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Editorial Note 

Once again I am delighted to dish out this fresh issue of ĀnvīkÒikī 
in quick succession. Research Journals are, in fact, the mobile and 
readymade repository of newly created knowledge, besides being 
the archive of researched ideas. They also aim at disseminating the 
explored knowledge at a faster pace    for the present time and also 
for the posterity.  

While presenting this issue of ĀnvīkÒikī before the academia a 
close and vigilant watch has been kept to ensure that the aforesaid 
parameters of standard journal be strictly stuck to. The research 
articles contributed in this volume are written by noted scholars in 
their field. I am sure that researchers and explorers engaged in 
philosophical enquiries will get sufficient kinetic academic energy 
from these thoughtful articles to keep the wheel of ongoing 
research in motion.  

At the end, I congratulate the contributors for their help and prompt 
cooperation. I also thank the teaching fraternity of philosophy of 
various Universities for enriching our treasure-trove of collective 
wisdom.                  

          
Shriprakash Pandey  
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v}SrosnkUrlEer vfuoZpuh;[;kfrokn 
 

vfEcdknÙk 'kekZ 

 
^Jqfrjso v}Srs izek.ke~*& v}Sr osnkUr dks ewyxkeh Lo:i esa ,d 

Jqfrizkek.;oknh n'kZu ekuk tkrk gS tks mifu"kn~] xhrk vkSj czãlw= 

uked f=fo/k izLFkkuksa ds ek/;e ls osnkUr¨a ds rkRi;Z dks 

^,desokf}rh;e~* bR;kfn Jqfr;ksa esa izfr"Bkfir djrk gSA ^,desokf}rh;e~* 

Jqfr ,d 'kk'or pSrU; rÙo dh okpd gS tks bl txr~ dk vf/k"Bku 

gS vkSj czã] vkREkk bR;kfn bldh vij laKk,a gSaA ;|fi osnkUr ijEijk 

ds vU; nk'kZfud lEiznk; Hkh ^,desokf}rh;e~* dks vk/kkjHkwr :i ls 

Lohdkj djrs gSa ysfdu blds lkFk ftl vU; Jqfr dk ;ksx fn[kkdj 

vius&vius nk'kZfud fpUru dh O;korZd ewykd̀fr dks fu/kkZfjr djrs gSa 

og fHkUu&fHkUu gksrk gSA v}Sr osnkUr dh O;korZd fo'ks"krk 

^,desokf}rh;e~* ds lkFk ^usgk ukukfLr fdapu* dk ;ksx fn[kkdj 

ikjekfFkZd v}Sr vkSj ekf;d }Sr dh miLFkkiuk djrs gq, ,rf}"k;d 

nk'kZfud fpUru dh vo/kkj.kkRed ewykd̀fr dks dsoyk}Sr ds :i esa 

izfrikfnr djuk gSA dsoyk}Sr dk rkRi;Z ;g gS fd fuxqZ.k] fufoZ'ks"k] 

dwVLFk czã gh f=dkykckf/kr :i esa lr~ gS vkSj blds vfrfjDr tks 

dqN Hkh gS og ekf;d gksus ls feF;k gSA iz'u mBrk gS fd ,sls fdlh 

JqR;k/kkfjr nk'kZfud rU= dh izfr"Bk esa rdZizek.k ;k fdlh fo'ks"k izdkj 

dh rdZ.kk&i)fr ds fy, fdruk vodk'k gS\ v}Sr osnkUr ds iz.ksrk 

vkpk;Z Hkxor~ikn 'kadj ds Hkk";ksa esa Jqfrizkek.; dk voyEcu gh vf/kd 

fn[kkbZ iM+rk gS] ;|fi czãlw= Hkk"; dk miksn~?kkr fy[krs gq, mUgksaus 

v/;kl fo"k;d ,d rkfdZd vkSj Kkuehekalh; miØe dks vo'; 

izLrkfor fd;k gS ftls v}Sr osnkUr ds rkfdZd fodkl esa ,d egÙoiw.kZ 

igy dgk tk ldrk gSA 

v}SrosnkUr dh ekSfyd izLFkkiuk ^czã lR;e~ txr~ feF;k* gSA 

czã lcds }kjk vUrKkZr lÙkk dk vuqHkokrhr Lo:i v©j txr~ 
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vuqHkoiwoZ vfo|k }kjk czã&foorZu dk fo'o bfrgkl gSA czã foorZu 

dk vfo|kREkd fo'o bfrgkl dksbZ cã dk Lor% nw"k.k ugha] oju~ ;g 

feF;kRo dk Hkh feF;kRo gSA blfy, v}Sr osnkUr dh nf̀"V ls lr~ 

f=dkykckf/kr gSA og oSlk gh Fkk tSlk og gS vkSj oSlk gh jgsxk tSlk 

og FkkA ns'k] dky vkSj oLrq ls vuUr bl lr~ esa lHkh izdkj ds 

lEHkkO; ifjorZuksa dk iw.kZ vHkko  ^^vO;;hHkko** mldk rkfÙod Lo:i 

gSA osnkUr dh ,slh rÙoehekalh; izLFkkiuk dnkfpr~ xgu jgL;okn 

izrhr gks ldrh gS] ysfdu osnkUr ds izfr ,slh nf̀"V 'kadj dh nk'kZfud 

psruk ds lkFk U;k; ugha dj ldrhA ;g LokRe cks/k jfgr dksbZ 

oSpkfjd izyki ek= ugha gSA osnkUr dk v}Srokn ,d vksj rks vuqHkwfr 

dk fo"k; gS rks nwljh vksj rdZcqf) }kjk lR; dh vUoh{kk dh pje 

ifj.kfr gSA fo"k; vkSj fo"k;h ds }Sr esa pSrU; dk oSfo/;iw.kZ ;g LFkwy 

vkSj lw{e txr~ feF;k gSA bls dsoy izR;k{kkRed ewY; dh lhek esa gh 

;FkkFkZ Lohdkj fd;k tk ldrk gSA ijUrq ;gh vfUre ugha gSA 

izR;{kkRed vuqHko dh rdZ cqf)ijd laijh{kk dks ml lhek rd 

igqapk;k tk ldrk gS tgka v}Srlr~ leLr }Sr vuqHko dh vUrZoLrq ds 

:i esa izkIr gksrk gS ;k usfr&usfr dh vfUre ifj.kfr esa vFkkZifÙk izek.k 

ls lokZrhr :i esa bafxr gksrk gSA 

v}Sr ijekFkZ gSA mldk dk;Z:i Hksn ¼foorZ½ }Sr curk gSA 

dBksifu"kn~ ¼4@11½ ds vuqlkj fo'o esa ukukRo ugha gS vkSj +_Xosn 

¼6@47@18½] c`gnkj.;d ¼2@5@10½ ,oa dBksifu"kn~ ¼5@9½ esa dgk 

x;k gS fd bUnz viuh ek;kvksa ls cgqyrk eas izdV gksrk gSA bldk 

vk'k; ;g gS fd mRifRRk u djrk gqvk Hkh  og v}Sr rÙo cgq/kk tUe 

ysrk gqvk ukukRo esa HkkfLkr gksrk gSA1 

ek;k'kfDr dh vfuoZpuh; foy{k.krk ls vtk;eku rÙo 

fotk;eku curk gSA }Sr dks ijekFkZ ugha ekuk tk ldrk gS D;ksafd 

v}SRkokn gh Jqfrizfrikfnr fl)kar gSA ;|fi mifu"knksa esa miek,a 

}Srijd ik;h tkrh gSa] O;ogkj txr~ esa lHkh mieku }Sr dh lhek esa 

vkrs gSa] vr% }Sr dks gh ikjekfFkZd D;ksa u ekuk tk,\ blds izR;qRrj esa 

v}Sroknh dgrs gSa fd mifu"knksa esa vusd= v}Sr fl}kar gh izfrikfnr 
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gS] vr% }Sr ijekFkZ ugha gks ldrkA fodkj dks ukeek= ,oa okpkyEcu 

dgus ls izekf.kr gS fd ftl izdkj ?kVkfn fodkj èfRrdkfn ls vfHkUu 

gSa] Bhd mlh izdkj tho txr~ dk czã ls v}Sr gSA czã ,dek= rFkk 

vf}rh; gS ftlls lRrk dk vU;;ksxO;oPNsn vFkZ Qfyr gksrk gS vkSj 

;g Hkh dgk x;k gS fd lc czã gh gSA ,slh fLFkfr esa O;ogkjr% }Sr 

tSlk Hkkl gksus ds dkj.k gh ijEkkRek ls vkRek dk ikFkZD; curk gS] 

vr% thokRek ijekFkZ u gksdj ijekRek dk vfo|kd`r voPNsn ls tfur 

izHksnek= gSA2 

vfo|k gh og 'kfDr gS tks tho dks czã ls i`Fkd~ Hkkflr djkrh 

gS vU;Fkk ikjekfFkZd ,dRo gh O;ofLFkr gSA }Sr ekurs gh ifjPNsn dk 

iz'u mifLFkr gks tkrk gS ftlls czã dh vuofPNUu lRrk] pSrU;:irk 

rFkk vkuUne;rk dk ifjPNsnkrhr gksuk fl) ugha gks ldrkA vr% ftl 

izdkj jTtqxr liZ dh Árhfr feF;k gS Bhd mlh izdkj Hksnksa ds voHkkl 

dk feF;kRo fl) gSA tho txr~ dk ijEkkRek ls i`Fkd~Ro ugha gSA 

Hkzeo'k vf/k"Bku rÙo gh ukukRo esa izrhfrxkspj gksrk gS fdUrq vf/k"Bku 

esa vkjksfir oSfo/; dh ikjekfFkZd lRrk ugha gSA bl izdkj }Sr ek;kek= 

¼bUnztkyor~ feF;k½ gSA ijekFkZ ǹf"V ls v}Sr dk izfriknu Jqfr;ka 

djrh gSa vkSj lq"kqfIr esa mldk lk{kkr~ vuqHko Hkh gksrk gSA3 

Hksn dFkefi oLrq dk Lo:Ik ugha gks ldrkA fpRlq[kkpk;Z ds 

vuqlkj pkj gsrqvksa ls fl) gksrk gS fd Hksn oLrq dk Lo:i ugha gks 

ldrk& 

1-  Hksn izrhfrlkis{k gksrk gS fdUrq oLrq dk Lo:i fujis{k g¨rk gS 

2- ;fn izfr;ksxh dks vof/k ekudj Hksn dh O;k[;k dh tk; rks 

izfr;ksfx;ksa ds /keZLo:i gksus ls v}Sr gh Qfyr gksxk] Hksnksa dk /kehZ 

fHkUu ugha gksrk fdUrq Hksn:i /keZ gh }SrkHkkl ns ldrs gSa] Qyr% 

izfr;ksxh Hkh vuq;ksxh dk gh Lo:i curk gSA 3- Hksn fonkj.k:i gksrk gS 

ftls oLrq dk Lo:i ekuus ij Hksn Hkh ,d ugha gks ldrk fd ,d 

vusdRo fl) dj lds] D;ksafd tks Lo;a fHkUu gS mlls Hksn dh flf) 

ugha gks ldrh] 4- vkSj Hksn ;fn oLrq dk Lo:i gS rks oLrq dks ns[kus 

ij Lo:IkHksn ds ns[kus dk lans'k ugha gks ldrk fd n`"V oLrq ,d gS 
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;k vusd\ vf/k"Bku dks ,d ekuus ij vusd gksus dh O;k[;k la'k; 

rFkk foi;Z; :i esa dh tk ldrh gSA4 mDr dkfjdk dk foLr`r fooj.k 

nsrs gq;s fpRlq[kkpk;Z dgrs gSa fd& 

Hksn oLrq dk Lo:i ugha gks ldrk D;ksafd Hksn dks izfr;ksxh dh 

vis{kk gksxh ftlls ifjek.kor~ lkis{krk dk izlax gksxkA ftl izdkj 

izns'k ek= ifjek.k dk gLoZnh?kkZfn O;ogkj gksrk gS mlh izdkj 

lfodYid O;ogkj Hksn dh izfr;ksfxlkis{krk oS"kE;o'k ugha ik;h tkrh 

D;ksafd Lo:i gh Hksn gSA5 

;fn mDr vuqiifRr ds ifjgkjkFkZ ^^blls ;g fHkUu gS** bl :i 

ls izfr;ksxh ?kfVr Hksn dh izrhfr ekurs gq, Hksn d¨ oLrqLo:Ik Lohdkj 

fd;k tk; rks izfr;ksxh ds lfgr og Hksn vuq;ksxh ds Lo:Ik esa vUrHkwZr 

gks tk;sxk D;ksafd Hksn lfgr izfr;ksxh Hkh vuq;ksxh dk Lo:Ik cusxkA 

Qyr% vuq;ksxh esa fueXu gks tkus ls v}Sr dk gh rkRi;Z fudysxkA 

izfr;ksxh rFkk vuq;ksxh dk LOk:i gh tc Hksn gS rc vf/kdj.kHkwr 

vuq;ksxh ds Lo:i ls ckgj izfr;ksxh rFkk Hksn ugha jg ldrs gSaA6 

;fn fonkj.kkRed Hksn dks Hkko dk Lo:i eku fy;k tk; rks 

voPNsn gh iz/kku gks tk;xk vkSj rc dksbZ oLrq ,d ugha gksxh D;ksafd 

vHksn ds ,d gh vf/kdj.k esa jgus okyh ,drk dk Hksn ls fojks/k gSA 

blds vfrfjDr ijek.kq Hkh v[k.M ,d ugha gS] vr% mldk lekgkj:Ik 

lewg vusd Hkh ugha gks ldsxk] D;ksafd ,dRo ds vfl) jgus ij 

vusdRo la[;k Hkh dSls fl) gksxh\7 blh rjg tc Lo:Ik gh Hksn gS rc 

/kehZ ds ns[krs gh Lo:i dk izR;{k gks tk;sxkA ml voLFkk esa la'k; ,oa 

foi;Z; ds fy, vodk'k ugha jgsxkA8 

Hksnoknh Hksn dks oLrq dk Lo:i ekudj lalxZ }kjk Hksnewyd 

vHksn dh izfrIkfRr Lohdkj djrs gSaA v}Sroknh dh LFkkiuk gS fd Hksn 

dks ewy Lo:i ekuus ij u dsoy Hksn dh flf) vlEHko gksxh vfirq 

fdlh Hkh inkFkZ dk vfHkUu Lo:i u cu ldsxkA 'kqfDRk ,oa jtr dk 

Hksn gh tc Lo:i gS rc 'kqfDRk ds fn[krs gh jtrHksn Hkh fn[ksxk vkSj 

rc la'k; ,oa Hkze dk vodk'k ugha jgsxkA  izfr;ksxh dk vuq;ksxh esa 

Hksn jgsxk ftlls izfr;ksxh ds lfgr Hksn dks vuq;ksxh dk Lo:i gksxkA 
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bl fLFkfr esa v}; vuq;ksxh dh gh izrhfr gksxh vkSj izfr;ksxh lfgr 

Hksn dks vuq;ksxh dofyr dj ysxkA bl izdkj }Sr dks oLrq dk Lo:i 

u ekuus ij v}Sr gh txr~ dk vf/k"Bku ,oa Lo:i fl) gksrk gSA 

v}Sr gh oLrq gS ftlesa voLrq:i ukukRo dk v/;kl gksrk gSA 

v}Sr ds y{k.k ds lEcU/k esa dgk x;k gS fd ;s nks izdkj ds gksrs 

gSa 1- rkfÙod }Sr ls jfgr lr~ oLrq v}Sr gSA v}Sr gh rÙo gS ftlesa 

vrkfÙod iziap dk v/;kl gksrk gSA 2- c̀gnkj.;d ds vuqlkj v}Sr og 

gS ftls tkuus ij lHkh dqN Kkr gks tk;] vkSj og vkRek gSA9 

ef̀Rrdk dks tkudj mlds lHkh fodkjksa dks ef̀Rrdk:i ls tku 

fy;k tkrk gS D;aksafd ;g lc feV~Vh gh gSA blh izdkj v}SrKku ls 

foorZ:i txr~ dh czã:irk Kkr gks tkrh gS vkSj ;gh v}Sr vkRerÙo 

gS tks v}Srokfn;ksa ds fy, Lor% fl) gSA bZ'oj vius ekf;d ladYi ls 

thoksa ds deZfoikdkFkZ ftl }Sr dh l̀f"V djrk gS mldk feF;kRo 

tkudj v}Sroknh v}; czã dks tku ldrk gS D;ksafd fodkj txr~ dk 

czã ls ìFkXHkko ugha gSA izy; esa czãyhu gksus ij v}Sr dh 

vijks{kkuqHkwfr ugha gksrhA 10  iziap ds jgus ij Hkh iziapkrhr v}Sr dh 

izrhfr gks ldrh gS ijUrq izy; esa }Sr dh fuof̀Ùk gks tkus ij Hkh 

vkpk;Z ,oa 'kkL=kfn ds u jgus ls v}Sr dk Kku ugÈ gks ldrkA ;|fi 

v}Sr fojks/kh }Sr dk vHkko izy; esa jgrk gS rFkkfi mldh vuqHkwfr ugha 

gksrh gSA v}Sr dh izrhfr esa }SrkHkko rU= ugha gS fdUrq mins'kkfn }kjk 

ml }Sr ds voLrqRo dk Kku iz;kstu gSA }Sr ds voLrqRo ds Kku ds 

i'pkr~ mldk gksuk Hkh u gksus ds leku gks tkrk gSA 11  Åij bZ'oj 

fufeZr }Sr dk foospu fd;k x;k gS tks Kku esa ck/kd ugha gS izR;qr~ 

mlh ds feF;kRo dks tkuus  ls v}Sr dh miyfC/k gksrh gS] vr% og 

lk/kd gSA ;fn mls fujLr ugha fd;k tk ldrk gS rks jgus fn;k 

tk;A fQj Hkh mlls }s"k djus dh dksbZ dkj.k ugha gS] ijUrq tho 

fufeZr }Sr lalkj gS ftldk fuokj.k gksuk gh pkfg,A 12  thod`r }Sr 

f}/kk foHkDr gS& 'kkL=h; rFkk v'kkL=h;A rÙoKku gksus rd 'kkL=h; 

}Sr dk xzg.k vko';d gSA vkRek ls vfHkUu czã ds fopkj dks 'kkL=h; 

}Sr dgk x;k gSA rnuqlkj txr~ dsoy ekulh l`f"V gSA Jqfr dk 
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vuq'kklu gS fd rÙokuqHkwfr gks tkus ij mldk Hkh R;kx dj nsuk 

pkfg,A bldk rkRi;Z ;g gS fd f=iqVh:i }Sr tho dh ekul dYiuk 

gS ftls eku dj gh izek.k&izes;&fu:i.k 'kkL=ksa esa gksrk gS] vr% 

rÙocks/k ds i'pkr~ mldk Hkh R;kx gks tkrk gSA13 

}Sroknh tc v}Sr dk izR;k[;ku djrs gSa rc v}Srokfn;ksa dk 

iz'u gksrk gS fd fu"ks/k ds fy, }Sroknh Hkh v}Sr dks Lohdkj dj ysrs 

gSaA bl izdkj }Sroknh dgrs gS fd v}Sr dks ekU; u djds ge 

v}Sfr;ksa ds opu dk vuqokn ek= djrs gSSa vkSj mlds nw"k.k gsrq rdZ 

mifLFkr djrs gSaA ;fn ;g izfri{k ;Fkkor~ fy;k tk; rks Hkh iz'u 

mBrk gS fd tc }Sr mRiUu ugha gqvk rc D;k Fkk\ v}Sr ,oa }Sr ls 

fHkUu r`rh; dksfV izekf.kr ugha gS vkSj }Sr vUkqRiUu FkkA ,slh fLFkfr esa 

;gh Lohdj.kh; gS fd l`f"V ls iwoZ v}Sr czã gh FkkA 14  Lo;aizdk'k 

czãrÙo fu#ikf/k gS ftlesa f=iqVh ugha gksrh] vr% og v}Sr gSA mlh 

dks mifu"knksa esa Hkwek vkuUn dgk x;k gSA15 vifjfer dh ^*Hkwek** laKk 

gSA16 Hkwek gh lq[k gS fdUrq vYi esa lq[k ugha gksrkA bldk rkRi;Z ;g 

gS fd tgka Kkrk] Kku ,oa Ks; vkfn dh f=iqVh jgrh gS ogka vYirk gS 

D;ksafd ifjfPNUu esa gh f=iqVh gksrh gS fdUrq tc f=iqVh jfgr ijerÙo 

gh 'ks"k jgrk gS rc og Hkwek ije lq[k gSA 17 mlh Hkwek dh ek=k dks 

c`gnkj.;d mifu"kn~ ¼4@3@32½ esa vYi lq[k x;k gSA ek=k :i vYi 

lq[k nq[kfon~/k jgrk gS] vr% og fujis{k vkuUn ugha gSA 

tkxfjr voLFkk esa 'kCnkfn fo"k; laos|:i ls ìFkd~&i`Fkd~ ik;s 

tkrs gSa fdUrq mudh lafon~  muls fHkUu jgrh gqbZ viuh ,d:irk esa 

Lo:ir% vfHkUu jgrh gSA LoIUkkoLFkk ds laos| vLFkk;h vkSj tkxfjr ds 

LFkk;h ik;s tkrs gSa] ;g nksuksa voLFkkvksa esa Hksn jgrk gS fdUrq mHk;= 

,d:Ik jgus okyh lafon~ esa dksbZ Hksn ugha ik;k tkrk gSA lq"kqfIr  

voLFkk ls tkxj.k esa vk;k gqvk iq#"k ml voLFkk ds vKku dk Lej.k 

djrk gS fd eSaus dqN ugha tkuk] ;g Lèfr Kkr fo"k; dh gh gks ldrh 

gS vkSj lq"kqfIr esa vKku esa vKku dk gh  lw{e Kku gksrk gSA lq"kqIr dk 

;g cks/k Hkh fo"k; :i vKku ls fHkUu gksdj Hkh cks/k ls fHkUu ugha gS 

fdUrq LoIu lafor~ ds leku og Hkh lafor~ gh gSA bl izdkj rhuksa 
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voLFkkvksa ls lafor~ dk ,d gh Lo:i jgrk gSA nwljs fnu Hkh rhuksa dh 

,d gh lafon~ ik;h tkrh gSA ekl] o"kZ] ;qx ,oa dYi rFkk Hkwr Hkfo"; esa 

fo"k;ksa ds vuqlkj vusd/kk gksrh gqbZ Hkh Loa; izdk'k lafor~ ,d jgrh gS 

tks u dHkh mn; ysrh gS vkSj u gh vLr gksrh gSA ;g lafor~ gh vkRek 

,oa ijekuUn gS D;ksafd ;g ije izse dk fo"k; gSA vkRek esa gh izse ik;k 

tkrk gS fd esjk vHkko  u gks vkSj eSa lnk jgwaA blh lafoRLo:i vkRek 

esa iziap dh fofo/krk dk v/;kl ;k v/;kjksi gksrk gSA iziap esa Hkh v}Sr 

gh jgrk gSA tkxfjr dk LFkwy] LoIu dk lw{e rFkk lq"kqfIr dk dkj.k 

iziap dgk x;k gSA budh lef"V ,dhHkwr :i esa egkiziap curk gSA 

ftl izdkj vokUrj ouksa dh ,d lef"V egkou vFkok vokUrj 

tyk'k;ksa dh ,d lef"V egktyk'k; gksrk gS Bhd mlh izdkj rhuksa 

iziapksa dh lef"V vi`FkXHkwr egkiziap gSA buls mifgr pSrU;ksa dks Øe'k% 

oS'okuj] lw=kRek rFkk bZ'oj dgk x;k gSA voPNsnokn ds vuqlkj ;s 

rhuksa vokUrjoukofPNUu vkdk'kor~ vkSj izfrfcEcokn ds vuqlkj 

vokUrj tyk'k;ksa esa izfrfcEckdk'kor~ ¼rhuksa gh½ ,d gSaA egkiziap rFkk 

mifgr pSRkU; dks rIr yksg xksyd ds leku vi`FkXHkko ls ysus ij 

vuqifgr pSrU; gh jgrk gS] vfXu ls xksyd dk ikFkZD; ughaA bl 

izdkj lc dqN czã gh dgk x;k gSA ftl izdkj vfXu dks v;ksxksyd 

ls ìFkd~ ekudj fy;k tk; rks yk{kf.kd v}Sr O;ogkj esa vkrk gS mlh 

izdkj pSrU; dk yk{kf.kd v}Sr curk gSA bl izdkj OkLrq:i vkRek esa 

voLrq:i iziap dk v/;kjksi O;k[;k ikrk gSA 'kqfDRk esa HkzkUr jtrkjksi 

ds leku ;g feF;k iziap gSA jtrHkze gVus ij 'kqfDror~ czã gh 'ks"k 

jgrk gS ftlds fy;s vioknjhfr visf{kr gSA 

oLrq ds foorZ:i voLrq dk oLrq:i jguk viokn gSA tSls] 

jTtqfoorZ liZ jTtqek= gksrk gSA bl vioknjhfr ds vKkukfn leLr 

voLrq:i iziap dh czã:irk 'ks"k jgrh gSA tjk;qtkfn prqfoZ/k LFkwy 

'kjhj Hkksxk;ru gS] vUuikukfn HkksX;fo"k; gS] bu rhuksa ds vk;ruHkwr 

prqnZ'k yksd gSa vkSj mu lcdk vk;ru czãk.M gSA ;s lc iaPkhd̀r Hkwr 

ek= gSaA 'kCnkfn fo"k;ksa ds lfgr iaphd`r Hkwr rFkk lw{e 'kjhj dk 

la?kkr vius dkj.kHkwr viaphd`r Hkwrek= ls vfHkUu gSA lÙokfn xq.kksa ds 



8 vfEcdknÙk 'kekZ 

lfgr viaPkhd̀r Hkwr mRifRr ds O;qRØe ls vius dkj.kHkwr vKkuksifgr 

pSrU; ek= gSaA vKku rFkk bZ'oj:i vKkuksifgr pSrU; vius vk/kkjHkwr 

vuqifgr pSrU; ek= gSA vuqifgr pSrU; rqjh; czã ek= gSA 

v}Sr osnkar ds vuqlkj iziap czã dk foorZ gSA ek;k iziap:i ls 

ifj.kke ysrh gSA czã dh lafor~ ek;k gS tks mlls fHkUu ugha gSA 

'kfDRkcy:i esa czã dks bZ'oj dgk tkrk gSA iziap dk czã ij v/;kjksi 

gksrk gS ftldk dkj.k thoksa dh vukfn okluk gSA thoksa ds Lo:i dh 

czã:irk eq[;kFkZr% v}Sr gSA ;g v}Sr iziap ds foy; ls gksrk gS tks 

bl n'kZu eas viokn dgk tkrk gS vkSj blh dks izfrizlo ,oa 

izfryksefoorZ ;k laorZ dgk x;k gSA ftl tho dh vfo|k {kh.k gks 

tkrh gS mlds izfr ;g viokn iw.kZrk izkIr djrk gS ftlls tho dk 

thoRo u jgdj czãRo miyC/k gksrk gSA izkiafpd }Sr bZ'ojd`r gS vkSj 

vgarkeerk:i }Sr thodr̀ ekuk x;k gSA thod`r }So ds gVus ij 

iziap dk fEkF;kRo izrhr gksrk gS vkSj ;gh thoUeqfDRk gSA tc }Sr jgrk 

gS rc vU; vU; dks tkurk gSA rc fdlh iq#"k ds izfr lc vkRek gh 

gks x;k rc fdlls tkuk tk;\ ftlls lc foKkr gksrk gS mls fdl 

lk/ku ls tkuk tk ldrk gS\ Kkrk ds tkuus dk dksbZ lk/ku ugha gSA 

vr,o ^^usfr&usfr**  dh viokn iz.kkyh lss iziap dk fu"ks/k dj v}Sr 

rÙo dh vijks{kkuqHkwfr O;ofLFkr gSA18 

 

v/;kl dh miLFkkiuk 

mi;qZDr fooj.k esa v}Sr osnkUr rÙo n`f"V bruk gh Qfyr gksrk 

gS fd bl txr~ dk vf/k"Bku rÙo gSA ijUrq ;g vf/k"Bku :i v}Sr 

rÙo fdl izdkj }Sr esa foLrh.kZ gksrk gS] ;g ,d leL;k gSA blhfy, 

'kadjkpk;Z ds v}Sr osnkar esa ^v/;kl* dk viuk ,d egÙoiw.kZ LFkku gSA 

^v/;kl* dks iwjh rjg ls le>s fcuk 'kadjkpk;Z dh txr~ dks feF;k 

ekuus ¼^czã lR;e~ txr~ feF;k*½ dh vo/kkj.kk dks ugha le>k tk 

ldrkA blhfy, 'kadjkpk;Z us czãlw= ij Hkk"; ls igys Hkwfedk ds :i 

esa v/;klHkk"; fy[kk gSA ml v/;klHkk"; ij fopkj djus ds iwoZ ;g 

ns[ksa fd 'kadjkpk;Z us v/;klHkk"; izkjEHk D;ksa fd;kA bl iz'u ij 
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fopkj djus ls dbZ rF;ksa ij izdk'k iM+sxkA v/;kl ij loZizFke 

nk'kZfud  nf̀"V ls fopkj djuk vR;ar vko';d gS D;ksafd izR;sd n'kZu 

dk mn~ns'; fdlh u fdlh :i esa vfo|k ;k vKku dk uk'k gksrk gSA 

vr% ;g tkuuk t:jh gS fd vfo|k D;k gS vkSj bldk Lo:Ik D;k gS\ 

lEHkor% bUgha iz'uksa dks nf̀"V esa j[kdj 'kadjkpk;Z us loZizFke ;g fl) 

fd;k gS fd v/;kl gS vkSj og v/;kl vfo|k ds dkj.k gh gks ldrk 

gSA nwljh ckr t¨ 'kadjkpk;Z v/;klHkk"; esa fn[kkuk pkgrs gSa og ;g gS 

fd vfo|k uSlfxZd gS vkSj lHkh vuFkksZ dk dkj.k gS vFkkZr~ fcuk vfo|k 

dk uk'k fd;s rTTkU; vuFkksZ ls eqfDr ugha fey ldrhA19 

^v/;kl* ij fopkj djus ij ,d vkSj Hkh nk'kZfud dkj.k Kkr 

gksrk gSA og ;g gS fd mlls gedks lR;klR; ds Lo:i ds fo"k; esa Hkh 

ladsr feyrk gS] D;ksafd blh izalx esa 'kadjkpk;Z dk ;g dguk gS fd 

v/;kl esa v/;Lr vkSj v/;kloku nks rÙo gksrs gSaA os nksuksa u rks lr~ 

gks ldrs gSa vkSj u nksuksa vlr~ gks ldrs gSa D;kasfd bu nksuksa gh 

fLFkfr;ksa esa ck/k ugha gks ldrk gSA v/;kl dk ck/k gksrk gSA vr% 

v/;Lr dks feF;k ekuuk vko';d gS tks lr~ vkSj vlr~ nksuksa ls fHkUu 

gksrk gSA bl izdkj feF;kRo ds Lo:i dk Kku gksus ij ¼feF;k og gS 

ftldk ck/k gksrk gS½ lR; ds Lo:i dh vksj ls ladsr feyrk gS] 

D;kasfd rc ge ;g dg ldrs gS fd lr~ og gS ftldk ck/k ugha gksrk 

gS ¼f=dkykckf/kr lr~½ vkSj tks leLr v/;kl dk vf/k"BkuHkwr gSA 

'kadkjkpk;Z us v/;kl dk y{k.k crkrs gq, dgk gS fd& ^^Lèfr:i% 

ij= iwoZn`"VkoHkkl%** 20  vFkkZr~ vU; LFkku ij igys ns[kh gqbZ oLrq dk 

Lèfr tSlk voHkkl gksukA blesa ^^ij= voHkkLk** bruk gh v/;kl dk 

y{k.k gSA ^^Lèfr:i vkSj iwoZn`"VkoHkkl** ;s nksuksa v/;kl ds lk/kd gSaA 

n'kZu dh fof/k dh ǹf"V ls Hkh v/;klHkk"; esa egÙo dh ckr 

feyrh gSA v/;klHkk"; esa 'kadjkpk;Z gekjs vuqHko vkSj O;ogkj dk 

fo'ys"k.k djrs gSaA mlesa v/;kl vkSj vfo|k Hkh fl) djrs gSa vkSj mlh 

fo'ys"k.k ls lR;klR; ds Lo:i ij igqaprs gSaA bldk vFkZ ;g gqvk gS 

fd n'kZu dks vuqHko dk vk/kkj ysdj pyuk pkfg;s vkSj vuqHko dk 

fo'ys"k.k djds lR;klR; dk fopkj djuk pkfg;sA n'kZu dh ;g 



10 vfEcdknÙk 'kekZ 

dYiuk ik'pkÙ; n'kZu esa izkIr nks dYiukvksa ls loZFkk fHkUu gS] ogka ij 

,d rks vuqHkookn gS tks gekjs lk/kkj.k vuqHko dks loZFkk lR; ekudj 

mldh Nkuchu djrk gS vkSj nwljk cqf)okn gS tks vuqHko ls dksbZ 

lEcU/k u j[krs gq;s cqf) ds lgkjs rÙokrÙo ij fopkj djrk gSA ;s 

nksuksa fof/k;ka viw.kZ gh ugha oju~ nks"kiw.kZ Hkh gSaA ;fn gekjk lk/kkj.k 

vuqHko lR; gS rks n'kZu dh vko';drk gh D;k gS\ vr% vuqHkooknh 

n'kZu ds okLrfod vFkZ dks ugha le>rs gSa vkSj cqf)oknh ;g ugha 

le>rs fd rÙo dks ;fn ge vuqHko ds fdlh Lrj ij ugha izkIr djsaxs 

rks dsoy cqf)& izR;;ksa }kjk izkIr rÙo dksjh dYiuk ek= gksxkA vr% 

'kadjkpk;Z vuqHko dk fo'ys"k.k rks djrs gSa fdUrq vuqHko dks loZFkk lR; 

u ekudj mlesa D;k lR; gS vkSj D;k vlR; gS] bl izdkj dk iz'u 

mBkrs gSaA bl vuqHko esa tks lcls egÙo dk gS og v/;kl gSA blh 

vk/kkj ij gekjs thou dk lq[k nq%[k fuHkZj djrk gS vkSj og gS ^vga 

fOk"k;d v/;kl*A blfy, 'kadjkpk;Z fdlh vU; fo"k;d v/;kl dks u 

ysdj vga fo"k;d v/;kl ls izkjEHk djrs gSa D;kasfd mudks ;gh fn[kkuk 

gS fd vga fo"k;d v/;kl gh loZ vuFkks±  dk ewy gSA vga dk fo'ys"k.k 

gh iz/kku nk'kZfud iz'u gS vkSj lHkh iz'u izklafxd gSaA21 

'kadjkpk;Z v/;kl dh flf) ds fy, ;qLen~ vkSj vLen~ izR;; 

vFkkZr~ eSa vkSj rqe dks fo"k;h vkSj fo"k; ds :i esa ysdj dgrs gSa fd ;s 

nksuksa re% izdk'kor~ fo#) LoHkko ds gSa rc Hkh ge ,d ij nwljs dk 

vkjksi djrs gSa ;g fl) gSA 'kadj v/;kl dh ifjHkk"kk iqu% bl izdkj 

nsrs gSa& ^^v/;klks uke vrfLeaLrn~cqf)**22 vFkkZr~  vrn~ esa rn~cqf) gh 

v/;kl gSA ;g ifjHkk"kk iwoZ esa nh x;h ifjHkk"kk ^^Lèfr:i% ij= 

iwoZn`"VkoHkkLk% dk laf{kIr :i gSA** 

'kadjkpk;Z ;qLen~ vkSj vLen~ ds v/;kl dks blfy, ysrs gSa fd 

vga fo"k;d iz'u gh n'kZu dk eq[; iz'u gSA thou dh n`f"V ls vga 

fo"k;d iz'u lcls vf/kd egÙo dk gS D;ksafd ge vius fo"k; esa D;k 

/kkj.kk j[krs gSa mlh ij gekjs lkjs nq[k&lq[k] lkjs O;ogkj vkSj ewY; 

fuHkZj djrs gSaA inkFkkZsa dh x.kuk djuk ;k l`f"V lECkU/kh iz'u vga 

fo"k;d iz'u ds gh izlax esa vkrs gSaA vr% ;g iz'u xkS.k gSA ;gh ;gka 
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ij 'kadjkpk;Z dk /;s; gSA re% izdk'kor~ fo:) LoHkko dgus dk vFkZ 

;g u le> fy;k tk; fd tSls izdk'k va/kdkj dk uk'k dj nsrk gS 

oSls gh fo"k;h fo"k; dk uk'k djrk gSA fo"k; vkSj fo"k;h fo#) LoHkko 

okys gSa fdUrq fo#)Ro dk vFkZ ;g gS fd ,d gh oLrq nksuksa ugha gks 

ldrhA ¼fo"k; vkSj fo"k;h nksuksa ugha gks ldrha½A LoHkko 'kCn Hkh ;gka 

ij Lo:i ds vFkZ esa vk;k gS vFkkZr~ fo"k; vkSj fo"k;h nksuksa Lo:ir% 

fo#)  gSaA blfy;s muds xq.kksa dks ;k /keksZ dks fo#) dguk Hkh Bhd 

gh gSA ;gka ij ,d vkSj iz'u fopkj.kh; gS fd os D;ksa vLen~ dks gh 

fo"k; fo"k;h ds :i esa ysrs gSa D;ksa ugha vga l% dks ;k Roa l% dks ysrs 

gSaA bldk dkj.k ;g gS fd O;ogkj esa izFke vkSj vU; iq#"k vFkok 

e/;e iq#"k vkSj vU; iq#"k dk ;ksx ;k lEcU/k feyrk gS tSls ,rs o;e~ 

bes o;a] rÙo;e~ vkfn iz;ksx feyrs gSa fdUrq izFke iq#"k vkSj e/;e iq#"k 

;ksx ugha curk gSA vr% mudks fo#) dguk Bhd ugha gSA vgaRoe~ dks 

gh fo#) dgk tk ldrk gSA23 

;fn ge fo"k; vkSj fo"k;h dk v/;kjksi ,d nwljs ij djrs gSa 

tcfd os fo#) LoHkko okys gSa] rks ;g v/;kjksi feF;k gh gks ldrk gSA 

;gka loZizFke ;g fopkj.kh; gS fd ;g dSls fl) gS fd ge bl izdkj 

dk v/;kjksi djrs gh gSa\ bldk dkj.k ;g gS fd ge vga 'kCn dk 

iz;ksx 'kjhj ds fy, djrs gSa tc dgrs gSa fd eSa ckyd gw¡ ;k o`) gw¡] ;k 

yEck gw¡ ;k ukVk gw¡ vkSj 'kjhj dks ge pSrU; le>rs gSaA blls ;g 

fl) gqvk fd ge vga dks 'kjhj vkSj 'kjhj dks vga le>dj O;ogkj 

djrs gSaA ;|fi fo"k;h :i ls vga vkSj fo"k; :i ls 'kjhj nksuksa fo#) 

LoHkko okys gSaA nwljk iz'u ;g mBrk gS fd bl izdkj ds ijLij 

vkjksi.k dks fEkF;k D;ksa dgk x;k gS vkSj fdl vFkZ esa feF;k dgk x;k 

gS\ feF;k blfy, dgk x;k gS fd nksuksa ,d ugha gks ldrs D;ksafd 

fo#) LOkHkko okys gSa] ijUrq iz'u ;g gS fd bl v/;kl ds feF;kjksi 

dk vFkZ D;k gS\ D;k ;s nksuksa lr~ gSa vkSj budk v/;kjksi feF;k gS\ 

vFkok ;s rhuksa feF;k gSa ¼fo"k;&fo"k;h vkSj mudk v/;kjksi½ vFkok blesa 

ls ,d feF;k gS blfy, v/;kl gh feF;k gSA ;fn ,d feF;k gS rks 

muesa ls dkSu feF;k gS\ buesa ls fo"k; vkSj fo"k;h nksuksa dks lr~ ugha 



12 vfEcdknÙk 'kekZ 

dgk tk ldrk D;kasfd mudk lEcU/k ¼v/;kjksi½ feF;k gS vkSj nks lr~ 

oLrqvksa dk v/;kjksi ¼lEcU/k½ feF;k ugha gks ldrkA nksuksa dks vlr~ Hkh 

ugha dgk tk ldrk D;ksafd bu nksuksa esa tks fo"k;h gS mldk fujkdj.k 

dHkh ugha fd;k tk ldrk blfy, ;g dguk fd ;s rhuksa ¼fo"k;] 

fo"k;h] v/;kjksi½ feF;k gSa ;g Bhd ugha gSA vr% ;gh dguk iM+sxk fd 

nksuksa esa ls ,d gh feF;k gS& fo"k; vFkok fo"k;hA fdUrq tSlk fd ge 

crk pqds gSa fo"k;h dk dHkh fujkdj.k ugha gks ldrk] vr% fo"k; vkSj 

mlds v/;kjksi dks feF;k dguk 'ks"k jg tkrk gS D;ksafd tSlk jTtq liZ 

ds n`"Vkar ls Li"V gS] tks vkjksfir gS mldk ck/k gksrk gSA ck/k gh 

feF;kRo gS ftls ge [;kfrokn ds izlax esa Li"V djsxsaA24 

bl izdkj ;|fi fo"k; vkSj fo"k;h furkUr fo#) okys gSa vkSj 

muds /keZ Hkh furkUr fo#) gSa fQj Hkh mudk ijLij v/;kl 

vfoosdtU; gh gks ldrk gSA bl vfoosd ds gh dkj.k ge lR; vkSj 

vlR; dk lfeJ.k djds vga bna] ee bna vkfn 'kCnksa dk O;ogkj djrs 

gSaA 'kadjkpk;Z ds ¼lR;ku`rs feFkquhd`R;½25 'kCnksa ls LIk"V gS fd v/;kl 

esa lc dqN feF;k ugha gksrk cfYd lR;klR; dk lfEeJ.k gksrk gSA 

tSls ;g liZ gS blesa ^;g* lR; gS vkSj likZa'k feF;k gS oSls gh vga eas 

vga lR; gS vkSj bna feF;k gSA vkxs 'kadjkpk;Z dgrsa gSa fd vga bna ee 

bna O;ogkj uSlfxZd gSA bl O;ogkj  dks uSlfxZd dgus dk 'kadjkpk;Z 

dk rkRi;Z ;g gS fd ;g O;ogkj ¼v/;kl½ dksbZ tkucw>dj ugha djrk 

cfYd vKkr :i ls gkssrk gS vFkkZr~ ¼v/;kl½ vpsru eu dh izrhfr gS 

vkSj ;g izrhfr loZekU; gS fdlh ,d ;k nks dh ugha] fdUrq ;g izrhfr 

feF;k gSA ;gak ij O;atuk bl ckr dh gS fd izrhfr ek= gksus ls ge 

fdlh oLrq dks lR; ugha dg ldrs Hkys gh og izrhfr loZekU; gh D;ksa 

u gksA tSls loZlkekU; izrhfr gS fd lw;Z vkSj pUnzek NksVs vkdkj ds gSa 

,oa xfreku gSa] fQj Hkh fopkj djus ij ge bl izrhfr dks feF;k 

Bgjkrs gSaA 'kadjkpk;Z izrhfr vkSj Kku dk Hksn Li"V djuk pkgrs gSaA 

Kku foosdiw.kZ gS vkSj izrhfr vfoosdiw.kZA blh ls Kku }kjk izrhfr dk 

ck/k gksrk gSaA fdUrq Kku dk ck/k lEHko ugha gSA cgqr ls nk'kZfud 

gekjh lkekU; izrhfr;ksa ds vk/kkj ij gh n'kZu dk egy [kM+k djuk 
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pkgrs gSa fdUrq ;g izfØ;k Bhd ugha gSA lkekU; izrhfr dks n'kZu dk 

vk/kkj lR;k&lR; ds fopkj ds ckn gh cuk;k tk ldrk gS] igys ughaA 

vFkkZr~ izrhfr dks gh Kku ekudj ds nk'kZfud fopkj 'kq: djuk xyr 

gSA 

blds vuUrj 'kadjkpk;Z ds fo"k; eas fofHkUu nk'kZfud /kkj.kkvksa 

dk mYys[k djrs gSaA mudh ehekalk djds ;g fn[kkrs gSa fd muesa dkSu 

lk va'k xzká gS vkSj dkSu lk va'k vxzká gSA v/;kl ds fo"k; esa 

nks&rhu iz'u egÙoiw.kZ gSa ftudks /;ku esa j[kdj ge v/;kl ds Lo:i 

dk fu.kZ; djsaxsaA izFke iz'u rks ;g gS fd jTtqliZ v/;kl esa liZ 

fn[kk;h iM+rk gS ;k ugha\ nwljk iz'u ;g gS fd D;k og liZ vU; 

LFky ;k vU; dky esa dgha izkIr gks ldrk gS\ rhljk egÙoiw.kZ iz'u 

;g fd Hkze fuokj.k ds ckn ml liZ dh D;k fLFkfr gksrh gS\ 26  bl 

lHkh egÙoiw.kZ iz'uksa dks /;ku esa j[kdj gh v/;kl dh vo/kkj.kk dh 

i`"BHkwfe esa ge vkxs v}Sr osnkar lEer [;kfr fopkj dh foospuk djus 

dk iz;kl djsxsaA 

 

v/;kl vkSj [;kfr fopkj 

vrfLeu~ rn~cqf)& ds :i esa v/;kl dks ifjHkkf"kr djus ds 

i'pkr~ v}Srosnkafr;ksa ds le{k LokHkkfod iz'u mBrk gS fd D;k v/;kl 

dk ;g y{k.k vU; nk'kZfud erksa dks Lohdk;Z gks ldrk gS\ vo/ks; gS 

fd v}Sr  osnkar dh n`f"V esa vrfLeu~ rn~cqf) vfo|kewyd gSA ijUrq 

bldh vfo|kewydrk dks mlh rjg Lohdkj u djrs gq, vU; nk'kZfud 

lEiznk; bldh O;k[;k nwljs :i esa dj ldrs gSaA fofHkUu Hkkjrh; 

n'kZuksa ds }kjk [;kfr vFkkZr~ Hkze dh O;k[;k esa bl ckr dks ns[kk tk 

ldrk gSA vr,o 'akdjkpk;Z us vius v/;klHkk"; esa gh v/;kl dks 

loZlEer :i iznku djus ds fy, ,rn~ fo"k;d rhu fodYiksa dks 

izLrkfor fd;k gS bleas igyk fodYi gS& vU;=kU;/kekZ/;kl%27 ¼,d esa 

nwljs ds /keZ dk vkjksi v/;kl gS½] nwljk fodYi gS& ;= 

;n/;klLrf}osdkxzgfucU/kuks Hkze% 28  ¼ftlesa ftldk v/;kl gS mldk 

Hksnkxzg fufefRrd  Hkze v/;kl gS½] vkSj rhljk fodYi gS& ;= 
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rn/;kl% rL;So foijhr/keZRodYiukekPkNrs29 ¼ftlesa ftldk v/;kl gS 

mlesa foojhr /keZRo dh dYiuk dks v/;kl dgrs gSa½A 

bu rhuksa fodYiksa ij fopkj fd;k tk;s rks izrhr gksrk gS fd 

mi;qZDr rhuksa fodYi vrfLeu~ rncqf) :i v/;kl dh lEHkkoukvksa ds 

rkfdZd fodYi gSaA bu rhuksa fodYiksa ls fHkUu fdlh ,slh fLFkfr dh 

dYiuk ugha dh tk ldrh] tgka vrn~ esa rn~ cqf) gksrh gksA vFkkZr~ bu 

rhuksa fodYiksa esa 'akdjkpk;Z us v/;kl vFkok Hkze dh lHkh lEHkkoukvksa 

dks lehd`r fd;k gS A bu rhu fodYiksa ds fu/kkZj.k esa bl ckr dk Hkh 

/;ku j[kk x;k gS fd ml le; rd izfl) vkSj izpfyr [;kfr fo"k;d 

fofHkUu fl)kUrksa dk vUrHkkZo gks tk;sA mnkgj.kkFkZ izFke fodYi esa 

vkRe[;kfroknh&;ksxkpkj er vkSj vU;Fkk[;kfroknh uS;kf;d er dk 

vUrHkkZo gqvk gSA nwljs fodYi eas lka[; vkSj ehekalk n'kZu ds [;kfr 

fo"k;d fl)kUrksa dk vUrHkkZo gqvk gSA ,oa rhljs fodYi esa vlr~ 

[;kfroknh ek/;fed ckS)er dk vUrHkkZo fd;k x;k gSA ;gka nz"VO; gS 

fd ml le; rd ^[;kfriapd* dh gh izflf) FkhA blhfy;s mi;qZDr 

rhuksa fodYiksa eas [;kfr iapd dk gh vUrHkkZo fn[kk;k x;k gSA ijUrq 

vkt ;fn Hkkjrh; n'kZu esa izfl) [;kfr fl)kUrksa dh la[;k ikap ls 

vf/kd :i esa igpkuh tk;s rks mudk Hkh vUrHkkZo 'kadjkpk;Z }kjk 

izLrkfor f=fo/k fodYiksa esa fd;k tk ldrk gS] D;ksafd ;s fodYi 

v/;kl dh rkfdZd lEHkkoukvksa ls lECkfU/kr gSA 

v/;kl ds Lo:i fo"k;d rhuksa fodYiksa dks izLrqr djus ds ihNs 

'kadjkpk;Z ds nks mn~ns'; izrhr gksrs gSa blesa igyk mn~ns'; v/;kl dh 

ml lkekU; fo'ks"krk dks lkeus ykuk gS tks rhuksa fodYiksa esa leku :i 

ls izlDr gksrk gSA og fo'ks"krk gS ^vU;=kU;/kekZ/;kl* vFkkZr~ vU; esa 

vU; dk voHkkl gksukA nwljk mn~ns'; ;g gS fd vU; esa vU; ds 

voHkkl dks lHkh n'kZu vius&vius rjhds ls O;k[;kf;r djrs gSaA vr% 

^vU;=kU;/kekZ/;kl%(* dh v}Srosnkarsrj O;k[;kvksa dk fujkdj.k djrs gq, 

bldh v}Sr lEer O;k[;k dks loZlEer :i ls izfrikfnr djukA ;gka 

nz"VO; gS fd Lo;a 'kadjkpk;Z us vU; esa vU; ds voHkkl dks 

vyx&vyx rjhds ls O;k[;kf;r djus okys [;kfrfo"k;d fl)kUrksa dh 
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vkykspuk ugha dh gSA mUgkasus cht :i esa bldk ladsr ek= fd;k gSA 

a'kadjkpk;Z ds ifjorhZ vkpk;ksZa us bl chtHkwr ǹf"V dks fodflr djrs 

gq, [;kfr fo"k;d fofHkUu fl)karksa dh v}Sreq[ksu vkykspuk dh gSA 

vr,o vkxs ge blh vkykspuk dks izLrqr djus dk iz;kl djsaxsaA 

vlr~[;kfr fl)kar& ek/;fedksa dk dguk gS fd rÙo dk Lo:i 

'kwU; gSA Hkze ds dkj.k gedks rjg&rjg dh oLrq,¡ fn[kk;h iM+rh gSaA 

okLro esa ek/;fed jTtqliZ vkfn izR;{k lEcU/kh Hkze dk fopkj ugha 

djrsA ;s fopkj lEcU/kh Hkze dks gh ysrs gSa vkSj dgrs gSa fd cqf) }kjk 

iznRRk prq"dksfV ;k pkjksa izdkj ds lEHko fl)kUr vlR; gSa D;ksfd  os 

vlaxr gSa vkSj rc iz'u ;g gS fd ek/;fed ftls feF;k dgrs gSa 

mldk Lo:i d;k gS\ vo'; gh og vkdk'kiq"i ds leku ugha gS 

D;ksafd og izrhfr dk fo"k; gSA ijUrq og lr~ Hkh ugha gS vr% mls lr~ 

vkSj vlr~ ls fHkUu dguk iMsxkA fdUrq ek/;fed ,slk ugha dgrsA os 

yksx izR;{k vuqHko okys jTtq&liZ dk ǹ"Vkar Hkh Lohdkj ugah djrsaA 

okLro eas ;s fdlh izdkj ǹ"Vkar lkeus ugha j[krsA vr% os u rks ;g 

dg ldrs gSa fd Hkze dk dksbZ vf/k"Bku gS v©j os ;g Hkh ugha dg  

ldrs gSa fd 'kwU; txr~ dk vf/k"Bku gSA  

buds vuqlkj lHkh oLrq,¡ rÙor% vHkko:i gh gSa] D;kasfd vkfn o 

vUr esa tks oLrq tSlh gks e/; esa Hkh og oSlh gh gksrh gSA leLr 

lkalkfjd inkFkZ u viuh mRifRr ls iwoZ gSa] u fouk'k ds i'pkr~ jgrs gSa] 

vr% vkfn o vUr esa vHkko ;k 'kwU;:i gksus ds dkj.k e/; esa Hkh rÙor% 

os vlr~ gh gSaA tks dqN Hkh ^gS* dgykrk gS og orZeku dky&;qDr gksrk 

gS] vkSj ;g orZekuRo Hkh dqN gS ugha] D;ksafd ;g Hkh funsZ'k ls igys  

^Hkfo";r~* vkSj funsZ'k ds i'pkr~ ^vrhr* gksrk gSA ;g orZeku gksuk] Hkkoh 

gksuk] vrhr gksuk Hkh oLrqr% dqN gS ugha vFkkZr~ vlr~ ;k 'kwU; gh gSA 

Kku dh ,d 'kfDRk vfo|k gS tks vlr~ oLrq dk izdk'ku djus esa leFkZ 

gSA bl fo"k; esa ckS) er dk mYys[k djrs gq, okpLifr feJ esa Hkkerh 

esa izk;% leku 'kCnksa esa dgk gS fd fo"k; esa izdkf'kr gksus dh dksbZ 

lkeF;Z u jgus ij Hkh Kku ,slk gS fd fo"k; vius izR;; ¼Kku½ dh 
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lkeF;Z ls gh izkIr Lo:i okyk jgrk gqvk vlr~ ¼'kwU;½ gksrs gq, 

izdkf'kr gksrk gSA vlr~ dks izdkf'kr djus dh 'kfDr gh vfo|k gSA30 

vlr~[;kfr dk v}Sreq[ksu [k.Mu& ek/;fed ckS)ksa ds bl rdZ 

fd Kku esa vlr~ dks izdkf'kr djus dh 'kfDr gS] bl ij vkuUncks/k 

U;k;edjUn esa fodYi mBkrs gSa fd vxj Kku esa vlr~ dks izdkf'kr 

djus dh 'kfDRk gS rks ml 'kfDr dk 'kD; D;k gS\ ¼ml 'kfDRk dk 

mi;ksx dgka gS\½ ;fn vlr~ gh mldk 'kD; ¼mi;ksxLFky½ gS rks og 

vlr~ bl foKku esa jgus okyh 'kfDr dk dk;Z gS ;k blds }kjk KkI; 

gS\ ;fn dk;Z gS rks fQj vlr~ dSls\ vkSj vlr~ gS rks blds dkj.k Hkwr 

'kfDr esa izdk'klkeF;Z dSlh\ u gh bls KkI; ;k izdk'; dgk tk 

ldrk gS] D;ksafd bl ^bna jtra* Hkze ls vfrfjDr rks dksbZ vU; 

vln~fo"k;d Hkze bl 'kfDr ls mRiUu gksrk ughaA D;ksafd izdk'; dk 

vFkZ gS mDr 'kfDRk }kjk fuR; Kku dk fo"k;A vc bl 'kfDRk }kjk 

tfur Kku dksbZ vU; gS] ;k bl 'kfDr dk vkJ; Hkwr Kku ;gka 

vfHker gS\ ;fn dksbZ nwljk Kku miyC/k gks rks mlds izdk'k ds fy;s 

iqu% vU; Kku dh vis{kk gksus ls vuoLFkk gksxhA31 

lnlr~[;kfr fl)kUr& lka[; n'kZu esa bl [;kfr dks ekU;rk 

iznku dh xbZaA blds vuqlkj Hkze LFky ij 'kqfDr esa tks jtr Kku dh 

izrhfr gksrh gS mlesa lr~ ,oa vlr~ nksuksa dk gh Kku gksrk gS( D;ksafd 

^;g jtr gS* bl izrhfr esa ^;g* va'k rd dk Kku fdlh Hkh izdkj 

xyr ;k >wBk ;k lR;fHkUu ugha] lqrjka mrus va'k esa lr~ gh gSA tks 

jtr va'k gS] og ogka ¼tgka lhi iM+h gS½ gS ugha] tks ugha gS og vlr~ 

gS] mlh dk ;g Kku gSA vr% ^;g jtr gS* ;g lr~ rFkk vlr~ nksuksa 

dk ,d lkFk Kku gSA okpLifr feJ us Hkkerh esa bldk i{k j[krs gq, 

dgk gS fd oLrqvksa dk rÙo nks izdkj dk gS& lRRo rFkk vlRRo] igyk 

Lo:ir% gksrk gS nwljk ijr% ¼vU; dh vis{kk ls½A OkLrq lnlnkRed gS] 

mlesa Lo:i o vU; ds :i dh vis{kk ls dHkh dksbZ lÙkÙo ns[krk gS 

dksbZ vlÙkÙoA32 

lnlr~[;kfr dk v}Sreq[ksu [k.Mu& v}Srosnkafr;ksa ds vuqlkj 

;g fl)kar fdlh Hkh izdkj ls Bhd ugha gS D;ksafd ;gka lr~ gksus rFkk 
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vlr~ gksus dk vfHkizk; fu/kkZfjr ughaA ;fn izfl) vFkZ fy;k tk;s rks 

vlr~ gS rqPN vkdk'kdqlqe vkfnA mudh [;kfr ¼izrhfr½ dHkh ugha 

gksrhA rFkk tks vlr~ gS] og rks gS ugha] rks ,d oLrq ls nks Kku dSls 

mRiUu gksaxs\ ^;g* rFkk ^jtr* in ds okP; nks inkFkZ ogka gksa rHkh rks 

nks Kku gksaA ogka rks oLrq ¼lhi½ ,d gh gSA33 vr% lka[;oknh Hkze dh 

mfpr O;k[;k ugha djrs gSaA 

lR[;kfr fl)kar& bl fl)kar ds izfrikndksa eas jkekuqt ,oa 

izkphu lak[; dk oSpkfjd er gS fd & ^loZ lokZReda fo'oa* ds vuqlkj 

'kqfDr ds vo;oksa ds lkFk gh jtr ds vo;o Hkh lnk jgrs gSaA os nksuksa 

leku :i ls lR; gSaA 'kqfDRk esa fLFkj jtrijek.kqvksa ls nks"k;qDr us= 

lECkU/k gksrk gS] blfy, ogka lhi u fn[kdj pkanh fn[krh gSA vFkok 

ml iqj% fLFkr OkLrq esa lHkh izdkj ds ijek.kq fo|eku gSa] muesa ls 

'kqfDr&ijek.kq mn~Hkwr :i okys gSa] vr% 'kqfDRk gh lkekU; bfUnz; la;ksx 

ls fn[kk;h iM+rh gS] vkSj mi;ksx esa vkrh gSA nks"k;qDr bfUnz;lEidZ 

¼nks"k pkgs bfUnz; esa gks] pkgs  lEidZ esa ;k nksuksa esa½ gksus ij rFkk 

pedhysiu ds lkn`'; ds dkj.k ogka 'kqfDRk ds ijek.kqvksa ds <drs gq;s 

jtr ds ijek.kq mn~Hkwr :i okys gks tkrs gSa] vr% lpeqp dk jtr 

mRiUu gks tkrk gSA vr% lR[;kfrokfn;ksa ds vuqlkj bfUnz; }kjk bl 

l|kstkr jtr dk gh xzg.k gksrk gSA 

foeqDrkREkk us b"Vflf) esa vR;ar la{ksi esa lR[;kfrokn dk 

vfHkizk; crk;k gS fd 'k'kÜkàx ;k mlds leku 'kCnek= ls dh tkus 

okyh oLrqvksa dh izrhfr ugha gksrh gS] Hkze esa 'kqfDRk ds LFkku ij jtr 

izrhr gks jgk gS( vr% og jtr 'k'kÜk`ax vkfn ds leku rqPN ugha gS 

blfy, lr~ gh gSA [;kfr gh mldh lRrk eas izek.k gSA34 

lR[;kfr dk v}SReq[ksu [k.MUk& v}Srosnkarh fpRlq[kkpk;Z us 

rÙoiznhfidk esa lR[;kfr dk fujkl djrs gq, dgk fd& Hkze esa izrhr 

gksus okyk inkFkZ lr~ gh ugha gS D;ksafd ;fn og lr~ gksrk rks fu"ks/k dk 

izfr;ksxh u gksrk vFkok mldk ck/k u gksrkA lr~ gksrs gq, mldk 

ckf/kr gksuk fo#) gSA35 
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lR[;kfr ds fojks/k esa ,d lkekU; ;qfDr ;g gS fd HkzeLFkyksa eas 

nzO;&ek= ds ijek.kq jguk dnkfpr~ lEHko Hkh gks fdUrq fØ;k;qDr 

tho&rqY; ;k ltho oLrq rFkk vfrfoLrh.kZ xU/koZuxj vkfn dh 

ijek.kq&dYiuk rks v'kD; gSA vr% HkzeLFky esa Hkh fdlh fo|eku lr~ 

oLrq dk gh Kku gksrk gS ;g dguk ;qfDr fl) ugha gSA 

vkRe[;kfr fl)kar& ;ksxkpkj ckS)ksa }kjk ekU; [;kfr fl)kUr esa 

vkRe[;kfr ;k foKku [;kfr dgk tkrk gSA foKkuokfn;ksa ds vuqlkj 

{kf.kd foKkuksa dh /kkjk ¼,d ds ckn nwljs Kkuksa dk mRiUu gksrs jguk½ 

gh rÙo gSA foKku rRo dk f=fo/k ifj.kke gksrk gS& foikd] euu vkSj 

fo"k;&foKfIr ;k fo"k;izR;oHkklA dq'ky vdq'ky deZ okluk ds 

ifjikd ls vk{ksi ds vuq:i Qy dh izkfIr foikd gS( tks LFkwy vuqHko 

esa eSa :i ls pyrh gqbZ foKku/kkjk gS] ;gh vky; foKku gSA f}rh; gS 

eu] ftldk LOkHkko gS euu ;k òfÙkA ;g vky;foKku ij vkfJr gS 

vkSj mlh dks vkyEcu ¼fo"k;½ cuk dj dk;Z djrk gSA r̀rh; ifj.kke gS 

^fo"k;izR;oHkkl* tks  eq[;r% N% izdkj dk gkssrk gS& :i] jl] xa/k] 

Li'kZ] 'kCn o /keZA buds vk/kkj gSa LFkwy] lw{e ?kV&iV vkfn inkFkZ] tks 

fd rÙor % foKku/kkjk esa foKkuxr vkdkj gh gSa] okLro esa dqN ugha 

budk uke izrhR;leqRikn gSA foKku gh ,d ek= rÙo ;k vFkZ gS mlls 

i`Fkd~ dqN ugha] og ¼foKku½ gh fofo/k vkdkjksa ;k lHkh oLrq:iksa esa 

[;kr ;k izrhr gksrk gS] vr% vius vki gh [;kr gksus ls Kku&ek= 

vkRe[;kfr gSA foeqDrkRek us vkRe[;kfr i{k dks Li"V djus gq, dgk gS 

fd rnuqlkj Kku dk vkdkj gksuk gh oLrq dk Lo:i gSA Kku vkUrj 

oLrq gS] vr% jtr vkfn lHkh dqN vkUrj gh gSA ^;gka ckgj jtr 

fn[kkbZ nsrk gS* mlesa ls fn[kkbZ nsuk rks Bhd gh gS] ckgj gksuk gh 

HkzkfUr gSA ^;g jtr ugha gS* dgus ls ml cká fLFkr gksus dk gh ck/k 

gksrk gSA ,d va'k ¼ckárk½ eas gh ck/k dh mRifRr lEHko jgrs iwjs vFkZ 

;k nwljs va'k esa Hkh ck/k dh dYiuk djus ls xq#rk gh c<+rh gSA vr% 

/kh ¼foKku½ dk oklukÑr :i gh Lo:Ik gS ftldk ,slk jtr ogka gS 

ghA ogh [;kr gksrk gS] vr% Kku ek= vkRe[;kfr gSA*36 
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vkRe[;kfr dk v}Sreq[ksu [k.MUk& vkREk[;kfr ds [k.MUk ds 

lEcU/k esa v}Srosnkafr;ksa dk dFku gS fd Kku dk vkdkj :i gh jtr 

HkzEkLFky esa Hkh fn[kkbZ iM+rk gS ;g dguk Bhd ugha gS D;ksafd jtr 

vkUrj ¼Kku ds lq[k&nq%[k vkfn vkdkjksa ds leku½ oLrq gks ,slk vuqHko 

fdlh dks ugh gksrkA Hkze LFky esa vFkok ;FkkFkZ LFky esa jtrkfn dh 

vkUrjrk fdlh izek.k ls fl) ugha] rc dSls dgk tk ldrk gS jtr 

oLrqr% Kkukdkj ¼vkUrj oLrq½ gS] mldk ckgj fn[kkbZ nsuk gh Hkze gS 

vkSj ;fn ,slk ekusa rks lHkh Kkuksa esa Hkze gksuk gh izlDr gksrk gS] fQj 

;FkkFkZ rFkk v;FkkFkZ dk vUrj D;k gksxk vkSj ;fn jtr vkUrj gks rks 

^eSa lq[kh gw¡* ds leku eSSa jtr gw¡ ;k *eq>esa jtr gSa* ,slh izrhfr gksuh 

pkfg;sA 

vkRe[;kfrokn dk rdZ gS] fd vR;Ur ¼ckgj&Hkhrj loZ=½& vlr~ 

¼vyhd½ dk Hkku ugha gks ldrk] jtr dk Hkku gS] vr% cqf) :i esa 

jtr dks lr~ eku ysuk gksxkA fpRlq[kkpk;Z us rÙoiznhfidk esa dgk gS 

fd mDRk rdZ vlaxr gS D;ksafd tSls ¼vkRe[;kfrokn ds vuqlkj½ vR;Ur 

vlr~ ¼vyhd½ ckárk ¼bnUrk½ dk Hkkl jtr esa gks tkrk gS] mlh izdkj 

vR;Ur vlr~ jtr dk Hkh izfrHkkl D;ksa ugha gks ldrkA37 

vU;Fkk[;kfr fl)kar& bl fl)kar dks ekuus okys uS;kf;d ,oa 

HkkV~ehekald erksa esa Hkze ,d Kku ls fof'k"V nwljk Kku gS] tks ;FkkFkZ 

¼oLrq ds vuq:Ik½ ugha gSA lhi easa pkanh fn[kus ds  LFky ij lkeus iM+h 

oLrq ls bfUnz;lfUud"kZ gksus ij igys ^;g* bl vkdkj dk lkekU; Kku 

gksrk gS] bfUnz;nks"k rFkk nwjRo vkfn dkj.kksa ls ml oLrq ds fo'ks"k va'k 

'kqfDRo dk xzg.k ugha gksrk] dsoy mlds pedhysiu dk xzg.k gksrk gS( 

;g pedhykiu pkanh ds leku gksus ls rFkk pkanh ds izfr b"Vlk/kurk 

¼mi;ksxrk½ Kku jgus ls] lkekU; Kku ^;g gS* ds i'pkr~ mBh gqbZ 

fo'ks"k va'k dh ftKklk ^;g D;k gS* ds QyLo:Ik Kkuy{k.kklfUud"kZ ls 

nqdku ij fLFkr pkanh dk vkykSfdd izR;{k gksrk gSA bl izdkj ^;g * 

va'k ls lkeus IkM+h oLrq dk lkekU; Kku rFkk ^jtr* va'k esa lpeqp ds 

jtr ¼tks nqdku vkfn esa fLFkr½ dk Kku gksrk gS] blhfy;s anksuksa va'k 

feydj ;g jtrRo&izdkjd fof'k"V Kku gks tkrk gS] tc fd okLro 
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esa ogka 'kqfDrRo oLrq gSA tks oLrq tSlh ¼ftl fo'ks"k.k ls ;qDr½ gS] 

mldk mlh :i ls Kku u gksdj vU; nwljh fdlh oLrq ds fo'ks"k.k ls 

;qDr :i dk Kku gksuk gh Hkze gSA 

vkuUncks/k us U;k;edjUn esa vU;Fkk[;kfr i{k dks j[krs gq, dgk 

gS fd lkeus fLFkr oLrq fo"kf;.kh izòfÙk ds le; ogka jtr ds vkjksi 

dh dYiuk vo'; djuh iMrh gSA og jtr vR;Ur vlr~ ugha ekuk 

tk ldrk gS D;ksafd oSls inkFkZ dk rks izfrHkkLk gksrk ugha vkSj tks gS gh 

ugha mldk ck/k Hkh D;k gksxk] ;fn gS ¼lr~½ gSA rks mldk ck/k ugha gks 

ldrkA bu lc vuqiifRRk;ksa ds dkj.k ;gh ekuuk pkfg, fd lhi dk 

VqdM+k gh nwf"kr us= x`ghr gksus ij fdlh vU; gh oLrq ¼jtr½ ds :i 

esa voHkkflr gksrk gSA38 

vU;Fkk[;kfr dk v}Sreq[ksu [k.Mu& vU;= fLFkr oLrq ds vkdkj 

esa lkeus fLFkr oLrq izfrHkkflr gksrh gS ;g dguk Bhd ugha gS] D;ksafd 

bfUnz; dh igqap ds ckgj fLFkr oLrq dk lkeus fLFkr oLrq esa Kku gksxk 

dSls\ Kkuy{k.kklfUud"kZ v}Sr osnkUr esa LohÑr ugha gSA 

vkuUncks/k esa U;k;edjUn esa vU;Fkk[;kfr ds [k.Mu ds fy, dgk 

gS fd ckn esa iqjLdÙkkZ ds er esa jTtq o liZ vU;ksU;kRerk ¼,d nwljs 

ls vfHkUu gks tkuk] tks ,d oLrq dk nwljh oLrq ds vkdkj ls Kku gksus 

ds fy, vo'; dYiuh; gS½ D;k lr~ :i ls vuqHkoxkspj gS] ;k vlr~ 

:i ls\ izFke Bhd ugha D;¨safd ;s lkeus fLFkr rFkk vU;= fLFkr oLrq,a 

ijLij ,d nwljs dh vHkko:i gSa ¼jTtq liZ ugha gS] liZ jTtq ugha gS½ 

rks dSls budh vU;ksU;kRerk ^lr~* :i ls vuqHkwr gksxhA vFkok 

vU;ksU;kRerk gksrs gq, buesa vHksn dSls gksxkA vkSj ;fn fdlh izdkj 

budh vU;ksU;kRerk lPph ugha gS rks fQj ck/k ¼;g jTtq gS liZ ugha½ 

dk vuqHko vuqiUUk gksrk gSA vlr~ :i gksuk Hkh Bhd ugha D;ksafd ,d 

oLrq esa nwljh oLrq dk g¨uk vlR; Bgjk djrk gS] ;g vU;ksU;kRerk 

vkjksfir Lo:i okyh gksus ls dksbZ nwljh oLrq ugha gS] og bnadkjkLin 

¼^;g* Kku esa vkfJr½ tks pkgs jtr gh gks] pkgs nksuksa ls vfrfjDr ?kM+k 

vkfn gksA vr% bu rhuksa izdkjksa ls vU; dqN dguk gks rks vfuoZpuh;rk 
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gh dguh gksxhA 39  bl izdkj Hkze dh O;k[;k esa vU;FkkRo tSlk fd 

uS;kf;d ekurs gSa] mlds fy, vodk'k gh ugha gSA 

v[;kfr fl)kar& v[;kfrokn ds leFkZd izkHkkdj ehekald ekus 

tkrs gSaA mud vuqlkj lHkh Kku ;FkkFkZ gSaA tgka 'kqfDRk ds LFkku ij 

jtr fn[kkbZ nsrk gS] ogka Hkh os Hkze ugha dgrsA muds vuqlkj ogka 

xzg.k rFkk Lej.k :i nks ;FkkFkZ Kku gSaA ^;g jtr* gS izrhfr esa igyk 

va'k ^;g* rks lkeus fLFkr oLrq dk xzg.k gS] rFkk f}rh; va'k ^jtr* 

igys ns[ks gq, jtr dk Lej.k gS] izFke dk dkj.k gS bfUnz;lfUUkd"kZ 

vkSj nwljs dk& lkn`'; ls mn~cq) gq;s laLdkjA igyk va'k lkekU; Kku 

gS] nwljk fo'ks"kKkuA nksuksa esa tks vUrj gS og nks"k ds dkj.k ugha tkuk 

tkrkA cl ;gh bl Kku dks 'kqfDr esa 'kqfDRkKku rFkk ?kV esa ?kVKku 

bR;kfn vU; Kkuksa ls ìFkd~ dj nsrk gS] ml vUrj ds dkj.k gh bls 

Hkze dg fn;k tkrk gS] oLrqr% Hkze dk okP; dksbZ ,dhd`r Kku ugha 

gksrkA 

foeqDrkRek us b"Vflf) esa v[;kfr dk Lo:i cM+s gh laf{kIr 

'kCnksa esa fu:fir fd;k gSA HkzeLFky ij tks 'kqfDr ds LFkku ij jtr 

fn[kkbZ nsrk gS] ogk¡ u rks vlr~ jtr dh izrhfr gksrh gS u gh vU;= 

lr~ jtr dh gh izrhfr gksrh gS] izR;qr fLFkfr ;g gS fd ;gk¡ nks Kku 

gSaA bfUnz; lfUud"kZ ls rks ml oLrq dk ^;g* ,sls vkdkj okyk lkekU; 

Kku gksrk gSA lkFk gh ped ds lkǹ'; ls jtr dk laLdkj tx tkus 

ds dkj.k jtr dh Lèfr gksrh gSA ml Lèfr dk okLrfod :i rks gksrk 

gS& og ¼igys ns[kk gqvk½ jtr&fdUrq ;gka Kku&izfØ;k esa nks"k jgus ds 

dkj.k ^og* vaa'k yqIr gks tkrk gS] dsoy ^jtr* va'k jg tkrk gSA ;s nks 

i`Fkd~&i`Fkd~ ¼Øe'k% izR;{k o Lej.k :i½ Kku gSa( ,slk foosd ugha 

jgrk] blh ls ml ^;g* Kku ds fo"k; dks gh jtr le> ysuk :i 

HkzkafUr mfnr gksrh gSA ;s nksuksa ^;g* Kku rFkk jtrKku &;FkkFkZ gksrs 

gq, Hkh ijLij fefyr gksdj mDr v;FkkFkZ O;ogkj dk izorZu djrs gSaA 

Kku v;FkkFkZ ugha gksrkA ckn esa tks ^;g jtr ugha gS*& ,slk Kku gksrk 

gS] og mDr foosd dh v[;kfr ¼vUrj ds izdkf'kr u gksus½ dks gh nwj 
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djrk gqvk] lhi o jtr ds fefyr :i ls izo`Ùk v;FkkFkZ O;ogkj dks gh 

fuo`Rr djrk gS] fdlh igys izkIr v;FkkFkZ Kku dk ck/k ugha djrkA40 

v[;kfr fl)kar dk v}Sreq[ksu [k.Mu& fpRlq[kkpk;Z us 

rÙoiznhfidk esa v[;kfr fl)kar dk [k.Mu djrs gq;s dgk gS fd ¼nks½ 

Kkuksa rFkk muds ¼nks½ Ks;ksa  ds vUrj dk xzg.k u gksuk gh foHkze 'kCn 

dgk tkrk gS& ;g dguk mfpr ugha D;ksafd lHkh Hkkoksa ¼inkFkkssasZ½ dks 

foHksnLoHkko okyk eku ysus ij Lo;aizdk'k gksus ds ukrs LQqVrj vkHkkl 

¼izrhfr½ okys Kkuksa rFkk muds v/khu izdk'k okys vFkksZ ¼Ks;ksa½ esa vUrj 

dk xzg.k u gks] ,slk gks ugha ldrkA ;g ugha dgk tk ldrk gS fd 

voHkkflr gksrh gqbZ oLrq gh Hksn dk voHkkl gS& D;ksafd voHkkl vkSj 

vuoHkkl :i fo#) /keksZa dh ,d esa fLFkfr lEHko ugha gSA41 

 

vfuoZpuh;[;kfr dk eaMu 

bl izdkj fofo/k ;qfDr;ksa ds O;k[;kid ;s Ngksa i{k ¼[;kfrokn½ 

[kf.Mr gks tkrs gSa] bu lc esa fn[kus okys nks"kksa ls cprs gq, 

v}SrosnkUrh vkpk;Z Hkze dks vfuoZpuh;[;kfr dgdj fLFkfr dh lcls 

vf/kd leatl O;k[;k djrs gSaA vkUkUncks/k us ^U;k;edjUn* esa 

^^vfuoZpuh;** vFkZ dk voHkkl foHkze gS**] ;g dgrs gq, vfuoZpuh; 

[;kfr dk ;qfDriw.kZ mYys[k fd;k gSA rn~uqlkj Hkze esa fn[kkbZ nsus okyh 

oLrq u lr~ gksrh gS] u vlr~ vkSj u gh nksuksa] cfYd vfuoZpuh; gksrh 

gSA42 og lr~ blfy, ugha D;kasfd mldk ck/k gks tkrk gS vkSj ftldk 

ck/k gks tkrk gS mls v}SrosnkUr dh ǹf"V ls lr~ ugha dgk tk ldrk 

vkSj vlr~ blfy, ugha D;ksafd mldh orZeku esa izrhfr gksrh gSA 

oLrqr% vfuoZpuh; gksus dk vFkZ fuoZpu dk vHkko ek= ¼fdlh 

izdkj dgk u tk lduk½ ugha gSA lr~ vkSj vlr~ dksfV;ksa ls 

i`Fkd~&i`Fkd~ ;k nksuksa ls ,d lkFk foy{k.k ¼ìFkd~ fHkUUk½ gksuk gh 

vfuoZpuh;rk ugha gSA D;ksafd ,slk gksrk rks] vlr~ ls foy{k.k gksuk lr~ 

esa vkSj lr~ ls foy{k.k gksuk vlr~ esa rFkk lr~ o vlr~ nksuksa ls 

foy{k.k gksuk ¼mHk;kHkko½ i`Fkd~&i`Fkd~ lr~ rFkk vlr~ nksuksa esa gh izkIr 
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gksrk gSA blfy, ìFkd~&i`Fkd~~~ ,d ¼lr~ o vlr~½ izdkj ls foy{k.k gksrs 

gq, nksuksa ls foy{k.k gksuk gh lgh vFkksZa esa vfuoZpuh;rk gSA43 

,sls vfuoZpuh; inkFkZ dh flf) vFkkZifRRk izek.k ds }kjk gksrh gSA 

tSls fd vR;Ur lr~ 'k'kÜk`ax vkfn oLrqvksa dh rks dHkh izrhfr gksrh ugha 

vkSj okLro esa lr~ dk dHkh ck/k ugha gksrkA ;gka HkzeLFky ij fn[kkbZ 

nsus okyh oLrq izrhfr dk fo"k; gksrh gS vkSj ck/k dk HkhA bu nksuksa dk 

vFkkZr~ izrhfr vkSj ck/k dk ,d lkFk g¨uk vuqiiUu gS] tc rd fd 

okLrfod lr~ rFkk vlr~ nksuksa ls gh foy{k.k izÑfr dh dksbZ oLrq u 

gksA vr% vFkkZifRr }kjk mHk;foy{k.k :i esa vfuoZpuh; oLrq dh 

dYiuk djuk vko';d gks tkrk gSA44 

;gk¡ ij vkifRRk mBrh gS fd Hkze LFky ds jtr dks lr~ rFkk 

vlr~ nksuksa ls ìFkd~ ekuk tk,xk rks vuqHko esa fojks/k mRiUUk gksxk] 

D;ksafd Hkze ds le; vuqHko gksrk gS fd ;g lR; jtr gS] vkSj ck/k ds 

le; ^^;g jtr ugha gS** ftldk vFkZ gS fd jtr~ vlr~ gSA jtr dks 

;fn nksuksa izdkjksa ls vyx ekuk tk,xk rks bu vuqHkoksa dk fojks/k gksxkA 

blds  izfr&mRRkj esa vkuUncks/k us dgk gS fd Hkze esa tks jtr izrhr 

gksrk gS] og vfuoZpuh; gSA mlesa izrhfr gksus okyh lRrk Hkh 

vfuoZpuh; gS] D;ksafd ck/k le; jtr dk ml LFkku ls lalxZ u gksuk 

gh tkuk tkrk gSA45 

oLrqr% v}SrosnkUr lEer vfuoZpuh;rk ds izfriknu esa HkzeKku 

rFkk ck/kKku nksuksa dh O;oLFkk ,oa ;qDrrk rHkh cuh jgrh gS tc Hkze eas 

izrhfr gksus okyh oLrq rFkk mlds ¼Hkze:i½ Kku dks lÙo] vlÙo vkSj 

lnlÙo] bu lcls jfgr i`Fkd~ vfuoZpuh;] vfo|kRed ekuk tk,A 46 

HkzkfUr esa tks dqN Hkkflr gksrk gS og oLrqr% gS ;k ugha] bldk fu.kkZ;d 

dksbZ izek.k u gksus ls Hkh og vfuoZpuh; gSA47 vkuUncks/k }kjk dgs x;s 

vfuoZpuh;rk ds vFkZ d¨ vkSj Li"V djrs gq, fpRlq[kkpk;Z us dgk gS 

fd lr~] vlr~ vkSj lnlr~ mHk;kRed ǹf"V ls tks fdlh fopkj dksfV esa 

u vk lds mls gh osnkUrK euh"kh vfuoZpuh; dgrs gSaA48 
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iqu% Hkzetkr jtr dks ijLij fo#) lÙo o vlÙo ds fu"ks/kksa dk 

leqPp; ¼,d lkFk ,d oLrq eas gksuk½ Hkh ugha ekuk tk ldrkA ,d 

vksj nksuksa esa ls fdlh ,d ¼vU;rj½ dk fu"ks/k djus ij nwljs dk fo/kku 

vfuok;Z gks tkrk gS rks nwljh vksj v}SrosnkUrh mu nks fu"ks/kksa ds 

leqPp; dks Hkh Hkh rkfÙod ugha ekursA tks jtr vkfn iziap Lo:ir% 

vfu:I; gS] mlesa dksbZ rkfRod /keZ dSls jg ldrk gS\ iqu% tgk¡ 

fojks/kh oxksaZ esa ls ,d dk fu"ks/k gks ogk¡ vo'; nwljs dk fo/kku gksxk] 

,slk dksbZ Hkh fu;e ugha gSA 49  ;|fi ;g rdZ'kkL= dk ,d loZekU; 

fu;e gS ysfdu v}Srokfn;ksa dh lQyrk bl ckr esa fufgr gS fd 

vfuoZpuh; [;kfr ds ek/;e ls os bl fu;e dk viokn djrs gSaA 

vc ;fn ;g iz'u mBk;k tk;s fd Hkze esa izrhfr gksus okys jtr 

dk fdlh Hkh izdkj ls fu'p;iwoZd fuoZpu D;ksa ugha gks ldrk\ bl 

iz'u dks Li"V :i ls le>krs gq, izdVkFkZ fooj.k esa dgk x;k gS fd 

HkzeLFky esa fn[kkbZ nsus okyk jtr lr~ gh gS D;ksafd izrhr gks jgk gS( 

,slk ughaa ekuk tkrk ldrk D;ksafd rc ml ¼jtr½ dk ;gka jguk gh 

izkIr gksxk tcfd ,slk ugha gSA ;fn dgsa fd og jtr vU;= lr~ gS rks 

cgqr nwj gksus ds dkj.k p{kq% lfUud"kZ dh lhek ds ckgj gksus ds dkj.k 

mls ijks{k gksuk gksxkA tcfd HkzekRed jtr dh izrhfr dks ijks{k ugha 

dgk tk ldrkA ;fn p{kq% lfUud"kZ dh lhek ls ckgj gksus  ds nks"k ds 

dkj.k mls vijks{k ekuk tk, rks bl rjg cgqr dqN dk izR;{k gksuk 

xys ifrr gksxkA 50  vr% ml jtr dk lr~ :i ls fu:i.k ugha gks 

ldrkA ;fn mls lr~ :i ekuk tk, rks ml n'kk esa fdlh dks mldk 

Kku gksuk] fdlh dks u gksuk ;g lEHko ugha gks ik,xkA iqu% vlr~ :i 

ekuk tk, rks mls xxudqlqe dh rjg f=dky esa Hkh Kku dk fo"k; ugha 

gksuk pkfg,A ijUrq jtr~] liZ vkfn dk izrhfr Hkh gksrh gS vkSj mlesa 

izo`fÙk Hkh gksrh gSA blfy, izrh;eku jtr dks vR;ar vlr~ Hkh ugha 

dgk tk ldrk D;ksafd ;g lÙo dk vkJ; ysdj gh izrhfr dk fo"k; 

curk gSA iqu% bls lnlnkRed Hkh dgk tkuk mfpr ugha gS D;ksafd ,slk 

ekuus ij fo#) /keksZa dk ,dkJ; ekuuk iMs+xkA ;fn ,slk eku fy;k 

tk, rks jtr vkaf'kd :Ik ls lr~ vkSj vkaf'kd :i ls vlr~ Hkh gksxkA 



 v}SrosnkUrlEer vfuoZpuh;[;kfrokn 25 

rc izrh;eku jtr dks fdl va'k dks HkzkUr dgsxsa vkSj fdl va'k dk 

ck/k gksxk\ bls rÙor% nksuksa ls foy{k.k Hkh ugha dgk tk ldrk] fojks/k 

vkSj izrhfr ls ijkgr gksus ds dkj.kA vr,o izrh;eku jtr dks 

vfuokZP; gh ekuuk pkfg,A51 

oLrqr% vfuoZphu;rk ds fufgrkFkZ dks le>us ds fy, v}Sr lEer 

Hkze izfØ;k dks le>uk ;gk¡ vko';d gSA izdVkFkZ fooj.k ds vuqlkj 

vKku 'kqfDr dks vkòr djrk gqvk jtr ds vkdkj esa rFkk bl jtr ds 

KkukHkkl ds vkdkj eas ifj.kr gksrk gSA pawfd Kku okLro esa 

var%dj.kòfÙk esa izfrfcfEcr pSrU; gh gksrk gS tks v;;kFkZ ugha gks 

ldrkA vr% KkukHkkl :i ls tks izrhr gksrk gS ogh vfuoZpuh; gSA 

v}SrosnkUr ds [;kfr fopkj dks bl rjg ns[kus ij ;g Li"V gks tkrk 

gS fd tSls ,d O;fDRk dks Kkr gksrh gqbZ 'kqfDr mlds lkFk [kM+s nwljs 

O;fDRk dks ugha fn[krh] oSls gh vKku ls vkòr gqbZ 'kqfDr nwljs ds izfr 

vuko`r jg ldrh gS blhfy, ,d dks ogk¡ jtr dk Hkze gksus ij Hkh 

nwljs dks ugha gksrkA vr% O;fDRk ds vKku ds }kjk mRikfnr vfuokZP; 

jtr dks ekuus ls mDr O;OkLFkk cuh jgrh gS] vU; erksa eas og nq"dj 

;k vlEHko izk; gSA52 

blh izdkj fo|kj.; us v}Sr osnkUr lEer Hkze izfØ;k dks 

le>krs gq, dgk gS fd HkzeKku dk Lo:i gekjs vuqHko esa ;g jtr ds 

izdkj dk gksrk gS blesa 1- igys nks"k;qDr bfUnz; ls ^;g* va'k dks gh 

fo"k; djus okyh vUr%dj.ko`fRRk mfnr gksrh gS 2- mlds ckn ^;g* va'k 

o mldh xzkgdo`fRr esa pSrU; vfHkO;Dr gksrk gSA 3- bl n'kk ds pSrU; 

esa fo|eku vfo|k nks"k ¼iwjh dkj.k lkexzh esa dgha Hkh fLFkr nks"k½ ls 

la{kqC/k gksrh gSA 4- ^;g* va'k ls vofPNUUk pSrU; esa jgus okyh vfo|k 

{kqC/k gksdj lkn`'; ls mn~cq) gq, jtrlaLdkj dh lgk;rk ls jtr ds 

vkdkj eass foorZ:i ifj.kke dks izkIr gks tkrh gSA vkSj 5- of̀Rr ls 

vofPNUu pSrU; esa fLFkr vfo|k laLdkj ls lgd̀r gksdj ml jtr dks 

fo"k; djus okyh of̀Rr cu tkrh gSA 6- ;s n¨uksa jtrfoorZ rFkk 

o`fRrfoorZ vius&vius vf/k"Bku :i eas fLFkr ,d gh lkf{kpSRkU; }kjk 

izdkf'kr gksrs gSaa blh ls jtr dk voHkkl gksrk gSA53 
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;|fi bl izfØ;k esa var%dj.kof̀Rr rFkk vfo|ko`fRr ;s 

i`Fkd~&i`Fkd~ nks Kku gSa] rFkkfi mu nksuksa ds fo"k; ¼lPPkk ^;g* va'k 

rFkk feF;k ^jtr* va'k½ ijLij rknkRE;;qDr gksus ls ,d gh gks tkrs gSaA 

blfy, fo"k;kofPNu Qy ¼izdV gksuk ;k fn[kuk½ Hkh ,d gh gks tkus 

ls ^;g jtr gS* ,sls vkdkj okys Kku dk Hkh ,d gksuk xkS.k :i ls 

dg fn;k tkrk gSA54 

blh Øe esa ùflagkJe us osnkUrÙofoosd dh LoksiK ^nhiu* Vhdk 

esa dqN fHkUu izdkj ls Hkze izfØ;k dk fu:i.k fd;k gSA rn~uqlkj     

1- nks"k ls nwf"kr u;u vkfn ds }kjk  'kqfDr ls lECkU/k gksus ij       

2- vUr%dj.k dh fo"k;ns'k dks O;kIr dj ysus okyh ^;g* vkdkj okyh 

gh of̀Rr mRiUu gksrh gS] of̀Rr }kjk O;kIr gksus ij Hkh fo"k; dk  

'kqfDrRo va'k mDr nks"k ds dkj.k izfrc) jgrk gS mldk vkdkj òfRRk 

ugha ysrhA vr% ^;g gS* bruk gh ^bfUnz;la;ksx* vkfn ls mRiUu vUr% 

dkj.kof̀Ùk dk vkdkj gksrh gS] ^^;g 'kqfDr gS** ,slk ughaA blds ckn 3- 

^;g* va'k ls vofPNé pSrU; var%dj.kkofPNUu pSrU; ds lkFk ,d gh 

mikf/k ds lEcU/k ds dkj.k vfHkUu lk izdkf'kr gksrk gSA 55  4- ;gk¡ 

¼vUr%dj.kkofPNUu pSrU; esa½ 'kqfDrRo:i fo'ks"k va'k ls vofPNUu pSrU; 

dk vkojd vKku jgrk gh gS] D;ksafd mldh fuof̀RRk ds izfrcU/kd 

vkoj.k dks gVkus okyh 'kqfDrRo vkdkj okyh òfRr mfnr ugha gqbZ gSA 

;g vKku gh vFkkZr~ ^;g* va'k ls vofPNUu pSrU; eas fLFkr vKku] 

lkǹ';n'kZu ls txs laLdkj] vf/k"Bku ds lkekU;Kku rFkk dj.knks"k ls 

lgd`r gksdj jtr ds vkdkj easa foofrZr gks tkrk gSA 5- ;g jtr 

vius mRiUu gksus ds le; dh lq[k vkfn ds leku vius vkdkj eas <yh 

o`fRr ds fcuk gh ¼lq[kKku ds fy, lq[kkdkjk of̀Rr dh vko';drk ugha 

gksrh½ lk{kh ls lEc) gksrk gqvk izdkf'kr gksrk gSA vr% ^bnajtre~* esa 

jtr dh izkfrHkkfld lRrk gSA igys ls ml jtr ds ;gk¡ gksus esa dksbZ 

izek.k ugha gSA og viuh izrhfr ds lkFk gh mRiUu vkSj fou"V gksrk 

gSA56 vr% v/;Lr jtr vUr%dj.kkofPNUu pSrU; esa fLFkr 'kqfDrRo va'k 

fo"k;d vKku dk gh foorZ gS rFkk mlds xzg.k ds fy, v}Srosnkafr;ksa 

dks i`Fkd~ vof/k of̀Rr ekuus dh vko';drk ugha iM+rh gSA nq%[k&lq[k 
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vkfn ds ln'̀k bl jtr dks Hkh lkf{kpSrU; gh izdkf'kr djrk gS] vr% 

,d gh òfRr ¼vUr%dj.k½ rFkk ,d gh foorZ ls dk;Z fuokZg gks tkrk gSA 

 vfuoZpuh;[;kfr dh LFkkiuk djrs gq, okpLifr feJ us 

czãlw= ds v/;kl Hkk"; dh Hkkerh esa fuEufyf[kr rdZ izLrqr fd;s gS& 

 vfuoZpuh; v/;kl loZ= Lèfr:i gksrk gSA LoIu esa firk vkfn 

dk ns[kuk Lèfr:i gh gSA funzk ds O;keksgo'k fufnzr iq#"k ugha 

tku ikrk gS fd firk lehiLFk ugha gS] vr% vlfUufgr ns'kdky 

esa lfUufgr ns'kdkyrk dk vkjksi gks tkrk gSA 

 dHkh&dHkh 'osr 'ka[k ihyk fn[krk gSA blesa Hkh lqo.kZ] fcYo vkfn 

ihr inkFkks± dh Lèfr ds lkFk us=xr fiRr dh ihfrek dk ;ksx 

jgrk gSA us= dh jf'e;k¡ fiRrlEizlDr gksdj 'ka[k ij iM+rh gSa 

vkSj iq:"k vius us=ksa ds dkeykjksx dh ihrrk u le> dj 'ka[k 

ij ihrrk dk vkjksi djrk gSA blh izdkj xqM+ eas jlukxr fiRr 

dh dVqrk dk vkjksi dj xqM+ dks dVq dgk tkrk gS ftllsa 

fuEckfn dh Le`r dVqrk dk ;ksx jgrk gSA 

 izfrfcEc&Hkze ¼Nk;k iq#"k n'kZu½ esa Hkh Lèfr ls vkjksi dh 

vfuoZpuh;[;kfr gksrh gSA rhoz lw;Z jf'e;k¡ niZ.k ;k ty eas 

iM+rh gSa vkSj izokg ;k niZ.k ls foijhr fn'kk essa fd;s gq, eq[k dks 

izdk'k esa fn[kkrh gSa ftlls iwoZn"̀V niZ.kkfnxr izfrfcEc dh  

Le`fr ls fdj.kksa ij izfrfcEckjksi gks tkrk gSA Òkerh ds bl 

miLFkkiu dks Li"V djrs gq, dYir#ifjey Vhdk esa Li"V fd;k 

x;k gS& 

 d-  tgk¡ igys ty ;k niZ.k esa izfrfcEc ns[k dj lw;Z jf'exr 

izfrfcEckHkkl gksrk gS ogk¡ Lèr izfrfcEc dk vkjksi Li"V gS ijUrq tgk¡ 

mlh le; dk ns[kk gqvk tykfnxr izfrfcEc ugha gksrk vkSj fdj.kksa esa 

fn[kkbZ iM+rk gS ogk¡ dkykUrj esa ns[ks gq, eq[k&izfrfcEc dh Lèfr ls 

vkjksi gksrk gSA 

 [k- ;gka 'kadk ;g gS fd ;fn vuqHkoxr ty ;k niZ.k dh 

vk/kkjrk dk eq[k eas vkjksi ekuk tk; rks vU;Fkk[;kfr dguk pkfg;sA 
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'kqfDr eas jtr ds v/;kl ds leku ;gka vfuoZpuh;[;kfr dh O;k[;k 

ugha gks ldrh D;ksafd 'kqfDr esa vfuoZpuh; jtr dh izfrHkkfld 

foorkZRed mRifRr ekudj O;k[;k gks ldrh gS fdUrq izfrfcEc Hkze esa 

vfuoZpuh; eq[k dh mRifRr ugha ekuh tk ldrhA blds mRrj esaa dgk 

x;k gS fd niZ.kkfn dh vis{kk fdj.kksa ds vk/kkj vkSj izfrfcEc&n'kZu esa 

vk/kkjk/¨;Hkko dh vfuoZpuh; mRifRr ekudj O;k[;k gSA 

 foHkDr us=fdj.kksa ls LFkkukUrj esa LFkkukUrj ds Lèr pUnz dk 

vkjksi gksus ij f}pUnzn'kZu ?kfVr gksrk gSA ,d Le`r fn'kk dk 

vU; fn'kk esa vkjksi gksus ls fnXHkze dh vuqÒwfr gksrh gSA 

vykrpØ esa pØLèfr vkSj 'kh?kzHkze.k ls vkjksi }kjk pØkdkjrk 

dh vfuoZp;uh;[;kfr curh gSA iwoZǹ"Vuxj dh Lèfr dk  

es?kkfn vkjksi gksus ls xU/koZuxj vfuoZpuh; :i esa ǹf"Vxksspj 

gksrk gSA 

 izrh;eku gksuk gh lRrk ugha gS fd mDr fLFkfr;ksa esa lR[;kfr 

dgk tk; vkSj rc nsg rFkk bfUnz;kfn dh izrhfr dks Hkh lR[;kfr 

ugha ekuk tk ldrkA jTtq esa liZ vkSj LQfVd esa izfrfcfEcr 

ykyh dk izfrHkkl gksus ls gh mUgsa lr~ eku ysus ij èxejhfpdk 

ls fiiklk dk 'keu Hkh gksuk pkfg,A e#LFky esa izfrQfyr rhoz 

lw;Zfdj.kksa ij eUnkfduh dk v/;kjksi gksus ls gh lr~ ty dh 

miyfC/k ugh ekuh tk ldrh gSA vr% izfrHkkflr LFkyksa ij u 

pkgrs gq, Hkh oLrqlr~ dh izrhfr vekU; gh djuh iM+rh gSA 

 fdj.k:i ls ty dh ex̀ejhfpdk esa oLrqlRrk u gksus ij Hkh ty 

dh Lo:ir% og ijekFkZ lRrk gS ftldk izfrHkkl gksrk gSA nsg 

rFkk bfUnz;kfn dks vlr~ dSls ekuk tk ldrk gS tcfd os Li"V 

vuqHkwr gksrs gSaA bl LFkkiuk dk [k.Mu djrs gq, Hkkerhdkj dgrs 

gSa fd Lo:ir% gksrs gq, Hkh oLrq dh ikjekfFkZdrk ugha fl) gksrhA 

èxejhfpdk dks tyLo:Ik ls lr~ ugha dgk tk ldrkA 

 vlR[;kfroknh dh LFkkiuk gS fd Hkko ls fHkUu vHkko ugha gksrkA 

{kf.kd Hkko gh HkkokUrj:i ls vHkko dgk tkrk gS tks Lo:ir% 



 v}SrosnkUrlEer vfuoZpuh;[;kfrokn 29 

Hkko gSA dksbZ Hkko vuqHko dk fo"k; ugha gks ldrk D;ksafd mlesa 

vFkZfØ;k dk lkeF;Z ugha jgrkA ml n'kk esa fpnkRexr vkjksi ;k 

v/;kl dk iz'u gh ugha mBrkA ;g Hkh lek/kku ugha gks ldrk 

fd leFkZizof̀Rrtud fo"k; ds vHkko esa Hkh Kku Lo;a gh viuh 

'kfDr ls vlr~ dk izdk'ku djrk gS vkSj vlr~ dh izdk'ku 

'kfDr dks vfo|k dgrs gSa D;ksafd foKku dh vlRizdk'ku'kfDr dk 

'kD; D;k gS& dk;Z vFkok KkI;\ dk;Z ugha gks ldrk D;ksafd 

vlr~ d¨ rÙo:i ls ekU; djuk vlEHko gSA KkI;:i Hkh ugha gks 

ldrk D;ksafd Kkiu gsrq KkukUrj dh vis{kk gksus ls vuoLFkknks"k 

gSA57 

bldk mRrj nsrs gq;s okpLifr feJ us dgk gS fd ;fn fuLrÙo 

inkFkZ vuqHkoxkspj ugha gksrk rks D;k lw;Zfdj.ksa Hkh ty:i esa lRkÙo gSa 

vkSj mudk vuqHko gksrk gS\ mUgsa lrÙo rks dgk ugha tk ldrk gS 

D;kasfd ty:i ls fdj.ksa vlr~ gSaA oLrqvksa dk rÙo nks izdkj dk gksrk 

gS& lÙo vkSj vlÙoA lÙo Lor% vkSj vlÙo ijr% gSA 58  oLrq lnk 

Lo:ir% lr~ rFkk ij:ir% vlr~ gksrh gSA dksbZ dHkh fdlh :i dks 

tku ikrk gSA ,slh fLFkfr esa vlR[;kfri{k vlaxr gS D;kasfd og dqN 

Hkh lr~ ugha ekurkA59 

lR[;kfr i{k dk flagkoyksdu djrs gq, Hkkerhdkj dgrs gSa fd 

lR[;kfroknh ds rdkZuqlkj fdj.kksa esa tyfuHkkZl dks rÙoxkspj ekuk 

tk; rks mls lX;x~ Kku dguk pkfg, vkSj rc vty:i fdj.kksa dk 

vty:i ls xzg.k fd;k tk; ;g dSls dgk tk ldrk gS\ 60 

tykHkko:Ik fdj.kksa dks vHksn:i ls ty ekudj xzg.k djus esa lRizR;; 

dSls gks ldrk gS\61 

mDr fl)kar dks vekU; djrs gq, vlR[;kfr ds izfr vuqiifRRk 

izLrqr djrs gq;s dgk x;k gS fd èxejhfpdk dks vlr~ ugha dgk tk 

ldrk D;kasfd ,d oLrq dk vlÙo vU; oLrq dk lÙo ekuk tkrk gSA 

;fn dgk tk; fd vkjskfir oLrq gh vU; oLrq gS rks Hkh vlaxfr vkrh 

gSA vkjksfir oLrq fdj.k gS rks fdj.k izR;; gksuk pkfg, vkSj ty gksus 
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ij ty izR;;A tyizR;; xaxk esa gksuk pkfg;s] e#LFky esa ughaA 

furkUr voLrq:i vlr~ dSls dgk tk; tc izR;; gksrk gSA62 

 ex̀ejhfpdk esa ty u lr~ gS] u vlr~ vkSj mHk;kRed Hkh ugha gks 

ldrk D;kasfd ijLijfojks/k gSA vr% og vkj¨fir ty vfuoZpuh; 

gSA bl izdkj v/;Lr ty ;FkkFkZ ,oa iwoZǹ"V tSlk Hkkflr gksrk 

gS tks rRor% u ty gS vkSj u iwoZn`"V inkFkZ] fdUrq feF;k ,oa 

vfuokZP; gSA63 

 izkfrHkkfld ds leku gh O;kogkfjd txr~ Hkh vfuoZpuh;[;kfr 

dk fo"k; gSA nsgsfUnz;kfnizR;; Hkh fpnkRek esa v/;Lr gksus ls 

izfrHkkfld izR;; ds leku gh vfuoZpuh;[;kfr gSA64 

 

vfuopZuh;[;kfr ds izfr v}Srosnkarsrj n'kZuksa ds vk{ksi vkSj 

mudk izR;qÙkj 

 v}Srosnkar ds vfuoZpuh; [;kfrokn ij vusd vkifÙk;k¡ mBkbZ 

xbZ gSaA ftuesa jkekuqt dh vkifÙk;k¡ vkSj mlds izfr v}Srosnkar dk 

izR;qRRkj bl izdkj gS& 

 jkekuqt ds vuqlkj vfuoZpuh;[;kfr Hkh vU;Fkk[;kfr ls ìFkd~ 

ugha gSA bl ckr dks ekuuk fd Òze dh oLrq vfuoZpuh; gS] bl 

rF; d¨ Hkh Lohdkj djrk gS fd ,d oLrq vU;Fkk oLrq ds leku 

Hkkflr gksrh gS vkSj ogh vfuoZpuh; vU;Fkk oLrq Hkze ds le; 

lr~ izrhr gksrh gSA 

jkekuqt dh bl vkifÙk dks v}Sr osnkar Lohdkj ugha djrkA 

vfuoZpuh;[;kfr vkSj vU;Fkk[;kfr esa rkyesy ugha gSA vU;Fkk[;kfr ds 

vuqlkj lhi esa pkanh dh izrhfr gS vkSj pkanh cktkj vkfn esa vU;= 

gksrh gSA vfuoZpuh;[;kfr esa ;g ekuk tkrk gS fd jtr vU;= ugha 

gksrk gS oju~ vfo|k ds dkj.k mldh fo{ksi 'kfDr ls mRiUu gksrk gSA 

vfo|k ds jgus rd og lr~ izrhr gksrk gS] fdUrq vfo|k ds u"V gksus 

ij jtr dk ck/k gks tkrk gSA 
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 nwljh vkifÙk gS fd ;fn Hkze dky esa oLrq vfuoZpuh; Kkr gksrh 
gS] rks og ugha gksxk vkSj ;fn dgsa Hkze dky es og vfuoZpuh; 

ugha g¨rh gS fdUrq Kku g¨us ij gh oSlh Kkr gksrh gS] rc ;g 

vU;Fkk[;kfr gh gS D;ksafd  HkzeoLrq  ml le; lr~ gh Kkr gksrh 

gSA 

 mDr vkifÙk dk iwokZxzg ;g gS fd vfuoZpuh; oLrq esa 

vfuoZpuh;Ro uked dksbZ LFkk;h xq.k eku fy;k x;k gS] tcfd ,slk 

ugha gSA ,d gh oLrq ,d dky esa lr~ vkSj nwljs esa vlr~ fn[kkbZ nsrh 
gSA og u lr~ fn[kkbZ nsrs le; vfuoZpuh; gS vkSj u vlr~ fn[kkbZ nsrs 

le;A ,d gh oLrq lr~ vkSj nwljs esa vlr~ ugha gks ldrh blfy, mls 

vfuoZpuh; dgrs gSaA 

 rhljh vkifÙk ;g gS fd dksbZ oLrq lr~ ;k vlr~ gh gksxh] 

vfuoZpuh; tSlh dksbZ oLrq ugha gksrh gS] D;ksfd rdZ dk e/;e 

ifjgkj fu;e mls Lohdkj ugha djrk gSA65 

blds mÙkj esa 'kadjkpk;Z dk dFku gS fd rdZ fl) u gksdj Hkh 

vuqHko esa vkus ds dkj.k gh vfuoZpuh; gSA ;g ^^loZyksdizR;{k^^ gSA66 

pkSFkh vkifÙk ds vuqlkj ge tks dqN ns[krs gSa og lr~ gh gksrk gS] 

vLkr~ Kku ;k Hkze Kku tSlh dksbZ oLrq ugha gSA 
blds mRrj esa 'kadjkpk;Z dgrs gSa fd& ^^feF;kizR;:i%---

loZyksdizR;{k%^^ 67  vFkkZr~ feF;k izR;;:i Hkze loZlkekU; ds vuqHko esa 

vkrk gS vr% ;g ugha dg ldrs gSa fd HkzeKku tSlk dqN ugha gSaA 

blds vfrfjDr ;fn Hkzefuo`fÙk Hkh ugha gS] fdUrq O;ogkj esa ;FkkFkZ Kku 

gksus ij lHkh tu Lohdkj djrs gSa fd mlds iwoZ mUgsa Hkze FkkA 

ikapoh vkifÙk gS fd Hkze dh oLrq mRiUu ugha gks ldrh blfy;s 

Hkze dh oLrq dk Kku Hkh lEHko ugha gSa ;fn dgsa fd Hkze Kku gksus ds 

ckn HkzkUr jtr dh mRifRr gks tkrh gS] rks ,slk ugha gks ldrk] D;kasfd 
fcuk jtr ns[ks mldk Kku ugha gks ldrk gSA 

blds mRrj esa vfuoZpuh;[;kfr dgrs gSa fd Hkze dh oLrq ns[kdj 

Hkze ugha gksrkA Hkze dk vf/k"Bku dqN nwljk gh gksrk gS mls ge ns[krs 

gSa] tSls HkzkUr jtr ds n`"Vkar esa ge lhi ns[krs gSa] fdUrq lhi ds mu 
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lHkh /ke¨± dk xzg.k ugÈ dj ikrs ftuds dkj.k gesa og lhi :i esa :i 

esa Kkr gksA ge lhi ds dsoy mUgh /keksZa dk xzg.k dj ikrs gSa tks jtr 

esa Hkh fo|eku gksrs gSaA mu /keksZa ds lkFk ge viuh dYiuk ls jtr ds 

'ks"k /keZ mu izkIr /kekasZ ds lkFk tksMdj mlh dks jtr eku ysrs gSaA 

vr% HkzkfUr dsoy ekufld l`tu gksrk gS blfy;s 'kadjkpk;Z us v/;kl 

ds y{k.k esa mls ^Lef̀r:i^ ekuk gSA 

 jkekuqt ds }kjk NBoha vkifr ;g nh xbZ fd bfUnz; nks"k ds 

dkj.k Hkze dh oLrq mRiUu ugha gks ldrh] D;ksafd bfUnz;ksa ls rks 

Kku xzg.k fd;k tkrk gS] fdlh oLrq dh mRifÙk ugha gksrh gSA 
blds mRrj esa vfuOkZpuh;[;kfrokn fdlh oLrq dks nks"kiw.kZ 

bfUnz;ksa ls mRiUUk ugha ekurkA nks"kiw.kZ bfUnz;k¡ x`ghr Kku dks nwf"kr ;k 

fod̀r rks dj gh ldrh gSa] tSls] ik.Mqjksx esa pUnzek ihyk fn[kkbZ nsrk 

gSA u okLrfod pUnzek ihyk gh gks tkrk gS vkSj u ihY¨ jax dk pUnzek 

gh fufeZr gksrk gS] cl dsoy us= esa fiÙk nks"k ls lQsn jax ihys esa 

ifj.kr gksdj var%dj.k esa Hkkflr gksrk gSA 

 foKkuokfn;ksa dh vksj ls Hkh vfuoZpuh;[;kfr ij 'kadk djrs 

dgk x;k gS fd osnkUr&er esa ;fn Hkze LFky ij jtr dh Le`fr ekuh 

tk;s rks v[;kfrokn izlDr gksxk] ;fn jtr dk xzg.k ¼izR;{k½ ekuk 

tk;s rks vkRe[;kfr ;k vU;Fkk[;kfr gh izlDr gksxhA Lej.k o xzg.k 

ls vfrfjDr rks Kku dk dksbZ rhljk izdkj gksrk gh ughaA 

 bldk mRrj nsrs gq;s v}SrosnkUrh dgrs gSa fd& D;k mDr nksuksa 

ls ìFkd~ ¼foy{k.k½ lkexzh dk fu:i.k u gks ldus ds dkj.k rhljk 

izdkj vlEHko gS\ ;k foy{k.k  Kku ds Lo:i dk fu:i.k ugha fd;k 

tk ldrk blfy, og vlEHko gS\ ;k foy{k.k fo"k; dk fu:i.k u gks 

ldus ls ;g vlEHko gSA buesa ls izFke fodYi Bhd ugha D;ksfd bfUnz; 

lEiz;ksx laLdkj rFkk nks"k :i lkexzh ogka fo|eku gSA68 

v[;kfrokn dh vksj ls ¼fpRlq[kh esa mBkbZ xbZ½ vkifÙk gS fd nks"k 

rks izfrcU/kd gh gksrs gSa] vr% os izkIr dk;Z ds mn; dks jksdrs Hkj gSaa] 

fdlh viwoZ ¼u;s½ dk;Z dks mRiUu djus esa gsrq ugha cursA 
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blds izfr mRrj esa dgk x;k gS fd mn; dk vHkko rks 

izkxHkko:Ik gS] fuR; gS] fdlh dk dk;Z ugha] vr% nks"k mldk dkj.k 

ughaA fdUrq okr&fiRr vkfn ds nks"k viwoZ dk;Z Toj vkfn dh mRifRr 

djrs gh gSaA rFkk nks"k laLdkjksa dk mn~cks/ku djk nsus Hkj ls vU;Fkk 

fl) ugha dgs tk ldrs D;ksafd og ¼laLdkjksa dks txkuk½ rks mudk 

vokUrj ¼xkS.k½ O;kikj gSA iz/kku O;kikj rks vfuoZpuh; oLrq dks mRiUUk 

djuk gh gSA tSls mBuk fxjuk :i O;kikj ¼fØ;k½ ls ;qDr gksrh gS 

dqYgkM+h Nsnu ¼dk;Z½ ds izfr gsrq gksrh gh gSA69 

v[;kfrokn dh vksj ls ,d vU; 'kadk dh tkrh gS fd& 

bfUnz;lEiz;ksx rks dsoy ^;g* va'k dk Kku djok dj lkeF;Zghu gks 

x;k ¼mlesa Hkze :i u;k Kku o mlds Ks; dks mRiUUk djus dk 

lkeF;Z ugha½ fQj laLdkj gh 'ks"k jgk tks jtrLèfr dks gh mRiUu dj 

ldrk gS] u;h oLrq o Kku dks ughaA vr% jtr dh Le`fr gh ekuuh 

iM+sxh] vU;Fkk dSls jtr mRiUUk gksxk vkSj dSls mldk izR;{k tSlk 

Kku gksxk\70 

blds izR;qÙkj esa fo|kj.; us osnkarlEEr Hkze izfØ;k dk foLrkj ls 

fu:i.k fd;k gSA rnuqlkj& 

d&  igys nks"k;qDr bfUnz; ls ^;g* va'k dks gh fo"k; djus okyh vUr% 

dj.kòfÙk mfnr gksrh gSA 

[k& mlds ckn ^;g* va'k o mldh xzkgd òfRr esa pSrU; vfHkO;Dr 

gksrk gSA 

x& bl n'kk esa pSrU; esa fo|eku vfo|k nks"k ¼iwjh dkj.k lkexzh 

dgha Hkh fLFkr nks"k½ ls la{kqC/k gksrh gSA 

?k& ^;g* va'k ls vofPNUu pSrU; esa jgus okyh vfo|k {kqC/k gksdj 

lkn`'; ls mn~cq) gq, jtr laLdkj dh lgk;rk ls jtr ds 

vkdkj esa foorZ:i ifj.kke dks izkIr gks tkrh gSA ¼foorZ:Ik jtr 

cu tkrh gS½ vkSj 

³& o`fÙk ls vofPNUu pSrU; esa fLFkr vfo|k laLdkj ls lgd`r gksdj 

ml jtr dks fo"k; djus okyh of̀Ùk cu tkrh gSA 
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p&  ;s nksuksa & jtrfoorZ rFkk òfÙkfoorZ  vius&vius vf/k"Bku :i 

esa fLFkr ,d gh lkf{kpSrU; }kjk izdkf'kr gksrs gSa( blh ls jtr 

dk voHkkl gksrk gSA71 

;|fi bl izfØ;k esa vUr%dj.ko`fÙk ;k vfo|k òfÙk ;s 

i`Fkd~&i`Fkd~ nks Kku gSaA rFkkfi mu nksuksa ds fo"k; lPpk ^;g* va'k 

ijLij rknkRE;;qDr gksus ls ,d gh gks tkrs gSa] blhfy;s fo"k;kofPNUu 

Qy ¼izdkj gksuk ;k fn[kuk½  Hkh ,d gh gks tkus ls ^;g jtr gS* ,sls 

vkdkj okys Kku dk Hkh ,d gksuk xkS.k :i ls dg fn;k tkrk gSA72 

bl izdkj fo|kj.; }kjk fd;s x;s foosPku esa Hkze dk 

osnkUr&lEer Lo:i ifj"d`r :i esa lkeus vk;k gS] blesa Hkze dks 

o`fÙk};kRed ¼nks o`Ùk;ksa ls fu"iUu½ dgk x;k] ftlesa v[;kfrokn dk 

izHkko gksrs gq;s Hkh mlds nks"kksa dk izos'k ugha gSA 

vYkkSfdd[;kfrokfn;ksa dk iz'u gS fd HkzeLFky ls 'kqfDrxr jtr 

dks ysdj flf) gksrh gS] ijUrq rRdky izkfrHkkfld jtr dh fo"kerk esa 

dksbZ izek.k ugha gSA vFkkZr~ ;g vizEkkf.kr gS fd izR;{kdky esa gh 

'kqfDrxr jtr dh mRifÙk gksrh gS vkSj fQj og jtr izR;{k dk fo"k; 

curk gSA ,slh fLFkfr esa ;gh ekU; gS fd iwoZfl) ,oa ns'kkUrjh; jtr 

gh Lèfrxr gksdj fo"k;rk izkIr djrk gSA73 

vfuoZpuh;[;kfroknh bl rdZ dks vekU; djrs gq;s dgrs gSa fd 

bfUnz;lfUud"kZ ds vHkko ls Lèr jtrkfn dh izR;{kfo"k;rk vlEHko gSA 

Kkuy{k.k izR;klfÙk ls jtr Kku dk rdZ v;qDr gS D;ksafd ;fn 

HkzeLFky esa mls ekudj Kku dh O;oLFkk nh tk; rks vuqekuLFky esa Hkh 

mlh ls vfXu vkfn dh Kkufo"k;rk cu tkus ij vuqeku dk mPNsn 

ekuuk gksxkA74 

bl ij izfroknh dh iqu% vkifÙk gS fd O;kogkfjd jtr dh 

mRifÙk esa ijek.kq vkfn dkj.k gksrs gSa fdUrq jtr dh mRifÙk esa lkexzh 

dk lokZReuk vHkko gSA 

bldk mÙkj nsrs gq, dgk x;k gS fd O;kogkfjd lkexzh 

izkfrHkkfld jtrkfn dh tuuh ugha gS izR;qr foy{k.k ;k vfuoZpuh; 
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lkexzh mRifÙk ds izfr mÙkjnk;h gSA75 bldh foy{k.k izfØ;k bl izdkj 

gSA76 

d&  dkeyk vkfn ls nwf"kr us= okys iq#"k esa iqj¨orhZ 'kqDR;kfn ds 

la;ksxkfnlfUud"kZ ls bnekdkj ;k bnUrkfof'k"V foy{k.k 

vUr%dj.k of̀Ùk mn; ysrh gS tks 'kqfDr vkfn ds pkdfpD;kfn ls 

Lo:Ik xzg.k djrh gSA 

[k&  ml of̀Ùk esa bnUrk:i mikf/k ls mifgr pSrU; izfrfcfEcr gksrk gS 

¼tks v}SrosnkUr dh lkekU; izR;{k iz.kkyh gS½A 

x&  bfUnz; iz.kkyh }kjk fpRizfrfcfEcr vUr%dj.ko`fÙk fo"k;kdkj ysrs 

le; 'kqDR;kdkj u gksdj bnekdkj ;k bnUrkdkj gks tkrh gSA 

?k&  rc bneofPNUu pSrU;:i izes;] o`Ù;ofPNUupSrU;:i izek.k vkSj 

vUr%dj.kkofPNUupSrU;:i izekrk dk vHksn ?kfVr gksrk gSA 

³&  rnUrj izekr̀pSrU; ls vfHkUu fo"k; pSrU; esa 'kqfDrvkfn dh 

izdkjrk okyh vfo|k lfØ; gksdj pkdfpD;kfn&tfur 

lkn`';&n'kZu ls mn~cksf/kr jtr laLdkj rFkk deykfnnks"k ds 

lkFk jtr:i vFkkZdkj vkSj jtrKku:i  izfrHkkLkkdkj dk 

ifj.kke ysrh gSA 

;gka izHkkdjerkuqlkj ;g  vkifÙk dh tk ldrh gS fd ;FkkFkZ 

[;kfr vkSj vfuoZpuh;[;kfr esa D;k vUrj gS] tc 'kqfDr dh bnekdkj 

o`fÙk vkSj jtr dh jtrkdkj òfÙk mHk;lEEkr gS] 'kqfDr dks ^bna* vkSj 

ijks{k jtr dh vijks{k ekuus dh izfØ;k izHkkdj lEer gh gSA nksuksa dks 

feykdj fof'k"V Kku dh dYiuk nksuks erksa esa ugha dh tkrh gS rc 

vfuoZpuh; [;kfr dk ikFkZD; fdl ckr esa gS\ 

blds mRrj esa v}Srosnkarh dgrs gS fd lkf{kpSrU; vkSj of̀ÙkpSrU; 

Lo:ir% ,d gSaA bnekdkj vkSj jtrkdkj nks òfÙk;ksa esa izfrfcfEcr 

pSrU; f}/kk izfrHkkflr gksrk gSA bnekdkjof̀Ùk lR; vkSj jtrkdkjòfÙk 

feF;k oLrq voxkgu djrh gS ftlesa nksuksa dk vHksn ?kfVr gksrk gS tks 

fEkF;k gSA77 buds vuqlkj& 

d&  dsoy lk{kh dks ysdj izek ;k vizek dk vo/kkj.k ugha gksrk izR;qr 

mifgr pSrU; ls oSlk fu.kZ;  fd;k tkrk gSA 
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[k&  bnekdkj vkSj fo"k;kdkj o`fÙk;ksa dh O;ogkjxr ,drk gksus ij 

izek vU;Fkk vizek dh O;oLFkk gSA 

x&  lR; vkSj feF;k dk feFkquhHkko gh Hkze dk dkj.k gSA O;kogkfjd 

[;kfr dh vfuoZpuh;rk bl rF; dks ysdj gS fd ikjekfFkZd 

v}Sr dk }SrkRed Hkkl gksrk gS ftldh fuof̀Ùk ijekFkZKku ls 

lEHko gksrh gSA izkfrHkkfld [;kfr Hkh vfuoZpuh; gS D;ksafd mleas 

O;kogkfjd f}Ro ,dRo ysrh gSA rÙoKku ls nksuksa dk ck/k gksrk 

gSA ikjekfFkZd rÙoKku ls O;kogkfjd vkSj O;kogkfjd rÙoKku ls  

izfrHkkfld izR;; dk ck/k ekU; gSA 

U;k;er dh vkifÙk gS fd ns'kkUrj fLFkr jtr vkSj 'kqfDRk nksuksa 

gh vfo|k dh mit gksus ds lkFk pSrU; v/;Lr gSa( ;gh v}Srfl)kar gS] 

rc 'kqfDr rFkk jtr esa vUrj D;k cpk fd ,d dks lR; vkSj nwljs dks 

feF;k dgk tk;s\78 blds izR;qÙkj esa v}Sr osnkarh dgrs gS fd&  

d& uS;kf;d ftl izdkj lR; inkFkksZa esa 'kCn vkSj Kku vkfn dks 

{kf.kd rFkk ?kVkfn dks v{kf.kd ekurk gS mlh izdkj osnkUr dh 

Hkh O;oLFkk gS fd og fdlh dks O;kogkfjd:i ls lR; vkSj fdlh 

dks fEkF;k ekurk gSA 

[k& ?kVkfn O;kogkfjd izR;;ksa esa vfo|k:i nks"k dkj.k gS ftlls czã 

esa ?kVkfn& dk;Z:irk dk v/;kl gksrk gSA 'kqfDrjtrkfn dh 

izkfrHkkfld izrhfr;ksa esa bfUnz;nks"k vkSj vfo|k dh lgHkwr 

dkj.krk jgrh gSA blh dkj.k LoIuxr jFkkfn& izR;;ksa esa funzkfn 

nks"k ls izkfrHkkfldrk O;ofLFkr gSA 

izkHkkdj eheakld ¼v[;kfr½ dh vksj ls ;g iz'u mBk;k x;k gS 

fd LoIu ds jFkkfn dk O;ogkj Lej.k ls mRiUUk gks tkrk gS] vr% 

vfo|k }kjk jFkkfn dh l`f"VdYiuk esa O;FkZ dk xkSjo gSA 

blds mÙkj esa dgk x;k gS fd v[;kfrokn ds vuqlkj LoIuxr 

jFkkfn dks Le`fr ekuus ij vuqO;olk; dh vuqiifÙk vkrh gS& tkxzr 

dk vuqO;olk; gksrk gS fd jFk ns[k jgk gw¡ fdUrq LoIu ds jFkn'kZu dk 

vrhrdkfyd vuqO;olk; gh ns[kk tkrk gSA blds vfrfjDRk mHk; 

lEer Jqfr dk fojks/k vkrk gSA 79  c`gnkj.;d esa jFkkfn dh l`f"V dk 
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Li"V mYys[k gSA80 vr% ;gh ekU; gS fd 'kqfDrjtr ds leku LoIuxr 

jFkkfn Hkh izfrHkkli;ZUr izrhr gksus okyh izkfrHkkfld l̀f"V;k¡ gSaA 

LoIu dks v/;Lr u ekuus okys mu lHkh foif{k;ksa dh vksj ls 

vkifÙk gS fd&LoIu& jFkkfn dk vf/k"Bku:i ns'k fo'ks"k Hkh LoIuǹ'; 

jgrk gSA ,slh fLFkfr esa vfuoZpuh; ,oa izkfrHkkfld ns'k dh Hkh dYiuk 

vfuoZpuh; [;kfrokn esa Lohdkj djuh iM+rh gS vkSj jFkkfn ds v/;kl 

ds vf/k"Bku dh O;k[;k ugha cu ikrhA blds izR;qRRkj esa v}Srosnkarh 

dgrs gSa fd Lo;aizdk'k pSrU; gh LoIujFkkfn dk vf/k"Bku gSA 81  bl  

vf/k"Bku ds lUnHkZ esa [;kfr dk foorZ :i vfuoZpuh;Ro bl izdkj 

gS& 

d&  jFkkfn dh vfLRk:i izfrifRr gksus ls ijekFkZlr~ pSrU; gh viuh 

izdk'k:irk esa vf/k"Bku gSA 

[k&  jFkkfn pSrU;kf/kf"Br pSrU;foorZ gS] vr% pSrU; esa gh v/;Lr gSaA 

x&  LoIujFk dk ns'k fo'ks"k Hkh fpÙk esa gh v/;Lr rFkk izkfrHkkfld 

gSA 

?k&  LoIu esa lHkh bfUnz;ksa ds 'kkUr gksus ds dkj.k jFkkfn dh 

bfUnz;xzkg~;rk Hkh fpn/;Lr ,oa izkfrHkkfld gSA 

³&  tkxzr dh jFkkfn izrhfr;k¡ vfo|k ifj.kke vkSj fpf}orZ gksus ls 

v/;kl gSa fdUrq LoIu dh izrhfr;k¡ bfUnz;kfn nks"k lgÑr vfo|k 

ifj.kke ,oa fpf}orZ gSaA 

bl ij izfri{kh dk iz'u gS fd LoIu esa 'kq) pSrU;xr v/;kl 

ekuus ij tkxfjr esa Hkh LoIu jFkkfn dh vuqòfRr D;ksa ugh gksrh\ 

vf/k"Bku pSrU; dk mHk;= lk{kkRdkj ugha gS vkSj v/;Lr izrhfr Hkh 

mHk;= leku gSA82 

blds mÙkj esa osnkUr ifjHkk"kkdkj dgrs gSa fd LokIu&oLrqvksa dk 

tkxzr n'kk esa uk'k gks tkus ls izR;{k ugha gksrkA dk;Z fouk'k dh 

iz.kkyh dks ysdj vfuoZuh; [;kfr dh O;oLFkk esa dksbZ nks"k ugha 

vkrk83& 
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d&  O;kogkfjd dk;Z dk uk'k miknkudkj.k ds lkFk gksrk gSA tSls] 

eqlyizgkjkfn ls ?kVuk'k esa dikykfn miknkulkexzh ds fouk'k ls 

?kV dk fouk'k O;oâr fd;k tkrk gSA 

[k& O;kogkfjd ek;kifj.kke ,oa czãfoorZ :i dk ck/k vf/k"BkurÙo 

ds lk{kkRdkj ls gksrk gS ftlesa miknkuhHkwr ek;k dh fuof̀RRk gksrh 

gSA 

x&  izkfrHkkfld LoIukfn dk;kasZ dk uk'k vfo|k:i miknku ds jgrs 

gq, gh gks tkrk gS blesa f}rh; Kku of̀Rr ds mn; ls izfrHkkfld 

o`fÙk dh fuo`fÙk dkj.k gSA 

?k&  izfrHkkl& fuòfÙk esa vfo|k dk ugha izR;qr funzkfn nks"k dk uk'k 

visf{kr gSA 

v}Sr osnkUr eas 'kqfDrjtr dh O;k[;k rwykfo|k vkSj ewykfo|k ds 

vk/kkj ij dh tkrh gSA rwykfo|k nks"klgdkj ls ?kfVr gksus okyh 

rkRdkfyd vfo|k gS vkSj ewykfo|k izek.k] izekrk vkfn ds O;ogkj dk 

dkj.k gSA rkRi;Z ;g gS fd izfrHkkl rwykfo|k vkSj ewykfo|k dh 

fu"ifÙk gSA84 

mDr O;oLFkk ij izfri{kh fQj 'kadk djrs gq;s dgrs gSa fd 

'kqfDrjtr LFky esa jtr dk ck/k u ekudj fuof̀Ùk ekuus ij jtrKku 

dk izekRo izkIr gksxk tks vlaxr gSA vfuoZpuh;[;kfroknh 'kqfDrKku esa 

jtrizfrHkkLk ds le; jtr dh izfrHkkfld lÙkk Lohdkj djrk gSA ml 

n'kk esa 'kqfDRk jtr ugha gSA ;g f=dkfyd ck/k ugha gks ldrkA 

blds izR;qRrj esa osnkUr ifjHkk"kkdkj dgrs gS fd 'kqfDRk&jtr esa 

^usna jtre~* ds fu"ks/kcks/k ds vHkko dk izfr;ksxh jtr u gksdj 

izkfrHkkfld&jtr gSA rwykfo|k dk dk;ZHkwr jtr ykSfdd nf̀"V ls vkSj 

ewykfo|k dk dk;Z ikjekfFkZd dh vis{kk izkfrHkkfld gSA ;gka jtrkHkko 

dh izfr;ksfxrk dk /keZ lekuf/kdj.k u gksdj O;f/kdj.k gS D;ksafd 

O;ogkjr% lR; jtrkHkko dh izfr;ksfxrk jtrRokofPNUu rFkk feF;k 

jtr ds vHkko dh izfr;ksfxrk izkfrHkkfld jtrRokofPNUu gSA ;g 

izdkj&Hksn U;k; esa Hkh ekU; gS tks izdkjrk Hksn ds vk/kkj ij foi;Z; 

vkSj vU;Fkk[;kfr dh LFkkiuk djrk gSA85 
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mDr LFkkiuk ij iqu% iz'u mBrk gS fd izkfrHkkfld jtr dh 

ikjekfFkZdrk Kkr gS ;k vKkr gS\ ;fn Kkr gS rks jtr dh vHkko 

izfr;ksfxrk Hkh vKkr gSA vr% vHkko dk izR;{k u gksxkA ;fn Kkr ekuk 

tk; rks rkRdkfyd vijks{k izfrHkkl dh rkRdkfyd fo"k;rk Hkh ekuuh 

gksxh vkSj rc jtr esa ikjekfFkZdrk dks Hkh vfuoZpuh; Lohdkj djuk 

gksxkA oSlh fLFkfr esa jtrkHkko dh izrhfr ds vlEHko gksus lss ck/k ;k 

fuof̀Ùk vlaxr gksxsaA 

mDr vkifÙk dk mÙkj gS fd vU;ksU;k/;kl ds vqulkj jtr esa 

vf/k"Bku dh ikjekfFkZdrk dk izfrÒkl gksus ls jtr dh ikjekfFkZdrk 

dh mRifÙk vLohdk;Z gSA tgka vkjksfir oLrq ls lfUud"kZ ugha gksrk ogha 

izkfrHkkfLkd oLrq dh mRifÙk vaxhdkj dh tkrh gSA rkRi;Z ;g gS fd 

okLrfod jtr vf/k"Bku czã esa izfrHkkl ysrk gS vkSj izkfrHkkfld jtr 

dh v/;kl ls mRifÙk ekuh tkrh gSA ;gh dkj.k gS fd LQfVdxr 

tikdqlqe ds izfrfcEc LFky esa vfuopZuh; LQfVdxr v#f.kek dh 

mRifÙk ugha Lohdkj dh tkrh D;ksafd ogk¡ tikdqlqe dk bfUnz; 

lfUud"kZ lqYkHk gSA 'kqfDRk&jtrLFky esa 'kqfDr ls bfUnz;lfUud"kZ gksrk gS 

vr% vfuoZpuh; jtr dh izkfrHkkfld mRifÙk ekuh tkrh gSA86 

bl izdkj vfuoZpuh; [;kfr dh mi;qZDr foospuk ds vk/kkj ij 

ge dg ldrs gSa fd v}Srosnkafr;ksa dh czãfoorZoknh vkSj ek;koknh& 

v/;kloknh rÙoǹf"V gh muds Hkze fl)kar dk vkSj mldh O;k[;k dk 

vk/kkj gSA oLrqr% 'kadjkpk;Z us v/;kl Hkk"; ds }kjk Hkze ds Lo:i dh 

vfuoZpuh;rkoknh O;k[;k djds ,d ,slk fopkjksÙkstd iwoZi{k izLrqr 

fd;k gS ftlds QyLo:i Hkkjr dh iwjh nk'kZfud ijEijk ,d rjg ls 

vkUnksfyr gks mBh vkSj lHkh n'kZuksa us vius&vius rjhds ls Hkze dks 

O;k[;kf;r djus dh #fp fn[kkbZA bls 'kadjkpk;Z dk ,d egÙoiw.kZ 

nk'kZfud ;ksxnku dgk tk ldrk gS fd muds pyrs gh Hkkjrh; n'kZu 

esa Hkze fu:i.k dks nk'kZfud egÙo izkIr gqvkA v}SrosnkfUr;ksa ds 

vfuoZpuh; [;kfr dh cgqr vkykspuk,¡ gqb±] lHkh n'kZuksa ds vkpk;ksZa us 

Lo;wF; [;kfr fl)kar dks lUnHkZ cukdj vfuoZpuh; [;kfr ij [kwc 

izgkj fd;s] ijUrq mu lHkh vkykspukvksa dks vUrr% Lo;wF; fopkj dk 
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iwokZxzg gh dgk tk ldrk gSA vfuoZpuh; [;kfr ij tks lokZf/kd 

egÙoiw.kZ vkifÙk gS] og ;g fd lr~ vkSj vlr~ ds vfrfjDr vuqHko esa 

dksbZ foy{k.k dksfV ugha vkrhA ;g ckr lkekU; vuqHko vkSj lk/kkj.k 

Hkk"kk dk vuqdj.k djus okys rdZ'kkL= dh nf̀"V ls mfpr Hkh gS] ijUrq 

;gka æ"VO; gS fd ;fn 'kadjkpk;Z HkzekRed vuqHko dks ,d foy{k.k 

dksfV ds :i esa igpkuus dk izFker;k iz;kl djrs gSa rks muds bl 

iz;kl dks vLohdkj djus ds ctk; nk'kZfud nf̀"V ls ;gh mfpr izrhr 

gksrk gS fd lR; ;k vlR; dksfV ij voyfEcr rdZ'kkL= dh ifjf/k dks 

gh foLr`r fd;k tk; ftlesa lR;klR; ds vfrfjDr ,d lR;klR; 

foy{k.k dksfV ds fy, Hkh vodk'k gksA 

 

n'kZu'kkL= foHkkx] 

MkW- gjhflag xkSj fo'ofo|ky;] lkxj ¼e-iz-½ 

 

lUnHkZ ,oa fVIIk.kh  
                                                             

1- v}Sra ijekFkksZ fg }Sra rn~Hksn mP;rs ¼ek.MwD; dkfjdk] 3@18½ 

 usg ukusfr pkEuk;kfnUnzks ek;kfHkfjR;fiA 

 vtk;ekuks cgq/kk ek;;k tk;rs rq l%AA ¼ogh] 3@24½  

2- c`gnkj.;dksifu"kn~ 'kka0 Hkk0] 2@4@14  

3-  foosd pwM+kef.k] 406 
4-  lkis{kRokr~ lko/ks'p rÙos·}Srizlaxr%A 

 ,dkHkkoknlUnsgkUu :ia oLrquks fHknkAa ¼rÙoiznhfidk] 2@1&i`-285½ 

5-  ogh 
6-  ogh] i`- 285 
7-  ogh] i`- 287&88 
8-  ogh] 288 
9-  c`gnkj.;dksifu"kn~] 4@5@6 

10-  vfuo`Ùksih'kl`"Vs }Srs rL; e"̀kkReu%A 

 cqn~/ok czg~ek};a c¨)qa 'kD;a oLRoSD;okfnu%AA ¼iapn'kh 4@40½ 

11-  ogh] 4@41 



 v}SrosnkUrlEer vfuoZpuh;[;kfrokn 41 

                                                                                                                                         
12-  ogh] 4@42 

13-  ogh] 4@43&44 

14-  ogh] 11@25&26 

15-  ogh] 15@33 

16-  Hkwek·ifjfer%A ¼,srjs;czkã.k] 1@5½ 

17-  ;ks oS Hkwek rr~ lq[ke~A ukYis lq[kefLrA ¼NkaUnksX;ksifUk"kn] 7@23@1½ 

18-  ;= fg }Srfeo Hkofr------------rfnrj brja fotkukfrA 

 ;= ok vL; loZekReSokHkwr~--------------rr~ dsu da fotkuh;kr~A 

 ;susna loZa fotkukfr ra dsu fotkuh;kr~A 

 foKkrkjejs dsu foTkkuh;kr~ A ¼c`gnj.;dksifu"kn~] 2@4@14½ 

19-  czg~elw=&'kkadjHkk"; ¼prq%lw=h½] jekdkar f=ikBh] i`-&1 

20-  czg~elw=&'kkadjHkk";] v/;kl Hkk";] i`-+ 4 

21-  czg~elw=&'kkadjHkk"; ¼prq%lw=h½] jekdkar f=ikBh] i`- 2 

22-  czg~elw=&'kkadjHkk";] lR;kuUnh nhfidk] i`- 6 

23-  czg~elw=&'kkadjHkk"; ¼prq%lw=h½] jekdkar f=ikBh] i`- 3 

24-  ogh] i`-&4 
25-  ogh] i`-&4 

26-  ogh- i`-&5 
27-  nz"VO;&czãlw= Hkk"; miksn~?kkr 
28-   ogh 
29-  ogh 
30-  fo"k;L; leLrleFkZL; fojgs·fi Kkueso rÙkkn`'ka 

 LoizR;;lkeF;kZlkfnrn`"VkUrflf)LoHkkoHksneqitkrelr% izdk'kua 

 rLeknlr~izdk'ku'kfDrjsokL;kfo|sfrA ¼Hkkxor] ì- 22½ 
31-  ;k·lkS vlRizdk'ku'kfDRkfoZKkuofrZuh fdeL;k% 'kDrs% 'kD;fefrA 

;|lnsosfr era] fdesrr~ dk;ZekgksfLor~ KkI;a] u rkor~ dk;ZelÙkL; 

rÙokuqiiÙ¨% izdk'ku'kfDrrkO;k?kkrkPpA ukfi izdk';a 

izdk'kkUrjkuqiyEHkknuoLFkkikrkPpA ¼U;k;edjUn] i`-+ 104½ 
32-  Hkkerh] 1@1@1] i`- 23 

33-  ogh] i`- 302 
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34-  vlrks uǛk`axkns% izfrHkkllEHkokr~ izfrHkklekuRokPp bna jtra ln~ 

bR;k|s i{ks ;qfDr% ¼b"Vflf)] i`- 39½ 
35-  ukfi lr~ usna jtrfeR;kfnck/kfojks/kkr~A r= ck/;rs 

 rrks·U;=kLrhfr psr~ u% r= izek.kkfu:i.kkr~A ¼rÙoiznhfidk] i`- 123½ 
36-  ogh] i`- 126 
37-  ogh] i`- 128 

38-  U;k;edjUn] i`- 81&82 
39-  U;k;jRukdj] i`- 87&88 
40-  bna/khj{k.kk:I;/khLLe`frLrRizeks"kr%A 

 nks"kkfnna :I;fefr HkzkfUrLrnfoosdr%AA ¼b"Vflf)] 1@7½ 

41-  U;k;edjUn] i`- 64 
42-  vkpk;kZ% iqujfuoZpuh;kFkkZoHkkla foHkzzeekp{krsA ¼ogh] i`- 111½ 
43-  ;Ùkkor~ fuoZpukugZrSokfuokZP;rsR;H;/kkf; r=kuH;qixe ,oA ;Ùkq ukfi 

lnlRizdkjfoy{k.krk bR;kfn] r= ;|fi 

,dSdizdkjoSy{k.;ksHk;izdkjoS{k.;;ks% vfLr O;fHkpkj% rFkkfi 

,dSdizdkjoSy{k.;kofPNUuksHk;izdkjoSy{k.;L; y{k.kHkkos u dapu nks"ka 

i';ke%A ¼ogh] i`- 14½ lÙokuf/kdj.kRos  LkR;lÙokuf/kdj.kRos lfr 

lnlÙokuf/kdj.kRoe~ vfuokZP;Roa] lnlÙokuf/kdj.krkek=L; 

lnlrksjso O;fHkpkjkfnR;FkZ% ¼ogh] i`- 114½ 
44-  vLR;so [kYoFkkZifÙk% rFkkfg& ukR;Urklrks ujfo"kk.kL; izkfrHkklxkspjrk] 

ukI;R;Urklrf'pnkReuks ok«k lEHko%] rfngksHk;kU;FkkuqiiÙ;k 

mHk;foy{k.krk jtrknsjkJh;r bfrA ¼U;k;edjUn] i`- 116½ 
45-  ;'pk;euqHkofojks/k% ^lfnna* jtrfefr iwokZuqHkoks usna jtrfeR;qÙkj'pk& 

lÙkkoyEch] lnln~foy{k.krk;ka fo#/;sr bR;fHkfgr% uk;eI;fLrA rFkk 

fg 'kqDrhnUrklalxZor~ rÙkklalxZL;kI;fuokZP;L;SokoHkklukn~ vU;L;k'p 

jtrlÙkk;k vuqiyEHkkUu fo#)% izkphuks·uqHko%A ¼U;k;edjUn] i`- 

117&18½ 

46-  lÙos u HkzkfUrck/kkS uklÙos [;kfrck/kdkSA lnln~H;kefuokZP;kfo|k 

os/kSLlg Hkzek%AA ¼b"Vflf)] 1@9½ 

47-  HkzkUrks ;k fofRdafpn~Hkkfr rL; loZL; Hkkos·Hkkos p izek.kkHkkokn 

fuoZpuh;esosfr fl)e~A ¼ogh] i`- 21½ 
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48-  izR;sda lnlÙokH;ka fopkjinoha u ;r~A  

 xkgrs rnfuokZP;ekgqosZnkUrosfnu%AA ¼rÙoiznhfidk] 1@13½ 

49-  u p ijLijfo#);ks% lnLkÙo;ksfuZ"ks/kleqPp;ks·uqiiUuks·U;rjfu"ks/k& 

L;kU;rjfof/kukUrjh;dRokfnfr ;qDre~% fu"ks/kleqPp;L; 

rkfÙodRoku³~xhdkjkr~A rÙkRizfr;ksfxnqfuZ:irkek=izdVuk; 

rf}y{k.kRokfHkyki%A u fg Lo:Ikrks nqfuZ:iL; fdafpnfi :ia okLroa 

lEHkofr rFkk lfr rL;kfi rkfÙodRoizlaxkr~A u 

pSdrjfu"ks/kks·U;rjfof/kukUrjh;d%A ¼rÙoiznhfidk] i`- 137½ 
50-  loZFkk okLrokdkjs.k fUk:i.kklfg".kqrk pkfuokZP;rkA rFkk fg u 

rko|FkkoHkkla lnso :I;e~] v= lÙoizl³~xkrA ukfi rnU;= ln~ 

vfrfoizd"ksZ.kk{klfUud"kkZid"ksZ.k ijks{krkikrkr~ p{kq#UehyukUo; 

O;frjd;ks'pkf/k"Bkun'kZuksi{k;kr~A u p nks"kks·{klfUUkd"kZfujis{k 

,okijks{;gsrqn`Z"V% lokZijks{;kikrkr~A ¼izHkkdj fot;] 1@1@1] ì 9½ 

51-  ukI;R;Urklnknj.kh;e~] izfrHkkllnso& izo`Ù¨juqiiÙ¨%A -------------

ukR;UrelÙoe~ rL; lÙokJ;.kkr~AA ukfi lnlnkRede~ fojks/kkr~ 

dkRLU;sZu] va'kkH;ka rnkRedRos] u HkzkfUrck/kO;oLFkkina izkapfr] 

iwoksZÙkj;ksjsdSdka'ks ;FkkFkZRokr~A ukI;qHk;oSy{k.;kRerk rÙor¨ tk?kVhfr] 

fojks/kxU/k/kwfiRokr~ izrhfrijkgrs'pA Dofp}Sy{k.;okpks;qfDrjfi rÙknzwi 

fu:i.kklfg".kqRoizdVukFkkZA rLeknfuokZP;eso rnkJ;.kh;e~A ¼ogh½ 
52-  vKkua u nks"kkf/k"BkukoHkkLkkfn'käa 'kqfDrRokoj.ksu jtrkdkjs.k 

rn~KkukHkklkdkjs.k p foifj.kersA ;Fkk p ee Kkuizdkf'krkfi 'kqfDr% 

ik'oZLFkL; u izdk'khHkofr rFkk eekKkuko`rkfi rL;kuko`rsfr 

fdeuqiiUuefuokZP;kKkut:I;kH;qixesA ¼ogh] i`- 11½ 
53- izFkea nks"klfgrsusfUnz;s.ksnUrkek=fo"k;k·Ur%dj.ko`fÙktZU;rs] rr bnUrk;kaa 

rn~xzkgdo`ÙkkS p pSrU;efHkO;T;rsA rPpSrU;fu"Bk pkfo|k nks"ko'kkr~ 
la{kqHukfr] r=snea'kkofPNUupSrU;LFkk·fo|k la{kqfHkrk lrh 

lkn`';k|qn~cksf/kr:I;laLdkjlgk;o'kkn~ :I;kdkjs.k foorZrsA 

o`Ù;ofPNUupSrU;LFkk·fo|k rq :I;xzkfgòfÙklaLdkjlgÑrk o`fÙk:is.k 

foorZrs] rkS p :I;foorZo`fÙkfoorkSZ LoLokf/k"Bkusu lkf{kpSrU;suk& 

oHkkL;srs bR;soa jtrkoHkkl%A ¼ogh] i`0 127&28½ 
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54- ;|I;=kUr%dj.ko`fÙkjfo|ko`fÙk'psfr Kku};e~ rFkkfi rf}"k;% 

lR;ku`r;ksfjnajtr;ksjU;ksU;kRer;SdRoekiUUkLrrks fo"k;kofPNUuQy 

L;kI;sdRosu KkuSD;eI;qip;ZrsA ¼ogh] i`-128½ 
55-  nks"knwf"kru;ukfnuk 'kqDrhnea'kkns% lEcU/ks lfr vUr%dj.kL; fo"k;ns'k& 

O;kfiuhnekdkjk o`fÙktkZirs] u rq 'kqfDrRokdkjk] nks"ks.k izfrcU/kkr~A 

rr'psnea'kkofPNUufo"k;pSrU;eUr%dj.kkofPNUupSrU;su 

,dksikf/klEcU/kkfHkUua izdk'krsA ¼r-fo-nh-i`- 476&77½ 
56-  r= 'kqfDRkRokfnfo'ks"kkofPNUupSrU;kokjdeKkua fr"BR;so] rfUUko`fÙk& 

izfrca/kdkoj.kfojksf/krnkdkjòÙ¨jHkkokr~A rPp lkn`';n'kZukfnleqn~cq)& 

laLdkjkf/k"BkulkekU;Kkudj.knks"klgd̀rfenea'kkofPNUUkpSrU;L; 

jtrk|kdkjs.k foorZrsA rPp jtra LoksRifÙkdky ,oa lq[kkfnor~ 

Lokdkjo`fÙkeUrjs.kSo lkf{klEc)a lr~ izdk'kr bfr izkfrHkkflde~] iwoZ 

rRlÙos izek.kkHkkokr~A ¼r-fo-nh-] i`0 477½ 
57-  Hkkerh] i`0 22 

58-  ogh] i`- 23 
59-  Lo:Ikij:ikH;ka fuR;a lnlnkRefuA  

    oLrqfu Kk;rs fdafpn~ :ia dSf'pr~AA ¼ogh] mn~/kj.k½ 
60-  ogh 
61-  ogh 
62-  ukI;lr~A oLRoUrjeso fg oLRoUrjL; vlÙoekLFkh;rs A ¼ogh½ 
63-  ogh] i`- 23&24 

64-  nsgsfUnz;kfniziapksI;fuokZP;%A viwoksZfi iwoZfeF;kizR;;ksinf'kZr bo ij= 

fpnkRefu v/;L;rsA ¼ogh] i`- 24&25½ 
65-  jekdkUr f=ikBh] prqlw=h] i`- 9 
66-  czãlw= 'kkadjHkk";] v/;klHkk";] i`- 18 

67-  ogh] i`- 18 
68-  uuq rokfi jtrKkuL; Le`frRos L;kn[;kfrxzZg.kRos pkU;Fkk[;kfr% 

vkRe[;kfrokZ L;kr~] ufg KkuL; Le`frxzg.kkH;keU;% izdkj% laHkorhfr 

psn~ eSoe~ fda foy{k.klkexzîfu:i.kkÙknlaHko%\ fda ok 
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foy{k.kKkuLo:ikfu:i.kkn~ mr foy{k.kfo"k;kfu:i.kkr~\ uk|% 

lEiz;ksxlaLdkjnks"kk.kka lkexzhRokr~A ¼fo-iz-la- i`- 126½ 
69-  u p okP;a nks"k% izfrcU/kdRosu iwoZizkIrdk;kZuqn;L;So gsrquZ Ro 

IkwoZdk;ksZn;L;sfr( vuqn;L; izkxHkko:iL;kukfnRosu nks"kktU;Rokr~A 

okrfiÙkkfnnks"kk.kka pkiwoZdk;ksZRikndRon'kZukr~A u p nks"kL; 

laLdkjksn~cks/kdRosukU;Fkkflf)% rnqn~cks/kL;kokUrjO;kikjRokr~A u 

áq|eufuirus dqoZu~ dqBkj% fNfnfØ;ka izR;gsrqeZofrA ¼ogh i`- 

126&127½ 

70-  uuq lEiz;ksxL;snUrkek=Kkuksi{kh.kRokr~ laLdkjL; Lef̀rtudRos·fi 

Ro;k·= Le`rsju³~xhÑrRokn~ nks"kL; p LokrU=~;s.k KkugsrqRokn'kZukn~ 

jtrkoHkkl% dFke~\ ¼ogha] i`- 127½ 
71-  izFkea nks"klfgrsusfUnz;s.ksnUrkek=fo"k;k·Ur%dj.ko`fÙktZU;rs] rr bnUrk;ka 

rn~xzkgdo`ÙkkS p pSrU;efHkO;T;rsA rPpSrU;fu"Bk pkfo|k nks"ko'kkr~ 

la{kqHukfr] r=snea'kkofPNUupSrU;LFkk·fo|k la{kqfHkrk lrh 

lkǹ';k|qn~cksf/kr:I;laLdkjlgk;o'kkn~ :I;kdkjs.k foorZrsA 

o`Ù;ofPNUupSrU;LFkk·fo|k rq :I;xzkfgo`fÙklaLdkjlgd`rk o`fÙk:is.k 

foorZrs rkS p :I;foorZo`fÙkfoorkS± LoLokf/k"Bkusu lkf{kpSrU;sukoHkkL;srs 

bR;soa jtrkoHkkl% ¼ogh] i`-127&128½ 
72- ;|I;=kUr%dj.ko`fÙkjfo|ko`fÙk'psfr Kku};e~] rFkkfi rf}"k;% 

lR;kùr;ksfjnajtr;ksjU;ksU;kRer;SdRoekiUuLrrks 

fo"k;kofPNUuQyL;kI;sdsRosu KkuSD;eI;qip;ZrsA ¼ogh] i`-&128½ 
73-  /keZjkt v/ojhUnz] osnkar ifjHkk"kk] i`- 93 
74-  ogh] i`- 94 
75-  ogh] i`- 96 
76-  ogh] i`- 97&98 

77-  o`fÙk};&izfrfcfEcr& pSrU;L;SdL; lR;&feF;k&oLrq 

 rknkRE;koxkfgRosu HkzeRoL; Lohdkjkr~A ¼ogh] i`- 109½ 
78-  ogh] i`- 111&112 
79-  jFkkns% Lej.kek=kH;qixes jFka i';kfe] LoIus jFkenzk{kfeR;k& 

|uqHkofojks/kkiÙ¨%------- Jqfrfojks/kkiÙ¨'pA rLekPNqfDr:I;or~ 
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LoIuksiyC/kjFkkn;ksfi izkfrHkkfldk ;koRizkfrHkkleofr"BUrsA ¼ogh] i`- 

113½ 

80-  c`gnkj.;d ¼4@3@10½ 

81-  pSrU;L; Lo;aizdk'kL; jFkknf/k"BkuRokr~ izrh;ekua jFkkfn vLrhR;so 

izrh;r bfr ln~:is.k izdk'kekua pSrU;esokf/k"Bkue~A ns'kfo'ks"kksfi 

fpn/;Lr% izkfrHkkfld%A jFkknkfoUnz;xzkáRoefi izkfrHkkflda rnk 

losZfUnz;k.kkeqijekr~A ¼/keZjkt v/ojhUnz] osnkar ifjHkk"kk] i`- 115½ 
82-  ogh] i`- 120 
83-  ogh] i`- 121 
84-  ogh] i`- 123 
85-  u fg r= jtrRokofPNUuizfr;ksfxrkdkHkko¨ fu"ks/k&/kh&fo"k;%] fdUrq 

ykSfddikjekfFkZdRokofPNUu& izkfrHkkfldjtrizfr;ksfxrkd% 

O;f/kdj.k/kekZofPNUu izfr;ksfxrkdkHkkokH;qixekr~ ¼ogh] i`- 125½ 
86- ikjekfFkZdRoL;kf/k"Bkufu"BL; jtrizfrHkkllaHkosu jtrfu"B& 

ikjekfFkZdRoksRiÙ;uH;qixekr~A ;=kjksI;elfUud`"Va r=So 

izfrHkkfldoLrwRiÙ¨j³~xhdkjkr~A vr ,osfUnz;lfUud`"Vr;k 

tikdqlqeykSfgR;L; LQfVds HkkulaHkokUUk LQfVds vfuoZpuh; 

ykSfgR;ksRifÙk% ¼ogh] i`- 128½ 



oSfnd ijEijk dh i;kZoj.kh; n`f"V 
  

Jhizdk'k ik.Ms; 

 
thou ds fy, ftu la?kVukRed rÙoksa dks vfuok;Z ekuk tkrk 

gS] dHkh&dHkh mudk vR;f/kd nksgu thouladV dk ,d vuisf{kr 

?kVd cu tkrk gSA dkj.k fd euq"; ;g Hkwy tkrk gS fd thou fujis{k 

ugha lkis{k gS] fujk oS;fäd ugha lef"VHkwr gS] fdaok fo'oh; gSA fo'oh; 

gksus ds dkj.k gh fo'okRek gS vkSj fo'okRek gh ugha lokZRek gSA rHkh rks 

oSfnd _f"k ds vUrl~ ls izLQqfVr gksrk gS& ^losZHkoUrq lqf[ku% losZlUrq 

fujke;k%] losZHknzkf.k i';Urq ek df'pr~ nq%[kHkkXHkosr~* 1 ] ^vkReu% 

izfrdwykfu ijs"kka u lekpjsr~* 2 ] ^loZHkwrLFkekRekua loZHkwrkfu pkRefu* 3 

rFkk lHkh izkf.k;ksa ds fgr esa lnSo jr jgus dk ân;Li'khZ HkkoA oLrqr% 

mldk ;g loZyksdksidkjh Hkko dsoy psru ds izfr gh ugha vfirq 

vpsru izÑfr ds izfr Hkh Hkkoizo.krk dk ijks{k lans'k gS D;ksafd izFke 

n`"V;k mldk lk{kkRdkj oká izÑfr ls gh gksrk gS ftldh vkjk/kuk dh 

i`"BHkwfe ij og ^vlr~ ls lr~ dh vksj*] ^va/kdkj ls izdk'k dh vksj*] 

^e`rRo ls ve`rRo dh vksj* 4 ] ^vKku ls Kku dh vksj*] ^fu'psruk ls 

psruk*] ^vkRepsruk* vkSj vUrr% ^iw.kZ psruk* dh vksj tkus dh vHkhIlk 

djrk gSA mldh ;g vHkhIlk iw.kZRo dh izkfIr gsrq ^those~ 'kjn% 'kre~*5 

dh ftthfo"kk ds :i esa vfHkO;ä gksrh gSA dkj.k fd og ìFoh dk iq= 

rks gS gh fdUrq gS fnO; yksd dk vf/kdkjhA foMEcuk ;g gS fd i`Foh ds 

xHkZ ls izlwr] ok;q ds >wys esa >wyrk] vkdk'k ls yksjh lqurk] ty dh 

cw¡n ls rÌr rFkk vfXu ds rst ls nhfIreku ;g iapegkHkwriq= vius ewy 

ls dVdj] 'kS'ko ls foLèr] ;qokoLFkk ds en esa eLr] fdUrq ok/kZD; ds 

vUr ds izfr csgn Hk;Hkhr gSA lqrjka vius Hkwr ls foLe`r] orZeku ls 

vlUrq"V ,oa Hkfo"; ds izfr bl Hk; ls eqfä ds iz;kl esa og vutkus 

fuR; u;h&u;h leL;k,¡ iSnk djrk tk jgk gSA mls vius oSKkfud 
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opZLo ij loZtsrk gksus dk ,dkfUrd xoZ rks gS fdUrq lkoZHkkSfed 

ifj.kke dh flf) ij nq%[k] grk'kk ,oa vuUr% izk;f'prjfgr i'pkrki 

gSA opZLo dh gksM+ esa vkt og ,sls iFk ij gS tgk¡ ls izR;korZu ,oa 

vxzxeu nksuksa dk vUr] loZuk'k ,oa vdkj.k izy; gSA  

 oLrqr% ekuo us viuh vizfrgr bPNk'kfä ds fy, mlds 

miHkksx dh dksbZ lhek ugha fu/kkZfjr dh gSA djuk Hkh ugha pkgrk vkSj 

;fn djrk gS rks loZHkksäk dh vgao`fÙk lsA ifj.kker% mldk ;g iz;kl 

vfXu'kkUR;FkZ ?kr̀iz;ksxor~ gh fl) gksrk gSA ;gh dkj.k gS fd og 

izkÑfrd lalk/kuksa ds lkxzg lnqi;ksx dh vis{kk vU;Fkk ,oa vfr'k; 

mi;ksx ij fueZerk iwoZd vkxzgh gS vkSj mlh foHkhf"kdk dk na'k >sy 

jgk gS ftlds fy, og Lo;eso loZFkk mÙkjnk;h gSA D;ksafd mldh 

vgao`fÙk us mls i`Fohiq= gksus dk ugha izR;qr~ mlds fu;ark gksus dk 

lgsrqd fo'okl fnyk;k gS vkSj bl vgekfXu esa ?kh dk dke fd;k gS 

mldh dfri; oSKkfud lQyrkvksa us ftuds dkj.k og lq[k dh 

LofIuy funzk esa lks jgk gSA fdUrq bl funzk ds LoIu tc mls fpjfunzk 

dh nLrd nsrs gSa rc og thou ds lanHkZ esa ^rr% fda* ds mÙkj dh 

ryk'k esa vius ewy dh vksj okil vkus dk vkºokgu djrk gSA oLrqr% 

mldh ;g fpUrk vokUrjs.k izkÑfrd vo;oksa ds {kj.k ls mRiUu ml 

vkR;fUrd vHkko dh fpUrk gS tgk¡ fuLrC/krk ,oa uhjork lkUr thou 

dk i;kZ; cu tkrh gSA og Mwc tkrk gS ,sls vU/kdkj esa tgk¡ nwj&nwj 

rd izdk'k dh dksbZ fdj.k ugha fn[kk;h nsrhA ;fn fn[kk;h nsrk gS rks 

dqgkls ls vkNUu og vts;] vlhfer vkdk'k ftlds uhps og fdruk 

ckSuk vkSj vlgk; gSA mls bldk ,glkl rks gksrk gS fdUrq blls eqfä 

dk ekxZ ugha feyrkA 

 izk;s.k ;g loZLohÑr vo/kkj.kk gS fd fdlh leL;k dk 

lek/kku mldh tM+ esa gh gksrk gSA ,rkor% thou lEcU/kh leL;kvksa 

dk lek/kku Hkh bls fu/kkZfjr djus okys rÙoksa esa gh <w¡<uk pkfg,] pkgs 

os oká gksa ;k vkUrjA vkUrj txr rks izFke ǹ"V~;k vius ifjr% 

fo|eku oká txr ls gh fu/kkZfjr gksrk gSA vLrq oSfnd ijEijk esa 
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ftl oká rÙo dks leL;k ds lek/kku gsrq izkFkfed :i ls loZrksHkkosu 

Lohdkj fd;k x;k og gS& ^izd`fr*] tks viuh fofo/krk esa lkeatL; ,oa 

lejlrk ls ifjiwfjr gS] tks Lo;a esa vufHkO;ä fdUrq O;äHkkokiUu gSA 

^lka[;h;* nk'kZfud nf̀"V Hkh bldk vuqeksnu djrh gSA  

 oLrqr% lkekU; O;ogkj esa jgus ds fy, ftu ifjfLFkfr;ksa dh 

vko';drk gksrh gS] muesa vUu] tyok;q] oL= ,oa vkokl vkfn vfuok;Z 

gSa vkSj ;s lHkh izÑfr ls izkIr gksrs gSaA vr% izdkjkUrj ls ;g izÑfr 

txr~ gh i;kZoj.k gSA6 vius O;qRifÙkd vFkZ esa Hkh i;kZoj.k ¼ifj milxZ 

iwoZd vkoj.k 'kCn dk ;ksx½ dk rkRi;Z gS pkjksa rjQ ls f?kjk gqvkA 

vFkkZr~ i;kZoj.k og fLFkfr gS ftlesa pkjksa rjQ ls euq";] i'kq ,oa 

ouLifr f?kjs gSaA blhfy, i;kZoj.k dks ikfjfLFkdh dk ,d va'k ekuk 

tkrk gSA bl lUnHkZ esa vo/ks; gS fd xgu ikfjfLFkdh ,d u;h nf̀"V gS 

tks i;kZoj.k ds laj{k.k ds vfrfjä Hkh dqN gSA og ikfjfLFkdh ds 

vUrxZr gksdj Hkh iw.kZikfjfLFkdh ugha gS( D;ksafd i;kZoj.k dk lEcU/k 

ek= izkÑfrd ifjfLFkfr;ksa ls gS tcfd iw.kZikfjfLFkdh ds vUrxZr blds 

lkFk&lkFk] vkfFkZd] lkekftd] jktuSfrd ,oa lkaLÑfrd ifjfLFkfr;k¡ Hkh 

fufgr gSaA vr% ikfjfLFkdh foLr̀r i;kZoj.k gSA Li"V gS ^i;kZoj.k dk 

vFkZ mu ifjfLFkfr;ksa ;k ifjos'kksa ls gS ftuesa euq";] i'kq ;k ikS/ks vkfn 

jgrs gSa ,oa fØ;k djrs gSaA*7 vr% muls iksf"kr ,oa lajf{kr bu lcdk 

vUrlZEcU/k ,oa budh ijLij fuHkZjrk i;kZoj.k dk ,d :i gSA nwljs 

'kCnksa esa ^^izHkko'kkyh n'kkvksa dk lEiw.kZ ;ksx] ftlesa tho jgrs gSa] 

i;kZoj.k gS*8 ,oa ^i;kZoj.kokn dk lh/kk lEcU/k euq"; dks ykHk igq¡pkus 

ds fy, izkÑfrd i;kZoj.k ds fu;a=.k ,oa izcU/ku ls gSA*9 oSfnd ijEijk 

ds vuqlkj ;g fu;a=.k ,oa izcU/ku Lo;a izÑfr ds Lo:i esa gh gS 

rFkkfi vkt dk rkfdZd ekuo bl vk"kZer ds foijhrkpj.k dk vkxzgh 

gS ftldk ifj.kke gS& i;kZoj.k dh oSf'od leL;k ,oa bldk vlek/ks; 

lek/kkuA fdUrq iz'u ;g gS fd D;k ;g vUrr% vlek/ks; gh jgsxk\ 

oSfnd ijEijk ;g ugha ekurhA mlds vuqlkj ge Hkkoiw.kZ <ax ls lEiw.kZ 
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izÑfr dks] lEiw.kZ Hkwfe dks fo'o ds :i esa ¼fcuk HkkSxksfyd ifjlheu ds½ 

Lohdkj djsaA bl ǹf"V ls oSfnd laLÑfr dk og ^olq/kSo dqVqEcde~*10 

¼lEiw.kZ olq/kk gh ifjokj gS½ fl)kUr thou ds ^lR;e~] f'koe~ ,oa 

lqUnje~* dk ,deso vkn'kZ gks ldrk gS tks oSfnd _pkvksa esa izLQqfVr 

gSA ;gk¡] tgk¡ izkÑfrd okrkoj.k ds lUrqyukFkZ vkRe'kks/kuiwoZd lR; 

dks lefiZr ;Kkfn ds fo/kkuiwoZd vius f'koe~ dh dkeuk gS ogha izÑfr 

ds izdksi ls cpus ,oa LoLFk thou ds fy, mlds 'kkfUr dk vkºokgu 

Hkh gSA /;krO; gS fd ;gk¡ 'kkfUr ds Hkh 'kkfUr dk vkºokgu gS rkfd 

^lqUnje~* dh izkfIr gks ldsA ;Fkk& ^dY;k.kdkjd] u Åcus okys] ijkHkwr 

u gksus okys] mPprk dks igq¡pkus okys] 'kqHkdeZ pkjksa vksj ls gekjs ikl 

vkosaA izxfr dks u jksdus okys] izfrfnu lqj{kk djus okys nso lnk gekjk 

lao/kZu djsaA ----lksejl fudkyus okys lq[kdkjh iRFkj gesa vkS"kf/k nsaA 

LFkkoj vkSj taxe ds vf/kifr] cqf) dks izsj.kk nsus okys ml bZ'oj dk 

ge viuh lqj{kk ds fy, vkºokgu djrs gSaA ----gs nsoksa! dkuksa ls ge 

dY;k.kdkjh ok.kh lqusa] vk¡[kksa ls ge dY;k.kdkjh oLrq,¡ ns[ksaA fLFkj] 

lqn`<+ vo;oksa ls ;qä 'kjhjksa ls ge rqEgkjh Lrqfr djrs gq, ftruh 

gekjh vk;q gS ogk¡ rd ge nsoksa dk fgr gh djsa ¼;Kkfn dh gfo ls 

i;kZoj.k dk laj{k.k djrs gq,½A gs nsoksa! lkS o"kZ rd gekjs vk;q"; dh 

e;kZnk gksA 11  ----^vfnfr gh |qyksd] vUrfj{k] ekrk] firk] iq=] lcnso] 

iaptU; ¼czkã.k] {kf=;] oS';] 'kwnz] fu"kkn½ gS]  tks cu pqdk gS vkSj tks 

cuus okyk gS] og lc vfnfr gh gS ¼;gh 'kk'or lR; gS½12 ^ge lR; 

ekxZ ij pysaA* 13  |qyksd:ik] vUrfj{k:ik] Hkwyksd:ik] ty:ik] 

vkS"kf/k:ik] ouLifr:ik] czã=;hy{k.kija:ik] lEiw.kZ txnzwik rFkk 

'kkfUr:ik tks Lo:ir% 'kkfUr gS og gekjs fy, dY;k.kdkjh gksA14 ---

gekjh iztk lq[kh gks] loZ= lq'kkfUr gksA15 

 oLrqr% i;kZoj.k ds fy, vko';d gS fd ok;qe.My iznwf"kr u 

gks vkSj ;g rHkh lEHko gS tc ge lHkh ,d ifjokj dh rjg 

lg;ksxiwoZd ijLij vis{kk dk /;ku j[ksaA oSKkfud ^yoykWd* us 1969 
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esa ;wukuh nsork ^xk;k* ds uke ij ,d ^xk;k fl)kUr* LFkkfir fd;k] 

ftlds vuqlkj ìFohxzg ds lHkh futhZo ,oa ltho vo;oksa ds e/; ,d 

xgjk vUrlZEcU/k gSA vr% i`Foh ij ok;qe.Myh; lUrqyu fofHkUu 

izkf.k;ksa rFkk HkkSfrd inkFkks± ds lgvfLrRo ij fuHkZj djrk gSA*16 ;g 

ijLijkis{kk bl :i esa Hkh lgt Lohdk;Z gS fd ;fn vkDlhtu dh 

vko';drk euq"; ds fy, gS rks dkcZuMk;vkDlkbM dh vko';drk isM+] 

ikS/kksa dks gSA fdUrq vkt ftl rjg ik'pkR;hdj.k] vkS|ksxhdj.k ,oa 

uxjhdj.k ds izHkko ls isM+] ikS/ks] igkM+ rFkk ty] taxy] tehu ,oa 

thou dk {kj.k gks jgk gS] ;g ok;qe.Myh; vlUrqyu dk eq[; dkj.k 

gS rFkk euq"; ds ^rr% fda* dh ifjiP̀Nk dk mÙkj HkhA bl lUnHkZ esa 

Hkkjrh; ijEijk izÑfr esa fo|eku rÙoksa dh ijLij fuHkZjrk ,oa 

dÙkZO;'khyrk dk tks mnkgj.k izLrqr djrh gS og 'yk?; gh ugha] 

vuqdj.kh; Hkh gSA ;Fkk& ^lEiw.kZ izk.kh vUu ls mRiUu gksrs gSa( vUu dh 

mRifÙk òf"V ls gksrh gS] òf"V ;K ls gksrh gS vkSj ;K fofgr deks± ls 

mRiUu gksus okyk gSA deZleqnk; dks rw osn ls mRiUu vkSj osn dks 

vfouk'kh ijekRek ls mRiUu gqvk tkuA blls fl) gksrk gS fd 

loZO;kih] ije] v{kj] ijekRek lnk ;K esa izfrf"Br gSA*17 ^vFkoZosn* rks 

lkekftd] vkfFkZd] jktuhfrd] lakLdf̀rd] ,oa i;kZoj.kh; leL;k ds 

lek/kku ds lkFk&lkFk thou dk izfrfuf/k osn gSA ;gk¡ rks yk{kf.kd 

Hkk"kk esa gekjs _f"k;ksa us ìFoh dks ekrk ,oa Lo;a dks mldk iq= dgk 

gSA18 mls rhuksa yksdksa esa mÙke19 dgrs gq, mlds xq.kxku dk vkºokgu 

fd;k gS20 D;ksafd ^;g Hkk"kkHksn vkSj /keZHksn ds gksrs gq, Hkh lHkh dks ,d 

ifjokj ds rqY; ikyrh gSA*21 lkekftd lUrqyu ds lEcU/k esa oSfnd 

_f"k dgrk gS fd ^gs ìFoh ekrk! vki lHkh dks jgus ds fy, LFkku nsrh 

gSa] vr% vki gesa rstLoh cuk;saA geesa ijLij dksbZ }s"kHkko u gks ge 

lcds fiz; gksaA22 ;gk¡ ekr̀rqY; izÑfr dh Hkh vis{kk gS fd ^lHkh O;fä 

feytqydj lkekftd dk;Z djsa] muesa lkewfgd deZ djus dh ln~cqf) 

gksA*23 ^muesa Å¡p&uhp dk HksnHkko u gks ijLij HkkbZ&HkkbZ rqY; O;ogkj 
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djsaA*24 blhizdkj izkÑfrd lUrqyu ds lEcU/k esa Hkh  euq"; ds fy, 

_f"k izkfFkZr mins'k dk lEiqV ea= ;gk¡ nz"VO; gS& ^ftlesa lHkh izdkj 

dh ouLifr;k¡] vkS"kf/k;k¡ iSnk gksrh gSa] og ìFohekrk foLr`r vkSj fLFkj 

gksA ,slh fo|k] 'kwjrk] lR;] Lusg vkfn ln~xq.kksa ls ikyu&iks"k.k djus 

okyh dY;k.kdkjh vkSj lq[kdj lk/kuksa dks nsus okyh ekr`Hkwfe dh ge 

lsok djsa*25¼rkfd gekjh j{kk gks½A 

 oLrqr% oSfnd_f"k;ksa dh ǹf"V esa ^HkkSxksfyd n`f"V ls ftl Hkwfe 

ij vusd ns'k] mlds ukxfjd vofLFkr gSa( ftlij fofHkUu ufn;k¡] ioZr] 

taxy vkSj izkÑfrd lÙkk,¡ vofLFkr gSa( ftlij fofHkUu i'kq] i{kh 

fopj.k djrs gSa ,oa dhV&irax fØ;k'khy gSa( ;s lHkh feydj ,d 

ifjokj gSa] ;gh fo'o ifjokj gS] ftldks ,d Hkko ls ns[kuk viuh 

Hkkoiw.kZ ǹf"V dk oS'ohdj.k gSA blhfy, ^vFkoZosn* ds ^Hkwfelwä* esa 

^i`Foh dks ekrk dgk x;k gS vkSj mldh moZjk'kfä] lgu'khyrk] 

ikyu'khyrk vkfn dk o.kZu djrs gq, mlls vius nh?kkZ;q gksus dh 

dkeuk dh x;h gSA26 mlls izkFkZuk dh x;h gS fd ^ftl ekr`Hkwfe esa 

lkxj] egklkxj] unh] ugj] >hysa] rkykc] dq,¡ vkfn ty ds lk/ku gksa] 

tgk¡ lc Hkk¡fr ds vUu] Qy] 'kkd vkfn vf/kd ek=k esa iSnk gksrs gksa] 

ftlls lHkh izk.kh lq[kh gSa bl izdkj dh gekjh ìFoh gesa Js"B 

HkksT;inkFkZ ,oa ,s'o;Z iznku djus okyh gksA*27 ^;K deZ djus okys ds 

fy, ufn;k¡] ok;q e/kqj izokg iSnk djsa] lHkh vkS"kf/k;k¡ e/kqjrk ls lEiUu 

gksaA*28 lHkh ouLifr;k¡ gekjs fy, e/kqjrk iznku djsa ,oa lw;Znso vius 

ek/kq;Z ls iq"V djsaA29 firk dh rjg iks"k.kdÙkkZ fnO; yksd gekjs fy, 

ek/kq;Z;qä gksA ekr`or~ j{kd iF̀oh dh jt Hkh e/kq ds leku vkuUnizn 

gksA 30  blhfy, oSfnd ijEijk esa izÑfr dks ok;qiznw"k.k] tyiznw"k.k] 

/ofuiznw"k.k] [kk|iznw"k.k rFkk i`Foh ,oa ouLifr;ksa ls lEcfU/kr iznw"k.k ls 

eqä j[kus rFkk tyj{k.k ls lEcU/kh vusd'k% m)j.k izkIr gksrs gSaA ;gk¡ 

ok;q dh 'kqf) dks thou ds fy, lokZf/kd egRoiw.kZ ?kksf"kr djrs gq, bls 

'kq) ,oa v'kq) ¼lkxji;ZUr] leqnz ls nwj izns'ki;ZUr½ nks :iksa esa 
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foHkkftr dj31 fofo/k xq.kkoxq.k xSlksa dk feJ.k dgk x;k gSA buesa gh 

og izk.kok;q ¼vkDlhtu½ gS tks vejRo dh /kjksgj ,oa thou ds fy, 

vfr vko';d gSA32 ;g 'kq) ,oa rkt+h ok;q vewY; vkS"kf/k gSA33 gesa 

mls LoPN j[kuk pkfg,A iqu% ge tkurs gSa fd ty ds fcuk thou 

vlEHko gS] fQj Hkh ge dy&dkj[kkuksa ls mRiUu vif'k"V inkFkZ] 

dwM+k&djdV] jklk;fud vif'k"V vkfn ufn;ksa esa izokfgr djrs jgrs 

gSaA ;gk¡ rd fd lkeqfnzd ijek.kq foLQksV ls Hkh ge ty dks iznwf"kr 

djus ls ckt ugha vkrs ftldk oSf'od ifj.kke lkeus gSA vLrq oSfnd 

ijEijk esa ty dh egÙkk ij izdk'k Mkyrs gq, dgk x;k gS fd gs ty! 

rqe vUu dh izkfIr ds fy, vko';d gksA rqe ij thou rFkk ukuk 

izdkj dh vkS"kf/k;k¡] ouLifr;k¡ ,oa vUukfn inkFkZ fuHkZj gSaA rqe vkS"kf/k 

:i gksA34 ;gk¡ rd fd ns[kus] lquus rFkk cksyus dh 'kfä Hkh i;kZIr 

ty ds fcuk ugha vkrhA35 jksx jfgr] jksxuk'kd bl ty dks eSa ykrk 

gw¡ ftlls eSa èR;q ls cpk jgw¡xkA 36  vr% 'kq) ty euq"; dks nh?kkZ;q 

iznku djus okyk] izk.kksa dk j{kd ,oa dY;k.kdkjh gksA37 

 blh izdkj /ofu iznw"k.k ds lEcU/k esa oSfnd ijEijk esa dgk x;k 

gS fd ^ge LokLF; dh ǹf"V ls vf/kd rh[kh /ofu ls cpsa ,oa vkil esa 

okrkZyki djrs le; /khesa ,oa e/kqj cksysaA38 gekjh ftºok ls e/kqj 'kCn 

fudysa] Hktu] iwtu ,oa dhrZu djrs le; ewy esa e/kqjrk gks( esjs deZ esa 

e/kqjrk gks rFkk fpÙk esa e/kqjrk cuh jgsA39 blds lkFk gh feV~Vh ¼ìFoh½ 

,oa ouLifr;ksa esa iznw"k.k dh jksdFkke ds fy, mlds lkFk HkkoukRed 

lEcU/k tksM+rs gq, dgk x;k gS fd ^ukuk izdkj ds Qy] vkS"kf/k;k¡] 

Qly] isM+] ikS/ks vkfn blh feV~Vh ij mRiUu gksrs gSa ,oa muij gekjk 

thou fuHkZj djrk gSA vr% i`Foh dks ge ekrk ds leku vknj nsaA blh 

izdkj ty ladV ls eqfä ,oa blds laj{k.k gsrq ijks{k mins'k gS fd 

^i`Foh lHkh ouLifr;ksa dh ekrk vkSj es?k firk gS D;ksafd o"kkZ ds :i esa 

ikuh cgkdj ;g ìFoh esa xHkkZ/kku djrk gS*A 40  bruk gh ugha vkt 

vk/;kRe ,oa foKku ftl fuR;rÙo dks Øe'k% psruk ,oa ÅtkZ dgdj 
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nksuksa ds lkE; ds vk/kkj ij txr~ ds lEcU/k esa ,d lefUor 

fo'ys"k.kkRed Hkko dh vksj vxzlj gSa mlds ewy dh vksj ladsr djrs 

gq, oSfnd ijEijk dgrh gS fd ^i`Foh ds e/;Hkkx rFkk vkS"kf/k;ksa esa 

vfXurÙo fo|eku gSA ty esa] fo|qr esa] iRFkjksa esa] euq";ksa esa] xkSoksa ,oa 

?kksM+ksa vkfn i'kqvksa esa Hkh vfXu rÙo fo|eku gSA blfy, ;s lHkh ,d 

lw= esa ca/ks gksus ls ijLij leok;h :i ls vkc) gSaA41 ;gh Hkko osnkUr 

n'kZu ds ^iaphdj.k* fl)kUr esa Hkh nz"VO; gSA 

 bruk gh ugha ikSjkf.kd vk[;ku ij vk/kkfjr ^vfHkKku& 

'kkdqUrye~* ,oa ^es?knwre~* vkfn esa rks dkfynkl euq"; ,oa izÑfr ds 

i`FkdRo dh vis{kk ekuohdj.k ,oa ijLijkis{kh lg vfLrRo dks Lohdkj 

djrs gSaA 'kdqUryk ds lkfu/; esa mUgsa lgdkjo`{k yrk ds lkFk gh 

lukFk fn[kk;h nsrk gSA 42  og uoekfydk vkSj lgdkj esa ojo/kw dk 

lEcU/k ns[krs gSaA 43 mUgsa egy ds Ñf=e okrkoj.k dh vis{kk ou ds 

izkd̀frd okrkoj.k esa vf/kd lkSUn;Z ǹf"Vxr gksrk gSA44 'kdqUryk dh 

fonkbZ ds le; riksou ds ò{k vusd izdkj ds oL= vkSj vkHkw"k.k nsdj 

d.o _f"k dh lgk;rk djrs gSa45 vkSj d.o _f"k ounsork ,oa lHkh 

yrkfn ls 'kdqUryk dh fonkbZ dh vkKk ekaxrs gSaA 46  ;gk¡ rd fd 

izÑfr ds vkB :i dkfynkl ds Hkxoku 'kadj dh vkB ewfrZ;k¡ gSa ftuls 

os fo'oeaxy dh dkeuk djrs gSaA47  

 oLrqr% ea=æ"Vk oSfnd _f"k;ksa dh nf̀"V esa thou ds laj{k.k ds 

fy, i;kZoj.kh; leL;k lokZf/kd egRoiw.kZ ,oa izkFkfed Fkh] dkj.k fd 

mUgksaus thou dh iz;ksx'kkyk esa Lokuq'kkluiwoZd vuqHko fd;k Fkk fd 

,d LoPN izkÑfrd okrkoj.k ftls izkÑfrd laj{k.k ls gh izkIr fd;k 

tk ldrk gS( esa gh LoLFk thou ,oa 'kk'or lq[k dh izkfIr gks ldrh 

gSA ,rnFkZ mUgksaus lEiw.kZ izÑfr dk u dsoy ekuohdj.k vfirq 

bZ'ojhdj.k dj izÑfr ,oa euq"; ds chp izkFkZuk :i ,d Hkkoiw.kZ laokn 

,oa lgvfLrRo dk LFkkiu djrs gq, loZ= lq'kkfUr dh eaxy dkeuk dh 

rFkk izÑfr dh xksn esa 'krk;q gksus dk vk'khokZn izkIr fd;k ¼those~ 

'kjn% 'kre~½A 
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 fdUrq ewy iz'u gS fd D;k ge bl ;ksX; gSa fd izÑfr gekjs 

fy, loZnk dY;k.kdkjh gks\ izkÑfrd lEinkvksa dk vizfrgr nksgu] 

taxyksa dh vck/k dVkbZ] igkM+ksa ds lkFk&lkFk tho&tUrqvksa ds lkFk 

NsM+NkM+] ufn;ksa ds dy&dy izokg dks vo:) djuk] ok;qe.My dks 

Ñf=e lk/kuksa ls iznwf"kr djuk] vilaLÑfr dk gh laLd̀rhdj.k djuk 

vkfn ,sls dVqlR; gSa ftuds dkj.k izkÑfrd vlUrqyu ds lkFk&lkFk 

thou ds izR;sd {ks= esa vlUrqyu gqvk gSA ftldk ifj.kke dgha 

vfro`f"V] dgha vuko`f"V] dgha HkwdEi] dgha lqukeh] dgha Xykscy okfeZax 

ds dkj.k Xysf'k;j dk fi?kyuk ,oa blls cgqr cM+h vkcknh ds fouk'k 

dk [krjk rFkk VwVrs laosnh fj'rs ,oa ,dkdh Hkjs fujFkZd thou ds :i 

esa lkeus gSA bls gh ge lkekU; tuHkk"kk esa izkdf̀rd izdksi ,oa 

dfy;qx dk izHkko dgrs gSa] tcfd blds dkj.k ge Lo;a gSaA vLrq ;fn 

ge ekrr̀qY; izÑfr dh xksn esa Lusgflä gksuk pkgrs gSa rks gesa iq=Hkko 

ls viuh vk"kZijEijk dk vuqxkeh gksuk iM+sxkA blhfy, Hkkjrh; 

euhf"k;ksa us izÑfr dk ekuohdj.k dj mlls iq=or~ izR;sd oLrq dh 

fou;hHkko ls ;kpuk dh]  vgadkj iwoZd fot;h Hkko ls ughaA ;Fkk] 

^ftl Hkwfe esa o`{k] ouLifr vkSj yrkfn fLFkj jgrs gSa] tks o`{k] yrkfn] 

vkS"kf/k :i esa lcdh lsok lEiUu djrh gS ,slh ouLifr/kkfj.kh 

loZikyud=hZ /kjrh dks ge 'kh'k >qdkdj Lrqfr djrs gSa rkfd f=fo/k 

rki dh 'kkfUr gksA*48 

 

n'kZu ,oa /keZ foHkkx  

dk'kh fgUnw fo'ofo|ky;] okjk.klh 

 

lUnHkZ % 
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 dkfynkl] vfHkKku'kkdqUrye~] izFke vad] 

43-  gyk 'kdqUrys! b;a Lo;aojo/kw% lgdkjL; Ro;k d`ruke/ks;k 

ourksf"k.khfr uoekfydkA & ogh- 

44-  'kq)kUr nqyZHkfena oiqjkJeokfluks ;fn tuL;A 

 nwjhd`rk [kyq xq.kS:|kuyrk ouyrkfHk%AA &ogh] izFke vad] 'yksd 17- 

45-  ogh] vad 4] 'yksd 7- 

46-  ikrqa u izFkea O;oL;fr tya ;q"ekLoflDrs"kq ;k] 

 uknÙks fiz;e.Mukfi Hkorka Lusgsu ;k iYyoe~A 

 vknkS o% dqlqeizo`fÙkle;s ;L;k HkoR;qRlo%] 

 ls;a ;kfr 'kdqUryk ifrx`ga loSZjuqKk;rke~AA &ogh] 'yksd 11- 

47-  ;k l`f"V% lz"Vqjk|k ogfr fof/kgqra ;k gfo;kZ p gks=h] 

 ;s }s dkya fo/kÙk% Jqfrfo"k;xq.kk ;k fLFkrk O;kI; fo'oe~A 

 ;kekgq% loZchtizd`frfjfr ;Fkk izkf.ku% izk.koUr%] 

 izR;{kkfHk% izlUuLruqfHkjorq oLrkfHkj"VkfHkjh'k%AA&ogh] izFkekad] 'yksd1- 

48-  ;L;ka o`{kk okuLiR;k /kqokfLr"BfUr fo'ogkA 

 i`Foha fo'o/kk;la /k`rkePNkonkeflAA &vFkoZ-] 12-1-27- 



ANALYSIS OF NEGATIVE PARTICLE IN 
‘OUGHT-SENTENCE’ 

(A PÙRVA MÌMÀ¾SÀ PERSPECTIVE) 
 

S R BHATT 
 

 The objective of the present paper is to present the PÚrva 
MÍmÁ¿sÁ analysis of the use of the negative particle (nañ) as it is 
employed in Sanskrit language in a normative discourse.  It is also 
intended to draw a clear distinction (a) between a positive 
injunction (vidhi) and a negative or prohibitory injunctions viz., 
absolute negation (niÒedha or pratiÒedha) and exclusion 
(paryudÁsa),  (c) between two varieties of exclusion (paryudÁsa) 
viz., negative row-observance (vrtopakrama) and contingency of 
option (vikalpa-prasakti), and finally (d) between limitation 
(upasa¿hÁra) and exclusion (paryudÁsa).  The entire exercise is in 
respect of different uses of the negative particle in different types 
of negative normative sentence. 
 An attempt has been made here to analyze the basic 
principles of the MÍmÁ¿sÁ mode of interpretation in this specific 
context and to provide illustrations of these principles not from the 
field of rituals as is customary in the traditional literature but from 
the ordinary day to day life so as to provide contemporaneity to the 
entire discussion and to liberate MÍmÁ¿sÁ from the bonds of 
sacrificial rituals and thereby rectify the classical error of 
overshadowing of the principles by their illustrative examples1.  
During old times people were familiar with those sacrificial rituals 
but in modern times those rituals have become outmoded and out 
of practice. So there is a need to substitute them with contemporary 
examples with which there is familiarity.  This way of approaching 
the system of PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ, it is hoped, would make it both a 
living and a lively system and save it from being extinct. It is 
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further hoped that this will serve as an example to contemporary 
scholarship to undertake an analysis of other MÍmÁ¿sÁ principles 
along these lines. 
 

II 
Objective of PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ  
 The PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ is primarily concerned with the norms 
of moral behaviour.  Its entire philosophical enterprise in the fields 
of epistemology, metaphysics, linguistic analysis etc. has been 
subservient to this prime consideration. These moral norms 
(dharma) are of the nature of injunctions to regulate human 
conduct for the realization of betterment in living.2  By extension 
they also serve as the foundations of law in the Hindu tradition.3 

 The PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ draws a distinction between the norms 
which are man-made (pauruÒeya) and those which are impersonal 
or eternal (apauruÒeya) like the natural laws of gravitation, 
relativity etc.  The former are called puruÒatantra 4 in the sense that 
they are formulated by human beings, are subject to human 
authority and control, and have a basis in human free will (rÁgata½ 
prÁpta).  They are hypothetical imperatives of conditional nature.  
They differ from time to time, place to place and society to society.  
The latter are in the form of categorical imperatives of 
unconditional nature (nirapekÒa).  They are derived from a source 
which is objective, impersonal, unconditional and having universal 
sway.  Such a source is technically called the Veda5. The Vedic 
injunctions are called ‘CodanÁ’. Describing its nature Ïabara 
writes6 that it is trans-empirical in origin.  It enables us to know 
norms as are valid at all points of time-past, present and future.  
These norms hold good irrespective of persons, circumstances or 
place. They are beyond falsification. They do not derive 
authoritativeness from any person, human or divine.  Though they 
are trans-empirical in origin and trans-personal in nature, they are 
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not trans-worldly in their application.7 This trans-empirical and 
trans-personal character provides them with universalisability and 
authoritativeness. 
 The CodanÁ is non-violable in the sense that it does not admit 
of exceptions. However, in view of some special circumstances the 
PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ accepts some exceptions (apavÁdas) which are 
objective and rule-governed.  There are some such exceptions 
technically known as utsarga (giving up), atideÐa (extension), 
bÁdhÁ (obstacle), vikalpa (alternative) etc. 
 

III 
Distinctions between vidhi and niÒedha 
 As stated earlier, the Vedic norms are in the form of 
categorical imperatives and they have an ‘ought-form’, which is 
generally expressed through ‘liÉ lakÁra’ (optative mood), which is 
an essential part of a normative sentence. According to the PÚrva 
MÍmÁ¿sÁ the focal point of a sentence is verb (kriyÁ) which has a 
root element (dhÁtu) and a suffix element (pratyaya).  The suffix, 
again, has verbality part (ÁkhyÁta) and an optative part (liÉ ). It is 
the ‘liÉ’ which is expressive of ‘ought’. 
 The Vedic norms are of two types, viz., positive injunctions 
(vidhi) and negative injunctions (niÒedha etc)8. The positive 
injunctions are normative sentences that enjoin and goad or urge 
(pravartanÁ).   They generate a propensity in a person (puruÒa) and 
make him/her inclined towards a certain action.  They stir a will 
(icchÁ) and a determination (saÉkalpa) and make the person 
believe that the action is good (iÒÔa) or is instrumental to good 
(iÒÔasÁdhana) and thereby persuade him/her to perform the action. 
 A positive injunction has three aspects viz., prescriptive 
(vidhÁtª), assertive (abhidhÁtª) and performative (viniyoktª)9.  One 
always ought to speak the truth’ (SadÁ satyam vadét) is an example 
of positive injunction.  It contains a prescription which is being 
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asserted through these words so as to urge a person to perform the 
act of speaking the truth. 
 A positive injunction, as stated above, enjoins and activates.  
A negative injunction (niÒedha), on the contrary, does not activate 
but deters a person and thus saves him/her from the harm which 
may accrue by its performance.  A negative injunction (niÒedha) is 
prohibitory.  It prohibits a person from doing some thing or turns 
him/her away from some action which would be harmful or have 
undesirable result (aniÒÔa).  It is determent and is thus opposite of 
positive injunction. Positive injunction (vidhi) is performative 
where as negative injunction (niÒedha) is prohibitive.  Negative 
injunction does not produce any positive result nonetheless it 
serves a useful purpose because it saves a person from harm or 
undesirable consequences. ‘Madhumeha roqÍ ÐarkarÁm na 
bhakÒayet’ i.e. ‘Diabetic patient should not take sugar’, this 
doctor’s prescription is a prohibitive injunction in non-moral 
context. ‘VivÁhetarasambhogam na kuryÁt’ i.e. ‘Do not have extra-
marital sex’, is an example in moral context. 
 Negative injunction is a part of Veda as much as positive 
injunction is its part.  It also helps in the performance of dharma by 
making a person abstain from doing an act which is bad or 
harmful.  If dharma is meant for good it follows that whatever 
wards off evil is also serviceable to it.  So negative injunction also 
helps in getting dharma in so far as it gives rise to abstention from 
such action which entails harm or evil. 
 

IV 
Analysis of niÒedha-vÁkya (negative sentence) 
 A negative sentence contains negative particle like not (na).  
About ‘not’ two questions arise, viz.,  
(a)   What is its exact sense?10 
(b)   With which constituent of the sentence is it to be construed or 

connected? 



 ANALYSIS OF NEGATIVE PARTICLE IN ... 63 

 Among the six possible senses of ‘na’ (not) in Sanskrit 
language it is generally understood either as absence (abhÁva) or as 
opposition (virodha). For instance, asti means existence. When asti 
is connected with na it becomes nÁsti. Depending upon the context, 
it may mean absence or opposition. When it is said that there is no 
pot on the ground (BhÚtale ghato nÁsti), it means absence of pot on 
the ground.  But when it is said that one ought not to have extra-
martial sex (VivÁhetarasambhogam na kuryÁt) the negative 
particle is not used in the sense of absence but in the sense of 
opposition.  The point is that in a non-moral context ‘not’ can be 
understood as absence but in a moral context the intended meaning 
of prohibition can only be brought out if it is understood as 
opposition. 
 Further, in order to bring out the sense of opposition the 
negative particle cannot be associated with the verb which 
immediately follows it.  In a non-moral context where the sense of 
absence is to be conveyed this can be done so in saying that there is 
no pot on the ground (BhÚtale ghato nÁsti). The meaning of the 
negative particle not (na) can be construed with the meaning of the 
word ‘exists’ (asti) so as to bring out the sense of non-existence or 
absence of existence.  But in a moral context where the sense of 
opposition is to be brought out this cannot be done.  So in the 
sentence, ‘Do not have extra-marital sex’, if ‘not’ is construed with 
the verb and is understood as absence then in a potential form it 
would give the sense of acting in the form of abstention.  This will 
imply that the act of abstention is to be done.  (Sambhogahbhavah 
karavtvah).  But then in this sense it becomes a positive injunction, 
an urge (pravartana) and no longer means withdrawal from action 
(nivartana). In this sense it means that we are directed to do 
something but how can a prohibitory sentence be taken to direct us 
to do. This, in fact, will confuse between positive injunction (vidhi) 
and negative injunction (niÒedha) and obliterate the distinction 
between the two. 
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 So the MÍmÁ¿sÁ rule is that in negative injunction (niÒedha) 
we cannot construe the meaning of the negative particle (nayÁrtha) 
with the meaning of the root (dhÁtvartha) simply because of the 
proximity between the two.  Instead, the meaning of the negative 
particle has to be construed with the meaning of the suffix 
(pratyayÁrtha). In the suffix, again out of the two parts viz., 
verbality (ÁkhyÁta) and optative (lin) the meaning of the negative 
particle is to be construed with the meaning of optative element 
only and the PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ gives a convincing reason for this 
which we shall discuss later on. 
 The purport of optative element is to generate an urge to do 
(pravartana).  When the meaning of optative element is construed 
with the meaning of negative particle which expresses opposition 
the sense thus obtained is opposite of urge to do (pravartana 
virodha) i.e. withdrawal from acting (nivartana).  So a negative 
injunction (niÒedha) inculcates such withdrawal from acting which 
is opposite of an urge to do (pravartana virodhÍ nivartana).  It does 
not inculcate mere abstention from acting (kriyÁbhÁva) but the 
withdrawal referred to earlier (nivartana).  It is thus anti-thesis of 
urging one to act (preraÆÁ).  In this way the distinction between 
positive injunction (vidhi) and negative injunction (niÒedha) is 
clearly drawn. 
 The MÍmÁ¿sÁ system gives a justification for construing the 
meaning of the negative particle with the meaning of the optative 
element rather than with that of the root or the verbality part.  It 
appeals to a rule of interpretation known as upasarjana 
(subordination) based on the distinction between the principal 
(upasarjaka) and the subsidiary (upasarjya), and the primacy and 
hold of the former over the latter. Upasarjana is a rule according to 
which a subordinate word loses its original independent character 
either by composition or by derivation while at the same time it 
determines the meaning of its principal. It serves as a 
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distinguishing or determining or defining attribute of the principal 
and functions as subservient to the latter.  So if any word is 
subservient to another word it naturally has to be subservient to 
that word only and to none else.  For example, a Research 
Associate of Y is an associate of Y only and cannot be an associate 
of Z.  So if a word X is subservient to Y its meaning has to be 
construed with the meaning of Y and not with that of any other 
word in that sentence.12 
 In the present situation the root element is subordinate to the 
suffix and therefore the meaning of the negative particle cannot be 
construed with the meaning of the root element.  It can only be 
construed with the meaning of suffix.  Within suffix, again, 
verbality part is subordinate to optative part and therefore the 
meaning of the negative particle cannot be construed with the 
meaning of the verbality part, it has to be construed with the 
meaning of the optative part only.  In the technical PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ 
phraseology13, the ÁkhyÁtÁ¿Ða expresses ÁrthÍbhÁvanÁ and 
liÉa¿Ða signifies ÐÁbdÍbhÁvanÁ.  Since ÐÁbdÍ bhÁvanÁ is principal 
and ÁrthÍ bhÁvanÁ is subordinate to it, the ÁrthÍ bhÁvanÁ cannot be 
construed with nayÁrtha. Since ÐÁbdÍ bhÁvanÁ is subordinate to 
none, nayÁrtha is to be construed with it only.  So in a nisedha 
vÁkya like ‘NÁnªtam vadet’ na does not go with the root ‘vad’ or 
with any other part of the sentence but with the lina¿sÁ, i.e. ‘t’ 
only.  The sense of lina is pravartana.  When nan is enjoined with 
lin it conveys opposite of pravartana i.e. nivartana.  When we hear 
a vidhi vÁkya the idea (bodha) we get is that we are being urged to 
do (kartavya).  Similarly when we hear a niÒedha vÁkya we get the 
idea that we are being turned away from doing.  This determent is 
the import of a niÒedha vÁkya.  The PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ thinkers, 
therefore, define nivartana as a form of mental activity which is 
conducive to withdrawal from acting (nivartyanukÚla vyÁpÁra 
rÚpa).  What is meant is that when we hear a prohibitory sentence 



66  S R BHATT 

the necessary mental inclination to abstain from doing the 
prohibited things arises in us.  This inclination is exactly what is 
intended by a prohibitory sentence. 
 

V 
ParyudÁsa (Exclusion) 

Though the general rule is that in a prohibitory sentence the 
meaning of the negative particle is to be construed with the 
meaning of suffix, or with the meaning of lin, to be more specific, 
but sometimes on account of some obstacles or unfavourable 
circumstances technically known as bÁdhÁ, it may not be possible 
to do so, otherwise the intended meaning cannot be conveyed.  In 
such cases the meaning of negative particle has to be construed 
with either the meaning of the root (dhÁtvartha) or with the 
meaning of the noun (sa¿jnÁrtha).  This gives rise to exceptions 
(apavÁdas) which are technically known as paryudÁsa (exclusion). 
Distinction between niÒedha and paryudÁsa 
 The difference between niÒedha and paryudÁsa is that 
whereas the former is negative, the latter turns out to be positive in 
implication in spite of there being the negative particle.  ParyudÁsa 
is negative in form but positive in intent, as will be clear when its 
examples are discussed subsequently. 
Types of ParyudÁsa 
 The PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ thinkers have discussed two types of 
paryudÁsa, namely (a) when the meaning of the negative particle is 
to be construed with the meaning of the root, and (b) when the 
meaning of the negative particle is to be construed with the 
meaning of the noun.  The first variety consists of those cases 
which are in the form of negative vows. The second variety 
pertains to those cases where if the meaning of the negative 
particle is construed with the meaning of the suffix, it gives rise to 
options, a circumstance which MÍmÁ¿sakas try to avoid as far as 
possible.  Let us now discuss these two in detail. 
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VI 
Tasya Vratamiti upakrama (Negative vows) 
 When vows (vratas) are expressed negatively we have the 
first variety of exclusion.  A vow means an observance which has 
to be performed.  It is of a mandatory or binding character and its 
performance has to be undertaken.  The expression ‘tasya vratam’ 
(his vow) occurring at the commencement of a sentence/passage/ 
section/chapter shows that the sentence etc. contains vows or 
observances for some one to practice.  The expression ‘his vow’ 
introduces (upakrama) the vow which is to be observed by that 
person.  It is a prescription which lays down something which has 
to be observed or performed. 
 When we have negatively stated vows the meaning of the 
negative particle has to be construed with the meaning of the root 
and not with the meaning of the suffix as is to be done in the case 
of negative injunction (niÒedha). This is because if the meaning of 
the negative particle is construed with the meaning of suffix it will 
denote nothing more than abstention or withdrawal from practice 
(nivartana). But this is not what is intended in the present case.  
Nivartana or withdrawal from doing is not something to be done or 
practiced. It is rather the opposite of it. So the meaning of the 
negative particle has to be construed with the meaning of the root 
to bring out the intended meaning.  In this way of interpreting it 
would imply a determination to do the opposite of what is 
conveyed by the root.  A vow is something which ought to be 
practiced (ÁcaraÆÍya).  It is a duty (kartavya).  So when a vow is 
stated we must interpret it in such a way as to bring out the sense 
of duty.  In interpreting it by construal of the meaning of the 
negative particle with the meaning of the suffix ( as we do in case 
of niÒedha) the sense we get is mere withdrawal (nivartana) which 
is not a duty to be performed (kartavya).  But how can something 
not to be practiced (akartavya) be stated under a vow (vrata) which 



68  S R BHATT 

is to be practiced (kartavya). In order to get rid of this 
contradiction it is necessary that the meaning of the negative 
particle be construed with the meaning of the root.  So whenever 
vows are stated negatively we must interpret them in such a way as 
to bring out the sense of duty (kartavya) and this can be done only 
by construing the meaning of the negative particle with the 
meaning of the root since we do not get the intended sense by 
constructing the meaning of the negative particle with the meaning 
of the suffix. 
 The MÍmÁ¿sÁ thinkers further point out that if we do 
construe the meaning of the negative particle with the meaning of 
the root, there will be no harmony between the previous and the 
subsequent clauses of the same sentence or the previous and the 
subsequent sentences of the same passage.  (anyathÁ pÚrvottara 
vÁkyayorekavÁkyatvam na syÁt). This is so because the previous 
clause/sentence says ‘ought to do’ and the subsequent would say 
‘not to do’ if the meaning of the negative particle is connected with 
the meaning of the suffix. This will result in disharmony 
(ekavÁkyatÁbhaÉga) between the previous clause/sentence 
(upakrama vÁkya) and the subsequent clause/sentence (upakrÁnta 
vÁkya).  On the other hand, if the meaning of the negative particle 
is connected with the meaning of the root there would be such a 
harmony and the former would act as a means (sÁdhana) to the 
latter which would be its end (sÁdhya). The two thus would be 
mutually supplementary.  An example can help us understand this 
mode of interpretation.  For a believer in the Jaina faith it is a vow 
not to take food after the sunset.  This can be expressed as, Tasya 
vratam na bhakÒayet Ádityasya astam gate. EtÁvata vyÁdheh 
viyukto bhavati.  Here it is stated at the commencement of the 
sentence that it is a vow to be observed by a Jaina and it is a 
prescription that lays down something which has to be performed.  
If it were not to be understood as a prescription laying down a duty 
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to be performed (kartavyÁrtha) and if it were to be understood just 
a negative injunction (niÒedha), the syntactical unity between the 
previous and the latter parts would not be secured because the 
previous part enjoins a duty to be performed by stating that it is his 
vow (tasya vratam) and the latter part would enjoin him to 
withdraw from doing.  So by connecting the negative particle not 
with‘t’ but with ‘bhakÒa’ we can get the sense of discharging of a 
duty or observance of a vow (kartavyartha) and the purport of the 
latter part will be consistent with the import of the earlier part.  The 
point is that the latter part, viz, na bhakÒayet Ádityasya asta¿ gate 
must convey a sense of duty. This can not be done if na is 
connected with lin element ‘t’ which stands for pravartana i.e. 
urge to do because when na is connected with‘t’ it would mean 
nivartana i.e. withdrawal from doing or determent and determent is 
not something to be performed.  Therefore we must construe the 
meaning of the negative particle with the root bhakÒa. The 
implication of this complete sentence will be a determination 
(samkalpa) to undertake withdrawal from taking food after sunset. 
Here ‘tasya vratam’ introduces the vow, na bhakÒayet, explains the 
nature of that vow, and etÁvata etc. mentions the result to be 
achieved by its observation.  Thus there is syntactical unity among 
all the three parts. 
 

VII 
Vikalpa-prasakti (contingency of option). 
 The second variety of paryudÁsa is known as vikalpa-
prasakti which stands for avoiding of alternatives.  It is another 
type of exception to the general rule which governs niÒedha 
(negative injunction).  In both these varieties the meaning of the 
negative particle is not construed with the meaning of the suffix 
and that is why they are regarded as exceptions or exclusions.  In 
the first variety the meaning of the negative particle is construed 
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with the meaning of the root (dhÁtu) and in the second variety it is 
construed with the meaning of the noun (samjñÁ) which stands for 
the things excepted from the application of the general rule. 
 Vikalpa-prasakti (contingency of option) stands for exception 
to general rule.  When there is a negative statement to the effect 
that whatever is prescribed as applicable in general does not apply 
to certain exceptions, the negative prescription is known as 
vikalpa-prasakti.  In vikalpa-prasakti the meaning of the negative 
particle can not be construed with the optative element in the suffix 
because it is not a case of withdrawal from action (nivartana).  
Likewise, the meaning of the negative particle cannot be construed 
with the meaning of the root because it is not a case of a vow 
(vrata) which entails a sense of duty (kartavyÁrtha) to be 
performed. 
 The first variety of paryudasa is expressed linguistically in 
the form of a simple categorical sentence. In case of the second 
variety the negative injunction is expressed in the form of an 
alternative sentence. The alternates are positive and negative 
respectively.  Here there are alternatives to be avoided by getting a 
categorical sense of the sentence and this is done with the help of 
associating the meaning of the negative particle with the noun.  
Since getting this meaning precludes the association of the 
negative particle with the suffix, it is regarded as an obstacle 
(bÁdhÁ). 
 In case of alternative negative sentence if the negative 
particle is construed with the suffix it leads to admission of options 
which is not acceptable to the PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ system as it implies 
infirmity or weakening of the injunction (aniÒÔa prasanga) as we 
shall see later on. For MÍmÁ¿sÁ introduction of option is a fault 
(doÒa) and it should be avoided as far as possible. 
 To get rid of option the PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ system invents a 
device of construing the negative particle with the noun standing 
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for things excepted by the general rule.  For example, take the 
following sentences. 
i) ParivÁraniyojanÁkÁ¿kÒÍ garbhanirodhaka¿ prayojayet na 

santÁnakÁmÍ i.e. contraceptives ought to be used by those 
who are desirous of family planning but not by those who 
want a child. 

ii) The classical example is yajatisu ye yajÁmaham karoti 
nÁnuyajesu. i.e. one should utter the words ye yajÁmahe in all 
yÁgas but not in anuyÁgas. 

 In all these sentences to get the intended sense the meaning of 
the negative particle is construed with the noun.  If the meaning of 
the negative particle were to be construed with the meaning of 
suffix, the sentence would mean “Do a in X but do not do a in Xa”.  
But this would result in inconsistency between the two clauses of 
the sentence.  In other words, it would give rise to two conflicting 
injunctions one favouring the use of a and the other prohibiting it 
(of course in some cases).  So the predicament would be to treat the 
two injunctions as optionally binding which is not a happy 
situation since owing to the existence of alternatives it does not 
become imperative on the part of the agent to follow either.  
Further whether we do a or do not do a would be immaterial in 
terms of result or consequences because the rules sanction both the 
alternatives. This clearly weakens the authority of both the rules in 
question which become alternatively unauthoritative (pakÒe 
aprÁmÁÆyavÁn). That is to say in case of alternation we have either 
A or B.  If we follow A, B becomes unauthoritative.  If we follow 
B, A becomes unauthoritative. This is what is known as pÁkÒika 
aprÁmÁÆya because we are disregarding any one.  Moreover, since 
both are rule-permitted, both must be desirable and both must be 
yielding good results. To discard any one would mean to be 
deprived of its good consequences.  This is not a satisfactory 
situation.  
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 In view of the above defects (doÒÁs) the PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ 
system suggests that there should be attempt at resolution of 
alternatives.  Therefore, they consider various possibilities and 
conditions of such a resolution. They point out that in case of a 
conflict between rules based on free will (rÁga) and duty (ÐÁstra) 
or between hypothetical and categorical injunctions, the latter 
prevails and there is no scope for choice, as the latter is stronger 
than the former. The PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ system provides a 
mechanism to test the strength which we need not discuss here. 
 There is a possibility of general rule coming in conflict with a 
special rule (like Article 370 of the Indian constitution providing 
special status to Kashmir). In such a situation the general rule is 
annulled by the special rule. There are three conditions of 
annulment (bÁdhÁ) discussed in the PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ system.  They 
are as follows.  
i)       Both the rules should be mutually independent 
 (paraspara    nirapekÒa) 
ii) They must have the capacity of mutual annulment 
 (bÁdhya bÁdhaka bhÁva). 
iii) That which annuls must be positive (bhÁva-rÚpa). When 

there is a conflict between two equally forcible duties there 
can be no annulment (bÁdhÁ) of any one by the other and we 
are left only with the contingency of option.  Likewise as 
stated earlier when they are not mutually exclusive and one 
depends upon the other for the things it prohibits, there can 
be no annulment. 

 Coming back to our examples, we find that here is a case of 
prohibition of such an act by one rule which has been enjoined by 
another rule.  We can not say that the second rule annuls the first as 
both are of equal strength and the relation of mutual annulment can 
not be admitted to exist between them. Therefore in this case 
option has to be admitted. This is the Vikalpa prasakti 
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(contingency of option) which makes it impossible to connect the 
negative particle with the suffix and this forms the second 
exception to the general rule regarding the construction of the 
negative particle in a prohibitory sentence.  The Mimamsa system 
gives an example to illustrate this variety and on account of its easy 
understanding we discuss it. 
 The example is, Yajatisu ye yajÁmaha¿ karoti nÁnuyÁjesu 
i.e. the expression ‘ye yajÁmahe’ should be used in all yÁjyas but 
not in anuyÁjas.  Here ‘na’ is to be associated with anuyÁja and not 
with karoti. Now the sentence, AnuyÁjesu ye yajÁmaha¿ na karoti’ 
has all the appearance of an ordinary niÒedha vÁkya.  Therefore, if 
following the general rule about the construction of negative 
particle in prohibitory sentence we were to connect the meaning of 
the suffix with the meaning of the negative particle the sense that 
we get would be withdrawal from action (nivartana), but this is not 
the intended meaning here.  Therefore ‘na’ has to be associated 
with the noun ‘anuyÁga’. 
 

VIII 
 The general MÍmÁ¿sÁ position is that we must not construe 
the meaning of the negative particle with the suffix if such a 
construal lands us in option.  The Mimamsa system avoids option 
as far as possible for the reasons stated earlier. So it resorts to 
paryudÁsa (exclusion) by connecting the negative particle with 
either verb (dhÁtu) or noun (sa¿jñÁ).  But sometimes even at the 
risk of having to admit an option (vikalpa prasakto’pi) it admits 
connecting of the negative particle with the suffix and thus 
resorting to niÒedha rather than to paryudÁsa, only out of 
compulsion and only when there is no way out (ananya gatya). In 
this situation the alternatives are in the form of disjuncts, i.e., A or 
not-A. Here avoidance of option is impossible. If two rules (of 
equal force) conflict, there is no possibility of conflict resolution in 
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the manner discussed in the earlier section and there has to be a 
choice of any one alternative.  This can be done in terms of an 
appeal to some other rule or to circumstances, intention etc.  For 
example, speaking or not speaking truth, or killing or not killing a 
terminal patient etc. are the examples of this type.  In such cases 
niÒedha is to be resorted to by connecting the negative particle with 
the suffix.  But there are two important considerations which have 
to be taken into account in resorting to niÒedha.  Here niÒedha is to 
be resorted to only if (a) there is no accrual of harm or evil (aniÒÔa 
prasanga) and (b) the alternatives have only means-value 
(kªtvÁrtha) and not end- value (puruÒÁrtha). 
 From the above analysis it follows that the PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ 
admits two types of negation.  One is the pure or absolute negation 
(niÒedha) discussed in section IV and the other is a negation arising 
out of option. There is a difference between the situations 
obtaining in the two types. Absolute negation inculcates 
withdrawal from activities which may generate evil or harm 
(anarthahetu kriyÁnivªtti janaka). 
 So if we would do something which is prohibited we would 
incur harm or evil. The prohibited object (pratiÒiddhyamÁn) is 
cause of evil or harm (anartha hetu). But this is not the case in the 
second situation where option is exercised.  Here there is no scope 
for evil or harm (aniÒÔa prasanga).  For example, arsenic poison is 
absolutely prohibited but alcohol is not absolutely prohibited.  
Alcohol is prohibited on the basis of option. Taking it or not taking 
it is left to one’s choice.  Sometimes taking alcohol as a medicine 
is good and prescribed.  Otherwise it is prohibited.  So it is both 
prescribed (vihita) and prohibited (niÒiddha). The point to be noted 
here is that all prohibited things which are not harmful, may also 
be prescribed under special circumstances. So in opting for 
acceptance or rejection of such prohibited things we shall not be 
doing any thing wrong.  But it must be remembered that this option 
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is available if and only if the following three conditions are 
fulfilled; 

i) The alternatives must not be based on free will (raga) but on 
rule (ÐÁstra). 

ii) There should be scope for option, and 

iii) The prohibition must not have end-value but only means-
value. 

 The prohibited will be harmful (anartha hetu) and can not be 
practiced if the following conditions prevail. 

i) The alternatives are based on free will (rÁgata½ prÁpta). 

ii) There is no scope for option (vikalpÁbhÁva) and 

iii) The prohibition has end-value. 

 All the three conditions are necessary according to the 
hardliners but the moderates regard only vikalpÁbhÁva, i.e. non-
availability of option, as the necessary condition. In case of 
niÒedha  (absolute negation) all these three conditions are fulfilled.  
For example in the situation of prohibition of kÁlanja bhakÒaÆa i.e. 
eating of poisonous food or taking arsenic it is based on free will.  
It is prohibited not as an option but absolutely.  And the prohibited 
has end-value as its eating harms the eater. In case of taking 
alcohol the prohibited thing has the earlier stated conditions to 
regulate its practice.  And there it is not a case of niÒedha.  In case 
of niÒedha which is categorical and which admits of no option, the 
prohibited thing is necessarily evil-some or harmful, no matter 
whether it is derived from free will or rule or whether it has end-
value or means-value. If, on the other hand, the negation is as an 
option the prohibited thing must not be harmful.  Further the 
options should be sanctioned by the rules. 
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IX 
ParyudÁsa and UpasamhÁra 
 The PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ draws a distinction between paryudÁsa 
and upasamhara the common feature of which is restriction of the 
scope of a general rule to a specific area (samkocana). In 
upasamhara there is restriction of the general rule to the thing 
stated in the specific rule excepting the others (tanmÁtra samkoca).   
In paryudÁsa, on the other hand, the restriction is to cases other 
than the one stated in the specific rule (tadanya mÁtra samkoca). 
UpasamhÁra is positive whereas paryudÁsa is negative.  
UpasamhÁra names cases to which general rule is restricted and 
where alone the general rule is to be followed.  ParyudÁsa, on the 
other hand, mentions the cases which are excluded from the 
operation of the general rule. 
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REFERENCES AND FOOT NOTES 
 
1. GangÁnÁth JhÁ in his scholarly work ‘PÚrva MÍmÁ¿sÁ in its 

Sources’ makes a very significant observation as follows:  
“Unfortunately for us, the examples that Jaimini and his 
commentators chose for illustrating the rules of interpretation were 
all drawn from sacrificial rituals.  Naturally, during their time, 
every serious student was familiar with these rituals and hence 
these were regarded as providing most suitable examples.  Laterly, 
however, sacrificial ritual has gradually all but disappeared from 
the life of the Hindus: and this has led to the neglect of the study of 
the MÍmÁ¿sÁ-Shastra itself.  Attempts were made off and on to 
illustrate the more important of Jaimini’s principles (NyÁyas) by 
means of examples drawn from the practices current among the 
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latter Hindus; and we have a number of manuals, called 
‘Adhikarana KaumudÍ’ – by Devanatha Thakur and Rama Kªsna 
among others – where the principles are illustrated by examples 
drawn from other fields of human activity.- All along however 
these MÍmÁ¿sÁ NyÁyas have continued to exercise their due 
influence on other matters – in fact on all matters that are affected 
by the right interpretation of authoritative texts.  This has been 
specially manifested in the domain of law” Pp.8-9.  Also refer P 
323. 

2. Sahi nihsªeyasena puruÒam samyunaktÍti pratijÁnÍmahe. 
 (Sabara-bhasya I.1.2)- 
3. Refer (i) Hindu Law by J.N. Bhattacharya 
                   (ii)  Hindu Law by V.N. Mandalika 
        (iii) Mimamsa Rules of Interpretation by Kishori lal Sarkar. 
       (iv) Purva Mimamsa in its sources by G.N. Jha. 
4.      Satsamprayoge puruÒasyendriyaÆÁ¿ buddhijanma tat pratyaksam. 

On the basis of this definition of perceptual cognition one can 
legitimately infer that all norms derived from human experience 
are to be called as man-made (purusa tantra). 

5.  (i) PhalamÚla pravrttih arthalaksaÆÁ rÁgamÚla, na tu vidhyadhÍnÁ.  
(Adhvara MÍmÁ¿sÁ KutÚhalavrtti on Jaimini.SÚtras,. IV.1.2. 

 (ii) ApauruÒeyam vÁkyam vedah (Artha Samgraha) 
 (iii) Tatra nirapeksa ravah Ðruti½. (Artha Samgrana). 
6. Codana hi bhÚtam bhavantam bhaviÒyantam sÚkÒam    vyavahitam 
 viprakªÒÔamityevamjÁtÍyakam artham saknotyavagamayitum, 
 nanyat kincanendriyam-----------Na caisa kÁlÁntare puruÒantare  
 avasthÁntare deÐantare vÁ viparyyeti, tasmÁdavitathah. Yattu                           

laukikam vacanam, tacceta pratyayitatpuruÒÁt indriyaviÒayam va, 
avitathameva tat.  Athapratyayi tat anindriyaviÒayam va tÁvat 
puruÒabuddhiprabhavamapramaÆam. (ÏabarabhÁÒya, I.1.2) 

7. Loke yeÒvartheÒu prasiddhÁni padani tÁni sati sambhave 
tadarthÁnyeva sÚtreÒvityavagantavyam (ÏÁbhara-bhÁÒya, I.1.1.) 

8. Anye tu codana sabdena pravartakam nivartakam ca 
vakyamucyate. (Adhvara MÍmÁ¿sÁ KutÚhala vrtti on J.S. I.1.2). 
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9. Tatra nirapekÒo ravah Ðrutih.  Sa ca trividha½-vidhÁtrÍ, abhidhÁtrÍ 
 ViniyoktrÍ ca.  (Artha Samgraha) 
10. TatsÁdrÐyamabhÁvaÐca tadanyatvam tadalpatÁ. 
 AprÁÐastyam virodhaÐca nañarthÁ½ ÒaÔ prakÍrtitÁ. 
11. TathÁhi yathÁ vidhi½ pravartanÁm pratipÁdayan svapravartakatva 
 nirvÁhÁrtham vidheyasya yÁgÁderistasÁdhanatvamÁkÒipanpurusa¿ 
 tatra pravartayati, tatha ‘na kalañja¿ bhaksaye’ ityadi niÒedho’ pi  
 nivartanÁm pratipÁdayan svanivartakatvanirvÁhÁrtha¿ niÒedhyasya 
 kalanjabhakÒaÆasya paraniÒtasÁdhanatvamÁkÒipan puruÒam tato 
 nivartayati (Artha Samgraha). 
12. Na hi anyopasarjanena upasthitamanyatra anveti. (ibid) 
13. Tatrapi nÁkhyÁtatva¿sa vÁcyÁrtha bhÁvanayastasya liÉa¿ÐavÁcya  
 pravartanopasarjanatvenopasthiteh, kintu liÉgÁ¿ÐavÁcya sabda 
 bhÁvanÁyÁ½ tasyÁ½ sarvÁpekÒaya pradhÁnatvat. (ibid). 



MURTY’S CRITIQUE OF ADVAITA 
 

ANANDA MISHRA 
 
 In the Philosophy of K. Satchidananda Murty (1995) few 
serious attempts have been made to analyze and assess Murty’s 
critique of Advaita1. Sangaku Mayeda’s “Murty and Advaita 
Vedanta” and N. Isayeva’s “Sitting at the Feet of Shankara” are 
totally devoted to this theme. Besides the above two scholars 
Sibajiban Bhattacharya, R. Balasubramaniam and John Grimes 
have also discussed Murty’s contribution to the understanding of 
Advaita in their articles. Any attempt towards correct 
understanding of Murty’s critique of Advaita cannot be complete 
without taking notice of all these works. Here special mention 
should be made of Sibajiban Bhattacharya and John Grimes. 
Sibajiban Bhattacharya who is the editor of the book together with 
Ashok Vohra provides a brilliant exposition of Murty’s philosophy 
in his article “The Philosophy of K.Satchidanand Murty”. The 
article is all comprehensive and touches almost all  important 
aspects of Murty’s philosophical contribution. Bhattacharya has 
divided his whole paper into five main sections. Out of these one 
section is totally centered on Revelation and Reason in Advaita 
Vedanta. This section is further divided into two parts. First part is 
Murty’s Critique of Advaita VedÁnta where Bhattacharya has tried 
to give a correct account of Murty’s position regarding the main 
tenets of Advaita VedÁnta where as in the second part he gives his 
own observations on Murty’s critique. Here it is to be noted that 
this division follows the style of Revelation and Reason in Advaita 
VedÁnta, for the book itself is divided in two parts where in the 
first part of the book, Book One, an exposition of Advaita doctrines 
has been presented and the second part, Book Two, comprises 
Murty’s own assessment and critique of the system2. It is generally 
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accepted that Murty is quite faithful and right while giving an 
exposition of the system, only his own assessment and critique 
regarding it is challenging and demands enquiry. My contention is 
that Murty’s harsh criticism of the Advaita rests on his 
misunderstood exposition of the system presented in Book One .In 
the following paper I have tried to present a critique of Murty’s  
understanding of Advaita VedÁnta. I have mainly confined myself 
to his Reason and Revelation in Advaita VedÁnta and studies 
thereon by learned scholars referred to above. 
 My contention is that the very foundation of religious 
experience lies in the idea of two truths. Empirical reality is not the 
only reality. There is something transcending this empirical reality. 
Though the transcendental reality is not perceived in the same 
manner as the objects of this world, though it is neither 
experienced nor has proofs in the same way as the world of 
experience, yet it is this realm which is explored by Religion and 
Philosophy. In fact Murty himself accepts that science and 
theology have two separate subject-matter. But in spite of that he is 
so obsessed with so called scientific theology that he resorts to the 
conclusion that personal theism is the last word of religion. When 
he makes assessment of Advaita on the criterion of modern theism, 
he finds all its major principles standing on shaky ground. But why 
should we take it granted that theism is the last word of religion 
and spirituality. There are a number of world religions viz. 
Buddhism, Jainism, Confucianism, Taoism who do not believe in a 
personal God. Murty argues that if faith of a devotee is to be 
secured then God should be conceived as personal and responsive. 
But the issue is whose faith is to be protected whether it is of 
Christians, Jews, Muslims, VaiÒÆavas and Ïaivas or faith of every 
religious people? Murty could himself give a satisfactory answer to 
this. Since everyone’s faith is absolute for him; all revelation is 
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revelation of Absolute truth. But he would unfortunately not like to 
accord Advaitic revelation the status of absolute truth. 
 According to Murty, the doctrine of non-dual Brahaman is 
contradictory and so logically untenable. Neither scripture nor does 
logic provide any proof for this non-dual Brahaman. Here 
Advaitins may like to claim that intuition or anubhava is the 
greatest proof for non-duality. Murty suggests that intuition too 
does not prove the falsity of duality; neither does it succeed in 
proving non-duality. Advaita is no way supported. It is supported 
neither by sense-experience and logic, nor by scripture and 
intuition (anubhava).  
 Murty rejects that there is any experiential dimension of 
Advaita. He argues that since for an Advaitin Shruti is the only 
source of knowledge regarding transcendence, he cannot base his 
Advaita either on his personal experience or on the experiences of 
others. Experience has to be moulded in accordance with the 
Upanishadic declaration. Only that experience is true (says the 
Advaitin) which leads us to the truth taught by scripture. Thus 
according to Murty independent personal experience has limited 
role in ShaÉkara VedÁnta. An Advaitin cannot take resort to our 
experience for ‘non-dual Brahman’. Analyzing the nature of 
experience as accepted in Advaita Murty says that it cannot be 
accorded as the status of mystic experience. Shankara’s ‘anubhava 
is a reasoned conviction arising from deliberation over scriptural 
texts’. Here (in the anubhava of Shankara) emotion plays little 
part. It is assurance gained by removing the notion of improbability 
(asambhÁvana) and contrariety (viparÍtabhÁvanÁ) from the 
teaching of the Upanishads. So Murty like Otto will prefer to say 
that Shankara’s mysticism is no mysticism in the usual sense. 
Hence anubhava cannot be door to the mystic experience of non-
duality.  
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 Advaitins say that even if experience is rooted in scripture, it 
does not fail to be proof of Advaita. Now taking the Advaitic 
answer granted Murty analyses the anubhava of Advaita and says 
that even in this stage multiplicities do not vanish. Hence 
anubhava cannot prove the duality unreal or prove non-
duality.However, even if Advaitic account of experience of unity 
of being is granted, even if it is accepted that there is a state of 
mind where there is only unity of being, even there, Murty 
remarks, the real difficulty remains as before, for on the one hand 
there is the unity of being and on the other side mental state 
(cittavrtti) perceiving it. The Advaitin never succeeds to get over 
this difficulty.3  
 Murty further says that even if Advaitin’s anubhava is 
granted, it will not be a lived reality. Advaitic anubhava is very 
much like experience of deep-sleep and hence not a living reality. 
For Murty the waking world is more comprehensive, rational and 
harmonious and hence is criterion of truth. He like Naiyayikas 
rejects that there is any consciousness of deep sleep. 
 Murty rejects the Advaitic contention that Brahman as the 
abstract unity excluding all distinction is the final teaching of the 
sacred scripture. Upanishads never teach the doctrine of non-
duality. Upanishads do talk about the Brahman, but this Brahman 
is not nirguÆa but saguÆa. Brahman is Purushottama,the supreme 
person. He is personal God. Only such a theistic God has been 
propagated by the sacred scripture. Advaitins totally failed to 
decipher the true import of the Vedas. Advaitins’ failure lies in 
their very approach to the scripture. How a scripture can be thought 
of without author. How can a scripture be eternal? The whole idea 
of revelation without a revealer or revealed is completely 
incomprehensible. 
 Murty says that Advaitins cannot claim any monopoly to the 
experience of unification, for, all religion seeks to achieve 
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wholeness. No doubt ultimate religious experience is experience of 
unification. But it is union and not identity of Jiva and Brahman as 
is proclaimed by the Advaitins. Murty finds Suffis giving a better 
interpretation of this anubhava. They believe that this unification 
should not be taken literally and not to be confused with identity. 
“The Suffis --- believe that a state, where nothing but alhaqq (the 
one real ) exists, can be realized; but they are careful to point that 
though in that state one may feel ittihad (union) with God, and say, 
‘I am God’, what is really experienced is the realization of God’s 
unity or tawhid.” 4The suffis give a correct interpretation of 
religious experience than Advaitins. 
 Thus ‘non-dual Brahman’ is an untenable conception and 
anubhava does not establish an Absolute without the manifold 
world. Murty further finds that the arguments offered as proofs for 
the existence of God are not proofs, and that they presuppose a 
belief in God. 
 Murty believes that there is universal awareness of God. 
Every one of us is aware of God. But this God is not indeterminate 
or impersonal. God is personal. To the question how man is aware 
of God, Murty’s reply is that God, being spirit, cannot be known in 
any way other than a spirit, that is, in the same way in which we 
know ourselves and other persons, through immediate awareness. 
Murty finds Shankara correct regarding the knowledge of 
ourselves. The self is not known through inference, but through an 
immediate apprehension. No one doubts one’s own self. The self is 
the most immediate and intimate. It is the foundation of our all 
experience. Though one is always aware of oneself, yet it is not 
object of our knowledge. It is always knower. Self-awareness is 
presupposed in all knowledge. Murty agrees with Shankara in 
respect of all these. But Murty’s point is that one cannot be aware 
of oneself unless one is aware of others. Self-awareness is never 
possible without the awareness of other selves, and things. From 
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Hegel to existentialists like Sartre the perspective of ‘other’ has 
been accepted as indispensable regarding knowledge of one’s own 
self. Murty repeats those arguments. However, Murty does not 
pause here. He advances this argument farther and says ‘in all 
cognition there is an awareness of all these-the self, other selves, 
the world experienced by all these, and the Supreme self’. Now 
how God, the Purushottama is revealed in all our experiences 
Murty does not elucidate. Murty only says “self-awareness can 
never be awareness of the self as an independent entity, but(as 
Sureshvara himself recognized) of an ‘I’ in relation to other things 
and other ‘I’s , as well as to an ‘other I’, who is wholly unlike the 
other ‘I’s. We may call all these ‘I’s persons, while the supreme ‘I’ 
is the Supreme Person - the Purushottama, God.”5  
 Murty’s point is that Shankara failed to grasp the true nature 
of self-awareness. Shankara is right when he says that self-
awareness is presupposed in all knowledge. But self-awareness 
always involves the awareness of other selves, as well as ‘things’. 
That we live in a ‘common world’ shared by ourselves and others 
only proves that others are indispensable in every experience. 
Murty’s point is that man is born with other fellows in this world 
supported and sustained by the Supreme God. So man is always 
tied to a relation with the world, other fellow beings and the 
Supreme God. Only such a person or ‘I’ related with all these is 
revealed in every experience. That is why he says that in all 
cognition there is an awareness of all these-the self, other selves, 
the world experienced by all these, and the supreme self. 
 Murty is of the view that we know God in the way we know 
ourselves and other fellow men. Knowledge of God is not of 
intellectual type .It was a mistake of Shankara that he could not 
differentiate the knowledge of God from the intellectual type of 
knowledge found in science etc. God is personal according to 
Murty, so he is best known in our personal relationship with Him.  
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‘If we wish to know God more and more we should develop a 
loving trust in him (bhaktyÁ mÁm abhijÁnÁti -GÍtÁ)’.Murty seems 
to endorse RÁmÁnuja’s view that knowledge of God must be of the 
nature of devotion-bhaktirupapannam jñÁnam. Now again the way 
Murty chalks out the structure/nature of knowledge by giving an 
analysis of religious consciousness (knowledge of God) he only 
tries to prove that God is personal. Murty says that the conception 
of God which the religious consciousness justifies and demands 
can only be a God who is personal. By upholding the view that 
God is not the highest reality, Shankara only makes religious 
consciousness a mockery. 
 For Murty God is the supreme reality. He is personal. He is 
PuruÒottama, the supreme person. As God is spirit, he can be 
known only as spirit. We are aware of God in the same way as we 
are aware of ourselves and other fellows. As a person is best 
known in relation which we have with him, God too, is best known 
in our relationship which we have with him. In order to have full 
knowledge of him we have to develop a loving relation with him. 
Like VaiÒÆava VedÁntins Murty would like to maintain that God 
has absolute reality while individual souls and the world have 
dependent reality. The world and souls depend on God for their 
being. Murty seems to be correct when he says that the concept of 
creation needs revision .God should not be understood as an 
efficient cause of the world. Similarly individual souls too are 
‘uncreated’. He is right when he says that none of the Hindu 
schools except Pancaratra maintain that souls are created. In fact 
souls and the world are coeternal with God. God supports and 
directs the individual souls of the world. As accepted to most of the 
VaiÒÆava VedÁntins Murty almost accepts the principle of Tattva-
traya. God is independent while the world and souls are dependent. 
God is controller and these are controlled. A coherent theism can 
be supported only by a pluralistic realism. The existence of 
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external world and the individuals are, that is why, very important 
for Murty. It is most immediate and intimate fact. Scripture, logic, 
perceptual experience only suggest that there is a plurality, 
manifoldness, individuality. There is a material world outside lying 
us inherited by so many jivas and supported and controlled by the 
supreme God. Only this God has absolute reality, but it is not the 
one and non-dual reality. Besides him there are ‘things’ and 
individual jivas who have dependent reality and who depend solely 
on God’s being. It is true that God and souls both are similar, for 
both are person, but this does not mean that they are identical in 
their true nature. Their difference is true; it is true in this world and 
persists even in the world beyond. God is God and we are 
ourselves.  
 Murty agrees with the arguments advanced by Ramanuja and 
Madhva against the Advaitic interpretation of ‘Tattvamasi’. ‘That 
Thou art’ does not have the meaning which Shankara and his 
followers have given to it. God’s supremacy and man’s 
individuality are not illusion, as an Advaitin finds. They are real. 
These can never be purged of them. Murty is against ‘thinking 
away’ of real properties of a man and God and then declaring the 
identity of these two. This is just abstraction. Murty says “there is 
no sense in this kind of abstract thought, for supposing we do 
‘think away’ all that makes an orange an orange, and all that makes 
a stone a stone; then we may argue that both are non-different 
because both are mere ‘things’; but have we gained any insight 
there by”6. God is creator, omniscient, omnipotent, while a jÍva has 
certain body, mind and personality. How can these two be 
identical? To say that creatorship, omniscience and omnipotence of 
God is just illusion and consciousness is its only true nature, 
similarly to ‘think away’ all that which makes an individual 
individual and to think of the jÍva as having no body, no mind, and 
no personality and to say that his true nature is consciousness and 
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hence being consciousness as their true nature God and man are 
identical is just a false abstraction of thought. If we argue in this 
way, anything can be proved to be identical with anything. So 
Murty’s conclusion is that a jÍva can never be God. God is God and 
we are ourselves; and this difference should be relished by 
religions and not ‘evaporated’ or ‘thought away’ as has been done 
by the Advaitins. 
 Murty defends a personal theism throughout his whole book. 
He seems to uphold the view that personal theism is the last word 
of religions. Religious consciousness can be supported, defended 
and maintained if we accept theistic world-view. He is so obsessed 
with this idea that he could not provide an impartial account of 
Advaita. For him this personal theism is not only the teaching of 
Judaism, Christianity and Islam, it is the teaching of Vedas as well. 
The whole religious and philosophical tradition of India- the 
VaiÒÆavas, the Shaivas, the NaiyÁyikas and VaiÐeÒikas – all 
endorse this personal theism. This is the culmination of religious 
consciousness. Advaita totally fails to explain this and succumbs to 
false abstraction of metaphysics. 
 Murty does not find the belief in a personal God unjustified. 
Similarly the theistic conception of ‘revelation’ made by personal 
God to human beings is not incredible. In fact Murty in his book, 
by giving an analysis of Advaita theory of revelation tries to 
establish personal theism as accepted to Abrahamic religions and 
to some extent to theistic VedÁntins and NyÁya-VaiÐeÒika. He is of 
the opinion that revelation without revealer is non-sense. 
Revelation (knowledge, consciousness or thought also) involves 
three factors. Revelation implies revealer as well as the persons to 
whom it is revealed. Now since in Advaita VedÁnta, there is only 
one reality, there would be no possibility of revelation. Not only 
the difference between revealer and revealed or God and 
individuals is essential for the very possibility of revelation, it is 
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also required that God should be personal, for only a personal and 
responsive God can reveal itself. Thus by the very analysis of the 
fact of revelation Murty tries to establish personal theism. God is 
personal and not impersonal or attribute less. This personal God is 
revealed universally. There is no one who does not have the 
conception of God. This God is presupposition of all 
presuppositions. Though it is neither proved by inferential proofs, 
but nor does it demand so. For as the very postulate of reason, it 
(God) is postulated. Without this postulation experience will not be 
possible. Shankara says that every one of us is aware of oneself. 
One is always aware of oneself and can never doubt one’s own 
experience. Now Murty would not have any objection to the above 
view of Shankara. But he would like to add that by being aware of 
oneself, one is also aware of other fellows, the external world and 
the God. One cannot be aware of oneself without being aware of 
‘other’. This ‘other’ includes the external world, the human beings 
and God without which no experience of this world would have 
been possible. 
 So the real issue which Murty holds is the conception of self- 
consciousness . He is of the opinion that consciousness is always 
consciousness of some thing and at the same time it is 
consciousness of some one. Non-egological view of consciousness 
cannot be accepted. Consciousness is always self-consciousness. 
Now this self-consciousness if on the one hand suggests that there 
is some self-conscious reality that has the awareness of ‘I’; on the 
other hand it also proves the reality of an ‘other’, for without that 
there is no experience or consciousness. So the very fact of 
consciousness does prove a pluralistic world having innumerable 
souls and no doubt God as a presupposition of experience. 
Consciousness suggests some conscious reality. God, too, for 
Murty being spirit is conscious and not consciousness as is upheld 
by the Advaitins. Similarly consciousness being self-consciousness 
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again does prove that God so established is always endowed with 
‘I know’ and hence he is personal and not impersonal. Thus by the 
very fact of consciousness and self-consciousness Murty 
establishes that God is personal. 
 Now this God is presupposition of all presuppositions and is 
revealed in our every experience. For no consciousness at the 
realm of even empirical is without self-consciousness. And the 
existence of an ‘other’ is indispensable condition of self-
consciousness. One cannot be aware of oneself without being 
aware of the external world, other fellows, and God. Murty says 
that no proofs can demonstrate the reality of others unless they are 
revealed in our every experience. Our personal relation with others 
(including the external world and God) is necessary postulation of 
this fact that we are not living in a solipsistic world. Unless this is 
accepted no human experience or knowledge can be explained.  
 If on the basis of the analysis of the structure of revelation 
Murty finds an argument for theistic God, he advances further and 
says that the very faith in God demands that God should be 
responsive and self-revealing, otherwise that (faith) can never be 
supported. So if on the one hand Murty pleads for a theistic God by 
analysis of our experience/revelation, on the other hand he deduces 
‘revelation’ by the very nature of God. ‘If God is a silent and 
unresponsive deity, faith in him can never be supported’. So an 
Advaitic or ‘Aristotelian God who does not respond to man can 
hardly be said to exist, and even if he does, he does not concern 
us’. Thus Murty points out that religion without revelation is 
impossible to conceive. 
 Revelation is disclosure made by God. There are various 
ways in which God may disclose himself. He may disclose himself 
in verbal inspiration or scripture, incarnation or avatÁras, in our 
experiences and living personal relation. Scriptures are believed to 
be authored by God directly or on his inspiration by sacred people. 
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Now this version of scriptures that they were revealed to mankind 
by God and that every word of scripture is a word of God is 
unaccepted to Murty, for he finds that scriptural texts often contain 
self-contradictory, meaningless and tautological statements and as 
such these could not be called in toto a work of God. Revelation is 
not a one-sided activity. Man’s role in receiving and assimilating it 
is very crucial. We can say that God’s revelation is adjusted to the 
capacity of those to whom it is made. As man is limited, revelation 
too is limited by man’s conditions. Hence, Murty argues that 
whether it is Veda or the Bhagavad-GÍtÁ, these cannot be free from 
limitations of the men who write them. Scriptures  are not the only 
revelation of God . God discloses himself more directly through his 
incarnations (avatÁras).But here again Murty finds Shankara’s 
theory untenable. Consistently with his Advaita, Shankara cannot 
accept the avatÁra of Brahman. For Shankara an avatÁra is an 
illusion in double sense, while the appearance of Brahman as JÍva 
is an illusion in one sense only. Murty puts it in the hand of faith to 
decide whether in a particular event God discloses or not. 
 No doubt we know someone from what he says but it is only 
by having direct personal encounter and feeling the full ‘impact’ of 
his activity, we come to know him much more fully and 
adequately. Such is the disclosure of God made to the devotee who 
has faith. Quoting GÍtÁ Murty says ‘by devotion alone can I be 
perceived, known and seen in essence, and entered into.’ ‘By 
devotion he knows me in essence who and what I am’. Summing 
up his position Murty says “God reveals himself fully only to those 
who ‘appropriate’ him as their father or friend through loving 
trust.”7 

 So ultimately the responsive and personal God is best 
revealed in our personal and direct (immediate) contact. Revelation 
for Murty is not sui generis, it is a kind of direct awareness, which 
is essentially similar to our awareness of ourselves and our 
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neighbours. All our knowledge of God is self-disclosure of God. ‘It 
is futile to search for anything which can tell us about God in more 
adequate way than analogues drawn from the realm of personal 
relations’. 
 Does revelation involve some intellectual content? Murty will 
answer in positive. He believes that religion is neither dogma or 
practice, nor mere emotion or feeling; it is theory. There is 
certainly some knowledge element involved in revelation, for it is 
truth that is revealed in it. Revelation is revelation of Truth. But 
this revealed truth is not universal truth, such as is found in the 
sciences, but it is absolute truth. Murty after the manner of Jaspers 
makes a distinction between universal truth and absolute truth. 
Former is subject of intellectual knowledge whereas the latter is of 
religious knowledge. Absolute truth is that by which a man lives 
and for which he dies and from which he derives integration in 
himself and harmony with reality. On the other hand universal 
truth is relative, particular, and propositional and obtained by fix 
inferential method. Absolute truth is the primal awareness of a real 
presence that confronts man as holy and good. Absolute truth is not 
provable, though it is not irrational. 
 Murty believes that everyone has belief in God. All 
arguments given as proofs for the existence of God are not proofs. 
Really speaking these proofs presuppose a belief in God. Every 
one has belief in God and only this can explain religious 
consciousness. This universal belief in God is called by him 
‘general revelation’ which is presupposition of ‘special revelation’. 
Murty brilliantly defends this notion of ‘general revelation’. He is 
of the view that everyone has belief in God, though it may be the 
case that some might not be conscious of that. And this is the case 
with atheists. As no awareness of God is possible unless God 
discloses himself to us and as everyone has some awareness of 
God, so everyone is blessed with God’s revelation. This revelation 
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is called by him ‘general revelation’. Murty says “no body is 
deprived of this revelation, -----those who say that they do not have 
it are perhaps not conscious of their own belief in God”. Pascal 
says that one would not seek God if he had not already found him. 
Now Murty charges that Shankara is unaware of this evident truth 
of ‘general revelation’. Murty says ‘so what Shankara ought to 
have said is that we are already aware of Brahman to some extent, 
only we do not know him fully, and fuller knowledge is to be had 
from scripture.’ As VedÁnta believes that Brahman is known from 
scripture alone, it misses the truth of ‘general revelation’ that God 
is somehow revealed to everyone. Now as we know that 
Shankaracharya too has discussed in details the above issue in his 
commentary on the first aphorism of BrahmasÚtra AthÁto 
BrahmajijñÁsÁ. Here he makes the point that one cannot have 
curiosity of knowledge of Brahman unless he has some prior 
conception of Brahman. He says further that as every one has 
consciousness of his own self, the self cannot be said as completely 
unknown. However, its fuller knowledge can be obtained only by 
VedÁnta. So the charge that Shankara does not believe in ‘general 
revelation’ is based only on ignorance of his principles. It is really 
unfortunate that Murty could discern the insights inherent in 
thoughts of Pascal and St. Bonaventura but fails to find the most 
beautiful exposition of this doctrine in Shankara VedÁnta. The 
doctrine of universal awareness of Brahman was for the first time 
presented by Shankara. 
 Here, it should be accepted that Murty has very brilliantly 
presented his thesis that a special revelation presupposes general 
revelation. Unless there is a prior belief in God it is impossible to 
believe in any particular revelation. Revelation through a particular 
book or person cannot be judged to be genuine without a 
knowledge of God derived independently of that book or person. 
By giving examples from so many religious beliefs Murty 
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establishes that ‘unless there is a general revelation, there can be no 
special revelation’. Now Murty’s analysis of general revelation and 
its foundational nature, undoubtedly paves the way for religious 
harmony and tolerance. Much of religious fanaticism and 
fundamentalism is due to the false belief that one cannot have 
knowledge of God independently of the revelation granted in a 
particular religion. 
 Murty is right when he says that ‘it is an intolerable idea to 
say that God exclusively disclosed himself to one people and left 
the others in darkness.’ So any claim to exclusivity has been 
thoroughly rejected by Murty rightly. To say that there has been 
only one revelation is only making a fundamentalist statement. 
Almost all religions claim some sort of exclusivity and their claim 
should be rejected. However, Murty’s charge against Advaita 
VedÁnta that it denies universal awareness of Deity should be 
rebutted.  Shankara, again and again, emphasizes this fact that 
every one has experience of Brahman as one’s own self. Shankara 
would further like to say that though this is a general revelation 
(knowledge), special knowledge of self can be had only by the 
Vedanta. 
 Murty has been very much influenced by VedÁntic theism. 
Though he has written a lot on Advaita system and his Reason and 
Revelation in Advaita VedÁnta is fully centered on Advaita 
VedÁnta and in The Advaitic Notion he presents a brilliant 
exposition of Advaita like VÁchaspati Mishra, his favor towards 
VedÁntic theism can be perceived in all his writings. His critique of 
Advaita rests on theistic presuppositions. On the pattern of theistic 
VedÁntins he finds Advaitic conception of NirguÆa Brahman 
untenable. He attacks the doctrine of MÁyÁ very much in the 
fashion of ViÐiÒÔÁdvaitins. Like the Madhva he believes that God is 
God and man is man and that a jÍva can never be God. God is 
personal and the best way for reaching to him is through personal 
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relations. There can be nothing like eternal scripture because it will 
jeopardize the eternality of God. Revelation cannot be possible 
without a revealer and revealed and hence Advaitic notion of 
revelation is unjustifiable. To sum up, Murty presents a theistic 
critique of Advaita VedÁnta. When I started reading Revelation and 
Reason in Advaita VedÁnta, I thought it would help me having a 
proper understanding of the Advaita and would give the readers 
Advaitic account of religious experience. But what I found in the 
book an unsympathetic and partial or rather a hostile critique of 
Advaita based on so called theistic beliefs. 
 The whole book may be interpreted as a disguised 
glorification of theistic religions . Murty thinks as though personal 
theism is the last word of religion. He is so fascinated with theistic 
beliefs that whenever he praises Advaita, he interprets Advaitism 
as theism. He openly favors ‘a personal, responsive God to an 
impersonal, non-responsive one’. Though the book is about 
Advaita, what is defended there is a rigorous form of personal 
theism. Mayeda says “in this book Murty is not at all an Advaitin 
but a theistic VedÁntin”8. Murty himself is not hesitant to accept 
this. He says that his view on revelation is very much like that of 
Naiyayika Jayanta and his concept of God hardly differs from that 
of RÁmÁnuja.9I In fact Murty is so critical of Advaita VedÁnta that 
Prof. S.C. Chatterji wrote to him “But I wish you had a more 
sympathetic understanding of Advaita and of the eternal and 
impersonal character of Vedic authority”10. Here a few words 
should be said in favor of Murty. Murty never claims that he is an 
Advaitin. He openly accepts that even after his forty year career of 
teaching Advaita, he is not sure whether he has any Advaitic 
vÁsana or decided preference for Abheda. Murty is right when he 
locates the issue between monastic idealism and realistic pluralism. 
Throughout the book Murty defends this realistic pluralism and 
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favors for a form of theism where there is a place secured for 
difference and pluralities. 
 One of the major charges against Advaita has been raised 
again and again by its critiques that it does not abide by the rules of 
Logic. Traditionally there have been accepted three basic laws of 
thought, they are also considered to be the laws of reality. Now by 
making a distinction between Reality, Empirical reality and non-
existents; and accepting the empirical world as real as well as 
unreal, Advaitins violate the basic laws of thought and reality, 
Murty accuses. Now as we have seen, this charge has been again 
and again and repeated. Out of the three laws, it is argued that 
Advaitins do not obey the law of excluded middle, as their 
conception of MÁyÁ is explicitly the violation of this rule. 
 Enough have been said in rescue of Advaitic position 
regarding the law of excluded middle. However, I would like to 
refer to Prof. S Bhattacharya who rightly upholds that Advaitins 
never disobey the basic laws of identity, non-contradiction and 
excluded middle regarding their conception of reality. Though it is 
true that that the world of appearance has been accepted by them as 
full of contradictions. But that is the realm of appearance or 
unreality and not of reality. 
 I have nothing to disagree with Bhattacharya. I will only add 
that Murty here seems to misunderstand the Advaitic position. 
According to Advaita empirical world or the realm of MÁyÁ is 
neither real nor unreal, and not real as well as unreal as has been 
described by Murty. Similarly Advaitins never ascribed to ‘sky-
lotus’ or ‘square-circle’ any kind of existence. Non-being has never 
been a level of reality for the Advaitins. Murty’s statement 
“modern logicians have shown that non-existent things such as 
‘square-circles’ are not just another class of things and that these 
are no kinds of existence. To say that the ‘barren-woman’s son is 
unreal’ means that he has no existence; it does not mean that he has 
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a special kind of existence” is unsympathetic to Advaita11. 
Advaitins never say that ‘sky-lotus’ has special kind of existence. 
Murty seems to include in Advaitic classification asat as a kind of 
reality which Advaitins have never ascribed. They did talk about 
sattÁ-traividhya, but asat is out of this. It is mere non-existence.   
 For Advaitins knowledge is pure and devoid of all 
distinctions. The triple distinction of knower, knowledge and the 
known is not accepted to Advaitins. Knowledge in its true nature is 
without knower and object. Realists cannot accept this , that is why 
we find NaiyÁyikas arguing against it. Murty also finds himself in 
the later camp. Murty argues that ‘Brahman knows itself’ is as 
nonsensical as ‘I know I’. But as Bhattacharya says, this is not a 
criticism of Advaita. According to Advaita the triple distinction 
between knower, knowledge and the known is inconsistent and 
illusion. “So if there is only one reality, it must be knowledge or 
consciousness. Brahman is not conscious, but is consciousness. 
Brahman does not know, it is not a knower, Brahman is 
knowledge.”12 

 Murty finds difficulty in understanding the Advaita VedÁnta 
theory of deep sleep or dream. His point is that waking experience 
and not dream or sleep should be taken as the standard. He finds 
even Shankara endorsing his view when he holds that ‘the waking 
world is more comprehensive, rational and harmonious’. 
Bhattacharya charges that Murty misunderstands Advaita VedÁnta 
position. “It is true that in deep dreamless sleep there is no personal 
identity, yet this state is not a state of unconsciousness. If deep 
sleep were a state of unconsciousness, then there would be no 
evidence of deep sleep.”13 When Murty says that there is no 
consciousness in deep sleep, he seems to agree with the NyÁya 
position which on this point, says Bhattacharya, is not satisfactory. 
In fact by analysis of our dream and deep sleep Advaitins succeed 
in establishing that personal identity is accidental for 
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consciousness. A non-egological and objectless consciousness is 
not mere a theory but an experienced fact. Personality, egoity, 
rationality do not characterize the essence of consciousness. Murty 
finds it difficult to understand knowledge or consciousness in its 
pure form. It is true that he does talk about spirit, and God for him 
is spirit and he also does maintain that God can be known only as 
spirit. But spirit for him is necessarily endowed with egoity and 
personality. For Shankara too, ultimate reality is spirit and he 
would also say that this can be known only as spirit. As spirit is 
necessarily endowed with personality, God for Murty is personal 
and is revealed in our personal relations with him, which according 
to Advaita is only false. Personality never forms the essence of 
spirit. Subjectivity is not mere bodily subjectivity or psychic 
subjectivity. Murty misses to reach the level of transcendental or 
pure subjectivity. 
 Murty is of the view that Advaitins fail to refute ‘difference’. 
What is witnessed by our senses cannot be refuted by any scripture. 
Bheda is ubiquitously present and cannot be denied by anyone. 
Even Shankara, says Murty, has given this argument while refuting 
the idealism of Buddhists. So ‘difference and pluralities cannot be 
rejected. Murty’s argument is (1) reality is of difference and 
pluralities and not of non-duality; (2) even if there were non-
duality, no individual would have knowledge of this, for there is 
only non-duality and hence no individuals; (3) even if some one 
had realized ‘non-duality’, he would not teach it others, for there 
would be no others for him; (4) even if ‘non-dual Brahman’ were 
true, there would be no scriptural testimony at all. For if there is 
only one Brahman, there will be no world, no humans and no 
scripture to tell this.  
 As there is one eternal consciousness (Brahman) without a 
second, there would no one else to whom it could reveal anything. 
Revelation without a revealer and a recipient is unintelligible. 
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Really speaking in Advaita, there can be no Veda, no God and no 
man. Now the Advaitin’s reply to the above objection is that from 
the absolute standpoint there are no scripture and no knowledge of 
Brahman, but from the empirical standpoint both of these exist. 
Now according to Murty, the Advaitin cannot give a satisfactory 
answer to the above question of how an unreal scripture give an 
absolute knowledge. Murty says “Advaita VedÁnta seems to lead to 
the absurd conclusion that an illusory individual illusorily knows 
from an illusory scripture that what he previously regarded as 
‘himself’ is an illusion, and that he is something other than 
‘himself”14.  
 Prof. Sibajiban Bhattacharya, the noted NaiyÁyika finds 
Murty’s arguments unsatisfactory and his thesis weak. One of the 
major theses of Murty (1974) was that ‘a revelation without a 
revealer and recipient is unintelligible’. This thesis is just the 
repetition of the beliefs of theistic religions like Christianity etc. 
Bhattacharya gives a detailed analysis of the above statement and 
comes to the conclusion that the concept of revelation ‘does not 
logically preclude the possibility of self-revelation. It is logically 
possible that the Brahman reveals himself. However, this self –
revelation of Brahman does not mean that Brahman knows itself, 
as is understood by Murty. Murty totally fails to understand the 
Advaitic position and criticizes it. Bhattacharya writes “Murty has 
argued that ‘Brahman knows itself’ is as nonsensical as ‘I know I’. 
But this is not a criticism of Advaita position, for according to 
Advaita VedÁnta, the question ‘what does the Brahman know?’ is 
not a proper question at all. According to Advaita, the triple 
distinction between a knower, knowledge and the known is 
inconsistent.”15 Unnecessary to repeat, that for Advaitins, Brahman 
is not a knower or conscious, it is knowledge or consciousness 
itself. Like NaiyÁyikas for Murty too knowledge without a knower 
or object is not possible, so he finds this a significant question to 
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ask about the object of the cognition of Brahman. But this is not 
the Advaitic position. Brahman is of the nature of knowledge and 
not a knower. 
 As the concepts of Brahman and its revelation have been 
found unintelligible by Murty, the Advaitic concept of MÁyÁ too 
has been rejected by him. Murty very much like RÁmÁnuja finds 
Advaitic doctrine of MÁyÁ unsatisfactory. He almost repeats the 
arguments presented by RÁmÁnuja. What is the locus of MÁyÁ? 
Neither Brahman nor jÍva can be the locus of MÁyÁ. Brahman is 
absolute consciousness and so it cannot have ignorance. JÍvas are 
themselves product of MÁyÁ, so how they can be said as its locus. 
If AvidyÁ or MÁyÁ is beginning less, it cannot have an end, for 
only produced things come to an end. By whom and how was it 
known that AvidyÁ has an end? In fact if AvidyÁ or MÁyÁ is a 
positive principle, it can not be destroyed. Murty also finds 
Advaitic answer to the question of the falsity of falsity 
unsatisfactory. He repeats the argument ‘is the falsity of the world 
false or true? If ‘falsity’ is false, the world is real; if ‘falsity ‘is 
true, there is another real entity besides Brahman.” Now all these 
questions have already been answered by the great Advaita 
AchÁryas. VidyÁraÆya says that at the realm of the transcendental 
which is revealed only by the Shruti there is only Brahman and 
here at this level there is no question of any relation with MÁyÁ. 
Maya exists only at the realm of empirical and here there would be 
no difficulty in upholding that it belongs to jÍvas. Madhusudan 
Saraswati has already addressed as the pÚrvapakÒa the question of 
falsity of falsity raised by Murty. I am not going to discuss here the 
answer given by him. Various other attempts have been exercised 
by contemporary Indian scholars taking recourse to Russellian 
analysis of liars paradox. Philosophical language cannot ignore the 
possibility of meta-language and levels of language. Advaitins only 
advance this argument and are of the opinion that levels of 
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language presuppose the levels of reality. Brahman and MÁyÁ are 
never at the same level and hence no problem of the explanation of 
their relation ever arises in Advaitic tradition. 
 Among few studies devoted to Murty’s Revelation and 
Reason in Advaita VedÁnta, John Grimes’ study deserves most 
attention. Grimes has presented a brilliant critique of Murty’s 
Reason and Revelation in Advaita VedÁnta in his article “Two 
Paradigms of Religious Language”16. John Grimes locates/ 
addresses the issues raised by Murty correctly. The real issue is 
between Philosophical Absolutism and Religious Theism. Murty is 
in favor of Religious Theism and favors personal and responsive 
God to impersonal and attributeless Brahman which he finds a 
sheer abstraction. Non-duality is neither supported by perception or 
experience nor does it have any proofs behind it. On the other hand 
a theistic God is presupposition of all presuppositions. 
 Grimes is of the view that there are ‘two paradigmatic 
approaches to the question of religious language’. Either religious 
language refers to an ‘other’ and the approach to this remote and 
foreign ‘other’ must be through perception and mediated concepts 
or religious statements may refer to the very constitutive Being of 
anything whatsoever and as such will be self-sufficient, immediate, 
and certain. The first approach postulates a gap between the 
Reality and the individual and the latter approach emphasizes 
identity. Now if the reality is an ‘other’ knowledge about this 
‘other’, says Grimes, must be conjectural and hypothetical, 
experience becomes downplayed and reason is extolled, proofs 
become necessary, a relationship is sought and its orientation is 
rooted in difference. On the other hand if Reality is non-dual, it 
must be a fact of direct experience, knowledge of it is certain, it 
presupposes all proofs, knowing becomes identical with Being, and 
relationship becomes identity. 
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 Now as we have seen earlier that for Murty God is God and 
we are ourselves. An individual can never become God. God is 
omniscient, omnipotent and creator, whereas individuals have 
limitations regarding these and they are dependent on God. Murty 
outrightly rejects any identity between the two. Thus God for 
Murty ever remains an ‘other’ to us. Now if God is an ‘other’, its 
knowledge will be conjectural and not certain. It will ever demand 
some proofs and demonstration. On the other hand Advaitins 
maintain that their Absolute/Àtman is involved in each and every 
experience as the experience’s as well experiencer’s ground and 
substantive Being, it is not open to the charge of being but a 
hypothetical postulate. The Absolute is a fact of direct experience. 
As long as there is distinction between the knower and the known, 
the object can never be completely known. It is only when the 
knower and the known are not different that certainty is 
established. 
 As said earlier the controversy is between a non-
anthropomorphic Absolute and a theistic God. To which of these 
two does religious language refer? Grimes is of the view that a 
non-anthropomorphic Absolute is more consistent and logical than 
a theistic God. The charge of anthropomorphism can never be 
completely wiped out from theism. If we say that Abrahamic God 
is a non-anthropomorphic infinite, which is true, still this God is 
conceived as an ‘other’. And if the Reality (God) is an ‘other’, 
‘entire legion of difficulty arise’. Knowledge of this ‘other’ would 
be conjectural, hypothetical. Grimes says “Yet, no one has able to 
prove or demonstrate, in any philosophically plausible sense of 
these terms, the existence of this ‘other’. Flaws, inconsistencies, 
and contradictions mar the doctrines and traditions which have 
tried.”17 

 Murty on the one hand charges that a non-dual Brahman is 
neither proved by perception or personal experience,  on the other 
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hand he says that even if perception or inference do not prove it , a 
theistic God must be postulated, presupposed. This presupposition 
is the ultimate presupposition of all experience. Now Grimes 
remarks that both Murty and Advaita speak of a presupposition of 
all experience. In Murty’s case it is personal God whereas in 
Advaita it is Brahman or Atman. But as theistic God is an ‘other’, 
the presupposition becomes mere presupposition whereas in 
Advaitic case as it is Atman itself, it does not need any proof, it 
being the very constitutive of one’s own being, is an indubitable 
fact of experience and fundamental and prior to all proofs. 
 Murty is right when he says that science and theology are just 
two languages which seek to describe reality from two different 
standpoints. But he fails to draw the necessary implications of his 
own position when he is making assessment of Advaita. A 
presupposition of an ‘other’ is necessarily needed only in the field 
of science. Those religions who talk in reference of an ‘other’ are 
still not free of presuppositions of science and reasoning. The 
greatness of Advaita lies in this that it could exclude the 
perspective of the ‘other’ from the field of religion/religious 
language. Hence, here no proof is sought, no demonstration is 
needed, and no relation is demanded for real. What is 
presupposition of all presuppositions and foundation of all 
certainty, how could that be proved. Yet it is most immediate and 
intimate and no body can deny it, for it is the very self of one’s 
own.  
 Murty charges that Advaitic Absolute is sheer abstraction. “It 
is an abstraction from which personality has been evaporated 
away-------there is no sense in this kind of abstract thought.”18 
However, when we notice that this Brahman is individual self itself 
and there is identity between the two, the charge of abstraction 
evaporates. Nothing can be more direct and intimate than 
experience of our own self. Advaitic Àtman is not a theoretical or 
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abstract; it is most immediate and intimate. ‘It is the most empirical 
of all empirical realities. Being grounded within each individual’s 
own personal experience-not as an object-but as self-luminously 
evident, it is an indubitable fact of experience.’ 
 Where did Murty’s failure lie? He failed to understand that 
Advaita, too, is a religion and Advaitins too talk about revelation. 
As each revelation is absolute to its receivers according to Murty, 
Advaita too is absolute true for Advaitins. But Murty would not 
agree to accord the Advaita a status of revelation. Advaita for 
Murty is neither a science nor a religion but a metaphysics. Now 
this Advaitic metaphysics is not true according to Murty. But 
Advaita is not mere a hermeneutics or metaphysics. It is religion as 
well. For Advaita is primarily meant for realization of one’s own 
true self. I think Murty’s unsympathetic attitude towards Advaita is 
due to his understanding of Advaita as metaphysics and not as 
religion. He failed to understand that it is religion of all religions.  
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IS NĀGĀRJUNA AN ANTI REALIST OR  
A SCEPTIC? 

 
SREEKALA M. NAIR 

 
 Nāgārjuna has been considered as a marked skeptic in Indian 
Philosophical Tradition. He has popularly criticized Nyāya 
analysis of knowledge, specifically its foundationalist 
epistemology, pointing out that the Nyāya attempt to use pramāÆas 
to construct a metaphysical realism is illegitimate for it pre 
supposes a conception of reality while constructing pramāÆas 
theory.  This gives scope for a reading of Nāgārjuna as an anti 
realist, for like Michael Dummett, he too argues that we cannot 
give content to the metaphysical realist’s notion of mind 
independent reality. Granting that there are indications of anti-
realistic approach in Nāgārjuna’s writings, the paper argues that, 
still it is more suitable to call Nāgārjuna a skeptic than an anti 
realist, also keeping in mind the fact that in Indian philosophy 
skeptics have had a positive role to play in knowledge analysis and 
they share the same concern for truth with epistemologists. 
 SKEPTICS have been traditionally considered as intruders 
into the temple of truth. There is a common consensus among 
philosophers that skeptics are negative, destructive and 
unconcerned about the cognitive progress of human civilization as 
such. This is a misnomer. It is known to all that one of the chief 
concerns of epistemology is to determine how we can be sure that 
the means we employ to acquire knowledge are appropriate. This 
suggests that it is imperative even for epistemologists to look 
carefully at challenges to all knowledge acquiring enterprises and 
this is exactly what skeptics also do. In this sense, skeptics are 
helping epistemologists in their endeavor to identify adequate 
means of knowledge. The traditional role of skeptics as those who 
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maintained that no knowledge is possible stands revised now for 
two reasons: primarily it is self defeating, though in a trivial 
manner; if we can know nothing, we cannot also know this- that 
we know nothing. Secondly, there has come up a general 
consensus that skeptics have a genuine case to present before the 
philosophic community that deserves a serious hearing. Therefore, 
when skeptics propose that our ordinary standards of justifications 
are vulnerable in many ways it makes a serious demand on us. On 
the other hand, in the name of skepticism, if anyone goes to assert 
that we do not know this or that, well, we have the right to be 
skeptical about it.1 As B. K. Matilal observes, a philosopher may 
better learn to live with the skeptics, for they both are engaged in 
the same activity, namely the search for knowledge.2 He says, “A 
skeptic shares same concern for truth with the philosopher and is 
reluctant to accept anything else. A skeptic is first and foremost an 
enquirer”.3 Though both the skeptic and philosopher alike are 
involved in seeking and probing the possibilities of knowledge, the 
skeptic’s efforts are distinguished by his unyielding and persistent 
nature of enquiry, which according to the philosopher is severely 
blown out of proportion. This in turn, fetches him the ill fame of 
being impractical. But this accusation, as rightly pointed out by the 
skeptics, is beside the point. It is one thing to search earnestly for 
truth, without compromising on the application of methods chosen, 
and quite another to worry about the pragmatic inputs of such 
inquiries. Further, as Indian skeptics would point out, it is not that 
skeptics chose to embrace uncertainty; it is just that they refuse to 
pre-judge the issue at hand prior to experience. It is here that we 
need to place Nāgārjuna as a marked skeptic among Indian 
philosophers. In Vigrahavyāvartani, he provides a series of 
arguments that coherently provides a critique to the Nyāya 
epistemology, and anyone who goes through these attacks on the 
Nyāya analysis of knowledge would summarily conclude that 



 IS NĀGĀRJUNA AN ANTI REALIST OR A SCEPTIC? 107 

Nāgārjuna is indeed a skeptic. Mark Siderits in his paper titled 
‘Nāgārjuna as Anti Realist’, proposes that a wider reading of 
Nāgārjuna would reveal that his aim was not to establish the 
possibility of universal doubt, rather his motivation, quite similar 
to that of Michael Dummett, is to propose an anti-realist position in 
Indian metaphysical scenario. Countering Matilal’s depiction of 
Nāgārjuna as a skeptic Siderits argues that Nāgārjuna’s real 
intentions were not to prove the impossibility of knowledge, but 
rather to close off a common route to metaphysical realism via 
Nyāya theory of pramāÆas. In this paper I wish to argue the 
following theses: It is true that Nāgārjuna’s theory exhibits 
elements of anti-realism. But beyond that it goes up to refute the 
very possibility of knowledge, which hinders or at least place 
hurdles to human cognitive progress, which has been effectively 
resisted by Vātsyāyana, once again reinstating Nyāya Analysis of 
knowledge. The paper gets divided into three sections. The first 
section deals with Matilal’s thesis on Nāgārjuna as a skeptic, the 
second section provides the anti thesis of Siderites’ depicting 
Nāgārjuna as an anti-realist and in the third section I shall place 
Vātsyāyana’s counter position to Nāgārjuna’s critique in order to 
save Nyāya analysis of knowledge. 
 Nāgārjuna popularly claims that all bhāvas (existent entities) 
are empty of their svabhāva (devoid of meaning). This skepticism 
of Nāgārjuna about all existent entities/all philosophical positions 
was accused of paradoxically/inconsistency by Naiyāyikas. 
Vatsyāyana for instance, in his commentary points out that if all 
philosophical theories are devoid of their svabhāva or essence, as 
Nāgārjuna claims, his own theory is no exception to this, and 
therefore, the thesis gets cancelled at once. On the other hand, if 
Nāgārjuna claims exception to this particular theory, well, we will 
have to say that there is at least one counter example to what he 
wants to prove. To this Nāgārjuna gives a befitting reply. In 
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Vigrahavyāvartani he is found raging like this “I’ve no 
proposition, no thesis to defend (which may lack any essence). If I 
had any thesis, I would have been guilty of the faults you ascribe to 
me. But I do not therefore, I have no fault”.4 In other words, he 
seems to be arguing that no philosophic thesis has svabhāva is 
itself not a thesis. Matilal is of the opinion that this is admissible 
for, as he says, “It is quite possible that every thesis lacks essence 
or svabhāva, and this will remain so even if there is no body (not 
even Nāgārjuna) who asserts it as a thesis. To put in another way, 
this thesis will get falsified only if anyone asserted it. We can 
imagine a possible world when all assertions made are empty, but 
there is nobody to make the crucial assertion that all assertions are 
empty”.5 Probably Nāgārjuna wanted to assert that everything 
lacks svabhāva or empty of content, but this must remain unsaid 
because, to assert it is to falsify it.6 
 From his basic thesis that all bhāvas are svabhāva ÐÚnyas, 
Nāgārjuna precedes further to question the very concept of 
pramāÆa, the Nyāya method of knowing. Note that Nāgārjuna did 
not choose, like many of his Western counters parts, to point out 
the fallibility of our endeavor to attain knowledge, nor like 
Descartes raised an argument from illusion, but rather chose to 
shake the very foundations upon which the superstructure of 
knowledge is erected. In simple language his argument can be put 
this way: If pramāÆas are the ones that reveal the nature of the 
world, that bring us the knowledge of the world as it is, we should 
stretch out the reasoning further and ask ourselves, what bring us 
knowledge of these means? In other words, we need to know what 
is the causal route through which these means are produced and 
revealed to us? Naiyāyikas often concede that at times pramāÆas 
also function as prameyas, thus opening the possibility of the 
means of knowing becoming the object of knowing. But this does 
not set the problem to rest, if the means of knowledge are 
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supported by other means there need to be a further set of standards 
that sanction these, which leads to an infinite regress. To quote 
Nāgārjuna himself: “If the proof of the pramāÆas were by means of 
other pramāÆas, then there would be an infinite regress 
(anavasthā). There would be no proof of the first or of the middle, 
or of the last”.7 Nāgārjuna’s this critique should be identified as the 
most ancient critique against foundationalism. 
 The pramāÆa theorists have defended the charge of infinite 
regress, like their Western counter parts, by insisting that there are 
some means of knowing which do not require any further means 
for knowing them as they are self-evident. These basic, self-
supporting theories happened to be the rock bottom, the foundation 
which has the function of supporting anything that is erected on 
them, all the while providing self-support. In brief, the pramāÆas 
belong to a privileged class, the set of the self-evident, self-
supporting items, while the other items, viz. prameyas, are not so. 
Nāgārjuna questions this dichotomy as well as the validity of the 
principle lying behind it. Thus, we have arrived at the fundamental 
question: why is it that certain theories, like the theory of pramāÆa 
have a privileged status. The foundationalists, according to 
Nāgārjuna, have the responsibility not only to distinguish the basic 
belief and the superstructures, but should also tell us why are they 
distinct? 8 Nāgārjuna clearly demands that the reason for such 
differentiation may be spelled out. Yet another problem raised by 
Nāgārjuna is that this type of foundationlism proposed by Nyāya 
contradicts their original thesis, that everything is made known by 
some pramāÆa. Worldly objects are defined as objects of 
knowledge (prameya) and there is a category distinction between 
pramāÆa and prameya.  At the same time Nyāya foundationalism 
urges that pramāÆas are not absolutely independent, but are mere 
stopping points in the causal justification chain. If this is the case, 
then, asks Nāgārjuna, how could they draw the desired distinction 
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between pramāÆa and prameya?9  NyÁya  proclaims  that they 
follow the method that commences with an initial doubt, and 
subsequently, by applying some pramāÆa or the other moves ahead 
to reach certitude (NirÆaya). Quite unlike Cartesian doubting, in 
the Nyāya system the doubt takes us ahead. The initial doubt gets 
removed through the standard means of knowing. But they seem to 
have dropped this method at some point (precisely when they 
arrive at the pramāÆas) abruptly. Therefore, if someone charges 
Nyāya for crediting  preferential/privileged status for pramāÆas, 
she cannot be accused.  If Naiyāyikas  were to say that pramāÆas, 
at the rock bottom need no further evidences, as there exists an 
inner certitude for them, it cannot be granted, for one thing 
subjective certainty cannot be taken valid for ascertaining universal 
certitude.  
 An alternative to the self-evidence (foundationalist) theory 
may be that a piece of knowledge derives its authority from 
something other than itself. Matilal points out three such 
possibilities. 

1. A piece of knowledge deriving its justification from 
another piece of knowledge. 

2. A piece of knowledge being validating by its object. 
3. Means of knowledge and objects validate each other. 10 

 The first alternative is rejected on pain of the infinite regress. 
The second alternative involves circularity since we posit the 
pramāÆas to validate the world and use this very world to validate 
the pramāÆas. The third alternative of mutual dependence has the 
great possibility of establishing the Buddhist idealism, including 
that of Nāgārjuna’s. As Matilal observes: “If the object depends 
upon the means and the means upon the object, then both may be 
said to be knowledge dependent… If we locate the object in what 
appears in experience and identify knowledge with what makes it 
appear the way it does, we court some sort of mutuality between 
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knowledge and its object, which may point up their essential non-
difference.”11 In fact Matilal foresees a possibility for Nāgārjuna to 
avoid embracing skepticism. The third possibility would have 
saved Nāgārjuna from plunging into skepticism all the while 
remaining in his own metaphysical camp. 
 

II 
 Mark Siderits, in his paper ‘Nāgārjuna as Anti realist’ takes 
issue with Matilal in characterizing Nāgārjuna as a skeptic. It is of 
course true that in Vigrahavyāvartani, Nāgārjuna questions the 
very possibility of giving a consistent account of pramāÆas, thus 
posing a critique to the Nyāya theory of knowledge. But a wider 
reading of Nāgārjuna, Siderits claims, would reveal that his aim 
was not to establish the possibility of universal doubt, as done by 
the skeptics in the Western camp. Curiously enough, one could 
trace anti-realist elements in Nāgārjuna’s theory, and concludes 
that Nāgārjuna in fact, should be understood as an anti-realist, as 
someone pointing out that the realist’s route to metaphysical 
realism via pramāÆas should be closed for good. 
 Realism exercised in Indian philosophy engages three key 
theses-  

1) Adoption of correspondence notion: that truth involves 
a correspondence between belief and the factual 
representation of the world.  

2) Mind-independence of the reality: that physical reality 
exists independently of our awareness of it. 

3) Truth exist independent/beyond assertion: that there is 
one true theory that perfectly fits the reality. 12 

 Nāgārjuna counters (1) arguing that pramāÆas cannot be 
established without committing the logical flaws of circularity or 
infinite regress. With regard to (2) he points out that the Nyāya 
attempt to use pramāÆas to construct a metaphysical realism is 
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illegitimate as it carries over the assumptions about reality while 
constructing pramāÆa theory itself. Therefore, the journey from 
correspondence theory of truth to reach upon metaphysical realism 
fails. Hence he advises the Naiyāyikas to give up correspondence 
and resort to coherentism for justification. This suggested 
replacement of correspondence intuition with that of coherentism is 
not to block the possible routes to knowledge, argues Siderits, but 
to impress us that our empirical world is nothing but a conceptual 
fabrication (prapañca).13 If pramāÆas cannot be established 
escaping the faults of circularity/infinite regress, it implies that the 
use of them necessarily involves our conception of reality. 
Therefore, knowledge can be justified only in a coherentist 
manner. 
 In the previous section we have seen that among the four 
possible ways to establish a pramāÆa, Naiyāyikas prefer the 2nd in 
the list, viz., one pramāÆa establishing another. In order to protect 
it from the flaw of regress they seek the aid of an analogy: just as 
light illuminates itself, so too a pramāÆa may establish itself. If 
Nāgārjuna succeeds in proving that this claim is false, then, in the 
absence of any other counter example, and in the presence of such 
positive evidences as the fact that a knife cannot cut itself, we will 
be justified in rejecting the assertion that a pramāÆa establishes 
itself.14 Countering the light analogy employed by Naiyāyikas, 
Nāgārjuna promptly points out that an object can be illuminated 
only if it exists in darkness, since light cannot, by definition exist 
in an unilluminated state, this condition cannot be met. Hence it is 
meaningless to say that light is illuminated. Matilal, observes 
Siderits, countering Nāgārjuna’s argument, posits that ‘light 
illuminates itself’ is a mere stylistic variant of ‘there is light’ or 
‘there is illumination of objects’, for, the two events, occurrence of 
light and the illumination of objects are inseparable events. Siderits 
now examines this problem: Is it true that the occurrence of light is 
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nothing over and above the occurrence of the illumination of 
objects? Let Physics stay aside for a while and commonsense 
prevail. Moving along with commonsense it is reasonable to 
maintain that we need not posit a power as a separate entity in 
order to explain the occurrence of some phenomenon, if the only 
evidence for its existence is just that phenomenon whose 
occurrence is to be explained. Arguing in this line, we cannot posit 
light as having separate existence, if the illumination of objects is 
the only evidence. However, in the case of light, there is 
independent evidence for its existence, diffraction phenomenon 
occurring with transparent media being the best example. Having 
concluded that the light and illumination of objects are distinct 
events, Nāgārjuna's argument that light does not illuminate itself is 
once again back with same force. Siderits also stretches out a 
different line of argument: even if we were to grant that light is 
nothing more than the objects illumined, the analogy of light does 
not hold water here, for pramāÆas are, for sure, distinct from their 
result, the cognition of objects. Naiyāyikas, in fact, speak of a 
causal relation between pramāÆa and its resultant product pramā 
or veridical cognition. 
 Naiyāyikas attempt to stop the regress also by way of 
denying the KK theory (Knowing that one Knows), the theory that 
in order to have knowledge one must know that one knows. Nyāya 
in their pramāÆyavāda clearly pronouns that it is only contingent 
that a given cognition is verified as a piece of knowledge; one may 
not choose to do this and yet may possess knowledge. Such a 
position is consistent with the Nyāya theory of knowledge; the 
causal theory of justification subscribed by Nyāya maintains that 
knowledge is a matter of having a true belief with the right sort of 
causal ancestry. This externalist version of justification allows 
them to claim justified status to their belief without being able to 
show justification.  
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 Many a philosophers think that the rejection of KK thesis 
secures the pramāÆa theory from falling prey to infinite regress. 
The argument is that, being a Buddhist, Nāgārjuna subscribes to 
KK theory, which results in subjecting knowledge analysis to 
infinite regress. But here we go wrong. Nāgārjuna raises the issue 
of the fallacy of infinite regress not from an epistemic position.  
The intension behind the regress charge, according to Siderits, is 
not to prove the impossibility of pramāÆa theory, but to bring 
before light the underlying metaphysical presuppositions involved 
in an otherwise innocent and fair looking epistemological theory. 
Through a forceful argument he exposes the arbitrariness involved 
in the pramāÆa theory. The force of the argument that he employs 
in Vigrahavyāvartani was purely intended to persuade us to 
recognize that our pramāÆa doctrine is nothing but a convenient 
myth-making or make-believe, the inherent value of which lies 
only in making day-to-day life work smoothly, and rendering inter-
subjective communication.15 By this we are not to judge that 
Nāgārjuna is utterly against the very possibility of knowledge. On 
the contrary, he concedes that we do have knowledge secured 
through valid pramāÆas, but a journey from pramāÆa theory to the 
world as such, which Nyāya theory proposes, is something 
objectionable. 
 A closer look at the theory of correspondence established 
between pramāÆa and the state of affairs in the external world 
would make it clear that a reflective equilibrium is largely being 
used: we start with a set of basic beliefs and trace the causal 
conditions that produce such belief in us. Having arrived at this 
provisional causal account, we observe whether it accords with 
other fresh beliefs we arrive at about the world. And what follow 
would be a series of adjustment either in our pramāÆas or in our 
beliefs or both, and the process continues until we arrive at a 
perfect equilibrium-a one-to-one correspondence. Nāgārjuna 
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observes that following this method any belief could be justified. 
Hence the correspondence they proclaim is quite unwarranted. It 
would be spurious to consider this position maintained by 
Nāgārjuna as a skeptical challenge. To put it in Siderits own words, 
“It may sound as if the claim made is this: since we cannot know 
which of these schemes - the one we have arrived at, or one of the 
alternatives we might have arrived at under different assumptions 
is correct, we do not in fact possess knowledge about the 
pramāÆas, and prameyas. The point is rather that since, on any of 
the multiplicity of possible schemes that might be arrived at 
through the process of reflective equilibrium, our beliefs would 
accord with our practice, it follows that the notion of the one right 
fit between beliefs and world is empty.”16 In brief, Nāgārjuna 
merely denies the possibility of arriving at one right fit for our 
beliefs, in the external world. Here he seems to echo the anti-realist 
reflection that if there are different sets of beliefs, each having 
equal epistemic warrant, then the notion of a right fit between 
beliefs and world must be idle and useless. To put in other words, 
it is quite not possible to give a conceptual understanding of the 
way the world is independently of our knowing. 
 This way Siderits convincingly argue his case that 
Nāgārjuna’s intention behind forcing infinite regress argument 
against prÁmāÆavāda is to impress us that both pramāÆas and 
prameyas are mutually dependent. PramāÆas can be established 
only with the help of certain assumptions about the world and vice 
versa, together leaving us the message that it is hard to make a 
watertight compartmentalization between the phenomenal world 
and our cognitive apparatus. If we reduce this position of 
Nāgārjuna to mere subjectivism, a theory that proposes that the 
subject with her partial viewpoints fail to see the truth undistorted 
by personal biases, we would miss the point. Now does this 
amount to saying that there can be no distinction between 
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knowledge and error within an epistemic system? Not at all. On the 
contrary, even while granting that there is/can be knowledge 
arrived at as a result of this aforementioned epistemic program, it 
wouldn’t warrant the claim that this also mirrors the nature and 
enables us to constitute a mind-independent reality. The point 
highlighted here by Nāgārjuna is simply this: in order to draw a 
correspondence between cognition and the world, we need to 
establish both of these in isolation from each other. Reflecting 
Nāgārjuna’s contention, Siderits writes: “The fact that pramāÆas 
and prameya are mutually dependent in the manner described 
above shows that we can have no such conception of cognition and 
world, to say of a set of beliefs that they correspond to reality is to 
pay them an empty complement. We would do better to say that 
they help make things go smoothly for us, that they cohere with 
other beliefs we hold and with our needs, interests and 
institutions”.17 
 The metaphysical realist may raise an objection, which at the 
surface at least, sounds genuine: they may argue that even if we 
grant that p belong to S by sheer virtue of the epistemic method, 
and not by virtue of the nature of world, truth out runs justification. 
It’s our experience that often we take propositions to be justified, 
and subsequently find them untrue; also there are cases where we 
find ourselves improving our justification on a particular 
proposition. Arguing in these lines we may also proclaim that these 
unjustified true propositions would never be justified for us, no 
matter what epistemic practices we may employ. With these 
arguments realists attempt to establish that truth outruns 
justification. This argument that truth outruns justification can be 
granted. But in such cases we are smuggling in an omniscient 
agency, perhaps God, who is in possession of all truths, who is 
justified in accepting it employing his own epistemic method. Once 
this presupposition is exposed, Nāgārjuna’s original problem 
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reappears with greater vigor. In brief, according to Nāgārjuna the 
Nyāya account of pramāÆa and prameya are mutually dependent, 
and therefore, they must abandon either their prÁmāÆavāda or their 
metaphysical realism. As a true epistemologist Nāgārjuna suggest 
that they may retain the prÁmāÆavāda and abandon their 
metaphysical realism. Siderits argues that Nāgārjuna here is very 
clearly suggesting an anti-realist alternative, for like Dummett, he 
too argues that we cannot give content to the metaphysical realists' 
notions of a mind independent reality that can be mirrored in our 
cognition. 
 

III 
 Even as I Acknowledge the merit in the argument posed by 
Siderits, I see that Nāgārjuna, unlike the antirealists in the Western 
camp poses serious threat to the possibility of knowledge. 
Vātsyāyana truly identifies this and raises effective stoppers to this 
attempt of Nāgārjuna. Matilal in fact vividly describes this attempt 
made by Naiyāyikas to safeguard knowledge analysis. He labors 
much to prove that Nāgārjuna is a skeptic, but a skeptic in the 
broader sense of the term. Definitely Nāgārjuna in his opinion is 
not a skeptic who, as Descartes characterized, doubts upon as many 
fundamental beliefs of the pramāÆa theorists as possible. He in 
fact, proposes a probable extension of the application of the term 
skepticism to accommodate Nāgārjuna, and further appeals not to 
pay too much attention to these labels, instead concentrate on the 
formation of the position and the arguments adduced in favor of it. 
Giving what is due to both the parties Matilal observes that the 
charges Nāgārjuna makes against our standards of knowledge do 
not suggest that they work badly or that there are others which 
work better. It only suggests that they are logically defective or at 
least logically questionable.18 
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 Let’s note that Vātsyāyana does not interpret light analogy in 
the way we normally approach it for, it would stand in 
contradiction with the prevailing Nyāya theories of paratah  
prakāśavāda and paratah  prāmāÆyavāda. According to Nyāya, 
knowledge is neither self-revealing nor self-validating, and is 
always appraised or known through another episode. Therefore, 
Vātsyāyana comes up with the interpretation that the lamp post 
may play two different roles – the role of a means as far as objects 
are concerned, and the role of an object as far as the sense of sight 
goes. Thus, light for instance, may play a dual role, the role of a 
means when it helps us to see objects, and may become an ‘object’, 
when it is itself seen by the sense of sight. This understanding that 
the same ontological entity may play different roles reveals that the 
difference between means of knowledge and object of knowledge 
is not to be analyzed in terms of ontological type distinction, but as 
different linguistic expressions. Vātsyāyana clearly pronounces 
that the different use of Kārakas does not refer to distinct 
ontological entities, but the different roles the same object may 
play in multiple linguistic usages. Similarly, “…. to be a ‘means’ 
signifies nothing but playing the role of an instrument in the 
generation of knowledge, and to be an ‘object’ means to fill in the 
role of an accusative case in a knowledge situation”.19 Thus, the 
problem raised by Nāgārjuna, to strike distinctive features for 
pramāÆa and prameya seem amicably resolved by Vātsyāyana by 
reducing it to a mere grammatical distinction.    
 The problem of infinite regress with regard to 
foundationalism is also resolved by Vātsyāyana. He starts with a 
general thesis that one needs not possess a prior knowledge of 
means to arrive at a piece of knowledge generated by it. It is 
epistemically inessential to have knowledge of the means through 
which cognition gets generated. For instance, our visual perception 
does not depend on our prior knowledge of the sense of sight. 
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Often it is through inference that we get to know (contingently) 
about the means.20 
 Vātsyāyana also uses the analogy of weighting scale (tulā) to 
impress us the distinct roles played by pramāÆa. In a weighting 
machine a lump of gold is first measured as the ‘object’ of 
knowledge and later as the instrument or as the scale to measure 
other objects. Similarly the pramāÆa (which literally means 
excellent measuring means) may take different roles, as prameya 
and later as pramāÆa without causing any logical difficulty. 
Uddyotakara offers an interesting analogy to show that a piece of 
evidence need not be itself justified to act as evidence: just as the 
sample water collected from a pool may justify the purity of the 
lake along with its own purity (without any implication of self-
justification) so too pramāÆa which functions as the causal 
justificatory evidence stands justified pragmatically.21 The Nyāya 
position is clearly this: the inferential justification chain need to be 
extended only if practical life (Vyavahāra) calls for it, not 
otherwise.  
 The upshot of the argument is that while Nāgārjuna’s 
writings show a lineage to antirealism, it cannot be branded as a 
case of antirealism proper as, he does not share many positions 
upheld by antirealists. And also a fair evaluation of his writings 
clearly reveal a skeptic outlook with regard to the very possibility 
of knowledge, for we find him asserting that means of knowledge 
like perception and inference are self defeating for, they do not 
reveal the objects in past, present or future. Naiyāyikas point out 
that Nāgārjuna will not be able to establish this without harming 
his own theory for it is self-reflective: his statement ought to be a 
means in itself, in order to negate other means, and gets burned to 
ashes by its own assertion before causing danger to others. It is 
quite like one burning one’s own finger in order to burn others. 
Some philosophers have felt that Nāgārjuna may choose to burn his 
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finger if he could point at others. But alas! He gets destroyed prior 
to this. Nevertheless his contributions to Indian knowledge analysis 
are significant, as he awakened our scholastic philosophers from 
their dogmatic slumber. 
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THE RITUAL PERSON 
 

CLEMENS CAVALLIN 
 
 The following text was originally written as a chapter in my 
book Ritualization and Human Interiority (published 2013 by 
Tusculanum Press), but as the manuscript was rewritten to become 
focused on one single argument, the philosophically inclined 
discussion of the human person became a project of its own, while 
still retaining a close connection to the thrust of the larger project.  
 This article is primarily a discussion of personhood as a 
preparation for the larger concern of interiority and ritualization; 
and the book and the article are favourably read in relation to each 
other, while, at the same time, the two discourses are independent 
enough to thrive on their own. 
 Before dealing with the concept of person in earnest, it is 
necessary to briefly discuss the dichotomy of subject and object, 
and the consequent distinction between subjective, intersubjective 
and objective as this has been a prime locus of debate concerning 
the dynamism of inner and outer in regard to the human person. In 
extending the theoretical focus in this way, one treads on highly 
disputed ground, the battlefield of ‘anthropology’ in all its 
varieties: philosophical, psychological, biological and religious. 
The aim here is, however, not to ultimately solve these, as it seems, 
perennial questions once and for all, but to punt ourselves along the 
course which serves the present theoretical purpose best, that is, 
that of outlining a model which can function as a fond for an 
elaboration of forms of ritual interiorization. 
The Subject and the Intersubjective World 
 Subject as a philosophical concept has a history of change; in 
scholastic thinking, it denoted the substrate or the substance, the 
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thing which has accidental qualities. In modern philosophy, on the 
other hand, it acquired the meaning of soul or consciousness, the 
bearer of its own conscious experiences, a new sense which is, 
nevertheless, related to the previous meaning (Lübcke 1988: 529f).  
 One lens through which to understand modern western 
philosophy is actually the subject: from its constitution (Descartes, 
Kant) to its death (Foucault, Derrida), or the escape from it into an 
intersubjective realm as language (Wittgenstein).1 Though the 
subject was made the starting point in order to provide stability and 
certainty to philosophical reasoning, this was from the beginning 
united with a sceptic attitude, which only temporarily or partially 
could be held at bay (cf. the whole philosophical project of Kant). 
It is this sceptic attitude which erupted in the late 20th century 
under the label of post-structuralism and as a wider phenomenon, 
postmodernism. What is at stake in this disenchantment of 
subjectivity (Farrell 1994; Archer 2000: 17–50) is not merely 
whether the subject, in the modern usage of the term, is a substance 
(subject according to the older meaning), but also reason itself is 
called into question: its freedom and its ability to gain knowledge. 
Postmodern scepticism, therefore, gnaws at its own heart, because 
the total loss of a foundation for reason makes doubt itself 
impossible (doubt without a doubter), and without freedom 
emancipation is unattainable (cf. McNay 2000: 76f.). 
 One way to go if introspection cannot provide certainty is to 
turn the attention to the intersubjective world, making that primary 
and the subject secondary. The subject is then constituted in and 
through social interaction; it is seen as constructed, thus reversing 
the position of idealism that postulates the subject as constructing 
the world. In this way, however, the burden of supplying a 
fundament falls on the notion of intersubjectivity, as in the turn 
away from the subject, the primacy is given to what is between 
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subjects, to the inter-subjective field: everything that is accessible 
for at least two subjects. This is, consequently, potentially the 
whole of the physical world, but in actuality within a group for the 
most part only a small segment of it, even if this has changed 
dramatically with global communications. Also the world of ideas, 
symbols and narratives which is mediated through language is 
intersubjective, and the cultural realm is as the material world not 
open in the same manner to all subjects, as access is restricted, for 
example, by linguistic competence and the level of understanding. 
To take as one’s point of departure these shared worlds can be felt 
as a relief, as an escape from the esoteric nature of the inner. 
However, the temptation is then almost irresistible not only to 
argue that the subject is secondary in relation to the intersubjective, 
but to radically challenge its interiority by trying to make it wholly 
part of the exterior domain. This is relatively easy to achieve with 
the physical interior of the human person, but the conquest of 
human interiority can be extended to limit more and more the 
private sphere of the mind.2 A philosophical position taking the 
intersubjective as its point of departure has, actually, a problem 
with allowing the subject any interior sphere at all. It must insist 
that all that is, is intersubjective, otherwise the subject can be 
resurrected at the margins of intersubjectivity through the 
constitution of intra-subjectivity – a zone of mental interiority. 
Such a view of the subject as transparent and public is basic in 
Nick Crossley’s book Intersubjectivity: The Fabric of Social 
Becoming, in which he states: 

Firstly, that human subjectivity is not, in essence, a private 
‘inner’ world which is divorced form the outer (material) 
world; that it consists in the worldly praxes of sensuous, 
embodied beings and that it is therefore public and 
intersubjective. (Crossley 1996: 24) 
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 This drastic formulation is modified in that he introduces two 
forms of intersubjectivity:  radical and egological. The former is 
the type of intersubjective interaction in which self-awareness is 
lost and the latter in which it emerges in reflexivity. True to his 
radical statement above though, Crossley holds the view that 
radical intersubjectivity is basic and egological only secondary: 

It should be added here that the egological attitude always 
necessarily entails the radical attitude as an underlying 
foundation. /…/ Egological intersubjectivity is only a relative 
reflective distancing. It is never absolute. (Crossley 1996: 71)   

 In this way, he wants to make certain that the autonomous 
subject is not constituted once more through the admission of the 
egological dimension. His basic statement is, therefore, that human 
subjectivity is necessarily intersubjective (Crossley 1996: 24). This 
position, however, has to face the metaphysical problem that 
intersubjectivity, though linguistically a noun, does not refer to a 
substance, but to a type of relation, namely that between subjects. 
Despite that a subject is seen as always in relation, the notion of 
intersubjective relies upon the meaning of subject in order to refer 
to what is between subjects. The subject is then not ‘dead’ but 
defined as necessarily standing in relation to other subjects.  
 One can interpret this approach as being foremost 
epistemological and not necessarily ontological, in the sense that 
the best way to understand the subject is through the 
intersubjective world in which it lives, and not through the fantasy 
of a solipsistic consciousness. The turn from the subject to the 
intersubjective world is then mainly a question of choosing the 
adequate starting point for analysis. The question is, nevertheless, 
whether such an epistemological stance does not imply a specific 
ontology of mind and world. This ambivalence is, for example, 
present in the introduction to a reader in a paradigm within 
psychoanalysis called inter alia intersubjectivity theory. One is left 
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to wonder whether the rejection of objective truth does or does not 
entail some form of constructivism: 

Analysts embracing an objectivist epistemology presume to 
have privileged access to the essence of the patient’s psychic 
reality and to the objective truths that the patient’s psychic 
reality obscures. In contrast, the intersubjective viewpoint, 
emphasizing the constitutive interplay between worlds of 
experience, leads inevitably to an epistemological stance that 
is best characterized as “perspectivalist” /…/. (Stolorow 1994: 
xi) 

 The tension between the notion of subject and that of the 
intersubjective is also the main point of Robert Dunn’s (1997) 
comparison between the theories of George Herbert Mead and 
Judith Butler on the nature of the self. Dunn argues both for 
similarities and decisive differences between the symbolical 
interactionism of Mead and the poststructuralism of Butler. They 
are alike in that they are both evidence of a “shift from notions of 
innate consciousness to a strategy of locating the subject in a 
system of external relations, that is, a relocation of subjectivity to 
the exterior world of collectively shared symbols” (Dunn, Robert 
1997: 689). But, when for the poststructuralist the subject is a 
fiction begotten in the web of discourse, Mead retains a notion of 
the subject as self; that is, the self is constructed, but not illusory. 
Interestingly for our theoretical purposes, Dunn argues that 
“Discerning the difference between Butler and Mead hinges on 
how we understand the meaning of ‘internalization’ (Dunn, Robert 
1997: 693). Internalization is the process in which an interior is 
built up with the help of material from the social world as norms, 
attitudes, roles and values. An identity with an interior sphere is in 
this way constituted, the Self according to Mead’s terminology.  
 To retain the notion of interiority and thus self or subject 
seems wise as there are major difficulties inherent in the 
poststructuralist approach. One is that when killing the subject, 
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discourse acquires a subject-like character, and we find ourselves 
being once again in the ontological field. For what is discourse and 
in what sense can it (as there are no subjects) raise a claim to an 
existence besides that gained through the use of it by subjects? 
Discursive or not, reasoning always requires a reason, in the same 
way as language cannot exist without people speaking or reading 
it. We can be fooled by the invention of writing into thinking that 
language can exist without users, but a library full of books in an 
unknown language to which we have no translation key into any 
for us understandable language is merely a lot of systematically 
discoloured paper.  
 If we, then, follow Dunn in this respect, we can say that ritual 
interiorization depends on the previous and ongoing process of 
internalization: through internalization the interior is constituted, 
while by interiorization the interior is given special importance. 
The question in what way this interior is private is another matter 
which we will have to postpone to the discussion of personhood. 
Because private carries with it two meanings: first the sense of 
being accessible only to the individual person (cf. Ayer 1963), and 
second private in the sense of belonging properly to the person, but 
being not in principle outside the reach of others, giving private a 
moral and not only an epistemological dimension.  
 The concept of intersubjective is, as we have seen, connected 
to discourses of epistemology and ontology, but it also leads, in 
contrast to the notion of subject, quickly into a philosophizing over 
human social life, as seen in Nick Crossley’s book where the final 
chapters deal with topics such as power and citizenship. However, 
if we take with us the concept of intersubjectivity into a 
consideration of social life, there is always the danger that it is seen 
as the interaction of disembodied subjects and not of human 
persons. This is the case also in regard to ritual activity, as what we 
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meet are not merely subjects performing together, but I would like 
to argue persons.  
The Object and Being Objective 
 The relation discussed up to this point has been that between 
subject and subject, that is, the relation between conscious agents. 
But if the object is precisely that which one is conscious of, what is 
presented to my consciousness, then the question is whether other 
subjects are objects to me, and if my consciousness when being 
conscious of itself (being self-conscious) is having itself as an 
object. 
 The position chosen in this study as one of the building 
bricks for a model of the ritual person is that the subject qua 
subject cannot in a direct sense be an object of its own 
consciousness nor of others. This is because the subject is not the 
same as the psyche, I can be conscious of feeling anger in all its 
psycho-physical aspects, and at the same time argue in my head 
against acting according to that feeling, but I cannot at will in a 
pure act know myself as knower.3  
 On the other hand, the subject becomes self-conscious when 
in act, for example, when reflecting upon its anger. The subject 
considered apart from the mental act is then an abstraction, in the 
word of Husserl, a pure or transcendental ego, and hence not 
present in the mind as an object. Also when engaged in 
intersubjective relations, the transcendental ego of the Other does 
not enter into the field of objects for my consciousness, for it is not 
the abstracted knower that we relate to but to fully fledged persons 
with personalities that have psychological and bodily as well as 
social aspects.  
 The subject as knower can thus have its own psyche, the 
inanimate material world, the cultural world and other persons as 
objects, but it can only have indirect knowledge of the content of 



128  CLEMENS CAVALLIN 

other person’s minds. And it is here that we find the realm of the 
subjective, that is, the mind as object for its own consciousness, 
but only indirectly knowable to others. The notion of objective 
seems then at first glance to denote the opposite of subjective, what 
could be the object of at least two subjects, but this was defined 
before as the intersubjective and comprises also deliberate 
falsehoods and collective delusions. Objective is, therefore, here 
defined as what has being, and as a correspondence theory of truth 
is chosen, the truth or falsehood of a statement is determined by its 
relation to what is objective, to what exists.4 The extension of 
objectivity does then include the whole subjective and 
intersubjective worlds. According to this account, there is no 
necessary opposition between subjective and objective; subjective 
is in the order of epistemology and contrasted with what is 
intersubjective, while objective is in the order of ontology and 
contrasted instead with that which does not have being.  
 This distinction between the intersubjective and the objective 
leads quite naturally to the question in what sense the 
intersubjective realm is coextensive with reality, whether the 
universe is intersubjectively accessible in its totality or if it could 
harbour some radical mystery other than the human interior. 
Perhaps the universe is accessible in toto potentially, but not 
actually, so that an optimistic view of human intellectual history is 
to see it as the gradual expansion and correction of the 
intersubjective world to the final goal of making it coextensive 
with being.  
 Nevertheless, to contrast subjective with intersubjective 
instead of objective could seem a little confusing, because 
subjective is often used not only to refer to the content of the mind 
as the feeling of pain over a particular grievance, but also to the 
qualities  (qualia) of an act of knowing or perceiving which 
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pertains to the subject and not the object. In seeing a blue sky, the 
bluishness is subjective in the sense that it is an experience had by 
the subject, but, on the other hand, it is caused by the perceived 
object; thus varying with the frequency and intensity of the light 
refracted. A bundle of questions is connected to this distinction as, 
for example, to what degree bluishness is objective, in the sense of 
being true, that is, if it corresponds to a quality of the object; 
furthermore, we find the discussion whether the existence of qualia 
is a strong argument for the sui generis nature of mental 
phenomena, thus supporting the rejection of materialism. Qualia 
are, nevertheless, intersubjective, or so it seems at least, as we can 
speak with each other about different shades of blue skies and 
collectively admiring the manifestation of the whole colour 
spectrum in a rainbow.5  
 Subjective is also used as denoting a judgment done 
according to the preferences and desires of a person, instead of 
what is best for the community or what is true. In this context, the 
quality of being objective, impartial, is to be able to disregard 
one’s own preferences and interests and to judge what is in 
accordance with justice and truth.  
 The two senses of objective outlined above are both related to 
what has been chosen as the basic sense of objectivity, viz. what 
has being and what in a second step represent being in a correct 
way (i.e. truth). This opens up many exciting avenues of enquiry 
due to the centrality of the subject-object dichotomy in western 
philosophical discourse, but as we then are in the danger of 
venturing too far from the concerns of the ritual person and to 
become lured deep into the brushy woods of philosophical debate, 
it is necessary to conclude this section and proceed to a discussion 
of the notion ‘person’.  
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 The main outcome of the discussion of subject and object that 
is important for our conception of the ritual person is the interplay 
between the subjective, intersubjective and objective. In the radical 
forms of the postmodern approach, objective reality is left out and 
the subject deconstructed, while the choice here is to retain the 
concept of subject as the abstracted centre of consciousness, and 
subjective as denoting the mental world to which the subject has 
privileged access, while intersubjective points to what is accessible 
actually or potentially to at least two subjects. As the subject is not 
considered as dead, neither is the object in the sense of what is 
present to consciousness, nor the derivative ‘objective’ referring to 
that which has being: comprising the subjective sphere and the 
intersubjective cultural world, plus what lies beyond them both. 
The concept of the objective puts constraints on the subjective and 
the intersubjective as in the case of death, which marks the 
disappearance of a person (and indirectly a subject) from the 
intersubjective field, an occurrence which is of prime interest to 
religious discourse. To retain the notion of the objective points to 
the limitations of the intersubjective realm and preserves an aspect 
of mystery, at the same time as this affirms the possibility of an 
expansion of the intersubjective field, a necessary condition for the 
human quest of making the intersubjective coextensive with being, 
with what is objective. In the Christian tradition, this fusion of the 
epistemological dimension with the ontological is reached in the 
beatific vision of God, corresponding in Indian philosophy to the 
tendency of spiritual monism, everything being one unified subject, 
and one could interpret the postmodern tendency of making 
discourse absolute and the flattening of reality by naturalism as 
immanent versions of these transcendent goals. 
From Subject to Person 
 The term subject carries with it, as we have seen, a marked 
emphasis on mental life, something which distinguishes it from the 
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concept of a human person, which refers to the embodied mind or 
the minded body, that is, a totality of mind and body. This is 
crucial for the treatment of ritual interiorization, as the inner is both 
mental and physical, and as the interior is manifested and enacted 
through material and bodily signs. The subject and its subjective 
domain are, therefore, not alone in the interiority of the human 
person, but share this condition of being hidden with the inside of 
the human body. To conceive of the ritual person as solely or 
primarily a subject (i.e. as consciousness) is to open up for some 
form of idealism which makes both intersubjectivity and 
embodiment unnecessarily problematic.  
 Thus, to the triad formerly introduced consisting of the 
subject, the intersubjective realm and objective reality, we have to 
add the person. The person as a conscious agent is clearly a subject 
and as having being it is objective, but it is not in its totality 
intersubjective. Therefore, it can become a microcosm in which the 
quest for a fusion of knowledge and being can unfold, at the same 
time as it holds out the prospect of radical mystery, of a 
transcendent nucleus, as suggested if not affirmed by the notion of 
a subject.  
The Individual Person and its Self 
 In moving from subject (consciousness) to person (embodied 
mind), we have not exhausted the number of concepts used to 
single out and characterize a human being. As these terms tend to 
overlap and compete for the primary place, there is a need to 
comment upon some of them – and in this way also move along the 
elaboration of the concept of person – before taking on personhood 
in a ritual context.6  Spencer Cahill (1998: 135), for example, in his 
reading of Ervin Goffman’s writings on personhood, makes the 
comment that Goffman uses the words individual, self and person 
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in an inconsistent way and Cahill, therefore, proposes the 
following conceptual clarification: 

I will use the term “individual” to refer to an organic bodily 
being. Following Harre (1984: 26), the term “person” will 
refer to a “socially defined publicly visible embodied being.” 
Finally, I define “self” as such a being’s reflective awareness 
of personal agency and identity (Giddens 1991: 35–55) 

 In light of these distinctions, it becomes apparent that up to 
this point we have not clearly differentiated between individual and 
person. In Cahill’s definition and article, the emphasis is on the 
constructed nature of the person: personhood is socially conferred 
or denied of the individual. The difference seems to introduce a 
split between the basic material living being, a body, and the social 
defining of that material as a person. However, the definition 
interestingly neither singles out human bodies nor human 
personhood.7 As discussed in the article, the favourite pet, for 
example, the poodle Sophie, could also be given personhood, as 
evidenced in the custom of giving pets a funeral. Consider the 
following text found on the website of the Los Angeles Pet 
Memorial Park under the heading “Words of Comfort”: 

The Rainbow Bridge 
There is a bridge connecting Heaven and Earth. It is called the 
Rainbow Bridge because of its many colors. Just this side of 
the Rainbow Bridge there is a land of meadows, hills and 
valleys with lush green grass.  
When a beloved pet dies, the pet goes to this place. There is 
always food and water and warm spring weather. The old and 
frail animals are young again. Those who are maimed are 
made whole again. They play all day with each other.  
There is only one thing missing. They are not with their 
special person who loved them on Earth. So, each day they run 
and play until the day comes when one suddenly stops playing 
and looks up! The nose twitches! The ears are up! The eyes 
are staring! And this one suddenly runs from the group!  
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You have been seen, and when you and your special friend 
meet, you take him or her in your arms and embrace. Your 
face is kissed again and again and again, and you look once 
more into the eyes of your trusting pet.  
Then you cross the Rainbow Bridge together, never again to 
be separated.  
~ Author Unknown ~ <www.lapetcemetery.com/> 2006-08-23 

 To consider animals as persons is of course not a new 
phenomenon, the Saami hunters of northern Scandinavia, for 
example, ceremoniously buried the skeleton of the killed bear and 
had a myth elaborating on the kinship between men and bears (cf. 
Willerslev 2007 for a Siberian example). A ‘bodily being’ in 
Cahill’s definition, therefore, does not require the potentiality for 
rational thought, but incorporates even molluscs. Also, when he 
characterizes a person as an embodied being socially defined, the 
focus is on the body and not on consciousness or capacity for 
conceptual thinking. This relation between the organic body of the 
individual and the category of embodied being (person) is 
challenged in a religious context when the statue of a god is treated 
like a person: washed, given food, entertained and put to bed. It is 
mostly considered not merely as a symbol, but as somehow 
inhabited by the god, and in this way also inorganic entities can be 
socially defined as persons. The individual in Cahill’s terminology 
is more clearly an animal of some sort, an organic being, and 
individuals constitute the foremost material for the conferring of 
personhood, but not the only as we have seen.  
 At this point a number of oppositional positions clash as 
those of the constructivist and the more objectivist, and that of the 
‘animist’ and the materialist. If we follow Cahill in considering 
personhood as something which is conferred rather than inherent, 
then of course anything can be made into a person. However, 
according to a definition of personhood which requires an 
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objective capacity for rationality in the entity socially defined as a 
person, one could argue that many such bestowed personhoods are 
mistaken. Therefore, it seems wise, as we have retained the 
difference between the intersubjective and the objective, to 
acknowledge two types of personhood. The first is the ontological, 
either an entity has the potentiality of rational thought or not. The 
second is social personhood which could be conferred on both 
animals and inanimate objects, but also denied of ontological 
persons, for example, when according to a racist ideology 
‘primitives’ are not considered as rational, that is, persons, but only 
individuals in Cahill’s terminology. There is thus a basic tension 
between the intersubjective cultural conferring and refusal of 
personhood and the objective nature of the capacity for rationality 
and self-consciousness.  
 If we consider human personhood more specifically, there is 
also a problem with saying that personhood is socially conferred on 
the individual, because an individual human being, who is not a 
person, is not a human being at all. The basic point is that when 
singling out a human individual, we use personhood as a criterion. 
When personhood is denied mostly also humanity is denied, as 
sometimes in the case of slaves or aborted foetuses.8  In Michael 
Tooley’s discussion of abortion and the right to life, he, 
consequently, considers the basic question to be “When is the 
member of the species homo sapiens a person?” His answer makes 
mature subjectivity the criterion of personhood; the right to live is, 
hence, dependent not upon being human (a member of the species) 
but upon being a person:  

The claim I wish to defend is this: An organism possesses a 
serious right to life only if it possesses the concept of  a self as 
a continuing subject of experiences and other mental states, 
and believes that it is itself a continuing entity. (Tooley 2007 
[1972]: 428) 
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  Somewhat ironically this puts into question not only whether 
the mentally retarded have a right to life, but also denies advanced 
Theravada Buddhists this human right. A somewhat perplexing 
result which follows as Tooley in the phrase above does not base 
personhood on the potential for rational reflexive subjectivity, but 
on the actual possession of the concept and the belief in that one is 
a continuing subject. If he, on the other hand, had decided for 
potentiality, it would have been much more difficult to differentiate 
between being human and being a person. 
 The question of species identity and personhood becomes 
different in regard to animals as rationality and self-reflexivity 
does not, for example, enter into the definition of what a duck is, to 
define a duck as a person is then to give it a status it did not have 
by virtue of its duckishness. An individual duck and Donald the 
personal duck are thus both ducks. A human, on the other hand, 
who is not a person puts into question the very concept of being 
human as in the case of a dead body, a human body in a vegetative 
state, or a savage. The human body without reason, but still 
breathing, is it a person or not: is it a living dead, a human person 
having lost its personhood and with it also its humanity, lingering 
on as a morbid caricature of the person it once was? Or is it a 
person still and should have the rights of a person?  
 Consequently, an animal is an individual duck by virtue of its 
having the characteristics pertaining to the definition of what a 
duck is; and an animal is an individual human being by having the 
basic features of humanhood of which personhood is one. The 
notion of individual is thus connected to the process of 
individuation, the making of the individual (ontological), or the 
ascription of individuality (conceptual). On the one hand, we have 
the general concept of human person and on the other hand we 
have individual persons; it is, therefore, not feasible to distinguish 
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between an individual human being and a personal human being.9 
An individual human is at the same time a particular person. If not 
considered as an instance of a person, then it will not qualify as a 
human being at all; instead, perhaps a monster, an uncanny 
disguised creature, a zombie, or a robot. But if a robot would 
achieve ontological personhood this would not automatically make 
it into a human due to that ‘person’ is a more generic concept than 
‘human being’; there could, for example, be aliens who qualify as 
persons, but not as humans.  
 Though the difference between personhood and an individual 
human person has now been delineated, it still remains to comment 
on the nature of self in distinction to person, and in this respect it is 
advisable to follow Cahill. The self is thus the picture a person has 
of itself. This is of course something which to an overwhelmingly 
high degree is generated by the social systems that an individual is 
situated within, but this fact should not lead us to deprive the 
individual of agency, however limited it may be (cf. Archer 2006). 
The definition of self as the picture the individual has of itself is in 
accordance with the distinction between self psychology and 
personality psychology as summarized by Jonathon Brown: 

Self-psychology is concerned with subjective experience (with 
what people think they are like); personality psychology is 
more concerned with objective experience (with what people 
are actually like). (Brown, J. 1998: 3) 

 But if the self is the picture of myself which I think is true, 
and my personality is the way I as a psychophysical being is 
objectively formed, we need also concepts for the picture of myself 
that I try to project, but which I do not necessarily consider true, 
perhaps wanting to make it true – and, on the other hand, the 
representations other persons have of me. The first is the persona 
and the second, following Brown, the social identity. Persona 
carries here the original meaning of person, that is, the theatrical 
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mask and in a second step the social role or appearance assumed by 
an individual.10 Of course, for an individual, the self and the 
persona could be more or less identical and both quite different 
from its real personality. Such a lack of insight into one’s own 
personality combined with the effort to convince others of the truth 
of one’s delusion could easily create a comical effect or turn into a 
mental disorder, or merely social catastrophe. On the other hand, 
the persona could evince social ambitions and thereby an aspiration 
of changing one’s social identity. This identity is foremost the 
result of an evaluation of the individual on the basis of its real or 
presumed membership in a number of social categories such as sort 
of occupation, social class, race and ethnicity, but also personality 
traits as benevolent, generous or greedy could be included and 
combine as in the concept of the greedy Scotsman. The modern 
notion of ‘image’, for example, that of a politician, refers both to 
the active effort to project a persona, in this way establishing a 
profitable social identity for the politician, and to that person’s 
actual social identity. A disclosure of the real personality could 
then be disastrous.  
 However, if we take a look at the complementary notion of 
personal identity, we must ask ourselves in what sense it differs 
from the concept of self as formerly defined. In the same manner 
as social identity, personal identity can be viewed as having an 
inclination toward denoting a collection of memberships in social 
groups, but as also psychological characteristics were included in 
the social identity, there seems to be little difference between self 
and personal identity. The choice here is to let personal identity 
denote the internalized social identity of the individual, while the 
self refers to the whole physical-psychological-social profile. A 
change in the social identity as unemployment, thereby, probably 
causes a change in the personal identity, threatening the foundation 
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of the life project of the individual. In this sense, the personal 
identity constitutes one important aspect of the self, but not its 
totality. The self contains aspects of me which are socially 
irrelevant and which do not come into question when forming my 
social identity or the internalized personal identity.11 
 The persona can in certain situations be seen as a proposal for 
a new social identity hiding as a screen the internalized old social 
identity, that is, the personal identity, with the intention of letting 
the persona become the new personal identity. The figure of the 
bourgeois gentilhomme ascending on the social ladder as described 
by Molière comes naturally to mind and meeting him, but 
descending and thus less cheerful, we find the impoverished 
aristocrat, who by his noble persona tries to uphold his former 
social and personal identity though these now lack material and 
social foundation (cf. Riggs 1986). Both types of discrepancies 
between social identity and persona have great potential for 
comical as well as tragic effects.  
From the Intersubjective to the Interpersonal 
 If we shift our attention from the subject to the person this 
entails a simultaneous move from the intersubjective to the 
interpersonal, the world as related to persons, stopping at the limit 
of the person, which hems in the sphere of the intrapersonal, the 
interior of the person. What is intrapersonal can partly be 
intersubjectively perceived and made into an object, giving birth to 
the curious sense of discrepancy between personal (i.e. me, mine) 
and object (i.e. this, that), a feeling of alienation – which 
essentially is a conflict between the individual as subject 
(consciousness) and as person. And it is this limited range of the 
intersubjective gaze that provides the person with an interior both 
in a physical and mental sense. The surface of the person, its parts 
which enter the intersubjective field, becomes then a canvas on 
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which signs are enacted inter alia in order to mediate between 
what is interior and exterior. This semiosis is of fundamental 
importance for ritual interiorization, as symbols oscillate between 
being used as signs of the interior and being ritualized to the point 
where the symbol collapses signifier and signified in itself.  
 We, hence, have to change focus from an emphasis on 
epistemology, the subject being the knower, to the instable 
boundaries of the person and their semiotic character. The notion 
of intersubjective has to give room for the interpersonal, to what is 
between persons, to the relations between persons, which brings 
with it a shift of attention from an epistemological to a social and 
moral dimension. At the same time, we have to retain the 
epistemological aspect as the tension between intersubjective and 
interpersonal is of importance for the understanding of the ritual 
person.  
 In order to flesh out the implications of the interpersonal, two 
aspects will be dealt with in the following. First, the moral 
dimension of personhood will be explored, hence, bringing the 
rights and obligations of the person to the fore. Second, the 
semiotic nature of the person will be revisited, a feature which is 
intimately linked to the person due to, on the one hand, the need 
for bridging the more or less broad gulf between the intrapersonal 
and the interpersonal, and, on the other hand, as a means of 
connecting the intersubjective world of culture with the subjective 
understanding and use of it.  
Moral Personhood 
 If the surface of the body is seen as the limit of the person, 
then private in the sense of hidden and interior is both bodily and 
mental, but importantly only relatively so, as during a surgery the 
hidden nature of the bodily interior is effectively transcended. If 
such an epistemological understanding of private basically gives 
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birth to a discussion of what is perceivable and knowable, an 
understanding of private as what belongs to the person entails more 
a focus on actions and their legitimacy or illegitimacy, with other 
words: the moral dimension.12 
 This moral aspect is intimately connected with the inherent 
social nature of the person as the moral quality of an action is 
mostly discussed in relation to how it affects other persons. For 
example, all the Ten Commandments endorse or prohibit actions 
toward persons (God and fellow humans) and their property. A 
discussion of morality and personhood could, however, take two 
basic forms. First it can centre on the question whether there are 
rights and obligations flowing from the person qua person, as 
argued by the proponents of natural law (e.g. Rourke 2005: 100–
107). Second, one could analyse what concrete norms are 
considered as pertaining to a person in a specific culture, that is, 
what constitutes positive law. The latter question is more 
interesting for us in this context as in religious rituals very different 
versions of what moral status a particular person should have are 
enacted. As in the everyday life of society, rights and obligations 
mostly depend on the social identity, and in rituals this relation 
becomes accented in a radical way, as in rituals social identities are 
manufactured and destroyed, internalized and engraved on the 
person through signs as circumcision or affixed to it as royal 
insignia.  
 It is, therefore, not enough to be recognized as an individual 
human person in order to gain a private sphere, inclusion in certain 
social groups is also required. And with them more or less privacy 
is concomitant as the difference between the slave and the king 
bears witness to. For the slave not even his own body is private and 
he lives on the border of personhood only having minimal rights 
and could easily become classified as an animal, a non-person. In a 
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totalitarian society, this is extended also to the mind, not even the 
thoughts are private in the moral sense, though they may be private 
to some extent epistemologically. If we earlier alluded to the 
perplexity that emerges when a part of the body is viewed as an 
intersubjective object and not as an undifferentiated element of the 
whole of the acting person, we now meet a similar dissonance, viz. 
that between an organ of my body as belonging to someone else 
and it as being a proper part of my person. For a pregnant woman 
this is a process which culminates in the delivery and the cutting of 
the umbilical cord, but in a psychological and moral-legal sense 
this is a much longer process.  
 Though the moral status of the individual is mostly 
dependent on its social identity, the basic classification is of course 
to be included in the category of human being and in a second step 
to be part of the most generic social group in question: the family, 
clan, nation, state or empire. We should, however, expect that in 
cultures where a universal order transcending the local society is 
not elaborated, the concept of barbarian and nonhuman tend to 
converge. In all these categorizations (human, citizen and social 
position), we can progressively see a fuller version of moral 
personhood emerging, a growing intensity of privacy: of what 
belongs properly to the person. 
The Legal Person and the Totem 
 At this point, it could be interesting to dwell for a moment on 
the notion of legal person which is the moral aspect of personhood 
abstracted from the other characteristics of the individual human, 
for example, embodiment and consciousness. As August Reinisch 
remarks in his book International Organizations before National 
Courts (2000: 37): “Legal personality is generally regarded as the 
capability to possess rights and duties under a specific system of 
law.” Thus, also social groups as nations and corporations can be 
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considered to have moral or legal personhood, as having rights and 
running the risk to be punished for transgressions of laws. But, in 
principle also animals could be defined as legal persons having 
rights (animal rights movement) and obligations thus running the 
risk to be condemned for breaches of laws and regulations as in a 
proposal of a new law in Belgium.13 
 The discussion of an extended notion of moral personhood is 
foremost a legal discourse in which the personality of corporations 
is considered as an instance of legal fiction. But, as we are focusing 
on religious rituals, we must note similar strategies within a 
religious context. We can even choose a topic that has been used as 
bridge between the secular and the religious, viz. the practice of 
totemism (e.g. Durkheim 1912; Freud 1913). The basic belief of 
group totemism is that there is a bond of kinship between a human 
group (family, clan) and a species of animals or plants. The totem 
animal functions often as the symbol of the social group and is 
guarded by special taboos (rights).  
 In a first step, we may focus on the extension of personhood 
to animals or plants through the notion of kinship. This could be 
attributed to a primitive mentality of sorts as alluded to in the 
article on totemism by Josef Haekel in Encyclopaedia Britannica: 

Generally speaking, totemistic forms are based on the 
psychomental habits of the so-called primitives, on a 
distinctive “thought style” which is characterized, above all, 
by an “anthropopsychic” apprehension of nature and natural 
beings, for instance, ascribing to them a soul like man's. 
Beasts and the things of nature are again and again thought of 
as “persons,” but mostly as persons with superhuman 
qualities. (Haekel 2006) 

 If the raven is considered a kin, it can be considered to 
possess personal attributes as consciousness, language competence 
and rationality. However, another aspect is its protection by taboos. 
The animal then also has a moral personhood: if a raven, the totem 
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of the clan, is killed, the injury to the totemic species has to be 
redressed, or at least explained away. The human group in question 
probably also expect the raven to act in ways beneficial to its 
human relatives, in this way implying its duties.  
 In a third sense, the raven is parallel to the legal person of a 
corporation or a state, because the raven is not only considered as a 
person, but as a token of the human social group, as the 
embodiment of it. And if we continue to probe the religious sphere 
and leave totemism proper behind, we find deities as 
representatives of cities, nations and empires. This is of course a 
variant on the general theme of personification in which abstract 
entities are given personal characteristics such as the goddess of 
victory or of the plague. But the main point here is the necessity of 
extending the moral aspect of personhood to supra-human 
structures as evinced by the legal person and the totem of the clan.  
 The fullness of moral personhood varies with the social 
identity of the person, reaching its apex in the person that embodies 
the social group: the king, the totem or the legal fiction the state; 
this order is, however, transcended, or merely extended, when we 
take into full consideration the religious sphere. The god has 
potentially an even higher level of rights and fewer obligations 
than the highest ranking human. The culmination of this 
development is reached in a voluntarist view of morality according 
to which moral norms are decided solely by the will of the supreme 
god; the god then has no obligations toward principles outside his 
or her own will. The whole world could be viewed as the body of 
the god, that is, his or her private domain. But mostly also the 
superhuman world is conceived of as graded and we find a 
hierarchical set of levels of perfection, inhabited by various gods 
and spirits. This naturally often functions as an ultimate 
legitimatizing ground for the human moral and political order, but 



144  CLEMENS CAVALLIN 

it could also make it possible with an earthly career of personhood 
that aspires to the superhuman level, channelling the resources of 
the individual in the quest for deification. If this is a particular way 
of life for the ascetic or the hermit, it is also an intrinsic part of 
religious rituals. One can, therefore, see deification as a variant on 
the theme of sacralization, a process at the very heart of the 
religious ritual as argued by Henri Hubert and Marcel Mauss 
(Mauss 1899) in their theory of sacrifice. The problematic nature 
of ritual deification is that it is often achieved by extensive taboos 
that restrict the allowed behaviour of the individual to the extreme 
point of immobility. Ritual sanctity is, therefore, eminently 
unpractical, and is mostly a temporary condition checked by rituals 
of desacralization. To combine everyday life with the desire or 
obligation toward deification is, hence, a fundamental question for 
some religions as witnessed by the anxiety of Arjuna on the 
battlefield of Kurukshetra torn between the perfection of ascetic 
life and the moral muddle of internecine warfare.  
 The notion of the divine king constitutes another attempt to 
combine both the earthly peak of personhood with its ultimate apex 
in the yonder world, while at the same time trying to avoid the 
extreme consequences of terrestrial divinity. The latter objective 
can be brought about through that it is merely the office which is 
divine, or divinely instituted, and therefore the king itself does not 
have to be subjected to extreme ritualization (cf. Feeley-Harnik 
1985). 
The Semiotic Person 
 Connected to the social identity and the moral status of the 
person formed in the laboratory of ritual proceedings is 
signification. The person as we have dealt with it has in a sense 
been naked; we must, hence, clothe our model. In that way, we are 
not dealing only with a tabula rasa and signs as in tattooing, but we 
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find that the body is more or less covered with layers of artificial 
skin. Through bodily modifications, clothing and other attributes a 
cocoon of signification is woven around the person. They signal 
both social and personal identity, self and persona. As a 
consequence, it is idle to think that the removal of the cloths would 
necessarily undo their meaning, as the meaning is interior 
(internalized) while the clothes are exterior. We can actually 
question the very metaphor of the cocoon, that is, the idea that 
beneath the social identity, both in its external signification and in 
its interior manifestation as personal identity, the true person 
slumbers only waiting to be realized in manifest behaviour. This 
might perhaps be ontologically true to some extent, but when 
considering socially conferred personhood the result is more 
probably a non-person. And this becomes all the more marked as 
the social dimension of the person is an intrinsic part of it and not 
superficially added to it as an attribute. This means that the social 
identity is a manifestation of the nature of the human person and 
that it is problematic to remove it without mutilating or at least 
depriving the person.  Perhaps, the individualistic myth of the true 
inner person is particularly strong within societies profoundly 
affected by modernity, especially in the form of functional 
differentiation with its often swift changes of occupation and 
locality leading to an erosion of traditional ways of organizing life 
(Giddens 1991). One way to handle the threatening anomy is then 
to insist on that beneath the functions and roles temporarily 
fulfilled by the person there lays a basic kernel providing a more 
stable identity: the real person, subject, self or individual (cf. 
Nédoncelle 1984: 31). Another strategy, however, is to reject any 
notion of essence and indulge in the fleeting constructed qualities 
of the social identity, that is, to embrace the ethos of fashion (cf. 
Pippin 2005: 307ff.). 
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 A successful undressing of the ‘superficial’ layers of the 
person must thus proceed also to the interior of the person, the 
personal identity must be removed together with the old persona, in 
this way undertaking a radical restructuring of the self, the 
representation the individual has of itself. But such a penetrating 
peeling of the person makes the simple thought of uncovering the 
real person problematic, and when combined with attention toward 
the moral nature of the human person, it could instead manifest 
itself as a purification of the individual, as its moral regeneration. 
In this way, it is not only a question of refashioning the self, but 
the much more troublesome transformation of the personality. This 
is, then, not a hunt for the true person, but an emphasis on the 
remaking of the person building on the moral thesis that human 
nature is wounded at its core. Such a process of regeneration is 
naturally very laborious if undertaken without any prospect of 
divine grace, but in the non-essentialist approach the individual in 
an idealistic vein merely has to think his or her new personality in 
order for it to materialize, even if also this type of thinking require 
some consistent exertion. Consider the following quotation from 
the webpage SuccessConsciousness.com:  

Positive thinking is a mental attitude that admits into the mind 
thoughts, words  and  images that  are  conductive  to  growth, 
expansion and success. It is a mental attitude that expects good 
and favorable results. A positive mind anticipates happiness, 
joy, health and a successful outcome of every situation and 
action. Whatever the mind expects, it finds. 
<www.successconsciousness.com/index_000009.htm> 2006-
10-09. 

 Another type of laying bare the true person is that of a social 
striptease which do not proceed from a spiritual motive of 
liberation, or the more worldly desire of success, but instead 
focuses on insight, which though could have liberating and 
progressive features. One literary example is H. C. Andersen’s 
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often quoted tale of the emperor’s new clothes telling how the 
emperor was fooled into believing that he had magnificent new 
clothes invisible to the stupid, but visible only to the clever, while 
he actually had put on no clothes at all. In the parade, he was hence 
made to suffer public ridicule after the pertinent remark of a small 
boy that the emperor was naked. In this way, the nakedness of the 
royal body becomes a means of social critique: behind the social 
identity is not a more perfect person, the butterfly escaping from 
the cocoon, but merely raw vanity and stupidity. The undressed 
body could then become besides an object of desire, a symbol of 
the horrifying or liberating prospect of a person without social 
identity. The latter can be exemplified with Francis of Assisi who 
took off all his clothes and gave them back to his father, the cloth 
salesman, in this way renouncing his social identity, and literally 
shielded by the bishop’s mantle embarked on a new career.  
 But, if the naked body itself is made into the liberating 
condition of human personhood, as in nudist practice, this is not 
ultimately a safe refuge, because the body as a system is in 
constant interaction with its environment; it takes in food, water 
and air and has to expunge the waste in solid, liquid and gas form. 
The limits of the body and of the person are, therefore, unstable. 
For example, there is great anxiety in many cultures connected 
with bleeding, cutting the nails and the hair: the basic question 
being whether the hair is an integral part of the person or not. In 
the story of the nazir Samson in the Book of Judges, his strength is 
clearly portrayed as related to his hair. When the hair is cut off, he 
becomes weak and can be captured, but when it has grown out 
again, he brings down the temple of Dagon crushing both himself 
and his enemies.14 
 When discussing the signs on the body of the person, we can 
move further and further away from the body encountering layers 
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after layers, and at a certain point the question becomes whether 
these are to be considered as parts of the person or not. This 
question of the outer limit of the person is clearly connected to the 
previously mentioned thought of undressing the person in order to 
lay bare its genuine kernel, a process which we saw could penetrate 
deeper and deeper still, perhaps without any final result, as in the 
peeling of an onion. But, now we move in the opposite direction, 
probing how far we can proceed from the body without leaving the 
person behind. Perhaps it is wise then to reconnect to the notion of 
private, as what belongs to the person, not only in the sense of 
ownership as in private property, but as an extension of the limits 
of the person. In the interest of avoiding confusion, one could as 
Jonathan Brown in his comment on William James’s Self 
psychology introduce a distinction between the bodily self and the 
extracorporeal, extended, self (Brown, J. 1998: 21). Although this 
seems advisable, it is not always easy to uphold the distinction, as 
indicated in the case of hair as part of the bodily self and the wig as 
part of the extracorporeal self. A distinction which comes to the 
fore in the comical cliché of the toupee unexpectedly flying off, 
something which can be contrasted with the wig used by the judge 
in an English court. And as we have defined the self as the picture 
a person has of itself, the artificial hair in both these cases is part of 
the self, though in the first case there is a discrepancy between the 
persona as basis for a social identity and the personality, while in 
the second there is probably none. The removal of the toupee 
exposes the individual’s vanity, whereas the wind suddenly lifting 
off the wig of the judge accents the distinction between the 
individual and its social function.  
 To insist on an absolute distinction between the bodily person 
and the extended person is also not especially fruitful when 
analyzing religious discourse where spirits unite with bodies and 
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then leave them, and sometimes instead unites with natural objects 
such stones, in accordance with the logic of what has been 
characterized as an animistic world view. As earlier remarked, the 
king could be viewed as owning the whole land, which, therefore, 
constitutes a part of his person; which is indicated by notions of a 
correlation between the health of the king and of the land, that is, 
its fruitfulness. This is, for example, born out by the following 
description of the Jukun king in Nigeria made by Luc de Heusch in 
an article trying to partly rehabilitate the Frazerian theory of sacred 
kingship: 

The Jukun king (Nigeria) is the living source of agriculture 
since he is called ‘our millet, our groundnuts, our beans’. He 
controls the rain and the wind (Meek 1931: 129–30). He 
possesses a particularly powerful magical charm which is 
none other than a part of the body of one of the former kings. 
Moreover, he is supposed to nourish himself periodically by 
eating the heart of his predecessor. (Heusch 1997: 214)  

 We can also see this vitalistic nature of the extended person 
in relics which are not only made of the body of the saint, but also 
of her or his clothes. One story told to me by a Franciscan friar 
started with the fact that in the convent in Assisi nobody of the 
friars had permission to handle on his own the habit of St. Francis, 
which is kept there, due to the fear that pieces of it would be taken 
as relics. But one day, when he was there with another friar, they 
looked mischievously at each other and then both of them 
simultaneously pulled forth a pair of scissors. The poor garment of 
Francis had hence become in one sense an important extension of 
his person, mediating contact with his soul: paralleling in a spirit of 
divine irony Francis’ rejection of the trade as a cloth merchant.  
 Now, it is time to leave the discussion of the limits of the 
person, of what is properly considered as belonging to the person, 
and to focus more explicitly on the sign value of these parts of the 
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person. Let us begin with an example: In Denmark, a Sikh youth, 
Ripudaman Singh, was in 2005 fined for carrying a dagger in 
public, but this dagger thus forbidden by Danish law was a kirpan, 
a traditional symbolic sword worn by khalsa Sikhs. The crucial 
point was whether the kirpan was a weapon or merely a sign, or 
both at the same time. This little sword is clearly an important and 
obligatory part of the person who is a khalsa Sikh, together with 
the long uncut hair rolled up in a turban, the likewise uncut beard, 
a special comb for the hair, a bracelet and a pair of knee length 
shorts. The kirpan as a sign points inwards toward the self and the 
personal identity; at the same time, it points toward the 
intersubjective realm, to his social identity and more broadly to the 
religious discourse of Sikh religion and culture. When the kirpan 
was taken from Ripudaman, a part of his person was hence 
confiscated. In being charged of paying a fine, the moral and legal 
dimension was activated, in the way that a right was taken away, 
the right to carry a religious symbol, something which ultimately 
rests on the right of religious freedom. At the same time, this 
prohibition affected the level of the intersubjective cultural-
religious identity of being a khalsa Sikh. The law suit thus became 
the concern of a whole social group. It is this anchoring function 
that the layers of signs of the person fulfil; they mediate between 
the intersubjective and the subjective, between the social identity 
and the self, thereby facilitating internalization and externalization. 
So Ripudaman would probably continue to be a dedicated Sikh 
without his kirpan, but a wedge has been driven into the relation 
between inner and outer identity.  
 If this is an example of how a secular law intended to restrict 
public violence can come into conflict with the use of religious 
symbols, then the French prohibition against religious symbols in 
public schools is directed straight at the symbolical function. If a 
religious symbol is not used, the discerning (he is a Sikh) and 
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conferring of social identity (you are a Sikh) becomes difficult in 
regard to religious belonging. The denial of the morally private 
character of the personal religious semiosis makes religious 
identity in an epistemological sense private, that is, hidden.  In 
order to make religion private, the state has to undertake a 
limitation of the person’s privacy, increasing its obligations and 
lessen its rights. In this way, one strives after making religious and 
epistemological privacy coextensive: what belongs to the person as 
religious is confined to the subjective or domestic realm. In such a 
conflict, the question of a natural personhood, and with it natural 
rights, resurfaces as a way to argue for the Sikh community, when 
the legal system and the legislative powers of the state are not on 
their side:  

Bhai Subeg Singh of Singh Sabha Copenhagen and himself an 
Amritdhari Sikh commented on how this ruling would affect 
the whole Sikh community of Denmark, as any and every Sikh 
practising their faith would be seen as breaking the law. He 
said this was an infringement on the Sikh community’s right 
to practice their faith and a breach of the basic rights of the 
free expression of one's religion.15 

 The extension of the person is thus closely connected with 
the moral-legal dimension and processes of signification. It is 
easier to clip one’s nails, thereby losing a part of one’s body, than 
to lose a religious sign as a sword, for with it a connection to the 
inner identity, the self, is lost, and at the same time a connection to 
the intersubjective world of social identity and religious meaning. 
The sign is a link connecting inner with outer, something which 
gives it tremendous importance for processes of interiorization, and 
all other attempts to connect the intersubjective with the subjective. 
Performance and Persona 
 As previously mentioned, the notion of person has a 
theatrical origin, viz. the mask worn by Greek actors, the prosopon, 
which in Latin became persona. Persona then developed into the 
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concept of social role, the combination of social identity and 
function. In a third step, the idea of person, a conscious rational 
being, came into being. Boethius, in his classical definition of 
person as an individual substance of a rational nature, explicitly 
referred to the use of masks in Roman theatre so that the scholastic 
tradition inherited a performance aspect of the concept person, if 
only in an etymological and historical sense (Marshall 1950).16  On 
the conceptual level, we hence move from theatre to society and 
arrive at metaphysics. If we leave the heights of abstraction and the 
humdrum social space and retrace the conceptual evolution, in this 
way returning to the theatre, we also come closer to the ritual 
persona and person. In a theatrical setting, however, the persona is 
only temporarily upheld and has validity merely within the limits 
of the scene, the transcending of which can become funny or 
uncanny, as when the actors of, for example, a horror movie do not 
change outfit before going out for lunch at the local pizzeria.  
 The mask, the theatrical persona, makes it possible for the 
individual to be somebody else for a restricted time span, and from 
the social perspective it makes it possible to see certain agents 
acting that it otherwise would be impossible to perceive, due to 
their spirituality, absence or death. The theatrical mask is parallel 
to the use of a persona in the social space outside the theatre, but 
there it is often constructed with the intention of providing a longer 
lasting identity. The theatrical persona could hence, as the 
emperor’s new clothes, emphasize the disjunction between person 
and social identity, on the other hand it makes it possible for supra-
individual persons to act in a cultural space, as they do in a legal 
one. The character is, therefore, often a type, a symbol of a social 
group, social function or role (cf. Geertz, A. 1990: 329).  
 It is not necessary that the relation between actor and mask is 
conceived in a modern way as wholly arbitrary. In a religious 
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festival, to take on a mask and to act a character can be 
simultaneous with being possessed by the spirit represented (cf. 
Rozik 2002: 76). In this way, the spirit, who is closely connected to 
the mask due to symbolical reference or analogy, acts through the 
human body. In one sense, there are then two masks: the human 
body and the mask proper, both used by the spirit (e.g. Emigh 
1996: 14).  
 These two ways of seeing the relation between the actor’s 
persona and his personality create a dilemma confronting modern 
skilful acting, as the more successful an enacting of a character is, 
the more closely the public conceives the mask to cling to the face 
of the actor. The performer becomes ultimately identical with the 
figure acted, and if wanting to insist on the arbitrary relation 
between persona and person, he or she must exorcise the spirit thus 
united with the actor – for example, by donning a mask embodying 
the contrary character: the comedian trying on the persona of a 
tragic personality. As in an exorcism, the outcome is, however, not 
decided beforehand and instead of tragic the result could become 
pathetic (cf. Kitto 2003: 29).       
Final words 
 By the chiselling out of a notion of personhood above, taking 
the step from the subject as defined by consciousness to the 
embodied moral and legal person inhabiting a semiotic world, 
created and upheld in performative and ritual contexts, we have 
come to a point in which processes of ritual interiorization can be 
begin to be outlined. This is, however, not the place to do this, and 
I must thus direct the interested reader to the book Ritualization 
and Human Interiority. 
 Furthermore, also this step from personhood to ritualization 
can be seen as part of a larger project which aims at arriving at a  
basic theory of religion. This is something which I hope to return 
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to and I would be very happy to carry out that ambition in the 
context of my work within religious studies in India, which 
provides an ideal counterpoint to the Swedish situation. That the 
part of my work on ritual interiorization which deals with 
personhood is published in India is, therefore, I think, significant. 
It is a piece in a more extensive jigsaw puzzle of which the larger 
structure and organization of the plethora of details are not quite in 
place yet − being a true work in progress.  
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NOTE & REFERENCES 
 
1.  For an objection against such a characterisation see Carr 1999: 4, 

and for the acceptance of it see Cascardi 1992; for a discussion of 
the death of the subject see Heartfield 2002 (the book contains also 
an argument for the existence and necessity of the free subject in a 
political context). For a history of theories of the self which takes 
the longue durée starting with the classical Greek civilisation but 
ending in resignation, see Martin and Barresi 2006: “The story of 
Western theorizing about the self and personal identity is not only, 
but centrally, the story of humankind’s attempt to elevate itself 
above the rest of the natural world, and it is the story of how that 
attempt has failed.” (305)  

2.  Perhaps parallel with the totalitarianism of the 20th century which 
not only tried to control public discourse and practice, but that also 
laboured to extend the power of the state to the interior thinking of 
its subjects giving inspiration to fictional narratives such as Georg 
Orwell’s 1984.  
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3. In this way, however, the possibility of the ultimate goal of some 
mysticism to transcend the subject-object division and establish a 
pure consciousness is not categorically excluded; such a condition, 
nevertheless, lies beyond what can be characterised as rationality in 
the ordinary sense. 

4. That this is not an uncontroversial position is borne out by Mark 
Sacks’ remark on ontological objectivity in his book Objectivity 
and Insight (Sacks 2000: 169): “I will continue to take it for 
granted that in proceeding to assess the available scope of 
objectivity, the discussion should take its initial bearings from the 
well-motivated and almost universal shared withdrawal from such 
metaphysics.” However, he still struggles on the very last pages 
with this connection between ontology and objectivity, wanting to 
resist relativism.  

5.  For an overview see Crane 2000. 
6.  For a similar undertaking see Harré 1998: 68–94. 
7.  Many of the basic questions concerning personhood vis-à-vis 

humans and other animals are activated by Peter Singer’s 
utilitarian ethic which has been foundational for the animal 
liberation discourse. For a general discussion see Petrinovich 1998.  

8.  However, for an analysis of the Japanese ritual of mizuko kuyo in 
which inter alia aborted foetuses are treated as persons through the 
votive offering of a small statuette of the bodhisattva Jizo see 
William R. LaFleur’s (1992) book Liquid Life: Abortion and 
Buddhism in Japan. The basic opposition is between giving the 
foetus the status of person through a ritual and on the other hand 
taking its life (1992: 11).  

9.  This position of course becomes problematic if one espouses a 
monistic view of the human intellect in the way that there is only 
one intellect, but many individual human beings; one can then 
argue that there is actually only one person, plurality being illusory 
as in Advaita Vedanta, or as Averroes that the individual soul 
(intellect) is composed of two parts one human and perishable and 
one eternal. The universal concept of intellect is hence both one 
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and many. Coplestone 2003 [1950]: 198. For a neothomistic 
discussion of the relation between individual and person see 
Maritain 1966 [1946]. 

10. For a discussion of the legal protection of one’s persona, dealing 
with the question of who has the right to the use the persona, image 
and name of a particular person see Smith, Simon 2001. 

11. This could be contrasted with Margaret Archer’s distinction 
between self-identity and personal identity (2000: 10). The former 
being the universal human capacity for having a continuous sense 
of being a self (a distinct person) something which comes 
naturally, while the latter constitutes an active achievement relative 
to our choice of ultimate concerns. Furthermore, her use of the 
notion ‘social identity’ incorporates both social and personal 
identity as defined in this book, which gives a more marked flavour 
of choice and agency to her notion of personal identity.  

12.  Cf. the notion of private life in distinction to public life; the former 
being a zone which is partly defined by restricted access partly by 
ownership and freedom. A sphere of domesticity to which 
considerations of gender can be united. See e.g. Ariès 1992, an 
edited volume focusing on antiquity and the Middle Ages.  

13. E.g.<www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=061125192946.9d76ak6g& 
show_ article =1> 2007-03-13.  

14.  Hair is naturally a topic of its own in anthropological and 
sociological research see e.g. Leach 1958, Hallpike 1969 and 
Synnott 1987. 

15.  <www.panthic.org/news/124/ARTICLE/1278/2005-0501.html? 
sid= e1cbbdd 9befa5b94f6a965c7ffd6cc92> 2006-10-10 

16.  For an overview of the concept of person from the viewpoint of 
literary studies see Elliot 1982: 19–32. 
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THE UNIQUE SPIRIT OF JAINISM 
 

R. K. JHA 
  
 Jainism is an important ƒrÈma‡ika tradition which has its 
own immense philosophical richness. The sophistication of its 
philosophy is clearly evident in its epistemology, metaphysics and 
ethics. At the same time, Jainism is also an explicitly spiritual 
tradition. The spiritual emphasis of Jainism is clear from the fact 
that the grand objective of this tradition is to obtain liberation, 
which, in turn, consists in realizing the innate four-fold grandeur 
of the spirit or jÏva. The proclamation of this grand objective in 
Jainism is sought to be justified expressly with reference to the 
highest intuitive insights of the perfected masters of this tradition. 
Further, as a ƒrÈma‡ika tradition, Jainism also highlights the 
point that one can obtain liberation only through the requisite 
efforts for realizing the highest level of purity of the self. 
 These aspects of Jainism are foundational to its character; 
yet, these aspects are also common to many other religious and 
philosophical traditions in varying degrees. However, the real 
challenge for any spiritual tradition lies in formulating an 
effective way for communicating the crucial intuitively revealed 
spiritual truths to the spiritually ignorant masses in such a manner 
that they may become motivated to undertake the necessary self-
reforms for the sake of achieving the highest spiritual objective. 
It is at this juncture that the uniqueness of Jainism, as a religious 
and philosophical tradition, should be appreciated. 
 Now, various religious and philosophical traditions profess 
different kinds of one-sided views about the nature of reality and 
the means of knowing it, e.g. the commonly known world may 
be sometimes treated as completely real or unreal or material or 
transitory or fundamentally immutable etc. Each one of these 
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various possible conceptions of reality gives rise to its 
corresponding metaphysics and epistemology and these two, in 
turn, give shape to its religious and secular ethics. As such, these 
various religious philosophical traditions have their own 
characteristic frameworks. Nonetheless, one may note a very 
interesting common characteristic among them. All of these 
traditions seek to present a conception of the world that appears 
to be at loggerheads with the worldview of an ordinary 
uninitiated person. These traditions, effectively, exhort the 
ordinary person to give up his faith in the commonly accepted 
worldview and substitute it with the proclaimed worldview of that 
tradition. This expectation is explicitly there as the very first step 
of initiation into that tradition. But, this is an extremely big and 
difficult expectation to fulfil for the ordinary person since it 
effectively implies that his ordinary means of knowing the world, 
namely rationality, language, sense-experiences etc., have to be 
accepted as misleading and hence, ought to be relegated. Any 
person in his proper senses can hardly afford to take this decision 
easily. It is certainly possible to visualize an intensely miserable, 
depressed or frustrated person doing this in a fit of emotion, but 
it will then lack the necessary foundational strength and solidity. 
It can then be treated only as a religious and philosophical 
superstition. 
 As such, it becomes imperative to find a suitable way to 
persuade the uninitiated person such that it does not degenerate 
into mere superstition or fanaticism. He must not radically reject 
the authenticity and authority of his ordinary means of knowledge 
without proper justification. It would be like abandoning your 
small floating log in the ocean in the hope of boarding a big ship, 
while completely overlooking the immense gap between them and 
thus eventually drowning yourself in that ocean. The spiritual 
journey of an uninitiated person must start only from where he 
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actually finds himself situated at the beginning of that journey. 
He must traverse that entire path step by step and hence the 
acceptance of the spiritual worldview must be a smooth and 
gradual process. It should not demand unjustified quantum jumps 
of thoughts and emotions. 
 It is at this critical juncture that the uniqueness and 
excellence of Jainism, in comparison with the other traditions, 
becomes evident. The unique spirit of Jainism is reflected in its 
all-encompassing theory of non-absolutism or AnekÈntavÈda. 
AnekÈntavÈda represents the great accommodating spirit of 
Jainism which seeks to harmonize the worldview of the common 
uninitiated person and the esoteric worldview of the perfected 
TÏratha×karas and Jinas. Jainism recognizes the importance of 
such harmonization and realizes it in the fields of epistemology, 
metaphysics and ethics. Its great effort to formally situate the 
phenomenal aspects of epistemology, metaphysics and ethics 
alongside their esoteric aspects is certainly fraught with its own 
logical pitfalls and has very often been a point of criticism and 
rebuttal. But, such criticism has actually overlooked the 
compulsions and sensitivities underlying these steps, as well as 
the potential benefits implicit in them. 
 This accommodative spirit of AnekÈntavÈda is reflected 
even in the sequence of spiritual disciplines prescribed in the Tri-
ratnas. Appreciating the psychology of human motivation, 
Jainism presents right faith or Samyak dar„ana as the first 
discipline. This consists in believing in the seven or nine basic 
categories of Jainism. These categories consist of both the 
commonly accepted as well as the mystically intuited truths. The 
categories of JÏva and AjÏva are comparatively easier to accept 
for the common person, whereas the categories of ¶„rava, 
BaŠdha, SaŠvara, NirjarÈ, Mok–a, PÈpa and Pu‡ya are matters 
of mystical intuition. Thus, the broad effort is to add on to the 
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commonly accepted categories rather than substituting them with 
an entirely fresh list of categories. Similarly, in the fields of 
epistemology Jainism accepts both mediate or Parok–a and 
immediate or Aparok–a kinds of knowledge. Mediate knowledge 
comprises of the ordinary kinds of phenomenal knowledge, 
whether perceptual, inferential or testimonial, but by terming 
them all as mediate cases of knowledge, Jainism gently draws 
attention to their conditionality, incompleteness and inevitable 
mediating links. Such mediate knowledge is contrasted with 
immediate knowledge since the latter is free from mediating 
factors of phenomenal nature. All the three kinds of immediate 
knowledge viz. Avadhi, ManaÌparyÈya and Kevala-j¤Èna, are 
cases of spiritual knowledge. As such, here too, Jainism seeks to 
add on to the commonly accepted view about the kinds of 
knowledge. The epistemic theory of relativity or SyÈdavÈda, 
amply highlighted by Samantabhadra, too builds up upon the 
common observation that all cases of phenomenal knowledge are 
inevitably perspectival, conditional and incomplete and hence 
they cannot claim absoluteness. SyÈdavÈda is the epistemic 
corollary of AnekÈntavÈda. Here too, Jainism is found adding on 
to the common epistemic viewpoint by way of highlighting the 
deeper implications of what is already accepted rather than trying 
to replace it altogether. 
 In the field of metaphysics Jainism accepts both the plurality 
of the basic metaphysical categories as well as the reality of both 
the changing and unchanging aspects, the ParyÈyas and the 
Gu‡as, of the basic substances or Dravyas. Now, both of these 
metaphysical conceptions represent the viewpoint of the common 
uninitiated person. It is only to this already available foundational 
metaphysical structure that Jainism adds on the finer details about 
the various metaphysical categories. The metaphysical claim of 
Jainism that any given thing has an infinite number of 
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characteristics also echoes the metaphysical understanding of the 
common uninitiated person. As such, in the field of metaphysics 
too, one finds Jainism only building up further on the already 
available and acceptable metaphysical framework of the common 
people. It only fine-tunes, elaborates and supplements it. All this 
ensures a smooth transition to a higher and more sophisticated 
metaphysics. 
 In the field of ethics too, Jainism accepts the foundational 
concepts of moral propriety which ensure the harmonious 
sustenance and development of family, society and the world at 
large. All the five vows of Jainism, namely AhiŠsÈ, Satya, 
Asteya, Brahmacarya and Aparigraha, are representative of the 
ethical code accepted by the uninitiated masses for the purpose of 
ensuring a harmonious and symbiotic development of both the 
human and non-human components of the world. It is only to this 
ethical edifice of the common people that Jainism adds on the 
finer details regarding these ethical disciplines and also shows the 
necessity and desirability of elevating them to new heights in the 
light of intuitively realized spiritual truths. Jainism highlights 
non-violence or AhiŠsÈ as the greatest of all virtues and justifies 
it on the ground that one should do unto others what one would 
expect from others. The desirability of universally practised 
AhiŠsÈ is one of the basic features of Jainism so much so that 
various exceptions and relaxations in its practice have been 
pointed out by scholars as later aberrations. For example, S. M. 
Jain says,  

 šThe relaxation for Jaina laity (householders), 
condoning violence towards one-sense life forms 
appears to be a discrepancy in view of the basic 
concepts... . In Jainism all life forms have been put on 
the same pedestal without any inferiority or superiority 
as regards innate capabilities of every soul... . The 
injunctions that unripe fruits and attached to plant body 
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(Saccita) should not be consumed recognises this aspect 
though it is generally not followed. The plants deserve 
maximum concern and attention as plants are the only 
primary producers of food etc. and all others including 
humans are consumers and dependent on products of 
plants. This erroneous concept is the concept(tual) 
product of change from forest (kalpav‚k–a) based 
model to agriculture based model... . The 
discrepancies, aberrations, relaxations were introduced 
by learned saints though with stringent riders only to 
cope with the evolving, retrogratory situations. 
However, the aberrations are aberrations and should 
not be mistaken with the fundamental timeless 
principles.›  

(S.M. Jain, Pristine Jainism, pp.74f).  

 Further, the Jain advocacy of the kalpav‚k–a economy is 
another superlative development of the basic AhiŠsÈ doctrine. 
All these elaborations in Jain ethics are ultimately based upon the 
basic ethical edifice of the common uninitiated people. 
 In view of the above discussion it becomes amply clear that 
unlike many other religious-philosophical traditions, Jainism has 
desisted from adopting a holier than thou attitude and has not 
sought to utterly reject or denigrate the worldview of the common 
uninitiated people. It has not only strenuously made room for 
these viewpoints but also added on many important spiritual 
insight based concepts and practices to that very worldview. This 
unique feature of Jainism itself seems to be a great form of 
AhiŠsÈ wherein the foundational convictions and sensitivities of 
the common people are not unduly hurt or jeopardised. 
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