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t,-ERBAL TESTIMONY r~~°'-~ ( TH.E fourth kin:d of valid knowledge is Shabda or Agama or authori­

tative verbal testimony. Its means is also called Shabda. lt is defined 
as the statement of a trustworthy person (aptavakya) and consists i 
understanding its meanin~ A sentence is defined as a collection of word: 
and a word is defined as that which is.potent to convey its meaning.1 
The power in a word to convey its meaning comes, according to ancient 
Nyaya, from God, and according to l~ter Nyaya, from long established 
convention. Testimony is always personal. It is based on the words of 
a trustworthy person, human or divine.frestimony is of two kinds­Vaidika and secular (laukika). The Vai'llika testimony is perfect and infallible because the Vedas are spoken by God; secular testimony, 
being the words of human beings who are liable to error, is not infallible. Only the words of trustworthy persons who always spe~k th~ tr~th are valid; others are nof.l A word . is a potent symbol which s1g~1fies an b • ct d a sentenc{°is a collection of words. But a sentence m ?~der 
o 1~ . an tr "bl must confonn to certain conditions. These cond1t1ons 
to e mte ~~ ~ o ata sannidhi and tlitparya. The first is mutual 
~re f?ur-:-akan • , ~~ The words of a sentence are interrelated and 
1mpl1cat1on or expe cy. h . der to express a complete sense. A d . d of one anot er tn or 

It 
stan m nee d ords will not make a logical sentence. 
mere aggregate of unrelate .w 'cow horse man elephant'. The second will be sheer nonsense, ~-, h ld possess fitness to convey _the se~s.c 
condition is that the wor s ou . 'Water the plants with fire i~ d h ld not contradict the m~anmg.d_ . ·s the close proxi1nity o 
an s ou The third con 1t1on t . • ck succes-d• t ry sentence. b poken 1n qui • 
a contra ic o h Tl1e words must e s ' ' d 'co,\•' are ds ne anot er. • d 'b ing' a, an Th 
the ,vor to o . ls lf the v.'or s r. , . al sentence. e sion without lo~gtetrvntae[sv:h;y would not mkake_fat~;:~ords are ambigu; d t long 1n f the spea er t 11 a 'horse • 
uttere a . th • tention c, , lt' as ,ve as , 
fourth condition ts e m d 'saindhava' means hsa to bring 'saindhava ' 
. mple, the \\'Of . " od asks anot er OU8• For exa who is taking his io 

. implication N if a man · a horse• Arthapatti or 
ow, bould not bnng f ur pramlin.as. ·h h shaktam 

the latter ·- drnits only these O ,·1k,·am padasamu a •• 
The Nyaya a atblrthavaktl. • bdab· 1pta1tu. y vlln"affl aha __ .... ., tab ,hakttb• ' ipt• t-hvara ... aaau-e padanl-

io4 



is reduced to i~ference. For example, when we say: 'Fat Devadatta 

does not eat during day', the implication is that he must be eating during 

night otherwise ho,v can he be fat? Mimarhsa grants the status of an 

independent pramal)a to ~mplication. But Nyaya reduces it to inference 

thus: • 

All fat persons who do not eat during day, eat during night; 

Devadatta is a fat person who does not eat duri11g day; 

. •. Devadatta is a fat person who eats during night . 

. 
.. ..\.bhava or non-existence which also is regarded as a separate pramaI)a 

by Bhatta Mimarilsa is reduced here either to perception or to inference. 

Abhava is non-existence of a thing and the same sense-organ which 

perceives a thing, perceives its non-existence also. If the thing is imper­

ceptible and can only be inferred, then, its non-existence too may he 

equally inferred. 
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VERBAL TESTIMONY 

SHA~DA-PRAMAI!lA has got the greatest im orta . . - . 
Testimony is verbal authority It is th k ~ d nee in M1mamsa. 
objects which is produced by .the comperehnow_ e gef ofh supra-s~nsible 

ds - ·1 · di . . . ension o t e mearungs f 
wor • umar1 a v1des testimony into pers I ( 0 

• ~rr=.==-=:-:-::::-:~"':""':""'(-.,...,..-.,.---~--=:.::___ ona pauruseya) and 
1mperso a a auruse a . e ormer is the testimony 07:tli • --

(- ak ) Th • ----it-.::..::.
1 c e trustworthy 1 e~son~ -~~ta~ r; i he l~tter IS the testimony of the Veda (Y edav~a \ 

.. t 1s v 1 1n 1tse • t as intrinsic validity But the -;- • ~·-. . If I rd· . . _. iormer·1s not vahd 
1n 1tse • ts va 1 1 . !s inferred from the trustworthy character of th~ 
person. t ma be v1t1~ted b _ doubt and error _and Pl@Y be contradicted 
afterwards._ he Veda 1s eternal and authorless. It is not the work of -

di 
. any 

person~ man or vine. The sages are only the 'seers' not the authors 
of the Veda. _The Veda is not composed or spoken even by God. The 
Veda deals with Dharma and the objects denoted by it cannot be known 
by perception, inference, comparison or any other means of valid 
knowledge. Hence the Vedic injunctions can never be contradicted by 
any subsequent knowledge. And there can be no internal contra ·ctions 
in the Veda itself. Hence the Vedic testimony is valid in itself. rabh--
kara admits onl Vedic testimony as real testimon and reduces human 
testJmon to inference because its va 1dity is inf erred from the trust­
worthy character of the perso11. A in test1rnon a 1ve us knowledge 

• of the existent objects (siddhirtha vikya) or may command us to do 
·something (vidhiyaka vik a 0Kumirila admits the distinction between 
existentia and injunctive propositions and limits the scope of the Veda 
to the latter ( abhihitanvayavida). The Veda deals with injunctions. 
Prohibitions are injunctions in disguise. The Veda commands us to _do 
certain things and to refrain from doing certain things. It deals with 
the supra-sensible dharma or duty. If we follow the Vedic commands 
we incur merit and if we do not, we incur den1erit. Action, therefore, 
is the final import of the Veda. The Veda is broadly divided into Vidhi­
vada or injunctions and Arthavida or explanations. The existential or 
the assertive propositions of the Veda are merely explanatory passages 
which explain the injunctions of the Veda which are its final import. 
Prabhakara takes a strictly pragmatic view of all knowledge. Knowledge 
leads to successful activity. Action is the only import of knowledge. 
He, therefore, refuses to accept that knowledge deals with existent 
things. All prQpositions must be injunctive. All knowledge, whether 
Vedic or secular, points to activity. The so-called assertive or explana­
tory propositions in the Veda are authoritative only when they help 
persons to perform their duties (anvitibhidhanavacfa). 
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Testimony is verbal cognition a is derived from the meanings of 

•words which compose sentences. To uphold the eternality and the 

_authorlessness of the _Veda, the M1mirhsaka puts forward the the,.;..o __ ry.:.-_--

that words and meanings as well as their relation are all natural and 

Ct<:rnal. A word (shaocla) is ~ade of two ?r ffl:Ore lCtters (var~ a~ is 

_ a mere _aggregate ?f the le_tters and not a whole ~vaya!!_), !hough th-e_--

letters must occur 1n a particular order. A varl)a ~ r~rded as_anatticu-_ 

lated sound. It i_s eternal (nitya, omni resent sarva-gata) and integral_ 

n1ravayava . t ts 1 erent ftom its sound ( dhvarti if it is sp.2ken an,>,&,,d-­

so 1 erent rom its sym o 1c orm riipa 1 1t is written. The sound 

A and the for:m are merely its accTcleiital features which reveal it. A varna 

1s eter:ttal and immutable, while its dhvani and riipa are momentary a~a 

~changing. If many varljas are spoken, they are manifested through a 

temporal series of utterances; if they 8re written the are manifested _ 

t roug a spat1a se~t~ of wr•tte~ sym s. 1=he sound and the symbol 

ar o e maru estatton of the eternal vama. When a 

. varoa is pronounced or written··in ten fferent ways, there are not ten 

_different varnas, but onIJ~ ten different manifestations of the same varl}L_ 

Therefore a word which~ i~ an aggregate of two or more eternal varI:,tas 

...-is itse~f eter?al. A w~rd 1<lli9~ot signify the parti~ular things which 

come into extstence apd pass away, but the eternal uruversals underlying 

these particulars. Hence the meanings or the objects denoted by words, 

being universals, are eterpal and unchanging. And the relation between 

a word and its meaning also, being natural, necessary, inseparaple and 

internal, is eternal and unchanging. This relation is not conventional. 

It· is due neither to God's will nor to convention as the old and the 

f!lodern schools of Nyiya respectively believe. It is natural and eternal. 

Language is not a creation of the human or even the divine mind. 

Philology is a natural science. The conventional element in language is 

secondary (sahakiri) and helps the manifestation of the eternal words 

and their meanings, just as light helps the manifestation of sight.· Th~ 

Naiyiyika also believes in the authority of the Veda, but he regards the 

Veda as the work of God and so challenges the eternality an~ autho~­

lessness of the Veda. According to him, words are not ~t~rnal an4 

language is due to _the divijie will or to convention. The Mimi~saka . 

refutes this view and· points out that only the sounds and the symbol~ 

are created and destroyed, while the real words are eternal. Words ar~ 

manifested through human efforts. Th~ sounds and the symbols are tl!e 

vehicles of the manifestation of the eternal words. . • 

But even the permanence of the word and i .. ts meaning and !he r~lataon. 

ben,·ecn the two docs not make the Veda eternal. The \teda 1s a _ht~r~~. 

work consisting of sounds and symbols. According to the Mimam~~ 

· . II the uttered or \\·ritten ,,·ords are really permanent, though t e 
VIC\\. a . h h ·rested mav be 
sounds and the ·syn1hols through ,,·h,c t C}~ are man, , .; 
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