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 Here I would like to discuss Vatsyayana's interpretation of anekadharmopa-

patti in NS 1-1-23 with relation to VS 2-2-26. 

Text 1. VS 2-2-26 

 tulyajatiyesv arthantarabhutesu ca visesasyobhayatha drstatvat/ 

Text 2. NS 1-1-23 

 samananekadharmopapatter vipratipatter upalabdhyanupalabdhyavyavasthatag ca vi-

 ksapekso vimarsah sam9ayah / 

Text 3. NBh (Chowkhamba SS) p. 122 

 anekadharmopapatter iti/ samanajatiyam asamanajatiyam canekam/ tasyanekasya 

 dharmopapatteh-viesasyobhayatha drstatvat/ 

 samana jatiyebhyo asamana jatiyebhayas cartha viAisyante/ gandhavattvat prthivy 

 abadibhyo vigisyate gunakarmabhyas ca/ 

 asti ca sabde vibhaga janyatvam viksah/ tasmin dravyam gunah karma veti sandehah/ 

 visesasyobhayatha drstatvat/ kim dravyasya sato gunakarmabhyo vi§esah, ahosvid 

 gunasya sata iti, atha karmanah sata iti vigesapeksa-anyatamasya vyavasthapakam 
 dharmam nopalabha iti buddhir iti/ 

 As regards these texts the following understanding is accepted among scholars'). 

 1. Neither NBh nor NV conveys the original meaning of anekadharmopa-

 patteh, which must have been "from the perception of many properties of 

 an entity". 

 2. Doubt from the perception of a differential feature is defined in VS 2-2-

 26. NBh borrowed it for interpreting anekadharmopapatti. 

 3. On the other hand the Vaisesika after Prasastapada rejected this type of 

 doubt, since Prasastapada regarded it as another type of avidya, i. e. an-

 adhyavasaya. 

 Here I should like to offer an amendment of this theory.
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Text 3 should be interpreted as follows2). 
 "Because of the appearance3) of a property of many (objects) " is to be understood 

 as thus. By "many" is here meant objects that are homogeneous as well as hetero-

 geneous (to the thing in question). [Doubt arises) from the appearance of a property 
 of those many (objects), for a differential feature is perceived to serve in two ways. 

 Objects (artha) (i. e. substances, qualities and actions) 4) are differentiated from ho-

 mogeneous as well as heterogeneous objects. Thus earth is differentiated from (ho-

 mogeneous objects such as) water and so on as well as (heterogeneous objects such 

 as) qualities and actions because of (the differential feature) of having smells). 

 And being produced by disjunction subsists in sound as its differential feature. And 

 then there arises a doubt whether (sound is) a substance, a quality or an action, since 

 the differential feature is found to work in two ways. The doubt of this type takes the 

 following form: "Is it, being a substance, differentiated from qualities and actions ? 

 Or is it, being a quality, (differentiated from substances and actions) ? Or is it, being an 

 action, (differentiated from substances and qualities) ?"-that is, (it is) an idea seeking 

 for a differential feature6) in the form that no such property that would definitely es-

 tablish any one of them is perceived. 

 This interpretation has almost the same construction as Candrananda's com-

mentary on VS 2-2-24, 25, 267). 

 24. Sound is the object of which the organ of apprehension is the ear. 

 Sound is the object perceived by the ear. The word "object" is not applied to gene-

 rality and so on by convention, so that sound can never be sound-ness. 

 25. Then there arises a doubt whether it is a substance, a quality or an action. 

 Since (the differential feature is) common to (all the three objects), as regards 

 sound there arises a doubt whether it is a substance or any other object. 

 26. Because a differential feature is observed (to work) both on homogeneous and 

 heterogeneous objects. 

 (A differential feature of earth), earthness is observed to differentiate earth from 

 homogeneous objects such as water and so on as well as from heterogeneous objects 

 such as qualities and actions. Therefore (a doubt arises) in respect of sound. Whether 

 does this differential feature of sound, being perceived by the ear, differentiate sound 

 from qualities, the homogeneous objects, as well as the heterogeneous objects or not? 

 The structure of this commentary is as follows. 

 1. Sound is defined as one of the objects (artha=dravyagunakarma).
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 2. Every one of the objects has a differential feature which differentiates its 

 abode from homogeneous objects as well as heterogeneous objects. 

 3. Sound has a differential feature, i. e. being perceived by the ear. 

 4. Since having a differential feature is common to all the three objects, a 

 doubt arises as regards sound. 

 This structure reflects the three required conditions of doubt laid down in VS 

2-2-19, i. e. samanyapratyaksa, visesapratyaksa and visesasmrti8). The above 

mentioned Vatsyayana's interpretation has the same structure. Although there 

are several pieces of evidence that Vatsyayana recognized asadharanadharma as 

a cause of doubt, we can place no confidence on theme. But it is to be noted 

that a slight but serious difference lies between Vatsyayana's and Candrananda's 

interpretation: i. e. the former regards the vUesa of this case as anekadharma, 

while the latter regards it as sadharanadharma. The differential feature can 

surely work as a common feature of artha since it is commonly found in every 

artha, but the differential feature itself cannot be a common feature. Laying 

stress on this point, one would not take this vi.esa as sadharanadharma. The 

Naiyayika thought of it as anekadharma (a property related to many objects). 

Probably this opened the possibility of allowing Uddyotakara's interpretation. 

But this does not mean that Vatsyayana's anekadharma can be identified as 

asadharanadharma. 

 There is a marked difference between this type of interpretation and the fol-

lowing Uddyotakara'slo). 

 (Doubt arises in respect of sound], because its differential feature, being produced 

 by disjunction, is not found in any one of substances, qualities and actions, that is, it 

 is not found anywhere (except in sound). Being produced by disjunction causes a 

 doubt because of being excluded from every other object. 

 This interpretation is based on his theory that doubt arises from the percep-

tion of a peculiar characteristic. He interprets anekadharma as asadharana-

dharma. (We will see how similar is this interpretation to Dignaga's view on this pro-

blem.) But at the same time he seems to show some hesitation in denying the 

older view, for he repeatedly expresses that a doubt caused by samanadharma 

and a doubt caused by asadharanadharma can be taken as one and the same
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type from the point of view that both of them are caused by the lack of cor-

respondence (vyabhicaritva)11). 

 We can-conclude from this, difference that Vatsyayana holds a different view 

from Uddyotakara's on anekadharma. Candrananda's interpretation is the same 

as Prasastapada's12)  Therefore it could be said that Vatsyayana, Prasastapada 

and Candrananda share the similar interpretation of VS 2-2-26. And this means 

that no such interpretation of VS 2-2-26 or anekadharmopapatti as Uddyotaka-

ra suggests is found in the Nyaya-Vaisesika literatures before the time of Uddyo-

takara. It is probably because an axiom that doubt is caused not by a differential 

feature. but by a common feature was held by them before the time of Uddyota-

kara. The axiom is explicitly expressed in NS 5-1-1513). And besides, it is a 

logical conclusion of VS 2-2-19 and NS 1-1-23, for doubt is defined by the expres-

sions "visesapratyaksat" and "vitesapeksah" in these sutras. 

 If it is the case, what made Uddyotakara give up this axiom? It is probably 

the same cause as that which forced Prasastapada to set up anadhyav'asita as a 

separate fallacious reason: that is, Dignaga's criticism. 

 Dignaga attacks the Vaisesika view of doubtful reasons (sandigdha) as followsl4). 

 Not only "because of having horns it is a cow" is the doubtful reason, but also a 

 too specific reason is [this kind of fallacious reason). Thus (the specific characteris-

 tic of sound,) being perceived by the ear, causes a doubt as to which one of the six 

 categories sound belongs to. Since this characteristic subsists nowhere [except in 

 sound), it is a cause of doubt concerning many entities. 

 (Objection) The differential feature, (being perceived by the ear), is observed Cto 

 be excluded) from both homogeneous and heterogeneous entities, therefore it is vir-

 tually a common feature just as being straight up Cof a man and a post). 

 (Answer) It is not so. Because a doubt whether X is Y is never caused by X being 

 excluded from Y. Thus having a substance C, a characteristic of X which differenti-

 ates its abode from substances,) would not cause a doubt whether X is any one of 

 the substances such as earth and so on. Accordingly this (differential feature) is a 

 cause of doubt with regard to all the entities, and is nothing but a too specific (rea-

 son), since it cannot be excluded from all the entities. 

 This criticism urged the Nyaya-Vaisesika to change either theory of doubt or 

of fallacious reasons, for adoption of asadharana as another kind of doubtful
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reason would incur a contradition to the axiom of doubt, while disregard of 

asadharana would leave their, theory of fallacious reasons defective according to 

the cannons of trairupya. 

 Prasastapada preferred to change the theory of fallacious reasons rather than 

abandon the axiom of doubt, so that he set up anadhyavasita as a separate type 

of anapadeta. On the other hand Uddyotakara preferred to recognize asadharana 

as a variety of anaikantika, and thus he changed the theory of doubt, and gave 

up the axiom of doubt. 

 Conclusion 

1. Doubt from perception of a differential feature is not defined in VS 2-2-26. 

2. Vatsyayana's interpretation of VS 2-2-26 conforms to Prasastapada's and 

 Candrananda's. 

3. According to them the doubt explained in VS 2-2-26 is that which is caused 

 by a differential feature working as a common feature of all the three pada-

 rthas called objects (artha), i. e. substances, qualities and actions. 

4. Doubt from the perception of a differential feature or a peculiar charac-

 teristic was not admitted by the Nyaya-Vaisesika before Uddyotakara, since it 

 was their axiom that doubt is caused not by a differential feature but by a 

 common feature. 

5. What made the Nyaya and the Vaisesika split on this subject matter was 

 Dignaga's criticism on the Vaisesika theory of fallacious reasons.
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