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PREFACE. 

Tms treatise was originally written as part of a study of 
Indian Logic in the Early Schools undertaken for the 
doctorate in Philosophy of the University of Oxford. Dr. 
F. W. Thomas, to whom I am greatly indebted for his 
encouragement and assistance, suggested its separate publi­
cation; and my thanks are due to the Council of the Royal 
Asiatic Society for deciding to publish it as a monograph. 
I desire also to express my gratitude to l\J.r. A.H. Mackenzie, 
Director of Public Instruction, United Provinces, and to the 
United Provinces Government, for the grant of study leave 
which has enabled me to carry out the work. 

H. N. RANDLE. 
July, 1926. 
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LIST OF FRAGMEN'l'S 

[Fragments asterisked have been identified by Vidyabhii~SJ:.l& in the 
Tibetan version of Pramatia-samuccaya.] 

Fragmer,J,. Source. 

* ~4.. Definition of Perception . f N'V, p. 44, I. I, and 
• L NVT, p. 102, 1. 10. 

*B. The ' internal organ ' 
C. Difficulty as to the visual organ's being 

in contact with its object (4 lines) 
D. How can substance be seen if only colour 

is the object of vision Y (prose citation) 
*E. Testimony not a separate source of 

knowledge . . . 
*F. What is the probandum in inference? 

N VT, p. 97, 11. 1 and 28 . 

NVT, p. 76, l. 28. 

Nl'T, p. 129, I. 22. 
NV, p. 63, l. 13; NVT, 

p. 138, I. 19. 

(8 lines) ~TT, p. 120, I. 12. 
G. Definition of anu·miina or the instrument 

of inferential knowledge NV, p. 56, I. 14. 
*H. The three characters of a valid reason 

or middle term 
I. (i) Inference for another; (ii) proof 

NV, p. 58, I. 2. 
NRA, p. 252 and p. 250. 

*J. The nine reasons or types of argument 
(8 lines) . . . . NVT, p. 198, I. I. 

K. All middle terms are pakl}a-dharma {NVT, p. 198, I. 14; cf. • NV, p. 132, I. 13. 

. / NVT, pp. 189-190 (P· 
L. Criticism of the definition of ketu given I 189, l. 16 to p. 190, 

in NS, I, i, 34 (4½ lines) . . l l. 2); NV, p. 123, l. 8 
l to P· 125, 1. 4. 

M. Definition ofketu . NV, p. 134, l. 13. 
N. 'Comparison' as a source of knowledge {NVT, p. 135, l. 14; cf. 

is reducible to perception or testimony NV, p. 60, l. 16. 

0. The object of inference is merely an ideal l. 13; cf. Sl. Viirt., 
' {NVT, p.127, l. l; p. 39, 

construction {prose citation) . . niriilambana, verses 
167-168. 

{
NV, p. 124, I. 8; cf. 

. NV, p.151, I; 20,and 
NVT, p. 218, l. 9. 

P. Definition of viida 

ix 



X LIST OF FRAGMENTS 

Fragment. Source. 

Q. Criticism of the Fnise~ika account of the Bcmddhas, p. 22= { 
SDS, chapter on 

universal (samiinya) (6 lines) . . Cowell and Gough, 
p. 21. 

Note.-All these fragments are definitely attributed to Dinnfiga by 
Vacaspati Misra except fragments.P and Q. Fragment Q is attributed 
to Dinnaga on the authority of a Jaina logician who cites two of the 
lines as Dinnaga's: and there seems to be no reason to doubt the attri­
bution. Vidyabhiieya:r:ia has identified six of these fragments with 
passages from the Tibetan version of the Prama'IJ,a-samuccaya, as follows: 

A=Prama'l),ct-sctmuccaya., Chapter I (HIL, p. 277). 
B= I (p. 280). 
E= II (p. 288). 
F= ,, II (p. 281). 
H= II (p. 288). 
J = ,, III (p. 283). 

For the attribution of fragment Q to DiiJ.naga, see Vidyabh~a!_la, 
BIL, p. 273. 

The arrangement of the fragments here follows what seems to be 
the probable order of the topics in the Pramii'IJ,a-samuccaya. 

Thus: A, B, C, D=Chapter I (perception). 
E, F, G, H=Chapter II (inference for oneself). 

J, K (L, M ?)=Chapter III (inference for another). 
(L, M,) N=Chapter IV (reason and example). 

Q=Chapter V (apoha). 
0 and P can hardly be located. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY OF ,voRI{S REFERRED 
TO, AND ABBREVIA 1'IONS USED IN 
CITING CERTAIN \VORKS 

F addegcin, B. The Vaisel}ifo System described with the help of the oldest 
texts. .Amsterdam, 1918. 

Jha, Galiganatha. Translation of the Nytiya-siitra, Sytiya-bhiil}ya, and 
Nyaya-vtirttika. Indian Thought, Allahabad, 1910-1920; and 

• separately. 
JM, Ganganatha. PSPJ!=Prtibhiikara School of Purva J,Jirniiinsa. 

Allahabad, 1911; and in Indian Thought. 

Keith, A. B. BP=Buddhist Philosophy in India and Ceylon. Oxford 
University Press, 1923. 

Keith, A. B. ILA=Indian Logic and Atomism, an exposition of the 
Nytiya and Vaisel}ika systems. Oxford University Press, 1921. 

NBh=Nytiya-bMl}ya of Vatsyayana, edited with the Sutra and with 
extracts from the V tirttika and the Tatparya-{ikti, by Gangadhara 
Sastri Tailanga. Vizianagram Sanskrit Series, Benares, 1896. 

References are to this edition. It has also been edited with 
ilie Sutra and the V rtti by Lak!!ma1:i.a Sastri and Rama Sastri, 
Benares, 1920. 

NK =Nyaya-kand,ali of Sridhara Misra, on Prasastapada's bMl}ya, with 
which it is edited. 

NRA =N yiiya-ratniikara of Parthasarathi Misra, on Kumarila's Sloka­
viirttika, with which it is edited. 

NS=Nyiiya-sutra. Printed with editions of the Nyiiya-bMl}ya and 
Nyaya-vtirttika. Edited and translated by S. C. Vidyabhii$at).a, in 
the Sacred Books of the Hindus Series, Allahabad, 1909. 

NV= N yaya-viirttika of Uddyotakara. Edited by Vindhyesvari 
Prasada Dvivedi (Dube), Bibliotheca Indica, Calcutta, 1907. 
References are to this edition. A later and in some respects better 
edition -is that by the same editor and Lakf!mai;ia Sastri Draviq.a 
in the Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Benares, 1915. 

NVT =Nyiiya-varttika-tatparya;[ika Ebriefl.y Ttitparya-tika) of Vacas­
pati Misra. Edited by Gangadhara Sastri Tailariga, V izianagram 
SansL-rit Series, Benares, 1898. References arc to this edition. 
It is now being edited by Srirajesvara Sastri Dravi4a in the Benares 
Sanskrit Series. (The first adhyaya only has appeared so far, in 
1925. It is a very valuable check on the earlier edition.) 

xi 



xii BIBLIOGRAPHY .AND ABBREVIATIONS 

PBh=Prasa.stapada's BMl!ya on the Vaise,i!.,-a system. Sometimes 
called the Pad,ii,i-tha-dharma-samgraha. Edited, with the N yaya­
kandali, by Vindhyesvari Prasii.da Dvivedi, V izianagram Sanskrit 
Series, Bena.res, 1895. 

Peri, Noel. l propos ile la ilate de Vasubanilliu. In Bulletin de l'Ecole 
Franvi,ise ile l'Extreme-Orient, xi, 1911. 

BDB=Sarva-darsana-saingraha of Mii.dhava. There l1a.ve been many 
editions sinoe the Bibliotheca lnilica edition of 1858. As the 
edition which I have used is not accessible, I have given references 
to the translation by E. B. Cowell and A. E. Gough, Trubner's 
Oriental Series, 2nd edition, 1894. The chapter on the Bauildha 
system has been translated by L. de la Vallee Poussin (with very 
valuable notes) in le 2lluseon, n.s. ii, 1901, under the title Le 
Bouililhisme ii,' apres les sources brahmaniq·ues. 

Stcherbatsky, Th. (1) Rapports entre la theorie bouildhique ile la 
connaissance et l' enseignement iles ai,tres ecoles philosophiques de 
l'lnde. In le Jf.useon, n.s. v, 1904. 

(2) Epistemology and Logic of t'he Later Buddhist Schools (in 
Russian), St. Petersburg, 1911. A communication from Stcher­
ba.tsky in English, summarising some of his then views, is given in 
,Ja,cobi's article on the Dates of the Philosophical Butras, Journal 
of the America,~ Oriental Society, xxxi, 1911. The work has now 
been translated into German, Erkenntnistheorie ~,. Logik nach der 
Lekre iler spateren Bziildhisten, 0. Strauss, Miinchen-Neubiberg, 
1924:. The translation contains an important appendix (p. 259) 
stating Stcherbatsky's very much modified present views. 

Sugiura, Sadajiro. Hindu Logic as preserved in China and Japan. 
Philadelphia, 1900. (The author apparently knew no Sanskrit, 
and was not acquainted with the logic of the orthodox schools. 
But he gives very valuable information.) 

Sl. Vart.=Sloka-varttika of Kumii.rila Bha~ta on the tarl.,"0,-paila of 
Sa.bara.'s Bhal!ya on the JJ,JimamBa. Edited, together with the 
N yaya-ratnakam of Pii.rthasa.rathi Misra, by Rama Sastri Tail.aiJ.ga, 
Chowkhamba Sarwkrit Series, Benares, 1898-1899. Translated by 
Gailganatha Jhii., Bibliotheca Indica, Calcutta., 1900-1908. 

Ui, H. VaisBl!ika Philosophy according to the Dasapadartha-sastra, 
Royal Asiatic Society, London, 1918. 

V 8 = Vaiserika-81ltra. Edited and translated by A. E. Gough, Bena.res, 
1873 (reprint from The Pandit); and by Na.nd Lal Sinha, Sacred 
Books of the Hind!tB, Allahabad, 1911. There was a. Bibliotheca 
I nilica edition, with the U paskara of Sa:mkara Misra, Calcutta, 1861. 

Vidyii.bhtii;ru;ia,, Sa.tis Candra. (1) MSIL =Indian Logic Medi-reval. 
School, Calcutta University, 1909. This is embodied in a revised 
formin-

(2) HIL= History of Indian Logic Ancient Mediceval anil Modern 
School. Calcutta University, 1922. See notice in J.R.A.S, April, 
1925, pp. 345-348 . 
• 

• 



ERRATA 

Page 1, note 3: for T·rikala-parik?a read O k.~a. 
Page 3, note 2 : for sahadhyayal:J, read sahadhyaya'/J. 
Page 3, note 2: for Adre'f;, srngarh read 0 srngarh. 
Page 9, line 14: for namajati-yojana read 0 yojana. 
Page 12, line 4: for yogacara read yogacara. 
Page 12, line 10: for yogacara read yogacara. 
Page 16, note 1: for saktir read saktir. 

• Page 19, line 3: for sniyeta read sruyeta. 
Page 21, line 19: for nantariyakas read "kas. 
Page 21, line 20: for tc.v-vido ... tam read tad-vido .. tarh. 
Page 24, note 1: for I, i, 5 ·read I, i, 34. 
Page 25, lines 14-15: for pararthanumana read 0 mana. 
Page 25, line 29: for te~ii,m, read le$arh. 
Page 27, note 1: for svarupenaiva read svarupe~taiva. 
Page 27, last line: for svarupenai,va read svarupe1:aiva. 
Page 30, line 7: for dvedha read 0 dha. 
Page 30, line 13: for sasvatal;,, read .~asvatab,. 
Page 34, line 3: for uktam read uktarh. 
Page 34, last line but one: for kenaital read 0 tal. 
Page 36, line 7: for udahara1J,ii read 01fa. 
Page 37, note 1: for pancami read pancami. 
Page 37, note 2: for -avyabhicharitvad read 0 ca·ritvad. 
Page 39, line 2: for prakarakatvam read 0 tvarh. 
Page 41, note 1: for la_k~a1:am read 01:arh. 
Page 42, line 18: for visef!yarn . .. evarthad read vise~yarh ... 

evarthad. 
Page 42, line 19: for kutah read k-uta.J:,,. 
Page 46, line 5: for prabanilum read pro0 • 

Page 49, line 16: for vakyad read vakyad. 
Page 50, line 25: for vakyad read vakyad. 
Page 51, line 12: for upasarhharat read 0 hariit. 
Page 51, line 20: for yan nantariyakarh read yanna0

• 

Page 51, line 26: for y~da 'hur read yad iihur. 
Page 51, line 31: for Sloka-vartika read 0 varttika. 
Page 52, line G: for 'n·umananu·m,eya read 'numananumeya. 



2 ERRATA 

Page 53, line 13: for samvrti read sarhvrti. 
Page 54, last line: for svabkimatam read 0tam. 
Page 62, line 8 from end: for Vaisesika read O ~ika. 
Page 63, line 8 from end: for is sound read of sound. 
Page 67, line 14:for it read the doctrine. 
Page 68, line 9: for samyoga read sarh0 • 

Page 70, line 7: for lingasiddka read lingii,0 • 

Page 78, for lines 5-10 substitute: 
vipak$iivrtti, where M. is a peculiar property of S, found neither 
in positive nor in negative instances) holds a special position 
and is called asadkaratJ,a.1 Uddyotakara argues in the first 
place that an asiidkarar;a-dkarma or peculiar property of S 
may be a valid reason if there are no instances of XP; 
and he points out in the second place that the example 

Page 80, line 1: for similar cases read other instances of M. 

!ND'EX. 

Page 85, column 1, line 23: for samanya read samiinya. 
Page 85, column 2, lines 20-21: for pancavayava read 0vayava. 
Page 85, column 2, line 36: after 25 insert 82. 
Page 86, column 1, lines 28-29: for avayava read aoo0 • 

Page 88, column 1, line 18: transfer apramiinya so as to precede 
abkidkana. • 

Page 88, column 1, line 46: for Asanga read Asanga. 
Page 88, column 2, line 10: for aptodesa read aptoddesa. 
Page 89, column 1, line 33: for k~ana read k$a?Ja. 
Page 89, column 2, lines 35-37: transfer so as to follow 

dlw11"tM. 

Page 89, column 2, lines 54-56: transfer so as to follow 
nigamana on p. 90. 

Page 90, column 2, line 2 from end : transfer so as to follow 
manas. 

Page 91, column 1, line 47: for vifnana-viida read vijniina-viida. 
Page 91, column 2, line 41: before 31 insert 23. 
Page 92, column 1, line 4: for sajatiya read sajatiya. 
Page 92, column 1, line 42: for samyoga read sarhyoga. 
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INTERPRETATION OF 

LOGICAL FRAGMENTS FROM DINN.A.GA 

Dinniiganiim pathi pariharan sthula-hastavalep&n 
(Kalidasa,'s Megha-duta, I, 14). 





FRAGMENTS FROM DINNAGA 

S:WTION 1.-INTRODUCTORY. 

Vacaspati Misra states that Uddyotakara's motive in com­
posing the Nyaya-varttika was to remove the obscurity in 
which the sastra had become veiled owing to the misinterpre-

• tations of Dinnaga and others.1 This statement is fully borne 
out both by the contents of the Varttika itself and by the 
numerous citations which Vacaspati fortunately makes from 
Dirinaga. Certain of these citations have been identified 
by Vidyabhii~a:µa2 with passages in the Tibetan version of the 
Prama>:,a-samuccaya, which is one of the works attributed 
to Dinnaga in the Tanjlll'.3 Not one of them has been 

1 NVT, p. 1, I. 14. Diiinaga-prabltrt·ibhir arvacinait,. kuhet·u-santa­
masa-samuttliapanenavacchaditainsiistram ... ity Uddyota,kareti.a si-ani· 
bandhoddyotena tad apaniyate. 

Uddyotakara himself says in the introductory verses attached to the 
V iirttil:a : 

yad Ak$apada[i pravaro muniniim 
samiiya siistram jagato jagiida 
kutarkikiijiiana-nivrtti-het1u[i 
kari?yate tasya maya nibandhaft. 

2 S. C. Vidyabhiif,la1:ia, History of Indian Logic, Calcutta, 1921), 
pp. 273-288 footnotes. The central part of this work deals with ' the 
Medireval School,' and is a revised version of the account given in his 
Indian Logic Medireval School (Calcutta, 1909). The later version 
corrects in important points the earlier. 

3 Besides the Prami')J,a-samuccaya, Diimaga is the reputed author· 
of the following works which are extant in Chinese and Tibetan versions: 

(i) Prama')J,a-samuccaya-vrtti. 
(ii) Alambana-parikrpx. 
(iii) Alambana-parik$ii-vrtti. 
(iv) Trikala-parik~a. 
(v) And a strictly logical work with regard to the exact title and 

contents of which it would seem that the Tibetan and the Chinese 
] . 



2 FRAGMENTS FROM DIBNAGA 

identified with any passage from any other of the works there 
attributed to Dirinaga. While therefore we have in the 
Nyaya-viirttika-tatparya-~ika evidence which amounts to proof 
that the Pramii;_ia-sanmccaya, is the work of Dinnaga, we have 
complete absence of such evidence in the case of the Nyaya­
pravesa,1 the other logical work attributed to him. 

Dilinaga's date falls somewhere between the date of the 
Nyaya-bhii,$ya, which he criticises, and that of Uddyotakara, 
who replies to his criticism. Uddyotakara may be taken ,vith 
considerable probability to have flourished in the early years 
of the seventh century. Vatsyayana's date may be ap­
proximately 300 A.D. Di1inaga is said to have been a disciple 
of Vasubandhu, whose date, however, is "not yet quite • 
settled ":2 but the earliest computation puts his death at 

traditions are at variance. Of. Ui's Vais~ika Philosophy, p. 68 foot­
note, with Vidyabhii~a:Q.a's History of Indian Logic, p. 289 footnote, 
300 footnote, and 302 with footnotes. It is, I think, impossible to 
accept the accuracy of Vidyabhii~ai:i.a's statements without assuming 
that the Tibetan tradition is at variance with the Chinese. Vidya­
bhii~a1:i.a says that the Nyaya-pravesa of which he gives a detailed 
account is ascribed in the Tanjur to Dixiniiga. Ui says that his account 
corresponds (not, as Vidyabhii'$a:Q.a asserts, to Nos. 1223 and 1224 of 
the Chinese Tripi1aka, which purport to be two distinct Chinese versions 
of a Nyaya-dviira ascribed to Dinniiga, but) to No. 1216-the Hetu­
vidya-nyiiya-pravesa-siistra ascribed to one Samkara Svamin, a disciple 
of Dinniiga (who, according to Vidyabhiil?al).a, is unknown to Tibetan 
tradition). Vidyabhii$a:Q.a suggests a doubt as to whether the original 
Sanskrit of 1216 was different from that of 1224 (and of 1223): but 
Sugiura's account shows that the two works are quite distinct. 

The Gaekwad's Oriental Series advertises as in the press a "Nyiiyrt­
pravesa of Dinnaga," which will doubtless prove to be the Sanskrit 
original of the work of which Vidyabhii~a:Q.a gives an account. 

1 As regards the 'Hetu-cakm-hauiarii' which Vidyabhii$a:Q.a at first 
treated as a separate work of Dinnaga, he now says that it is a chapter 
of the 'Nyiiya-pravesa.' The title should no doubt be Hetu-cakra­
,ja1nar-u (as suggested by Dr. F. W. Thomas-agreeing with Cordier): 
but Dr. Thomas states that the block-print actually has -ha1naru. 

2 Stcherbatsky, Central Conception of Buddhism, p. 2, n. 2. "The 
dates of the Chinese translations of the works of Asanga and Vasu­
bandhu, if correct, would be sufficient evidence to assign them to the 
fourth century. Otherwise one feels inclined to bring Vasubandhu 
nearer to Diliniiga, whoso teacher he was.'' Keith, B.P., p. 155, inclines. 
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§I. DATE OF DINN A.GA 3 

350 A.D. The indication of Di.Iinaga's date afforded by the 
fact that two of the works attributed to him were translated 
into Chinese in 557 and 569 A.D.1 carries us a little further. 
But the supposed reference to him as a contemporary in 
Kalidasa's Megha-duta2 can hardly be regarded as evidence. 
All that can be said with certainty is that he lived somewhere 
between 350 A.D. and 500 A.D. 

It does not seem feasible, in this uncertainty, to argue from 
absolute to relative chronology. Except in those rare cases 
in which an author dates his own works (and dates them in an 
era that can be identified), the safest procedure would seem 
to be to attempt to fix the relative chronology of works on 

to Peri's view that Vasubandhu's death was not later than 350 A.D. 

On the strength of this he suggsts in IL.4., p. 98, that Diliniiga may have 
flourished before 400 A.D. 

1 VidyiibhiiflaI].a, HIL, p. 272. VidyabhiiflaI].a's dating of Dmniiga 
as 'about 500 A.D.' depends on his dating of Vasubandhu about 
4!30 A.D. 

2 See Mallinatha's comment on JW:egha-duta, I, 14. There is nothh:g 
in Kalidasa's lines to suggest the secondary meaning which Malliniitha 
roads into them. He says the reference in aara,8(1,nicula.d is to a rasiko 
Nic1,lo nama 1naMkavif,, Kalidaaasya aahadkyayah,, parapaditiinain 
Kiilidasa-prabandha-d~a?J,ii,naih pari/1,0,rta.; and he explains dinnaganain 
as Di?'iniigc'lcaryasya Kalidaaa-pratipalc§asya. The title - acarya,8'ya 
sitggests the famous Buddhist: otherwise it might be supposed that 
Mallinatha. had some other Diiiniiga, poet or literary critic, in view: for 
the notion of the logician Diriniiga. in the role of literary critic here 
assigned to him does not ca-,:ry conviction. 

Kalidiisa's lines are: 

.Adre{i srngain karati pa,vanab, ki·msvid ity unmukhibkir 
Drt1{otsaka.s cakita-cakitam mugdka-siddka.nganabkib, 

Stkanad asmad sarasa-nieulad utpato<1a1im.ukha1'n kkain 
Dinnaganam patki pariharan stkvla-kastavalepan . . 

Mallinii.tha did not invent the secondary meaning suggested: his com­
ment embodies a tradition. Nevertheless, its value as evidence for the 
date of the grea.t Diliniiga would still be small, even if Kii.lidasa's date 
were more certain than it is. See, however, F. W. Thomas in J.R.A.S., 
January, 1918, pp. 118-122. K1?etresacandra. Chat~opii.dhyaya, in an 
article on the Date of Kalidii.sa (Allahabad University Studies, Vol. II, 
1926), points out that the earliest commentators on the Megka-duta do 
not read any secondary meaning into these lines. This suggests that 
the supposed reference to Dinnaga. is a 11!,ter invention. 



4 FRAGMENTS FROM DINN.A.GA 

the basis of internal evidence. The immediate application of 
this remark is to the difficult problem of the relation of Dinnaga 
to Prasastapada. The absolute date of Prafastapada is even 
more uncertain than the absolute date of Diimaga: and it is 
not therefore possible to settle the question of indebtedness 
by a consideration of priority. It is a question which can l:e 
settled only by internal evidence; and until it has been settled 
beyond reasonable possibility of doubt, it should not be per­
mitted either to a:ffect, or to be affected by, the chronological 
issue.1 

In. any attempt to :fix the relation of Dinnaga to Prasas­
tapada it is essential to argue from doctrines which are 
indubitably Dinnaga's. It is also very desirable to have these r 

doctrines in his own words, since the cogency of a conclusion 
may turn on the word which a writer uses and on the precise 
shade of meaning which it has for him. Of the two logical 
works attributed to Dinnaga, the Nyiiya-pravesa satisfies 
neither of these two conditions.2 An account of it has been 
given by Vidyabhu~a:µa in his History of Indian Logic; but 
for the reasons indicated it does not furnish data which can 
safely be used for purposes of instituting a comparison between 
the logic of Dinnaga and that of Prasastapada. 

The case is quite different with the Pranw~ia-samuccaya. 

1 Cf. Keith, ILA, p. 27 and p. 99. "The upper limit of date is 
suggested by Prasastapada's indebtedness to Dhinaga, whose most 
probable date is about 400 A.D., and it would accord well enough with 
all probability if Prasastapiida were referred to the filth century."' 
" It is clear that so far as chronological growids go there is nothing. to 
prevent the supposition that Prasastapiida was indebted for his system 
largely to Diimaga." There is also nothing to prevent the supposi­
tion that Di1inaga was indebted to Prasastapada. Stcherbatsky now 
(1924) has accepted this supposition, and maintains that Prasastapiida 
was either a contemporary or a predecessor of Vasubandhu, the teacher 
of Diilniiga. See his Appendix contributed to the German translation 
of his Epistemology and ~ogic according to the Later Buddhists (1909, 
St. Petersburg), translated into German by Strauss (1924, Munich). 

2 To use the much later Nyaya-bindu as authority for Di:tinaga's 
doctrine is obviously very precarious. For the Nyaya-pravesa see note 
above. 
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It is indubitably the work of Di.Jina.ga. And considerable frag­
ments of it, and these from the nature of the case dealing with 
important aspects of his doctrine, are accessible in his own 
words, as quoted by Vacaspati l\IiJra. Under these circum­
stances it seems useful to collect and interpret the various 
citations from the Pranwr;a-samuccaya embodied in the 
Nyaya-varUika-tatparya-tika, together with the meagre frag­
ments to be found here and there in the Varttika.1 Stcherbat­
sky2 in fact relied largely upon these quotations: and there is 
at present no other safe method of approach to the under­
standing of Dinna.ga's teaching. This· study is therefore 
devoted to an attempt to interpret these fragments of the 

" Prami1J,a-samuccaya, fitting them so far as possible into the 
general framework of the Prama11a-samuccaya as outlined in 
Vidya.bhu~a~'s History of Indian Logic. The arrangement 
of the topics in that work seems to have been as follows, 
when Vidya.bhii~a1a1a's somewhat confused account3 is inter­
preted and supplemented in the light of the references which 
he himself gives. 

1 It is not Uddyotakara's habit to quote. He was not a scholar like 
Vaca.spa.ti l\Iisra, and contents himself with the merest scraps of cita­
tion (though by a happy chance he gh-es us, on one occasion, a couple 
of lines from the Buddhist Sutra of the B1irden-bearer-N V, p. 342, 1. 3). 

2 In le Jluseon, n.s. vol. v, 1904. Rapports entre la {keorie Boud­
dhique da la connaissance et l'enseignement des autres ecoles philosopMques 
des Indes. 

3 The account is not clear as regards the latter three of the six chapters 
into which the work is divided: and the account given of these three 
chapters in the History of Indian Logic differs from the account given 
in .1rI ediaml School of Indian Logic. 

Chapter !.-Perception. 
Chapter II.-J nference for oneself. 
Chapter III.-J nference for another. 
(.Account in .lllSIL) Chapter IV.-Tliree characteristics of the middle 

term (probably the end of Chapter III; see HIL): and rejection of 
e<>mparison. 

(.Account in HIL) Chapter IV.-Reason and e:i;ample. 
(Account in MSIL) Chapter V.-Rejection of Verbal Testimony. 
(Account in HIL) Chapter V.-Apolia. This is given as the general 

heading. But the following topics appear to be treated as belonging to 
this chapter: 
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SECTION 2.-PROBABLE A.RRANGEMENT OF TOPICS IN 

DrNNAGA's 'Prama1;ia-sarnuccaya.' 

Chapter [.-Perception ( =NS, I, i, 4). 

(i) There are only two prarna1_ias, viz. perception and 
inference. 

(ii) Characterisation of Perception. 
(iii) Criticism of the definitions of perception given by 

(a) the Yogacaras, (b) the Sarhkhyas, (c) the Naiyayikas. The 
Naiyayikas' importation of m11,nas as an indriya from the 
Vaise§ikas. The indriyatva of manas connected with the 
question of the praineyatva of the qualities of atma, i.e. sukhadi. ~ 

Failure of the Naiyayika to provide a place in their account of 
sarhnikarfa for the five ' vise§a1pas ' which are an essential part 
of the Vaise§il.:a theory. 

Chapter JI.-Inference for oneself (=NS, I, i, 5). 

(i) Defined as knowledge derived through a mark of three 
kinds. 

(ii) The three kinds are (a) karya, (b) svabhava, (c) anupa­
labdhi. 

1 [(iii) sabda-prarnii1_1a is a case of anumiina ( =NS, I, i, 7).J 
(iv) What is the probanduni (anwneya) of the inference? 

Comparison.-A line is quoted in this connection as from Chapter IV, 
however. 

Verbal Testimony.-One of the citations given in this connection is 
quoted as from Chapter II. The citation in question says that verbal 
testimony is included in perception and inference. 

Law governing the middle term.-Here is quoted the well-known state­
ment of the trairupya -an11meye 'tha tattulye sadbhavo nastita 'sati­
but it is quoted as from Chapter II. 

(Account in MSIL) Chapter VI.-Parts of a syllogism. (Chapter 
heading only given, on p. 85. No account at all is given of this chapter 
on p. 88 in connection with the accounts of the other chapters. It 
may be regarded as a mistake.) 

(Account in HIL) Chapter VI.-AnaZog1te, i.e. jati. 
1 Position here conjectural. Vidyabhii~al).a puts this under V (iii) 

infra, but the quotation he gives is from this chapter . . 
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[(v) The instrument (anumiina) of svarthanwniti defined as 
nii.•; tariyakiirtha-darsana1h tadvida!1.] 

• 1[(vi) The trairupya -anwneye 'tha t,attulye sadbhavo nastita 
'sati.] 

Chapter Ill.-Inference for another. 

(i) Defined. 
(ii) sadhya [or pratijiia (1)] defined. 
" Diimaga reviews the definitions of a proposition as given 

by Aki;;apada and the Mimarhsaka." 
(iii) Formal logic of the t-rair-iipya. Valid and invalid 

reason. The nine types of inference. [paksa-dharmai(i, the 
common characteristic both of the het-u and of the hetva-
bhiisa.] 

Chapter IV.-Hetu and Udahara~za (=NS, I, i, 34-37). 

(i) (Criticism of the definition of lzetu in NS, I, i, 34.] 
Affirmative and Negative Reason. Affirmative and 

Negative Example. 
[(ii) Griihya-dharrnas tad-aihsena vyiipto hetu,!1.] 

_ [(iii) Upamiina as inference. Criticism of Vatsyayana's 
interpretation of NS, I, i, 6.] 

Chapter V.-Apoha. 

(i) The six categories of the Vaise~ika [in the light of the 
apoha-vadn. Refutation of the Vai.fo,>"ika doctrine of samanya]. 

(ii) [Discussion of sadrsya.] Upamiina as knowledge of 
sadrsya [which may become the ground of an inference­
see Chapter IV (iii) in this list of topics] is reducible either to 
perception [ or testimony]. 

(iii) sabda [in the light of the apohavada (for the statement 
that sablapramii,1:a is anumiina see Chapter II (iii) in this 
list of topics)]. 

(iv) The trairupya [in the light of the apohava-1.a (i.e., per­
haps, the ' avadhiiranas ' implied in the statement of the 
trairupya)]. 

1 Vidyabhuija:i;ta puts this under V (iv) infra, but the quotation is 
from this chapter. 
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Chapter VI.-Jati (=NS, .Adhyaya V). 

Statement of 14 jati. 
Note.-The above 'list of contents' to the Prama1_1a­

samuccaya is in part conjectural, and goes beyond Vidya­
bhi4ia:µa's statements. I have indicated what is conjectural, 
or goes beyond Vidyabhur;;a:µa's statements, by the use of ' 
square brackets. Conjecture may seem out of place when 
the Tibetan version is physically accessible. But Vidyabhu­
r;;a:µa's account is the only form in which the Tibetan version 
is as yet intellectually accessible-except to a very few 
Tibetan scholars. 

SECTION 3.-Fragment A: DEFINITION OF PERCEPTION. 

Fmgment. (i) PRATYAK~Al\I KALPAN.APOJ;)HAM. 

NV, p. 44, l. 1. apare tu manyante pratyak$arh kalpana­
poif,ham iti. 

NVT, p. 102, l. 1 (commenting on the above): samprati 
Di1inagasya lak$a1:am upanyasyati, APARA iti. Later on 
Vacaspati draws a distinction between the view of Diil.naga 
and that of Dharmakirti: 

NVT, p. 102, 1. 17. na hi yatha samyag-jiianam adhikrtya 
pratyak1adi-lak$a~za'iii krtarh Kirtina tatha Dinniigena, yena­
rl,hikaraj jiiane vyavati$thet,a kalpanapocj}iam iti bhava1J. That 
is, Dinnaga does not give this definition in connection with 
a general rubric of' right apprehension,' as Dharmakirti does: 
and so the phrase kalpanaporj,ham is not fixed by the context 
as referring to knowleilge-as is the case in Dharmakirti's 
W'ork. Therefore Dinnaga is fairly open to the criticism urged 
in the Varttika, p. 44, 1. 17: sarve artha[t tarlii pratyak§·a~ 
prapnuvanti.1 

1 Uddyotakara has interpreted kalpanilpoq,ham to mean si-arupato 
na vyapadesyam-no account can be given of it as ding-an-sich. But 
this applies to everything-so that everything will be pratyak{Ja. This 
consequence is avoided if we make it clear, as Dharmakirti does, that 
pratyak{}am means pratyak{}mii jnilnam. (pratyak{}a is subject to the 
ambiguity of the term 'perception,' and may refer either to the object 
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(ii) The explanation of the definition which Uddyotakara 
gives is a partial citation, and seems to be a citation from 
Di:rinaga: 

NV, p. 44, 1. 2. atha keyci1h kalpana? nanw-jati-yojaneti. 
yat kila na namnabhidhiyate na ca, jl'ityaclibhir vyapadisyate 

VI~.A.Y.A.-SVARUPA~UVIDHAYl PARICCHEDAKAM A.Tl\I.A.­

SA:i!VEDY.A.:M 
tat pratyak$am iti. 

The ' fiction of the understanding ' consists in joining name 
and class to the thing. Perception is what is not designated 
by a name nor expressed by class-character, etc., "a self­
conscious process which determines the object and conforms 
to the unique individual nature of the object." 1 

(iii) Vacaspati Misra says that the words namajati-yojana, 
etc., in the passage just cited give the answer, of the person 
who states the definition, to Uddyotakara's question: 'What 
is this kalpana?' (NVT, p. 102, 1. 2. lak$a~za-vadina uttaram). 
The laklia~ia-vadin seems to mean Diimaga, though it might 
mean any person who supports the definition. If it is 
Diimaga that is meant here, then the line cited just below 
is an additional fragrr.:.ent of Di1inaga: 

NVT, p. 102, 1. 9. atrrwsa1hvedyam-svasarhvedanad eva 
tasya kalpana-rakitatvam2 api. yathiiha. 

PRATY.A.K~AM KALPAXAPO:pH.AllI PRATYAK~E~AIV.A. 

SIDDHYATi ti. 

"It 1s just from the fact that the perception is con­
scious of itself that it is also knO\vn as devoid of ideal 

perceived or to the perceptual apprehension as such.) I suppose it is 
avoided because kalpaniipo4,ha could not then bear the interpretation 
suggested: it would mean apprehension which does not determine its 
object by way of kalpana-not an apprehended object stripped of 
determinations. 

1 Cf. NK, p. 190, 11. 5-6, and p. 191, 11. 23-24. Also SDS, p. 36= 
Cowell and Gough, p. 33. 

2 This is the reading of the Benares 1925 text. The older text 
mistakenly reads kalpanakitat11am. 

Fragment. 

Fragment. 
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elements. As he puts it: 'It is through the perception 
itself that perception devoid of thought-determinations is 
proved.' " 1 

SECTION 4.-NoTE TO FRAG:\IENT A: VAsUBA::--rnHu's 
DEFINITION OF PERCEPTION. 

NV, p. 42, I. 15. apare punar var'l'},ayanti­

TATO 'RTHAD VIJNANAliI PRATYAK~AM iti. 

NVT, p. 99, I. 13. tad eva·in pratyak$a-lak$a1:1ani samarthya 
Viisubandliava1h tavat pratyak$a-lak$aJJ,arh vikalpayitum 
upanyasyati. 

That is: Uddyotakara says: 
" Some again say: ' Perception is knowledge arising from 

that (very) thing.'" 
Vacaspati comments: 
"Having thus established this (the Naiyfiyika) definition 

of perception, he now cites the definition given hy Vasubandhu 
in order to reduce it to a dilemma." 

Uddyotakara explains the definition thus: 
" Perception is that knowledge which arises from just 

that thing of which it is designated as the knowledge; and 
not from anything else" (yasyarthasya yad vifniinarh vyapa­
disyate, yadi tata eva tad bhavati narthantarad bhavati, tat 
pratyak$am). His criticism (NV, p. 42, 1. 15, and p. 43, last line) 
contains twQ interesting things. One is a statement that the 
definition had been interpreted 2 as excluding samvrti-fiiana, 
·i.e. the' :fictions of the understanding' with which the 'pure 

1 This is apparently an expression of the Ba·uddlia theory that cogni­
tion carries self-awareness along with it-as against the Naiytiyika view 
that we recognise our own cognitions by inner-sense perception or 
manasa-pratya~a. On the Naiyayika view the existence of nirvikal­
paka-jiiiina is only known by inference, not being open to introspection 
(maJW,sa-pratyakl}a ). 

2 There is nothing in what Uddyotakara says which need imply that 
Vasubandhu himself so interpreted it. He may have done so. But 
equally it may have been Diitnaga or some. other commentator who gave 
this meaning to the definition. Thus interpreted, it teaches the 
doctrine embodied in Dinnaga's definition . . 

,,. 
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percept' is overlaid. Thus (on the Baudrllui view) such a 
whole as a pot would not be an object of perception, so defined: 
·rupadibhya utpamwrh fiianarh gha(asya vyapadisyate,-na 
tato bhavi$yatity apak$iptarn. The knowledge which is desig­
nated as knowledge of the far is knowledge arising from 
colours, etc.: and therefore it does not arise 'from just that 
thing of which it is designated as the knowledge.' Uddyo­
takara's retort is that the Bauddha theory that substances 
are nothing apart from qualities is baseless; and that the 
cognition arising from colour is in point of fact designated 
the knowledge of colour, and not the knowledge of a pot. 

The other point of interest is Uddyotakara's concluding 
• argument against the 's·utra,' as he calls the definition of 

Vasubandhu (NV, p. 43, I. 13). He says: grahya-grahaka­
fiianayor ayugapad-bhavaf jnanarh apratyak$arh syat-" the 
knowledge would be other than perception, because the reality 
apprehended and the apprehending cognition will not be 
simultaneous." Vacaspati l\'l:isra explains that the grahya 
is the thing from which the knowledge arises; and that it is 
the cause of which the knowledge is the effect. The knowledge 
cognises as present its own cause: but its cause-being, qua 
cause, the antecedent of the knowledge which is the effect-is, 
as such, past. The cognition therefore i~ false: and, being 
false, it cannot be perception. He then cites ( NVT, p. 101, 
I. 14) a couplet: yatha 'ha: 

bhinna-kalarh katharh grahyam iti ced, griihyatarh vidu!J 
hetutvarn eva, tad-yuktaih jiianiikararpat}a-k~aniam. 

"If you ask how that which is separated in time can be the 
object grasped, the answer is that being an object just means 
being a cause (of the knowledge); and that which has this 
property (of being a cause of the knowledge) has the capacity 
of bringing about a presentation or idea (jiianakara)." The 
answer given in this citation is paraphrased by Vacaspati: 
bhinna-kalasyii 'pi sadrsa-jiiiina-jananarn eva hi tasya taj-fiia­
narh prati grahyatvarh, nanyat-even if the object is separate 
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in time (i.e. past), its production 0£ a cognition like it and no­
thing else is what constitutes it the' object '0£ that knowledge. 
Now this couplet is cited in the Sarva~darsana-sarhgraha1 as 
embodying the Sautrantika (realist) reply to a Y ogacara 

(idealist) criticism: and it is implied later on2 that the doctrine 
of the Vaibhii$ikas corresponds to that 0£ the Sautrantikas, 

so that what is said 0£ the one is in some respects applicable 
to the other. We know that Vasubandhu during a great part 
of his career was a follower of the Vaibh[¼ika school, and 
adopted the Y ogacara or vijnana-viida doctrine late in life 
under the influence 0£ his brother Asariga. Is it not possible 
that he wrote his Tarka-sastra as a Vaibha$ika? If so, this 
couplet may well be his: as in £act seems to be the implication • 
of the yatha 'ha with which Vacaspati here introduces it. 
This hypothesis would explain the persistent strain of realism in 
the Buddhist logic derived through Dinnaga from Vasubandhu. 

[Another citation made by Vacaspati in the present passage 
is merely a statement of a logical principle borrowed from 
the S'loka-varttika. yatha 'hul1 :-

niyamas tail-virodhac ca kalpyate, naviroilhina{i.3 "As has 

1 =Cowell and Gough, p. 28. My text, however, has ca vyakter 
in the second line, in place of tadyuktam; and this reading is implied in 
Gough's translation. 

2 • =Cowell and Gough, p. 33 ad fin. SDSrepresents both as realists: 
the difference being that the Sautrantika held the real corresponding 
to presentation to be inferred, whereas the VaibhiitJika denied that 
inference was possible in such a case, and maintained that things 
(objects, artha) are of two kinds, grahya and adhyavaseya. The SDS 
then proceeds to explain grahya by attributing to the Vaibhiiqika pre­
cisely that view of perception which we find in Di.Jinaga-the idealist. 
And the distinction between the grahya and the adhyavaseya is found 
in Dharmakirti and Dharmottara., the logical heirs of Diimaga. It has 
been commonly recognised that Dilinaga's logic is not really consistent 
with idealism. Is not the explanation perhaps that it was not an 
idealistic but a realistic logic that he inherited, and that he never 
succeeded in reconciling it with his own and his master's (later) idealism ? 

3 SZ. Vart., anumiina, 55. But the Chaukhamba text reads vipakqac 
ca, with a variant viruddhac ca, in place of virodhac ca. Kumarila is 
defining the pratijna, S is P, of an inference. This, he says, means 
that Sis not non-P; it does not, however, preclude S from having other 
pro~rties besides P, provided they do not contradict P. 
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been said, ' a universal statement is precluded from contra­
diction of what is predicated therein, and not from what does 
not contradict it.' "] 

SECTION 5.-Fragment B: Manas AS AN ORGAN OF SENSE. 

NA SUKHADI PRAl\IEYA:iI VA MA..~0 V.ASTINDRIYANTARAM Fragment. 

ANI~EDHAD UP.A.TTA:\l CED ANYENDRIYA-RUTA:\l V~THA.. 

The two lines are separately cited by Vacaspati, but Vidya- Identification. 

bhu~a:µa identifies them with a passage in the first chapter 
of the Pramii,1:a-samuccaya and cites them as forming one 
couplet. The meaning is: "Either pleasure, etc., are not Translation. 

• olYjects of knowledge, or else manas must be an additional 
sense-organ." If you maintain (as Vatsyayana does) that 
the sulra accepts manas as a sense-organ on the ground that 
it does not deny this, then why does the sutra-kiira put himself 
to the trouble of mentioniD:_g the other sense-organs! (the 
mention is useless, in virtue of the tantra-yukti of ' an·umata ' 
to which Vatsyayana appeals: for the other sense-organs, no 
less than manas, are mentioned in the sister-ii'astra; and if the 
sutra-kara took nianas for granted on this ground, he should 
also have ta.ken the other sense-organs for granted). In the 
first line Dii.tnaga is putting the dilemma which compels the 
Vais~ika and the Naiyiiyika to treat m,anas as a sense-organ. 
Both systems treat plea.sure, pain, desixe, cognition, etc., as 
qualities of the soul dixectly cognised, and a.s (like the qualities 
of other substances) olYjects of knowledge (prameya). If they 
are pram.eya, and perceptually cognised, it is necessary to 
invent an indriya for their perception, namely manas, as an 
organ of ' inner sense.' 

I take it that Dii.tnaga's criticism here amounts to a charge 
of futility against the sutra-kara. The sutra-kara ought to 
have seen that he must make manas into an inilriya, seeing 
that he has treated the psychical 'qualities ' as prameya. 
But as a matter of fact the sutra-kiira had not realised this 
plain consequence of his position. And Vatsyayana, instead 
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of deducing the indriyati•a of manas from the prameyatva of 
sukhadi (as Prasastapada deduced it from Vais~ika Sutra, 
V, ii, 15), falls back on this indefensible appeal to a tantra­
yukti in order to import into his own system, ab extra, what is 
really implied in it already. 

The passages in the NVT in which these two lines are cited 
are: 

NVT, p. 97, 1. I. tad idam uktarh Dinnagena na sukhiidi 
prameyarh va inano vastindriyantarani. na ca tat sambhavati, 
ghra~iadi-sutre1:a vibhagapare1:a ni$edhad iti bhava!J,. 

That is: " This is Diiinaga 's point in the line ' either pleasure, 
etc., are not prameya, or else manas is another indriya.' But 
this is not possible (i.e. that manas should be an indriya), • 
because it would contradict NS, I, i, 12, the object of which 
is to give an enumeration of the indriya's (and this enumera­
tion does not comp~ise manas)." 

NVT, p. 97, 1. 28. tad du.yi{arh Dinnagena ani$edhad upc.t­
tarh ced anyendriya-rutatii vrtha. 'tad' here refers to NB!t, 
p. 13, 1. 9 (the appeal to the tantra-yukti of anumata. As a 
matter of fact, however, Vatsyayana uses other arguments as 
well; but it must be admitted that he does not succeed in 
proving that the sutra-kara recognised manas as an indriya). 

SECTION 6.-Fragment C : Is THE ORGAN IN CONTACT WITH 

THE OBJECT, IN VISION 1 

NVT, p. 76, 1. 28. yathoktam Dinnagena: 

SANTARA-GRAHA:t:<A:ir NA SY.AT PRAPTAU, JN.A.J.'-E 'J?HIKASYA CA, 

bahir vartitvad indriyasyopapannam santara-graha'l}am iti 
ced, ata uktam: 

ADHI~THANAD BAHIR N.AR~AM. . • 

kimtv adhi$~hana-desa evendriyam. kutafi? 

••• TAC-CIKITSADI-YOGATAI;l. 

SATYAPI CA BAHIR-BHAVE NA SAKTI-VI~AYE1 K~~E 

YADI CA SYAT TADA PASYED APY UNMiLYA NIMiLANAT 

1 • Read saktir vigaye. See next note. 



§ 6. CONTACT IN VISION 15 

yadi ca syad, unmilya nimilita-nayano 'pi rupam pasyet. 

unmilanad asti bahir indriyam iti. 
The sense of these two couplets, when disentangled from 

the interspersed comment, is clear except for the second 
halves of lines I and 3. There is a long discussion dealing 
with this and cognate difficulties in the Nyaya-varUika passage 
(pp. 35-38) on which Vacaspati is here commenting. Ud­
dyotakara gives various reasons which have been brought to 
prove that the organs of sense, and in particular the visual 
organ, work without getting at the object (aprapya-karitva). 
One of these reasons is santara-graha1:-at-the reason here 
adduced by Diimaga. Uddyotakara says this may either 
mean (a) 'because it grasps an object at a distance,' or (b) 
'because it grasps the object with the intervening space.' 
Vacaspati cites Di:rinaga in connection with Uddyotakara's 
refutation of ' santara-grahar;Ji,d aprapya-karitva ' in the latter 
sense. Another of the reasons mentioned by Uddyotakara 
as urged against the view that the visual organ acts through 
contact with its object is Ptthutara-graha~zat, ' because it 
apprehends things bigger than itself.' This seems to be the 
meaning of Dinnaga's J°'iiii,ne 'dhikasya ca in the :first line of 
this fragment. But the remainder of Uddyotakara's dis­
cussion goes beyond what is urged in this fragment on the 
one hand; and on the other hand Uddyotakara does not deal 
with the objections raised in lines 2-4. Therefore Dii:maga 
can hardly be the only, or even the principal, critic whom 
Uddyotakara has in view. 

"There would not be apprehension of the object together Transh1t.io11. 

with intervening space if the visual organ were in contact with 
its object; and, if there is apprehension of what exceeds (the 
eye in size), (such apprehension is not to be explained by a 
distinction between the 'visual organ' and the 'eye,' for) 
the' visual organ 'does not go forth from its place (the• eye') 
-since it is to this (the definite part of the body called the 
eye) that medical treatment and so on is directed (on the 
assumption that the eye is the visual organ). And even if we 
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grant that the 'visual organ ' might exist outside its bodily 
site 'the eye,' it would not have the power to act on the 
momentary existent which is its object.1 And if it could, 
a man who had opened his eyes and then shut them would 
still see (when his eyes were shut)." 

SECTION 7 .-Fragment D : C'R1TICISlI OF A POINT IN THI~ 

V aisetjika Accou'NT OF THE PERCEPTJBIUTY OF SUBSTANCE. 

NVT, p. 129, J. 22. na ca samuc&yamanavadkara~1a1n 
Dinnago m.ene, yad evam uae vai.ieSJika-lak~a~ia-du$a7Javasare·: 

YADI RL'PAi\.J EVA CIKf?Uf;!A:iI TATO NA DRAVYA:\I C.A.Kf;!Uf;!A:\i 

SY.AT TATHA C.A MAHAD-ANEKA-DRAVYA·SAMAVAYAD RUPAC • 

COPALABDHIR ITI DRAVYA·C.A.Kf;!Uf;!ATVABHIDHANAM VY.A• 

H.ANYETA 

-iti. atra hi purvavad <lravya-sahita-rupam eva aak$U$am 
na gandha-rasaditi sakyam samuaaiyamii,navadhara1:am. 

That is: Diimaga did not hold the doctrine of aggregative 
restriction· (which Dharmakirti applies to the interpretation 
of the trairupya), since he speaks thus when he is criticising 
the Vai1fo$ika definition (of perception):. 

"If colour only is the object of vision then substance 
cannot be an object of vision: and thus there would be 
contradiction of the assertion of the visibility of substance 
which is made in the words ' and perception arises from 
colour and from inherence in a substance which has magni­
tude and is composed of many parts.' " 

Vacaspati explains that, as tat-tulya eva in the trairupya has 

1 The text reads bahir-bkri.vena. I have divided bakir-bka.ve na. 
Further, I have rendered as if eaktir vi~aye. I take the meaning to be 
tha.t on the assumption that the 'visual beam ' goes out to its object, 
it would never reach the object: for by the time it got there a new 
momentary existent would have ta.ken the place of the original existent 
which the ' visual beam ' went forth for to see. (This reverses the 
paradox which modern theories of vision-ba.sed on light coming from 
the object-carry with them. On the modern theory of vision what we 
see is always past. Diimaga's point on the contrary is that what we 
see is always future.) 
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been taken to mean ' only in the sapak~a besi:le;; the pak~g,,' 
so here the Vaise1ika might have rep~ied to Din.naga's criticism 
by saying that the eva conveys an 'aggregative restriction,' 
so that in saying ' only colour is visible ' the meaning might 
be 'only colour besides substance is visible '-the intention 
being to exclude smell, taste, etc., from the sphere of visi­
bility, and not substance. 

The fragment being in prose cannot be from the Prama1_ta- I~entifica.-
.. . . t1on. 

samuccaya (unless Vacaspat1 1s paraphrasmg verse mto prose). 
It might come from the Pramii,~ia-samuccaya-vrUi, a com­
mentary attributed to Dinnaga. himself. Vidyabhii.~ai;i.a cites 
passages from the first chapter of the Pramii?J,a-samitccaya, 

"'which quote not only NS, I, i, 4 with the Bha~ya thereon, but 
also a version of VS, III, i, 18; and VS, V, ii, 15, in the form 
in which we have it, together with "the explanatory portion 
of the Vaifo~ika definition "-the latter having some 
similarity to Prafastapada's words. The citations embodied 
in the Pram5,1_ia-samuccaya are left unmetrical by Dinnaga, 
apparently. 

The citation made by Dinna,ga in the present passage is 
from the Vaise~ika sutra (makad-aneka-aravya-samavayad 
r·uplic copawbdhil;t, VS, IV, i, 6). Cf. PBh, p. 186, 1. 15. The 
three conditions which Prasastapada there lays down for the 
perception of substance are apparently a true interpretation 
of the sutra. 

SECTION 8.-Fragment E : TESTIMONY 1s NOT A SEPARATE 

SOURCE OF KNOWLEDGE. 

NVT, p. 138, I. 5. atra sabdam pra1rvl1J,cintaram asaharnii,no Source. 

D :nnagas tal. 'la,k~a1J,am vikalpya ak~ipati. iiptopq,desa iti. 
Ibia., I. 19. yatkoktam Bhadantena: 

.A.PTA-V.A.KY.A.VISAifVADA-S.AM.A.NY.A.D ANUMANATA l!"ragment. 

-iti. 
NV, p. 63, I. 13. iiptopadesa iti ki1n aptaniim avisamvaait- Context. 

vam vii pratipaayate, akosvia artkasya tatha-bhii:va iti. yaay 
2 • 
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iiptanarh avisarhva,J,itvarh pratipadyate, tad anumii,nat, arthasya 
t,atha-bhavafz, so 'pi pratyak~e1_ia. yada hy ayam artha1h pra­
tyak~e1J,opalabhate, tada tatha-bliavam artliasya pratipadyat,a iti. 

That is: Dinnaga, not admitting testimony as a separate 
instrument of knowledge, attacks the definition (of NS, I, i. 7-­
aptoparksab sabilab) by means of a dilemma which is stated 
in the Varttika passage commencing aptopadesa (i.e. the 
passage here cited). 

The dilemma is: ' trustworthy authority ' means either 
that the trustworthy person speaks truly, or else it means 
that the thing spoken is trustworthy and true. I£ it means 
the former-the credibility of the person-the belief is derived 
from inference. If it means the latter-the truth of the state- • 
ment-this is a matter of perception: for it is when the person 
apprehends in perception the thing (about which the state­
ment is made) that he realises the truth of the statement. 

Dinnaga int! c, present fragment is dealing with the former 
horn of the dilemma: which is that 'credible testimony' 
means the assertions of persons who are credible. He says 
that the belief in any p::i,rtieular statement then rests on an 
inference: 

" The belief is inferential, the ground of it being the conunon 
character of corroboratedness belonging to the statements of 
the' trustworthy' person." 

This fragment is identified by Vidyabhii~a~1a (HIL, p. 288, 
note I) with a passage in the second chapter of the Prama1_1a­
samuccaya. 

SECTION 9.-Fragm.ent F: '\VHAT IS THE 'PRoB.ANDUM' 

(' anumeya ') IN INFERENCE 1 

NVT, p. 120, 1. 10. atra Dinnagena dhurnii,d agni-rupa• 
dharmiintarc7,numii,nam agni,l,esayo~ sarhbandhanumana1h ca 
dii§ayitva 'gni-visi~tadesanumanarh sarnarthitam. tatha caha-

KECID DH.ARMA.NT.AR.AlV! MEY.AM LINGASY.A.VY.ABHIC.ARATAI;!, 

S.A.MBANDH.AM KECID ICCH.ANTI SIDDHATVAD DH.ARMA-DHAR• 

M!~Ol;I. 
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LII'-tGA)l DHARME PRASIDDHAM CET KIM ANY.A.T TEN.A. MIYATE 1 Line 3. 

ATHA DH.ARM!~, TASYAIVA KIM-ARTHA:\f N.A.."'H."MEYATA 1 
SAMBANDHE 'PI DVAYAjl NASTI, ~AfffHI SRUYETA TAD-VAT!. 

AV.A.CYO 'NUGij.HIT.A.TVL'< NA CA.SAU LINGA-SA:iIGATAJ;I. 

-na hi sarhbandha-dharm,ataya lingarh pramiyate, api tu 
desa-sarhgatam ity arthct(i. 

Line 4. 

Line 5. 

Line 6. 

LINGASYAVYABHICA.RAS TU DHARl\IE~.A.NYATRA Dij.SYATE Line 7. 

TATRA PRASIDDHAl\'I TAD-YUKTA:iI DHARl\Il~Al\I GAl\lAYif?YATI Line 8. 

-iti. 

That is: Din.naga criticises first the view that what we 
infer from smoke is another quality, viz. fire, and secondly 

' the view that we infer the relation between fire and place; 
and he accepts the view that we infer the place qualified by 
fire. Thus he says: Translation 

" . . . . of fragment. 
Some hold that another quality 1s the thing to be mferred Line 1. 

from the invariability of the syllogistic mark (middle term). 
" Others will have it that the relation is inferred, on the Line 2. 

ground that the quality (P, fire) and the subject (S, the hill) 
are already known (and therefore cannot be things to be 
inferred. Fire as such is not a thing to be inferred, nor is 
the hill as such). 

"If the syllogistic mark (M, smoke) has been given before in Line 3. 

the quality (P, fire), what different thing is it that is said to be 
inferred through the mark 1 (P must have been presented 
before, ex hypothesi, when we experienced the concomitance 
between 1\1 and P). 

" Orif it was experienced in the subjects or possessors of fire Line 4. 

(such as the hearth), why is not just this (the fiery hearth, the 
fire of the hearth) that is inferred 11 

1 Fire in geneml cannot be the thing to be inferred, because fire in 
general is already known. And the fire of past experience, as particu­
larised by residence in the hearth, etc., of course cannot be the pro­
bandum-we do not infer the fire of the hearth from the smoke on the 
hill. (dliarmin commonly means S, the subject in which the property 
is to be inferred. But it also means in general a property-possessor, 
and so may apply to the sapakija, XP, as well as to the pakija, S.) 
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"In the relation, on the other hand, there is not the 
double aspect (which marks the genuine anumeya).1 And 
you would use the genitive case in referring to something 
possessing something else 2 (so that the Proposition to be 
proved should take the form parvatasyagnir asti, there is 
hill's :fire-instead of parvate 'gnir asti, there is fire on the 

hill). 
'' The relation is not intended to be referred to by the 

speaker, since it is merely implicit in the statement.3 And 
it is not the relation that is concomitant with the syllogistic 
mark (M, smoke).4 

1 Cf. Sl. Vart., anwmi'ina-pariccheda, 32: na cakam-dvayai,i tasya 
sarlhya-sfidhana-bhi'ig bhai-et. The anumeya is both gamalca and gamya, • 
both M and-problematically-P. In other words it is the ekadesin 
which has two elcadesas, as sadhana and as sadhya. But the relation 
between hill and fire does not have fire as one aspect and smoke as 
another. It is the hill (of which fire is to be proved) that possesses 
both smoke and-problematically-fire. 

2 Cf. the commentators on Pal).ini, II, iii, 50, -~afl(hi se~e. The sixth 
inflection, i.e. genitive, expresses mere relation, e.g. that between a 
thing and its possessor. It does not express.a lcciraka-function. The 
locative on the other hand does express a kciralca-function, viz. the 
adhikarana of the action. 

8 Cf. S'z. Vart., loc. cit.: tasmiid artha-grhitatvan mat·ub-arthasya gam­
yata, na svatantryei:w, mantavya. What if the Proposition is put in the 
form parvato vahniman, the hill is fire-possessing ? Does not the affix 
-matup, the possessive affix, express mere relation, as the genitive case­
inflection does ? The reply given by Di:ri.niiga and by Kumarila seems 
to be that at any rate the relation, relegated to expression in a mere 
suffix, cannot claim the status of a 'term' in the inference. 

4 Cf. Sl. Vart., loc. cit., 31: na capy anugamas tena lingasyeha nidars­
yate; and the comment: udahara'l),e 'pi lingasya na sainbandheniinu­
gamam darsayanti. The major premise does not assert that where there 
is smoke there is relation (between hill and fire). The comment which 
Vaca.spa.ti Misra inserts after line 6 takes a slightly different view 
of the meaning-" for the syllogistic mark is not apprehended as a 
property of the relation: it is connected with the place "-i.e. he takes 
the reference here to be to palc/la-dharmata, in the sense of residence 
of the middle term in the minor (and not in the major, as Parthasarathi 
Misra, the commentator on the $Zolca-varttika cited above, understands 
the parallel line in Kumarila's discussion). That is, we do not say 
that the relation is smoky: we say that the hill is smoky. As anumeya 
means indifferently S or P (really both together), either interpretation 
is possible. 
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"It is with the quality (P, fire) that the mark is seen, in Line 7. 

other instances, to be concomitant. 
"And being found in those other cases it will prove the Line 8. 

subject-as-connected-with-that-quality here (it will prove 
S-as-P)." 

This is the topic discussed in Nyaya-varttika, pp. 52-54, and Parallel paa­

Sloka-varttika, anum.ana-pariccheda, verses 23-34: both pas- sages. 

sages being closely parallel to the present fragment and written 
with Dinnaga's discussion in view. In fact, some of the lines 
in this fragment are only intelligible in the light of what 
Kumarifo. says. 

Vidyabhii?ana (HIL, p. 281) gives the Tibetan version of I~entifica-
• t10n. 

these eight lines as from Pramii,1_za-samiwcaya, Chapter II. 

SECTION 10.-Fragment G : DEFINITION OF 'Anumiina ' OR 
THE INSTRUMENT OF INFERENTIAL KNOWLEDGE. 

NV. p. 56, 1. 14. apare tu bruvate: 

NANTARIYAKARTHA-DARSANAf.i TAD-VIDO 'NUMANAM Prose frag­
ment. 

-iti. asyiirthafi : yo 'rtho yam artham antare1_za na bhavati, 
sa niintar1,yakalJ,: niintar'iyakas casiiv arthas ceti niintar'iyak­
arthafi: tasya darsanarh tav-vido 'numanam. yas tam veda. 
tan, niintariyako 'yam iti. 

That is: 
Others, again, say: 
"The experience of a thing which is inseparably connected Translation 

• h · · · f • f f h of fragment. wit another thmg 1s the mstrument o m erence or one w o 
knows that it is inseparably connected." 

The meaning is: a thing which does not exist without 
another thing is 'inseparably connected.' The compound 
niintariyakiirtha is a karma-dharaya compound, i.e. nantar'i­
yaka is in the position of adjective qualifying art ha, and 
the compound as a whole is substantival. Tad in the 
compound tad-vidalJ, means 'that this is inseparably con­
nected.' (Uddyotakara's criticism is to the effect J.i~~--

••• ,=j~~;s~:\: 
' • ·--~. ":'i .i ,, };... 
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karma-dharaya compound is objectionable because the second 
member, 'thing,' is superfluous-since what is inseparably 
connected cannot but be a ' thing ';1 and that the addition 
' £or one who knows this ' is also superfluous, since such 
knowledge is already implied in calling the thing niintari­
yaka.2 The definition ought therefore to be reduced to: 
niintariyaka-darsanam anumiinam,.) 

Identitlcation Vidyabh~a:µa does not notice this fragment. But Vacas-
of fragment. pati :VWra's statements at NVT, p. 127, 1. 1 and 1. 12 (see 

ll'ragment 
(one line). 

Translation 
of fragment. 

here next fragment, and fragment P) attribute the definition 
beyond possibility of doubt to Dinnaga, and seem to imply 
clearly that it is given in a passage immediately preceding 
that in which the next fragment-anumeye 'tha, etc.-occurs: .­
that is, in Chapter II of the Prama1.ia-sam,ucoaya. But the 
present fragment is in prose, irreducible to anu~!itbh metre. 
We must suppose either that there are unmetrical passages 
or phrases embodied in the Prama1_ia-samuooaya, or else that 
this comes from the vrtti-which must then be in organic 
connection with the Pramii,1},a-samucoaya itself, and not a 
commentary subsequently composed by Dinnaga. 

SECTION IL-Fragment H: THE THREE CHARACTERS OF A 

VALID MIDDLE . TERM. 

NV, p. 58, 1. 2. apare tu m,a,nyante: 

ANU:MEYE 'THA TAT-TULYE SADBHAVO NASTITA 'SAT! 

-ity anumanam. 

That is: some again hold that the instrument of inference 
consists in:-

" The presence of the middle term in the subject of the 

1 Keith, ILA, p. 104 ad fin. seems to have taken this to mean that 
a thing (on the Bauddha view) cannot but be inseparably connected. 

2 He adds by way of illustration: "For an inhabitant of Narikela­
dvipa, on seeing smoke, does not think of it as 'nantariyaka,' in­
separably connected." Dr. Jhii, (transl., vol. i,p. 188) adds the query­
,, where there is no fire ?" and this would explain the illustration. 



.. 

§ 11. THE TR . .\IRUPYA 23 

inference; its presence again in what is like the subject of the 
inference; and its absence in what is not (like the subject)." 

NVT, p. 127, 1. 12. tad anena Dilinagasya lak5a~1a1h df1,5a- Identifica.tio,11 
. _ , _ . l k . ii,- . . . D. of fragment. 

yitva nye$am a ·$a1_zarn U$ltam. samprati ifmiigasya sva• 

kiya-lak"?a~ia-prapa1icartha1ii vakyam anumeye 'tha tat-tulya 
ityaily upanyasya ilufayati-apare tv iti. 

That is: by thus refuting the definition (of anwnana-see 

preceding fragment) given by Di:rinaga, he has refuted defini­
tions given by others. Now he cites and refutes the formula­
anwneye 'tha tat-tulya, etc.-which Dinnaga gives in explana­
tion of his definition. 

Vidyabhii~a:µa (HIL, p. 288, n. 2) gives the Tibetan version 
of this line as from Chapter II of the Prainii~ia-samuecaya. 

Vacaspati in the passage just cited states that it is an ampli­
fication or exposition of the definition of anu11uina given in the 
preceding fragment-which may, therefore, also be assigned 
to Chapter II (perhaps of the vrtti). 

The importance of the fragment is indicated by the fact Bearfings of 
the ra1,rment. 

that Uddyotakara devotes a considerable passage (NV, pp. 58-
59) to criticism of it. I tis Dinnaga'sformula for the trairupya, 
parallel to the couplet which occurs in Prafastapada.'s 
Bhii,fya, p. 200, 1. 19: 

yad anuineyena sarhbaddha1h prasidilhath ca tad-anvite 

tad-abhiive ca nasty eva, tai lingani anumapakam. 

The three notes of a ' nantariyakartha ' are presence in the 
pak$a, presence in the sapak$a, and absence in the vipak$a. 
The formula belongs to a time when the doctrine of vyapti had 
not yet developed. Dinnaga combines it with that doctrine, 
and thereby exposes the formula to the criticism brought 
by Uddyotakara: a criticism which turns on the fact that 
anumeya is now taken in two senses at once-as S (minor) 
and as P (major). 
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SECTION 12.-(NOTE TO FRAGMENT li): A SEPTENARY OF 

SYLLOGISMS. 

In the passage which concludes Uddyotakara's criticism 
of this formula of the trairupya, a doctrine of a septenary of 
possible types of syllogism is represented as following from 
the application of this formula. The context makes it plain 
that the doctrine is Dirinaga's; but it is not clear how far it 
is stated in Dinnaga's own words. Uddyotakara states the 
same doctrine a second time, in almost the same words, in 
another connection (NV, p. 131, l. 18).1 

NV, p. 59, l. 11. yaii apy eka-dvi-paiia-paryuiiasena saptikii-
saihbhave §!at-prati§!eiiham itktva tri-lak§!ai_io hetur abhiiihiyate, 
etaii api . . . ayuktam. 

That is: there are seven possibilities, and he rejects six 
(as invalid middle terms) on the ground of failing to satisfy 
one or two of the three clauses of the trairfipya; the seventh 
(which satisfies all three clauses) is called 'the reason with 
three characteristics ' (and is alone valid). 

The seven possibilities are: 
1. Resident in pakJa (absent in sapak§!a, present in vipakfa ). 
2. Resident in sapakJa (absent in pa.k$a, present in vipak$a ). 
:3. Absent in vipak§!a (absent in pak§!a, absent in sapak§!a). 
The above three fail to satisfy two clauses. 
4. Present in pak§!a, resident in sapak$a (but not absent in 

vipak§!a). 
5. Present in pak$a, absent in vipak§a (but not present in 

sapak§a). 
6. Present in sapak$a, absent in vipak$a (but not present in 

pak$a). 
These three fail to satisfy one clause. Uddyotakara main• 

tains that, on the Buddhist's own showing, arguments which 
really come under head 4 are valid; and that arguments 

1 Dr. Jha (transl., p. 371 footnote) reads into this passage a state­
ment that this doctrine comes from a Bauddha 'viirttika.' But Uddyo­
takara is plainly referring to his own Varttikaon I, i, 5. 

., 
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under head 5 are valid, if there is no sapak~a. Heads 
4 and 5 are kevalanvayin and kevala-vyatirekin, in case there 
is no vipak?a (in the former case) and no sapak$a (in the 
latter case). 

7. The trilak$ai_za-hetn - present in pak$a, present in 
sapak$a, absent in vipak~a. 

It may be presumed that this doctrine is taught in the 
second chapter of the Pramazia-samuccaya. The scheme of 
seven types di:ffers in principle from the scheme of nine types 
set out in fragment J, q.v. 

SECTION 13.-V ASUBANDHU AS A CitITIC OF THE N yiiya . 

(Introductory to fragments from Chapters III and IV of the 
Pramii1:ia-sarwuccaya.) 

Chapter III deals with 'inference for another' (pariirtha­
numana ), which is the rubric corresponding to the pancavayava­
vakya, the syllogism and its five members, in N aiyayika works. 
Di:nnaga, like Prasastapada, emphasises the distinction be­
tween inference as s,uch and inference as expressed in words ; 
and he criticises the definitions of the ' members ' of the 
syllogism given in the Nyaya S,utra on the ground that they 
fail to keep this distinction clear (see fragment L). But 
Diimaga was not the first Buddhist critic of these definitions. 
A writer, 'Subandhu,' who may reasonably be identified 
with Vasubandhu, criticises the definitions given in the Nyliya 
Sutra of Proposition, Reason, and Exemplification (the first 
three' members' of the syllogism), as is clear from the follow. 
ing passages of the Varttika and Tatparya-~1,ka: 

NV, p. 139, I. 14. tad etasmi,i avayava-traye evam lakw>;e­
nopapadite te$am trayo durvibhavli ity anena vakyena mahli­
naiyayikatvam atmanalJ, khyapita1n bhavati. 

NVT, p. 205, I. 26. atra Subandhuna pratijnadayas trayo 
'vayava durvihita Ak$apada-lak$aJ'}enety uktam: tad dU$ayati 

tad etasminn iti. 
That is: Uddyotakara says (ironically) that the writer who . 
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states that three confused definitions of these members are 
given when Proposition, Reason, and Exemplification are thus 
defined, only shows by this statement what a great logician 
he himself is. Vacaspati adds that in this passage Uddyota­
kara is criticising the statement made by ' Subandhu,' to the 
effect that the three members-Proposition, etc.-are badly 
formulated by Ak~apada's definitions. 

"Who was Subandhu 1 Dr. Jha says: "It has been sug­
gested that this name should be Vasuband.hu, but the Tat­
parya-~ika often speaks of 'saubandhavam lak~a'l}a,n,' which 
shows that there was a Buddhist logician Subandhu" (transl., 
vol. i, p. 394, on NS, I, i. 37). But there seems to be no other 
trace of this supposed ' Subandhu,' and the reasonable supposi- r 

tion is that in these passages Vacaspati abbreviates Vasu­
bandhu to Subandhu :1 just as he invariably speaks of Dharma­
kirti as Krrti. Vasubandhu's definition of perception is given 
at NV, p. 42, 1. 15, and in that case Vacaspati (NVT, p. 99, 
l. 13) gives him the benefit of his full name-V asubandhavarh 
pratyak,a-lak,a~zam. A definition of vada is given at NV, 
p. 151, 1. 20, and here Vacaspati (NVT, p. 218, l. 9) calls it 
saubandhavam lak~a1_iam. (Jha's note here suggests that 
Subandhu may be Vasubandhu, after all: and he thinks that 
'Subandhu' must be the author of the Vaaa-vidhi referred 
to by name at NV, p. 121, I. 2.-Jha's transl., vol. i, p. 441 
note.) A definition of pratifiia, Proposition, is given as from 
the Vada-vidhiin the NV passage just referred to, viz. p. 121, 
l. 2. Whether ' Subandhu ' is the author of this work, as he 
is stated by Vacaspati to be the author of the definition of 
vaia (NV, p. 151, and NVT, p. 218, above referred to), is not 
perfectly clear,2 but seems highly probable. 

1 Similarly Yamana, Kavyaliinkiira-sutra-vrtti, III, ii, 2, is qu.oted in 
Vidyabhiiija.:t;i.a, HIL, p. 267, as having Subandhu. for Vasu.bandhu.. 

2 There is a doubt as to the reading at NV, p. 156, I. 17. Dr. Jhii, 
reads the textual viioobhidkanam as vada-vidkiinam, which latter he 
takes as an alternative title of the work Vada-vidki. See his translation, 
vol. i, p. 454 footnote. The alternative title vii.da-vidkiina only occurs 
at NV, p. 120, I. 6, iri a reference to a vfida-vidkana-~ika, so far as I know. 
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Vidyabhiil?a:l).a, on the authority of Sugiura, states that 
"when Hweh-Thsang was travelling in India he saw three 
works on the art of debate attributed to Vasubandhu. The 
Sanskrit originals of these works, as well as their Chinese 
versions, are now lost. The works were styled in Chinese: 
(1) Ronki (vad!i-vidhi-the method of debate), (2) Ronshiki 
(vada-marga-the course of debate), and (3) Ronshin (vtid!i­
kausala-the expedients of debate" (HIL, p. 267). He 
also gives an account (ibid.) of a Tarka-stistra attributed to 
Vasubandhu, of which a Chinese version exists: and in the 
first chapter of this Vasubandhu is said to deal with the :five 
m13mbers of the syllogism, pratijna, etc . 

The evidence then is to the effect that Vacaspati's 
Subandhu is Vasubandhu, and that he is (perhaps) the author 
of the Vada-vidhi quoted by Uddyotakara: and of definitions 
of perception, of vada, and perhaps1 of pratijna, quoted and 

1 The definition of pmtiji"iri given as from the Vtida-i·idhi is siidhyii­
bMdhiinam pratijifri (NV, p. 121, I. 2). At NV, p. 161, I. 14, a definition 
of pak!ja is given-pak!jo yctli sci.dhayituin iljtah-which Dr. Jha, in a 
footnote to his translation, p. 331, says is "put forward by the Baudd}ut 
logician Subandhu." He does not say what authority he has for 
attributing this to ' Subandhu.' Vacaspati merely attributes it to a 
Bauddha-Bhadantenanyathii lak!ja'i),am pra't],itam (NVT, p. 184, l. 11). 
[Another definition is given of pak§a at NV, p. 119, 1. 4: vicara'l),iiyam 
i$[ o 'rtlict~ pak1jaf1.] 

The metrical definition ofpak?a which is given at NV, p. 119, ll.15-16 
-siidhyatvenepsitafi pak~o viruddMrthiinira·tqta/1-is characterised by 
Vacaspati at NVT, p. 187, I. 14 as sthiinantariyam Bliadantasya lak§a­
i;iam. It is not clear who the Bauddha is to whom Vacaspati is referring; 
but it looks as if it were the same 'Bhadanta ' who gave the former 
definition, viz. pak~o yctp sadhayiturn, i?fa[I. The metrical definition 
looks like a fragment of Diimiiga (a) because of the Ct?W!jfubh metre; 
( b) because the addition -uiruddharthcinirakrta teaches the doctrine of 
pak!jabhasa found in the Nyiiya-pravesa ascribed to Diimiiga, and the 
definition is in meaning identical with Prasastapiida's at P Bh, p. 233, 
last line (and resemblance to Prasastapada is a mark of Dhiniiga's 
writings); and (c) because, as Jha points out (transl., p. 338 footnote), 
it also resembles Dharmakirti's definition in the Nyuyabindu: si-aru­
penaiva si•aya1n-i!jfo 'nirakrtali. If it is from Dilinaga it might come 
from the third chapter of the Prama't),a-samuccaya. But Vidyabhii~l}.a 
(HIL, p. 282, n. 2) cites as from that chapter two Tibetan lines, and 
says that "the Sanskrit original should run thus: suarupenaiva 

-



Fragment (i) 
(one line). 
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criticised by rddyotakara. We may further conclude that 
Vasuhandhu preceded Dinnaga in his criticism of the defini­
tions of Proposition, Reason, and Exemplification given in 
the Nyiiya-sutra. 

SECTION 14-. - Fragment I : (i) DEFINITION OF ' INFERENCE 

FOR ANOTHER' (pararthanumana). (ii) A PROOF MUST 

BE ACCEPTED BY BOTH p ARTIES. 

Nyaya-ratnakara, p. 252 (commenting on ,Sloka-varttika, 
niralambana-vaila, verses 145-146): bhavadiyenapi-

PAR.IBTHANUMINAl\1 TU SVAD~~TARTHA-PRAKASAKAM 

iti lak._~a1_ienci sva-pratipannain eva prasnikebliyal; prati- ~ 

piidaniyarn. 
That is: "It is something that a person has himself appre­

hended that is to be conveyed to questioners-even on your 
own definition:-
----------------------
nirdesyaft swyctm-i1Jta~ svadharm.irJ,i pratyak1Jiirlltcimmu1nena ca1Jta-viica 
'niriikrtah." 

At in;, p. 120, 1. 2 ff. Uddyotakara attacks the introduction of the 
word si-ayam into a Bauddl!a definition. It looks at first as if the 
svayam criticised were part of the second or metrical definition above­
for Uddyotakara says si-ayam sadhyatvenepsita- iti. (With this addition 
the definition comes close to the Nyiiyabindu. definition, and also to 
Vidyiibhii.~a1Ja's reconstruction of the two lines from the Pramii'IJ,a­
samuccaya. Perhaps after all this line is the original of one of those 
two lines?) At p. 120, I. 7, however, we are told that the author of the 
V iida-vidhiina-fikc"i defends the addition of srayam to the definition. 
The definition cited at NV, p. 116, I. 14 is quoted as pakso yab, siidha­
yitum i1Jtaf1-without svayarn. And yet it is apparently with reference 
to this phrase siidhayitwm i~[a[i that Uddyotakara criticises the defence 
of the use of swyam : for he makes a special point of the use here of the 
infinitive, siidhayiturn. But then again the infinitive may perhaps te 
considered to be implied in the phrase siidhyatvenepsitaZi. I must admit 
that I cannot see any further into this haze. But it looks as if Uddyo­
takara regarded the two definitions as for purposes of criticism two 
versions of one and the same view: the former erring by saying too little, 
and the latter by saying too much (NV, p. 120, 1. 1). I think that 
Viicaspati meant to attribute them both to one person; and on the 
whole I incline to the view that Diimaga was this person (this latter 
opinion being partly derived from an impression-not easy to justify­
that Viicaspati uses 'Bhadanta' specifically of Di.imaga) . .. 
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'Inference for another sets forth an object \vhich has been Translation 
d d b lf , ,, of fragment. 

apprehen e y onese . 
Parthasarathi Misra is referring in blw,vadiya to Di.Iinaga, Cont.ext. 

whom he mentions by name more than once in the context. 
On p. 250 (commenting on verse 131, loc. cit.) he has said: 
blw,vadvrddhair eva hi Dinnagacaryair YO v1DI-PRATIVADI- Fragment 

NISCITO HETUl;I SA SADHANAM ity uktam. That is: "Your own (ii) (prose). 

authority, the doctor Diim.aga, has said: 'A proof is a 
reason accepted by both parties to the discussion.'" And at 
p. 257 he again cites Diim.aga by name (see fragment P below). 
Kumarila is arguing in this section of the niralambana-vada 
(which is probably directed largely against arguments urged 

• by Di:rinaga in the .A.lambana-parik~a) that the Bauil,il,ha­
whose scepticism extends to reasoning itself-is inconsistent· 
in u,sing reasoning to confute his opponents. The Baztidha 
is represented as replying that so long a<; his opponent 
believes in reasoning it does not matter whether he (the 
Baudilha) himself believes in it or not: his arguments will 
still serve their purpose of convincing the opponent. Kuma­
rila replies that this is inconsistent with the Bauililha's own 
statement about a means of proof-that both sides must 
admit it-and with his own definition of ' syllogism.' 

Diim.aga's definition of parartkanuma-na appears to be 
identical in meaning with that given by Prasastapada 
(PBh, p. 231). 

Vidyabhii~:g.a (HIL, p. 282 footnote) draws attention to I~entifica-
. fr . d . h T"b . • fr p _ t1on of frag-this agment, an 01tes t e 1 etan vers10n as om ramatJa- ment (i). 

samuccaya, Chapter III. 

SECTION 15.-Fragment J': THE NINE REASONS OR TYPES OF 
ARGUMENT, VALID AND INVALID. 

NVT, p. 197, last line.ff. atra Dinnii,gena: 

SAPAK~E SANN ASAN DVEDHA PAKl;IA-DHARMAI;I PUNAS TRIDHA 
PRATYEKAM ASAPAXl;IE CA SAD ASAD DVIVIDHATVATAl;I 

iti. na ca pa"/cya-dlw,rman ketu-tail-abhasan aarsayitva, 
.. 

Fragment 
(8 lines). 

Line 1. 

Line 2. 
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Line 3. T.A.TRA Y.A.f.l SAN SAJ.A.TiYE DVEDHA C.A.SA1IS TAD-.A.TYAYE 

Line 4. SA HETUR, VIPARiTO 'Sl\I.iD VJRUDDHO 'NY.A.S TV ANISCITAJ:1. 

Line 5. 

Line 6. 

iti hetu-tad-abhiisa-viveko darsita[z. tasyarthafz, ya(i pak$a­

dhamm!i sa sapak$e sann asan dvedha iti. sa punar asapak$e 

sad asad dvividhatvata{i. pratyeka1h tridha bliavatiti. pak$a­

dharnm!i sapak$e san vipak$e sad asad dvividkatvatas tridha. 
pak$a-dkarma!i sapak$e dvedha vipak$e sad asad dvividhatvatas 

tridheti. atroilahara~iam: 

PRAMEYA-K~TAK.A.NITYA·K~TA-SRA.VA~A-YATNAJ.A.:E;I 

ANITYA-YATNA.J.A.SPARSA NITYATVADI~U TE NAVA 

nityatvadi$u sailhyeru prameyatvadayo nava hetu-tad-abhasa[z. • 
t~arh yatha-sarhkhyarh nityatvaditi. sailhyany udaharanti-

Line 7. NITY.A.NITYA-PRAYATNOTTHA-MADHYAMA-TRIKA-S.A.SVATA:E;I 

Lin~ 8. AYATN.A.NITYA-NITY.AS CA PRAMEYATVADI-S.ADH.A.N.Af.1. 

'fra.nslation. "Di:Iinaga says: 
Line 1. 'A middle term or quality of the subject of inference1 first 

takes three forms, according as it does or does not reside in the 
two possible ways in the sapak$a.2 

1 pakfa-dharma is a general term which covers both hetii and hetva­
bhasa, valid and invalid reasons. Vidyabhu~a1;a (HIL, p. 299, n. 2) 
says-I do not know on what authority-that "the hetn-cakra is also 
called in Sanskrit pala;a-dharma-cakra." The latter name is preferable, 
inasmuch as hetu commonly means a valid reason. 

This treatment assumes that the hetu or .hevabhasa is a quality of 
the subject, i.e. is pakfa-dharma. It therefore ignores the asiddlia­
hetv1ibhasa, the pretended reason or middle term (M) which in fact 
does not reside in the subject (S). See fragment K. Thus it differs 
from the 'septenary of arguments' (see Note to fragment H), because 
the septenary takes the asiddha into account. 

2 The two ways in which M does or does not reside in sapak§as, 
XP's, are, first, residence or non-residence in some (not all); and secondly, 
esidence or non-residence in all. This gives a threefold relation of 

M to XP, viz.: 
(i) Residence in all sapakfas. All XP is M. 
(ii) Residence in some sapakfas ( =non-residence in some). Some 

XPisM. 
(iii) Non-residence in all. No XP is M. 
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' And m each of these three possible cases the middle Line 2. 

term does or does not reside in the two ways in the 
vipak5a.' 1 

"So far he has not shown what middle terms are valid 
reasons and what are fallacious: 

'Among these, a. middle term which is present in (either Line :{. 

of) the two ways 2 in thesapak:s-a, and is absent in the vipak:l'a, Line 4. 

is a valid reason. 'What differs from this is either contra­
dictory3 or inconclusive.' 4 

1 There is similarly a threefold division of possible relations oi the 
middle term to the i•ipak?a, X non-P, according as :\I is resident in 
all X non-P's, resident in some (non-resident in some), or non-resident 

• in all (i.e. not resident in any X non-P). 
Combining this threefold relation to the vipak.~a, with the threefold 

relation to the sapak?a we get the nine types of the 'hetu-cal.'T(r' : 

I. All SP is l\I, all XP is l\I, all X non-Pis 11 (inconclusirn). 
II. All SP is M, all XP is M, no X non-Pis M (valid). 
Ill. All SP is M, all XP is M, some X non-Pis M (inconclusi.e). 
IV. All SP is M, no XP is M, all X non-Pis l\I (contradictory). 
V. All SP is M, no XP is l\I, no X non-Pis 11 (inconclusive). 
VI. All SP is M, no XP is M, some X 11011-P is M (contradictory). 
VII. All SP is M, some XP is M, all X non-Pis M (inconclush·e). 
VIII. All SP is l\I, s·ome XP is ::\cI, no X non-Pis M (valid). 
IX. All SP is M, some XP is M, some X non-Pis M (inconclusive). 

(These are arranged in the numerical order of the diagram facing 
p: 298 of Vidyabhu~al).a's History of Indian Logic, and p. 100 of his 
ll[edian•al Logic. They are there arranged in a square: 

I. II. Ill. 
IV. V. VI. 
VII. VIII. IX.) 

Dr. F. \V. Thomas informs me that, the Tibetan text shows the square 
arrangement. 

2 Either present in all sapak§as or present in some only. ani•ayina{, 
sapak?a-vyapty-avyaptibhyihii dritmm, as Uddyotakara says. There 
are thus two valid types, Nos. II and VIII of the list. As we should 
put it, BARBARA may be of two kinds according as the major premise 
is or is not simply convertible. (The middle must of course be absent 
in all vipcd.§as, otherwise we should have an instance X non-PM, which 
would invalidate the vyapt·i or 'major premise,' all :Mis P.) 

3 Nos. IV and VI are 'contradictory,' as leading in the valid types 
II and VIII to the contradictorv conclusion. 

' Nos. I, Ill, V, VII, IX-th~ odd numbers, or corners and centre 
of the square-are classed by Dilin.aga as aniscita=saindigdha: as 

"" 
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" In these lines the distinction between the reason or valid 
middle, and the apparent reason or invalid middle, is shown. 
The meaning of the :first two lines is that a middle term, 
which is a quality of the minor, may be resident or non-resi­
dent in the sapakf}a in two ways; and again resident or non­
resident in the vipaktJa in two ways: and in each case there is 
a threefold division. Being a quality of the minor, and being 
resident in the sapaktJa, it may be resident in two ways (in 
some or all), and non-resident in two ways (in some or all), 
in the vipak$a, which means that there are three ways in 
which it may be related to the vipak$ct (as residing in all, some, 
or none). And then again, being a quality of the pak$a, and 
being related in two (furtlier) 1 ways to the sapaktJa, it may" 
be resident and non-resident in the two ways in the vipakf}a­
that is, related in three ways to the vipaktJa. He now gives 
the illustration: 

Lines5and6• 'The nine middle terms used to prove eternality and the 
other majors are: knowable, product, non-eternal; product, 
audible, effect of volition; non-eternal, effect of volition, 
intangible.' 

"Knowable, etc., are the nine reasons and apparent reasons 
used to prove eternality and the other majors. Eternality, etc. 
belong to these in the order as enumerated. The following 
are the examples of the majors: 

Lines7 ands. 'The majors which have knowable and so on for their 
middle terms are: eternal, non-eternal, effect of volition; 

leading to a doubtful conclusion. The centre, No. V, is the asiidhara'Y},a 
of other logicians-the too restricted reason: which Prasastapada classes 
as anadhyavasita-i.e. leading to no conclusion at all, not even to a 
doubtful one. The first type, No. I, is its opposite, the too general 
reason. 

1 Vacaspati's explanation of the way in which the nine types is 
arrived at is, I think, that given in footnotes 2 on p. 30 and 1 on 
p. 31, above; but instead of giving the second two sets of three 
separately he indicates them by the rather confusing phrase ' sapak~e 
dvedha.' And the first set of three is indicated through the ambiguous 
sapakse san-whioh must be taken to mean 'resident in all the 
sa,pakijas.' The punctuation of the text is wrong, and I have altered it. 
~ 
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in the middle set of three,1 eternal; and non--volitional, non­
eternal, eternal.' " 

Vidyabhii~l;la (HIL, pp. 28:3-285 footnotes) cites the fdentifica.­

Tibetan version of this passage as from Chapter III of the tion. 

Pranuizza-samuccaya_ 

Uddyotakara, in commenting on NS, I, i, :35, returns to the C,mtext. 

subject of the trilakfai_za-hetu (already dealt with in his com-
ment on I, i, 5). He repeats his argument against the trafr11,-

pya2 (see fragment H) and against the' septenary 'of types of 
argument (see Xoteto fragment H); and then he quotes the 
third line of the present fragment: tatra ya{z scrn sajci{iye, etc. 
(NV, p. 1:32, I. 12). He argues that this, as a definition of hetu, 

• fails to . mention the requirement of pak$a-dltarmaNi as it 
stands. The Bauddha is then represented as replying that 
this deficiency is supplied in the next fragment, q.v. 

1 The 1rv1,dhyam,c1,-trikn is the middle line of the s~1uare, Nos. IV. V, 
and VI. Putting the midclie terms of lines 5 and 6 together with the 
majors of lines i and 8 we get: 

I. Sound is eternal because knowable. 
II. Sound is non-eternal because a product. 
III. Sow1d is volitional because non-eternal. 
IV. Sound is eternal because a product. 
V. Sound is eternal beca11se audible, 
VI. Sound is eternal because volitional. 
VIL Sound is non-volitional because non-eternal. 
VIII. Sound is non-eternal because volitional. 
IX. Sound is eternal because intangible. 

These are exactly the examples given in the Hetu-C(tl.:ra-cfamarn 
(i.e. t,he Nyayci-pravesa): with this exception, that Vidyabhiil?al}.a gfres 
non-eternal (instead of eternal) as the major of No. V. 

2 The discussion arises out of his citation and criticism of yet another 
Bauddha definition of the httu, Yiz. vipak'!ad vise'!afi (SV, p. 128, 
I. 9 ff.). There is nothing to show the source of this citation except 
the fact that at p. 131, 1. 10, Uddyotakara considers it from the stand­
point of the Sautrantika view that all things are non-eternal (yctdii 
Saittrantika-pak'!ani asritya la.J.,~atiain ,,icary(if.e, etc.). 

3 - ' 
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SECTIOX 16.-Fragment K : .ALL l\:IIDDLE TERMS ARE 

'Pak§a-dforma.' 

NVT, p. 198, I. 14 uktam, Dii1nagena-

slDHYA·DHARMO YATO HETUS TAD·ABHASAS CA .BHUY ASA 

iti. 
That is: Dinnaga says: 
"Because the valid reason and the apparent reason are, 

in general, qualities of the Subject of the inference . . . " 
Vidyabhii~a:iia does not notice this fragment. The sense 

of it is incomplete, and the yatafz would appear to point to a 
correlatiYe tatafi in a following line. Dinnaga may perhaps ,. 
have said: "It is because both valid and spurious reasons are 
in general resident in S that this wheel of reasons does not 
concern itself with the relation of lVI to S." For, as Vidya• 
bhii~a:iia points out (HIL, p. 299), "in this work" (i.e. the 
Hetu-cakra-q,amaru) "Di:Iinaga has analysed all nine possible 
relations between the middle and the major terms," ignoring 
the relation between the middle and the minor as such. It 
seems probable that this may be a ninth line continuous with 
the eight lines of the preceding fragment. It is cited imme­
diately in the context. 

See preceding fragment. The Baitddha, in reply to criti­
cisms, is represented by Uddyotakara as saying that the 
present fragment implies that a valid reason must be pak$a• 
dharma, resident in SP. 

NV, p. 132, 1. 14. yadi tavad etal lak$a~2am, yathii-sruti 
Mavati, pak,e1 vidyata iti kenaitai labhyate ?-iti.2 nanu 
coktarh hetUJJ, tad-iibhiiso vii prayaJ;, pak1a-dharma eva bhavati. 

1 The text reads vipakfe vidyate, which cannot possibly be right. 
Dr. Jha translates as if pak~e vidyate : and this must be the true reading. 

2 The iti means that he is explaining his last sentence eta1:ata kila 
lak1a,;una tri-lak~atJ,o J~etur labhyata iti yatha-srut·i na labhyate. i.e., he 
is explaining the statement that the definition does not, as it stands, 
cover the three characters of the valid reason-because it omits the first 
character, pab;a-dharmata. • 
,- " 
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That is: if that definition (line 3 of preceding fragment} is 
taken as it stands, by what phrase does it say that the middle 
term resides in the pak,Ya, SP ? (That is, it does not say so.) 
It may be suggested that it is also said, 'a reason, valid or 
invalid, is in general resident in SP.' (This paraphrases 
the line cited by Vacaspati.) 

Uddyotakara says that the statement no doubt implies that 
l\I resides in SP; hut it does not imply that }1 resides in all 

cases of SP: satyam, arthat pakl}a-ilharnw gamyate: na tu 

vyc"ipake niyato l,abhyate 1 (NV, p. 132, l. 20). It asserts mere 

concomitance, which may be either residence in all or in some 
(of S): sa>hbhava-,natrwh lctbhyate, tac cci ilvedhii, vyapakam 

• avyapakctiii ca. The Bauddha falls back on his usual device 
of reading a restriction (avadhara1_za) into the statement: 
pak,m-dhanrvt means pak5a-dhanna and nothing else, and the 
iVI which does not reside in all S cannot be called pakl}a-dharma 

and nothing else, because it resides only in part of S (na tv 

ayam pak1Ja-dhanna eva, ekadesa-vrttitvat).2 That which 
resides only in part of S cannot be called pak~asya dhanna 

eva. Uddyotakara replies that the restriction would not 
have the force of excluding a property resident only in some 
S (katham avyapakam nivartayil}yati ?). It has a different 
force in Di1iuaga's statement (anyartham avadharanarh kal­

payanti bhavantah): i.e., the force of' distributing' the subject 
of the statement, viz. 'reasons and apparent reasons' (ltetu-

1 JM transl., vol. i, p. 37 4, renders " there is nothing to imply that 
every Probans must subsist in the Subject "-i.e. he understands the 
criticism to be that the statement does not imply that all Mis P. But 
the context seems to me to make it plain that Uddyotakara means 
'the statement does not imply that all SP is l\I.' His objection is that 
it would admit arguments with an illicit process of the minor term. 
na vyii,prtke niyalab,, literally, means that the pak1;a-dharma-hetu is not 
confined to the case of a pak1;a-dharma, which is vylipal:a of (belongs to 
all of) the pril.·1;a, S. (The interpretation of the rest of the passage 
which I give here differs accordingly from Dr. JM's rendering on p. 374.) 

2 To say that nothing but a property of S is M means that every 
Mis a property of S: but it does not mean that all Sis M, as the Bauddha 
here supposes. 
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tad-abhiisa-niyam,a-j;1apanartham): so that the statement 
would mean that "all reasons and apparent reasons are 

qualities of the subject of inference." 1 

SECTION 17.-Fragment L: D1NNAGA's CRITICISM oF THE 

DEFINITIO:N OF 'Hetu,' I.E. OF THE SECOND MEMBER 

OF THE SYLLOGISM. 

(NS, I, i, 34. udahara~ia-sadharmyat sadhya-sadhanarh 

hetit{i.) 
unIHARA~A-SADHARl\IY.~T KIIII ANYAT sIDHYA-SA.DHANAM 1 
SA.DHANAl\I YADI S.ADHARl\IYAM, NA VAKYAliISAI_I, NA PANCAMi. 

... SADHANATVAD ASAiIBHAVAl;I 

. . . PRAJCE~.TE TV ANYA-SAMBHAVAI_I 

SVALAKf?A15ENA BADHA CEN, !ii.A., VIKALPADI SAMBHAVAT. 

TA.SM.AT f?Af?'j'HY ASTU, TATRAPI VISEf?AlfAM ANARTHAKAM. 

Actual citation seems to be confined to these four ·whole 
lines and two half-lines. The first is cited at NV, p. 123, l. 8, 
the rest at NVT, pp. 189, l. 16-190, 1. 2. The latter passage, 
which I give in extenso below, gives what is either a paraphrase 
or an exposition of Dilinaga's criticism, and it is not easy to 
disentangle actual citations in it. 

The fragment was not noticed by Vidyabhii~a:µa, although 
Dr. Jha had drawn attention to it in a footnote to vol. i, p. 348 
of his t.ranslation of the Nyaya-bha~ya and Varttika : " It is 
interesting to note that the Tatparya actually quotes :6.fteen2 

lines from the works of Dirin.aga embodying the objection 
here taken up by the Varttika" (i.e .. the objection udahara1_ia­
sadharmyac ca kim anyat siidhya-sadhanam ity eke-NV, p. 123, 
I. 8). "It is not possible, however, to translate this passage, 
as the text appears to be defective." The lines • cited are 
attributed to Diimaga by name in NVT, p. 190, 1. 2. They 

1 The remainder of the passage merely reiterates the arguments 
against the trairupya already urged in the comment on I, i, 5. 

2 As just stated, I cannot find more than the fragment given above: 
but Vacaspati's paraphrase or exposition seems to imply a passage of 
eight or ten lines. 

"' 

.. 
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are probably to be found near the beginning of Chapter IV 
of the Prama~za-sam,uccaya-i.e., the chapter of that work 
which, according to Vidyabhiif_la~a (HIL, pp. 2i6 and 286), 
treats of Reason an:l Example. 

Uddyotakara's reply to Dinnaga's criticism is given in a The Varttika's 
rather lengthy and difficult section (NV, pp. 123, L 8-125, I. 4) ~~~~~~;;~;~e 
of his comment on NS, I, i, 34, which I render as follows: 

" Some say that 'the means of prmring the conclusion is not 
anything distinct from the likeness to the example,' and so the 
definition should be svata uilahara~za-siiil,hannya.1h hetub-the 
reason (:.\I) is the likeness of the thing itself (S) to the example 
(XP). And if you say that the words siidhya-sadhanam, 
instrument of proving the conclusion, are inserted as a quali-
fication of udahara1_1a-sadharmyam, then the employment of 
the fifth or ablative case-inflection (in udiihara1_za-siidharmyat) 
serves no purpose. We do not say n?.lcid utpalam, but n'ilam 
ittpalmn, blue lotus (blue qualifies lotus, and has the same 
case-inflection therefore). Others1 give a different account 
of the uselessness of the employment of the ablative, saying 
that the ablative is used in the case of two different things­
as 'he comes from the village' ; but 'the instrument of proof ' 
is not something separate from the 'likeness to the example '; 
and therefore we cannot say 'the means of proof is from like­
ness to the example.' And if the sutra-kara means that 
' likeness to the example, qualified 2 by being the means 
of proving what is to be proved,' is the hetu, or second 
'member ' of the syllogism or pancavayava-vakya, this 
amounts to saying that the hetu, as the second member of the 
syllogism, is (not a statement, abhidhana, but) a thing stated 

1 It is not clear who these 'others ' are, nor does their view appear 
to differ materially from the view just stated; which, according to 
Vacaspati, is what Diimaga meant by his 'na pancam'i '-tad idam 
uktam Bhadantena. anye tv etad anyatha vyacak{Jate (NVT, p. 190, I. 5). 

2 The qualification is necessary, as Uddyotakara points out below, 
because mere likeness to the example might be an irrelevant likeness, 
in which case, of course, it would not be the hetu. See NV, p: 123, last 
line top. 124, sadharmyasya vyabhicary-avyabhicharitvad vise,;a'IJ,a-yoga~. 

"" 
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(abhidheya).1 And this would be inconsistent with the defini­
tion which has been given of the first member of the syllogism, 
the Proposition, which is defined as the statement of what 
is to be proved (sadhya-nirdesal; pratijna, NS, I, i, 33). A 
whole or aggregate made up of statements and things does 
not come within the range of possible experiences (na cabhi­
dhaniibhidheyiitm.akal} samudayo d1\~~a7} ). Therefore both of 
these-the Proposition, as defined by the Nyaya-sutra, and the 
Reason, as defined by the Nyaya-sutra on the present inter­
pretation-cannot be 'members ' of a single whole (i.e. they 
cannot both be members of the paiicavayava-vakya). 

'' But this fault is not really chargeable against the sutra 
(for the sutra-kara really means, as interpreted by Vatsyayana, • 
that the het·u is the statement of the likeness to the example 
as probative of the probandum); and so Vatsyayana makes 
no further answer to objections, because the only possible 
objection has been met by just this interpretation (na pari­
harantararh prayoJ°ayati, tenaiviipakrtatviit). 

"It is said that a qualification is inserted (viz. the phrase 
sadhya-sadhanam) because the 'likeness' might be either 
conclusive or inconclusive (siidharmyasya vyabhic5ry-avya­
bhwaritvad vise§atJ,a-yogalJ,). The Baitddha objects that this 
is impossible on the ground that the state1nent of this (i.e. of 
siidharmya) does not admit of having this qualification (viz. 
probativeness) predicated of it (you could call the likeness to 
XP ' proof ' that S is P; but you cannot call the statement of 
such likeness 'proof '). The nature of the subject is deter­
mined by the predicate (yat tatprakiiravat, tad vise~yate); and 
the predicate or prakara in this case, viz. '_probativeness,' 
belongs to the likeness, and not to the statement of the likeness 
(siiilharmye caitad asti, na ca vacasiti). 

1 This is a fair criticism of the expressions used in the siitras, which 
do as a matter of fact fail to make consistently explicit the distinction 
between inference and the verbal expression of inference-a distinction 
which Vais(?,//ika-Bauddha logic underlined through separate treatment 
of svarthanumana and pariirthiinumana. 
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"The Naiyayika's reply to this is: "\Ye do not understand 
your position that 'the statement cannot have the predicate' 
(vacasa!z prakarakatvam1 na bhavatiti na buddhytiinahe). A word 
takes a qualification in precisely the same way in which a thing 
does (yatlwivartha[z prakaravan, tathii vacanamapiti).2 How does 
a thing get a predicate 1 From being either of two possibilities 
-i.e. because it is either of two-either eternal or non-eternal, 
either corporeal or incorporeal. Well, the word or statement 
also is either of two possibilities, and so the case is parallel: 
for the thing is named by the word-' eternal,' ' non-eternal'; 
'corporeal,' 'incorporeal.' And we find that distinctions 
are in fact made between words as such. For instance, we 

• are asked, '1Yhat did he say ?' and we answer, 'He said 
"cow"' (qaur ity ctlw). The iti, or the inverted commas, 
mark it as a word: and the word, as such, is distinguished 
from all other words. :\Ioreover, the critic himself has used 
many sentences which make distinctions between different 
statements as such (svayalii vacana-vise$aka~1,i bahuni vakyani 
prayuktani). For instance, he has defined Discussion (1-'iidci) 
as 'statement with a view to proving and disproving one's 
own and the other party's position ' (see fragment P). Here 
the critic, who has such a sharp sight for defects alleged in 

1 The text has hirakati-am. Dr. Jha's emendation prakaral;ati-am 
seems highly probable. 

2 \\''hat Uddyotakara seems to me to be saying here is that there is 
necessarily parallelism between language and facts. If a fact is a proof, 
then a statement of the fact is a probatfre statement. And against 
Diimiiga's denial of this latter corollary he has a most effective retort 
to hand in the former's definition of discussion as a probaUve statement ! 
But he seems to prefer to deal with the matter as one of general principle 
rather than of particular application: so that he throws even this retort 
into the Jess obvious form of saying that in this definition Dinniiga is 
attaching a predicate to a statement as such. Now to attach a pre­
dicate is to distinguish. And the fact is that we do distinguish one 
word from another, one statement from another. If then we ask 
further how cine word is distinguished from another, we shall find the 
answer to be that distinctions between words are in virtue of, and 
exactly parallel to, the distinctions be{ween the things or facts of which 
the words are the names. So that the name of the word is the name of 
t~e thing put within inverted commas. 
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others, has lost repute thereby " (read sitA\smek:9ika.ya for 
sflk$11w.~·~ikayc1 of the text. Cf. NYT, p. 225, L 2). 

"As for the statement that the use of the ablative, udaharai.za­
siidliannyiit-from likeness to the example-is meaningless 
because we find the ablative used of a thing which is different 
from that which is asserted to be derived 'from' it (artlian­
tare dt:~tatvat), in this he goes against his own school's teach­
ings. For you Bauddlws do not believe that such wholes as 
' army,' 'forest,' are anything different from their component 
parts-and yet the ablative is used in such sentences as 'this 
tree has been brought from the forest,'' the horse comes from 
the army.' And (it may be added that) the ablative is found 
employed, in another branch of learning (the arthasc7stra), ., 
in application to things which are not different from the thing 
which is asserted to be derived ' from ' them : for instance, 
it is said that 'the i3ix Virtues of a government are derind 
from making peace and waging war ' (although making 
peace and waging war are enumerated among the Eix 
VirLues).1 

'' l\Ioreover, the definition of the valid reason as' what di:fier­
entiates from non-P '2 is (intended by its Bauddlia author to 

1 Presumably the use of the ablath-e here is to be defended on the 
ground that these two are basic, the other four derivative. It does 
not really affect the soundness of the principle laid down for the employ­
ment of the ablative. Nor does Uddyotakara seem to question that 
principle in general. He only suggests that it admits of qualification 
in a particular application. 

2 hetur vipa.kl}(td visel}a[i. Who was the particular Bauddha who 
gave this definition? Uddyotakara need not be taken to imply that 
it was Dinniiga himself, though that is a natural supposition. He 
criticises this definition at length in his comment on the following 
siitra, KS, I, i, 35 (NV, p.128, 1. 9ff.). ViicaspatiMisra says nothing 
as to its authorship in his comment on either passage: but he may 
have meant us to take the attribution to Diiiniiga for granted, in view 
of the context. At NV, p. 129, 1. 14, Uddyotakara refers to a com­
mentary-Vrtti-which he tells us qualifies the definition by adding the 
phrase yo dl!armali pah;as.11a. It is possible, even probable, that the 
vrtti here referred to is Dhinaga's own vrtti on his Pramii1J,a-samuccaya, 
and that he is here supplementing his own definition as given in the 
Pranu'i~~a-swn uccaya. 



THE SECOKD PREllISE 41 

apply even in the case) of a hetu where a vipak~a, or case 
of non-P, is not admitted to exist (as, for instance, in the 
argument 'sound is non-eternal, because it is a product.' 
According to the Bauddha tenet there is nothing eternal. 
Therefore the reason, 'being a product,' here differentiates 
the Subject, 'sound as non-eternal,' from a non-P which does 

not exist). 1 How then can you say that the ablative refers 
to arthiintara, a separate or different thing ? (What does not 
exist cannot be called a separate thing, arthantara.) 

" As to the suggestion that the genitive case udii1zarw_za­
siidharmyasya would be more correct than the ablative 
udr'iharaJ_za-siidhannyiit, this too is wrong: for the use of a 

• karaka-infl.ection (such as the ablative is-the genitive 
is not reckoned as a kiiral.:a) depends on what the speaker 
means to say. ·when the likeness is intended to be referred 
to as the thing that is stated (' the Reason is the state­
ment of the probativeness of the likeness to the example'), 
the genitive case would be right. But when the likeness is 
intended to be spoken of as the cause of the statement, then 
the casual ablative is correct. You may ask: How is the 
likeness to the example the cause of the statement of the 
probativeness? The answer is that when such likeness is 
present the statement is made (' presence in presence,' sati'. 
bhc'iva{i). That is, it is the cause because it is after appre-

1 This is Viicaspati lfisra's interpretation. Uddyotakara's words 
are: cinabhyupagatarthuntam-vis~asya ca hetii1· vipak?iid viselja iti 
(NV, p. 124, 1. 16). Vacaspati comments: anabhyupa.gateti. anabhyu­
pagato arthantararh vipak?o yasya hetor, c.nitycitve siidhye krtakatvii.de[i, 
sa tatlwktaZi (N VT, p. 190, 1. 24). 

Uddyotakara frequently uses the argument-um ad hominem derived from 
this illustration which the Bauddha inconsistently gives as an illustration 
of a valid argument. 

It is to this present retort against the Bauddha that Uddyotakara 
seems to be referring in tke comment on the next sutra: tad etai 
lak/ja1),(J,m svasiddhantenii.samgatatvii.d alak1Ja1J,am iti tad api hetu-varttikarii. 
kurvii1J,enolctam (NV, p. 132, 1. 18. Dr. Jha is clearly mistaken in 
regarding this, ad loc., as a reference to a Viirttika by some Bmiddha 
writer. Uddyotakara's comment on NS, I, i, 34, which gives the 
definition of hetu, would probably be called the hetu-viirttika.) 
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hension of this likeness that the various factors-intention to 
say· something, effort of will, expulsion of breath, impact of 
the breath on the palate and other places-become causes of 
the sound. And so, mediately, the likeness is the cause: and 
thus the ablative is the better usage." 

The account The passage in which Vacaspati l\,Wra explains Dinnaga's 
of the contro- • • • • f ll 
versv in the cntrn1sm 1s as o ows: 
Tatpar!Ja. NVT, p. 189, 1. 16-p. 190, l. 3. etat kila hetu-lak$a1J,arh 

bhaoonto «lU§ayarh babhuva 
(aJ S1DHANAM YADI S.A.DI!AR."l\'(YAM, NA VAKYAMSAI;I-·· 

(b) 

(c) 

Id) 

na hy artlia'JJ, panclivayava-vakyasyavayava'JJ,-
NA PANCAlliI-

yadi sadliana-sadliarmyayor atyantabhedo, yadi vii samanya~ 
vise§a-bhavena katharhcid bheda, ubliayatha na pancam'i, sa­
dhana-samana,dhikara~iyena p1·atharna-prasangat, atyantabhede 
caikatara-paa,a-prayogat. vakyarh cet, tata'IJ, pancamy upapa­
dyate. sadlianarh hi vakyaruparh sadharmyad arthad utthitarh, 
yata'IJ, tad vise$yam syat. na hi vakyam evarthad utthitam, 
apitu vivak$adyapiti.-na vise$yarh. kutah ? SADHANATVAD 

ASAMBHAVAI;I. artha - samu:tthanarh jnana - vivak§ad'inam 
aprasango 'sadhanatvad iti. na tatrapi dvedha do$at sak§at 
sadlianarh pararhparye1J,a va. yadi pararhparye~ia, vaktr­
jnanarh tarhi sakJat sadliarmya-samuttharh, pararhparye1;ia 
ca srotu'IJ, sadhya-vijnana-sadhanarh hetu'IJ, syat. atha sak$at 
sadlianarh, tarhi srotr-jnanarh pararhparye1J,a sadharmya-sam­
uttliam sak§at sM,hanarh hetu'IJ, syat. PRAK~TE TV ANYA-SAM· 

BHAVAl;I. yadi tu pancavayava-vakyasya prakrtatvaj jna-
nadi-vyavaccheoo'/:1,, tathapy ANYA-SAM:BHAVAI;I-wpanayasyapi 
sailliarmya-samuttkatvat. 

(e) SVALAK~A:rr-ENA BADHA CEN, NA, VIKALPADI-SAMBHAVAT 

(/) TASM.A.T ~A~THY ASTU TATR1PI VISE~A~AM ANARTHAKAM-

sailharmyasya hetur ity etavan-miitram vaktavyam iti. tad etail 
Dinnaga-dU4a1J,am, upanyasyati 

UDAHAR~A-S.A.DHARMY Xcceti. 

[See also NVT, p. 190, 11. 5, 19, and 26.] .,, 

• 
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Apparent citations are marked by capitals. Those marked 
(a) and (b), taken together, form one complete line. Those 
marked (c) and (d) appear to be the second halves of two lines. 
Those marked (e) and (f) are two complete lines. The fragment 
thus comprises three whole lines and two half lines. But one 
more complete line appears to be contained in the citation 
made by Uddyotakara and referred to in the last clause of the 
present passage: for, omitting the ca, we get-

UD.IB.ARA:IfA-S.lDH..\IUIYIT KI:\! .A~-Y.AT S1DHY.A-S.\DHAN.A:II. (r!) 

The fragment, supplemented by this, which appears to be 
its first line, amounts to four whole lines and two halves. I 

•cannot disentangle any other metrical fragments from the 
passage, though it seems probable that others may be con­
cealed in it. 

This passage may be translated thus: 
"The Bauddlw criticised this definition. He says: 'If :Fragments 

h . . h . . . b (a) and (b). 
t e means of proof is the likeness, t en (1) 1t 1s not a mem er 
of the syllogism, and (ii) the ablative-udiihara~ta-siidharmyat 
-could not be used. It is not a member of the syllogism, 
because a thing cannot be a member of a whole composed of 
five statements. And the ablative is out of place, because, 
whether you mean to assert absolute identity of means of proof 
with likeness, or to assert that means of proof is a specific 
case of the generic notion of likeness (so that there is in some 
sense difference between them), the ablative would be out of 
place either way. For in the latter case both words refer to 
the same thing (siimii,niidhikara1_iya), and so the first or nomina-
tive case-inflection should be used; and in the former case 
you would use one or other of the words, but not both of them 
(you could call the hetu udiihara~za-sadharmya, or you could call 
it sadhya-sadhana: but you would not call it both at once). 

"It might be said that if the hetu is understood as a state­
ment, the ablative then becomes possible. For the means 
of proof, understood as a proposition, is derived from a fact, 
viz. the likeness between the Subject of inference and the 
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Example: so that it can be the subject of this qualification 
(i.e. sadliana, in the sense of a proposition, can be qualified 
as 'derived from the likeness'). Of course it is not only the 
statement, but also the intention to say something and so on, 
that is derived from the likeness. And, taken in this way, 
sadhana cannot be the subject of the qualification ~tdahara~ia-

1.<'ra.gment (cJ. sadharmyat. Why 1 It is impossible1 because the sarlhana 

is the sadhana, i.e. the means of proving what is to be proved: 
while this would not be true of what arises from the fact, viz. 
the knowledge of the fact, the intention to assert it, and so 
on, these are not the means of proving what is to be proved 
(i.e. the fact itself is the sadhana; what can be characterised 
as 'arising from the fact' is, for that very reason, not the~, 
sadhana). Nor can you take sadhana in a double sense here, 
as directly or immediately the means of proof, on the one hand; 
and as indirectly or mediately means of proof, on the other 
hand: for either way involves difficulties. Taking the 
Reason to be what is indirectly the means of proving the 
conclusion, then it is the speaker's knowledge-directly 
derived from the likeness-that is indirectly the means of 
establishing knowledge of the probandu.m in the mind of the 
hearer: and it is therefore the speaker's knowledge which 
should be the 'reason' for the hearer's conclusion (which is 
patently absurd). And, taking the Reason to be what is 
directly the means of proving the conclusion, then the hearer's 
knowledge-indirectly derived from the likeness-is directly 
the means of proving the conclusion for him, and it is there­
fore the hearer's knowledge that is the Reason (which "ill 
not consist with your definition, according to which the Reason 
is derived from the likeness: but the hearer's knowledge is not 

derived from the likeness, but from the speaker's statement). 
(The Naiyayika is apparently supposed to retort at this 
point that he is not talking about 'knowledge,' whether of 
the speaker or of the hearer. He is talking about ' Reason ' 

1 Or, 'the sadhana does not arise (sambhava) from the likeness, just 
because it is the siidliana.' 
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in the context of the syllogism or ':five-membered statement'; 

and, as part of the five-membered statement, the ' Reason ' 
must be taken to be itself neither more nor less than a state-

ment. To this Diilnaga replies:) Taking the ' Reason' in the Fragment (d). 

strict sense determined by the context, i.e. as a statement, 

so as to exclude the lmo"\\ledge of speaker and hearer and so 
forth, your definition is still open to the objection that other 
things as well are 'derived from the likeness': for the Applica-
tion, or fourth member of your syllogism, is also ' derived from 
the likeness of the Subject to the example' (seeing that this 
likeness is the very thing which is stated in the fourth member 
-tatha di.yam)." 

• (Vacaspati now cites two complete lines, which seem to 
mean:) 

"If it be said that the view that the means of proof is the Fragment (e). 

thing itself, is contradicted by the Bauddha theory of the 
thing as being the ding-an-sich or unique particular, this 
is not so, because there arise ' fictions of the understanding ' 
(,vhich somehow correspond to the ding-an-sick : and these 
:fictions comprise the 'likeness ' which serves as the probans 
in inference). 

"The Naiyayika might reply to certain of the above criti- Fragment(./). 

cisms by saying that the possessive case might be substituted 
for the ablative (udahara~za-sudhannyasya in place of uda­
hara~za-sadharmyat). The reply to this is that in that case also 
the qualification (sadhya-sadhanam,) has no meaning" (because, 
as Vacaspati says, it is put as qualification of the statement of 
likeness-NVT, p. 190, I. 19. So that theobjectionremains-
you cannot qualify the statement of the likeness as' probative,' 
any more than you can qualify the statement arising from the 
likeness as 'probative'). 

(Vacaspati concludes:) "It is this criticism made by 
Di:tinaga that the V<irttika refers to in the passage beginning 
UDAH.ARA~A-SADHARMYAC CA." 

The line cited by Uddyotakara at the opening of the passage 
on which Viicaspati is commenting probably forms the first . ... 
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Fragment (g). line of the passage in Di'f)Ilaga-udahara~ia-scidharm,yat kim 
anyat siidhya-siidhanam? It may be interpreted: " What 
else is the means of proving the probandum than the likeness 
to the example itself?" That is: the Naiyayika says 'the 
Reason is the proof of the prabandwn from likeness to the 
example.' The ablative implies that the means of proof is 
other than the likeness. But the likeness is the means of 
proof. 

Fragment 
(incomplete 
line). 

SECTION 18.-Fragment M: DEFINITION OF THE 'Prvbans,' 
'Hetu' (as a term in the inference: not as a 'member' 
of the 'paiicavayava-vakya '). 

GRAHYA-DHARMAS TAD·A~ISENA VYAPTO HETUI;I 

• 

NV, p. 134, I. 13. etena grahya-dhannas tad-arhsena vyapto1 

hetur iti pratyuktam. anenavyapakcidir labhyata ity2 uktottarain 
etad apiti. . 

NVT, p. 199, 1. 9. Dinniigasyaiva pradescintara-het-u-lak§a• 
'f}ani. griihya-dharnia{z pakJa-dharnwl;z. tad-a-rhsena tasyaiva 
pah;asyiirhsena sadhya-dharma-samanyena vyapto hetur iti. 
tad eva tad-dhetu-lak$a~zam upanyasya 'smin p·urvoktarh do$a1h 
atidisati eteneti. atidesam eva sphu~ayati avyapakadir iti. 
yatha-sruta-lak$a~ie pak$avyiipakasya hetutvarh tad-amsetivyiip­
tam ity3 asya vivarai_ziilocanena sapak$a-sa.ttvam vipak§aC ca 
vyiivrttir ity arthal;z. tatha ca purvokta-do$a-prasanga ity 
arthalJ,. 

That is: Uddyotakara says: 
" By this the definition of the reason as ' a quality of the 

subject (S) which is pervaded (U?iversally accompanied) by 

1 The text has the meaningless vyaptyor, but the editor notes that 
N VT has vyapto, which is certainly the right reading. 

2 The text reads iti (without sa1ndhi). Printed texts are not always 
consistent in their application of saindhi. I think the two clauses should 
run together, and I have therefore inserted the saindhi. 

3 Read tad-ainsena vyapta ity in place of the textual tad-amseti­
vyaptam ity, which seems to be meaningless . . ,, 
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an aspect (P)of the subject (S)', is set aside. That is, this 
definition also has been answered: the answer being that it 
would apply to middle terms which do not reside in the 
whole of the Subject, and so on." 

Vacaspati comments on this: 
" A definition of the reason given by Di:µnaga himself in 

another place. The word graliya-dharma in this definition 
means pak$a-dharma, 'a quality of the pak$a or Subject of 
inference. Tad-arhsena: this means tasya, i.e. pak$asya., 
arhsena: that is, sadhya-dharma-samiinyena-the reason is 
pervaded by the general nature of the quality which is .to 
be proved (by P, as a universal). He cites the definition, 

•and extends the application of the previous criticism to it, 
in the words' By this,' etc. He explains how that criticism 
applies to this definition in the words 'it would apply to 
middle terms which do not reside in the whole of the subject.' 
Taking the definition as it stands, a middle which did not 
reside in the whole of S would be a reason (i.e. a valid middle 
term). Reference to the explanation (' Vivara~ia,' which 

• may mean -Di~aga's own Vrtti on the P.ramii,~za-samuccaya.) 
will show that the words tad-arhsena vyaptaly, mean residence 
in the sapak$a and absence from the vipak$a: so that the 
criticisms previously brought against Diimaga's concep­
tion of the trairupya and of t-ri-lak$a1_ia-hetu (see frag­
ments H and J and K above) are also applicable to this 
definition." 

Vidyabhu~a:µa does not notice this fragment, and it is l?ent-itica­

difficult to locate it. But for the explicit statement of _vacas- tion. 

pa.ti that it comes from 'another place,' it would have been 
natural to connect it with fragments J and K, and refer it to 
Chapter III of the Pramar;,a-samuccaya. In view of Vacas-
pati's statement, however, it has to be assigned either to 
another work altogether (which is improbable, as Vacaspati's 
other citations all seem to come from the Prarnii,1_ia-samuccaya); 
or else either to Chapter II, which discusses inference for one-
self, or to Chapter IV, in connection with the discussion of 

... 
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hetu as a member of the paficavayciva-vakya. The attribution 
to Chapter II appears most probable. 

The fragment is important because in it (and in it alone) 
the doctrine of vyapti-with which Di1'l.llaga's name is always 
connected-is explicitly stated: and stated in language parallel 
to that used by Kumarila. The use of arhsa seems to be 
identical with Kumarila's use of ekadesa when he speaks of 
the pak$a (S) as the ekadesin or ekadesavat, which has as its 
two ekadesas the gam.aka or hetu (M) on the one hand, and the 
gamya or sadhya (P) on the other hand. The phraseology 
in which Vacaspati explicates it is reminiscent rather of 
Prasastapada: cf. what is said of the nidarsana (=udahara1_ia, 
third member of the 'syllogism') in Prasastapada-bha$ya, • 
p. 251, anena sadhya-samanyena sadhana-samanyasya 'nuga-
1na-mJi,trani ucyate. 

The vyapti doctrine is ultimately inconsistent with the 
view of inference as an affair of examples, embodied in the 
trairupya doctrine. But both doctrines played a prominent 
part in Di.rinaga's logic. He is said to have originated the 
former doctrine: but probably he inherited the trairftpya 
doctrine from predecessors; and Sugiura states that he himself 
in the Nyaya-dvara ascribes it to 'Socmock,' i.e. to Ak~a­
pada,1 the reputed author of the Nyaya Sutra. But it does 
not figure in the Nyaya Sutra, though it seems to be implicit 
in one sutra of the filth chapter (NS, V, i, 34:), and (more 
clearly) in Vatsyayana's bha$ya thereon. 

SECTION 19.-Fragment N: 'COMPARISON' (Upamana) IS 
ONLY THE PERCEPTION OF LIKENESS, OR OF AN OBJECT 
AS LIKE, AND IS THEREFORE NOT A SEPARATE SOURCE 
OF KNOWLEDGE (' Prarna~ta '). 

NV, p. 60, I. 16. pratyak$agamabhyarh nopamanarh bhi­
dyate. katham iti ? yada tav ubhau go-gavayau pratyak$e1,la 

1 For the identification of ' Socmock ' of the Chinese tradition with 
A.ksapada or Gautama, see Sugiura, Bud<lhist Logfo as preserved in 
Ohina and Japan (Philadelphia, 1900, p. 21, footnote 3). 
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pasyati, tada liy ayam " anena sari"ipa " iti pratyak5ata{2 pra­
tip:ul,yate. yadapi sr~toti " yatha gaur eva1h ga,vr1,ya" iti, 
tadasya sr~tvata eva buddhi-r upajayate "kecid godlwrma gavaye 
'nvayina upalabhyante, kecid vyatireki~ia " iti-anyathii hi 
yathii tathety eva na syat-bhuyas tu sar·upya1h gava gai,ayasyety 
(text: gavayasya iti) eva'lii pratipadyate. Tasman nopamiinam 
pratyak$agamabhyarh bhiclyata iti. gava ga·vaya-siiclrsyarh 
pratipadyate, gavaya-sattarh veti. aho pramii,1_iabhijnata Blia­
aantasya. gava gavaya-sar·upya-pratipattes tu sa1ijiia-sa·1ijiii­
sarhbandharh pratipadyata iti siitrarthaJJ. tasmad aparij1iiiya 
sutrartlza1h yatkiiicid ucyate. 

NVT, p. 135, 1. 2. tad 'idrsam itpamana-phalam ai•idviin 
?Jad.dya-jnanarh siidrsya-visi$(a-jnanarh vopamana-phalain iti 
bliriinto Blwaanto Di1inaga ak:-;ipati: pratyak$eti. 

Ibid., I. 14. tasman na sctarsya-pratiti-phalam upanianam l!'ragment? 

pratyak$ad vakyad va vyatiricyata iti s·uktam. Bhaaanta-
bhriintim udgliatayati: gaveti. 

That is, Uddyotakara says: 
" ' Comparison is not distinct from perception and testi­

mony.' How so ? Because when a person sees both the cow 
and the gayal, in that case it is by perception that he appre­
hends that this is like that: and when he is told that the gayal 
is like the cow, in that case it is just on the hearing of this that 
the knowledge arises in his mind that some of the qualities 
of the cow are found in the gayal and others are not: as 
otherwise the word 'like' would not have been used by the 
speaker: and he apprehends a preponderant sameness of 
the qualities of the gayal with those of the cow. For this 
reason ' comparison is not distinct from perception and testi­
mony.' On this account of the matter, what the person 
apprehends is (in the latter case) the resemblance of the cow 
to the gayal, or (in the former case) the existence of the gayal 
(as qualified by resemblance to the cow). What understanding 
the Bauddha shows of the nature of the prama~ia I (that is, 
he has altogether misunderstood the sense in which upam.ana 
is asserted to be a prama~ia). The sutra really means that, 

4 
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as a result of apprehending the resemblance of the gayal to 
the cow, the person realises the relation of the name 'gayal ' 
to this particular object. Therefore, what is urged is irre­
levant, and arises from ignorance of what the su:ra means." 

Vacaspati's comment means: 
"The Banddha-that is, Dirinaga-raises the objection, 

' comparison is not distinct from perception and testimony,' 
because he did not understand that the resultant cognition 
produced by upamana (considered as a separate pramii:1:a) 
is such as we have explained it to be; and because he mis­
takenly thought that the knowledge of the likeness, or of an 
object qualified by the likeness, is the resultant cognition 
produced by upamana (whereas in fact these constitute thG' 
means of a further cognition)." 

And again: 
"Therefore (the Bauddka concludes) 'it is not well said that 

comparison is separate from perception or testimony.' Uddyo­
takara explains the Bauddha's mistake in the words ' as a result 
of apprehending the likeness of the gayal to the cow,'" etc. 

Vidyabhii~a:g.a, HIL, p. 287, n. 2, cites as from Chapter IV 
of the Pramii,1_ia-samuccaya a line in connection with Dinnaga's 
rejection of upamii,na as a separate source of knowledge. 
Uddyotakara and Vacaspati appear to cite Dirinaga in differ­
ent versions. Possibly Vacaspati's nopamii,narn pratyak§iid 
vakyiid vii vyatiricyate is actual citation, of which Uddyota­
kara's praty~iigam,ii,bhyiirh nopamanam bhidyateis a paraphrase. 

It seems surprising that Dirinaga should have interpreted 
the sutra (NS, I, i, 6) in disregard of Vatsyay!3-na's interpreta· 
tion of it, as he appears to have done. Of course the interpre­
tation of the sutra, taken in itself, is doubtful: and a later 
passage (NS, II, i, 44-48) can perhaps just as well be cited to 
support Dirinaga's as to support Vatsyayana's interpretation 
of I, i, 6. The orthodox Naiyayika account of upamana does 
in fact read like an afterthought, and it is difficult to believe 
that it represents the original teaching of the sutra. I am 
inclined to think that the acceptance of upamana as a separate 

,. 
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prama~za is connected with the acceptance of the upanaya as 
a fourth member of syllogism. NS, II, i, 48 appeals to the 
linguistic usage of yatka ... tatka as evidence that uparnana 
is a separate pramii,1_1a ; and this suggests the tatha cayam 
which is the formula of the upanaya. Moreover, the phrase­
ology of that siilra-tathety upasarhkarat-seems to invite 
reference to the sutra (NS, I, i, 38) which defines ·upanaya­
udahara~iapek$as tathety upasarhharo na tatlieti vii, sadhyasyo­
panayaZz. And finally Vatsyayana himself, in a passage which 
may embody the older doctrine, definitely identifies the 
upanaya with upam,ana (NBh, p. 44, 1. 13, upamanam upanayal,i 
tathety upasarhharat). Therefore what Diim.aga criticises 

•may really have been the doctrine of the sutrakara, which the 
school later found it convenient to interpret in a different, 
and rather forced, sense. 

SECTION 20.-Fragm.ent O: THE OBJECT OF INFERENCE 1s AN 

IDEAL CONSTRUCTION. 

(1) NVT, p. 127, 1. 1. vastu-vacane 'py artha-saba.asya lak$ya­
sarhbhavad avi$ayarh lak$a1.iam. na hi Di1inaga-m,ate ki1ncid 
asti vastu yan nantariyakarh sad-dhetur bhavati: yatha 'ha-

BARVO 'YAM A.NUM.A...V.A..'l"UMEYA·BHA.V0 BUDr>HYA.RU.l}HENA. Fra.gment 
DHARMA·DHA.RMI·BHAVENA NA. BARIi}: SA.D·ASA.TTVAM (prose). 

A.l'EK~A.TE 

-iti. 
(21 NVT,p. 39,1.12. tatha9(i,gaman·usarhdhanena pratijnaya'/J 

kalpita-Vi§ayatvam api nirakrtarh veilitavyam, yailii, 'hur eke-

SARV0 'YAM ANUMA.NANUMEYA·VYAVAHA.R0 BUDDHYA.RU­

:i;>HENAIVA DHARMA·DHARMI·BH.A.VENA. NA. BAHII}: SAD· 

A.SATTVAM Al'EK~ATE 

-iti. 
(3) Sloka-vartika, ni-ralambana-vaa.a, 167-168'. 

nanv asaty api bahye 'rthe buddhyaru,ef,hena1 sidhyati 
vasana-saba.a-bheilottha-vikalpa-pravibhii,gata'/J. 

1 The text ha.s, mistakenly, bu,ddhyii:rii,ef,he M. 

implies buddl,yarufhena. 
Jha'a tra.nslati<;m 
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nyaya-viabhir ia,arh coktarh dharmadau buddhim asrite 
vyavaharo 'numanadeli kalpyate na bahifi-sthite. 

Parthasarathi l\Iisra's Nyiiyaratnakara, ad loc. 
vrddhancfoi apy asmadiyanam idam eva 'bhimatarn ity aha 

nyaya-vidbhir iti. 

SAJWA EVA 'NUMANANUMEYA-VYAVAH.ARO BUDDHYARUJ;)HENA 

DHARM.A-DHARMI-NYAYENA NA BAIDI;I-SATT.AJ.'1 APEK~ATA 

iti Dinnagenoktam iti. 
1. Vacaspati is referring to the passage in Uddyotakara's 

comment on NS, I, i, 5, in which a criticism is given of Dm­
naga's definition of anumana as nantartyakartha-darsanarft 
tad,.via,alJ, (fragment G, above). As against this definition 
he brings the following argumentum ad hominem (not adduced 
by Uddyotakara): "Since the word 'artha' signifies a real 
thing, the definition has nothing to which it can refer: because 
the thing defined cannot exist. For on Dinnaga's view there 
is no real thing which could be ' inseparably connected with 
the probandum ' so as to be a valid reason. As he has said : 

"' This whole business of probans and probanclwn depends 
on the relation of quality and possessor of quality-a relation 
which is imposed by thought; and it has no reference to an 
external existence and non-existence.'" 

2. Vacaspati is here referring to Uddyotakara's comment 
(NV, p. 17, 11. 14-18) on Vatsyayana's statement cigam,ali 
pratijna-' The Proposition is testimony ' (NBh, p. 5, 1. :3 
on NS, I, i, 1). The objection is made that the Proposition is 
something to be proved; whereas if it has the authority of 
'testimony '-which is an independent prama1.za-it would 
be already proved. Uddyotakara replies that there is nothing 
to prevent a man's conveying to another as a reasoned truth 
what he himself accepts as established by authority. Vacas­
pati adds that this applies to the fundamental truths which 
it is the function of the Nyaya as a system to convey: but that 
Vatsyayana does not mean that in all inferences the propo-
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sition is 'testimony.' He then adds: "And by his thus 
connecting the Proposition with testimony it is to be 
understood that the reference of the proposition to a supposi­
tions subject is rejected: since certain persons have said: 
' This whole business of probans and probandum depends on 
nothing but the relation of quality and quality-possessor­
a relation merely imposed by thought; and does not refer 
to external existence and non-existence.'" 

3. Kumarila is arguing that the Bauddha sceptic who main­
tains all things (including the means of proof themselves) 
to be unreal, cannot consistently use reasoning to establish 
his position. The Bauddha suggests in reply that a relative 

• or merely phenomenal reality (samvrti) provides the sceptic 
with all that he needs: 

"Even though no external object exists, conclusions are 
established by means of what is merely imposed by the under­
standing, as the result of differentiating those fictions of the 
understanding which arise from ' impressions,' (mental dis­
positions) and from (the use of) language. And (our) logicians 
have said: ' The probans, etc., work on qualities, etc., which 
are grounded in thought and have no external existence.'" 

Parthasarathi 1\iisra's comment on this is: 
" ' Our logicians have said ': That is, our ancient writers 

have maintained this very position. Thus Dilinaga says: 
'This whole (sarva eva) business of probans and probandwn 

depends on the relation of quality and quality-possessor­
a relation imposed by thought; and it doei; not refer to 
external existence.' " 

See Keith, ILA, p. 102, n. 2; he refers to passages (1) and (3). I~entifica.­

Vidyabhii~a:µa does not appear to have noted this fragment. tion. 
It is even better accredited than the rest of these fragments, 
as both Vacaspati and Parthasarathi attribute it to Dinnaga 
by name. The £act that Kumarila deals with it in the nira-

1,arnbana-vada suggests that the fragment may be found in 
Dilinaga's Alamhana-parik$a, or in his vrui thereon. 

Keith's statement that Diilnaga "emphatically denies that 
.. 
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there can be any real thing indissolubly connected " is an 
inadvertence. It is Vacaspati who denies that-onDi:rinaga's 
view-there can be any indissoluble connection of real things. 
This point has some importance in view of the fact that Stcher­
batsky and Keith both argue that Diimaga's idealistic position 
provided him with a basis for the doctrine of indissoluble 
connection: of which doctrine he is, partly on that ground, 
supposed to be the originator. See Keith, ILA, pp. 103-104. 
" A priori, therefore, it is more reasonable to assume that 
Prasastapada owes the principle" (of indissoluble connection) 
"to a school in which it had a natural right to exist." The 
fact is that the Naiyayika, so far from admitting that the 
principle has a natural right to exist in an idealistic system, r 

emphatically denies that such a system has any right to such 
an idea. And I think there is no evidence that Dinnaga 
himself ever bases his doctrine of indissoluble connection on 
his idealism 

SECTION 21.- Fragment P : DEFINITION OF DiscussION . 

(Vada) 

NV, p. 124, 1. 8. svaya_rh vacana-vise$akani bahuni vakyani 

prayuktdni. tad yathat-

Dii'mo.ga's SVA·PAR.A·PAK~AYOI;l SIDDHY-ASIDDHY-ARTHAM VACANA:i! VADA 
definition. 

-iti. 

(For translation and context see fragment L, p. 39, above. 
Vacaspati adds nothing material in his comment here. But 
the fragment raises a problem: because in a later passage the 
Varttika cites and criticises in great detail another almost 
identical definition, which Vacaspati Misra, in his comment 
rJ,d loc., definitely attributes to' Subandhu '-i.e., presumably, 
Vasubandhu. The passages referred to are as follows:) 

'dS:6nub!l't1:1dhu's' NV, p. 151, 1. 20. apare tu sva-para-paksa-siddhy-asiddhy-
3 1 ion, • 

artharh vacanarh vaila iti vaila-lak$a1_iarh var1:ayanti. 

N.VT, p. 218, I. 9. . tad evarh svabhimatam vada-lak$a1_tarh 
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vyakhyaya SAUB.A..~DHAVA:ir lakJa~1a1h aii .. $ayitum upanyasyati 
apare tv iti. 

The definition is not explicitly attributed to Dil'maga, but I_dentifica-. 
h 1 f d b h 't~- • • d t1on. t e context eaves no room or ou t t at vacaspatI mten s 

the attribution. It is clear that Dinnaga's definition is merely 
an amended version of Vasubandhu's, the amendment con-
sisting in breaking up the compound sva-pa·ra-pal..·fa-siddhy­
asiddhy-arthani into s·11a-para-pak$ayob, siddhy-as·iddhy-artlia-m.1 

Uddyotakara's point against Di:nn.aga's amended formula is Udd~ota_-. 
h hi • • d b h d d f hi h kara. s cr1ti-t at not ng 1s game y t e uncompoun e orm w c cism. 

Diri.naga substitutes for the compound sva-para-pak~a-siddhy­
asiddhy-arthani. For instance, even when the compound 

•is thus resolved the definition remains open to the objection 
that the phrase ' proving and disproving one's own and the 
other party's position ' leaves it undecided which of the two 
is to be proved and which disproved. And if you say that the 
one sense is inevitable because the other is plainly im.possible, 
then you ought to use the compound. Why 1 Because your 
viidabhidhana2 is reckoned as siistra, and you cannot-in 
:reference to siistra-say that parsimony in expression is of no 
account. 

The commentators on the present s·utra (NS, I, ii, I­
definition of viida) are writing with direct reference to some 
Buddhist text which is regarded as of primary authority 
(siistratveniibkyupagata), and is so well known that Uddyota­
kara refers to one of its ' sutras ' by citing merely the first two 

1 Jha's translation inadvertently cites the sauba-ndluwain, lak1Ja1J,arn 
jn the uncompounded form, thereby making it identical with Diimaga's 
definition (transl., vol. i, p. 441). 

2 NV, p. 156, I. 17. s/Zstratvena ca vadabhidha1U1,m abhyupagamyate, 
na ca va~e guT'l.lrlagkavam asriyata iti na yuktam. Dr. Jha relies on 
·this passage to establish his contention that ' Subandhu ' wrote _the 
Viida-vidhi or Viida-v·idkana referred to a.t NV, p. 121, I. 2 (see his notes 
at pp.· 441 and 454 of vol. i of translation). He supports his view by 
-the ingeniou,s emendation vada-vidkanam for vadabhidhiinam in the 
present passage. But, apart from this emendation, his view is probably 
correct: see above, p. 26. vadabhvf,hanam need not be altered. It 
would mean: "the definition of vada is reckoned a.a sastra .. " But the 
.emendation is tempting. 
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words-'siidhana-dU$a1}air ity etasmin sutre (NV, p. 154, 1. 3). 
Anotherfrag- Vacaspati gives the full sutra-te sadhana-duf}a'Yf,aih sva-para-
mentofVasu- " 
ba.ndhu? sabdali sambadhyante, the words sva- and para- are connected 

J:!'ra.gment. 

with proving and refuting " (NVT, p. 219, I. 13). This 
' sutra ' is clearly e:iq>lanatory of the definition of vada here 
criticised: and that definition is itself called a 'sutra ' 1 by 
Uddyotakara (laghu ca sutram bhavati-NV, p. 153, 1. 15). 
Further, Vacaspati cites a ' gatha' : nasti prayojanad i$ta,m 
mitkhya-sabdartha-langhanam-iti gatha bliavatani. " y OU 

have a verse: 'it is not permissible to depart from the primary 
meaning 0£ a word (arbitrarily 1).'" 

It would be a matter of some importance to identify these 
citations. They may come from the vada-vidhi referred to b{ 
Uddyotakara on NS, I, i, 33, in connection with the definition 
of pratijna: and the vada-vidhi may be the work of Vasu­
bandhu. l\Iore can hardly be said. But who was the author 
of the vada-vidhana-fika, also mentioned by Uddyotakara in 
the same connection (NV, p. 120, l. 6) 1 Was it Dinnaga 1 
If not, in what work is Dinnaga's amendment of' Subandhu's' 
definition of vada (and of pratifiia, perhaps) to be found 1 

SECTION 22.-Fragment Q : CRITICISM OF THE 'V AISE!]IKA ' 

ACCOUNT OF THE UNIVERSAL (Sarnanya). 

Sarva-darsana-sathgraha, Bauddha-darsana (=Cowell and 
Gough, p. 21). 

Tad uktam,-

.ANYATRA VARTAMA.L'USYA TATO 'NYA·STHANA·J.ANMANI 

TA.SM.AD ACALATAl,I STHANAD V~TTIR ITY ATIYUKTATA 

YATRA 'SAU VARTATE BRA.VAS TENA SAMBADHYATE NA TU 

TADDESINAM CA 2 VYAPNOTI KIM .A.PY ETAN MAHADBHUTAM.3 

NA YA.Ti NA CA TATR.i 'sin ASTI PASO.AN NA CAMS.A.VAT 

JAR.A.TI PURVAM .NA.DHAR.AM AHO VYASANA·SAM.TATil,I, 

1 Similarly at NV, p. 43, I. 14, Uddyotakara. speaks of Vasubandhu's 
definition of perception as a '81Ura '-yadyapy etat sutram yathasruti 
bhaiYLti, etc. , 2 NA (Poussin). 

3 Poussin (Museon, n.s. ii, 1901, p. 73, n. 45) says that he thinks it 
ne"essary to read na tu Taddesinam na vyiipnoti. He renders: "Ou 
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" It has been said: Tr:i.nslation. 

'It is great dexterity that what resides in one place should, 
without moving from that place, reside in what comes to 
exist in a place other than that place. 

'It is joined with this thing (which is now coming into 
existence) in the place where the thing in question is; and yet 
it does not fail to pervade the thing which is in that place.1 

Is not this very wonderful 1 

'It does not go there-and it was not there before; and yet 
it is there afterwards-although it is not manifold, and does 
not quit its former receptacle ! '\Vhat a series of difficulties!' " 

The Bauddha, expounding the tenet of the momentariness of Context . 
• h • t t h t ·- k "k • a fi.ni • SDS, toe. cit. t e exis en as sue -ya sat, ""t $a1_ii am-gives as a e t10n 
of existence artha-kriya-karitva, practical efficiency. (The 
argument is that the existent is what Mes something : the 
permanent can do nothing, because causality is inconsistent 
with permanence:2 therefore the existent is non-permanent­
momentary.) In this connection he proceeds to deal with 
a rival theory of the nature of existence, ,vhich he attributes 
to the followers of 'Kanabhaksa and Aksacarana '-Kanada . . . . . 
and Ak~pada, i.e. the Vaise§ikas and Naiyayikas. This 
theory is that to exist means to be united with the universal 
' Being '-satta-samii,nya-yogitvam eva sattvam. The Bauddha 
makes the obvious retort that this will exclude from existence 

que se trouve l'etre nouveau, il lui est inherent; et ne cesse pas, pour cela, 
d'occuper l'o bjet qui est ici." The emendation may be accepted as ahnost 
certainly correct. 

1 Poussin renders: "II ne s'en va pas (d'ici), il n'etait pas la, ii n'est 
pas multiple apres (sa second manifestation), il ne quitte pas son 
premier receptacle." For a variant of the fifth line of the fragment, 
see below, p. 59. 

2 Because a permanent cause would produce its effects all at once, 
there being no reason why it should postpone the production of its 
effects (samartkasya 'fa.epayogat.-NVT, p. 388, I. 17). And if you 
say that it will produce a given effect when an 'auxiliary circumstance' 
(sakakarin) is added to it, then you are giving up the notion of 
permanent causal entities and adopting the Bauddka doctrine of 
lcu:rvadrii,pa,, i.e. of a momentary collocation of circumstances as the ca~se. 
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three of the six Vaise:;ika categories, viz. samii,nya, vise$a, 
and samavaya (since the Vaise$ika himself teaches that 'uni­
versals' cannot inhere in universals, or in ultimate differences, 
or in inherence-relations, but only in substances, qualities, and 
actions): so that we shall not be able to predicate existence of 
universals, ultimate differences, or inherences. The Vaise$ika 
answers that these three categories have existence predicated 
of them in a peculiar sense, each of them having an existence 
sui generis (tatra svarupa-satta-nibandhalJ, sad-vyavahara{z).1 

The Bauddha objects to this multiplication of meanings of 
'existence,' and says that the theory would be confuted by a 
dilemma of which the two horns are (I) that universal' Being' 
does' run through' everything, (2) that it does not run through" 
everything.2 As a tnatter of fact, we do not find any one 
common presentational form running through things as dif­
ferent as a mountain and a mustard-seed (anugatasya aka­
rasya apratibhasanat). Then, again, the Bauddha asks, is the 
universal ubiquitous, or only ubiquitous within its own sphere 
(sarva-gatarh svasraya-sarva-gatarh va) 1 The first alternative 
would mean confusion of all things: besides, Prafastapada 
himself says sva-visaya-sarva-gatam3-' ubiquitous in its proper 
subjects.' Now this second alternative, adopted by Prasas­
tapada, gives rise to a dilemma :4 when the universal ' being­
a-jar' which resides in an already existing jar is joined to a 
jar elsewhere which is coming into being, does it go from the 
first jar to be joined to the second, or is it joined to the second 
without going from the first 1 In the first alternative, it 
would be a substance (for only substances are capable of 

1 This is Prasastapiida's solution. Cf. PBk, p .. 19, sarniinyad!inam 
traya'fJ,iim sviitma-sattvain-the three categories, universality, etc., have 
their own nature for their being. 

2 This seems to be the meaning of anugatatviinanugatatva-vikalpa­
parakate{l. 

3 proktain Prasastapadena sva-vi1aya-sarva-gatain iti. The phrase 
will be found in P Bk, p. 314, I. 20. The explicit reference in the DS 
passage to Prasastapiida is noteworthy, for it may imply that this 
fragment from Dirinaga is directed specifically against Prasastapiida. 

'. What follows explains the fragment from Di.Jiniiga. 
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movement, karm,a): and in the second alternative it could not 
be joined to the second jar.1 Further, either the universal 
continues to subsist after the jar has been destroyed-or it 
perishes-or it goes somewhere else. In thefirstalternativethere 
will be a universal without any place to reside in; in the second, 
it is improper to give to the universal the epithet ' eternal ' 
(as the Vaise$ika does); in the third, it would be a substance 
(for the reason given above).2 The theory of the' universal' 
is swallowed up by these objections as the moon in an eclipse 
is swallowed by the demon Rahu, and is therefore baseless. 
As has been said--. (Here follows the fragment from 
Di:nnaga.) 
" Vidyabhu~a:µa (HIL, pp. 273-274 footnote) quotes from I?-entifirn­

Chapter III of the Nyaya-dipika oftheJai-nalogicianDharma- hon. 

bh ~a:µa the following: 

na yati na ca tatraste na pasciid asti nii!thsavat 
fahati p·urvam niidliarain aho vyasana-sarhtati'I; 

-iti Dinnaga-d·u$ita-dii$a1_1a-ga~ia-prasara-prasangat. " 'It 
does not go, it does not stay, it does not exist afterwards, 
it has no parts, it does not le3jve its former receptacle-what 
a congeries of defects!' because this swarm of objections uxged 
by Dinnaga issue out of it ... " (the theory of the universal 
must be rejected). 

The attribution to Dinnaga is explicit, and there is no reason 
to doubt its accuracy. The fragment may, perhaps, come 
from the fifth chapter of the Pramii1J,a-sarnuccaya, which treats 
of the apoha-vada ; but Vidyabh~:µa does not identify it 
with any passage in the Tibetan. 

It might be argued that (1) the SDS appears to imply 
that Di:nnaga is referring to Prasastapada, (2) that if Prasas­
tapada had been later than Dinnaga he could hardly have 

1 This is the argument of the :first two couplets of the fragment. 
2 This is the argument of the last couplet of the fragment. But the 

correspondence would be more complete (and an unnecessary repetition 
in the couplet itself would be avoided) if we could interpret the yati 
of the couplet to mean vinasyati, 'perishes.' 

.. 
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failed to take notice of this rather damaging piece of dialectic 
But the reference to Prasastapada in the SDS in this con­
nection may only indicate that, by the time of Madhavacarya, 
the Vaise$ika commentators prior to Prasastapada had been 
forgotten, his Bha>!ya having superseded earlier commentaries 
which undoubtedly existed. And Prasastapada does seem 
to be conscious of the difficulties involved in the Vaise$ika 
doctrine of the real universal, and may have considered that 
he had met them sufficiently without an explicit polemic 
against Dilinaga.1 

1 For further eYidence as to the chronological relation between 
Diimiiga. and Prasastapiida, see Appendix I. 



APPENDIX 1. 

THE Nyaya-prave§a AND THE Nyaya-di·ara, .A.ND THE 

RELATION OF DINNiGA TO PRASASTAPiD.A.. 

The Prama~ia-samuccaya is without doubt Dizinaga's work, 
for passages which Vacaspati Misra cites and attributes to 
Dizinaga by name have been identified by Vidyabh~:r;ia 
'\vith passages in the Tibetan version of the Prama~ia-samuc­
caya. There is no such corroborative evidence for the attri­
bution either of the Nyiiya-pravesa or of the Nyaya-dviira to 
Diimaga. The former is attributed to him by Tibetan tradi­
tion (according to Vidyabhii~:r;ia): but Chinese tradition 
(according to Sugiura and Ui) attributes it to Samkara Svamin, 
making Dizinaga the author of the N yiiya-dvara. It seems 
quite clear that the Nyaya-dvara is an earlier work than the 
Nyaya-pravesa; and there is no reason to doubt the correct­
ness of the Chinese attribution of the N yaya-dviira to Di:n.naga. 
That being the case, it is impossible that Dizinaga should 
have been the author of the Nyaya-pravesa. 

Therefore the relation of Prasastapada to Dizinaga cannot 
be argued on the basis of comparison between the Nyiiya­
pravesa and Prasastapada-bha$ya, except on the assumption 
that the Nyaya-pravesa is identical in teaching with the other 
two works. This assumption seems, however, to be very 
largely justified: for there seems to be very little that is 
original in the Nyaya-pravesa. And so Stcherbatsky's earlier 
(1904) view that Dizinaga was prior to Prasastapada may 
logically be confirmed by comparisons between the Nyaya­
pravesa and Prasastapada-bhii,~ya, even if we arrive at the 
conclusion that the Nyaya-pravesa was compiled later than 
Prasastapada-bha$ya. But jt is of course safer to rely on 

61 • 



(l2 FRAGMENTS FROM DINN.A.GA 

compairison with the fragments of the Prama~za-samuccaya 
and with the Nyaya-dvara (so far as the nature of the 
latter work is known to us from the accounts of Sugiura 
and Ui). 

In what follows I have brought together certain lines of 
evidence which might be used to argue the relation of the 
Nyaya-dvara to the Nyaya-pravesa, and of Prasastapada to 
Dinnaga. 

(a) Classification of fallacies of the thesis (pratijiiabhasa) 
in the Nyaya-dvara, Nyaya-pravesa, and Prasastapada-bha,~ya, 
with Uddyotakara's observations1 thereon: 

Nyayci-dvara. 
I. pratyakfla . i•-ir-ud­

dha (' sound inaud­
ible'). 

N ya.ya-pravefa. 

The same name 
and example. 

PrasastaJJada. 

pratyakfla-i,iruddha 
(' fire cool'). 

Uddyotakara says that' sound is inaudible' is not a proper 
example of pratyak~a-vfruddha because it is not by perception 
but by inference that we know sound to be an object of the 
organ of hearing. He says the right example is' fire is cool,' 
i.e. the example given by Prasastapada. That is to say, 
he is comparing Pra~astapada with Diimaga, to the dis­
advantage of the latter. 

2. vikctlpa - v i r ii d -
dha (?) (' it is a fine 
morning '-said when 
the sun is low in the 
west). 

anumiinci-viruddha 
(' pot eternal'). 

aniimiina-vimddha 
(' space dense'). 

Uddyotakara says that 'the pot is eternal' (it is supposed 
to be a proposition maintained fallaciously by a Vaisesika, 
here) ought to be classed under sva-sastra-viruddha. (See 
No. 4 below.) It will be noted that he mentions the example 
given in the Nyaya-pravesa, and does not refer to that given 
in the Nyaya-dvara; but there was nothing to prevent him 
from referring to developments later than Di.imaga, and we need 
not infer that he regarded the Nyaya-pravesa as Diimaga's 
-if it is from the Nyaya-pravesa that he took this example. 

1 NV, p. 116, I. 18 to p. 117, 1.14. 
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3. pra8iddha-virud- , 
dha (?) (' women and ' 
money are abomin­

loka-viruddha 
(' man's head is pure, 
because it is a part 

, of an animate be-able things '). 
ing,' or, 'money is 
abominable'). 

Not recognised by 
Prasastapiida, who, 
however, inserts as a 
third rubric:-

Uddyotakara says that what is prasiddha must be so by one 
'of the prama1:as, so that there is no room for this as a separate 
rubric. 

" 

abhy1Lpagata-virud­
dha (which, however, 
is equated by Prasas­
tapiicla himself with 
agci ma, - i· in, dd ha): 
'Brahmans should 
drink wine.' 

Uddyotakara says that 'Brahmans should drink wine' is 
a proper example of againa-viruddha, whereas the example 
given by the Bauddha of agama-viruddha is not a proper 
example. 

4. iigcima-viruddha (?) 
(' sound is etemal ' i 
when maintained by , 
a Vctise.~ika). ' 

agama-vfruddlw1 

(' sound is eternal'). i 

(See No. 3 abo,·e.) 

srn - stistra - viruddha 
(' effects exist before 
their production ' 
said bv one who main• 
t.ains • the asat-kii.rya• 

I vtida). 

U ddyotakara says that for the Vaise~ika the doctrine of the 
non-eternity is sound is not based on authority but on in­
ference. Therefore the example given by the Bauddlia is not 
an example of agama-viruddha, but of anumii,na-viruddha. 
If this is to count as an example of agarna~iruddha, then 
'the pot is_ eternal' ought also to be classed as agama­
viruddha-but the Bauddha has given it as an example of 
anumana-viruddha. The proper example of agama,-viruddha 
is ' Brahmans should drink wine' (which Prasastapada 

1 I am indebted to Mr. A. B. Dhruva for the information that in the 
Sanskrit Nyaya-pravesa three of the rubrics are anurnana-viruddha, 
loka-viruddha, and agama-viruddha. 

"' 
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gives under abhyupagam-viruddha = ii,gam,a-viruddha. See 
No. 3). 

It seems that sva-sastra-viruddha is an innovation inter­
minology introduced by Prasastapada. \Ve must suppose 
that his abhywpagam-virudrlha was intended as a correction 
of the Bauddha rubric No. 3, while his sva-sastra-viruddha is 
meant as an improvement on the Bauddha rubric No. 4. 
He presumably meant that the only possible sense of prasidrlha­
viruddha is agam,a-viruddha ; and that the example which the 
Bauddha gives of iigama-viruddha ought to be classed separately 
as s·va-sastra-virudaha, as being opposed not to authority 
merely, but to the reasoning advanced in the siistra. 

5. sva-vacana-virud- sva - i•acana - vii-ud- . si-a-vacana- vi1-uddha 
dlia (' words have no [ dha (' my mother is i (' words have no mean-
meaning '). ' barren'). : ing '). 

These five rubrics are the only ones recognised by the 
Nyiiya-dvara and by Prasastapada. But the Nyaya-pr,1,vesa 
adds four others: 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

.A thesis with an i 
! unaccepted subject: ! 
1 'God is almighty.' 1 

.A thesis with an : 
unaccepted predicate. / 

.A thesis with both : 
an unaccepted sub- : 
ject and an unac­
cepted predicate. 

. A thesis u.nivers-
1 :i,lly accepted: 'Fire 
! 1s warm.' 

Comparison of the three classifications indicates that the 
Nyaya-pravesa supplements the doctrine of the Nyaya-dvara, 
and that Prasastapada emends the latter. The inference 
would seem to be that both the Nyaya-pravesa and Prasas­
tapada were later than the Nyiiya-dvara. And there is 
some probability that Prasastapada was either earlier than 
the Nyiiya-pravesa, or contemporary with the author of that 
work. 

On the other hand, Vidyabhu~~a, Ui, and Stcherbatsky 
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have all produced evidence which shows that doctrines found 
in the Prasastapiida-bha!Jya, but not found in the Vaiserika 
s·utra, are referred to both by Dinnaga himself and by Buddhist 
writers earlier than Dinnaga. For instance, Vidyabhii~a~a 
(FIIL., p. 279 footnote) says that the Prarnii,~ia-samuccaya 
cites an explanation of the Vaise$ika sutra on perception 
which closely corresponds with Prasastapada's explanation. 
There seems to me no room for doubt, in view of the evidence 
referred to, that there were Vaise$ika commentators before 
Prasastapada, whose comments Prasastapada em}?odied in 
his Bhii$ya, and that it is these earlier commentators who are 
cited and referred to by Dinnaga and his Bauddha predecessors. 
\There are numerous passages in the Bha$ya in which Prasas­
ta pada makes a brief statement, and then says precisely the 
same thing in another and amplified form: and the suggestion 
certainly is that he is commenting on a scholium in these 
passages.) It seems to me that this alone will explain ho,v 
Stcherbatsky, in 1904 and in 1924, has been able to produce 
excellent reasons for holding the contradictory conclusions 
(I) that Prasastapada borrowed from Dinnaga, and (2) that 
Dinnaga borrowed, through Vasubandhu, from Prasastapada. 
The evidence does in fact prove both theses at once-so long 
as we assume that Pra~astapada was the :first writer to in­
troduce these notions into the Vaise$ika school. We ure 
forced, then, to give up that assumption, and to suppose that 
Prasastapada was a borro,ver: not, however, from Dinnaga­
though I do not doubt that he sometimes writes with reference 
to Dinnaga-but from his predecessors in his own school, 
whose doctrines Dinnaga had criticised. This supposition 
will explain the various evidences which I now adduce. 

(b) The Bauddha doctrine of the five kalpaniis, _and Prasas­
tapada's five vise$a1Jas (the ' five predicables '), in the theory 
of perception. 

Dinnaga objects in the Pramii'l'f,a-samuccaya that the Naiya· 
yika (Vatsyayana in the N yiiya-bhii$ya, which he is here attack,, 

5 " 



6G . FRAGMENTS FR0111 DINN.A.GA 

ing) failed to connect his doctrine of perception with 'gener­
ality, particularity, substance, quality, and action,' although 
he has borrowed his definition of perception from the V aise­
,\il.:as. The order in which the five predicables are mentioned 
agrees with that of the five vise§a~za.s enumerated by Pra:fas­
tapiida (Yiz. edn., p. 186) in describing the five types of 
' qualified perception': this substance exists (siimanya); this 
substance is earth-substance (vise§a); the cow has horns (quali­
fied by dravya); the cow is white (gu~ia); the cow goes (karma). 
Prasastapiida's account might in fact be a reply to Diilnaga's 
sceptical analysis of determinate (savikalpaka) perception, 
which holds that the determinations (vikalr,a) are mere 
fictions (kalpanii), and that pure perception must be kalpa-· 
niipoc]Jia, devoid of determinations. Diimaga's own list of the 
five kalpanas differs from Prasastapada's by a.dding 'name' 
and by nniting ' generality ' and 'particularity ' under the 
single head of jati. But, in view of the obvious relation of 
the vise~a.1.zas to the Vaise}ika categories, it would hardly 
be suggested that Prasastapada borrowed his vise§a1_ias from 
Diirnaga's kalpanas. Both lists must derive from Vaise§ika 
sources. 

(c) The trairfi,pya. 

Any suggestion that the three ' canons of syllogism ' are 
taken from Buddhist logic is discounted by the fact that 
Prasastapiida himself cites a couplet which states the doctrine, 
and which attributes it to 'Kasyapa,' i.e. to the Vaise§ika 
school. 'Ihe eflrontery of such a claim, if the doctrine had 
really originated recently in the Bauddha schools, would be 
incredible. Moreover, the doctrine is already implicitly present 
in Vatsyayana's Bhii$ya on NS, V, i, 34, and even in that 
sutra itself. And Sugiura states that the doctrine of the Nine 
Reasons-which implies and follows from the trairupya­
is attributed by Dinnaga himself to 'Socmock,' i.e. Akl}a• 
pada. But the attribution is a little difficult to nnderstand, 
siuce Diiiniiga was conversant with the Nyaya-sutra, and there 
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is no explicit formulation therein of the Nine Reasons. Pra­
sastapada does not give the Nine Reasons, though he recog­
nises two different forms of the valid middle term, as formu­
lated in the Nine Reasons. Possibly Diimaga was the first 
to formalise explicitly the hetu-cakra, or Nine Reasons, out 
of the trair-upya doctrine as already developed by Vaise$ika 
logic, partly on the basis of the classification of fallacies given 
by the Vail;e$ika-sutra. For there is really nothing in the 
trairiipya doctrine which is not contained in the passage of 
Vatsyayana just referred to, taken in combination with the 
classification of fallacies in the Vaise$ika-s11tra. (The doctrine 
of vyapti is not explicit in the trairupya.) It may be that 

'Dii:maga, in attributing the Nine Reasons to Socmock, meant 
merely that it was implicit in the Nyaya-sii.tra. 

(cl) The controversy about the reality of nniversalf,. 

The lines cited by the Sarva-clar.fona-sarhgraha, and attri­
buted by a Jaina logician to Dinnaga, attack a Vaise5ika 
doctrine of the real universal which is identical with the 
teaching of PraHastapada. The Sarva - clarsana - sa1ilgraha 
mentions Prasastapada by name in the immediate context: 
and we might be inclined to infer that it was Prasastapada 
whom Dirinaga was attacking-an inference which might be 
supported by the consideration that Prasastapada does not 
reply to Dirinaga's criticism, as he might have been e}._rpected 
to do if he had written later than Diimaga, seeing that the 
attack is distinctly damaging. 

But the doctrine of Prasastapada is fundamentally that 
taught in the seventeen sutras which constitute VS, I, ii. 
(Keith has maintained that VS, I, ii, 3 teaches the subjectivity 
of the universal: but it is impossible to maintain this in the 
face of the explicit statement of VS, I, ii, 8,'and of the general 
trend of the section.) There was probably nothing so in­
dividual in Prasastapada's doctrine as to necessitate the 
supposition that he in particular is the object of Dinnaga'l:l 
attack. As to the suggestion that he does not reply, it may 

"I 
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be that he considered his own re-statement of the doctrine in 
itself a sufficient reply-e.g., his statement that universals 
are ubiquitous each within its proper sphere although they 
have no local habitation (aparicchinna-desa), that there is a 
definite totality of conditions (kiira1_ia-samagri-niyarna) re­
quisite for the manifestation of the universal in the individual, 
and that universals cannot be designated in empty space 
(antarale avyapadesyani) because they cannot reside there 
either by relation of conjunction (samyoga) or by that of 
inherence (sa11W,vaya). Prabhakara was able to give a further 
reply, from which Prasastapada was precluded by the Vaise$ika 
doctrine of the eternity of the samavaya relation: "When 
a new individual belonging to a class is brought into exis-' 
tence, what is brought into existence is not the class-character, 
which is ever present, but only the relation (inherence) of 
the individual with that class-character. There is nothing 
objectionable in the production of inherence, because in­
herence, according to Prabhakara, is not eternal (as held 
by the logician)" (Jha, PSPM, p. 100). 

(e) Real relations as the basis _of inference. 

Prasastapada argues against the interpretation of Vaise$ika­
s·iitra, IX, ii, I, as reducing the basis of inference to real re­
lations. This interpretation of the sutra would :make it agree 
with the view of the Bauddha logicians,.who classify inferences 
according as they are based on the real relations of causality, 
and identity ( tadutpatti and tadatmy~. The third class was 
inference by non-perception, anupalabdhi). But Prasasta­
pada does not refer to this Buddhist doctrine, as he might 
have been expected to do if he had written later than Dinnaga, 
who made use of it, and was perhaps the first to do so. 

The argument is only from silence. But it would have 
weight if supported by other lines of evidence. 

(f) The ' antinomic reason.' 

If Dinnaga was the originator of the conception of the 
antinomic reason, viruddhavyabhicarin, which is found in the .. 
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Nyaya-dvara, as well as in the Nyaya-pravesa, then it is defin­
itely proved that Prasastapada came later: for he refers to 
the viruddhavyabhicarin by name, and gives reasons for re­
jecting the conception. This argument has had great weight 
with me, in the absence of any indication that the viruddha­
vyabhicarin was mentioned by any writer earlier than 
Dinnaga. 

(g) The conception of inseparable connection, a-vina-bhava 
or vyc7,pti:. 

Sugiura states that the Nyaya-dvara expressly objects to 
the argument from particular to particular, devoting fully 

"two pages to the subject. Dinnaga is said to have "intro­
duced a universal proposition to take the place of the old 
analogical examples." And the doctrine of vyapti seems 
to be clearly enunciated in the Pramii,1_1a-samuccaya fragment: 
grahyadharmas tad-amsena vyapto hetu[z. 

But whether Dinnaga originated the conception is another 
question, and so far as I know no evidence has yet been pro­
duced to show that it originated in the Bauddha rather than 
in the Vaise$ika school. It has been very generally assumed 
that Dinnaga was its author: but this assumption probably 
arises from the accident that Uddyotakara, in his powerful 
attack on the notion of avinabhava, associates the doctrine 
with Dinnaga. But this is merely in accordance with his 
normal habit of ignoring Vaise$ika logic, where he differs 
from it, and taking for his opponent the Bauddha, whose 
logical conceptions are very largely identical with those of 
the Vaise$ika: for he could not attack the sister-sastra 
directly. I cannot see any cogent reason for giving Dinnaga 
the credit of inventing the doctrine of inseparable connection. 

(h) Classification of the 'contradictory middle term.' 

Prafastapada gives no divisions of the contradictory reason 
viruddha-hetv-abhasa, while the Nyaya-dvara and the Nyaya­
pravesa both give a fourfold division. This may only s~ow 
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that the Bauddha logicians introduced a formal development 
into the earlier Vaise$ika logic which they borrowed, and that 
Prasastapada was not prepared to accept the innovation. 

( i) Fallacies of exemplification. 

Prasastapada has a heading here, asrayasiddha, which 
is not found in the Nyaya-dvara and the Nyaya-pravesa; and 
his rubrics lingasiddha, anumeyasiddha, and ubhayasiddha, 
replace (apparently) the terms linga-vyavrtt.a, anurneya-vya­
vrtta, and ubhaya-vyavrtta of the Nyaya-dvara (see Sugiura, 
p. 68). And Prasastapada's terminology is certainly unhappy, 
because he has already used ubhayasiddha and anumeyiisiddha 
in a di:fferent sense as names of two varieties of the asiddha- . 
hetv-abhasa. If he came after Diimaga, he would have been 
wiser to profit by Dinnaga's less confusing terminology here. 
And therefore it might be argued that Dinnaga came after 
Prasastapada and improved on his terminology. This argu­
ment seems to me to have considerable weight in itself, but 
not to outweigh the evidence for the contrary inference. 
\Ve may credit Prasastapada here ,vith unwillingness to accept 
even gifts from the enemy. 

(i) Du$a1.zabhasa. 

These are the dialectical appearances of refutation, or jati, 
treated of in the fifth book of the Nyiiya-s·utra. The Nyaya­
dviira gives a list of fourteen, ascribing them to 'Socmock,, 
i.e. Ak~pada=Gautama. This is another interesting example 
of the Bauddha logicians' consciousness that their logic was only 
an offshoot of the Nyiiya. Prasastapada does not mention 
du$a1,zabhasa at all. 

No inference as to the relation between Prasastapada and 
Dinnaga can be drawn from this difference. I mention it 
merely as an indication of the danger of the inferences which 
we do make. For, if we had not known that the doctrine of 
the jati is given in the Nyaya-sutra, we should not improbably 
have argued from the silence of Prasastapada on the subject 
th.a] he must have been earlier than Dinnaga . 

• 
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SmnrARY OF BUDDHIST LOGICAL DOCTRINES REFERRED 

TO IN THE FRAGMENTS. 

There are two sources of knowledge, perception and inference, The two pra­
and not four as the N aiyc1,yika holds. ' Comparison ' is only ; 1::;~rison 

,.the perception of preponderant sameness of qualities in two no_t apra-
mana. 

things (fragment N); or else (so far as our kno,vledge of the Fragment N 

sameness is derived from the statement of another) it is 
reducible to Testimony. But Testimony again is not a separate Testimony 

. _ . . not a pra-
source of knowledge, for the N aiya.'}ika defines 1t as the state- mat111• 

ment of a credible witness; and our knowledge of the credi- Fragment E. 

bility of the witness is derived either from our perception of 
the fact averred by him or from an inference as to his credi-
bility drawn from our observation that his other statements 
have been corroborated (fragment E). 

Perception. 

Perception was defined by Vasubandhu as 'knowledge Perception 
• • fr h h' • If ' ( ) This uld defined. arismg om t e t mg 1tse p. 10, sitpra . wo Note to 

inevitably raise the problem of distinguishing between the Fra.gment A. 

elements which might be regarded as actual presentations and 
those which seem rather to be accretions contributed by the 
imagination. Dinnaga accordingly abstracted the five predi-The 'pu;e 

bl l . h 'fl h I . percept. ca es, name y generic c aracter, spec1 c c aracter, re at10n 
to other substances, quality, and action-as ' fictions of 
the understanding' (kalpana), from the momentary existent 
(ksa'fa, svalak$a1_ia) which alone is the object (grahya) of pure 
perception; and he therefore defined perception as devoid of Fragment A. 

determinations (kalpaniporJ,!w). As against such a vie,v the 
71 

" 



Va.lidity of 
predication. 

Universals 
unreal. 
Fragment Q. 

Substance 
unreal. 
Fragment D. 
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Vaist!Jika- argued that the five predicables (vis~at_ta) are given 
in perception no less than the object itself as qualified by them: 
there being thus two moments in perception-one consisting 
in bare intuition (iilocana-miitr<i) of the unrelated characters 
(sva1"1ipa), the other consisting in determinate perception, 
i.e. perception of the object as qualified by the characters. 
This teaching, first found in the BM,$ya of Prasastapada, was 
adopted by the N yaya in the form of the distinction between 
nirvikalpaka-pratyalcJa (approximately equivalent to the 
'simple apprehension' of "\-Yestern logic) and savikalpaka­
pratyakJa, or perception of the object as qualified by the 
characters previously apprehended in the moment of nirvi-
kalpaka-pratyak!Ja. ~ 

It is natural to connect this teaching of the reality of the 
predicables with the doctrine of the real universal maintained 
by the Vaise$i'.ka school, though it must be confessed that the 
connection is not suggested by Prasastapada himself,1 and 
that the doctrine of the real universal does not appear to be 
organically related to the Vaise$ika realism. The universal 
was treated as a separate category, co-ordinate with substance, 
quality, action, etc., and was asserted to be eternal and 
perceptible (ainariyaka). Diimaga points out the difficulties 
in such a position (pp. 56-61). The Bauaaha, reducing reality 
to unique momentary existents which have nothing in common 
with each other and of which the identity is constituted merely 
by the negative conception of excluding what is other (apoha), 
could not, of course, admit real and permanent universals. 

Similarly he rejects the Vais~ika doctrine of the percepti­
bility of substance, arguing that it is inconsistent to maintain 
that colour is the specific object of vision, and at the same time 
to assert that substance is visible (p-. 17). Nor can we be said 
to have perception of concrete wholes, as the Naiyayika 
maintains; for perception is ' knowledge arising from the 
thing itself' (p. 10), while what we call perception of (e.g.) 

1 It is indicated by the tenth-century commentator, Sridha.ra.. 
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a jar is really a cognition arising (not from the concrete whole 
as such, but) from colour, etc. (p. 11): The Bauddha of course 
rejects the notion of substance, or of concrete whole!:l, since 
for him the existent means the momentary (yat sat, tat k~a1_ti­
kam). And for just this reason his opponents argued that he 
had no right to the conception of things as indissolubly or 
universally connected--for on his showing there are no 
'things' (artha) to be indissolubly connected (pp. 52 and 54). 

The Nyiiya Sutra (NS, I, i, 4) had defined perception as Criticism of 

knowledge arising from contact of sense-organ with object. !~~t!;?;~;g 
Dinnaga points out that on such a view the perception the obj~ct in 

perception. 
of distance, or of objects larger than the organ of vision, Fragment c. 

~is difficult to explain (pp. 14-16), and that we shall some­
times at least have to admit that the organ functions 
without getting at the object (aprapya-karitva, p. 15). The 
Nyaya Bha$ya had added rnanas to the list of sense-organs manas as 
• 1 d • 1 h h • f h . organ of at­lllVO ve m perceptua contact, on t e aut or1ty o t e sister- tention a.nd 

sastra, the Vaise,~ika: perhaps because it is obvious that mere ~!~~:er 

contact of organ of external sense with an object does not give Fragment B. 

rise to perception, unless the further factor of attention is 
present. Dinnaga retorts that the Nyaya Sutra certainly 
needed a special organ of sense-perception to explain the 
apprehension of the soul's own states, since these are treated 
as qualities perceptible in just the same way in which the 
qualities of external objects are perceived; but that Vatsya-
yana's method of supplying the defects of the sutra is hardly 
satisfactory (pp. 13-14). The Bauddha himself does not accept 
the view that mental states are objects of internal perception 
(manasa-pratyak~a), but holds that the passing states are 
self-conscious (sarhvedya, pp. 9-10). Presumably, therefore, 
he had no use for manas. 

Inference. 

Inference is drawn through three kinds of inferential 
'mark' or middle term, based either on causal relation, or on 
identity, or on our non-perception of what would have b~en 
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perceived if present (p. 68). These are of course real relations 
for the Vaise$ika, from whom the Bauddha borrows them; but, 
as they are merely ideal constructions for the Bauddha, and 
inconsistent with his view of reality, Vacaspati Misra seems to 

Universal be justified in arguing that Dinnaga has no rigb t to the notion 
connection is f • bl • ( - • • -bh- ) h" h h k the basis of o msepara e connectron vyapti, avina ava w 1c e ma ·es 
inference. the nerve of his doctrine of inference (pp. 52 and 54). The 
Fragment G. . . . 

mstrum.ent of inference is defined as the e:i..'})erience of a thmg 
,vhich is inseparably connected with another thing when the 
experiencerisaware of the connection (p. 21); and conformably 
with this a valid middle term or reason is characterised as a 

Fragment M. property of the Subject which is pervaded by (vyapta), or 
inseparably connected with, another aspect or property or' 

Fragment F. 

The proban­
dum. 

the Subject (pp. 46-48). 
Diimaga, Uddyotakara, and Kumarila raise the question: 

What precisely is the probandum in an inference 1 No doubt 
the ambiguity of the term anwneya or sadhya (to which 
Vatsyayana had already called attention) suggested the 
question; but it is not a mere matter of definition of a term, 
for important logical issues are involved in the answer given. 
The prim.a Jacie view is that the property Pis the thing-to-be­
proved; but plainly this is inadequate, for we are not concerned 
in an inference with Pas such, but with P-in-relation-to-S: and 
this is the view at which Dinnaga arrives (pp. 18-21). Uddyo­
takara's view is difficult .to distinguish from this; but he 
criticises Dinnaga, apparently on the ground that, starting, 
as Dinnaga does, from an abstract connection of P-in-general 
with M-in-general in the 'vyiipti' or major premise, it is 
impossible to arrive in the conclusion at a concrete S-qualified­
by-P. We should perhaps express his difficulty by saying that 
on such a view the syllogism is guilty of quaternio terminorwn: 

Mis P, 
Sis M, 

therefore S is SP, 

where the particularised P of the conclusion is not identifiable 
wi!h the P-in-general of the major premise. That is why 
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Uddyotakara attacks the doctrine that vyapti is the nerve of 
inference in this context. His own view is that inference is 
based on the similarity (not identity) between concrete XP and 
concrete SP, and that M and P can only be connected in a 
concrete dharm£n, falling apart when abstracted from the 
thing which possesses them. He maintains that the pro­
banduin is a particular case of M as qualifiecl by P-or, 
symbolised, neither P, nor SP, but SMP. In other words, 
inference is the passage from XMP to Sl\'IP. :.\'I is seen to be 
probative of Pin XMP, and inference is the process of parii­
marsa, through which we see that it is also probative of P 
in SMP. There is no such thing as abstract connection of 
properties l\I and P: inference is from particular to particular, 
or rather from concrete to concrete, through similarity, 
sadharmya. 

Kumarila raises the further question whether we can have' Fourth 

what we should call a Fourth Figure conclusion. He puts the r1~~::_con­
question in the form: Can we have as our probanduni P­
qualified-by-S ( dharmi-vis(,ta-dharina ), or must our probandum 
always be S-qualified-by-P (dharina-visiJ(a-dharmin) 11 His 
answer is that no reasonable meaning can be attached to the 
Fourth Figure conclusion, P-qualified-by-S. 

Uddyotakara makes a powerful and in part justifiable Th_e par~-
k . f . l . b de1gmat1c attac on the doctrrne o umversa connect10ns etween syllogism. 

abstract qualities, substituting for vyapti as the nerve of in-
ference the more concrete conception of paramarsa, the connec-
tion of properties in their subject (dharrnin). This is inaccord 

. with the original teaching of the school, for both theSiitra and 
the Bha$ya formulate inference as based on the likeness of the 
case under investigation to examples (itdahara1;ia-siidha1·mya), 
so that the syllogism was paradeigmatic in its earlier formula­
tion, and continued to retain strong traces of its character as 
an argument from examples even after the Nyiiya school had 
adopted the doctrine of vyiipti from Vaise5ika-Bauddha logic. 

1 Vatsyayana uses these phrases, saying that slidhya may have either 
ofthesemeanings. (NBh,p.41,1. l0[onNS,I,i,36].) • 
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Thus the Canons of Syllogism, as formulated in the trairupya 
and in the conception of tri7JJ,k?a1_1a lzetu, are essentially an 
attempt to state the conditions under which similarity to ex­
amples constitutes proof; and the Indian syllogism has always 
retained the habit of mentioning an example in its major 
premise, and gives the name 'Exemplification' (udahara~ia, 
nidarsana) to that' member' of the syllogism. 

Trairii.pya, or Dinn.aga's formulation of the trairupya agrees with that 
Canon of , , . 
Syllogism. cited by Prasastapada as from an earlier Vaise$ika writer 
Fragment H. (p. 23): a valid reason is (i) a property of S, (ii) which is 

present in cases like S, and (iii) absent in cases unlike S. 
This teaching merely draws out the implications of the earliest 
Naiyayika view of inference, though the explicit formulatio:it 
of it probably came from the Vaise$ika school, and was no 
doubt partly suggested by the classification of fallacies as 
contradictory (asat)1 and inconclusive (sarhdigdha) in the 
Vaise$ika Sut·ra; the former fallacy suggesting the canon of 

. absence in unlike cases, the latter that of presence in (only) 
like cases. Uddyotakara criticises the formulation of the 
trairupya on the grounds (1) that it seems to insist on the 
necessity both of affirmative instances, XP, and of negative 
instances, X-non-P, although as a matter of fact there are 
valid types of argument which are either purely positive (ke:va-
Uinvayin ), no negative instances being available, or purely nega­
tive (ke:valavyatirekin), no positive instances being available 
(pp. 24-25); (2) that it is necessary to insert restrictive phrases 

1 asat is usually interpreted as =asidd/W,, the 'unreal' reason which 
is not in fact found in S. So Keith, ILA, p. 133, following what appears 
to be Prasastapiida's interpretation of the sutra. But Prasastapada 
is really reading two classes-asiddka and viruddhar--into the one 
rabric, asat, of the sutra. The example given by the sutra-" this is a 
horse because it has horns "-is almost certainly intended as an example 
of a middle which proves the contradictory ( vii-uddka): though of course 
horses have no horns, and therefore the example would also exemplify 
asiddha. It seems to me that the conception of asiddha is a relatively 
late addition to the classification of fallacies. The sainil,igdha and the 
viruddka of course break the second and third canons respectively-

, p~nce only in the sapa,'/cl}a, and absence in the viprikl}a, 
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in each cauon-S is only M ( =All Sis M); only XP is M: ( =All 
l\I is P); Mis only-not X-non-P ( =M never is non-P)-in order 
to exclude the cases of illicit minor ( asiddha) and uudistri buted 
middle or illicit major (sarhdigdha). But if we do this ·the 
second or the third canon is otiose, since both mean the same 
thing; and the second canon contradicts the first, since to say 
that only XP is M implies that Sis not M.1 Uddyotakara's 
criticism seems to be justified, since the introduction of the 
doctrine of vyapti had in fact profoundly modified the older 
view of inference as an affair of example; and the trairupya is 
really a statement of the canons of the older or paradeigma tic 
syllogism. 
" A formal syllogistic was developed, perhaps by Diiinaga, Formal logic 

f h . _ T h . of the syl-
ou t o t e trairupya. he etu-cakra, or scheme of Nme Iogism. 

Reasons, ignores the relation of M to S (the first canon, which Fragment J. 

serves to exclude asiddha fallacies), and distinguishes nine 
types of argument on the basis of the relation of the middle 
term to the sapak!:ia XP and the vipak$a X-non-P-that is, 
on the basis of the second and third canons. The middle 
term may reside in all, or some only, or in none of the cases 
of P (sapakJa-vyapaka, sapak$aikadesavrtti, sapak$<tvrtti); and 
similarly in all, some, or no non-P (vipakJavyapaka, vipak$ai-
kadesavrtti, vipak$iivrtti). Two types are valid (sapak$avya-

1 This is the criticism which Dharmakirti attempted to meet by the 
doctrine of aggregative restriction (see pp. 16-17), maintaining that the 
second canon should be taken to mean "only XP and S are M." But 
the truth is that the trnirupya cannot be patched up to fit the view of 
inference as an affair of connections between abstract P and M, being 
essentially a formulation of the paradeigmatic syllogism, which is 
concerned with concrete SP and XP, and not with abstract P. So that 
Uddyotakara's criticism is substantially just. And, with regard to 
the ful,st canon, Diimiiga seems to have left the meaning of anumeya 
ambiguous. It might mean Pin the abstract; in which case Uddyo­
takara's objection that there is no statement cf the requirement that 
S must be Mwill bejustified; and further, the second and third canons 
become otiose, since the :first one states that All M is P. And if it means 
S, then there will be in the trairupya no statement of the vyapti between 
P and M, since the second and third canons are concerned with concrete 
XP, and not with abstract P. 
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paka-·vipak,,civrtti, and sapak$aikadesavrtti-vipak$iivrtti); two 
are contradictory or viruddha (sapak$iiVttti-vipak$avyiipaka, 
and sapakJcivrtti-vipakJaikadesavrtti); the other :five are 
inconclusive or aniscita, though one of them (sapak$iiVtfti­
vipak$ii·vrt#, where J\I is a peculiar property of P, so that neither 
positive nor negative instances are forthcoming) holds a 
special position and is called asadhiira1_1a.1 Uddyotakara 
argues in the first place that an asaclhiirw;za-dharma or peculiar 
property of S may be a valid reason if there are no instances of 
non-P; ~nd he points out in the second place that the example 
which the Baudclha gives of a valid reason, " Sound is non­
eternal, because a product," would be purely positive (keva­
lanvayin) on the Buddhist view that there is nothing eternal: 
so that the Baucldha ought to provide a place for valid purely 
positive arguments,2 but fails to do so. 

The other scheme, of Seven Types (p. 24), ignores the 
minor details of the hetu-cakra, but takes into account the 
relation of l\l to S, i.e. the first canon, thus arriving at the 
conception of the reason with three characteristics (trilak$a1';a­
hetu) as alone valid: those which have only one or two of 
the characters being (i) unreal (asiddha), (ii) inconclusive 
(sarhdigdha), or (iii) contradictory ('oiruddha). Uddyotakara 
repeats the criticism. that some of the arguments which have 

1 Uddyotakara draws a necessary distinction between the case where 
there is no evidence ( avidyarniinasapakija, avidyamiinavipak§a) and the 
cases where there are instances of P or of non-P, and M is not fou.nd in 
these instances (sa,pak§iivrtti, vipak§iii·,tti). On the basis of this dis­
tinction he is able to recognise as valid the purely positive argument 
or kevalanvayin (avidyarniinavipak§a-sa]!alctjavya1:aka), and the purely 
negative argument (avidyamtinasapak§a-vipak§tivrtti) such as "the 
organism is endowed with a soul because it has vital functions." This 
latter, which was subsequently called the kei·alai•yatirekin, he sometimes 
denominates the av'Ua-hetu, sometimes simply vyatirekin, and definitely 
asserts its validity. As regards the purely positive type see next note. 

2 It is not clear whether Uddyotakara himself admits the validity of 
the purely positive argument, as the later Nyi'iya school does. He never 
gives an example of such an argument which he would himself admit as 
valid; and his argument in favour of it never goes beyond the argit­
mentum ad lwrnine-m that the Bauddlta would have admitted it if he had 
been consistent with himself. 
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only two of the characters (i.e., satisfy either the second or the 
third canon, but not both) are either valid purely negatiYe 
arguments, or are given by the Baiiddha himself as examples 
of valid arguments, although on his own theories they should 
belong to the purely positive type. 

Fallacies. 

Besides fallacies of the middle term, Dinnaga, like Prasasta­
pada, recognised fallacies of the Exemplification or major 
premise (udahara1.iabhasa), which speaking very roughly might 
be equated with 'inductive fallacies'; and fallacies of the 
thesis or Proposition. 
.. 1. Fallacies of the middle term include, besides the unreal, 1. Hetvabhaw. 

the inconclusive, and the contradictory reasons connected 
with the formal syllogistic outlined in the preceding para-
graphs, the case of antinomy or antinomic reason (viruddha­
vyablticarin). An antinomy would exist where two otherwise The anti­

valid reasons led to contradictory conclusions. This concep- ;;~[8;_~;~ 

tion was accepted by the later Nyaya school, under the title 
of satpratipak!}a; but Pra:fastapada rejects Dinnaga 's doctrine, 
arguing that either one of the reasons is less cogent than the 
other, in which case the thesis supported by the less cogent 
reason should be classed as a fallacious thesis;1 or else the co-
existence in the Subject of a pair of properties, which, taken 
alone, lead to contradictory conclusions, is a peculiar property 
(asadhara~za) of the subject in ques~ion, in which case it falls 
under his rubric of anadhyavasita, an appearance of reason 
which really leads to no conclusion at all. For Prasastapada P:as~sta-.. 

. D' , l .fi . f h dh • pada s cr1t1-reJects 1ilnaga s c ass1 cation o t e asa ara~za as a spemes cism of Di.ti-
£ • 1 • ( • d • d1 ·, • ) h d naga's treat-0 mconc us1ve argument sam ig ,ia, aniscita , on t e groun ment of the 

that a doubtful reason is one in which there is some evidence f:fi~!a:a(ia 
though the evidence is inconclusive; whereas in the case of Y 

an asadhara1J,a-dharma or peculiar property there are from the 

1 He uses the word viruddha of such a reason-which does not mean 
the vir·uddha-hetvabhasa, but stands for viruddha as used in the names 
of the varieties of pratijnubhasa. 
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nature of the case no similar cases, and therefore no evidence at 
all; and mere absence of evidence is not a ground of doubt 
(sarhdehakara1.ia), but leads to no conclusion at all (adhyava-
sayarh na karoti)-not even to an inconclusive conclusion. 

One fragment (pp. 34:-36) indicates some doubt on Dhinaga's 
part as to the nature and reality of the asiddha fallacy. There 
is no doubt that he did class it as one of the fallacies of 
the middle term (hetvcibhasa). His scheme of Seven Types 
referred to above would suffice to prove this, and Sugiura 
states explicitly that he did so in the Nyaya-dvara. But 
here we find him saying that valid and fallacious middles are 
alike pak$adharma, resident in S,-which accords with his 
ignoring of the .first canon in his scheme of Nine Types. • 

2. Pratij11a- 2. Fallacies of the thesis correspond to the badhita fallacy 
i~lit!~'!t!~~ of the classical Nyaya, which held that the valid reason must 
bkaaa. be possessed not only of the three characters formulated in 

3. Udalw,ran-
iibhiisa. • 

the trairupya, but also of two further characters-it must not 
be satpratipak$a, or antinomised, and it must not be badhita, or 
annulled by prior knowledge. The valid reason is therefore 
described as pancarupopapanna, possessed of five characters. 
Details of the fallacies of thesis have been given at pp. 62-64, 
sitpra. The conception of a fallacious thesis is ·open to logical 
objection, since the argument in support of a thesis which 
is ' annulled ' by facts cannot satisfy the canons of syllogism, 
and will be reducible to one of the fallacies of middle term. 
But the practical convenience of at once cutting short an 
opponent who propounds an absurdity is obvious; and in 
dealing with an opponent who is prepared to maintain that 
black is white, or that the law of contradiction does not hold, 
there is really no other course open. He puts himself out of 
oourt at once. 

3. Fallacies of exemplification disappear from later logic, 
their place being taken by the extended meaning given to the 
asiddha or unreal reason, a name which was ultimately applied, 
not merely to a middle term which does not reside in S, but 
also_ to one which is not proved by the examples adduced to be 
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inseparably connected with P. The ambiguity of the term 
anumeya, which meant either Sor P or both at once (S qualified 
by P, SP), gave a very elastic character, at first to the first 
canon of the trairt1pya,1 and subsequently perhaps to the 
fallacy-asiddha-which that canon was meant to exclude. 
The process by which the Fallacies of Exemplification were 
absorbed later into the ill-conceived rubric of asiddha was 
perhaps facilitated by the fact (referred to atp. 70, supra) that 
Prasastapada used the same names for certain varieties of 
uil)j,hara~iiibhasa which he had already used for certain varieties 
of asiddha-hetviibhasa. 

A fallacy of exeniplification is committed when the example 
~dduced does not show concomitance between Mand P, or 
does not prove a universal connection between them in the 
form All Mis P. This corresponds to the vyiipyatvasiddha of 
the later schools (Keith, ILA, p. 145). An unreal reason, 
for Diiinaga and Prasastapada, is a property (i) the residence. 
of which in the Subject is denied by both parties; or is (ii) con-

• troversial; or (iii) the character of which is doubtful_ (as when 
what we see in the distance may be either vapour or smoke); 
or (iv) which is attributed to a subject which is unreal in that 
connection (as when we argue that darkness is a substance 
because it has qualities-the fact being that darkness is 
unreal in any s.ense \vhich would admit of the attribution of 
qualities to it as their possessor).2 

1 The confusion as to the meaning of the first canon is ,;ery plain in 
Prasa.sta.pada. and Di:imiiga, and the reason why we cannot define just 
what they meant by it is simply that they did not know themselves. 
See the discussion in Keith's ILA, pp. 137, 140. I do not think that 
there is any difference between the senses in which Prasasta.pada and 
Diil.naga. interpreted the first canon. The meaning of it is equally 
indeterminate for either. 

2 The names of these varieties in Prasasta.pada. are ubhayasiddha, 
anyatarasidd,ha, svabhii:vasidd,]W,, and anumeyasidd,ha. Cf. BIL, p. 293. 

As names of fallacies of exemplification ubhayasidd,ha means that 
the example adduced possesses neither M nor P, while anumeyasid,JJW, 
means that it does not possess P. 
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'lnfe1·ence for Another.' 

It was characteristic of V aise$ika-Bauddha logic to draw 
sharply the distinction, which had not been made clear in the 
N ya.ya S·ulrlt and BM-$yr.., between inference as a mental 
process (svitrtlianum.ina),1 and inference expressed in words 
(pararthanumiina, 'inference for another'). The drawing of 
this distinction was an inevitable step in the progressive 
clearing up of logical conceptions; but it has been suggested 
that it is connected with the rejection by the Buddhist of 
'word' or testimony as a separate source of knowledge.2 

Inference as a mental process involves only two elements or ,. 
premises: observation of the middle or mark (lifiga-darsana), 
and remembrance of the universal connection between the 
mark and the property to be proved (vyapti-smara~ia-). When 
expressed in words for the information of others, a syllogism 
has five members according to the Nyaya and Vaise$ika 
schools_;_hence its name, pancavayavavakya. But the Bauddha 
seems to have regarded two of the' members' as superfluous, 
namely the upanaya, or application, and the nigamana, or 
conclusion. 

The Nyaya Sutra defines the other three members in a 
manner which laid it open to the criticisms of Vasubandhu, as 
confusing the mental process of inference with the statements 
(vakya) in which it finds expression. Thus the Proposition is 
denned as "the statement of the probandum" (sii,dhya-nirdesalJ, 
pratifM); the Reason, as'' the means of proving the probandum 
from likeness to the example " ( udaharaffa-sadharmyat sadhya­
sadhanarh hetub,); and the Example or Exemplification, as 
"an accepted case which has the probandum-property as the 
result of a property in which it resembles the Subject of the 

1 Usually translated 'inference for oneself.' But it is doubtful 
whether -art71a in this compound has the meaning ' for the sake of,' 
since Prasastapada uses the term Bva-niscitatthanmniina, which would 
mean inference of a thing ascertained by oneself. 

a Keith, ILA, p. 107. 
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inference " (sadhya-sadharmyat tad 1-dharnia-bhavi dr$[iinta 

udahara1_1am). It is clear that the first is a definition of a 
premise expressed in words, while the other two are definitions 
of inferential functions as such; and from this point of vie,v 
Vasubandhu is justified in saying the three members are badly Vasubandhu's 

.. 

f ul t d (t ' - d ·h·t-1 2-) • Ak -d , criticism. orm a e -rayo vayavct ur,vi i a~i, .. p. D m • ~a pa a s Section 13. 

definition. The Bauddha himself gives separate definitions 
of the probandmn as such (pak$a) and of the statement of the 
probandum (pratijiia; see footnote top. 27). Diil.naga follows Dinnaga's 

the line taken up by Vasubandhu in his criticism of the criticism. 
Fragment L. 

definition of the Reason (pp. 43-45) . 

Validity. 

'l'he problem of the validity of knowledge took in the Indian 
schools the form of asking whether the validity and invalidity 
(prii:mii,~iya, apra:ma~iya) of cognition is apprehended from the 
cognition itself (svata{z) or from some extrinsic source (parata!J, ). 
The schools are classified according to their answer to this 
question in some well-known lines cited in the Tarkika-rak$a 

of Varada Raja, from which we learn that the Bauddhas held 
that invalidity is intrinsic to a cognition as such, validity 
extrinsic to it. The great difficulty on the Bauddha's view is, 
in fact, to explain how cognition can ever be valid. He is 
represented (p. 29) as arguing that it does not matter whether 
he himself accepts the validity of the reasoning process or not, 
provided that he can refute his opponents with weapons which 
they themselves accept. This is, however, a position which 
it is impossible to maintain consistently, and the Bauddha's 
opponents point out that he himself inconsistently defines 
proof as " a reason accepted by both parties to a discussion," Fragment I 

and inference for another as " setting forth a conclusion which F(ii). 1 ragment 
one has seen for oneself." If the Bauddha accepts no reason, (i). 

1 Vatsyayana points out that tad stands for sadhya, and that sadhya 
now means sadhya-dharmin, S, whereas in sadhya-sadharmyat it means 
sadhya-dharma, P--an interesting example of the ambiguity of the 
term. (NBh, p. 41 [on NS, I, i, 36].) 



84 FR.AG:M:ENTS FROM DINNAGA 

he can never (on his own definition) prove anything (pp. 23 
and 53); nor can he ever set forth in words a syllogism for the 
instruction of others, since he can never have seen the force of 

Fragment P. an inference himself. His definition of Discussion (viida) as 
" statement to prove one's own position and to disprove the 
opponent's" will be similarly open to objection: though as a 
matter of fact Uddyotakara criticises it on other grounds 
(pp. 39 and 55). 

Fragment o. Dinnaga himself, in a much-quoted fragment, says that 
inference can have no reference to (ultimate) reality and non­
reality, seeing that the function of inference turns wholly on 
the distinction of subject and predicate, a distinction which is 
illusorily imposed on reality by thought (pp. 51-52). To the~ 
objection that, if inference is unreal, the Buddhist cannot 
consistently use it for his own purposes, the reply is that 
inference has just as much reality as the ideal construction to 
which alone it applies-the whole business of knowledge and 
its objects is on the phenomenal plane (samvrti, p. 53). 

So far as inference is concerned, then, Dinnaga is a thorough­
going idealist. It is only in his doctrine of pure perception, as 
somehow putting us in touch with the unique moments of 
existence which constitute the ultimate reality, that realistic 
tendencies show themselves in his logic. When we have 
removed all the ideal elements which overlay the pure percept 
and constitute what is ordinarily called perception, something 
still remains. But, of course, about this' something' nothing 
at all can be said. It is, as Uddyotakara puts it, "like a 
dumb man's dream." 1 

1 m:uka-svapna-vat: which is equivalent, as ;ioted by Keith, to the 
modern philosopher's remark that a consistent sensationalist should be 
speechless. 
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I. ENGLISH 

ablative case, 37, 40 and n. 1, 41, exemplification, u-diiha.r'a'IJ,a, nidar-
42, 43, 46 sana, statement of likeness to 

action or movement, karma, .a the example, third member of 
Vaise1Jika category and one of the syllogism or major premise, 
the five predicables, 58-59, 66, 25, 26, 28, 76, 82 
71 existence, 57, 58, 73 

affirmative example, sa11ak1Ja, q.v., external existence, external object, 
7,76 52,53 

.. affirmative reason, anvayin, keva- fallacies, classification of, in VS, 67 
liinvayi-n, qq.v, 7 fallacies of exemplification, nidar-

aggregative restriction, samucciya- saniibhiisa, udahara7J,iibhii.a, 69-
mli-niimdhiira.'IJ,O,, q. v., 17, 77 n. 1 70, 79, 80, 81 and n. 2 

antinomy, viruddhavyabhicurin, fallacies of middle term, heti-ii-
68, 69, 79 bhiiaa, 7, 29, 30 and n. 1, 34, 

application, ·upanaya, 45, 82 79-80 
Ba-rbara, 31 n. 2 fallacies of proposition or thesis, 
burden-bearer, sutra of the, 5 n. 1 pratijniibhiisa, 62-65, 79, 80 
canons of syllogism, trairupya, , fiction of the understanding, kal-

22-23, 24-25, 66, 76 • panii, vikalpa, 11, 45, 53, 71 
categories, padurtlia, 7, 58 five-membered statement, pancii-
ChaHopiidhyaya, ~etresachan- vayava,-vii-kya, syllogism, 45, see 

dra, 311. 2 82 
class-character, juti, samanya, 68 fourth figure of syllogism, 75 
colour, rupa, 11, 16, 72 generality, aiimiinya, 65-66, 71 
comparison, upamii.na, 5 n. 3, 1 genitive case, 20 and nn. 2 and 3, 

48-51, n I 41 
conjunction, sainyoga, 68 idealist, idea.listic, 12 n. 2, 54, 84 
contact, of organ and object, 14- i ideality, of reasoning and its 

16, 73 objects, 51-54, see 84 
contradictory reason, viruddha, illicit major, 77 

31 and n. 3, 76 and n. 1 illicit minor, 77 
Cordier, H., 2 n. 1 impressions (mental), viisanii, 53 
determinate perception, savikal- inconclusive reason, aniscita, 

paka, 66, 72 saindigdha, 31, 78 
Dhruva, A. B., 63 n. 1 inference, 6, 73 (based on three 
dialectical appearances of refuta- kinds of middle term); 25 (for 

tion, dutJarJ,iibhii.sa, jdti, 70 oneself and for another); 68, 
ding-an-aich, 8 n. 1, 45 74 (based on real relations); 51-
distance, perception of, 15, 73 54, 84 (merely ideal construe-
distribution of terms, 35 tion) 
dream, dumb man's, 84 inference for another, pardrthanu-
example, udaharO,'IJ,O,, dr~tanta, 5 mwna, 5 n. 3, 25, 28-29, 82, 83 

n. 3, 36-46 passim, 69; some- inference for oneself, svdrthiinu-
times in the sense of exempli- mdna, 5 n. 3, 25, 47, 82 and n. 1 
fl.cation inhere:n:ce, sama-,;iiya, 58, 68 

85 
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inseparable connection, 1:yiipti, particularity, vise!Ja, one of the 
avinabhiiva, 52, 54, 69, 73, 74 five predicables, 66 

introspection, -manasa-pra,tyaf..:tJa, perception, 5 n. 3, 8-13, 49, 71-73, 
10 n. 1, 73 84 

Jhii, Ganganatha, 22 n. 2, 24 n. I, Peri, Noel, 2 n. 2 
26 and n. 2, 27 n. 1, 35 n. 2, 36, permanent existents, 57 and 11. 2 
39 n. I, 41 n. I, 51 n. 1, 55 n. 1, Poussin, L. de la Yallee, 56 nn. 2 
68 and 3, 57 n. 1 

Keith,~<\.. B., 2 n. 2, 4 n. I, 22 n. 1, predicables, the five, i,isefa~a., 65-
53-54, 67, 81 and n. 1, 82 n. 2, 66, 71, 72 
84 n. 1 predication, validity of, 72 

Kijetresachandra ChaHopadhya- probandmn, an1tmeya., sadhya., 
ya, 3 n. 2 qq.v. 

likeness, irrelevant, 37 n. 2, 38 probans, hetit, siidhana·, 46, etc. 
locative case, 20 n. 2. probans-probandum relation, ideal-
logic, Buddhist, 12 and n. 2, 84 ity of the, 51-54 

(realism in); 70 (offshoot of proof, 29, 83 
Sya.ya); 69 (similarity to Va·i- 'proposition,' pratijna, first mem-
se1Jif..:ct logic) ber of syllogism, 25, 26, 28, 38, 

:M, symbol for middle term, 19, 52, 53, 82 " 
34, 35, etc. pure percept, 11, 66, 84 

major premise, udiihara'IJ,a, nidar- quality, gmJ,(1,, a raise1Jika cate-
sa1ia, 20 n. 4, 31 n. 2 gorv, and one of the five pre-

major term, sadhya-dharma, amt- dicables, 66, 71 
meya, 32, etc. quaternfo terminor·um, 74 

mark (inferential), middle term, realism, realist, 12 and n. 2, 54, 72, 
6, 20 n. 4. 84 

members of the syllogism, avii- reason (1), hetu in the sense of 
yai-a, 25, 26, 27, 38, 83 middle term, 5 n. 3, 34, :35, 

middle term, five characters of etc. 
(pancar·upa),' 80 'reason' (2), hetM as the statement 

middle term, het·u, li1iga, 5 n. 3, of reason or second member of 
31, etc. syllogism, 25, 26, 28, :34-36, 

middle term, three characters of 82, 83 
(trairf1pya), 22-25 relations, imposed by thought on 

minor term, sadhya-dhannin, pak- reality, 53, cf. 84 
!JU, q.v. relations, real, as the basis of 

momentariness, doctrine of, 57 ! inference, 68, 74 
and n. 2, 72, 73, cf. 84 1 Ronki (Chinese equivalent of 

name (one of the five predicables}, Vada-vidhi), 27 
66, ej. 9 Ronshiki (Chinese equivalent of 

negative example, vipaklJa, 7, 76 Vada-miirga), 2i 
negative reason, vyatirekin, kevala- Ro11,sMn (Chinese equivalent of 

vyatirekin, 7 Vada-kausala), 27 
nine types of syllogism, hetu-cakra, S, symbol for minor term, 19, 34, 

29-33, 66-67, 77 . 35, etc. 
non-P, X-non-P, symbol for vi- septenary of syllogisms, 24-25, 

pakf!a, 11egative case, 40, 41, etc. 30 n. 1, 33, 78, 80 
object (of apprehension), g-rahya, simpleapprehension,nirvikalpaka, 

11, 12 72 . 
P, symbol for major term, 19, etc. Socmock, Chinese name for Ak~a-
paradeigmatic syllogism, 75, 77 piida, 48andn. l, 66, 67, 70 
parsimony (in expression), 55 soul, qualities of the, 13 
particular to particular, argument SP, symbol for the Subject of 

from, rejected by Diimiiga, 69; inference, 35, etc. 
reasserted by Uddyotakara; 75 specific character, 71 

,. 
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Stoherbatsky, Th., 2 n. 2, 4 n. 1, 
5 and n. 2, 54, 61, 64, 65 

Strauss, 0., 4 n. 1 
' subject ' of inference, the cmu­

meya or pal.:'!(£, roughly the 
minor term, 43, etc. 

substance= dravya, (nothing apart 
from qualities), 11; (percepti­
bility of), 16 ff., 72; (alone 
capable of movement), 58-59; 
(qualification by relation to a 
substance, as a predicable), 66, 
71 

Sugiura, Sadajiro, 1 11. 3, 27, 48, 
.61, 62, 66, 69, 80 

Tanjur, the, 1 n. 3 
testimony, sabdct-pranu'i1_ia, 5 n. 3, 

49, 52, 71, 82 
Thomas, F. \V., 2 n. 1, 3 n. 2, 

' 3111. 1 
three characters of a valid middle 

term, trairfipya, trilakl}a~w-hetu, 
5 n. 3, 22-25 

Tripi!-aka, the Chinese, 1 11. 3 
Ui, H., 1 n. 3, 61, 62, 64 
ultimate differences, vise..~a, a 

Vaisefil.:a category, 58 
undistributed middle, 77 

universal, the, sa.nuinya, (cannot 
inhere in certain categories), 
56-60, 67-68; (ubiquitousness 
of), 58, 67; ( eternality of), 
59, 72; (not subjeoth-e), 67; 
(not localised), 67; ( conditions 
of manifestation), 68; (reality 
of, and validity of predication), 
72; (a separate category), 72; 
(perceptible), 72 

universal proposition, vyii-pti (said 
to have been introduced by 
Diimaga), 69 

unreal reason, asiddlw, 76 and 
n. 1,81 

validity of knowledge, s:3-84 
Vidyabhii~l).a, S. C., passim 

; vision, 14-16 
I visual organ, 15, 73 

wheel of reasons, hetu-cakra, 34 
wholes, perceptibility and reality 

of, 72, 73 
words, relation of, to things, :39 

andn. 2 
XP, X-non-P, symbols for affirma­

tive instance (sapal..,l}a) and 
negative instance (i-i1xi/..•l}<t), 
passim 

II. SANSKRIT 

amsa, ekadesa, one of the two 
terms, Mand P, of an inference, 
7, 46, 47, 48 

akl}a, sense-organ, eye, 14 
Akija-car8,J)..8,= Akijapada, 57 
Ak!,!apada (Gau.ta.ma, Gotama), 1 

n.1,7,25,26,66,70,83 
aclhikara,:w,, function of the loca-

tive case, 20 n. 2 
adhyavaseya, 12 n. 2 
aclhyavasaya, 80 
anaclhyavasita, a variety of fal­

laciou.s middle, the reason which 
leads to no conclusion at all, 
'non-sequitur,' 32 (n. 4top. 31), 
79 

aniscita = samcligdha, savyabhicara, 
variety of fallacious middle, the 
inconclusive reason, 30, 31 n. 4, 
78,79 

anugatatva, anugama, the resi­
dence of one universal in many 
particulars, 58 

anupalabclki, non-perception, one 

of the three inferential marks or 
kinds of middle term, 6 

anumata, the methodological prin­
ciple (tanti-a-yul.ti) of tacit ac­
ceptance, 13, 14 

anumana, 6, 7, 21-22, 22 (Section 
i 11) 
I anumana-vir-udclha, a variety of 
: fallacious thesis, contradicted 

by inference, 62, 63 and n. 1 
: anumananumeya-bliara (-vyamlia-

m), ITT, a • 
anumeya, the probanclum in an 

inference, SP, 5n. 3, 6, 7, 18-21, 
20 n. 4, 22, 23, 51, 52, 74-75, 
77 n. 1, 81 

amtmeyasicldlia ( an1tmeya-V1Javrt­
ta ), a variety of fallacious ex­
emplification, 69-70; a variety 
of unreal middle, 70, See 81 
andn.2 

anul}tubk, 22, 27 n. 1 
anyatarasidclha, variety of asidcllia, 

81 n. 2 



88 FRAGMENTS FROM DINNAGA 

a,ivayin, affirmative form oi syl- i to reside in S, 30 n. 1, 70, 76 
logism, 31 n. 2 ' n. 1, 77, 78, 80, 81 and n. 2 

aparicchinna-desa, not localised , ii,kara, jnanakii-ra, presentation 
(a characteristic of the uni- ' (mental), 11, 58 
versal}, 67 , iiganza, 48, 49, 51, 52 

apoha, 5 n. 3, 7, 72 : aganza-vir-uddha, a variety of fal-
apoha-viida, 7, 59 • lacious thesis, 63 and n. 1 
apriipya-karit'!;a, the doctrine that iitman, 6 

a sense-organ functions with- iitm,a-samvedya, 9 
out contact with its object, 15, iipto,lesa., definition of sabda, 17, 
73 18 

abhidha11,0,, statement, 37-38 Alambana-parik11a, 1 n. 3, 29, 53 
abhidheya-, thing stated, 37-38 Alambana-parik11a-vrtti, 1 n. 3, 
abhyupagata-viruddha, a variety 53 

of fallacious thesis contradicted iilocana-matra, bare intuition, 72 
by authority, = iiganza-viruddha, iisrayiisiddha, a variety of falla-
63 cious exemplification, 69 

apramcitJ,ya, invalidity, 83 iti, 34 n. 2, 39 
artha, thing, 52, 54, 73 indriya, 6, 13, 14 
artha-kriyii-ktiritva, the doctrine iidahara1.ia (1) example=dr11~anta,"' 

that existence means practical and (2) exemplification, the 
efficacy, 57 third member of the syllogism 

artha-siistl'a, 40 =nidarsana, 7, 20 n. 4, 36-46 
avadhara1J,U, restriction of a predi- passim, 48, 51, 82-83 

cate to a class, 7, 35 udiihararµi,-sadharnzya, likeness to 
a·vayava, member of the syllogism, example as instrument of proof, 

25, 83 36-46 passim, 75-76, 82 
avidyamana-vipak11a, an argument udahararJiibliiisa, fallacious exem· 

in which no negative instances plification, 80, 81 
are available, 78 n. 1 Uddyotakara, cited passim; his 

avidyaman,i-sapak11a, an argument attack on the doctrine of vyiipti, 
in which no positive instances 69, 74-75; his ignoring of Vai-
are available, 78 n. 1 s~ika logic, 69, cf. 62; his ob-

avinabhava, inseparable connec- servations on fallacies of thesis, 
tion, =·vyapti, 69, 74 62-63;criticismofthetrairupya, 

avisa1nviida, 17 (Section 8), 18 76-77; view of purely positive 
avita-hetii, = kevala-vyatirekin, 78 and purely negative reasons, 

n. 1 78 and nn. 1 and 2, 79 
avyapadesya, 68 upan.aya, the application, fourth 
avyabhicara, conclusiveness of a member of syllogism, 42, 51, 82 

reason, unfailing a.ccompani- upam,iina, comparison, one of the 
ment of M by P, 18 (Section 19), four pramarµi,'s of the Nyaya, 
19, 37 n. 2 7, 48-51 

avyapaka, not resident in all, 35, ubhayiisiddha (ubhaya-vyiivrtta), 
46 variety offallacious exemplifica-

Asanga, 2 n. 2 tion, 69, 70; variety of asiddha-
asat, variety of fallacious middle, hetvabhasa, 70. See 81 and 

76 and n. 1 n. 2 
asapalcfa ( = vipak11a ), negative ekadesa, the two terms in an 

instance, 29, 30 inference, Mand P, 20 n. 1, 48 
asadhara'YJ,(J,, a variety of fallaciqus ekadesa-vrttit1;a =avyiipaka, resi-

middle, where M is peculiar dence in some but not all cases, 
to S, 32 (n. 4 to p. 31), 78, 35 
79 ekadesin, the Subject, or possessor 

asiddha ·(-hetviibhiisa ), a variety of of the two terms in an inference, 
fallacious middle, where M fails Sor SP, 20 n. 1, 48 
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eva, 17 
KaI).a-bhakija, =Kal).iida, 57 
Ka1:iada, 57 
karma, movement, a Vaisef}ika 

category, and one of the pre­
dicables, 59 

karma-dluiraya compound, 21, 22 
kalpan1i, ideal element in percep­

tion, 9, 65, 66, 71 
kalpaniipo<J,hii, the pure percept, 

divested of ideal elements, 8, 
66, 71 

ka,raka, the functions conveyed 
usually by case-inflections, 
20n. 2, 41 

kararJ,a,-sa11wgri, totality of causal 
. conditions, 68 
karya, effect, one of the three 

varieties of inferential mark or 
" middle term, 6 

Kiilidiisa, 3 and n. 2 
Kasyapa, 66 
Kirti =Dharmakirti, 8, 26 
Kumiirila Bhatta, 13" n. 1, 20 n. 4, 

21, 29, 48, 53-:74, 75 • 
k·1irvad-riipa, momentary colloca­

tion o~~conditions regarded as 
cause, n1 n. 2 : 

kemla-vyatirekin, purely negative ' 
reason, 76, 78 n. 1 

kevalanm,yin, purely positive rea­
son, 76, 78 and n. 2 

M,ana, kf}arJ,ika, momentary exis­
tent, 14, 57, 71, 73 

kf}epa,yoga, impossibility that a 
cause should postpone the pro­
duction of its effects, 57 n. 2 

gamaka, probans, 20 n. 1, 48 
gamya, probandwm, 20 n. 1, 48 
gatha, 56 
gurJ,a,, quality, a Vaisef}ika category 

and one of the predicables, 66 
Gotama, Gautama, 70 
grahya, the reality grasped in 

perception, cf. adhyavaseya, 11, 
12 and n. 2, 71 

grahya-dharma = pakf}a-dharma, a 
property possessed by the Sub­
ject of an inference, 7, 46, 69 

jati( 1) =siimiinyu, genus or species, 
class-nature, 9, 66 

jati (2) =dWJu~uibhasu, dialectical 
appearance of refutation, 5 n. 3, 
8,70 

jiianakiira, akiiru, prese~tation, 
11, 58 

tat-tulya =sapakf}a, 5 n. 3, 7, 22, 23 
tad-anvita =tat-tulya, 23 
tantra-yul.ti, methodological prin-

ciples of a sastra, 13, 14 
tarka-siistra, attributed to Vasu-

bandhu, 27 
Tiirkika-raksii 83 
Tri-kiila-pa;ik$ii, l n. 3 
tri-lakf}arJ,a-hetu, a middle term 

possessing the three characters 
laid down in the trafrii_.pya, 24, 
25, 34 n. 2, 47, 76, 78 

trnirupya., the three characters of 
a valid middle term, 5 n. 3, 7, 
23, 24, 83, 36 n. 1, 47, 48, 66-
67, 76, 77 and n. 1, 80, 81 

Dili.niiga, passim; (referred to by 
name in citations), 1 and n. 1, 
8, 14, 16, 17, 18, 23, 29, 42, 46, 
49, 51, 52, 59; (realist tendency 
in his logic), 12 and n. 2, 54-84; 
(his idealism), 54, 84; (his intro­
duction of the universal pre­
mise), 69; (on fallacies), 79-81 

du~a'IJ)ibhasa, fallacious appear­
ance of refutation=jiili, 70 

drstiinta,, probative example=itdti­
harana, 83 

di·avya; substance, q.v., 16, 66 
dharma=siidhya-dharma, proban­

dum or major term, 18, 19 
dharma-dharmi-bhava (or -nyiiya), 

relation or rubric of property 
and property-possessor, 51, 52 

Dharmakirti, author of the N ya.ya-
bind'U, 8 and n. 1, 12 n. 2, 26, 
27 n. 2, 77 n. 1 

dharma-visi~{a-dharmin, S-quali­
fied-by-P, 75 

dharmin=siidhya-dharmin, pro­
perty-possessor, subject of the 
property to be proved, minor 
term, 18, 19andn. l, 75 

dharrni-visista-dharma, P-quali­
fied-by-s; ·75 

Dharmottara, author of the N yii­
ya-bindu-tika, 12 n. 2 

nantariyakiirtlia, a thing insepar­
ably connected with another 
thing,7,21,22,23,51,52 

niima-jati-yoja-rtii, explanation of 
kalpana, 9, cf. 66 

N arikela-dvipa, 22 n. 2 
nidarsana =udahararJ,a,, third mem­

ber of the syllogism, exempli­
fication or major premise, 48 
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nigamana, conclusion or fift,h 
member of syllogism, 82 

nirvikctlpnfo-jnana, 'simple ap• 
prehension,' cf. sctvikalpaka, v-i­
folpn, 10 n. 1, 72 

Nyaya-1:ctndctli, 9 11. 1 
Nyaya-d1·cirn, l n. 3, 48, 61-70 

(esp. 61, 64), 80 
),Tyaya-prnvesa., l 11. 3, 2 and n. 1, 

4, 27 n. 1, 31 n. 1, 61-70 (esp. 
61, 64) 

N yii.ya-bindu, 4 n. 2, 27 n. 2 
Nyaya-bMi?ya, 2, 14, 48, 65, 66, 

73,75,82 
Nyiiya-rntnii..kara (of Parthasa­

rathiMisra, q.v.), 28, 52 
Nyaya-vrlrttika, passim. See list 

of contents 
N yaya-varttz'.ka-tat pcirya-[iM, pas­

sim. See list of contents 
Nyaya-sutra, 6, 7, 8, 14, 17, 18, 

25, 28, 33, 38, 48, 50, 51, 52, 
55,66,67,70,73,75,82 

pak?a, thesis, the Subject of in­
ference, minor term, 17, 24, 25, 
27 n. 1, 32, 46, 47, 83 

pali?a-dharnza., a middle term as 
resident in the Subject of the 
inference, 29, 30 and n. 1, 34-
36, 80 

pak?a-dharmata, residence of M in 
S, 7, 20 n. 4, 33, see 34-36 

pak?iibhasa, fallacious thesis= pra­
tijnabhasa, 27 11. 1 

pa1icami, ablative case-inflection, 
36, 37 n. 1, 42 

pai'ica-rii.popapanna, middle term 
possessed of five characters, 
80 

panciivayava-vakya, the five-mem­
bered statement of inference, 
25,37,38,42,48,82 

parata[t-priiniiitiya, validity ex­
trinsic to cognition, 84 

pariimarsa, 75 
pariirthiinwmiina, inference ex­

pressed in words, 25, 28, 29, 
38n. l, 82 

paricchednka, 9 
PaI).ini, 20 n. 2 
Parthasarathi Misra, author of 

Nyiiya-ratnukarci, 20 n. 4, 52, 53 
prthutara-graharµi,, perception of 

objects larger than the eye, 
15 

prakiira, predicate, 38, 39 

pratijnii, the 'Proposition,' first 
member of the syllogism, 7, 
13 n. 1, 25, 26, 27 and n. 1, 38, 
51,52,56,82,83 

pmtij1Wbhiisa, fallacious proposi­
tion or thesis, 62, 79 n. l, 80 

pratyak?a, perception, 8 and n. 1, 
9, 10, 11, etc. 

pratyak?a-virnddha, a variety of 
fallacious thesis, 62 

Prabhakara Misra, founder of the 
Prabhalcara school of llfimamsii, 
68 

pramu·tw, instrument of know­
ledge, 6, 71 (only two --'s); 
48, 49, 50, 51, 52 

Pramo.·r_w,-scmwccaya, 1, 6-8, 61 et 
passim 

Pramatia-samuccaya-vrtti, 1 n. 3, 
17,22,23,40n. l,47 .. 

prameya, 6, 13, 14 
Prasastapada, 4 and n. 1, 14, 25, 

27 n. 1, 32 (n. 4 to p. 31), 48, 
54, 58, 59, 60; (relation to 
Dinnaga), 61-70 (esp. 64-65), 72, 
76 n. 1, 79, 81 and nn. 1 and 2, 
82 n. 2 

Prasastapiidct-bhii?ya, 17, 23, 27 
n. 1, 48, 60, 61, 61-70, 72 

prasiddha-viruddha (?), kin<l of 
fallacious thesis, 63 

priipti= sainnil.:ar?a, contact of 
organ with object in perception, 
14 

priimiitiya, validity, 84 
bahili.-sad-asattva, bahyiirtha, exter­

nal existence, external object, 
51, 52 

biidhita, annulled reason, a variety 
of fallacious middle, 80 

buddhi, 51, 52 
buddhyarurf,ha, illusorily imposed 

on reality by thought, 51, 52 
bhadanta, 17 (Section 8), 27 11. 1, 

28 n. 1 ad fin., 37 n. l, 42, 49 
matup (-pratyaya), the possessive 

suffix -mat, 20 n. 3 
manas, the organ of attention and 

of inner sense, 6, 13-14, 73 
Madhavacarya, Madhava, author 

of the Sarva-darsana-saingraha, 
60 

miinasa-pratyak?a, inner sense­
perception, 10 n. I, 73 

Mallinatha, 3 n, 2 
Mimamsaka, 7 
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inuka-si,apnct, dumb man's dream, 
incommunicable, 84 

.Jleglw-d·uta, 3 and n. 2 
ineya= anwney1t, the prob1indu·1n, 

18 
Y ogiiciira, idealist, = vijriii-naviid·in, 

6, 12 
lrighm.,a, parsimony in expression, 

55 n. 2 
lingci, inferential mark or middle 

term, = het1t, 18, 19 
lihga-darsa,na,, one of two factors 

in inferential knowledge, 82 
lihgcisiddha (lii1gci-vyiivrtta), a 

variety of the fallacies of ex­
emplification, 69, 70 

lofo-vir-uddha, a variety of falla­
cious thesis, 63 and n. 1 

Varada Raja, 83 
\"asubandhu, 2 and n. 2, 3 n. 1, 

10 and 11. 2, 11, 12, 25-28, 54, 
55, 56 and n. I, 71, 82, 83 

vcikyiiinfa, member of the 1iaii-
c1ii·aycwa-vii..kyn or syllogism, 36, 
42 

Viicaspati Misra, 1inssi-in 
Vatsyayana, 2, 7, 13, H, 50, 51, 

52, 65, 66, 67, 73, 74, 75 n. 1 
viida,26,27,39,54-56,84 
V<ida-vidhiina, 26 n. 2, 55 n. 2 
V <ida-·vidhii,na-tikii, 2611. 2, 28 n. 1, 

56 • 
V <ida-vidhi, 26 and n. 2, 27, 55 

n.2,56 
vlidiibhidhiina, 26 n. 2, 55 .and 

11.2 
V iirttika= N yiiya-viirttika 
vlirttika, 24 n. l, 41 n. 1 
viisana, mental impression, or 

trace left 011 the mind, 51 
Viisubandhava, 10, 26 
·vikalpa, ideal element in percep­

tion, cf. kalpana, 36, 51 
vikalpa-viruddha (?), a variety of 

fallacious thesis, = anwm.ana-vi­
rnddha, 62 

vijiiana - vada, ·vijiiiina - viidin, 
(idealism, idealist = Y ogiiccira ), 
12 

vipak~a, negative instance, or case 
in which the property to be 
proved is absent, 24, 25, 30, 31 
and n. 1, 32, 40 n. 2, 41 and 
n. l, 46, 47, 76 n. 1, 77 

vipak~a-vyapaka, a middle found 
in all non-P, 77 

vipctl·?rul vise~a{I, definition of 
hetu, 33 n. 2, 40 n. 2 

vipa-k1;1rwrtt·i, a middle never found 
in non-P, 77 

vipal.·.~nifodesa-vrtti, a middle 
found in some non-P, 77 

viruddhct (-hetv<ibha.sa ), contradic­
tory reason, variety of fal­
lacious middle term, 30, 69, 78, 
79 n. 1 

viruddhai,yabhiciirin, antinomic 
reason. one of a p~ ir of mutually 
contradictory but apparently 
conclusive reasons, 68, 68-69, 
79 

vit-arct~ia, ? =vrtti, i.e. Pmma1Ja­
snin11ccnya-vrtti, 46, 4 7 

vise$ct (1 ), ultimate difference, a, 
Vctise.~il.:a category, 58 

vise1;1a- (2), species, specific dif­
ference, one of the predicables, 
66 

-vise1;1a-i_1a, the five predicables, 6, 
65,66,52 

vrtti = Pramo.~ia, - samuccaya - vrtti, 
22,23,47 

Va.i'.bM.~il;n, 12 and n. 2 
Vciisesi:7:a commentators before 

Pra~astapiida, 64, 65, 76 
Vaise~ikct-s·utm, 14, 17, 65, 67, 

68, 76 and n. 1 
vyapadisynte, vyapadesya, 8 n. 1, 

9, 10, 11 
vylipaka,, pervading, i.e. resident 

in all, 35 and n. 1 
vyapfa,, pervaded, i.e. invariably 

accompanied, 7, 46, 47, 69, 
74 

vyapti, pervasion, i.e. inseparable 
accompaniment, esp. of M by 
Pin an inference, 31 n. 2, 48, 
67, 69, 74, 77 and n. 1 

·vyiipti-smara1_1.a, one of the two 
factors in inference, 82 

vycipyati·cisiddhct, variety of fal­
' lacious middle, 81 

SariJ.kara Svamin, 1 n. 3, 61 
sabda (-pramci'iJ(I,), testimony, one 

of the four means of knowledge 
of the :Nyaya, 6, 7, 17-18 

siistra, sastratva, 55 and n. 2 
$loka-varttika, 12, 13 n. 1, 20 nn. 1, 

3and4, 21,28, 51 
$a$~hi, sixth or genitive case, 

inflection, 10, 20 n. 2, 36, 
42 

.. 
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sariwrti, phenomenal existence, 10, 
53,84 

;iariivedya, 9, 73 
sajatiya, similar case=sapakl}a, 

30, 33 
saritj, ii.-sa1iij1ii-sa-mbandha, rela­

tion between name and thing 
named, the knowledge obtained 
through -upamiina, 49 

.satta-siinuinya, the universal ' Be­
ing.' existence as a universal, 57 

8at-pratipakl}a, antinomic reason, 
79,80 

sariidigdha, inconclusive middle 
term=ani.foita, savya.bhicara, 31 
n.4, 76,78,79 

8ainnikarl!a, contact of organ with 
object in perception, 6 • 

sapakl}a, affirmative instance, case 
in which the property to be 
proved is present, 17, 24, 25, 29, 
30 and n. 2, 31 nn. 1 and 2, 32 
andn. l, 46, 47, 76 n. l, 77 

sapakl}a-vyapaka, a middle found 
in all XP, 77 

sapalcl}iivrtti, a middle never found 
in XP, 77 

sapakqaikadefa-vrtti:, a middle 
found in some XP, 77 

saptika, septenary of types of 
syllogism and paralogisro, 24 

sarnaviiya, the relation of inher­
ence, subsisting between whole 
and parts, substance and quali­
ties, universal and particulars, 
58,68 

sam11cciya?Tuiniimdhiira~ia, aggre­
gative restriction, application 
of the restrictive particle to a 
collection of things, 16 

sambhava, concomitance, 35 
samyoga, the relation of ' con­

junction' which subsists be­
tween substances only, 68 

Sarva-darsana-samgralta, 9 n. 1, 
12 and n. 2, 56-60 

savikalpaka (-jiiana), determinate 
perception, as contrasted with 
nirvikalpaka, 6, 72 

sahakarin, an auxiliary circum­
stance determining a cause to 
produce its effect, 57 n. 2 

Sainkhya, 6 
sadrsya, 7, 49 
siidhana, proof, probans, 20 n. 1, 

30,36,42,44 

siidharmya, likeness (of subject of 
inference to example1 as proving 
the conclusion), 46-48, 75, 83 

si'idhya =anumeya, probandmn, ma­
jor term, 7, 20 n. 1, 30, 36, 38, 
42, 74, 75 n. 1 

siintarn-graha'f}JJ,, perception of 
objects as at a distance, 14, 15 

siirniiniidhikara~iya, the fact of re­
ferring to the same thing, as 
when an adjective qualifies a 
substanth-e, 42, 43 

si'imiinyci, the universal, a l'ai­
S€llikci category, 6, 56-60, 58; 
(one of the five predicables), 66 

-si'imi'iuya,, a thing considered in its 
common or general character, 
46,47,48 

si'imii.nya-visel!a-bhi'i-i·a, relation of 
genus to species, 42 , 

sitkha, 6, 13, 14 
Subandhu=Vasubandhu, 25, 26 

and n. l, 27 and n. 1, 54, 55 n. l, 
56 

sutra (Bauddha), 11, 55, 56 and 
n. 1 

Sautri'intika, 12 and n. 2, 33 n. 2 
Saubandhava,= Viisubandhai:a, q.v., 

26,55 
svata/1-prilmiirJ,ya, validity intrin­

sic to cognition, 83 
svabhi'i.1:a =ti'idiitmya, identity, one 

of the three kinds of inferential 
mark, 6 

svabhiivasiddha, variety of asid­
dha-hetvabhiisa, 81 n. 2 

sva-riipa, thing-in-itself, see sva­
lak~arJa, 8 n. 1, 9; a character 
as unrelated, 72 

svarupa-sattii, unique mode of 
existence, 58 

svalak?a~ia=k[Ja'f}JJ,, momentary ex­
istent as ding-an-sich, 36, 42, 71 

sva-vacana-viruddha, a variety of 
fallacious thesis, 64 

sva-sastra-viruddha, a variety of 
fallacious thesis, 62, 63 

sva-samvedana, self-awareness of a 
mental state, 9 

svarthiinumana, si•aniscitarthiinu­
mtina, inference drawn by one­
self, opp. pararthiinu?Tuina, 7, 
38 n. 1, 82 and n. 1 

het·u (1). reason or middle term= 
linga, 7, 24, 25, 33 and n. 2, 
34 and n. 2, 35 n. 1, 46-48, 51 
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ketu (2), statement of reason, 
second member of syllogism, 
36-46, 48, 82 

ketu-cakra, wheel of reasons, i.e. 
the nine syllogistic types, 30 
n. 1, 67, 77, 78 

H et,u - ccikra - tJ,cinw.rn (incorrectly 
-kamant), 2 n. I, 33 n. 1, 34 

hetii - vcirttika = the section on 
hetu in the N yaya-varttika, 
41 n. l 

H etit-vidyci-nyaya-pravesa-sastra = 
Nyaya-pravesa, q.v., 1 n. 3 

hetvcibhasa, fallacious middle term, 
9, 29 (Section 15), 30 and n. I, 
34,80 
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THE DIALECTICAL METHOD OF NAGA.RJUNA 
Vigrahal!)liivartani 

Kamaleswar Bhattacharya 

The Vigrahavyauartani is a fundamental text of Madhyamaka 
philosophy. It admirably illustrates the clialectical method followed 
by Nagarjuna, the founder of the school, and also. clarifies the 
idea of Voidness ( ,f iinyatii) which has been so often 1msunderstood. 

For the first time, the celebrated edition by E . H. Johnston 
and Arnold Kunst is being made available in India, along with 
an English translation which follows the text closely and as liter­
ally as possible, and Notes that clarify its technicalities. Rs. 35 

GAUTAMA : THE NYA.YA PHILOSOPHY 
N. S. Junankar 

In this study of Nyaya philosophy as propounded by Gautama 
and explained by Vatsyayana and Uddyotakara the author has 
examined the empirical foundations of its theory of cognition 
and proof and the validity of the conclusions based on them. 
The analysis reveals that the Nyaya theory does not warrant 
the nature, career and destiny of the self ( atman) . The 
study is both a challenge to the traditional presentation of the 
Indian cultural heritage and a constructive hypothesis for further 
research and reappraisal on new lines. Rs. 130 

HISTORY OF INDI LOGIC 
_ S . Chandra Vit[ya Bhushan 

This work deals wit!~ the history of Indian logic in regard 
to Nyaya -one ofthes1x systems into which orthodox philosophy 
in India is classified. 

The work is divided into three parts : ancient, medieval and 
modern. Each part is divided into several sections and chapters. 

The author has clearly marked the principal stages of Indian 
logic in the vast period of about two thouEancl years beginning 
from 640 B.c. and has traced how from Anviksiki-the science 
of debate, Indian logic developed into the science ·of knowledge­
Pramanasastra and then into the science of dialectics-Pra­
karai:ia. or Tarkasastra. 

The treatment of the subject is both historical and explanatory. 
The author has shown how the five-limbed syllogism of Aristotle 
found its way through Alexandria, Syria and other countries • 
into Taxila and got amalgamated with the Nyaya doch·ine 
of inference. 

The book is written on scientific lines. It has drawn on original 
sources-both Hindu 21.nd Jaina-exhaustively. Besides the 
preface, introduction, foreword and table of contents, the work 
contains several appendices and indexes. Rs. 60 

MOTILAL BANARSIDASS 
Deihl Varanasi Patna 
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