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Johannes Bronkhorst

Studies on Bhartrhari, 2.

Bhartrhari and Mimamsa*

1.1. Both Bhartrhari and Sabara pay a good deal of attention to the subject

of uha 'modification, adjustment'. Bhartrhari discusses it in the
first Ahnika of his commentary on the Mahabhasya (AL 5.18-8.17, Sw 6.17-
9.27, Ms 2b9-3cl), while parts of Adhyaya 9 of Sabara's Bhisya deal with
it. Two cases in particular are treated by both the authors and allow of a

detailed comparison.

The first case is most easily introduced with the help of Sabara's

Bhasya on Piirva Mimamsa Sitra 9.3.1lo:

< asti paéuf agnisomiyah, yo dikgito yad agnigomiyam padum dlabhata
iti / tatra pdéaikatvdbhidhdyi mantrah, aditih pdsam pramumoktv etam
itt / tathd pasabahutvabhidhdyi, aditih pddan pramumoktv etdn iti /
«.. / asti dvipadur vikytih / maitram $vetam dlabheta, vdrunam krsnam
apam caugadhindm ca samdhavannakama iti / tatra codakena pdddabhidhdyi-
nau mantrau prdptau / tayoh sam$ayah / kim bahuvacananto 'vikdarena pra-
vartate, ekavacanantasya nivrttih, uta bahuvacandnto nivartate, ekava=-
cananta uhitavyah, utobhayor api pravrttir abhidhdnavipratipattid ca,

utatkavacananta uhitavyo bahuvacananto 'pi na nivarteta / kim prdptam /

"There is the Agnistomiya animal [sacrifice] laid down in the text yo
diksito yad agnisomiyam pasum dlabhate ('When one, being initiated,
sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma'). In connection with
this there is a mantra, speaking of the singleness of the noose
(pdsda): aditih pddam pramumoktv etam ('May Aditi loosen this noose');
also [there is another mantra] speaking of the plurality of the noose:

aditih pagan pramumoktv etdn. ...

[Then again,] there is a modificatory sacrifice (vikrti) [of the

Agnisomiya] at which two animals [are killed], laid down in the text

This article was written with the financial assistance of the Nether-
lands Organization for Scientific Research (N.W.0.).
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maitram &vetam dlabheta, vdrunam kyrspam etc. ('The white [goat] should
be sacrificed to Mitra and .the black [goat] to Varuna'). In accordance
with the CGeneral Law, both the mantras that mention a noose come to be

regarded as to be used at this [sacrifice of two animals].

In regard to [the use of] these two [mantras at this last sacrifice

of two goats, there arise] the following questions: (a) Is [the word]
in the plural form to be used in its unmodified form and that in the
singular form to be excluded? Or (b) should the plural form be exclud-
ed and the singular form be modified [into a dual form]? Or (c) should
both [the plural and the singular forms] be used, there being a divers-
ity of expression (i.e. option) [regarding the one to be actualiy used-
in any particular case]? Or (d) should the singular form be modified,
the plural form also [in its modified form (?)] not being excluded?"
(tr. Ganganatha Jha, vol. III p. 1561; modified)

The problem here raised is subsequently discussed in the Bhasya. Four solu-
tions are proposed, the fourth one of which is finally accepted. For our
present purposes it is however interesting to study the first solution,

which is not accepted by Sabara. It reads (on PMS 9.3.10):

anydyas tv avikdrena / anydyanigado bahuvacandnto 'vikarena pravarta=
te / ekavacandnto nivartitum arhati / kutah / ndsyaikasmin pdde pra-
vartamanasya dpstah pratighdtah / yathaivaikasmin pdse pravartate;
tathd dvayor api pravartitum arhati / ndsav ekasya vaecakah, na
dvayoh / evam drgaé codako'anugphito bhavigyati / itarathd ht dhyam&ne
yathdprakpti mantro na kprtah sydt / na dvayoh pdéayoh, ekasmimé> ca

pdse kadcid vidego'sti / tasmad avikarena bahuvacandntah prayujyate,

ekavacandntasya nivyttir iti /

"'That which is uncompatible [should be used] in its unmédified form';
[i.e.] the plural form, which is incompatible [with the primary sacri-
fice at which there is only one animal], is used [at the sacrifice of
two animals] in its unmodified form, and the singular form should be
excluded. Why so? [Because] we find no obstacle to its being used in
the case of there being [only one animal and] one noose; [so that]
just as it is  used in the case of [one animal and] one noose, so
should it be used also in the case of there beiﬁg [two animals] and
two [nooses; especially as the plural form] is expressive of neither

one nor two. In thus [using the plural form in its unmodified form,]
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the scriptual injunction of the General Law becomes honoured; while in
" the other case, if [the words] were modified, then the mantra would
not be used in the form in which it is used at the primary sacrifice.
Nor is there any difference between one noose and two nooses [so far
as the applicability of the plural form is concerned]. From all this
it follows that the plural form is used in its unmodified form and the

singular form is excluded." (tr. Gangdnatha Jha, p. 1562; modified)

As said before, $abara does not accept this position. He comes to the con-
clusion, under siitra 9.3.13, that both the plural form and the singular
form must be modified into a dual form. But this rejected position is rath-
er close to the one adopted by Bhartrhari, where he says in his commentary
on the Mahébhésya (AL 6.8-12; Sw 7.9-13; Ms 2c7-1o; CE I 5.14-17):

tathaikasminneva prakrtipae pdsan iti bahuvacanantam $ruyate / aditih
. pagan pmamﬁmoktv iti / tatrdpi vikrtdv uho ndsti / vajasaneyinam tv
ekavacanantah pathyate aditih pddam <iti / tegsam uhah prdpnoti / ...
athavd pdasesu noha ity anena tu naigamavibhasd / bahuvacane satt

yathegtam prayogo bhavati /

The Ms. is very corrupt, but this reconstruction seems to be essentially

correct. I translate:

."... The plural pasan is heard in aditih pddan pramumoktu even though
there is but one single noose (pd$a) in the primary sacrifice. Here
<. there is no modification in the modificatory sacrifice. But among
the Vajasaneyins [the mantra] is read in the singular, aditih pdsam

... For them modification applies. ...

Or the statement that there is no modification in the case of nooses
(pl.!) expresses a Vedic option: where there is a plural number [of
pdsa] one uses [the word] as one wishes (i.e. either in the plural or

adjusted to the situation)."

Bhértrhari here represents the point of view of a particular Vedic school
different from the Vijasaneyins. His Vedic school had laid down the rule
that no modification takes place in the case of the word pada used in the
plural, and Bhartrhari interprets this rule in two ways. Interestingly, the
line aditih pdéam pramumoktv etam does not occur in the scriptures of the
Vijasaneyins, but in TS 3.1.4.4. Bhartrhari's mistake (what else could it

be?) allows us to conclude that he was not a Taittiriya either. The
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presence of aditih pdédn pramumoktv etdn in MS 1.2.15, KS 30.8 suggests
that Bhartrhari belonged to one of these two Vedic schools. Other evidence
(see Rau, 1980; Bronkhorst, 1981; 1987) supports the view that he was a

Maitrayaniya.

The conclusion must be that Bhartrhari's description of ﬁﬁa, or rather
of the absence of iha, in aditih pdéan pramumoktu does not represent the
position of any group of Mimamsakas, but rather the position of the
Maitrayaniya branch of the Yajurveda. The Mimdmsakas on the other hand, or
at any rate Sabara, did not confine their attention to one Vedic school.
Only thus could they be confronted with the situation in which both the
mantras aditih pddan pramumoktv etan and aditih pddam pramumoktv' etam
apply. The question that remains is how the similarity between the point of
view accepted by Bhartrhari and the one rejected by Sabara is to be

explained.

This question gains interest in view of the fact that Sabara too may
have been a Maitrayaniya. It is true that the Taittirlya texts are’ more
often quoted in his Bhasya, but Garge (1952:19f) has shown that Sabara's
Bhasya nonetheless shows a clear preference for Maitrayaniya readiﬁgs
wherever possible. Garge's data are perhaps most easily understood by assum~—
ing that Sabara, a Maitrdayaniya, continued and codified the Mimamsaka tradi-

tion which by itself had no particular predilection for Maitrayaniya texts.

1.2. Both Bhartrhari (AL 7.10-8.8; Sw 8.16-9.17; Ms 3a2-b6; CE I 6.11-7.7)

and Sabara (on Pirva Mimamsia Sitra 9.3.22 and 9.3.27-4.27) deal in
detail with the adhrigu mantra, a passage that occurs in but slightly
differing form in a number of texts.1 Nothing in Bhartrhari's discussion
shows any influence from Sabara. Indeed it appears that the two authors
disagree on how to deal with the part sadvimdatir asya varikrayas 'it has
twenty-six ribs'. Sabara winds up a long discussion on this matter by
stating (on siitra 9.4.16) that the total number of ribs must be mentioned
where two or more animals are involved, not a repetition of the numeral
'twenty-six' (iyattd vankrindm prakytau vaktavyd / thapi sd codakena pra-
didyate / tema ndbhydsah / sa hi padunimittakah / tasmdt samasya vacanam

varikrinam kartavyam iti /). Bhartrhari makes an enigmatic remark after

1. MS 4.13.4; KS 16.21; AiB 6.6-7 (2.6-7); TB 3.6.6; ASvSS 3:3; $S8s 5.17.
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citing the sentence that precedes sgsadvim$atir. This remark - tathdavyayam
anekasmin pasau dvir abhyasyate - can be interpreted with the help of MSS
5.2.9.5 yany avyayany anekani tani dvir abhyasyante ... sadvimdatih gadvim—
gatih. It thus comes to mean: "Then, in case there is more than one animal,

the indeclinable [that follows, viz. sadvimsatih] is repeated."

Unlike Sabara, parts of Bhartrhari's treatment of #ka show the in-
fluence of the Mianava Srauta Sitra. We saw how MSS 5.2.9.5 was needed to
understand one of Bhértrhari's remarks. At two other occasions he makes a
direct reference to 'the section on modification' (dhaprakarana) of the
Minava Srauta Sitra. Once (AL 7.5-6; Sw 8.11-12; Ms 2dlo-11; CE I 6.6-8) he
says:

aghasad aghastam aghasannagrabhigur aksannity udhaprakarane pathyate

"In the section on modification the forms aghasat, aghastam, aghasan,

agrabhfsub and akgan are read."
This must refer to MSS 5.2.9.6:

havig?l praige suktavdke ca adat adatam adan, ghasat ghastdam ghasan,
aghasat aghastdm aghasan, karat karatdam karan, aghrabhit aghrabhigtdm

agrabhiguh, akgan
Then again (AL 7.20-21; Sw 9.3-4; Ms 3a8-9; CE I 6.21-22):

tatrohaprakarana evaigam mdtd pitd bhrdtd sandbhisamsargidabdad ity

evamadiny anuthydnity pathyate

"... in the same section on modification it is read that of the [words
mentioned earlier] the words indicative of siblings and kin mdtd,

pitd, bhratd and the like should not be modified."
This reflects M$S 5.2.0.7:

mata pitd bhrdatd sagarbhyo('nu) sakhd sayuthyo ndbhirdpam dsamsargt
dabdas caksuh Srotram vdrn manas tvan medo havir barhih Syenam vaksa

ity anuhyam

"'His motﬁer, his father, his brother from the same womb, his friend
in the herd'; the form of ndbhi joined with (the ending) d; the words
'eye, ear, voice, mind, skin, fat, oblation (?), sacrificial grass,
eagle-shaped breast', all these are not to be modified." (tr. Van
Gelder, p. 174)



106 Johannes Bronkhorst

Not all of Bhartrhari's examples regarding ttha can be traced to the Mana-
va Srauta Siitra, nor to any other Srauta Sitra. Of particular interest is
the stanza which introduces his discussion of uha in the adhrigu mantra,
and which has not been traced in any earlier work (AL 7.lo-11; Sw 8.16-17;
Ms 3a2-3; CE I 6.11-12): ’

argdni JAdtindmd/ny upamd/ cendriydni ca /

etani noham gacchanti adhrigau vigamam hi tat //

"Limbs of the body, names of relatives, comparison ands organs of
sense, these do not undergo modification; for it (?) is irregular in

the case of adhrigu."

This stanza, which governs Bhartrhari's ensuing discussion, must be assumed
to have belonged to the ritualistic tradition of some Vedic school, pfoba—
bly the Maitrayér_liyas.2 Bhartrhari based his discussion of #ha not on some
preexisting works of Mimamsa but on ritual works which had no, or little,

connection with Mimamsa.

This situation allows us to understand how Sabara could describe.and
reject an opinion (on aditih pddan pramumoktu etc., see section 1.1 above)
which is so close to Bhartrhari's. The Mimamsakas, who took a broader view
of the sacrifical rites than those adhering to the traditions of particular’
Vedic schools, would nonetheless borrow ideas from individual Vedic
schools, either to accept or to reject them. All we have to assume is that

Sabara was acquainted with at least some of these ritual books.

It seems that the works which Bhartrhari used did not survive him for
long. The above stanza (angdni ...) is quoted by Kumarila in his Tantra-
varttika on Pirva Mimamsa Sitra 1.3.24 (p. 197) and ascribed to a ttkdkdra
who is also credited (p. 209) with the authorship of the stanza that we
know as Vakyapadiya 2.14 (Swaminathan, 1963:69), i.e., apparently to
Bhartrhari. That is to say, Bhartrhari is here quoted as an authority on
3

ha in his own right.

2. Bhartrhari's independence from the influence of Mimamsa when dealing
with ritual details makes this a more likely assumption than that this
stanza belonged to the Mimamsa work in verse with whlch he appears to
have been acquainted. See section 2, below.

3. Helaraja on Viakyapadiya 3.14.591 (590), p. 413 1. 24-25, quotes the
same stanza and calls it 'tradition of the knowers of uha (dGhaviddm
ammayah) .
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1.3. Another instance where Bhartrhari gives evidence of drawing upon a

‘tradition quite independent of the Mimamsakas occurs on P. 1.1.5 and
consists of aﬁ illustration with the help of the Sunaskarnastoma sacrifice
(AL 118.3; Sw 137.26-138.1; Ms 39a7-8):

éunaskarnastomayajﬁavad etat sydt, yathd pradhdnasya maranendrthina
4

igtim pravartayanti

"This dis 1like the Sunaskarnastoma sacrifice: desirous of the main

“thing by means of death, they cause the sacrifice to proceed."

The Sunaskarpa Agnistoma sacrifice is discussed in Sabara's Bhasya om PMS
10.2.57-61. This sacrifice is enjoined by the injunction '"Desiring one's
own death one should perform this sacrifice, if he wishes that he should
reach the Heavenly Region without any disease" (maranakamo hy etena yaje—
‘ta, yah kamayetdndamayah svargam lokam iyam iti; tr. Ganganatha Jha, p.
1721). The queStion raised under PMS 10.2.57-58 is whether or not the sacri-
fice should be continued after the sacrificer has taken his 1life by throw-
ing himself into the fire. The answer is that the sacrifice must be com-
pleted. A number of reasons is given for this, none of them even resembling
Bhartrhari's. This is true to the extent that Parthasarathi Midra in his
Sastradipikda on PMS 10.2.57-58 (adhikarapa 23, vol. II, p. 334f.) quotes
Bhartrhari as authority when accepting that point of view (cf. Swaminathan,

1961:315-16):

svarga evdtra maranendrthinah phalam na maranam / maranakdma Tty an-
gtkrtamarana ity arthah / tena yo hy evam jrnatva svargam prapnavanitt
. kdmayate, tasydyam kratuh / tathd ca haribhir uktam 'pradhdanasya

maranendrthina ijydam pravartayanti'iti /

"Heaven is here the fruit he wishes [to attain] by means of death, not
death [itself]. The words 'desiring [one's own] death' (maranakdama)
mean 'accepting [one's own] death'. Therefore, this sacrifice 1is
[meant] for him who, knowing this, wishes to attain to heaven. This
has been' expressed by [Bhartr]hari with the words 'desirous of the
main thing (i.e. heaven) by means of death they cause the sacrifice to

proceed'."

4. The Ms reading has been emended with the help of the quotation by
Parthasarathi Misra; see below.
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Parthasarathi's quotation does not only cast light on the form and meaning
of Bhartrhari's remark; it also indicates that Parthasarathi (loth century
A.D. according to Ramaswami Sastri, 1937) had no (longer ?) access to the

sources from which Bhartrhari drew his example.

1.4. We turn to another passage where Bhartrhari to all appearances draws

upon the tradition of the Maitrayapiyas. It occurs in his comments on
the line praydjah savibhaktikah kdrydh of the Mahabhasya (I.3..do). Bhartrha-
ri is here clearly influenced by the Minava Srauta Siitra (5.1.2.6) which

reads:

punar ddheye prayajdnuyajanam — purastdd — voparigtad va  vibhdktih
kurydt / ye yagdmahe 'samidhah samidho'gnd dagjyasya vyantv' agnir agnis
"tanunapad agnd dgyasya vetv' agnim agnim 'ido'gnd dgyasya vyantv'

agner agner 'barhir agnd djyasya vetv' agner agner iti /

"When [fire] is to be 1lit again one should recite the vibhaktis before
or after the preliminary and final offerings, as follows: ye yajdmahe

etc."

The first and introductory sentence of this passage is included in Bhartr-
hari's remarks on the subject, which however go beyond the Manava Srauéa
Stitra in giving some kind of justification for the choice of 'vibhaktis'
(i.e. agnir agnih etc.) and even lead to an outcome that is different in
one point; he also gives an alternative. Bhartrhari's Mahabhasya Dipika

reads (AL 12.25-13.4; Sw 15.21-16.1; Ms 5a2-5; CE I 11.10-14):

~

vibhaktindm api sarvdsdm prayoge prdpte yd dvyaksard vd satyad catu—
raksard vd bhavantiti vacandd agnindgnineti na prayujyate / tathd na
Sabdajami kurydt / 8abdagdmi hi tad bhavati yat panicamyantam / tasmad
agner agner <ty anena rupena gsagthyantam prayujyate / punarddhyeye
praydjdnuydjdandm purastdd voparistdd va vibhaktih -kuryat / nard$amso

agnim agnim iti vd ubhayathd dygtatvdt /[

"Although it would follow (from what precedes in Bhartrhari's'commen—
tary) that all case-endings be used, the form agnindgnind is not used
because it has been stated 'which have two syllables or four syl-
lables'. Similarly one should not use $Sabdajami. .éabdajdmi is that
which has an ablative ending. Therefore it is the genitive which is

used in the form agner agneh, [not the ablative]. When,[fire] is to
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be 1lit again one should recite the vibhaktis before or after the
»preliminary offerings. Or narddamso ... agnim agnim [is used instead

of tantinapdd ... agnim agnim] because it is seen both ways."

This shows that according to Bhartrhari the following four 'vibhaktis' are
to be used: agnir agnih (nom.), agnim agnim (acc.), agner agneh (gen.),

agndv agnau (loc.).

The essential correctness of the above reading of Bhartrhari's Maha-
bhasya 'Dipikd is confirmed by Sivaramendra Sarasvati's Ratnaprakiasa, a

subcommentary on the Mahabhiasya. It says in this connection (p. 56-57):

tatrapi sambuddhiz‘:dr’te 'mtdndm na prayogah, 'dvrttyd dvyakgarah santad
caturakgard bhavanti' iti wvacandt / sambuddhyantasya dvyaksaratve 'pt
dvirvacanottaram purvaripe  satt 'agne'gne' itt  tryaksaratvat /
tane 'mtayor adita eva dvyakgaratvdbhdvde ca / tathd rasyantam api na
. prayoktavyam, ‘'na Sabdajami kurydt, 8Sabdajami hi tad bhavati yat
paricamyantam' iti vacandt / ... / evam ca caturgv avadistapraydjaman—
tregsu yathakramam prathamadvitiydgagthisaptamyekavacandntanam agni-—
Sabdaprakytikanam padanam prayogah Kkartavyah / ... / tathd cdyanm
purastdtprayogah: 'ye yagamahe agnir agnih samidhah samidho 'gna djya—
sya vyantu vaugat' / 'ye yajdmahe agnim agnim taninapdd agna dgjyasya
vetu vaugat' / 'ye yagjdmahe agner agner ido'gna dgjyasya vyantu
“vaugat' / 'ye yajgamahe agnav agnau barhir agna dgjyasya vetu vaugat'’
iti / padcdtprayogas tu 'ye yajamahe samidhah samidho'gna dgyasya

vyantu agnir agnth vaugat' ityddih /

It is true that Sivaramendra refers immediately after this to Visnumisdra's
Ksiroda, a now lost commentary on the Mahibh5.§ya, for further elucidation.
It is also true that he then mentions Bhartrhari's commentary (haritikd)
‘and quotes from it a passage which clearly belongs to Bhartrhari's subse-
quent treatment of 'vibhaktis' in accordance with the A$§valayana Srauta
Stitra (see Bronkhorst, 1981:174). Yet there can be no doubt that also the
above passage was composed under the direct or indirect influence of

Bhartrhari's Mahabhasya Dipika.

We return to Bhartrhari's passage. It shows relationship with the
Minava Srauta Siitra, as we have seen. It further quotes a line that has

close affinify with MS 1.7.3, KS 9.1, KapS 8.45 in order to justify that

5. All these texts have yad dvyakgardh satid caturakgardh kriyant/e/.
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only 'vibhaktis' with two or four syllables are acceptable. Then however it
deviates from any known text by quoting a remarkable rule: One should not
use Sabdajdmi; $Sabdajdmi is that which has an ablative ending. Subsequent-
ly Bhartrhari observes that tanuinapad is sometimes replaced by nrardsamso.
Something similar was noted by the commentator Gargya Narayana on ASvSS
2.8.6 (see Rau, 1980: 176) and by Sivaramendra Sarasvatl (see Bronkhorst,
1981:174), both in connection with the Aévalayana version of the
'vibhaktis'. N
1.5. What is the source from which Bhartrhari derived his detailed know-
ledge on ritual matters? The most likely answer is that he used Pra-
yoga manuals belonging to the Maitrdyaniyas. Few old Prayogas have survived
and their study has hardly begun. Yet the suspicion could be voiced that
"some sort of Prayogas must have been in vogue even before the composition
of the Srautasiitras proper" (Srautakosa Vol. I, English section, Part I,
Preface, p. 7; see already Hillebrandt, 1879: XV; 1897:38). Bhide
(1979:150f.) studied two extant Prayogas of the Caturmasya sacrificés and
compared them with the Hiranyake$i Srauta Siitra, under which they resort.
Interestingly, the older of these two Prayogas, by Mahadeva Somayajin,
deviates a number of times from the Hiranyakes$i Srauta Sitra. This shows
that Bhartrhari may indeed have used Prayoga manuals belonging to his Vedic
school, and that the few deviations from the Manava Srauta Siitra which Qe
noticed above do not prove that these manuals belonged to another schpol
than that of the Manavas.
2.1. We conclude from the above that Bhartrhari was not a Mimamsaka. Yet he
was acquainted with Mimamsda. He wuses the word 'Mimamsaka' several
times. in his commentary on the Mahabhasya. The line siddhd dyauh siddhd
prthivi siddham dkdgam itt (Mbh 1.6.18-19) is elucidated by Bhartrhari's
remark (AL 22.23; Sw 27,19; Ms 8a4; CE I 19.11): drhatandm mimamsakandam
ca naivdsti vindSah esdm "According to the Jainas and Mimamsakas there is
no destruction of these", i.e., of sky, earth and ether. At anotﬁer place
(AL 29.10-11; Sw 35.2; Ms 90d7; CE I 24.15) Bhartrhari quotes the words
dardanasya pardarthatvat in a discussion concerning the eternality of
words. This must be a reflection of PMS 1.1.18 nityas tu syad dardana—
sya pardrthatvat. Note however that Bhartrhari's quote does not only lack

the initial words of the siitra, it also has an additional word at the end,
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probably viprapravrttatvdat which is absent from the siitra.

The following quotation in the Dipikd seems to throw more light on
Bhartrhari's relationship with Mimamsia. In the third Ahnika Bhartrhari
proclaims (AL 96.3-4; Sw 113.14-15; Ms 31b4-5; CE III.3.19-20):

nanantaryam sambandhahetuh / evam hy ucyate / arthato hy asamarthdndm

anantaryam akaranam /

"[Mere] contiguity .is no cause of relationship. Thus, verily, it is
said: ‘'contiguity is no cause of relationship between [words] which

are not semantically connected'."

The quotation in this passage had to be reconstructed to some extent, and
this could be ‘done with the help of PMS 4.3.11 (ap? vamnanasdmarthydc
codandrthena gamyetdrthanam hy arthavattvena>vacandni pratiyante 'rthato hy
asamarthandm anantarye 'py asambandhas tasmdcchrutyekadeSah sah), as pointed
out bf Palsule '(Notes p.- 66 of his edition; cf. Swaminathan, 1961:314).

What. is more, the quoted line occurs in precisely that form in a verse

cited in Vaidyanatha's Chdyd (p. 160, 162) and which reads:

yasya yenabhisambandho/—drthasambandho durasthasydpi tena sah / artha-

to hy asamarthdnam anantaryam akdranam //

This suggests that Bhartrhari knew a Mimdmsa work which contained verse.

This impression is strengthened by another quotation in the Mahibhisya
Dipikda, .on P. 1.1.46, in the context of sequential order. Here Bhartrhari
cites the following verse (AL 274.1-2; Ms 95b1-2):

Sruter arthde ca pdthde ca pravrtted ca maniginah /

sthanan mukhyac ca dharmandm dhuh kramavidah kraman //

"Those sages who know about sequential order say that the sequential
order of things (?) [is determined] on the basis of scriptural asser-
tion, meaning, [order of] text, commencement, place and [order of] the

principal."

.

This verse is close to PMS 5.1.1-15, as already observed by Swaminathan
(1961:317). All its elements occur there: $rut< in PMS 5.1.1 (8rutilaksa-

nam dgnupurvyam tatpramdnatvdt),6 artha in 5.1.2 (arthde ca), pdtha is the

6. Bhartrhari's example of $ruti is hrdayasydgre 'vadyati, atha Jihvdydh,
atha vaksasah. The same example is given by Sabara under PMS 5.1.5.
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subject-matter of 5.1.4, even though not called by this name, pravrttt
appears in 5.1.8 (pravpttyd tulyakaldndm tadupakramdt), sthdna in 5.1.13
(sthdnde cotpattisamyogdat), mukhyakrama finally in 5.1.14 (mukhyakramena
va 'gandm tadarthatvdt). Again we are left with the impression that Bhar-

trhari was acquainted with a work on Mimamsa which contained verse.

2.2. The fact that the work on Mimamsd used by Bhartrhari appears to have

contained verses may help us in identifying its author. Only one
author on Mimamsa is thought to have written an early work on this subject
which contained verses; this is Bhavaddsa. SucaritamisSra's commentary Kasi-
ki on Kumarila's Slokavarttika quotes a half verse from Bhavadésé7 (Kane,
1929: esp. 153 fn. 3). It seems clear that Bhavadasa preceded Sabara (Kane,
1929; Mishra, 1942:16-17; Frauwallner, 1968:100f., 107, 112f.)8

The assumption that Bhartrhari used Bhavadasa's work does not conflict
with anything in the Mahabhasyadipika, nor in the Vakyapadiya, as far as I
know. It may be noted that on one occasion, where we seem to know the
definition used by Bhavadasa, Bhartrhari does not quote Bhavadasa but gives
a definition of his own. Sabara on PMS 12.1.1 quotes a definition of the
word prasarga: prasariga$abdartho 'nyair uktah, evam eva prasangah syad
vidyamdne svake vidhdv iti. The quoted line is half a $loka, the whole of
which is given on PMS 11.1.1; it is plausible that it derives from Bhava-
dasa. Bhartrhari gives an own definition of this technical Mimamsa term in
his commentary (AL 45.4-5; Sw 54.2-3; Ms 14b4-5; CE I 37.11-12): yady arthi
prayojako anyadvarendrtham pratipadyate sa prasariga ity ucyate. A closer
investigation shows however that Bhrtrhari's definition'agrees contentwise
with Bhavadasa's $loka, whereas Sabara has changed the interpretation of

the verse so as to make it suit his own ideas. See Bronkhorst, 1086.

2.3. If indeed we can accept that Bhartrhari used a text on Mimamsa differ-

ent from Sabara's Bhiasya we may be in a position to understand a pas-—
sage that occupied Yudhisthira Mimamsaka (1973:1:385 fn. 1). It reads (AL
31.2-3; Sw 36.10-21; Ms 1ob7-8; CE I 25.24-26):

7. bhavaddsena coktam: athdta ity ayam Sabda dnantafye prayugyate .

8. Frauwallner (1968:101) places him in the first half of the 5th century.
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dharmaprayojano veti mimdmsakadar$anam / avasthita eva dharmah / sa tv

agnthotrddibhir abhivyajyate / tatpreritas tu phalado bhavati /

"[The words in the Mahabhasya (I.8.5-6)] dharmaprayojano vd ... 'bring-
ing about dharma '’ [express] the view of the Mimdamsakas. [According to
them] dharma is eternal. It is however manifested by [such sacrifices

as] Agnihotra etc. Instigated by these [dharma] produces result."

Mimamsaka contrasts this statement with a passage from Jayanta Bhatta's

Nyayamafijari which reads (p. 664):

vpddhamimamsakah yagadikarmanirvartyam apirvam nama dharmam abhiva—

danti ydgddikarmaiva 8abard bruvate

"The old Mimamsakas declare dharma, [also] called apiirva, to be pro-—
duced by ritual activities such as sacrifices. The followers of Sabara
say that the ritual activities such as sacrifices are themselves

[dharma]."10

‘'The two passages combined seem to indicate that the Mimamsakas known to

Bhartrhari were older than Sabara. Mimamsaka goes further and concludes

that Bhartrhari himself is much earlier than Sabara. This need not be true.

In fact, Bhartrhari's commentary contains an indication that its author

knew a view according to which the constituents of the sacrifice are dhar-

9. We must assume that Bhartrhari considers prayojana here synonymous

lo.

with prayojaka 'bringing about' for the following reasons: (i) other-
wise tatpreritas makes no sense; (ii) a few 1lines further down we
find the explanation dharmasya ... prayojaka/h/. Joshi and Roodber-
gen (1973:82 fn. 326) explain this meaning as follows: "The word pra-
yogana is formed by adding the suffix LyuT (i.e. ana, P. 7.1.1) to the
stem prayuj, in the sense of karana: 'instrument' (P. 3.3. 117). Thus
the meaning of prayojana can be analyzed as prayujyate anena tat
prayojanam: 'that by which something is regulated is (called) prayogja—
na'. Taken in this sense, prayojana comes to mean prayogjaka: 'regula-
tor'." It seems however more correct to account for prayogjana in this
sense by P. 3.3.113 (kptyalyuto bahulam). This is done, e.g., by
Bhattoji Diksita in his Sabdakaustubha (vol. I, p. 11): atra prayu-—
Jyate pravartyate 'neneti karanalyudantah prayojayatiti kartyvyutpattyd
bahulakat kartrlyudanto vd ubhayathdpi pravartakavidhiparah pumlivigah
prayojanadabda ekah / phalaparah klibo 'parah /.

Cf. Sabara's Bhasya on PMS 1.1.2: yo ho ydgam anutisthati tam dhdrmi-—
ka iti samdcakgate / yad ca yasya kartd sa tena vyapadidyate / yathd
pdcako ldvaka iti /.
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ma. This indication consists in the twice quoted phrase dadhimadhvdadayo
dharmah ‘'curds, honey, etc. constitute dharma'. The phrase is quoted
(twice) in a difficult and corrupt passage, which may however be reconsti-
tuted as follows (Ms 11b3-5; AL 34.8-12; Sw 40.21-25; CE I 28.17-20):

yathd purvakdlam prayuktdni dirghasattrdni iddnim aprayujyamanany apt
dadhimadhvadayo dharma <iti karmatddivigayah sidhyata evam anyaih pra-
yuktdnam sarvakdlam idanim aprayujyamandndm apy anuvidhdanam yuktam /
ye tu dadhimadhvddayo dharma iti tesdm vydkarane'yam artho na sambhava=

ti / na hi iha Sabdoccaranat dharma iti /
This may tentatively be translated:

Just as long Soma sacrifices were used formerly, and even though they
are not used now, the aim of sacrificial activity is attained since
curds, honey etc. constitute dharma; so the laying down of rules for
things which have been used by others all the time is proper, even
though these things are not used now. But this is not possible in
grammar for those who [hold] that curds, honey etc. constitute dharma.

For no dharma comes forth from uttering sound.

Much is unclear in this passage. But it shows that we do not have to con-
clude that Bhartrhari lived much before Sabara. It seems more appropriate
to conjecture that Bhartrhari used a text on Mimamsd older than Sabara's
Bhiasya, most probably Bhavadasa's Vrtti. We are however fully justified in

thinking that Bhartrhari cannot have lived long after Sabara.

3. The above observations, if correct, allow us to draw»the followiﬁg con—

clusions. Bhartrhari was acquainted with Mimamsa, but did not use it
where we would expect him to use it. In the context of ritual‘details»he
rather draws upon another tradition, most probably on the traditional
manuals current in his Vedic school, that of the Maitrayaniyas. And where
he makes references to Mimamsa, it is never to Sabara's Bhasya, but rather
to a Mimamsa work in verse, or containing verse, which has not survived,.
but may have been Bhavadasa's Vrtti. He may have known the Plrva Mimamsa

Stitra, or a part of it, but this is not certain.
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