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1.1. In an interesting article (1974) the following theory was launched about the Yuktidipika
by A. Wezler.' This text has a peculiar method of presentation "so striking that the reader
cannot fail to observe it" (p. 440 f.). It consists in "[t]he juxtaposition of a detailed verbal
paraphrase and a preceding, most concise nominal expression or sentence" which "can be
observed (...) throughout it" (p. 438). The result is "that the text of the YD on the respective
karikas is not a sequence of arguments for and against, each being put forward only once,
that, on the contrary , the train of thought is permanently interrupted by restatements of the
opponent's objections and defender's rejoinders" (p. 440). Wezler thinks that "this stylistic
peculiarity stands in need of (...) a convincing explanation” (p. 441). Such an explanation is
suggested by Patanjali's Mahabhasya, "which aims at a critical discussion — not of the sutras
of Panini, in the first place — but of Katyayana's varttikas on the sutras of Panini" (p. 443).
The Mahabhasya "presents itself to the reader unaware of its containing the work of
Katyayana, as a sequence of very short, epigrammatic nominal expressions, often difficult to
understand, and comparatively longer verbal phrases meant to expound them" (p. 444). The
surmise seems justified "that the kernel sentences regularly met with in the YD belong
likewise to an author other than that of the YD, that accordingly one has to distinguish
between the laconic Varttika of an author X on the [Sankhyakarika] and the true YD of an
author Y, an extensive work written in normal Sanskrit prose that aims first of all at
expounding this Varttika" (p. 444).

"[Clonclusive evidence" (p. 446) in support of the correctness of this surmise is found,
according to Wezler, in the fact that at least in the case of one such varttika
(arthapattisambhavabhavacestanam anumanasiddheh [p. 32, 1. 30]) a word (avacanam) must
be supplied from an [124] earlier varttika (upamaitihyavacanam aptopadesasiddheh [p. 32, 1.
3]) by way of anuvrtti "the still being valid [of a term mentioned previously in one or many
subsequent parts of the text]" (p. 445). Moreover, only on the assumption of the Yuktidipika's
"containing an older varttika text that belongs to another author (...) can one, e.g., account
also for the — otherwise illogical — fact that in the passage YD p. 56.15-16 (...) there is
raised an objection by the opponent that is based on the assumption that hetumat means

‘characterized by a [logical] reason' although in the foregoing it had already been stated that

" Financial assistance was provided by the Netherlands Organization for the Advancement of Pure Research
(ZW.0.).

' Prof. Wezler informs me in a letter that he changed his views a number of years ago and came to conclusions
regarding the Yuktidipika which agree with those presented in the present article. I thank Prof. Wezler for some
further critical remarks.
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hetu is here synonymous with karana, 'cause' (p. 56.11: tatra hetuh karanam ity
anarthantaram)" (p. 446).
The name of the older varttika text must have been — as appears from a quotation by

Vacaspatimis$ra I — "Rajavarttika" (p. 450).

1.2. No one can deny that Wezler's theory represents a possibility. I doubt however whether
the evidence provided proves the theory as conclusively as Wezler maintained.

There can be no doubt that the text of the Yuktidipika contains concise nominal
expressions or sentences which we may safely call varttikas. The question is whether these
varttikas were composed by an author other than the one of the Yuktidipika. The use of
anuvrtti among the varttikas cannot be used as an argument, as little as the use of anuvrtti in,
say, the sutras of Candra's grammar is an argument against Candra's authorship of the Vrtti on
that grammar. It is at least conceivable that one single author wrote both the short expressions
and their explanation, perhaps for mnemonic purposes and clarity respectively, or simply
because he admired the style of the Mahabhasya (more on this below).

Wezler's second argument, concerning the interpretation of hetumat, must be studied
somewhat more closely. The word hetumat 'characterized by a hetu' occurs in Sankhyakarika
10, as a qualification of vyaktam 'the manifest'. The Yuktidipika first explains the word hetu
(p- 56, 1. 11): tatra hetuh karanam ity anarthantaram. This word is here said to have been used
in one of its senses, viz., as synonymous with karana 'cause'. Soon after this a varttika voices
the opinion of the opponent (p. 56, 1. 15-16): hetumad ity avisesah sarvatra sadbhavat
"'characterized by a hetu' is a non-distinction (i.e. is not a distinctive property of the manifest)
since it exists everywhere" (Wezler, p. 440). On p. 446 Wezler tells us that it is "illogical" that
an objection is raised "that is based on the assumption that hetumat means 'characterized by a
[logical] reason' although in the foregoing it had already been stated that hetu is here
synonymous with karana 'cause"'. However, this objection is directed not only against the use
of hetumat in the karika [125] but also against the interpretation proposed in the commentary.
This becomes clear where the reply that hetu here refers to a causal factor (karaka) is rejected
on the ground that the general word hetu does not take a special meaning without an
instigating factor to that effect (p. 56, 1. 19-21: aha — tadanupapattih visesanupadanat | hetur
iti samanyasabdo 'yvam | samanyasabdas ca narthaprakaranasabdantarabhisambandham
antarena visese 'vatisthanta iti visSesa upadeyah syat | sa tu nopadiyate | tasmat te avisesa eveti
h.

Since now Wezler's two arguments appear to be less strong than they seemed, we are

back at the situation where his theory represents a possibility, and no more than that.

1.3. What is needed is, of course, some crucial evidence. Crucial evidence in support of

Wezler's theory would be, for example, the discovery that the Yuktidipika misinterprets a
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varttika, or expresses an opinion different from the one expressed in a varttika. I am not aware
of any such case.

Strong evidence against Wezler's theory would be, for example, the discovery that
roughly contemporaneously with the Yuktidipika other works were composed in the same
style — i.e. varttikas plus discussions —, works the single authorship of which is none-the-
less not in doubt. Such evidence would gain in strength if such a work — the whole of it,

including the comments on the varttikas — were to call itself a "Varttika'. Such a work exists.

1.4. The Tattvarthavarttika of Akalanka comments on the Tattvarthasitra, an early Jaina
work in Sanskrit. Akalanika must have lived in the 7th or 8th century A.D.> His
Tattvarthavarttika, which is also known by the name Rajavarttika, is written precisely in the
way also the Yuktidipika was written, viz. in a style which alternates between short nominal
sentences and their detailed verbal paraphrase, as well as occasional further discussions in
normal prose. The editor of this text, Mahendra Kumar Jain, has taken the trouble of having
the nominal phrases printed in heavier type and providing (?) them with a serial number (the
counting starts afresh with each new sitra, as in Kielhorn's edition of the Mahabhasya), so
that the style and structure of the text become visible at first sight.

The Tattvarthavarttika has never been doubted to be the work of a single author, as far
as [ know. And indeed, at some places it can easily be seen that the nominal sentences do not
by themselves constitute an independent work. Some examples are the following.

[126]
TS 1.15 gives four subdivisions of the kind of knowledge called mati. They are:
avagraha, iha, avaya and dharana. Sutra 1.18 (vyanjanasyavagrahah) states that the variety
called avagraha concerns an object (artha, TS 1.17) which is vyarfjana. This is explained by
Devanandin, the author of the commentary Sarvarthasiddhi, and following him by Akalanka,
as avyakta 'indistinct'. I reproduce the beginning of Akalanka's commentary on this sitra,
including the first nominal sentence which is contained in it (I p. 66, . 27 - p. 67, 1. 2):
vyafijanam avyaktam Sabdadijatam tasyavagraho bhavati | kimartham idam /
niyamartham —avagraha eva nehadaya iti | sa tarhy evakarah kartavyah Ina va
samarthyad avadharanapratiteh abbhaksavat | 1 | na va kartavyah | kim
karanam | samarthyad avadharanapratiteh | katham | abbhaksavat | yatha na kascid apo
na bhaksayatiti tatha sarvesam avagrahadinam prasiddhav avagrahavacanam
avadharanartham vijiayate |

This passage shows, incidentally, the way in which nominal sentences are dealt with in the

Tattvarthavarttika. As in the Yuktidipika and in the Mahabhasya, the content of this sentence

is repeated in a verbal style.

What interests us at this moment is that the nominal sentence contained in this passage

cannot stand alone. It offers an alternative to something which must have been said earlier.
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But no such nominal sentence precedes it. None of the preceding sentences has the required
form, nor is any of them commented upon in the manner usual for such sentences. In other
words, the nominal sentence beginning with na vais a reaction upon the preceding
commentary and must therefore itself be part of the commentary.

Another example occurs on TS 3.4. This satra tells us that the inhabitants of hell
(naraka [3.3]) "suffer mutually inflicted pains" (parasparodiritaduhkhah). The
Tattvarthavarttika comments (I p. 164, 1. 35 - p. 165, L. 5):

katham parasparodiritaduhkhatvam | nirdayatvat parasparadarSane sati
kopotpatteh svavat | 1 | yatha Svanah
sasvatikakarananadikalapravrttajatikrtavairapaditanirdayatvat
parasparabhaksanabhedanachedanadyudiritaduhkha bhavanti tatha naraka api
bhavapratyayenavadhijiianena mithyadarsanodayad vibhangavyapadesabhaja [?] ca
durad eva duhkhahetin avagamyotpannaduhkhah pratyasattau parasparalokanac ca
prajvalitakopagnayah svavikrtasivasiparasubhindivaladibhih
parasparadehataksanabhedanachedanapidanadibhir udiritaduhkha bhavanti |
The nominal sentence is, as usual, followed by an extensive explanation. The problem is that
this nominal sentence, too, requires another one which precedes it. The preceding question
does not qualify since these [127] nominal sentences never ask questions. Had the nominal
sentences constituted a separate work, the present sentence would have read
parasparodiritaduhkhatvam nirdayatvat parasparadarsane sati kopotpatteh svavat or the like.
The fact that it does not, shows that the nominal sentences are an integral part of the
commentary.

It is interesting to see that also in the Tattvarthavarttika — as in the Yuktidipika (see §§
1.1 and 1.2) — words are understood from an earlier nominal sentence into a later one. An
example is provided by the numbered sentences 9 and 10 on TS 4.12. Together with their
explanations they read (I p. 218, 1. 28-31):

siryasyadau grahanam alpactaratvad abhyarhitatvac ca | 9 | suryasabda
adau prayujyate | kutah | alpactaratvad abhyarhitatvac ca | sarvabhibhavasamarthatvad
dhy abhyarhitah suryah | grahadisu ca | 10 | kim | alpactaratvad abhyarhitatvac ca
purvanipata iti vakyasesah | grahasabdas tavad alpactaro 'bhyarhitas ca tarakasabdat |
naksatrasabdo ‘bhyarhitah |
Here the words alpactaratvad abhyarhitatvac cadau grahanam (paraphrased as ...
purvanipatah) must be understood in sentence 10 from 9.

The nominal sentences are sometimes referred to in the Tattvarthavarttika itself. In the
last quoted passage the compound vakyasesa is used to designate what must be supplied to
the nominal sentence under consideration. The same word vakya 'sentence' is seen to refer to

nominal sentences elsewhere as well. The purpose of numbered sentence 8 on TS 2.49 is

? For a survey of the evidence see Jain 1964: 171 f.
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described as uktanuktarthasamgrahartham idam vakyam’ (I1p. 153,1. 11 f.). And numbered
sentence 8 on TS 3.5 proposes itself that a vakya must be made, which proposal is then
rejected, in the following passage (I p. 165, 1. 28 f.):
vakyavacanam iti cen na — udiranahetuprakarapradarsanarthatvat | 8 | syad etat —
vakyam eva vaktavyam parasparenodiritaduhkhah samklistasurais ca prak caturthya iti
I tan na... etc.

It may further be noted that nominal sentences do not accompany all of the sutras. They
are absent, e.g., in the case of TS 2.45, 46; 3.12, 15, 16, 17; etc. In this the Tattvarthavarttika
resembles the Mahabhasya.

Numerous quotations from the Mahabhasya show that Akalanka was well acquainted
with that work. He does not however mention its [128] name or the name of its author on any

occasion, as far as I have been able to ascertain.

2.1. The preceding considerations give rise to an intriguing question. If at one time authors
could use the name 'Varttika' for a unitary work consisting of both short nominal phrases
(varttikas) and their discussion, could it be that they looked upon the prototype of this style,
the Mahabhasya together with Katyayana's varttikas, as a single composition of one author as
well?

The question need not be asked in this extreme form. After all, there are passages in the
Mahabhasya where even a superficial reader can see that varttikas are ascribed to other
persons, e.g. where varttikakaras are named, or where two interpretations are given of one
varttika. However, the bulk of the Mahabhasya is not like this. Kielhorn (1876a: 7) rightly
observed: "(...) the commentators on the Mahédbhashya, or other scholars who have written
on Panini, (...) only occasionally contrast the views of Patanjali with those of the
Varttikakara, and they tell us only incidentally that a particular statement is a Varttika or
belongs to Katyayana. And Patanjali himself, the author of the Great Commentary, is even
more reticent." Kielhorn seems to have been the first to separate varttikas from bhasyain a
systematic manner.” Over a thousand years before Kielhorn far fewer varttikas may have been
ascribed to Katyayana and other authors different from Patafijali. As a result much of the
Mahabhasya may have been looked upon as written in precisely the style which also
characterizes the Yuktidipika and the Tattvarthavarttika.

A study of the use of the word varttika in the Yuktidipika seems to support this
supposition. This word is used only once in YD, in a passage which occurs on p. 10 f. The

discussion is about Sankhyakarika 1ab: duhkhatrayabhighataj jijiiasa tadapaghatake hetau /

? Cf. the late definition of varttikatva: sitre ‘nuktaduruktacintakaratvam varttikatvam (Nagojibhatta’s
Mahabhasyapradipoddyota on P. 1.1.1, vt. 1). A similar definition is given in Hemacandra’s
Abhidhanacintamani, cited in Bohtlingk - Roth 1855-75: VI/947 s.v. varttika, and in the Parasaropapurana, cited
in Bali 1976: 103 n. 1.

* See Kielhorn 1876a.

> Even against this procedure doubts have been voiced. See Rocher 1971: 315; Joshi -Roodbergen 1981: 140 f. n.
452.
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"Since there is affliction by the three [kinds of] suffering (duhkha), there is inquiry into the
cause which removes them (fad-)".
On p. 10 the discussion centers on the relation between duhkha- and fad- in this line.
The opponent thinks there can be no connection between these two words, because several
words intervene. Two replies are given. The first one is, briefly stated, that connection is
made by meaning, not by proximity. The second reply deserves to be quoted in full (p. 10, 1.
29 -p. 11, L. 6):
[129]
kifi canyat — Sastre darsanat | Sastre ca vyavahitanam api sarvanamnam
abhisambandho drsyate yasya gunasya hi bhavad dravye sabdanivesas tadabhidhane
tvatalav ity atrarthakrtas ca sambandhah sabdanam abhyupagatah | nyappratipadikad
bahusu bahuvacanam supo dhatupratipadikayor alug uttarapada ity evamadinam
sambandhabhyupagamah | tathanadvaham udaharini bhagini vahasi ya tvam sirasi
kumbham avacinam abhidhavantam adraksir iti varttike drstantah | na hy atra saty
anantarye sirasanaduho vahanam kumbhasya va saranam upapadyate | yatha catra
vyavahitanam abhisambandhas tathehapi drastavyah |
"Moreover: [Connection between words which are not in immediate proximity is
possible] because this is seen to be the case in the science [of grammar].’ Also in the
science [of grammar] there is seen to be connection between pronouns even though
they are separated. And in yasya gunasya hi bhavad dravye Sabdanivesas tadabhidhane
tvatalau (P. 5.1.119 vt. 5)’ the connection between the words [yasya and fad-, even
though] made by meaning, is accepted. Connection is accepted between [the sitras] P.
4.1.1 and 1.4.21, and between 2.4.71 and 6.3.1, etc.® Similarly, an example in the
Varttika is anadvaham udaharini bhagini vahasi ya tvam Sirasi kumbham avacinam
abhidhavantam adraksih (Mbh I p. 152-53).” Not indeed is in this [sentence], in spite
of the proximity [of the words concerned], 'carrying a bull on one's head'
(Sirasanaduho vahanam) or running of the jar' (kumbhasya saranam) the proper
[connection]. And just as in these [grammatical examples] separated [words] are
connected, so the connection [between duhkha- and tad- in Sankhyakarika 1] must be

seen."

% This is an instance of a varttika in the text of the Yuktidipika.

" This varttikareads in Kielhorn’s edition (Il p. 366, 1. 10): siddham tu yasya gunasya bhavad dravye
Sabdanivesas tadabhidhane tvatalau.

® This must be the intended meaning, as follows from two passages in Bhartrhari’s Mahabhasyadipika. Ms 31¢9-
10 (AL 96.10-11; Sw 113.21-23; CE I11.3.26-27) reads: (...) vyakarane 'py arthalaksanah sambandho narthakrto
yatha bahusu bahuvacanam nyappratipadikad iti; Ms 32d7-8 (AL 99.21-22; Sw 117. 3-4; CE I11.6.20-22) has: iha
kdthdm supo (...) lug alug uttarapada iti | atrapidam vakyam uttarapadad anyatra supo lug iti /.

? Kielhorn’s edition has: anadvaham udahari ya tvam harasi Sirasa kumbham bhagini sacinam abhidhavantam
adraksir iti. The Bhasya explams this passage as follows (p- 153,1.21f.): udahari bhagini ya tvam kumbham
harasi Sirasanadvaham sacinam abhidhavantam adraksir iti. Note that Bhartrhari’s Mahabhasyadlplka (Ms 35b5-
6; AL 96.5-6; Sw 113.16-17; CE II1.3.21-22) has this example in a form closer to the Yuktidipika’s: anadvaham
udahari ya tvam vahasi Sirasa bhagini kumbham sacinam abhidhavantam adraksir if{i] (...) nasti anaduhah Sirasa
vahanam kumbhasya ca saranam iti.
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[130]

The crucial sentence in this passage concerns the "example in the Varttika". The phrase
varttike drstantah can, to be sure, mean more than alone 'example in the Varttika'. It can also
mean 'example with respect to, i.e., of a varttika, and the like. The fact is that none of the
acceptable interpretations of this phrase fits the example under consideration. This example
occurs in a part of the Mahabhasya where a varttika has been rejected and where it is shown
that the aim of that varttika can be obtained without it.

The sitra under which the example occurs is P. 1.1.58: na
padantadvirvacanavareyalopasvarasavarnanusvaradirghajascarvidhisu. This sutrais an
exception to the preceding one (P. 1.1.57) and states that the substitute for a vowel is not like
that what it replaces in the case of rules which concern 1) the end of a word; 2) the doubling
of a sound; 3) the elision of ya before vara; 4) the accent; 5) a homogeneous sound; 6) an
anusvara; 7) along vowel; 8) j, b, g,d, d;9) ¢, L, , k, p, S, S, S.

The first varttika under this sitra gives a further specification: pratisedhe
svaradirghayalopesu lopajadeso na sthanivat "In this prohibition [it must be stated that only]
the substitute for a vowel which consists in elision (lopa) is not like what it replaces (na
sthanivat) in the case of accent, long vowel, elision of ya". In other words, in these cases the
substitute for a vowel which is anything else than elision is like that what it replaces (Mbh I p.
152, 1. 18 f.: yo hy anya adesah sthanivad evasau bhavati).

The Mahabhasya rejects this varttika in the following passage (I p. 152, 1. 22 - p. 153, 1.
3):

na vaktavyam | iha hi lopo pi prakrta adeso pi vidhigrahanam api prakrtam anuvartate
dirghadayo pi prakrta adeso pi nirdisyante | kevalam tatrabhisambandhamatram
kartavyam | svaradirghayalopavidhisu lopajadeso na sthanivad iti | anuparvyena
samnivistanam yathestam abhisambandhah Sakyate kartum na caitany anupirvyena
samnivistani | ananupurvyenapi samnivistanam yathestam abhisambandho bhavati |
tad yatha | anadvaham udahari ya tvam harasi Sirasa kumbham bhagini sacinam
abhidhavantam adraksir iti | tasya yathestam abhisambandho bhavati |

"[This varttika] should not be uttered; because in this [ varttika] elision (lopa),
substitute (adesa) as well as the word vidhi 'rule"’ are valid [from P. 1.1.58] since they
are the subject-matter [of this sutra], and also long [131] (vowels) are mentioned [in P.
1.1.58]. Only the correct connection [between the words of P. 1.1.58] must be made in
that [sutra, in order to obtain the meaning expressed by the varttika:]
svaradirghayalopavidhisu lopajadeso na sthanivat. [Objection:] of [words] which are
arranged in the [right] order, [such] a connection can be made as desired; these
[words] however are not arranged in the [right] order. [Reply:] the connection also of

[words] which are not arranged in the [right] order is as desired. For example:

' The Mahabhasya paraphrases vt. 1 with the help of the word vidhi (1 p. 152, 1. 17): pratisedhe
svaradirghayalopavidhisu lopajadeso na sthanivad bhavatiti vaktavyam.
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anadvaham udahari ya tvam harasi Sirasa kumbham bhagini sacinam abhidhavantam

adraksih. The connection [between the words] of this [sentence] is as desired."
This passage is meant to show that vt. 1 is superfluous. The information which the varttika
was intended to convey is already contained in the sitra. The order of terms in the sitra seems
hard to reconcile with the information thus to be conveyed, but an example shows that this
can be no objection. This example therefore does not occur in a varttika, nor does it illustrate
a varttika. We must conclude that the Yuktidipika used the word varttika to denote more than
just the nominal sentences which we ascribe to Katyayana.

The above does not imply that the author of the Yuktidipika was never aware of the
difference in authorship between the short nominal sentences and at least parts of the
Mahabhasya. In one passage about grammar (YD p. 6, I. 19 f.) a distinction is made between
a padakara and a cirnikara. The padakara is said to have used the compound jativacakatvat.
Kielhorn's edition of the Mahabhasya has two varttikas containing this compound: P. 1.2.10
vt. 1, and P. 4.1.14 vt. 7. To the cirnikarais ascribed the sentence kadacid guno gunivisesako
bhavati kadacid gunina guno visisyate, which occurs in almost identical form at Mbh II p.
356, 1. 8 f. (on P. 5.1.59). The term padakara is rare as a name for the author of the varttikas,
but it occurs at least once more, viz. in Jinendrabuddhi's Nyasa on the Kasika on P. 3.2.21 (I
p- 558), where the reference is to P. 1.1.72 vt. 9. The word curnikara is used to designate the
author of the Mahabhasya in Bhartrhari's Mahabhasyadipika (Ms 45c9, AL 139.18[!], Sw
161.21, CE1V.25.10; Ms 50d3, AL 155.16, CE V.1.15; Ms 60all, AL 180.11, CE V.21.14),
in Vrsabhadeva's Paddhati on Vakyapadiya 1.23 (p. 63, I. 12), in Helaraja's Prakirnakaprakasa
on Vakyapadiya 3.1148 (= 3.14.447; Il p. 356, 1. 20 and p. 357, 1. 1 f.), 3.1186 (= 3.14.485; 11
p- 371, 1. 24), by I-ching (see below), and elsewhere (Mimamsaka 1973: 1/331 f.).

This is all the evidence yielded by the Yuktidipika. The impression it creates is that in
some cases its author distinguished between the nominal sentences and their immediate
discussion on the one hand, and more independent passages of the Mahabhasya on the other.
However, [132] the evidence is not sufficient to come to any clear and definite conclusions on
the basis of the Yuktidipika alone.

2.2. The author of the Yuktidipika appears to have known the Mahabhasyadipika,
Bhartrhari's commentary on the Mahabhasya.'' How did Bhartrhari look upon the
Mahabhasya?

2.2.1. (1) P. 1.1.38 (taddhitas casarvavibhaktih) prescribes that a word which is formed
with a taddhita suffix and does not take all case-endings, is called avyaya ‘indeclinable’. A
number of varttikas (in Kielhorn’s edition) express dissatisfaction with the formulation of this
sutra and propose specifications. Then vt. 6 together with the following Bhasya offer a better
solution which reads (I p. 95,1. 9-11):
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siddham tu pathat I/ 6 I/

pathad va siddham etat | katham pathah kartavyah | tasiladayah prak pasapah |
Sasprabhrtayah prak samasantebhyah | mantah | krtvo rthah | tasivati | nanafav iti Il
“But [the desired result] is obtained by enumeration” (vt. 6).

“Or this [desired result] is obtained by enumeration. How must the enumeration be
made? From tasIL until pasaP (i.e. the taddhita suffixes taught in P. 5.3.7-46), from
sas until the compound endings (taught in P. 5.4.42-67), [a suffix] which ends in m
(i.e. am and am, P. 5.4.11-12), [a suffix] which has the meaning of krtvas (P. 5.4.17-
20), tasI and vatl (P. 4.3.113 and 5.1.115), na and naN (P. 5.2.27).”

One short passage in Bhartrhari’s comments on this enumeration uses the word varttika
twice (Ms 76¢c3-4; AL 226.5-6): varttike tu taddhitah prakrta iti asir'* na pathitah | thal
visvemat thal ity ayam varttike nopasamgrhitah | “Since taddhita [suffixes] are under
discussion in the Varttika, asI has not been enumerated."® [The suffix] thaL [prescribed] in P.
5.3.111 is not included in the Varttika”.

[133]

The first sentence of this passage does not contain unambiguous information regarding
what is meant by the word varttika. The second sentence on the other hand does. This
sentence points at an oversight in the enumeration in the Bhasya of taddhita suffixes which
form indeclinables: the suffix thaL prescribed in P. 5.3.111 has been forgotten.'* Since the
enumeration took place not in a nominal sentence but in the explanatory Bhasya, the word

varttika has here been used to indicate the latter.

(i1)  Another passage on the same sitra uses the word varttika. P. 1.1.38 vt. 1 and its Bhasya
consist of the following remarks (I p. 94, 1. 10 f.):
asarvavibhaktav avibhaktinimittasyopasamkhyanam I/ 1 /|
asarvavibhaktav avibhaktinimittasyopasamkhyanam kartavyam | nana vina |
“Regarding [the term] asarvavibhakti [in P. 1.1.38 taddhitas casarvavibhaktih],
addition of avibhaktinimitta ‘not caused by a case-ending’” (vt. 1). “Regarding [the
term] asarvavibhakti: the addition must be made of avibhaktinimitta ‘not caused by a

case-ending’. [Only thus can P. 1.1.38 cover the forms] nana vina.”

"' See Bronkhorst 1985: 93 f. and notes 8 and 9 above.

"2 The Kasika on P. 1.1.37 confirms that this must be the correct reading. In its list of indeclinables it
enumerates: fasiladih taddhita edhacparyantah, Sastasi, krtvasuc, suc, asthalau, cvyarthas ca, am, am, ...
Jinendrabuddhi’s Nyasa comments: asthalav iti | ina asir ity unadisitrena ino dhator asipratyayah | aya ity
udaharanam /. Unadi suffixes are krt, not therefore taddhita. The sitra: ina asih (or inas casih) is present in the
surviving versions of the Unadi Siitra, but not all commentaries mention that ayas is an indeclinable. An
exception is Mahadeva’s UnadikoSa 4.221.

" This remark presupposes that Bhartrhari had before him a list of indeclinables much like the one in the Kasika
on P. 1.1.37 (see the preceding note). This supports the view put forth elsewhere (Bronkhorst: 1983: esp. section
3.4) that the Kasika was strongly influenced by earlier, pre-Bhartrhari, commentaries.

'* Bhartrhari tries to make up for this in the following lines, where he proposes that the suffix thal prescribed in
P.5.3.111 is the same as thaL prescribed in P. 5.3.23 which is included in the row ‘from tasIL until pasaP’ and
has therefore been included (yatnas tu kriyate | ya eva prakaravacane thal chandasi sa eva pratnadibhya ivarthe
[?] bhavatiti /).
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The words nana and vina are formed with the help of P. 5.2.27 (vinafibhyam nanafiau na saha)
in the sense ‘not together’ (na saha). The taddhita suffixes na and naN cannot be described as
asarvavibhakti; they have no relation whatever to any case-ending and must be described as
avibhaktinimitta ‘not caused by a case-ending’. Yet the words nana and vina are
indeclinables.

Bhartrhari (Ms 74d4 f.; AL 221.19 f.) gives a long account of the ways in which earlier
commentators (vrttikara) have explained the word asarvavibhakti and concludes his
description of the last point of view as follows (Ms 75b1-2; AL 222.19-21): asmims tu yo
dosah sa varttika eva darsitah | nana vina iti | asarvavibhaktav avibhaktinimittam iti /*“What is
wrong in this [point of view] has however been pointed out in the Varttika itself [with the
words:] ‘For the sake of nana and vina, avibhaktinimitta [must be added] to asarvavibhaktr’.”

Note that Bhartrhari has not yet made a reference to vt. 1, nor to any varttika on P.
1.1.38 for that matter. His present remark therefore appears to quote what Bhartrhari
considered to be a or the ‘Varttika’. Something like asarvavibhaktav avibhaktinimittam does
occur in a [134] varttika (vt. 1); nana and vina on the other hand are the illustrations given in
the Bhasya.

(ii1) A third passage in Bhartrhari’s Mahabhasyadipika deals with P. 1.1.14 (nipata ckaj
anan). The interpretation of this sutra offers some difficulties which are discussed in the
Mahabhasya. At one stage the following paraphrase is given of the part nipata ekac of the
sutra (I p. 70, 1. 16-17): aj eva yo nipata ity evam vijiasyate “[This part of the satra] will be
understood as ‘the vowel which is a nipata’.
Bhartrhari’s following remarks apparently pertain to this sentence (Ms 55d10 - 56al;

AL 168.11-12; CE V.12.4-6):

nipata ity anenaci visesyamane tadantavidhyaprasangad dosaprasargo nopatisthati |

varttikaviparite tu visesyatve uttisthati samudayasyarthe prayogat |

“When [the word] ‘vowel’ (ac) is qualified by [the designation] nipata no fault results

since there is no occasion for P. 1.1.72 to apply. In case the relation of qualified [to

qualifier] is opposite to [what is said in] the Varttika [such a fault] does result since a

collection [of sounds] is used to [express a certain] meaning.”
In order to understand these remarks we recall that P. 1.1.72 (yena vidhis tadantasya) is thus
explained in the Kasika: yena visesanena vidhir vidhiyate sa tadantasya atmantasya
samudayasya grahako bhavati svasya ca rapasya ‘“With what as qualifier a rule is given, that
denotes the collection [of sounds] which ends therewith, and itself”. In other words, if ac were
qualifier and nipata qualified, all nipatas which end in vowels would be denoted. Only by
taking ac as qualified, nipata as qualifier, can this contingency be avoided.

Our main interest lies of course with the remark about the or a varttika. This is here

particularly interesting since the Bhasya on P. 1.1.14 contains not a single varttika in
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Kielhorn’s edition."” Bhartrhari apparently assigns this name to the Bhasya sentence aj eva yo
nipatal h]. This sentence is not commented upon in the Mahabhasya in the manner usual with
‘real’ varttikas. The question is however raised in Mbh (1. 17) if this sentence should be
‘uttered’, 1.e. accepted as a statement regarding the correct interpretation of P. 1.1.14 (kim
vaktavyam etad I na hi | ...). It seems therefore that Bhartrhari uses the word varttika not only
for Bhasya passages which deal in one way or another with ‘real’ varttikas, but also for
(accepted or rejected) statements which are an obvious and inseparable part of the Bhasya.
[135]

(iv) In another place (Ms 54c1, AL 164.17, CE V.9.3) Bhartrhari uses the term
samarthavarttika while apparently referring to a Bhasya passage on P. 2.1.1 samarthah
padavidhih. This Bhasya passage is quoted in extenso by Bhartrhari, so that its identity is
beyond doubt.

The Bhasya passage is Mbh I p. 362, 1. 17-21. This occurs in the midst of a discussion
on the difference between compounded and uncompounded words. Among the characteristics
of non-compounded words some are enumerated in the following statement which Kielhorn
does not number as a varttika but which can easily be considered as one (I p. 362, 1. 13):
samkhyaviseso vyaktabhidhanam upasarjanavisesanam cayogah “(indication of) particular
number; clear indication of meaning; qualifier to the subordinate word; connection by means
of (the particle) ca: ‘and’” (tr. Joshi 1968: 58).

The first item of this list is illustrated as follows (1. 14 f.): samkhyaviseso bhavati vakye
| rajiiah purusah rajiioh purusah rajiam purusa iti | samase na bhavati | rajapurusa iti I/
“(Indication of) particular numbers occurs in an uncompounded word-group, as in rajfiah
purusah ‘man of a king’, rajioh purusah ‘man of two kings’, rajiiam purusah ‘man of many
kings’. In a compound it does not occur, as in rajapurusah ‘king-man’.” (tr. Joshi, p. 58).

The Bhasya then gives, by way of objection, an explanation why no particular number
is understood in a compound (1. 15-17): asti karanam yenaitad evam bhavati | kim karanam |
yo ’sau visesavaci Sabdas tadasamnidhyat | anga hi bhavams tam uccarayatu gamsyate sa
visesah I/ “There is a reason why this happens to be so. What is that reason? Because that
word (i.e. inflectional suffix) which expresses the specific (number), that (inflectional suffix)
is not there (in a compound). You better pronounce it (i.e. the inflectional suffix in the
compound), sir, (and then you will see that) this specific (number) will be understood [even
from a compound].” (tr. Joshi, p. 60).

This objection is then answered by the passage which is quoted by Bhartrhari, and
which closes this discussion (I p. 362, 1. 17-21):

nanu ca naitenaivam bhavitavyam | na hi sabdakrtena namarthena bhavitavyam |
arthakrtena nama sabdena bhavitavyam | tad etad evam drsyatam artharupam evaitad

evamjatiyakam yenatra viseso na gamyata iti | avasyam caitad evam vijiieyam | yo hi

'’ Limaye, Palsule and Bhagavat (CE V Notes p. 104) observe: “In the MS ... there is a word varttike before
viparite which we have dropped as there is no Var. on this Su.”.
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manyate yo ’sau visesavaci Sabdas tadasamnidhyad atra viseso na gamyata itiha tasya
viseso gamyeta | apsucarah gosucarah varsasuja iti I/
“But it cannot be like this; for meaning cannot be made by word, word must [rather]
be made by meaning. It must be seen like this that the meaning here is such that no
specific [number] is understood. And this must necessarily be understood in this way;
for he who thinks that no [136] specific [number] is understood here (i.e., in a
compound) because there is nothing that is expressive of a specific [number], he
would understand a specific [number] in [words like] apsucara, gosucara, varsasuja
(which are not expressive of a plural number in spite of the plural endings of their first
constituents).”
Note that this passage is not a varttika, nor is it a direct explanation of a varttika. At best it is
the last part of a discussion which arose in connection with a varttika.

Bhartrhari quotes this passage (with insignificant variations) in order to drive home the
point that “the presence or absence of a [particular] number is not the result of a particular
expressive unit (Sabda); the specific [number] is [rather] the result of the single integrated
meaning” (tasman na Sabdavisesakrte samkhyayah parityagopadane ekarthibhavakrta evayam
visesah). Immediately following this Bhartrhari remarks: fad etat samarthavarttika eva
nirnesyate. This apparently means: “This will be determined [in our commentary] on this
same (eva) Varttika connected with [P. 2.1.1] samarthah [padavidhib]”.16 This same Varttika
cannot but refer to the Bhasya passage quoted by Bhartrhari. There certainly is no reason to
think, and very little likelihood, that Bhartrhari refers here to any varttika in the present sense

of that term, since no such varttika deals with Bhartrhari’s problem.

2.2.2. One more passage remains which uses the term varttika. This one (Ms 73a8-9; AL
217.12-13; CE VI(1).29.13-15) cannot however be looked upon as evidence how Bhartrhari
used this word. The reason is that in this case the Mahabhasyadipika merely echoes the
Mahabhasya. The latter work quotes a varttika (P. 8.3.13 vt. 2) saying (I p. 93, 1. 51.):
varttikakaras ca pathati jasbhavad iti ced uttaratrabhavad apavadaprasarga iti. Bhartrhari
follows, saying: purvatrasiddham iti lingasya tadvisayatanivrttyartham varttike
Sabdantaravisayam lingantaram upadatte jasbhavad iti ced uttaratra iti.

Nor are the two occurrences of the word varttikakara of much use for our present
purpose. In the first one (Ms 39al; AL 117.14; Sw 137.15; CE 1V.5.27) passages are under
discussion where varttikas and Bhasya agree; we cannot therefore draw any conclusion here
regarding what is ascribed to the varttikakara. In the second occurrence (Ms 50d3; AL 155.6;
CE V.1.15) the varttikakara is mentioned soon after the cirnikara, and two varttikas (in
Kielhorn’s sense) are ascribed to him. Here again we can say no more than that also varttikas

in our sense are [137] attributed to the varttikakara by Bhartrhari. Little can also be inferred

'® On the original extent of Bhartrhari’s commentary, see Bronkhorst 1987: 33 f.



VARTTIKA 13

from the one occurrence of the name ‘Katyayana’ in Bhartrhari’s commentary (Ms 60b9; AL
181.9; CE V.22.7); it refers to the author of P. 1.1.20 vt. 1.

Bhartrhari uses the word bhasyasutra three times, in two places of his commentary (Ms
12d2; AL 39.18; Sw 47.10, CE 1.32.27 and Ms 71b10-c1; AL 213.15-17; CE VI(1).26.4-5).
On both occasions the context is a sentence of Patafijali na cedanim acaryah satrani krtva
nivartayanti, in which, according to Bhartrhari, the word sutra refers to what he would call
vakya, i.e. to varttikas of Katyayana. The first time he uses bhasyasitra while commenting on
a Bhasya passage which contains this sentence (see Ojihara 1978: esp. pp. 222 f.). And
immediately following his second and preceding his third use of the word bhasyasutra
Bhartrhari actually cites the sentence na cedanim (...). We must conclude that we cannot infer
more from Bhartrhari’s use of the word bhasyasitra than that he wanted to make clear that
sutra in Patafijali’s sentence did not denote sutras of Panini.

Bhartrhari distinguishes a number of times in his Mahabhasyadipika between a
vakyakara and a bhasyakara. He does so explicitly at Ms 16b11-12 (AL 53.9-10, Sw 63.10,
CE 11.6.25-26); Ms 41b9 (AL 123.23, Sw 144.18, CE IV.11.11); Ms 65c11 (AL 197.8-9, CE
VI[1].9.23-24); Ms 104b5-6 (AL 298.6-7). It is clear that vakyais used to designate what we
are wont to call varttika. For example, Ms 29d9 (AL 92.9-10, Sw 108.6, CE 11.39.19-20)
reads: yad evoktam vakyakarena vrttisamavayartha upadesa iti. The phrase vrttisamavayartha
upadesah here ascribed to the vakyakara is vt. 15 of the first Ahnika of the Mahabhasya (I p.
13, 1. 2). Similarly, Ms 35c¢3-4 (AL 107.13-14, Sw 125.12, CE 111.12.8-9) has vakyakarasya
vrddhigrahanam uttarartham iti vacanad (...). Here P. 1.1.3 vt. 7 (I p. 47, 1. 20) is quoted and
ascribed to the vakyakara. Sometimes the word vakya alone refers to a varttika. So Ms 76a3-4
(AL 225.1-3), which proposes to connect two vakyas which turn out to be vt. 4 and 5 on P.
1.1.38 (vakyasya vakyena sambandhad adosah | idam eva sambandham upaniyate |
avibhaktav itaretarasrayatvad aprasiddhih [= vt. 4] alingam asanikhyam iti va [= vt. 5]...).
Similarly, Ms 68c2 (AL 205.6, CE VI[1].17.25-26) summarizes the contents of P. 1.1.27 vt. 7
(ubhayasya sarvanamatve ’kaj arthah) in the words: akac prayojanam iti samapto vakyarthah;
this is then contrasted with the opinion of the bhasyakara: bhasyakaras tu naivam vakyartham
varnayati | kevalam pathaprayojanany upanyasyati.

On one occasion Bhartrhari ascribes something to the Bhasya which at least one later
author considers written by Katyayana. Mbh 11.44.17-18 (on P. 3.1.35 vt. 1) has: evam tarhi
kasyanekaca iti vaktavyam | kim [138] prayojanam | culumpadyartham | culumpam cakara
daridram cakara. Neither this nor any part of it is considered a varttika in Kielhorn’s edition.
Also Bhartrhari seems to consider the whole of this part of the Bhasya, for he says (Ms 14c5;
AL 46.6; Sw 55.2; CE 1.38.4): culumpadayo ’pi bhasya evoccaryante. But Jinendrabuddhi,
the author of the commentary Nyasa on the Kasika on P. 3.1.35 (I1.415.25-26) is of a different
opinion: culumpater dhatusv aparipathitasyapi kasyanekajgrahanam culumpadyartham iti

katyayanavacanapramanyat dhatutvam veditavyam.
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223 The above observations leave us with the impression that in Bhartrhari’s opinion
the Mahabhasya as a whole consisted of at least four distinguishable parts: (1) the satras of
Panini; (2) the vakyas; (3) certain Bhasya portions, mainly explanatory of vakyas, referred to
as varttika; (4) the remaining Bhasya portions, composed by a different author. This
enumeration is no doubt not complete — Bhartrhari mentions e.g. once a separate
Slokavarttikakara (Ms 29d9; AL 92.10; Sw 108.7; CE 11.39.20) — but it accounts for most of
the Mahabhasya.

A confirmation of the correctness of this fourfold division is found in Bhartrhari’s
Vakyapadiya 1.23 and the Vrtti thereon. VP 1.23 reads:

nityah sabdarthasambandhas tatramnata maharsibhih
sutranam sanutantranam bhasyanam ca pranetrbhih I/

This verse distinguishes between sitras, anutantras'’ and bhasyas (note the plural). The Vrtti
however makes a fourfold division: sutra, anutantra, bhasya and anutantrabhasya (pp. 61-63).
Examples of these four categories are given, as follows:
(1) satra— P. 1.2.53
(2) anutantra— (a) vt. 1 in Ahnika 1; (b) P. 1.1.1 vt. 9 =P. 1.3.1 vt. 10; (c) an unknown
quotation (sphotah sabdo dhvanis tasya vyayama upajayate); (d) part of a verse quoted (?) at
MbhIp. 75,1 13
(3) bhasya— a (distorted) sentence from the Bhasya preceding the first varttika of Ahnika 1
(samgrahe etat pradhanyena pariksitam nityah Sabdah)
(4) anutantrabhasya (a) Mbh I p. 18, 1. 14-15, which is part of the commentary on vt. 12 on
Sivasiitra 1'%; (b) Mbh I p. 113, 1. 13-14, which occurs in the Bhasya that precedes the first
varttika on P. 1.1.46; (¢) Mbh I p. 137, 1. 19-20, which illustrates P. 1.1.56 vt. 14.
[139]
The only puzzling quotation is 4b. Since however 4b and 4c clearly belong together — both
consist of two parts which are connected in the Bhasya with the words tatah pascad aha —
and 4c belongs to a varttika, we may not be troubled overmuch by 4b."”

It should be clear by now that the division of the Mahabhasya which came to be
generally accepted was not taken for granted by Bhartrhari. Where we see in the short
sentences which are commented upon in the Bhasya (the ‘Varttikas’) the work of one author

(or perhaps several of them), in the Bhasya the work of another, Bhartrhari’s idea on this

"1t is not impossible that Bhartrhari’s Mahabhasyadipika makes a reference to anutantras at Ms 13b7 (AL
41.17, Sw 49.18, CE 1.34.19). The Ms reading etannarthatamtranam bhasyasya brilyat is obviously corrupt and
may have to be amended into etan nanutantranam bhasyasya va brilyat.

'8 The same phrase occurs Mbh I p. 75, 1. 8-9 (on P. 1.1.20 vt. 5); p. 112, 1. 24-25 (on P. 1.1.46); III p. 420, 1. 21
-p-421,1. 1 (on P. 8.2.106 vt. 1).

" The Vrtti has a puzzling reference to a ‘Varttika’ on VP 2.207, a passage which Prof. A. N. Aklujkar was kind
enough to send me after the completion of this article, and which can now also be found in K. A. Subramania
Iyer’s recent edition (p. 241): sya... varttike *bhihitany udaharanany jugupsate gopayita brahmanadhinam
yavaka iti. The context shows that the topic of discussion is meaningless (svarthika) suffixes, and indeed all the
words enumerated are formed with such an affix: jugupsate by P. 3.1.5, gopayitaby P. 3.1.28, brahmanadhinam
by P. 5.4.7 and yavakahby P. 5.4.29. But these words are not given as illustrations in either Bhasya or varttikas.
Perhaps we must conclude that the Vrtti referred to another work called ‘Varttika’, the precise name of which
(sya... varttika) has become unrecognizable.
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matter was different. He too distinguished between at least two authors, but he drew the
boundaries differently. We may not be able to say regarding each portion of the Mahabhasya

to which author Bhartrhari ascribed it.*’

It seems however clear that in his opinion many
Bhasya portions and many, or most, varttikas belonged together and had one single author.

These parts of the Mahabhasya were called ‘Varttika’ by Bhartrhari.

2.3. Little is known about the history of Paninian grammar from Patafijali until Bhartrhari
(about 150 B.C. — 450 A.D.). Yet there is one surviving work which probably belongs to this
period and which refers to the Mahabhasya and the varttikas therein: Vyadi’s Paribhasavrtti
(see Bronkhorst 1983: section 6). This work leaves no doubt that its author was well
acquainted with the Mahabhasya (Abhyankar 1967: Intr. p. 11, 13-14). But it does not
mention the Mahabhasya or its author Patafijali by name. It does however refer by name to
the author of the varttikas. Vyadi mentions the (or a) ‘Varttikakara’ twice, viz. on Paribhasas
6 (p. 6,1. 7) and 32 (p. 16, 1. 16). The varttikas referred to are P. 5.4.69 vt. 1 and P. 3.1.13 vt.
1 and 2 respectively. The non-mention of Patafijali and his Mahabhasya may indicate that
these were not yet conceived of as different from ‘Varttikakara’ and ‘Varttika’.

A separate position is occupied by Sabara’s Mimamsabhasya. On siitra 10.8.4 this work
quotes a varttika (P. 2.1.1 vt. 2), ascribes it to the [140] (or a) ‘Varttikakara’ who is then
named ‘Katyayana’ (nityo hy asya nasabdasya subantasambandhena samasa iti varttikakaro
bhagavan katyayano manyate sma | vavacananarthakyan ca svabhavasiddhatvad iti [P. 2.1.1
vt. 2]). The information that the Varttikakara was called ‘Katyayana’ can be derived from the
Bhasya on P. 3.2.118 (cf. Kielhorn 1876a: 26), with the implication that the author of the
Bhasya was someone else. The Mahabhasya is repeatedly quoted in the Mimamsabhasya
(Garge 1952: 23-25), but never mentioned by name; its author is usually not mentioned either,
but the words acarya and abhiyukta are used once each in this connection. The impression is
here created that neither the work nor its author had a generally accepted name.

This brings us to the remarkable fact that the names ‘Patafijali’*' and Mahabhasya do
not seem to have been used in connection with grammar in any work older than the Vrtti on
Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya. They occur for the first time in VP 2.482 and 485, verses which
are really part of the Vrtti (Bronkhorst 1988: 123 f.). Were these names invented in order to
fill the lacuna which came about when it was discovered that more than one author had

composed the Mahabhasya as it was known, viz., with varttikas?

3.1. The striking agreement between the use of the word varttika in the Yuktidipika and in

Bhartrhari’s Mahabhasyadipika, and the agreement which must consequently have existed

*0 Bhartrhari may not have been certain about this himself in all cases.

*! Note that VP 2.482 and 485 have patadjali, not ‘Patafijali’; see Bronkhorst 1983: section 7.3. Another early
mention of the name, possibly designating the author of the Mahabhasya there as well, occurs in the Pali
Culavamsa 37.217; here the spelling is patarjali. The Yuktidipika refers to a Sankhya philosopher of this name
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between their views on the Mahabhasya,”* explain how ‘Varttika’ could for some time come
to denote a category of literary compositions in which short nominal sentences alternate with
their explanations in a more verbal style, as exemplified in the Yuktidipika and the
Tattvarthavarttika (both of which are also called Rajavarttika). It may also explain something
else which has long puzzled modern students.

I-ching, the Chinese pilgrim who visited India at the end of the 7" century, mentions in
his chapter on the Sanskrit grammarians a work which he calls ‘Vrttisutra’ and ascribes to
Jayaditya (Brough 1973: [141] 255 {.; cf. Takakusu 1896: 175 f.). This work consists of
18,000 slokas and “‘supplements its sitra-text, and discusses in detail numerous (possible)
interpretations. (...) It discusses fully the (grammatical) usages current in the world, and
investigates the rules of (the language addressed to) the gods”.” The Vrttisiitra is commented
upon in the Curni. The Curni, which contains 24,000 slokas, “is a work of the learned
Pa’ltaﬁjala.24 This, again, cites the former Sutras”. The Curni is again commented upon in the
‘BhartrhariSastra’.

At an earlier occasion (1983: App. I) I tentatively proposed that Jayaditya collected the
varttikas and varttika-like statements found in the Kasika, and perhaps composed some of
them. In this way, I suggested, I-ching’s obvious confusion of Katyayana and Jayaditya
would become understandable. ‘Vrttisutra’ would then be a name both for Katyayana’s
varttikas and for the varttika-like statements in the Kasika.

The present investigation has made another interpretation far more probable. Since we
have now come to think that at this early date Katyayana’s varttikas were not looked upon as
a separate work by themselves, I-ching cannot have heard about this as a separate work and
then made a mistake about its authorship. Rather, he may have heard of the twofold division
of the Mahabhasya which we now think was current at that time, viz. the division between a
‘Varttika” which contained far more than just nominal sentences, and the remainder of the
Bhagya.

It appears that I-ching knew just this division, and used the names vrttisutra and curni
for them. The first of these two names is peculiar in this context, but I-ching’s account leaves
us no choice. The name cirni for the Mahabhasya, or much of it, is already familiar to us.

We see that according to I-ching’s testimony the Vrttisutra is smaller, but not much

smaller, than the Curni. Together they count 42,000 slokas, a number which may be less than

on a few occasions. Normally it has ‘Patafijali’, once (p. 121, 1. 9 [with fn. 2] patadjal©, it seems. The Yoga
Bhasya (3.44) has ‘Patafijali’. See further Weber 1862: 147n.

*> The modern view is already present in Jinendrabuddhi’s Nyasa where it explains (I p. 4): bhasyam
katyayanapranitanam vakyanam vivaranam patafjjalipranitam. Similarly Haradatta’s Padamafijari.

3 The translation is Brough’s (1973: 257), who points at the similarity of the second sentence with the opening
lines of the Mahabhasya; see below.

* Brough (1973: 257) suggests that the Chinese transcription “has apparently arisen from a confusion between
the name of the author, Patafijali, and a designation of his work: I-ching must have heard some such form as
Patarijala-bhasya’. If I-ching heard ‘Patafijali’ rather than ‘Patafijali’ (see note 20 above), the confusion becomes
even more intelligible.
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half the real total number of the Mahabhasya,” but which is at any rate far closer to the truth
than the number of 24,000 slokas said to be contained in the Curni. [142] I-ching’s
description of the Vrttisutra (“It discusses fully the (grammatical) usages current in the world,
and investigates the rules of (the language addressed to) the gods”; see above) may reflect the
opening lines of the Mahabhasya (kesam sabdanam [ laukikanam vaidikanam ca), as Brough
(1973: 257) has pointed out. In this case the conclusion seems justified that these lines were
considered part of the ‘Varttika’ at that time.

The objection that the name ‘Jayaditya’ points toward the Kasika as being meant by
‘Vrttisutra’ is not strong. The opinion that the Kasika had two authors, Jayaditya and
Vamana, is almost certainly wrong and probably due to Jinendrabuddhi’s Nyasa (Bronkhorst
1983: App. I). This means that we know little about who wrote the Kasika, and few
conclusions can be drawn from the name ‘Jayaditya’.

It must here be conceded that Brough was able to draw what appear to be correct
conclusions merely from I-ching’s statements, without the information which we now think
we possess on the ideas which existed regarding the Mahabhasya in I-ching’s time. He
observed (1973: 257): “It seems likely, however, that I-ching was unable to discriminate
between the Varttikas and the Mahabhasya: witness his statement that the ‘ vrtti-sitra’ consists
of 18,000 slokas; and the second part of the Chinese passage quoted makes sense if I-ching is
basing it on the opening lines of the Mahabhasya (...)”. This lack of discrimination, we now

think, was not confined to I-ching.

3.2. The name ‘Varttika’ did not only come to denote works like the Yuktidipika and the

*26 there are far more which

Tattvarthavarttika. In fact, among the early works called ‘Varttika
are of a different type altogether. Most seem to follow the example of the verses quoted in the
Mahabhasya, often called slokavarttika by the commentators (see Kielhorn 1886: 229 [215]).
Indeed, several works are called ‘Slokavarttika’. The most famous among them was
composed by the Mimamsaka Kumarila Bhatta. Another Slokavarttika was written by
Vidyananda and comments on the Tattvartha Sutra. There is also a Niruktaslokavarttika.

Besides the self-styled ‘Slokavarttikas’ there are many ‘Varttikas’ which consist of
verse. From among the many instances may be mentioned Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika,
SureSvara’s Brahmasutra-, Brhadaranyakopanisad- and Taittiriyopanisad-varttika, two
Sivasiitravarttikas (one by Bhaskara, one by Varadaraja), and others.
[143]

It is clear from this enumeration that ‘Varttika’ came to designate primarily a
commentary in verse-form. Prose Varttikas like the Yuktidipika and the Tattvarthavarttika are

few in number. Besides these two works there is Uddyotakara’s Nyayavarttika which

» I-ching does not seem to have had much idea of what a sloka was; see Brough 1973: 249 n. 8.

*% The original Varttika of Katyayana was, in accordance with its derivation, ‘dealing with the procedure of the
grammar [of Panini]’ (Thieme 1955: 429 [697] n. 1). The later authors of Varttikas may or may not have had a
similar purpose in view.
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however contains only some passages in ‘Varttika’ style (see Wezler 1974: 441 {.). Other
prose Varttikas like Kumarila’s Tantravarttika, Vijianabhiksu’s Yogabhasyavarttika and
Krsnalilasuka’s Daivavarttika do not seem to preserve a trace of it. Moreover, the ‘Varttika’
style is used once in Jayantabhatta’s Nyayamafjari (Wezler 1974: 442 £.), a work which does
not seem to have been considered a ‘Varttika’ at any time. The same is true of the Nyaya
Bhasya, in which this style was already noticed by Windisch (1888: 15 f.). Something closely
resembling this style is found in other works as well, e.g., in Sankara’s Brhadaranyakopanisad
Bhasya.”” This means that the style of the Yuktidipika and of the Tattvarthavarttika stopped
being looked upon as typical for prose Varttikas rather soon. We may suspect that this was

not unconnected with the changing ideas regarding the Mahabhasya.
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