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The first edition of this book was published in 1897 and
was soon out of print. Annambhaita’s work having been
-appointed a text-book for examinations by Bombay and
ofther Universities, there was a greatdemand for & second edi-
tion, but various reasons interrupted the work of revision.
It was at first intended to omit the Nyaya-Bodhini which
thad nothing special about it, and insert in its place Zarka—
Dipika—-Prakasa of Nilakantha and also a few useful extracts
from other commentaries by way of footnotes s but as
the plan would have increased the bulk of the volume it
was abandoned and the text of the first edition was retaine-
d. Three additional copies, marked Q, U and W, were
available for consultation and the necessary corrections and
additions suggested by them have been madein the text, more
particularly in the Nyaya-Bodhini. Copies U and W espe-
cially afforded considerable help in settling many doubtful
passages of this commentary, and many of their variants
have been adopted in this edition. The new commentaries
published in W were also useful in clearing ambiguities in
the text of the Sargrahe and the Dipika, and the text may
now therefore be said to be finally settled for all practical
DPurposes.

Preface to the Second Edition*

The most important addition to the Notes wag &

! literal translation of the text of the Sazngraka, printed in
italics at the top or each section, which will be found useful
to students. Ambiguities and mistakes left in the hurry
of the first edition have now been removed as fur as possible,
and many passages in the Notes have been re-written for
the purpose. Some paragraphs had to be renumbered and
some sections have been rearranged. The portion of the
preface in the first edition dealing with the author has
been placed after the Introduction, and another portion deal=
i}}gh_\nj@‘l\gsa. collated for the text has been transferred to

*In the present re-issue no change has been made except that the
transliteration of Banskrit hasbeen brought intoeconformity with modern
practice and that some of the obvious misprints and errors have been
corrected. The time at the disposal of the Department was short and
thanks areidue to Prof. Dravid for having corrected the proofs carefully
and expeditiously,— Superintendent, Publication Department, B.O.R.I.



the end as Appendix C. The Index at the end is & new
feature added in this edition.

The Introduction required very few alterations. Where-
new facts have been brought out by later reseraches addi-
tional foot-notes have been inserted at the proper places.
The discovery of unknown Jain and Buddhistic literature in
India as well as in Tibet and China by the researches of
distinguished scholars like Dr. Sarat Chandra Das and Maha-
mahopadhyaya Satisa Chandra Vidyabhushana is likely to:
throw new light on many dark spots in the history of
Tndian philosophy, and many of our current notions are
also likely to be altered. All speculations on this subject
must therefore be accepted as only provisonal at present.
Tt would be a very interesting and instructive study to trace
the gradual development of many philosophieal problems,
such as the atomic theory, the identity of cause and effect,
the Nyaya syllogism, and the notion of AbhGva. But until
fuller materials are available, it will be worse than useless
to indulge in idle guesses. It is now fully recognized
that Indian philosophical systems are not the creations
of individual promulgators, but organic growths from out

of various ocurrents of thoughts germinating through

ages and collected in the Brahmanas, the Aranyakas and
the more ancient Smrtis and Puranas. A critical and
comparative study of these philosophies will assuredly
reveal the lines of this growth as well ag its reaction om
the religious development of the Hindus. It is to be hoped
that Indian scholars will devote greater attention to the
study of this aspect of Indian Philosophy. .

Bombay, :
80th September 1918 } M. R. BODAS

|
Tarka-Satgraha ) @L
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.......................................................................

V Extract from the Preface to the First Edition
( Dated March 1897 )

..............................................................................

A few words as regards the explanatory and critical
notes appended to this edition will suffice. The chief aim
in writing these annotations was to make them as ex--
haustive as the limited scope of a book mainly intended '
for students would -permit. The notes will not appear -
disproportionate to the text, if the difficulty of the subject
as well as the want of a proper guide to these systems are -
taken into account. The notes are designed to give the
student & tolerably complete and accurate ides of the Nyaya -
and Vaisesika systems as a whole ; and hence many topies,
although omitted or only cursorily glanced a in Annam-
bhatla’s work, have been discussed in the notes, because
they form essential ingredients of the systems. Manuals"
like the Tarka-Samgraha and the Dipika are to be studied
only as stepping stones to the‘knowledge of a great and
intricate science ; and the notes have been written with. a .

view to facilitate the’ further progress of the student as
much as possible.

An attempt has been made in the Introduction prefixed

to this edition to trace the gradual development of Nyaya -
‘and VaiSesika literature from the age of the Sutras upto -
the latest period. A historical sketch like this is sure to
give the students a better notion of these systems than any
amount of study of isolated works. The attempt is of
f}our?e only tentative, but it atleast opens a vast field for
Inguiry which may be profitably pursued in future. I
was at first intended to discuss some of the more important
d.octrines of Nyiya and Vaisesika systemsin the Introduc-
tion, especially with reference to their evolution and beap

ing on the general course of thought in India,
however,
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It will not be proper to conclude this preface without
briefly explaining the circumstances under which this work
is published. The present edition of Turka—Samgrahe with
commentaries and motes,w_z‘s_sh"_“ﬁndéi-téken by the late Mr.
Y. V. Athalye more than twelve years ago'and it was an
ambition of his life to devote sll his leisurs time to the
wyi,ting,of the notes so as to make them really exhaustive
and useful, not only to students in ‘Indian Colleges, but
also to advanced scholars. He saw that in order to
popularise the study of Nyaya it was necessary to clear the:
many disputed points that beset the path of & congcientious
student and to place the cardinal doctrines of the Nyaya-
I{'aiﬁesika philosophy in their true light. ‘ No man was
better fitted for such a work than Mr. Athalye, whose pro:
found scholarship and legal acumen ensbled him at omce
to unravel the intricacies of the Nyaya logic. Pressure of
official and other business, however, hardly left him any
time to complete a task upon which he had set his heart.
The work had to be cénstantly put aside, and consequently
much labour and time were wasted in these interruptions;
while latterly ill health made him more and more unable
40 bear the strain of a continuous effort. In spite of these
difficulties he hoped to bring out this edition st an early
date, and would have done so had not premature and almost
sudden death carried him off at & time when he was most
wanted. He had however left ample materials behind him,
which required only & final revision and arrangement. fo
make the book acceptable to the public; and so it was

tesolved to publish it as a posthumous WOLK o siais Svallsabe

---------------------------------------
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Introduction.

A Historical Survey of Tndian Logie.!

“ THE foundation of logic as a Science,”
“is a work of the Greek mind, which, e
from the hardness of the Northern and the
Oriental, harmoniously united power and i
The supple mind of the Oriental is said to b
mental grip and measure required for strictly

says Ueberweg,
qually removed
softness of the
mpressibility,?"’
e wanting in the
scientific think-

gre. Had he known some of the standard
and Vaisesika systems, he would not hawv
sweeping remark about the incapacity of t
to develop a rigorous science like Logie. T
has led many eminent writers to belittle T
in general or, where striking coinciden
between Greek and Indian speculations,
importation of philosophical ideas into I
time. Thus Niebuhr unhesitatingly a
similarity between Indian and Greek
be explained “except by the intercourse
had with the Greeco-Macedonic kings of
other hand, there are w

works of Nyaya
e passed such a
he Oriental mind
he same ignorance
ndian philosophies
ces are discoverad
to assume a Grecian
ndia at some ancient
sserts that the cloge
philosophies cannof
which the Indiang
Bactria.®” Op the
riters like Gorres who as positively
declare that . the Greeks horrowed theip first elements of
philosophy from the Hindus. Max Miiller is probably nearer
the truth in saying that both Greek and Indian philesophies
Wwere autochthonic, and that neither of the two nations bhor-
rowed their thoughts from the other.* As the human mind
is alike everywhere, it is quite possible that philosophers in
both India and Greece unconsciously adopted the same mode

1 This paper was read by me at a meeting of the Bombay Branch of
the Royal Asiatice Society on the 24th September 1896 and is publisheq
in the Journal of the B. B. R. A. Society, Vol XIX p. 306,

2 Dr; F. Ueberweg : System of Logie p. 19.
8 Thomson’s Laws of Thought,

Appendix p, 285.
4 Thomson’s Laws of Thought,

Appendix p. 285,

I



of reagoning and arrived at similar results quite independent-
ly. A closer study of Indian philosophical literature is al-
ready producing a conviction among European scholars that
it is tolerably indigenous and self-consistent, and that if
does not need the supposition of a foreign influence to ex-
plain any portion of it. It should also be noticed that notwith-
standing many coincidences between the Indian and the
Grecian currents of philosophical thought there are several
features in each so peculiar as to make any inter-communion
between them highly improbable. The fact, for instance,
that Indian Logic retained a close similarity to Pre-Aristo-
telian Dialectics up to a very late time isalegitimate ground
for believing that the influence of Aristotle’s works was
never felt in India. Besides, as a history of Indian philoso-
phy is still unwritten, and will probably remain so for years
to come, it is advisable for every student to keep an open
mind on the subject. Preconceived theories, however ingeni-
ous or plausible, are more likely to mislead than help such
investigations. We shall therefore assume, until the con-
trary is indubitably proved, that Indian philosophy,
including Indian logic, is a home-grown product, creat-
ed by the natural genius of the people and capable of hig-

torical treatment.

That it is possible to write a history of the MNydya and
Vaisesika philosophies will be readily admitted ; but a
higtory of philosophy, such as it cught to be, presupposes a
good many things, which may not find universal acceptance.
It assumes, for instance, that the Indian systems of philoso-
phy were gradually evolved out of a few broad principles.by
8 siccession of writers and under partioular gircumstances.
The idea that philosophical speculations in India were the
spontaneous brain-creations of a few mystic Brahmans,
dreaminghigh thoughtsinlonely forests and totally unaffected

by the passing events of the world, must be discarded onece"

for all. There is no reason why philosophy in India should
have followed a different course from what it did in Greece
and other civilized countries. Systems of philosophy are as
much liable to be influenced by past and contémporary events
as any other branch of science or literature; and Indian

Tarka-Saingraha. @L



Introduction. XI

philosophy should be no exception to the ruie. But the task

©of writing such a history is beset with innumerable ditficul- )

ties. The chief of these is the absence of any reliable his-
torical data which might serve us as landmarks in the ocean

~of Sanskrit literature. Not only are the dates of the princi-
Dal writers and their works unknown, but even the existonce
-of some of them as historical personages is doubted. Many
-of these works, again, are not available for reference,! while
of those that are printed or can be procuredin Ms. only a few
have yet been critically studied. European scholars are still
$00 much engrossed in their Vedic and antiquarian researches
to devote serious attention to a systematic study of Indian
philosophies ; while as to native Pandits, however learned

the very notion of a history of philosophy is foreign to their
minds. There are works in Sanskrit, like the Sarva-Darsana-
Sarmgraha of Madhavacarya and the Sad- Darsana-Samuc-
caya of Haribhadra S#rs, which profess to treat of ‘all current
systems of philosophy ; but the historical view is totally
absent in them. There the systems are arranged either ac-
cording to their religious character or according to the pre-
dilections of the author. In modern times, scholars like
Colebrooke, Weber, Hall and Bannerjee have made some
valuable contributions, but many of their opinions and cri-
“ticisms are now antiquated and stand in need of revision in
the light of further researches. A good deal has also been
-added to our knowledge of the Buddhistic literature, bug
even there the attention of scholars has not yet been suffi-
ciently directed to its philosophical portion. It is not possible,
therefore, under these circumstances, to do more than throw
out a few hints which, while dispelling some of the
Prevalent errors on the subject, will serve as a basis for
future inquiries in the same direction. The following
Pbages will not have been written in vain if

this aim is even
partially achieved.

The value of a history of philosophy will be appreciated
by those who know how much our knowledge of Greek

1 Most of the writings of eminent Buddhist logicians like
and Dharmakirti are now availal

tions, their Sangkrit originalsha
Sugiura’s Hindu Logic as presor

Dinnaga
e only in Chinese and Tibstan transla-~
ving Daan apparently lost, Sen 8 vdajica

ved in China qngd Jupan.

L
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philsophoy has been deepened by the accounts left by Plato,.
Xenophon and Thucydides. Systems of philosophy as well
as individual Coctrines are never the products of personal
caprice or of mere accident; they are evolved out of a long

chain of antecedent causes. They are in fact the tangible-
manifestations of various latent forces which mould the

character and history of the nation. There could have been

no Aristotle without a Plato or a Socrates, and no Socrates
without the Sophists. A knowledge of this sequence is
therefore essential to & true appreciation of every system

and every doctrine, an isolated study of them being either-
insufficient or misleading. Besides, theories and schools are

often the work not of one individual or of one age, but of &

succession of thinkers who fashion and refashion them, as it

were, until they become worthy of general acceptance. Such

seems*to have been the case with dootrines of God, of
causality and of creation, in Tndia as well as in Greece. The
true aim of a history of philosophy may be explained in the
words of Zeller:—

“The systems of philosophy, however peculiar and self--
dependent they may be, thus appear as the members of &
larger historical inter-connection; in respect to this alone
can they be perfectly understood; the further we follow it
the more the individuals become united to a whole of his-
torical development, and the problem arises not merely of
explaining this whole by means of the particulars condi-
tioning it, but likewise of explaining these moments by
one another and consequently the individual by the whole.”*

A history of Indian philosophy, such as would fulfil this
purpose, is not of course possible in the present rudimentary
state of Indian chronolegy. Still even a crude attempt
of that kind will give truer insight into each system or
each doctrine than can be got by & study of isolated
works. The need of such a connected view of phil-
osophy is all the greater in the case of systems
like the Nyaye and the Vaisesika whose real merits

1 Zeller ; Outline of Greek philosophy, p. 3.
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idden under a heavy load of scholastic surplusage.
“They have not the halo of religion and mysticism which
makes the Vedanla and the other theological systems so
-attractive to students of -Hindu philosophy, while the
scholastic subtleties of the most modern Nyaya writers, such as

Siromani and Gudadhara, inspire positive terror in untrained
minds.

“are to be popularized and their value to be recognized, it is
necessary to divest them of their excrescences. A large
mass of rubbish is to be found in the works of modern Naya-
Yikas, and the task of extracting the pure ore out of it is
very difficult; but it is worth performing. The process of
sifting and cleaning will have to be repeated several times
before we can really understand some of the profoundest
~tonceptions that are interwoven in these systems. Philosophy
is the stronghold of Hinduism, and the system of Nyaya
forms as it were the back-bone of Hindu philosophy. Every
other system accepts the fundamental principles of Nyaya
logie, while even where there are differences, the dissentients
often borrow the very arguments and phraseology of the
Nyaya for their own purpose. A study of the Nydya as
well as Vaisesika system is therefore & necessary step to
a popular understanding of most of the systems, It forms as
it were an introduction to the general study of philosophy,
-and hence no scholar who would seek the truth in the latter
~can afford to neglect them.

Among the numerous systems of philosophy that have
been evolved in India during the last three thousand years,
the Nyaya and Vaisesika occupy a unique position, both on
-account of their cardinal docirines and of the mass of
dearning that has accumulated around them. A general
view of these doctrines will not, therefore, be out of place
in a sketch like this, Nydiya, which is the more compact
and perhaps also the more modern of the two, is much more

-8 system of dialectics than one of philosophy. The aphorisms
of Gatama and the works founded on them treat no doubt of
anetaphysical and theological questions occasionally, but

If the Nyaya and Vaisesika systems, therefore,’

Introduckion. M@L



Tt arkq-Safngraha @L

they come in rather as digressions than as inseparable parts:
of the system. The Vaisesika, on the other hand, ig
essentially a system of metaphysics with a disquisition onr
logic skilfully dovetailed into it by later writers. It is these
peculiarities which have earned them the name of logicat
systems and which distinguish them from each other as well

as from other systems of Indian philosophy. These peculi-
arities must be carefully noted, for inattention to them has
led many to misunderstand vhe frue scope and function
of these systems.’

Qctama begins by enumerating 16 topics, which have
been erroneously called padarthas.? These fopics are not a.
classification of all sublunary things or categories. They
look like headings of so many chapters in a treatise on logie.
Of these the first nine, viz. TRIOT, YWY, FIJT, WA, TV(,
fAgred, =999, a%, and (@orT, constitute what may be-
called logic proper, while the last seven may be collectively
termed illegitimate or false logic. s@mMT includes the four
proofs, Perception, Inference, Comparison and Word ;® while
98T comprises all objects which are known by means of
those proofs, wviz, soul, 'body, organ, material qualities,
cognition, mind, effort, fault, death, fruition, pain and:
salvation® These multifarious things have obviously
nothing in common except the capacity of being known by
one or other of the above proofs; and Gofama accordingly
treats of them only in thatlight. He rarely troubles himself’
about the nature or form of these things, or of their produc-
tion and destruction, as Kanada, for instance, does.
This is the reason why Gotama’s definitions of soul, cognition,.
mind, ete., only tell us how they are known, but say nothing
asto what kind of things they are. Gotama’s theory of
knowledge is essentially material. Perception is & physical
process consisting in the contact of organs with their-

; appwprlate ob]ects :* while /nf2rence. which is threefold,

1 Logm in Sanskntls desngnated by various names, such a8 NyaJa.
Hetu-Vidya, Hetu-Sastra, Anviksiki, Pramana- Sustra Tattve-Sastra’
Torka-Vidya, Vadartha and Phakkika-Sastra. Some of these names-
are found in works of 4th and 5th centuries B. C,

2GR TR . 36, S L 1L 8.
4G.8. 1,1, 9. 5&. 8.1, 1, 4.
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springs from Perception.! Comparison and Word are of
course exceptional cases, and may bhe cealled 1mperfect
inferences. Having thus dealt with the chief ingredients
of knowledge, namely, the proof and its object, Gotama
describes several accessories to knowledge, wiz., dO}lbfy
aim, instance or precedenf, general truths, premises,
hypothetical reasoning and conclusion. Doubt and aim
as incentives %o every inquiry are necessary to know-
ledge. Precedents and general truths form the material,
while premises and hypothetical reasoning are the instru-
- ments of acquiring fresh knowledge. Conclusion is the
final and combined product of all these things.2 The seven
topics forming the second group have a negative function
in logic, namely, of preventing erroneous knowledge. By
exposing errors they teach us how to avoid them. They are
rather like weapons for destroying the enemy’s fortress than
tools to build one’s own. Continued argument (IT3),
sophistry (sew), wrangling (f&aosr), fallacies (FeaTams),
quibbling (®®), far-fetched analogies (S1@&), and
opponent’s errors (AIeTar®)—all these are useful where
the object is to vanquish an opponent or to gain a temporary
triumph; but they do not legitimately belong to the province
of logic. Gotama's treatise may therefore be appropriately
called the theory and practice of controversy rather than a
science of logic. It resembles in this respect the dialectical
_work of Zeno who founded the sophistic dialectics in Greece.

The system, however, underwent considerable modifications
in later times. The sixteen padarthas were practically
ignored, and the theory of the four proofs absorbed almost
the whole attention of later Naiyayikas. The philosophical
views of Gotama mostly came out in the digressions which
are numerous in his work. They are generally introduced
by way of illustrations to his method ; and yet his followers
have accepted these views as cardinal principles and built
a regular system of philosophy upon them. The most cha-

LEGIBOTS 15

2 See for definitions of thess, G. 8.1, 1, 23-32, 40, 41.

L
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racteristic of these doctrines are the non-eternity of sound’
the ageney of God,? the theory of atoms,’ the production
of effects,* and its corollary, the reality of our knowledge.
From the fragmentary discussions on these points contained
in Gotama's work the modern A ayayikas have evolved
elaborate theories which have made the system what it is.
The radical and realistic tendency of these later doctrines
camne atevery step into conflict with the more orthodox
views of the two Mimarsas,

The system of the Vaisesikas is even more radical than
the Nyaya. _As a system of philosophy, the Puaisesika is
more symmetrical and also more uncompromising. Its
enumeration of the six categories,® with the seventh Abhiva
added afterwards, is a complete analysis of all existing
things. These categories again are not enumerated for a
special purpose only, like the 16 padarthas of Gotama ; but
they resolve the entire universe, as it were, not excepting
even the Almighty Creator, into so many classes. Kanada's
categeries resemble in this respect those of Avistotle.
Gotama treats of knowledge only, but Kandda deals with
the wider phenomena of existence. The first three categories,
Substance,Quality,and Motion, have a real objective existence
and so form one group designated =1 by Kandda.® The next
three, Generality, Particularity, and Intimate Union, are
produets of our conception and may be called metaphysical
categories, while the last one, Negation, appears to have been
added afterwards for dialectical purposes. The nine substances
comprise all corporeal and incorporeal things, and the twen-
ty-four qualities exhaust all the properties that can reside
in substance. FRF is a quality of the Soul, and the whole
theory of knowledge therefore consists in the production of
this quality in its substratum, the Soul, The process by
which the cognition of an external object is produced in the
Houl is sgomething like printing or stamping on some soft
material. Mind is the movable joint between the Soul and

LG BITT, 3, 1540, 2G. 8.1V, 1, 19-21.
3 G.8. 1V, 9, 4.95, 4G.8. IV, 1, 22-54.
5V 8. 50k 6 V. 5. V111, 2, 3.

L

the various organs which carry those impressions from ex-
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ternal objects. Logic as a science of knowledge falls under
g, and is s0 treated in all Vaisesika treatises. Vaisesikas
recognize only the first two of the four proofs mentioned
by Golama,' and they differ from the Nasyayikas on some
-other points also. What specially distinguishes the Vazsesi-
kas, however, is their remarkable power of analysis; and
their system may for that reason be appropriately called
-analyfical philosophy. They divide and subdivide each class
of things, and dissect every notion into its minutest com-
ponents. No doubt the process of analysis is sometimes car-
ried to an extreme where it ends into fruitless distinctioqs,
but its influence on philosophical speculations in
general must have been enormous. It is this feature
-of the VaiSesika system that has made it the source of all
liberal thought in Indian philosophy. None are so unres-
trained in their speculations, and none are such powerful
critics of time-worn prejudices as the followers of Kauada. No
wonder then that they were looked upon with distrust by the
orthodox school, and were iabelled Ardha- Vainasikas (Semi-
Buddhists) by their opponents.? The Vaisesikas never de-
clared any open revolt against orthodox faith, nor is there

-any reason for supposing that Kandide or his immediate fol-

lowers were atheists; but the tendency of their doctrine
was none the less unmistakable. As ihe devout Lord Bacon
produced a Hume and a Voltaire in Europe, so the

Vaisesika doctrines must have led ultimately to many -
& heresy in India, such as those of the Bauddhas and the

Jainas.

A remarkable feature of both the Nyaya and the Vaisesi-
ka systems, as in fact of all the Indian systems of philoso-
phy, is the religious motive which underlies them. Religion
is the incentive to all these speculations, and religion is also
the test of their truth and utility. Salvation is the goal
which both Kandda and Gotama promise the people as the

xeward of a thorough knowledge of their respective 8ys-

1 B. P. Ben. ed p. 213.
2 bamkaracarva Brahma-Sitra-Bhasya IL. 2. 18.

(0
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tems.! Amidst all the differences one idea appears to be-
ccommon to all the ancient Indian systems, namely, that-
knowledge is the door and the only door to salvation. Opin-
ions only differ as to what things are worth knowing. Conse-
quently the bitterest controversies have raged among these
rivals as to what things ought to be known for the speedy at-
tainment of salvation. These controversies usually take the
form of attacks on the rival classifications of categories as be--
ing either defective or superfluous orillogical. Another effect
of the religious character of these systems is the discussion
of many apparenily irrelevant topics which have made them
look somewhat heterogeneous and unsystematic. The many
digressions in the works of Gotama snd® Kandda as well
as their followers are easily understood if we look fo:
the bearing which those topics have upon the end and
aim of philosophy. Take for instance the controversy
about non-eternity of sound.? What has the eternity
of sound to do with logic? An inference would
be just as right or wrong whether the words conveying
it are eternal or not. But the question of the eternity of
sound is vitally connected with the infallibility of the Vedas
which are final authority in all matters of doubt; and all
orthodox systems, therefore, must  have their say on the-
point. We thus find that questions of the most diverse-
character are discussed wherever the context leads to them
while others more closely related to the subject are neglect-
ed. Each system has consequently become & mixture, as it
were, of the fragments of several sciemces such as logie,
metaphysics, psychology, and theology. This is not how-
ever a weakness as some superficial critics have supposed.
Tt arises from the very conception of & Darsana, and could
never have been avoided by those who in these systems
sought to provide a complete guide, as it were, to the road
to salvation. Indian philosophy is not singular in this
respect. Everywhere philosophy grows out of religious

instinets. The sense of dependence on supernatural powers
and a desire to conciliate them were the first incentives

1.8 I,1,1V, 8, 1,1, 4 2 G.8.11, 8, 13.
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ich led men at a very early period to think of theip-
religious well-being. * Philosophy,” says Zeller, “ just-
begins when man experiences and acts upon the necessity
of explaining phenomena by means of natural causes.”’!
The Rgveda, the Brahmanas and the Upanisads abound in
bassages showing how in India this feeling grew in inten-.
sity until it became the ruling passion of the Brahmans.
“Salvation was the sole purpose of life, and knowledge of -
the universe was the means to it. The ancient Upanisads -
were the repositories of the speculations which rose like
bubbles out of this fermentation of thought, and which.
appear to have ultimately crystallized into the various.
systems of philosophy.? TIn Greece philosophy tended #o.
become more and more ethical and worldly ; in India it
could never free itself from its religious setting. This ig
the reason why iu spite of additions and modifications
Indian Darsanas never lost their original character com-
pletely. A history of each of these systems is therefore g
history of its gradual evolution within certain limits,

while its relations outside of them remained practically
unchanged.

The period before the rise

of Buddhism is® almost a
blank page.

We know noting of it except that a large
amount of free speculation must have been stored up at
that time in the Brahmanas -and the Upanisads. The only
system which dates prior to Buddhism is the Sankhya,
and possibly the Vaisesika also; but all the other

Darsanas are presumably of a pogt-

Buddhistice origin, at
least in the form in w

hich we possess them. In fact the
Very rotion of a system seems to be post-Buddhistic. The
Bevere conflict between Buddhism and Brahmanism which
stirred men’s minds in the century after Buddha's death:
must have compelled both the parties to systematize the

dootrines and express them in a compact methodical form,

1 Zeller; Outline of Greek Philosophy, p. 6.

2 See my paper entitled « A Brief Burvey of the Upanisads ™
J.B.B.R. A, Sooiety, Vol. XXTi. p. 67.



“The same cause or causes which led the Buddhists to collect
“their eothical and philosophical teachings in their suttas
during the period which elapsed between the first and the
second Council must have also induced their Brahman rivals
40 compose similar works for the defence of Vedic ortho-
doxy. The two collections of aphorisms belonging to the
Prior and the Posterior Mimamsas and known by the names
. of Jaimini and Badarayana respectively have a strong
coniroversial flavour about them, and appear to be the
first products of this reaction against Buddhism. The
aphorisms of Kanada and Gotama could not have been of
_any prior date, and as we do not know of any Nyaya or
Vaisestka works older than these Sutras, the history of
those systems may safely be said to begin in the 5th or the
4th century before Christ.

Roughly speaking, the literature of the Nyaya and
Vaisesika systems extends over a period of 22 centuries,
that is, from about the 4th century B. C. till very recent
times, of which the last two hundred years, not being dis-
tinguished by any original works, may be left out of account.
The history may be divided into three periods: the first
from about 400 B. C. to 500 A. D., the second from thence
to 1300 A. D.,' and the third after that till the end of the
last century. The only known representatives of the first
period are the two collections of aphorisms going under the
name of Gotama and Kandda respectively, and perhaps the
scholium of Fraastapdda also; but there must have ex-
isted other works now lost. The second period is pre-
eminently distinguished by a series of ccmmentaries on
these Sitras beginning with Valsyayana and comprising
several works of acknowledged authority. The thixd
period saw the introduction of independent treatises and
commentaries on them which at last dwindle dowa into
short manusls like Zarka-Sagraha and Tarka—Kaumud?.
These three periods also mark three successive stagesin the
development of the two systems. The first may be called the
age of the formation of doctrines in the Sitras;the second
that of their elaboration by commentators; and the third that

-of their systematization by writers of special treatises. The

Tayka-Samgraha. @L
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first is characterised by great originality and freshness, the-
second by a fulness of details and the third by scholastic
subtlety ultimately leading to decadence. These divisions -
may sometimes overlap, for we have treatises like Tarkika- -
ralsha and Sapta-padarthi before the 14th century, so we
have commentaries on the Stutras, like Samkara Misra’s -
Upaskara, and Visvanatha’s Vryti, written afterwards. This
does not however affect our general conclusion that the-
writings of the 14th century and onwards are in marked
contrast with those ofthe preceding age. The exactduration:
of these periods mayhave varied a little in the case of the-
two systems, but the order is the same. The mutual rela-
tion of these two systems, however, appears to have changed
at different times. During the first period they seem to-
have been two different systems, independent in origin but
treating of the same topics and often borrowing from each
other. Vatsyayana regards them as supplementary.! In the
second period, however, they become somewhat antagonis-
tic, partly owing to an accumulation of points of difference
between the two, and partly on account of the alliance of
the Vaidesihaz with the Buddhists. The third period saw:
the amalgamation of the two systems, and we ccme across.
many works, like the Tarka-Sangraha for instance, in which
the authors have attempted to relect the best portions of
each and construct from these fragments a harmonious sys-
tem of their own. This is a curious phenomenon, no doubt,
. and we do not yet sufficiently know the causes which
brought about these successive changes in the attitude of the
exponents of these two systems towards each other ; but
the fact is important in as much as it must have been a
powerful factor in moulding both of them. At any rate it
accounts for the difficulty, which every student meets with
at the threshold, whether to regard these systems as really
suplementary or antagonistic to each other. They are
spoken of ag both, and yet no Sansgkrit writer seems to have
perceived the inconsistency of doing so. The only
explanation that can at present be suggested is that the

———

1Vat.onG.S. 1,1, 4
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“twins after quarrelling for some time reunited under the
influence of a reaction.

Having premised so much we may proceed to considex

‘the three periods in order ; and the first thing we shall have |
4o do is of course to fix the age of the Sutras of Gotama
-and Kanada. They are the recognized basis of the Nyaya
~and the Vaisesika systems, and they are, so far as we
know, the oldest works on those systems. Not that they
were the first of their kind ; perhaps they were preceded by
cruder attempts of the same sort that have perished ; perhaps
. the present works are improved editions of older ones. For
-all practical purposes, however, the works of Kandda and
. Gotama may be taken as the starting toints for the two
systems. Now befcre adverting to the evidence that exists
_for determining the dates of these two Sutras it is necessary
%o notice one or two migconceptions that would otherwise
hinder our task. Thefirstof theseis the confusion that isoften
. made between the system and the S#tra work expounding
*it ; and the second is & similar want of distinction between
-the system as a whole and the particular doctrines com-
.. posing it. The three things, viz., Gotama’s work, the Nyaya-
system, and the individual doctrines embodied in it, are
~quite distinct, and ought not to be confounded with one
another. They may for aught we know have originated at
different times, and no inference can therefore be safely
drawn as to the probable date ofthe one from any ascertained
fact relating to the other. The fact for instance that some
of the Vaisesika doctrines are controverted in Badarayana’s
Brahma-Sulras' has been made the ground for inferring
that Kanada’s Sutras were composed prior to those of
Badarayana, and yet there are cogent reasons for believing
that they were of a much later origin. We must therefore
suppose that the doetrines controverted in Brahma-Satras
existed prior to their incorporation into a regular system
+ as set out in Kandada’s work. Similarly many of the argu-
-ments as to the relative priority of Nydya and Vaisesika
systems are based on assumptions made from some doctrines
-of the one being cited or refuted by the other. Such argu-

1 Brahma-Sutras, 11, 2, 11, et. seq.
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“ments however are misleading and often produce confusion.
The Nyaya doctrine of &= aTg must have existed before
“the rise of Buddhism and even before the formation of the
Sankhya system, the oldest works of which con-
frovert it. Does it follow therefore that Gotama
and Kanade preceded both the Sdnkhyas and the
Bauddhas ? And if so, how are we to account for
‘the fact that several doctrines of the Sankhyas as well as the
Bauddhas are in their turn quoted in the Sutras of both
these authors ? Here is a dilemma which can only be solved
by supposing that the doctrine of AWEEATE and many others
dike it subequently adopted by the Naiydyikas and Vaisesi-
kas must have formed topics of hot discussion long before
the Suiras of Gotama and Kanada were composed. In
like manner, even supposing that the system as such ex-
isted at or before a particular date it will not be right to
argue that Kanada's Sutras also must have existed at that
time.! Nor should it be supposed that the whole system
as conceived later is to be found in these works. Many
-doctrines now looked upon as cardinal principles of Vasse-
sika philosophy,. are conspicuous by their absence in
Kanada's work, such as, for instance, Abhdva as a seventh
<category, the last seven qualities, and the doctrine of
Visesa.? This much however is certain, that when the
Sttras were composed the two systems had assumed a
definite form which was never to be substantially changed,
There are important gaps that were filled up afterwards;
but the skeleton is there and it is the skeleton that gives
shape to the body, The process may have been something
like this. First bold thinkers started theories of their own
on the burning questions of the day, and then these theories

fter much discussion crystallized into specific doctrines
such as those of wramed, ¥wWam™ and others. The ancient
Upanisads abound in passages in which we find such
definite brinciples being actually worked out of a mass of
general speculations. The next step is for some eminent

1 COIBbl‘OOke'S ZVIiSCEZZ(lTleOﬂS Fssays, Vol. ‘I-‘ D. 854, Cowell’s
2V.8. 1 L,41,1,6 I,%,3

i note.
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teacher to adopt and develop some of these doctrines and
form & school which might in time grow up into a system.
The difference between a school and & system is that of
degree. A school adopts a theory about a particular
phenomenon, while a system aims at explaining consist-
ently the whole order of nature by reducing several of these-
theories into harmony. Audulomi, Kasakrisna, DBadar:
and many others whose names occur in the philosophical
Siitras, seem to have been founders of the schools which
preceded the regular systems. The system when thus
formed required an authoritative exposition, and many

must have been the {ailures of inferior persoms, before a.

master mind like Gofamu or Kanadae could produce a work

that would live into futurity. The present Suiras of

Kandda and Gotama must, therefore, be regarded as re-
presenting the end rather than the commencement of this
evolutionary process. They did not originate the systems,
they only stereotyped them, by giving them as it were a
body and shape. Besides, it is probable that the fashion
of propounding philosophical systems in the form of Siutras,
if not the systems themselves, came into vogue after the
rise of Huddhisin. The ethical teachings of Geutama Buddha

were expressed in the shape of pithy sentences which were |

easy to remember and possessed a certain nttraction for the:
popular mind. The Brahmans, probably with a desire to
beat their rivals with their own weapons, composed Suiras

on their own philosophical systems modelled on the Bud--.

dhistic suftas, and possessing in some cases literary finish
of a very high order, The necessity of meeting their op-
ponents in controversies which became frequent from this
time compelled the orthodox philosophers to put their card-
inal doctrines in a definite shape ; and this they did by ex-
pressing them in an incisive and dogmatie form so as to
produce immediate conviction. The uncompromising tone

* and rigid logic of these post-Buddhistic Suatras are in strong

contrast with the loose reagoning and poetical imagery which
abound in earlier philosophical books, such as the Upani-
sads. While morality was the stronghold of the Baddhists,
dhilosop' y was their weakest point in these early times s

1 arka-Samgraha. ' L
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naturally the shrewd Brahmans cultivated this latter branch
with thegreater vigourin order to outshine their rivals. The
Sutras of Jaimini and Badarayana must have been composed
with some such object in view ; and the example, once set,
was of course followed by other teachers belonging to the
orthodox party.,

It is difficult to determine the chronological order of
the several systems of philosophy, and the attempts hither-
tomade have not been very successful. The Sarmkhya system
and many of the doctrines of the Vaisesikas, if mot the
whole of their system, are most probably Pre-Buddhistic,
The Vaisesika system pre-supposes the Sazkhya, and there
is evidence to show that the Vaisesika not only preceded
Buddhism and Jainiem, but directly contributed to the rise
of those sects, many of their peculiar dogmas being closely
allied to Taisesika theories. The Buddhistic doectrines of
total annihilation, for instance, is only a further and an inevi-
table development of the: Vaisesika doctrine of mmm’aﬁ;
while the categories or Padarthas of the latter find their
counterpart in the five Astikayas or essences of the Jainas.
The atomic theory moreover ig largely adopted by the
Jainas, and even enters into their legendary my-
thology. The epithet  Ardha-Vainasikas or femi-Bud-
dhists, contemptucusly bestowed upon the Vaisesika by
éﬁﬁzkar&cawn.‘ concealed a historical truth, if the
Vaisesikas gs suggested above were the half-hearted
Precursors who by their materialistic speculations paved
the way for the extreme radicalism of Gautama Budd}a, The
Vaisesika schoo is specifically named in the sacred texts
of the Jainas and also in the Lalita-Vistara? Several of
their doctrines are refuted in Fadarayana’s Brakma-Sutras,

_8nd it is posgible that they may have existed then in some
systematic form, As toihe other systems, the two M imarsas
&ppear to have come immediately after the rise of Buddhism
and before the advent of the Nyaya and the Yega. Neither

e

1 See foot-note supra.
2 Weter: Histor
D

v of Indian Literature, p. 286, foot-note,
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Con </ Badarayana nor Jaimini refers to any peculiar Nyaya
trine, while the few aphorisms in Badarayna's work which
mention Yoga look like interpolations. It will be shown
presently that Gotama himself borrows from Badarayana’s

work.!

T.ooking to the Sutras, however, the two Mimarnsa collec-
tions appear to be the oldest of them, while the works of
Gotama and Kanada come next in succession. The date of
Jaimini and Badarayana, who quote each other and might
have been contemporaries, is not yet settled. They are
certainly aware of the Buddhistic sect, many of whose doc-
trines they quote and refute? The two Mimamsa Suiras
therefore could not have been composed before the 6th
century B. 0. They may for the present be assigned to the
5th or the earlier part of the 4th century B, C. The Sufras
of Gotama and Kanada must be still later productions, as
will appear from a comparison of them with the Brahma-
Siitras. The opening sutras of both Gofama and Kanada
appear to recognize the Vedantic doctrine of knowledge
being the means to salvation; while throughout their works
whenever they treat of soul, salvation, pain, knowledge,
and such other topics, their language seems to be strongly
tinged with Ved@ntic notions. The phraseology is often the
same, and in several places even direct references to the
Brahma-Sutras may be detected in these works., For example
the Vaisesika sutras, S g @SI9A: Af@ya¥E:  and
=Far’ appear to be answers to Badarayana’s objections
to the eternity of atoms®; while the Sufra wg®@ Iregex
(RIEROAFR® is evidently aimed at the Vedantic view
explained in the four preceding sufras, that the Soul is to
be known only through Sruti® Similarly V. S. IV, 2,2-3
eontrovert the Vedantin's view that our body is formed by

—ie

1 Garbe holds that Vais’esika: was. prior to Nyaya : Vide. Die
Samkhya Philosophie, p. 116.

9 Brahma-Sitra 11, 2, 18, et seq; Mimimsa Sutra 1, 2. 33; ses also
COolebrooke's Miscellancous Essays, Vol. I, p. 354.

8V, 8.1V, 1.46. 4 Brahma-Sutre IT, 2, 14-15.

5 V.8, IIL, 2, 9. 6 Cf. also @, 8. III, I, 28-30.
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dnion of five or three elements.! :Again many of the
erms used by Kayada such as i, 1B, Tawrar, and
SAT&ATA, appear to be borrowed from Badarayana. The same ]
holds good of Gotama. In several places he propounds
views very similar to well-known  Vedantic doctrines?;
while a comparison of & S, III, 2, 14 with Brakma-Satra
1T, 1, 24 will show that Gotama borrows even illustrations
-and arguments from Badarayana® G. 8.11,1, 61-67* would
likewise show that Gotama was also posterior to Jaimini,
It may be argued that the borrowing may have been on the
| other side, or that the particular sitras may be later addi-
1 tions. But we must in such cases judge by the whole tone
and drift of the authors. While in all the cases noted
above the topics form essential parts of the two M 1Mamsa
systems, they come only incidentally in the works of
Kanada and Gotama, We can, therefore, confidently assert
that the works of G xamz and Kanada, as we have them at
present, cannot be older than the 4th century B. C.

The question as to the relative priority of these: two sys-
Yems per se is beset: with many difficulties, Opinions have
been advanced on both sides. Candrakintq Tar/ca[af/zkara,
in the preface to his edition of Vaisesika-sutras, strongly
confends for the priority of Vaisesikq system, while others
maintain the opposite view.® Goldstiicker calls the
Vaisesika only a branch of the Nyaya without deciding
their relative priority ; while Weber is undecided on the
point. Much of the confusion, however, on this point can
be avoided by making a distinction, as already noted, between
the Vaisesikqg system and the Vaisestha Sttras.' There
‘ are strong grounds for believing, as Mr. Tarkalamkara
contends, that the Vaisesika system preceded Golama's and
‘ yet the Stutras of Kandda, or at least many of them, may be of a
e

, L Brahma-Satra 11, 2, 21-22. 2Cf. G. 8. IV, 1, 64,
i 3 Ay WFWEqaﬁﬂa‘EgW.’%ﬁ A3FI:; | Gotama-Sutra; IygER~
‘ EER(EIG) Bl Efﬁ'ﬂ‘l% | Brahma-Suira.
4 ﬁwﬁmﬁmqmﬁp@m G.S. 11,1, 61.
5 Bhimaoarys ,
6 Goldstucker's
| ¥ Weber . Histoy

Nyaya-Kos'a, Intro., p. 2-3, note.
Panini, p. 153.
¥ of Indian Eiferaturs, p. 945.
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later date, The fact that, while Vaisesika doctrines are
noticed in Badarayana’s Birahma-Suiras, Gotama’s system
is nct even once alluded to, shows that some Vaisesika:
doctrines at least were promulgated not only before-
Gotama but even Lefore the ccmposition of the Bralma-
Siitras. ¥ atsyayana’s remark that omissions in Golama’s
work are to be supplied from the cognate system of the:
Vaiéesikas may likewise be taken to imply that that system
existed before Golama’s time'; while the latter s reference to-
s Ul@asaf@zgra by which he probably means doctrines
taught by scme allied school such as the Vaisestkas weuld
support such an inference. The posteriority of Golama may
also be inferred from the fact that many topics summarily
disposed of or imperfectly discussed by Kanada ave fully
treated by him, as for instance, inference, fallacies, eternity
of sound, and the nature of soul. It is true that some of
these arguments would also prove that Kandda’s sttras were
anterior to Gofama’s work, and it is possible that a collec-
tion of Vaidesika sitras wes known to Gotama., But we
must also take aceount of the fact that several suirasin the
present collection of Kandda’s aphorisms appear to be sug-
gested by Gotama’s work.

V. 8, I1I, 2, 4,° for instance, is clearly an amplifica-
tion of G. 8.1, 1, 104 V. 8 IIT, 1, 17° again gives aw
illustration of the sWEnsa® fallacy, although the name,
strange to say, is nowhere explained throughout Kanada's
work. The word is, however, used by Gotama ag a defini--
tion of w=aT@=™, and it is possible that the author of the
Vaisesika suiras borrowed it from him, and wrongly used
it as the name of the fallacy. These Sifras, therefore, if

1 Vat.on G. 8. 1,1, 4 2G.8.1,1, 29.

3 mmiaﬁhhfmﬁmvﬁma’nfgumﬁmn: o ACERC eI o Pt
e Vaisesika-Sitra,

4 QWIWQQ;RWW% gt Gotama-Suira

5. TeqfEaon ATETE DABIFAFIEO |

6. siamiaT: gaamam: G 8. 1,2, 46.
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aot the whole work of Kanade, must have been composed
-after Gofama’s work was published. Now there are good
reasons for suspecting that Kanada’s work, as we have it at

present, contains a large number of aphorisms which }%ave :
‘been either modified or added in after times. A comparison

of Kanada's sulras, as found in our printed editions, with
#he Bhasya of Prasastapada shows that many of the sitras

-are not explained by thescholiast and were probably unknown

to him.! Moreover, all these suspicious aphorisms

relate to topics that look like having been suggested after-
wards. The practice of making such interpolations in
-ancient works is not uncommon in Indian literature. The
-Samkhya-Sutras are nctoriously modern productions, though
-aseribed to an ancient Xsi ; and even the Branmae Sitras of
Badarayana lie under the suspicion of being tampered with.
The loose and unsystematic arrangement of the Vaisesika
-aphorisms must have considerably facilitated the task of
an interpolator, while such liberties could not have been

easily taken with the more compact and finished produc-
tion of Golama?

The most reasonable conclusion that may' be drawn
from the foiegoing facts is that, although we can s8ay no-
thing definite about an original ecollection of Vaisesika
-aphorisms, the present w
modern.
ble age,

ork of that name is comparatively
We have no materials at present to fix its proba-
Kanada is a mythical bersonage and is variously

styled Kasyapa, Kanabhaksa or Kanabhuk. The latter

1 See the excellent cons
-each section of Pras’ast
Edition of that work.,

2 Mahﬁmahopadhyﬁya Satischandra Vidyabhushan thinks that only
the 1st Look of Nyaya-Sutras was composed by Aksapida, while the
2nd, 3rd and 4th books bear marks of different hands. The later books
contain passages from ZLankavalara S%fra of Yogacara Buddhistio
school, the Madhyamika Sitrg of Nagarjuna and Satakae of Aryadeva,
all composad about 300 A.D. Vatsyayana is said to have collected all
the later additions together. See Bhandarkar Commemoration
Volume p. 161.

3 P. B. Ben,

pectus showing the sittras corresponding to
apade’s scholium, prefired to the Benares

ed. p. 200 ; V. 8, Up. Cale. ed. p. 160-1 ; Trikanda-Sesa,

[
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two appellations are, of course, paraphrases of Kanada,
which literally means “ an eater of seeds or atoms.’”’ The
name is said to be derived from his having lived upon pick-
ed-up grain-seeds while practising austerities; more probably
it is a derisive appellation invented by antagonists for
his atomic theory. The system is also called Awlukya
Daréana? and a pretty old tradition is told that God
Mahadeva pleased by the austerities of the sage Kanadae
appeared tohim inthe guiseofan owl and revealed the system
which the latter subsequently embodied in the Sitras.?
A Rsi named Ulwka is mentioned in the Mahabharata,
but nothing can be said as to what connection he had with
the Vaisesika system.  The name Aulakya is, however,
considerably old, being mentioned by Udyotakara and Kuma-
7ila. The name Vaisesika occurs even in the scholium
of Frasastapada, who also refers to the tradition about God
Mahadeva just mentioned.® Vayu-Purana makes Aksapada
Kanada and Uluka sons of Vyasa,® but no reliance can be-
placed on such an authority.

It has been already shown that the present collection
of Vaisesika aphorisms is posterior to the 4th century
B. €., and the references to it contained in Va‘syayana's

commentary on Gofama’s work prove that it must have

existed before the 5th ecentury A. D. Valsyayana
mentions it as gHAATT, enumerates the six ca-
tegories’ and actually quotes one aphorism of Kanada.®

1 Sugiura on the authority ofaChmese work Isiki Julw/u says he-
was called rice-eater because he used to go out and eat rice obtained
from women, while he was called Ulika, because he lived in a
mountain and was very ugly. Vide Sugiura’s Hindu Logic as preserved
in China and Japan p. 14,

9 Sarv. D. 8. Cale. ed. p. 110.

8 Bhimacarya : Nyaya-Kosa, Intro p. 2.

4 Nyaya- Vartika, Bibl. Ind. p. 168 ; Tantra- Vartika 1.,1, 4.

5 P. B. Ben. ed. p. 234

6 See the verse quoted in P. B. Ben, ed. Intro p. 10,

7 spEreggl ZEMEHEAE ISR GHAE | AEdT S REEEEa

Vat.on G. 8.1, 1, 9.

8 aFaEAh Aeaga g@ (V. 8. 111, 1.18) rEngrmaii 3q H'a'{?ﬂqq'\a'—
SUINE: FragH=AA; ete, | Vaton @G, S. 11,2, 36.

L



/

Introduction XXXI L

This is the utmost that we can say with certainty about the
age of Kanada's work. The date of Prasastapada, the earli-
est scholiast of Kanida, is equally uncertain. He cannot
be the same as the Risi Prasasta mentioned in the Pravi-
radhyaya of Baudhayana-Sutra, for Baudhayana-Sutra being
composed before the 4th century B. C.,' Prasastapada and
a fortior: Kanada would have to be placed long before that
time. Prasastapada has also been identified with Gotama,
the author of Nyaya-Sutras,? but it seems to be a mistake.
So no inference as to the age of the Vaidesika-Sutras can
be drawn from the date of the commentator. The six ca-
tegories as well as the proofs are mentioned in the medical
work of Caraka, who has been identified with Fatunjal,
the author of the Mahavhasya® But even if this identity
is correct, the original work of Caraka having been subse-

quently recast and enlarged by Drdhabala, particular

passages from it cannot be relied upon for historical pur-
poses.

Happily we can obtain better results in the case of
Gotama’s work. That it is posterior to the rise of Buddhism
is evident on its face, for Buddhistic doctrines are expressly
mentioned therein.* Tt is also, as has been already shown,
later than the latter part of the fifth century B. C., the
time of hadarayani’s Brahma-Siitras which, while refuting
Vaidesika doctrines, make no mention of the cognate school
of Nagyayikas. Goldstiicker says that both Kayayana
and Patafijuli knew of the Nyaya Suras® Now Fatanjal
is said to have written his great work about 140 B. C.°
but Katytyara's date is naot so certain. According to a story
told in Katha-Sarit-Sagara, Katyayona was a pupil of
Upavarsa and a minister of king Nanda who reigned abhout
350 B. 0 @oldstiicker makes light of the authority of

———

1 Biihlep :Sacred Laws (S. B. E. Series ) Part I dApastamba, Intro.
p. XXII. 2 Bhimacarya : Nyaya Kosa latro, p. 2.

)3 Parama-Lug_}m.yaﬁjnsa. A verse said to be from Yogabija calls
! atanjali, o writer on three sciences, grammar, medicine, and Yoga.

€ G.8. 111, 9, 11-13. 5 Goldstucker's Panins, p. 157 6 Thid p. 234
7 Kathz.g

arit-Sagara 1, 5; Max Muller: History of Ancient Sans-
krit Lifﬂ’a!‘u')s iy

"e, p. 240,
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ath@-Sarit-Sagara, but it is hard to believe that such a
story could have got currency without some sort of founda-
tion. .If the story is true, the Nyaya-Sutras would have to
be placed before 353 B.C. Katyayana’s date is now general-
ly taken to be about the middle of the 4th cenftury B. el
and so Gofama will have to be placed before that time.
There is another fact which confirms this conclusion. Sabara
Swvamin, the scholiast on Jaimini's Sutras, often quotes an
ancient author whom he calls Bhagavan Upavarsa, and
who must have, therefore, lived a long time before him.
This Upavarsa is said to have written commentaries on
both the Miwmamsa Sutras.® If he be the same as the reput-
od teacher of Katyayana above mentioned, he mugt have
lived in the first part of the 4th century B. C.> Now a
passage quoted by Sabara Svamin from the commentary of
this Upawarsa* shows that he was intimately acquainted
with Gofama’s system and largely adopted its doctrines.
Gotama’s work must, therefore, have been composed be-
fore the 3rd century B. C., that is, it belongs to the 4th cen-
tury B. C.°

There is another piece of eévidence, which, though ap-
parently conflicting with the above conclusion, really sup-
ports it. Apastamba, the author of the Dharma-Suira, knew
both the Purva and the Uttara Mimamsa systems, but not
the Nyaya®. It is true that Apastamba in two passages of

1 Heggeling's S,atapatha-Brﬁhmazza ( S. B. E. Series ) Intro. p. 30.

2 Colebrooke’s Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. 1. p. 357.

3 Another story in Somadeva-Bhatta's Katha-Sarit-Sagara makes
him live in Pataliputra during the reign of Nanda, 7. e. about 350 B. C;
but no reliance can be placed on the chronological data furnished by
this book in the absence of other evidence.

' 4 S’abara-Bhasya Bibl. Ind. p. 10 ; for an English translation of the
passage see Colebrooke’s Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I, p. 328.

5 This conclusion will not be affected by any date that may be assign-

ed to Panini. Goldstiicker places Panini long before the rise of Bud-

_dhism and holds thathe did not know Gotama'’s work, Papini mentions
the word =gz but only in the sense of a syllogism or rather a thesis, such
as those in Jaimini’s work. See Goldstiicker’s Panini, p. 152.

6 Buhler: Sacred Laws ( S, B. B. Series ) Part I Apastamba, Intro.
P. XxVii,

15
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“hig work uses the word #a1a and =amfaa@ respectively! ; but
“therehe clearly refers to Pirva-M. imamsa, and not to the system
-of G'olama. Nor is this use of the word uncommon in ancient
writings. The fact that the word =1, which was subsequent-
ly monopolized by the followers of Gofama, is applied
by Apastamba to the system of Jaimini, shows that at his

‘time Glotama’s system was either unknown, or at least-

S0 new as nottohave attained any wide celebrity. Apistamba
-according to Bithler must have lived before the third
century B. C. and even 150 or 200 years earlier:> but his
knowledge of the two Mimarsa’s shows that he could not
have lived long before 400 B. C. Gofama’s work must there-

fore be assigned to the end of the 5th or the beginning of
“the 4th century B, C.

It is needless to state after this that our Gofama is quite
different from Gotama the author of a Dharma Siuire,
who preceded Baudhiyana and wasa fortiore prior to
Apastamba®; nor has he anything to do with the mythical
-sage of that name mentioned in the Ramayana and Maha-
bharala as the son of Utathya and the husband of Ahilya.
Nothing is known about the personality of our author, and
it is even doubtful whether his real name was Gotama or
Gautama. Being a Brahman he could not have belonged to
the race from which the founder of Buddhism sprang, He
is also called Aksapada or Aksacarana, but the origin
of the name is not known. Some have conjectured that the
-epithet was a nick-name givento Gotama for his peculiar
theory of sensual perception, and means one who stands or
walks upon organs of sense (=% ); but there is no au-
“thority for this. At any rate the author, whoever he may
be, possessed great originality and a grasp of general
principles that enabled him to systematize the science of
logic for the first time. He cannot, however, be said to
have founded it, for logical rules seem to have prevailed
even before his time. Manu proclaims the need of reason
for a correct understanding “of the sacred law?, while

1 Apastamba-Dharma-Sitra LI, 4; 8, i3 ; and II, 6, 14, 13.
2 Buhler : Sacred Laws (8. B. E. Series ) Part I, Apastamba, Intro.
0. xliii. J
3. Ibid, p. xx and Iv. 4 Manwu-Smrti xii, 106,
E

I



Te arlm—Samgraﬁa.

Badarayana goes to the other extreme of declaring:
the utter futility of our reasoning power to discover
truth.! Besides, it is quite obvious that, unless the arf
of reasoning had been practised for a long time previous, and
had heen considerably developed; neither the philosophical
speculations in the Upanisads mor the rise of heretical
sects, such as the Carvakas, Bauddhas and Jainas,
could have been possible. What then did Gofama achieve ?
What is his place in the hisfory of Indian logic ? This
is an interesting question, and would, if satisfactorily
answered, throw a flood of light on the early history of
Indian philosophy.

Gotama was certainly not the pioneer. The very fact that
he has evolved a logical system complete and well knit in
a1l essential respects would lead us to suspect that he must
have used materials left by his predecessors and profited by
their errors. This is not a mere inference however, for
Vatsyayana in his Commentary on G. S. I, 1, 52 actually
tells us that there was a school of Naiyayikas who required
ten premises in a syllogism, and that Gotama reduced their
number to five.? This is quite probable, for Indian systema~
tists always favour brevity, and even Gotama’s five premises
were subsequently rednced by others to three. Gotama,
therefore, must have been preceded by other labourers in the
same field whose works have been eclipsed by his
superior treatise. Hxternal evidence would lead us even
o step further. The two passages from Apastamba Dharma-
Sitra, referred to above, show that the word #I@ was
formerly applied to Puarva-Mimarnsa. Similarly passages are
also found in many ancient Smrtis and also some modern
works in which the same word or its derivatives are used in
connection with Jaimini's system. So late a writer as
Madhavacarya calls his epitome of Jaimini’s work SOIHEIS-
fazar, while many other Mimamsa works have =qTa as

L&

part of their title. The various theses propounded in Jaimini's

work are called Nyayas, and even Panpini uses the word

1 Brahma-Sutra IT, 1, 11.
2 Vat. on G. S, I 33.



afterwards to designate the rival and totally dissimilar
system of Gofama. As a general rule we find that when s.
new school arises it coins its own phraseology to distinguish
itself from its predecessors. In this case, however, the followers

of Gotama appropriated an old word, and that word stuck f

to them so fast as to become afterwards their exclusive
property. The explanation, it seems, lies in the fact that
the science of logic which afterwards developed into a.
separate system was originally the child of Purva- Mimansa.

Analogy of other arts and sciences points to the same-

conclusion. Al! sciences in India appear to have sprung
out of sacrificial necessities. Astronomy was founded on
the rules by which Vedic Rsis ascertained the correct
time for performing periodical sacrifices, from the
movements of heavenly bodies. While medicine had its
germ in the analysis of the properties of Soma plant
and other sacrificial substances, music was first
cultivated by the Udgair priest for singing his
S@man hymns, and a knowledge of agriculture and geo-
metry was found to be essential in constructing the sacri-
ficial pandal and the Feqi. It is probable, therefore, that
the art of reasoning also originated in some requirement of
the all-important sacrifice. Such requirements were mainly
two, the correct interpretation of Vedic texts on which the
due performance of the sacrifices depended, and victory in
the philosophical and other discussions ‘which were usually
held in the intervals of sacrifice. It was a special function
of the Brahman priest to give decision onany disputed points
that might arise in the course of a sacrifice, and this he
could not have done unless he was a master of ratiocination.
Such decisions, which may be likened to the chairman’s
rulings in a modern assembly, are scattered through the
ancient Brahmanas, and are collected together as so many
Nyadyas in the ancient Purva-Mimamsa aphorisms of Jaiming,
The Philosophical disquisitions were collected in the various

1 Papini’s Swtra III, 2, 122.

Introduction XXXV

in & similar sense.” How then are we to explain the fact
tha¢ a word so generally used by the Mimamsakas came-

L
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Upanisads and produced the system of Uttara-Mimarmsa.
-Jaimini lays down many rules of exegesis which seem to be
“the direct progenitors of the logical rules of Gotama. The vari-
ous tests for instance illustrated in the third chapter of Jai-
- mini’s attempt to determine whether a rite or s Vedic direc-
“tion is principal or auxiliary are only so many varieties of

inference. The (&% so often mentioned by Jaimini must have
-suggested the ¥ and 93T of Gotama and Kanada respec-
“tively. We may therefore suppose thatit is the Mimdimsakas
“who, first prompted by exegetical necessity, developed
-sundry rules of logic which they illustrated by means of

what they called Nyayas or theses. When therefore Manu

‘or Apastamba speaks of &% or 1T we must understand by the
“term these rules of inference as applied to Vedic interpre-

‘tation. The utility of these rules for other purposes, founded
as they mainly are on the broad basis of common sense,
~could not but have been perceived very soon and naturally
taken advantage of, This secularization so to say of these
~exegetical rules of Piurva-Mimaimsa gave birth to a science

which was at first known by the name of su=fiter®r. It

probably got its modern appellation of Nyaya, when Gotama
raised it into & philosophical system by including in his
“treatise disquisition on sundry metaphysical topics, such
as the origin of knowledge, eternity of sound, nature of proof
-and the agency of God. If this hypothesis is correct, we
-can form a tolerably clear idea of the task Gotama set before
himself and which he has performed so admirably. From
& bundle of experimental rules which were known only ag
~a secular arf called T=I1T&7# T and said by some to be subsi-
~diary to @@y Gotama evolved a system which at once
‘became the rival of thetwo Mimarsis and which from thence
forward exercised a strong sway over generations of Indian
"Pandits. Gofama can very well be compared in this respect
with Aristotle or Immanuel Kant. Nay in one sense his influ-
~ence has been even greater; for Kant and Aristotle failed to
supplant their predecessors completely, while Gotama con-
structed a new gystem, as it were, which eclipsed all previ-
ous attempts and which has from his time become the sole
=standard for posterity.
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The work of Gotama differs in many respects from that
of 'Kanada. While the former is methodical and details a.
system of logic practically complete, the latter discloses no
consistent aim and no arrangements of parts. It has the
appearance of a loose bundle of critical notes on the
principal philosophical topics of the day. This fact raises.
a doubt as to whether Kandda's aphorisms were ever the real -
basis of the Vaisesika system as we find it now. The oldest
exponent of the complete system as described in all modern.
Vaisesika works is Prasastapada, snd he may, for aught
we know, be its real founder also. The supposition is not-
80 improbable as it might appear at first sight. Almost
all the peculiar doctrines that distinguished the Ilater-
Vaisesikas from the Nuiyayikas and other schools are to
befoundin Prasastapida’s work and are conspicuously absent-
in Kanada's Sutras. The doctrines about 87T, TIESAreT,.
Wmm‘ﬂwm and several others, which are regarded as pecu-
liarities of the Vaisesika system, are not even touched
upon in Kandada’s aphorisms, although they are pretty fairly
discussed in Prasastapida’s Bhasya. The seven categories
on which the whole Vuisesika system is based are probably
an afterthought ; and even the doctrine of 3w which ac--
cording to some gave the name to the system appears to be
a later development. Kanada restricts the word =1sf ( cate-
801'195 properly so called ) to three things only, =7 ot and

;! Prasaastapida enlarges the number to six, and some
later author added svar.?

It is true that the aphorlsm wﬁﬂmxm :
WWWF{T qEIAAT  GTUSAAMENNGT  aATR -
e enumerates the six categories ; but this aphor-
Ism is mogt probably a later interpolation. It is in-
ordinately long, unlike other aphorisms of Kanada, and
contains & number of distinct propositions that would

1 19 2@ geyqoreag | V. S. VIIL 2, 3.
2 Several Mss, of Prasestepada’s Bhisya end with the colophon
T ERAIRRRNA gaiETzginst SEEe,
V.8 L14.
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-have sufficed for half a dozen Siutras. Besides it is very
awkwardly worded if not positively ungrammatical. A com
parison of this aphorism with the opening passage of
£rasastapida’s scholium leaves hLardly any doubt about its
-spuriousness. Prasastapdda’s  passage runs thus:—
TAUNER QAT SISHRATEAT JU01 QST AT AT AT e
A9 | IR (A wTgArET 1]

Now one of these two passages must be an adaptation of
the other. According to Kiranavali this passage of Prasasta-
pada explains only the first three sufras of Kanada, which
implies that the fourth sutra quoted above was unknown
to the scholiast. Hence if Kiranauali is to be believed, the
aphorism must be the later of the two. Sridhara, the author
of Nyaya-Kandali, speaks to the same effect. In introducing
the last sentence he says that it was added to remove any
apparent inconsistency between the preceding sentence and
Kanada's second aphorism Farsgga@sq@@is: @ ua: |
The incongistency is that while according to the scholiast
knowledge of categories is the means of (F:%a®, Kanada
speaks of it as resulting from 4#; and this inconsistency is
removed by the scholiast by adding that the knowledge of
categories itself springs from 9 as revealed in divine com-
mandments. So according to Sridhara this last clause is
an addition of the scholiast intended to remove the apparent
inconsistency, and yet it is summed up in the opening words
of the fourth Sutra, aRtasga@ard. Either these words or the
whole aphorism must therefore have been suggested by
Frasastapade’s passage. 1f the aphorism, as it stands now,
had exisled before, there would have been no a=If3a9 and
therefore no mnecessity for Prasastapada’s additional clause
AErETAEAIVEI®HIGAET. We must, therefore, suppose
that the aphorism was added by some later writer in order
to supply what appeared to him an oversight of Kandda.
Besides, the fact that there should have been even the
suspicion of a contradiction between the enumeration of six
categories and Kanada’s second siifra proves that the six

1 B. B. Ben: ed. pp. 6, 7.
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~categories were not thought of by Kanada and were for the
first time mentioned by his scholiast, Prasastapada. We
must, therefore, construe the aphorism 3393 T FaanEag’
as implying that Kandda mentioned only three categories
to which the scholiast added three more, while the seventh was
added still Jater.? If any doubt is felt on the point,a critical
examination of the aphorisms which are supposed to define
AT and 1317 will dispel it. These aphorisms speak of
1&317 as well as of GTHET in a way quite different from the
later conceptions of the two categories, Aphorisms HTETRD
@Y 2@ gFTAR and FWIAT @GR are especially
significant. The first shows that Kanada used the word
@9 as a relative term opposed to WM, meaning that
the notions of genus and differentia are always relative,
and that the same property may be a genus with respect to
one class, and a differentia with respect to another class
of things. wza, for instance, is a genus as including all
Jars under one class, and a differentia as distinguishing all
Jars from other substances, as cloth and men., The second
aphorism shows that Kanada distinguishes ultimate difference
of things from other differentiae by giving to the former the
special name of wwg@EITy, It is these ultimate differenczs
that are denoted by the later Vaisesikas by the category
19319 ; and the fact that Kanada regards them only as one
species of differentia shows that he did not include them in
a separate category having absolute and not merely relative
existence. The conclusion is irresistible that the HETAAYs,
which were at first only one kind of differentia, were after-
wards developed into an independent category. The notions
©f §TAT?T and ¥RAT can also be shown to have originated
in the same way.*

It will be thus seen that, unlike Nydya, Vaisesika was
Never given out to the world as a cutand dry system. It was
gradually evolved as the ever-flowing stream of controveray

1V.8, VIIL 2. 3. 2V.8.1. 2 3-6.
3 Similarly while Kanadae mentions only 17 qualities;, the soholiast
3dds seven more, Tge and others, making in all 34, whioh number has
been uecepteq by all later writers.

It
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suggested new points or disclosed . the faults of old ones.
Prasastapada thus occupies a somewhat intermediate position:
between Kandda and his later commentators. He is sufficient-
ly removed in time from Kandada to call him a muni and a
disciple of Mahesvara,! while he himseif is regarded almost
as a semi-mythical personage by later writers. His age
cannot, however, be ascertained even approximately, The
earliest known commentary on Prasastapada’s work is that
of Sridhara who glves his own date as 991 A.D. He must
also have preceded Sankaracarya who seems to quate from
him several times, The opinion ascribed by Sunkaracarya
to the Kanada school are all found in Prasastapada 8 work®
Sricarana, in his commentary on Sariraka- -Bhasya called
Prakatartha, says that a particular view criticised. by Sas-
kara belongs to the older school of Vaisesikas though opposed
to that contained in Rawanas Bhasya. The view referred
to is propounded by Prasastapida who must tHerefore be
older than Ravana.® This Bhasya of Ravana which may be
a commentary either on Kanada's Sutras or Prasasapada’s
own work, is not available, nor is its date known. Udayana’s
Kiranavali is, however, said to have been based upon it.*
If this Ravana is the same as the reputed author of 2 com-
mentary on Egrveda, he appears-to have been a very ancient.
author, and Prasastapdda must be still older. Moreover,
if Frasastapada was, as suggested above, the first to enumer-
ate the gix categories, he must have preceded Vatsyayana
who mentions them.? Nothing more definite can he said
on the point for the present, and we must, therefore,
leave Prasastapdda’s date tco as one of the uncertainties of
Indian chronology.

1 P. B. Ben. ed. pp. 1 and 329,

2 Of. the passages in Sarirake-Bhasya ( Anandashram ed. pp. 514-5,.
and p. 519) with thepassagesinP. B. Ben ed. p. 48 and p.328 respectively.

3 Prafastapida has also been referred to as qEAaYor, and nIrEAge
and some even identify him with Gotama. See deluesmrzprasudu
Intro, to Vaisesika Dars’ana ( Bibl, Ind. ed. ).

4 P, B. Pen ed. Intro. p. 12 ncte, 5 Vat.on @G, 8.1, 1,9,

6 If Caraka, the writer on medicine, is correotly identified with Pa-
tafijali, Prafasta; 8da must be anterior to him. S8ee p. XXXI supra.
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he age of commentaries proper begins with Vatsyayana,
otherwise known as Paksila-Svamin, whose commentary on
Gotama's work is the oldest known work of the kind we
now possess.' Valsyayana must have lived about the end
of 5th century A. D. for he preceded the well-known Bud-
dhist teacher Dinndga who is said to have lived in the early
part of the 6th century.” Dinndga wss succeeded by the
celebrated author of Udyota who is mentioned by Subandhu
writing in the 7th century.® Udyotakara is said to have
written his work to dispel the errors of Dinnaga and
others, and Vacaspati in his Tika adds that his

principal object was to defend V&tayb:yana against the at-
tacks of Dinnaga.*

According to the Jain Sloka- Vartika, Udyotakara was in
his turn answered by Dharmakirti’ Now Dharmakirti is
known to have lived in the first half of the 7th century:®

1 Was Vatsyayana a Buddhist ? Some have supposéd him to be so be-
cause his work does not begin with a prayer to any of the Hindu deities.
But the epithet SvAimin as well as the fact that the Buddhist writer
Ditntga controverts his views should leave no doubt about his ortho-
doxy. He was also called Dramila (Dravida?) or Paksilasvamin.
He was a native of Conjeeveram and lived about A. D. 400, i. e. a cen-
tury before Dinndga and Vasubandhu. SeeS.C. Vidyabhusan's Indian
Logie, Medi@val School, pp. 68-72.

2 Max Miiller. India, What can it teach us ? 1st ed. p. 320. Dinn@iga
1s said to have introduced the universal propositin szifff into the Indian
syllogism for the first time,

3 Vasavadatta ( Cale. ed. p. 235 ) has :mm?m%ﬁa[ﬁ‘imml See
also Dr. Hall’s Preface to his edition of that work. Udyotakara wag
called Bharadvaja and lived at Thaneshwar near Delhi. He was
8 preceptor of the Patupata sect.

4 See quotation at P.B.Ben.ed. Intro, p.10. Udyotakdira himself
Bays1—

YA 99N g FHT NS FAAT SFTMI A
FalFFEaEanceg: SASIT 757 997 G307 1

Also see Weber, Zeitschr. D. M. G. XX1I. 727, and Colebrook Miscel-
laneous Ess. s Vol. 1 p. 282, Cowell’s note.

5 J. B. B. R. A. 8, Vol XVIII. p. 229,

6 Ibid. p. 90, Dr. Satiscandra Vidyabbushana thinks that Dharma-
&irdi and Udyo'akara werp contemporaries and flourished about 633
A. D, See Indian Logic, Medieval School, p. 105,and Bhandaykar
Memopial Volume, p. 164.

F
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Dinndga and Udyotakara therefore must have belonged to
the 6th, and Vatsyayana at the latest to the end of the 5th
century. Vatsyayana is not, however, the earliest scholiast
-on Gotama's Sulras. The alternative interpretations of G. S.
I 1, 5, given by him show that the traditional meaning was
., Obscured at his time, and that several writers before him
~ had interpreted the Sutras in different ways. The interval
between Gotama and Vatsyayana is considerable and could
not have passed without producing some notable writers;
yet no relics of the period appear t0 have been left behind.
Either the Scythian inroads which ravaged the country
from the 1st century B. C. to the 4th century A. D.
must have swept away all literary records of the period

or some unknown cause must have lulled philosophical ac-
tivity for the time.

Tarka=Saingraha.

After Udyolakara there seems to have occurred another
long gap in the succession of orthodox Nyaya writersuntil the
end of 10th century, when a revival took place under the
influence of the author of "EEgST which is the earliest .
known commentary on Prasalapada’s Bndsya. Sridhara wrote
at least three other works named AGATHE, a<q9d, and
aewHangr. The absence of any eminent Nyaya or Vaisesika
writer between Udyotakira and Sridhara makes it highly
propable that the tradition was broken in the interval, Thig
interregnum so to say is the more inexplicable as the period
was one of intense intellectual activity. Controversies be-
tween the Brahmins as represented by the Mimamsakas and

Vedantins on the one hand and the Buddhists and the Jaing
on the other occupy almost the whole of this period; and it
is strange that the followers of Gotama and Kandda did
not freely enter into the fray. Vatsyayana and Udyotakara
set the ball of controversy rolling, but no Nyaya or Vaisesi-
ka writer seems to have taken up the cudgels on their be-
half immediately after Dharmalkirti's strictures. The task
of answering the great Buddhistic writer was left to Mimarn-
Sakas like Kumirila, S"cu'//cardcc_u'yrz and Mandana, who
were by no means favourable either to the Nyaya or to the
Vaisesika system. Dharmotiarg defended;Dlzarmakirlraguinst
the ecriticisms of Kumiride and Mandana, and we again
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“find Srivhara,a Nawyayika,answering Dharmottara. Though the
Nyaya and Vaisesika systems had thus no spokesman of
~their own during this interregnum, the individual doctrines
‘inculcated by them were not a bit neglected. They were
“fully handled by the rival disputants as if they had by that
“time become the common property of all schools. The Mimari-
-sakas strongly controverted the doctrine of non-eternity of
sound, and the Vedantins eriticized the atomic theory. The
Prabhakaras started novel views about Samavaya, while all
“the schools fought over the proper number and nature of
‘proofs. The answer to these criticims came partly from
‘the Buddhists and the Jainas and partly from the later
Nyaya writers. The fact seems to be that at this time the
Nyaya and much more the Vassesika doctrines, despite
-smaller differences, found their strongest supporters among
‘the Buddhists and the Jainas, many of whose tenets closely
resembled the peculiar doctrines of the' Vaisesikas. The
Nyaya-Bindu, for instance, which can now be safely ascrib-
-ed to Dharmakirti,'! is & purely Vaisestka treatise
‘while the Pramana-Samucchaya of Dinmaga and Dharmalkir-
#’s Vartikas on it must also have been largely indebted to
previous Vaisesika works. This must also ‘be the reason

why Vaisesikas were at this time looked upon almost as
heretics.”

The alliance of the Vaisesikas with the Buddhists and
the evident tendency of many of their theories towards
atheism and materialism alarmed the orthodox writers of
the Mimamsa and Vedanta schools who at once consigned
them to the purgatory of non-believers. Samkaricirya calls
them Ardha-Vainasikas ( Semi-Buddhists), while Kumania
brackets them with S@kyas as heretics who are frightened

1 JBBRAS. Vol. XXX p. 47. and S, C. Vidyabhusana's Indian
Logic, Medeval School p. 109.

2 For a detailed account of Jaina and Buddbistic Logicians, ses
Dr, Satiscandra Vidyabhusana's Indian Logic, Medieval School and
for Chinese and Japanese writers see Suguira’s Hindu Philosophy as
Preserved in China and Jupun.

L.
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ous of their wits by the advent of the faithful Mimamsakas.

anti-Buddhistic as either the Miniazisakas or the Vedantins,
Prasaslazdda begins with a prayer to Ged and concludes
by ascribing the origin of the world as well as of the
Vaisesika system to Maheivara. He accepts the autho-
rity of Sruti and occasionally controverts the views of the
Buddhists. The notion of Vaisesikas teing heretical pro-
bably originated in the din of controversy between the Bud-
dhists and the Mimassakas, and the rreiudice {hus created
stuck to them for along time afterwerds, The system. of
Nyaya, however, seems to have escared the stigma of heresy,
_probably owing to its comparative neglect in this period.
The controversies of this pericd mainly raged round metaphy-
sical and theological questions which were monopolized by
the Vaisesika, while the purely logical part of Gotama’s
system did not provoke much opposition. Only one doc-
trine of the Naiyayikas was made the subject of controversy,
namely the theory of a personal Creater of the umniverse.
This doctrine was strongly advocated by the sect of Pasu-
patas, and various sub-sections of Blagavalas. These theis-
tic Schools probably derived their inspiration from Gotama’s
-;vork, but they very soon became distinct religious fsects.!
On the whole it appears that, although there is a ]agkx_of
special Nyaya or Vaisesska works in this pericd, the vari-
ous doctrines laid down by Golama and Kandda were fully
threshed cut and underwent additions and alterations which
were not even dreamt of by previous writers.

e =

The interregnum f{rom Udyciakara’s time to the end of
the 10th century may have been produced by various causes
which cannot ke kncwn at present ; nor can we gay for cer-
tain how the subsequent revival was brought about. Perhaps
learned me¢n at this time were tco much cccupied with 1eli-
gious and sectarian disputes to attend to the drier subtleties
of logic. The fact, however, cannot ke denied, for while none
of the known works of Nyara or Vaisesika proper can be

1 Max Muller Histcry cf Arcient Sanskrit Literature. p. 48.

L

And yet a glance at Prasastapada’s Bhasya will show that ’
the Vaisesikas were at least asorthodox and as decidedly
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:assigned to the interval between the 7th and the 10th cen-

turies, the succeeding age is marked by such an inrush of
Nyaya and Vaisesika writers as more ‘than atoned for the
Anactivity of the previous period. The most notable produc-
tions of this later age are aseries of commentaries on the
works of Prasastapada and Vatsyayana who had then come:
to be looked upon as ancient suthorities to be explained
.and enlarged with reverence, rather than criticized or cor-
rected by abler successors. In thislater period boldness
-and originality of thought dwindle in proportion to an in-
crease of scholastic subtlety. The range of topics is limited,
but each is treated with a greater fullness and ingenuity.
“There is a distinct tendency towards scholasticism, which
afterwards assumed such abnormal proportions in the Nud-
dea school, but the change was not completed till
four centuries later. It may be described as an age of
transition from the genuine philosophy of medizval India
to the scholastic verbiage of modern times; and it is
a striking fact that this age nearly coincides with
+the growth of scholasticism in medisval Europe. It is nota
little remarkable that the history of Indian logic bears in
$his respect a close analogy to the progress of thought in
Europe. If Gotama lived about the same time as Aristotle,
Vatsyayana was probably the contemporary of Boethius and
the Revivalists: while the modern Acaryas, such as
Sridhara, Vacaspati and Udayana flourished in the same
-age which produced Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus in
the West. Are we then to suppose that human mind in
India ag well as in Europe passed successively through the
same phases of philosophic development and nearly at the
same rate of progress? The question is difficult to answer,
‘but the coincidences are none the less interesting.

The first writer of this age of revival was Sridhara
Who wrote his Ngaja-Kandalz in 991 A D.! S’rtdhzra

1 See P. B. Ben. ed. p. 331. The colophon contains the Ime, —q.qx@-ﬂ_
NAIIASES +qITHZS! {7 | which gives Sake 913 i. e. 891 A. D. as
“the date of the composition of the work. Bhandarkar ( Report on Search
of Sk, Mss, for 1883-4 p. 814) reads the line as ﬂiﬂ"ﬁ]’ﬁ{f which gives
the date Sake 910 or 988 A. D., but this must be a mistake, for the word

WFF 1 s inexplicable without {3,

1
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-takes great pains to refute the opinions of Kumarila and’
Suresvara alias Mandana on the one hand as well as Dkarmot-
{ara on the other, a fact which seems to show that Sridhara-
was the first eminent Nyaya writer after them. Rajasekhara,
a Jain commentator on Nyiaya-Kandali'® mentions three
‘other commentaries on Praéastapida’s Bhasya, besides
4 Sridhara’s work, wiz., the Vyomuwvati of Sivacarye, the
Kiranav.li of Udayana and the ZLilawati of Sri Vatsa or-
Vallabha. all of which were written after Sridhara’s work
bus before the end of the 13th century. The chronological
order of these writers may be fixed as Sridhara, Vallabha,
Udayana, and Swiditya. All of them came to be looked
upon as eminent authorities and honoured with the title of
Acarya. Each of them was distinguished for some new
conception, or original treatment of old topics. The works.
of Vallabha and Sivaditya are not yet available so as to-
enable us to form any definite opinion about them, but their
views ara frequently quoted and criticized in later works.
Udayana’s Kiranavali was probably left unfinished by the-
author, as all the Mss. hitherto available contain only the-
chapters on ¥z9 and . Sridhara lived as stated above
at the end of the tenth century. He was followed by Vacas-
pati Misra in the 11th century, who wrote commentaries
on all the principal philosophy systems, and whose works.
hava been deservedly held in the highest estimation by the
succeeding generations.? Tacaspali, the author of Bhamats
and Samkhya-1ativa- Kaumud?, wrote an equally able com-
mentary on the Vartikas of Udyotakara, called Vartika-Tat—
parya—Tikd and this Tika of Vacaspali became the text of
another commentary, 1 atparya-Parisuddhi by Uddyana.*

150 B Ben. ed. Intro p. 19.
2 See the opening passage of Tarka- Dipika—p. 1,7and Note thereon:
p. 72 infra.
3 J.B.B.R. A. 8. Vol. XVIIL p. 90. Cowell in the preface to his
translation of Kusumanjali tries to prove that Vacaspati lived in the-
“10th century ; but his view cannot be accepted as Vacaspati quotes
TisianA=s of King Bhoja who reigned in A, D. 993, Satiscandra Vidya--
bhusana also places Vacaspati in 976 A.D. when he is said to lm.ve
composed his Nyaya-suci-nibandha.
4 Bhandarkar. Report on search of Sk. MSS. for 1888-4, p, 81.
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VUdayan&cErya, the author of Kiranaval; and Paris'uda’lzi

lived, therefore, some time after Vacaspaii, and may be
assigned to the end of the 12th century.! Udayana is the
Zreatest Nayayika writer of this age. He combines in
himself the two-fold character of an eminent dialectician

centre of a number of traditions which have perhaps little
foundation in fact. A story, for instance, is told of his
having once made a pilgrimage to the temple of Jagannath,
where he found the temple-door shut against him. On

this the irate Naiyayika addressed the following couplet to.
the Deity :—

IRy RIATHTT Fa7 |
SURIAT Y wrdiar ag =g 2

“Infatuated with omnipotence as thou art, thou treatest:
with contempt; but ( remember ) when the heretics.
approach, thy very existence depends upon me,”

This irreverent apostrophe wag probably founded on the
fact that Udayana wrote two well-known treatises to prove:
the existence of God and to refute the atheistical objections
of the Bauddhas and other heretics, These treatises,
respectively known as Kusum@iijali and Bauddha-d}u/ck(‘zra,
though small, prove Udayana to be a Very acute and powerful
writer. Udayana is said to have carried on a vigorous crusade
against the Bauddhas and the Jainas; and if Monier Williams
s right in assigning the complete decay of Buddhism in India
to the beginning of the thirteenth century,? Udayaza must
have taken a leading part in giving the death-blow. Af any
rate the great prominence given in all the later works to.
é’aﬁmm or the doctrine. of a personal Creator of the
Universe may be ascribed to Udayana’s influence. It ig

1 Cowell’s Preface to his translation of Kusumanjali, p x; J. B. B. R
A. 8, Vol, XVIIL. p. 89, 90, Dr, 8. C. Vidyabhugsana places him about
884 A.D. on the authority of 2 verse in his Laksenavali, Vige
Bhendarkar Memorial Volume p, 165, X

2 Nehemiah Gore's Rational Refutation of Hindu philosophy translat-
ed by F. Hall, p. 6, note, 3 Monier Williams : Buddhism, p. 170.
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highly probable that Udayana’s works gave a strong impetus
to the Saziva, Vaispava and other theistic sects which arose
in large numbers at this time. Naiyayikas amongst all the
Indian systematists were from henceforward the strongest
supporters of monotheism, and the Nuddea School in later
times produced one of the greatest leaders of a modern
theistic movement, wz., Caitanya of Bengal.

Tradition ascribes to Udayana the first conception of
the idea of uniting the two sister systems of Nyaya and
Vaisesika into one harmonious whole. Udayana's extant
works do not however support this theory, although it is
not improbable that he threw out hints to that effect, which
led some later writer to make the experiment. The earliest
known work in which the two systems are found actually
combined, as in many later works, is the Sapta-FPadarthi of
Siwaditya Misra,! and it is possible that he was the first to
put the idea into practice. Sivaditya is also the first writer
to mention Abhdva as the seventh category and to introduce
a systematic discussion of logical questions 1 der If=.
Sapta- Paadrthi may, therefore, be regarded as the mnodel of
all such later manuals as Tarka-Sarmgraha, Tark Kaumudi
and Tarkamrta.

As to Vallabhacharya his exact date is uncertain, but
he appears to have preceded the author of Sapta-Padarthi
if not also Udayana. This seems probable from the mention
of Nyaya-Lilavati in a Canarese poem named Darsana-sara
written by a contemporary poet in praise of King Sinighana
of the Yadava dynasty of Devagiri, who reigned from
A, D. 1210 to 124%. Darsanasara also mentions Udayana

1 A MS. of Jinavardhana's commentary on Sapta- Padarihi is in the
Dececan College Library. This Jinuvardhana lived in Sadmvat 1471, Pe-
terson mentions a MS. of gyygrdfard named (G fFof} by Madhava-Sara-
svati, as dated Bamvat 1405. See Report of the Search of Sankrit MSS,
for 1896 p. 24. Also Bhandarkar's Report for 1882-83 p, 25. Prof. Ghate
mentions a third Commentary qg’m'a]?;;:[ by Sesananta. Prof. Ghate
places Udayana in 984 A. D. and Gangeéa in the 11th Century, and
Sivaditya between the two. J. B. B. R. A, Society XXi11 p, 34.

2 Bhandarker, Farly History of the Dekkan, p. 82.
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about it until the work is available to the public. It is
superfluous perhaps to remark that this Vallabha, the
author of Nyaya—Lilavati, was quite a different personage
from the great Vaisnavite reformer of that nmame who
flourished in the 15th century.?

A host of smaller writers such as Varadaraja and Halli-
natha may be mentioned as belonging to this second period,
but they do not seem to have left any lasting mark on
subsequent literature. The period may be roughly said to
‘have closed about the beginning of the 14th century. It is
marked by a great activity in the beginning and at the end,
with an intervening blank which lasted for about 3 centuries
and which sharply divides the older from the later school of
writers. The conflict of opinions between the Vaisesikas
and the Naiyayikas as well as the differences between the
ancient and the modern schools of Naiyayikas, which are =so
frequently discussed in modern works, seem to have origina-
ted in this period: and it was perhaps the growth
of these minute differences that created at the end of
‘this period a reaction in favour of amalgamating
the two systems. This atiempt at amalgamation, how-
-ever, .produced an effect exactly contrary to what was
intended, for it stereotyped the differences instead of removing
‘them. We find that in this period almost all the prinecipal
doctrines were evolved and the details were worked out, on
which the dialecticians of the third period were exclusively
60 spend their scholastic ingenuity and produce volumes
after volumes without making any real progress. With
Udayana and Sivaditya we lose sight of writers who deserve

1. Iam indebted for this information to my friend Mr. K. B
Pathak formerly of the Deccan College. He saw a Canarese Ms. of
’?c‘fﬁ?n( in the library of Brahma-Suri Sastri of Sravana Belgole inm
Mysore territory. It is not known when the book was written, but the

Aauthor appears to have been a cotemporary of lﬂ'sfw

2. Ancther vriter Jayanta wrote Nydya-Manjari an independent
Qommentary on Nyaya-Sutras. He was a native of Kashmir and lived
in the 11th century., He guotes Vacaspati and refutes Buddhista.

G
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" %0 be called Acaryas, as having aimed at originality and

written epoch-making books. The class of .Acaryas, or-
masters, was henceforward to give place to that of mere
Upadhyayas or ordinary pundits. The race of giants was to -
be succeeded by a remarkably versatile and disputatious
troop of dwarfs. Philosophy lost its freshness as well as its -
charm, and gradually degenerated into a bundle of endless
controversies.

The end of the 14th century saw the commencement of
the third period of Nyaya literature; and Gargess, or
Gangesopadhyaya, the author of Tattva-Cintamani may be
said to be its oracle. He founded a new school of text- -
writers and commentators who afterwards came to be known
as the Nuddea school owing to their having chiefly flourished
in the tols of Nuddea or Navadwipa in Lower Bengal. The -
distinguishing features of the writers of the school were their
overwhelming pride, an abnormal development of the
critical faculty, and a total disinclination to go oub -
of the narrow grooves of traditional doctrines. The
original Sutras and the scholia on them recede into -
background, while Gangesa’s work itself becomes the -
centre of a massof literature unparalleled in any other country
or age. Here we see at one and the same time scholasticism
at its climax and true philosophy at its lowest
depth.. We might wade through volumes of controversial
jargon without coming across a single flash of deep thought -
or real insight into the nature of things. Mere conventionali-
fies and distinctions without a difference are the weapons in
this wordy warfare, with which one disputant tries to de-
fend his thesis or to vanquish a rival. It may be doubted
if either the writer or the reader is made a whit the wiser
by all this labour.

All the writers of this school are not however equally
faulty in this respect. The earlier ones especially show a.
considerable freedom of thought which is quite refreshing.
" The most notable of this kind is GangeSopadhyaya, the:
founder of the Nuddea sehool, whose exact date is no&:
known, but who probably lived about the end of the 14tk
century. Gange$o quotes Viacaspati, while his son Vardha--
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Vallabha's Lilavati. Gangesa must have therefore lived after
the 12th century. Gasnigeda was followed by two writers of

note, Jayadeva and Vasudeva. According to Burnell Jayadeva: -

otherwise known as Paksadhara Misra, wrote his Manya-
loka, a commentary on Gangeda’s Tattva- Cintamani about 5
centuries ago, that is, about the middle of the 14th century,

but this is highly improbable.! Vasudeva Sarvabhauma, a .

fellow student of Jayadeva and the author of a commentary
on Gangesa's work, had four pupils of whom the first
Gauranga, popularly known as Caifanya, the celebrated

religious reformer in Bengal, was born about 1485 A. D2

Both Sarvebkauma and Jayadeva must, therefore, have lived
in the latter part of the 15th century, and Gangesa at least
a generation or two earlier. Jayadeva is said to have studi-
ed Tattva-Cintamani with his uncle Harimisra, which
shows that Garngesa’s work was already a standard book in
the first half of the 15th century. We shall not be wrong
therefore in placing (Gangesa in the latter part of the 14th
century at the latest.?

Vasudeva Sarvabhauma must have been s remarkable -

man, for all of his pupils distinguished themselves in dif-

1 Burnell, Catalogue of Tanjor MSS, Vol. IL.,, p. 117. Jayadeva was not-
ed for his intellectual powers. He got the nickname g3y for having
mastered a difficult book in a fortnight, He is probably the same as the
author of gw=prag but is different from the poet who com-

posed Tianag, Raghunatha Sliromal;xi is said to have besen his pupil-

for some time,

2 Cowell ( Colebrook's Miscellancous Bssays, Vol. I., p. 281) gives
the date of Caitanya's birth as 1489 ; but see Bose's History of Hindu

Civilization. Vol, I. p. 43 Caitanya died in A.D, 1527. Vindhye- -

fvariprasad ¢ se  ourrent ddea Pundits

quotes a verse among Nuddea

U gRERRgIEgoT U N FETAOOTHREA | I3m eI AR R
3 a[l'q‘:mﬁam Here the word 77 may mean two or four and so

Wwill give either Saka 1207 or 1407 as the date of Gouranga's birth,
See Intro. to Vais'esika Dars'ana ( Bibl. Ind, ed-) p. 32.

3 Prof. Ghate places Ganges'a in the 11th century on the authority

ofa Ms. of Jayadeva's Aloka transcribed in Laksmana Sasmvat 159

Sorresponding to A, D- 1267.See JBBRAS. XXIii p. 93 and Vindhye-
énﬁprasad's Intro. to Vais'esika Dars’ana { Bibl. Ind. ) p. 82,

a wrote commentaries on Udayana’s Kiranavali and’

[
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ferent fields. The first, Caitanya, founded a Vasnava sect
“which soon spread over the whole province of Bengal and
revolutionized as it were the religious life of the people.

The fact is noteworthy that the greatest exponent of the
_doctrine of faith in modern times received his early training

-in the dialectics of Nyaye philosophy. The devout mind

1 of Caitanya must have no doubt recoiled from the scholastic
subtleties of Gaiigesa, but they could not have failed to
influence many of his views. Vasudeva’s second pupil
Raghunatha, otherwise known as Tarka-Siromani or simple
Siromani, wrote Didhiti, the best commentary on Glangesa’s
Tattva- Cintamani, and is acknowledged to be the highest
.authority among the modern Nasyayikas. The third was
Raghunandana, the lawyer and the author of & commentary

-on Jimata~vahana's Daya-vibhiga, and is now held to be

-the best current authority on the Bengal School of Hindu

law. The fourth, Krsnananda, also wrote works on
charms and other kindred subjects. All these writers being
.contemporaries of Caifanye must have flourished in the
beginning of the 16th century. Raghunatha Siromanz wrote
besides Didhiti commentaries on Udayana's works and 8

“few other treatises, one of which is Padartha-Khandana

or a refutation of Vamsesika categories. He was succeeded

by a series of commentators whose sole ambition seems to

_have been to make the Diahiti as unintelligible and terrible

o the student as possible. Raghunatra’s immediate succes

-gors were Mathuranatha, Harinama Tarkalamkara and
Jagadisa, who were followed by their respectlve pupils,
Raghudeva and Gadadhara. Gaaddhara may be ealled the

_ prince of Indian schoolmen, and in him the modern Nyaya
.dialectics reached its climax. He was sucha thorough-going
Naiyayika that when asked to think of the prime cause of

‘the universe on hig death-bed, instead of contemplating Godhe

is said to have repeated the words diwd: diwa: fiea: ; ( atoms
_atoms, atoms ) | Bis sixty-four treatises or Vadas as they

are called on as many topics noticed in Tattva-Cintamans
form a comtinuous commentary on Swromans’s  Didhits
and Jayadeva's Aloka; but several of them are mnot

1 Bhim@carya : Nyaya-Kosa, Intro. p. 6.
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vet ‘available. Gadadhara having come about two-
generations after Raghunathe must be assigned to the end.
of the 16th or the beginning of the 17th ‘century. He was

thus nearly contemporaneous with TLord Bacon whose-
denunciations of scholasticism may be most appositely

illustrated by extracts from Gadadhara’s writings. Akbar’s.

was au augustan age in India, and scholars like Gadadharg

found a congenial atmosphere in the peaceful times of the-
great and enlightened Mogul ; but Akbar’s death put an end

to all dreams of a revival of letters. The wars and anarchy

of the next two centuries afforded little scope for the culti-

vation of philosophy, and we accordingly find that even

scholastic Nyaya could not flourish after Gadadhara.

The generation next after Gadadhara is represented by:
0 writers standing on a somewhat lower level but equally
famous, These were Sankara Misra, the author of Upaskara,
& commentary on Kanada's Sitras, and Visvanatha who
Wwrote Siddhanta-Muktavali and Gotama-Sutra-Vriti which
is a commentary on Gofama’s aphorisms. Sakara Misra
Was & pupil of Raghudeva, the fellow student of Gadadhara.

here is some doubt as to the date of Visvanatha, but he-
most probably belonged to this age.!

tw

It is remarkable that the Sutras of both Konada and

Golama should have attracted the attention of commentators
at about the same time. Surikara-Misra snd ¥ iSvandtha
Who respectively commented upon the works of K. anddae and:
Gotama greatly resembled each other and were probably
contemporaries. A kind of reaction against the excesses of
Gadadharg seemsto have led these writers to seek the fresher
fountaing of the Sutras. Anuther sign of this reaction was.
the production of manuals adapted to the understanding of
the beginners and explaining the latest ideas in the simplest
language. The ABhasia-Pariccheda, the 7Turka-Satgraha

1 Rudrabhatta, brother of Viévanatha, wrote a commentary on Raghu-
natha’s Didhiti, called Raudri. MS8. of two of Rud ta's works
are mentioned by Auirecht ( Catalogus Catalegerum ) : dated 1640

12
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~and the Tarkamria are instances of this class of books,
which must have come as a relief to those students of Nyaya
who were hitherto lost in the mazes of Paiica- Laksani
and Dase Laksani, In course of time these manuals too
were overloaded with commentaries, but fortunately the
commentaries on them, except perhaps two, never became
as popular as the originals. The two exceptions are Visva-
natha’s Siddhanta-Muktavali and  Annambhatia’s Tarka-
Dipikd which being written by the authors of the
original works are more like larger editions of those
- texts than mere explanatory glosses. These manuals proved
very handy and useful to students, but they also marked the
lowest watermark of the Nyaya and Vaisesika systems.
Henceforward all originality was dead and the writers chiefly
aimed at explaining the ideas of their predecessors instead of
expounding their own. The Upadhyayas were now succeeded
by writers whose high-sounding names were in strange con-
trast with the worth of their productions. Krodas oOrF
annotations became pientiful, but original thirking was
-dead and gone completely. Even these are now rare, and
the once famous class of Naiyayikas is in danger of being
~extinet for ever.

The preceding resumé of the Nyoyu and Vaisesika lit-
_erature brings out, it is hoped, at least the one fact that
+hat literature is as capable of a historical treatment as any
other class of writings. It is the story of a gradual develop-
ment of two philosophical systems which, springing out of

a few elementsry notions, attained their present proporfions
after many vicissitudes and in the course of several centuries.
There must have been during thistime considerable additions
and alterations in the fundamental doctrines as conceived by
the founders of the systems. The original nucleus was com-
paratively small, but the accretions and out-growths seem to
have assumed in time quite large proportions. What an
amount of earnest thought and labour must have been devot-
ed to this work of elaborating complete systems out of a
" few primary principles ! It was aprocess of evolution brought
about partly by the nstural law of growth and partly by
the mutual action and reaction of the several systems of In-
dian philosophy. In the beginning the chief rivals of the
Nyaya and Vaisesika systems were the Samkhyas, whose

L
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1gory of the anti-production reality of effects was diamet-
srically opposed to the Naiyayika doctrine of non-existent
veffect. Later they encounter the more formidable critics of
the Mimarisa and Vedinta schools who differed from them in
-80 many particulars that a severe conflict between the rivalg
was inevitable. The Mimamsakas atfirmed the eternity of
-sound, while the Naiyayikas denied it. The first enumerated

six proofs, the Nuiyayikas four, and the Vaisesikas only
“two. The Naiyayika assumed a perscnal Creator, the Vedan-
“$ins an impersonal Brahman, while the Mimamsakas would

“recognize nothing but the eternal Vedas, Again the Vedan-

‘tins derived all creation from one universal spirit, the
Naiyayikas from hard minute atoms. The former were idealists
par excellence, the latter out and out realists. The doctrines

ofthe former always tended towards mysticism and idealism,

“those of the latter towards materialism and disbelief Tt
Wwas natural that systems so widely divergent should come
into conflict with each other. The long-continued controver-

‘siesbetween these rivals systematically influenced the tenets

<of all of them. While the Vedantins incorporated much of th«
logic of the NaiyByikas into their works, the latter did no!

~disdain to borrow many of the theological views of the form-
~er. It would be absurd therefore to expect that any of thess
8ystems as propounded in modern works would agree in a

“Tespects with the views of the ancient authors. The Naiya,

~kas themselves recognize this fact by contrasting wherev
Decessary the views of the moderns with those ofthe ancien
It is also noteworthy that there is no sharp line dividing :
ancient and the modern schools of Naiyayikas, Someki
the torms are applied to the VaiSesikas and Naway
Téspectively ; sometimes to older anthors like Fafsyay
and Prasastapida, as opposed to the later ones of the N

"dea school ; and oceasionally even in that school to
author of Didhiti as dissenting from Gangesa. Asan ins!
of the last, the student may compare the two definition,
AW, one insisting upon the qualification SQIEA and

“Other making proximity to the effect the sole test of ca

Introduction. LY @ I
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tion.! The line dividing the ancients and the moderns has-
thus continuously moved forward and forward, thereby show-
ing that the Naiyayikas themselves acknowledged a progres--
sive development of their philosophy. It ought to be an in-
teresting study to mark the successive stages of this develop-
ment, and discover the causes that may have led tor
1 them. The time may come when a deeper knowledge
of the Nwaya and Vaisesika literature will enable us to-

solve this probiem.

The foregoing observations have been mostly based on
material obtainable from the literature of the Nyaya and
Vaisesilka systems themselves; but works belonging to
other philosophical systems as well as the vast literary trea-
sures produced in ancient and mediseval India will, if proper-
ly examined, yield still more important data for a history of
Indian philosophy. A comparison of Greek logic with the
logic of the Nyaya must also be very instructive. Such a
comparison will not only show how similar ideas and modes
of thought occurred almost simultaneously and in the same
historical order to thinkers in two such distant countries as
Tndia and Greece, but it may also throw new light on some
of the dark chapters in the history of Indian Logic. Space
will not, however, permit me to enter into these interesting
inquiries at present; and I must content myself with noting
only one important fact which cannot be decently passed
over in such a sketch as this. I, of course, refer to the strik-
ing resemblance which the syllogistic method of the Nyaya
bears to the Pre-Aristotelian dialectics in Greece. Zeno the
Bleatic was the founder of this latter, and Zeno must have
been a contemporary of Golama, or of at least some of his
jmmediate predecessors.® Zeno’s work, which is divided
into three parts - upon consequences, upon the interrogatory
method of disputation, and upon sophistical problems respec--
tively- has many points of similarity with that of Gofama,
while the interrogatory method, cultivated by Zeno’s fol-

1 For a discussion of these two views, see Notes on Sec. 37, pp. 186-
90, infra.
2 Whateley ; Elements of Logic, p. 3.
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owars, the sophists, and brought to perfection in Plato’s
Dialogues, was almost identical with the syllogistic process
of the Naiyayikas. The essence of this method consisted in
driving an opponent to a point where he was either totally
silenced or the absurdity of his position became self-evident
So far as the Nasyayikas were concerned this was not an ac-
cidental feature, for they have laid down a special
rule that no premise in a syllogism can proceed
without having g previous SATETET or doubt, presumably
started by ap Opponent in the controversy. Take
the stock-example, “ Mountain is fiery.”’ “Why ?” “ Re-
Ccause it hassmoke,” “What then?” “Wherever there is smoke,
ete.,” and so on, every premise being a reply to some previous
question, assumed until the imaginary querist hag no more
questions to agl. This is exactly the way Socrates used to
argue with his real interrogators, or Euclid proved his theo-
rems of geometry. Obviously this method is better suited for
controversy than for purely didactic reasoning ; and conse-
Quently we find that Indian thinkers who came after the
Navyayikas such as the Bauddhas and the Vedantins modified”
it toa Considerable extent just as Aristotle did in Greece.! The
tripartite syllogism of Aristotle was nothing more than a re-
adjustment of the anoient dialectical syllogism, although Aris-
totle himself made too much of it and expected from it results
Which it wag incapable of producing. Similarly those who
claim Superiority for the Aristotelian over the five-membered
Syllogism of the Naiyayikas forget that both are mere
I0struments or mechanical aids for thinking, and as such
Sannot by themselves furnish an absolute guarantee for truth.
Both have their preculiar merits as well as drawbacks, and
Consequently hoth must be judged from their proper stand-
Doints.  Aristotle digtinguished between the dialectic and
the apodictic, i. e. the old and the new or his own syllogism,

Y asserting that the former proceeded from mere belief or
40 assumed hypothesis while the latter was based on scientifie

Sl (AR Y o W

1. Colebrooke thinks that the thres-membered syllogism of the, later
Vedanta was borrowed from the Greeks, but this is mere guoss. Bee
Miscellaneous Essays, Vol, 1., p, 356.

H
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truth. There is much force in this distinction, and it may
to some extent apply to the five-membered syllogism also.
But Aristotle’s criticisms can no longer be accepted without
reservation even with respect to doctrines intimately known
to him. Much less can he be gccepted as a safe guide in
adjudging the merits of Indian logic.

It will not be proper to conclude this introductory sketch
without noticing one more objection that is often advanced
against the Nyaya- Vaisesika systems, namely that their
heterogeneous character detracts considerably from their va
lue assystems of purelogic. Indianlogicians, say these object-
ors, have by their frequent digressions on metaphysical and
other topics, such as the categories, the sources of knowledge
and the theory of atoms, been led into treating the strictly logi-
cal questions either perfunctorily or in a wrong manner al-
together. On a closer consideration,however,this heterogeneity
of the Nyaya and Vaisesika systems will be found to have been
inevitable. The narrow conception of logic as being only
a theory and art of proof and nothing more is no longer
tenable. Modern investigations, such as those of Kant,
Ueberweg and others, skow that the purely logical questions
are inseparably connected with others comprehended in the
wider province of metaphysics. The best answer to the
above objection can therefore be given in the words of an
eminent modern writer :——

“ Start as we may,” says Prof. Adamson, “in popular
current distinetions, no sooner do logical problems present
themselves than it becomes apparent that, for adequats
treatment of them, reference to the principles of ultimate
philosophy is requisite; and logic; as the systematic handling
of such problems, ceases to -be an independent discipline
and becomes a subordinate special branch of . general
philosophy. **

And again the same writer remarks i—

“ Any criticism of a general conception of logic or
special application thereof which does not rest upon criticism

* 1. Prof. Adamson in his Art, Logie in Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th
ed, Vol, Xiv p, 781,
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of-the theory of knowledge implied in it must be inept and
useless!” It will also have become apparent that a general
-classification of logical schools as opposed to: the reference

-of these to ultimate distinctions of philosophical theory.is
impossible,’”! :

© |

The Naiyayikas seem to have arrived at the same conclu-
'sion at an early period, and faced ‘it boldly by embodying
‘their views on all cognate and interdependent questions in a

dairly consistent system. Gotama and Kanada were not '

‘therefore such foolsin mixing logical and metaphysical topics
in their works as some of their modern critics would believe
‘them to be, Logic is no longer regarded as a theory of
proof only; it is a theory of knowledge in general, and as
'such treats of many iphychological and metaphysical topics
which do not fall within the domain of the narrower science.
Looked at from this standpoint Gofama’s conception of his
‘subject will be found to be remarkably accurate and just.
Let us first understand him ; and there will be then time
‘enough fo pick holes in his monumental work.?

L See Encyclopaedia Britanica, 9th ed. Vol. X1V, p, 799.

2. Max Miller in noticing my Brief :Survey of Indian logio remarks
2t D. 476 of his Six 'Systems of Indian Philosophy * But unfortu-
Qately that period in the historical development of the NyAya which is
of the greatest interest to ourselves, namely that which preceded the
€ omposition of the Nyaya-Siitras, had by him ( i. . myself) also to be

left a blank, for the simple reason that nothing is known of Nyaya ~

ofore Gotama.” It should be remembered, however, that NyZya was

‘fecogﬁised as ‘a separate system only after Gotama and that all
‘Taces before him must be sought. in the general philosophical
lite.\'ature such as the Upanisads.

[
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Annambhatta and his works.
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Annambhatta, the author of the Tarka-Sarigraha and the
Dipika, shares the fate of many Sanskrit writers of being
known only in his works. The name itself looks anomalous,.-
and is either a contraction of Ananta Bhatta or a sanskritized
form of the Canarese name Anna Bhatta. Little do we
know about him, and that little mostly consists of teaditions
which cannot be accepted as true without the strongest
corroboration. Mr. R. B. Godbole, in his ‘ Dictionary of
Modern History of India’!, gives a detailed account of our
author without however mentioning the source of his
information. According to him, Annambhatta was a Tailang
Brahman by birth and resided in a village named Garikapada,-
formerly in the possession of Nizam Ali. He lived in the
15th century at the time of the Chalukyas, studied Nyaya
at Kaundinyapura or Kondu Vidu for 12 years and became
a famous Naiyayika. He established a College for teaching.
Nyaya in his native town where he instructed his pupils in
a graduated series of Nyaya works consisting of Tarka-Sari-
graha, Tarka>Dipika, Siddhanta-Muktavali and Gadadhari.
He had many children none of whom survived him, and is
said to have travelled out of his village only once in his life-
when he vigited the shrine of Mallikarjuna at the advanced
age of 55. From this it would appear that Annambhatta was
posterior to both Gadddhara and Visvanitha, which is very
probable; but then he could not have lived in the 15th century
as stated by Mr. Godbole. It has been shown elsewhere?
that Gadddhara must have flourished in the latter part:
of the 16th century and Vi$vandtha one generation later.
Obviously Annambhaita who taught the works of these:
writers could not have lived before the beginning of the 17th

1. B. B. Godbole: wram=zrar g% 17 p- 10
2. Bee Introduction p. LIII Supra,
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<century. Another of Mr.- Godbole’s statements, viz. that
Annambhatta travelled only once in his life, is contradicted
by a tradition embodied in 8 well-known couplet that has
Passed info a proverb, FISHAATI AEWZEA B mean-
ing that a man does not become a great’scholar like Annam-
b hattasimply by going to Benares. If the verse refers to the -
| author of the Tarka-Surigraha, he must have visited and
~studied at Benares. The proverb would also show that he
became famous for his learning at a very early period, a
‘conclusion which is strengthened by the fact that his works
‘became very popular and have been in use as elementary
“text-books in all parts of India: No reliance canjtherefore be
placed on Mr. Godbole’s account, and in the absence of any
~other authentic source of information we are left to such

‘meagre data as are supplied by the writings of Annambhatic
himself.

Annambhatia and his Works

Apart from such vague traditions, we can unhesitatingly
=say that Annambhatta is comparatively a modern writer.
He belonged to the class of manual writers, who mostly
! flourished after the 16th century and whose chief aim was
; tosimplify the Nyaya and Vasesika systems by pruning all
‘ superfluous technicalities out of them, and bringing them
b ‘within the comprehension of beginners. The termsnus ad quo of ‘
~our author may for the present be fixed-at about 1600 A D,
the time when Gadddhara flourished. Annambhatta rarely
refers to any previous writer or work that might enable us
to fix his age acourately. He however notes the controver-
8y about sgTqNEa W, first started by Raghundtha, the
author of Didhit' ; while in another passage of the Dipiki,
he seems to quote directly from the Didhiti, for the
“sentence AfAGIRATISSIFNIA° etc., which ocours at the bot-
‘tom of p. 62 iwfra and which is misread in many Mss. of
Dipika, appears to have been taken from a corresponding
Dassage in the Didhiti.2 It has been shown elsewhere thaf
Raghunitha Siromani, the author of Didhiti, lived in the first
-quarter of the 16th century.” The Didhili must have
‘been written sbout 1520 A. D. and Annembhatfe uneces-

; 1 Page LIII supra.
2 Bee Note 5 under Sect 80 p, 371, infra,
3 See Introduciion p. LII supra.




-sarily came after it. Gadadhara game two generations after
Raghunttha twith whose. grand pupil Raghudeva he
was contemporary. Gadadhara therefore lived about
the end of the 16th century, either in Mithila or
Nuddea ; and if it be true-that Anmambhatia taught his
works in his own college in the far-off town of Kaundinya-
pura, some time must have elapsed between Gadadhara
and Annambhatla to allow the fame of the former’s works
to reach the Southernmost province of India. The story
of Annambhaita teaching Gadadhara’s work in his College:
. derives support from another tradition, according to which-
the Tarka—Dipika was specially composed for the use of
~ those who could not understand Gadadhara’s larger work
-and came to be called T@@Fadr on account of its being
an epitome of the erudite commentary of the great school-
men., It may®be therefore fairly presumed that Amran-
bhatta lived some time after Gadadhara 1. e. after 1600
A.D. If Visvanatha, the author of the Siddhanta—Muktiwals
"also preceded him, this terminus will have to be shifted:

still further.’ Visvanatha and his brother Fudrablalta, whos

" wrote a commentary on the Didhiti, lived most probably in

" the first quarter of the 17th century,' and Annambhalia

could not have lived earlier.

The terminus ad quod of our author may be fixed at

1700 A. D. The Tarka-Saigraha must bave become a stan-

dard work, and a difficult one also in the latter part of the

“18th cenfury, since Srikrsna Dhiurjate wrote his com-
mentary called Siddhanta-Candrodaya about that time for

the instruction of Edjasinha, son of King Gajasizitha, who-

. flourished in 1774 A. D. The Tarka-Candrika by Vaidya-
natha Gadgil seems to be an earlier commentary on the

Tarka-Samgraha, for a Ms. of it in the Deccan College-

Library gives, as the date of its composition, Sake 1644

4. e 1722 A, D. This Vaidyanatha is probably identical
' with Tatsat Vaidyanitha, the pupil of Ndgeda and the
author of a commentary on his Udyota. Nigesa Bhalla is
- known to have been invited to a grand sacrifice in 1714 by
Savai Jayasitha, snd his pupil Veaidyanathe may therefore-

1 See Introduction p. L1IL. supra.
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Ve written his commentaries in the next decade. Ob-.
v10usly Annambhatta must have lived before this time. . The
evidence of Mss. of the Turka—Satigraha is conclusive on
the point. Stein mentions a Ms. of T\ S. dated 1740 A. D.
and another of T. D. dated 1735 A. D.! The oldest known
Ms. however of these two works is the one now in the
Dossession of Dr. Jacobi of Bonr and marked J in the
bresent edition. It is dated Sake 1634 7. e. 1712 A. D. As
this Ms. contains several corrections and marginal addi-
tions, it will not be wrong to assume that the two works
were written several years before they were copied. Hence
we can safely place Annambhifa before the beginning of
the 18th century. The period from A, D. 1625 to A. D.

1700 is neither too long nor too short to cover one life:

time, and if we can place Annambhatta between these two
lernani the result ought to be regarded as pretty satisfac-
tory wunder the present circumstances. Besides, if Mr.
Godbole’s statement that Annambhatta visited Mallikarjune
temple at the age of 55 has any foundation, he must have
lived upto an advanced age and may, for aught we know,
have covered the whole of the period above indicated,

All attempts to push Anmambhatta’s date before the
first quarter of the 17th century must therefore fail. The
colophon of a Ms. of T. S. mentivned by Weber? is said to
give the date 1425 A. D. which if true would conclusively
prove him to have lived at least two centuries before the

time we have assigned to him. But this is mot possible.
The verse runs thus —

AGTATRITRY B0 TegABTETT2F: |
TETORET WA T4 endRegeed ¥ 1
Here the expression Tegaran=wr=r=g®: has been.incor-

rectly taken to mean Sazwat 1481 or 1425 A.D. st=w ought
to he taken for 7 and not 4, and then the date becomes 1725

- AT
e

A. D, making the Ms 12 years later than that of Dr.-

1 Stein:—Catalogue of Sk. Mss, at Jammu,
2 Weber's Berlin Catalogue, No 683, p. 203.
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Jacobi. Whatever uncertainty may still remain on the
point, one thing is unquestionable that Annambhatfa could
have by no means been anterior to Raghundatha whose date
is now tolerably settled.” It has also been suggested that
the Tribhuvana-Tilaka of Kanchi mentioned in T. D.2 may
be some king contemporary with our author ; but this is
also not possible, for no king of that name is to be found

1 in the genealogies of Kanchi after the 12th century. Even
if the Tribhuvana-Tila%a be a real personage he must have
lived before the 10th century, for the illustration in T. D.
is literally copied from Sridkara’s Nyaya-Kandali which
was written in 991 A. D.* No inference can therefore be
drawn from the mention of Tribhuvana-Tilaka as to the
date of our author.

Amnnambhatia was the son of Té¢rumala, who is styled
Acarya end whose name is preceded by the honorific title
of . AZAEIT=T in the colophons of several of our author’s
works. The colophop,” which by-the-bye has been most
useful in proving the identity of the several Annambhattas,
is found only in Dr. Jacobi’s copy of Tarka-Dipika (mark-
ed J ). It however occurs at the end of two other works
of Annambhaiia, namely Afitaksard, which is a commentary
on the Brahma-Suiras of Badarayana, and the fragment of
a grammatical work named Vivarapodyeiana or Bhasya-pra-
dipodyotana consisting of annotations on Kawyyata's
celebrated gloss on Patasijale's Mahabhasya. Tirumala,
father of Anrnambhatta, appears to have been a Rgvedi Smarta
Brahmana, learned in the Vedanta philosophy and descend-
ed from a great man named Raghava who performed a Soma
sacrifice. It is not known whether Tirumale wrote any
works, but several authors of that name are mentioned by
Aufrecht. Anmambhatia appears to have been an all-round
scholar, for he has left works on at least four.sciences,
namely Nydya, Vedania, Vyakarana and Purvae-Mimainsa.
Besides the Tarka-Sarngraha and the Tarka-Dipika, Aufrecht

1 Bee Introduction p. LIII supra.

2 Bee p. 50 infra.

3 Bee Introduction p. XLV supra; P. B. Ben.ed. p. 6.
4 See p. 67 infra
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-mentions the following works as having been composed by
Arnambhatta:— 1 Mitaksara, 2 Tattva-Bodhini-Tika, 3
Nyaya-Parisista-Prakase end 4  Subodhini-Sudhisara,
otherwise called Ranakojjivini. Of these the first is’ a short
-commentary on Badarayana’s Brahma-Suiras and is un-
doubtedly written by the author of the Tarka-Sagraha,
-since it has the same colophon® as is found in our Ms. of
the Dipika marked J. As to the other three nothing can
be said with certainty as I have not been able to procure
~any copy of them. The second appears to be a commentary
on some work named 7artva-Bodhini, and Aufrecht marks

it as & Nyaya work, apparently on the authority of Oppert.*:

~Aufrecht does not however mention any Nyaya work of the
name TZattva-Bodhini, and possibly both he and Oppert were
misled. We know only three works bearing the name
Tatwa-Bodhini, namely, & commentary on Sarksepa-Sari-
“raka by Nrsithha, a Tantric work by Krsnananda. and
thirdly & commentary on Bhattoj’s Siddkanta- Kaumudi. So
Annambhatta’s Tika may be a commentary on either the first
or the last. Or it is also possible that a Ms. of Annam-
-bhatta’'s Vivaranodyotana, presently to be mentioned, has
been mistaken by Oppert for an independent work of this
name. The third work, Nyaya-tarisista-Prakasa, is said
“to be a commentary on Udayanacirya's Nyaya-Parisista
and may possibly be Annambhatia’s - Magnum Opus on the
Nyaya system. The fourth is said to be a commentary on
. Ranaka or Nyaya-Sudnd of Some$vara which in its turn
is & commentary on the Tantra- Vartila of Kumarila. Besides
these, Aufrecht and Hall mention two other works on
grammar called Katyayana-Pratisakhya-Vyakhyana: and
Maha-Bhasya- Vivaranodyotana written by an author named
Annambhatta,* The author of the first of these was a pupil

1 Aufrecht ; Catalogus Catalogorum.

2 This colophon is repeated at the end of each chapter in a Ms. of
the work which I had seen.

3 Aufrecht + Catalogus Catalogorum p. 20.

4 Hall:Bibliographical Index of Indian Philosophical systems pp.68,69,
I

[
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 of Sumangala and may or may not be the same -as .the som
of Tirumala. But the second work Vivaranodyotana
also called Bhasyapradipodyctana which consists of
notes on Kaiyala’s commentary on Pataiijali’s Maha-
bhasya can now be safely ascribed to the author of the-
Tarka-Dipika. Two Mss. of a fragment of this Udyotanc are
mentioned in Hultzsch’s recent Catalogue of Sanskrit Mss.
in Southern India ( Vol. I. p. 66 ), the colophon at the end’
of which tallies exactly with that found at the end of the
Dipika and the Mitaksara. Hall’s later opinion therefore-
that this Udyctana was written by some other Annambhatia
cannot be accepted. Candralekhara Sastri of Madras
mentions two other works of Anmambhatta: Tattva-Cintd-
manyaloka—Siddhanjana and a Brahmasitra- Vriti ; while he-
calls Mitaksard a gloss on Panini’s Sttras according to Kasika.
Annambhatta thus appears to have been a versatile writer, .
since he has written at least three works on Nyaya, one-
on Purva-Mimainsd, one or two on Vedanta, and two if not
three on grammar. Annamblatia is ‘also said to have had
an elder brother Ramakrsnabhatta who wrote Siddhanta—
Ratna, a commentary on Bhattoji's Siddhanta—Kaumuas.

Of all the works of Amnnambhatta, only the Tarka-Sar-
graha and the Dipika appear to have attained any wide cele-
brity. They are the most popular works of their kind, and
they have been for several generations used as text-books.
for beginners. The Tarka-Saimgraha is a model work, because-
it combines in a remarkable degree the three essential
qualities of a good manual, namely, brevity, accuracy and
lucidity. It was intended to supply an easy compendium of
the main principles of Nyaya and Vaisesika systems, and’
the author has done his work admirably. Of course the work
is not entirely free from faults. Some of “its passages are
marred by ambiguities of language or confusion of thought
such as make them almost unintelligible without the aid of
& teacher or a commentary ; and even positive errors have
¢rept in in one or two places. These occasional lapses were
however inevitable, because they are mostly due to the author’s
anxiety o avoid all subtleties and controversial topics that
may be beyond the comprehension of beginners. The attemp®
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“%o frame broad and accurate definitions without  descending-
into the niceties of scholastic Nyaya was & difficult one, and:
it is highly creditable to our author that he has suoceeded
even so well. Passa.ges like those referring to XU, T,
|, and aF, as well as several others in the Dipika only
prove that even a clear-headed writer like Annambhat{a could
not avoid some of the pitfalls that are so plentiful in the-
path of a student of Nyaya.

The most glaring fault of the Tarka-Sarigraha, however, is
that it errs too much on the side of brevity ; and the defect
is sought to be cured by supplying some of the deficiencies
in the Dipika. In fact, the Dipika is more like a revised
and enlarged edition of the original than a mere commentary
upon it. It appears to have been written some time after the
Sarngraha, for in several places the author introduces
additions and corrections in the commentary, which are-
obviously later thoughts but which could not be conveniently
inserted in the text after its circulation. The clause sE=IT-
=7 |fa’ which is proposed to be added to the definition
of ®WoT is one instance out of many showing how serious
omissions in the text are supplied in the commentary. The way
in which some of the new topics are introduced in the Dipika
also shows that they were most probably suggested when
the author was actually teaching his primer. It is not there-
fore unreasonable to suppose that the Dipika came to. be
written when the author saw by experience the necessity of
elucidating the many obscurities that remained in the Sazi-
graha. The practice of writing a commentary on one’s own
work was not uncommon among Nz yaya writers. In medismval
times Dinmaga and Dharmakirti had written commentaries
on their own works. Similarly Varadarije the author of
Tarkika- Raksa wrote its commentary the Pyikhyd, and
Visvanatha, the author of  Bhasa—-Pariccheda and
Siddhinta- Muktavali imitated him. Annambhafic seems to
have taken Visvanatha's worke ashis models.

Although Annambhatia rarely quotes or refers to any
Dl‘eVious writer, there can be no doubt that he was. aware . of

1 8ee T. D, p. 26 infra.
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“the latest views on the many controversial points. He does
‘not slavishly follow any particular master, nor does he
-confine himself wholly to any of the ancient or modern schools
-of Nazyayikas. He chooses his doctrines from all writers
with the sole view of constricting a fairly consistent and
‘intelligible system. As the Sazigraha and the Dipika are
professedly mixtures of both the Nyayz and the Vaisesika
) systems, the author borrows from writers of both schools ;
but unlike others who have adopted the same plan, he
generally adheres to G'otama’s views with respect to matters
‘coming under logic proper, 7 2. in the sections treating of
Buddhi and its subdivisions, but follows Kanada in the rest
~of the book. In cases of conflict between the ancient and
modern Nasyayikas he mostly prefers the sncient view as
being the simpler or more striking, and generally adopts the
~older definitions as far as possible. He has greater sympathy
with the older Acaryas than with the modern ever-innovating
writers of the Nuddea school. But although a conservative
in this sense he generally keeps an impartial sttitude and
-steers clear of all disputes without identifying himself with
any particular gide. It is this characteristic which distin-
guishes his works from other manuals, and which makes them
as primers for beginners preferable even to the otherwise
~superior treatises of Visvanitha.

Instances of specificborrowing are too numerous to mention.
Many of his definitions of categories and their subdivisions
he has copied literally from the scholium of Prasestapada,

~€. g., those of g=0, &, TW, 774, @al, F@T, AT, &FEW, and
several others. Sometimes he adopts the emendation
suggested by §ridham, and sometimes he rejects Prasasta-
_pada’s definition in tofo in favour of a modern one, e. g.
in the case of #eAT and gF. Occasionally he borrows even
‘long passages from Prasastapada, e. g. the passage begin-
ning with &7 @far in Sec. 10 'p. 6 Infra. He also appears
."to have borrowed largely from the writings of Sridhura,
Udayana and Sivaditya, as well as the principal writers of
“the Nuddes school, Gangesa, Raghunitha snd Gadadhara.
‘Outside the circle of Nytiya writers, Annambhatta has the
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greatest Sympathy with the Vedanta school, He often quotes.-
‘ the views of the 7 imdmsakas, and even inserts a short-
disquisition on 1§ in the concluding portion of the Dipika-

g Besides the Tarka-Sarngraha and the Dipika, the present
‘ edition includes another commentary on the Sargraha named

Ny@ya-Bodkini by Govardhana. It does not possess any

Peculiar feature that requires special notice. It is on the-
whole rather discursive, treating of some topics elaborately

and omitting others altogether. Nothing is known about:
the writer; but from his work he appears to have been well-

versed in the subtleties of the later Nyaya. He is apparently
different from the writer of a commentary on KeSavamisra’s-
Tarka-bhasa. He makes valuable suggestions here angd:
there, but his frequent indulgence in scholastic hair-splitting :
makes the work somewhat difficult for novices. The obscurity
of the style and the want of a teliable Ms, are also greaf

drawbacks in the case of this commentary, It is included

in this edition for two reasons, first because it is taught to

advanced pupils in many parts of India, and secondly because

it will familiarize students with the controversial method
and formulea of the modern Naiyayikas.

The popularity of Annambhatta’s works
measured by the host of writers who have ¢ommented upon
them. The commentaries on the Sarhgrala are too numerous
to notice here, but a list of them, complete as far g our:
bresent knowledge goes, is given in Appendizx B, Only
two of these need special mention, the Vakya- Vrits of Merw.
Sastri, and the Sz‘ddhc‘z'm‘a-Candrodaya of 5‘n’k_r:;zza Dharjati-
The former is very short but always to the point, and usually"'
gives the meaning of the author in a few pithy eentences,
The writer was a celebrated Pundit of modein times, and
his remarks in cases of doubt or ambiguity are entitled to
8reat weight. The Sz‘ddh&nta-Candrodaya being perhaps
too copious and exhaustive is useful to teginners but pog
always reliable. The best guide to the Largrele and the.
Ligika, however, is the Tarka-Digika-Frakiia of A itakantla,
Popularly known as Nibakanths,

can be best:
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Nilakantha appears to be a recent author. Aceording to
Pundit Mukunda Jha of Darbhanga he was a son of R&ma-
‘bhatta surnamed Pani of Kaundinya gotra and was born in
Andhra country. In hislater years he lived at Benares
-and died in 1840. His son Laksmi—Nrsitnha who also lived
-and died at Benares wrote s commentay, Bhaskaroday@ on

) Nilakantha’s Prakasa.

Tarka-Samgraha.




SL,

i B P.— Bhasa- Pariccheda by ;Vié\fanitha Paﬁdénana,
; edited and translated by Dr. E. Roer ( Bibliotheca
i Indica ), -

‘Brahm, Sﬁt.—Brahma-SiZtras of Badarayana with th§ -~

.

scholium of Samkaracarya.,

‘Brih. Up, } by :
Brih. Ar, Up. Brhadaranyakopanisad.

\ ABBREVIATIONS,

‘Din— Dingkari or Siddhanta- Muktavali-Prakasa by Diva-
kara Bhatia.

&, S.— Gotama-Sitra or Gotama’s Aphorisms of N yaya.

JB B R A S.—Journal of the Bombay Branch of the
Royal Asiatic Society.

Jaimi, S.—Jaimini 's Sitras on Purva-mimainsa.

K&_l}h. Up.— Kathopanisad. R v ot R S

Wus— Kusumanjali of Udayanacarya edited and translated
by E. B. Cowell. ( Calc. 1864, )

N. B.—Nyaya- Bodhini by Govardhana,

_Nil or Nilakantha.——Tarka-DIpikzi-Prakiéa by Nilakantha,

.Nyﬁya-B,—Ng}&ya- Bindu edited by Dr. P, Peterson .( Bibli,
Ind. )

NyayaB. T.— Nyaya-Bindu-tika “by Dharmottaracarya
edited by Dr. P, Peterson,

' vNYEYa-K.——Nyaya-Kosa by Bhimacarya 2nd ed, ( Bombay
Sanskrit Series. ) :

P, B.——.Pras'astapa'da 's Bhasya with Sridhara's Nyaya-
Kandali edited by Vindhyeévaripraséd( Vizianagaram

_ Beries, Benares. ) '

Sankhya-'l‘. K. —Samkhya- Tattva- Kaumudi by Vacaspati-
misra edited by Taranath Tarka-Vacaspati (Cale.1871.)

Sarv. D, S.—Sarva-Darsana Samgraha by Madhavacirya
( Cale. ed. ) ; '

S, e."—Sz‘dthmta- Cundrodaya, a commentary on Tarka-
8ahgraha by Srikrsna Dhiirjati,
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' S. M.--Siddhanta-Mukiavali by Visvanatha Paficinana.

S. P.--Sapta-Padarthi by Sivaditya.

T. A.—Tarkamrta by Jagadisa.

T. B—Tarka-Bhasa by Kesava Miéra, edited by S. M.
Paranjpe ( Poons. )

T. D.—Tarka-Dipika.

T, K.~—Tarka-Kaumudi by Laugiksi Bhisgkara, edited by
M. N. Dvivedi ( Bombay Sanskrit Series. )

T. S.—Tarka-Satngraha.

Vat.—Vatsyayana’s Commentary on Gotama-Sutra edited
by Jibananda ( Cal. 1874.)

Ved. Par.--Vedanta-Faribhas@, by Dharmardjidhvarindre
( Cal. ed. ) _ i

V. S.--Vaisesika-Sutra or Aphorisms . of . Vasesika philo-
sophy by Kanada.

V. S. Up--Vaisesiha—Suiropaskara by Sarmkara Miéra,
edited by Jaya Narayana Tarka Paficanana (Cal. 1861).

V.. S Vritti— Vaisesika-stutra-Vrtti by Viévanitha Pafie-

anana ( Cal. ed. ) _
. V. V. —Vakya-Vrtti, a commentary on ZTarka—Samgraha by
Meru Sastri ( Bombay 1873 ).
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e &) frsr R e |
TS FEAE Bra qage: ||
HY ThITIHT
Rt s e A ge |
&t REgRat F4 ahasEaiAwm |

(e seaer RffaRenresd RremmafeghE:

PR AT RREEt T AR Resims-
fid et ARy —forarf |
g AFET qAIREMAA AT | Awe ;s R
AR G, AFOMTIST Fraeaas) AR -
TEREANERRR ¥ | e Arasara-
BNE: | Fgwelil § TR 7F% SR 7 2= |
TG AR e 3 T 3| 7 | AR R

1 Nig gives as . [, ﬁﬂ'i‘ 7% and | q-jf:i'aq’?ef[ and m’
*Splains it GFf retaining the remaining sent-
TR, Y also reads fuai, ence as above. N reads differ-

® A and F read GfigaRanrer, | ently aggrnAsH Roeer-
l::xb all other copies omit {F. ‘ I FARFIATT qgmﬁ'éﬁ
TT%°; P has srgamia®. | FrEeRTiEt AETETgEATT, and

3 Mhas ﬁ-wq} for FHrEFr- f gives the other v, L. in
'ﬁa‘in this and the following a footnote. See Note loe,
InStangs, F and Q interchange ’ cit,
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W 'TE | AR AT, SoRE-
IfiTREEREREREY 2T | SR SARERaReTE-
DAl | RG] AERIRATRING | RreTd -
I | 9 FARES A IR Sedrea AR
THRAE 3R | G RO I AR Esnsan-
TETEA] EoE: AV FEETHRAN AT E | FeT OAl-
SARRN AR-—FPAMMEN | GEAMEERE A W&
qF FEAT Z@0 || TG TgY TRAIY O ORI
[ERSEER! W—mmﬁﬁfa SRICISIE SRR
qEL A ATIDT: | TR A g e |
FA A 390 AR—(TgEQ | B soEEear R
gl [Ma Ao o @@ deuEw waEs: |
TR0 [FAARET a5 AR @9 S ||
AT AT
ARGSEHIAN AFE T e |
AT MG AR ||
EEdICs =i e B CIE LI E e PR P ECRIpE g M e
T%e R gead faay i
[2] :
FEUHRATHIFA AT TITHET a9 a2 |
q. Bt —aaifFaasa—azsaid | gend: a2 2 -
- T e || T e aner AR
AgFET T AR il HfREEAEIE eI, || 97 a-

1 Some Mss. add * gan ﬁm;
wagwrasa | gl@ g but

the addition is not warrant-
ed as the context refers to unnecessarily ; Y Z read gsiy

i |
aAgiAagd only. | for g, Q Hes @wd for
G reads qayay: WR, | %

3 AF M and P add gygg and
also insert gy before it.

4 A F and P add &g before uferg

qeeTE: | [ smch



3 Ci@L
ARSI FEHCAAT T GrEA: El

R AT a7 | Arer: afee RREEe | A -
AR By g = | 7 | w9 FeAaaan-
HAATAMT sT=sarea || g Sai-aanc quive e
ﬁﬁfa?ﬁ'm{ | qaaawﬁiﬁwmféaaﬁmm FAmfa

T, q¥— e feaRTsia— oA || 957 Teasient 9eT-
I FHANREIER fiemME | 79 TReE-
A Gewy agafa | qane a@am g Afor-
N TR T S T3 g =9 | ol qitEwaes
TRGRAR | AOTHERRAT STETIFST ARReaTd 26 Few |
T iR aard 2 == | win gReusas aguEe
SERRISHT (AR A HERa AR AR Rraae-
BTN AHFRATAT AR TR a1 310 el

[3]
T FEAT TSI AR AR IS RIS 737 ||

. &5 fAS0—aqaf | @ ZerRasy zenf
AREEE: | FI AR e | A9
TAAGAE [ARHFCARERS F99 Z5007 | ‘qefE % e

- AR faeEeRTEa B 9 g amE-
FHEZ‘{I ﬁmrawﬁmsaﬁmml o T q
Cio «wolwlqncwmdﬂwtmqﬁl ﬁTﬁ?a'iTH AT

1 Q. omits grﬁ- g and sub-
Stitutes H"J?ﬁ'ﬂ'ﬂ' for zrpwpATA.
L omits the whole passage
from g to g, Nl also
appears to have had doubts
about its authenticity, See
Note loc, pit.

% A ang F add after i@ & verse

an: ¥ 99 e tmm'é‘\mr
77| AAGEAITIIRINGT -
ﬁqéﬁ; but it seems to be in-
terpolated from some other
commentary. J omits Wﬂ%
also.

3 A and J omit quSTATATE,
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qHIAS: : [smc@L

= e | A S e |

U TFERAMETEREAEE | AT St

| qEERSISHERTE | qaiE—aal & 9 wEEsae-

FEEFIIGHEARREEEAT | &A=
% FUEN | TR EIF RS AR | 8 9o
AN TR F9: | A9 99 00 A |

geaRasIfaATd UERE A1 FAGEEACUE || Sah-
AERETR: 291 W Feay | TeegRante:
2T AT AR, | SEAAAATAAGT: AAT ARBTET, |
UAFAUEPRIEA] T @E0E | @ ‘IGTIHI%TI'{BNﬁ T4 |
FIT =S FAAITTAA MR | AFTT  SE0e
SAFEREREERE] MR g shfERm 3o |
AT FEEASTS J 7 G4 | AT ATERAT-
YR, || T YO T AR | A Sa-
faFEEea AEERE 59 | (e ET ST
faafgmar’ || F=EaeE w9 @Rl mmmfﬁ
AMRE 3 | THanaEET AR EE TR g o
TR |

=T, Al —FA RAFT-IREI | FFEaRRE 3a-
FA G FEa | a1 AT qrmaTdi s | ewal-
ATA (FAHEA 7 Fo9d {95 | 9 7 FoagAEHa-
Tl SATEAAM A= | AFERTETE fEuEge-
i fiwram= ata?a?ﬁa | qEl r?fn‘a'erm Q’FWWR‘W?EI | -

1 AFandQ read gfg for E‘Taﬁ’ [ 3 1\/1 notices arqaa' as v, / for
2 AT and Q here insert gt Wy | @agorex, and ‘remarks that the
Wﬁ'ﬂﬁ"{, while P and Y | WO readings are identical in
have gqr W WTEMERE W& | o
ﬂr’i’m but the words are | % M"Jdds #tfma'narrﬁia;r{mm-
found in no other ¢opy. TIPITEAGT FYFATA?,
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a%é‘n’hmm SIS | Srea: oy L

smﬁﬁamﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂw—
‘“’ﬂ HAMER | § 7 AFTEEEREcsST CarasREE-
R A | AeEsHEEr AR -
TR AT | amrgﬁwmﬁwz[“ﬂw T
T e | S fewnmiteg HiRT S
A0 T 3 AFr |

[e]

wwwwwﬁwmw*ﬁmaww
R e =2 I (g g S T AT e
T'%T@ﬁ:rm‘gwr. I

. r:r.fgur FeT—euR | FeEEafEE 9 -
"R | URESIETET | 9 ST aRAEEET G-
FITAH G e I ogee (AR
KRS RIS P CRERRID Bk i eIl |

[«]
vmnm@ﬁammwmna T FHEN ||
T L —F IR | Sy af
Wmanwmwt FAASAG | 9 TR

R?F@ W T THAGIAR M | ST e
AR TR I

[&]
T Af fafnd ame

1 U and W

e ead ITFITATFT, | eafasTEea I HrATETITE
]

has Hrgeame and W adds but the passage is mneither
T ERTHITARTT. noticed by Nil. nor found in any
here adds QTR AT | L other copy.
’TWWWﬁthammaﬂvm v
SEafima @@ | orer- |

:FHTW ’II*WF{ ATATAANE - [ & Some Mss, omit this sentence,

4 A and T add gy after qay,
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. f—aAE AR | TR |
AR AN | AETENREGEY SfdEr ||
[o]
e RETEEa=a o ||

q, 2n N iR | ReRegead
A SATRRNGYES = (e ||

[<]

AT O |

. &1, —ana@@ gl A —qHare |
[&]

FAAGE: | TOC: EE RGBSR TR e el
AT I

T, & —d [Faso—rAT |l

[ 2]

'Waa‘i'{ﬁxﬁlmoﬁ:ﬁmrﬁwrﬁwm “feret
TEATEAT | AT Hrret | ‘gRtE T IR
T | AR | S5 TwaTEh sy A
=qfd | foEr Feqre: )

q. &l ——TEACRAIANI R SEmE—IeyT-
fifd A WiERGaaR: | Seahe A qaaeeT [T
fAeT | 719 GOAGTATIANEY 259 TEREUS TRIRaTEE-
A Iaaaﬁrrqqamaqqﬁtﬁﬁml AT T

1A DF K Q W a.ud X add 3 AH copies except A B and F
az before sw=away; See note omit gy before gay:; see Note
loc. cit. loc, cit,

2 A and B add gF after 5,

\




1] addifusar sgafuar = wlew:
RErFraERSERE || 6 SR AR EEEE-

iG] %a TG T RIS Aeld raer@ﬁaﬁl

T SeRER FEERRREAERE 59, SRR REAT
SR 1 AR | g A FeE SR
T seuE] FOSHAIRRA 5= qaaRAEASEEE-
WeRET saureEm e

T Rws——ar REER | (o HEmeainET |
HRRAARETReEE | TR lemaa——gm““ l
R AT T | TR A P S
TR | gag: @Rl A || TeeatEd(ar-
TR G TEAFRIETSARTAaaRraTem | e
Frafmy A | @ 9 et ERaE TR
" qRGem TeaRm aiERTE 2R Jees
T, || e aeaR—adaE | TR
WEARN—fggAR | SFIAERRl TSR, |
Ut G0 | ATAEEEy: | GEEeei S |
iR gxai—RmaR

1, TN | T9a=d I G | weA]
TR | gfeie weaE=oesa, | aEAiAeR 96T | Gl
VAT =S T | A1 TRl AT H: T TGRS ST |
1 7 wggaTaeoas TAHE e JREEEeE | T
HiaeazriiZoaniy ToEii @8 SOAET SEATESER
N ey )

[ 22]

e s | ar e fe st | fe
TRRTagAT: | At wﬁ'@n.l gmaﬁm‘ mﬁ*

1 A and B insert gy before gq:, | ceding section.
See Note on gy in the last pre- |

G,
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e [ SEQL

T | T TR R | SR e e SC
gaiq | e aRagge: |

q, 1, —0l FFHE—GRN | STARTESESANE-
IO AAERIAH AR aled | 2
ReceiaE SeaaRed  SaRMERE  SReE: |
SIREe T SAE, ||

[2=]

SEEEER OB ! qrgid e T | fe Y-
wq | T mwi l g:nenw ﬂnur;zmqwm |
ﬂﬁwﬁam | mm & % A FUAIA |
fragaE: | mrmmw—mqr?u M a-amqerzu
Ataeae = R | 9T TRmERadaay | |

WS @I ||

o &~ FHUHE—SURGRARR | S S
ff seficest g agRmEEERa: | @ Gusa—
AR | A9 g i deegraeRaRaRi e |
AN A FAGT FHAEIAT SEHATR
FAGIEIERAA  E  HREew  iEssaEaaEarE-
AN FEGRITAEETIR, | GREEESEa ad-
JFTAFTAEROET. TPEEEIR: | awage-
CEeEIEEIRECE e -CE I trey| ?‘ﬁﬁr%m?mw
T SREGIN:  SER A, -
fafg: | aaﬁwwhﬁwmquaww i e
FEgI@ed: | magqur EECICIG) ﬁ@{ Il

1 A B and X add qi®sz after } 2 A inserts wamy after °amiq-
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W@wﬁmng. | & fafie freitsrer | e
TCATIET: | ST e | gﬂﬁﬁa.irﬁw
T | T @i | gt TR SRR
T | By TR |

T TG 0w | & SRSTAETET-
TR S |

o &l,—IF FHAR—EWEAR | SHRIEE -
U WA | IREEERERETRE SRR |
g AR FARGIT §E0 AR—IRE | § SR O
TE 101 RIS SERAd S | SR
TqMF: | FUR-AST TP A GAIRNGEI AT |
T SREIRR g | T A IR SERe-
HERE wﬁaﬁ]ﬂmﬁwal S o S K| aiawnsﬁa—

RTRE | 7 RegT, @35 IO RHTERTa, | T H: G-
| Qe SR § a1 | a9

AY: A TIEEREAEIGEAR W | SEeE-
TR | @ g G a@ﬁﬁ?ﬂmwm m
TR SR aresEEEd | a9 qamzma asnaa—
- BYERT AN TR e | q AHAIRERAS-
CHAENN: | FTEH, | ERETEEEEES: |

T FPeREREgETRIAR AR ®Ed |
datE RetveraEy G e | ad SOE
TR A e | AREREITR | T A
R et oy WEw Al WESSl MERIEGIEN |
Eﬂ?ﬂ?ﬂ FRgeaE  NENEREYy e | R

18] awdfuwa e @ wfw: ] L



|
T [sng
AEARNR A SUFAR: | TeduER: | aee
ORI FRTIRRARATRT: | wmmlwmﬁrr{gawﬁr |
FAEAIABRUARISAYEAE . 2N 9a@: | qaaanaasm
VRIS g i |
%ﬁ'mﬂﬁﬁml’_ﬂ%l’ﬂ i
i HEATH AZS ST THITIAT, GIEAAIA, | ==
HATAIST AEaE] AEERAFAREGIT | A UEICECHIC
WA | § 7 [ | qenl FeesTEemew | ahee- |
WA ‘I A e ! gk s e |
S A STTRA A lﬁmwﬁﬂ@mamm’féﬁ% ]
=, N, —1F 1R B e sng FewR—
EREAR | wrRow afl e—faw aeoem | afkag-
w1 faRrerde aREarReeE BRI L REDS
TETE R eI ‘Tl%ﬂ'ﬂ"ﬂ‘%sﬁ'mﬁ-
TERT AR | SRR AFRRTTRS-
Rearermif swETTe awm | o o T AR |
SATRAeE oaorEeas | A A Al e w6 -
3@*1?!’11%%%@@@%@@‘&1%’@ YFEE [ |
AN BTN | EWWTWH‘{H Tl |
AT AR R t T THleETaRd W A
T AewumEEA: | R T s @ﬁ'ﬁﬁ
afmrm‘ar 4 TRFEA nmmm fasm

A iy

1 A F ’\T Q and W add after 2 A C D PY Z put the first
this FYT T AHEAYIAT THA- part of the sentence in the
gftamoreaTn@:, F reads a3, form of a geqer as g whiiy-
N has Faaay: for gera- FAFRE F gwore; ACK Z
QT?HTUTH'NT%:, while Q, has g- omit Fg; AK Y read HAH
FUTCHTOTR:, but as all other for sraroTa,
copies omit the sentence it |
Boems to be an interpolation, d Vand W omit this sontenes, |




5]  asfilasg sqEEliesan 9 e 2R @L

A<, | ARAAIAGIREAF PR |
| SEIAASSSFEAAEUR G SRAAAeea R A SR
ARG RF AT | SRS SaaaTees-
THAAFTOFOR G FEATA SRR SN IHE-
IR | avEeg SRR A RTEAIR-
ARTEA || :
[ ]
gAY | a5 fy e = 0

q. S TR TR | TR
TRREAAT | HAE—ASR | ¥ ST |
HEART TR REE— AR | 8§94
TiEeEAAE fyed | aed IRETRRATE G
| RaERArERwEiEe—Ed q6@

S0, AN TR | TEEIUIER | S QU
AR s w AR 2 AREE A S |
TR e AT | aaTh | B I G TR
3T AR 29: | TR AR A O |
TAFRR | Ry aMMERR . ffER | s
AN e | e T e | (RS-
IR AR | g AT AFRAr, |
AW AR ERTETa

[ 2]

AR we | 8 S Fyle

q. T—F AR | e a9-
FRMERER 7 ||

1V reads {aaamsrogsay for fAcgumnTFg eI,
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17 :wr T, —FS FFIR—AFqR | FATRRETAE A

U B s b R A R ERI RS R IR MR TN S SRR
RG]
[2=]

TEATESITRWRaIRE | a1 FH0 el forear = 0
T, &F.— R FHE—N | {f FREm M-
ARoRL ||
AT, a1, —RAT FHHE AR | SEEEeamR
e | stearedfRar e |3 afRar Radet |
AT fEE
[2e]

STATCIRCOTHTeAT | @ @R qone s 7 |
AT I WARHE 7 | e gmed G
frgtaer |l

q T, — A SIHE—F || A fRvsi—
7 g 2R | weE saEEae | RS-
FRORETHCAET || T=ed g fF 5oy T aE-
e | afg AAREE 4T | AEREEIE | -
GGG, | G o & 1 e
W W a;rﬁammawa rrmmaﬂ l

1ABCF QandX reudrﬁan- 4 A F and Q insert myeqaees-

{a¥at 5 but the reading ad- i AMTIRTHRATY after ograr-
opted in the text is better as l A, but the words appear to be
it agrees with the definitions } interpolated and are inconsis-
|
|

of T and ey, {  tent with the Vedic text cited
2 A B X draray @warET ; C | further on. Z has

G, Fra: for sfrarmay. | GTESITNIETE NG areE: SEEE
3 A'B add gygwnEew; after | TAFETUDAT  TIROUT-

. ' EraulegY amTRR.
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o SIS SR ARSI H9@d | SR &9El-

RIERUY | SRR RE AlEaREd | ¢ A @
q @afiE ) saEmmsh o sl

Silae FaomE—id g | GEREIEEE  Sq98ue |
T WSS AEsER, ! EAEl GHARNEd AR
APTS9Ok 8k
IRARRTHAIST ARHER | AT, | I
“AISE TIHEE AsEREE @ TR ! ZAEe-
HEATEFIEAFIASARAFTIIEAG, | TR FEaafaRea]
S | gEg ARt fe | 8 9 9 R
WG STERIT | 7 AHAIRAT: | 97 -
MeramEs semmaraImIEEE | S Agsia: i

R A | PR 1 B e RIG = (C N BRI (SR
ATFANGE G FAEHEEIRIIA ||

[2<] |

TS REEFRRe a9 | 39 TaaET-
T e’ fred = 0

T & —uTE sgEE——GE | TRRETE af
Pt T sy | w RSSO
T U I SRR SR | -
TEUR | AR sREETasRET: | g9
T fivg Ay eiRareraRERERR 3@ | war e
R RSP I IR L BRI IIGIERIEIR RS QU |
7 RygadanmsfaR e | e Reem g9y
PINETERT, | JRESTRRGIRT oW AT g

1 A Binsert F:| ofter ggg quite ,’ 2 E H read sywgy.
|

nonecessarily.
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a1 g | FE FER qe sArRREaEre: |

ST, Y, FRwE gEEIN | SUSERE -
W | F T GERAEEREOE T AT e
gU | ZFEaEEERe IEUEEART: T9eed | ARl
IR ARAAREARTEE] SRS 90 GRanasR-
amdagﬁqa—mmmn

L&)
q@mwmqlﬁmaﬁmm

HWW’J ‘zmm‘-lmaram | q=r gtur=at aqeEry |
ﬂm S | WI@ st N

q, &1 — &1 FFfi—agRE | FAREREAEaRE
qA9EA | wrAsHEAfEEaRmE quuEn | s Eans-
BN FPA AT a9 | B0 Fasa—a-
AR || FrAEEREeREgEE 1y el s
AIREETE | 79 FAvEsT7aeTe FiRraEn == |
ERRTET TTANATIIAT | 7 T EUEAAT TAed-
S ANEE | GEEE SaEERTTel  reeara
mamrgmqmm | s A ?ﬂ'&fﬁ—ﬂsrr'é 1

1 A, B, X read smareay zx and [ that of H'STE; while, taken
et 515 =7 respectively; J, K, separately, they can give pro-
have the same as A without l per sense only if construed as
the last zy; B, G, H have gyz | adverbs modifying ya.
wyrexy. The reading adopted f
in the text is that of C, D, and | 2 N has {A3mqq% 7 for Tugwi-
8¢., and is preferred as making | ggrEraIERE qegw. C. Y, 2
the sense clearer, zruyegy and | omit the sentence TR
WrEgy, When prefixed to gyz, ! &ec. ; while A omits the next
serve to distinguish the parti- | sentence wy &c. G, L, M, P
eular kind of syager of wygy from ! and W omit both sentences,



7‘ 1 asdifugar szdifsar 9 afga: 84

-.'m.mr%mawﬁ—a@ﬁﬁlﬂmﬁmﬁﬁ
@R wwe geom | RRERETEE Rk |
FRAGAATER | FE-AEEe aTsRe: | A o
ARFEEEEEE SimemEakizEE R e |
TERUE FRIEA | agAEeEE W S
TE G Agsien | AEEETEE GeREErEs
[ea: deamEfn pieatieree aa[ | 96
WERTE e, | Sl Meai s aeaareem-
ammqaﬁalam%%=wmwmwmmmm=wﬁ,
AR | o= e sard A SiFFIEAETE | S
TH JqERE | g o aaﬁ%&aawzaﬁmm‘@ﬁm
e afy aﬁwgmmﬁwaﬁﬁ wRAE: | g
SR sresrEREREE TERrEER R
| R AREURER | T S AR Reesi
SRR AR A=W | SRR
BUEIERECENCE T R e O I O i
TR cquEE  TRREAEREETR:
ﬁﬁmﬁa@mmmmmmmﬁmmw SIRIE-SE b 3
VAR afifgamear | o9 siReRase qu-

- IR SEmEsTE @'qnﬁmﬁma | SIEag-
U IgI6EEY 1| 9 @Res  AReeeRe . saam-
FIMEEREG: | RReageEn eemE -
Adearti: | oy RRmRRE R R

[2= ]

AUV T @ | @ T ARSI TIR SR
Tl Rt TR TR S R |

T J—W FgEIR—|AR | wAsREaRRERE




I e g
TR, | WEPFE—IOEM || e g e
— =T

[22]

awmmﬁmmswmlztaiﬁﬁm grivwEhe |
gREmTEIN: |
q. S—rY aaai%——arurﬁr | zm-«qsﬁam%wrm

o, |
[3%]

TR IHAATEN T2 37 | & 7 G | e
TURATHE T TASTHSETITN: | q7 i o1 | Sereet-
S | ergeurita: grrEETEE: o)

T, & — FFIR—TRR | e sReREm
UMY | FATRIAEATHAROT AEuad |

T, AT, —FR SR AEaT 3R | s
TS GEAEEFE AR RETROT | S fRms
[T || TEAEEst EeaTEey A ||

[ 23]

Mg T G q | e
fremmtaed = | frenwd forer | et |

. ISR | TESEEAN: | S T
' QUFETET T | O QIS T A S |
AATHAMRGY T TANY SIS AATAR G-
1 V reads wemaranazana® | S;bisfact;r;.ﬂ Themt;ne» z;.d:)pbed

which is perhaps preferable. ' in the text may mean a fur-
# N Z and Nil. omit g, | nace if interpreted as a Bahu-

Other readings are  syqre and f vrihi compound ; A (T2¥T)
FqUE; but all are equally un- | oy MER,




S

.%ﬂ%ﬁmmwf%m T AT SRR | St
GARISERATEFRRT, | eremifys RftEmRom | e
FRORHEATHRIE, 3R AgnFmRay S | Hoe
R AR Ry WA= ¥ FEIFRRRE
SRR HonPreT: | o T M SRR
e || IR | SRR | R | -
R || sifvermiRR | aERReRed: | sTREgE-
TG TRRTIETIRT, | TEAA  AEHANT W | T8
*Tlfl‘rsaaaaw I

=T, *-Wﬁ%rﬂw IR IS | T
FUPERRR | @ AW AN | 8 T A
@ | TS A SRR @A s
M| T ieEl | R RS :
FEAEAR T | AR quUIERRE SR
T RN G REE RAeT . suawd il
AR qReEEredEgEr, | a?ﬁ?{égﬁamasﬁ
RN RS Hzﬂwqilléﬁddl*@wﬂlﬂ
AIRERATGA, | TAGISEHRA] G [egm: |
T TN [egn TREET SRR -
TR ARG gtfﬁu’%m | o -
- SARISA QAR Wﬁﬂaﬂl ARATEIIR-
S AT O T ARG | o T G-
TEARFTREES AR AEREEsEREeE: | a9
MEHIIRAARAE 5 JUREAFRANG @S-
WANTIREETRAGEAR qaAK o Aed SR
TN AEEREERRSE R A S | agw
TIRAEREET A | qETeTa A e g M-
mw% | FESATHIRFA FEFHEN: || & qa@mm%




3¢ | e [sngL
wmmﬁﬁamwﬁrua TFAREA GERR: AT
fasfiare 3 &F

- [Re]

THEEATESATETRE: T | ‘AR N -
e | e (et o | fenw G
SauteeT | s § st 1|

. & —& TER—uRaR |

[u4]

WASTAETORIU g | sag=aaia | aggfiay

A AEE &= S |

d. aﬁ'o—qﬁqwr m—qﬁfa | ‘IﬁWIUT ﬁq—\ﬂ%—‘
e | wramaEr fMEE | v e S s Tl

[R& ]

PRI T | qegeaara ||

q, &1 —129F @rii—ygRii | Ewemrafify -
FERFRVFH: ||

[e]
HweTTETRE: g4 | aagsgat ||
q, &Y,—aan sgafc—agmi | F dgwiht aer-

1 A B C instert sy@marenf be-

tween zgagry and gg here and
in the following definitions of

yiRaATer, g and gy, but
the reading of the majority of

copies is preferred. See Note
loc. cit.
2 A Binsert gy before mageg-
o8
i
3C E K X onit {HammAeat =,




) TRer/20.] addifuman syradfe @ S R

TORIT: | GEAIReYNY g9 REREEREIRERIET-
U 9 3 || SN G was: s | e
SR ERTEEEAN: | BA SNyERsaa N A

WM | TR G | ST RO Ae -

ZEINcEd

[2e¢]

HIRHTERD QU BT | gEgsTT i

q. &1 —fr swEi—edanik | FeREReiER:
S g | ERERERERT SeEEE 3R R
A Gl we fE | AR e SR
BT | B ey AT SRR )

T, T —RT e@ai—adTR | R RR-
WU [RATE oo | RRTUEEEEE G Gl -
TR AR o1 (33, ||

[3=]
'J{I‘Rf&rqgrzmmmﬂﬁr‘ AT | IR ge-
THAEINET | § EE Red wend T | 3w fgd
WA | wHfted ey | ST HEH W |
- Y FreFIHTT |

T Fh— AT | RATEREERI-
R W, | AATENEMRUSH RIS | W
s —a R o | Breieeore—Te o |
FoH IIEIR— AP 360

1HJ omit SrgTqreay, but most l 2 EGHJand X omit W
fJf the copies agree in retain- ’ etc.
ng it,

6L,



eI [ SESL

[Re]

ATIIATAHEATERT %< | IPEiseaa |l

q. & —T6d eRi—aEh | Gl -
ARG ISR AR ||

=T, I SRR | Rt

AREEA PRI AR R | S96 &5
FrAERTOWR gEEed ASFE |
[32]

TS TaRATCIR 53 | TR | axfs
mﬂm““’ﬂm“““mm““mﬁmwm
Frasr: | el gEEE e 5 | e
gamar

q. &T,—599 THEN— N | S5 v |
AT AR | e it | %
frEai SRR —IaRRE | R aaE—
AR 1

[3R]

U RS R g S | SewmEEe )

9. &€ wE—I[ | FeRERERTRE
v 3 | EEEREAEERE R |

FT, 1, TEER— TR | JuiRA R g
afe e Wew @Au | fRoSiiEr am FiRuienEieg-
A [ G | SRS SRR | T

1 CDEJ read mﬁrm j aﬁnw
2 B omits g gAUTET. |4 A G JY Zread fqodiuraa;
3G JY Z omit ggeg after ! Ahss aop for @y wrongly.



5.34.] RN ST 9 iR ?‘l@ﬁ

g SR | a9 At gEgAmREAN uie: fvd-
RN | 9T §E T RIEROR | RIS, S
TGRS RRATEAT | TG FaedareT
ST, | e RUdiRas ARFEm| o ga-

S ||

[33]

ACIATE I o5 | APRTAETR: | F Ry -
FITHRD AR | A=l el | vt
HEETAITTREY: ||

T &l —1 wgE—Ef | asRsheRarom
YN | ERERERERTE AR TRt | s
NS qreawaify | qme Saveeanee: | By dar
SO Fegaf SR IAETeRIs: | SaRREee 9
TR eftnRasar: gl ||

. A —e el | TR sheieR
T JU9E | SRR e 6 A | a-
T R Teawaf | SEredansE RIS |
SRR ERTRT: | B T2 qogafim-
TR | TERINGEARA TR e
THARR  FEaggeanm a1 [fiess TSR]
S | JAIEre qaRes:’ RO || |

[3¢]
EEREETEE (e (L I I LT R Sey

—_—

1 V hgs IR qagaare:, !’ G X read gAsTH . See
2 C K ada aup: after gg A B | Noteloc. cit,



awEE: [sEoTX L

HERTCHIE 54 0 eafa | afget geagaas
. A —TeoTHE [ | SO
T TanmEs: | 3iE iR || S —
FERNR | AEAEd: OER: | SR SEHanee
TEME | EREEEstEERE GRS
1 ERREFAEARERTE e[ || g ssEt—
JtemtaR | wRfE g =
T, A —IOATHE—TAR | FFER:  TSaTART: |
S T mwwmwﬁﬁwmm ‘Teeau |
gie Avsa—ar [EEER | @) saai—aemi | k-
AR G RSIE R E SRR | F#R-
TR SEEEgHasREAt: | SERoE AR EE |
SR SRERERTE FRrmEET | =g af g
FRUARRRAYS GERRe-Ee a5 | TRREmiE-
AT A9 || 99 s —qigaae | aE-
e AW RiEE | R R T |
q FRETEIE mﬁﬁmﬁr | faATEETRE SeEmEi-
'em% | mr{rm %mwmmﬁ [

1 J omits /i, while the word | ﬁia'rtmrq‘ mml'ﬂ'l Wa_
and the commentary on it f=gTtaaronT “m
are added in @ in a marginal while Q has gguy for e

. = 5||:I'
not.e. . 8. C. also no‘tlces the tho! passnie s ok Ifonhd Brye
omission of the word in several e delee o Ratited. g
MSS., while the absence of the | 3 A ¢ J L, P’Y it e sen:
sentence referring to it in Snioar aid -G adan it S0 ohs
several copies of T. D. makes it Eataiin Dutiikda retaimediicy
probable that the word may the -—xu,ﬁhority of MN QW
not have existed originally. It i 1\/:71
is however retained in accord- | 4 %

All copies t
ance with Nil, See Note on : except LY\ rcad
RSV E

loc. cit,
HA e o 5C K R omit gigR{Exareg-
2N and Q add FrEg@ERSAET- | AR,




j _ VM@
85 i s = S et L
[3x]

& el gty | T AR -
TN T 8 A T | § T RIS | TEAE-
T THRCHRISTAASTA: | T FHOAE, S
Sict

| T &l ——eigud Fe—a B IR | FraEe
| POUHE——qERR | A9 W TR S e
| TENFEIRR 3 | o AEEsha a9 G S
TS TTEESEAR AER: | | 3R | AuEieE @
ARl TG Tl | 1 SeaR—ag R | 7
R, GRS R 39 | Ta=sa e AT -
RIS TR AT, SANHIE =S8 GaRT-
T AT GANTTos8A GARETEE qe, e |

= At faeR—a R o | Al
@Wf?f“mrﬁl dgdiem ageaal HRrsTREd | et
TR 94T 9502 |1 7 AE e AR SEHE aT-
‘ﬁimw M | I | msamﬁﬁw& -

1C H J K omit this sentence; well as A's addition gaTaR-
E G Q X have instead waqa g=uq seem to be interpola-
e aa‘, B adds gz before Taa, tions.

2 The reading in all copies of | 5 G reads g for gegeear-
T. 8. and 7. D. except J is @

but.;\:rqa- is adopted as being “’l: Al o
8rammatically more correct. b A \as .qum BT,

3 Q omits igwy:; while C E dAamETere g J Toads
have geoerrearsT. | [EarEeETy, for gEET.

4C HJF ana Q omit this | 7 V adds sy before L AR i
Sentence, D adds further IH- perhaps better.

AT g?ﬁ\l’ TAaaaEE- | 8 ST and W read ggies §-
TERTardFrE; but this as||  mgwae, perhaps better,



S Fuire Rt Recccnie Cu IR e pEEI NIt
deEERIRIRIGAnR e | o= g Ee-
ARA TR SATRFOHEEFIRSReT: | aam
A AETETRRET: WA aF AT
TRREFEAE G | SH{REEY g IR ArEsny: | -
AT RAAT TAAESA 2 AR R e E | T TS
FHAA GATEs Al e NaE e | 5 § aggeEs
HHE THIR SOAEI e SRR F@EnRad 9 -
AR WAASRAENTA | T WAy we-
TERRATE] SREaigarsaRImE N ||

FAAAIGE  FAR—ATAETANR | 9 g
g E RS EaeiE |
FIA] FEHANE W SRS [ sl
NIRRT S TAETFET  SaEiEal-
EpEEATETeC M B S G I E BT E PR CAC LS RCE ETETC DI
FAMEIESA U AFEFAATNFEANS Gwar | SwHE-
oY g A TANQSAY: | AL SRR SaAEreeT
Wi WANRET d TAEHHREaE  SaErEaEg-
feRTTaFEAERERT  SEHRAE EEMEEEs-
ﬁgﬁ%rwmﬁaﬁawaﬁ[: ST | JYT /T

3% ]

FAATGAAEG S TagRrgTRRasTieT | -
SN TG T AR ||

q, &1, FEg R—ariE | e
s — TR | TR | ST T -
fAfd smrEETEEER ||
1 W xesds difforently: U sdds ‘h,ﬁm; :

msmzﬁrﬁwmm%m H- ' 2 The reading is taken from W.

3 9 aé:%m@ ESEGT@L |



.

o1 38.] andiumar mmatae @ afew R4

L AT — A AR — e 2 | e
R | FRTATRRT T lw&*ﬁiﬁﬁq
11 e B o I T
AT TRGTARAT ||

[ %9]

STRTIR] FT F0 |

q. & — FOEHHE—— AT | SRR
CrrrErEREREETIR

=T, Y, —FOBEUHE—AATTRA | ST
IRU FR FORET: | EEOHNE T SR
AP THRRI e NEHERUERIAE, | 291 SRl
TIAMEIRIFROEE, | FEEAAA] el §9-
TRTEHE R | aREREEROE g | Rl u8 a[ &
TRISHIMRUERRURT, | FFaEeaeaaRaT T, | SHERo-
FRORE FEAER AR ORENaFRIARIRE, | 34 §4-
TN SR@EEEsd 590 SROIEREERIERIEA, 1|

[2¢]

e A ety e e i i

1 All copies except B and K g ggw, Y addsqa' a8 FqT-

insert syTqeaq before TWIMT- |  FEIAWAWEIONG  HTGRAEIA;
qur; in J the word: is added in but neither passage is found in
margin, apparently by another any other copy.

band. But the wayE in all | 3 U and W have sifgfw for

copies of T. D. and the remarks o (Lo
of 8. C. conclusively show that | 4 The reading in the text is
it did not exist originally. On taken from G K Q X, as being
this see Note loc. cit. G most probably the correct one:
2dds gereqay |3 AAMAAET | A B C D F prefix eraequr-
WqTqr:, but the addition 8 | e to FryfAma®, J adds the
unwarranted. word in margin. E has zg-

2 N here inserts qgm' TR sqaTEEa §iq (Aga°, while
Sy R | [ H oreads FHEsRATRITGRES
RIS FTREATE wfx Aga°, See Note loc. cits
v




T tsi«:o'r@L,

g, & — R — AN | IR whEs
TETREREIR: TEal i | AEE F RS-
@ qEaN | 7 T W A F anfafa == |
seREs gl RRETT | SRRETRgEHrE i a-
@ | sERie B | 39 67 7 4 9 TEien-
R & R S GEIREE, | 9 g age g
aﬁqﬁlmqﬁwﬁ@%ﬁmﬂﬁawﬂmﬁqﬁﬁz»
TR & AR G, | A9 T A NG §19 O
o TR | S FERRERgEAAT FEAGHT GEE -
SR | 9T RS T AN SEEEEE | O -
s M a R FROE

T, TR FEER—FE R | FE A fa-
o ot g O, | SR qafer
R TR PRl R FRE | (AR
R aUeEIRA TR AEAISTAAAGIEAT FROT-
a0l (e QUSRS RE, |

[2]
ﬁ o~ S “
HO ﬁ.-—mwma—‘aﬁw “
=1, A7, ——F @A TR | AFEEsiEER #-
Sea o | SR e A2 WAl SfisE ) -
SRR SAT: ATAERERA T Fe
[ 2]
ot i EETEE I A | IR

FPTER AR | ST A YT 92 -
ST | FE HA I AR qEEe Al



' TEAATAFROY, | T FFEAT = T7g&Y
TERTE | TZHT = HIOT FHRRIAY | 9T FEermah
T2 |

T, & —FR0 FAFSI——FROHS | SRR -

AUHE  JeARAAR | ARAEAIAAT: | STaRsT R

R RIIE 22 SO o 1) et i A e o B
TN RRFRAEA] GTIATIEAN: TR
Mot | A Seragae—aegear | RO S
TR A el e AmR e |
it sgmfy  qpveif | @EEERE AR
(AR |

M. T——FO AR— RO | SHEHR &-
| SEAR——Torwan || A o a9 8
FEGETIN SETARERORES: | SSE—g9T awad 2h |
I FHATI A G TSTA% FEETEd 2 T aHEi-
FRUMES: | qEEean § Gaaaaa-aE S TRl e-
TREATEREaAHNE  GRAEHNERT | GTeEde-
B qIRED FIEE AR awE |
CEEIR LB LR Bl G rrel Bl e R R PRI EL RS R R )
‘Rewsruaan: FIeRT aRAGauaET: | g S9-
WEAERes a9 AEcaaE E::aqéw wvramwﬁrg

1% and Q supply gg 2nd @q |* %@w@T | (WS g fafew-
which though not absolutely ! AT, but the words are not

Necpssary are inserted as mak- " found in any other copy.
ing the sense clearer. .
2 K roads qINTETET, ' 4 W inserts here :gc‘"amw_

here’adds g = FHuET WI- | "W

QL



&

~ ot g 5T SREIPEROE, | 5 SRR
EFATRARTUE, || S IOTEAR Fe SR -
mgxmqﬁﬁﬁlmmﬁﬂﬁm’ﬂlw-
TRER FEAR—FOR | e (B |
ST G G 99 BRUERET AR AR |
SO SRy EEd A FHEE RO R -
oS | o FONEE SRR | S

S T A FTEATa A R U R T SECRERN
EANTEAERARE SR —I @

FARE O | WEEERT Sewfaed 9l e
T EEEEE AT A TR A SERRCIIRED
S RUAETATRROTRAs: | BePmamalas T qREC—HIT-
By HEAl | EERER-aegeu | hRe -
TR GEFes agaisy aHed & Sl
AR A9 G gl ToEed AR we R |
FSAFATRHN aFgey TEue | GFFEeE § §RAE-
e Ealcra e M RGPS REEIRRECNIC I
qEEHEERTET FOE] AEEEE, | GEEEEE
FATEAEANEE FOET TGN add | CTHrEia-
BAPMEEREACRET F eAae AEHaT Rl T |
AR SR A 9 qa aReEEEe
PO, | AR S SR -
TR AR SRR SRR 9 |
AT IFIENGET: eI g e -

1 The following two sentences = () ~
are omitted ingC K R. w Gl ZRRlE e

2 W reads differently. i all other copies omit the
3 Before gmmarg® & T insert | words, ST also read TITIET-
THTHAAMAEROAIToT8q— | qiegar  for &@miamr, W

¥ g WETOHTAASE IS | reads differently.

e




LS

B

.Wmmm w7, || RENwR oy-
A —AZATCAG | FrEraaaRiEt=s: |

[e¢]

T RHRRAAS TEATIRO FWOE a5 FA ||

. . — AR — AR A I

w1 —FSE IR - qE i | AZEERT-
"‘ﬁ:’mﬂﬁﬁ HAA TROMRY, | 71T TG FASEATER-
MY | TYFIREATEARN FRARRBIEE e aEe
M FOTARAIRIGAR | FA TR AR-
AT A Frwr BT 3 | AR g aw e A
TSR, | 7 [ qresearel 6 quesroessal 3
RIS | T %WH&FHW‘T@T@ PR
AN | FYGEATE FIRTAE A FUETITESH-
TAR TG TgIaS R TSR |
TG SHARNERTETEN  SHEER SR
RS SRR RO . |

[ e%]

T TALTHE TAG | TEFTaa AR gt
TTgqa | qigfad A afmes 0 | 97 frg-
FE 1 ffweTh vﬁt{ fiRiFT | e o A
W T WS?T snamrsq ST 1l

1 BT W re*'ad the passage some- | 2 E instead of thi® has wf%_

what dlfferentl\ thongh the (EEAG G mﬂm
2°nse is the same ; thus Irag- G J Q and X omit the words

a‘@rmmﬁ AT
TAFqToda®aE: SagaE-
EAgE e aHa (G ETad —
AFHRTRTATAAT B0
AT H AT S A E AT —
ﬁwmnmmmﬂ
T 7 FEwala:,

3 B

altogether.

adds graErsgs, but the
addition, though desirable as
giving an instance of 'ﬁ;m-, ig
not supported by any other

copy.

G



L ER o] [ S@E
o &1 ——TAFSHAE—A R | TG T |
IR SRIME—S(rRa | 3FEd FgaRe | &
TER: | L GHET: AR a - g |l afge-
To— qrEEEER | s m@—m
R | RS FEamE. FEEEE: || a9 A
& TRl 3= | TRE AREIE fRrvEmss
RRETEAETER TFaRTgaEE mueEn, | &R
SRR Ao SR et || At
Fah  SRAN—ATRCHH | ARSI ERTEAR-
IR FAAST: | ARFeIRgEER—a I |
T, AT AT SRR —aaa |
 CR R CIRE I NIl o i e g
EEAETARET b | o TOREEER T
SEU | AR R S S aqamerﬁaa%%
mammza EEENISIE-etE BRI el EeE
S EREASITRAT AT | AR T G
a1 AT || TSGR TAGTATSIVATE | oz
SRR | RTS8 SEIeIEE SEaaE | $4-
EAFAEIRT FG0 g FFEFOHT | TEHOEHR ee-
gt | IF AT GEEEE 9N 9 a99 S0
Yt A FEFCTRIN AgRITRREER et |
qAE ZFEATHE FOER T PRI, | 3 SEoiER-
GG AR EAA, | SR &I~

1A G J Y Z omit this sentence. [ FIOTETIA mm

38 U and W read gygr for V is nearly to the same effect.
w3,

30 K R V omit this sentence, | 4 The reading of U and W is
and perhaps it is spurious, C adopted as being more intel-
here adds {AZyeqursiii Tar- | ligible. Other copies trans-

e . . | pose the sentences. U adds
e e E L elEal g P ionls SO T

asﬁr—:an?nﬁ’%’r aia wufagia- | ately. See Note loc, ¢if



4.1 asdi e sqraafe @ wha g

BT P R | ST sea
FEEAE oque (| qwd FAsR—EEReTH R |
T — (T HRER N | TFRAREASTERT R
FARAS: | Afiwers =gdt Avgar «ifBay | Tg

25

L,

FEEEETS i gk | @ ARITEREEERT f-

AP GREFTaRmEEREt ean gaER | AFh
T —qARREAR | e SefeieEr gee
SRR NIIE I EZSE i TG IRt cor (o i SR SEIUA |
T ReETerRyRE dRmReEREaREh T
W | S8R g9 | S B A RIS A e S
FRARMGT AR 9 AR 1
[ 83 ]

TR IR TR ae | de g
T FIRRAATAATET: G GONRETEE R
TR RE R | g Terarsis s dems: |
RIS AIFAR: SR T 6T
T qRAE | ETATHFINTY AR ARTERT
Hia: g o &1 awad o v TR |
AT gezagrEr aanT: dRE FN R
T A FeGEATRNA GO FHaT
T | gsgramgnedin FaaaTT: 0w SEaay
WS gegeas ARNAINE | HNEREY PRI
SRR ST TgET 4
e S

———— .

by B join the words in a com- |  necessarily. |
Poung - ads {351 for K o f .
B -..nd'j\md 8 jERIyoiar = ; 3KG rea.d Tfaf o qwm‘
S Tuy aSTs g ATAs, and omit HiHFY: in the follows

lngerts I afbgr JYey un- ing sentenoce,



b}

8RR Er%mg. [ SISL

W (E"ql'qqo_ .’\agﬁaﬁzmmlm‘
fufesa | qemtgiesst. gergaamoniy frga

1. S —armHiRE Rus—rerat | G-
TR | TR aE G R g |
ST A9 43594, A9 350 SREANET a9 SRAEEE-

WA | GTHARAEIEEG—ITEUN | 7 IR

HIH 30 | STHEEERAIEEE SN | -
WEIN-AGR | dgEAR-Fi | 99 qersaa
w4 AFEa 3fd A faEERT FEEEEeaE Al
SIS SETAUAERIYT AFR A T8 S Aaa-9-
REAGHAN, | THEaEEE XA —egald | ERmER-
SCREIIEIR—SRTER | ARk — JErTEaiRi | 4ae
G| AT TR [FRARd FEIH | TAGIesy: S
" R, | A aRsaRe i Iaefiamea | gur
IFFT] AGIES:  FAIERNEN | SRR
iR o T ee: FER g | R
quifaRIEATE RIS AR Ga: | ST

which gives 4  somewhat

1 K here adds waser fASrsaear-

q, As to the correct reading

uft this passage, see Note loc,
it

€ J has ° A
8 J omits zﬁ.:q- and reads warst

ot for gerarsraTeT,
4CGIJLMNY omit ST,
and ACFLMPQ omitm,
but these are retained as help-
ing to make the sense clear.

For yiiggdt P reads sryasy

different though equally good
meaning,

5 A F Q here add yag fasred
q27aT f@grqor, which is uo-

warranted and misleading.

6 N here inserts wg {FS(quiiE-—
ﬁmﬁvﬁm BHOATEHT -

Wmmﬁw

| but the passsge appears to b
* interpolated.



7. 48.) awdiEar e g afea: “@L

 TEIHERE FOME—U | AR
| TEEREERE: | qaamiﬁ—mﬁ% I

=9, m.—mgmﬁ:qawm TigHafEEa -

SAO—HAW FANR | FFIRPIRHRIIEaT g
AARSE 9f g EATwT SR | SaeRaIReRE-
ReaarEEsR AgraEReT R g TR FR
SEON IS EERREEREINRIERIELRNIREEC Ml el e
39 af vg dgworEaanaE FROEE. | SRR
FAT AT g | S SUREEHE g -
TR | secafifaards eaaRelRsanaamarsm @
TAEREE 9 @A FRUEE | T4 FAEH -
Fas R eramanarRg SRUET | SIERaTETAalRE-
RenfEeTRERaaEs  FFgTHERaARaERd HRURET |
U AEIRANAANTE AT GaRtd FROEE. | AHaRe-
TEEIRAaTEE A gRaRAIAE FROEH | AR
FHREEEIRAagTE AT GRaNaaaRaRa FRIEH, |
ARG Wraagasaoesad Gaaghaar mawﬁ
A WERIEY 2gal A=A | A AR R ET
ASTAFHRIYUET FA5a0 o G0 Y684 §HAF: H{A-
 F: | eSS R TR SR QRaEa AT

RGAT || ormrageRy RRmuRRET W PREEE R |
T AR R I e SRR -
YO SR swEeR el | R SRR

L N adds  gegyrommEToRETE- faw’® to giR ¥drq: seems to be
T cortupt. The reading of W ia

2 8 T V omit this sentence. | adopted as being the most
3 The whole passage from gz3- ! intelligible,




aheTe [ sEOt. z@L

AENY GTHERAURI | EITRI R AT 9%
ARSI | FeaREaaReq R AETAE 9%
THITERA A0 9 GEET: | 9 g2 AW §I%-
fERmvTEET T | FEEHEaEREe] IEEN: GgwmEEAa-
EEIRU G M o ST o ol UM R

Hmnﬁaaﬁaﬁwmm & 2 wq I s FgaR-
=oa: g |l

[82]
FgfFmagAT | qrmﬁaa‘r FrAAgE: |

wn'iﬁ%m?amram 'RTH’J’ | AT AFEATAIAAT-
T 9 £ g W | S gaa T afEana e
wafufa | T T qRERAEEE aEsEEEar s |
ST GHaTiEIied GEaaan ||

T, . —AH  FRIi—AFREFONAR | wgfE-
OHUHE— IR | 79 G@ATAsRenE:  wang-
AT JETeaeaRRamaE wwal | gey o
AR gEgSA | | o aAGRRRAR AT | Cged A
R ZITEEEEUERR 59 | A S THE ST
At | feaaRaEreasgaftgaaE: waar | |-
EamkERatr | Rfsaasagfgatd=samaffe-
e RTEETNE | SeARSErEEREEEg 8-
EFAUEA AR TR s g E A A R GHRT-
a9 || WEE saaf—sarfi | sffees  sugeiagE

1, B and X omit Fr qermsEt: | omits Sym,
@nd perhaps for the better; G {



" gl
44]  FFRHIT soEET ¥ wh: 3%

H'mﬁsm | AR Waﬁ-wﬁawﬁﬁq

ORISR | s || -

@ | A TR TR | RE=eioem g e |

G G e e | EEATAIERRTTI T

Wﬁmmamﬂmmnw AMIRET: | GeEmarasy-
ATE= "=y |

AT, AL e AR | G-
(331 =i s WERAT FAREHRR: o wifE: |
TR A oy RILBIESE IS C e
IS gy TS ASAHAETATIRAIT, | g
Wﬁwaﬁwl AT T AR | T -
mwmmgfqﬁ mmmmmq-
T | RS | RIS T -
T | A AR R L A B ISR RIS
WRIATTE a8 RO | FRET R
BRIt IFEME | SrRieaee-
mwm —STERER | uREcs 3 T~
SIS R SR | aﬁnmmamrquﬁ-

amE =n;mma TG [SYAAAA T TG
WA TR ARGEeRE q -
WWPT?T aaawwm TH TRER I &y |

R D S

1
N here adds 'm'rar qTH =T | Spuriousness.
“Jm:r H I UHELT aer LER

"mﬁl"ﬁ@!’(ﬂ' lrgq'qqa*q 2C KR Y omit the sentence
QT‘. but the wording of the *‘im'—ma'g’, and give the

o s
Sentence as well as its absence “ fall - deflnition of qUHEr in-
W any other copy prove its |  Stead'of the following THTE.



=4

j%i‘ ,

TRICAVRRRATGEATY: | GEROTE  Ge BRI e
FETRRAT A BSFRARIeT W 3
FoF: | COERERS 8 SERgmaedu |
SERATTRFRAIEEE FEERHERE | e
DU Bl | EER N ST G A P el S RPN R G o 8
fiftemEtss 90 TREEE AR Rl —sa g -
RO RATNE A~ TS RAT e - g -
ST A — (SRR Ao HROE, | afemEftes-
ATHRAT R - AT AT RS e AR Ao I
A& A SaaH A SRR Hgad AR
BT RAT RN — [ TaE s T S A hRal-
AT — R A A e AT [ e U —Taae -
RearRAE N R TR FROER = |
A = [T AREATATEE, W@ SRR A |

TR | AT, AT A aRATEen
AEAZART TG AT Tovd, | 989 WEAR—aER—-
T 2 | FrEaEE=a sAaRad: | faas samws | awed
AR | 7 T eI M0 uRi-
AT | TETRATFA T TAGHA AR A A AT
TSR | AU TAEHD] TR FTATAISHIAT
wm%ﬂwﬁﬁmmm |7 g AfRamEfzaafamiar-
FAE: | FA@: uwmaraa A< | T gfa gamfEs-

mmwmaaw sraqmm srﬁmﬁamm-

1 The passage, which follows, from the above.
seems to have been much tam-
pered with, ¢ K R V gene- | 2 The passage is taken from S
rally egree among themselves, and W, but is not found in
though they materially differ other ¢copies.

=

WW@H%HWW,



N
* '0‘77%'1; i

7. 45.]  aSdim s @ et QgL
TRARTATI=OT AR al IqASAT FRATHS Tal
AN | g REIgER | Qe SR
fﬂwﬁww-amrmaaaaﬁaql CIERRIEESTERELE o) 8
T HHAE=SH A SR ANI - FANaE<saHas-
AT SR RAEss AR E A RS-
RN GIRRE e cE et e e | S i B o
& AR | 5w TerREEERR Rer-
JHWE I

[ ¥4 ]

AR (SR @ 90 = | 9 e S
T & S0 A1 g2 T R feeEy
=Y e e e S AR T
THEA] WU a9 JARAAANG | qgT=at Jresan-
SR 999 3 TN | G R -
TG | AEATTEAT AR FragieT | e
TEATATATH |

-

TY & JURAEIAT GO SR
Y TG T T AR |
WA TEEE AAE TN AR | A9 |
- T | o AR i |

18 W here add qAAqT = TH=AT- ranted hy the context.
W%mrarﬁa;zw - | 4 C reads yFATawys for HT-
R RFa, ] fH(&: ; X omits it.

2 D addg

T WUEATRED. | 5 A B C D read u¥ MR draiag
SABoODF H have amgy for.|  which makes the construction
WA: probably substituted tol awkward;Jrea_ds qatia for
avoid repetition of aq, For | afaars, and C wgFaa for g.
TFX H has aa gy‘é'—,:qﬁ, a | @, G has qyEgEe for q-
further emendation not war- | TGN, ‘



=

q. &Y, — g ﬁu—-r%f—mmﬁiﬁ' | ERE
FRAR—TFIHAN | T | R -
R Hﬁummﬁ 79 e EeeIEE
TN AEAREEASH IRl AREREESMARR w
A 2R S ARERERiRE R AR AT
AEFAEd, | AMEEE GEE e w9 ) afw
FETRRF AT (g T | JHIREAEE HEmRuEE-
FIEFGAAR] AN A || 99 ahedRIraR-
AFFETET AT 2 79 | e eI AT AT
] AFTIAARIFEAAN || qFATE | R |
WAFEE—IFIR || 999 qauigmRE
=ISAET: || SEEIEAEIEEE e —ad T ||

F_HI. q‘:r.—fﬂﬂm ﬁW%:“WT&ﬁT% | ‘?ﬂ?ﬁ‘
FAF AT AEPASAGARA | SOASAEAE WA
AF F ACYEEAAEFEEEIE | wEEEae T gl
FAFAA |

[s&]

AHRARERN AR T | R
ATt SfaaT | TR i W I T
zﬁs{irmm WETAH SISO, | 9T o9 |
e FRET 1l

1 J Y omit this sentence. VAA
adds "ITJT-"THI-? at=a ’51’-
FiR-——aAqTET7 which is super-

necessary m(omplete the oxX-
planation.

M Nomit ggEr  wiw=ERET-

e gEAfa-—-ErAwE | ax
TR | IWGTHET ST |

The passage is taken from N. | 4
A omits the whole of it, while |
other copies retain ATZRA- |
A1, omitting the latter part, |

which, however, appears to be !

fluous. F' and Q here add ag& f
l
|
’
(

qesd:, while J ¥ 7 omit gerray
only; L reads gzrgulr, P gﬁ'w
and Q gograr,

The reading .is that of D H K;
J gives the same minus one
w: and with gR®, C K omit
qgr AgTAq:, while AB F re-
tain only the first three words,

G



v e

2, 47, ] aﬁ‘ﬁmm sqiqaifeaT T Hf%a 38

A Bl —vTEEEE- AN | ST R
(afrmTTe ey afemff | A ge A
T oAt = g | AR |
AR | SRR S )

T &l — IR — i || a9 feaRne-

e S -

1AGL P Y % have 59 for | ning with TEATH ATATITT -
YT, | Sq". Having explained tho
2 The passage from q2IFgTH 0 | definitions . as read by N, Nil.
the end appears to have been | notices the reading adopted
tampered with, All cdpies; in our text as a ¢ [. and

except G N and Z agree in remarks qa{q;}arﬂiqtﬁ'm

reading it as above. N and % =g G Lo =3
give a materially different X e & nghqﬁ gﬁ oy

1 o= = T Elll i
version :—qagsgea gaar =y | IE{WH‘ m m’-’f q’l?h'a( b‘a—
~ B o > —~ s : L
RByafioes 1=+ 831 =ma- fo e:‘::qw fll)und the text
(o L q .
TA9g% TeFaaTaEEEue | : sich

el A corrupt and was not satisfied

2 o ’ &+ 99— with the reading usually met
m:' E?IT%WWT - with. It is possible that some
® T99 WUHAT | T later writer corrected tha

STHH |{\15'W31Fi' ga- loose definitions of ggqwy and
{Astaw given by Annambhaita

THT | i mEg -

Wm ! Tmmgﬁﬂ- and the latter being retained,
mﬁm!{ | YT AETEE R three more gayAgad Sen-
ﬂﬂmﬁmq 1 G and Q agree | tences wereadded to complete

With this from z Sage 4o | thellist.

the end. The repetitions and N
fuller explanation in this | o Curiously enough all copies

Passage show that it is an | except GK X read grei which
int‘el’DOIation. Nil. does not is clearly a mistake. IIn J the
S%em to bo aware of it, espe- | vertieal bar appears 'to have

ciauy its latter half begin- been erased afterwards,



; 3 p é 3 = S = - | .
. WAL awene: LsEG’@lJ

AEFTAIREE R srRfREwr: fRd-
FA4 E = | AREATATIFARC AeEWHRETS [RRE-
UARICATSRAERTAT ST G971 AR TR | s 7
TR | IRl SARERA | SARISHRY FOR 7 TRl
gRl SAREE FOF | G99 af aeasEs s
g ARG A —earrer |l
[ 8¢ ]

wg By | gereaiiE e et
0% A | G0 SR T ST Rg =g i |
TIT TEI T IHEAEY | qT wm’ﬁﬁm | W
S=IEANY: | T Ena:ﬁwa q@ gAY it 9w 9
TTEE SR STERFATY: | T Ta=INgeh Faar=aid
TIT TRISOLTT: AVIRATEYEA] | o FUTRAT gt
SRR =TT T AT TG R | S
WIS FAGSA R T REavw R fem -
I | TRAEHAT A P T 9E=99q | T4 §%y |
S q97 | g Al | IEeEN R e
TEETl AT TE S g ||

q. f—0F Rweo-ogal | sre=wy o
afi—=aefs | SgarEaEAEEaREAy: | agwEaEni- |
s&ﬁi’qmﬁ I Wﬁm aamra——arrama | ¥aera- - |

1A ﬁ‘:;d Q omit the Wwords 1

! TR,
aﬁ;m: and mﬁg‘g’ ofore |
ikl 5 \4 C here adds qaye HEETEHE-

2 After sy A ond B add | T | TN AgunEl  mnaeE,

ﬁ et I but the words are found no-
az YA FTE l, Wy where else.
frfasramraTd a1 WS-

HTITER, 5 C G H read o{w Fhas zHTa
$ For =urfamg Cresds g5 | Vgma,




FABEAR | AT AT, |

FIIARFEAEYS 77 TR TEEIRR | SHa-

-

T ORI T G AR | hee

SFN  FHTAE—STTORT | ST HERIEN
TR | AR ST 9 AT | S A e
E@WSW HEAASHATIOIT, | G A ERTaTes s
AERIERR: | PR SARESHEEaR, | R
TAMERIRRFAETEAN 7 @R 99 | Soieaaga-
AEIMEART TEaE T9F TRt qe ueat ane |
T A AR S AR R I TR Tl
T | TEETEO ARG AR AR -
FE =R )

T, T—AAAE | AR E =T -
AT | SR | ST AWE: | G979 e
AR ReAT: | 74 9 s 9 a
TEAAEEAT T A SR | TIgeieed) TeEan
WW@W RILEICUIGRl egfrmﬁ T&l-

1 A JY Zomit this sentence. G ximately correct and intel-
replaces this and the next sen- | ligible reading. I have sub-

tenoe by a single one =qTAITE | stituted Wz for gwey and

8. o~ | -
AT ~—q A R | ohanged weEWEHTH® into

. = . .,
2M  inserts : -~ | °mvor on the single autho‘mty
of N, beoause the emendations

LS NN

af“"ma’m i ke ohe meaning clcarer. J

| Fand' Q alone make Fregm@—

3 The oconcluding passage of | it or
T D beginning with gey is un- | TATEIIOT Par .

vious sentence’ as it certainly

ought to be. F aud Q ingert

doubtedly oorrupt, and is ‘
absolutely unintelligible as it !

13 read in most of the printed f g’nwimjimwwrmllﬁ‘qn|d|—-
editions and Mss. Only N | WeAtHrE before sqraes®, See
and J seem to give an appro- | - Natelac. cif,

%

1 anfieT sarrditen < SRw Q@L



:

wlgy,

= AT T | U 7 agIemEee S e
QTR A AN aa=54  AWEaar Jad 3h
ARRFANIET  ARUTET AR F0T-
AT A EET 7 30 | ARG 98-
AT AT A A, 949 Sewes: ||
BTG SAURME—AeA | SARRE=AN T
AT FATERREE | G Fae A REEmE-
AR, | T TEERBAEEFE FEerraaean. |
THSE0 EAERAST  GTES | GrE haerRE-
RFARHAEARGEATTANGE  Faer= ormoaugd-
T | FRAIEERANG  haoaEEd | R
WA e Rt e | aiteREeE-
TEAEEIAERE 89N | e ada R
TE PARFAPERK TAL || FEAREARRO FEUHE—
SRR || T o AfREafe Fae-
AfFA | FI[ | o gffiaEred e | gREa
FRIRAT: & | T9ERd 29 | 9 IE- NIRRT
FAREAMAR, AT Ig AT e A T (-
TETEFAAN, ARAETAN: || T 39 97 JEfaeRmEes
9 THME 9 SRIRERE s ra R
GTRRTATATEEATTHRAT TR 2394 | THErsT F iy e
AL 7 7 T TEITaT ToR 537 qosr
SAfRFANG A A A, | T3 SARRFATRIE AR 5=
ummmmfazﬁﬁrmﬁr LIS wmqﬁwm

1 8 and w read the passage a | -.-qq,;q-m.
little differently. | 3 W reads H'JT%T adr aEAT-

2 Instead of this sentence 8 and | W‘FT m ﬁqmmr-
W bave wiyar FFFrPNa@EAr- | sgnE: 1



I S SR AR R O T S
I | TR EEEEE R | T S R | 26
TR MEA T g SETARTEA g a-
T | O FAR | TTA TR TR -
R TERA g R s R TA-
AR 1= | 97 SRR MEE R )

[¥2] .
AT RTETeqa: | a9 sy 36 o |
q. &t —uEeauHE—aTET SR | 99 FEvEe-

| TR | SRR AR S

T TS QT AERREEEERRE Y | IwmE-
SEEESRERE S I

F, 1 — TP —HRIaTAR | are-
SRR T | ERE TSR ARATA A1 AR |
Me: 93 areRe) fema @ SEa ZRmEeE s SE-

B | AR TR R AR JEReR-

T SSAHAT W AT RAEREERRSE | W
ML R I N T U E R B iR (PR R G kO (1 G e | MO
Wi e adt@Adied Taalii Redsa
[ 4e ]
TR | 19 ST wEE
W R —amgeamE— T

i Y e e e et i ity

give a  materially different
reading.

1 The following passage seems |
tobe corrupt. The reading of
C K is adopted. 8 U and W/




=TT, N — AT —FIRRaTAR | e
RagfRErad qugEd’ | FeaFeg 7gFar aEanaamRE: |

[4e]
fRaqETETEEETE: | 990 a3 MERE: |
g, & —RrEgTaTmE—F AR |
g1, AN ——AETETAE—T AR | QMR

A=aRaws [Ruean | Rage gar sgauEa sl

[4R]
gt ERETEEaRTgIREnia: 9 amEn |
. &l — deg Mewesg [AwTag EAnse-asa-
DR | s ReREsFaiE AR SEMEE |
=T, A —T@ Feq@erd TaMEIRsmEat—g=ai-
WA | FFIEME IR SEMEE gRRad 9 | WA
FRERAIEERTEREEE: | aERe gmma = |

W AT augfhRelesdr sE ARERIRaE Al

s | v ARFEES ARAEETA ANEETY gEed
AeauER wE: U
[43]
oqﬁamﬁﬁmﬁamz | @ BRg | g

m\aqaanmalq RERIREIEERERE mwu?lsaazr— |

3q 8¢ RawEAg | HQHQ%HQ%"‘?E?ISENRW

1C¥ K Q and V omit: the} 2 GJ omit “FAN; Q insert?
gentence, quRIAIH: before HFIGEAT

{=a: | a4 qaaraf%mrw:kanm LB LS| AR (
|
!
l

AT [ mmgL

e —— e

\r




w -W’I‘r frer: gegenfaly | woadd aH . -
SR ST TS | TATTRRALET-
TRATSTIRER | 4T TN TEeiai | 9@ -
TN qgeaeegear i |l

d, §l,—a=anhER Rvski—a G 30 | aMRT
SFAR—H (R | IIEA—IAN | AR FFA—-
q | smwRR squHE—aeTaR |

=T, F.— =i e geal—ardme | -
AR G EREMTE@E | amnvﬁér qreAE-
AR | WA aRAEPEERET TG
WII EINIC ORI EECEIN eV R R RE L Wl
SR =R | gIEIEETEAE aEERgNEE -
R rTE: | S SIS (RN QI
AFraErEAIRSTRer: Fod || SR saah—
TR | SHAREFIEE A R e R e R -
gl Aiad: | eeE EEn Wik
Rk ||

[4g]
A= sgfies: | a4 gequ e Faw-
| T & e saay |
T, gl —fe sgali—araii |

s

1 vl 3 : :
G J omit AT, d The senttlexéo‘e {? h(imlttgii in C
* The passage from gsqfiv=v K (pRend ¥ as  {Hfsaa-

Rwsg to ‘giHaw s not | FIEAAETIAEH,
found in CK R V.



THTE: [ snglu

. N——F%E sgaR——arannsag R | an

AN arAMERERTarRE=aE: -

TAEEREAIRE, | @9 9 s EEEeg-

meﬁ%mwrem@’ﬁﬁnﬁm: % ||
[ux ]

AT QUETATHANTE seIeal fEd | gera: |
T RN T AT | Feaisier:
REATEEART ||
q. gt —ake sgafi—aefy ||

L - TR | Arseatueatiteg
A% TAREEF TARIE SR = /0 | i -
ARM—IEAR | GANEEER 3G T
TIGMEATEAAN af |

[ 4% ]

AFGRET: | A FEE S
FAM | ATHAEZT T TWAREAR GEREaE-
UIRERAT | 9 TWAREAGAET: | @ 9 R |
FEIUET I FET YA | ST WGTS
e, AN TR AT | GETR TG |
AUAEAGFA Al AR S0 | ATIqATAT-
R ETRATRTE aresTusey | e

e e R T
S

1 A Bplace ggg after Feaway; S AB C D F and Q insert ga:
B omits (i G has fg | after dana
Ty, 4 CHQU and W have syjq-
2 Q has onQeg: for gop:, and | H\UNY:;, Wwhile E reads

adds maag, s,



TEFGAW IH ATTSAFAT | T A sroT-
TR AETAEF AT FAETE T WA=
FAC | TF qUEETOET AW ANAETOHRERE AT
AT STAE | AWTCTRATEIETT AT aeanagd |

q. BN —ie e — g, g || Seresaer-
TN || EAeEggEi—asg || SR
g saAE——aEIgE® 3R | STEIHImE—T-
SR | SNUEIAT: | Faearasams: AR rIAar-
S AEAERSAATEANT  JEE A S aaas -
AR | e SFAGANT: | A AT T TAT-
TITERET ARSI g e, |
FART AT GER SRR SR rI-
AN WA | TG AU TR (R S
SFEE s EEsaTs WEeEd |

S AR 3R | AeERfEE -
TorsRRmEERE: | @ weEERREERE: @

1 Some copies omit FUT(E. | sTwEE SI9E: ATEAER-
20H K X and W omit gfiy | GRONAWE: | SHTR0 ety
AIIATSTIOFAT. | qar; but this is undoubtedly

3 For T aTEqEIT AT, 0J L interpolated.
MY Zread gﬁqam which is “J N M Q and Y read guywra
perhaps better. for wedw and are supported
4 G here adds 2 g ZTTAT M{ﬂ'ﬂ‘-— | by the high authority of Nil.

RIENER e Wfraqgoafegw— | See Note loc. cif.

wr



e B [ﬂg;d

mﬂmﬁlmwmimaa@-
AR R A R e g RI=al Rl
A 'WUI'%nw—cﬂwrar T | S TR -
RSN Imra ke anmwmm ERE | @
TETATFAAE TGN JEM “gal GEeATad a5
ARFIRGH, | 1 TEEAREIRG A IR g
AR ARG JEad | AT
QEIGATEY T ARTTANEN AT ganT-
ARFIRAEZARTA  FEATANFANE § qaisi
RN | TF TR SFRAGAMEGIaTS Al -
TR FFET: T | G T AT e
mﬁanmaaamﬁamwwmw e |
aamwmmlwm
AT ARG TG R sARERERR -
EAGd)
[ weo ]

TET FISATAT: TR (i @ anroas | o
FrETIN FEAATIE | TG AT TEHTT ST
RSN TEE $ e ||

T, &1, —— T SHUAE—IENT | 9 JHE A1ET-
VAMEEE G RugramsiEn apmRahReR-

|

1T and W read the passage only which amounts to the

differently. | same. B. has ¥q3y gegsior, and
2 C K R V omit the following two C wqatas, S. C. seems to prefer
sentences. the latter. Possibly both
3 K reads qarereme for g=reama. | Tqrate and Trsfr may heve
4 The reading adopted i8 that of = been later insertions. See

ADE K; GH J read gaysiuy Note loc. cit,
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8.1 asdiiunar sqrgaia 9 e 15 8 @L

| FHT § AR, | e TR
wﬁammr Bege aEEIREREIER ST

T AR R TR R

T T SRR | AR EaRE: -

qﬁmﬁﬁﬂﬁrmm | SUIfRg ARFEREFER A

AT | RigErs g veaRee(s 2)ar:crr AR S

dif o | PR e

S W —IRR | a0 X aEniT: @ T -
W RfE: @ it g9 | T ¥ TAREAE R EA

AR wo | afrEEEE R mﬁa
TG || TG |

mmlmmmw.m
] HIETRE, | AR T RO
qur & ww%mwmmmm
T SR e q:rrrv?r T WS e
T | FEHTRAT TS TR

. a‘i — I a&wfﬁ——wﬁa‘iﬁ I

1A andQ Wﬁ'ﬂ?{!ﬂ | tence. T omits the rest of the
R The reading is that of N and passage.
Nil. ACLP omit grag: leay- | 4 4' B D omit HfSry; K adds
"8 §{F which then boeoomes | Vs 4 DD and Q read greyn
redundant. G J Y Z omit 1 for sefw, N bas gy for
Wi, A inserts g before -’!r@“i"{
fﬁ‘i‘l’g and M reads gy | 0 K H odd arFt after gff,
AW both  of which are 6 C adds faffre after wesl; H
slaarly wrong, reads QIZTUfIAIE and A and
3Q

“N 80d W omit this sen- W geeridve; J omits Qog,




asme: tmgSL

ORI, A -—STH IEaR | SulifeEnd | suffd
FPAR—AFEAR | &0 = | & w7 | [ G
T(E: | §91 3 WRERHTFIRAEIRRRE: | Swmweae-
AR, | ARCREARIEE R: | Suff: wed |
R TATEA TR (A s 62 -
E TEATARFNEI T T G FOA, || SRR |

[4s]
AT T3 | ARG TATAAH | T TEaes |
YT IS | T 954 | AMRIZIGIAGT g =T Zai-

e i (B

q, &t —s2 FFAR—qR’ | IRIEIHE— R -
R | wrgEgEe: WEEEE: @ | a1 T AR
HAiEH: | aEREETE—aER R | Rt ad-
AW G T A T G I w1 TR Sl
3 AfAEIOEAr S HIHGIRGTET, SRS RIRIR-
1 23 =G| T | THFRAR] ‘Tee IR aaeeaTH-
T @R MRREREEwET AR | TR TET-
BT | FRIGA TN HAFISANARR TG
TIRGT TEAMA T Y AHIRATATAFI AT
fRerat e RferE 1t 99 gf TR
AR Zead | T T FERACFER FHT T
gl g IR = | w=at fgsaken wﬁﬁmit

1 W omits this. Q adds g@ { mm
#ud+ after syray. 3N and Q here add m‘m
R A B D and F insert ER= | ggq-qﬁ...a-ﬁ:aﬁ
after zagy unneocsﬂal‘lli C | 4 F and Q have FESTIR W,
more correctly reads ?sa{ 5 A and M read spzat.



“'mﬁaﬁw&wamﬁﬁhﬁummmﬁn
TG SO | TFEAT N T TRIGAATA A
SRR SRS A vy | YrIAIRT ST R
AT MRTATATRI R || & (T | SeeavSege-
U SIEESEGEUT M | I A SEd a0
T FRIN | 97 TAAFaaRaNEd a0 SIS0 T-

TR | T AAFRANNFEFAIRGT  SEased a9
TERHI” | Moaft wai SeaonuEEaaET | SR
;ﬁ;%l%%mﬁ TRESETTAA! | AR AR
mall

mﬁ‘ﬂﬁfﬁmﬁ‘iﬁ&l SERIGTR i Sl o
RN ¥ AEENEN 2G| AR SRS
IRTHIRF | GRAEET [HER TsaramR: | s
AESREAEETA TRARREEARAARR T 6 5
T GRS RR: AEAEFReAR | SR §e
T FRAREAN TEETATES |

TESRURY ATRE(R: | ATITARINT: | THIETHI &R |
FearsrasTe aagEae: | o= FERsh sAnmEw: |
TR AR SR | SR ARl -
| TEEeEsh afRed aﬁwﬁwﬁ rrrartﬁm I

1M NF and Q add m? I
after HYFT: but wrongly; J
supplies the ellipsis by famra
more correctly. A reads m'q

for gy incorrectly.

? @ hero adds gisd Fazw TR . |

8 The text of T D is here un-

doubtedly tampered with, J |
alone gives the reading adopt- |

ed, whioh seems to be the

correct one as it is supported
by Nil. A L omit gif7s before

am A L C P make
AT T part of the pre-
vious sentence. ¥ N and Q

add mqsrﬁgm before and

M gqasTivhaar after A ETR-
gl Q V Z make the two

gentences ome. Y Z have -

A 20d ggarg gar and
gaT respectively,



SLESE [ SM-(SL

'm.%=4maamﬁkammﬁlwmamwmlﬁ%
m@mﬁaﬂmmﬁaﬁrﬁm | T -
A | AN AT | in%ﬂ%w”‘
wr%%wmwﬁﬂﬁwm’a{a% | §ae-
Whdl TAEIT WI AR | ARETFEE =
A, | R s A, | FEGERaT

3 amnmﬁﬁmlwmmiwmmmﬁﬁm
T AT T AT SR NERe i o
EUIRCRRE RIS e R rrer TR
@wamrﬂamwaafmmwmm I TRIIR-
TREAEETE G w4 =
‘Wmﬁ“ﬁwﬁqﬁ: l a&mmm BRI
ATTAEETESLOT | 497 FHy T TR -
qwa=%vmﬁivmn TATTTH  TATHASH
WEEWWWWWW
G F9I | TERSESAT YR A )

[§°]

18 T and W insert ‘hero six | 3 8 T and VV\reaaT\\
Sentences explaining the qg-
Feg of the definition of ez aii 3 tlh B.dnd S5d RW
but they are absent in older Ar¢ 8ngoles,

Mss. U prints them in brac-
kets as an interpolation. 4In the place of thig short
2 The reading is that of U V Sentence § T and - w have

a8d K. K omits grfpaty, and TFAETEIFUTIRT -
T and W omit m?ﬁsﬂ'n mmuﬂmmaer (-

while O  pgads simply zyfeg~ T Fayomr WN’E{?JW?W TIAT
ATRHSET | | Y iR | TTERAT R Srgreatear.




L=

asdifuman sqraaifasan 9 |ea: 4R

GL.

' g:rﬂ' ﬁ~“*ﬂf§f§f‘ﬁ | W’é’fﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁ | SAALTHTET- -

R 7 @ AR S —age || A
APRHTE — i || dfEesmmEE-—ggEaR | 9R-
T R &R | IR0 § agEEREA I 1

AT, A —ATHER | SEIART R T9e, 98-
R RASA (RS A5 AR EIATeadY s
TAEIAAIE | AEFETAR AZAN FROW || G
3 | AERTET AR |

[&2]

RIS AT | T W G
BRI A FMOIERTE AT | wfen AERE T 5
O AEAOATE | e ARCSATRAT -
SRV 7 gwml ierearamg. |

T, 21— 2R | 92 SRR e FEsa ||

T, ot RERR | W A SeiR-
T a8y IRLEEEE RS GEE
g Remaf—ymgERamit || swesRa &3
geAETRar |

[&2]

Tt R | 3R 9T T | IREHEOAT
SGECERCIULY A ST T | SR

., & raaa%f———armﬁ[ﬁr | aRwE R

—~ ;rw
19, perhaps

1 R prefixes w=——



g LEDS L [ sm@L

T IRERRERE | W Eereeiae-
e == 1 97 D) TPREEEIERAIRE | 77 SR
FIAGG: | TmRE: R s FGATE G-
- THANRSEI, | TN 35 S g ghe ||

TFA e ‘@ @ R 2 TAMRTERR | q97 =
4 SRR 39 SET TR A9 TR gfi i
AARRTE, * 8154 THR 2R TR s Fasai-
T WA=, auia EREERIGECIEIRpCiEo o8
(R | SRV 36 (| A== ¥ Sa-
TOHAAN T | S QAR A A T el

TBAISHN TR | 99 IR -

AT Rt 39 GG
T | G TR S

AT, A A% S W R% Yt |
SEETYU | WAPTIARAN ST | SRR |
AT | et ARG Ao ) g
ASFAR=T;: ||

[ &3]

T AT | T e ||
'ﬂ'. ﬁo_ﬁiﬂﬁ mﬁ. W%Rﬁqﬁ:ﬁ o I*lm. £
RFAFAHAN GEPARETIRY GaFEEREs 7 5
ARG 579 | rafireriean arszaren Regue gsam-
A ATATAAAET TG |
1 N Fand Q here add gaygmraw | A reads §rsd fiw sfiy weqra-
TRy 4 adds gum- | FAESTEREaT.

HTHTT. | 5 A and F have aygr «|g for
2 A reads q-,-i ;q'd;qm;ﬁa'; N  aaf,
3 g?::e:i:::: ‘gﬁiﬁm. : 6 K R and V omit tpis sentence,
& Thisis the reading of L and while 8 and W omit the next.
M; CIN P Y Z have the | T ¥ and Q insert here ITHTAY

same Without gy before wram®; | 0 TR T,
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ﬂ ::63-] asdifaman Aadfier = afa *&‘{@L

- TR s R SeE (T I
3R E g A e ARSI we
R EEN T IS RAsgEEE 8 e

IFA UPeeRE feEd | 39 TERRR e
SEFAE | g€ 92 A RATNARERIRTeIFgH: T8 I |
S TEEEAFEN FEEREGRE T AWRRE | S
FIFFAFTAFISIIERE T |

w9 IET agR S @a T /A A {9
| T Rl | TR SRS -
A T 97 | o AR waeE | MR wE-
T || g RsaEFaEraE aEER | ¢ 5E -
TR FRF AR EEOTAEEAEE SR | g
AT AR ST R U B F AT
T T OEaERR | AREEEETERsTHEEE S R |
IR AARSTHAVIEFAATEATA  qEHEHaEl-
SRy || 99 @9 @ I e 99E. SAHIAT-
AR TEHIEAIRG qReaeaE v eEE-
BITAEEIIEr, AN TERETIRE  REEmal-
RR 3= | maoampreR S| 9 T S@TEEEEi
| OEETEl A @ | geEaanE amraE [ |
TERE MERATEARA | A& | a4 R | 999 Sosmmeag
AN Gt See Al QA SeuE A andegieE-
AR A9 avad, A4 sf?f safaRfFun SR ([Fefiay |

e i S et e et e et

1 A here adds :«gmrqa WiA— | fluous, as :ﬂmﬁq has already
T\ qRISG sgHRAy, but | once been referred to, while
the words seem to be spurious ‘ it is doubtful whether RSy

as no other copy contains | is recognized as an independent
them. They are also super- ! proof,



LR [sm(SL

FRIRICEIE ML o et TS R A=A -
e g ||
ST IS T, | FASTAROHRG 07 |
SERISHERISERY 319 | O S vt
TN ARl AR arEmE SeRs) REIPRIEET I
" AT FIAPTE, TG | iR s
AR AT EAAIIRITACTHAE T 09y i
TG AR ||
g SRR AR AA T R | 7 5 ‘¥l
fag R AR AR R R R T=A9 |
CRORIERTATART  ReaEr  saRmesyEese
1 SRS ] CRAAREREEAERE 3 | g
IS RPN RETTE o HgR-
SRGA  IwAR  SaimgReneas Afmame

LI2CICHE [gg]

TG GIaREag | ania-
A FEETERERETETE o dg |
Svel IR EREEIE CIREIEE iR v
A | S0 AT T AR IR
4 Tt s T =R

. Bt~ RS- | e i
A AR || SR TRy | ¢ g
AR egreEsiisafiar R | w5 5 Rars-

iThe passage is variously | sss, while B J read :ﬁ_l-%‘;;_

. worded in different ocopies. | F\®, E differs from all in
The reading in the text is giving ﬁggmmé]@q‘.; IR,
thet of ABD ¥ U and § O. | # X bas gup 49315; mrany
OGHQMmdW have Wi | Prdeif wry.



66. ] a%fn’ﬁmr:ama’?ﬁmaa&az | ‘&@L
L ReREom feh | ¢ e e

A G || ArreaHE- AR | agaEaR qo@-
FREMGT 2 || 9 SAN—ATIN | qam )
EERECSEE ISR RITR el e el

W q—aqEigE e R
WIERAT | G | AT R
I T G2 5a9: | AR RBGasae: €E-
@ AR M AMEARR S aad 2s: |
e A st gl || AT | a s -
TR T CARHAAT: BN | AN 22

RISCERRE s oo ol
[ &4]

iy e’ | qeratremat g | s a9 |
ST ||
d. ﬂo'—ﬁ!ﬁ ﬁ“ﬁ_-ﬁg_ﬁ.ﬁ.ﬁ ]

[&&]
_ FggEen i ga 0

1C K V omit this sentence, J 4 It is impossible to ascertain
but as besides 8 T it is found | the true reading of this and
in R also in a slightly differeut the next passage. A B CH
form, it is retained. The sent- J Uand Q together with 8. C.
ence as it stands in both 8 and V. V. agree in reading -
and R is corrupt and is there- | a;a’%ﬁ:ﬁu and qﬁma?’-;ﬁ.d.
fore amended as aho‘f“*' .S; respectively ; while the other
reads gyTUFAy: Which | variants sgF@aar ond  gqfy-
not intelligible, while Rinsefts | &waqar ¥garg are found in
a% before last 2 auite l D E G K, as well as N, I
I

& ?Juz:l;?ly\)’u:sz.d are for =gfaRE SUrR T the latter as be-

B'H .J. K 'omit l’&lﬁ and ing grammat.wally more qor-
e rect, and being supported by
join the two sentences. K adds the high authority of i,

R aiter &,
¢

<



AT [ sno'r@L

q, & —g@ Ipal-—aaaTat | gerRRrEgsE-
AP gEEleHad @guE | a99d § SeIwdR
gy ||

S, M, —F REfi-gEariR | FResisTHE=s1-
ERRCIEICIE o e B P RS eRC BRIl ER I CElbe |

L TASTHE SEERFAACAAAIRCATE R A o
IEAM SEGIRENIRRE  FerredoEea | RS-
TAAINERITRRES M M=sIRa e | ge=sm:  ga-
AYHRETFAESE ||

[ &9 ]

H%ﬁnﬁwﬁmw%ﬁﬁi@qqn
L L —3E FemEi——aiae | sEiagTe-
*ﬁﬂ%ﬂrﬁwﬁﬁ Feggeaum | FERTEEAER auEEn
aﬁrﬁmﬁmﬁwﬁmwﬂmmﬂﬁﬁ RN |
USR] gIREIET 2 QU3TE  GUSEaE @S-
ERERICEICELIERE S iR Hﬁmaﬁrmﬁwﬁﬁ: |
FITDME3] AR F0 | 6 R @ALAA=] 94l | @

FEFAEIAGT: ||

[ &e ]
=1 Je |

[&2 ]
et 39 1l

[ e ]
i 7= i

[wt]
frfRawdsw i

SRR

1 E inserts gup: after °wew: uBnecessarily.




ST, 1, —awraat ﬁmﬁ——ﬁﬁ%ﬁ I éaﬁ%?ﬁ
AR | ehfigE: |

(92]
EERIERIBNEIR BRI Ry ]l
[y ]

Tet-orae ‘e | fr gt | fers
T | wrfere sfierer )

[k ]

ARG | 30 e Refreamsafy |
REAR g | T SRRgAT-
AT | =TT A€ YA AR R
weN IR ||

T, q—FEFR AR IR | GeprERmT-
R | e —30 TR | WESTEAr: | wEat
AR —gaaf | STRTRERERTROE AR | -
TR SRR TAfild | SRt aEpREEEE -
e || Rafer et —aeryR || deraaise) S
ﬁﬁwrmmﬁwmmmﬂ IO tiﬁQEm?ﬂﬁﬁw

1Cand X read ypemay o aqf’ ; FsQo K read ﬁwmq;
and K AEHTA |m D omits | 4 B J X have a'zwtu- DGX
\

Sy insert gwyar after i

3GJQU W X omit fgfgyy: | DHI readmwzmm, c
and join the two sentences. and 8. O. hayg GEG UL

!



FhEuE [ snm@L

- EE S RN CER R G CEaU e co o G
e ERmEorE |

=T, AT —EHN Ae—RN 2N | S semf |
AFAA | AT AN g wEE wwon |
A Al [AREOTGIEN AR Gansiieg-
REE R MGt M R PR T (i
FRUETETEIRIE, | AR S A ST
fReafer: | aE=T FasTHEEGSRE: =9 9fy aREE:
TR AR AT, | 7 SRR |
ATAE Wi eganEran=ang: ||

(9% )

T T | SALAVRAEAT | -
FAMEGUEAT | T FRARIsEay | fy-
FEAANRY: TR | 770 A | go=aisa-
cepcitige s il

q., &N — T THTAE—TRA | TEEAT F19-
HEAE—THR | IR | TATEATEW | g
IE% TEORE: ||

1=

(99)

~ % = ° o~
IFTCAHFRARIGITT GTAIA, | S=TIeRRaTs | agfafe
° o ~ 5
QIR | 0 &0 | qq¢ gemans’ ||
1 Instead of asa'm'a;ﬁ N has U and W omit the whole
g, Z adds gy after 0. Sentence,
A, Otker copies omit the | 5CEG J Q U X and W omit
word altogether, but wrongly. H?@ﬁ‘j’ q‘{m‘:‘:{m. X has
2K adds HW- instead Wﬂlaﬁﬁ l arq.{‘.
3ABDha\'emfm;EHJX y Hi 3 (P
. : 5 *gagfw | Hhas qumut SR
insert E,fr; before ﬁW?'E also ¢ é
in the next sentence. [ OF qRIaTHgra, before g=qyur-
4 K omits qHIE; G J add Hw® ' q—;fgf;} A B D F insert HRE:
after IRy, perhaps better; Q | befors NG,




&¢

q. &1, —8MF SFfd—HamR | ameEkear-
faarma freafR’ | sEERATEE R REa Ry
P | AT I | T AMERERETR: )

=0, A—amF FERR—AwmE | RS
SREEEEERC I b st IR T RE G I
TR RE RS E e aae a<[ SgRE. f-
FRTE | SHEAEaEIgIRE  AhRIRARATNEER-
MAFHAAGTARIT | SAFARIEN  SFRNRFATR-
AR STERAEART A S R RIS
TAFATRAVR AR | SIS 3 awn-
feRToT” )

fisc]

ey syadw fR

. T —RN sgaRi—Em 1

=1, q— eIy R | ARy weiky
TAME | o T AASHE FAORERRRT: | Fags-
TN EET R ATA T AR 23 ||

[’ ]

FTeTHa=Y: QAR | JIARETING | TRET T -
A EREIEERET TEIaE | TETEEE ey
LR R E R IE RIS IR S ARE R St e £ (T o]

» 1 N places this sentence after the T WHIOT: ATESRSS
next, omitting oqrf@, Other {Regzsamor | '
copies except A J Y omit the | 4 This
Sentence altogether. Y omits long abstruse passage in W
fhe next SentenCe,\ Q and F |  not found in other Mss,
lnsert gZEgeATATEN  HATA- | 2 :
STeRrRR batore P SR A B E J omit 3“%3“
. |  which is however necessary,

i

iS & portion of a

2 3 1
2 The passage is variously read | ¢ § G J only insert YT but

7 F 8 U W. Mss, | v :
e |  their reading has been adopted

C and V end here. | -
s ¢ | as making the sentence more
3EG H K add yaay q after Craratinal, :

Agiay; X adds gsgngEg- |

L,



ahEuE: [sm@L\

g, & —awar egaR— R | gErsfRefRER-

o frof | G RTEERERERTE gae 3R AT
AR~ | e 72 3 AR
AeERT  ARTTEEEETER ARl awEE-
Rt | STEEEAEATAR | G A
g | ; |

. ST, R | G R
| ST | EEET dansRea R eI
o || TR g | AREFERRIANETEME a39-
Row AEvAFERERTR G |

(<o)

TR AT AW | ST T H | qUeT-
1 g | SersAARt FEE | SRR te -
R RAERISERITAT: | 97 A T2 ATERi(T | TR
T AR A 741 988 &
T waett W

q, Er—aEE saaf-AaTR R | awEmEEiier-
RART G 2 | SETE AR RITE - ST G | JR-
AfErRERIER: SRR At aEEeg:
QR || T PR AR | aEEREaaa -
—yeq 2f | AEEEERER AT - e R | -
s TRAMEERERE RS EAERERT: || ST
W sEafl—IFGER | SEFEEE R RERTE 4-
AAREAR | ST RRARARTE  FRewe
GEFAE Faal—aETeed | MR E -

18 T and W omit this sentence | 2 Q and U omit ¥R,
and K. R, omit the next. “



B, mfa‘

| WWWWWWW’ | -

€9

or:/80.] et svrtfere = e 1
SRR qveTT 2R S RRERTES | THE

81 7 & g s Beaess: | AT Ty
TEARETT qargE: | MR aA T RA -

SAMEafais: (| @RSt | seaatee:

T ARAR RO R R AR -
A | 92 gee ey qend: | IRy @ Faer=e |

AN

QAR SEaRE T gearin TRATA: | GIRE-
M TR TR ARSI T80 afy
T | e A AT T A A T T R 3T
& FRE | g2y AT S T R TR R
TR | e 5 EAmREEERRRE | HFIy-
WRT A ATRRTEETE T iR T |
T | AN FAeE MR, | Sy
WA U9 AR ARG, | SETRaE: e
AT | SEmERRRE w1 gl SIATATTEY-
QAR T )

=T, e FEwER-amiRRE | S fawa

e L

1A% reading is corrupt and

Mmakes no sense. The reading
°f J has been adopted as the
most intelligible ; although
even with it the passage is
Vague. § F Y Q and Z agree
With J but omit s7ia; W has
frsyed for qged-

The passage seems to have
been tampered with. The read-
ing of A J is retained in the
Yext, as being most probably

the original, After: TSN |

Pudds Famgaraaads® z-
USTWI FOewwE: ; all  other

copies read '&mm;am, and
some of them omit the follow-
ing words up to sy,

S3CLM N Y Z omit the word

TiautarE, Which however

makes no difference of Sense ag
both expressions ape common,

4 N F and Q add gfF grag: aftor

qy, but the words seem to be

interpolated.

L,
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(1] TS [ sEoT. 8!{J

ARTER | Sranid AerER—IFoRE || ==
W fRewafi-—qreat |
[<2]

WYY FETIAT TAATIHETAAATEGT gl S
s | '

T &l —G TA--5--E 2T -2 (e
TR - R TS s - — Rl
Al TETAIRSAENEE 2} RS STt
R GO AE—aRR. | a9 aeeErE
T | SRR S R R e e -
TG AR g e | gafsea | e
gE:: | T TS0 | EW ARG | e S |
WAl AW | FS A | G A || T @aq -
(g E RSN @Ea: | S9N g€ 3@
BME | T AR | AT -
FIea: | Ao (e | @ 5 g | g w9 T |
ggaRadt fafefigss e | EveeEEE R |
A AW AREER: EEERTERREEGR: | G-
AR IR THFET 90 59 | TEg A | 6l
T e T e e v A e T T TR ST R 2 BT
NG RE UG RIS ERE IR L e G U IS B 2 S
AT A | ARASTRRINEEE | aRer
g afvser ol sReeEr Team 99t

18T U and W omit this, ex- | E ug, after ﬁq-i; they also

cept JpTfgerd, and instead | insert g after gy,

of .il: 8ive a long passage | 3 This is the reading of C G J

Whl.Oh i8 not found in other I LP Y Z A has gg )

copies, l a9y which makes no gense.
2J K Q and W ingert @1}, and N reads yyiq: after g,




s

Bl.] amSuHAT SqEAIAT 9 Qigd: &%

.mﬁiﬁmﬁmﬁ%amﬁmwmmqam%m

AT I SEfTEeT: AAEE g
FrepisarEzT:  qafgEa: edmed e | 0
Y ||
99 FASFSEAN aEn qRE N TEEEN: Al
TR S | I EEE SRR RO A

WA, FRUFAA infmaléiaﬂl T WEAIRAl BRI

IR SRR S | AR
Wﬂﬁgﬁaﬁﬂﬁ@ﬂw@awﬁ@mﬁa -
TR, |

TR A qEieae | AAEERATEEEE EEe-
@AM | dga=9aT = gfeuEResaEra |

99 fffEwR | saEemsEE SRR @ |

- TREE] Rl | O SR FAarad-

I TEEET | A AAWEEl  TIREEE: | ZEaMhaie-
FHREREEAAERS  HFRIY MoRTee 9 [QRa-
FeNRERRRFIFSEIRE Gaahdd | 9 IEaE: @& -
EREIENERREO R eI GG B S et
FRATAMAAETEE  FRNEN JIESaREr 9
M spasmamERTIRTEEEAN  SATETRERE a1

WA ¥ FAReITld | SeREQErIEaEaEEd ReTEd: |

(O (RSN Y o

T ¢ SRR EERT a3 7 TEE e w@iaemEE

1 G reads grm;n;{ ;g q- | it is superfluous. A P wrengly
mr'a'mxra%m ‘ separate & from C°HTETAAT

o) B » ©, -

2 A P read gagary for wged, | and join it to geaEw, Which
which is wrong; M has gfg- makes no sense,
=, Which is probably a mis— l
take for garfey,

3 X and Q add mfRET IIH-
garaTy after wyapzziam, but !

L4
>

AQCL M N Q YZ put this be-
fore [RegATETR® . A and Q
have ATATITTY Jp s
doubtful :

~+J

L,



CHES | AR AR e aETE -
AW EREEgER e | w9 sRar | s
HETIA | AraEm an TR | e s e
W FErsEEt eEneE R | se-
TE AT | T ¢ SARSEAE A ETE | S
FARR s Gr | IRERTAT. ¢ AEsiAREE
e 7 zfd FeamasEydis =4 ey | ¢ aRe-
HHI S FA 7 TAQT AR A sani
A9 | AFEATAAA AR AT S qfea-
BRG] AqIFeaTd, | FIAT ARG
ANHET AN | S gaNaraanE Saarssar-
T =T Arem e forem waw Fedan | qreaaeE
AAIIFEE, | T O FEN AR
T TR TAEERAREAR | W e
EREAIFFAMNR, FEUT “ GaaT: T4 aUgeraday 9=ad
WFe:’ I FYFHACAAGE (57 dgaFaiAnd |
FETET I | SR aaRa T o | -
T AT | T a3 g )

GRS O T AE: | q97 (| e 7 o 28
ARA F=edl e R gen  AauEEE-
AEIFERETFAET, | I SERfAwamaTs  aawad-
AAASFETIFATE I ACTAAATGT, A AT
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SEcT. L

HGSH.
““ Having enshrined the Lord of the universe in my heart,
and having made a salutation to the pre-
Opening prayer.  ceptor, I compose this Compendium of all

knowable things far the easy comprehension
of beginners.”

1. Following the usual orthodox practice, the author
egins his work with a prayer to the deity and a
salutation to the preceptor. This A¥P, say ithe com-
mentators, is necessary for the completion of a work, and
for two reasons ; first because it is enjoined by the Sruti,
and secondly because its necessity is proved by inference.
Of course there is no express Vedic text enjoining the
H¥®, but the existence of such a text can be assumed on
the authority of good usage (@Erzram )y by the well-known
rule laid down by Jaimini waf® TIHRA' “a Sruli text is
to be inferred when an express ome is not to be found.’ The
argument for inferring ‘ a S'rufi text on the authority of
=N is thus stated by T. D.——A AP is an act enjoined

by the Vedas, because it has always been the object (187 ) of
Uhcommon (#@H&% ) and unprohibited (=3fd ) practice
. ‘_)f Wise men, like Z5f and other rites, It is obvious that this
Inference is only avilable for the assumption of a text,
when the Brearare happens to be W@I&* ( uncommon or
sacred ) and wif&+ta (unprohibited). An AINEFEGRIT s
that which is no UATRWIN, &. e. caused by our own inclina—
tions, such as the ordinary human aots of eating and drinking,
but which is practised as a duty rather than as a pleasure ;
While it is s@fiq when it is not expressly prohibited by
Sruti like the performance of & Sraddha ceremony at
night,

L. Jaim. S, I. 83.
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</ 2. The Vedic origin of a @§® having been thus esta—
blished, the additional inference which proves its necessity
for the completion of a book is rather of secondary im-
portance. It is to be admitted however as a JATESTF a%,
an argument supporting the Srufi. This inference is based
on our experience that a book is finished when it is com-
menced with a @%®, and not otherwise. This experience
however, says an objector, is not invariable. We have
instanceg of works which are left unfinished in spite of
ample ®§% in the beginning, and also of books that were
completed without the superfluous aid of a #gw®. The reply
given to this objection is hardly convincing. It is founded
on the maxim fRJa<a 1@ FAATAT, and can only be juski-
fied on the supposition that the necessity of wg#% has been
already incontrovertibly proved by the sigfasf@, and that
the secondary inference is to be accepted only so far as it
supports that S7uti. The author says that in those cases
where the books were left unfinished in spite . of the AFS,
the obstacles must be supposed to have been too numerous
to be overcome by the amount of @w§® actually made,
while, in the contrary instances of works completed without
the #g®, we might presume that the author had offered
the required prayer, either in his previous birth or silently in
his mind, although he did not insert it in his book.

3. The second line of the stanza indicates, as is usually
done, what are called the four Anubandhas,

The four Anuban- 2
dhas. or necessary elements of a literary work.
These are:~1 {397 (subject matter) 2 TatAT
(purpose ) 3 ¥N(@ (connection) and 4 WAFE ( prrson for
whom the book is written ). The ARQFE in this ease is a AT,
i. e. not an infant (¥AIT ), but one who is FEIrWTZ, able
to understand and retain the lessons given by his tutor.
Two things are necessary for the acquisition of know-
ledge, a supple understanding (wgwat™ ), and a r tentive
memory ( wiorsT(® ) ; and only he who possesses; these
two qualities is it to learn this Sastra. S. C. would have
the a[(# to be ons who is ANATFCNFTBIS ST ATra-
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R[ME: 7. ¢. one who has nastered grammar, pde'cry and vo-
«¢abulary, but does not know Logic. F@TTT explains the
purpose ( s ) why 8 new work like this is undertaken,
when there were already many ably written treatises on the
-subject. The name HJ:'{'TSTE at once expiains the subject
matter ( {397 ), namely a%, as well as its connection Wlth
“the method of treatment adopbed in the book (&« ). &% is
“defired as AT TATA g aF: Az aaTnar. The word
TE is employed in Nyaya writings inseveral different senses,
but the one intended here is quite unusual. It is rarely met
with anywhere except in the titles of a few manuals similar
to the present work, such as @®HEIT, AHWII, aragl and
AT, W€ primarily means a collection but here it signi-
fies a compendium or brief exposition. T. D. and T. C. de-
fine it simply @iy wwIrga®. V. V. and S. C. give a
more elaborate definition, making a §4§ comprise three
‘paris, namely, 3257 ( simple enumeration ), 3% ( definition )
and 9T ( examination or exposition ). The present book
contains all these three. TZi¥iZaT from Sec. 2 to Sec. 9
-and their Faror and qirarr together from Sec. 10 to the end.

4. Either the passagze AF¥ & 1517 ete. is corrupt or the

: author has commited a strange solecism.

4 disputed reading T have retained the reading of A, because,

while it is found in most of the copies, it

s not much worse than the others given by F, Q or N. If
Kiranaval; and Kadambari are the well-known works of that

qname, they are quite inappropriate as opposite instances of
the efficacy of wg®. Kiranavali, if it be the commentary
on Prasastapada’s scholium on the aphorisms of Kanada,

by the famous logician Udayantcarya, is supposed to be

an unfinished work, said to extend only as far as the section on

If5; but the eight Mss. collected by Pandit Vindhyeswari

Prasad Dube for his edition in Benares Sanskrit Series con-

tain only the chapters on =@ and »uwr. It however begins

with a @& to the Sun and Creator, and may therefore be a

fit instance of non-completion in spite of A¥®. But Ka-

dambar? too, if it is the same as the well-known work of

banabhatta, remained unfinished, although it opens with no

dess than 20 verses of wg®. Kadambari therefore cannot
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~Serve as a counter-instance of a work completed without a
H¥® unless of course we resort to the two-fold supposition,
that its completion by the author’s son is to be considered:
as GAT(® proper, and that the opening AF® does not form
part of the book. The latter supposition is apparently sup--
ported by T. D’s subsequent words FITHEAET TeA1gfEad Ags
#d which are interpreted by some to mean that the wg®
verses are outside the book. But the interpretation is not
approved by Nilakantha who takes the word mf@: to mean
SAFHTFauEr. - Either therefore the author committed a mis-
take or he meant some other Kadambari which is not known
at present. The difficulty is no doubt removed in M. which
Teads AGITATET for F1FAT3T, but the reading is mnot sup-
ported by any other copy and is probably an emendation of
some one who perceived the mistake. The commentator T.
C. also omits Kadambari, and mentions in its stead a IAHI-
geag=y. The other readings given in F, Q and N, and
apparently supported by Nilakantla and S. C., are equally
faulty, since although the soleciem as regards Kadambari is
removed, a similar one is committed about Kiranavali which
is neither completed nor is devoid of Ag®. T.C.and 8. C,.
avoid the difficulty about Kiranavali by substituting anta®-
T for it. Of course there is the possibility that
Kiranaiali may bave been finished by its author and a por-
tion of it is now lost; but the supposition is improbable,
and does not lessen g whit the difficulty as regards the
actual presence of H¥®. Some have supposed that the
Kiranavali mentioned here is a arftaEg=, and not the com-
mentary of Udayana, but no such work is known. In short
whatever reading we accept, the difficulty. created by the
mention of Kiraparali and Kadamtari as opposite instances
is irsupersble, since both of them, being incomplete in

spite of a long or short A{@. are works exactly of the same
nature.
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“ There are seven Categories:i——Substance, Quality,
Action, Generality, Particularity, Co-
“The seven categories, -inherence or Intimate relation aud Nega—

1y

tion.

1. The Dipika following the eiymological sense of the
‘word ( 9Z%7 2191: ) defines 2 93Ty as ‘a thing having a name’
( wfrgst qaramEgEoRT ). @Y is a thing to which the
:senges travel ( =T=d{eaa1(0l & /:), ¢. e. any external object
which is comprehended by the senses. 9&T¥, therefore,
‘means any object that is namable. Other definitions of 9gTd
<onvey the same sense. S. C. defines TEIUAH as [AAH,
Yvhile T. C. and S. P. as Sf@fa@vaaw, i. e. any thing which
is an object of knowledge. A thing however which is know-
able must also have a name; and so knowability ()
-and namability ( zifwdg ) regarded as definitions of qETT
-are interchangeable. The word is invariably used by the
Vaisesikas in this composite sense. ;

2. The rendering of the word wgrd by ‘category,’

though not quite acourate, is convenient
Avristotle's categories, and useful for all practical purposes.
Ballantyne used the word ‘category,’

‘while Colebrook translated g by ‘predicament’ ; but both
Tenderings are inaccurate, inasmuch asthey imply something
which can be predicated of another, while qgref implies not
. <only a thing which is predicable of another, but also a thing
which is capable of having something predicated of if.
Categories, especially in the-Aristotelian sense, are & classi-
ffication of predicates only, and not an enumeration of all
namable things ( including both subjects and predicates
as the Padarthas of the Vaséesikas are. In this respect,
the classification of the Vaisesikas is superior to that of
Aristotle. The latter enumérated ten categories, 1 Sub-
stance, 2 Quantity, 3 Quality, 4 Relation, 5 Place, 6 Time,
7 Posture, 8 Appurtenance or Property, 9 Activity and 10
Passivity, OFf these the last nine only can be properly said
%o be predicable of something else, i. e. substance, but sub-

i



ent of all attributes, cannot be predicated of anything. Tt

cannot be predicated even of itself, because in that case it

will be an attribute and not substance. Thus in including-

substance among the categories Aristotle confounded the no-

tion of a predicable with that cf a namable thing; but Kaz-*

nada is nof open to the charge inasmuch as his Drawya is

a namable thing, and therefore a Padartha. Notwithstand--

‘ing this distinction, however, the word category has been

‘employed in so many senses by subsequent European philo-
sophers that one is almost justified in using it as an equiva--
lent of w=1x also. In the history of philosophy, the cate--

gories have been successively a classification of universal
things, or of words, or of forms of thought; and consequently

they have now come to mean simply the highest classes to-

which all the objects of knowledge can be reduced and in-
which they can be arranged in subordination and system.
In this general sense, Kanada's Padarthas are as much cate-
gories as those of Aristotle or of Kant or of Mill; only that
their number and arrangement would vary according to the-
fundamental principle on which the classification is based,.
and the purpose for which it is intended. The classification
of Aristotle is mainly logical, that of Kandda metaphysical.
Oneis concerned with notions and propositions,the other with:
external objects which give rise to those notions. The seven
Padarthas of the Vaisesikas can therefore Le easily appor-
tioned among the categories of Aristotle. Dravya and GQuna:
correspond to Substance and Quality, respectively. Aris-
totle’s Quantity is classed among the Gunas by Kanada.
Relation is of two kinds: Sasyoga and Samaraya, the first of
which is a Guna and the second s distinct Padartha. The-
remaining categories really fall under relation in its widest
sense, but some of them are separately recognized by the -
Vaisesikas. Thus Time and Place are ZLravyas. Activity
is Karma while Passivity is simply negation of it. Proper-
ty may be Samanya, Videsa or any ecommon attribute-
called by later Naiyayikas an Upadhi. Lastly Posture is
HIATA@ESY and is at best a Guna. Aristotle does not men—

tion Abhdava or negation as he deals only with Ens or Being.

Tarka- Samgraha [sEC L
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3, The various classifications of Padarthas, given by
Indian systematists, can be likewise reduced to the seven
Padirthas and vice versa, if one clearly understands before-
hand the particular standpoint of each. Nyaya writings do
not explain the process by which the seven-fold division of
Padarthas was first obtained, but if we may make a guess,

the process must have been something
pJlassifications of Jike this. A motion is either positive or

negative, and so the external object of a
notion might be Wra or ®WA. W7 things again are of two
kinds, properties and & common substratum in which they
reside. The latter is =@. Of the properties, again, some
reside in many objects conjointly, others in individual things
singly. The first ic @wismea, while the latter class is again
divisible into properties that are stationary and those that
are evanescent i. e. au0f and FW. The remaining two Padar-
thas, FWaTT and A5y, are assumed to explain the speecial,
theories of Vaidesikas. Other Indian philosophical schools
also have their own clagsification of things, suited to their
particular doctrine or theory. Every system of science or
philosophy in ancient times thought it necessary to begin
by arranging the Universe into a few elementary classes.
Thus Gotama enumerates sixteen Padarthas, necessary for
the functions of logic ; the Vedantins have two, Cit and
Acit ; the Ramanuwjas, one more, Iévara; the Saikh-
yas, twenty-five ; the Mimarmsakas eight ; and so on. All
schools do not use the word gz exactly in the same
sense. It is used even more loosely than the word category
in Burope, and often-times implies nothing more than topics
to be treated in a book.

4. The Tarka-Dipikd says that the word &® is used to
exclude a larger number. T. D. and other

Why seven. commentaries here give a curious dis
quisition. as to whether an eighth Padar

tha can be logically proved. An eighth Padartha is either
known or unknown. If it is known, it exists and the res-
triction to seven is wrong; if however it is unknmown it
connot be negatived, because there can be no negation of an
unknown quantity, This dilemma is cleared by defining

L
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AR to be FNRHRITAWAATA, i, e. the genus TZ1F is
covered by any one of the seven species, Dravya eic. The
bassage, however, beginning with ag is of doubtful authen-
ticity, as it is questioned by Nilakantha, who remarks, ‘@&
J 9ZY TEEY FHFIARAII AT GG TATATIIAGTET ¢ 97 SHr=Id-
TAR fErearara S| 7 afaRe wan,”
9. It is probable that the word ‘seven’ is used merely
to emphasize the seven-fold enumeration
1 A guess. of the modern Vasesikas as distinguish—
ed from the six Padarthas of Kanada and
the sixteen of G'otama. The original aphorisms of Kanada
mention only six categories, and the seventh, T, is added
by commentators on the ground that the six up to |AAIT
being all WiT things, 7. e. entities, necessarily imply their
contradictory the non-entity. Consequently many first di-
vide things into s and 9T, the former being then sub-
divided into six. The sizteen categories of Goiama, and
several others assumed by other Naiyayika., are reconciled
with the sevenfold enumeration by T. D. in its concluding
passage.’

Seor. 111, Z=gifor.

“ Of these seven categories (ax=waagransy S. C.) the

class Dravya comprises mine, and mnine

Substances. only :—Earth, Waler, Light, Air, Ether,
Time, Space, Soul and mind.,

1. Out of the seven categories enumerated in the pre-
ceding section, the author now meuntions the nine sub—
divisions of the firsl, Substance. T. D, T.K.,T.C. and 8. C.
give two definitions of &9, viz. sEwMRA=R and InEwEH
to which may be added f&=1g=@® and gEATERnET ; but
all these, except perhaps the last, are defective. The first
appears like a purely verbal definition, or a truism which
teaches us nothing new about the thing defined. 8. C. how-
ever tries to justify it by arguing that z=ge==in@ is independ-
ently proved, either by direct perception or by inference.
The inference is put thus, s=gzaT FHANIHUET |7 (R -

1. P. 64 supra.
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‘?mmr, FRU@ATIIETMEEwanEg, ¢ e the intimate
Causality residing in a Dravya is distinguished by some
attribute ( which is the genus Dravya or substantiality )
‘because every causality such as that'of a stick has a distin-
guishing attribute. The argument of course makes two
-Bssumptions which are not yet proved, viz. that only a
Dravya can be an intimate cause,and that such a cause must
have some attribute to distinguish it. The second definition
is superior though still defective. If we say that a sub-

stance is anything in which qualities reside, we exclude an

important class of substances, namely all created things just
at the moment of their production, when according to the
themy of the Na 2J(lgzkas they are without any attribute.
T 0T fADer e {@efd@ is an axiom of Nyaya, for if the
qualities are supposed to rise simultaneously with the sub-
stances and not a moment later, all distinection between
~qualities and substances will virtually disappear. The defi-
nition quEE will not therefore apply to Dravyas at the first
moment of their creation and is therefore #1=q1a. The defect is
remedied by amplifying it thus, DOHHTAT S O -F AT oS-
W Fege, Although products in the first moment are
without attributes, they possess even then a A (i e TR
in this case ) which co-exists with qualities in the same sub-
stratum. But such a definition again would be too wide be-
~Cause WA ( existence ) is also a ANA that is co-existent with
qualities ; hence the word @Iy is inserted in the defini-
tion to qualify i This amplification however makes the
latter definition almost as verbal as the first F=amsAW<aH,
only the word #=wexr is avoided. Though thus theoreti-
“cally faulty, the definition is good for all practical pur-
poses. The definition FRarf@FRw=" is technically corrects
for only a Dravya can be the sRaTfd®R® of a product, but
it is TrRWI¥% as being based on a peculiar doctrine of Vas-
Sesikas and is not therefore easily intelligible to ordinary
people,

2. The difficulty of defining s substance accurately
arisss from its very nature. A definition which is not to be
merely verbal must bhe an exhaustive enumeration of all

~essential attributes; but 8 substance ex Aypothese is something
11
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.-that, while underlying all attributes, is quite distinet from
them. Now if the qualities which are enumerated as the defini-

tion of substance are essentially and invariably connected:

with it, they are part and parcel of substance itself, and nob
attributes distinct from it; while if they are not so connected
they do not constitute a definition. This dilemma has per-
plexed philosophers of all ages and countries, and conse-
quently many of them, like Berkeley in England and the
Bauddhas in India, have denied any independent entity such
as a substance altogether. This is nota satisfactory solution,
however, as the necessity of having some subtritum for the-
gualities still remains. To obviate this, others like the
Vedantins acknowledge the reality of substance but call its
manifestation sqT=+1=, indefinable, or @wET.

2. The propriety of A77 is the same as that of &% in
the last section, the words being used to-

Why nine, limit the number of substances to nine
only. T. D. here controverts the posi-
tion of the FEhdiia school of Mimarmskas that darkness
is a dravya. Darkness, says the objector, is a substance be-
cause it is blue and moves, and therefore the definition of
Dravya, I0EaTas, strietly applies to it.
What is darkness. Byt darkness cannot be classed under any
of the nine dravyas above enumerated.
As darkness has colour it cannot fall under any of the last
five, ether, time, space, soul and mind, which are colourless.
It is not air because it has neither touch mnor constant mo-
tion which are the attributes of air. It is not light, as it has
neither bright colour, nor hot touch. It is not water because
it has neither cool touch nor white colour, the colour
of water. Lastly it is not earth, because it has neither
scent nor touch. Darkness therefore, not falling under any
of the nine dravyas, must be regarded as a tenth omne, and
80 the restriction to nine is wrong. Having thus stated the
objector’s argument in full, T. D. answers it by declaring
that darkness is, according to the Naiyayikas, merely the
negation of light.. A tenth drawya can be either with or
without colour ; but darkness cannot be the latter as it is

blue. Norean it be a substance having colour, because-

|
|
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every such substance requires light for being perceived with

ﬂle eyes, while darkness is perceived only when there is no-
light, Darkness is therefore defined as e FTSTEAT AR T - -

T, 7. e. absence of large and illuminating light in general.

The S. . explains the propriety of each word in the defini--

tion thus : The word @rame implies that darkness is total’
absence of any light whatever, and not the absence of a

particular light such as that of the sun or the moon ora.

lamp. The word S®METF is necessary because otherwise

there will be no darkness wherever there is gold which is.
classed by Naiyayikas under Tejas. Finally i@ excludes.

the possibility of darkness being negatived even by minute

particles of light. How is then the perception of blue colour-

and motion in darkness to be accounted for? T.D.
de.aclares it to be & misapprehension. Besides the above two
views with respect to the nature of darkness, Madharacarya

the suthor of Sarvadaréana-Sarigraka' mentions two more,.
namely those of Sridhara, the reputed author of Nyaya--

Kandali and of a section of the Prabhakara school of Mimar-

sakas. The first mentions that darkness is nothing more than:
the blue colour imposed on something else, thus making

darkness a quality only ; while the latter call it absence of -

knowledge of light, and not that of light itself. A fifth
doctrine would say that instead of regarding darkness as the
absence of light we should deem it dravya and regard
light itself as the absence of darkness. But these views are-
not warranted by experience, and the one propounded above-
as to darkness being the absence of light is the most satis-
factory. . The controversy, however, well illustrates the apti--

* tude of Indian mind for hair-splitting.

3. Incidentally T. D. gives under this section the-
three characteristic marks of a perfect de-

Definition. finition. T. D. defines a ¥&qur as FTIUNAL--
7fedt 9’: i e. an attribute free from the

three faults. A more scientific definition of @&ur, however;.
is that given by Vatsydyana 3= fESETaT SEnE, a.

<AL R e — e P L TR iyt e

1. Sarv. D.S. Calc. ed, p. 108.

111. ] ) Noles. 79~
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finition is an attribute which differentiates the definitum
“from all things different from itself.! = Tn other words @&or
is what English logicians call a ‘differentia.” Another defi-
nition of e&Fwr is =TaRFH which with the qualifications men-
$ioned by T. D. means the same thing as the preceding. A
“fourth definition and one of a somewhat different kind is sr@mr-
TOTTH:, and AATIROET is defined as FeTaITE s FAATATATH
& characteristic mark which exactly covers all (7. e. not more
‘nor less ) things denoted by the definitum. From this it will
«be seen that the idea of a definition entertained by Indian
logicians was somewhat narrow. It was not an exclusive
~enumeration of all the essential characteristics of a thing, but
~only a differentia, or “ laying down the boundary "' ( as the
word definition etymologically means) which separated the
“thing defined from everything else. The function of a defi-
‘nition was more negative than positive ; that is,” & defini-
tion was more often intended merely to exclude all things
other than the definitum than to give us any accurate notion
~of the definitum itself. Accordingly any characteristic that
was peculiar to the definitum was made to serve the pur-
pose. The consequence was that the definitions of the
Nayayikas often became merely verbal or nominal, which
satisfied the ear as it were but conveyed no idea of the thing
~defined, FRTNATTH and TARTTZIREN0E, which are
glven by Amnasiwhatia as definitions of #=9 and 9UFT re-
-spectively, may be mentioned as instances of this kind of in-
~¢onsequential definitions. Amnother device employed to es-
cape difficulties was first to give a wide description of the
definitum and theun to narrow it down by the express exclu-
sion of superfluous objects by using words like @Y or (¥,
‘as for instance, the definition of gfeFy, sr=Fasiza ete. For
Dractical purposes, however, the definitions of Nayyaykas are
Lenerally useful and often ingenious ; and a student bearing
“the above limitations in mind will escape the misconcep-
‘tions and prejudices that are likely to arise owing to the

peculiar form of many definitions he will meet with in the
«gcourse of hig study.

1. Vat.on G.8.1, 1, 2.
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e
4. The three faults mentioned in the definition of @z1or
o given by T. D. are =aI1¥, wra=qne, and
Its three defects =€, AT IS gﬁmm i e.
non-pervasion by the characteristic of &
portion of (the class deroted by) the definitum. For instance,.
if we define & cow as a tawny animal, we exclude all black,.
red or white cows. @Ia=ai® is extension of the attribute.
to things not denoted by the definitum, as when we define a
cow as a horned animal, and thereby include buffaloes that-
have horns but are not cows. ®¥T is the total absence of
the characteristic from the definitum itself, as when we define
a cow to be an animal with uncloven hoofs. Of these FH®
is only a kind of =(=an® in excelsis. In short, a proper defi-
nition ought to be neither too narrow, nor too wide, nor
totally false. If, for instance, we define a cow tu be an ani-
mal having a dew-lap, we avoid all the three faults, since-
all cows have dew-laps and none but cows have tham. It is
not possible always to have such a perfect definition..
Annambhatta often employs simple enumeration instead of &-
regular definition; and when even this is not possible he-
contents himself with an approximate description. For
examples of the first see Sects. 2, 3,4, 5, 6 and 9, while for
the latter see Sects. 8, 11. 12, 20, 25-32. Such enumera-
tions or descriptions, besides, are better suited to the un-
trained understandings of the beginners for whom this trea-
tise is mainly written. The author has wisely relegated all-
' abstruse definitions and discussions to the commentary.

Seor. IV. grom:

“ There are twenty-four qualities, viz. colcur, laste, odour,

tourh, number, dimension or magnitude, seve-

Qualities. rally, comjunction cr contact, disjunction,

priorily or propinquily, poste riorily or remote-

ness, weight, fluidity, viscidily, scund, intellect or unversianding,

pleasure, pain, desire, Qversion, effort or veliticn, merit, demerit
and faculty. *’
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The T. D. defines a Guna as JUIESTawIT, possessing the
genus Gunas, or TAFATARS T QAT
Quality defined.  *‘ pogsessing generality and being at the
same time different from substances and
-motions.” The first is only a verbal definition, but the latter
needs explanation. According to the theory of the Nuiya-
ytkas,! M@ or WA resides in three Padarthas only, viz.
Dravya, Guna and Karma. The definition |mr=aaa would
therefore cover all the three, and hence it is restricted to
Guna by expressly execluding ZDravya and Karma. The
-game is expressed in another way as “‘Wﬁﬁl’-fﬂmﬂ-mrm
i. e. possessing a SIfa which permanently inheres in & re-
ceptacle other than a Drawya. Here the word famr excludes
FHEE which, like individual motions, is transitory; while
“the epithet =913 F excludes both z=rex and waT. The deﬁ‘
nition of Gumz given in B. P. is fuller, 19 s=a1{3rar 3T fagom
THegT gums? 4, e, Gunas reside in dravyas and are them-
selves devoid of attributes and motions. This slightly
varies from the orlglnal definition of Kanada, whlch is FEqT-
qTGTOTH mmmn@—m‘uﬂmw&r zid JugaurE.®  The ex-
pression FAMTAVETAFWON is added in the Sutra to exclude
Karma which is the cause of conjunction and disjunction.

2. Comparing the several definitions of Guna, we find
that it is clearly distinguished from Drap-

f;ﬂ"’a distinguished yq ag an attribute dependenton something

om Dravya and

o else 7. e. dravya, whieh is self-supported,
while it is distinguishable from Karma,

as an attribute which is fixed or permanent, and not evane~
scent or transitory. Both Guna and . Karma , quality and
motion, are accidents attaching to Substance, the Ens, which
underlies and supports them ; but Guna is permanent while
Karma is evanescent. They are as it were two different
phases of the same phenomena. Guna in the process of
change is action, while karma when made fixed and perma-
nent becomes a guna. For instance, the motion of a
carrlage i8 action because it may cease at any moment, but

1 See Infra Notes to Sect. VI aud LVIL.
2 B. P. 85.
o VB, 1,1, 186,



“they are permanent and belon

-and will be made still more clear

L] Ntes.

fotions of the earth and the planets are gunas ‘because
g as it were to their very

nature; similarly heat which is Guna is produced by mo-

tion of molecules, while &= or weight produces the action of

falling. This distinction is succinetly put in one of the

definitions of Guma given above, T R- g - S,
by the following extract

—“We understand by a quality that which truly constitutes”

“the nature of & thing—what it is— what belongs to it per—

manently, as an individual, or in common with others like
it-—not that which passes, which vanishes and snswers to
no lasting judgwent. A body falls: it is a fact, an acci-

~dent ; it is heavy : that is a quality. Every fact, every acci-

dent, every phenomenon supposes & quality by which it is.
produced, or by which it is undergone; and reciprocally
‘every quslity of things which we know by experience mani-
fests itself by certain modes or certain phenomena ; for
it is precisely in this way that things discover themselves
“tous, '

Tt is doubtful whether the Nawyayikas of India had ob-
“tained a correct notion of qualities, while as to actions they
.do not seem to have gone very deep into the matter. The
list of 24 gunas is by no means based on a common funda-

mentum divisionis, while subsequently there is no attempt
$o probe into the real nature of each.

3. The Tarka-Satgraha like all modern works on
Nyaya enumerates twenty-four Gunas, but

Number of qualities the original aphorism of Kanada mentioned

only seventeen. The Siitra runs:—®ITH-
gAY GEeqn TRAmE I9FT SEEEET AT TEE
qEIW ZITIEAT GUAIST worrs.' To this list commentators
add seven more, 7%, IT, W8, HEHL, s, svaw and 77, under
the sheiter of =. - S'arkara Misra, the author of Upaskara

1 Dict.des Sciences Philosoph. quoted in Fleming's I’ocabula.ru of
Philosophy, p. 398.
2V.S. I, 1 6.
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@xplains the omission by saying that these seven are not
expressly mentioned in the Sufre because they are too well-
known. The addition is expressly made by Prasastapada.”
It cannot at present be ascertained who had the ingenuity
of first discovering this hidden meaning of = ; but the fact
at any rate shows that there was a time when the system:
was sufficiently elastic to admit material improvements.
The modern school of MNaiyayikas reduce the number of
gunas to 21, excluding 93, AW and 9UFT as being mnot
gunas proper. 9%a and 9%, they say, are accounted for
by Awzsad and €RS=A or S99 and F(AwE, while guFs
does not differ from F=IT=ITAIT,

4, Others have tried to increase the number of gunas-
by further additions.” T. D. instances 3 gupas which-
are not expressly mentioned in the list, viz. #g@&, A5 and’
%A, while S. C. adds a fourth, =uz3@. These, however,.
it is argued, need not be considered as separate gunas, as all-
of them are negations or contradictories of some one of
the 24 gunas. Thus g is nothing but the negation of:
u%ew, while ¥3i7 and #12a& are simply different degrees of:
{Fe. A@@ is the oprosite of 9¥i@E. In this way any
quality not mentioned in the list can be shown to fall under
one of those already mentioned. On the other hand, if it
be asked why both 9# and #9® are mentioned since the
latter can only be the opposite of the former, it is answered!
that the Naiyayika idea of wa® is that of something posi-
tive, and not simply the negation of w®. w“uw is actual
demerit and not the mere sbsence of merit. The same
remark applies to three cther pairs of contrary qualities,
FAGT (AW0T, 96T AT, and 8@ §TW. Logically speaking
these are the confraries and not the contradictories of each
other. Some include both 9® and ®w# under one head,
gz ?

1 P. B. Ben, ed. p, 10.
2 B. P.161,
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The explanations are no doubt ingenious but there
appears to be a good deal of confusion of
ideas. Insaying that@ge (lightness) ig
is the opposite of wwe, Annambhatia seems

to confound the two senses of the word % viz., ‘heavi-

Dess’ and ‘weight” @@ is opposed to 7% in the first
sense alone, while in the latter and the wider sense, namely

weight, it is only a lesser degree of %, both lightness and

heavinegs marking different degrees of weight. Similarly
9ET and FRAT or either of them are also entitled to
be classed independent qualities like 37, for all the three are
different degrees of @ of particles. =11&ew, being identical

With R@eamas or inertia, is a positive quality and not merely

& negation of effort. The nine qualities from IF onwards are

Peculiar attributes or functions of Soul and ought to have been

classed separately. The enumeration of gunas in fact is

Tather rough and unscientific. '

el
Heaviness and light-
ness.,

6. The twenty-four gunas have been distributed in
Classification of various ways according to the different

qualities, principles of division adopted. The gunas
are either A& or =R, WWTT or &3,

UF ey, #iftsaam, or @ATiS, and so on.  Some of these
distributions are given below, as likely to be useful to
students :—

I.  First, the twenty-four guras are distributed among
the nine substances in the following manner :—

TENEHTSST TTETHEHT WEAT 00
St wrtpT w9 Fe A A
THTEHTSET BT THed F TIAFH |
G TATAGT T ATT0TA FgET )
BrEEraT weagar: raraa TgaEer )
HHTIAT JUIT TF ATHT- gz |
AEATRTST THES: Ty T @ 0

L



Tar ka—Sarngraha. [ SEC@lJ

TEAEAT: 72 IrERTT TS o3 |
QU AT T2 3972 AEa |

“The qualities of air are touch, number, quantity ( di-
mension ), individuality (severalty), conjunction, disjunction,
priority, posteriority, velocity, and faculty. The same- first
eight qualities together with colour, fluidity and veloecity,

1 are assigned to light.

“Water is the site of 14 qualities, viz., of the eight be-
fore mentioned (i. e. ¥IF((2 ), and further, of velocity, gravi-
ty, fluidity, colour, taste and viscidity.

“Harth has the same qualities, with the exception of
viscidity, and the addition of smell,

“The 14 qualities of the soul are intellect, pleasure,
pain, desire, aversion, volition (effort), number, quantity
{ dimension ), severalty, conjunction and disjunction, faculty,
merit and demerit.

“The qualities of time and place are numter, quantity
( dimension ), severalty, conjunction, and disjunction. The
same qualities together with sound belong to ether.

“Those five qualibties (¥wamr, wikamor, gusa, §amr, and
@am) together with intellect, desire, and volition (effort),
abide in God ; the same five qualities with posteriority
and veloecity, in the mind”.?

II. Gumas are also divided into WrAFT and A3y, A
f&Erg go is defined sarAwEMIzTRARFOTIR-TugR-
sifaard’ which in simple English means a quality that re-
sides in one substance only at one time, and not in two orp
more substances conjointly. ®MHET gunas are those which
reside in two or more substances jointly. The R and
HIAT gnnas are enumerated as follow :—

FEARVE, Wi S iR o |
AZTTATAATENET AT TRITNHT Jow: 0

1 B. P. 23-33.
2 Roer’s translation of B. P. Bibl. Ind, p, 13.
3T.D. p. 60 Supra-




)
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v. ] Noles.

HEATEIATAT 29 FISGFEar |
TEAIINT WIATETTOT OF TENAAr:! I

“8Special qualities are: intellect, pleasure, pain, desire,
aversion, effort, touch, viscidity, natural fluidity, fate, me-
mory and sound. General qualities are : number, quantity
{ dimension ), severalty, conjunction and disju netion, priority
and posteriority, derived fluidity, gravity, and velocity.’™

. III. Gunas are also divided into those which are ap-
prehended by one external sense only (u&Fsmamer), iz,
colour, taste, odour, and touch ; those which are apprehend-
ed by two senses, eye and touch (#Hexwarar ), viz., number,
dimension, severalty, conjunction, disjunction, priority, pos-
teriority, fluidity and viscidity ; and those again which are

not perceived by an external sense (=rdtie=T ), viz., gravity,
merit, demerit and faculty.

For other classifications see M. M. Bhimacharya's
Nyaya-Kosa (second edition) pp. 232-4, and Rhasa-Pari-
ccheda, 85-97.

Sect. V. gy

Motion or Action is of five kinds only, viz., Tossing or
thrawing wpwards, Dropping or throwing
downwards,  Contraction, Expansion and
Going cr Motion in general.

Motion.

L. The division of Karma is in strict conformity with
the aphorism of Kanada® The T. D. as in the case of
Guna., offers two definitions of Karma also, of which the.
first FTTRRS @iy HAMTRAAMAEROY is & real one. Mo-
tlon is the non-intimate cause of conjanction, but is not
itself conjunction. The meaning of SIFAFTTETTO will be
explained later on; it is sufficient to note here that only

1B. P. 89-91.

2 Roer’s Translation of B, P. Bib, Ind. p. 53 ;
3V.8.1,1,7.

E
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karma and some gunas can ever be the non-intimate causes:
of dravyas or gunas. Karma issupposed to be the non-inti-
mate cause of conjunction, as when a hand touches a hook
the motion of the hand is such a cause of the conjunction of
the hand with the book. But sonetimes one conjunction
is the non-intimate cause of another conjunction, as for in-
stance, the conjunction of the hand with the book is the-
non-intimate cause of the connection of the whole body:
with the book. This connection therefore is expressly
excluded by the words Haim¥=tea |,

2. The definition of Karma given in Kanada's suira
is more elaborate though essentially the
Other definitions. same. QFFARAW  JAHNFAVFHTATAFRO--
Hd FAZ@0AE' means that action inheres
in one substance, but is not a quality, and is the direct
and immediate cause of conjunction and disjunction. The
first two epithets exclude ®3a@ 277 and some qualities like
Hgnr, while the last is practically identical with §FmananE-
#1301 of T. D. Sasnkara Misra mentions several cther defini-
tions of Karma in his Commentary on V. 8.1, 1, 17 ( Cale.
ed. p. 35 ). The only one which is worth nothing is fHam-
[AEEAEATT-A1@Asad, which means that FWaENA resides
in a thing (®®) which is never permanent. The wider
genus |AT resides in 327, gor and #W of which the former
two are scmetimes (@@r; but &8 is never (R, as it is
always transitory. Karma is said to last only for five mo-
ments? and so FAANR is eaid to be TS,

3. The division of Karma into five kinds dces not
appear to be very logical. If all miscellanecus motions
such as gyration ( ¥A0T ), evacuation (3= ), flow (@)
flaming up ( FAsamw ) and slanting motion (RFWWAA) are to
be classed under simrle going ( A8/ ), why cannot, it may be

1 v.s8. L3117
9 Roer's Transl, B, P, Bibl. Indp. 4. note.




“asked, I@Tqu and the other three also be similarly inclu-~
ded under it ? NV ilakantha justifies this arbitrary division on
the quaint but easily comprehensible'ground that it would be
-sacrilegious on our part to question what islaid down by a
free-willed sage like Kanada (7 Seaomd @i TR s Ry
EAER | wderw AvedaE e =Y SRaenER a ),
A closer inspection, however, might revesl some sort of
Drinciple even in this arbitrary division. Motion is prim-
arily divided into three kinds according to its direction,
Anamnely, vertical, horizontal and slanting or miscellaneous.
The vertical motion may be from below upwards ( Ieyqur ),
or from above downwards ( swimur ), Horizontal motion
-also may be twofold, motion nearer to oneself ( JF2a ) or
motion further from oneself (wwmur). All other motions
are relegated to the comprehensive class of /A, It is not
of course meant that the above groups exactly correspond
o the ordinary conceptions of Iedqur ebe. ; but that some
such prineiple was in the mind of the Satrakdra when he
made the division seems to be highly probable.

SEct. V1. §IAIETH.

Genus or Generalily is of tuo kinds, uider or exlensive
and narrower or limited.

1. In Section LXXVII Annambhatta defines HATT as
faradFwAsignas, and adds that this &

Generality. |17 resides in Dravya, Gupe and Karma.
There arethree characteristics of generality:

that 1 it ig eternal, 2 it is one, and 3 it resides in many.
“Conjunction and some other qualities such as fgranzear
reside in many, but they are not eternal, and therefore the
word f4eT in the definition of WIM™ excludes them. The
dimension of an atom is -both eternal ( for atom 'is eternal )
and resides in many ; but it is not one residing in many
{ SHd%rgad ) and hence the word UFEH, FgwArITd however

Notes 89

[
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is efternal, one and residing in many. Therefore the word =%3-
1A is interpreted as WAIAR or WATTHTTIW TawAd, thereby
excluding negation which does not reside in things by dnfi-
mate union, while ®rH#a does. The word Genus is a conve-
nient rendering of &A= as Ballantyne and others have
adopted it, although it is not quite accurate. Genus may
perhaps be a more appropriate rendering of Hifa. Genus in
English not only means the common characteristic residing:
in several individuals, but comprehends the individuals alsc,
while HTHT=T or STl denotes only the common characteris-
tic. Genus is a class, @ATT or SNa is the common atiri-
bute which distinguishes that class, Other definitions of |®T=S
are, [MAE TWAAFBARIAAT and M Fa @A AT
grIAItaEoE which are however not as good as that givem
by T. D. But they all imply that ®mw=a was conceived by
later Naiyayikas to be some attribute having a real external
existence in the individual objects comprised in it. The
original aphorism of Kandda is ambiguous and conveys a
somewhat different notion. &TaFS @E3Y 21@ FET9IR’ conveys.
the sense that the notion of genarality depends on the ope-
ration of our own intellect. A quality becomes a IJHFT
only if we comnceive it as residing in many ; while the same-
is 3517 when we regard it as a differentia. A property for
instance exists in a certain number of objects, which are so-
far of one kind ; if we use the property for grouping those
objects into one class, it is |#T, if for distinguishing them

from all other objects in the world , it is 3. Thus an

attribute, though inhering in the object, cannot become &
AT until our intellect has recognised it to be so. As
long, for example, as I have seen only one elephant and do

not know that there are others of the same kind, the genus
elephant does not exist, at least so far as I am concerned..
Similarly the same attribute, e. g. 923, is @rarey if regarded
as residing in all pots, and is a fA%1v if regarded as distin-

guishing pots from other things. Such seems to have been
the original conception, but subsequently GRIFI appears to

1 V.8, T8 3
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“have come to be regarded as an attribute having an absolute
‘and not merely a relative existence externally.

2. In later times WA= came 'to be used synony-
mously with =mnd, and was given an
Varieties of Samanya. independent and eternal existence apart
from the individual objects. This will be
clearly seen from the various divisions of A=, Annam-
bhatta, following the commentators on Kantda's aphorisms
divides wramew into 9¥ and =¥, higher or extensive and lower
or non-extensive. The instances are @l ( existence ) and
F=rea ( substantiality ) respectively. Of course the terms 9%
and WY are relative only, the same attribute ZF=TE= for in-
stance being #U¥ with respect to HHT and I with respect to
w=a, Some other writers make a threefold division of
s, The T. A. for example divides ®THEF into =ITIF
(widest ) e. g. war, =urew ( narrowest, ) e. g 9= and AT~
=mu® ( middie ) e. g. ¥9=1. This division obviously regards
the common characteristic as existing in itself and abso-
lutely, while the former two-fold division only sought to fix
its relative extent as compared with higher or lower gener-
alities. #=77 can be sometimes ¥ and sometimes 37, but
AT must always be =q19%, and 7@ only SATATIE. The
ferms in the former division were relative; in the latter they
are abgolute, This is not the place to discuss which division
is more consonant with reason, buf it may be noted that the
latter though apprently simple is beset with difficulties !
from which the former is free. Annambhatfa therefore was
justified in disapproving of the threefold division, if we may \
accept the interpretation of the word 2@ after GTHIE  as

=

given by V. V., which remarks #afaar=a Wfﬂﬁﬁmﬁﬂ-m’f-
AT - T A - A F AR RIS

3. w|rET is again divided into two sorts, 3T®UE and §@UE.
The first i otherwise called A& and is de-

Jati and Upadhi.  fined as SraeeTy ard=aH, that which is
directly connected with the thing guch as

g=re%, :37 ote, 'The second is called 3TTR and is defined as
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AAAT ¥1gH, indirectly or mediately connected with the
object such as s&ga, Ffi= eto. Every common characte--
ristic does not constitute a Jati. A number of persons might
be blind or Iame or black, but blindness, lameness or black.
ness does not constitute an indépendent class. The circum-
stances which prevent a common characteristic from he—

' coming a jal; are summed up in the following verse of

Udayanacarya :-—

THINZ A TS SATTIRAE: |
EqE((RTTFTT ATfAaTIFTHTE: |

The circumstances that prevent generality from becoming
& class are six: (1) Unity of the object, e. g. the sky being
one all-pervading thing, there is no Jati as wmEmEE; (2)
Identity of things though the names be different, e. g, wamg
and FF31T are not different Jjatis as both words denote the
same thing; (3) Cross-division, e. g. wae and =& a. e not
Jatis as they constitute cross-divisions, HATFERT being ¥a@ and
not #®, and ®/FE being #1a but not ¥d, while the remaining
four, goft, ww, &7 and 14, being both & andaw; (4)
Want of finality, e. g. jati itself cannot have Jati on it, for in
that case, there being jati over jali ad infinitum, there will
be no finality; (5 ) Violation of essence, e. g, the Visesas
( particularities ), though innumerable, cannot have a Jjate
339 on them, because by hypothesis they are essentially
opposed to the conception of jati; (6) Lastly, want of pro-
per connection prevents jati, e. g. AT cannot be a jat
because, as every jati rests on its sy by §®amg@a=T, there
cannot be a FHIT on HWAMT, and wa=ma", if accepted as a
Jati, cannot have any connection with its swsrr. All these
therefore are mere Upiidhis. The student will now be able
to understand Annamblaita’s remark that |, or more
properly its one variety the ja/i, can rest on Dravya, Guna
and Karma only, and cannot rest on the last four Padarthas
Even amongst the first three there are many things that
cannot have AN, such as ether, time and space. It will be seen
from the above that Iurf& is any characteristic which be-
longs to several individuals, while sfd is only a particular
kind of them, fulfilling certain conditions necessary to consti-
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“tute a proper class. These conditions are implied by their
-opposites in Udayana's verse quoted above. If you take a
hundred persons you can arrange them in various groups, as
for instence by their nationality, or the language they speak,
or the complexion of their body, or by their education. But

~gach of these groups cannot constitute a class, for in that
case there will be the absurdity of one person belonging .to
-several classes, and all notions of genus and species will be
confounded. Human being is a class because we can at once
recognize certain well-marked characteristics which clearly

~distinguish human beings from all other animals; but black-
ness cannot be a class, for if it be so we shall have to group
black men in the same class as black sheep or black stones.
This distinction between =T& and IqUT is very important

_and is one of the subtlest discovered by Indian logicians.

Secr. Vil {aar:.

The Individualities or Farticularilies residing in eternal
_Zhings are innumerable.

1. The idea of {¥3i¥, particularity, ( called FeAERY by
Kanidda ) is a counterpart of that of MATT

Particularity. (generality), as the one necessarily implies
the other. In Sect. LXXVIII, Annam-

bhatta defines fAHY as residing in eternal substances and serv®
ing the purpose of distinguishing them from each other, while
this section further tells us that those particularities are in=
numerable, one being assigned to each eternal substance. A
more accurate definition of ST is Tl ;AAE=H, that which
distinguishes self from itself. The peculiarity of a Vifesa
is that it performs the double function of differentiating one

eternal substance from ell others, and also that of differen-,

tiating itself from other Visesas and everything else. The
latter assumption is necessary, because otherwige we shall
have to suppose a second Visesa over the first tb differenti-

ate it from others and so on ad imfinilum.
13

L
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The eternal substances in which Visesas inhere are the-
atoms of the first four substances, earth, water, light and air,
together with the remaining five substances, ether, time,.
space, soul, and mind.

3. Other definitions of Visesa are aif?f{r’%a% qia [Aeaz=Tar-
FIW:, CEATTRTAS A, GRTEET: and AT TE e, all
of which amount to the same thing, namely, that Visesa is
& padartha assumed to account for the difference of atoms-
and other eternal substances from one another. The neces-
sity of this assumption is established by S. C. thus:—" w=1-
AT FUTEATTANRY TEENTEART 9IHIYAT g qaeNeEE 9
ARSI (A5 srmfya=s: 7. A jar is distinguished:
from a piece of cloth because the component parts of the
first are distinct from those of the latter ( TETaNETEaaEE: ),
and g0 on we may argue until we arrive at the ultimate con-
stituents of matter, namely the atoms. But as an atom has
no parts, we cannot account for the distinetion of one atom
from another by the same process of reasoning. Similarly
we cannot account for the mutual distinction of the imper—
ishable substences such as ether, time and space. There is
therefore no help ( @@m@aT of S. C.) ‘but to assume & separate
individuality in each of the substances to account for its
distinctive character. This individuality is called the &3 of
that substance, and they are as innumerable as the atoms and
other eternal substances. It is not right to translate this
319 by * difference ’ or ¢ differentia,” because the latter words
denote the special characteristics of a species as distingnish-
ed from genus, while /@31% concerns the individual only.'

4. This doctrine of f&3iv is supposed to be a peculiar tenet

. . invented by the Vaisesikas, and one from
,eff;;%zjjlﬁs'e'?“ " which they derive their appellation; but it
is singular that the original aphorisms of

Kandda do not give much prominence toit. It is referred to-

1. 8ee Bsin’s Deductive Logic p. 78,



only incidentally as it were,in the Sitra F=a=T=A¥AT oot
which, while treating of FTHI, distinguishes its occasional

GEwa? from the well-known ultimate Visesas, that are-

called final, because they reside in the final atoms of matter.
On this bare reference the commentator Prasastapada founds
the theory of 13319 which is however wholly repudiated by
many of the modern Nawyayikas who are otherwise followers
of the Vaidesika school. They argue that, granting that
Visesas are necessary to distinguish individual atoms, there
must be something else to distinguish the Visesas them-
gelves from one another. If however it is said that the latter
function is done by the V7sesas themselves by some peculiar
inherent faculty, why not then attribute this inherent faculty
to the atoms themselves. If you have to bring in the inhe-
rent faculty somewhere, why not suppose it in the individual
atom itself and discard the superfluous Visesa altogether,
rather than first attribute a Visesa to the atom and then at-
tribute the inherent faculty of sel f~distinction to the Visesa?
The argument is irresistible but not a new omne. Frasasta-
pﬁdd the oldest known commentator on Vaisesika Sutra
already anticipates and answers it thus:—" SaiE scas
ORI FEAT S TOasArIie SAaa AT e i@ ==
ATETAATA | 2% ATEATATAASET W@ T TEIEY WEWra T g
TR TETA | gur T STRETEAT A O A
S AZIEqEsAEaYg W oF TR TR T RIUATIE -
¢ The answer however is hardly satisfactory. It is of
course scarcely needful to say that the doctrine of Visesa is
not sccepted by other Indian schools of philosophy such as
the modern Naiyayikas, the two cections of the Mimirnsakas
namely, the Bhiltas and the Prabhiakaras, and the Vedantins.

1V.8.1,2 6
2 8eo V. 8. 1, 2, 3, and our Note under Sect. VI, on p. 90 Supra.

3 P. B. Ben. ed, p. 323.
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Tarka-Samgraha. [ SECT. V
Seor. VIII. |HETE:
Intimate Union zs one only.

1. waama etymologically means the act of coming together
closely, and is therefore used to denote a
kind of ‘intimateunion’ between two things
which are thereby rendered inseparable so

Intimate Union

~that they cannot be separated without themselves bLeing

destroyed. It is therefore more appropriate to franslate

~®wETT by ‘intimate union’ rather than by co—inherence as

Ballantyne kas done. Annambhaita defines |& =@ in Sect,
79 as ‘a permanent connection existing between two things

- that are always found inseparable’’. The ®&=17 is called fH:a-
* {979 in contradistinction to ¥4 which is a gupa and is

always @@, The expression “igm@= denotes things one

-of which is always dependent on the other, as the jar on its
-components or the quality on the substance. WgATRF is the

opposite of FA@E which may be taken to mean either “prov-
ed to be-joined’ or ‘proved to be seperated,” according as we

- take the verb ¥ in the sense of ‘to join’ or ‘to separate’. In
-either case the meaning of gat®wg is the same. In the first

gense Tarag means things which are proved to have been
actually joined and therefore which must have once existed
in a state of separation, while in the latter senge FATHG

- gimply denotes things which are proved to have once been

separated. Those things therefore which are not thus proved,
that is, which have never existed in a separate condition, are
wgatag. The two halves of a jar were separate before they
were joined together ; their connection therefore is #arT which

. can be destroyed at any moment by separating them again.

But the jar never existed and can never exist separately from
the two halves ; the connection of the jar with the halves is
therefore Hua1g. These wgafaw things are limited in num-
ber. In fact there are only five pairs of things between which
HEATT is supposed to exist, viz., 1 the product and its parts
{ FEgaTIaEAr ), 2 the quality and the qualified ( FORITTEAT ),

-3 the motion and the moving (fEam@arasat ), 4 the indivi-

L



dual and the common characteristic ( SiTf@=awt ), and lastly 5 -

Darticularity and the eternal substance in which it inheres
( B3raiR@e=r ). The definition in the Sifra is simpler and less
comprehensive EIMG 7a: FEFRUET: § FEA:,! from
which it may be inferred that the notion of ¥@aTT was crude

at first, and must have been gradually developed by Iater -

writers.

2. In Sect. VIII Annambhatta emphatically says that

and o8O dinte tha position of the Prabhakara M
mansakas and a modern school of Naiya-

Yikas. These latter deny even fimg= to wwarT. The {Aeger

of §HATT is proved by the argument that as all positive pro- -

ducts (M1a%1%) are generated in their material cause by swamm
relation, a ®aarT if produced will require another FHEIT and
80 on ad inflnitum. |AIET therefore must be regarded un-

producible 7. e. 7. Of course this f@e is only relative®-

and not absolute such as that of an atom. §®aTT is W= in

the sense that it can neither be produced nor destroyed

without producing or destroying the product. Now comesthe

question why this separate entity of ®"=T7 is recognised at -

all. Here there is a difference of opinion betweenthe Nazya-
yekas and the Vaisesikas, or the old and the modern schools,
8s 8. C. calls them. The former hold that &&= is observ-
ed by perception, and therefore no other proof is required to
prove its existence. The Vaisesikas however, of whom An-
nambhatia is one, deny preceptibility to @aaTT, on the ground
that a connection is perceptible only when the two connected
things are perceptible, while @®aTT often exists between things
one of which ( e. g. ?nFTT the FHANTFIO of F77 ) may be
imperceptible. In their opinion §W 14 is proved by inference
only, and the argument is often put as Annambhaifa has put.
it in his commentary on Sect. 79.

1V.8.VIL 2 26.

Notes 9

{A=TT is one and one only, in order to repu- -
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3. The doctrine of @®a1T is very important and may in
T b one sense be said to be the corner-stone of
Samavaya. Nyaya philosophy. It is the TWAF that
explains the phenomenon of causality as

~conceived by the Naiyayikas;and it is this theory that makes
“them so intensely realistic, in marked opposition to idealistic
W schools like the Vedanta. The conception of &= is in fact
a key to the whole theory of causation as viewed from the
Nyaya standpoint, and consequently the doctrine has been
strongly animadverted by writers of the Samkhya and Vedan-
_#i¢ schools who hold different views. The Bhatta Mimarnsakas
also agree with the latter in repudiating F®=TT. The theory
of atoms for which the Naiyayikas have been so famous is
but a necessary result of the docirine of TAAT. Sarmkara-
carya, in his commentary on Brahma-Suira 1. 2.13, lays his
finger accurately on the weakest point in the wwara theory:
namely, the inconsistency of calling ®\I™ a connection
between two distinet things, and at the same time regarding
it as of a totally different kind from §4wT. If €A exists on
“the ¥H(0T dravyas by FuTid, FATT also requires another
|/HATT to exist on the ¥AANTs ; and so there is the absurdity
-of an ad infinitum. To avoid this difficulty F®=1T is regarded
ag a distinet padartha and not & guna and the Nawyayilkas
_add that the first ®=Ta does not 1est upon the FWANT by
another waata but is identical with it. Why then, rejoins
the Vedantin, do you not take 30T to be identical with the
‘@aifis. As to §9mT being & gupa and ¥AATT an independent
_padartha, says the Vedantin, that is a technicality of your
own invention, and we do not accept it. It cannot also be
said that ST being faar is of a different kind from {awr,
and must be treated differently, for a1 also is sometimes
eternsl, as for example the FAFT of FF or AF with TwaNT,
-while ®waTa itself is not truly eternal, it being liable to des-
-truction by the destruction of the produci. But the chief
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-@bjection against ¥Aa/T is that, if ¥HAM™ is to be regarded as
identical with its %1¥ and ®tor, would it not be better and
simpler (@Tea ) to regard the FT itself as identical with the
‘0T ? Hence the Vedantins and Sarkhyas hold the cause
-and its product to be connected with each other not by a:r-rm,1
but by the relation of identity ( @1 ). The doctrine of wrga-
@'@: on w:nich that of waaTy depends is also ruthlessly criti- =
-cized by Sarkaracarya.' The gist of his criticism is that the
notion of cause and effect being =rgaf¥g, that is, being con-
nected together in an inseparable union, is directly opposed
to the hypothesis that the cause is always anterior to the
effect. As a matter of fact the cause and effect are one
and the same thing, and not two different things joined to-
.gether inseparably by a fictitious union called ®®a@. The
‘whole realistic theory of the Nazyayikas is therefore based on
- fiction which has no basis in actual experience. This is not
-ﬂ}e place to go deeper into this controversy which has been
vigorously carried on between the rival disputants from the
<arliest to the latest times ; but what has been said will be
sufficient to give the student an idea as to how the doctrine
of §HTT and the theory of causation built upon it lie at the
very root of the whole Nyaya system of philosophy.

SECT. IX apqrar:.

Negation is of four kinds :—Antecedent, Consequent, Abso-
dute, and Reciprocal.

1. The ninth section only enumerates the four kinds of ne-
gations, reserving the definitions of each
for a future occasion. They are antecedent
negation or mnon-production, consequent
negation or destruction. absolute negation, and reciprocal nega-
&ion. The word negation used by Ballantyne conveys the idea
of Abhava better than non—eristence, wnich is hardly applica-

Negation.

1
— i e S

1 Brah. Satra 11, 2, 17.
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ble in the case of SWIRITWIT.  Antecedent negation is that
which exists before a thing is produced, and the consequent

resulfs after its destruction. Absclute negation exists always
and in all places except where the thing itself is. Reciprocal”
negation is the denial of one thing being any otber, such as

that a jar is not & piece of cloth.,

2. Other writers divide srwrs first into two kinds, =1=ar=aT--
T and HHATT, and then split the latter into the remain--
ing three. Thus Visvanatha says in Bhasa-Paricchedo :

FATTH, (F9T = ararTEa: |
ARTATIRAAT CTHTSCTITARITT T T (1
T SR FETWrT Zege (!

Mutual or reciprocal negation may be defined as the:
negation of identity. All other kinds of negation are grouped
under AT which, literally translated, means negation by
gontact, the contact being between the thing negatived and’
the thing on which its negationis affirmed. Thus when we say
£% YA "1 AIE we affirm the negation of ¥ on & particular
spot. Similarly the antecedent and the emergent negations
also are affirmed with reference to some external IATETT,
with which they are said to be connected, while St=iteaTaTT
simply denotes the mutual non-identity of two things. In
short, in both kinds of 11T, ¢iz. Fa% and s=41=7, there are-
always two things referred to : but in the first, one is negativ--
ed of the other, while in the other, both are negatived of each
other. Thus an H=I=AMTT may be resolved into two HuWl-
wis. For instance 92: 92t an®r is a proposition affirming

the mutual negation of 9= and 9= ; and it may be split up into
two propositions 9% qzek AT and 9% was an@®r, both of
which are examples of ®asrtwig. In S=iT=qTaIT the words
expressive of the two things are always in the same case, . e,
the nominative ; while in the other case one word is usually
in the locative as denoting the s1f@ur on which the negation
rests. #wrtwrT is divided into TENE, TEAETAE, and FTar-
W, of which the fixst two are nothing but the non-produc-

1 B.P. 11, 12,
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on and the destruction, respectively, of a thing. H@=ararE
; is absolute negation, and comprises all varieties other than
those mentioned. A discussion as to its exact nature wilk
be found under Sect. 80. ’

3. The simplest definition of siwra is wafwar, what is
4 distinet from existing things, but other
Abhava defined  definitions are more elaborate. S. C. defines
ITE as TATOFFAEIAEIEIET, 4 e a8

padartha the knowledge of which is dependent on the know-
ledge of its contradictory. S. M. defines it as Z=RTZFAT-

FWITET a padartha in which rest the mutual negations of
all the other 'six paadrikas, 7. e. which is distinct from
the six categories, substance ete. While really meaning
the same as WrEW=, this definition begs the question
by inserting si¥gsmWA, & sub-variety of :wiT, into the defi-
[ vition of zi\ra. It is therefore faulty. A third definition,
' giver in Sarva-Larsana-Carngraha, is J[VAMTA F@RAANE-
, &H, 7. e, ANT not being itself AFATT is not connected with
; anything else by @®mam.! Naiyayikas hold that =¥ is
| an object of direct perception and is connected with its
' NGFEIW by the relation called {@IJiwurar ; that is, when we
? say WIMIEA3FaeH we regard UZIWIT as an attribute of uaw,
5

just as we call zuz the attribute of 3ugr. This peculiar
conception of megation discloses the habit of Nayayikas

to invent any number of fictitious conventionalities, if they

are cunvenient for practical purposes. Really speaking, to

i class 31WTT as a podartha along with the other six is an
' absurdity. There is not the least resemblance between: the
two groups, asg one is the direct opposite of the other.

21T can be a padartha only in the most literal sense of

the word, namely, the connotation of a word ( =wiE ), but

really speaking it cannot be said to bave any external

| existence. It is mem-existence pure and simple, and all
| varieties of it such as the non-existence of this thing and
that thing are mere conventionalities of speech. In what
respect, for instance, does a ¥Z1WIF differ from a =T ?
Really in ncthing estentially, fer talh egree in {leir simple

o ——

1 Sare. D. 8. Cale, ed: p, 109.
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character of negation. But one might say that we find
HSTHIT even where there is a 92, and vice versa : and there-
fore the two negations must bs different.’ But this means
that we only attribute the difference of the things ( st@arfr )
to their negations. In other words, the ¥IIRg on the
ST is simply AAfaq, while asa matter of fact all nega-
tion is pure and characherless. It follows that =y cannof
really be the /3199t of W@z, for a @3wW, in order to be
apprehended, must exist, while the essenca of =1wrT is non-
existence. Vedanfins and others therefore who refuse to
recoznize AWIT as a padartha regard it simply as #HTeq®T,
that is, as wa7 itself and nothing more. =

4. Tt seems that the Vuisesikss had not originally con-
ceived of AT ‘as a separate padarti. Kaniada’s aphorism!
enumerates only six padarthas, omitting = altogether.
But the ingenuity of commentators has added a seventh
category I¥IT as being intended though not expressed by
the Sutrakara, the intention being gathered from the occur-
rence of the word =417 in some other Sifras, such as “ERom-
qEg wAwWa? and g AT EETraTE A To
recognize a separate entity because a word expressive of
1t oceurs somewhere in & work is not indeed a very strong
argument. Similarly Udmanacarye in  his Kiranavali
remarks ° @ = 9314 (the six mentioned in Vel S T3
TAFATNELT ARG WEGAAE AR R EErmiaie
AT 7 g g=3eAra. This is more like an apology for the
non-mention of WY in the original Siutras than an argu-
meunt for recognizing it as a separate padartha. Whatever
be the case, the recognition of ST as an independent:
entbity has bzen a distinet gain to Indian logic, inasmuch
as it has greatly facilitated the processes of analysis and
reasoning. Even those who deny it the statis of a padartha
cannot often help clothing their propositions in its terms.
The wonderful accuracy of the Indian syllogism isin a great
measure due to the use of such fictitious but well-understood
expressions as AT, @A and HITY,

it —— e —————— e e
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Here ends the first chapter of Tarka-Satngraha, which
S. C. names wEMERsTATRTAEOE, According to the well-
known dictum of the scholiast, the 'Vaisesika system con-

-8ists of three parts, the enumeration, the division and the

definitions of padarthas, The author of Tark.-Satigraha first
enumerates the Padarthas in the second section, and then
proceeds to state their divisions and subdivisions in Seecs.
3t09. From the tenth section onwards he enters upon
their definitions or E&aFaT severally, and defines them in
the order in which they have been enumerated.

SEcT. X, gﬁliﬁ-

Earth is that which has odour. It is of two sorts, eternal and
non-eternal. Eternal is atomic, non-elernal is product. It is also
threefold, body, organ and object. Body is that like ours; organ
¢s the olfactory sense at the tip of the nose; object comprises
the earthy stones and the like.

1. The author defines earth as s=g=ar ° having odour,”

which means T=IERIMAEROE, the inti~
mate cause of odour.' The relation expres-
sed by the termination Tq here is FHIE
only, for otherwise the definition will overlap on time and
apace, with which 3179 is connected by FI{&® and ZRTE rela-
tions respectively. Besides the apparent sif@=anfa on iime
and space, the T. D. notices three other objections against
the definition : 1st, it will not apply to a product which, be-
ing composed of parts having both good and bad smells, is
rendered odourless owing to the two kinds of smell being
mutually destroyed ; nor can it be said that in that case per-
ception of odour is rendered impossible, You will have
therefore, says the opponent, either to recognize a (AT
‘ variegated odour,” which you do not, or your definition will
be inapplieable to such a case. The author denies both
alternatives, saying that in such cases we can distinetly ap-
brehend the different odours of component parts, and so there
1S N0 need of recognizing one variegated odour of the whole,
The second objection is the same as in the case of TEAIT as

Earth.

B URSTRRE RS

1. 8. M. Cale ed. p. 2.
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a definition of Dravyu, viz. that it will not apply to a pro-

I3

duct in the first moment of creation, when it is supposed to-

be without attribute. The answer to the present objection is

also the seme, viz. amplification of the definition (p. 77). The-
third objection is drawn from our experience that even water
and other substances besides earth possess smell. The answer-

is that the smell belongs not to the water but to earthy
particles mixed with it. There is a fourth objection which
the author does not notice. We see many earthy things such:
as stones which are odourless, and the definition mey not
apply to them; but the answer would be that the smell in:
them is RIEA, that is, though existing, it is not perceived

owing to unfavourable circumstances.

2. Although odour is mentioned as the differentiating at--

tribute of earth it is not its only attribute,

TIts attributes. Kanada’s aphorism SITEI-IEIaaar qa=t’

describes earth as possessing four qualitiess-

colour, savour, odour and touch, which Sarnkara Misra con-

strues as giving four alternative definitions of earth. Besides-

these four material qualities, earth is credited with ten

others, making in all 14 qualities residing in earth, for which
gee quotation Supra. p. 85.

3. Four copies A BD and K add ax before sea=ar, but
the pratikas in all the copies of Dipika except A, as well as.
that in 8. C. show that the sentence began with s=u=dr, and
that the ax got into the text by error, probably from the
‘opening sentence of the Dipikd. The a=x in the Dipika is ex-
plained by Nilakantha as TH=ANZY ( ATAY ) ALY TAYG:.

4. Earth is first divided into eternal and non-eternal: the
first being atomic, and the second a pro-
duct., T.D. defines @@ex as eq@IA@G s,
its contrary aEH@AT(NET being =R,
That which is not liable to destruction ie eternal, and its op
pogite is the non-eternal. These definitions of T. D. are how-
ever incomplete. Vakya-Vrili defines R and =R more
correctly, as fAard smmmEEdt Y @ GawfEdgtvag and

Earith eternal
and non-eternal,

e

1, V. 8,151, %
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HAEE qrnrEATRE A s asaE eraaaae v, The T.
"'D. does not take into account past as well as future eternity,
-and consequently its definition of @ overlaps on !l‘t‘ifmlna'
which, being indestructible,is saaTaia@ni,but which is not e
-85 it has wrTaTY,  There are some however who regard ¥ as
-eternal; and according to them T.D.’s definitions will be correct.
'Tffwfris algo defined in another and a simpler way as FETGH-
- HEWAERTwE, “being distinguished by a connection with the
“three times, past, present and future’’, s. e. existing in all times.
Whichever definition we take, products are always AR as
‘they do not exist prior to their production, The eternal portion
-of earth is the atoms which are the ultimate material causes
«of all earthy products. The atomic theory of the Vaiseshikas
“will be explained later on. (See note Sect. XIII).

5. Earth is again divided into three kinds, body, organ
ROt hor Tividton. of sense and mass. The body is that which

belongs to human beings like ourselves; '
the organ is that of smell which appre-

“hends odour and is situated at the root of the nose; while
mass comprehends all other earthy things, such as stones ete.
"This threefold division of earth is very ancient, being deriv-
-ed from the aphorism of Kanada.! But there is a difference
-of opinion as to whether this threefold division is of gre¥et in
general or of FrdwaT i only ; and the controversy, so far as
we are concerned, turns partially, if not mainly, on the cor-
rect reading of the passage in Tarka-Sangraha. A reads WY
"ATSNEYT, but as all other copies of the text as well as the
Commentaries agree in omitting |1 before §A: there was
10 alternative but to omit it here also. The reading |7 can
be defended on the ground that by unmistakably applying
the threefold division to ®raeur Yfrdt it makes the meaning
-of the passage clear, and thus brings the text into harmony ,
not only with other works like P. B, S. P, 8. M., and
others, but also with Kanada's aphorism @eIa: grasaniy
FIIES fEd sr{tegaravganEa.” The word |1 however is
~not absolutely necessary, since 8. C. extracts the same sense
<out of the word g&:. The chief objection against /T, as also

1.V 8. IV, 8, 1. 2 Ibid.
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gainst the interpretation put on the passage by S. C. to make-
it conform with the works mentioned above, is that the inter--
pretation does not agree with T. D.'s note on the passage:
WFWEARO 39S, The remark apparently shows that the three—

fold division is not a sub-division of one of the two kinds of -

T first mentioned, namely 1a%ar, but an altogether inde-
pendent division of M= itself. Having divided earth into
eternal and non-eternal, the author mentions another divi-
sion of the same according to its forms and functions. But
here comes the question, does Annambhatla say something
which is in direct opposition to Kandda's Sutra ? The Sutra
distinctly ascribes the three-fold division to product earth:
only : and the scholiast Prasastapada also clearly states his-
opinion by remarking @& sneam: w4 | AR FErnATTHTET
Annambhatta, by taking in the whole earth ( eternal and:
non-eternal ), would be plainly contradicting the Sulra and
the scholiast, which is highly improbable as the present
work is distinctly based on Pradastapiida’s scholium. As a
matter of fact, whichever interpretation we take, the
ultimate result, as observed by Nilakantha; is the same,
namely, that laid down in the Siuira. Nilakantha noticing
these two ways of interpretation remarks =t fAmgr=ar-
R st e g AR AR A iaa A A= an -
Y Q¥ 7% QASAngiE: §USTd Iid wagw. Even if the-
three-fold division te ascribed to A in general, it does
not apply to faear o1&+, that is, atoms, as all the atoms
obviously fall into the third of the latter three divisions 7. e.
fwa. In other words, [eT graHT instead of being the genus
of the latter three kinds becomes «a variety of one of them.
In this way the passage in T. D. can be made to agree with
the Sitra, and hoth views reconciled.

6. 3171 is defined as siraway AraaA®, but a more accurate-

_ definition is @=TIAfETT WA FTHTH, that

OfT f,‘f;é‘;ffhvamms is, a final product which possesses volunta-
ry action. s=aTIA@T is defined as FagIH-

1 P. B. Ben. ed, p- 27.
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*IE §ATTATAEE, a thing which is produced from parts
but does nof itself become a producer of another product, such
as a jar.'Our body is such a final product, because it dces not

T constitute a part of any otherlarger product;
and it possesses the additional character
of being the seat of voluntary actions. J=r

is defined as EaTRASETRINFAT an act which conduces to
the acquisition of the desirable and prevention of the
undesirable. A hand or a foot is also the seat of such =T,
but it is not a final product as it forms a part of a larger
body. Body is divided into Zh@s embryonie, and =EiA
non-embryonic. The first is FwsMOaABas=T and belongs
to human beings, quadrupeds, birds etec. The second kind
is possessed by insects born of perspiration, plants and
semi-divine personages, like the sage Manw, who were self-
born owing to the influence of =1@®. This classification
Comprehends the whole Biology of the Naiyayakas.

7. The second division of earth is organ of sense, which is
also limited to animate nature. =@ is
defined as IT=AATIEAIA STTTUHTHTA QA AT~
y FTTOTHT: afmm‘q’:; ‘“An organ of sense is
the seat of that contact of mind which produces knowledge,
but is not the seat of any manifested special qualities except
sound.’’ The Naiyayika theory of perception is given by $S. C.
thus—srre waaT $9597 A STSATTETRIT aq: TaHT.  “The
Organ is united with the external object on the one hand and is
on the other connected with the mind which acts ss a link
With the soul.” So the contact of the mind is with two
thingg at once, ¥7z. the soul and the organ, and both are the
Causes of knowledge. The first part of the definition
ending with A1a is therefore inserted to exclude the soul,
Which {s the geat of 14 special qualities," while the organ of
Sense pogsesges none. But then one might object that as the
OTgans of gense such as smell and sight partake of the
Dature of their respective constituents, 272., earth and light,

18y must possess odour and colour, the special qualities of

Organ.

.

1. Bee quotation p. 85-86 Supra.
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earth and light. The answer is that they do possess them,
but the qualities are not manifested in them, and hence the
word SEd is inserted to qualify =31w@ur. In this form how-

wever the definition becomes toco narrow, because it does nof
apply to sT1=, the organ of hearing, which being by hypothesis
HIETITTET POSSesses one aagﬁfmm viz. ==, This defect
is removed by excluding F1=g (Z=4a¥ ) from the special qua-
lities that are not manifested in an organ of sense. In this
way the definition is made to denote an organ alone. Other
and perhaps simpler definitions of sf*ea7 are TETHI® ATABNOT-
Hal~sgq' and WAATE-FETAE-ATRAIMHTAR.°  In the first
of these @idit==a excludes the Soul and external objects, while
SERATHH excludes [iFFeas= which being s@if*zT is the
proximate cause of @i@FeaFE. In the second definition the
words WEAaF exclude the Soul. zf*gm is of two kinds, the
internal (s7=aRfeza) which is mind, and the external (FER(*ET)
which are five, viz. the organs of sight, hearing, taste, small
and touch, corresponding to the five elements. Of these the
organs of smell, taste and hearing apprehend qualities only,
while the rest apprehend substances as well as qualities.

8. The third devision of earth is /9% object, which compre-
hends the whole mass of inorganic sub-

Object. stances. The term /@97 is used here some-
what loosely. It signifies everything that

at any time becomes the object of our knowledge. Organs of
sense not being objects of direct preception may perhaps be
excluded from the class 9@, but organic bodies, at least
.of all the living beings beside ourselves, do become the
objects of perception and ought therefore to fall under (Fww.
‘One’s own body being subjective ( Sreanen® ) may be ranked
apart, but the bodies of other persons are as much objects of
knowledge as houses or stones. Why then should they
not be included under f@wa ? The reason is that the
word f3wa is used here in a restricted sense. I

1T, K. p. 3.

2 Tattva-Cintdmani.
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means those things only which are always the objects and
never the subjects of knowledge. The bodies of living beings
““though objects of other men's knowledge are subjective so
far as each individual is concerned, while inanimate things
like stones not having any knowledge of their own must
always remain objects and objects only. This point does not
seem to have been clearly understood by commentators, al-
“though the difficulty was perceived by them. S.C. for instance
remarks “TAAFA SEIETEATETA (W ast Srfﬁﬁ@ﬁm-
AHT ATIH | atEAtE TARNEEAY @97 TF | W Fraq g AreHr-
J3rEna,”’ that is, although the three-fold division is a cross-
division in as much as the usual defiuition of @AY Cluikpinil
“{aw=: ) would also apply to bodies and organs, the latter are
classed separately for the clear understanding of beginners
This explanation of S. C. is of course copied from a similar
-one in Mulidvali : MER(FATFITANT TEITALTAIT: &ea-
FreaTare:.! It is difficult to guess how such a cross-division
tends to the easy comprehension of beginners, but probably
these commentators, while noting that body and organ are
-expressly excluded from fawd, did not quite realize why the
meaning of the word {97 was thus restricted. It is also
significant that Ann.mbhatta defines fFwa simply as STOE"-
B, and thus carefully abstains from any reference %0
W or I,

9. There are two other questions with regard to the extent
-of the class fiwa which cannot be so easily answered. The
ﬁf’it i? whether atoms are included in f3w3. The definition
“Fﬂrfuﬁ would of course exclude them, for atoms being
A5 can never be the objects of enjoyment. Besides
other works expressly exclude them. Bhasa—Pariccheda
for instance has:—

fady gauERsT FEveEa IatEa: 1°
“On the other hand, as observed in a previous note ( Supra

D. 106 ) Annambhatia would seem %o include atoms under
a7, and the fact that he gives a definition of fawa which

1 8. M. Cal. ed. p. 27.
2 B.P. g1
15
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applies to atoms as well as products supports the conjecture.
The second question is whether plants are to be classed with
IR or with 179, The question seems to have very much
exercised later writers, and there is a difference of opinion.
Prasastapada includes trees under fawx,’ while Visvanatha.

the author of Siddhanta-Muilarvali, declares in favour of the:

opposite view.2 Samkara Misra discusses the arguments on
both sides and arrives at the only reasonable conclusion, AT
HETAAHCZITT T ATZET THZaTHAr 9 T ags.’  Annam~

4 bhatta also would seem to take the same view.

Sect. XI. 1.

Water is a thing having cold touch. Itis of two sorts, efernal
and non-elernal. fiternal is atom, non—eternal is the preduct. It
is again three-fold, body, organ, and cbject. Body isin the region
of Varuna, organ s the sense of taste perceiving savcur and
residing on the tip of the tongue ; masses are rivers, seas elc.

1. Water is defined as having cool touch. Like earth,
water is divided, first into eternal and non-
eternal, and then into body, organ and
mass. 'LThe watery body is possessed by
beings in the regions of Varuna, the organ is the organ of
taste located at the tip of the tongue, and the mass com-
prehends rivers, oceans ete. This and the following paragraph
on light closely resemble the last one treating of earth, and
appear to have been inserted with an eye to symmetry. They
are good examples of how a passion for analogies and sym-
metry in everything often leads to unwarranted and absurd
conclusions, Because we see earthy bodies and earthy atoms,
we are also asked to believe in watery and luminary bodies as
well as afoms in the Varuna and Aditya regions respectively.
Kanada defines water as ®ITHIIEIgay 74T gam: foear:,’ and al--

Water.

1. P. B, Ben. ed, p, 23.
2.8. M, Cal. ed. p. 26.

3. V. 8. Up. Cal. ed. p. 214.
4, VI E 2
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rms the coldness of the touch of water,’ but it is singu-

~ lar that no trace of the subsequent classification is found in

his Sutras. These details in the case of water as well as of
light have been supplied by commentators, whose dialectical

ingenuity never fails to supply arguments for defending the

grossest absurdities. The objection, for instance, that a watery

body having no solidity, would be like a bubble of water, in-

capable of enjoyment, is met by the reply that though such a

body would be mainly composed of watery particles, there-
would be enough of earthy atoms in it to add consistency

and cohesion. This watery body is held to be only SFTAS.

Another objection that if coldness is the special attribute of
water how is it felt in slabs of stone, is answered by attri-

buting the coldness to the presence of water in the stone.

The remarks made in the three preceding notes on the last
section as to the propriety of the division and cross-division,
apply mutatis mutandis to this and the following sections
also. For the qualities residing in water see quotation
at p. 85 Supra.

sgor. X1 asTE.

Light has hot touch. It is of two sorts, eternal and mnon-
eternal ; eternal is atomic, non-eternal is product. It s again
threefold, body, organ and mass; body is well-known in the
Solar region, organ is the sight which perceives colour and
resides in the forepart of the black pupil of the eye; mass 18
Jourfold, earthy, heavenly, gastric and mineral. Earthy ( mass)
IS fire and the like ; heavenly is lightming etc. produced Sfrom
watery fuel ; gastric causes diges'ion of things eaten ; mineral
8 gold and the like.

1. The only variation in this section over the last two is
" the sub-division of fawa into four kinds of

light ; 1 earthy, in the shape of common

fire and the light of the glowworm; 2 celes-
tial, in the shape of lightning which is fed by the fuel of
water (=g geqs ae7 aq ), as well as sun-li ght, moon-light and
8ubmarine fire ; 3 gastrie, which is instrumental in digesting
the food eaten ; and 4 mineral, such as gold and other metals.
The first two kinds are undoubtedly real fires ; but it will re~

e P D R A i G I

1. V. 8. 11, 2, 5.

Light.
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Squire a very strong metaphor to class the latter two among the
duminary substances. The gastric juice is called fire be-
-eause it consumes food like fire, and produces heat in the

body. The last case of luminous.metals will be discussed
- further on.

2. The threefold division of light and the four-fold subdivi-
sion of its third variety are taken from
Prasastapada’s scholium, while the origi-
nal Sitras themselves contain no trace of
them. Sawmkara Misra, the author of Upas

Varieties of lustre.

kara gives another four-foid division of light, viz, 1 having’

- ¢colour and touch manifested, as sun-light; 2 having colour
manifested but touch unmanifested, as mcon-light ; 3 having
" both colour and touch slightly unmanifested, as the lustre
—«of the eye ; 4 having colour slightly unmanifested, but touch
fully manifested, as a red-hot postsherd.! This division is
-of course not compatible with the first, and proves that the
symmetrical classification adopted by Annambhatia was
regarded by Saskara Misra as an innovation of the Scholiast
not reconcilable with the original Sufra. It may be remarked
in passing that the organ of sight is located by Nasyay:kas
at the top of the black ball, but modern science places it still
further back on the retina, the black eye-balls being simply
windows to let in external light. Another now exploded
- doctrine of the Nasyayikas was that before an object could
be perceived, the organ of sight went out of the eye, reached
the objact and then returned back to its place carrying with
it the impression of the object ; while it is now proved that
the organ does not go out at all but the rays of the sun
falling on the object carry its impression to the refina
-of the eye. :

3. Naiyayikas have spent much argument to prove why
gold and other metals are classed under
light. The argument by which the luminosity
(FsraeT) of gold is established is explained
at length in T. D. Gold is light because if
.can neither be earth, mor water, nor wind. Its being

Gold is light.

any of the last five dravyas is of course out of the ques™

~#jon. Gold is not earth because the fluidity of melted
i. V. 8. Up. Oal. Ed. p. 74
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gold is not destroyed even by application of extreme heat, .
while the fluidity of earthy things such as clarified buttesr--
is generally found to vanish at certain temperature when ,
there is no counteracting force. The fluidity of gold remaing -
intact even in the absence of ary counteracting force.
Gold cannot therefore be of earthy nature. * It cannot be-
water because its fluidity is occasional and not inherent e
nor can it be wind as it has colour. Gold therefore is light, .
the heat and brilliancy natural to light being concealed by
the obstruction of earthy colour and touch. The argument
may be put in the following syllogism:—

A ATEE | TR TATIEHSTAAAGHAT T TITWG T -
ATAETAEG | AT TR, TN T |

The fallacy or rather a number of fallacies in this reason
ing can be easily detected. In the first place, the proposition
that the fluidity of every earthy substance must be destroyed
by extreme heat is an arbitrary assumption based on insuffi-
cient daga, Modern science proves that the solidity and
fluidity are not definite qualities belonging to particular
kind of substances as the Naiyayikes hold; but they are
simply states of matter dependent on temperature. Thirdly
the device of accounting for fhe non-appearance of any
quality by the supposition of a counteracting force is often,
as here, carried rather too far. If obstructing causes can
explain the disappearance of heat and brilliancy of light,
Why can they not explain the non-destruction of the fluidity
of gold ? To remove this objection the words ' srara qATTE
are introduced in the &g, for we often see that when
there is an obstructing cause, even earthy substances, such
as ghee placed in water, do not lose their fluidity. But how
is it to be proved that there is no obstruecting cause in the
Case of gold also? The difficulty of converting metals to
8aseous state by the application of strongest possible heat
Seems to have struck the Indian thinkers early, but owing
to the infancy of experimental sciences they did not wait to-
Verify their conceptions of golidity and fluidity. They rather
Dreferred the easier way of solving the difficulty by relegat-
ing thege apparent exceptions to a different category altoge-

[
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ther. The Naiyayikas included the metals under =& fo
which their peculiar lustre gave them affinity. The Mi-
wamsakas went - further and reckoned the metals as a distinct

-dravya.

SEct. XIIL qryg:,

Air has tcuch without calour. It is of two sorts eternal and

‘noneternal ; eternal is alomic, nmon-eternal is product. It s
—~again threefold, body, organ and mass; body is in the aerial

world, organ s the semsc¢ of touch, apprehending touch and
spread over the whole body, mass is the cause of the shaking of

-trees elc.

Air circulating within the body is Prana, Though one, it
acquues different names such as Prana, Apana, etc. owing to
{ different) situations.

1. This section also is modelled on the three last preced-

] ing. Aijris defined as colourless and pos-
Ao, sessing touch. It is of two kinds eternal
and non-eternal, and again of three kinds,

‘body in the regions of wind, organ of sense in the shape of
the airy cuticle extending over the whole surface of our
body, and object or mass in the form of the wind that blows

and shakes trees.

2. Another variety of air is however mentioned, called
vital air or breath, which is nothing but

Breath. wind moving inside our body. There is a
difference of opinion as to how breath is

40 be classed under wind. Prasastapade and the ancient

~school mention breath as a fourth kind of air and distincé

from the body, organ, and mass : while later works on Nyaya
generally include it under mass. It is doubtful what view
Annambhatia takes, but from the unconrected manner in
‘which hie has tacked the definition of 9ot to the section on
13, he seems to be undecided. While he divides T into
three kinds only, and not into four as irasastuyada has
done, he does not expressly class Wit under fA9g. In the
Dip:.ka also he carefully avol ids the point, although the =1%-
qaor “qE TIONE g:u.-am'ar would seem to show that he
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" to say something on the point. He gives however a
decided opinion as to the identity of the five breaths. Al-
““though wTor is mentioned as one of the five breaths, it can
also be used as a generic name for all of
them, as the remaining four are nothing
more than the same w9 called by
-different names, according to the different parts of body
it travels over and the different functions it performs.
There are not really five breaths but only one passing
through five places and performing five functions, each at its
proper place. Prasastapada simply says fFamiEnaoRamR-
W1 &Wd, the first word =M@ including w7, Annambhatia has
improved upon him by employing the word 3un® which sig-
nifies both 3T and T\, The exact meaning of IINE wilk
be discussed further on. The five breaths are differentiated by
their places in an old verse :—

The five breaths.

g3 TIOT T Sq1: WA ANE R |
SFTA: FUSFFIEAT =TH: GIBTCRIT:

Prana is situated in the breast, Apana in the rectum,
Samana in the navel, Udane in the throat and Pyara over
the whole body,

The functions and names of the five are explained thus:—
FEARENA Repamadamea: | aardaas @ | e
W TETT 77 AEATATEAA: | FEF ATATIEI | AISHEY @aa-
SIBA: | These five breaths also bear mythological
names:—

IEN ATT ATEATT: TR/ IS Ta: |
TEC PR AT FAgAT (@Agaer |
q SENR T 0T TISAOG gATT: 1

As the whole of this peculiarly Pawranic physiology
has heen imported into modern Ayaya works it cannot be
totally ignored, but it is not necessary to dwell on it here
any further. It may be noted, however, as a good example
how Indian systematists often imported foreign material into

heiy systems, and reconeciled it as far as possible Iwith their
Ddamental doctrines.

i
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3. Air has been defined as devoid of colour, and possess—
A ing touch; the first epithet distinguishes it
Is air visible - £r4m the first three and the second epithet
from the last five dravyas. The touch in
the air is again neither hot nor cool, and therefore different:
from the touch in light or water. Air thus occupies a
somewhat middle and ambiguious position beiween the vigible-
and the invisible dravyas; and consequently a hot discussion
has been carried on between the ancient and the modern
schools of Naiyayikas as to whether gir is perceptible or not.
The ancients held that air cannot be perceived but can only be-
known by inference ; and Annambhatia inclines to the same-
view. The argument, says T. D., that air is perceptible like
2 jar , as it possesses perceptible touch, is wrong, because
manifested colour is a mnecessary condition precedent to-
perceptibility. A condition (399 ) is defined as FATET=ATIH=
|IA AAATGF:, that which is greater in extent than €reT
{ the thing to be proved ) but is not more extensive than
the @maw or 7 (reason ). In a good syllogism the @arew
must always be greater than, or at least equal in extent to,
the a3, e. g. the Witx fire should always exist wherever
there is smoke, the #5. When however the 8% is greater in
extent than the ®1=7, there are necessarily found cases where
the 87 exists but the @1z does not; and consequently an
argument based on that 7 becomes fallacious. These cases
are due to an 3un¥. Now let us put the above argument in
& syllogism , and the 3911% will at once appear :—

91g: qeqaT:
Y RTS IS TeATT
" qr 97 geaA G TAAWSTIAT: @ § T AT 92 |
qUT =1 |
AT |

Here &7 is W1aN9% becauge there is an IS intervening
between the 8 and the®r=a. The IMT is TgwA®IIT ( the
state of having manifested colour) and is of course greater in
extent than the |17 and lessthanthe §ras. The 3amiS is greater
than the §T%T because we can say I 5399 HiX aEREIAT-
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| i Wwa' A EaRTTE, all substances visible to external sens-

| « es havemanifested colour. The words #=¥ and ai2i® % are used
inorder to make it clear that we are talking of sensuous percep-
tion of substances only, and thus to exclude T and per-
ceptible qualities like w7, We cannot however assert g g
CIR e D ANEaEuA=d, wherever there is tangibility
there is manifested“colour, because we know as a fact i:haf;.
air though TarersET does not possess SETET. The Iqmiey
is therefore wraAE=wGE. On account of its existence the
=R or major permise becomes +0o extensive, and the whole
argument is a fallacy., Separated from ifs technicalities, the
above reasoning amounts to this. According to the hypo-
thesis of the ancient Neaiy@yikas the term Yertsr has a
narrower meaning and is exclusively applied to the cases of
ccular perception. Hence substances and qualities that are
apprehended by other senses but are not seen by the eye do*
not become objsets of perception. In this restricted sense of
TFE, namely ocular perception, it is evident thataﬁfmqaw
must be a necessary condition and that air which has no &g
cannot be perceptible.

The modern Naiyayikas, who affirm the perceptibility of
air, deny this i loto, because they deny the very hypothesis
that aRE=ywaam is confined to ocular perception only,
Their view is explained by 8. C. as being af%ifzamu&f oiE
EERE-fAs =g Eva ngaan’%x’%@xgaﬁ@aws’ucavar :
FI0, that is everything is perceptible that POssesses s0me
special quality having Wgsa but not 1@, as for instance
Manifested colour or manifested tcuch, ccmbired with
Wagnitude. On this hypothesis modern Naiyaykas regard
air as perceptible, as it is the object of WIS, as opposed to
gV, 9y, but atoms are not, because they have no megni-
tude. Annambhaifa holds the ancient view and regards air as

inferable only.
16
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4. The infere..ce to prove the existence of =TT is stated ab
length in T. D. The not-hot-not-cold touch
(o hy air is ¢ dis= whioh we feel on the blowing of the wind
tnct entity.
must reside in some substance as it is a qua~
lity, because the =7n®, at It J0T: § & (HI2FEF=AT: is univer
sally true. Now the touch cannot reside in earth, because
all earthy matter having menifested touch has also manifest-
ed colour which is not found here. The touch cannot also
reside in water or light, because it is neither cold mnor hof.
It cannot reside in the four all-pervading substances, ether,
time, space and soul, for if it did, it ought to be found every-
where. Finally it cannot rest in mind, because mind being
atomiec, any quality residing in it cannot be feit. So there
must be a ninth substance, different from these, where this
touch may reside, and that substance we call air.

It is not necessary to criticise the above reasoning, hecause
it is t00 evidently founded on a total ignorance of the nature
of atmosphere as determined by modern physical science.
The idea that cur atmosphere is a mixture of differeut gases
and not one unilorm =T, and that it has several distingnish-
ing properties besides touch and other °specisi quali-
ties,” mever occurred to these Indian physicists. Roughly
speaking, Giuar, W% and FIY of the Naiyayikas may be
identified with the three states of matter, solid, fluid and
gaseous, while 54 is a sort of material embodiment of the
energy of heat. The Hindu physicist most probably did not
know that heat and luminosity are the results of the same
kind of chemical action, Luminosity or Wrewsrm=a was
classed as a variety of colour, while 2ssq was a kind of touch.

5. Asair is the last of the four tangible dravuas which

. are divided into eternal and mnon-etern
B Tt nd non-eternal,

created, the T. D. takes occasion to state the Nydya

theory of creation and destruction of mate-
rial things. Motion is first produced in the atoms as a tesult
of God's will. This motion produces conjunction of two

monads giving birth to a diad. Three diads or binary atoms
make one tertiary. From this Iast is produced the quadrate,
and 8o on, until the great masses of earth, and wator. and
light, and atmosphere are formed.

I3
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he destruction of things takes place in the same

' order, that is, when God wills to . destroy
.-Cﬁggf“s of destru- effects, motion is produced dividing the

monads, and thereby destroying $he
binary. Thence follows the destruction of the tertiary, and
80 om, until the mass of earth becomes extinct, This is the
brocess of creation and destruction which is unanimously
accepted by all Nayayikas ; but there is a difference of opi-
nion between the ancient and the modern schools as to the
Drecige cause which imm ediately bringsabout the destruction
of things. The old traditionists (993 ) held that with one
-exception the destruction of effects is immediately brought
about by the destruction of their causes, the exception being
the binaries which are destroyed, not by the destruction of
their causes, 7. e. the monads which are indestructible, but by
the destruction of the union of the monads or primary atoms.
In other words, the binaries are destroyed by the dissolution,
and the subsequent products by the destruction, of the parts
composing them. The dissolution of parts no doubt occurs
in the latter cases also, but there it is itself the result of the
destruction of parts. The moderns object to this multiplicity
of causes on the ground that it is simpler (197 ) to assume
only one uniform cause in all cases, namely, the dissolution
of the union binding the parts, than to suppose one cause for
the binaries and another for other effects. In their opinion,
therefore, there ig only one cause for the destruction of all
effects, namely tbe dissolution of the union which is the =w-

' AT FROT OF non-intimate cause of the product.

7. The difference between the two views is much more
radical thap appears af first. According to the former view,
the process of destruction always proceeds from cause to effect
% e. the destruction of parts always precedes the destruction
SRTeos Wik The monnda are separated, the binaries are
Decessarily destroyed, and the destruction of the latter as
Becessarily involves the destruction of the tertiaries. In this
Manner the final product is destroyed the last, just as it is the



last to be produced. Now this is diametrically opposed to the:
viéw held by other schcolg of Indian philesophers, especially
the Vedantins. Fadaiayara in Brahn a-Satra 11, 3, 14 express—
ly saye that the process of destruction is just the opposite
« f that of creation ; that is, the final product is destroyed
first, then its parts, then their parts respectively, until we-
arrive-at the ultimate causes. In other words, destruction is
accomplished by the successive resolution of things into
their eomponents. This is inaccordance with the rule warrant=
ed by our experience that analysis or division proceeds in &
contrary way tosynthesis or composition, whilst the Nasyayike
theory lays dcwn that the building and the pulling down
processes are accomplished exactly in the same way. This
meens that as we build a house frcm the foundation for
the top, we should rull it down in the same order. This is
certainly an impcssibility ; for, as Se#ikar@carya in his ccm-
mentary on the above mentioned Brolmasiifre justly roints
out, if the destruction of effect follows that of parts, there
must be an interval when the parts have vanished but the
effect remains. Where could the effect reside in this interval?
Not on the intermediate parts which are already extinct, nor
on the ultimate atome between which and the final effect
there is no direct connection. The existence of the effect in
the absence of the parts is as absurd as it would be impcssible
to take away the foundation of a house withcut bringing
down the roof. The theory of destructicn laid down by the:
ancient Naiyayikas is therefore opposed to reason as well as
experience. But the view of the moderns is not so incon-
gistent with the natural order of things. Their theory that
destruction of effects is produced by the dissolution of the
union of parts is equally reconcilable with the old Naiyayika
doctrine and the Vedantic doetrine, according as we conceive
the process of destruction to begin from the non-intimate cause
of gau® and end with that of the final product, or vice versa.
The old Nawydyika theory is positively opposed to the order
of nature, while the modern is reconcilable with it.

Tarka-Saingrahe [ SECT. l /|
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8. The Nawyayikas accept the old mythologlcal idea of
two cosmic dissolutions, an #FAITSBT ( intermediate dis-
solutlon ) when all tangible products only are destroyed, and

-6 Hg(T#T (universal dissolution ) when all things, material

and immaterial, are merged in the primum mobile, that is,
‘the atoms. These periodical creations and destructions, says
T. D., are proved on the authority of the Srut: text Tar Tav-

‘-‘ﬁw&ema, ‘ the Creator made the creation as bejore, the
‘word ‘ before ’ implying that there wasa previous creation

-of which the present one is a copy.

9. This is a convenient place for an explanation of the
Naiyayka 9771515 or Indian atomic theo-
ry, as it is essentially connected with the
evolution and ultimate {form of the first
four substances. The Nydya theory of creation and destrae-

The doctrine of
atoms.

‘tion as explained above presupposes the existence of atoms,
while the division of earth, water, light and air, into eternal
-and non-eternal is founded on the same fact. T. D. therefore
Droperly asks and answers here the question ‘what is the
proof for the existence of these atoms on which so large a
part of Nyaya and Vaisesika doctrines seems to be based.
The argument briefly put by T. D. may be explained thus:
Every visible thing is composed of parts, for & thing in order
“t0 be visible must have three dimensions, length, breadth and
thickness ; and these dimensiomns necessarily persuppose
smaller parts. A line has length because it is a succession
-of many points, while a surface has length and breadth be-
-cause it is a series of lines placed side-ways. A mathemati-
+oal point on the other hand having no dimension can never
be percaived and is really speaking nothing but a notion.
Having established this universsl and self-evident proI?()si-
tion that every visble thing has parts ( 95 99 JPTHHA aF
Wyt qurye ), we get the further axiom, also proved by
-®Xperience, that every object having parts is- divisible ; into
any number of smaller parts. From these two axioms we

L
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come to the conclusion that by gradually dividing and sub=
dividirg a thing howsoever large we can arrive at particles-
as minute as we please. But the same experience which:
gives us the above two self-evident axioms puts a limit to-
our power of division, and we find that beyond a certain.
limit we cannot go on dividing a particle ad infinitum. In.
modern times Chemistry has increased this power of divi—
sion largely but still it is not indefinite, and science is-
forced to assume a limit on which it bases all its calcul-
ations. This limit is the w¥#T of Nyaya and the atom of
Huropean scientists, the smallest of the small, and the-
ultimate constituent of all matter in the universe. Human
mind cannot think without having some purely simple no--
tions which it combinesinto complex ideas, and these simple-
notions must have their counternarts, such as the atoms, in.
the external world. This is the genesis of the atomic theory,.
and the Naiyayika argument to prove the existence of QIHIT
ie essentially the same, although clothed in the phraseology
of their peculiar dogmas. The smallest visible particle is the-
mote in the sunbeam which is called s7we, Iwder, or E(C
that is, a tertiary atom. This mote being visible must have
parts. HEach of these parts again, called F9aF, isdivisible:
into smaller parts because it produces the large magnitude
in the g7y, just as the thread of a large piece of cloth is
itself divisible. To explain this it must be noted here that
in Nyaya theory the #g=¥, magnitude, is a distinct species of
dimension from =W, and cannot therefore be produced
from it. If Z=F had no parts and were itself the ultimate-
particle, its 1@ would have been incapable of producing
the g7 of =9W® ; while by assuming a further subdivision
of gaW® into two atoms, we ean account for the magnitude-
of =w® by saying that it is the number of atoms Compos--
ing the binaries forming a 37w, and not their e, that
gives rise to the latter’'s magnitude. It is for this reason
that while two atoms make one binary molecule three-

binaries are thought necessary to make up a tertiary. The.
number two only intensifies in the product the wfimor of
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each part; and thus the compound of two binaries, which
~ are :@, would be HWHR ¢. e. still more minute, and not WET

as the sqw#F really is. Therefore the number of binaries
composing the =¥ui% is fixed at three to account for its mag-
nitude, while, no such reason existing in the case of gwuF,
the number of its partsi. e. the atoms, need not be more
than two. Hence the mnemonical couplet STFIIRUITHT
THEW T3qF & | q€7 YEEHT Wi @A § 399 | The atom
is the gixth pari of the little mote which we see in the sun-
beam coming through the window.

10. The question then arises —In what respect does the HT=
of a binary differ from the siur= of an atom ? That the two
are different cannot be disputed, because atoms being parts
of binaries must be smaller, and also because their RHTIT
has a distinct name qriiA0ges which is never applied to
binaries.. Now, according to the law that like produces like,
_J_“_he AW of a g=urF must be greater in degree than the qTiz- |
HUSE of a qewmy, that is, a binary must be more minute
than the atom, which is absurd. To obviate this difficulty
as well as that about the #g=% in =9q%, the Naiyayikas make
an exception of atoms and binaries to the usual rule that
the magnitude of the product is nothing but the magnitudcs
of parts intensified so many times. They assert that the
magnitude of the product is produced by any one of the
three causes, viz. the magnitude, the number, or the parti-
cular arrangement of parts. Kanada, in the aphorism FRU-

© §gA1T,' by the = in which according to commentators we
are to understand the two other causes FWuAE™ and T=I-
.‘ » lays down this multiplicity of causes, and expressly
distinguishes A from AET in the next aphorism. While
the wgwT of products from =9uEF upwards is caused by FWOr-
& as well as o=T, J0T is caused by ¥g&¥ or number of
barts only, But here comes the question why we should
8top at the gixth part of wiw. There seems to have been &
difference of opinion asto why we must go even so far.
Some are for stopping at g90® and others at T or WUE

e R e A T T T 1 T 7

1.v.8.VIlL,1,9.
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~ even,’ but no one appears to go beyond the QAW except J{
of course the Vedantins and the Sasmkhyas who deny the |

TRAMGT a.ltogether The necessity of stopping at this 1imit i
is of course founded on the usual argument of regressus ad- |
anfinitum. If we have to stop somewhere it is better that we
should stop at the earliest limit available ; for, as T. D. puts
it, if this wwmy also is & product of still smaller parts, there
will be s#qa¥ar. The same argument is often put in another
way. Why is this jar distinct from or larger or smaller than
the piece of cloth or that jar ? The answer is that the con-
stituent parts of this jar are different or more or less
numerous than those in the otber. The parts of each are
again larger or smaller according as they contain more or

‘less sub-divisionsg. Reasoning in this way we find that a
.mountain is far bigger than a mustard seed, because the
_.number of u”lmate parts, that is the atoms, is much larger ,
in the first than in the second. These ultimate particles .
:must be all indivisible and of equal magnitude, besause 80
Jdong as there are degrees of size amongst them, there will
be & possibility of reducing the larger to the size of the
smaller, that is, there will be further division. The indivisi- |
bility of atoms necessarily implies that they are all of equal ‘
'sue It is nothing but their greater or smaller number
there[ore that can make one thing, like the mountain Meru,
-big, and another thing, like a mustard seed, small. To cal-
-culate these numbers we must have a common unit like ,‘
qyar@.  If we however do not recognize QIHETY and go onm |
dividing ad infinitum, the number of parts in both things
,will be equal but the parts will vary in magnitude, and the
question why one ig larger than the other will ever remain
unsolved. Thus the parts in both the Weru and the mustard
seed being always the same in number, namely infinite,
‘there iz no resson why the one thing should differ in size
‘from the other, and perfect equality ought to exist between

the two (HEFTaTREFT=SIWY: ). If however, we fix upon a

i: G B 1V. % 17,
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magnitudes by the varying number of atoms in each. It can
be easily guessed from this that the statement made above
~that the magnitude of a thing depends on the number (Fge )
~or the size (@&=7 ) or the peculiar arrangement (I=F@3W)
- of its parts was only provisional, the real cause in all cases
being the number of ultimate parts, while the latter two
Causes were simply the variations of the first. This may

Dperhaps aceount for their omission in the criginal aphorism
~of Kanada.?

11. A third but not a very convincing argument for proving
“the necessity of atoms may be stated in Dr. Roer’s words—
“To say that the point where the end is obtained is mnot
~eternal would be to admit the production of an effect from &
thing which ig not in the connection of intimate relation.
r;‘herefore this point is eternal. As the continual progress
t‘rom one great thing to another still greater finds its end
In the assumption of the sky and other intinite substances,
“80 there must also be ultimately a cessation of the progress

from small to a smaller thing. Thus the necessity of atoms
is proved, * 2

12.Suchis the gewmurat® which originally distinguished Vai-
e Sesika philusophy from ot‘hérs, al.ld which
India and (',(roi,f ‘" wags afterwards imported into various ot}.xer
systems. It closely resembles the doctrine

*Of atoms which found acceptance with several Greek philo-
80phers, Leucippus considered the basis of all bodies o
COnsist of extremely fine particles, differing in form and
Nature, which he supposed to be dispersed throughout space
8nd t0 which the followers of Epicurus first gave the name
Of atoms, To these atoms he &ttrlbuted a rectilinear motion,
in COnsequence of which such as are homogenegus were
United, whilst the lighter ones were dispersed throughouf
“SDace, The universe was made of matter consisting of
Mltimate indivisible afoms which are indestructible and

1V, 8. VIIL, 1.9,
2 Roer's Trans. of B. P. Bib, Ind. p. 16 Note.
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eternal. Empedocles and Anaxagoras did not exclude mind’
and spirit from thisatom-born universe, thus partially agree-
ing with Kanada who excludes spirit but inciudes mind and"

intellect in matter. Leucippus and Democritus excluded’

both. Epicurus added nothing to the doctrine. The qIATL-

1z of Kandda also materially agrees with the modern

atomic theory of Dalton on which the whole science Of

chemistry may be said to be founded. The conception of

atoms, simple as it seems when once comprehended, is one-
of the most subtle and shows a considerable advance of

philosophical thought. The doctrine has been sharply

criticized by Samnarakarya and other Vedantic writers,.
and their criticisms have greatly tended to diminish its-
popularity ; but the credit of originality is none the less due-

to the philosopher who first discovered it.

SeEcT. XIV. SMHRIFH-

Akasa or ether is that which has sound for its (special)’

guality. 1t is one, all-pervading and eternatl.

This definition of ether differs from the preceding four-

e in that the word @or is inserted in it, when
Alas'a or ether,

or STEZRAATT STFEIRA. What is then the

propriety of the word @wr? V. V. and S.C. explain it as.
intended to controvert the doctrine of Bhatta Mimarsakas-

that sound is a substance and not a quality ; butthe explana-
tion is rather far-fetched. That of N. B. and Nilakanthe
is better, namely that the word @w is used for &3ryzor and
implies that sound is the special quality of ether and ether-

alone, as distinguished from all other substances. Colour-

and other qualities are found in several substances, and even.
odour, the special quality of earth, is often associated with
water and air; but sound is always confined to ether.
Hence the author defined earth as simply wa=xd&r while-
he defines ether as I=guww. As to the Mimarmss
dootrine that sound is substance, it is already denied:

6 Tarka-Samgraka. [ SEC@J

the author might have as well said BEEG
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by the mention of 3= among the: gunas. Akdsa is also-
defined as WHRITHNANTIVAHTATIFOTALNTOAEOE | 7 e
‘éther is the seat of that particularity (@3iw) which coexists
with a special quality (sound) that is created but not produced:
from conjunction. Ether, being eternal and all-pervading,
has a f@3iw of its own, but .this fA3iw is distinguished from
that of soul, as it is accompanied by a created special quality
. e. sound, and hence the qualification FEA[TI0 ete.
But then the partcularities in atoms are also accompanied
3‘, by created qualites and hence they have to be exclud--
ed by the further epithet @ammsi<a, the special quali-
ties in atoms such as THEEEY being often IWTWI.
This elaborate definition therefore ultimately amounts.
to the same as 3t=suul. Ether is the best available
though not quite accurate English equivalent for Akase-
because it resembles the latter in being an all-pervading and
imponderable substance. Ether however carries light and
heat only, and not sound, which function is assigned by mod--
ern science to the atmosphere. Ether therefore resembles
| Akasa in all respects, except its special quality of producing
| sound. Both ether and JAkada are substances proved by in-
ference, that is, their existence is presumed in order to account
for certain natural phenomena, such as the diffusion of
light and sound which are otherwise inexplicable.

2 Kanada® concludes sound to be the sign (f&w) of Akasa
ooy o by progess of exhaustion, bfecause no oﬂ}er-
attribute ;‘}"Aﬁ, +. substance is capable ofhaving sound as ifs
quality. The question in what respects
- Akasq differs from ik will be discussed under Dsk. The-
fact seemsto be that the names of the five elements including.
kdsa came down to the Naiyayikasfrom a very ancient source:
and that they had no choice but to recognize them:if they want--
od ¢o DPreserve their orthodoxy. They only assigned to each such
Plage ang functions as harmonized with their own phybloal
eory of the universe. Our author mentionsthree characteris-
tics of Alkidsa, that it is one, all-pervading, and eternal. The

1 Sarv. D. S, Calc. ed, p. 104,
V. 8. I, 1, 24"
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«epithet one implies that. the mention of numerous Akdsas
suc}i as U2THIxr and HSTHRY in common parlance is due to
UMY and cannot be real. Being one and emitting sound
everywhere, ether is necessarily all-perva.ding, and being all-
,pervadl..g it must be eternal also. Being 8w Akase is iwi-
e, imperceptible, and therefore known only by inference.
-The syllogism may be put thus : 31=3: Wmﬁiﬁ'
EHTEE: | ST G0 GRATIEROEAEE, | o aeide
T T,

- 3. T. D. defines g, all-pervasion, as WITAT=THWATNTE,
contact with all corporeal objects. Corpo-
reality (=eteT) again is'defined as TRz =-
qRAIT, the quahty of having definite
dlmenslons waew is defined by N. B. as f#amags=aaas. Cor-
iporeal substances are thus either those that have definite
idimensions or that have motion. The second definition prac-
~tically amounts to the same as the first, because action or
:motion implies movement of either the parts or the whole
from one place to another, and that is not possible unless
-the substance is limited in space. The corporeal substances
‘are five : earth, water, light, air, and mind. They and their
‘common properties are enumerated as follows :——

] V,ib/mtz'a

farfasts ey & o941 @9 T T
ST TR ATATSAT STHT 12

These however do not constitute & separate class as they
-eome under Udayana’s exgeption, cross—division.”> The class
-;of five B dravyas crosses with that of five W& dravyas, the
first four being common to both, but ¥4 of the one class being
replaced by s1rETET in the other. The distinction between oA
-and 9@ is simple. u# dravyas are coporeal substances that
are limited in space and have definite dimensions ; while the
|| dravyas are not necessarily so. They are simply elemental

~substances which singly or by combination among themselves
become the material causes of all the products in the world.

1B. P. 24
2 Vide mote supra, p. 92,
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& though atomic'does not produ ce anything else and is .
not therefore &, while smETr though all-pervading pro-

“*'duces sound. The other four substances are of course hoth
ad and Fﬁ' e is opposed to g ( all-pervasion, ) s
to FEIEAA or ARFTRE ( invariability ). Soul is only &
substratum of knowledge and not being its material cause
cannot be either ¥& or @w. :

——c———

SEcT. XV, &Ts:.

Time is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of the use of
| { words ) past efc. It is one and all-pervading.

1. Awmambhatta’s definiticn of time is very simple and is

best for all practical purposes, although it -
labours under the fault of being merely a.
verbal one. This and the succeeding de--
finitions based on =G9g1Y are convenient descriptions of the
things and are sufficient for their identification, but they do-
not convey the full connotation of the terms. =198 is defined
by V.V, as TFAUGINED: 7. e. statements such as past time-
and future time. The word #d here, as well as in the fol-
lowing definitions where it is applied to ==EW, 1'8 to be
understood in the restricted sense of HETIRUTATHHEIOL,
Stecial and instrumental cause. Time is the instrumental
cause of =qTEW, as distinguished from Akase which is
its material cause. gagW, of course, is nothing more than
l Words or sound. Similarly, time is the special cause of
‘ S9EW alone, as distingnished on the one hand from all
other effects of which time is only the gemeral cause
( sramuERor ), and on the other, from space and other
things which ave enumerated as FUROERWNR alcng with
time, ang which are therefore the gemeral causes of all’
8ffectg including =@agw®. Thus the word g§g, when taken in
© above restricted sence, frees the definition of time from
Breo faults, viz. an su@=am& on ether, a second A=A on
SPace and other general causes, and an unnecessary restric-
tion ( R ) in calling time the cause of one thing onl‘y
When it js really the cause of all effects. The definition in
the text, being based on common usage of certain words,
teaches us nothing new about the thing itself. The utmost

Time.




Tarka—Samgraha. [ SECT.

#hat it tells us is that time is gome unknown entity which
is necessary to explain why we speak of certain occurrences
.as past, others as present and others as future. The fact of
there being & common usage of those terms is proved by
-our daily experience, and the Nejyayika, finding no better
way of explaining it, assumes an independent substance,
which is its source but aliout the real character of which he
is as much in the dark as these who deny the substance

.altogether.

2. Another and apparently more accurate definition of
+time is that given by Iisvanatha:—

STATAT AT 3 BFTST FIATHTSET A |
qRII 1T 2T0IT(g: TTgaTra: !

This is compressed into TRMTEATAHET-AWGA T FET-=0AT -
GATFERO 559 F1%: | that is, time is the substance which is
-the (instrumental) cause of our cognitions of priority or post-
eriority, simultaneity or otherwise, slowness or quickness.’
The ouly material difference between this and Annunbhatia’s
definition is that the latter’s =798 ( common usage ) is
substituted by sexa( cognition ). According to Aunnambhatia
time is the cause of ==, that is a certain kind of speech
or langunage; while according to Visvanatha and others it
is the cause of acertain kind of cognitions or mental notidns.
Now as language end thought are identical, or rather as
language is but the outward expression of thoughts. both
definitions practically amount to the same! thing. There
can be no outward expression unless there are mental
notions previously, while according to many no thinking is
possible without the aid of language. Anything therefore
which is an essential elemont of the one must be so of the
other also. Annambhaita steps short at language and is

therefore safe; Visuomdt/a in going a {step further to
thought, treads on debatable ground; for one may, while
accepting the instrumentality of time to s99TW as & broad and

mduhltable faot deny tl :11 T m(’ependententlty like time is

1 ':i. By 44 5.
2Sl.;_:i‘1: wa Mifea.on V, 8. VIT, 125,
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cause of our particular cognitions. For aught we know,
“the cognifions may be due to other causes, and when produced
ithey constitute aseparate classthe common property of which
“we denote by the word time, It is therefore obviousthat 4anam-
-bhatta was wise in purposely making his definition simple
-and somewhat vague.

3. The question what is time essentially, apart from its
‘being the cause of any =F8R or i remains to be answered 5
-and it has remained unanswered till now in spite of the
various speculations of Indian and European philosophers.
Among the Indians, Samkhyas denied the existence of an
independent entity like time, including it under akasa, while
‘some modern Naiyayikas identify time and space with God.
‘Time being an incorporeal and imperceptible substance is
only inferrible, The argument may be stated thus : qeeaqTR
WHATIRAEROE | wEedargeTa. It must be remembered
that time being Haiwew is the AHATTIETRT of the qualities
‘W and ¥, which have the substances in which they
Teside for their material causes. The W&t with which time
is here identified is tne contact of TRTRAT or agaqieeFz ( mo=
tions of the sun) with material objects like @2. These mo-
$ions of the sun constitute the; Upadhis that mark the
divisions of time such as moments, days and months.

4. Time is regarded as one, all-pervading and eternal entity
ot e like A4kas 3 itis p&rti'cular divisions lnike‘
all-pervading, those of Akasa, being due to Upadhe
and therefore unreal. Here Annambhatta

~brobably meansto deny the doctrine of a section of Naiyayikas
Who assign reality to moments only, and regard time in
Beneral as merely a collection of such moments. It is clear
from the above that the Nuyayikas did not apply the test
Of & searching analysis to the conception of time, just as
Kant for insianoes hasidune in modern tlmes, I hia Critique
9 "ure Reason, Kant arrives at the conclusion that the
C0ncaption of time as wall as those of space and causality
Bre ultimate facts lying at the basis of all experience and

L



are derived from intuition only. We cannot account for it by
any theory founded on experience, because experionce itself
is ‘possible only when we have first the ides of time. It
seems the Naiyayikas had a faint notion of this fact, which
they roughly expressed by saying that time is the cause of” ri

e
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speech ( =798 ) or thought ( 7 ).

Sect, XVI. [@%..

, SpaceA 28 the ( special and instrumental ) cause of the:
employment of words East, etc. 1t is one, all-pervading and’
elernal.

1. The definition of space in the text is modelled
on that of time. Visvanatha gives- :
& more comprehensive and accurate (4

Lo bt

definition, m the cause of
( our ) notions of far and near.'! Another definition
of space given in Sary. D. S. is more technical, AFE ;
WAagygun Azar,? ¢ space is that which not being time is |
extensive and is devoid of any special quality’. Space, like: ‘
time, is one, all-pervading and efernal, while its varieties. |
which are counted four or ten or any larger number, are due-
to Upadhi. The conception of space very nearly corresponds:
to that of time, although the two things can be sufficiently
distinguished to make them separate entities. The remarks
ag to time in the preceding notes apply muiatis mutandis to:
space also. The difference between time and space is slight
but clear. Time is the cause of FIfFaTT, space of FRTHEITA.
The IINd which diversifies time is production, or in fact, any
kind of action, while the 3um® in the case of space is contact
with corporeal objects, FeamTsh AT T E@ne: | aaEE
T8aaa: ( 8. C. ). This means that the divisions of time are
determined by production and destruction of things, while
those of space by the greater or smaller number of visible
objects that intervene between two spots.

Space.

2. Another distinetion between time and space is i~
Ao EEe: we: mﬁummumw Bz *

it B. P. 46.
2 Sarv. D. 8. Calc, ed. p. 104.
3V. 8. Up.Ca'c. ed.p. 115.
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e relations of time are constant, for when a momen§
of time is said to be present or future with reference to any

.nbject or event, it is always so ; while the relations of space

are often varying, that is, the spot of ground, which may be
eastward of one thing at one time, might be westward of
the same thing at another or of a different thing at the
same time. This means that the divisions of time are fixed
and settled, while those of space are relative only. This
is not however quite correct, for the relations of time are
in fact as varying as those of space. The same object or
avent which is past in reference toc one moment may be
future or present with reference to another. The only
positive assertion that we can make about the two concep-
tions 1is that they are complementary to each other and
cannot vary at the same moment ; that is, we can speak of
different times only with reference to a particular spot, and
of different spaces with reference to a specific moment of
time. Like time, space is inferrible only, the inference

being expressed in the form : ERTFIATRE |TERANTFIOE |
LIEEaREICeer )

3. It may be asked in what respect Dik differs from

S : Akasa and why the two are separtely
e recognized. Ofs;ourse as treated in the
Nyaya system the difference between the

two is too patent. Akada is a Wag=, Dik not; Akasa is the
material cause of sound and has a special quality ; ¢k does
not produce gsound and has no special quality; Dik resembles
time in being the general cause of all effects, while Akdsa,
like earth and other meterial substances, produces one kind
of effect only, namely, sound. Akusa belongs to the region
of matter, Dik to the province of mind; Akaée has an
objective existence, Dik is known by subjective experience
only.  In this way the two can be easily differentiated, but
the question goes deeper. The objector will admit that
ether and space, as conceived by the Nawdyikas may be
Hifferent entities, but he may still ask, why they are con-
ceived so different at all. In what respect do they differ
essentially ; and if one is dropped, cannot its functions

i8
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be assigned to the other ? It is not easy to answer the
question in this form, because the conceptions of efher and
space are extremely vague and general. It appears however
that the Naiyaskas recognized the two entities, - because
they could not reconcile the notion of a material cause of
sound with that of & general cause of all offects. A thing
whieh produces & positive material quality like sound musk
be material ; but then it cannot be the instrumental cause
of mere relations like ¥ and 9, which constantly vary
snd have, so to say, only & mental existence. Besides it is
possible that JAkase had already taken its place in the
popular mind es one of the five elements before the time of
Naiyayikas, and they had therefore no choice but to incor-
porate it into their system, while they invented a new sub-
stance called Dik to account for ideas and notions, that
could not be attributed to A«ase as it was then conceived.
Whatever may be the case, the distinction between the two
ag defined in the Nyaya system is perfectly clear.
Sgcr. XVII, ATeHT.

The Soul is the substratum of Knowlege . He 18 two-fold,
Human and Supreme. Of thesethe Supreme Soul i3 the All-
powerful, Omniscient God, devoid of pleusure and pain. 1he
FHuman Soul is differentin each body and is all--pervading and
eternal.

1. The eighth substance is Soul, which is defined as ‘ the

substratam of knowledge. " The word #fd-

oo, vt here implies that the knowledge re-

gides in the soul by intimate relation
( wwETT ); otherwise the definition might overlap time and
space, which are the receptacles of all things (AR ) by
F1f5% and afr® relations respectively. This soul is of two
kinds, Supreme and Human, of whom (&%) the Supreme
Soul, namely God, is One and Omniscient, while the human
Soul is all-pervading, eternal, and different in each body. The
goul being =@ is inferrible only, the argument being that
the existence of organs of sense and their appropriate
objects impligs 8 distinct knower who can use them.
SOOI WESE | EOTNREAE, | refkfwma AT ATIR ~
g7 The activity of organs must have an agent to ac-
count for it, for every instrument requires an agent to handle

|
{
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it, as for instance, an axe in cutting. Kanada's aphorism
likewise runs sfezaTda@STSarsnarsdarey g3. ' The
“followers of Gotama however confine this inference tc the
Supreme Soul only, holding the human soul %o be capable of
‘being perceived. Another argument to prove the existence
of soul is gEAET: TATTTETATRRBGEANSAT: | Sa=TTEE-

WS 9@ qoArd | asd awd, 747 =@ 1 The soul has
‘to be inferred because a substratum is wanted for the quali-
ties I TW 3@ 23T &9 W9 99 and I9d, which cannot
reside in any one of the eight inanimate substances,
earth ete.

2. As souls are innumerable it may be said that they
‘constitute a class and have a common property Arewew,
residing in all of them, =frAm therefore may be defined as
AHATTHGIT * or ATARHITETATICAN: . 5 According to
‘the latter definition, soul is & species of substance having as
C0mmon property that is intimately connected with an
incorporeal thing. As there are four incorporeal substances,
ether, time, space and soul, of which the first three being
single do not form a class, =t will be the only sub-class
of =7 that is intimately connected with an incorporeal
thing. To this definition however some might object on the
ground that as Supreme and human souls are dissimilar
In every respect, they cannot be huddled together in one
¢lass, and there cannot therefore be any common Witd as
W ; at least such a WA will not reside in 337, The
answer to this objection is that possession of knowledge
is a Property common to both kinds of souls, whatever
be their other differences, and it is sufficient to make =it

- A& S| covering both the Supreme and the human souls.
This is implied in such general Vedic texts as =yeEr
M A gz The argument is characteristic and very impor-
tant too, It ig characteristic because it shows how a single
‘COmmon property often suffices the Naityayikas to form
& class notwithstanding that the individuals might dis-
&gree in all other respects. The arzument also explains the

HE SO — e - . —————

1V.8 IlL 1, 2.

27T.K,p. 3.

3 8arv. D. 8. Cale. ed. p, 104. !
4 8. M. Cale. ed. p. 87
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anomaly of including two such quite distinet and dissimilar
things as Supreme and human souls under one category. No-
two conceptions can be more opposed to each other than
those of God and the human soul. One is Omniscient and
One, the other is ignorant and numerous. One is the Creator
and Master of the universe, the other is the slave and the
plaything of fate. One is entirely free from pleasure and pain,
the other is subject to all transient passions. Almost every
attribute, that can be predicated of one is necessarily denied
of the other. And yet the Naiyayikas have grouped both of
them together, because they have the single common
characteristic of possession of knowledge. This knowledge
again is different in both, being eternal in the Supreme, and
evanescent in the human souls, but that does not necessarily
make the two souls totally dissimilar. This seems to be
the reason why Annambhaiia has given FANAFEWEA as &
general definition of eeAr in preference to others that are
debatable. The word Sta=7 ( life ) also seems to be purposely
avoided in defining =TT, because in the wider sense of the
term even plants have Jg+7, but they fall under fAwmw as
they have no #TAT according to a section of the Naiyayikas.
Sa=T can be identified with si=AT in its narrower sense only,
namely, conscious life.

3. Tha method of grouping God and man together as sub~
v d thy Taisegis divisions of one category ss well as the
kas atheists. argument with which it is defended appear
somewhat arbitrary and have led some

writers to suspect that the ==t in the original aphorisms
of Kanada meant Stavear only, and the inclusion of God or
grareAt under the same category was due to commentatorial
ingenuity. It is said that all the descriptions and arguments
to prove the existence of soul evidenfly apply to STETeHT,
while there is no clear and specific mention of God
in the aphorisms of either Kapada or Golama. Some
have argued from this circumstance that both the Nydya
and the Vaidesila systems were at first atheistic.

1 Bannerjea's Dialogues on Hindu Philosophy p. 147 et.seq.
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out however going so far we might assumé that the
guess is not very wide of the mark and Kanade and
@otama might have at first purposely excluded God from

their systems, not as being fotally non-existent, but as

‘being beyond and above the phenomenal world with which
their systems were chiefly concerned. Possibly the aphor-
ists confined themselves to a classification ‘and discussion
of sublunary things only without minding the supernatural
agency, while commentators considering this as a defect,
supplied the omission by inserting God under the only
-category where it was possible to do so. Thus for instance
while Prasastapida says nothing about God, his commen-

tator Sridhara classes God along with the human soul,

although the former has six and the latter fourteen qual-
ities.' Whatever be the truth, the Naiyayikas do not
attach much importance to the inclusion of Ggd under
ST and always speak of Him as an independent entity
‘Wwhenever occasion requires. When they speak of soul,
‘they generally mean sftaimwr only. This is another illus-
tration how a love of symmetry and completeness which
haracterises Indian systematists often overrides their
Philosophical accuracy. The student should also note the
fact that soul is here mentioned as one of the substances,
along with earth, water etc. Nothing can show befter the
materialistic tendency of Nyaya philosophy than this in-
clusion of spirit under the same category as dead matter.

4. The T. D. supplies a deficiency in the text as it were
e i by stating in full the celebrated Naiyaytha
Existence of God. argument to prove the existence of God.

The argument is a reply to an atheist

 tike Carvaka or Bauddha, who absolutely denies the ex-

istence of God because there is no positive proof of it. God,
8ay the atheists, cannot be perceived, because, being a
©olourless substance, He is not the object of external senses;
nor can He be perceived mentally, as He is far removed
from pain and pleasure felt by the soul. God cannot
also be inferred as no similar instance can be given to

—— e

1 P. B. Ben. ed. p. 10,
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~support the inference. As to ¥mw or testimony it is:

useless, first because ' it is not universally accepted as &-

valid proof, and secondly because the Fedas themselves:
depend for their authority on God and cannot therefore
prove His existence. Our author denies this and declares
the existence of God provable by inference based on
the universally accepted principle of causality. The:
argument is '

E T ITINEE FATT | FEEATE : TAFE Ak TIT T2: ¢
Every effect must have an agent ;
The universe is an effect ;

*. It must have an agent.

This agent is called God. It should be noted that this:
argument is founded on several assumptions;wviz. 1 that
the relation of causality is universal, 7. e. every effect must
have a cause; 2 that every product must have a sentient
and intelligent producer; 3 that this world is such a product
and 4 that its producer must be such an extraodinary
Being as God. The first, says the Nawayika, is a self~
evident axiom, known to us intuitively as it were, and cor-
roborated by experience. The second is proved by daily

¥ observation, because we see that a jar is made by a potter
and a piece of cloth is woven by a weaver, without whom
they could not have been produced. Creation results from
some kind of motion in the atoms, and motion requires:
previous effort or volition. Thislast being the quality of
sentient soul only, it follows that no oreation is possible:
unless there is a -sentient being pre-existing to set the parti-
cles of matter in motion. The third assumption, that this:
world is a product is also based on observation. Plants and
animals are products because we see their birth, growth and
death. These occurrences cannot be spontaneous, and
there must be some hidden agency to prompt them. Be-
sides they happen with such a remarkable regularity that
one is forced to think that the agency directing them must
be an intelligent one, and not simply Adrsfa, fate or
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-destiny, which is assumed to be a universal cause of all

creation. The last premise necessarily follows from the

preceding ones, because a Creator of this multifarious
“'universe must be Omniscient and Omnipotent, and in fact

must possess all attributes usually ascribed to God; other-
wise he will be either incapable of creating or be himself
liable to creation and destruction. This reasoning is of
course powerless against an opponent who denies any one
of the above premises or the validity of the common ex-
perience on which they are founded.

=

5. T. D. defines FAA as ITAETANHIRIATTIBINSIAHT
Z. e. the egent is one who possesses (three things), an intimate
cognizance of the material cause, a will to act,and an effort,
The three attributes T, g=Trand HF are'closely related to one
another as cause and effect. There cannot be an effort (&1&)
anless there is a will, and a will to produce can only arise
when there is previously direct congnition of the material
tause on which the will is to operate. JigW@FTT is required
because mere knowledge of an absent (W) material cause
such as earth in a pit or cotton on the #ree, will not suffice.
The material must be at hand and under the agent’s control at
the time of oreation. It is suggested by some and with
great plausibility, that the definition of #ae& may be con-
fined to Hfaw=aw simply, as T1X being the final stage neces-
sarily presupposes the other two, F@ and g=ar. It follows
that the Creator of the universe must have direct knowledge
of the atoms of all substances, must have a will to create,
and also power to bring ahout such a creation. He mugt
thersfore be Omniscient and Omnipotent.

6. The weakness of the argument to prove a Creator
lies in the third and the fourth of the aforesaid four assum-

btions which are not accepted by many. How do we \

know for instance that this universe is a product ? Indi-
vidual things in the world may be products in our common
acgeptation of the term, but that does not necessarily
Brove that the whole is a produect too. The whole does
nol always share the nature of the parts, as for instance
in & windmill although each particle moves, the whole is
stationary, Secondly, our human experience being limited

le
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“we cannot positively say that everything in this world is

[

& produet and that there is nothing which is not produced..

Thirdly, Naiyayikas themselves accept several eternal things
such as atoms. ether, time, space. souls and minds, If these
are eternal, they cannot be products and can have no
Creator. If they are excepted, the Creator of the remainder
cannof be omniscient and omnipotent. Anyhow the Nawyayi-
/ias’theory of God is inconsistent with their other doctrines.
Fourthly, since every intelligent agent must have a will,
God also must have desire and the consequent feelings of
pleasure and pain. He cannot therefore be much better
than frail mortals. Lastly, to call this world a product or
effect is begging the whole question ; for cause and effect
being merely correlative tern:s,a thing cannot be called effect
unless and until its cause is proved. The universe therefore
cannot be called a product unless you first independently
prove the existence of its Creator. Such are some of the
objections advanced by the Vedantins and other monistic
philosophers against the teleological argument of the
Naiyayikas. The controversy as to an independent Creator of
the Universe ultimately resolves itself into the distinction
between dualism and monism.

7. The student will do well to master the full armoury
of Nyaya arguments by which the existence ofa personal Glod
outside the universe is proved. These arguments or proofs
are summed up by Udayanacarya in the following verse i—

FEATIATIATS: YT TaTaq: g7 |
AFAT, TS CENASITT |TEAT Fsaqvazsaa: | |

“ From effects, combination, support etc., from traditional
arts, from authoritativeness, from Srati, from sentences
thereof, and from particular numbers--an everlasting Omnis-
cient Being is to be established. *’ 2

The first of these eight or nine arguments to prove the
existence of God is the same as the one discussed above,
viz. that a Creator is necessary to account for this pheno-
menal world. The second =dis or ‘ combination ’ is ex-
plained as the action which produced the union of two atoms
forming the binary compound at the beginning of creation,

1 Kus. V, 1. 2 Ibid. Cowell’s Trans, Bib In p, 64,
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which being action, required an intelligent actor. The
“third proof, * support * means that the world depends upon

.some Being who prevents it from falling. The etc. (=1fE ) in-
| “¢ludes destruction of the world and presupposes a destroyer.
| Pada here means TENERSZ=UTeR, that is, traditional arts
‘ -of weaving cloth etc. which could have been invented at
\

first only by some intelligent being. ¢ Authoritativeness ' is
-8 certain virtue inherent in the Vedas whereby they produce
right knowledge in us, and therefore implying a Being who
; imparted that virtue. The proof of Srufi establishes a -
J Being who made the Vedas what they are. Again the Vedas
. *consisting of sentences must have been produced by some
:1 author just as Mahabharata and other books. The last
proof, * number, ’ requires a little explanation. It is held
“that the magnitude of a binary is produced not from the
infinitesimality ( arRwmwEes ) of atoms but from the number
(.two ) of the atoms composing the binary;' and it is also a
Nyaya doctrine that the conceptions of duality and sub-
‘Séquent numbers are produced in things by an effort of the
anind. The duality therefore which produced binaries at the
beginning of creation must have been first conceived by
-Some intelligent being existing before creation. Number is
‘thus a proof of the existence of God. Udayanacarya also
~establishes (tod’s existence in another way, namely, first
by proving Adrsta or destiny. and then arguing that the
inanimate destiny must have some intelligent Being to
regulate it.2 Many of these arguments of Nyaye writers are
identical with those given by Aristotle and widely used in
modern times by Paley and the Christian divines. The idea
"of God or a Supreme and Omniscient Creator of the world
which wag at first rather faint in the Sttras, came to occupy
“80 important place in the Nyaya system as developed in
later times.

8. Nyaya writers, while unanimous on the point of God’s
existence, do not agree as to his attributes.
God’s attributes. gome hold that God can make creation
although Hehas no body owing to absence

“of any Adrsta in his case; others say that God may be

1 See note p. 123 Supre; and P. B. Ben, ed. p. 131, 2 Kus1l. 4.
19 .




tions ) by our Adrsta just as a woman gets a body

according to the Adrsta of her husband. A third school

calls the atoms the body of God; and a fourth assigns 3
that honour to ether. A fifth section conceives God to be -
formed of two bodies, the Creator and the thing to be-
created, at the beginning of creation; while a sixth one

reaches the climax by giving a body to God in the same way

as & davil gels one for ifself by possessing some human -
medium. All these speculations are due to attempts to-
overcome the difficulty how a Creator could create without
having a physical body as well as organs ofsense and action.

The Nydya enumerates eight special qualities of God,

namely, number, ( the greatest ) dimension, severalty, dis-

junction, intellect, desire and effort. The Supreme Soul

diflers from the human in not having pain, merit and deme-

rit; but there is a controversy as to whether He has pleasure.

The modern Naiyayikas hold on the authority of texts.

such as e [@xcaaE=3 74, that God enjoys eternal happi-
ness just as He has eternal knowledge, while the ancients -
interpret the word #1478 as meaning simply F@THIE, and

deny any positive pleasure or pain to God. Annambhatia 88 -
usual appears to prefer the ancient view; and hence probably:
the epithet wz@N3x@a which is found interpolated in.
some Mss. of T. 8.

X

9. Having proved the existence of God, T. D. defines the
human soul as GEWTHT:, thereby exclud- -
ing God who is devoid of pleasure or pain.
s is also described variously as sﬁam{
foETaT, or IFIRETWT or A=A, all which epithets are -
merely contradictories of the attributes of God. The human
soul can be eagily proved to be distinct from body or organs,
and also to be numerous, eternal and all-pervading. The
Carvikas say that our body itself is the soul, because our

Human Soul.

self-consciousness ' I am a man’ ‘ I am a Brahman, 'relates .
o the body; but it is not so, because the self remsing the -

same although the body changes as it grows from infancy
to old sge. Besides we have the opposite consciousness ‘my

Tarka—-Samgraha. [ SECT. XV@L
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body, ‘ my head ’ etc. and we feel no diminution. of self
even if parts of body such as arms or legs be cut off. Others
‘maintain that the soul is identical with organs of sense as
is proved by our consciousness ‘I am blind * I am deaf’ ;
but this is also not true, for the deprivation of any one or-
, all the organs does not injure the soul. Again if the organs
were soul, therc would be as many different souls in a body
' as there are organs of sense, and besides, says T. D. , we
{ should not have,as we have now, the identity of consciousness
|
\
\

that the same person. i. e. I, who saw the jar at a former-
time, touch it now. Nor is mind the soul, as mind heing
atomic would be incapable of simultaneously apprehending-
many objects. The soul is therefore something different from
all these. The human souls are conceived to be numerous, .
and not one as the Vedantins hold, in order to account for-
the variety of experiences of pleasure, pain efc. in different
bodies. The same soul however passes through several
bodies; otherwise we cannot form certain impressions and
habits ( such as the sucking of a new-born child ) that seem
to come to us intuitively as it were, and are really derived
from our experience in previous births. Plurality of souls
Is thus reconciled with the doctrine of transmigration. Tt
follows from this that the human soul is eternal, for
otherwise he could not pass through several births without
losing his identity. He must also be all-pervading, for he
¢an neither be atomic nor of any intermediate magnitude. If
atomic he could ocoupy only a minute spot in the body and
thus could not simultaneously feel pleasure orpain at distant
parts of the bedy. If the soul had an intermediate magnitude
he would be liable to destruction by the enlargement or
~ diminution of that magnitude. Again, how is this middling
magnitude to be determined ? It would be either the same
size as the body, as the Jainas hold, or it would be different,
being larger or smaller. In the latter oase the soul would
be too large or too small to exactly occupy the body as he
should. In the former case the difficulty arises as to how a.
soul which was small in the small body of a child ecould
increase when the child grows to manhood; and similarly
how the same soul which in one birth was of the size of an.
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elephant could in ancther birth be accommodated in the
body of an ant. If it is said that the size varies, then it is
not the same soul, and there would be different souls not only
in different births but even at different stages of life. Hence
the soul must necessarily be regarded as all-pervading.
To this last supposition an objection may be made that
-each all-pervading soul would occupy all bodies and thus-
“the experiences of all beings “would be cognized by every
individual. The answer to this objection is that the soul
though all-pervading cognises things, not by himself,
but by contact with a mind which is separate and confined
-to each body.

6. There is one point with respect to sf/¥ which being
controversial seems to have been purpose-

Soﬁ%’” oL ko ly omitted by T. D., namely whether =
is perceived or is only to be inferred like

-ether and other incorporeal substances. The followers of
Gotama hold that ST is perceptible by the mind because
it is the object of such mental cognitions as ‘ I am happy ’
r ‘Tam unhappy. ' The Vaisesikas maintain that =
is not perceptible even mentelly, because the cognition ‘I
am happy ’refers not to the pure Ego, but to the quality of
pleasure or pain which thus becomes the sign of the exist.
ense of &1, A still greater objection to the perceptibility
of soul is that he being the pereceiver of everything cannot
perceive himself, the knower and the known being always
different. 1= is therefore only inferrible,the inference being
FRENFATATET FTANHE: ¢ AUETEYAE. AT may also be inferred
from the existence of organs of sense, or of gualities such
ag 1 which can reside in soul alone. Several of these so-
called ° signs ’ of soul are enumerated in Kapada’s apho-
rism-—gToTH- A AT HY-S A -AA R e g e At S B W gw|I-
s mmszrm“r fogna. | Annambhatta seems to favour
the Vaisesika view of the inferrible character of soul.
though he does not explicitly say so. The human goul has 14
gpecial properties, for which see quotation, p. p. 85-6 Supra.

1V. & III, 9, 4,
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" Mind i3 the organ which is the instrument of the cognition of
Mind pleasure etc. Being assigned to each soul,
it is countless, atomic and efernal.

1. Htymologically mind is not simply the instrument of
thought, (wwaasdw), but in reality its functions are
much more extensive, because it is not only the direct
cause of internal experience, such as that of pleasure-
and pain, but is also an aid in the perceptions of external
senses. The Naiyayikas, strangely enough, give much prom-
inence to the latter two functions of the mind, and entirely
subordinate, if not actually deny, its character as the instru-
ment of thinking. Even taking these two functions assign--
ed to mind, it has a double character. It is both an organ
of sense itself, and an accessory to other organs. Annam--
bhaita’s definition, being founded on the former of these
two functions, distinguishes mind from other organs which
8ive knowledge of external objects only, while mind brings
about internal cognition of such things as lie beyond the-
Dbrovince of the other organs. Hence the word ITaEy is
purposely used here in the restricted sense of direct internal
cognition; while ®T99 means an instrumental cause. By
&N, V. V. remarks, are to be understood all qualities
that reside in the soul by intimate relation, and which could
therefore be perceived by mind alone. The word zfFz® is
purposely inserted in the definition to exclude soul as well
as the conjunction of mind with soul, both of which are
ingtrumental in bringing about the cognition. If we how-
ever take the word ®19® in the strict sense of a &, -the
word gf*&@ seems to be unnecessary and may be dispensed
with ; for smemr will be excluded as being the agent and not
the wvur proper of a cognition, while TH®RHIET being
= is distinet from the &¥0r. Perhaps the word gfesyw is
Introduced to coniradict those theorists who refuse to call
mind an organ ; but of this later on.

T, D. gives another definition, wgigasr wa rgrEa<Es
which, though technically correct enough, does not give us
much insight into the nature of the thing defined. Of the

Sl 91
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five intangible substances, ether, time, space, soul and mind,
the last alone, having a limited dimension, can act, while
ithe first four being all-pervading cannever have any motion.
Mind being thus intangible and corporeal Is only inferrible,
“the inference being, as usual in such cases, drawn from the
functions assigned to it. The mode of reasoning is to as-
-sume a certain cause to aceount for such effects 'or pheno-'
mena as are known to be undoubted facts and cannot be
explained in any other way. The argument for mind is
GERHTAER: TGN | AR E RS T e rad, |
Kanada and Gotama give two different proofs of mind which
are if possibie even more convincing than the abovel
Kantada’s aphorism AFARIITAART, FIAET AE(SHTT HIGT
“fog| ? gives as a proof for mind the fact that knowledge is
produced or not according as there exists or not the conjun-
ction of mind with soul, organs and objects. Gotama lays
stress on the fact that our cognitions ars always successive
and never simultaneous FTNISTMIATAAGT Fza.. There
can be only one cojunction at a time, and therefore a
succession of cognitions such as we daily experience can be
possible only with an intermediate link like the atomic mind.

2. The minds are as innumerable as there are human souls,
-one being assigned to each of the latter. The word fAga is
interpreted by V. V. so as to include both the principal and
the accessory functions of the mind- s WRIIEOT FaaaH-
TaHiEEnE RgaEagTa: ¢ J e the word fA7a implies the
instrumentality of mind both to the cognition of those things
that arve intimately united with soul, as well as of those that
are not so united. More probably it implies that the same
mind is always associated with the sams soul and accom-
‘panies him through hissuccessivebirths ; otherwise we can-
not account for survival of impressions acquired in previous
births. It may also be mentioned here that some assume
HAET as a A1 residing in all individual minds, while
-others deny it,

18.C. loc, cit,

PANES A

83G.S T, 1, 18.
t : 4V.V. I, cit.
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The most important property of mind is its infinite-
Ity simality (4@ ), because it is necessary to
Tts magnitude. explain its chief function, that of acting
: as a connecting link between the soul and
“the external organs. The Mimarsakas hold mind to be all-
pervading, and their argument is &A1 &3 | %W?Wmm-
'ﬂm,ormﬁﬁglﬁrﬁwmmm, or ®AT Tl
AR AANAFROGIEIREZeATd.! This inference by an- 0
-alogy however is contradicted by our experience, for if mind
were all-pervading it would be in contact with all organs of
Sense at once, and there would be a variety of perceptions
' simultaneously. Not only =0, but as this contact of mind
with the senses would continue always, there would be no
sleep or cessation of knowledge. The contact of mind with the
organs must therefore be occasional and voluntary, and the
mind therefore must have a limited magnitude so that it
‘can be attached to and severed from the organs at pleasure.
The argument employed by T. D. is a littls different and is
‘ot quite correct. If mind were all-pervading, there would be
N0 contact of mind with the all-pervading soul, for it is &
| Nyaya doctrine that two all-pervading substances can never
be mutually in contact. To this the Mimamsake has an
obvious reply that he does not accept the Nyayz doctrine,
and therefore there is no impossibility of sUFAAT:FIET in
his theory. T. D. thereupon urges that if such a contack
between two all-pervading things were admitted it would be
‘eternal and continuous, and there would be no sleep, The
- Naiyay:ka can account for sleep by supposingz thatitis induced \
when the atomic mind enters a particular vein in the body,
called gfiaq ; but the Mimarsaka cannot do so, for even as-
Suming that SACRAA:TTAT ceases as soon as mind enters the
Siiaa, there will be still some portion of it outside as, being
all-pervading, the whole of it could nsver be contained in
‘Ea‘a'i. and the contach of fhis out-lying portion with soul
Would never cease. The weakness of this argumsnt of T, D}
lies in the assumption that the contact of mind with soul

et et L AL = )

\ 1 V.8, Up. Calc. ed. p. I65.



ceases as soon ag the former enters T@d; but no reasom
is given for this assumption, Even granting that the
mind is atomie, the continuity of its conftact with soul
cannot be prevented, for the soul being all-pervading must
be present wherever the mind may be situsted. The diffi—
culty in fact will be greater, for in this case the Naiya—
yika cannof take shelter behind his doctrine of non-contact
of all-pervading things. This difficulty is sought to be re-
‘moved by the arbitrary assumption that the contact of mind
with soul ends at the mouth of wfima. As & maiter of
fact if the soul is all-pervading it should be present in,
as well as out of, the afi@a, end the contact of mind with
it should never cease. An alternative assumption to account
for the same phenomenon of sleep is that there is no
=fitesT in Sad, and that contact of mind with &=.is a
necessary condition for all knowledge, IFw: |G AHATHTTA
FofaeTer: ; but this is as arbitrary as the above. The
argument based on TAFRAHIGW is nobt therefore as satis-
factory as tbe other one based on siezgWa:gFwN. The
phenomena of sleep and knowledge can be sufficiently
accounted for by conjunction and severance of mind with
organs of sense, even if the JIFARAAAIN is contiruous.

4. The Nutyayska theory of sleep already hinted above is

peculiar. Wiad is an intestine somewhere

Theoryof sleep.  mear the heart and conceived as a sort of

a fleshy bag in which the mind remains

during sleep. The process is thus described by Dinakara-
bhatia :—

“ g GUAIGEGHA: CHUTT WARISHAT ([@AWRe, @d: ARAAT -
ST, da: ARSI AT AAE: 94 I9ad; ¥T guwt
The gfiaa as well as the theory of sleep based upon it are
not however pure inventions of the Naiyayikas. Both are
more or less fully described in ancient writings, and the
originality of the Naiyayikas consists simply in the way they
adapted them to their own psychological system. Texts like-

1 8. M. Cale, ed. p. 48.
2 Div. Bomb. ed. p. 115.
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‘AT T FIAT VAR A5T A @@T T AT (TATANR ATSH STTNAEE-
BN gFara ghaaaivaiae=a ans : gaager @ia@ 5w’ had
walready formulated a physical theory of sleep which all
orthodox schools were bound to accept, modifications being
permitted only where the Srufi wes silent. The above text
of Brhadaranyakopanisad, for instance, vaguely says that
he or it entered from the heart to the oiaa by way of seventy-
two thousands of arteries; and hence the Vedaniins take that
hi to be 5T, while the Naiyay.kas take it to be @a®. This
XA, which is said to be joined to the haart by 72000 feeder
arteries, is alzo called gaeaT a1t by Vogins and Vedantins,
who degcribe it as opening at the top of the head called z&r-
Y*8 and as being the path by which the soul of a T passes
Ou.t of the body to the solar region.? The Naiyayikas of course
with their usual shrewdness adopted only so much of this
anatomy as suited their purpose and substituted mind for the
E_E‘W of the original. The notion of this entrance of the think-
Ing element into some narrow vein near the heart was
P}'Obébly derived from the observed slackening of the blood
C}l’cu.lation in the arteries, and the consequent slower palpita-
tions of the heart during sleep. Anyhow modern anatomy
and physiology do not support the theory.

9. Whether the word £#5% is inserted in the definition of
mind to exclude HFHR:HIWT or to re-

Is mind ar organ ? pudiate the doctrine of an opponent, it is
certain that both the Nyaya and Vaisesika

schools agree in calling mind an g(®g@; or rather the Nyaya
€Xpressly says so and the dogma is imported into the Vaise-
Stka system as one that is not explicity repudiated by
Kanada, according to the maxim wm@Egaawd wai@’ Mind
Mmust be called an organ, hecause it is the instrument of in-
ternal perception. Other doetrinaires, and especially the Vedan-
tins, deny gi*zg to mind: As the point has eonsiderable
bearing on the Nyaya definitions of perception and inference

1. Brh. Up.1V.1, 19,

S'mixkara-BhG:T:ya on Brakm. Swt. 111, 2, 7.

¥

3 Vat.onG.8. L1, L
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as well ag on some other kindred topics, it will be worth
while here to explain it once for all. w=rer will be presently
defined as sfesmmaa@Eas=a stad. If the mind is not zfesw,
the definition will not cover perception of pleasure and pain,
while, if mind is {7, it will overlap on @ which also
results from contact of mind with external objects such as
the mountain and smoke. It will be seen further on how
Naiyay:kas get out of this dilemma, but the fact that it arises
has sufficed the Vedantin to deny zf*za= to mind. The chief
consideration however which weighs with the Vedantin is
authoritative texts of Srufi like “TFEa™a:uar zrut srhasa
g% A7:”', in which mind is not only mentioned separately
but placed on a higer level than the organs, thereby imply-
ing that mind is not sf*=@. As to the other horn of the
dilemma, namely that mental perception will not come un-
derthe given definition of 5eaa7, V edantins escape it by repudia-
ting the Nyaya definition of perception ifself as incorrect.?
It must also be remembered that though the later Nuiyayikas
stoutly maintain the gf*@ae of mind, the doctrine is nof
expressly stated in either of the Siuiras. While Kanada is
admittedly silent upon it, Gotama does not include mind in
the list of organs,® but mentions it separately among his
Prameyas.* After all the controversy seems to be nothing
more than a battle of words. So long as all are agreed in
distinguishing mind from the five external organs, and treat-
ing it as an entity by itself, it does not matter whether you
call it 2*=T or HA:FIUTTR or anything else. If mind is an
organ, it is an iternal organ ( S=AR(*sT) quite distinct from
the external organs, while if it is not an organ it is so much
akin to one that it shares many of its properties and functions.

1. Kath. U. p.IIT, 10.

2. Vedanta- Paribhiga Qalo. ed. p. 3.
3. G.8.L1, 13

4, G.8 L 1,9.



SECT, XIX. HIH.

« Colour is the (special ) quality which is cognised by
-eye alcne, It 4s of seven kinds, and resides sw earth, waler,
-and light. All the seven are found in carth, pale white in waler,
and briliant white in light.

1. The definitions of colour, savour, odour and touch are
taken from Prasastapada’s scholium

Colour. with the exception of the words ®= and
- g, The latter words seem to have been

suggested by Sridhara's comment.' The word &= excludes
number which is cognised by eye as well as toush; while gor
excludes on one side T9r which is dravya, and on the other
IR, 1t being a rule that the Wifa and W@ of a thing
are percelved by the same sense as the thing itself. But the

, being a guna, will still come m, and to exclude
it therefore the word o7 is interpreted as fa3Tywor, special
quality, although T. D. seems to take the word in its
general sense. Why then, one might ask, insert ®7 when
ﬂﬁiﬂtoo like 913t might be excluded by taking SU in the sense
of @39 ? The answer is that ®IF is also necessary to exclude
qitegFz3w. This is obviously a refinement of a later
Commentator (S. C.), for T. D. does not notice it. V. V. is
not satisfied with the definition in the text, hedged as it is
With so many qualifications, because 9THTW®Y which is
imperceptible to the eye is not included init. V. V. there:
fore proposes as a better definition anma—agﬁa-gmﬁm-
WEaAT<ad, The prefix I serves the purpose of ATH;
While by say mC; TOEANIAFIAIEH, which is the same as
“J“qu’r«aﬁ {Aa<s", instead of mere TJul=H, we include
T®UET which has ‘a JUEEE=ALANR, namely TI=wa,
although it is not sgyrar itself. The purpose can equally be
Served by adopting the enlarged definition suggested by T. D.
%0 exelude darm. 1t is needless to remark that I&w or cogni-
tion means hers our ordinary cognition, and not the super-
Datural perception of Yogins who can perceive anything by
By organ of sense they please.” Swvikara Misra® gives four

S ——— ==

1, P.B. Ben.ed. p. 104.et. seq.
To. Cale. ed. p. 201.
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necessary conditions for -the perception of colour, wviz..

1. large magnitude (mﬂam ), 2 visibility (W),
3 not being overpowered (m ), and 4 the property

®uea. The colour of atoms is not perceived because
atoms have not a large magnitude: the whiteness of the eye-

is not perceived because it is ATET; the whiteness in com-
mon fire and the lustre of rubies are unperceived owing to

their being overpowered by earthy matter; whilesavour and

touch are unperceived because they have no waawna. The
modern theory first propounded by Newton is that colour
belongs to light only and that a ray of white light con-
tains all the primary colours which can be separated by &
prism of glass. An object appears to have the colour which
it reflects. The colours of earth and water are therefore not

“heir own, but are derived from the particular rays reflected

from them.

9. CQolour is of seven kinds, white, blue, yellow, red,
Varieties of : . B 2 :
Colour. eration of seven colours is not knowmn
either to Frasastapada or Sridhara. and

is probably borrowed from some later writer. The last
variety belng a mixture of the preceding six, it is naturally
asked why %9 is recognized separately. Instead of
supposing & mew colour why cannot, says the objector,

=%y be called simply a mixture of several colours, and

a variegated piece of cloth be simply designated as
having so many colours ? To this T. D. replies that, colour
being a =ATI(@YH, there cannot be several colours in one
and the same object.

A ATCTIaH is defined as TREWATINEFIUNTATHIATI-

o

gnft 9#: , 7. e. a quality which never co-exists with its own

syegwarara ( absolute negation ) in one and the same object.
The opposite of this is an sEqreatwas which is & quality
that resides in a portion of the object only, and is therefore
co-existent with its own absolute mnegation residing in
another portion of the same object. Thus when &
monkey sits on the top of a tree, the monkey touches
the top only and nof the root of the tree. The FRHAET is
therefore said to be 3{731"3:}?«?, residing in the top, while
its crgegTar is IS, residing in the root of the
same ftree, This #A0T is therefore an ww=rCTEiRMw.

152 Tarka-Sarngraha. [ SECT. L

green, tawny and variegated. This enum-
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FeFTIRTT is 2 quality which covers the entire thing and
not a part of it only, like the whiteness or blueness of a jar
Which resides in all its parts.

If r®7 be only a collection of several colours, each in-
‘dividual colour will be 4@z, 7. e. partial, while there
will be no one colour covering the whole. What of it if
there be not, rejoins the objector ; can we not still perceive
the piece of cloth by means of the colours of its parts 2 You
cannof, says the author, for there is no colour in the piece
of cloth as a whole, and without a colour you cannot per-
“ceive an object. But are there not so many instead of one
colour in the piece ? They are useless, replies the author, to
make it visible, because individually they reside in parts only
.WI_J ile collectively they do not form one quality of the whole, it
being a peculiar doctrine of the Nuaiyayikas that a collection
(99717 ) isnot a thing by itself apart from-its components.
A |g7m, if it exists apart from its parts, would be a pro-
duct different from its parts; but where would it then reside ?
Not in each part, nor in all put together, since it is distinet
from all of them. @@EmT is therefare not distinct from the
parts and is, like fBmTi3EweaT, only a TaTHYH i. e. a conjoint
atiribute. Such being the case, a collsction of several
-colours cannot by itself constitute a quality which would
make the piece of eloth visible. But here a question arises,
why is a colour at all necessary for the perception of a
thing ? Let the condition precedent for perceptibility be
not §YF<w, possession of colour, but EIT-wAaAT, the state
(?f being intimately united with things having colour. So
although the piece of cloth may not have a colour of its
“OwWn, it is in intimate union with parts that kave colour,
and will be therefore perceptible. The objection to this
View is that such a condition precedent ( ®garawaa=) for
Derceptibility is unnecessarily elaborate and therefore not
breferable to the usual one ®¥4a%d. The result of this dis-
-@ussion is that we must recognize an independent f==®T to
account for the pereeptibility of a variegated piece of cloth.

3. The definition and divisions of ®% must have already
shown to a critical student that the Naiyayika conceptionof
‘B is somewhat restricted. It is clear that what we, ordi-

L,
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narily call the form or shape of a thing ( sweT&aW ), such
as its roundness or squareness, is not comprehended under
®9. It neither falls under any one of the seven colours,
nor does the definition =EImiSmrErgors apply to if, for

orm can be apprehended by the eye as well as by touch.
Hence = is translated here by ¢ colour ’, although im
popular parlance it signifies form as well. Under what
head then would this form go ? Nuaiyayikas call it simply a n:
ATATETIAERT particular arrangement of parts, and as
such would probably include it under @awt., Other scholas-
‘tics such as the Vedantins do not regard form as in any
way distinct from the thing or its parts; for, they say, we
recognize the same identical person in a Zagw standing and'
a a3« sitting although the arrangements of his limbs

HAAGIHEATT ) are different in the two cases. The point is-
noticed here simply to clear a possible doubt.

4. Colour of all sorts resides in earth, while water and
light have only one kind, namely white.
The whiteness of light, however, being
brilliant, differs from that of water, which:
is not so. The meaning of the passage is clear; but curi-
ously the reading in the majority of the copies of the text:
is unsatisfactory if not actually corrupt, rendering the
passage almost unintelligible. Only two Mss. in fact give
the correct reading which is adopted in the text, others
mostly reading ¥ 7% and WrEd I[F, and thus appar-
ently making s19r#Fa¥ and wrex? independent attributes of
w7 and not qualifications of whiteness as they really are.
There are no separate colours like WY and ¥R, but:
the words are introduced to distinguish between the parti-
cular sort of whiteness that resides in water and that
which resides in light. Even with the reading aFa¥ 5% we:
can no doubt get the right meaning by taking ¥a{ to be an
adverb modifying the adjective 3I%; but then the construc-
tion becomes extremely awkward. In any case there ought
to be no doubt as to the real meaning of the passage.

Distribution of
colours,
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Sect. XX, XXI, XXIIL &, 7+, TqIn.

. Savour is the quality apprehended by {tongue; it is of
8w kinds : Sweet, sour, saline, pungent, astringent and bitter :
U resides in earth and wa'er; earth contains all the Siz
vareties ; water cnly the sweet.

Odour is the quality apprehended by the nos- ; it s fragrant
and non-fragrant, residing in earth only.

Touch is the qualily apprehended by skin only ; it is of three

nds : cool, hot, and tepid, residing in earth, water, light and
ar ; of these cool touch is ( found ) in waler, hot in light and
tepid sn earth.

1. The three qualities of savour, odour and touch are
here grouped together ag they are treated
symmetrically. #Z and fd®% mean pungent
and bitter respectively, and not zice versa,
as Ballantyne translates them wrongly. Earth has all
varieties of savour, while water has only one, viz. sweet.
Other tastes, such as sourness and salt, which are sometimes

apprehended in water, are due to the dissolution of earthy
matter in it,

Savour,

2. Odour is apprehended by the nose and is of two kinds,
fragrant and non-fragrant, residing in
earth only. r=%® is not recognized be-
cause we never experience it, the several
savours when mixed in one substance being in reality appre-
hended separately and one after another. =r=orey and fay=-

are impossibie because their varieties are mutually re-
pellent, and cannot therefore reside in one substance at one
time. The word ®RT= is omitted in the definitions of ¥ and
3T as unnecessary because the two organs apprehend their
respective gualities only and nothing else. It is however
Decessary in the definition of #93T, for the sense of touch
apprehends other qualities besides touch, such as number
and conjunction, which are also perceived by the eye. The
word @0 is retained in the three definitions to exclude the
SiE respectively residing in the three qualities, viz. w®e,
ey and @, It is needless to remark that the three
definitions are to be understcod as wHfATTeE (e, g TWaATTE-
; ) in order to include the qualities in atoms.

Odour.

3. Annambhaita following old authors divides wst into
three kinds, hu$, cold, and temperate ;
Touch, but some others are for recognizing
fswwst also, the reason given being

L
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analogy with colour (RIF®aleg ERASTIFA!
whEwia o’ ). <rsers however is not so possible in the
three-fold division as in the theory of those who divide =&t
into numerous kinds such as :—

waT: SRRSO [Ravasy Farg: @1 |
FATAHO: 3L ([G=TH0 T G+
T ZIERMATAT =T JOT O FA° |

The idea seems to be that the eye and the organs of
touch being the chief organs through which most of our
perceptive knowledge is derived, {==%a and (Sr=rzqar have to
be recognized to account for the perception of a whole hav-
ing variegated parts. No such necessity however exists in
the case of objects having different odours or savours, as
even if they are never perceived at all, they can be
inferred from their qualities. The same is the case with
wyat according to those who deny ¥arstawa= to objects hav-
ing touch. Hence Sasikara Misra remarks:d = glm@sFal
THIsfe for=r 2T Fr=79 | SUaFI ATqeA grararErg., o

Seor. XXIIL QIHSATqIEHSIeE.

The four qualities, colour etc., are products of heat and
non-eternal in earth ; elsewhere they are matural and either
eternal or non-eternal. Those inhering in eternal things are
eternal ; those in ncn-elernal things are non-eteérnal.

1. The four qualities colour, savour, odour, and touch
o o are bo.th eternal and non-eternal ; thelay are
qualities, sometimes produced by heat, and some-
times they are natural. In earth they are

saidtobe produced by heat, and are consequenfly non-eternal,
while in the remaining three substances they are natural
and are both eternal and non-eternal, the eternal being
confined fo the efernal atoms, and the non-eternal belong—

1 V. 8, Up. Calc.ed. p. 292.
2 Moht-Bharata,
3 V. 8:Up. Calec, Ed. p, 286,
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| ifig to products which are non-eternal. The author is silent
! as to whether natural and eternal odour resides in the atoms
-of earth. If it does, the words qEeAEE ¥ ought to

| be supplemented by the further addition HAQHES (.
The distinction between i@ and SUTHH appears to be

that earth can change its qualities by the application

of heat, while water, light and air do not change them. Not

that water and air do not become hot by the contact of =
heat, but the change of touch in their case does not affect the
material but belongs to the light that is mixed with them..

2. T, D. here states briefly the rival theories about
A , that sharply divide the
OleﬁleZgif iy sy Vaisestkas from the Naiyayikas. The
Pitharapika. former are called fi@wFEaATER: because
they explain the change of colour in
an unbaked jar by the separate baking of individual atoms,
while the Naiyayikas are called [Gstar®anga: because they
supposed the change of colour to be accomplished in the
jar itself. aTF is defined as THRGUIMEFE-AACEAT-HIET",
application of external heat which effects a change of colour
and other qualities. It is of various kinds according to the
effects, one changing only colour as in a baked jar, another
changing colours odour and savour as in an artificially ripened
mango-fruit, and so on. The word fFrda  excludes
a change by heat in metals, which, being qHw, are
WATET. When a jar is baked, the old black jar is, according
to Vaisesikas, destroyed, and its several compounds,
of binaries etc, are also destroyed. The action of the fire
produces the red colour in separate atoms, which are then
joined by the same action of fire into new compounds,
and eventually produce a new red jar. This complicated
process of dissolution and reconstruction of the jar is
necessary to allow all the atoms in the jar to be baked, for
if the jar remained intact, the fire cannot penetrate it and
bake the atoms in the interior. The reason why we cannot
perceive this process of dissolution and reconstruction is
its great rapidity. The time occupied by this process
has been variously computed, some holding it to be nine
moments, others ten, others eleven, and a fourth school,
five only. The order of nine moments, which is generally
21 |
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