THE VADAVIDHI AND THE VADAVIDHANA
OF VASUBANDHU

By H. R. R. IYENGAR

(Oriental Research Institute, Mysore)

UDYOTAKARA mentions in his Vartika titles of three works
_without the author’s name: a ‘ Vadavidhi,” while examining
the definitions of Pratijia,' a * Vadavidhana ” in connection
with the refutation of the definition of Vada,” and a * Vada-
vidhanatika,” while discussing the definitions of Paksa.®
Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhiishana assumed “Vadavidhana” to
be a different title of “ Vadavidhi” and ascribed it to Dharma-
kicti, taking it to be identical with the * Vadanyaya.” He,
further, assumed ** Vadavidhanatikd ” to be identical with the
“ Vadanyayatika * of Vinitadéva'. In my article “ Vadavidhi”,
contributed to JBORS?, I contradicted his view and set forth
evidences to support my view that “ Vadavidhi ”’ was a work of
Acarya Vasubandhu, quite different from the “ Vadanyaya ” of
Dharmak1rt1 Prof. H. Jacobi, to whom I had sent an off-
print of my article, wrote to me that he * perfectly agreed with
me that Udyotakara was much earlier than Dharmakirti.”

lNV . 117, on NSL i, 33,

INV. p 154- 55onNGI ii. 1.

INV. p. 117onNSI i. 33.
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Index to the Nyayabmclu, pp. ix-x
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But Dr. Keith, who also. read my article, wrote to me as
follows: “I have now had time to investigate the question
and there are certain difficulties in your view which have
occurred to me, though, in itself, it is attractive:” I think that
it is satisfactory that the matter should be re-examined, though
I have been unable to arrive at decisive results.” He wrote an
article, under the caption, “ Vasubandhu and the Vadavidhi”
to THQ'. Therein he examined the question in detail and
arrived at the conclusion that * evidences were inadequate to
overthrow the view of Vidyabhiishana, though, unquestionably
on chronological grounds, there is reason to doubt the use by
Udyotakara of Vinitadéva. But, if the matter has to be
established in any other sense new evidence must be adduced.”
Prof. G. Tucci contributed an article under the title, “ Vada-
vidhi,” to THQ and defended my view by adducing further
evidences from the Chinese sources. I, too, wrote an article,?
“ Vasubandhu and the Vadavidhi,” as a rejoinder to Dr. Keith
and explained why * Vadavidhi ” should be regarded asa work
of Vasubandhu, and * Vadavidhanatika "’ could not be consi-
dered as identical with * Vadanyayatiki ” of Vinitadéva. This
conclusion has, no doubt, been drawn on the strength of the
evidences available from the Tibetan sources, particularly the
statements of Diinaga.® It is quite strange that Udyotakara,
who has cited several fragments of the * Vadavidhi ”* should
refer to the work only once. It is still more so that Vicaspati,
in his tika, should ascribe only the definition of Pratyaksa
to Vasubandhu and remark in the case of other fragments
either ‘ Paresim lakspam’ or ‘laksandtaram’, without referring
either to the text or its author. He does not, further, make
any comment either on the definition of Pratijiia ascribed by

1 Vasubandhu and the Vadavidhi~IHQ Vol. IV, 221,
31bid., V. 81-86.
*Ibid. p. 82,
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Udyotakara to *“ Vadavidhi,” on the * Vadavidhana,” or on the
“ Vadavidhanatika ” mentioned by Udyotakara. Thus the
evidences from the Sanskrit sources are apparently not
sufficient to ascribe * Vadavidhi ” to Vasubandhu. ,
But, fortunately, new works, Buddhist and Jaina, which
have been discovered and published, throw considerable light
on the problem. They contain statements which prove
beyond doubt Vasubandhu’s authorship of the Vadavidhi and
suggest the possibility of regarding * Vadavidhina® as a
different work by Vasubandhu. This article is written to
bring -together these statements and explain how they help to
solve the problem.
- Udyotakara examines the definition of Pratijfii of the
_ *Vadavidhi ” and rejects it as being defective. His comments

run as follows :—gz1fy qﬁﬁgﬁ g afrdf aRg@eor-
g | agerre e | FafRt | aRy e TaeEEeE-
ANZg=TY qregiieard Sl aq arsTEeTREEa | 9 9
TeFAIRErT=erd 3R aafaE afeafa awsaa | @ Aty

TIaeAEan oy A AAREIAEl Q9 3w €@ 38 ga: |
(No doubt, Pratijia is defined in the * Vadavidhi” as
“mention of the ‘Sadhya. '» Bt it is open to objection in
whatever way it is interpreted. How? If this is said in re-
ference to Paksa which has been previously spoken of, then
the word, ‘ Sadhya’ becomes superfluous, as the * paksa ’ could
be referred to simply by the word ‘tat.’” The definition would
then be ggfudrs ufegr. If, on the other hand, the definition
has no reference to the ‘paksa,’ then all the defects pointed
out by you in the Nyaya definition could equally be attributed
to your definition).

It is interesting to compare this w1th what Dinn3ga has
said- in respect to the same definition. In the beginning of
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the third chapter of the *Pramipasamuccaya,”! Dinndga
“first criticises the definition ‘pratijiia’ of the Nyaya Siitra,
greafdcar, afqar as being defective, since by Sadhya, only
Siddha is excluded, the statements of Hetw and Dystania
which are not fgg will have to be regarded as pratijiid. In the

next Karikd? he attributes the same defect to the definition
arsqifgiE gfagr as o qreqrfe@siy | His comment,

1PS III 3 :—bsgrub bya bstin pa zhes bya hdir grub pa med la don byas
fiid de ltar na yan dpe dan rtags ma grub byod pa thal bar hgyur.

arsafada sax fag 3 fEda
04 FIETFAARIE: 7939y )

PSV—Rigs pa can rnaurs nare | bsgrub bya bstin pa zhes bya ba yiu no | bsgrub
bya smros pal ni grub pa log pa tsan bstan pahi pbyir bsgrub byai bye brag fiid
ni ma yur par gnas so | dper na sgra rtag stel reg par bya ba ma yur pahi phyir
blo bzhin no zhes bya ba dan| de bzhin du miggi grhun bya yin pahi phyir mi
rtag zbes| bya ba hdi yan bsgrub bya bstan pahi phyir dan beah bar thal bar
hgyur ro ‘

YafE g —arerfadm: sf@fk) arassda fage faafla
safiafa sfagd: Fgeseady: saw: | Fur 95 faw: ereqqeara, ghaad -
ggvwazfica ¢ 3 sl arafida sfar s,

N. B :—These sentences are repeated by Udyotakara on p. 110.
Cf: PVT (Pramipavartikatika) p. 469—

- ag arsafda: AR cgew AafwaE ) o A A1)
also ¢f. PSV on III-4 and PVT p. 473. a

3PS, III 5: de bzhin bsgrub byed brjod pa hlafi phyogs na lhag phyir nir
srid do | rnaur par dpyod pahi hdod pa hdi mi hdod pa las log pa tsam I

sifsgRdzeracafl agagag: |
wd ararfaadsf egifaraggag:
fRarmafasisaafagey faads: |

de bzhin du rigs pa can rnams la skyon brjod pa de bzhin du r¢sod pa bsgrub
pa la yan | rtagl besgrub par bya ba dan | dpe ltar snan ba brjed par yai dam
beah par thal bar hgyur ro |

rtsod pa sgrub par ni bsgrub par brjod pa tsam dam beah bar hgyur pa ma
yin gyi | hona kyan phyogs kyi chos besgrut byaho | phyogs de ci cig rnam par
dpyed pahi hdod pahi don tel de phyogs yio pas bsgrub bya tsam de rtges
ma grub pa la sogs par brjod pa yad dam bcah par hgyur ro zhes pahi skyon no
med do zhe nal skyon ji ltar na med de | de la yan | de ni mi hdod pa 1dig pa
la | don byas pa yin na | ji ltar bsgrub byai khyad par go bar byed i glan tshigs
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in his Vritti, -which is in Tibetan, may be rendered into,
‘Jmfrky 41 AN S @ aigfarEfy | gzEEarEiEEay
gfeqr ggsa3 |? Then the defect attributed to the Nyaya
definition is equally attributable to the definition of the
% Vadavidhi.” It cannot be avoided, says he, by assuming
the definition to be q&mﬁa{sq{ﬁ:mrqq, for geg is defined in the
Vadavidhi, as fygroomaifigisy; or the thing that is desired in
an enquiry, and the word, gg which denotes only one thing,
cannot both exclude the sqfqg and indicate the gregfaRly,
Evidently then, both Dinnaga and Udyotakara ' are citing the
* definition from the same work Vadavidhi. But, while Difinaga
ascribes the waork to Vasubandhu, Udyotakara and Vacaspati
remain silent.

The definition of Pratyaksa, ‘ gaisqifRg q-(zmq\; is a
citation from the ** Vadavidhi ” according to Dinniga®. Udyota-
kara quotes and criticises this in his Vartika,® as ¢oqqYy
gqéﬁqr:a aarsqiizzie ggeafufd | @m’. He does not state,
from what work it is cited as he has done in respect .to
the defiinition of Pratijiid. But Viacaspati in his tikdi* ascribes

dan glan tshigs ma yin par rnam par dpyad par hdod par #id ni mig ng gzhun
bya Hid bsgrub par bya ba la ya brjod par nus pa yin no.

gar Faifadg A9 3% U FRfANafy | ggasreranargasfy
qfisieaeas: | agfad 7 %ae arAafaae sfaan ) afy g ewagasae ) 5
qer: ¢ fgarouafastss; | @ 9e: @I 9 | Ad YgEeradnfigaty say;
fo Queas Al I w4 arafiee ‘lﬂéﬁ.? RearRgR=rar-
fusiaa agraaaTsAEafy a% TFA |
NV p.106."9€N ﬁﬁr(wwrf‘qg‘tsﬁ g afidtad ) afyamodaend:
AR saIadf fiﬁz{ | ' |
NV. p. 115, TH Fraroraradiss: o s ssngmxau'ﬂ{a

¥ PSVI. 15—rtsod pa bsgrub par ni don de las skyes ryam pa 'es pa mion
sum ym zhes lya ba,
¥NV. p. 40. ¢ NVT. p. 99.
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it to Vasubandhu “g¥d ucgq@eu gaed arga=dd arad aoe-
Zeg0i AmeaRiggTeaeIfy- Aot gk Ry | @y saras-adisaififa.”
The Jaina writer Mallavadin, author of the Nayacakrara,
too, regards it as the definition of Vasubandhu. ¢ qquﬁﬁ ag-

Fedl; eRqqUEdAsiRT smafifa gad agaiiRy wga-
geatifazSqar agaqdargie’’? * It may, thus, be concluded, by
putting together the evidences from the Tibetan and the
Sanskrit sources, that Vadavidhi is a work of Vasubandhu.
This conclusion is further confirmed by Arcata and
Durvekamigra in their statements in respect to the definition
of Inference. In his Vairtika?, Udyotakara cites and criticises
the definition, ¢ qraduaEex« afgaigard.”? Vacaspati®
prefaces it by “‘Eg@aol GAET WETHIATTSH0 FIRFHIA-
ggfg.”? It means that, having established his definition,
Udyotakara proceeds to refute the definition of others that
anumiana is the experience of a thing which is inseparably
connected with another for one who knows the said
concomitance. His later statements* in this context, v“a'fg
ffacfeq agg awea0ds  Gxgwa | agad Ao
gofiear w=adi waol g | dufa Rgamen EEmEeqr-
qqard ad, ¢ AgAASY aged ) scargueaEd quali |7
attribute the definition to Dinndga. But it is clear from the
¢ Pramanasamuccaya ” and its Vrtti that it is a citation from
the Vadavidhi® The phrase, ‘ SIqAdsY H@Gﬁ" to which he
refers and which has been quoted in full by Udyotakara ® as

INCAp.50. 3*NV.p. 54. SNVT. p.126. . *NVT. p. 126-27.

8 PSV. II. 27. rstod pa sgrub pa nas ni med na mi hbyus bahi don
mthon ba de rig pa rjes su dpag paho zhes brjod do. ..

6 NV. p.55. The definition of hetw, * @rgnfyarmifiaatrzad g7:,”
which is cited and criticised by Udyotakara immediately after it is also a frag-
ment of the Vadavidhi. Cf. PSV. II1L. 36. ve zhig rtsed pa bsgrub par ni de lta
bahi med na mi hbyun bahi chos He bar bstan pa ni glan tshigs so zhes bya ba |

anafat agafaarnfaadfazan 3Rk |
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‘gAY aged agil Aifkaar | is a half Couplet in the
Pramandsamuccaya meant to explain the natute of the ¢ Jgey ?
of the ‘linga’ “hétu’ involved in Dinnaga’s definition of
the Inference for one’s self as ‘Breaifagal 3{1{557 % stated by him
in the first Karika of the second chapter of his work. It is,
therefore, by confusion that Vacaspati has attributed this
definition to Difinaga.

Arcata, in his ‘ Hétubindutika,” as commentary on the
* Hétubindu ” of Dharmakirti, cites this definition of pangﬁaq{;[ﬁ
It is unnecessary, he argues, to know the use of Paksa etc. to
- draw an inference. It is enough, if one knows the nature of
the reason (mAsEY). He cites in support of his contention

the view of an Acirya: “q&mqmﬁa%mqﬁmﬁsﬁ T feRfEq
| ¥q Ud AFATe: ARGOIREIIE  aRdisgAmpi
THERIAIERT  gafgagaugRg gfamikam | sgmeer

ol SwfgE=a g QT Seicd=q 3 R #m: | 77 In comment-
ing on this passage Durvékamisra in hlS “Aloka” on the
“ Hétubindutika " attributes this view to Acirya ¢ Vasubandhu :

(AT RearSdagargAfaasI IFA) and states that it
has been expounded by him in his “ Vadavidhi :” ¢ nugegamseg

mwd zamf gl arefafidsd gwor?  He further feels

sorry that great thinkers, like Udyotakara, revel in finding

IPS. and PSV. II. 5: rjes dpag bya dan de mtshuss la yod dan med la
med la med fiid p3o | .

AgAAsT a9 agar afeadr afg
PSV —tshal gsum pahx rtags zhes gan byod pa de brjod par bya ste |
fawi fexfafa agsw agrsaqg )
. *PS. 1I, 1. rjes su dpag ryam gfies ran donni tshul gsum rtags las don
mthuri pio |
waaE fpar €ard fasafaRatsdes |
SHBT. p. 69 [Hetubindutika with the Aloka of Durvekamisra—Publish-
ed by the Oriental Institute, Baroda.]
¢HBTA. p. 317-19;
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defects due to their own ignorance, in a definition which is
free from defects and quotes verbatim the entire Vartika of
Udyotakara on this fragment of the “Vadavidhi.” No farther
proof is needed then to regard * Vadavidhi” as a work of
Vasubandhu. )

qaify eraEiY egd | S Saawerfiifn: | §7 s
@ Que: Fedw  gamgat ded sl |
A% qeArq | geANrER | @ R Sdewr Rregamgsanti,
¢ay g AFadamEEE afkdisgRa,’ R afsean qeard A
fads ‘snmRuMRR=AY IRy AEda gEEERAr AR
aeatame gkt | gueaugAaa | o Ak edEE . ...
Aqealz geafy a1 awsad. | (cf N. V. pp. 54-55). -

The correct title of the work, from which Dinnaga and
Udyotakara quote, is *“ Vadavidhi.” It bas been so stated by
Durvekamigra in his * Aloka.” Manorathanandin, author of
the * Pramanavartikatiki?,” too, regards * Vadavichi” ‘as a
¢ Prakaraga.’ The Tibetan title of the work * rtsod bsgrub pa ”
in the Praminasamuccaya, should therefore be rendered into
« Vadavidhi.” It can no longer be identified either with the
« Vadavidhana ” or with the “ Vadanyaya.” If it were identical
with the former is it not strange that Udyotakara should
refer to the same work under different titles ? The * Vadanya-
yas” of Dharmakirti with which it has been identified by
Vidyabhiisana has been published. It is concerned with the
exposition of Nigrahasthdnas and does not contain any of the
definitions cited by Udyotakara. The definition of Pratijiia

1 HBTA. p. 317.
A BVT. p. 207, WIRAATITAY ghRaEEr wedgEs MR fEEaw
qrAaE fiweusq gerast fea: weam: A9 giawr adgRfargsad

8 Vadanyaya with the Vipaficitartha of Santaraksita—Ed. Rahula Sankst-
yiyana 1936.
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from which he ‘deduced its identity with the * Vadavidhi ” is
rendered into Tibetan as ‘ dam bcah ba yan bsgrub bya bstan
paiphyir.” It corresponds to ‘pratijia ca sadhyanirdésat’
and is quite different from the definition, ¢ Sadhyabhidhanam
pratijia,’ which is rendered into Tibetan as ‘bsgrub bya
bvjod pa ni dam bcah. The former definition is of the
Nyiyasatra. It has been distinguished from the definition of
the * Vadavidhi ” by using in the Tibetan rendering, * bstanpa,’
and ‘brjod pa.’ How can the “ Vadanyaya,” then, be identified
with the * Vadavidhi ” cited by Udyotakara ?

The “ Vadavidhina” to which Udyotakara refers and
which he regards as a ‘ si@stra,’ should, therefore, be regarded
as a different work. It is not improbable that the definition of
*Vada’ cited by Udyotakara® and ascribed by Vacaspati to
Vasubandhu? is a fragment of the “ Vadavidhana.” According
to Chinese sources®, we know that Vasubandhu wrote three
works, * Lun Shih "’ or Vadavidhi, *“ Lun sin” or ‘“Vadahrda-
ya ” and “ Lun Kuei ” or * Vadavidhana ” and the writers Shen
Tai and Kueichi have ascribed the *Vadavidhi” and the
“Vadavidhana” to Vasubandhu. This ascription to Vasubandhu
has further been corroborated by the following statement of
S'antaraksita at the end of his tika on the “ Vadanyaya *” of

Dharmakirti: 7g 9F JQGEAN:  GRTSIHATITIA
IRAAREHIgaA ARUSdiEd: | % g SfarfEn
A m: gooi gE Agded A | gliad: | aeEg
PR SIS SRR RwRaf: | The Vada-d
vidhana must then, be another work of Vasubandhu.

"INV, p. 150,

I NVT. p.218. 3d €AIfwAd JIR@Q0 SqMeqr g9 &0l 39-

faggeeasala
8 See ' Vadavidhi " by Tucci IHQ. IV. 630-636.
¢ Vadanyayatika, p. 142
3
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Very little is known about the “ Vadavidhanatika.,” It
can be inferred from its title that it is the commentary of the
‘mala’ or the original text, ‘Vadavidhina.” Udyotakara
makes a casual reference to it when he refute$ the definitions
of Paksa' according to Dinnaga and Vasubandhu.  The
definition of Paksa is not essential to Dinnaga, since according
to him, the statement of Paksa i.c., ‘ pratijfia’ does not form
an integral part of his syllogism. Yet, following others, he
defines it in his “ Nydyamukha and * Pramapasamuccaya.”
It is defined in the * Nyayamukha®” as “ Qregcaaftad; qer
fyggmifraga; 2 to which Udyotakara refers and which is

considered as a definition of Bhadanta or Dinniga by
Vacaspati. Inthe * Pramapasamuccaya®’ it is defined as
“araciag Taie: SEEAAIRMIRIEE:. > Vasubandhu,
too, seems to have defined it in one of his works, as
“ronaifisisy: 27 and in another as “ qadt 7; arafighis: 77
The main contention is whether the qualifying word ¢¢ gz 77
should form an integral part of the definition. We know from
Dinnaga that the former definition of Vasubandhu belongs to the
*Vadavidhi.,” The latter definition is ascribed to Vasubandhu

INV. p, 117, _
NV. p. 116, Cf. PVT. p. 443. *q9g« avqdd shaa:  oa:

fasgraifauga: R qesea
Cf. NP (Nyayapravesa).  9&: qfu@) adf sfuguafidgnfifizaar
g arvgeaaian: | sagEtuET s amads: |

*PS.—ran gi 10 bo kho ha bstan bdag hdod rai gi chos lan la mfion sum
don dasd rjesdpag dai yid ches grays pas ma bsal pah |-

wedia fage: eqafae: aufifn | s@amaigada TiRaEshv-
g 0
Cf. PVT.—p. 424,



VADAVIDHI AND VADAVIDHANA OF VASUBANDHU 19

by Vacaspati'. It may, in all probability, be a fragment of
the “Vadavidhana.” It is appropriate, therefore, that this
definition should be discussed in its tika.

Thus a re-examination of the whole problem, in the light
of the new evidences from Sanskrit, Tibetan, and Chinese
sources, has resulted in suggesting the  Vadavidhi” and the
“ Vadavidhana ” as two different works of Vasubandhu and
the * Vadavidhanatika” as a commentary of the  Vada-
vidhana.” ‘

INVT. p.186. 4 9&) 9 arafygiie @it aga-gaed fagar-
alffugasesi #9599 | wagh #afy | 9 Haeaes lzaramﬂfﬁusﬂﬁ-
aads skl | anEdeiaai qor Rl sgedafaafifi | o9 qa
s 95 ¥ arfagiie 3R
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