as well as its
external manifestation, in all domains including statecraft. The word
power itself is a loose translation of śakti, even though Pollock chooses
to use the word rājya, which is a much narrower and specific subset.
India has never been a country that has cast aside the role of power in
the worldly affairs of man and has actively sought to give it a right
and just structure by placing it in context of dharma, especially for
men in positions of power, such as kings as seen in rāja-dharma. What
Pollock is interested though, is using his post-colonial lens of culture–
power interaction, to analyse the relationship between kāvya and
rājya. Having separated kāvya from any connection to sacred elements
andwithout studying rājya in terms of native structures, Pollockwants
to understand typical Western elements of “domination, exploitation,
violence” that arise from power.
Pollock believes thatwith the invention of kāvya, and praśasti, ‘political
orders’ defined in terms of their connection to produce literary texts
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underwent striking changes to reorient themselves and questions
why the reordering entailed. Considering the politicization of culture,
Pollock introduces (Pollock 2006:31) ‘two closely connected issues,’
concerning ‘the reproduction of power’ which he analyses through
the lens of ‘legitimation of authority, ideology, hegemony, and like
notions ‘ of Western social theories and ‘the constitution of power’.
Setting up the Sanskrit Cosmopolitan order as the framework inwhich
he would study the culture–power interaction, Pollock defines the
order as being ‘territorially expansive,’ ‘politically universalistic,’ and
‘ethnically non-particularized,’ all notions that place Sanskrit on a
global platform, even as he admits that territoriality and governance
in theperiod remain indefinite concepts.Maintaining that thepractice
of political power was a practice in aesthetic form as well, Pollock
believes (Pollock 2006:18) “that these aspirations were embedded
in a set of cultural practices like kāvya and praśasti,” attributing to
literature a specifically political role. Pollock himself remarks yet
that defining a relationship between kāvya and rājya in the manner
in which he has, presents ‘interpretative challenges’ and existing
ideas from legitimation theories only represent,“The single available
explanation of the social function of Sanskrit cosmopolitan culture
is legitimation theory and its logic of instrumental reason: elites
in command of new forms of social power are understood to have
deployed the mystifying symbols and codes of Sanskrit to secure
popular consent.”
Thus, in firstly defining a new relationship between two disparate
entities and then trying to find explanatory models that would fit the
relationship and in finding little of the same within existing theories,
Pollock arrives at a point where he believes his cosmopolitan model is
the most suitable template.

4 Desacralisation to Globalisation of Sanskrit
Pollock’s tangledwriting is rich in bold, sweeping generalisations with
far reaching implications for several centuries of history, but what
is more audacious is his confident assertions that he uses as starting
points for his theories instead of established facts. There are lakhs
of thousands of manuscripts, apart from the several thousand ones
that were hauled away by the colonisers, that are yet to be collated
and studied across the country to know more about the conditions
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in the past millennia, especially that of BCE. Any unbiased scholar
would readily admit how one is short of material to make aberrant
theorisations of the sort Pollock makes in considering the period of
India over the last 2500 years. Pollock’s presumptuous statements
include

“The very act of permitting Sanskrit to speak openly in the everyday
world was itself a decision (on the part of the Śakas among others) made
against the backdrop of centuries of its public silence.”

(Pollock 2006:499)

“Even as poets eventually decided to shatter this seclusion and produce
expressive and other non-sacral texts in Sanskrit and, equally important,
to commit them to writing, participants in many other areas of Sanskrit
culture reasserted archaic practices of orality and exclusivity. It is
especially when juxtaposed to such conceptions, moreover, that the first
public inscription of political poetry in Sanskrit recovers the element of
audacity, even scandalousness that made history. The cultural political
act of the Śaka prince Rudradāman in themiddle of the second century—
which, if not actually inaugurating a new communications model, at the
very least affirmed its acceptability and perceived efficacy in dramatic
fashion — must accordingly be seen, like all the others, as a choice.”

(Pollock 2006:500)

It is incredible that the writer is so self-assured that he’s able to
remark upon the Śaka-s’ “decision” of “permitting Sanskrit” to be
spoken openly, against false claims of “centuries of its public silence,”
and it becoming a representation of “the first public inscription of
political poetry in Sanskrit recovers the element of audacity, even
scandalousness, that made history,” all remarks that have such a
strong tone to them, which is characteristically absent when Pollock
adopts a language replete with “perhaps” and “maybe” and “suppose”
while defining his data set. One can look hard in Pollock’s labyrinthine
work trying to find solid, unassailable facts that can naturally lead one
to his conclusions but come up with almost nothing.
Several Western Indologists have certainly held Sanskrit to be the
chief vehicle for sacred purposes in the ancient past, but, there
has been study of the use of the language for several vyāvahārika
disciplines as well, including the arts and sciences. But, none of
this feature in Pollock’s scheme as non-sacral fields except the
kāvya, to which Pollock attributes the role of a great liberator. In
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trying to explain his dismissal of existing theories in favour of his
incongruous models, Pollock casts aside ideas from modern social
theories, legitimation and functionalism, all the while betraying his
clear motive and intent to globalize Sanskrit.
In trying to justify his ictus onwriting as characterizing the non-sacral
nature of Sanskrit while he holds oral transmission as typical of the
sacred old order, Pollock brings in the ideas of Niklas Luhmann to see
how “cultural change and ideational change” is steered by technology,
such as printing for instance. Pollock considers writing and the
manuscript culture in context of ‘communication dissemination’ and
sees it as propelling the spread of kāvya, (Pollock 2006:498) “While
admittedly remaining a cultural form that was fully realized only in
public performance, kāvyawas created through the power of writing,”
dismissing any connection between the oral tradition and kāvya.
Such statements from Pollock, the Sanskritist, draw attention to the
motives behind his wilful and explicit rejection of defining elements
from the tradition while he tries to cover in ornate language and
diffuse style of writing the absence of any substantial basis for his
claims.
In considering ideas from modern social theory, Pollock traces
the origins of linguism and the primeval role of language as “the
core-factor in social–group identification” right upto the times
of Dante, Franz Rosenzweig, Antonio Gramsci and Johann Herder
(Pollock 2006:505). Pollock then introduces Clifford Geertz’s analysis
of language being primordial to a culture in the sense of being
a ‘first order “given” of social life’ and highlights his statements
about India, as one where (Pollock 2006:506) “for some yet to be
adequately explained reasons” the phenomenon was “particularly
intense.” Pollock holds Geertz’ idea as an analytical concept that
makes ‘social claims’ and not an ontological one, making a weak case
comprising of a couple of lines that Geertz’s category has sociological
claim but not his conclusions, especially those that apply to linguism
in India. Favouring Max Weber’s constructivist account over Geertz,
including maintaining that it is the dominant position held among
academics, Pollock presents the case that aids his narrative, (Pollock
2006:507) “primordial sentiment with respect to linguism (not his
term, of course) is generated through the “cultural work” of elites,
producing a “belief in the exclusiveness of [a] language community”
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that comes to seize the masses through the democratization of
culture.” Using multilinguality and language plurality as evidence for
the lack of a single ‘mother tongue’ for an individual in India, Pollock
maintains that linguism was not native to pre-modern South Asia.
Even as one can give his theory credit to be able to hold some water
in perhaps the second millennium of CE, one finds that it does not
at all address the issues he speaks about in BCE as well as the first
millennium of CE, a remarkably long period during which Sanskrit
did function as the primary vehicle of thought and expression of an
entire culture across a sub-continent. This methodology of Pollock,
where he dismisses conflicting models even from European domains
as those which are not native to Indian context and adeptly shifts
the debate spatially and temporally to points of his own choosing in
the grand narrative while seemingly trying to justify his positions is
present across his work, making one wonder if it is wilful obfuscation.
In further considering theories from communication, socialization
and legitimation, Pollock maintains,

“Unwarranted generalizations based on European particulars pertain
not only to the sociality of language but also to the place of culture as
such in relation to power.”

(Pollock 2006:511)

With no convincing explanation, Pollock dismisses with a casual
mention the idea that Sanskrit could have been used for vyāvahārika
purposes and spread across the Indian sub-continent, calling the
spread as a real ‘enigma’,

“The weakest argument, and the most quickly dismissed, explains
the role of Sanskrit across much of the cosmopolis but especially
in Southeast Asia as driven by practical interregional communication
needs. Unfortunately, there is no direct evidence that Sanskrit was ever
used to fulfill these needs outside of certain scholastic and liturgical
environments. There are undoubtedly some real enigmas here, such
as Sanskrit’s massive invasion of the Javanese lexicon (upward of 40
percent, and penetrating to themost quotidian level), but these enigmas
may be open to other kinds of solutions.”

(Pollock 2006:512)

It is imperious of Pollock to not even consider the factual history
of a country where for centuries it maintained trade and economic
relations with several south Asian nations. Even an outsider such as
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Elphinstone has remarked upon the maritime trade of ancient India
and the spread of Sanskrit culture across south Asia and dismissal
of such genuine data will obviously lead to ‘enigmas.’ Such blatantly
biased theorization, which would turn a blind eye to facts that paint a
picture of a culture that embraced all aspects of life — sacral to non-
sacral— so that one can create a temporal gulf between the two iswhat
Pollock’s writing amounts to. And the resolution of these fantastic
enigmas will surely emerge only through Pollock’s narrative.
The second functionalist argument that Pollock dismisses is the idea
that Buddhists, Jains and outsiders turned to Sanskrit increasingly,
after initially rejecting it, for its “technical precision.” Terming
Sanskritisation as “a subset of social functionalism,” Pollock spurns it
as a theory that carries little merit,

“Sanskritization is presented either as completely random or as a
ceaseless process, without beginning or end, everywhere available to
explain transculturation, as if Sanskrit culture were a higher form of life
toward which lower forms inevitably aspire.”

(Pollock 2006:514)

One wonders how a critic who goes by the label of a Sanskritist could
express this veiled disdain for a culture that has been held as the
touchstone for all of the Orient for millennia and a language that has
been the torch bearer of its loftiest and most beautiful conceptions.
Such criticism that passes in the name of academic analysis hardly
justifies itself and can only inspire similar writing in defense. Pollock’s
motive inspires a response Sri Aurobindo rendered back in his own age
(Sri Aurobindo 1997:316) –

“The fit parallel to thismotive and style of criticismwould be if an Indian
critic who had read European literature only in bad or ineffective Indian
translations, were to pass it under a hostile and disparaging review,
dismiss the Iliad as a crude and empty semi-savage and primitive epos,
Dante’s greatwork as the nightmare of a cruel and superstitious religious
fantasy, Shakespeare as a drunken barbarian of considerable genius with
an epileptic imagination, the whole drama of Greece and Spain and
England as a mass of bad ethics and violent horrors, French poetry as a
succession of bald or tawdry rhetorical exercises and French fiction as a
tainted and immoral thing, a long sacrifice on the altar of the goddess
Lubricity, admit here and there a minor merit, but make no attempt
at all to understand the central spirit or aesthetic quality or principle
of structure and conclude on the strength of his own absurd method
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that the ideals of both Pagan and Christian Europe were altogether false
and bad and its imagination afflicted with a “habitual and ancestral”
earthiness,morbidity, poverty anddisorder. No criticismwould beworth
making on such a mass of absurdities, and in this equally ridiculous
philippic only a stray observation or two less inconsequent and opaque
than the others perhaps demands a passing notice. But although these
futilities do not at all represent the genuine view of the general European
mind on the subject of Indian poetry and literature, still one finds a
frequent inability to appreciate the spirit or the form or the aesthetic
value of Indian writing and especially its perfection and powers an
expression of the cultural mind of the people.”

Harping back to his pet lens of power-culture relations, Pollock further
charges,

“The relations of culture and power so central to the choice to affiliate
with the Sanskrit cosmopolitan order are entirely occluded; rarely is the
general matter of cultural production even raised, let alone the specific
question of what it meant to address a supralocal as opposed to a local
audience in terms of either the sociality of the process or the aesthetics
of the product. Emptied thus of both agency and the historical social
worlds within which agency operated, the concept of Sanskritization
ignores most of the critical aspects of the transculturation process; it
has become a hindrance rather than a help to critical inquiry in the
domain of literary-cultural change. Perhaps we should expect no more,
however, for one can sift through the much deeper scholarship on
Latinity (Romanization) and vernacularity and be equally disappointed.”

(Pollock 2006:514)

As highlighted earlier in context of his methodology, Pollock wonders
why the kings of Khmer or people of Pagan wanted to adopt Sanskrit
and having eschewed reasonable explanations, he bizarrely suggests
the following,

“Yet isn’t it possible that people conceive of political and moral needs
in the first place through such visions as Brahmanism and Buddhism,
that these are not instruments for filling needs but might in fact create
them, and that their appearance in one place and not in another is
a consequence of entirely contingent factors, such as the presence or
absence of certain itinerant religious professionals?”

(Pollock 2016:515)
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Thus, Pollock finds theories that have been corroborated with facts
over centuries unsuitable while peddling imaginative ideas such as
these.
Considering ideas from legitimation theories, including those from
Weber, Ricoeur, Guha and Giddens, Pollock states, (Pollock 2016:519)
“It is patently false, for South Asia at least, that before the coming of
colonial modernity there existed a single, unified, unblurred vision
of either power or culture.” The concept of Dharma, it must be
said in reply, in all its forms and interpretations – Vedic, Buddhist,
Purāṇic – as well as its manifestation seen across the śāstra-s and
canons including the arthaśāstra and rāja-dharma, has been uniquely
Indian and pervasive in its spatial and temporal reach. Plurality in
external forms of this core and defining essence of the Indian spirit
has been an exemplary feature of the Indian culture. Dismissing the
enormously congruent structures and templates that have existed not
only to encompass but also master and subsume most aspects of the
vyāvahārika sat of the day, by stating that there is no common vision of
a culture such as the Indian is outrageous and willful fabrication and
misrepresentation.
Further maintaining that, (Pollock 2006:520) “ideology as we have
always understood it—as a discourse that reproduces domination—
is “simply irrelevant” for domination in agrarian societies,” when
Pollock says, “Our concern throughout has been with vyāvahārika sat,
the subjective horizon of the actors involved,” it feels farcical because
all he has done is disregard and overlook all relevant structures from
within the tradition as well as historical evidence that undermine his
theories while choosing to selectively retain elements from Western
approaches. Repeating ad nauseum that kāvya and writing were tools
of desacralising and unfettering Sanskrit from the domination of the
Vedic oppression, Pollock sums up his case for rejecting prevailing
Westernmodels by declaring that models that present India primarily
as a civilisation are hindrance to true analysis – while his own model
that is entirely based on meagre data and inherent bias provides rare
insight!
Pollock’s examinationof thediscourse on civilizationism is packedwith
arguments for rejecting any geographical claim over Sanskrit while he
intends to see it globalized. Calling civilizationism ‘a conceptual and an
analytical object,’ Pollock considers its interaction with nationalism,



6. On Desacralization of Sanskrit 199

which is ‘a category of practice.’ Pollock characterises his approach
as one which would (Pollock 2006:526) “isolate some key themes and
tendencies and focus on some representative positions, concentrating
on the evidence offered by literary culture.” However, instead of con-
sidering evidence from Indian tradition for instance, where the geo-
graphical beauty of the land has been beautifully captured in kāvya to
show that Sanskrit was not as rootless as he projects it to be or how
the pluralism in India has been linked across time and age with the
same essential ethos and belief systems, Pollock considers works of
Herder, Fichte and the inapplicability of Heidegger’s analysis to San-
skrit. Clearly detaching Sanskrit from any geographical bounds, Pol-
lock states, (Pollock 2006:528) “Place was irrelevant in a cultural po-
litical formation that saw itself as existing everywhere in general and
nowhere in particular.” Considering aspects of civilizationism, Pollock
maintains that, (Pollock 2006:529) “To an outsider looking in at the
field of Southeast Asian studies, the history of the civilization prob-
lem appears to fall into two major phases of conceptualization. The
first is what we may think of as the colonial-European and Indian-
chauvinist stage,” (notice the tone used, such as the word chauvinist,
for the indigenous voice repeatedly in his work). Further, “On the Eu-
ropean side, the Indianization of Asia was seen as an antecedent to its
own contemporary imperial project; on the Indian side, it was taken
as a consoling reminder of India’s own triumphant colonial past in the
face of a humiliating colonized present,” (Pollock 2006:529).
Having maintained throughout the book that the spread of Sanskrit
throughout Southeast Asia was never in material terms but through
the agencies of the Brahmin priests who carried the language with its
customs, Pollock now quotes French writers on India’s colonizing role
in Southeast Asia, (Pollock 2006:529) “The French art historian Alfred
Foucher had argued in the 1930s that the Indianization of Southeast
Asia was a matter not simply of influence but of “real colonization,
in the full sense of the word.” French Orientalists evidently viewed
what they interpreted as premodern colonization by Indians as a
forerunner of their ownwell-knownmission civilisatrice;George Coedes
actually spoke in terms of the “civilizing activity of India”,” while
maintaining the following, (Pollock 2006:530) “The transculturation
of Southeast Asia was the work of traders, adventurers, and itinerant
religious entrepreneurs,” which in his own words, should indicate
the presence of activities for which Sanskrit was used apart from the
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sacerdotal, for instance in trade. Clearly, Pollock wants to build a case
for a purely sacerdotal tradition based period in the BCE and a sudden,
desacralized, globalized Sanskrit in the CE, even in the presence of
evidence that would undermine his theory.
Further considering O. W. Walters work on Indianization in Southeast
Asia, Pollock maintains that,

“It is very hard, for the Sanskritist at least, to identify the slightest
Cambodian inflection in the Sanskrit inscriptions Wolters analyzes
beyond the occasional localism with respect to gender relations or
sectarian practices (chapter 3.1). This is entirely expected, of course,
since a principal function of the Sanskrit discourse was to efface local
difference in favor of the transregional standard.”

(Pollock 2006:513)

It is disconcerting indeed that the precision with which a language
has been built is held with negative inflexion against it and instead,
the language here is accused of ‘effacing’ regional standard, a charge
which is baseless considering the sheer number and variety of
vernaculars that existed along with Sanskrit in India itself. Having
repeatedly ignored the fact that his theories are built on very little
factual knowledge of pre-modern India, Pollock ironically remarks
thus, (Pollock 2006:531)“The assumption that a historical thought
world can be separated from the historical language in which it is
embodied.. is very hard to justify or even to comprehend. Like many
other scholars, Wolters was inclined to take Indian literary allusions
in inscriptions as mere veneer, decoration, and metaphorization,”
(Pollock 2006:531), even as this statement becomes very true for his
own work. Given the socio-political as well as the cultural conditions
that existed in pre-modern India, as gleaned not just from the small
data subset of praśasti but from several different sources across
domains, Pollock’s models hold little water and his reading into the
category of praśasti and imputing it with extraordinary features of
political power borders on the unbelievable.
Carrying forward his design for the case of a globalized, secularized
Sanskrit, Pollock maintains that (Pollock 2006:532) “The foreign does
not become such until civilizationalist thinking makes it so. Prior to
that, the “foreign” is simply a cultural element circulating in the vast
world, its origins undecidable and very likely irrelevant to the people
who proceeded to make use of it,” sounding more like a line from a
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book that justifies intellectually imperialism and colonization. Further
dismissing indigenism as a viable theory, Pollock remarks,

“What the history of transculturation at work in the Sanskrit cosmopolis
demonstrates every step of the way, however, is that all culture is really
transculture. Indigenism is to the history of culture what creationism is
to the history of the cosmos.”

(Pollock 2006:533)

Even as Pollock presents a considerable body of work that has been
undertaken in civilizational studies until current times, his own
arguments for dismissing the theory, especially in the case of Oriental
nations such as the Indian, replete with distinctive nature, are flimsy.
His very questions, for instance, (Pollock 2006:534) “What possible
“conception of the world as a whole” could be said to characterize
“Indian civilization,” which has witnessed struggles over conceptions
of the world of the most incommensurable and irreconcilable sort for
threemillennia?” are incredulous, especially considering his caliber as
a critic! Anybody with even a passable familiarity of Indic systems will
recognize the uniqueness of its paradigms and templates with which
it approaches matters, be it spiritual or worldly.
His declarations make more transparent his aims to globalize and
secularise the language,

“Indeed, a stable singularity called “Indian culture,” so often conjured
up by Southeast Asian indigenists, never existed. What did exist
was only a range of cultural and political codes and acts, many
recently developed (Sanskrit kāvya, public inscriptions, free-standing
temple building, quasi-universalist political imagery, land-grants to
Brahmanical communities, and so on) and undoubtedly generated out
of various local practices,”

(Pollock 2006:535)

“Only gradually did all these practices coalesce into something like a
cosmopolitan unity, one thatwas both “at home” and “abroad across this
entire space. Not only is “Indianization” something of a empty signifier,
since no unitary force ever existed to produce the process except in the
trivial sense that the subcontinent providedone important source of new
cultural flows to southern and eastern Asia; not only is it a crude sort of
teleology, erroneously presupposing as cause what was only produced
as effect; but equally remarkable, and almost always overlooked, is the
fact that the Indianization of Southeast Asia was concurrent with, and no
different from, the Indianization of India itself,” “From the processual
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perspective, “culture” or “civilization” (as in “Indian Civilization 101”)
becomes nothing but an arbitrary moment illegitimately generalized, a
freeze frame in a film taken for the whole story,”

(Pollock 2006:539)

As he dismisses any unifying thread that may have created the very
existence of this range in the first place.
Considering that a critic of Pollock’s acclaim and scholarship makes
these statements, one cannot but regard them not as objective
scholarship, but an enormous philippic against India, replete with
biased and motivated design.
Ironically, it is in Pollock’s summary dismissal of the applicability of
Western theories to Indic studies that one finds the truest statements
of the book, that deem apropos to his own work:

“There is reason to doubt that culture is always and everywhere
produced for the sheer legitimation of power, or for no social reason
whatever but simply in the course of natural evolution,”

“Literature, the site where nations and regions and peoples insist on
locating their real, continuous, primeval selves, may actually begin, and
may do so by a process of continuous give and take from contiguous
literatures. Present-day understandings of civilization may be based
on indigenist conceptions that are unhistorical and reductive, while
conceptions of the nation may be linked with views of culture in
general that are anachronistic and simplistically functionalist. South
Asian premodernity, and they in turn call that theory into question. If
we are prepared to acknowledge the methodological fallacy of positing
motives for actionprior to determining thosemotives from the empirical
materials, and if we can develop an openness to being surprised by the
possible strangeness of the past, then we need to go back to the drawing
board in trying to theorize themeanings of cosmopolitan and vernacular
in South Asia before modernity.”

“It is instead amatter of resisting the prejudgments that such vocabular-
ies entail, the categorizations that limit alternative possibilities, and the
historical judgments based on accepting the terms of an argument that
are inapplicable in the first place,”

(Pollock 2006:564-565).
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5 Conclusion

In continuing the tradition from his European predecessors of
ignoring the viewpoints of the traditional scholar in framing models
to study Indological elements, Pollock writes in What is South Asian
Knowledge Good For

“Are there any decision makers, as they refer to themselves, at
universities and foundations who would not agree that, in the cognitive
sweepstakes of human history, Western knowledge has won and South
Asian knowledge has lost? That the rest of the world is ineluctably
becoming the West, not the South? That, accordingly, the South Asian
knowledge South Asians themselves have produced can no longer be
held to have any significant consequences for the future of the human
species?”

(Pollock 2014:4)

With such clear assertion of the victory of Western knowledge
systems, one can only search in vain for a template that respects and
actively considers the models and categorisations and studies from
native, traditional systems, which, after all, constitute the very object
under dissection.
A careful examination of Pollock’s oeuvre and especially the epilogue
of The Language if the Gods in the World of Men lays bare the man’s
overtly political bias and intention to secularise and globalize Sanskrit
— bringing under scrutiny his role of being the Sanskritist Outsider.
Pollock wants to see Indian history cleansed of any overtly native
connections with India’s past as he calls for a revised writing, with
scholars such as himself deciding which elements are worthy of
making it through their final cut. In trying to project a temporal
gulf between what he portrays as a solely sacerdotal Sanskrit in
the Vedic epoch to a purely desacralized Sanskrit used in worldly
domains, Pollock seeks to project newness in analysis which is
factually hollow. For, the pāramārthika - vyāvaharika categorization has
always existed simultaneously from the ancient times, with copious
works being produced in both realms; what Pollock achieves is the
explicit highlighting of the former during one epoch and the latter
during a later epoch, to suit his theorisations. Against the backdrop of
his stated intentions, his dismissal of indigenism and civilizationism as
valid, applicable theories assumes a more causal connection with his
designs as against objective scholarly analysis. Consider his remarks,
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“Exhuming these anomalies as future potentialities, by decivilizing and
denationalizing the Indian past where they were once lived realities, is
something that might be achieved by a seriously historical account of
Sanskrit in the world, one seeking not a return to roots but a “coming-
to terms with our ‘routes,’” an unsentimental and nondefensive history,
and one that is not merely, pointlessly erudite.”

(Pollock 2006:580)

Having begun the book with apparently modest aims of trying to
understand a moment of rupture at the start of the CE, Pollock
concludes by imperiously deciding that India indeed had a period
where his Cosmopolitan model best captures the conditions of
culture–power interactions, driven by literary inventions of the age
such as kāvya and praśasti, propelled by the bold impetus provided by
the outsider kings. Have established his own imaginative vision of the
past as the most authentic, felicitous, apposite and judicious model
possible, Pollock openly laments the rise of forces in modern India
that might not only challenge and debunk his claims but also revive
Sanskrit studies in a manner that does not suit his project to declare
Sanskrit a dead language that needs to be fossilized in a manner he
sees fit.

Pollock’s open hostility and detestation towards right wing political
parties in India seems to hold more so for the modern Hindu who is
unapologetically comfortable, if not proud, of his identity that is not
shaped by the narratives of the colonizer or the oppressor, but seeks
to revive his ancient spirit in a new light. His remarks,

“India, for its part, is hardly immune now to bad choices. The worst
at present is the choice between a vernacularity mobilized along the
most fragile fault lines of region, religion, and caste, and the grotesque
mutation of the toxins of postcolonial ressentiment andmodernity known
as Hindutva, or Hindu nationalism. The very names of the groups that
make up the institutional complex of Hindutva—including the Bharatiya
Janata Party (Indian People’s Party) and its ideological wing, the Vishwa
Hindu Parishad (World Hindu Council)—bespeak what had never been
spoken before, postulating in the one case a single Indian “peoplehood”
( janata), in the other, Hinduism as an aggressive universalism. What is
immediately clear from the history we have followed in the course of
this book is that Hindutva is a perversion of India’s great cosmopolitan
past, while the many new subnational movements (as in Assam and
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elsewhere) represent an entirely new, militant vernacularism, indeed,
a kind of Heideggerization of Indian life,”

(Pollock 2006:575)

Crosses the lines of academic scholarship and objectivity and
responses to his views too would have to be in a similar vein, even
as one is surprised that such content is a part of academic discourse.
If Pollock is truly concerned about the interaction between local,
cultural norms and global forces in modern times, and wishes to bring
forth wisdom from the past, it would be a better project for him to
study the horrendous impact of the excesses unleashed by West’s
unbridled capitalism, instead of forcing unsubstantiated parallels with
Europe, and tortuous and far-fetched theories on the role of kāvya onto
the historical narrative of the land. And Pollock’s distress at the rise of
fundamentalist forces and need for secularist narrative as well would
find a highly suitable subject in the repeated expressions of racist,
xenophobic and sexist leanings in his own backyard of his country.
Indeed, it must be far easier to create and hand out these confounding
conjectures to an unsuspecting people in the garb of academic writing
than to watch with weariness the filling of the scale on the balance,
even as one longs to cast aside all shackles of colonialism, in all its
forms, and let the true voice of a people sing its own song.

Afterwards came the night and a temporary end of all political initiative and
creation. The lifeless attempt of the last generation to imitate and reproducewith
a servile fidelity the ideals and forms of the West has been no true indication of
the political mind and genius of the Indian people. But again amid all the mist of
confusion there is still the possibility of a new twilight, not of an evening but a
morning Yuga-sandhya. India of the ages is not dead nor has she spoken her last
creative word; she lives and has still something to do for herself and the human
peoples. And that which must seek now to awake is not an anglicised oriental
people, docile pupil of the West and doomed to repeat the cycle of the Occident’s
success and failure, but still the ancient immemorable Shakti recovering her
deepest self, lifting her head higher towards the supreme source of light and
strength and turning to discover the complete meaning and a vaster form of her
Dharma.

(Sri Aurobindo 1997:444)
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Appendix A
2. Categories that belong to the province of Kāvya proper, as found
in Lienhard’s 1984 book
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Chapter 7

The Science of Meaning

– T. N. Sudarshan*
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Abstract
Philology is normally defined as the study of language in written
historical sources. It is also likened to the science which teaches
us what language is. The creative and novel approach to philology
and its praxis, its usage as a trustworthy tool of scholarship by the
(videśī-s) neo-Orientalists and its practitioners like Sheldon Pollock
are examined in this paper for their veracity and scientific nature.
A survey of philology as it has evolved and practiced in the West
is presented. The notion of meaning, the raison d’être of philology,
is then discussed as the principal focus of this paper. It is proposed
that the understanding of the nature of meaning drives its methods
and its study. What exactly is meaning in an Indian sense? What are
the traditional approaches to explore meaning in Indian knowledge
systems? What is meant by the meaning of a text (śabda)? These are
juxtaposed with Western philosophical notions of meaning and also
notions of meaning in the sense of modern techniques of representing
and deriving meaning computationally, i.e. those used in areas of AI
(Artificial Intelligence). Exploring the notions and ideas of meaning

*pp 209–239. In Kannan, K. S. (Ed.) (2019). Swadeshi Critique of Videshi Mīmāṁsā.
Chennai: Infinity Foundation India.

209



210 T. N. Sudarshan

as derived from “text” specifically, the limitations of the Western
conceptualizations of textual meaning are explicated. The nature of
study of suchmeaning via techniques such as Philology is shown to be
absolutely flawed in a very fundamental way owing to the inherently
limited understanding of meaning itself. That methods like Western
Philology and its modern creative and agenda-driven avatars like
Pollock’s rather ludicrous three-dimensional philology are inherently
baseless and deeply flawed is posited. A fervent call is made (on
the basis of a need to retain sanctity and restore sanity of academic
scholarship) to question its (philology) existence as a tool of twenty-
first century scholarship.
Consequences of philology: arrogant expectations; philistinism; superficial-
ity; overrating of reading andwriting; Alienation from thepeople and theneeds
of the people....
Task of philology: to disappear.

—Friedrich Nietzsche, “We Philologists” - Autumn 1874

Introduction
The nature of philology, its origins and the nature of its evolution
as part of Western civilizational scholarship is briefly examined. The
nature of the new avatars of Philology including that of Sheldon
Pollock, their motivations and limitations, are also explored. We
discuss the different origins, motivations and nature of the theories
of language and the role they play in shaping the character of a
civilization and its peoples. This is followed by a section discussing
and dissecting the Western (up to present-day theories) as well as
the traditional Indian theories of language. We then examine and
try to understand the nature of meaning and the various theories
of meaning according to Western (social-science) ideas and also
those of the traditional Indian schools of thought. The nature of
meaning - in a computational sense - is also examined and juxtaposed
with scientific nature of meaning and the social-scientific sense of
meaning. The brief comparative analysis of the nature of language and
meaning leads us to the discussion of its implications. Are Western
methods like philology, given their roots, valid academic tools to
study Indian texts? And is it appropriate or academically sane to
base civilizational commentaries on such dubious methods? The fact
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that they are being used (since 250 years) says more about the
deep motivations of the West and of Western scholarship more than
anything else. The validity of philology in the context of modern
science and the nature of its “scientific method” is also examined
using Western sources and commentaries. The reasons why philology
is a deeply flawed and untrustworthy method to base scholarship on
- in a Western traditional (historical) sense, in a modern Western
(humanities) sense, in a scientific sense and not surprisingly both
in a traditional Indian sense and in a modern Indian sense — are
briefly discussed. The implications of this discussion to neo-Oriental
scholarship and to other such “schools” of academic pursuit are also
discussed. We conclude positively, exhorting scholars, asking them
to refrain from using such fundamentally erroneous and imperfect
academic techniques and methods in the pursuit of theory-building,
career growth and generation of divisive social/societal/civilizational
commentary.

On Philology
The roots of philology and its deep influence on humanities, though
known, has not been discussed in detail till the recent book by Turner
(2014). Turner’s explicit thesis running throughout this book is that
all of Humanities as we know it today traces its origins to philology,
which he characterises as the multifaceted study of texts, languages
and the phenomenon of language itself.
Turner also indicates that the nineteenth century avatar of philology
gave birth to Comparative Linguistics - a pseudo-scientific pursuit
used as basis for racist and imperial colonial goals by Europeans (colo-
nialism via comparative linguistics) and by the Americans (slavery via
biblical philology). The creation of pseudo language families and the
theories of historical evolution of languages was deeply influenced by
the methods of philology. The obsession with historical comparisons
(historicism)more ofwhichwe shall discuss later - driven by the afore-
said motivations of a colonial and racist nature underpinned
non-empirical philological scholarship. The obsession with manufac-
turing history and interpreting past events is also highlighted by
Turner. Whether we realize it or not, all of modern humanities is
inherently colored by these deeply divisive motives.
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With the advent of empirical approach to science and the notion of
experiment as proof and with the maturing of the scientific method -
philology lost its importance, as noted by Turner. Though supposedly
defeated, humanities as a discipline still lives on, and so do the pseudo-
sciences via the social-sciences. There have been enough reviews,
articles, and scholarship discussing the relevance of humanities in
modern education / society - but the fact that it is still living
and breathing (in India) though it is supposedly dying in the West
(especially so in the USA) shows that it is relevant (for whatever
reason) and not redundant. For a deeper meta-perspective on the
relevance of analysis of the humanities (vis-à-vis philology) read
(Turner 2014):

“Because philology’s legacy survives in ways we build knowledge today,
the excavation of the philological past becomes an effort at once of
historical reconstruction and present-day self-understanding. When we
see where our modes of knowing came from, we grasp better their
strengths and weaknesses, their acuities and blind spots. I hope that a
broad view of the philological heritage will help us to detect these things more
easily, to locate ourselves more securely on the map of knowledge, and thereby
to improve our future investigations.”

(Turner 2014:xiii) (italics ours)

Western Philology

As most of these “narratives” go, the origins of philology (not
surprisingly) go to the Greeks. Along with their supposed speculations
and achievements on language and its origins, what also arose in
parallel was, “debate” or rhetoric and the ability to argue skillfully in
public. As noted by Turner, Rhetoric was primarily political in nature
and driven by individual fancy, noted even during these early times.
Some European philologists also ventured eastward – these were the
beginnings of Orientalism. The search for identity of national pasts
was kindled all across Europe and philology was put to use in all these
national past-times. Philology in its political avatar had truly come of
age. Seventeenth and eighteenth century philology was influenced by
British colonization of India. William Jones, in his third anniversary
discourse to the Asiatic Society in 1786, commented on the nature
of Sanskrit and recommended its study to advance European ideas of
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language. Jones introduced a new dimension to philology in addition
to the already existing pre-occupation with the political - that of race.
James Turner acknowledges this as a pivotal moment in the history of
philology. For the people of the Indian subcontinent this was a critical
moment too in their histories, the resounding echoes of which are still
loud and clear, the neo-Orientalists.

“Out of the marriage of European philology and Indian texts, then,
came two new fields of knowledge: Indology and comparative philology
(or comparative grammar). The first offered no new methods; earlier
scholarship had forged the techniques there applied. Its novelty lay in
opening to European eyes a civilization previously obscure. Indology
became the first field in which a self-perpetuating cohort of European
scholars—not the odd missionary, merchant, or chronologer—worked
systematically to uncover the riches of a non-European civilization
across a wide front. In a narrow, academic projection, Indology
foreshadowed area-studies programs in post-1945 universities. In a broad,
cultural view, Indology immensely expanded European perspectives on
the history and civilizations of the world.”

(Turner 2014:99) (italics ours)

In his 2009 book, Representations, Geoffrey Harpham discusses the so-
called “Returning to Philologies” and quotes Edward Said, Paul DeMan
and Nietzsche where their deep disdain of philology is demonstrably
well-articulated. Quoting Nietzsche, he writes
“In “We Philologists,” written in 1874, Nietzsche registered his
contempt for most philologists, whose work impressed him as an
absurd combination of inconsequentiality and hubris.

“... Philology was, however, also understood in very different terms, not
as an empirical study of a limited field, but as a speculative undertaking
oriented toward deep time and distant things.”

(Harpham 2009:37)

This imagination (identified above) expanded and became all-
encompassing as the philologist grew bolder and applied his
speculations in what can only be characterized (to a scientific
sensibility) as truly wild and unlimited ways. The dubiousness of the
“method” and the inferences drawn based on these speculative and
non-empirical methods was truly something to be dreaded.
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“In short, the fear voiced by Said and de Man—that critics unmoored
from philology might indulge in statements about vast structures of power or
the general context of human history—was for nearly a century and a half
proudly announced as the defining characteristic and entire point of
philology itself.”

(Harpham 2009:40) (italics ours)

This speculative and dangerous “scholarly pursuit” was used in the
nineteenth century to justify the horrors of racism (Mueller), slavery
(biblical philology) and colonialism (comparative linguistics).

“Staking claims to the status of poetry, philosophy, and science—and to a
transcendence of as such—philology represented itself as an “untimely” form
of knowledge that was completely independent of political or ideological ends...
Themost telling instance was the deep investment of philology in the concept
of race.”

(Harpham 2009:41) (italics ours)

Modern linguistics got itself rid of philology by becoming more
objective by rejecting it altogether. Humanities, though, are yet to be rid
of it. Philology has in fact returned inmany newways and is making its
presence felt inmany areas of the humanities. The neo-Orientalists led
by Sheldon Pollock have invented their very own unique versions of
philology such as political philology and liberation philology as part of
the scholarship in their area-studies disciplines (South Asian studies)
scholarship, which investigates and examines the civilization of the
Indian subcontinent with modern versions of the deeply flawed and
problematic techniques of philology.
Harpham’s sobering conclusion alludes to this fact that contemporary
scholarship and humanities is yet to be rid of the deep flaws
of philology and that all of its historical problems still remain
unaddressed in modern humanities.

Pollockian Philology
The tools used by the principal proponent (Sheldon Pollock) of the
(videśī) neo-Orientalists is a version of philology reinvented as part
of the pursuit of area-studies scholarship in the US academic system.
After Edward Said’s influential critique on Western anthropological
and social-science scholarship (Said 1978), the study of the East had
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to be reinvented with new methods and techniques. Breckenridge
(1993), in the 44th Annual South Asia Seminar at the University of
Pennsylvania (1988/1989 ), in a way, marked a formal reinvention (in
the opinion of many) of South Asian studies using neo-colonial lenses.

Sheldon Pollock’s contribution to this volume was a paper (“Deep
Orientalism”) in which he demonstrates the newly minted version of
his philology. Using creative techniques and spectacularly speculative
theories based on philological readings of Sanskrit texts, Pollock was
able to (supposedly) reason that the Holocaust perpetrated by the
Nazis to the pre-existing deep hatred and divisiveness present in
Sanskrit (as a language). The thesis is that the study of Sanskrit by
German Indologists affected their deep subconscious, creating ideas
of Aryanism and justification for a sense of superiority.

Pollock thus uses his critical philological study of Sanskrit and Indian
texts as a response to Said’s critique in Orientalism - by characterizing
Sanskrit itself as a carrier of the deep seeds of racism, hatred and
power, and calling it “Deep Orientalism”. Sheldon Pollock’s philology
is characterized (as seen earlier in the history of philology, this is
nothing new) by political readings and fairly imaginative speculation,
keeping alive the hegemonic discourse of Orientalism in the post-
colonial era. H.H Devamrita Swami of the ISKCON notes in his review
of Malhotra (2016)

“A salient point this book offers us is that the Western approach to
Sanskrit is often weighed down by “political philology”—cultural biases,
hegemonic filters.”

(Malhotra 2016:Review page)

Sheldon Pollock’s wide-ranging work on Sanskrit and Indian civiliza-
tional history over the past 30 years has been characterized by deep
political readings into India’s past and of its cultural artifacts - pri-
marily the language of the Sanskrit and the associated texts of sanātana
dharma. His ownunderstanding of traditional Sanskrit text scholarship
is colored, and according to him Sanskrit philology was mostly tied to
practices of power. See Malhotra (2016:232) for details.
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Influences on Pollockian Philology
In his 2009 paper, Pollock speculates on the future of philology. He
offers his own definition/s of what philology is and what it should be

“Most people today, including some I cite in what follows, think of
philology either as close reading (the literary critics) or historical-
grammatical and textual criticism (the self-described philologists).

What I offer instead as a rough-and-ready working definition at the
same time embodies a kind of program, even a challenge: philology
is, or should be, the discipline of making sense of texts. It is not the
theory of language—that’s linguistics—or the theory ofmeaning or truth—
that’s philosophy— but the theory of textuality as well as the history of
textualized meaning.”

(Pollock 2009:934) (italics ours)

The roots of Pollock’s philology can be seen in Giambattista Vico
(Pompa 1975), wherein Vico (considered to be the father of modern
social science, Descartes being generally considered the father of
science) applies the ideas of Rhetoric to History. His ideas have
been highly influential in the philosophy of history, sociology and
anthropology, and had an influence on the so-called Enlightenment.
Pollock acknowledges this influence and uses some of Vico’s
constructs and applies them to Sanskrit study andhis style of philology
of history.

“I map out three domains of history, or rather of meaning in history,
that are pertinent to philology: textual meaning, contextual meaning,
and the philologist’s meaning. I differentiate the first two by a useful
analytical distinction drawn in Sanskrit thought between paramarthika
sat and vyavaharika sat— ultimate and pragmatic truth, perhaps better
translated with Vico’s verum and certum... The former term points toward
the absolute truth of reason, the latter, toward the certitudes people
have at the different stages of their history and that provide the grounds
for their beliefs and actions. Vico in fact identified the former as the
sphere of philosophy and the latter as the sphere of philology.”

(Pollock 2009:950) (italics ours) (diacritics as in the original)

Opening the doors for free-for-all speculative academic scholarship
based on this application of Vico’s categories to Sanskrit terminologies
(glaringly out-of-context), Pollock adds
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“… the philologist’s truth, balancing in a critical consilience the
historicity of the text and its reception, adds the crucial dimension of
the philologist’s own historicity.”

(Pollock 2009:951)

Motivations of Pollockian Philology
Given the background to the historical evolution of philology, the
postcolonial predicament posed to Orientalism and Pollock’s creative
reuse of Vico’s rhetoric-based ideas of philology and mapping them
to Sanskrit categories of “truth” (sat), one is left bewildered. What
could be the motivations of such devious exercises of intellect? Vico’s
rhetoric is exposed in Bull (2013) where Vico’s analogies of the visual
(painting) and the verbal (truth) lay bare the methods that he (Vico)
espoused.

“According to Giambattista Vico, writing in 1710, human truth is actually
“like a painting.” That is just what Liotard was referring to when he
said that “painting... can persuade us through the most evident falsehoods
that she is pure Truth.” But could painting ever be so persuasive as to
persuade us that truth itself functions the same way?”

(Bull 2013:xi) (italics ours)

Vico explains how human truth is like a painting as opposed to
sculpture - making truth as he calls it

“Divine truth is a solid image like a statue; human truth is a monogram
or a surface image like a painting. Just as divine truth is what God sets in
order and creates in the act of knowing it, so human truth is what man
puts together and makes in the act of knowing it. The true is precisely
what is made (Verum esse ipsum factum).”

(Bull 2013: Sec 12.98)

Bull questions these claims of Vico and juxtaposes Nietzsche
“… but Vico’s idea ofmaking truth could easily be turned against itself, for
how ismade truth to be differentiated from invented falsehood?..Nietzsche
- Error is the precondition of thought, for “we have need of lies... in order to
live.”

(Bull 2013: Sec 16.4) (italics ours)

Vico’s pursuits of making truth and inventing falsehoods could very
well have been the basis of his rhetoric based philological methods.
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That Pollock is inspired byVico and uses techniques derived from such
an intellectual disposition is something that needs to be underlined
here.
Pollock’s motivations for using political philology based on Vico’s
making truthprinciples, and its applicative usage to Sanskrit texts is not
apparent to the lay reader. Malhotra (2016) explicates themotivations
to the following –

1. primarily those which give control to English-speaking Indian
elites who reintrepet their traditions using Western lenses,

2. the diversion of focus away from actual practices. and
3. an overall weakening of India’s cultural foundations by Indians

who are mostly trained using these Western methods. Refer
(Malhotra 2016:313) for details.

To complement his Political Philology (a diagnostic philology), Pollock
has theorized a new form of philology. It is what he calls Liberation
Philology (a prescriptive philology) (see Pollock 2012) where Pollock
eloquentlymakes the case for this kind of philology.Malhotra suggests
an alternative, called Sacred Philology, to counter this “liberating”
approach proposed by Pollock. Refer (Malhotra 2016:362,363) for
details.
Suggesting broader sociological and geopolitical influences, Malhotra
ascribes much deeper divisive and pernicious motives to Pollock’s
seemingly academic theories – those of re-engineering of Indian
society using Western paradigms.

On Language
In the preceding discussion on philology, we skirted issues concerning
language and the theories around its origins and evolution. In order
to accurately understand the role of philology and its efficacy as a
tool/method and to knowwhether philology is faithful to the notion of
language, we need to understand language better. Philology’sWestern
origins have been discussed in the previous section. In this section
we shall discuss the Western theories of language, Indian theories of
language and in the light of today’s advances in machine learning and
AI (Artificial Intelligence), we will also address what language means,
in a computational sense. The discussion on languagewill help us place
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in context, the relevance and veracity of methods such as philology,
which, owing to its origins and legacies of evolution, is not sufficiently
scientific enough to warrant its role as a tool of modern academic
scholarship.

Western Theories of Language
The Western theories of language are primarily based on “discussions
of origin”. As there is a lack of direct evidence, it is considered to be
a very difficult topic of study. We will not discuss here the origins
of language inspired by the philological (Biblical) lines of reasoning.
The following quote suffices to illustrate the ludicrous nature of the
approaches inspired by philology.

“The concept of language families formed by genealogical descent
gave students of language a novel way to classify languages and track
their development. This fresh approach retained philology’s central dogma
of historical comparison.… By doing so, philologists aspired to retrace the
history of the languages and even to reconstruct tongues long vanished from the
earth. Seventy-five years after Jones introduced the idea of a language
family comprehending tongues from India to Ireland, August Schleicher
partly reconstructed themother of them all, Proto-Indo-European. Loose
speculation about Adam’s language became rigorous science.”

(Turner 2014:99) (italics ours)

Given this basic difficulty, Western theories of language take multiple
approaches, based on different assumptions – Continuity Theories
wherein it is assumed that there must have been simpler earlier
forms of language, Discontinuity Theories which suggest that human
language is a sudden event in the course of evolution and other
theories which are the combination of the above. As of 2016, it is
still unclear (according to Western ideas) what language is. In a
recent article (Ibbotson et al. 2016) in the Scientific American, Chomsky’s
modern revolution in linguistics is criticized based on recent evidence.

“Recently, though, cognitive scientists and linguists have abandoned
Chomsky’s “universal grammar” theory in droves because of new research
examiningmany different languages—and the way young children learn
to understand and speak the tongues of their communities. That work
fails to support Chomsky’s assertions.”

(Ibbotson et al. 2016) (italics ours)
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The problem with these (Western) theories and similar others is
acknowledged -

“As with all linguistic theories, Chomsky’s universal grammar tries to
perform a balancing act. The theory has to be simple enough to be worth
having. That is, it must predict some things that are not in the theory
itself (otherwise it is just a list of facts). But neither can the theory be so
simple that it cannot explain things it should.”

(Ibbotson et al. 2016)

The alternative to universal grammar and innate linguistics are
usage-based theories based on meaningful generalizations driven by
empirical studies and data. Theories of Universal Grammar can be
considered mostly irrelevant.

Indian Theories of Language
The Indian (theories) notions of language are deeply intertwined
to the cosmology and worldview of the Veda-s. This approach is
fundamentally different from the Western approaches to addressing
the phenomenon of language based on external structure. The role
of language in establishing and upholding dharma (that which is vedi-
cosmologically harmonious) is a principal concern in the Mahābhāṣya
and is also seen in the Śāntiparvan (232-30) of the Mahābhārata - the
proper use of language would lead the practitioner to final liberation
(mokṣa).
The origins of Vyākaraṇa are hinted at in the Veda, the Gopatha
Brāhmaṇa and in theṚk-tantrawhereBrahmā is listed as the first author
of Vyākaraṇa (Subrahmanyam 2008). The tradition of language-
science can be traced back to the Veda-s which according to oral
traditions and recent archaeological evidences of Vedic cultures,
conservatively dated to at least 10,000 BCE, if not earlier.
The earliest surviving formal textual work on Vyākaraṇa is by Pāṇini
(dated to at least 500 BCE, if not earlier). Understanding of language
and its minute analysis have been very comprehensive in the Sanskrit
tradition.

“Language has been subjected tomicro-analysis andmacro-analysis both
at syntactic and semantic levels right from varṇa (phoneme) through
mahāvākya (discourse) by Indian intelligentsia, thousands of years ago.
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Almost all the systems and schools of Indian philosophy, including
Vyākaraṇa had discussed the concept of śabda. The term śabda (vāk) is
untranslatable. It is used to denote many things, i.e. varṇa (phoneme),
prakṛti/pratyaya (morpheme), pada (word), vākya (sentence), avāntara-
vākya (sub-sentence), mahāvākya (discourse), the śabda-pramāṇa, parā,
paśyantī, madhyamā, vaikharī and the ordinary sound. Ṛk, Yajus, Sāma etc.
are synonyms of vākya.”

(Subrahmanyam 2008:vi)

Language scholarship in the Sanskrit tradition goes much deeper and
involves not only mastery of grammar but also the mastery of the
concept of śabda (word), vākya (sentence) and pramāṇa (knowledge-
sources) i.e. pada-vākya-pramāṇa-jñāna.
Subrahmanyam places Indian linguistic science in the context of the
Western theories of language and expresses dismay at the lack of
scholarship in the study of languages especially by Indian traditional
scholars who have failed to analyse theWestern theories of linguistics
in the the light of the Indian systems.

“... each and every unit in ancient linguistic science is defined clearly and
unambiguously. No definition/rule/norm is revised. There are impeccable
solutions to all the problems, both at syntactic and semantic levels....
On the other hand scholars of modern linguistic science are still searching
for a definition of “word”. Scholars are divided on the concept of
discourse/text/sentence. The theories that are proposed were revised
time and again (sic).”

(Subrahmanyam 2008:vii) (italics ours)

On the painful state of affairs of linguistics (as a humanities discipline)
in Indian universities - he says

“… Meanwhile, the libraries are dumped with books/theses/articles,
written taking the theories that were later stamped as untenable. The
situation still continues.”

(Subrahmanyam 2008:vii) (emphasis ours)

A very important difference in Indian approaches to language has
been the deep synthesis of language with metaphysics of the various
Indian darśana-s. Vyākaraṇa has influenced and has been influenced
by millennia of Indian thought on the nature of reality. Helārāja in his
commentary on Bhartṛhari’s Vākyapadīya characterises Vyākaraṇa as
having eight constituents under 4 principal categories of śabda (Word),
artha (Meaning), sambandha (relation), and prayojana (purpose).
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1. Śabda (word)

(a) Prakṛti and Pratyaya
(b) Pada and Vākya

2. Artha (meaning)

(a) Prakṛtipratyayārtha (meaning of root and suffix)
(b) Padavākyārtha (meaning of word and sentence)

3. Sambandha (relation between śabda and artha)

(a) Kārya-kāraṇa-bhāva (cause and effect relationship)
(b) Yogyatā (capacity to render meaning)

4. Prayojana (purpose)

(a) Artha-jñāna (knowledge of meaning)
(b) Dharma (leading to mokṣa)

Śabda, artha and their sambandha are considered to be eternal and
the structure bounded by Vyākaraṇa and meanings by śāstra and
cannot be misinterpreted. Use of the right śabda-s acceptable to
Vyākaraṇa would fetch dharma and usage of apa-śabda-s (wrong
and imperfect) would only cause accumulation of adharma. In fact
the use and abuse of language is considered to be the primary
domain of Vyākaraṇa. It is considered to be the “only” subject-
matter of Vyākaraṇa. Grammar as a translation to Vyākaraṇa does
not capture the real connotation of Vyākaraṇa. For more details, refer
the Brahmakāṇḍa of Bhartṛhari’s Vākyapadīya (Subrahmanyam 1992).
This brief discussion on Indian notions of language brings to light
the fundamental differences in Indian approaches to language and
those of the West. That Western techniques like philology based on
the flaky foundations of Western theories of language are used to
interpret Sanskrit text without heed to the rich tradition of language
understanding in the Sanskrit tradition itself, which only serves to
highlight the hubris and incompetency of Western scholarship more
than anything else. TheWest will dowhat it wants to and it should; the
deeper issue is themindless import of these flawed knowledge systems
(over thepast 70 years) into IndianUniversities via theHumanities and
Social-Science departments and the so-called “modern” educational
systems.
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Computational Notion of Language
The engineering approach to understanding language in contrast to
the theoretical approaches of the humanities is seen in the advances
in the fields of AI and machine learning. A combination of rule
based symbolic systems and statistical (data-driven) approaches to
understanding language have been used successfully to understand
language, and are put to use in specific applications as seen
in recent successes of language agents like Siri. It is important
to understand that some of the best intellects (currently) are
engaged as yet in the pursuit of understanding language using the
powerful tools of computation. The application-specific nature of
the engineering approach has led to tremendous successes in niche
areas of computational language understanding. The fundamental
approaches to syntax representations and the semantic structures
therein thoughare still dependent on theWestern theories of sentence
and phrase. The weak notions of Western approaches to grammar
are reflected in the computational representations too. The most
common representative structure is the CFG (Context-Free Grammar)
and its probabilistic version the PCFG. These are derived from existing
(massive) corpora of language usage. Though it is a simple model
and results in efficient parsing there are still very many issues with
syntactic ambiguity - present state-of-art parsing (for English) has
levelled off at 90% constituent (recognising the parts of a sentence)
accuracy. The problemof ambiguity though still remains and is severe.
The problems facing computational linguistics are similar to those
faced by Western theoretical linguistics. The problem of ambiguity is
very difficult to resolve as there are very many degrees of freedom.
This only bringsmore perspective to the absolutely speculative nature
of philological approaches to interpreting linguistic meaning. The
issue of semantics in a computational sense and the engineering
approaches to address the issue are many, and are addressed in the
section on Meaning. See Schubert (2014) for more.

Discussion
In this section, I have tried to highlight fundamental issues in the
understanding of language and the various theories of language.
The Western theories of language influenced earlier by Biblical
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preoccupations and later by motivations of imperialism and racism
are limiting when we compare them with the theories of language
already existing in the Sanskrit tradition. To allow Western philology
to be a tool of academic scholarship to interpret Sanskrit texts, is not
only deeply insulting to the civilizational heritage of Sanskrit but is
also technically incorrect and flawed by any academic standard. That
even in the 21st century we still need to discuss the appropriateness of
philology is deeply disturbing at verymany levels.What thismeans for
(videśī) Neo-Orientalist practitioners and their theses, originating both
in Western and Indian Universities, is something that needs serious
deliberation.

On Meaning
The section on language has highlighted some fundamental issues in
the approach to understanding language. This section on meaning
explicates these issues in a clearer and more robust manner. It
becomes all the more apparent that the ideas of meaning and the
dependencies on the much deeper lived philosophies of language in
the Indian traditions require more robust tools of interpretation than
those offered by the Western tools of philology and hermeneutics.
Unless a scholar is embedded in the culture and understands
the profound syncretic nature of Indian languages, his professing
scholarship from Western universities which are far removed from
the actual reality of usage of symbols and their interpretation is
nothing less than abysmal scholarship. That this has been happening
for more than 250 years is no rationale that it needs to be continued.
That the realities of America as a modern-day cultural colonizer, and
the demands of dual-use anthropology (Price 2016) via area-studies
warrants and necessitates such dubious scholarship, is NOT widely
known. Scholarship such as those of the Neo-Orientalists will be
funded and will continue as long as there is a geopolitical need for it.
It is time that Indian policy-makers realize this.

The Meaning of Meaning
Meaning has a wider connotation than the meaning in a verbal
sense. The modern (Western) ideas of meaning have two approaches
- theories of meaning (semantics) and a more foundational theory
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(facts which provide semantic content for meaning). The idea of
meaning is approached differently in Indian traditions. Meaning of
words (śabda) and meanings from other pramāṇa-s (valid sources of
knowledge) are considered to be distinct. The Vedic heritage provides
for deeper notions of meaning and introduces infinities, transcendences
and consciousness into the discourse of meaning. In Sanskrit, vaidika
(Vedic) meanings of a given śabda are different from its laukika
(worldly usage) sense. And whatever be the approaches, the idea of
meaning as both an “input” to language and as an “output” from
language is acknowledged.

Western Notions of Meaning
As indicated in Speaks (2017) there are two kinds of theories of
meaning, answering to two different questions –

1. What is the meaning of this or that? and
2. In virtue of what facts about that person or group does a symbol

have meaning?
This maps to a semantic theory of meaning and a foundational theory
of meaning, correspondingly.
The semantic theories are either propositional (based on frames of
reference and the context) or non-propositional (based on logical
formulation via truth semantics). Either of these theories faces
difficulties arising out of context sensitivity and the resulting
ambiguities of meaning. There is still no clarity as to how meaning
arises using these semantic models. This is possibly due to the weak
underlying mechanisms in the understanding of language and the
theory of language itself.
The second “sort” of theory is the foundational theory of meaning on
the philosophical notion of meaning. As usual, one approach to this is
to deny the existence of any such foundational theory; all meanings
are explained in terms of mental states of users of the languages.
Summarizing the mentalist theories of meaning:

“Since mentalists aim to explain the nature of meaning in terms of
the mental states of language users, mentalist theories may be divided
according to which mental states they take to be relevant to the
determination of meaning. The most well-worked out views on this



226 T. N. Sudarshan

topic are the Gricean view, which explains meaning in terms of the
communicative intentions of language users, and the view that themeanings
of expressions are fixed by conventions which pair sentences with certain
beliefs.”

(Speaks 2017) (italics ours)

There also exist non-mentalist foundational theories of meaning,
basing meaning on origins, usage and on causality. Those that base
meaning on the principle of truth-maximization and on social norms
also fall into the non-mentalist categories of theory.

Indian Notions of Meaning
As seen in the section on Indian theories of language, the notion of
meaning is deeply embedded in the tight structure of śabda and vākya.
There is very little scope for ambiguity between śabda and its artha.
Vedic notions of sound as basis ofmeaning, the Veda-s being primarily
an oral tradition, have different approaches to meaning than those
seen in textual Sanskrit. Śikṣā (phonetics), Chandas (prosody, poetic
meters) andNirukta (contextual etymology) are unique to Sanskrit and
exemplify the influence of interpretingmeaning inVedic Sanskrit. The
science of Nirukta helps ascertaining meaning of words which are no
longer in usage.
Meaning derivable from text is very well-structured by Pāṇinian
grammar. The notion of śabda as a pramāṇa (knowledge source) which
is different from other pramāṇa-s like pratyakṣa (observation) and
anumāna (inference) is fundamental to Indian knowledge systems.
Prof. Kapil Kapoor lays out the architecture of the Indian conception
of meaning and its close association with the structure of the
primordial Vedas (Kapoor 2005). The tradition of interpretation and
disambiguation based on context is seen right in the Veda-s. He also
discusses the various traditions of interpretation of meaning starting
from the Ṛg Veda exegesis to the notions of meaning influenced by
the various darśana-s like Nyāya, Mīmāṁsā and Vedānta. It suffices
to know that there are distinct traditions stretching back millennia,
which explain in painstaking detail howmeaning is to be derived from
text.
For a stupendous technical treatment of meaning the reader is
referred to Tatacharya (2008), a four-volume treatise on the nature of
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meaning derivable from text and speech, śābda-bodha- mīmāṁsā. From
the colophon:

“An Inquiry into Indian Theories of Verbal Cognition, the author,
assembling the view of different śāstra-s (Nyāya, Mīmāṁsā, Vyākaraṇa,
Vedānta.....) examines the following theories and subjects: the theory
according to which word is a means of valid cognition, the definition
of word as a means of valid cognition, the nature of the sentence, its
sense, and what makes it intelligible, the theories of anvitābhidhāna and
abhihitānvaya, the notions of syntactic unity and plurality, syntactic
expectancy, logical consistency, phonetic contiguity and the general
purport of the sentence, the sphoṭa theory: all views and notions the
knowledge of which constitutes the first step in the analysis of verbal
cognition.”

(Tatacharya 2008:blurb)

In order to examine the validity of Western philology as a technique
to understand Indian texts i.e., the śāstra-s, śruti and smṛti works, it is
appropriate to discuss the idea of interpretation of Sanskrit text as it
has evolved in the multi-millennial tradition of shared interpretation,
the notion of the śāstra-paddhati.

“The paddhati (customary practice), can be seen to have four parts 1.
Formal organization of discourse in terms of prakaraṇa, adhikaraṇa 2. The
logical mode of discussion and argument 3. pramāṇas or epistemology
and 4. Strategies or instruments of interpretation. The presence of a
shared paddhati, or mode of interpretation, employed by competing
and opposing sampradāya schools, such as brāhmaṇa, Buddhist and Jaina
define India as an interpretive community.

… There are two parallel interactive traditions - the popular tradition of
collective institutionalised reading - the kathā and pravacana form. The
learned tradition which forms the core of the popular tradition, seeks to
analyse the meaning of the text by analysing the text according to the
shared metalanguage.

… This imposes certain conditions on the interpreter. There is in the
tradition the concept of adhikāra - the concept of competence to interpret.
“A process of saturation, must set in before the eyes are ready to see and
the mind to grasp”. This “process of saturation” involves mastering all
the pertinent knowledge. The boundaries of this knowledge have been
described by Rajasekara. He lists 22.

… Besides - each śāstra has its own vast exegetical scholarship (bhāṣya,
vṛtti, ṭīkā, samīkṣā, pañjikā, kārikā, vārttikā) which is responsible for
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refinement, extension, and increasing precision and profundity of
knowledge. Any learned man who takes upon himself the task of
interpreting Śāstra, has to havemastered all this knowledge - twenty two
sciences and the commentary literature - if he is to make an enduring
contribution to the Indian tradition.”

(Kapoor 2005:98-100) (emphasis ours)

I will not go into more detail as to what comprises the actual form and
structure of textual interpretation. It would already be clear at this
point as to what the traditional Sanskrit scholar normally considers
Western philology to be and the theses propounded by 250 years
of Western scholarship, as also those by Sheldon Pollock and others
of the (videśī) Neo-Orientalist orientation. Whatever be the Western
scholar’s saturation, it certainly is not anything close to the expected
levels of competence of a traditional adhikārin.
The Western anthropo-sociological notions of etic vs emic are
extremely relevant in the context of interpreting Sanskrit texts.
Unless the relevant expertise and competencies have been gained
and achieved by decades of serious study in the relevant bodies of
knowledge - adhikāra to interpret text is just not created.

Computational Notion of Meaning
Information theory exemplifies themathematical view of information
and meaning. It studies the quantification of information. Problems
arising out of transmission of information via signals led to notions
of information entropy. Meaning of information in terms of “data”
is expressed via mathematical measures of entropy. A “bit” becomes
the fundamental unit of information and thereby of meaning. The
algorithmic information theory view of information is of it as a
measure of computation. The more random a given string is - the
more complex it is deemed to be. The Quantum world-view has its
own version of Quantum information theory and its fundamental unit
- the Qubit. Common to all of these views is the idea of data and the
measures based on its varying representations (bits, qubits, strings
etc.). Artificial systems (programs) which need to represent and
reason about states of systems - either real or artificial - manipulate
symbols which encodemeaning of the states of a system via axiomatic
systems based on propositional and first-order predicate logic. The
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symbolic approach to encoding meaning and knowledge via logic
and then reasoning about them via logic programs using techniques
of inference forms the basis of symbolic AI systems. More than 70
years from the birth of these symbolic systems, the basic problems
of representation and reasoning are still not solved. The “frame
problem” is one such. What facts about the world do not change
arbitrarily? Things which a human child can seemingly do effortlessly
are impossible to achieve using current approaches.
The statistical approach to meaning and intelligence taken by
machine-learning is to use asmuchdata as possible about phenomenon
(across as many capturable dimensions) and use mathematical tech-
niques to derive causality and identify the nature of the phenomenon
they represent. Themodern solutions to the problems of speech recog-
nition, image processing, natural language processing take these ap-
proaches. The availability of trillions of data sets with which to train
mathematical engines to recognize patterns masks the fact that ma-
chines actually do not understand much about the phenomenon that
they can recognize in the statistical approach. The compute intensive
nature of deriving meaning based on data is the current dominant
paradigm in the approach to machine based derivations of meaning.
Manning (2015) sums up the state of art in computational linguistics
thus:

“It would be good to return some emphasis within NLP to cognitive and
scientific investigation of language rather than almost exclusively using
an engineering model of research. … However, I would encourage everyone
to think about problems, architectures, cognitive science, and the details of
human language, how it is learned, processed, and how it changes, rather than
just chasing state-of-the-art numbers on a benchmark task.”

(Manning 2015) (italics ours)

The understanding of the state-of-art in the field of computational
language and meaning which has been occupying some of the
best human minds over the past century puts in perspective the
stupendous achievements of the ancient masters of language and the
magnitude of riches available in the works of the Sanskrit tradition.
To negate and willfully ignore the existence of these wonderful
formulations and theories and also to neglect their rich interpretive
heritage is, to put it mildly, sacrilege.
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Discussion
In this section, I have tried to highlight fundamental issues in
notions of meaning. The limited Western notions of meaning based
on philosophical notions of semantics and foundational meaning are
juxtaposed with the broad and deeply scientific approach to meaning
based on Vyākaraṇa (śabda and artha). The Indian tradition of text
interpretation is juxtaposed with the speculative nature of Western
philology. The computational notion of meaning (the state-of-art in
computational linguistics) is also discussed in brief, primarily in order
to highlight the magnitude of the riches that the Sanskrit linguistics
tradition has in store.
Given all of this, having to resort toWestern interpretivemethods like
philology to interpret Sanskrit text, is truly reflective of the pervasive
intellectual colonization and the collective inferiority complexes of
modern Indians more than anything else.

Implications
Is emic scholarship going to allow etic (outsider) perspectives and
methods influence the understanding of the Indian traditions? The
pernicious motives of Sheldon Pollock and the Neo-Orientalists,
however aesthetically camouflaged and strategically positioned, need
to be countered by a legitimate and valid understanding of the
traditional (Sanskrit) methods and techniques.
Are we going to let Western Philology interpret Indian society
(past, present and future)? The past and present are already being
interpreted with these lenses; there were other lenses too (those of
imperialism and racism) in use during the colonial period. Sheldon
Pollock’s political philology and liberation philology need to be
countered by collective hard work and coherent arguments against
it highlighting its invalidity and inapplicability as an interpretive
mechanism. Echoing the thoughts of Rajiv Malhotra onemust say that
the future will depend on what the insiders of the tradition do with
Sanskrit.
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The Possible Future
As a directly discernible impact of the efforts of the Neo-Orientalists1,
the methods of Philology might be making a return academically
with possible geo-political implications too. The recent efforts to
analyze2 Persianworks on the Indian traditions would possibly give us
interesting “interpretations” of Islamic history of India. The distinct
lack of a genre of Indology attributable to the Islamic colonizers of
India is well-known. From the looks of it, a possible “Mughal Indology”
seems to be in the works, the foundations of such a genre are possibly
being laid.
Another interesting dimension that is to be highlighted here, the
academic attempts to deny and negate the influence of (Hindu)
India on European thought.The Indian origins of so-called European
mathematics and science is slowly being revealed and albeit limited –
it is getting mainstream acknowledgement. The “Mughal” period can
be used as a “wedge” (inways similar towhich the Neo-orientalists use
Buddhism as a wedge against Hinduism) to negate Hindu influence on
Europe. Any such influence could possibly be ascribed to the Mughals
(Persians), who could then be connected to the Greeks etc.
We can see such motive too in Pollock’s attempt at discrediting
Indian thought, by “suggesting” Sanskritic influence on Hitler and the
holocaust. This would work toward possibly influencing “Western”
academia to “instinctively” look for such “Indic” connections for all
of “Western” malaise.
The “Zukunftsphilologie3” – Future Philology – attempts at resurrect-
ing philology are also to benoted by interested scholars. Anew journal,
entitled Philological Encounters4, is intended to be theprimary vehicle
for the dissemination of the ideas and methods of Sheldon Pollock (as
is acknowledged). As seen in the brief examples cited above, the influ-
ence of Sheldon Pollock and his paramparā of students (both Western
and the Indian “sepoy” academics), is non-trivial. It is something that
Swadeshi scholars need to be aware of. Themultiple facets of this “ku-
rukṣetra” are to be studied and responded to appropriately. Philology
is very possibly an extremely important “front” in the larger battles
that Swadeshi Indologists have to pursue in future.
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The Nescience of Meaning
This discussion of language, meaning and a deep understanding of the
speculative nature of methods like philology has very possibly served
to highlight the serious limitations of Western methods of academic
scholarship. Nietzsche, it would seem, was not vociferous enough in
his call for philology to disappear;more than 125 years after his call for
philology to disappear it still is around, more lethal than ever via its
reinvention by Sheldon Pollock. Surely, it would not be too incorrect
to make a claim that, in all probability, Pollock has not understood the
true nature of meaning either in the Western sense or in the sense of
the Indian tradition.
Based on individual rhetoric and non-empirical approaches to
understanding text, building context, creative makings of the truth
(inventing falsehoods), deeply flawed approaches to historicism and a
deep revulsion of the sacred sensibilities prevalent in Indian thought
very much characterise the “Pollockian”. Fantastic theses like Deep-
Orientalism are exemplars of this approach.
Couched in fairly dense, deliberate and camouflaged academic
verbosity, exemplified in the various theses (Pollock 1997), (Pollock
1998), (Pollock 2001),(Pollock 2003), (Pollock 2005), (Pollock, 2006),
(Pollock 2009) and his latest thesis on Rasa (Pollock 2015), it is not too
difficult to ascertain that Pollock harbors a deep disdain for Sanskrit
knowledge systems and more so to the notion of dharma and most
importantly its pursuit (which is the most important goal/aspect of
“meaning” in the Sanskrit traditions).
What is revealed after this critical examination is Pollock’s nescience
of meaning in most possible senses: The role of language as a
(dharmic) liberator (mokṣa) has not beenunderstood. The role of (śabda-
artha) meaning in the pursuit of dharma has not been understood.
The role of śāstra-paddhati in (Sanskrit) text interpretation has not
been understood. The empirical nature of ascertaining meaning in
the Western sense has also not been understood. The principle of
truth maximisation as an approach to ascertaining meaning has
not been understood. Inventing falsehoods, creative making of the
truth, selective interpretation of text, misuse of quotes, use of false
chronologies, self-contradicting positions, stupendous hubris and
monumental disdain of Sanskrit and its cultural artifacts seem to be
hallmarks of the Neo-orientalists, epitomized by Pollock.
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Conclusion
Given the nature of subject areas covered, history and evolution of
Westernphilology, Indian,Western and computational theories of lan-
guage, Indian, Western and computational notions of meaning, the
principal focus of this paper has been to highlight the misunderstand-
ings of the nature of language, meaning and of the flawed and ille-
gitimate nature of the methods of neo-Orientalist (videśī) scholarship.
That the nature of language and the nature of meaning have not been
properly understoodbyWestern scholarship (since the 1700s) has been
highlighted and discussed. Indian theories of language and notions of
meaning (that have evolved over millennia) are positively more sci-
entific, better reasoned and are far less ambiguous. The well-acknow-
ledged speculative nature and political/rhetorical roots of philology
have been discussed and examined in detail. It must be clear by now
that Sheldon Pollock’s methods of re-invented philology are deeply
flawed and cannot be the basis for any sort of credible scholarship.
They need to be confronted and called out for what they are - unsci-
entific and dishonest scholarship.
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Abstract
The Rāmāyaṇa is the older of the two Indian epics that has inspired
essays, commentaries, movies, TV series, stage performances, music
and poetry for centuries. Characters of the Rāmāyaṇa have lived on
for centuries in the hearts of the Indian masses, and come alive even
today when generation after generation children are named after its
protagonists, or when the Rāmāyaṇa pāṭha (recitation of the entire
epic) is observed in homes as a purifying ceremony, at occasions such
as weddings, birth of child, and before moving into a new house. In
a country that makes over a thousand films every year, enactment
of the Rāmāyaṇa on makeshift stages (Rām-līlā) still finds a sizable
following every year, testifying to its place in the Indian psyche. It
is in that context that this paper critiques Sheldon Pollock’s reading
of the Rāmāyaṇa. Using Rajiv Malhotra’s work as the foundation, the
paper elicits examples from both the texts and the lived experience
in order to illustrate how Pollock misses reading the Rāmāyaṇa in its
own context, because he gazes at the epic from his pre-conceived
bias that, though understands the meaning, does not resonate with
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terms such as śraddhā and itihāsa. In addition,making use of Campbell’s
definition of myth, and its role in its respective society, the paper
also highlights how Pollock’s understanding of the Rāmāyaṇa as a
myth is constructed outside of Indian context. Furthermore, the paper
is informed by the author’s association with a Rām-līlā committee
that has run successfully for the last five decades by a community of
volunteers, most of who hold white-collar jobs.

It is true that no production of knowledge in the human sciences can
ever ignore or disclaim its author’s involvement as a human being in his
own circumstances, then itmust be true that for a European or American
studying the Orient there can be no disclaiming the main circumstances
of this actuality: that he comes up against the Orient as a European or
American first, and as an individual second.

Edward Said in Orientalism

Hinduism is not just a faith. It is the union of reason and intuition that
cannot be defined but is only to be experienced. Evil and error are not
ultimate. There is no Hell, for that means there is a place where God is
not, and there are sins, which exceed his love.

Dr. Radhakrishnan

Celebrating civilization perfection is nothing more than a blind
abdication of self-criticism.

(Pollock, as cited in Gould, 2008:533)

Introduction
To this day we call them Ram Uncle and Ravan Uncle. We usually do
not remember their names because RamandRavanwere the roles they
played on the local stage, year after year. And, we saw them mainly
between July and October of every year, when they rehearsed, slipped
into their respective roles and finally embodied those roles. From July
of every year, after the first pūjā, called Gana Bandhan1, most if not all
of the actors and those associated with the Rām-līlā2 would follow a
vegetarian diet, refrain from alcohol, sleep on the floor and keep a low
key in their social activities, until the day of the Dusshera when Ravan
would be killed on stage, and after which the actors could resume
their regular life. During the ten-day performance they became their
roles, in the way they walk, the way they speak and the way they
live. So much so, that on the last day of the performance, when Ram
Uncle returned home, I was told, that his parents would do an ārti3,
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like the one offered to a deity in a temple, for he had embodied the
part/qualities of Lord Ram for the last six months.
To an outsider, who neither understands nor feels what a Hinduwould
naturally feel when Lord Ram’s name is spoken, worshipping one’s
own son is nothing but the continuation of the drama, and at worst, a
superstitious activity. To the uninitiated into living a truth, the ritual
of ārti would seem pointless and without the sacred. Simply put, very
few who have not lived or grown up with the concept of bhakti can
understand how a parent turns into a devotee, and the son into a
God. But as Campbell, who emphasizes the place of heart over rational
faculties when a myth is lived, explains, ‘a ritual is an enactment of a
myth, - insofar, the myth is a revelation of dimensions of your own
spiritual potential, you are activating those dimensions in yourself
and experiencing them” (Maher and Briggs 1990:35)4. In that context,
performing an ārti for their son, Ram Uncle’s parents were living the
core of the Hindu philosophy, that the divinity is defined by its ‘bhāva’
(attitude and quality), and neither is restricted to any one form nor
are other-worldly. And the performance of Rāmlīlā for centuries is a
yearly ritual that allows the audiences to participate in an enactment
of itihāsa as it informs their daily lives.
This paper critically evaluates Professor Sheldon Pollock’s take on the
Rāmāyaṇa, and its impact on Indian cultural and political life, with
special focus on gaps in Pollock’s methodology and sampling, which,
due to their inconsistencies, would lead us to erroneous conclusions.

Why Pollock?
Presently, Professor Sheldon Pollock is one of the most revered
professors of Indology, who has pointed at the Rāmāyaṇa among
other texts, as a text that is guilty of using language, story and
characterization as tools to demonize the non-Hindus, particularly
Muslims, and has resulted in much violence against minorities,
especiallyMuslims, again Pollock’s study of the Rāmāyaṇa is essentially
a study to link its plot, language and texts to power structures and
put a political rather than a sacred lens on the epic. Pollock considers
the Rāmāyaṇa a political tool to label all non-Hindus, especially the
Muslims as the ‘other’, as one which has led to violence against
the Muslim community (Pollock 1993). He attributes power and
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hegemonic structures to both the plot and characters of the great
epic5.
Scholars have contended that (for this very reason), Pollock’sworkwill
likely “play a dominant role in shaping the wider public image of pre-
modern Indian, especially Sanskrit, language, and culture along with
the forms of polity related to them, for years if not decades to come.”
(McCrea 2013:117; Gonzalez-Reimann 2006:2046). Some even suggest
that Pollock’s scholarship on India is “scholarship about the world”
(Gould 2008:557) and that it “can and should transform contemporary
understandings for the relationship between culture and power, the
status of literature, and the state, ethnicity, and polity throughout
history” (Gould 2008:534).
It would be unfortunate if a thesis of such significance as Pollock’s,
were founded on a methodology that use lenses and ideology that are
far from appropriate for the subject used deconstruction. Especially
since Pollock also, through his thesis, seems to have established that
modernity or ‘newness’ (Gould 2008) can emerge by desacralizing
the Indian texts (śāstra-s) without which they are incapable of being
interpreted in a novel manner.
In this paper, I attempt at illustrating how this aspect of ‘desacralizing’
is a major flaw in Pollock’s methodology, as the ground reality
demonstrates. In desacralizing the texts, Pollock steps outside of the
texts and views them as ‘he wishes to see them’ ignoring how they are
regarded by those who have lived with the heritage for centuries, and
ignores several crucial aspects which can challenge his ideas, in order
to establish his pre-conceived theory; rather than allow the theory
to emerge as a result of the scholar both regarding the text as those
who live them; and then corroborating the evidence with the ground
reality in India. The following sections first explain the difference
between concept of myth andmithyā, and itihāsa and history, establish
the Rāmāyaṇa’s role in Indian cultural life, and discuss how Pollock’s
method of desacralizing is flawed because it fails to view the gestalt
of itihāsa, and how itihāsa is lived through yearly performance of the
Rāmāyaṇa.
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Myth, Mythos, Mithyā & Itihāsa
While myth is often implied to mean a lie, a fiction, or something
untrue, as its derived meaning from the Greek word mythos, scholars
have contested that meaning in the context of the Sanskrit word
‘mithyā’ which implies a reality in between truth (history) and
untruth (myth), and points towards a reality beyond our worldly
understanding. Joseph Campbell, the world-renowned mythologist
considers myths as clues, which ‘direct us towards the experiencing
the spiritual potentialities of the human life’ (Moyers 1990:5) for myth
is a metaphor that is indicative of spiritual powers that lie within us
(Maher & Briggs 1990).
Myths are narratives with multiple meanings that hold sacred value
for the respective cultures and are carried out through their rituals.
Therefore, these narratives are considered to be true from within
the respective faith systems, and when regarded in context, lend
themselves to expressing respective systems of thought and values.
Although it is important to recognize that myths are usually regarded
metaphorically and not literally, so myths can be both rooted in
history and be fictitious (Carpentier’s Lectures on the Website,
accessed May 15, 2016) e.g. Sun worship is not about worshiping
the heavenly body as much as an acknowledgement of its life-giving
quality to the entire planet. Which, it must be emphasized, has not
changed since time immemorial. Therefore an ancient ritual of Sun
worship is also an indication of ancient humans’ knowledge, however
subconscious, of the influence of the Sun on our planet. Similarly Rāma
and Rāvaṇa are qualities that bring us close to or distance us from the
divine.
Myth, in the West, is used as the diametric opposite of history. But
Rajiv Malhotra emphasizes, in his path-breaking book, Being Different
(Malhotra 2013), that myth ‘uses fiction (story7) to convey truth’
(Kindle Edition, Location 1138), and can be enacted out via a ritual
(Myers 1990). In addition, to contrast it with the frozen idea of
history, as in theWest, the Indian word for history ‘itihāsa’, sometimes
translated as myth by those studying Indian texts, comprises both
history and myth (Malhotra 2013). But the schism in the way the West
sees others and itself is exemplified in Being Different, where Malhotra
shares a story about a Journalismprofessor’s struggle to includemyths
of Western civilizations in a class on ‘World Mythology’.
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“Western scholars unable to deal with the multiple renditions of itihāsa,
tend to categorize it all as myth, and myth alone...their own myths are
recounted as history. Indian spiritual texts are subject to interpretive
methods, which are entirely different from those used to study the tales
of Jewish and Christian religions. For example, the West is studied using
sociological methods and tools, whereas so-called primitive societies
through anthropology and folklore; European and American social units
are always described as communities, never tribes.”

Malhotra (2013:L1139)

Since the West’s own myths are taught as history, and the West does
not have a category similar to itihāsa, Malhotra (2013) argues that
Indologists are prone to misinterpretations when they use a Western
lens to study itihāsa, which is more concerned with truth rather than
history, and can be told throughmultiple perspectives - hence it is that
we have myriads of Rāmāyaṇa-s.

“Parables abound in dharmic scriptures, too, but these inspire by the
lessons they teach and not by claims of being the exact records of
historical events. Hindus participating in rituals in temples do, for the
most part, follow a received and codified tradition, and aminority might
believe in the narratives they celebrate as literally having happened.
Most Hindus tend to view the historical events in a fluid manner.”

Malhotra (2013:L1110)

Malhotra continues to highlight that history, in the context of itihāsa,
is for the Hindus an instructional (and not a constitutive, as Pollock
posits (1984:508)) tale which can be superseded by embodying the
truth that the parable instructs to teach. For, a dharma practitioner
who studies itihāsa -

“..explicitly aspires to bring about a change within, emphasizing the
virtues illustrated in the narratives and not the historical facts. Lord
Rāma and Lord Krishna are embodiments of bhavas (attitudes) and their
historical significance is superseded by the values they convey.”

Malhotra (2013:L1114)

While Pollock acknowledges the power of myth, he interprets the way
he chooses to (Pollock 1984:508)8. In that context, Pollock starts on a
wrong note, when he limits his understanding of Rāma and Rāvaṇa
merely as good and evil, divine and demonic. In fact, he attributes
harmful intentions in upholding Rāma as the model King, an ideal
man, when he suggests that the Rāmāyaṇa’s sole purpose has been
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in creating and demonizing the ‘other.’ (Pollock 1984; Pollock 1993).
Furthermore, Pollock demonstrates his inability to grasp the concept
of itihāsa as he uses the word Euhemerization9(ascribing historical
basis to mythology) for the divinity of Rāma (Pollock 1984: 506). The
Rāmāyaṇa, for Hindu society, is a metaphor, although Pollock treats
it like a mystery, which he has attempted to uncover through his
writings. If there is a mystery to the Rāmāyaṇa, as a practitioner, the
author can state, that it is this, that taking the example of Rāvaṇa, we
can understand that most venerated of scholars can be proven wrong
about the use of knowledge, and yet in academia today, scholars hold
mind over heart and sometimes ethics, in the pursuit of understanding
a system.

The Rāmāyaṇa: Popularity and Presence in the
Indian Psyche
Considered as the ādi-kāvya (the First Poem) the Rāmāyaṇa is one
of the oldest and longest epics in world literature (Embree 1972).
Pollock is correct in estimating the impact of the Rāmāyaṇa and its
characters on the Hindu mind and culture. The Rāmāyaṇa, written
as itihāsa, is not merely a story, but an allegory that instructs and
guides, through the use of philosophy and ethics, in matters of the
‘ideal’ — what constitutes an ideal king, ideal husband, ideal father,
ideal wife (Embree 1972). Children are named after its characters,
numerous television series and movies have been created depicting
the Rāmāyaṇa, every year thousands of Rāmlīlās are performed around
India and many other countries, and the recitation of the entire
Rāmāyaṇa is used also as a purification ceremony for various occasions
from pre-birth to post funeral rites. Interestingly, it is the Rāmāyaṇa
that is given as a gift to newly-weds as a reminder of the life of an
ideal couple, as opposed to the Mahābhārata, which is not held in the
same regard10. It is after all, the greatest and most ideal love story of
Gods who incarnated as an ideal couple, ideal human beings to act as
models — to play out the Līlā11.)
Pollock is also correct, although incomplete, in saying that Rāvaṇa is
not viewed as the most positive character to emulate. However, as
will be explained later that this does not equate to demonization of
a character addressed as Daśānan, the one with (knowledge of) ten



248 Charu Uppal

heads. Neither is there any link, as will be illustrated through this
paper, between widespread impact of and love for the Rāmāyaṇa and
the violence against the non-Hindus.

Our Rāmlīlā
Rāmlīlā, the divine play, through which Rāma’s life is told is enacted
out as a ten day ritual throughout India culminating in a big
celebration on Vijayadaśamī or The Victorious Tenth (lunar day),
the day effigies of Rāvaṇa are consigned to flames. While this act
might seem like, to someone like Pollock, another indication of the
demonization of Rāvaṇa, the act of burning of the effigies, like a ritual,
allows the audience to contemplate on the battle of good vs. evil that
too often rages in our own hearts. It would surprise Pollock to know
then that the people vie for the left over bamboos from the effigies,
for it is considered sacred to keep the ‘bones’ of Rāvaṇa, the wise man,
in the house.
Rituals such as these, once known, can question all of theorization
that Pollock has created to impose his view of looking, rather than
understanding the complex place of good and evil, right and wrong in
Hinduism. While Hindus revere Lord Rāma for being the puruṣottama,
the ideal man, their love is only increased for the butter-stealing
Krishna. While the lived reality of Hinduism is too complex to be
explained and understood by those who do not practice it, for it
combines both the sacred and the secular, what is surprising is
Pollock’s absolute contempt, as evident in the following comment, for
the tradition, that attributes divinity to all beings:

“Much of the argument against the divinity of Rāma, furthermore, is
based on a sense of the “divine” that conceals an embarrassingly narrow
and un-selfreflective ethnocentricity, and on the use of an inapplicable
set of critical canons.”

(Pollock 1984:508)

Throughout this paper there will be references made to one such
Rāmlīlā that has been staged in Delhi for nearly seven decades.
Rajendra Nagar Arts Club, formally known as Shri Rāmlīlā Committee,
had humble beginnings in 1949 when a group of people started a
local club that decided to stage a Rāmlīlā every year. All the actors
were from the neighborhood, and the nominal entrance fee that was
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charged funded the project. Over the years, the club has become a
hallmark of the locality, and the Rāmlīlā still draws large crowds.
Throughout the years, though professional actors were hired to play
some roles, the performances have been sustained by children and
grandchildren of the initiates of the project. Most of the actors hold a
day job, but are dedicated to the continuation of Rāmlīlā, which since
1980 has dropped the entrance fee. Some years, attempts were made
to broadcast it live through the local channel for the benefit of the
elderly and those who could not attend in person.
An interesting aspect of Our Rāmlīlā was that during its ten-day
performance, usually one or more social plays completely unrelated
to the Rāmāyaṇa were included to focus on issues such as promoting
rural development and questioning dowry practices. Over the years,
due to reduction in the number of holidays given to schoolchildren,
social plays have been dropped. This inclusion of completely secular
plays in a very sacred performance of the Rāmāyaṇa is an indication
of self-reflexive ability of Hinduism and an indication that secular and
sacred mingle in India on a regular basis.
The script used by the club is an amalgam of several Rāmāyaṇa-s and is
especially known for the lessons that Rāvaṇa gives to Lakṣmaṇa as he
lies dying. In an email communication, the author was apprised that
the script has not remained static and has been improvised, modified
several times since 1949, testifying to the freedom allowed in adapting
the epic, as is the case with Indian storytelling, no matter how many
times they are told:

“The precise story of Rāma can never be produced, and each attempt
involves a combination of reproduction (by supplier), re-narration (often
interactive), and re-presentation (by audience). Thus itihasa changes,
evolves and adapts to circumstances as per the prevailing consensus.”

Malhotra (2013: L1167)

In addition, to give actors a break, Sahitya Akademi actors are invited
one day, to play a one-Act Rāmāyaṇa. Rajendar Nagar Arts club has
become a classic example of dharma-s and dharma-related activities
being intertwined with social life. True to its dhārmic nature of
‘upholding’ a community, Rāmlīla’s stage is not just about one story
but for the ten days it becomes a collective stage to display local talent.
In between scene-changes, children and adults alike are allowed
to exhibit their talent in poetry recitation, skits, stand-up comedy,
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singing and /or even dance to a Bollywood song. Wonder what Pollock
would say about the fact that theMuslimmega star ShahrukhKhan got
his first audience at this stage during a scene change. Khanwas also an
enthusiastic ‘vānar’ in Hanuman’s senā.
Over the years, audiences of Our Rāmlīlā witnessed that settings and
performances have changed with changes in technology, but more
importantly because of its ‘live’ nature, Our Rāmlīlā has remained
unpredictable. The Rāmāyaṇa as Rāmlīlā is the best example of the
fluidity of itihāsa. Some scenes are exaggerated and get laughs;
especially the one where the Hanumān on the stage in the process of
desecrating the Ashok Vāṭikā hurls bananas at the audience, making
it an interactive play. Or when Kumbhakarṇa is being woken up from
his deep sleep slumber, and some sainik-s fall into the audience. Every
year has a different flavor.

Pollock’s Out-of-Context Methodology
As explained above, the paper illustrates through the examples how
Pollock’s analysis of the Rāmāyaṇa is not situated in the context of
Hindu society, emotions, feelings and understanding of the epic and
therefore must be evaluated.
Desacralizing-Decontextualization: Pollock’s strategy of forwarding this
theory of ‘aestheticisation of power’ is to first desacralize the texts
that he studies (Malhotra 2016a:L3462). In desacralizing the texts,
Pollock commits academic blasphemy by divorcing the object of his
study from its context as he tries to understand its impact. It is akin
to the Californian version of understanding karman without a belief
in reincarnation. Any qualitative research, especially one that deals
with the understanding of systems, cultures and texts of cultures that
one does not practice, or live with, has to be grounded in a research
methodology that is appropriate for the topic and attempt to study its
object being as close to its lived reality.
Appropriate application of research methods is crucial to a thorough
consideration of the topic of study. The concept ofRāma-rājya, inspired
by the Rāmāyaṇa is a prime example of a call to rulers and officers to
sacrifice their personal motives for the larger good—by following the
dharma of a king, who must be just. It is this aspect of the Rāmāyaṇa
that guides, instructs through allegories for the dharma practioner
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who reads it with ‘śraddhā’ and ‘bhakti’ that Pollock is missing in his
lens.
Desacralization therefore, amounts to de-contexutalization of study-
ing the Rāmāyaṇa, which then, according to Pollock, is merely liter-
ature – freed from the “clutches of sacredness”. Pollock uses Vico’s
theories as the reasoning for removing the sacredness from śāstra-s
(Malhotra 2016a:L1366 & L1371) and therefore itihāsa, which uses sto-
rytelling to convey the teachings of śāstra-s. Not surprisingly, Vico’s
ideas are very ethno(Euro)-centric and can be hardly considered uni-
versal. Vico places the philosophical, post-rational thinking, charac-
terized by European (and by analogy, the West) societies, over what
he considers poetic thinking, found in primitive societies (Malhotra
2016a: L1550).

“There are two key points in his lens, which are inspired by Vico: 1. The
principle of treating the secular as separated from the transcendent, and
the view that ancient texts and thinkers were pre-rational, mythically
oriented, and emotional – and they lacked the rationality to develop and
apply this principle to look at history clearly, a history driven by purely
material acts.”

(Malhotra 2016a:L1656)

However, Christians and Carey (1989) argue against some of the
ways of viewing the subject matter as suggested by Vico and those
influenced by him (p. 355), and call for a more comprehensive
approach. They question the ‘natural science model of the social
sciences’, (p. 355) and argue against the idea that social sciences, like
natural sciences are said to “…develop laws that hold irrespective of
time and place, to explain phenomenon through causal and functional
models, to describe relationships among phenomena in essentially
statistical and probabilistic terms” (p. 354). Instead, placing a higher
value on symbols and context, Christians and Carey provide four
criteria that make for a valid and a thorough consideration of the
topic of study: naturalistic observation, contextualization, maximized
comparisons, and sensitized concepts (Christians and Carey 1989).
Naturalistic observationwould require a researcher to understand the
symbols and their context as the Hindus do:

“Symbolic activity is recognized as central to our personal and social
experiences; symbols and symbolic patterns the irreducible socio-
cultural data of qualitative research, getting an insider’s view takes it
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for granted that to understand someone’s thought one needs to think
with the same symbols. The social scientist must study the human spirit
as expressed through symbolic imagery. ‘The Chicago School’ taught us
that social feelings (attitudes and sentiments) lifestyle are most fully
expressed in actual situations, and must be recovered unobtrusively
through participant observation, from personal documents, and by
open-ended interviewing. To get inside the realms of lived experience,
the natural processes of communication are especially valuable (such
as correspondence, eyewitnesses accounts, songs, jokers, folklore,
memoranda, diaries, ceremonies, citizen group reports, sermons), and
methods must be avoided that disrupt the social process and thereby
skew our vision.”

(Christians and Carey 1989:361)

While Pollock, an esteemed and thorough scholar can be lauded for
his vast scholarship, he fails to grasp the ideals that Hindus are asked
to learn from the epic, essentially because he ignores how the text is
being lived in daily lives whether in India or even Muslim majority
countries like Indonesia. And once the concept of pāramārthika (the
transcendent/sacred) is done awaywith, one cannot fathomthepower
of the epic in evoking qualities of justice, love, duty, and self-sacrifice
among its followers.
Neither does Pollock pass the test of the second criteria, viz.
contextualization, which we consider here:

“- a significant tool that allows a researcher to understand how his/her
subject feels about and understands a phenomenon. As culture and
related symbols are complex and usually have multilayered meanings, it
is important to understand a text, an event, or a ritual, in a larger multi-
dimensional context.

Contextualization is a vital dimension of interpretive studies. While
extraordinarily complex, the guideline calls our attention to immediate,
wider cultural and historical context if we are to interpret human
interpretation accurately.”

(Christians and Carey 1989:361)

While Pollock implies that widespread use of the Rāmāyaṇa can be
owed to its use as a political tool, his analysis does not consider the idea
that, in the Indian context, the rise and decline in worship of various
avatāra-s, according to the yuga-s has been common.When he suggests
that characters of the Rāmāyaṇa behave as puppets as though without
any will, he is implying that the followers of epic might be driven
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in the same robot-like manner to demonize non-Hindus and those of
lower castes. But he conveniently ignores characters such as Khevaṭ
and Śabarī who are not only from the lower strata, but who Rāma
expresses gratitude to, for helping him in his journey. In addition,
Pollock overlooks factors such as Rāvaṇa himself being a learned
Brahmin, whose father was the venerated Sage Viśravas12. Why does
the Rāmāyaṇa create the other of a brahmin? Especially when Pollock
implies that it was with the collaboration of the brahmins that the
kings/rulers demonized the outsiders. Also overlooked is the fact that
the author Vālmīki himself is supposed to be not of a higher caste, and
Rāvaṇa a revered, learned one of a higher caste and a king, the very
people Pollock suggests oppressed the ‘lower castes’?
If Pollock were interested in considering the context, he would have
visited Our Rāmlīlā (or any Rāmlīlā for that matter), and interviewed
(as this author has done) many of its actors. The one who plays
Vibhīṣaṇa proudly stated that his favorite character and guru is
Rāvaṇa, who he considers ‘wise, intelligent, a researcher, resourceful
enough to make accessible the means to his mokṣa, someone with
foresight and power’13 (Personal interview with the author, 2009). To
corroborate this interview, the actor was contacted again in August of
2016 via email. The response he gave not only confirmed his earlier
view, but he also stated that he has not only read the Rāmāyaṇa in its
entirety, but also texts purportedly authored by Rāvaṇa such as Uḍḍīśa
Tantra.
It is important tomention here that on grounds that the text is sacred,
it is not above criticism. Several essays, jokes and stand-up comedians
have questioned, critiqued and laughed at the characters of Rāmāyaṇa
without any restriction or condemnation thereby questioning the
notion that the text has not been allowed to be critiqued. But
instead, Pollock brings his own theories, provides slim, random and
unsystematic evidence andweak links that donot consider the context
of śraddhāwhich is how a Hindu approaches the Rāmāyaṇa, to support
his ideas.
In context however, Pollock may arrive at what Hindus feel and have
been taught through the Rāmāyaṇa, if he uses the sacred lens. But since
he insists on using the lens that has been provided by an ideology
that proclaims ‘religion is the opiate of the masses’, he is incapable
of arriving clearly at the impact that the Rāmāyaṇa has had, and his
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claims seem meaningless. The Rāmāyaṇa, as discussed above is itihāsa,
bothmyth andhistorywritten in a formso that it canbeusedbypeople
in their daily lives (vyāvahārika level) to connectwith the transcendent
(pāramārthika level).
Another dimension of the interpretive process, as suggested by Glaser
and Strauss (as cited in Christians and Carey 1989) is to maximize
the comparisons (Glaser and Strauss 1989:366). If Pollock wanted to
strengthen his argument of demonization of the ‘non-Muslims’ he
could have compared other countries such as Thailand and Indonesia
where the Rāmāyaṇa still forms an integral part of cultural experience,
there are the temples dedicated to Rāma and Rāmlīlā is performed
regularly. If the text had such universal values, it would be interesting
to see Pollock’s ideas on how the epic is received in other Asian
countries.
And finally, Pollock fails on the last criteria, viz. ‘sensitized concepts.’
That is:

“Formulating categories that are meaningful to the people themselves,
yet sufficiently powerful to explain large domains of social experience.
Interpretive research seeks to capture original meanings validly, yet
explicate them on a level that gives the results maximum impact.”

(Christians and Carey 1989:370)

Pollockproblematizes thedivinity of Rāma, a concept taken for granted
by the Hindus, by stating that unlike the way it is revealed, Vālmīki in-
tended Rāma’s divinity from the very outset14, and this is obvious by
the fact that no one questions Rāma’s divinity.15 However, Gonzalez-
Reimann(2006:207)16, argues that although Vaiṣṇava commentators,
due to their love for the God King, cannot be expected to question
the divinity of Rāma, yet unlike what Pollock thinks, this question has
been asked in several instances, including the Adhyātma Rāmāyaṇa. By
questioning whether or not Rāma is aware of his being an avatāra of
Viṣṇu, Pollock questions the very basis for which the Rāmāyaṇa is pop-
ular among the masses. It is obvious that he does not understand the
term, ‘Līlā’ (divine play), that one word that explains so much for the
Hindus. For the Hindus, Rāma is considered a ‘tāraṇ-hār’ the one who
delivers ātman across the ocean of saṁsāra, however,whether or not he
is aware of his divinity is not an important feature of the Rāmāyaṇa. As
stated elsewhere in the paper, the epic is a metaphor, not a mystery17.
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Furthermore, in context if Pollock had analyzed the performance of
the Rāmāyaṇa, which is staged for the lay people, who then, according
to him, get mobilized against non-Hindus, he would have found
that unlike Aristotle’s recommendations who is against portraying
violence on stage, Bharata in Nāṭyaśāstra concerned more with style
and beauty, allows/makes room for it, so long as it is presented
aesthetically (Massey 1992:62)18.
Had Pollock visited ‘Our Rāmlīlā’, he would have witnessed a very
moving scene, not present in Vālmīki Rāmāyaṇa — Rāvaṇa’s śikṣā
(teachings) to Lakṣmaṇa. Rāma’s equanimity and inclination towards
utter justice and kindness is evident in how he deals with the dying
King. During the act, when Rāma asks Lakṣmaṇa to seek life-advice
from Rāvaṇa, Rāma instructs him to stand at the feet of the teacher.
That scene always draws the most emotional and profound silence in
the audience.
Pollock has completely ignored considering the views of those who
have read the Rāmāyaṇa and embodied its message. In the context of
the Rāmlīlā mentioned above, Rāvaṇa, a brahmin himself has been
depicted as an intellectual, a learned man, well versed in various
sciences of his time, but his fatal flaw is his ‘ego’,which is not redeemed
by him being, either of a higher caste, or a king. This places Pollock
outside of the context.

Insider/Outsider: Who is a Qualified Pupil?
Malhotra (2016a) talks extensively in his recent book The Battle for
Sanskrit about the concept of insiders and outsiders, a concept he
adapts from anthropology. And Malhotra cautions, that an insider is
not just a Hindu, but rather someone who understands, and is willing
to see study Hinduism from the eyes of those who practice it. The
categories of contextualization and sensitized concepts, which make
for a thorough more honest, close to the real reading of a culture,
would come naturally to an insider. Pollock fails this requirement.
In his methodology of desacralization and de-contextualization
Pollock ignores both his own mentor and the qualities needed for
being a student - as prescribed by a Vedāntic text called Vedāntasāra
(lit: the essence of Vedānta) authored by Sadānanda. Previous scholars
have referred to the need for a special mindset while approaching
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the śāstra-s, which should not be too enthusiastically academic or
intellectual:

“….One may read this translated text precisely as one reads any essay of
Locke, Hume or Kant, but it should be borne in mind that the stanzas
were not intended to be assimilated this way. In fact, we are warned at
the very outset by being confronted with the discussion of a preliminary
question — ‘who is competent, and consequently entitled, to study the
Vedanta in order to realize the truth. The question may be readily
answered, so far as we ourselves are concerned: Not we Westerns. Not
intellectuals.”

(Campbell and Zimmer 1956:51)

So then, who is the adhikārin (qualified) -and what are the qualities of
his mindset? According to Vedāntaśāra.

“The “competent student” (adhikārin), when approaching the study of
Vedanta, should feel an attitude not of criticism or curiosity, but of
utter faith (śraddhā) that in the formulae of Vedanta, as they are about
to be communicated to him, he shall discover the truth (Vedāntasāra).
He must furthermore be filled with a yearning for freedom from the
encumbrances of worldly life, an earnest longing for release from the
bondage of his existence as an individual caught in the vortex of
ignorance.”

(Campbell and Zimmer 1956:51)

Instead, Pollock approaches the text with an ‘attitude of criticism and
not with curiosity’ because he analyzes the text with a preconceived
theory that he wants to map out combining some past evidence from
history (“whenRam temples came into existence”) and the Rāmāyaṇa’s
plot (“demonization of Rāvaṇa”). Despite his experience with Hindu
texts, he fails to acknowledge that in Indian system, beings are divine
by nature and everyone is a God in the making, and that deva-s and
asura-s are relative and not absolute.
Some other qualities for a student of śāstra-s are patience, concentra-
tion, and endurance,which a reputed scholar like Pollockmay possibly
possess; however his open denial of the sacred and lack of śraddhā, re-
strict him from fully understanding the gist of the Rāmāyaṇa. Pollock is
placed as an outsider not because he is not an Indian; however, because
he does not possess the qualities needed to contextualize the texts in
the landscape of Hindu psyche.
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“Pollock also goes against Ingalls, his mentor who stresses dropping the
western lens for the study of Sanskrit traditions and the study of kavya.”

(Malhotra 2016a:L3354)

“Ingalls had insisted that Indologists like him must use the Sanskrit
tradition’s own lens in studying kavya, at least to the extent Westerners
were capable.”

(Malhotra 2016a:L3353)

A kāvya’s purpose, insists Ingalls, is to ‘communicate the dharma to the
lay public in a friendly and aesthetically pleasing manner.’(as cited in
Malhotra 2016a:L3368). And while, like Pollock, Campbell states that
the concept of duty in the Occident is different from what it is in
the Orient (Campbell 1976:103), he says that it is important to note
that a student in the West also does not develop the śraddhā the basic
requisite for guru-śiṣya tradition. He suggests that what the Orient can
instruct the West is in an inward journey – “the mystic inward way
into themselves, and this if followed without losing touch with the
conditions of contemporary life, might well lead in not a few cases to a
new depth andwealth of creative thought and fulfillment in life and in
literature and in the arts.” As Malhotra suggests, what Pollock ignores
is that the very basis of creativity and innovation, is transcending the
reality. It is this inward journey that Pollock refuses to take, ignores
and shuns, when he separates the laukika from the alaulika, and refuses
to acknowledge how the pāramārthika informs the vyāvahārika.
If Pollock did want to look for evidence of how it is that the Indian
texts that have allowed for a harmonious political and social life for
centuries in India, which neither of two nations that came out of
India can claim, he would have mentioned Indian democracy as an
intermingling, not only of languages, and cultures but also religions.
Pavan Varma, an Indian diplomat writes:

“Indians do not like the disorder and unpredictability of system-less
situations. They are past masters in the art of compromise, in stepping
back from the precipice, in forging a modus vivendi that obviates
the need to choose between extremes, and in finding solutions that
accommodate conflicting interests. Such an approach has sanction of
classical notions of statecraft. For instance, according to the Digvijaya19
theory of the Rāmāyaṇa, ‘vanquished kings were reinstated in the
Kingdom as a matter of principle.”

(Varma 2005:57)
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Had Pollock been driven by looking at the ground reality, he would
have known that in the capital city of India, the burning of Rāvaṇa’s
effigies every year is a metaphor for change or elimination of social
evils, and every year there is a new name for what is called, ‘Aaj
Ka Ravan’ (Today’s Rāvaṇa) e.g. inflation, which affects Hindus and
Muslims alike. Furthermore, growing up as a Hindu, the author often
heard from grandmothers that while the Mahābhārata was narrated
to tell people how they were, it was the Rāmāyaṇa that actually was
written to show people how moral, kind, just and self-sacrificing they
are capable of being.
Furthermore, like many other scholars Pollock has created a language
that is not easily accessible to the people whose minds and actions
he intends to scrutinize. If his writings cannot be comprehended by
the ordinary people he accuses of being so influenced by the ‘political
insinuations in the Rāmāyaṇa’, then who is Pollock writing for?

“To decode him, one has to read him multiple times. After you
understand one theory of his, you need to go back and re-read the prior
works you already went through. In places, only after connecting the
dots with his other scattered writings can you realize what he wants to
say. If his individual points are at timesmurky, murkier still are the links
among the dots tomake sense of the big picture. One gets the impression
that only a few fellow-travelers subscribing to his ideology are meant to
understand him.”

(Malhotra 2016b)

Failing to understand his writings, those accused (i.e. those who
live the tradition) are ill-equipped to defend themselves and their
tradition. Not to mention that Pollock falls prey to the same ‘elitism’
that he has accused Indian texts to generate, when he constantly
upholds his thesis above the concept of sacred. In a sense, being an
outsider, Pollock is creating boundaries where the very persons who
live the traditions, are considered ‘outsiders’ to its understanding.
Pollock’s writings seem to be contributing to atrocity literature
more than about understanding Hinduism. And Pollock, an esteemed
scholar, does not shy away from using derogatory terms such as,
“Temple cult, which is unique to North India.” In mentioning the
scarcity of temples dedicated to Rāma before twelfth century, Pollock
reads meanings that do not exist in the scarcity of temples dedicated
to Rāma because he misunderstands itihāsa. ‘History after all occurs in
cycles’ (Malhotra 2013). Since documented history of the world is very
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limited compared to the actual history of theworld, the cyclesmay not
have repeated yet. It is quite possible that as we move into Kaliyuga,
Durgā worship may take more prominence over Rāma worship, would
Pollock then comeupwith a newatrocity thatmust be related toDurgā
worship being against non-Muslims, or may be all men?
It remains for the historians and Indologists alike to analyze the
reasons for “the rise of Rāma worship” – was it merely organic, shift
in the public consciousness, or was it because the Rāmāyaṇa started
to be performed as Rāmlīlā? Did it become popular due to certain
appreciation of the arts?
However it is clear that Pollock is more concernedwith forwarding his
ideas, creating atrocity theories desperately trying to make links with
disconnected events. Malhotra critiques Pollock’s tunnel vision that
is so focused on his own conclusions that he generalizes after cherry
picking quotes, anecdotes, and sentences from certain texts, and
ignores texts like the Arthaśāstra which explicitly lays down grounds
for the king to look after the welfare of its citizens (Malhotra 2016:
L3053). Malhotra quotes the following from the Rāmāyaṇa itself to
demonstrate that Pollock has deliberately used certain sentences out
of context, and linked themwith events that havemore socio-political
reasons to support his ideas.

“As the king so the citizens. Hence, he must lead them by example of his
own conduct.”

(Rāmāyaṇa 2.109.9) (Malhotra 2016:L3062)

“Citizens all abiding by dharma, had Rāma as their ideal.”

(Rāmāyaṇa 6.131.98)

On a closing note, the last time I attended ‘Our Rāmlīlā’, Ram Uncle
had graduated to being the ‘Khewat20’ the tribal whohelped Rāma, Sitā
and Lakṣmaṇa cross the Sarayū river. It was an emotional experience
to see Ram Uncle now bow to a younger Ram, who is probably more
versed in digital media, probably has his own twitter account, and
yet, he chooses to take a vow of austerity during the months when he
rehearses and performs, and never forgets to bow before he steps on
themake-shift stage, for that stage after all is ametaphor for theworld
where our own stories of love, loyalty, loss and life are played/enacted
out.
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Notes
1Among other things in this pūjā ceremony, a vow of embodying the principles of dharma
is taken, a sacred red thread is tied on the wrists of the participants.
2A ten-day enactment of the Rāmāyaṇa, that takes place all over India, before
Dusshera/Vijayadaśamī.
3Ārti, a ritual used in temples, can be used both to express love, gratitude or prayer
(depending on who it is directed towards). For example, it can be done as a form of love
towards a child on his birthday, a mark of respect for a guest, or elders, prayer when
performed to deities, and hope for a smooth life or performance when performed for
homes or vehicles respectively. In this case however, the actors who perform the part
of Lord Ram, having gone through the tapas of living a brahmacharya life despite being a
householder, become synonymous with the divine incarnation.
4The complete quote is as follows: “...a ritual is the enactment of myth: by participating
in the rite, you participate in the myth. Myths don’t count if they’re just hitting your
rational faculties – they have to hit the heart. You have to absorb them and adjust to
them and make them your life. And insofar as the myth is a revelation of dimensions
of your own spiritual potential, you are activating those dimensions in yourself and
experiencing them.’ (Maher and Briggs 1990:35).
5In July of 2016, Harvard University offered a course via edX, titled, “Hinduism Through
Its Scriptures.” Taught by Professor Neelima Shukla-Bhatt, of Wellesley College, the
course seemed to be inspired by some of the theories propounded by Pollock. With
questions such as,

“Using the online discussion forum,write a short paragraph that reflects
upon or responds to the demolition of the mosque in Ayodhya.
Why do you think the location of the Babri Mosque caused such a
controversy at the time?
Do you think the Rāmāyaṇa’s teaching about non-attachment — Rāma
was not attached to his kingdom and accepted exile without argument
— and ideals of behavior could have been used to avoid the conflict?”
(context to which can be found in Pollock’s articles of 1984 and 1992)

are clearly not focused on understanding how Hindus understand their text or a
complete understanding of the historical complexity of the issue. Instead, it tries to find
fault within the character of Rāma for his attachment. However, the question could be
turned towards the issue to ask,

“Why were (multiple) mosques planted atop multiple temples? Was it the intention to
erase Hindu symbols and places of worship?” Instead of looking at what Hindus have
suffered over the years, their claim to their own land is questioned.
6Gonzalez-Reimann (2006:204) “As a prominent and influential scholar, Pollock’s
opinion carries much weight and has already influenced other scholars.”
7Author’s interpretation of fiction, as a story, in this context.
8Pollock (1984:521) “When I speak of “myth” here, I am referring to a patterned
representation of the world, With continuing and vital relevance to the culture, which
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furnishes a sort of invariable conceptual grid upon which variable and multifarious
experience can be plotted and comprehended. It is this essential power imaginatively
to interpret and explain reality, social no less than other aspects of reality, that seems
to have gone unappreciated in previous treatments of the Rāmāyaṇa from the point
of view of myth, which for the most part are carried out either so mechanically or
reductively as to lose most claim to any meaningful heuristic value. Now, what to my
mind constitutes the primary signification, the central explanatory moment, of this
particular mythological map of experience as it pertains to the Rāmāyaṇa has so far
not been truly illustrated in our survey (which has sought only to assemble the main
building blocks of the myth). Just such an illustration, however, is provided in the last
instance of the theme I want to look at.”

Although Pollock attributes some power of impact to myths, he does so, as is revealed
in his publications such as “Rakshasas and Others” (1985), and “Rāmāyaṇa and political
imagination in India” (1993) indicate, this understanding of myth is not in terms
of bhāva-s or attitudes, or how Rāma instructs by his sāttvic behavior; instead, he
understands it only so long as they can serve his theory of the Rāmāyaṇa as a political
tool and ignoring to understand the complexity of Rāvaṇa’s sees things in black and
white.
9Pollock (1984:508): The deification of Rāma is attributed to a slow process of
Euhemerization, whereby a hero of (quasi-historical) saga merges with a popular local
divinity, the resulting demi-god finally coming to be reckoned an avatar of Viṣṇu.

10In some cases people are advised to read but not keep the copy of the Mahābhārata at
home, but the Rāmāyaṇa is a prized possession in Hindu households, holding the same
position as the Bible for Christian households.

11Līlā, a non-translatable Sanskrit word that does not have an equivalent in English. But
a loose definition of the word can be ’divine play.’ However, it is regarded differently in
non-dualistic and dualistic philosophical traditions of Hinduism. While in the former, it
refers to all reality including the cosmos as a divine creative play of the Brahman, in the
dualistic tradition Līlā refers to divine activities of God and his devotees on earth.

12I received an input at the Conference that Arvind Trivedi, who played Rāvaṇa in the
first ever televised Rāmāyaṇa series (directed by Ramanand Sagar) took on the suffix
Lankesh, after the series was over, expressing great admiration for Rāvaṇa.

13The author had intended to create a short documentary on Our Ramlila and its impact
on its actors.While the documentarywas stalled for several reasons, the transcript from
the footage of the actor who plays Vibhīṣaṇa, when asked about his favorite character
is as follows: “... Rāvaṇa knew so much about so many topics, more than anyone else till
date.... I think of him as my guru.”

14Proving this allows Pollock to forward his theory of power and politics in the following
years.

15It must be noted that all these assumptions are possible only after desacralizing the
text, and considering the Rāmāyaṇa out of the context of Hindu society.

16Gonzalez-Reimann (2006:205) states: “…this is hardly a valid argument because
religious traditions almost never question their fundamental tenets, and Vaiṣṇava
commentators cannot be expected to cast doubts about Rāma’s divinity even if there
were textual bases for doing so.”
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17However, if Pollock were to understand how Hindus have made sense of this, it is often
said that, being only of 12 kalā-s, Rāma was not aware of his divinity he suffered in the
world, very different from Kṛṣṇa, the owner of 16 kalā-s, who lived through the worst
war and yet, delivered the message of the Bhagavad Gītā.

18“Unlike Aristotle, Bharat does not forbid the representation of violent action on the
state, provided always that - however terrible - it is shown with control and beauty.
Indian drama of Bharata’s time is not bound by the unities of either time or place quite
as strictly as is classical Greek drama, and its idea of unity of action too is somewhat
different. The aim is rather towards a general unity of impression.” (Massey 1992:62)

19Means - The One who Conquers all.
20The character of Khewat, is not to be found in every Rāmāyaṇa, but it is clear that this
character of the same community as Guha, mentioned in Vālmīki Rāmāyaṇa.
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Abstract

The process of pūrvapakṣa of Prof. Sheldon Pollock’s (1985) paper
(briefly, “Theory of Practice and Practice of Theory”) on śāstra in the
First Swadeshi Indology Conference helped emic scholars understand
and possibly for the first time grasp the nuances and contrived
intricacies of the methods of Pollock – but in the entire discourse
a key issue remained undiscussed – the implicit assumption of the
superiority ofWestern Science, the scientific method and the superior
rational nature of science when compared to the traditional body
of knowledge viz. the śāstra-s. The inherent and unfounded sense
of Western superiority exhibited by scholarship especially regarding
topics of a comparative anthropological/sociological nature, more so
those involving study of artifacts with a civilizational or cultural focus
is well-known. Academic narratives based on the (post-Renaissance)
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rise of colonial Europe in a material sense and also supposedly in
a sense of reason have been the dominant narrative of scholarship
in almost all of Western academia. Aided by the rise of the USA
as a military and economic superpower, in the last century, the
unquestioned myths of American Exceptionalism and its precursors,
the narrative of White-European Greco-Roman origins of science and
rationality remains deep-seated in the collective consciousness of
the West and equally so in the deeply colonized mindsets of most
Macaulayized (colonized/modern) Indians.
Our paper entitled “The Science and Nescience of Śāstra” (presented
at the first Swadeshi Indology Conference held in 2016) touched,
albeit briefly, upon these issues (Sudarshan 2018). Such deep-seated
unquestioned assumptions harm an objective understanding of śāstra
and also its applications to contemporary twenty-first century living.
For a better understanding of śāstra in all its nuances, a deeper
comparative analysis of science and śāstra is required. In this paper,
the scientific nature of śāstra is discussed and juxtaposed with the so-
called modern lifestyles driven by scientific understandings of man,
society and the world at large. The śāstra of science is examined
critically - its methods (logics/sources of knowledge) are examined
(pramāṇa-s), the actual realities of what is knowable (prameya)
by science are discussed and the goals (prayojana) of science are
elucidated. Common misunderstandings (especially among scholars
with a non-science background and also of those who have accepted
the assumptions of such superiority unquestioningly and uncritically)
are addressed. In short - Is science really all that it is made out to be?
The key underlying questions about the nature of the relationship
between praxis and theory in the Indian traditions way - exceedingly
well articulated as a research meme by Pollock1 - are answered.

Introduction
The Neo-Orientalist narrative on śāstra is very much an exemplar of
the deep-rooted chauvinism and prejudices of the West. We examine
the basis of this prejudice using Pollock’s theses on śāstra as an entry
point. What is the basis of the sense of the superiority of the West? In all
probability it is the discourse and narrative of Science and the thrall of
the technology artifacts. We juxtapose śāstra and science across some
critical dimensions of interest to highlight hidden nuances, and hope
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to present a novel set of perspectives relevant to these discussions.
The paper is organized as follows: The ensuing section situates
the context of these questions in the light of the Neo-orientalist
narrative. The section on the narrative of science addresses the
following: Is science really Western in origin? How is the narrative
and discourse of Science controlled and manipulated by the West?
What are the philosophical underpinnings and logical frameworks in
Science? How is “Science” perceived as a process for both acquiring
and managing knowledge in current Western thought? In the section
on the narrative on śāstra, we provide an overview of the traditional
viewpoints behind śāstra, its role in dharma, pursuit of the puruṣārtha.
The lifestyles of the Indian civilization are discussed both in traditional
terms and in scientific terms. We highlight the key points under
discussion and refer the reader to the vast extant literature on śāstra.
Finally, in the section on “Comparing śāstra and Science”, we compare
the twain and attempt to understand science in terms of śāstra and
of the traditional lenses. We conclude with a brief pointer to the
possibility of a critical role for Swadeshi Indology as an interpretive
movement (for and of Science) - to create and nurture an honest
narrative in the dharmic tradition.

The Neo-Orientalist Narrative
Sheldon Pollock’s paper on Indian śāstra (Pollock 1985) - is what one
could consider unique scholarship. Coming possibly at an early time in
his academic career in South Asia area-studies - it is an early indicator
of the genre of scholarship that Pollock would produce for the next
three decades as he became a powerful and influential figure affecting
the Indian discourse both inside and outside India. Chronicled in
detail and with uncanny insight in (Malhotra 2016) – Malhotra calls it
hegemonic discourse. Malhotra says that under the guise of peer reviews
and by referring to each other’s works - a coterie or a cabal is formed,
who are mutually supportive and perpetuate their own theories. He
also adds that as this process continues over years, the need to reason
and defend the theories and positions becomes minimal and their
theories are taken for granted. Pollock for example via this hegemonic
discourse has stated political goals for India – to intervene on behalf
of those he declares to be oppressed. Interested readers can peruse
Malhotra (2016:315).
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Using a novel combination of hitherto unknown methods (3-dimen-
sional philology, creative chronology and socio-political hermeneutic
lenses) - various theses on the history of Sanskrit, the influences of
Sanskrit and the associated bodies of knowledge and practice that
comprise the basis of the sanātanadharma and Indian civilization - have
been propounded. The hegemonic discourse can be seen in its early
stages in this paper by Pollock.
Unpacking these verbose misrepresentations and theses derived via
Pollock’s creative hermeneutics, Malhotra lucidly describes Pollock’s
approach to śāstra.
The following words of Malhotra summarize the points Pollock makes
in his 1985 paper:

• “Since the Vedas are considered eternal and perfect, they are
assumed to be the repository of all knowledge. Therefore,
shastras are incapable of fresh creativity and progress as they
are limited to whatever is contained in the Vedas.

• Shastras can merely restate or extrapolate from what is already
in the Vedas, but they cannot utilize fresh insights from the
empirical world. He calls this ‘regressive’.

• No historical advancement is possible in the Western sense
because shastras are incapable of producing anything new.

• Shastras discourage individual agency, unlike in theWest where
individual agency is emphasized. This means the behaviour of
Indian people is driven by codified rules that emanate from the
Vedas.”

(Malhotra 2016:115)
In order to examine the deep rooted chauvinism and prejudices of
the West, that underpin the aforementioned observations by Pollock
- we shall attempt to examine the veracity and validity of the roots
of the claims of science as being Western in origin, the Western-ness
of the discourse and the one-sided narrative. Science also includes
Mathematics for the purposes of this discussion. The discipline of
philosophy of Science is also used to examine theories of Science using
the Western viewpoints themselves.
For purposes of comparing Science vis-à-vis śāstra, we first review each
from the other’s viewpoint and highlight key differences. To examine
Science using traditional Indian theories we shall in a limited manner
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use the Nyāya andMīmāṁsā lenses. While examining śāstra - the basic
methods that supposedly exemplify and comprise science - the limited
nature of the scientific method and the critiques of the philosophy of
science are used as tools to ascertain the overall scientific nature of
śāstra.

The Narrative of Science
In this section, rather than providing a historical account of Science
as it is assumed to have evolved, we highlight some of the key
shortcomings of these documented histories. Our focus has been on
highlighting the following key viewpoints regarding the Western
edifice of Science -

1. Are the Greek origins of Western science and philosophy really
true?

2. What was the role of Christian theology in the evolution of
science as we see it now?

3. What are some of the limitations of problems that science has
addressed and the tools that science has used - especially logic?

4. Finally, how is science perceived as a process for knowledge
generation? What guides it and how does it evolve?

Having a proper background to the above questions is essential to
refute the key points outlined in the earlier section on the limitations
of śāstra. In the rest of this section, we discuss each of the above.

Greek Origins of Western Philosophy and
Science
The discourse on the origins of science (and mathematics) has been
controlled by the West till recently. As is the case with most such
historiographies of the West, Greece is the undisputed source of all
things Western (another hegemonic idea). Is this really true? Very
little documented evidence that suggests the contrary is available.
Consider the following remark on the book Stolen Legacy (James 2001),

In this work Professor James dares to contend and labor to prove, among
others, that the Greeks were not the authors of Greek philosophy, that so-
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called Greek philosophy was based in the main upon ideas and concepts
which were borrowed without acknowledgement — indeed stolen— by a
few wayward and dishonest Greeks from the ancient Egyptians.

(Hansberry 1955:127) (italics ours)

Why is this narrative notmainstreamknowledge? If oneneeded a vivid
example of institutionalized hegemony – this could be it. Published in
1954, the book has not been popularized nor reprinted until recently
byMoefi Asante, anAfrican-American scholar. The lack of institutional
blessing to these views, dangerous as they are to theWestern narrative
and the hegemony of history is apparent. The author of the book (Dr.
George James) has been literally erased from academic history.
Was there such a thing calledGreek philosophy?Dr. James is vehement
that there isn’t really any such! Almost all of what is now considered
“Greek” is actually (black) Egyptian in origin.

“The term Greek philosophy, to begin with is a misnomer, for there is
no such philosophy in existence. The ancient Egyptians had developed a
very complex religious system, called the Mysteries, which was also the
first system of salvation.”

(James 2009:7)

After the Persian invasion, from60BCEup toAlexander’s conquest, the
Greeks learnt most of all they could directly from the Egyptian priests.
The plunder of books and entire libraries from Egypt and ascribing
Greek origins to them (ex: a huge amount of books being attributed
to Aristotle) is well known.
On the story of Plato and Aristotle, the relentless myth-building of
these characters is also alluded to. The direct influence (he calls it
“copy”) of the Egyptian (blackAfrican) cultures and knowledge is seen.
Alexandria (in Egypt) had the largest (then) known storehouse and
library of (Egyptian) scientific books. Much of the knowledge that has
been attributed to Aristotle, Socrates and also Plato has well-known
Egyptian and other non-European origins.
On the plagiarism by Plato, James has this to say

“Similarly, every school boy believes that when he hears or reads the
names of the four cardinal virtues, he is hearing or reading names of
virtues determined by Plato. Nothing has been more misleading, for
the Egyptian Mystery System contained ten virtues, and from this source
Plato copied what have been called the four cardinal virtues, justice, wisdom,



9. The Śāstra of Science and the Science of Śāstra 271

temperance, and courage. It is indeed surprising how, for centuries, the Greeks
have been praised by the WesternWorld for intellectual accomplishments which
belong without a doubt to the Egyptians or the peoples of North Africa.”

(James 2009:8) (italics ours)

The philosophy of the West and its Greek origins are highly suspect. It
is only the hegemonic nature of Academic Imperialism that is keeping
these myths and untruths alive. It will take much serious work from
the affected (those affected by Colonialism in the previous centuries
and themore insidious, contemporary Academic Imperialism) peoples
to set this right. The scholars who are pursuing these areas of
research (Swadeshi scholars for example) have to realise their critical
contemporary roles— if this continuing imperialism is to abate and for
some sense of “truthful” balance to return to the global civilizational
discourse.

We now continue the pūrvapakṣa of Western science and math
based on the decades-long research of Prof. C.K.Raju.2 Much of
his work is not well-known in India, even among academics and
supposed scholars both in the sciences and “social-sciences”. His well-
researched critiques of the origins of Western math and science have
had very few (if any) credible rebuttals and critiques. As a practicing
(world-class) scientist and award-winning teacher, his theses have all
the more veracity as they are wrought from experience of pedagogy
in multicultural environments.

Note:

Prof. C.K. Raju is quoted extensively in the succeeding sections This is simply
because he has been and still is the pioneer in the study of the Academic
Imperialism in the math and sciences and has successfully researched and
unearthed the deep colonial roots of math and science. He is at the forefront in
the global fight against Western Academic Imperialism and has practically
engaged with the West’s machinery of hegemony both as a scientist and
also as an Educator over decades. He has been addressing these issues both
from a ‘general” non-West perspective (African, Buddhist, Islamic, Chinese
among others) and also specifically from the Indian. In our opinion no other
contemporary or past scholar or scientist comes anywhere close to the depth,
range and clarity that Prof. Raju offers on the nature of colonization of math
and science. Among his many works, we also quote from Prof. Raju’s paper on
using the “History and Philosophy of Science as a means of Decolonisation”.
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This is an unpublished paper by him. The observations in the paper strike at
the root of the colonisation in science and mathematics, exemplified by the
journals themselves. A link to the paper at Prof. Raju’s blog (for want of printed
literature by him) is provided in the References. The page numbers for quotes
from this paper will be the manual numbers of the pdf as none exist in the
actual paper. The reference will appear as Raju, C. K. (?) in the quotes.

On the Indian colonial experience of science and math based on
the supposed superiority of the Western methods, Raju makes these
scathing remarks on the Indian perpetrators – especially referring to
Rammohun Roy’s fascination withWestern science and education and
his insistence on supporting Macaulay’s ideas. Raju attributes it to
Rammohun Roy being conned by the false history of Science.
The false history that is considered “truth” and which is part of the
mainstream narrative of science - the “fabricated” Western origins
of astronomy - is made explicit by Raju. He presents the example of
Astronomy thus:

“There never was any serious Greek tradition of astronomy. The
Greeks were hopeless at arithmetic, as demonstrated by the non-textual
evidence of their (Attic) numeral system and their calendar, which
was grossly inaccurate and in complete disarray like its more refined
descendant, the Roman calendar.”

(Raju ?:1)

He cites the superstitious nature of the Greeks (with regard
to astronomy) and alludes to Aristotle’s death penalty for his
contemplations on the nature of the sun and the moon.
Is there any proof to the Greek “expertise” in astronomy? Absolutely
none. In fact, the proof conclusively points us in the opposite direction.
According to Raju, much of what is taken to be “Ptolemy’s work” can
be considered to be fictitious and wrongly attested. There is sufficient
evidence that much of the “numbers” were back-calculated. The text
in question, Syntaxis, is translated from Arabic and not the other
way round as is popularly portrayed. Raju openly challenges Western
scholarship to answer his charges (on Greek astronomy) and feels that
almost all of it is pure Western fantasy. For those who aspire to be
decolonised – Raju suggests that they just move on critically. The West
will not acknowledge their centuries of dishonesty and falsehood.
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Role of Christian Theology in the Evolution of
Science

After the initial attribution to the Greeks, the theater of Science
advances nearly 10-15 centuries to the end of the Middle Ages. This
was a period when the church was in ascendancy and controlled all
intellectual discourse.
So, what about the fabled Copernicus and the great story of the
inquisition and the rise of Science and all of that? Copernicus got
his knowledge from Islamic sources (Ibn Shatir of Damishk, and
the Maragheh school of Khwaja Nasiruddin Tusi). He was nothing
more than a mere translator. The usual arguments of “independent
discovery” are often offered as argument, but just aswith other similar
myths, this one too is of a perpetuated variety.
How about Newton, Tycho Brahe, Kepler or Euler? Well, sadly but not
surprisingly, it turns out that not a single one of them is very original
either. This claim might seem controversial and of the “crackpot”
variety, but readers are advised to peruse Prof. Raju’s tome on the
History of Calculus, The Cultural Foundations of Mathematics (Raju 2007).
We would not like discuss more on the bogus histories, fictitious
mathematicians and scientists. For the purposes of this paper, it
suffices to say the depths of Western academia and related history
writing are yet to be plumbed. The Western claims to the origins and
ownership of Science are seriously in question. The core of Pollock’s
thesis of the “superiority of the West” rests on this bogus assertion that
the West created Science.
So, what are the implications of this false history of science? What
purpose did such a fabricated history serve? What does it mean for
us (Indians), colonized by theWest for a few hundred years and still in
the thrall of theWest?What does it mean for science education?What
does it mean for the future of math and science?
Raju summarises the “deep” issues and places Academia (and
academics like Pollock) in perspective – that they serve only the
interests of hegemony. Is there a way to address this deep problem?
A majority of Indians including the so-called intellectual class are not
even aware of these foundational issues. We continue to be slaves to
these false histories. Prof. Raju is scathing in his analysis - the false
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history is not only bad for us from a civilizational perspective, but is
also affecting how math and science will evolve in the future. So, how
does correcting the false history help? Raju details how a correction of
false history and philosophy will improve pedagogy and lead to better
maths and science. To know how exactly this will happen, readers are
once again fervently advised to deeply assimilate Prof. Raju’s work and
also appreciate the “working” results from his real world (decolonised
math and science) pedagogies.
With reference to the civilizational clashes and the hegemony of the
West, Raju explicates his theses on the basis of some very real “truths”
interpreted and analyzed as only he can - why correcting false history
is important for future ofMath in his paper,MathWars and the Epistemic
Divide in Mathematics.
It is well-known that the Europeans inherited math from two
traditions the anti-empirical Greek and Egyptian, and the empirical
Indian and Arab. How did the West reconcile these traditions? They
did not. The Church found it convenient to use the non-empirical,
axiomatic proof based system ofmath asmore convenient for its goals
of “expansion” and as a basis for its metaphysics. See Raju (2004) for
a detailed treatment of the role of the Church and its use of “proof”
based mathematics – the deductive method and axioms aligned well
with the proselytising needs of the Church (every piece of knowledge
had to have the approval of the Church). Sometimes it was done
violently and is very possibly the reason for the famous missing work
of Newton (hewas a Christian theologian –with unpublishedworks on
the history of the church).
How many of us are aware that today’s math and science is deeply is
influenced by Christian Theology? This can be seen even today. Pure
Mathematics is that which is practiced in a theologically correct way
i.e., the axiomatic basis onwhich “proofs” are constructedwithout any
means of calculating or verifying the claims.

The Logic of Science
Scientific Reasoning in the 17th centurywas powered by the evolution
of Empiricism and more importantly Logical empiricism as science
and math co-evolved. As indicated earlier, theory development was
given precedence (involving the use of proofs) followed by possible
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experimental validation, which is what is practised to date. As theory
building became more important, it was important to bound the
theory development using proof-based logical systems. Proof-based
mathematics and its use in understanding the empirical world has led
to a number of conceptual bottlenecks which are still being resolved.
So why is proof based mathematics unsound? The underlying
metaphysics and axioms are not universal but are based on some
peculiarities of the West. Why then should such math be considered
universal - hegemony? For this we need to go deeper.We need to grasp
the notions of logic, inference and deduction.
We again take recourse to Raju’s work on Logic i.e., Non-Western Logic
(2004). So, what is this Western logic - Is it universal? Can it be used
as the basis for universal math and science? It turns that it is not
universal and cannot be used as a basis for universal math and science.

“.. proofs by contradiction are common in present-day mathematics.
However, such a deduction would be invalid with a variety of logics that
one can conceive of. The alleged certainty of deduction, therefore, rests
on the belief that two-valued logic is universal or at least special in some
way.”

(Raju 2008:1230)

What about the logics used in India?
“However, the various logics used for inference in India, prior
to even the historical Aristotle, were neither two-valued nor even
truth-functional.”

(Raju 2008:1231) (italics ours)

New Logics were formulated by each school/darśana as was deemed
necessary by the metaphysical requirements underlying the peculiar-
ities of each philosophical school. No logic was considered universal.
All logics were in fact considered limiting as theywereman-made. There
were also supra-logical schools of thought and darśana-s based on the
fact that (man-made) logics were limiting by definition (the bhakti and
nyāsa traditions of the Vaiṣṇava-s for example). Modern masters like
Sri Aurobindo also used these “supra” frameworks to elucidate and ar-
ticulate new interpretations and theses on the possibilities for the fu-
ture evolution of consciousness and of mankind.
On Buddhist Logic: There is muchmore to Buddhist Logic than alluded
to by Raju below - but it is a good summary.
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“Based on the Dīgha Nikāya – four truth cases are systematically used
by later-day Buddhist thinkers like Nāgārjuna and Dinnāga who taught
at the University of Nalanda. The latter developed a theory of (logical)
quantifiers, “for all”, “for some” etc., based on this sort of logic. From
the perspective of present-day formalist treatments of logic, it should
be noted that Buddhist logic is not a multi-valued but is rather a quasi truth-
functional logic.”

(Raju 2008:1231) (italics ours) (diacritics as in the original)

On Jaina logic: Again there is much to Jaina logic but these salients are
sufficient to make the argument for non-Western logics.

“The Jains had a related but different logic called the logic of syādavāda
(sic) (“perhaps-ism”), based on the idea of anekāntavāda (no-one-point-of-
view-ism). Attributed to Bhadrabāhu, instead of four alternatives, this logic
has a seven-fold judgment (saptabhangīnaya) based on seven possible
combinations of three primary values.”

(Raju 2008:1231) (italics ours) (diacritics as in the original)

How do these non-Western logics fit into semantics of modern logics?
“In terms of the present-day formal semantics of logical worlds, one
might put things as follows. The different possibilities visualized in Buddhist
and Jaina logic refer not to multiple logical worlds assigned to different instants
of time, but to multiple logical worlds assigned to a single instant of time. In
other words, Buddhist and Jaina logics relate to a world-view in which
time is perceived to have a non-trivial structure, an (atomic) instant of time
is perceived not as a featureless geometrical point but as a microcosm.
Hence, members of a contradictory pair can well be simultaneously
true.”

(Raju 2008:1231) (italics ours)

Recentwork onKripke logics (circa 1950) considers the issue ofmultiple
possible world semantics. So now, mathematically and culturally, what
does this entail? ThatWestern logic is not universal. That it is a cultural
choice and so are the mathematics and the methods based on it.
What about the notion of truth-value and its relationship to the
empirical based on actual sensory experience? What are the effects
on science and the way it is practiced?

“The possibility or necessity of determining logic empirically however strikes
at the root of another fundamental difference between Western and non-
Western perceptions of logic. In the West, logical truths are regarded as
necessarily true, and are privileged over empirical facts, regarded as being
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only contingently true. Hence, present-day mathematical proof is required
not to involve the empirical, since that would diminish the sureness
attached to a mathematical theorem. Hence, also, the present-day belief
in the philosophy of science, that when the conclusions of a physical theory are
refuted by experiment it is the hypotheses that stand refuted, and not the process
of inference which led from hypothesis to conclusion. (Here it is necessary
to distinguish between validity and correctness. The point is that it is
believed that no empirical fact can invalidate a correct mathematical proof.”)

(Raju 2008:1232)(italics ours)

What are the consequences if we were to actually make these
fundamental “observations” mainstream? The power of Western
institutionalization and the hegemonic “scientific” discourse will
not let these views take hold, unless challenged vigorously. Indian
civilization is the only worthwhile challenge left -

“Therefore, even if one were to go about trying to settle the nature of logic
empirically, this would have consequences, startling from aWestern perspective.
Empirical observations are fallible, and subject to revision. So if the nature of logic
is decided empirically, logical truth would have to be regarded as more fallible
than empirical truth: deduction would have to be regarded as more fallible than
induction, since the nature of the logic used for deduction could only be decided
inductively. This would stand much of Western thought on its head.”

(Raju 2008:1232) (italics ours)

So, will it affect non-Western logic systems? Interestingly, no.
So, what should one do ideally to address this fundamental issue in
the greater considerations of humankind? Raju suggests that much of
Western thought will need to reworked and recreated.

“Thus, there appears to be no serious way out of this dilemma about the nature
of logic, and most of Western thought would hence need to be reworked in in
the future to avoid this incorrect assumption that two-valued logic is somehow
universal.”

(Raju 2008:1233) (italics ours)

So, how did this flawed understanding of logic actually come about
and how did it assume the status of (hegemonic?) Universal “truth”?
Again, we see a similar pattern of events – Greek beginnings, church
modulates and post-renaissance – it becomes hegemony.
The customary purported Greek beginnings, followed by “oppositon”
of its use by the Church (as it questioned the doctrines of creation and
apocalypse), the persecution by the Church of the logic philosophers,
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their flight to Islamic refuge, the fine-tuning of the ideas of logic based
on interactions with Islamic philosphers and then the movement of
Arabic ideas and knowledge into Europe (whichwas considered heresy
during the Crusades).
So, howwas this Islamic import made theologically correct – the usual
whitewashing of history by the Church and the creative falsehoods
perpetuated by organized “educators” and Academia.
From the Indian perspective - the influence of Indian school of Nyāya
has also been conveniently ignored and can be considered collateral
damage,

“In the process of denying the Arabic-Islamic contribution, the Indian
contribution from the Nyāya school, which used a similar system of syllogisms
(with two valued logic), and was probably translated in the Bayt al Hikmā, may
also have been denied.”

(Raju 2008:1234) (italics ours)

The Christianization continues unabated and is today considered
Universal truth and is the basis of modern pedagogy - Christian
Mathematics and Science.

The Philosophies of Science
The discipline of philosophy of science is a part of the limitedWestern
framework of culturally and politically correct self-critique. Evolving
in parallel with the practice of science over the past few centuries -
the very assumptions of science are supposedly questioned. There is
still no clear definition of what it actually studies. There are close to
2500 entries3 for “Philosophy of Science” in the Stanford Encyclopedia
of Philosophy, but no single definition of what it exactly is.
Simply because of this definitional epistemological anarchy, as a reac-
tion, one can see deep specializations in specific areas and sub-disci-
plines of the philosophy of Science. There are philosophies pertain-
ing to high-level areas such as physics, chemistry, biology and also
philosophies attributed to specific persons like Einstein’s philosophy,
Kant’s philosophy etc. The modern and postmodern critiques of sci-
ence including the “science as a delusion” perspective in (Sheldrake
2012) only exemplify Feyerabend’s devastating foundational observa-
tion on the anarchy of science.
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This narrative of Feyerabend, and other philosophers of science
influenced by him, is basically a narrative of the disunity of Science,
in opposition to the highly influential thesis of the unity of science.

“Feyerabend sometimes also recognized that this is to present science
as too much of a monolith. In most of his work after Against Method,
he emphasizes what has come to be known as the “disunity of science”.
Science, he insists, is a collage, not a system or a unified project. Not only
does it include plenty of components derived from distinctly “non-scientific”
disciplines, but these components are often vital parts of the “progress” science
hasmade (usingwhatever criterion of progress you prefer). Science is a collection
of theories, practices, research traditions and world-views whose range of
application is not well-determined and whose merits vary to a great extent. All
this can be summed up in his slogan: “Science is not one thing, it is many.”

(Preston 2016) (italics ours)

Feyerabendwas also, controversially, for the separation of Science and
State, in lines similar to the separation of Church and State.

“.. science is much closer to myth than a scientific philosophy is prepared to
admit. It is one of the many forms of thought that have been developed by man,
and not necessarily the best. It is conspicuous, noisy, and impudent, but it is
inherently superior only for thosewho have already decided in favour of a certain
ideology, or who have accepted it without ever having examined its advantages
and its limits”

“The separation of church and state should therefore be supplemented by the
separation of science and state, in order for us to achieve the humanity we are
capable of. Setting up the ideal of a free society as “a society in which all
traditions have equal rights and equal access to the centres of power” ”

(Preston 2016) (italics ours)

Though considered controversial, these are serious observationsmade
by a contemporary (Feyerabend died in 1994) philosopher of science.

From a Swadeshi perspective, some of Feyerabend’s unfinished work
is critical and needs to be leveraged, not in the least to effectively
articulate and synthesize the arguments for tradition.

“One of the projects which Feyerabend worked on for a long time, but never
really brought to completion, went under the name “The Rise of Western
Rationalism”. Under this umbrella he hoped to show that Reason (with
a capital “R”) and Science had displaced the binding principles of previous
world-views not as the result of having won an argument, but as the result of
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power-play. Even nowadays, indigenous cultures and counter-cultural practices
provide alternatives to Reason and that nasty Western science.”

(Preston 2016) (italics ours)

We now briefly examine what one of the proponents of the Stanford
School of “Philosophy of Science” viz., Nancy Cartwright says
Introducing Cartwright’s philosophy and commenting on her book,
How the laws of Physics lie? (HTLPL) (Cartwright 1993), Hoefer (2008:2)
writes:

“Cartwright mounts her first sustained attack on two aspects of
philosophy of science that she believes are deeply mistaken: its rejection,
based on a tradition beginning with Hume and reinforced by Russell, of causality
and causal laws and its claim that finding and applying true laws of nature
(typically in physics) is central to the success of science.”

(Hoefer 2008:2) (italics ours)

“HTLPL discusses laws of all sorts: fundamental physical laws, less-
fundamental equations, high-level phenomenological laws, and causal
laws. Cartwright’s arguments go to show that only causal laws, and some
high-level phenomenological laws in physics, can be held to be literally true, even
in a restricted domain of application; and all true laws are to be understood as
merely true ceteris paribus —all else being equal, or better: when conditions are
right. Why is truth such a rare and hedged quality for the laws of physics?”

(Hoefer 2008:3) (italics ours)

Causality in phenomena is the casualty when one strictly applies
the laws of physics and closely studies the experimental practice of
physics vis-à-vis the “theories”.

“The laws of physics do a lot of explanatorywork for us, but that does not
argue for their truth. Inference to the best explanation makes sense when
one is inferring to the most probable cause but not when one is inferring to the
alleged truth of a fundamental equation.”

(Hoefer 2008:4) (italics ours)

Hoefer goes on to write about her second book, The Dappled World
(DW)(Cartwright 1999):

“In DW, Cartwright goes beyond the view of science that she offered in
HTLPL by offering a reconceptualized understanding of laws of nature
(causal or otherwise) and a metaphysics (the dappled world) with which
to replace the fundamentalist’s reductionist world of particles moved
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by laws. Laws, to the extent that we need them, arise because of, and are true
only in, nomological machines: setups, usually made by us but sometimes found
in nature, that combine a simple/stable structure and sufficient shielding from
outside influences so as to give rise to regular behavior.”

(Hoefer 2008:5) (italics ours)

What are the implications of Cartwright’s theses? There are no
credible critiques to her theses as yet. The contrived truths and false-
universality of the discourse of Science are apparent for all those
who question science with an open mind. Cartwright’s theses only
add credibility (particularly as she is a mainstream acknowledged
scholar) to the observations of James and Raju (seen earlier, both
of whom would be considered outsiders to the Western narrative in
many ways).
Given the discussion in this section (the essentially hegemonic roots and
the civilisationally biased nature of Western academia), it is not surprisng
that themental paradigm that dominates Pollock’s assessment of the śāstra-s
is as outlined in the section on the Neo-Orientalist narrative.

The Narrative on Śāstra
The role of śāstra as a foundational construct of Indian civilizational
existence has been discussed previously (Sudarshan 2018). The śāstra-s
encapsulate continual learnings and primordial truths and make
them available for scholarly access and interpretive dissemination via
techniques unique to the cultural/civilizational tradition. Aurobindo,
Gandhi, Tagore and various other modern masters have in their
unique ways, articulated the role of śāstra in the Indian civilizational
journey. The living role of śāstra is being re-contextualized on a
daily basis across Indian homes and via the societal channels of
interpretation anddissemination (various sampradāya-s, local temples,
guru-paramparā traditions etc.)
The closest Western understanding to śāstra-s is a “-logy”, which
itself is derived from Greek logia which means “communications
of a divine origin”. They can be understood as accretive bodies of
knowledge also – knowledge of topics of interest spanning the human
experience (across the vast geographies of the Indian sub-continent)
and encapsulated formally over millennia. There are śāstra for every
conceivable human practice (at least there were, till the middle of the
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2nd millennium of the Common Era). Conception and articulation of
new śāstra-s have been somewhat rare since 1500 C.E.
Etymologically, “śās-tra” is “that which protects”. The traditional clas-
sification of śāstra (according to Yājñavalkya) are the 14 vidyāsthāna-s.
There are other classifications too. For purposes of this discussion, we
shall limit our discussion to these.
The recording of the material manifestations of the Indian Sciences
and Technology (thematerial śāstra-s, if you will) have begun recently
and are slowly being acknowledged as scientific heritage deriving from
the traditional knowledge systems and civilizational experiences. Only
recently has the history of the material achievements of the Indian
material masters been documented or even acknowledged. These
histories have been hidden from popular consciousness by years of
foreign rule and by the overzealous leftist narratives of Indian history.
Without doubt, all of this needs to be made mainstream knowledge.
The HIST series of books brought out by The Infinity Foundation
exemplify this via specialized books, and showcase unparalleled
achievements in specific areas of technologies going back millennia.
The large numbers of cynical Western academics and critics of Indian
civilization are referred to Balasubramaniam (2008), Chattopadhyay
(2011), Dharampal (2000), Joshi (2008, 2009), Tripathi (2008) for proof
of India’s civilizational achievements in the material plane, sciences
and technology. Such readers are also referred to Dharampal’s
record of Indian Science in the 18th century and data pertaining to
India’s traditional education system based on the traditional śāstra-s
(Dharampal 1983). Themuchwell-knownwork onMillenial Perspectives
on the World Economy by Angus Maddison (2003) only reinforces these
facts.
Our narrative on śāstra in this paper is quite minimal in contrast to
the earlier section, given our (unfortunate) deep familiarity with the
Western hegemony. Much remains to be discovered, documented and
disseminated about śāstra. The hegemonic Western history discourse
has to be overturned. The process has just begun. We outline key
summary features of śāstra-s that are relevant to this discussion.
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The Prayojana of Śāstra
The principal śāstra-s deal with holistic harmonious living and assume
the foundations of common tenets of Vedic cosmology. They act
as a guide to traverse the well understood āśrama-s of life. The
pursuit of puruṣārtha via the guidelines of the dharma-s is considered
supremely important and the only worthwhile goal of the human
(birth). Every (recommended) activity of the human is to be seen in
the context of the universal and divine frame of reference in order
to understand its real purpose. The purport of the śāstraic guidelines
are the (demystification of the) vidhi-s or the recommended rules. The
role of the guru-s (living masters) is to guide the individual and hence
society toward stable and dhārmic living, leading the society to the
right pursuits of the puruṣārtha via the proper interpretation of the
śāstra.
The pramāṇa (source of knowledge) of the śāstra is primarily śabda
(the Veda) only. The prameya (subject matter) of the primary
śāstra-s is (access to) the (otherwise unknowable) knowledge of the
Supreme. The prayojana of śāstra-s as indicated is the dhārmic pursuit
of the material puruṣārtha–s (artha and kāma), finally leading to
states of higher awareness, realization and consciousness. Sanātana
Dharma (including Buddhism, Jainism and Sikhism) has a large
living repository of precepts and practices (darśana-s, sampradāya-s),
applicable/suitable to a wide variety of guṇa configurations/needs of
a particular society or individual. Achieving a state of Liberation via
techniques leading to Oneness (in some form or the other) with the
supreme consciousness is the underlying goal of all practice embodied
by the śāstra-s.
Additional salient points to note with respect to śāstra in the context
of this paper include

• Śāstra-s (though revealed) still allow for the fact that additional
śāstra-s may be revealed even contemporaneously to the
prepared seeker.

• Śāstra-s allow discovery/re-discovery, re-interpretation, adap-
tation depending on the context. They are not history-centric
nor owner-/discoverer-centric.
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• They depend on the practitioner. Śāstra-s do not distinguish
between Western knowledge taxonomies such as science,
humanities, sociology, morality, law etc.

• So, analyzing/classifying themaccording toWestern knowledge
systems is unproductive at best and leads to numerous limited
interpretations. This has to stop.

• We need to treat śāstra-s as an alternative knowledge system
with its own sources and machinery for maintaining/evolving
that knowledge.

• Finally, all the śāstra-s are dhārmically compatible for the
individual, the society (both human and others) and the world
as it were.

• They are sacred and by definition do not embed any social ills as
suggested by the Neo-orientalist perspective.

Comparing Śāstra and Science
Our ensuing comparison attempts to delineate the science underlying
śāstra followed by an analysis treating Science as a śāstra. The
discussion highlights the fundamental differences between these two
constructs and also suggests various approaches to combating the
destructive processes such as digestion outlined in Malhotra (2011).

The Science of Śāstra
We shall in brief attempt to understand the science of śāstra. Science
as defined in the West requires foundational concepts that can be
observed, measured and related with each other (for example, mass,
gravity etc.). It requires theories that explain and predict interactions
between these foundational concepts. Empiricismplays the fringe role
of validating these theories via experimentation.
Śāstrahas such foundational constructs and different śāstra-s elucidate
various theories and practices. A few concepts are highlighted.
Śāstra-s acknowledge the existence of a primordial consciousness.
Matter is not the ultimate reality. The various darśana-s, in own ways,
acknowledge the primacy of consciousness to matter. The primary
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elements of reality, though differently conceived in the various
schools, have an acknowledgement of this duality. Matter is either
considered to be an evolute of consciousness or considered to have an
independent (lower) reality/existence. That there is something that
can be described as supreme is acknowledged.
If one were to take a “causal” and utilitarian view of the śāstra-s, what
does the scientific pursuit of vidyā-s ingrained in the śāstra-s help
achieve? The scientific practice of the śāstra-s helps the materially
(body) bound unique elemental piece of consciousness (ātman)
identified (due to the ego) as “I”, understand its true identity. The
pursuit of the paths leading to this understanding of true identity is
the praxis of human life (according to Sanātana Dharma). The śāstra-s
scientifically help in this pursuit.
TheVedic understanding - of time (via Jyautiṣaśāstra), space (vibrations
via Śikṣā, Chandas, Nirukta), ego (via Vedānta), body/śarīra (via
Āyurveda), valid practices (via Kalpa) and the external material
manifestations of nature - is “scientifically” manifest in the śāstra-s.
The “proper” contextual (time, space and other dimensions including
dharma) practice of śāstra is the recommended “praxis” of human life.
The salient points again are the following:

• Foundational constructs exist and have been studied and
analyzed as in the Western Sciences. However, these constructs
are far richer and holistic than Western knowledge systems.

• Secondly, it is not required that these knowledge systems use
a language, methodology or exhibit structure both in theories
and concepts that are similar to current Western notions.There
are potentially many ways to conceptualize and understand the
world around us.

The Śāstra of Science
Based on the elaborate and perhaps enlightening discussion on the
narrative of science, we attempt to answer the question - What could
be the śāstra of science? What are the puruṣārtha-s underpinning the
practise of science? What are the boundaries of science?
Science and technology at first glance seem to have improved the
human condition on many fronts - empowering the individual and
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the state. However, much of this has come at great cost to human
life and natural resources. The use of science and its artifacts as
instruments of humanpower andplunder also come tomind, given the
rise in colonizationwith the early evolution of science and technology.
Colonization and its concomitant bag of ills, such as apartheid, slavery,
and many more, are still continuing and it is not some ancient
memory. Furthermore, even with a view restricted to “Science as a
knowledge generation mechanism”, many ills abound as discussed in
the section on Philosophy of Science. There are many problems where
current Science does not have answers (considering how its constructs
andmethodologies are limited). Though science is trying to expand its
methodological toolkit by borrowing from śāstra-s, much remains to
be done.
Overall, the pursuit of pleasure, power, and sensory experiences
seem to be some of the most eligible puruṣārtha-s. Towards this end,
indiscriminate exploitation of natural resources is the prima facie
generator of advancement and wealth. From a “Śāstra of Science”
viewpoint, the net effects of science as practised today have far more
harmful effects than beneficial. Some major issues relevant to all
humanity, include issues such as — human-induced species loss, the
overall drop in quality of life and happiness, the rise of fundamentalist
ideologies, and the imminent threat of nuclear holocausts - to name
but a few. We briefly highlight a few issues here.
We use findings of the deeply disturbing paper on human-induced
species losses in the journal, Science Advances, of AAAS (American
Association for the Advancement of Science), to make the case against
science.

“The rate of extinction for species in the 20th centurywas up to 100 times
higher than it would have been without man’s impact, they said. Many
conservationists have been warning for years that a mass extinction
event akin to the one that wiped out the dinosaurs is occurring as
humans degrade and destroy habitats.”

(Ceballos et al. 2016:1)

For a brutal reality check as to what the mindless pursuit of lifestyle
models based on Western science is causing –

“Even under our assumptions, which would tend to minimize evidence
of an incipient mass extinction, the average rate of vertebrate species
loss over the last century is up to 100 times higher than the background
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rate. Under the 2 E/MSY background rate, the number of species that have
gone extinct in the last century would have taken, depending on the vertebrate
taxon, between 800 and 10,000 years to disappear. These estimates reveal
an exceptionally rapid loss of biodiversity over the last few centuries,
indicating that a sixth mass extinction is already under way. Averting
a dramatic decay of biodiversity and the subsequent loss of ecosystem
services is still possible through intensified conservation efforts, but that
window of opportunity is rapidly closing.”

(Ceballos et al. 2016:1) (italics ours)

For the critics and defenders of anthropocentric Western civilization
there is data available here4. Any sanehumanwouldwithout hesitation
acknowledge the effects of the amoral and destructive models of
(scientific) Western living.
Assuming the primacy of the anthropocentric focus of Western
science, can we ask questions on the role of science in improving the
condition of humans at least? What has been the role of science in the
progress of man, the individual? Is humankind better off after all this
destruction?
Is the “Western (Westernized)” individual happier, living a better
and more fulfilling life etc.? Social and psychological indicators from
Westernized societies do not indicate any “positives” in this direction
either. Summarizing the view of science from a śāstraic lens, we
highlight the few points relevant to this paper:

1. Science is a subset of śāstra. It only decouples (for ease of
morality) knowledge discovery from its use and applicability.

2. Science only addresses a narrow set of problems successfully.
Problems that are complex, both natural and artificial, have not
yet been amenable to the current scientific method.

3. Applying the current scientific method does not inherently
ensure a valid or even workable conclusion.

4. Paradigms in science are limited.
5. Śāstra is a far bigger concept and construct than science.
6. Limiting our world-view through the lenses of science and its

hegemony should be carefully avoided.
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Remarks on the Neo-Orientalist Viewpoint
Given the aforementioned discussions thus far on the roots ofWestern
science, our śāstra, and the inherent differences between the two,
we can draw the following conclusions regarding the Neo-orientalist
viewpoint (which are in italics) discussed in the section on the Neo-
Orientalist narrative.
(a) Śāstra-s are “static” or limiting as compared to Western Science
We have highlighted that this is not even true nor a fair hypothesis
even if itwere one.Western Science is the one that is limited andquasi-
static.
(b) Lack of empiricism in śāstra-centric approach
We highlight that current science/math is not even really empirical
- being dominated by Christian theological foundations. Śāstra-s with
the embodied approaches to knowledge acquisition are foundationally
based on first-person empiricism.
(c) Nothing “new” can come from śāstra
It is predicated on the implicit assumption that everything new is
relevant and beneficial. The notion of newness is relative to the
observer. The recent adoption of śāstraic constructs into modern
sciences (refer Malhotra) suggests the opposite.
(d) Śāstra-s as stifling individual agency
Śāstra-s fundamentally stress practise by the individual and the
community at large. Knowledge gathering and validation are inherent
in the individual’s rights rather than dictated via history centrism or
any central organization.

Implications and the Way Ahead (Swadeshi-
Indology)
Can Swadeshi Indology (as a modern societal inheritor of the knowl-
edge of the śāstra-s) contextualize śāstra-s for modern harmonious liv-
ing globally? Thedestructivenature of almost all lifestylemodels based
on modern science and technology (everything finally adds up to de-
struction of the biosphere) is well known – though not universally
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acknowledged. Should future modernity be redefined – and be based
on principles of living based on the śāstra-s? The global reach of Yoga
is an example of a step in this direction – a harmonious world begins
with a harmonious body (mind). What then can Swadeshi Indology do
to articulate, interpret and disseminate the knowledge of the Vedic
seers/ancients in a modern context? It would require enormous ef-
forts; serious teamwork across multiple groups of people like Sanskrit
experts, saṁskṛti experts, śāstra experts, practicing masters, experi-
menters, educators, gurus, scientists, doctors, and psychologists, just
to name a few. The Swadeshi Indology genre of research and schol-
arship is uniquely positioned to undertake this multi-cultural cross-
disciplinary synthesis across space (geographies) and time.
Is this possibly the way ahead for “sanatan-isation”— the global spread
and practice of dharma?

Concluding Remarks
As a rebuttal to the flawed and deeply derisive frontal attack on
the nature of śāstra and its practice by Pollock, we undertook a
critical examination (sans the rhetoric of the humanities) of the
“actual” nature of śāstra and science. We examined in detail the
realities of Western science, its evolution, its foundational untruths,
its bogus histories, flawed metaphysics, its limited nature and scope
and also its (asmanifested) fundamentally destructive prayojana. Given
the deeply unsound nature of the pramāṇa (anumāna), the prameya
(superficial limited knowledge ofmaterial structure) and the prayojana
(annihilation) of science (see Ceballos et al. 2017)we posit thatWestern
science is (if at all) a very limited śāstra – indeed extremely limited.
Though this paper refutes some of the key theses and assumptions
of Pollock’s 1985 paper, three decades later, it is important to situate
śāstra in the right context with respect toWestern academic/scientific
hegemony. We believe a proper understanding of these concepts is
essential for continuing work on Swadeshi Indology by enlightening
existing audiences – both colonized and uncolonized – on the actual
boundaries and realities.
The bigger issue at hand is: How then can we, as inheritors of dharma,
lead the way for a global renaissance and save our planet from
destruction? We sincerely hope these exhortations are considered
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seriously, and that this discourse is advanced to the next level of
formulation.
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Earlier Volumes in the Series

Volume-1 Western Indology and Its Quest for
Power

Few Indologists have been able to decipher the nuances of American
Orientalism that surpasses Macaulayism in its virulence. In its unre-
lenting quest to comprehend and digest India’s intellectual traditions,
Western academia has perpetuated the erstwhile colonialism, only
adding newer nefarious dimensions to the agenda.
In the past, only a few men of insight like Ananda Coomaraswamy
and Edward Said have been able to see through the Western agenda.
The modus operandi of the cabal of Western academics, whose
avowed objective is secessionism, is being laid threadbare in the well-
researched incisive writings of Rajiv Malhotra.
In this volume, eight scholars have sought to expose the deliberate
distortions of the most formidable representative of American
Orientalism viz. Prof. Sheldon Pollock of Columbia University, for
whom Sanskrit is “dead”, and is/was yet a powerful abettor of German
Nazism!
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Volume-2 Śāstra-s Through the Lens of West-
ern Indology – A Response

This publication of Infinity Foundation India examines the schema
of misinterpretation wrought by Western academia, the American
Orientalists in particular, on our śāstra-s (various disciplines of
knowledge).
Seven scholars critique here the concept and the role of śāstra-s - a
theme on which Prof. Sheldon Pollock has written over an extensive
period of 30 years, yet which writing has largely not been critically
looked into even by Western academics this long.
Our scholars give fitting rebuttals - with facts and figures, and analysis
and arguments - to Pollock’s charges against Hindu heritage: that
śāstra-s have crippled creativity; that Vyākaraṇa was an instrument
of political power; that India has had nothing to match the post-
Renaissancemodernity of theWest; that śāstra-s have little to compare
with the first-person empiricism of science; and more.
The academic fabrications of Pollock have also been laid bare
incidentally.
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Volume-3 Reclaiming Rāmāyaṇa: Disentan-
gling the Discourses

Indian tradition has always held that the Rāmāyaṇa of Vālmīki, the
perennial poem of the First Poet as his and India’s spiritual opus; but
a modern American Orientalist has the temerity to term it as no more
than a political work. Dr. V. Raghavan pointed out, over half a century
ago, the puerility of even placing on par the work of Vālmīki with the
epics of Homer or Virgil.
The philological pugilism of Professor Pollock spanning thirty
years impels him to insinuate himself as an imperious interpreter;
summoning for this purpose all his abilities of misrepresentations and
misinterpretations.
To such an endeavour buttressed by exquisite casuistry, a young
Sanskrit scholar offers a deep and dignified refutation, point by point.
With her arsenal of facts and high fidelity to the Sanskrit original,
Manjushree Hegde tears apart the novel but nonsensical theories —
set up by the eminent American Neo-Orientalist in order to license
licentious interpretations.
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Volume-4 Western Indology on Rasa: A Pūrva-
pakṣa

There is perhaps no realm of Indian heritage that Western Indology
does not feel tempted to tamper with and tarnish.
Among others, the field of Alaṅkāra-śastra (poetics/rhetorics/
dramaturgy) is also a natural efflorescence of the Indian ethos, and
the Rasa Theory therein is one of the greatest contributions of India
to the understanding – of literature, seen or heard, and of its impact
on the audience – the lay or scholarly connoisseurs; and of psychology
itself in general.
In his Rasa Reader, Prof. Sheldon Pollock of Columbia University brings
to bear a wealth of scholarship in order to subtly, and at places
not so subtly, underrate and undermine Indian contribution to the
comprehension of the role of human mind in the creation of, relish
of, and response to, belles lettres.
Over half a dozen scholars, all Indian, have looked deep in this volume
into many aspects of the predominantly negative role of Pollock, and
scripted their own understanding of the tradition and its nuances.
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