ADHIKARANA (D) 1 Devatadhikarana :  Details are not
prompted by the Deity.

STTRA (6).

[PrrvaPaksa—continued]—" THE DEITY SHOULD BE TAKEN A
PROMPTING (THE DETAILS OF SACRIFICE). BECAUSE THE FEEDING
IS FOR THE SAKE OF THE DEITY.—AS IN THE CASE
oF THE GTUEsT.”

0

Bhasya.

“The Phareapaksa starts off with objecting to the Siddlanta of the
preceding  Adhikarapa, <o far as the Deities are concerned}—"Tt is not
true that dyn’ and other deities are not prompters of details: as a matter
of fact. all the deities should be taken as prompting all the details.—How ?—
Beciiuse the feeding is for the sake of the Deity : what is called a " Sacrifice’
i~ onlyv the feeding of the Deity: what 15 done at it is that an eatable
sub~tance is offered to the Deity : apparently the sacrifice is found to be
declared as an act of ¢/eiy (offering). of which the Deity is the recipient :
and such a reciplent is more desired even than the objective which has been
defined as ° the most desired ’: hence the Deity cannot be regarded as a
subordinate factor (as asserted in Sf. 3): on the contrary. the substance
and the act (of offering) are subordinate to the Deity.—Then again. the
sacrifice i< a form of worship of the Deity: and in ordinary life, we find
that the act of worship i always subordinate to the object worshipped.—
The case in question should be treated like that of guests; that is to say,
whatever service is rendered to the Guest is regarded as prompted by the
Gue~t : <imilarly in the case in question. whatever is done in course of a
sacrificial offering to the Deities should be taken as prompted by those
deities].””

Say< the Piarvapaks/n’s Opponent— By arguing as yvou do. you admit
that the Deity has a material hody and also actually eats (the offerings) *.

The Piarrapaksin answers— Certainly, the Deity has a material
bodv and also cats (what is offered)— How so ?’-—(a) Because of the
Sinerti-test.—(h) because of Custom, and—(c) because of the Indicative Texts.
—{«t) The Smpti-terts clearly declare that the Deity has a material bedy,
and we regard Smypti-teets to be authoritative ;—(b) then again. it is
custorary  with people to treat the deity as with a material body : for
instance. they paint, and speak of. Yama with a mace in his hand. of
Varnna, with a noose in has hand. and of Ledra, with a thunderbolt 1 his
hatd —from this customary treatment of the Deities also we infer the
vahidity of the Swmyti-texts (describing the material bodies of deities) :—
() Tastlv. we bave the following indicative text—" Jagrblond té duksinam indra
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hastipn” 10O Indra. T take hold of yvour right hand "i: as a matter ot
fact, 1t i~ only one having a body who has a rght and a left hand - then
avain. there 1~ the tollowing text—" Lme elot indra rodast apidrd gad s -
blmad megharan kiashirittet 0O Iwlra, Maghaean. this illimmitable Earth
and Heaven vou hold in vour tist "1: the term * Kask/ ' means fist; and
this also ix possible only for one who has a human body ;—then again. there
i~ the text— Twrapiro vagodarah  subdburandbaso melde Hulro eetteand
Jrahauté” o this speaks of “gried 7, - neck "y T wdara 7, stowach T and bk,
s arins —all of whieh is indicative of a human bhodyv.—From all this it follows
that the Deity has a material body.

= The Deity also eats (what is otferedr.— How do vou know that v '—
(@) Because of Swyti-texts, (b) because of Custonm and (¢) because of
Indicative Texts.—(a) There are Smrti-tercts speaking of Deities as actually
eating what 13 offered ;:—(b) people treat of Deities as 1f they actually ate
what is offered,—as is clear from the fact that theyv offer to them various
kinds of food :—(¢) lastly. the following texts mdicate the Deity as actually
eating—(1) ~ Addhki ‘ndra piba cha prasthitasya”™ 7O Indra. please cat
drink of what has been offered '] :—(2) = Vishridsandw jatharéso dlaits *
[ He puts into his stomach all kinds of food "J:i—and (3) * Ekuwd upruti
ghd pibatsakam sardmsi trigshatam ™.

Savs the Pirvapaksn’s Opponent— The Deity cannot be regarded
as eating what is offered. Tf it did eat it. then the quantity of the offering
would diminish "

The Pitrcapaksn answers— " What the Deity partakes of is only the
essence of the food : like the Bee.— How do vou know this ? "—As a matter
of fact, what has been offered to the Deity becomes insipid : and from this
it follows that the Deity partakes of the essence of the food ™.

STTRA (7).

[PCRVAPAKSA—continued]—'" ALSO BECATSE OF THE OWNERSHIP OF
WEALTH.”

Bhasya.

[The Piircapaksin’s Opponent may argue as follows}—(a) " If the Derty
were the owner of any wealth, and (b) if 1t were pleased on being worshipped,
—then alone there would be some justification for the worship of the Deity
to be performed for the purpose of pleasing that Deity. As a matter of
fact, however, neither of these two facts is true [i.e. (¢) the Deity is not
the owner of any wealth, and (b) the Derty is not pleased at being
worshipped].’

This is the Argument that is answered by the Parvapaksin in the present
Siitra—*" As a matter of fact, the Deity is actually the owner of wealth.—
‘How do you know that ?’—(a¢) Fromn the Swmpti-text, (b) from Custon,
and (c) from Indicative Texts.—(a) The Smyti-texts declare that the Deity
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owns wealth :—{%) The Customm ot having such names as ° Déragrama’
(*the Deity’s village "), - Dévaksitrd” (- The Deity's field’), lends support
tu the said declaration of Smytr-terts :—(¢) lastly, there are Indicative Texts
also showing Deities as owners of wealth : (1) ~ Indro diva indra ishé prthi-
cgiane, ondrale apdmivdra it parcatdndm. ndro vpdhdm. indra inmédbiranam,
aulrale kstme youe, haeye indrak” " Indra is the master of Heaven, of the
Earth, of the Wuaters., and of the Hills; the master of trees, of medhiras
{anitnate thinwgs ?), master of welfare, of activity, of offerings '] :

again,
(2) * Ishanamasya jagatah svéshandshanamindra tasthuse’ [~ Indra the master
of the moveable and the immoveable "L

© Similarly (@) from Swerti-tests, and (b) from Customn, we also learn
that Deities are actually pleased. (@) Smypti-texts distinctly declare that
*Deities are pleased : '—(b) it is customary to speak of * Pashupati being
20 pleased with such and such a man, that a son has been born to him "
of ~ T'aruna being so pleased with him. that wealth has been obtained by
him ".—(¢) Similarly we have Indicative Texts also to the same effect—
s Ahouwtibkirica hutado devin prinati.’ * Tasmai pritd isamarjam niyachehhant: ®
[*One who makes the offerings pleases the deities with those offerings’:
‘Being pleased with him. the Deities reward him with wealth and
strength]’.””

STTRA (8).
{PCrvaPaRSa—concluded]— " IT 1S FROM THAT TOO THAT IT ACCRUES.”’
Bhésya.

It is from that—i.e. the Deity—that it—the fruit-—accrues—to the
worshipper : when a man worships the Deity with sacrifice. then that
Deity brings him into contaet with the Fruit (the reward).— How do you
know this ?’—From the Smyrti-text and from Custom. There are Swmyti-
terts declaring that ~the Deity rewards the Sacrficer with the Fruit'.—
This Smrti declaration is confirmed by such customary declarations as—
* Pashupait was worshipped by him, and therefrom he got a son ’.—There
are Indicative Texts also to the same effect—(1) *Sa i janfna sa visha
sa janmand se putraired jambharate dhand nrbhih devanam yah pita rama
o vasati shraddhdsana havisa brahmanaspatim’ (2);—(2) ~ Trpta évainam-
indrah prajuya pashubhistarpayati’® [* Being satisfied, Indra satisfies him
with cattle and offspring "].—From all this it is clear that the Deity becomes
pleased with the gift of offerings and with the singing of the praise of its
good quah’ties,-—and becoming pleased, it rewards the man with the desired
fruit ;—which proves that the deity dgni is the dispenser of the fruit of that
action by which it has been pleased, and with which it rewards the
performer of that act ;—that any cther deity, Siarya for instance, is not
able to give that fruit;

all this—as to who gives what,—i~ learnt from
the Vedic text; and the Vedic text, in this particular case, speaks of 4gn/,
not of Sarya.”’
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SCTRA ().

[.\'IIYI)H:—L\'T_&}—IX REALITY. IT IN THE oOBJECTIVE ob THE SAWRITVICE
THAT <HoOULD BE REGARDED As THUE PRINCIPAL _PACTOR
BECAUSE THE MATTER I~ ONE THAT AN BE DETERMINED
ONLY 8Y THE VEDIC WoRD : AND THE brrry 1~

SPOKEN OF ONLY A~ A SUBORDINATE FACTOR,

Bhiiso.

The phrase “ap’ ~7°. " reahty . siumifies the rejection of the
Piireapaksa view.

What bhas been asserted above.—to the etfect that the Deitv s the
prompter of details.—is not true: becau~e. as a matter of fact. 4 .5t
objective of the sncrifice—that 1s. the Apidrea. Transcendental Result,
produced by the sacrifive—rthat should he reqarded as the proneipad frctor.—
 Why <o ¥ "—DBecanse the matter /s one thitt can be determined only Ly the
Tedic word: in reality, what gives the Fruit is the promprter of the act:
and what it iz that vives the fruit can be learnt only from the Vedic text,
not by means of Sense-perception or anv other means of cognition :~—the
Vedic word clearly states that the Fruir proceed~ from that which is denoted
by the root " to sacrifice .—not from the Deitv — How do vou know
that » "—We learn 1t from the fact that it 15 the Darsha-Pirpanisa
srerifices that are spoken as the Instrument. in the text. " Darshapirnoa-
masdabhyidm searqgakamo yajéta” <o also m the text " .Jyotistoména srarq-
Ldmo yajftn” : In all such texts we find the “saerfice . not the “deity .
spoken of in connection with the * desire for Heaven ™.

Savs the Opponent— What the root - to sacritice * denotes 1~ an act
dealimg with a snbstance and a deity fre. " Sacrifice * 15 the act consisting
of the offering of a substance to a Deity]™.

True. that s <o : but the Dedy 7 spoken of only as « subordivate fuctor ;
thie Substanee and the Deity ure both accomplished entities : while what
denoted by the root " to sacrifice " 15 sowmething that has to be accomplished :
and whenever aw aceom plished ety and a thong to be aceomplished are spolkeon
of together, the former 15 mentioned only for the purposes of the latter,.—
From thix it follows that the Dejty cannot be regarded as the prompter of
details.

1t has been argued that

* the Deity is more ~desired ’ even than the
Obhjective, which is the most desied .—3We do not deny the fact that the
Deitv is “destred ” (intended to be expressed); in fact. whenever o torm
denotatuve of a deityv appears either with the (deific) nommal afix or with
the Dative aftix, it iz at once recogused, on the basis of Nyntactical
Connection, that the Derity spoken of 15~ desired "5 but on the basis of
sSvatactical Connection, 1t is also recognised that the Fruit is connected
with what is denoted by the root ~to sacrifice ' ; and from the Direct
Assertion of the Vedie text, it is this latter—the Saerifice, not the ity ~-
that 13 recognised as Instrumental (in the bringing about of that Fruit).
Even though it is true that the Sacr/fice is for the sake of the Deify.—that
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does not et aside the faet of the Saer)fice serving the purpose of bringing
about the Frue;—it i~ the Fruit that is the purpose of (desired by) the
Mo all our activiey s with a view to our own purpose,~—and not to that of
the Dewry @ —frome this it follows that we would not have recourse to any
activity ou the promptmg of the Deity : as for the Recipient (i.e. the Deity)
ot the offeriug of ~acritice being *desived ".—that also is possible in reference
to the fruitful sacritice, and only when this Saerifice is instrumental (in
the bringing about of that Fruit).

It has been argued that— Nuaerifice 15 the worship of the Deity, and
i ordmary practice one who 1~ worshipped is the principal factor."—But
the matter in question need not be as it oceurs in ordinary practice ; in
the case in question 1t is tles worshipping of the worshipped that forms the
principal factor.

As a matter of fact. therefore, that should be regarded as the prompter
of Details which brings about the vesult; and hence the objectice of the
Nacerifice (e, the Transcendental Result) is what should be regarded as the
promprer of the Details.

Furthier, m accordance with the Pirrapakst view, it becomes necessary
to admit that the Deity has a material body and eats what is offered.—
because no - offering ” or - eating * can be possible for one who has no body
or does not actually cat—In support of this view—that the Deity has a
material body and eats what is offered,—it has been argued that there are
tery Swurte-tevis, () Custom. and (¢} Liidicative tects.—This however is not
right 5 because the Smrti 1< based upon Mantra and Athaedada texts (of the
ed) 5t is a well-known fact that the knowledge that is derived from Singtis
i~ on the basis of Mantrd and Arthardda texts 3 and we are going to show
later on that the Mantra and Arthuedda texts do not lend support to any
such notion (as that * Deities hav> material bodies and eat the offerings ).

Says the Opponent—Tf the Mantra and Arthardda texts do not lend
support to any such notion, then the Smyt/-texts in question cannot be
based upon those Marira and A rthardda texts ™.

Ansieor—The Mantra and A rthaeddc texts afford a basis for the sald
declaration in Smrtis only for those who look at the meee surface of those
texts ; those however who look into the texcs carefully tind out that the
notiom is actually set aside by the texts. And vet the notion (obtained
from a supertictal stady of the Mantre and Arthardda texts, even though
sot aside by thew careful study) comes to be regarded by some people ax
the basis for the Swmypti-declaration.

It is on thrs same Spptl agan that the Custom (adduced by the
Piireapaksin) is hased.

Asregards the Tndieative 1 (adduced by the Piareapaksin)y—: Jayrbhid
18 dabgoneon indra hasten ™ (speakimg of the " rght hand ™ of  Indra), —it
does not mean what it b been taken to mean-—that * Indra has got a right
hand “; what it means s that ~we have taken hold of what is Indra’s right
hand ¢« henee thos sentence does not atford the notion that Didra has hands.
—— [f that 1> not ~o, then no such assertion 1+ possible that - we have taken
hold of the hand 7@ beeause this assertion clearly iimplies the existence of

2

-~
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the hand.— the hand existso which we have taken hold of . —This 15 not
possible s even thoueh Ipdrea may have o hand, ver the assertion that “we
have taken hoblbof the hand " does not pertaan to @ pereeptible fact @ to this
extent, the assertion s certaindy an impossible one s under the Cneamstatees,
the assertion can only be taken either as an absurd statenwent or as a merely
enlodgistic declaration : —And this explanarion i~ cquallyv possible inoonr
view also.—It nught be arcued that " the assertion has been made by a
person who actually took hold of Tedrd's hand 7.—Our answer to that is
that no such idea can be entertained @ as that would imply that the Veda
(ax represented by the text in cquestion) has hatd a bevinmng in titne.—Nor
can the text be taken as asserting that -~ Some one took hold of Trdeds
hands " : a< there can be no anthority for <uch an assertion. -7 From this
text itself we dednee by hmplication that there was a person who took hold
of the hand.”—That cannot be right : because it i possible for untrue asser-
tions also to be made : as in the case of sueh ordinary assertions ax ~Ten
pomegranates ', * Six cakes’, and <o forth.

For one who holds the view that = Twdrme has o material body 'L the
addressing of that deity by the term ~ Indra* can only be for the purpose of
invoking himn.—and the invoking can be onlv for speaking to hime: now
any such speaking would he reasonable only when it had heen ascertamed
that the Deity addressed is related to the speaker —as a matter of fact.
however, it is not recagnised by any means that the Deity addressed s o
related ; and so long as this hax not been recognized. the invokmg mast be
wseless, — We recognise. on the basis of the text atself, thatr the Dety i
invoked."—Tt has heen alreads explained that there can be no justfication
for the assuming of Hands and other limbs, 1f there is to be an assuraption
of unseen (transcendental) factors.—TIn fact, it cannot be definitely ascertamed
from the words of the text) that the particular Deity is being invoked ;
for the siinple reason that there is no means available for ascertaming this.
From this it follows that the words of invocation are not for rhe purpose of
bheing addressed, hut only for the purpose of indicating (the Deity) :—and
under the other view also—that * the Deity has no material bodyv '~ the
words would be regarded as serving the same purpose of indicating (the
Deity).—Under the circumstances, the Voceative Ending would be taken as
serving the purpose of enlogising ; the sense of the eulogy being-— The
Deity is such an efficient instrument of aceomplishing the desired result
that it accomplishes it. on heing invoked, in the same nunner as bemgs
endowed with intelligence (hbody and other things)’. Thus it is by heing
treated as an intelligent being that the Deitv (Indra) is invoked by means
of a word with the Vocative Ending : and having beensindicated by means
of the invoking word. the Deity is told ~we have taken hold of vour
hand ’,—which only means ~we are dependent upon vou’ s and this only
serves the purpose of reminding u~ that * we shonld proceed to perform the
rites in honour of this particular Deity, Indra’.

[As for the text that has been quoted bv the Parrapaksin on p. 138
of the Text—" Imé ekit indra rodasi, ete. ,—what this means is ~O Mooy,
S50 praise\\'orth_\' is wour fist that you hold within it the remote and
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illimitable Heaven and Earth’;—and here what is eulogistically spoken of
as the " fist * does not really exist ; there is no proof for its existence. Then
again, what the words of the Text also mean is. not that * such a large fist
i5 actually there ', but that " if you had a fist it would be large '; that is.
"You have a tist of a totally ditferent kind and for a different purpose,—
and even so that other fist of yours is large ".— But praise is possible only
through the mention of qualities that really exist.”—Not necessarily ;
because even one who is not possessed of human limbs (and faculties) is
culogised as possessed of human limbs (and faculties) ; for instance, in such
texts as the following :—(a) * Eté vadant/ shatavat sahasravat abhikrandanti
laritebhirasabhil  vistvigravinah sukrtah sukrtyayd hotushchit parvé havi-
radya-mashata’  [where speech is attributed to stones] ;—(b) * Suklam
ratham yuyujé sindlurashvinam’ {where the river Sindhu is spoken of as
having yoked the chariot]l—From all this it follows that the Vedic texts
(quoted) do not necessarily lead to the presumption that Deities are like
human heings.

Similarly the other text quoted—* Tuvigriva indrah, ete.’—does not mean
that * Indra has a neck’; what it means is that " if Indra has a neck, it
must be large " : for the actual existence of the neck, there is no proof at all.
Nor can the praise of the reck lead to the Presumption of its existence ;
because, even without resembling human beings (in the possessing of a
neck), it would be possible for the Deity to be eulogised as such.—Then again,
in the same sentence there are the words— Indro vrttran! jighnaté’ ;—now
when the term * indrah’ (as occwrring here) has become connected with the
two words here (0 epttrand” and C jighnate *). it cannot be construed with the
other words ~turiyrivah’ and the rest : as that would render it necessary
for the words " indrak ° to be taken twice—(1) ~ Indra should be regarded
as tuvigriva, with large neck’, and again (2) " Indra kills the Trttras’ ; and
such a construction would involve a syntactical split; and yet what we
tind in the Veda is a single complete sentence. This character of the
sentence is preserved only if the character of - having a large neck ’ and the
rest is not taken as enjoined in reference to the Deity, and the said character
% taken as mentioned only for the purposes of praise.

Similarly, the sentence—' Andhaso wmadé idpsho vritrani hanti™—is
only predicative of the Kiling of Vrttra.

The sentence *Bdhia té (ndra romashau, akst té indra pingaleé’ also
speaks only of Indra’s arms as *covered with hawr " ; and of Indra’s eyes
being * tawny *,—it says nothing regarding the arims and the eyes being
actually ther : in existence. -

There is a text which speaks of the actual presence of the Eyes (of
Indra)— Chaksusmaté shyneate € bravon” ' 1 address yvou, who have eyes
and who hear ’]:—but this also is not meant to connect the Eyes (with
Indra), but to connect the addressing with hun j—this 15 what is meant by
the clause T address you who have Ewes'; and here also it is for the
purpose of culogising the Deity that the eyes are spoken of as if they were
actually present.—" How do you know this ¥ "—We deduce this from the
presence of the Dative Ending : if we took the sentence as laymg stress
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upon what is expressed by the bhasiec noun (and not by the Dative Endingg,
then there would be a syntacteal splite- - as there would he two predications
— (D " You have exes "D and 2) ° T address you who have eves”

From all this it is elear that there is no Joadcatiee oot which pomts to
the fact of Deities bemg hke human being-,

Nor is there any © feeding © or “eating *in the case of sqeritices @ in faet,
the Deity never eats: henee the aramment adduced (under SO0 6) that
» Feeding is for the <ake of the Deity 7 is not true.

The ~Npgt7 "0 " Custorc ™ and ~ Dalleative feats” that have heen put
forward in support of the view that Deites actually eat the oftermos— arve
all refuted by the fact of the Deities hoving no miaterial body,

Further, if the offering were made to the Deitv actually ecating 1. then
the substance offered would diminish in quantity.-—Nor iz there any proof
for the statement that = Deities partake onlyv of the essence of the food.
like bees ™ ; in the ¢

se of bees, we actually see thar theyv take up the mere
easence (of flowers): we do not see any such thing in the case of Deities,
Hence we conclude that Deities do not eat the offermgs.

As for the starement that = what has heen offered to Deities becomes
insipid " (which has been eited as proof of the fact that the essenee of the
offering is eaten by them),—thix doe< not atfect our posttion : a~ it is hy reason
of being exposed to the air, and of hecoming cold, that the substance becormes
insipid.

Further. the Deity does not own any thing : and not 0wy anvthing,
how could it g/re anvthing »-—Tt has been argued that—" there ave (a)
Smyti-textz. (b)Y Custom. and (¢) Indicative terts. which ~how that Deities
do actually possess things ".—But that is not so: hecause (@) as for the
Smeti-tet. it has s source in Maontra and Arthardda texts, as alveady
explained above.—(b) As regard~ the Custon of having such names as
‘the village of the Deities . ~ the field of the Deities "—all this is purely
figurative ; as a matter of fact. anything can be said to be possessed by one
onlv when he has the power to make such use of the thing as he likes: and
Deities certamly have not the power to make such use of the vidlage or the
field as they like.—From this it also follows that the Deity cannot give any-
thing ; all that happens is that when the worshippers of the Deity have
made an offering to it. out of this act of offering there comes pProsperity
to those worshippers.

[t has been argued that-—" there are texts indieative of the fact that
Deities own things,— Indro diva indra ishe? (which speaks of the Heaven
as being possessed by Tndra), and <o forth 7. - DBut when we actually wee
that Deities do not possess anything. we conclude that all such statements are
purcly figurative.—Says the Opponent—"Tt ix on the authority of Vedie
declarations that we hold that Deities possess things : and from the well-
known fact of Temple-priests makmg use of various things we conclude
that such use is according to the wish of the Detties - This s not right ; what
is vouched for by direct Perception is that the things are used according
to the wish of the Temple-priests themselves (and not of the Deities) -
this fact cannot be got rid of.—In fact. even those who speak of the Dettios
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as possessing the things. do not deny the will of the Priests (as determining
the actual wsmy of the thuings): an fact. they themselves say that - the
Detty does as the attendaut priests wish " : and that person who follows
the wilt of another and who cannot make use of the things according to his
own wish cannot be the orner of those things.—Lastly, the text in question
cannot be taken as a Direet Assertion (of a fact) ; in fact. on account of its
speakime of the Present time, and by reason of 1t< stating what is contrary
to pereeived facts. it has to be taken as a purely eulogistic declaration ;
and <o long as the text can be take as purely eulogistic, 1t cannot justify
the statement that - on the strength of Direct Assertion. Deities should be
recarded as possessing things ~

Lastly. it 15 not a fact that the Deity unites people with the fruit of
their acts.—for the sake of which they would worship it.—As regards («)
the Npeetio () Custom. and () Delicative terts that have been put forward
in support of the view that Deities are pleased and reward (the performer).—
we have already auswered the ~ Swept/-teat ” and the * Custom . As regards
the Indicaiir> teu— Pleased  with him. the Deities reward him with
wealth and strenoth ".—this also does not lend support to the Opponent’s
view :as this text occeurs m connection with an entirely different injunction,
which lay~ down that " one should avoid passing by the right ".—Similarly,
the text— Being satistied. Indra endows him with cattle and offspring’,
—all that this lays down 1+ the offering to "ndra.

From all this we conclude that the Deity is not the prompter of any
sacrificial detail.

SUTRA (10).

IN THE CANE OF THE ((UEST. HE IS THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR, AS HIS
SATISFACTION IS THE MAIN CONSIDERATION ; IT IS NOT $0 IN
THE CASE OF THE NSACRIFICTAL ACT.

Bhasya.

It has been argued (under St 6) that the case in question is like that
of “wuests’. This remains to be refuted.

What is done for the Guest must be regarded as prompted by the Cluest ;
because in the honourmg of guests, what is enjoined is that the guests should
he pleased s the mjunction being that *the Guest is to be treated in such a
manner as to please him,—-Gifts may be made to hire or he should be fed,—
whatever else he wants should be done.—he should not be forced to do
what he does not wish to do ™. —In the case of the Sacrificeal Aet. however,
there is no such injunction of pleasing (the Derty).—Hence there is no
analogy between the case of Guests and that of the Saerificial Aet.



