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Editor's Note

Mahamahopadhydya Gopinatha Kavirdja’s Gleanings from the History and Bibliography
of the Nyaya- VaiSesika Literature originally appeared in the Saraswati Bhawan Series,

Benares, Volumes 3, 4, 5 & 7.

Except for transliterating some words and passages that were originally in the
Devandgarl script—and other minor typographical changes—the present reprint is
intended to be verbatim. It appearcd in Indian Studies: Past & Present, Vol. II,

No. 4 and Vol. ITI, No. 1.

I take this opportunity to tlhank Drofessor IHaridas Sinharay for doing the
transliterations as well as going through the proofs. He has been very ably assisted

by Sri Balin Ray.

Debiprasad Chattopadhyaya
Editor : Indian Studies : Past & Present.






The history of Nydya Vaifssika Philosophy remains still to be written, and the
time does not seem to be yet ripe for undertaking at present a work of this kind in as
thorough a manner as might be desired In the meantime a good deal of spade work
will have to be done: thus, it will be necessary to survey the whole field carefully and
have an accurate and up-to-date knowledge of the resources available for this purpese.

Suali, Faddegon, Keith,—to name some among many—have rendered brilliant
services to the cause of Nydya Vaifesika Philosophy by their invaluable works. But as
they had necessarily to rest on insufficient data, none of these works can properly claim
to be a history of philosophy, presenting a consistent and exhaustive account-of the

development of thought in all its shades.

As regards Dbibliography, Mr. Chakravarti’s paper on Navya Nydya in Bengal
(in the J.4.S.B.) is excellent; but its scope is narrow and it is a bit too scrappy.
Dr. Vidyabhisana’s posthumous History of Indian Logic is interesting ; but though
apparently exhaustive, it suffers from the same limitations, and I believe, to a much greater
extent ; and it seems that the book needs a careful revision, especially, whereit treatsof
the bibliograhy of the mediaeval and modern schools.

The following pages represent an humble, but further, contribution in the field,
made, on the basis of the available data, in the hope of helping to prepare the ground
for a systematic History of Nyaya-VaiSesika Philosophy. These data consist among
others, in the study of (a) about 1500 Manuscripts in original on the subject belonging
to the Library of the Government Sanskrit College Benares, and to certain local private
Collections, and of (b) others as reported in the various Catalogues and Notices of Mss.

The History of Nyaya-Valseslka Philosophy is expected to follow soon. But its
accomplishment and publication will naturally depend upon those of the bibliography

herewith presented.
The Ancient Section of the work needs a separate and special treatment : it has

been therefore omitted from these pages and will appear ina forthcoming issue of the

Studies.

THE MEDIAEVAL PERIOD

In the following pages we shall start at once with the mediaeval period and proceed
slowly with the course of time, reserving for a separate study the early history of the
literature of the systems and its bibliography.

NV—1



It is assumed that the mediaeval age of the Nyaya VaiSesika schools of thought
opened with the eighth century, when the writings of Uddyotakara and Praéastz}pﬁda
had already become things of the past. There is no doubt that the Hindu Nyaya Sastra
suffered a temporary eclipse in these times under the overshadowing influence of Buddhist
(and Jain) Sciences of Reasoning. It is probable that the Buddhist monasteries of Nalanda,
Vikraméila, &c.had some sharein bringing about this end. That individual scholars
of extraordinary powers rose in defence of Buddhist Philosophy and set themselves to
the task of demolishing whatever they found inconsistent with the accepted notions
of their schools, is beyod a shadow of doubt. And this they did more from a vindictive
zeal than from any righteous or sensible motive. The name of Dharmakirti as one
among many such polemic authors may be cited in this connection.

The curtain rises with the appearance on the scene of Bhisarvajfia, the author of

Nyayasara, in Kashmir, and of Trilocana, the tutor of the great Vacaspati Miéra, on
the plains.

1. BHASARVAJINA.

As far as our present knowledge extends it may be said with justice that Bhdsarvajiia’s
Nyayasdra stands unique in the history of the Mediaeval School of Nyaya philosophy
in India. Butthe work has not been thoroughly examined yet, and I believe thata
careful analysis of its contents will yield results of great historical interest. It would

be foreign to the purpose of these pages to enter into an examination of this kind, but
some points may be noted in passing.

A. (a) Inthe first place I take up the question of the number of pramanas. Here
Bhasarvajfia is very emphatic in his assertion that (1) pratyaksa, (2) anumana and (3)
dgama are the only pramdnasto be recognized (pp. 308, 3410-11) the other alleged
pramanas, including upamana, already coming under the above. The rejection of upamanal
to which the old School held fast with such tenacity, certainly is characteristic, and i;
probably to be accounted for as the effect of the influence of Yoga Philosophy ’(cf. Yo.

1. The Sarva Siddhanta Samgraha,

in its section on Nyaya (VI. S5, p. 249 ),
observes catvaryatra pramanani nopamanam tu kasvacit. This kasyacit | interpret as

referring to Bhasarvajfia whom we know as the earliest writer among the Naiyayikas
admitting the threefold character of pramanas. This interpretation seems to be confirmed
by the statement of the farflous Karika in Surefvaracarya’s Manasollasa, 11. 17-18
(Mysore Ed., pp. 49-50), which also occurs in the Tarkikaraksa (p. 56), viz.
pratyakgtimekar_n Carvakah Kanadasugatau punah | ’
anumanatica taccatha sarkhyah $abdasca te ap;' /!
nyﬁyaikadesino’pyevamupamﬁnam ca kecana |

oz ins the word nydyaikadesi o
allinatha explains t y@yaikadeSinah as bhisaniyah
where ¢ Blisana or Bhasarvajfia : for saniyan 1. e, followers of the

Bhasana being a work of Bhasarvajia,



Sar. 1. 7),9 which might have acted upon it directly or through the Pratyabhijfia
philosophy.

(b) While setting forth the means to be adopted for realising Moksa, Bhasarvajia
prescribes kriyayoga consisting of tapal, svadhyaya and I$vara-pranidhana. This, he holds,
is to serve as a helping practice for the sterilisation of klesah, and, through a graduated
course of what are technically called Sadhanas viz. yama, nivama and the other Yogangas,
for the attainment of Samadhi. This is exactly the view expressed in Yo. Sir. 1. 1.

(c) Italso appears that the classification of prameya ?in Nyayasara (p. 34), viz.
into heya, tannivartaka, atyantikahan: and hanopdya follows on the lines of the Yoga
Siitras 1. 16-17, 25-26 4 (cf. also Vijfianabhiksu’s Introduction to S@nkhya Pravacana
Bhisyam). That Bhiasarvajiia had exactly these Suitras in his mind would follow as a plain
corollary from a comparative study of Nyayasara p. 3418 (heyam duhkhamanagatam) and
Yoga Siit. I1. 16.

(d) Bhasarvajiia’s definition of pratyaksa may be cited as a further example how
yoga deeply influenced his whole mental outlook. Perceiving that Gautama’s pratyaksa-
laksana (Ny. Sut. 1. 1. 4) does not apply to the transcendental visions of the Yogins ® for

2. Though Sankhya too admits three pramanas (San. Sit. 1.99-101 ; San. Karika
4), its influence on Bhiasarvajfia’s work was nothing. The possible allegation of Vaisesika
influence, if well-founded, would be more to the point. But it does not appear that
Bhisarvajia had much sympathy wi.h this school.

3. I fail tosee any ground in Dr. Vidyabhasana’s statement (Intro. to Nyayasara,
p. 2) that Bhasarvajfia ‘‘treats only one topic, viz praminpa in his work™, for the whole
of the latter portion of the book (pp. 3412-4]1°) is devoted to a consideration of the
prameyas. Tt is immaterial that his formulation of the prameyas should differ from that
of the older school.

4., We need not suppose that this fourfold division of prameya in Ny@yasara is
based directly upon an analogy of the 4 ariya saccas of the Buddhists (cf. Samyutta
Nikaya, V. 420-2). But as to the further question whether some of the Yoga Sitras
themselves, as we have them to-day, originated under Buddhistic influence, it would be
out of place to suggest any reply here. Itis enough for the purpose in hand to concede
that the Yoga Sitras in their present form and Vyasa’s Commentary upon them are
earlier than Bhasarvajfia’s day ; and this I believe will be readily allowed. We may also
remember that in Bhasarvajfia’s time or even before it, the doctrines and practices of Yoga
had been widely in currency in Kashmir. That peculiar form of Kashmir Saivaism
which goes by the name of Pratyabhijia Dar$ana had already been evolved as a
compromise between the Theism of Yoga and the the Advaita of Saikara ; and in this
Daréana, therefore, Yoga occupies a prominent position. Living in such a religious
atmosphere, it was not strange that Bhasarvajfia should have been deeply influencedin
his doctrines by Yoga.

5. It is strange that whereas Nydya Sitras do not recognise yogipratyaksa at
all, the Vais, Shtras dwell upon it at great length (cf. Vai$. Sar. 9.1. 11-15). Neither
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which the contact of an object with the sense organs is not a necessary precondition and
which with him had a profound reality, he was constrained to alter the pratyaksa-laksana
accordingly, thus : yogipratyaksam desakalasvabhavaviprakrstartha-grahakam.

B. 1t may seem, however, that the introduction into a Nyaya work, ideas and
practices which we have been accustomed to associate with Yoga, is of the nature of an
accident. But as a matter of fact it has a historical significance which grows deeper in
interest the more our acquaintance is widened with the course of ancient and mediaeval
philosophy. For, though Yoga in its wider form has been practically accepted by every
system of Indian philosophy, its relation with Nyaya is in some manner more special
and perhaps fundamental. Here are, for example, some instances recorded in literature
where the expression yauga is employed invariably to indicate “a professor of or pertain-
ing to Nyaya” :

(i) VaiSesikanaiydyikayoh prayah samanatantratvadauliikyamate lsipte Yaugamata-
mapi ksiptamevﬁvaseyam/ Syﬁdviz‘dama‘r‘ijari (Yaéo Vijaya Jaina Series, p. 628.

Saddar$ana Samuccaya V(ttz, by Gunaratna, p. 49.

(ii) Jnanantarapratyaksajfianavadinam Yauganam ca matamapakartum |
That this is the view of the Naiyayikas is well-known ( cf. their theory of anuvyavasaya)
It is ascribed to them in the most unequivocal terms by Ananta Virya himself, at p. 49 of
the above gloss ; thus, JWdnanrarapratyaksatvat iti Naiyayikah |

(iv) Pratijiahetudaharanopanayanigamanabhedat pa¥icavayavamiti yogah | Ibid, p. 44

(v) Napi samanyaviSesau parasparanapeksau iti Yaugamatamapi, &c. Ibid p. 44,

(vi) Cf. Rajasekhara’s Saddarsanasamuccya (Ya$o Vijaya Jaina Series), pp. 8& 12
(verse 23) @

These evidences, though coming from sources not recognized as orthodox, need not
be summarily dismissed as calling for no attention

[ But cf. Nyaya Vartika, Ben. Ed.,
p. 105, under Sutra 1. 1. 29 where the word yauga is employed in the sense of
Naiyayika. Thclr cumulative weight is considerable. Besides, the Sarva Siddhanta
Sangraha of Safikara (pp. 2411, 28% 10.13) affords distinct proofin support of a relation
existing between Nyaya and Yoga for it is maintained there that according to Nyaya
moksa follows directly from Yoga, a doctrine which it shares in common with the
Pitafjala system (as distingnished from the Sankhya where jiana is held to be the

Vatsyayana nor Uddyotakara takes note of it. The latter, on the other hand, definitely
asserts sannikarsa to be sixfold, and is silent on whatis known as alaukika sannikarsa,
It would seem that before the days of Tatrvacintamani the difference between laukika

and alaukika sannikarsa was not positively declared ina Nyaya treatise. Cf. Raghu-
natha’s Padarthararnamala, p. 71118,

6. Cf. also : Natyﬁyikasﬁr'zkhyayoh /cath&y& l)hautik&nindriyﬁniti yauganamabhautikaniti

(Nyayasiddhantamala of Jayarama, Ms. of Babu Diksita Jade fol. 16a-b)



i mmediate cause of mukti7). The Nyaya Darfana, in its present form, contains some
siitras (4-2, 38-49) where the practices of Yoga are st_rongly recommended.

C. From the above it seems to be pretty clearly made out that the relation between
Nyiya and Yoga was an intimate one, and Bhiasarvajfia in laying stress upon certain
Yoga practices in his treatise on Nyaya was not guilty of irrelevancy. His exposition
was only a (eﬂection—dim but faithful—of the then existing medleian condition of
this philosophy. But how, under what ascertainable influences, this fusion came
about is 2 question to which no thoroughly convincing answer can be returned at
present. Probably the right explanation will be found, inter alia, in the discovery of
a bond of historical unity between these schools, andin my opinion this is supplied by
the orlgmal Slvagama or its philosophical counterpart, the so- called Iévaravada, out
of which ndt only the present form of Yoga and Nyaya, but the later Salva philosophies
also may have well arisen and grac’lually crystallised themselves into independent systems.

At any rate in Nydyasara Saiva influences are clearly discernible in many places.
On p. 39 Bhasarvajiia observes that two things are, requisites as immediate antecedents
to a direct vision of the Supreme Self (called here Slva) and Final Release (niratisayam
dreyah) to follow, viz. paravairdgya (known as anabhirati) and parabhakti towards
Maheévara. This $loka is quoted :

yada carmavadakasam vestayisvanti manavah |
tada Sivamavijfiaya duhkhasyanto bhavisyati [/
( Svetasvatara upanisat VI. 20)

It is, as we know, a stock verse among the Saivas (cf. Sarva Dar$ana Sangraha
Saiva Darsana). The inculcation (23), of course, may be due in both cases to Saiva
influence. And similarly when we find in Nydya-sara, p. 35, the concept of Iévara
expressed in language like AiSvaryadivisistah samsaradharmairisadapyasamsrstah paro
Bhagavan Mahesvarah sarvajial sakalajagadvidhara, it is hard to decide between Yoga
and Saivism as its probable source. The definition here given is taken almost verbatim
from Yoga Sutras 1. 24-54, but then it is likely that these Siitras themselves were
originally of Saiva formulation. It may be remembered that the word I$vara or
paramesvara as found in Nydya & Yoga, was originally a name of éiva, as the corres-
ponding word purusa (of Sdnkhya), or rather its derivative purusoftama, came to mean
Narayana. 8 [ We are not concerned here with the metaphysical contents of terms isvara
and purusa ot purusottama, but only with their sectarian meanings ]. Inthis way then the

7. See Ibid, pp. 36, 40 & 41. Cf. San Sur 3. 20—jAanannmiuktif. The Yoga view, as
represented in Sarvasiddhdntasangraha, is briefly this—

Guripadistavidyato nastavidyo’pi pirusah |
Dehadarpanadosimstu yogenaiva vindsayet ||

8. This would be a confirmation of what Gunaratna actually says in his commentary
on Haribhadra’s Saddarfanasamuccya : Rajasekhara ¢ Saddarsanasamuccaya pp.
34, 42-43) too mentions the fact that the Sankhyas were worshippers of Narayana
(Nardyanaparah), and the Yogins of Iévara and Siva ( 1svaradevatah ). In this
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philosophy of Iévaravada is brought into close contiguity with the Saiva theology, and
we can understand why Sankara (Ved. Siir. 2. 2.37) should have arrayed in a line
(under Isvaravadms) ° such opponents as the advocates of Yoga, Nyaya, Vaiesika
and other Saiva doctrines. [ltis to be remembered that the adhikarana of I$varavada
is explained in Ratnaprabha, Bhimati and Anandagiri as bearing on MazheSvaramata ]. 10

It is historically interesting to note how the element of bhakti has come to find a

place in Bhasarvajfia’s work. The notion that bhakti is the invariable antecedent of

jiana is admittedly very old in India. Certainly the conception was familiar as an

integral part of the theology of Nydya (Vaifesika) when the Sarvasiddhanta Sangraha
was written, for its importance is recognised there : the doctrine of Bhakti (=Faith ?;
perhaps the word is here an equivalent of Sraddha and has not yet assumed the hlgh]y
emotional colouring of the later age ) and the parallel doctrine of Grace (Prasdda) are
accepted as essential in this twin system, so that moksa or Realisation of the Self’s
Identity is held in both the Schools to ensue through Faith ( Bhakti ) and Divine Grace
(Prasada), the mutual difference of the Schools being that while Nyaya adhered to Ycga
as the direct antecedent of moksa, Vaifesika kept away from it. The beginnings of
this doctrine may be traced back to remote past (peihaps even to the pre-upanisadic
period ), butits connection with Nydya remains for investigation. 1 suppose that here,
too, as elsewhere, the influence of Saivaism is palpable. [ Bhi3sarvajiia notes the bhakti
element alone, but we may be sure that he had nothing to say against the correspond-
ing element of Grace too, which occurs in the Svetasvatara Upanisat, a high authority
with Bhasarvajfia, as with all Saiva philosophers ].

D. Another point to which attention may be briefly drawn in a study of Nyayasdra

is the recognition of a distinction between Nydya and VaiSzsika in their earlier )but

post-Vatsyayaniya) forms in the conception of moksa. The former held that moksa

. ,- .
onnection the conception of Siva as the’YOgm par excellence may also be rememb.cred
as implying that Yega was theologically a Saiva system.

9. Thisis not the right place to enter into a discussion of I§varavida and its relation
to the other Vadas which arosein ancient India, in attempting to solve the problem of
Efficiency (nimittatva) and the Origin of Motion. In a gereral sense Nyiya too, while
dealing with this question, must come under the category of Iévaravdda. The fact that

Nyaya Satras 4. 1. 20-21 are directed against I$varavida does not indicate, however. that
this view is repudiated as altogether unwarrantable ;

it means simply that the extreme foim
of this doctrine as illustrated in the so-called Pasupata Darfana in Sarvadariana Sangraha

(e. 8. nirapeksakartrtva of I$vara, meaning that the Agency of I$vara is free and sponta-

neous, and not determined by the karmas of the Jivas) is incompatible with its general
background. Cf. Tat. Tika. p. 418, line 13-14.

10. Rajasckhara & Gunaratna take—

Saiva= -Naiyayika {called tapasvi in Syadvadamarijari) & Pasupata-—Valsesnka

These are two out of the 4 Mahe$vara sects. Rarnaprabhd and Anandagiri differ
from this view.



consisted in the attainment of the essentially blissful character of the Self, involving of
course cessation of all Pain (which embraces, among other things, the sensible pleasure
too), but the latter, unable to conceive of any higher pleasure than what passes for it in
the world, were reluctant to admit that in moksa happiness persists. Their view of
moksa was thus negative, as consisting in the absence of all the viSesagunas of the Self,
including with other qualities duhkha as well as sukha & jiana. Bhasarvajfia notes this
distinction (pp. 39-41) 11 and taking side with the Naiyayika (p. 417-8), thus concludes
anena (i. e., nityena) sukhena visista atyantiki duhkhanivrttih purusasya moksah (cf.
Gunaratna’s report of this view, pp. 92-94). 12 That such a distinction did really exist
bet;veen the two systems during a certain period would be evidenced by the two
definitions of mukti in Sarvasiddhantasangraha :
(i) Under “Vaifesika paksa” we have (V. 35-36)—
Tat (Parame$vara) prasadena moksah syat karanoparamidtmakah |
Karanoparame tvatma pdsanavadavasthitah |
duhkhasadhyasukhocchedo duhkhocchedavadeva nah |
(i) Under “Naiyayika paksa’ (VI. 41-43)—
Nityanandanubhiitih  syanmokse tu visayddrte |
Varam Vrndavane ramye srgalatvam vrpomyaham [
VaiSesikoktamoksatiu sukhale$avivarjitat || 13
Whether this dnanda element found admission into Nyaya directly through Vedanta
or through its Kashmirian representative—the Pratyabhijia School of thought—cannot
be ascertained. But the authorities quoted (cf. Vidyabhiisana’s Ed., p. 40 10-13) by
Bhisarvajiia are worthy of note.

I think the above will suffice to bring out the historical importance of this
neglected treatise, and serve as a plea for its wider appreciation.
* * *

It was not known whether Bhisarvajfia had written any other work, besides the

one under notice. Neither Vidyabhisana nor Suali seems to bave anything to say in

this regard. But Bhatta Raghava, whose ({ikd on Nyayasdra may be pronounced to

11. The Commentators Bhatta Righava (Ben. Sk. Coll. Ms. 162, fol. 98a4) and Jaya-
Simha Siari (pp. 282, 284) plainly ascribe the two views as expounded in Nyayasdra to
Vaifesika and Nyaya.

12. This view which latterly came to be associated with Nyiya, had been recognized
as a Pirvapaksa in Vatsyayana’s Commentary on Nya. Sar. 1. 1. 22.

13. The $loka occurs in a slightly variant form in the following $loka :—

Varam Brndavane ramye Srgalatvam vrnomyaham |
na ca vaiSesikim mulktim prarthayami kadacana ||
The expression na ca vaiéegikim muktim is significant. Over against the above stands,
however, the statement in the Naisadha (17. 75)—mulktaye yah Silatvaya Sasiramiice &c.
which may be explained as either due to confusion (common in the later period) or as
referring to the original system instead of its mediaeval modification.
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be the oldest extant Commentary on the book, supplies positive proof to show thf\t
Bhasarvajiia had written a gloss called Bhiisana on his own \fork._ 1 do not _cntertatn,n
any doubt as to the identity of this Bhiisana with the Nyayabhiisana mentwne‘d y
Gunaratna (p. 948) and Rijadekhara (p. 107) as the.(?lde§t of the 18 commenteines_on
Nyr;yasﬁra. And itis this to which Jaya Simha Siriin his Commentary on Nyayasira
so often refers. 14 Here is what Bhatta Raghava say,s~(_I qu?tc_ frf)m Ms. 162 of tl'ie
Government Sanskrit Library, Benares) : yattu smaranajiian ati Pa{hantara)_n_ (cf. Vidya-
bhisana’s Ed. of Nydyasara Text, p. 29-10), fisthati tat l)f{'.z_d'ran_rmanyapa!_h_aka'do;ﬁdt_‘-
[yup'gk;gyaln/ bhiisane ca BhasarvajRairgjianasya yagaderiti vyakurvadbhiridria evg
pathah kanthato'pi pratisthitah [ Fol. 1164-8 N o i

‘ In Nyayasdra the reading generally met with is this : Smal'a'r]ajnanavyavac‘fhedart'h-
amanubhavagrahanam, i. e. the word anubhava in the dcﬁ.llllloxj of p.ram(frga (le'
Samyaganubhavasaahanam pramanam) is employ"e.d.to guard against the pos§1ble mclusm.n
of smarana and jfiana. Bhatta Raghava cntlclfff the above as pedantuf, and for his
own part approves the reading smarana and ajiina. The grou.nd ofwh_ls pref.erence,
he adds, is that Bha3sarvajiia himself has establfshed _that reading (ajfidna) with the
stamp of his sanction in commenting on the word in Bhiiasna.

In continuation of the evidence of Bhatta Raghava we may point out that in Nyaya
Lildvati Vallabhacirya also refers to Bhasarvajiia as the author of Bhiisana. Thus—
Tadidam cirantanavaiSesikamatadiisanam Bhiisanakarasyatitrapdkaram | .radiyamanam-
natatd blxﬁsarvaj?iasya yadayamdcaryamapyavamanyate | (Nydya Li[avaﬁ.. Nir. Ed., p. 33).

The question here relates itself to the existence of sankhyd as an independent guna.
The author of Bhiisana denies it as unnecessary, and thus breaks loose from the traditional

ideas of the school (cf. Vais. Siit. |.1. 6 and Prafastapdda, p. 111). Hence the above
remark.16

Again Citsukha quoted in his Tattavapradipika (N. Sag. Ed., 1915, p. 224), under

the name of Bhisanakara (Bhiisanakarabhasitam) the definition of viparyaya as mithya-
dhyavasdyo viparyayah.

14. Cf. Vidyabhisana Ed. Nyayatatparyadipika pp. 56, 64, 65, 67, 80, 87.
15. In commenting on Nydyasira (Vidyabhiisana Ed., p. 38.5) Bhatta Riaghava

makes the following observations, showing that according to Bhasarvajfia sankhya &
prthaktva as separate gunas have no existence,

but that in the manner of prameyatva they
reside in all the padarthas alike -

Atra sarkhyagrahanam paramateva drastavyam | Svamate tu sank
sakalapadarthanisthatvena  samanyavattarthatvar | Yatha hi

sakalapadarthesu prameyatvam tatha sarkhyaprthak tu tayoh saptapadarthesu prthak
prihagityadyabadhita buddhistarkikanam mrsa bhavet |  Fol. 14a8-5
[ Cf. Nyaya Lilavati. The author of U

paskara (7. 2. 1) thus puts the view of Bhiisana
on sankhya—svariipabheda ekatvam, svariipabhedastu  dvitvadikam |

Cf. also Guna
Kiranavali, p. 192].

hyaprthaktvayoh
prameyatva-vyavaharat



A glance at Nydyasdra (Vidyabbisana's Ed., p. 28) would show that this is

Bhasarvajiia’s own definition. [Observe that here also Bhdsarvajfia leans towards Yoga.
Cf. Yo. St 1. 8]

Pratyaksvaripa in his commentary on Citsukha's Tattvapradipika, quotes the

definitions of sam$aya and pratyaksa as given by the author of Nyayabhiisana in these terms ;
(1) tathda ca ‘anavadhdranajfanam sam$ayah’ iti vadato nyayabhiisanak@rasya vadanasa-
roruham vyahatihimahatam (p. 222 ) & (2) ‘samyagaparoksanubhavasadhanam pratyaksam’ (p,
230). These definitions occur in the Nyayasdra. In the same manner Mallisena also quotes
(in the Syadvadamaijari, p. 65, Yasovijaya Jain Series) Bhasarvajfia’s definition of
pramina as that of the author of Nydyabhiisana Siitra. These are further arguments in
favour of the proposed identity of the authors of Nydyasara and Bhusana.

The full title of Bhisarvajfia’s Commentary was, as already stated, Nyavebhiisana,
which for convenience of reference came to be shortened into mere Bhiisana. While
expatiating on the famous passage in Kirandvali—tasr:advaram bliisanah karmapi gunasta-
llaksanayogdt (VindhyeSvari Prasad’s Ed., p. 160)—Vadindra mentions the fuller name of
the book. Thus, in his Rasas@ra we read—karria gunal samanyavatve sparsanddharatve
ca sali dravydsritatvat | samdnyavatve sati karyanadharatvadityanumanacca karma guna
iti nyayabhusanakarah [[1¢

Mm. Haraprasada éz’lstri, in his Prcface to Six Buddhist Nvaya Tracts, p.ii,
distinguisnes the Nyayabhiisana known as the Commentary on Nyayasara from the Bhiisana
referred to in the pages of the Tarkikaraksa (pp. 341, 351 & 353). The latter, he observes,
is “‘a vrtti onthe Nyaya Sutras”. {Cf. also [. note 1 in Kiranavali (guna), pp. 160, 192.].
Suali, in a note at p. 59 of his work, seems also inclined to accept this view. But nowhere
are the grounds clearly stated. Possibly it.is supposed that as all the three references to
Bhiisanakdra in the Tarkikaraksa, bear on nigrahasthdna—a subject to which the Nyaya
Stitras have devoted a lengthy discussion, the Biiisana must be a gloss on these Siitras.
But I fear this supposition is vitiated by what I might call the fault of ‘undue extension’
(gaurava). Tt is more likely that passages quoted in Tarkikaraksa have been taken from
the section dealing with the varieties of nigrahasthana in Bhasarvajiia’s Commentary of
Nvayasara (cf. also Tarkikaraksa, p. 351 1-11 & Nyayasara, p. 2616-17).  As to whether
the statements attributed to Nyayabhiisana by Ratnakicti (Six Bud. Ny. Tracts, pp. 11,
58) are really those of Bhasarvajiia himself in Bhiisana or of a distinct author of that
name, I cannot presume to judge.

16. Rasasidra, p. 4, edited by Gopinath Kaviraj (Benares Sarasvati Bhavana Texts
No. 5). Butonp. 7, in defending the orthodox view as to the independent character of
Karma as a category, the author of Rasasara himself refers to the shortened form of
the name : etena karmdpi guna iti Bhiisano’pi pratyuktah | samanyavatve sati samyoga-

vibh&gajanakatvavyavasth&pyajﬁtesrannimiltagur.mvyavaharasya va karmani
badhadanumanasahasrenapi sadhayitumasakyatvat |
NV—2
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II TATPARYACARYA

The name of this author seems to have well-nigh disappeared from the subsequent
history of the literature. But it would appear from references by earlier writers that he
had been a man of considerable influence. Udayana quotes his view on Pramanyavada
in his Atmatattvavivekal” (Jayanariyana Tarkapaficanana’s Ed., p. 6520), and though
it is set aside there as being irreconcilable with the system of traditional Nyaya (Nyaya-
sampradaya) to which he himself belonged, the mere fact of its being quoted by an eminent
scholar like himself 18 would constitute a claim for its propounder to a wider recognition.

Mm. Vindhyeévari Prasad Dube (Introd. to Prasastapadabhasya with Kiranavali,
p. 28) and the late Mm. Candra Kanta Tarkalankara (Introd. to his own Commentary
on Kusumarijali-Haridasi, p.ii) identified this Tatparyacarya with Vacaspati Miéra, the
author of Tatparyatika ; but this will have to be given up nowin view of the decisive
statement of Vallabhdcarya in the Nyayalilavatl: tadiyamanamnataid bhasarvajfiasya
yadayamac@ryamapyavamanyate [ tathd ca tadanuydyinastdtparyacaryasya simhanadal
““samvideva hi bhagavati’tyadi |

(Nir. Sagara Ed . p. 3310-13)

From this passage it is evident that Tatparyacarya was a follower (possibly a direct
successor or even Commentator) of Bhisarvajiia, and that his attitude towards the
orthodox school, like that of his own Guru, was often not quite a pliant one. The
dictum ascribed to him in Nyayalilavati is quoted in full by Sankara Miéra in Upaskara
(7. 2. 26), by Jayarama in Nydyasiddhantamala (fol. 120 al) ' and by Vacaspati II in
Khandanoddhara (Ben. Ed., p. 103) where it stands thus:

samvideva hi bhagvati
vastipagame nah Saranam [ 20

It is an appeal to Intuition or Immediate Perception as against the formal testimony
of Authority for the ascertainment of the real character of an cbject (vastiipagama) 1

17. ekakotiniyato hyanubhavo niscayah | jWanataddharmagrahini ca jfiane na dvaitamiti
vyavasthitireva tasyapi pr@mdanyaniscayah parata eveti ny@yasampradayal | ata
eveti viSesat tadriasya svata eveti tatparydcaryal |

18.

For another reference to Tatparydcarya see Viacaspati 11, Khandanoddhara, p. 81,
19. Ms. of Babu Diksita Jade of Benares.

20. Itis quoted in Parimala, a Com. on Maharthama#ijari (V. 32) by Maheévarﬁnanda,

thus : samvideva bhagavari visayasattvopagame Saranam, etc. p. 80, Trivand. Ed.)

21. In Nyayalilavati, for example, the question arises as to whether sankhya as an
independent guna is to be admitted. The Satrakara and Pradastapida both vouch for its
separate existence, but Bhasarvajfia, and with him Tatparyacarya, emphatically deny it,

setting at naught the weight of all tradition, apparently on the simple but ultimate ground
of samvidvirodhah.

. It 15' Interesting to note that samvit, or, as it is somewhere in a more
restricted sense denominated, prariti, as the final arbiter for all decisions, is practically

13 4 ° I3
admitted by all. [ Cf. Sankara Misra’s remarks in Upaskdra on the Samavayasitra
(cf. also Jayanta, p. 312)]. Precisely the same attitude of mind is evinced by the opponent
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This would seem to correspond, in one of its aspects, to the pratibha of the Yoga system
(Yo. Sut. 3. 54) described as immediate and all-embracing, as distinguished from anumana
and dgama wh’ich are remote. [Cf. ‘sarvavastini samvideka$aranani’ &c in Pramana-
parayana by Silikanatha, Upamana Chap. ( Pandir, Old Series, Vol. I, p. 153).
Samvit comprising anubliiti (=prama, their being no false presentation according to
Prabhakaras) and smrii samskdaramatraja samvit is a favourite word with the Prabha-
karas.] The epithet bhagavari as applied to samvit is strangely reminiscent of Kashmir
Saivism or Pratyabhijiia DarSana, where the expression bhagavati samvit or its equivalents
are of frequent occurence.2? (Jayasimha Siri speaks of pratyabhijfia as bhagavati in his

in Nvayamalijari when he defies the authority of Praastapida on the strength of what
he calls pratiti (Nydyamafijari, pp. 13624,1272), Thus, referring to the statement of
Pradastapdda (Viz. Ed., p. 24), viz. trayanam pratyaksatvariipavattvadravatvani, the
opponent, anxious to establish the praryaksatva of kala declaims : nedam daivikam
vacanam yadanatikramaniyam | na ca vacanena pratyaksatvamapratyaksatvam ca vya-
vasthapyate | pratyaksatvam hi aindriyakapratitivisayatvamucyate | taccedasti kalasya
nirfipasyapi pratyaksata kena varyate | [ Viz. Ed., pp.13627-137% ] Viewed from our
present standpoint, the drift of the opponent’s argument would appear to be this : That
aptavacana is acceptable in so far as it dues not clash with our experience, but as soon
as it happens to differ, its validity is impugned (cf. the view drstarthe vedanam
pramanyam nasti.. Of course in a spherc beyond human experience its validity stands
undisputed. A curious doctrine this, and is open to grave objections. But such seems to
have been the position of the opponent here concerned.
22, Cf Ksemaraja—
A. In Pratyvabhijiahrdaya (Kashmir Series, Vol. III). .
(a) sarvantaratamatvena vartamdnatvat tadbhittilagnatam vind ca kasyacidapi
svartipanupapatteh samvideva bhagavati ‘madhyam’ [ P. 3713715
(b) yada tu uktayuktikramena sarvantaratamatve madhyabhiita samvid bhaga-
vati vikasati etc. P. 391-2
(¢) par@saktiriipa citireva bhagavari svarantra etc. P.2877
(Note the usc of the term citiakti in Yoga)
(d) cideva bhagavati svacchasvatantrariipa and
B. In Commentary on the $iva Sitras, called Vimar$ini (Kashmir Series, Vol. 1)
(a) para bhattarika samvid icchasakipremulkham sthalameyaparyantam visvam
vamantt [
It may be mentioned by the way that the $oka
samvid bhagavatl devi smriyanubhavavedika |
anubliitih smrterany@ smrtih samskaramatraja |/
ascribed by Gaurikanta to the text of Tarkabhasa in some recensions hasa like significance.
The characterisation of samvit by the epithets bhagavati and devi is notable. Moreover,
its description as the Supreme Witness (for such would be the meaning of smriyanu-
bhavavedika, lit. the witness of amubhava and smrti or of the whole mental life ) rather
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Commentary on Nydyasara, Vidy. Ed., p. 266).
It is probable therefore that Tatparyacirya was a native of Kashmir.

II1I. TRILOCANA.

Ratna Kirti (9507) 28 in his Apohasiddhi (Six Bud. Ny. Tracts, p. 13 and
Ksanabhangasiddhi (Ibid, pp. 58. 70) quotes to refute the views of one Trilocana. No
definite data are available to determine the identity of this author, except what appears
from a study of the meaning of the extracts given by Ratnakirti, viz. that he had been
an established Nydya writer before the 10th Century. Mm. H. P. Sastn (Preface to

Six Bud. Ny. Tracts, p. ii) identifies him with the teacher (vidyaguru) of the great Vacas-
pati Mifra 24 and it is likely that he is right.

IV. VACASPATI MISRA.

The greatest name in the history of Philosophy of this country is perhaps that of
Trilocana’s pupil Vicaspati Mira. His wide and deep erudition in all the branches of
Indian Thought earned for him the rare distinction of being called sarvatantrasvatanirg
(Master of all Sciences)—a distinction seldom grudged by his successors. It is difficult
to glean anything from his numerous works in which traces of his personal predilections

in any direction might be detected. His all-round scholarship and sympathy with diverse
ways of thinking makes such an attempt almost impossible.

While the Vedantists claim him as their own, saying that he had been in his prewous
existence the great Varttikakara Sure$vara himself, one of the direct disciples of Sankara-
carya, Udayana pays homage to him rather as a great authority in Nyaya and comments
on his work. So with Mimamsi, Sankhya and Yoga—everywhere the stamp of his geniug

than as a mere state of consciousness, while bringing it close to the Vedintic conception
of s@ksi, is a sure mark of its relation to the Trika philosophy of Kashmir.

23. Dr. Vidyabhisana (Med. Ind. Logic, p. 140, footnote 2) makes the older
Ratnakirti, a contemporary of Raja Vimala Candra A.D. 650)—the author of Apohasi-
ddhi and Ksanabhangasiddhi. But the internal evidence of the works does not justify
this view. How, for example, could a man of the 7th Century have quoted from an
author (e.g. Vacaspati) who lived undoubtedly as late as A. D. 841 at the ezrliest?
To avoid falling into this absurdity 1 prefer to take the author of Apohasiddhi &c, to
be the younger Ratna Kirti whom Dr. Satis Chandra himself describes as the gury of
Ratnikara Santi ( Ibid, p. 140) in the University of Vikram$ild. Ratndkara’s time
being A. D.983, I have placed Ratnakirti in the middle of the 10th Century. [N. B.
Thisis an indirect corroboration of the plea for an earlier date (than A, D. 976) for
Vacaspati Miéra].

24. Both Udayana and Vardhamina speak of Trilocana as Vicaspati's gwru. And
Vacaspati himself saysin the Ta@rparyatika :
trilocanagurannitamarganugamanonmukhail |
yathamanam yathavastu vyakhyatamidamidysam |
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is unmistakeable.

Similarly it might appear that Vacaspati wasa Saiva in faith. His obeisance to
Bhava (Intro. to Bhamati, Verse 3, and to Nydyakanika, Verse 2), to Pinaki (Tat.
Tika, Intro. Verse 1) and to Vrsaketu (Intro. to Tattvavaisaradi, Verse 1. Cf. Tatparya
Tika, p 51312-13), might be cited as an illustration of his belief. But his devotion to
Visnu 25 and to Ganefa is equally patent (See Intro. Verse 1 in Nydyakanika and
Verse 4 in the beginning of Bhamati).

It appears from a reference to Udyanacarya’s Tatparyaparisuddhi that Vacaspati’s
tutor was Trilocana. 20 But in the Introduction to Nyaya-Kanika, Verse 3, Vacaspati thus
says :

ajfianatimirasamanim paradamanim Nydyama®jarim ruciram |
prasavitre prabhavitre vidyatarave namo gurave [/

Are we to understand this passage as containing an implied allusion to his Guru’s
work, Nyayamaiijari ?

Hall's remark ( Bibliography, pp. 5,9, 21 ;cf. Auf. ’s Cat. Cat. 1, p. 560 ; Ind. Off.
Cat., p. 719) that Martandatilakasvami was the name of Vacaspati’s tutor was obviously
due to a misinterpretation of the 4th Verse of the Introduction of the Bhamati, viz :

martandatilakasvamimahaganapiin vayam |
visvavandyan namasyamah sarvasiddhividh@yinah ||

Here Martanda, Tilakasvimi and Mahfiganapati are the names of three distinct gods.
The Dbelief that their worship ensures successis a very old one and is recorded in Smrti
Iiterature. (Cf Yajita. Sm 1. 293 ;see also Bala Sastri’s Ed, Bhamari, p. 1, f. note 3).
Mairtanda is doubtless the Sun and Mahaganapati the once-famous god of that name
(Anandagiri in his Sanka)avuaya testifies to the existence in the days of Sankaracarya
of a sect of Ginapatyas worshipping Mahaganapati as the Supreme Self. See Chap.
XV, Bibl. Ind. Ed. pp. 106-110. For a description of Mahaganapati see Gopindth Rao’s
Hindu Iconograhy, Vol. I, Part1, pp. 55-6).

From the two concluding verses (5 & 6) of the Bhamati 37 it would appear that
Vacaspati undertook to compose this—his greatest work during the reign, and perhaps
at the request, of one R3ji Nrga  And it is just probable, considering the praises lavished
upon this king, that he had been Vicaspati’s own patron. But who was he? That he
was not a mythical figure may be almost taken for granted. 28 According to Vacaspatl

25. 1Tt is striking that though the descriptions of the Deity inthe first -benedictory
verse of Ny Eyakanikﬁ, approaches to the definition of ifvara in Yoga Siifra, it is as Visnu
and not as I$vara or Siva that the Deity is conceived.

26. See also Mm. H. P. Sastn Preface to Six Bud. Ny. T/actv p. ii.

27. nrpantardnam manasapyagamyam bhrakscpamairena cakara kirtim |

kartasvarasarasupiiritarthasarthah svayam $astravicaksanasca [/
nare$vara yaccaritanukaramicchanti kartim na ca parayanti |
tasmin mahipe mahaniyalirtau Srimannrge’ kari maya nibandhaoh |/
ag. Cf. Amalananda iv Vedantakalpataru (Viz. Ed., p. 246) :  acaryam yo mahipatir-
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he was a king of a generous nature, accomplished in the Sastras and highly famed for
his wonderful deeds. And itis further said that the deeds which he had performed with
such remarkable ease (lilamdtravinirmita) were, not merely beyond the actual power of
other kings who would seek to imitate him, but even above their comprehension (manas-
api duskarani). 1have found a passage in the Bhamati which would seem toset ina
clear light the meaning of the above. The kirtis already named are here specified as
magnificent palaces and pleasure gardens. It occurs under Ved. Stit. 2. 1. 33 and may be
quoted here in full : na cadyapi na drSyante lilamatravinirmitani mahdprasadapramada-
vandni Srimannrganarendrandmanyesam manasapi duskarani naresvarapam |
(Nir. Sagar Ed., p. 406)

There cannot be much uncertainty as to the age in which Vacaspati Miéra flourished.
Forin his Nyayasiicinibandha he himself assigns 898 (vasvankavasu) as the date of its
composition, and though the era to which the number refess is left unme;ntioned, it is likely
that we have to take it standing for Vikrama Samvat, and not for Sakabda. The year
would then correspond to A. D. 841, 29

Regarding the native place of Vacaspati, tradition and opinion of scholars are equally
divided. From the evidence of a $loka found in the Introduction of Nyavasiitroddhara 30
Mm. H. P. Sastri infers that he was an inhabitant of Mithila. But this can hardly be

accepted as a correct view. The author of Nyayasiitroddhdra was Viacaspati 11 and was
not identical with the author of Bhamati and other works.

Vacaspati was a voluminous writer, mostly of commentaries. In Nyaya 31 two

mahicakdra (Appayyadiksita in the Kalpataruparimala prefers the reading mahayamcakara.
(See Parimala, Viz. Ed., p.4006). tasya nama nrga iti.

29. Cf. (i) Suali, Introduzione allo studio Filosofia Indiana, p. 58 ; (ii)) Woods, Yoga
system of Patafijali (H. O. Scries, Vol. 17), Introduction pp. XX1-XXII1 ; (iii) Seal,
The Positive Sciences of the Ancient Hindus, p. 51 ; (iv) Chakravarti, J.4.S.B. 1915, pp.
%62, 400. As opposed to the above I may set the view of Mm H. P. Sastri (Preface to
Sastri’s Notices, Vol. 1I. p. XIX & An Examination of the Nyaya Sitras in JASB,
1905, p. 246) who is disposed to maintain the Saka theory. With all respect for the
éistriji's erudition in this field I beg to differ from him on this point, for the simple reason
that Vacaspati ought to be placed at a sufficiently long interval from Udayana (A. D. 984)
to enablelthe latter to conceive of the idea of writing a Commentary upon his work.

30. Sistri’'s Notices, Vol. II., No. 118 p. 98 (cf. Preface XIX).

31. Vacaspati has left his speculations almost on every orthodox school, I say slmost
be'cause no work has yet been found dealing exclusively with the Vaisesika system in its
al_u?nated form. But though not discovered, such a work may be still existing. In
Sarkhya his Tattvakaumudi has become a standard treatise and more than superseded
Gaudapada’s Bhasya, and in Yoga the Tattvavaiddradi may yet claim the supreme place
of honour. His Nyayakanika, a Commentary on Mandana Misra’s Vidhiviveka, is as good
a tract in Mimamsa as the Bhamati is incontestably in Vedanta. Itis not a work on
Nyaya, but on Mim?npsi; and it is a pity that a scholar like the latc Mm. Dr. Satis
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works have come down to us, of which one is a mere booklet attempting to fix the
number of Gotama’s sitras and their readings. It is known as Nyayasicinibandha.
The other is a commentary on Uddyotakara’s Nydyavartika known as Nyayavartika-
tatparya-1ika. He is said (Biihler’s Caralogue of Sk. Mss. in the Private Libraries of
Gujrat etc. 4, p. 24) to have also written a commentary on Nydyaratna, apparently an older
treatise which is now lost.32

The Nyayatattvaloka, noticed in the India Office Catalogue, pp. 610-611, was the
work of the younger Vicaspati Mifra, and not of the author of the Tarparyatika.

V.—JAYANTA

The determination of the time of Jayanta, the author of Nydyamarjari does not seem
to be beset with much difficulty.

makes the curiously blundering statement : “Vacaspati Misra’s Nydyakanika, a work on Logic
is not now available”. The work was published in Benares as early as the year A. D. 1907
and is even now available in print. The word nydya seems to have led Dr. Vidyabhiisana
to the belief that it was ‘a work on Logic’, though it is well-known that many celebrated
Mimamsa work have a similar designation. Cf. Madhavacarya’s Nydyamalavistara,
Parthas@rathi MiSra’s Nydyaratnakara, Nyayaratna-mala, etc. Tattvabindu is a small
original paper devoted to discussion of Sound. Tattvasamiksa (Bhamati, Nir. Sagar Ed.,
p. 996 ; Tat. Tika, p. 57) or Brahmatattvasamiksa (Bhamati Nir. Sag. pp. 15, 466 &
Tatparya Tika, p. 394) and Brahmasiddhi (Nyayakanika p. 80) are two other Vedantic
works, now lost, by Vicaspati, to which he himself makes passing references. [Hall,
p- 87, and Amalananda (in Veddntakalpataru, Viz Ed., p. 558) make Tattva-Samiksa a
Commentary on the Brahmasiddhi]. Of all his works Brahmasidahi, Brahmatattvasamiksa
& Nyayakanika (mentioned in Bhamati, pp. 15, 466, 996, in Tatparya Tika, pp. 394,
395, 467 ; in Tattvavaisaradi under Siit. 4.14) seem to be the earliest, and Tattvabindu
mentioned in Bhamati, p. 996, Tattvavaisaradi and Bhamati the latest. Tasparya(ika is
earlier than Tattvakaumudi (cf. Kaumudi under Karika 5). but later than the earliest group.
From the expression yannyayasankhyayoganam vedantanam nibandhanaili in the Bhamati
(concluding verse 2) it appears that Tattvavaisdaradi and Tattvakaumudi are both earlier than
the work. Itis thus clear, as orthodox tradition has ever maintained, that Bhamari was
the last work from Vacaspati’s pen. [In Car. Cat. p. 560 three more works are attributed
to Vdcaspati, viz. Brahmatvasamhitoddipani & Vedantatattvakaumudi in Vedanta &
Yuktidipika in Sankhya.
32. May it not be the same Nydyaratna which Bhisarvajfia in Nyadyasara attributes
to the authorship of his own Guru ?
Presumably the work had been of great merit and enjoyed a wide celebrity befere the
time of Vicaspati Miéra, or he would not have undertaken to write outa Commentary

upon it. And this would be perfectly in keeping with the encomiums bestowed upon it
by Bhisarvajna.
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Gange$a’s reference to him as jarannaiydyika shows thatin the latter’s time he had
been an established authority.

There does not seem to exist any positive evidence in confirmation of the alleged
quotation by Jayanta from Viacaspati Miéra’s works.

(a) Mr. Chakravarti’s statement (J.4.S.B. Sept. 1915, p. 262, f. Note I) that
“Bhamati is quoted as an authority in Nyayamafijari” is apparently founded on the foot-
note by Mm. Pandit Gangadhara Sasétri (Ny. Maij , p. 120) where the Sloka—

yatneniinumito’pyarthah kuSalairanumatrbhif |

abhiyuktatarairanyail anyathaivopapadyate [/
is erroneously ascribed to Bhamati under Siitra 2.1.11. The sloka as a matter of fact
does not belong to Bhamati, where it is introduced as taduktam. It occurs originally in
Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya, 1. 34.

(b) Gangadhara (Preface to Ny. Maiij., p. 1) says that in the sentence tadapi
parihrtamacaryairj@tam ca sambaddham ca ityekah kala iti vadadbhih [ (Ny. Maiij., p.
31218) the word dcdryaih is to be understood as a reference to Vdcaspati MiSra whose
Tatparyatika on Siitra 2. 1. 32 contains the following statement: athasambaddhasya
vidyamanatvam tat satyapi prthaggatimative navayavinos'ti jatah sambaddhascetyekah kalal
(p. 267). Now, though the dictum jarah &c. found in Ny. Maiij. does really occur if1
Tatparyatika it may not have been the original pronouncement of Vicaspati. For in
view of the practically insignificant interval between their period of life, % it is hard to
believe that Jayanta should have spoken of Vacaspati in such term as @earyah at all. It
is more probable that the dictum had been even then, as later (cl. Upaskara on 1. 2. 3),
a familiar one, and that the dcarya, referred to by Jayanta, may have been an ancient
authority.

' As for the personal history of Jayanta, nothing more is known than what his son
Abhinanda has recorded in the Introduction of his Kddambarikathasara. 1t is said there
that Jayanta’s 5th ancestor, named éakti had emigrated from Gauda and scttled in
Darvabhisira, a country which Dr. Biihler located on the frontiers of Kashmir (Ind.
Ant., Vol. I p. 102).84 The village of Gauramilaka, which Jayanta’s grandfather Kalyiina
Svami is said to have acquired in consequence of having performed a Samgrahani
sacrifice,’> is mentioned as Ghoramtlaka in the Rajatarangini, VIII, 1861. According to
, 33. Vacaspati lived in A.D. 841 and Jayanta, being the great grandson of éakti
Svami, the minister of king Muktapida Lalitaditya of Kashmir could not have been far

removed from him in age. Possibly both were conlemporaries, one older and the other
younger.

34. Dr. Stein makes itcomprise “the whole tract of the lower and middle hills lying

between the Vitastd and Candrabhaga” (See Stein’s Trans., Vol. I, p. 33, footnote to
verse 180). ’

35. as i1 amaka a i an sa isti
matpitamaha eva gramakamah samgrahanim krtavan sa istisamadptisamanantaram-

eva gfwramﬁlf_z/cfe gramamavapa | Nyya Maijart, p. 274. Dr. Stein has fallen into a twofold
mistake Dere (i) in taking Abhinanda to be the author of Ny@yamawjari and (ii) in calling
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Dr. Stein it was situated in the territory of Rajapuri within the boundaries of Darvabhi-
sira (Kalhana's Chronicles of the Kings of Kashmir, by Stein, Vol. IL. pp. 144-5, foot-note
- to verse 186,1).35
King Sankaravarmana whom Jayanta describes as dharmatattvajia and to whom he
attributes (p. 271) the credit of having suppressed the Nilambaravrata, apparently a very
obscene rite, cannot be identified with certainty. From Jayanta’s words it would seem,
as Col.Jacob has rightly guessed (J.R.4.S, 1911, p. 511), that the king was a Jain.37
Jayanta was known to his contemporaries as a vritikara (Ny. MaFj., p. 65917 ; cf.
Kadambarikathasara, Introduction) or the author of a gloss on the Nyaya Siutras of
Gotama.3® Probably Nyayamafijari is the gloss here referred to. Gunaratna in his
Commentary on Saddar$anasamuccaya, ascribes to Jayanta a Commentary on Nyaya-
sara, named Nydya-kalika. It is notknown whether this Commentary is now extant.
Biihler notices a work of the same name by Jayanta in his Kashmir Report (Nos. 385-7,

p. CXLYV),% but until its contents are examined it would be impossible to say anything
as to its identity.

Jayanta’s father by the name of Kanta. The second mistake, based on Biihler’s false
rendering (/nd. Ant. 11, p. 104) evidently arose from a misunderstanding of the following
verse of Kadambarikathdsara :

agddhahrdayattasmat parame.\‘varama)_u_iargam /

ajdyata sutah kantaScandro dugdhodadheriva /!

Here the meaning is plain enough. The word candra has to be taken in a double

sense signifying the name of the son as well as the Moon. The epithet Kanta would be
applicable in both the cases. That this interpretation is the right one would appear from
the fact that Jayanta himself mentions Candra as his father in the end of Nyayamafijari
(p. 65916).
36. A genealogy of Jayanta’s family, constructed from the statements of his son,
is appended below :
éAKTI (Gauda Brahmana of the Bharadvdja Gotra)
MITRA
SAKTISVAMIN, minister ( mantri) of king Muktapida (Lalitaditya) of the
Karkota family. (See Raj. Tar. LV. 42).
KALYANA SVAMIN, agreat Sacrificer and Yogin.
CANDRA, a great Controversialist.
JAYANTA
37. There was a king of this name in Kashmir, but the anachronism of his time
(A. D. 883-902) and the fact of his being described by Kalhana as a worthless prince
(V. Taranga) precludes the possibility of this identification.
38, Cf. Rijafekhara’s Saddaranasamuccaya, p. 103,
39. Cf. also Stein, Catalogue of Sanskrit Mss., Jammu, p. 148, No. 1553. The
opening benedictory $loka of this Commentary is the same asin NyayamaWjari (p. 1,
NV-3
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The style of Nydyamafijari deserves special mention. It is unique of its kind, racy,
humorous, brilliant, with a poignancy that is almost biting in its pointedness.t® It is
wonderfully eloquent, sweeping everything before its tremendous rush—the arguments
of the Laukayatikas as mercilessly as those of the Mimamsakas. All through the work
there runs a deep vein of religious earnestness—a sense of personal conviction—which

renders its remarks on the views of the opponents so causti¢ and bitter. Thus, for instance,
we read on p. 204—

ye tvisvaram nirapavadadrdhapramana-

siddhasvartipamapi nabhyupayanti miidhah |

papaya taih saha kathapi vitanyamana

jayate niinamiti yuktamato virantum [/ .
Cf. also on p. 236—mimamsaka yasah pivantu payo va pivantu buddhijadyapanayanaya
brahmighrtam va@ pivantu vedastu purusapranita eva natra bhrantih |

The general Saiva Cul,ture of Kashmir exercised a marked influence on Jayanta’s

personal creed. He was a Saiva through and through. In his discussion on theism he
shows a decided bias towards the Kashmirian form of this faith. Like Bhasarvajfia and
other Sivaite philosophers he too conceives of the Divinity as Siva (p. 20011-25) and
predicates of Him 5, rather than 3, of the 9 vifesagunas pertaining to the atman. It is

interesting to note that among these qualities, all eternal, we find both dharma and sulkhq

(besides the usual trio, viz. JWana, iccha and krti). He says—dharmastu bhiitdnugraha-

vato vastusvabhavyad bhavan na viryate tasya phalam paramdrthanispattireva | sukham
tvasya nityameva nily@nandatvendgamat pratiteh (p. 201'3-14). Now in the mouth ofa

Naiyayika this would appear to be a remarkable confession. For though, strictly speaking,
dharmais not denied to isvara in the orthodox system (cf. Ny. Vartika, Benares Ed)—yo
dharma i$vare ndasau tatraiSvaryam karoti kintu pratyatmavrttin dharmadharmasannicaya-
nanugrhnati (p. 4645-8) it is admitted only as a matter of concession. Thus Uddyotakara
expresses his own views—na cesvare dharmo’sti (Ny. Va., p. 4648) and etattu na buddhya.
mahe yatha buddhimatt@yamisvarasya pramanasadbhavo na caivam dharmadinityatve prama-
namasti &c. (Ny. Va., p.46418.15) Vicaspati, too, says almost the same thing (See
Tar. Tika, p. 4202173).  Similarly as regards the existence of nityasukha and its presence
in i$vara (and with some, in the mukta atmans as well), the usual evidence of the Nyaya-

verse 1), but the concluding verse runs thus :
ajatarasanisyandamanabhivyaktasaurabham |
rydyasya kalikamitram jayantalh paryadidriat ||
It is likely, considering the meanings of the words Okalika and © matijari, that the

former was a smaller work on the same subject (i. e. a gloss on the Nyaya Siitras). How-
ever, thisis only a conjecture.

40. Abhinanda thus describes the style of his father :

sarasah sadalankarah prasadamadhura girah |
kantastatajayantasya jayanti jagatam guroh /|
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Vaiesika is decidedly against it Thc following words of Udayana may serve as the pith
of their arguments :
nityam tu sukham na satyam yogyanupalambhabadhitatvat |
Srutistatra pramanamiti cet, na |
yogyanupalambhabadhite tadanavakasat,
avakase va gravaplavanasruterapi tathabhavaprasangat |
[Atmatattvaviveka (Tarkapaficinana’s Ed., p. 9514-17)]4

VI. VYOMASIVACARYA

Vyomaéivz'icﬁrya, as the name indicates, seems to me to have been a éaiva Saint
of the South. Though a high authority on Vaiéesika philosophy his name has
practically been forgotten. Rajasekhara, in his commentary on the Njy@yakandali
( Nyayakandalipaficika ), credits him with the authorship of a commentary named
Vyomavati on Pradastapada’s  Padarthadharmasangraha. This commentary was long
believed to have been lost, but it has recently been recovered and a transcribed copy
of it exists in the Goveirnment Sanskrit Library Benares, from which it appears that
the work more than ordinarily deserved the renown which it once universally enjoyed.
It is likely that the Acarya of whom Udayana speaks in the Kirgnavali is no other than.
Vyomadiva, and that Sridhara also presumably made use of his predecessor’s work in
writing the Kandall.

Vyoma$iva was the leader, at any rate a learned representative of a distinct
section of VaiSesika school and commanded a great influence on contemporary and
subsequent thought. He accepted Sabda as a separate pramadna and had no sympathy
with the people who suggested that the Vaifesika did not admit the independence of
verbal testimony as a valid source of knowledge. In regard to this view of his
Manibhadra gives the following report in commenting on Haribhadra’s Saddar$anasamu-
ccaya (Chowkh. Ed. p. 63) yadyapi aulikyasasane vyomasivacaryoktdni trini praman-
G@ui, tathapi Sridharamatdpeksaya atra ublic eva nigadite |

1t is clear from this that there was already a split in the school which was due perhaps
to the interpretation of the truc import of the s@tra (Vai$) 9. 3. 3., and was mnot of
comparatively recent Ioccurrence Among the advocates of dual pramana we find the
names of schlars like Sridhara, Sivaditya, Vallabhicdarya, Udayana (?), Rijasekhara (see
his s_‘ac_idarsanasamuccaya, Yadovijaya Ed., verse 114, p. 11) &ec. 42 And Sureévaracarya,

-
41. Comparing the statements of Jayanta and Udayana it appears that their attitudes
towards dghma were quite distinct. In this regard in spite of slight differences Jayanta
and Bhasarvajfia side together.
4). Gaudapadacarya, while commewrting on Sankhyakarika 4, plainly refers to
the Vaisesika opinion as being in favour of the duality of pramana: yadyapi vaisesi-
kaih $abdo ndbhyupeyate tathapi te na pramatarah (Ben-Ed., p. 5).
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in his Manasollasa, 11. 17 (Mys. Bd., p. 49), also subscribes to this vie"N. 48 On the
contrary, the interpretation of Vyomasiva is confirmed by the statements of Sankardcirya
in the Sarvasiddhﬁnrasan“graha (V. 33, p. 22) and of Jinadatta in the Vivekavilasa (Bhand.
Rep. 1883’84, p. 462), 14

The only other references to Vyomasiva which I have hitherto found in Sanskrit

philosophical literature occur in Vadindra’s Rasas@ra, 43 and Vallabha’s Nyayalilavati
(Bomb. Ed., p. 98)

VIL—UDAYANACARYA

The last great representative of the older schools of Nyaya and Vaifesika was
beyond question Udayanacarya.

- - - - z - . .
Jayanta and Viacaspati Misra wrote on Nyaya, while Sridhara wrote on Valéeglka,

but the credit of combining for the first time the two allied systems into a joint form 40

is, according to tradition, due to Udayana. And it was he who made the most pronounced

effort to combat the anti-theistical tendencies of his age by bringing philosophy to the
service of theology. His Atmatattvaviveka & Nydyakusumaiijali . are the best polemical

43. Cf. Jayanardyana’s Sarvadarsanasangraha in the vernacular, p. 45.

44. vaisesikamate tavat pramdnatritayam bhavet /

pratyaksamanumianam ca tartiyaikamathagamah [| (Vivekavilasa)

In the Brhadvrttili to ViSesavaSyakabhasya ( Ben. Ed. p. 666) the Vaidesikus
are credited with the theory of three pramanas: idam ca vaiSesikamatenq
pratyaksanumanagamalaksanam pramanatrayamupanyastam |

45. etena svasamavetaviSesyavisistatve sati svasrayaikajatiyavyavacchedako visesaguna iti
vyomasivacaryoktamapi laksanam pratyuktam | svasrayaikajatiyapadena navanyatamasya
vivaksitatvat ( Rasasara, p 11)

46. For instance in the Nyayalusumafijali, which being an independent treatise
afforded ample opportunites to the author for sufficient freedom of expression, we find in
several places the characteristic doctrines of Nyaya and Vaiesika fused up with one
another. To take one example : The Vaiécsika does not admit upamana and Sabda to be
separate pramanas, but Udayana, in agrecment with the orthodox Naiyayika's slandpoint
(Ibid. II-I. 12, Benares Ed., pp. 52-57 & pp. 57 etc.), makes it a definite point to prove
th'ﬂt their Separate character cannot le gainsaid. But on the other hand, while dealing
with question Oi" Svapna or dream-consciousness he subscribes to the usual Vaiesika view
of the point with some modification : thus though the Naijyayika and the Vaiéegika are
both-at one on the falsity of dream-consciousness, the former considers it asakind of
smrii, Wht?reas the latter makes it fall under the category of anubhava and so, distinct
from smrti.  Udayana agrees with the VaiSesika in so far as he maintains the presentative
character of dream-consciousgess (tasmadanubhava evasau svikartavyah, Ny. Kusu., V., Ben.

Ed. P-_147), but differs from him in holding that even dreams may come occasionally
true ( @sta ca svapn@nubhavasyapi kasyacit satyatvam samvadat, Ibid.)
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treatises ever written with the avowed object of disposing of the Buddhist contentions
against the doctrines of @man and isvara and of placing their truth on a irm and secure
footing.
There is no doubt now as to the age of Udayandcarya. He lived in the fourth quarter
of the 10th century as evidenced by the following S$loka at the end of his Laksanavali :
tark@mbarankapramitesvatitesu Sakantatal |
varsesudayana.skalue subodham laksanavalim [/
This gives 906 Sakabda or A. D. 984 for the composition of Laksanavali and as
this was not probably his very last piece, his period of life may be carried some more
years forward.

Udayana was a contemporary of Sndhara but it is not possible with the resources
now available to determine which of them was the older.

His Laksanavali was 7 years
earlier than the Kandali,

but therc secms to be reason to believe that his Kiranavali
was a later work. Besides the case already cited by Pandit dehyesvan Prasad Dube
(Preface to Nyayakandall, p.21.f. note 5) where the view of Sridhara appears to be
cited and refuted in the Kirapavali, there is one positive instance of a sumlar kind.
Thus the view on tamah as the imposed blue colour which is associated with Sridhara’s
name (cf. Sarvadarsanasamwaha & Dinakari) is rejected in the Kiranavali (pp. 19-20);
and though the name of Sridhara is nowhere mentioned by Udayana, it is nevertheless
sure that his views were familiar to him. But Udayana did not live to complete the

work thus initiated which broke oﬁ' abruptly in its course with Buddhigranthah. 1 think
that on the death of Udayana, Sndhala still living, began to revise his book in the
light of the criticisms made, not failing however in his turn to cast a fling at Udayana
whenever occasion permitted. This is my own suggestion and may be accepted asa
t'entative explanation of the otherwise quite unintelligible fact of both Udayana and
Sridhara quoting and’ refuting each other’s views, 47

Udayana was a Saiva, and though professedly a Naiyayika he had the highest regard
for Vedinta in its most rigorous and unfalsified form. His notion of Nydya, too, was
unique. His conception of the mutual relations of the various systems of Indian
philosophy, orthodox and heterodox, is extremely interesting. I am reminded here of
the remarkable passage in the Atmatattvaviveka where he attempts to show that in its
gradual ascent along the path of moksa the soul is confronted with views which broaden
out more and more. The different schools of philosophy representing the varied views
thus obtained in passing are conceived to form a graduated series, arranged according
to an ascending scale of spiritual realisation, and in such a scheme the loweris always
supposed to bea stepping stone to the higher andis to be superseded by it. 48 Udayana’s

47. For Sridhara referring to Udayana’s views
f. note 3.

43. This attempt at Synthesis, though incidental, may be taken to be one of the
earliest of its kind on record, and though brief, is matchless in its grandeur. Sarvajfiatma
Muni’s earlier attempt (in Samksepasariraka) and Madhusidana’s (in Prasthanabheda)

, see Preface to Nyayakandali, p. 21,
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works may be thus tabulated :
A. Commentaries on:

(a) Gotama’s Sttras (Nyayapariista)

(b) Prasastapada’s Padarthadharmasamgraha (Kiranavali). .
It was the last work of Udayana, and contains references to Atmatattvaviveka and
Nyayakusumatijali (p. 147).

(c) Vacaspati Misra’s Nyayavartikatatparyatika ( Nydyavartikatatparyaparisuddhi
or Nyayanibandha).
B. (a) Atmatattvaviveka (known also as Bauddhadhikdra or Bauddhadhikk@ra). This
was probably one of his earliest works. Itis a splendid production, and represents

probably the most vigorous defence of the Theory of Scif on bel.lf of Nyaya against
the merciless assauits of the Buddhist philosophers.

(b) Nyayakusumanjali, consisting of 5 chapters, partlyin prose and partly in verse.
It contains a reference to Atmatattvaviveka.

(c) Laksanavali. % This is a very useful booklet, containing a series of definitions
of terms pertaining to the Vaiéegika philosophy. It was composed in 906 éakﬁbda or
A.D. 984, and was therefore earlier than the Kirandvali which succeeded the Nyaya.
kandali written in A.D.991. So Ido not find any warrant for Mr. Chakravarti’s
opinion (JASB., Sept. 1915, p. 263) that the Kiranavali preceded Laksanavali. The
fact that the last Sloka of Laksandvali is the same as the opening verse of the

Kiranavali really proves nothing. For we might as well arguc from this fact that the
former was earlier than the latter.

(d) Prabodhasiddhi, an original treatise in Nyaya, probably compiled from Vatsy-
@yana, Uddyotakara and Vicaspati (cf, T. Raksa, p. 3089-11), Varadardja refers to it
four times in the Tarkikaraksa (pp. 189-190, 308, 343 & 357), and though he does not
attribute it to Udayana by name, there can be no doubt about Udayana’s authorship of
it50 from the fact that Varadaraja once speaks of the author as Acarya (p. 30810-11),

a term generally reserved by the later Naiydyikas for Udayana (and sometimes for
Vicaspati also). 6

and Vijianabhiksu’s (in his Introduction to Sankhyapravacanabhasya) later ones pale
before it in comparison. '

49. Mallinatha in his Commentary on Tarkikaraksa makes Udayana the author of
Laksanamala (pp, 179°, 22518), but this seems to be a case of erroneous ascription.
Laksanamala was the work of Sivaditya and not of Udayana. - Probably the mistake arose
from a confusion of Laksanamala with Udayana’s Laksanavali, That Varadardja does
not refer to Udayana’s work follows from the facts that oncc'( p. 179) he explicitly mentions
Laksanamald by name as the source of his quotation, and that in both the cases the
statements cited do not occur in the Laksangvali.

50. Cf. Intro. to Tarkikaraksa, P. 7; Aufrecht, Cat, Cat. I, 65 (here the name
appears as Bodhasiddhi).

51. For example, sec Tarkikaraksa, p. 15913-14, where Varadarija quotes Udayana’s
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VIIL.—SRIDHARA

As the author of Nyayakandali, a Commentary on Pradastapida’s Padarthadhar-
masamgraha, Sridhara’s reputation has come down to posterity. He was a great scholar,
the last of that glorious band whose depth of learning was commensurate with their range
of studies. In Nyaya his fame is known to be well established : later writers have always
acknowledged his authority, and though some of his personal opinions, such as the view
on tamah 52 are rejected in the subsequent history of this philosophy, the eminence of
his position in the world of Indian thinkers remains still unaffected by it.

Sridhara is fortunately one of those few writers in the history of India who have
left some account of themselves. He says in the Nyayakandali, pp. 330-331, that he was
born in the village of Bhurisgsti in Southern Radha (daksinaradhdyam bhurisrstih). His
parents’ names are given as Baladeva and Acchoka (or Abboka), and it appears that the
Kayastha gentleman named Pandudidsa, at whose request he undertook to write this
Commentary, was his patron.

Besides (a) Nyayakandali 53 whlch was composed in 913 Saka ( tryadhikadadottara-
navasatasakabdam) or A. D. 991, Srldhara has also written—

(b) Advayasiddhi, an original work in Vedanta (Kandali, p. 5)

(c) Tattvaprabodha, an original work in Mimamsa (Kand., pp. 82, 146), and

(d) Tattvasamvadini (Kand , p. 82)

Mr. Chakravarti notes (Joc. cit.) that Sridhara’s Nyayakandali was “little used in
Bengal or Mithila”. DBut this does not seem to me to have been exactly the case, at least
so far as Mithild is concerned. For though undoubtedly it was not so widely read as
Udayana’s Kiranavali 5* and was confined to the specialists alone, its studies continued for
some “centuries uninterrupted, and it was during these years of its flourishing condition

deﬁmtlon of ViSesa under the name of Acaryah (Mallinatha makes Acdrya=XKiranavali-
kara). Cf. Tarkikaraksa, p. 1075-8 (tadetat sarvam nydyakusumaijalau prapaficitama-
caryaih), p. 658 (lingaparamarso’numanamityacaryah), pp. 859, 861-2, &c and also p. 7
(see Mallindtha’s note).

52. His view might appear to be outlandish to one accustomed to the usual way of
thinking. To him tamah (darkness) is not mere gbhdva as with the orthodox Naiyayika,
nor a kind of dravya made up of atomic particles as with the Mlmamsaka but it is the
blue colour and is therefore a quality (cf. fora summary of the different Views on darkness,
Athalve, Tarkasargraha, Notes, pp. 78-79). Sndhara thus sums up his own conclusion

on the question :  fasmad riipaviseso’ yamatyantam tejo’bhave sati sarvatah samaropitastama
iti pratiyate [ Kandali. p. 923.24,

53. Saigrahatikd (Kand. p. 159), was not a Commentary on some treatise named

Samgraha (= Kanadasamgraha ?), as is usually supposed, but it was the name of the
Kandali itself. If we remember that the Kandali was the Commentary on the Padirtha-
dharmasamgraha, we can make out the meaning of the term.

54, But in Kashmir, it would appear from Biihler’s Report, it enjoyed a greater
popularity.
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that Commentaries used to be Wwritten upon it. Padmanabha wrote a Commentary
upon it (Nyayakandalisara) as he had done upon Udayana’s parallel work, and looking at
the opening verse of this commentary it would seem that Vardhamana and other earlier
writers had also commented upon it. 85 With the evidence for these Commentaries, all by
Maithilas, before us, it would be hard to accept Mr Chakravarti’s statement regarding
Mithila astrue. But asto the fact of the general disuse of the book in Bengal there
exists no ground for raising any question. Itis really a mystery how a work written in
Bengal, by a Bengali author and with real claims to appreciation should have gone
out of fashion in the country of its birth. It seems to me equally inexplicable how
this work, just like Bh@sarvajiia’s Nyayasara, could find such vogue among the
Jain logicians. RajaSekhara wrote a Commentary upon it ( Nydyakandalipa¥ijika.
See Peterson’s Report 3. 272) and refers to it in his Saddarianasamuccaya. Gunaratna,
in his gloss on Haribhadra’s SaddarSanasamuccaya and Mallisena in Syadvadamafijari
(Yasovijaya Ed., p. 56) also refer to it, and so do many other Jaina -writers.

IX.—SIVADITYA MISRA

The earliest reference of Nyayacdrya 56 Slvadnya Miéra is found in Srlharsas
Khandanakhandakhadya where the former’s definition of prama is strongly denounced.
tharsas time being the 12th Century (M. Chakravarti, in JASB,

1915, p. 264),
Swadltya may be placed a century or more earlier.

He seems to have been the author of two original works, both in Vaidesika viz,
Saptapadirthi and (b) Laksanamala (See Pratyaksvardpa’s Commentary on Citsukhi, Nir,
Sagara Ed., p. 180 ; and Safikara Miéra’s Commentary on Khandana®, p. 144).

Pandit Vindhye$vari Prasid Dube (Intro. to Prasastapadabhasya and Nyaya

-kandall, Viz. Series, p. 19, f. note 2) assumes the identity of this Slvadxlya with
Vyoma$ivicarya, the author of a Commentary on Prasastapddabhasya.

This assumption
is not temable. Probably this

mis-identification proceeded from a confusion due to
similarity of names and to an erroneous reading in one of the Mss. of Saptapadarthi
(cf. Tailanga Rama Sastri's Ed. of Saptapadarthi, Preface, p. 1. and the Text p. 80,
footnote). ,

Mr. Chakravarti (JASB., 195, p. 262) attributes to Sivaditya the credit of having

added the Category, abhava, to the sixfold group of the older writers. But this view cannot

55. Thus in the $loka,
upadista gurucaranairasprsta vardhamanadyaih |
kandalyah sardrthastanyante padmandbhena |/

Intro. to Nyayakandali, p. 4.

the expression asprsta vardhamanadyaih plainly implies the existence of Commen-
taries upon the work by Vardhamana and other authors gone before.

56. Sankara Miéra employs this epithet for vaadxtyas name in his Commentary
on Khandana-khanda-khadya (Ben. Ed., p. 144).
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be accepted without some reservation. For if it is meant by what he says that Sivaditya
was the earliest known philosopher who gave to a'hdva a place of importance in the
discussion of Categories and that he was nor its introducer, the view may be pronounced’
probable. But if it implies, as it seems to do, that he added it as a fresh Category not
hitherto recognised in the system, the error is apparent. The distinctive position of the
Vaiéegika in the order of Indian Systems would suffer a deadly shock with the disappear-
ance of abhava. Itforms, with samavaya and visesa, the keystone of the whole system.
It is true that in the older works .(e.g Vai$ Sit 1.1 4; Pras. Bha, p. 6 ; cf, San, Sut,
1. 25 : Kandali, p. 331%) six categories are explicitly enounced, butit does not mean
that abhdva is not recognised as real. The reason why it ’is excluded from the usual
formulation of the Categories, all positive, is thus stated by Sridhara : abhg@vasya prtha-
ganupadesah bh@vaparatantryanna  tvabhavat ( Kandali, p. 7 1). With the Vaisesika,
(unlike the Sankhya), for whom prariri (added to, but in a greater measure than, its
counterpart vyavaharah) as an ultimate fact of consciousness given in the form of ‘belief’,
is the determinant of objective reality, abhdva is necessarily real. It was under a metaphy-
sical, rather than a logical, necessity that abhdva had to be postulated in this system.
And the necessity thus felt was twofold, arising (a) from the fundamental assumption
of the school that moksa is really negative,’” (b) and from its doctrine of Asatkdaryavada
which allows of a real negative judgment. To illustrate this point we may revert to the
position of Satkaryavada such as that of the Sankhya or the Yoga to see that a really nega-
tive predicate can have no place in its theory of predication. It being assumed here that
everything exists everywhere, or one thing is identical with another (jdatvanucchedena
sarvam sarvatmakam, Vyasa’s Com. on Yoga Siitra 111-14.) all negation would be merely
verbal (vaikalpika). Let us take an example :

(A) The judgment ghato nasti or more explicitly mretikayam ghato nasti would be a
real judgment according to the Vaifesika and lend itself to a double interpretation—(i) it
may mean that the jar, being not yet produced, does not exist in the Matter (mretika) ;
this would be pragabhava; or (ii) it may mean that the jar, being destroyed, does not
exist in the Matter (mrrrikd) ; this would be dhvamsalh. But both these kinds of abhdva
are, according to the Sankhya-Yoga, really two forms of bhdva (there being no room for
asat in this system), the one known as the andgatadharma and the other as the aritadharma
of the Matter (mririkd). Both are equally positive in content. The judgment ghato
nisti, therefore asin (i) and (ii), or more strictly mretikd ghatabhavavati, would be a
pseudo-judgment, the true (of course relatively) judgment taking the form of mretika
ghatavati, even when the ghata is not produced or is already destroyed. In other words
while in SAnkhya-Yoga abhdva is not allowed to be a real predicate or dharma, in Nydya-
Vaisesika it is. It may be observed that the Vaisesika allows only what is called in Sankhya-
Yoga vartamana-dharma i. €. uditadharma to be a positive predicate, That is, ghata may

57. According to the VaiSesika, moksa being conceived as an absence of qualities, a
separate catsgory other than positive was rendered necessary. This was named abhava.
NY—4
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be a positive predicate of mirttikd or mrttika@ may be said to be the adhdra of ghata, only
after its production and before its destruction ; in other words when itis varfamana.
And for explaining this presence or vartamanata of the product in the Matter, the relation
of samavaya has to be assumed. But before the production and after the destruction
ghata is negatively predicable. Thisis a fundamental difference between_the iwo systems,
resulting necessarily from the two assumptions of satkd@rya or asatkdrya. . Naturally
therefore, the atita and andgata vastu, though admitted to be prameya or o'bJect (visaya)
of right knowledge, are held in the Nyﬁya-Vaiéegika as agsat or non-existing (but not
tuccha or avastu as the Bauddha might say), i. e. dhvamsa and pragabhdva are respectively
predicable of them.

(B) Similarly the judgment pato ghato na where theidentity of the objects pata
and ghata is denied, would be a false judgment according to the Sﬁﬂkhya-Yo.ga. Really patu
being identical with ghata (tadatmaka) there is no ground for such negation. But since
the Nyaya-Vaisesika does not hold Prakrtikdrapavada or the doctrine of the Immanence
and Unity of Matter of which the manifold (vaicitrya) givenin experience is more or less
(i.. graded) a manifestation, and consequently is an advocate of absolute difference (aryansq-

bheda} between one thing and another, it cannot do without what is technically called
anyonyabhava.

(€) Aud so with atyantabhiva too. Everything being everywhere, and so there
being no possibility of any relation (samsarga) like samyoga or samavaya which implics
the existence of two really distinct objects, aryantabh@va is no more than a verbal
fiction.

Briefly speaking, then, the Prakrtivada of the Sankhya, of which Satkdryavada is
an aspect, leaves it no room for real abhava (or sambandha). All predication is
reduced to identification ; dharmi or logical subject, k@rapa (updddna) is identical
with dharma or predicate, i. e. karya. Matter (prakrti) is the subject in the
last resort, and g else, viz. the products ( vikrtis), are its predicates. ~These
predicates, all positive, are each threefold in character—atita, andgata, and vartamana.
this division being founded on the bare fact of succession given in the limited consciousness
(vrtyatmaka j%anay and not on the reality (svarfipatah) in which all the predicates co-
exist and are identical with the subject. That is to say, time itself being a product
predicates appear within it as successive, but beyond it—in Eternity—or in mala prakrii.
the predicates are already given as existing together and somehow inexplicably identical
with it. This is taddtmya. [ From this it will be plain why Sankhya-Yoga does not feel
the necessity of admitting samanya and videsa, both predicates, asdistinct Categories.
And real difference being denied, it is easy tc; understand how the necessity of samavarva
also is dispensed with.]

The Vaisesika, on the other hand, with his assumption of real difference corres-
ponding to and necessitated by the difference in praryaya and vyavahara was thrown upon
the Asatkz‘lryav:'ida (which is, looked at from a slightly different standpoint, the same
thing as Arambhavada and Paramanuvada) which led him in logical coursc to maintain
the reality of succession and with this of what are technically termed pragabhava and
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dhvamsa. Their anyonyabhava also follows narurally from the view of the reality of
difference given in consciousness, viz, ghata is other than not-ghata, e.g. pata. This
is in logical terms nothing but a combined statement of the principles of Identity and
Contradiction, thus symbolically A=A, and A=not-not-A. It seems to have been the
outcome of a reaction against the extreme views of the Sankhya on one hand with whom
A=B, and of the Bauddha on the-other with whom A=rot-A. A real samsarga (sam-
yoga and samavaya) being admitted, its absence led to the postulation of atyantabhava.

Without entering into-further detail in this place it may be just said that the concept
of abhdva is so intimately bound up with this system as a whole that its denial would
mean the overthrow of its distinctive character. '

Then again, in the actual. texts of the older writers abhava is found recognised. Cf.
Ny. Siit. 2. 2. 8. et seq., Nyayavartika, pp. 278-280, 281-284 ; Tar. Tika, pp. 306-307 &
Nydyamaiijari. Even Kanada himself, though not mentioning it in his enumeration of
the Categories (1. 1. 4) devotes some sifras to a discussion of it in the 9th Chapter.
Thus the absence of Kanada’s mention of it by namein the UddeSasitra is no proof
against its recognition by him. Vallabhdcarya says—abhdvasya ca samanatantrasiddhasya-
pratisiddhasya nydyadarSane mnasendriyatasiddhivadarrapi avirodhddabhyupagamasiddhanta-
siddhatvat. (Nyayahlavan Nir. Sagara Ed.)

To this Sankara Miéra adds the following explanatory notesin his Nydyalilavati-
kanthabharana (Ms belonging to the Benares Sanskrit Library) : tesu laksitalaksanatvar
(Correct reading laksitesvalaksitalal. sanatvar) ityadi siitre nydyadar$ane samane tantre’-
bhavasya vyutpaditatvadatra ca tadapratisedl.@t  paramatamapratisiddl:amanumatamiti
nyayena sutrakrtastatrabhyupagamaionnayanar | yath@ gotamena manas indrivatvam
noktamapratisedhadabliyupagaratica | Fol. 8a 5-0

I think it has now been demonstrated that there is no warrant for asserting, as Mr.
Chakravarti has done (loc. cit.), that Slvadltya added abhava “to the six categories
of the older writers”. 58 He simply explicated, giving to it the name of 71k category,
what had already been recognisedin the system as a real Category.

X—VARADARAJA.

The exact time of Varadaraja’s life is very hard of determination. Dr. Venis
places him in the interval between A. D. 1050 & 1300 or more definitely about the first
half of the 12th century (Prefatory notice to Tarkikaraksa, p. iii). Though a greater precision
is not attainable on this matter in the present state of our knowledge, a word or two
may be suggested here. Jhdaapilirpa, whose time cannot be later than the 13th Century

58. Mr. Chakravarti is equally wreng in his assertion (Joc. cit., 262) made apparently
on the authority of Kandall, p. 331, that Sridhara “acknowledged only six categories”. As
indicated in the line quoted from the Kandali on p. 118 above, this assertion is unfounded.
Sridhara did acknowledge abhava (note the phrase ma rvabhavat) as a real category of
existence. Compare also Kandali, p. 230, lines 3-23.
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and possibly was much earlier, alludes, in the begi:_ming‘ '?f his commentary called
Laghudipika, to Varadardja as having lived long ago (pwr@). This would appear to furnish
a plea for pushing back this date by some decades at any rate. And the constant
references to Udayana in the Tarkikaraksa scem to me 1o indicate, not merely that
Varadar"éja was his admirer, but that he was his close successor as wel.l. AS a provi-
sional step, therefore, I would prefer to claim for him as his approximate date the
middle of the 11th Century.B®

Varadarja is known to have written only three works :

A. Commentaries on :

(a) Udayana’s (i) Nyayakusuinafjali (= Bodhant). Mallindtha refers to it in his
Commentary on the Tarkikaraksa (p. 46) : etacca granthakrtaiva spastikrtam nyaya-
kusumarjalitikayamityastam tavat | Burnell (Tanjore Catalogue, p. 123) notices a copy of
this Commentary existing in the Palace Library of Tanjore, where the name of the
author’s father is given as Mahdmahoradhydya Ramadeva Misra. 80 (ii) Kiranavali
(See Aufrecht, Cat. Cat., L. pp. 107, 550).

B : Tarkikaraksa sometimes called Tarka-kdrika, a treatise on Nyaya consisting
of 160 Karikas distributed in three chapters (97+34+29 ) and of a Commentary
named Sarasamgraha. The book is referred to in the SarvadarSanasangraha.

XI—-VALLAEHACARYA

Vallabhdcarya was one of the greatest authorities on Vaifesika philosophy, next
only to Udayanacarya, in the mediaeval period of its history, There are certain peculiar
views associated with his name in subsequent literature, but as we have dealt with them

at length in our forthcoming work on the history of Nyaya-Vaifesika philosophy, there
is no use reverting to them here.

He was the authorof Nyayalilavati, an independent 8! work on Vaiéegika. This
work had the rare good fortune, viz,

7 much like Gangesa’s Tartvacintamani, of
finding a host of commentators.

59. Mr. Chakravarti’s assertion (loc. cir, p. 265) that *‘Vardham@na is the oldest

Commentator known on Udayana’s works” is thus found to be no longer tenable.

60. A Ms. of this work, as far as Chap III, was obtained by the present writer

in 1916. It had been transcribed in Saka 1436 (A. D. 1514) and belonged to the private
collection of Sarva Vidyanidhana Kavindrdcarya Sarasvati whose name appears in bold

hand on the first and last leaves. It has since been edited by the writer with a historical
Introduction for the Sarasvati Bhavana Texts, No. 4 (Benares).

61. Nyayalilavatl is apparently an independent work, based on and planned after,
Praé,astapﬁda’s Bhasva. It is said that on this Vaisesika Bhasya there was a commentary
by Srivatsa called Nyayalilavati. If Srivatsa is held identical with Vallabha, Nydya-

lilavari will haveto be considered as a commentary on the Bha@sva, just as the Bhasya
itself is on the Siitras.
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Vallabna’s nationality is not known. But his date may be assigned with tolerable
certainty to the end of the 12th Century A.'D. 62

XII—SASADHARA

It is believed that Sasadhara was one of the great Naiyayikas of the pre-Gangefa
School, and that in Gange$a’s TattvacintGmani there isa reference to his definition of
ypapti. 98 As there is no meation of Gangeda or his successors in Sadadhara’s work
avallable to us, there is no inherent improbability in the correctness of this belief.

§afadhara may therefore be placed between Udayana to whom he refers and
Gangefa, i. e. in the middle of the twelfth Century.

He was the author of Nyayasiddhantadipa, an excellent treatise on Nyaya. ®

XIII—VADINDRA

Mahadeva Sarvajiia Vadindra was one of the greatest polemic writersin the field
of Nyaya- -Vaiéesika in medlaeval India and deserves to be ranked, so far as dialectical
abilities are concerned, with tharsa and similar other writers.

He is said to have been the pupil of one Yogisvara. His name Vadindra is apparently
due to his reputation among his contemporaries as a great controversialist, and we know
that Citsukha and other subsequent writers referred to him under this very name.
His pupil Bhatta Raghava speaks very ol'tcn in his Commentary on Nydyasara, of his large
following. viadindra was a votary of Siva (cf. the benedictory verses of his works), and it
is not unlikely that the words $ankarakirkara as used in Madhava’s Sarvadarsanasarigraha
( Anandasrama Ed., p. 98) and harakirnkara as in the Colophon of the Mahawdyavxdambana
are to be understood as meaning a ‘devotee of Siva’, rather than a ‘pupil of the Acdrya

2. Vallabha is referred to in (a) Vadindra’s. Rasasara (about A. D. 1225), and in
(b) a Kanarese poem written by a poet under King Singhana of the Yadava dynasty of
Devagiri (about A. D. 1226).

63. Tradition identifies simha (Lion) and vyaghra (Tiger), whose definitions of
)apn have been quoted by Gangesa under the name simhavyaghroktalaksana, with
Sasadhara (or Sasndhara) and Manidhara. [Itis not known whether this tradition has a
historical basis, and if so, who these two persons really were. Dr. Satis Chandra is in-
clined to believe that the names ‘Lion’ and ‘Tiger’ represent the Jain Logicians, Ananda
Siri and Amaracandra Siri. See his Ind. Logic, p. 396.

64. Aufrecht 'Cat. Cat. 1. p. 638) ascribes the following works to Sadadhara (a)
Nvayanaya, (b) Nyayamlmamvaprakamna (c) Nyayaratnaprakarana, and (d) Sadadhara-
mala. That the last is a separate work is evident. According to the Ind. Off. Car.,
p. 646, () is another name of Nydyasiddhantadipa itself, while in Burnell (p. 119) it
(i. . Nyayaratna) is the name of a Com. on Nydyasiddhantadipa by Dharmardja Bhatta.
Nyayanaya and Nydyamimdmsa too, are probably not different works.
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named Sarikara or Hara’. He describes himself in his work on the Mahavidya asthe
Dharmadhyaksa of King Sn Simha, whom Mr. M. R. Telang identifies with Raja Sing-
hana of the Yadava dynasty of Devagiri.

The manuscript of Bhatta Raghava s Nyayasaravicara, which exists in the Government
Sanskrit Library, Benares, is dated Sakabda 1174 (=A. D, 1252). % But Raghava was
the direct pupil of Vadindra as he says expressly in his colophons as well asin the
beginning of his commentary. Vadindra may therefore be placed in the early part of
the 13th Century. This date synchronises well with the time of his patron, Raja
Singhana or Sri Simha.

vadindra was the author of the following works :

(1) Mahavidyavidambana :

It has been published in the Gaekwad’s Oriental Series, No. XII.. It was
perhaps the magnum opus of this gifted author and created quite a sensation in his
time. His great controversialistic genius appears at its best in his work, where he
attempts to prove the futility and defects of the so-called mahdvidya syllogisms, which
played an important part in the history of mediaeval Indian Logic.

(2) Rasasara :

This is a Commentary on the Gunakiranavali of Udayana. It has been published
in the Sarasvati Bhavana Sanskrit Texts of Benares (No. 5).

(3) Kanadasttranibandha. 8¢

(4) A Commcntary on Udayana’s Laksanavali :

Sesa Sarngadhara in his Commentary, Nydyamuktavali, on Lahksandvali, says :
vadisastu sadhanaSabdasya karanavacitvamabhyupagamya nirvikalpakajanakasarirasamyo-
gadhikaranatve sati yogajadhamijanyajanyasaksatkaravisayatve sati Sariratvanadhikarana-
mindriyamiti  yathasrutamevaitat vydcaksate | (Ben. Ed., p. 29). This passage would
seem to show that Vadisa whom I take to be identical with Vadindra wrotea Com-
mentary on Laksandvali. The name Vadindra also occurs in the same Commentary
(cf. p. 23), and the term vadindra being only an honorific title there is no inherent
difficulty in understanding the two names as representing one person.
Samkarakinkara being substituted by harakirkara as already noted.

(5) A metrical philosophical treatise: The name of the tract does not appear.
But the quotations under Vadindra’s name as given in the SarvadarSanasargraha and

Ny@yasaravicdra being in verse, it seems likely that he was the author of a metrical
tract.

It is much like

XIV—BHATTA RAGHAVA.

Bhatta Rﬁghava} Commentary on Bhasarvajiia’s Nyayasara (Nydyasaravicdra) is
the only work from his pen known to philosophical bibliography, and though it does
not seem to have ever been widely used in later times, its importance is none the less very

65. For a dlscussmn of this date see under ‘Bhatta Raghava’.
66. See M. R. Telang’s Introduction to the Mahavidyavidambana, p. XVI.



31

great. Apart from the fact that this book furnishes a clear exposition of Bhasarvajfia’s
doctrines which it professes to defend from the attacks of opponents, it contains a number
of lengthy discussions relating to certain topics raised in the text which are historically of
great value to a student of contemporary philosophy.

There exists a manuscript of this dommentary in the Government Sanskrit Library,
Benares (fols. 2-100), where in the Colophon the date of its composition is given as 1174
Saka or A. D. 1252.67

The name of Righava’s father appears as SAranga €8 and his Guru was Mahadeva
Sarvajiia Vadindra (See the Colophons at the end of each chapter : fols. 19a7-bl, 72a’
& 100b7)69 ; this Viadindra is probably identical with the author of the same name to

67. The verse in whxch the date appears runs thus:

$ake catuhsaptatisankhyake Sataili Saradhikairabhyadhike ca paficabhih |
dvighatitastaira babhiiva vatsarairdhruvam vicaralh paribhavi—va [/

[The meaning of the last pkrase is not clear but the reading is exactly as given
above. Thereis no room for reading parisddhi raghavah, as the late Mm. Satis Candra
(Introduction to Nyadyasara, p.7) has done. After vi of bhavi there is visible an 7/
stroke, the consonant following having disappeared, and the last letter with which
the next line beginsis vd and not vah so that the final word of the verse cannot be
read as raghavali. The Ms. is generally free from slips andis carefully corrected.]

Of the two ways of interpreting this verse, viz. (1) [(300x2)+100]+74—1174
Sal\lOl A.D. 1252 and (2) [ (50C+100)x2]+74=1274 Saka or A.D. 1352, I should
prefer the former interpretation. Apart from the convincing historical grounds adduced by
Mr. Telang (Introduction to Mahavidyavidambana, pp. XII-XV) there is another fact to
be considered. Inthe Ms. named above there is an entry cvidently by a later hand
that the Ms was purchased by one Visnu from one Udaya Simbha for 25 (?) pieces in Sam.
1428 (=A. D. 1371 : visn”b/ziqrhita pustakam paricavimsati (ni ?) kyatreya naudaisihatah [/
samvat 1428 atthaisa samaye vaisakha vadi 2 dvitiyd ravau |/ sriramarpanamastu |/
$rih ]f sril [/ $rih [/ This statement shows that the Ms. was purchased in A.D. 1371. Con-
sequently the date of transcription must be earlier, and that of composition much earlier
still. Im view of this circumstance the alternative of A.D. 1352 as the date of the
composition of the work does not strike me as probable. I therefore accept the
former interpretation of the verse and take the date to represent A.D. 1252. Cf. also
Hall (Bibl. Index, p. 26).

68 Saranga is said to have been defeated in a public controversy by the Jain
logician Jaya Simha Siri (A. D. 1366), author of a commentary -on Bhasarvajfia’s
Nyayasira, whose pupil Nyayacandra Siri describes this eventin his Hammirakavya.
See T. M. Tnpathls [n:roduction (p. XVIID) to Anandajiina’s Tarkasangraha (Gaekwad
Oriental Series, No. II).

6S. Cf. also the introductory verse in Nydyasdravicara: mahadevamaham vande
gurum sarvajiamadara | granthagranthisu $aithilye S$aktiryasmat abhiinmama || Ind.
Off. Cat.. p. 609 ; and the verse at the end : ak&@rvanvasa evivam maya granthacchala-
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whom Rasasara, a Commentary on the second part of the Kirapavali, is attributed
(Hall, p. 67). )

Raghava was a Saiva (see fols. 19b, 72a-b 100b). His native country is not known
for certain, but it seems likely that he wasa man of the South. In his Commentary
he quotes or refers to the earlier authorities as below :

Khandanamandanah 7 4b3
Vatsyayanamata 7a7
Nyayabhasyakarah 8b4

Mimamsakah } 8bs

Carvdkah

Bhiisana, Bhasarvajfia 11b%

Vartikakrt 12bs, 20a7

tatha coktam—Ilaukiki pratibha yadvat &c 16a3~+
tadukta—ekena tu pramanena &c. 16a’
tadaha —yadi sadbhih pramanaih syat 16a°

(The above three quotations are from Kumdrila's Slokavartika, 4,32, 212 & 2. 111,
pp. 143, 80 & 79 of the Chowkhamba Ed.) raduktam na so’sti pratyayo loke &c
18b3-4 (From Vakyapadiya, 1. 124).

Vartikakara . ........ 18b4

kecid, vicaksanal . . ... 19b2

Apparently this is an ironical reference to an earlier Commentator on Ny@yvasara to
whose interpretation Réghava takes serious objection. Thus in Bhasarvajfia’s definition
of anumana—samyagavinabhavena  paroksanubhavasadhanamanuminam— his unnamed
annotator tries to establish a syntactical relation between the words samyak and anubhava
which Raghava would not allow.

Who is the Commentator meant here ? )
Ramabhatta-prabhriayah . . ... ... 19b5

Ramabhatta was another Commentator on Nydyasdra whose name and work
have been forgotten. In connection with the foregoing definition of anumana, Rama-
bhatta, as against the view already set forth, prefers to take samyak in relation to the
immediately succeeding work, on which Raghava’s criticism follows.

diha [ vadindrakrti+ +rke sagare’lpavicaksana /| Benares Sk. Coll. Ms. fol '100b5—8
70. Is this Khandanamandana identical with the work of Paraman.nda existing in the
Deccan College Library ? (Cat. of Decc. College, p. 58).



THE MODERN PERIOD
The School of Mithila

I.—GANGESA UPADHYAYA

There is no man perhaps in the history of Nyiya-VaiSesika philosophy more fre-
quently heard of on the lips of scholars "than Gangesa or Gange$vara Upadhyaya of
Mithila. He gave to this philosophy a new line of development and created for it a
new field of work ; and for practical purposes, he may be said to have been the father
of that from of Nyaya Sastra with which we are familiar to day. Essentially a keen
dialectician and’a brilliant controversialist, he made it the sole end of his literary life
to make Nydya Sistra a Science of Debate. For this reason he devoted all his energies
and intellectual abilities to the task of expounding problems of a methodological and
epistemological character. The Tattvacint@mani which forms the noblest monument of
his genius deals almost exclusively with the Theory of Knowledge and the kindred logical
questions ( pramana ), leaving very little room for pure Metaphysics or Ontology. Even
the little theistic tract which has come down to us from his pen is more strictly a work on
Anumana Khanda, of which it is expressly stated to form a part, than an independent
oatological plec:.

It is usually believed that it was Gange$a who for the first time gave to pramana
a place of great importance in the Science (& Art) of Dcbate, and inaugurated its studies
to the exclusion of everything else in the schools with a rigour almost unprecedented in
the history of modern philosophy. And further, to Gangesa is universally ascribed the
credit of founding the Neo-logic of Eastern India which with its militant dialectics and
spirit of analytical criticism has won its way into every form of intellectual life in the
country. That the first of these propositions is unfounded needs no pointing out. For
what Gaﬁgeéa did for the orthodox system had already been accomplished by the Buddhist
and Jain logicians who had preceded him. Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya, Dharmakirti’s
Pramanavartika and Pramanaviniscaya, Vidyinanda’s Pramdnapariksa, & Deva Siri’s
Pramananayatattvaloka are some of the works on pramana which Gangeéa had bcefore him
already in the field. But the seccond proposition may be accepted, for our notion of
Neo-logic is bound up with Tatrvacintamani and the series of Commentaries and sub-
commentaries upon it ; but even here it must be remembered that our restriction of
navya to Gangesa is only of a practical value. In the Fidhivada section of Sabda
Khanda (p. 276, Bib. Ed.) Garnge$a himself refers to the views of Sondada Upadhydya
as tt;c;se of a modern scholar (navyastu), thus shewing that the term had already been
in vogue even before the days of Gange$a. The word being only a relative term, itis
intelligible why Udayana, Bhdsarvajiia before Gangesa and Raghunatha &c. after him,
should have equally been characterised as modern. Neverthcless, in the sense in which
we employ the word navyanvaya at the present day, it refers to Gangesa and to him alone.

NV—5
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Gange$a’s date is not known with certainty. All that we know about it is that
he quotes or refers to the views and statements of his predecessors some of whom he
mentions by name. Of these Khandana-Kara (i. e. tharsa author of Khandanakhanda-
khadya), Jaran-naiya)’uka (i. e. Jayanta, author of Nyayama¥jari), Mandanacarya (author
of Vidhiviveka) and Sivaditya (author of Saptapadarthi) are admittedly very early, being
assigned to periods approximately known. But these render us no help in clearing up
the date problem of Gange$a. The dates of Ratnako$a and Nydyalilavati, also quoted
in Tattvacintamani, have not yet been ascertained, though we have found that the author
of Nyayalilavati may tentatively be assigned to the I[2th Century A.D. The only
conclusion therefore which the premises justify us in drawing in thé present state of our
imperfect knowledge is that Gange$a may be placed somewhere in the 13th Century A. D.

Regarding his personal history we have authentic records. There are certain

floating traditions which make him in his early life a blockhead whose ascent to
greatness was absolutely an act of Divine Grace.

1I. VARDHAMANA

GangeSa was succeeded in Mithild by his son Vardhamana Upadhyaya who followed
in the wake of his illustrious father and kept alive the fire of the New Science which
the latter had kindled. In point of scholarship Vardhamana does not seem to have
been in any way less than his great father, and the works which proceeded from him
are still universally resorted to as of the highest authority in the subjects concerned.
His styleis elaborate, but free from verbosity and bathos.
the author of the following works :—

A. Commentaries on :

(a) Gotama’s i. Nyaya Siitras (=Anviksatattvabodha ! or simply Tattvabodha).

The work is of the nature of a gloss and seems to have treated of the whole text.
The Prameyatattvabodha to which Rucidatta and Jayarama refer as the work of Vardhamana
(Kusumafjaliprakasamakaranda, Ben. Ed., p.5 of Chap. 3; cf. Aufrecht, Cat. Car., I,
p. 554) and the Pramapatattvabodha ? also attributed to Vardhamina in Rucidatta’s
Commentary on Tattvacintdmani (See The Pandit, Old series, VI

sections of Anviksatattvabodha and no separate treatises.
(b) Udayana’s :
1. AMs. of this rare work, dealing with the 5th chapter, exists in the Govt.
Sanskrit Library, Benares (New collection of 1917-18, Nyaya-section, Vestana 9).
Itis named there Anviksanayatattvabodha and not Anviksatattvabodha, but as Vardhamana

himself refers to it under the second name in his Gunakuanavahplal\asa we keep it
unchanged here,

He is known to have been

, p. 128) may be only

2. While explaining the meaning of the word akare in Anumdnadidhiti— yatha
cavasarasya safigatittvam tatha vyaktamakare’—Bhavananda (Bibl. Ed. p. 12) identifies
it with Pramanatattvabodha. May it not be Vardhamina’s work of the same name ?
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i. NyayakusumaRjaliprakarana (= Kusumaijaliprakasa)

ii. Kiranavali (= Kiranavaliprakasa)

iii. Nyayavartikatatparyaparisuddhi (= Nyayanibandhaprakasa).

iv. NydyapariSista (= PariSistaprakasa)

(c) ériharga's: .

i. Khandanakhandakhadya. This work was utilised by Pragalbha in writing his
own commentary on ériharga’s treatise. Vacaspati II, in his Khandanoddhdra, ® refers
to Vardhamina's Khandanaphakkikoddhara which may be identical with it.

(d) Vallabha’s :

i. Nyayalilavati (= Lilavatiprakasa)

(e) Gangesa’s :

i. Tartvacintanani (= Cintamaniprakasa).

Thesc are all the works of Vardhamana with which we are acquainted to-day. But
it is generally believed that Vardhamina also wrote a Commentary on Udayana’s
Atmatattvaviveka, but the work has since been lost.

We shall notbe probably farin the wrong if we place Vardhamdna inthe first
quarter of the 14th Century, but there is no ground in Mr. Chakravarti’s assertion,
repeated by Dr. Vidyabhusana (Ind. Logic, p. 455), that he is named by Madhavicarya
in the Papinidarsana section of his SarvadarSanasangraha. The Vardhamana, also a
Mahopadhydva, whose namecis mentioned in Madhava’s work, was a grammarian, being
the author of Ganaratnamahodadhi.

[II—PAKSADHARA alias JAYADEVA MISRA.

For a long time after the death of Vardhamina there was no thinker in Mithila
to preserve, far less to enrich, the new philosophy of the country. Supposing that our
assumption of Vardhamana’s date is practically right, we would find that during the
long interval of overa century after his age, Mithila was without any scholar with any
pretension to philosophical renown.

By the third quarter of the 15th Century was born Paksadhara alias Jayadeva
Misra to whom we are indebted for the revival of interest in the study of Chnramani.
In plain truth Paksadhara wus one of the grcatest intellects that modern Mithild has
ever produced. He was the nephew and pupil 4 of Hari Misra with whom he had
read philosophy and whose memory he gratefully revered in the benedictory verse of his
commentary on the Cimamani: pitrvya harimisropadistal.

He was the author of commentaries on: (a) Sadadhara’s

i. Nyayasiddhantadipa. A Ms. of this work exists in the Govt. Sanskrit Library, Benares.

(b) Gangesa’s i. Tattvaciatamani (=Cintamanyaloka) and

3; Reprint from The Pandit, p. 77.
4. Inthe Navadvipamahima, p. 31, he is described as the pupil of Yujfapati
Upadhyaya.
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(c) Vardham@na's

i. Kiranavaliprakdsa
and ii. Nyayalilavatiprakasa (= Lilavativiveka).

It may be of interest to note thatin the Govt. Sanskrit Library, Benares, thereis
a Ms of a commentary, called Tippani, on the Cintdmani by Paksadhara—which is different
from the Aloka. 1tis dated sam. 1667. From a survey of ;the contemporary literature
it seems certain that on its first appearance the Aloka, which formed indeed the best
product of Paksadhara’s labour, created a great sensation in the world of letters of that

time. It was read and taught, admired and criticised in every circle.

All parties set
themselves to write commentaries upon it.

What this general stir was really due to we
have no means of knowing. But it is probable that Paksadhara’s new interpretation was
mainly responsible for it.

From Gange$a down to Paksadhara, Navyanyaya had its sole home in Mithild.
The pandits of that place, who had made it their monopoly and been so long its trusted
guardians, took especial care to see that this privilege of teaching the $astra did not pass
away from them into what they perhaps thought, unworthy hands.® Students from various
parts of India used to flock to Mithila to draw inspiration from its far-famed scholars ;
and when they completed their studies they returned home with the diploma which their
Guru had conferred upon them. This diploma was very highly prized, since to secure

such a certificate from Mithild, the Centre of the current philosophical thought and

activities, was not quite an easy affair. Andif a man could once manage to win for

himself a diploma of this kind, his scholarship was recognised all over the country
without a note of grudging criticism.

IV.—~VASUDEVA MISRA.

Paksadhara had many pupils of whom Vasudeva Misra, Rucidatta and Bhagiratha
Thakkura in Mithila, and Vasudeva Sarvabhauma, Raghunatha Siromani, &c in Bengal,
were the most conspicuous,

— =1
Vasudeva Misra was Paksadhara’s brother’s son.®8 When Paksadhara’s new

5. This cautiousness was pushed toits utmost limit. Thus we are told that Mss
of Nyaya works which existed in Mithild, having been lcft there by their authors, were
not allowed to be copied, lest they should be borne away and the prestige of Mithila
for ever destroyed. Students had to commit the texts to memory, and before returning
home had to be very carefully examined by their teachers. It wasin this way that the
Karika's of Kusumafijali were brought to Bengal for the first time, accurding to tradition,
by Haridasa Nyayalankara (butaccording to Navadvipamahima, pp. 35-36, by Vasudeva
Sarvabhauma).

6. Cf. the colophon: iti $rinyayasiddhantasarabhijfamisSravaryapaksadharamisra-

bhratrputranydyasiddhantasarabhijfiavasudevamisraviracitayam cintamanifikayam &c.

Ind. Off. No. 786, pp. 631-2.
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interpretations were calied in question and subjected to severe criticism, it was he who
came forward to vindicate his uncle’s cause and establish his authority.? His commen}ary
on the Tattvacintamani, known as Nyayasiddhantasara refers to these overweening captious
critics in these terms—tarkamadhite sarvah kati na bhavantiha panditammanyd | vaca
vicaradaksa viralah punaratra vidvamsah |/—meaning that it is easier to be quibbling and
causistic than to command real wisdom.

V.-—-RUCIDATTA MISRA.

But the most widely known of Paksadhara’s pupils was Rucidatta, popularly called
Bhaktu, a native of the village of Sodarapura. His parents were Devadatta and Renuka.
He had two brothers named Saktidatta and Matidatta. Among his works the following
three commentaries only can so far be traced : these are—

A. Commentaries on :

(a) Gange$a’s

(i) Tattvacintamani (= Cintamaniprakasa), referred to, in its several sections, in
(b-i). In this work he speaks of having read the sastras with several Gurus,

and (b) Vardhamina’s

i. Kusumahjaliprakasa (=%makaranda). This is a very useful work. Though nota
running commentary and quite original, it makes an honest and generally successful
attempt to make Vardhamana’s purport, often hidden and deep beneath the surface,
intelligible to the reader.

and ii. (Dravya) Kiran@valiprak@sa (= Dravyaprakd@savivrti). Vide Peterson’s
Uhvar Catalogue, No. 606, p. 26; ext. no. 146, p. 53.

There is a Ms. of this work in the Govt. Sanskrit Library dated samvat 1600
(=A. D, 1543).

The time when Rucidatta flourished may be approximately fixed on the following
data :

(a) There is a Ms. of his Makaranda in the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares
(No. 122) which bears the date 423 (aksi-paksanigama) la sam, corresponding to the
year A. D. 1542. But as this is the date of transcription of the Ms., the author may be
set down to some time earlier still,

(b) But the time of Rucidatta is placed beyond all reasonable doubt by a look at the
Ms. of a copy of Kiranavali transcribed by himself in the year 386 (=rasavasuharanetra)
la sam corresponding to the year A. D. 1505.8

7. jayadevagurorvaci ye kecid dosadarsinah |
prabodh@ya maya tesam diptibhiryo’bhidipyate [/
8. rasavasuharanetre caitrike Suklapakse
pratipadi budhavare vatsare laksmane ca |
vibudhabudhavinodam kdrayantim supustim
alikhadamalapanih Srirucih Srisametam [/
(See V. P. Dube’s Introduction to VaiSesikadarsana with Kiranavali, p. 28).
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That- this is the true date of Rucidatta will become apparent when we shall find it
synchronising wnh the age of his contemporary and fellow-pupil Bhagiratha Thakkura.
The date 1292 Saka (=A.D. 1370 ) which appears in a Ms. of his. Cintamaniprakasa, as
reported by Peterson (Sixth Report, p. 76, no. 190), is therefore to be taken as a slip of
the pen on the part of the scribe.

VI—-RAGHUPATI

Raghupati was Mahamahopadhyaya Rucidatta’s son. He was the aullior of a
Commentary on Tattvacintamani, of which two Mss, oneof the Sabda Khanda (Sabda-
manipariksa, dated Sam 1664-=A. D. 1587) and the other of the Anumana Kh.anda, exist
in the Govt. Sanskrit Library, Benares.

VII—BHAGIRATHA THAKKURA

Bhagiratha alias Mecgha Thakkura of Mithila was also Paksadhara’s pupil, as
already stated. He himself says that-he had received his philosophical training under
Jayadeva and distinguished himself as a scholar of some renown at the early age of 20.°
His parents were Candrapati and Dhi.d, and Mahesa Thakkura, of whom we shall speak
shortly, was his youngest brother. Among his other brothers we find the namecs of
Mahadeva and Dimodara mentioned in Mahe$a’s Darpana. Mah@deva was probably his
elder brother and Damodara his immediately younger one.1¢

9. Babu Rijendranith Ghose, in his valuable work on Navranyayavyaptipaficaka
(Intro. p. 29), seems inclined to take the sentence : vimsabde jayadevapanditakavestar-
kabdhiparamgatah, occuringin Bhagiratha’s commentary on Dravyakiranavaliprakasa, in
the sense that Bhagiratha completed his studies of Jayadeva's works, at the age of 20.
He understands kaveh with 6th case-ending and denies any relation between Jayadeva and
Bhagiratha. But it appears to me that though on any construction the sentence would
be a faulty one, it would nevertheless yield a better sense if we were to take kavel as with
Sthcase-ending. Moreover, Mahe$a Thakkura’s time being ascertained on olher.grounds
also to be somewhere in the 16th Century, the facts would square well if Bhagiratha were
placed in the carly part of that century, and Jayadeva in the middle ol the previous
century. In Maheda’s time Aloka was a new work. Mr. Chakravarty’s hypothesis
regarding Bhagiratha and Maheéa’s date (A. D. 1400) is not very convincing.

. .10-_1')'6’.5_{/1& mahddevabhagirathasridamodara yasya vayogundbhyam | sa darpanam
nirmitavanamisam saliodaro vispuparo mahe.s"al} [l (Anumadnalokadarpana by Malieéa
Thakkura). Hall (p. 65) and Pt. V. P. Dube (Introduction to Tarkikaraksa, p. 24 f. note
1) are thus wrong in identifying Mahe$a with his eldest brother Mahadeva. That
Mahideva was Bhagiratha’s elder brother is clearly stated by the latter in his
Kusumanjali prakasika : asidanupamal ko’pi mahadevah kulagranih |

anujastasya krtavanimam vyakhyim bhagirathah [/
{Ms belonging to Govt. Sanskrit Library, Benares—fol, 126a).
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We know of the following works of Bhagiratha, viz. Commentaries on :

(a) Vardhamina’s

i. Kiranavalipraka$a (=Kiranavalipraka$abhavaprakasika) Mss. of this wotk, dated
Saka 1511 ($a$idvayayutasmaranavanacandra) or A. D. 1588 and Sam. 1654 or A.D. 1597
are in the Govt. Sanskrit Library, Benares.

ii. Nyayakusumahijaliprak@sa (=Kusumanjaliprakasika) 11 and iii. Nydyalilavati-
prakasa 11 (=Nydyalilavatiprakasika).

All these commentaries are popularly known under the name of Jaleda. ’Bhagi-
ratha is called in a Ms. of his Com. on Lilavati (in Govt. Sk. Library) Sankara
Bhagiratha.

VIII—MAHESA THAKKURA

Maheéa Thakkura was Bhagiratha’s younger brother and founder of the present
R3j family of Darbhangd. He rose into prominence even more quickly than his brother.
He was the author of an excellent commentary, called Darpana, on Paksadhara’s
Cintamanyaloka, which displays his great acumen. One of the main objects of his writing
this commentary seems to have been, asin the case of Vasudeva Misra or Madhusiidana
Thakkura, to reclaim Paksadhara’s renown from hostile attacks. The phrase pramathita-
khaladarpah as applied to himself in his Darpana, is suggestive.

But it is strange that he did not prosecute his studies with the great Paksadhara whose
name at that time must have been a household word in Mithila. His brother Bhagiratha
had been Paksadhara’s pupil. What stood in the way of Maheéa then, that he was
compelled to travel all the way over to Benares and study with a Deccani Pandit—
Rames$vara Bhatta ? Tt is hard to discover the true cause of this. But two alternative
explanations may be suggested :

(a) Either that Paksadhara had been recently dead or even if living he must have
been too old to hold regular classes ;

(b) or that Mahe§a’s personal predilections for Vedantic studies led him to come
over to Kasi, which had been the principal seat of Vedic culture ever since the days of

ankardcarya or even earlier, and seek instructions with a foreign though far-famed
scholar.

At any rate his stay in Benares and his pursuit of what I take to be Vedantic studies
had the natural effect of broadening his outlook. His attitude towards Vedanta became
tolerant and even respectful, being free from those perjudices which were a characteristic
feature of a Naiyayika’s mind. Thus in the light of what has been said above we are in a
better position to understand the meaning of the following statement quoted from Maheéa’s
commentary (Anumdana Section) : tadetat samksepena vedantimatam na disitam $ruti-
purdnasmrtiSistanuistatvar /| This passage indicates a departure from the custom of the
Nyaya writer and a leaning towards Vedanta.

11. Both these works are under edition and expected to be published very shortly
from the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares.



Mabefa is known from expressions in his worl; to ha;eéb.e? a Vaispava (vispuparah)
in fai i a dla form of Sri Krsna.
- fa‘t};_’hbsz :t}-l l:f:?e?at vr(:;i'rybc;fﬁt)l:dB:ilfl??:]erab]e certainty. It-iS Yvell known th.at .he
obtainedethi kingdom of Darbhanga as a free gift from t!le then re:gnmi;:le;dc;;;\/hﬂ;:lﬁ
(the last descendant of Kames$a’s family). As to when this grant wz]iztr]r: Ce,ntur ;na.o-
padhyaya Haraprasada éﬁstri assigned it to the early part of the soon thY; zl\ymg
that the charter was ratified by Sher Shah and Akbar. He further adde (;1 a letter
from Mahesa to Raghunitha (composed at Nadia in A. D. 1529) hfild beenlofounh n ; I\:s
of Vaivasvatasiddhiinta deposited in the Bengal Asiatic Society’s ler.ary. T (l)Ug. thls
statement is contradicted by the date given for Mahesa’s assumptlon of royalty mthe
well-known inscription on a well at Dhanukha in Mithila,18 the dxﬂ'e’rencel bet\\:jettan :] e
two dates is insignificant, and it may be taken for certain that Mahesa belonged to the

iddle o 6th Century. ; ~

- lMa;teZ: :eemed to hayve reigned long. We know of a work named ..S‘arv.ades.avrttann?-
sangraha which describes a part of Akbar’s reign and was composedin his reign. It is
attributed to Maheéa Thakkura.'1  If this Mahe$a be identical with the author ot.'Dar[?ar_m,
as is very likely, he was certainly contemporary with Akbar and therefore lived in a

part of the latter half of the 16th Century, Akbar’s reign having commenced in
A.D. 1556.

IX—JIVANATHA MISRA

Jivanitha was Safkara Mibra’s uncle, being the elder brotl.ler of Bhavan_alha. No
work by him has yet been discovered, but from the statement in the Upaskdra (under

satra9.2.1), where his view on the definition of paksa '® is quoted, it appears that
Jivaniatha left Some written works behind him.

X—BHAVANATHA MISRA

Dr. Gaf)gﬁnﬁtha Jha,

in his Preface to the Vadivinoda, p. 2, affirms, obviously on
the strength of local traditio

n, that Bhavanatha, otherwise known as Bube Miéra (also
known under the nickname Ayiaci) was a great scholar in various subjects. . His v_vork on
Mimamsi and Vvikarana are available, but nothing is known about his Nyaya and
Vaifasika treatises, if he hag written any.

12, See Indign Antiquary, 1912, p. 9.
13. See V. p, Dube’s Intr

14. Aufrecht, Car, cqp. L p. 701 ; Ind. Office, p. 1573.

15. wpad 'as(‘la'l;yavanﬁnirr_zayanivarr yasamsayotpattipri tabandlmkamﬁnallvﬁvacchinn&blx-
avo yatra sq paksa i[ijivanatham,'é,ﬁh/ This laksana is also quoted by Sankara in his
Vadivinoda (p. 61 18-17) [utpadya seems to be a better reading than wddesya which is

accepted by Dr, Jha] There is another reference to Jivanitha in the Vadivinoda (p.
61 21_22)_

o.to Tarkikaraksa.
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XI.-SANKARA MISRA

Except perhaps the great Paksadhara, Sankara Miéra had few equals in Mithila
since the days of Gangesa. His influence and popularity were immense, and though he
was primarily no more than a commentary-writer, his services in the cause of the
philosophy to which he owned allegiance were assuredly very great.

Regarding his personal history only a few fragments can be gathered. It is believed
that he was born in the village of Sarisaba, not far from Darbhanga, where the goddess
Siddhesvari enshrined by him is still in existence.16 He is said to have been a precocious
child, and anecdotes illustrating his possession of wonderful gifts are still widely current.!?
The names of his parents appear as Bhavanatha and Bhavani to whom he never fails to
pay homage.1® If we can place any reliance on Sankara’s personal testimony it must be
gwned that Bhavanatha had been a man of great erudition ; in almost all his works
Sankara acknowledges his deep indebtedness for his interpretation of the texts, especially
in their knotty point,s, to the instructions received from his father.1? 1t would seem
from wqrds used by Sankara himself that he was taught by Bhavanatha formally, who
in his turn had been the pupil of his own elder brother Jivanatha.20

16. Preface to Dr. Gangandtha Jha’s edition of Vadivinoda, p. 2.

17. Ibid, pp. 3-4.

18. See Vadivinoda, p. 73, and Upaskara (towars end, verse I, Gujrati edition of
Bakre, 1913, p. 360) where he describes himself as a bhavaniranayah. Cf.
Kuswumarijalivyakhya.

19. Thus (a) inthe Lilavatikanthabharana :

i. piturvyakhyam krtva manasi bhavanathasya krtino vayam lilavatyah prathayitu-
mihoktim vyavasitah || &c. fol. 1.

ii. pitra yad bhavanathena vyakhyatam tadihalikham | tol. 165b
(b) Inthe Cintamanimayiicha :
i, tatddadhityakhilatantrasaram &c. (See Stein’s Jammu Cat., p. 332 )
ii. pitrd yad bhavanathena vydhrtam tadihalikham |
vyakhyanagunadosabhyam sambandha matpiturna me [} Ibid.
(c) in the Khandanakhandakhadvatika :
i.  bhavanathasiiktigumphanamiha &c.—fol. 1b!-3
ii. svabhraturjayanathasya &c.—fol. 119al-2
(d) in the Upaskara :
i. yabhyam vaiSesike tantre samyag vyuipadito’ smyaham |
kanadabhavanathabhyam tabhyam mama namah sada [/
20. Thus in the Lilavatikanthabharanam :
svabhraturjivandthasya vyakhyamakhydtavan mayi |
matpita bhavanatho mam tamt)‘-ahkhamuttamam /| fol. 165b
The $loka also occurs in the printed text of Sankara’s Commentary on the Khandana-
khandakhadya (Lazarus & Co Benares, 1888, p. 732), where the name Jivandiha is
NV—6

also his
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That §ankara wasa devoted éaiva is proved by his benedictory verses (sce the
introductory verses of the Upaskara, of the Lilavatikanthabharana, of the Kanadara-
hasyam, of the Vadivinoda, of the Khandanatika, &c) and by his describing himsclf as
bhavarcananiratah (end of Vadivinoda and of Upaskéra). He was a voluminous writer,
being the author of the following philosophical treatises :—
A. Commentaries on :
(a) Kapada’s ,
i. VaiSesika Sutras (Upaskadra). Sankara’s introductory verse (3) seems to imply
that in interpreting the construction of the s#itras he had no predecessors for his guidance
or support. It was, he says, like the hazardous enterprise of a daring acrobat (khela)
who attempts at walking in the mid-air on the nominal support of a piece of thread :
siitramatravalambena niralambe'pi gacchatah | khe khelavad mamapyatra sahasam siddhi-
mesyati [/ Here the words siitramadtravalambena and niralambe would seem to suggest
that in Sankara’s time no direct gloss on the s#itras was extant.
Now, if this suggestion were true what werc we to say of the vrifi to which Sankara
himself makes such constant references ? (Upaskdra, undersiitra 1.1.2; 1.2. 3, 6
4.1.7; 9.2.13 &c) ? Possibly to maintain his consistence we shall have to fall back on
the only other alternative, thatthe vrefi from which he quotes had not been, like the
bhasya itself, an immediate interpretation of the siitras.
The following authorities are referred to in the Upaskara :
Pradastadevacaryah—1.1.8;4.1.2;8.2.3;9.2.8
Prafastadevapadih—9. 2. 6
Prasasticiryah—9. 2. 13 ; 10. 1. 1
Prasastadevah—9. 1. 10

{ Vrttikara—1.2.3;6.1.12; 9.2. 8
Vrttikrt—1.1.2;1.26 ;4 1.7; 7.1.3:9.2.13; 10.1.3
Uddyotakaracaryah—1. 2. 5
Nyayavartika—9. 1. 1

Kirti (Dharmakirti)—8. 1. 2

Dinnaga—38. 1. 2

Bhiisana—1. 2. 1

Tautatikdah—7. 2. 20

Il’adarthaprades'a (H—9. 2.6

Sridharacaryah—7. 2. 8

Udayanacaryah—7. 2. 8
replaced by Jayandtha ; but it does not appear in the Ms, No. 134. dated Samvat 1529,
belonging to 'the Government Sanskiit Library, Benares. The statement, hO\;VeVCl', plainly
shows that Sankara reproduced in his works, at any rate inthe Commentary on the
Lilavali, what had been dictated to him by his father according to the teaching of his

uncle, and that consequently he should not be held directly responsible for the views
therein expressed.
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Vallabh@caryah—4. 1. 10
The Upaskdra appears to have been composed at Benares. Cf. the sentence:
dréyate ceha varanasyam &c under Sar. 7. 1. 22.

(b) Prafastapada’s

i. Padarthadharmasamgraha (Kanadarahasyam), referred to in the Upaskara (7.1.6).
It reads more like an independent treatise than a commentary, and had it not
been for the intimation by the author himself that it is a vyakhya 31 it would
never have been possible to class it under commentaries. No pratikas from the
original are given for the guidance of the reader and usually the order of the
bhisyatoo is not followed.

(c) Udayana’s

i.  Atmatattvaviveka (Atmatattvavivekakalpalatd)

ii. Nyayakusumanjali (Amoda) 22 In the third introductory verse of this book the
author refers to three previous commentaries, viz. Makaranda, Prakase, and
Parimala.23

iii. Trisiitrinibandha (Tristitrinibandhavydkhya) Safikara mentions here (Intro.
Verse 2) the existence of three excellent commentaries on Udayana’s Nibandha,
viz. Prakasa, Darpana and Uddyota, and adds that his own attempt is rather
to bring out the plain meaning of the text. Thus we have Prakasadarpano-
ddyota (not mrat as in t"e Notices) krdbhirvydlchyd krtojjvala | tathapi yoja-
namatramuddiSydyam mamodyamah [/ Sastri’s Notices, 111. No. 136. pp. 88, 89.

It is clear that the threce commentaries named in the above S$loka were all on

Udayana’s Trisutrinibandha—the work on which Sankara just proposes to comment.

21. See Kanddarahasyam, p.1 (Chow, Ed): dravyagunakarmasamanyaviSesasama-
vayanim padarthanam tattvajianam nili§reyasaheturiti prasastapadacaryabhasyavyakhyac-
chalena kanadarahasyam vyakhyasyamah |

22. Aufrecht, Oxf. Cat., p. 243, No. 601. Though the name of the Commentator
does not occur here, there cannot be any question about éaﬁkara's authorship of the
work. The verse: bhavanibhavanathabhyam pitrbhyam pranamamyaham—and the
expression : tato’dhikam  piturvyakhyamakhyatumayamudyamah—prove the fact beyond
any shadow of doubt. There is no ground thercfore for attributing this Commentary to
Ramabhadra Sarvabhauma (sub voce). The Ms. of Amoda, which exists in the Govt.
Sanskrit Library, Benares (fols. 1-116), calls itself in the colophon the work of Safnkara
Misra.

23. The verse runs:

makarande prakase ya vyakhya parimale’thava |
tato’dhikam piturvyakhyamakhyatumayamudyamah ||

[Mr. Chakravarti’s reading of the Sloka (J. 4. S. B., Sept., 1915, p. 281) is manifestly
corrupt]. Aufrecht’s latin interpretation of this stanza, as given in the Oxford Catalogue,
is hopelessly inaccurate. Putting aside for the moment the identity of the Makaranda which
might for aught we know appear to be the well-known work by Rucidatta (though there



Of them Prakala is undoubtedly the Nyayanibandhaprakasa of Vardhamina ;
but the remaining two are unknown. The identifications which Mr. Chakravarti
(loc. cit., p. 269) suggests for these Commentaries will never hold :

(a) The Prakasa can in no wise be supposed to be the work of Rucndatta (i)
because Rucidatta was a later writer ( la sam 386=A. D. 1505 ) than Sarikara
Misra and (ii) because he is not known to have written any Commentary on the
Nyayanibandha. His Prakasa is a Commentary on Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani,
and not on the Nydyanibandha to which Sarikara alludes.

(b-c) Similarly, the Darpana and the Uddyota could not have been the respective
works of Mahesa Thakkura and Vahinipati, for the double reason (i) that
they are not Commentaries on the Nibandha (but on Paksadhara’s Aloka) and
(ii) that both Mahefa (A, D. 1548) and Vahinipati (later than the date of

- a Z, . .
vasudeva Sarvabhauma,) were Sankara MiSra’s successors and not
predecessors.

(d) ériharga’s

i. Khandanakhandakhadya (%Anandavardhana )
A Ms. of this work (fols. 1-118) on palm leaf and in early Bengali script, exists
in the private library of a gentleman at Benares. It bears the date in Laksmana
Era 423 i.e. A. D. 1542. The Colophon runs thus : iti mahamahomisrasrisankara-

krtaprathamakhandam khandakhadyanandavardhanam samaptamiti | haranetra-

paksavedairlaksmanasammate |  $ivarcaniratal svartham $riman
yadharo’likhat |

(e) Vallabhdcdrya’s

i. Nyayalilavati (Nyayalilavatikanthabharanam)

(f) Gangesa’s

i. Tattvacintamani (Cintamanimayiuikha) It is referred to in the Upaskara (3. 1. 14,
17; 3.2.18; 7.2.20, 26) and the Vadivinoda, p.59.

B. (a) Vadivinoda, an original treatise on the Science of Dialectics, referred to in
the Upaskara (9. 2.2.).

{b) Bhedaratnaprakisa a4

The main object of this book was to reclaim the Nyaya-

is every reason to question this identity). Aufrecht is wrong also in taking Prakasa for
Tattvacintamaniprakala and Vyakhyaparimala () to be the name of a single work—
probably of Haridasa’s Commentary, as he suggests. In reality, there can be no doubt
that Prakdsa stands here for Vardhamina's Kusumafjaliprakasa and Parimala is the name
of another Commentary on the Kusumarijali (Parimala is quoted several times by
Rucidatta in his Kusumatjalimakaranda : see Candrakanta’s Ed., 1. S, 53, 410, 516 ; II. 2,
141). As to the Makaranda mentioned in the $loka Ido not think it can well be the
work of Rucidatta who, as belonging to the beginning of the 16th Century, must have
been a later writer than Safikara Miéra.

24, This seems to me to have been the full designation of the work, which appears
in R L. Mitra’s Bikaner Catalogue, (p. 539, Ms. No. 1148). It is also called simply
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Vaifesika dualism from the attacks of the Veddnta. And asthis could rot
possibly be accomp]ished’ without in the first instance overthrowing the position
already gained by Sriharsa in the Schools, the work turns out
practically to be a refutation of Khandanakhandakhadya itself. Though Sankara
by commenting on the Khandana, appears to have been in sympathy with the
Vedanta, his real attitude towards it was always hostile.

Safikara’s time may be thus calculated. There is a Ms. of his Commentary on the
Khandanakhandakhadya in the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares, which bears samvar
1529 (=A. D. 1472) as the date of its transcription. Hall saw (p. 85) a copy of
Bhedapra'kﬁ.\‘a dated 1219 of the Vikrama Era (=A. D. 1462).25 This supplies the lower
limit of Sankara’s age. The other limit however may be taken to be the time of Vardha-
mina Upadhyaya whose Commentary on the Kusumatijali is referred to in Sankara’s own
Commentary, Amoda. Thus it is highly probable, as Mr. Chakravarti holds, that Satikara
flourished about the second quarter of the 15th Century.26 And this date of Safnkara
would be in full agreement with the tradition that he was a contemporary of Vacaspati
Misra IT and Paksadhara Misra.27

Bhedaprakasa, as by the author inthe Vadivinoda (p. 44) or as in Hall’s Bibliographical
Index (p. 85) or simply Bhedaratna as in Jha’s Introduction to the Vadivinoda (p 4).
Aufrecht (Cat. Cat. 1. p.416) says that this book (Bhedaprakasa) was “reported in
Samksepasariraka 2. 1. ! Leaving aside the question how a book written in the 15th
Century could have been noticed in a work decidedly several hundred years earlier.
I cannot make out how Dr. Aufrecht discovered the name of a book at all in the $loka
above referred to. The $loka is reproduced below :
evam samanvayaniripanayavabodho jato’pyakhandavisayo nanu vakyajanyah [
manantarena paripidita eva jato bhedaprakasanakriaksanibandhanena ||
Probably the phrase here underlined made Dr. Aufrecht suspect it to be the title
of a book !! It is strange how Dr. Satis Candra could have accepted this blunder in
his Indian Logic, p. 459!

25. This Ms. is now deposited in the Raghunitha Temple Library of His Highness
the Mahardja of Jammu and Kashmir. The date is thus entered : samvat 1519 samaye
caitra $udi 15 purnima@ mangaladine | ,

[Tt is significant that the oldest MSS of Sankara’s works, so far brought to light,
were both written at Benares : (a) the Khandanatikd inthe Benares Library in A. D.
1472 by one Vasudeva, a native of Bengal and (b) the Bhedaprakasa in A.D. 1462
by one Kidyastha Sirya Ddsa (See Stein, Jammu Catalogue, p. 328) 7]

26. Dr. Gangandtha Jha, in his preface to the Vadivinoda, pp. 1-2, places éafnkara
about samvar 1585. Butin view of the positive evidence adduced above, it is no longer
possible to accept this date as true.

27. Cf. the verse:

Sankaravacaspatyoh samanau Sankaravdcaspari bhavatah |
paksadharapratipaksau laksibhiitau na ca kvapi |/
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XI1I—VACASPATI MISRA 11

Sanikara Miéra’s younger contemporary was Vacaspati Miéra II.  Vardhamina in
his introduction to the Dandaviveka calls himself the pupil of these two scholars,28 and
according to tradition also éaﬁkara, Viacaspati and Paksadhara were all contemporaries.29

Viacaspati was the Court Pandit of Rajas Bhairavendra alias Harindrayana Deva
and his son Ripanirdyana alias Ramabhadra Deva of Mithila, and lived about the middle
of the 15th Century.80

He wrote mainly on Hindu Law, but he was also a good Naiyayika. The following

philosophical works attributed to him display closeness of reasoning and great original
powers :

A. Commentaries on :

(a) Gautama’s

i.  Nyayasitras (=Nyayatattvaloka)
and (b) Gangesa’s

i. Tattvacintamani.

B. (a) Nyayasiitroddhdra : This booklet was intended to determine the number
and true readings of the genuine siitras as distinguished from those which
have been interpolated into the text from time to time. This work is therefore
in its object, of a similar nature with its predecessor, the Nyadyasiicinibandha

of Vacaspati Miéra I. Its principal interest however consists in the fact that
it represents the Maithila recension of the Sttrapatha.

Khandanoddhara : This is a rejoinder to the objections brought forward by
Sriharsa in his famous polemical treatise against the dualistic hypotheses of
the Nyaya and the Vaiéegika schools of thought. Though certainly the work
does not rise up to the high level of ériharga's masterpiece, it is nevertheless

an interesting study, as showing how cleverly the Naiyayika brushes aside the
charges of his opponents. '

(b)

-_

(’Quoted in the Preface to Khandanoddhara. p.3) Most probably the first two names
Sankara and Vacaspati are to be understood as directly intended for éaﬁkarﬁcﬁrya
and Vacaspati Miéra, the great champions of the Veddnta, and not merely for Siva
and B!‘h'aspati, and the point of the saying would then consist in the popular estimate
th a.t as Sankaracirya and Vacaspati were masters of the Vedanta, in the same way
Saikara lMiéra and Vicaspati II occupied a unique position in Nyaya-Vaisesika.

28. Safikara Miéra and Vacaspati Miéra II (and Gandaka Misra) were the gurus

of the Smarta Vardhama@na, the contemporary of Raja Bhairavendra : Cf. Dandaviveka,
As. Soc. Ms., p. 1,

verse 6 : jydyan gandakamisrah Sankaravacaspati ca me guravah |
29.

éaﬁkaravﬁcaspatyo{: sadrSau Sarkaravacaspati |
Pak:?adharapratipakgai_l laksibhiito na ca kvapi [/ _
30. Chakravartiin J. 4. S. B.,, 1915, pp. 270-1, 399-400, 426-430.
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We have secn ahove that Sankara Miéra too was a firm dualist, and that his Bkeda-
ratnaprak@sa was an attempt on the part of an advocate of realism made in defence of his
realistic convictions. It was Sankara’s no less than Vacaspati’s religious instinct which
impelled them to employ their pen against the authority of ériharga's masterly treatise.
The controversy on the Vedanta side was resumed at a later date by Madhusiidana Saras-
vatl whose Advaitaratnaraksa is a scholarly reply to Sanikara’s Bhedaratna. But Vicaspalti’s
Khandanoddhdra seems to have been left neglected by the Vedintist.

XIII.—_MADHUSUDANA THAKKURA

It has been observed that the Tattvacintamani and more especially its Commentary,
the Aloka by Paksadhara, were very seriously attacked on their first appearance, and that
in consequence of this it became the fashion of the commentators to take upon themselves,
in addition to the usual work of interpretation, the further task of defending the text.
Madhusidana’s claim to distinction, like that of the predecessor Vasudeva Misra,
rests on the successful accomplishment of a self-imposed task of a similar kind. In fact
his commentaries are all ol the nature of defence. _

Madhusiidana was a Maithila Brahmana. His age is still undetermined, butI feel
strongly inclined to place him in the last quarter of the 15th Century or in the first of
the 16th. Having commented on Vicaspati II's Dvairanirnaya,®! he must have been later
than the middle of the 15th Century. But Mr. Chakravarti’s sumise that he lived in the
third quarter of the 16th Century {J. 4. S. B., Sept. 1915, p. 271) is hardly tenable. His
conclusion is apparently based upon the evidence of a Ms. of Kantakoddhara transcribed
in lg samvat 491,33 but this is of no weight as against the positive testimony of another
Ms. of the same work copied 32 years earlier in Ja samvat 459 (See Mitra’s Notices, No.
1909, Vol. V, p. 225) or A D. 1578.

His Nyaya works are commentaries on :

(a) Gangeéa’s

i. Tartvacintamani (°kantakoddhara). This is known through Burnell’s entry only

(Tanjore Catalogue, p. 115b), but is otherwise unknown. Itis possible that
on examination it will prove to be a commentary on the Aloka.

& (b) Paksadhara’s

i.  Tartvacintamanyaloka (Kantakoddhdra or Paksadharoddhara as in Hall, p- 39).

This is really his main work, in which he describes himself as a master of
Mimamsa and Nydya (mimamsanydyapdaragena). 38

31. This Commentary is known as ¢irpoddhara. See Mitra’s Notices. No. 1853
(Vol. V, p. 116) where the Colophon is thus given: iti mahamahopaahyaya $rimadhusi-
danathakkurakrto dvaitanirnayajirnoddhdrah samaptah |

32. It may be pointed out here that there exists in the Government Sanskrit Library,
Benares, a Ms. of Kantakoddhara dated samvat 1667 (=A.D. 1610)—a date which is
practically identical.

33, See Ind. Off. Cat., p. 629.
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It is probably to this work that Visvefvara Siri refers in his Vyakaranasiddha-
ntasudhanidhi (Chowkh. Ed., pp. 58, 69). The Sabdakhar_xda of his commentary, of

which a Ms. in two sub-sections (marked here as 4 and B) exists in the Govt. Sanskrit
Library, Benares, is found to contain the following references :

Section 4 :(—
Vardhamanavacana . . . .. . 2a4

{ Vardhamanopadhyayavacana . . . 59a3
Anumdanakantakoddhara (his own) . . . 3a®
Prabhakarah . ... .. 28b4
Arvdacindh . . . .. 34b1
Pracinzh 34pbs
Srikaramata . . . . . 39a¢
Kiranavali (Kalagranthah) . . . . . 42b5
Navyah . . ... 45b8," 60b1
Mah@rnpavavatsesvarau . . , . . 46bit
Durgatika . . . . . . 58al
Maharnava . . . . . . 58b11, 5940
Haradatta . . .. .. 60bs

The following verses are quoted from Haradatta : uktam ca haradattena—
anidam prathamah Sabdal sadhavah parikirtitah |
ta eva .€aktivaikalyapramﬁdaIasaradibhil} /!
anyatha vivrialh pumbhirapasabda udiritah |
smarayantascag te sadhinarthadhihetavah smreah |/

Section B :—
Kusumanijali . | . 8bs®
Navyah . ., . 38a3
Upadhyayah . . . , . 38310, 483101

XIV.—DEVANATHA THAKKURA

- De.vanﬁt}]a is known to have written a supplement (parifista) to Paksadhara’s
Aloka (including notes on the original text of Gangeéa). He was a Saiva (See the Intro.

verse 1) and probably a pupil of Govinda. 3¢ A Ms. of this work, as noticed by Mm.
Haraprasida Sastr (Notices, Vol,

' . : II, p. 74), was transcribed by one Righava at the
instruction of the au.thor himself and bears the datein /g samvat 443 or A. D. 1562 35,
Thus Devan_at_ha’s time falls in the middle of the 16th Century.

_, 34 lasam 443 caitra vadi ekadalyam candre mah@mahdthakkura Sridevandthamah-
aayanuiasanad raghavena likhitam | = - '

35. Thus we rea‘c} the_2nd introductory verse of the Commentary :
?va_nalhena 8ovindacarandmbujasevina |
cintamanau yadaloke pariSistam taducyate ||

ovinda ? Could he have been the well-known author of the Kavyapr-
Ty on the Kavyaprakasa 9

Who was this G
adipa, a Commenta
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XV—GOPINATHA THAKKURA

;-

He was the son of the Maithila Thakkura Mahdmahopadhydya Bhavanatha of
the Goghota family, and a Vaispava of the Brndavana school of faith. He is known
to have written only two works on Nyaya, viz:

A. A Commentary on:
(a) Kefava Miséra’s

i. Tarkabhasa (Obhavaprakasika), in which he quotes or alludes to the views of :

Manikrt .. ... fols. 7b1}, 20a10, 22p13, 2328
Paksadharamiérah . . . . . fols. 7b18, 23a1"12
Ratnakosakirah . . . . . fol. 23b4

Misrah . . . . . fol. 23beé

Upadhyayahss ... ., fol. 23alo

B. (a) Cintamanisarah or simply Manisarah 37

It cotains an abstract of the exposition of the fundamental concepts of CintGmani
and may be held to be either a synoptic Commentary on the text or an independent work
on the basis of it. Aufrecht is wrongin attributing it to Gopinatha Misra (Car. Cat.
_ L 217), for the author of the Commentary on Tarkabhasa himself affirms that Mapis-
darah is his own composition :

Cf. iti pratipaditam (prapa¥icitam) manisare—
fols. 13a®, 13b6-7, 14a3’1®, 29al (Benares Sanskrit Library Ms.)

Gopinitha’s time is later than Gaurikanta who refers to him in Bhavarthadipika.
He may have lived therefore in the 16th Century (end).

Il. THE SCHOOL OF BENGAL

We have given above a brief account of Paksadharaand his immediate successors
in Mithild. But it was Vdsudeva, possibly also Paksadhara’s pupil, to whom we are
indebted for much of the greatness and glory in the Nyaya philosophy of Bengal.
Though Vasudeva might not have been, as I am inclined to think, he was not, the
earliest exponent of Nyaya in Eastern India (for in addition to Sridhara of whom
notice has already been taken, other writers might have flourished whose works are
now lost), the fact must be admitted that he was one of its most powerful champions,
and that except for his fostering care this philosophy could not have lived to develop
into its present state of perfection. But before proceeding to describe him in detail
it would be well to cast a rapid glance at his father.

36. The leaves are of the Benares Sanskrit Ms. Library.
37. The Anumadna section of this work has been edited by Pandit T. Ganapati
$astri and published in the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series (No. XXXV), 1914,
NV—7
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L—MAHESVARA VISARADA.

His father, popularly known by his title Vifirada wasa Brihman of the” Rﬁd_h\i
class, born in a noble family at Vidyanagara in the city of Navadvipa. He was'éll
scholar of theold type teaching only Law and Grammar in his fo/, and also perhaps
Navya Nyaya which had just come into vogue. From the testimony of Visudeva at
the end of Sirvabhauma’s Commentary on the Advaitamakaranda, it may be surmised
that he was also 2 master in the Vedantic lore. Very little is practically known about
his life and works. He had two names, both preserved for usin authentic records—
viz. Mahedvara and Narahari, of which the former often appears in the Vaispava
literature, 1 while the latter is mentioned only once by his son in the Commentary on
Advaitamakaranda. 2 It cannot now be ascertained whether Vifarada was an author,
but I believe that Manuscript No. 240, a Com. on Tattvacintamani (l1st Section),
deposited in the Govt. Sanskrit Library, Benares, and labelled as Pratyak;amargimﬁhef-
vari was his production. This is avowedly a mere conjecture, with no claim to the
stability of an established thesis, but the following considerations, weighed together,
would seem to bear this sufficiently out:

(1) Firstly, there are not many scholars named Mahcsvara in the history of
mediaeval Sanskrit literature, possessed of the necessary intellectual equipments.
This proposed identification failing, we shall have to fall back on the only other
alternative open to us, viz. in favour of the author of the Com. on the Kavyaprakasa,
called Adar$a or Bhavarthacintmani. 3 But that would be hardly probable, for the
reasons stated below.

(2) Visudeva, his brother Vidyavacaspati, his son Vahinipati, all devoted their
time, attention and energies to writing Commentaries on Cintamani and Aloka with the
object immediately of popularising this useful treatise and ultimately of ousting the gloty
of the rival School of Mithild. Thus when the whole family of Vasudeva is found interes-

1. sarvabhauma pita visarada mahesvar |
tahar jangdle gela prabhu visvambhar ||
Caitanyabk@gavata, Madhyakhanda, 21 adhyarva,
lines 11-12 (Basumati Edition, 1315 sana, p. 235).
2. S$rivandyanvaya kairavamriaruco vedantavidyimayad |
bhattacaryavisaradannarahareh ~* * * [/

End of Advaitamakarandatika. (Mitra, 2854),
3. Hall (Intro. to Vasavadattd p. 54) makes the author Maheévara identical with
Srivatsalafichana. But Peterson (11. p. 19) denies this identity, saying that Mahesvara
was another name of Subuddhi Miéra for whom he refers to Aufrecht, (Cat. Cat. 1716)
who speaks of Subuddhi Mifra Maheévara’s

Com. on Vamana's Alankarastitra,
called Sahityasarvasva.

The whole question is involved in obscurity.
Who was this Subuddhi Misra ? Could he not bethe father of Jayananda (born
1513), the author of Caitanyamarigala and a famous Vaispava of the gaudiya order ?
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ting themselves in studies of the Cintamani, it would be unreasonable, unless very cogent
grounds exist to the contrary, to suppose Maheévara to be an exception.

(3) And further, curiously enough, all the above works of the Sarvabhauma family

are found only in the Sanskrit College, Benares ; and so is the case with the Commentary
under notice.

Certainly the fact is not without its meaning. By way of an explanatory suggestion
I may add here, that the works originally belonged to the private Library of Mahesvara
Viéarada himself, who in his later days had been staying at Benares ¢ and that when
they passed out of Lis family, under circumstances of which we are not aware, they went
together (perhaps with other works), were transcribed (e. g. Vahinipati’s Commentary,
dated A. D. 1584) and have again come together from their last repository. Mahesvara
refers to the view of Pragalbha Miéra on fol. 28bl1 of his Commentary.

11. VASUDEVA SARVABHAUMA.

Vasudeva was the son of this Viddrada. Tradition affirms that on the completion
of his study of Smrti with his father at home, he set out for Mithila to get up the
niceties of Nydya Dialectics from the home of this learning. He read there for several
years with Paksadhara Misra, among many other books, the standard work of the
School, viz. Tattvacintameoni, and committed the whole of it to memory. It is said
that while returning he was subjected by his tutor to a most severe form of ordeal, the
so-called “pin-ordeal” or S$alakdpariksa ® as itis known in Mithila, through which he
passed with great credit. As a result of his conspicuous successin this examination,
the title of Sarvabhauma was conferred upon him. From there Visudeva passed on to
Benares where he took his lessons in the Veddnta, probably with some local sannyasin,
and thence returned to Navadvipa and set up a tol of his own. This was the first
school of Nydya in Bengal.

Among the great teachers of Navadvipa none was so fortunate as Vasudeva in
gaining such an illustrious batch of students, The great religious reformer Si Caitanya
Deva to whose name thousands of hearts respond with fervour, love and adoration, the
great Raghundtha whose Didhiti has been a perennial fount of inspiration to all lovers of
philosophy, the great Raghunandana whose famous Smirti compilation (Astavimsatitativa)
still governs thE course of orthodox life in Bengal, and last but not the least, the great
Krisnananda AgamaviagiSa who revived the decadent Tantric literature by his famous

4. About Mahedvara’s migration from Bengal and settlement at
Jay3nanda’s Caitanyamangala : visarad nivas karila varanasi |

5. Aufrecht (Car. Cat.1l, 134) has fallen into an error in making the entry that
Vasudeva Sarvabhauma was the nephew and pupil of his paternal uncle Jayadeva
Paksadhara, author of a Com. on Cintamani! Froma glance at Vol. III, it will appear
that the mistake arosec from a confusion between Vasudeva Sarvabhauma and Vasudeva
Miséra.

Benares, cf.
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compilation (Tantrasara), were among his pupils. Perhaps Hariddsa, too, the commen-
tator on Kusumafijali was one of the number. '

Of his Nyaya works, of which the number is not known, only one seems to have
come down to us. Itisa Commentary on Tattvacintamani entitled Saravall (Benares
Sanskrit Library, Ms. No. 184), in ‘which references to the following authorities are
found :

Yajfiapati ... ... .. fols. 45b%, 47a8, 47b3, 93b8, 133bs, 111a5, 170a?

Vardhamdna . .. .- . fols. 45b9, 133b% (Lilavafiprakasa)

Narasimha ...... fol. 53a®

Acirya Sammati . . fol. 53b7

Acdryamatam . . . . fol. 161a®

Pratyak.;amazziparik;ﬁ ....fol. 154as

Sabdamanipariksd . fol. 168a87% (adhikastu $abdamanipariksayamanalasadhiyam
sulabhah)

I assume this book was composed by Vasudeva during his life at Navadvipa in the
course of his tutorial lectures before his classes. There are two grounds for this
assumption :

(1) On this assumption alone can be found, at least a provisional, explanation of
the otherwise unintelligible fact of the presence of the work at Benares only. For the
explanation consists in the suggestion already hinted that the book might have come up

H 1 &= . . .
to Benares in company Wwith Visarada. But if it (i. e. Tattvacintamani) were composed
elsewhere ( than at Nadia) its removal to Benares would remain an insoluble mystery

(2) As far as we are acquainted with Vasudeva’s life, we can take it that he left off
Nyaya studies with his departure from home in Bengal. At Puri he was mostly occupicd
with Vedantic speculations and was distinguished as an eminent Vedantic Scholar, to
whom dandins and sanny@sins approached for instruction. Even if he continued teaching
Nyaya there, as the author of Amiya Nimai Carita (Vol. I1l. p. 126 : Fourth Edition)

asserts, it was only a diversion. His favourite pursuit, till hisinterview with Czitanya,
was undoubtedly Veddnta.

In his old age Vasudeva retired to Puri, the holy city of Jagannitha where he

enjoyed as long as he lived' the patronage of the Gajapati King Prataparudra Deva of
Orissa.® He became the chief Pandit of Prataparudra’s Courtand the Superintendent of

6. Pratdparudra was the son of Purusottama Deva and grandson of KapileSvara
Deva (See Vidyanatha’s Prataparudraya$obhiisana) and belonged to the solar dynasty
(as stated in the Colophon of Pathyapathyaviniscaya by Visvanatha Sen). He was the
patron of : (a) Balabhadra (See Rama Krsna Bhatta’s Introduction to his Commentary
on the Sastradipika). (b) Vifvanitha Sen (Mitra,2939). (c) Sianrtavadin (Hultzsch
Part I. No. 143, p. 163) was himself the author of a series of works su'ch as:

(a) Kautukacint@mani (written probably after his conversion into Vaispavism), a

work on various kinds of Tantrika recipes (Mitra. 310).
(b) Nirnayasamgraha.
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Jagannitha's temple, and his cyclopaedic learning in various branches of Sanskrit
Literature caused him to bea universal referee in Orissa, especially on points of law,
ritual, philosophy and religion.?

About his retirement from Bengal, Jayananda in his Caitanyamangala records the
tradition that it was in consequence of a general panic in Navadvipa caused by the
rumour of an order from the Mahomedan ruler of the province for a wholesale
devastation of the Brihman families of the place. It is said that this order for devastation
had its origin in the alarm excited by a widely current prophecy about the overthrow of
the Moslem power by the Brahmin inhabitants of Navadvipa. However, on account
of the panic, Vasudeva’s family left Nadia 8 and migrated to different parts of the country.
Thus we read—

vifarad suta sarvabhauma bhattacarya |
svayam utkale gela chddi gauda rajya [/
utkale prataprudra dhanurmay raja |
ratnasimhdsane sarvabhaume kaila puja ||
1ar bhrata vidyavacaspati gaudavasi |
visarad nivas karila varanasi [/

seyasudeva Sarvabhauma, son of Visirada, removed to Orissa, leaving Bengal.
The king of Orissa was then the illustrious Prataparudra, famous for his valour in war.
He worshipped the great scholar of Navadvipa, presenting him with a golden throne.
The brother of Sdrvabhauma was Vidyavacaspati, who remained in Gauda, and their

father Visarada procecded to Benares, where he settled”. (Translation by D. C. Sen in
his Bcngali Language and Literature, p. 476).

Though the picture here drawn might be a bit highly coloured, the fact remains that
the Mahomedan oppression was growing daily heavier ; and Vasudeva retired from the
country probably to escape from the whims of an oppressive governor. But it is also
possible that Raja Prataparudra Deva, the great friend of learning and centre of Hindu
culture in Orissa, had actually invited him, with the assurance of a peaceful life (a great
temptation in those troubled days!), to settle at his Court.

(c) Praudhapratapamirtanda (This is an important Smrti compilation, and
was made really by Rima Krsna Bhatta of Benares.
this exists inthe Sanskrit Library, Benares).
? (d) Sarasvutivilasa (Hultzsch, Ch. I. No. 425, p. 79).
7. Cf. the following statement by Laldasin his Bhaktamala 145 (21st garland) :
pandit gambhir sarvabhauma bhattdcarya |
jatek purusottame dandir acarya ||
sabhasad pradhan $ri pratdprudrer |
vyavasth@ pramanya par smrtyadi Sastrer [/
(Baldi Cind Gosvamin’s Edition ; 1305 san, p. 332).
8. Except Vidyavicaspati on whom see passim.

A manuscript of
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On his arrival at Puri his pen seems to have been at work on the Vedanta. There
exists in the Sankara Matha, Puri, a Ms. (copied in Saka 1551=A.D. 1629 ; Mitra,
2854) of a Commentary by him on Laksmidhara’s Advaitamakc_zranda where in the
Colophon the author calls himself gaudacarya sarvabhaumabhattacarya [ cf. also verse 2
at the beginning and verse 1 at the end]. ,

In 1510 Visudeva came in touch with Sri Caitanya Deva (born 1485),' the great
Vaisnava apostle of Bengal, and was so much taken by his exalted personal}ty that he
felt no scruple in renouncing his cherished convictions. The influence of thls'prophet
of Love fell almost as a magic spell’ on his life, and the story of his conversion, told
at great lengthin all works of Vaisnava Literature, 10 a story illustrating the trmmph
of Faith over Reason, isfraught with an abiding interest for those who are engaged in
a special study of the psychology of religious conversions. From a dry philosop}.ler,
a rationalist to the core, Vasudeva came to be a firm adherent of the doctrine of Faith.
He became an exponent of Lilavada and began to worship Caitanya as an incarnation
of the Divine Principle of Love and Redeeming Grace. 11

The following words of Visudeva’s confession before Caitanya will show that his
conversion was not merely an intellectual assent to a creed, but an out and out regenera-
tion of the soul. His attitude towards his young master will also be evident from
these words :

Jagat tarile prabhu seha alpakarya |

ama uddhdrile tumi e Sakti d$carya |/
tarkasastre jad ami jaiche lauhapinda |
ama dravdile tumi pratap pracanda |/
(Caitanyacaritamrta, Vasumati Ed., p. 126)

9. Itis strange that the account of the Advaitamakarandatika as given in Mitra 2854
escaped the notice of Aufrecht, who enters the name of this book not under Vasudeva,
the Sarvabhauma, but under another person of the same name (Cat. Cat. 1. 567)

10. E.g. in Caitanyacaritamrta (Madhyalila, Chapter VI), Caitanyacandrodaya ( Bibl.
Ind. 1854 ; Act VI), Caitanyabhagavata ( Antyakhanda, Chapters 1I-111 ), Bhaktamala
(145, 21st garland), &c. See also Amiya Nimai Carita, Vol. 111. pp. 125-194

11- Cf. the following verses of Sarvabhauma :

vairagyavidyah nijabhaktiyoga-
éik;&rthameka}_l purusah puranah |
$rikrsnacaitanya$ariradhari
k_rp&mbz‘tdhiryastamahar_n prapadye [[ 1 [/
kalannastam bhaktiyogam nijam yah
praduskartum krsnacaitanyanama |
avirbhiitastasya padaravinde

gadham gadham liyatam cittabhrigah [ 2 |/

( Caitanyacandrodaya
by Karpapira, ActVI. Bibl. Ind., pp. 156-7).
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Henceforward, Vasudeva was a Vaisnava of the truest type. He was no longer a
philosopher moving in the circle of dead reasoning. All his writings breathe of the
sweet spirit of meekness and resignation, and displaya luxuriant delight in simplicity
and ease. He composed a number of stofras in praise of the three brother-prophets
of Bengal—(1) Caitanya, (2) NityAnanda and (3) Advaita.

1 (a) Gaurangasatanama (Sastri, Vol. 1. 103, p. 96)18 7= Caitanyasataka (Nadiya

Kahini, p. 211)

(b) Caitanyadvadasanimastotra

(2) Nityanandanamastottarasata

(3) Advaitastaka (Cat. Cat. 1. p. 10b) Javananda, in the first section of his
Caitanyamangala, attributes a biography of Caitanya, named Caitanyacaritra to the
authorship of Sarvabhauma Bhattacdrya (See Sahitya Parisat Patrika, Vol. IV pp. 201-2),
but nothing Ffurther is known about this book. In the family Library of Pandit
Damodaralal Gosvami I inspected a Ms. of Tattvadipika, a short Vaisnava treatise of great
interest attributed to one Sirvabhauma Bhati@carya, and I am disposed to think that
this is another work of Vasudeva.

III,—RATNAKARA

Ratniikara Vidyavacaspati, Vasudeva’s younger brother, was left alone at Navadvipa
in those troubled times. He stayed at home, teaching pupils in his family tol of Vidya-
nagara. Like his father and elder brother he was a good Naiyayika. His Commentary
on Tattvacintamani and Aloka (combined) exists in the Govefnment Sanskrit Library,
Benares (Ms. No. 372). From the Colophon of Bhramaradiita, a lyrical poem by his
grandson Rudra Nyayavacaspati, Vidya Vacaspati appears to have be,en the Court
pandit of the king of Gauda.13 He became a devoted follower of Sri Caitanya’s
School and his name is mentioned with honour in Vaisnava literature. 1¢ Caitanya is
said to have lived in seclusion for some time in his house.

12. Perhapsitis to this work that Brnddvana Dasa refers in his Caitanya’ hdgavata thus:
ei mata sarvabhauma $ata$lok kari |
kaku kare caitanyer padapadma dhari |/
(Vasumati Ed., p. 307)
13. vo’bhiid gaudaksitipatisikharatnaghrsianghrirenuvidyavacaspatiriti Jagadgitakirtipra-
paficah [
14. Asin the Caitanyabhagavata (Antyakhanda, Chapter 3) :
sarvabhaumabhrara vidyavacaspati nam |
santa danta dharmasil mahabhagyavan |/

(Vasumati Ed., p- 312)
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IV.—VAHINIPATL

Vasudeva’s son Jane$vara Viahinipati Mahdpdtra was also a student of Nyidya;
and his commentary on Aloka (S‘abdakhar_u_ia), called Uddyota,is to be found in the
Library of the Sanskrit College, Benares. As already stated, the work is known to
exist only in this Library; but since the Ms. here bears (on fol. 52a) samvatr 1642
(A. D. 1585) as the year of its transcription, 18 the copy was certainly ofa much later
date than the time of the author, and I consider it probable that earlier copies of
the work are still extant. 18

The manuscript, at any rate the section of which we are in possession here, does
not make it clear how Vahinipati was related to Sarvabhauma, or what his real name
was. But tradition in Bengal has it that (a) his name was Jane$vara and that (b) he
was Sarvabhauma’s son. And this tradition may not be altogether baseless.

(a) That his name was Jane$vara would seem likely. In Caitanyacandrodaya (Act
VI) we find Candane$vara to be the name of one of Sarvabhauma’s sons. The name
Janedvarais very similar, both ending in the form ifvara; and though this similarity
in itself is not of great importance in determining a point of a historical character, it
has doubtless a corroborative value. Brothers are generally named alike.

(b) His homage to Vasudeva Sarvabhauma in the beginning of his commentary
indicates plainly that he was his pupil, butthere is nothing to stand against the sugges-
tion that he was also his son. On the other hand, his constant references to pitrcaranih
as on fols. 3a8-9, 4a%~%&c.and expressions like ityasmakam paitrkah panth@h must be
understood as allusive to Sarvabhauma. Evidently, we are here in the pre-Didhitian age,
and who among the Bengalis of that day could be described as the leader ofa School
of Nyaya thought (implied in the word panthah), except the great Sdrvabhauma himself ?

(c) The title vahinipati mahaparra was an honour of distinction in Orissa (cf.
the name Tapana Mahapatra). But this does not militate against his Bengali descent.
It shows simply that he was holding an eminent positionin Orissa, and that the honour
was conferred upon him by the local king, probably Raja Prataparudra himself, in
recognition of his merits. However, the Colophon of the Manuscript under review, in

prefixing the word bhattacaryal to his name, clears up the whole question and supplics
positive evidence in favour of his Bengali parentage. 17

15. From the words S$rikdlabhairavaya namah at the close, it appears that the
transcription was made at Benares.

16. This is on the analogy of the other works of the Sdrvabhauma family noticed
above, which I take to be contemporaneous with the authors and belonging to Vifarada’s
private Library at Benares. However, I must not insist on this point.

17. Vide, fol. 52a : iti Srimahdmahopadhyayabhattdcaryasrimadvahinipatimahapatravir-
acital Sabdalokoddyotah paripirnah &ec.



V.—_HARIDASA NYAYALANKARA BHATTACARYA.

Ol all the Commentaries on the Karika portion .of the Kusumﬁ.ﬁjali, the one b.y
Hariddsa, a man of Nadii, has undoubtedly gained the wufieft currency in Bengal. And it
is as the author of this popular annotation of the Karikas, rather tl.lar? _for any other
works, that he is remembered by the modern Pandits of Ben§al‘a11d Mlthlla. _

If the tradition! recorded by Mm. Cam}rakz‘mta Tarkalar‘lkara in tl_]e ljni:face (. D
to his Commentary on KusumﬁTfjaIiharidﬁsi (Saka 1810) regard.mg Haridasa’s journey to
Mithila for the study of Nyaya Sastra, and his return home with t}.1e whole of the Kz‘lsu-
marjali (including the prose portion ) in his memory be authentlc,. the evenF certainly
marks an episode of supreme historical intérest in the stud_\_l of phlloFQPhy m.Bengal.
For it inaugurated studies and speculations, and inspired literary activities which have
continued into the present day.

To what time Hariddisa should be assigned is a questio,n to which no final answer can
be given at present. It is sure that he was earlier than Saka 1521 or A. D. 1599 when
a Ms. of his Commentary on the Aloka was transcribed, and the earlier limit of his age
is the date of Alvkaitsell. T am disposed however to take him as a pupil of Vasudeva
Sarvabhauma.

Among his contributions to the philosophical literature of the country the following
are known :
A. Commentaries on
(a) Udayanacirya's
. Kusumaijali Karikas
(D) Gungeéa’s
i. Tattvacint@mani ( — Prakasa)® and
(¢) Paksadhara’s
i. Tattvacint@manyaloka.®
1. l’aut see Navadvipa Mahima, p. 6l.
2. Sastri’s Report, 1895-1900, p. 15 : Peterson, VI, No. 218, p. 16.
3. Mitra’s Notices, Nos. 2850-2852. The three Mss. dealing with the three sectlions

of the work, viz. pratyaksa, anumana and $abda were copied by one Kan

the bank of the Ganges (suradhiinisavidhe) in Saka 1523 (triy
1522 and 1521 respectively.
NV—-8

darpa Riy on
ugmavisikhak sanada dhindthe),
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VI.—JANAKINATHA BHATTACARYA CUDAMANLIL

Another writer who has had a large number of commentators and wielded great
influence on contemporary thought was Janakinatha, more popularly known a;
‘Bhattacirya Cidamani’. His most famous work was Ny@ayasiddhantamatijari, in whic
he quotes Slvadltya p. 23, Cintamanikrt, p. 217, Nyayabhaskarakrt, p. 223, and Murari
Miéra, p. 285, and mentions by name his two earlier treatises, viz. (a) Manimaricinibandha

(Ny. Si. MdRj., pp. 18, 185), probably a commentary on Tattvacint@mani; and (b)
Tatparyadipaka (p. 185).

VIL—RAGHUNATHA SIROMANI.

After Viasudeva, the phllosopher that calls for special notice here is the great
Raghundtha variously styled Slromam Tarkika- Slromam or Tarkika Cuddmum He
was the greatest figure in Nadia, and next to Gange$a the greatest in the field. His
studies ranged over a wide area, and his philosophical speculations were as deep as they
were varied.

The story of Raghundtha’s lifeis not known in detail. He was born ma very
humble Brahman family of Paficakhanda in Sylhet (Assam), where his ancestor Sridhara
Acirya had migrated from Mithild in 53 Tripurd Era (=A.D. 643) and settled. On
the death of his father, Govinda Cakravarti, at an carly age, the family was thrown

into hopeless confusion. There was no earning hand in the house. The burden of

cxpenses fell on Raghun@tha’s mother, Sitd Devi, but how long could the poor widow

manage it ? She soon found herself in great straits. Itis said that at this time a batch

of pilgrims from her village was sctting out on a holy trip to Navadvipa for a dip in the
Ganges. Sitd Devi, with her infant son, felt inclined to accompany this party,—which
she did, but before they could reach Nadid, Sita fell seriously ill, and was deserted by
her companions. Upon recovery she resumed her journey and reached her destination
in the company of a kind merchant of the place. At Nadia Sita took shelter with the
great Vasudeva Sarvabhauma who received Raghunitha into his lavour, and began to
teach him with great care.

It is said that in his early life he had been a student of V'lsudeva but later on he

went to Mithild in order to study the knotty points of Nyaya Sastra with Paksadhara
whose reputation of scholarship attracted him. He issaid to have been blind of an eye,

and so the tradition runs that when he stood in presence of Paksadhara, eager to sit at
his feet and drink at that fount of learning of which he had heard so much, the latter,
being struck by his odd looks, questioned him thus:
akhandalah sahasraksah virtipdlsah trilocanal |
anye dvilocanah sarve ko bhavanckalocanah [/
At this query of Paksadhara, Raghunitha was much annoyed at heart, but he was

not to be daunted. He retorted readily : “He who is capable of giving an eye (power of
vision) to the eyeless is to be considered a real teacher

while the rest are mere names
s
(tadanye namadharinah)”.
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On his return from Mithili, with laurels yet fresh upon his head, Raghundtha won

a great name in the country. Students from various parts gathered round him and
listened to his learned discourses.

He wrote in the course of his teachcrs hfea series of works including numerous
commentaries and an original treatise, dealing with philosophy ;

A. Commentaries on

(a) Udayana’s

i. Atmartattvaviveka (= Dipika or Bauddhadhikkaravivrti) 4 (Stein, p. 135), and
ii. Nyayakusumaiijali ;

(b) éﬁharga’s i. Khandanakhandakhadya (= Didhiti)

(c) Vallabha’s i. Nyayaltlavari. This is identical with (e) ii.

(dy GangeSa’s i. Tarrvacintmani (= Didhiti) ; and

() Vardhamiana’s i. Kirapavaliprakasa (Didhiti or Vibhiiti or Vivrti), and
ii. Nyayalilavafiprakasa.

B. And an original tract, called

(a) Padarthatattvaniriipanam, variously called Padarthakhandanam and Padartha-
tattvavivecanam.

Among the above treatises, the commentary, on Cintamani, known as Manididhiti,
has been justly the most successful and popular. Since its publication, this work has
driven all the venerable old commentaries out of fashion, so much so that the very names
of works like Aloka (by Paksadhara) and Prakase (by Rucidatta) are now well nigh
forgotten. The whole host of later writers drew upon him for their inspiration.

Raghundtha was a bold, suttle and original thinker, and it would seem from the
words used in the Didhiti that he was a bit too highly conscious of his own powers. Cf :

vidusGm nivahairvadaikamatyad yadadustam yacca dustam [
mayi jalpati kalpaniadhinathe raghunathe manutam tadanyathaiva |/

(End of Anumaanadidhiti)

He declares that his commentary on Cintdmani embodied the essence of various
éﬁstras (saram nirniya nikhilarantranam) drawn out by study (adhyayana) and contempla-
tion (bhavand).

Raghunitha had unquestionably a real gift for poetical expression rare among (he
logicians of the Middle Ages.

The well known verse—
kavyesu komaladlivo vayameva nanye
tarkesu karkasadhiyo vayameva nanye |
tantresu yantritadhiyo vayameva nanye
krsnesu samyatadhiyo vayameva ninye [/

4. There are twoold Mss. of Raghunatha’s Commentary on Atmatattvaviveka in the
Govt. Sanskut Library Benares—one (called erroneously in the Colophon, Bhavapml\a\a)
dated Saka 1538 and Samvat 1672 (=A. D. 1616) and the other dated SaLa 1516
(-=A D. 1594)
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is attributed to him. His conversation with Paksadhara in ]‘.i§ first interview amply bears
out the vaunt made in the above verse about his claims to pocl.lcal exce]!ence. Slems of

In regard to Raghunitha'’s personal convictions cgr.lct:rnmg the ultimate pro- e e
Life and Spirit with which all philosophy has to deal, it is hard to gather anything o
would really be of much value. It is not known whether he fell under.' thc? spef of
Caitanya’s influence, and accepted his creed. But it seems probable that in spm.:z o
recognised place among the few greatest Naiyayikas of the. country, he was a rebe
heart. The following verse prefixed as marngaldcaranam to all his works—

om namah sarvabhiitani vistabhya paritistiate // /
a dya piirn@ya paramarmane . o

marks him oilzllzfg:g:'zajz:t:i)t}i I;VQZC;’deg leaning towards Vefiﬁnta, and this against all
strained interpretations that have been thrust upon it by later writers.

VIIL—MATHURANATHA TARKAVAGISA

It was Mathuranitha on whom fell the proud but heavy task of Carrying_forwa;:
his master’s great work and keeping alive the traditional prestige of Navadvlpal-(. p
learning as well as in the power of sustained exertion involved ina w.c>rk .of thlsdl:ct’
Mathuranitha was certainly equal to the occasion. He made up his mind, an
himself abou in righ rnest. .

That T\:[;lt];ugzgil:: wgstRilagl:]un:itha’s direct pupil appears from the ewdc'ncev:)r:
his referring to the latter as “Bhattdcarya”, the usual form of reference to onci_o '
tutor. Tradition affirms that Mathlj.rﬁnﬁtha’s father Sri Rama also had been Raghunatha’s

pupil.

m a ee e i Vi udeva
But lt seems to me lhat éﬁ Rama hﬂd aISO b n th pupll (o] as ¢
Sar Vabhaul“a.:’

He composed the following works :
A. Commentaries on
(a) Udayana’s
i. Atmatattvaviveka
(b Vallabha’s
i. Nyayalilavati
(¢) Gangesa’s
i Tattvacintamani
(d) Vardhamana’s
i. Kiranavaliprakasa,
and ii, Nyayalilavariprakiia
(e) Paksadhara’s
i. Tattvacintama;_lyﬁloka

5. Cf. §rigovindapadadvandm_n pranamya pa['a}nﬁdarl_"/
hrdi krtva ca nikhilam sarvabhaumasya sadvacah [/
dtmatattvavivekasya vyakhyam didhitikrtkram [
prakdsayati yatnena $riramah sudhiyam mude // o
(Benedictory verses of Sri Rima’s Com. on Armatattvavivekadidhiti).
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and (f) Raghunatha’s
i. Nyayalilavatiprakasadidhiti

and it. TatrvacintGmanididhiti. Tt is said that this was his earliest attempt at
composition undertaken during his studentship with Raghunatha. His
father being highly pleased with his powers thus shown, encouraged him
warmiy and suggested that he should take in hand a Commentary on
Tattvacintamani and write it now in a simple style so as to be of easy
comprehension.

and B. Siddhantarahasyam.

Mathurandatha was Vaisnava in his personal creed. His father i Rama Tarkilan-
kiira was a great pandif and seems to have been the author of a voluminous Commentary
on some work in Nyayasastra. ¢ Probably the commentary was on Cimtdmani, and it is
interesting to find the son controverting the views of the father. In the Govt. Sanskrit
Library, Benares. there is a Ms of Sri Rama’s Commentary, called Tippani, on
Raghunitha’s Atmatatrvavivekadidhiti.

IX.—BHAVANANDA SIDDHANTAVAGISA.

Bhavinanda was one of the ablest representatives of the Nadia School of Thought,
and though his works have not enjoyed the same celebrity in Bengal asthey have done
in the South, it does not detract in the slightest degree from their merit. It is a strange
fact of which no true historical explanation can yet be rendered, that among the
commentaries on Bhavananda none has proceeded from Bengal. Itseems that soon
after its publication the book was subjected to a severe criticism in certain quarters, 7
and that in consequence of this the study of the work was left altogether uncared for
in the country of its birth. & Thanks are due. however, to Mahadeva Puntamkar for

6. Evidently the verse is Slista here and hasto be 1nte|prctcd ina double sense,
being at once applicable to the great Rama Candra and bn Rama, Mathuranitha’s
father. As explained in reference to thc second interpretation, the word wyavambudii
ought to mean a book prepared by §ri Rama, akhilasamparii, some jagir secured, and
tribhuvana the names of three contemporary scholars named ‘Bhuvana’ vanquished in
debate, by whom his glories were .sung. 1 do not know whether all this is not to be
rejected as mere conjecture. (End of Mathura’s Commentary on Tartvacinlﬁmani)

7. Oppert (2025, 5278 ; II, 9408) mentions a treatise of this kind by one Vajratanka
$astrin. But it is a comparanvely recent production. Vajratafika seems to have written
also a commentary on Bhavanandi, called Bhavanandiprakasika (vide Hultzsch, No.
1462, 1, pp. 137-8)

8. Cf. Mahadeva’s pungent remarks towards the beginning of his commentary on
Bhavanandi (anum@na) : analocya siddl.antavagisavanyam vrth@ supitah ()  panditairgau-
dajataih | yadudbhdvitam diusanabhasavrnda taduddharanartho mamodyoga esah |/
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reviving an interest in the study of this valuable but much neglected work, and for
popularising it through his commentaries.
Bhavananda left behind him two worthy pupils in Jagadisa and Raghavendra®,

both of whom distinguished themselves as scholars and made valuable contributions to
philosophy and literature.

The, name of Bhavananda’s guru is not known. Tradition makes Bhavananda
Mathuranatha’s disciple, which on chronological groundsis admissible ; but may it not
be that he was Raghunitha’s direct pupil? The following extract taken from his

commentary on Anumanadidhiti, where Raghunatha is referred to as ‘Bhattacirya’, would
seem to point to this conclusion :

nilaviSistadhime’pi  vides yatvasyopadheh sattvena  nirupadhitvasadhanavyapakatvaditi
viSesyatvapathasyapramanik atvat tadupeksitam bhatiaciryaSiromanibhiriti,

I hold, therefore, pending further evidence to the contrary, that Bhavananda was
Raghunatha’s junior pupil, and that on the latter’s death or probably on his retirement
th_rough the infirmities of age, when teaching was impossible, Bhavananda completed
his studies with Mathuranitha. And this would be in keeping with Bhavananda’s own
statement in his commeantary on the Didhiti:

namaskrtya guriin sarvian nigitdham manididhitau |

Here : ) Sribhavanandasiddhantavagi$ena prakasvate [/
ereis a list of works written by Bhavananda :
A. Commentaries on

(a) Gangesa’s
1, Tattvacimﬁmm]i
(b) Paksadhara’s

1 Tattvacint&many&laka (= Alokasaramatijari)
(¢) Raghundtha’s

5 I« Tattvacintamanididhiti (= Didhitigiid harthaprakasika)
. (a) Sabd&rrhas&rama‘ﬁjar?
(b) Karakacakrq

(c) Da.s"alakErasarama?ijar?
X —~GUNANANDA VIDYAVAGISA BHATTACARYA

Gunanand . -

rots l a, better known as Vidyavagisa Bhattacdrya, was a pupil of Madhusidana
' a large number of commentaries, viz. on

(a) Udayana’s

9. Raghavend . o
o g avendra was much loved by his tutor. So says Ciraiijiva in the Vidvanmo-
datarangini -
adhiyanamuddisya cadhydpako’yam bhavanandasiddhantavagifa iice |
ayam ko'pi  devo’navadyatividyacamatkaradharamaparam bibharti ||
Chapter i, verse 17.



- 63

1. Nyayakusumanjaliprakarana (= Nyayakusumafijaliviveka). 1® The work is
called Tdiparyaviveka in the Ms. of the Govt. Sanskrit Library, Benares.
(b) Vardhamana’s

i. Gunakirandvaliprakasa(= Gunavivrtiviveka or Tatparyasandarbha)

(c) Paksadhara’s

i. Tattvacintamanyaloka, $abda section (=Sabdalokaviveka) and

(d) Rughunatha’s

i. Anumanadidhiti (=%viveka)

il. Nyayalilavatiprakasadidhiti (=0%iveka)
iii. Atmarattvavivekadidhiti (9=viveka)

and (iv) Gunakiranavaliprakasadidhiti. This work is identical with (b) i.

His time is unknown, but it may be surmised that he lived about the end of the 16th
century. This is proved by the fact that there exists in the India Office Library a Ms. of
his Gunavivrtiviveka with 1534 Saka (vedabanagniyute Sakabde) or A.D. 1612 11 as the date
of its transcription. Besides, as his tutor cannot be identical with the famous author of
the Advaitasiddhi, the time here proposed for him would not seem incompatible. The
fact that he was criticised by the Jain Logician Ya$ovijayagani 12 in the latter’s Nyaya-
khandanakhadya presents no chronological difficulty.

XI.—RAMARUDRA TARKAVAGISA

Rudra, to be distinguished from another and more famous Rudra surnamed Nyaya
Vidcaspati,13 was grandson of Bhavananda Siddhantavagisa on whose Karakacakra he
wrote a Commentary. In the Colophon he distinctly attributes this work to his grand-
father (pitamaha).

Rudra wrote another Commentary on the Siddhantamuktavali where he calls his
father (1dta) S§ri Rama ($riramadhireda). Madhusidana may have been the name of
his guru. Ind. Off, p. 674.

XI.—RAMABHADRA SARVABHAUMA.

Very little is known about Rimabhadra’s parentage or personal history except that

10. Thisisa commentary onthe whole of Kuswmnaijali, and not on the metrica]
portion of it only, as noted by Mr. Chakravarti (JA4SB, 1915, p. 279).

11. Not A.D 1622 as stated by Dr. Vidyabhusana in his Indian Lygic, p. 468,

12 A.D. 1608-1688.

13. Aufrecht (Cat. Cat., Vol I, pp. 528-529) has erroneously placed the works of the
two Rudras under the single name of Rudra Nydya Vacaspati, and made him the grandson
of Bhavanada. In Vol. III, p. 112, however, the name of Rudra Nyﬁyavicaspati’s
grandfather appears correctly as Vidyavacaspati.
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XIL.—JAGADISA TARKALANK.ARA.

Among the disciples of Bhavinanda none was so eminent as the famous Jagadisa
who, with Mathuranatha and Gadadhara, forms the small band of post-Didhitian
Logicians in Bengal. Jagadifa is said to have been a descendant of Sanidtana Misra,
the father-in-law of Caitanya Deva and lived probably in the second quarter of the

seventeenth century.17?

From Jagadisa’s statement in Nyayarahasya it appears that he was also the pupil of
Ramabhadra Sarvabhauma.

He was the third son of Yadava Candra Vidyavagisa and had five brothers. He
had two sons, i. e. Raghunatha, the author of Sankhyarattvavilasa, and Rudreévara, the
father of Rimabhadra Siddhantavigida.

Jagadifa was the author of
A. Commentaries on
(a) Prasastapada’s
I.  Padarthadharmasargraha (=%stikti) This extends to dravya section only,
(b) Gangesa’s
i. Tattvacintamani.
(c) Raghuniatha’s
i. Nyayalilavatididhiti
. Tatrvacintamanidi dhiti (=-%prakasika)
This is popularly known as Jagadisi.
B. (a) Sabdasaktiprakasika
(b) Terkamrta

XIV.—RAGHAVENDRA BHATTACARYA $ATAVADHANA

Next to Jagadisa the most remarkable person among Bhavananda’s disciples was
Raghavendra Bhat_gﬁcﬁrya. In the first chapter of Vidvanmodatarangini, a work of unique

Rambhadra That this is not a mere supposition will be clear from an actual entry in the
following extract from the commentary : jrvantam $ankaramisr akrtam tarah sarvabha-
miyam (Fol. 6a 2-5 ofa very old Ms, in possession of Pandit Harihara Sastri of Benares).
But the full text of Sankara Miéra’s Amoda is also available, a copy of which exists in the
Sanskrit College Libraty, Benares. ( See Sarasvati Bhavana Studies, Vol. I ).
The late Mahdamahopadhydya Mahefa Candra Nydyaratna (in his Brief Notes on the
Afodern Nydaya System of Philosophy and its technical terms, p. 5) ascribed this commentiary
on the Kusumarnjali-karikds to one Ramabhadra Siddhidntavdgiéa, whose name is asso-
ciated by popular tradition with the establishment of the image of Poda-ma at Nadia and
whom he takes to be the earliest exponent of Nyaya in Bengal (earlier than Vasudeva
Sarvabhauma). But this is evidently without any foundation in fact.

17. A Msof Jagadlsa s Kavyaprakasarahasya was copied by one of his pupils in
Saka 1599 (=A. D. 1677).

NV—9
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XVIL.—GAURIKANTA SARYABHAUMA BHATTACARYA

Among the Commentators of Tarkabhdsa, Gaurikanta’s name occupies perhaps a
unique position, both on account of the exhaustive treatment of the topics raised in
the text, as well as for its great bulk. His Commentary on Tarkabhasais certainly
his best production, and perhaps the most thorough work of its kind existing in the

literature.

As to his time it may be roughly fixed in this way :

In the work just mentioned Gaurikdnta alludes very frequentlv to the views of
Balabhadra and Govardhana, and vehemently denounces them as erroneous. 20 Govar-
dhana’s age has been ascertained to be the 16th century, which, therefore, furnishes the
upper limit of Gaurikiinta’s life period ; the other or lower limit, however, is afforded
by the age of Madhava Deva (i. e. the end of 17th century) who quotes and criticises
the opinion of Gaurikanta inhis own Tarkabhasasaramarijari.

Hence it may be concluded with tolerable certainty that Gaurikinta lived in the
early part of the 17th century. Gaurikanta’s works are :

A. Commentaries on
(a) Pradastapada’s Padarthadharmasamgraha. This work, unknown to Aufrecht,
I find mentioned under the title of VaiSesikabhdsyavivarana in his Bhavarthadipika
(Benares College Ms. 156, fol. 3b).
{b) Kedava Misra’s
i. Tarkabhdsa (== Bhavarthadipika) This work is also called Vivarana in the Colophon
of the chapter of the Benares Cullege Ms. 156, fol. 25b.

Commenting on the nature of anubhava in his Commentary on the Tarkabhasa,

Gaurikdnta quotes the following verse and says that it occurs in the text in some Mss :
samvid bhagavatl devi smriyanubhavavedika |
anubhiitih smyrteranya smrtih samskaramatraja |/
Fol. 9b.
(c) Raghupitha’s
i. Tattvacimtamanididhiti.

This work, too, is not mentioned in Aufrecht, but is referred to as Manididhiti-

vivecana (Ms 156, fol. 22b) in connection with the discussion of praryasatti.
(d) Annam Bhatta’s
i. Tarkasangraha

20. See, for instance, the following extract from the Bhavarthadipik@ where the
definition of k@rana by Balabhadra and Govardhana has been attacked by Gaurikinta :
yattu anubhavatvavyapyajatya vacchinnak&ryatﬁnirl‘lpilak ﬁrar_z?zfrayarve sati vyaparavaitve sati
pramakaranatvamiti govardhanenoklam, yacca yatharthajfianakaranatve sati vyaparavative
sati anubhavatvavyﬁpyaj&tyavacchinnak&ryat(‘lpratiyogikﬁ;-aqatﬁérayatvam pramanatvamiti.
tadeva laksanam parivartya balabhadrenoktam taddvayamapyasuddham |
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Commentary on the Kusumafjalikarikas transcribed by Mahddeva in his own hand. As
Raghudeva was Harirdima’s pupil, Mahadeva could not have lived before the latter.

As a teacher of Raghudeva, Haririma may be assigned to the first quarter of
the 17th century.

XVIIL.—JAYARAMA MYAYAPANCANANA

From the introductory verse (No. 1) of his commentary on the Didhiti, it appears
that Jayarima was the pupil of one Ramabhadra Bhattacirya.34 But who this RAmabhadra
might have been, there is no means of ascertaining. Mr. Chakravarti takes him as the
author of Nydyarahasyam which is likely, but it seems to me more probable that he was the
same as the pupil of Jagadiéa. Jayaran.a’s time can be determined with exactness and he
may be assigned to the third and fourth quarters of the 17th century. For there is evidence
to show that he was living at Benares in Samvat 1714 or A. D. 1657 25 and composed one
of his works in Sam 1750 or A. D 1693,

He is known to have been the author of the following works :

A. Commentaries on
(a) Gautama’s
i. Nyayasutras (Nyayasiddhantamala)
The work contains the following references *

Padarthamala 3b2, 6al, 8a2
Prameyatattvabodhakrtah. 4al
Prameyatattvabodhah 4b5, 11b1-2
Tattvabodhe Vardhamanah 5a8
Vardhamanah 9b6, 10a2, 16b2
Vardhamanadayah 8a0

Navyah 4b3, 10b3, 13ab, 13b3, 116b!
Prasastapadabhasya 4be
Bhasyakrtah 13a6
Virttikakrtah 6bs
Varitikadayah 8a7
Virttikakarah 13b3 )
Nydyanibandhaprakasah 12b¢
Tikakrtah 14b5
Upadhyayah 20a5, 29b7
Manikrtah 28ab

24, miirdhanyadhiya ca ramabhadracaranadvandvaravindadvayam. Line 3.

25. Inthe ‘Decision’ of Benares Pandits dated Sam 1714 the name of Pt. Jayardma
Nyayapaficanana occurs in the list of the signatories. This ‘Decision’ has been published
by R. S. Pimputkar in his Citalebhaththaprakaranam (1926), pp. 78-81.
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Manikrdanuy3yinah 75a

Miérah 29b7

Didhitikrtah 32a8-7, 75a5

Acaryih 34b0

Ratnakosakrtah 83be-7

Vagisah 96b5 (the view
is refuted by the author)

Praiicah 116b1

Manikantha 135b%, 13526

éavarasvﬁminah 145al

It was composed in Sam 1750 or A. D 1693.3¢
(b) Udayana’s

C - =17 27
i. Kusumdaijalikarikas (Vivrti) It is referred to in his Padarthamala.
(¢) Paksadhara’s

i. Tattvacintamanyaloka (Viveka), referred to as Alokarahasyam in his commentary
on the Kusumahijalikarikas.
(d) Raghundtha’s
\.  Gunakiranavalipraka$adidhiti.
ii. Tattvacintamanididhiti (Gidharthavidyota or Didhitivivrti). ) juable
B. (a) Padarthamala or Padarthamanimala or Sabdarthamald.® It‘lsa va this
treatise, quite original in its treatment. The author declares his object in writing
tract as purely critical :
bhasyadyuk tisu hinayuktisu ratih preksavatam preksyate
hyayaryaih vihitapi yuktirahita vani kvacillaksyate |
matvaiva jayarama esa vipulaih sadyuktimuktaphalaih
pravyaktam vitanoti kovidamude $abdarthamalamimam [/

. erlt
From the above it appears that the work was intended to form a kind of supplem
to the Prasastapddabhasyam and the Kiranavali.

(b) Anyathakhyativicara
(c) Laghusannikar;avﬁda
(d) Nyayamala

26. Vidyabhuisana, Indian Logic, p. 478. - to Govt.
27. adhikam karikavyakhyayim anusandheyam (fol.74b4 of Ms. 168 belonging

oo it Library.
Sanskrit Library, Benares). Three Mss of this work exist in the Govt. Sanskrit Li
Benares.

, _ . 283)
28. Sabdarthamala is not a distinct work, as Mr. Chakravarti (JAS5, 1915, P-

ha-
and Dr. Vidyabhisana (Ind. Logic, p. 478) hold, but only another name‘of tht’i( Pa’?;;::s n
mala. The author himself employs the two names indifferently for this :?rr; t.he second
the second benedictory verse at the beginning (padarthamala valanam) —a-netc.) the name
verse at the end of the dravya section (padarthamala yadi nama V3l
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XIX.—GADADHARA BHATTACARYA (A. D. 1650)

Gadadhara, son of Jivacdrya, and a younger contemporary of Jagadi$a, wasa
Viarendra Brahmana, originally of Laksmicapar in the district of Pabna.2® He came to
Nadii for prosecution of studies ; and being admitted to the to/ of Harirama Tarkavagisa,
the greatest living professor of Nyayasastra, he was soon able through diligence and
steady application to win for himself the favour of his tutor and rise into prominence. It
is said that owing to Harirama’s death before completion of his studies, Gadadhara could
not secure any title of distinction.

It was Harirama’s dying wish that on his death Gadadhara should succeed him to
professorship in his tol, as otherwise its reputation would not be maintained. Gadadhara
readily consented to comply with this last wish of his tutor, and began to teach, but he
soon found to his great disappointment that no students cared to come up to him for
study ; and even the old batch deserted him one by one. His absence of a *“‘conventional
title’” of merit was a bar to his real claim to tutorship. However Gadadhara was nota
man to allow his spirits to be damped by this. He left his tutor’s place, and founded a
school of his own in a delightful little garden on the wayside of the mainroad leading to
the Ganges. Here in the cooling shades of the trees he made his abode. In the absence
of any students coming to hear him he would deliver his lectures before the creepers and
plants of flowers. Pandits coming to the garden for plucking flowers and passing by it on
their way to the Ganges for bathing would often pause to hear him and found his
discourses as learned as attractive. Gadadhara’s fame thus spread around within a
remarkably short period and drew towards him flocks of students from various quarters, 30
He was the author of—

A. Commentaries on
(a) Udayana’s
i. Nyayakusumanjali
(b) Paksadhara’s
i. Tattvacintamanyaloka
(c) Raghunidtha’s
i. Atmatattvavivekadidhiti. Tradition pPlaces this among the earliest works of

Gadadhara.
ii. Tattvacintamanididhiti.
B. (a) Brahmanirnaya

padarthamala is used, but in verse I at the end of the dravya section, the work is referred to
under the name of Sabdarthamala (vitanoti Sabddrthamalamimam).

29. Navadvipamahimd, p. 82. 1In the copy of the India Office Ms. of Gadadhara’s
Anumanadidhititippani, he is called mahamahopadhyaya gaudade$iyah gadadharacakravarti
(Ind. Off. Cat., p. 607). ) ’

30. Navadvipamahima, pp. 82-84 ; éﬁstri, Notices 11,
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Wt i te topic of

nd (b) 64 short treatises, known as Vadarthas, dealing each “_‘t_l_lda sei;;ara SaktIi)vﬁ o,

E:he new school of Nydaya Philosophy, such as i Vlsay'at‘j‘zv:a ”'V " }{aranatﬁvﬁ da,
iii. Muktivada, iv. Vyutpattivida, v. Sadriyavada, vi. R"_’"""j’;‘” o e'tc_ :

viil. Anumitimanasavada, ix. Navyamatavada, x. Vid/usvarupava_a, f, o éri Krsna

Gadadhara was a Vaispava, beinga votary of the Vgnda\;laﬂafor?ns of the Divi[.lit'y.

(nandatanija), but he did not fail to pay due reverence to the ot 'el' <es the blessings Of
CE. his benediction in the Cintamanididhiti (anumana) where he—mv.ok_es ;S vy
Durgd (girindraduhita). His principal student was Jayarama Tarkdlankara (S. V.).

XX.—RAGHUDEVA NYAYALANKAKA (A.D 1650)

i i uri
Raghudeva was also Harirama’s disciple, and plginly refers Lo hml;k?:vl‘;:lsanfia"i
in Dravyasarasangraha (Weber, 1, p. 204). 81 He is said to have been
descendant. He wrote the following works :
A. Commentaries on
(2) Kanadasutras
(b) Udayana’s
i. Nydyakusumaijalikarikas 5
c Lo
o Gi?l;‘g;tsti:cim&mani. This commentary is known as Gudhdrthadipika or popularly
by the name of the author as Raghudevi.
(d) Raghunatha’s
i
ii.
iii,

Pad&rthatatrvanirﬁpat_m.
Tattvacintamanididhiti.
Akhyatavada.

31.

: agisvar ict
In Nafvada (Oxf., p. 245, Ms. 617) he names his guru Tarka\{a.gnlsv;;;,r it\:?u;;
must be understood, in conjunction with the above statement, asapplying ntely
Harirama,

Bodas in his introduction to Tarkasangraha, p. 45 and Pt. V. P. Dube in the_pl;efac,e
of his edition of Padarthatattvaniriipana, p.2, wrongly make Raghudeva Matlzur_anatha §
disciple. This mistake was cvidently occasioned by the fact of both Mathurdndtha and
Harirdma bearing a common title (viz. Tarkavdgifa). But away from the above extr.ac.t
which throws light on the whole question, the mistake will also be apparent when it is
known that Raghudeva was Bhavananda’s descendant in the 3rd or 4th remove (N.
Mahima, p. 80) and that the latter was Mathuranatha’s direct pupil. But the verses at
the end of the Nafivada (utra suktam duruktam va yat kificijjalpitam mava | tat sarvam
Jjagadisasya prityarthamityaninditam) seem to show that he read also with Jagadifa, Or
‘perhaps the word Jjagadisa means God and nothing more.

32. There is a Ms. of this work, dated Sam 1739 (=A. D. 1682) in the Govt.
Sanskrit Library, Benares.

It was transcribed by the great Naiydyika Mahiadeva
Puntamkar.

h— a—

e
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B. (a) Visayaravicara. Raghudeva refers to this in his commentary on_Padarthatatt-
vaniriipana (Pandit Ed , p. 78)
(b) Dravyasarasangraha
(c) Niruktiprakasa
and (d) a certain number of tracts,
(i) Anumitiparamarsavicara, (iii) Samagrivada, (iv) Pratiyogijianakdranartavicara etc. etc.
Raghudeva is sometimes identified with the new Kanada, but this does not seem to be
For we know that Kanidda’s guru was one Cudamani, as mentioned in his

such as (i) ViSistavaisistyabodhavicara,

correct.
own Bhasdratna and not Harirdima or even Jagadisa (S. V. Kanada).

On the basis of this supposed identity between Raghudeva & Kanada anc’l of the
fact that Sankara Miéra pays obeisance to Kanada in the Upaskara, Bodas makes Sankara
pupil of Raghudeva.

Raghudeva lived at Benares. Mm. Haraprasida éastri, in his Report on Sanskrit
Mss (1906-7—1910-11, p. 6), assigns him to the beginning of the 18th century. But this
date is certainly wrong In the Govt. Sanskrit College Library, Benares, there isa
manuscript of Raghudeva’s commentary on the Kusumarijalikarikds transcribed by
Mahadeva Puntamkar in Sam 1739 or A D. 1682. Raghudeva was therefore of an earlier
date The ‘Decision’ of Benares Pandits referred to above, contains the signature of
Raghudeva. This ‘Decision’ is dated Samvat 1714 (krtakkagavde) and Saka 1579 (nanda-
Sailasarabhimitaiike), that is A. D. 1657, which is consequently the exact date of
Raghudeva.

XXI.—JAYARAMA TARKALANKARA (A.D. 1675)

Jayarama’s father Jayadeva was the court pandir of Putia in the District of Rajshahee,
and had been originally a native of Pabna. In old age he retired to Navadvipa where he
settled permanently. Jayarima is said to have received his education in the 1ol of
Gadadhara, and wrote a commentary, the only work by him yet known to us, on his
teacher’s Saktivada.8s

. . -7 - ~ = aAsa ]
His most famous pupil was Vidvanitha Paficanana, the author of Bhasapariccheda
and AMuktdavali. 2+ .

XXIL.—VISVANATHA NYAYASIDDHANTA PANCANANA

of 5 . .
casy rea:I:I the autlhors Of.Nyaya lracts whose aim has been to bring the subject within
» mone has achieved a greater success than Viévanitha, the cldest son of

33. Hall,.however, assigns it to a pupil of Jayarama (p. 56).

‘;4 The pne ofJVnévana‘uha’s teachersis given thus in the popular saying : harer gada,
ga ai]ay/ jayer_vl;su loke kay [/ which gives us the order—Harirdma Tarkavigida—
Gada<li\111$ra Bhattacarya— Jayarima Tarkdlankara—Vidvanatha Paficinana.

—10
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Vidyanivasa, of Nadid.3% His Bhasapariccheda with his own gloss upon it named Nyaya-
siddh@antamulktavali 38 occupies even now the foremost position among the manuals on
Nyiya-Vaidesika philosophy, and for a learned and lucid interpretation of the original
stitras of Gotama no better work is available than his Nyayasiitravreti. His other works
are less known but equally interesting. As to religious belief he was a Vaispava and
passed the last years of his life in retirement and devotion at Vrndavana. It was here
that he composed, in 1576 Saka or A. D. 1654, his learned commentaries on Nyayasiitra
in pursuance of éiromagi’s interpretation. He belonged to the second and third quarters
of the 17th Century, and was the author of the following books :
A. Glosses on
(a) Gotama’s
i. N. Sutras (Nyayastitravrtti) composed in 1654.
(b) Raghundtha éiromagi’s
i. Padarthatattvaniriipanam
(c) His own
1. Bhasapariccheda, a collection of couplets, summuarising the doctrines of
the Vaisesika philosophy. The work purports to have been written for the use of the
author’s nephew (?) Rajiva. There is a copy of this work belong.ng to Nrsifiha Diksita,
dated 1719 Sam, or A. D. 1662,
B.
(a) Nyayatantrabodhini
(b) Subarthatattvaloka

XXIII.—TRILOCANADEVA

Trilocana was the pupil of one Rama, a professor of Nadia, and refers to Vacaspati
Miéra, éiromagi Bhattacarya and Gunananda.8” His works are :
A. Commentaries on
{a) Udayana’s
i.  Kusumanjali (= Kusumarijalivyakhya)
and (b) Viévandtha’s

35. His younger brother was Nardyapa, and his father was the son of the younger
brother of the great Vasudeva Sarvabhauma and is said to have been highly
honoured by Raja Mansingh of Amber, and defeated in a public assembly, at the Court
of Todarmall, the great scholar Narayana Bhatta of Benares.

36. This work reminds one of a less known but similarly named treatise on Vedanta,
viz. Vedantasiddhantamuktavali by Prakaéananda Svami. Praka$inanda was undoubtedly

an carlier author, and it was his work which appears to have inspired the title of
Viévanatha’s gloss on his own karikas.
37. See Hall, p. 84.
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i. Nyayasiddhantamuktavali, called Locani after the author’s name ( Hultzsch,
I1, p. 132, No. 1397) 8¢

XXIV—RAMAKRSNA BHATTACARYA CAKRAVARTI

Inintroducing his commentary on Rama Krsna’s Tarkamrta, Krsna Kanta Vidya-
vagiéa gives a brief but interesting outline of the early history of the author’s line. He
says that in the village of Kotalipara, which as we know, even now maintains a position
of intellectual eminence in Bengal, there once lived a Brahmin, named Govinda, who
was well-versed in the Kalapa system of Grammar and in Smrti, and used to teach these
subjects to his pupils. He had a son, whose name does not appear inthe work, and
three grandsuns viz Lurgdaprasaida, Candidasa and Devidasa. Deviddsa was the
youngest and apparently the most intelligent of the group. He had a scholarly disposition.
Having finished his education at home, he went out to Nadid, then the centre of Culture
in Eastern India, with the idea of prosecuting higher studies in philosophy. He sat for a
long time at the feet of the famous logician Bhavananda Siddhantavagisa, and became
onc of his most favourite pupils. Tt is said that even on the first interview Bhavananda had
been so much struck with his scholarship that he had predicted about his future greatness.
He then married and went to Benares, where he became known for his learning under
the title of “Vidydbhusana”. It was here that his son, Ramakrsna was born.

About Rﬁmak;gga/ himself Krsnakdnta says little, cxcepting that he was Lhoroughl_)'
conversant with all the Sistras, was a great pandit and won wide celebrity. BResides, 1t
is added that on the occasion of his marriage Devidasa came to Patali, and settled °
there as teacher till the end of his life.

Whether RAmakrsna returned to Bengal and settled at Nadia or stayed on at Benares,
is not known. But it is certain that his influence travelled far and wide, and was not
confined to provincial limits.

Krsnakanta, Rdma Krsna’s great grandson, having lived in A.D. 1801, Rama
Krspa’s time may be assigned 49 with some probability to the last quarter of the 17th
Century.

He wrote :

A. Commentaries on :

(a) Raghunitha éiromm_)i‘s
i. Nyayalilavatididhiti

ii.  Tattvacintdmanididhiti

38. Aufrecht notes that this work is based on an earlier commentary on the Muktavalt
by Madbusudana, named Mahaprabha (Cat. Cat., 111, p. 89).

39. Krsnakanta quotes the old popular saying which speaks of 6 (or 7) great con_-
temporary scholars, viz. Jayadeva and Rudranatha at Nadia, Ram@nitha at parvasthall.
three Bhusanas at Patali, and Ramarama at Tadita.

40. Sake ramaksisailaksitipariganite (Ind. Off. Cat., p. 654, Ms No. 814.)



iii. Gunakirandvalipraka$adtdhiti and
B. (a) Nyayadipika

(b) Tarkamrta

(c) A certain number of Vadarthas.

XXV.—MAHADEVA BHATTACARYA

There exists in the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares, a MS of work named
Mitabhasini which on examination is found to be a gloss on the Nydyasiitras of Go,tama,
attributed in the Colophon41 to one Mahddeva Bhatticirya. He was the son of Vagisvara-
cdrya and Bhagirathi. From evidences of style and the method of interpretation I feel
strongly inclined to identify this writer with the author of a similar gloss on the Sankhya-
sutras (Sankhyavrttisara). 1If this identification be correct, Mahddeva had been the pupil
of one Svayamprakasa Tirtha who conferred on him the title of ‘Vedantin’.42

His time falls to the last quarter of the 17th Century. At the end of this
Commentary on Visnusahasrandma he gives Samvat 1750 (khavanamunibhimane) or
A.D. 1693 as the date of its composition :

mahadevo’karod vyakhyam visnorndmasahasragam |
khavanamunibhiimane vatsare $rimukhabhidhe /!

Weber, Vol. I, p. 113.
[Cf. Garbe’s Sankhya Philosophie, p. 78 and Sankhya und Yoga (Grundriss
Series), p. 9].

XXVL.—RAMACANDRA SIDDHANTAVAGISA

I noticed a Ms of Rama Candra’s Commentary on the Cintamanididhiti, pratyaksa
(F ?156;” bha!?acﬁ"yafrimahﬁdevakz‘tau mitabhdsinyam nyayavritau dvitiyamahnikam |
ol. 36b)

This clear Statement of the authorship should at once dispel the crror of Aufrecht
(Cal._ Cazr. 1, 437) who ascribes the work, apparently on the similarity of names, to
Mahadeva Puntamkar. The tigle Bhattacarya is a certain indication of the author’s Bengali
descer;t. The Nyayasuatravpnsi is said to have been undertaken at the request of one
Somesvara Bhatta, '

42, See

N (i) The Colophon at the end of Berl
i svayamprakaiatir,

adhydyali (Weber, p.
and (ii)

in MS (636) of his Sankhyavrttisara Chap.1 :

anghrilabdhavedantisatpadena mahadevenonnite sankhyavyttisare pra®-

185.)

the beginning of Berlin MS (1524) of his Commentary on Visnusahasrandma—
svayamprakEfatirth&righrilabdhavedﬁnrisatpadah /
mahadevo’rthamacaste visnundmasahasragam |/

Weber, Vol. 11 p. 113.
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section, (Pratyaksamanididhitivivecana) in the family library of Babu Diksita Jade of
Benares. The Ms was incomplete, containing only a few leaves at the end. In the
Colophon, which is happily preserved, the author is styled Mahamahopadhyaya.

XXVIL.—SRIKRSNA NYAYAVAGISA BHATTACARYA.
$ri Krsna was the son of Govinda Nyayalankara and was the author of a
Commentary- on the Nyayasiddhantamabijari, called Bhavadipika. This Commentary was
written, as the author himself intimates in the Colophon, at the instance of one Raja
Bhava Simha, son of Satrusalya 43 No clue is given as to the identity of these kings.44
The author of Navadvipamahima says (p. 88), without stating any authority, that
this Govinda was the descendaat of the great Vasudeva Sarvabhauma and that he was

the leading pandir at the Court of Nadia. It isalso said that he received 1000 bighas of
rent-free land in the village of Adabandi.

XXVIII.—KRSNAKANTA VIDYAVAGISA

Krsna Kanta, the son of Kalicarana Nydyalankdra and Tarini Devi, and a pupil
of Ramandridyapa Tarkapaficanana was a Brahmin of the Vaidic class. He flourished
towards the end of the 18th and beginning of the 19th century—during the reign of Maba-
raja Girisacandra of Krishnagara.!5

He was the author of :
A. Commentaries on
(a) Ragl.uniatha's
i. Padarthatattvaniripana
(b) Jagadida's ,
i. Sabdaaktiprakasika (Saktisandipani) This work was composed in Saka 1723
or A. D. 180I.
(¢) Ramakrsna’s
i. Tarkamrta
B (a) Nyavaratnavali.

43. 1 inspected a complete, and apparently very old, Ms. of his work in the family

collection of Babu Diksita Jade of Benares, where on Fol. 139 the following Colophon
was found :

iti $rigovindanyayalankarabhattacaryatmajadrik rsnanyayavagisabhattacaryaviracitayam

nydyasiddhantamanjaritikavam Sabdakhandah samaptah | S$atru$alyataniijasva bhava-

sxmhamalnpareh ajiaya racito grantho bhavasimhaniriksanah |/
May this Satrusalya be identical with the hero of the poem, S‘atru.salyaca; ita, by
one Viévanitha, son of Nirdyana, which Peterson notices (3. 342) ?

44. Ramanardyana was the acknowledged head of the Pandit Community of Nadia
towards the end of the 18th century. Among his other pupils was the famous vuno ramnath
or Ramandtha, ‘the wild’—a nick-name won for his dwelling on the outskirts of the village
—whose name has become a familiar expression for plain living and high thinking.

45, Cf. Vidyabhasana, Indian Logic, p. 485.



THE DECCANI SCHOOL.

[.—CENNU BHATTA

Cennu Bhatta the author of a Commentary, perhaps the earliest yet extant, on
Tarkabhasa (Tarkabhasaprakasika), is known to have been a native of Southern India. From
the Colophon of this Commentary 1 it appears that he was the son of one Sahaja Sarvajfia
Visnu, that he had an elder brother named Sarvajfia and that his patron was Mahar3ja
Harihara, assuredly identical with the famous king Harihara II of Vijayanagara (A.D. 1400),

This Sarvajia Visnu was perhaps the same scholar whom the younger Madhava
(Sayapa’s son ) mentions as the son of $aragapani and as his own guru, in the beginning
of his Sarvadarsanasamgraka (verse 2), and to whom S@yana refers as the author of
Vivaranavivarana in his Sankaradaréana (taduktam vivaranavivarane sahajasarvajiiavisnu-
bhattopadhyayaih).2 Whether Sarvajfia-Visnu was the name which Vidydtirtha, the chief
guru (mukhyah guruh) of Vidyaranya and Sayana, bore before his renuncialion of the
world, is a question to which I am notin a position to offer any decisive reply with (he
data at present available to me 3. But the fact that the invocatory veise—yasya nihSesitam
vedaly &c—found in many of Sayapa’s and Vidyaranya’'s works occurs also in Cennu’s
Commentary, would appear to indicate that all these three scholars were disciples of one
and the same spiritual precceptor, named Vidyatirtha ; and the fact of Sayunpa's quoting
Sahaja SarvajSa Visnu by name tends in my opinion against the possibility of identifying
him withVidyatirtha.

Among the authors quoted in the Tarkabhiisaprakasika (e. g, Udayana, Kandalikira,
Mandana Misra, Vacaspati Miéra, Varadaraja, Vadindra and Salikanatha), Varadarija

may be taken to be the author of Tarkikaraksa and Vadindra identical with the teacher
of Bhatta Raghava.

IL—MAHADEVA PUNTAMKAR

The most prominent student of Nyidya-VaiSesika philosophy at Benares towards
the end of the 17th Century was a Deccani Brihmana, by name Mahddeva, of the
Puntamkar family. He had been a pupil of Srikantha Diksita, and on his death
succeeded him as one of the leading pandits of the city. But the chief title to his place

1.

Ty L. y — = . g - P d . - — ]
iti s llzurlharamaharajapar:pahtenasahajasarwyna visnudevaradhyataniijena sarvajiia-
nujena

cinnabhattena viracitayam tarkabhasaprakasikayam prameyadiparicchedah sama-
ptali | Aufrecht Oxf. Catalogue, p. 244a.

2. See [Indian Antiquary, 1916, p. 21.
3. Reference may however be made in this connection to the illuminating paper on
“‘Madh:

1vacarya and his younger brothers” by Rao Bahadur R. Narasimhacar in the
Indian  Antiquary, 1916, pp. 17-24,
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in the history of the literature consists in his successful attempt at rescuing Bhavananda’s

works from the unmerited obloquy into which they had Ffallen, by subjecting them to a
critical analysis, and bringing out their real worth.

Mahadeva was the son of Mukunda, 4 himself a learned man, being the master of
the six systems of recognised orthodox philosophy (satsastratattvadarsinam). He was a

4, Here is a geneaological table of I\I/Iahﬁdeva’s family which 1 have secured
through the good offices of Pandit Mukunda Sastri of Benares, a descendant of the author :

Nilakantha Pant
l
Bilo Pant
Timaji or Tryambaka Pant

Ananta Pant. Author of
(a) Vyangarthakaumudi, composed in
A. D. 1646
(b) Commcntary on Rasamafijari, composed

in A. D. 1653 for Candrabhanu.
(c) Prose version of Mudraraksasa
Mukunda Pant, author of Satpadyamukravali

!
Mahadeva Pant

.|
Sambhu Pant

l N _

l

Ganesa Pant Govinda Pant

|
Somandtha Pant. He acquired lands in 1730 Saka or A. D. 1808

|
Mukunda Pant
|

| |
Gangﬁdha ra Mc.hadzva

Ganeéa
f
Il i
Viévanitha Sakhardma
I i _
l [ f l i
Mukunda Gangddhara Govinda Gopinatha Damodara




80

devotee of éiva, and like his tutor érikagtha, of the goddess Siddheévari 5.

Mahadeva’s time is known for certain. Among MSS he himself copied for his own
use—and the number of such MSS is a legion—1I have found dates ranging from Samvat
1727 (=A. D. 1670) to Samvat 1753 (=A. D. 1696). I place Mahéadeva, therefore, in the
second half of the 17th Century.

From an entry in one of his MSS it appears that Mahadeva once went to Nadi&
on tour, either in search of MSS, or oninvitation to attend some meeting of the pandits.
He was in close touch with the scholars of Bengal whose learning he deeply appreciated.

His own works are :

A. Commentaries on
(a) Bhavananda’s
i. Didhitigidharthapraka$ika (= Bhavanandiprakasa) This book was intcnded to
defend Bhavananda from the attacks of the Bengali pandits, to which he had been exposed 6,
on one and the same work, one a big and the other a short one. Mahadeva himself
states in the beginning of his Sarvopakarini that he wrote two distinct commentaries on
the Bhavanandi, of which, one, being overlaid with technical minutae, was intended

for the critical students of philosophy, while the other was to serve for the beginner as
a general introduction to the subject.
(b) Laugdksi Bhaskara’s
i. Padarthaprakasa.

5. The goddess Siddhesvari whose temple is in the city in the quarter known after
her name, is an old deity of Benares, of whom mention is found in the Kasikhanda. It
has been regularly worshipped by the family of the Maunins for the last 7 or 8 genera-
tions. Theimage is now mutilated. Long ago it was proposed to replace it by a new
image, and so an image was made and arrangements were made to set it up with due
ceremony for worship. But it is said that the goddess appeared in a vision and forbade
such a procedure. The old image continued to be worshipped as usual. The new one
is now to be found outside in a corner on the verandah. The following dhvana will
scrve as a pood description of the goddess:
lalayantim mahasimham t@dayantim ca mahisam |
paimam khadgam dharayantim palayantim jagattrayam ||
6. andlocya siddhantavagiavanyam? vrtha sapitaih 7 panditairgaudajataih | yad-

umbhavina disanabhdsavrndam taduddharandrtham mamodyoga esal |/

(Beginning of
Bhavanandiprakasa).

Towards the close of the Sarvopakarini, Mahadeva calls the Prakasa and the Kaustu-
bha his two sons, and the Sarvopakarini his daughter, begotten by his spiritual wife

Buddhi : prakasakaustubhau putravatmajamupalkdrinim | buddhipatnyamalaukikyam maha-
devo hyabhavayat !/
7. bhavanandiprakaiastu vistrio racito maya |

atah samksepatah kurve vyalkhydm sarvopakarinim [/
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B. (a) Nydyakaustubha. Tt is an original treatise dealing with the main topics of
Nydya, containing, as the author says, an essence of the whole philosophy.

(b) Isvaravada.

(c) Navydnumitiparamarsayoh karyaka@ranabhavavicarah.

(d) Sadrsyavada.

III—NARAYANA TIRTHA

Among sannydsins there must be very few in number who would feel inclined to
give their time and energics to the task of elucidating the dualistic doctrines of Nyaya-
Vaidesika. Any work, supposed to aim a blow at the Vedantic position, would be simply
rcvolt'ing in their eyes. Far from cncouraging such a work by writing commentaries
upon it, they would not tolerate its existence. But Bhiksu Narayana Tirtha was a
notable exception to this rule. Not only was he passively tolerant, with catholic indiffer-
ence to all which did not concern him, but he wrote commentaries also on three of the

most popular and standard Nydya works :—
(a) Udyana’s
i. Kusumanjalikarikas.

There is an incomplete MS of this commentary in the Government Sanskrit Library,
Benares, wherein the Colophon at the end of Stavaka 3, the author is called parama-
hamsa parivrajakacarya (Fol. 183).

(b) Raghunatha’s

i. Tattvaciriamanididhiti.
(c) Visvandtha's
i. Bhasapariccheda (Nydayacandrika)

Nardyna says in his Saikliyacandrika 8 that he was the pupil of Vasudeva Tirtha
and disciple of Ramagovinda Tirtha. And he seems to have been the teacher of the
famous Brahmananda Sarasvati, usually called by the name of Gauda Brahmananda
(to distinguish hin from another Brahminanda who commented on the Paribhdsendu-
$ekhara) author of a series of very learned Vedantic works, including Commentaries on
Madhustidana Sarasvati’s (a) Advaitasiddhi and (b) Siddantatarivabindu. This is
apparent from Brahmananda’s own confession in the above commentaries.?

8. See verse Iatthe beginning:
Sriramagovinda sutirthapada krpavisesadupajatabodham |
$rivasudevadadhigatya sarva@sirani va'ttum kimapi sprha nah [/

Cf. also his Vedantavibhavana with (Sankhyacandrika, Ben. Sk. Series, No. 9, p.1)
Commentary and Bhakticandrikd (Mss belonging to Government Sanskrit Library,
Benares).

9. Thus in his
(a) Laghucandrikd, Com. on the Advaitasiddhi :
NV—10
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Nariayana’s age is not known for certain. The only thing thatcan be said is that

he was later than the middle of the 17th Century, the time of Vifvanatha, on whose
work he commented.

He must be earlier than A. D. 1701 (1758 Sam), the date of a MS of Mukravali-

prakasa by Dinakara, belonging originally to his private collection and now deposited in
the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares.

1IV.—KONDA BHATTA

Konda Bhatta, son of Rangoji Bhatta, and nephew of Bhattoji Diksita is better
remembered for his works on Grammar especially for his Vaiyakarana Siddhanta-
bhusana,10 than for any treatises on philosophy, pure and simple. He was in a family
of famous grammarians of Benares. His uncle Bhattoji Diksita,11 the author of
Siddhantakaumudi, S‘abdakaustubha, Manorama, &c. was a grammarian of the highest
order, (besides being an authority in Smrti and Vedanta) whose works in this branch of
literature are still among  the noblest in the field. His father Rangoji, however, does not
§eem to have been a grammarian at all. He was a Vedantist, being the author of two
interesting works on the subject, viz. Advaitacintamani and Advaita$astrasaroddnara.®

To Nyaya-Vaifesika literature Konda Bhatta seidom devoted his labcurs. We know

i. Srindrayanatirthanam gurinam  caranasmrtil |

bhity@n me sadhikestanamanisianarica | adhika [/
L Intro. Verse 2, Advaitamafijari Ed., p. 1.
Il. Srtnarayanatirthanam sagsastriparamiyusam |

caranau Saranikrtya firnah sarasvatarnavah |/

_ o Concluding Veorse 2, Advaitamaiijari Ed., p. 643.
(b) Nydyaratnavali—Com. on the Siddhantabindu.

. s"”"ira}"a'!aﬁrthanﬁm guriinam caranambujam |

famami vEr'zmana;_, karyaih ananyasaranailt sada [/

Concluding Verse, 1, Advaitamafjart Ed., p. 212.

of the many defects of this work, that it was composed

22, and was not subsequently revised.

became a diksita, probably the first diksira in the

e mysteries ol the agnihotra ceremony, and that his

ksitaand grandson of Haridiksita) inherited the title

by that title. The name Ry.' Hls bl:Oll.lcr Rar’lgoji' or his nephew ,Kogc_la are not knowr.l

Grammar seems (heref, angoji Dllfg.lta, asused in Dr. Belvalkar’s Systems of Sanskrit
12. Cf. Aufreq] ore to bea slip.

Pand—i; Mu.kund;e%;;tr-cm. Car., 1, p. 489. Both these works exist in the Library of
oo 1. The former has been published in the Govenment Sanskrit

Library Seri .
only y Series, Benares. The second work is incomplete, being confined to one chapter

10. It is said in extenuation
by the author at the early age of
11. It appears that Bhattoji
family, by initiating hirnsclfi;{to tt
descendants (e. g. his son Bhanudi
as a matter of pure legac
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however of threc works coming from his pen as contributive to this philosophy. All
these are of an elementary character, and obviously intended for beginners.

(a) Tarkapradipa

A MS of this exists in the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares. It was written
at the instance of Rajd Virabhadra,1® and contains the following references :

Carvakah 3be
Vedantinah 4b12
Mimamsakah 6b?
Cintamanikadra 8b7
Aciryih 9a¢
Lilavatikrt 11b86
Udayanacarya 11b%
Pracyah 11af, 12a%
Asmatpitrcaranah 26a2
Advaitacimtamani

(by his father) 26b7, 13
Vaiyakaranabhiisana

(his own work) 26al

(b) Padarthadipika : This is published in the Benares Sanskrit Series and requires
no notice to be taken in this place.
(c) Tarkaratna : 14 This is referred to in (b).

V._KRSNA BHATTA ARDE

He was a resident of Benares, being the son of Ranganitha, and Kamal3,!® pupil
of Hari and younger brother of Nirayana Bhatta. He is known for the following works :
A. Commentaries on
(a) Jagadisa’s
i. Commentary on Cintamanididhiti (=Jagad7.§a10.5ir_ﬁ or Matijusa).
and (b) Gadadhara's
i. Commentary on Cintamanididhiri (= Kasika) and ii. Sakrivada.

13. Cf. Hall, p. 79. 14. Ibid.p. 78.

15. Iexamined a Ms. of Krsna Bhatla’s Citragangadhara (Fols. 26 ; unkn‘own to
Aufrecht) in Gopaladasa’s private.('iollecti(')'n. In the 3rd introductory verse o_f this wor.k
the author speaks of his parents, whom he names Rangandtha (not Raghunatha as In
Aufrecht, Cat. Cat, 1, p. 118) and Kamala, as already dead :
vaikunthamadhyavasatoh kamalarangan@thayolt |

taniijena kavitvanam mala bhila vitanyate | /
. (Fol. 16). Cf. also Ind. Office Cat., p. 618.
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VI—-MADHAVA DEVA

Midhava Deva was the son of Laksmana Deva and grandson of Madhava Deva
of Dharasirapura 16 on the bank of the Godavari. He was himself a man of Benares
where he had been living for a long time past. From the introductory verses of the
Tarkabhdsasaramafijari it appears that he read with his own father Laksmana. His works,
only two in number within our present knowledge, were written at Benares and held in
high esteem among the local pandits ( kasipanditamandalisuvilasan')

His works are :
A. Commentary on
(a) Ke$ava Miédra’s
i. Tarkabhasa (Tarkabhasasaramatijari) or Tarkaprakasa), where the following are
referred to :

Gaurikinta . . Fols. 7a%, 1302, 1527, 187, 20a8, 23a2, 24a7, 34bS, 38a®, 43b%, 44b7

46b13, 48b6, 46a7

Govardhanaprabhrtayah 4528
Govardhana 34b9, 38b5, 43b3, 45a12
Govardhanabalabhadrau 1620
Pracinah 11b1, 30b5-8, 45bp8
Manikrt 48b10
Didhiti 45at, 46al
Panditammanya 50b5, 17
Rudrabhattacarya

Of the earlier commentators Gaurikdnta has been most severely treated.
(b) Raghunatha’s
i. Tatvacitamanididhiti. A part of this work, dealing with the import of the
particle eva was known to Hultzsch, No. 1418, II, p. 133.
(¢) Ramacandra’s

i. Commentary on Gunakiranavall, known as Gunarahasya ( Gunarahasyaprekasa
as in Hall, p. 67 or Gunasdramafijari as in Mitra 1453).

B

(a) Nyadyasara. This is the earliest work of Madhava (mentioned in Tarkabkasa-
saramafijart on fols. 29%, 44all 50a10) and merits appreciation. It was writlen at
Tripurdrirdjanagara, or Benares. From the fact that Madhava names Rudra Bhat{acarya
and Bhattoji Diksita, he could not have lived carlier than the middle of the 17th century,
and the existence of a copy of Nydyasara in the India Office Library, transcribed in Sam

16. Not Dhara, or modern Dhar, as supposed by Mr. A. V. Kathavate in his Report
(1891-95), p. 15. Dhara is a town in Central India, whereas Dhar@sirapura is further
South, in the Deccan, on the bank of the Godavari.

17. The Folios refer to the MS., not yet numbered, which has just been acquired for
the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares.
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1767 (A. D. 1710} furnishes the posterior limit of his aga. In all probability therefore he
belonged to the latter part of the 17th century.

VIL—DHARMARAJA ADHVARINDRA

As the author of Vedantaparibhasd, Dharmarija’s reputation stands high among
modern students of philosophy ; his Nyiya works have been forgotten and are now
generally unknown. But it was for these works that he seems to have been remembered
in his life-time.

He was an inhabitant of the village of Kandaramanikya, and he was the son of
Trivediniirayana Yajvan of the Kaundinya family.’® He is known to have been the pupil
of Pandit Venkatanatha of Velangudi, a village which Mr. Burnell 19 Jocates in the
Kumbhakonam Taluk of the Tanjore District. Dharmardja mentions his paramaguru’s
name to be Nrsimha Yati who may be tentatively identified with the author of Bleda-
dhikkara (A. D. 1547). Ramakrsna, Dharmaraja’s son, refers to Nrsimha in his Sikhamani.
The time of Dharmaraja falls therefore somewhere about the middle of the 17th century.

In the introductory verses of the Vedantaparibhdsa, Dharmardja speaks of the two
Nyaya treatises, llaoth commentaries, named belo ...

A. (a) On Sasadhara’s

i. Nyayasiddhantadipa 30 (Nyayaratna). A copy of this work exists in the Tanjore
collection (vide Burnell, p. 119b).
and (b) on Gange$a’s

Tattavacintamani (Tarkacaiamanpi), claims to have overthrown the view of ten previous
commentaries. TLis seems however to be an idle vaunt.2!

VIIL—RAMAKRSNA ADHVARIN
Dharmardja’s son Ramakrsna was the author of a Commentary, known as Nydya-
sikhamani, on Rucidatta’s Tattvacintamaniprakasa.2> This is the only work on Nyaya
from Ramakrsnas jea. From his commentary (Vedantasikhamarii) on his father’s
Vedantaparibhasa it appears that Rai.akrsna was highly proficient in the New Logic of
Eastern India, and that his traini)g WaS.I.nore on the line of a controversian than on
pure Upanisadic lore.23

18.  Burnell, Tanjore Catalogue, p. 115b. ) .

19. Ibid, p. 90a. But Mahz‘amahopﬁdhyﬁya Kggganﬁlha Nyﬁyapaﬁcﬁn.ana in his
commentary on the Vedantaparibhasa (Pp. 3-4) speaks of Velangudi to be a village on the
bank of the Narmada. I leave the point open for discussion by men more competent to
deal with questions of South Indian biography. ‘ ) )

20. tika Sasadharasyapi balavyutpartidayint | This, along with the line following
(padayojanaya pahcapadika vyakria maya), does not occur in the current texts. The
latter commentary is called Padadipika (see Hultzsch, No. 1152)- R

21. There is a commentary of this pname on the Tattvacint@maniprakasa. Cf. A4
triennial Catalogue of Mss by Rarngacarya Kuppu Svami Sastri, Vol. I_ p. 79.? (R. 1\10.578).

22. Burnell, p. 115b. 23. He also wrote a commentary oo Sadananda’s Vedantasara.

NV—I11
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