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INTRODUCTION

P i
| The Author of the Nyaya-pravesa.

When nearly ten years ago my lamented friend and pupil, Mr; C. J).
Dalai, asked me to undertake some publication for the G. 0. S., and on
my consenting to do so wanted me to choose beween Tattvasamigraha and
'Dinnaga’'s Nyayapravesa,’ my choice fell upon the latter. A Tibetan
version of the work had been noticed by Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhisana in
his'History of Medioeval Indian Logic/ but its Sankrit original, he thought,
"was log", and therefore the discovery of the Sanskrit Mss was expected to be
hailed as a valuable find, Moreover, Dirinaga, to whom the work was attri-
buted, was one of the greatest figuresin the history of Buddhist philosophy,
and conseguently in editing his work, | imagined | would be bringing to
light the next great milestone in the history of Buddhist logic in thejourney
backwards from Dharmakirti, to whose work | was introduced in 1890 in
Dr. Peterson's room in the Elphinstone College, Bombay, when that scholar
was engaged in editing Dharmakirti's Nyayabindu with Dharmottara's
Tika. Furthermore, | had alurking hopethat the Tibetan version might turn
put to be a mere summary, in which cae this new find might very well
prove to be ' a peak of Darien' revealing a vast stretch of some new land of
philosophical thought.

On looking into the Mss | was not alittle disappointed: The
Sanskrit text was found to be the exact original of the Tibetan version
which had been trandated into English by Dr. Vidyabhusana; and so far
although a valuable find, it made no addition to our knowledge of Buddhist
logic. Moreover, to my great surprise | saw that in the Mss the name of
Dinnaga was nowhere given as the author of the Nyayapravesa! A
gleam of hope that | might still be ableto show that the work was Difnaga's
burst upon me when | read the word * &E#=a®&&¥ 'in the concluding verse
But my faith in the surmise that this might be suggestive of Dinnaga's
authorthip was very much shaken when | found that the Sanskrit
commentator of the work—although usually Sanskrit commentators arevery
keen-sighted and speculativein this respect—saw no such suggestion even
though he had referred, just a line before, to Pramanasamuccaya which is a
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wellknown work of Dinnaga's. | had, therefore, to turn for evidence to
those famous works of Indian Logic which contain direct or indirect
rferences to Dinnaga, viz, the N_yaS/abindu and its Tika, the
Nyayavartika and its Tika, and the Slokavartika and its Tikd. In the
years which have dapsed snce then, the results of my investigation have
been largely anticipated by scholars who have worked upon these and
other materials with the help of the Tibetan verson. This was only
natural. The Mss which could have been easly put into print in les
than two years had been lying with me for ten, and although this was
" mainly due to causss beyond my control it was impossble to expect that
the tide of research should wait for the personal convenience of any man.
Today, therefore, my task condss merely of holding the sales even
between two contending parties and exercisng the privilege of a judge in
criticising the evidence of both.

On the question*—Who is the author of the NyayapravesaP-scholars
areranged in two groups, which may betermed the Tibetan sthod and
the Chinee <thod in accordance with the source of the evidence on
which they rely. Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhusana, Pandit Vidhushekhara
Bhattacharya and Dr. Keith (thelast somewhat cautiously) belongto the
former ; Prof. Ui, Sugiura, Tucci, Tubianski and Mironov to the latter.
The first group depending upon Tibetan evidence regard the Nyaya-
pravesa as a work Dihnaga's, while the second on the strength of Chinese
evidence attribute it to Sankarasvamin, a disciple of Dinnaga.

Some yearsago, as a result of his study of the Tibetan Mss
Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhusana mentioned the Nydyapravesa as a work
on Logic by Dinnaga, and the Sanskrit text which is now being published
was found to agree so completdy with the Tibetan version as trandated
into English by Dr. Vidyabhusana that Mr. Dalai, who had acquired the
Mss of the Sanskrit text for the Baroda State, was also led to beieve
that the work was Dinnaga's. This prima facie view has been b
sequently supported with condderable external and internal evidence
by Pandit Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya in the Introduction to his Tibetan
edition of the work recently published as" Nyayapravesa Part| | " in the
G. O. S, Hisevidence is as follows,—
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(1) T says “R ~npwmrt agrardemrgf: a=g 1; and so reads T swor-

_ W SIS AW AR TR S o

(2) Commenting upon the introductory verse of his Pramana-
samuccaya which contains the lines :(—

“ sRRY @R
w2 Rugd s\ ”

(6) Dixinags saysin his vrtti *,.....SEROEERIRE  ( =RwEsmi )
R THvEge e 1

() Again, Jinendrabuddhi, commenting on the same in his Vis'sla-
malavati, says— R TRdaRETERR AT 1 SRREE SR
( ==l )-esfmdm @ aipe )

{¢) And the smme writer says a little further on: “wfeeD
e (s ) smofemeeria: @ity | oo el
e’ sergego] 1 (N, Pr Skt. p. 7, |, 13) seneai 7 g 1
A6 BemRRaT ST FesR | 7

Note—Pandit Vidhushekhara equates ‘<nagr’ with ‘<R’ in the
above extracts on the strength of a note in the colophon of T! (Pp. 28-29)
that "in a Chinese book it is ssn as Nyayapravesa whilein Tibet it is
now known as Nyayadudra'".

This equation however, does not ssem justified. For, as pointed
out by Dr. Tucci, "in the colophon to the Nyayapravesa, trandated into
Tibetan from the Chinee (Cordier, iii, p. 436), it is already said that this
work must not be identified with the Nyayamukha[ Dr. Tucci's reading
for Nydyadvara] which is quoted in the commentary on the PramSija-
(samuccaya).". The note in the colophon of T* to which Pandit Vidhushe-
khara refers should, therefore, be explained in some such way as this, that
the Tibetans had not seen either the Nyayadvara or the Nyayapraves a, and
had heard only of the former, and consequently when they saw
Nyayapraves a they thought that it was the same as Nyadyadvar a,

(8) There are references to Dinnaga's logical tenets in Kumarila's
Slokavartika some of which are traceable, almost verbatim, to
the Nyadyapravesa, a few of these being expresdy attributed
to Difindga by Parthasarathimisra, the commentator of the
Slokavartika. These are as fallgws :(—

{a) AR s 7w TerRoEGA—8'l-virt (Anu-P, 60)

Rt sesRideRiresi | Ao 2 Hf——Parthesfirathis
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Now compare the illustration of @R in the Nyayapraves'a:
SAGRGR 4 oA W TR

(B) wrivvand A w@: @ e JF AR— S'l-vart (Anu-P, 63a)
Compare Gaaaiea a0 @ & afy (N. Pr P.2,1] 17,18).
Note—The commentator of the Slokavartika does not sy that
the passace the Sl-vart is taken from or found in any of the
works of Dirinaga.

{¢) Tromnfinia Al 3 fRid |

9 TR 9 zgaa W 1 §'-vart (Aon-P, 64,65 a)

Compare o8t # ss%:—found in Ch and T of the N. Pr., but
not in T' or the Skt. text where the illustration is “gfeair:Tae
UF AR .

(@) The last illustration—3g=#&R:$9% ete.~cccursin Parthagirathi-
mis'r3's commentary with the only difference that &g is omitted,
which makes no difference in sense. This is given in the
Nyayapraves's as an illustration of J=fEs.

Note.—In Parthasarathi’s commentary it is introduced with
the words ¥ ta g yfiwalfiedisd: sReue” and is vegarded asa
case of ‘o', and not ‘@enew (=aTAERIRAE a8 it ig
cdled there) as suppossd by Pandit Vidhushekhara. The
learned sthdar sEms to have bean mided by the printing in
the Choakhamba edition of the Commentary on the Sloka
vartika where the passage on ¢ smaarg * beginning with g ¢a g
ec" has ben mixed up with the paragraph on @i,
(e) werdl ot Smarssriaa §'l-vart {(Anu-P, 105 a)

Compare TuRR{ET: YFQErBIAEEET. ( o187 omitted in T?
N. Pr.) whick is given as an illustration of RREWRAwdasMA
(a variety of %8 ) in the Nyayapravesa.

Of thesxs, as painted out by Dr. Tucci, (a) and (c) arefound ad in the
‘Nyayadvara (=Nyayamukha asit is called by Dr. Tucci), and so drop out of
the-argument altogether; (b), (d) and (e) oocur in the Nydyapravesa but not
in-the Nyayadvar a, which, however, doesnat provethat they have bemn drawn
from the Nyayapravesa. The name of the fallacy of (b) oocursin the Nyaya-
dvara (=Nyayamukha of Tucci) though not the illustration, which
although ;found in the Nyayapravesa nesd not have ben .drawn from it,
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As regards (d) it is given by Parthasarathi as an illustration of smwmfte
and consequently it is certain that it is not taken from the Nyayapravesa
where emmiaeg is illustrated quite differently, and the example under
discusson is called stefrS.  Lastly, (€) is a well-known argument of the
Sarhkhya. Inregard tothis Dr. Tucci says: " The example was not
invented by Dinnaga, who rather took it from the Samkhya-Karika 17. "
He has, however, misssd the point. In the Samkhya-Karika it is not
given as afdlacy, but asavalid argument. As a fdlacy it is givenin
the Nyayapravesa, and so do in the Slokavartika. Pandit Vidhusekhara
could therefore argue that the latter hed borrowed it from the Nyaprave'sa
and not from the SamkhyaKarika. The argument however, cannot
establish the main thess  For, assuming for a moment that the author of
the Slokavartika hes borrowed the illustration from the Nyayapravesa,
how does it follow that Dihnaga is the author of the Nyayapravesa? Asa
matter of fact the assumption too is unwarranted. For, on a subject like
the exigence and nature of amad the Buddhist could not have been
theonly critic of the Samkhyas, and consequently the Samkhya-Karika
under congderation must have been criticised in severd non-Buddhist as
well as Buddhist works. _

Tosumup. Two conditions would be necessry to justify the
concluson that Dihnaga is the author of the Nyayapravesa; 14, that a
certain pessage occurs in the Nyayapravesa only; and 2ndly, that it hes
been attributed to Dinnaga. The only pessage which has been connected
with Dinnaga by Parthasarathimisra is No 2 (@), but it occurs dso in the
Nyayadvara (=Nyayamukha) and thus breeks down as an argument to
prove Diimiagas authorship of the Nyayapravesa

Against this, the Chinee schod dands for Sankarasvamin's
authorship of the Nyayapravesa, which according to Sugiurawas "intended
to be an introduction to Dinna [Dihriagas] work." Prof, Ui. after laying
bare the confusion in Dr. Vidyabhusande treatment of certain numbers in
Nanjio's Caaogue condudes: " The ascription of the Nyayapravesa to
Dignaga is not correct. " But the most detailed criticism of the Dinnaga
theory hesbeen put forward by Mr. Tubianski, who contendsthat "the Nyaya-
pravesa was not the work of Dinnaga" He compares the Nyayapravesa
with the Nyayadvara which is unquestionably a work of Dinnagas, and as
aresult hefinds'

(1) That the Nyayapravesa has some fdlacies in the list of mﬂm

which are not found in the Nyayadvara. e
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(2) Theggwma@s, fourteen in number as enumerated in the
Nyayadvara and the Pramapasamuccaya, are not found in
the Nyayapravesa. ]

(3) The terminology of the Nyayapravesa is more lucid than that
of Diimaga's works.

(4) Dharmakirti, the author of the Nyayabindu and known as a
Vartikakara of Dihnaga, uss the term geiAaasa instead of
wifiRRTdasRa of Nyayapravesa

from these data Mr. Tubianski concludes that the Nyayapravesa

is not a work of Dinnaga.

Reviewing these arguments, Dr. Keith thinks that none
of them is conclusve the discrepancies between the Nyayadvara
and the Nyayapravesa being such as can be satisfactorily accounted
for on the hypothesis that the Nyayapravesa was later than the Nyaya-
dvara. Though both of them were works of the same author,
Thus, in the Nyayapravesa Dinnaga, as a rewult of further
cogitation? has discovered more types of than he had done before ;
and, if he has dropped the fourteen ZMHIEs in the Nyayapravesa, it is
because he has seen no valid ground for continuing the Brahmanical
tradition of ‘s’ (the equivalent of ZW™IE in Brahmana L ogic) which he
had followed in his earlier works; that the Nyayapravesa is written in a
more lucid style than the Nyayadvara only provesthat it is a later, and
therefore more polished, work than the Nyayadvara. Mr. Keith, however,
while thus disposing of Mr. Tubianski's argument against Dihnaga's
authorship of the Nyayapravesa, differs from Pandit Vidhushekhara in
BO far as the latter regards the Nyayadvara to be the same as Nydya-
pravesa according to a Tibetan tradition. " Thereisno real doubt," says
" 'Mr* Keith, "that the Nyayadvara(not to be identified with the Nyayapraves a)
was used in the Pramaijasamuccaya, and the definition [of 44 ] was
taken thence" At the same time he suggests that the word *#f&’ of
oo’ in  ( @EEORIEENRMA: ' in the Pramapasamuccaya-Vrtti  of
DinnSga and dsewhere may well include’™mIs¥, and thus not exclude the
possibility of the Nyayapraves a being one of the works composed by Dinnaga,
This pogtion of Mr. Keith, however, destroys the value of Pandit
Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya's ground No. 1.

‘Dealing with the other grounds of Pandit Vfclhushekhara, which
Condd of certain supposed references to the Nyayapravesa in Rumania's
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Slokavartika and Parthasarathimis Ws commentary thereon, Keith sys
that the references " ae not conclusive evidence in the absence of any
definite mention of that text [ Nyayapravesa] and of any proof that the
doctrines cited are not found in other parts of the writings of Dignaga.'
Thisisjust that wesk link in the chain of Pandit Vidhushekharas argument
No. 2 which | have pointed out above (seep. ix). Mr. Keith concludes this
part of his article with the characteristic remark " | t gppears to me, therefore,
that from the evidence adduced by Mr. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya and
Mr. Tubianski dike no certain conclusion can bedrawn.” The externa
evidence which Mr. Tubianski has adduced to support his denia of Dihnegas
authorship of the Nyayapravesais that the Chinese who know of both
the Nyayadvara and the Nyayapravesa and who have made the Nyaya
pravesa the bess of their logica studies had evidently ' larger materials
for ascription’ than the Tibetans, and they have ascribed the latter to
Sankarasvamin and not to Dirinaga, athough they know of both.

With all the arguments of Pt. Vidhushekhara, with the exception
of No. 1., thus removed from thefield, and those of Mr. Tubianski shown
to be inoondusve, the whole controversy reduces itself to a conflict
between two traditions—the Tibetan and the Chinese. As agang
Tubianski's plea of the greeter reliability of the Chineetradition in view of
the Nyayapravesa being awork of specid study in China, Mr. Keith obsarves
that, aspointed out by Pt. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya, one of thetwo Tibetan
versons (T?) was besad on the Chinese version and this fact reduces mate-
rially the strength of the arguement from the Chinese tradition. As Pt.
Vidhushekhara "cautioudly obsarves "at least et the time of the trandation
(T2 from Chinese into Tibetan) Sankarasvamin as the author of the work
was unknown not only in Tibet but d0in Chind'. The strength of the
Chinese tradition in favour of Sankarasvamin's authorship is still further
reduced if we acogpt Pt. Vidhushekharas argument that No. 4 of Itsing's list
of Difnagas works is to be identified with the Nyayapravesa. Tubianski
thinks that Itsing's list of Dihnagas works contains nothing that can be
identified with the Nyayapravesa "But", obsaves Mr. Keith, "that
is hardly the cass, No4 of Itsing's list [TheSastra on the Gae of the Cause *]
gopears to be the Hetudvarasastra or Hetudvara "and he refuses to acoept
Tubianski's objection that "it cannot aswer to Nyayapravesa, as the last does
pot treat exclusively of hetu." On the contrary, he sees " decidedly more
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validity in Mr. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharyas view that "Hetudvara and
Nyayadvara (equivalent to Nyayaprevesa) mean the same thing." | am unable
to agree with Dr. Keith and Pandit Yidhushekharain identifying fgrwith
AgR and saPER with =rasen (1 wonder how Mr. Keith accepts the second
identity having himeelf distingnished ¥#Wdw from I9gR in a preceding
paragraph). It seams to me that a clear distinction is meant by Difnnaga
between g and =M iu the titles of his books, the latter being used in
the widest s of Reasoning while the former means only the Middle
Term. Such a confuson would be particularly surprisng in Buddhist
Logicwhere werte a s r e clearly distinguished fromgamm.  For
this reeson | am rather inclined to agree with Dr. Vidyabhi?anain
identifying Itsing's No. 4 Hetudvarasasastra with  Hetucakra-hamaru
(rightly read Hetucakradamaru by Tucci and Randle.).

The Chinee sthool has to account for what Tubianski cdls the
‘Tibetan blunder.” Thisis how Tubianski explainsit: The Tibetans knew
of the Nyayadvara from Dihniagas own references to it in his comments on
the Praménasamuccaya, but as they had no verson of it they thought that
the Nyayapravesa which wes really a work of Sankarasvamin, but
not so known to them, to be the same asthe Nyayadvara, and con-
sequently believed that Dinnaga was its author.  This, he adds, is "evident
from such atitle as the Nyayapravesadvara given by him to one of the
Tibetan versons'. With reference to this Mr. Keith remarks that "there is not
the dightest evidence of ignorance on the part of the Tibetans, the Tibetan
index giving an express warning againg confusng Nyayapravesa with
Nyayadvara'. This, however, is not dtogether true. That there was some
confuson in Tibetan between Nyayapravesa and Nyayadvara is shown by
Pt. Vidhushekhara, who on the beds of this confuson hes attempted to
identify the two works.

If we have thus failed to arrive at a definite concluson regarding
the authorship of the Nyayapravesa, it is becaue no single piece of
evidence, nor even the generd weight of the whole, which is at present
avallable, isfound to be conclusve. We must, therefore, wait for more
light for the solution of this problem, which, we may hope, will come
some day out of the Tibetan and Chinese librariesof Mss, of which large
masses still remain to be explored, published and studied. Mean-white*
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| may be permitted to record my persona opinion, bassd on the generd
trend of the evidence discussed above, tentatively as follows :—

The Nyayapravesa is a work composad by Sankarasvamin to
facilitate entrance into the Nyayadvara (=" The Gate of Logic")
which isawork of his master Dinnaga.

In the interests of correct historical scholarship, it was necessary
to condder whether the Nyayapravesa was a work of Difhnagas or
Sankarasvamin's.  But the meder and the pupil being contemporaries,
there are severd related problems to which it makes no difference whether
we attribute this work to Dinnaga or to Sankarasvamin. Thus, for
example in discussng the chronologica relationship of certain other works
of literature and philosophy to the Nyadyapravesa, we may very well
consder them in relation to Dihnaga, who is far better known than his
pupil Sankarasvamin.

| 1. The Nyayapravesa and the Manimekhalai.

The question of the authorship of the Nyayapravesa and its date
have recently come into prominence in connection with chapter X X 1 X of
a Tamil work cdled the Manimelehalai, which is dmogt identical with
the whole of the Nyayapravesa. Professor S. Kuppuswami Sastri of the
Madras University hes presented in pardld columns the striking
coincidence of the logic of Araavanavatikal, the Buddhist teacher of
Manimekhada in the romance, with that of Dinnaga, the author of the
Pramana-Samuccaya, whom he hes asumed to be the author of the
Nyayapravesa dso on the authority of Dr. Sdischandra VidyabhUsana.
The points of coincidence brought to light are:—

(1) The doctrine of two 5#is, 524 and &g, with just one word
added, viz., 9%47% ,

(2) The definition of S®& which is confined to the T
variety.

(3) The five &44s, from which unly three have been recognized,
viz., 94, ¥ and =,

(4) The nine wgrnds, viz, SREEES, WMANEE, SEEARE, AHG,
S, SEERas, REMT and SMEEE,

(5) The three ¥awras, viz., witE, swas (=ufRa) and e, of which
the first is subdivided into four viz., 3walés, smamufys, RaRs ()
and NE; the sccond into siz, viz, UMRW, e,
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areRmg® Rugeaiitey, fvdeReall avenfi, Fdwkeg® and fizar
sfiii  and the third into four viz. sitEsficdourTs, wRgs:
frudases, sieee@wioans, and afiRgvicdaanys,

(6) The five aTEiTU—MIGs, viz., TNALIRATS, TATAHFE, FHATHATS,
ey and RO ; and five IaRiEmROGs, viz,, SaEmE,
GNFITRIT, SHARTAIY, seiots and Redaaiile.

(7) Mention of RmmaRaRa, and @ATow ( e ) sivenes, which
Dharmakirti drops.

From the extraordinary coincidence of 'definitions, illustrations, and
.even order of enumeration in severd ingtances between this chapter of the
Manimekhalai and the Nyayapravesa, Prof. Kuppuswami Sastri concludes
that the former isbesad upon the latter and that "while section X X1X of
the Manimekhalai cannot be assgned to pre-Dinnaga period of Buddhist
logic, there are sufficient indications to place it in the post-Dinnaga period,
dos to the transition to certain departures advocated by Dharmakirti by
way of improvement.”

As againd this view gdands that of Dr. Krishnaswami Aiyangar
who regards the chapter X X1 X of the Mapimekhala as belonging to the
pre-Dinnaga period of Buddhist logic. His contention is that in severd
respects it tekes up a halting position between the old ‘Brahmanica Nyaya
and the Nyaya of Dinnaga. Thus.—

(1) In the Manimekhala the pramanas ae sadto be only two,
others being regarded as cgpable of inclusion in the secoond ;
wheress " Dinnaga, who ssams to have no such quams and
actually deds with the four pramanas of the Naiyayikas, regjects
the first two, after examination positively” (see the Pramana
sumuccaya of Dinnaga).

(2) Similarly in the discusson of the avayavas, the Manimekhalai
sams to mark a transition. It mentions the Jive avayavas,
aooepts three and does not condder the other two as they are
cgpdble of incluson in the third. There is nothing like
rejection of them as invalid as in Dinnaga."

Prof. Krishnaswami next points out that—

(3) "Dinnaga solemnly lays himsdf out to consgder the Svartha
and Pgrariha, forms of syllogism,,. . .. .. After a serious
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discusson he comes to the concluson that the latter being
included in the former it is supefluous to treat of it
sparady. To the Manimekhala it does not ssam necessty to
discuss the latter at all.

The last fact does not ssm to me to prove Prof. Krishnaswami's
thess that the Manimekhda represnts the transition dage pointing
towards the logic of Dinnaga and therefore earlier than Dinnaga. On
the contrary it would show that what required to be discussed in the days
of Dinnaga had become an acoepted truth in the time of the Manimekhada*
Asregards the first point, it could be sad in replythat the radica
reforms of Dihriega had reached the dage of unquestioned acoeptance in
the days of the Manimekhda. Dihnaga laid down the doctrine of the
two pramenas, Pratyaksa and Anumana, to the exclusonof al the redt.
But the Manimekhalai still continued what was perhaps the older attitude
viz., that the two pramaaas included all the others, a view similar to that
of the old Vasesikas,

It must be admitted that the resemblance between the contents of
the NySyapravesaand those of the X X1X chepter of the Manimekhaa
is S0 complete that the Nyayapravesa must be supposed to be ether inserted
in or extracted out of the Manimekhdai. The former hypothess would
sEm to be more probable in view df: the fact that the Manimekhada was
after all a romance and not primarily awork on logic. Thus, as Dr. Jacobi
points out in his correpondence with Prof. Krishnaswami "in many
Jarin romances there is introduced some Yati, who gives an exposition
of the law, converts the hero ec* etc. but nobody hes taken these teachers
for historical persons. " Even if we do not go as far as the learned
German orientalist and deny the historicity of the Buddhist sage—iravana
Adigal—of the Manimekhalal there is no doubt that there is far less
likelihood of alogician extracting a chapter of a romance verbatim and
passing it off as bis work than of the writer of a romance borrowing a book
of logic from a logician and inserting it in bis work to show off his
Sadrac learning. The probability of the latter hypothess isfurther
gtrengthened by the evidence of certain lgpses on the part of the borrower.
For example, the writer of the Manimekhaa substitutes three for five
avayavas very unintelligently. He does not perceve that the last two
avayavas can never be included in the drsttanta, as heignorantly imagines.
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Impressed by the arguments which require Manimekhaa to be
placed after Dinnaga, the author of the Nyayapravesa according to the
Tibetan tradition, Mr. R. Narasmhacharyar, ex-Director of Archoeologica
Ressarches in Mysore, would shift the date of Dinndga from 400 A. D.
which is at present the generaly acoepted date, to the second century A. D.
in order to meat a difficulty caused by South Indian history. The contents
of the Manimekhalal, itis sad, point to its being a production of the
Sangam age, and the Sangam age being supposad to fall in the second
century A. D, the Nydyapravesa which isincorporated in the Manimekhalai
should be regarded as still earlier.  Who is then the author of the Nyaya-
pravesa? Nagarjuna, sys Mr. Seta Aiyar boldly, and assgns him to
the 1 century B. C, In attributing the Nyayapravesa to Nagarjuna
Mr. Aiyar takes his stand on the statement in Bunju Nanjio's catdogue
p. 270 Nos. 1223, 1224, which Takakusu hes dsoaceepted. This, however, is
amistake, Nagarjuna being wrongly reed for Dihnaga as Pandit Vidhushe-
kbara Sestri hes shown (N. Pr. Pt. 11.G. O. S. Introduction p. Xxii.)
Mr. Aiyar's hypothesisis rendered highly improbable by the developed form of
the treatment of logical fdlacieswhich iscontained in the work. Moreover,
it would be contrary to all that we know about Dinnagaand his contempo-
raries as well as to both Tibetan and Chinese traditions about the authorship
of the Nyayapravesa. As Prof. Krishnaswami hed to point out in rejecting
Mr. R. Naraamhacharyar's suggestion "Dinnagas contemporaneity with
Vasubandhu would be difficult to call in question unless we are prepared to
throw to the four winds all the available evidence of literary tradition com-
pletely. Vasubandhu cannot be taken to an anterior date such as this
would imply without doing very great violence to accredited Buddhist
tradition and Chinese evidence of a definite character”. Beddes, the date
of the Sangam age which is sad to be the second century A. D. is still
uncertain, and it is further doubtful whether we are justified in assuming
that the time to which the work ( Manimekhalai) refersis " undoubtedly
the time of the author.”

| I'l. Dinhaga and Prasagapada.

As early as 1904, Prof. Stcherbatsky advanced his view that Difnaga
was prior to Prasastgpada. Later, however, this Russan savant
reversed their order and maintained that PrasastgpSda wes either a con-
temporary or a predecessr of Vasubandhu, the teacher of Dinnaga
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Dr. B. Faddegon (1918), controverting Stcherbatsky's earlier writing
questioned the correctness of the view that the Vaisesika had borrowed from
the Buddhist logician, namely, Prasastgpada from Dinnaga. His ground
was one which desaves to be appreciated more than is commonly done.
He wrote: "Years and years before Dinnaga and Prasastapada lived, there
must have existed a mutua intellectual influence of Brahminism and
Buddhism. When we look for indance a the different examples of
hetvabhasas and other abhasas which Vidyabhusana quotes from the
Nyayapravesa, then one circumstance dtrikes us immediately: nearly half
of the examples have to do with the eternality or the transiency of sound.”
Add to thisone more circumstance, and it ought to put an end to all
unwarranted speculation about the originality of aparticular dectrine in
Br&hmana or Bauddha logic: asiswell known severd Brahmanas in that age,
who may be presumed to have had training in Brahmanica Sadras, becane
Buddhists—and Dinnaga is a conspicuous example of this class—athough
the converse of this would gppear to be very rare owing to the exclusveness
of the Brahmanica case.  Keith, however, has emphatically asserted that
"Prasadgpada  was indebted for his sysem largely to DinnSga’;
and even Handle, who hes been very cautious in his committals in
this matter is inclined to bdieve " that Dinnaga was earlier than
Prasagtgpada, although in ome caes where  similarity of logica
tenets or illustrationsisto be found between them, this may be due-to
Prasastgpada having berrowed from a Vaisesika writer earlier than Dinnaga
rather than from Dinnaga himsdlf. " It will thus be observed that the
prablem of the relative chronology and indebtedness of Prasastapada and
Dinnaga is by no means simple: it is particularly dfficult, as we know
definitely that there were Vaisesika commentators before Prasastapada and
Buddhist logicians before Dinnaga.  For example, when we s that parti-
cular doctrines which are not found in the Vaiseska Sutras are found in
the Prasadgpada Bhasya and are referred to by Dinnaga and even his
predecessors, we may. be tempted to conclude that all these Buddhist
writers including Dinnaga were posterior to Prasadgpadar  But, says
Mr. Handle, " dnce there were Vaseska commentators before
Prasastapada whose comments Prasastapada embodied in his Bhasya, it is
these earlier commentators who are cited and referred to by Dinnaga and
his Bauddha predecessors*

gl
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_ Whilethe genera force of-this line of argument may well be
admitted, it is impossible to rule out every paradld on the smple plea
that-it may have bemn taken by Dihriaga not from Prasastapada but from
oneof his Vaseska predecesors  Such a position would pardyse all
argument from pardlels. Some of the considerations which Stcherbatsky
has cited in his later work to show that Prasestapeda could well have been
a contemporary of Vasubandhu, the Buddhist teacher of Dinnaga, may be
here noted:

(1) Vasubandhu quotes the Vaseska definition of &3 not
according to the text of the Siitra but according to the text of
Prasadigpatids Bhagya, viz., “esnedi: sme” " It is hardly
to supposed that both Prasestgpada and Vasubandhu refer
to an older source'—comments Stcherbatsky.

(20 The Vaseska theory of sound—that it conssts of a series
terminating a the place of hearing—which Vasubandhu
criticises isthe one found in the Prasastapada Bhasya and
not in the Vaiseska Sitras. “ This artificial theory " sys
Sticherbatsky " is not found in the Bhasya and Prasastgpada
Is manifestly its author." " It follows from thee facts”,
concludes this Russan scholar giving his revised opinion,
"that Prasagtapada is either a predecessor or a contemporary of
Vasubandhu.”

We must, however, before accepting this position condder the
arguments which have been definitely advanced to prove that Dinnaga
was earlier than Prasastgpada

There are severd other considerations which, although they do not
conclusively edtablish Prasadapadds priority, constitute prima facie
evidence in its favour :—

(1) Ore such noted by Handle is a pessge in the chapter on the
Bauddha-Darsanainthe Sarva-darsana-saihgraha. The Passsge
runs thus :

“Rnt gar=l GG @HATS A7 | TR SRIRGETAEE: SRR | 7al:
R SR WReTETaRlG |, TR qeeEmmRGE AR mie |
BEER— ‘T a3 cAisraraATRf | awrEEd: aagaRaiGgwn
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A TG AGR GNgy A g ) RRE T qrafy Rademmgenn 7 ol
a9 andigRa 9w Sigaa Sl 9] Amrwd syewdadc w R,
It may be said that the linesquoted after “‘agw# ” in this paseage
have been introduced as a criticism of Prasastapada regarding
gy and it has been attributed by Dharmabhisana ( a
Jaina writer of the sixteenth or sevententh century A, D.) to
Dihnaga. This would show that Dihnaga is posterior to
Prasastapatla. But, against this, it should be noted that the
passage is quoted not as Dinraga's criticism of Prasastapada’s
dictum, but as his criticism of the®&m= doctrine. Moreover,
the value of Dharmabhusanas attribution of the passage
to Dihnaga is very much discounted by the fact that
Dharmabhusana belongs to a much later age, which is some
twelve hundred years after Dinnaga, when it might have
been a tradition to attribute all criticims of s@mrEs to
Dinnaga, the great apostle, if not the founder, of the smigarz.
Against this, some consideration may be shown to the fact that
if the passage could be quoted by a writer of the 13th century
it may not be impossible for a writer of the sixteenth to know
the name of itsauthor. Assuming then that the passage
belongs to Dinnaga, the prima facie deductionfrom this
passage is further strengthened by the consideration that
"Prasastapada does not reply to Dinnagas criticism, as he
might be expected to do if he had written later than Dinnaga. "
(Handle). But, as Randle has pointed out, the argument is far
from conclusive. | would add that for the purpose of the
argument it is not necessary to rely upon the passage quoted
in the Sarvadarsana-samgraha. If there be any value in an
argument from silence, there is the silence of Prasastapada who
does not refer to any of Dinnaga's criticisms of @Erg found
elsewhere.

(2) Vais'esika Sutra IX, ii, 1, (“se w1 seo GaiRY RO s R
3% ”) enumerates the real relations which form the basia of
Inference. The Sutra is in harmony with the Buddhist view
which divides 8gs into ®¥ie, @@e, and %#JI8®4e, But
Prag’astapada substitutes for these particular relations the
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general relation of @®=d and in doing so he remarks that
the Vais. Sutra was only illustrating the different varieties
of ‘argad, positive and negative, which was the general head
under which all the particular varieties could be subsumed.
And yet, Prasastapada, although he had occasion to do so,
does not say one word about the Buddhist doctrine formu-
lated by Dinnaga. This would show that Prasastapada
was earlier than Dinnaga. After pointing out this consideration
in favour of Prasastapadas priority, Randle adds: " The
argument is only from silence. But it would have weight
if supported by other lines of evidence. " | think other
lines of evidence are not wanting.

Another consideration which Randle regards as a strong piece
of evidence for placing Prasastapada after Dihnaga proves the
very opposite, owing to a basc inadvertence on his part. He
says with reference to 'the antinomic reason' (fAserafiafia) :
“|f Dinnaga was the originator of the conception of the anti-
nomic reason, viruddhavyabhicarin, which is found in the
Nyayadvara as well as in the Nyayapravesa, then it is definitely
proved that Prasastapata came later : for he refers to the
viruddhavyabhicarin by name, and gives reasons for rejecting the
conception. And, he adds: " This argument has had great
weight with me, in the absence of any indication that the
viruddhavyabhicarin was mentioned by any writer earlier than
Dihnaga." Now, as a matter of fact, Prasastapada does not
refer to viruddhavyabhicarin by name ; it is his commentator
Sridhara, the author of the Nyayakandali, who does -
Consequently, there is no reason to conclude that Prasasta-
pada came later. On the contrary, Prasastapada introduces
this hetvabhasa merely as " &=a: &®&¥: " mentioned by some

“&fam?), and the illustration which he gives (“mgmmri= of
(@), g (“{gama =

oA racaweEaiRy’ ) ‘
wAa: FeTEraRTE@aiia’” ) does not occur in the Nyayapravessa,
Nor, is that illustration the %ﬁm_recorded_ by-Dharma-
kirti as an illustration ef -ia%&awarariti—a hetvabhasa which
was recognized by Dinnaga, as Dharmottara adds. Itis

obvious, therefore, that Prasastaptda had not before him the
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viruddhavyabhicarin of Dinnaga, with the illustration given
in the Nyayapravesa or in some other work to which
Dharmottara wes referring; and considering that Prasastgpada
dossnot " refer to viruddhavyabhicarin by name' one may
presume that he was not aware of Dinnaga's terminology.*

(4) Another smal consderation weighing in favour of Prasagd’
padas priority is that Prasastapada does not subdivideieagmam,
while the Nyayadvara and the Nyayapravesa both give a
fourfold division. This, however, is open to thereply: "This
may only show that the Bauddha logicians introduced formal
devdopment into the earlier Vaiseska logic which they
borrowed, and that Prasastapada was,not prepared to acoept
the innovation." (Randle)

(5) From the clumsy terminology of the subdivision of the
fdlacies of Exemplification (f&sgtamrg) in Prasastapaia as
distinguished from Dihnaga one may naturally conclude that
Dihrndga care dfter Prasagapaia and improved on his
terminology. But Handle would still place Dihriaga after
Prasagtgpada and credit Prasestgpada with "unwillingness to
acoept even gifts from the enemy.  This is too ingenious.”

In view of the evidence which has been collected and discussed above
| am of opinion that the balance of probability isin favour of Prasastggadas
priority to Dinraga—a view which Stcherbatsky has urged againgt his own
theory of an earlier date.

% I have diceusged this question rt more length in wmy Notes pp. 6165, On
p. 65, at the end of the first paragraph I bave raid “Had the “@i%q’ been Baddhist,
Prag’astapida would not havo called the propoeition “aymufgsg” which is another
word for sqenafreg’. But I think T ought to modify that stutement by adding:
““Bot it is possible that Pras’astapida may be referring to Buddbists who had taken
their illnstration from the earlier Vaisesikas and conseguently when Pras’altlpiﬂ:.
asks the other party to call it ‘snmnigsg’ heuzes 1he Buddhist nomenclature and not hia
own, his own ATAETE boing of a different kind which is illustrated by “anmeia qﬂwh”
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V. The problem of Dinnaga's contributionsto
Indian Logic.

Closdy connected with the above, but resting on a wider besis,
is the question of the original contributions which Dinnaga is supposed to
have made to Indian Logic:

(1) One such contribution, it is said,is the view that "the
proposition, the point of disputation or the thesis, is a
judgment not the terras of a judgment.* Thisview is
expressad in the Pramanasamuccaya Ch |1 T and the passsgein
which it occurs hes been quoted by Vacaspatimisra in the
Nyayavartikatatparya as Difinagas—which is now extracted
as Fragment F J for essy reference. The substance of the verses
has been thus summarised by Vécaspatimis'ra: &g Rzama
yuireaisaugmAaRagat: GEagant 9 gnEsiaRRsEeE aud-
aq” The doctrine which is here attributed to Difinaga and
is found in awork which'isindisputably his, does not appear
for the first time in hislogic, nor isit peculiar to him. That
the problem had occupied the attention of earlier logicians
is dear from Dinnaga's reference to different views prevailing
on the subject. Moreover, the very tenet which is regarded
as acontribution of Dinnaga's to the logical theory is tracesble
to earlier writers. Vatsyayana, the author of the Nyayabhasya
while saying that fire wes inferred from smoke I  aar gamifia-
ft% ") in a passsge where the precise form of the Probandum
was not under discusson but only the different types of
Inference, saysin another place where the form of the Pro-
bandun reguired to be carefully doated for interpreting the
Shtra i—"" WY T FRIT-AAIRRG aF 98 wEntaE SMArRsT
et wfa: 952 39 | @C agedd 193 0’ Conformably to this
Uddyotakara, the Vartikakdra, says in the Vartikaon N.S,
I.i. 33 “ ssaiuaREs i g,

How is it then that in the pessege quoted above, Uddyotakara and
his commentator—\V acaspatimisra—criticise Dinnaga ? A careful study of

* Sugiura's " Hindu Logic" p. 34. Vidyabhusana's H. |. L. p. 281
t See Dr. Vidyabhusana's " History of Indian Logic" p. 282.
T Fragments from Dinnaga pp. 18-21 by Dr. Handle.
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the points which are raised in the course of the discusson will show that
what they redly criticiseis not the doctrine of Dinriagas in its abstract
form, but the doctrine as applied to the particular cese of the smoke and
the fire where their locality is not visible owing to distance. As Vacaspati
says:  ImAN JWIASWA q@ag: Al FEgiadl qEeEmsEg g agRe R I
agAlaEad : "—that is to say, Difinaga's theory will break down in the case
of the smoke whose locality is invisible owing to distance { “ 9% g Jigemn aed
JAET T3 A A 383 7 &e ). Then sfter discussing the ordinary view that
fire is inferred from smoke as its invariable concomitant, Uddyotakara and
Viicaspatimis'ra opine that what heppens in such a case is that one parti-
cular character of smoke (#f#aa@n) is inferred from another character of the
same smoke ( “@isgEARE@AIRA s ¥ ). Next, taking the other
stook illustration “ @@ awg: Farwa ”, Uddyotakara explaine “ dearghasy
g wdi ufyargEd af afE ¥ARY thus: — 391 {EARHET RRG Fawd ¥ |
udeIERl T uT: 03 aigdigonsgagaas . Thus, the afidwwar theory
of the 3R9 is held by the Brahmana logicians just as well as by Diiniga
and his sehool.

Similarly, in the first of the two famous verses “ag &3¥da €33
N4E A AgREd | dgEN 9 Ad alRgagaese) Redandl a7 @iaa Bedy art
RAegitsuRaaaiaF sEasadia v’ which Pras’astapada quotes from Kas'yapa
the word ‘3@’ means, as the commentator says, < SRABIRRawRIEE
I" Kuraarila, who comes a few centuries after Dinnaga, discusss the
problem in the Slokavartika in a s&t of versss which in point of reasoning
bear a dose resamblance with the verses quoted from the Pranignasamuccaya
Now, it isdifficult to bdieve that the anti-Buddhistic Brahmana would
have swalowed the view of Dinnaga if it were a pure heresy from the
orthodox logic. For example, Uddyotakara does not hedtate to indulge
in carping and even irrelevant criticism whenever he comes across the
logical heredes of Buddhigts.

(2) Another signd reform in Indian logic with which Dihnaga
iscredited is his rejection of the fivemembered syllogism.
While Maitreya* soke of two kinds of theses I[ @i )
‘ "and ' 't and Vasubandhu described  two

* Dr. Vidyabhusanas H. 1.1. L. p. 264.

T Could this terminology have been suggested by the snmideg and sradeg of
the Vaiyakaranas ?
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kinds of syllogism,* ore of five parts and the other of two,
it was Difnaga who took the decisive step of rejecti ng
39w and 997 as superfluous even in the Pararthenumana.
There can be no doubt that the Sfitrakara and the Bhasyakara of
the Nyayadarsana recognize only the five-membered syllogism,
and yet it is curious to observe that in the numberless arguments
which they employ in justifying their sysem and convincing
their opponents they hardly s forth the five-membered syllo-
gism. In the Vaiseskaschool the distinction between wmigwia

and AR has been recogmzed by PraSastaoada whose corres-
ponding terms are ‘wfiAigER' and ‘sueigas,” but he hes not
like Dinriaga reduced the latter to three members. If the
logical theory which does away with 3w and fanma from the
Pararthanumana be sound,—of which | am not atogether sure—
the credit for the reform evidently belongs to Dinnaga.

(3) Itissadthat "the sgnificance of the middle term (caled
Hetu) for inference and hence for the theory of reasoning, is for
the first time discussed by Dinna [ Dinndga] and the result of
his study isthe famous doctrine of the 'three Phasss of Hetu'f.
This isknown as the doctrine of the 5&a’ or the three essential
conditions of a good hetu, which are enumerated in our text
a6 “TIAET, ‘auq 8’ gnd ¢ BedFET’,  These are the same
as the conditions which were laid down in the couplets of
Kasyapa which Prasagtgpada hes quoted and to which we refer-
red in the preceding paragragh. It hes been said, however,
that there was borrowing from Dinnaga on the part of Prasasta-
pada, and "this borrowing F Prasastapada hes tried to conceal /!
and such athing isin entire accord with the natural wish of a
school, when it has to appropriate fruitful idess from another
to disguise and adopt them in form if not in substance"
| refuse to bese my concdusions on the hypothesis of a moral
depravity on the part of Prasastgpada which there is no reason
to asume | rather agree with Dr. Randle in thinking that

*H.l.L.p. 269.
T Suguraa "Hindu Logic" p, 35,
T Soherbatflky.
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" the effrontery of such a claim (that the doctrine originated
in the school of Kasyapa i. e. the Vaiseskas), if the doctrine
had really originated recently in the Bauddha schools, would be
incredible”. There still remains one important point to
consider: Does ‘agiaa §a&” in the couplet mean ‘connected
with the s whichis the subject * of the inference {esg#1)’ and
thus correspond to ‘eeresiard’, the first of the three conditions
mentioned in our text; or doesit mean ‘connected with the &g’
in the narrow sne of ' the mgor term," thus emphasising the
necessity of invariable concomitance between the middle and
the mgjor ? Dr. Keith proposes the latter interpretation, and in
support of it he argues that the clue to the meaning of =g
isto be found inthe ¢ &g’ of ' &&= > which admittedly means
@ (major term), and not 8. As againgt this we must
remember that the double meaning of the word ' srwa” or ‘g
is by no means rare in books of early logic, both Brahmana and
Bauddha, But even if we take the word '@g%a ' in the narrow
gne of &, it does not necessarily follow that the condition
means only the invariable concomitance of the &% (middle)
and the a=r (major); forit may still mean that which is
bound up with, that is, coexisting with, the 8™ in a common
substratum.  Dr. Keith's interpretation, though simpler
than that of the commentator, is not borne out by the sequd
in PrasastgpSdas BhaSya. While explaining the lines of
Késyapa, Prasagtgpeda distinguishes between the meaning of
‘agan’ as occurring in the first half of the line and that
occurring in the second through the pronoun &% ; thus
"ghIAIEA " and ' S@RERIP, ' which justifies the commen-
tator's explanation noted above. Moreover, among the
falacies which arise from the violation of the essentia condi-
tions, both Kasyapa and Prasastapada mention sfag; which
is afalacy arising from want of ggs#ar,, which must therefore
be included in the list of those conditions. It is not right to
sy that this line of reasoning begs the question, for
Kasyapa himself hasincluded &f¥® among fallacies {¢ Rwmidg.
§Rumis¥  wemi@e’), and so hes PrasastgpSda, whose

¢ iy SRR aedREmE of-8'ridhars in the NySyakandali, '

v
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illustrations of the particular fallacy clearly show the necessity
of including 9sad& among the essentid conditions of a
good hetu. It should be-noted that in thus interpreting the
language which conveys the essentia conditions of agood hetu,
in the light of the falacies which arise from their violation, we
are not using an extraneous test, but one which is supplied by
the statement in the following couplet viz. “faaiand 74 & ™ etc.
Furthermore, even direct proof of the commentator's interpreta-
tionof ‘eigha’ in ‘argidm d=&’ being correct is furnished by
Prasastapadids mention of a falacy caled "sigdai&a’, where
‘ergda’ unguestionably means wergaar and the fallacy is an earlier
name of the later *snsm@s’. The reader will be interested to
know that a stanza in the Mudréraksasa which ssems to have been
founded upon the conditions laid down in these couplets supports
the above interpretation. The relevant line in the Sanza runs
thus: “ary Fi&anaada qix e qud Rl st = Rogal waiE 9g aams
fazd\”  These lines are an exact parallel of Kag'yapa’s couplet.
Here “@rd’ means ‘fafai53 98),’ says the commentator,and rightly;
this can never mean concomitance with the arer, for we cannot
sy that 4a is ffda in 3/ although we can sty 3% is & with
¥R, "Moreover," as Randle says, "the doctrine [ of trairupya]
isaready implicitly present in Vatsyayana's Bhasya on N.S.
V, 34 and even in that sutra itself." | would further cite the
Bhagyaon N. S. 1, i, 34-35 where it is said s—firdt, @i sfadaE
H, next sge® @ sfiddma, and lastly ssmwEqsdiE, |.etc—the
conditions corresponding respectively to * sevaea’, ¢ aed wran,’
find ¢ fsd awevay’ which make the trairftpya of the hetu.
(4) Dihnagais said to have "introduced a universal proposition to
take the place of the old analogical examples. " This view is

strongly supported by Dr. Keith who advances two arguments
initsfavour* :—

(1) First, a dose scrutiny of the different parts of the five*
membered syllogism and their context would show that
originally the reasoning of the inference was supposed to
proceed from the example to the case under consideration,

% Keiths!, L, A. p. p. 87 ad p. 104,
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and not from a unlverwl proposition supported by exam-
ples; i. e it proceeded " from particular to partlcular by
anaogy in the manner approved by J. S Mill", and not &g
other logicians hold from the universa to the parti cular.

(2) " Prasedgpada recognises the necessty of the universal
proposition, but it is more likely that for this reform heis
indebted to Dinndga than vice versg, for "a'priori it is more

ressondble to assume that Prasastgpada owes the principles

to a school in which it had a natural right to exist. "

It is difficult to take the second argument serioudly, for it is well-
known that the logic of a sysem is not dways consistent with its
metgphyscs.  However, if the argument is pressed, it can be easly met by
a counter-argument that the universal proposition on which inference
is besed hes a better 'right to exist' in a system which recognises the
reality of: universas than in one which knows of no universal but only the
paticulars. It was the believer in the universa who later on felt
the necessty of explaining the validity of the universal proposition
a a beds of inference, and therefore, assumed a peculiar non-empirical
(wi@s ) variety of dA8 or =WER for its apprehension, which he
cdled smramgw* gaarafa  Aspointed by Dr. Randle, "the Nalyayika
(Brahraana) so far from admitting that the principle hes a natural right to
exist inan idedligtic sysem, emphaticaly denies that such a sysem has any
right tosuch anidea” ( Se HandlesF. D. p. 54; and N.V.T. p. 127).

Before dealing with the first ground | will put forward certain
evidence basad on the terminology of the Nyaya Darsanawhich points to a
recognition of the universal proposition in the process of Inference and will
a0 cite pessges to disprove the view that with Gautama and Vatsyayana
Inference was only areasoning from particulars to an adjacent particular.

Theword 1=’ as dso theword ‘s, literally means 'going down*
and implies the process of descending from the universal to the particular.f

* Dr. Keith calls thisjfanalaksand, whichis obviously a slip. (Seel. L, A.
p. 104).

| It dso meant the general principle as opposed to exceptions which are
particulars, because it was from the general principle that one came down (=17 ) to
particulars. In this sne the word is used in the Pratlsakhya Rl LI L
watara “ﬂll’ﬁr‘ﬂﬂm
watery » (Rk. Pr. Patalal ).

That ftrpFT was based” on < gathering together ' of examples which yield the
opinion he quotes ( Tie: §AIERT GAFT FABAIAI T [Forears T @Y FHarmarievay Foqdy
geieegm: ) in his Nirukis,




XXVili

T’ which etymologically is the reverse of ‘=g’ means'carrying up', and
it implies the oppodte process of carrying up the particulars to the
universal. The word ‘2% we render by 'Example' in English but in doing
s0 miss the significance of the Sanskrit original. "#@’ is that in which * &=’
L e atruth or principle* is "€ (observed), as distinguished from ‘fé&ma’, that
is the truth which isproved. Another word used in the Nyayastitras
which bears dear testimony to the recognition of the general law as the
bass of Inference is ‘@eqfemR’»—i. e. the hetu with ®¥=R or variability as
opposd to invariability which is its necessary implication as a condition of
valid reasonsing.

Luckily, we have still more convincing proof of the position which
| am here trying to establish, in the shape of certain syllogistic illustra*
tions. Vatsyayana has given in the course of his commentaries on the
Nyayasfitras. For example, in the Bhasya on I. i. 34 he explains the force
of ¥aRHw, as & hetu of W@ by sdding ‘TaRwiTaRe ik’ (w.
qiwa, (Y Swttenfnel it ) which is a clear enunciation of the posi-
tive general principle (57s71(%) on which the argument is based; the nega-
tive counterpart of the same being given in the Bhisya on the next sfitra
as  srgaRSiRE. " which is the sRitesmii and ie illustrated by swenfdrsrs
(“aier: ey Sulmdsa, srgrafaade; fw T o snwniReeafai”). In the Bhisya
on sitra 39 where all the five 8345 are formally set forth we read as an
illustration of STEW not ‘erreanaa but “Fafas wETREEmRE LR 17
Similarly, in the commentary on I. ii, 7 which defines s%wWaR Vatsyayana
uses language which shows a clear preception of the value of the universs)
principle. Thus, instead of saying siffiem: w3 Feqaalgeesd: wWizaian, he says:
“oifveg: R FEaRlgues: g aqueATTaTREAG B S@TE ” wherein writers
used only to the Aristotelian syllogism, which contains a general proposition
without the particular vouchers on which it rests, suspect an arguent from
particularsto an adjacent particular as soon as they se a particular mentioned
in the syllogism. As a matter of fact, the particular example serves only as
a voucher of the general law. Even the Buddhist logician, therefore,
Fesks of AR and not #MsARTE,.  Not only was the universal proposition

known to Gautama and Vatsyayana as the bads of Inference, they even saw
that the universality might be mideading unless it was carefully scrutinized'

* Of. Tyinfd g sacTTE=at:—Bh. Gits 11, 16,
1 Here the predicate is placed before the subject just as in a1ffey: eg: therelore,
it iscPhymgafyeen and is thus & good sfiwsant.
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Hence they mention a certain type of fdlacy which they cal fanfd® on
'generality’, that is, a falacy consagting of a mideading generalization which
can be opposed by another generdization giving riseto alogical deadlock,
unless and until it is removed by the discovery of some particular point
(fag) which would turn the balance in favour of one or the other. As
Vatsyhyana pointe out under N, 8. 1.1, 39  ersaencs &g wddh: araamme-
g SR SgAREd | rafRud g @y WAl TEEAAE JERNE e aNa
e TR RYRAE @ TTAEe 3 Jesdane ¥ R ”

Uddyotakara's criticism of the notion of ‘ef3amma’ and that of
‘ vaduEdsd '* a5 the beds of Inference hes ben adduced as a plausible
ground for holding that his Brfthmana predecessors could not
have originated the doctrine of 3t (universal proposition) of which eif§arma
and =FFERET are but negative forms.  But the objection is besad upon
a superficid view of the paragraphs in which the criticism occurs.  For, it
should be noted that it is not the doctrine of ‘e’ or ‘avadamieds’
that Uddyotakara critcises, but only the particular form in which the
definition is worded.

The Vaiseska Stiras similarly contain some dear indications of
the recognition of the universa proposition as the bass of Inference.
In Sfttra I11. i. 14, Rfeesaaewe, ‘S¥& *is explaned by the
commentator as “ ®&mmr afg:” . The explanation is correct.  Inference
is here said to be resting on the statement of the hetu (=g ) besed
upon ‘ siwfg ” *. e wel-established concomitance. If Inference had been
regarded as proceeding directly from the example to the subject we
would have been so told; instead of that we ae clearly given to under-
dand that the3g as amark of the @™ must have been previously 'well-
known' or "wel-established * — a condition which cannot be
sad to be fulfilled by a 8§ which simply bdongs to an example or
bedongsto it dong with the % unless it is in fulfilment of a well-
known and well-established principle. Again, in Stra IX. ii. i, * %
s -ARE-ROR-gaan 3™ 3F,” there would have been
no point in specifying the different kinds of relations which generally
figure in the universa proposition, if the Inference procesded straight
from the example ( @3 ) to the subject { 7 ).

: In view of this direct and indirect evidence which | have cited, it
is impossble to agree with Mr. Keith when he says that “the third member
of the syllogism is nothing more than an example, and that the original

* SN, Vartikaon NS, 1.1, 5,
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@) in bis Panjika, and commenting upon the text of the V rtti he does not
think that the addition of “#” in the word hes been made owing to the
necessity of filling up the messure of the verse, and in thisview he isjustified
by the fact that even lower down in the prose pessge where no such
necessty exists Haribhadra uses the words “ =qesaased s " which
the Panjika explains * sawadifa s3ws” " etc. The word 'sira’ however,
like the additions in the Tibetan and Chinee mss is only a description
and not a part of the title. Similarly, in view of the condse style
combined with the weighty matter of the work, it cane to be described as
"*$*' and it was so known to Haribhadra when he wrote hisVrtti.

3, Commentaries,—

|t seams that the Nyayapravesa wasavery popular work on Logic and
was commented upon by a number of Jaina as well as Buddhist writers.
Haribhadra, a Jaina writer, whose commentaty—'" arasaagi® *'—is here pub-
lished, knew of anumber of learned and eaborate commentaries on thesNyaya-
pravesar, of which the one by Areata, a Kashmirian Buddhist scholar, ssams
to have attracted mog attention.t Areata is mentioned by the Jaina
logician Ratngprabhasuri the author of the Syadvadaratnkaravatarika
(dated 1181, A.D.) who characterises him as dever in debate (** sResaage:™)
and he hes criticised Dharmottara, who lived about 847 A. D, His date
thus falls somewhere in the tenth century. ¥

Haribhadra. The author of the Vrtti, is " Haribhadra I 1" .
(s Dr. Vidydbhftsapas " H. 1. L." pp 208-10). He was an erudite
scholar, who was well-versed in Buddhist as well asin Jaina logic, asis
evident from the pessges which he hes quoted from the works of
Dinnaor Dihnaga, Dharmapala and Dharmakirti along with those of
Sddhasena, Samantabhedra and Mallavadin, in his Anekantavadgjayapatekea
tika,8 This is further borne out by hisinterest in the Nyayapravesa, and his
acquaintance with the commentaries of this work, to some of which he
makes references is his Vriti.

* sy aesiEdl SpT STy U TRAIRA qARTNEItor GRIEA: | AEWAT §Ra.
&3 gengwEam I

T S= Notes p.p. 2, 4, 10. &c.

T About 900 A. D.—Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhiisana, On the evidence

mentioned above (H. 1. L. p. p.331-32).
§ SeDr. ¥ Vs. H.I.K p. 209.
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The date assgned to Haribhadrastiri by Dr. S. C. Vidyabhusana
is"about 1120 A. D." * This, however, will have to be put a littleearlier,
in view of the date which has to be asigned to his commentator
farsVadevagani.

Parsvadevagani, the author of the Panjika on Haribhadra Suri's
Vrtti, states the date of the composition of his work as follows.—

“ CRTGRIY ARGAERSTOITI |

gt FEgt GreHIeRs s 0 (<, S, 9, 9fe p, 82)

The symbolical statement of the date contained in the first line has
been interpreted as Vikrama Samvat 1189, =" 1133 A.D." by Dr. S.C.
Vidydbhusana, and this has been accepted by Pandit Vidhusekhara
Bhattcaharya.f The" Jaina Granthavali" (published by the Jaina Svetambara
Conference, Bombay ), however, gives thedate as V.S 11691, tf.1113 A. D.
The differece arises from the difference in the interpretation of the word
'@ in the above quoted verse Does" W “ stand for 8 or 6 ? Fortunately
we have a test in the details of the month, the fortnight, and the nakgatra
mentioned in the verse. | referred the question to my learned colleague
Pandit Bamayatna Ojha, Head of the Department of Jyanytisain the Oriental
College of the Benares Hindu University, and requested him to apply the
test. Hefound that the details accorded with the Vikrama year 11691. e.
1113 A. D. ¥ From this incidentally we learn that Parsvadevaga’i
beonged to that part of the country where the month is commenced with
the dark and ended with the bright fortnight i e. Northern India.

Sricandra is the author of the " NySyapravesatjppana " which
Dr. S. C. Vidyabhusana dexribes as" a supercommentary on- the
NydyapravesaVrttiof Haribhadrastiri”. In the BrhattippaniKait isdescribed
mrERRd 198¢ o ofiuai ?  This shows by the wey thet S'ricandra
knowa the msin work as “m7des,’ and not as ¢ RIS as supposed by
Dr. Vidyabhitsana and Principel Vidhue'ekhara. The work is said to have
been composed in V. 5. 1168=1112 A. D, Thie makes it one year nlder
then the Panjiké of Pars'vadevageni.

# In Dr. 8, O. Vidyabhdganis H. I, L, p, 208.

t Bes Nyayipraves'a Part IT ( Tibetan Text ) @. O, B. p, 11.

1 He writes et yersiil vt wc¥ oft Ba o B vw BT 6 1pes @ Siwgm §4
QFRN  spreedeEy B WY 1 e e e Wel Y € 1t ¥ @ow s geemdy
e B St srgTn e D 38 R A Y | 4R TR R} g raem e e @ v eyt
yony g, AT et @ | R

v
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9. Manuscripts - —

The present edition of the Nyayapravesa and its Vrtti and the
Pafljikaof the V rtti has been basad upon the following four manuscripts of
which the firgt three were placed a my disposa by the Baroda State
and  the last was supplied by my leaned and esteemed friend Jalna
AcawaSrl Vijaya-Nemisuriji of Ahmedabad:—

1 amﬁﬁam text—fol. 2, origina from Hemacandracarya
Jain Sabha, Patan. A photostat copy of this is preserved
in the Library of the Oriental Institute, Baroda

2. =usasata—(1) fol. 16, origina in the Oriental Institute,
No. 2844.
(2) Seoond copy, fol. 6, preserved in the Jaina Jnana-Mandira,
Pravartaka Sri Kantivijayaji Sastrasamngraha, Baroda

-3 gsyEgitaE-—(1) pamlesf old and dilapidated, fol. 119
minus 1,4,62-64, 67,70, and 90, obtained from Khetarvas
Jain Bhandar, Patan. A photostat copy of this is a0
preserved in the Library of the Oriental Institute, Baroda
(2) Secod copy with folia 19, 20, 22-24 only obtained
from the library of thelate Mr. T. M. Tripathi of Nadiad.

4. =aRwEga with 3%, a new copy on peper, fol 14%—
with 15 lines to a page supplied to me by KcSrya
S'ri Vijaya-Nemi-Suriji of Ahmedabad from his Bhandar.

5, Thanksand Apologies—I must apologize to the reeder for the
numerous misprints that have excgped my notice owing to hurried proof-
reading. Instead of making a separae list of Errata, big and smal, | have
corrected all the important misprints at their proper place in the Notes—
an arrangement which | venture to think will be found .more sarvicegble
than the usud one of putting up alist a the end of a book. There is
one correction, however, which | should specidly mention.  When the first
few formies of this wiork beginning with the text of the Nyayapravesa, which
were first printed at Baroda, were reprinted at the Bombay Vaibhava Press
Jn order to secure uniformity of print and pgpe—for which | am
specidly indebted to Dr. Binoytosa Bhattacharya, the Generd Editor of
the G. O. S—I sized the opportunity for correcting an important
pessge on P. 4 11 1077 relating to the Hetvabhasa * RugwRee®
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gt The reading in the first print which Pandit Vidhusekhara
hes usad for his Comparative Notes was besed on the old manuscripts of
the Nyftyapravesa ( No. 1) of the Baroda Library and ran as follows—
“Pednemaie: qugEndt aqr | SEERTE FRISHEER | SEemRRRa: S| T
g | A ER TR Rudsh AT awRae Rgeerai giaseie i
and after it was pliced in brackets the reading of the press copy
prepared for me by the Baroda Office which ran as follows :—* sowa:
wadas: adiser AygEmikfvg: | aleeiEca fmdshad i awmdeeR

frggearadaiei®ien *.  The brackets bappened to be left out in the first
print |  This gave a very unsatisfactory text which is now completely
corrected on the authority of the two other manuscripts-No. 3 and 4 in the
list made above. '

In thanking all those whose manuscripts | have usad in the
preparation of this work, I must particularly mention
my late lamented pupil and friend, Mr. C. R. Dalai, who
placed the collected manuscripts at my disposal ; aso, Ac&rya
Sri Vijaya-Nemi-Stiriji who supplied me with his beautiful copy of
the Nyftyapravesaka Vrtti immediately on reguest. | am also grateful-
far morethan | can.express—to the late-lamented M r. Kudalkar, Superinten-
dent of the Manuscript Library of the Baroda State, and to Dr. Benoytosa
Bhattacharya, the present General Editor of the G. O. S, for the
utmost courtesy, patience and consideration which they have shown
during the period of the long delay which has unavoidably occurred in
the publication of thiswork. My long illness in 1923 and my constant
preoccupations with the heavy academic and administrative work of
the Benares Hindu University are my only excuse. This expresson of
regret | also owe to the world of Oriental scholars who have evinced a keen
interest in the publication of the " Nyayapravesa of Dinnaga' ever dnce it
was announced. | am thankful to my friend and collaborator Pandit
Vidhusekhara Bhattacharya for promptly bringing out the Tibetan
edition of the Nyayapravesa as Part Il of the work in the G. 0. S, and
thus satisfying to a large extent the curiosity of these scholars

A. B. DHRUVA.
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10.
11.

12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Books of Reference.

NySyasutras of Gautama with the Bhgsya of Vatsydyana.
Nyayavartika of Uddyotakara.
Nyayavartikatatparyatika—of  Vacaspatimisra—Vizianagram
Series.
Vaisesika Stitras of Kaiiada.
Prasastapada Bhasya—Vizianagram Series.
Sridhara's Nyayakandali, being a Commentary on Prasastapada
Bhagya.
Nyayabindu of Dharmakirti with Nyayabindutika of Dharmo-
ttara.
—Dr. Peterson's Edition; Asatic Society of Bengal.

” —Bibliotheca Buddhica, Petrograd.
Nyayavatara of Siddhasena-Divekara with the Vrtti of
Siddharsi-Gani,

" —Edited by Dr. P. L. Vaidya.

» — ., Dr. S. C. Vidyabhusana.
Tattvasamgraha and Com. by Santaraksta and Kamalasila
—G. 0. S
Mimamsat-Sloka-Vartika of Kumarila Bhatta, with the
commentary called Nyayaratnakara of Parthasarathimisra—
Chowkhamba Edition, Benares.

Dr. Satis Chandra Vidyabhlisana's "History of Indian Logic".
Keith's " Indian Logic and Atomisim".

Keith's "Buddhist Philosophy.'’

Handle's " Fragments from Dinnaga".

Vaiseska Philosophy, By Prof H. Ui.

Vaisegka Philosophy, By Dr. Faddegan.

Hindu Logic—By Prof. Sugiura.

Nyayapravesa of Acarya Dinnaga, Part |l (Tibetan Text )
with Introduction and Comparative Notes. G. O. S—
By Principal Vidhusekhara Bhattacharya.
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26,—=27.

28.
29.

30.

31. "
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" Dignaga's Nyayapraves a and Haribhadra's commentary on it." -
—An artidle by Prof. N, D. Mironov (Schanghai)

" Is the Nyayapravesa by Digiaga 2—Dr. Tucd's article
in the Journal of the Royal Agatic Society, January, 1928,

"Buddhig Logic before Dignaga’—Dr. Tucd's article in the
J. R. A. S. July, 1929.

" The Authorship of Nyayapraveaa "—Kaeith's article in the
" Indian Higtorical Quarterly" March, 1928.

Y Matimekhalai "'—with Introduction. By Dr. Krishnasvami
lyengar.

"Problems of Identity in the Cultural History of India"—
—By Prof. Kuppusvami Sastri—Madras Journal of Oriental
Research, January and April, 1927.

Aravanavatikal (Acarya Dharmapala ?)—" January, 1928.

" The Place of Prasastapada and Dignaga in the Evolutiou of
Vyapti"*—Mr. A. S. Krishna Rao—Madras J. O. R. January,
1927.

'Inference in Indian Logic'—Mr. A. S. Krishna Rao. Madras
J. 0. R. October, 1927.

Erkenntnis theorie und Logic—Nach Der Lehre Der Spateren
Buddhigen "—By Th. Sicherbatsky. 1924.
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Notes.

PO e

LA SAESEIEE-—A question arises: Was the Nyayapraves'a called ‘g
P. 1 Title because Haribhadra's work was a'#%’ i.e. acommentary on
and111-3 or wasit already known as “§%’ and consequently Haribhadra

calls hisown work *3®°’ ?  The latter would seem to be more
probable, because Haribhadra spesks of the passages of the text
of the Nyayapravesa as "Hzls 'on which he is writing his com-
mentary. The problem of the original title of the work seems
unaffected by this fact. For the exact title of the work se
Principal V. S. Bhattacharya's Introduction to Nyayapravesa
Part 11 p. xi (G. O. S), Prof. Tucci's article in J. R. A. S.

. January 1928, p 7, and my own observations thereon contain-
ed in the Introduction of this book. Panjika spesks of
CogrsRn® as a‘ame’ and aloas a ‘@’ (of. “¥ wamsfy
o W R aoe wamd aEsaaed,” and Ry ga-
wafh e aRwR"—DPattjika p. 38 a.).

111-2 |94 389 3@ etc. Demonstration and Refutation together with
their Fallacies are useful in arguing with others; Perception and
Inference together with their Fallacies are useful for one's own
illumination The rest of this book is an exposition of this
fundamental text.

l. 3. @ Question.—-Is it the author's own short statement of the
gegEsg:  Science of Logic, or is it an older text which he isgoing to
make the basis of his work ?  While a summary at the end
of a chapter by the author himself is not unknown (seee. g.
sgawdt of Jayanta ), such a thing at the beginning would
be surprizing. The author of the Vrtti, and following him
that of the Pafijikd, discuss the question why this couplet is
placed at the beginning of the work, thereby apparently imply-
ing that the couplet is ungquestionably the author's own. Such
an implication, however, does not seem to have been intended.
For, all that the commentators discuss is—why should the Sloka
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be placed at the beginning ?—a question which can beraissd and
disussad irrespective of the quegtion of the authorship.  Even
if the Sloka be the author's own, it may gill well be a sum-
mary of a logical doctrine which was older, and 0 it samsto be.
The quetion which is redly important isnot that of the
authorship of the Sloka, but that of the date of the logical
doctrine which it formulates, and this was demongrably older.

siieEa 48— This’ & ’ should be understood to be f&a and not
f5; for HaribhadraisaJaina.

.4, wqmEaeg &c. v.|. wHgEEme—the reading of Panjika. It is

Il 61

1 13
1 14

remarkable how the Bauddhas and the Jainas have made a
common property of the sdence of Logic.

Py @8 &c. Haribhadra sams to be aware of dder
commentaries on the =54, to some of which he refers in the
course of hisown Vriti.

Read-&=d for @% 1 o,

RIE.  Congirue : STatARIgeTE SR,

1 15. awessaiafs 8DC. The possble sme=raegs which a ‘o’ might raise

arethree—

(1) Beraussthework is usess ( ﬂaﬁmﬁi‘sﬂaﬁ)
(2) Beause thereis no such Sadra of ‘=m or logic (i)
(3) Beraus it is a hoatchpatch of unconnected matters.

( wEw=a ).

1 16. mmﬁm A stock illustration, whlch is here given as one of

fige and not sAWIEEE (‘o FdiRaER FegraciaEg —
Vriti) as done by Dharmottara, who like many other Indian
writers, says “grgeraa,..” ( N.B.T.) Pajika supports
the 4™ ( see below ).

17. za giewi &e. ¢ F@ wdata amde [ qEai R | 9vafa e dma

MR o1 A Jaaw AR FER | st g g seqan:
PRI qalie:,,.,., | Patafijali’s M.Bhasya I 1. 3. under
gaada N, 8. p. 140, also “ Sfawify mrguendiic agmwiditn =
TR | T 39 A G qn R gegn sdeidl 9
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$’abara-Bhasys. ( Ch. Ed.p. 10); and “egurmigwi seqmdsiond
et s sftenf adiRan ' —Bhameha’s Kavyalamkara IV, 8,
Of the four well-known g8 or points relating to the com-
position of a book viz. sfiER, @fwde, s Fand &&=, the firdt is
not mentioned here probably becauss, according to Buddhism and
Jainism unlike Brahmanism, any reader who feds interested in
the subject is an af&fe.  Of the other three, sttt and s
ae mentioned expresdy, and *fa* by implication. Reed
 siETEeW @ g9al wena 1 G g wsda 1 Y of, * awmiiiE-
quEsadeETdegeia W ( NJB.T.); also, * qmet
s ¥ PR | SETeTaerAsl A sAeena 1 ? Mim,
'), Vart. i-18,

+t+4+5a0ms—The portion shown s missing in the Ms, is pro-
bably «“ amemee . Thus, TEGH NEWH: ... A= 717
( from 745 ) is the science of the determimation of iruths
(* Pretwin wra—amdn g s afReEEsG ),
But | think the word +at2 ' as used for the Sdence of Logic
is very significant: mede up of the prefix R-down, and the
noun from the rooti&—to go, it clearly points to the logical
process of descending from the generd to the particular, thus
corresponding to Deduction' ( de-down, and duco-I lead,).
The word * fasma * (conclusion) tells the same story.

nasags;--The author of the Paffjika does not think that $ is a
meaningless addition mede by Haribhadra smply for the sske
of filling up the messure of the anusubh verse. In this
view heisjustified by the fact that lower down even in the
prose pessage Haribhadra speeks of ' =masimmened qrm,
sRTeR=" SymaaRy s " (Parijika) From this it would gopear
that the author of the Panjika knew the work as ‘ mm.’, At
the same time he says that this work of' /@ * isa s of the
g7 (‘ fAeRrearad gaae . It is, therefore, difficult to sy
whether the name of the work as known to him was ‘=g
{%) ‘@’ or ‘=@’ More probably it wes ‘ am®, ~ which he
do chaadterizesas' * ' becaue Haribhadra hes cdled his
work ‘ 3%’ and refers t0 the passages of *masd% as ‘ @7, ’
For 1534m &4 read FRmermm,
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4
A SwmmEa® dc*—Hee ae the four ‘efimms ' that is,

excdlences or supreme qualities of the perfect man according to
the Jainas, ( ) #riasm,, here suggested by the word, * w=rg*
() Fwanca by ‘TRA (1) sEnnAREE, b R ( amidEr )
and (¥ ) goim, b $2w1’.  The press-copy prepared in the
Baroda Office hes this note on “&#1™: " Here is a gap in the
origina pam-lesf MS. A leaf iswanting. " -The leaf [No. 4]
perhaps contained further exposition of the four efRmras,
and something dse dso. Butasitis, the passge “=aa-
ganfaa 4,..." is quite connected and intelligible, and nothing
gams wanting.  Possibly the leaves were misnumbered, No. 4
being inadvertently omitted. (For further exposition of
the #iiqms, 'ee my notes o &gIE®d . S.S.p. 3).

SFWATEARI't etc. Objection : - Thisglorification of the author serves
no purpose.  What is the use of saying that the great Master
is possesed of supreme qualities and is worshipped by gods
and men, when what is really wanted is a proof of the truths
contained in his work and not his glorification ? The sloka
conyeys no such proof: not the s&a& of those truths, for srr
is produced by == and not by a sloka ; nor sgam, for the
sloka is not a mark from which one could infer those truths.
It may possibly be argued that itis@=. But %% is only con-
nected with its own signification, and is no proof of reality
( Teeeq AEsd  SEEIRNEA:  SidesT IS a technical term mostly of
Buddhist logic meaning invariable concomitance.) 3o
Answer*—The above objection can be answered in two ways,
first, according to ‘ awd® ( Dharmakirti); and secondly,
according to ®m®z, a commentator of Nyayapravesa. " &
eI, FTEY: ®

| ReNEERY:, 93, in the Vegkdndo. 9. Mgk s according to

“arrng ‘5 thagagenich follows, “aned, ., .. Ao (11 14-19), is
accordingtos/z, (1) According®mar, such absagie knowledge
or conviction of truth is not necessary. Even & ( suspicion
or hope ) that the work may contain some truth should suffice
to induce an earnest sker after truth to read it.  Thus, the
purggse which the sloka is intended to serve is to creste such
a @m, and be it noted that, as Dharmottara ( commentator

Pharmakirti's Nyayabindu ) observes, SOT is sufficient for sgfé
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(* deaem R 1 adindishi R saom 1 Nermmedin e
N.B.T.p. 3.). (2) 3ffe answersthe objection differently. He
thinks that the %m is aready there, even prior to the reading
CE the sloka, 0 that the sloka has not to create it. (" wwiwis
SN S AR 95 R el oo SaemadRiRansanges ) ),
The sloka, however, provokes the reader to raiseall sorts of
objections and thus creates an opportunity for answering them
and thereby for drawing him unconscioudly into the study of
the stience of Logic.

P. 38b (HamonXe )...+556" R yeec® Rgd f@eafedi «=—The
reference is to “TaeE & 9EE uu oy FIfa 1 FEG SR A
e 34 wea (P, M. Mim 8Tokd, Vartika i, 12) and it
gedaed g AN xR | WERY J7 Ao S e 0 ( Ibid.
i. 17.) Thus the pessages occur in the SlokaYartika of
Kumarila, which is awork of the school of Pftrvamimaiiisa.
In the Parijika, however, they are cited as giving the opinion
of “ sgmeifk "—"Vaiyakaranas and others,"—probably because
the substance of the passages can be traced to earlier writers,
egecidly to Patanjali, the author of the Vyakarana
Mababhasya (& sesmidss 1. 1. N.S. ed. p. 55.)

P. 3%a wara@eande These have been fully st forth in the Vrtti
( se supra). For the three Kinds of fe ( aqeele: e
4 al@—N.B. ) accordingto Buddhist logicians, sse Nyaya-
bindu Part Il and itstikd. ®w&g isa#g which is bound up
( 5T ) withthe &1 essentially; ®48g is one which is bound
up withthe & causally; a ¥gweRag s one consisting of
negation, where non-appearance is the ground for inferring
non-existence. @l gREAWAREA etc*—Two inferences ae st
forth: one based on a @wEg and the other on egeefy
(1) SRR SAEER, R TERAIgeseRd.  This is
an inference based on &¥mRg, sewdliaE being essentially bound
up with &mhsam; for, to dois aways to do for a purpose.
() TEETEGE SRS, here SRS i T
and SRS I8 5%, IE the =n9% is abwent, zmq
is absent too, or as the logicians graphically put it, when
s, the =M, retires, she retires along with awmizm,
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the s,  ** Anwaiin sEFRRET SRrEEMEE,” of the Vrtti is a
ease of STIERTART ( AeRTE ) involving s ( rGIR ),

P. 39 awessafdzR etc—there are two more ¥gs pointing to the same con-
clusion- f*rfdee and sdagm, sl i§ Far 11 9 Re—see supra.
Here given as an example of - fFrfitisa,  #1&mi g 5 o
g, " (Panjka). In the absence of the initial sloka—" @rem
gy 95 "—which is redly the fundamental sloka, the whole
treatment of 4, &g, =i/ and their s would have been lost
in the air { s ). Moreover, it would have been irrelevant
( o ).
QL. 0. 3 sgEaim s~ @g|’ the firgt word in the fundamenta
P.11. 4. vesdefined. Mark: not theg aone, but the whole body
of Inference consisting of the statement of %4, 3 and wERd
is herecdled * ara .
9.3
P. 10 1 6. a—Explained in three ways:
(9) ar=asR avaa { 01 ),
(R) faR: aeag (99 ).
(3) @i enmm ( FaR ).

1 8 fasomred etc.—What is the @ of the am, that is to say, what is
it that it proves ? Answer: w333 wdfi. Not the ¥# alone,
¢, ¢. %, nor the 9 alone e g, 94d, but WARARE-w{A e g,
afgtatae g,

11 8-9. armadiamaft gquf, gmg— (1) R gy (2) Fwwdiia qyug,
Sinee, as stated above, the @47 consists of 5, 37 and T4, the
7¥Ws may be accordingly (3) wswaEm, (1) 33790 and (1) ErwEgw.

1 8. e & c—Thezm or attack is directed againgt SmAEE and
not amea; for, @ cannot be hurt if it is areal ‘4 i. e. capeble
of proving what it undertakes to prove.

111. 73 3R &e. |f asyou sy the target of gy is @@awIE and not
anm, how is it that the author says * arEisrwmEil gauis
(=n. 5. 'p.81. 3)? Answer: By & in that pessge is meant
not the amaf that proves, but the @mea that clamsto prove—
thus, that which the other party has put forward as * @me’,
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although in reality it is only a &rewrv, is an object of 4.
* g hag after all the look of @,

|. 15, anneses: &e. “ @onE’ in the verse goes with both M« and
gw%. Thus, we have @igag and FwwaE, in addition to @
and 397, to be treated in this work,

1 16. ane @i gt () SRR | GreEwEs are (1) s, (2) e
and {3) TG, FHUES re, 83 the N. Pr. says, awig-anal-
qiwiamt, 7. e allegations of 8 in the &M (-w,%g o )
which are not real.

qf 3T

P. 39b. #9 3BRAR—Note on the long & in FawM.-

LA G,
P. 101.19. w#fg &cr—w=mir, the questioner, the other party.

1 21. & @ agdt | n the cese of ‘qum g example given in the vrtti,
the relation between the two gs is that of the substance and
the article mede of it. 'Applying the pardlel to the cae in
hand, the inferential knowledge which we convey to the other
man will be the subgance of which* his new constiousness
will be made.

1 23. @ a4 — | wasincliued to read s¥-swidaara aar: which
gives the resson why s&rgt and sige™ were not sad to ‘wafi.’
In that casg the pronoun @a: would stand f scteEw=EY:.
Asit stands, however, in the reading swfdieeram, aat:, & will
stand for ‘ ®aaggwd:’, giving the resson why @ and
gw are * WA, But this does not account for " ga? and the
explanation wanted is why &4 and 38w done are w&f# and
not s&& and ¥FRME.  In Spite of this defect in the reading as it
dands, | have refraned from subtituting the conjectural
reading, because lower down in the vrtti, | notice another
loogness of thought with which the present should be kept in
harmony: compsre “SEHFAM TI AAE HEHGHY AN,
Ar@gant | rRdfFensar 341 1”7 (p. 11 1. 12) where @31: stands for
the former SmengaTad: and not the latter aTqagmweiL,

g1, 9. g, Sag~Its meaning traced; Nefufed ada aRmmemet Trmm FRANH

P11, sfy nafied:—sR (799) gone towards, and #i—sense. Hence Seg=
that which is related to the &xu as its effect. mwg s will
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be defined later on. S N.Pr. p. 7.11. 7-9. wugams—Its
meaning traced: 13 after, a™H—that by which something is
determined. #gaM is that by which something is determined
after (1) v, that is the presence of the fgas a = of the
W e g. of 48 in the %44, is apprehended, and (2) the @4 of
the ¥ with the ams—that is, what is called sa1fi—is recollected
( TEHTET-SaeAm-gEes " — v rtti) . The first corresponds to the
minor and the second to the mgjor premise of Aristotelian logic-

UfAFl. RFe 93 ete. Two ways of solving the compound 9~
P. 402 SEmETRRRGEEE—( 1 ) saqder e 1, ( (o) SeweRd T
() 9araded sl 3 deraeq ( IragraRRRATISTRY ) H 4,

qfam.  aai o Grewiga 86 eiedar &e. Panjika notes that < Aremmes-

P. 400 ff#F angaaq ’ quoted in the vrtti ( =m. 9. 2. P. 11 1. 5 )ae the
definition given by theauthor of the N.Praves'aisredlly the one
given by Dharmottara, the definition in N.Pravesa being
“ ygAM RpdEng | R galeTgEq . (N. Pr.P. 7,11 15-16 ).
But says the Panjika, the difference is only one of language,
and the two definitions are substantialy the same. We may
add that the exact language in the text of the Nyayabindu by
Dharmakirti and its commentary by Dharmottara is as follows
“g7 WY GeTREmegia #w aggams” (N B. ) Geafgasn
gt ” { N.B.T.).

A & G AR T FEERER SEanie Y, ¢ vragRee sy —
P.11 1 6 According to the Buddhist, what modern psychology cals
qf¥®1 ' sensation' is the only true sm&@A, and what it cdls
P. 40b perception ' ( such as ®&M, &M dc ) is not SWd
but S, inasmuch as in it the stuff of sensdion is
transfigured into the perception of %2, 92 etc. by our own
mental activity {®@m ). This activity (#9)l consds
ingiving a name, a das ec. to the real object of s,
Thus, what the Brahmaija Naiyayika cdls #d%9% (or essren)
17 is according to the Buddhist the only real ¥mg, @ldwgr
{ or G7ER® ) g being SERNE. ¢f. SURAN 3R SERYNATER, |
fAeerifamramrmgs  #97 «—Quoted in the purvapaksa, N.

Manjari p. 30.
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¥QL. §. N ¥ &c.—The Buddhist does not believe in any such \tit-

P. 11 1 10, manent psychic entity as ®w#d, of the Bréhmanas and the

Jainas. His ¥, is fRmRm@ams®:—a flowing stream of con-
sciousness and its forms.

qfdfk & A & c.—ThePan jiKathus distinguishes between R and ¥e:;-

P. 40b. the former is general consciousness, the latter particular con-

sciousness, that is to say, consciousness of the general form of

a thing, and that of its particular character ( @ f% amFndwmty

170, | I ARETEOT @Agm: ). The point of the explanation

is that the fag and the 3% are not related asasf and st

( substantial cause and its product) as maintained in certain

systems of Brahmana philosophy. The two ae merely

different kinds of #mM™, of which one can be said to be the

cause of the other in the sense that one is an antecedent of

the other, the causa relation being only their orderly sequence.

No & endures more than a moment; hence itis caled g,

@arM, moreover, is not an abiding reality, but a flowing

Ham §,
o _streem @f past. present and future moments of @14,
UTAR. & gAig aa@Ga,. (Hem.Sabd.)

P. 4la
GIRRIGHERATAIT; - The rejection  of ¢ &g’ ( =seMR) is as
old as Buddhism. But Gautama Buddha sems to have
rejected it from an ethical motive, rather than on
metaphysical grounds. Later Buddhists have supplied the
required logic ( See Milindapahha etc.)

1.9, 9. awufR=fehuddERem. | canot understand  the retention

P. 11. of the word 'e&@d.' o#®&R n Buddhist logic except on

the hypothesis that the Buddhists were building their

Logic upon Brahmanical foundations and were unconsciously
borrowing their language.

1112-13, Read: SweiaA™ @@ @MY Hrodid SRAMEANE, T @reEqor | am-
daodd, @t « See supra, = 9.3 P. 10,1l 23 and Note
thereon.

L1S. 3 @iy &o.—Criticiam ¢ If @7 means SiFWR, as you say, ( see
supra) why is the word * @wa ’ used in one line and ‘&gme:
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in the other ? The sane word should be used in both the lines,
gither &ma or 3g#ma, Answer : There is a difference between
the two: "&ma* js for convincing another person {%Hq);
sWF s for convincing onesdf ( @mdd, ), This Statement,
however, does not seam justified when we remember that
dsawhere @13 is said to be of two kinds, @ and s,

seEEe—Another possble objection: @y and #ga  which are
for emmdtie precede aa and g which ae for ‘W .
Consequently, the second line should be firgt, and the first
socond, Answer: A book is intended for the reader, and is
therefore wdfaerama,  Consequently, @@ and g which are
s@Eg have been given precedence in the Verse.  Another
answer : wHfesaE &e.  The order is intended to suggest
that & (self-interest) is dependent upon '#rd (benevolence).
Thisis extracting Ethicsout of Logic! The latter answen
says the Vrttikara, is given by 'others’ (‘==& ). Hereisone
more reference to earlier commentators.  Recadl supra
“ it weR: ” &e—(*1. 3. P. 9.L 6.).

& 4 amargdisst &c*—The eight terms contained in the funda-

. mental Verse which form the subject matter of the tregtise are :

(1) s, (2) araann, (3) g, (4) TonaE, (5) s, (6) SaamE,
(7) oA, and (8) smmFaE.

. 4 wdREa:, —Objection : the study of the &ty , the subject

matter of the treatise, isthus the e, and not thet wéfigs, the
latter being a somewhat remote effect of the work. Answer : It
does not ceee to be a sats, though remote. The work has
a sies of sEt@s culminating in the attainment of the final
god i{ waifd ),  Thefina goal, however, should not be placed
before an ordinary student of Logic (srgmmsfadaam: ),
aREI’—The book hes a purpose both for the reader and
the writer.

7% saiwaeR &e—Read SWiR@sIwE] S for SNE SwEA

P, 41, bb, srafd,

P. 42. a.

ARl &e~—~39giia is included in 3.



P. 42. &b.

*qL 9. 9.
P. 12.1. 18.

1.18.
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. 9. 3.
P. 12.
HIECT)
P. 42.

gL 9.4
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W ™R & Cc.—Panjika reads ‘@’ for “@dd ' of the Vrtti.
It derives  from m—erdd=asad~—with the Upadi suffix . As
amatter of fact srd* isa secondary root from the primary -3,

AR, . 8 —egag: 49w, summary. Obviously, Buddhist
Logic does not begin with this Vese It is raher the
summary of the earlier Logical Doctrine.

s ., FgTg:+—This is how the old commentators justify
thetitle of *=m&’ given to this Verse. Here is agan one
more reference to earlier commentators (see supra ).

t-htobe: that the 3r*rc according to the author is not
the t§ only, but all the three :

(1) vgrgat e, g St TRy, (2) BT 6, g, TowEL, (3) werEEwd
e. g. qepas qafRd T A 92 | and AR dEgad o g,

[Seer.sr. P. 2.118-12]

corresponding to (1) s, (2) 33 and (3)33%W@ of the Brahmana
Ny&ya.

71 agizq:; & c.—The description should follow the order of the
enumeration.

R T, and &7 of the Vrtti explained: the former is
fdiepaman, the latter Mamwwwmq, Their relation, therefore,
is that of the subject and the predicate.

dimzaizd A—A paticular cov may be characterized as
¢ giedum '—' rich in milk.'! Here the guna s#itdamd is the
feature which distinguishes the particular cow in a herd of
COWS.

agag etc.—'Which of these cows isrich in milk 7 'The
black one'—Here ' black ' is the distinguishing mark, and
not 'rich in milk'. But pointing to a particular cow one may
sy, 'thiscow isrich in milk' where 'to be rich in milk" is her
distinguishing feature. Thus, the Pafijika discovering a dight
loosess of thought in the Vritti judtifiesit with reference
to particular circumstances,



12

The Panjika reeds @: for @®:of the Vritti in Wweemia ec.
(p. 13.1. 1)

. TEROTRE | to mak® manifest) is that which is mani-
. fested or brought to consdousness in the process of inference=

wr=qaff@er w4 . e, the subject (minor term) taken with the
predicate ( mgor term ). Mark that according to the author
the @ (the probandum ) isnot th¥f@ one, nor the 9
alone, but the =@ as characterized by the @& ¢f: N. P. Vrtii
p. 151l 22-24. “7 qiurd, 7 woff Faw, 7 @GR, T T @ g,
gy RO of. © SRR %9 farenstiaa: © gy
Ffesal Remehaii: | & o s 31 G 39 fig ) o gl
AT ARG ghgar | Geasl g it o i @R sarsdisyadne
A @ RFdra: | foresdateg W @R a1 sRE age
wift sgefia " Pr. Sam. Ch. |1, Sanskrit text as read by
Dr. S. Vidyabhflsana (se hisH. I. L. pp. 281-82 note, and quoted
in the N. Tat-tika, Viz. ed.p. 120), For a full discusson in
agreement with the view above st forth, sse Kumarilas Sl. Var.
Anumina Pari vv. 27-51. of. especially-"Tsafafie= aamagHad «
7 aRied duamgiaar | A wEE Read an ol aaived 1 sw
7S o ena=dongEd 17 vy, 27-28.  The passage in the
Nyaya-Vartika which discussss Dihnagds datement in the
Pr. Sam. will be found extracted as Section 9. Fragment F.
'‘What is the Probandum in Inference, in Handle's Fragments
from Difnaga.

3q1. V. §. TR agafi=(1) aw [ aghid: ) et [ager-] §Eme ae—Where

P. 131 4.

T
p.42.b

=a3yq | | €., that variety of ag&® in which all the parts of
the compound are included in the snse or, taking 37 in its
ordinary meaning, e [ agdiigar=ra ] gw:, ag [ agwer ] s
TO, i. e. that variety in which the qualifying part of the
compound is included in the snse  Thus, in sTgengar g
are meant al the @ including the mam (@), Here anf:=
thef i r sti n orck{saaeand: ). But i n v5anRs &34 w@a sonly the
meqs,, that is, the distinguishing mark of the particular &,
it is not included in the &; so that WaiRé & is the &%
adjoining the mountain. Here sif=nesr { @sltami: )
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qimT. @ S9isWEs, & c.—Thisis an important addition to the informa-

P. 43b tion contained in the N. Pr. and the Vrtti. The Brahmana
Nyaya, as is well known, hes  fismgas of wemigam, the
Buddhist not even three, but only two, viz &g and &g, not even
gd. It may be asked: How cen there be @ without the ey ?
An3wer: &= will come in through s and s%g. Thus,
goes out and with it thesfesr and the Amw= of the Brahmana
logic. Hence, in the Vriti, ' ssfasfémr Rgeeram: [ =3gand the
two iedls, Grete and | Jete | st awaiy. . aee

1. 7. . Read i = swva: ) B ! | anmi,

P.13.1. 14, g 3 3% &c. The three ways of taking theword &7 :—in the
s of (1) s, (2) ¥m and (3) #3.

P. 13,1.18. ¥ srvilgai—Thus explained in the Pahjika: 3¢ % g@it Qt
7. Here & stands for #a%w. (See Panjika Suwiem g etc).
mw@E (1. 16), and SRamem® (1. 20): Is the correct
reading @m" or Fam? wEIF—oonsioues of the other
party. ‘meam-—The stream of constiousness ( according to the
Buddhist conception of the knower ) of the other party.
Pafijika favours the latter reading. wwaR g,

1. 9. 3. garam ad & c—Here the subject is in plural number, and the

P. 13.1. 20. predicate in the singular. The plural is therefore meant to be
taken in the collective sense. ( ‘ wgRa@®a '~ Vrtti; < fd@wda-
7 @ve g -Parjika)

L 23. =9 Rgmm=gm etc—Thisis cited as a passsge of Dinrfagals
occurring esewhere.

qiyFr, was g st &c—This is to be read in continuation of

P.43. b the pssae ® #6iR=d explaned above.  Explanation.—e
It is sad dsawhere “fmig=h ¥Wa & %33 " i. e for the
wise, &g done is sufficient as ama,  For t ‘segEm ' (the
unenlightened ) all the three &, 8 and @7 together maeke
the &r@; while, for t h*aga® ' (the enlightened), &g done should
auffice
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vgr. 8. eRgemmEe: -This is an explanation of “&ne., 7@ 7 of
P.L 11 4-5. the fundamenta verse.

LY. Y. [ 3 F gR..—@= " is an ambiguousterm : it may mean
P.131.25. (1) causa, that is, the cause which produces the effect,
thus, 9= is the @@ ( =#rE=v"%) of &gL; or (2) ratio—the
reeson which reveds the reality; thus, i%&j3 is the ## ( ==1s%=

s%15F ) of %2, It isin the latter s that the term is here
SHNE )

used.

P.14.1. 4 qu &c—(1)m, (2) ¥ and (3) ‘== explained etymologically:
(1) %, (from 93 ) = manifested to consciousness of  the person.
(2) &, (from & to go, toknow); =that by which something
isknown. (3)#ra= (from 45+ ) =that which carries the &
to the &=, i. e. the phenomenon which serving asan example
or illustration of the law, carries us to the conclusion. #a-ggi=ar:—
a dvandva of 33 and thetwo varieties of TFaviz. aMels and

. Hence the plural.

LY. . ¥ T ec—The vese is quoted dso in Hema-Pramane
P. 14.11.16 mimansa under sutral |, 1-30.

uiE&r.  Thepoint of eech word in the verse is carefully explained
P. 43. b inthe Panjika

K. g wwomEEga—Ses Hema. com. on “%8” (Sab. 2.3.1):
P.14,1. 16 * sRiReiis magiagren: @mignanideding: a: a7 o [

w1, ¥, T 9 3R W etc—The Vrtti hes sReiRmmiieag, probably
P. 1  the correct reading, for aRmEsewfaidee of the N. Pr. The
Mss. of the latter, however, read »@&i o s@amaieg s TFmN—

Why should the author have to add this, if the original
definition in which he was free to incorporate it, was his own?

The words " g aa%: " however, do not ocour in T, T2 and

Ch.for adiscusson of this point sse bdow (note on Panjika 46 a).

r. 9. 9. SRRty @ arerERea:— ” Definition of 4,

P. 14.]. 24.5fg=saw &g, “ a@aRfn@at saoeed skony —aag g8 wiko:—
15.1L 1 Objection: The 4@ is accepted by both the parties, not its
459, the latter being arx and not @& ( ‘%®&’ ). Answer:
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It is %% in the =, Had it not been so, the inference
would not have been justified.—" g fRwwmR sfeg TR =
ar RaRaA ssiiaRgeareRIaRTe deka &, "—Patjika.

5% = U Sqa~desa &eo—The AW here meant is each
ﬁmw that is, the differentiating term is the definition of &
g, '9?&%1 Gl ﬂﬁ{ asfaa

and |s therefore qmw

1 11-12. gRgfamiRen & c—iRE that is ﬁﬁw should be dso sfe

. 9. .
P. 151112
etc.

qfaet.
P. 44.b.

(Would it not be better to read sisfuaRasre in 1. 12. ?).

Thus, we have three casss all of which have been explained in
the Panjika by means of illustrations .—

(1) sfagifee. Q. aiter 919 9 #6a st for, the Buddhist
denies the existence of @ though not of .

(2) seoaiimm e.g. Natd @ied s{ faal 7sg 2R for the Samkhya
(better to say, the Mimamsaka ) denies the &m3® of T,
though not =g; itself.

(3) @@ (both-—°Rd7 and °“fafw ) e. g. RRser A sf
gaEeRaAsRImaER; for the Buddhist denies both the
exisence of «i @, and its character of being the gwamHRm
of g&, g9 eic, (Panjika 44 a).

wt @IRF—&C. ‘&M, is there to make it possble for
srRgwTieERa to be brought within the soope of Inference. &g,
"i.e. afA "—the Ay  awwEr AR,

wufaiy &e—{1) waaREFa-—the sddhanta or thesis which
Is acoepted by all schools of thought.  Thus, al agree that there
ae certain gAwIS, such as %8@4, by which certain things can
be proved, e g. water is a liquid ec. (2) sfamsfagra—the
dddhanta of each school, which others refuse to accept.
For example, the SSmkhyas hold that al is eterna, the
Buddhists that all is non-eternal, and the Jainas that all is both
eternal and non-eternal, which are thus the AR a&rs of each
of these schools, and not a 3=, that is, one accepted by all.
(3) sfqFumisza—the badc siddhantawhich when proved carries
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other sddhantas with it. For example, the fw of sneais
an sivswféers which implies other Siddrentas such as s
aitrera | emimd, and sidmn, (4) Fegvmitare—the sddhenta
which a person undei teke3 to prove on his own account. For
example, such propositions as wiid g, T T, | 9.
“ udgrer e gEdEg, " — | do not know if the Vrttikarahesin
mind such abaurd illugtrations as those given in the Paiijika
Perhaps all that he probably means in the pessage " ararl-
QA etc/' is that a disputant may for the time being renounce
his dlegiance to his "“@&”, and accept the popular, uncritical
view of a subject and proceed with the debate. The context in
which reference is here mede to ‘sgwmfdigra viz. the definition
of  dows that by itis meat any proposition which one
desires to prove ( ¢ ae¥afias: * ). For a meaning of srageaaiera
other than that given in the Panjika se Nyayasutra |. 1-31
and Vartika thereon, with the Tat-tika in the origina and dso
in the English trandation of Dr. Jma It is curious to note
that while the Panjika mentions and explainsthe four kinds
of &sras, the Bauddhas, viz. Dinnagaand others, have criticised
the whole doctrine as untenable, s Nydyavafaka pp. 106-107:'
" g egn: "—to end. Referring to the criticism, the author
of the Tat-fika says "asdn swda wg-aREaRnREl qywis
Rogaif, . Dinndgawas the principal critic of the Nyaya
gltras, and mog of these criticisms may well have procesded
from Dihrlega as the Tat. obsaves but pehgps not all.  For,
it should be noted that the Vartikakara disinguishes between
the criticism of ‘&=, and that of ‘e’ Probably all
were Buddhigtic, but not all Dinregds. The author of the
Panjika, however, being a Jaina wes not bound to follow the
Buddhidtic critics. Gunaraina, aJana commentator of the
fifteenth century thusiliustrates sr2ewiEara of the NaiyZyikas:
“ deaRfR: ERalREtT Tt R W
gisvmmidier: | 9a] 25 qg: 6 g sk 3 T mremimnee-
w frafraaRn: ademm v ” following  the explanation of
V&tsy&yana As obsrved dready, in the presnt context the
word hesto be undergood in the much wider s of any
proposition which one desres to prove.
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R a. | In the Sagra which the debater avows
e

theeemay be numerous propostions assrted in - connedtion
with a particular subject, yet for himsdf he may undertake to

prove only one=f ehiEMrayhich thus b&mﬁ%wbject of
his reggming (& madafea: ). R “walft g% " indead
of " vadfd) wga "

The Panjika says that this justification of ‘&% 'in ‘ e araAR-
foga: ' is gven by Dharmakirti, who is referred toin the Vrtti
as "#hege '. The passace_js found in the Nvavabindu of
Dharmskirti, p. 110:— smfafs andai, e aqemig )

RO Ran: gy Tl aRereRvsETsi g 89
aifel 9: & grafigiHe: 8 X andt Aae ogs i, 7 The passage
is fully expounded in the Panjika, and the expostion may
be compared with the following extract from the commentary
of Dharmottara {(p. 60); * w@R@a......... W wEeRE A
WO T | F: R qdvEg | FERf | aews ST | eemaRdeishy
e RA Rdwvda | 73 mis g A g1 R 9 fig
SR | & T ICHS B AR e @ gz aliglie: ¥ 0@ e Sed we
g il | aRAshevtaemtaime wolfd ama ) oy sReq, sE-
SErEEAR aRgREd 9% TesfiEaR | o | qeeel 31 Wiy
AT TDEHEN AR, GRS SEeReE-
7\ agr B W e R i & T S an griRa RnfRa
ey 1 sl @R @ o vl t anda g ang e
araRR ete—ef, Nyayabindu p. 110- wedils erafmishoge: ws
| RN argAfs: | ENRR SRS | SEAAIT | a1 SRR
A WYY 3Y: TR VTR A, 7 JAeaRly iRy SRR
which is thus explained in the N. B, Tika ( p. 5% ):—

“ g Y 390 (7 SRR ETERA 98 SR | IR ) Q.
) Pt Qas: | saraciiRacde (R4 Dardit wrie ke
ge faffs: | @ @oAAIRR | JENEEs WS senrERREET arRae
aey faead e | SgRER AR | megeaifie Y s E: 1 oS-
fomera SgRTn raeraag | ok Ty fi a1 7 et
fify uraorRAaTEE | eaREEARE 1 gq aadTREan:
TR, | 7 e o
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Tt sagRd, , AR TEETH, 1, Y T TRY Tyt R
srtsagoRa i Rge 15 B 1w | ardgew g Tl el
fenq 3Ry Fifregramame:. anmg ool 7 T3 a6 € OF 4T g R
gg e 1" ( N.B, Tika pp. 60-61)

ce oo, BN UeR ¥EATA, Here @rar’ (Vrtti p. 15 1. 20) qualifies
te=anTa: *. ‘g ie that which is meant asa ‘%3 even if
it be unproved; it isnot on that account a %, unless it is again
iteelf made a suhject of proof (“u: wd: argdm Awdiya:
anERdd 3gS KEdEae, @ e arafienam R ot W L.,
1Y gEad: wive: @werad Reaiea e R o R
mergaTaa g4 \ 7 Paijika ).

sgmg A &c—Thisis a note on ' g=saf S o ‘of Vriti.

The nesd not be mentioned expresdy as a ‘&’ evenin a

eraigA; it may be so even by implication. Asnmis put forward
R, e

asa®m in Inference (i. e 8 as awem ) in the hope that it will
be accepted as unquestionably true by the opposite party.  Bighat
mayqgot be so accepted, in which ceee it at once becomes a &,
560790 | Q10! 940N, TR RYSINARCHNI NY BSIaN Hookiale
7o Rada aMTE o6 Rigem dsgwish qand aspagisomr
RAGE 1 4T TOPTRITSE: aIGT, seeeERarRh it

"l GHT SEAIEI—In conuection with N.Pr. P, 5 1.8,
Vrtti P, 28, Paiijika p. 61 b.

e Raliig &c.—Note this final form of the definition of uat or
arer:—* IRIRIRARARR ok qmlighs /g wRIwwEE @
ST B SR |

KRR T... 0 SR WA4:—T0 sum up: . is to be defined as  qd-
RS @l » [cf. N.Vartika:. p. 108-9. * sgmiaadf®® weff
e |, a defihition which is further explained as involving

e ‘e A ALy A v fo: A e
m&leaﬂg ﬁﬁequenoes—"aaaﬂqnamq,awiaa 7 Ee-
S ¥ 9 e [Sseebovep 12. Note on =, =, 3 P. 1311

(P 24)" thus diseriminates: o Ygas® Baa bmﬁaﬁq., T3

g arasRaRers sgarisgan:; it g wilsgaa: | ”
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aiex i W ete. Explanation of erwm=qwfe,

1. 9. . se: 1% ete—Uddyotakara criticises this as follows: * s
P. 15.1. 25 T 3R iraefilt fguits t /g gRmgadfERE. SR

P. 46a.

SRR 1 FTRARIRANT T ST 7 I SRS g SRR

FORWARETREISINI | TANGIIEON, | I Ao ST g 1"

( N. Virt. p.113). Similarly, Kumarila: “emmm g s

s e | REemreRany Reengae: | A R s an gy
sty ahely) "—S87. Var. An.P. vy 59b-61a

which is thus explained by Parthasirathimis'ra in his

commentary Nyaysratnakara :~—"fRgmmied SaqRtfgEmiesi

amraROf @ §F 1 TRE WAnE IR SIERE, GamaRRERE

FoE, A9 Wi Td T SEd dmd e aReeE wie: sagm
T P A SR METER ) [ agameRag | R oA
FAFT SOW  FR meARmRy gmall  sqfrwemngARTieEE
TR P O SN ATENRT 91 SRR
% SAMETTIRTGRRTEREGAES | aF AE | SIatSTAETRR HEviE |

¥ 3 AW RIS TS ERARRY ST agaEid: 0

4% 9760 etc—This is Parsvadeva's note on '* { aIRRIN: a
which occurs in the Sanskrit text of the Nyaya-Praves's
but is not to be found in the Tibetan and Chinese trandations
(T T2 Ch). The same would sem to be the reading of
the N.Pr. according to Haribhadrastiri. Here Pfirsvadeva
perceves a difficulty:—If " SAFIRE: " s a part of the
origina) definition, T AR s evidently superfluous and
therefore a wrong reading and yet Haribhadra reads it
He solves the difficulty by informing us that as a matter of
fact the original definition of the sutra of the "{ﬁ!ﬁa*did
not contain the word * SeTERR&:, but this glaring defect was
supplied by the " &’ ( Dharmakirti), and consequently
Haribhadrasfiri should be here taken to be explaining the siitra
with the vartika, that is, the original definition as amended by
the critical commentary. Now, if this be a statement of fact
bassd upon tradition and not a mere hypothess st up
in order to overcome a difficulty ( and his language shows that
be himsdf believed it asa fact) it isplain that ** SR
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& aedm" is a later addition, which at first was perhaps
only a marginal note and afterwards got embodied in the
text by two sages—firg with the words “ g aRRRIT: " retained
as a reminiscence of the addition as in the Sanskrit Ms., and
afterwards dropped as in the Tibetan and Chinese copies when
the addition was finally accepted as an integral part of the defr
nition. On the other hand, in support of the reading of T*, T*
and Ch—which have ™ serafiE: * only, without" ¥R arrRs: "
it may be urged that the author of the Nyaya-Pravesa is fully
aware of the necessity of the proviso * S@&Tafags:," as is dear
from his paragraph dealingwith @@ [vide " arafagfimis@
THRAE:. qymma:, "], and could not, therefore, havq omitted*
the word in the definition. But in answer to this it may be
noted that " Srsmaiass: " is after all hot the esence of the
thing, but only a proviso to exclude 9gmMe, and consequently
there should be little surprize if the older definitions did not
contain thisword. And asa matter of fact we know, on the
authority of Uddyotakara and VacaspatimisVa, that they did
not. Vacaspatimisra attributes one such-“agt 7: avafigiE:’ —to
Vasubandhu, vide his comment on the paragraph of the Vartika
on N, Siitra 1. 33 criticising the definition “@mafem: 9" and
the same with © freraifiga: ” added:—" eaFradd = wewae ot
aoEAtE o feeitoge R R R s aemgd
FnaRCgeEAraRy | Far 9dt 7 anaiighe o gwg-m RregriiavE.
SO WA\ (AR VN | A SeneTRRR R S
guwdamy @n fRnfr eadwiofifi ) Now, as recorded by
Parsvadeva, the " A§®&. , that is Dhar makirti, the well-known
Vartikakara of Dirinaga, may have introduced the words
* PRI Bt TeRNe Nyayapravesa ,
but he was not the firt to perceive the necessty of the
proviso. Uddyotakara, who was an elder contemporary of
if not distinctly earlier than Dharmakirti, quotes a Buddhistic
definition of which contains the required proviso: thus,
“ QR g fregraifom: © . Dr. Handle rightly attributes
this fragment of a Karika to Dirinnaga, and surmises that it
might be from the third chapter of his Pramanasamucchya.
Outdde the Buddhist circle, the proviso occurs in the
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Nyayavatara* of Sddhasma Divakara, a Jaina writer, (who
lived inthe sixth century A. D.) according to Dr. Satischandra,
but in the latter half of the severth alittle after Dharmakirti—
according to Jacobi), and in its germ it can be traced
to Vasyayana Bhésya of the N. Sutrasf It would
thus gopeer that long before Dharmakirti, Difnaga hed
modified Vasubandhu's definition "<&t #: @afigie: ™ into
" grdates: o Reetfgs: t and if the old definition wes
still repegted in subgance inthe N. Pr. it was only out of
deference to the * @i, and further because the addition wes
not essentid and could easily be taken as understood.  Thisis
the only way in which | can recondle the' smgrfies gf
araRs: ™' of the Sanskrit mss with the omission of " g "
in the Tibetan and the Chinese. There is one point, however,
in which | hestate to acogat the datement of Parsvadeva |
do not think it wes Vattikakaras criticism which wes in-
sated in the Nyayapravesa in the words " seerafsa &

F3gas: " and this mixture of Sitra and V artikawas commented

upon by Haribhadra. For, in that caee we should have found

Vartikakaras other criticisms dso Smilarly attended to. | think

" seraiiee &8 ameds: wes introduced by Buddhists to mest

Uddyotakarals criticism that "anasiti: va: Aegraigms: " was

in conflict Wt 3 @mRde: doss not contain the lagt

word ‘Aegaimuza:' of the former. Consequently in restoring the
original text of the N. Pr. not only * g Ta3: asin T, T2

Ch. but the whole st of words " Ruumiides &a T@aR:

should be dropped.

Tosum up our examingion of the tradition recorded
by Parsvadeva —

1. Dharmakirti may be respongble for * Stazgraies: ¥ armem: '
but he wes not the fird to percaive the necessty of the
addition. :

2. Dihnaga hes defined ‘s@t’ dsewhere in the Pramapa
~mucchyawith the additiona word.

¢ greqTequAR: oW FoRnrea:  Nydyivathra v 14a,
.}. & w mﬂwﬁ“‘ I "g:—N. Bh. P. 3,
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3. The same however, is not done in the N. Pr., which must
be due to the author's respect for his * qtamts, such as
Vasubandhu. The N.Pravesa would thus appear so be
ealier thanthe P. S,

4. The Tibetan and Chinee reading fits in well with
Difinagas view expressed in the P. S, but if we acoept
it as the original reading of the N. Pr. we are faced with
the insoluble problem—how the Sanskrit Mss and commen-
taries came to read— " &7 IR,

5. The whole s# of words “sagafEEg i TFEs: " was a
later insertion in the N. Pr. done in order to medt
the criticism  of Uddyotakara who pointed out that
Vasubandhu's def|n|t|on of wgr differed in this regpect from
Dlnnagas

afen: @ Rl AR—Our texl: of =11 % reads * R

qeersfay a7

a9 dlak:, . dqag e —The doctrine of wr=faegar is popularly

associated with the Mimarhsska; for generally every work of

his school hes something to sy in support of it. But the

Vayakarana holds a similar view, although from a motive

somewhat different from that of the Mimamsska to the

Vaiyakarana, @ is the god of his stence to the Mimamsska the

idedl #g is , and with him 3% is &1, not being the creation

or revelation of any such beingasGod. It is difficult to sy

~ in which of the two schools, the doctrine originated, perhaps

7 qL. 9. F-
P16.1. 6

P.16,1 7

it arose independently in both. The doctrine is dso ascribed.
sometimes, to the S&mkhya.  This, however, could be justified
only as a corollary from his a#&da® which, is a much mare
comprehengve doctrine.

¥gferen:—A g, that is & good ¥, should possess three forms, or
conditions of its validity : (1) vesem, (2) wv& ¥wm, and
(3) & =wem. To these, the Brahmana Nydya adds two
more: ( 4) swioug@d and (5) oIRAa@s , which the
Buddhist would regard as guaranteed by ¢ smemIfe®: * of the
definition of 94,

a% fAf—The etymology of the wood ‘Y’ connected with
its function.
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a1 . Y. Prev=lienna:, possessed of a three-fold nature.
P. 16,1.8 ... Here ‘ &’ stands for the ¥ alone, that is the whole

P. 16,

for the part { &3@3 "gIEARI ), The reader will remember that

l. 12-15 the whole is ‘w#@R® Wil ( see A3 P 15,1l 21-23 and

afaT
P 46. ab

note thereon ),

¥ v esrRigreneafse—The Panjika introduces a different
kind of %@—which is not given in the text or the Vrtti. A
% it says, isof three kinds: (1) &w4, that isthe very being or

esne of the arg, e siisd-AmmEis s 'am}tree because

it is asmsapagfa, qoeaesr qﬁh(tgeemh (2) * &, that is, the
effect of the &, e ga' sfieg q@a’ There is fire becase
there is smoke’; and (3)’ g, that | peRRnESRRARRRYBISN
eregee of dsence e g. ' el FREzETRT@gT-
Sraemge@eaRid “—=2 which should have been found at a particu-
lar place is not found there and therefore the inference is that it
does not exist there.  For these three of the-Middle Terms and
subdivisions of the third kind s Dr. Vidyabhus@nas H.I. L.

- gnd “Diarmoftara's” Tika “thereon: Swid & (4gla | srquanw:

EAEN A ) aMgUERd A SRR wRge aqaﬁ'ammlaqm&
AR .. T EREREAIRR el 3 a9 gdisd ey ) oid
g il © o & qaan | oE afedg: ) ”

The inferential character of these three kinds of %3 has been
thue shown in the N. Bindu :— “epmafies f§ awdist T |
aRaTGe deeafiErfamaar, 1 @ 9 e ardsy (S TR
AT | SRR INIFETTIIAR | 89 areragad
WIESHARAT | araad QR | ARG gdiwmn qqaqmir.
ol ag aEREE

It will be noticed that in the ®iagg the relation between g -
and a7 is that’ of spedes and genus, and consequently,

 essential; in the ®¥Rg it is causal: and in the sigwibeRy

the argument is from one negation to the other: Thedistinction
between @wadg and %483 is a vauable contribution of the
Buddhists to Indian Logic. Cf. " The nature of these laws
(of connection) is further made explicit by the division of the
Syllogism on the] bags of the relations of identity, cause and



QT
46 b

24

negation* It isimpossible toignore the principle underlying
this division: it corresponds to a classfication of judgement
besed on the relation of subject and attribute, first into
positive (Vidhi) and negative (Anupalabddhi=pratisedha), while
the positive judgement is then divided according as it is based
on identity i. e. is analytic (Svabhavanumana), or is based on
causality, empiric (Karyanumana). Reduced to a Kantian
form we can recognize, without too much pressing, the idess
a priori of subgtance and attribute, being, non-being, identity
and cau alist which hes sufficient affinity with the Kantian
categories to be more than a mere curiosity of speculation....
The division of the syllogism in this way is not recorded of
Dignaga and by Suresvara is expresdy attributed to Dharma-
kirti. Thisview is confirmed by a passage from Dharma-
kirti quoted by Cridhara, whereitissaid : ' The rule according
to which there exists an indissoluble connexion between idess
or objects does not arise from observation or non-observation,
but from the laws of causality and identity, which have a
universal application. There is of course nothing inconsistent
here with the view of Digriaga, which rather acquires greater
precision by the new matter thus added. " - Keith'sl. L. A.
p. p. 102-103.

AT —a =R and 3A5ER are the enunciations of 3ay-
= and R respectively. Cf. * sywmgmeRRm am
R g, BRongueRadr A yEisEaeE 1 ? N, Bindu 1T
FFRIIIIERTTITE: 101000 ...0. 6. the T6iWs of FUwEWRY and
FONITHI:

B &o~Derivation of 9d from 9+7 ( unidi termination ).

Z8 TGl &e. (1) oamdsfaafesr®, the 99 consiste of the Wfff
alone; ( 2 )=4f&swa@s, it consiets of & alone; and ( 3) ag-
gdlqigr—( not SRNR-—but ITWER-) #¥, it consists of the
whole, 43 and WA together. 39 wer@wd...The resson for
this is that when you are giving the¥g or the wsad, you are
predicating it of the bare 9¥A, and not of the Wi an
possessed of the 97 (@ ); for, the 9@A with the arar is yet
unproved. If the % were undersiood to be in the =i where
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would be the necessity of the 3 ? (‘o shrmam AR
ad am’)

g geadaaaR: FaramiRdRie® &c.—Construe
SfRER T -Fd, and FeR-adaRarii-ya otc. as two separate
series of arg-vg—and &ds.

wiart gesk] &e.—No. For, & wil & gwafd,,. & a1 Yume ond
&m. Therefore, 3goa PAaT Wil qdrshindiag, _
qareaen R ag3we &o The whole 94 comsists of two parts:
gt and wi—of which it is only the former with which
the ¥ (9enm ) is to be construed.

a @i &e—The & part of the afiT—viz, ARmA—is
consequently not the %, when the 87 is predicated of it.
siEHR &c.—The 41fd is illustrated in the @°@, and in the
Trd the @i~ a4 )part of the &, and not the wi¥={ 3 Jpart
enters into the &ifil. Read suftmgner,..a fig: 1

Read “ o t7 viaflaggRisy safipewae A g, W@ g 99 )
iy T2 BpEia @A

maadifdsh &e—The @17 is the 9d as predicated of the
41, and thua the two taken together.

The whole position is thus summarized in the following
quotation: * fas R el wEfefay; SEES WG ; arAEd
g N 7

g wyarREn:—Rue aEmvegn—aeg and By are defined
in the text of the Nyays-Praves'a P. 1, 1. 11-12, and
1112-18.

ofteL. weamftoed @maedd wa:—The point of ‘@Rnd’is thus
explained in the Panjika (P 47a):-—* 7g wug weamfeamfidd ¥
® & drssd t IR 9 TRARETIE grE Aol amaETAIRRT
wgaasil 1 sFlcmEfl WA qEmg-—amEia T R agrshgen B
yrReTIaT- yEAR SR avafig RARIE w17, thet is to say, the
second condition, @& @&, doesnot requirethat all thecircum-
dances of the®@= (@98 ) need existin the  also. To expect
that would beto deny the possibility of Inference altogether.
All that is necessary is that we should distinguish between
essential and un-esaential  circumstances, that is, circumstances
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which amount to necessary conditions, and those that do not.
In this connection, the Brahmana logicians have elaborated the
doctrine of MY anc@®, (see Tarkabh@asa section on SN
which is defined as @PURFH :, @WIEE again being defined
as Juifdia: )
"m 9. . A& =reeam-This is the third condition of a good 3. 3w &e.—
P 16 ‘'¥=g in A «awd (N, Pr. P 1,1, 9). For ‘@uad:’ of the
il 15- 17 Vriti, the Panijiki reads ‘f3%wad:’ and explains it.
SN . R = Aid -sReeraErENAETY, | GO WIS SagR
P 16 1.18. The rigid rule applies to fis@ only, that is to say, a good
qIFET %3 should be absent from all @9gs, that is, cases where &mex
47h. isnot;a similar universality does not belong to aqdl qvad ; for,
it is not necessary for a good 33 to be found inall the @vgs
e, g Tawaawa ( to be produced by a volitional effort ) ia
not expected in all @38, that is, things which possess afwam;
a lightning, for example, is not se=we=ls® and is yet
wRg--In =0, % 7 p. 16, 1. 19, read * qHwQ FAsgeamw
{ instead of qawaATRTE. ..)TIRTRIEAIAST SRAFRETERE: TRREa
TR
W 9. TAAGRFIA GAMIST: S9g——a9 defined.
Pl. @wangest &e—See Note on this subject given below,
1 10-11 @wsHo—Vrtti on the definition of & given in the
Q. %, §. Nyayapraves'a. G9eh: = §W: 9 [ Galisd: aug: | &w: g vy
P 16, 1. 23 7aif¥:, 98w 9g weqiRe, @ 9ai: 9 3v9a—DPafijika i. e. the word
* 98’ being secondarily applied to 29177,, the latter is called g
i, e, @A gg:—DPatijika ],
WL 9. g THFERSIEQ=AIgT SN A amEd araMReme, | aue-d
P161l T avasii aqm=gegmmaied:  ‘ ond: ' in QrEAuREIRFaa gaiase:
24-25  wwg: (NPr.)=uaif}:, ‘7 g s=7aem, '—which is thus explained in the

Pl 1l 1-2 Pafijikd = sgeogarisaingad g 763, 7 g 399@sM, | 9 Q-
gensamieAE afdemiEEegd:; it should be a reality and not
s mere word, that is to say, a fiction.

. A, J. sMdaRgeRi-Two ways of taking & :—(1) q@renegenr 3 o

P 171 3 ki =m.s, 2. P. 16, . 28), and (2) sdeangear whif
greeiPRT, ¢ 39aiged ' in both the cases, because the primary
mesning of M is gARTD wif,
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QrAGT T ST etes— GroRNG [ sfbRmany | whe | vofemn ) enaad:)

P. 47b 7 gwaged adRiagaagi : &e By 374K, a1 may be used either
for W& or for 4, in the former cage ared will be a @wRa
( @rrarr s ); in the latter, it will be a WhwRy ( rarer ad: )
of. © agIIIE AAATANA SR | HEEIATTA QAR

71, 9. 3 Read * orgualld g avd i wallf s
P.17,1 4
qf¥sr 7 arqeRgea,. This is said with reference to the word
4A7h. ‘@eed@EAR’ cceurring in the definition of Wi in the
N. Praves’s, graqimaila A= geaieagE  aam:, and not
@i Y %A% @w:; for, the similarity may extend to several
other points salso, although as a matter of fact for the purpose
of the particular reasoning they may be excluded.

LY T ¢ 9%iqEa: * is an obvious misprint for * wRidIra: ’
P. 17,1.7.
111011, Bead wmeyafawzeam for avamiiessam, uid¥s: = invariably acoom-
panied by, @f=griy,
UIHERT NS RaduE &o SSAITRRIAR, SR SR, anAnRe (S 9. 9,
P.48a 1. 13-14.)

T, 9. Y. 996 AimmmaaoE: &e—The Vrtti explains why in the =41, 5,

P. 17,1. 14 the a3z was not enunciated in connection with the &,
while the safiR#enfl is enunciated in connection with the
fow, { ot agmad @ q@GRTT where fii=fAemaraiae and
ugab=gaEanTaad ) the reason being that the former is simple,
while the latter ia somewhat intricate.

qT. 9. . oA, g explained e -mamiee ( Pafijika )
P.17, sa@:=—&c—samiT={ig®d explained.

1N 17-20. In =, 9, 8. 1. 19 for & ¥1at :a: read T om:

P.17, Read @iiafmm favgensw: maﬁ"ﬂgﬁ{ﬁ TR ITUISTHRNY

N 21-22 zawdargsfs, The Bdmyg is saewesigsa, Ite peculiarity
is that it is Swg-wRu-¥K, that ie to ssy, it exists in
some 8ugs only: for example, & lightning (@g1) is srfmg but
pot SFFIwAYTE, that is, produced by & volitional effort
( Joaadt smur: ); and yet it is & good Y, as good as this ( 74y
WA ) piz, Fa%E, '
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This passge of the Panjika in theMss available to us isvery

P 45a much mutilated. It contains an interesting point regarding

m- qo gr
P17
1 22-25

. . T
P.17,1.24
P. 17125
P.181. 1

saARasd as predicated of ¢ (the minor term in
RIS SaEealusAd k. Are all % sywaatas ¢ No.
Sometimes the % may be produced by the natural blowing
of the wind.

Read i 5 3g: @92 | 90 @4, g qudw ud

‘ w9’ hag two functions: ¥=E=8L and RV, (1) &9W-
=3 is illustrated by < 0 93N T, which means that ¥ is a
g (oiliSERT: TR FTSHRA %O A T IR | e
g5 qif w¥e aFa: WY eawaesag [ Read @@ instead
of aFdl | T3 AT 39 W AP G ww R 3y amded $Red
Rafs e o qed 9T GR S9E agdeEmaTRIRENE T=4
qYIRRAEREgIad  sigHorideEeEse G (2) eeqan-
sggdg is illustrated by ‘@0 o U3 9@’ which means-a
is the only g,

Devabhadrastri, the commentator of Siddharsigani’s commen.
tary on Siddhasena-Divakara’s Nyayavatira, notes three
meanings of T4: —CIFLALT, ST SHAGN-AAATATBTHRA |
e i—

S PRI 7 0

sgasa uieg farl =nddes: |

FA=IEES AE AR TFIC |

qif agR S qQsffE ar a9r 0

The effact of T in the present case is (1) to exclude the four
kinds of sfeegei@ apd also sEWRU-—~by eqineedz, and
(2) to exclude the nine RARTEF—ERY ete. —by srafinem=dz,
For explanation see Padijiki P 48 b, 49 & —adiswmdl Yyfa
T e ol FgERIGTEARGIgEd SAdaR | As  regards
WEMRW it points ont—dqd: WIS, ﬁwqﬁmﬁq [ Read
fioggfe for fugafe ] = 3R cuw wdlegad! =mEigr )«
qEMRo  gogiesat [ Read ®vgfugdn: instead of wasma:
st AR il gEA oM SNSTEEMRRENRE gl
gl GHeM 90 GAYROAOYRT  Rgafwdl sl After
explaining SEMEEBY as WA AT ag W™ WL, it
points out the effet of @@ according: to this ssoond meaning
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of Tr:—ant g1 gt T T agake RWRR AR 1 aned g et
Arie e Yeedimrgmt Al o @ gk sgem
AISHRNTHIRRY FEAR |

. qf& gust qared, Reference to 49 wARE in the text of the
, N. Praves's P. 1,1 14.

Objection: If itis confined to &34, if is not even in g !
Answer: Not so, About 99, there is 1o question. (&
BARYATMRONT, 5 SerdEeaanten,’ Vrtti . 3 where °awiftemy
is & misprint for “nfiaan.

43 fudy iq Gifd...... Reference to vl A&da in the text of the
N. Praves’a P. 1, 1. 14.

smaeafRsd: Panjikd reads 9, but one can read @ as well. The
latter seems preferable. A quotation is cited (3% %) which
says that even if only one of the two—¥=a and =aRRH—is
mentioned, it can very well imply the other .

saoned gdid &e—u9d U3 wew implies fAWdsewn, and yet
it is sgparatdy mentioned to show that in debate the latter
may be = forth also. A more sxious point which the
Panjika raiss is grounded on the difference between the cae of
aAaRg ( ‘aRea’ ) and @wagg ( ‘9RWR’ ) on the one hand and
sigveieeg ( Ta9RuA’ ) on the other. In the case of the
first two, only one of the two =amys—a=y and fdts should
be enunciated { ARFFIGE TRAFIIRT: TEAGIRE @ SR A
R | gq tE EenfarTaRRR A e g@an (=N )
I ®G I )

sifRmgums, &c —Reference is to ol in aFEdY 3g: of N, Praves’a
P 1,1. 15. Theara or thepredicate to be proved of the minor

term may #fem, g9 etc, because the sdence of Logic has bem
cultivated by the Buddhigsin order to prove eartain funda-
mental traths of Buddhism, such as #dafem , a8 g, elwm
[ ‘Aniccam’, ‘Dukkham’, ‘Anattam’ ] 58 & dvaad ete——the fonr
‘argiqs’ or ‘Noble Truths’ of Buddhiem are well known:
these are (9) 3@ (=) @ueg, (1 ) a and (v ) FO9. (See
Rhys David's" American Lectureson Buddhism" Pp 136-138.)
I, e the Noble Truths concerning (1) Suffering., (2) the Origin
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of Buffering, (3) the Dedtruction of suffering and (4) the Way
which leads to the dedruction of sufferring. Gunaratna, a
Jaina like the author of the Panjika. has thus summarised the
Buddhist doctrine: “gH FEAR AT -FdqEgomat
A TR YOE | 9% SRRl TRWEe REeed:,..d @
FOEG G R | GERR GENUSSweqy §EmEnRn maite |
FRIGgroET R A 1., feSaEen Rew g 7

% 9 a8 &e—The §®E™ is based upon the following ¥gs
(1) sivena: |, (2) 3@, (3) swemra:, and (4) wea:.

e ydloif@s &c, Mallavadin, the author of Dharmo-
ttaratipanaka, a gloss on Dharmottara’s Nyayabindutika.

w1 @Ra:—rs s of two kinde—(1) that based on @red—
similarity, and (2)that based on %w= —dissimilarity—(1) ‘homo-
geneous’ and {2) ° beterogeneous’ as Dr. Vidyabhusapa
renders the two terms. The meaning of the text is plain.

% a3......The word 22+ from 2% and s%d means that which
being observed (=8 &1) carries the point at issue to the
conclusion ( 37 ), The swFa ie thus ‘samimesy, * and converts
the Rwfiar  difference ), if there be any, into 437 (unanimity)
fg=area; Bt —aeri meat ( Pasjika ).

ard® &e—wl and 39sd derived and explained, * Twreafim:
arTon @8 [=7EW | arTeneeReRd [ Sergaaan O awesE |
qew g —-Panjika, sked (N, Pr. ) = G (Vetti)s
gz ( Pafij. ); @nead (N, Pr) = sRugy asm (Vritti)=aeaif=d
@ %@ ( Pafij. ).

wiiaadan (7. 9. 4, I 14)—D"aiijika reads »#¥% and explains:
A 92, As regards the uses of 9= and 398 T the
Pajiki observes: “aramPaser Fealhdaimy: snedeml o |
gRigeRasE A AW REWENGEAE Suweeed £ 1 ERE
qrdgeraa: el Al F ) 7

7 st &eo—The point raised is this: In mhishier: gemmm
the a® with the Swdwmwa runs as 4y owds o
qagrniafa (See N. Pr. P. 2, Il 3~4) But is there anything
which is ‘7@’ with the Buddhists ? The answer is: fem
js to be understood as sAFEME: and HEIRT as FEIT:
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Hence the passage in the N. Pr. There is no real such as foer or
g% according to the Buddhists, e is not a reslity: 7 g -
st Mo wegerenisRs. It will be noticed that if the Buddhbists
had originated their own system of Logic, such proposition
a8 I qygad @ swwrwy would not have been employed.
It is obvious, therefore, that they erected their system upon the
foundations laid by the Brahmanas.

Wq: W ete. Read w: @ aegram: qemam: | sG@WE <43, 4, e,
871 is nothing but the W@ of Wi that is @W(; and this oM
is nothing separate from ¥, it is an aspect of ¥, and not any
independent reality. [dg wwERNsTEr aw agEeRsfal O
the view of the S'ankara Vedanta which is the same.

w femea &c.—f& according to the Buddhists is only a
negation of @%@, the latter alone being the reality.

The reading T A=Aat W4 §fd—that is, #™ instead of apmE—
would be in accordance with the Buddhist doctrine of ‘ edig '
which makes the nature of every ¥ consist in siEm®,

ugizgendiat=qeRgeeami, Each of the three—auey, 3g and Tord~is
to be here understood not as single terms but as propositions,
Hence, =047 ¢, g. ¥ = W=33( . ¢. a0 ¢, g.
TR 1, 6. TR FHFAR ; WRA=TA( {. . VIFTW and RS- )
TFW ¢, g, THTE qsi T qq1 SRR and A ( siffrerare )
mFT o gnamia, These three propositions are otherwise
known sz ‘ the three 3933’ or parts of one whole, namely, the
Inference. o@@a’ is a word of the Nyayssutra of Gotama.
(‘g sdsa gg=a=i,’ by the older-Brahmana-logicians ),
(1) Note that this formal process of [nference is found ‘sar-
1, that is, when ome attempis to convince another by
reasoning { = @R’ ). (2) Note that the old logicians placed
the predicate before the subject in the ¥RMr or dera=¥, while-
the later Naiyayikes reverse the order. ¢f. Vatsyiyana in the N.
Bhisya has @f: Ts5: 3ateaisany, while Jater Nyaya treatises
such as a8dwE, A ete. have TRISHE: Fawm (3) Note 3ge is
otherwise called aae (4) Note that the 28-3- includes =
proper as well ag 5ms; not only Tz, but wgas aafd o aq;
%a1iX:; and similarly, not only s, bat Itk et o qamwms .



2

It is not thexe= in itself that proves, butas=a asan observed
particular of a genera proposition that proves. Hence the
‘e, likethe '@ ' of the Brahmana Nyaya, includes
anfE, This is supposed to be an original contribution of
Buddhists to Indian Logic which later Brahmanas adopted
in their own system. Compare, however, “TaRrrimsfi=adia-
el o, do “efv: mR: emmiesheRRy i
Vatsydyanas N. Bhagya | . i. 34-35.

#q1. 4. Y. 95 94w Awwime —This should be read with the preceding " am:

P. 19 1 5. wmga: ", Of the three 94, 83 and @1 the v is the central
object towards which the 13 and the &= are directed.
q@ralwi & c—This ' @gFat of ' @iEMs’ goes asfar back as
the terminology of the Nyayasutra of Gotama.

qidEL  SASTW:. ... a9—Explanation of SuEgTEeAN, STH=GITIG

P. 50ah. aedita: Let us note that while = is the objective fact cf
the pervason of one real by another redl, a7 is the subjective
process™ of tracing a universal truth through a number of
particulars. a:—3ud @eFed: | e the three collectively,
and none singly, cat prove the proposition.

sqT. f.  dawe:—"Ch. appears to read { ar— (or arm-) wgmag” while T

P.2.113. reads “&remaw@ " ( N. Pr. Part Il p. 14. Comparative Notes\
Explain: arzed 9: qa3: d@ma@: Note that here 9 is dready
shown to be not only the minor term (&#i ) but the proposition
in which the mgjor term is predicated of the minor (bﬁﬁﬁrét qHi),
If you read snaaqgmar:, explain it thus: anmes: semEgE! 7: g
gems: Note that ‘e’ isnot only the3gor 3gwas but
‘ qegnig=mif anee, “|rnne: * of T2 is as shown above not a good
reading. Of course, w&t is #r=r and consequently 9g1aw is ararTa,
But this crestes confusion, unless the word IS restricted
to and is throughout used as a synonym of gy,
The fdladies of 9 ae dso known as fdladies of sfom, (See
Bhamhas Kavyal. )

st 8. @ugReisR—Recd| ‘ arafaa: in the defintion of sar (N. Pr.
P.21. 13 p.17). The Ptojika notesin this connectlon amafagiig iaﬁh
toP. 3, 1.7, anaafie ek s gde (Panj, P 50 b).
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¥.9.9. The Vrtti points out that even if the so-caled 9g sdtified the
@t remaining part of the definition- s vt dc—it would be
P50b agmma if it was ‘senfiEes’,

#q1. 9. §. 3 fusm—Not simply opposed or contrary to, but dis-
P. 19,1.19, proved by. For " @& uawna:?" read 'feq ? | qemane: 1
123 1RO SR WSS a—Na g =aerasRiRangd, e, 994 means
the w® determined by 54y thus, for example, when we speek
of a¥=a of paddy, what we really mesanis paddy of a certain
weight or messure, viz. ‘g=4.!
*q1. 8. 3. a0 sfmwimeom—The V(tti points out, somewha meticu-
P. 19,1.24. loudly, that in all such names as' swsiawg ' €c. we ae to
qfiET.  understand aERETH-Aw ec, that is to say, the IR arises
P.50 b not from the pramana €c, but from the fact which is
disclosed  thereby.

#q1. 1. Ta—There ae nine kinds of Falacious Theses ( q&iimg ) »—
P.2.1.14. (1) A thess is contradicted by Perception (sagfeg ') e.g.
to s Mg —' Sound is inaudible.’

P.31 5 (2)A thess contradicted by Inference (warifaeg ') e. g,
fawdy w2:—' A pot is eternal’ is contradicted by the inference

A pot is non-eternal, because it is aproduct.’
(3) A thesis contradicted by oneés own doctrine  (‘armides )
e. g, A Vasesika undertaking to prove ' fi: ms¢: '—'sound

IS eternal.’
(4) A thesis contradicted by public opinion (' #i=fieg ') e. g.
" PR AlTERs SR SRR (dead) man's

skull is pure ( not untouchable), becaue it is a limb of
an animate being; as for example, a conch or a shell. Now
according to public opinion the former is regarded as
untouchable, though not the latter.

(5) A thesis contradicted by one's own statement ( ‘eemfres’ )
eg. 'awm & #4 'My mother is childless’ This
proposition is self-contradictory. But it is not dear
whether a datement which contradicts ones former
datement will come under this head.  Of course, if the
former statement amounts to a doctrine it "will be dassd
as * swmfass, * but not otherwise.
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A thess whose'predicate is unacceptable ifesirfiden:) e. g.
while arguing with a Samkhya, a Buddhist taking his
gand ,on such a propostion as 'Sound is perishable,
(%z: wfed aft @ndr 7oz &8 ) The predicate in T fiemd is
denied by the Samkhya. (rather, Mimarhsaka) Dr. Satis
chandra Vidyabhusana rightly observes? " Sound is a subject
wellknown to the Mimmasaka, but not to the Sdmkhya." —I
would dlightly change the language and say: that sound is
imperishable is a wellknown doctrine of the Mimarhsaka,
not so much of the Samkhya.

A thess whose subject is unacceptable ( emigsEm®: ) €. g.
while arguing with a Buddhist, a Sarmkhya taking his
stand on such a proposition as 'A sdf or egois spiritual’
(¢ wicger 4 S %99 @Ko The existence of the subject
-viz ®#RA=—is denied by the Buddhist.

Dr. Vidyabhusana calk (6) 'a thess of an unfamiliar
minor term', and (7) 'a thess of an unfamiliar major
term', the illustrations given being the same as above. This
is obvioudy a dip ; the words 'minor' and 'major' should
be interchanged.

(8) A thess whoe both the terms—the subject and tin

predicate-are unacceptable to theother party (ersfgaiwa:)
c.g. a Vaisegka arguing with a Buddhist and taking his
stand on such a propostion as' The soul is the substantial
cause of pleasure, pain etc.' (Ff%w ¥% s gEnRewly.
FROARA ). Here we have to note that the Buddhist denies
both the subject and the predicate; he does not believe in
the exisence of &tman nor does he hold that pleasure etc.
are qualities inhering in Stman.

(9) A thesis universally accepted (af@Ew) e g. “Sound is

audible* i. e. apprehended by the snse of hearing.' ( s
% §). Dr. Vidyabhusana'strandation of his Tibetan text
gives, asan example, 'Fireiswarm'. In principle, thisagress
with the example of our text,' seg: wew g '. But T' of
Principal Vidhus ekhara Bhattacharya reads‘qar si¥rgm gii.
This is the opposte of Dr. Vidybhusana's illustration
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and changes the nature of the fallacy. In connection with
his reading of T' Mr. Vidhusekhara remarks " T'...aa
st g6, [t has already ben noted (Note 20, 2. 16-17
above) that the last e in T iafefefm®n d the illustration
given above is quitein accordance with it.  Yet, T itsdf
when it illustrates the term, reads sfégawq, |t appears that
T!isperfectly right in reading the last sgram  saRfm,
and in illustrating it as =nfegem\, for how can S1&Sd+4 be a
agime and be illustrated as' eeg: smm: 'as there is nothing
here which can make an appearance {&r@) of the @1 It
is, therefore, evident that there is some confusion in the
mss. of both the Skt and other versons'.

What makes ‘aw%: smw:' an siraw of the 94 is that it is presented
as agg and yet isnot agg, the definition of a %@ requiring
that it should be ‘er=dafaa: ' or' smafdgie:”. This can only be
when the truth of the propostion is at issue between the two
parties. Such, however, is not the cae with ' mg: sWmRm:
and o itisa egm®, The correctness of the reading of the
Skt text of the Nyayapravesa is vouchsafed by the
commentary which in explaining and justifying this
abnormal type of wemar observes as follows: * sfeagwei auy
I TR qT | STeR) pRyRRARGaReE Reg: deed swhafea
AT @ gl g we wet A anaad: | Iwd e alaR.
qifd: sfemm " —Vrtti p, 21,1 24to p. 22,1 2

Thistypeis as noted by the author of the Nyayadvatara
(awork of Jaina logic by Sddhasna Divakara) and its
commentator: “aknae sRmRa: @ #RM R sdames ot @
QI | ST IR RRRE TR | efdmads: o 7

The Chinese text of the " Pravesa-taraka-sastra"
supports the same reading. Of the four fallacies of the
Thesis...not found in Dinna's work, but, only in Sankara's,
the last is thus vindicated by Suguira: " The last fallacy
of the Thesis is of quite a different character from the
preceding. If in the first fallacy it was regarded as
absurd to maintain as a Thesis a statement directly
contradictory to fact, so in the last fallacy it is maintained
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to be equally absurd and fallacious to offer as a Thesis a
statement which everyone would accept as a plain
statement of fact. No less absurd than to propose the
Thesis " Sound is inaudible " is to propose the Thesis
" Sound is audible." In proof a Universally accepted
truth istreated as an imperfect Thesis." (Hindu Logic
as preserved in China and Japan p. 62.)

As noted by Principal Vidhusékhara, Ch reads meméemfg
and T" werdfeg for srmgwsy of the Skt. text, T first names
it sfafifes but afterwards in illustrating it below reads
s,

T' reads anvqewifem, araamiids, dMg and wewivs for the
last four, which makes only a difference of language?
gt and  arefi, being equivalents o RSy and fadsr
respectively, and we in the last corresponding to!&wm
of the Skt. text.

It is interesting to note that Bhamaha, the great Buddhist
poetician, while giving a summary of Logic (‘Rgwna-
@’ ), in the course of his treatment of adopts the
same classification as that given here (' sfagr [=va ]-3g-
Wi g8 |, and illustrates the |ast gesfiar = (varwr@) which
he calls' sfagedl by the example given in] our Skt. text.
" il we efEwE | | "—Bhamaha's  Kavyalamkara
V. 19.). Thus, the correctness of the reading in the
Sanskrit text—sfagga-—is warranted by the N.Pr. Vrtti,
Ch, V, half of T* and Bhamaha's Kavyalamkara

Kumgrila in his SlokaVartika mentions ‘edeesffafow’
which should not be mistaken as supporting the reading
siifsfes of T'. TFor, in 81, Vart it appears as & variety of
geai, which in its turn is one of the fifus of the six
pramanas, This he illustrates as follows : * wamRiRwE
iR A AR | @ waerieas 9meA Rt 0 In the scheme of
the N, Pr. this would fall under ‘ eiw§ex’ and has there.
fore nothing to do gvith the ‘st of T' given
in§the place of ‘sRmeww’, ParthasirathiMis'rs, the



37

commentator of Slokavartika, criticises the illustration of
mafies ( =sddmwRaRiieg ) as given by the Buddhist logician
Viz wdews weawa greme, which, in his opinion, should
have been given as an illustration of simfEe, Thus,
Kumarila and Parthasarathi while they mention *sffifee,
do not employ the word in the sense of the sfgfisg of T*
but of the '@isieg ' which figures in all the recensons of
Nyayapravesa, Uddyotakara sses no justification for
recognlan sfufefee (=eiwf@e OfN.Pr.) as a specid v,
sinee it would come nnder one or another of safadigs, Ho thus
says :—"gitfafied g 7 g f1sd AR 2 NRE: wmadat
SHITHF-ARAN IR 9 9% SRR | SRR CErered 4
sfafgfanfa® g svw g | =N, Vart. p, 114.) Moreover
he objects to the example given by the Buddhist logician
as an illustration of smwigeg . The proposition *fer: &wg: '
he says, is not opposed to the but only to the wgwms of
the %ifis, the right illustrations of emfysg as given by
Parthasarathi being gR*ReeTs swgmgiea, s 7
wharg ey A, afeeaie seeed famm mageERe
Thus * srafezai Yaiee fo: oo gz @l s o
7§ 03 eieramaE: SRIEWN SR, S N SR
taggRAlateRa. Furthermore, he objects to ¢ emmwm: g: ?
being regarded as a case of 7y, it being in his opinion
a case of sgurafd, the proper illustration being * egeiishy-
ffy 7 Thus: * sttty saaba: | sowEm: 9% 1 sagRdn
hmpafa aegem 1 {PeTdieediRgTEr | SPTEsdrE e
0 el A sefer wegela g awmEgiemE | sl
RiFupaisgliFa | TRRITECM, | IR ageisRE gwga
Similarly, Kumarila criticises the Buddhist and says that
qg: o is an illustration of swedy, for we all apprehend
w5, and not w5 @wEw:, which we know to be eg to srmm
and not to sy Thus:~* amEy § TR Sgw G |
¥y FAtgrguEm | Al Al v SRR | IS
Rwreql e ey ” 81, Vart, vv 59b—61a

The illustration given under mga<Rsx in our text, - marH
773f% ' Kumarila woald treat as a case of ¢ grafiii,’ which he
divides into SREt-qEdoen’-and wadwiRE Ady, the firet
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( SeR¥v) again into aRwWemy, wilfwma, and el
—illustrating them by “uresimag#idi,” where the very
utterance contradicts the truth of the proposition, ** &%
%4 79, where the swm predicated of all propositions
makes this very proposition zw and thus contradicts
ite trath, and “of 3 «&: @ Fon 9=A 7" where the
subject ( 9 ) contradicte the predicate (s=m) and thus
makes the proposition false, The ¢ &g’ of Kumarila
in what is called * smwfdw 'in the Nyayapraveds :  algeq
gesfigd Q%G @9 ¥ corresponding with “ 3w Rar
vz A ewgs: ”.  The wdomwORfw, already noticed, is
illustrated by the denial of a well-accepted meaning snch
as the word == denoting oM. * wRveiyd wiEmr @
fRafy & wddwfEn wawee s’ This wewn@Rfida of
¥'loka—-Vartika is a variety of s=qg, and henee © sfirgem *
will not be an illustration of it, It will rather be an
illustration of seaeeg both in the scheme of the Nyays-
praveda and that of the S'lokavartika,
Siddhasens Divikara, the author of the Nyayavatars, thus
refers to-the fallacy of qarum:

“ sl 7: frg: rEisgRE: |

wigEaart 1 AANASAF A 0
Here are noticed five voreties of wgrma—(1) sfiwge 7: fim:
i, ¢, afiuer SRwRA: v: w@ R sdwEr? g1 @ qamme: (Com,)
= sfegdea’ of the Nyayapraves'a i, ¢, Nfdiws, dedar
s wd glswa;  (2) wed afE: (= wefe ) o g
ot emeuy, [ o a6 ; (3) R afim: 4. o
wgArR: (= Aaee: | )-e, g. TRA A (4) S (=9
e’ ) e g, amay; (5) @eanfyqe = waeleR: ' e g, @ 9fa
g% wen: Dharmakirti in the Nysyabindu says : © stfiema f
gemawrisf” It may be noted incidentally with reference
to the reading of NPr., P. 1, 1. 7 discussed above that
Dharmakirti refers to ‘q: wfigfs: ' as the ‘wygo?
( ‘uamerovisht’ ) of ‘a5’ to which he adds ‘arfiwsa:’ and justifies
the addition; and Dharmottara in commeting upon it
also says TARNFRRMEE TOUEEVHT IRV Coweiw G-
st 7 0g: o) sedmd sy whRsanyd g, —thus implying
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that the older definition of  did not contain the proviso
“ymarafiss: ', and therefore the whole " swarafiss o
aRg: " may well be an emendation of the text of
theN. Pravesa (P. 1,1. 7) in the light of Dharmakirti's
suggestion.

T anfighmisend: sagwREaiERaAtoiE 2 9 o oF SNy
T TESRCEA aW ST T | ergwiARioedl agl R et R
SHEATEN a0 TR TR | SRWFUE o agnE s R
s g Aogw wafa 0 ” —N. Bindu. Dharmottara in
commenting upon this pesssge of the N. Bindu does not
enlarge the list. But he adds an illustration of ik
which is interesting, Snce it reminds one of the famous Greek
parallel—'All Cretans are liars put forward by one who was
himself a Cretan (¥ #sR & & Fpar rAGR of% Ao wer
wameasERe NEAgeER v ) shfifuea is thus explained: =
ger=l @ waa AR sRemand: | o 9 sden Roga: ) sddsd TR,
ReeRgaier sfa: 1 shad  AewRnaRwmgsad . @1 Ge
Aifiafsaas sl afrTmsareE Rgae ..o ShRein feer
Resfivgdn R szs=arsEmew a9% o) =N, B, Tika,

Before concluding this branch of the subject et us note
Prasedtgpadals list of fi vgmEs:—Thee ae " S@LN-FART-
sgang-TEgw-sIaaEa: | 7 and they are illustrated as follows:~
(9) R ( Fire is cool ) seaitod; (R ) swmem ( Sky-
space-is dense ) TWARANHY; (3) A% g0 %41 (A Brohmana
may drink liquor) EwmRdd ;( v ) WRs ewdfR Fw: (An
effect is pre-existing in the cause, in the mouth of n Vais'esika)
wersAd; and (4) 7 owsdseEs:  (Words aarry no
meaning ) #R ExwRd,

i TR o T AR SR SRR s -1
you undertake to prove spavis of %%, this predicate—sri.avr-
will be found to be opposed to and disproved by +uquit which
is dready known by to belong t@rh.

WE-HEVE  GACISRAR, ST A R | SR 1-
An objection to the foregoing illustration is here taken:—
gmm—the Universal or the Generd is not werg at all according
to Buddhists, ®®&%, that is, the Particular and not the
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II. 13-14,
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Universal being according to them the object of Sws, while
uwg, that is, the Universal is the object of wgam (* srageq
@oguia fien sgmwg 3 aweadfa Bai: "—Paijika p, 50 b ).
How then conld one sey ° NI&SI¥Qa siavids '—saue being a
g% and therefore beyond the reach of %@& ! Answer :—
AT FEEINRIA,  AFIeGUEIGITeRES: | 4, 6. the termine-
tion & in #AwA is not intended to signify @ the general
or universal nature—but &9 (=@egu=t ) the particular
nature, the thing itself ( ‘eragw’ )

spau: SRR, ... SEUER  HTanRRRaRaraEE— Explans-
tions in terms of Buddhistic metaphysics. Read ¢ wrasrafirri
WASIIAIHRR: |0, T FUEW 1A 50 or a7 5eydd T B 10

Wi #d—While answering the objection, * et ’ ( Dharma-
kirti ?,) goes beyond the position taken up in the foregoing
reply, in which & is conceded to be a real-which is appre-
hended by &% though not by &ief. * a4 7 denies reality to
g altogether. He says: * ary wmsaa: gendvamiedias:, @g
@Ed 7 i, ¢, the @ in *av@ does not mesn & real universal
( werdwia, that is w4 in the sense of real universal) but only
being, in the present cee conceptud or nomina existence.
The difference between the first and the sscond explanation is
the difference between two schools of Buddhist Metaphysics
viz. Repre:entationisn or Indirect Redism and Subjective
|dedlism.

It is to be noted that “af does not occur in the text of the
N, Pravesa whose illustration is " smmw: =g gid"—whichis
not open to the objection discussed above.  Evidently, the
illustration isfound dsawhere and is confounded with that
given in the N. Pravésa' unless it be assumed that the author
of the Vrtti had it in his copy of the N. Pr. Probably, the text
of the N. Pr. which contained no reference &ary (°& )| wes
explained and illustrated by commentators in terms of amwa
and so gave rise to the objection which is noted in the Vrtti
and is repegted in the Panjika
WA &c—**"W ' as here undertood is the particular
school which the writer has avowed as his own.
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6% % &eo—{ 1 ) (a7 g TR ( Vain' Sutras VI 1 1,

50, b. 57 a { & } agagnamey armeafai ( Vaie', Satras X. ii-9.)

3f—By the Mimamsakas

aniaTa—In consequence of its not being & production of any
person, human or divine. WFRT—in consequence of it being
the work of a persond being; in the present casg of the
Divine Person.

1. 9.3 oge,.eic-Read " dRuddisd wWAR Romsfdem " (See
P. 21,11.4-5 Panjikap. 52a )

ViELO
P. 51-
P. 22a

P51b

P.52 a
LI

P.52b.

afegtt & &c.—A. summary of the Samkhya system. wherarens
AieqanId @aaH-aterenfd is referred to in Anuyogadvara ( a work
of the Jaina canon ) as ‘&ww@ad’ which is the same as

or Rwianfs, the  Golden-Seventy " which together with a
commentary was translated into Chinese by Paramartha bet.
ween 557 and 568 A. D. This is the sawre as the well-known
gleaHIRAT of g

s &e.—The Samkhya denies ‘ i 308’ and * f=a

@@, that is, abeolute 39R and absolute fmmy, a doctrine
maintained by the Buddhists and the NyayaVasesikas who

ae consequently stigmatised as ' erddmR®’s, that is, semi-
Buddhists. Not that sarr and fasisr in some sense—in the sne
of enfaws fa-are not accepted by the Saihkhyas. fireaa =
that into which the cause does not enter ; tracdess ; absolute.
gieray i} wRdaieem saRa-1 sR-asgeanat argEer, 2 age
(=ma=g% ), 3 smFR, 4-20 a group of sixteen consisting of 5
gl b sdids, 1 @ and 5 am=e, ( T T, ~§4,~EIR -7~ )
and 21-25 the 5 mergEs (@, &g, &g, arg, and swa.) The
Samkhyakarika which gives the number is quoted in the
Panjika. So d<0 is the Karika which distinguishes the nature
of sz from the other members of the series; the same hes
been dsoexplained. fe#ify etc—The Samkhya etymology of
the word.
FEE- a3 hgA waﬂa AR qeEgad aﬁw qea: P
Objection: How can aBuddhist ek of “waram@’ when he has no
such  proposition ‘sgE=a’ or ‘st&brming part of his Inference ?
In answering this objection, the fact that the Buddhist does
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not recognise ¥@&=H is admitted, but the treatment of 4 and

74mid is defended on the ground that it is meant for beginners

("Wﬂ'ﬁ‘l’ ), who have to gather every kind of information

relating to the subject before they enter upon a scientific

discusson.  In the latter case, 9999 is not necessary, 3geHA IS

enough. ( T 4% BIIUER O ST & ). The Buddhists were

not the founders of the sdence of Logic, of which they

had borrowed the framework and numerous details from

the Brahmapas. These, however, they have endeavoured to

improve upon in their own way. This ishow the subject of

wfaafinds a place in a Buddhistic work, although the

rejection of q&gFss (ﬂﬁiﬂ) is one of the reforms which the
Buddhists have proposed.

Q1. 9. §. W——3T4 A TR etc. Read I A BV v ARA, Obj ection:—

P.21,11.5-1C> If the fact that your propostion is not accepted by your

opponent is enough to make it ‘arsrf%aﬁﬁw, good

bye to all 4@, (IAHATRY IegweAi  Fissman ?) For,

every ( 'R'"ﬁ) AW is occadoned by difference with the

opponent. Answer: Mere difference of opinion does not

cr eate HIEGIRNT g for surely such a thing would be

absurd. The 3™ under notice is intended to serve as a

caution that the ¥®IF should be properly established and placed

beyond possibility of question by means of valid arguments.

( svariy: eeraae Fsgamsdin: qurdfead wal | arew ) @ e

IR | Y TURA SN Sata: wae t —N Pp U reti p. 21 I 8-10 ):

qidm e R &e TEGEAMENICINIGIEE SRRy e

P.52b §$a®: | Fawawimaadie: It has been observed above that g

P. 53 a Gg—that is & minor premise—does not become a ERTH—

fallacy of the minor—simply because it is not acceptabl ,

to the other party. But in order that the balance be

turned in our favour we must show that the agrg on

which we rely is sound. Thus, in the problem of ey

versus #&® mooted above TO should be shown to be sfier

by refuting the Hﬁﬁ?ﬂﬁ'—the doctrine of pre-existence of

the % in the ¥®I—of the Samkhyas. The whole of the

soond half of P. 52 and the first half of P.53 contains a
refutation of this doctrine,
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gt FRA FElaW smoesfvema wgtwwmeR  atean—The
Samkhya argument: Since only Such &My as ae possessad of
2% ( potential energy or capacity ) cen produce a given %@
and no others, it is evident that the #1d exids in the 1T in the
form of that =%, Criticism: No. The ®# is not found in the
#mm before it is mede  ( Read: " & s q@wgwssa, ) The
Sdiikhya asvas. It is not found, not because it does not
exist, but because it is not mede manifest ( FAHRIIRIZTFR: ),
Criticism: What is there to show that it exists ? (5@ &
wamA.?) Samkhya The very fact that it comes into being.
(i ). Criticism: If it exigs dready, it is durd to sy
thai it comes intobeing ( AaweeieamEar g aer Rawaad ),
The Samkhya rgoinder: If that which does not exis can
comeinto exigence, a @damw (the hern of donkey) can as
well do 0" ( sfrmmend @adamesta: @a); or raher
asthe smesrdaifly. mantains, that which does not exist can
come into being, nothing can come into being except a
=g | Reply: No. ThesdRs®t does not come into being,
because there isno caue to bring it into being. ( &RWRARE
etc.) Similarly sz is not meade out of %gs, or qaout of ke,
because a7s are not the caue of %2, ndther afe of &2
Evey dfed hes a definite s of cases which done

produoss the effed and no other ( sfaRasams=: ki
FARISITEAL, ).

Mark the difference between the two views. The problem
before the two parties is—How is it that %2 is mede out
of atw and not out of &gs, and smilaly = out of dgs
and not outof af@1 Ore of the parties—the a@RarRa—
accounts for this by assuming a = i. e—the potentiad
exisence of #d in the #rm, which ensbles it, and it dong, to
produce the partictilar effect; while the other—the sisesaiRa r
aooounts for it by assming a ceusdl law (based on observation)
which connects the cause with the effect (Grameitm & amsh gaedy
wRAre o= @ | FgIEng shfmesdivem w1 o Famai
43 ZR% eamfen: ) Note that according to one school the
fawr is the ultimate fact of observation; according to the other
the fam isthe fact to be accounted for which is dore by
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- assuming &S for the purpose. The position of the o -
isthis: Whatever is made must be s before it is made;
not that whatever is #ag can be made. Hence, the objection
that a '®&Egm might as well come into exigence because it
is isfutile; it is not every e that is made, but whatever
ismade must be  beforeit is made, (FeER TERRY: wWASEA
9T I
i gﬂgg 3 gggﬁ g) Infactitis acontradiction
in terdaneitRpiieathi TRneRRRathat the same is afterwards
made ( Famasiiaiceagar | fmeeae ). Moreever, if athingis
even before it ismade, why all the labour of collecting the
materi IeARRARNKREe fnachinery for its manufacture ?
(Reed grwamiRanorgqrda=r a. PanjikaP.53. @. The Samkhya
rephsit is for making patent yphairswes hitherto latent
(sRmres ) Criticism: Was that sl fgyawing out or
manifestingggf that which islatent) @ or &% before now ?
If yglg2y &@—why need you trouble to mekeit ? If you
%Eﬂﬂij you relinquish . The Samkhyagge! et
ik ke nfestation is only the removal of S SR
gmisfsia: ), not a thing to be mede like the Wlamm
ﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ itis. Cntmwrgm,lf thereby yommply that e{fimi"m
hand the removal is doing something, the aif¥eals ceases to
ﬁm (Feman eSS EAREY ) R SREEse: 1)
Sarnkhya objection: It is contended by the Samkhya
that such expressons as el , %€ %4 bear testimony
to the exigence of the thing before it is produced; for,
the (& in & cannot be done by sgt  unless the AP
is there; similarly the™ in cannot be applied to unless
the TC is there. Answer: the sgg and the *re are here referred
to prospectively { wamgfl Rl wd afiR saRishesaty o 4
oy yeagee ghmragran®s: ) In brief, there is no Baee in
saying that a thing is made if the thing is dready there;
and if a thiner is mede it is deer that it is not ftcT. ( e
aeqdigaen,  SerIiRendE IR € EaE: | SasmIlAaeiE:
Read this for wramfurs: )

For a full discusson of the pros and cons of the &R,
vide Samkhya Sutras 1. 111—123 with the Bhasya
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of Vijnanabhiksu, and Vedattasutras with the Bhasya
of Sarkaraand the Bhamati of Vacagpatimisra

The digtinction beween the two doctrines is thus presented in
anutshdl by VijflSnabhiksu a the end of his comi

on Ssinkhya Sutra 1. 128 r—orgi fi semdmiammeesir
A 7n B amTeE aRRRA: SRR e
AR | adAedRA AT RREHRER | R
wEeapeR | vy @ wAm. The theory of wfiwufes
has been examined and defended at considerable length by
Vijianabhiksn in his Commentary on § S, 1. 121-123, the main
difficulty in the theory heing met as follows :—" srlamfieas.
TRTFOTFIER FHIBIIR NE GEl: SRaTgueed SarrpaRalaR 3n1 afng
W W aheRE  eERers e et
kAT SIS ARSI

Mediating betwean the s@@daR of the NyayaVaséska and
the a@rM of the Sarhkhya, the Sankara Vedantin recognisess
partial truth in both, and while the Jana would trest
them astwo points of view both of which though partia
ae equdly true, the Sankaa Vedantin regards both as
equdly fdse and deduoss from their conflict his doctrine
of widwdmar or B of al efeds The various views
on this subject have ben summaized by the author
of SamksgpaSdirka in one vase as follows: " aRFRaR:
FIRE: STNGET WErATeT: | AiteqIRer: TRamard) vy Redag:-"
where FRFAR=MEHIE, SWHE=WAIINAE, TOREI=GEHTT,
and Fecmr=sfawiams,

" o4 4 fiawh ez etc—This proposition of the Buddhist, howso*
ever true is not placed beyond the charge of aymems untili
the #ra is edeblished asa thingthat i@, It should
be noted in this connetion that if the @ which is
the ground of the reasoning is to require a proof, and the
latter still another proof and so on ad infinitum - there
will be no rest {43 TIAYTHA TRM FEH WRORRETIR
anEveaed @i . Moreover, eisf&aina and s
ae redly not a al. For, let usjust condder in
paation to whom they ae and therefore supposd to be
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ggrrEs: the 3, or his opponent? that is, the proposer himself
(am&1)) or one: whom he endeavours to c o nv K sfma ) ?
Not the former, viz. the #R™, Becauss, so long as
the @1, beses his argument upon smws such as sered
etc, and uses a faW, the 3@ cannot make his 9 a
qam®@ simply because the other side does not agree to it.
And not the latter, viz. the sfqa. Because, one becomes a
ama when h e does not agree waidesey simmeEE, . Read
auifg-ual for aw &1, For sfamivss | was inclined to read
simaigs, as the word with which it is contrasted is
agigm,  This, however, would require that we should
read sfE3#d ( equivalent to wifds: ) for sfamgwer-whichis a
bit awkward. But the concluding words ssfaee sfaqraam,
leaves no doubt that the correct reading is sfmargs and
not sfsamederar.  Moreover, the words sfare® and sfime for iR
and sf&fe. are found dsewhere dso. e. g. in the Nyayabindu,

ffuw@ g Fdaa@@-The meaning here given of s
desarves to be noted. According to the Metaphysical Nihilists
of Buddhism, nothing possesesa sdf i. e essentid reality.

~ The Redlists of Buddhism did not go so far, but they denied

the reality of the universal and the one as against the par.
icular and the many. Consequently they denied @a=g and
waafT, #safan  the whole which is over and above and con-
sequently other than the parts, according to the Nydya-Vaisedka
school.  This the Buddhist denies, and the argument on which
he reliesis agae besed upon ®WEweReEg; that is to say,
the reason that the thing ( @wf# ) is not found, and if it
had existed it would have been found; but snce it is not
found, it does not exist, (cf. “emaigeagur | ary Q1 Seehuegn-
s ' —N. Bindu.)

As againg the common s view that we perceve the
whole, it is maintaineal by the Buddhist that we infer certain
component parts from certain other component parts. Thus,
from the question whether the socdled Perception ( 5®& ) is
not in reality Inference (eigma ), there aises the direct
question whether the Whole ( #mafet) is anything over and
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above the Parts (@438 ). This problem is discussed at such
length and with such a multitude of pros and cons in the
Nyaya-Sutras, Nyaya Bhasya and Nyaya-Vartika, that
it gopeas to have beenone of the grestes ontological
problems of theage. ( S N. Sitras 1.1 30-31 and 32-36)
“a g WA sRRdraeisTTRRsR, Al @Waam w1 qwdeE: )
N 9 shereaed, e adgaiaaagagn sfdgEaRg gaafE:
—N. V. Tatparya II. i. 50.

(%) gl Tea: q3gaA, gaiken, gifazsemdrafy o8 o -
oA (2 ) RniaieneTa ; (1) RmseraRngagTee ;
(¥) ogreed fmed Admegwasm (N, Vartika on 11,14, 30
Thistogether with the paragraph which follows has been rendered
very cer by Dr. Ganganah Jha in his trandation:
The Vartika propounds four arguments in support of the view
that the compogte issomething different from the components®-
(A) The component yarns must be different from the
compodte cloth, because they are its cause, just like the
shuttle and other things; the shuttle and other things, ae the
caue of the cloth, and are found to be different from it. etc.
(See pp. 236-37).

a walmAgud m—Read 7 wamgna: sgaadi W gndmd:
gaRd=dvaR

auaggiiisi—Read vmRRSAmgasatiRewaafise for  qusas-
sqfRtnaaiagy .

q wHmagna:, . ewargaefan: The argument against the recogni-
tion of a real uii—erg9Ha-over and above the 9Hs—ims and

‘emyas—is that there is nothing to prove that it exists® No such

i, enters our perception. A thing is expected to
be perceived if it exists, and if it is not perceived,
evidently it must be pronounced to be non-exisient ( af
Wk raaraeaniauy e agtfe skeeed | e
AaTdt S: | O N ggveltqeguid adveds asaRfy sagder aun
FeRE 75 | ey PurEIREEEd ol 2 R EEgvel:
—Panjika.)) A possble difficulty : If there is no red smufaq
what is it that is perceved ? The s@mms ae on al hands
regarded as lying beyond the range of perception. Answér:—
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We do not hold that wams are abosolutely beyond the range
of perception in al circumstances. We rather hold that
they do become perceptible in a certain condition, viz, when
they ae dose together s0 as to cooperde in one group-
( AREAe SIHAMOETARIRE R RIaaRElR | anf sk
AT wEERATIGE:  ASTEEEREERE | AR aveatznf-
HEAEEN:  genvE:  gtisnRfegmessR  —Panjikd ) Another
possble objection- How do you then explain the unity of
the object as perceived ?(...9%: W R.%4.989: ?) Answer:
The many (atoms) are too small to be perceved as distinct
entities and hence the illusion; e g; a light is constantly
changing, a new flame coming into existence every moment, and
yet it gopears to be permanent owing to the fact that the
different flames are very much like one another and follow in
quick succession. ( WRFEEHGUEENITAT (% SR REdERe | sdad
HradtmsrnwTenaRR N g sYsaRismar—Pasjika ) Objection:
While the distinction of the %73 remains unpreceived, how can
the s themselves be perceived, even in the condition
and in the form of an #FuEA (A FAMITRRIRMON: WHO: FaAag: ¢
Paiijika ),

Answer: If in consequncs of the distinction being unpereceived
athing is to remain unperceived, a light would have to be
regarded as unperceived because the distinction of the light
(which in reality is a sries of lights in quick successon) is
unperceived 1 Therefore in our view the 'wwms are pereceived
although their distinctions are not, thus appearing illusorily
as one instead of many. ( REBPTARMOGRTIA KR TR
RAAgTeRERsTRGasS: ) Moreover, will you tell how even
on your hypothess an s®a@ could be perceived ( wear)
though the distinction of the #s%as are admittedly unper-
ceived ? (Aol RARTIIHRTE smaTealy w4 @ wweee: P-Panjika
Note—Read #®i @t for %wq @1 ). Furthermore, | chalenge
you to get over the following dilemma: Conceding for the sske
of argument that there is an lemaf@, in addition to the *

which gppear as an external object, may | know whether the
body-%2-which poseses & (gross) dSzeis one or many?
Supposing it is one, is it made out of one component part or
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many ? In either case it cannot be one. For what is =
cannot be in its nature one ( G ). If the gross
whole were one, when one part is celoured the whole would have
to be supposed to be coloured, or if one part is covered the whole
would be found to be covered ! { af% w@dg wna RexTEH
W9 T 8§, Ekaa gaaaei w94 )  The other alternative,
that the gross whole is many, is what you do not hold. For,
you hold that one whole subsists in many parts (RS-
fatu: agmEERESaEal gheaeegeaaE-Panjika ). Objection:
If there is no &m@afF, how can you speak of something (smwfEa )
being #4® and something (awaw) @A ¢ (EpEgniEsIRENae-
qeasquTs: ) Answer: the 3395 come to be regarded as 8%t or
© according as they are one or many. ( R4 €4 TW  IJAGAT
STemAga: uasAIeaeds ewi—Panjikd. )

SRR ar OH 9N, %3 wgueh, 97 W Derivation and mean-
ing of wam: * sWEATREARAE, "—to be so united as not to
be separable. Things which possess this property are called
qAriis—~—e. g. gs with respect to 92; they are the anarqjg-
% of %2, while the latter ia s¥aya®® of the former; in
other words, one rests indissolubly in the other, The
Buddhist word for suaiimnm is ¢ amarrER® * ( the same is the
word of the Vedantin ), and the Jaina calls it ° aRomwamo, ’
ai @ariaE—~when the threads are arranged as warp and woof.
HIREREA: ete, FFEAN s something distinet from the threads
and yet makes them into one 92. The uge being the
GRAREAY, the @a8din is the sEaaiymw, ( ®f&n sRatmy oo
it so—See Tarkasarngrabs snd Dipiki ). The weaver
snd his weaving machine are the fafam. s gandat &e—
A ia the SFAMAHR of its qualities, viz., @& ete. smwwA:ERT
is their siguasr and &% ¥ ete are their ATERT,

a1 @5 et :—The Buddhist, unlike the Vais'esika, does
not hold the doctrine of the three kinds of causes. According -
to him, there is one stream of consciousness, or rather series
of consciousnesses ( RF=Eaf ), due to a group of antecedenty
which we call a cause, 6. g. &% ¥ ete. of gaRmA,
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LY. g R &e—aRaRmRddkeen Req:—The same-sR&-is the
P.21. word used in the Vais’. sutras. Paiijikd points out that it is
1.25.  an intransitivefparticiple ( 5R=f &: (read ¥ for &) 7w W&

FAR &t )
AL Y. g, ane e ( Panjikd ) & 3 o8 9 =@wi=not ww ®, but &3
P.22.1.1. &g} ai. e not the &7 or nature of w¥ but W iteelf,
14.
1.7.  viyawd— Read smwa for 794  which is an obvious
misprint ). nEg=s&a-Paijikd shows how it comes to
mean that,

WL A. g, AR &e-Two ways of explaining fwn, siRua=sidws
P.22,15. ( Pagjiki ),

L R, 7. ot aamal ( Vetth P. 22, 1 2, ).—of all the nine shwims
P. 311. 56. enumerated above ( N, Pr. P. 2, 11, 14. 17 ).
st st ( Vit P 22,1 3).

qAmeTUFg@s—The manner in which the %ty arise is of
three kinds: { 1} * u¥eTeMSTEROGE " in the cose of the first
five, namely, S@rges, gAMReE, ATMEEE, JFHEE and WIRE;
(2)‘ afwremrwaa: ' in the case of the next three, namely
sfeaRRae, wsfefds and omivew; and (3) ‘aMdsser: in
the cuse of the last viz. Sf¥gdamy,

#q1. 8. 4. In the cae of the fird five the #39™ is preduded by st etc,
P.2211.7.14. in the cae of the next three it is imposble to convince
qf3%T  the opponent s long as he doss not agree to the esre &C;
P.54b in the cae of thelast it is no use embarking upon an sga@
to prove what is already acoepted by the other party (fmama).
For the lag nate vide the text of the N. Pr.—' ( P. 3,1. 6.)

goeases: ' and the note thereon.

#1. % Theauthor next comes to the important topic of Remares—
P.3,1. 8. i. e Falades of the Reason ( 3§ )or the Middle Term. These
are primarily three: (1) ®if¥a ( 2 } ofmi™® and (3) fies.

to P.5,1.19. The first { %R ) is subdivided into four: (1) swidz,
(2) waus, (3) SR, and (4) arwn@s,
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The second (eeifa® ) is subdivided into siz: (5) anmw,
(6) wmmamm, (7) sRmegRiimemrd, (8) RudweuaR: awweand,
(9) Swaede3e3®: and (10) FremfeEr.

The third { 4% ) is subdivided into four: (1) whewdRmdans,
(2) wiiwEsdaaes, (3) affesdmdsanm, and (4) aFfReRwe
qrqa.

These fourteen Fallacies of the 33 may now be explained and
illustrated: -

( 1 ) swmfg—Untrue according to both the parties. Thus,
for example, in wsdisFia: W, ( =Sound is noneternal,
because it is visible ) the 33 is unacceptable as a predicate of the
subject to both the parties.

( 2) s=aufig—Untrue according to either. For exemple, in
the srgument T=%: e Sa%a, the 2g—7T%@—is not predicable
of the subject~%%—according to the Mimarisakas and
Sarnkhyas, who think that %% can be produced or manifested
( sfisae ) but not originated ( 3% ),

( 3 ) dgrnf&E~0f doubtful existence, For example, if there ix
a possibility of mist being mistaken for smoke, the 3g-smoke—
ag predicate of the subject will be regarded as doubtful,

(4) smmras-Whose smr-the abode, the subject—is unreal, For
example, iu smer 259 quwrrer the Buddhist may well object
to the subject-simm-which, according to him, has no reality at
all, it being a pure negation.

There are six kinds of sia®i%a% or Inconclusive Hettt twm

(5) stwres: sren-Inconclusive, because common, that is
favourable not only to the desired conclusion but also to its
oppotite. For example, in @& e siwema-the 3g viz R~
(the quality of being the object of right knowledge) is common
{smrw) to @ and to %7 things, and is consequently
inconclusive, for we are in doubt whether Wz HzmSw:
S or ATEIGHET, SgEIeERE: e

(6) smie: srmai-Inconclusive, because peculiar. For
. example, T fife: WG, the RG-4FTA-is peculiar to, that is to
sy, confined to the subject -#%, being not found in any
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other thing either s or @i, 1t is of the essace of Inference
that there should be agread cases of similarity and dissimilarity
from which you can generdize and apply the generdization to
the cage in hand.  The ¥8 being confined to the gg, there is
no bess for the generdization. How sucha isinconclusive
isindicated in the text as follows: <! afy Randeremat smrem
FenfoaRiRgwe Traenivar, g " - | . e. excentin o=, MR
is found neither in”  things norin s things, and snce
all things are either @ or sifimr and there is no third kind
of things from which you can generdize for the purpose of your
inference, the result is that you find yourself in the morass of
doulbt.
(7) dRmifiesd swtss-Residing in some like
indances, but ds0 in all unlike ingances. Example*—a=:
sl e ( Note sassrad®=that which cannot be
produced without a volitional effort; henoe manufactured, made;
spERRgE—the oppodte of this, that is, that which can exist
without any volitional effort on our part, as for example, a
lightning, ether or pace).  Thus the two terms will mean
(@) naturaly existing and (b) coming ioto exigence, and
artificially mede or manufactured). In this example, the <wj, viz.,
55 being #saww=RA® (natural ), Aga(lightning), ames (specd)
dc. aeits®s. In some of thesee. g. in th &ga the 33~
afver resides but not in all; for example, it does not residein
whichisnot #f@ but f®, Thusthe T3 is<ewmRed.
It is dsoo femmd. Thus—In the given illustration.
The ogme-beng eswaa=das [ Read in P 4 1. 6
sngeEs:  instead  of fEwalas: |, 92 ec. which ae
sAwGas ae fugs, an et isfound in all of them.
Thus, #f¥e@ belongs to &g which isesrmRsdTs and a0 to
% which is swemradas, and is therefore inconclusive. You
ae not sure" & ueagfEEM wEROTE: R sy
R fAemREaToT: -From the mere fact that #& is
wli@ you cannot condude definitely whether it is natural
( STEEARRTTE ) O 1 made| SRRAM-RES .

(8) RedimaRy: awrnd! stwfam:  Thisis the converse of No. 7.
Residing in some unlike indances but ds in all
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like ingtances. Inthe example—m=g: SFARFAGYS: wiRaEn,
"qerealus: w:’ is the @9, sz etc, ae the awgs,
and they are all #f. Thus, the 3g-efmmEmM—is H9emdr
Itis dso RvwRa®. Thus—the fuets of the 98 are Ry,
st etc. some of which e, g. fg®, possess #fm which others do
not e. g. @&, So from the fact that == is @& you can
not conclude either way, whether it is samm={ig® (the
result of a volitional effort; hence, made) or RIS
(the opposite ), examples of both kinds being found, such as
7z and R respectively.  The®g is, therefore, i,

0) FumadwEdie: siwfam—Residing only in a portion of the
gags and of the fwgs, In the example, T fiea: sigdam , fa: g:
isthe  en®@, warg etc. are the #94s, of which some posess
s and some do not; for instance, s does and WTIS does not
( cf. " o qRarct sfi: N.B.T; a0 asdefined inthe Br. Nyaya
‘Brars sy, '~end g is a BERer)l.  Again, with far: ass:
ased, W g® efc. are t fAuals, of which some are @%@ while
others are not; for instance, 4% is @& and %2 is not. Thus, in
the present example @&d frer: e, the 8 is Sumdeemaf,
(smda “sometimes goes W i @& n d sometimes with #fiaa,
and is consequently inconclusive.

(10) fee=frar s@wf@s:—That which has an invariable
contradictory, that is to say,'anon-erroneous contradiction »
(Dr. S. Vidyabhlisana). This arises ' when a thesis and its con-
tradictory are both supported by what appear to be valid reasons
(Vldyabhusana) what in Kantian terminology would be
caled' antinomic reason' (Dr. Randle). The word is explained
in two ways by Dharmottara in the N.B. Tika
(1) demaiiner AR o s @ Raahed o (2) IR g
R guoiee W Seavagaield 9 wEasfiEr.
fearaafivard, i, e. (1) swealiendl of fitg—which invariably proveg
the opposite of what is proved by another @ (2 ﬁt:

e
which |sﬁ the same time seati=d; i, e. that which is opposed to

another &~in as much as it proves its contradictory, g
is at the same time invariably accompanied by its own &’

@ is to sy, which is good in itsgh; sﬂ;ﬁﬁﬁrmqgw
®fd is concerned. In the example T=&: & ﬁmw
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g {s SRR of wiRer@, but it is opposed to { fiwg ) or
contradicted by w: f@: s s=em . The two igs
taken together cande doubl, and sare, therefore, inconclusive,
( s SgEa gadanesieas: agkaag N, Pr.P, 5. 11 2-3).
There are four kinds of &&g or Contradictory Hetu:—

(11) wiwwimiTane—ihat which proves the very opposite of
the intended & (@ ), For example, in w%: fien gaw
the ¥-FFA-proves the very opposite of Fwd, that is,
wi%ae, since it resides in [vgs-siFe things—only.

(12) wiffdfoliaqn@—which proves the opposite of the
particular @i which it is intended to prove. Example:—
TeT: Tl AT, EAGATF AT, i e, the eye and other
organs exist for something beyond themselves inasmuch

as they are things possessed of orderly arrangement in their
Constitition, e. g, a bed, a seat etc. which exist for somebody

other than themselves. Here the 2g-—dmaa—while
proving that there is something beyend the senses, proves
also that that something—viz, ®WF--which the Samkhya
desires to prove is for the same reason igd-~that is poseessed of
an organised body, a position which the Samkhya is not
prepared to hold. The ¥ here—%wia@r-~proves the reverse
of what is intended to be proved, viz,~%g instead of srEEd
IR . ’

(13 ) wiresefmgaraa—That which proves the opposite of
the 9 iteelf—that is the 9 or major term. For examples
inWm: Agsd [ord & or AaM: ] CHSEER or TEHRY ¥ WA
qRVTARTEE, AT, and JNeAg weid, are such 38, For,
according to the Vais'esikas, 7 have either no constitnent
%4, for example, 3, or are made up of more than one
constituent 34, for example, 72; but there is no &4 which is
made of a single constituent &4, But Wa-Being—{ the wgrmiry
or the highest universal to which generalisation can be carried)
may contain a single #4, for example, sm%m. Consequently it
(¥r) cannot be & %4, Similarly, it may be argued that ¥ is nog
a B9 or a T, becanse it itself resides in #ias and s { g
am™ ) whereas 99, and 9% do not reside in other # e or
s Thus, the Vais'esika proves that #M ( the highest aw,
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also called &< ) is something other than 257, 7 and &%, But this
argument is vitiated by sRitrEtEwiaanm fies hetvabhasa, says
the Buddhist, For, the same 83-U#%eamam and 999y Wag-
would prove A as well, oM@ being sometimes TEREIT
(e g wdmmw belonging to st ), and resident in 17s
and 7. ( e. g. ® Wi, 999 ®TE: ) Thus, these 338 may
prove that W7 is a%-~the very opposite of ufii( WA Jerew,

oot —as in the case with lower Ws such ag gudier,
921 efe,

(14) wfifiRefawiamad—That which proves the opposite of
the particular kind of =7 which it is intended to prove,
In the example given above the 33s may prove not only that wa
(the highest @M=} is not a &4 or a T or a %4, but also that it is
sreea® like 19 that which causes the idea of non-existence,

#a1. 0.3, geferraied &e—That % is not  orginated but only mani-
P.23,1. 7. fested by tha vocal organ is preminently a docirine of the

LLo.
)] 18,

Mimamsa school. The $amkhya endorses it as a ey .
Wes: &e.—Colamn of dust mistaken for smoke.

Read “ 3gumamaeaaiiaa aig i * for “...a@wm,,.”

,1.19. wa zAf...&—The five nonentities which are but a name

(@@t ), a mere appearance { ¥fwri), a mere aggertion
( sfgmr ), a mere convention ( 7T ), 2 mere imagination
(wemmand ) are (1) Past Time, (2) Future Time, (3) Conscious
destruction, { 4) Akag'a { Space ) and (5) Pudgala ( self gr
individual ) SEFPRCARRIAR;  SREREA=SIIRIR, (NSRS ),
dqfmram=pgwre, ( opposed to WA, See Suzuki’s  Quilines
of Mahayaoa Buddhism” }; doreramn=a13 éamgiing afimg,
s wemEd; SREEERT: SgR G JRAIATSIt— Patjika
P. 56 b,

wrifaend &e.—The reason is given why the Buddhist

. regards time past, time future etc-as nonentities,

741 Gegois ete.  For Bar Gl read “ Gensh Famamy ¥ Here
and in the next few lines i discussed the question why sfy.
enfats—deliberate and conscious destruction such a8 that
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brought about by the stroke of a hammer gopliedtoa jar—is a
" nonentity. Thelogical method here employed isthat of adilemma:
Is the fasm1 one with the &2 or distinct from it ? and so on; what
isits relation to % and so forth ( s Panjika P. 56 b, 57. a).
The Buddhist position is thus summed up in the Pasjika :-
“ qui-R TeAw; § EO@wgWaR Wl A ge owa
TR 1 I T | RSN o SEIEAEAN  ERRAsR
SRS G AU FAd A KRG 1 e A wgeiRA
R ey @Fg feie g aomdatdrer somieity 1 7
The Buddhist is a believer in = as an essential nature of
things, which is not produced or originated but simply occurs
every moment. or gpece according to him, is nothing
but light and darkness and hence not a sgpade entity.
( owmmEEiEew G QA )N SRR e
féms | And the reason given is lack of sam--either St or sigmA,
g otherwise caled s@H=sf is dso nothing but R and
its effects running as a stream of constiousness which by its
very nature is not abiding but changing { reEEHTHRTRT-
ded A A g SRR Feraaniom: HieRa ).

sq1. 5. 3. W% § 3 Ry &e—Here are two more varieties of s, Why.
P. 23,1. 22 are they not mentioned ? They are (1) SRS
gnd { 2) #=eF®E,  An example of {1 )—aw: sife: sfvrER-

Here the 33 is part of the SikE-being the predicate in the
proposition. An example of (2)—&@: wEw  ENE—

Here the §3-®n9-although it is found in some trees is

not found in all: ey vAGHIawRV: @ wERA A Be AR 9

TN R R ( eieREEee ), B seaaR-

Panijika. Answer: Both of thess can be included, says the

Acirys, in 3G, Asto the first, both parties are agreed

that @ifAea, being part ( predicate—ar7 ) of the sfyw, is yet to
be proved; consequently when the same is made the g, it is -

an unproved 2g. ( sRprEnREag W Reew gaftg:—Padjika

'P. 37a). As regards the second also, both parties are agreed

that & does not belong to all treea but only to some, Paiijika

in explaining the word smowidE, says ‘7’ is understood: &

. eI R,
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1. 9. 4. 7. etc.  Objection to the answer given above. If you ate

P. 24,1.1. prepared to include these two in @wnfe&, why not include
#fenitg and wmaiRg dso in the other two, viz., swaifag end

T 9. 7. sFawidR L ?For, al | sf@s must be either one or the other of

P.24,1. 3, these. Moreover, such an opinion is actualy held by some
who say: “ aifigdq glad gdieyaed 9

. 4. 3. wERRe-Panjikaexplains: afitsfafrmiig; ¥ 3w dimafiy |

P.24,1.4, Here w#iaf and %@@Rg ae features which require to be
emphassed  and consequently the &smiras  which  they
characterize, viz., @memifiy and dfaEs ae sepaady
mentioned and not included in the other two.

... R wE &c—Panjika explains waEmRima) _ fa; o

P. 241, 6, @ saiwweid 1 waidas:; aemassnes: (P O7 s
(Panj, P. 58 a, 1. 1) is a misprint for ®IgEEREl (B Vrtti
P.2418).

sq1. 8. §. Ea@sgat ar—This gives the resson why it is celled ' mamm .

P. 2411.9-10.

7q1. 4. . Read—angifereiver 1 smify segoer Teen | ol | qagsh wal

P. 24.1.11

1.12. ssga—The reading of the Vriti is aMme: sdgan@®ar: without

ag: before sAaam, Therefore it is taken as understood.

1.18. =@ i dwEg: The question discussed is whether a anaisigam
isémeg. It is argued that it is not, because even before the
%8 is put forward there was 'é83 when the sfsr wes dSated
( QSR A S ST A )
a1, 8. . ForsePanjika  reeds ( w=RaIE )=Some one objects.
P.2411,18,21
qfggr Foramaed® it r a#@e = ( STgwEE |

P.58a
qigewr semAwd- |t will be noticed that there ae t w @s¥so0 n e
P. 58 b. g sien TR, das-

impliedinthe sk etermnoeaied, 79938, and the other
resulting fromthe =&k araiw gawE, |t |sthe latter that

2120, WRGEMEN. | 3y
1 3¢ @ Objectlon—ig is put forward only yygen W is there.

8 Answer = No.; does not adways imply #g. In the cae of
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g, the s/gmd is employed to convince others, although
the person who employs it hes not himsef the least doubt
(&) in the matter.

QL. . . WR—orgawnd and dwF@iE ( Panjikap. 58b).
P.24.1. 23,

qi¥er. 73 #ARgERC—- It is proposed to cite F=EA as a W@

P.58b. (anwdewsa ), in which caee their will be no smdRe .
asi=ad & c.—Thisillustration is given by the Mimamsakas. The
author of the Panjika says that there ae severd schodls of
Mimarhsskas, of whom some believe in a cdled T
while others do not, Read amrATSEd for m-ARIOE,

g% ¥ a=g-a & c—When you s one cow you recal to your
mind another you have sn before, and as a result of
comparison and co-ordination you get the idea of the cow.
nature (@M ). It isnot s, however,with wsg; for, when
you hear one #% and then another, you do not compare and
co-ordinate, but you contrast and distinguish them {m#is¥ a=:,
Judfiss, ec. ) Hece there is no such  @mra as meaw,
the #5q8 being merdy the w@ or &1&7 of W™E ( WAKRAMN
A GEEERITARRIAG, etc.) Thus, the ¥g—smma—beongs only
to the 9& (sgradar ), and the other two, ' ®7's—awa &wa® and
{3ogsawan are wanting. The example given by Dharmakirti
is “ 71 g stAse Kofdwea  and the sawe is explained as
follows: A% arsPm@wEnawEdl URRE 79 WRAGY AR
RIS GRGTTE | ATRET FAEEE: | AEEA ROWSER
Sve woReRfREmet @ saffsrd | aeehTatinEed sonig: awR-
FARAHN THCTEATRANGE: | A AN | VHIIag: | AN QA
FEATYSAIRRENTAIRIRE: | GRS R AR AT AaEsga el
CFIRIRRGI | ¥ qavEgefE: RgRAwRie- N B.N, Pari.
Il See also the Commentary thereon. Taking %%T® as the
3g the Nyayamuktavali illustrates sEaem simis by segsh:
%@ and adds by way of a note * 781 asgsivaeRy dRgeaq A
e = 9aAEy QU o NegAG ATEMReE | I g IesiaE-
feeer aewem | % g St W afiaad § @SN’ Other
Mimarhsakas, like the Naiyayikas, hold that e is a @™ and
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not a mere W or @ew of 8&. Thus, having an existence of its
own it can very well be cited asa @e, Therefore the illustra-
tion in the text must be understood to have been given
with the tenet of the first schodl in view,

1. ¥, §. 9% agsg9 &c—Obsarvation is necessay for generdization.

P. 251 12. Asthe #g wrgwa is confined to the  you cannot find it in
any &g or faws and conseguently you remain in doubts
(afs FemSauna amm@s AaRaRRgse DR S96gE:
N. Praves’a P. 8, 1. 22, P, 411, 1-2.)

g7, 9. g, avgedmaieRaid—Here begins the section cn sugedagitingeandr

P. 25,1. 15 Read ssgmtasalias: s&krise@@d as in the text of the N. Fr,
toP. 26,1. 2. p. 4, ll. 4-5.

In P. 25 1} 20-21—read stvmmaiaadias: $isd: 1) 5 | @& ANAGIT-
wRiEngdaTE: 41 @eay In P, 25, 1 22. read 9g: \ &
wrfiwmig--The author explaing how iawifa® arises in the
case in hand.

*a. . . AT qogend, Here begins the section on  the fourth
P. 26,11. 28 variety of s,

In 11, 4-5 read ven ) et

#q1. N, §. IAU@Ho—Section on the fifth variety of siwias, Inll. 12
P26 11.8-14. read 9g: 1 8i&q,

wq. 9. 3. ITAWEa—For fagedagits gugsad is the converse of avgsaaym:
P. 26.1. 8, fngad,

The illustration in =1, %, is e w3 STk « e ofiswmL
gRAna: 94—~ Here ariges the question: Does the Buddhist
agree that a 9@y is @@ ?  The Paiijika notes this difficulty.

qIA®I.  SEFezemian gfi:--See N. B. T.

P. 59b. vt g sfeni dmarfel awganiEestmitemae, &e.—Buddhbist
view of the nature of wwms. The illustrationin the Text
and the Vrtti. isbesed upon the Vaisegka view of WY,
This oversight on the part of the Buddhist author is very
sgnificant. It pointsto the fact that his logic hes growp
put of that of the Brahjnana schools '



1. 9. 3.

m..
frerafard—This is the sixth and last variety of #3mn=vs.

P. 26, 1.15.

to
P.2713.

P. 26 1 16.
117.

THET
P.59 b
to 60 a

qIET
P. 60 a

P. 60. &b

S g
P. 26.
1 22-25

39L&, AT ete, qWTIN:=Aeg:; SRgIF=rival 23.

gt &e.—One should clear the way by disproving the
safara ¢, g. f@@ of @ in the illustration (see N. Pr.
P. 5,1. 1). ¥4 g &c.-The author of the Vrtti rgectsthe way in
which older commentators or logicians dissolved the compound.
To say “[Hegmemeai¥=rdl 97 involves a contradiction in
terms (/4041 ); for, how can that which is f&%%: be seafE® unless
you hold that one and the same 3§ may have different aspects
This would be accepting the ‘ stiwi=arg * (the doetrine of many
aspects) of the Jainas! (‘@wsimaiad=> 1L 19, 20). The
author of the Vrtti is here only repeating the view of older
Buddhist commentators regarding the nature of the compound
fasgeaian ; for, as aJaina he could have no objection to
ST,

Read in the third line from the bottom of P. 59 a&n-instead of 78
5§ weasanl...... kR, The term and its application explained,
WA B, ..., FegEAfHT defined elsewhere: * wE afify
geasguaHeEEE: SRae fiemeaimE,

7 afé edish ¥ :—Every 27 proves its own conclusion, it does
not disprove that of its rival. Consequently, every 3g would be
faegeafiniea | This is a serious objection. Answer : He who
wants to prove ®f#@® of ¥® should first clear the way by
disproving @@, and vice versa. (Read vy wwaidEds.
AR ),

as g ard—The Buddhist’s eriticism of ®@@ by means of a
dilemma, sivsegfas a g F41...The portion giving a
similar dilemma agsinst @@ is missing in the ms, of the
Paiijikd. As a Jaina, who is ¥w@saai@a, the writer had both
the ZFs—against 7@ and sri=E-at hand.

ufier: % &c—The first argument is urged by the
"Vaseska, without disposing of the second which is maintained
by the Mimamsska
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P. 27.11.1-4 3wi: swuigens &c. The two gs pointing to two contradictory

#q1. 7. .
P. 27.
II. 4-I1.

ol 7.

QR

9isgs create 9a9.

f% wngrdi: &e—The point which here arises and which iy dealt
with to some extent in the text of the N.Pr. also is this,
Do the two 335 together make this 8a™®, or each separately 7
In the former case, »nawc of this W@ has been already
shown to be a case of wmrars ZwwE ( see supra ). In the
latter case, each is valid in itself, and there would seem
to be no &,

sAa3-~We hold the first alternative, snd repudiate the
view that in that ease it is nothing but s®are  The two
#@R and [HegeafiERa, thus differ from each cther:—* ua#,
WYY HEW; WEWUA  (or ‘@-aremd )  [egmafimd
(Vreel P. 271, 9 ) i, e, s1@mu belongs 1 & single proposition;
faegRafEIRA, is contained in two propositions taken together.

371513 &c.~-Pafijika explains :—This ¥a#4 like the smsufig

P. 60. b (see above ) arises with reference to the person involved

in the debate. The VAdin has to establish his own thesis
and criticise the antithesis. (In 1. 10 from the bottom, read:
g8da° ) 74i% agaer 398 &c—-The first proposition need not
be definitely known sas vitisted by the ¥@mg. The parallel
cited is that of @sfaa® ( difference of opinion or doubt)
arising from the knowledge of mere @Aws withont the @Y.
(Inl 7 from the bottom for saiimIiGisH read MegwEafFmiN.)

Dharmakirti omits @egensaii, from his liss. 1 quote below
the passage giving his ressons together with the commentary
of Dharmottara thereon: REgEafRIY SaPRYE: il 93 TAIA -
TR GrRgeS | savaatfiary e aum st | [egeanmnd
i 9 Bl gedraane W feganwd, seread 1 e
TWAIRGEIZ | AGAAAGISEIAT N SIgAiaRd fAng: Tmoid Sew | gal
NEARE G99: QSIMTE BT | SATRE  SRTREHEREVE: | AR
QAR | aRed, IwR @ AeaeniaiEee: s e sad
¥ U3 gamne: A=l a6 SR s ) 7 3 FeeiEie: sakeaitg
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;Mg w7 G | semEwEEe | SeRew (Em b A R
dlihe &9 EmRivegRReE 9 a1 A & e
deiisha R | B9 9 @RS cRCCERERRTR i | A
FRUTSSEN 790 | ENTE o GG Oed ) T 98 waa: €@
BUARAER sq108 3 @ afersw g 3 fee: @ eguenm Sieee-
R | FUIEEEAIISARYOT | S swaamtEntEs Aga-
7 | @RI | RS wlEsdiang | q aeisaimd 0 a A o
saafimdt Fren: | o1 0T 3T 3G | F Qi SRS 3ge: qang |
ISR ARy ARasRed e
3y I

Note the two ways of dissolving the compounds " Fez= e '
given by Dharmottara, and recdl the discussion in the Panjika
noted above. Dharmakirti's reason for rejecting fagmatraiie,
is that it does not fulfil the three conditions (3= ) of ag and
cannot therefore enter its claim to be conddered as a 3g—in
other words, such a g cannot be even so much as used in an
sgA. A 79, again, is a Ry, awdRg or an sgeRg; buta
g which isf@& can be none of these,  Thus, the gamma  under
consideration has not even the look of a &g ( @vma ).

But a @R called Fe@=f ¥ has been mentioned (by amrt
ftgm, sys Dharmottara. ) How is that ? Dharmakirti's
answer is that it hes been mentioned as arising where the srm
hes for its bags not facts (3&%® ), but the word of a mader
(smm@ ). And after mentioning how the w&%ts sometimes go
wrong he adds that thereby aises a possibility of idegmaimfi
which, to repeat, hes no place in a Ftgeasax aigam, but *smmamg
#gai. Dharmakirti then gives an illustration (presumably
that given by one whom Dharmottara hes identified above
wither=rt i§z791) which runs as ‘SN | FEHRARE:
FHETPREIRTIEaS AT TYIETH, | AREERR SARNRRNY: @deRy-
ARl | cdePsEnEE SR desRiRaawaen ok 9 95
ARG Q SR SAAd ﬁma%gnai‘m: | versus RARYSH w3 759,
flaeguas a9 7 qaia ) agu &RcRaRE 9z ) dveas  Sise.
{eoreepsiy @AY sqar-aviaiaia t with the resnlt that HGRGIRTA;
SCEERIGUE R ERECT R T
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Incidentally this pessage hes a bearing on the problem of the
authorship of the Nydyapravesa which we may briefly indicate.
First, if Dharmottara's word is to be acoepted, and there is no
reason why it should not be, we may well hold that the view
which Dharmakirti is controverting is Dinragas. Secondly,
since Dharmakirti is not disposed to include ! Regrafimfer, in
his list, and only excusesits mention by Dihriaga in the
particular context in which it occurs (see below ), the illustra-
tion which he eventualy gives may dso be supposed to have
ben not originally his own but cited from some work of
Dihnagas. Thirdly, it iscertain that that work isnot the Nyaya-
pravesa, whoever be the author of the latter. For, the
illustration given in the Nyayapravesa is different (e =52
HIAWETT, versus i §95: FATEE ); moreover, the treatment of
fSegmyfaniA in the work referred to seems to have been in the
course of ‘ thoughts ' arising in connection with ‘ snaAPsy srgma ’
( AR aeefERy Femaval weads 3w ), which is
not the case with the passage on &I occurring in the

"Nyayapraves'a

The illustration given by Dharmakirti hes ds0 a bearing on
the relative dates of Prasastgpada and Dirinéga_ In regard to
that illustration Dharmottara remarks: “ g @ary quqg’ﬁm
et @add e | T o & & §ASN: Ry deER | 9T S
FURRSAT sqi%y ARG A Y @ary Rad wallg smikegaseeg
Then, lower down he introduces the latter half of the illustra-
tion with the words * Sztwaii ggaa. ”  The illustration runs
as follows : Faiaishy S aRTEISLETG ARIHA | qONRS | gapgr
s REAm 92 | ATeed Fuasegmatd s awrraefad.  Now,
recall the words oE Pras’astapida in the paragraph on HMRY
where he says: “ FTAURISERIMA FTAFET FalS '(’lmcgqam;mmq
sRuER TR EivgedEl | §RUS ¥ ESERARTETaGNs
wiifi.”  This paraled canlead to but one of these two con-
clusons, viz., either Dinnaga from whom Dharmakirti is
quoting the illustration took it from Prasastgpada or from
me earlier writer of the Vaiseska school from whom Prasaga
pada dso borrowed his account of or, if Prasastgpada is



64

positively later than Dinnaga, the latter had before him some
earlier work of the same school.

Another thing worthy of note is that the illustration of an
additional variety of ' &g’ discussed by Prasastgpada—
which corresponds to the U fiegrafiaiia’ of Dinnaga, but is
not o named by him, as Dr. Rande supposss but by his
commentator Sridhara, and which Prasagtgpada introduces as
the view of %R is different both from that which occurs in
the Nyayapravesa and that which Dharmakirti cites, presumably
~ from some work of Dinnagas other than Njayapravesa, as we
have seen above. Itruns as follows:—a4l ggmmte Sl Aaa:
Gomearriadiy =8 ww: (FemerouRed; w90 A% ewgae
qemaisk (Sridhara's Nyayakandali p. 241). In discussng the
claim of this to be regarded as an additional variety of @fwames
Prasssigpetia points out the possibility of construing it as
a case of WY, what the anthor eslls ¢ stRsafEa ’ { Rsaqam™
CAIAITANAEI | SEAAIITROIEAATE | SAEeaTa F0 B, ..
...... FAIFHE FYARGHETARHARIAIAARONT ASTaURRISARTATRGAR-
auma:-—Prag’astapada p. 239.); of as a case of ‘smaMfeT Feg’
(“ wrgaengRAiREmaaiiaeed g 1968 UR: “—Pras'atapads. )
Prassdtgpadds illustration is evidently taken from an earlier
Vaiseska work, and not from any work of Dinriagas, nor hes
Dinnaga, from whose work Dharmakirti hes probably borrowed
hisillustration, taken it from PraSatgpoada.  Both seam to have
different Vaiseska originas before them. [ Dharmottaras
mention of 3g% and ¥t supplies two of the missing links after
Kanada and they are known in later books of the Vaseska
sysdem as formulators of the theories of 4ige® and st
regarding the action of hest on bodies and their particles. ]

To my mind Resratvaiia, as a spedd type of gam® does not
s to have originated with Dinnaga, asis dear not only from
the considerations st forth above but from the further fact that
it does not harmonise with the terminology of the other varieties
of sim1Rs mentioned by him; nor does it appear to be peculiar
gther to the Brahmana or to the Buddhist school of Indian
logic. There ae Buddhists who rdect it, for example,
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Dharmakirti; and there are Brahmanas who acoept it, for
example, Kumarilaand the ' &%’ of Prasastapada. That the
&%, of Prasagtgpadia are not Buddhists is plain not only from the
mild tone in which they are criticised, but dso from the remark
that the illustration of the proposed gm& can well be brought
under the head of smmive (=" svgenafss ’ ) which is a variety
of sfimisse. Had the ‘%%’ been Buddhists. Prasastapida
would not have called the proposition amm@es, which is
another word for sngwfaes,
Kumarila admits f&g=nwaiia, but notes sisc the differences
of opinion which have prevailed on this point. Cf.
“ TSl SPICENEA QI | eoma Sgal aisdl Agseainantar o
SAERgat ¥ AEEIW g 1 SnoEeee oRe aieeeaq )
§’L Vartike Anu. Par. ve 91a-92b. and the following gloss
thereon :—* fAtEmEaRHARARTIER | TQ 1 F50@ FeTATEE, M @R
WA =1 afat AsgEiaiel 35 @IRaSTMRTG SR a0
qFa | AW FIAEET QueiEvgdiseaE aMRisEaiE | e
fafees SREUNEIRAYRIENE | 358 ARG | ¥4 g MgAwT-
Rmd ¢ 7q: Ggugaa: ’ sgwEm— Parthasarathi.

791, 9. §. @eeEgs®:—Here begins the section on igge—with its four

P. 27.11 13.varieties.

P.27.1. 16. 3gmtonysR w9 awwn--"The method generdly adopted in the
text is first to name the divisons and afterwards to illustrate
them.

d: 9avg gAEiFE-—9aig is the Jaina word for .
#q1. 4. Better read ¥ 1 9 3: for the ske of symmetry with what
P.5.1. 7. follows.

w1, 9. 3. Read wawed famed , and RgFeda®
p. 27.
1n21.22.
qREr  FeEARR e SEERRIAIR $98d: 1--For the  distinction
P.60 b between @wretg and ®¢g see N. Bindu 11 16-18, Bib. Buddh %d.
P.61a Of the two ¥Js here mentioned S4&IF={a% is really both
epnaig and wa8g, but Fowa which isa @WERg (or rather
the s must he ° &arma ) of Rww being already mentioned,
SEE0ATAA may well be taken here as a S,
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deEades may refer to @& or ekiEwaEE, and duce in the
present cage we may take it as referring to the latter isgemead-
TFAIG= STAFFAERAIRERTE,  This interpretation is supported,
says the author of the Panjika, by precedents ( ararRgdema
NI |\ e. asa #&g—Panjika ).

qi¥sT  a3w elc. os@ isagood ¥ to prove s,
P.6la

#q1. 9. §. sm—Anobjectionis raised: According to the Mimarhsaka,

P. 27 1 23. who holdsthat #®% is 7@, n &#@d u t sfas= ong s to
qiawr 7=, and thus the 8g fails to fulfil the condition of R,
P.61a which meansthat it isan @& and not a fdes Fanma.

si=—ANSve : It is not a rule that the &% must bea
qge¥, and that when the¥a is not so it must besfsa ( Read

aguisfesem p. 61,1.11). For, such arestriction is not accepted

by Acarya Take for example, the casein hand. ( @@=t
aﬂfslqﬁ: 1 aiﬁﬁﬂﬂiﬁw_).
AR TR: | STAFARI I
ALK 9. Famaleem ﬁi etc. Question: Under the circumstances mentioned
P. 27 L 25, gyove isnot e a cae of 3 mﬁ%%ﬁﬁ 2_Answer: No; &g
to P. 28 13 qefinitely praves the opposite ( Fedamassn (4e:i—Read T
instead of <#i@:t asprinted in 1. 1 of p. 28. ), and consequently
itis not &%, _The &7 is here put forward as A,
I£ the kind of aite which isjo befound in fe; is_enough to
meke the latter < &, stamihas too would be g, becase
in the,jllustratjon of the ¥~ aar® one can easily show
that 93 is ®r%s asa 3g of M. I fact, this s taking st
in the widest senee of garua-

. 9.4 & TRewg dc—Seoond kind of few--" qodtwmugy:  dewER

P. 28.1. 5. warawrEa, "—is an argument of the Samkhya to prove the
exigence of 'smmy. But the g~--&=mam-would not stop
there. 1t would aso prove that the ulterior something-anwd-——
wasa' i. e anorganised being, which is contrary to the
Samkhya doctrine about the nature of s, (SHRQNRATtasHa),
Of. damvwiad Sgniietadfiear | gwishs dwemma e
v+ Samkhya Karika,
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of . SEATHRAEETTE: WA, GNAA, TINGAAFIRTY FAgERAGATAT!
SWET: TY UWMEn [ =HEAwd | dead bguR: deed e
radE gwe gy @3 (8 g 1-¢¢ ) Meatug drsnieasdd:
8 ITFEIGHNTE SFRAEREIR: I | | QRIg-SqRIeART: dear:
dgandodl @, 7 A@WEEERRTETE AT o, o eTarams ot
TAIGH EEEEAINIA ) §98 sig BOWRITT | smafiwg: | SR
43 ¥ aer daoraia J SuTamRIgRA Widasy, O 39 Saten | )
# T Y1} GRTAAFETT I FERATRASIGFTIAN 7 T IRINITAA FAAHAN
oG 3 PO | ST TUARIANIIT | IYATIERIGORA SR
FAGTAIITIAE: | TN S sarEd sramen—Samkhya 1.
Keomudi., Cf. ae@mamna@sal wd  dgawtad Yoge:
Sutra IV, 24, 904l gia: sgemRaa-11, 20 Yoga.-Bhasya,

gevaERNes aifisd QY AR 4 R gl deieeaidag | g
WA ARG | e St SRR avae | s &
Hgamsiy A | emggifed 9 9yod: gEwuay”  Kumdrile’s 81 Vart
Anu vv 104 b 107a explained in the glosa as follows: * ¥a-
A | XY | Sfam SEAEWE A GeganR e
R aelf Aisdh g @ AW SRlENa: | HEE EESEReATAIRE: |
w3 RAGAGE Tl TR R goaiRY SemrReRE e AReET W
ag: dgaRaty: IR @ ayudaAl dEmnueieadEaRd TIgd: ar
RRIRRESS RerITeammE 2R g gaEas ey syt sdRaemeg:-
Rec 1G0Tt QaRq AU srehia | SEAEERTARAIIEIRINANT SEAR-
Rermanedaived @ Rdq) o = renwiRiyqeEibRiEa--Partha-
sarathi. For a defence of the doctrine of @wma and of one
of the arguments on which it is founded—audisega: qeEER
seIganigaq—asee the Introductory portion of the Nyayavartika on

N.S.111.(Ben. edn p, p. 344-46), and the N. V. Tatparyatika

AL 9. . 9 Rgamea & c—Read s@viweamer:  The purpose of

P. 28, 1 8, the g is to prove the existence of &@d as a principle
beyond &=ia.  If the argument can only prove a @&8 &t@®A, the
FA fails in its purpose.

19 @ gaNga @ &e.~~Definition of duma.

L 114, ¥emaficaassaati--What is  orgenised is  composite. In
qRd, qEg=eTEA:,  §R9ET in connection with MEA=EEIRIRAG
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P. 28.1. 20, sdmesyit&--This ssamsto be in the Viktikara's text of the
N. Pr. after S¥ERIMIRIA,

#q1. 9. 3. ¥ eic. e is defined as that which existsin s only. How
P.28, doss that generd definition apply to the present cese ?
11 20-22. Thus: the e of @siga w (=u@ to be proved) is @, and
ga certainly belongs to the latter. ( 9y s wEw swigawER-

&l 7§ dgar=srdgar-ATg &C. )

qfs1  ®a eic—Explanation of awed,  swadar @ amRdlEr (Panjika)*
P.61b. butitisevidently the subject of proof in the =fd&m where
P. 62 a itisput forward. Butthe swda and not snamda is proved
because ' agaIgaIRy & qeeammsEaAdAaER A s’ The point
of the %W condds in this: 'dsaw sdNeRIeweE st
el quwa "t ( Panjika). In Pefijika p. 62 1. 3—supply
w73 before &,
e § &c—-This is no doubt a better interpretation
of a1,
wigd deaa, ? &c—Thedefinition applied: " arawRRfwim=
QMR R UNedeamEe  (RNIseEad @ AR agoee
(Panjika).
gaig—--ga=the text of the N. Pravesa.

#q1. 9. 3. Next, we come to giasqId. 9m @ 3§ etc.—This is an
P.28 1 23. argument of the Vaiseskas.
toP. 31 12

P.21. 28, # fagrdt &c—The principles of the Vaiseska sysem here
to P.291.8. summarised may be read in any manua of the sysem such
a5 ABEHE, I & C.

qf&r @ (Vrtti p.291. 8.) 7 WY #¥c—The Panjika here
P.62b gives a more detaled summary than that contained in the
toP. 67a Vrtti. It is virtualy a reproduction of pessages from the
Pras& dapadds Bhasyaof the Vaiseska Sysem.
#q1. . . 9 %7 wA: (fec—This is to show how @ (the wgemwi=) is a
P. 29,1. 9. 9% outside the groups of z=, Im and &, cf. *z=geEdisdiag
top. 30,1,6 &w " Vais. Sfitra, I.ii, 8, -
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(1) " 9 & a1 @ (called ' W9 " in the text) is not a &,
because it is wanting in the characteristic mark of aw which
is that it should be made of many #=as ( &%= ), or of no
(e=s3@ ), but never of asingle cohsti&r {(wwe . Like
7=, 9 reddes in eech 4, and nothing which resdes in a
gngle #7 can be a #@ itself. But 8@ does resde in exth
anglessy. Therefore, it cannot bea #4. According to the
Vaseska a #=a is without a congtituent #%, or hes many
congtituent #s¥s, but never a single (unitary) constituent ==;
for example, %@, %19, RAare HFE RN L
devoid of constituent #s7s, while bodies such as #us (duads),
sas (triads), etc, ae posesssd of many constituent #&Fs—
viz. the pats of which they ae composed. But the ugy
fulfils neither of the two conditions : it is weaswad, that is, it
exists in asingle #—e.g. A in asngle cown—no less than
in many cows; and it is, therefore, not a g3,

(2) “agiam . & (99 )is not a . For, it resides in
a 9% A 7 can never residein a I% s being themgelveg
fago,

) “asn wa:”t i (‘W' )isnota #. For, it resides in a
#. A %4 cannot reside in & %9, %is being themselves %4,

awratEs,  This fluid conception of @aFY-A3% which was held
by the old Vaidesikas is endorsed among later writers by
Kedavamis'ra in his Tarkabhasa.

“ gurd faue O geeign '—Vais', Sutra 1. ii. 3. “ewwi @R
QTAGE & | @ W A ) Ha e gl | a aeneE aRies =
oo gfeta | AgITEiE: AW ARFORRERNG., WAl SEaeEy
aur 1 ¥ g gAY RRNSERTy s aur 2 raReiiamesed wdy
Ay W v BiG RYeweE: ¢ s A gkl gmrEET fimag | 7 —
Upaskara on V. 8. 1. ii. 3. “ wargstid g am=ia 1 » V. 8. 1,
fi. 4. “ ot Tl wwE 8 el @eE -V, S. L i 5,
“ g R ? V. 8. Lk 6. s R Fesagedtshi
Rener, sdfuen amweaRamvEmAeEd: 1 Upaskara, ibid. “ aRfd aar
werumng wae 1 ” V, 8, L il 7. saumdvdisaiat e V. S,
Lii. 8. # 4 g gsaqmedir: TVEA oW AGHRASA ARG &N |
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8 R} aFd R o RIMGWR a7 T2 G| A 7 W Wi R
R FRAIAEGE g IR | ARG | ogwr wigna | adl 9
SRR AcRAeRRRT R At Ager RigEa 1 3y ARisAR ATt
TRGAIEII, | TG JArtRe: | 9 7 SATRFATAT AeN | FREHATHA
@ETE AT G T S ) SEENoUN |EEeTRRaT Skl
waw 01 7 Upaskara, ibid. “oeag < wad sd 2 qu: ” V. 8. L il 9.
“q R o %8G AN A @ o IO A A T &A & | e g g FHE
= 390 39 AR (Wd @ar 1L ” Upaskars, ibid, * aam-
fasa I n” V.S, T il 10, “ 3R wa g aw: &f &A@
YIAFY I €A, ) 4 T aat aEEAiRe fadRy 9@ 14 § Wk
| 5 A & 3R Fqiaggae: |7 Upaskara, ibid,

“gaEd FEY WER 3 SYIRSETEEROR | o W 89 RREATIT 0 @
AGITRY LA TR | TTAITTATTII, 68 TR LRI Ao
aziRqeam #d | ¥ P, Bhasya.

“ A A WAl 7 | AR CHETAAaean-
RS EFETHAIING T4 ARG THIGIRA 1, 4., | 6 QA
FRGTOFITEROR | 991 TEGHRBY ARG BN SR a1
A1 diefiia sraigai: aur wERRRRY saIuEAEEiie sTaRR seEEa:
T AYGACRIACG AOGURIE W GEG (U5 | ROIgEeTI Sk
AT | TE W1 WA | A FeEERATY SF eIt

AR FR R 1., .. QAR SR SR SR gmi
EAPARIEERRAl AR 1 2 P. Bhasya.

“q GMAY qE gE AT AEEARAE F | SR e
AT | AREAES FAAE | (39 gRgRne gl @gead | el )
Fd F9g XOAY AORIAEIE, GRIFE, JUSRSIRAEGEN: oa:  saumd
FAITRIS 33 | U4 FeTeagal  JREEIEEAGY, 53R SeenEs | v
Sl Wy IR WM RS gt B 1 OE vadea
wWATE 6T AEREN) W@ Teg g wAeEEid eme,
Al AR | 4 SNk FA 0 AT we
ERRAGISAE A JWNG 94, S0 | 9 @ 6 e
UFGAA THBRAA, 1% TOANIGAS: MIEIT | 991 A NG wd
9% 4R 454 @ WA Ay e AReEg rerais o seif daREwt
® wmsd a1 g omeASY A1 RN | AN WAAEN B T A
YRATEES | SN%E g RAUHIEREST: | UREEY g AREHE 4w | QEEsRdr
TR AeImEEEABURAI 159, L T A g &, TREWEE e A% R
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o T0: & 7 A Iog a8 | FAdvengonae ) a&Y T aig a1 e O
€ Sl | a1 A GO o, B WA SHETR | TR 9 9w & A o
TAG 990 | Ferdaarg SR TR T FHGAA: | GENR IR | T 4R
@107 Manibhadfa’s Com. on Sed-Dars’-Sam. pp. 61-62.

“ a9 RIS APy AREEIRIARIAIE, SAEIRGE | e §
TRl gl smgfEsTEgat OSISgea | adisuT ARSI
TRRTAGEE AT SNARBE SArARRE A &R |
Gunaratna’s Com, on Sad-Dars’-Sam. p. 276.

“qUgA: g | W A AmEEEd GuEeed smeEReeameg 1)
g AR GEE TRINY RGN | e SEA HegEi sgEE |
AMERTAHEY § HUENg I eRd @Red | SNgivemEi aer | e
gga | awEaRes:  gRdaRi ) saeeigRel snEat sanede:
qeratd wed ) ibid. p. 977,

#rg-General ity—the principle of the co-ordination of indivi-
duds under one head. One would suppose that the highest
point to which the generalization could be carried wes w&ma
embracing all the 9ars in one group. But this is not the Vais\
view. Certain categories he sts agde as incapable of posess:
ing gmag in the real sne of the term—which, according to
him, belongs to only three categories, viz., @, I and %,

The Vais'.-Naiyayikas, therefore, distinguish difa from mf.
(For this and @@= and «@% 3U¥s e Muktavali and
Nilakanthi.)

The highest @i he calls &, also W ( of. Vais”. Sutra. I. i
4, WAISSTRA S amrgad ) which, be it noted, dces not mean
Existence simply, but Ezistence carried to the highest possible
point of generalization, which stops at the collective group
of &7, g and %, and cannot go beyond it. This @ar is
otherwise called ‘mgmm=,’ (except when it is used in the
wide: sense of the commonalty of all the sever Wws)
because it is the highest @@= o which real generalization
can be carried. %@, T0a ete., are lower than this, but are
higher than @@, @ etc, and are called s9EMI~E.  An
so@@g is not only & WIS, but also a fR--inssmuch as
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it co-ordinatesitsindividualsin agroup and differentiates them
from those of other groups, and is, therefore, called amrafadm.

WL A, g, O RIS R ear—  Just as Y A &4 Wi qeReRavea”
P.30,1.6 onecan ds argue—" WA WA Q7 A WA QFEAA@IT 4T
, 110 Itmay be noted that the here ( ) is not included
in the 9 for, 19 is 4 TWEIV (T 7 Ryd WA TRFEEHIAT, )

1. e. S{EWR

o3 9 g, ABN, . ulals mulandis.
741 4. §. amiassegm— The general definition of &t is Hugman. In
P.30,1. 16 the ui® ( P. 68 & ), for @arrE read sm<mYy walaueaas
udE  ame (-a9fea sRied ana: gewga wida ) e sk
P. 68a wmrafsy: | aw wiaww awnd (Pafijika) 29@ which is & TWFAHIN
is Warg, that is, 3-W3. As the Paiijikd sumes up: Hiafied
W FAFARITeTEaRA TRIGIIgTTd [ [Aegaguar |

1. K. . og-sewee G &e. It is urged that the Buddhist does not
P. 30,11. 17 believe in @™ and therefore this is a case of mwIRIE—a variety
-19.  of «f%g and not &5,

o A&T  The Buddhist position is: zsqriIa AR e
P. 68 b. wara R waw waska (Pagijika.)

% g7 &e—The Buddhist criticiem of ¥ in the form of e
dilemma ag® #@: &c. Is¥@ existing (¥1) or not existing
(z1@a) ?[f thelatter, it islike s#=mgs and cannot impart exisence
to any other thing such as zar, jf&.  the former, hereis
another dilemmafor you to answer: Isitsown exisence innate
or derived\ If it be innate, the exigence of other things
such as &7 etc. may as well be supposad to be innate, and there
IS no necessity for assuming a distinct reality caled sgwhich
imparts exigence to all things. If it bederived from some
thing other than itself, the postion will be ore of
regressus ad infinitum. Moreover, there is no s to prove
its exigence. Unless it is percaved as external it cannot
be supposed to be an external reality (sRsimawmea affvderarnsd
awgewng: ) If it is internal like 8@ &e. it reduces itself to mere
(% T 3R B9 weRTRY AigeniAy sagiily geagefy A g afnat-
feei segealaatd ). There is, therefore, no such independent reality

LR
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1119-21,

P.69 &b
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like universal being ( @en-am=v ) distinct from the particulate,
Question : Tf¥ &k 4 amm wifa: efRaaizt sevme skl o WREEa-
AR CRFR & FaRWA 3 | There must be something objective to
account for the subjective feeling.  Answer : We do not deny
that there must be something objective to account for the subjec-
tive feeling. What we sy is that that something is not =nfg
but s5i%, not the universal but the particular. Question: How
isit that only certain particulars giverise to the notion
of a certain =, and not all ? Answer: That difference
liesin the nature of things. Certain drugs cure a certain
dissese and not anything and everything. In the
same way certain particulars (#iss ) give rise to a certain
notion of generality ((Fféka FPNERITAAT FTWEET 4@ TAL
R aRea o )

The Siddhantin admits the force of the
criticism and explains that his example *U3 etc. isintended to
illustrate & which is defined as ¢ Hugam=eardi 'of wa although
the red existence isa dogma of the non-Buddhist, and not
bisown. Oneand the feme example can illustrate severd
gims Whose varieties it is intended to show. Therefore, it dose not
matter if the given illustration of f&&% is dso oneof emwmTES.
This is explained in the Panjika.

w weRsea, sawaies eaa—According to us,  Buddhists
T FERISEI NEHUIRE U iYE,

it is no doubt a coepeg WHEN@E.  But itis given here
as an illustration of i@&& from the standpoint of other
schools. Moreover, it is to be noted that from  differeniegiarg;

nninte Ana and tho coma avamnla ron illiictrata diff oront #atanre

Ag-TH WEeIa: @9 &e.—Read Ta fawgwia: for tamEtEWE: It

P. 30,1.22is clearly explained in the Panjika e L

s
P. 69b

. a3
P. 30
11.22-25
10

ReguAamr Wi P, s A | g R bR e
TGN (BRIl RREERT 14 ete. QNR—3FE: FOHAR TR disy
WAl &g | for RAGTR: we may read R@rEeRa: | amsan.
WSS AT TER—-qAISIRREE @A awr aRedd AR
T | MR- A WHS JW Fawerg seagee: [ 99 )
AN A TMA SEISHR ) @ [gerad.  gfa da—-If on the
strength of the example W& you urge that wg will
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have to be regarded as & (baked, manufactured by
heat), which is absurd (f&&& ), we shall mest that absurdity
by taking % as our example and thereby deduce *gmaa, 4
being not a baked article like %2, And solong asthe absur-
dity (@4 ) is not so removed, we are prepsred to regard the
case as one of f3&Ga1 | FARA-{ in the Padjika for AGEa: read
fdfm: as in the Vriti ) sfywsgaaageravsin e aufe—
[ Read awi® for awii-=ar. 5, . 1. 38 ] sing: wex: agaan { The
text of the Vriti is here corrupt or elliptical. Better read
ganEr], for TEIET ] TIAWER: O &5 IGGEACNT] FEB@EIAT-
UERIEERIFEWET, IRGE A [Genal siaer angeneaa ge—N, Pr.
Vr. IL. 23-25. The Peiijika explains how the other example
—that of W as against YZ—removes the MATW:—zd
AT J41 9 Jepah MEd OEAY WA AN 92 &% | oTeg Al Seed
wguaisti @ g, ( Pafijika ). All this comes under the
¢ wiids * of the Brahmana Nyaya, ( See N. 8. Adh. V, I.)

7q1. 9. . @N ¥ aWa-The cae under consideration, viz.,  #=4 g
P 31.1. 1 weaerrard 59=a8, howeflr, differs from the cae of w&Ea: msg:
RSO XA, qIHT: T
FOERM, inasmuch as Fa#a exids in 9¥@s well asg@ings,
wheress is gofined_to *m. e
WL T We next cnmetommirwrﬂﬂmmmml isthe i‘lﬁi;, its ARy
P.31.1.3. ISHEHFFWEI? The text of theN. Pr. is deer. Inthepren%ilng
varlety of 14%g viz. werasIRERdaEnd the Hlustration was #
A ﬁpr&' ec. Herethe illustration is & mi a WM ec.
a |$ of the i, being subgtituted for its! £
qfiwt  suEeda &c—The wel-known argument of the Nyaya-
P.69b Vaiseska for edablishing their doctrine of 88r-the #gramFrg-—
P.70a Wwhich exidgs primarily and redlyin &4, 34, and ~ only, and
is predicated secondarily and without any logical judtifica-
tion, of &WKT, HAAE and RAN.

sqr. . wEl @9 —Here begins the third and last division of
P. 5.1, 20 GISAAME viz. geFaRE tera (Example) may be by @ew or aws,
that is, it may be (A) smilar or (B) disimilar tothe g$. And

0 a9 is e (A) dmilar and (B) dissmilar. The firgt of
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(A.1)

(A. 2

(A. 3)

(A.4)

(A.5)
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thexe that is wuwdw Tewarw—Similar example which is
falladous—is of five kinds :—

ATANRE € . M PASTRTT, WO, Here the @R, viz,
e, poseses the asgud viz. @aa, but is lacking in the
AR viz. ATAR, WA bang B9 (=i e 1= g
Br. Ny&ya ) and not smd. (eRaa=aa4aa,

vEERiRE—e g @ @%X: sgim §eF. Herethe mi=
z., & poseses the @maad, viz. ¥%e®, but is lacking
in the &l | viz. R, gfé beng and not 7.

nfig—subdivided into &4 and #@&. Thus, (a) Rw: e
sy, w23 hes a ter@ which possesses ndther <aMawd viz.
CrG aei ifieE, 92 T e,

Si, nom: SIFsAmEdETE, T2 bengwid sand W gend is
therefore Ivaiftig Tu=IIa. 7 Btz taigamud i yhich is 84, taat
is existing or real, (b) A T A, MERNT-Here the @

is something that does not exist at all according to the
Buddhigt, and consaguemtig <0 far as he is conoargaghidee will
hawgsag treat it asa @=ME, gtrgwbouncrkgede IWaIEE, that
i, 8kI% in the matter of both, SMTHH prgly T, shigkmahat the
illustpsgon can be modified into iE@E: €% AFAT eNFrEaz0 that
the Fa may appear tobe  [@masHiféE and @remifiEe n
acoording to those who regard & aseseal, but iteigagot <0
modified becauise we haye to illustrate a #wa which is s,
s9=d—where the #=d |. e pogtive ooncomitance of
g and tfM jg not sated, but only ther o&eqstenoe
or togetherness | Gamﬁ') iS, saldﬁ;t’g) belong“o the €Er=?.'l_,L Thus
Il mstead of saylng! g, Ta® agla 5 a9l 522 you Sy B2 EaE
RI4EA = 1 {eq.,‘your 20 is lacking in’ ﬂ?ﬁﬂﬂﬂlig and istherefore

RATY TG,

AwiaEg-- When the =4 that is the postive concomitance
is enunciated oonversdy and therefore wrengly. Thus,
if indead of saying #Fa% agfad WH you sy RMN wEaE I,
you reverethe order of the WW and the &, and therefore
pf the =amr and the 21%%, and thereby commit a fallacy.
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(B. 3)

(B4)
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We have similarly five kinds of tdm mewe.
grgrenge-—that s, the =8 from which @& is not absent
(=ngw). Thus in % ge§: MIo@d, WA where the 1y of
Fui Ted i8IS oEQ W 9O the WA viz, oRGW is
absent from q@Is { THAT WG’ see supra ) but the arwus
viz. (% is not, 9AMs being = ( * St AN,
qIeega-—-that is, the 295a from which @nmud is not absent

(=), Thus, in f&: aAsq@am w@a where the = of
TN is AgE R W w9, the UMWER viz, A9HE is not

sbeent from #% ( ‘ sigea@m ®aw: * ) although the @raud viz
e is, ¥4 being not Fw but s,

IngEage-—that is, the @< from which neither the @
nor the §Maus is absent. Thus, in Mw: TRISTHAT SUBEE,
it cannot be said that the @rFed and wUAER viz.

- @@ and w9 are sbsent from W@ go long as the

Nyaya-Vais'esika is there to assert that suFm is a
reality possessed of @@ and e

aegicRs—that is, where the sfii®=aIff i. e. negative conco-
mitance is not stated but only the nbsence of the &rangi
and 8MATH is said to be!ong to the FEra, Thus, instead
of saying afiet a waft azad A vty ( =aaied el ) o w22 if yon
mmply say W goanieRE 4, it is a case of @A wanting
in ARG (amnaiﬁ AN ) FATETa=RIaenaE and GraTaai-
Wa. &0 erqegetEen Q. e. without enunciating the siRs-
s of ®=mwE end aaarE [ Read in = 8. p. 7 1. 7. 9 for
#gad which is an evident misprint, One ms. (X) reads ¥@st = oird
4, another (N) %% 3 93& 3 in the body of the Vrtti while

. sgdan@Ed in the text of the N-Prave’sa. ]

(B..é)

{indiasaféte—where in enunciating the =wREsaY, the order of
the @ramn3 and §araM is reversed. Thus, in e w2 sgdam
the proper saTRTeE is 3x(+d qm19A ( aveararg @usAra:l).  But if
you say 31 axMER you commit the fallacy of fwiia saiie—
roversed absences. ‘FSTIIGEWE & WEEERAKY | adaEG-
TremEaaa: S "—-8’L Vart. A. Pr. vs. 121s, 121b.

The ligt of the " Fallacies of the Example" given by Suguirain
his sketch of the logic of Dinna (Dirinaga) and Sarhkarasvamin
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isthe sane as that given above together with the illustra-

tions. The Fdlaces of the Homogeneous  Example

( emriesra ) arei—

(ereizmra

(1) Thefalacy of Excluded Hetu |[ mﬂ 3 E

(2) Thefdlacy of Excluded Predlcae m )

(3) The fdlacy caled Excluded Both emr_'_),\

(4) The fallacy of Absence of Connection { #%7% ),

(5) Thefallacy of the Inverted Affirmation of the Example
( fAwdiaiay )

The Falacies of the Heterogeneous Example i{ dsmizera \ are :—
(2) Included (Unexcluded) Predicate, (srmmgme ),

(2) Included (Unexcluded) Hetu( sramgiger, ) "

(3) Both Included (Unexcluded) ( Iwxrangs ),

(4) Absence of Disconnection ( 3 ); and

(5) Inverted Negation of Heterogeneous Example (faadiasakis).

It will be noticed that the order of (1) and (2) in the second
group here is the revarse of that of the corresponding
falacies in the first group, as enumerated in our text. So
doin T?and Ch. T hes the sme order both in the first
and the ssocond group. (SeN. Pr. Patll G,0.S. p 21
Comparative Noteson P 5.1. 20))

Dharmakirti's first three and the last in each of the two
groups (@MHe g ¥ ) ge the same as those in Njaya-
pravesa, except that he omits the word @i and pargphrases
%&by «f@%& gnd @R by emwid®a  which mekes no
difference in sens2 But, between the third and the last in
each group, he adds a new set of three ¥@rFaRTHs based on
e, viz., FRwaraal, dRwwmeammt end §RwweR, and one
more distinguishing swgiad  from 399 in the list of
aErErannas  and SN from SEURR®  in the list of
Spdegegs.  Thue he has nine SwREFamss and ning
Yqeieerarmas inetead of five and five of the N. Praves’a, (see
N.Bindu.Bib. BuddhicaEd. pp. 87-93. Dharmakirti's listis
adopted in the Nyayasira of Bhasarvafia, and in the Pramana,
na%/atattvaroka]amkara of Vadi-Devasuri, a Jaina
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Kumarila Bhatta's list of arsiesmmas is the same as that given
above (;e Slokavartika, Anumana Pariccheda vv 107b etc.)
He first mentions the two which in the N. Pr. are cdled 54
and fisdare, and then the three corresponding to the other
three of the N. Pr. called by him ¢ ar-8g—=wa =nitawa *.  His
illustrations are substantially the same as those of the N.-
Praves'a. of. “ aradqwsaismimEE wwra: | e shRabane Shee
qEUN 1 929g smEely exegiE s’ S0, V. AL P owv. 115~
116a. Cf. further 3afid g s=ravoda gfeeq @ad-ibid, v128a.

In coming to the question of illustrating 3swwas@ he
discusses at greast length the fundamental question of the
place of safitaeais and ¥ewee in the prooess of Inference
and criticises the Buddhist view on the subject. In explaining
the nature of ' @@ 4, he specks of "aifg™’ or ' &= 'as
distinguished from © ‘sig

Prag'astapada has siz @@rmam@s which he calls * {vggiarmas ’, his
addition being smenfg under each of the two heads—urasim
and A of FewgRd-aa-walie-Ena-RedaReA: G-
TG | gERRT TS TOR W A, 49T GO, QU 447 9, WeR
gl ae=d A ¢ where R is added and illustrated by
gn: [ mAdae @ @ iR | & sregeaesE: ®93 1 Com. ]
of. also RFI-TAD-AAF-4v S carpe-Frbasargen Awdfaggranarr,
where again the fAggemng added is sta®E, The others in both
the lists are substantially the same as those in the N. Pravesa

Sddhesena Divékara, the auther of the Nyayavatara (a Jaina)
hes six under each of the two heads which he does not fully
enumerate, assuming that the word' g may suffice to suggest
them to the reade—the three that are omitted from esch
being those connected with sFaa and =afad® respectively. (see
Nyayavatara vv 24-25) The reason given by the commentator
Siddharsigani—for their omission is interesting:—

ag T eI ey, aen—eraRissabam Relargaa |
...... AROFAR: FENATHRIE | A | R A G RERag -
SRR GTEE, | aqIR—a SR TS ANgRER | 3R R
TpraRdd aifis aEEa: SRRIET 0a; WG T E: BRI |
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W § PeeETEEREEREORTEY Rt Re s
AAgegEl A e A8 | % A P 38R svemy SRR )
sfwand AeamfRE: 1 8 9 3REST R ewn | sRmeERi o an
avfiarmfndaramny 7 e @ige: | waangtaE R
WA 1 FFanER, | sl ramrEsigd s Gnda
IR | TFRNASR digan Rlmeniad &R | @ RR
7 RaTaNE | okl oA 3 O o wonseRAIsh W
WA AT | GRS RREY 4 WIREA awiRa | Rewadmg
ST TR | gearet AU RERSH TorwmRImAsEgmaat
e | om-v=milE: awiieaiRe:  AcdqeakRedtn | dsen-
PRI SRS | QT —SIETRRARA 14ct . TR AT | SreaR e
TR | R & TweoeoNT WEUE: NRONIGA o7l awifHUEmREEeRT
WIMET JNA1 A 04 | AT RIS SRR A
EWURIAE | 7 §FF A FRWE A @ GeAl A AR sty
sameiaEn [Fafn | oRteEs | cwRGEaeTE e QoA
AR 1| TSI RS - AT ERRFIAN IGAGD | APATRTN )
weeen FARRETTE RGGAITORTERA ¥ 7 TRGAT &9: | 1% A1 ¢ + TFgEeAr-
AremReR®T | & T Y9 WY qeR—-agd e g
W, @NdR: RSN dgRaTee s, gl
ar<ai 3@ & $a@ o amAm, AW oA A RReaEe R
Riffmaraied:  GwERERTIERGAN @GR |
srenal ART | TR HRRGTRWRGIAIL | Sl —arRe-
Reafy sfwgw 7 orowdds 9@ owt sdismafieadd
LOFASHIEST: | T AR aqAIEA 9 % JeioamE: |
TIRETRER0aERS  wrannd A awed 1 % g ¢
TgEinag) | & afeng 3w | aqfvE RuReaganaeraTieE
fRsaemesaa @ aqeleRar ) agsesaEEaen Bt ag
figmgaafdfa 1 One point of the above criticiem that fallacies
which are under consderation are * 3%gisag™ ' and not
' qre@dl '—that is, they arise from the fault of the man and
not the thing, in other words, that they are only formal and
not material—is admitted by the Buddhist logician. But this
is how he meets the attack : * T< &% av: sRoEfe: | adt ok "W
7 g8 arg aufy aven g8 RHfaR gedm 17, “ srokomed A ZeAly TEEIAITEER )
SemREdaRs AQEUER AR | QUNIGAIA 9 SRy QA R—
that isto sy in qRgAR! even a formal fallacy isafallacy.
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Another point in the criticism isthat a certain falacy is not
a w=R but a ¥ES, This objection is logicaly more
sious, The observation of the commentator of the Sloka
vartika on the point is:“ w&f =9 YW Fwhosed 2w aql
RIS DAY FIRESUE T8 § T WRAOT Faeenea
i | 4 R acgdy @y REkiEa: deeed dwadiy —
Com, SI. Yart. v 117. It may be further noted that
Kumarila, although he follows the older classfication of &g
which makes & special class of 2Z@MI8s, sees that the trouble
throughout arises in regard to the =ni:——" mREATsmTERAET
qEAas | . EENREEEET g % i @ eude,, g A

" 8. §. sfeg=aned=gr (871, Vartika)=f%s ( N. Bindu) Reed " 75 agaig
P. 31,1.16. fgrd @ foadf sensfigmmmesl g 9 aishornRy e
to (11. 17. 19. ) Ordinarily, the adjectival pagt passve participle
P. 33,1. 9. should come first in a Bahuvrihi compound, but in the group
gfaiF.  of the words sni@ai® etc.-which is elastic—it may optionally
P.p70b precede or follow the noun: thus, we may Sy swamgm: or
to 73 b enfBaf:, Similarly, ez or wftmemew®,  Another solu-
tion of the diffieulty, which is less satisfactory, is to make it an
elliptical compound ( #eaag@y g ~—~Pafijika ) avaeiinig-
magfog—mamaies:. Panjikd notes that the Intter is s recent
explanation (AR I @i AfPesRE saeamn, ) Read swowmm
for amew: w1® (1. 22). Read @wr: zoe ¢ sfaw v (1. 24 ) Read
TG SR, AT AMEORT A SER—the reason given why
the ¥uzigei is not here mentioned, although it is necessary to
do so according to Buddhist logic ¢f. contra 8’1 Vart A. P,
118a “syrem GMe 3% ¥ 7 FRA" | AmREA-(P. 32, 1, 4.)—
See Patijikd p. 71a. wod 9 (1. 5 }—That &g is &3 may be
deduced from the character of its #is such as %2 ete. Panjika
quotes : * SRUAT e ARl TR AR wAg: o oewEtR G
TAGER 7 of elgRud AR g7 | SRETART KRS T |

N.B.T. ga=faam:

agataRIRy 9f-This is slFgaAWadE s in the mouth of
the Samkhya when he is arguing with s Buddhist who denies
the existence of any such substance as sn&i. 1, 20 }—Panjika
(p- 71 b): VweAmmwd e W@, Cf SagwEsTRRE
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. GeArde: el sfregdena | SHaY TEITeE | SN eI | aganid s

ssiagrEly f% eerageaEa w3 5. V.AP- The com. of the 'L
Vartika specifies agegids si=agwaaRs Qe s,

Ry g (Ul 21-22 }—sram=sgmm=saita  The Vrtti takes
AFII= SRR,

AR, 0t At (1l 24-25 )=—i. e. where the mere
coexistence { @gwd or ‘ Wigd * as Kumarila calls it ) of the two
is stated, and not the invariable concomitance in the form
of 37a...av. That two w#s belong as smafidg to the same
#1499 does not prove that of the two one is an invariable
concomitant, of the other ( siruFMRPMEAITIHMIAIGTY HHAE-
AEdaTEIgIeR-Vriti P 33 1. 28) ¢f. “‘ag @A gt
qifiqag % aEar”’-—~S1, Vart, A. P. 130a. 4t is explained in the
Panijika (P. 71 b) us; meaning concomitance or repetition,
the latter being expressed by 73 and a8 . IWA g
SAINIE Diat, .. 0% 4 %% gaRia fivan A sEaaad a1 snig: |

ol weqrd...&e. (Paijika P. 71 b) Read wmidmad gwe
oA egeTad-~See Dharmakirti’s N. Bindu, Bib. Buddbica Ed.
P. 88, where the passage runs: 41 S § T EIWTA |

swas ( Vrtti p. 33 1. 2 )=sfinsdi=1ggeqid where the relation
between @y and @=a is cansal ( Pafjika P. 71 b-72a)

ey et guot agewa ( Panjika P. 72 a )-~Some held that the
80 called 3737 is not a MY, being sllowed by sll 8'3stras.
After all the validity of the statement will depend on some
s@w other than the mere word of the debater. If the=nfy

“underlying the statement erier: @isgs Fasena uzadisjustified by

s&e3, where is the room for the chargeof g=a®@ P If not,
no amount of Faa@a naaaxi | | be of any avail. &= s
only intended as a voucherto support a proposition which is
otherwise known to be true ( RmEaEd i weraadl = AT, )
This objection is met in the sequel.

sqagrraiERi— Violation of the rule of logie—=ywsidmgnag
(Pafijikd ggsird swormaadas p. 724 ) An example of bad
- ghisd suevacalng g, swyEaadus ARk W
ggavEaaed [ Read~"siwet for atw ficd) wafa ™ ( Pafijika 78 b).
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- et 'ﬁﬂ--vm ‘ughdy fFoed @ fuadid &e.” ( Patijiks
P.72b)

&qv. §. . adeweadendt &e. It should be noted that while in the list

P.3311 25 of miwiesrzarmas, anumite was placed before arawmifts, here
in the let of RumisraIAEs @s9Td is placed before Graamame,
Why so 7 The variation of order is justified on the ground
that in 3= ( with @s¥@=a ) @ has to be mentioned before
ang, while in & ( with Fw=ewra ) argm has to be
mentioned before armma. See supra, Notes p. 73.

(a4 sE GEAAT: aEE e 7 SmwdR anmedwiEe o
AT 9 2590 | Ssiadd g AR AR ..., SRR
grene R R w8 @EdsEw @ Al 3R geae 9
qraegiae gk-—Paijika p. 72b, 73a.)

T* places @198 firat, unlike T*,Ch and our Skt. text in which
it comes after @argsar.  ( See N. Pr. Part [ G. 0. 8. p. 21.
Comparative Notes.) The comments in the Vriti and the
Panjika show that they were not aware of T'.

gt %, g, Fomans SAM: ete.—Here Pafijika notes: “ o sumwamdm-

1. 4, e S90S ST &R SgER (@ afaSBReEe T %Y STveamaneg
UTSEIRAPIAGREER dwesd, Here there acema to be some
misunderstanding.  Vriti never meant to nnply that swg
was really ﬂ‘{ﬂ—lt was, as shown in the pxevmus section, am
example of THITEFINE, TR in ¢ CEIRIRANFIEEATN:’ means
TFAAAHAIEEIAE; and so FaEenF="agsda¥q@, In P, 73,
1. 9 of the Paijika, add = ¥ after agagn,

. spafsts &e.—This is all, mutatis mutandis, like 3F=m, a Tl
gorad mentioned above. sufiE-ailmaRis, v ergua.
freai—i, e, without the statement of safGFsany, such as vsiwd
FEA A,  ARAGIH= B AT i, ¢, merely mentioning
the casein which there is the absence of e and of angm,
vnthout enunciating the saRR%=H,
q&m s IR Wﬂﬂﬂ etc.—Note © arzigsafaie ft seqrdt aw
E 734h T ﬁfar wiIsaie wezalald awidaeald A< g) wed—Patijika
-!ﬂ T G BET ete JRR Y ( Pafijika ) aREgmam=graeE-
P. 34,1.11. wiaseaem, ( Pafjika ). mad=awamaiwgeteas ( Panjikd ),

o oA
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OEt R aTRwEI e 1 Ay T agRl RiEER because WNT is
P. 73b  wwi@—See supra Fandamental S’loka.

We have thus finished the chapter on €9 or False Proof
which conssts of three varieties viz., 1. Statement of a false
94 (Fallacy of the Subject or the Minor Term), 2. of a fas
2 (Fallacy of the Reason or the Middle Term), and 3. of a false
= (Fallacy of the Example. )

FQL Y. AWEAEAY § etc—Some mss read se@Ad.  The usual word
P. 7,1.12, is 5w (causal); but %@+ is also correct.  This is an exposition
of the seoond line of the Fundamental Verse—Sagmgar 4. . . . .

;. 9. § amlwr ac*—Bdore speaking of the FIW and T the
P.34,1-22, author wishesto say something of Te& andﬂgﬁlﬂ(?ﬂ‘lmﬁﬁﬁﬂl
q agAEEaRA f¥eq—Panjika p. 74a) swaEEEM  etc—The
commentator sEs a point in the separate mention of iKY

and #gAF instead of the ue of a compound word STETHIA )

in the text of the Fundamental Verse: it is, he says

to indicate that the two have separate provinces (&g

199 ) SEEy A . R,

AR ) ———

These a&&‘m and dEI=@EY o ﬁrftively,
bears testimony %W-—the particular only; while the
general aspect or GMT=SY isq%ontributed by sg®™. Thus, in

the ition of ®wZ there are tw ements, viz. first, the
cognition of th icular w2 in itself without reference to
its ¥R (the general- mgnd secondly, the

cognition of the @@y which |s preglcated of the particular.
Qf theethgngp mer is 99, the latter ®g@™. The Buddhist
th ffersfrom the Nyaya-vaiseska who regards both the
the eg-—the particular and the universal—as objects
WL 9. g auam.i T S
IP. 35,11.1-5 dgmi B @ wwW-—This is well-known. " It is usually believed
2 that the Buddhists accepted only two pramanas; but,”as it
is evidenced by our texts, this is not true. The Yogacaras,
sem to have adopted the theory of the three pramanas as
expounded in T.B.S. and As even after the reform of
Dmnaga ,So0 Sthiramati commenting upon the Madhyanta-
ylthga Vrtti by Vasubandhu, (a copy of which has begp
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brought by me from Nepal and will -shortly be published)
says. ata aha: pramanhatrayarp nisrityeti pramanatraya-
virodhena: pramaaa trayam punah pratyaksam anumanam

"agamasca. cf. also Vijnaptimatratdsiddhi by S. Levi, p. 26.

That this dassfication was peculiar to the sect, which did not
accept thereform of new logic, is proved by the fact that
Haribhadra in his Abhisamayalankaraloka (1st Chapter in my
forthcoming edition ) expounds the same theory pratyaksa-
numanagamapramana if more than once Dr. G. Tucci's,
Buddhist Texts on Logic, Introduction p. ' e —
TRguIRy af¥aete aawa 1 ” This interesting remark will be
discussed below.

i SUKEAAETY SEgi-egu-irR-seimqmegdea  eRetie—
Read 35w instesd of =om-an obvious misprint. M=,
The different views in the matter of the =T or the @w have
been stated very clearly in the Pafijikd borrowing the state
ment almost verbatim from the Nyayabindutika-tippanaka
of Mallavadin ( 9th or 10th century A. D. ): “auif} damtmtewief:
WA SRRl gE AN Siowh; egReE e ey, O fade:
eIt TR AR A [ SaegavE: | | e
il A A € ST SR | R SAReY
;1R R SRR iR | 7

Cf. "¢ Ya-fwmeiie sogw awaRed gl Aen s
sgaer g s A R ofem gl AR Ay g a-
WIEIT | REART T aWRg Bed g | Aeigeadl SeeeamR
arFaaERET: € Afdaf: smaREsT 7,

RN ST AR @ A
SUMRY &9, | T0: & o O 97 e, sds or sig~—the Buddhist
substitute for ¥/ which is not regarded as a positive
redlity as ‘in the "Nyaya-vaié e§ka system, bat as a negative
idea consisting of a double negation ®-ag-s413M S e. to be other
than the other. 9@l 3tc.-This explanation of & wherein 3vig
is «aid to be the thing itsdf is still liable to the charge that it
is hardly different from @W-I=gM, Consequently, another
explanation is proposed: TTEERYE JEARMIGY | OG: €Y TR g
e,
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R E—Part of » passage from the NyZyabindu of Dharmakirti
aw Ny wegwel | T SRIERERRTT  ERRRETR R |
WA NN | AATETAGAURTEGT: | O, SETE SSgRe
" .1 Mark that the difinition of ®|8% given by DharmakirtJ
dears dear of all reference to the nature or ®g% of an object
which "savars of W, a defect from which the definition in the
Panjika would seem to be not clearly free. @&, he says is
just that whose presence or absence makes a difference in the
appearance of an idea in oconioumess Being thus effective
in shaping our ide, it is real. (EPFaTarTedBgoRmERgH: )

waag W ,ENENIEF-AS oon asa Ene comes into
contact with an object, the object which endures for a single
moment and no more (an infinitesmally small part of time)
is apprehended .as-something in itsedf which is distinct from
all other things, even those belonging to its own dass This
.agect of the thing or object is called H®g%. When the person
'has apprehended a sies of such moments or rather of objects,
each member of which lagts for a single moment only, it
becomes an object of conception wherein the character of that
object is determined. Be it noted that 83§ can reach the sies
-the &@@d—only, and no single member of the series, the latter
being too evanescent to be capable of being caught in a single
g, B&MA s meant a series of similar  successve moments
.of an object which is indistinctly apprehended ( o mRT -
ORI WWRRGUITE IW¥G-Panjika.) The other agect
of the object which is called @M= is the form which that
object possessad in common  with other objects, and which
enters the determinate knowledge of that object. Thisis really
not an object of 5@ or sensuous apprehension, but of CECICh
Thus:-When we s ¥, the #® which it recalls to our mind as
its concomitant is the general concept of aifh (as different
from #fafi——{ grEmgisgeh 39ig ) as belongs to all fires,
disengaged from all such particularities as hayfire, wood-fire
etc. and it is this general =& which is inferred from A,
Thus &= is apprehended by &, This would seem to
mean that ¥&& is mere sensation.  But this position would
be somewhat ‘modified if it be regarded as perception also!
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In the latter case, however, according to the Buddhist, sgw@
comes into play by contributing the element of conception.
This comes very near the Nyiya view of fiffems and afiswm
e, with this important difference that the @i involved in
the latter is apprehended by &/gm and not by 514 according to
the Buddhist. This differnce, however, is further reduced if
we remember that the &= sena of the Nyaya- Vair'esika
iy not ordinary (‘@f%’) 5 but extra-ordinary —(‘srli¥®’)-vmg.
By the way, the reader will note that the nature of the g™
above set forth (RwSmgalimngaatmeRa IR avei-
Farel ¥ AR §F @d sag: sfemed i ameaRmgaEe oy )
fits in with the doctrine of 501 which Difinaga is supposed to
have discovered.

A 9 AN R fsw: samy ) wEE IRER So SmdiEE
el o f§ ot fistswaswEa: - N BT, on  which
this whole passage is founded, has WRERESTT 1. e. ITEN
gum;; WA @vi—with no substantia] difference of
meaning except that the latter points to a thorough-going
sencationelsm—Pafijika p. 74 b CF “iReD R fsg: stwors
QNN SRIERGETA | gieE  gHeaei | oA & Siiseeagsa:
GGG 1§ GM T TN STy SUGeIImnd [@Nd dam ua | dam
A SOge MO QU SIOGRRRTAR, | adqigRaAl ekl
wreRA SEREAR | @ TRRAdS mae:  @eguda( o Jadn
Jaka: EeEaRafd SgfvAigaRg | emde o —N, B, Tika
of Dharmottara on Dharmakirti’s a7 faww: wagaq ” N. Bindu.
The fas% of 57 is of two kinds: (1) s and (2) e ;—~that
is to say, (1) that which ie the object of sensuous apprehensior,
and (2) that which is the object of intellectual determination.
In the case of s, the & or moment—that is, the object
which exists for a single moment only—is the object of
sensuous spprebension, but is too fleeting to be reachied ( gwew
mafygradaed, ); what is reached is the series of momentary
objects which we conventionally imagine to be a single object
by what is called sr7End, that is, intellectual determination ae
distinguished from %gwW, that is, sensuous apprehension.
Similarly, the %7 of &1g#@ is also twofold:-mw and @,
The s of sigai—that which is apprehended by Inference—ig
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gwe,  RrtumRemeieety adnRiaRd  aseguran o
FgeneiaTed §t g sEwed s aEmRagRaRy et Panjiks),
It is, however, not 31§ but 7%, and therefore unreal. {ogAFHY
asfmasEssiaeia sgtwdaR—N.BT.). But when by a
further act of thinking, the object is reached, that whick was
apprehended by inference-its AW-viz. ¥WFE—is identified with
this agm by ®gam ( STAMGIRIRTT: WONNE SEQIwT OrY: |
A RFTT T ARET € [ G G e it—
Patijika ). The af% so reached is o, as distinguished from the
aigam=r which was appreherded ( %@ ) by inference and was
@34, OF these one is superimposed upon the other in con-
sciousness (@ JWARKISY wwaw:  ErERIRE( T JAday  qawe:
ASFIEEG SRR sy | smaeg wiE:’--N. B. Tikd, and ae
tne Panjiki adds sgmeeagga: madiaw e ond: ), For
further explanation as well as for tracing some more bits of the
Pafijikd to their source see N.B.T. Tippana of Malla-vadin,
“ geaTenIFRITFIY | 97 SEUREd ATa: | swS TRIRNER B dmemy |
HAITTORT a7 TEA T ) I § AR S GRETTRIE g
wd T WEIHEITE G T 0, TRIEEATS | G Regad
aguwiam Fesd R )

qfieT @d derfasie® fwEd—For the number and names of swog

P.74b recognized by otber schools ¢f, “ emmefusToafiFrmse g ¢

P.75a wwsse 9: gepgee fefek: 1 ooy ) dwiew:  sammreed
HANIETIRRY HARAYE IR g4 A9 1 Sy i
SAGIAITTRIAAE 7 | Ay SR segRshR | —N. B, T:
Tippani, p. 15 The Pajika omits the notice of a14% and adds
that of the 3WW% who admits three Sams—gs: SETe, M
and WX

7. 8. §. Sesonareadiart—This is shown in the Pafijiki as follows:
P. 35,111-3, swargaeaiRzramonat aff seenowd | aanaiswsd is & misprint ]
qiwr.  agRaRaRMIA ARe: 1| SEisEdi { this may better be Sty ]
P.75a wsaamne aift ¢ Sefanings R smo @i am: | Sengai T Ram
gawear 9A0 e The distinction which the Pafijiki draws

between %@ and &[gd, and between the two on one hand and

the go called §=E3m% on the other, is as follows : TN Seel Fwdi}-~

qeqd damie] Raand ol | ega g Rwded Foand Asdism
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v doed iR Note (1) that according to the
Buddhist the g% has passed away even before the ¥4 could
reach it-, what it reaches and apprehends is &®W—the object
which as matter of fact is a series of &% technically called
‘@M (2) @& is but sensation and reveals only the particular
as distinguished from all other particulars, even those belong
ing to its own class ®J4® on the other hand while revealing
the particular which as shown above can only be a éafﬁ-—
oo-ordinates that particular with other particulars of the dass
and differentiates it from those belonging to other dasss
thus converting the sensation into perception through the
mediun of the new element of the concept. ~ Still what both
Hid® and g4 reveal {aga #74, that is something which is
invariably there. No such reliance, however, can be placed
upon %% which often deceives us ( Read the interesting
illustration—found elsewhere also--given in the Pafijika:

s @ Raadehsan 590 | Agakind wek  Aeadigeiea
TR == QA Easy: |

w1 9. §. Wied SRTEEEENY AN SoQ-—sAmega is indisputably o

P. 35,1, 2 work of Dinnaga. Haribbadra—the author of this Vrtti-
may possbly mean that the problem of the inclusion of other
sams has been dealt with in Jamag®y and other works of the
same author and has therefore not been detailed here- In
that cazs the Nyayapravesa will have to be attributed to
Difnaga according to Haribhadra. But the language of the
line—" ef=wilea etc. "—is not conclusve  For, it is equally
possble to take it to mean that the point has been discussed
in certain other works such as Pramanasamuccaya, which
does not necessarily imply that they were, according to
Haribhadra, works of the author of the Nyayapravesa.

qimt PN SE@EWEAR AR etc.—A note on the express mention of the

P. 75b numbe—*§'—in the Nyayapravesa. It is, says the Parfjika,
intended to indicate that he rejects the views of the Carvaka,
of the Vaisksika and others, who recognize only one pramana
or more than two pramSpas.

T, 1. 9. & Fuiond ete, (Vrtti) ¢f. Dbarmottara’s N.B.T. a3 awend
P.3513, ZaA A Fad
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& A SRR RAGWTE SR AdRA-of. 87 SgEAm R

P. 75 b. wRiw¥ees gawet fgies 1 ? N. B. T.

m- q.
P.7,

@ 94 etc: It would have been better to print the lines thus 1=
A W SOTMRE oAt ®d) AamsrERseERd aq | enmg SR

11.18-14 sda g swe |

. 9. 3 el satdn-Cf & sagag semdeasras 9 Aded N, B. T,
P. 3511.15@5 sRvanel squu-and qomgne SR Rl sl 280 R soe)

1] Il. 17.

Lo P

on which the Pafijika runs as follows :-ergar stagasarearm.... ..
o Rt sRwamBane s@e ) stagnd SR-REen el S
ST YT g 2 ? TSN AOERE R Seawar I RISTSR |
g e 3y w92 T @A, T @R S M Swd
T AT o sEE: FAad Gden fmeikead sdfwa wit
srisaRend ageed gffwan, st | Now, compare i
siimaniiangy | sraET: wRamd GoEAl amE | SHemSTRERRY
qEREsRRMEAEaRE ol waleE: wogre: ®%: N.B.T. and afemd
qaald srged o SeaRipadbaEeae: | BAW SIEasy g ¢ g
AR IGTSTAr €I TG | a9 seen G S 92 3R 7 e s
I SaE T Nee 3 Wit aRemy g edewar wee N, B T,
Tippani. This explainswhy the word =agq is to be taken
& a wg@ and not as a®A¥w@ compound. | have quoted
the pardlels from the N.B.T. andthe N. B. T. T. in extenso
to show how our commentaries convey edwoes. of the
works of Dharmottara and Mallavadin.

o NUE PO wgad WY awereisemades—To

P. 71113-15, “ sgwmdisd, ” of Dinnags, Dharmekirti, who is his Vartika.

12

kara, adds the condition " @R . Of course this was
understood in Dinnagas definition. At the same time,
Dharmakirti omits " #=q ” which is understood from the
context. To me the definition of given by the Buddhist
logicians ssams to be clearly.a pargphrase of certain parts of
the definition contained in the Nyayasitra of Gautama " &=am-
GivaRicT pAnequREHeATTAIR S7TU\gIeTh SEaR.”, where * HRITRRR =
‘ gggadign’ and * wsIRmR ‘= ‘ewmead’. The latter equation
neads no explanation; but T shdl have to expiain the former,
which | will do after finishing the relevant portions of
‘our commentaries.
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#q1, 9. §. s@adaRl ete—Alternative ways of dissolving the componnd,
P. 35,1 8 which, however, yield the ssme meaning. iR =¥é—For

P.76a:

P.3

qimT,
. P.76a

LA

the make of clearness better read THowM: wewwAR R,
Sinos ‘ & ' ( explained as AwewARa™r ) falls outside the
funetion of sce, 3741 has for its object @@4™ only as distingnished
from amrgeeEm which falls to the share of ergw. ( see notes
supra ).

Inline2, read: " SrAwERTdERRAY " for “RER°—which is an
obvious misprint. The pasage is a further explanation of
the point as to the way in which the word " &% isto be
disolved. (s supra).

. . 9. % Rfvanfy waR—The Pafijika supplies © AR
51.9,.

wNgMfY ete.— stands for all the different kinds of objecta of
%39, being the most prominent of themy—so that w@g is of
five kinds corresponding to its Rsgs.

m sgd #WaRE | &c—For explanation see Notes on the

P71 1315=n.%. 4. and the 7% below. AHTARFRRIT—Meoaning
L 9. . of ‘FmdeR=fgwaIsid sem nsdd eaaqar&raq——(ﬂ Pr, Vr.1. 35)

 P. 35
1 57.

Pagini IL. i. 38, and illustration in &, &. wowiaw ; siewgm

when taken as a bahuvrihi—Pafijika. @38 from %9 to cut
out, to determine, to characterise. This determination or
characterisation may be by (1) am e. g. R, (2) Wiy ¢ g, W
(3)mmeg @ (4)%89%,0!‘(5)@6 g.(ﬁl{-—
Elsewhere 6. ¢. in the Kavyaprakds's #=1 is taken in the
gense of that which is denoted by a singular term. Compare
the pawage of the Vrtti with that in the N.V.T.-Tik& of
Vicespatimiyra:—*at<gmeg B awar fARest s<i R&l 1 il
WY IR MR | qiaRy W I8 ) Aeesy Aar ame gk
£ATRES S5 QIR A | 39 Feal 97 IR AEAUA: SO A awRTEISIE
awgR ¥ (N.V.T. Tika p. 102 ) It is thus a function of
words. With a slight difference the doctrine is traceable to
the Vyﬁkarana Mahabhasays. & has been thus defined and
explained in the N. Bindu and its commentary. * éifirenqda-
amafaesdR: s | sfeadstalen: me o | wrw?m



P.75b,

a

- dulh: ser QRSARAMRERART @ AWISRE PR 1.,

afemdmis edshivemer gl She @ adew o Y,

g = et MR &c.” Quoted from Kumirilas $loka-
Vartikn see vv. 112-113 on the %93 and com. thereon:
“ oiftq e sad MidEaRR | aeRER-Reaen g | 9 AR
7 gmF Mg | AR g saftnimadtad b awafiem-
T G40 g earatoEm, aRETERY A RANsoedR axy,
& s sl | SewlEssgTaMREEA sy gieemy
samfed fafdeeeg sdfftremalamies graegfave, aquiy & RERY e
&1, evegansgss A [ 1 prefer to read @ for @ of the published text)
TRgE e St 1.7 Rl Ry RN se=Sgy sl 1 e
T g e AT | gt @ fAfTeTs W | SR
VA ST 9 INRETEATSRage davd advadlad o gaaRaga |
Arewg  aag—While the DBuddhist regards fifiems as
the only kind of =@ (="sensation’), Kumarila justifies the

- inclusion of af%ews aleo in k34, which consequently has to be

rendered by ‘perception’ instead of ‘sensation’ s in the Buddhist
view. His argument is: aa: o g wdivtan@isidar | guamdad
R sEges dwn > ( §'l. Vartika Prat. v.122 quoted in the
Patijika ),

3w wgig—Quoted also in the N.B.T.Tippani whicl}

forther adds :—* Qe AgemidRAvioes VAd | A S SN AT
R et 12 Aske TR W ¥ TR | oighehn & o oRw

Wi§3 \ "—=Bhartrhari’s Vakysapadiya.
'The definition of 5% given by Dirnaga has been subjected to

a long criticism by Uddyotakara. “&w g #=1-swd sgwinfify)
o ¥4 I A0 11 TRAET | giem @ apmbindiad A w iR
¥ Ayzesagfnf dRSsn@iRg Aowefi « 7 & sosm-og
sagesen frsdishnfigy . I sond, weREeaR L e o SR,
TR GO | WY SeERRd Taeagd gl ol e
R sy aRRagsafReft | o sewsfRe, 4 smgge)
AR, 4 w71 sEERRsAly 9 smggead, 0 e :
opd ArsaY, AT ST SE Sl TR T AR, | WA
areed Sk 11 AR weg, snea: | w4t a9 sgwanRiX wRa
TRARDS 7 ARl Bis=l wRgRR 1 o 3 sepwEd: |



Q-

FiifreT ol el Wi | afRnReeeererse A adsarsm |
aited 3@ e 9 SEAdy dvgenal Revamr sewsan
o1 AR, T GEpTRARERITIAR ST | 8 HET 7 RRERT
FEEAIEREN: | 84 eqrdlenl N@En srgaty 0 & sRond a4 R
R gRsR odlal wwd PR oI | semisRin | eiw a
G FEEY WA AREERE | a7 ag emradsRuRdieR @
RRmER® | Rlamcaes vl 4R ageTeee Aeen A o g
TAERO:  GAFTOAENETRa & 9 9 sgeiaaee sl o
Y efReEeEE, g ERmRT TR R a9
q AR 97, aBgv RIRE W $99 Tuge, SaTened-
T | O SR A T | S FoRnIneaa S R )
gERARSN e e SAREiaT Eadiva o ) emie ke
7 R | e oaEmvEEd sed sgEeRRiR ) eni,
IRFAFTHTTNGL | OF 791 99 e RO o0 aw = A ag@
{ Nydyavirtiks on Nyaya-Bhasya on N, Efitra L 1. 4,) While
Uddyotakara does not-name the author of the definition it is
plain that he has in mind a particular Buddhist writer to
whom he refers as ‘ w3’ (“ #54y WEGARER P ) But Vacas-
patimis'ra distinotly names Dirnage as the author: “dafy
R squmeegfy omt @1
ALY @ 59§ STENE ete—Whososver be the author of the
P. 7111315 Nyayapraves'a—whether Difnfiga or  SankarasyAmin—
this definition has been atiributed by Vacaspatimis’ra to
Ditndga ( “4wft Ry sovgvf—emt o 7—
N. V. T.Tika). This, however, does not necessarily mean
that (a) it was originated by DiinAgs; nor does it imply
(b) that it is taken from the Nyayspraves'a which consequently,
according to Vacaspatimis'ra, would be a work of Difindiga. As
rogards (a) seo in this connection Prof. Tucei’s ““ Buddhist Logic
before Dinnsga*—J. R. A. 8. July 1929. I think the
definition goes back to the Nyayasiitra of Gautama—" xdidfi-
whew  geeRwesiml smaeEs saga—( L 1, 4 }—where
IRTH corresponds to our FTGEH , and ‘RN to * erEay
which would be out of place in the metaphysical system, and
- therefore in the logical treatise, of Difindga, but was restored
by Dbarmakirti. According to thia interpretation of the
Ny#yasutra, the Rifems (‘wgmiwn’) would be the only
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wdg. But this position which is identical with that of the
Buddhist, would be open to the criticism, which the
Nyayavartika pesses upon the latter, that in that case it could
not be even characterised as  ssq@r’; and this hes led to the later
view of the Brahmana Nyaya that ffészes isnot seaer but sgém.
(b) “=mg F@amirgn "—quoted by Uddyotakara and attributed
by Vacaspatimisra to Difniga ocours in the latter’s
Pramana-Samuceaya { ¢f, “ %l $IWINIE Aasnanegay P, 8.
c¢h. I, Vidyabhiisana’s H.I. L. p. 277 ), and consequently
it does mot necessarily imply that the Ny3yapraves's, in which
italso occurs, is to be attributed to Diinaga sccording to
Vacaspatimisra. Subject to verification from the Tibetan mas,
I surmise that the further quotation—"aitFe a mesfdiay 7 3
arafRfRedoREy  GeaEengRaE  aiSsnmad  ameiif s
from Dinaga’s own Vriti on the Pramins-Samuccays; the
‘@guaidn’ in Vicaspatimira’s note is ‘the framer of the
definition’ himself—viz, Difinaga, snd the quotation lower
down “qqm—wus wogadid seEne Refy 7 i9 also from the same
author’s Pramana-Samuccays, on which * fweEengaf
W=SFAIRiay aasd” is probably his Virtti. Even if the
pessages which I have surmised to be quotations from
Diinaga’s Viriti are as a matter of fact not found there, the
rest of the argument regarding Pramana-Samuceaya being the
source of Uddyotakara’s quotation will still remain unaffccted.

- ¥V 9. TE sWanE qamT &e —Wxth a5’ as part of the definition,
P. 7 1. 13 Uddyotakara’s crltmmm ‘o IR A AIRERR FRAETR: ¢
wasql: aff scaer: megaa " would fail ( See Randles note, p. 8

of his " Fragments from Dinnaga"' ). This shows that Uddyo-
takaras criticism was directed againgt the definition of s:am
as given in the Pramana—Samuccaya where the word * aﬁ

does not occur, and not from Nyayapravesa where it dees
occur.  Thissection in the Vartika therefore, cannot be taken &
an indication that the Nyayapravesa was a work of Dinnagals.
On the contrary, it distinctly points to a definition which had
not theword ‘g ' i nit, that isto say, the reference is to the
definition in the PramShasamuccaya. Read the lines is tyq'
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text of the N.-Pr. thus: "% wet sqvndé aapemd ST Awranie-
SEAE o) WA W0 AR R SEE

While all the Buddhiste are agreed about %@ being “ $awmivm”
there are differences among them in regard to the nature of
the * % ’, which are noted as follows in the N. B. T.Tippani:
T I TAWART  FoUMAgEE. FE:  GoTa spefafl sown-
Rdgrmag, geelk + aug-RuRe Fmfed  Restmddeedsgs
sowfesha | DMAMORT W aUNEORAE gE a1 me meeRm
fieohid somn 1 srafidel ¢ wIR sgoe wea® 0 These
differences are due to the differences in their eplst‘.emologlm.l and
ontologrial positions.

wql. A, . 0T ¥ wagomi wfd—Such is sleo the particular—the ‘thing,

F.351. 8 in-iteelf’—which is wmweniwewmriges . * This consequence
is avoided if we make it clear, as Dharmakirti does,”—and we
may add as the Nyayapraves'a also does—" that pratyaksam
means pratyaksam jnanam ( pratyaksam is eubject to the
embiguity of the term preception,’ and may either refer to
the object pereeived or to the perceptusl apprehiension as such).
I suppose it is avoided becanss kalpanapodha could not then
bear the interpretation suggested : it would mean apprekension
which does not determine its object by way of kalpana, not
an apprehended object stripped of determinations, ”—Rand]e,
“ R sRawdeE  wegwedd st somedify aeR Paﬁjiks
P. 76a,

N, g, s suRreaegd,  Vritikdra’s justification of “aﬁ" and

P.35119-10% ¥ ” in the Nyayapraves's { #.%. P. 7 L 14-15). Thesm
has an object ; and that object is the particulaer, the thing-in-
itself without its determination, @®&% as distinguished from
arTegn | AR Ml ) TR B o wleg
(not the quality ) ®Rakdes wwaww (Patijika P, 76a)

squ, ¥, WeAe SR 790 5P sere, N, Pr, srawmed s ePrafafnd st o i segme—-
P. 7.113. N. Pr, Vrtti. of. “ anewie sdwdvert s s " —Pragastapida
#q1.%. §. Bhisya p. 186, “o¢ sdww agoae  awaghn
. 35,118 Kaqly efrge: @ afrgeangRafiiy ai\cm—maﬁ:



ST
P.75b

1. 4.

P. 35,

b

qradrral Far | Ry i TleAa—N, Kandali p. 188, Pafijikd
gives the reason why the word s=&m should not be teken as
an #&fhwa compound, “ adwwied eng aew S I TR W R
% ®@m” etc—Pafijikd, following Nyayakandalii * sRweng
TR RRIRF T B8 Sae 3% wegs 99 L That s to
say, it should be expounded as an sadjective and not as an
adverb. { In Patjikd p. 76 1. 2 read siwrmmisiiemdg ).

T ANESE 1, @ E—ef. © weemaRy § v ARG sSw

Rl ) sty Tar NEFR ) RN P 95 1 ) Raesdy e

11.12-15 wre& g1 zoasig 2w @R 7--N, V, T.-Tika (p. 102 )

L%, 9.

g aeg: @i ete—( N. Pr. Vrtti ) Explained in the Paftjika-

P. 35,1.16. The relation of 34 to ¥5% is not a cansal relation; nor is it one

Al
P. 760,

QIEET
P.77a

L. g

P. 35,

1119-20.

of indentity. *ergmSinre:——FAd & dan: Gt aga-seRagaR-
B | T QIR gEReTEatY | speRmymEiiEaRe U —
Pantjikd. The Pafjikd then disposes of the two alternatives
as impossible in the case of T and #¥ on the ground
that if & word were the same as the external reality one may
utter the word ‘A5% and have his moath filled with it 1 and if
either of the two were the cause of the other, the word ‘gold’
would create resl gold and thus make the whole world rieh, or
there could be no such words as U4 and UaW since the real
persons are dead and gone! So the necessary connection
between 95 and =M being thus denied, it is easy to see
how a %4 into which ¥= does not enter is possible,
AREHWET FESTRITTREATOIEAT @y swo 1 St g
fwedt nfoaigmgmaoy ( Pafjikd p. 771.1) Recall ¢ sa@man-
T s “-—the Mimamsd definition of wiiwi—In 1 6 of p. 77,
read & SgAA: ged: o, snd in L 7, awege:,  The Pafijika,
while endorsing the &gt of the Vl_'ttikﬁra, makes an attempt
to ]ust:fy the s=ztwm of the ‘@a®’ (N. Praves'a ) also.
siemaggEr, &e.— Reason for the double meaning (¥4 and
@ ) of the word sy.

Mg—atigamaty, &c.——Question: The object (@97 ) is as
much a cause of the knowledge as the sense (%% ). Why
shonld, then, the knowledge be characterised by the sense and
not by the object, and thus called ‘ sc79% ' ? Answer: In thip



%
particalar variety of kuowledge, the variety is particularly
characterised by the operation of sense { sierawER™ ), while the
objeet is common to this and other varieties ( grmwsrw ), The
Vrttikdra observes © SWURURAT e GERORgATEE  and

explains :  Wrulitmhgnds TRean | aig aARwaadR
T

LY. T ‘3% T WA ete.” o passage which I have not been able to

P. 35,123 trace o far. Is this anustubh verse from the P. Samucosya of
Ditndga ?  (f. “ 7 maga@ans &d aidm, 7 g el
w9 Fadd "—=N, Vartika Bep, ed. p. 32, For ™o fife
ofmmadaly R eRke sEgded &e  CF el
Mol GRARATAN, W ¢ AE-REIGHUEATAE SRR
wdfPraEy oft ARl % eREd R &R, ateda-
8: P=—N, Vartika Ben ed. p. 32, Mark that the same illustra-
tion is given by both the Nyayavartika and the Pafijikd—a fact
which indicates that the logical studies of the age were camed
on together by the followers of different religioua.

124, g saRgmal & The point of the objection is explained
clearly in the Paijiki: *wgedRmegbnds semm aaamis-

i, SEARERNEY SR @I A ARReE-E - ReE )

P 77p MWERMEER 1 W@ IsAisNN egd @) ” The kinds of W
which would be illegitimately excluded are: waifgm, wdiem,
and ?F&A none of which is dependent upon PF#d. These
three are thus described in the N. Bindu: “ &g { waet ] agifm-
SRR, SRR aE E R PEaave Saratayd SiRd G —
o, GRATRERITIEEREH—1 o GRS ARET WR—gy”,

<79 thi%—-Answer 'lhese three are included by virfue of
the words “ wsmam¥l ®uR =AdwaEit ( sdaR=3com THREIR
gman—Paijika ).  If you still rge that AR though
sthengieiR is not §FAAS (¢ avaﬂ&i s a9 ') our reply will be
that the suthor is defining here ii%E Tg only.

sqn 9, sigAnt e, — @ 7 is thus explamed etymologically in
P. 7,1 15 the Paijika: ’ fogad wedsid ok & g 1 (2) dand nagdif
31, . g W RFA) ‘ol is that which is reached by means of the fF
P36,113-" 1Q@wAreid gl smi—Dafijikd) de=zaad, wee,



P. 78.

LEEA
P. 78 b.

97

fengsd--See supra =11, %, p. 1 11, 89 and notes thereon, W=
sar (Pafijika) atam N, Pr. P, 71, 16)=fimewma g (N, Pr.
Vrtti P. 36 1. 4)sigtdsd (N. Pr. p. 7 1 16=vafaRR afify (N.
Pr. Vriti P. 36 1.4) Recall the definition of 3@ in Buddhist
logie, and earlier still in the Nyﬁyasﬁtra-Bhﬁgya of Vatsyayana
where 897 4, ¢. the matter to be proved is viewed in two ways*
ard 1 B afiRRSG & 9d: sewiRed, SRS o wdl s o
tﬁ l M

The Panjikd prefaces this section with a short note on
the difference between w@Wigam and SUdiETR—" IPEFEA
quafgaRfeRee qudgssd | wxfimnfessd g mawd @8 This is an
important difference viz., that qud sigma is TS, since it
consists of (verbal) propositions, while w@mlgmd is faw,
consisting of a (mental) judgment. But it is pointed out that
some persons cannot think without words, in which case the
judgment becomes & proposition. This is admitted. Conse-
quently the difference between the two is that the steigaa
is always sat@% while the EMigAE may be TNwE as well as
gearas ( enwafoay B3 4g9g9IY ARy | TR AN W
gadiTgead f6g wudeTy agedd 1),

agd War:—First, the nature of the a1gmama, and sfterwards
ita two steps are described. These are (1) ®wa and (2) PFa
feRmA. The former is of the general kind (am== arar
fyarEeegd qubTmAg—aq g wEdw e waml giEw g
o ); the latter is particular ( FRegoRdeds I@F ansad
4R afgs &R R algfdsed ofsema, ) Inference consists
in this application of the general trath to the particalar
case (9! SWERANEN T4 SIAEAS QT WASY | 7 FAFS AR
serwERly | ReEarwl PEeE S wead R ag deald
FUgAll Fose W AIRmATHEETTR a%1 ANeE  gegnaTasERiAe-
ARG ),

Read—"geta 1 hffRmr 2 1 i-lqiﬁ“(ﬂlﬁﬁ g—The Vrtti explaios the

. point of giving two illustrations ( see = %. % P, 71 16-17—

Wik, W e g ).

wﬁr«r One of them i= a mﬁ%g‘ and the other Gmﬁia TG ArT—=aegH;
P. 780 wora AARA mag) it Rl R aweal, & TEEER T -

18
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The third-—called oguewity is a SRAG, not a ARG 6.
negative, not positive, Here only two are mentioned; because,
after all @wm ( negation) is nothing and sEw= can be
brought under & (¥ & 0WW ¥ wAUTE @¥d AW
wa: ¥ TG WUERREEE, | oW EARM  EMERAETRIE Fe
WEIE NG I9 TN )

L. 6 FAY | sifwraewd. (1. 9.9.) The point here discussed is—what

P. 7

precisely is the =79 (&™) and what its s&¢ In wWag

11.17-18 the Mimarisakas and the Naiyayikas hold, says the Pafijika, that
71, 9. 7. ™, or the contact of the ¥4 with the ®, or that of

P. 36.
11 8-20.
aforsr
P. 79.

A % g

P. 36,
1. 8-11,

#aq with the #P@, is the ™o (swwwm ) ¢f 'SR
o wgeq "—Muktivali &c; and @d8@ and consequent
gilaira of the sni is the %% (Read §AUEWie® in small
type). As regards gam, they hold that f#F is the smw
{ 5a%w ) and 919 the &®, or @14 is the W and @AWW is the
%% ( see Tarkabhasa ). To this the author of the Nydya-
praves’s has given a reply in one word “ efsmeeeny ( Iwad
aa gt weafimmerag 1 ( N, Pravee'a ).  Thin is clearly explained
in the Vrtti ( P. 36 11, 8-11. )

it mEad-——The SABR—NES or sigA—is itself a determina-
tion of the nature of the object, which is thus the %= also.
{ wtpa: qft=aR:... aR=BIEaRy magma 1A 9 RPN eI Fe | )
As the Padjiki explains :—" @@ frmduiSoRed sAowe, ...
qReqERArIARER w993 TomAgaad | 7 AIRSSRATEAT, & 395
fibefa 1...... AT Rasaikd smaMdtSetew weligr |,
i%g o9 TSs@sd gF &1 ”,  The view that YANgEES is the
ulterior %% is rejected in the Vrtti on the ground * Rwiféwia.
@i "-~—which is thus explained in the Pafijiki: Fwafew-
ALK A€ FORY AV, . FRI— WIS IT=R 5 gAIRARS aqr
ARG ARG B g | aal g sl emfd aRed qenlamenad
ordl EAHE MaRiTar 7 ©ok swasad 1 ” The text of the Panjika
(1.9 from the bottom) is corrupt. It can be corrected by
giving it a little thought, but it is immaterial for oar purpose
The author’s view is thus snmmed up r—erawTEd uf g
RATRIIT |0, OB & 7 gy,



m- q- !.
P.36
I 11-12

~s
\“.:n

qiw
P, .
P, 80a.

9

Wg—r} gAronesaw: ete.-—Objection: If there be no %@ other
than o9 and #ga themselves, 5§ and @™  would
cease to be Hg also; for, s W isa W only if thereis a ¥
of it-—the two being correlative, IRARAT: ote=sroRimlwTeril:
SAgigArE:  weEa i.e. 98 end TR which you have
accepted as SM%s you now . propose to regard as & also,
thereby dislodging them from the position of S®mm; and
once there is no %M there is no %@ of the %am algo { ¥amAR ¥
gwewmema: ) Tn 1 7 from the bottom of P. 79 of the
Pafijiks, vead swmRafwedr: for savmaEMAWEdt: which s

an obvions misprint.

guarraiy: Swvea-~The whole process of knowledge reaching
as far as and including the %& is 5@, This is clearly explained
in the Vriti: * 88 &naieL....... ogaaead). ¥ Ry is the ¢ smam *,
‘geqmi’ ig the 5Am, whose function it is te epprehend an object.
* gmRadr *—that is, possessed of the functioning %amr ig the
& or knowledge ( S8R ), which is at the same time sAM™ alco,
Asg the Vriti sums up: fsmsi gmgeaa s 2gehead R
SR SEHERE ARUT—3. &, the EW possesses the form of the
fiv, and where it comes into existence it comes posscssed
of the form of that %% (not that it is in iteelf formless, and
becomes poasessed of the form of the @7 afterwards); thus
the form which is essential in the ®d is the = which
proves the partioular truth of the @M. Itis thus both the
gam aod the %®. This epistemological theory of the
Buddhiste is known as the @w@@mg, The Vrtti knows of 8
slight variant of TeqR—yiz. ‘ 8FUWL’ in the text of other
commentators: “ 8 g...which is explained as follows: gandy
aa: EAM—a good MR, such as is SHIMSITRATRIE, that
is, capable of distinguishing truth from error. The &iRs which
possesses such a good A is wEARAD( A- &Y. Note this
ag one more passage which shows that the Vritti of gRwx is not
the only or even the earliest commentary on the Nyayapraves’s,

st @9 ato—The function of the AW is to apprehend the
object (=R am swrwr Aerixregmewe ). The s®w which
go functions haa & &0 or SHR which consists of its resemblance
with the object, for & ¥ or el or 58 is  copy of the object
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(wmrgom v R (=) el sdfe selewed weramiwRay,
When the &% of a § possesses the form of the object which
is before us, that & is W (fvae sd=R 387 Qe ao—. 6.
57, ) Read in 1. 3 from the bottom of p. 79 of the Pafjika
“ o R ST TR | AW SRl 9 | o Bisd: §
sl g 47 MEHRIT. A SAE v that is, SRTRAAGRS R
WA aaf; consequently eriETemaw SwomdRReRe Gew,
Note the epistemological realism of the Pafijika,

goqgi &c~—~The ‘%@’ That is, determinate know-
ledge does not refer to the thing itself—the * wwgw’—
but to its generic character ¢, ¢. the am=@3%, Now, asa
matter of fact it is the ‘ @w@em *—the particular—that is 794,
and not @wreygw, Consequently, the w0 called =W of
qAFega—that is, Fouama—is SUHE, inasmuchas real
594 is possible of the t&@ga only. ( ToWH T2: & g o Fwewa:
qIa acdEsgmANGEi SegnTed—Detter Tead EWRETER
as printed in the Vrtti (121) for wemiva®E as printed
in the N. Praves’a and the Pafijikd. It means: Inasmuchas
it does not refer to the &wgw which is the real @t ( object. )
of smy, With the other reading ®@ywRwawd the argument
will be: The %99 in ars much as it & referred fo the Eagu—
which is not its real cbject —is WeHamg.

. The Vrtti reads andfigamn (11, 23. 24) which may be ite

reading of the N, Pr. for the ‘sg@a@’ of our text; or it
may be its explanation of ‘ sg9ad ', For  g=qifiid ! the Paiijika
reads  TERIENIS "~ar=tmtgegtle—-The real 9 or 94 of @4
is w@gm, ¢ ogFaT’ is that which is other than &wgm that is,
IS,

For the ¢ ugnarm * of the Vrl'.tl, p. 36, L 21, Paﬂ;}lki reads

¢ SR (aﬁ@mﬁ’-ﬂrsﬂlm) with no difference in sense.

P.80ab

W T TIGIPAEAL,. ... W (read witar or R )
Inpemuchas the peroeption refers to the object which
had already been apprehended in sensation, it e uimf
and consequently ®1%A™, eFAFATSTE—While 371 or Rem
in W turns it into SaEATE, the case is different with &rgam.-
In egam, the emawm which is involved in the T s
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- -applied to the particular case in hand, and so far it is a new
fact which it brings to light ( TeRmsRgmmsfmmc 763 & mia
witErarng @fjedt fwge: wawig ) Note, however, that, this point of
view implies the reality of ew~ and to this extent the
logic of the Buddhist confliets with his metaphysice.

. 9. @wmEeEE yaagaaraeg-~The Pafijika supplies the reason why

P.7 v™® slone is mentioned and pot ¥WRANE, viz., WA

¥q1. ¥, §. Sgpem i, wes s ( Panjika ). Read ¢ o dmeue:
1121-22 4 %t a6 e o’

#q1. 9. awEggasi—Read the Panjika on this ss follows :—eftmmmt
P.8 L 1. @&} aitaaf@ Ya: sar | qeanean¥l ( instead of aemwwdl) sgrwe

w1 §. §. e Jwrge aegamme) s (N Pr.)e
P.37, o uff® (Vrtt) wegesem ( N. Pr. )-afaizeenaiogs,

wqT. 8. anweNwath gwfa—Here begins the last paragraph which
P.8,1.3 deals with 35 ( Vide Fundamenta] Verse “‘amaw g9 eto ), the
only subject which remained to be treated { FEWH—Vriti ).

. 1. . Here, first of all is mentioned the 7 of g8, In this
P.371. 4. connection the Pafijika points out that the word @Ma in the
qi%®r.  text stands for @wawE, (AN AMAESIRYE,.,... 008 Y-
P.80b, =k dq anmaRA MmN Aeg—Panjika ).

+q1. 9. . sggaiage—The N. Pr. says ‘gaof’ instead of ‘@@’ in the

P.37,1.5 difinition. This is to indicate, that there can be more zywg

qf$®%T. thanonein s single 4™ of egma (7 %e wwmFAmIgE: sga

P.80b. uwim gz R & g WissR aea: sRmRivgeEwdy amiwmsi
g7 39 FM-—ete. Pafijika) In the Paisjika, resd area@@ =)
qIAFARL 1 ae texts of the =M, 9, and =4 9, %

i A Pwme—Pirst the anthor of the N. Pr. mentions
P. 3711 69 aa#@x generally, and next its particular varieties viz. 943,

g9, and TeRaN,

qfisr  Z-eA (N, Pr. p. 8, 1. 4)-9armmamt mirseawied snomirahin
P.80b swwmisaafal 2 ( Pasijika, 80 b.) et e &e—~The
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vice in the opponent's argument may be pointed in a genera
way (ama ) such as whether it excesds or falls short of the
requirements of a valid infeence or, the critic may
proced to edfy the vice (fawss:), and sy whether it
contains a &g, or & AW or aT@=GE. Further, its particular
variety may also be mentioned.

TqL Y. R ete.—=The reader may. recall the s deﬁned illustrated
P. 8,114-6. and discussed above in the N, Praves'a.

w1 9. EEEA ete—Not only 3717, but the IzM (=swaw ) which is
P.81168, aleo mifimsagd, ( N, Pr, Vrtti P 37, 1. 10.). The latter
F1.9.Y. is thus explained in the Pafijika: srfeve: sarar sEda
P. 37,110, TaaReeaiRs @g( *g°—a misprint wEmd AW FEede
qiliHn  skEgeaea  @sidmaegad Further, the Pafijika explaine why
P.80b, mere 3@ is not enough: * AgREAAFHAY 7F ete.” W
8la.  gEwin—-wnaNBIEeq, ( Pafijika ).
1. 9. sga@aRNEm gumEia-—The definition of gywri,
?.811 78,

+q1. 1. 7. For Grﬁ%liwﬁ read mﬁlalgfmﬁ—ns found in the Paﬁpkﬁ, and

P. 371.13 the eame ia explained as follows: SHAtRR: GremasRmRl QUeRRT

afimr  srrgertrsRgaeeRONaaa( not A as printed ) wwwfA gy
P. 81b &

qier @ W S@—Kumarila Bhatta holds that %% is F~, and oon-

P. 81b sequently he attacks the argument of the wafm@a@a ( the

Buddhist, the Naiyayika etc.); viz. J55s qe 991 72 @ 4 1=

a8 follows by raising a dilemma or trilemma (1) Is sa%a

‘which is advanced as a 35 ‘ ez’ ! If so, it is wERT e

f5%, being found only in the 9. (2) Is the Tora ‘ wowag’ ¢

If so, this Ta%a is confined to w2 ( the #=7a ) and mot found in

o=; consequently it is #f%a. (3) Is the w®m ‘swgmaq’ 1 Im-

possible, for %3 (e. 9. 92 ) and #¥F (6. 9. T® ) cannot possess

the same W&  This critidism which Kumdrila Bhatta has

directed againg the Buddhig isamere gswaise  criticism.

For such a criticism could be directetd even againg an =igaa

which is universally acknowledged to be valid viz. stfis, o,

1 wg,  Thus—Isthe 98\ which is advanced here as a #g

the A on the mountain ? or (2) Isit the §@ in the kitchen f
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In the former cese, it would be st %3dwfas being found
only in the %1, In the latter, it would be iz, being not
found in the &1 ( AR swaals=r a5, )

8 gy &e.~—Particular cases of TWUWE ares (1) §g% @
g, ( FARamEPRT—Vriti) (2) 9gd wRvaTw (3) fd-
gishiakgs a9 (4) uardggisATIadgE  Fean(5) wifeadgh -

1% 9979 and (6) s3ree gRwagisgaad, No (1) is s fallacions

sllegation of a general character regarding the component
parts of an Inference; No (2) is s fallacious allegation of that
is v, that is, w@d ; Nos (8), (4), and (5) ere fallacious
allegations of & and No (6} is a fallacious allegation
of TwsanTa.

e Rygnafigd |

1y giwgRear=ragiEiar |

"Mr. Mironov suggests” saysD". Keith, "in Dihmatrasiddhaye
we have an dlusion to Dihnaga's name, and he thinks this may
be supposed by the fact that Haribhadra in his comment
on anyatra writes Pramana*amucayaduu " " The remark is
specidly apposite”, Dr. Keith adds," if the author really were
Dihnaga......nor is it quite legimate to pess over the possble

- play in dihméatrasiddhaye; it can carry no grest weight

but it certainly improves Mr. Mironov's argument.” i
on other grounds it is necessay to doubt  Difnegas
authorship of the Nyayapravesa, neither of the two grounds
‘above mentioned, viz., the word ' &% * in ‘ RewmEfed ' nor
' orey =" mAEEEAE ’ a5 explained by Haribharasufi will be
a bar. ( Se Introduction, where the points ae fully
discussed).

wdi=auaq, Inorder that the reader may be just introduced
to the subject before he reads the larger works such as
smeeyEr elc. ARy, whosoever be its auther, may con-
sequently supposed to be later than sRwas=,

Reumfi=samR®EERands, Mark that Haribhadrasiri—the

. commentator—did not s any suggestion of the name of

the author (R$w) in the word * &gaafdad ' Had he done
gy asa commentator he would not have failed to noteit, as
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Mallinatha has done in his commentry upon the famous
line of the Meghadtita—sfigamat afff ofig ywgEERaT '
farsaigen-—This name of the commentary is in- kegping with the
purpose with which the Nyayapravesa(ka) was composed.

In the copy of the #mt. s % supplied to me by my esteamed
and learned friend Acarya SriVijaya-Nemi-Suri,there area
few verses appended at the end giving the diversty of opinion
among different sthods regarding the number of pramanas and
the nature Reality:—" wdidiswads, grasmph amem, saed ol
aeRd:, Sfagme daEd g | adaen AaER aaiy |, ARG T
@ aWE, § S REeitend WRASWEST 9 | SEgEgWd A W
oA g\ saReNeE 62 swly SRR 0 39 diwied A2 aled
M o wfeeR | weEdiRa wrtmEnR &2 0 weaRSRagiy
yEmegmIR ega smwdEwEaRaE o A, awrRlvieE At
detas:, qwfet amERRRR R, Sowet et
wten:, goaged SR s ) 7

wwd--Congdrue Elucidated for himsdf as well
asfor others Cf. ' ewdwswd (p. 82).

gs—Generally explained as Reweafie (see p. 82 )+ Philo*
logically, however it is =fési=1. Chapter, 2 Expository Note*
mgEegm-—Completed on the ninth day of the dark half
of Phalguua, in the Anuradha naksatra, in the Vikrama
Year 1169. .

o sidiwmte &e~—Composed by »fiazqR formerly known as
afeamiRen®, pupil of ##gEA=rER, of good name, pupil of
iR,
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Critical editions of imprinted and original works of Oriental
Literature, edited by competent scholars, and published
by the Oriental Institute, Baroda.

I. BOOKS PUBLISHED
_ Rs. A.
1. Kavyantiniarh3a: a work on poetics, by Rajasekhara
(880-920 A.D.): edited by C. D. Dalai and R. Ananta- .
krishna Sastry, 1916. Reissue, 1924 . . 2-4

This book has been set as a text-book by several Universities including
Benares, Bombay, and Patna Universities.

2. Naranarayanananda: apoem on the Pauranic story of
Arjuna and Krsna's rambles on Mount Girnar, by Vas-
tupala, Minister of King Viradhavala of Dholka, com-
posed between Samvat 1277 and 1287, i.e, A.D. 1221
and 1231 : edited by C. D. Dalai and R. Anantakrishna
Sastry, 1916 .. Out of print.

3. Tarkasangraha: a work on Phllosophy (refutation of
vaisesika theory of atomic creation) by Anandaj hana
or Anandagiri, the famous commentators on Sahkara-
carya's Bhasyas, who flourished in the latter half of
the 13th century: edited by T. M. Tripathi, 1917 .. 2-0

4, Parthaparakrama: a drama describing Arjuna's re-
covery of the cows of King Virata, by Prahladanadeva,
the founder of Palanpur and the younger brother of
the Paramara king of Chandravatl (a state in Marwar),
and a feudatory of the kings of Guzerat, who was a
Yuvargja in Samvat 1220 or A.D. 1164: edited by
C.D. Dalai, 1917 .. 0-6

5. Kastraudhavarhsa: an h|stor|cal poem (Mahakavya)
describing the history of the Bagulas of Maydragiri,
from Rastraudha, king of Kanauj and the originator
of the dynasty, to Nardyana Shah of Maydragiri by
Rudra Kavi, composed in Saka 1518 or A.D. 1596:
edited by Pandit Embar Krlshnamacharya with Intro-
duction by C. D. Dalai, 1917 .. . 112

6. Lihganusasana: on Grammar, by Vamana who Ilved
between the last quarter of the 8th century and the
first quarter of the 9th century' edited by C. D.
Dalai, 1918 . 0-8

7. Vasantavilasa: an historical poem (Mahakavya) de
scribing the life of Vastupala and the history of



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Rs. A.

Guzerat, by Balachandrasuti (from Modheraka or
Modhera in Kadi Prant, Baroda State), contemporary
of Vastupala, composed after his death for his son in
Samvat 1296 (A.D. 1240): edited by C. D. Dalai, 1917

RUpakasatkam : six dramas by Vatsargja, minister of
Paramardideva of Kalinjara, who lived between the
2nd half of the 12th and the 1st quarter of 13th cen-
tury : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1918

Mohaparajaya: an allegorica drama describing the
overcoming of King Moha (Temptation), or the conver-
sion of Kumarapala, the Chalukya King of Guzerat,
to Jainism, by Yasahpata, an officer of King Ajaya-
deva, son of Kumarapda, who reigned from A.D. 1229
to 1232 : edited by Muni Chaturvijayaji with Introduc-
tion and Appendices by C. D. Dalai, 1918

Hammiramadamardana: a drama glorifying the two
brothers, Vastupala and Tejahpala, and their King Vira-
dhavala of Dholka, by Jayasimhasurti, pupil of Vira-
slri, and an Acarya of the temple of Munisuvrata
at Broach, composed between Samvat 1276 and 1286
or A.D. 1220 and 1239 : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1920

Udayasundarikathd : a romance (Campt, in prose and
poetry) by Soddhala, a contemporary of and patronised
by the three brothers, Chchittaragja, Nagarjuna, and
Mummuniraja, successive rulers of Konkan, composed
between A.D. 1026 and 1050: edited by C. D. Dalai
and Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya, 1920

Mahavidyavidambana : awork on Nyaya Philosophy,
by Bhatta Vadindra who lived about A.D. 1210 to
1274 : edited by M. R. Telang, 1920

Praclnagurjarakavysahgraha: a collecton of old
Guzerati poems dating from 12th to 15th centuries
A.D.: edited by C. D. Dalai, 1920 .

Kumarapalapratibodha: a biographical work in
Prakrta, by Somaprabhacharya, composed in Samvat
1241 or A.D. 1195 : edited by Muni Jinavijayaji, 1920

Ganakarikd : a work on Philosophy (Pasupata School)
by Bhasarvajria who lived in the 2nd half of the 10th
century: edited by C. D. Dalai, 1921

SangTtamakaranda: a work on Music by N"arada
edited by M. R. Telang, 1920 . . .

Kavindracarya List: list of Sanskrit works in the
collection of Kavindracarya, a Benares Pandit (1656
A.D.): edited by R. Anantakrishna Shastry, with a
Foreword by Dr. Ganganatha Jha, 1921

Varahagrhyasutra: Vedic ritual (domestic) of the
Yajurveda: edited by Dr. R. Shamasastry, 1920

Lekhapaddhati : a collection of models of state and pri-
vate documents, dating from 8th to 15th centuriesA.D.:

18

2-4

2-0

2-0

2-4

2-8

2-4

7-8

1-4

2-0

0-12

0-10



20.-

21,

23

24.

26,

27.

28,

29.

30,

edited by C. D. Dala and G. K. Shngondekar
1925

Bhawsayattakaha or Paflcamlkaha a romance in
Apabhramsa language by Dhanapala (circa 12th cen-
tury) : edited by C. D. Dalai and Dr. P. D. Gune, 1923

A Descriptive Catalogue of the Palm-leaf and | m-
portant Paper MSS. in the Bhandars at Jessal-
mer e, compiled by C. D. Dalai and edited by Pandit
L. B. Gandhi, 1923

Parasuramakalpasltra: awork on Tantra, with com-
mentary by Rameévara: edited by A. Mahadeva
Sastry, B.A., 1923 . ..Clothcopies.

Nityotsava : a supplement to the Pardsuramakalpasttra
by Umanandanatha: edited by A. Mahadeva Sastry,

Rs. A.

2-0

6-0

34

8-8

B.A., 1923 . y Out of print.

Tantrarahasya: a work on the Prabhakara School
of Plrvamimarsa by . Ramanu;acarya. edited by Dr.
R. Shamasastry, 1923

32. Samarahgapa: a work on archltecture, town-
planning, and engineering, by king Bhoja of Dhara
(11th century): edited by Mahamahopadhyaya T.
Ganapati Shastri, Ph.D., 2 vols., 1924-1925

41. Sadhanamala: aBuddhist Tantric text of ntuals,
dated 1165 A.D., consisting of 312 small works, com-
posed by distinguished writers: edited by Benoytosh
Bhattacharyya, M.A., Ph.D., 2vols., 1925-1928

A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Central
Library, Baroda: Vol. 1 (Veda, Vedaaksana, and
Upanisads), compiled by G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A., and
K. S. Ramaswami Shastri, with a Preface by
B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1925 .

Manasollasa or Abhilasitarthacinfamani: an ency-
clopaedic work treating of one hundred different topics
connected with the Royal household and the Royal
court by Somedvaradeva, a Chalukya king of the 12th
century: edited by G. K. Shrlgondekar M.A., 3 vols,
vol. I, 1925 .

Nalavilasa: a drama by Ramachandrasm, pupll of
Hemachandrasari, describing the Pauranika story of
Nala and Damayantl: edited by G. K. Shrlgondekar
M.A., andL.B. Gandhi, 1926

31. Tattvasangraha: a Buddhist philosophical work
of the 8th century by Santaraksita, a Professor at
Nalanda with Panjika (commentary) by his disciple
Kamaladlla, also a Professor at Nalanda: edited by
Pandit Embar KrishnamScharya with a Foreword in
English by B. Bhattacharyya M.A., Ph.D., 2 vols,,
1926 .

10-0

14-0

6-0

2-12

24-0



33, 34. Mirat-i-Ahmadi: By Ali Mahammad Khan, the

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

42.

43.

44,

45.

last Moghul Dewan of Gujarat: edited in the original
Persian by Syed Nawabali, M.A., Professor of Persian,
Baroda College, 2 vols., 1926-1928

M3anavagrhyastitra: awork on Vedic ritual (domestlc)
of the Yajurveda with the Bhasya of Astavakra:
edited with an introduction in Sanskrit by Pandit
Ramakrishna Harshaji Sastri, with a Preface by Prof.
B. C. Lele, 1926

Natyasastra: of Bharata W|th the commentary of
Abhinavagupta of Kashmir : edited by M. Ramakrishna
Kavi, M.A., 4vols., vol. I, illustrated, 1926

Apabhramé&akadvy array |: consisting of three works,
the Carcari, Upadesarasayana, and Kalasvartpakulaka,
by Jinadatta Sari (12th century) with commentaries:
edited with an elaborate introduction in Sanskrit by
L. B. Gandhi, 1927

Nyayaprave$a, Part | (Sansknt Text). on Buddhlst
Logic of Dihnaga, with commentaries of Haribhadra
Siiri and Parsvadeva: edited by Principal A. B. Dhruva,
M.A., LL.B., Pro-ViceChanceIlor, Hindu University,
Benares .. s .

Nyayapravesa, Part Il (Tibetan Text): edited with
introduction, notes, appendices, etc., by Pandit Vidhu-
sekhara Bhattacharyya, Pr|n0|pal V|dyabhavana Vis-
vabharati, 1927 .

Advayavajrasahgraha. con3|st|ng of twenty short
works on Buddhist philosophy by Advayavajra, a Bud-
dhist savant belonging to the 11th century A.D.,
edited by Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. Haraprasad Sastri,
M.A., CLE., Hon. D. Litt., 1927 -

Kalpadruko8a : standard work on Sanskrit Lexico-
graphy by Kesava: edited with an elaborate introduc-
tion and indexes by Pandit Ramavatara Sarma,
Sahityacharya, M.A., of Patna. In two volumes, vol.
I, 1928 .

Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement by Ali Muhammad
Khan. Translated into English from the original
Persian by Mr. C. N. Seddon, |.C.S. (retired), and Prof.
Syed Nawab Ali, M.A. Corrected reissue, 1928

Two Vajrayana Works : comprising Prajfiopayavinis-
cayasiddhi of Anahgavajra and Jnanasiddhi of Indra-
bhtti—two important works belonging to the little
known Tantra school of Buddhism (8th century
A.D.): edited by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1929

Bhavaprak&sana : of ‘Saradatanaya, a comprehensive
work on Dramaturgy and Rasa, belonging to
A.D. 1175-1250; edited by His Holiness Yadugiri
Yatiraja Swami, Melkot, and K. S. Ramaswami Sastri,
Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1929 v

Rs. A.

19-8

5-0

6-0

4-0

10-0

6-8

3-0

7-0



46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51

52.

53.

IRs. A.

Ramacarita : of Abhinanda, Court poet of Haravarsa
(cir. 9th century A.D.): edited by K. 8. Ramaswami

Sastri, 1929 . .. ..

Naiijarajayasobhdsana ; by Nrsimhakavi alias Abhi-
nava Kalidasa, a work on Sanskrit Poetics and relates

to the glorification of Naiijaraja, son of Vlrabhapa of

Mysore: edited by Pandit E. Krishnamacharya, 1930

Natyadarpana : on dramaturgy by Ramacandra Sari
with his own commentary : edited by Pandit L. B.
Gandhi and G. K. Shrigondekar MA  Intwo volumes,
vol. 1, 1929

Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist Text on Logic from
Chinese Sources : containing the English translation
of Satdsastrd of Aryadeva Tibetan text and English
translation of V igraha-vyavartarh of Nagarjuna and the
re-translation into Sanskrit from Chinese of Upayahr-
daya and Tarkas&Stra : edited by Prof. Gluseppe Tucci,
1930 9-0

Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement Persian text giving
an account of Guzerat: by Ali Muhammad Khan,
edited by Syed Nawab Ali, M.A., Principal, Bahaud-
din College, Junagadh, 1930 .. . +v 6-0

Trisastisalakapurusacaritra: of Hemacandra, trans-
lated into English with copious notes by Miss Helen
M. Johnson of Pennsylvania University, U.S.A. Shortly.

Dandaviveka: a comprehensive Penal Code of the
ancient Hindus by Vardhamana of the 15th century
A.D.: edited by Mahamahopadhyaya Kamala Krishna
Smrititirtha . Shortly.

Tathagataguhyaka or Guhyasamaja : the earliest and
the most authoritative work of the Tantra School of
the Buddhists : edited by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D.  Shortly.

7-8

5-0

4-8

If. BOOKS IN THE PRESS

NatyaSastra: Vol. Il edited by M. Ramakrishna Kavi.

Jaydkhyasarhhitd : an authoritative Pahcaratra work :
edited by Pandit E. Krishnamacharyya of Vadtal.

Manasoll&asa or Abhiia_sitarthaclntamar]i, vol. Il edited
by G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A.

A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Oriental
Institute, Baroda, vol. Il (Srauta, Dharma, and
Grhya Satras) compiled by the Library staff.

A Descriptive Catalogue of M SS. in the Jain Bhan-
dars at Pattan : edited from the notes of the late Mr.
C. D. Dalai, M.A., by L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols.

Siddhantabindu : on Vedanta philosophy by Madhusi-
dana Sarasvatl with commentary of Purusottama:
editedby P.C. Divanji,M.A.,LL.M.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Portuguese Vocables in the Asiatic Languages:
translated into English from Portuguese by Prof. A. X.
Soares, M.A., Baroda College, Baroda.

Ahsan-ul-Tawarikh : history of the Safvi Perlod of
Persian History, 15th and 16th centuries, by Ahsan
Ramul: edited by C. N. Seddon, I.C.S. (retired),
Reader in Persian and Marathi, University of Oxford.

Abhisamayalarikaraloka : a lucid commentary on the
Prajnaparamita; a Buddhist philosophical work, by
Simhabhadra : edited by Prof. Giuseppe Tucci.

Kalpadruko8a, Vol. |1 : indexes and vocabulary:

edited by the late Mahamahopadhyaya Pandit
Ramavatara Sarma Sahityacarya, M.A., of Patna.

Padmananda Mah&kavya: giving the life history of
Rsabhadeva, the first Tlrthankara of the Jainas, by
Amarachandra Kavi of the 13th century: edited by
H. R. Kapadia, M.A.

Nityotsava : a supplement to the Parasuramakalpasutra
by Umanandanatha: second edition by Swami Tri-
vikrama Tirtha.

Saktisarigama Tantra: a voluminous compendium of
the Hindu Tantra comprising four books on Tara,
Kali, Sundarl, and Chhinnamasta: edited by
B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D.

Parananda Sitra: an ancient Tantric work of the
Hindus in Sttra form giving details of many practices
and rites : edited by Swami Trivikrama Tirtha.

UdbhatalanKaraviyrti: an ancient commentary on
Udbhatas Kavyalarkarasarasaiigraha generally attri-
buted to Mukula Bhatta (10th century A.D.): edited by
K. S. Ramaswami Sastri.

Natyadarpana, Vol.I | :introductionin Sanskrit giving
an account of the antiquity and usefulness of the
Indian drama, the different theories of Rasa, and an
examination of the problems raised by the text: by
L. B. Gandhi.

Sabdaratnasamuccaya : an interesting lexicon in Sans-
krit by an anonymous author, compiled during the
reign of the Mahratta King Sahaji: edited by Pandit
Vitthala Sastri, Sanskrit Pathasala, Baroda.

Istasiddhi: on Vedanta philosophy by Vimuktatma,
disciple of Avyayatma, with the author's own comment-
ary: edited by M. Hiriyanna, M.A., Retired Professor
of Sanskrit, Maharaja's College, Mysore.

Alamkaramahodadhi: a famous work on Sanskrit
Poetics composed by Narendraprabha Sari at the
request of Minister Vastupgla in 1226 A.D.: edited
by Lalchandra B. Gandhi of the Oriental Institute,
Baroda,

Rs.



Rs. A
THE GAEKWAD'S STUDIESIN RELIGION AND
PHILOSOPHY

1. The Comparative Study of Religions: [Contents:
I, the sources and nature of religious truth. |1, super-
natural beings, good and bad. |11, the soul, its nature,
origin, and destiny. 1V, sin and suffering, salvation
and redemption. V, religious practices. VI, the emo-
tional attitude and religious ideals]: by Alban A.
Widgery, M.A ., 1922 - . 150

2. The Philosophy and Theology of Averroes [Contents
I, a decisive discourse on the delineation of the relation
between religion and philosophy. la, on the problem
of eternal knowledge which Averroes has mentioned in
his decisive discourse. IT, an exposition of the
methods of arguments concerning the doctrines of
the faith]: by Mohammad Jamil-ur-Rahman, M.A.,

1921. (Cloth Rs. 5/-) . 3-0
3. Religious and Moral Teachings of AI Ghazzali

[Contents: |, the nature of man. human freedom

and responsibility. I, pride andvanity. IV, friend-

ship and sincerity. V, the nature of love and man's
highest happiness. VI, the unity of God. VII, the

love of God and its signs. VIII, riza or joyous sub-
mission to His will]: translated by Syed Nawab Ali,

M.A., 1921 . 2-0

4. Goods and Bads: being the substance of a series of
talks and discussions with H.H. the Maharaja Gaekwad
of Baroda. [Contents : introduction, |, Physical values.
I'l, intellectual values. I, aesthetic values. 1V,
moral value. V,religiousvalue. V1, the good life, its
unity and attainment] : by Alban G. Widgery, M.A.,

1920. (Library edition Rs. 5/-) 3-0
5. Immortality and other Essays: [Contents. [, philos-
ophy and life. 11, immortality. |11, morality and

religion. 1V, Jesus and modern culture. V., the
psychology of Christian motive. V1, free Catholicism
and non-Christian Religions. V11, Nietzsche and
Tolstoi on Morality and Religion. V111, 8ir Oliver
Lodge on science and religion. |1X, the value of con-
fessons of faith. X, the idea of resurrection. XI,

religion and beauty. X1, religion and history.
X111, principles of reform in religion]: by Alban G
Widgery, M.A., 1919. (ClothRs. 3/-) .. .. 20

6. Confutation of Atheism : a translation of the Hadis-i-
Halila or the tradition of the Myrobalan Fruit: trans-
lated by V ali Mohammad Chhanganbhai Momin, 1918 ., 0-14

Conduct of Royal Servants : being a collection of verses
from the Viramitrodaya with their translations in
English, Gujarati, and Marathi: by B. Bhattacharyya,
M.A., Ph.D. . . . .. 0-6



























