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INTRODUCTION 

I The Author of the Nyaya-praves'a. 

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 Tattvasamgraha and 
'Dinnaga's Nyayapraves'a,' my choice fell upon the latter. A Tibetan 
version of the work had been noticed by Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhusana in 
his 'History of Medioeval Indian Logic/ but its Sankrit original, he thought, 
"was lost", and therefore the discovery of the Sanskrit Mss was expected to be 
hailed as a valuable find, Moreover, Dinnaga, to whom the work was attri­
buted, was one of the greatest figures in the history of Buddhist philosophy, 
and consequently in editing his work, I imagined I would be bringing to 
light the next great milestone in the history of Buddhist logic in the journey 
backwards from Dharmakirti, to whose work I 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, I had a lurking hope that the Tibetan version might turn 
put to be a mere summary, in which case 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 I was not a little disappointed. The 
Sanskrit text was found to be the exact original of the Tibetan version 
which had been translated 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 I saw that in the Mss the name of 
Dinnaga was nowhere given as the author of the Nyayapraves'a ! A 
gleam of hope that I might still be able to show that the work was Dinnaga's 
burst upon me when I read the word * ' i n the concluding verse. 
But my faith in the surmise that this might be suggestive of Dinnaga's 
authorthip was very much shaken when I found that the Sanskrit 
commentator of the work—although usually Sanskrit commentators are very 
keen-sighted and speculative in 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. I had, therefore, to turn for evidence to 
those famous works of Indian Logic which contain direct or indirect 
references to Dinnaga, viz., the Nyayabindu and its Tika, the 
Nyayavartika and its Tika, and the S'lokavartika and its Tika. In the 
years which have elapsed since 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 version. This was only 
natural. The Mss which could have been easily put into print in less 
than two years had been lying with me for ten, and although this was 
mainly due to causes beyond my control it was impossible to expect that 
the tide of research should wait for the personal convenience of any man. 
Today, therefore, my task consists merely of holding the scales even 
between two contending parties and exercising the privilege of a judge in 
criticising the evidence of both. 

On the question*—Who is the author of the Nyayapraves'aP-scholars 

are ranged in two groups, which may be termed the Tibetan school and 

the Chinese school in accordance with the source of the evidence on 

which they rely. Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhusana, Pandit Vidhushekhara 

Bhattacharya and Dr. Keith (the last somewhat cautiously) belong to the 

former ; Prof. Ui , Sugiura, Tucci, Tubianski and Mironov to the latter. 

The first group depending upon Tibetan evidence regard the Nyaya-

praves'a as a work Dinnaga's, while the second on the strength of Chinese 

evidence attribute it to S'ankarasvamin, a disciple of Dinnaga. 

Some years ago, as a result of his study of the Tibetan Mss 
Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhusana mentioned the Nyayapraves'a as a work 
on Logic by Dinnaga, and the Sanskrit text which is now being published 
was found to agree so completely with the Tibetan version as translated 
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 believe 
that the work was Dinnaga's. This prima facie view has been sub" 
sequently supported with considerable external and internal evidence 
by Pandit Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya in the Introduction to his Tibetan 
edition of the work recently published as " Nyayapraves'a Part I I " in the 
G. O. S, His evidence is as follows;— 
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(2) Commenting upon the introductory verse of his Pramana-
samuccaya which contains the lines :— 

above extracts on the strength of a note in the colophon of T (pp. 28-29\ 
that "in a Chinese book it is seen as Nyayapraves'a while in Tibet it is  
now known as Nyayadudra". 

This equation however, does not seem justified. For, as pointed 
out by Dr. Tucci, "in the colophon to the Nyayapraves'a, translated into 
Tibetan from the Chinese (Cordier, iii, p. 436), it is already said that this 
work must not be identified with the Nyayamukha [ Dr. Tucci's reading 
for Nyayadvara] 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 Nyayadvara, 

(3) There are references to Dinnaga's logical tenets in Kumarila's 
S'lokavartika some of which are traceable, almost verbatim, to 
the Nyayapraves'a, a few of these being expressly attributed 
to Dinnaga by Parthasarathimis'ra, the commentator of the 
S'lokavartika. These are as follows :— 



Note—The commentator of the Slokavartika does not say that 
the passage the Sl-vart is taken from or found in any of the 
works of Dinnaga. 

(a variety of ~ ) in the Nyayapraves'a. 

Of these, as pointed out by Dr. Tucci, (a) and (c) are found also in the 
Nyayadvara (=Nyayamukha as it is called by Dr. Tucci), and so drop out of 
the argument altogether; (b), (d) and (e) occur in the Nyayapraves'a but not 
in the Nyayadvara, which, however, does not prove that they have been drawn 
from the Nyayapraves'a. The name of the fallacy of (b) occurs in the Nyaya-
dvara (=Nyayamukha of Tucci) though not the illustration, which 
although found in the Nyayapraves'a need not have been .drawn from it, 

called there) as supposed by Pandit Vidhushekhara. The  
learned scholar seems to have been misled by the printing in 
the Chowkhamba edition of the Commentary on the S'loka-
vartika where the passage on beginning with '  
etc." has been mixed up with the paragraph on  
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As regards (d) it is given by Parthasarathi as an illustration of 
and consequently it is certain that it is not taken from the Nyayapraves'a 
where ~ is illustrated quite differently, and the example under 
discussion is called stef^S. Lastly, (e) is a well-known argument of the 
Sarhkhya. In regard to this Dr. Tucci says : " The example was not 
invented by Dinnaga, who rather took it from the Samkhya-Karika 17. " 
He has, however, missed the point. In the Samkhya-Karika it is not 
given as a fallacy, but as a valid argument. As a fallacy it is given in 
the Nyayapraves'a, and so also in the S'lokavartika. Pandit Vidhusekhara 
could therefore argue that the latter had borrowed it from the Nyaprave'sa 
and not from the SamkhyaKarika. The argument however, cannot 
establish the main thesis- For, assuming for a moment that the author of 
the S'lokavartika has borrowed the illustration from the Nyayapraves'a, 
how does it follow that Dinnaga is the author of the Nyayapravas'a ? As a 
matter of fact the assumption too is unwarranted. For, on a subject like 
the existence and nature of the Buddhist could not have been 
the only critic of the Samkhyas, and consequently the Samkhya-Karika 
under consideration must have been criticised in several non-Buddhist as 
well as Buddhist works. 

To sum up. Two conditions would be necessary to justify the 
conclusion that Dinnaga is the author of the Nyayapraves'a; 1st, that a 
certain passage occurs in the Nyayapraves'a only; and 2ndly, that it has 
been attributed to Dinnaga. The only passage which has been connected 
with Dinnaga by Parthasarathimis'ra is No 2 (a), but it occurs also in the 
Nyayadvara (=Nyayamukha) and thus breaks down as an argument to 
prove Diimaga's authorship of the Nyayapraves'a. 

Against this, the Chinese school stands for S'ankarasvamin's 
authorship of the Nyayapraves'a, which according to Sugiura was "intended 
to be an introduction to Dinna' [Dinnaga's] work." Prof, Ui. after laying 
bare the confusion in Dr. Vidyabhusana'e treatment of certain numbers in 
Nanjio's Catalogue concludes : " The ascription of the Nyayapraves'a to  
Dignaga is not correct. " But the most detailed criticism of the Dinnaga 
theory has been put forward by Mr. Tubianski, who contends that "the Nyaya­
praves'a was not the work of Dinnaga." He compares the Nyayapraves'a 
with the Nyayadvara which is unquestionably a work of Dinnaga's, and as 
a result he finds ' 

(1) That the Nyayapraves'a has some fallacies in the list of 
which are not found in the Nyayadvara. 

ii 
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(2) The fourteen in number as enumerated in the 
Nyayadvara and the Pramanasamuccaya, are not found in 
the Nyayapraves'a. 

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

(4) Dharmakirti, the author of the Nyayabindu and known as a 
Vartikakara of Dinnaga, uses the term instead of 

of Nyayapraves'a. 
from these data Mr. Tubianski concludes that the Nyayapraves'a 

is not a work of Dinnaga. 

Reviewing these arguments, Dr. Keith thinks that none 
of them is conclusive, the discrepancies between the Nyayadvara 
and the Nyayapraves'a being such as can be satisfactorily accounted 
for on the hypothesis that the Nyayapraves'a was later than the Nyaya­
dvara. Though both of them were works of the same author 
Thus, in the Nyayapraves'a Dinnaga, as a result of further 
cogitation? has discovered more types of than he had done before ; 
and, if he has dropped the fourteen \\ in the Nyayapraves'a, it is 
because he has seen no valid ground for continuing the Brahmanical 
tradition of (the equivalent of in Brahmana Logic) which he 
had followed in his earlier works ; that the Nyayapraves'a is written in a 
more lucid style than the Nyayadvara only proves that it is a later, and 
therefore more polished, work than the Nyayadvara. Mr. Keith, however, 
while thus disposing of Mr. Tubianski's argument against Dinnaga's 
authorship of the Nyayapraves'a, differs from Pandit Vidhushekhara in 
BO far as the latter regards the Nyayadvara to be the same as Nyaya­
praves'a according to a Tibetan tradition. " There is no 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 ] was 
taken thence." At the same time he suggests that the word of 
1 ' in the Pramanasamuccaya-Vrtti of 
DinnSga and elsewhere may well include ; and thus not exclude the 
possibility of the Nyayapraves'a being one of the works composed by Dinnaga, 
This position of Mr. Keith, however, destroys the value of Pandit 
Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya's ground No. 1. 

Dealing with the other grounds of Pandit Vfclhushekhara, which 
Consist of certain supposed references to the Nyayapraves'a in Rumania's 



XI 

S'lokavartika and Parthasarathimis Ws commentary thereon, Keith says 
that the references " are not conclusive evidence in the absence of any 
definite mention of that text [ Nyayapraves'a ] and of any proof that the 
doctrines cited are not found in other parts of the writings of Dignaga.' 
This is just that weak link in the chain of Pandit Vidhushekhara's argument 
No. 2 which I have pointed out above (seep. ix). Mr. Keith concludes this 
part of his article with the characteristic remark " I t appears to me, therefore, 
that from the evidence adduced by Mr. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya and 
Mr. Tubianski alike no certain conclusion can be drawn. " The external 
evidence which Mr. Tubianski has adduced to support his denial of Dinnaga's 
authorship of the Nyayapraves'a is that the Chinese who know of both 
the Nyayadvara and the Nyayapraves'a and who have made the Nyaya­
praves'a the basis of their logical studies had evidently ' larger materials 
for ascription? than the Tibetans, and they have ascribed the latter to 
S'ankarasvamin and not to Dinnaga, although they know of both. 

With all the arguments of Pt. Vidhushekhara, with the exception 
of No. 1., thus removed from the field, and those of Mr. Tubianski shown 
to be inconclusive, the whole controversy reduces itself to a conflict 
between two traditions—the Tibetan and the Chinese. As against 
Tubianski's plea of the greater reliability of the Chinese tradition in view of 
the Nyayapraves'a being a work of special study in China, Mr. Keith observes 
that, as pointed out by Pt. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya, one of the two Tibetan 
versions (T2) was based on the Chinese version and this fact reduces mate­
rially the strength of the arguement from the Chinese tradition. As Pt. 
Vidhushekhara cautiously observes "at least at the time o£ the translation 
(T2 from Chinese into Tibetan) S'ankarasvamin as the author of the work 
was unknown not only in Tibet but also in China". The strength of the 
Chinese tradition in favour of S'ankarasvamin's authorship is still further 
reduced if we accept Pt. Vidhushekhara's argument that No. 4 of Itsing's list 
of Dinnaga's works is to be identified with the Nyayapraves'a. Tubianski 
thinks that Itsing's list of Dinnaga's works contains nothing that can be 
identified with the Nyayapraves'a. "But", observes Mr. Keith, "that 
is hardly the case, No4 of Itsing's list [TheS'astra on the Gate of the Cause *] 
appears to be the Hetudvaras'astra or Hetudvara "and he refuses to accept 
Tubianski's objection that "i t cannot aswer to Nyayapraves'a, as the last does 
pot treat exclusively of hetu." On the contrary, he sees " decidedly more 
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paragraph). It seems to me that a clear distinction is meant by Dinnaga 
between and iu the titles of his books, the latter being used in 
the widest sense of Reasoning while the former means only the Middle 
Term. Such a confusion would be particularly surprising in Buddhist 
Logic where a n d a r e clearly distinguished from For  
this reason I am rather inclined to agree with Dr. Vidyabhu?ana in 
identifying Itsing's No. 4 Hetudvarasasastra with Hetucakra-hamaru 
(rightly read Hetucakradamaru by Tucci and Randle.). 

The Chinese school has to account for what Tubianski calls the 
'Tibetan blunder.,, This is how Tubianski explains i t : The Tibetans knew 

of the Nyayadvara from Dinnaga's own references to it in his comments on 
the Pramanasamuccaya, but as they had no version of it they thought that 
the Nyayapraves'a which was really a work of S'ankarasvamin, but 
not so known to them, to be the same as the Nyayadvara, and con­
sequently believed that Dinnaga was its author. This, he adds, is "evident 
from such a title as the Nyayapraves'advara given by him to one of the 
Tibetan versions". With reference to this Mr. Keith remarks that "there is not 
the slightest evidence of ignorance on the part of the Tibetans, the Tibetan 
index giving an express warning against confusing Nyayapraves'a with 
Nyayadvara". This, however, is not altogether true. That there was some 
confusion in Tibetan between Nyayapraves'a and Nyayadvara is shown by 
Pt. Vidhushekhara, who on the basis of this confusion has attempted to 
identify the two works. 

If we have thus failed to arrive at a definite conclusion regarding 
the authorship of the Nyayapraves'a, it is because no single piece of 
evidence, nor even the general weight of the whole, which is at present 
available, is found to be conclusive. 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 libraries of Mss, of which large 
masses still remain to be explored, published and studied. Mean-white* 

validity in Mr. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya's view that "Hetudvara and 
Nyayadvara (equivalent to Nyayapreves'a) mean the same thing." I am unable 
to agree with Dr. Keith and Pandit Yidhushekhara in identifying with 
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I may be permitted to record my personal opinion, based on the general 
trend of the evidence discussed above, tentatively as follows :— 

The Nyayapraves'a is a work composed by S'ankarasvamin to 
facilitate entrance into the Nyayadvara (="The Gate of Logic" ) 
which is a work of his master Dinnaga. 

In the interests of correct historical scholarship, it was necessary 
to consider whether the Nyayapraves'a was a work of Dinnaga's or 
S'ankarasvamin's. But the master and the pupil being contemporaries, 
there are several related problems to which it makes no difference whether 
we attribute this work to Dinnaga or to S'ankarasvamin. Thus, for 
example in discussing the chronological relationship of certain other works 
of literature and philosophy to the Nyayapraves'a, we may very well 
consider them in relation to Dinnaga, who is far better known than his 
pupil S'ankarasvamin. 

I I . The Nyayapraves'a and the Manimekhalai. 
The question of the authorship of the Nyayapraves'a and its date 

have recently come into prominence in connection with chapter X X I X of 
a Tamil work called the Manimelehalai, which is almost identical with 
the whole of the Nyayapraves'a. Professor S. Kuppuswami S'astri of the 
Madras University has presented in parallel columns the striking 
coincidence of the logic of Araavanavatikal, the Buddhist teacher of 
Manimekhalai in the romance, with that of Dinnaga, the author of the 
Pramana-Samuccaya, whom he has assumed to be the author of the 
Nyayapraves'a also on the authority of Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhusana. 
The points of coincidence brought to light are:— 
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From the extraordinary coincidence of 'definitions, illustrations, and 
even order of enumeration in several instances' between this chapter of the 
Manimekhalai and the Nyayapraves'a, Prof. Kuppuswami S'astri concludes 
that the former is based upon the latter and that "while section X X I X of 
the Manimekhalai cannot be assigned to pre-Dinnaga period of Buddhist 
logic, there are sufficient indications to place it in the post-Dinnaga period, 
close to the transition to certain departures advocated by Dharmakirti by 
way of improvement." 

As against this view stands that of Dr. Krishnaswami Aiyangar 
who regards the chapter X X I X of the Manimekhalai as belonging to the 
pre-Dinnaga period of Buddhist logic. His contention is that in several 
respects it takes up a halting position between the old Brahmanical Nyaya 
and the Nyaya of Dinnaga. Thus:— 

(1) In the Manimekhalai the pramanas are said to be only two, 
others being regarded as capable of inclusion in the seccond ; 
whereas " Dinnaga, who seems to have no such qualms and 
actually deals with the four pramanas of the Naiyayikas, rejects 
the first two, after examination positively" (see the Pramana-
sumuccaya of Dinnaga). 

(2) Similarly in the discussion of the avayavas, the Manimekhalai 
seems to mark a transition. It mentions the Jive avayavas, 
accepts three and does not consider the other two as they are 
capable of inclusion 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 himself out to consider the Svartha 
and Pqrariha, forms of syllogism,,. After a serious 
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discussion he comes to the conclusion that the latter being 
included in the former it is superfluous to treat of it 
separately. To the Manimekhalai it does not seem necessary to 
discuss the latter at all. 

The last fact does not seem to me to prove Prof. Krishnaswami's 
thesis that the Manimekhalai represents the transition stage 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 accepted truth in the time of the Manimekhalai* 
As regards the first point, it could be said in reply that the radical 
reforms of Dinnaga had reached the stage of unquestioned acceptance in 
the days of the Manimekhalai. Dinnaga laid down the doctrine of the 
two pramanas, Pratyaksa and Anumana, to the exclusion of all the rest. 
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 Vais'esikas, 

It must be admitted that the resemblance between the contents of 
the NySyapraves'a and those of the X X I X chapter of the Manimekhalai 
is so complete that the Nyayapraves'a must be supposed to be either inserted 
in or extracted out of the Manimekhalai. The former hypothesis would 
seem to be more probable in view of: the fact that the Manimekhalai was 
after all a romance and not primarily a work on logic. Thus, as Dr. Jacobi 
points out in his correspondence with Prof. Krishnaswami " i n many 
Jarin romances there is introduced some Yati, who gives an exposition 
of the law, converts the hero etc* etc. but nobody has 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 Manimekhalai there is no doubt that there is far less 
likelihood of a logician 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 
S'astraic learning. The probability of the latter hypothesis is further 
strengthened by the evidence of certain lapses on the part of the borrower. 
For example, the writer of the Manimekhalai substitutes three for five 
avayavas very unintelligently. He does not perceive that the last two 
avayavas can never be included in the drsttanta, as he ignorantly imagines. 
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Impressed by the arguments which require Manimekhalai to be 
placed after Dinnaga, the author of the Nyayapraves'a according to the 
Tibetan tradition, Mr. R. Narasimhacharyar, ex-Director of Archoeological 
Researches in Mysore, would shift the date of Dinnaga from 400 A. D. 
which is at present the generally accepted date, to the second century A. D. 
in order to meet a difficulty caused by South Indian history. The contents 
of the Manimekhalai, it is said, point to its being a production of the 
Sangam age, and the Sangam age being supposed to fall in the second 
century A. D, the Nyayapraves'a which is incorporated in the Manimekhalai 
should be regarded as still earlier. Who is then the author of the Nyaya-
praves'a ? Nagarjuna, says Mr. Sesha Aiyar boldly, and assigns him to 
the 1st century B. C, In attributing the Nyayapraves'a to Nagarjuna 
Mr. Aiyar takes his stand on the statement in Bunju Nanjio's catalogue 
p. 270 Nos. 1223, 1224, which Takakusu has alsoaceepted. This, however, is 
a mistake, Nagarjuna being wrongly read for Dinnaga as Pandit Vidhushe-
kbara Sastri has shown ( N. Pr. Pt. I I . G. O. S. Introduction p. xi i . ) 
Mr. Aiyar's hypothesis is rendered highly improbable by the developed form of 
the treatment of logical fallacies which is contained in the work. Moreover, 
it would be contrary to all that we know about Dinnaga and his contempo­
raries as well as to both Tibetan and Chinese traditions about the authorship 
of the Nyayapraves'a. As Prof. Krishnaswami had to point out in rejecting 
Mr. R. Narasimhacharyar's suggestion "Dinnaga's 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". Besides, the date 
of the Sangam age which is said 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) refers is " undoubtedly 
the time of the author." 

I I I . Dinnaga and Pras'astapada. 

As early as 1904, Prof. Stcherbatsky advanced his view that Dinnaga 
was prior to Pras'astapada. Later, however, this Russian savant 
reversed their order and maintained that Pras'astapSda was either a con­
temporary or a predecessor of Vasubandhu, the teacher of Dinnaga. 



xvii 

Dr. B. Faddegon (1918), controverting Stcherbatsky's earlier writing 
questioned the correctness of the view that the Vais'esika had borrowed from 
the Buddhist logician, namely, Pras'astapada from Dinnaga. His ground 
was one which deserves to be appreciated more than is commonly done. 
He wrote: "Years and years before Dinnaga and Pras'astapada lived, there 
must have existed a mutual intellectual influence of Brahminism and 
Buddhism. When we look for instance at the different examples of 
hetvabhasas and other abhasas which Vidyabhusana quotes from the 
Nyayapraves'a, then one circumstance strikes us immediately: nearly half 
of the examples have to do with the eternality or the transiency of sound.v 

Add to this one more circumstance, and it ought to put an end to all 
unwarranted speculation about the originality of a particular dcctrine in 
Br&hmana or Bauddha logic: as is well known several Brahmanas in that age, 
who may be presumed to have had training in Brahmanical S'astras, became 
Buddhists—and Dinnaga is a conspicuous example of this class—although 
the converse of this would appear to be very rare owing to the exclusiveness 
of the Brahmanical caste. Keith, however, has emphatically asserted that 
"Pras'astapada was indebted for his system largely to DinnSga"; 
and even Handle, who has been very cautious in his committals in 
this matter is inclined to believe " that Dinnaga was earlier than 
Pras'astapada, although in some cases where similarity of logical 
tenets or illustrations is to be found between them, this may be due to 
Pras'astapada having borrowed from a Vais'esika writer earlier than Dinnaga 
rather than from Dinnaga himself. " It will thus be observed that the 
problem of the relative chronology and indebtedness of Pras'astapada and 
Dinnaga is by no means simple: it is particularly dfficult, as we know 
definitely that there were Vais'esika commentators before Pras'astapada and 
Buddhist logicians before Dinnaga. For example, when we see that parti­
cular doctrines which are not found in the Vais'esika Sutras are found in 
the Pras'astapada 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 Pras'astapada* But, says 
Mr. Handle, " since there were Vais'esika commentators before 
Pras'astapada whose comments Pras'astapada embodied in his Bhasya, it is 
these earlier commentators who are cited and referred to by Dinnaga and 
his Bauddha predecessors*" 

in 
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While the general force of this line of argument may well be 
admitted, it is impossible to rule out every parallel on the simple plea 
that it may have been taken by Dinnaga not from Pras'astapada but from 
one of his Vais'esika predecessors. Such a position would paralyse all 
argument from parallels. Some of the considerations which Stcherbatsky 
has cited in his later work to show that Pras'astapacla could well have been 
a contemporary of Vasubandhu, the Buddhist teacher of Dinnaga, may be 
here noted: 

(1) Vasubandhu quotes the Vais'esika definition of not 
according to the text of the Siitra but according to the text of 
Pras'astapada's Bhasya, viz., " It is hardly 
to supposed that both Pras'astapada and Vasubandhu refer 
to an older source"—comments Stcherbatsky. 

(2) The Vais'esika theory of sound—that it consists of a series 
terminating at the place of hearing—which Vasubandhu 
criticises is the one found in the Pras'astapada Bhasya and 
not in the Vais'esika Sutras. u This artificial theory " says 
Stcherbatsky " is not found in the Bhasya and Pras'astapada 
is manifestly its author." " It follows from these facts ", 
concludes this Russian scholar giving his revised opinion, 
"that Pras'astapada is either a predecessor or a contemporary of 
Vasubandhu." 

We must, however, before accepting this position consider the 
arguments which have been definitely advanced to prove that Dinnaga 
was earlier than Pras'astapada. 

There are several other considerations which, although they do not 
conclusively establish Pras'astapada's priority, constitute prima facie 
evidence in its favour :— 

(1) One such noted by Handle is a passage in the chapter on the 
Bauddha-Dars'anainthe Sarva-dars'ana-saihgraha. The Passage 
runs thus : 
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have been introduced as a criticism of Pras'astapada regarding 
and it has been attributed by Dharmabhusana ( a 

Jaina writer of the sixteenth or sevententh century A, D.) to 
Dinnaga. This would show that Dinnaga is posterior to 
Pras'astapada. But, against this, it should be noted that the 
passage is quoted not as Dinnaga's criticism of Pras'astapada's 
dictum, but as his criticism of the doctrine. Moreover, 
the value of Dharmabhusana's attribution of the passage 
to Dinnaga 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 to 
Dinnaga, the great apostle, if not the founder, of the 
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 its author. Assuming then that the passage 
belongs to Dinnaga, the prima facie deduction from this 
passage is further strengthened by the consideration that 
"Pras'astapada does not reply to Dinnaga's 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. I would add that for the purpose of the 
argument it is not necessary to rely upon the passage quoted 
in the Sarvadars'ana-samgraha. If there be any value in an 
argument from silence, there is the silence of Pras'astapada who 
does not refer to any of Dinnaga's criticisms of found 
elsewhere. 
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general relation of and in doing so he remarks that 
the Vais'. Sutra was only illustrating the different varieties 
of ; * positive and negative, which was the general head 
under which all the particular varieties could be subsumed. 
And yet, Pras'astapada, although he had occasion to do so, 
does not say one word about the Buddhist doctrine formu­
lated by Dinnaga. This would show that Pras'astapada 
was earlier than Dinnaga. After pointing out this consideration 
in favour of Pras'astapada's priority, Randle adds : " The 
argument is only from silence. But it would have weight 
if supported by other lines of evidence. " I think other 
lines of evidence are not wanting. 

(3) Another consideration which Randle regards as a strong piece 
of evidence for placing Pras'astapada after Dinnaga proves the 
very opposite, owing to a basic inadvertence on his part. He 
says with reference to 'the antinomic reason' : 
4<If Dinnaga was the originator of the conception of the anti­
nomic reason, viruddhavyabhicarin, which is found in the 
Nyayadvara as well as in the Nyayapraves'a, then it is definitely 
proved that Pras'astapada 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 
Dinnaga." Now, as a matter of fact, Pras'astapada does not 
refer to viruddhavyabhicarin by name ; it is his commentator 
S'ridhara, the author of the Nyayakandali, who does so-
Consequently, there is no reason to conclude that Pras'asta­
pada came later. On the contrary, Pras'astapada introduces 
this hetvabhasa merely as " " mentioned by some 

and the illustration which he gives ( 

does not occur in the Nyayapraves'a, 
Nor, is that illustration the same as that recorded by Dharma-
k i r t i as an illustration of —a hetvabhasa which 
was recognized by Dinnaga, as Dharmottara adds. It is 
obvious, therefore, that Pras'astaptda had not before him the 
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viruddhavyabhicarin of Dinnaga, with the illustration given 
in the Nyayapraves'a or in some other work to which 
Dharmottara was referring; and considering that Pras'astapada 
does not " refer to viruddhavyabhicarin by name" one may 
presume that he was not aware of Dinnaga's terminology.* 

(4) Another small consideration weighing in favour of Pras'asta" 
pada's priority is that Pras'astapada does not subdivide , 
while the Nyayadvara and the Nyayapraves'a both give a 
fourfold division. This, however, is open to the reply: "This 
may only show that the Bauddha logicians introduced formal 
development into the earlier Vais'esika logic which they 
borrowed, and that Pras'astapada was not prepared to accept 
the innovation." (Randle.) 

(5) From the clumsy terminology of the subdivision of the 
fallacies of Exemplification in Pras'astapada as 
distinguished from Dinnaga one may naturally conclude that 
Dinnaga came after Pras'astapada and improved on his 
terminology. But Handle would still place Dinnaga after 
Pras'astapada and credit Pras'astapada with "unwillingness to 
accept even gifts from the enemy. This is too ingenious." 

In view of the evidence which has been collected and discussed above 
I am of opinion that the balance of probability is in favour of Pras'astapada's 
priority to Dinnaga—a view which Stcherbatsky has urged against his own 
theory of an earlier date. 
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IV. The problem of Dinnaga's contributions to 
Indian Logic. 

Closely connected with the above, but resting on a wider basis, 
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.'1* This view is 
expressed in the Pramanasamuccaya Ch II † and the passage in 
which it occurs has been quoted by Vacaspatimis'ra in the 
Nyayavartikatatparya as Dinnaga's—which is now extracted 
as Fragment F J for easy reference. The substance of the verses 

is found in a work which is indisputably his, does not appear 
for the first time in his logic, nor is it peculiar to him. That 
the problem had occupied the attention of earlier logicians 
is clear from Dinnaga's reference to different views prevailing 
on the subject. Moreover, the very tenet which is regarded 
as a contribution of Dinnaga's to the logical theory is traceable 
to earlier writers. Vatsyayana, the author of the Nyayabhasya 
while saying that fire was inferred from smoke l 
ft% ") in a passage where the precise form of the Probandum 
was not under discussion but only the different types of 
Inference, says in another place where the form of the Pro-
bandun required to be carefully stated for interpreting the 

How is it then that in the passage quoted above, Uddyotakara and 
his commentator—Vacaspatimis'ra—criticise Dinnaga ? A careful study of 

* Sugiura's " Hindu L o g i c " p. 34. Vidyabhusana's H. I. L. p. 281 
† See Dr. Vidyabhusana's " History of Indian Logic " p. 282. 
‡ Fragments from Dinnaga pp. 18-21 by Dr. Handle. 
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!" Kuraarila, who comes a few centuries after Dinnaga, discusses the 
problem in the S'lokavartika in a set of verses which in point of reasoning 
bear a close resemblance with the verses quoted from the Pramanasamuccaya. 
Now, it is difficult to believe that the anti-Buddhistic Brahmana would 
have swallowed the view of Dinnaga if it were a pure heresy from the 
orthodox logic. For example, Uddyotakara does not hesitate to indulge 
in carping and even irrelevant criticism whenever he comes across the 
logical heresies of Buddhists. 

( 2 ) Another signal reform in Indian logic with which Dinnaga 
is credited is his rejection of the five-membered syllogism. 
While Maitreya* spoke of two kinds of theses I j 
' ' and ' '† and Vasubandhu described two 

, — . 

* Dr. Vidyabhusana's H. 1.1. L. p. 264. 

† Could this terminology have been suggested by the of 
the Vaiyakaranas ? 

the points which are raised in the course of the discussion will show that 
what they really criticise is not the doctrine of Dinnaga's in its abstract 
form, but the doctrine as applied to the particular case of the smoke and 
the fire where their locality is not visible owing to distance. As Vacaspati 
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kinds of syllogism,* one of five parts and the other of two 
it was Dinnaga who took the decisive step of rejecting 

and as superfluous even in the Pararthanumana. 
There can be no doubt that the Sfitrakara and the Bhasyakara of 
the Nyayadars'ana recognize only the five-membered syllogism, 
and yet it is curious to observe that in the numberless arguments 
which they employ in justifying their system and convincing 
their opponents they hardly set forth the five-membered syllo­
gism. In the Vaisesika school the distinction between 
and < " has been recognized by Pras'astapada whose corres­
ponding terms are . ' and ' but he has not 
like Dinnaga reduced the latter to three members. If the 
logical theory which does away with and from the 
Pararthanumana be sound,—of which I am not altogether sure— 
the credit for the reform evidently belongs to Dinnaga. 

(3) It is said that "the significance of the middle term (called 
Hetu) for inference and hence for the theory of reasoning, is for 
the first time discussed by Dinna [ Dinnaga ] and the result of 
his study is the famous doctrine of the 'three Phases of Hetu'f. 
This is known as the doctrine of the or the three essential 
conditions of a good hetu, which are enumerated in our text 
as and ' These are the same 
as the conditions which were laid down in the couplets of 
Kas'yapa which Pras'astapada has quoted and to which we refer­
red in the preceding paragragh. It has been said, however, 
that there was borrowing from Dinnaga on the part of Pras'asta­
pada, and "this borrowing ‡ Pras'astapada has tried to conceal/' 
and such a thing is in entire accord with the natural wish of a 
school, when it has to appropriate fruitful ideas from another 
to disguise and adopt them in form if not in substance." 
I refuse to base my conclusions on the hypothesis of a moral 
depravity on the part of Pras'astapada which there is no reason 
to assume. I rather agree with Dr. Randle in thinking that 

* H. I . L. p. 269. 
† Sugiura'a "Hindu Logic" p, 35, 
‡ Stoherbatflky. 
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" the effrontery of such a claim (that the doctrine originated 
in the school of Kas'yapa i. e. the Vais'esikas), if the doctrine 
had really originated recently in the Bauddha schools, would be 
incredible". There still remains one important point to 
consider: Does in the couplet mean 'connected 
with the which is the subject * of the inference and 
thus correspond to , the first of the three conditions 
mentioned in our text; or does it mean 'connected with the ' 
in the narrow sense of ' the major term,' thus emphasising the 
necessity of invariable concomitance between the middle and 
the major ? Dr. Keith proposes the latter interpretation, and in 
support of it he argues that the clue to the meaning of 
is to be found in the of ' > which admittedly means 

(major term), and not As against this we must 
remember that the double meaning of the word ' or * 
is by no means rare in books of early logic, both Brahmana and 
Bauddha, But even if we take the word ' ' in the narrow 
sense of it does not necessarily follow that the condition 
means only the invariable concomitance of the (middle) 
and the (major); for it may still mean that which is 
bound up with, that is, coexisting with, the in a common 
substratum. Dr. Keith's interpretation, though simpler 
than that of the commentator, is not borne out by the sequel 
in Pras'astapSda's Bhasya. While explaining the lines of 
Kas'yapa, Pras'astapada distinguishes between the meaning of 

as occurring in the first half of the line and that 
occurring in the second through the pronoun ; thus 
' ' and ' ' which justifies the commen­
tator's explanation noted above. Moreover, among the 
fallacies which arise from the violation of the essential condi­
tions, both Kas'yapa and Pras'astapada mention ; which 
is a fallacy arising from want of , which must therefore 
be included in the list of those conditions. It is not right to 
say that this line of reasoning begs the question, for 
Kas'yapa himself has included among fallacies  
' , and so has Pras'astapSda, whose 
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illustrations of the particular fallacy clearly show the necessity 
of including among the essential conditions of a 
good hetu. It should be noted that in thus interpreting the 
language which conveys the essential conditions of a good hetu, 
in the light of the fallacies 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. ' etc. 
Furthermore, even direct proof of the commentator's interpreta­
tion of in being correct is furnished by 
Pras'astapada's mention of a fallacy called ' , where 

unquestionably means and the fallacy is an earlier 
name of the later The reader will be interested to 
know that a stanza in the Mudraraksasa which seems to have been 
founded upon the conditions laid down in these couplets supports 
the above interpretation. The relevant line in the stanza runs 

* Keiths I, L, A. p. p. 87 and p. 104, 

this can never mean concomitance with the , for we cannot 
say that is in although we can say is with 

"Moreover," as Randle says, "the doctrine [ of trairupya] 
is already implicitly present in Vatsyayana's Bhasya on N.S. 
V, 34 and even in that sutra itself." I would further cite the 
Bhasya on N. S. I, i, 34-35 where it is said s—first, 

H,, next and lastly ..etc—the 
conditions corresponding respectively to 
find ( which make the trairftpya of the hetu. 

(4) Dinnaga is 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 
in its favour* :— 

(1) First, a close 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, 
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and not from a universal proposition supported by exam­
ples; i. e. it proceeded i( from particular to particular by 
analogy in the manner approved by J. S. Mil l" , and not ag 
other logicians hold from the universal to the particular. 

(2) " Pras'astapada recognises the necessity of the universal 
proposition, but it is more likely that for this reform he is 
indebted to Dinnaga than vice versa; for "a priori it is more 
reasonable to assume that Pras'astapada owes the principles 
to a school in which it had a natural right to exist. " 

It is difficult to take the second argument seriously, for it is well-
known that the logic of a system is not always consistent with its 
metaphysics. However, if the argument is pressed, it can be easily met by 
a counter-argument that the universal proposition on which inference 
is based has a better 'right to exist' in a system which recognises the 
reality of: universals than in one which knows of no universal but only the 
particulars. It was the believer in the universal who later on felt 
the necessity of explaining the validity of the universal proposition 
as a basis of inference, and therefore, assumed a peculiar non-empirical 
i " ' variety of or for its apprehension, which he 
called * srcarrcrfa. As pointed by Dr. Randle, "the Naiyayika 
(Brahraana) so far from admitting that the principle has a natural right to 
exist in an idealistic system, emphatically denies that such a system has any 
right to such an idea." ( See Handle's F. D. p. 54; and N.V.T. p. 127). 

Before dealing with the first ground I will put forward certain 
evidence based on the terminology of the Nyaya Dars'ana which points to a 
recognition of the universal proposition in the process of Inference and will 
also cite passages to disprove the view that with Gautama and Vatsyayana 
Inference was only a reasoning from particulars to an adjacent particular. 

The word as also the word ' literally means 'going down* 
and implies the process of descending from the universal to the particular.f 

* Dr. Kei th calls this jnanalaksana, which is obviously a slip. ( See I. L, A. 

p. 104). 
| It also meant the general principle as opposed to exceptions which are 

particulars because it was from the general principle that one came down to 
particulars. In this sense the word is used in the Pratisakhya: 

» ( Rk. Pr. Patala I ) . 
That ftrpFT was based on < gathering together ' of examples which yield the 

conclusion was known to Yaska also and even to his predeceessor Aupamanyava whose 
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which etymologically is the reverse of means 'carrying up', and 
it implies the opposite process of carrying up the particulars to the 
universal. The word we render by 'Example' in English but in doing 
so miss the significance of the Sanskrit original. f is that in which * 
L e. a truth or principle* is (observed), as distinguished from , that 
is the truth which is proved. Another word used in the Nyayastitras 
which bears clear testimony to the recognition of the general law as the 
basis of Inference is —i. e. the hetu with or variability as 
opposed to invariability which is its necessary implication as a condition of 
valid reasonsing. 

Luckily, we have still more convincing proof of the position which 
I 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 

used only to the Aristotelian syllogism, which contains a general proposition 
without the particular vouchers on which it rests, suspect an arguent from 
particulars to an adjacent particular as soon as they see 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, 
speaks of and not Not only was the universal proposition 
known to Gautama and Vatsyayana as the basis of Inference, they even saw 
that the universality might be misleading unless it was carefully scrutinized' 
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Uddyotakara's criticism of the notion of and that of 
as the basis of Inference has been adduced as a plausible 

ground for holding that his Brfthmana predecessors could not 
have originated the doctrine of (universal proposition) of which 
and are but negative forms. But the objection is based upon 
a superficial view of the paragraphs in which the criticism occurs. For, it 
should be noted that it is not the doctrine of or  
that Uddyotakara critcises, but only the particular form in which the 
definition is worded. 

The Vais'esika Sfttras similarly contain some clear indications of 
the recognition of the universal proposition as the basis of Inference. 
In Sfttra I I I . i . 14, ' i s explained by the 
commentator as . The explanation is correct. Inference 
is here said to be resting on the statement of the hetu based 
upon *. e. well-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 are clearly given to under­
stand that the as a mark of the must have been previously 'well-
known ' or f well-established * — a condition which cannot be 
said to be fulfilled by a _ which simply belongs to an example or 
belongs to it along with the sn% unless it is in fulfilment of a well-

* See N, Vartika on NS, I. i, 5, 

Hence they mention a certain type of fallacy which they call or 
'generality', that is, a fallacy consisting of a misleading generalization which 
can be opposed by another generalization giving rise to a logical deadlock, 
unless and until it is removed by the discovery of some particular point 

figure in the universal proposition, if the Inference proceeded straight 
from the example to the subject  

In view of this direct and indirect evidence which I have cited, it 
is impossible 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 
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think that the addition of' in the word has been made owing to the 
necessity of filling up the measure of the verse, and in this view he is justified 
by the fact that even lower down in the prose passage where no such 
necessity exists Haribhadra uses the words " which 
the Panjika explains " etc. The word ' sira' however, 
like the additions in the Tibetan and Chinese mss, is only a description 
and not a part of the title. Similarly, in view of the concise style 
combined with the weighty matter of the work, it came to be described as 
" *$ *' and it was so known to Haribhadra when he wrote his Vrt t i . 

3, Commentaries,— 

It seems that the Nyayapraves'a 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—" "—is here pub­
lished, knew of a number of learned and elaborate commentaries on thesNyaya-
praves'a*, of which the one by Areata, a Kashmirian Buddhist scholar, seems 
to have attracted most attention.† Areata is mentioned by the Jaina 
logician Ratnaprabhasuri the author of the Syadvadaratnkaravatarika 
(dated 1181, A.D.) who characterises him as clever in debate ) 
and he has criticised Dharmottara, who lived about 847 A. D, His date 
thus falls somewhere in the tenth century. ‡ 

Haribhadra. The author of the Vrt t i , is " Haribhadra I I " . 
(see Dr. Vidyabhftsana's " H. I. L . " pp 208-10). He was an erudite 
scholar, who was well-versed in Buddhist as well as in Jaina logic, as is 
evident from the passages which he has quoted from the works o£ 
Dinna or Dinnaga, Dharmapala and Dharmakirti along with those of 
Siddhasena, Samantabhadra and Mallavadin, in his Anekantavadajayapataka-
tika,§ This is further borne out by his interest in the Nyayapraves'a, and his 
acquaintance with the commentaries of this work, to some of which he 
makes references is his Vrt t i . 

† See Notes p.p. 2, 4, 10. &c. 

‡ About 900 A. D.—Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhiisana, On the evidence 
mentioned above ( H. I. L. p. p. 331-32 ). 

§ See Dr. S* V s . H . I . K p. 209. 
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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. 
Vidyabhusana. and this has been accepted by Pandit Vidhus'ekhara 
Bhattcaharya.f The "Jaina Granthavali" (published by the Jaina S'vetambara 
Conference, Bombay ), however, gives the date as V.S 11691. tf.1113 A. D. 
The differece arises from the difference in the interpretation of the word 
1 ' in the above quoted verse. Does " W w stand for 8 or 6 ? Fortunately 
we have a test in the details of the month, the fortnight, and the naksatra 
mentioned in the verse. I 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. He found that the details accorded with the Vikrama year 1169 i. e. 
1113 A. D. ‡ From this incidentally we learn that Pars'vadevaga^i 
belonged to that part of the country where the month is commenced with 
the dark and ended with the bright fortnight i e. Northern India. 

S'ricandra is the author of the " NySyapraves'atippana " which 
Dr. S. C. Vidyabhusana describes as" a supercommentary on the 
Nyayapraves'a Vrtt i of Haribhadrastiri". In the Brhattippanika it is described 

The date assigned to Haribhadrastiri by Dr. S. C. Vidyabhusana 
is "about 1120 A. D." * This, however, will have to be put a little earlier, 
in view of the date which has to be assigned to his commentator 
farsVadevagani. 

Pars'vadevagani, the author of the Panjika on Haribhadra Suri's 
Vrtt i , states the date of the composition of his work as follows:— 
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9. Manuscripts :— 

The present edition of the Nyayapraves'a and its Vrt t i and the 
Pafljika of the Vrtt i has been based upon the following four manuscripts of 
which the first three were placed at my disposal by the Baroda State 
and the last was supplied by my learned and esteemed friend Jaina 
Acarya S'ri Vijaya-Nemisuriji of Ahmedabad:— 

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

2. —(1) fol. 16, original in the Oriental Institute, 
No. 2844. 

(2) Second copy, fol. 6, preserved in the Jaina Jnana-Mandira, 
Pravartaka S'ri Kantivijayaji S'as'trasamgraha, Baroda. 

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

4. with a new copy on paper, fol 14½— 

with 15 lines to a page, supplied to me by AcSrya 
S'ri Vijaya-Nemi-Suriji of Ahmedabad from his Bhandar. 

5, Thanks and Apologies—I must apologize to the reader for the 
numerous misprints that have escaped my notice owing to hurried proof­
reading. Instead of making a separate list of Errata, big and small, I have 
corrected all the important misprints at their proper place in the Notes— 
an arrangement which I venture to think will be found more serviceable 
than the usual one of putting up a list at the end of a book. There is 
one correction, however, which I should specially mention. When the first 
few formes of this work beginning with the text of the Nyayapraves'a, which 
were first printed at Baroda, were reprinted at the Bombay Vaibhava Press 
Jn order to secure uniformity of print and paper—for which I am 
specially indebted to Dr. Binoytosa Bhattacharya, the General Editor of 
the G. O. S.—I seized the opportunity for correcting an important 
passage on P. 4 11 1077 relating to the Hetvabhasa  
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print I 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 I have used 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 ; also, Ac&rya 
S'ri Vijaya-Nemi-Stiriji who supplied me with his beautiful copy of 
the Nyftyapraves'aka Vrtt i immediately on request. I am also grateful-
far more than I can express—to the late-lamented Mr. 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 this work. 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 expression of 
regret I also owe to the world of Oriental scholars who have evinced a keen 
interest in the publication of the "Nyayapraves'a of Dinnaga" ever since it 
was announced. I am thankful to my friend and collaborator Pandit 
Vidhus'ekhara Bhattacharya for promptly bringing out the Tibetan 
edition of the Nyayapraves'a as Part II of the work in the G. 0. S., and 
thus satisfying to a large extent the curiosity of these scholars. 

A. B. DHRUVA. 

The reading in the first print which Pandit Vidhus'ekhara 
has used for his Comparative Notes was based on the old manuscripts of 
the Nyftyapraves'a ( No. 1 ) of the Baroda Library and ran as follows:— 



Books of Reference. 

1» NySyasutras of Gautama with the Bhasya of Vatsyayana. 
2. Nyayavartika of Uddyotakara. 
3. Nyayavartikatatparyatika—of Vacaspatimis'ra—Vizianagram 

Series. 
4. Vais'esika Stitras of Kaiiada. 
5. Pras'astapada Bhasya—Vizianagram Series. 
6. Sridhara's Nyayakandali, being a Commentary on Pras'astapada 

Bhasya. 
7. Nyayabindu of Dharmakirti with Nyayabindutika of Dharmo-

ttara. 
—Dr. Peterson's Edition; Asiatic Society of Bengal. 

8. „ —Bibliotheca Buddhica, Petrograd. 
9. Nyayavatara of Siddhasena-Divakara with the Vrtti of 

Siddharsi-Gani, 
• • 

—Edited by Dr. P. L. Vaidya. 
10. „ — „ Dr. S. C. Vidyabhusana. 
11. Tattvasamgraha and Com. by S'antaraksita and Kamalas'ila 

— G . O. S. 
12. Mimamsat-Sloka-Vartika of Kumarila Bhatta, with the 

commentary called Nyayaratnakara of Parthasarathimis'ra— 
Chowkhamba Edition, Benares. 

13. Dr. Satis Chandra Vidyabhusana's "History of Indian Logic". 
14. Keith's "Indian Logic and Atomisim". 
15. Keith's "Buddhist Philosophy.'7 

16. Handle's "Fragments from Dinnaga". 
17. Vaisesika Philosophy, By Prof H. Ui. 
18. Vais'esika Philosophy, By Dr. Faddegan 
19. Hindu Logic—By Prof. Sugiura. 
20. Nyayapraves'a of Acarya Dinnaga, Part II (Tibetan Text ) 

with Introduction and Comparative Notes. G. O. S;— 
By Principal Vidhusekhara Bhattacharya. 
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21. "Dignaga's Nyayapraves'a and Haribhadra's commentary on it.1'-
—An article by Prof. N, D. Mironov (Schanghai) 

22. " Is the Nyayapraves'a by Dignaga ?—-Dr. Tucei's article 
in the Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, January, 1928, 

23. "Buddhist Logic before Dignaga"—Dr. Tucci's article in the 
J. R. A. S. July, 1929. 

24. " The Authorship of Nyayapravea'a "—Keith's article in the 
" Indian Historical Quarterly" March, 1928. 

25. w Ma^imekhalai ''—with Introduction. By Dr. Krishnaswami 
Iyengar. 

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

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

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

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

31. " Erkenntnis theorie und Logic—Nach Der Lehre Der Spateren 
Buddhisten "—By Th. Stcherbatsky. 1924. 
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Notes. 

—A question arises: Was the Nyayapraves'a called ' 
because Haribhadra's work was a l i.e. a commentary on ' 
or was it already known as and consequently Haribhadra 
calls his own work ? The latter would seem to be more 
probable, because Haribhadra speaks of the passages of the text 
of the Nyayapraves'a as ' ' o n which he is writ ing his com­
mentary. The problem of the original title of the work seems 
unaffected by this fact. For the exact title of the work see 
Principal V. S. Bhattacharya's Introduction to Nyayapraves'a 
Part II 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 speaks of 

etc. Demonstration and Refutation together wi th 
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. 

Question:—-Is it the author's own short statement of the 
Science of Logic, or is it an older text which he is going to 
make the basis of his work ? While a summary at the end 
of a chapter by the author himself is not unknown (see e. g. 

of Jayanta ), such a thing at the beginning would 
be surprizing. The author of the V r t t i , and following him 
that of the Panjika, discuss the question why this couplet is 
placed at the beginning of the work, thereby apparently imply­
ing that the couplet is unquestionably 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 S'loka 

P. 1 Title 
and 11 1-3 

111-2 
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be placed at the beginning ?—a question which can be raised and 
discussed irrespective of the question of the authorship. Even 
if the S'loka be the author's own, it may still well be a sum­
mary of a logical doctrine which was older, and so it sems to be. 
The question which is really important is not that of the 
authorship of the S'loka, but that of the date of the logical 
doctrine which it formulates, and this was demonstrably older. 

:—This should be understood to be and not 
f5 ; for Haribhadra is a Jaina. 

&c. v.l. —the reading of Panjika. It is 
remarkable how the Bauddhas and the Jainas have made a 
common property of the science of Logic. 

&c. Haribhadra seems to be aware of older 
commentaries on the to some of which he refers in the 

course of his own Vrtti. 

R e a d - 

Construe :  

DC. The possible which a might raise 
are three:— 

(1) Because the work is useless  

(2) Because there is no such S'astra of ; or logic  
(3) Because it is a hotchpotch of unconnected matters. 

P. 9,1. 3. 

I . 4. 

II. 6-1 

1. 13. 

1. 14. 

1. 15. 

1. 16. 

.17. 
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Of the four well-known , or points relating to the com­
position of a book viz. and , the first is 
not mentioned here probably because, according to Buddhism and 
Jainism unlike Brahmanism, any reader who feels interested in 
the subject is an Of the other three, " " and 
are mentioned expressly, and *fa^ by implication. Read 

P. 38-39a 

11.19-20. 

But I think the word as used for the Science of Logic 
is very significant: made up of the prefix down, and the 
noun from the root i —to go, it clearly points to the logical 
process of descending from the general to the particular, thus 
corresponding to Deduction' ( de-down, and duco-I lead,). 
The word ' (conclusion) tells the same story. 

;--The author of the Panjika does not think that $ is a 
meaningless addition made by Haribhadra simply for the sake 
of filling up the measure of the anustubh verse. In this 
view he is justified by the fact that lower down even in the 
prose passage Haribhadra speaks of ' ' 

" (Panjika) From this it would appear 
that the author of the Panjika knew the work as At 
the same time he says that this work of ' is a of the 

It is, therefore, difficult to say 
whether the name of the work as known to him was ; 

< More probably it was which he 
also characterizes as ' * ' because Haribhadra has called his 



4 

etc.*—Here are the four ' ' that is, 
excellences or supreme qualities of the perfect man according to 
the Jainas, , here suggested by the word, * 

by ^ , b y ' ' ' 
and b y . The press-copy prepared i n the 
Baroda Office has this note on " Here is a gap in the 
original palm-leaf MS. A leaf is wanting. " The leaf [No. 4] 
perhaps contained further exposition of the four , 
and something else also. But as it is, the passage  

..." is quite connected and intelligible, and nothing 
seems wanting. Possibly the leaves were misnumbered, No. 4 
being inadvertently omitted. (For further exposition of 
the , î ee my notes o n B . S. S. p. 3). 

SFW^Tf̂ Ri'lt etc. Objection : -This glorification of the author serves 
no purpose. What is the use of saying that the great Master 
is possessed 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 s'loka 
conyeys no such proof: not the of those truths, for sr^r 
is produced by and not by a s'loka ; nor for the 
s'loka is not a mark from which one could infer those truths. 
It may possibly be argued that it is But is only con­
nected with its own signification, and is no proof of reality 
( is a technical term mostly of 
Buddhist logic meaning invariable concomitance. ) 
Answer*—The above objection can be answered in two ways; 
first, according to ( Dharmakirti); and secondly, 
according to , a commentator of Nyayapraves'a. " 

:~ in the Vr t t i (p. 9 11. 12-14) is according to 
. that which follows, (11. 14-19), is 

according to (1) According to such absolute 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 seeker after truth to read i t . Thus, the 
purpose which the s'loka is intended to serve is to create such 
a and be it noted that, as Dharmottara ( commentator of 
Pharmakirti's Nyayabindu ) observes, SOT is sufficient for  
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N.B.T. p. 3.). (2) 3ffe answers the objection differently. He 
thinks that the %m is already there, even prior to the reading 
o£ the s'loka, so that the s'loka has not to create i t . ( " W W I W I ^ 

The s'loka, however, provokes the reader to raise all sorts of 
objections and thus creates an opportunity for answering them 
and thereby for drawing him unconsciously into the study of 
the science of Logic. 

i. 17.) Thus the passages occur in the S'loka-Yartika of 
Kumarila, which is a work of the school of Pftrvamimaiiisa. 
In the Panjika, however, they are cited as giving the opinion 
of —"Vaiyakaranas and others,"—probably because 
the substance of the passages can be traced to earlier writers, 
especially to Patanjali, the author of the Vyakarana 
Mababhasya. I. 1. N.S. ed. p. 55. ) 

P. 38b 

; _ These have been fully set forth in the Vr t t i 
( see supra). For the three Kinds of   

—N.B. ) according to Buddhist logicians, see Nyaya-
bindu Part II and its tika. is a which is bound up 

with the essentially; is one which is bound 
up with the causally; a n d ; i s one consisting of 
negation, where non-appearance is the ground for inferring 
non-existence. etc*—Two inferences are set 
forth: one based on a and the other on  

This is 
an inference based on being essentially bound 
up with for, to do is always to do for a purpose. 

is absent too, or as the logicians graphically put it, when 

P. 39a 
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etc—there are two more pointing to the same con­
clusion- and —see supra. 
Here given as an example of  

" (Panjka). In the absence of the initial s'loka—'  
"—which is really the fundamental s'loka, the whole 

treatment of and their would have been lost 
in the air . Moreover, it would have been irrelevant 

the first word in the fundamental 
verse defined. Mark: not the alone, but the whole body 
of Inference consisting of the statement of ' and  
is here called  

P. 39b 

&c—The or attack is directed against r and 
not ; for, cannot be hurt if it is a real ; f i. e. capable 
of proving what it undertakes to prove. 

If as you say the target of and not 
how is it that the author says " 

p. 8 1. 3) ? Answer: By in that passage is meant 
not the f that proves, but the that claims to prove— 
thus, that which the other party has put forward as  

11. 8-9. 

1. 8. 

1. 11. 

1. 8. 

P. 10 1. 6. 



1 

—Note on the long & in  

&c.*— , the questioner, the other party. 
j _ - I n the case of example given in the vrtti, 

the relation between the two ° is that of the substance and 
the article made of it. 'Applying the parallel to the case in 
hand, the inferential knowledge which we convey to the other 
man will be the substance of which* his new consciousness 
will be made. 

: — I was incliued to read which 
gives the reason why and were not said to b e '  
I n that case, the pronoun would stand f o r .  
As it stands, however, in the reading will 
stand for , giving the reason why and 

are But this does not account for f and the 
explanation wanted is why and alone are and 
not and In spite of this defect in the reading as it 
stands, I have refrained from subtituting the conjectural 
reading, because lower down in the vrtti, I notice another 
looseness of thought with which the present should be kept in 

l . 15, 

1. 16. 

P. 101.19. 
1. 21. 

1. 23. 

P. 39b. 
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be defined later on. See N.Pr. p. 7.11. 7-9. —Its 
meaning traced: after, —that by which something is 
determined. is that by which something is determined 
after (1) , that is the presence of the as a of the 
w e. g. of ; in the , is apprehended, and (2) the of 
the with the —that is, what is called —is recollected 
( '—vr t t i ) . The first corresponds to the 
minor and the second to the major premise of Aristotelian logic-

definition given by the author of the N.Praves a is really the one 
given by Dharmottara, the definition in N.Praves'a being 

But says the Panjika, the difference is only one of language, 
and the two definitions are substantially 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 

According to the Buddhist, what modern psychology calls 
' sensation' is the only true " and what it calls 
' perception ' ( such as etc. ) is not  
but s, inasmuch as in it the stuff of sensation is 
transfigured into the perception of etc. by our own 
mental activity '. This activity I consists 
in giving a name, a class etc. to the real object of 
Thus, what the Brahmaija Naiyayika calls , ) 

P. 40a 

P. 40b 

P. 40b 

P. 11 1. 6 
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* &c.—The Buddhist does not believe in any such \tit-
, manent psychic entity as of the Brahmanas and the 

Jainas. His is —a flowing stream of con­
sciousness and its forms. 

; &c.—The Pan jika thus distinguishes between and ;-

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  

The point of the explanation 
is that the and the are not related as and   
( substantial cause and its product) as maintained in certain 
systems of Brahmana philosophy. The two are merely 
different kinds of , 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 causal relation being only their orderly sequence. 
No endures more than a moment; hence it is called  

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

stream of past, present and future moments of  
(Hem. S'abd.) 

;-The rejection of ( ( ) is as 
old as Buddhism. But Gautama Buddha seems to have 
rejected it from an ethical motive, rather than on 
metaphysical grounds. Later Buddhists have supplied the 
required logic ( See Milindapanha etc.) 

. I cannot understand the retention 
o f the word ' ' o f i n Buddhist logic except o n 
the hypothesis that the Buddhists were building their 
Logic upon Brahmanical foundations and were unconsciously 
borrowing their language. 

P. 11. 

11. 12-13, 

L I S . 

2 

P. 41a 

P. 40b. 

P. 11 1. 10 

file:///tit-
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„—Objection : the study of the , the subject 
matter of the treatise, is thus the , and not the t w o , the 
latter being a somewhat remote effect of the work. Answer : It 
does not cease to be a , though remote. The work has 
a series of culminating in the attainment of the final 
goal i The final goal, however, should not be placed 
before an ordinary student of Logic  

;—The book has a purpose both for the reader and 
the writer. 

in the other ? The same word should be used in both the lines, 
either or Answer : There is a difference between 
the two : is for convincing another person " ); 

is for convincing oneself This statement, 
however, does not seem justified when we remember that 
elsewhere is said to be of two kinds, and  

' —Another possible objection: and which are 
for precede and which are for '  
Consequently, the second line should be first, and the first 
second, Answer : A book is intended for the reader, and is 
therefore , Consequently, and „ which are 
1 have been given precedence in the Verse. Another 
answer : The order is intended to suggest 
that (self-interest) is dependent upon ' (benevolence). 
This is extracting Ethics out of Logic ! The latter answer} 

says the Vrttikara, is given by 'others'' ( . Here is one 
more reference to earlier commentators. Recall supra 

P. 9. L 6. ). 

&c.*—The eight terms contained in the funda­
mental Verse which form the subject matter of the treatise are : 

1.16. 

P. 11,1. 

P. 12. 
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etc.—'Which of these cows is rich in milk ?/ 'The 
black one.'—Here ' black ' is the distinguishing mark, and 
not 'rich in milk'. But pointing to a particular cow one may 
say, 'this cow is rich in milk' where 'to be rich in milk' is her 
distinguishing feature. Thus, the Panjika discovering a slight 
looseness of thought in the Vrtti justifies it with reference 
to particular circumstances, 

P. 42. ab. 

P. 12.1. 18. 

1.18. 

P L 1. 4. 

to P 2.2.12. 

P. 12. 

P. 42. 

P. 13.1. 1. 

P. 41. 

&c.—Panjika reads for ' of the Vrt t i . 
It derives from —with the Unadi suffix . As 
a matter of fact * is a secondary root from the primary  

summary. Obviously, Buddhist 
Logic does not begin with this Verse. It is rather the 
summary of the earlier Logical Doctrine. 

•—This is how the old commentators justify 
the title of given to this Verse. Here is again one 
more reference to earlier commentators (see supra ). 

.—Note that the 3T*rc according to the author is not 
the t§ only, but all the three : 

[ S e e r . s r . P. 2.118-12] 

corresponding to ( of the Brahmana 
Ny&ya. 

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

of the Vrt t i explained: the former is 
the latter Their relation, therefore, 

is that of the subject and the predicate. 

—A particular cow may be characterized as 
—' rich in milk.' Here the guna is the 

feature which distinguishes the particular cow in a herd of 
cows. 
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The Panjika reads for : of the Vritti in etc. 
(p. 13.1. 1) 

' (from , to make manifest) is that which is mani-
. fested or brought to consciousness in the process of inference= 

i. e. the subject (minor term) taken with the 
predicate ( major term ). Mark that according to the author 
the (the probandum ) is not t h e a l o n e , nor the  

p. 42. b 

P. 13.1. 4. 

P. 13.1.1 

Nyaya-Vartika which discusses Dinnagds statement in the 
Pr. Sam. will be found extracted as Section 9. Fragment F. 
'What is the Probandum in Inference', in Handle's Fragments 
from Dinnaga. 

:=(1) —Where 

; i e., that variety of in which all the parts of 
the compound are included in the sense; or, taking in its 
ordinary meaning, 
TO, i. e. that variety in which the qualifying part of the 
compound is included in the sense. Thus, in 
are meant all the including the Here . = 
the f i r s t i n order But i n ' i s only the 
; , that is, the distinguishing mark of the particular  
it is not included in the so that ' is the  
adjoining the mountain. Here ==near  

" Pr. Sam. Ch. I I . Sanskrit text as read by 
Dr. S. Vidyabhflsana (see his H. I. L. pp. 281-82 note, and quoted 
in the N. Tat-tika, Viz. ed.p. 120), For a full discussion in 
agreement with the view above set forth, see Kumarila's S'l. Var. 
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, &c.—This is an important addition to the informa­
tion contained in the N. Pr. and the Vrt t i . The Brahmana 
Nyaya, as is well known, has five of the  
Buddhist not even three, but only two, viz. and not even 
qaj. It may be asked: How can there be without the ? 
An3wer: will come in through and . Thus, 

goes out and with it the and the of the Brahmana 
logic. Hence, in the Vrt t i , i and the 
two * and ] 

Read  

&c. The three ways of taking the word :—in the 
sense of (1) (2) and (3)  

—Thus explained in the Panjika:  
Here stands for (See Panjika. etc.). 

(1. 16), and (1 . 20) : Is the correct 
reading or -—consciousness of the other 
party. ' —The stream of consciousness ( according to the 
Buddhist conception of the knower ) of the other party. 
Panjika favours the latter reading.  

. &c.—Here the subject is in plural number, and the 
predicate in the singular. The plural is therefore meant to be 
taken in the collective sense. '- Vrt t i ;  

'-Panjika.) 

; etc.—This is cited as a passage of Dinnaga's 
occurring elsewhere. 

&c.—This is to be read in continuation of 
the passage explained above. Explanation.—• 
It is said elsewhere "; i. e. for the 
wise, alone is sufficient as For t h e ' (the 
unenlightened ) all the three ' and together make 
the while, for t h e ^ ' (the enlightened), alone should 
suffice. 

P. 43b 

P. 13.1. 14, 

P. 13,1.18. 

P. 13.1. 20 

L 23. 

P. 43. b 
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:_-This is an explanation of of 
the fundamental verse. 

[...— ' is an ambiguous term : it may mean 
(1) causa, that is, the cause which produces the effect, 
thus, is the ) of ; or (2) ratio—the 
reason which reveals the reality; thus, i , is the  

) of It is in the latter sense that the term is here 

used. 
&c.—(1) (2) and (3) ; explained etymologically: 

(1) (from ) = manifested to consciousness of the person. 
(2) ( from to go, to know); = that by which something 
is known. (3) = (from ) =that which carries the 
to the , i. e. the phenomenon which serving as an example 
or illustration of the law, carries us to the conclusion. _ — 
a dvandva of _ and the two varieties of viz. and 

». Hence the plural. 

etc.—The verse is quoted also in Hema-Pramana-
mimansa under sutra I I , 1-30. 

The point of each word in the verse is carefully explained 
in the Panjika. 

etc.—The Vrtt i has - , probably 
the correct reading, for ; of the N. Pr. The 
Mss. of the latter, however, read — 
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 " " however, do not occur in T1, T2 and 
Ch.for a discussion of this point see below (note on Panjika 46 a). 

P. 1 

P. 14,1. 16 

P. 43. b 

P. 14.11.16 

P. 14.1. 4 

P. 13.1. 25. 

P. L 11. 4-5. 
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, that is, the differentiating term is the definition of . 

Thus,' } ( N . Pr. ) excludes the ! w h i c h is  
and is therefore  

&c.— that is should be also  
(Would it not be better to read in 1. 12. ?). 

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

(1) " ~" e. g. ". for, the Buddhist 
denies the existence of . though not of  

(2) e.g. ; for the Samkhya 
(better to say, the Mimamsaka ) denies the 
though not ; itself. 

(3) (both-— and ) e. g.  
for the Buddhist denies both the 

existence of and its character of being the  
of etc, ( Panjika 44 a ). 

—&c. ,' is there to make it possible for 
to be brought within the scope of Inference.' ' 

"i.e. "—the  

—the siddhanta or thesis which 
is accepted by all schools of thought. Thus, all agree that there 
are certain s, such as , by which certain things can 
be proved, e. g. water is a liquid etc. (2) —the 
siddhanta of each school, which others refuse to accept. 
For example, the SSmkhyas hold that all is eternal, the 
Buddhists that all is non-eternal, and the Jainas that all is both 
eternal and non-eternal, which are thus the of each 
of these schools, and not a , that is, one accepted by all. 
(3) —the basic siddhanta which when proved carries 

P. 151.10 

11. 11-12. 

P. 151112 
etc. 

P. 44.b. 
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other siddhantas with it. For example, the of is 
an which implies other siddhantas such as : 

, and (4) —the siddhanta 
which a person undei take3 to prove on his own account. For 
example, such propositions as  

" — I do not know if the Vrttikara has in 
mind such absurd illustrations as those given in the Paiijika. 
Perhaps, all that he probably means in the passage "  

etc/' is that a disputant may for the time being renounce 
his allegiance to his , and accept the popular, uncritical 
view of a subject and proceed with the debate. The context in 
which reference is here made to _ viz. the definition 
of shows that by it is meant any proposition which one 
desires to prove ( ). For a meaning of  
other than that given in the Panjika see Nyayasutra I. 1-31 
and Vartika thereon, with the Tat-tika in the original and also 
in the English translation of Dr. Jha. It is curious to note 
that while the Panjika mentions and explains the four kinds 
of , the Bauddhas, viz. Dinnaga and others, have criticised 
the whole doctrine as untenable, see Nyayavarfcika pp. 106-107:' 
" ° * "—to end. Referring to the criticism, the author 
of the Tat-tika says: "  
i ". Dinnaga was the principal critic of the Nyaya-
siltras, and most of these criticisms may well have proceeded 
from Dinnaga as the Tat. observes, but perhaps not all. For? 

it should be noted that the Vartikakara distinguishes between 
the criticism of ,' and that of Probably all 
were Buddhistic, but not all Dinnaga's. The author of the 
Panjika, however, being a Jaina was not bound to follow the 
Buddhistic critics. Gunaratna, a Jaina commentator of the 

V&tsy&yana. As observed already, in the present context the 
word has to be understood in the much wider sense of any 
proposition which one desires to prove. 
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....I In the S'astra which the debater avows 

there may be numerous propositions asserted in connection 
with a particular subject, yet for himself he may undertake to 
prove only one of them, which thus becomes the subject of 
his reasoning . R e a d ' instead 
of " " 
The Panjika says that this justification of ' in  

' is gven by Dharmakirti, who is referred to in the Vrtti 
as ' '. The passage is found in the Nyayabindu of 

is fully expounded in the Panjika, and the exposition may 
be compared with the following extract from the commentary 

P. 15. 
1.19. 

P. 45 a. 

3 

P. 15. 
11 16-19. 
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—To sum up: is to be defined as (  

» [ cf. N.Vartika:. p. 108-9. 
"' ], a definition which is further explained as involving 

the follwing consequences:—'  
" [ See above p. 12. Note on P. 131.1 

etc. and the passage quoted from S'l. Vart The Nyayabindutlka 

it be unproved; it is not on that account a ;, unless it is again 

« &c—This is a note on ' o f Vrt t i . 
The need not be mentioned expressly as a . even in a 

; it may be so even by implication. A is put forward 

as a in Inference (i. e. as a' ) in the hope that it will 
be accepted as unquestionably true by the opposite party. But it 
may not be so accepted, in which case it at once becomes a 
i. e. , by implication. There is no such thing as an absolutely 

P.15 ll.21-
24 

P. 45a. 

P. 45 a b 

P. 45 b 

P. 45.b. 

P. 45 b. 
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etc.—This is Pars'vadeva's note on i a 
which occurs in the Sanskrit text of the Nyaya-Praves's 
but is not to be found in the Tibetan and Chinese translations 
( T1 . T2. Ch ). The same would seem to be the reading of 
the N.Pr. according to Haribhadrastiri. Here Pfirs'vadeva 
perceives a difficulty:—If " " is a part of the 
origina) definition, ' ' is 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 * did 
not contain the word but this glaring defect was 
supplied by the ' ( Dharmakirti), and consequently 
Haribhadrasfiri should be here taken to be explaining the sutra 
with the vartika, that is, the original definition as amended by 
the critical commentary. Now, if this be a statement of fact 
based upon tradition and not a mere hypothesis set up 
in order to overcome a difficulty ( and his language shows that 
be himself believed it as a fact) it is plain that '  

P. 46a. 

P. 15.1. 25 

P. 45 b 
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" is a later addition, which at first was perhaps 
only a marginal note and afterwards got embodied in the 
text by two stages—first with the words u " 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 T1 , T1 

and Ch—which have ' only, without" ", 
it may be urged that the author of the Nyaya-Praves'a is fully 
aware of the necessity of the proviso ," as is clear 
from his paragraph dealing with [vide "  

r " ] , and could not, therefore, have omitted* 
the word in the definition. But in answer to this it may be 
noted that " " is after all hot the essence of the 
thing, but only a proviso to exclude , and consequently 

there should be little surprize if the older definitions did not 
contain this word. And as a matter of fact we know, on the 
authority of Uddyotakara and VacaspatimisVa, that they did 
not. Vacaspatimis'ra attributes one such- " —to 
Vasubandhu, vide his comment on the paragraph of the Vartika 

Pars'vadeva, the r " ", that is Dharmakirti, the well-known 
Vartikakara of Dirinaga, may have introduced the words 
" into the text of the Nyayapraves'a 
but he was not the first to perceive the necessity 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, 

_ ". Dr. Handle rightly attributes 
this fragment of a Karika to Dirinnaga, and surmises that it 
might be from the third chapter of his Pramanasamucchya. 
Outside the Buddhist circle, the proviso occurs in the 
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Nyayavatara* of Siddhasena Divakara, a Jaina writer, (who 
lived in the sixth century A. D.) according to Dr. Satischandra, 
but in the latter half of the seventh a little after Dharmakirti— 
according to Jacobi), and in its germ it can be traced 
to Vatsyayana Bhasya of the N. Sutras.f It would 
thus appear that long before Dharmakirti, Dinnaga had 
modified Vasubandhu's definition ' " into 
" " and if the old definition was 
still repeated in substance in the N. Pr. it was only out of 
deference to the ' , and further because the addition was 
not essential and could easily be taken as understood. This is 
the only way in which I can reconcile the <l  

" of the Sanskrit mss. with the omission of " h 

in the Tibetan and the Chinese. There is one point, however, 
in which I hesitate to accept the statement of Pars'vadeva. I 
do not think it was Vartikakara's criticism which was in­
serted in the Nyayapraves'a in the words '  

" and this mixture of Sutra and Vartika was commented 
upon by Haribhadra. For, in that case we should have found 
Vartikakara's other criticisms also similarly attended to. I think 
" " was introduced by Buddhists to meet 
Uddyotakara's criticism that ' " was 
in conflict with " which does not contain the last 
word ' of the former. Consequently in restoring the 
original text of the N. Pr. not only * ,' as in T1, T2. 
Ch. but the whole set of words "  
should be dropped. 

To sum up our examination of the tradition recorded 
by Pars'vadeva :— 
1. Dharmakirti may be responsible for ' :' 

but he was not the first to perceive the necessity of the 
addition. 

2. Dinnaga has defined elsewhere in the Pramana-
^mucchya with the additional word. 
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:—The doctrine of is popularly 
associated with the Mimarhsaka; for generally every work of 
his school has something to say in support of it. But the 
Vaiyakarana holds a similar view, although from a motive 
somewhat different from that of the Mimamsaka; to the 
Vaiyakarana, is the god of his science; to the Mimamsaka the 
ideal is , and with him is , not being the creation 
or revelation of any such being as God. It is difficult to say 
in which of the two schools, the doctrine originated, perhaps 
it arose independently in both. The doctrine is also ascribed> 

sometimes, to the S&mkhya. This, however, could be justified 
only as a corollary from his . which, is a much more 
comprehensive doctrine. 

3. The same, however, is not done in the N. Pr., which must 
be due to the author's respect for his ' such as 
Vasubandhu. The N.Praves'a would thus appear so be 
earlier than the P. S. 

4. The Tibetan and Chinese reading fits in well with 
Dinnaga's view expressed in the P. S., but if we accept 
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— " " 

5. The whole set of words " was a 
later insertion in the N. Pr. done in order to meet 
the criticism of Uddyotakara who pointed out that 
Vasubandhu's definition of differed in this respect from 
Dinnaga's. 

P. 16, l 7 

P 16.1. 6 

P16,1. 4 

„ 1.5 
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kind of —which is not given in the text or the Vrt t i . A 
. it says, is of three kinds: (1) , that is the very being or 

essence of the , e.g. '—-' This is a tree, because 
it is a sims'apa' (a species of tree. ) ' (2 ) that is, the 
effect of the , e. g.( There is fire because 
there is smoke'; and (3) ; , that is, non-perception which 
leads to the inference of absence, e. g. '  

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 see Dr. Vidyabhussana's H. I. L. 
pp. 311-12; see also Dharmakirti's Nyayabindu Pariccheda I I , 

It will be noticed that in the ~ the relation between * 
and is that of species and genus, and consequently 
essential; in the it is causal; and in the  
the argument is from one negation to the other. The distinction 
between ~ and is a valuable 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] basis of the relations of identity, cause and 

P. 16,1.8 
P. 16, 

ll. 12-15 

P 46. ab 
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negation* It is impossible to ignore the principle underlying 
this division: it corresponds to a classification of judgement 
based 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 ideas 
a priori of substance and attribute, being, non-being, identity 
and causê  a list which has 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 Sures'vara is expressly attributed to Dharma-
kirt i . This view is confirmed by a passage from Dharma-
kirt i quoted by Cridhara, where it is said : ' The rule according 
to which there exists an indissoluble connexion between ideas 
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 Dignaga, which rather acquires greater 
precision by the new matter thus added. " Keith's I. L. A. 
p. p. 102-103. 
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second condition, does not require that all the circum­
stances of the ( . ) need exist in the also. To expect 
that would be to deny the possibility of Inference altogether. 
All that is necessary is that we should distinguish between 
essential and un-esaential circumstances, that is, circumstances 

P 16.11 14. 
16. 

1.14. 

P47a 
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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 "" and (see Tarkabhasa: section on  

P. 16 
11. 15-17 

P. 16,1.18. 

47 b. 

PI . 
11. 10-11 

P. 16,1.23 

P 16 11. 
24-25 

P I 11. 1-2 

P. 17,1. 3. 
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P. 17, 

11. 17-20. 
P. 17, 

11. 21-22 

P. 17,1. 14 

P. 48 a 

P. 17,1.7. 
1110-11. 

P. 47 b 

P. 17,1. 4 

47 b. 
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points out the effect of according: to this second meaning 

P 45 a 

P17 
11. 22-25 

P.17,1.24 
P. 17,1.25 
P.18,1. 1 

This passage of the Panjika in the Mss. available to us is very 
much mutilated. It contains an interesting point regarding 
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Rhys David's "American Lectures on Buddhism" Pp 136-138.) 
i, e. the Noble Truths concerning (1) Suffering., (2) the Origin 

P 1,1. 15. The or the predicate to be proved of the minor 

term may be ; etc, because the science of Logic has been 
cultivated by the Buddhists in order to prove eartain funda-P 49 b 

P. 18,1. 7 

P. 49 a. 

„ P. 18 
11 3-4. 

„ 1. 5. 

18,11.1 2, 

it is separately mentioned to show that in debate the latter 
may be set forth also. A more serious point which the 
Panjika raises is grounded on the difference between the case of 
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of Buffering, (3) the Destruction of suffering and (4) the Way 
which leads to the destruction of sufferring. Gunaratna, a 
Jaina like the author of the Panjika. has thus summarised the 

P. 18, 
11, 20-25 

P. 18, 
11.11-20 

P 18. 
1.8. 

P. 1,1.15. 
to P.2,1. 6. 
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P. 19, 
11. 1-4 

P. 2, 
11. 7-12. 
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It is not the in itself that proves, but : as an observed 
particular of a general proposition that proves. Hence the 
4 ' like the ' . . ' of the Brahmana Nyaya, includes 

This is supposed to be an original contribution of 
Buddhists to Indian Logic which later Brahmanas adopted 
in their own system. Compare, however, '  

" also 
Vatsyayana's N. Bhasya I. i . 34-35. 

—This should be read with the preceding "  
". Of the three and the is the central 

object towards which the I3 and the are directed. 
&c.—This ' ' of ' ' goes as far back as 

the terminology of the Nyayasutra of Gotama. 

—Explanation of  
Let us note that while is the objective fact cf 

the pervasion of one real by another real, is the subjective 
process of tracing a universal truth through a number of 
particulars. I e. the three collectively, 
and none singly, can* prove the proposition. 

1 —"Ch. appears to read ( ' while T 
reads ' " ( N. Pr. Part II p. 14. Comparative Notes \ 

Explain: " Note that here is already 
shown to be not only the minor term ( ) but the proposition 
in which the major term is predicated of the minor 
If you read , explain it thus: ; 

Note that ' is not only the or but 
' of T2 is as shown above not a good 

reading. Of course, is and consequently 
But this creates confusion, unless the word is restricted 
to and is throughout used as a synonym of 
The fallacies of are also known as fallacies of (See 
Bhamha's Kavyal. ) 

—Recall ... in the defintion of . (N. Pr. 
p. 1 7.). The Ptoiika notes in this connection:  

(Panj, P 50 b) . 
P. 2,1. 13 

to P. 3. l. 7, 

P. 50ab. 

P. 19 1. 5. 

P. 2. 1. 13. 
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The Vrt t i points out that even if the so-called satisfied the 
remaining part of the definition- etc—it would be 

if it was  

:—Not simply opposed or contrary to, but dis­
proved by. For " " "' read '  

P. 2.1. 14. 
to 

P. 3.1. 5. 

P. 19,1.24. 

P. 50 b 

P. 19,1.19, 
1.23 

P 5 0 b 

the determined by : ; thus, for example, when we speak 
of a of paddy, what we really mean is paddy of a certain 
weight or measure, viz.  

—The Vrt t i points out, somewhat meticu­
lously, that in all such names as ' ' etc. we are to 
understand etc, that is to say, the l arises 
not from the pramana etc, but from the fact which is 
disclosed thereby. 

—There are nine kinds of Fallacious Theses ( ) :•— 
( 1 ) A thesis is contradicted by Perception ( ' " ' ) e. g. 

:—' Sound is inaudible.' 
( 2 ) A thesis contradicted b y Inference ( ' ~ ' ) e . g , 

:—'A pot is eternal' is contradicted by the inference 
'A pot is non-eternal, because it is a product.' 

(3) A thesis contradicted by one's own doctrine (' ' ) 
e. g, A Vaisesika undertaking to prove ' : '—'sound 
is eternal.' 

(4) A thesis contradicted by public opinion (' ' ) e. g.  
" —A (dead) man's 
skull is pure ( not untouchable), because 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 ( ) 
e.g. ' ' '— 'My mother is childless.' This 
proposition is self-contradictory. But it is not clear 
whether a statement which contradicts one's former 
statement will come under this head. Of course, if the 
former statement amounts to a doctrine it "will be classed 
as * ' but not otherwise. 

5 
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(6) A thesis whose4predicate is unacceptable i. e. g. 

while arguing with a Samkhya, a Buddhist taking his 
stand on such a proposition as 'Sound is perishable, 
( ) The predicate in 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 Samkhya."—I 
would slightly change the language and say: that sound is 
imperishable is a wellknown doctrine of the Mimarhsaka, 
not so much of the Samkhya. 

(7) A thesis whose subject is unacceptable ( ) e. g. 
while arguing with a Buddhist, a Samkhya taking his 
stand on such a proposition as 'A self or ego is spiritual' 
( '" " ' )• The existence of the subject 
-viz. —is denied by the Buddhist. 
Dr. Vidyabhusana calk (6) 'a thesis of an unfamiliar 
minor term', and (7) 'a thesis of an unfamiliar major 
term', the illustrations given being the same as above. This 
is obviously a slip ; the words 'minor' and 'major' should 
be interchanged. 

(8) A thesis whose both the terms—the subject and t in 
predicate-are unacceptable to the other party ( ) 
c. g. a Vais'esika arguing with a Buddhist and taking his 
stand on such a proposition as ' The soul is the substantial 
cause of pleasure, pain etc.' (  

). Here we have to note that the Buddhist denies 
both the subject and the predicate; he does not believe in 
the existence of atman nor does he hold that pleasure etc. 
are qualities inhering in Stman. 

(9) A thesis universally accepted e. g. cSound is 
audible* i. e. apprehended by the sense of hearing.' (  

). Dr. Vidyabhusana's translation of his Tibetan text 
gives, as an example, 'Fire is warm'. In principle, this agrees 
with the example of our text,' '. But T' of 
Principal Vidhus'ekhara Bhattacharya reads " 
This is the opposite of Dr. Vidybhusana's illustration 
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and changes the nature of the fallacy. In connection with 
his reading of T1 Mr. Vidhus'ekhara remarks: " T 1 . . .  

It has already been noted (Note 20, 2. 16-17 
above) that the last in T i e a n d the illustration 
given above is quite in accordance with it. Yet, T itself 
when it illustrates the term, reads It appears that 
T 1 i s perfectly right i n reading the last a s ,  
and in illustrating it as _ \, for how can be a 

and be illustrated as' 'as there is nothing 
here which can make an appearance ) of the . I It 
is, therefore, evident that there is some confusion in the 
mss. of both the Skt and other versions". 

What makes :' an of the is that it is presented 
as a and yet is not a the definition of a requiring 
that it should be ' or' '. This can only be 
when the truth of the proposition is at issue between the two 
parties. Such, however, is not the case with ' .,' 
and so it is a The correctness of the reading of the 
Skt text of the Nyayapraves'a is vouchsafed by the 
commentarv which in explaining and justifying this 

" — V r t t i p, 21,1. 24 to p. 22 ,1 . 2. 

This type is also noted by the author of the Nyayavatara 
( a work of Jaina logic by Siddhasena Divakara) and its 

The Chinese text of the " Praves'a-taraka-s'astra" 
supports the same reading. Of the four fallacies of the 
Thesis...not found in Dinna's work, but, only in S'ankara'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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T1 reads and for the 
last four, which makes only a difference of language? 

and , being equivalents o f T and f~  
respectively, and in the last corresponding t o ! . r 
of the Skt. text. 

It is interesting to note that Bhamaha, the great Buddhist 
poetician, while giving a summary of Logic (( " 

), in the course of his treatment of adopts the 
same classification as that given here ('  

', and illustrates the last ~ which 
he calls ' M by the example given in] our Skt. text. 
" i ''—Bhamaha's Kavyalamkara 
V. 19.). Thus, the correctness of the reading in the 
Sanskrit text— —is warranted by the N.Pr. V r t t i , 
Ch, V, half of T1 and Bhamaha's Kavyalamkara. 

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 is treated as an imperfect Thesis." (Hindu Logic 
as preserved in China and Japan p. 62.) 
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commentator of Slokavartika, criticises the illustration of 
' as given by the Buddhist logician 
viz " which, in his opinion, should 
have been given as an illustration of , Thus, 
Kumarila and Parthasarathi while they mention 
do not employ the word in the sense of the of T1 

but of the ' ' which figures in all the recensions of 
Nyayapraves'a, Uddyotakara sees no justification for 
recognising ofN.Pr.) as a special  

he objects to the example given by the Buddhist logician 
as an illustration of ~ The proposition ' ' 
he says, is not opposed to the but only to the of 
the ; the right illustrations of as given by 
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that the older definition of did not contain the proviso 
", and therefore the whole "  

" may well be an emendation of the text of 
t h e N . Praves'a (P. 1,1. 7) in the light of Dharmakirti's 
suggestion. 

P. 20,1. 4. 

.. l. 5. 
An objection to the foregoing illustration is here taken:— 

—the Universal or the General is not at all according 
to Buddhists, , that is, the Particular and not the 

will be found to be opposed to and disproved by which 
is already known by to belong to ^. ?m. 

*U«|U|tf 

Before concluding this branch of the subject let us note 
Pras'astapada's list of five —These are "  

commenting upon this passage of the N. Bindu does not 
enlarge the list. But he adds an illustration of 
which is interesting, since it reminds one of the famous Greek 
parallel—'All Cretans are liars' put forward by one who was 
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It is to be noted that f does not occur in the text of the 
N, Pravesa whose illustration is " "—which is 
not open to the objection discussed above. Evidently, the 
illustration is found elsewhere and is confounded with that 
given in the N. Pravesa-' unless it be assumed that the author 
of the Vrt t i had it in his copy of the N. Pr. Probably, the text 
of the N. Pr. which contained no reference I was 
explained and illustrated by commentators in terms of 
and so gave rise to the objection which is noted in the Vrtt i 
and is repeated in the Panjika. 

&c—* ' as here undertood is the particular 
school which the writer has avowed as his own. 

being, in the present case conceptual or nominal existence. 
The difference between the first and the second explanation is 
the difference between two schools of Buddhist Metaphysics 
viz. Repre:entationism or Indirect Realism and Subjective 
Idealism. 

P. 50. b. 

P. 50 b. 

P. 20, 
ll. 13-14, 
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Objection: How can a Buddhist speak of . when he has no 
such proposition as' ' or ~ forming part of his Inference ? 
In answering this objection, the fact that the Buddhist does 

50, b. 57 a. 

P. 21,11.4-5 

P. 51-
P. 22a. 

P. 51 b. 

the work of a personal being; in the present case, of the 
Divine Person. 

..etc.-Read " " (See 
Panjika p. 52a. ) 

maintained by the Buddhists and the Nyaya-Vais'esikas who 
are consequently stigmatised as ' that is, semi-
Buddhists. Not that and in some sense—in the sense 
of 3-are not accepted by the Saihkhyas. = 
that into which the cause does not enter ; traceless ; absolute. 

Samkhyakarika which gives the number is quoted in the 
Panjika. So also is the Karika which distinguishes the nature 
of from the other members of the series; the same has 
been also explained. etc.—The Samkhya etymology of 
the word. P. 52 a. 

P. 52 b. 

6 
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not recognise . is admitted, but the treatment of and 
is defended on the ground that it is meant for beginners 

(' ), who have to gather every kind of information 
relating to the subject before they enter upon a scientific 
discussion. In the latter case, . is not necessary, is 
enough. ( * ). The Buddhists were 
not the founders of the science of Logic, of which they 
had borrowed the framework and numerous details from 
the Brahmanas. These, however, they have endeavoured to 
improve upon in their own way. This is how the subject of 
1 finds a place in a Buddhistic work, although the 
rejection of ) is one of the reforms which the 
Buddhists have proposed. 

etc. Read Objection:— 
> If the fact that your proposition is not accepted by your 
opponent is enough to make it good 
bye to all ( ?) For, 
every ( ) is occasioned by difference with the 
opponent. Answer: Mere difference of opinion does not 
create j for surely such a thing would be 
absurd. The under notice is intended to serve as a 
caution that the should be properly established and placed 
beyond possibility of question by means of valid arguments. 

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 on 
which we rely is sound. Thus, in the problem of " 
versus mooted above TO should be shown to be  

by refuting the —the doctrine of pre-existence of 
the in the —of the Samkhyas. The whole of the 
second half of P. 52 and the first half of P.53 contains a 
refutation of this doctrine, 

P. 52 b 
P. 53 a. 

P.21,11.5-1C 
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Samkhya argument: Since only such as are possessed of 
( potential energy or capacity ) can produce a given 

and no others, it is evident that the exists in the in the 
form of that ;. Criticism: No. The " is not found in the  

before it is made. ( Read: " " ) The 
Saiiikhya answers*. It is not found, not because it does not 
exist, but because it is not made manifest ( ). 
Criticism: What is there to show that it exists ? (  

.? ) Samkhya: The very fact that it comes into being. 
( ~ ). Criticism: If it exists already, it is absurd to say 
thai it comes into being ). 
The Samkhya rejoinder: If that which does not exist can 
come into existence, a (the hern of donkey) can as 
well do so." ( ); or rather 
as the ° " maintains, that which does not exist can 
come into being, nothing can come into being except a 

! Reply: No. The does not come into being, 
because there is no cause to bring it into being. ( 
etc.) Similarly is not made out of' , or qa out of , 
because are not the cause of , neither _ of 
Every effect has a definite set of causes which alone 
produces the effect and no other (  

). 

Mark the difference between the two views: The problem 
before the two parties is—How is it that is made out 
of ' and not out of , and similarly out of 
and not out of . ! One of the parties—the — 
accounts for this by assuming a i. e.—-the potential 
existence of in the , which enables it, and it alone, to 
produce the particular effect; while the other—the r 
accounts for it by assming a causal law (based on observation) 

is the ultimate fact of observation; according to the other 
the is the fact to be accounted for which is done by 
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assuming for the purpose. The position of the 
is this: Whatever is made must be before it is made; 

not that whatever is can be made. Hence, the objection 
that a ' might as well come into existence because it 
is is futile.; it is not every that is made, but whatever 
is made must be before it is made, ( " 

) In fact it is a contradiction 

in terms to say that a thing is and that the same is afterwards 
made ). Moreever, if a thing is 
even before it is made, why all the labour of collecting the  
materials and working the machinery for its manufacture ? 
(Read PanjikaP.53. a). The Samkhya 
reply: It is for making patent what was hitherto latent 
( ) Criticism: Was that ( drawing out or 
manifesting of that which is latent) or before now ? 
If you say —why need you trouble to make it ? If you 
say j you relinquish . The Samkhya explanation: 

or mainfestation is only the removal of  
5 v ), not a thing to be made like the whose 
1 it is. Criticism: If thereby you imply that  
is , the removal of is unnecessary. If, on the other 

For a full discussion of the pros and cons of the  
vide Samkhya Sutras I. Ill—123 with the Bhasya 

Samkhya objection: It is contended by the Samkhya 
that such expressions as , bear testimony 
to the existence of the thing before it is produced; for, 
the in ~ cannot be done by unless the  
is there; similarly the in cannot be applied to unless 
the TC is there. Answer: the and the *re are here referred 
to prospectively ( . .w. . . . . . . . 
* ) In brief, there is no Bense in 
saying that a thing is made if the thing is already there; 
and if a thiner is made it is clear that it is not ftcT. ( 
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of Vijnanabhiksu, and Vedantasutras with the Bhasya 
of S'amkara and the Bhamati of Vacaspatimis'ra. 

The distinction between the two doctrines is thus presented in 
a nutshell by ViiflSnabhiksu at the end of his commentary 

are really not at all. For, let us just consider in 
pejation to whom they are and therefore supposed to be 

" etc.—This proposition of the Buddhist, howso* 
ever true is not placed beyond the charge of until 
the is established as a thing that i s . . It should 
be noted in this connection 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 

Mediating between the of the Nyaya-Vais'esika and 
the of the Sarhkhya, the S'ankara Vedantin recognises 
partial truth in both, and while the Jaina would treat 
them as two points of view both of which though partial 
are equally true, the S'ankara Vedantin regards both as 
equally false and deduces from their conflict his doctrine 
of or of all effects. The various views 
on this subject have been summarized by the author 
of Samksepa-S'ariraka in one verse as follows: "  
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: the or his opponent? that is, the proposer himself 
I ) or one whom he endeavours to c o n v i n c e I ?  
Not the former, viz. the Because, so long as 
the , bases his argument upon such as  
etc, and uses a cannot make his a 
1 simply because the other side does not agree to it . 
And not the latter, viz. the Because, one becomes a 
i when h e does not agree ( ) . Read 
< for For I was inclined to read 

, as the word with which it is contrasted is 
This, however, would require that we should 

read ( equivalent to ) for -which is a 
bit awkward. But the concluding words 
leaves no doubt that the correct reading is , and 
not Moreover, the words and for  
and . are found elsewhere also. e. g. in the Nyayabindu, 

i -The meaning here given of  
deserves to be noted. According to the Metaphysical Nihilists 
of Buddhism, nothing possesses a self i. e. essential reality. 
The Realists 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 and 
s is the whole which is over and above and con­
sequently other than the parts, according to the Nyaya-Vais'eslka 
school. This the Buddhist denies, and the argument on which 
he relies is based upon that is to say, 
the reason that the thing ( ) is not found, and if it 
had existed it would have been found; but since it is not 
found, it does not exist, (cf. 
: _ "—N. Bindu.) 

As against the common sense view that we perceive 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 socalled Perception ( ) is 
not in reality Inference _ ), there arises the direct 
question whether the Whole ( ,) is anything over and 

P 53 b 
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above the Parts ( ). 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 appears to have been one of the greatest ontological 
problems of the age. ( See N. Sutras I I . I 30-31 and 32-36) 

—Panjika.) A possible difficulty : If there is no real  
what is it that is perceived ? The are on all hands 
regarded as lying beyond the range of perception. Answer:— 

—is that there is nothing to prove that it exists* No such 
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 ( , 

This together with the paragraph which follows has been rendered 
very clear by Dr. Ganganath Jha in his translation: 
The Vartika propounds four arguments in support of the view 
that the composite issomething different from the components^-
(A) The component yarns must be different from the 
composite cloth, because they are its cause, just like the 
shuttle and other things; the shuttle and other things, are the 
cause of the cloth, and are found to be different from it. etc. 
(See pp. 236-37). 
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We do not hold that are abosolutely beyond the range 
of perception in all circumstances. We rather hold that 
they do become perceptible in a certain condition, viz, when 
they are close together so as to cooperate in one group-

possible objection'- How do you then explain the unity of 
the object as perceived ? ( . . . , , . . . . . . . . ?) Answer: 
The many (atoms ) are too small to be perceived 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 appears to be permanent owing to the fact that the 
different flames are very much like one another and follow in 

Answer: If in consequncs of the distinction being unpereceived 
a thing is to remain unperceived, a light would have to be 
regarded as unperceived because the distinction of the light 
( which in reality is a series of lights in quick succession ) is 
unperceived 1 Therefore in our view the ' are pereceived 
although their distinctions are not, thus appearing illusorily 

on your hypothesis an could be perceived ( ) 
though the distinction of the are admittedly unper-

Note—Read ). Furthermore, I challenge 
you to get over the following dilemma: Conceding for the sake 
of argument that there is an [ , in addition to the * 
which appear as an external object, may I know whether the 
body- -which possesses (gross) size is one or many? 
Supposing it is one, is it made out of one component part or 
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P. 54. a 

7 
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P. 21. 
1.25. 

P. 22.1.1. 
1.4. 
1.7. 

P.22„1.5. 

P. 3.11. 56. 

In the case of the first five, the is precluded by etc; 
in the case of the next three, it is impossible to convince 
the opponent so long as he does not agree to the &c.; 
in the case of the last it is no use embarking upon an 
to prove what is already accepted by the other party 
For the last note vide the text of the N. Pr.—' ( P. 3,1. 6.) 
« * " and the note thereon. 

The author next comes to the important topic of — 
i. e. Fallacies of the Reason ( .or the Middle Term. These P. 3,1. 8. 

to P.5,1.19. 

P.22.11.7.14. 

P. 54 b 
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other thing either or It is of the essence of Inference 
that there should be agreed cases of similarity and dissimilarity 
from which you can generalize and apply the generalization to 
the case in hand. The being confined to the , there is 
no basis for the generalization. How such a is inconclusive 
is indicated in the text as follows: <l [ 

: " - i . e. except in 
is found neither in things nor in things, and since 
all things are either ~ and there is no third kind 
of things from which you can generalize for the purpose of your 
inference, the result is that you find yourself in the morass of 
doubt. 
( 7 ) -Residing in some like 
instances, but also in all unlike instances. Example.'*—  

; ( Note ' =that which cannot be 
produced without a volitional effort; hence, manufactured, made; 

=the opposite of this, that is, that which can exist 
without any volitional effort on our part, as for example, a 
lightning, ether or space). Thus the two terms will mean 
(a) naturally existing and (b) coming ioto existence, and 
artificially made or manufactured). In this example, the <wj, viz., 

being (natural), (lightning), (space) 
etc. are its In some of these e. g. in the the   
« resides, but not in all; for example, it does not reside in 

which is not , Thus the is <  
It is also Thus:—In the given illustration. 
The -being [ Read in P 4 1. 6 
s instead of i ], etc. which are 

are , a n d ~ is found in all of them. 
Thus, belongs to which is and also to 
1 which is , and is therefore inconclusive. You 
are not sure-"  

:"-From the mere fact that is 
you cannot conclude definitely whether it is natural 

( ) o r made I ) .  

(8) This is the converse of No. 7. 
Residing in some unlike instances, but also in all 
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the opposite of what is proved by another (2) 

which is at the same time " i. e. that which is opposed to 
another -in as much as it proves its contradictory, and 
is at the same time invariably accompanied by its own 
that is to say, which is good in itself, so far as its own 

is concerned. In the example ~ 

like instances. In the example— , 
f J is the etc, are the  
and they are all . Thus, the  
It is also . Thus:—the of the are , 

etc some of which e. g. possess which others do 
not e. g. So from the fact that is you can  
not conclude either way, whether it is ( the 
result of a volitional effort; hence, made) or 
( the opposite ), examples of both kinds being found, such as 

and respectively. The is, therefore,  
(9) —Residing only in a portion of the 
; and of the In the example, 
is the TO, etc. are the of which some possess 

and some do not; for instance, does and WTIS does not 
( cf. " N.B.T; also as defined in the Br. Nyaya 

I. Again, with 
as etc. are t h e , of which some are while 
others are not; for instance, is and is not. Thus, in 
the present example , the is It 
( ^sometimes goes w i t h a n d sometimes with *" , 
and is consequently inconclusive. 
(10) —That which has an invariable 
contradictory, that is to say,' a non-erroneous contradiction » 
(Dr. S. Vidyabhusana). This arises ' when a thesis and its con­
tradictory are both supported by what appear to be valid reasons 
(Vidyabhusana), what in Kantian terminology would be 
called i antinomic reason' (Dr. Randle). The word is explained 
in two ways by Dharmottara in the N. B. Tika; 
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P. 23,1. ' 

„]. 18. 

,,1.19. 

P. 56. b. 
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brought about by the stroke of a hammer applied to a jar—is a 
nonentity. The logical method here employed is that of a dilemma: 
Is the one with the or distinct from it ? and so on; what 
is its relation to and so forth ( see Panjika P. 56 b, 57. a ). 

The Buddhist is a believer in as an essential nature of 
things, which is not produced or originated but simply occurs 
every moment. or space, according to him, is nothing 
but light and darkness, and hence not a separate entity. 

I And the reason given is lack of -either . or ~~~ 
otherwise called =sel£ is also nothing but and 

its effects, running as a stream of consciousness which by its 

P. 23,1. 22 
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. etc. Objection to the answer given above. If you ate 
prepared to include these two in , why not include 

and ; also in the other two, viz., end 
~. _. ? For, all ; must be either one or the other of 

, these. Moreover, such an opinion is actually held by some 
who say:  

-Panjika explains: I 
, Here and are features which require to be 
emphasised and consequently the which they 
characterize, viz., and are separately 
mentioned and not included in the other two. 

&c.—Panjika explains ' 
. (P. 57 b) r 

(Panj, P. 58 a, 1. 1.) is a misprint for (see Vrt t i 
P. 24 1. 8). 
i r—This gives the reason why it is called ' '. 

I . 

Read:— _ 

—The reading of the Vrtt i is without 
before ,. Therefore it is taken as understood. 

The question discussed is whether a  
is It is argued that it is not, because even before the 

is put forward there was ; when the was stated 

( ) 
For Panjika reads ( . . )=Some one objects. 

L 

For ; i t r e a d s ) .  

- I t will be noticed that there are t w o — o n e 

implied in the , what may be called and the other 
resulting from the It is the latter that 
we here mean. 

Objection-— is put forward only when is there. 
Answer •• No.; does not always imply In the case of 

P. 58 b. 

11. 21-24. 

8 

P. 2411.9-10 

P. 24.1.11 

1.12. 

1.18. 

P. 58 a 

P. 24,1.1 

P. 24,1. 3, 

P. 24,1. 4. 

P. 24.1. 6. 
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is employed to convince others, although 
the person who employs it has not himself the least doubt 
( ) in the matter. 

! " ~ ( Panjika p. 58b ). 

; _ _ &c—- It is proposed to cite as a  
( ), in which case their will be no  

&c.—This illustration is given by the Mimamsakas. The 
author of the Panjika says that there are several schools of 
Mimamsakas, of whom some believe in a called > 
while others do not, Read  

&c.—When you see one cow you recall to your 
mind another you have seen before, and as a result of 
comparison and co-ordination you get the idea of the cow. 
nature ( ). It is not so, however, with ; for, when 
you hear one and then another, you do not compare and 
co-ordinate, but you contrast and distinguish them  

etc. )• Hence there is no such , 
the being merely the or of (  

etc.) Thus, the \ —belongs only 
to the ! ' ' ), and the other two, ' and 

P. 58 b. 

P. 24.1. 23. 
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not a mere or of . Thus, having an existence of its 
own it can very well be cited as a Therefore the illustra­
tion in the text must be understood to have been given 
with the tenet of the first school in view, 
; &c.—Observation is necessary for generalization. 
As the is confined to the you cannot find it in 
any . or . . . . and consequently you remain in doubts 

. 

view of the nature of The illustration in the Text 
and the Vrt t i . is based upon the Vais'esika view of 
This oversight on the part of the Buddhist author is very 
significant. It points to the fact that his logic has growp 
put of that of the Brahjnana schools, 

P. 25 1. 12. 

P. 25,1. 15 
toP. 26,1. 2. 

P. 26,11. 2-8 

P 26 ll.8-14 

P. 26.1. 8, 

P. 59,b. 
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&c—The first argument is urged by the 
"Vais'esika, without disposing of the second which is maintained 
by the Mimamsaka. 

P. 26. 
11. 22-25. 

P. 60. ab 

P. 59 b 
to 60 a 

P. 26, 1.15 
to 

P. 27 1. 3. 
P. 26 1. 16. 

1.17. 

P. 60 a. 

P. 5,1. 1). &c.-The author of the Vrt t i rejects the way in 
which older commentators or logicians dissolved the compound. 

author of the Vrt t i is here only repeating the view of older 
Buddhist commentators regarding the nature of the compound 

; for, as a Jaina he could have no objection to 
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P. 60. b 

,, l. 7. 

P. 27. 
ll. 4-ll. 

P. 27.11.1-4 
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Note the two ways of dissolving the compounds ' ' 
given by Dharmottara, and recall the discussion in the Panjika 
noted above. Dharmakirti's reason for rejecting 
is that it does not fulfil the three conditions ( ) of a ~ and 
cannot therefore enter its claim to be considered as a —in 
other words, such a cannot be even so much as used in an 

. A again, is a a or an ; but a 
which is can be none of these, Thus, the under 

consideration has not even the look of a ). 

But a called has been mentioned ( b y  
, says Dharmottara. ) How is that ? Dharmakirti's 

answer is that it has been mentioned as arising where the f 
has for its basis not facts ( ), but the word of a master 
( ). And after mentioning how the sometimes go 
wrong he adds that thereby arises a possibility of 
which, to repeat, has no place in a , but *  

Dharmakirti then gives an illustration (presumably 
that given by one whom Dharmottara has identified above 
with ) which runs as follows:'  
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Incidentally this passage has a bearing on the problem of the 
authorship of the Nyayapraves'a which we may briefly indicate. 
First, if Dharmottara's word is to be accepted, and there is no 
reason why it should not be, we may well hold that the view 
which Dharmakirti is controverting is Dinnaga's. Secondly, 
since Dharmakirti is not disposed to include ] in 
his list, and only excuses its mention by Dinnaga in the 
particular context in which it occurs (see below ), the illustra­
tion which he eventually gives may also be supposed to have 
been not originally his own but cited from some work of 
Dinnaga's. Thirdly, it is certain that that work is not the Nyaya-
praves'a, whoever be the author of the latter. For, the 
illustration given in the Nyayapraves'a is different (  

Nyayapraves a. 

The illustration given by Dharmakirti has also a bearing on 
the relative dates of Pras'astapada and Dinnaga. In regard to 

Then, lower down he introduces the latter half of the illustra-

This parallel can lead to but one or these two con­
clusions, viz., either Dinnaga from whom Dharmakirti is  
quoting the illustration took it from Pras'astapada or from 
some earlier writer of the Vais'esika school from whom Pras'asta-
pada also borrowed his account of or, if Pras'astapada is 
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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 ' ' discussed by Pras'astapada— 
which corresponds to the ( ' of Dinnaga, but is 
not so named by him, as Dr. Randle supposes, but by his 
commentator Sridhara, and which Pras'astapada introduces as 
the view of . is different both from that which occurs in 
the Nyayapraves'a and that which Dharmakirti cites, presumably 
from some work of Dinnaga's other than Njayapraves'a, as we 

. (Sridhara's Nyayakandali p. 241.). In discussing the 
claim of this to be regarded as an additional variety of 
Prasastapada points out the possibility of construing it as 

Prasastapada's illustration is evidently taken from an earlier 
Vais'esika work, and not from any work of Dinnaga's; nor has 
Dinnaga, from whose work Dharmakirti has probably borrowed 
his illustration, taken it from Prasastapada. Both seem to have 
different Vais'esika originals before them. [ Dharmottara's 
mention of and supplies two of the missing links after 
Kanada and they are known in later books of the Vais'esika 
system as formulators of the theories of and  
regarding the action of heat on bodies and their particles. ] 

To my mind as a special type of does not 
seem to have originated with Dinnaga, as is clear not only from 
the considerations set forth above but from the further fact that 
it does not harmonise with the terminology of the other varieties 
of mentioned by him; nor does it appear to be peculiar 
either to the Brahmana or to the Buddhist school of Indian 
logic. There are Buddhists who reject it, for example, 
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Dharmakirti; and there are Brahmanas who accept it, for 
example, Kumarila and the ' ? of Pras'astapada. That the 

of Pras'astapada are not Buddhists is plain not only from the 
mild tone in which they are criticised, but also from the remark 
that the illustration of the proposed can well be brought 

—Here begins the section on " —with its four 
varieties. 

--"The method generally adopted in the 
text is first to name the divisions and afterwards to illustrate 
them. 
i is the Jaina word for  
Better read for the sake of symmetry with what 
follows. 

P 27.1. 16. 

P. 5.1. 7. 

P. 27. 
11. 21. 22. 

P. 60 b 
P. 61 a 

9 

P. 27.11 13. 



~ may refer to or and sluce in the 
present case we may take it as referring to the latter i  

This interpretation is supported, 
says the author of the Panjika, by precedents ( 
« ) i. e. as a ~ —Panjika ). 

etc. is a good _ to prove  

—An objection is raised: According to the Mimarhsaka, 
who holds that , n o t b u t ' b e l o n g s to 

, and thus the fails to fulfil the condition of 
which means that it is an and not a  

—Answer : It is not a rule that the must be a 
1 * and that when the _ is not so it must be ( Read 

p. 61,1.11). For, such a restriction is not accepted 

by Acarya. Take, for example, the case in hand. (  
.)• 

etc. Question: Under the circumstances mentioned 
. above, is not a case of ? Answer: No;  
, definitely proves the opposite ( —Read  
instead of < t as printed in 1. 1 of p. 28. ), and consequently 
it is not The is here put forward as  
I£ the kind of which is to be found in ; is enough to 
make the latter < too would be , because 
in the illustration of the one can easily show 
that is as a of In fact, this is taking j  

in the widest sense of  

etc.—Second kind of --"  
"—is an argument of the Samkhya to prove the 

existence of j . But the _ would not stop 
there. It would also prove that the ulterior something-
was a i. e. an organised being, which is contrary to the 

P. 61 a, 

P. 27 1. 23. 

P. 27 1. 25, 
to P. 28 1.3. 

P. 28.1. 5. 

P. 61 a 
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sarathi. For a defence of the doctrine of and of one 
of the arguments on which it is founded—  

—see the Introductory portion of the Nyayavartika on 
N. S. I I I . (Ben. edn p, p. 344-46), and the N. V. Tatparyatika. 

&c.—Read The purpose of 
the is to prove the existence of as a principle 
beyond . If the argument can only prove a , the 
1 _ fails in its purpose. 

P. 28, 1. 8, 

„ 1. 9. 

,, 1. 14. 
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-This seems to be in the Vrktikara's text of the 
N. Pr. after  

etc. is defined as that which exists in only. How 
does that general definition apply to the present case ? 
Thus: the of ( to be proved) is , and 

certainly belongs to the latter. ( , . . 
&c. ) 

1 : etc.—Explanation of (Panjika)* 
but it is evidently the subject of proof in the where 
it is put forward. But the ' and not is proved 
because ' ' The point 
of the consists in this: '  

1 ( Panjika ). In Pafijika p. 62 1. 3—supply 
before  

&c—-This is no doubt a better interpretation 
of . 

? &c.—The definition applied: " = 

(Panjika ). 
=the text of the N. Praves'a. 

Next, we come to etc.:—This is an 
argument of the Vais'esikas. 

&c.—The principles of the Vais'esika system here 
. summarised may be read in any manual of the system such 
as &c. 

( Vrtti p. 29 1. 8.) & c.—The Panjika here 
gives a more detailed summary than that contained in the 
Vrtti . I t is virtually a reproduction of passages from the 
Pras&stapada's Bhasyaof the Vais'esika System 

(fcc—This is to show how (the ) is a 
outside the groups of and cf. '  

i. " Vais. Sfitra, I. i i , 8, 

P.28 1. 23. 
to P. 31 12 

P. 21. 28. 
to P. 291.8. 

P. 62 b 
to P. 67 a 

P. 29,1. 9. 
to p. 30,1,6 

P. 61 b. 
P. 62 a. 

P.28, 
11. 20-22. 

P. 28.1. 20, 
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(1) " " (called ' ' in the text) is not a , 
because it is wanting in the characteristic mark of a w which 
is that it should be made of many ( ), or of no 
( ), but never of a single c o n s t i t u e n t ) . Lik e 

resides in each , and nothing which resides in a 
single can be a itself. But does reside in each 
single Therefore, it cannot be a According to the 
Vais'esika a is without a constituent or has many 
constituent , but never a single (unitary) constituent ; 
for example, . and are  
devoid of constituent , while bodies such as (duads), 

(triads), etc., are possessed of many constituent — 
viz. the parts of which they are composed. But the 
fulfils neither of the two conditions : it is , that is, it 
exists in a single —e.g. in a single cow—no less than 
in many cows; and it is, therefore, not a  
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-Generality—the principle of the co-ordination of indivi­
duals under one head. One would suppose that the highest 
point to which the generalization could be carried was 
embracing all the in one group. But this is not the Vais\ 
view. Certain categories he sets aside as incapable of possess­
ing in the real sense of the term—which, according to 
him, belongs to only three categories, viz., and  

The Vais'.-Naiyayikas, therefore, distinguish from  
(For this and and « see Muktavali and 
Nilakanthi.) 
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— Just as you argue * ' 
one can also argue:—" " 
It may be noted that the here ( ) is not included 

dilemma: ~_ : &c. Is existing ( ) or not existing 
( ) ? [f the latter, it is like and cannot impart existence 
to any other thing such as If the former, here is 
another dilemma for you to answer: Is its own existence innate 
or derived \ If it be innate, the existence of other things 
such as etc. may as well be supposed to be innate, and there 
is no necessity for assuming a distinct reality called which 
imparts existence to all things. If it be derived from some 
thing other than itself, the position will be one of 
regressus ad infinitum. Moreover, there is no to prove 
its existence. Unless it is perceived as external it cannot 

P. 68 b. 

P. 68 a 

P. 30,1. 16 

P. 30,1. 6 
„ 1. 10 

P. 30,11. 17 
-19. 

it co-ordinates its individuals in a group and differentiates them 
from those of other groups, and is, therefore, called  
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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 say is that that something is not 
but ,not the universal but the particular. Question: How 
is it that only certain particulars give rise to the notion 
of a certain , and not all ? Answer: That difference 
lies in the nature of things. Certain drugs cure a certain 
disease, and not anything and everything. In the 
same way certain particulars ( ) give rise to a certain 
notion of generality (:_ " 

The Siddhantin admits the force of the 
criticism and explains that his example *U3: etc. is intended to 
illustrate which is defined as ' o f although 
the real existence is a dogma of the non-Buddhist, and not 
bis own. One and the feme example can illustrate several 

whose varieties it is intended to show. Therefore, it dose not 
matter if the given illustration of is also one of  
This is explained in the Panjika. 

,—According to us, Buddhists 

it is no doubt a case of But it is given here 
as an illustration of i from the standpoint of other 
schools. Moreover, it is to be noted that from different stand­
points one and the same example can illustrate different  

p. 69a 

P. 69 ab 

P. 30,1.22 

P. 69b 

P. 30 
11.22-25 

10 

P. 30. 
1119-21, 
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-The case under consideration, viz., 
howevflr, differs from the case of 

inasmuch as exists in as well a s t h i n g s ,  
whereas is confined to *m. 
We next come to is the ; its  
is I The text of the N. Pr. is clear. In the preceding 
variety of ~ viz. the illustration was  

etc. Here the illustration is etc. 
a i of the , being substituted for its '  

&c.—The well-known argument of the Nyaya-
Vais'esika for establishing their doctrine of -the — 
which exists primarily and really in , and ^ only, and 
is predicated secondarily and without any logical justifica­
tion, of  

P. 31.1. 3. 

P 31.1. 1 

P. 69 b 
P. 70 a 

P. 5.1. 20 
that is, it may be (A) similar or (B) dissimilar to the q$. And 
so also is (A) similar and (B) dissimilar. The first of 

have to be regarded as (baked, manufactured by 
heat), which is absurd ( ), we shall meet that absurdity 
by taking as our example and thereby deduce 
being not a baked article like And so long as the absur-
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these, that is, ~ —Similar example which is 
fallacious—is of five kinds :— 

e. g. Here the , viz. 
possesses the viz. but is lacking in the 
viz. " r being l" 

Br. Ny&ya ) and not {  

—e. g. . Here the  
viz., possesses the but is lacking 
in the r, viz. being and not  

—subdivided into and Thus, (a)  
has a which possesses neither < viz. 

Si, nor [ viz. being and , and is 
therefore But it is an which is ,, that 
is existing or real, (b) -Here the  

is something that does not exist at all according to the 
Buddhist, and consequently so far as he is concerned he will 
have to treat it as a , It is bound to be , that 
is, ~ in the matter of both, and . Note that the 
illustration can be modified into so that 
the may appear t o b e b o t h e v e n  
according to those who regard f as real, but it is not so 
modified because we have to illustrate a which is  
-. ..—where the i. e. positive concomitance of 

STTSR and tfM is not stated, but only their co-existence 
or togetherness I, ) is said to belong to the Thus, 
if instead of saying you say  

, your is lacking in ; and is therefore 

- When the that is the positive concomitance 
is enunciated conversely and therefore wrcngly. Thus, 
if instead of saying you say  
you reverse the order of the WW and the , and therefore 
pf the and the and thereby commit a fallacy. 

P. 7.1. 9. 

(A.1) 

(A. 2) 

(A. 3) 

(A. 4 ) 

(A. 5 ) 
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(B.1) 

(B. 2) 

(B. 3) 

( B 4 ) 

(B. 5) 

The list of the "Fallacies of the Example" given by Suguira in 
his sketch of the logic of Dinna (Dinnaga) and S'amkarasvamin 
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is the same as that given above, together with the illustra­
tions. The Fallacies of the Homogeneous Example 

) are:— 

(1) The fallacy of Excluded Hetu i  
(2) The fallacy of Excluded Predicate , 
(3) The fallacy called Excluded Both " ), 
(4) The fallacy of Absence of Connection  
(5) The fallacy of the Inverted Affirmation of the Example 

i  

The Fallacies of the Heterogeneous Example i \ are :— 
(1) Included (Unexcluded) Predicate, ( ), 
(2) Included (Unexcluded) Hetu( _ , ) " 
(3) Both Included (Unexcluded) ( _ ), 
(4) Absence of Disconnection ( ); and 
(5) Inverted Negation of Heterogeneous Example ( ). 

It will be noticed that the order of (1) and (2) in the second 
group here is the reverse of that of the corresponding 
fallacies in the first group, as enumerated in our text. So 
also in T2 and Ch. T1 has the same order both in the first 
and the second group. ( See N. Pr. Part II G, 0. S. p 21 
Comparative Notes on P 5.1. 20.) 

Dharmakirti's first three and the last in each of the two 
groups ( a n d ) are the same as those in Njaya-
praves'a, except that he omits the word and paraphrases 

by « and by which makes no 
difference in sense. But, between the third and the last in 

N.Bindu.Bib. Buddhica Ed. pp. 87-93. Dharmakirti's list is 
adopted in the Nyayasara of Bhasarvajfia, and in the Pramana, 
nayatattvalokaiamkara of Vadi-Devasuri, a Jaina. 
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the lists are substantially the same as those in the N. Praves'a. 

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

Kumarila Bhatta's list of; is the same as that given 
above (see S'lokavartika, Anumana Pariccheda vv 107b etc.) 
He first mentions the two which in the N. Pr. are called  

In coming to the question of illustrating he 
discusses at great length the fundamental question of the 
place of and in the process of Inference 
and criticises the Buddhist view on the subject. In explaining 
the nature of ' ,' he speaks of ' or ' ' a s 
distinguished from c '. 
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which are under consideration are * ' and not 

' I'—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 

that is to say in ! even a formal fallacy is a fallacy. 
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Another point in the criticism is that a certain fallacy is not 
a but a , This objection is logically more 
serious, The observation of the commentator of the S'loka-

P. 31,1.16 
to 

P. 33.1. 9 

P. p 70 b 
to 73 b 

(11. 17. 19. ) Ordinarily, the adjectival past passive participle 
should come first in a Bahuvrihi compound, but in the group 

of the words etc.-which is elastic—it may optionally 
precede or follow the noun: thus, we may say ~ or 

Com, S'l. Yart. v 117. It may be further noted that 
Kumarila, although he follows the older classification of  
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After all the validity of the statement wil l depend on some 
other than the mere word of the debater. If the  

underlying the statement is justified by 
where is the room for the charge of ? If not, 

no amount of a n d w i l l be of any avail. is  
only intended as a voucherto support a proposition which is 
otherwise known to be true ( 
This objection is met in the sequel. 
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P.33 11 2-5 

P. 34,1. 4, 

P. 3411. 6. 

P. 34,1.11 

F. 73 ab. 
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We have thus finished the chapter on or False Proof 
which consists of three varieties viz., 1. Statement of a false 

(Fallacy of the Subject or the Minor Term), 2. of a false 
(Fallacy of the Reason or the Middle Term), and 3. of a false 

(Fallacy of the Example. ) 

etc.—Some mss. read The usual word 
, is i (causal); but is also correct. This is an exposition 

of the second line of the Fundamental Verse— _ 

r etc.*—Before speaking of the and the 
, author wishes to say something of and  

—Panjika p. 74a) etc.—The 
commentator sees a point in the separate mention of i J 
and instead o f the use o f a compound word ( )  
in the text of the Fundamental Verse: it is, he says, 
to indicate that the two have separate provinces ( 

„. These are and respectively,  
bears testimony to —the particular only; while the 
general aspect or is contributed by . Thus, in 
the cognition of there are two elements, viz. first, the 
cognition of the particular in itself without reference to 
its (the general- c h a r a c t e r , ) , and, secondly, the 
cognition of the which is predicated of the particular. 
Of these the former is The Buddhist 
thus differs from the Nyaya-vais'esika who regards both the 

, and the —the particular and the universal—as objects 
of  

•—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, 
seem to have adopted the theory of the three pramanas as 
expounded in T.B.S/. and As even after the reform of 
Dinnaga. So Sthiramati commenting upon the Madhyanta-
yibhSga Vrtt i by Vasubandhu, (a copy of which has beep 

P. 73b 

P. 7,1.12. 

P. 34,1-22. 

P. 35,11.1-5 
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reality as in the Nyaya-vais esika system, bat as a negative 
idea consisting of a double negation s. e. to be other 
than the other. 3tc.-This explanation of wherein  
is «aid to be the thing itself is still liable to the charge that it 
is hardly different from , Consequently, another 
explanation is proposed:  

brought by me from Nepal and will shortly be published) 
says: ata aha: pramanatrayarp nis'rityeti pramanatraya-
virodhena: pramaaa trayam punah pratyaksam anumanam 
agamas'ca. cf. also Vijnaptimatratasiddhi by S. Levi, p. 26. 
That this classification was peculiar to the sect, which did not 
accept the reform of new logic, is proved by the fact that 
Haribhadra in his Abhisamayalankaraloka (1 st 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. xvii."  

P. 74a. 

P. 74b. 
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: I Mark that the difinition of given by DharmakirtJ 
steers clear of all reference to the nature or of an object 
which ŝavors of , 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 consciousness. Being thus effective 
in shaping our idea, it is real. ( ) 

: , -As soon as a sense comes into 
contact with an object, the object which endures for a single 
moment and no more ( an infinitesimally small part of time ) 
is apprehended as something in itself which is distinct from 
all other things, even those belonging to its own class. This 
aspect of the thing or object is called When the person 
has apprehended a series of such moments or rather of objects, 
each member of which lasts for a single moment only, it 
becomes an object of conception wherein the character of that 
object is determined. Be it noted that can reach the series 
-the —only, and no single member of the series, the latter 
being too evanescent to be capable of being caught in a single 
J B y i s meant a series of similar successive moments 
of an object which is indistinctly apprehended (  

-Panjika.) The other aspect 
of the object which is called is the form which that 
object possessed in common with other objects, and which 
enters the determinate knowledge of that object. This is really 
not an object of or sensuous apprehension, but of 
Thus :-When we see the ' which it recalls to our mind as 
its concomitant is the general concept of (as different 
from , 'such as belongs to all fires, 
disengaged from all such particularities as hayfire, wood-fire 
etc. and it is this general which is inferred from 
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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P. 74 b 
P. 75 a 

P. 35,111-3. 

P. 75 a 
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Buddhist the has passed away even before the could 
reach it-, what it reaches and apprehends is —the object 
which as matter of fact is a series of technically called 
' e (2) is but sensation and reveals only the particular 
as distinguished from all other particulars, even those belong 
ing to its own class; on the other hand while revealing 
the particular which as shown above can only be a — 
oo-ordinates that particular with other particulars of the class 
and differentiates it from those belonging to other classes, 
thus converting the sensation into perception through the 
mediun of the new element of the concept. Still what both 

and reveal i s , that i s something which i s 
invariably there. No such reliance, however, can be placed 
upon which often deceives us ( Read the interesting 

P. 35,1, 2 

P. 75b 

P. 35 1 3. 

may possibly mean that the problem of the inclusion of other 
has been dealt with in and other works of the 

same author and has therefore not been detailed here- In 
that case, the Nyayapraves'a will have to be attributed to 
Dinnaga according to Haribhadra. But the language of the 
line—" etc. "—is not conclusive. For, it is equally 
possible 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 Nyayapraves'a. 

j etc.—A note on the express mention of the 
number—* '—in the Nyayapraves'a. It is, says the Panjika, 
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 pramSnas. 
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Tippani. This explains why the word is to be taken 
as a and not as a compound. I have quoted 
the parallels from the N.B.T. and the N. B. T. T. in extenso 
to show how our commentaries convey echoes of the 
works of Dharmottara and Mallavadin. 

kara, adds the condition " ". Of course, this was 
understood in Dinnaga's definition. At the same time, 
Dharmakirti omits " which is understood from the 
context. To me the definition of given by the Buddhist 
logicians seems to be clearly a paraphrase of certain parts of 
the definition contained in the Nyayasutra of Gautama: "  

P. 71113-15, 

12 

needs no explanation; but I shall have to explain the former, 
which I will do after finishing the relevant portions of 
our commentaries. 

P. 35,11.15 

P. 7, 
11.18-14 

P. 75 b. 
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P. 35,1 8 

In line 2, read: " " for —which is an 
obvious misprint. The passage is a further explanation of 
the point as to the way in which the word ' is to be 
dissolved. ( see supra ). 

P. 76 a. 

P. 35,1. 9 

P. 76 a. 

P.7,1. 13-15 

P. 35, 
11. 5-7. 
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P. 75 b, 
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P. 7,1113-15 
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But this position which is identical with that of the 
Buddhist, would be open to the criticism, which the 
Nyayavartika passes upon the latter, that in that case it could 
not be even characterised as ; and this has led to the later 
view of the Brahmana Nyaya that is not but * . 
(b) ' "—quoted by Uddyotakara and attributed 

" would fail ( See Randle's note, p. 8 
of his " Fragments from Dinnaga" ). This shows that Uddyo-
takara's criticism was directed against the definition of 
as given in the Pramana-Samuccaya where the word 
does not occur, and not from Nyayapraves'a where it dees 
occur. This section in the Vartika therefore, cannot be taken as 

an indication that the Nyayapraves'a was a work of Dinnaga's. 
On the contrary, it distinctly points to a definition which had 
not the word ' i n it , that is to say, the reference is to the 
definition in the PramSna-samuccaya. Read the lines is tyq' 

P. 7 1. 13 
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P. 35,1.18 

P. 7,113. 

P. 35,119-10 

F. 35,1. 8. 
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P. 75 b 

P. 35,1.16 

P. 35, 
11.12-15 

P. 76b. 

P. 77 a. 

P. 35, 
1119-20. 
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P. 35,123 

1.24. 

P. 77 b 

P. 7,1. 15 

P.36,ll3-'10 
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P. 78. 

P. 78 a 

P. 78 b. 

P. 361. 5. 
"16. 

P. 78 b 
18 
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(1 . 9 from the bottom ) is corrupt. It can be corrected by 
giving it a little thought, but it is immaterial for oar purpose. 

P. 36. 
11 8-20. 

P. 79. 

P. 7 
11.17-18 
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P. 36 
lll 11-12 

P. 79b. 
P. 80a. 

r. 7 
11 14-19 

P. 36, 
1113-20 
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P. 36. 
11. 22-23 

P. 80 ab 

P. 7. 
11.19-21 
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P. 7 

1121-22 

P. 80 b 

P. 8. L 1. 

P. 37, 
112-4. 

P. 37,1. 4. 

P. 80 b. 

P. 37,1. 5 

P. 80 b. 

P. 37 ll 6-9 

P. 80 b 
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vice in the opponent's argument may be pointed in a general 
way ) such as, whether it exceeds or falls short of the 
requirements of a valid inference; or, the critic may 
proceed to specify the vice ), and say whether it 
contains a or a or a v f. Further, its particular 
variety may also be mentioned. 

P. 8,114-6. 

P. 8,11 6 8, 

P. 37,1.10, 

P. 80 b, 
81a. 

?. 8,11 7-8, 

P. 371.13 

P. 81b 

P. 81b 

the same This criticism which Kumarila Bhatta has 
directed against the Buddhist is a mere —false criticism. 
For such a criticism could be directetd even against an 
which is universally acknowledged to be valid viz.  

Thus:—Is the \ which is advanced here as a 
the on the mountain ? or (2) Is it the in the kitchen f 
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"Mr. Mironov suggests," says Dn . Keith, "in Dinmatrasiddhaye 
we have an allusion to Dinnaga'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 
specially apposite ", Dr. Keith adds," if the author really were 
Dinnaga......nor is it quite legimate to pass over the possible 
play in dinmatrasiddhaye; it can carry no great weight 
but it certainly improves Mr. Mironov's argument." If 
on other grounds it is necessary to doubt Dinnaga's 
authorship of the Nyayapraves'a, neither of the two grounds 
above mentioned, viz., the word ' ' in ' nor 
' _ as explained by Haribharasuri will be 
a bar. ( See Introduction, where the points are fully 
discussed). 

i * In order that the reader may be just introduced 
to the subject before he reads the larger works such as 

r etc. , whosoever be its auther, may con­
sequently supposed to be later than ^ ., 

Mark that Haribhadrasuri—the 
commentator—did not see any suggestion of the name of 
the author ( ^ ) in the word ' ' Had he done 
soy as a commentator he would not have failed to note i t , as 
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Mallinatha has done in his commentry upon the famous 
line of the Meghadtita—• " ' 

—This name of the commentary is in keeping with the 
purpose with which the Nyayapraves'a(ka) was composed. 

In the copy of the supplied to me by my esteemed 
and learned friend Acarya S'ri Vijaya-Nemi-Suri, there are a 
few verses appended at the end giving the diversity of opinion 
among different schools regarding the number of pramanas and 

-Construe Elucidated for himself as well 
as for others. Cf. ' ( p. 82 ). 

—Generally explained as (see p. 82 )• Philo* 
logically, however it is =1. Chapter, 2 Expository Note* 

—Completed on the ninth day of the dark half 
of Phalguua, in the Anuradha naksatra, in the Vikrama 
Year 1169. 

P. 81 b. 
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by the three brothers, Chchittaraja, 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 : a work on Nyaya Philosophy, 
by Bhatta Vadlndra who lived about A .D . 1210 to 
1274 : edited by M. R. Telang, 1920 

Praclnagurjarakavysangraha : 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 

Ganakar ika : a work on Philosophy (Pasupata School) 
by Bhasarvajna who lived in the 2nd half of the 10th 
century: edited by C. D. Dalai, 1921 

Sangitamakaranda : a work on Music by Narada: 
edited by M. R. Telang, 1920 

Kavindracarya L i s t : list of Sanskrit works in the 
collection of Kavindracarya, a Benares Pandit (1656 
A . D . ) : edited by R. Anantakrishna Shastry, wi th a 
Foreword by Dr. Ganganatha Jha, 1921 .. 

Varahagrhyasutra : Vedic r i tual (domestic) of the 
Yajurveda: edited by Dr. R. Shamasastry, 1920 

Lekhapaddhati : a collection of models of state and pr i ­
vate documents, dating from 8th to 15th centuries A . D . : 
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edited by C. D. Dalai and G. K. Shrigondekar, 
1925 .. 

Bhavisayattakaha or Paficamlkaha: 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 I m ­
portant Paper MSS. in the Bhandars at Jessal-
mere, compiled by C. D. Dalai and edited by Pandit 
L. B. Gandhi, 1923 

Parasuramakalpasutra : a work on Tantra, with com­
mentary by Ramesvara: edited by A. Mahadeva 
Sastry, B.A., 1923 .. . .Cloth copies. 

Nityotsava : a supplement to the Parasuramakalpasutra 
by Umanandanatha: edited by A. Mahadeva Sastry, 
B.A., 1923 . . .*. . . Out o) 

Tantrarahasya : a work on the Prabhakara School 
of Purvamlmamsa by Ramanujacarya: edited by Dr. 
R. Shamasastry, 1923 

32. Samarangana: a work on architecture, 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 : a Buddhist Tantric text of rituals, 
dated 1165 A.D., consisting of 312 small works, com­
posed by distinguished writers: edited by Benoytosh 
Bhattacharyya, M.A., Ph.D., 2 vols., 1925-1928 

A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Central 
Library, Baroda : Vol. 1 (Veda, Vedalaksana, 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 Abhilasitarthacintamani: an ency­
clopaedic work treating of one hundred different topics 
connected with the Royal household and the Royal 
court by Somesvaradeva, a Chalukya king of the 12th 
century: edited bv G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A., 3 vols., 
vol. I , 1925 

Nalavilasa: a drama by Ramachandrasuri, pupil of 
Hemachandrasuri, describing the Pauranika story of 
Nala and DamayantI: edited by G. K. Shrigondekar, 
M.A., and L. 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 
Kamalaslla, 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 . . 
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34. M i r a t - i - A h m a d i : By A l i Mahammad Khan, the 
last Moghul Dewan of Gujarat: edited in the original 
Persian by Syed Nawabali, M.A., Professor of Persian, 
Baroda College, 2 vols., 1926-1928 

Manavagrhyasutra : a work on Vedic ritual (domestic) 
of the Yajurveda wi th the Bhasya of Astavakra: 
edited wi th an introduction in Sanskrit by Pandit 
Ramakrishna Harshaji Sastri, wi th a Preface by Prof. 
B. C. Lele, 1926 

Natyasastra : of Bharata wi th the commentary of 
Abhinavagupta of Kashmir : edited by M. Ramakrishna 
Kavi , M.A., 4 vols., vol. I , illustrated, 1926 

Apabhramsakavy array I : consisting of three works, 
the Carcari, Upadesarasayana, and Kalasvarupakulaka, 
by Jinadatta Suri (12th century) with commentaries: 
edited with an elaborate introduction in Sanskrit by 
L. B. Gandhi, 1927 

Nyayapravesa, Part I (Sanskrit Text ) : on Buddhist 
Logic of Dinnaga, with commentaries of Haribhadra 
Suri and Parsvadeva: edited by Principal A. B. Dhruva, 
M.A., L L . B . , Pro-Vice-Chancellor, Hindu University, 
Benares 

Nyayapravesa, Part I I (Tibetan Text) : edited with 
introduction, notes, appendices, etc., by Pandit Vidhu-
sekhara Bhattacharyya, Principal, Vidyabhavana, Vis-
vabharati, 1927 

Advayavajrasangraha: consisting 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., C L E . , Hon. D. L i t t . , 1927 

Kalpadrukosa : standard work on Sanskrit Lexico­
graphy by Kesava : edited wi th 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 A l i Muhammad 
Khan. Translated into English from the original 
Persian by Mr. C. N. Seddon, I.C.S. (retired), and Prof. 
Syed Nawab A l i , M.A. Corrected reissue, 1928 

Two Vajrayana Works : comprising Prajfiopayavinis-
cayasiddhi of Anangavajra and Jnanasiddhi of Indra-
bhuti—two important works belonging to the l i t t le 
known Tantra school of Buddhism (8th century 
A . D . ) : edited by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1929 

Bhavaprakasana : 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 
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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 
Smrititlrtha .. .. .. 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. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Ramacarita : of Abhinanda, Court poet of Haravarsa 
(cir. 9th century A . D . ) : edited by K. 8. Ramaswami 
Sastri, 1929 

Naiijarajayasobhusana ; by Nrsimhakavi alias Abhi-
nava Kalidasa, a work on Sanskrit Poetics and relates 
to the glorification of Naiijaraja, son of Vlrabhupa of 
Mysore: edited by Pandit E. Krishnamacharya, 1930 

Natyadarpana : on dramaturgy by Ramacandra Suri 
wi th his own commentary : edited by Pandit L. B. 
Gandhi and G. K. Shrigondekar, M A In two 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-vyavartam of Nagarjuna and the 
re-translation into Sanskrit from Chinese of Upayahr-
daya and Tarkasastra : edited by Prof. Giuseppe Tucci, 
1930 

Mirat - i -Ahmadi Supplement: Persian text giving 
an account of Guzerat: by Ali Muhammad Khan, 
edited by Syed Nawab A l i , M.A., Principal, Bahaud-
din College, Junagadh, 1930 .. 
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Natyasastra: Vol . I I edited by M. Ramakrishna Kav i . 

Jayakhyasarhhita : an authoritative Pancaratra work : 
edited by Pandit E. Krishnamacharyya of Vadtal. 

Manasollasa or Abhilasitarthaclntamani, vol. II edited 
by G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A. 

A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Oriental 
Institute, Baroda, vol. II (S'rauta, Dharma, and 
Grhya Sutras) compiled by the Library staff. 

A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. 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 Madhusu-
dana SarasvatI wi th commentary of Purusottama: 
edited by P. C. Divanji, M.A., L L . M . 
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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 Period 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. 

Abhisamayalankaraloka : a lucid commentary on the 
Prajnaparamita, a Buddhist philosophical work, by 
Simhabhadra : edited by Prof. Giuseppe Tucci. 

Kalpadrukosa, Vol . I I : indexes and vocabulary: 
edited by the late Mahamahopadhyaya Pandit 
Ramavatara Sarma Sahityacarya, M.A., of Patna. 

Padmananda Mahakavya : giving the life history of 
Rsabhadeva, the first Tlrthankara of the Jainas, by 
Amarachandra K a v i of the 13th century: edited by 
H. R. Kapadia, M.A. 

Nityotsava : a supplement to the Parasuramakalpasutra 
by Umanandanatha: second edition by Swami Tr i -
vikrama Tirtha. 

Saktisangama Tantra : a voluminous compendium of 
the Hindu Tantra comprising four books on Tara, 
K a l i , Sundarl, and Chhinnamasta: edited by 
B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D. 

Parananda Sutra : an ancient Tantric work of the 
Hindus in Sutra form giving details of many practices 
and rites : edited by Swami Trivikrama Tirtha. 

Udbhatalankaravivrt i : an ancient commentary on 
Udbhata's Kavyalankarasarasaiigraha generally at tr i ­
buted to Mukula Bhatta (10th century A . D . ) : edited by 
K. S. Ramaswami Sastri. 

Natyadarpana, Vol . I I : introduction i n 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 t e x t : by 
L . B . Gandhi. 

Sabdaratnasamuccaya : an interesting lexicon in Sans­
k r i t 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, wi th 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 Suri at the 
request of Minister Vastupgla in 1226 A . D . : edited 
by Lalchandra B. Gandhi of the Oriental Institute, 
Baroda, 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 
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T H E GAEKWAD'S STUDIES I N R E L I G I O N A N D 
PHILOSOPHY 

The Comparative Study of Religions: [Contents: 
I , the sources and nature of religious t ruth . I I , super­
natural beings, good and bad. I l l , the soul, its nature, 
origin, and destiny. I V , sin and suffering, salvation 
and redemption. V, religious practices. V I , the emo­
tional attitude and religious ideals]: by Alban A. 
Widgery, M.A., 1922 

The Philosophy and Theology of Averroes: [Contents: 
I, a decisive discourse on the delineation of the relation 
between religion and philosophy. l a , 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 fa i th] : by Mohammad Jamil-ur-Rahman, M.A., 
1921. (Cloth Rs. 5/-) 

Religious and Moral Teachings of Al Ghazzali: 
[Contents: I , the nature of man. I I , human freedom 
and responsibility. I l l , pride and vanity. IV , friend­
ship and sincerity. V, the nature of love and man's 
highest happiness. V I , the unity of God. V I I , the 
love of God and its signs. V I I I , riza or joyous sub­
mission to His w i l l ] : translated by Syed Nawab A l i , 
M.A., 1921 

Goods and Bads : being the substance of a series of 
talks and discussions wi th H . H . the Maharaja Gaekwad 
of Baroda. [Contents : introduction, I, Physical values. 
I I , intellectual values. I l l , aesthetic values. IV, 
moral value. V, religious value. V I , the good life, its 
unity and attainment] : by Alban G. Widgery, M.A., 
1920. (Library edition Rs. 5/-) 

Immortal i ty and other Essays : [Contents: I, philos­
ophy and life. I I , immortality. I l l , morality and 
religion. I V , Jesus and modern culture. V, the 
psychology of Christian motive. V I , free Catholicism 
and non-Christian Religions. V I I , Nietzsche and 
Tolstoi on Morality and Religion. V I I I , 8ir Oliver 
Lodge on science and religion. I X , the value of con­
fessions of faith. X, the idea of resurrection. X I , 
religion and beauty. X I I , religion and history. 
X I I I , principles of reform in religion]: by Alban G. 
Widgery, M.A., 1919. (Cloth Rs. 3/-) 

Confutation of Atheism : a translation of the Hadis-i-
Halila or the tradition of the Myrobalan F ru i t : trans­
lated by Val i Mohammad Chhanganbhai Momin, 1918 

Conduct of Royal Servants : being a collection of verses 
from the Viramitrodaya wi th their translations in 
English, Gujarati, and Marathi: by B. Bhattacharyya, 
M.A., Ph.D. 
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