Select Opinions

The Parijataharana :

A readable and interesting Mahikavya hitherto un-
published and affords interesting evidence of Kiavya composi-
tion and of the traditional pattern but unaffected by the
trammels of pedantry and ultralogical expression. ...Accomp-
lished [the] task with honesty, patience and scrupulous care....

—Prof. Sivaprasad Bhattacharya, Research Department,
Sanskrit College, Calcutta.

The Kavyalaksanaratnabri :

(a) ..Learned introduction brings together all the
important points about this ancient commentator. The com-

mentary is very valuable ...... useful indices,

.. It 1s a very
creditable performance....

—M.M. Dr. P. V. Kane, New Delhi.

(b) . A welcome addition to the commentary literature

on the Alamkarasistra. .. Being an early commentary ...it

has that additional freshness and authoritative value which
only early commentaries in a growing literature can have for
themselves. ...Taken great pains in presenting the text....

—Prof. Sivaprasad Bhattacharya.
The VaiSesikadar$ana :

(a) ...Published with great accuracy and study. .. It is
indeed a very interesting commentary, It throws light on
many obscure problems connected with the system itself. The
commentary is ...free from the influences of the style of the
later neo-nydya literature.... Valuable introduction...,

—Journal, G. N, Jha Research Institute, Vol, X1V, pp. 1;56—7
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Tonr GovernNMENT OF Buiau established the Mithila
Institute of Post-Graduate Studies and Research in Sanskrit
Learning at Darbhanga in 1951 with the object, inter-alia,
to promote advanced studies and research in Sanskrit
learning, to bring together the traditional Pandits with thetr
profound learning and the modern scholars with their techni-
que of research and investigations, to publish works of
permanent value to scholars. This Institute is one of the five
others planned by this Government asa token of their
homage to the tradition of learning and scholarship for
which ancient Bihar was noted. Apart from the Mithila
Institute, three others have been established and have been
doing useful work during the last three or four years—
Nalanda Institute of Research and Post-Graduate Studies in
Buddhist Learning and Pali at Nalanda, K. P. Jayaswal
Research Institute at Patna, and the Bihar Rashtra Bhasha
Parishad for research and advanced studies in Hindi at
Patna. In the establishment of the Mithila Institute the.
State Government received a generous donation from the
Maharajadhiraja of Darbhanga for construction of the
building on a plot of land also donated by him.

As part of this programme of rehabilitating and
re-orientation of ancient learning and scholarship, the editing
and publication of this Volume has been undertaken with
co-operation of scholars in Bihar and outside. The Govern-
ment of Bihar hope to continue to sponsor such projects
and trust that .this humble service to the world of scholar-
ship and learning would bear fruit in the fulness of time.
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Pretace

The following pages present the posthumous studies on
the History of Navya-Nydya in Mithila by the late Professor
Dineshchandra Bhattacharya who was a specialist in the much
neglected branch of Indology—Study of Mss. His contributions
on the History of Vaidyaka, Dharmaéastra, Navya-Nyaya and
Sanskrit Grammar scattered in the pages of different scholarly
journals will immortalise him. It was in his mature years that
he began to systamatise the results of his studies. His Bengali
work— Vange Navya-Nyaya-carca was well-received and fetched

for him the much coveted ‘Rabindra Prize’ from the Govern-
ment of West Bengal.

It was a matter of gratification that he accepted my offer
to write a volume on the History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila.
He came to Mithila and examined the Manuscript Libraries of
the Mithila Institute and Raj Darbhanga, thrown open to him.
But the beckon from beyond impelled him to make hurry and
he could inot finish the work on the plan chalked out. His
health was deteriorating rapidly and he breathed his last soon
after he handed the press copy of the present work over to me.

The work, however, will show that the author collected
every available material in India and abroad and gave his consi-
dered and impartial verdict on the problems taken up. It may
be hoped that it will serve as an invitation to younger scholars
to carry out further fruitful researches in the line.

A few minor omissions and anachronisms may be noticed.
But in the absence of the author, I thought it fit to preserve his
text as it is. Interested scholars may refcr to his above-men-
tioned Bengali work for more details, The author could not
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add his Introduction which would have much enhanced the
value of the Volume.

Professor Bhattacharya’s MS. collection, so often referred

to in these pages, has, as it is reported, been donated to the:
Sanskrit Sahitya Parisad, Calcutta,

I take the opportunity to thank all those, particularly the-
authorities of the Raj Library, Darbhanga, Asiatic Society,
Bengal, Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona, and

Sarasvati Bhavana, Banaras, who allowed the author to utilize:
the materials at their disposal,

I'also like to record with thanks the help I received from.
. Prof. Anantalal Thakur of the Institute in carrying the work.

through the press and preparing the index for this volume.

22-4-58 P. L. Vaidya

Darbhanga Director
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HISTORY OF NAVYA:-NYAYA IN MITHILA

CHAPTER |
UDAYANACARYA AND HIS PREDECESSORS

MitEIA with her natural barriers and a compact social
and cultural hierarchy has held her own through the millen-
niums against disruptive forces, and has shed lustre right from
the Vedic times in all phases of human knowledge. Her lite-
rary history has no parallel for its antiquity, diversity and con-
tinuity. By far the greatest contribution, however, that Mithila
has made to the philosophical literature of India is the
Nyayadar$ana, or applied Logic with a very wide sphere of
-operation. ‘This system is broadly divided into two distinct
schools, ancient and modern. In the following pages we shall
attempt to give a brief account of the ample materials now
available through further spade-work on the history and biblio-

graphy of Navya-Nyadya or the modern school of Indian Logic
in Mithila.!

This modern school is commonly believed to have been
founded by Gangeda Upadhysya, who only consolidated it.
The real founder is the great Udayanicirya, who had the
supreme privilege of occupying the threshold to ring out the
old and usher the new age by his monumental works. On the

1. Rai Monomohan Chakravarti Bahadur, who was a scholar of Botany
and a member of the Executive Service, was, curiously enough, the first
in the field and published the results of his unique labours in an ‘excel-
lent’ paper ( History of Navya-Nydya in Bengal and Mithila : JASB, 1915,
pp. 259-292). He was followed notably by MM. Dr. Gopiaath Kaviraja,
who succeeded in unravelling many new facts ( Sarasvati Bhavana Studies,
Vol. HI. pp. 81-157). Also S. N Sinha's History of Tirhut, 1922,

pp. 108-88: App. A. Sanskrit writers of Mithila. In this book family

records were.consulted for the first time. Also Dr. Vidyabhusana's
History of Indian Logic, 1921, Part III,
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one hand Udayana’s Parisuddhi forms the last part of the sur-
viving classics of the older school of the Nyaya popularly
known as the Quadruplet or the Quintette?, and on the other
his Kusumafjali is up-till-now a text-book of the Navya-Nyaya..
Fortunately all his works are now available in print except a
major portion of the PariSuddhi. These are :—

1) Laksanavali (Vindhyesvariprasada’s ed., 1897, pp. 13),.
a Vaisesika manual. Its authenticity, which is sometimes ques-
tioned, is proved by a reference in the Sarvadarsanasangraha
( Abhyankara’s ed. p. 221 : the verse cited is from the present.
work ) and by its several commentators viz. Sesa Sarngadhara
(fl. 1500 A. D. in the Nyayamuktarali, S. Gosvimin’s ed.,
Benares, 1900, pp. 72 ), Bhatta Ke$ava of the Laugaksi family
of Benares ( Ms. at Baroda : cf. Tanjore Cat. p. 4643 ), Maha-
deva Somay3ji ( Mahideva Punatimkara’s Ms. copy at Sara-
svati Bhavana, Banares ) and Viévanitha Jha of Darbhanga. Its
date of composition 906 Saka ( ‘@w#Cg’ ) is recorded in one
single Ms. dated 1708 Samvat ( No. 594 of Sarasvati Bhavana ).

1) Laksanamala : this long-lost Nyaya manual of Udayana
has at last been discovered and published ( Journal of Oriental
Research, Madras, XIX. i. pp. 44-52). As there was a later

1. Two foremost Maithila scholars Vacaspati II and Sarikara refer to the
older classics as W@~ consisting of Wra-af&-aradtar-aRgfE. Thus—
JeaREigdt safy & Jgetm
T 7l et 7 oS |
TR RFT- AT RS R |
frocateat gea wafd s sfe:
Td~iwrameiig  fes  srafke: |
g PR e |
Abhayatilakopadhyaya in the Nyayalaikara uses the happy term
TETIH-AIAEITE adding the original Stutras to the list :—gZfy gesram—
PR -t TR Tt

mﬂ@"ﬁﬂ‘ TasgE: e | ( Rotograph preserved in the Mithila
Institute ).
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work of the same name by éividitya Miéra the anonymous copy
has been ascribed by the editor to the latter. But it is undoubt-
edly the lost work of Udayana. The first verse is identical
with that of the Gunakiranavali, and Sivaditya cannot possibly
have borrowed Udayana’s verse to begin with. The learned

editor bas correctly noted that none of the numerous quotations
from Sivaditya in the Chitsukhi-ttka can be traced in the

present work. We should add that both the quotations found
in the Tarkikaraksa ( pp. 179 & 225 ) are exactly traced herein

pp. 46 & 50 ) and in both places the commentator Mallinatha
«clearly ascribes the present work to Udayana. The very first
Sutra of this manual ( ‘GRa@fd: 51’ ) is quoted and refuted in
the Khandana along with two others from the Kusumafjali, and
‘Sankara Misra correctly stated that it was taken from the
Laksanamala of Nyayacarya ( Sankari p. 146 ). éivﬁditya
could have no claim to that title as against Udayana specially in
Mithila in the times of Safkara. This elementary manual

should be introduced in seminaries with great benefit to
beginners.

3-4) Atmatattraviveka or Bauddhadhikara and Nyaya-
Kusumafijali, both published with commentaries in various
editions.

5) Ny&yapaﬁéig?a or Prabodhasiddhi, a separate comment-
ary on the 5th chapter of the Nyayasitra, the most intricate
portion of the book (edited with Vardhamana’s Prakasa by
N. C. Vedantatirtha, Calcutta, 1938). In the last verse Udayana
woefully laments that his exposition will hardly find a reader in
a world devoid of intellectual eminence.

6) Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-pariduddhi, better known as
the Nzl?ar}dha : About one-third of the book was published from
the Asiatic Society with Vardhamana’s Prabada ( pp. 768 ).

All the above six works of Udayana, it should be carefully
noticed, are complete and each of them ends suitably with con-
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cluding verses. Only the PariSuddhi ends with a closing phrase:

{ sfa g9 Rt ) which is not metrical. ( Tanjore Cat.,
p. 4487 ). But the next work isa notable exception on this.

point.

7) Kiranavali ; the celebrated commentary on the Prasasta-
pada-Bhisya upon which a vast literature flourished in Mithila
and Bengal. Itis,asis well-known, incomplete, and as far as.
available ends quite abruptly in the midst of the section on
Buddhi in the second part of the Bhasya. There is not even
the word gfd at the end of the extant portion. The editor of
the Varanasi edition ( Chowkh. ed., p. 340 ) is quite wrong in
stating that the section on Buddhi ends along with the extant
text of the Kirandvali. As a matter of fact, more than a third.
of the section remains unexplained by Udayana and the parti--
cular section of the Bhisya ends only on page 348 of that edition.
Only two alternatives are possible here. Either Udayana left.
it incomplete by sudden death or the last portion of the gloss.
was lost due to unknown causes. The first alternative seems.
to be more probable, though further investigation on the text.

of the Kiranaval: is necessary.?

The chronological order of Udayana’s works ( inc!uding
Nos. 1-2, which may be taken as preparatory manuals ) 1s pro--
bably what we have given above. The Atmtattvavweka. 1s
cited by name in the Kusumattjali (under V. 3), both of which
are mentioned in the Kiranavali (pp- 103 & 147). The
Pari$uddhi cites the Kusumanjali (S.B. Ms. No. 51, under 11,
i. fol. 58b & under I i, foll. 63a & 66b. Also Baroda Ms,
No. 1207 fol. 18a under V.ii), the Pariista (under V, i-ij,
Baroda Ms. foll. 7b, 10b & 16b) and the Atmatattrariveka
( under IL i fol. 58b along with Kusumamjali : @feseaarast-
AFAFIN STHEANAR AT T FOU AR TE-

1. It is learnt that a further portion of the Kirandvali has recently been

discovered and is being edited by Muni $ri Jambuvijayaji.
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#ife ). Vachaspati cites Pradastapada’s elaborate definition of
happiness under the caption JYTg: gwrtag: ( Tatparyatikd, p.
81). Udayana explains it in the PariSuddhi ( B.I. ed pp. 531-
32), without referring to the Kiranavali, which evidently was.

not yet written or planned.

It is clear that Udayana wrote the independent treatises
before the commentaries. We have left out Nos. 1-2 from this
investigation, as they are to be taken as mere appendices to
Nos. 6-7 ; both of them borrow benedictory verses from No. 6,
which was composed evidently before them,

UDAYANA BELONGED TO MITHILA

For a proper understanding of Udayana’s great achieve~
ment, it is necessary to ascertain the age and environments in
which he lived. Though his provenance is not mentioned in
his works, it is almost universally admitted by scholars that he
belonged to Mithili. He lived in a village named Kariyona
near the Railway station Kamataula, where his descendants are
said to exist still with the surmame ‘Acirya’ and the ruins of
his seminary are still pointed out®. Maithila scholars still
narrate his anecdotes with delight. An Udayanacarita has

1. Hist. of Tirhut, 1922, p. 174 fn. 2. Another less-known tradition is
recorded in fn. 3. Vidyabhiisana ( L. c. p. 142 ) is quite wrong to mention
Manironi as his birth-place. All the local traditions about Udayana should
be carefully collected and properly investigated. There was a famous
Udayanacarya in the Bhaduri family of the Varendra Brahmanas of
Bengal, who is stated in their genealogical works to be author of the Kusu-
mafjali. We quote a half-verse from an old Pafiji in our possession :
( fol. 3a)
LT, o eRle SEmEa R

FRpITEEIEas! 9: giwat wem |
This widely current tradition is entirely baseless. This Udayana Bhadurt
introduced certain reforms in the Varendra community with the help of
the famous KulliikaBhatta sometime after the reign of Ballila Sena. He
lived, therefore, late in the 13th cent. A, D. Moreover, Kusumifjali alone
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been published ( by M.M. Vindhyeévariprasida in the Introd.
to the Nyayavartika, 1916 ) forming the 30th chapter of
the Bhavisyapurana-Parisista which is on the face of it a recent
work. It narrates the interesting story of his academic contest
with a Buddhist scholar who came to the royal court of Mithila
with disciples and books for the purpose. Udayana came out
successful in the debate which lasted for several days, and a
miracle performed by the Buddhist before a Silagrama was
countered by Udayana by a greater miracle. In the final ordeal
they both jumped from the top of a palm tree in which
Udayana escaped unhurt and the Buddhist died : Udayana was
highly honoured by the Lord Jagannatha at Puri as His own
incarnation and died a natural death in old age at Kasi. It is
clearly stated that his descendants were still living in Mithila :—

sty Frframt g ageagaan &= |-
fagia: qreETET: qeEld I8 78 1

A somewhat different version of the story was published
by Vidyabhisana ( 1. c., p. 142 : originally in the Journal of the
Buddhist Text Society, 1896, Pt. I, pp. 20-21 ) probably from
Tibetan sources. When the Buddhist died in the ordeal by
jumping from the top of a hill, Udayana was stigmatised by the
Lord Jagannatha as a murderer and died by self-burning, utter-

ing the following verse, still widely current among scholars,
addressing the Lord :—

TEHgaIStE AR a9 |
wafiyay Algg g aa Rafa |

and no other work is ascribed to him. The sharp fling at a ‘Gaudamiman-
saka’ in the Kusumawjali itself ( under IIL. 14)is a convincing proof that
the author never belonged to Bengal. A clever Viarendra scholar of the

last century wrote ( Laghubharata Vol. III, p. 160-61 ) about Udayana
‘Bhaduri :—

8 vAFMEE T g |
Rdredzq @ g M ey i
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The Pauranic version of the story seems to be more reliable.
Academic contests were the rule in those days, and Udayana’s

contest with a proud Buddhist scholar in the presence of the
king of Mithila seems to be substantially true.

We append below an alphabetical list of authorities cited
directly and indirectly by Udayana in his works. This list is
obviously not exhaustive and the classical works—the Bhasya,
Vartika and Prasastapadabhdsya as well as the names of Dig-
piga and Dharmakirti are omitted. We have attempted to
collect all available information about some of the prominent
names in the list,

ANIRUDDHA : the name of this ancient author was
traced by us in the Didhiti-tika of Rudra Tarkavagisa ( grand-
son of Bhavananda Siddhantavigifa ) of Navadvipa, who com-
posed it about 1660 a.0.) There are two references both on
the denotation of a pronoun. It now appears that he is prob-
ably identical with the author of the Vivarana-paijikd, a com-
mentary on the Bhasya, Vartika and Tatparya. In Udayana’s
Pariduddhi the comment of a previous commentator on the
T&?aryaﬁka is cited and refuted in the following passage
TR AT w1t sghngairg swiwitf e -
Aqefeaaq | ( pp. 74-5 ).

( cf. Tatparyatika, Vizianagram ed., p. 6, line 7 ). Whether this
is a reference to Aniruddha we cannot say. It is our conjec~

1. Didhiti-Raudri is an extremely rare book : there is a unique Ms. copy
preserved in the Alwar Maharaja’s Library. A complete transcript in 349
folios was very kindly procured and lent to us by Maharajakumar Dr.
Raghubir Sinha of Sitamau. The two passages of Aniruddha are found in
fol. 21b & 22a. For Rudra’s date and works vide our Bengali book Vange
Navyanyayacarca pp. 144-47. For Aniruddha’s newly discovered com-
mentary vide Dr. J. S. Jetly’s paper in the Journal of the Oriental Institute
of Baroda, Dec. 1954 to March 1955, pPp- 240-44. 1t is really surprising
that a 17th century scholar of Navadvipa could mention the long-lost name
of an ancient authority on the Nyaya, who probably preceded Udayana.
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ture that the following passage of the Parifuddhi ( fol. 94b
under 1. i. 40) may be a reference to Aniruddha :—%@ @@
ARG dFamiE g o= fgda whrasaq )
Kanpari-gara: In the whole history of Indian Logic
there is only one author Sridharicirya who definitely stated
the date of composition of his major and only surviving work,
the Nydayakandali, and the date 913 Saka (991-2 A.D.) is
happily beyond any dispute. Rijasekhara, a Jaina scholar,
wrote a sub-commentary on the Nyayakandali in 1226 Saka
(1304 AD.). He stated that the first commentary on the
Prasastapadabhasya is the Vyomavati, the second one the Nyaya-
kandali and the third one is Udayana’s Kiranarali, In other
‘words Sridhara of Bengal preceded Udayana. This chrono-
]ogical order is exactly corroborated by internal evidence abun-
dantly found in the three great Vaifesika classics. Though
‘Udayana has not referred to Sridhara or his work by name he

undoubtedly consulted his work and refuted his views at every
step in the Kiranarali,

(i) Vadindra explains the line SwaUge: @HgaRAa ﬂﬁm
(Kiranavali, Chowkh. ed., p. 5) as a refutation of Sridhara-

1. Vizianagram ed., p. 331. In the introd. (p. 22, fn. 5) the editor notes
and rejects a variant ‘varsabde’ for ‘Sakabde’. The variant is manifestly
wrong, for the word 'vars;a’ is a synonym of the word ‘abda’ and can by no
stretch of exegesis be taken to mean the ‘Vikrama-Samvat’. RajaSekhara’s
passage is cited in the Introd., pp. 19-20. Vide also Peterson’s third Report.
1887, p. 273). For Sridhara’s account vide our Bengali work Vange
Navyanyayacharcha p. 6-8. He belonged to a village named Bhirisrsti still
existing in the Hughli district of West Bengal. Sridhara’s profound
scholarship in all the six systems of philosophy, so much in evidence in
his extant work, turaed his native place into a famous seat of learning in
Eastern India. Krsna Midra, the court poet of Chindella Kirtivarms,
about a century after §ridhara describes Mr. Pride of his immortal drama
Prabodhachandrodaya as an inhabitant of this very birth-place of Sridhara,

Evédently the poet’s attack was directed against a proud scholar, may be,
.of Sridhara’s own family.
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cirya :—zf  sMUEERgEIAHETE - seugg: (BI ed.
p. 622 about to be published ). Vadindra ( fl. about 1225
A.D,) is the earliest commentator on the Kiranaval: so far

available,

(it) Sridhara’s well-known views about tamas, which he care-
fully recorded thrice in the Kandali (pp. 9, 179, 240)
apparently as his own, were discussed in the Kiranavali

(B.I. Ed., pp. 111-12) and Vardhamina definitely states here
FrEApIHAGATa . Vardhamana vouches for the Kandali--

kdra’s priority to Udayana also in the Gunaprakasa

(S. B. Ed., p. 77 vide Kiranavali, Ben, Ed., p. 204 ).
(i11) The line %9 WEaATRONSTE 3 9 | 7 fefagaq (p. 110 )

1s also exactly taken from the Kandali ( p. 9, last line ).

(iv) Similarly the line T RATIFAEAREaN FHTaHRIR o of
the Kiranavali ( p. 58 ) refers to the Kandali ( pp. 4, 11,
13-14).

(v) In the section on akasa ( Kiranavali, Ben. Ed., p. 109 )
we find == @GR Wﬁfﬁmmﬁﬁl eSSy
Fuatd, § g dfvafag: | Thisis also a “clear reference to
the Kandali ( p. 60 ) as stated by the late Mm. V. P. Dube.
( vide Intr. to the Nyayakandali, pp. 21-22 ).

(vi) In the section on Prthivi in the Kandali (p. 31) we read :—

AT TATT: gfysan: a<a % Swy ! Hgeey | SRgeRTT--

aNE FAraT fauT QAR W{W&m
ThlS argument is exactly reproduced in the Kiranavali
( Ben. Ed,, p. 52, B. I, Ed,, p. 224 ) with the heading =@
FE and refuted. Mathuranitha Tarkavagia in his
Dravyakivanavalirahasya ( Ms No. 139 of the Cal, Sans.
College, fol. 88a) comments here—sraaiFEd AT IUE
fafem@aITF g - woaRaft | sROTRERTERERERT |

Mathuranatha must have had access to an unknown source
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in the present case, as he is not borrowing either from
Vardhamina or Padmanibha, both of whom are silent on
the point.

(vii) In the second part (Gunakhanda) of his book also Udayana
controverts the views of the Kandali in several places. For

instance we read on page 160 :(—TAd=<atad m‘l‘
IPURT TA9d U TG 30 g EReIsaiEs MRy 9
granmAEEaT | This is a clear reference to the Kandali
(p. 94) and Udayana’s manner, of refutation seems to
suggest that he had contact with Sridhara’s pupils.

(uiii) The passage 7 g @73 Twwer ggwik (Kiranavali, p. 176)
is also a refutation of the Kandali ( p.104). Compare

“also p. 266 of the Kiranavali (=g.. s &) with the
Kandali ( p. 179 ).

It should be mentioned here that Sankara Miéra in the
Kanadarahasya stated three cases where the views of the
Kandali are refuted in the Kiranavali and in every case the
views controverted belong not to the Kandali at all but to the
Vyomavati :  Vide Kanadarahasya ( pp. 81, 82 & 86 ) and the

Vyomavah ( pp- 488, 494 & 502 ). The fact remains, however,

that Sridhara’s priority to Udayana was quite well-known in
Sanl-ara’s times.

Before the pubhcat1on of the Kandali it was the oplmon
of MM. Vindhyeévariprasida that Udayana preceded Srldhara
who wrote the Kandali on the basis of the Kiranavali (Introd.,
1941 V. S., p. 25 ). Subsequently he held the view that they
were contemporaries and made a statement, which is on the
face of it almost absurd, that they cited each other’s views
( Introd. to the Kandali, pp. 20-22 ). As a matter of fact the
two instances of Sridhara’s citation from Udayana referred to
here ( ibid. p. 21 f. n. 3 ) are quite wrong. In the first instance
$ridhara states that according to some scholars ( and Udayana
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is not certainly one of them ) the age-difference between the
young and the old is caused not by the time-element but by the
number of revolutions of the sun ( Kandali p. 64 )—a view
ascribed in the Lilavati ( p. 283 ) to the Bhisana and found
already cited in the Vyomavati ( p. 343 ) and the Tatparyatika
of Viacaspati ( p. 280 ). In the second instance (Kandalz p. 119).
it is Udayana who violently criticises ( p. 204 ) Sridhara :=—
AEENRY GEETREE R aalFaa® <. Sridhara has nowhere
referred to the peculiar views of Udayana, who proves himself
to be far more advanced and intricate in his arguments than
Sridhara, for instance on the subject of the perceptibility of
Vayu ( Kiranavali, pp. 82-84, Kandali p. 46 ). Nevertheless
eminent scholars relying on the statement of the late MM,
believed that Sridhara lived to refute the views of Udayana
( Keith : Indian Logic and Atomism, 1921, p. 32 : also S. B.
Studies, Vol. I11, pp. 111-12).

KASIRARARA : A passage of the Atmatattvaviveka (B. L.
ed., p. 837 af§ TRURGREwg and cf. also Airanavali, p. 101 and
Nyayalilavati, Chowkh. ed., pp. 260-61 ) refers according to
Sankara Misra to Kasikakara i, e, Sucarita Misra, author of the
Ka$ika on the Slokavartika. The variant Kanikakara is evi-
dently wrong as we are unable to trace the passage in Vicas-
pati’s Nyayakanika. Moreover, this Kadikakara is cited also by
Ratnakirti in two of his tracts—I$varasadhanadusana ( p. 42 )
and Vyaptinirnaya ( p. 99 ) and Ratnakirti elsewhere cites
Viacaspati's hanika separately.’

VyosadivAcArya :—Udayana in the Riranadvali ( p. 114)
while explaining the argument establishing ‘time’ as a separate
entity quotes the following passage :—

1. Vide Ratnakirtinibandhavali edited by Anantalal Thakur, p. 9. Also
J. B.R. S., XXXVII, Pt. 3-4. Prof. Thakur’s paper ‘“Ratnakirti and his
works”” ( p. 4 of Reprint ). The lower limit of Sucarita’s date is now fixed
at 1000 A. D. before the times of Udayana and Ratnakirti. These tracts of
Ratnakirti throw a flood of light on a dark age.
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A TEATERN AT WTgwe ! PRSI, Tt |
The reference is evidently to Vacaspati ( cf. Tatparyatika, p.
280 =Y aRTRAAl 7 ROREERAERTY AT RO QAT
gfsaizaq ).  But curiously enough Vardhamidna in his gloss
here definitely identifies this Acirya with Vyomasivicirya®
and no_t Viacaspati. This can only be explained by the
-assumption that according to Vardhamina Viacaspati came
after Vyomaéiva, It should be noted in this connection
that a careful study of the relevant passages of the Vyomavati
(pp. 342-43), Kandali (pp. 643 1689 ), Tatparyatika ( pp.
280-1 ) and Lilgvati (p. 283 ), seems to show that all the
scholars  including Vicaspati attempted here to meet a
familiar argument ascribed in the Lilavati to the Bhisana ( of
Bhasarvajfia ) a1 = aweratatad | agacariETaiE-
E?qﬁ:r_ar agqq%: EALS| ya@:. Vyomasiva preceded both Udayana
and Sridhara. Let us give some references on the point. On
P- 46 of the Kandali the views of a scholar ( kacit ) on the
perceptibility of vayu is refuted. The views belong to Vyoma-
$iva (pp. 2724 ). Udayana ( pp. 82-84) mainly agrees with
Sridhara here but criticiZes one of his arguments : T AT
T T | TIFIgQ 2fd g | On p. 52 of the Kandali the
grammatical explanation of the word afa@esaT is a direct answer
to Vyomadiva’s objection (p.300). The views of ‘eke’ on
P. 134 & 136 are exactly taken from the Vyomavati ( pp. 474,
477). The scathing criticism of the solution of an ‘un-schooled’
Intellectual ( Kandali p. 147) is also directed against Vyoma$iva
('p. 490). Compare also p. 200 of the Kandali =% g with
D- 563 of the Vyomavati; here also Udayana agrees with
Sridhara, On p. 392 of the Vyomavati a temple apparently
built by a contemporary monarch named Sriharsa is referred to
by way of illustration : Sie¥ Jaafara s | This monarch can-
not certainly be identical with the great Harsavardhana, who

1. Vardhamina’s gloss is corrected in the errata as ‘Vyomaéikhachirya’
but the reading ‘Vyomaéivacharya’ is found in a Ms. of Kiranavalipraka$a
preserved in the Vangiya Sahitya Parisad, Calcutta ( fol. 61b ).
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reigned about four centuries before Sridhara. The latter’s
scathing remarks about Vyomadiva ( Kandali pp. 146-47 ) point
normally to a contemporary scholar, slightly senior to him. We

:are inclined, therefore, to identify the monarch with Srflhar§a--
deva of Malava, the grandfather of the famous Bhojadeva.
"This Sriharsa’s known dates range from 1005 to 1029 V. S.
( 948-72 a. v, ). The Vyomavati was written about 950 a. p.

and quickly circulated among scholars of the different parts of
India through the patronage of the Malava king. Vyomaéiva
was the pupil of a very distinguished scholar, who had written
anumber of dialectical tracts mainly against Buddhist views
{ vide Vyomavati pp. 46, 189, 308, 399, 546, 557, 565, 584 &
586 ). Unfortunately his name is not mentioned by Vyomaéiva.,
A saint Vyomasiva is abundantly eulogised in vv. 22-42 of the
Ranod stone inscription ( Ep. Ind., I, pp. 351-61 ) and it has
been suggested that he is identical with the present author

( Introd. to Tarkasangraha G.O.8., p. XIX ; also L.H.Q., X, pp.
165-6 ). But the undated inscription has been assigned to the

end of the 10th or the beginning of the 11th cent. A. 0. and
unless the date is pushed back by half a century the identifica-

tion cannot stand., It has been suggested ( Journ. G. Jha R. L.

Vol. I1I, p. 44 ) that the date of the inscription along with that

of Vyomasiva and his patron Harsavardhana is about 645 4. p.

more than three cénturies before the date indicated by paleo-

graphy. Thisis onthe face of it impossible and places the

numerous authorities cited by Vyomasiva ( Dharmakirti, Kuma-

rila, Prabhakara and others ) even before 500 a. v, of which
-we have not the slightest evidence yet discovered. Avantivarman
mentioned in the inscription is not the Maukhari king, but
the Kasmir monarch who reigned in the 9th century . . The

statement that Vyomasdiva’s views on Moksa have been cited by

Mandana and the Jaina scholar Akalafika cannot be substan-

tiated.
JNAwasel : Udayana wrote the Atmatattvaviveka to meet
the arguments of Buddhist scholars and among them by far the
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greatest target of his attack was Jfianaéri. Though he is men-
tioned by name only once in the book ( B.I. ed,, p. 292 ) we
gather from Safkara Miéra’s commentary that he is cited and
refuted more than a dozen times ( 289, 292-3, 317, 356, 367,

371, 436, 453, 464-5, 489-90 & 841 ). The Atmatattvaviveka'

is the very first work of Udayana and it should be carefully
noted that the first stroke of his genius was brought forth by

his conflict with the last and the greatest dialectician among
Buddhist logicians viz. f‘xcﬁrya Jfidnaérimitra—a fact which is.
now entirely forgotten.”™ The following facts about JHanasri
( who should not be confused with the Kashmirian Jfianaéri-
bhadra ) should be carefully considered. As many as twelve of
his dialectical treatises in original Sanskrit have been discovered
in. Tibet and their photographs are now preserved in the Bihar
Research Society. These are SUigT™ ™, saifa==l, WG,
DI, ST, GEEE],  FOEHQ, FEARTATE-
Tﬂfﬁ: mq; Wﬁw gmratg and aEETEgd. Except
FUFRUNAETAR, a small tract of only 6 folios, none of his works
nor any of the numerous works of his disciple Ratnakirti have
been translated into Tibetan. This proves thata period of
decadence has already set in among the Buddhists and that they
were losing in the intellectual fight with their opponents. This
is one of the reasons why Buddhism soon perished in India.
Jfanasr’s masterpiece is the wuwigmea™ and this was

sharply attacked by Udayana in his youthful zeal in a masterly
way. We shall refer here to one brilliant stroke of Udayana as
an illustration. JHianadri summarises his arguments in favour
of the theory of momentariness by the logical method of
difference in one single verse :(—

T Fefagagh amtag

anqrfyfrsaazfa: Fefmgfa @ ar )

wrafa 3 Fufata 7 grafq

Al 3 \aaesiaQatats: i

1. Anantalal Thakur : Jifanaérimitra and His works—JBRS, Buddha-
Jayanti Special Issue, pp, 186-92.
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“This verse is quoted by Udayana in the Pari$uddhi ( B. I. Ed.
p. 713 : ags swtar ) and by Ratnakirti ( Tracts, p. 62 ) under
the caption umgﬁw:. But in the Atmatattvaviveka itis fully
answered with remarkable banter and biting criticism and hur-
led back at its author with the change of three words :—s=g&a
ity ag...=&a9 { 8. . Ed. p. 423 ). As typical instances
of Udayana’s early style we reproduce two of his remarks under
this topic :—@a miga: e a 9 =) grfga aw= ...
TAE TS SIS s A aAggIata (| JHanasri is also cited
by Udayana in the 'Pariéuddhi under IIL ii. 17 :—=disAagg-
Awga aatrar afsfags ad sndlfa | g@qrEsmEesgRTgATad
miEd FanER T —aisagaitafegana: safrmaae@ig | ( Chap.
3, fol. 13a ). It is wonderful how apparently with maturity of
age and scholarship Udayana gives up his bantering style alto-
gether. Even a banter of Jfinadri which he carefully repro-
duces here (afid IgrRIgHUTEl FAEER TGERIERAZAT-
gﬁm’g{ﬂ% (ib. fol. 13b) could not bring out a retort from
him. His answer was simple and dignified ( 939g¥ FTH G-
e =Eaq ). Itis our conjecture that JAianadri was alive
when the Atmatattvaviveka was composed, but he was dead
when the Parisuddhi was written. That may have been another
reason for Ud_ayana to adopt a sober style.

Jfidnasri, according to Tibetan evidence, was born in
Gauda and was a pillar of Vikramaéila in Magadha. ( Vidya-
bhusana, p- 341 ). When Naropanta just before his death
visited Vikrama$ili (in 1038 a. v.) “he leaned on the right
arm of Atia while Jfianaérimitra helped him with his left arm”
( Indian Pandits in Tibet, 1893, p. 21). This proves that
Jfidnasri was junior in age to Naropanta and was a true contem=
porary of Atia or Dipankara Srijiiana ( 982-1055 a. v. ). By
all cirCl{mStances of age, attainments and provenance, therefore,
]ﬁénaéri was a formidable opponent of Udayana, whose emi-
nence in the field of scholarship sprang from a desire to refute
this Buddhist Philosopher and incidentally the first inception of
the modern school of Logic resulted from the conflict.
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Trizocana : He’was the professor ( fa=my® according to:
Vardhamdna ) of Vacaspati as stated by himself ( Tatparya,
p.87). Udayana informs us that though a considerable:
literature based on the standard work Vartika had been existing
before Vacaspati ( Pariéuddhi, p. 9 : @gd faawam: |=ff ) they
failed miserably because the vigorous Vartika tradition had
long vanished. It was Trilocana who revived it. Jfianasri at
the end of his masterpiece regarded him as one of the great.

pillars of Indian Logic :—(J.B.R.S., XXXVI, pt. 1-2)

g AT e g eRE AT, -

R TP - I e Tg ™, 29T |

ST T o faRe a quamw @

AT W, AR FBrEss s 1l
Actual passages from Trilocana were hitherto almost untrace-
able in the classical works, Only one reference to him we
could trace in the Pari$uddhi under III. ii. 17, where Vacaspati’s.
passage beginning with aff #=3a ( p. 388, last line ) is, accord-
ing to Udayana, ( fol. 12b ), a refutation of Trilocana. A much
more important reference is found in the following passage of
Nyayasaravicara by Bhatta Raghava (Ms. No. 65 of the

Sarasvati Bhavana, dated 1252 a.D.) :—3 g TEwae SgIURITET
SRER T ( Teradafee T adeEee diie g 9
®qEAS T Fdrgardaad ) faemg—s=y fafa | (fol. 3%, the por-
tion within brackets is restored in the margin : vide Nyayasara
B.L ed. p. 13). This makes Trilocana earlier than Bhisarvajiia,
Many important facts are now available about Trilocana
from recently published Buddhist works. In Ratnakirti’s
Sarvajfiasiddhi (p. 18 ) there isa quotation from Trilocana’s
Nyayaprakirnaka, In Durveka Miéra’s Dharmottarapradipa
(Patna, 1955) there is a long quotation from Trilocana’s
Nyayabhasyatika ( pp. 173-74) ending with the enigmatic
phrase :—Raq, FfeFFefawsgd M@m 1| A ‘Karnata in
rags’ probably points to his place of origin in the Karndta coun-
try of South India, The most important discovery at the present
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moment is the fact that Trilocana’s masterpiece was named
the NyayamaTijari, probably identical with the Bhasyatika cited
above. His distinguished pupil Vacaspati in his earliest work
the Nydyakanika distinctly mentions it in his obeisance to his
professor in verse 3 at the beginning :—
SR G A] A &t |
safad s ey wW T

That this cannot be a reference to Jayanta’s celebrated work
will be convincingly proved by the following evidence. Ratna-
kirti wrote all his works as abridgments of larger works of his.
teacher Jdnaéri.* There is a quotation from Trilocana in a
tract of Ratnakirti ( B. L ed. p. 58, Patna ed., p. 79 ) which is
exactly borrowed from Jfanaéri’s Asanabhangadhyaya. But the
latter refers it to the author of the Nyayamafjari ( uae agfy
FIAFAFIT M ). In a subsequent passage also Jtidanasri c}early
indicates that the Nyayamafijariis a work of Trilocana ( a9y
aff PrAEwaIa anaRdy famnia—ad T A
fol. 152 ). In his Iévaravadadusana Jfanasri quotes again from
the Mafjari of Trilocana (qa?ﬁ fra=e: geug fol. 22b).° It
will now be quite clearly understood that Aniruddha’s nume-
rous reference to the Manjari ( J.O.1., Baroda, Dec. 54-March
55, pp. 241-44 ) are not to Jayanta at all as mistaken by the
learned Doctor but to Trilocana. The first two important
references by Aniruddha are under the Siitras II. 1. 20-21 which
are not even touched by Jayanta. Aniruddha refers to Tri-
locana by name separately, but he does not seem to be
acquainted with Jayanta or his work. It should also be carefully
noted that none of the Buddhist scholars ever referred to

1. Anantalal Thakur : Ratnakirti and His Works, ].B.R.S., Vol. XXXVIL,
2. We are indebted to Prof. Anantalal Thakur of the Mithila Institute
for kindly drawing cur attention to these passages discovered by him
after painful search. The photographs of these valuable works are
preserved in the Bihar Research Society. ( vide Prof, Anantalal Thakur’s

notes on Guru Trilochana in JB.R.S., Vol. XLI, pt. IV 508-10 &
s, . . PpP.
1. C., Vol. XIV. No. 1. Pp. 36_40 ). » P » P
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Jayanta or his work, He was almost unknown in Eastern India,
the venue of the great intellectual conflict between the Bud-
dhists and the Tirthikas. A well-known definition of the term
Vyapti (@mnfas: @aw9: ) is really of Trilocana ( Moksidkara’s
Tarkabhasa, p. 23 ).

RarNaxirTI : According to Sankara Miéra Udayana refuted
the views of this Buddhist scholar in two places in the Atma-
tattvaviveka ( B.IL ed., pp. 435 & 462 ). Both the passages dre
traceable in the Chitradvaitasiddhi, a tract of Ratnakirti men-
tioned by himself in the Ksanabhangasiddhi ( B.L ed., p. 71,
Patna ed., p. 90 ) and published recently from Patna ( vide
Ratnakirtinibandhavali, 1957, ). Ratnakirti was a prolific writer.
Besides the ten works published he wrote at least three more,
mentioned by himself, which are yet to be discovered. His
works were mostly abridged from the elaborate and larger
treatises of his teacher JBanasri : as stated by himself at the end
-of the Sarvajiiasiddhi ( p. 28 ) that work was but a summary by
“‘worthy’ Ratnakirti who was frightened at the prolixity of his

teacher (&Qq) w @HAEHaweagaaErad: | ). This proves
that Jfidnaéri reached the peak in the dialectics of the Buddhist
Logic and he lived to witness the fright of his worthy pupil
who failed to meet the trenchant criticisms of Udayana against
his own teacher. For itis our conjecture that like Jfianasri
Ratnakirti was alive when the Atmatattvaviveka was written.
Instead he only gratified himself by reproducing the arguments
of Jfianadri against Vacaspati. The latter’s brilliant advice to
his Buddhist opponent for ‘silence’ ( Tatparya, p. 115) is
answered by Ratnakirti ( B. I ed. p. 64 ) evidently in the Jang-
uage of Jfidnaéri, but the retort of Udayana remains Unanswered.
Udayana’s sarcastic reference to Jfianaéri’s lessons to his ‘senge-
less’ pupil is evidently meant as a fling at Ratnakirti,

RAsakULAPADA : 2 Buddhist logician cited by Ratnakirti
( Patna ed. p. 96 ). He preceded Vicaspati. For under V. ii. 3

1. Introduction, Ratnakirtinibandhavali.
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Viacaspati ( p. 496 ) quotes an unnamed opponent ( FgaE=as
93: ) and refutes his arguments with the concluding remarks —
N M N T B i A
Tegafafiffd. The same phrase also occurs under V.1i. 17
(p.481). There is little doubt that in both the places the
reference is to this hitherto unknown Buddhist scholar, who
probably belonged to a royal family.

SANATAN1 : Safikara Miéra in his Vadivinoda (p. 2 ) refers
to this scholar, according to whom a debate ( ‘katha’ ) is four-
fold and not three-fold as almost universally regarded. The
selfsame view of Sanatani is also referred to by Vicaspati
Misra Il in the Tattvaloka (fol. 82a) and the Nyaratnaprakasa
( fol. 34a ) as traced by us. It now appears that both Sankara
and Viacaspati derived their information from the following
illuminating passage of the Pariéuddhi under I. ii. 1 :—siemte-
TR a8 AT | @ ShOengEs e (SRR ) FeEg
JREMT WA | GEaREEEoNe Sgdieerenty STy
AEIAA: | O T SRR S T | 3 g =iy R o3fy R
fra=d | (fol. 95b : wide Tatparya, p. 215). This proves that
Sanatani was an ancient Acarya who preceded Vicaspati and
belonged to Bengal. Under V. i. 1 there isa discussion as to.
what is the gist of the whole chapter. According to Sanitani
&c. it is scrutiny (.‘pariksi’) and according to others, includ-
ing presumably Vacaspati ( p. 473 ) it is definition. Udayana
accepts the latter view ( fol. 2a of Chap. V of the Pariduddh; -
@gqfafa s@: ). Vardhamiana in the Tattvabodha elaborately
bri.n.gs out the arguments in favour of the former view charac-
terising it as the older one (fol. 3a :—ax sTTgATERaY ). Under
V- i st Vst b ong nd s dcosin

: - : nityasama’ before ‘nityasama’
by changing thehorder of his own list (in V. i. 1 ). Two for-
mer views on the intricate point PR
Vardhaminfi, who gave his owi exp]af:tics)‘fti;dt;: (xin:a?t:t?iollj!}:
57-58 ), which as far as we know, is not touched by any other
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.commentator, At the conclusion he raised the question whether
the Bhasyakira was really responsible for this change of order
and not the Sitrakara. On the authority of ancient acaryas
like Sandtani Vardhamina positively asserted that it was done
by the SGtrakara himself :—=1¥ ATAHER AT AT | g g
FRE AT A& | A —gEREad s ) qarTa
grarafafafacatirgEr 1| So the supreme authority of this
ancient scholar of Bengal, who must have written a commentary

.on the Nydyadarfana, was still recognised in the times of
Vardhamana. g

Srivarsa : was the professor of Udayana himself, This
important fact, which was quite unknown till recently, is now
revealed through an examination of the unpublished portion of
the Pariduddhi. Udayana begins each chapter of the Parisuddhi
with a prayer verse ( vide Tanjore Cat. pp- 4483-87 ). But the
second chapter has the following additional verse —

e gftacar AERIET
gﬁm%: qyw og RRY Wi |
qRGEEl qgYA gAEGH A
sNaaa@gady  qur aay |l
Itisa fact that Vicaspati’s commentary is expansive on the
first chapter ( forming about half of the whole book ), where
his profound exposition has been aptly described by Udayana
as desert-springs. Udayana likewise exhausted his scholarship
upon this chapter and disposed of the rest very briefly ( the last
fou'r chapters of the PariSuddhi together comprising only 62
folios out of a total of 165 ) after taking lessops, 1t now appears,
from Srivatsa. There are five quotations from Srivatsa in the

Pari$uddhi. The first one under IL i. 68 runs :—( fol, 58b of

1. The reading in the Tanjore Ms. ( Cat., p. 4484 )is corrupt. We have
given above the reading found in two Mss. ( No. 49 & 51) of the
Sarasvati Bhavana, Varanasi, which agrees with that of the older copy

( 1501 Vikrama Samvat ) preserved in rotograph in the Mithila Institute,
except that for @41 in the last line it reads &91.
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Ms. No. 51 of the Sarasvati Bhavana ) 7§ Ig&9EMi JwIR-
G AR JrEm @ GhaEATRd qaadeg X | a5 SR
“A o qeut a1 ey fog @ deramERTRwE” 3R ( aREdE
To RTe ) flge: | SERR—ATFAN ST dhEe quT FRAEI-
WM | SgRema@s &1 1| Srivatsa is here finding fault with

Vacaspati exactly quoting his words, which are defended by
Udayana. So Srivatsa was definitely junior to Vicaspati. Under
IL ii. 1 ( fol, 59a ) Srivatsa answers the charge of overlapping
of matter in the two parts of the chapter. The next quotation
from Srivatsa is as follows :—( from a Ms. in our possession :
also fol. 6ab of the rotograph, chapter III )

T YT SR TR | SORRETT 9Oead, S 4i9e:
—ATHIORE BT T e SHREYAR G w5 AR
ANEHRfT, I, TORETHFRUARFIGRIEET  gaaearaTgT I
TR T AT, SNRFFRIART T qgIeTae, e ad I eHe-
ST, RAATREHITAT TETer, MR SR #igt-
A | F TRRTOITET ITTET WRgRe At araigRy: &g
qaie o | an Feat S amTTORT AT | a7 i | aeaisy
fafiisty aimmafafe o | TREAT & 4Y gere: @ aE9iaig
faafyct @ g soga ST 99ERT 97 | 38 T ATREIa! S9H-
SEAY UOF | qyeERAnamREmEmREna & (21408 ) sqaRea-
farna  gEEissaateafaeaaen g gdatnasty safays:
aiye @@, dad ASAgR UL SO ST | AR

FArafify | e IE Ty SRegERaft i ( fol. 7b,
under IIL i. 27; cf. Tatparyatika, Vizia. Ed., p. 363 )

The topic of consistent relation between the different
Prakaranas forming a chapter, dealt with here, marks a distinct
improvement upon Vicaspati’s gloss, where it is not touched
upon. Udayana reproduces the arguments of Srivatsa here with

approval. TIn the next quotation under IIL. ii. 66 ( Tatparya-
p. 409 ) Srivatsa finds out a fallacy not detected by Vicaspati
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and here again Udayana seeks to defend Vicaspati by a simple
addendum :—(fol. 18a of the rotograph) Fasm IR EF T
A AN R ARSI QeI ReaTaRTat e #ae: | adi—
FIA TS g fagwagg: 1l In the last quotation under V., ii. 1
Srivatsa finds fault, this time, with the Sttrakara for the absence
of compound in the Sitra and here again Udayana answers his
objection : ( fol. 16a of Baroda Ms, of chapter V : the name of

Srivatsa is omitted in the rotograph, fol. 7) SRETEMR=TEwTE:
foreriem: FoeemmT TR TEEEaRT S e aeE A -
ARG 7 | SN —a A AT T, S
waTguaad @ae: | Whether Udayana has quoted these passages
from any written work of Srivatsa or from his verbal lessions it
i’s not possible to determine at present. As no quotation of

Srivatsa is traceable anywhere else up till now it may be con-
jectured that Srivatsa, who presumably like his distinguished

pupil belonged to Mithili, did not write any book.

VAcasrati : Wrote the Bhamati, one of the classical works
of the Sankara school of the Vedanta, towards the end of his
life. He mentioned therein all the previous works of his own

in the following order :

TR - T |

TeaE-gieg-aRTa Tt faera:
Of these seven works the second Tattvasamiksa, a commentary
on the pre-Sanikara Vedinta work of Mandana named Brahmg-
siddhi, is lost. The rest raises Vacaspati to a position of supreme
authority in all the five systems of Indian philosophy ( Omitting
the Vaidesika which was ignored by him )—a position quite
unique in the whole history of Indian culture, We are con-
cerned here only with his Nyaya work, the Tatparyatika, which
earns for him in the field of Indian Logic the title of Tikakara
or better Tatparyacarya,® both used by Udayana. His success
in this single work was quite extraordinary, as he pushed out

1. Thakur : Tatparyacarya, J.A.5,B., Vol. XVII., 1951, pp. 240-43.
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-of existence all the previous works upon the Bhasya or the
Vartika, Andit isa long list, as we can gather from recent
discoveries. Among those who controverted Buddhist views
and wrote commentaries, like Udyotakara, on the Bhasya
Priticandra and Bhavivekta preceded Dharmakirti and Avid-
dhakarpa came after him ( vide Vadanyaya with comm.,, 1936,
pp- 88, 96, 140 & 142 : also 35, 40, 78, 92 & 109 ). Durveka
‘mentions three later names Adhyayana, author of the Rucitika
( Dharmottarapradipa, p. 175), Trilocana ( pp. 173-4 ) and

Viévan‘ipg (p. 175 ). All their works have perished due to
Vacaspati’s Pre-eminence.

Vacaspati undoubtedly belonged to Mithila, We mention
two local traditions,

According to some he belonged to the
village Makaranda in Mithildi.2 According to a note left by
Chanda Jh3, the famous poet of Mithild., Vacaspati belonged to
the village gewyg within the Pargana fSIZIgIT%aT now situated
in Saharsa district forming the eastern boundary of Darbhanga.
“There is a couplet of Chanda Jhi, where eizht adjacent villages,
including Badagim, are mentioned as the place of Vicaspati :~

T qE3 quadl F9Is B A= |
RIS (CO quAEl =g AT 1|

The names of al] the villages, it is curious to notice, begin with
the same letter. Vacaspati’s place of origin in Mithila can be
confirmed from internal evidence found in his works. For ins-
tance, in the Nyayakanika ( p. 301 ) as an illustration of an
intricate argument occurs the following remarkable passage : —

| g eforgs T g IAER ST | Silahrada,
which must h

ave been a famous place in Vacaspati’s times is
difﬁf‘_‘lt_t? Eltlfy now. It was the birth-place of Madhavakara,
ﬁhakur ; Introdué{ién‘:A‘li;fgkir*tviﬁigaﬂ;;ﬁ. -
2. Sahitye-Parisat-Pavrika, Calcuwta, Vol 11 (1904 AD. ), p. 75. The
gtory of Vacaspati and his wife named Bhamati is related in this paper.

We are not aw.are where the village is situated. The next tradition seems
¢o be more reliable.
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a famous Vaidyaka author who is usually claimed as a Bengali
and lived about 900-925 A. D.* Presumably Vicaspati lived
somewhere between Pataliputra in Magadha and Silihrada in
Bengal. There cannot be any doubt that Vacaspati was a native:
of Eastern India. In the Bhamati under I, iii. 1 Vacaspati men-
tions an unusual word ‘Hadi’ in the following passage :—
TOEAql & g anameatsm ™ SoaaE @iF T2 d g
TRGAT—g e RSty sanagT | The word is explained
in the Kalpataru as a wooden frame with holes to bind crimi-
nals by the leg (= g gref iR fomemat yrelies @gfe: ). In
this peculiar sense the word is still used in Mithila. The only
lexicon where the word occurs is the Sabdamala of Rameévara
(&fs: F1ger a=rY ), from which it was borrowed in Wilson’s
dictionary and the éabdakalpad-ruma. Vicaspati’s peculiar
verdict ( Tatparyatika, p. 346 ) on mustard oil, respected in
Bengal and Mithila, may also be regarded as a corroboration of
his Maithila origin.

VAcasratt’s ratroy : At the end of the Bhamati Vacaspati
paid a glowing tribute to a monarch named N R G A, who was
reigning when that work was finished. The panegyric in a
couple of verses though oft-quoted is reproduced below as it
Tequires to be carefully analysed now under a new light.

AR @t SR TE S|

FREUERGIRAEEE: @y e (1Y

O TR FRAA=gRa &4 @ < TRAT |

afer AER wEERd sfm-giswi 7 feaeg: ) g
It appears that this monarch of holy renown has then reached
the peak of his glory, his exemplary life providing an unattain-
able ideal for contemporary kings. There is no direct reference
here to his military success, which must have ended long ago.

The Bhamati is the last work of Vacaspati. There is an impor-
tant reference to a reigning monarch in the following passage

1. LH.Q., XXIII, pp. 153-54.
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of his very first work, the Nyayakanika (p. 290 )* :—3= Et%

e v, T F:ra'gaaﬁawmmmfiwﬁamaaw qTFITE-

WW | s g SRR maga%ﬂmmmm TN
TEN —FrqaneaT g mrrearayr Il It is tempting to identify
this monarch with Adiéara of Bengal, who is credited in all
genealogical works of Radhiya and Virendra Brahmanas with
inviting and settling their first ancestors within his dominions..
But all reliable evidence places this Adiira of Bengal about
700 A.D. before the rise of the Pila dynasty. It is much more
probable that Adi4ira like Adimalla is a honorific title and not
a proper name at all. It was apparently assumed by king
NR G A when early in his career he was a ‘conquering’ (Rwitg)
monarch. We heard a tradition in Mithila that Nrga belonged
to the Gupta dynasty. If Aditra 1s taken as his surname he
might have belonged to an extinct ‘Stira’ dynasty of Mithilz, a

scion of which migrated to East Bengal early inthe 14th
century.

This brings us to the great problem of his date. The
following evidence, which seems to have escaped the notice of
eminent scholarg places him certainly in the 10th century a. v.
and not before, (1) Vacaspati aligns himself definitely to the
school of Mandana both in Miminsa and Vedanta. In the
Nyayakanika, -a.commentary on Mandana’s Vidhiviveka, there
ijs an exact quotation from a Buddhist scholar —(p 187)
FUTE WTFaA, TEAT BT frfawaal 93 gfEeaa, qEghe A Il
The very same quotation is found also in the Tatparyatzka
(- 339 ) under II. ii. 63 under the caption g WgagATT: |
Stcherbatsky hag shown (Buddhlst Logic, I. p. 476 fn. & II,
p. 405 ff. ) that the quota’uon is from the Apohaprakarana of
Dharmottara preseryed in Tibetan. According to Vicaspati
Mandana was refuting the views of Dharmottara in the origi-
nal passage of the Vidhiviveka. This makes Mandana a junior
Contemporafy _of Dharmottara. According to Tibetan works

1 Sahitya-Parisat-Patrika, Vol. 57, pp. 66-70.
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Dharmottara flourished under King Vanapila in the middle of
the 9th century 4. p., though Vanapila is a mythical name
coming after the first four or five names of the Pila dynasty.
( Vidyabhtisana : pp. 329 & 518. Also Pag Sam, Index,
P. xxxiv: read Vanapala for Nayapila). A more definite
reference to Dharmottara is found in the Rajatarangini (IV.
498 ) under the reign of Jayapida ( circa 800 A.D, ) thus :—

¥ @ qRERar agaded Q|

R gHiwE g anaeed 1l
This clear date for both Dharmottara and Mandana cannot be
lightly brushed aside. There is evidence that a long period of
time, say about a century, intervened between Mandana and
Kumirila. Mandana not only quoted exact passages of Kumirila
and Prabhikara (and the latter came after Kumirila ) but,
according to Vicaspati, views of an ‘old school of Prabhakara’
( SIETTEGIE ) are cited by him (Nyayakanika, pp. 96 & 109).
Taranatha, the Tibetan historian, records in a true historical
spirit the views of two ancient, historians on the exact date of
the foundation of the Pila dynasty by Gopala I. According to
Indradatta, Gopila was elected one year after what must have
been a famous event in those times viz. the death of “Achirya
Mimarhsaka” ( ‘spyod-pa’ ), while according to Ksemendra-
bhadra it was seven years after that event ( Schiefner, 1869,
P. 204 ). The reference is evidently to Kumirila, who died
thus in the first or second decade of the 8th century A. D.
Mandana, therefore cannot be placed before 800 A. D.

There is again a long interval of time between*Mandana
and Vacaspati. For, in the Nyayakanika ( p. 109 ) Vacaspati
distinguishes between an ‘old’ and a ‘new’ school of Prabhakara.
“The views ascribed in the passage under discussion to the new
'school are identical with those of Salikanitha ( vide Rjuvimala,
Madras ed., p. 37 : Chowkh. ed,, pp. 29-30), who therefore
founded a2 new school of Prabhikara long after Prabhakara and
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Mandana, He cannot thus be a direct disciple of Prabhakara
and was only slightly senior to Vacaspati, who refers to him as
‘navinah’. Silikanitha’s reference to himself as SRTHRG: e
does not mean direct discipleship, as interpreted by most of
the scholars, but only affiliation. Sridhara similarly refers to-
Kumarila in the Kandali as ‘Guru’ ( pp. 248 & 257 ) and
‘Mimiamsa-guru’ ( p. 220 ). The earliest date that can be assig-
ned to Vacaspati is 900 a, p. about a century after Mandana.

(2) Mandana was an earlier contemporary of Sankari-
cdrya, whose date cannot be placed before 800 a.p. As
Vicaspati has refuted the views of Safikara's opponent Bhiskara
in the Bhamati, we cannot place Vicaspati before 900 a. p.

(3) S'ridhara, the Kandalikira was thoroughly acquain-
ted with the works of Mandana ( vide Kandali pp. 218, 256,
271 & 274 ). He has cited and refuted the views of Mandana
in the Vidhiviveka ( p. 274 : agifeacn~ex afeifa vide Vidhivi-
veka p. 231 ), but he was quite unacquainted with Vacaspati,
who gave here (pp. 231-32 ) two illuminating interpretations
of the particular passage of Mandana. S'ridhara, moreover, in

his famous dissertation on tamas ( darkness ) quotes two coup~
lets of an unknown author :—( pp. 9-10 )

g —

qA 9 TEHTEE W& Jgawad |
ST EA R TON IO )
FUEANE O REg eI AT |
gETgatal ST 7 TG W N

The same verses are cited by Vacaspati in the Nyayakanika as
from =FANA, qIAEH ( p. 76 ) with considerable variation of
readings ; there are five lines in Vacaspati as against four lines
of the Kandali. This proves that they drew from independent
sources unknown to each other. Sridhara refutes at some length
the views of the. Safkhyas on Satkaryavada and the ancient
verse FEETHRE §F°9: is cited there. At first sight it might
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appear that S'ridhara was refuting the views of Vicaspati’s
Tattvakaumudi ( under Karika 9 ), where the same old verse is-
also cited. But a close examination of the, passages proves that
the exact words cited and refuted by Sridhara ( e, g. asiy
SEGYHFY  sAHEGHAG p. 144 ) do not belong to Vacaspati
at all and the ancient verse is already cited in the older work
Yuktidipika ( p. 61 ). The apologetic words uttered by Sridhara
at the end of the discussion express his veneration to an

unknown scholar certainly different from Vicaspati (= gﬁsqfa—

TS ). Similarly the Karika 67 explained in the Kandali

(p. 284)is unaware of Vicaspati’s better comment on the

word s, The three Jines of Kumarila cited by Sridhara

in the chapter on Samanya (p. 320) give again a reading some-

what different from that of Vacaspati in the Nyayakanika

(p.188). Sridhara quotes (p-30) a line thus :—auatr =

SRR —u% = {95 Jdqwg faael @@ g1 Here again

Vacaspati ( Tatparyatika, p. 454 ) adopts a different reading.

All these point to the inevitable conclusion that Sridhara and

Vacaspati were close contemporaries and did not consult each

other’s works. They both belonged, therefore, to the last half
of the 10th century 4. b,

(4) Trilocana preceded Bhasarvajia as we have ‘stat-ed
above. (p. 16) Trilocana’s pupil Vacaspati was evidently junior
to Bhasarvajfia. For, in the Tatparyatika ( pp. 280-81 .undel_:
T i. 39 ) Vacaspati meets an argument ascribed in the Lilavaty
( p- 283 ) to Bhiisana i. e. Bhasarvajfia, author of the Nyaya-
bhuisana. Similarly Vacaspati was slightly junior to Vyomasiva
( q. v. ), who wrote the Vyomavati about 950 A.D. Here again
Vicaspati’s close contemporaneity with Sridhara, who knew
Vyomasiva ( and Bhasarvajfia ), is confirmed.

(5) The earliest Buddhist scholar to refer to Vacaspati
is, at the present state of our knowledge, Jfidnadri ( q. V- ), who
is followed by his pupil Ratnakirti and a much later author.
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“Moksakara gupta (vide the latter’s Tarkabhasa, G. O. S., p. 24).
Vacaspati is not mentioned even by so late an author as
Durveka Miéra, who was a disciple of Jitari and thus a co-pupil
of Atida. Two of Durveka’s works have have been published,
the Arcataloka (G. O. S.) and the Dharmottarapradipa ( Patna,
1955 ). The sneering remarks of JHanasri towards Vacaspati,
as reproduced by Ratnakirti and Udayana, prove that they
were not separated by a large length of time. It now appears
that Ratnakirti adopted a strictly chronological order when
citing the views of Sankara, Trilocana, Nyayabhtsana and, last
of all, Vacaspati in the Ksanabhangasiddhi ( B, 1. ed. pp. 57-58).
Jtianaéri was living still in 1041 a. p.and Vacaspati, the last
and the greatest target of his attack, cannot certainly be placed
before the 10th century a. n.

(6) Among Hindu scholars the earliest to quote from
Vicaspati is Udayana’s teacher Srivatsa ( q. v.), who must have
been strictly a contemporary of Jfianaér ; the period of activity
.of both of them can now be confidently placed in the first half
of the 11th century A.D. ( 1000-1050 A.D. ).

(7 ) The cumulative effect of all the above evidences can
no longer be doubted. It is simply impossible now to refer the
date 898 found in' Vicaspati’s Nydyasiicinibandha to the Vik-
rama era corresponding to 841-42 A.D. This small tract of
Vacaspatl was evidently meant asa supplement to the Tat-
paryatika, as it is not mentioned separately among his works
enumerated in the Bhamati. It was thus composed along with
his masterpiece the Tatparyatikd in 898 Saka i. e, 976-77 a. 1.
—a date which must have been very near the birth-dates of
Ji‘%ﬁna_s’;ri and Srivatsa, both of whom might have seen Vacaspati
alive in their early .yoth. If the books were composed in 841-
42 A.D. Vacaspati’s literary activity must be taken to have
commenced about 825 4. ., full two centuries before Jfidnasri
wielded his powerful pen for the first time among Buddhist
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scholars to meet his arguments. On the other hand we must:
huddle together all the host of brilliant scholars that preceded
Viacaspati just within half a century—Mandana, Sankara,,
Bhasarvajfia, Trilocana, Salikanitha, Vyomasiva &c. &c. On.
the face of it is an absurdity. '

JinenpraA: Towards the end of the Atmatattvaviveka
Udayana mentions the names of several Buddhist scholars.
branding each of them with one or other of several stigmas.
Some of the names are mew and cannot be identified e. g.
Sarabha, Kanacarya and Subhiti, The two scholars Jinendra
and Jagadindu,® though outside the Brahmanical Society, had
written books which are universally respected ; in other words:
their religion did not stand in the way of their proper apprecia-
tion. This Jinendra is identical with Jinedrabuddhi ( as stated
by the commentator Narayanicirya ), the famous author of
the Kaéikavivaranapafijikda, commonly known as the Nyasa, a
classical work of the Panini school of grammar. This huge:
work has been fully printed by the Rajshahi Museum and
throws much new light on the problems connected with the
composition of the Kas$ika. After a thorough examination of
all available materials we had come to the conclusion that
Jinendra lived in 800-850 a.p.2 The facts are very briefly
stated. Jayaditya wrote a complete Viytti about 650 a.D.
Viamana, a Brahmanic scholar, revised the last three chapters.
not earlier than 700 a, b. This combined work, known as the
Ka$ika, was explained by Jinendra not earlier than. 800 a. 1. ;.
for, Jinendra had referred to previous commentaries even on.
the later portion of Vamana.

This same Jinendrabuddhi had written a large commen-

tary ( the Tibetan version consisting of 349 leaves ) named

1. D.V. Raghavan suggests that he may be identical with Joindu,
Jain Antiquary.

2. Introd. to Paribhasgivrtti &c. of Purugottama published by the
Varendra Research Society, Rajshahi, 1946, pp. 2-5.
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Vidalamalavati on Digniaga’s Pramanasamuccaya. Vidya-
‘bhusana (1 c.p.323) gives his date as about 725 A D
-when Viamana’s portion of the Kaéika was not yet=written
.or circulated. According to Durveka Misra the following
passage of Arcata ( who was identical with Dharmikaradatta

vide pp. 233, 261 & 410 ) refers to Jinendra’s gloss upon
Digniga :—( Baroda ed., 1949, p. 218 )

7T TR AR $ETg saEaTER... |
ey PrmfwrRghgfife: (ib. p. 405)

“This piece of evidence proves that Arcata ( and Dharmottara )
cannot be dated before 800 a. b,

DaaRMOTTARA : one of the greatest Buddhist authorities
after Dharmakirti. He is cited both by Vacaspati and
‘Sridhara ( g. v. ).' In the Atmatattvaviveka, according to the
interpretation of Sankara Miéra, Udayana had refuted Dhar-
mottara in one place ( B.I. ed., p. 296 ). The actual passage
.of Dharmottara has beern quoted by Sankara. Dharmottara
flourished according to the Rajatarangini (IV.498) in the
reign of Jayapida of Kasmira (c.800 a.p.). This date is
corroborated by the references in the Arcataloka ( Baroda,
1249 ). Arcata, identical with Dharmakaradatta ( ib., pp. 232,
241 & 410 ) was the teacher of Dharmottara according to
“Tibetan evidence ( Intro. p. xi ). At any rate Dharmottara
undoubtedly came after Archata (vide Durveka’s comm.
pp- 240, 242-3, 377). According to Durvka (p. 405)
Archata has referred to Jinendrabuddhi in one place (p. 218)
and Jinendra (q.v.) cannot be placed before 800 . p.
Dharmottara must, therefore, be placed in the first half of
the 9th century a.p. as the Tibetan historians recorded.

PRAINAEARA : cited b . Y -
y Udayana in the Pariduddhi
( pp: 667-8 & 730). The verse cited is evidently from

Prajfiakara’s masterpiece the Pramanavartikalaikara. Udayana
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in the Atmatattvaviveka (B. 1. ed., p. 907 ) has recorded the:
important tradition  about Prajfidkara that like Dharmkirti he-
was drisen out from the orthodox Brahmanic society and had
no other way but to accept Buddhism. Tibetan historians.
place him in the 10th century .p. (Vidyabhusana, 1 c. p. 336).

MasAvrara : In the Kusumanjali Udayana in his discus--
sion on ksanikatva ( Stavaka IV, p. 17 ) has cited: and refuted
the views of the ‘followers of Mahavrata’ ( @gmayam: ). In the
first Stavaka also in the context of Karika 12 ( p. 57 ) the views
of Mahavrata have been criticised according to the interpreta-

tion of Varadardja (p.31) who cites the following verse of
Mahavrata thereon :

FGY NSqErAsTRRafE=as |
TfeadrR a9 Fifawi F 7 9w@ta o
The Nyayalilavati of Srivallabhacarya quotes the same verse in
a brilliant passage which is an elaboration of Udayana’s words.
with an additional half-verse from Mahavrata in the section on
Sarhskara ( pp. 647-48 ) :
gz fad stamme: 0 e |
gt Tt sty e aishirm i |

Mahavrata is also cited in Bhavanitha's Nayaviveka ( Madras.
ed., p. 273 ). There is an important quotation from Mahavrata
in M.M. Chandra’s Amrtabindu ( Ms. No. I11. F. 149 of Asiatic
Society, fol. 45a) which ends :—Z@ud STAAIRERISHIAFA
sAsAfafa@gTa: | Krsna Miéra in his allegorical drama Prabodha-
chandrodaya paints Mr. Pride ( ‘Ahamnkara’)as well-read in
the advanced courses of studies then prevailing in Eastern
India ; of_ the six classical works mentioned (ActIl, v.3)
‘Mahavrati’ is the last of all. All the works belong to the Bhatta
and Prabhakara schools of the Mimarns3. According to the
well-informed commentator of the drama Nandilla-Gopa, Maha~
vrata belonged to the Bhatta school and was a rival of the
‘Prabhakara scholar Mahodadhi, who was a class-mate of Salika
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natha and the author of a treatise named Siddhantarqhasya

( wEER) wERagEt walgtaaiaagl ). All the four scholars Salika,
Mahodadhi, Vacaspati and Mahavrata thus belonged to about
the same age. It is our conjecture, however, that the commentator
has confused the " affiliation of the two scholars Mahodadhi and
Mahavrata. Mahodadhi belonged to the Bhatta school as he
had refuted the well-known ‘Anvitibhidhiana’ theory of the
Prabhakara school ( vide Nayaviveka, p. 271 ). Mahavrata,
therefore, belonged to the Prabhiakara school and as a conse-:
quence he was cited with approval by M.M. Chandra, who
was an authority of the Prabhakara school and referred in his

awork to the classics of his own school alone,

SaNRARACARYA : This logician should be carefully distin-
guished from the great founder of the Advaita Vedinta. He
was the earliest among orthodox scholars of Nyaya whose views
were refuted by the Buddhist scholars. Jfianaéri ( q. v. ) and
his pupil Ratnakirti mention his name first of all, suggesting
that he preceded both Trilocana and Bhisarvajfia who are
named next to him. Ratnakirti has preserved the name of one
of his works the Sthirasiddhi, from which a passage has been
cited in the Sthirasiddhidusana ( Patna ed., p. 108 ). Vacaspati
in the Tatparyatika has referred to him as stated by Udayana
in the Parisuddhi.. The passages are cited below.

mﬁnwnmﬁfr”:&s: AT SFR gdEEY SdaETa 7 fve:
q Jq Faqfafy yarErg: | @g—adt a1 (under IILL . 17 ;
Tatparya, p. 387, line 14 )

g ffm!iﬁa AAEARICEIRIEE SRR FHTET

R AT SRCAR | o TRl et SR
fgrTe: SRR | agrra g —eaRafif | (b, p. 367,
last line : both from fok 12b of the third chap. of the Parisud-
- dhi preserved in rotograph in the Mithila Institute ). Both the
passages are evidently taken from the Sthirasiddhi of Sankara
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It should be noticed that Vicaspati criticises Sankara’s argu~
ment in the last case.

7 e IFTET gReRR— RS
et TfiesrEfyadaa s e afw | (fol. 38bof a

Ms. in our possession : under IV. ii. 35, vide Tatparya, p. 465,
line 11 ).

This passage also seems to have been taken from the

Sthirasiddhi.*

Safkardcarya is also cited in the Nyayapariéista ( p. 17 )
as the head of a band of scholars differing from the Bhisyas
vartikaschool,

, This Sankara should also be distinguished from the ear-
lier Sankara Svamin referred to in Jayanta’s Nyayamamjari
{ ps 293 ) and other works,

SALIRANATHA : According to Vardhamina the following
passage in the Kiranavali under the interesting topic of the
ocular organ being made up of light or not, cited and refuted
by Udayana, refers to Silika,

¥ dafigeaaan a3 A 49 TETEREER T geaT
AEge dEEirETREER R AT T zﬁ)‘
gATaeTg: | @gad ! ( Chowkh. ed., p. 75; B.IL ed., p.28
‘Vardhamiana notes in the Dravyaprakasa mmim'
#fa | ( Vahgiya Sahitya Parisat Ms. No. 1649, fol. 42a),
The passage is very important, as pointing to the interesting
fact, hitherto unknown, that Salikanatha commented op the
Prasastapadabhasya. This is clearly stated by Chennubhatta
in the Tarkabhasapraka$ika ( Bombay ed., p. 211 ) where
another passage is cited :—gfquermanigasT:
fagq gfa wfewaa: eI =4694dq | The Rasasara

1. Some Lost Nyiya Works and Authors :(—Proceedings, AIOC,
.Ahmedabad.
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( pp. 100-1 ) also quotes him upon Prajastapada. Moreover,.
as is now well-known, Udayana’s twitting reference to 2
‘Gauda’ Mimarnsaka, who confounds verses from the Manu-
samhitd as Vedic texts (!), is according to Varacliarija's note:
(p-123) a fling at the ‘Paficikakara’ (1.e. Salikanatha .).
Under the same topic ( Kusumafjali, Chap, III ) Udayana 1n
his own brilliant manner answers Salikandtha directly with

the change of a single word ( =AW in place of 9g™NRL) in
the latter’s verses :—

BIC IR LI IS IR uc e
HRFRE &1 e Egaraan ||

. (vide Varadardja’s Kusumatjalibodhani, 1922, p. 127 )--
Saliknatha was the greatest authority of the Prabhakara school
of the Mimarnsi. He wrote three Paficikas, the Rjuvimala
( on the Brhati of Prabhikara ), the Dipa$ikha (on the Laghvi),.
and the standard work of the school, the Prakaranapaficika,
besides a Bhagyapari$ista. His works, though written in
Bengal, circulated quickly throughout India. He preceded

Vacaspati ( q. v. ). The following humorous verse is current.
about bim in South India :—

IAFTIINGET 7 S A S |

SRR X9 yqiraT &ar il

BnAskara : the famous exponent of the Dwaitadvaite
theory of the Vedanta. He has been cited by Udayana in the
Kusumanjali (11, p. 67 : semfwaifa Sresens gere. Vardha-
mina notes WIEATREHTTSIH: ). It is well-known that in
his Bbasya, published at Varanasi, he refuted éaﬁkaricﬁrya
and the views of the Buddhist scholar Dharmakirti, whom

he call§ .‘\./ipra—Bh-ik§u’ (p. 123 ). His views have been cited’
and criticised by Vicaspati in the Bhamat:.

BuOsaNA : i. e. Bhasarvajfia, author of the Nyayabhiisana
acomxnentary on his own Ny&yas&m. The book, which s .
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almost indispensable for studies on the history of Nyaya-
Vaisesika literature, remains yet to be published, though it was
discovered long ago in a Jaina library beyond the reach of
scholars ( Ganakarika, Baroda ed., Introd. p.i.). As long ago
as 1859 a. p,, Hall knew ( Index, p. 26 ) that the Bhisana was
a work of Bhasarvajfia, though there was much confusion later
on. Udayana cited and refuted the Bhiisana several times in
the Kiranavali. All the passages are interesting and are, there-
fore, reproduced below.

(1) mmmﬁ-—mﬁa frerfirfe qatar gfa,  ageEm
( Chowkh. ed., p.-43).

(2) aomR  qoa—sm TrEERwENTE,  at (b,

p. 160 ).

(3) @ EeTig ohd  @eINey AW et e
s | ((ib., p. 192).

(4) safirmaty wia frmmmeg | @ o, spEbE-
eIy AT | A, 3R et | (b, p. 232 ¢

compare Lilavati p. 856 ).

None of the above passages is traceable in the Nyayasara;
so they were all taken from the Nyayabhusana, a discursive work
of great celebrity which earned for the author the epithet Bhi-
sanakara, by which he was almost universally known. The
-earliest writer, as far as can be ascertained from the present
materials, who grappled with his views was the Buddhist
scholar Jfianadri. The four great ‘pillars’ of Indian Logic
( probably coming from four different quarters ) were, accord-
ing to Jfanaéri, Sankara, ‘Nyayalankarana’, Trilocana and
Vacaspati. For exigency of metre, the Bhisana is mentioned
by a synonym and before Trilocana, In the body of the books
of Jfidnasri and his disciple Ratnakirti ( q. v.) the name Nyaya-
bhiisana is clearly given and correctly placed after Trilocana
and before Vacaspati. Bhasarvajiia, who very probably belonged
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to Kasmira, was slightly junior to Trilocana and slightly senior
to Vacaspati and. lived about the middle of the 10th century
4.0} Tt is known that in the Bhiisana the views of the
Buddhist scholar Prajfiakara are controverted. ( Introduction
to Ganakarika ).

Ubpavana’s Pre-emiNence : Udayana through his nu-
merous works se;i.lred a position in the learned world
which was quite enviable. From the 12th century onwards
he was looked upon as the greatest exponent of the Nyaya-
Vaisesika doctrines and was the greatest target of all scholars
of the opposing camps. Deva Siiri ( 1086-1169 4.p. ), a fore-
most Jaina logician, drew up a sharp contrast between Udayana
and the Kasmirian Jayanta, both of them being his targets
of attack, He wrote :—

g utwatagt AsgRaatEd. |
9 g %1 a5 Tl @ wiE |l
( Syadvadaratnakara, Chap. 1)

Udayana’s discourse on the Nyidya theory of causation and
-explanation of the term ‘Sakti? involved in it is found in the
Kusumatjali (I, pp. 63-64). There is a magnificent pen-
picture of Udayana found at the end of the first chapter of
the Pariduddhi which is cited below in full. It was probably
written by an admirer who actually saw him alive.

FFETAR, AATTARE -
ARTAGRERRIGE T |
T §T AR FH-
ataeaf: FARE TR
TR A |
me Bhusanakara 0 Bllﬂ§dr,ldm4‘“_vang;ya
Sahitya Parishat Patrika, 1353, pp, 22.32,
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Fifea: gt agm e ardt gaenied
@ HmgEaaFR gF aRwAgfE g9 |
AR TR A A
st araREa |
sfearEi. STEA fager g
AT AT ThTHL TAAGTE T |
X X X
AR Eg g RERRa |
( fol. 103 of the Rotograph in the Mithila Institute )

How Udayana’s name was respected highly even in hostile-
camps would be clear from the following illustration. The.
great polymath Venkatanatha ( 1268-1369 a. p. ) of the Rama-
nuja school wrote the Nyayapari$uddhi, the bulk of which is.
taken up by an elaborate treatment of the Anumina part
( Chowkh. ed., pp. 92-359 ), more specially of the subject of
debate. Unlike Gangesa, Venkatanitha has dealt with all the
different classes of debate ( Vada, Jalpa and Vitandi ) and the
intricate divisions of fallacies and quibbles. He has quoted.
profusely from the works of his predecessors of the Ramanuja.
school, who it appears grappled with the problems thoroughly
and in a highly developed system of their own. The influence-
of Gangeéa can nowhere be traced, but Udayana’s influence is.
clearly stamped in their views. The celebrated line of the
Kusumatjali, qoeqefaQ® g 7 swworacrefa: [ 1L 8 ] is accepted
as an universal maxim (p. 133). Udayana, referred to as Nyay3-
carya ( p. 220 ), gave the best definition of the term Jati (o
g&hawq p. 221 ), according to Venkatanatha, A former scholar
Varadavisnumiéra had dealt with the classes of Jati just accord~
ing to Udayana (a®igas p.235), who was thus formally
regarded as the supreme authority on the subject. His well~
known views on the term Tarka (sharply criticised by Sriharsa).
are respectfully cited ( p. 327 ).
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Among the manuscripts upon which the Varanasi edition
-of the Kiranavali is based the scribe of one ( Ms. No. 3 dated
1506 Saka ) eulogises Udayana in the following elegant verse,
‘where he has been likenedito an incarnation of Siva, the god of
Jlearning :

= B Rt fag=-
% miEaaafasian: |
IFOE Ffre sat woa-
TG gaEEa: |l

Upavana aNp GaNgES$A : There is hardly any topic dealt
-with in the four grand divisions of Gangesa’s work, which
‘had not been already argued by Udayana in his main works
.and specially in the Kusumamjali. Itis only in the method
.and mode of expression that Gangesa excelled over Udayana,
whose prominent theistic background had to give place to
subtleties of argument in course of time. The Iévaravida
portion of Gangeda failed completely to oust the Kusumafjali,
-which held its own through almost a millenium. When
Vyasatirtha, the giant scholar of South India of the Midhva
community, grappled with the doctrines of Navyanyiya in
the Tarkatandava, he preferred in many places Udayana
against Gangesa ( vide Tarkatandava, Madras ed., I, pp. 148,
286 & 377 ). In fact his commentator Righavendratirtha
distinctly wrote in one place (p. 148 ) that Vyiasatirtha
controverted in the Pramanyavada (Utpattiprakarana) the
‘older’ argument of Udayana, because Gangesa onl3; embel-
lished that argument w1:‘.h subtletl'es' but could not give any
new or.on’gmal one of his own. Slr'mlarly the Upamina part
of Gangesa I?ra.ct_ucally became extinct, ag no scholar of any
renown in Mithila and Bengal ( with the single exception of
Pfagajlbha) ever commented on it. In its place the corres-
ponding portion ot-“ the Kusumanjal; ( chap. III ) commended
itself for studies in the Nyaya seminaries. Chinnabhatta
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(p. 160 ) expressly recommended the Kusumajali on the-
question of Upamina as a separate means of valid knowledge.

Vardhmiana in his several commentaries on Udayana
has indicated the problems where his father Gangesa _excelled
in arguments. Here are a few references. In the Kusumamjali,
Chapter I, there is an elaborate discussion on the much debated
term ‘Sakti’ . here Vardhmina reproduced three passages of
Gangesa ( pp. 45, 48 &.51 ). In the second chapter Vardha-
mina elucidated the text of Udayana on the favourite topic of
Primanya, éabdanityatﬁ and Jatidakti with long and illuminating
passages of Gangeéa (pp. 8-11, 36-37 & 47-49 ). There are
very many passages of Gangesa cited by Vardhamana in the
Nibandhprakata. Gange$a, therefore, cannot be separated
from the moorings of Navyanyaya which were first laid down
by Udayana in his major works specially the Nibandha and
Kusumanjali. As a matter of fact, Gangesa himself displayed
his utmost veneration for Udayana by quoting his words in
almost every section of his large work. Among the predeces-
sors of Gangesa by far the largest number of references belongs
to Udayana. Some of these are pointed out below,

In the very first section ( Mangalavada ) of the Pratyaksa
part there is an exact quotation from the Dravyakiranavali of
Udayana (B. 1. ed., p. 72 : vide Kiranavali ; Chowkh. ed., p. 3).
In the next section ( Primanyavida ) a well-known Kariki of
the Kusumamjali (IV. 1) on the definition of Prami is cited
(p. 366 ) and it is interesting to note that Udayana is given the
flattering epithet “Tantrika’ here. In the same section there is
a quotation from the Bauddhadhikara (p.424). There are
three reference's to ‘Acérya'}h’ towards the end ( pp. 750, 834 &
845 ). Gangesa’s veneration for Udayana is best displayed in
the section on Nlrvxkalp:}.( Pp. 834-38 ), where after citing and
refuting the views of Sivaditya, Gangefa formulated his final
views on the topic under discussion on the basis of an exact
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quotation from the Gunakiranavali ( Chowkh. ed., pp. 201-2 )»
whick he fully explained in the manner of a regular commen=~

tator,

In the Anumana part, it is well-known that Udayana’s
definition of the term Vyapti and its component Upadhi has
been explained by Gangeéa in the Piirvapaksa section ( pp. 77-
79 : vide, Kusumafijali III. 2 ). Udayana’s definition of Upidhi
is also critically reviewed under Upadhivada ( pp. 312-13).
For other references to Acirya in this part vide pp. 593, 684,
888 ( from the Nibandha ) and 934, Udayana could not be
superseded by' Gangeéa at allfin the Iévaravida and Upamana
part. Inthe Sabda part we need only refer to the long and
illuminating passage of Udayana with which Gangesa concludes
the section on Vidhivada ( pp. 284 ff. ). It need hardly be told
that there are many other anonymous passages of Gangesa
which are taken from Udayana. Commentators, specially
Sarvabhauma, trace the source in many places ( vide Sarvabhau~
ma’s Anumdnamanipariksa, foll. 53b, 110b, 139a & 161a : for
the passages referred to vide B. 1. ed., pp. 166, 380, 53i & 59%
respectively ).

Upbayaxa avo S'::m\n§ \: Owing to decay of Buddhism in
India and the consequent degeneration of Buddhist scholarship
specially in the field of Nyaya studies Udayana’s powerful
onslaught against the Buddhist doctrines produced no effect in
the Buddhist camp. As far as we are aware no Buddhist scholar
attempted to meet the arguments of Udayana, whose triumph
in the controversy was almost unparalleled. It is a significant
fact that the Buddhist logicians for almost a millenium quarel-
led with the orthodox logicians alone and their opposition to
the other schools of Indian philosophy is quite negligible. In
the works of Jfianasri. and Ratnakirti, for instance, no Prabha-
kara and Vedanta author is ever mentioned or refuted. There
is much truth in the assertion that in certain fundamental
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doctrines the Buddhist and the Vedantin sail in the same boat.
Chinnabhatta explains a passage of the Tarkabhasa as referring
to ETasgmETR ( p. 250 ), whose views are summarised in two
interesting Karikas, It is nothing surprising, therefore, that
within a century after Udayana, a most powerful and scathing
<riticism of the Nyiya doctrines emerged from the pen of a
Vedanta scholar. In the Khandanakhandakhadya of Sriharsa
the logician’s method of fixing and defining the categories with
formidable precision was assailed in such a devastating manner
that it was hailed throughout India as a novel contribution in
the field of dialectics. Sriharsa’s method of argument earned a
special name as ‘Khandanayukti’ and, what is a most wonderful
fact, the Khandana, as érflharga’s work is commonly called,
came to be regarded as one of the classical works of Navynyaya.

S’rihar§a was a ‘Gauda’ (1. e. a native of Bengal ) as cate-
gorically stated by Vidyapati in the Purusapariks@ ( under
Medhavikatha : e Ttefaed shed! a7 #fyafeea: ) and Vacaspati
at the end of th,e Khandanoddhara. The exact relation between
Udayana and Sriharsa should be carefully determined, as they
are the two towering figures that dominated dialectics in
Eastern India for about three centuries before the work of

‘Gange$a came to the forefront. Both the Khandana and the
Naisadha were writter'l at the court of Kinyakubja and it is
sometimes argued that Sriharsa also was a native of Kanyakubja.

We have collected elsewhere (I. H.Q., XXII, pp. 144-46)
quite a volume of evidence, both internal and externaI', to prove
that Vidyapati’s statement about the provenance of Sr?lhar§a is
undoubtedly correct. Use of the word ‘uliilu? ( Naisadha XIV.
51 ), ‘udayabhaskara’ ( XVIIL. 103 ) and the familiar name of a
top still current in Bengal ‘laladdimba’ ( XXII. 53 ), mention of

peculiar marriage customs prevalent in Bengal, indiscriminate
use in alliteration of the three sibilants, the two nasals etc. and

above all Sriharsa’s writing a panegyric of the family of a

Gauda king ( Merdftagemafa VIIL 110 ) betray unmistakably
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his Bengal origin, which is attested by many of his commenta-
tors like Candd Pandita, I$anadeva and Nar@yana. Udayana
was controverted, therefore, not by a ‘Pascatya’ but by a.
‘Gauda’ and this is quite in the fitness of things when we re-
collect that Bengal’s rivalry with Mithild was more pronounced
from ancient times than with any other province.

The Khandana criticises Udayana directly and right
through, though the name of Udayana is not actually mentioned.
anywhere in the bgok. The very first definition of valid know-
ledge attacked by Sriharsa is qeangf: ST and this again is the:
very first sentence of Udayana’s Laksanamala, as correctly sta-
ted by $ankara Miéra (Varanasi ed. of the Sankari, pp. 143-44).
ériharga’s wonderful scrutiny of the two-worded phrase isa
specimen of his profound scholarship ( Chowkh. ed. with
Vidyasagari, pp- 239-397 ). The next two definitions—araat-
1 s (ib,, pp- 397-411 ) and wwgwqi=ag: 591 ( pp. 411-27 )
attacked by Sriharsa are exactly taken from Udayana’s Kusumani~
jali (IV. 1 & 5).

A Jaina scholar Abhayatilakopadhyaya, as we have stated
before ( p. 2, fn. ), wrote a book of moderate length named
Nyayalankara, consisting of notes on the knotty passages of the
five great classics of Nyaya including, last of all, Udayana’s
Paridudhi.! According to Anandapiirna ( p, 129 ) a passage of"
the Nyayalankara is cited and refuted by Sriharsa : =TEIER-
Fysfraa=iagad qgaIRT aggagta | At the end of the passage
a line of Udayana’s Kusumafjali is quoted in support ( 111, 8 :
O & 7 gwFadteafa:.  Sriharsd thus not only criticised
Udayana alone but many of his followers also and this is very

1. Guparatna in his Saddarfanasamuccayavrtti enumerated the works
of the Nyﬁyadars?n_a (B.1. ed,, p. 94). His description is slightly incor-
rect, the name Srikantha ( whose Tippanaka on the dasea has been dis-

covered ) should ?ome last of all after Abhayatilaka, whose authorship of”
the Nyayalaflkﬁra is proved by recent discoveries.
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much in evidence throughout the Khandana: Unfortunately the
scholiasts do not specify them, except in this single instance.

. Udayana has been criticised in many other places ( vide
pp. 705, 747, 1327 etc. ). The most interesting passage is the
one, so often reproduced by scholars, where Sriharsa answers
Udayana by hurling the latter’s own words in the Kusumanjali
{III. 7 ) against him in a slightly changed form :—( Khandana,
p. 693)

qENgETTATERY G @y el |

AT et |

AT A qgifd = Yemgy qawd |

sAEEE O a6 ggEtr: 9@

( Khandana, op. cit. p. 693°)

Tt has been one of the favorite topics of students of logic.
‘Gangeéa answered Sriharsa in the section on Tarka ( Anumina,
B.I. ed., p.233) and all scholiasts up to Gadadhara have

delightfully dealt with the age=old conflict of Udayana and
Sriharsa.

We refer to two other typical passages of the Khandana
where Udayana is subjected to detailed criticism. In the second
chapter Udayana’s arguments for rejection of erroneous theo-
ries ( =fagr ) are cited from the Parituddhi ( pp. 101819 :
Anantapiirna notes FIT"FW@?I ...... IZAFIH W ) Sri-
harsa’s counter arguments go to the end of the chapter. Udayana
is referred to here as #&Baq. In the last chapter ( pp. 1170-76 )
a long passage is cited from the Atmatattvaviveka (B, 1. ed.,
PP 1170-1200) and refuted at length, All these place Udayana

in the position of the greatest opponent whom tharsa wanted
to meet by arguments.

Sriharsa’s popularity : ér}haf§a's great "achievement was
naturally hailed by the Vedantists. Vidyaranya triumphantly
wrote in the Paficada$i :
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Frewaim X 399 aifFsRa: |
g g arear! gitar |
Its reception in the land of Udayana is a great revelation. Many
"Navyanyidya scholars of Mithila ( and Bengal ) came to scoff at
it but remained to pray. Divakaropadhyaya, Vardhamana,
Sankara Miéra and even so late an author as Gokulanatha had
written commentaries on it. So did Pragalbha, Padmanabha
Miséra and Raghuniatha ( Vidyalankara ) of PPengal. Vardhamina
.attempted a refu’tation of it also, but itis completely lost.
Vicaspati 1I and Sankara, it is true, wrote powerful refutations.

They were followed by two late scholars, Madhava Misra of

Mithild and Viévanatha Pafichanana of Bengal. But on the
‘whole the refutation of Sriharsa’s arguments at the hands of

the Nyaya scholars of Mithila and Bengal is somewhat half-

hearted and considerably out-weighed by their agreeable studies
.of those arguments.

This raises the problem of Vedantic influence upon
Udayana and other advocatés of the uncompromising dualism
of the Nyaya. Itis now well-known that Udayana at the end
ot the Atmatattvaviveka attempted a remarkable and powerful
synthesis of all the orthodox systems of philosophy arnd, though
orthodox Nyaya scholars emphasise upon the exact.gradation
of the systems as envisaged by Udayana the crowning glory
remaining with the Nyaya, Udayana’s predilection towards the
Vedanta cannot be brushed aside lightly. Phrases like &1 smamdn
A B MPAENGUAATTAT], from  the pen of Udayana speak out
his real mind. Maheéa Thakkura, one of the later glories of
Mithild, similarly expressed his veneration for the Vedantic
principles. The Navyanyaya, as a matter of fact, concerned
itself more and more, as time went on, with the method of grap
pling with problems, not so much with the matter and Sriharsa’s
method of vanquishing opponents consequently appealed to its

wotaries. An agreeable approach to the opponent’s views is in
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evidence even in the times of Vicaspati, when the conflict with:
the Buddhist scholars was at its height. His application of the-
epithet “Tayin’, of undoubted Buddhist origin to Aksapida in.
the second prayer verse of the Tatparyatika is quite revealing.

Date of é'riharsa is intimately related to that of Udayana.
and we shall discuss the problem at this place with up- -to-date
materials. Sr1harsa s date can be fixed within narrow limits.
from the followmg evidence. Towards the end of the Khan--
dana ( p. 1327 ), he respectfully mentions the name of the.
( Kasmirian ) rhetorician Mahimabhatta in the following verse:

e sufwlraHsy HiraraaaT |
FENNITAY EARAT #AeASsEa I
Mahimabhatta, who came after Abhinavagupta ( 1015 a. D, )
and before Mammata (C 1100 a. n. ), must have been living
about 1050 4. p., and was probably a native of Kasmxra The
earliest date that can, therefore, be assigned to Sr1harsa is 1075
A 1. This dismisses any attempt ( cf. IA. 1913, p. 83 ) to place
Sr1harsa earher On the other hand, the earliest author, who
quoted from Sr1harsa s Nalsadhacanta is Mahendra Siri, a
disciple of the famous Jaina polymath Hemacandra ( 1088-1172
a0 ). In his commentary on the Anekarthasangraha of’
Hemacandra, he quoted many passages of the Naisadha as
illustrations, e. g. under II, 18 ( p. 8 of extracts from the com-
mentary in Zachariae’s edn., 1893 ), II. 56 ( p.- 13 ), 1. 274
(p.43), 1L 299 ( p. 47), IL 303 (ibid. ), 1. 527 (p. 77 ) IV.
155 ( p. 173 ) and 1IV. 339 ( p. 184 ). This commentary, which
was published in the name of the author’s teacher Hemacandra,
was written ‘soon after’ the latter’s death (ibid. Preface p. X1II).
tharsa, as a native of Bengal and a protege of the king of
Kanyakubja, could not be supposed to have commanded the
respects of foremost scholars of Western India unless he was at.
least an exact contemporary of Mahendra’s guru, Hemacandra,
or slightly senior to him. None of the authorities, cited by
Mahendra, as far ascan be ascertained, belong to the latter-
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‘half of the 12th century a. o, ériharga must, therefore, have
“written his works in the second quarter ( 1225-50 4. b. ) of the
-century during the reign of Govindacandra of Kannauj ( 1104-
54 a. 1, ), whose - patronage of the poet is definitely stated by a
.commentator named Gadidharal. Srlharsa probably, started

his literary career with small tracts like Amarakhandanam

.( Madras Ms. No. R 1595 ) and Dwvirtipakosa ( ibid. R 1607 )
with a view to enrich his vocabulary.

Ks1rasvam1n, in his
.commentary on the Amarkosa® » quotes a line from erharsa
sanghata-mytyur-marako marirmari ca devata ( 1. 6. 58 ). Thls
is evidently from the Dvirlipakosa or a similar work of the poet.
Ksirasvimin was quoted by Vardhaména in the Ganaratnama-
hodadhi ( Eggeling’s edn., pp. 3C6 and 430 ) which was com-
posed in 1140 a. p. These early tracts of Sr1harsa will have,
therefore, to be assigned to the first decade of the century in
the very beginning of reign of Govindacandra. It is possible
that the poet in his very old age enjoyed the patronage of
Vijayacandra ( 1169 a. n.) and Jayacandra, the son and
grandson of Govindacandra, But the statement of Rajadekhara
Sdri that the poet wrote in the reign of the latter prince need
not be taken as literally true ; Rajadekhara could not correctly
record the name and relation of Jayacandra in the Prabandha-
kosa. Besides the Naisadha and the Khandana, erharsa 1s

known to have wrxtten many more works, mentioned by hxmself
at the end of the several cantos of his poem. One of them ig
the Sthairyavicara mentioned at the end of Canto IV of the
Naisadha. It appears that the editor of a Vedanta work Brah-
mav-id\'abhamr}am ( published at Kumbakonam ) had access to
copies of this long-lost work, from which he cited in the short
introduction the following important ( introductory ) verse :

1, S. R. Bhandarkara : Rep. of a Second Tour in search of Sans. Mss.,
1907, pp- 43 & 87-88 ¥ g @y eyt Mfasgwen) am Usn T T &
g i ;... A7 T &y wngd: qefeUR 7 FAw wwwAn |

2. Oka's ed., p. 101 ; Trivandrum ed., Part II, p. 316.
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m ﬁ&ﬁ?m;
FAg, AT JIAARTI T
FAATITTETRAR] HAT: T |
Smfrgrmmt aRfvgaad R AT
AT freatagd ffgemeneni=m |l
Srihar§a herein glorifies the poweré of one Cidvilasa, who-
frustrated the black acts of a Tantrika named Gupta. Cidvilasa.
was by tradition the pontiff of the Kamakoti shrine of Kafici.
and his encounter with, and the subsequent conversion at his
hands of, the great Khandanakara is recorded in a work named
qPEFAFd also cited in the same introduction ( cf. @uEETE--

AT TEETFTTNGCSTGTEEANL.... ) The traditional date of Cid-
vilasa, according to the records of the shrine, is 4268-4301 of”

the Kali era ( 1167-1200 a. p. ), which is about half a century
too late for erharsa Sr1harsa also wrote a work named Siva-
$aktisiddhi ( see canto XVIII'), This book also was accessible
to the above editor, who quoted the following stanza from it :-

ATy
r K]

TR =reh T -

NFHEATEI A I STgT=ad: |

T e [T T gATE T S T -

TeTemifrg e wagat sfifafgem a9 |l
Here again Cidvilasa of the Kamakoti shrine of Kaficl is refer-
red to in glowing terms and invoked for msplratlon ln the book
which had for its subject the identity of Siva and Sakti. The
editor identifies this Cidvilasa with Advaitinanda, the author of
the Brahmavidyabharanam. But the identity seems to be quite
unwarranted. Whether this Cidvilasa is to be identified with

tharsa s ‘Guraval’ cited by him in Khandana ( Chowkh. ed.,
p- 1316) cannot be determined at the present state of our

knowledge.
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Among the three royal panegyrics written by Sriharsa, all
of them unfortunately remaining undiscovered, the Vijayapra-
$asti ( mentioned at the end of canto v) was upon Vijayacandra,
the son of his patron Govindacandra of Kanauj, We quote in
support the gloss of one of the oldest commentators on the:

Naisadha named Srivatsedvara from a very old palmleaf copy
( stopping at Canto XI ) preserved in the V. R. Museum, Raj-

shahi ( Ms. No. 809 ) :—

forsa=re o e sfar a1, o o5 e e
1YY 9g=9R |

According to another commentator Gopinatha the Vijaya-
pradasti was a panegyric of the Gauda king Vijayasena (L. 1639 :
fosewer=) Meare). But this seems hardly possible as Sri-
harsa wrote a separate Gaudorvi$akulaprabasti ( Canto VII ),
which was more likely in praise of the Sena kings. Sriharsa’s
connection with the court of Vijayasena, however, may be taken
as a fact. His connection with another royal court is proved
by another panegyric the Chindapraéasti ( Canto XVII). But
the Arpavavarnana ( Canto’IX ) was not a royal panegyric
( ‘prafasti’ ), asis sometimes interpreted by scholars ; it must
have been a small lyric poem describing the ocean ( cf. Sri-

vatsa’s note Hzed Grpfad afsafifr aram saer aws 3= ).

Now we are confronted with the guestion—what length
of time intervened between Udayana and Sriharsa. As early as
1884 5. 0. M. M. Vindhyeévariprasada discovered a definite
answer to the question, which seems to have _escaped the notice
of scholars. On the strength of a Naligadha,tikd by one Bhagi-
ratha he stated that Sriharsa’s father Srihira had academic con-
test with Udayana. In other words Udayana was older than
Sriharsa by only one generation. ( vide Introd. to Vaibesikas
darfana, Stavana 1941 V, S p. 26). Unfortunately the actual
words of the commentator were not quoted. The commentary
named Giudharthadipika is by far the most extensive ever
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written on the Naisadha ; a fragment of it dated 1629 Saka
( probably revised by the commentator himself ) is now preser-
-ved in the Sarasvati-Bhavana ( vide Introd. to the Tarkikaraksa,
pp- 30-31 ). The colophon proves that Bhagiratha wrote it at
‘the court of R3ja Jianachandra of Kirmachala, (1698-1708 a.n.)
under whom and under whose son Jagaccandra ( 1708-20 4. p.)
"he wrote several other works. At the end of Canto I of this

‘Bhagirath?’ commentary there i is a rushing flow of most fanci-
ful etymologies of the names of tharsa and his parents ( fol.
83). One such etymology of the name Srihira, who was the
father of Sr1harsa, runs :—3gl & o= é?f FegarTalead a9
@tlg@%mlrmgﬁ@tmlmﬁwﬁlgﬁ
W | Another etymology, equally fanciful, of the name
—erharsa. runs ag1 euR ety AT SN WTHR
Sﬁﬁmﬂ‘%ﬁlﬁl g1 1 &9 Racll 99RI _|...Bhagiratha incidentally

records here two bits of an important tradition that Udayana
defeated $rihira in the debate and tharsa avenged the defeat
at the request of his parents. Bhaglratha isa very recent
author ; he evidently derived his information from some of the

many earlier commentaries consulted by him.

One of the earliest and most learned scholiasts of the
Naisadha was Cindi Pandita, whose commentary was com-
posed in 1353 V. S. (i. e. 129697 . n. ). At the very com-
mencement Candd Pandita categorically s stated that Udayana
in a conquering campaign challenged Sriharsa’s father in g
debate and defeated him and tharsa as a faithful son, aven-
ged the defeat by meeting Udayana’s arguments in the Khag-
dana. The exact words of Candi Pandita are :—

o A RfRrNgEIEt @iy geTey sgamy SRERTTEE
FETAT, AT S(Q)eufag @wed mifteg.. man. TR
snf@™

( Des. Cat. of Mss,, B. O. R. 1., Poona, Vol. XIII, Pt. 1,
p. 481) It should be carefully noticed that both CandG Pan-
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'dita and Bhagiratha ( who might have based his etymological
speculation on the: words of the former ) mention the fact of
Udayana’s personal conflict with Sriharsa’s father directly w1t}:-
out the least suspicion about its veracity. But unlike Bhagi~
ratha Candd Péu_lc.iita is more definite about the manner of
'S’rihar§a’; revenge, which took the form of a literary retort ins-
tead of a personal contest. It is interesting to note farther that,.
according to Candd Pandita, Sriharsa’s greatest ambition in
life was to write this great Refutation and he acquired all his.
talents ( through devotions of the mystic Cintamani-mantra )
with that end in view. It is substantially proved in our opinion
by the fact that in his ‘very angry’ mood Sriharsa nowhere
refers to Udayana by name in the Khandana,

éﬁharga’s conflict with Udayana was a common tradition
current in the Indian seminaries. The editor of the Khandana
with Sankari has recorded a tradition that S'r;i-har§a debated
directly with Udayana, who lived to answer Sriharsa’s argu-
ments in the Atmatattvaviveka !! ( Introd., pp. 6-7 ). These:
floating traditions have little historical value, but the definite
incident of Sriharsa’s fathet Srihira’s defeat at the hands of
Udayana recorded in a commentary of the Naisadha within
a century and a half from Sriharsa and exactly corroborated
in later ‘commentaries forms the kernel of truth behind them:
all. It is possible’ to fix roughly the time of this historic
debate between Udayana and Srihira. It could never have-
taken place before 1050 A.0. and probably took place in the:
decade 1075-85 a.n,, when Sriharsa was a mere boy.

Dare or UpavanNa: Under the above computation
Udayana’s date of birth would fall about 1025 A, and his
period of activity would cover the last half of t .

( 1050-1100 4.0, ). This is confirmed e eenry

. o . by a large volume of
_evidence which is summarised below.

(1) Udayana’s feeling of great diffidence expressed
‘at the commencement of the Parifuddhi, which was one of’
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his last works, proves that he was removed by some length
.of time from Viacaspati, who, as we have shown before, had
been quoted and sometimes criticised by Udayana’s teacher
Srivatsa. This feeling of great and almost aweful reverence
for Vicaspati persists throughout the Parifuddhi and we quote
below two magnificent verses from the unpublished portion
.of the book. At the end of the Pramana section Udayana
writes : ( fol. 71b of the Rotograph preserved in the Inititute )

@ AR 58] g IgaGUHES ETsAT: |
AFRN  [Aegrefag® a1 i a9 =g 38 ST 9wl
At the end of I, ii we find ( fol. 103b ):—

STERaT, ARATERY g9
TEATUTAR: 3 GAGTAR, 99/ a: |
LG EAR IR IR p M I oran |

FHIIATIERT ggligawiy i

( The reading in the Tanjore copy is somewhat corrupt :
Cat., p. 4482.)

It may be surmised, therefore, that Udayana was about
three generations later than Vicaspati, whose date has been
fixed by us as the latter half of the 1Cth century a.n. At the
present state of our knowledge itis impossible to refer the
date 898 of Vacaspati's .Nyayasucnibandha to the Vikrama
eraand that Saka date ( corresponding to 976-77 4.0, ) falls
about a century before the flourishing period of Udayana
under the above scheme.

(2) Udayana’s date is most intimately related to that
of Jhanaéri, who was directly controverted by him in his
very first work, Atmatattvaviveka. And the date of JHanaéri
is fixed beyond any dispute in the leetan works. He was
an exact contemporary of Dipafkara Srunana surnamed Atisa.
“The latter’s life, based on contemporary sources, was dis-
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-covered by S, C. Das in Tibet ; it was ‘printed’ ‘in Tibet in
‘the year called dog about the year 1250 4.0 ( Journ. Buddhist
Text Society, 1. i., 1893, p. 7 fn. ). According to the Southern
System of Brhaspati Cycle introduced in Tibet about the year
1026 a.n. the year Sidhirana ( No. 44 ) is named Iron-dog in
Tibetan (S. C. Das: Tibetan Grammar, 1915, App. V,
‘pp- 9-10 ) and it fell exactly in the year 1250 a. p. Atifa ( who
was born not in 980 4. p. but in 982-3 4. p.) left for Tibetan
-at the age of 59 in March 1041 a. . (1. H. Q,, VI, p. 159).
Just three years before (i.e.in 1038 4. n.) the king of Tibet
sent Nag-tsho ( Vinayadhara ) to Magadha for bringing Atiéa ;
the elaborate account of his mission, which has been published,
bears on the face of it a stamp of veracity so rare in ordinary
‘works of the type. The Tibetan learnt on arrival that among
the eminent Pandits under AtiSa one of the foremost was
Ratnakirti. In a grand assembly at Vikramaéila occurring soon
after the Tibetan saw among others two teachers of Atisa viz.
Vidyakokila and Naropanta (l c.p. 18 ). Atifa consulted
.oracles in various places,and at Vajrasana and acted according
to the instructions of ‘Acarya Jfianaéri’ (p. 20). Sometime
after (i. e. in 1039 4. ».) Naropanta came on his last visit to
Vikramadils ; “‘he leaned on the right arm of Atida while
JHanadrimitra helped him with his left arm”. ( p. 21 ) Naro-
panta died soon after in the South. This definitely proves that
Atia and Jianasri were the two towering figures of Vikrama-
&3 at that time, though both of them were younger in age to
Naropinta. Jfidnasri was then evidently retired, succeeded by
his distinguished pupil Ratnakirti. Like Atisa he was presum-
ably living still in 1050 . . and, as we have stated before,
Udayana probably wrote the Atmatattvaviveka about this time
( say within 1050-60 4. n. ) when JRianaéri was still alive.*

1. Thedate of Atifa’s starting for Tibet, which exactly coincided
with the king Nayapila's accession to the throne, is generally taken as
1038 A. D., that is three years earlier than the date we have given ( Vidya-
thusana, l. ¢, p- 520).  This date has been practically accepted in the
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(3) Udayana on the one hand was one full generation:
(i. e. about 40 years ) later than Jfianasri and on the other
-senior to éﬁhar§a by the same period of time and both these
pieces of evidence happilly combine to settle his date within.
-the last three quarters of the 11th century ( 1025-1100 ) a. .
as we have stated above.

Hist, of Bengal ( Vol. I, p.-177—where Nayapala’s reign starts from 1038:
-A.D.). Before Atiba started for Tibet there was a fight between Nayapala
and Karna ( ‘king of the Wesgern countries’ ); this could not have taken
place in 1038 A. p. when Karna was not yet on the throne. The confusion
is due to the fact that the Brhaspati cycle is current in two different sys--
tems—the Prabhavadi ( called the Southern system) and the Vijayadi.
( called the Northern system ). The former and not the latter was intro-
ducgd in Tibet ( S. C. Das : Tibetan Grammar, p. xv & Bk. I, p. 48 ) and
the year Vikrama, when Atifa left for Tibet according to the Tibetan
accounts, fell in 1038 a. D. according to the latter system, while it fell in
104C-41 A, p. under the former system, which is still current in Tibet. A
similar confusion arose in computing the birth-date of Atifa, which was in
the Tibetan year Tsu-rta (Water-horse) corresponding to the Chitrabhinu
of the Brhaspati cycle ; under the Southern system that year fell in 982-83
A. D. and not in 980 A. . *‘Jfianaéri Mitra of Gauda” was a gatekeeper at
Vikrama$ila under Canaka ( Vidyabhusana, p. 520 ) but the Tibetan his-
torians Taranatha and Sumpo mention five mythical Pala kings ( including
Canaka ) between Mahipila and Nayapila. Unlike them the biographer-
of Atifa correctly stated that Atifa became High priest under Mahipala
{ p. 11), the patron evidently of Jiianaéri also.
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CHAPTER 1l
PRE-GANGESA WRITERS

SrivariaBBACARYA : is the author of the Nyayalilavati,

.one of the few original classics of the Navyanyaya, which has
‘been happily published with three commentaries ( Chowkh.
-ed., 1934, pp. 864 ). At the very outset we should mention

that the name of the author was Srivallabha and not Vallabha.

'Vadindra calls him by that name ( Rasasara, p. 92 ), while in

the Chitsukhittka he is invariably cited under the name of

Srivallabha ( Bombay ed., 1915, pp. 196, 198, 230, 29899 &c.,

more than a dozen times ) and not even once as Vallabha.
Rijadekhdra in his commentary on the Kandali confused the
name ( Peterson’s Report, 1887, p. 273 : =gt g dfimmerata @amd
sflqear=rg] @577 ) and mistook the book as a commentary on
the Bhasya, but he knew that the name of the author began
with a ‘Sri’.  Gunaratna ( 1409 a.n, ) also followed Rajsekhara,
but he described the book correctly ( l.c., p. 282 : Aenada:
sftg@rarara: ) The Lilavati, as the book is commonly known,
covers the same grounds asthe Pradastapadabhasya, which
be it known, was invariably called at the end of the six
chapters of the book by the commentator Sridhara by the
correct and significant name ‘Padarthapravesa’ ( Kandali,

pp. 94, 289, 311, 321, 324 & 330). In other words, the

- elaboration of the six categories of the Vaidesika system

which became the prime function of the Vaidesika scholars
ever since Prasastapida to the detriment of the original
Kanadasiitras, formed the main thesis of érivallabha, the first
chapter of his book named ( Padartha-) Vibhagapariccheda
forming its great bulk (upto p. 731 of the Chowkh. ed.)-
Srivallabha, however, displayed his originality by adding three
small chapters at the end respectively elaborating Differance
of properties (Vaidharmya), Community. of properties
( Sadharmya ) and Operation ( Prakriya ). The whole book 1s
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divided besides into 75 separate sections falling under the-
four chapters. Some of these sections including the whole:
chapter on Operation mark a departure from the doctrines.
of the original Siitrakdra and a distinct tendency towards fusion
with the Nyaya. As a matter of fact, in the second introductory-
verse Srivallabha, with an excellent pun, describes Lady
Lilavati ( the actual name of his own wife according to-
Vardhamina and other scholiasts ) as a skilful mistress in the
premises of the Science of Reasoning ( WFf{RmaARRERIT
sA=qreiamEs ). This proves that according to Srivallabha the
Vaisesika system as well as the Nyaya system both come under
the term ‘Anv{kgik?. There have been borrowings from each
other. For instance, Abhiva ( negation ) has been accepted as.
a separate category into the VaiSesika from the Nyaya, just as.
the mental organ is introduced into the latter from the former.
This, says Srivallabha ( pp. 35-6, read with Vardhamana ), does.
not conflict with the individuality of the two systems. The:
section on Abhdva (pp.544-79)is immediately followed in
the Lilavati by the section on Apavarga ( Emancipation, pp.
580-98 ), both coming under the category of Guna.

The Lilavati was by far the best Vaidesika treatise in the:
medieval period, and the most intricate one. It outshone the
more or less elementary treatises of Sarvadeva (whose Pramana-

matjari, though popular, is only a booklet of 16 pages),
Vadivagiévara (author of the Manamanohara, not yet published)
and Sivaditya Misra. Like the works of Udayana on the ope
hand and that of Gange$a on the other the intricacy of the
Lilavati attracted the best intellects of Mithild even before the
times of Ganges$a and it enjoyed the privilege of being the only
post-Udayana work before Gangefa to rank among the immor-
tal classics of Neo-Logic.

The authorities cited in it are listed below alphabetically «
Indra, a pre-Paninian grammariap {p. 625).
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Udayana in Tatparya$uddhi ( p. 445 ) : the passage cited

is interesting, it accords Udayana’s fling at the scholars of

Bengal for their incorrect pronunciation of the three sibilants.

stil] per31st1ng in Bengal (Mﬁﬂﬂ?@ CiGIEEECALE
TNRT GsqagRl TerTr " Ay aeagerggaT: |

Kiranavalikara ( pp. 399-400, 533-34 & 823 ). In the:
first two cases Udayana is criticised and rather violently

( sefiaafgroassaT ) in the second place, where Udayana’s.

novel arguments against the admissibility of Upamaina as a.
means of valid knowledge are cited at length.

Carakacarya ( p. 816 ).

Tika (i.e. Kiranavali, pp. 38 & 39). The term is
invariably applied to the Tatparyatika of Vicaspati, but
Srivallabha as a protagonist of the Vaisesika in a manner paid
his respects to Udayana by using the term for the Kiranavali’

instead.

Tutatita (i. e, Kumarila) mentioned along with Kirti, the:
Buddhist authority ( p. 480 ).

Tattvakaumudi of Vicaspati ( p. 533 ) cited with appro-
val on the refutation of Upamina.

Bhasarvajna (p. 405) : the passage is cited as very impor-

tantmwmﬂa?waaqj?aﬂ ngmwwaﬁ:ﬁrmm
Wﬁﬁﬁamlﬁwmmﬁmﬁammm!

Bhusana ( i. e. Nyayabhusana of Bhasarvajfia, pp. 283,
357, 452, & 856 ). All the passages are important and should
be carefully discussed. We need only refer to one line of Sri-
vallabha, which has been noticed by many scholars, afgzwsI-
AT AT aREAEE A IER | QT T aggaaaRar e
fegag—afaRT wEdE (p. 358 ). Padmandbha in his

Anunaya commentary ( Adyar MS , D. 143 of a transcript with
the present writer) explains srarg et FqIRY | aggaTfan:
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FuEaaRE® | We should better take Pradastapida as the
Acirya in this passage* It should be stated t}'xat Padmanibha
here mistook Bhasarvajfia and Bhusana as dlfferet}tfpersons.
The passage clearly indicates that according to Sn-\iallabha
Vicaspati ( Tatparyatika, p. 277 ) came after Bhasarvajna.

Paramakosakara ( p. 675 : sael A e g -
FIEHRATAE| ) )
Mahavrata ( p. 647 ), an ancient Acarya.
- Vyomicarya ( p. 834 : vide Vyomavati, p. 450 ).
It should, moreover, be noticed that Srivallabha never refers to
Udayana by the honorific title Acirya almost universally attri-
buted to him. To him Vacaspati was the ‘Acarya’ ( p. 533),

the Tatparyacirya ( p.358) and the ‘Paramanyayicarya’
(p. 762).

Like Udayana $rivallabha was a pOWCrfL}l writer. His
intricate argumentative style is interspersed with e}egant pas-
sages here and there, We may refer to the splendid passages
on pp. 140, 144 and 648 as instances.

$rivallabha undoubtedly belonged to Mithila. In the first
place from the earliest times it was commented upon by
Maithila scholars of the front rank like Prabhakara, Vardha-
mana and Vate$vara and when Vardhamana ?ategorically states
that in the first prayer verse and the second introductory verse
the author had respectively referred through do:tble entendre to
his father Purusottama and his beloved wife Lilavati, there is
not the remotest chance that the pedigree of a ‘foreign’ author
could come within his knowledge so directly. Only a Maithila
scholar’s family details could be recorded by Vardhamana in
that manner. In the second place, Srivallabha incidentally
refers to a reigning monarch in the following elegant passage :-

1. For another suggestion vide: Tatparyacirya—JAS, Vol. XVII,
No. 3 p. 243.
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Ay T WA FEAUEAT ST, FRARET SRR
P CTHATT (FRT-) PEEATA =51, | (p. 290; repeated by
Vardhamana in his commentary on the passage p. 291 ). The
passage is cited in the Nyldyamt’tktdvali, a commentary on
Udayana’s Laksanavali by Sesa Sarangadhara ( Varanasi ed.,
p. 41), who made it more elegant by adding the word @ma1. It
is also reproduced in the Citsukhi ( p. 322 ) and in the Upas-
kara of Sankara Misra ( under II. ii. 10 ) in a modified form.
It was evidently inspired by a passage of the Kiranavali in the
same section of Kala (Varanasi ed., p. 116 : F=ay1 qraadi R
Taw RfagRyeE iesmueRaarag . | cf. Upaskara on 1L
il, 6 ). Cinnabhatta localised it by mentioning Vijayanagari
and VirGpaksa instead ( p. 228 ). We need hardly state here
that Mithila was under the rule of a ‘Karnata’ dynasty for two
centuries and a half ( from about 1100 to 1350 a.n. ), which
was the most glorious period in the cultural and social history
of Mithila. The most illustrious among the kings of the dynasty
was its founder Nanyadeva ( 1094-1147 a.n.). If the Bhi-
parikramana ( fol.18b ) and the Purusapariksa of Vidyapati
are to be believed this monarch ‘of the Karnata family’ ( #ate-

gF@@Wda ) was living still in the reign of Jayacandra of Kanauj
( vide ggFat ). There is hardly any doubt that Srivallabha
was referring to this monarch of Mithila in the above passage.
It should be carefuly noticed that the reference istoa ‘Kar-

nata’ family and not to a ‘Karnata’ country.

In the following interesting example of ‘intuition’ (mEm):
Srivallabha refers again to a local monarch, who was not, how-
ever, a ‘Cakravartin’ (overlord) but only a ‘Nrpati’ :—(p. 629)
JT AT TR GTY WA RA—YA g FAfAig ey
gom AT Ty wfvangd afasgedf Swg)l a9 Ao
darm | | semasma-snemRigetaac@E, Founafa ] That this
is a reference to a living monarch is proved by the author’s
assertion that the incident known through intuition tallied with
facts. Sankara MisSra explains that it is an example of know=
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ledge at a distance in position, not in time, (ib., p. 629
T TR ).

Srivallabha frequently mentions Varanasi ( pp. 140, 399-
400 ) with which he was apparently quite familiar. In the first
mention ( p. 140 ) he seems to have recorded his personal ex-
perience thata pupil’s brain improves sweetly from sips of
Ganga water at Varanasi after tasting myrobalan. He must
then have studied at Viranasi and from early times Maithila
students had kept up communication with that great centre of
Indian culture and religion.

Dats or Seivarzasaa : As we have stated above Srivalla-
bha has not given the well-known epithet ‘Acarya’ to Udayana,
from whom he was not much removed in time. On pp. 37-40
he has cited the views of a scholar, partly of the same school,
with whom, however, he disagrees, who quoted the Tika (i. e.
the Kiranavali, vide Guna part, p. 184 ; Rasasara, p. 22 and
-Gunapraka$a, p. 48 ) in his support. We should, therefore,
place him about two generations after Udayana in the second
quarter of the 12th century a. . late in the reign of Nanyadeva.
His definition of Vyapti, as is well-known, is cited and refuted
by Gangesa in the section on Piirvapaksa ( B. I. ed., p. 83 and
Lilavati, pp. 496 ). But he was not cited anywhere by Sri-
harsa, who was his exact contemporary. On the other hand, a
pre-Gangeéa scholar of Mithild named Prabhakaropadhyaya
.commented on his work perhaps for the first time. Many
authors of the 13th century . n. like Vadindra and Citsukha,
not belonging to Mithila, have quoted him respectfully by
name. It is impossible, therefore, to place him after 1175 4, p.
It should be mentioned here that Pratyagriipa, commentator of
Citsukha in one place ( Citsukhi, Nirn, ed,, P. 326 ) refers to
the Lilavati as a ‘recent’ book. Pratyagriipa’s date is about
1350 a. b,

From the following quotation whijch we traced in
Vardhamina's Anviksdnayatattvabodha it is gathered that
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tbesides the Lilavati Srivallabha wrote a commentary on the
5th chapter of the Nyayasiitra, the most intricate part of the
-system, Many other scholars including Udayana tackled the

-chapter separately.

e a :—Q'q" ﬁa E . E < ﬁ < . -
) AR T GREEEAREEORRNEAT | S agH a-
FTANETW | O FUEERITRY SRR SRS iG-
g I (under V. i. 14 ) Vardhamina has referred to this view
of Srivallabha also in the Parifistaprakaéa ( p. 38 ) under the
caption %faqg:. Moreover, it is likely that Srivallabha wrote
a sepimte tract named I$varasiddhi cited by himself ( p. 406 :
quT FAAIRANY $9UASrgwy, for, the reference does not
seem to be to the small section on Iévara in the Lilavati
{ pp- 239-62 ), where the relevant topic is not traceable.

StvADITYA Mi8ra : The name of this great author
of various works on the Nyaya-Vaiéesika now lives through his
.elementary treatise Saptapadarthi, which has long been
published with various commentaries. Though all his polemi-
.cal works have perished, his prayer at the end of the Sapta-
yada"rth? has been luckily fulfilled :

mmmﬂmmm:l
Y, GEIERITaEg SEgmHREY U

Gange$a, who very rarely names his predecessors, made an
.exceptio.n in the case of éiv;‘iditya, who is cited by name in
the section on Nirvikalpa ( Prataksa part, B. L ed., p. 830 ):
the following verse in the passage has been wrongly printed
as prose :

Srahamfafeefy afy arq-
e |
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FEE gt o o
96 7 Siwggeenadat a9 ||
= (ib., p. 829)

It may be taken as a typical illustration of the style and
consummate scholarship of vaadxtya exhibited in his lost
works which seem to have been both in prose and verse. In
the present case éividitya was cited by Gangesa only to be
refuted. Ganges$a’s own views on the intricate point, the
definition and function of Vifesana and Upalaksana, were
based on a passage of Udayana ( from the Kiranavali, pp. 2C1-
2 ) respectfully quoted and explained by him ( pp. 834-5 ).

Among the, lost works of S’ivﬁditya the Laksanamala,
based on Mahavidya syllogism ( vide Citsukhitika, pp. 180-81 ),.
was probably his masterpiece. We have stated before that
the recently published work of that name, wrongly ascribed
to him, is really a long-lost work of Udayana. Not one single
sentence of vaad1tya cited by different authorities, can be
traced in it. Slvadxtyas array of intricate definitions, which
earned for him the epithet of a ‘follower of the new crooked.
path’ was assailed by Vadindra ( Mahavidyavidambana;
pp. 74, 79, 109 & 117 ) and more frequently by Citsukha
( vide Citsukhitika, pp. 180, 183, 192-3, 195, 200, 237, 295-6,
309, 323 & 327-8) in the second chapter of the Tattva-
pradipika. Among these dozen quotations one (p.237)is
particularly important : Citsukha refers to it as a ‘crooked
course’ of the ‘modern’, which is really an elaboration of
Udayana’s words and anonymously quoted by Gange$a in the
very beginning of the Upadhivada. It should be noticed that
this very passage of Sivaditya is ascribed by Anandapirna to
Narayana-Sarvajia ( q. v. ). _None of these definitions are.
traceable in the Saptapadarthi.

A very small tract of blvadltya named Hetukhandana
has been discovered (Introd. to Mahavidyavidambana, p- XI1X ),
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In it there are references to two lost works of Sivaditya,
‘Upadhivartika’ and ‘Arthapattivartika’ and to an unknown
author of a certain ‘Mayanandani’ ( fol. 8 ). Probably Sivaditya
had written a comprehensive work with the appelative ‘Vartika',
the above-mentioned works forming two of its parts. Besides
the long quotation by Gangesa ( Pratyaksa, pp. 829-30 ), many
.other passages of Sivaditya, all of them intricate and learned,
are found in various works, We quote some of them below.
Vardhamana in his Tattvabodha under V.i. 37 writes :—

RARAFAARG  SAFEE R Seranweag e | T
@R 3 EgE(F e mew g |

(fol 62b) this seems to imply that like Udayana and many
other scholars, Sivaditya had written a separate commentary
on the fifth chapter of Gautama. Janakinitha in his Nyaya-
siddhantamafijari refers to an advanced view of éivﬁditya thus

( Chowkh. ed. with Yidava’'s commentary, p.9 ) :(—Qafce-
faArg FCARNFCGTAAR:  FOATSHAES T TR T=g 8 |
Janakinatha has quoted this same view of Sivaditya at the
end of the Anaviksikitattvavivarana (fol. 166b).  This
classification of Upadhi into two classes, Sakhanda and
Akhanda, already referred to by Gange$a ( Pratyaksa, p. 842),
has been variousIIy ascribed to different scholars, Among
Nyidya scholars Sivaditya seems to be the earliest. In the
Saptapadartht he devides Samanya ( Universals ) into two
classes Jati and Upadhi perhaps for the first time.

Among other original views of éivéditya we should men-
tion his definition of Darkness ( Saptapadarthi, p 84 : sifa-
.ﬁaﬁfﬂmﬁw: ) which is an adaptation of the famous views
of the Kandali. ALike Bhisarvajha he accepts srsgafaa as a
separate class of Hetvabhisa, which according to him is six-
fold. 1\~gf:1“’1$‘t all Vaidesika views he enumerates an eleventh
‘quarter’ (Dik ) named ‘Raudri’. He enumerates a third
variety of Samanya ‘Parapara’, His predilection for the Aandali
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is again manifested in his admitting ‘Citrarasa’ (p. 26).

Balabhadra, the commentator, remarks far@ad, ( p. 149 ).

éividitya’s date can be easily fixed as the middle of the-
12th century A, n. As he was controverted by the eminent.
scholar of South India, Vidindra, who flourished in the reign
of the famous Yadava king Singhana ( 1210-47 a. p. ) he cannot
be brought down further than 1175 4. p. He certainly came
after Udayana and was one of the bright stars in the galaxy of”
great scholars who flourished about 1150 a. p.—Srivallabha,

! o -
Sriharsa, Vadivagivara and others,

Ke§sava Mi1sra: author of the Tarkabhasa, an ele--
mentary treatise of Nyaya-Vaidesika doctrines, which is more or
less popular throughout India. It is divided into two broad
divisions—Pramana and Prameya. It is not certain if he belon--
ged to Mithila. As a matter of fact among its numerous com-
mentators ( in Dr. Bhandarkar’s ed., pp. xix-xx the list contains
28 names ), there is only one Gopinitha who belonged to-
Mithild, but his commentary circulated not in Mithil3 at all but
in South India. Inthe most flourishing period of advanced
studies on Navyanyaya in Mithila and Bengal the smaller and
elementary works never attracted scholars and they became:
extinct or what is more surprising, some of them created excel--
lent fields elsewhere. There is a notable instance in the Nyadya-
siddhantamafijari of Janakinitha, which was composed at Nava-.
dvipa and completely forgotten there, though it was studied at
Viranasi and elsewhere for a long time. We believe the Tarka-
bhasa similarly was driven out of Mithila and became popular
in Vardnasi, from where it circulated in other parts of India.

Our reasons for regarding Kedava as a Maithila are the
following. (1) The title Miéra is found in the colophon of the
Tarkabhasa in all manuscripts and that, prima facie, points to-
Mithila as the author’s birth place. (2 ) Kefava was well-read
in the works of Udayana. At the beginning of his work he
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started with Udayana’s definition of Prama ( TG ST
taken from the Kusumafijali IV. 1) and towards the end cited
his definition of the fallacy ‘Asiddhi’ ( also taken exactly from
the Kusumafijali IIL p. 39 ) mentioning his name. Moreover,
in the latter case Kedava attempts to meet in his own way the
objection that Udayana’s definition is open to the charge of
overlapping. Kefava’s predilection for Udayana might be taken
as a good pointer to his place of origin. (3 ) According to
Peterson ( Cat. of Ulwar Mss., 1892, p. 28 ) the splendid Mss.
Library of the Maharaja of Alwar preseves a copy ( Ms. No..
653) of a commentary on the Tarkabhasa by Vardhamana
named Tarkaprakada and a sub-commentary on the same by
Rucidafta. We failed to get any further information on these
two unique manuscripts. If they have been correctly described
by Peterson it would be a convincing proof that Kesava belon-
ged to Mithild. For, a superior Maithila scholar of the posi-
tion of Vardhamana could not be supposed to have wielded his
masterly pen upon an elementary work of ‘foreign’ origin.

Date of Ke$ava Miéra : We are of opinion that Kesava
belonged to the middle of the 12th century a. 0. His direct
mention of Udayana and the marked predilection for his views
point to the same conclusion. He must have preceded Gangesa
by a length of time. For, Cinnabhatta ( late in the 14th cen-
tury A. b. ) commented on it at Vijayanagari, the great cultural
centre of South India, where Kefava’s work must have circula-
ted long ago. Cinnabhatta, it should be noted, himself belon-
ged to a very distinguished family and was quite unaware of

GangeSa. Vardhamana again regarded the Lilavati and the
Khandana, both written in the middle of the 12th century A. Py
as the latest slaséics for him to adorn with masterly commenta-
ries. A Ke.SaVa also seems to have attracted his pen, he can-
not be later in date.  Kefava is unaware of the great Khandana~
kara, who was probably his contemporary. His early date is
corroborated” by the fact that his work bristles with a large
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number of various readings. According to Cinnabhatta, (p. 137)
and following him Visvakarma ( p. 42 ), Kesava has controver-
ted the views of the Kandalikira ( vide Kandali, p. 206 ) in his
treatment of Anumana, He has similarly rejected the Kandalt’s
views on the nature of gold ( which in Nyaya falls under the
substance ‘light’ ) preferring Udayana’s opinion on the point
{ vide Cinnabhatta, p. 214 ). Kesava, therefore, belongs to an
early period, when Udayana’s controversy with Sridhara was
still a current topic. . ’

Dr. Bhandarkar ( in his Introd., p. xxiii ) suspected that
Kefava Bhatta, author of the Tarkadipika upon the Tarkabhadsa
“may be the same’ as Ke$ava Mifra. Ke$ava Bhatta, however,
of the Laugaksi family was a much later scholar of Varanasl.
He commented also on Udayana’s Laksanavali ( transcript at
Mithila Institute from Baroda) and on the Saptapadarthi-
padarthacandrika ( Tanjore Cat., pp. 4458-59 ). This latter
Tippani was composed in 1521 Saka ( 1599 a. b.: {%ﬁam
1% corresponding correctly to the year Vikarin, according to
the Southern system of the Brhaspati cycle ).

MasAyagorApnyAya Cinora : One of the aut'hors who
is referred to anonymously by Gange$a. In the Sabdanzar_li—
pariksa (of Visudeva Sarvabhauma) of which a unique
manuscript is now preserved in the Sarasvati-Bhavana,
Viranasi, ( foll. 23-143 dated 1503 Saka, the copy belonged
to the famous M. M. Vidyanivasa ) we discovered the follow-
ing passage : ( fol. 118 ) = = fargrafrdra: T S, & g ﬁiﬁ
AT  SFATATENHIOA | & g TqAT-T5
‘ | (compare Rucidatta’s Sabdamaniprakata,
the Pandit, VIII, p. 132 ). Thereis another quotation from
Candra in the same work ( fol. 70a ) : =gug sqat a7t GieE=
a @ sfaeaan aieaeRe  safe et
fafy TR | Elal,lc,ieévara (in Krtyaratnakara, p- 82 ) calls
him a f&WEE™. Two works of this scholar have been
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discovered, which at one time exercised a great influence
among dialecticians of Fastern India. One of it, the Amrtabindu
exists in a very incorrect copy in the Asiatic Society ( foll. 49 ),
the colophon running : it SREFRTE-stZER Wﬁ@h’
SRy Gy | It deals with ‘Vidhi’ and ‘Apirva’ exclussively
and proves its affiliation by quoting only from the Nibandhana
(fol. 36b & 48a-b ), Vivarana ( 23a, 36b ,& 48b, both of
Prabhakara himself ), Prakaranapanjika ( of Salikanatha, 34a )
and Mahavrata (45a ). This book also has been cited in
Sarvabhauma’s Sabdamargipaﬁk;ii ( under Apirvavada,.

fol. 28b : Uy @IFWAITIE ANTHTTF FARTR TAAASTAGHY

gf@: w1 f@@: | Both Candra and his work, the Amrtabindu
were cited also in the Sabdalokoddyota of ( Sarvabhauma’s son ),
Vahinipati Bhattacarya ( fol. 23a-b of Ms. of the Bhau Daji
collection at Poona ).

Another work of Candra named Nayaratnakara exists.
in the Darbara Library at Nepal ( H. P. Sastri: Nepal Cat.,
1905, p. 113 ). At the end of this book Candra mentioned
that he belonged to the ‘Podali’ family :—

wE =g feAE AR

framd  Dyet-FarRaRRITRT: |
There is no family in Mithild, as far as we have learnt, which
has 1’04il] as its Milagrima, though he has been claimed for
Mithila by M, M. Dr. Umesha Mishra ( Jha Commemoration
Vol,, p. 243 ). Pofali happens to be a well-known Srotriya
family of Radhiya Brihmanas of Bengal. It still survives in
Bengal. by the name ‘I'uéilala’ belonging to the Kadyapa gotra.
In earheF genealogical works the name is mentioned regularly
as ‘Posali’ or “Pogalp ( vide the texts cited by us in I. H. Q.,.
IL p- 139). It was situated somewhere in Radha or West
Bengal- In this book Candra refers to the Vivarana, the

Viveka, the Paficika ( of Salikanatha ) and Srikara ( Jha
Comm. Vol., p. 245),



68 History of Navya-Nyiya in Mithila

Candra held independent views about the categories,
which according to him were eleven in number. Sankara
Midra in the Vadivinoda ( p.53) and Padmanabha in his
Setutitka (p.105) describe him as ‘Prabhakaraikadedin’ for
that reason. According to Candra ‘Ownership’ (@@ ) is the
eighth category. His views on the point are given and
refuted by Vacaspati Misra II in the Tattvaloka under II. i. 33
( fol. 108b : TEwTTER: qITe: R 9°5: ) and anonymously
by Vardhamina in the Lilavatiprakasa ( pp. 82-83). He was
undoubtedly one of the Prabhakara scholars, whose works
Gange$a specially studied under professors as stated by him
at the commencement of his book (I&RIEeT & waw ).
For, the Amrtabindu exibits to a large extent the Navyanyaya
style of almost interminable streams of arguments and counter-
arguments so prominent in Gange§a. Candra was one of the
original sources pf Gangesa in the Vidhivada and Aparvavada
portions of the Sabdakhanda and as such we cannot but refer
to him here though we hold that he was a Bengali by origin.

According to M. M, Dr. Mishra Candra’s date is ‘before
1100 a.p.” (Jha Comm. Vol,, p.246). This is no longer
tenable. The Viveka mentioned by Candra in the Nayaratna-
kara is the Nayaviveka of Bhavanitha, who cites Srikara by
name ( p. 271 ). Bhavanatha was most probably a rival and
-contemporary of Bhavadeva, as indicated by Nandilla-Gopa
in the commentary of the Prabodhacandrodaya (I1.3). Bhava-
deva’s period of activity has been fixed by us within 1060-
1110 an, (I H.Q, XXII, pp. 133-35). Candra cannot,
therefore, be placed before the 12th century 4, 0. and as he is
cited by Muriri he cannot be later either,

DivABAROPADEYAYA : a supreme authority in the Nyaya-
Vaidesika literature of Mithilﬁ, better known as the Uddyota-
kara. Divakara’s name is familiar among scholars from a rare
quotation found in Jagadisa’s $abdaéaktipraka§ika ( Varanasi
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-ed,, p. 171 in the section on Karaka : Rt GerQaregaad
AN AT Y §ERT BAE TERRAIE TR ),
‘JagadiSa, a comparatively late author, borrowed this from the
Anuiksikitattvavivarana, a separate commentary on Nydyasitra
( Chap. V only ) by Janakinitha, father of Jagadida’s teacher
Ramabhadra Sirvabhauma ( Sarasvati-Bhavana Ms. of Rama-
bhadra’s Nyayarahasya, fol. 156a ). From Pragalbha’s Manitika
‘we first came to know that Divakara preceded Ganges$a. In the
I$varavada, commenting on the passage SR EawET. ..
‘Jg— ( B. L. ed., p. 131 ), Pragalbha explains RAarmRaTTIgd—
-Afd ( Anumana-Pragalbhi, S. B. Ms, fol. 190a and Bombay
R. A. S. copy fol. 160a ). There is a passage in the Dravya-
prakasa of Vardhamina where two former explanations of a
statement of Udayana are cited ( Kirandvali, Varanasi ed., p.
50 fn. : the reading in the B. 1. ed., pp. 217-18 is corrupt :—
TR | au e fengeEeredd § 3eg qury
FAFAFSATIRIT SR GERR STTefiig wWwaec | gags:-
FATEAAFZAETE AETH oNEs g4 | Pragalbha gives here a
very informative note in the Dravya-Pragalbhi ( Navadvipa Ms.
fol. 113a) : sAH=ywa: | T =RTFrFE:.  Divikara,
therefore, commented on the Kiranavali before Vardhamana as
.did another rival scholar of Mithild named Prabhakara. In the
Dravya section Pragalbha has adorned his sub-commentary with
very frequent quotations from Divakara ; we counted as many
as 50 ( from fol. 30 to 140 ), which is by far the largest hurm-
ber from a single author. Pragalbha evidently regarded him as
a very great authority upon Udayana, Phrases E\ke afs~=d
| (fol. 83a ), zfa fameza: (51b), quw fyawe:
(-79, 109b, 121b & 130a ) display his regard for him. Some
of these Passages of Divikara also prove that Vardhamana is
indebted to a large extent to Divikara for the formidable pre-
cision of his style in defining various terms. Medieval scholar-

ship for along time consisted in bringing out the qu‘S}'gniﬁ‘
cance of every part of these definitions. The definition of
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Dravyatva in Dravyaprakasa (B. L. ed., p. 164 ) was formulated'
by Vardhamana after rejecting that of Divakara ( p. 163 ). For,
Pragalbha here again gives us the information (fol. 86b :-

e guafa—a ).

Another well-informed scholar of Bengal Pundarikiksa
Vidyasagara refers to Divikara in the following revealing pas--
sage of the Katantrapradipa in the section on Kiraka ( printed
in Gurunitha’s ed. of the Kalapa, p. 715 ) :—

Y FCETIHT AR SERES AR IS
HEFAE e T 3 AafATgEaast eEa—

Here two works of Divikara have been mentioned by name,

Khandanatika and Nibandhoddyota. The Uddyota has been
mentioned by Vacaspati II in the Tattdloka ( fol, 53a ) under
1.1.10. The illuminating passage is cited below : g JHww-

[AEAET AR WA ARRIETET AR, S
TETITIRAT AINegAT, | FT ¥ § A Afyasy genfyuaa i
T WFAISTY NI AR EET | T T WAy
TATGRTTAT: T AAHAIRAT | S ag g aan TR |

Safkara Midra also mentioned the Uddyota as one of the three.
illuminating commentaries on the Nibandha. Visudeva Sarva-
bhauma in Anumanamanipariksa ( S. B. Ms. fol. 6a) cited a
doctrine of the Pramanoddyota.

Fortunately a fragment of the book is preserved in the:
Asiatic Society ( No. 4770 of the Govt. collfaction ), though its.
great importance was missed by H. P. Sastri and other scholars,
This unique copy written in the Maithila script is dated 164
L. S., but the copy in palm leaves is very much injured; several
leaves are missing and several torn. It begins :—

N &% e awEd
sRRRREmaRmAal a0 o |
d FRafraramaEtt agw
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EETRTERR G AT FOREIATTAH Fraf—ieER | & seewd
PRI AU T AW | a9 SR 934 SENwENT: 39
ATATTEETN WAAE: | Hn T 89 @ o |y
FATHT: | 5 FR— I HATAEINHT: 99 g g aggaE-
T | YT fore S s uAATsEEd: g o fo|: gee
SRR HTREAGEHH_ | Faud fpgaeay frafer Rae_ s a=r
I ANSIREAEY: || AWM SAEa e
-gawgera: | The last folio ( which is fortunately preserved
with the page-mark lost, the previous folio, not however the

immediately preceding one, being marked 56 ) is wholly repro-
duced, containing an extremely valuable colophon though torn

at a vital place. ...% gfa fQMMARK swfigeeigiad: | a0
FEUY ST grOHTE—SaRgEaa F g 1l
ARy shnfasa fafa w©@ a0
ag gATaEaH Ty gafraraedn: e TR o R ||

Ffa AT AEgd TR gE: s ...,
?a'tr& FeEAeEed fquesd smArsAReR fafaatgg 1 @ d
L&Y sqgafy (¢ Il Divikara’s father served a certain king of
Mithil3 in an 1mportant priestly function and the transcript
( dated somewhere between 1272 and 1283 A, D. ) was made
when a certain king was reigning in Mithila. As if by a cons-

Ppiracy the two royal names have been torn off !

In the above extract the name of Divakara’s commentary
on the Kiranavali has been preserved viz. V11 A s ». Mallinatha
in his commentary on the Tarkikaraksa once ( p. 129 ) referred
to Divakara as the Vilasakara and cited his definition of Moksa
(& mﬁgﬁfiﬁg e W GO T SeAear

syt AamaRITagugwhiaga-ay ). Pragalbha also referred
to him once as the Vilasakira ( Dravya-Pragalbhi, fol. 73a ).
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The Vilasa is cited twice in Paksadhara’s Dravyaviveka
(fol. 90a & 96a), Inthe above fragment of the Uddyota-
Divakara frequently cited from previous commentaries without
of course paming them and in most places refuted their argu--
ments: e, g. 7 Hraq ( fol. 21a ), s FF (23b), ib. (32a),
wiag (33b), zf@ SfSa1 == g (55b ) and @kg (62a). All
these prove that a long line of scholiasts upon Udayana’s.
Nibandha existed before the times of Divakara. The following

passages are extracted from the fragment as somewhat
interesting:

T AT (7) SRdEEeT adEt agEeg e
sqrea: ( fol. 16a ).

Faq gdawaEa g SHR—aH, B @R
FETgasaSFA, | ( 33b )

qaRarEE agfiiees a g @ | (41a)
Buddhist doctrines are refuted in this chapter and in that con-
nection Divakara records the important fact that he commented
also on Udayana’s Bauddhadhikara : =ifqs @A Jrsiaar-
frwgseata: gdfaaq | (51b ). It is interesting to note that this
long-lost commentary of Divakara bore the name the Aloka
the title of the famous commentary of Jayadeva ( Paksadhara )
on the Tattvacintamani.

Divikara also commented on Udayana’s Kusumatjali and
the name of this commentary was P ar 13 La. It was men-
tioned by Sankara Miéra in the f9110wing line HHTFS ST AT
saTEaT gRwasaar This portion of Sankara’s commentary has.
been mysteriously tagged on to the beginning of Rimabhadra
Sarvabhauma’s Kusumafjalikarikavyakhya ; we have discussed
the point under Tvantopadhyiya below. Sankara evidently
mentioned the three names of previous commentaries in the
ascending order of chronology, proving that Divakara preceded
both Vardhamana and the Makarandakira (i.e. Tvantopd=
dhyaya ). This Parimala of Divakara has been approvingly
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cited once by Sarvabhauma in his extensive commentary on a

single phrase of Gangesa (a’d‘tqwgﬁqagaqv Vyaptwada Pirva-
paksa, p. 87 ) thus :—Jw8q IRATATA: ToT:, ETATHITIHCCEATT
fyTaFa MWe 33 @99 | ( Anumanamanipariksa, fol. 26a ).
The Parimala has also been cited by Rucidatta five times in
the Makaranda upon Vardhamana’'s Kusumamjaliprakasa ( vide
Chowkh. ed. Stavaka I, pp.22-23, III, p.21, IV, p.1 and
V, p-10). The Parimala is not a sub-commentary on Var-
dhamana’s Prakdda as is sometlmes wrongly taken. A frag-
ment of it was discovered long ago in a Jaina Bhandara,
quite beyond the reach of scholars ( Descriptive Catalogue
of Manuscripts in the Jain Bhandars at Pattan. Vol. 1,
Introd. p. 44 ). Divakara became famous by his great com-
mentaries on all the major works of Udayana, though there is
no evidence available yet that he had commented on the Pari-
§ista also. We shall refer to an interesting doctrine which

seems to have been first promulgated by Divakara. The pre-
positions ( Upasargas ), according to a view ascribed commonly
to the Kandalikira, ( compare sssanfaar sg=sq Kandali p. 2 )}
directly denote meanings by the primary function of words ; in
other words they are Sr9%. Udayana denies them any such
function, they only can elucidate meanings which primarily
belong to the verbs to which they are attached. That is to say
they are only @r@®. Divikara adopted a middle course—they
are qGE in cases where the primary meanings of verbs are con-
tradicted by the prepositions ; in the rest, they are a15%. This.
view has been cited and rejected by Gangesa (Sabda part,
Upasargavada, p. 856 ). That the view was advocated by
Divakara is stated by Pundarikiksa Vidyasagara in the Katantra-
pradipa thus :—awng.

T frege: MR @ vl |
T A FAT G T 1|

!ﬁ[ Eﬁ‘;’ EEIETETE] 'ﬁﬁ'ﬂ?t( Gurunitha’s ed. of Katantra,

p. 651
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Diviakara’s date can now be definitely fixed within 1200-
50 4. 0. He cannot be placed before 1200 A, p. as he had com-
mented, perhaps for the first time, on the Khandana and refer-
red to more than one previous commentaries on Udayana. On
the other hand the date of the transcript of his Udyota ( falling
within 1272-83 4. 0. ) marks the lower limit of his date. The
transcript might have been made within his very life-time.

PraBRARAROPADEYAYA : One of the greatest pre-Gangesa
scholars of the Nyaya-Vaifesika, whose name had been lost for
a long time. He was not a Mimamsaka and it goes without
saying that he is not identical with Prabhakara Misra the
founder.of a Mimarsa school, who preceded him by at least
500, years. He probably wrote commentaries on all the four

major works of Udayana. In the Dravya-Pragalbhi (an unique
manuscript preserved in the Public Library at Navadvipa

dated 386 L. S., examined by us thoroughly 15 years ago ) the
following references to Prabhakara were traced, 9uT JARQHTFRT
g (fol. 83a). This proves that Prabhdkara wrote a com-

mentary on Udayana’s Parifuddhi. & ¥4 Thaaeeiy qXem,
{ fol. 98b : this is also from the Nibandhatika ). The next
passage is cited in full (fol. 116b : vide Kiranavali, B. 1. ed.,
p. 221) : TAUT THLQ (CHTGRERT @RI T WG | TY TRATIS
FQITEARAC 4y | 7 T GIUFEA | A 55 Sartarai—aet
TEYPA A TEHAd I qregsARATR PR agia
gt Il In this illuminating passage Pragalbha refers to three
distinguished scholiasts on the Kiranavali which inclyde
Prabhakara, In swrdrareamar =img: ( fol. 133a : vide B, 1, ed., .
261 ), the full name with the title Upadhyaya attached should
be noted. Wit ( B. L ed., p. 268 )—qnmmmi TR
Yanfafaffis s (fol. 132b ). srmrefamnd ( 136b ),

In the Upamanasa.rhgraha of Pragalbha ( A. S. Ms. No.
1752 dated 1643 V. S. ) it is clearly stated that Gangesa quo-

ted Prabhdkara’s definition ( fol, 4a : ITRNTSATA B AT ATE -
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FEIRAN vide Upamanakhanda, B.1. ed., p.18). ltis pro-
bable that Gangesa here quoted from Prabhakara’s commentary
on the Kusuma#jali. There is another quotation from Prabha-

kara in the same part of Gangesa’s work ( p. 90 : FATHGATIAL
—aAfa fol. 16a ).

It is now possible to state that a famous passage of Gan-
gesa in the Vyaptivada, which has now developed into a:
separate section called =qus-9gsaq, is a quotation from this.
Prabhakara., For, what Mathuranatha ( following Jayadeva's.
note ST HY qgf-a ) vaguely explained as mwiEwEafa (p. 165)-
is really a quotation from Prabhakaropadhyaya as Pragalbha.
definitely stated ( fol. 19a of Ms. No. 298 of the Sarasvati-
Bhavana : s wmﬁmtmqmgqgmmq&ﬁi ). The men--
tion of the title Upadhyaya conclusively proves that a particu--
lar scholar is meant here belonging evidently to the same school
of neo-logic and not certainly a follower of the Prabha-
kara school of Mimarnsi. Here also the passage is probably
taken from Prabhikara’s commentary on the Ausumanjali.

This Prabhikara also commented on the Lilavati of Sr1
vallabha, Bhagiratha in his sub-commentary on Vardhamana’s
Lilavatiprakata pointed out two cases where Vardhamana cited
from Prabhakaropadhyiya ( Chowkh. ed., pp. 142 and 355:
SIFAYTSAAAATE- ). But in Paksadhara’s Lilavativiveka there
are eleven such references ( Colebrooke’s copy now in London
I. O. : foll, 2a, 5a, 15a, 18a, 39D, 49b, 58a, 61a, 78a and 93b )..
Some of these references are important, The following pas~
sages cited by Vardhamina in his Lilavatipraka$a are, accord--
ing to Paksadhara, from Prabhakaropadhyaya :—

(1) p. 16 s@a = ( fol. 52)

(2) p. 280 =r=.. dnqrafeg: | SWRTSERR STR-SERN (612 ).
(3) p- 183 qo..5@ | SEQTAIGREATE-qA Rl | (ib.)

(4) p- 499 T sFtmfs: daey swfaffs ) TS
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FUIEEAANRGRNET @Y ey we g
TGN GagrEE e 9 JeaRiE—agi | (99b ).
It should be noticed that in the second passage Vardhamina
styles Prabhikara as ‘Sarnpradayavit’ and in the last case Paksa-
dhara refers to him simply as ‘Upadhyiya.’ The Name of
Prabhakara’s commentary was ‘Prakada’ as indicated by Paksa-
dhara in one place ( fol, 582 : FATFIFEY TEWd: ST CTH
B TR TR &z: | vide Lilavati, p. 264 ). In another passage
( 39b ) Prabhakara is stafed to have accepted Kandalikara’s
view about the existence of ‘Chitrarasa’ ( vide Kandali, p. 30
last line ). We need hardly state that Prabhakara, regarded as
an authority by Vardhamina, was a Maithila and flourished

about a century after Srivallabha in the middle of the 13th
century A, D,

Tarant Mi1§rAaOne of the greatest pre-Gangesa
authorities of Mithila. The name of his treatise is Ratnakosa,
which has been respectfully cited by Manikantha and Gengeéa,
A famous tract of Harirdima Tarkavagiéa of Navadvipa ( pro-
fessor of Gadadhara goes by the name of Ratnakosavicara and
its copies are available in almost every manuscript library in
India. It begins :(—qQga< fxawsafa fagra: @amwRg
gEfTgETangTAl dyarsEgHis @ | ( from an old copy

in our possession ). The whole passage has been cited and
refuted by Gangeéa ( Anumana, pp. 885-88) as well as by
Manikantha ( p. 178 ). Describing a copy of Haririma ( or
Gadadhara ) elaborating this remarkable thesis of the Ratngs
kosa Hall wrote in 1859 ( Index, p. 81 ) that its ‘author has not
been ascertained’. Unfortunately he added the following note
later on (p. 202 ) : ‘T know of another work called Ratnakosa,
a collection of aphorisms of definition, by one Prthvidhara
Acirya.” This has misled sc}_molars for the best .part of a
century to believe that Prthvidhara was the author of the
Ratnakosa cited by Gangefa. An unitelligible aphorism of
Prthvidhara’s Ratnakosa has been cited by Hall ( =gfis qied
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ATATARIHERAIIT  Sankhyasara, Preface p. 6, fn.). As
numerous passages of the Ratnakosa cited by Gangesa are
‘now available, it is beyond doubt that this latter work was
a discursive treatise and did not consist of aphorisms at all.
Rucidatta distinctly states in the following passage that the
name of its author was Tarani Miéra :—aer = @58 a?ﬁrﬁiﬁm

oA Tasagengs  areaq. ( Anumanapraka$a, Iévaravida,
printed in the appendix to Chowkh. ed. of Gadidhari, p. 2015 :

two A.S. Mss. fol. 121b & 288a) While explaining the
_passage of the Ratnakosa cited in the Nyayaratna of Mani-
kantha ( p. 178 ) Vacaspati Misra II notes : axfUfismaamg ( fol.
37b ). It should, therefore, be taken as finally settled that
the name of the long-lost Ratnakosa’s author was Tarani Miéra.

There are six important passages of Ratnakosa cited by
Vardhamina in the Pariistaprakasa ( pp. 91, 105, 109, 110,
115 & 125). All of them belong to the section on Nigraha-
‘sthina. Except in the last case Vardhamina cited the
passages with approval. .There are four important passages
.of the Ratnakosa cited in the printed portion of the Nyaya-
nibandhaprakaéa of Vardhamana. In the first passage ( p. 163 :
T HAGTS Ty gf @HITEA:, compare also Lilavatiprakasa

p. 626 ) the pecyliar view ascribed to the Ratnakosa and
refuted by Vardhamina is already cited under the heading
=7 3f9g1g: by Gangeda himself ( Pratyaksa part, p. 842) and
also refuted by the latter. The second passage is much more
‘important elucidating the basic doctrine underlying the first

Passage. It ryps ——(ﬁ?ﬁq?ﬁiﬁ fgfd & g mﬁmﬁ‘wx
I Shifyy: .

( T==TER AR )
gfg @ 9 WMWMI aw e (pp. 1945). It
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appears, however, that this Bhatta view was already accepted
by Sivaditya Miéra (q.v.) and though Vardhamana has not:
accepted it in the present passage he is distinctly cited by
" Pragalbha as advocating the selfsame view ( Anumana-
Pragalbhi, fol. 182a ) :—= =yfagr=a: SvRmEETeEIwFEw@-
CICE vaﬂﬁféﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁasfﬁﬁ{aaﬂ I The next passage
(p- 341) cites a denition of the term Vida from the Ratnakosa :
TSI T Fafdae Tgauae @HTaR: | aw | The
last passage ( p. 468 ) Is also a remarkable one ; Vardhmana
refers to it at the end of a quotation from his father Gangesa
and rejects it thus :—udq daF FRivwar 9 @ sOERE T
guAEageamid @aivswang®d | Gangesa cited this anony-
mously ( Pratyaksa part, p. 653 under Samavaya ). Gangesa’s
indebtness to the.Ratnakosa is clearly stated by Vicaspati
« Midra I1 :  the refutation (ib. p. 846 ) of Gange$a according
to him follows the view-point of the Ratnakosa twFmfEIH
\ aﬁﬂ%—aﬁﬁ{ ( Pratyaksamaniprakata, fol. 59a ).

Vardhamana has also referred tothe Ratnakosa in the
Lilavatipraka$a. The passage on the section on Fallacy is

reproduced below asa typical instance of the intricate style
of the author.

TYROAAFTATEEHFRS  qHFaa 0 AR FaAT,
N1 R ECR U BB 1L AN R NG ER E PR =L GRS NECHR SR I T R oy
AT ISR aarE: gu | aaq | ( Chowk, ed., pp, 608-9
Bhagiratha notes, {@FIIHFHIATER )-

There are three passages in the Tattvaloka of Vacaspati
Misra I referring to Tarani Misra. Under 1. 1.7 we find :
AU §  gEEAaE I aET TG At aqqfian: | a1 There
is an illuminating passage under IL i, 38, which is also cited
below fully as a typical instance of the style and scholarship of
the great author.



Tarani Misra 79

TRIQLAATG TATAT FT 7, EHI T FNTATE qaw-
fagam | @ Sewifafy gfs: safvar 9 g Sefaeaty aw |
BRI qREgiRe 7 agfue@® 9efy: | araamg -
7 Fafve @@ S ke w2l o, g
FRrufrERyeRiRCeaE: FelsHTs e aguimaRaaiiee
ATETERET: SRS Ot aQaReERYaiReRe e
FAETH T TR A ST FISHs 9
TR —agmi e AT avgTRATEENTRR AR T ageRSy
TEATTRAgEd 1 ARRRT A R §4W -
FATRH g =] SfCETESAT AR A G FHITIaFTTE H,
N JEEIRET TR TRRRTRERaa=aad aargaamat
wgag ig: | (fol. 112a-b ).

There is another long passage of Tarani Misra under
1. i. 63 (fol. 130a ), where Vicaspati II made an elaborate
treatment of Vidhivada ( foll. 123-33 ).

Sanikara Miéra recorded an original view of the Ratnakosa
admitting a fourth kind of Katha ( Vadivinoda, p. 2 ) and cited
its definition of the fallacy s%cwaw (ib., p. 17 )a It should be
mentioned here that Gangeéa has finally accepted the definition
of the term Upadhi given by the Ratnakosa ( p.336: &= g
aqaafga ). That Gangesa refers to the Ratnakosakara in the
very last definition cited by him in the Pirvapaksa (pp. 331-33)
is clearly stated by both Sarvabhauma ( fol. 94 ) and Jayadeva
( Aloka, fol. 34b ), though Manikantha (p.86)is not quite
<lear on the point, It is likely that Gafgesa adopted a chrono-
logxca_l_ order in citing and criticising the eight definitions in
the Pur.vapak§a, If 5o, it may be also surmised that Tarani Misra
came slightly after Manikantha and all of them were more

or less contemporaries. Tarani Miéra should, therefore, be
living about 1300 a, p,
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SonpaDOPADAYAYA (also spelt - Sowpara )*: This.
superior scholar of Mithila has been immortalised by Gangesa.
or more correctly by the scholiasts of Gangesa as the pro--
pounder of an exceptional kind of Negation ‘whose counter-
positiveness is determined by an essence pertaining to a

different  substratum’ ( sETRERQYATEZANfAERE®: ) and

which is, therefore, universally existent. Sondada consequently

rejects in a manner the doctrine of Anyathakhyati ( erroneous

conception ) advocated by orthodox Nyaya scholars. Gangesa

refers to this amazing kind of Negation in the Vyaptivada and

rejects it concisely. Sarvabhauma notes at the beginning of
the particular section : @ ITAEAAN IGSF FaQT-TaETEAT--
aEstareATEe—=0ft | ( Anumanmanipariksa, fol.  13a).

‘The arguments against Sondada were elaborated by

Yajtapati and Jayadeva, but Slromam raised issues on the

problem, concluding practically with an admission of that kind

of negation, which marked one of the advanced courses of"
Navyanyaya studies and contributed to the fame and popularity
of Sondada, who started the debate.

Accbrding to the scholiasts, Gangesa had referred to.
Sondada in many other places. We shall soon see under
Mamkantha that in the Upadhivada ( p. 317-22) the views
cited and refuted under the heading == g were asscribed
to ‘Saundada’ by Gadadhara (p. 916). In the section on
Akanksa ( pp. 202-4 ) Sondada’s definition of that term has.
been cited and refuted by Gangesa.

In the Vidhivada again a passage of Sondada has been
cited twice ( Sabdakhanda, Pt. IL, pp. 24 & 276 ), the last time
under the heading wsawg. This proves that Sondada, like
Manikantha, was only slightly senior to Gangeda. A linein
the smT@a® ( p. 221 ? ) is a refutation of Sondada accordmg
to Vidyanivasa ( 49b ).

1. Vide, Sondala Upadhyaya : Kaviraja, S. B. Studies, Vol. II, p. 1991,
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Mathurandtha in his commentary on Gangesa has cited
two passages of Sondadopadhyaya, not found elsewhere. The
first isa definition of Kevalanvayi ( B. 1. ed., p. 575 ), which
has been ascribed, wrongly as far as we have ascertained, in
some copies to Upadhyaya i.e. Yajflapati, in whose work it is

not traceable. There is another passage of Sondada cited by
Mathuranatha under Vidhivada ( p. 217 ).

An intricate passage in the Siddhanta portion of the:
section on Paramarsa ( pp. 508-9., beginning with =1 4t @y )
is cited from Sondada; for Sarvabhauma clearly notes here :
@iel qmiuamgd—=3f ( Anumanamanipariksa, fol. 131a),
Sarvabhauma also quotes a long passage towards the end of
the section on Badha as from Sondada and others ( fol. 205a :
zfq aga @igemyaa: ). The following interesting passage is.
found in the Tattvaloka of Vacaspati Misra II under L 1. 22,
where various views about salvation ( Apavarga) have been
cited and discussed : GIRSIMNAARG—Y UF I G- ARARHLIATT:.
o OF gEENTIESTT | @7 T Ag1 § FEHIEesn WAt 9 giE
Fwata q g quer @R g A1 9 T OGS
EEENTNETT G d SAPRTE AR (g AaraTEsty
o T fwggasa® o REaA aea,  WeEEsEn
Foen[  q@TEE=e g | agq ! (London L O. copy,
fol. 63a). A Smarta scholar of Bengal named Krparima
Tarkavigida composed a large treatise named Navyadharr.na-
pradipa in 1686 Saka (ie. 17645 A0 ). In the Explanatwn
of the well-known Mimanéa argument called %’g’anwf{ occurs
the following passage g =EraTEMAE T4 frfafaeaatara A 5
HATGTEIRAITY mytaqren sweiiaa: | G g 9@ frrwd
TR I afydafufy s aREAEAEE | (Ms.
No. 1602 of Vangiya Sahitya Parisad, Calcutta, fol. 84a: cf.

Sabdakhanda, ii, pp. 509.12). Sondada was regarded in his.
times as the supreme leader of the social hierarchy in Mithila.
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This important fact is stated in a remarkable passage in the
Tattvanirnaya of Paksadharopadhyaya ( fl. 1400 a.p. ), a very
rare Smrti work. It runs—== =¥ FgE(A)AT QIREQIHI()-
HRG T s9ER STZRIF TATg: ( fol. 26a of a fragment prgserved
in the Mithild Institute ; under the topic of Sapindikarana
to be performed on the 12th day ).

Sondada’s date can be safely placed about 1300 a.p., as
he was regarded as a ‘récent’ scholar by both Manikantha and
Gange$a. The memory of his sogial supremacy was still alieve
in 1400 a.p. and the intricate nature of his style and arguments
betray a comparatively late age. We are not inclined, therefore,
to place him before 1275 a, n,

MANIRANTHEA Mi1éra: One of the greatest and
latest authorities of Navyanyiya consulted by Gange$a, who
appears to have been profoundly influenced by him. The only
existing treatise by him named Nyayaratna has been fortuna-
tely published recently in the Madras Govt. Oriental series
with a commentary by Nrsirhhayajvan ( 1953, pp. 249 with
Introd. etc. ). It roughly covers the same ground as the Anu-
mana part of Gange$a, with which it bears a very fruitful com=
parison. Itis divided into 13 sections and the latter half of
the book is taken up by an elaborate treatment of all the varie-
ties of debates and fallacies including at the very end a small
section on the Mahividya syllogisms. It has been stated in the
English Introduction ( p. xxxi ) that ‘priority between Gangeéa
and Manikantha cannot be proved’, though it has been surmi-
sed on good grounds in the Sanskrit introduction ( p. 109 ) that
Manikantha slightly preceded Gangeda., The following evi-
dences on the point, some of which we had published about a
decade ago ( G. Jha R. 1. Journ., Vol, IV, p. 300 ) prove cons
clusively that Manikantha preceded Gangesa and the fact was
known to earlier Navyanyaya scholars,
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(1) In the Siddhanta portion of the Upadhivada Gangesa
cited a passage under the caption == g (B. I. ed., pp. 365-69).
Visudeva Sarvabhauma distinctly notes here that the reference
is to Manikantha—#fq#@l #anE—s Rafa ( Sarasvati-Bha-
vana Ms. of Sarvabhauma’s Anumanamanipariksa, fol. 106b ).
As a matter of fact the first portion of the passage is found in
the Nyayaratna ( p. 92). Gangesa did not actually controvert
the views expressed in the passage, but according to a well~
known convention among philosophical authors all passages
ascribed to others are not their own and scholiasts invariably
try to bring out the unexpressed defects. In the present case
also Sarvabhauma has criticised Manikantha on behalf of Gan-
gefa (fol. 107-8 : ¥ ARFEATw—a fafq Fem @HwRTaqE
afrgamawtiEt: — ).

(2) Under the heading aq Gangeéa cited and criticised
a definition in the very next passage ( pp. 369-74 ), which is
immediately followed by a passage of &fwwt ( p. 375 ) without
any criticlsm. This latter is also taken 7 from Manikantha

( Nyayaratna, p. 94 ) and Sarvabhauma remarks to clear the
somewhat anomalous reference ( fol. 108b ) :—afkafq Ad @wAT

e SRRt SEFa-ARRERan guant Frafaf 1. seRe gl |
sy SRRAR FE1 ARFEHAATTE g BRI AT
o 7 3594 |

(3) In the section on Paramar$a the passage gu%
Syl @ ARa fh g sATAT=IREaR I 1 (p. 507) is
a refutation by Gangefa of Manikantha’s views ( Nyayaratna,
p. 120, lines 9-10), as stated by Sarvabhauma (fol. 130b :
AfyFgEaaATE- Taff ).

(4) A definition of Savyabhicara, one of the fallacies,
has been cited and criticised by Gangefa (pp. 812-13: =ifx
qRfafcE- Wﬁ' ) It exactly occurs in the Nyayaratna (p. 166)
and we are again indebted to Sirvabhauma for the informatiomn

( fol. 189b : AT Tt guafo—mfy qafeefa ).
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We should mention here that the first two passages refer-
ted to above are quoted more exactly by Vardhamina and in a
combined form in the Kusumafjaliprakata (III, p. 36 ) and
what is much more important the first passage is also quoted
in Vardhamaina’s Pramanaprakasa ( p. 691 ) under the heading
wwgmafages. Vardhamiana, it should be noted, wrote all his
works after taking lessons directly from his father and Mani-
kantha was to them a recognised authority of the school of Navya-
nyaya. This is amply borne out by Gange$a’s borrowings from
Manikantha in every section common in their works, We shall
cite some instances. It was Manikantha who first controverted
the well-known retort of Sriharsa against Udayana ( in the sec-
tion on Tarka, p. 19 ) ; Gangesa reproduced the argument of
Manikantha and added to it ( p. 233 ). There cannot be any
doubt that Gangeda formulated his famous definition of the
term Vyapti ( known as Siddhantalaksana, p. 1C0 ) on the basis
of Manikantha’s own definition (p.55). Gangefa’s section
on Upadhyabhdsa ( pp. 398-405) is wholly borrowed from
Manikantha ( pp. 105-108 ), many of whose passages ( includ-
ing an important one of the Manamanohara as noted in the
commentary, pp. 106-7 ) have been omitted by him. Similar
borrowings can be detected in the sections on Avayava and
Hetvabhasa. It should be noticed that Gangeéa has entirely

omitted the sections on Katha, Chala, Jati, Nigrahasthana and
Mahavidya found in the Nyayaratna.

We should refer to one more passage, which has an
important bearing on Manikantha’s probable age. In the sec-
tion on Upadhivada ( pp. 82-3 ) Manikantha cited and refuted
the views of a scholar under the heading aq"r;mg_ Gangesa
cited the same views under the heading m=% gand almost
exactly reproduced the arguments of Manikantha in their refu-
tation ( pp- 317-22 ) with an additional ar.gurr-ie.nt of his own at
the end. According to Gadadhara ( Chowkh. ed., p. 916 ) the
wviews refuted by Gangesa in the passage under discussion were
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.of Sondadopadhyaya, Though no other scholiast has men-
tioned this fact so categorically it is supported indirectly by
Yajhapati whose words have been reproduced by Pragalbha :
LT UE R [ BINRHIE IR G CIE C LR SRR | I 4
.( Anumana-Pragalbhi, fol. 33a). So also Sarvabhauma upon
the same passage : WIIAISAIGHAGT SV SATTHRATATATHGA-
gfyqfirs =i gFafawag (fol. 91a ), as well as Jayadeva in the
Aloka ( fol. 33a ). As Sondada has been cited by Gange$a also
under the epithet s5arg ( Vidhivada p. 276 ), both Manikantha
.and Gangesa were slightly removed from the times of Sondada
.and all the three great scholars thus become more or less con-

temporaries, a fact of supreme importance for the purposes of
.chronology.

There cannot be any question that a scholar referred to
by Vardhamina as ‘Sampradayavid’ belonged to Mithila. In
fact, a copy of the Nyayaratna in the Telugu characters preser-
ved at Tanjore ( Cat., p. 4735-7 ) mentions in the colophon,
unfortunately corrupt in reading, that Manikantha was a ‘Tira-
bhuktiya’ Miéra and was the Judicial chief of a certain king.
The exact reading of the colophon runs: frRTaRIGE—
T AT Fa It AW S8y @amd | There was a
conjunct consonant (5% 7) in the gap bored through by insects.
The other copy in Grantha character was evidently only a
transcript, more corrupt in reading, of the Telugu copy. It
may-be sunmised that the book was written at the court of a
foreign kingdom ( Uttaramuska ? ) outside Mithil ; a Maithila
author would not describe himself as Tirabhuktiya in his own

':?}r: tc?;ieé\damkal}tha may thus be among the band of scholars
the banners of Mithila in other provinces.

In Mieho=
tioned bYM:;;tezltso Ma‘?ikal}tha_’s name was respectfully men-
mentary on the Y_SChOIarS‘ Vacaspatl. Miéra II wrote a com=
interesting work iiayamt"a ; we have given an account of this

a subsequent chapter. Sankara Misra quo-
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ted Manikantha’s' definitions of three Nigrahasthinas ( =mf&T,.
AT, TUgANaNT@y ) in the Vadivinoda ( pp. 35-6 ). Yajiia-
pati’s son Narahari Uadhyaya in the section on Paksata attemp-
ted to answer an adverse criticism of his father by his teacher-
Jayadeva and quoted Manikantha in his own support :— = @&

IREATESTER o AR ard ARHET AIRE R ST
at T3 ety @ | ( Tanjore Ms. No. 10944 of Anu-
manadusanoddhara, fol, 70a ). Jayadeva’s nephew Visudeva in
his turn attacked Narahari and concluded his argument with
the humorous line RraraRraTaI=g TRIFEERFaR ( London,
I. O: copy of Vasudeva’s Chintamanitika, fol. 44b ). All these-
references prove that inspite of Gange$a’s epochmaking treatise-
Manikantha’s work continued to be studied in Mithila for a
long time and it enjoyed a pan-Indian popularity, as its copies
are preserved in almost all Mss. libraries of India. It is rather
surprising that an 18th century scholar of South India commen-
ted on it; the published commentary was written under a
monarch Camardja ( of Mysore ) who ruled late in the 18th
century ( Nyayaratna, p. 7, Introd., p. xxxiv ).

Manikantha had written another book named N YA v a=
cINTAMANI twice quoted by him in the Nyayaratna (pp. 108
and 220). The name of this lost work has been printed as.
Nayacint@mani, but the variant ( printed in p. 220 f. n. ) isin.
our opinion the correct one. For, Vicaspati Miéra Il in his
commentary on the first passage quotes from this lost work and
concludes +—3/@d ¥ fafgatyas w&1 wEAFAWQ 3 TN g
aerera@atired: | ( B.O.R.L Ms. No. 775 of 1884-87, fol. 25a ).
The two references prove that it wasa more elghorate work,.
covering partly at least the same ground as the Nyayaratna. It
was apparently superseded by Gangefa’s work bearing almost
the same name. We believe a careful search among the large
number of manuscripts of Gangefa’s work may lead to the dis+
covery of the long-lost Cintamani of Manikantha.
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Like all Navyanyaya authors of the period Manikantha
-quotes Udayana more frequently than any other authority ; the
NyayapariSista of Udayana has been cited a dozen times
towards the end in the sections on Jiti and Nigrahasthana
«( from p. 202 ) and, what is somewhat surprising, mostly criti<
cised. The Kusumanjali is also cited and refuted once (p. 81)s
Next to Udayana the Khandanakira was reckoned with by
Manikantha and refuted four times ( pp. 19, 39, 155 and 173 ).
But the most important reference found in Manikantha is to
the Ratnako$akara ( pp.86 & 178). As far as our present
knowledge goes, the RatnakoSa is cited by Mapikantha alone

among pre-Gangesa authorities.

Among original views of Manikantha we need only refer
to two remarkable ones. Like Siromani he has rejected Samanya-
laksana ( pp. 63-67 ), thus aligning himself for once with the
Prabhakara school. Gangeda’s separate section upon that term
finally establishes it as a fundamental doctrine of the Nyaya
philosophy. Manikantha’s commentator Vacaspati Miéra II,
therefore, attempts a compromise ( fol, 14b: =% 1220 1PUC ) HEREI
TAHE T EEAIUETETI, g qaregreaeais il
FAW@: 1 ). According to Manikantha again Anupasarnhari 1s
not a third varety of the fallacy named Savyabhicdra as estab-
lished by Gange$a, but is included in the Vyapyatvasiddha

(pp. 165, 171-2).

SadaDEARACARYA : One of the authorities consulted
by Gangefa. For, it is definitely stated by Vidyanivasa
Bhatticarya in the Pratyaksamanitika ( Sarasvati-Bhavana MS-:
fol. 22a ) that Gangeéa refuted the views of Sasadhara 1n 2
well-known passage of the Mangalavada ( B. L ed., p- 110):
fre QIR FRaETUATE-ag TR | It should be noticed

that Gange$a in the passage under discussion has put in a
nutshell of two lines the substance of a whole parag{aph of

Sadadhara (pp. 1820). The Nydyasiddhﬁntadipa» of-
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Saédhara has been published with a commentary ( Varanasi,.
1924 pp. 652 ), though the edition is full of lecunas and
incomplete towards the end. Itis possible now to assess the.
value of Sasdhara’s work as contrasted with Gangesa’s classic.
It is a collection of 26 separate tracts on important topics of
the Nydya, arranged rather loosely. Bendiction (pp. 1-37)
is followed by Darkness ( pp- 37-78 ) and Luminous Gold
( pp- 299-319 ) by Partial Etymology of words ( pp. 320-49 )-
without any relevancy. The commentary attempted to answer
Gangesa’s criticism (vide Gangeéa’s lévaravada, B. I. ed’.\,
p. 96-8 ) of Sadadhar’s views in some places ( eg. p- 140 T
framftred o & p. 141 g AgaIEeEE IR ).
But the commentator is quite wrong when he supposes in one
place (p. 198 ) that éaéadharg anticipated Gangesa, There
cannot be any question that Sa$adhara preceded Gangesa, as
can be easily proved by a comparison of their respective views.
on common topics. The Vyaptivada of Sasadhara ( pp. 379-
410 ) examines about a score of definitions of the term Vyapti,
of which the fifth one, among many others, exactly corresponds
with a definition found in Gahgeéa’s Piirvapaksa ( B.L ed.,
P. 84 )., Similarly another intricate definition is examined by
both ( Safadhara, p.395 & Gangefa p.72). But Gangeda’s.
treatment of the topic is far more advanced, methodical and
extensive. Sadadhara cited towards the end of his tract (p. 406-
7) a view ascribed in the commentary to a certain ‘Jaran-.
naiyayika’, which is found almost axactly in the Vyaptipaficaka,

It should be mentioned in this connection that Gangeéa
cited two similar definitions ascribed universally to two
scholars, who were celebrated for their invincible career as.
dialecticians by the nicknames ‘Lion’ and ‘“Tiger’ and Gangesa’s.
passage on the point, which subsequently developed into a
large section, came to be known as ‘Sirnha-Vyaghri’. What
were the actual names of the two scholars has not been stated
by any scholiast. But in the seminaries of Mithila and
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l?ef}gal their names are given out as Saadhara ( sometimes:
Samdhara) and Manidhara. The present work of Sasadhara
does not exactly contain that definition. But the fact remains:
that Professor Lion’s definition was based on ‘anonyabhava?
(vide Jayadeva’s Aloka on the passage : SIATERTENI

3 q fFaTI—aTRRY fol. 6b of a Ms. in our possession).
And Sadadhara’s own view was also on that same basis (p. 405)..

At any rate itis beyond any doubt that Gangeéa’s reference:
was to two scholars of his own region. Vidyabhisana ( I c.
pp. 207-8 ) made a very curious suggestion that the reference-
was to two Jaina scholars of Western India named Ananda
Stri and Amarcandra SGri. Thisis on the face of it im-
probable. The above-named Jaina scholars could never
command circulation of their unknown works in Eastern India
and they were not certainly so famous as to influence a superior
scholar like Gangefa, who, as a matter of fact, has nowhere
referred to any Jaina authority in his work. Moreover, the:
two Jaina scholars were given the titles ‘Tiger-cub’ and ‘Lion-.
cub’ respectively in their Boyhood by the famous Siddhardja
( 1093 4.1, ) and not exactly ‘Lion’ and ‘Tiger’ :

sreAsty Ryt s
I
( From Udayaprabha’s Dharmabhyudaya : Peterson’s 3rd.
Rep, App. I, pp. 16-19)

In the T¢varanumana Gangesa covers the same ground as.
does Sadadhara in the six tracts viz. Iévaravada proper (Gangesa
pp- 1-87), Sahajadaktivida ( PP- 87-134 ), Adheya$aktivada
(PP 134-148) " Raranatavada ( pp. 148-155), Muktivada
(pp- 156-148 ) ang J&anakarmasamuccayavada ( pp. 184-95)
and many passages of Gange4a can be traced in Sasadhara. For:
instance, ®R =y, of Gangesa ( p- 145) is a clear improve-

ment upon Safadhara (pp. 158-9) and the next passage (p. 145 =
A1fy TEHERD) is also borrowed from Safadhara (p. 160 ).
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Gangesa has similarly borrowed phrases from Sadadhara in
:many other topics,

Sasadhara s date can be fairly fixed from the following
evidence. Sadadhara has approvingly quoted a Karika (V. 7)
of the Kusumafjali under Vidhivada ( p. 438 ) and has criti-
-cised Srivallabha’s definition of Vyapti ( p. 385 ). Moreover,
Slvadltya s peculiar views on Darkness are cited by him (p. 76 :

MFETUI RIS dETRIeRad 5 #f9q ). The commentary
correctly notes frfernaaTe-Aeeyrs. It should be noticed

that Sadadhara has amplified the aphoristic words of Slvad1tya
as found in the Saptapadartln ( I ENTERSTTTISFIHT p. 84

‘Cal. Sans. Series ). There is one more important reference ;
In the section on the Luminosity of Gold, Sadadhara cited and
refuted an argument of Vadivagidvara ( author of the Mana-
manohara, as the commentary correctly notes, p. 305 ). All the
above references prove that Sasadhara cannot be placed before
the 13th century a. p. and probably lived about 1300 4. . He
is not mentioned by Citsukha nor even by the latter’s very
well-informed commentator, Pratyaksvariipa. His elaborate and
intricate style of reasoning, which verges sometimes on that of
Gange$a himself, points him out as an elderly contemporary
of the latter. The fact that his work survived even after the
-epoch-making book of Gangea seems to show that his fame as
an invincible dialectician lingered long in Mithila and even
Jayadeva wrote notes on his work as proved by a Ms. (not how-
ever examined by us) preserved at Varanasi ( S. B. Studies, IIT,
p. 136).

It is stated in the Introduction of the prmted edition of
Sadadhara’s work ‘from hearsay’ Wﬁ )s that Sadadhara belon-
ged to the Maunasa (?) gotra and was the son of Dharanidhara
and grandson of Mahe$vara Pandita ; he had a brother Prithvi-
dharacarya by name. The whole of it seems to be a canard.
Hearsay in the present century cannot record so many exact
details about a scholar of the 13th century,
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NARAYaNa SarvasfNa: Inthe Vidyasagari com-:
mentary of the Khandana by the great Vedantic . scholar-
Anandapiirna occurs the following passage ( Chowkh. ed., p.-
714 ) -—@ 3R | it saTFETRES A Eg: | graamgeEr-
AN egeaased QAT @ IREE |
sAFAH AREqETTReniy ey,  sarategl -
fagfify zesan I'Ag 7 SaaEATFEwT g feag gataETenig
TESAY | G | T STRURISTIAST 5 HAM@E  saTRAE A adr
FAWREI 37 1| Here Anandapiirna has cited Udayana’s defini-
tion of Upadhi as improved by a scholar named Narayana
Sarvajiia, This improved version was unknown to the Khandana-
kira, whose argument however is hurled against the improve~
ment by Anandapirna with some hesitation. It should be
noticed that Gangeda at the very beginning of his Upadhivada
cited this version and refuted it ( B.I. ed., p. 296 ), though
none of his scholiasts mentioned the name o! Narayana as its
author, Anandapiirna ( ¢. 1350 A. n. ) was thus quite unaware
of the far more advanced views on the subject found in Gan~
gesa’s work, -

This Narayana Sarvajia may be identical with Sarvajfia
Nirayana a famous commentator on the Manusamhitd, who has
been cited about a hundred times in the Dandaviveka of Navya-
Vardhamana. He was later than Govindaraja and preceded
Kullgkabhatta, according to Raghavananda Sarasvati, another
cominentator ( Buhler’s Introd., S.B.E., pp. cxxviit-ix ). He
was more probably a contemporary of Kullka and belonged to
the 13th century . 0.

. Sankara Miéra in the Upaskara (p. 329 under VIL. ii. 10)
cited and refuted the views of one Sarvajfia ( gfx @989 a5 )
on _the term ‘Vibhaga’. It is probable that this unknown Vai-
$esika scholar is also identical with Narayana Sarvajiia, Navya-
Vardhamana calls  him Narayana, Sankara calls him Sarvajfia,
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Anandapirna calls him Nariyana Sarvajfia and in the Manu-
tik@ he is Sarvajfia-Nariyana, Evidently one person is meant
by all these variants of a name. The lexicographer of the same
name cited by Rayamukuta and the author of the Bharatapra-

kasa (on the Mahabharata ) should also be mentioned in this
.connection.

MURARI Mi1dra: As is well-known Gangefa in the
Pramanyavada refuted the views successively of Prabhakara,
Bhatta and Miéra and Vardhamina in the Kusumatijaliprakata
(IL p. 9 ) mentioned the full name as Murari Miéra, In the
T4varavada also ( B. L. ed., pp. 114-15) Gange$a referred to
his views, summarised by Vardhamana ( Kusumafjaliprakasa,
I, p.49). Inboth these cases Murari held views opposed to
both Bhatta and Prabhakara, though he was himself a Mimarnéa
scholar and this has earned for him the celebrated adage
‘Murdri’s is the third way’ ( gU&ga: = ). His views on
the problem of the apprehension of valid knowledge has been
traced in Murari’s commentary named Tripadinitinayanam on
Mim, Sitra L. ii-iv ( Poona Ms. dated 1644 V. S, fol. 18 : vide
Dr. Miéra’s monograph on Murari, p.10). Another tract
of Murari named Afgatvanirukti is also available in print. In
the commentary Murari has referred to the Vivarana (of
Prabhikara ). the Viveka ( i.e. Nayaviveka of Bhavanatha ), the
Parijika ( of Salikanatha ) and the Paribhasa. Among authors the
notable names are Candra, Nandana and Srikara. The
mention of Srsikara and Candra, proves that his date falls
after the 12th century A.n. As heis not mentioned by any
author before Gange$a there is hardly any doubt that he
flourished in the 13th century. This is confirmed by the fact
that Gangefa quoted him in thé I$varavida under the caption
‘Navyastu’ (p. 114 ). He was undoubtedly one of the authors
who greatly influenced Gangesa, as he admitted in the line

. weut #@ !l He evidently belonged to Mithils,
where in the pre-Gangesa period he was universally known
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as ‘Miéra’, The editor of the Lildvati ( Chowkh. ed.) con-
fused him in the index with a much later ‘Miéra’, who com-
mented upon Vardhamana.

JacapeUurU: ahitherto unknown scholar who came
after Udayana and before Gangesa. A passage in the Tévara-

vada ( B. L. ed. p. 29 ) begins : ﬁg srmf‘amﬁaﬁaq

The Iévaravada section of Gange$a is unfortunately neglected
by Navyanyaya scholars due to the extreme popularity of
Udayana’s Kusumamjali. Jayadeva and his pupil Rucidatta
.commented on this section only concisely. The only scholar
who subjected the section toa detailed examination is, as far
as we have ascertained, Pragalbhacarya, whose commentary
on this section ( foll, 147-208 ) covers more than a quarter of
.of the whole Anumadna part. Pragalbha informs us that the
above passage refers to a scholar named Jagadguru : S CeHA-
FIaEfa- 572 fafa (fol. 157b of Sarasvati-Bhavana copy of
Anumana-Pragalbhi). Apparently Jagadguru had written
a commentary on the Kusumamjali, from which the above
passage was cited by Gangefa.

There is evidence that this Jagadguru had also com-
mented on the Kirnavali. We have traced the following
quotation in the Dravyaviveka of Paksadhara, which is an
extremely rare sub-commentary on the Dravyakiranavali-
prakada of Vardhamana. Commenting on the line ﬁmﬁaq—
afadiimeaa st ot ( Kiranavaliprakala, B. 1.
ed, p. 2) Paksadhara writes: [ARUNR—FRZEATGE RN |

AR SEtg=an | aaaarfittfiﬂmaﬁma ﬁw&ﬁi

t ( Fol. 3a-b of the unique

London L O. copy of the book ). The passage of the
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Kirnavali inthe sction on -Darkness occures on p. 19 of the:
Chowkh. ed. vide p, 104 of B. 1. ed. for Vardhamina’s note ). -
It is now apparent that Vardhamana was indebted to Jagadguru *
for his explanation of the word §ig in the above passage of
Udayana. We have cited the above passage from Paksadhara
in full as a typical instance of valuable historical materials
relating to Sanskrit literature still lying hidden in obscure
books in manuscript. - |

Brief reference should be made of some other predeces-
sors of Gange$a about whom much is not known, In the -
Mangalavada of the Tattvacintamani (B. I. ed., p. 72 )
Gangesa attributes a view to ‘others’ (=gt g). Pragalbha
alone identifies these ‘others’ with Ravi$vara. cf. Ti3ad gufag-
grEta—ay Raf®  ( Pratyaksa- Pragalbhi, ASB Ms, 15b).
The same has been ascribed to Ravi$vara by Sesananta in his
commentary on Satadhara’s Nyayasiddhantadipa. One Nyzya-
bhaskarakara also preceded Gangesa according to Kanada
Tarkavagida. Gangefa, is said to refer to this little known

author in the Savyabhicira section : ( H¥ TIE{FATHHICEHIG-
WTIET ARSI G gagfaaa: ... Tattvacintamani, Anumiana
part p. 789-90 ). cf. {ERFFRY guIgETTAra—=aTT (A. S. B.
Ms, 166b ). Again afiasd gfadiagyd:...in the Pratyaksakhanda,
Jnaptivada (p. 268) has a complex syllogistic argument attached:
to it. Vacaspati II attributes this to Bhaskarakara ( cf. Cinta-
maniprakadia, Baranasi Ms. 23a ). Gange$a quoted the openions.
of Vatsesvara, the Mimarsaka of the Prabhakara school, to
whom the Mimamsamaharpava is attributed. ( P'ratyak.sm
Pragalbhi, ASB Ms, 88b ).

We want to conclude this chapter with Harinatha Upa-
dhyadya.. He seems to be the youngest of the Naiyayikas allu-
ded to by Gange$a. The definition of *hims3’ has been critici-
sed 1n the Sabdakhanda, Vidhivada section of the Tattvacin ta-

. There a passage begins with sqY g smfirgRarrEaT-
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TEFA wwErys far...aq 1..(pp. 222-4 ). Mathuranatha

clearly attributes this to Harinatha. We have examined the
older commentary, the Sabdamaniprakasa of Haridasa Nyaya-
larnkara on this passage. There also occurs the following intro-
ductory remark, gfnawang ( Navadvipa Ms, 76b ). In fact,

there is a Smrti digest of Harindtha, which contains almost the
same passage as quoted by Gange$a. cf. ¥ aUFaUBIITIO=IF(&4-
MFEMREFATIRE qRE T & SRE g g
AU IO RO aT I 99 | aokal e (A S B
Ms, f. 110 ). Gange$a here used ‘vadhah’ for ‘himsa’. It may
be added that Bhavadeva (c. 1100 a.».) also discussed the
definition of ‘hanana’ in his PrayaScittaprakarana ( pp. 1-8 ).
But the discussion of Harinatha and Gangesa is more advanced
and intricate.



CHAPTER Il
'GANGESA UPADHYAYA & HIS SON VARDHAMANA

Gangesa’s achievement is quite unique in the history of
philosophical literature in India. There is not another scholar
in the whole medieval period who had such a spectacular suc~
cess through one single book. The Tattvacintamani, a treatise:
of about 12000 granthas in extent, appeared like a flash to dis-
pel the gloom of centuries succeeding Udayana and laid the-
solid foundation of Indian dialectics, When a devotee of the
belles-lettres encountered him on an occasion Gangesa is said to-
have uttered the following magnificent bravado :

ST MR A fmn asmeft g |

sfepgeETEe  FRfewE @ s &
This accords well with his confident assertion at the commence~
ment of his work that he was the ‘presiding professor of philo-
sophical conclusions’ ( fagFagiimr®: ). The book divided into-
four grand parts after the four means of valid knowledge pro--
pounded by Gotama has a total of 46 broad sections ( 12+17 +
1416 ) exclusively dealing with the single topic of Pramana
( swgazawA fafg=a’ ). This well-knit marshalling of all rele-
vant dissertations ( vadas ) into a single comprehensive treatise-
took the learned world by storm and in course of time single
sentences of Gangeda, such asthe Vyaptipaficaka, developed
into separate works of considerable length. The number of
sub-sections, therefore, will now count well over two hundred..
The book has been ably summarised by Vidyabhisana ( L. c.,

pp- 407-453 ).
Relevancy (@%f ) is one of the favorite topics of modern

scholars and every section of Gangeda’s book has been subjec-
ted in the first instance to a scrutiny on that point. Before him.
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Manikantha and Sadadhara, whose works are now available in

print, had made collections of dissertations on similar lines; but
they failed miserably on that fundamental point, though they
paved the way for Gangesa. The latter’s style also improved

considerably in precision and uniformity. Methodology now
became the key-note of Indian logic and its repercussion on the:
historical and evolutionary treatment of topics was unfortunate..
Gangeéa and his followers became concerned with what pre-
cisely is the argument for and against a problem and cared very

little for who argued. Gangesa’s studies, as he himself stated,
were confined to the Nydya and works of the Prabhakara

school, which must have dominated higher studies in Mithilz.
at that time. Unlike Udayana whose talents developed through.
his conflict with the powerful Buddhist scholars, Gange$a’s con=-
flict was with the Prabhakaras, whose arguments are refuted by
him in most places. This fact has been stated as the special
feature of his work by Rucidatta. ( But the wonder is that in
his whole book there are barely half a dozen specific names and
among them only one-probably was a Prabhakara viz. Srikara.
( I$varanumana, B. 1. ed., p. 186 ). Among the rest we need
only mention Jayanta who is given the epithet SwRaRes ( Upa~
mana Pt., p. 61 ). It should be noticed that this is probably

the earliest mention of the Kasmirian author b}{ an Eastern

scholar. Gange$a might have been a poet also in his times, as.
his son Vardhamina testified to his poetic talents in the epithet.

= ~ .
GHARADAAG:

GargeSa’s family : Gangeéa’s name has been fortunately-
discovered by Prof, R. Jha in the Pafijis of Mithild and this
has an important bearing on his date. We shall quote the exact
words of the genealogists and discuss them carefully. There
are two manuscript copies of what is called a ‘Sc‘zkh&pa?iﬁ"

preserved in the Raj Library, Darbhanga. One of them
Ms. No. 553 ) is very clearly written by one Purugottama at

the village ‘MangalvanY in 1642 Saka ( @rsa-3g-F@T: T )
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and the other of about the same date is in a dilapidated
condition, both being in palm leaves. Prof. Jha is the only
scholar who has studied them critically, About Ratnakara,
son of Sathu, of the grafas® family ( of Vatsya gotra ) it is
written by Purusotiama : g4 I@G~aATUFITE o Ao GHITE
w@s &l In the other copy ( fol. 39a ) the same Ratnakara,
son of Sadhukara, is described as gRAE FaraMRTERH R TZIET
The figure 2 curiously stands for two M’s i.e. Maha-
mahopadhyaya &t is an abbreviation for §ifg%. ¥ stands for
Eﬂ@f Gangeéa thus belonged to a family of which the Mila-
grama was Chiadana, a village which remains yet to be
identified in Mithila, The family which was inferior in social
status is now extinct in Mithila. According to the Gotrapa®iji

it~ belonged to the Kaéyapa gotra. It appears, therefore,
that Vardhamina was referring to his own family when he

wrote in the Kusumamjaliprakada ( p. 7) = wwaqfy. The
daughter’s son Ratnakara, on the other hand, belonged to one
of the best families of Mithila. The Pafijis give elaborate
accounts of the latter family, recording Ratnakara’s alliances
in great details, Gangesa’s family is completely ignored and
we are not expected to know even his father’s name.

There is one more reference to Gangesa in the Pamji.
About Bhavesvara of the respecfable Jajibala family (of Sandilya
gotra ) Purusottama wrote ! FIFAY TIATT-AHAAHTEH WIS
Ho o TRYGY gual wweiEwE gtz ar@)—ﬁm
gfamgtafs sfasfara | This is exactly found also in the
other copy ( fol. 339a ). This proves that Gafgeda had at
Jeast three sons, Vardhamana, SGpana and Haridarmi. Itis
interesting to find that the Paffjis record evidently from
contemporary sources two of the highest titles with which
Gangefa was endowed viz. ‘Paramguryu’ and ‘Jagadguru’—an
evidence of the meteoric career that he enjoyed in his own
Jand. Only Vicaspati_ Miéra 11 enjoyed the former title
according to the Pafjis.  As there “is no other reference to
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Gangeéa we can assume that the family dwindled into insigni-
ficance again and became extinct soon after his sons’ death.
His native place is unknown, unless it be identical with his.
ancestral village Chadana. Absured stories about his illiteracy,
his overnight acquisition of knowledge through divine grace
without studies and his quarrels with an uncle are still told in
Nydya seminaries specially in Bengal, They are completely
falsified by his own words at the commencement of his work..
The well-known verse f aifq siggawIfa ey, which he is said.
to have addressed to his uncle is ascribed, it should be noted,.
by Vacaspati Misra Il in his Khandanoddhara (p. 149 ) to
Dharmakirti, Such stories existed from ancient times and
travel from land to land to be localised wherever there are.
extra-ordinary talents.

Date of Gangeéa : We shall discuss the problem of Gan--
gesa’s date in some details as there is much confusion among
scholars about it. Weber first suggested that Gangesa lived in
the 12th century a. v, ( Hist. of Indian Lit., p. 246 fn. ) ; the
authority cited ( Z.D.M.G., XXVII. 168 ) is really based on an
opinion expressed by an Indian scholar of no note without any
evidence that Gangesa lived ‘700’ years ago ( Mookerjee’s Muga~
zine, 1872, p. 123 ). The silent acceptance -of such an unwar-
ranted opinion by a scholar of Weber’s repute produced
perhaps a tendency among many scholars to place Gangesa too
early. Keith also argued ( Indian Logic and Atomism, 1921,
p. 33 ) that he lived within 1150-1200 a. . He was evidently
influenced by Suali (L c.p. 66 note: cf. I.O, I, p, 547 ).
The evidence he put up, specially on the connected dates of
Jayadeva and Rucidatta, is absolutely wrong as we shall prove.
at the proper place. Vidyabhasana ( J.A.S.B., 1918, p. 282 ;
also Indian Logic, pp. 406-7 ) placed him ‘about 1376 . v.” on
the basis of a succession of generations of pupils, which is not
correct and which is fundamentally useless for chronological
investigation.
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According to Dr. H.P. Sastri a Ms. of Vardhamana’s
Kusumanjalipraka$a, now preserved in the Asiatic Society
{ No. 794 ), provides a positive clue to his date. The copy is
divided into two parts written by two different hands with
about a century intervening between them. At the end of the
part which was later in date there was a date ‘1342 Saka’ (i.e.
1420-21 A. 0, ). The page-mark 3 in the other part exhibits a
peculiar form which was current, according to Bendall, within
130C-1360 a. p. Itis, therefore, impossible to place Vardha-
mina after the 13th century a.n. ( Hist. of Tirhut, 1922, p. 179:
Des. Cat., A. S., X1, pp. 96-7 ). The evidence is wholly wrong
at every single step. We have carefully examined the copy ;
the date of the so-called later part is now completely effaced
and it is impossible to surmise that the date was legible a few
years back. Asa matter of fact, Dr. Sastri gave the date as
‘1334’ to a Pandit who published it in his book ‘Kusumanjali-
saurabha’ (1330 B. S., Introd., p. 13 ). He was not evidently
sure of his reading of the date. The Ms. is on palm leaves and
cannot be more than 400 years old by any consideration, Dr.
Sastri, moreover, completely failed to notice that the form of
the figure 3 on pages 30-39 of the so-called earlier part is quite
modern in appearance and the same scribe used both the forms.
It is impossible therefore, to hold, as Bendall did, that a parti-
«cular form was current just within 60 years of the 14th century
A 0. We have found the same form in many manuscripts of
the 16th and 17th centuries.

Gangesa’s date can be fixed within narrow limits from a
thorough investigation of literary evidence, internal and exter-
nal, as well as facts from family history now available in
abundance.

(1 ) Among his predecessors, whose accounts have been
collected in the last chapter, there are several who belonged to
the 13th century o. >. We should repeat the names of Nara-
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-yana Sarvajfia, Divakara, Manikantha and Harindtha, The last
-two scholars might be living still in the first quarter of the 14th
.century A. D. and the terminus a quo of Gange$a’s period of

:activity should be taken as 1325 . D.

(2) The earliest writer to refer to Gangeéa, as far as we
.can gather at present, isthe great Maithila scholar Vateévara
Upadhyaya, who must have criticised Gange$a sometime bet-
~ween 1350-75 o. 0. Thus Gangesa’s period of activity termina-
-ted, at the present state of our knowledge, in 1350 4. p.

(3) Thisis confirmed by the notable fact, which seems
to have escaped the notice of scholars, that no ‘foreign?’ scholar
has ever referred to Gange$a before 1400 4. p.  We shall cite

:some instances, The Nayanaprasddinf commentary on the
.Citsukhi is truly a cheering storehouse of quotations from all
philosophical works written in India till the time of the author.
The Citsukhi was written in the middle of the 13th century

‘and the commentary about 1400 4. 0. We have failed to dis-
ver any reference in it to the Maithila scholars Tarani Misra,
he views of ‘new’ dialecticians in

or the reference to the followers
«of the ‘equivoque’ in the Citsukhi (Bombay ed., 1915, pp. 176

and 353 ) are sometimes loosely ascribed ( Introd. to the Rasa-
sara, p- 5 ) to Gangefa, In whose work they are not certainly

traceable. Gunaratna, who wrote 0ne of his works in 1409 a. b,
.does not mention Manikantha or Gangesa in his Saddariana-

-samuccayauvytty,

.CO
Manikantha or Gangeéa. T
Vadindra's Rasasara ( p- 62.)

. ihcmnabhatta commented on the Tarkabhasa under ‘$ri-
: aé6za;a'iahar5ja; ( so in the colophon, Dr. Bhandarkar’s ed.,
. .1377-1»4040 was identical with Hanha.ra II of Vijayanagara
{ % A. D). Inthe commentary itself there is inciden-
tal m‘entlon of ‘Vijayanagari’ ( p. 228 ), the great centre of cul-
gure in South Indi,, But Cinnabhatta proves himself absolu-
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tely oblivious of the great upheaval of studies on the Tarkasastra.
in Mithila under Sasadhara, Manikantha and Gangesa and was.
still looking upon Varadardja (p. 133 & 145) and Vadindra
(p. 214 ) as the latest authorities on the Sastra. It should be
mentioned in this connection that about a century after Cinna--
bhatta, Balabhadra of Varanasi, a profound scholar of Navya-
nyaya of the Gangesda-brand, referred in his commentary on the
- Tarkabhasa to the classical works of the school like Dravyopaya
‘and Tattvabodha of Vardhamana ( fol. 4 of Poona Ms. No. 200
of 1884-6 ) and all the subsequent scholiasts of the book Visva-
karmd, Govardhana, Gopinitha and Gaurikanta to name only a

few, were followers of Gangesa.

" Similarly the great polymath of South India Anandapirna
Vidyasagara, whose date has been fixed by Dr. Raghavan as
‘about 1350 a. .’ ( Annals of Oriental Research, IV.i. p.2),
in his standard commentary on the Khandana of Srlharsa quo-
ted an advanced refinement of Udayana’s definition of Upadhi
‘ascribed by him to one Nardyana Sarvajfia ( Chowkh. ed. p.
714 ). This particular refinement, however, was cited and refu-
ted by Gangesa at the very beginning of his Upadhivada ( Anu-
mana, B. 1. ed., pp. 296-9 '), where the subject was treated in a
far more advanced and intricate manner, of which Vidyasagara

was quite oblivious.

In South India the Madhva scholars specialised in studies
on the Navyanyaya to an extent not found anywhere else
(except Bengal ), They refuted the arguments of Gangesa
and his followers, mecting them in their own method. But the
earliest writer to launch this attack was the great Vyasatirtha
 1460-1539 4. 1. ), whose Tarkatandava is, as far as we are
aware, a pioneer work in the field. No Madhva scholar before
Vyasatirtha had any acquaintance with the Maithila upheaval

under Gangesa,
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(4) Among Maithila scholars the date of Candesvara,
the author of the several Ratnakaras is now fixed beyond any
dispute. He performed a Tulapurusa in 1236 Saka (1314 4. 1.),
-evidently in his early youth, and wrote his last work the Raja-
‘mitiratnakara about 1370 a.Dp. under king Bhaveda. Long
before the discovery of the last named work it was known tradi-
tionally that he survived in the reign of king Bhavasithha
( Hist. of Tirhut, 1922, p. 170 fn. ). His date of birth, there-
fore, cannot be placed before 1275 4, v. and the period of his
literary activity must now be placed between-1320-70 a. p. The
following synchronistic table makes Gangesa a contemporary
of Candesvara.

Devﬁlditya of the Visphi family

Viredvara ( Istson)  Jatesvara ( 4th son )
Char;ldeévara Stipana Gangesa
Guniévara=daughter daughter =Sadhukara
( of Jajibdla family ) (of Bambhanifiam famtly)
daughter = Ratnakara

Ratnikara had many wives and this was his last wife. Gangeta,
therefore, was very much senior to Stipana just like Candcévara,
who was the eldest man of the family in that generation. This
wife of Ratnakara, it should be noticed, was a cousin of the
famous Vidyapati, Gunisvara, father-in-law of Ratndkara, was
ninth in descent from the first ancestor of the Jajibila family
named Dandapani. All these point to the conclusion that
Gangesa can by no means be placed before 1300 a. v.

(5) Ca’l}c_leévara’s younger cousin Ramadatta engaged
M. M. BhavaSarman of the Khauila family to write for him
the Mahadanapaddhati. Bhavagarman, therefore, was an exact



104 History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila

contemporary of Candeévara and wrote that book in the second’
quarter of the century within 1325-50 4. 0. Now Bhavasar--
mar’s mother’s mother was the eldest daughter of M. M.

Kizhnu of the éaﬁkaric_lhi family, who was thus about two gene--
rations earlier than Bhavadarman. Kahnu’s second daughter

was given in marriage to Laksmidvara of the Jajibala family,

sixth in descent from the first ancestor Dandapani Laksmi--
4vara’s (elder ) cousin Subhadatta was the great-grandfather

( s ) of Haraditya ( alias Jiva ), the husband of Gangesa’s

granddaughter ( Qi ). Gangeda therefore, like Bhavasarman

was two generations later than Kahnu. It confirms our con-
tention that Gangesa cannot be placed before 1300 a. p. by any

means. Kahnu’s youngest daughter’s daughter was the younger

stepmother of M. M. Jagannatha of the Maiandara family,

father of the famous VateSvara Upadhyiaya mentioned above.
Jagannitha was thus a contemporary of both Bhavasarman and’
Gangeéa, while VateSvara becomes a contemporary of Gangesa’s

son Vardhamana.!

The Tattvacintamani :

A rapid survey of the contents of the book, is however
necessary for our purpose. Gange$a produced this ‘jewel’, as
he states in the third introductory verse, for the decoration of
scholars and for dispelling the terrible darkness of heretics.
Moreover, opponents ( so ably exposed herein ) will no longer
. Press their views cleverly in debates and the doctrines of his.

own school are stated fully without mincing matters :

fageR @ feEegd
q 9 | g |

The ideal has been maintained by the author throughout with
CONspicuous success.

1. For other informations about Gangefa vide our ‘Vange Navyanyaya-
carca’ pp. 15-19.



Gangesa Upadhyaya & His Son Vardhamana 105

In the first part dealing with Perception the preliminary
section on Benediction ( pp. 5-114) thoroughly examines the:
topic in all its aspects and it has been elaborated by many later
scholars, though Siromani did not touch it. Gangesa deals.
with only the first and foremost of the 16 topics of Gautama,
viz. Pramina and the next section on Pramanya, divided into
three sub-sections JAapti ( pp. 114-286 ), Utpatti (pp. 287-371)
and Pramalaksana ( 372-429 ), really forms the introduction to-
the whole book and consequently this section, and curiously-
enough this section alone of the Pratyaksa part, is assiduously
studied by all students of Navyanydaya. The next section on.
Anyathakhyati or Error ( pp.430-537) also belongs to the.
general introduction, being a corollary to the previous section ;
the views of the opposing Prabhakara school who advocate in
their Akhyativada that no knowledge is an Error, have been.
elaborately examined in this section. It is interesting to find
that Gange$a has quoted five rare Kirikas of the Prabhikaras:
( pp- 465, 468, 470, 474 & 475-6 ) in this section.

The four-fold division of Pramina and the definition of
Pratyaksa is taken up in the next section, which particularly
deals with one of the terms used in the definition viz. Sanni-.
karsa or Intercourse- and its six varieties in the ordinary plane..
The whole of this main portion including this section, which
really gave the name to this first part, is now obsolete and its.
place has been taken by elementary_/ works notably the corres--
ponding portion of the Muktavali, Siromani did not touch

this portion at all, proving that it was already getting out of
date about 1500 a. p,

Four of the varieties of Sannikarsa are based on Samavaya
or Inherence, one of the Vaisesika categories, which is not
accepted b){ some schools of thought. Gangeda devotes a small
section for its establishment ( pp. 640-72 ). In the next section
Anupalabdhi ( Non-Perception ), which is regarded as a sepa-
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rate means of valid knowledge by the Vedinta and Bhitta
schools, specially for the knowledge of that much debated cate-
gory Abhava ( Negation ), is rejected ( pp. 673-92 ) from the
Nyaya stand-point, under which Negation is perceptible through
the senses. One rare Kairiki is cited in this section ( p. 688 ),
‘which is followed by an important section on Abhava (pp. 693-
719 ), which unfortunately is not studied in the seminaries at
present. It should be noted thatin the Sabda part Gangefa
refers to an Abhavavada, which seems to be a separate and ear-
lier tract on the subject :—aGHANTIR—HALITIR AT
wzag@amaq | ( Sabda, Pt. 11, p. 475 under Saktivida). In
this section Gange$a cites the following brilliant verse of the
opponents, who do not accept Abhiva as a separate category =
R—‘TrEERd YASK 9 qa el gEC
7ol EuEEh: wiRdAIsTE | T8isaT |
aTTE gfa st & ffgan f o= s
T FeRTd @t g et U

ot froen | grR st we g sAmRwfRmRIgET
{ p. 717). This very verse is traceable in Ratnakirti’s Sthira-
siddhidusana ( Patna ed. of Ratnakirti's works p. 111 ), ascri-
bed to his teacher ( FgTGIRA: ) 1. e. the great JHanasri. ( Ratna-
Kirti reads gy for T ). Jfianaéri was still a force to be
reckoned with in Gangeéa’s times. The verse actually occurs
1n his Ksanabhatigadhyaya.

In the next section on Pratyaksakarana ( pp. 720-62 ) the
‘most elaborately treated subject isthe peculiar Nyaya thesis
that Gold is not a substance, but only a sort of light, One of
the sources of Gange$a on the problem was Udayana ( p. 750 ).
In the next section ( pp. 763-83 ) the well-known Nyaya theory
ithat Mind is an organ and it is minute ( ‘anu’ ) is established.
Anuvyavasiya ( apperception ), one of the vital things connec-
ted with Perception, is next dealt with (pp. 784-898), followed
by Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa, the two kinds of Perception, with
which the first part ends.
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'The second part on Anumana ( Inference ) is by far the:
most popular, though the most intricate portion of the whole:
book. It is now broadly divided into two halves, commonly
known as the Vyiptikinda and Jfianakinda and scholars used:
to specialise in either of them or rarely in both. The first sec-

tion on the definition of Anumiti or Inferential knowledge and:
establishing the validity of Inference against the views of Car-

vika ( pp. 1-26 ) is immediately followed by a grand section,.
Vyaptivada dilating on the first term of the definition, viz.
Vyapti ( Invariable concomitance of the middle term with the:
major term ). There are seven sub-sections under it, viz.
Vyaptipaficaka ( five provisional definitions ), Sirhha-Vyaghri
(two similar definitions of Professors Lion and Tiger ), Vya--
dhikaranadharmavacchinnabhava, Parvapaksa ( collection of
various other definitions ), Siddhantalaksana ( final definition of
Gange$a ), Samanyabhava ( a separate class of Negation formu-
lated for clearing a definition ) and Visesavyapti ( other spe--
cialised definitions ). The next section on Vyiptigrahopaya:
( pp. 174-252 ) consists of two sub-sections, Tarka ( confuta—
tion ) and Vyiptyanugama. The first half ends with Samanya-
laksand, a much-debated kind of preter-natural sense-contact,.
established by Gangega.

The second half opens with Upadhi ( vicious condition ),.
its definition, classification, ground of vitiation and fallacious.
aspects. But the szction is long out of date and is now almost
a lost portion of the book. The remaining sections are the:
delight of all serious students of Navyanyaya—Paksata ( on the
minor term ), Paramara ( Deduction ), Kevalanvayi & Kevala--
vyatireki ( kinds of Anumana ), Arthapatti ( Presumption, not
a separ.ate Pramana as advocated by the Mimarsa ), Avayava
( five limbs of a syllogism ) and the last section on Hetvabhasa.
(Fallacy) consisting of ten sub-sections viz. Simanyanirukts
( General definition ), Savyabhicara &c. ( five kinds of fallacy
with three sub-classes treated in 8 different sub-sections )
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closing with a statement on the efficacy of fallacies in demons-
trating inefficacy of arguments.

The latest phase of Navyanyiya studies in India for about
two centuries flowed through a large number of channels cut
by single senténces or phrases of this part of Gangesa’s work
and by far the widest channel emerged from the general defini-
tion of Fallacy. It has now assumed proportions through the
efforts of all the best Indian brains in Navyanyaya, which is a
world’s wonder in the field of intellectual feats, though to the
uninitiated it is only ‘a vast mass of perverted imgenuity’
{ Keith : Indian Logic and Atomism. p. 35 ). The I$varavada
ot Gange$a, which is the concluding section of this Anumana
part, is, as we have stated before, now obsolete, being lost in

the unfading glory of the original Kusumanijali of Udayana, on
which it was based.

Likewise the Upamana part of Ganges$a has been quite
out of date for a -very long time, Only one scholar of Mithila

as far as we are aware, commented on it viz. Rucidatta. Pra-
galbha of Bengal distinctly stated that while there are ways
devised by the learned on the three major parts, not even a
‘sigh’ was made in the hard Upamana part, where he was ‘with-
out a prop’ :—

ShuiHES Sl et ois s TR

w1 =2 Faed 1 Fyfeemeay Bt !

a SregriiseEqRiEsHR TR

e fifarforafa gft 9 @isx e

( Pragalbha’s Upamanasangraha, A. 8. Ms,, Introd. v. 2 ).

The fourth part of the Tattvacintamani deals with verbal
testimony and is called the Sab,dakhar}da. It opens with the
deﬁ?ition of verbal testimony—Sabd::mirﬁpana. A discussion
on Sibdabodha (verbal judgement) follows, Sal;daprdmdnyavdda
then proves the validity of verbal testimony as an independent
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-organ of cognition. Then follow the dessertations on akanksa
«( expectancy ), yogyatd ( compentency ), dsatti ( contiguity )
-and tatparya ( word-import ) which are indispensable conditions
to produce verbal judgement. The éabdénityativéda deals with
non-eternity of sound, The ucchannapracchannavada deals with
the theory that sound is destroyed and not-concealed. The
vidhi, aplirva and $aktivadas deal with Vedic Injunctions, merit
-and demerit and potentiality respectively. Next comes the
.dessertation on Laksana-secondary meaning. The following sec-
tions deal with the logical implication of the grammatical prob-
‘lems like compound-words ( samisa ), verbal suffixes (akbyata),
the roots ( dhdtu ) and prefixes ( upasarga ). The concluding
-section establishes the validity of the four types of cognitive
instruments after refuting the validity of aitihya ( tradition ),

_japaéruti ( rumour ), arthapatti ( implication ) and anupalabdhi
{ non-apprehension ),

Like the Anumanakhanda, the Sabdakhanda also became
highly popular and numerous commentaries were written on

both of them.. In the NyZya seminaries of Mithild and Bengal
.almost equal importance was attached to both.

The work of Gange$a became highly popular very soon
:and was studied and commented upon in various centers of
culture .Of India. It not only cast the works of the old school
of logic into oblivion but the neo-logical works of his predece-
.SSOIS al.so faded into insignificance and gradually were forgotten
.due to its overwhelming popularity and all embracing character.
‘We, however, find scholars like Vardhamana, Vacaspati Miéra
11, Sankara Miéra and others devoting much time and energy to

revive the old schoo] of Aksapida. But their efforts met with
0o CONSPiCUOUS success, )

The influence of
the boundaries of Ip,
Jogical works in MSS.

Gangeda’s school was felt even outside
dia and we hear of Burmese Mss. of neo-

Libraries, (vide 1. O. Cat. Vol. IL. p- 576)-
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VarpsayMANA UrApuyAva:  The Tattvacintamani soon-
established a school through the works of Gangeda’s son and’
disciple Vardhamana, The contributions of this great logician-
bear the titles ‘prakasa’ and ‘updya’, Later authors refer to him:
as ‘Upayakaraka’. It appears that Vardhamina had no sons:
but his grand-children through a daughter were many and we-
get their accounts in the Pamjis. We give below a list of
Vardhamana’s Nyaya-Vaisesika works :

( 1) Anviksanayatattvabodha—commentary on chapter V
of the siitras of Gotama. Pt. Surendralal Tarkatirtha utilized a-
Ms. of this work in his edition of the Nyayasitravivarana.
M. M. Ganganatha Jha is said to have discovered two Mss, of it..
One more is preserved in the Sarasvati Bhavana, Baranasi and
a fourth in the Viévabharati, Santiniketana. We have mentioned.
( p. 78 above ) the Trisutritattvabodha of Vardhamana. But no
other information regarding the rest of the work is available.

( 2 ) Nyayanibandhapraka$a. It has partly been published'
in the Bibliotheca Indica series along with Udayana’s Nyaya-
vartikatatparyaparisuddhi, Vardhamina must bhave completed
the work and chapters I & III of it are available in a manuscript.
(No. I1I. c. 123 ) of the Asiatic Society, Bengal. A very old.
palm-leaf Ms. of the Prameyanibandhapraka$a is preserved in
the Government Sanskrit College Library, Calcutta.

( 3) The NyayapariSistaprakasa has been published in
the Calcutta Sanskrit Series along with the Nyayapariista of
Udayanacarya.

(4 ) The Kusumanjaliprakala has also been published:
long ago.

( 5) The Kiranavaliprakaéa—The Dravya and Guna sec-
tions have been published in the Bibliotheca Indica series and
the Sarasvati Bhavana text series respectively,
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(6) The Lilavatiprakasa has been published from
‘Chawkhamba, Baranasi,

(7) AMs. of the Khandanaprakata is preserved in the
Asiatic Society, Bengal,

(8 ) Vacaspati Miéra IT in his Khandanoddhara ( p. 77)
.mentions Vardhamana’s work bearing the same title.

(9) Padmandbha refers to the sub-commentary on the

‘Bauddhadhikarapraka$a of Vardhamina by Balabhadra in the
Setu ( p. 378).

(10 ) The Tarkapraka$a on Ke$ava Miéra’s Tarkabhasa
is saidd to have been preserved at Ulwar ( Ulwar Cat, p. 28,
No. 653 with a sub-commentary cn the same Ibid, No. 654 ).

It is said that an incomplete Ms. of the Manipraka$a of
‘Vardham@na came to the Sarasvati Bhavana, ( Venis : Benares
Cat. p. 193). But we could not trace it. For various reasons
we cannot accept that Vardhamana commented on the Tattva-
cintamani. Vardhamina refers to his earlier works in subse-
quent ones. The Kusumafjalipraka$a mentions the Tattva-
bodha, the Nibandhapraka$a and the Pari$istaprakasa. The
Lilavatipraka$a mentions the Kusumanjaliprakaéa. Vardhamana
quotes his father’s views in numerous cases. But we find no
reference to the Maniprakasa either in his own works or in
those of his successors. On the other hand the remarks added
to a big quotation from the Cintamani in the Nydyaniliandha-
prakasa (pp. 677-92 )—gfr frgarOEiERTITRRIREE T -
< fIEQ AFEYT seem to suggest that Vardhamdna wrote no
commentary on his father’s magnum opus. Ip case of the
existence of such a commentary the clarification of his father's

views in a different context would have been irrelevant. As
Vardhamina was held in high esteem both in Mithila and
Bengal, non-mention of such an important commentary of
Vardhamana if ever written, in later exegetical works on the
Tattvacintdmani is impossible to conceive.
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Vardham@na -tried to bridge the gulf between the two-
schools of orthodox Logic—the old and the new. As we have-
just seen, he commented on the old classics current in his days,
But the views of his illustrious father were always uppermost
in his mind and he made the best use of them in his works.

As a smrti writer also, Vardhamana commands great res--
pects in Mithila. He wrote the Smrtiparibhasa, the Sraddha--
pradipa, the Acarapradipa.and other smrti digests.



CHAPTER IV
THE AGE OF EXPANSION

JivanArua Misra: The eldest brother of Safkara
Miéra’s father Bhavanatha, Sankara Misra stated clearly in
almost all his works that he had only reproduced the lessons he
had received on each of the classics commented by him from.
his own father, who again took lessons from his own brother
Jivanitha, who might be regarded “as the great genius behind.
all the eminence achieved by Sankara. In the Vadivinoda
(p.61) Sankara cited an important passage of Jivanatha on the
section of fallacy :—ATATAMITETHFIGHCE TATIR... T4 |
AGREIEIAETTF@HIT AWErG | & 9 aeggwr naEitegag st
PRI U9 gfd S e g Slawrgfaen: | This is a refuta--
tion of Gange$a (vide Anumana part, B.1. ed., pp. 970-71
towards the end of the section on Badha ). There is'another
quotation from Jivanitha in the Upaskara (under IX.ii. 1,
B. 1. ed., p. 392 ); itisan extremely intricate definition of the-
term ‘paksa’. Next to it, Sankara cited the well-known defini-
tion of Gangefa in a rather slighting mode ( gfa &f= ) and
found fault with it ( uaeAQ TSty 9@ ), referring to his own
Manimayakha for further (adverse ?) discussion. Jivanatha’s
antagonism to Gange$a was evidently derived from Vatedvara
Upadhyaya, who was his maternal grandfather according to
reliable genealogical records. Vatesvara's descendant Narahari
in his critique on Smrti named Duaitanirnaya refers to Jiva-
natha’s legal decisions several times ( Darbhanga ed., pp. 18, 20
& 58) and once as aligning with Vatedvara (ib., p. 32 : @a-

AACTIEAATAGTLARNTAAL:,  Sfiqrafusmgdisdag ). It appears

that Jivaniatha had written a critjcal treatise on Smrti named
Duaitanirnaya. We traced the following rare quotation in
Gokulandtha’s commentary ( Pradipa ) on Vacaspati’s Draita--
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nimaya ( A.S. Ms. No, L.D. 5, p. 11) : smex sierg-2a-Fa
FREERNRIOIERT] airaEfgg®d, | Jivanatha’s date is
about 1400 a. p. ; he was evidently not alive when Sanikara
Misra took lessons from his younger brother and pupil Bhava-
ndtha (about 1425 a. 0, ). Safkara was nota direct pupil of
his uncle Jivanatha.

GaNGADITYA: One of the earlier authorities upon
the text of Gange$a. His name was almost completely lost till
we discovered the following reference in the Pratyaksa part of
the Cintamanivivecana of Vidyanivasa Bhattacarya. The uni-
que manuscript of this work of Vidyanivasa now preserved in
the Sarasvati-Bhavana, Varanasi, has been thoroughly examined
and fully described by us in our account of Vidyanivasa (Vange
Navyanyayacarca, pp. 63-78). In the section on Pramanyavada
Vidyanivasa explains :—(fol. 53a) W FUR-AERAY EEeRTe-
sRgmEHa 9 gati AsETae! FeqH-TgIRrgaa: | ( vide
B. L ed., p. 239 fn. & Mathuri p, 240 ). The reading =mna-

STATEETY=FT is actually found in the Gunaprakasa of yardhamana
{S.B. Text, p. 193). The mention of Gaﬁgédltya’s name
along with that of Vardhamdna proves that Gangaditya was an
:author of fairly early date, say, about 1490 a. 0. and probably
«commented on Gange$a’s work. Vidyanivasa wrote the com-
‘mentary about 1490 a. p.

GHaTE§OPADHYAYA : Another name kiitt}e_fto (?ntlrely lost
'mentioned by the above-mentioned Vidyanivasa in the same

book ( fol. 47a ) :—=qug gl fa WAG T gINtepzaT
e aft wfiam | qgew AR S Enfefy Jg—( vide
B.I.ed, pp. 207-8). It is not U{llllfely that this unknown
scholar, evidently belonging to Mithild, might have preceded
«Ganges$a himself.

NyYyAvarocanaxkAB4a: The name of this author re-
mains yet to be discovered. He was one of the earliest scholars
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who criticised Gange$a and evidently belonged to Mithila.
Sankara Miéra in the Vadivinoda cited his definition of
‘Vyapti’ : (p. 57 ) EEARIEIEIREASANEIT | FeafaaEdd T
s | SRS HETA ST TRIRAET ST F i -
digTEa: | The language proves that the passage is meéant as an

answer to the Vyaptipaficaka of Gangeéa. In Sarvabhauma’s:
Sabdamar;zipaﬁk.sa there are two references to the Nyayalocana:

( Varanasi Ms., fol. 28b & 85a ), of which the first passage
runs :  gfAQ R —" T TAAAFAETE S QUige-
Rgdftfa =raaieageuaaraq | Here Sarvabhauma clearly indi--
cates that the unknown author attempted to find fault with
Gangesa. Yet another passage of the Nyayalocana was traced!
by us in the Sabdamaniprakala of the famous Bengali scholar
Haridasa Nyayalankara ( fol. 91b of a Ms. preserved in the
Anglo-Sanskrit Public Library at Navadvipa ). It runs :—ag
FRTFATNMRASTERR TG T FEg: | od PR g
fad" o GEAIE: | T FHERORATY I EEa] 9e9d 5
GEAAaE | 998 aEiNaEeSEa g fcend | This.
also seems to be an attempt to find fault with Gangeda. As the-
book is not mentioned by any recent writer of Mithila and
Bengal the author must have flourished before 1400 a. 1., the.
approximate birth date of Sankara Miéra as ascertained by us.

There is an 1illuminating passage of the Nyavyalocana in

the Tattvaloka of Viacaspati Misra 11 under II. 1i, 58 (fol. 153a) :
I AFARG T e U A GRS Eheqad a¥ T TR
I BT AU AINRIHAEHEH a9 T A T AT (T
IR ST BT e USRI a9 i qged sqdra--
g & q gga: sasgEseT: | 7 T FsheEy: anaTaRUsgET--
WA, T TeqmIas) gqg: | Thisis a clear refutation of

Gangesa.

Javaveva alias Paksapuars Midra : is the only scholar
of the post-GangeSa period in Mithili who succeeded 1n
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setting up a new school ( sampradaya ) of Navyanyaya through
his immortal work—the Aloka on the three parts of Gafgesa’s
work (omitting the small Upamana part). It dominated
Nyaya studies throughout India for a long time. Paksadhara’s
invincible career as a dialectician is immortalised in the line :
qeHiaTe) 7 @<ae &g @resea | The story of his encounter
with Vyasatirtha ( 1460-1539 a.n, ) of Karnata when he is
said to have claimed in admiration of the latter® :

AR aefe aEede ageiae )

R Aty frhEea
or the far more we'l-founded victory over him of Siromani of
Bengal is really a reflex from his great glory. The following
account of him collected from authentic sources, some of
which were not yet properly investigated, gives many new
facts about him.

His works :—He is universally known as the author of
a single book, the Aloka, which practically superseded all
previous commentaries on the Tattvacintamani. But among
the Sanskrit manuscripts procured by Colebrooke when in
India about a century and a half ago and subsequently
presented by him to the India Office Library there are two
works by Paksadhara viz. Dravyaviveka ( as it 1s called by the
author himself ) and Nyayalilavativiveka. A thorough
examination of the two books, which it appears were not
carefully scrutinized by Colebrooke himself or any other
scholar, throws a flood of new light on the history of Nyaya-
Vaifesika literature in Mithila and reveals certain puzzling
problems about Paksadhara himself. The Dravyaviveka
(I O, 1, p. 665) contains no varses, devotional or otherwise,
at the beginning and the name of its author is nowhere found

1 B. N. Krishnamurti Sarma in a Vol. of Eastern & Indian Studies
in honour of F. W. Thomas, p.273. We have slightly amended the
‘verse to suit the metre. 5Sri Sarma reads B and F9=mRT |
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in the body of the book itself, except the cryptic and somezvhat
misleading colophon at the end ( fol. 103a) —gfa AEga
rFrat gt geaugrr: @qq: || The superscripts on the leaves
are 9@ (foll. 1-3), g (foll. 10, 12-14,103) and
(foll, 15 onwards to the end ). On the cover of the last leaf,
the title runs : famEsr g9, It isa brief but useful com-

mentary on the Dravyaprakaéa of Vardhamiana and is once
referred to in the Lilgvativiveka ( fol. 36b ) thus —ugw =933
TIE_ qtiﬁl’ﬁﬁ:l’ﬂ?@'&{%ﬂql We have traced the reference on
folio 54 of the present work ( read along with Dravyaprakasa
of Vardhamiana, B.I. ed. of Kiranavali, pp.204-6). Both
the works entitled Viveka are therefore from the same pen.
But the most wonderful thing discovered is that the author

frequently refers here to his commentary on the Tattva-

cintamani also entitled the Viveka and not the Aloka. We
quote one passage for example :—( fol. 7a, vide Kiranavalh
B.1 ed, p. 10) qurfify | @iy fafrgwriaeain qaqeuiemy,
AR T fRUG qnfy g @nfy senaTETiaT A w5
fafirgacn @oafafy geamads owd faarfaad | O T TaEEE
Sr'ff\%l'afﬂ?ﬁ@a'f\ﬁ'aqll The Pratyaksaviveka is also referred to

in foll 6Ca, 76a, 79b and 101b. Besides the Anumanaviveka
(fol. 14a, 15b, 83a-b), the Gunaviveka is mentioned once
(fol. 86b ) as well as the Kusumafjaliviveka ( fol. 83a :—

AEMFA FyAiAffads gosaq ). There are four more references
to a Viveka under a single topic ( fol. « 6a-b ) which from the

context points to the Pratyaksaviveka. The rare authorities
cited in the book are listed below alphabetically.

<t ;{Kandaﬁkﬁra (fol, 27b :—ag MATEHIST TE-T J FAFTHR
3 TR rasmnfyisd T 2ea) 41 UaR FYAHR 30 |

X )
usum&?ijalz~Vardhamdna (36b).
Jagadguru (q 3b
Pa?icamatzk‘ . )

p- 499 ). tika (66a: wegroEFaERIARG  Tatparya,
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Bhaskara ( 82b : a passage in Anumanakhanda. B. 1. ed.,.
p. 633, lines 5-6 is ascribed here to a pre-Gangesa work,.
Bhaskara ).

Lilavatipraka$adarpanau ( 352 :—=@es @@ igH=RIgeq-
Wi G GanTaTETERTaTEtie 98t | vide Nyayalilavati,
Chowkh. ed., p. 798 ).

Vilasa 90a & 96a : identical with Dravakiranavalivilasa
of Divakaropadhyaya ( q. v. ).

The Lilavativiveke { 1. O., 1, p. 668 ) is a much bigger:
work and begins with the following prayer-verse :—

< d A gl qEErEay |
Q ?
Sii@fs I4: 99 99 g9 fqeard 1|
But the name of the author here again is nowhere mentioned

in the body of the book, which ends ( fol. 129a ) with the colo-
phon : 3fa sfiuguaEd AeEd S '?ﬁ:‘{{fr: I There are referen-
ces to the other works of the author viz. Pratyaksaviveka ( 15a,.
20a, 39b, 43a, 86b, 88b, 92b, 106b, 114a & 118b ), Anumana-
viveka ( 18b, 93a, 103b, 104b & 115b ), Sabdaviveka (52b ),
Cintamaniviveka (45a & 114b) Dravyaviveka (36b) and
Gunaviveka (28b). The list of authorities cited, a much
longer one, is given below arranged alphabetically :

Acaradar$a ( 22a ), Uddyota ( 18a), Upadhyaya (93b:
identical with Prabhakara ), Kandalikira (39b), Kalapa-
paridista ( 66a ), Kiranavaliprakata (28a), Caturthaprakasa
(57b), Jatedvara ( q.v.100b), Darpana ( la, 2a, 6a, b &
28b ), Duvitiyaprakasa ( 18a & 53a), Duvitiyavartika ( 60b ),
Nibandha ( 103a ), Padamafjari ( 2a ), Purusottamadeva ( 2a ),
Prabhakaropadhyaya ( q. v. 2a &c. 11 times ), Prameyaprakata
( 53a), Bhavadeva ( 21b ), Mahabhasya ( 2a), Renukakarika
( 22a ), Harimisra ( 2a).

Two more works of Paksadhara we are told ( S. B. S. I1L
p. 136 ) exist at Varanasi, a Tippani other than the Aloka on
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‘the Cintamani, which on examination may prove to be a part
-of the Viveka, and a Saﬁadhamvydkhyﬁ. Jayadeva’s nephew
‘Vasudeva, who was a pupil of Jayadeva, refers to another long-
lost work of Jayadeva named Pramanapallava, which seems to
have been an independant treatise rather than a commentary,

"The passage of Vasudeva runs :—=€qug F9rQuEasi A -ATNE-
¥ BgRTS fRagrfad Tea@aAit | ( Cintamanitika, London
Ms,, fol. 31b).

The identity of this Vivekakara Paksadhara as distingui
shed from the Alokakara is now a great puzzle before us diffi-
cult to solve. Paksadhara as a surname of the Alokakara is
‘well-known and the scribe of the Dravyaviveka undoubtedly
supports the identity of the two—the Alokakira and the Viveka-
kdara—when he uses the peculiar abbreviation of the surname
‘Pakh@’. For, in the family records of Jayadeva we come
across exactly this very form of his nickname as current in
Mithila. In the Bhauila branch of the Sodarapura family the
Panji records :—fasv@igdl  MAMIY-SSaIqCAIAFHEIHE TAITE:
sfagaaa | But this identity can only stand on the supposition
that Jayadeva wrote two separate commentaries on the Tattva-
cintdmani, the Viycka and the Aloka and that while the former

is absolutely unknown in Mithildi and Bengal the latter became
a standard work throughout India. That an early work of a

celebrated scholar, who himself refers to it frequently, would
become extinct among his own direct disciples is extremely
doubtful. At the beginning of the Pratyaksaloka, Jayadeva

after saluting $jya (also invoked in the next part ) clearly
states :(—

spfrer wgRaw gftfam, fgsaa: |
FafrraRARERTARISE IFRa ||

This nort_nally means that the Aloka was his first literary ven-
ture and it would almost amount to an absurdity if we suppose,
as we must 1n case the Viveka be also ascribed to him, that the
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Aloka was composed after finishing a large number of scholia
on almost all the standard works of Navyanyaya ( including the.
Tattvacintamani ) under the common appellative Viveka.

Among the direct pupils of Jayadeva, Bhagiratha ( alias.
Megha ) covered the same ground as the Dravyaviveka and the
Lilavativiveka of Paksadhara. He very frequently refers toa
previous commentator entitled ‘Miérah’ ( Lilavati, Chow-
khamba ed., pp. 4, 11,-18 &c. more than 25 times ), who, as
we have ascertained, was neither Sanikara Miéra ( who did not
comment on Vardhamina ) nor the author of the Lilavativiveka
under discussion. One passage of Bhagiratha ( p. 45 ) runs :—
wi ¥ wfewr FERERRaeT g afrad TGS A e
fa=a | We have traced this peculiar solution of an intricate
text in Paksadhara also. Thus :—( fol. 13a of the Lilavati-

viveka ) QiIgRTAFRG QT wiremmaciad SRFERRd irhH! g=na
gisrat-a | This proves that Miéra of Bhagiratha preceded the
Vivekakdra, whose arguments against the solution are not
reproduced by Bhagiratha. It is impossible, therefore, to iden--
tify the Vivekakiara with Jayadeva in the present state of our
knowledge.

The Dravyaviveka was superseded by the much more
expansive works of Rucidatta and Bhagiratha. Many passages.
of the Viveka are found incorporated in Rucidatta’s com-
mentary without acknowledgement. Bhagiratha also seems
to have referred to the Viveka e.g. under the term ‘kechit”
( Lilavati, Chowk. ed., p. 53 cf. Lilavativiveka, fol. 15a). It
is, therefore, certain that the Vivekakira preceded both by a
length of time and he probably lived about 1450 a.n. He
cannot be identical with Paksadhara Upadhyaya of the
Mandara family, who lived about 1400 4, n. Moreover, the
author of the Darpana, cited in both the Vivekas before us,
was Vatedvara, the father of Paksadhara Upadhyaya. But
this filial relation is not at all borne out in the two Vivekas,.
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while in the Tattvanirnaya, a Smrti work of this Paksadhara.
(L.1845) his father Vatesvara is praised and saluted elo-
quently. We conjecture that the Vivekakara is a third.
Paksadhara of unknown parentage and in our opinion, he is:
iden'tical with ‘S'ﬁmat-Pakgadhara’ of Amarivati who trans-
cribed the Visnupurana 'in 345 L. S. Jayadeva never refers.
to his nickname ‘Paksadhara’ in the Aloka and it is extremely"
doutful if a scholar of his eminence and celebrity could find:
time to transcribe a Purana. But hitherto all scholars have:
taken this Paksadhara of Amaravati as identical with Jayadeva.

( Vidyabhisana, L c., p. 456 fn. &c.)

Jayadeva's Professors :—As we have stated above-
Jayadeva distinctly mentions the name of his uncle Harimisra.
as his teacher in Nydya both in the Pratyaksa and the:
Anumana parts of the Aloka. The Pafijis record that ‘Mahi--
mahopadhyaya’ Harimisra was the eldest of the three brothers,,
but he was not a ‘Mahdmahopadhyaya’ of great eminence and
did not probably compose any work. The following quotation
in the Lilavativiveka probably refers to a grammarian of
earlier date’. ERAMMG—FAINT @ @wr@:| 7 SINHIIGI-
faamaefa:  fowgfennd st sasg ! 3 i, sweas
gEYTCERIaty auy gy 1 ( fol. 2a)

Many portions of Jayadeva’s Aloka were published long-
ago in the complete edition of the text of Gangesa, as comple--
ments to Mathurinitha’s commentary. In the Pratyaksa
Part the published portion covers the sections from Samavaya-
vada to Nirvikalpavada (B. I. ed., pp. 640-838). In the
Anumana part the whole of the I§varavada as well as the last

section of the main part ( B. I. ed., pp. 983-97) is adorned'
with the Aloka. In the Sabda part, where the Aloka begins.

1. For Harimifra the grammarian and a commentator on the Ka$ika,

vide Purugottamadeva’s Paribhasavrtti &c. ( Rajshahi, 1946 ) App., p. 128.
& Introd, p. 5.
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with a salutation to Visnu (& 9™ s ) instead of Siva as
in the first two parts, the sections from the Jatiaktivada to the
end (B. 1. ed., Pt II, pp.556-866) are illuminated by the
Aloka. It is a pity however, that no complete edition of the
Aloka, the greatest rost-Gangesa work of Navyanydya in
Mithila, is likely to be published in the near future.

But there is almost an universal tradition in Mithild and
Bengal that Jayadeva- was a pupil of the celebrated Yajfiapati
Upadhyaya. For instance, we findin the Sabdakalpadruma
(Pt. II, 1749 Saka, p. 1791) Sqaaueama==ra: GQUCRHRTIAR-
gaFsc | (“Ama”’qeg ) This tradition is  substantially
.corroborated by Jayadeva himself. Any one who will take
the pains of comparing the works of Yajfapati and Jayadeva
will be struck by the irteresting fact that Jayadeva has contro-
verted the views of Yajfapati at every step. In one such
passage, cited below, Jayadeva distinctly refers to Yajfapati
as ‘Guru’. Commenting on the text of Gangesa beginning
with the word Fgat=din ( Anumana, Upidhisiddhanta,
B. I ed., p.436) Jayadeva writes ( Anumanaloka, A. S,
Ms. TII. A. 25, fol. 56a) :—guqt ¥ sdw@skEare ™
T | od A anfEg A e 9 IR -
fafa s snelrA: | The whole controversy has been elaborately
treated by Yajfapati’s son Narahari ( foll. 57-66 of Tanjore
Ms. No. 6268 ). Moreover, Padmanabha Misra  while
explaining the above passage of Jayadeva clearly writes in the
Pksadharoddhara ( Poona Ms. No. 785 of 1887-91, fol. 54b ):-
wafafd | SaEERASTaE I THTITAT SgH g oS A STl
FEHIAEAAIAEAIRA G FRwgl faew @ 99 a3 A ( vide
Narahari’s Daganoddhara, fol, 60 ),

Mithila’s glory in Navyanyaya :—This conflict between
the professor and the pupil marked the most glorious period of
‘Navyanydya studies in Mithild and its echo reached the far-
thest corners of the country. The " whole intelligentia, so to
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speak, of Mithila and Bengal was divided into two rival camps..
YajBapati’s son Narahari, himself a direct pupil of Jayadeva,

gave a spirited reply to all the points of controversy raised by
his teacher and defended his father’s views. Vasudeva, a
nephew and pupil of Jayadeva, defended his uncle against the:
attacks of Narahari and many others of the rival camp. Padmat-
nibha ‘Miéra, belonging to a Bengali family settled at Varanasi
and adorning various royal courts of North India, wrote a
commentary on the Aloka named Paksadharoddhara wherein.
he met the arguments of Narahari and others, Padmanabha’s-
date falls in the latter half of the 16th century a.v. The heal--
thy controversy, therefore, raged in Mithila and the adjecent.
tracts for well over a céntury. It is a curious and significant
fact that with the cessation of this controversy Mithila’s literary
glory practically came to an end.

Studies in Pratyaksa and Anumana—The above contro--
versy was confined to the first two parts of Gangeda’s work.
and in consequence, studies on the earliér classics of Udayana,
Srivallabha and Vardhamina considerably declined from this:
period- An intensive and extraordinary switch on Gangesa.
henceforth assumed proportions which have no parallel in
the literary history of the world. By Nature’s laws the highest
pitch, reached specially in Bengal on portions of the Anumana
part alone, marked after a certain period of lull a sharp
decline that swept out the very foundations of Navyanyaya
including the solid work of Jayadeva.

Jayadera’s family still survives in Mithila. He belonged
toone of the premier Srotriya families of Mithila named
§0darapura of Sandilya gotra. Varahanatha, 10th ( or 11th)
n descent from the first ancestor Halayudha, settled in the
village Bhauala, after which this branch of the family came to
be kn(?wn. He was Jayadeva’s grandfather. According t¢-
tradition Jayadeva lived in the village named Yamasama. He-
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had a son named Mahimahopidhyaya Madhava, There is
evidence that this worthy son of Jayadeva wrote in defence of
his father against the arguments of Narahari. The following
-passage in the Manitika of Jayadeva’s nephew Visudeva refers
to the long-lost work of Jayadeva's son. In the section on
Kevalanvayi (B. I ed., p. 566 ) Jayadeva’s views { fol. 93a)

:are refuted by Narahari ( fol. 83b ) Vasudeva begins his long
note here thus : —( fol, 58a ) 77 a7 TIHAN I TIIHITR

T WA | Y WIS aq7 e
I7—( these are Narahari’s words in a nut-shell ) ¥, a% -

AAFFACTHITIRAT, AT F TRaT | @ © fge—
a1 g qgdaTEa | SR qAaTET had) A SRy gh |
Hisd fAgagariaaafaaeya) saie: | 53 g Fa=aa |

This proves that Madhava, son of Paksadhara, was senior
to Visudeva. This is exactly corroborated in the family records.
‘Gingu of the Mandara family had five daughters. Maidhava
{ son of ‘Pakh@ ) married the third daughter named Gaurj,
while Vasudeva married the daughter of the second daughter

Jayamati',

Date of Jayadeva : It can now be confidently asserted that
all evidences, internal and external, point to the latter half of
the 15th century A. n. as Jayadeva’s period of activity and the
Aloka was written sometime between 1465-75 4. D.. Those who
speculated on his date and identity without examl.nmg his work
and without consulting a single person of Mithilad, where
Pikhii’s name is a house-hold word, naturally made astounding
statements, Keith, for instance, took Jayadeva to be ‘no doubt’
identical with the author of the Prasannardghava against a
volume of evidence to the contrary (L O., II, p. 560 ). It

1. Vide Prof. R. Jha's illuminating paper on Kaviraja Bhanudatta in
the Patna University Journal, p. 12 of offprint containing the genealogi-

«al table.
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‘need hardly be stated that Jayadeva, son of Mahadeva of the
- Kaundinya gotra and with a title PiyGsavarsa is quite a differ-
:ent person, who flourished two centuries before the Alokakara.
Moreover, the gotra Kaundinya is of a very inferior rank among
Maithila Brihmanas. Similarly the long-drawn controversy
-about the date of a copy of the Pratvaksaloka ( L. 1976 )—
whether it was 159 L. S, or 1509 Saka—is quite meaningless.
‘There should not have been any question but that it is 1509
‘'Saka. Jayadeva must have survived till about 1500 A. p. when
he gave lessons to the illustrious Bhagiratha, one of his last
}?upils. On the other hand he was a generation later than
‘Saikara Misra who belonged to the same family and was his

uncle ( 757 ) in relation,

Jayadeva’s style : The formidable and intricate style of
Na\.’ya?yiya_wmks' which first took shape from the pen of
Gangesa and some of his predecessors, further developed in
the hands of Jayadeva, whose manner of arguing a point be-
came the delight of a| serjous and hard scholars. Methodology
now became the highway of almost all these scholars, who
-Cal‘?d very little, as time went on, for the original doctrines and
.thel.r sources.  Gangea, Jayadeva or S'iromani, with whom this
intricate style culminated by joining hands with a formidable
conciseness, rarely name their sources and their works are
almo.st completely wanting in historical materials. The only
specific names we could trace in the Aloka are Vatseévara,
:‘:::r of the (Mim&ﬁsa-) Maharava, Makaranda ( a lost com-
part ::Zi OII;’:he kfusum&?ijali ) and the Darpana in the Pratyaksa
(fol. 131b) i; t}:a and a very rare name Pramdnapardyana

numdna part.

Iayade‘va’ . .
Mithild and Be; Pupils :  There was perhaps no scholar in
£ distinguisheq . 1© could claim so many and such a galaxy
° €€, _Pupils S S He
lessons to N _as Jayadeva had in his seminary.
gave arahari, the son of his professor, to Madhava,
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his own son, to his nephew Vasudeva, to Sucikara Upadhyaya.
(according to tradition ), to the famous scholiast Rucidatta.
( who gives him the highest literary title known in India ‘Jagad--
guru’ ) and last of all to the great prodigy Bhagiratha, We:
should state here that according to the latest evidence neither:
Vasudeva Sarvabhauma nor his pupil S'iromar_li of Bengal ever
came to Mithila f:or studies ( vide Vange Navyanyayacarca,
pp. 36-37 & 40 ). Siromani’s pupilage under Jayadeva is there--
fore a myth. .

Jayadeva’s popularity in Bengal : We heard a curious
tradition in Mithil3, though not widely current there, that Jaya-
deva left Mithila in his old age and took shelter in Bengal ;
"This tradition is without foundation, but it is substantially cor-
rect in a cultural sense. Jayadeva’s school emerged out of his.
great conflict with Yajfapati, whose adherents were ultimately
routed at the hands of Jayadeva’s followers. No author, except
pethaps Siromani, could claim like Jayadeva a band of scholars
forming in his very life-time a separate school on the basis of
his work, which they adorned with regular commentaries. One
of his earliest commentators was JaleSvara Vahinipati, a son of
Jayadeva’s contemporary Visudeva Sirvabhauma ; he wrote a
Sabdalokodyota ( Vange Navyanyayacarca, p. 43 ) probably in
the lifetime of the Alokakara. His preference for the Aloka:
over his own father’s commentary the Partksa (ib., pp. 37-41).
is an eloquent tribute to the spectacular success of Jayadeva,
This popularity of Jayadeva among Bengali scholars is a fact of
supreme importance. It is now completely fqrgotten that all
the scholars of Navadvipa who commented on Siromani almost
invariably commented on Jayadeva also. This continued for-
about two centuries and what is a marvellous fact, the Aloka
survived as a text-book at Navadv;pa for over a century after it
practically disappeared in Mithila itself. For, in the 17th cen-
tury Gadadhara Bhattacarya ( 1604-1709 a. p. ) the last great
scholiast of Bengal commented on all the three parts of the’
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Aloka (ib., pp. 178-79). At Varanasi the Bengali scholars
Rudra Nyayavacaspati, Raghudeva Nyayalankara and ]ay'ir'a'\ma
‘Nyayapaficanana of the same century commented on the Aloka.
‘We have already stated that Padmanibha of Bengal origin

.commented on the Aloka, but not on Siromani. We refrain
.from mentioning all the earlier names from ( Siromanti’s fellow-

-mate ) Haridisa Nyayilankira onwards, full accounts of whom
.are given in our Bengali work.

In South India only the renowned scholar Annam Bhatta
is known to have witten a commentary named Siddafjana
on the Aloka ( R. 1536-37). A more recent and less-known
scholar named Agnihotra Bhatta wrote a Sphiuirti on the Aloka,
of which parts of the Pratyaksa and Anumana sections exist
in manuscripts at Tanjore ( Nos. 6095-97). It is however
a curious fact that Jayadeva’s pupil Rucidatta became more
i)opular in South India. His Cintamaniprak@fa much more
than the Aloka succeeded in founding a sort of a sub-school

of Navyanydya and many distinguished scholars wrote sub-
commentaries on it.

Jayadeva is described by his pupil Bhagiratha as a
‘Pandita-kavi’ i.e. he was both a scholar and a poet like his
narr.xe‘sake who wrote the Candraloka and the Prasannaraghava
and with whom he is mostly confused. Whether any poem can
be ascribed to him should be a matter of investigation. His
poetic talents are also expressed in the following obituary verse
about him which was discovered by us on the cover of the Ms.
of Pragalbha’s Upamanasaigraha preserved in the Asiatic
Society ( No. 1752 dated 1643 V. S. ). It is a magnificent pane-

gyric of the great scholar evidently from the pen of his direct
pupils :

FIEIAAMHT g @
WA wtqanfa o q@ |
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adtenif @ SRR
T T% THU T 7 DS w9 |

TvVanxTorADEYAYA : The extra-ordinary emi--
nance of Jayadeva alias Paksadhara put to shade all the
previous scholiasts of Gange$a, whose commentaries became
extinct in no time. In our attempt to rescue the names of
some of these long forgotten scholars we came accross the
extremely peculiar name of Tvantopidhydya which was.
completely lost. Some years ago we thoroughly examined the-
Ms. copy of the Anumanakhanda of a commentary named
Paksadharoddhara ( B. O. R. 1. Ms, No. 735 of 188791 : wvide:
fol. 39b for the actual name of the commentary ) In this:
commentary Padmanabha wrote learned discourses on favourite:
topics of Navyanyiaya and one of them is a long note on the-
( Vyapti— ) Siddhintalaksana ( fol. 22a-26a ). Towards the
end (fol. 25b) we come across the following passage :—

Aty qfgeenraamel amieetentt iy agatemirmgan-
TR AT AT ] ENAFIaEE d-A
gt fareRe: | ( The very unusual name found in the:

manuscript here looks like ‘Tkanta’, altogether a doubtful
reading ). Our suspicion, that the name of one of the earliest
commentators of the Tattvacintamani has been preserved in
this passage, turned into a conviction in a most unexpected
manner. Sometimes ago we went to Triveni ( in the Hooghly
district of Bengal ) to examine what remained of the library
of Jagannatha Tarakapaficinana ( 1694-1807 a, 1. ) the greatest
scholar of his age in Bengal. A bundle of stray leaves was all
that we could lay our hands upon, from which we recovered a
very old copy in corypha leaves of Aniruddha’s Pitrdayita.
A stray palm-leaf, torn at both ends was found in this copy
containing a most interesting book list, We reproduce the
whole of it below as a piece of direct evidence on the courses of
advanced studies in Bengal in the middle of the 16th century,
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It is dated ‘Sam 430, 23 ér'a'.var}a’ evidently referring to the
Laksmana era which was adopted by the Nadia scholars from:
Mithila. The date falls in the 5th decade of the 16th century
a0, The superscript reads ‘Talika-pustaka-bandha(ka) Nadia”

(i.e, alist of books bartered at Nadia, the popular name of
the city of Navadvipa ) :

( Column 1 ) Kavyapraka$a, Purvakhandana, Anumadna-Misra,.
Pratyaksa-Kantako(ddha)ra, Bauddhadhikara ( 5 ). (Column 2}
Sabdakhanda, Tattvaloka, Pratyaksa-Miéra, Vyavaha(ra)cinta-
mani, Bauddhadhikara-Sankaramiéra (5). ( Column 3 ) Lila-
vatyupaya (i. e, Lilavatiprakada of Vardhamana ). Tat-Jalada
( i. e. comm. on-do-( the above ) by Bhagiratha whose sur-
name was ‘Megha’, and ‘Jalada’ is again a synonym of
Megha ), Kusumatjalyupaya, Guna ( i. e. the portion of Udaya~
na’s Kiranavali on Guna, Sr&ddhakalpa (5). (Coiumn 4) Dravyo~
pdya (i.e. Vardhamdna’s comm. on the Dravya part of
Kiranavali), Kusumanjali-Jalada, Sabda-Tvanta, Guna-Jalada (4)..
(Column 5, torn) Gunopa(ya), Sabda-Gopi(natha), Acara(darsa),.
Manu, Dra(uvya?) (5 ).

The list is a good evidence that the Bengali scholars at
that time assiduously studied all up-to-date Maithila works,.
specially on Navyanyaya. The mention of Pratyaksakantakod-
dhdara by Madhusiidana Thakkura is important as indicating
the later limit in the date of its composition. The mention.
of ‘Sabda-Tvanta’ ( the reading is quite clear and beyond any
doubt ) is certainly the most valuable feature of the list. It
proves that the long-forgotten Maithila scholar Tvanta wrote
a commentary on the Tattvacintdmani, of which the last part
( Sabda-lchar_x,c.la ) was procured for the private library of Nadia.
Padmanabha’s reference is to the second part of the same
commentary. That he commented also on the first part of
Gaﬁgeé?’s work. is proved by the following quotation traced
by us in a unique copy of the Pratyaksalokaprasarani by
Krsnadasa Sﬁrvabhauma.‘ one of the earliest scholars of Nadia
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who lived in the second quarter of the 16th century A. D.
(vide Krsnaddsa's full account in our Bengali work Vange
Navyanyayacarca, pp. 114-23 ).

ST AN — 7 FGA saa® o w&%rmg:rm%m{a
AEAIETTE qT | g w&%mgamﬁﬁmﬂwwa S (R)-
T, FEHEIIAIE: | Y aEaeE —amﬂ%—«r SR
(@)FTEs GNTARARY O GREATEEs ST 5
-geuHIg: | ( fol. 7a of a dilapidated Ms. in our possission: begin-
ning of Mangalavada, B. . ed., p.9). At the present state of
-our knowledge this Tvantopadhyaya happens to be the earliest
known commentator on Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani, for he pre-
ceded both Jayadeva Misra ( Paksadhara ) and Sankara Miéra
as we shall presently see.

Tvantopadhyaya’s commentary on the Kusumarijali named
Makaranda. The Karikas of Kusumafijali were commented upon,
among others, by Ramabhadra Sarvabhauma and this ‘Rama-
bhadri’ was extensively studied in the Nyaya seminaries of
Bengal till the last century. This Ramabhadra was a son of
the famous Janakinitha Bhattacirya Cidamani, author of the
Npyayasiddhantamatijari. He mentioned his father’s name in
most of his works, e.g., (I)in the beginning of the Nyaya-
rahasya, ﬁm@’cﬁiﬂ z¢ TEWgEEsTa.  This commentary

.on the Nydayasttras goes to the end of Chapter IV only, where
the colophon runs-zf FEFRIMTE RSN RE I RTaTasRIE=d-
aimTERERRR A sgdissna: (fol. 120b of Nyaya-
‘Vaidesika manuscript. No. 9 of the Sarasvati-Bhavana, Benares,
The commentary on chapter V proves on examination to be a
separate work named Anuikgikitattavvivarana by Ramabhadra’s
father Bhattacarya-Clidamani himself ( Vide Sahitya-Parisat-
Patrikd, Vol. 51, pp. 69-70). (2 ) In the beginning of the
Gunarahasya . —

R R |

a1

( v. 2, Ms. in our possession )}
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( 3) In the beginning of a small work on Smrti named Samaya-
rahagya :—

gt e arffage™f @ |
fr ToateR gl STEeae
( Ms. in our possession }
(45 ) Ina well known verse in the beginning of Ramabhadra’s.
Padarthatattvatika(Benares Ed., p. 81 ) 'and Na?iv&(,iaﬁki
"R.A.S.B. Ms. No. IIT. G. 148, a unique copy dated 1957 Saka):~-
‘ AT THETIEHIARY, YA R U |
sRRRTRgE ST fmm, e fefs Sgsarat 1
All doubts about the identity of Ramabhadra and his father
should now be finally dissolved ( cf. LH.Q., XX, pp. 190-92 ).
The strange introductory verses found in the beginning of”
Ramabhadra’s Kusumajalikdrikavyakhya in all available Ms..
copies—and we have examined scores of them—which created
a baffling problem before two generations of scholars, must.
now be regarded as the composition of some scholar other than.
Riamabhadra. The first verse of benediction (Sl'l'tﬁir§ qfaiyar:) .
has been traced in the Amoda, a commentary on the whole of
Kusumafijali (and not on the Karikas alone ) by the famous.
Sankara Misra of Mithild, whose parents are again unmistake--
ably invoked in the second verse :—
Tt et saaraey |
TS T FAeE Fa
Safikara has referred to his father Bhavanatha’s instructions in:
many of his works, e. g.,, Vadivinoda, Lilavatikanthabharana
ax.md Upaskara. 1t was MM, Dr. Gopinatha Kaviraja who first
d1scover.ed. a superscript in a Ms, copy of the ‘Ramabhadri’ (fol.
62, T T Rorsd a: ﬂﬁ‘ﬁiﬁﬂq), which clearly stated that
the first 4 or 5 leaves of the book were of Sahkara Mira’s com--

position and the rest Sarvabhauma’s, ( Kusumapmjalibodhani,
S. B. Text, Introd., pp., II-III f. n. ) The ‘Ramabhadri’, has.
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“been published in the ‘Afutosa Sanskrit Series’ of the Calcutta
University ( edited by Prof. N. C. Vedantatirtha ). There is
indelible evidence in the commentary itself that it is a medley
of two different compositions. The fourth karika ( ‘sapeksa-
tVit......" ) is introduced twice in two different places, once on
p. 11 (falling under Satikara Midra’s portion of the commen-
tary ) thus :—ax SEIFRTATED 7 & T 5@F Y TR
ZBSTY T GG, .. FURIHS g AFIR( | It should be noticed

that the prose line immediately preceding the karika is explain-
«d in this portion. On pp. 13-14 again we read, T ‘ﬂfﬁmﬁ
W, FAFCCATT 7 q1ae 54 T, FRUEHET: §Wa-aT agy-
qREE—ANYAR...| Here the explanation of the prose line is
.omitted and the rest of the earlier gloss is presented in a more
elaborate and improved language. We should mention that
this twice repeated explanation is found in all the Ms. copies
-we have examined including the two in our own possession. That
the earlier part was from the pen of Sankara Misra is directly
stated in three more manuscripts we have examined. We are

in possession of a very old copy where it is written distinctly
in the margin of the front page, ‘Safikaramisrasya Kusumanjali-
-vyakhya’ and on fol. 5a after feRMAGMATRTT the portion =@ g
... amy@EIRfd is cancelled by smearing yellow pigment upon
which it is written clearly g simregwcRega FgATHfaeRE-
vt | WAqT @i | In the ancestral library of the late
Pandita Daksinacarana Smirtitirtha of Calcutta we found an-
other copy where it is written ( fol. 6a ) RRTRRNAT T -
Rl aa: mﬁﬁw&l Yet another copy was examined by us in
a village Satgeche in the Burdwan district among the remnants
of a magriiﬁcent library which belonged to (Rama-) Dulila
“Tarkavagisa ( 1731-1815 a. 0. ) one of the greatest Naiyayikas

.of Bengal, whose ‘Patrikas’ on Navyanyiya became popular at
one time throughout India. On fol. 5a it is written, GRYe-

ffa | gfX m m “"K Fﬁ%ﬂlﬁ‘m[l This earlier portion,
however, is not identical with the extant Amoda commentary of
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‘Safikara. Why this is so and what became of the ﬁrst.lﬂrt of
- Ramabhadra’s own commentary are not known and are likely to
remain an unsolved mystery.

The third verse in the beginning of Sankara Miéra’s part

.of the R@mabhadri is as follows :—

HHEGR, SH A1 ST TRAQSHAT |

Tafrs RgeareasreagRagTm i |l
+Of the three earlier commentaries on the Kusumamjali men-
‘tioned in this important verse the Prakd$a by Vardhamina is
long available in print. The ‘Parimala’ is by Diviakaropadhyaya
.and a direct commentary on the text.

W'ho was the author of the Makaranda, mentioned in this
list by Safnkara Midra ? Not certainly Rucidatta, the author
.of the sub-commentary Praka$amakaranda, who as a direct
pupil of Jayadeva Miéra ( Paksadhara ) was at least one genera-
tion later than Sankara Misra. In fact this Makaranda is an
earlier commentary directly on the Kusumanjali and we have
traced a citation from it in the Pratyaksaloka of Jayadeva
{(towards the end of ‘Primanyavada’ ) :—wraaq < G-
QT 7 sgfiegaar suramtafa | (fol. 28a of a very old copy
with us ). Jayadeva was not certainly referring here approvingly
by name toany work of his own pupil Rucidatta. In facta
.comparison with the corresponding passage in Rucidatta (St.II,
p. 7) proves that the view cited by Jayadeva does not belong
to Rucidatta, So the Makaranda happens to be a long-lost
.commentary on the Kusumamjali. Fortunately about two years
-ago we succeded in getting hold of the above mentioned copy
of the ‘Ramabhadry in the collection of Dulila Tarkavagisa,
_Whefe an inquisitive copyist wrote down the following invalua-
ble marginal notes upon the third verse cited above :

(1) Makam"de—“TvmropRDnYF\YA—k;ta-éistre”

(2) P'rafz&&e—"Vardhaminopidhyiya~k§(ta- ? gra-)nthe”
(3) Parzmale-"Granthavi§e§e”.
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Date of Tvantopadhydya : Safikara Midra in the above list
of previous commentators has omitted other famous names,.
notably the Bodhani of Varadardja, who was a Kasmirian, It
may be presumed that he preferred to confine himself to Mai--
thila works only, As Vardhamana came after Divakara, we are
of opinion that Sankara drew up the above list in an ascending:
order of chronology. In other words, Tvantopadhyaya came
after Vardhamina, though all three preceded Sankara’s father
Bhavanitha as the words of Safkara seem to imply. Now Saf--
kara’s father and teacher Bhavanitha lived about 1400 4. », and
the date of composition of the two works of Tvantopadhyaya—-
Manitik@ and Makaranda—may be placed within 1375-1400 4.D,
We can hail the latter’s name, therefore, as the earliest com=
mentator of Gange$a so far discovered. We should state here
that Krsnadasa Sarvabhauma’s quotation from Tvantopadhyaya,
reproduced above, is followed by two other quotations from.
unnamed scholiasts, who evidently came after Tvantopadhyaya..

SaNkara MIdra : isa name to conjure with in
Mithila. He was a poet (in Panditavijaya and Rasarnava )
a dramatist ( in Gauri-Digambara-Prahasana ), a Smrti writer
and above all a foremost Nyaya-Vaiesika scholar. He belonged
to a most distinguished Srotnya family of Mithila and main~-
tained two large seminaries in his celebrated homestead which
is a place of pilgrimage in Mithilda. We shall confine ourselves.
in this account to his philosophical works only. The late
M. M, Dr. Gangandtha Jha published in 1915 an edition of
‘his Vadivinoda with an introduction containing a most interest--
ing account of the great scholar of extra-ordinary talents. He
confronted the reigning monarch ( probably the famous.
S’ivasix'nha)when barely five years old with the extempore
verse, still recited by Maithila students in wonder and
worship :—

TAISE TR ! 7 ¥ g acEd |
WY TR A St s
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‘this royal visit fetched him money which' by promise went to
“the drurnr'ner woman, whose drum sounded by itself at the
time of Safkara’s birth! She dug a tank with the money,
which still goes by her name in the vicinity of Sankara’s house.
There is a copy of the Harivaméa preserved in his house which

was writen by his students in one night. A copy of the Gitatika
from his house ends :—

‘These are some of the wonderful relics still bearing testimony
to the halo that strode over Mithila 500 years ago.

Nyaya-Vaifesika works of Sankara : In the first flash of
his great genius Safkara tackled all the hard classics of Navya-
nyaya without exception and wrote commentaries on each of
‘them. His earliest work in this line seems to be (1) the
Manimaytkha radiating on the work of Gangesa, It has been
mentioned by him in most of his works, e.g. in the Vadivinoda
(p.59), Kanadarahasya (p. 103), Lilavatikanthabharana
(p. 73), Upaskara ( pp.154, 161, 189, 341, 351 & 405)
and the Atmatattvavivekakalpalata ( B. 1. ed., p. 534 ). He
seems to have regarded it himself as one of his best contri-
butions. But the fact remains that in the heyday of Navya-
nyiya studies over the work of Gangesa under Yajfiapati and
his disciple Jayadeva,'the Mayukha of Sankara practically lost all
its lustre. As far as we are aware none of the eminent
‘Nvyanyaya authorities of Mithi.lﬁ and Bengal, from Yajfiapati
-downwards, ever'took any notice of the Manitika of Sankara
whose name is quite unknown in the main orq !
nyaya led by Gangefa, Why it is so is reallyga ;‘I:e:tf I\i]atvya
Uptill now only one single copy of the lagt ey
Maytukha has been discovered i st part of Safkara’s

.. ) ', proving that its circulation was
very much limited. This unique copy

i 1S now preserved in
Jammu, Kasmira beyond the reach of sch '

olars, It is complete in
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55 folios only ( Stein’s Jammu Cat., p. 144, Ms, 1No. 1537 )..
Fortunately Stein realising the great importance of the copy
has given extracts from the beginning and end (p.332).

‘We reproduce them below.

‘Begins : grEdrnfawdaR AR, qgq frew |
MREfwie e g
Ends: fmm auramie sad gt ( ¢ ) |
ST ®(R)A wAfgE ¥ 0
iy miratsgam-
T F6 T QA T |
it 791 o waATEE
mmﬁmm 1R
mm”l afgeaE gav: |
¥4 g Naafsh foast agme sy 13
T wEmSEE - afeeihaaneea sfigedr TSt
femfrrgE: e
There are certain revealing features even in the small extracts,
In the post-colophon statement the titles (M. M. and Sanmisra)-
are attached to Bhavanitha alone, who was evidently still
alive, and none to Sankara. confirming our suggestxon that
this was his first work. In the opening verse Sankara betrays.
his predilection for a book named Maharnava; it was
Mimansamahamava by Vatedvara belonging to the school of
Prabhikara, This Prabhikara influence upon him might be
one of the reasons for his unpopularity in the Gangesa group,
though, pathetically, he claimed the Mani as his own. In the
first verse at the end Sankara absolves himself curiously from.
both merits and demerits of his work, which attach only to-
his father and not to him ; his task was only to write down
what his father said ! This sentiment is expressed by Sankara
in most of his subsequent works ( vide Lilavatikanhabharana,.
the lacuna in the last verse should be filled up accordingly and
,Atmatattvavivekakalpalata at the end).
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(2) Trisutrinibandhavyakhya : a commentary directly on
the first portion of Udayana’s Pari§uddhi which was popularly
known as tbandha. A single copy of this extremely rare
book of Sankara was discovered by H. P, Sastri at Dinajpur
( Netices, 111, No. 136 )., It was complete in 123 folios written
in the Bengali script. Sankara admits at the commencement
that he endeavours only to construe the text, which was ador-
ned already with three illuminating commentaries viz. Praka$a
( of Vardhamana ), Darpana ( of Vateévarfa ) and Uddyota ( of
Divakara ). The book is practically lost. Safikara has not refer-
red to it in any of his works.

(3) Kiranavaliniruktiprakala : this also seems from the
name itself to be an analysis of the great treatise of Udayana.
It is referred to only once in the Kanadarahasya ( p. 177). It
also remains yet to be discovered.

(4 ) Bhedaprakasa : published fortunately in the Saras-
vati-Bhavana Texts (under the name of Bhedaratna 1933, pp. 73
from a Ms. dated 1579 V. S. ). It is a bold refutation of Vedan-
tic Monism from the standpoi.nt of the stout dualism of the
Nyaya. In striking contrast w1th_ Vﬁcgspat.l’s‘ Khar}danoddhdm,
which lost itself so to speak on dialectic skill without grappling
with the fundamental doctrines, Sankara struck at the very
root of the controversy with an array of both Vedic texts and
arguments. It was for this reason selected as the target in pre-
ference 1o Vicaspati’s work by Madhustidana Sarasvati, who as
the leader of the Sankarite saints of Varanasi, wrote a full refu-
tation in the Advaitaratnaraksanam in a violent and most un-
saintly language, There is an imagir}ary conversation towards
the end of the latter book where Safkara is addressed as an
aged bull (881 ) :  And Sankara’s mild protest also 1s recor-
ded : The.Bhedaprakcﬁa was one of Safkara’s earliest works.
It is mentioned already in the Vadivinoda (p.44). Hall
( Index, P» 85 ) examined a copy at Varanasi and the very same
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copy is now preserved at Jammu ( Stein’s Jammu Cat., 1894,
pp. 327-28 )s The date of transcript is 1519 V.S. Caitra-
Pirnim3, Tuesday ( corresponding correctly to March 16,
1462 a.p. ) and it was copied at K&, in the lifetime of Safikara.

(5) Khandanatika : This was completely published from
Varanasi as early as 1888 a.n. ( edited by Bhagavaticarya,
pp. 732 ) and made Sankara’s name well-known throughout the
learned world. It was written after the Bhedapraka$a which is
twice cited ( pp. 61 & 124 : Fonfaamge d59FRt ) and
before the Vadivinoda probably. Like most of his works San-
kara wrote this after taking ‘illuminating’ lessons from his
father, who again was indebted to his elder brother Jivanitha

. { not Jayanitha ). The concluding verse as printed should be
emended slightly thus :

TGS ITITE AT, I |
aifeqan waAen 9 afirerfeEgssaes | (p. 732 )

There is an interesting colophon at the end of the section on

Anupalabdhi ( p. 415 ) :—

SRR AETE 9 A |
SO da-a wiags ¥ |l
The next section begins with another interesting verse :

a1 GRETETITERIETERRO S
v sfvgs gewtaha: wrnag gt |
SIS EC GG RE DRI EEC
grmt-afaiaT o QR gl
It is a magnificent expression of his own talents coupled with a
sense of rare filial obligation. Sankara evidently regarded this
commentary as one of his masterpieces and the learned world
seems to have endorsed it by accepting it as Sankara's best
work. In the very life time of Sakara a superior scholar Pra-
galbhacarya, who it should be noted, was not a Maithila, regar-
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ded it as an authoritative work, upon which his own commen-
tary on the Khandana was based. For, Pragalbha clearly states
at the beginning of his commentary, Khandanadarpana sTH=gg
FguTRFaRITaT, ey = ( verse 4 :  Khandana with 5 com-
mentaries, Chowkh. ed., p. 4 ) Sankara appears in a dual role
in this undertaking. In the first place he attempted to explain
the views of Sriharsa faithfully from the standpoint of the
Vedanta, but in many places ( vide pp. 93-124 ) he attempted
equally to meet the arguments of S’ﬂharga from the standpoint
of dualism. Everywhere, however, he marvellously concluded
with a compromise on behalf of Sriharsa and the phrases he
used are quite amusing. Such are :—

qenfy “smuTad afygwgaagRa” genEEe awaay (p. 95 ).
quafy “EETraeRs aengay’ zf wa: | (p. 98).

ATy AR TR e g awead | (p. 103).
T ‘EmERised aaq”’ 1 (p. 109 ).

Sankara’s comments must have raised protests from
staunch followers of the Vedinta. One of them was Raghu-
nitha ( Vidydlankara ) author of the Bhusamani, the longest
commentary on the Khandana. We have cited elsewhere
Sarvabhauma’s retort as recorded by Raghunatha, who was his
grand-pupil. The passage of Sax'mkar'a exactly occurs in the
Khandanatika (p. 95). In one place Safnkara answers- Sriharsa
in a masterly way by twisting a verse of the latter :—

RN {IIgfeueau-
fafagagarna: wfdmnds S i (p. 98 ).

Raghun.itha’s criticism here, quoted in the footnote, ends with
a most interesting remark, throwing a side-light on Sankara’s

po};l)ullanty among his contemporaries asa poet rather than a
scholar.

TS FEUTAIN@ IqY e rsarag It qegasear |
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There is a very old copy of Sankara’s Khandanatika,
preserved in the Sarasvati-Bhavana, Varanasi \ Ms. No. 134

of the Dhundhirdja collection ). The post-colophon runs :

AT JEH A EF T |
M Teangad gHfgd aamia Eea:
YFGATIHIgEd X X X ganay |
IR F oA el [ Teatan-
A gTAE! aafaed sargaa: F |
daq (k& @EY Em R et gEa | i sen e
e | The date works out to be August 1473 (not 1472)

. D,, when Sankara Miéra was alieve, as the scribe clearly
indicates.

(6) Kanadarahasya : A very useful Vai$esika manual
of moderate length fortunately published at Varanasi (Chowkh.,
1917, pp. 177). Sankara gives here a complete survey of all
Vaisesika doctrines after the manner of Prasastapida and
though he has not indicated his sources, it is clear that he
wrote after consulting all up-to-date works on the subject.
The fling at the ‘Gaudas’ ( p. 48 ) for their incorrect pronun-
ciation of the three sibilants is exactly borrowed, for instance
from the Lilavati (p. 445). As we have stated before (p. 10J,
Sankara wrongly ascribed three views of the Vyomavati to the
Kandali ( pp. 81, 82 & 87 ), each of them refuted by Udayana.
Sankara has punctuated the manual with many Karikas drawn
from various sources ( pp. 7, 23, 25, 26, 47, 88, 93, 98, 100,
109,123, 152 & 163 ). He betrays the influence of his age by
waxing eloquent whenever a Gangeda brand topic crops up
(eg. Vyaptivada and Upadhivada on pp, 93.100). Like an
orthodox Vaisesika Sankara divided the hook into six sections
without adding one on Negation.

(7)_ Vadivinoda : a remarkable manual exclusively
dealing with rules of debate and specially how to defeat a
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proud opponent. It was edited by M. M. Dr. Ganganatha
Jha ( Allahabad, 1915, pp. 4+73). It is divided into 5
Ullasas under the scheme set forth in verse ¢

FT: T37a: SHSRI THIUER: |

THIEE: I qUsgreEa ||
The bulk of the book is taken up by the first chapter (pp. 1-44)
-on the rules of debate and the third ( pp. 47-71 ) on the exact
connotation of a problem containing a brilliant survey of all
philosophical topics. Unlike the other works of Safikara this
book refers to many early authors and works, some of which
are important. An alphabetical list is appended here,

Anumanamayikha (p.59 ), Acarya (17), Candra (53)
Cintamani (17), Jivanitha Miéra (61), Nyayalocana (57)’
Bhedaprakada (44), Manikantha Midra ( 17, 35-36 ), Ratnakosa
(2, 17), Maharnava (53), Murari Midra (53), Lilavati (4—1‘),
Vallabhacarya (41), Sankara (41), and Sanatani (2). The Vadi
vindda is mentioned in the Kanadarahasya ( 103 & 177 ) and
the Upaskara ( p. 397 ).

(?) Valiée§ikasatropaskﬁra: The original Vaisesikasutras
of Kanada, like the Sankhyasiitras of Kapila, were neslected by
. R 5
scholars ever since Prasastapida composed the excellent
manual named PadarthapraveSa which ousted all previous
works of the school and came to be regarded as the Bhasya
which it was strictly not. The paucity of literature upon .thé
Sttras as against that upon the so-called Bhasya of Prafasta-
pada is well-known and by a stroke of genius Safikara Mira
immortalised himself by writing this running co
upon the Sgt 4. . ; mmentary
utras. Sankara was quite
venturous nature of his task a conscious of the ad-
ventutous nature of his task, which he likened to sporting in
Y, Dut his ambition
d that th _ was more than fulfilled when we
fin at the Upaskara beca h
ame the standard work on the

subject throughout India, S$apk i
. ara had : :
commencement of the book :— written thus at the
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gAMEETR eS|
W SegaTEs gy fafedsata (verse 3)

The only previous work Sankara hall before him was a-
certain Vrtti, which he had frequently cited ( B. 1. ed., 1861,

pp. 6, 51, 55, 58, 161, 200, 260, 264, 283, 411, 414&419)

It was an early work, as indicated by Sankara and is now
completely lost. But Sankara admits in the second verse of
the introduction that he was indebted to two persons for his.
knowledge on the Tantra viz. the ancient sage Kanada and the
recent scholar Bhavanitha, his own father. Probably he had
only fragments of the Vriti before him. Naturally Sankara
had adorned his commentary with brilliant summaries of
Navyanyaya topics, whenever he found an opportunity. For
instance, the Mangalvada (pp. 3-6), the Muktivada (pp. 10-18)
the Vyaptivada ( pp. 149-55), Pakinumina ( pp. 285-92),
Dvitvaprakarana ( pp. 318-24) and references to his own
Manitika betray his predilection. Nevertheless the Upaskara
is the only work now available on the Sitras of Kanada, which
were shaped into a regular text-book, though how far they
represent the original work of Kanada remains a matter of
investigation and speculation. .

(9 L1lavat1kanthabhamna A complete commentary
on the work of Srivallabha. It explains the original text and
is not a sub-commentary of Vardhamana’s Prakata. It was
written after the Vadivinoda and the Kanddarahasya ( both
mentioned on p. 777. The references to Bhasarvaj?iacarya
(wrongly printed in the Chowkh. ed., p. 771) and the Kandali-
kara ( p- 842 : vide Kandali p. 19) should be noted. As.
this work is now fortunately published along with Vardha-
mana’s Prakata ( Chowkh., ed, 1934, pp. 834 ) we inyite the
attention of scholars to a remarkable feature init. Sankara
has nowhere mentioned the name of Vardhamana in this
commentary. On the other hand in many places Vardhamana’s
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-views have been cited anonymously ( e.g. §d% p.13) and
‘mostly criticised (=wR¥A_ p. 2, ®gw pp. 10 & 76, Also
PP. 47-48, where Vardhamana had refuted the words of a
.previous commentator ). Sankara appparently did not belong
to the group of Vardhamana, who was looked upon somewhat

in a spirit of rivalry. This feelihg towards Vardhamina was
undoubtedly acquired by Safkara from his father and senior
uncle. For, he has stated at the end of his commentary that
-all his explanations had been derived from his father, who
-again learnt them from his elder brother :

G SATATEE, Ja: |
Afgar wawrdt Al afsgfaeg

{p. 864 : also Atmatattvavivekakalpalatd, B. 1. ed., p. 948 )

VAcasrariMiéraIl: One of the greatest academic
figures of Mithils and regarded as the foremost authority in
Maithila Smrti. He wrote in his old age the Sraddhakalpa (i.e«
Pitrbhal?titamﬁgit‘; ) when he was the crest jewel of all the
assemblies of ( Maithila ) scholars ( according to the epithet
L. 2001), found in the colophon of the book :

In the following verse at the end of the book he
recorded the tota] number of his previous works :—

S g wIR AR e e |
fafferde =@ Ty HEER

inguished from ‘smrti’ means here the Nyiy.a
¢ Y. For, Vicaspati himself states at the end of his
Ttyapradipa ( Des, Cat. of Mithila Mss., Vol. I p. 67 ) i—

W e TR FRAREHET
W= TEEEAT FETEATRN: |

o arvefagfig A gennai
AT AT FATGH FALNT ST 1

Sastra’ as djgt
philosoth.
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The smrti works of Vacaspati have engaged the labours of
many distinguished scholars, notably M. Chakravarti ( J.A.S.B.
1915, pp. 394-400 ) and Kane ( Hist. of Dharmasastra, I, pp.
399-400 ). We shall only attempt to give a brief account of
the Nyaya works of Vacaspati in this book and assign his pro-
per place in the history of Navyanydya in Mithila .

Viacaspati wrote what appears to be one of the best com-
mentaries on the Nyayasatras of Gotama—( 1) the Nyaya-(or
Naya-) Tattvaloka, better known as Tattvaloka. No complete
copy of the book has yet been discovered. The largest frag-
ment is preserved in London (1. O., I, pp. 61C-11 )* which was.
examined by us thoroughly. The third introductory verse,
.cited by us before ( p. 2 ), where the six earlier commentaries
are respectfully mentioned, proves along with the author’s
sense of diffidence exhibited in vv. 4-5 that it was one of the
earliest works of Vacaspati, if not his very first work.

PRagaAara aReTNiy afmEas |

T Famforg e (f)Fmasagefin: gy s
o FHtaieg fefagae @ g iesaag |
HACIETAAISAAA: H1 7 gaf a:ad qv7 1.y

An alphabetical list of the authorities cited in the book is given
below.

1. Eggeling’s descriptive note requires correction. The last folio with a
blank reverse which is marked ‘182’ in a decidedly later hind is really 164’
which is missing in its proper place ; this real page mark is still visible
behind the present correction. Fol, 165-'81 contain the comme: tary on
the whole of the first ‘ahnika’ of Chap. III (with its colophon in 176a)
and of the whole of the first three ‘prakaranas’ of the second ‘ahnika’. This
portion has a new pagination ( fol. 1-17 ) along with the old one. The Ms.
is in the Bengali script from three different hands ( 1-120, 121-26, 127-81 ).
Fol. 113 is missing ; in its place there is a fol., marked 33, from the same
hand but belonging to quite a differest book. Of the five colophons two
(81a, 176a ) name the book ‘Nyayatattvaloke’, two ( 134b, 164 ) ‘Nyaya
and one ( 92a ) simply ‘Tattvaloka’.
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Acirya (i. e, Udayana ) 36a, 51b, 92b, 99b, 128b and
129b.

Uddyota 53a.

Kandalikira 33a ( on tamas ).
Kirti ( i. e., Dharmakirti ) 42a & 109b.
Khandanoddharakiradayah 84b : the reference is to the

earlier work of Vardhamina cited by Vicaspati in his own

Khandanoddhara, p. 77.

Candra 108b.

Carvaka 41a & 166a.

Cintimanikrtah 3b, 9a, 21b, 28b, 34a, 72a, 73a, 75b, 89a,
137a & 158.

Jayanta 48b.

Jaimini 41a & 41b. A

Tikakrtah 65b, 103a & 117a (i. e., the earlier Vacaspatl
Misra ).

Tarani Misra 88a, 112a & 130a.

Tandibrahmana 121a.

Digndga 14a, 36b, 40b, 47ab, 70b, 723b & 74b. All the
passages are taken from the Tatparyatika of earlier Vacaspati.

Nyayalocanakrtah 153a.

Prajnakara 42a.

Prabhakaropadhyaya 70b : a later Nyaya scholar.

Prameyaprakata (& Tytiyaprakada) 53a (of Vardhamiana).

Bhartrhari 775,

Bhagavrtti 77b.

Bhasya 11b, 14b & 94b.

Bhaskara 12a, 21b, 534 & 67a.

Maiadhyamaka 95a.
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Muriarimisra 62b.

Vatsesvara 127b.

Vasubandhu 40b, 70b, 73b & 76a ( all taken from the
‘Tatparyatika ).

Viacaspati Misra (1) 62a.

Vamanavrtti 77b.

Varsyaganya 41a ( also taken from the Tatparyatikd ).

Vaibhasikih 10b & 22b.

Sabara 50b,

Sivaditya Miéra 75a.

Sanitan] 82a.

Sandalopadhyiya 63a.
Sautrantikah 10ab & 22b.

We have omitted in the above list the numerous refer-
-ences to unspecified sources like Praficah, Navyah, Saugatal,
Sankhyah, etc. The largest number of references belongs to
Gange$a. In fact the Tattvaloka is one of the earliest attempts
to explain the Nyayasutras under the new light of Gangesa's
epoch-making work, Whole chapters of the Cintamani have
been summarised by Vicaspati under different sitras, e.g.,
Mangalavada in the beginning, Muktivada under L i. 22,
Vidhivada under IL i. 63 etc. With the ever increasing
popularity of the Cintamani the study of the original Nydya-
siitras declined, Itis a remarkable and interesting fact that
the Tattvaloka is more than double the size of the Nyaya-
‘rahasya the next commentary on the Nydyasitras which was
written by Ramabhadra Sarvabhauma of Navadvipa more than
-a century after Vacaspati—the corresponding portion of the
present fragment of the Tattvaloka ends on folio 88a of the
Baranasi Ms. of the Nyayarahasya of about the same size.
About a century later again, Vidvanitha Paficinana wrote the
Vrtti, which is much smaller in size than the Nydyarahasya and
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in the 18th century, the Vriti of Visvanitha again was sum-
marised by an unknown scholar ! It should be noted that

‘Vacaspati has not referred to any of his own works in the
Tattvaloka.

The text of the Nyayasitras as determined by himself
was shown by Viacaspati in a seperate booklet named (2)
Nyayasatroddhara. It was written when he was adorning the
court of a certain king of Mithila. The total number of
Satras according to him is 531 as against 528 arrived at by
the earlier Vacaspati in the Nyayasucinibandha, It appears that
the late Mahamahopiadhyaya V. P. Dvivedi had access to a
Ms. of this work copied in Caitra 1428. The socalled
Gautamsiitram printed along with the Nyayabhasya in pp. 28
with the introductory verse,

Maawfafrsig Rifadegian |

foread ghea=a *hvitawrd Aga I
is pot an edition of the Nyayasutroddhdra, asis sometimes
supposed, but only a text of the Nyayasutras prepared by the
editor of the Bhasya after cosulting various books including
a copy of the Sutroddhdra.

The next work of Vicaspati— (3) the Nyayaratnapraka$a
ve escaped the notice of all scholars. Itisa
commentary on the Nyayaratna of Manikantha Misra, a pre-
Gangeéa Navyanydya scholar of Mithila.

There is a complete cOpY of Vicaspati’s commentary at.
Poona which we have thoroughly examined. The beginning
and the end of this unique book are exactly reproduced
below :—( B. O. R. I. Ms, No. 775 of 1884-87, foll. 71)

Begins—F s (WaATH I 4 ) o B ramam R @ e g |
AR g W w4 awFRy(Rr): 1
(aﬁj;g)mtm WA TR 1IN
FTEEHwad  Berigatas wg |

—seems to ha
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TR g A T wae -
freftargaReasaty: qERadReE; i R
ATTETHAFPENIET AamIqead faar: |
SRR aY T G A8 3G 7 LRI
7€ i gasTiea iR age

TwezaiaraTE  frafrearadat: |
QIS PraRaRAE: IS HgRyE-

T TS AEEaE) s 1
EETRISE! FURY Aty gt
AT daIE Eaaaige: FEQ g |
SRR R R
T ‘A’ gasf guasaa dqEad: 1)
qeAfE paAeRamiIasT Siaed SAbsHHeaTa! |
‘qenady’ R yaeERaRTT gEaaEteET aig gee g

e T FERTH T ‘TR R g |
T MTEFTREE A ratm e w1l

€ TREATET AAar FRIEESMRT SgaRAMgIRaeaaTai-
TS FAETTATEaTEy gERn et mided frernagragi-
Sifrarasaam agemERauty Aiaemed | 9 & stkEsde s
g (fol. 1a)
Ends :—finuaty faxaat frgat g7oeand |
TATHIL S A AT F 1l
qEFFATATNTY: w@aed 139 g |
a7 SR ST 9 H: e
gfa  sNguasiEafrosamRgREOsE RS anga -

sfiggnaEmigimTafatrfaar g g | e $%
SregaT AN SRR A wfed T sifeae gdEmE
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(TR HIrT AT EUET ST ) ST AR
arereafa( @7 Jwfa 1 (fol. 71)

The date of the copy works out regularly to be 1616
V. S. when Kirtika Badi 3 actually fell on a Friday, corres-
ponding to Nov. 17, 1559 a.p. The commentary was written
by Vacaspati at the request of Padmavati, queen of Maharaja-
dhirdja Prataparudra ( son of Viryabhanu ), a ‘Chauhini’ prince
of Paficalabhiimi, We are unable to trace the name of the
king who must have flourished somewhere in the United
Provinces in the second quarter ( 1425-50 .. ) of the 15th
century. A doubt will naturally arise whether this Vacaspati
is identical with the famous scholar of Mithila. The following
facts however substantially prove the identity. The last verse
at the end of the commentary embodying the author’s diffi-
dence and humble approach towards scholars is exactly
reproduced in the beginning of the Khandanoddara The
views expressed in the present commentary regarding ‘mangala-
carana’ exactly tally with those found in the Tattvaloka®. More-
over, a Navyanyaya work of Mithild is not likely to engage the
labours of a non-Maithila or non-Bengali scholar in the 15th
century,

The question now is what led Vacaspati to leave his
native land and seek patronage of a foreign prince. We con-
jecture that there was trouble at Mithila when Narasimha of
the junior-most branch of the Raj family became chief after the
death of éivasirhha and Padmasimha of the senior branch some-

y
\:rr}l::n betweep, 1425 and 1435 4. D He came back probably

: Bhaifa\/asirhh a4 became the undisputed king of Mithila.
I

The I;it:;dl. Verse 4, ( with the reading T fOf fo: ) .

are filled up : 3f, Which is torn, leaves lacuna in the first two verses which

very commeni‘om readings in a small fragment ( fo.ll. 20 only ) of this

No. 10287 ) 4'Y preservod in the Oriental Institute, Baroda ( Ms.

No. : this fragment goes up to the fol. 11b of the Poona Ms.

2. ol 2b, ARamfy a1 o oo, o fx SURE=SH o FARR |
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The Nydyaratnaprakata, unlike other works of the great author,.
is not discursive but concise. It practically contains no referen—
ces to works and authors other than those found in the Nyaya-

ratna itself. ‘Manikantha quotes from the RatnakoSa ; one of
the passages is :—HyaRRNTFREERTAFMfATASE qERemRfy-
eI, Vicaspati comments acRufsaawg-w¥3fd and then.
(fol. 37b), exactly reproduces the argument of Gangesa in

refutation of this view. This finally settles Taranimisra’s.

authorship of the Ratnakosa.

Vacaspati next wrote three independerit treatises viz.,
(4 ) Pratyaksanirnaya, not yet discovered but cited in-
the. Khandanoddhara ( p. 139 ).

( 5 ) Anumdananiranaya, also cited in the Khandanoddhara.
( pp. 72, 83-4 & 90 ) ; a Maithila fragment of this work is re-
ported from Nepal, wrongly described as a commentary on the:
Anumanakhanda. The introductory verse cited below proves.
that like the Tattvacintamani it analyses the Nyiya and
Mimirhsa views on inference. ( Sastri : Nepal Cat., 1. p. 94).

O NEARRNAREINTE  Mawwd 8 AR |

aR fafq=g s aRwRfAEaEgHAR Qt{l[

(6) Sabdaniraya, cited in his own Duaitanirnaya,.
( Darbhanga ed., p. 8 ).

. LA

(7) The Khandanoddhara isa bold refutation of Srj--
harsa’s Khandana from the standpoint of the Nydya. Itisa
learned work and best displays the author’s dialectical skill and
vastness of learning. The numerous references found in the:
book are collected here alphabetically.
mi_-}ol 34b of the R. A. S. B. Ms. of the Ny&yamtnd : this passage is
also cited by Gangefa in a very much expanded form as from the Ratna-.
kofakara, Tattvacintamani, B, I. Ed., Anumana, pp. 885-88.
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«{ References are to the Khandanoddhara published in the
Pandit, 1903-07, pp. 171) _

Acirya ( pp. 13-14, 45, 55, 71 & 81 ), Atmatattvaviveka (45 &
160 ), Kaficanamalini ( Kavya ? p. 25 ), Kusumanjali ( p. 71),
Khandana ( often ), Khandanoddhara ( of Vardhamana, p. 77 )
-Guravah ( p. 99). Cintamanikira ( p. 75 ), Jarantah Jayanta-
.dayah ( p. 93 ), Tika (p. 34 &c. 6 times), Tattvabodha (p. 118),
Tattvaloka (p-25), Tatparyacarya ( p. 81 ), Dharmakirti
{ pp. 148, 150 & 159), Narasimha ( p. 40 ), Nibandhakrtah
{ pp. 51 & 76 ), Nyayacarya ( p- 68 ), Bhatta ( pp- 89 & 143),
Bhasya (p.7 ) Bhasana (p.136), Mapikantha (p.124),
Mahamava ( p. 40 & 79 ), Magha (p. 25 ), Maitreya ( pp. 55
& 57 ), Ratnakosa (not Ratnaprakala as printed, pp. 73 & 118),
Lilavatikrtah ( p- 76 ), Vatsedvara ( p. 40), Vardhaminopa-
-dhyaya (pp. 77 & 150 ), Vivarana (p.35), Sankaracirya
( p. 32 ), and Harifarma ( p. 40 ).

Vicaspati’s contemporary Safikara Mira of Mithil3 also
wrote a Bhedaratna about the same time. Both of them were
regarded as the greatest- opponents of the Vedanta at that time
and drew forth a sharp and interesting retort from their youn-
ger contemporary Vasudeva Sarvabhauma of Bengal, who had a
distinct leaning towards the Vedinta, though he was also a
distinguished commentator of the Tattvacintamani. We quote
this important passage of the Khandanabhusamani of Raghu-
natha :—

f§ =, gawhret T29e frnfafa gedn: swed & & T
WraweqaT, o SATERATY A qIafe R 5 R
FretagERE-Tan(E)ag(fg)amemfamn: |
fratuanfi MR sereEsgat

1. vide fol, 68b of Ms. No. 95 of Sans. Coll., Calcutta and fol. 50b of

"Ms, at Sarasvati-Bhavana, Varanasi. Compare Bhedaratna (S. B. Text
©. 53 ) and Khandanoddhara ( pp. 45-47). *
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The implication of the passage should not be ignored ;
Raghunitha the author of the Khandanabhusamani, who calls:
Sarvabhauma his ‘Paramaguru’ becomes quite different from

the famous Raghunitha Siromani, who was according to-

reliable evidence his direct pupil (vide Vange Navyanyaya-

carca, pp. 36-37). The language of the above couplet of”

§§rvabhauma seems to show that Vacaspati slightly preceded
Sankara Miéra; for, by ordinarv rules of grammar, the

compound should have been rgtar=e=: as in the Dandaviveka .

of Vardhamana II ( introd., v. 6 ).

(8) Vacaspati also commented on the Tattvacintd--

mani, perhaps last of all ; for, he has not referred to this
commentary in any of his previous works as far as available.
There is a unique Ms. of the Pratyaksa chapter of the Cinta--
maniprakasa preserved in the Sarasvati Bhavana'. The

colophon runs—

5 Aemagrg-ahaa-faraaiasd  FraatIER  sag-
TR | At g
As we shall presently see it is probably the earliest extant
commentary on the Tattvacintamant.

(9) That Vicaspati also commented on the Anum?na
chapter of Gangeda will be apparent from the following
evidence. Kanada Tarkavigifa, who was by tradition a tellow-
student of Siromani, commented on the Cintamani» We have
come across the following passage in the (Vyapti-) Pirvapaksa-
prakarana of Kanada’s Anumanamanivyakhya :—

AT T CEraA T TR fgaaiE-
AT TR —AFATAAT | STHATUIET = TE -
AETA, | g6 I7 SARAANAST  QQUAT  IHIFAAA ARG

q1g: | TR ( fol. 15b of a Ms. in our possession )
1. Nyidya-Vaifesika Ms, No. 282 on palm-leaf in the Bengali script,
fol. 1-70, 73-80.

i
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This peculiar interpretation of Vacaspati has also been
cited under his name by Jagadiéa Tarkalankara in the Mani-
mayikha' apparently borrowing from Kanida. Pragalbha-
carya also respectfully quotes the interpretation under the
flattering epithet ‘Sampradayavidah®. Moreover, in the Anu-
miti-prakarana of Anumanaloka of Jayadeva ( Paksadhara ) the
passage 4 9 AqTAW AREPT 7 arexiia a=aq ( fol. 4b)
refers, according to Bhaviananda Siddhantavagida, to an inter-
pretation of Vicaspati reesfiaawgian fauafa—a 3fd°. It should
be noticed that both the passages of Vicaspati cited above have
reference to particular text of the Cintamani and are not likely
to belong to his independent treatise Anumananirnaya.

What was the tenth or the last work of Vacaspati on the
Nyaya remains a matter of speculation. It may be the Sabda-
khanda of this Cintamaniprakasa or a commentary on the
Nyayalilavati, if the following passage, which we traced ina
fragment of an unidentified commentary on the Lilavati-Siro-
mani preserved in a private collection at Navadvipa warrants
such a conjecture :—Hq ¥ sIEl SWESA9e AR aRA-agIEed qg-
qEEIRAETET, SATRARERY A g ety a~d @ w-
O FHATEHAN A TEIIANACUAIE  Sa T Ra T, I
Fraeafafen: | &=, (fol. 103b ). Vicaspati also wrote a Sahasra-
dhikarana on the . Pirvamimarsa rules of interpretation. Two
references to this work were traced by us in the Navyadharma-
pradipa of Krparama Tarkavagida written in 1686 Saka ( 1764~

5 A, p. )* SEtgrEQ AT ATy G IR AT gt
agardsy araafafdar: | This long-lost work on the Mimarsa

may also have been included in his philoscphical works.

1. F.ol. 12a of a fragment of ‘Miila Jati’ in our possession.
. 2. _esrm;am -fﬁmaﬁmﬁq qﬁamasmfgmm: | Fol. 10a of
( numa}:al-) lgagalbhz. MS: No. 298 o_f the Sarasvati Bhavana, Benaras.
3. Tol. 16a of Bhavananda’s Alokamanisara, Ms. No. 361 of the
Sarasvati Bhavana. :
4. F?I. 16b c'>f Ms. No. 1602 of the Vangiya Sahitya Parisad, Calcutta;
the book is mentioned also in fol, 43,
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Vacaspati and his contemporaries As the author of the

above ten works Vacaspati chronologically stands at the top of
a galaxy of Navyanyaya scholars of Mithila and Bengal. As
we have stated above Vicaspati preceded both ]ayadgva and
Pragalbhicirya. A more convincing proof of Vacaspati’s rela-
tion with the other great scholars of the period has been traced
by us. In the Primanyavida (of the Pratyaksakhanda )
Vicaspati comments on the second ‘Vipratipatti’ thus :—

=T RN SRR A AR
Teae ARG, SRR AT & S
FARFITERER Wa qYSHgamE | a1, a‘@ﬁqwﬁ-
A AT A e R | SFaTgee iy g
- g ) St snaentag |

Both the solutions suggested here for meeting the two
objections, the word ‘Samanidhikarana’ as an addendum being
Vicaspati’s own peculiar solution in preference to the word
‘JTanya’ suggested by a previous commentator, have been refer-
red to and rejected by Jayadeva viz.—'q ¥ GHIATTIAEIIAA-
WEMTART a3d Grdiit 3% S saurReaeE’.  Bhava-
nanda Siddhantavagiéa in his Pratyaksalokasaramafijari stated
in his comment on the present passage. IWFF-TTEIAFAAL
fromee—= 3 | fefmedaEsE: gmAfasasd Saed a1 fRe-
f@=: | In this comment Bhavinanda mentions the name of
Upadhyaya ( i, e. YajRapati ) before Vacaspati. This is not
chronologically correct. Bhavananda was a pupil of Krsnadisa
Sarvabhauma, from whom evidently he got the information.
Krsnadasa’s Pratyaksalokaprasarani bas been recently disco-

vered by us. He correctly notes here :~3rgafafaziarnaaina-
A fauafa—s Jf (fol. 34a of Ms. in our possession ). It

was known to Krsnadidsa that both chronologically and exegeti-

1. Fol. 10b of Pratyaksacintamaniprakdba of Vicaspati.

2. Fol. 14a of a Ms, of the Pratyaksaloka in our possession.
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cally Vacaspati preceded Upadhyaya’. Pragalbhicarya has also
referred to the above solution of Vacaspati, but the ground of

his rejection of it is different —YET TIEN (gERaRna

WREAENITE ¥ A S FaH T S g -
SRR @16y | e | g T AU T e s e

THEAAAT AR HGETIAT, S sataEEa amnEr | Ruc-
datta, the pupil of Jayadeva, reproduces here both the grounds

of rejection ( fol. 32a, of A. 8. Ms. No. III. C. 120 ) :—gwd
S TR, QI AR T SN qufy l@?sﬁmaﬁm }
Vasudeva Sarvabhauma’s comment on the point is not available,
but his pupil Slromam curiously enough, sticks to the solution
of Vacaspati ignoring the adverse criticisms ( Pramanyavada,
1901, p. 66 ). For the purposes of chronology all the above
important references are, however, thrown to the shade by the
momentous discovery that Yajfiapati formulated his own solution
of the problem after rejecting that of Viacaspati. Yajhapati
comments on the point (—F= @EW (AgaTaATIAT qgEET-
GRIFE ¥ RO A S T e S R IS~ G AT (U A-
mafafs @t quata | (Pratyaksaprabha, Paris copy, fol. 23-
24 ). Yajflapati’s son Narahari reproduces his father’s argu-
ment in the Pratyaksaduisanoddhara thus :—( fol. 29b of Lon-

don copy ). T T THRTIIFEHHITEUHISFIGAH AT THLQTH-
mafafs fieme 3 e aafy smrasrReea fae-
e AR N IARIOETT, s a sy
SRRt R o freamamg | o
TR |7 99 39 99 9 9 9 3AE: | Vacaspati,
therefore, composed the commentary on Gangesa’s work some-
time before the whole band of brilliant scholars, both of Mithila

and Bengal, occupied the field. Jayadeva, who wrote between
1460-75 a. p., was preceded by his teacher Yajfapati ( about

1. Fol. 31b of R.A.5.B. Ms. No. 4010.

2. Fol. 29b of Pratyaksa-Pragalbhi, R A.8.B. Ms. No, 1175, a very old:
copy dated 1575 V. S. i, e, 1518 a. b.
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1450 4. 1. who again came after Vacaspati, On the other hand,
Siromani’s teacher Sarvabhauma was preceded by Pragalbha-
carya, who was slightly senior to Jayadeva. All of them Sarva-
bhauma, Pragalbha and Jayadeva criticised Yajfiapati and some-
times violently. All these point to the conclusion that Vacas-
pat’s Nyaya works were composed not later than 1440 a. b.
and among his Nyiya works, it should be noted, the Mani-
prakad$a was probably the latest. Vicaspati lived long enough
to witness in his old age the flying colours of Yajfapati and
Jayadeva which fully eclipsed the glories of his early life in the
field of Navyanydya. It is thus that the pathetic appeal at the
end of his last work the Sraddhakalpa becomes significant :

QIR FAAFITATIHAPIER: |

TAAHIT FAAAT FEOHEAEAT £33 I
Vicaspati probably concentrated on studies in Smrti since the
advent of Yajnapati and Jayadeva in the field of Navyanyaya.

Vacaspati's family : As stated by himself Vacaspati be-
longed to a ‘spotless’ family of Karmamimansakas. In other
words, all his ancestors were devotees of the Vedic culture and
well-versed in Mimans, the logic of the Veda. The Milagrama
of his family is named ‘Pali’ or ‘Palli’ belonging to the Vatsya
gotra, of which a branch is named after Vicaspati’s native

village ‘Samauli’. Quite a bewildering mass of materials of
Vicaspati’s family connections are scattered in the Pafjis,

where heis given the supreme title ‘Paramaguru’, which was
never enjoyed by any other scholar in Mithila with the single
exception of Gange$a. These valuable genealogical data have
been critically studied and published by Prof. Jha ( Svadeéa,
L. iii. pp. 137-44 ). We need only refer toa few prominent
details of chronological significance. He had four wives. His
first wife’s father was a grandson of Maharija Bhogiévara and
his eldest son ( by this wife ) Laksminitha married the daugh-
ter’s daughter of M. M. Rudradhara Upadhyiya, the famous

¢
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‘Smarta, who was thus an exact contemporary and probably
slightly senior in age to Vacaspati. His second wife’s father
was the daughter’s son of Maharija Bhavesvara, His third
wife of the respectable ‘Satalakha’ family was the first cousin of
‘Sankara Misra’s third wife. His fourth wife of the respectable
‘Sodarapura’ family was a cousin of Sankara Misra, who was
thus his exact peer in age, relation and, let us add, Iea,rr_xing.
His youngest son ( by the third wife ) Mahopadhyaya Srihari
‘Miéra gave his daughter in marriage to Bhavanitha, a son of
M. M. Sucikara Upadhyaya of the Kujauli family. Vacaspati
had a very large number of descendants; he had at least 28
grandsons, among whom only one M. M. Ke$ava (son of M.M.
Narahari) made his name in the learned world as the author of
the Duvaitaparisista.

Vacaspati's patrons: In his early life Vicaspati went
abroad and was patronised by Queen Padmivati of Paficala.
His connection with the rulers of Mithild was, however, long
-and intimate. He wrote many works on Smrti in the name of
Harindrayana, the royal title of King Bhairavasinha, who was a
cousin of his third wife The most famous compilation of
Vicaspati ascribed to Harinarayana is the Smrtimahdrnava.
This king Bhairava had five wives, according to the Pa#jis, and
the second wife named Jayano is abundantly praised by Vacas-
pati in the introduction to his great discursive work Dvaita-
nirpaya ( verses 4-10). She was the mother of ‘Rajadhirija’
Purusottamadeva, who was younger to Ramabhadra and did not
evidently ascend the throne. She ceremoniously employed
Vidcaspati, ‘the master of all sciences’ (v. 7 : fafawaratad ) to
write that book. It was written when Bhairava was still reign-

ng.  This Prince Purusottama was sonless, though he had four
wlves.
Thereisa ¢o

£ Adaha ; ;-
Nepal Cat. Vol. 1 Py o ahadananirnaya at Nepal ( Sastri

. » VO L pp. 122-3 ) ; it is ascribed to Harindrdyana
in the beginning and to Rupanarayana at the end. This bas
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caused some confusion, and it has been surmised that Bhairava
enjoyed both royal titles ( S. N. Sinha : Hist, Tirhut, p. 75).
But it is extremely unlikely that father and son should have the
same ‘Viruda’, The copy is not available for examination. It
is much more likely that Bhairava was dead when the book was
finished and his son Ramabhadra was on the throne at the time.
Vicaspati’s last work the Pitz’bhaktitaraﬁgirﬁ was expressly
written at the fag-end of his life at the request of the latter king,

Date of Vacaspati : Since the discovery of the Kandaha
Inscription of Narasinhadeva ( i. e. Darpanarayana, the father
of Bhairava &c ) dated ‘greres qropgwgaTgR’ which undoubtedly
means 1375 Saka corresponding to 1453-4 a. b.* it is clear that
Bhairava and his two sons Ramabhadra and Purusottama, all
mentioned by Vacaspati, were living about 1480-1590 a. n. -‘We
should conclude, therefore, that the birth-date of Viacaspati
cannot be placed before 1400 a. p. nor can it be placed after
1410 a. b., in consideration of the fact that his philosophical
works, all written in his ‘youth’, could not have been composed

after 1440 a. p., as we have stated above. He must have survi-
ved till about 1490 4. p. if not later still. Perhapshe wasa
man of the whole century.

YasRNarar: UrApuyYAvYaA: Better and more com-
monly known as simply Upadhyaya was the author of a com-
mentary named Prabha on the three parts of Gangeda’s work
( omitting as usual the Upamana part ). Copies of the Prabha
are extremely rare. There isa copy of the Pratyaksa part in
the Bibliotheque Nationale, Paris ( A. Cabaton’s Cat. of Mss.,
1907, p. 150, No. 904, foll. 100 ) ; a rotograph ,is now preser-
ved in the Asiatic Society. It is in Maithila script ( not Bengali
as written in the Cat. ) and begins :—

1. J.B.O.R.S., XX, pp. 16-19. Jayaswal took it to mean 1357 Saka
as Narasinha’s son Dhirasinha was already ( on the throne 7 ) in 321 L.(S.
But all canons of chronology go against the interpretation. (vide Dr. S. Jha:
Vidyapati-Gitasafgraha, Introd., pp. 44-46,
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FRRETTET iRt
TSI AT QIS TR |
T 57 Rgitedr doats:
. <
Y A9 A g9l A=
A A A REg T |
frad Feafa axata=ama: s |l
’There is an old copy of the second part of the Prabha preserved
in the Darbhanga Raj Library ( foll. 125, 5 lines to a page : the

copy belonged to one Balarama Chakravarti, 7 fgll. ot: Sitras

are .added in the copy ending with the date 1408 Saka Sravana
281.e. 1486 4, n. ). It begins :—

fiftmag(R) (w07 wifrda~raa-
ghira(fa) sasarastTReR(E): |
¥ g g ¥ At -
fFaafregagsniad: fisfy w1
A 7 G, g Ragaaar |
HFAWIRTRR 3 dafa a4 Nl
AR RIS SR agi SRRy KA
MR e g SRR | s S
NTFATRA  TATRETOAAEGHARTETR  qSgRgagT:  agte
sty <ffiew | TR § SRR A
AAREIER R TOEyE feTUaagaaiaR St
Frad SRR R AR TE T gEeTEsE-
wHfrETTERfa affay |

Ijo copy of the last part of the Prabha has yet been dis-
::o(;lere ) ;-S far as- we are aware. That Yajfiapati had commen-
ed on this part also may be inferred from the fact that a quota-

tion if hls% son Narahari, who defended his father against the
attacks of Jayadeva, has been found in Raghavendratirtha’s
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Nyayadipa on the Tarkatandava ( Mysore ed., Vol. II, p. 35 }
referring to the Yogyatd section of the last part. Upadhyaya
is also cited in the Sabda-Pragalbhi ( Poona copy, fol. 2 ). Many
unfounded traditions existed about Yajflapati in the seminaries-
specially of Bengal. It was given out for instance that Yajfia-
pati was a son of Vardhamanopidhyaya and was more brilliant
than the latter. In the Sabdakalpadruma ( p. 1791 under the
word ‘Nyaya' ) it was stated that he was a pupil of both Gan-
geéa and Vardhamina : ( g wRuRs@aGeETamEt afg-g+-
1 ). The extracts given above dispell all these traditions as
entirely baseless and prove the following facts which should be
carefully noted. (1 ) His father named Sivapati had written a
certain book ( ‘grantha’ ) which does not seem to be a commen-
tary and was probably an independent treatise on the Nyaya
doctrines and Yejnapati based his commentary on that book of
his father. He does not clearly state that he read with his.
father.

(2) Yajfiapati’s Prabha superseded all previous com-
mentaries on Gangesa’s work and laid, so to speak, the solid
foundation upon which the latest phase of Navyanyaya studies.
upon Gangesa flourished and quickly attained almost incon-
ceivable heights in subtlety. Some of the views of Upadhyaya
are now permanently embodied in the current texts. The Pra-
bha created quite a sensation in the learned world. We have
cited above the commencement of the second part of the Prqa-
bha on the initial point of relevancy ( ‘sangati’). Yajfiapati’s
pupil Jayadeva boldly characterised his reading of the text as
spurious : ( %ﬁﬁl qaIq" " SRTTY qFqT W&ﬂt{nﬂaz ggfafimia--
givgdl SRS N8 seqafy | Anumanaloka, fol. 1),
Unlike Jayadeva, Pragalbhacirya exactly quoted the words of
Yajfapati and imp{oved Jupon it by adding two arguments ( see
Anumana-Pragalbhi ).  Siromani also accepted the reading of
Yajniapati and. wrote his brilliant thesis on ‘sangati’, where
Upﬁdhyiya’s views were not ignored, The antagonism of Jaya-~
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deva towards Yajfapati had far-reaching effects as we have
stated elsewhere on the cultural history of Mithila..

Hundreds of passages are now available where Yajiapati
has been criticised by various scholars besides Jayadeva, We
shall refer totwo great names whose works are still unpub-
lished. Pragalbha ( whose Mangalavida has been published in
the S.B. Texts under the wrong idea that he belonged to
Mithila ) cited Yajfapati’s views at every step and criticised
them. We believe Pragalbha referred to his name only twice
in the second part, the first time, it should be noted, respect-
fully in the plural number { 3@ Fg9as: | @@ Frentaaata Anu-
mana-Pragalbhi, fol. 22b under the section Kevalanvay! : also
63a under the same section ) and his criticisms have always
been sober and dignified. Not so, however, Sarvabhauma who
was slightly junior to Pragalbha. In the only existing frag-
ment of Sirvabhauma’s Anumanamanipariks@ we counted as
many as 52 references to Yajfiapati by name ( from fol. 29a ),
by far the largest number to a single author and some of Sarva-
bhauma’s criticisms have been violent. For instance, g
gAealgE@mal s s@fad ( fol. 42b under Videsavyapti ), @@l
JFTAGT: MEFHA Wiea (492 under the same section), =y FH9d-
waaraw ( 66a under Tarka & 84a under Upidhi ), zfa 7579fa-
qreggatza: w9t (150a under Kevalanvayi ). Who were the
scholars ‘‘deceived by Yajfapati” cannot be spotted now in
Mithila or Bengal. When Sarvabhauma wrote, somewhere bet-
ween 1460-80 .., Yajfiapati and his unknown pupils formed
a powerful group in Mithila, as indicated by Sarvabhauma.

We shall refer here to an interesting passage, upon which
2 s.orr?ewhat heated wrangling continued for sometime both in
Mithila and Bengal. In the section on Kevalavyatireki Gan-
geda scrutinised a passage of Udayana ( B. L ed, pp. 599-601 ),
for both Pragalbha Iqwararaifiqys auAITER—af ( fol. 67D )

and Sarvabhauma FTarFaaaRIER —amify fol. 161a ) clearly indi-
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cated the source here. Gangesa is extremely sober and digni-
fied in almost all his criticisms ; but surprisingly enough he
closed his criticism here with the phrase g fmagegayq (p. 601,
the word g=qsq_ ‘causing confusion’, though not Sanskrit, is
locally used in Mithila and Bengal ). Gangesa’s stricture
against Udayana was rightly answered by Yajfapati ( as found
in the Janisara, Trivandrum ed., p. 98 ) with a closing retort
RrageameTige fsargegwg.  Jayadeva, as usual with him,
attacked Yajfapati closing with the phrase Rsagraaeita™
R eeT Rrgegag | ib. p. 98). Upon this
Gopinﬁtha correctly observes @ (A=Y OF wamqaﬁrd
M| A rare case of a confusion many times confounded ! It
should be noted that Gopinitha cited a ‘Gauda’ view also on
the topic ( p. 99 ), which, however, cannot be traced in Sarva-

bhauma or Pragalbha and Siromani did not touch the topic
at all,

Yajtiapati’s age and family : We have stated under Viacas-
pati Miéra II that Yajfiapati cited and refuted an exposition of
the latter, His date of composition of the Prabha cannot,
therefore, be placed before 1450 1. 1. Nor can it be placed
after 1460 . . when his pupil Jayadeva along with the Beng_ali
scholars Pragalbha and Sarvabhauma became probably acquain-
ted with his views. Thisis confirmed in our opinion by his
family history, so elaborately treated in the Pafijis of Mithila.
We shall refer to some of his numerous alliances ;

(1) He belonged to the celebrated Maindara fa,mily of
Kaéyapa-gotra. He was closely and doubly related to Sankara
‘Miéra as shown in the chart below.
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Vatedvara M. M. Viévanatha Vatesvara
(of Mandara family) (of Sodarallaur family) (of Mandara family)

: | |
Pasupati (1st) =daughter Ravinitha (3rd son)=daughter
éivapati (2nd son) Bhavanatha (2nd son)
Yajfiapati (1st son) Safikara (1st son)

This makes Yajfapati only slightly junior to Sankara, both
belonging to the same generation. Visvanitha’s daughter was
the second wife of Padupati and Sivapati her second son. Pasu-
patl’s sister’s husband Ravinatha again was the first son of the
second wife of Vidvanitha, If Sankara Misra was born in the
first decade ( 1400-10 1. 1. ) of the century Yajfapati was born,
say, in the second decade ( 1410-20 4. n.),

(2 ) Yajfapati was also related to his distinguished pupil

and critic Jayadeva ( Paksadhara ), though not quite so closely,
as shown in the chart below.

M. M. Vidvanitha ( Sodarapuriya )
l

Ramanatha ( first son ) daughter = Padupati
Varahanatha'( only son ) éivapati (second son)
Gine ( second son ) Yajfapati (only son)

Jayadeva (' second son )

Yajfiapati is thus one generation senior to Jayadeva ;
but as Jayadeva belongs to the senior-most branch of the
fa'mlly,_ Rimaz‘ﬁtha being the first son of the first wife of
Vidvanatha, his difference in age with YajTapati cannot be
more than a decade or two, Jayadeva’s birth-date would be
about 14-}35 A.D, according to our surmise. In other words
Yajfipatt was about 20 years sepjor to him. This date of
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YajTapati is not in conflict with that of this great-grandfather
Vatesvara, who preceded him by one full century and was
born, according to our surmise, in the first decade ( 1300-10
A.0. ) of the 14th century. It should be noted that between
Vatesvara and Yajfapati all except Sivapati were eldest sons

and it would be reasonable to take 35 years toa generation
as the average in this case.

Yajfiapati was a Mahamahopadhyaya, which in Mithila
generally meant a master of all sciences. Apparently Yajfia-
pati was regarded in his times as an authority on the Dharma-
$astra also, F or, his son Narahari in his critical work on
Smrti named Duvaitanirnaya quoted a passage of his father
(p. 7:37 3%y gw=atatd [7F9XQ: ) on the topic of Daksina-
dana ). TItis probably a verbal verdict and does not refer to
any Smrti work of Yajfapati.

VaTeédvarorAbnyAva: a doyen of his times
in the cultural aristocracy of Mithila, though his name is now
almost forgotten, He was universally known as the Darpana-
kara both in Nyiya and Smrti. In the Pratyaksaloka Jayadeva
answers an adverse argument of the Darpana to a passage
of Gangeda in the Siddhanta portion of Mangalavada ( B. I.

‘?d-, Pp. 89-90 : Gangeéa handled the intricate :nqé‘rat”aimmjmm
in his argument here ). The particular passage of the Aloka

tuns : g8 e ¥ angfasigEaenty e, Anaaeatai g
U gvumghedaads =T SrEife @E AReTE q g
T | ( From an old Ms, in our possession, vide p. 157 of
Tattvacintamawgi with comm., S. B. Texts, [1939, wrongly
printed in the Parvapaksa portion ).  The name of this
Darpanakira was quite unknown till we discovered the passage
fully cited by Narahari Upadhyaya in the Pratyaksadtisano-
ddhara ( fol. 19a of a unique Ms. preserved in I. O. London ) :
agiig MIgRfa )l = FRAMATAG-AZ YT RQT:—T  FETHE-
FEAGI: " FAIERHARNANA gumarg: | The first portion
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-of Vateévara’s argument (not cited in the Aloka) was
restated by Vateévara’s great-grandson Yajfapati, who was cited
and criticised by many scholars (vide the Pragalbhi printed
in the S. B. Texts, pp. 162, 164 ; Madhuslidana’s Kantakod-
dhara, ib. p. 158 ). We need only cite an unpublished note
of Madhava Midra in the Pratyaksalokadipika on the point
Y wagEraEia—Ig A s sEmawwem—aw wed
HAAIAT HAigggaEng | (fol. 44b of a unique Ms. preserved in
the Darbhanga Raj Library ). It can now be stated confidently
that the healthy conflict between Yajfapati and his pupil
Jayadeva (so aptly described by Gokulanatha once as a
‘family quarel’ : 3 AT | @HARTEISTRER
fol. 88b of A, S. Ms. of Siddhantatattvaviveka ), which marked
the most glorious period of the literary history of Mithila
really started about a century earlier with Vatesvara as a bold
opponent of Gange$a. This rivalry subsisted for about two
centuries mainly through the descendants and relatives of

.Vates'vara and exercised a profound influence upon the cultural
history of Mithila as we shall presently see.

Vatesvara must have written several works both on Smrti
and Nyaya with the appellative ‘Darpana’. But he was more
famous asa Nyidya scholar. One of his sons Paksadharopa-

dhyaya wrote at the beginning of his Smrti work named
Tattvanirnaya :—

AT AT Ry |
A HI2YE @OFAE T |
AT s fad 7 |
724¢ fgaTat A axaf: |
(hM? preserved at .Mithili Institute : compare L. 1845 ). In
the fggg‘em examined by us ( foll. 40 only ) Paksadhara has
quoted his father’s views on Smrti topics ( fol. 5b, 28a & 35b );

of tbese \tlhe s'econd passage (28a) is long and extremely impor-
tant, as Vatesvara has cited therein with approval an opinion
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of Divikara Miéra’s Suddhibimba, which is quite a new disco-
very in the Smrti literature of Mithild. Vatesvara has also been
cited twice by his descendant Narahari in the Duaitanirnaya
( Darbhanga ed., pp. 10 & 32 ). The first passage ( Fe9f3arz-
TR IATATAGNATS G | iy Eh quq artaey
p. 10 ), where Vatesvara quotes approvingly from a work
named Sraddhapallava, proves that his Smrti work was named
(Smrti-)Darpana.

Among his Nyaya works, all of which seem to be now
lost, we have so far discovered the following names.

(1) Nyayanibandhadarpana : Sankara Miéra_ at the com-
mencement of his Trisutrinibandhavyakhya ( H. P. Sastri;
Notices, II, No. 136 ) wrote :—

SRR IR AaE AT AT |
MY AEEgReaE AaEE

Of the three illuminating scholia on Udayana’s Nibandha which
Sankara had before him, the Uddyota ( by Divakara ) is the
earliest and possible the three names have been mentioned in
the ascending order of chronology. In that case the author of
the Darpana must have slightly preceded Vardhamana, whose
Prakasa is mentioned first of all. This Darpanakara is undoub-
tedly Vatesvara ( and'not Maheda Thakkura as surmised by
M. Chakravarti : J. A, S, B., 1915, p. 259 : vide S. B. Studies,
1L, pp. 148-49 ). Only one Darpanakara was known in Mithila

in thg 15th century a, 1., whose identity was beyond any
question,

.( 2) Ngffiyal?ldvat?daypav,za : A reference to this Jong-lost
book is found in the following passage of Paksadhara’s Dravya-

viveka | ST SeTRTERIR I — ey R ST
g9 AT qTS: ( London, 1. O. copy, fol. 35a : vide Lilavati,

Chowkh. ed. 1,3 728 ). _Five more references have been traced
in Pak§adhara S Lil&vativiveka ; these are :—
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Tt | = ;R A ST Fgai: QY au-
gt ( London 1. O. copy, fol. 1a, very beginning ), Hsme=ged
A sl giq: (fol. 2a) ¥ = WAWEW FRd U
wiaggsRar ( fol, 6a: wvide Lilavati, p. 18) mmm
(ib, p. 21) wHleFEEETERATAGE, §) g9 (7b), TR
Trgeeatasarrta q@ (p. 101) =@ agiy gagiagwsaes g
Gjﬁmmﬁmw IR e I I LA B E L S EE R BRI L RIS TS
g4q: ( fol. 28b ). The name of the author is not mentioned in
any of these references but, as we have stated before, there was
only one Darpanakira known in Mithila in the middle of the
15th century and he was undoubtedly Vatesvara Upadhyaya.

There is an anonymous work named Upadhidarpana pre-
served at Poona ( B.O.R.I. Ms. No. 6 of 1898-99, foll. 9).
It begins :—

=g o T 8 T TR |

sqfrETratRTaEadsd R’ mi
The references are to Udayana ( fol. 2b, 5a ), Varadarja (2a),
Vadindra 6b : arahr«gm&rqg@a S warfa ), Sivaditya
Miéra (3a: afg memmammm gfa graasaEataE
fyanfgaafraimRauiaaTy wag ) and Sridharacarya (3a). They
prove that the author was fairly old and probably preceded
Gangesa, as we are unable to trace any Gange$a-brand passage
in the book. Moreover, Vatesvara is not likely to suppress his
name if he were the author of the book, as the title would
tempt one to surmise.

Vate$vara’s passage, where he had criticised Gangeéa
was probably taken from the Nibandhadarpana. The follow-

ing passage, which we traced in Sarvabhauma’s JManipariksa,
1s likely to be from the same source.

TR | FATSARTA S il sdfifee: aedaey:
sfaafreaq | 9g I —SE=aEHe RTgaERw: g it
regErg-a3agfa ( fol. 50a under the section on Visesavyapti,
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B. 1, ed,, pp. 156-57 ). It should be noticed that Sarvabhauma
cited the extract in support of his own contention. It appears
that the intricate analysis of the term ‘avacchedakatd’, which
subsequently culminated in the works of Slromam and his.
followers, was first taken up by Vatesvara,

VateSvara’s Age and Family : Vate§vara must have been
a leader of the Maithila community in his times. In the
following verse of the Hariharasubhasita Vatesa has been held
as an 1deal Srotnya, he- adorned his scholarship by success-
ful teaching and his riches by charities.
franaeRE i fraags |
g s 2grdnferrmmgrear | ( XIL 25)
( Prof. R. Jha’s ed., p. 76 )
He was a distinguished member of the Mandara family, which
has for its first ancestor, as recorded in the Pufijis, one Nara-
simha with a very peculiar title TR AL T
HEMEMTT proving that at that time (in the 12th century 1.0.)
some of the scholars at least had a kind of military training.
Vate$a was 7th in descent from this Narasihha. But inan

old Palm-leaf copy of a S’akhapanﬁ, preserved in the Dar-
bhanga Raj Library, the genealogy of the Mandara family
starts from one Trinayana Bhatta, about 15 generations before
Narasirmha ( the leaf unfortunately is torn with many names
lost ), the antiquity of the family, one of the oldest in the
whole of India, going back to about 600 a.p. Vatesa was the
third son of his father M., M. Jaganndtha and his maternal
grandfather was one #e=faaaT belonging to a family named
nigfA@dr. Vatesvara himself had a numerous family and was
closely connected with many distinguished families of Mithila.
His date can be fairly fixed from reliable clues furnished by
his family alliances, some of which we have examined else-
where. His father was a contemporary of Gangesa.
This is confirmed by the following fact. Vatesvara
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was a close relative and contemporary of M. M Viévanatha
of the Sodarapuria family, two of whose daughters were given
in marriage to the eldest ( Padupati ) and third son ( Ahgani )
of Vatesvara by his first wife, while a daughter of Vate$vara
was married to the third son ( Ravinitha ) of Viévanitha,
Now Viévandtha’s second wife ( i.e. the mother of Ravindtha )
was a daughter of Pritidarma of the Naronaye family, who
again was an exact, if not a bit younger, contemporary of
Bhavasarma and consequently of Gange$a also. For, Priti-
darma’s mother’s mother was the younger sister of Bhava-
darma’s mother’s mother. Pasupati, as we have stated under
Yajfiapati, was the latter’s grandfather.

Vatesvara’s second son Raghupati had a son named
Prajfiapati who married Kamald the daughter of Maharaja
Sivasinha’s own sister. According to the latest evidence
Sivasinha was defeated by Ibrahim of Jaunpur in 1415-16 .p.
( Bengal, Past and Present, LXVII, 1948, p. 36 fn. ) and not
earlier. Sivasinha’s sister’s daughter was born, say, in 1385 1.D.
at the earliest and her husband’s grandfather Vatedvara was
born not earlier than 1300 a.p.

Vatesvara’s youngest son Surapati was the father of
Visnupuri's mother’s mother. This also places the birth of
Vatesvara not earlier than 1300 a.0.2

Vatesvara’s fifth son (ie. first son of his second wife )
was Paksadhara, whose eldest son Mahipati was the father of
M. M. Rucidatta’s sister’s husband Amarapati. Even if we

1. Prof. R. Jha calculated Visnupuri’s date from that of Sivasitiha
( Patna University Journal, offprint, pp. 9-11). Taking 1416 A.D. as the
date of Sivasinha’s death, the birth of Surapati’s daughter’s daughter
Maura should be 1400 A.p. and Vateévara’s birth cannot be placed before
1300 A.D,. even if we assume an interval of 120 years between the birth-
dates of Vatefvara and his grand-d:ughter (i.e. Surapati’s daughter )
Bhavano, the mother of the above-mentioned Maura,
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suppose that Amarapati was born in 1425 am at the earliest,
Vate$vara’s birth cannot take place before 1305 Ap; We
conclude, therefore, that Vatesvara was born in the first decade
of the 14th century.



CHAPTER V
THE AGE OF FOUR M’s

MApmava Midra: Son of the famous Jayadeva
Miéra alias Paksadhara ( q.v.). He was alsoa M. M. and
probably wrote a work, where he defended his father against
the arguments of Yajfiapati’s son Narahari and others of that
group.

MAvuava Miédra, Son of Gadadhara, wrote a Bheda-
dipika in refutation of Vedantic monism. Pandit Ramanitha
Tarkaratna of the Asiatic Society visited Tirhut in search of
Sanskrit manuscripts. He came across a copy of this extremely
rare book sometime in 1878-79 a.n. ( L, 1879 : foll. 60 ) and
gave a good summary of it, from which it appears that the
author was well-read in the Vedanta, The Bhamati, the Khat~
dana and the Citsukhi are among the works examined and refu-
ted by him. Two verses-are reproduced here from the Report

4 Hadl SEu TReR-
THa qREARgTIEE: |
coffgEl FgrEnERdae
5373 fagr=aud @ @af il
Agaa gRaReatsar
QufERFTI@ TR |
Yz i
wmbmefafoegay

Fortunately the name of the author has been traced in the Paf=
jis. He belongs to a senior branch of the famous Sodarapura
family, a common ancestor of which named Ratnesvara ha

three sons, M. M. Halesvara Dbeina the eldest one. M;‘thava’s
descent from him is as follows : Haleévara——-Raju_-Yogiévnra—‘
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Varaha—Rati—Hore—Gadadhara—M. M. Madhava. He was
thus three generations later than Sankara Misra of the same
family, who was fifth in descent from the second son of Ratne-
$vara, This Madhava Misra lived, therefore, in the middle of
the 16th century a. b., about a century after Sankara Misra.
Madhava Misra, son of Jayadeva, was a generation earlier.

BreaciraTrua THaEKORA: An elder brother to
Mahirajadhirija Maheda Thakkura was a celebrated logician of
Mithila. He completed his studies under Jayadeva at the age
of twenty years, He commented upon the Dravyaprakasa, the
Gunaprakala, the Kusumanijalipraka$a and the Lilavatiprakasa.
His works are either called Prakasika or Jalada or Megha after
his nickname ‘Megha’, It is presumed tha Vardhamana’s Pra-
kasas on the Nibandha, the Nyayaparifista and the Atmatattva-
viveka were not so much in use during Bhagiratha's time. He
read the Prakd$a on the last named work ( cf. Lil@vatimegha,
Baranasi ed. p. 9) but commented on the Atmatattvaviveka

( published in the Bibl. Ind. series ) itself.

Bhagiratha and Raghunitha Sliromal_li were contempora-
ries and lived in about 1500 . p, but did not see the works of
each other. His Lilavatijalada; Kusumatijalijalada and Guna-
jalada are mentioned in a list of books prepared in 430 L. S.
( p. 129 ). Again the Dravyamegha and the Gunamegha have
similarly been mentioned in another list of 409 L.S. The
lowest limit of his scholastic activities may thus be fixed in
1905 a. v,

Manesa Tuoaxxura: Oneof the best scholiasts
on the Aloka of Jayadeva. The Darpana, as his sub-com-
mentary 1is named, seems to have extended to the first two
parts of the book as no copy of the éabd&lokadarpar}a has yet
been discovered. The first section ( Mangalavada ) of the
Pratyaksa part has befin published along with the Aloka and
two other commentaries in the Sarasvati-Bhavana Texts. A
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new edition of the Aloka and the Darpana is being published
from the Mithild Institude. Mahesa read Nyaya with M. M.
Sucikara Pandita of the Kujauli family ; this fact is stated in
the introduction to a drama named Anandavijaya by Sucikara’s
-great-grandson M. M. Ramadasa Upadhyaya :—
dE 9 FTEEHA
FORTH g qRE |
dra e wRy wra-
T T wfees )
[ wogTmeT-RaG  giEuies: |
adafe R agmTmaREa: | ]
“This Natika was written for Sundara Thakura, a grandson of
Mahe$a, and, therefore, it is stated afterwards in the
Prastavand :—af§ {EF@@dl SWMEIsd #fa: g | It is
not known if this Sucikara had written any book, butin a
book-list dated 409 L. S. we found the name of a work
¢Lilavati-Suci’, which may be a work of this Sucikara, a com-
mentary on the Nyayalilavati.' There is evidence that Mahesa,
probably after finishing his Nyaya studies, went to Varanasi,
where he read ( Vedinta and Miminsi ) with Ramesvara
Bhatta. Ramesvara’s grandson Sankara Bhatta wrote his family
history in a Mahdkivya named Gadhivansanuvarnanam
( fragment now preserved in the Sarasvati Bhavana ). In the
sixth sarga of the poem we find :—

FI=T STFWRY s Tfag-
WREs M TR |
i fama | g aTaasar
o% ggeE g feet 1) (v, 5, fol. 8b )

1 This Sucikara belonged to the Bhakharaul; branch of the Kujauli
family of Kiatyayana gotra, There was another Sucikara belonging to
the Govindavana branch of the same family and his grandson Sankara,
author of the Smrtisudhdkara ( composed in 1377 a.p. ) stated that his
grandfather was a renowned Naiyayika.
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As a result of his studies at Varanasi he formed a bias towards.
the Vedanta which was reflected in the following remarkable
passage in the Anumana portion of the Darpana :—agaq &xuQ
Ygifeqwd fafad @ eg“wﬁ srfaguerfaferg R | (cited by M M.
Dr. Kavirajain S. B. S., II], p. 142 ). Mahesa’s fame as a logi-
cian spread far and w1de as proved by the mterestmg epithet
(‘the great dialectician of Tirabhukta’) used by Sankara Bhatta,

who was himself a leading scholar of Varanasi. Moreover,
Annam Bhatta, the famous polymath of South India, wrote his
commentary on the Aloka named Siddhafjana after consulting
previous glosses ( on the Aloka ) notably by the four great M’s
of Mithila—Megha, Mahe$a, Madhusidana and Madhava
( R. 1536 ). He has actually cited and refuted Mahesa’s views
(‘R. 1537 ). This fame of Mahe$a rested on his single work
in logic viz. the Darpana and it is not known that he had writ-
ten any other book in Nyaya. A thorough examination of the
book is necessary for ascertaining Mahesa’s position among
contemporary scholars.

The date of composition of the Darpana can be fairly
fixed from the following evidence.

(1) Sankara Bhatta has left clear chronological date in:
his family history. Narayana Bhatta, the eldest son of Rame-
§vara, was born in Vaisdkha 1435 Saka ( early in 1513 a. u. )
(V.6). The family removed from Vidyanagara to Dvaraka
in the 4th year of Narayana, whose Upanayana was performed
there (V. 16 ). Rameévara settled at Kasi sometime after, say
in 1522 a. v. (VL. 1). His first disciple at Kasi was a Konkana
( VI. 2 ), then two ascetics Damodara and Midhava Sarasvati
(VL 3). Mahesa’s name is found in VI, 5 and in the very
next verse it is stated that a Gurjara pupil read the }Mahabhasya
along with Sridhara, the second son of Riameévara, who was
born on his way to Kasi ( not earlier than 1521 a. n.). Ttis,
therefore, probable that Maheéa read with him sometime bet-
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‘ween 1530-35 4, p. and the VDanarga was written within 1535-
40 . p. very early in his literary career.

(2) According to genealogical works.authentically pre-
served in Mithild Mahe$a was the youngest child of his parents
—youngest of four brothers and six sisters. All his brothers
were great prodigies viz. Mahideva, ( g. v. ) and Damodara,
who composed their works within the first quarter df the cen-
tury. At the end of his very first work the Dravyapraka$ika
Bhagiratha has mentioned the name of Maheéa, who was born,
therefore, just within 15C0-10 a.p. and wrote the Darpana
when his age was about 30 only.

(3) T_his agrees with the tradition that he went to the
court of Rani Durgavati of Garh Mandla,’ probably after the
death of his immediate elder Damodara, who was patronised by

Sangrama Saha ( d. 1530 a. p.).

( 4) The acquisition of the Darbhanga Raj by Mahesa 1S
is dated in 1478 ( ‘randhra-turangama-éruti-mahi’ ) Saka i. e.
1556-57 ». 0., when his age was about 50 according to our
calculation.

( 5) In his old age he abdicated the throne and most of
his works on Smrti were composed after abdication. For, in
his Tithitattvacintamani he has referred to Raghunandana and

Gopila of Bengal (Ms. No. 66 of the Mithila Institute, fol. 92 :-

MegaRm@Iaas]). Raghunandana wrote the Jyotisatattva
( No. 20 in the list of his works ) after 1489 Saka (1567 . 1. )-
Maheéa, therefore, must have written this treatise in the last
quarter of the .century. But the mention of Gopila is 2 great
puzzle, for both the smrti writers of that name, the Kaumudi-
kara Siddhantavagida and the Nirnaya-kira Nyiyapaficinand
were junior to Raghunandana and were living still in the first
two decades of the 17th century. Probably the reference was
to an earlier Gopala. At any rate Mahe$a becomes a contem=
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porary at least of Raghunandana and his date of birth can never
be placed before 1500 a. b.

It should be mentioned here that the late Dr. H. P, Sastri
discovered a letter written by Mahesa to one ‘Tarkika-
cidamani’, whom he took to be identical with the famous.
Raghunatha S'iromaI}i- This letter was exibited by him in the
Asiatic Society in April 1907 ( Proc, A. S. B., p. Ixxv ) and was.

* discovered in a book named Vaivasvatasiddhanta written in
1529 an. (Ind. Ant., 1912, p. 9). The letter has been pub-
lished in vol. X of the Des. Cat. of the Society ( p. 235). Dr.
S:astri’s conjecture about the identity of the person ( Mahesa
Sarman’ ) who wrote the letter is entirely wrong. The letter

' was written in the Bengali script, and though not dated is

'somewhat later than the manuscript of the work ( named
Jyotihsa@rasagara composed in 1450 Saka, Vivasvatasiddhantasara
being only a part). The author. of the work ( Gaurinatha
of the Mukherji family ) and all the persons referred to in
the letter including Mahesa undoubtedly belonged to Bengal.
Maheéa Thakkura of Mithila could never be supposed to have
identified himself so immediately with the family of a Bengali
scholar. There is absolutely no evidence that he was a pupil
of Siromani or Cfdamani of Bengal. The very idea of a
Maithila pupil taking lessons from a Bengali scholar was quite
unthinkable at that period.

MapuvsGopava Tuaxxuvra: might be
regarded as the greatest Nyaya scholar of Mithild in the first
half of the 16th century a.1. The first section ( Mangalavada )
of his masterpiece the Kantakoddhara has been published
( Tattvacintamani with Comm., S. B. Texts, 1939 ). In the
third introductory verse he has boldly stated that his able
arguments have removed al] thorns. in the Aloka and the Mani
and in the .fourth verse he proudly advertised his scholarshi.p
in eight different branches of literature ( Nyaya, VaiSesika,
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Mimans3, Vedanta, Mahabhisya, Kavya, Dharma$astra and
Mantrasastra ). That it is not a mere idle boast will be
apparent even from a study of the small printed portion of his
work. His masterly elaboration of Mimansa doctrines
( pp. 60-64, 94-103, 141-45) and his quotations from Sri-
datta ( p 40 ), Nyayamaharnava ( p. 41 ), Mahabhasya (p. 42),
Dravyapraka$a ( p. 60 ), Vate$vara ( p. 37, 67, 175 ), Uddyota
( p. 67, 119 ) and his own father ( p. 34, 37, 76, 183 ) as well
as his frequent refutations of previous glosses of unnamed
scholars are some of the exceptional features of his perfor-
mance. Unfortunately the printed portion forms only a
hundredth part of his whole work. We add, therefore, brief
notes on the unpublished parts.

The first part of the Kantakoddhara ends with the colo-
phon : g ARSI GgE AN EE AR Hg Saats: 9
T{r ( fol. 120a of A. S. Ms. No. G. 1439, dated 491 L.S,
copied at Vikramapura in Mithild ). The copy extends from
the Pramanyavada to the end. We traced three references to
Pragalbha ( 4a, 12b & 16a )and an 1nterest1ng one to an un-
known scholar ( 20b : fegsRr=reg ™ a'r;'mgaq) We quote one
remarkable passage ( fol. 58b ) :—=tgwTd FRTE AR 7@ (p. 653
under Samaviyavada ).
ag— Se N S
afted afy afed agr @maRafa: |

=Y a3 7 qREd 931 @Rt U
dfqed agwEIshy fsdas faga |
AW A e & aden |
a9 FANARE %ﬁ—ﬁ?{l There are two fragments of

this part at Tanjore ( Foll. 27 and 131 : vide Tanjore Cat.,

pp- 453-437 ). The colophon cited ( p. 4537 ) from the
larger fragment (fol. 126, at the end of the section on
Sannikarsa ) is extremely important. According to it Madhu-
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sidana wrote this commentary under the patronage of one
‘Mahar3jadhiraja’ Ramarija described, among others, as ‘Kar-
nitaka-Cakravarti’. The identification of this monarch is a
great puzzle ; there was no paramount king of that name in
South India in the 16th century A. v. as far as we are aware.
We shall discuss the point later on. In a Darbhanga copy of

this part ( No. p. 321, foll. 94 ) the author refers to his own
invincibility thus : ( verse 2 ).

AEFAAEGHES  AYGEH |
FIRFEErT 97 T ga: |

There are two copies of the second ( Anumana ) part in

the Asiatic Society ( Nos. G. 1444, foll. 174 and G. 1572, foll.

"142 ) both incomplete towards the end. It begins with the
third verse of the first part. Madhustidana is commonly belie-

ved in Mithild to have successfully controverted the views of

Siromani of Bengal. 'This tradition is partially correct. There

are eight passages in this part where Madhusidana has cited

and refuted ‘Gauda’ views ( No, 1572, fol. 21a, 23a, 28b, 31a,

71b, 81a, 91b & 103b ). Of these the second quotation is the

well-known definition of the term Vyapti technically known as
Feafaa originally formulated by Sarvabhauma ( Anumanaman-
pariksa, fol. 14 ) and included among the famous ‘fourteen defi-

nitions’ of Siromani. Here Madhustdana also cited and refuted

a passage of Pragalbha ( fol. 23a ). The next passage runs :—

T T EAAEIEFEIREIAETE AR S axd
Ffgafate sareiwAaw Afasan ( fol. 28b). The passage

exactly occurs in Siromani at the very beginning of the Parva-

paksa section of Vyaptivada. Itisan original explanation of

Siromani and not borrowed from Sarvabhauma or Pragalbha.

As far as we are aware Madhusidana was the first among

Maithila scholars to quote from Siromani, The long passage

uoted in the section on Tarka ( fol. 71b ) is also taken from

Siromani, who under the heading put in a nutshell various
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comments on the point found in Sarvabhauma( fol. 63- 65 ).
The remaining five passages cannot be traced in Siromani,
Sarvabhauma or Pragalbha and were evidently cited from other
Gauda scholars, whose names and works were lost during Siro-
mani’s great mastery. The ending verses and colophon of this

part is cited below from a Palm-leaf copy preserved in the
Darbhanga Raj Library.

gfd T A 1)
ARFGE: G g
g8 grigEdEE Al
| T G-
ATECTHTHRTY LT 1|
AEE  gE@IREEEET Fa
g guag goemed  wERig |
FadaweaE  AFAEEGgYE |
AL 7: qREET: @ W 7G|

I AEETROSS R RIWaa i — GaaRtasarrd-
mv—chﬁaﬁfﬁa(a)wsﬁmnmﬁmm mwitqmagﬂaﬁwg
@Wmm TR || & & ¥RE GETAGFASAT-

wrsemniE sivaRagmaT Womasqgdgfirf It The scribe happens

to be a grandson of the famous Bhagiratha Thakkura, the elder
brother of Maheéa Thakkura. The author’s extra-ordinary
confidence about his own ability is reflected in the last verse.
It should be carefully noted that this valuable copy gives the
author’s patron the important epithet ‘Karnita-Cakravarti
found in the Tanjore copy and it is a clue to the identity of the
unknown monarch, who evidently belonged to the famous
‘Karnata’ family of Nanyadeva and not to the Karnita country.
It is our conjecture that after the overthrow of the last
‘Oinwara’ monarch Laksminiatha Kansanarayana about 1526
A. 0. and before Mahesa Thakkura acquired the kingdom of
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Mithila in 1556 4 D. there was confusion in Mithila for about
30 years when many distingui:shed scholars left Mithila to seek
foreign patronage. For sometime at least a scion of the long
Jost ‘Karnata’ family might have taken the reins of Government
in Mithila and under this monarch named Ramardja Madhu-
sidana wrote his monumental work somewhere within 1525-
40 a. 0. If it were written in a ‘foreign’ land Madhusiidana
would not have failed to refer to his Maithila origin in the

colophon.

The last part (éabda) is preserved at Darbhanga Raj
Library in three different fragments constituting the whole.
The first portion ( Ms. No. P. 110, foll. 148, up to Vidhivada )

begins as usual with the verse wyggmaafs—&c. The next
portion ( No. P. 981, foll. 81 ) is on Apiirvavida and the last

portion ( No. 97, foll. 72') goes to the very end, closing with
the verse agag«@ Jam &c. with the usual colophon, without
however, the mention of the patron’s name as found at the end
of the first two parts. Perhaps the reign of Ramardja had
ended by that time, though the non-mention of the patron’s
name should be confirmed from other copies. The Varanasi
copy ( S. B. Studies, IIL, pp. 155-6) also seems to omit the

patron’s name.

Madhusidana composed a commentary named ‘Jirnod-
dhara’ on the Smrti work Samayapradipa of Sridatta ( Ms. No,
P. 326, foll. 43, dated 1652 Saka ) and another on Vicaspati's
Duaitanirnaya (vide L. 1853, foll. 121, named ‘ﬁmoddhdm’)
We examined the A, 8. copy ( No. G, 1589, foll. 107 called.
—Prakata ) of ' the latter. It was written after Sabdakc’mtakod-
dhara (mentioned in fol. 31a ) and after the Samayap.r;zdi a-
jirnoddhara (fol. 86a ). He refers once to his own Sémddti‘
( fol. 152 ). Partly due to maturity of age and partly als.o tz
the nature of the subject Madhusiidana’s style is distinctl
more sober here. He does not, moreover, refer to his roya);
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‘patron, whose connection with the great scholar must have been
short-lived. We quote an interesting passage where the view-
points of the Nyaya and the Smrti are contrasted : 7 1§ CERuLe
£ TRTESTY TR TETRE e FAEIsT g R
afq (fol. 38a ).

Madhustidana’s age and family : Madhustdana belonged to
one of the premier érotriya families of Mithila named ‘Ghusota’
of the Vatsa-gotra. He was the seventh son of his parents and
his father was Govinda Thakkura, the celebrated author of the
Kavyapradipa and Pujapradipa. MadhusGdana has quoted
many passages of his father in the Kantakoddhara as well as
the Jirnoddhara ( fol. 106a ), proving that his father was also
a scholar of the Nyaya and the Smrti, in both of which he must
have given lessons to his pupils, though it is doubtful if he had
actually written any works on the two subjects. Madhustdana’s
date is quite beyond any dispute now. It can be fixed
from the following evidences. In the first place his elder
brother Devanitha, the fifth son of Govinda, wrote one
work in 400 L. S. and his last work in 1486 Saka (1564 4. D.)
at a very old age. Taking Madhusiidana to be about 6 years
younger to Devanatha his date of birth would be about 1500
a.0. So that he was an exact peer in age of Maheéa Thakkura.
As a matter of fact the Darpana and the Kantakoddhara do
not refer to each other, asfar as can be ascertained. In the
first flush of youthful zeal Madhustidana must have wielded
his powerful pen somewhere between 1525-35 a.p. to combat
the opponents of the Aloka both of Mithila and Bengal. In
a book-list dated 430 L.S. (ie. within 1540-50 A.n.) the
mention of the Pratyaksa-Kantakoddhara ( see p. 129 above )
proves that the book already circulated in Bengal in 1540 a.n.
‘This is confirmed by the following fact. Madhusiidana’s
mother was a daughter of Mahopadhyaya Vicaspati of the

Maindara family, a first cousin  of the famous Yajfapati
Upiadhydya. In other words she was a sister of Narahari, A
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copy of the Pujapradipa was transcribed in 432 L. S. at the
request of Madhustidana ( preserved at Darbhanga ).

Madhusudana’s eminence : Madhustidana, more than any
other scholar of his age in Mithild, was recognized as an
authority in other lands. Besides the famous Annam Bhatta
of South India he has been quoted by name in the Vyakarana-
Siddhantasudhanidhi of Visveévara ( Varanasi ed., pp. 58 & 69 )
and in the Nyayasiddhantamala of Jayarima (S. B., Text,
p. 161 ). Moreover, it is our conjecture that one of the great-
est scholars of Bengal Gunananda Vidyavagisa was a student.
of this Madhus@idana. For, in one of his works the Sabdaloka-
viveka he referred to his professor thus ( Ms. No. 366 of the
Sarasvati-Bhavana ) :

AEEREg A Teg ATt |
TR FiwT TEFTaH faf=as |l

This echoes Madhus@idana’s opening verse in all the parts of
his work. Guninanda was a contemporary of Bhavinanda and
flourished in the last half of the 16th century 4. . His pupi-
lage under a Maithila scholar, if true, isa fact of supreme
importance in Bengal’s relation with Mithila, which continued

to attract superior scholars from Bengal even after the great
mastery of Siromani.

M. M. MApuava Midra: One of the last great
Navyanyaya scholars of Mithila, who had written regular and
expansive commentaries on the Aloka. He was the last of the
four great M's of Mithila, whose names are respectfully men-
tioned by the great Annam Bhatta of South India at the begin-

ning of the latter’s Alokatika named Siddhamjana ( Madras
copy R. 1536, verse 5 ) :

Af ARYATGETAIR-
st Ry RrcRrrem am |



Maiadhava Misra 183

fagre Al ETaTadTT-
AR AR AT 1l
Annam Bhatta, who consulted all the four great authorities
upon the Aloka, evidently mentioned their names in the chro-

nological order. Madhava, therefore, came last of all and this
is confirmed by internal evidence.

As far as we are aware there is only one copy of the first
part of Madhava’s commentary now preserved in the Darbhanga
Raj Library. This unique Ms. in palm-leaves ( Ms. No. 130,
foll. 204 ) is unfortunately incomplete towards the end. It
goes up to the end of the section on Anyathakhyati and stops
in the next sentence upon the original text of Gange$a ( B. L.
ed., p. 538). Midhava calls himself a ‘satkavi’ and this is
amply borne out by the elegant verses at the beginning of this
part, which are fully reproduced below.

YT FEgTTTEE TgdT AFIGTE
fereitant fermmgarmatoa Aoy @eset: |
(V)7 FEfERETew  SarEa:
AOTAYIRURGRA  Tg T 1
HFTE AT ARG A (6ot -
qaEFEFaUgHEsfeae =T |
AY QTN he -
famemEREe ug wsawsaEgq 1R
PR A B O S G DS AL L
R Rastd sarate gewts: |
1 IR P T e (G A U
=R TR R @R TG 1R
TR RS ER AT
starydT fFad SR T (1Y
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segFaTeT! a9 A(fy T)ar= gEiE-
AAIEETAEY g0 FAY €94 |
frgfar: shivmirecfa FgEFRARTT
7 5 99 MOTTFaEERTgag (1Y

ferevT (i) et (R awge |
Agh Aaasay gmfa fgar 4 11§

SR TR e RIS ERIE R IR C o oo S oo BRIt o
HQW@WF@W’I%H&% | The small portion we had
examined of this book proves that a vast literature had grown
up round the Aloka of Jayadeva and Midhava has cited
passages from many authors, whose works are now lost.
There are several passages from a ‘Gauda’ ( fol, 48, 158 etc. ),
of which the first passage is from Siromani. The Dusanoddhara
( of Narahari ) is cited in the section on Pramanya ( fol. 49 );
we have actually traced it in the Pratyaksadiisanoddhara
( London I. O. copy, fol. 20b ). Several passages are cited
from ‘Gurukarana’ (i.e his father and teacher Khantara Misra :
fol. 49, 194 etc. ). But by far the largest number of quotations
are from Upadhydya (ie. Yajfiapati ) almost on every page
from folio 1. We shall specially refer to a passage, which
probably refers to the Darpana of Maheéa, who is curiously
called by the contemptuous epithet ‘unreasonable’: ﬁ'ﬂcft‘%’m
AFNATRFRQAANTT  TETRAEFAGIIC AN g TCAEAT T
PRI ShAe frfeataaaTes aafrar | @ | (fol. 4).
This substantially agrees with Maheéa’s views ( Alokadarpana,
S. B. Text, pp. 17-18).

There is a complete copy of the Anumana part of
Maidhava’s work, cited by himself under the name of Anumana-
lokaprakasa in the former part (fol. 3-4), in the Saravati

Mahal Library of Tanjore ( Des. Cat. pp. 4523-24 ). There
is no opening verse. It ends ( fol, 293 ):
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A g JFE R ERT-
NeEgRRTaad FEAHTGHR I |
AT IR T T A FATATH-
WY Fleewaa feaamETErgarEad ||

=T FAVTAYE! ATGAHANY Fehid 9 |
& 7 g3 ARUWEn FEHgEAIaEa: |
zfa AEEIEE- AT IFEAIAIFH S | GHIRISE 5 |
The manuscript is dated 1632 V. S. ‘Asidha-Sudi 6 Some’—
this corresponds regularly to June 13, 1575 a.0. Monday. It
was transcribed at the instance of Vidvanatha Tirtha ( probably
of Varanasi, author of a commentary named Komala on
Saddhara’s Nyayasiddhantadipa) The colophon proves that
Midhava did not comment on the last part of the Aloka. The
most important fact stated in the ending verse is that Madhava
became famous by vanquishing the proud scholars of the
court of Gajapati Mukunda, evidently the last great independ-
ent monarch of Orissa. Mukunda reigned from about 1552 a.D.
to 1568 4.0. when he was defeated by the Sultan of Bengal.
Mukundadeva’s name is mentioned in the Saccaritamimansa
of Vidyaniviasa composed in 1480 Saka ( 1558 a.n.) ( Vide
Vatge Navyanyayacarca, p. 69 & 75). Madhava, therefore,
must have composed this work about 1555 a.n., probably before
Mahesa Thakkura ( whom he had characterised as ‘unreason-
able’ ) acquired the kingdom of Mithila. The date of the
transcricript ( 1575 4.0. ) also points to the same conclusion.
The author’s triumph as a debater and a scholiast is further

confirmed by Annam Bhatta, who mentioned his name in his
own comentary.

M&dhava’s family : Midhava Miéra’s name bas been
traced in the Pafjis of Mithila. He belongs to the famou®
Sodarapura family, whose celebrity is considerably enhanced
by the discovery of his name and that of his father there. His



186 History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila

name is found in the ‘Kataka’ branch of the family and his des-
cent is as follows, Ratneévara’s second son was M, M. Sure-
Zvara, the common ancestor of many distinguished scholars.
The branch of Suredvara’s family runs: M. M, Sure§vara—
M. M. Vidvanatha — Ratinitha — Dalu—Aphela—Divakara—
‘Prabhakariparanimaka—M. M. Khantara™—M. M. Midhava
—Mahopadhyaya Bhagiratha. This Madhava is, therefore, one
generation later than his namesake ( the son of Jayadeva ) and
the author of the Aloka, on which he commented, was his
grand-uncle. It was for this reason probably that Madhava
expressed his contempt for Maheda Thakkura, who belonged
to a different family. This Madhava like many distinguished
scholars of Mithila was equally famous in Smrti, in which he

wrote a book named Divyadipika. A copy of it is preserved
in the Darbhanga Raj Library (wvide Mithila Mss., Vol. I,
pp. 225-26). One of the charming opening verses is cited

e
TR EnEdw gea sAaiRQdar |
T gsacEraTnrwET: T
fesamat faet Rrdasge: Aemadeggan: o

Kesava Mi1é§ra TARKACARYa: author of a
commentary on the original Nyayasutras named Gautamiya-
sutrapraka$a. There isa copy in palm leaves ( Ms. No. 52,
foll. 92) preserved in Raj Library, Darbhanga. It is un-
fortunately wanting in the beginning and the end. In the
Asiatic Society there isa copy of scattered leaves ( Ms. No.
3105, 24 leaves in total ), containing, however, the first leaf,
full of lacunas, and the last.

It begins : [ s ] wehgQat [ ot jaamraaaey |
YseaEe [ sreunmaasemd a9
=R aufy gIafeera s deara]an-
AT TG It e |
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The valuable end and colophon run : ( fol. 15b)
SAMfiERE AT |
s tiore iafaeaaaa ||

NI S9N e Uit faarafy b |

RIsITN T qaes: TREga gfie o |
AT e s F g ety get |
S GIgEFIEd, g 6w |l

3R TR AR T A AT RS Taaa
TEHIEE: G 1¥RR81

The total number of Sitras is thus recorded at the end:
1. 40+ 20=60/11. 68 + 68=136/111. 69 + 73 =142/IV. 68 +49=
117/V. 43+24=67. After this there are three figures 60/5/22.
The number of Sitras totalling 522 is lesser than the earlier
standard versions, This copy on paper belonging to one Gopi
Bhatta is very old, but the Darbhanga copy is older still. The
title “Tarkacirya’ is not found in the Darbhanga copy, where
at the end of the first chapter the following important colophon
occurs :

Argfrrdare-aiaergRar |
MIMAFAIZT T GATHITT |
zf AEFR - A AT AR MAAgATHR ol
ol q " 8’y

It is also recorded at the end of II. i that the author taught
both Nyaya and Vedanta at Kaéi :

GEATE9G FIET AR |
AIqafamd TG |

It was apparently dae to his residence at Varanasi that his fame
as a teacher of more than one thousand pupils reached the
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shore of the ocean. The following two notes found in the fifth
chapter of the book prove that he had previcQJusly wriotten a
treatise named Tarkatandava : SWIETH T i ahaEd
(fol. 23a ). o = GgTnARFAATA a1 sufad TwRATCST (fol. 34b).

Fortunately the author has clearly mentioned the name of
the family to which he belonged as well as the particular branch
of it, in another treatise named Sankhyaparimanam ( Ms. No.

43-2 of the Darbhanga Raj Library, foll. 31 ). Verses 4-5 at
at the begining of this work run :—

AR R |

AARTEFTRT s e |
BTSSR T ¥ |
sifeRigUUEt @ EAHAFEd_ ||
aar% W&mm'"
It ends : mrefaER A= aEEE qu |

FEFAAER G Fsy a9 7 Frega 11

Zfq A T - R A AT [ I A AT - R e Faeed-
qfeTgEs HEd |l
In the Pafijis the name of the author has been traced exactly
in the Kataka branch of the famous Sodarapura family. The
genealogy is as follows : M. M. Vivanatha—Ratinatha—Misra
Dilu—Miéra Gadadhara—Mahopadhyaya Viso ( 3rd. son )—
Mah(,indhyﬁya Kesava. He had four sons and his wife’s name
was Sobha. He was thus a second cousin, of Khintara Miéra
( qv. ) and two generations later than Sankara Miéra. He
must have written his works about 1525 .. and was the
Jeading scholar evidently at the court of Maharija Laksminatha
Kansanarayana of Mithila, the last monarch of the Oinwara
dynasty. His name, therefore, is one more addition to the
list of the galaxy of scholars belonging to the Sodarapura
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family that shed lustre on the cultural history of Mithila for
several centuries.

DevavArea Tuagxura, TarxkapraNCANANA:
a renowned author of Mithild, better known as the ‘Sapta-kau-
mudikira’. The names of these ‘seven’ Kaumudis are :—

1. Adhikaranakaumudi on Mimansi as applied to the Dharma-
$astra ( Varanasi ed., 1926, pp. 62 ).

2. Kalakaumudi on Smrti (vide Mithila Mss., Vol. I, p. 54,
foll. 70 ).

3. Kavyakaumudi on Rhetorics, ( Peterson’s 3rd Rep. )

4. Tantrakaumudi written in 1486 Saka ( 1564-5 4. 0. )%

5. Mantrakaumudi written in 400 L, S,

6. Siddhantakaumudi ( cited in No. 1, p, 6 )

7. Smrtikaumudi ( published in Mithila Granthamala up to
p. 144 ). None of these works, however, belong to Navyanyaya
in which he is known to have composed a work named Aloka-
parifista. A copy of this-rare book was discovered at Dinajpur
in Bengal ( H. P. Sastri: Notices, III, pp. 74-5, foll. 143); it
was transcribed at the request of the author himself (WET‘{ET'
SHRFOMRTINLAEIGAT ) in 443 L. S, ( Stz womgedi <37 )-
There is a copy preserved at Poona ( B.O.R.I., No. 310
of 1880-81 foll. 1-42, 48-105 ). It begins :—

QAW gRRPAfra s
SEWERAY AFHATHT: |

g TR -
AFRABRAqEgFEa: O 19

1. The date ‘Saka 1486’ at the end of a copy in Assamese bark (in
possession of the present writer ) is certainly that of composition as the
copy itself is not so old. The date of the Mantrakaumudsi is thus recorde
in copies of 436 and 442 L. S. ( examined by Prof. R. Jha ) —meg AU
Faey RgegraRa@frd | The reading fug syfeq ( Mithila Mss., 1L Introd.,
p. 4 ) seems to be wrong.
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2aMa MR |
faramrt agTrE aRfs ageaR IR

TR | TR TRIRINEN @4 TTRRaREEEd: | a9 s
FRAR FOEART Ara— |

It should be noticed that unlike the present copy where
the author proves himself an worshipper of Rama and Sita the-
Dinajpur copy makes him a devotee of S1va though the 2nd
introductory verse is the same in both, The first passage is.
from the Aloka. It ends with a long note on a passage of the

Upamana part, which no other scholar of Mithila ( except the
versatile Gokulanatha ) ever touched.

o AT 1...qQ A= 2eef...gae e |
I e T |
Fawr Uy SRiTEARTaE |
R AafrarrTREIRRE sTTRTEFaResg: | Devanitha
has recorded many important facts about himself and his father.

He was the fifth son of his father ( Mfygagagd ffgd Sus
Mantrakaumudi, v, 7, Tantrakaumudi v. 4 ). When the Mantra-
kaumudi was written in 400 L. S, { not later than 1519 A, p, )
his father was alive (#fifag ua yawt fafR@ @@ v. 3 ). He

must then have been quite young, for he states at the end of
the book :—

ANET Fae AR A |
AU ad A AT GTRer |l

He has given his genealogy from Ravikara (v. 3 ) and descri-
bed his father as well-versed in Mimansa, Vedanta and Nyaya :

(v.4).
AAERETE a: qEEaTE HEa® g6
@ FgFarERETERid fgraaraat |
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sn=Etsiy R ggafrdartas a1 7 a0
M I SAAECSATS AL SEITHAT |

At the end also his father is extolled as wedded to Lady Logic :-

TR T AN THTA

Mifary ow ya« fafga: gHhifa: |
“There cannot be any doubt, therefore, that Devanitha ( and
his younger brother Madhustidana ) read Nyaya with his own
father and the ‘Gurucaranpa’ mentioned in the Alokaparifista
-evidently refers to his own father. In the Adhikaranakanmudi
Devanatha mentions a separate teacher named Soma Bhatta,
who seems to have been a non-Maithila scholar possibly of
‘Varanasi. At the end of the Tantrakaumudi he advertised his
all-round scholarship, just like his brother Madhusiidana, as
follows :—

I G IR RE e e DI Te AR L
S g T RER R ST |
gaISE FATHY: Refaahed Zawme Ao
€T AR ey g s il

Here we are confronted with the problem of his patronage by
the king of Kamatd, which is identical with the kingdom of
Kuchvihara. Devanatha distinctly says in the colophon that
the book was written at the request of Malladeva Naranarayana,
who reigned from 1555 to 1587 a. . The colophon runs :—
SE L UL IR E R B R G R KSR L
AR AR ANGEAET | ool SuRgy: e |
& §¥5% 1l ( fol. 100 ). The date of composition ( 1564-5 a. D. )
falls in the first decade of the reign, proving that Devanitha
came to Kuchvihara soon after the coronation of Malladeva in
1555 a. p. The Tantrakaumudi also states that before he came

to Kuchvihara he had enjoyed the patronage of another monarch
‘Gajapati Govindadeva :—
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1 MR TR S
e R gEETEty 19 T TRIEFETRY '
-snrma"mihs AR gEd el
Ay -
qwag [avpag AUEIeR  amumEeg
(Introd. v. 5)
The identity of this monarch is yet to be established. There
cannot be any doubt that Devanatha left Mithila after the over-
throw of the Oinwara dynasty about 1526 4. p. and adorned
more than one royal courts outside Mithila, The Mantrakau-
mudi was certainly written when he was still in Mithila. It is
our surmise that his Nyaya work was composed about 1525 a,p.
when he was still in Mithila. About a decade older than his
brother Madhusidana, the seventh son of his father, Deva-
natha was born about 1490 a. . and wrote the Tantrakaumuds
when he was full 75 years old. We refrain from citing the
magnificent panegyrics of Malladeva found in abundance in the

latter book, where the author’s poetic talents are displayed in
full,



- CHAPTER VI

MODERN SCHOLARS

M., M. GorETLaNATHA UPADHYAYA: The
greatest academic figure of Mithila during the last 400 years.
There is hardly any branch of Sanskrit literature, which he has
not adorned by his masterly pen. He wrote learned works,
big and small, on Nyaya, Vaisesika, Vedinta, Philosophy of
Grammar, Rhetorics, Poetry and Drama, Astronomy and Astro-
logy, Civil Laws as well as Rituals. Unfortunately no attempt
has yet been made to give a complete picture of his literary
achievements and properly assess the value of his works, which
are likely to reach three figures in total number. And the
wonder is that his toweriﬁg figure emerged late in the Mughal
period,when there was all-round decay and disaster everywhere
in India.

Gokulanitha was born, as far as we can ascertain, in the
decade 1640-50 a.p. The Mailagrama of the fa’rnily is
Phanandaha (whence Phannahavara) belonging to the Sandilya
gotra ( Madhyandina S3kha of the Sukla Yajurveda ). This
family was originally an inferior one and was raised in status
only recently. He read with his own father M. M. Pitimbara
Vi('iyﬁnidhi and became what was commonly known in Mithila
a ‘Sarayantri’ after passing the public test of highest scholarship-
In a declaration, recently discovered, by his grandson
Datta a complete succession list of professors through whom

Lady Logic (=n=ifY®Y ff@1) was handed down lineally
through 13 generations, covering about 300 years, has been
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carefully recorded®. Gokulanatha is number IX in this list,
immediately following his father Pitdmbara ( No. VIII).
Pitambara was a pupil of M. M. Viamadeva Upidhyiya
( No. VIl ), whom Gokulanitha has actually cited as his
‘Paramaguru’. So the list can be taken as authentic.
‘Gokulanitha was a versatile genius from his boyhood as stated
by himself. One of his best and most learned works isa
commentary on Vicaspati’s Duvaitanirnaya which was named
Kadamvaripradipa in commemoration of his deceased
daughter®, At the end of this work he wrote : —

HAERFAAE A1 JagarEar |
eThT: Fafqenh & S w9 |l
So, according to his own admission his studies covered all the
1 Proc. of the Oriental Conf., Benares, 1946, pp. 309 25—an illu-
minating paper by Prof, R. Jha on ‘The Declaration of a Sarayantn . Vide
pp- 31823 for an account of Gokulanatha and his family with a geneo-
logical table. Jagaddhara (fol. 56b of Tattvadipini on Vdsavadatta A.S. Ms,
No. 9276 ) explains : T@=: ‘@ I &I RIARATAEE AT
gEaFETd | A Ms. of Gangefa’s work dated 4(0)1 L. S., now preserved

in the Raj Library, Darbhanga, was presented to a scholar ‘upon a
Sarayantra’ TE= WAE §5a% ( fol. 126b ). So the word did not mean

strings,

2. Ms. No. I. D. 5(pp. 1€-75) of the Asiatic Society. On p. 20

at the end of the section on Namadvaita Gokulandtha records the pathetic
prayer :

HiRAgER AT FaFAARSIERgE: |
e FEHE N qa F: weqaf sgFam |
There is another large work, divided into 16 ullasas, named Kunda-

Kadambari, preserved in the Raj Library ( complete in 95 foll, ), where
there is a still more pathetic reference to his beloved daughter.

o1 =% gEats O P s
st &1 sl axr @ S |
St wzRrgrTan Rrsrsrde A
Ffder a1 sfr g o< FRed A U
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branches of Sanskrit literature. His assiduity in studies was
helped according to tradition, by a Divine Grace. At the
beginning of the above Sarayantra declaration it is written that
the first professor received the Vidya ‘through the grace of
Daksinamdrti’ ( qf‘a’mﬂﬁ: sag ). Though the family of
Gokulanatha is well-known in Mithilda as devoted to the
Tantrika cult, it is said, it was initiated through divine inspi-
ration to the mystic formula of the supreme God of Knowledge
also for sometime and the none too high Phanandaha family
shot up In the learned world beyond all expectation. It is also
said that the family dwindled into insignificance again when
the formula was passed on against the divine bidding to a scion
of a different family. Mangroni near Madhubani the native
village of Gokulanitha became as famous as Navadvipa or
Varanasi since the times of Gokulanitha, but though its fame
has not yet vanished the God of Knowledge had forsaken the
family of Gokulanitha long ago.

It is said that Gokulanatha left Mithila in his early life
and was a courtier of a Mahomedan(?) ruler Fateh Sah of
Garhwal at the foot of the Himalayas ( Sinha’s Hist. of Tirhut,
p. 133 ). He must have gone there in the last quarter of the
century as Fateh Sah died in 1699 a.n. According to traditioxz
he wrote seven works while at Garhwal, of which one Ekavali
on Prosody is preserved in the Darbhanga Raj Library. It was
written under ‘Fattepatiszhabhiipah’. Gokulanatha next
adorned the court of Mahardja Miadhava Sirnha of Mithila
( 1700-1739 a.p. ) and, according to tradition, died at Varanasi
when he was about 90 years old (Introd. to Gokulanitha's
drama Amrtodaya, Muzaffarpur, 1925 ). The date of his death
would fall in our surmise in the decade 1730-40 a.0. A definite
date is recorded by Gokulanatha in his learned work on
Astronomy named Masamimansa. The whole passage is cited
below.
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FraEasa afiiem: |

sErEIsiTE: @ S T
gfx wamReTERaTg | [/ ¥ FAifagaiadt g mfy | faa—
SR R iEd 8§38 TFHE I wew: |
( fol. 8a of Ms. No. 592 of the Mithila Institute ). Gokula-
natha’s statement is correct as there was actually a Malamasa in
Vaisakha in the year 1631 Saka corresponding to 1709 a.p.
falling in the reign of Madhava Sirhha.

Among the 13 professors mentioned in the above men-
tioned declaration only Gokulanatha is specially panegyrized
in the following words : ¥ f§ TwafagI T ETTA: AWA-
AT fagraaaTId, AT g Sea: qatag-
LR \Tiﬁ st ( lines 8.10 ) Gokulanitha rose to be the -
Supreme Head of the University of Mithild, so to speak,
making decisions on all conceivable subjects. The greatest
11terary achievement of Gokulanitha was his attempt to dis-
credit Siromani, the great refuter by arguments of all previous
decisions, and he wrote many works like the Siddhantatattva
to that end. This statement of his grandson is important for
the history of Navyanyaya in Mithila and as we shall presently
see, is substantially correct.

NyAvA worRES OF GOKTLANATHA : Among all the branches
of Sanskrit literature mastered by Gokulanatha the hardest nut
cracked by him was of course Navyanyaya, which had already
reached the final stage of development in the hands of Gada-
dhara of Bengal ( 1604-1709 4, p. ) about a generation before
Gokulanatha. In the final colophon to his work on Smrti
named Kundakadamvari ( Ms. at Raj Library, Darbhanga )
Gokulanatha s title is recorded as Mahamahopadbyaya Sattarka—
paficanana’ (i. e alion in all the six divisions of dialectics ), a
true description of his invincible career as a dialectition.
Among his works on Navyanydya the following have been so
far discovered.
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Cakraraémi—commentary on the Tattvacintamani.
Dikkalaniripana—Ms. Raj Library, Darbhanga.
Didhitividyota—com. on Raghunatha’s Tattvacinta-
manididhiti.

Kusumamjalitippana.

Khandanakuthara—Ms. Raj Library, Darbhanga.
Laghavagauravarahasya.

Mithyatvanirukti.

Nyayasiddhantatattva.

(9) Padavakyaratnakara.

(10) Saktivada.

GririDHAROPADHYAYA: The chance discovery of a
single manuscript and the enterprise of an eminent logician of
Mithila, Jivanatha Miéra Tarkatirtha Nyayaratna® are responsi-
ble for the publication of the Vibhaktyarthanirnaya (Chowkh. ed.,
1902, pp. 477), one of the best books on the subject ever
written in India. A cousin and pupil of the great Gokulanitha
of Mangroni, the author treated the subject in such a masterly
way both from the grammarian’s and logician’s point of view
that even Gokulanatha must have yielded his palm to him in
many places. When Giridhara wrote, say, about 1720 4. b, the
most glorious period of Navadvipa has definitely ended with
the death of Gadadhara in 1709 a. . and the signs of a distinct
revival of the ancient glory of Mithila were discernible at
Mangroni. Paninian studies, which never influenced the works
of Jagadifa and Gadadhara of Bengal, shed lustre on Giridhara's

W W
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1. Jivanitha was the second ‘Tarkatirtha’ of Mithila and passed in
1893 as a pupil of Yadunatha Sarvabhauma of Navadvipa. He lived at
‘Sugauni and belonged to the Sodarapura family. The first ‘Tarkatirtha’
of Mithila was Santagopala Jha, who passed i in 1892 as pupil of Kailasa
eromam of Varanasi. Ume$a Mifra ( pupil of Sivacandra Sarvabhauma
of Mulajore College ) and Vecana Jhi ( pupil of Yadunatha Sarvabhauma
of Navadvipa) passed in 1895. In the very first year of examination in
1879 passed two scholars evidently of Mithila, who should be identified :
Khadganatha Jha and Apuccha Jha ‘Tarkopadhyiya’.
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work, which succeeded in keeping the enormous subtleties of
Gadadhara within reasonable bounds without discarding them.
Unlike his professor Gokulanatha, who had displayed some-
animus against the Bengal authorities, Giridhara cited éiromal}i
with due regard.

, Giridhara began his work with an obeisance to the god
Siva and to his own parents. It is interesting to note that he gives.
the epithet SFgmiaAIRNgwTE: to his father Mahopadhyaya
Vigida, who was also, therefore, a distinguished logician. Vagisa
was the younger brother of Gokulanatha’s father, being the
fourth son of his parents ( vide the family table published in
the Proc. Or. Conference, Benares session, p. 318 ). He fre-
quently refers to his teacher Gokulanatha and his famous work
Padavakyaratngkara and mostly approves his views with addi-

tional arguments ( JERYRG " """If@ IGAHEHE Mg | T
arEer | pp. 37-40. See also pp. 45, 58, 126-30. 142, 166,
184, 207, 225, 284-5, 312, 323-25, 342, &c. up to p. 443 ). To
give an idea of the courses of studies then current in the great-
est centre of Sanskrit culture in Mithila an alphabetical list of

the authorities cited by Giridhara is given below.

Anumanadidhiti (p. 369 ), Akhyatavada ( pp. 24, 85 &
114 ) of Siromani. Atmatattvavivekadidhiti ( 194 ), Kasika
(51, 53-4 ), Kusumanjali ( ggamaferzfaggm=r p. 31 ), Kaiyyata
(375 ), Kaunda Bhatta ( p. 200 ), Gaudah ( 339, 346-47 being.
a refutation of Jagadida’s Sabda$aktiprakasika II. 129 & 359 ),
Darpane Thakkurah : this important passage runs as follows :~

wug SerMEREERagAE q@ ( Pratyaksa part, B. L ed.
833 ) safrwanfrafies 5 90 3T | A il st
qedE i oA are S facqas dwmegme: | Didhitikst
( p- 80 ), Prakasa ( THR AEHEIETAL p. 366 the reference

is to the Dravyakiragdvalipmkaéa of Vardhamana ), Pratyaksa-
loka ( s@@@® fast: p. 251 ), Bhattapada ( p. 106 ), Bhasya-
Vartika-Tatparya (p. 117), Mandana Miéra (p. 121-22),
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‘Migha (p. 74), Midrai. e. Jayadeva ( pp. 37, 202 & 251),
Sabdaloka ( sreaTar fasm: p. 202), Saikarabhasye (p. 137),
Sivaditya (p. 251), Soddandopadhydya (? read Sondada p. 161),
Hari i. e. Bhartrhari, author of the Vakyapadiya ( pp. 128-9 &
449 ), The Kariki = ﬁ@gqm &c, has been ascribed to
Bhartrhari evidently on the authority of Jagadisa’s Sabda$akti-
prakaéika ; the mention of Bhabhata, who was most probably
posterior to Bhartrhari, proves the ascription to be extremely
.doubtful, if not positively wrong. The Kariki has not been
quoted by any writer before Jagadifa and seems on the face of
it of non-Paninian origin,

Giridhara proves himself very well-read in the Mithila
:and Bengal authors of the Navyanyaya as well as the recent
Paninian works written at Varanasi. The mention of Maheé_a
Thakkura’s Darpana proves that it was studied at Mangroni,
-obviously from patriotic considerations. No other commentary
-on the Aloka is mentioned in the list.

M. M. RGravAras THARKURA ( TAREARATNA ) : 2 protege
and close relative of Maharija Madhava Sirnha (1775-1807 A.D.)
of Mithild, at whose request he wrote a sub-commentary on
the Alokadarpana of Maheéa. We reproduce below verses 3.6
from its beginning :—

SgERIMRE grleareaErd 3
AT T I NG AETFRIE |
F A= TTEAT GROR R
T GFAT FFA AR | a1}

sy, A1 frfaramg acefa: S w2 ga-
TEHAT: GUFT ZA e TEH: |
HMOAUSHASE a9 THAATHT AT
TR TS AEUEISNEFEY: ga 118
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TR T g e swsrIEea:
aTeTarRrg i agEa: Fam fh: |
AR AT TR g e -
T Wy T garig stege 5 Uy
HTEE, FRITYE HTaaaa: sigar: g
MR gEmRmrsigatasea et |
RIS CIRPE IR U SIS et K e pi et |
frelier gvaid ithraa=ran RERTRSRI 11§

The colophon runs : gfa AEMEETEAE G TAATITAGIAE TTET -
ARt i< EaHREH  ama | It is
thus a gloss on the first part ( up to the Vyaptivada ) on the
Anumandlokadarpana. Ripanitha also composed advanced
notes called Vivecana on the knotty parts of Navyanyaya,
according to the then current standard of scholarship obtaining
in Mithila and Bengal. His notes on the Samanyanirukti of
Gadadhara were discovered. Riipanitha also wrote at the
request of his patron a Chandogahnika on the religious duties
of the Samavedins ; it is still current in Mithil,

Ripanatha was a direct descendant of M. M. Damodar
Thakkura, the immediate elder brother of Mahe$a Thakkura.
He belonged to the village Sarvasim3d, where his descendants
still survive., He was 7th in descent from Damodar and was
born evidently about 1750 a.0.  For, in the interesting Judge-
ment ( Vyavasthapatra ) in Sanskrit dated in 1716 Saka ( 1794
A, ) Ripanatha’s name along with that of his eldest son
Madhusidana is mentioned ; Riipanatha’s father was the
éefendant in the suit. Ripanitha died shortly before 1750
Saka (1828 a.p.), in which year his son Mahopadhyaya
Acyuta Thakura established a temple of Siva named
‘Acyutes$vara’.
1. All the ahove details about Rupanatha are taken from an excellent
monograph in Maithili named ‘Candraptikulaprafasti’ written by Pandit
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It should be noticed that Ripanitha prosecuted his
studies on Navyanydya neither at Navadvipa nor at Varanasi,
but in Mithila under Mahamahopadhyaya Subodha, who must
have been a superior scholar in the second half of the 18th
century, though his name is now completely forgotten. Among
the own sons of Ripanitha two became scholars of repute viz.
Acyuta and M. M. Mukunda Thakura and both of them
specialised in Navyanydya, but they are not known to have
composed any work on the subject.

VidvanATRas JHA: a celebrated Naiyiyika of
of Darbhanga. He belonged to a famous érotriya family of
Thadhi. He originally read with Parameévara Jhi and Rddhi-
nitha Jha the talented scholars of Cakauti village and finished
his studies at Navadvipa with Goloka Nyayaratna, the famous
Patrikdkira, and after his death with Prasanna Tarkratna.
He was exclussively a scholar of the latest phase of Navya-
nyidya. When Mahe$a Nyayaratna visited his seminary at
Darbhanga in 1891 he had eight students, the largest number
of Nyiya students in the whole of Mithila. He wrote a
learned Patrikd named Siddhantasara on Vyadhikarana, one of
the knottiest sections of Gangefa. He also composed an
extensive commentary named Praka$a on Udayana’s Laksand-
vali, which was fortunately published from Varanasi( 1822
éaka, pp. 195 ). At the end of the book he has given the

following account about himself :—

HTEA, ST AT War | qfe-
4t SRR caRed: g |

Jivananda Thakura, great-great-grandson of Riipanatha (1999 V. S., pp- 82)
and Asst. Librarian, Raj Library, Darbhanga. Vide pp. 24-32 f_°f
Riipanitha’s account, pp. 35-36 for ‘Acyuteévara’ and the reading of its
inscription and pp. 77-80 for the Judgement reproduced from the J.B. Q.
R.S., 1920. It is a full and authentic account of Damodard and his
descendants.



202 History of Navya-Nyiya in Mithila

gt afsasusfaaquaeaaagfa:
SRERE S ERUCEER R eREd]

g I fafuaredia-
R TR |
siferamTe: Faa Saa-
g guTEi fawassg |
3 AR TR A E R AT E A
Feisrr: @ A: I (p.193 ). The editor noted that it was
composed in Caitra 1805 Saka ( 1884 a. p. : FFETTRIFAR
I p. 195 ). There are quotations from the Muktavali (p 19)
Jagadida (p. 24 ), Sankara Miéra whose views on Tejastva are

refuted ( p. 47 ) and the Vadivinoda of Sankara ( p. 55 ), which
was nct yet printed. Vidvanitha has divided the original
book into four parts ( Pratyaksa etc. ) after Gange$a ( pp. 113,
163 : Upamina finished in only a few lines ). This is quite
novel, though quite in keeping with the commentator’s pro-
fession, For, all up-to-date scholars of Navyanyaya bring
down every topic under the four grand divisions of Gangeéa’s
work,

Kaviwarna: Thereis a copy in palm leaves of a
commentary on the Pratyaksakhanda of Gange$a by one
Kaviratna preserved in the Darbhanga Raj Library ( Ms. No.
P. 10, foll. 88 incomplete towards the end ). It begins :

SRSy s@rz: sax g9y 4g;: |

= siEFARET L A7 el 1l
It seems to be an attempt to point out all erroneous expla-
nations upon Gangesa. The only Kaviratna known in Mithila

is a grand pupil of Gokulanatha. He is thus eulogised by the
famous Maithila poet Canda Jh3 :

TRI0fagen Agerara ¥ wm: |
aai foren snee afteaesg I 1)
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FeFIN: FATCH o1 @RI faeama: |
At A wafegafeme gt g |l
srefren Ef agsay AeEeE: |

( Kasi-Sivastuti cited in Sinha’s Hist, of Tirhut, p. 144)
Narendra Sinha of Mithila ( reigned 1743-70 4. p. ) was the
son of Gokulandtha’s patron Raghava Sinha. Kaviratna
flourished, therefore, in the third quarter of the century, when
studies on the original text of Gange$a were almost forgotten.

It should, however, be mentioned here that Vagi$a was
the name of an uncle (younger brother of the father) of Gokula-
natha and it is extremely unlikely that the uncle took lessons
from the nephew. If some other Vagiéa, pupil of Gokulanatha,
is mentioned 1n the above tradition it requires careful investi-
gation. Otherwise the tradition cannot be accepted as beyond
any dispute.

DEarMaparTa JuA (aliasBacca JuA) was
the mcst renowned scholar of Mithild in recent times, who
earned for his versatility and profundity of learning the title
‘Master of all sciences’ ( Sarvatantra-svatantra) He belonged
to one of the premier Srotrlya families of Mithila named
Gangauli of the Sandllya gotra. His granfather M. M.
Ratnapani Jha adorned the courts of Mahiraja Chatra Sinha
( 1807-39 ), his son Rudra Sinha ( 1839-50 ) and the latter’s
son Maheévara Sinha ( 1850-50). Under their patronage
he wrote a dozen works, mostly on Smrti. Bacca Jha was
born in March ;1860 a.p. He studied, taught pupils and
composed works all his life and died in harness in August 1918
at the age of 59 only, when he was serving the Muzaffarpur
Sanskrit College as its Principal. He took lessons successively
from Jatadhara Jha ( of Pilokhwar ), Vidvanitha Jha (of Thadhi,
his maternal uncle ), Babujana Jha ( of Pilokhwar ), Bila
Sastri and Visuddhinanda Sarasvat} (both of Varanasi). When
M. M. Mzhesa Nyayaratna, Principal of the Calcutta Sanskrit
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College, visited his seminary at Nowani in 1891, he had 19
students with him reading six different subjects, As a con-
summate scholar he wielded his powerful pen in many subjects,
though most of his works remain unpublished. In Vedinta
he wrote a gloss on the Advaitasiddhicandrik@, while his
sub-commentary Gudharthatattvaloka on Madhustidana’s
Gitatikd has been published. He wrote besides a Campi
named Sulocana-ifadhava. He wrote many disseriations and
glosses on the latest phase of Navyanyaya, some of which
have been published securing for him a permanent place
among the authors of Mithila, The published books are :

1. Viurti on Jagadisa’s Vyaptipaficaka ( Varanasi, 1923,
pp 41).
2 —-do- -do- Siddhantalaksana ( -do- , 1925,
193 ).
The closing verses are reproduced as a specimen of his
style :
TEUTEIZIA SRl fF=oa !
FRAIIMYY QU fagraaE: 18
sqdgmsian (=T g
a7 A1 gEEag SISty fag |
TR TG RFA A A T
A gF w§g IESATES: IR
HIRTE=qEaE 9T |
Ymgwaan: aftfaraqe-
v fafafgagaanizgsa 13
3. Vivrti on Gadidhara’s Samanyanirukti ( Varanasi,
1935, pp. )-

4. Gudharthatattvaloka on Gadidhara’s Vyutpattivada
(Bombay; 1912, Published in his lifetime ). This elaborate
work made the author’s name celebrated throughout India.
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The following is a list of his unpublished works. Advan-
ced notes on Jagadifa’s Avacchedakatvanirukti, Vyaptyanugama,
Paksata, Avavava, Savyabhicara, Satpratipaksa and Gada-
dhara's Saktivada. He also commented on the Khandana and on
Vardhamina’s Kusumafjaliprakaéa. His explanation of Ananda-

piirna’s two knotty phrases on Iévarinumaina, which taxed the
brains of all the best scholars of his times, has been published
{ Chowkh. ed. of Khandana with 5 commentaries, pp. 5-7 ).
He, moreover, proved his acumen by writing commentaries on
the older classics the Nyayabhasya and Vicaspati’s Tatparyatika,
whose studies revived only late in his life. His masterly style
1s illustrated in the following closing verses of his gloss on the
Avacchedakatvanirukti, which convey a double meaning :

T PEIFAIATI T
saTtRawe fee Aoy |
ST & ggtaEn
GHFAHET 79 FeaaT ||
R e CETInER)
TEGIATIRAT, FATY !
F FORT gIfTey
WHe R |
| FRIfFAIE N
sqiEafaar stead g2 & |
oot awEed I 94-
gxq awaf=ar ggan

Many of his pupils and grand-pupils are still carrying his
banners in various parts of India'.

1. We are indebted to one of his worthy pupils Pandit Sabinath Jha
for some of the details given above. He has himself emulated his great
teacher by writing a very advanced thesis on ‘Tritalavacchedakatavida
( lit. three-storied edifice of the term Avacchedakatz ), which, happily, has
been published by the Mithila Institute. For list of Bacci Jhi's works
vide Introd. to his gloss on Samanyanirukti ( Kashi Sans. Series, 1935 ).
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Laghavagatiravarahasya 197

Laghubharata 6n
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Laghvi 35
Laksanamala v 2f, 43
(of Sivaditya) 62
Laksanavali 2, 59, 66, 201
-prakasa 202

Lilavati (also Nyaya-) 11f, 55,
60f, 75, 93, 120, 140f, 166

%alada 172
°kanthabharana 131,135f,
142

Lilavatikrt 151
Lilavati-megha 172

°prakaia (or upaya)
68, 75, 77, 111, 118,
129, 142, 166, 172

°Siromani 153

°stici 173
‘upaya-Jalada 129
“viveka 75, 117, 118,

120f, 166

Madhava 45, 124f, 165, 174,
182, 184f

°kara 23
°3carya 153

*Misra ( Son of Gada-
dhara ) 171f
°(Son of Jayadeva) 171f,

186

°(Son of Khantara) 182
°Sarasvati 174
Madhustidana Sarasvati 137

Thakkura 129, 165, 174,
176-8, 180-2, 191f,
200, 204

Midhyamaka 145

Magha 151, 199
Mahabharata 92, 191
Mahabhasya 118, 174, 177
Mahadana-nirnaya 157
-paddhati 103
Mahiadeva 175
-Somayaji 2
Mahavidyavidambana 62
Mahavrata 32f, 58, 67
Mahendrasiri 46
Maheéa Nyayaratna 201, 203
Thakkura 45, 166,

172, 174-6, 179, 181f,

185f, 199f

Mahimabhatta 46
Mahipila 54n
Mahipati 169
Mahodadhi 32f
Maight ( cf, Jalada & Megha )
182

Maitreya 157
Mallindtha 3
Makarandakara 72
Mammata 46
Manamanohara 56, 84, 90
Mandana Miéra 13, 22, 25-7,
198

Mani ( Tattvacintamani ) 17863,

1

Manidhara 89
Manikantha Midra  76f, 791,
82-7, 97, 101f, 141, 148, 150f
Manikanthatika 149
Manimayukha 113, 135, 153

°prakata 111, 156, 167y



( x )

.Manisara 162
‘tka 69, 124, 134f, 142
Manjar 17
Mantrakaumudi 189, 189n,
190, 192
‘Mantrasastra 177
Manusamhita 35,91, 129
°tika 92
Masamimansa 195
Mathurinatha Tarkavagiéa

9, 75, 81, 95, 121

Mathuri 114
Mayanandani 63
Megha 172, 174
Mimansa 150, 156, 173, 1717,
190f

Mimansaka 167
Mimahsamaharnava 94, 125,
136, 141, 151
Mithyatvanirukti 197
Moksakara Gupta 18,29
Mookerjee’s Magazine 99

Muridri Miéra 68, 92, 114, 141,

146

Muktavali 105, 202
Mukunda Thakur 201
Nag-tsho 53
Naisadha(carita) 42, 46f, 49f
°tika 49
‘Nandana 92
Nandilya Gopa 32, 68
Nanvadatika 131
Naianyadeva 59f

Narahari 86,113,122-125,155,
157,159,164,166,171,181,184

Narasirnha 151, 168
Narayana 43
°Acirya .30
“Sarvajiia 62, 91, 101,

102

Naropanta 15, 53
Navyadharmapradipa 153
Nayanaprasadini 101
Nayaviveka 68, 92
Nayapala 26, 53n, 54n

Nibandha (cf. PariSuddhi) 3,40,

70, 72, 118, 137, 172
Nibandhadarpana 167
Nibandhakrt 157
Nibandhana 67
Nibandhaprakasa 40, 111

°tika 14
“uddyota 70f
Nirnayakara 175
Notices (H. P. Sastri) 137, 166,
189

Nrga 24
Nrsirhhayajvan 82

Nyasa (cf. Ka$ikavivarana-
patjika) 30, 176

Nyaya * 187, 190, 193
Nyaya-bhaskarakara 94
Nyayabhasya 147, 198, 205
°bhasyatika 16
‘bhiisana 29, 35f, 57
Nyayicarya 3, 151
Nyayacintamani 86
°dar$ana 1, 20
°dipa 160

®kandali 8



Cx )

Nyayakanika 11, 17, 22f,
25-7

°kusumanjali 3
°alatmkara  2n, 43, 43n
Nyayalamkarana (Bhasarvajfia)
16, 36

Nyayalilavati ( also Lilavati )
32, 551, 118, 153, 173
°darpana 166
locana 115,141
Nyayalocanakara(krt) 114f,145
Nyaya-maharnava 177
°mafijari (of Jayanta)

17, 34

°muktavali 2,59
°muktavalidarpana 166
°nibandhaprakata 71,
110f

°parifista 3, 34, 87,
110, 172
“pariSistaprakata 110
°parifuddhi 38
°prakirnaka 16
°rahasya 69, 130, 146
°ratna 717, 82-6, 148,
150, 150n

°ratnakara 67f
°ratnaprakasa 1471,
150

°sdra 16, 35f
%saravicara 16, 36
°siddhantadipa 87, 94,
182, 185
°siddhantama®jari 64,
\ 130

Nyayasiddhantatattva 197
°sticinibandha 29, 52,
147
sutra 3, 61, 69, 144,
146f, 186
°sutravivarana 110
sutravrtti 146f°
°stitroddhara 147
°tattvaloka 144, 144n:
“vartika 6, 198
°vartikatatparyapari-
Suddhi 3, 110
Padamatijari 118
Padarthaprave$a 55, 141
°tattvatikd 131
Padavakyaratnakara 197£

Padmanabha Misra 10,45,571,
68, 111, 122f, 127-9

Pag. Sam 26
Paksadhara 72, 75f, 93f, 115f,
118f, 121, 128,

133, 153, 163,

166, 169

Paksadhari ( Dravya-) 117
Paksadhavoddhara 122f, 128
Paksadharopadhyaya 82, 118,
165

Paksata 205
Pamicada$i 44
Paficamatika 117
Paficikakara ( cf. Salikanitha )
35

Panditavijaya 134
Panini 30, 197



( =xi

Panji 5n, 971, 110, 121, 156f,

162, 168, 171

Paramakosakira 58

Paramananda Thakkura 196
Paramanyiyacirya ( Vicas-

patil) 58

Paramesvara Jha 201

Paribhasavrtti 121n

Pariksa 126

Parisista 4,73

°prakasa 3, 61, 77, 111

Parimala ( on Kusumafjali )
‘ 72£, 133

Pari$uddhi (cf. Nibandha) 2,4f,
71, 15f, 19f, 31, 33, 43f,

51f, 74

°prakasa 3
Pasupati 163, 169
Peterson - 65, 89
Pitambara Vidyanidhi  193f
Pitrbhaktitarafigini 143, 158
Pitrdayita 128
Prabandhako$a 47
Prabha ( on Tattvacintamani )
158-60, 162

( Pratyaksa-) 155
Prabhikara 13, 26f, 35, 41,
67, 105

Prabhakara Misra ( Mimarhsa-
' ka ) 74

°School 32f, 35, 75, 87,

94, 97

“Upadhyaya 60,69,74f,

118, 145

Prabodhacandrodaya 32, 68

)

Prabodhasiddhi 3,
Pragalbhacarya 45, 69, 71, 74,
78, 85, 93f, 108, 127,
138f,153-6,160-2, 179

Pragalbhi 165
(Pratyaksa®) 94, 155n
Prajfizkara 31f, 37, 145
Prakaranapasicika 35, 67
Prakasa 59, 137, 166, 172,
198, 201
°makaranda 133
Prakasika (of Bhagiratha) 172
Pramana-matijarn 56
°pallava , 119
“parayana ( of Salika-
natha 125
°prakada 84
“samuccaya 31
‘uddyota 70

vartikalaimkara 31
Prameyanibandhaprakasa 110,
118, 145

Prasannaraghava 124, 127
Prasanna Tarkaratna 201
Prasastapada 5, 35, 58, 141
Prasastapadabhasya 4,7f,34,55

Pratyagriipa 60
Pratyaksa (cintamami) 61, 63,
77, 94, 123, 198

aloka 119, 125, 127,

133, 159n

°alokasaramafjari 154,

164, 198

“@lokadipikd 165



( xu )

°alokaprasaram 129,
154

‘cintamaniprakala
154n
°darpana 172
°dusanoddhara 155,184
°kantakoddhara 181
°manipariksa 78
°manitika 87
*Misra 129
‘nirnaya 150
“viveka 117
Praudha Gauda Naiyayika 19
Prayascittaprakarana 95
Priticandra 23
Pritidarma 169
Prthvidharacarya 76
Pujapradipa 181f
Pundarikaksa Vidyasagara 70,
73
Punya$lokamafijari 48
Purana 191
Purusapariksa 42, 59
Purusottama 58
°deva 118, 121n
Pdirvamimarnsa 153
Raghavan 30n, 102
Raghavendra Sarasvati 91

°tirtha 39, 159

Raghudeva Nyayalankira 127
Raghunandana 175¢
Raghunitha , 151f

Raghunitha Siromani ( Siro-
mani also ) 172, 176f
°Vidyalankara 45, 139

Raghupati 169
R3jakulapada 18
Rajanitiratnakara 103
Rajasekhara 8, 8n, 47, 55
Rajastutra 72
Rajatarangini 31
Ramabhadra Sarvabhauma 69,
72, 130, 133, 146

Ramabhadri 1301, 133
Ramadasa Upadhyaya 173
R(amanatha) Jha 124n, 169n,
194n

Ramanitha Tarkaratna 171
Riamanuja school 38
Ramar3ja 178-80
Rameévara 24
“Bhatta 173
Rasarnava 134
Rasasara 34, 55, 60, 101
Ratnikara 103
Ratnakirti 11, 11n, 15-17,
17n, 18, 28, 33, 36,

41, 53, 106
Ratnakirtinibandhavali 11n,18,
18n, 23n

Ratnakosa 76-79, 87, 141,
150f

Ratnakosakira 76,78£,87,150n
Ratnakosavicara 476
Ratnapani Jha 203
Ravinitha 163, 169
Raviévara 94
Rayamukuta 92
Rddhinatha Jha 201
Renukakarika 118



( xui )

Report : Bhandarkara 47n
: Peterson 8n, 89
Rjuvimala 26
°paticika 35

Rucitika 23
Rucidatta 65f, 77, 93, 97, 99,
108, 120, 126f, 133,

155, 169

Rudradhara Upadhyaya 156
Rudra Nyayavicaspati 127
Rudra Tarkavagisa 7

Ripandtha Thakkura 199-201
Sabara 146
Sabda(cintamani) 80f, 94, 106,

108f, 121, 129

°aloka 199
°alokaviveka 182
°alokoddyota 67, 126
‘Gopinatha .129
°kalpadruma 24, 122,
160, 180
°mala 24
°manipariksa.  66f, 95,
115
°manipraka$a 66, 115
°nirnaya 150
°Pragalbhi 160
“$aktiprakabika 68,
198f
°Tvanta 129
Saccaritamimamsa 185
Saddaréanasamuccayavrtti 43n,
101
Sahasradhikarana 153
Sakarasangrahadastra 14

°siddhi 14
Sakhapattji 97, 168
Saktivada 197

Salikanatha ( See Paficikakara
also ) 26f, 32-5, 67

Salivihana 59
Samanyanirukti 200, 205n
Samayapradipa 180
°pradipajirnoddhara 180
°rahasya 131
Sanatani 191, 141, 146
Sankara 34, 120
$&ﬁkarabh5§ya 199
Satikara Bhatta 173f
°Acarya 27, 33, 151
°Acirya (Vedantin) 35,

141

°Miéra 2n, 3, 10f, 14,

19,43, 45, 59,68,70,72,

79, 85, 91, 109, 113-5,

125, 130-43, 151f,157,

1621, 166, 172, 202

°( Naiyayika ) 16, 29,

33f, 36

°Svamin 34
Sankari 3
°( on Khandana® ) 51
Sankhya 27, 146
Sankhyaparimanam 188
Sankhyasara 17
, °stitra 141
Santagopila Jha 197n
Saptapadarthi 61-3, 90
°padarthacandrik@ 66
Sarabha 30



( xiv )

Sarayantra 194n, 195
°yantri 193, 194n
Sarvabhauma 41, 67, 73, 80f,
83,85, 115,152, 156,

1611, 168, 178f

SarvadarSanasamgraha 2
Sarvadeva 56
Sarvajtia 91
°nardyana 92
Sarvajitasiddhi T 16
SarvaSabdabhavacarca 14
Sasadharacarya 87, 89f, 94, 97
102

Sa$adharavya khya(Paksadhara)
) - 119
Sadinitha Jha 205n
$astri H.P. 100, 137,150, 157,
166, 176, 189

Satpratipaksa 205
Saugata 146
Sautrantika 146
Savyabhicara 205
Sayana 153
Schiefner 26
éesﬁnanta 94
ée§aé§rr'1gadhara 2
Setutika 68
Siddhamjana 127f, 182f
Siddhantalaksana 204
*kaumudi (Devanatha)

189

“rahasya 33

°sdra 201

“tattva 196
“°tattvaviveka 165

Siddharzja 89
Singhana 64
Sinha-vyaghri 107
Sinha S. N. 1n, 158

Siromani  80,87,105,116,125¢,
152, 155f, 160, 162,

168, 176, 178, 184,

, 196, 198
S'ivacandra Sarvabhauma 197
Sivaditya Miéra 3, 40,56, 61-4,
78,146,90,167,199

Sivapati 159f, 163
Sivalaktisiddhi 48
Sivasinha 169, 169n
Slokavartika 11
Smrti-kaumudi 189
°maharnava 57
°paribhasa 112
°sudhakara 173
Sondadopadhyaya  80-2, 85,
146, 199

Sphurti - 127
Sraddhakalpa 129, 143, 156
°pallava 166

) °pradipa 112
Sridatta 171, 180

Sridharicarya 8, 8n, 9-13, 27f,
, 31, 55, 66, 167
Srihari 157, 183
Sriharsa 12, 38, 41-51, 54, 60,

64, 84, 102, 139, 150

S'rihargadeva 13
Srihira 49-51
$rikantha 43
Srikara 67, 92, 97,-183.



( xv )

Srivallabhacarya  55-61, 64,
_ 75f, 90, 123, 142
Srivatsa 20-2, 29, 49
Srivatse$vara 49
Stcherbatsky 25
Stein - 136, 138
Sthairyavicara 47f
Sthirasiddhi 33f
°dusana 33, 106

Suali 99
'S(ubhadra) Jha 158
Subhiiti 30
Subodha 200f
Sucarita Misra 11, 11In

Sucikara Upadhyaya 126, 157,

173. 173n
Suddhibimba 166
Sulocanamadhava 204
Sum po 54n
Sundara Thakura 173
Surapati 169, 169n
Surendralal Tarkatirtha 110
Sure$vara . 186
Sitrakara 20, 22. 56
Tandibrahmana 145
Tantrakaumudi 189-91
Tantravartika 77
Taranitha ' 26, 54n
Tarani Misra 769,101, 145,150
Tarapati 202
Tarka 191

Tarkabhasa (of Moksakara) 18
°(of Kesava) 29, 42,

64f, 102, 111

°prakasika . 34

Tarka-prakasa 111
sangraha 13
*tandava 39, 102, 160

°(of Kcéava) 188

Tarkikacidamani 176

Tarkikaraksa 3,50, 71

Tatparyacarya 22,58,58n,151

Tatparya(pari)suddhi  37f, 57

Tatparyattka 5,7, 11, 16, 19,

211, 24, 28f, 33, 46,

571, 146, 198, 205
Tattvabindu 22
°bodha 19,63,102,111,151
‘cintamant (Cintaman &
Mani also)

72,94, 96, 104, 108, 111,

116f, 120, 128-130, 150,
150n,151-2,159,164,176
°didhiti 197
Tattvacintamanikara 98
Tattvadipimi 194n
“kaumudi 28, 57

°aloka 68,70,78,81,115,
129, 144n, 146,

149, 151
°nirnaya 82, 121,165
°pradipika 62
°samiksd 22

Tika ( Tatparya-) 15, 60, 151

Tika ( Kiranavali-) 57
Tikakara 22, 145
Tippanaka ( of Srikantha) 43
Tithitattvacint@mani 175

Tridandimatabhasyakara 35
Trilccana 6, 16, 23, 28f, 33, 36f



{ xvi )

Tripadinitinirnaya 92
Trisutri-nibandhavyakhya 137,
166

°tattvabodha 78, 110

Tritalavacchedakatavada 205n

Tautatika 57
Tvantopadhyaya 72, 128-30,

133f
Udayabhadra 89
Udayanacarya 1-11, 11n, 12,

14-5,18,20-2, 29, 31, 35,

37f, 4C-5, 50-2, 54, 56-66,

69, 72, 74,84, 87, 91,93f,

97, 102, 108, 110, 123,

137, 145,161f, 166f, 201f

Udayanacarita 5
Uddyota ( on Nibandha of

Divakara ) 70, 72, 118,

137, 145, 166, 177
Uddyotakdra 23, 68
Umapati 187
Umesha Misra 67f, 197n
Upadhidarpana 167

“vartika 63
Upamana(-cintamani) 75, 97,
108, 190

‘sangraha 74,108,127

Upashkara (Vaisesikasatra-) 59,
91, 113, 131, 141f
Upayakaraka 110
Viacaspati I 5, 11f, 16-23, 23n,
24, 24-9, 31, 33-38, 46,

52, 57f, 81, 87, 146f, 153,

158, 205

Vicaspati II 2n, 11, 19, 45, 68,
10,77-9,85f,98f,109,111,

137, 143, 1451, 149-56,

162, 181, 194

Vacca Jha (Dharmadatta) 203,

. 205

Vadanyaya 23
Vadivagiévara 56, 64, 90
Vidindra  8f, 55, 60, 62, 64,
101f, 167

Vadivinoda 19, 68, 79, 86, 113,
115, 131, 134f, 137, 140-2, 202

Vagida 198, 202f
Vaibhasika 146
Vaisesika 2,176, 193
Vaisesikadar$ana 49
°stitra 141
“sutravyttt 142
Vaivasvatasiddhanta- 176
°sira 176

Vakyapadiya 199
Vallabhicarya 141
Vamadeva Upadhyaya 194
Vimana 30f
Vimanavrtti 146
Vanapila 26

Vange Navyanydyacarca  8n,
104n, 114, 126, 130,

152, 185

Varadaraja 35, 102, 134, 167
Varadavisnumisra 38
Vardhamaina ( author of Gana-
ratnamahodadhi ) 47
Vardhamina ( Navya ) 91
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‘Vardhamana Upadhyaya 3, 9f,
12, 16, 19f, 34f, 40, 45,
56, 58-61, 63, 65, 68-70,
72, 74-8, 84f, 92-4, 97,
100, 102, 104, 109-12,
114, 117, 123, 129, 133f,
137, 139, 142f, 145, 151,

160, 198, 205
Varsaganya 146
Vartika 7, 16, 23
Vasavadatta 194
Vasubandhu 146
Viasudeva 86, 119, 1231, 126

°Sarvabhauma ( see

Sarvabhauma also ) 66, 70,

83, 126, 151, 155

Vatesvara (Upadhyaya) 58, 94,
118, 120f, 125,}136, 146,

151, 1639, 169h, 170,

177, 101, 104, 113, 164
Vecana Jha 197n
Veda - 191
Vedanta ~ 22, 35, 41, 151, 171,

173, 177, 187, 190, 193, 204
132

Vedantatirtha, N.C.

Venkatanatha 38
Vedinta school 106
Venis 111
Vibhaktyarthanirnaya 197
Vidhiviveka 25, 27
Vidyabhisana, S.C. In, 5n, 6,

15, 26, 31f, 53n, 54n,
89, 96, 99, 121

Vidyikokila 53

Vidyanivasa Bhattacirya 66,
80, 85, 87, 114
Vidyapati 42, 59
Vidyapatigitasahgraha 158
Vidyaranya 44
Vidyasagara 102
Vidyasagari 43, 91
Vijayacandra 47, 49
VijayapraSasti 49
Vijayasena 49
Vilasa 72
Vilasakara 71
Visalamalavat: 31
Visnupurana 121
Vi§r_1upur11 _169n,
Vi$uddhananda Sarasvatt 203
Visvadhara 187f
Viévakarman 66, 102
Vidvanitha 163, 169, 186, 188
°Tha 2, 201-3
°Paficinana 45, 146f
°tirtha 185
Viévariipa 23
ViéveSvara 182
Vivarana 67,92, 151
Vivaranakara 8
Vivaranapafijika 1
Vivecana 200
Viveka 67f, 119
Vivekakira 119-21
Vivrti 204
Vrtti(Kasika-) 30
Vyakaranasiddhanta-
suddhanidhi 182
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Vyaktiviveka - 46 | Vyomavat: 8, 10-3, 58, 140
Vyapticarca 14 | Weber 99
Vyaptiniranya 14 | Wilson 24
Vyaptipaficaka 204 | Yadunitha Sarvabhauma 197n
Vyaptyanugama 205 | Yajhapati 80f, 85f, 122f, 126,
Vyavaharacintamani 129 135, 154-56, 158f, 161,
Vyasatirtha 39, 102, 116 163, 165, 169, 171, 184
Vyomasikh3carya 12n | Yajfieévara 167
Vyomaéivacarya 11f, 12n, | Yoginirnaya 14
13, 58 ! Yuktidipika 28
ERRATA
Pag’e Tine for Read
48 21 wEpwigiETE S rTEa°
74 5 Udyota Uddyota
80 6  sufywa’ SR
88 2 lecunas lacunas
26 axactly exactly
118 25 Jatesvara Vatedvara
122 26 Pksadharoddhara Paksadharoddhara
142 11 Vritti Vrtti
160 15 YejTapati Yajtiapati
165 12 quarel quarrel
168 27 ——
184 17 Gurukarana Gurucarana
195 19 Mahomedan(?) Hindu

In a few cases ‘ch’
of ‘¢’ for = |

has inadvertently been used finstead



MITHILA INSTITUTE SERIES

A. Works of Ancient writers critically edited
with Introductions etc.

1. Tattvacintamani : Neo-logic, by Gangeéa Upadhyaya with
Aloka of Jayadeva and Darpana of Maheéa Thakur ; edited by
Dr. Umesha Misra ( Vol. I, pt. ), 1957, Rs. 1200

2. Kavyapariksa : Rhetorics, by Srivatsalafichana Bhattacarya,
edited for the first time by Dr. P. L. Vaidya, 1956, Rs. 800

3. Parjjataharana : Epic poem, by Kavikarnapiira edited for
the first time by Prof., Anantalal Thakur, 1956, Rs. 800

4. Kavyalaksanaratnaéri:  Rhetorics, by Ratnaérijfidna of
Ceylon (on the Kavyadarfa of Dandin ) edited for the first
time by Prof, Anantalal Thakur & Prof., Upendra Jha, 1957,

Rs. 15°00

5. VaiSesikadariana : with an old and anonymous commentary,
edited for the first time by Prof. Anantalal Thakur, 1957,
Rs. 6°50

6. Abhzj?iana§akuntalam Drama, Maithil version with the
commentaries of Sankara and Narahari edited for the first time

by Prof. Ramanath Jha 1957, Rs. 1500
7. Agamadambara : Drama of Jayanta Bhatta,
A In preparation
.8. Lilavati with Vasana : Astronomy,

In the Press

9. Visnupurana : critical edition,
Undertaken



1.

B. Works by Modern Sanskrit Scholars

Miscellaneous Writings of late Pandit Ramavatara Sharma
Vol. 1, 1956, Rs. 10:00°

Tritalavacchedakatavada : by Pandit Shashinath Jha, 1956,
Rs. 4'50°

Lifgavacanavicara : by the late Pandit Dinabandhu Jha,
' 1954, Rs. 400

Vimandalavakravicara : by Pandit Dayanath Jha, 1954,
Rs. 200

C. Studies in English

History of Mithila : by Dr. Upendra Thakur, 1956,
Rs. 17°50°

2. Vdcaspati Mifra on Advaita Vedanta: by Dr. S. S.
Hasurkar, In the Press

3. History of Navya-Nydya in Mithila : by Prof. Dinesh~
chandra Bhattacharya, 1958, Rs. 1350

N.'B.—Copies of these publications, postage paid can be had of the:

Director, Mithila Institute, Darbhanga, on payment of price
marked either by M. O, or Postal Order or Cash,
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