THE.VATSESIKA VAKYA AND BHASYA!
T g

‘JOHANNES BRONKHORST'

‘1 A 1ong pcrlod ‘of time separates Pra§astapada’s Padarthadharmasai-

graha from the oldest kemel of the VaiSesika Siitra whose system of thought

it aims’ to explam Vaxéeslka works were composed in the intervening period,
but they havc not survxved with -the possible exception of Candraman s
*Dasapadarthaéﬁstra ‘which % survwes only in Chinese trans]atlon

A Mallavﬁdm s Dvadasara Nayacakra a Jaina work, refers on two occa-
sions- to a Va1§es1ka vﬁkya and bhasya that were .apparently known to

Praéastapada ».;.The. first and most important passage that contains. mforma—,

_ txon about thesc two reads in the admu‘able reconstructlon of Mum Jambu-
vqaya T e g S :
.DNC p. 508-09 and 512-13:

vad api coktam :

K1 -« vxkalpatrayan’asrayﬁd v:kalpantarasrayanac ca ‘vnka!panupapa—
tteh * iti na dosah,

vk 1 nisthasambandhayor ekakalatvat | .
' nistha karanasamagryavydparakialah pragasato vastubhavah nistha-

" ndm samdptih ... | sambandhah svakaranasattdsamavayah | tayor .

ekakalatvam, svakarapasattasambandha eva nisthakalah, kutah ? -

 samavayasyaikatvat, 'yasminn eva kale parinistham gacchat karyam
karanaih sambadhyate, samavayasambandhena ayutasiddhihetuna
tasminn eva kale sattadibhir api, tasmad apravibhagat prak karyot-
patter asatah sadadir anaspado vikalpah /  etad api na ...

......

asatsambandhaparihdrartham ca nisthasambandhayor ekakalatvat
ity etad eva vakyain sabhasyam prasasto ’nyatha vyacaste :

T1 . « sambandha§ ca sambandha$§ ca sambandhau, nisthayah samban-
dhau nisthasambandhau, tayor ekakalatvat | nisthitam nistha, kara-

1 I would like to thank A. Wezler and J. Houben, who read an earlier version of this
article and made valuable suggestions.
19 Annals, BORI [A. M.}

[
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kapanspandﬁd vastubhﬁvam apannam avyapadesyﬁdhﬁram kﬁryam
nisthitari nistha ity ucyate, ‘tasya svakaranaih sattayﬁcayugapat
~sambandhau. bhavatah | bhagyam api parinistham gacchad gatam
ity etam artham dar§ayati, vartam¥nasamipye vartamanavad va
(P. 3.3.131) iti | yatha karakantaram utpadyamanam drstam kara-
‘kavyaparad vastubhdavam #pannam avyapadesyﬁdhﬁram nirvyttam

sat svakﬁranalh sattaya ca sambadhyate tatha patﬁkhyam / ” tad
ap1 na . . ,

,'The phrase msthﬁsambandhayor ekakalatvit is here called a vﬁkya . This
\vakya is twice explained, in the first and in the second half of the above
passage Trespectively. The second explanation (T 1) is, Mallavadin tells us,
a reinterpretation of the vakya and its bhasya by Prasasta. The first expla-
nation (K 1) must therefore be its bhagya.® And indeed, T 1 quotes: the -

words parmlsthﬁm gacchad from the first exp]anatlon and states that it be-
longs to the bhasya. .

There is .no reason to doubt that Prafasta—or Pra§astamati, as
Mallavadin and his commentator Simihasiiri call him elsewhere ( see below) -
is the same person as Pra§astapada, the author of the Padarthadharmasai-
graha. All of these names, and various 6thers, have been used by different
authors to refer to the author of the Padarthadharmasangraha.® This
Prasasta, it is plausible to conclude from.the above passage (and the follow-
ing passage to be considered confirms this ), commented both upon the vakya
and upon the bhasya, which we will jointly refer to as ¢ Vakya-cum-Bhasya ’.
As Mallavadin points out, PraSasta felt free, where necessary, to interpret
this ¢ Vakya-cum-Bhagya’ the way he considered correct. The quotation
from his commentary ( T 1) makes also clear that he would none-the-less try
to show that his interpretation agreed with the bhasya.

Passage K'1 throws some light on the nature of the bhasya. It appa-
rently contained and commented upon individual vakyas. A vakya is here -
judging by the one vakya we now know - a short nominal sentence, which is
explained in the Bhasya in normal Sanskrit. This is in no way surprising
Several works of a similar nature — written in the so-called ¢ Varttika-style ’
are known from the period round the middle of the first millenniuam C. E.,
and the term ¢ vakya ’ used to refer to the siitra-like phrases in them is quite

‘2 The sentence preceding the vakya may be no more than Mallavadin’s restatement of

what precedes in the Bhasya, and inay not be a literal quotaiion.
3 See Chemparathy, 1970. :
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common. The example of these works appears to have been the ( Vyaka-
rana-) Mahabhasya of Pataﬁjali. We shall return to this subject below.

o “The second. passage m the Dvadas §ra Nayacakra that mentlons the
vakya and the bhasya reads ( p..516-17) :

vastutpattnkale eva iti vﬁkyakﬁrﬁbhxprayo ’nusrto bhasyakaralh/
-siddhasya vastunah svakaragalb svasattaya ca sambandha iti prasa-
stamato 'bhiprayah [

‘This passage does not appear to quote either a vakya or from the bhasya. It
rather sums up the positions expressed in K 1 and T 1. * The -passage sugge-
sts at first sight that in- Mallavadin’s opinion vakya and bhasya had different
authors.” ( The plural ending of bhasyakdraih may express respect, and does
not necessarily-entail that there was more than one bhasyakara.) Both these
authors held that connection with the universal ©existence’ (sattasam-
"~ bandha) occurs snmultaneously with the origination of the thing. This view
is contrasted ‘with the one of Prasastamatl who thought that both ¢ connec-
‘tion -with exxstence and ¢ connection - wnh the own causes ’ take place when .
" ‘the thmg is: already there.* -But is’ Mallavadm correct in thinking that there
were two authors ? ~ Or perhaps : do we understand him correctly ?

It would be surprising if there actually were two (or more ) authors of
the Vakya—cum-Bhagya. As stated above, several works are known that ‘
date from aroumd ths middle of the first millennium C. E. and that consist
of vakyas and their explanations. All known examples, however, have one
‘'single author. Indeed, works that display this so—called ¢ Varttika-style’
appear to owe their inspiration to the ( Vyakarana-) Mahabhagya, about the
authorship of which very different ideas reigned from today.®

The evidence from Bhartrhari’s commentary on the Mahabhasya
shows that we do not of necsssity have to interpret Mallavadin’s statement
to mean that he believed in two or more authors of the Vakya-cum-Bhagya.
Bhartrhari, too, speaks about a Vikyakara and a Bhasyakara, be it that he
- does so while referring to the Mahabhasya. Yet he appears to have thought
that the vakyas of the Mahabhasya (i. e, its ‘ varttikas’) were written by
the very person who also explained them in the Bhasya.6

4 See also Halbfass, 1986 : 281 f.

5 See Bronkhorst, 1990 ; also Lang, 1988.

6 This is argued at length in Bronkhorst, 1990. The main evidence can be summarized
as follows: (i) Bhartrhari regularly uses the word ° varttika’ to refer to bhasya-
passages, the Yuktidipiki does so on one occasion; (ii) I- ching gives evidence that
no distinction was made between varttikas and the Mahabhzisya (this had already
been pointed out by J. Brough ).
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It is further important to realize that the terms vﬁkya and bhagya are

not necessarily titles of works, especially not in a work that drew - its- xnspu'a- .
tlon from the Mahabhasya. Bhartrhari’s ‘Vakyapadiya (ed. Rau, 1.23)
" speaks, for example, of bhasyas, in the plural, and there can be no doubt
: that portions of the Mahabhasya are meant. Bhartrhari’s Mahabhasya
Dipika, moreover, speaks twice of ¢ this bhasya ’, meaning ¢ this portion of -
the Mahabhasya * (Ms 9d7, AL 29. 11, Sw 35.3, CE L 24. 15-16;- Ms 97a8,
AL 278.19) and once of ¢ this whole bhasya’ .(sarvam idam bhasyam ; Ms
" '44d2, AL 135.22-23, Sw 158. 5, CE IV. 22.{7) in the same sense. It is CO!]CCI-

- vable that Mallavadin, too, wh2n mentioning a vakya and a bha@ya meant
portions of a work that, as a whole, carried a different name.

- Simhastiri  mentions two, or perhaps three, Vansesxka works :. the
- Katandi, Pragastamati’s ‘Tika, and a Tika ~without further cpecnﬁcauon,,_
sometimes Pra§astamati is-simply .referred .to as ‘< Tikakara’ (:p. 516, 517),
The Vakya—cum-Bhasya; or any other. VaiSesika Bhagya, is never mentioned
by Simhastri, except in- the context of the two passages discussed above
where he follows Mallavadin and where the discussion concerns the differen-
ces or agreements between a vakya and its bhasya. 1s it possible that the
Katandi is the same work as the one we call Vakya—cum—Bhasya ? Several
indications support this supposmon

On p. 458 we learn about an opinion that has been rejected ( ptirvapa-
ksita ) in the Katandi and in the Tika ( katandyam tikayam.ca).. The juxta-
position of these two names creates the impression that the Tika is a commen-
tary on the Katandi. If here too the Tika is PraSastapada’s Tika — and there
is no reason to believe otherwise —the Katandi can hardly be anything but
our Vakya-—cum—Bhasya :

This conclusion is confirmed by the following.. The opinion which,
according to Simhasiri, figured as piirvapaksa in the Katandi and its Tika,
and which is accepted by Mallavadin, is summarized by the latter in the
following words ( p. 459 ) : tasmad vikalpanupapatter na sattasambandho
’bhidhanapratyayahetuh. It is precisely this piirvapaksa that is answered in
K 1, the only passage that is explicitly attributed to the Vakya—cum-Bhasya
by Mallavadin and Simhasiiri.. The introductory sentence of K 1, it will be
recalled, reads : vikalpatrayanasrayanac ca ¢ vikalpanupapatteh ? iti na dosah.

Simhastiri ascribes another passage to the Katandi on p. 499. Since
this passage rejects the second alternative introduced in a quoted passage on
p. 490-491 and thus fiils a lacuna left open in the carlier passage, it seems
reasonable to assume that boih belong together and formed part of the
Katandi. Together they read:
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DNC p. 490-491 :

vk 2

yad. ucyate salddharthnyalh ‘upadanamyamadarsanﬁt sat karyam
tilatailavat tatkriyadyasattvadar§anad asat, drstam tavat [ patarthi-

-layam tantinam evopadanam na tu pamsvadindm, evam patartha§

ca kuvindasya vyaparo drstah, ] itaratha tantupamsvadlsv avi§esah

‘prag 1pi vyaparabhavas$ ca syat, drsta tu krlyﬁ [ patartha kuvinda-

sya tantiinam eva copadinam ; tasmad upadananiyamatadarthavya-
parabhyam sadasat kdryam, ] ubhayaikante dosadar§anat sad evasad
eva veti cayukta ekantah, sadasadatmakatvat karyasya upadana-
niyamah kriya-ca yujyate * iti, tan

na, vikalpanupapatteh / [kin’z yenaivatmand sat tenaiva asat, ahosvit
apeksikam sadasaftvam anyenatmana mrdadina prak sad ghatadi

karyam ] ghatatmana ¢asat? na tavad [ yenaivitmana sat tenaiva-
-tmana asat, sadasator vaidharmyat | yad uktam sadasator vaidhar-

myat karye sadasatta na (VS 9.12), sattvapratlpakso ’sattvam ]

.asattvapratlpaksas ca sattvam | sat sopakhyam asan- mrupakhyam

[ tayor vaidharmyat ekasmin karye ] sadasattvam "na bhavatity
arthah /

DNC p. 499 :

vk 3.

apeksikam  sadasattvam, prag utpatteh mrdatmana sat karyam

- ghatatmana casat, nispanne ’pi ghate mrttvadar§anad mrdupada-

nopapattih, ghatatmana casattvad ghatarthakrlyopapatur ity evam
kila darhata aha | atrottaram

na, asatkaryatvasiddheh [ Sevam tarhi mrdﬁtmanahv kartavyatva-
bhavad ghatatmanah kartavyatvad asad eva karyam/ tasman na

- prag utpatteh sadasat karyam |

The second half of this quotation is found again on p. 503.

The Vartuka-style which characterizes also this passage confirms us in

our idea that the Katandi is indeed identical with the ¢ Vakya-cum-Bhasya °.
One final quotation in the Dvada$ara Nayacakra that is attributed to the

~ Katandi shows that this work did not consist exclusively of vakyas and their
explanations. This third passage explains a Vaisesika siitra :

7

Here and in following quotations from the Nayacakra, square hooks enclose tentative

phrases proposed by the editor in footnotes to fill lacunae in the text.
8 What follows is vyakhya according to Sirmhasgri.
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. K3 T

DNC p. 498-499 :

sadasator vaidharmyat karye sadasattd na (VS 9.12),
sadasacchabdirthayor virodhad ekasminh eva karye sadasacchab-
dayor ekadhikarapabhavena prayogo -nasti, ¢sad evasat’ ity
anusandhfinami nasty ekadhikaranabhavena iti saptamyabhxdhancna
darsayati | )

If the reasoning presented thus far is correct, it follows that all the
quotations from VaiSesika works that are identified by Mallavadin or by his
commentator Simhastiri, belong to the Katahdi or to the Tika written on it

by PraSastapada.™ The Katandi, furthermore, was then at least part]y wrxtten
in Lhe Vﬁrtuka-slyle which contains vakyas and bhasyas

It seems reasonable to assume that more quotations from the Katandx
" and from its Tika occur in the seventh Ara of the Dvadasara Nayacakra. We
might furthermore be tempted to think that all quotations that clearly derive
from a Vaisesika work and that exhibit the Varttika-style, are quotations from
the Katandi. This latter assumption, however, has to be treated with much
cautnon, for the following reason :

We have been able to identify one passage from PraSastapada’s Txka :
in T 1, above. Mallavadin rejects the opinion expressed in that passage, say-
ing (p. 513): - o ‘

tad api na, samavayikaranatvavirodhat svavacanabhyupagamaviro-

-~ dhau/

- It appears that this objection had been foreseen by Praéa:stapﬁda, for
Mallavadin quotes the following reply, which must, therefore, belong to
Pradastapada’s Tika: :

T 2

-

DNC p. 514 :

( samavayikaranatvanivrttir iti cet) na, anyatrasamavayat | ®yadi
tasya [ anyatra samavayo 'bhyupagamyeta syad ayam dosah, na tu
tathabhyupagamyate, ] tasmad adosah [ '

Another objection raised by Mallavadin runs (p.513):

9 Simbhasuri introduces the explanation with the words ; tadvyakhyanam
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kim ca, nisthitasya karyasya k#rapaih sa_t‘tvayvﬁ_rea. sambandho yuta-
siddhasambandhah, karyasya karanebhyo ’nyatra parinisthitatvat /

~ This objection, too, must have been taken - from Praéastépﬁda’s
commesntary, for it is answered in the following quoted passage :

T3

DNC p.516: .
na, asyasamyogat I °na hi kﬁranasambandhxbhlh kﬁryasya samyogo
’sti [ )

- As is clear from these 'two quotations, it looks as if Pra§astapada’s
Tika, too, contained vakyas.. In fact, there is no reason to assume that his
Tika was written in the Vﬁrttlka-style The two viakyas which occur in the.
- ‘above two quotations from his work answer objections, and ‘a short nominal
phrase subsequently’ explamed in such a position. is not to be confysed with
the consistently used Varttnka—sty]e. The latter does not only express the
answers to objections in subsequently explained vakyas, but normally also the
objections themselves. . We do not know whether the Katandikara used this
style consistently in each and every case ( the above quotations from his work
suggest he didn’t ), yet the way Mallavadin refers to him allows us, at least
tentatively, to assign any quotation in ¢ full* Varttika-style to his work. In
the context of our purpose — identifying quoted 'portions from the Katandi —
this means that there where we have no other indications but the style, we
can only be reasonably sure that a passage belonged to the Katandi if both its
objection(s) and answer(s) take the form of a vakya plus explanation

In the case of one such passage we have independent evidence which
confirms our belief that it must belong to the Katand: The passage fulfils
our primary requirement that the objection too be expressed in a vakya that
is then explained. The extra reason to believe that it derives from the
Katandi is that ‘elsewhere in the seventh Ara Mallavadin dppears to quote
- PraSastapada’s commentary, or a paraphrase thereof, on at least part of this
quoted portion. The passage reads :

K 4
DNC p, 48¢:

athava v1sesanasambandham antarenapi vastumatranam paraspara-
tiSayo ’sti tena

viSesapnasambandhaniyamasiddhih /

10 Sirmhasiri introduces the explanation with the words : tad vyacaste.
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vk'4° ' kathanm parasparatx.s‘aya iti cet/ katham prak [sattasambandhﬁd
dravyagunakarmanam parasparato] atlsayah syat-|

vk § na, drstantat | yatha. parapakse [sattﬁsambandhﬁd rte ’pi sattva-
rajastamasam parasparato] ati§ayas tathehapi syat | =

vk 6 - samanyadz.vad va | [yathﬁ samanyadi svata evasti arthantarasam-
' bandhanirapeksam tatha dravyady api ] svata eva syat [

Simhastiri ascribes the following lines to P:a‘éaétamati :
T4 ' T
DNC p. 462—463

‘na ca tad api’ niratmakan sasavxSinavat sattﬁsambandhﬁd rte *pi
yatha parapakse pradhﬁnﬁdinam sﬁtmakatvam tathehﬁpl syat.|
(tvatpakse drstantabhava iti cet,) samanyadivad va, ... sﬁmﬁnyﬁdx-
vad eva satmakam na ghatadivat sitmakam |

- t .

Note that vk 6 is repeated in this passage.

The, next passage that appears to have beeh quoted from the Katandi
needs some introductory remarks. It was stated above that vk 3-and its
explanation are rc,peated and refuted, on p. 503. This page, and the ones
following it, contain a debate -between Mallavadin and an opponent who is,
apparently, the author of the Katandi. In this debate a passage occurs
which, even though it has Mallavadin’s agreemeat, is written in the < full’ -
Varttika-style. This should not confuse us. Mallavadin agrees at times
with the piirvapaksa of the Katandi ( see above ), and this latter text contam-'
ed evidently elaborate arguments. It is at least conceivable that Mallavadin
borrowed here too a ptirvapaksa of his opponent and presented it as his own
view. The passage reads :

X5
DNC p. 504-5.J5
vk 7 samarthasya karane *dhikaraparigrahat sa iti cet | samarthasyaiva

karyakriyayam [ adhikaraparigrahad upadananiyamah, tasmad ]
asad eva karyam | :

vk 8 ekibhavagatarthasya samarthatvat satkaryatvam eva [ atha katham
tantuturyader eva kar: natvenopadanam patanirvrttau, na pﬁmsuvas-
yadeh 71 tasyaiva samarthatvat tatha tatha patadikaryam tantusu

11 The editor thinks that something is wrong with this sentence and proposes, in a note,
the following alternative: atha katham tantuturyadi eva patanirvrttau karanam, na
pamwvacyzdx
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-vartate tatha am$ugu tatha paksmatmregupdramﬁnusu tathﬁ turyﬁ-
dlSV apx pamsvadisv api ca, kﬁranakaranatvad anuvat / S

~

" Summing up our findings of this sechon it C'm be stated that the
seventh Ara of the Dvadasara Nayacakra appears to contain a long discu-’
ssion with a VaiSesika text called Katandi and with its commentary, the Tika .
by Pmsastapﬁdd No other Vaisesika works would_sccm to be referred to ‘
The Katandi, which had a single” author whose name is not mentioned, was.
written in the Varttika-style that characterizes a number of works of around’
the ‘middle of the first millennium C. E., a style in which vakyas and their
explanations ( bhasyas ) play a predominant role. Mallavadin, in his discu-
ssion with the Katzndi and its commentary, quotes, frcquently from these two
. téxts. Slmhasurl s comments, as ‘well as the recogmzable sty]c -of the'
Katandl allow us to 1dent1fy a numbcr of its quoted passages. The fact that .
Mallavﬁdm left, at least in some cases, the Vﬁrmka-stylc unchanged suggc-'. -

_sts that he, if he changed His qqotatlons at all, did so to a but. limited extent.
: ~
Before we turn to the next section, which will study the possible link

between the Katandi and the Padarthadharmasangraha, it will be useful to
list here the vakya referred to by Vyoma$iva in his Vyomavati'( p. 35%. 1.
27-28), to which attention was drawn by H._ Isaacson (1990 : 85) :

vk 9 parvaparadipratyayﬁnarﬁ karane'digakhya -

‘2. We have seen that Praéastapz‘ida wrote a Tika on the Katandi. This
Tika, like the work on which it commented, is now lost. -Prasastapada’s
Padarthadharmasangraha, on the other hand, has survived, and is indeed
considered to contain the classical exposition of the Vaisesika system. It seems
no more than reasonable to belicve that the Padarthadharmasangraha was

~ profoundly influenced by the Katandl. The question to bs posed in this -
section is whether traces of this influence can actually be found in the text.

Note first that the seventh Ara of the Dvadasara Nayacakra contains
at least one quotation which corresponds -almost word for word to a passage
of the Padarthudharmasangraha.’ Our criteria do not permit us to deter-
mine whether this quotation originally belonged to the Katandi or to the Tika,
but either way our expectation is strengthened that the Padarthadharma-
sangraha may owe a great deal to the now lost Katandi. '

In the case of the Padarthadharmasangraha our main criterion for
identifying a passage as a quotation from the Katandi, is the Varttika-style.

12 See Jambuvijaya’s edition of the Dvadadara Nayacakra p. 524 n. 3,
20 Aunals BORI { A. M. ]
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The Padatthadharmasangraha as a-whole is riot written in this style; but some"
passages, usually dealing with the- elaboration of rather obscuré points of
doctrine, are. Those that seem to be unacknowledged quotations from the
Katandn will be enumerated and, where neccssary, brxeﬁy discussed.1?

The ﬁrst of thesc is in a ccrtain way a]so the most rcmarkable. Ttisa
“vakya along with its exp]anatlon. ‘The vakya appears to counter a precedmg
proposition, which, however, is not found in the Padarthadhafmasangraha. .
The vakya therefore hangs in the air. "Its explanation, on the other hand,
can be read as a continuation of the exposition that started before the vakya.
The only explanation of this extraordmanly strange state of affairs appears to
be that Prasastapada ‘borrowed an approprlate passage ‘from another text,
but quoted along with it its mtro:luctory vakya, ‘even though that vakya was
out of place in its new surroundmgs There is no reason to doubt that thls
other text was the Katand:. S : .

N o o ,

I reproduce first the preceding passage of the Padarthadharmasangraha,
followed by the presumed quotation from the Katandi :

N p. 69; Kip. 84; tr. Jha p. 152

atmatvabhisambandhad atma’/ tasya sauksmyad apratyaksatve sati
karanaih $abdadyupalabdhyanumitaih §rotradibhih samadhigamah
kriyate | vasyadinam iva karapan@n kartrprayojyatvadarsanat |
Sabdadisu prasiddhya ca prasadhako ’numiyate /
K6 :
vk 10 na, $arirendriyamanasam ajfiatvat ['* na $Sarirasya caitanyam gha-
tadivad bhuitakaryatvan mrte casambhavat / nendriyanam karana-
tvat upahatesu visayasannidhye canusmrtidar§anat | ndpi manasah
karapantaranapeksitve yugapad alocanasmrtiprasafngat svayam kara-
nabhavac ca [ parisesad atmakaryatvad atma samadhigamyate |

The following passages presumably quoted from the Katandi are . jden-
tified exc]uswcly by their style :

13 The Padarthadharmasangraha appears to contain one acknowledged quotation from

the Ka;andf, which will be discussed below.
li. Many commentators ( Vyomasiva, Udayana, S'ridhara, Padmanabha Midéra) try to

make sense of this vakya by supplying the word caitanyam from the following sentenc¢
for its interpretation.
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N p. 112-113 K1 P 133-135 tr. Jha » 243-245

© vk 11

vk 12

vk 13

vk 14

vk 15

vk 16

K 8

g sobhanam etad v1dh§nam vadhyaghﬁtakapakse / sahﬁnavasthana]aA
"ksane tu virodhe dravyajnﬁnanutpattlprasangah | katham [ guna-

buddhisamakalam apeksabuddhivinasad dvitvavinase tadapeksasya
dve dravye iti dravyajﬁanasyanutpattlprasanga iti /

'Iamg:kavaj ]narzamatrad iti cet’| syin matam yath§ ‘abhutam-‘ '
' bhﬁtasya (VS 3.1..8) ity atra lingabhave ’pi jninamitrad anuma-

nam tathd- gupavinase pn gunabuddhnnﬁtrﬁd dravyapratyayah
syad iti [ - L L - )

na, visesyajfianatvat | na hi viéesyajf‘iinalfl sﬁrﬁpyﬁd viSesanasam-

. bandham antarena bhavitum arhan | tatha caha sutrakarah sama-

vﬁymah svaltyac chvaltyabuddheh -Svete buddhls te karyakaraga-_’ X

*-. bhite iti.{ na tu lamglkam fianam abhedenotpadyate tasmad visgamo
£>’yam npanyﬁsah/ na asﬁtpatteh yathda $§abdavad akasam iti atra
“trini jiidnany asﬁtpadyante tathﬁ dv1tvadun§notpattav ity adosah |

vadhyagh?ztakapak.ye ’pi samano do.sa iti cet | syan matam [ nanu
vadhyaghatakapakse ’pi tarhi dravyajfiananutpattiprasangah |
katham | dvxtvasﬁmanyabuddhlsamakalam samskarad apeksa-
buddhlvmﬁéad iti | .

na, samuhajnanasya 'samskarahetutvat | samuha_]nanam eva sams-
karakarapam nalocanajiidanam ity adosah /

| jRanayaugapadyaprasanga iti cet | syan matam / nanu ]nananami

vadhyaghatakavxrodhe Jnanayaugapadyaprasanga 1t| /

na, avina$yator avasth_anapratz,s'eduat / jfianayaugapadyavacanena
jianayor yugapad utpattir avina§yato§ ca yugapad avasthianam
pratisidhyate [ na hi vadhyaghatakavirodhe jiianayor yugapad ‘utpé-
ttir avina§yato$§ ca yugapad avasthanam astiti |

N p. 292-94 ; Ki p. 263-65; tr. Jha p. 620623

vk 17

karmanam jatipaficakatvam ayuktam gamanavisesat | sarvam hi

ksanikam karma gamanamitram utpannam sva$rayasyordhvam
adhas tiryag vapy anumatraih prade§aih samyogavibhagan karoti /
sarvatra gaimanapratyayo ’viSistah / tasmad gamanam eva sarvam
iti |
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vk 18

vk 19

vk 20

vk 21

vk 22

K9

" ksanabhedo *pi siddhah /[
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nd vargéjah pratyayanuvrttivyavritidarsanat | ihotksepapam para-
trapaksepagam ity evamadi sarvatra vargasah pratyayanuvrtt:vya-

wvrtti drste |/ taddhetuh sﬁmanyavnsesabh**do ’vagamyate | tesam

uda_dyupasargavnscsat pratiniyatadigvi§istakaryarambhatvad upala-
evam api paf‘zcaivety avadhdrananupapattih | niskramanpapravesana-
disv api vargasak pratyayanuvrttivyavrttidarsanat | yady utksepapa-.

~disu sarvatra varga$ah pratyayanuvrttivyavrttidaranaj jatibheda

isyate evam ca‘ nigkramanapravesanadisv api /. karyabhedat tesu
pratyayanuvrttivyavrtti iti cet / na, utksepapadisv api karyabhedad
eva pratyayénuvruivyﬁvrtﬁprasaﬁgah | atha samane vargaSah pra-
tyayanuvrttivyavrttisadbbave utksepapadinam eva jatibhedo na nis-
kramanadmam ity atra vi§zsahetur astiti [

na, jatisarikaraprasarigat | niskramanadinam jﬁti'bhedﬁt pxﬁaty;iyﬁ-

‘nuvpttivyavrttau jatisankarah prasajyate [ katham [ dvayor drastror

ekasmad apavarakad apavarakantaram gacchato yugapan niskrama-
naprave$anapratyayau drstau tatha dvarapradese pravisati niskrama-
titi ca [ yada (u pratisirady apanitam bhavati tada na prave§anapra-
tyayo napi niskrarmanapratyayah kintu gamanapratyaya eva bhavati /
tatha nalikayam vamifapatradau patati bahinam drastiparh yuga-
pad bhramanwpatanapraveéanapraty::yﬁ drsta iti jatisankaraprasa-
fgah [ na caivam utksepanadisu pratyayasankaro drstah [ tasmad

4 utksepanadmam eva jatibhedat pratyayanuvrttivyavrtti mskrama-

nadinam tu karyabhcdad iti /

katham yugapat praiyayabheda iti cet | atha matam .| yatha jatisan-

aro nasti evam anckakarmasamave$o ’pi nastity ekasmin karmani
yugapad drastfpam - bhramanapatanapraveianapratyayah katham
bhavantiti [ atra bramah / :

na, avayavavayavinor digvisisiasamyogavibhagananm bhedat | yo hi
drasta avayavanam par§valal paryayepa dikpradegaih samyogavi-
bhagan padyati tasya bhramanapratyayo bhavati |/ yo hy avayavina
ardhvapradesair vibhagam adhah samyogam caveksate tasya patana-
pratyayo bhavati / yah punar nalikantardeSe samvogum bahirdee
ca vibhagam pa$yati tasya praveSanapratyayo bhavatiti Sxddhah
karyabhedan m§kramanadm§m pratyayabheda iti |

N p. 140-41; Ki p. 1-8; tr. Jha p. 303-304

vk 23

nasty ajafi sainyogo niiyaparimandalarat prihag anablidhanat |



‘BRONKHORST : The Vatsesika Vakya and Bhasya 157

yatha caturvidhan parimagam utpadyam uktvaha nityam pariman- -
dalam ity evam anyatarakarmajadisamyogam utpadyam uktva prthan
nityam bruyat | na tv evam abravit [ tasman nasty ajah samyogah [

Before we turn to the last and most lmportant unacknowledged quo-
tation from the Katandi, we brxeﬂy consider what may be the only acknow-
* ledged quotation from that work i in the Padarthadharmasangraha. It ig contai-
ned in the following passage ( Ki p: 235, N p. 239, tr. Jha p. 509-510) :

. manu cayam viSesah 'san'léayahetur abhihitah $astre °tulyajatiyesv
. arthintarabhiitesu (ca) v1se>asyobhayatha drstatvad’ (VS72.2.26)

K 10

iti / na, anyarthatvat/

. S$abde vi§esadarsanat sam.fayanutpatt:r ny ukte, nayam dravyadmam

anyatamasya vz&esah syac chravaratvam kintii samanyam eva sampa-
dyate | kasmat | tulya atiyesv arthantarabhutesu dravyadibhedanam
ekaikaso vz.s‘esasyobhayarha drstatvad ity uktam (v. 1. ukte), na
samiSayakarapam [ anyatha satsv api padarthese sams:yqprasangat /
tasmat samanyapratyaksad (v. 1. - pratyayad ) cva samsaya iti [

Objection : A specific feature ( vi§esa) is stated to be a cause of
doubt in the S$astra (in stitra 2.2.26): <[ With regard to sound
there is doubt whether it is a substance, an action, or a quality, '
because its specific feature ( viz., audibility ) is found both in [ obje-
cts ]_that have the same universal, and in other objects.”

[ Reply :]1 [ This is ] not. [correct], for [theslitra] has to be.
interpreted differently. [ A specific feature can ] not be a cause of -
doubt, [ for the following reason :] Having stated : No doubt ari-
ses in the case of sound, for we know its specific feature, it is then
stated : Audibility is not the specific feature of any one of [ the
categories ] substance etc. It is, on the contrary, common [ to
these ].  Why ? Because in each of [ the categories ] substance etc.,
we find the specific feature, both in’ [ objects ] that have the same
universal andin other objects. If it were otherwise, therc would be
doubt even in the case of the six categories. For this reason doubt
can come about on the basis of perception of a general feature only.

It is conceivable that Prasastapada quotes here from another work the words
reproduced in italics, and perhaps also the two concluding sentences of this

15

This translates the preceding sutra 2. 2. 25

: tasmin dravya: karma guna iti samgayah.
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-passage. Tt is true that the"qudted passage does not contain the features of
the Varttika-style, -but we have seen that this by itself constitutes no reason
to believe it did not form part of the Katandli. - o

"A confirmation that this passage does indeed derive from the Kégandi
is provided by the fact that ‘Dignaga knows the opinion according to which
the specific feature ( visesa) audibility is really a common feature (sﬁmﬁhya ).
In his Pramanasamuccaya he cites and refutes those who say : viSesa ubha- -
yatra drstatvad ardhvatvadivat samanyam eva.'s’ His commentator Jinendra-
buddhi specifies that the reference is to some Vaié.esika(s). ‘We shall see below
that there is reason to believe that Dignaga knew the Katandi.

‘One case remains to be considered. ~ It differs from the preceding ones
in that the lines . followed by a “more elaborate explanation are not vakyas,
but verses, the only two verses that occur in the Padarthadharmasangraha..
We shall see that there are:independent» reasons for believing that these verses
were quoted from an earlier work, - and the fact that they are explained the
way the vakyas. are explained makes it reasonable to assume that they too
derive from the Katandi. The verses, along with their explanations, read :

K 11

N p. 200-04; Ki'p. 193-95: tr. Jha p. 421-431
lingam punah yad : ‘

(st. i) anumeyena sambaddham
prasiddhan ca tadanvite |
tadabhave ca nasty eva .
tal lingam anumapakam ||

(st.ii) viparitam ato yat syad
ekena dvitayena va |
viruddhasiddhasandigdham
alingam kasyapo *bravit [[.

yad anumeyenarthena de§avi§cse kalavisese va ‘sahacaritam anumeya-
dharmanvite canyatra sarvasminn ekadese va prasiddham anumeya-
viparite ca sarvasmin pramanato ’sad eva tad aprasiddhartha-
syanumapakam liigam bhavatiti /

16 This is Jambuvijaya's Sanskrit rendering (1961 : 199) of the Tibetan translation,
which reads, in its two versions: (1) khyad par ni gnyi ga la mthong pa’i phyir
» bred ba bzhin du sphyi kho na yin no; and (2) bye brag gnyis ka la mthong pa’i
phyir de sphyi nyid yin te.
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yat tu yathoktat trlrﬁpal lingad ekena dharmcna dvabhyam va
viparitam tad anumeyasyadhigame lifgarm na bhavatity etad evaha

_ stitrakarah “aprasiddho napadeso ’san sandigdha§ ca’® (VS 3.1.
10-11) iti / '

There is an obvious problem connected with the first of these two verses : it
requires, but does not contain, the relative pronoun yad. Is it possible
that either Prasastapada or someone before him changed the verse, most
probably in order to make it agree with hus own views 7 Some observatlons :
support lhlS supposition : :

The first pada of the verse reads : anumeyena sambaddham, Regard-

ing the. word anumeya .Masaaki Hattori (1972 ) has made some interesting
observations. - Dignaga, he -points-out, criticizes in’ his Pramﬁnasamuccaya
the word sadhya in the context of inference, which he finds used'in some
unspecified Vaxsesnka text, and proposes anumeya instead: Pra$astapada,
most probably under. tbe mﬁuence of Digniga, uses the word anumeya throu-

ghout -

This piece of information may provide us with the solution of the
riddle of the first verse quoted in the Padarthadharmasangraha. It contains
the word anumeya in its problematic part, and we may hazard the guess that
in its original version it contained the word sadhya instead. Metrically accep-
table reconstructions are not difficult to find : lingam sadhyena sambaddham
is possible ; or, with the relative pronoun yat : yac ca sadhyena sambaddham
or the like.  Both these reconstructed readings give a satisfactory meaning,
as may other reconstructions. It is not, in the present context, necessary to
choose the correct reconstruction. The main point is that an original read-
ing may have been changed in.order to replace or}iginaf sadhya with anumeya.

If this reasoning is correct, the Katandi must have been written before
Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya. Is it possible to find out more about its date ?

The first of the two quoted verses — also in its supposedly original
_form, with sadhya instead of anumeya — enumerates the three conditions that
an inferential mark (linga ) must satisfy. These conditions were laid down in
Vasubandhu’s Vadavidhil® and Vadavidhana,!® and in the anonymous Tarka-
Sastra,*® which too may have been written by Vasubandhu. We may assume

17 This was already observed by the commentator Udayana.

18 Frauwallner, 1957 : 16-17 ( 730-731, ) 33-34 (747-748).

19 Frauwallner, 1933 : 301 ( 480 ) Fragment 7a.

20 - T. 1633, vol. 32, p. 30c 1..20-21, p. 31a 1. 11 f.; Sanskrit translation in Tucci, 1929 _ -
p- 13 1.16-17, p. 14 1. 20 f, ’
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) that the Katandi borrowcd these conditions from these Buddhist logical texts.
Borrowing in the: opposite direction is harder to accept.  The Tarka$astra,
Vadavidhi and Vadavidhana were works in .which the “discussion of logical
issues occupiced a central place; the Katandi, on the other hand, was pri-
marily a commentary on the Vaiesika Siitra, in which logical questions could
not but p'ay a sccondary role,"! -

. The dependence of the Katandi upon the Buddhist logicians seems
confirmed by the second verse. This verse enumerates three fallacious rea-
sons (almga) viruddha, “asiddha and sandigdha. The explanation of the
verse, on the olher hand, mentions aprasiddha, asat and sandigdha, terms
which occur in, and are here quoted in the context of, VS3. 1.10-11. Where
did the author of the Katandi find the terms viruddha and asiddha ? They,
_occur, together with the third term anaikantika, in the Tarka$astra,?2 and. in -
the Vadavidhi.?3 The second verse and its explanation sugges( that the author
of the Katandi borrowed the two types of fallacious reason called viruddha
and asiddha from the Buddhist logicians, but hid this fact by identifying’ them
with ideas already found in th: VaiSesika Sitra. Had the new fallacious
reasons constituted a development within Vaisesika, without influence from
without, the terms found in the VaiSesika Siitra would most probably have
been maintained.

It would appear, then, that the Katandi was written sometime in the-
period before Dignaga’s Pramanpasamuccaya, but after the discovery of the
three conditions of the inferential mark, which was perhaps ‘made by Vasu-
bandhu, and which it borrowed without acknowledgment. .

3. Did Dignaga know the Katandi? We have seen that in at least one
case Digniga was acquainted with an opinion which we had reason to ascribe
to the Katandi (K 10). But there is more, and more convincing evidence.
On a few occasions Digndga’s Pramapasamuccaya Vrtti quotes directly from
‘a Vai§esika work different from the Vaisésika Satra. From the beginnings of
the third and fourth Paricchedas it is clear that Dignaga knew the following
lines (Jambuvijaya, 1961 : 197, 201, 207 ; Hattori, 1972 : 169-170) :

K 12 sadhyabhidhanam pratijfia /
tadvaddharmasya hetuh |
ubhayaprasiddho drstantah /

21 See further Frauwallner, 1955 : 71 ( 208 ) f. ,
22 T. 1633, vol. 32, p. 36a 1. 7-16; tr. Tucci, 1929 ; p. 40 1.10-22,
23 Frauwallner, 1957; 17 (731), 34-35( 748-749 ) n. 7,
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These sentences define some parts of an inference. The first one is also
found in Vasubandhu’s Vadavidhi ( Hattori, 1972: 172)), and this is of
course most easily explained if we.assume that this Vaisesika work had bor-
rowed from Vasubandhu, as had the Katandi. What is more, it supports’
“the idea that the work from which Dignaga quotes is the Katandi.

Further supporting evidence is obtained as follows. The fact that, in
matters logical, the Katandi was strongly influenced. by the Buddhist logi-
cians, did not leave much for Dignaga to criticize in it; for he himself conti-
nued and enriched the tradition of Buddhist logicians. If Dignaga were to
criticize the logical ideas of the Katandx at all, we might expect this criticism
to be directed against two aspects in particular : (i) points in which Dignaga
deviates from his Buddhist predecessors ; (ii) points in which the Katandi

“tries to hold on to VaiSesika traditions. Both these aspects are represented
in K 11, and part of Dignaga's critique might very well be directed against
this very passage. The one respzct in which K 11 agrees with Dignaga —
the three conditions of the inferential mark — he passes over in silence, as was
to be expected. Let us now look more closely at his points of criticism : 2
(i) Dignaga’s criticism of the use of the word sadhya is directed as much
against his Buddhist predecessors as against the Vaisesikas. As we have seen,
the Vadavidhi defines the proposition ( pratijiia ) as : sadhyabhidhanam pra-
tijia. (ii) The Katandi, as we have seen, borrowed the fallacious reasons
viruddha and asiddha from the Buddhists, but claimed that they arc the same
as the ones called asat and aprasiddha in the VaiSesika Satra. It did not
borrow the term anaikantika, but he'd -on to the VaiScsika term sandigdha
instead. By doing so, it invited criticism directed against the types of falla-
cious reason enumerated — or presumed enumerated — in VS 3. 1. 10-11. Such
criticism is indeed found in Dignaga’s Pramiapasamuccaya. This text cites
the siitras concerned, then points out that none of the possible interpretations

of aprasiddha are suitable to denote a fallacious reason. The designation
asat is not acceptable either ; the correct term — in view of the example in VS
3. 1. 12 (visapi tasmad asvo ... ) - s viruddha. Sandigdha, finally, covers
according to Dignaga only what he calls sadharapanaikantika, whereas
atadharana and viruddhavyabhicarin ar: not mentioned by the VaiSesikas.
( Note that Pragastapada introduces a fourth fallacious reason, anadhyavasita,
to cover these two cases.)

It can be scen that Dignaga cites and criticizes the VaiSesikas in the
context of logical thcory where the Katandi appsars to be susceptible to such

21" For a detailed discussion, see Hattori, 1972. For a Sanskrit translation of Dignaga’s
criticism of the Vaidesikas, see Jambuvijaya, 1961 197 f.
21 Annals BORI[A. M. } )
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criticism. His criticism, moreover, is confined to these points. We can
with certainty conclude from this that Digniga’s Vaiesika opponant agreed
with him on certain essential points, most notably on the three condmons of
an inferential mark, also mentioned in the Katandi.

Dignaga characterizes perception as * the simple presentation of the
object ( visayalocanamaitra >, which is not « preceded by conceptual constru-
ctions ( vikalpap@irvaka ) ”.:5 The former of these two expressions (to be
precise, the part dlocanamitra) occurs’in the Padarthadharmasangraha, in
the context of what the commentators call nirvikalpaka perception.?¢ This
does not, as Hattori( 1968 : 136 n. 4. 10) rightly pointed out, allow us to
infer that Dignaga knew the Padarthadharmasangraha. It does, however,

lend additional support to the idea that Dlgnaoa knew Prasastapada s main
source, the Katandi.

We may conclude that a number of different factqrs‘-— the date of the
Katandi ( considered above ), the direct quotations in the Pramanasamuccaya
Vrtti, the nature of Dignaga’s criticism of the Vaigesikas — all support the
conclusion that Dignaga knew and reacted against the Ka';andi.

At one point ths Pramanasamuc:aya Vrtti distinguishes two contradic-
tory opinions, both of which wezre apparently held by certain Vaisesikas.
The passage reads, in Hattori’s translation ( 19:8:42)-7:

Some [ of the VaiSesikas ] consider that [ the cogaition as ] a resule
(phala) is distinct frém the pramini, the means of cognition.

" They claim that the contact between sense and object (indriyartha-
samnikarsa ) is the means of cognition since it is the specific cause
( asadharapakarana) .[ of perceptual cognition]. But there art
others [ of the Vaiéesfkas] who hold that the contact between soul
and mind ( @tmamanahsamnikarsa ) is the means of cognition since
it is the predominant [ cause ] ( pradh@na ).

This passage occurs in the section of the Pratyaksapariccheda which deals
with the Vaiesika view of perception ; there can therefore be little doubt that

25  Hattori, 1968 ; 42: Jambuvijaya, 1961 :

26 See Schmithausen, 1970.

27 The leetan reads : ( 1 ) kbha cig ni tshad ma las don gzhan du * dod de, thun mong ma
yin pa’i rgyu pa'’i phyir dbang po dang don du phrad pa tshad mar rtog par byed do.
gzhan dag ni gtso bo yin pa’i phyir bdag dang yid du phrad pa tshad ma’o zhes zer ro.
( 2) kha cig ni tshad ma las * bras du don gzhan du ’dod de, thun mong ma yin pa’i
rgyu yin pa’i phyir dbang dang don phiad pa tshad imas rtogs par bya’o zhe'o. gzhan
dag ni gtso bo yin pa’i phyir bdag dang yid phrad pa tshad ma yin no zher ro,



BRONKHORST : The VaiSesika Vakya and Bhasya 163

‘indeed different representatives of the VaiSesika philosophy are here referred
to. This in its turn justifizs the conclusion that Dignaga knew several VaiSe-
sika works, or, at the very least, that the VaiSesika work he used contained
references to alternative ( Vaisesika ) views.

Digndga’s commentator Jinendrabuddhi ascribes the two views expres-
sed in the above passage to different authors : the first one to Srayaska and
others, the second one to Rﬁvana and others. 8 The name Srayaska appears
to be unattested elsewhere. Hattori pomts out, however, that the view here -
ascribed to him is found in the Nyaya Stiira and Bhasya (1. 1. 4; 2. 1.25-26 )-

The second view — ascribed to Ravapa by Jinendrabuddhi — is more _
interesting in the present context, for it occurs in the Padarthadharmasan-
graha (Ki p. 184, N p. 186) :

samanyaviSesadravyagunakarmaviSesanapeksad armamanahsanni-
karsat pratyaksam utpadyate sad dravyam prthivi visani Suklo gaur
gacchatiti |

Since we have come to think that the Padarthadharmasangraha is heavily in-
debted to the Katandi, and that Dignaga knew the Katandi, it is tempting to
think that < Ravana’ is the name of the author of the Katandi.

This supposition is strengthened by the fact that later sources describe
Ravana as the author of the, or a, Bhidsya on the Vaigesika Siitra. In Murari’s
play Anargharaghava the character Ravapa describes himself as Vaisesika-
Katandi-pandita. The Bhasya mentioned in Udayana’s commentary Kirana-
vali on the Padarthadharmasangraha is ascribed to Ravapa by Udayana’s
subcommentator Padmanabha Miéra. Govinddnanda, in his subcommentary
on Sarikara’s Brahmastitra Bhasya, mentions a Bhasya of Ravana in the con-
text of the VaiSesika philosophy.2?

4. The prceeding two sections have given us reasons to think that the now
lost Katandi profoundly influenced the Padarthadharmasangraha. This is
hardly to be wondered at, in view of the fact that Praastapada himself appea-
rs to have written a commentary on that combined text. By way of conclu-
sion we must mention the possibility that the Katandi, or rather its vﬁkyas;
may also have influenced the surviving texts of the Vaiscsika Siitra. Vakyas
are hard to distinguish from stitras — both are short nominal phrases — and the
Katandi constituted a commentary on the VaiSesika Siitra. Someone who

%3 Sce Hattori, 1968 ; 135 ; Jambuvijaya, 1961 : 174.
29  See Jambuvijaya, 1961 ; 150 n. 1, and Thakur, 1961 ;12 f,
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would try to extract suitras from manuscripts of the Katandi -~ which con-
tained suitras, vakyas, and bhagsyas — would be in danger of mistakenly inclu-
ding some vakyas.

Of course, it would be hard, perhaps impossible, to prove difinitely
that the three surviving versions of the Vai$esika Stitra derive from a common
source which is the Katandi. It must however be recalled that cases of early
Indian texts that have at some time of their history been “-peeled’ out of -
a commentary are known.3® All we can do in the remainder of this article is
briefly consider two points which, to say the least, do not contradict the assum-
ption that our versions of the VaiSesika Siitra do indeced derive from the
Katandi. A close study of the available evidence may further support, or
disprove, the above assumption. Such a study is however beyond the scopc
of the present article.

VS 1. 1. 4, 1n the version of the Vanses:ka Sdtra commented upon by
Sankara M;sra reads :

4. dharmavnsegaprasﬁtﬁddravyagugJkarmasﬁmﬁnyaviéegasamavz‘iyanﬁrt'z
padarthanam sadharmyavaidharmyabhyani tattvajfianan nihéreyasam

An cnumeration of the six categories at the beginning of the Siitra-text
seems, as Frauwallner ( 1984 : 37 n. 5) observed, essential. Yet this ¢ fourth
stitra’ is absent from the other two surviving versions of the text. How to
explain this ? The easiest solution seems to be that it was there, but was not
recognized as a shitra. This, of coursz, is only possible if the siitras were
extracted from a work that contained more than only stitras, most probably
from a commentary. The fact that < siitra 4 ° is much longer than siitras 1-3
- may explain that it was not so easily recognized as such.

Supposing now that the stitras were all taken from a commentary on
the VaiSesika Siitra, is there any reason to think that this commentary was the
Katandi.? The resemblance of < sti‘ra 4 " to a portion of the Padarthadharma-
sangraha may constitute such a rzason. The following passage from the
Padarthadharmasangraha expresses almost the same contents in but slightly
differing words (N'p. 6-7: Kip. 4):

30 See Bronkhorst, 1988 : 121 f., where it is shown that the first two Kandas of Bhartr-
hari’s Vakyapadiya were pcelcd out of the Vrtti, a commentary whose author —
different from Bhartrhari - is not known. It scems, moreover, that the Yoga sitras

were collected by their first commentator, the author of the Yoga Bhasya; sce Bron-
khorst, 1985a.



BRONKHORST : The Vaisesika Vakya and Bhasya - 163

dravyagunakarmasamanyavi§esasamavayanam 'padérthﬁnﬁn': sadha-
rmyavaidharmyatattvajianam mhsreyasahetuh | tac cesvaracodana-
bhlvyaktad dharmad eva [ - : -

It is more than likely to conclude that the * fourth siitra® was known to Pra-
Sastapada, and was therefore in all probability part of the Katandi.

The ‘opinion has been expressed that the above cited ¢ fourth siitra’
was. not created before, but rather under the influence of, and therefore
after, the Padarthadharmasangraha.®® TIn response to this objection it could
be pointed out that there is one major difference between ¢the fourth siitra’
and its corressponding passage in the-Padarthadharmasangraha : the latter
adds God (iSvara). God played henceforth a central role in the Vaiesika
system.” The fact that the fourth sfitra’- like all the other Vaisesika
sticras — ignores God, can be taken as an indication that ¢ the fourth stitra’
is older than Prasastapada and was not composed under t}xe mﬁuencc of his
: Padarthadharmasangraha i

There is a second indication that the surviving versions of the Vaie-
sika Stitra may derive from the Katandi. It is the use of the term Ahnika to
designate the sections into which the Stitra-text is divided. This term —which
means ‘ daily °, hence ¢ what may be studied on one day’ - is primarily used
to designate the subdivisions of the Mahabhasya. As such it has nothing to
do with the siitras of the Astadhyayi, on which the Mahabhasya comments.
Works that imitate the style of the Mahabhasya may also imitate its division
into Ahnikas. And -indeed, the Nyaya Bhasya, which is partly written in
Varttika style ( Windisch, 1888 : 15f.), is divided into Ahnikas. Also the
Nydya Siitra is divided into Ahnikas, but this division is obviously secondary
and derives from the Bhasya. In the case of the VaiSesika Sutra we have
come to think that it had a commentary that imitated the stylc of the Maha-
bhasya. We also know that the Soitra is dividzd into Ahnikas, in each of its
three surviving versions.**  Nothing seems more natural than to assume that
this division, here too, is sccondary, and derives from the Katandi, just as
‘the three versions of the VaiSesika Satra thcmselvbs derive from the Katandi.

31 This was Frauwallner's opinion (1984 : 39-40 ).

t«  See Thakur, 1957 : (16).

83  On the provenanceé of God in the Vaisesika system, see my forthcoming article ¢ God’ s
arrival in the Vaidesika system >

3t Adhyayas §,9 and 10 are not lelded in ahnikas in the version known to Candrananda,
and in that known to the author of the Sarvadarsanasaagraha ( Thakur, 1961 : 21).
Also the version of Adhyayas 9 and 10 found and discussed by Thakur (1966 does not
divide these Adhyayas into Ahnikas. The other versions do.
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Is it conceivable that all non-authentic siitras in the surviving versions
of the VaiSesika Sutra derive from the Katandi? Or do we have to assume
also other sources of inauthentic siitras ? It is difficult to answer this ques-
tion, because the Katandi is almost completely unknown to us. Nor do we
know the original contexts of inauthentic siitras, even if we suppose that we
are at all able to recogmze them as such.

‘We do, however, know some things about the Katandi. We have
seen, for example, that its logic stood most probably under the influence of
a Buddhist logician, most probably Vasubandhii, but not yet under that of
Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya. - This helped us in determining thé approxi-
mate date of the Katandi. It w:ll now help us to show that at least some
sttras were added to the text of the Vaiscsika Stitra before the Katandi.3®

VS 2. 1. 15-16 and 3. 2. 6-7 distinguish two kinds of inference : that
based on something seen(drsta ), and that based on somcthmg seen in
general ( samanyato drsta). This cannot but be the same dlstmctlon as that
between visesato erta and samianyato drsta, current in Samkhya, and intro-
duced by the Samkhya teacher Vindhyavasin.3’ Vindhyavasin lived around
400 C. E. ( Bronkhorst, 1985:171). These siitras, therefore, appear to have
been inscrted after that date, but before the Katandi which represents the
next stage in the development of logic within the VaiSesika school.
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AL Mahabhasyadipika of Bhartrhari, ed. Abhyankar [ Limaye
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DNC Dvadasara Nayacakra -of Mallavadin

K presumed passage from the Katandi

Ki Padarthadharmasangraha, ed. Jetly

Ms Manuscript of Bhartrhari’s Mahabhasyadipika

N Padarthadbarmasangraha, ed. Dvivedin

P Paninian siitra

Sw Mahabhasyadipika of Bhartrhari, ed. Swaminathan
T. Taisho edition of Buddhist canon in Chinese

T presumed passage from Prasastapada’s Tika on Katandi
Vk vakya

VS Vaiéetika Sttra.
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