NnA4GA

J

n
R ANDLE

D

-

IRA
FROM

—




FRAGMENTS FROM DINNAGA



FRAGMENTS FROM
DINNAGA

H. N. RANDLE

MOTILAL BANARSIDASS
Delhi :: Varanasi :: Patna



EBLibrary 153 Shurla

et T TT e
o T T N-F‘
- R
L.

00066756

.

NGE
Cpgss

.“
i .
v A
M
aw

\e®
voass b

© MOTILAL BANARSIDASS

Indological Publishers, Booksellers & Exporters

Head Office : 41-U.A., Bungalow Road, Delhi-110 007
Branches : 1. Chowk, Varanasi-1 (u.r.)

2. Ashok Rajpath, Patna-4 (BIHAR)

First Edition : The Royal Asiatic Society, London 1926
First Indian Reprint : Dethi 1981

Price : Rs. 40

Printed iD India o

B; Shantilal Jain, at Shri Jainendra Press

45, Phase 1, Industrial Area, Naraina, New Delhi-110 028
Published by Narendra_ Prakash Jain, for Motilal Banarsidass,
Bungalow Road, Jawahar Nagar, Delhi-110 007



PREFACE

TaIs 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 Mr. 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 FRAGMENTS

[Fragments asterisked have been identified by Vidyibhisana in thé

Tibetan version of Pramana-samuccaya.]
Fragment.
*A. Definition of Perception .

*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 ! (prose citation)

*E. Testimony not a separate source of

knowledge . .
*F. What is the probandum in mference ?
(8 lines) . . . .

G. Definition of anumdana or the instrument
of inferential knowledge .

*H. The three characters of a valid reason
or middle term .

I. (i) Inference for another; (ii) proof
*J. The nine reasons or types of argument
(8 lines) . . .

K. All middle terms are paksa-dharma

L. Criticism of the definition of hetu given (

in NS, 1, i, 34 (4} lines)

M. Definition of hefu

N. ‘Comparison’ as a source of ]mowledge
is reducible to perception or testimony

‘

0. The object of inference is merely an ideal
construction (prose citation) .

P. Definition of vada 5 . {

ix

Source.

j 44, 1. 1, and
Y Vl'p102110

NVT,p.97,11.1and 28.
NVT, p. 76,1, 28.
NVT, p. 129, 1. 22,
NV, p.63,1.13; NVT,

p. 138,1. 19,

NTT, p. 120,1. 12.
NT, p. 56, 1. 14.

NV, p. 58,12
NRA,p. 252 and p. 250.

NVT,p. 198,1. 1.

NVT, p. 198, 1. 14; cf.
NV, p. 132,113,

NVT, pp. 189-190 (p.

189, 1. 16 to p. 190,
L.2); NV, p. 123, L
to p. 125, 1. 4

NV, p. 134, 1 13,

{NVT, p- 135, 1. 14; cf.

NVp60116

NVT,p.127,1,1; p. 39,

1. 13; of. Sz Vart.,
mmlambam, verses
167-168.

NV, p. 124, 1. 8; cf.

NV, p.15], 1. 20, and
NVT, p. 218,1. 9.
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x LIST OF FRAGMENTS

Fragment. Source.
SDS, chapter on
Q. Criticism of the Faisesika account of the Bauddhas, p. 22=

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

Note.—All these fragments are definitely attributed to Dinnaga 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. Vidyabhiisana has identified six of these fragments with
passages from the Tibetan version of the Pramana-samuccaya, as follows:

A=Pramana-samuccaya, Chapter I (HIL, p. 277).

B= » » » I (p. 280).
E= . » » II (p. 288).
F= » ’s ’ II (p. 281).
= . . » IT (p. 288).
J= . ” ’ IIT (p. 283).
For the attribution of fragment Q to Dinndga, see Vidyabhiisana,
HIL,p.273.

The arrangement of the fragments here follows what seems to be
the probable order of the topics in the Pramana-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).
O and P can hardly be located.
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Faddegon, B. The Vaisesika System described with the help of the oldest
texts. Amsterdam, 1918.

Jha, Ganganatha. Translation of the Nyaya-sitra, Nyaya-bhasya, and
Nyaya-varttika. Indian Thought, Allahabad, 1910-1920; and
separately.

Jhi, Ganganatha. PSPM=Prabhikara School of Parva Mimamsa.
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
Nyaya and Vaisesika systems. Oxford University Press, 1921.
NBh=Nyaya-bhasya of Vitsyayana, edited with the Suire and with
extracts from the Varttike and the Taiparya-fikd, by Gangadhara

Sastri Tailanga. Vizianagram Sanskrit Series, Benares, 1896.

References are to this edition. It has also been edited with.
the Siira and the Vrtti by Laksmana Sastri and Rama Sastri,
Benares, 1920.

NK =Nyaya-kandali of Sridhara Miéra, on Prasastapida’s bhasya, with
which it is edited.

NRA=Nyaya-ratnakara of Parthasirathi Miéra, on Kumarila’s Sloka-
virittka, with which it is edited.

NS =Nyaya-sutra. Printed with editions of the Nydys-bhdsya and
Nyaya-varttika. Edited and translated by S. C. Vidyabhiigana, in
the Sacred Books of the Hindus Series, Allahabad, 1909.

NV =Nyaya-varttika of TUddyotakara. Edited by Vindhyesvari
Prasada Dvivedi (Dibe), Bibliotheca Indica, Calcutta, 1907.
References are to this edition. A later and in some respects better
edition -is that by the same editor and Laksmana Sastri Dravida
in the Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Benares, 1915.

NVT =Nyaya-varitika-tatparya-gika - (briefly Tatparya-tika) of Vacas-
pati Miéra. Edited by Gangadhara Sastri Tailafiga, Vizianagram
Sanskrit Series, Benares, 1898. References are to this edition.
It is now being edited by Sriraje$vara Sastri Dravida in the Benares
Sanskrit Series. (The first adhydya only has appeared so far, in
1925. It is a very valuable check on the eatlier edition.)

xi *



xii BIBLIOGRAPHY AND ABBREVIATIONS

PBh=Pradastapida’s Bhasye on the Vaisesika system. Sometimes
called the Padirtha-dharma-samgraha. Edited, with the Nydya-
kandali, by Vindhye$vari Prasida Dvivedi, Vizianagram Sanskrit
Series, Benares, 1895. .

Péri, Nodl. A propos dela date de Vasubandhu. In Bulletin de I Ecole
Frangaise de I'Extréme-Orient, xi, 1911.

8DS =8arva-dar$ana-sammgraha of Madhava. There have been many
editions since the Bibliothecs Indice 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, Tritbner’s
Oriental Series, 2nd edition, 1894. The chapter on the Bauddha
system has been translated by L. de la Vallée Poussin (with very
valuable notes) in le Muséon, n.s. ii, 1901, under the title Le
Bouddhisme & aprés les sources brahmaniques.

Steherbatsky, Th. (1) Rapports enire la théorie bouddhique de la
connaissance et Penseignement des autres écoles philosophiques de
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of the American Oriental Society, xxxi, 1911. The work has now
been translated into German, Erkenntnistheorie w. Logik nach der
Lehre der spdteren Buddhisten, O. Strauss, Miinchen-Neubiberg,
1924, The translation contains an important appendix (p. 259)
stating Stcherbatsky’s very much modified present views.

Sugiura, Sadajiro. Hindw Logic as preserved in China and Japon.
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-varttiks of Kumarila Bhatta on the tarka-pada of
Sabara’s Bhasya on the Mimamsd. Edited, together with the
Nydya-ratnikara of Parthasirathi Misra, by Rama Sastri Tailangs,
Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Benares, 1898-1899. Translated by
Ganganatha Jha, Bibliotheca Indica, Calcutta, 1900-1908.

Ui, H. Vaisesika Philosophy according to the Dasapadartha-$istra,
Royal Asiatic Society, London, 1918.

V8 =Vaisegika-suira. Edited and translated by A. E. Gough, Benares,
1873 (reprint from The Pandit); and by Nand Lal Sinha, Sacred
Books of the Hindus, Allahabad, 1911. There was a Bibliotheca
Indica edition, with the Upaskira of Sarmkara Misra, Caleutta, 1861.

Vidyabhiisana, Satis Candra. (1) MSIL =Indian Logic Mediceval
School, Caloutta University, 1909. This is embodied in a revised
form in—

(2) HIL= History of Indian Logic Ancient Mediceval and Modern
School. Calcutta University, 1922. See notice in J.R.4.8, April,
1925, pp. 345-348.



ERRATA

Page 1, note 3: for Trikala-pariksa read °ksa.

Page 3, note 2: for sahddhyayah read sahadhyayah.
Page 3, note 2: for Adreh srigam read °$ragarn.

Page 9, line 14: for namajati-yojana read °yojand.
Page 12, line 4: for yogacara read yogacara.

Page 12, line 10: for yogdcara read yogacara.

Page 16, note 1: for saktir read Saktir.

Page 19, line 3: for srayeta read Sriyeta.

Page 21, line 19: for nantariyakas read °kas.

Page 21, line 20: for tav-vido . . . tam read lad-vido . . tarh.
Page 24, note 1: for 1, 1, 5 read 1, i, 34.

Page 25, lines 14-15: for pararthanumana read “mana.
Page 25, line 29: for tesam read tesam.

Page 27, note 1: for svarapenaiva read svaripenaiva.
Page 27, last line: for svaripenaiva read svaridpenaiva.
Page 30, line 7: for dvedha read °dhd.

Page 30, line 13: for sasvatah read Sasvatah.

Page 34, line 3: for uktam read uktanm.

Page 34, last line but one: for kenaital read °tal.

Page 36, line 7: for udaharand read “na.

Page 37, note 1: for pancami read paficami.

Page 37, note 2: for -avyabhicharitvad read °caritvad.
Page 39, line 2: for prakarakatvam read °tvarn.

Page 41, note 1: for laksanam read “narh.

Page 42, line 18: for visesyam . . evarthad read msesyam co.

evarthid.
Page 42, line 19: for kutah read kutah.
Page 46, line 5: for prabandum read pro°.
Page 49, line 16: for vakyad read vakyad.
Page 50, line 25: for vakyad read vakyad.
Page 51, line 12: for upasariharat read harat.
Page 51, line 20: for yan nantariyakar read yannd’.
Page 51, line 26: for yada *hur read yad ahur.
Page 51, line 31: for Sloka-vartika read °varttika.
Page 52, line 6: for "numananumeye read *numdnanumeya.



2 ERRATA

Page 53, line 13: for samwrti read sanmwrti.

Page 54, last line: for svabhimatam read °tar.

Page 62, line 8 from end : for Vaidesika read °sika.
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 sam’.

Page 70, line 7: for lingasiddha read linga®.

Page 78, for lines 5-10 substitute:

vipaksavrits, where M is a peculiar property of 8, found neither
in positive nor in negative instances) holds a special position
and is called asddhirana.! Uddyotakara argues in the first
place that an as@dhdrana-dharma 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.

INDEX.

Page 85, column 1, line 23: for sgmanya read samanya.

Page 85, column 2, lines 20-21: for paficGvayava read “vayava.

Page 85, column 2, line 36: after 25 insert 82.

Page 86, column 1, lines 28-29: for avayave read ava®.

Page 88, column 1, line 18: transfer apramanya so as to precede
abhidhana.

Page 88, column 1, line 46: for Asanga read Asanga.

Page 88, column 2, line 10: for gptodesa read aptoddesa.

Page 89, column 1, line 33: for ksana read ksana.

Page 89, column 2, lines 35-37: transfer so as to follow
dhorma.

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

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

Page 91, column 1, line 47: for vijAgnd-vada read vijiiana-vada.
Page 91, column 2, line 41: before 31 snsert 23.

Page 92, column 1, line 4: for sajatiya read sajatiya.

Page 92, column 1, line 42: for samyoga read samyoga.



INTERPRETATION OF
LOGICAL FRAGMENTS FROM DINNAGA

'Dir'mdgdn&m pathi pariharan sthula-hastavalepan
(Kalidasa’s Megha-dita, I, 14).






FRAGMENTS FROM DINNAGA

SzeTioNn 1.—INTRODUCTORY.

Vacaspati Misra states that Uddyotakara’s motive in com-
posing the Nyaya-varitika was to remove the obscurity in
which the $@stra had become veiled owing to the misinterpre-
, tations of Dinniga and others.! This statement is fully borne

out both by the contents of the Varitika itself and by the

numerous citations which Vacaspati fortunately makes from
Dinniga. Certain of these citations have been identified
by Vidyabhiisana® with passages in the Tibetan version of the
Pramana-samuccaya, which is one of the works attributed
to Dinniga in the Tanjur® Not one of them has been

1LNVT, p. 1, 1. 14. Dinndage-pradbhrtibhir arvacinai} kuhetu-sania-
mase-samutth@panendvacchaditam Sastram . . . ity Uddyotakarena svani-
bandhoddyotena tad apaniyate.
Uddyotakara himself says in the introductory verses attached to the
Varttika
yad Aksapada} pravaro munindmn
Samaya Sastram jagato jagida
hutarkikajfiana-nivrtti-hebul
karisyate tusya mayd nibandhak.

2 8. C. Vidyabhisana, History of Indian Logic, Calcutta, 1921),
pp- 273-288 footnotes. The central part of this work deals with ¢ the
Medizeval School,” and is a revised version of the account given in his
Indian Logic Medicval School (Calcutta, 1909). The later version
corrects in important points the earlier.

3 Besides the Pramdina-swimuccaya, Dinnaga is the reputed author:
of the following works which are extant in Chinese and Tibetan versions:

(i) Pramana-samuccaya-vriti,

(i) dlambana-pariksa.

(iii) Alambana-pariksa-vriti,

(iv) Trikala-pariksa,

(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.
1



2 FRAGMENTS FROM DINNAGA

identified with any passage from any other of the works there
attributed to Dinnaga. While therefore we have in the
Nyaya-varttika-tatparya-tika evidence which amounts to proof
that the Pramana-samuccaya is the work of Dinnaga, we have
complete absence of such evidence in the case of the Nyaya-
pravesa,' the other logical work attributed to him.
‘Dinnaga’s date falls somewhere between the date of the
Nyaya-bhisya, which he criticises, and that of Uddyotakara,
who replies to his criticism. Uddyotakara may be taken with
considerable probability to have flourished in the early years
of the seventh century. Vatsydyana’s date may be ap-
proximately 300 A.p. Dinnaga 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. Cf. Ui's Vaidesika Philosophy, p. 68 foot-
note, with Vidyabhiisana’s History of Indian Logic, p. 289 footnote,
300 footnote, and 302 with footnotes. It is, I think, impossible to
accept the accuracy of Vidyabhiisana’s statements without assuming
that the Tibetan tradition is at variance with the Chinese. Vidya-
bhiisana says that the Nyaya-pravede of which he gives a detailed
account is ascribed in the Tanjur to Dinindga. Ui says that his account
corresponds (not, as Vidyabhiigana asserts, to Nos. 1223 and 1224 of
the Chinese Tripitaka, which purport to be two distinct Chinese versions
of a Nyaya-dvira ascribed to Dinnéga, but) to No. 1216—the Hefu-
vidya-nydya-praveda-$astra ascribed to one Sarikara Svimin, a disciple
of Dinndga (who, according to Vidyabhiisana, is unknown to Tibetan
tradition). Vidyabhiisana 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 “ Nyaye-
pravesa of Dinaga,” which will doubtless prove to be the Sanskrit
original of the work of which Vidyabhiisana gives an account.

1 As regards the ¢ Hetu-cakra-hamaru’ which Vidyabhiisana at first
treated as a separate work of Difindga, he now says that it is a chapter
of the ‘ Nydaya-pravesa.” The title should no doubt be Hetu-cakra-
damaru (as suggested by Dr. F. W. Thomas—agreeing with Cordier):
but Dr. Thomas states that the block-print actually has -hamaru.

2 Steherbatsky, 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 Difinaga, whose teacher he was.” Keith, B.P., p. 155, inclines



§ 1. DATE OF DINNAGA 3

350 a.0. The indication of Dinndga’s date afforded by the
fact that two of the works attributed to him were translated
into Chinese in 557 and 569 A.D.! carries us a little further.
But the supposed reference to him as a contemporary in
Kalidasa’s Megha-diuta* 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 Péri’s view that Vasubandhu’s death was not later than 350 A.p.
On the strength of this he suggsts in 7L4, p. 98, that Dinndga may have
flourished before 400 a.D.

! Vidyabhiisana, HIL, p. 272. Vidyabhusana's dating of Dinnaga
as ‘about 500 A.p.” depends on his dating of Vasubandhu about
480 A.D.

2 See Mallindtha’s comment on Megha-diita, I, 14. There is nothirg
in Kalidasa’s lines to suggest the secondary meaning which Mallinatha
reads into them. He says the reference in sarasaniculad is to a rasiko
Niculo nama mahdkavip, Kalidasasye sohadhyayal, pardapaditandn
Kalidasa-prabandha-dasanandam parihart@.; and he explains dinndgandn
as Dinnagacaryasye Kaliddsa-pratipaksasye.  The title - dearyasya
suggests the famous Buddhist: otherwise it might be supposed that
Mallinatha had some other Dinnaga, poet or literary critic, in view: for
the notion of the logician Dinndga in the role of literary critic here
assigned to him does not carry conviction.

Kalidasa’s lines are:

Adreh srigai harats pavanah kimsvid ity unmukhibhir
Drstotsahas cakita-cakitarn mugdha-siddhanganabhih

Sthanad asmad sarasa-niculdd utpatodaimukharm kham
Dinnbgandgm pathi pariharan sthula-hastavalepdn.

Mallinatha did not invent the secondary meaning suggested: his com-
ment embodies a tradition. Nevertheless, its value as evidence for the
date of the great Difindga would still be small, even if Kaliddsa’s date
were more certain than itis. See, however, F. W. Thomas in J.R.4.8.,
January, 1918, pp. 118-122. KsetreSacandra Chattopadhysya, in an
article on the Date of Kaliddsa (Allahabad University Studies, Vol. II,
1926), points out that the earliest commentators on the Megha-diia do
not read any secondary meaning into these lines. This suggests that
the supposed reference to Dinndga is a later invention.



4 FRAGMENTS FROM DINNAGA

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

In any attempt to fix the relation of Dinnéga to Prasas-
tapada it is essential to argue from doctrines which are
indubitably Dinnaga’s. It isalso very desirable to have these
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 Nydya-praveda satisfies
neither of these two conditions® An account of it has been
given by Vidyabhiisana 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 Difindga and that of Prasastapada.

The case is quite different with the Pramana-samuccaya.

* Cf. Keith, ILA4, p. 27 and p. 99. “ The upper limit of date is
suggested by Prasastapada’s indebtedness to Dinndga, whose most
probable date is about 400 A.p., and it would accord well enough with
all probability if Prasastapada were referred: to the fifth century.”’
‘It is clear that so far as chronological grounds go there is nothing. to
prevent the supposition that Prasastapada was indebted for his system
largely to Dinndga.” There is also nothing to prevent the supposi-
tion that Difindga was indebted to Prasastapdda. Stcherbatsky now
(1924) has accepted this supposition, and maintains that Prasastapada
was either a contemporary or a predecessor of Vasubandhu, the teacher
of Difindga. See his Appendix contributed to the German translation
of his Epistemology and ZLogic according to the Later Buddhists (1909,
St. Petersburg), translated into German by Strauss (1924, Munich).

% To use the much later Nydya-bindu as authority for Dinniga’s
doctrine is obviously very precarious. For the Nydya-pravesa see note
above.



§ 1. THE PRAMANA-SAMUCCAYA 5

Itisindubitably the work of Dininaga. 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 Miéra. Under these circum-
stances it seems useful to collect and interpret the various
citations from the Pramina-samuccaya embodied in the
Nyaya-varttika-tatparye-tika, together with the meagre frag-
ments to be found here and there in the Varttika.* Stcherbat-
sky? in fact relied largely upon these quotations: and there is
at present no other safe method of approach to the under-
standing of Dinnaga’s teaching. This study is therefore
devoted to an attempt to interpret these fragments of the
* Pramina-samuccaya, fitting them so far as possible into the
general framework of the Pramana-samuccaya as outlined in
Vidyabhiisana’s History of Indian Logic. The arrangement
of the topics in that work seems to have been as follows,
when Vidyabhiisana’s somewhat confused account® 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
Vacaspati Misra, and contents himself with the merest seraps of cita-
tion (though by a happy chance he gives us, on one occasion, a couple
of lines from the Buddhist Sitra of the Burden-bearer—XN 'V, p. 342, 1. 3).

% In le Muséon, n.s. vol. v, 1904. Rapports entre la théorie Boud-
dhique da la connaissance et Penseignement des autres écoles philosophiques
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 Mediceral School of Indian Logic.

Chapter I.—Perception.

Chapter II.—Inference for oneself.

Chapter II1.—Inference for another.

(Account in MSIL) Chapter IV.—Three characteristics of the middle
term (probably the end of Chapter III; see HIL): and rejection of
comparison.

(Account in HIL) Chapter IV.—Reason and example.

(Account in MSIL) Chapter V.—Rejection of Verbal Testimony.

(Account in HIL) Chapter V.—Apoka. 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 ARRANGEMENT OF TOPICS IN
DiNNAca’s ¢ Pramana-samucceya.’

Chapter I.—Perception (=NS, I, i, 4).

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

(ii) Characterisation of Perception.

(iii) Criticism of the definitions of perception given by
(a) the Yogacaras, (b) the Samkhyas, (c) the Nasyayikas. The
Naiyayikas’ importation of manas as an dndriya from the
Vaisesikas. The dndriyatva of manas connected with the
question of the prameyatva of the qualities of atma, i.e. sukhads.
Failure of the Naiydyika to provide a place in their account of
samntkarsa for the five ‘ videsanas’ which are an essential part
of the Vaisesika theory.

Chagpter IT.—Inference for oneself (=NS, 1, 1, 5).

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

(ii) The three kinds are (a) kdrya, (b) svabhava, (¢) anupa-
labdhs.

[(iii) $abda-pramana is a case of anwmana (=NS, 1,1, 7).]

(iv) What is the probandum (anumeya) 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 irairipya —anumeye *tha taitulye sadbhdvo nastitd ’sati—
but it is quoted as from Chapter II.

(Account in MSIL) Chapter VI.—Paris 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.—Analogue, i.e. jati.

! Position here conjectural. Vidyabhiisana puts this under V (iii)
infra, but the quotation he gives is from this chapter.

-
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[(v) The instrument (anumdna) of svarthanumiti defined as
natariyakartha-darsanam tadvidal.]

Y[(vi) The trairipys —anumeye tha tattulye scdbhavo nastita
*sals.]

Chapter I11.—Inference for another.

(i) Defined.

(ii) sadhya [or pratijiia (?)] defined.

“ Dinnaga reviews the definitions of a proposition as given
by Aksapada and the Mimamsaka.”

(iii) Formal logic of the trairipye. Valid and invalid
reason. The nine types of inference. [paksa-dharmatd the
common characteristic both of the hetw and of the hetva-
bhasa.]

Chapter IV.—Hetu and Udaharana (=N8S, 1, i, 34-37).

(i) [Criticism of the definition of ketuin NS, I, i, 34.]

Affirmative and Negative Reason. Affirmative and
Negative Example.

[(i) Grahya-dharmas lad-amsena vyapto hetul.]

[(ii)) Upamdna as inference. Criticism of Vitsydyana’s
interpretation of NS, I, 1, 6.]

Chapter V.—Apoha.

(i) The six categories of the Vaisesika [in the light of the
apoha-vads. Refutation of the Vaisesika doctrine of s@manyal.

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

(i) $abda [in the light of the apohavada (for the statement
that $ablapramana is anwmana see Chapter II (iii) in this
list of topics)].

(iv) The trairipye [in the light of the apohavada (i.e., per-
haps, the avadhdranas’ implied in the statement of the
travrupya)].

1 Vidyabhiisana puts this under V (iv) 7afra, but the quotation is
from this chapter.
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Chapter VI.—Jati (=N8S, Addhyaya V).

Statement of 14 jat. )

Note—The above ‘list of contents’ to the Pramdna-
samucceya is in part conjectural, and goes beyond Vidya-
bhiisana’s statements. I have indicated what is conjectural,
or goes beyond Vidyabhiisana’s statements, by the use of °
square brackets. Conjecture may seem out of place when
the Tibetan version is physically accessible. But Vidyabhi-
sana’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.

(i) PRATYAKSANI KALPANAPODHAM.

NV, p. 44, 1. 1. apare tu manyante pratyaksam kalpand-
podham its.

NVT, p. 102, 1. 1 (commenting on the above): samprati
Dinnagasya laksanam upanyasyati, APARA 4ti. Later on
Vacaspati draws a distinction between the view of Dinnaga
and that of Dharmakirti:

NVT, p. 102, 1. 17. na ki yatha samyag-jhianam adhikrtya
pratyaksadi-laksanam krtarn Kirting tath@ Dinmdgena, yend-
dhikaray jhane vyavatistheta kalpondpodham iti bhavah. That
is, Dinnaga does not give this definition in connection with
a general rubric of ‘ right apprehension,” as Dharmalkirti does:
and so the phrase kalpandpodham is not fixed by the context
as referring to knowledge—as is the case in Dharmakirti’s
work. Therefore Dinnaga is fairly open to the criticism urged
in the Varttika, p. 44, 1. 17: sarve arthal tarhi pratyaksdh
prapruvants.t

! Uddyotakara has interpreted kalpanapodham to mean svardpato
na vyapadesyam—no account can be given of it as ding-an-sich. But
this applies to everything—so that everything will be pratyaksa. This
consequence is avoided if we make it clear, as Dharmakirti does, that

pratyaksam means pratyaksam jlianam. (pratyalksa 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
Dinnaga:

NV, p. 44, 1. 2. atha keyarn kalpana? nama-jati-yojanets.
yat kila na namnabhidhiyate na ca jatyadibhir vyapadisyate

VISAYA-SVARUPANUVIDHAYI PARICCHEDAKAM ATMA-
SANVEDYAM
tat pratyaksam its.

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.” !

(iii) Vacaspati Misra says that the words namajati-yojand,
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, L. 2. laksana-vadina uttaram).
The laksana-vadin seems to mean Dinniga, though it might
mean any person who supports the definition. If it is
Dinnaga that is meant here, then the line cited just below
is an additional fragment of Dinnaga:

NVT, p. 102, 1. 9. datmasanmvedyam—svasarvedandd eva
tasya kalpand-rahitatvam? api. yathaha.

PRATYAKSAM KALPANAPODHAM PRATYAKSENAIVA
SIDDHYATI {%.

“It is just from the fact that the perception is con-
sclous of itself that it is also known as devoid of ideal

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

1 Cf. NK, p. 190, 1. 5-6, and p. 191, 1l. 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 kalpanahitatvam,

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—NoOTE To FrRAGMENT A: VASUBANDHU’S
DEFINITION OF PERCEPTION.

NV, p. 42, 1. 15. apare punar varnayanir—
TATO 'RTHAD VIJNANANM PRATYAKSAM ift.

NVT,p. 99,1 13. tad evarn pratyaksa-laksanar samarthye
Vasubandhavan  tavat  pratyskse-laksanarh  vikalpayitum
upanyasyats.

That is: Uddyotakara says:

“Some again say: ‘ Perception is knowledge arising from
that (very) thing.’ ”

Vacaspati comments:

“ Having thus established this (the Neiyayika) definition
of perception, he now cites the definition given by 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 vijianarm vyape-
di$yate, yade tata eva tad bhavati narthantardd bhavati, tat
pratyaksam). His criticism (N'V, p. 42, 1. 15,and p. 43, last line)
contains twq interesting things. One is a statement that the
definition had been interpreted? as excluding samwrti-jii@na,
i.e. the  fictions of the understanding * with which the ‘ pure

! This is apparently an expression of the Bauddha theory that cogni-
tion carries self-awareness along with it—as against the Naiyayika view
that we recognise our own cognitions by inner-sense perception or
manasa-pratyaksa. On the Naiyayika view the existence of nirvikal-
poka-jAidne is only known by inference, not being open to introspection
(manasa-pratyaksa).

% 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 Difinaga 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 Bauddha view) such a
whole as a pot would not be an object of perception, so defined:
rupadibhye utpannarh jRidgnam ghatasya vyapadisyate,—na
tato bhavisyatity apaksiptam. The knowledge which is desig-
nated as knowledge of the jar 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 ‘sutre,” as he calls the definition of
Vasubandhu (NV, p. 43, 1. 13). He says: grahkya-grahaka-
jhanayor ayugapad-bhavdj jhanarm apratyaksan. syat—* the
knowledge would be other than perception, because the reality
apprehended and the apprehending cognition will not be
simultaneous.” Vacaspati Misra explains that the grakya
is the thing from which the knowledge arises; and that it is
the cause of which the knowledge is the effecf. 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 iz false: and, being
falge, it cannot be perception. He then cites (NVT, p. 101,
1. 14) a couplet: yatha ’ha :

bhinna-kalam katham grahyam i ced, grahyatam viduh
hetutvam eva, tad-yuktarm jAanakararpona-ksamanm.

“1f 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 (ji@nakara).” The
answer given in this citation is paraphrased by Vacaspati:
bhinna-kalasya *pi sadyda-jhidna-jananam eva hi tasya taj-jAd-
nam prali grikhyatvam, nanyat—even if the object s separate
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in time (4.e. past), its production of a cognition like it and no-
thing else is what constitutes it the ‘ object * of that knowledge.
Now this couplet is cited in the Sarva-darsana-sarmgraha® as
embodying the Sautrantika (vealist) reply to a Yogacara
(idealist) criticism : and it is implied later on? that the doctrine
of the Vaibkisikas corresponds to that of the Sautrantikas,
so that what is said of 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 Vaibhdsike school, and
adopted the Yogacara or vijfigna-vada doctrine late in life
under the influence of his brother Asanga. Is it not possible
that he wrote his Tarka-$dstra as a Vaibhasika ? If so, this
couplet may well be his: asin fact seems to be the implication
of the yathd ’ha with which Vicaspati here introduces it.
This hypothesis would explain the persistent strain of realism in
the Buddhist logic derived through Difinaga from Vasubandhu.

[Another citation made by Vacaspati in the present passage
is merely a statement of a logical principle borrowed from
the Sloka-varttika. yatha "hup —

niyamas tad-virodhic ca kalpyate, navirodhinah.® “ As has

t =Cowell and Gough, p. 28. My text, however, has ca vyakter
in the second line, in place of tadyukiam ; and this reading is implied in
Gough’s translation.

#.=Cowell and Gough, p. 33 ad fin. SDS represents both as realists:
the difference being that the Sowfrantika held the real corresponding
to presentation to be inferred, whereas the Vaibhasika denied that
in.fe:_rence was possible in such a case, and maintained that things
(objects, artha) are of two kinds, grahye and adhyavaseya. The SDS
t?xen proceeds to explain grahya by attributing to the Vaibhasika pre-
cisely tha.t. view of perception which we find in Dinindga—the idealist.
?And the distinction between the grihys and the adhyavaseya is found
in Dharmakirti and Dharmottara, the logical heirs of Difindga. It has
bt?en c.omn}only recognised that Dirindga’s logic is not really consistent
‘thh'xd.eahsm. Is not the explanation perhaps that it was nof an
idealistic l?ut & realistic logic that he inherited, and that he never
succeeded in reconciling it with his own and his master’s (later) idealism ?

3 5?- Vart., anuména, 55. But the Chaukhamba, text reads vipaksic
ca, with a variant viruddhdc ca, in place of virodhdc ca. Kumarila is
defining the pratijfia, S is P, of an inference. This, he says, means

that S i.B not n-on-P; it does not, however, preclude S from having other
properties 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 oS AN ORGAN OF SENSE.

NA SUKHADI PRAMEYAJi VA MANO VASTINDRIYANTARAM Fragment.
ANISEDHAD UPATTAI CED ANYENDRIYA-RUTAM VRTHA.

The two lines are separately cited by Vacaspati, but Vidya- Identification.
bhiigana identifies them with a passage in the first chapter
of the Pramina-samuccaya and cites them as forming one
couplet. The meaning is: “ Either pleasure, etc., are not Translation.
objects of knowledge, or else manas must be an additional
sense-organ.” If you maintain (as Vitsyayana does) that
the siiira accepts manas as a sense-organ on the ground that
it does not deny this, then why does the sutra-ka@ra put himself
to the trouble of mentioning the other sense-organs? (the
mention is useless, in virtue of the tantra-yukti of ‘ anumata’
to which Vitsyayana appeals: for the other sense-organs, no
less than manas, are mentioned in the sister-s@stre ; and if the
satra-kara took manas for granted on this ground, he should
also have taken the other sense-organs for granted). In the
first line Dinnaga is putting the dilemma which compels the
Vaisesika and the Naiyayika to treat manas as a sense-organ.
Both systems treat pleasure, pain, desire, cognition, ete., as
qualities of the soul directly cognised, and as (like the qualities
of other substances) objects of knowledge (prameya). If they
are prameys, 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 Dinnaga’s criticism here amounts to a charge
of futility against the sutra-kdra. The sutra-kara ought to
have seen that he must make manas into an indriya, seeing
that he has treated the psychical ‘qualities’ as prameya.
But as a matter of fact the sitra-kare had not realised this
plain consequence of his position. And Vatsyayana, instead

-
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of deducing the indriyatva of manas from the prameyatva of
sukhadi (as Pradastapada deduced it from Vaisestka Sutra,
V, ii, 15), falls back on this indefensible appeal to a tanira-
yukti in order to import into his own system, ab exira, what is
really implied in it already.

The passages in the NV T in which these two lines are cited
are:

NVT, p. 97, 1. 1. tad idam uktwn Diindgena na sukhadi
prameyan vi mano vastindriyantaram. na ca tat sambhavati,
ghranadi-sitrena vibhagaparena nisedhad it bhavah.

Thatis: “ Thisis Dinnaga’s pointin theline ¢ either pleasure,
etc., are not prameya, or else manas is another indriya.” But
this is not possible (i.e. that manas should be an sndriya),
because it would contradict NS, I, i, 12, the object of which
is to give an enumeration of the ¢ndriya’s (and this enumera-
tion does not comp.ise manas).”

NVT, p. 97,1. 28.  tad dusitarn Dinmagena anisedhad wpil-
tarh ced anyendriya-rutar vrtha. ‘tad’ here refers to NBL,
p- 13, 1. 9 (the appeal to the tantra-yukts 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 s@tra-kara recognised inanas as an indriya).

Section 6.—Fragment C: Is THE ORgAN IN CONTACT WITH
THE OBJECT, IN VISION ?

NVT,p. 76,1 28. yathoktam Dinnagena :
SANTARA-GRAHANAM NA SYAT PRAPTAU, JNANE ’J_JHIKASYA CA,

bahir vartitvad indriyasyopapannam santara-grahanam ity
ced, ata uktam :

ADHISTHANAD BAHIR NAKSAM. . . .
kirto adhisthana-desa evendriyam. kutal ?
. .+ TAC-CIKITSADI-YOGATAH.
SATYAPI CA BAHIR-BHAVE NA SAKTI-VISAYE! KSANE
YADI CA SYAT TADA PASYED APY UNMILYA NIMILANAT
1 Read Soktir visaye. See next note,
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yadi ca syad, unmilya nimilita-nayano *pi riapam pasyet.
unmilandad aste bahir indriyam iti.

The sense of these two couplets, when disentangled from
the interspersed comment, is clear except for the second
halves of lines 1 and 3. There is a long discussion dealing
with this and cognate difficulties in the Nyaya-varttika 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 sanlara-grahanai—the reason here
adduced by Dinnaga. 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 Dinnaga in connection with Uddyotakara’s
refutation of ‘ santara-grahandad aprapye-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 prthutara-grahanat, ‘ because it
apprehends things bigger than itself.” This seems to be the
meaning of Dinnaga’s jfiane ’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 Dinniga
can hardly be the only, or even the principal, critic whom
Uddyotakara hasin view.

“ There would not be apprehension of the object together Translation.
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 ¢s 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? 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: CriTicisM OF A POINT IN THE
Vaisesika ACCOUNT OF THE PERCEPTIBILITY OF SUBSTANCE.

NVT, p. 129, 1. 22. na ca samucciyamandvadhdranan
Dinndgo mene, yad evam dce vaisesika-laksana-disandvasare :
YADI RUPAM EVA CAKSUSAM TATO NA DRAVYAN CAKSUSANM

SYAT TATHA CA MAHAD-ANEKA-DRAVYA-SAMAVAYAD RUPAC

COPALABDHIR ITT DRAVYA-CAKSUSATVABHIDHANAM VYA-

HANYETA

—iti. atra hi parvaved dravya-sehita-rapem eve caksusam
na gandha-rasadits Sakyarn samucciyamandavadharanam.

That is: Dinnaga did not hold the doctrine of aggregative
restriction (which Dharmakirti applies to the interpretation
of the trasritpya), since he speaks thus when he is criticising
the Vaidesika 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 trairdpya has

! The text reads bahir-bhdvena. 1 have divided bahir-bhave na.
Further, I have rendered as if sakiir visaye. I take the meaning to be
that 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 taken the place of the original existent
which the ‘visual beam ’ went forth for to see. (This reverses the
paradox which modern. theories of vision—based on light coming from
the object—carry with them. On the modern theory of vigion what we
see is always pasf. Dinndga’s point on the contrary is that what we
see is always fulure.)

-
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been taken to mean ‘onlyin the sapaksa besides the puksa,’
so here the Vaisesika might have replied to Dinnaga’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, ete., from the sphere of visi-
bility, and not substance.

The fragment being in prose cannot be from the Pramana- {&«ﬁtiﬁc&-
samuccaya (unless Vacaspati is paraphrasing verse into prose).
It might come from the Pramana-semuccaya-vytts, a com-
mentary attributed to Dinniga himself. Vidyabhisana cites
passages from the first chapter of the Pramdna-samuccaya,

"which quote not only NS, I, i, 4 with the BAasya thereon, but
also a wersion of VS, IIL, i, 18; and VS, V, ii, 15, in the form
in which we have it, together with ““ the explanatory portion
of the Vassesika definition ”—the latter having some
similarity to Prafastapada’s words. The citations embodied
in the Pramana-samuccaye are left unmetrical by Dinnaga,
apparently.

The citation made by Dinnaga in the present passage is
from the Vaisesika sutra (mahad-aneka-dravya-samavayad
ripdc copalabdhih, VS8, IV, i, 6). Cf. PBh,p.186,1. 15. The
three conditions which Prafastapada there lays down for the
perception of substance are apparently a true interpretation
of the sutra.

SecTioN 8.—Fragment E : TESTIMONY IS NOT A SEPARATE
SourceE oF KNOWLEDGE.

NVT, p.138,1. 5. atra Sabdam pramanantaram asahamino Source.
D iindgas tal laksanarh vikalpya aksipats. aptopadesa iti. . . .

Ibid., 1. 19. yathokiam Bhadantena :

EPTA-VAKYAVISAMVADA-SAMANYAD ANUMANATA Fragment.

—tt.

NV, p. 63,1. 13. aptopadesa its kim aptanam avisamvadit- Context.
varh 0@ pratipadyate, ahosvid arthasya tathd-bhava iti. yady

2 .
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aptandh aviservaditvan pratipadyate, tad anumandl, arthasya
tathd-bhavall, so ’pi pratyaksena. yeda hy ayam arthas pra-
tyaksenopalabhate, tadd tatha-bhavam arthasya pratipadyata its.

That is: Dinniga, not admitting testimony as a separate
instrument of knowledge, attacks the definition (of NS, I, 1. 7—
aplopadesah Sabdah) by means of a dilemma which is stated
in the Varitika passage commencing daplopadesa (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 theng spoken is trustworthy and true. If 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 in t! ©: 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 particular statement then rests on an
inference:

“ The belief is inferential, the ground of it being the common
character of corroboratedness belonging to the statements of
the ‘ trustworthy * person.” _

This fragment is identified by Vidyabhiisana (HIL, p. 288,
note 1) with a passage in the second chapter of the Pramana-
samuccaya.

SecTioNn 9.—Fragment F : WHAT IS THE ‘ PROBANDUM ’
(‘anumeya’) IN INFERENCE ?

NVT, p. 120, 1. 10. atra Dinmdgena dhamad agni-ripa-
dharmantaranumanam agnideayoh sambandhanumanai ca
diusayitg ’gni-visistadesanumananm samarthitam. tath@ caha—
KECID DHARMANTARAM MEYAM LINGASYAVYABHICARATAH,

SAMBANDHAM KECID ICCHANTI SIDDHATVAD DHARMA-DHAR-
MINOH.
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LINGAM DHARME PRASIDDHAM CET KIM ANYAT TENA MIYATE ? Line 3.

ATHA DHARMINI, TASYAIVA KIM-ARTHAM NANUMEYATA ? Line 4.
SAMBANDHE 'PI DVAYAM NASTI, SASTHI SRUYETA TAD-VATI.  Line 5.
AVACYO 'NUGRHITATVAN NA CASAU LINGA-SAMGATAH. Line 6.

—na hi sambandha-dharmataya lingam pramiyate, api tu
desa-samgatam ity arthah.

LINGASYAVYABHICARAS TU DHARMENANYATRA DRSYATE Line 7.
TATRA PRASIDDHAM TAD-YUKTAM DHARMINAM GAMAYISYATI  Line 8.
—ati.
That is: Dinnaga 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
L. . . of fragment.
“Some hold that another quality is the thing to be inferred Line I.
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 ? (P must have been presented
before, ex hypothest, when we experienced the concomitance
between M 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 ?*

1 Fire i¢n general 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. (dharmin 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 sapaksa, XP, as well as to the paksa, S.)



Line 5.

Line 6.
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“Tn the relation, on the other hand, there is not the
double aspect (which marks the genuine anumeya).! And
you would use the genitive case in referring to something
possessing something else? (so that the Proposition to be
proved should take the form parvatasydgnir 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® And
it is not the relation that is concomitant with the syllogistic
mark (M, smoke).*

1 ¢f. SI. Vart., anumana-pariccheda, 32: na cakdra-dvayam tasya
sadhya-sadhana-bhag dhavet. The anumeya is both gamaka and gamya,
both M and—problematically—P. In other words it is the ekadesin
which has two ekadesas, as sadhana and as sidhya. 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 (f. the commentators on Panini, I, iii, 50, sasth Sese. The sixth
inflection, ¢.e. genitive, expresses mere rolation, e.g. that between a
thing and its possessor. It does not express a kdraka-function. The
locative on the other hand does express a kdraka-function, viz. the
adhikarana of the action.

8 Cf. S1. Vart., loc. cit. : tasmad artha-grhitatvan matub-arthasya gam-
yald, na svitaniryena mantavyd. What if the Proposition is put in the
form parvato vaknimdn, the hill is fire-possessing ? Does not the affix
-maitup, the possessive affix, express mere relation, as the genitive case-
inflection does ? The reply given by Dinndga 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. S1. Vart., loc. cit., 31: na cdpy anugamas tena lingasyeha nidars-
yate ; and the comment: udaharane *pi lingasys na sambandhendnu-
gamain dar$ayanti. The major premise does not assert that where there
is smoke there is relation (between hill and fire). The comment which
Vacaspati Midra 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 paksa-dharmatd, in the sense of residence
of the middle term in the minor (and not in the major, as Parthasarathi
Misra, the commentator on the Sloka-varitika 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 Adll is smoky. As anumeya
means indifferently S or P (really both together), either interpretation
is possible.



§ 10. THE INSTRUMENT OF INFERENCE 21

“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 pas-
Sloka-varttika, anumana-pariccheda, verses 23-34: both pas- 6
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
Kumarila says.

Vidyabhiisana (HIL, p. 281) gives the Tibetan version of If})el;ltlﬁca‘
these eight lines as from Pramana-samuccaya, Chapter II.

SecTioN 10.—Fragment G : DEFINITION OF ‘Anumana’ OR
THE INSTRUMENT OF INFERENTIAL KNOWLEDGE.

NV.p.56,1.14. apare tu bruvate :

NANTARIYAKARTHA-DARSANAM TAD-VIDO 'NUMANAM Pros: frag-
ment.

—ati. asyarthah : yo ’rtho yam artham antarena na bhavate,
sa nantariyakah : nantartyakas casav artha$ ceti nantartyak-
arthal : tasya darsanam tav-vido ’numanam. yas tam veda.
tan, nantariyako *yam its.

Thatis:

Others, again, say:

“The experience of a thing which is inseparably connected Translation
with another thing is the instrument of inference for one who of fragment.
knows that it is inseparably connected.”

The meaning is: a thing which does not exist without
another thing is ‘inseparably connected.” The compound
nantariyakarthe is a karma-dharaya compound, i.e. nantari-
yaka is in the position of adjective qualifying artha, and
the compound as a whole is substantival. Tad in the
compound ?ad-vidah means ‘that this is inseparably con-
nected.” (Uddyotakara’s criticism is to the effect ethaft;—»tgilg:a
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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 ’;' and that the addition
‘for one who knows this’ is also superfluous, since such
knowledge is already implied in calling the thing nantari-
yaka? The definition ought therefore to be reduced to:
nantartyaka-darsanam onumanam.)

Identitication ~ Vidyabhiigana does not notice this fragment. But Vacas-

of fragment. pati Miéra’s statements at NVT, p. 127, 1. 1 and L. 12 (see
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.—oceurs:
that is, in Chapter II of the Pramana-samuccaye. But the
present fragment is in prose, irreducible to anusfubk metre.
We must suppose either that there are unmetrical passages
or phrases embodied in the Pramanae-samuccaya, or else that
this comes from the vyffe—which must then be in organic
connection with the Pramana-samuccaye itself, and not a
commentary subsequently composed by Dinnaga.

Secrion 11.—Fragment H: Tur THREE CHARACTERS OF A
Varip Mippre TERM.

NV,p.58,1.2. apare tu manyante:
%;:ﬂ;‘g ANUMEYE ’THA TAT-TULYE SADBHAVO NASTITA ’SATI
' —ly aRUMERAm.
- That is: some again hold that the instrument of inference
consists in:—

Zfr?;l:;;’;g; “The presence of t}_le middle term in the subject of the

* Keith, IL4, p. 104 ad fin. seems to have taken this to mean that
a thing (on the Bauddha view) cannot but be inseparably connected.

* He adds by way of illustration: “For an inhabitant of Narikela-
dvipa, on seeing smoke, does not think of it as ‘nantariyaks,’ in-
separably connected.” Dr. Jha (transl., vol. i, p. 188) adds the query—
*“ where there is no fire ¥” and this would explain the illustration.
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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 Dinndgasya laksananm disa- Idt;ntlﬁcatlton
yitvd *nyesam laksaneh dusitam. samprate Dinndgasye sva- rasmen
krya-laksana-prapaficartharh vakyam anumeye ’tha tai-tulya
ttyady wpanyasye dusayati—apare to iti.

That is: by thus refuting the definition (of anumane—see
preceding fragment) given by Dinnaga, he has refuted defini-
tions given by others. Now he cites and refutes the formula—
anumeye "tha tat-tulyo, ete.—which Dinnaga gives in explana-
tion of his definition.

Vidyabhisana (HIL, p. 288, n. 2) gives the Tibetan version
of this line as from Chapter II of the Pramana-samuccaya.
Vacaspati in the passage just cited states that it is an ampli-
fication or exposition of the definition of anumdna given in the
preceding fragment—which may, therefore, also be assigned
to Chapter II (perhaps of the vpits).

The importance of the fragment is indicated by the fact f;:;;{;g; (;; N
that Uddyotakara devotes a considerable passage (N V, pp. 58-

59) to criticism of it. Itis Dinnaga’s formula for the trasrapya,
parallel to the couplet which oceurs in Prasastapada’s
Bhasya, p. 200, 1. 19:

yad anumeyena sarmbaddham prasiddhan ca tad-anvite
tad-abhave ca nisty eva, tal lingam anumapakam.

The three notes of a ‘ nantariyakdrtha’ are presence in the
paksa, presence in the sapaksa, and absence in the vipaksa.
The formula belongs to a time when the doctrine of vyapii had
not yet developed. Dinnéga combines it with that doctrine,
and thereby exposes the formula to the criticism brought
by Uddyotakara: a criticism which turns on the fact that
anumeyae is now taken in two senses at once—as S (minor)
and as P (major).
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Sectiox 12.—(NoTte To FracMENT H): A SEPTENARY OF
SyLLOGISMS.

In the passage which concludes Uddyotakara’s criticism
of this formula of the trairipya, 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 Dinnaga’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.59,1.11. yad apy eka-dvi-pada-paryudasena saptika-
swmbhave sat-pratisedham ukivi tri-laksano hetur abhidhzyate,
etad 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 trairiipya ; 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 paksa (absent in sapaksa, present in vipaksa).

2. Resident in sapaksa (absent in paksa, present in vipaksa).

3. Absent in vipaksa (absent in paksa, absent in sapaksa).

The above three fail to satisfy fwo clauses.

4. Present in paksa, resident in sapakse (but not absent in
vipaksa).

5. Present in paksa, absent in vipaksa (but not present in
sapaksa).

6. Present in sapaksa, absent in vipaksa (but not present in
poksa).

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

! Dr. Jh3 (transl., p. 371 footnote) reads into this passage a state-

ment that this doctrine comes from a Bauddha ¢ varitika.’ But Uddyo-
takara is plainly referring to his own Varétika on 1, i, 5.
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under head 5 are valid, if there is no sapaksa. Heads
4 and 5 are kevalanvayin and kevala-vyatirekin, in case there
is no vipaksa (in the former case) and no sapaksa (in the
latter case).

7. The trilaksana-hetu — present in pakse, present in
sapaksa, absent in vipaksa.

It may be presumed that this doctrine is taught in the
second chapter of the Pramana-samuccaya. The scheme of
seven types differs in principle from the scheme of nine types
set out in fragment J, ¢.v.

SecTION 13.—VASUBANDEU 4s A CrITiC OF THE Nydya.

(Introductory to fragments from Chapters III and IV of the
Pramana-samuccaya.)

Chapter III deals with ‘inference for another’ (pardrtha-
numana), which is the rubric corresponding to the paficavayava-
vakya, the syllogism and its five members, in Nazyayika works.
Dinnaga, like Prasastapada, emphasises the distinetion be-
tween inference as such and inference as expressed in words ;
and he criticises the definitions of the ‘members’ of the
syllogism given in the Nyaya Sutra on the ground that they
fail to keep this distinction clear (see fragment L). But
Dinnaga 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 Nydye
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-tika:

NV, p. 139,1. 14. tad etasmin avayava-traye evam laksane-
nopapadite tesam trayo durvibhivi ity anena vakyena maha-
navyayikatvam atmanak khyapitarm bhavats.

NVT, p. 205, 1. 26. atra Subandhund pratijiadayas trayo
vayavi durvikita Aksapada-laksanenety uktam :tad duseyati
tad etasminn iti.

That is: Uddyotakara says (ironically) that the writer who
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states that three confused defnitions 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 Aksapada’s definitions.

Who was Subandhu ? Dr. Jhia says: “ It has been sug-
gested that this name should be Vasubandhu, but the Tat-
parya-tika often speaks of ‘ saubandhavan laksanam,’ 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 reasenable supposi-
tion is that in these passages Vacaspati abbreviates Vasu-
bandhu to Subandhu:! just as he invariably speaks of Dharma-
kirti as Kirti. Vasubandhu’s definition of perception is given
at NV, p. 42, 1. 15, and in that case Vacaspati (NVZ, p. 99,
1. 13) gives him the benefit of his full name—Vasubandhavarh
pratyaksa-laksanam. A definition of vada is given at NV,
p. 151, 1. 20, and here Vacaspati (NVT, p. 218, 1. 9) calls it
saubandhavam laksanam. (Jha’s note here suggests that
Subandhu may be Vasubandhu, after all: and he thinks that
‘ Subandhu ’ must be the author of the Vada-vidht referred
to by name at NV, p. 121, 1. 2.—Jha’s transl., vol. i, p. 441
note.) A definition of pratijsid, Proposition, is given as from
the Vada-vidhiin the NV passage just referred to, viz. p. 121,
1. 2. Whether ‘ Subandhu ’ is the author of this work, as he
is stated by Vacaspati to be the author of the definition of
vale (NV, p. 151, and NVT, p. 218, above referred to), is not
perfectly clear,? but seems highly probable.

! Similarly Vimana, Kavyalankdra-satra-vytts, 111, ii, 2, is quoted in
Vidyabhiigana, HIL, p. 267, as having Subandhu for Vasubandhu.

% There is a doubt as to the reading at NV, p. 156, 1. 17. Dr. Jha
reads the textual vadabhidkanam as vada-vidhdnam, which latter he
takes as an alternative title of the work Vada-vidhi. See his translation,

vol. i, p. 454 footnote. The alternative title vada-vidhdna only occurs
at NV, p. 120,1. 6, in a reference to a vada-vidhana-£ika, so far as I know.
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Vidyabhiisana, on the authority of Sugiura, states that
‘“ when Hwen-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) Ronks (vada-vidhi—the method of debate), (2) Ronshiki
(vada-marga—the course of debate), and (3) Ronshin (vida-
kausala—the expedients of debate” (HIL, p. 267). He
also gives an account (ibid.) of a Tarka-sastra attributed to
Vasubandhu, of which a Chinese version exists: and in the
first chapter of this Vasubandhu is said to deal with the five
members of the syllogism, pratijaid, ete.

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 perhaps' of pratijiid, quoted and

! The definition of pratijiia given as from the Vada-vidhi is sadhya-
bhidhanam pratijiic (NV,p. 121,1.2). At NV, p. 161, L. 14, a definition
of paksa is given—pakso yah sadhayitum isiah—which Dr. Jha, in a
footnote to his translation, p. 331, says is “ put forward by the Beuddh«
logician Subandhu.” He does not say what authority he has for
attributing this to ‘ Subandhu.” Vacaspati merely attributes it to a
Bauddha—Bhadantenanyatha laksanam pranitem (NVT, p. 184, 1. 11).
[Another definition is given of paksa at NV, p. 119, L. 4: vicaranayam
isto rthal paksal.]

The metrical definition of paksa which is given at NV, p. 119, 11. 15-16
—sadhyatvenepsital, pakso viruddhirthanirakrtah—is characterised by
Vacaspati at NVT, p. 187, 1. 14 as sthananfariyam Bhadantasye laksa-
nam. It isnot 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. pakso yap sadhayitum istak. The metrical definition
looks like a fragment of Dinniga (a) because of the anustubh metre;
(b) because the addition viruddharthanirdkria teaches the doctrine of
paksabhisa found in the Nyaya-pravesa ascribed to Difnnéga, and the
definition is in meaning identical with Pra$astapada’s at PBh, p. 233,
last line (and resemblance to PraSastapada is a mark of Difnnaga’s
writings); and (c) because, as Jha points out (transl., p. 338 footnote),
it also resembles Dharmakirti’s definition in the Nydyabindu: svard-
penaiva svayam-isio 'nirékriah. If it is from Dinnaga it might come
from the third chapter of the Pramana-samuccays. But Vidyabhigana
(HIL, p. 282, n. 2) cites as from that chapter two Tibetan lines, and

says that “the Sanskrit original should run thus: svardpenaiva
«



Fragment (i)
(one line).

28 FRAGMENTS FROM DINNAGA

criticised by Uddyotakara. We may further conclude that
Vasubandhu preceded Dinnéga in his criticism of the defini-
tions of Proposition, Reason, and Exemplification given in
the Nyaya-sutra.

SectioN 14. — Fragment I: (i) DEFINITION OF ‘ INFERENCE
FOR ANOTHER’ (pardrth@numana). (ii) A PROOF MUST
BE ACCEPTED BY BOTH PARTIES.
Nyaya-ratnakara, p. 252 (commenting on Sloka-varttika,
niralambana-vade, verses 145-146): bhavadiyenapi—
PARARTHANUMANAM TU SVADRSTARTHA-PRAKASAKAM
ite laksanena sva-pratipannam eva prasnikebhyah  prati-
padaniyam.
That is: “It is something that a person has himself appre-
hended that is to be conveyed to questioners—even on your
own definition :—

nirdesyah svayom-istak svadhormini pratyeksarthdnumdnene capta-vaca
"nirdkrtal.”

At NV, p. 120,1. 2 ff. Uddyotakara attacks the introduction of the
word stayam into a Bauddha definition. It looks at first as if the
svayam criticised were part of the second or metrical definition above—
for Uddyotakara says stayasm sadhyaivenepsite iti. (With this addition
the definition comes close to the Nydyabindu definition, and also to
Vidyabhiisana’s reconstruction of the two lines from the Pramana-
samuccaya. Perhaps after all this line ¢s the original of one of those
two lines ?) At p. 120,1.7, however, we are told that the author of the
Vada-vidhane-tika defends the addition of stayam to the definition.
The definition cited at NV, p. 116, 1. 14 is quoted as pakso yah sadha-
yitum istaf—without svayam. And yet it is apparently with reference
to this phrase sadhayitum istal that Uddyotakara criticises the defence
of the use of svayam . for he makes a special point of the use here of the
infinitive, sddhayitum. But then again the infinitive may perhaps ke
considered to be implied in the phrase sidhyatvenepsitah. 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
Vacaspati meant to attribute them both to one person; and on the
whole I incline to the view that Dinniga was this person (this latter
opinion being partly derived from an impression—not easy to justify—
that Vacaspati uses ¢ Bhadanta * specifically of Dinnaga).



§ 14. ‘INFERENCE FOR ANOTHER.” PROOF 29

‘ Inference for another sets forth an object which has been Translation
apprehended by oneself.’” of fragment.
Parthasarathi Misra is referring in bhavediya to Dinnaga, Context.

whom he mentions by name more than once in the context.
On p. 250 (commenting on verse 131, loc. cit.) he has said:
bhavadvrddhair eva hi Dinndgdcaryatr YO VADI-PRATIVADI- Fragment
NISCITO HETUH sA SADHANAM ity wktam. Thatis: Your own () (PO
authority, the doctor Dinnaga, has said: ‘A proof is a
reason accepted by both parties to the discussion.”” And at
P- 257 he again cites Dinnaga by name (see fragment P below).
Kumaérila is arguing in this section of the nirdlambang-vade
(which is probably directed largely against arguments urged

* by Dinnaga in the Alambana-pariksd) that the Bauddha—
whose scepticism extends to reasoning itself—is inconsistent -
in using reasoning to confute his opponents. The Bauddha
is represented as replying that so long as his opponent
believes in reasoning it does not matter whether he (the
Bauddha) 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 Bauddha’s own
statement about a means of proof—that both sides must
admit it—and with his own definition of ‘ syllogism.’

Dinnaga’s definition of pardrthanumana appears to be
identical in meaning with that given by Prasastapada
(PBh, p. 231).
Vidyabhiisana (HIL, p. 282 footnote) draws attention to Identifica-

this fragment, and cites the Tibetan version as from Pramana- f:;ﬁff(if;,ag’
samuccaye, Chapter III.

Secrion 15.—Fragment J : Tae NiNE REssons or TYPES OF
ARGUMENT, VALID AND INVALID.

NVT,p. 197, last line ff. atra Dinnagena : Fragment

(8 lines).
SAPAKSE SANN ASAN DVEDHA PAKSA-DHARMAH PUNAS TRIDHA Line 1.
PRATYEKAM ASAPAKSE CA SAD ASAD DVIVIDHATVATAH Line 2.

iti. na ca paksa-dharman hetu-tad-abhasan dardayitva,



Line 3.
Line 4.

Line 3.

Line 6.

Line 7.
Lie 8.

Translation.

Line 1.
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TATRA YAH SAN SAJATIYE DVEDHA CASAMS TAD-ATYAYE
SA HETUR, VIPARITO ’SMAD VIRUDDHO 'NYAS TV ANISCITAH.

itt  hetu-tad-Gbhasa-viveko daréitah. tasydrthah, yal paksa-
dharmal sa sapakse sann asan dvedhd iti. sa punar asapakse
sad asad dvividhatvatah. pratyekain tridha bhavatiti. pokse-
dharmah sapakse san vipakse sad asod dvividhatvatas tridha.
paksa-dharmah sapakse dvedha vipakse sad asad dvividhatvatas
tridheit. atrodaharanam:

PRAMEYA-KRTAKANITYA-KRTA-SRAVANA-YATNATAH
ANITYA-YATNAJASPARSA NITYATVADISU TE NAVA

nityatvadisu sGdhyesu prameyatvadayo nava helu-tad-abhasah. ®
tesam yatha-samkhyam nityatvadits. sadhyany uddharanti—

NITYANITYA-PRAYATNOTTHA-MADHYAMA-TRIKA-SASVATAH
AYATNANITYA-NITYAS CA PRAMEYATVADI-SADHANAH.

“ Dinnaga says:

¢ A middle term or quality of the subject of inference! first
takes three forms, according as it does or does not reside in the
two possible ways in the sapaksa.?

! paksa-dharma is a general term which covers both hetw and hefvd-
bhdsa, valid and invalid reasons. Vidyabhisana (HIL, p. 299, n. 2)
says—I do not know on what authority—that * the hetu-cakra is also
called in Sanskrit palksa-dharma-cakra.” The latter name is preferable,
inasmuch as hetu commonly means a valid reason.

This treatment assumes that the hetu or hevabhdsa is a quality of
the subject, i.e. is paksa-dharma. It therefore ignores the asiddha-
hetvabhdsa, the pretended reason or middle term (M) which in fact
does 7ot 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.

% The two ways in which M does or does not reside in sapaksas,
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 sapaksas. All XP is M.

(ii) Residence in some sapaksas (=non-residence in some). Some
XP is M.

(iii) Non-residence in all. No XP is M.

-
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“And in each of these three possible cases the middle Line 2.
term does or does not reside in the two ways in the
vipaksa.’

“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 3.
of) the two ways? in the sapaksa, and is absent in the vipaksa, Line 4.
is a valid reason. What differs from this is either contra-
dictory® or inconclusive.”*

1 There is similarly a threefold division of possible relations of the
middle term to the »ipuksa, X non-P, according as M is resident in
all X non-P’s, resident in some (non-resident in some), or non-resident

e in all (i.e. not resident in any X non-P).

Combining this threefold relation to the vipalkse with the threefold

relation to the sapaksa we get the nine types of the * hetu-calra’ :

1. AISPis M, all XP is M, all X non-P is M (inconclusive).

II. Al SPis M, all XP is M, no X non-P is M (valid).

III. AllSPis M, all XP is M, some X non-P is M (inconclusive).
IV. All SPis M, no XPis M, all X non-P is M (contradictory).

V. Al1SPis M, no XP is M, no X non-P is M (inconclusive).

VI. All SPis M, no XP is M, some X non-P is M (contradictory).
VIL. All SPis M, some XP is M, all X non-P is M (inconclusive).
VIII. AllSPisM, some XP is M, no X non-P is M (valid).

IX. All SPis M, some XP is M, some X non-P is M (inconclusive).

(These are arranged in the numerical order of the diagram facing
p: 298 of Vidyabhiisana’s History of Indiun Logic, and p. 100 of his
Mediceval Logic. They are there arranged in a square:

I IL IIT.
v. V. VL
VII. VIII. 1IX)

Dr. F. W. Thomas informs me that the Tibetan text shows the square
arrangement.

2 Rither present in all sapaksus or present in some only. anvayina)
sapaksa-vyapty-avydptibhyam dvittam, as Uddyotakara says. There
are thus two valid types, Nos. I 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 vipaksas, otherwise we should have an instance X non-P M, which
would invalidate the vyapti or  major premise,’ all M is P.)

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

4 Nos. I, III, V, VII, IX—the odd numbers, or corners and centre
of the squaro—are classed by Difniga as anidcita=samdigdha: as

«



Lines 5 and 6.

Lines 7 and 8.
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“Tn 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 sapaksa in two ways; and again resident or non-
resident in the vipaksa in two ways: and in each case there is
a threefold division. Being a quality of the minor, and being
resident in the sapaksa, it may be resident in two ways (in
some or all), and non-resident in two ways (in some or all),
in the vipaksa, which means that there are three ways in
which it may be related to the vipaksa (as residing in all, some,
or none). And then again, being a quality of the paksa, and
being related in two (further)! ways to the sapakse, it may ©
be resident and non-resident in the two ways in the vipaksa—
that is, related in three ways to the vipaksa. He now gives
the illustration:

‘ 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, ete.
belong to these in the order as enumerated. The following
are the examples of the majors:

‘The majors which have knowable and so on for their
middle terms are: eternal, non-eternal, effect of wvolition;

leading to a doubtful conclusion. The centre, No. V, is the asadharana
of other logicians—the too restricted reason: which Pradastapada 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 ‘sapakse

dvedhd.” And the first set of threeis indicated through the ambiguous
sapakse san—which must be taken to mean ‘resident in all the

sapaksas.’ The punctuation of the text is wrong, and I have altered it-
r
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in the middle set of three,! eternal; and non-volitional, non-
eternal, eternal.” ”’

Vidyabhtisana (HIL, pp. 283-285 footnotes) cites the Identifica-
Tibetan version of this passage as from Chapter III of the tion.
Pramiana-samuccaya.

Uddyotakara, in commenting on NS, I, i, 35, returns to the Context.
subject of the trilaksana-hetu (already dealt with in his com-
menton I, 1, 5). He repeats his argument against the traira-
pya® (see fragment H) and against the ‘ septenary ’ of types of
argument (see Note to fragment H); and then he quotes the
third line of the present fragment: tatra yah san sajatiye, ete.
(NVV,p.132,1. 12). Heargues that this, as a definition of ketu,
fails to.mention the requirement of pakse-dharmata as it
stands. The Bauddhe is then represented as replying that
this deficiency is supplied in the next fragment, ¢.v.

1 The madhyama-trike is the middle line of the sguare, Nos. IV, V,
and VI. Putting the middle terms of lines 5 and 6 together with the
majors of lines 7 and 8 we get:

I. Sound is eternal because knowable.

II. Sound is non-eternal because a product.

III. Sound is volitional because non-eternal.

IV. Sound is eternal because a product.

V. Sound is eternal because audible.

VI. Sound is eternal because volitional.

VII. 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 Hefu-cakra-damaru
(i.e. the Nyaya-pravesa): with this exception, that Vidyabhiisana gives
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 hetu, viz. vipaksad visesal (N'V, p. 128,
1. 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 Sautra@ntika view that all things are non-eternal (yada
Sautrantika-paksam asritya laksanam vicaryate, ete.).



Fragment
(one line).

Translation
of fragment.

Identifica-
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Context.
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Sectiox 16.—Fragment K : AL MippLE TERMS ARE
¢ Paksa-dharma.’
NVT, p. 198, 1. 14 uktam Dinndgena—

SADHYA-DHARMO YATO HETUS TAD-ABHASAS CA BHUYASA

iti.

That is: Dinndga says:

“Because the valid reason and the apparent reason are,
in general, qualities of the Subject of the inference . . .”

Vidyabhiisana does not notice this fragment. The sense
of it is incomplete, and the yatak would appear to point to a
correlative fatal in a following line. Dinnigs 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 M to S.” For, as Vidya-
bhiisana points out (HIL, p. 299), “in this work ™ (s.e. the
Hetu-cakra-damaru) “ Dinnaga 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 Bauddha, in reply to criti-
cisms, is represented by Uddyotakara as saying that the
present fragment implies that a valid reason must be pakse-
dharma, resident in SP.

NV, p. 132, 1. 14. yadi tavad etol loksanam yatha-sruti
bhavati, pakset vidyata iti kenaital labhyate P—iti2 nanu
cokiar hetuh tad-abhiso va prayeh paksa-dharma eva bhavati.

1 The text reads wipakse vidyate, which cannot possibly ke right.
Dr. Jha translates as if pakse vidyate : and this must be the true reading.

2 The i means that he is explaining his last sentence etgeata kil
laksanena tri-laksano hetur labhyata iti yathd-$ruti na labhyate. i.e., he
is explaining the statement that the definition does nof, as it stands,
cover the three characters of the valid reason—because it omits the first
character, paksa-dharmatd.
Vel
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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 paksa, 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
M resides in SP; but it does not imply that M resides in all
cases of SP: satyam, arth@t paksa-dharmo gamyate: na tu
vyapake niyato labhyate' (NV, p. 132, 1. 20). It asserts mere
concomitance, which may be either residence in @il or in some
(of 8): sambhava-matran lubhyate, tac ca dvedhd, vyapakam
avydpakan ca. The Bauddha falls back on his usual device
of reading a restriction (avadharana) into the statement:
paksa-dharina means paksa-dharma and nothing else, and the
M which does not reside in all S cannot be called paksa-dharina
and nothing else, because it resides only in part of S (na
ayam paksa-dharma  eva, ekadesa-vrititvat): That which
resides only in part of S cannot be called paksasya dharma
eva. Uddyotakara replies that the restriction would not
have the force of excluding a property resident only in some
S (katham avydpakarm nivariayisyati ?). It has a different
force in Dinnaga’s statement (anydrtham avadharanam kal-
payants bhavantah): v.e., the force of ‘ distributing ’ the subject
of the statement, viz. ‘ reasons and apparent reasons’ (hefu-

1 Jh3 transl, vol. i, p. 374, 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 M is P. But
the context seems to me to make it plain that Uddyotakara means
¢ the statement does not imply that all SP is M.’ His objection is that
it would admit arguments with an illicit process of the minor term.
na vyapake niyatah, literally, means that the paksa-dharma-hetu is not
confined to the case of a paksa-dharma which is vydpaka of (belongs to
all of) the palsa, S. (The interpretation of the rest of the passage
which I give here differs accordingly from Dr. Jhi’s rendering on p. 374.)

2 To say that nothing but a property of S is M means that every
M is a property of S: but it does not mean that all S is M, as the Bouddha
here supposes.

™~
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tad-Gbhasa-niyama-jidpandrtham): so that the statement
would mean that “all reasons and apparent reasons are
qualities of the subject of inference.”*

Sgctiox 17.—Fragment L: Dixniga’s CRITICISM OF THE
DeFINITION OF ‘ Hetw, LE. OF THE SECOND MEMBER
OF THE SYLLOGISM.
(NS, 1, i, 34 udaharand-sadharmyat sadhya-sadhanar
hetul.)
UDAHARANA-SADHARMYAT KIM ANYAT SADHYA-SADHANAM ?
SADHANAIN YADI SADHARMYAM, NA VAKYANMSAH, NA PANCAMI
. . SADHANATVAD ASAMBHAVAH
. PRAKRTE TV ANYA-SAMBHAVAH
SVALAKSANENA BADHA CEN, NA, VIKALPADI SAMBHAVAT.
TASMAT SASTHY ASTU, TATRAPI VISESANAM 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, 1. 16-190,1. 2. The latter passage,
which I give ¢n extenso below, gives what is either a paraphrase
or an exposition of Dinnaga’s criticism, and it is not easy to
disentangle actual citations in it.

The fragment was not noticed by Vidyabhiisana, although
Dr. Jha had drawn attention to it in a footnote to vol. i, p. 348
of his translation of the Nyaya-bhasya and Varttska : ““ It is
interesting to note that the Tatparyas actually quotes fifteen®
lines from the works of Dinniga embodying the objection
here taken up by the Varitika ” (s.e. the objection udaharana-
sadharmyac ca kvm anyat sadhya-sadhanam ity eke—NV, p. 123,
L. 8). It is not possible, however, to translate this passage,
as the text appears to be defective.” The lines cited are
attributed to Dinniga by name in NVT, p. 190, 1. 2. They

1 The remainder of the passage merely reiterates the arguments
against the frairipye 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.

' 4
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are probably to be found near the beginning of Chapter IV
of the Pramana-samuccayo—i.e., the chapter of that work
which, according to Vidyabhisana (HIL, pp. 276 and 286),
treats of Reason and Example.

Uddyotakara’s reply to Dinnaga’s criticism is given in a TheVarttika's
rather lengthy and difficult section (N'V, pp. 123,1. 8-125, 1. 4) 2,3;23;1:;{5;}_’8
of his comment on NS, I, 1, 34, which I render as follows:

“ Some say that ‘ the means of proving the conclusion is not
anything distinet from the likeness to the example,’ and so the
definition should be svate uddharana-sadharmyam hetuli—the
reason (M) is the likeness of the thing itself (S) to the example
(XP). And if you say that the words sddhya-sadhanam,
instrument of proving the conclusion, are inserted as a quali-
fication of udaharana-sadharmyam, then the employment of
the fifth or ablative case-inflection (in ud@harana-sadharmyat)
serves no purpose. We do not say nalad wtpalam, but nilam
utpalem, blue lotus (blue qualifies lotus, and has the same
case-inflection therefore). Others! 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 s#tra-kdre means that
‘likeness to the example, qualified® by being the means
of proving what is to be proved,” is the hetu, or second
‘member’ of the syllogism or paficdvayava-vakya, this
amounts to saying that the kefu, 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 Dinnaga meant by his ‘ na pancami’—iad idam
uktam Bhadantena. anye tv etad anyatha vydcaksate (NVT, p. 190, 1. 5).

? 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 ketu. See NV, p. 123, last
lineto p. 124, sadharmyasye vyabhicary-avyabhicharitvid visesana-yogah.

\
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(abkidheya)? 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-nirdesak pratijia, NS, I, i, 33). A
whole or aggregate made up of statements and things does
not come within the range of possible experiences (na cabht-
dhanabhidkeyatmakah samudayo dystak). 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 paficavayava-vakya).

““But this fault is not really chargeable against the sutra
(for the sutra-kara really means, as interpreted by Vatsyayana,
that the hetu is the statement of the likeness to the example
as probative of the probandum); and so Vatsydyana makes
no further answer to objections, because the only possible
objection has been met by just this interpretation (na pari-
harantaram prayojayats, tenaivapakytatvat). '

“Tt is said that a qualification is inserted (viz. the phrase
sadhya-sadhanam) because the ‘likeness’ might be either
conclusive or inconclusive (sadharmyasya vyabhiciry-avya-
bhiwcaritvad visesana-yogah). The Bauddha objects that this
is impossible on the ground that the statement of this (i.e. of
sadharmya) does not admit of having this qualification (viz.
probativeness) predicated of it (you could call the ltkeness to
XP “proof’ that 8 is P; but you cannot call the statement of
such likeness ‘ proof’). The nature of the subject is deter-
mined by the predicate (yat tatprakaravat, tad visesyate); and
the predicate or prakdra in this case, viz. ‘ probativeness,’
belongs to the likeness, and not to the statement of the likeness
(sadharmye caitad asti, na ca vacasiti).

! This is a fair criticism of the expressions used in the sitras, which
do as a matter of fact fail to make consistently explicit the distinction
between inference and the verbal expression of inference—a distinetion
which Vaisesika-Bauddha logic underlined through separate treatment
of svarthanumana and pardrthinumana.

-
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“ The Natyayika’s reply to thisis: We do not understand
your position that ‘ the statement cannot have the predicate’
(vacasah prakarakatvam' ne bhavatiti na buddhyamahe). A word
takes a qualification in precisely the same way in which & thing
does (yathaivarthah prakaravin, tathd vacanam apiti).2 How does
a thing geta predicate ? 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, ‘What did hLe say ?’ and we answer, ‘He said
“ecow™’ (gaur ity aha). The i, or the inverted commas,
mark it as a word : and the word, as such, is distinguished
from all other words. Moreover, the critic himself has used
many sentences which make distinctions between different
statements as such (svayam vacana-visesakant bahiani vakyans
prayuktans). For instance, he has defined Discussion (vida)
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

! The text has karakatvam. Dr. Jha's emendation prakdrakateam
seems highly probable.

2 What 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 probative statement. And against
Dinnaga’s denial of this latter corollary he has a most effective retort
to hand in the former’s definition of discussion as a probative 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 less obvious form of saying that in this definition Dinnaga 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 one 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 between the things or facts of which
the words are the names. So that the name of the word is the name of
the thing put within inverted commas.

\.\
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others, has lost repute thereby ” (read sitksmeksikayd for
sitksmolsthaya of thetext. CL. NVT,p.225,1 2).

“Asforthe statement that the use of the ablative, udaharana-
sadharmyat—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 (arthan-
tare dpstatvdt), in this he goes against his own school’s teach-
ings. For you Bauddhas do not believe that such wholes as
“army,” ‘ forest,’ are anything different from their component
parts—and vet 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 s found
employed, in anothe: branch of learning (the arthadastra),
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 Six Virtues of a government are derived
from making peace and waging war’ (although making
peace and waging war are enumerated among the Six
Virtues).!

¢ Moreover, the definition of the valid reason as ‘ what differ-
entiates from non-P *2 is (intended by its Beuddha author to

! Presumably the use of the ablative 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.

* hetur vipaksad visesaf. Who was the particular Bauddha who
gave this definition ? Uddyotakara need not be taken to imply that
it was Dinndga himself, though that is a natural supposition. He
criticises this definition at length in his comment on the following
sutra, NS, 1, 1, 35 (NV, p. 128, 1. 9 f1.). Vacaspati Miéra says nothing
as to its authorship in his comment on either passage: but he may
have meant us to take the attribution to Difinaga for granted, in view
of the context. At NV, p. 129, L. 14, Uddyotakara refers to a com-
mentary—Vrtti—which he tells us qualifies the definition by adding the
phrase yo dharmal, paksasya. Tt is possible, even probable, that the
vrtti here referred to is Difinaga’s own vyi¢i on his Pramana-samuccayd,

and that he is here supplementing his own definition as given in the
Pramana-samuccaya.

L]
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apply even in the case) of a hetu where a vipaksa, 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).! How then can you say that the ablative refers
to arthantara, a separate or different thing ¢ (What does not
exist cannot be called a separate thing, arthantara.)

“As to the suggestion that the genitive case uddharana-
sddharmyasye would be more correct than the ablative
udaharana-sadharmyat, this too is wrong: for the use of a
karaka-inflection (such as the ablative is—the genitive
is not reckoned as a Adrake) 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
bhavak). That is, it is the cause because it is after appre-

! This is Vacaspati Misra’s interpretation. TUddyotakara’s words
are: anabhyupagat@rthantare-visesasya ca hetur vipaksad visesa 1ite
(NV, p. 124, 1. 16). Vacaspati comments : anabhyupagateti. anabhyu-
pagato arthantaram vipakso yasya hetor, anityatve sadhye kriakatvadel,
sa tathoktal, (N VT, p. 190, 1. 24).

Uddyotakara frequently uses the argumentum 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 the comment on the next s@tra: fad efal
laksanam svasiddhantendsemgatatvad alaksanam iti tad apt hetu-varttikam
kurvanenoltam (NV, p. 132, 1. 18. Dr. Jha is clearly mistaken in
regarding this, ad loc., as a reference to a Varitika by some Bauddha
writer. Uddyotakara’s comment on NS, I, i, 34, which gives the
definition of hetu, would probably be called the hetu-varttika.)

n\
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hension of this likeness that the various factors—intention to
sayﬂ 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 Vicaspati Misra explains Dinnaga’s

?,if:: ﬁ?ln?}?e criticism is as follows:

Tatparya. NVT, p. 189, 1. 16-p. 190, L. 3. etat kila hetu-laksanarn
bhadanto dusaydm babhiva

(a) SADHANAM YADI SADHARMYAM, NA VAKYAMSAH—
na hy arthah paficavayava-vakyasyavayavalh—

(h) NA PANCAMI—
yadi sadhana-sadharmyayor atyantabhedo, yads vi@ saGmanya-
visesa-bhavena kathamcid bheda, ubhayathd na paficams, sa-
dhana-samanadhikaranyena prathama-prasangdt, atyantabhede
catkatara-pada-prayogas. vakyam cet, tatah paficamy upapa-
dyate. sadhanam hi vakyariparn sadharmyad arthad uithitam,
yatah tad wiSesyaom syat. ma hi vakyom evirthad wuithitam,

(©) apitu viveksadyapiti—na videsyarh. kutah? SADHANATVAD
ASAMBHAVAH.  artha - samuithanam  jAane - vivaksadinam
aprasango ’sadhanatvad iti. na tatrapt dvedha dosat saksat
sadhanarh pararhparyena va. yadi paramparyena, vakty-
jRanam tarhi saksat sadharmya-samuttham, paremparyena
ca Srotub sadhya-vijhidna-sadhanath hetuh syat. otha saksat
sadhanam, tarhi Sroty-jAdnam paramparyena sadharmya-sam-

(d) uttham saksat sadhanam hetuh sydt. PRAKRTE TV ANYA-SAM-
BHAVAH. yadi tu paficvayave-vikyasye prakriatvdj §ia-
nadi-vyavacchedah, tathdpy ANYA-SAMBHAVAH—uUpanayasyipt
sadharmya-samutthatvdt.

(e) SVALAKSANENA BADHA CEN, NA, VIKALPADI-SAMBHAVAT

() TASMAT SASTHY ASTU TATRAPI VISESANAM ANARTHAKAM—
sadharmyasya hetur ity et@van-matran vakiovyam ii. tod etad
Dinnaga-dusanam wpanyasyati

UDAHARANA-SADHARMYACCet.
[Seealso NVT, p. 190, 11. 5, 19, and 26.]
-~
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Apparent citations are marked by capitals. Those marked
(2) 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—

UDAHARANA-SADHARMYAT KIM ANYAT SADHYA-SAIDHANAM.

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 Bauddha criticised this definition. He says: *If
the means of proof ¢s the likeness, then (i) it is not a member
of the syllogism, and (ii) the ablative—udaharana-sadharmyat
—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 (sama@nadhikaranye), 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 udaharana-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

«

()

Fragments
(u) and (b).
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Example: so that it can be the subject of this qualification
(i.e. sadhana, 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 udaharana-
sadharmyat. Why ? It is impossible! because the sadhana
is the s@dhana, 1.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 nof the means of proving what is to be proved
(t.e. the fact itself is the sddhana; what can be characterised
as ‘arising from the fact’ is, for that very reason, not the”
sadhana). Nor can you take sddhana 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
band: for either way involves difficulties. Taking the
Reason to be what is sndirectly the means of proving the
conclusion, then it is the speaker’s knowledge—directly
derived from the likeness—that is wndirectly the means of
establishing knowledge of the probandum in the mind of the
hearer: and it is therefore the speaker’s knowledge which
should be the ‘reason’ for the Aearer’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 will
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 sadhanra does not arise (sambhava) from the likeness, just
because it is the sadhana.’
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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 Dinnaga replies:) Taking the * Reason’ in the gragment ().
strict sense determined by the context, i.e. as a statement,
so as to exclude the knowledge 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
—tathd cayam).”

« (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’
(which somehow correspond to the ding-an-sich: and these
fictions comprise the °likeness > which serves as the probans
in inference).

“‘ The Nadyayika might reply to certain of the above criti- Fragment (f).
cisms by saying that the possessive case might be substituted
for the ablative (udaharana-sadharmyasya in place of uda-
harana-sadharmyat). The reply to thisis that in that case also
the qualification (sadhya-s@dhanam) has nomeaning ” (because,
as Vicaspati says, it is put as qualification of the statement of
likeness— NV T, p. 190,1. 19. So that the objection remains—
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
Dinnaga that the Varitika refers to in the passage beginning
UDAHARANA-SADHARMYAC CA.”

The line cited by Uddyotakara at the opening of the passage
on which Vacaspati is commenting probably forms the first

L
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line of the passage in Dinnaga—udaharana-sadharmyat kim
anyat sadhya-sadhanam? It may be interpreted: “ What
else is the means of proving the probandum than the likeness
to the example itself ¥’ That is: the Natyayika says ‘ the
Reason is the proof of the prabandum from likeness to the
example.” The ablative implies that the means of proof is
other than the likeness. But the likeness ¢s the means of
proof.

SecrioNn 18.—Fragment M : DEFINITION OF THE ‘Probans,’
‘Hetu’' (as a term in the inference : not as a ‘member’

of the ‘ paficavayava-vikya’). *

GRAHYA-DHARMAS TAD-AMSENA VYAPTO HETUH .

NV,p.134,1. 13. etena grakya-dharmas tad-amsena vyapto!
hetur its pratyukiam. anendvyapakadir labhyata ity* uktottaram
etad apits.

NVT, p. 199, 1. 9. Dinndgasyaiva pradesantara-hetu-laksa-
nam. grahya-dharmah paksa-dhormah. tad-ahsena tasyatva
paksasyamsena sadhya-dharma-samanyena vyapto hetur .
tad eva tad-dhetu-laksanam upanyasya ’smin parvokiem dosarm
atididati etenets. atidesam eva sphutayati avyapakadir it
yatha-$ruta-laksane paksavyapakasya hetutvam tad-amsetivyap-
tam ity® asya vivarandlocanena sapaksa-sattvam vipaksic ca
vyavrttir 1ty artheh. tath@ ca pirvokta-dosa-prasange ity
arthah.

That is: Uddyotakara says:

“ By this the definition of the reason as ‘a quality of the
subject (S) which is pervaded (universally accompanied) by

1 The text has the meaningless vydptyor, but the editor notes that
NVT has vyapto, which is certainly the right reading.

2 The text reads it (without sardhi). Printed texts are not always

consistent in their application of sumdhs. I think the two clauses should
run together, and I have therefore inserted the samdhi.

3 Read fad-amsena vyapta ity in place of the textual tad-amseti-
vydptam 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 Dinniga himself in
another place. The word grahya-dharmae in this definition
means poksa-dharma, ‘a quality of the paksa or Subject of
inference. Tad-amsena: this means fasya, i.e. paksasya,
amsena : that is, sadhya-dharma-s@Gmanyena—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 (¢.e. a valid middle
term). Reference to the explanation (° Vevarana,” which

" may mean Dinnaga’s own Vrits on the Pramdna-samuccaye)
will show that the words tad-amsena vyapiah mean residence
in the sapakse and absence from the wipakse: so that the
criticisms previously brought against Dinnaga’s concep-
tion of the trasrupye and of #ri-laksana-hety (see frag-
ments H and J and K above) are also applicable to this
definition.”

Vidyabhiisana does not notice this fragment, and it is Identifica-
difficult to locate it. But for the explicit statement of Vacas- slon.
pati 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 Pramana-samuccaya. In view of Vacas-
pati’s statement, however, it has to be assigned either to
another work altogether (which is improbable, as Vicaspati’s
other citations all seem to come from the Praméana-samuccaya);
or else either to Chapter II, which discusses inference for one-
gelf, or to Chapter IV, in connection with the discussion of

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

The fragment is important because in it (and in it alone)
the doctrine of wyapti—with which Dinnaga’s name is always
connected—is explicitly stated : and stated in language parallel
to that used by Kumarila. The use of amséa seems to be
identical with Kumarila’s use of ekade$a when he speaks of
the paksa (S) as the ekadesin or ekadesavat, which has as its
two ekadesas the gamaka 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: ¢f. what is said of the nidaréana (=uddharana,
third member of the ‘syllogism’) in Prasastapada-bhasya,*
p- 251, anena sadhya-samanyena sadhana-sGmanyasyad nuga-
ma-matram ucyate.

The vyapts doctrine is ultimately inconsistent with the-
view of inference as an affair of examples, embodied in the
trasrupya doctrine. But both doctrines played a prominent
part in Dinnaga’s logic. He is said to have originated the
former doctrine: but probably he inherited the trasrupya
doctrine from predecessors; and Sugiura states that he himself
in the Nyaye-dvare ascribes it to ‘ Socmock,” ¢.e. to Aksa-
pada,' the reputed author of the Nydya Satra. But it does
not figure in the Nyaya Sitra, though it seems to be implicit
in one stitra of the fifth chapter (NS, V, i, 34), and (more
clearly) in Vatsyayana’s bhdsya thereon.

Secrion 19.—Fragment N: ‘ CouparisoN’ (Upamana) 1s
ONLY THE PERCEPTION OF LIKENESS, OR OF AN OBJECT
AS LIKE, AND IS THEREFORE NOT A SEPARATE SOURCE
oF KNOWLEDGE (‘ Pramana’).

NV, p. 60, L. 16. pratyaksagamabhydm nopamdanam bhi-
dyate.  katham iti? yadd tav ubhau go-gavayau pratyaksena
1 For the identification of ‘ Socmock ’ of the Chinese tradition with

Aksapada or Gautama, see Sugiura, Buddhist Logic as preserved in
China and Japan (Philadelphia, 1900, p. 21, footnote 3).

~
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pasyats, tadd hy ayam “ anena sariipa > iti pratyaksatal pra-
tipadyate. yadapi Srnoti * yathi gaur evan gavaya® i,
tadasya $rnvata eva buddhir upajayate * kecid godharma gavaye
*noayina upalabhyante, kecid vyatirekina” iti—anyathd hi
yotha tathety eva na syat—Dbhiyas tu s@rupyarn gava gavayasyety
(text: gavayasya i) evam pratipadyate. Tasman nopamanam
pratyeksdagamabhyam bhidyate dti. gavd gaveya-sadrsyam
pratipadyate, gavaya-saliarm veti. aho pramandbhijfiata Bha-
dantasya. gavd gavaya-s@riipya-proatipaites tu saijia-saiijfis-
sambandham pratipadyate s sutrarthah. tasmad apariidya
satrartham yotkificid weyate.

NVT, p. 135, 1. 2. tad 7drsam upamana-phalem avidvan
sad)$ya-jAanam sadrsya-visista-jianah vopamana-phalam 4t
bhranto Bhadanto Dinndga akstpati: pratyaksets.

Ibid., 1. 14. tasman na sad)y$ya-pratiti-phalam upamanam Fragment
pratyaksad vakyad ve vyatiricyete i suktam. Bhadanta-
bhrantim udghdtayati : gavels.

That is, Uddyotakara says:

¢ ¢ Comparison is not distinet 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 islike 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 distinet 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 pramana! (that is,
he has altogether misunderstood the sense in which upamina

is asserted to be a pramdna). The siitra 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 si're means.”

Vacaspati’s comment means:

“The Bauddha—that is, Dinniga—raises the objection,
¢ comparison is not distinet from perception and testimony,’
because he did not understand that the resultant cognition
produced by wpamina (considered as a separate pramanc)
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 resullant cognition
produced by upamana (whereas in fact these constitute thé
means of a further cognition).”

And again:

“ Therefore (the Bauddha concludes) ‘it is not well said that
comparison is separate from perception or testimony.” Uddyo-
takara explains the Bauddka’s mistakein the words  as a result
of apprehending the likeness of the gayal to the cow,”” ete.

Vidyabhisana, HIL, p. 287, n. 2, cites as from Chapter IV
of the Pramana-samuccaya a line in connection with Dinnéga’s
rejection of wpamana as a separate source of knowledge.
Uddyotakara and Vacaspati appear to cite Diinéga in differ-
ent versions. Possibly Vacaspati’s nopamanam pratyaksad
vakyad vd vyatiricyate is actual citation, of which Uddyota-
kara’s pratysagamabhydmh nopamanasm bhidyateis a paraphrase.

It seems surprising that Dinniga should have interpreted
the séitra (NS, 1, i, 6) in disregard of Vatsydyana’s interpreta-
tion of it, as he appears to have done. Of course the interpre-
tation of the siifra, taken in itself, is doubtful: and a later
passage (NS, II, i, 44-48) can perhaps just as well be cited to
support Dinnaga’s as to support Vatsydyana’s interpretation
ofI,1, 6. The orthodox Natydyika account of upamana does
in fact read like an afterthought, and it is difficult to believe
that it represents the original teaching of the s@ra. I am
inclined to think that the acceptance of upamana as a separate

(o



§ 20. INFERENCE MERELY IDEAL CONSTRUCTION 51

pramana is connected with the acceptance of the upanaye as
a fourth member of syllogism. NS, II, i, 48 appeals to the
linguistic usage of yathd . . . tathd as evidence that updmana
is a separate pram@na ; and this suggests the tathd cayam
which is the formula of the upanaya. Moreover, the phrase-
ology of that sifra—tathety wpasamhdrai—seems to invite
reference to the sutra (NS, I, i, 38) which defines upanaya—
udaharandpeksas tathety upasarharo na tathets va sadhyasyo-
panayal. And finally Vatsydyana himself, in a passage which
may embody the older doctrine, definitely identifies the
wpanaye with wpamana (NBh, p. 44, 1. 13, upamanam upanayoh
tathety upasamhardt). Therefore what Dinnaga criticises
*may really have been the doctrine of the siitrakdra, which the
school later found it convenient to interpret in a different,
and rather forced, sense.

SectioN 20.— Fragment O : THE OBJECT OF INFERENCE IS AN
IpEAL CONSTRUCTION.

(1) NVT,p.127,1. 1. vastu-vacane’py artha-sabdasya laksya-
sambhavad avisayanm laksanam. na ki Dinndga-mate kirhcid

astt vastu yan nantariyakam sad-dhetur bhovati: yatha *ha—

SARVO ’YAM ANUMANANUMEYA-BHAVO BUDDHYARUDHENA Fragment
DHARMA-DHARMI-BHAVENA NA BAHIH SAD-ASATTVAM (PFOs¢)
APEKSATE

—tt.

kalpita-visayatvam apt nirakyiam veditavyam, yada "hur eke—

SARVO ’YAM ANUMANANUMEYA-VYAVAHARO BUDDHYARU-
DHENATVA DHARMA-DHARMI-BHAVENA NA BAHIH SAD-
ASATTVAM APEKSATE

—iti.

(3) Sloka-virtika, nirdlambana-vada, 167-168.
nanv asaty aps bahye *rthe buddhyarudhena sidhyati
vasand-sabda-bhedottha-vikalpa-pravibhagatah.
! The text has, mistakenly, buddhyaridhe ma. dJha’s translation
implies buddhyaridhena.

»
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nyaya-vidbhir idam coktam dharméadau buddhim asrite
vyavahdro *numanadeh kalpyate na bahih-sthite.

Parthasarathi Misra’s Nyayaratnakara, ad loc.

orddhanam apy asmadiyandm idam evd ’bhimatam ity Gha
nyaya-vidbhir its.

SARVA EVA 'NUMANANUMEYA-VYAVAHARO BUDDHYARUDHENA

DHARMA-DHARMI-NYAYENA NA BAHIH-SATTAM APEKSATA
ats Dinndgenoktam its.

1. Vacaspati is referring to the passage in Uddyotakara’s
comment on NS, I, i, 5, in which a criticism is given of Din-
niga’s definition of anumana as nanteriyakartha-darsanantc
tad-videh (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 probandum 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, 1. 14-18) on Vatsyiyana’s statement dgamak
pratijiia—"‘ The Proposition is testimony’ (NBh, p. 5, 1. 3
on NS, I,i, 1). The objection is made that the Proposition is
something fo be proved; whereas if it has the authority of
¢ testimony —which is an independent pramana—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 Nydya as a system to convey: but that
Vatsyayana does not mean that in all inferences the propo-

r
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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-
tious 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 (samwvrtt) provides the sceptic
with all that he needs:

“HRven though no external object exists, conclusions are
established by means of what is metely 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 Miéra’s comment on this is:

“Qur logicians have said ’: That is, our ancient writers
have maintained this very position. Thus Dinniga says:
“This whole (sarva eva) business of probans and probandum
depends on the relation of quality and quality-possessor—
a relation imposed by thought; and it does not refer to
external existence.””

See Keith, ILA4, p. 102, n. 2; he refers to passages (1) and (3). Identifica-
Vidyabhiigana does not appear to have noted this fragment. ron:
It is even better accredited than the rest of these fragments,
as both Vicaspati and Parthasarathi attribute it to Dinnaga
by name. The fact that Kumarila deals with it in the nira-
lanbana-vada suggests that the fragment may be found in
Dinnaga’s Alambana-pariksa, or in his vyts thereon.

Keith’s statement that Dinnaga ““ emphatically denies that

»
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there can be any real thing indissolubly connected ” is an
inadvertence. It is Vicaspati who denies that—on Dinnaga’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 Dinnaga’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, ILA4, pp. 103-104.
“ 4 priors, therefore, it is more reasonable to assume that
Prasastapiada owes the principle ” (of indissoluble connection)
“to a school in which it had a natural right to exist.” The
fact is that the Nasyayika, so far from admitting that the
principle has a natural right to exist in an idealistic system,
emphatically denies that such a system has any right to such
an idea. And I think there is no evidence that Dinniga
himself ever bases his doctrine of indissoluble connection on
his idealism

SecrioN 21.— Fragment P : DEFINITION OF DISCUSSION |
(Vada)

NV, p. 124,1. 8. svayar vacona-visesakani bahini vakyans
proyuktani. tad yathG—

SVA-PARA-PAKSAYOH SIDDEY-ASIDDHY-ARTHAM VACANAM VADA-
—ils.

(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 Miéra, in his comment
ad loc., definitely attributes to ‘ Subandhu ’—i.e., presumably,
Vasubandhu. The passages referred to are as follows:)

NV, p. 151, L. 20. apare tu sva-para-paksa-siddhy-asiddhy-
artham vacanamh vadae s vada-laksanamh varnayants.

NVT, p. 218,1. 9. tad evarh svabhimatam vida-laksanarn
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vy@khy@ya SAUBANDHAVAN laksanam disayitunm upanyasyati
apare tv .

The definition is not explicitly attributed to Dinnaga, but Identifica-.
the context leaves no room for doubt that Vacaspati intends tion.
the attribution. Itis clear that Dinnaga’s definition is merely
an amended version of Vasubandhu’s, the amendment con-
sisting in breaking up the compound sva-para-palsa-siddhy-
asiddhy-artham into sva-para-paksayoh siddhy-asiddhy-crtham.®
Uddyotakara’s point against Dinniga’s amended formula is Uddyota-

. . . . - kara’s criti-
that nothing is gained by the uncompounded form which cism.
Dinnaga substitutes for the compound sva-para-paksa-siddhy-
astddhy-artham. 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 impossible,
then you ought to use the compound. Why ? Because your
vadabhidhana® is reckoned as $astre, and you cannot—in
reference to $@stra—say that parsimony in expression is of no
account.

The commentators on the present sutra (NS, I, ii, 1—
definition of vdda) are writing with direct reference to some
Buddhist text which is regarded as of primary authority
(Sastratvenabhyupagata), and is so well known that Uddyota-
kara refers to one of its ‘ sitras’ by citing merely the first two

1 Jha's translation inadvertently cites the saubandhavain laksanam
in the uncompounded form, thereby making it identical with Dinnaga’s
definition (transl., vol. i, p. 441).

2 NV, p.156,1. 17.  $astratvena ce vadabhidhanam abhyupagamyate,
na ca varne guru-laghavam asriyate iti ne yuktam. Dr. Jha relies on
this passage to establish his contention that ‘Subandhu’ wrote the
Vada-vidhi or Vada-vidhana referred to at NV, p. 121, 1. 2 (see his notes
at pp. 441 and 454 of vol. i of translation). Hé supports his view by
the ingenious emendation vdde-vidhanam for vadabhidhdnam in the
present passage. But, apart from this emendation, his view is probably
correct: see above, p. 26.  vddabhidhdnam need not be altered. It
would mean: “ the definition of vada is reckoned as $@sira.” But the :
.emendation is tempting. .
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words—sadhana-dusanatr ity etasmin sutre (NV, p. 154, 1. 3).
Vacaspati gives the full satra—te sadhana-disanaih sva-para-
Sabdal sambadhyante, *“ the words sva- and para- are connected
with proving and refuting” (NVT, p. 219, 1. 13). This
‘suira’ is clearly explanatory of the definition of wida here
criticised : and that definition is itself called a °sitra’l by
Uddyotakara (laghu ca satrem bhavati—NV, p. 153, 1. 15).
Further, Vacaspati cites a ‘gatha’: nasti prayojandd istam
mukhya-Sabdartha-langhonam—ats  gatha bhavatdm. ““You
have a verse: ‘it is not permissible to depart from the primary
meaning of a word (arbitrarily %).””

It would be a matter of some importance to identify these
citations. They may come from the vdda-vidhi referred to by”
Uddyotakara on NS, 1, i, 33, in connection with the definition
of pratyjiia : and the vade-vidhs may be the work of Vasu-
bandhu. More can hardly be said. But who was the author
of the vada-vidhana-tikd, also mentioned by Uddyotakara in
the same connection (NV, p. 120, 1. 6) ? Was it Dinnaga ?
If not, in what work is Dinndga’s amendment of * Subandhu’s ’
definition of wida (and of pratijiid, perhaps) to be found ?

SecrioN 22.—Fragment Q : CriTicisM OF THE ‘ VAISESIRA’
Account or THE UNIVERSAL (Samdnya).
Sarva-daréana-sarmgraha, Bouddha-darsana (=Cowell and
Gough, p. 21).
Tad uktem—
ANYATRA VARTAMANASYA TATO 'NYA-STHANA-JANMANI
TASMAD ACALATAH STHANAD VRTTIR ITY ATIYUKTATA
YATRA ’SAU VARTATE BHAVAS TENA SAMBADHYATE NA TU
TADDESINAM CA2 VYAPNOTI KIM APY ETAN MAHADBHUTAM.3
NA YATI NA CA TATRA 'SID ASTI PASCAN NA CAMSAVAT
JAHATI PURVAM NADHARAM AHO VYASANA-SAMTATIH.

1 Similarly at NV, p. 43, 1. 14, Uddyotakara speaks of Vasubandhu’s
definition of perception as a ‘ sétra —yadyapy etat sitram yathasruti
bhavatt, ete. 2 Na (Poussin),

3 Poussin (Muséon, n.s. ii, 1901 P- 73, n. 45) says that he thinks it
necessary to read na tu Tadde$inam na vyapnoti. He renders: < Ob

~
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It has been said:

‘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 vet
it does not fail to pervade the thing which is in that place?
Is not this very wonderful ?

‘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 quitits former receptacle! What a series of difficulties! ”

The Bauddha, expounding the tenet of the momentariness of

*the existent as such—yat sat, tat ksanikam—gives as a definition
of existence artha-kriya-karitva, practical efficiency. (The
argument is that the existent is what does something : the
permanent can do nothing, because causality is inconsistent
with permanence:? therefore the existent is non-permanent—
momentary.) In this connection he proceeds to deal with
a rival theory of the nature of existence, which he attributes
to the followers of ‘ Kanabhaksa and Aksacarana —Kanada
and Aksapada, ¢.e. the Vaisesikas and Natyayikas. This
theory is that to exist means to be united with the universal
¢ Being *—satta-samanya-yogitvam eva sattvam. The Bauddhe
makes the obvious retort that this will exclude from existence

que se trouve ’étre nouveau, il Iui est inhérent; et ne cesse pas, pour cela,
d’occuper I'objet qui estici.” The emendation may be accepted asalmost
certainly correct.

1 Poussin renders: Il ne s’en va pas (d’ici), il n’était pas 13, il n’est
pas multiple aprés (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 (samarthasya ksepdyogit.—NVT, p. 388, 1. 17). And if you
say that it will produce & given effect when an ‘auxiliary circumstance’
(sahakarin) is added to it, then you are giving up the notion of
permanent causal entities and adopting the Buuddha doctrine of
kurvadripa, i.e. of a momentary collocation of circumstances as the cause.

Translation.

Context.
SDS, loc. cit.
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three of the six Vaidestha categories, viz. samanya, visesa,
and samav@ya (since the Vaisesike 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 Vaisesika
answers that these three categories have existence predicated
of them in a peculiar sense, each of them having an existence
sut generis (tatra sverupe-satid-nibandhak sad-vyavaharalk).*
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 (1) that universal ‘ Being’
does ‘ run through ’ everything, (2) that it does not run through”
everything? As a matter of fact, we do not find any one
common presentational form running through things as dif-
ferent as a mountain and a mustard-seed (anugatasye aka-
rasya apratibhdsandt). Then, again, the Bauddha asks, is the
universal ubiquitous, or only ubiquitous within its own sphere
(sarva-gatari svasraya-sarva-gatam vi) ! The first alternative
would mean confusion of all things: besides, Prasastapada
himself says sva-visaya-sarva-gatam®— ubiquitousin its proper
subjects.” Now this second alternative, adopted by Prasas-
tapada, gives rise to a dilemma:* 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 ¢ In the first alternative, it
would be a substance (for only substances are capable of
1 This is Prasastapada’s solution. Cf. PBk, p. 19, samanyadindm

trayanaim svatma-sattvam—the three categories, universality, etc., have
their own nature for their being.

% This seems to be the meaning of anugatatvananugatatva-vikalpa-
pardhate}.

8 proktam Prasastapadena sva-visaya-sarva-gatam iti. The phrase
will be found in PBh, p. 314, 1. 20. The explicit reference in the DS
passage to PraSastapdda is noteworthy, for it may imply that this
fragment from Difnaga is directed specifically against Pradastapada.

4 What follows explains the fragment from Difinaga.

~
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movement, karma): and in the second alternative it could not
be joined to the second jar.! Further, either the universal
continues to subsist after the jar has been destroyed—or it
perishes—or it goes somewhereelse. Inthefirstalternativethere
will be a universal without any place to residein; in the second,
it is improper to give to the universal the epithet  eternal’
(as the Vaidesika does); in the third, it would be a substance
(for the reason given above).> 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

Dinnaga.)

® Vidyabhisana (HIL, pp. 273-274 footnote) quotes from %glentiﬁca-
-10n.

Chapter III of the Nyaya-dipika of the Jaina logician Dharma-
bhiisana the following:

na yatt ne co tatraste na pascdd asts n@msavat

jahdte pirvar nadharam aho vyasona-semtatih

—itt Dinnaga-dusita-dusana-gana-prasara-prasangat. ‘It
does not go, it does not stay, it does not exist afterwards,
it has no parts, it does not legve its former receptacle—what
a congeries of defects I’ because this swarm of objections urged
by Dinnéaga issue out of it . . .”” (the theory of the universal
must be rejected).

The attribution to Dinnéga is explicit, and there is no reason
to doubt its accuracy. The fragment may, perhaps, come
from the fifth chapter of the Pramana-samuccaya, which treats
of the apoha-vade ; but Vidyabhfisana does not identify it
with any passage in the Tibetan.

It might be argued that (1) the SDS appears to imply
that Dinnaga is referring to Prasastapada, (2) that if Pradas-
tapada had been later than Dinniga 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 yat:
of the couplet to mean vinasyati, ¢ perishes.’

-
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failed to take notice of thisrather damaging piece of dialectic
But the reference to Prasastapdda in the SDS in this con-
nection may only indicate that, by the time of Madhavécarya,
the Vuidesika commentators prior to Prasistapiada had been
forgotten, his Bhasya having superseded earlier commentaries
which undoubtedly existed. And Prasastapada does seem
to be conscious of the difficulties involved in the Vaisesika
doctrine of the real universal, and may have considered that
he had met them sufficiently without an explicit polemic
against Dinnaga.!

1 For further evidence as to the chronological relation between

Dinniga and Prasastapada, see Appendix I.
5



APPENDIX 1

Tre Nyaya-pravesa AND THE Nydya-dvdra, AND THE
RevaTioN oF DiNNiga To PrASASTAPADA.

The Pramana-samuccaya is without doubt Dinnaga’s work,
for passages which Vacaspati Misra cites and attributes to
Dinnaga by name have been identified by Vidyabhiisana
with passages in the Tibetan version of the Pramana-samuc-
caya. There is no such corroborative evidence for the attri-
bution either of the Nydya-pravesa or of the Nyaya-dvara to
Dinnaga. The former is attributed to him by Tibetan tradi-
tion (according to Vidyabhfisana): but Chinese tradition
(according to Sugiura and Ui) attributes it to Samkara Svamin,
making Dinnaga the author of the Nyaya-dvara. It seems
quite clear that the Nyaya-dvira is an earlier work than the
Nyaya-pravesa ; and there is no reason to doubt the correct-
ness of the Chinese attribution of the Nyaya-dvare to Dinnaga.
That being the case, it is impossible that Dinniga should
have been the author of the Nyaya-pravesa.

Therefore the relation of Pradastapada to Dinniga cannot
be argued on the basis of comparison between the Nyaya-
praveda and Pradastapida-bhisya, except on the assumption
that the Nydya-pravesa is identical in teaching with the other
two works. This assumption seems, however, to he very
largely justified: for there seems to be very little that is
original in the Nydya-pravesa. And so Stcherbatsky’s earlier
(1904) view that Dinndga was prior to Pradastapada may
logically be confirmed by comparisons between the Nyaya-
pravesa and Prasastapdde-bhasye, even if we arrive at the
conclusion that the Nydya-pravess was compiled later than
Prasastapida-bhasya. But it is of course safer to rely on

61
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comparison with the fragments of the Pramana-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 Prasastapida to
Dinnaga.

(@) Classification of fallacies of the thesis (pratijiiabhdsa)
in the Nyaya-dvara, Nyaya-pravesa, and Prasastapada-bhasya,
with Uddyotakara’s observations! thereon:

Nyaya-dvara. Nyaya-pravesa. Prasastapade. ¢
1. pratyaksa - virud- The same name : pratyoaksa-viruddha
dhae (‘sound inaud- and example. i (“fire cool’).
ible*). !

Uddyotakara says that ¢ sound is inaudible ’ is not a proper
example of pratyaksa-viruddha 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,’
t.e. the example given by Praastapada. That is to say,
he is comparing Prafastapida with Dinniga, to the dis-
advantage of the latter.

2. vikalpa-virud- | anumdne-viruddhe — enumana-viruddha
dha (?) (‘it is a fine | (‘pot eternal’). i (“space dense’).
morning *—said when | [

the sun is low in the ! i
west). l ‘

Uddyotakara says that  the pot is eternal * (it is supposed
to be a proposition maintained fallaciously by a Vaidesika,
here) ought to be classed under sva-$@stra-viruddha. (See
No. 4 below.) It will be noted that he mentions the example
given in the Nydya-pravesa, and does not refer to that given
in the Nyaya-dvira ; but there was nothing to prevent him
from referring to developments later than Dinnaga, and we need
not infer that he regarded the Nydya-praveds as Dinnaga’s
~—if it is from the Nyaya-praveéa that he took this example.

L NV, p. 116,1. 18 to p. 117, .14,
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3. prasiddha-virud- ; loka-viruddha Not recognised by
dha (?) (‘women and ° (‘man’sheadispure, Pradastapada, who,
money are abomin- . because it is a part however, inserts as a
able things ’). ; of an animate be- third rubric:—

! ing,’ or, ‘money is
- abominable *).

Uddyotakara says that what is prasiddha must be so by one
of the pramdnas, so that there is no room for this as a separate

rubrie.

; abhyupagata-virud-
i dha (which, however,
i is equated by Prasas-
i tapida himself with
Pagama-viruddha):
i ¢ Brahmans should
- drink wine.

Uddyotakara says that ‘ Brahmans should drink wine’ is
a proper example of dgama-viruddha, whereas the example
given by the Bauddha of dgama-viruddhe is not a proper
example.

4. agama-vireddha (1) agame-viruddha' . (See No. 3 above.)
(‘sound is eternal’ | (‘sound is eternal’). |

when maintained by
a Vaisegika).

| i sva - $astra - viruddha
| i (‘effects exist before
: i their  production’
: - said by one who main-
i " tains the asat-Larya-
I vada).

Uddyotakara says that for the Vaisesika the doctrine of the
non-eternity is sound is not based on authority but on in-
ference. Therefore the example given by the Bauddha is not
an example of agama-viruddha, but of enumana-viruddha.
If this is to count as an example of adgama-viruddha, then
‘the pot is eternal’ ought also to be classed as dgama-
viruddha—Dbut the Bauddha has given it as an example of
anumana-viruddha. The proper example of dgama-viruddha

is ‘Brahmans should drink wine’ (which Pradastapada

! I am indebted to Mr. A. B. Dhruva for the information that in the
Sanskrit Nydya-praveéa three of the rubrics are anumdna-viruddha,
loka-viruddhae, and agama-viruddha.

-
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gives under abhyupagata-viruddha = Ggama-viruddha. See
No. 3).

It seems that sva-$dstra-viruddha is an innovation in ter-
minology introduced by Prafastapida. We must suppose
that his abhyupagata-viruddhe was intended as a correction
of the Bauddha rubric No. 3, while his sva-$astra-viruddha is
meant as an improvement on the Bauddhe rubric No. 4.
He presumably meant that the only possible sense of prasiddha-
viruddha is agama-viruddha ; and that the example which the
Bauddha gives of Ggama-viruddha ought to be classed separately
as sva-Sdstra-viruddha, as being opposed not to authority
merely, but to the reasoning advanced in the $astra.

-

5. sva-vacana-virud- sva -vacana - virud- - sva-vacana- viruddha
dha (‘words have no | dhe (‘my mother is | (‘ wordshaveno mean-
meaning ). ¢ barren’). . ing’).

These five rubrics are the only ones recognised by the
Nyaya-dvara and by Prasastapada. But the Nyaya-praveda
adds four others:

6. A thesis with an |
¢ unaccepted subject: !
! ¢God is almighty.”
7. ¢ A thesis with an :
; unaccepted predicate. :
8. ¢ A thesis with both .

an unaccepted sub- :
ject and an unac-
cepted predicate.

9. { A thesis univers-
ally accepted: ‘Fire
is warm.’

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

On the other hand, Vidyabhiisana, Ui, and Stcherbatsky
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have all produced evidence which shows that doctrines found
in the Prasastapada-bhasya, but not found in the Vaisesika
siitra, are referred to both by Dinnaga himself and by Buddhist
writers earlier than Dinnaga. For instance, Vidyabhiisana
(HIL., p. 279 footnote) says that the Praméana-samuccaya
cites an explanation of the Vailesika siitra on perception
which closely corresponds with Prasastapida’s explanation.
There seems to me no room for doubt, in view of the evidence
referred to, that there were Vaisesike commentators before
Pradastapada, whose comments Prasastapida embodied in
his Bhasya, 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 BAdsya in which Prasas-
tapada 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 how
Stcherbatsky, in 1904 and in 1924, has been able to produce
excellent reasons for holding the contradictory conclusions
(1) 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 Pradastapida was the first writer to in-
troduce these notions into the VatSesika school. We are
forced, then, to give up that assumption, and to suppose that
Prasastapada was a borrower: not, however, from Dinniga—
though I do not doubt that he sometimes writes with reference
to Dinndga—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 kalpanas, and Prasas-
tapada’s five videsanas (the ‘ five predicables’), in the theory
of perception.

Dinnaga objects in the Pramiana-samuccaya that the Nasya-
yika (Vatsydyana in the Nyaya-bhasya, which he is here attack

2
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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 Vaise-
sthas. The order in which the five predicables are mentioned
agrees with that of the five visesanas enumerated by Prasas-
tapada (¥7:. edn., p. 186) in describing the five types of
¢ qualified perception ’: this substance exists (samanya); this
substance is earih-substance (visesa); the cow has horns (quali-
fied by dravya); the cow is white (quna); the cow goes (karma).
Prasastapida’s account might in fact be a reply to Dinnaga’s
sceptical analysis of determinate (savikalpaka) perception,
which holds that the determinations (vikelpe) are mere
fictions (kalpana), and that pure perception must be kalpa-"
ndpodgha, devoid of determinations. Dinnaga’s own list of the
five kalpanas differs from Prasastapida’s by adding ‘name’
and by uniting ‘generality > and ‘particularity > under the
single head of jats. But, in view of the obvious relation of
the visesanas to the Vaisestka categories, it would hardly
be suggested that Prasastapada borrowed his visesanas from
Dinnaga’s kalpands. Both lists must derive from Vaisesika
sources.

(¢) The trairiapya.

Any suggestion that the three ‘canons of syllogism’ are
taken from Buddhist logic is discounted by the fact that
Prasastapada himself cites a couplet which states the doctrine,
and which attributes it to ‘ Kasyapa,” v.e. to the Vaisesika
school. The effrontery of such a claim, if the doctrine had
really originated recently in the Bauddha schools, would be
incredible. Moreover, the doctrineis already implicitly present
in Vatsyayana’s Bhdsya on NS, V, i, 34, and even in that
sutraitself. And Sugiura states that the doctrine of the Nine
Reasons—which implies and follows from the trairipya—
is attributed by Dinnaga himself to ‘Socmock,” 7.e. Aksa-
pada. But the attribution is a little difficult to understand,
since Dinindga was conversant with the Nydya-siitra, and there

L
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is no explicit formulation therein of the Nine Reasons. Pra-
dastapada 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 Dinnaga was the first
to formalise explicitly the hetu-cakra, or Nine Reasons, out
of the trasriipya doctrine as already developed by Vaidesika
logic, partly on the basis of the classification of fallacies given
by the Vaisesika-sutra. TFor there is really nothing in the
trairépya doctrine which is not contained in the passage of
Vatsyayana just referred to, taken in combination with the
classification of fallacies in the Vaiesika-sutra. (The doctrine
of wyapti is mot explicit in the frasrépya.) It may be that
‘Dinniga, in attributing the Nine Reasons to Socmock, meant
merely that it was implicit in the Nydya-sutra.

(d) The controversy about the reality of universals.

The lines cited by the Sarva-darsana-samgraha, and attri-
buted by a Jaina logician to Dinnaga, attack a Vaidesika
doctrine of the real universal which is identical with the
teaching of Prasastapada. The Sorva - darsana- sarigraha
mentions Prasastapada by name in the immediate context:
and we might be inclined to infer that it was Praastapida
whom Dinniga was attacking—an inference which might be
supported by the consideration that Prasastapada does not
reply to Dinnaga’s criticism, as he might have been expected
to do if he had written later than Dinnaga, seeing that the
attack is distinetly damaging.

But the doctrine of Pradastapada is fundamentally that
taught in the seventeen siutras which constitute VS, I, ii.
(Keith has maintained that VS, 1, 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 Difinaga’s
attack. As to the suggestion that he does not reply, it may

-
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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 (karana-samagri-niyama) re-
quisite for the manifestation of the universal in the individual,
and that universals cannot be designated in empty space
(antarale avyapadesyans) because they cannot reside there
either by relation of conjunction (sumyoga) or by that of
inherence (samavaya). Prabhikara was able to give a further
reply, from which Prasastapada was precluded by the VaiSesika
doctrine of the eternity of the samavdya 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 Prabhékara, 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 Vaisesika-
sutra, IX, ii, 1, 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 (tadutpatte and tadatmye. The third class was
inference by non-perception, anupalabdhi). But Pradasta-
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, viruddhdvyabhicirin, which is found in the

»
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Nyaya-dvara, as well as in the Nyaya-pravee, then it is defin-
itely proved that Prasastapada came later: for he refers to
the wviruddhavyabhicarin 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-
vyabhicarsn was mentioned by any writer earlier than
Dinnaga.

(9) The conception of inseparable connection, a-ving-bhiva
or vydpti.

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

> two pages to the subject. Dinniga is said to have *intro-
duced a universal proposition to take the place of the old
analogical examples.” And the doctrine of wvydpii seems
to be clearly enunciated in the Pramdna-samuccaya fragment:
grakyadharmas tad-arhdena vyapto hetuh.

But whether Dinnédga 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 Bawddha rather than
in the Vaidesika school. It has been very generally assumed
that Dinndga was its author: but this assumption probably
arises from the accident that Uddyotakara, in his powerful
attack on the notion of avinabhdva, associates the doctrine
with Dinnaga. But this is merely in accordance with his
normal habit of ignoring Vaisesika logic, where he differs
from it, and taking for his opponent the Bauddha, whose
logical conceptions are very largely identical with those of
the Vaidestka: for he could not attack the sister-é@stra
directly. I cannot see any cogent reason for giving Dinnaga
the credit of inventing the doctrine of inseparable connection.

(%) Classification of the ‘ contradictory middle term.’

Prasastapada 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 show
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that the Bauddha logicians introduced a formal development
into the earlier Vaisesika logic which they borrowed, and that
Prasastapada was not prepared to accept the innovation.

(%) Fallacies of exemplification.

Prasastapada has a heading here, asraydsiddha, which
is not found in the Nyaya-dvdra and the Nyaya-pravesa ; and
his rubrics lingdasiddha, anumeydsiddha, and ubhayasiddha,
replace (apparently) the terms linga-vyadvytia, anumeya-vya-
vrtia, and wbhaya-vydvrtta of the Nydya-dvara (see Sugiura,
p. 68). And Prasastapada’s terminology is certainly unhappy,
because he has already used ubhayasiddha and anumeydsiddha
in a different sense as names of two varieties of the asiddha- .
hetv-abhasa. If he came after Dinnaga, he would have been
wiser to profit by Dinnaga’s less confusing terminology here.
And therefore it might be argued that Dinnaga came after
Pradastapada 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.
We may credit Prasastapada here with unwillingness to accept
even gifts from the enemy.

(9) Dasanabhasa.

These are the dialectical appearances of refutation, or jats,
treated of in the fifth book of the Nyaya-sutra. The Nyaya-
dvére gives a list of fourteen, ascribing them to ‘ Socmock,
i.e. Aksapdda=Gautama. This is another interesting example
of the Bauddha logicians’ consciousness that theirlogic was only
an offshoot of the Nyagys. Pradastapada does not mention
dusanabhase 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 jaii is given in the Nyaya-siitra, we should not improbably
have argued from the silence of Pradastapada on the subject
that he must have been earlier than Dinnaga.

L4
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Summary oF BUupDHIST Logical DocTrRINES REFERRED
TO IN THE FRAGMENTS.

Thereare two sources of knowledge, perception and inference, The two pra-
and not four as the Nawyayika holds. ‘ Comparison ’ is only g?i‘;:ﬁson
Jthe perception of preponderant sameness of qualities in two not 2 pra-
things (fragment N); or else (so far as our knowledge of the Fragment N
sameness is derived from the statement of another) it is
reducible to Testimony. ButTestimonyagainisnota separate Testimony
source of knowledge, for the Nasyayika defines it as the state- fif;%@?,,” "
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 ¢nference 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
arising from the thing itself’ (p. 10, supra). This would Nﬁ?&
inevitably raise the problem of distinguishing between the Fragment A.
elements which might be regarded as actual presentations and
those which seem rather to be aceretions contributed by the
imagination. Dinnéga accordingly abstracted the five predi- The ‘pure
cables, namely generic character, specific character, relation percopt.”
to other substances, quality, and action—as ‘fictions of
the understanding’ (kalpand), from the momentary existent
(ksana, svalaksana) which alone is the object (gr@hya) of pure
perception; and he therefore defined perception as devoid of Fragment A.

determinations (kalpandpodha). As against such a view the
71 -



Validity of
predication.

Universals
unreal.

Fragment Q.

Substance
unreal.

Fragment D.
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Vaisesika argued that the five predicables (videsana) are given
in perception no less than the objectitself as qualified by them:
there being thus two moments in perception—one consisting
in bare intuition (alocana-matra) of the unrelated characters
(svaritpa), the other consisting in determinate perception,
t.e. perception of the object as qualified by the characters.
This teaching, first found in the Bhisya of Prasastapida, was
adopted by the Nydya in the form of the distinction between
nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa (approximately equivalent to the
‘ simple apprehension’ of Western logic) and savikalpaka-
pratyaksa, or perception of the object as qualified by the
characters previously apprehended in the moment of nirvi-
kalpaka-pratyaksa.

Tt is natural to connect this teaching of the reality of the
predicables with the doctrine of the real universal maintained
by the Vaisesika school, though it must be confessed that the
connection is not suggested by Prasastapada himself,! and
that the doctrine of the real universal does not appear to be
organically related to the Vatéesika realism. The universal
wastreated as a separate category, co-ordinate with substance,
quality, action, etc., and was asserted to be eternal and
perceptible (aindriyaka). Dinnaga points out the difficulties
in such a position (pp. 56-61). The Bauddha, reducing reality
to unique momentary existents which have nothing in common
with each other and of which theidentity 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 Vaddesika doctrine of the percepti-
bility of substance, arguing that it is inconsistent to maintain
that colouris 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 Naswyayika
maintains; for perception is ‘ knowledge arising from the
thing itself’ (p. 10), while what we call perception of (e.g.)

! Tt is indicated by the tenth-century commentator, $ridhara.
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a jar is really a cognition arising (not from the concrete whole
as such, but) from colour, ete. (p. 11). The Bauddhe of course
rejects the notion of substance, or of concrete wholes, since
for him the existent means the momentaxy (yat sat, tat ksari-
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 Nyaya Sutra (NS, I, i, 4) had defined perception as Criticism of
knowledge arising from contact of sense-organ with object. e supposed

. . . R contact with
Dinnaga points out that on such a view the perception the object in

of distance, or of objects larger than the organ of vision, %i;ﬁzf: c.
“js 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 Bhasya had added manas to the list of sense-organs manas as
involved in perceptual contact, on the authority of the sister- i’éﬁﬁ’;ﬁiﬁﬁ
dastra, the Vaidesika : perhaps because it is obvious that mere ;’i;:;fer
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 Sitra 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 siira is hardly
satisfactory (pp. 13-14). The Bauddha himself does not accept

the view that mental states are objects of internal perception
(ma@nasa-pratyaksa), but holds that the passing states are
self-conscious (sarwedya, 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 been

-
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perceived if present (p. 68). These are of course real relations
for the Vaisesika, 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 right to the notion
iﬁg'ﬁ?ﬁ?g;s of inseparable connection (vyapts, avinabhdva) which he makes
;’::;:::t o the nerve of his doctrine of inference (pp. 52 and 54). The
instrument of inference is defined as the experience of a thing
which is inseparably connected with another thing when the
experiencer is aware 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 (vydpta), or
inseparably connected with, another aspect or property of
the Subject (pp. 46-48).
Fragment F.  Dinnaga, Uddyotakara, and Kumarila raise the question:
3‘}:; :proban- What preciselyis the probandumin an inference ? No doubt
the ambiguity of the term anumeya 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 prima facie view is that the property P is the thing-to-be-
proved; but plainly thisisinadequate, for we are not concerned
in aninference with P as 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 ‘wvyapti’ or major premise, it is
impossible to arrivein the conclusion ata concrete S-qualified-
by-P. Weshould perhaps express his difficulty by saying that
on such a view the syllogism is guilty of quaternio terminorum:
Mis P,
Sis M,
therefore S is SP,
where the particularised P of the conclusion is not identifiable
with the P-in-general of the major premise. That is why

4
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Uddyotalkara attacks the doctrine that vyapts is the nerve of
inference in this context. His own view is that inference is
based on the similarity (notidentity) between concrete XP and
concrete SP, and that M and P can only be connected in a
concrete dharmen, falling apart when abstracted from the
thing which possesses them. He maintains that the pro-
bandum is a particular case of M as qualified by P—or,
symbolised, neither P, nor SP, but SMP. In other words,
inference is the passage from XMP to SMP. M is seen to be
probative of P in XMP, and inference is the process of para-
marsa, through which we see that it is also probative of P
in SMP. There is no such thing as abstract connection of
Yroperties M 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
what we should call a Fourth Figure conclusion. He puts the
question in the form: Can we have as our probandum P-
qualified-by-S (dharmi-visista-dharma), or must our probandum
always be S-qualified-by-P (dharma-visista-dharmin)?? 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
attack on the doctrine of universal connections between
abstract qualities, substituting for vyapii as the nerve of in-
ference the more concrete conception of pardmarsa, the connec-
tion of properties in their subject (dharmin). This is inaccord

_with the original teaching of the school, for both the Stira and
the Bhdsya formulate inference as based on the likeness of the
case under investigation to examples (ud@harana-sadharmya),
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 Nydya school had
adopted the doctrine of vya@pt from Vaisesika-Bauddha logic.

1 Vatsydyana uses these phrases, saying that sadhya may have either
of these meanings. (NBh, p. 41,1 10[on NS, 1, 1, 36).)

.

¢ Fourth
Figure’ con-
clusions.

The para-
deigmatic
syllogism.



76 FRAGMENTS FROM DINNAGA

Thus the Canons of Syllogism, as formulated in the trawripya
and in the conception of trilaksana hetu, 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’ (ud@harana,
nidarsana) to that ‘ member’ of the syllogism.
Trairipya, or  Dinnaga’s formulation of the trasréipya agrees with that
g;ﬁg;;;, cited by Prasastapada as from an earlier Vaidesika writer
Fragment H. (p. 23): a valid reason is (i) a property of S, (ii) which is
present in cases like S, and (iil) absent in cases unlike S.
This teaching merely draws out the implications of the earliest
Navyayika view of inference, though the explicit formulatiort
of it probably came from the Vaisesika school, and was no
doubt partly suggested by the classification of fallacies as
contradictory (asat)* and inconclusive (samdigdha) in the
Vaisesika Sutra; 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
trairiipya 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 (keva-
l@nvayin), no negative instances being available, or purely nega-
tive (kevalavyatirekin), no positive instances being available
(pp. 24-25); (2) that it is necessary to insert restrictive phrases

! asat is usually interpreted as =asiddha, the ¢ unreal’ reason which
is not in fact found in 8. So Keith, IL4, p. 133, following what appears
to be Prasastapida’s interpretation of the sifrw. But Prasastapada
is really reading two classes—asiddhe and viruddha—into the one
‘rabrie, asat, of the siira. The example given by the siitra—* this is a
horse because it has horns "’—is almost certainly intended as an example
of a middle which proves the contradictory (viruddha): though of course
horses have no horns, and therefore the example would also exemplify
asiddha. It seeins to me that the conception of asiddha is a relatively
late addition to the classification of fallacies. The swdigdha and the
viruddha of course break the second and third canons respectively—

 presence only in the sapaksa, and absence in the vipaksa.
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in each canon—= is only M (=AUl Sis M); only XP is M (=4l

M is P); M is only-not X-non-P (=M never is non-P)—in order

to exclude the cases of illicit minor (asiddha) and undistributed

middle or illicit major (samdigdha). 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 S is not M.! 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 trasriapyo is

really a statement of the canons of the older or paradeigmatic
syllogism.

" A formal syllogistic was developed, perhaps by Difnaga, Formal logic
out of the trawripya. The hetu-cakra, or scheme of Nine f(fggg::yl-
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 sapaksa XP and the vipakse 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 (sapaksa-vyapaka, sapaksatkadesavriti, sapaksavrits); and
similarly in all, some, or no non-P (vipaksavyapaka, vipaksai-
kadesavyite, vipaksavriti). Two types are valid (sapaksavya-

1 This is the criticism which Dharmalkirti 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 {rair@pya 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 finst canon, Dinndga seems to have left the meaning of anumeya
ambiguous. It might mean P in the abstract; in which case Uddyo-
takara’s objection that there is no statement of the requirement that
S must be M will be justified; and further, the second and third canons
become otiose, since the first one states that Al M is P. And if it means
S, then there will be in the frairipya no statement of the vydpti 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-vipaksavrits, and sapaksaikadesavriti-vipaksavriti); two
are contradictory or viruddha (sepaksavrtic-vipaksavyapaka,
and sapaksavytti-vipaksatkadesavrtti); the other five are
inconclusive or anifecitw, though one of them (sapaksavriti-
vipaksavrtli, where M isa peculiar property of P, so that neither
positive nor negative instances are forthcoming) holds a
special position and is called asddharana.! Uddyotakara
arguesin the first place that an as@dhdrana-dherma or peculiar
property of S may bea valid reason if there are no instances of
non-P; and he points outin the second place that the example
which the Bauddha 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 Bauddha ought to provide a place for valid purely
positive arguments,? 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 M to 8, ¢.e. the first canon, thus arriving at the
conception of the reason with three characteristics (frilaksana-
hetu) as alone valid: those which have only one or two of
the characters being (i) unreal (asiddha), (ii) inconclusive
(samdigdha), or (iii) contradictory (viruddha). 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 (avidyamdanasapaksa, avidyamanavipaksa) and the
cases where there are instances of P or of non-P, and M is not found in
these instances (sapaksavriti, vipaksavriti). On the basis of this dis-
tinction he is able to recognise as valid the purely positive argument
or kevalanvayin (avidyemanavipakse-sapaksavyarake), and the purely
negative argument (avidyamanasapaksa-vipaksdavriti) such as *the
organism is endowed with a soul because it has vital functions.” This
latter, which was subsequently called the kevalavyatirekin, he sometimes
denominates the avily-hetu, sometimes simply vyatirekin, and definitely
asserts its validity. Asregards 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 Nyaya 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 argu-
menbum ad hominem that the Bauddhe 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 negative
arguments, or are given by the Bauddha 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 (uddharanabhdsa), which speaking very roughly might
be equated with ‘inductive fallacies’; and fallacies of the
thesis oxr Proposition.
1. Fallacies of the middle term include, besides the unreal, 1. Hetvabhasa.
the inconclusive, and the contradictory reasons econnected
with the formal syllogistic outlined in the preceding para-
graphs, the case of antinomy or antinomic reason (viruddha-
vyabhicarin). An antinomy would exist where two otherwise The anti-
valid reasons led to contradictory conclusions. This concep- ;gm&gge
tion was accepted by the later Nyaya school, under the title
of satpratipaksa; but Prasastapada 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;! or else the co-
existence in the Subject of a pair of properties, which, taken
alone, lead to contradictory conclusions, is a peculiar property
(asadharana) of the subject in question, in which case it falls
under his rubric of anadhyavasita, an appearance of reason
which really leads to no conclusion at all. For Prasastapada Prasasta-
. . . . - . ada’s eriti-
rejects Dinnaga’s classification of the asadhdrana as a species cism of Din-
of inconclusive argument (sardigdha, aniscita), on the ground 238% treat-
that a doubtful reason is one in which there is some evidence ?:ﬁi’c”f:al.m
though the evidence is inconclusive; whereas in the case of
an asadharana-dharma or peculiar property there are from the
1 He uses the word viruddha of such a reason—which does not mean
the viruddha-hetvabhdasa, but stands for viruddha as used in the names

of the varieties of pratijfiagbhasa.
- hl
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nature of the case no similar cases, and therefore 70 evidence at
all; and mere absence of evidence is not a ground of doubt
(semdehakarana), but leads to no conclusion at all (adhyava-
sayam na karott)—not even to an inconclusive conclusion.

One fragment (pp. 34-36) indicates some doubt on Dinnéga’s
partas 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 (hefv@bhasa). His scheme of Seven Types
referred to above would suffice to prove this, and Sugiura
states explicitly that he did so in the Nydya-dvara. But
here we find him saying that valid and fallacious middles are
alike paksadharma, resident in S,—which accords with his
ignoring of the first canon in his scheme of Nine Types.

2. Fallacies of the thesis correspond to the badhita fallacy
of the classical Nyaya, which held that the valid reason must
be possessed not only of the three characters formulated in
the travréipya, but also of two further characters—it must not
be satpratipaksa, or antinomised, and it must not be badhita, or
annulled by prior knowledge. The valid reason is therefore
described as paficarupopapanna, possessed of five characters.
Details of the fallacies of thesis have been given at pp. 62-64,
supra. 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
court 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 S or P or both at once (S qualified
by P, SP), gave a very elastic character, at first to the first
canon of the frasriipye,! 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 at p. 70, supra) that
Prasastapada used the same names for certain varieties of
udaharanabhase which he had already used for certain varieties
of asiddha-hetvabhasa.

A fallacy of exemplification is committed when the example
ndduced does not show concomitance between M and P, or
does not prove a universal connection between them in the
form All M is P. This corresponds to the vydpyatvasiddha of
the later schools (Keith, ILA4, p. 145). An unreal reason,
for Dinnaga and Prasastapida, is a property (i) the residence
of which in the Subject is denied by both parties; oris (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 sense which would admit of the attribution of
qualities to it as their possessor).?

1 The confusion as to the meaning of the first canon is very plain in
Pradastapida and Dinnaga, 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 ILA4, pp. 137, 140. I do not think that
there is any difference between the senses in which Prasastapada and
Dinnéga interpreted the first canon. The meaning of it is equally
indeterminate for either.

2 The names of these varieties in Prasastapada are ubhaydsiddha,
anyatarasiddha, svabhavasiddha, and anumeydasiddha. Cf. HIL, p. 293.

As names of fallacies of exemplification ubhaydsiddhe means that
the example adduced possesses neither M nor P, while anumeyasiddha
means that it does not possess P.
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¢ Inference for Another.

It was characteristic of Vaudesika-Bauddhe logic to draw
sharply the distinction, which had not been made clear in the
Nyaya Satra and Bhasyc, between inference as a mental
process (svarthanumana) and inference expressed in words
(pararthanumana, ‘ 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.?
Inference as a mental process involves only two elements or_
premises: observation of the middle or mark (lénga-darsana),
and remembrance of the universal connection between the
mark and the property to be proved (vyapti-smarana). When
expressed in words for the information of others, a syllogism
has five members according to the Nydya and Vaisesika
schools—henceits name, paficivaysvavikya. Butthe Bauddha
seems to have regarded two of the ‘ members * as superfluous,
namely the upanaye, or application, and the nigamana, or
conclusion.

The Nyaya Suira 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
(va@kya) in which it finds expression. Thus the Proposition is
defined as ““ the statement of the probandum * (sadhya-nirdesoh
pratijfid); the Reason, as “ the means of proving the probandum
from likeness to the example ” (ud@harana-sadharmydt sadhya-
sadhanam hetuh); 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 -arthe in this compound has the meaning ‘ for the sake of,’
since Prasastapida uses the term sva-niscitarthanumadna, which would
mean inference of a thing ascertained by oneself.

2 Keith, ILA4, p. 107.
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inference ”  (sadhya-sadharmyat tad'-dharma-bhavs dystanta
udaharanam). 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 view
Vasubandhu is justified in saying the three members are badly Vasubandhu’s
formul.a.ted (trayo *vayavad durvihitdh, p. 25) in Aksapida’s ;::zfgimm
definition. The Bouddha himself gives separate definitions

of the probandum as such (paksa) and of the statement of the
probandum (pratijfia; see footnote to p. 27). Dinnaga follows Dinnaga’s
the line taken up by Vasubandhu in his criticism of the oce™
definition of the Reason (pp. 43-45). N

Validity.

The problem of the validity of knowledge took in the Indian
schools the form of asking whether the validity and invalidity
(pramanya, apramanya) of cognition is apprehended from the
cognition itself (svatak) or from some extrinsic source (paratah).
The schools are classified according to their answer to this
question in some well-known lines cited in the Ta@rkika-raksa
of Varada Raja, from which we learn that the Bauddhas held
that invalidity is intrinsic to a cognition as such, validity
extrinsic toit. 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 t I
one has seen for oneself.” If the Bauddha accepts no reason, (if'gmen

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

-
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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
an inference himself. His definition of Discussion (vada) 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).

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 {samuv;ti, p. 53).

So far asinferenceis concerned, then, Dinnéga is a thorough-
going idealist. Itis onlyin 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.”?

 onika-svapna-vat : which is equivalent, as noted by Keith, to the

modern philosopher’s remark that a consistent sensationalist should be
speechless.
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ablative case, 37, 40 and n. 1, 41,
42, 43, 46

action or movement, karma, a
Vaisesika category and one of
the five predicables, 58-59, 66,
71

aﬁrmgtive example, sapakse, g.v.,

7,7

affirmative reason, anvayin, keva-
lanvayin, gq.v, 7

aggregative restriction, samucciya-
mandradharanae, g.v., 17,77 n. 1

antinomy,  viruddhavyabhicarin,
68, 69, 79

application, upanaya, 45, 82

Barbara, 31 n. 2

burden-bearer, sitre of the, 5n. 1

canons of syllogism, trairipye,
22-23, 24-25, 66, 76

categories, paddrtha, 7, 58

Chattopadhyidya, Ksetresachan-
dra, 3n. 2

class-character, jati, sdmanya, 68

colour, ripea, 11, 16, 72

comparison, wupamana, 5 n. 3,
48-51, 71 v

conjunction, samyoga, 68

contact, of organ and object, 14-
16, 73

contradictory reason, viruddia,
3landn.3,76andn. 1

Cordier, H.,2n.1

determinate perception, savikal-
paka, 66, 72

‘Dhruva, A. B.,63n.1

dialectical appearances of refuta-
tion, dasanabhdsa, jati, 70

ding-an-sich, 81n.1, 45

distance, perception of, 15, 73

distribution of terms, 35

dream, dumb man’s, 84

example, udaharana, drsianta, 5
n. 3, 36-46 passim, 69; some-
times in the sense of exempli-
fication

exemplification, uddha-r;z.na, nidar-
Suna, statement of likeness to
the example, third member of
the syllogism or major premise,
25, 26, 28, 76, 82

existence, 57, 58, 73

external existence, external object,
52, 53

fallacies, classification of, in V'S, 67

fallacies of exemplification, nidar-
Sanabhasa, udaharanabhasa, 69-
70,79, 80, 81 and n. 2

fallacies of middle term, hetra-
bhasa, 7, 29, 30 and n. 1, 34,
79-80

fallacies of proposition or thesis,
pratijiabhasa, 62-65, 79, 80

fiction of the understanding, kal-
pand, vikalpa, 11, 45, 53, 71

five-membered statement, paficd-
vayava-vakya, syllegism, 45, see
82

fourth figure of syllogism, 75

generality, samanya, 65-66, 71

genitive case, 20 and nn. 2 and 3,
41

idealist, idealistic, 12 n. 2, 54, 84

ideality, of reasoning and its
objects, 51-54, see 84

illicit major, 77

illicit minor, 77

impressions (mental), vdsand, 53

inconclusive reason, aniscila,
samdigdha, 31, 78

inference, 6, 73 (based on three
kinds of middle term); 25 (for
oneself and for another); 68,
74 (based on real relations); 51-
54, 84 (merely ideal construc-
tion)

inference for another, pardrthanu-
mdna, 5 n. 3, 25, 28-29, 82, 83

inference for oneself, svarthanu-
mdna, 5 n. 3, 25,47,82and n. 1

inherence, samardyas, 58, 68

85

a



86 FRAGMENTS FROM DINNAGA

inseparable connection, wydpii, | particularity, visesa, one of the
avindbhdve, 52, 54, 69, 73, 74 I five predicables, 66

introspection, mdnasu-pratyaksa, | perieptlon, 3n. 3, 8-13, 49, 71-73,
10n.1,73 !

Jha, Ganganatha, 22n. 2, 24 n. 1, ; Péri, Néel, 2 n. 2
26andn. 2,27 n. 1, 35n. 2,36, | permanent existents, 57 and n. 2
39n.1,41n.1,51n. 1, 55n. 1, | Poussin, L. de la Vallée, 56 nn. 2
68 ! and3,57n.1

Keith, A. B.,2n.2, 4 n.1,22n. 1, | predicables, the five, videsana, 65-

53-54, 67,81 and n. 1,82n.2,; 66,71,72

84n.1 | predication, validity of, 72
Ksetre$achandra Chattopadhya- | probandum, anuwmeye, sadhya,
va,3n.2 P ogqo. _
likeness, irrelevant, 37 n. 2, 38 i probans, hetu, sadhana, 46, ete.
locative case, 20 n. 2. I probans-probanduin relation, ideal-

logic, Buddhist, 12 and n. 2, 84 ity of the, 51-54
(realism in); 70 (ofishoot of | proof, 29, 83
Nydys); 69 (similarity to Vai- @ * proposition,’ pratijiid, first mem-
Sesike logic) ! ber of syllogism, 25, 26, 28, 38,
M, symbol for middle term, 19, i 52, 53, 82
34, 35, ete. ! pure percept, 11, 66, 84
major premise, uddharane, nidar- | quality, guna, a TVaisesika cate-
sana,20n.4,31n.2 gory, and one of the five pre-
major term, sadhya-dharma, anu- | dicables, 66, 71
meya, 32, ete. quaternio terminorum, T4
mark (inferential), middle term, | realism,realist, 12andn. 2, 54, 72,

6,20 n. 4. 84
members of the syllogism, avd- ! reason (1), ketw in the sense of
yave, 25, 26, 27, 38, 83 i middle term, 5 n. 3, 34, 35,
middle term, five characters of ete.
(paficaripa), 80 ‘reason’ (2), hetu as the statement
middle term, hetu, lisiga, 5 n. 3, of reason or second member of
31, ete. syllogism, 25, 26, 28, 34-36,
middle term, three characters of 82, 83
(trairapya), 22-25 relations, imposed by thought on
minor term, sadhya-dharmin, pak- reality, 53, cf. 84
sa, q.v. relations, real, as the basis of
momentariness, doctrine of, 57 inference, 68, 74
and n. 2,72, 73, cf. 84 Ronki (Chinese equivalent of
name (one of the five predicables), Vada-vidhi), 27
66,cf. 9 Ronshiki (Chinese equivalent of
negative example, vipaksa, 7, 76 Vada-marga), 27
negative reason, vyatirekin, kevala- | Ronshin (Chinese equivalent of
vyatirekin, 7 Vade-keusala), 27
nine types of syllogism, hefu-cakra, | S, symbol for minor term, 19, 34,
29-33, 66-67, 77 .35, ete.
non-P, X-non-P, symbol for vi- | septenary of syllogisms, 24-25,
peksa, negative case, 40, 41, ete. 30n. 1, 33,78, 80
object (of apprehension), grahya, simlz)leapprehension,'nirvikalpaka.,
, 7 .
P, symbol for major term, 19, ete. | Socmock, Chinese name for Aksa-
paradeigmatic syllogism, 75, 77 pada, 48 andn. 1, 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 Dinnaga, 69; inference, 35, ete.
reasserted by Uddyotakara, 75 | specific character, 71

.
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Steherbatsky, Th., 2 n. 2, 4 n. 1,
5andn. 2, 54, 61, 64, 65
Strauss, O.,4n.1

‘subject’ of inference, the wnu- |

meyew or pakse, roughly the
minor term, 43, etc.

substance = dravys (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 n. 3, 27, 48,
61, 62, 66, 69, 80

Tanjur, the, 1 n. 3

testimony, sabde-pramana, 5 n. 3,
49, 52,71, 82

Thomas, F. W.,, 2 n. 1, 3 n. 2,
3ln.1

three characters of a valid middle
term, traitripya, trilaksane-hetu,
5n. 3, 22-25

Tripitaka, the Chinese, 1 n. 3

Ui, H., 1n. 3, 61, 62, 64

ultimate differences, wvisese, a
Vaisesika category, 58

undistributed middle, 77

87

universal, the, s@manye, (cannot
inhere in certain categories),
56-60, 67-68; (ubiquitousness
of), 58, 67; (eternality of),
59, 72; (not subjective), 67;
(not localised), 67; (conditions
of manifestation), 6S; (reality
of, and validity of predication),
72; (a separate ‘category), 72;
(perceptible), 72

universal proposition, vyapti (said
to have been introduced by
Dinniga), 69

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

validity of knowledge, 83-84

Vidyabhiisana, S. C., passim

vision, 14-16

visual organ, 15, 73

wheel of reasons, hetu-cakra, 34

wholes, perceptibility and reality
of, 72,73

words, relation of, to things, 39
and n. 2

XP, X-non-P, symbols for affirma-
tive instance (sapakse) and
negative instance (vipaksa),
passim

II. SANSKRIT

amsa, ekudesw, one of the two
terms, M and P, of an inference,
7, 46, 47, 48

aksa, sense-organ, eye, 14

Aksa-carana = Aksapada, 57

Aksapada (Gautama, Gotama), 1 -

n. 1,7, 25, 26, 66, 70, 83

adhikarane, function of the loca- |

tive case, 20 n. 2

adhyavaseya, 12 n. 2

adhyavasiya, 80

anadhyavasita, a variety of fal-
lacious middle, the reason which
leads to no conclusion at all,
¢ non-sequitur,’ 32 (n. 4 to p. 31),
79

aniscite = samdigdha, savyabhicira,
variety of fallacious middle, the
inconclusive reason, 30, 31 n. 4,
78,79

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

anupalabdhi, non-perception, one

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

anumate, the methodological prin-
ciple (tantra-yulti) of tacit ac-
ceptance, 13, 14

anumdna, 8, 7, 21-22, 22 (Section
11) ‘

anumdane-viruddha, a variety of
fallacious thesis, contradicted
by inference, 62, 63 and n. 1

! anumdananumeya-bhave (-vyarehd-

ra), 51, 52

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

anumeydasiddha (enumeya-vyavri-
ta), a variety of fallacious ex-
emplification, 69-70; a variety
of unreal middle, 70. See 81
andn. 2

anustubh, 22,27 n. 1

anyatarasiddha, variety of asiddha,
81n.2

By
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anveyin, affirmative form of syl- |
logism, 31 n. 2 i

apuricchinna-desa, not localised
(2 characteristic of the uni-
versal), 67

apoha, 5n.3,7, 72

apoha-vade, 7, 59

aprapya-karitva, the doctrine that
a sense-organ functions with-

out contact with its object, 15, |

73
abhidhana, statement, 37-38
abhidheya, thing stated, 37-38

abhyupagata-viruddhe, a variety |
of fallacious thesis contradicted :

by authority, = agama-viruddha,
63

aprémanys, invalidity, 83

artha, thing, 52, 54, 73

artha-kriya-karitve, the doctrine
that existence means practical
efficacy, 57

artha-sastra, 40

avadhdrana, restriction of a predi-
cate to a class, 7, 35

avayave, member of the syllogism,
25, 83

avidyemdana-vipaksa, an argaument
in which no negative instances
are available, 78 n. 1

avidyamdna-sapakse, an argument
in which no positive instances
are available, 78 n. 1

avinabhdra, inseparable connec-
tion, =wyapti, 69, 74

avisamvade, 17 (Section 8), 18

avita-hetu, = kevala-vyatirekin, 78
n.l

avyapadesya, 68

avyabhicira, conclusiveness of a
reason, unfailing accompani-
ment of M by P, 18 (Section 19),
19,37 n.2

avyapakae, not resident in all, 35,
46

Asanga, 2 n. 2

asat, variety of fallacious middle,
76 andn. 1

asapakse (= vipaksa),
instance, 29, 30

asadhdrana, a variety of fallacious
middle, where M is peculiar
to S, 32 (n. 4 to p. 31), 78,
79

asiddha (-hetvabhdsa), a variety of

negative

fallacious middle, where M fails

-
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to reside in S, 30 n. 1, 70, 76
n.1,77,78,80,8l andn. 2

akara, jhanakdra, presentation
(mental), 11, 58

. dgama, 48, 49, 51, 52
| agama-viruddhae, a variety of fal-

lacious thesis, 63 and n. 1
atman, 6

: atma-samvedya, 9

aptodesa, definition of Swbda, 17,
18

Alwmbana-pariksa, 1n. 3, 29, 53

Alambana-pariksa-vrtts, 1 n. 3,
53

alocana-matre, bare intuition, 72

asrayasiddha, a variety of falla-
cious exemplification, 69

it,34n. 2,39

| ndriya, 6, 13, 14

udaharana (1) example=dystanta, ™
and (2) exemplification, the
third member of the syllogism
=nidar$ona, 7, 20 n. 4, 36-46
passim, 48, 51, 82-83

udaharana-sidharmya, likeness to
example as instrument of proof,
36-46 passim, 75-76, 82

udaharendabhdse, fallacious exem-
plification, 80, 81

Uddyotakara, cited passim ; his
attack on the doctrine of vyapti,
69, 74-75; his ignoring of Vai-
Sesika logic, 69, ¢f. 62; his ob-
servations on fallacies of thesis,
62-63; criticism of the trairipye,
76-77; view of pwrely positive
and purely negative reasons,
78 and nn. 1 and 2, 79

upanays, the application, fourth
member of syllogism, 42, 51, 82

upamana, comparison, one of the
four pramina’s of the Nyayo,
7, 48-51

ubhkayasiddha  (ubhaya-vydvrita),
variety of fallacious exemplifica-
tion, 69, 70; variety of asiddha-
het;dbhdsa, 70. See 81 and
n.

ekadesa, the two terms in an
inference, M and P, 20 n. 1, 48

ekadesa-vrititva =avyipaka, resi-
ggnce in some but not all cases,

ekadesin, the Subject, or possessor
of the two terms in an inference,
SorSP,20n. 1,48
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eva, 17

Kana-bhaksa, =Kanada, 57

Kaniada, 57

karma, movement, a VaisSesika
category, and one of the pre-
dicables, 59

karma-dh@raye compound, 21, 22

kalpand, ideal element in percep-
tion, 9, 65, 66, 71

kalpanapodhd, the pure percept,
divested of ideal elements, 8,
66, 71

karake, the functions conveyed
usually by case-inflections,
20 n. 2, 41

karana-samagri, totality of causal
conditions, 68

karya, effect, one of the three

varieties of inferential mark or :

middle term, 6
Kalidasa, 3 and n. 2
Kasyapa, 66
Kirti =Dharmakirti, 8, 26

Kumarila Bhatta, 13n. 1,20 n. 4, |

21, 29, 48, 53,74, 75

kurvad-ripa, momentary colloca-
tion of conditions regarded as
cause, 57 n. 2

kevala-vyatirekin, purely negative
reason, 76, 78 n. 1

kevald@nvayin, purely positive rea-
son, 76, 78 and n.. 2

ksana, ksanika, momentary exis-
tent, 14, 57, 71, 73

ksepdyoga, impossibility that a

cause should postpone the pro- |

duction of its effects, 57 n. 2
gamaka, probans, 20 n. 1, 48
gamya, probandum, 20 n. 1, 48
gatha, 56
guna, quality, a Vaisesika category

and one of the predicables, 66
Gotama, Gautama, 70
grahya, the reality grasped in

perception, cf. adhyavaseya, 11,

12and n. 2,71
grahya-dharme =paksa-dharma, @

property possessed by the Sub-

ject of an inference, 7, 46, 69
Jati(1)=samanya, genusor species,

class-nature, 9, 66
jati (2)=dasanabhasa, dialectical

gppea,rance of refutation, 5 n. 3,

, 70
JRanakara, &kdra, presentation,
11, 58 '
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tat-tulya =sapalksa, 5n. 3, 7, 22, 23
tad-anvita =tat-tulya, 23
tantra-yukti, methodological prin-
ciples of a $dstra, 13, 14
tarka-sasira, attributed to Vasu-
bandhu, 27
Tarkika-raksa, 83
Tri-kala-pariksa, 1 n. 3
tri-laksana-hetu, a middle term
possessing the three characters
laid down in the trairapya, 24,
25,34 1n.2,47,76,78
frairipya, the three characters of
a valid middle term, 5 n. 3, 7,
23, 24, 33, 36 n. 1, 47, 48, 66-
67,76, 77 and n. 1, 80, 81
Dinnaga, passim ; (referred to by
i name in citations), 1 and n. 1,
8, 14, 16, 17, 18, 23, 29, 42, 46,
I 49, 51, 52, 59; (realist tendency
i inhis logic), 12 and n. 2, 54-84;
(his idealism), 54, 84; (his intro-
duction of the universal pre-
. mise), 69; (on fallacies), 79-81
! dasanabhase, fallacious appear-
ance of refutation=jatt, 70
i drstinta, probative example =udd-
harana, 83
! dravya, substance, g.v., 16, 66
dharma =sadhya-dharma, proban-
dum or major term, 18, 19
i dharma-dharmi-bhava (or -nyaye),
relation or rubric of property
! and property-possessor, 51, 52
i Dharmakirti, author of the Nyaya-
bindu, 8 and n. 1, 12 n. 2, 26,
27n.2,77n.1
i dharme-visista-dharmin,
fied-by-P, 75
dharmin=sadhya-dharmin,  pro-
perty-possessor, subject of the
property to be proved, minor
term, 18, 19andn. 1,75
dharmi-visista-dharma,
fied-by-S, 75
Dharmottara, author of the Nya-
ya-bindu-1ikd, 12 n. 2
nantariyakarthe, a thing insepar-
ably connected with another
thing, 7, 21, 22, 23, 51, 52
néma-jati-yojapd, explanation of
kalpand, 9, cf. 66
Narikda-dvipa, 22 n. 2
nidarsans =udaharana, third mem-
ber of the syllogism, exempli-
fication or major premise, 48

A

i
|

S-quali-

P-quali-
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nigemana, conclusion or fifth
member of syllogism, 82

nirvikalpele-jhana, ‘simple ap-
prehension,’ cf. savikalpalka, vi-
halpa, 10n. 1, 72

Nyaya-Landali, 9n. 1

Nyaya-dvare, 1 n. 3, 48, 61-70
(esp. 61, 64), 80

Nyaya-pravese, 1 n. 3, 2and n. 1,
4,27n.1, 31 n. 1, 61-70 (esp.
61, 64)

Nyaye-bindu, 4n.2,27n.2

Nyaya-bhasya, 2, 14, 48, 65, 66,
73,175, 82

Nyaye-ratndkare (of Parthasi-
rathi Misra, ¢.v.), 28, 52

Nyaya-vartiika, passim. See list
of contents

Nyaya-varttika-tatpurya-ttka, pas-
sim. See list of contents

Nyaya-sitre, 6, 7, 8, 14, 17, 18,
25, 28, 33, 38, 48, 50, 51, 52,
53, 66, 67,70, 73, 75, 82

paksa, thesis, the Subject of in-
ference, minor term, 17, 24, 25,
27n. 1, 32, 46, 47, 83

paksa-dharma, a middle term as
resident in the Subject of the
inference, 29, 30 and n. 1, 34-
36, 80

paksa-dharmata, residence of M in
S,7,20n. 4, 33, see 34-36

paksabhisa, fallacious thesis=pra-
tijhabhasa, 27 n. 1

paficemi, ablative case-inflection,
36,37n.1, 42

pafica-ripopapanna, middle term
possessed of five characters,
80

paficavayave-vakyae, the five-mem-
bered statement of inference,
23, 37, 38, 42, 48, 82

parate)-pramanye, validity ex-
trinsic to cognition, 84

pardmarsa, 13

pararthanumane, inference ex-
pressed in words, 25, 28, 29,
38n.1, 82

paricchedaka, 9

Panini, 20 n. 2

Parthasarathi Miséra, author of
Nyaya-ratnikara, 20 n. 4, 52, 53

prihutara-grahana, perception of
objects larger than the eye,
15

prakdra, predicate, 38, 39

FRAGMENTS FROM DINNAGA

pratiji@, the ‘Proposition,” first
member of the syllogism, 7,
13 n. 1, 25, 26, 27 and n. 1, 38,
51, 52, 56, 82, 83

pratijiiabhdsa, fallacious proposi-
tion or thesis, 62, 79 n. 1, 80

pratyaksa, perception, 8 and n. 1,
9, 10, 11, ete.

pratyakse-viruddha, a variety of
fallacious thesis, 62

Prabhikara Misra, founder of the
Prabhdikara school of Mimdasd,
68

pramdng, instrament of know-
ledge, 6, 71 (only two ’8);
48, 49, 50, 51, 52

Pramana-samuccaye, 1, 6-8, 61 et
PASSIM

Pramana-samuccaya-vriti, 1 n. 3,
17,22,23,40n. 1,47 -

prameya, 6, 13, 14

Prasastapida, 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,
82n.2

Prasastapada-bhasya, 17, 23, 27
n. 1, 48, 60, 61, 61-70, 72

proasiddha-viruddha (?), kind of
fallacious thesis, 63

prapti= samnikarsa, contact of
organ with object in perception,
14

pramanye, validity, 84

bahij-sad-asattva, bahyarthe, exter-
nal existence, external object,
51, 52

badhita, annulled reason, a variety
of fallacious middle, 80

buddhi, 51, 52

buddhyaridhe, illusorily imposed
on reality by thought, 51, 52

bhadanta, 17 (Section 8), 27 n. 1,
28n. 1adfin., 37n. 1,42, 49

matup (-pratyaya), the possessive
suffix -mat, 20 n. 3

manas, the organ of attention and
of inner sense, 6, 13-14, 73

Maidhavacarya, Madhava, author
gf) the Sarva-dar$ana-samgraha,

manasa-pratyekse, inner sense-
perception, 10 n. 1, 73

Mallindtha, 3 n. 2

Mimaimsaka, 7
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maka-seapne, dumb man’s dream, | vipaksid visesap, definition of

incommunicable, 84
Megha-dita, 3and n. 2
meya = anumeya, the probandum,

18
Yogacara, idealist, = vijRanavadin,

6,12
laghara, parsimony in expression,

55n.2
linge, inferential mark or middle

term, = hetu, 18,19
linga-darsana, one of two factors

in inferential knowledge, 82
lingasiddhe  (linga-vyavrtta), a

variety of the fallacies of ex-

emplification, 69, 70
loka-viruddha, a variety of falla-

cious thesis, 63 and n. 1
Varada Réaja, 83
Vasubandhu, 2 and n. 2, 3 n. 1,

10 and n. 2, 11, 12, 25-28, 54,

55, 56 and n. 1, 71, 82, 83
v@kyamsae, member of the pafi-

cavayarva-vakya or syllogism, 36,

412

Vicaspati Misra, passim

Vitsyayana, 2, 7, 13, 14, 50, 51,
52, 65, 66, 67,73,74,75n. 1

vade, 26, 27, 39, 54-56, 84

Vada-vidhana, 26 n. 2, 55 n. 2

Vada-vidhana-tikd, 26 n. 2,28n. 1,
56

Vada-vidhi, 26 and n. 2, 27, 55
n. 2, 56

vadabhidhane, 26 n. 2, 55 and
n, 2

Varttika= Nyaya-varttika

varitike,24n.1,41n. 1

vdsand, mental impression,
trace left on the mind, 51

Vasubandhava, 10, 26

vikalpu, ideal element in percep-
tion, cf. kalpand, 36, 51

vikalpa-viruddhe (?), a variety of
fallacious thesis, = anumana-vi-
ruddha, 62

vijfiand - vada, vijfidna - vadin,
(idealism, idealist = Yogacdra),
12

vipaksa, negative instance, or case
in which the property to be
proved is absent, 24, 25, 30, 31

or

and n. 1, 32, 40 n. 2, 41 and |

n.1,46,47,76n.1,77

!

vipaksa-vydpaka, a middle found !

in all non-P, 77

i

hetu,33n.2,40n. 2

vipaksavriti, a middle never found
in non-P, 77

vipaksailedesa-vrtti, a middle
found in some non-P, 77

viruddhe (-hetvabhasa), contradic-
tory reason, variety of fal-
lacious middle term, 30, 69, 78,
79n.1

viruddh@vyabhicarin,  antinomic
reason. one of a pair of mutually
contradictory but apparently
conclusive reasons, 68, 68-69,
79

vivarana, ?=wrtti, ie. Pramdna-
samuccaye-vriti, 46, 47

visesa (1), ultimate difference, a
Vaisesika category, 58

visesw (2), species, specific dif-
ference, one of the predicables,
66

visesana, the five predicables, 6,
65, 66, 52

U vriti= Pramana - samuccaya - vyiti,

22, 23,47

Vaibhasika, 12and n. 2

Vaisesila commentators before
Prasastapida, 64, 65, 76

Vaisesika-siatra, 14, 17, 65, 67,
68,76andn.1

vyapadisyate, vyapadesys, 8 n. 1,

’ ’ 1

vyapekae, pervading, i.e. resident
inall, 35andn. 1

vyapta, pervaded, i.e. invariably
accompanied, 7, 46, 47, 69,
74

vyapti, pervasion, i.e. inseparable
accompaniment, esp. of M by
P in an inference, 31 n. 2, 48,
67, 69, 74, 77 and n. 1

vyapti-smarana, one of the two
factors in inference, 82

vyapyatrasiddha, variety of fal-

, lacious middle, 81

Samkara Svamin, 1 n. 3, 61

Sabda (-pramana), testimony, one
of the four means of knowledge
of the Nyaya, 6,7, 17-18

Sastra, sastratva, 55 and n. 2

Stoka-varttika,12,13n.1,20 0. 1,

3and 4, 21,28,51 .

sasthl, sixth or genitive case,
inflection, 19, 20 n. 2, 36,
42
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samwyli, phenomenal existence, 10,
53, 84

samvedya, 9, 73

sujutiya, similar case=sapakse,
30, 33

samjr G-swmngiii-sambandhe, rela-
tion between name and thing
named, the knowledge obtained
through wpamana, 49

sattd-samanya, the universal ‘ Be-
ing .’ existence as a universal, 57

sat-pralipaksa, antinomic reason,
79, 80

samdigdha, inconclusive middle
term =aniscita, savyabhicara, 31
n. 4,76, 78,79

samnikarsa, contact of organ with
object in perception, 6 ’

supaksa, affirmative instance, case
in which the propeérty to be
proved is present, 17, 24, 25, 29,
30 and n. 2, 31 nn. 1 and 2, 32
andn. 1,46,47,76n. 1,77

sepaksa-vyipaka, a middle found
inall XP, 77

supaksavriti, a middle never found
in XP, 77

sapakseikadese-vriti, a middle
found in some XP, 77

saptikd, septenary of types of
syllogism and paralogism, 24

samavays, the relation of inher-
ence, subsisting between whole
and parts, substance and quali-
ties, universal and particulars,
58,68

samucciyomandvadhdrana, aggre-
gative restriction, application
of the restrictive particle to a
collection of things, 16

sambhava, concomitance, 35

samyoge, the relation of °con-
junction’ which subsists be-
tween substances only, 68

Sarva-darsana-samgreha, 9 n. 1, !

12 and n. 2, 56-60

savikalpoke (-jiana), determinate
perception, as contrasted with
nirvikelpaka, 6, 72

sahakarin, an auxiliary circum-
stance determining a cause to
produce its effect, 57 n. 2

Samkhye, 6

sadrsya, 7, 49

sadhana, proof, probans, 20 n. 1,
30,36, 42, 44

sadharmya, likeness (of subject of
inference to example, as proving
the conclusion), 46-48, 75, 83

sadhya =anumeya, probandum, ma-
jor term, 7, 20 n. 1, 30, 36, 38,
42,74,75n. 1

santara-grahana, perception of
objects as at a distance, 14, 15

samanddhikaranya, the fact of re-
ferring to the same thing, as
when an adjective qualifies a
substantive, 42, 43

saimanya, the universal, a TVai-
Segika category, 6, 56-60, 58;
(one of the five predicables), 66

-s@manya, a thing considered in its
common or general character,
46,47, 48

samanya-visesa-bhave, relation of
genus to species, 42 -

sukha, 6,13, 14

Subandhu =Vasubandhu, 25, 26
andn.1,27 and n. 1, 54,55 n. 1,
56

sitra (Bauddha), 11, 55, 56 and

1

n.

Seutrantika, 12 and n. 2, 33 n. 2

Seubandhave= Vasubandhava, g.v.,
26, 55

svutah-pramdnye, validity intrin-
sic to cognition, 83

svabhdva =tidaimya, identity, one
of the three kinds of inferential
mark, 6

svabhavasiddhe, variety of asid-
dha-hetvabhdse, 81 n. 2

svariipa, thing-in-itself, see sza-
laksena, 8 n. 1, 9; a character
as unrelated, 72

svariipa-sattd, unique mode of
existence, 58

svalaksane=ksane, momentary ex-
istent as ding-an-sich, 36, 42, 71

sva-vacana-viruddha, a variety of
fallacious thesis, 64

sva-$astra-viruddha, a variety of
fallacious thesis, 62, 63

sva-sarhvedana, seli-awareness of a
mental state, 9

svarth@numana, sveniscildrth@nu-
mdina, inference drawn by one-
self, opp. pardrthdnwmana, 7,
38n.1,82andn. 1

hetu (1). reason or middle term=
linga, 7, 24, 25, 33 and n. 2,
34andn.2,35n. 1, 46-48, 51
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hetu (2), statement of reason, | hefu -virfiika =the section on
second member of syllogism, hetw in  the Nyaya-varttika,
36-46, 48, 82 41n.1

hetu-cakra, wheel of reasons, i.e. | Hetu-vidyd-nyaya-pravesa-sastra =
the nine syllogistic types, 30 Nyaya-pravesa, g.v., 1 n. 3
n.1, 67,77, 78 hetvabhasa, fallacious middle term,

Hetu - cakra - gamaru (incorrectly 9, 29 (Section 15), 30 and n. 1,
“hamarw), 2n. 1, 33n. 1, 34 34,80







THE DIALECTICAL METHOD OF NAGARJUNA
Vigrahavyavartani
Kamaleswar Bhattacharya

The Vigrahavpavartani is a fundamental text of Madhyamaka
philosophy. It admirably illustrates the dialectical method followed
by Nagarjuna, the founder of the school, and also clarifies the
idea of Voidness (Simpatad) which has been so often misunderstood.

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 NYAYA 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 INDIAN LOGIC
S. Chandra Vidya Bhushan

This work deals with the history of Indian logic in regard
to Nyaya —one of thesix 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 thousand 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-
karana or Tarkadastra.

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 doctrine
of inference.

The book is written on scientific lines. It has drawn on original
sources—both Hindu and Jaina—exhaustively. Besides the
preface, introduction, foreword and table of contents, the work
contains several appendices and indexes. Rs. 60
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