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Studies on Mallavadin’s Dvadasaranayacakra I1*

Albrecht WEZLER
1

With reference to a particular period in the historical development of the
Vai$esika (as tentatively reconstructed by him), Frauwallnerl) remarks that
“just at this time the science of grammar began to penetrate philosophy with
its ideas, while the grammarians on their part adopted philosophical ideas,
'méde'vuse of them for their own purposes and developed them further ”.
Indeed, to say it more generally, the main problem one has to tackle when
dealing with ‘ grammar’ within the framework of the history of Indian philos-
ophy is — to use an expres.sion as neutral as possible — the influence on each
other of ‘ grammar ’ and philosophy. Though some work has already been done
in this field, last but not least by Frauwallner himselfz,) fellow scholars will
agree without hesitation that we are still far from a comprehensive knowledge
of the interrelation between these two spheres.

The main source, though of course not the only one, Frauwallner had in
view was, no doubt, Patafjali’s Mahabhasya. A good survey of the relevant
studies of this text so far undertaken is given by Cardong), but significantly
enough this subsection bears the heading"‘ Discussions of philosophical import”’
and starts with the simple description that “ the Maha-Bhasya contains discus-
sions on the threshold of grammar and philosophy ”. Nevertheless, among the
studies subsequently mentioned or surveyed by Cardona there are some in
which a serious attempt is made to deal also with the historical problems
involved. The most perceptive, but at the same time problematical studies of
this type are perhaps two articles of Frauwallner’g, viz. one devoted to the
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penetration of language theory into the Indian philosophical systems and the
other to language theory and philosophy in Patafijali’s Mahabhasya. Especially
the latter article has provoked vehement protest from Western ° Péniniyass) ’,
both as regards Frauwallner’s understanding of Patafijali’s discussion as also his
very approach. As indicated by me on an earlier occasiofl), I, too, should like
to dissociate myself from the conclusions arrived at by Ffauwallner. In
particular I completely fail to understand why such investigations should be
inhibited by prejudices about Patafijali’s alleged lack of intereSg in philosophical
questions, etc. Instead of being carried away by what looks like an obsession
to evaluate, one should rather, perhaps even with sincere gratitude for the
information given by him, concentrate on an unbiased and thorough analysis of
the various cases where Patafijali mentions philosophical views or actually
takes recourse to them. '

Yet, one observation of Frauwallner’s, though meant as a reproach, is
indisputably of no little importance, viz. that Pataiijali usually remains silent
about the sources drawn upon by him; for, this procedure of Patafijali con-
siderably adds to the difficulties one is faced with when dealing with philo-
sophical tenets in the Mahabhasya. These difficulties are first of all pose& by
the scarcity of source material at our disposal which would allow us to gain |
a clear picture of the stage of development of philosophy in Patafijali’s own )
age. Hampered as w e are by this lack of information we would, of course,
like Patafjali to have given in each and every case at least a precise and
detailed account of his source(s), the title(s) of the work(s), the n_amé(s) of
the author(s), etc. That he does not meet these expectations, and, I think,
quite understandably not, is no justification for censuring him. Yet, there are
even more elementary difficulties one has to grapple with: Often it is by no
means easy to recognize a reference to a philosophical view as such, and in
this regard the commentators do not always render assistance, or cannot at
any rate be relied upon without hesitatior;). Hence any additional information
is highly welcome, especially if it consists in a statement to the effect that a
particular passage in the Mahabhasya is “taken over ” from a certain system
of philosophy. It is evident that any such contention is of enormous heu-



A NOTE ON MAHABHASYA II 366.26 3

ristical importance though it goes without saying that it calls for a careful and
critical examination.

Now, there is one recently published text which not ‘only almost abounds
in material for a study of the reception of the Mahabhasya — and grammar in
general — in later philosophical literature, but also contains information of the
type just mentloned viz. Mallavadin’s Dvadasaranayacakra (= NC) together
with Slmhasurl s Nyayagamanusarini (=NAA) commentary on 1t This is
commendably pointed out by the editor himself, Muni Jambuvuaya at the end
of the subsection “ Nayacakre carcita dar$anika Vadah ” of his * Prakka-

thanam ”’

2

Of the two instances to which the Muni draws our attention it is the
second only which I should like to study in the present notg.) What he says
is: “ Patasijalamahabhasye [5. 1. 119] varnitam ‘ gunasamdravo dravyam’ iti
matam api Samkhyad evahytam pratiyate, drsyatam Nayacakravyttau pr° 268
pame® 11, pre 303 ityadi”.

2.1. The first of the passages runs thus (268. 4-13):
etad. adhuna pariksyate- atha katham ityadi yavad viyad
abhyupagamyata iti/yady anekatmakaikakdranatvam isyate evam
ekakaranatvapratisedhanantaram purusidyekakara-
natvapratisedhahitasamskaratirodhanakalam apy apratiksya tvayd katham
$abdaikagunapravytti viyad abhyupagamyate ? abhyupaga-
myatam tavad rapadisystau vyavéhdrdnupdtindm esam loke drstanam
dvitryddyanekaspars’arasagandhagundndnlzl) anekaikatvat tadatmakavayva-
disrstir(,) astu nama [,] tvanmatena saha ghatamanam(;) idam tu na
yujyate(,) s’abden(IzZ)ekagunclia)pravrttir ittham bhiitendasya(,) tac chabdaika-
gunapravrtti viyat () ‘ gana guna sar’zkhya‘nlg’ Sabdaikasavikhyanapravrtti
ekasmat karanadb havat tvanmatavirodhat, nanekatmakaikasmac chabda-
‘sparsadzdvztrzcatuhpancagunad bhavad wvayvadivat tvanmatavzrodhat /
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prayogas catra- na pravartetaivam, s'abdaikaguna’kdéar_lrez) tan
na bhaved ity arthah, asandruteh, gunasandriavo dravyam [Pa°
Ma° Bha° 5. 1. 119] iti laksanabhavat, bahanam hi gunanam ekibhavanam
aitkyagamanam sandrutih, tadabhdavo ’sandrutih, tato ’sandruter na pra-
varteta, purusavad vandhyadputrvravad vety etad anista-
padanam iti /. ‘

The criticism stated in this passage is clearly directed against a specific
element of the Samkhya theory of evolution, viz. against the conception of the
origination of the ‘ great elements’ (mahabhiitas) out of the fanmadtras : to be
more precise, it is directed against this conception in the form it was given
when it had to be modified in order to take into account the so - called ac-
cumulation theory which had meanwhile been developed in other circfe?.
According to this modified form already the tanmdtras possess in ascending
number the characteristic qualities of the ‘great elements’: that is to say,
the corresponding process of evolution can be described with the Yuktidipill{%
as follows: |

sabdagundc chabdatanmatrad akasam ekagunam / s’abdasparéaguzé&t spar-

Satanmatrad dviguno vayuh / $abdasparsaripagunad rﬁpatanmdtm't' tFigu-

nam tejah / etc. .
Thus the basic view held by the adherents of Samkhya is, according to
Simhasﬁrliq,) that of an anekatmakaikakaranatva, i.e. that “[each of the ‘great ‘
elements’, too] has a single cause (viz. the corresponding tanmatra), *[yet a
cause] which is in itself of a manifold nature”; and against this view it is
stated polemically that it is incompatible with what is taught by the Samkhya
about the origination of the first ¢ great element’, viz. ether ; for, ether is said
to be a manifestation of the sabdatanmatra, i. e. of a cause which is, however,
by no means anekdtmaka or an anekatmakaika, as it possesses the quality
of sound only. Thus the criticism consists essentiélly in pointing out a
particular internal contradiction of this Sémkhy_a doctrine.

On the basis of the passage of the Vrtti as quoted above, Muni Jambii-

vijaya has reconstructed the corresponding portion of the NC, I think, quite
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convincingly, thus (268. 1-2):

atha katham ekakaranatvapratisedhanantaram sabdazkagunapravrttz viyad

abhyupagamyate ? na pravartetaivam, asandruteh, purusavad vandhya-

putravad va /.
The final sentence has correctly been recognized by Simhasiiri to be a prayoga,

i.e. a proposition which forms a full-fledged 1nference (anumana). As there

is no reason for distrusting Simhasiri’s explanatlon of the hetu, viz. asan-
druteh; the assumption is fully justified that what Mallavadin on his part has
in view here is in fact the—etymologizing—definition of dravya found in
Mahabhasya II 366.26 as it is quoted by the commentator. The gist of
‘Mallavadms counterargument is hence that ether cannot orlgmate) in the
manner asserted by the Samkhyas because it does not correspond to their
definition of dravya, i.e. because it is not a dravya or rather because its
cause, the sabdaguna sabdatanmatra, is not a dravya just like the soul or the
son of a barren women. The argument as a whole, the context in which it is
put forward and the use of purusa as one of the two examples—all this
warrants the conclusion that this definition of dravya goes back, at least in
substance, to Samkhya itself, i.e. that Mallavadin uses here basic elements of
the doctrine of his opponents themselves in order to refute them. But why,
so it might be objected, should Mallavadin refer to the Mahabhasya for a
definition of dravya which belongs to Samkhya? Should one not rather expect
him to have drawn directly upon a Samkhya source? Not necessarily, and,
to be sure, not only if he did not know (any longer) the original Samkhya
source, but also if the definition was formulated in a particular manner which
was of importancé to him (for his critical aims).

It need hardly be explicitly stated that it is the second assumption which
has clearly to be given preference : The definition as found in the Mahabhasya
is characterized by being essentially an etymologzgf) as was noted already above
and will be demonstrated below (p. 18) —and Mallavadin would not have been
an Indian had he not taken for this very reason particular delight in it. In
view of the methodical significance it should further be emphasized that
the testimony of Mallavadin and Simhasiiri stands by itself, i.e. that it need



6 ' A. WEZLER

not necessarily be confirmed by similar statements in other sources: There
can hardly be any doubt that both of them were firmly convinced that in
terms of its doctrinal provenance the definition gunasamdravo dravyam as
found in the Mahabhasya belongs to Samkhya.

Space being limited, I cannot deal in extenso with Simhasiiri’s explanation.
Yet, there are two points I definitely should not pass over ih silence. The
first is his paraphrase of sandrutih, viz. bahinam gunanam ekibhavanam
atkyagamanam, according to which this term is semantically équivalent to “ the
becoming one of many qualities/properties”. And in addition it has to be
noted that the term guna is here evidently not used in its narrower sense,
specific to Samkhya terminology, viz. “constituent of primary ‘ matter ”
(although it is open to such an interpretation also as is shown by the passage
in the NC following immediately upon that quoted abovze%, but in that of
“ quality /property ” of a cause, whereas dravya is this cause.

2.2. The second passage pointed out by the editor is found almost right in
the middle of the third Ara; that is to say, with it we jump as it were into
the controversy between the I§varavadin and the upholder of Samkhya ai)out
the following definitions of the three “constituents” of Samkhya—in which,
however, the terms sukha, duhkha and mohfznare used instead of sattva, rajas .
and tamas ([NAA] 298. 7 ff.): sukham laghv apravrttisilam pmkds’akam drstam,
...duhkham calam aprakdsakam pravrttisilam drstam, ...moho gurur aprdkds’ako ,
drstah. When the opponent argues that these three are not really different
from each othéxa'), the adherent of Samkhya tries to safeguard his theory
against this objection by stating (300. 1): naprthagbhitata / sukham mohad
guror anyat, laghutvat, lohapindad iva arkatulah, etc. What is obviously
intended by this counterargument is, and I think on the whole quite correct12§),'
made clear by Muni Jambiivijaya in a footnote which reads thus:
sukham mohad guror anyat, laghutvat, lohapindad ivarkatilah, duhkhad
anyat pravrttisilat, apravrttisilatvat, akasad iva vdyuh / duhkham mohad
anyad acalat, calatvat, parvatad iva ghatah / mohah sukhaduhkhabhyam
agurubhyam anyah, gurutvat, prthivyd iva agnih / duhkhamqhau -sukhat
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prakasakad anyau, aprakasakatvat, pradipad iva ghatah /.
Among the various reasons advanced by the opponent against these inferences
there are also the following (301.1-3): v

anavadhritalaghvadidharmatayam itaratmakam apity atathataiva / asajati-

yalaksanavyavrttarthavisayatayam asiddham paksadharmatvam asman

prati bhavantam ca /.
“In case the properties ‘light’, etc. [of sukha etc.] are not restricted [to
sukha, etc.] excluswely (i.e. if what is meant by the logical reasons adduced
by you is not laghv eva sukham na guru na calam va, etc), [then
sukha, etc.] has also the nature of the other [gunas, i.e. it is also cala and
. guru]; therefore (i.e. because of the fact that sukha, etc. are hence each of a
~ threefold naturél)) they are in reality (eva) not so (i.e. are not different from
each chea?) . If [these properties are, on the other hand, exclusively restricted
to sukha, etc. respectively, and if the logical reasons consequently] refer to
an object to which the characteristics of everything different [from it] do not
apply, [then] the fact that they are a property of the subject [of the infere-
nce] is by no means established for us and for yoﬁ)”. In pursuing this argu-
ment further the opponent then demonstrates that concepts like ‘light’, etc.
are always relative, and finally states by way of summarizing (302. 4-5):

evam evapeksikalohapindarkatilagurutvalaghutve ’navasthitatkatve /.
“In this very manner the heaviness of a small iron ball and the lightness of
the coma of the seeds of the mudaglf) is not something absolutely determined
[once and for ever] as both of them are dependent [on the quantity /weight
in each casaesi”. .

To these objections the adherent ofﬂ Samkhya replies (303. 1-3):

atha mamatra kim ? dravyam caitad evam laghugurutvapeksayd tad eva

drstam, na gunah / sattvadayo gunas tv ime laghutvadilaksana mayocyante,

dravyatd tesam sandrave ekatvdpattau bhavati /.
“ [If you prefer to consider lightness, etc. to be not absolutely determined,
then you are right in stating that it is not at all an established fact for
you that sattvgfz) and nothing else is light, etc.; but] what has this to do

with me? [For, I, on my part, am of the opinion that lightness, etc. are
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specific properties of sattva, etc., respectively]. And (i.e. yet) [your own
position is ultimately wrong ; for] what you refer to (etad) is [in reality] a
dravya [and it is this alone] which is experienced in everyday life in this
manner as one and the same with regard to lightness and heaviness, and not
the gunas. Yet it is these gunas sattva, etc. [and not any dravya] of which
I maintain that they are characterized by lightness, etc. The fact of being a
dravya is given when these [gunas] attam unlty in that they come together
[and th ey are different from each other] .

At the end of his explanation of the last sentence of this latter passage of
the NC Simhasari again quotes the Mahabhasya, i.e. adds the remark (303.
16 f.): gunasandravo dravyam iti laksandt. And again there is no room for
any doubt that Mallavadin, too, in fact had in view this definition and regarded
it as an authentic element of the Samkhya doctrinaes), especially since here it
forms part of an argument of an adherent of Samkhya himself. In addition
what deserves our attention are the facts , '

1. that the term sandrava is explained in the NC itself by being

juxtaposed with ekatvdpattgz) and )
2. that the term guna is made clear in a similar manner by letting
sattvadayo precede gunds (tv ime) in the third sentencg).) ‘

But what about gunah at the very end of the second sentence? In this case
Simhasiri says (303. 14 £.): ......gurulaghvadayo gu n a h sattvarajastamamsi
ca...... , i.e. he takes it to refer to the properties at issue in this discuésion as
well as to the constituents of primary matter. Let us hence make a mental
note of the fact that according to him this term as used in the definition
gunasandravo dravyam may refer equally to the constituents of primary
matter and to their specific properties and to the qualities of the
tanmatras, et%). Of equal importance is the observation that the adherent of
Samkhya not only distinguishes clearly between guna and dravya, but also
takes the latter to become manifest only in the case of a sandrava of the

42)
former.

2.3. Should there still be any doubt about the correctness of my assertion
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that both Mallavadin and Simhasiiri were quite sure that the definition
gunasandravo dravyam belongs to Samkhya, it can easily be dispelled, at
least as regards the commentator. For, in his Vrtti on NC 15. 1 f. he states—
to wit, in order to make clear a quite different conception of dravya in its
distinctiveness— (15. 20 £.): na tu yathd gunasandravo dravyam [Patafijalama®
5. 1. 119] kriyavad gunavat samavayikaranam iti dravayalaksanam [Vai® Sa°
1. 1. 15] iti va/. Considering that according to NAA 11. 23 the list of
philosophical systems—which the “ordinary man” (laukika) wants to reveal
as useleé“s)—starts- with Samkhya, the only conclusion one can arrive at is that
Simhasiri’s first definition of the two diverging ones equally belongs to
.Samkhya. ’

.This part of the present study may therefore be concluded by repeating
once more
1." that both in the NC as well as in the NAA there is clear evidence
that the definition gunasandravo dravyam was regarded by the two
authors to be an integral—and obviously also essential—element of
Sz‘nt_dkhya, and |
2. that Mallavadin and Simhasiri’s testimonies constitute information in

their own right.
3

In é note referring to NC 15. .‘58 Muni Jambiuvijaya not only quotes in
extenso from the Mahabhasya [=M.] on Pan. 5. 1. 119, but he also adds the
remark : f

Patanijalamahabhasyasya Samkhyamatanusaritvam ‘striyam’ [Pa° 4. 1. 3]
iti sutre Pataiijalamahabhasyasya Uddyotat Pradipac cavagantavyam /.

Indeed, if one looks into Nage$a’s Uddyota on M. II 366. 23 ff., one cannot
fail to notice that in connection with a critical remark directed against
Kaiyata, Nageéa himself refers to the discussion on Pan. 4. 1. 3 (see below
p. 12).
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3.1. “The Maha-Bhasya on rule 4. 1. 3”, thus Cardong)aptly summarizes its
contents, ‘“takes up the question of gender. The term lisiga, used in the
meaning ‘ gender ’, denotes, in normal Sanskrit, a mark or characteristic. If
the term is understood in this sense in grammar, then a linga is a charac-
teristic of males, females, and things which are neither. A female (stri)
would then be characterized by breasts and hair, a male (puru:sa) by his body
hair, others by neither. This conception of linga does not work in grammar,
it is noted, so that another concept is inti‘oduced. Any thing‘ is characterized
by different states of constituent elements or properties (guna) and these
states constitute the genders of things.”

According to the varttika samstyanaprasavau lingam astheyau svakrtanta-
ta;ze)on Pan. 4. 1. 3 what has to be regarded as the basis of gender is the act
of coagulating,) on the one hand, and the act of procreatir;g, on the other, the
former being equated to s#77 and the latter to pums. After having explained
this varttika, Patafijali pursues the question further, viz. thus (II 198. 4-5):

kasya punah styanam stri pravritir va puman / gunanam / kesam / $ab-
dasparsariaparasagandhanam /. _
Now it is to the answer to the first question, viz. gundnam, that Ka-iyata
gives the following explanation (which Muni Jambiivijaya must have had in
view) IV 23 a 12-15):
sattvarajastamamsi gundh, tatparinamaripas ca tadatmakda eva $abddada-
yah pavica gunah / tatsanighatarapam ca ghatadi, na tu tadvyativiktam
avayavidravyam astiti samkhyanam siddhantah //.
It is hence explicitly stated by Kaiyata that here Patafijali takes recourse to
a central conception of Samkhya according to which any thing like a pot, etc.
is considered to be nothing but an aggregate of the qualities ‘sound’, etc., the
existence of a substance (lit. “a material whole”) .as different from them
being deniesc(i).

Yet, the definition of dravya as consisting of an aggregate of gunas is
not only attested in the Pradipa, but is also used by P~ataﬁjali himself in the
very same discussion, viz. in a passage (following upon Katyayana’s vartt. 7)
to which attention has already been drawn by Seyfort Ruegg)and which runs
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thus I 200. 12-15):
kasya tavad bhavan ekam gunam nydyyam wmanyate stritvam nama/
dravyasya / dravye ca bhavatah kah sampmtyayasl'zz) / yadi tavad gunasamu-
dayo dravyam / ka gatir ya ete bhavah krdabhihitas taddhitabhinitas ca
cikirsa goteti /.
I must confess that I fail to understand why Seyfort Ruegssg) with reference to
the phrase gunasamudayo dravyam speaks of “ cette définition du substanti'%)”;
but what he says subsequently, viz. that it “est, il est vrai, introduite comme
I’'opinion d’un autre”, is, no doubt, correct. Yet, I don’t think that it is of
particular importance, at least for the problem at issue here, to which of the
participants of the discussion this or that statement belongs. For, what this
passage is evidently about is the question of the view of an “individual
material thing 7 (dravya) one of the participants holds, and the critical remark
that if this participant accepts the definition gunasamuddyo dravyam, there
arise certain difficulties—and they are conveniently explained by Négeégs.) And
again both Kaiyata and Nagesa are to all appearances unanimously of the
opinion that this is a definition of the adherents of Samkhya. For Kaiyata
e.g. explains gunasamuddyah by stating (IV 30 a 8-9): rapadisamnivesamatram
ity arth-a;f)/.

There can indeed be hardly any doubt that gurasamudayo dravyam is but
another formulation of gunasamdravo dravyam, or vice versa, and that the
expressions samudadya and sandrava are hence considered here to be practi-
cally synonymous. Yet, it should not be overlooked that the latter expression
is used in the discussion of Pan. 5. 1. 119 in a particular context, i.e. that
the definition is introduced there by the remark (M. II 366. 25) anvartham
khalv api nirvacanam, whereas in M. 200. 11 ff. the question of the derivation
of the term dravya—and of defining dravya by pointing out its etymology—is
not at issue. The assumption which therefore suggests itself is that the
‘normal’ expression is samuddaya ; and this is strikingly confirmed by the fact
that Patafijali in all other instances (viz. I 411. 15 and II 120. lsi)) uses the
term gunasamudaya, and not gunasandrava.

The result of the foregoing observations and considerations is that both
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discussions in the M., i.e. that of Pan. 4. 1. 3 and that of Pan. 5. 1. 119, are
thematically connected among other things by the common reference to a
definition of dravya which according to the commentators belongs to Samkhya.

3.2. Returning now to the M. on Pan. 5. 1. 119 let us first take a look at
Matilal’s analysis of this dlscussmn) Matilal calls attention among other
things to the fact that “ NageSa is critical of Kaiyata’s explanation of the
Mahabhasya passage under Panini’s rule 5. 1. 119 and says th@t Kaiyata uses
the VaiSesika notion of substance to explain Patafijali: Nage$a, on the other
hand, thinks that the Samkhya-Yoga notion of substance is much closer to
the grammarians’ notion of substance” .
It is evidently the following passage of the Uddyota Matilal has in view
here (IV 299 a 15-17): _
Kaiyatas tu vaisestkadinayanusarena bhasyam vydacaksanah katham ° stri-
yam’ [Pan. 4. 1. 3] iti suatrasthabhdasyena na virudhyata iti cintyam ;
katham ca ‘ kim punar dravyam, ke gunah’ [M. Il 366. 14, i. e. on Pan.
5. 1. 119] it prasnasya na nirdalate;zs'))ca cintyam /.
Yet, this forms part of Nagesa’s explanation of M. II 366. 23-25 (quoted b(-::low
p. 17), that is to say, of a section which is taken by Matilgi) to be ‘“ Patafi-
jali’s second attempt to define substance ”, whereas the immediately following .
passage (II 366. 25-26), viz. anvartham khalv api nirvacanam / gunasamdravo
dravyam /, is regarded by him as “the third attempt of Patafijali to define
substance ”’, and, to be sure, it is this latter attempt to which Matilal refers
when reporting Nages$a’s critical rebuke of Kaiyata and when ‘remarking)that
“there is a striking similarity between Patafijali’s definition of substance and
the Samkhya-Yoga idea of substance”. Thus one is rather confused and
cannot hence but deem it necessary to reconsider the relevant passages of the
original texts. This ‘ experiment’ yields, so it seems to me, among others the
following results:
1. What has prompted Nage$a to censure Kaiyata was evidently the
following passage in the latter’s comment on M. II 366. 23-25 (IV 299 a
3ff.):
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...... tasmad asti rapasrayo dravyam / etac ca pakajarupadyutpatiaun ye
dravyavindsam necchanti tanmatena dravyapratyabhijiasrayenoktam / ye
tu pakajaripadyutpattau parvadravyavindsam apurvadmvyammbham ca-
bhyupagacchanti tanmaténa dravyabhede ’pi jater ekatvdj jatipratyabhi-
jRasrayenoktam / etc.

One cannot but emphatically agree with Nageéa on this point:
Kaiyata is, as we shall see later, definitely on the wrong track.
. It does not suffice to state that Nage$a differs from Kaiyata and simply
to report his own opinion. For Nage$a does not at all confine himself
to merely contendmg that Kaiyata is wrong, but he adduces two
different, though ultimately related, reasons which—once more)—testlfy
not only to his critical acumen, but also and above all to his remarkable
capacities in terms of philological method and its application in inter-
preting Patafijali’s work. The first argument consists in pointing out
- that Kaiyata’s interpretation of M. II 366. 23-25 contradicts what is said
by Patafjali on Pan. 4. 1. 3, viz. in M. II 198. 4 (see above p. 10)
and II 200. 13f. (see above p. 11); and in this case, too, Nagesa is
quite right; for the agreement between the passages in these two
discussions in terms of their doctrinal affinity is, as we have already
seen, as plain as it can be, so that it can easily be recognized even
without the help of Nage$a who was on his part well aware of this
relationship. His second argument shows, if I am not mistaken with
regard to the meaning of nirdalata and the implications of this argument
of his, that Nageéa starts from the assumption that the two questions of
M. II 366. 14 make sense only if they are asked by a participant of the
discussion who is of the opinion that on the basis of the ¢Samkhya’
definition of dravya (as taught under Pan. 4. 1. 3) it is not possible to
account for what is said in vartt. 5 on Pan. 5. 1. 119. For according to
Katyayana’s statement (M. II 366. 10 : siddham tu yasya gunasya bhavad
dravye Sabdanivesas tadabhidhane tvatalaw) the suffixes -tva and -ta are
added after a base which is a dravya-vacaka to denote a gung); and the

v ¢Samkhya ’ definition of dravya, so one might think, implies that there is
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no difference between the sam#iha (=dravya) and the samihin (=guna),
as explained by Négeégf.) That is to say, Nage$a starts out again from
the idea that the discussion on Pan. 5. 1. 119 can be properly understood
only if it is seen against the background of the discussion on 4. 1. 3; but
this second argument is of a slightly different nature in that it amounts
to the assumption that the knowledge of the M. on Pén. 4. 1. 3 is
presupposed in the M. on Pan. 5. 1. 119, and it is precisely for this
reason that Nage$a can in this case not meet with our .f‘ull approval as
the two questions of M. II 266. 14 can easily be accounted for by simply ,
assuming that they are provoked by vartt. 5 on its OVVGI?I). In spite of
disagreeing in this respect with Nage$éa, I think he can definitely be
followed when he starts from the assumption, if this is what is implied
by him, that the passages in the two discussions are closely related to
each other as regards their doctrinal basis.
There is one more point which I should like to make in the present discussion
of Matilal’s analysis of the M. on Pan. 5. 1. 119, viz. with regard to the
question whether we have really to distinguish between a “second” and a
“third attempt of Pataifijali to define substance”. But as this question cannot
be discussed independently of the problem which I want to study in the next
paragraph, I shall deal with both of them together.

4

What I was just now referring to is a question one cannot but -ask
oneself, viz. if there is perhaps any internal evidence in the
M. on Pan. 5. 1. 119 itself which would confirm the contention of Mal-
lavadin and Simbhasiri, on the one hand, and Négeésg), .on the other, that the
definition gunasamdravo /°samudayo dravyam belongs to Samkhya.

4.1. That in fact tw o different “attempts to define substance ” have to be
distinguished, at least formally, can hardly be disputed; for the second is
introduced by an athava (M. II 200. 23). The passage with reference to
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which Matilal speaks of “the third attempt”, however, runs thus (M. II 200.
25-26):
anvartham khalv apt nirvacanam / gunasamdravo dravyam /.

Therefore, what has to be examined first of all, is the question if the
particles khalv api are similarly indicative of the fact that still another attempt
is made by Pataﬁjali or not. The meaning assigned to kkalv api in the small
Petrograd Dictionary is “nun auch”, the remark being added that f{t» is used
“beim Uebergahge zu etwas noch zu Besprechendem ”. This observation,
though based on another tex?,) proves quite useful in the case of the M., too.

For, to start with the very first instance where it occurs, what else should
.be its function in M. 1 1. 4: vaidikah khalv api/than to indicate that the
person who had answered the question kesam sabdanam / by saying laukikanam
vaidikanam ca (M. 1 1. 3) is now turning to the explanation of the term which
has still to be “ talked about » viz. vaidikah [Sabdah] ?. And the next instances
fdund-.on the same page (lines 16 and 18) are of exactly the same nature—and
this holds good also for those referred to by Bohtlingk. Yet, it is by no means
easy to exclude the possibility that a slight contrast is also expressed in these
cases apart from calling the attention of the person (who had asked the
aforementioned question or of the other participant of the discussion) to the
other or next topic.

It is therefore advisable to examine instead only those instances where
khalv api is used in sentences which are, except for their context, identical
with that of M. II 200. 25. And there are, if I am not mistaken, just two of
them. .

The first is found in the discussion ‘on Pan. 5. 2. 29 and 30, viz. M. I 206.
21-25:

kuto nu khalv etad aca ete gunas tatsamipyat tu vyanijanam api tadgunam

upalabhyata iti na punar vyanijanasyaite gundah syus tatsamipyat tv aj api

tadguna upalabhyata iti / antarendpi vyaitjanam aca evaite gunda laksyante

na punar antarendcam vyanjanasyoccaranam api bhavati/anvarth am

Ehalv api nirvacanam/svayam rdjante svard anvag bhavati
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vyanjanam iti //.

“Yet, on account of which [reason did you right now assert]: ‘¢ These (.e.
the wudatta, anudatta and svarita) are qualities of a vowel, but due to its
proximity to it a consonant, too, is perceived as being qualified by them ’, not,
however, [the opposite, viz.] that they are qualities of a consonant, but that
due to its proximity to it a vowel, too, is perceived as beiﬁg qualified by
them ? [The reason is that] even without (i.e. in the absence of) a consonant
they are recognized as qualities of a vowel and nothing else, but that, on the
other hand, without a vowel a consonant cannot even be pronounced [so that
the question whether it is qualified by an accent and, if so, why, does not at
all arise]. And the etymology [of the terms svara and vyasijana] indeed also
corresponds to [this their] meaning (i.e. indicates this important difference
between them); [for] ‘vowels’ [are sounds which] ‘shine by themselves /on
their own’ [and] a ‘consonant’ [is a sound which] ‘follows’ (i.e. becomes
qualified by the accent only afterwardga))”.

In this case it is hence as plain as it can be that the sentence anvartham
khalv api nirvacanam is merely meant to corroborate what is already stated in
the preceding sentence, viz. that a vowel by its very nature is a complétely
independent type of sound, whereas a consonant is in contradistinction to it |
dependent on a vowel even for being pronounced, not to speak of its being.
qualified by an accent: The topic to which in the last sentence attention is
called is ‘new’ only in the sense that what has been stated in the preceding
sentence is now further supported by pointing to the etymology
of the terms swvara and wvyaiijana themselves which—allegedly—confirms the
correctness of this phonetic statement. ,

But what about the second instance? It is found in the M. under Panini’s
rule 8. 2. 48, or, to be more precise, in the discussion following upon' vartt. 3 in
which it is stated that the root a7ij is in certain cases used a#icatyarthe, *“in
the meaning of the root asic”, viz. prakdasana. -In concluding this part of the
discussion Patanjali says (M. III 408. 24-409. 2): ‘

tatharijer vyarijanam vyaiijanam ca prakdasanam /yat tat snehena ma-
dhurena ca jadikrtanam indriyanam svasminn atmani vyévas;kdpanam sa
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ragas tad vyaiijanam /anvartham khalv api nirvacana-

m / vyajyate ‘neneti vyarijanam iti //.
“In the same manner wvyasijana is [a noun derived] from [the root] a7ij
[used in the meaning of the root asic], and vyasijana means ‘that by which
[something] is illuminated / made perceptible’. When the sense-organssg,) made
dull by grease and (i.e. or) [something] sweet, are [again] fixed on them-
selve7;), [then] this is a source of delight (i.e. a condiment), this is vyaiijana
(i.e. this is quﬁjana as having among others the meaning ‘condiment’,
‘spices’). - And the etymology [of vyarijanal indeed also corresponds to [this
its] meaning ; [for] ‘condiment’ is that by which [the flavour of food] is
made r‘nanifes7tl”‘.

It is hardly necessary to state explicitly that regarding the function of
khalv api this passage yields exactly the same result as that examined first.
Therefore it is not simply legitimate, but imperative to start from the as-
sumption that the sentence anvartham khalv api nirvacanam in M. II 200. 25
forms in a similar manner a statement which is made»only in order to
corroborate what has been said in the passage preceding it. It is hence
practically out of the question that M. II 200. 25-26 should be Pataiijali’s
“third attempt to define substance ”.

4.2. Yet, in order to be able finally to convince oneself of its merely cor-
roborative function, the immediately preceding passage has to be taken notice
of in detail (M. II 200. 23-25):
athava yasy?z) gunantaresv api pradurbhavatsu tattvam na vihanyate tad
dravyam / kim punas tattvam / tadbhavas tattvam / tadyatha / amalakadi-
nam phalanam raktadayah pitadayas ca gunah pradurbhavanty amalakam
badaram ity eva bhavati /.
This “ second attempt to define substance ”’—and, to be sure, it is at the same
time also the last one—has been summarized by Matier\gi) as follows: “ Sub-
stance is the unchanging state of the objects. Qualities emerge and disappear
in order to make room for new qualities. What stays permanent amid all

changes is what is called substance. It is the tfattva ‘essence’ of an entity.
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Thus, a mango fruit becomes green at one time and yellow and red at
another time, but it still remains the same mango or, at least, we can call it
‘the same mango’. What remains unchanging is the mango-essence, the
mango-substance .

Now, if the main, nay even the sole purpose of what is stated subsequen-
tly by Patafijali, viz. anvartham khalv api nirvacanam / gunasamd}dvo dravyam/,
is to corroborate this second attempt to define substance—and the parallel
passages do not leave us any other choice— then it has to bq admitted that
what Patafijali wanted to say by it is the followilzlaga): The etymology of the
word dravya itself, according to which a dravya is a gunasamdrava, e qu al-
1y shows that ‘substance’ or rather an individual material object is that
which “remains unchanging ” while different gunas “ emerge and disappear .
But in what respect is this idea expressed by the etymologizing definition, too?
The answer to this question is as simple as it is plausible: Because dravya is
in view of the context defined to be always, i.e. at each and
every point of time, nothing but a gunra-samdrava, no
matter which qualities “come together” to constitute
it at a particular point of time. The fact that the gunas change, or e>ven
permanently change, does not in the least affect the nature of the dravya as
such, i.e. its being nothing but a samdrava of gunas at every moment of .
its—finite—existence. To render this concept of dravya by calling it the
“unchanging state of the objects” or to apply to it the—anyhow pro-
blematical—term ‘essence” as Matilal does, cannot pass for a really con-
structive attempt to determine this concept more precisely.” According to
Patafjali it is the tattvae, and this term is in its turn explained by tfadbhava,
in accordance with Pan. 5. 1. 119. But as it is the meaning and purport of
this very siitra which forms the subject of this discussion in the M., this:
paraphrase does not help much. Nevertheless, the context makes it possible
to draw the conclusion that ‘ tattva’ is, generally -speaking, that which remains
the same—which in the present case is likewise that by» which an object can

be recognized.
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4.3. Now that it has been established that the sentence anvartham khalv api,
etc. of M. II 200. 25-26 is but an additional argument meant to vindicate the
preceding ‘second attempt’ to define the concept of dravya, attention can be
focussed for a short while on the preceding passage (quoted above p. 17).
What has to be noted first is that in reading it one cannot but recall M. I
7.21-23:
athava nedam eva nityalaksanam dhruvam kiatastham avicaly anapayo-
pajanavikary anutpatty avyddhy avyayayogi yat tan nityam iti / tad api
nityam yaémims tattvam na vihanyate / kim punas tattvam / tadbhavas
tattvam / akrtav api tattvam na vihanyate //.
. Which is, by the way, also quoted by Simhasiri (NAA 21. 22f1f.); yet more
important, at least for the question at issue here, is it to remember what has
already been observed earlier (see above p. 12), viz. that it is with regard to
this bassage that Nage$a (in reprimanding Kaiyata) emphasizes the “ Samkhya-
maténusaritvam ” to use Muni' Jambivijaya’s expression.

Indeed, already the verb prdadur-bhi points to this direction, though it can
admittediy not be regarded as an absolutely unequivocal key word. But we
are in this case not at all dependent upon any such indirect evidence or mere
conjectures. For, as luck would have it, there are close parallels in Samkhya
and. Yoga texts themselves that the question of the doctrinal provenance
of Patadjali’s ‘second attempt’ can be definitely settled. What I have in
view is first of all a verse quoted twice in the Yuktidipika, viz. 49. 10f. and
75. 6 f., which runs thus:

jahad dharmantaram piarvam upddatte yada param / tattvad apracyuto
dharmi parinamah sa ucyazg /)
Clearly this is a definition of the term parindma, and not dravya, and moreover
in it use is made of the terms dharma and dharmin which did certainly not
originate in Samkhya itself, but were taken over from other schools of though7ts,)
probably the VaiSesika. Nevertheless it is evident that in this verse the same
idea is expressed as in the M. passage under discussion; and in spite of the

‘modern’ terms used the assumption is, no doubt, justified that the idea as
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such goes back to much earlier times in the history of Samkhya, i.e. that it is
a genuine Samkhya idea, and an old one at that. It is attested also in the
Yogabhasya, viz. at the very end of what is said on YS 3. 13, but formulated
thus:
avasthitasya dravyasya purvadharmanivritaw dharmantarotpattih parina-
ma i;f?/. '
Any doubts one might still have regacding the doctrinal agreement between
the M. passage and the Samkhya and Yoga sources quoted just now, are
finally dispelled when one takes into account what is said by the author of the
Yuktidipika in explaining and defending the definition of parindma of the
verse, viz. (75. 8-11): ‘
yada Saktyantaranugrahdat piarvadharman tirobhavya svarupdd dpracyuto
dharmi dharmantarenavirbhavati tad avasthanam asmakam parinama ity
ucyate / aha—naitad abhidhanamatram drstantam antarena pratipadya-
mahe / tasmdd yatha kim iti vaktavyam / ucyate—yatha pala@sam- palds’gc)l
apracyuta[m] nimittantarasyatapader anugrdhdc chyamatam tirobhavya
pitatam vrajati tathedam drastavyam /.
For, the drstanta given here is essentially the same as that found in the M.;
that in one case the leaves of a paldsa tree are chosen as example and in the
other case fruits like a mango or a badara is of little importance. What.
really counts is that in both cases the concept of parirama is illustrated by
referring to processes of outward change readily observed_ in nature.’

I don’t deem it necessary to adduce more material from Samkhya or Yoga
texts ; for, I think, that that already quoted is sufficient proof that the second
attempt of Patafijali to define substance” is indeed based on a corresponding
view of Samkhya. Yet, in so far as the etymologizing.deﬁnition of dravya has
been shown to be nothing but an additional argument meant to safeguard this
“second attempt 7, it can further be stated that there is a very high degree of
probability that it, too, is of the very same doctrinal provenance. There is
hence no need to confine oneself to observing with Matilal that “there is a

striking similarity between Patafijali’s definition of substance and the Samkhya-
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Yoga idea of substance”. One can definitely go a step further and—in view of
the internal evidence of the M. as well as of the evidence discussed in
paragraphs 2 and 3—simply state that Patafijali has in this case, togz taken
recourse to a particular element of the Samkhya doctrine in order to offer an
alternative solution to a particular grammatical problem. Plausible as these
conclusmns are by themselves, the clear testimony of a Samkhya text for this
definition of dravya would, nevertheless, be highly welcome. Although I am
unfortunately not able to adduce an exact parallel from any of the extant
source7sg,)l should like to draw attention to a passage in the Yuktidipika which,
I think, strikingly confirms this peculiar concept of dravya. At the very
beginning of the third Ahnika there is a rather long section devoted to
defending the satkaryavdda, which is taught in the next Karika, viz. 9. The
opponent is clearly an adherent of VaiSesika who does not, however, confine
‘himéelf to attacking the Samkhya theory, but deems it also necessary to deal
ih anticipation as it were with eventual counterarguments brought forward
against his own asatkaryavada. One of these counterarguments is that the
product is not, because it is not cognized, asat before its origination. This is
refuted by an argument WhiCh runs thus (48. 29-32):
kriyagunavyapadesasambhavat / yad dhi pratyaksato nopalabhyate tat
kriyayastiti samsiicyate / yatha harmyavasthitanam trnanam wdvahanad
vayuh, gunena yatha wmadalatilata gandhena, vyapadesena va karyadina
yathendriyani / na tu prag utpatieh karyasya kriyagunavyapadesasam-
bhavah / tasmad asat karyam /.
In the course of his refutation the defendant comes back to this topic in order
to reject the opponent’s statement in the following manner (51. 14-138):
yat tiktam kriydgunavyapades’dsa;nbhavdd anumanabhava iti tad anupa-
pannam / kasmat / prthaktvanabhyupagamat / karyakaranaprthaktvava-
dinas tatkriyagunanam prthaktvam anumdtum yuktam ity atas ta(ntva)-
vasthane patakriyaguna- (read : ° guna-) grahandd anumandabhava ity ayam
updalambhah savakasah syat / asmakam tu karanamatrasyaiva samghatad
akarantaraparigrahad va Rkriyagunanam pracitir vyaktiviseso bhavatiti

- bruvatam adosah /.
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“aan But [this] reproach is not valid for us because what we teach is that a
particular manifest thing originates as the accumulation of
movements and qualities on account of the cause and nothing
but the cause having coagulated or having assumed another shapee))”. Although
the key word dravya does not occur here and besides guna the term kriya is
also used (evidently because it has to take into account, at least argumenti
causa, the tenets of the VaiSesika), it is as plain as it can be that virtually the
same concept of individual material things is testified to in this passage, for
the replacement of samuddaya by praciti is hardly of any iml‘aortance.

5

Matilal is, however, quite right in remarkinzg, though on what he wrongly
takes to be Patafijali’s “third attempt”, that “the implication is that the
integrated whole or the ‘bundle’ should be conceived as different from the
constituent parts ”. For, this is indeed the pratijzia Patafijali wants to prove in
view of what is said in vartt. 5 on Pan. 5. 1. 119 (cf. M. II 200. 15f. and 18).
But I don’t think that this is only “ implied " ; it is rather clearly expressed not
only in M. II 200. 23-25, but also by the subsequent etymologizing definition, if
only this latter is recognized to be but a corroborative statement and is
interpreted accordingly. As Patafijali makes use here of a Samkhya view in
order to vindicate—once more, though by another argument—the assertion that
dravya is something different from (the) gunas, it can be safely taken for
granted that this is not merely in keeping with the corresponding Samkhya
concept, but is rather a faithful rendering of it, especia_lly because this con-
clusion is confirmed also by the testimony of Mallavadin and Simhastiri (see
above p. 9) as well as by that of the Yuktidipika.

If we now take a look at this Samkhya concept, and definition, of dravya
itself, we cannot but feel some hesitation in assuming that the term dravya as
such is also of Samkhya origig.) It seems rather that it was coined in or
introduced by other circles and became so important an element of philosophi-
cal terminology that the adherents of Samkhya were forced not only to take
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notice of it, but -also to take it over, at least in the sense of making clear
what they on their part considered to be a dravya within the framework of
their own philosophical teachings. Yet, be that as it may, their concept of
dravya, fortunately preserved by Pataifijali, is indeed characterized by dis-
tlngulshmg dravya from guna. Nevertheless, their view is distinctly different
from the Valses1ka concepts of dravya and guna) For, according to the
VaiSesikas a dravya possesses or rather is inhered in by, qualities or
properties, whereas according to the Samkhyas a dravya consists of
gunas, or, to be more precise, is nothing but a gurasamudaya, an * aggregate/
integrated whole of gunas”. The gumnas may change, or in fact change
permanently, but the material object remains always a gunasamudaya, i.e.
stays permanent amid all changes. A mango fruit remains a mango fruit,
no matter which stage in the process of ripening it has reached.

Yet, the drstantas given in the M. and the Yuktidipika, respectively, raise
two fuestions: viz. firstly, if the recognition (pratyabhijﬁz})) is adduced as a
reason for the preceding statement or if, on the contrary, the preceding
‘second attempt’ to define. dravya (and the preceding definition of parinama)
aims at éxplaining the fact of recognition; and, secondly, if what is meant by
these examples is that the mango remains “the same mango”, as Matilal
would have it, or not. Now, the first question is clearly a pseudoproblem, for
the position of the Samkhyas cannot but ultimately have been that both the
alternative propositions are true, i. e. that because of the dravya having this
nature a particular object is recognized, on the one hand, and that because of
recognizing it we are able to determine the nature of the dravya as such, on
the other. Yet the second is not only a real question, but also one in
answering which the line of argumenf has to be based on circumstantial
evidence only. ' If what is meant by referring to the fact of recognition were
the numerical identity, one would expect Patafijali to have said instead of
amalakam badaram ity eva bhavati rather idam tad evamalakam etc. The
assumption that it is hence the generic identity which is 1ntended is further
corroborated by the important role the concept of jatyanuccheda plays in very

86)
similar Samkhya contexts.
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Resuming the problem, provisionally discussed already above, of what
precisely is meant by defining dravya as “that the tattva of which does not
change ”, it can now be stated that it is that due to which an object is
recognized at any point of time of its existence as belonging to a particular
species (jati). However, it is hardly conceivable that the adherents of
Samkhya should in this connection not have taken into aécount also the
problem of the numerical identity, at least with regard to human beings as
individuals bearing proper names. Therefore it seems advisaﬁlgle not to rely too
much on the drstantas of the M. and the Yuktidipika, but to reckon equally
with the possibility that the concept of tattva, at least, in addition included the
numerical identity, too. It should also be noted that the expression svarupa
used by the author of the Yuktidipika—by way of explaining the term fatfva
of the verse, as it were—similarly covers both the individual as well as the
generic “own / characteristic shape / nature ” of objects and living beings. In
any case, however, it has to be stressed that it is by far better not to use
just the term “substance” in rendering this peculiar Samkhya concept of
dravya, the meaning of which is rather “individual material object as remain-
ing the same (in spite of all changes it undergoes while being manifesf)”.

In connection with explaining the Samkhya * Doctrine of change” P.
Chakravartsindraws attention to “the Samkhya doctrine of immutable eternity
and eternity-in-mutation ”, for which he refers to the Yogabhasya on YS 4. ???3)
where they are stated thus: , ' '

dvayi ceyam nityatd kitasthanityatd parinamanityatd ca / tatrva kitastha-
nityatd purusasya / parin@manityatd gupanam /yasmin pavinamamane
tattvam na vihanyate tan nityam / ubhayatra ca tattvasyavighatan nitya-
tvam /.
Yet, the gunas referred to here are, of course, the “ constituents of primary
matter ”’ as becomes clear also from the explanations of the author of the
Pétaﬁjalayogaééstravivaran;?) Nevertheless, this is a highly interesting passage
not only because of its striking similarity to M. I 7. 21 9fO), but also because of
its contributing to a better understanding of the Samkhya concept of dravya
qua “ individual material object”. For, the Samkhya definition of dravya has
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been shown to cover, at least first of all, the individual material objects—and

43

the term guna correspondingly to refer to the “ qualities” of the tanmadtras,

etc., tcf(l)). Now, in the light of.this Yogabhasya passage it becomes apparent
that the Samkhya-Yoga concept of dravya as a gunasamuddya bears a strong
resemblance to that ‘of_ the ‘ constituents of primary matter” as being
pdrindmaniiya: Just as the “ constituents of primary matter "—of which each
and every phenomenon ultimately consists—are conceived of as eternal, i.e. as
remaining the same in spite of the processes of change they permanently
undergo, so individual material objects are regarded by the adherents of
Samkhya and Yoga as something which is of a relative perma-
.nencé if compared to the ever changing “ qualities ” an aggregate of which
they represent. On the other hand the Yogabhasya passage confirms that the
conception of the gunas=*constituents of primary matter” is distinctly
diffefent from that of the gunas=* qualities ”’ of the tanmatras, etc. : the former
rémain,the same amid all changes whereas in the case of the latter it is only
their samudaya which appears in contradistinction to the still much more
ephemeral “ qualities ”” as unchanging, albeit for a limited period of time only.

Nevértheless, it is primarily in connection with the peculiar Samkhya
conception of the three ‘ constituents of primary matter ” that the Samkhya
definition of dravya becomes fully understandable. For, there could hardly be
a judgement more mistaken than one similar to that of Jacobi who, although
with reference to the M. on Pan. 1. 2. 64, has voiced the opiniogle) that “ this is
a-very crude theory about the qualities and one that is very far removed from
the refined speculations of the Samkhyas and Yogas about the tanmatras and
mahabhitas”. On the contrary, besides the fact that the Samkhya definition of
dravya is rightly taken e.g. by Simhasfiri to refer to these entities, too, one
cannot but state that the Samkhya idea of evolution, the concept of prakrti as
sattvarajastamomaya, etc., are such that this definition can even be styled
quite typical for this school of thought. For, the concept of the three
gunas is essentially characterized by the lack of distinguishing between
‘substance’ and ‘quality’ as they are conceived of e.g. by the VaiSesikas.
The salient point of the Samkhya conception of the three gunas—and, to be
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sure, this is what has caused the controversy about the appropriate rendering
of the term guna itself—evidently is that we have to do here with an idea
which even w e find difficult to understand, not to speak of accepting, viz.
that of ‘ material qualities’, i. e. ‘ qualities’ which are at the same time a/the
substance or that which in various and permanently changing combinations
constitutes the manifest world in its totality. Seen against this background the
definition of dravya turns out to be ultimately nothing but an alternative
formulation of what is stated e.g. in the Yogabhasya on YS 4. 13 thus:
sarvam idam gunandam samnivesavisesamatram (iti parumarthato gundt-
manah) /.
And, to wit, a formulation by which the adherents of Samkhya wanted to make
clear first of all their own concept of individual material objects.

The conception of the three gunas can, of course, be explained historically
by the plausible assumption that it was developed at a time when Indian
thinkers ‘ had not yet learned’ to distinguish between substance as éuch and
its qualities or propertig;). Yet, the characterization of this view as being
‘archaic’ which consequently seems to suggest itself is not wholly satisfactory.
At least, if this epithet is used contemptuously—and, to be sure, it usually is
used with this connotation—I for one would not readily subscribe to such an

evaluation, and not only because I think that our knowledge of Samkhya, its
94)

origins and development is still fragmentary.

NOTES

* For “Studies on Mallavadin’s Dvadaéaranayacakra I1” see my contribution to: Studien zum
Jainismus und Buddhismus. Gedenkschrift fiir Ludwig Alsdorf, hrg. von K. Bruhn und A.
Wezler (Alt-und Neu-Indische Studien 23), Wiesbaden 1981, pp. 359-408.

1) Geschichte der indischen Philosophie, II. Bd., Salzburg 1956, p. 100.

2) Cf., apart from the articles mentioned in fn. 4 and Geschichte der indischen Philosohie II,
p. 59. 144. (the recently published) Nachgelassene Werke. I: Auﬁsétze, Beitrige, Skizzen, hrg.
von E. Steinkellner. Wien 1984, pp. 93 ff.; by the introductory (bracketed) remark on p. 93
it becomes clear that Frauwallner had the plan to deal at some length with the gramma-

rians’ language theory; see also pp. 65 and 137.
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3) Panini. A Survey of Research. The Hague-Paris 1976, pp. 256-259. For what I looked, in
vain however, was a reference to G. Oberhammer’s review article in: OLZ LIX (1964), 16 ff.

4) Viz. “Das Eindringen der Sprachtheorie in die indischen philosophischen Systeme ™ in: In-
dologen-Tagung 1959, Verhandlungen, Géttingen 1960, pp. 239-243 ,(=Kleinel Schriften, hrg. von
G. Oberhammer und E. Steinkellner, Wiesbaden 1982, pp. 279-283) and “ Sprachtheorie und
Philosophie im Mahabhasya des Patapjali ” in : WZKSO 4 (1960), pp. 92-118 (=Kleine Schriften,
pp. 284-310).

5) Cf. Cardona, o.c. (fn. 3), p. 59.

6) Cf. my article “Paralipomena zum Sarvasarvatmakatvavada (I). Mahabhasya zu Pan. 4.
3. 155 und seine einheimischen Erklirer ” in: WZKS 26 (1982), p. 164 ff.

7) ~ Cf. also below p. 13.

8) I use, of course, Muni Jambavijaya’s edition, Bhavnagar 1966. I quote the text always as
it is printed in this edition, but sometimes I add in parentheses punctuation marks in order
to facilitate the readers’ understanding.

9) O.c., pp. 23-25.

10) The first one I shall study in a monograph which is still in preparation.

-11) Cf. also the long fn. 1 on p. 268 of the edition in which the editor quotes relevant passages
from various commentaries on Samkhyakarika 22. Nevertheless I do not understand what is
meant by rapadisrstau, etc.

12) " For the use ofb the instrumental Muni Jambavijaya here refers to Pan. 2. 3. 21: itthambhi-
talaksane.

13) As pravrtti is used here in the sense of “coming into existence [by a process of parinamal”
(cf.fn. 20 below) one would rather expect the reading ekagunat pra®; cf. also ekasmat kara-
nad bhavat in the next but one sentence.

14) The editor adds here square brackets, but leaves the space in between empty as neither in
the Paninivadhatupatha nor in the Haimadhatupatha an exact equivalent is found (cf. his fn.
3 on p. 208). My own endeavours to identify this quotation were equally futile. Nevertheless
what Simhasari aims at here is clear, viz. to adduce a grammatical authority for his inter-

113

pretation of gunmae as “number ”.

15) Muni Jambiavijaya wonders (fn. 5 on p. 268) whether one should read here tvanmatavirodhat
which would ip fact be better. But the reading °@virodhat is also acceptable if the expres-
sion is taken to.mean: “because [this alone] does not stand in contradiction to your [general]
position . .

16) Note that according to the editor (fn. 6 on p. 268) all the MSS. read °gunakasam. I do not
quite understand why he decided in favour of the emendation °gundkasam and confined him-
self to printing out in this footnote that the reading of the MSS. might go back to °gunam
akasam which is clearly to be preferred if one does not want to go even a step further and
decide in favour of °gunad akasam (cf. fn. 15).

17) Cf. also Frauwallner, Geschichte der indischen Philosophie, I. Bd., Salzburg 1953, p. 355 ff.

18) Ed. R.C. Pandeya, Delhi 1967, p. 118 1. 14 ff.

19) He is, no doubt, trustworthy in this regard, too; for, this tenet is evidently based on the
Samkhya conception of primary matter as sattvarajastamoma y a (cf. fn. 25).
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20) Note that the term pravriti—as well as pravarteta, of course—is used here in the sense of
“ becoming manifest by parinama in the process of evolution ”; cf. also NAA 324. 17.

21) Note that Mallavadin himself uses the expression (guna-) sandrava at other places, viz. 303.
4 and 73. 4.

22) Cf. nts. 13 and 20.

23) The soul belongs to the sphere of sannidhibhavana, whereas primary matter and its evolutes
testify to quite another form of being, viz. gpattibhavara. Cf. the article mentioned in aster-
isked(*) fn., p. 364.

24) Though it is highly probable that Mallavadin himself took, like Simhasiri (cf. NAA 15. 17
and 261. 22), vyakarana to be a sarvatantrasiddhanta, it would be rather far-fetched, to put it
mildly, to assume that this is the reason for his referring to the MahéEhésya, and not the
manner in which the definition of dravya is formulated there.

25) Viz. NC 268. 3: sabde traigunyam asty eveti cet ... and Simhasiri on it (NAA 268. 14 f.) :
sarvasyoktasukhadulzkhamohdmayatvdc chabdo ’ pi tadatma trviguna eveti ced ity asankayam ...

26) These go, at least in substance, back to a Samkhya source. ) ‘

27) Though I am unable to deal here with these terms, attention may, nevertheless, be drawn
to the fragment from a Samkhya text quoted by Simhasiiri (12. 17-22), to NC 265. 1 — where
sukha, duhkha and moha are said to be the atmanah of prakrti — and to NAA 265. 11 f.: te
... sukhaduhkhamohah prakasal pral -vritiniyamatmakah sattvarajastamolaksanad gunah samyavast-
hayam ‘ prakrtih’ ity ucyante ... The interchangability of the expressions sukha, etc. and sattva,
etc. is also evinced by NC 303. 2 (see below p. 7) versus 300. 1 (see below p. 6), etc. Cf.
also below fn. 81 and Samkhyakarika 12.

28) Cf. NC 297. 6 ff.

29) Instead of prthivya iva agnih he should, however, have said : agner iva prihivi!

30) Cf. NAA 301. 13 ff.

31) Cf. NAA301.16ff.:... ity atathataiva ananyataivelty arthah, iti Sabdahetvartha- .
tvat tryatmakaikatvad ity arthah.

32) Cf. fn. 31. : .

33) In view of the passage quoted below it should be noted that the I§varavadin uses the 1.
prs. pl. of the personal pronoun with reference to himself and bhavant with reference to the
adherent of Samkhya. .

34) arka is commonly taken to be the Skt. name of the shrub Calotropis gigantea R. which is
called in English either “ gigantic swallow-wort” or “mudar” (<Hindi madar) ; cf. e. g. Ka-
lipada Bisbas and Ek’kari Ghos, Bharatiya banausadhi, 2. ed. revised by Asima Cattopadhyay
et al, Vol. 3, Kalikata Bisbabidyalay 1973, p. 742. In the present context, however, ‘what is-
referred to is evidently not the shrub itself, but some part or product of it which is charac-
terized by being very light like cotton. Unfortunately this holds good for at least three dif-
ferent parts or products of the mudar: For (according to The Shorter Oxford English Dic-
tionary s.v. mudar) ‘the inner bark of the stem yields a strong‘silky fibre known as yer-
cum ”; yet besides (according to D. Brandis, Indian Trees, 2. repr., Delhi 1978, p. 471) the
“underside of [its] leaves [are] closed with soft white appressed woolly tomentum ” and the
seeds are described as “ flat ovate with a long silky coma”. There is, however, b.y far greater
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likelihood for the assumption that what the Indians had in view when thinking of the arka
in connection with something characterized by extreme cottonlike lightness were neither the
silky bast fibres nor the tomentum of the leaves as both these parts of the shrub would first
have to be obtained or torn off before they can exhibit the corresponding property. It is
hence much moré probable that it is the long silky coma which is referred to; for thanks to
it the seeds are when ripened easily driven away by the wind. This assumption is confirmed
1) by the fact that e.é'. in Yogasitra 3. 42 it is cotton itself (t#la), i.e. “ the white fibrous
substance which clothes the seeds of the cotton plant” (Oxford Dict.), which is adduced as
an example for something very light (Jaghu) and 2) by the observation that it is precisely
the idea of being driven away by the wind which one finds closely connected with arkatila
‘in some other cases, too, viz. e.g. in Parévanathacarita 2. 926 (ako mama kva tad geham kva
paricchadah [ vidhina kvaham anitah pavamnenarkatalavat //; cf.also l. 740) and in
Trisastiéalakapurusacarita 3. 1. 52 (v @ ¢ e n a tena mahata sa mahan api varidah /| arkatalam
ivoddhaya disodiSam aniyata//). —As for arka in the proverb arke cen madhu vindeta
kimartham parvatam vrajet cf. Nilmadhav Sen, “ A Note on ekka — A Ghost Word in Sanskrit ”
in : Sanskrit and Indological Studies. Dr. V. Raghavan Felicitation Volume, ed. by R. N. Dan-

~ dekar et al., Delhi 1975, 341-349.

35) Cf. NAA 302. 26 ff.: ' alpavacini kani [cf. Pan. 5. 3. 85] lohapindakah palamatrapra-

- mano ‘ rkatilabharal laghtyan ¢ palasatika tula, vimsatis tula bharah’ [ 1 iti paribhasitatvat
/ ayaspindo gurur apt laghur arkatiilo laghur api gurur drsta ity anavasthitaikagurutvalaghutvatattve
gurulaghutve, apeksikatvad asman prati na gurulaghutve parasparato 'nye, tato nayaspindarkatila-
drstanto ’sii /.

36) Cf. fn. 27.

37) Cf. NAA 303. 12-17.

38) Cf. the immediately following passage of the NC (303. 4 ff.) and Simhasari’s commentary
on it (NAA 303. 18 ff.).

39) Cf. also the expression ekatvagati NC 304. 1.

-40) Cf. also NAA 306. 6 f.

41) Cf. also NAA 73. 25 ff.

42) See also below p. 23.

43) Cf. the article mentioned in asterisked(*) fn., p. 370.

44) Viz. “ Tippanani” p. 16. 35 ff.

45) O.c. (cf. fn. 3), p. 257. -

46) It forms part of several $lokavarttika (on which in general cf. Cardona, o. c., p. 247) stanzas
on Pan. 4. 1.'3 and is quoted in M. I 245. 25. On M. II 197. 26 Nage$a remarks (IV 22a 30-32):
samkhyamatavastambhendha—svakrtanta iti/etena samkhyasastranusaritvam vyakaranasyeti
sacitam /.

47) Neither H. Scharfe’s rendering of samstyana by “ Schwellen” (Die Logik im Mahabhagya,
Berlin 1961, p. 147) (cf. also Seyfort Ruegg, who o.c., p. 40, translates it by “ expansion ") nor
that of H. Jacobi by “congelation ”, (“ The Dates of the Philosophical Satras of the Brah-
mans ” in: JAOS 31 (1911), p. 27. = Kleine Schriften, hrg. von B. Koélver, Wiesbaden 1970, p.
'27) nor that of Strauss by “ Dickwerden” (“ Altindische Spekulationen tiber die Sprache und
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ihre Probleme” in : ZDMG 81 (1927), pp. 99-151 (see p. 146) = Kleine Schriften, hrg. von
F. Wilhelm, Wiesbaden 1983, pp. 220-272 (see p. 267)) can be accepted. The latter can easily
be misunderstood, and the former two are apparently due to a misconstruction of the sentence
styayaty asyam garbha(k) (M. II 198. 3) ; this sentence which is to illustrate the preceding
statement adhikaranasadhana loke stri may indeed create in a Western reader’s mind the idea
that what is referred to is the gr o wth of the foetus, yet Kaiyata and Nage$a clearly are
of different opinion and their explanations can hardly be put aside. The former says (Pradipa
IV 22 b 27-30): styayaty asyam iti /| samghatarapam prapnotity arthah / ... sam s t-
yanam iti [ tirobhdavah, pravritiv avirbhavah, Samyavastha sthitih, eta$ cavasthah $abdagocara evety
avaseyam //, and the latter adds the remark (Uddyota IV 23a1-2): samghdatarapam
iti /| garbhapadena tatkaranam Sukrvasonitam ucyate /. Cf. also Nagesa’s explanations of M. I 245,
27 f. (Uddyota II 98 a 22-24): garbhah Sukram styayati Sonitena sanghibhavatity arthah /.
s @ te Sukvam tyajati yonivapa adhare /st yanam apacayah/pravritir wvrddhih//. What
is meant by samsiyana is hence just the opposite of ‘growth’, and styayaty asyam garbhah does
not refer to the growth of the foetus (though both, Kaiyata as well as Nageéa, would not
have denied that it grows), but to the “ coagulation ” of the father’s sperm and the mother’s
“blood ”, i.e. to what we would call the act of fertilization. Cf. also K. A. Subrahmania Iyer’s
article “ The Vaiyakarana Conception of ‘Gender’” in: Bharatakaumudi (Studies in Indology
in honour of Dr. Ratha Kumud Mookerjee), Allahabad 1945-47, pp. 291-307. )

48) Note that in both cases, i.e. in M. I 246. 2 and M. II 198. 4, the expression prasava is re-
placed by pravrtti which latter is, however, used in what follows (M. I 246. 6 and II 198. 7)
in the broader sense of the activity ’ consisting in the gvirbhavatirobhavasthitirapaparinama
(cf. Pradipa IV 24 a 9ff. and Uddyota IV 24 b 1). A

49) The edition used in quoting from or referring to Kaiyata’s Pradipa and Nageéa’s Uddyota
is that produced by Bhargavasastri Joshi, Sivadatta Kudala and Raghunatha Sarma, Bombay
(NSP), 1937-1951.

50) Cf. also Niage$a’s remark (Uddyota IV 23 a 31f.): na tu tadvyativiktam it/
ata evagre [viz. M. 11 198. 5£f.] sarvas ca martaya evamatmika iti bhasyakaro vaksyati /,

51) Contributions 4 I'histoire de la philosophie linguistique indienne, Paris 1959, p. 41.

52) Cf. Uddyota IV 30 a 4 f.: bhasye sampratyaya iti/ kimatmakam dravyam bhavan
manyata ity arthah //.

53) O.c., lLc.

54) Cf., on the other hand, B. K. Matilal, Epistemology, Logic, and Grammar in Indian Philo-
sophical Analysis, The Hague-Paris 1971, p. 104. Perhaps Seyfort Ruegg was misled by the
question (M. II 200. 14f.) ka gatir etc. which is, however, meant to point out that the gender
of certain primary and secondary derivations cannot be accounted for if the definition gunasa-
mudayo dravyam is accepted (cf. Uddyota IV 30 a 14 ff.).

55) Uddyota IV 30 a 14 ff. :

56) Cf. also Pradipa IV 29 a 21 ff. — For the term sammivesa cf. e. g. Yuktidipika 48. 6 ff. See
also below p. 26.

57) Matilal (o.c., p. 104) rightly refers also to the M. on Pan. 5. 2. 42, i. e, II 380. 2; yet, this
reference can also be found in the Uddyota IV 298 b 25 (read, however, tayapsitre).
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58) O. c., p. 101'ff.; cf. also Matilal’s article “ The Notion of Substance and Quality in Ancient
Indian Grammar ” in: Acta et Communicationes Universitatis, II, 2, Tartu 1973, pp. 384-407,
which does not, however, differ from what he has written in his book in analysing the discus-
sion on Pan. 5. 1. 119. '

59) I take this expréssion (and the synonymous nirdalatva) to mean literally “the fact of lacking
in anything unfolding itself” > “the being of no avail” > “ unproductiveness ” or rather
“jirrelevancy ”. It is met with also in the Laghu$abdendu$ekhara with Candrakala, ed. by
Gopalagastri Nene, Pt. II. Kashi SS 53, Benares 1924) p. 29 1 12, 52. 1 and 530. 11 f. as well
as in Jayatirtha’s Nyayasudha on Madhva’s Anvakhyéana on BS 1. 1. 1 (viz. on verse 79) and
on BS 1. 1. 11 (viz. on verse 141).

60) O.c., p. 103 f.

61) O.c., p. 103 fn. 10.

62) Cf. e.g. P. Thieme’s characterization and evaluation of Nageda in: “ Bhagya zu varttika 5
zu "Pinini 1. 1. 9 und seine einheimischen Erklirer. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte und Wiir-
digung der indischen grammatischen Scholastik ¥, NGGW 1935, p. 198 f.

63) Cf. also fn. 2 on p. 297 of Vol. IV : ... yasya gunasya bhavad dravye Sabdanivesas tadabhidhane

. tvatalav iti varttikena dravyavacakdac chabdad gune tvatalau vidhiyete | tayoh prakrtipratyayarthayor

, dravyagunayoh ko bheda iti prasnah //.

64)- Viz. Uddyota IV 297 a 19 ff..

65) Kaiyata can, as has been shown, only partly be regarded as trustworthy.

66) B'y using the singular with reference to %kalv api I want to intimate that it should be re-
garded as one compound particle.

67) Viz. his Sanskrit-Chrestomathie, St. Petersburg 1877, 227. 22 (which is Kaéika on Pan. 2. 3.
5), 233. 6 (=Kaséika on Pan. 2. 3. 36), 239. 5 (=Kasika on Pan. 2. 3. 70) and and 244. 3 (=
Kasika on Pan. 3. 3. 135).

68) Cf. Pradipa II 25b 15 and Uddyota II 25b 25f. as well as V. P. Limaye, Critical Studies on

. the Mahabhisya, Hoshiarpur 1974, p. 78 f.

69) Cf. Nageéa’s remark (Uddyota [Rohtak ed. of the M.] V 401. 28) : bhasye’ pi ‘indriya’-
$abdena jihvaiva | vyaktibahutvad bahuvacanam /.

' 70) Cf. Nage$a’s explanation (Uddyota V 401. 29) : svasminn atmaniti/rasasvadagraha-
katvalaksane svasvarapa ity arthah /.

71) Cf. Kaiyata’s éxplanation (Pradipa V 401. 18) : ¢t a t s eti / vyajyate 'nena rasa ili vyafijanam
/v aga iti | rajyate neneti vago vyahijanam eva /, and Nageéa’s further elucidation (Uddyota
V 401.27f) vyajyate 'meneti | jihvaya jaditbhavanirakaranena raso vyajyata ity arthah /.
Cf. also P.V. Limaye, Critical Studies on the Mahabhaya, Hoshiarpur 1974, p. 731.

72) Cf. Nageéa’s remark (Uddyota IV 299a 13£): ...athava yasyeti/ sadbhavat’ iti Sesah
/ yasyavayavasamahasya sadbhavad ity arthah /. — What immediately follows is the passage
quoted above p. 12.

73) O.c., p. 103.

73a) The historical interpretation of this Mahabhasya passage apart, one could, of course, state
on material grounds that the etymologizing definition of dravya does not agree really well
with the definition it is meant to corroborate, i.e. that the former does not necessarily fol-
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low from the latter and vice versa. But that is quite a different matter, and evidently not
what Matilal had in view.

74) As for the expression tattvad apracyuta- cf. also the material drawn upon by P. Hacker,
Vivarta. Studien zur Geschichte der illusionistischen Kosmologie und Erkenntnistheorie der
Inder (Akad. d. Wiss. u. d. Lit.,, Abh. Geistes- und Sozialwiss. KL Jg. 1953, Nr. 4, pp. 179-
270) Mainz, 1953, p. 16 and 40 as well as e.g. Helaraja on Vakyapadiya IIII Kriyasamudde$a
26 (ed. K. A. Subrahmania Iyer, Poona 1973), p. 21 /. 21 ff. (where the corresponding definition
of Yaska, Nir. I 2, is quoted too) and Yogabhasya on YS 3. 15: ... pindah pracyavate ghata
upajayata iti dharmaparinamakramah /. Cf. also fn. 76.

75) Cf. Frauwallner, Geschichte..., I (cf. fn. 17), p. 389. Note, however, that Frauwallner ap-
parently failed to recognise that the sense in which these terms are uged by Samkhya and
Yoga authors is significantly different from that it has in VaiSesika texts; cf. e. g. the pas-
sage quoted from the Yogabhasya in fn. 74.

76) Cf. also Nyayabhasya on NS 3. 2. 15. P. Chakravarti, Origin and Development of "the
Samkhya System of Thought, Delhi 1975% p. 258, fn. 2 refers also to Nirukta I 2 -(ed. R. Roth.
Gottingen 1852, p. 31 L 17) : viparinamata ity apracyavamanasya tattvad vikaram [scil. dcaste].

77) The edition reads palasam palasad here; yet one would rather expect palasam palasatvad.

78) Cf. fn. 6 above.

79) Cf. fn. 94 below.

80) I do not hence take this passage to be an explanation of the term vyaktipracaya occuring
Yuktidipika 48. 11, 49. 4 and 53. 26 / 31.

81) O.c., p. 104. _ ,

82) In connection with this question (which I cannot, however, discuss here) I should iike to
draw attention, though in passing only, to the fact that the Samkhya definition of dravya
bears a strong resemblance to the Sarvastivadins’ conception of phenomenal things as Bei‘ng
nothing but an aggregate of atoms on which latter cf. e. g. E. Frauwallner, Die Philosophie
des Buddhismus, Berlin 1958, pp. 64, 96 and 120; M. Hattori, Dignaga on Perception, Cam-
bridge, Mass.1968, pp. 26 and 88f. (fn. 1. 38 and 39), and Abhfdharmakoéabhz‘usya ed. by P.
Pradhan and A. Haldar, Patna 1975, pp. 24. 18 (see also Sphutartha Abhidharmakoéavyékhya
by Ya$omitra, ed. by U. Wogihara, Tokyo 1971, Vol. L. p. 68. 4: paramanusaficayasvabhava
dasaiva...), 34. 11., 52. 24 ff. and 475. 1 ff. (particularly 14 ff.) (Sautrantika criticism of the
Vai$esika concept of aitman). This similarity is indeed noteworthy, especially since the basic
positions are distinctly different, viz. a marked substantialism in the case of the Sa‘imkhyas
and a no less clearly expressed antisubstantialism in the case of the Vaibhasikas. Likewise
it can only be mentioned here that in the twelfth Ara of the NC, i e. in the context of the
critical discussion of Dignaga’s apoha theory, the expression gunasamudaya is also met with
(see 652. 14 together with fn. 1; 668. 5/21; 671. 1/3), though used with reference to that
which is denoted by a proper name like Dittha. '

83) “Zum Begriff der Substanz (dravya) im Vaiéesika” in: WZKS 19 (1975), pp. 183-166 and
“The Vai$esika Concept of guna and the Problem of Universals” in: WZKS 24 (1980), pp.
225-238.

84) Cf. Kaiyata’s Pradipa above p. 13.
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85) Cf. also Chakravarti, o.c., p. 260: “...its paladahood remains intact always...”.— In this
connection it may be noted that the maxim (=Paribhasa 37 in Nage$a’s Paribhasenduéekhara)
ekadesavikrtam ananyavad bhavati refers according to e.g. M. I 136. 9 f. likewise to the generic
identity. )

86) Cf. the article mentioned in fn., p. 375 et passim.

87) O.c., p. 258. 4

88) O.c., p. 264 (referred to also in fn. 2, p. 258 £.).

89) Viz. (366. 22 ff.): nanu parvinaminam gunanam katham nityata syad iti braviti—y a sm in pa-
rinamamane tattvam ma vihanyate |[yasya yad rapam pramanenopalabdham,
tasya tat tattvam / tad yasmin na vihanyate na vyabhicarati tad api nityam [ gunanam api sukha-
duhkhamohatmata prakasakriyasthitisilata ca tattvam na vihanyate / tasmad ete *pi parinamanityah /.

90) Quoted above p. 19.

91) See above p. 8.

92) L.c. (cf. fn. 44 above), p. 27.

93) Cf. Hacker’s course of lectures entitled *“ Grundlagen indischer Dichtung und indischen Den-
kens ”, which was recorded in 1978 and will be edited by K. Riiping in the near future (in
the de Nobili series published in Vienna). Cf. also Frauwallner, Die Philosophie des Buddhis-
mus, Berlin 1958, p. 96.

94) Space being limited—and I am afraid that I have already taken too much of it—I cannot
deal here also with the parallel to this definition of dravya, found in the Yogabhasya on YS
3. 44, to which attention has been drawn among others by Nageéa (e.g. Uddyota IV 299a 30
f.), and with the passage in Nage$a’s Mafijusa in which the relation between these two de-
ﬁnitions of dravya is discussed. It remains for the future to follow up these references in an
article which will form a sort of addendum to the present one. Suffice it to say here that I
don’t think that the Yogabhasya passage forms an additional and independent testimony which
should also be taken into account in determining the doctrinal provenance of the definition

referred to in the M.
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