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Preface to the Second Edition*
The first edition of this book was published in 1897 and 

■was soon out of print. Annambhatta’s work having been 
appointed a text-book for examinations by Bombay and 
other Universities, there was a great demand for a second edi
tion, but various reasons interrupted the work of revision. 
It was at first intended to omit the Nyaya-Bodhini which 
had nothing special about it, and insert in its place Tarka- 
Dipika-PraJcasa of Nilalcantha and also a few useful extracts 
from other commentaries by way of footnotes ; but as 
the plan would have increased the bulk of the volume it 
was abandoned and the text of the first edition was retain
ed. Three additional copies, marked Q, U and W, were 
available for consultation and the necessary corrections and 
additions suggested by them have been made in 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 Samyraha and the Dipika, and the text may 
now therefore be said to be finally settled for all practical 
purposes.

The most important addition to the Notes was a 
literal translation of the text of the Samgralia, 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 far 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- 
ing with Mss. collated for the text has been transferred to

In the present re-issue no change has been made except that the 
trans iteration of Sanskrit has been brought into conformity 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 anil 
-'-ants ace.due to Prof. Dravid for having corrected the proofs carefully 

and expeditiously.— Superintendent, Publioation Department B O t t l .
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the end as Appendix C. The Index at the end is a 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 andMaha- 
mahopadhyaya Satisa Chandra Vidyabhushana is likely to 
throw new light on many dark spots in the history of 
Indian 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.
It would be a very interesting and instructive study to trace 
the gradual development of many philosophical problems, 
such as the atomic theory, the identity of cause and effect, - 
the Nyaya syllogism, and the notion of Abhava. 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 currents 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 as its reaction on 

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, I M n  b o d a s

30th September 1918 J
*

(ci ■,
Tarka-Samgraha J
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.vx&̂y'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 
a en into account. The notes are designed to give the 

student a tolerably complete and accurate idea of the Nyaya 
and Vaisesika systems as a whole ; and hence many topics 
although omitted or only cursorily glanced at in Annam- 
bhattas work, have been discussed in the notes, because 
they form essential ingredients of the systems. Manuals 
like the Tarka-Sarhgraha 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

z * *  s r the turthor ~ ~  -

to thtD ? fc,emp* has been made in the Introduction prefixed
and 1F* / T  i V ra?0 the 8radUaI devel°Pment of Nyaya and Vaisekika literature from the aee of <•>,„ <?-* J y
the latest period. A historical sketch like this “  " P °  
give the students a better notion of these svsterns «  SUre °  
amount of study of isolated w Z  
course only tentative w  4., . attempt is of
inquiry which m i  l, n. l ?  ° P0n8 8 Vast field for 
was at first in tend !J fb r Pr° fitably pursued in future. It

present and the j*an°had to h* & W°rk as the 
space: but a few hints of t h ^ V J want of 
—  in their p r o p e l s  W,“  h  f0md *« the



TartoSarhgrahn.

It will not be proper to conclude this preface without 
briefly explaining the circumstances un'der which this work 
is published. The present edition of Tarka-Samgraka with
commentaries and .notes was undertaken by the late A •
Y  V. Athalye more than twelve years ago and it was an 
ambition of his life to. devote all his leisure time to the 
writing of the notes so as to make them really exhaustive 
rand useful, not only to students in Indian Colleges, but 
also to advanced scholars. He saw that in order 
popularise the study of Nyaya it was necessary to clear the; 
many disputed points that beset the path of a conscientious 
.student and to place the cardinal doctrines of the Nyaya- 
Vaisesilca philosophy in their true light. No man v.ao 
better fitted for such a work than Mr. Athalye, whose pro 
found scholarship and legal acumen enabled him at once 
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 hear fc. 
The work had to be constantly put aside, and consequently
much labour and time were wasted in these interruptions;
while latterly ill health made him more and more unable 
to  bear the strain of a continuous effort. In spite of these 
difficulties he hoped to bring out this edition at an early 
date, and would have done so had not premature and almost 
sudden death carried him off at a time when he was most 
wanted He had however left ample materials behma him, 
which required only a final revision and arrangement to 
make the book acceptable to the p u b lic; and so it was 
resolved to publish it as a posthumous work........................ .

, 0.... .. . . . .................
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Introduction.

“4 Historical Survey of Indian Logic.1

«< . lHE f°undation of logic as a Science," says Ueberweg
f, “  H°' ttC »G,r“ k ^  ” Mch' removed
Orient^ h ’ '  1,0r‘ he,n and th« softness of the ental .harmoniously united power and impressibility2”
Tim supple mind of the Oriental is said to be C tT u g  in the 
X ental grip and measure required for strictly scientific think
ing. Ueberweg, when he laid down the a b o v e tln n  T  
was not wholly ignorant of the existence of Nyaya philoso’
* *  a  l:n0” 'Iedee °f  “  “ »” > to been v e ^  m e ts.e. Had he known some of the standard works of
and Vaisesika systems, he would not have passed such a 
sweeping remark about the incapacity of the Oriental mind 
to develop a rigorous science like Logic. The same ignorance 
has Jed many eminent writers to belittle Indian philosophies 
n general or, where striking coincidences are discovered 

between Greek and Indian speculations to assume a r  
importation of philosophical ideas into India at some 
hme. Thus Niebuhr unhesitatingly asse t  h °t 1  T ” * 
similarity between Indian and Greek nhilos mhi '  “
be explained “except by the i n t e ^ e t l S  f T *
other'h f » O x-0-M a.edonic kings of Bactria -  On Z  
Other hand, there are writers like Gorres whn «, u ,
declare that the Greeks borrowed their firet elem 
philosophy from the Hindus. Max Muller is probJw 
toe truth in saying that both Greek and Indian phi ^ “ S "
^ere autochthonic, and that neither of the two w  S°P7 eS 
rowed their thoughts from the o th e r / As t h e V "  ,  7

■ both t d ‘ I 3 a  “  iS ^  •!>OSSibl0 Pbilosophe” '  in . _Iod ia  and^Gi'eece unconsciously adopted the same mode
., i  rh?  paper was read by me at a meeting of th« r>
in o  ° f a Asiatlc s °ciety on the 24th September 1896 and is ""v/ l ° f 

theJ°Urnal o f ‘ he B. B. R. a . Society, Vol X IX  p 306 ? ^
2 Dr. h. Ueberweg : System of Logic p 19 
8 Thomson’s Laws of Thought, Appendix p. 285 

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



of reasoning 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 it 
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 is a legitimate 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 his
torical treatment.

That it is possible to write a history of the Nijai/a and 
Vaisesilca philosophies will be readily admitted ; but a 

history of philosophy, such as it ought 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 
a S"ccession of writers and under particular circumstances.
The idea that philosophical speculations in India were the 
spontaneous brain-creations of a few mystic Brahmans, 
drea ming high thoughts in lonely forests and totally unaffected 
by the passing events of the world, must be discarded once 
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 contemporary events 
as any other branch of science or literature ; and Indian

•(f)? (CTxyS7)- /1 TarkarSamgruha. k j L j
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■philosophy should be no exception to the rule. But the task 
•of writing such a history is beset with innumerable difficul
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
pal writers and their works unknown, but even the existence 
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 procured in Ms. only a few 
have yet been critically studied. European scholars are still 
too 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- 
Samyraha of Madhavacarya and the Sad-Darsana-Samuc- 
caya of Haribhadra Suri, 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 
Oolebrooke, 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, but 
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 
cut 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- 
pages will not have been written in vain if this aim is even 
partially achieved.

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

1 Most of tho writings of em „7nt Buddhist logiolans

Introduction. XI



philsophoy has been deepened by the accounts left by Plato*.. 
Xenophon and Thucydides. Systems of philosophy as well 
as individual doctrines 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 a 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 a 
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 doctrines of God of 
causality and of creation, in India 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 a 
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 momems 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 chronology. Still even a crude attempt 
of that kind will give truer insight into each system or 
each doctrine than can be got by a 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 Nyuya and the Vaisesika whose real merits

1 Zeller ; Outline of Greek philosophy, p. 3.

I  f)|  <SLXII Tarka-Samgraha.



_ e bidden under a heavy load of scholastic surplusage.
They have not the halo of religion and mysticism which 
makes the Vedanta 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 Gadddhara, inspire positive terror in untrained 
minds. ^  the Nyaya and Vaisesiha systems, therefore,' 
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 Naiyd~ 
yiku-'i, and the task of extracting the pure ore out of it is 
very difficult; but it is worth performing. The process of 
si tint, and cleaning will have to be repeated several times

6 ore we can really understand some of the profoundest 
conceptions 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 
logic, while even where there are differences, the dissentients 
often borrow the very arguments and phraseology of the 
Ayaya for their own purpose. A study of the Nyaya as 
well as Vaisesika system is therefore a 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 
oeen evolved in India during the last three thousand years, 
the Nyaya and Vaisesilca occupy a unique position, both on 
account of their cardinal doctrines and of the mass of 
learning that has accumulated around them. A general 
view of these doctrines will not, therefore, be out of place 
m  a sketch like this. Nyaya, which is the more compact 
and perhaps also the more modern of the two, is much more 
a system of dialectics than one of philosophy. The aphorisms 
o f Gotama and the works founded on them treat no doubt of 
metaphysical and theological questions occasionally, but

®  J . /  Introduction. » n r ^  |



■ • they come in rather as digressions than as inseparable parte;- 
of the system. The Vaisesika, on the other hand, is-' 
essentially a system of metaphysics with a disquisition on. 
logic skilfully dovetailed into it by later writers. It is these: 
peculiarities which have earned them the name of logical- 
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 che true scope and function 
of these systems.'

Octama begins by enumerating 16 topics, which have 
been erroneously called padarthas} These topics are not a 
classification of all sublunary things or categories. They 
look like headings of so many chapters in a treatise on logic. 
Of these the first nine, viz. rrsiroT, tffPT, U’firsra, SHTnT,
RPSCFtT, srsrtnr, rTqp, and w w , constitute what may be 
called logic proper, while the last seven may be collectively 
termed illegitimate or false logic. SGrror includes the four 
proofs, Perception, Inference. Comparison and Word ;s while 
■sripr comprises all objects which are known by means o£ 
those proofs, viz, soul, 'body, organ, material qualities, 
cognition, mind, effort, fault, death, fruition, pain and 
salvation,4 These multifarious things have obviously 
nothing in common except the capacity of being known by 
one or other of the above proofs ; and Goiama accordingly 
treats of them only in that light. 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, etc., only tell us how they are known, but say nothing 
as to what kind of things they are. Got area's theory of 
knowledge is essentially material. Perception is a physical 
process consisting in the contact of organs with their 

. appropriate objects ;5 while lnfzrence. which is threefold,

1 Logic in Sanskrit is designated by various names, such as Nyaya, 
flelu-Vidya, Hetu-9ustra, Anv~ik>}iki, Pramana-Sfiatra, Tattva-9astra‘ 
Torka-V idyu, Vnddrtha and‘ Phakkika-Sastra, Some of these nauiea- 
are found in works of 4th and 5tb centuries B. C.

2 O. S. I, 1, 1. 3 G. S. I. 1, 3.
4 G. S. I, 1, 9. 5 G. S. I, 1, 4.
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springs from Perception.l Comparison and Word are o f 
course exceptional cases, and may be called imperfect 
inferences. Having thus dealt with the chief ingredients 
of knowledge, namely, the proof and its object, Ootama 
describes several accessories to knowledge, viz., doubt, 
aim, instance or precedent, general truths, premises, 
hypothetical reasoning and conclusion. Doubt and aim 
as incentives to 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 (v iv ), 
sophistry wrangling (TVrPr̂ T), fallacies (ffgTurnr),
quibbling (tT5T), far-fetched analogies (srrm), and 
opponent’s errors ( ) —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. Ootama'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 Nazyayikas. 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-

1 G. S. I., 1, 5.

2 See for definitions of these, G. S. I, 1, 23-32, 40, 41.
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racteristic of these doctrines are the non-eternity of sound' 
the agency of God,- the theory, of atoms,3 the production 
of effects, and its corollary, the reality of our knowledge. 
From the fragmentary discussions on these points contained 
m Gotamas work the modern ±\c&ayikas have evolved 
elaborate theories which have made the system what it is.
The radical and realistic tendency of these later doctrines 
cane at every step into conflict with the more orthodox 
views of the two Alima/mas.

, The sJ stem of the Va^eiikas is even more radical than 
6 Nyaya- a system of philosophy, the Vaisesilca is 

moie symmetrical and also more uncompromising. Its 
enumeration of the six categories,5 with the seventh Abhuva 

e a ’eiwaids, is a complete analysis of all existing 
mgs. lliese categories again are not enumerated for a 

special purpose only, like the 16 paddrthas of Gotcima ; but 
iey resolve the entire universe, as it were, not excepting 

even the Almighty Creator, into so many classes. Kanadas 
categories resemble in this respect those of Aristotle. 
Gatama treats of knowledge only, but Kandda deals with 
the wider phenomena of existence. The first three categories, 
on s ance,Quality,and Motion, have a real objective existence 
and so form one group designated ST'U by Kunada.6 The next 
three, Generality, Particularity, and Intimate Union, are 
products 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. is a quality of the Soul, and the whole 
theory ot 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 
Soul is something like printing or stamping on some soft 
material. Mind is the movable joint between the Soul and 
the various organs which carry those impressions from ex-

1 G. ». II, 3, 13-40. 2 G. S. IV, 1, 10-21.
3 G. S. IV, 2, 4- 25. 4 G. S. IV, 1, 22-54.
5 V. S. I, 1, 4. 6 V. S. VIII, 2, 3.
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ternal objects. Logic as a science of knowledge falls under 
and is so treated in all Vaisesika treatises. Vaisesikas 

recognize only the first two of the four proofs mentioned 
by Gotama,' and they differ from the A’aiijayikas on some 
other points also. What specially distinguishes the Vaisesi
kas, however, is their remarkable power of analysis ; and 
their system may for that reason be appropriately called 
analytical 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 distinctions, 
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 Kaudda. No 
wmnder then that they were looked upon with distrust by the 
orthodox school, and were labelled Ardha- Vainasikas (Semi- 
Buddhists) by their opponents.2 The Vaisesikas never de
clared any open revolt against orthodox faith, nor is there 
any reason for supposing that KanCidu or his immediate fol
lowers were atheists; but the tendency of their doctrine 
was none the less unmistakable. As the devout Lord Bacon 
produced a Hume and a Voltaire in Europe, so the 
Vaisesika doctrines must have led ultimately to many • 
a heresy in India, such as those of the Bauddhas and the 
Juinas.

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 Kariada and Gotama promise the people as the 
reward of a thorough knowledge of their respective sys-

1 B. P. Ben. ed p. 213.
2 Samkaracarya • Brahma-Sutra-Bhasya II. 2.18.
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terns. 1 Amidst all the differences one idea appears to be 
common 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 or illogical. Another effect 
of the religious character of these systems is the discussion 
of many apparently irrelevant topics which have made them 
look somewhat heterogeneous and unsystematic. The many 
digressions in the works of Gotama and ‘ Kanada as well 
as their followers are easily understood if we look to 
the bearing which those topics have upon the end and 
aim of philosophy. Take for instance the controversy 
about non-eternity of sound.8 What has the eternity 
of sound to do with logic ? An inference would 
be just as right or w-rong whether the wrords 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 a mixture, as it 
were, of the fragments of several sciences such as logic, 
metaphysics, psychology, and theology. This is not how
ever a weakness as some superficial critics have supposed.
It arises from the very conception of a 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 
instincts. The sense of dependence on supernatural powers 
and a desire to conciliate them were the first incentives

1 G.S. X, 1 ,1; V. S., I, 1, 4. 2 G. S. II, 2,13.
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wliich led men at a very early period to think of their - 
™hB1„ „ s well-being. “ Philosophy/' says Z e L  % %  
begins when man experiences and acts upon the necessity
of explaining phenomena by means of natural causes.” 1 
i  he Rgveda, the Brahmayas and the Upamsads abound in 
passages showing how in India this feeling grew in inten
sity until it became the ruling passion of the Brahmans 
balvation was the sole purpose of life, and knowledge of 
the universe was the means to it. The ancient Upamsads 
Mere 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 
sys ems o philosophy. In Greece philosophy tended to 
become more and more ethical and worldlv ; in IndTa it 
couid never free itself from its religious setting ThS 
the reason why in spite of additions and modifications

S "  AT ?  n6T  l0St their oriSinaI character completely. A history of each of these systems is therefore a
is ory of its gradual evolution within certain limits 

unchanged" US ° f ^  remained Poetically

blankn Peri0t bef0r° the rise ° f ®u4 lbism  is? almost a 
blank page. We know noting of it except that a large
amount of free speculation m ust have been stored up at
that time m the Brahmanas and the Upanisads. The only

and no M " I f S Pri° r t0  Buddhism is Sankhya,
Da-s b y  the Vaise^ ka also; but all the other
w H w  PreSUmabIy of a P°st'Buudhistic origin at
veTy n o ^  r  : MCh ”  « * » •  < * £,  - on of a system seems to be post-Buddhistic. The

birred Ctbet7 en Buddhisto Brahmanism which
n r 7  I ™ 11 8 mmdS U1 ^  Centur5r aft0r Buddha's death 
mu t have compelled both the parties to systematize the

octnnes and express them in a compact methodical form.

1 Zeller; Outline o f Greek Philosophy, p. 6.
3 See my paper •■* B„ . f  S „ „ .y  of th,  npaui<Ma ..

B. B. R. A.Rooiety, Vol. X X II. p. 67.
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The same cause or causes which led the Buddhists to collect 
their ethical and philosophical teachings in their suttas 
during the period which elapsed between the first and the 
second Council must have also induced their Brahman riva s 
to compose similar works for the defence of Vedic ort ro 
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 
controversial flavour about them, and appear to he the 
first products of this reaction against Buddhism. The 
aphorisms of Kanua'a and Gotania could not have been of 
any prior date, and as we do not know of any Nyaya or 
Vaisesika works older than these Sutras, the history of 
those systems may safely he said to begin in the 5th or the 
4th century before Christ.

Roughly speaking, the literature of the B’yutja and 
Vwsesika 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 Frasastapdda a lso; but there must have ex
isted other works now lost. The second period is pre
eminently distinguished by a series of commentaries on 
these Sutras beginning with VUIsyuyana and comprising 
several works of acknowledged authority. The third 
period saw the introduction of independent treatises and 
commentaries on them which at last dwindle down into 
short manuals like Tarka-Samgraha and Tarim-Kaumudi. 
These three periods also mark three successive stages in the 
development of the two systems. The first may be called the 
age of the formation of doctrines in the Sutras ; the second 
that of their elaboration by commentators; and the third that 
of their systematization by writers of special treatises. The

' e°i&X
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first is characterised by great origirality 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 Tdrkika- 
rat.shu and Sapta-padarthi before the 14th century, so we 
have commentaries on the Sutras, like Samkara Misra’s 
Upaskara, and Visvanatha’s Vriti, 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 of the preceding age. The exact duration 
of these periods may have varied a little in the case of the 
two systems, hut 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. 1 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 Vai&esiha* 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 select 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 ether. They are 
spoken of as both, and yet no Sanskrit writer seems to have 
perceived the inconsistency of doing so. The only 
explanation that can at present be suggested is that the

1 Vat. on G. S. I., 1, 4.



■'twins after quarrelling for some time reunited under the 
influence of a reaction.

Having premised so much we may proceed to consides 
the three periods in order ; and the first thing we shall have 

•to 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 Kanada and 
Gotama may be taken as the starting points for the two 
systems. Now before adverting to the evidence that exists 
for determining the dates of these two Sutras it is necessary 
to notice one or two misconceptions that would otherwise 
hinder our task. The first of these is the confusion that is often 

m ade between the system and the Sutra work expounding 
i t ; and the second is a 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 theprobable date ofthe onefrom any ascertained 
fact relating to the other. The fact for instance that some 
ofthe Vaisesilca doctrines are controverted in Badardyana’s 
Bra/ima-Sutrae1 has been made the ground for inferring 
that Kaydda’s Sutras were composed prior to those of 
Badarayaya, and yet there are cogent reasons for believing 
that they were of a much later origin. We must therefore 
suppose that the doctrines controverted in Brahma-Sutras 
existed prior to their incorporation into a regular system 
as set out in Kanada's work. Similarly many of the argu
ments as to the relative priority of Nyaya 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, II, 2, 11, et. seg.
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ments however are misleading and often produce confusion. 
The Nyaya doctrine of 5TO«f>pfcrr? must have existed before 
the rise of Buddhism and even before the formation of the 
Sankhya system, the oldest works of which con
trovert it. Does it follow therefore that Gotama 
and Karicida preceded both the Sankhyas 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 arereKiqqig and many others 
like it subequently adopted by the Naiyayikas and Vaisesi- 
kas must have formed topics of hot discussion long before 
the Sutras 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. 1 2 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 Vaise- 
sika philosophy, are conspicuous by their absence in 
Kanada s work, such as, for instance, Abhava as a seventh 

-category, the last seven qualities, and the doctrine of 
hisesa. ihis much however is certain, that when the 
Sutras 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 STRPT and others. The ancient
Upanisads abound in passages in which we find such 
definite principles being actually worked out of a mass of 
general speculations. The next step is for some eminent

1 Colebr°oke's Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I., p. 354, Cowell’s note.
2 V. S. I*  l ,  4; I., x, 6; I., 2, 3.
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teacher to adopt and develop some of these doctrines and: 
form a school which might in time grow up into a system.
The difference between a school and a 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, Kasakrtsna, Badan 
and many others whose names occur in the philosophical 
Sutras, 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 failures of inferior persons, before a 
master mind like Gotamu or Kau-dda could produce a work 
that would live into futurity. The present Sutras 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 STilras, 
if not the systems themselves, came into vogue after the 
rise of Buddhism. The ethical teachings of Gautama Buddha 
were expressed in the shape of pithy sentences which were 
easy to remember and possessed a certain attraction for the 
popular mind. The Brahmans, probably with a desire to 
beat their rivals with their own weapons, composed STitras 
on their own philosophical systems modelled on the Bud
dhistic suttas, 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 dogmatic form so as to 
produce immediate conviction. The uncompromising tone 
and rigid logic of these post-Buddhistic Sutras are in strong 
contrast with the loose reasoning and poetical imagery which 
abound in e irlier philosophical books, such as the Cpani- 
sads. "While morality was the stronghold of the Buddhists* 
dhilosop1 y  was their weakest point in these early times ;
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naturally the shrewd Brahmans cultivated this latter branch 
with the greater vigour in order to outshine their rivals. The 
Siitras 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
to made have not been very successful. The Samkhtya system 
and many of the doctrines of the Vaisesikas, if not the 
whoie of their system, are most probably Pre-Buddhistic 
. 6 y îse&ika system pre-supposes the Sdmkhya, and there
£ f f i ^ nCetV ? 0W tlmt the Vai*eiika not onl^ Preceded buddhism and Jainism, but directly contributed to the rise 
of hosesects. many of their peculiar dogmas being closely 
allied to I atsesika theories. The Buddhistic doctrines of 
total annihilation, tor instance, is only a further and an inevi
table development of the- Vaisesxka doctrine of :
while the categories or Padartfias of the latter find their 
counterpart in the five Astikdyas or essences of the Jaiuas 
The atomic theory moreover is largely adopted by the 
Junas, and even enters into their legendary my-
dbi <8y T  e.PlthGfc An1ha- V° i^ ik a s  or Semi-Bud- 

_cf nte™Ptu°uslf bestowed upon the Vaises,ka by 
tomkaracarya,' concealed a historical truth, if the 
Vaisestkas as suggested above were the half-hearted

t h e w ^ T  I ! '0 by theiF materiali6« c  speculations paved 
“ trerne radlcal5sm of Gautama Buddha. The 

S °0i 18 sPecifical]y Mmed in the sacred texts 
tne Jamas and also in the Lolita-Vi star a,2 Several of 

'  . T . ” ° Ctririe,B are refuted in Badarayavas Bialuia-Sutras,
■ fiv . 1; ls that they may have existed then in some
_ erna'lc! 0̂Tn1' As toihe other systems, the two Mimtimsus 

0 lave c°me immediately after the rise of Buddhism 
e (,ie the advent of the Nyaya and the Ycga. Neither 1

1 See foot-note supra.

^eler. B>.?.tory of Indian Literature, p. 226, foot-note.
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Badarayana nor Jaimini refers to any peculiar Nyaya~aob- 
fcrine, while the few aphorisms in Badarayna's work which, 
mention Yoga look like interpolations. It will be shown 
presently that Gotama himself borrows from Eadarayana’s 
work.'

Looking to the Sutras, however, the two Mimamsa collec
tions appear to be the oldest of them, while the works of 
Gotama and Kanada come next in succession. The date o f 
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.1 2 The two Mimamsa Sutras 
therefore could not have been composed before the 6th 
century B. C. They may for the present be assigned to the 
5th or the earlier part of the 4th century B. C. The Sutras 
of Gotama and Kanada must be still later productions, as 
will appear from a comparison of them with the Brahmar 
Sutras. The opening sutras of both Gotama and Kanada 
appear to recognize the Vedantic dootrine 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 Vedantic 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, fra" Nil r̂C- tTMT-TWR': and
strtqr3 appear to be answers to Bddardyvia's objections 
to the eternity of atoms4; while the Sutra SfffarrT 5T54 H* 

is evidently aimed at the Vedantic view 
explained in the four preceding sTttras, that the Soul is to 
be known only through Sruti.6 Similarly V. S. IV, 2, 2-3 
controvert the Veddnlins view that our body is formed by

1 Garbe holds .that Vaideqika was prior to Nyaya ; Vide. Die 
35mkhya Philosophic, p. 116 .

2 Brahma-Siltra II, 2, 18, et sag; M im iAs3 Sutra 1, 2. 33; sea also- 
Colebrooke's Miscellaneous Essays, V oi. I, p. 354.

3 V. 3. IV, 1. 4-5. 4 Brahma-Sutra II, 2, 14-15 .
5 V. S, III. 2, 9. 6 Cf. also Q. 8. I l l , I. 28-30.
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^ ^ l n i o n  of five or three elements. 1 Again many of the
S3d by Ka'>Uda SUch as >§*, ^W O T , and

? appear *0 be borrowed from Budarayana. The same
? S good °t_ Gotama. In several places he propounds 

views very similar to well-known Vedantic doctrines55- 
while a comparison of G. S. I ll, 2 , 14 with Brahmaputra 

, , A  will show that Gotama borrows even illustrations 
n arguments from Badaraijana} G. S. 1 1 , 1 , 61-674 would 

likewise show that Gotama was also posterior to Jaiminu

other Gd 6 arT <  t!lat the borrowing may have been on the 
? ’ ,°r that£heparticula r ^ r a S maybe later addi- 

anH : ,,ut we musfc m such cases judge by the whole tone
» b o «  «  e to ,  “ th0r5' While in a"  the « W «  noted
systems, they come only incidentally in the works of

aiKl, Gotama- We ^ n , therefore, confidently assert 
at the works of Gdamz and Kanada, as we have them at 

present, cannot be older than the 4th century B. C.

thoi-p -noi ‘ • . ranch ot lpe JSlyuya Without deciding

Point. M u l h o n h e c j T 11116 ™ Undecided on the
he avoided bvm i h r U! '° n,h0W eVer,0n this point 

, ' the VcSsesikci J t T  adlB;i,n°t;on' as already noted, between
are strnn Systern and tlie Vaisesika S u t r a s There

fW belieVi" e ' «  Mr. T a r u J m Z
yet b ‘ k  preceded Bolama's and
y j  tlMSiifn,, oi iCamda, o,  at least many of them, may b eo f.

> * < * » » * » «  II, 2, 21-22. 2 Of, G. S. IV. 1, 64.
, Qotama-SUtra;

1 | Brahma-Sutra.
4 G g H( j  SL

o hnacaryaj,; Nyaya-Kos'a, Intro., p. 2-3, note.
6 Ooldstucker's PUnini,v. 153.

ober , History of Indian Literature, p . 245.
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later date. The fact that, while Vaisesika doctrines are- 
noticed in E ad ar ay ana’s Biahvia-Svtras, Gotama’s system 
is net even once alluded to, shows that some 1 aise&ihcs 
doctrines at least were promulgated not only before- 
Gotama hut even before the composition of the Btalma- 
Svtras. lafsyayana’s remark that omissions in Gotcmds 
work are to he supplied from the cognate system of the 
Vaisesikas may likewise he taken to imply that that system 
existed before Gotama’s time1; while the latter's reference to 
a srifia5slfa^l;aE by which he probably means doctrines 
taught by some allied school such as the Vaisesikas would 
support such an inference. The posteriority of Go/oraamay 
also be inferred from the fact that many topics summarily 
disposed of or imperfectly discussed by Kardda are 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 Kanaaa 8 sutias were- 
anterior to Golama’s work, and it is possible that a collec
tion of Vaisesika suiras was known to Gotaira. But we 
must also take account of the fact that several suiras in the 
present collection of Kanada’s aphorisms appear to be sug
gested by Goiama’a work.

V. S. I ll, 2, 4,s for instance, is clearly an amplifica
tion of G. S. I, J, 10.4 Y. S. I l l ,  1, 175 again gives an 
illustration of the fallacy, although the name,
strange to say, is nowhere explained throughout Kanuda s  
work. The word is, however, used by Gotama as a defini
tion of tT^TT^TT, and it is possible that the author of the 
Vaisesika sutras borrowed it from him, and wrongly used 
it as the name of the fallacy. These Suiras, therefore, if

_____________________________________________________________________________
1 Vat. on G. S. 1,1, 4. 2 G. 8. 1 ,1, 29.

Vaisesika-Sutra,

4 Ooiama-Sutra

5. ynmlm'Tri tPRr£rih?T i
«. s - 1,2>46-
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not the whole work of Kandda, must have been composed 
after Gotama 's work was published. Now there are good 
reasons for suspecting that Karidda’s work, as we have it at 
present, contains a large number of aphorisms which have 
been either modified or added in after times. A comparison 
of Kandda’s sutras, as found in our printed editions, with 
the Bhasya of Prasastapdda shows that many of the sutras 
are not explained by the scholiast and were probably unknown 
to him. 1 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 
iiciTrikhi/a-Sutras are notoriously modern productions, though 
ascribed to an ancient If s i ; and even the Brahma Sutras of 
£>udarayaria 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 Gotama,2

The most reasonable conclusion that may' be drawn 
from the foiegoing facts is that, although we can say no
thing definite about an original collection of Vaisesika 
aphorisms, the present work of that name is comparatively 
modern. We have no materials at present to fix its proba
ble age. Kandda is a mythical personage and is variously 
styled Kasyapa, ICaiiabhaksa or Kaijabhuk. The latter

■eakSr fl0\hl 6XCf  pnt<:0nSPeCtUaSh0Wing thBsSf™  oorr^oodingTo'
SCh0UUm’ Pr9C- d *Pe B e n * «S

the i ? u r ! f0PA , ? yS c“ f atiS°ha” dra Vidyabhushan thicks that only 
2nd 3rd °S  / m f  T f  " V  C0mp0Sed A^apada, while the
coatairf bear ncarks of'different hands. The later hooks
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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 he 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 Aulukya 
Lai sen id,2 and a pretty old tradition is told that God 
Mahadeva pleased by the austerities of the sage Kanada 
appeared tohimintheguiseofan owl and revealed the system 
which the latter subsequently embodied in the Sutras.x 
A  Rsi named TJluka is mentioned in the Mahubharaia, 
but nothing can be said as to what connection he had with 
the Vaisesilca system. The name Aulakya is, however, 
considerably old, being mentioned by Udyotakara and Kuma- 
lila. The name Vaisesika occurs even in the scholium 
of Frasastapada, who also refers to the tradition about God 
Mahadeva just mentioned.5 Payu-Puranu makes Aksapuda 
Kanada and Uluka sons of VyUsa,6 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. C., and the references to it contained in Va'syayana’s 
commentary on Gotama’s work prove that it must have 
existed before the 5th century A. D. Vatsyayana 
mentions it as UURcUsr, enumerates the six ca
tegories7 and actually quotes one aphorism of Kanada.*

1 Sugiura on the authority of a Chinese work Isiki Jutsuki says he- 
was called lice-eater because he used to go out and eat rice obtained 
from women, while he was called Uluka, because he lived in a 
mountain and was very ugly. Vide Sugiura's Hindu Logic as preserved 
in China, and Japan p. 14.

2 Sarv. D. S. Calc. ed. p. 110.
3 Bhim5c5rya : Nyaya-Kosa, Intro p. 2.
4 Nyiiya- Vartika, Bibl. Ind. p. 168 ; Tantra- VZirtika I., 1, 4.
5 P. B. Ben. ed. p. 234.
6 See the verse quoted in P. B. Ben. ed. Intro p. 10.

Vat. on G. S. I, 1, 9.
8 tlWdllioft ( V. S. III., 1.16 ) tUiTHFTyi%-

: etc. t Vat on G. S. 11,2, 36.
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This is the utmost that we can say with certainty about the 
age of Kanadus work. The date of Frasastapada, the earli
est scholiast of Kanada, is equally uncertain. He cannot 
be the same as the Bisi Prasasta mentioned in the Fravi- 
radhydya of Baudhuyana-Sutra, for Baudhdyana-Sutra being 
composed before the 4th century B. C. , 1 Frasastapada and 
a fortiori Kanada would have to be placed long before that 
time. Frasastapada has also been identified with Gotama, 
the author of Nyuya-STitras* but it seems to be a mistake.
So no inference as to the age of the Vaisesika-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 Car aka, who has been identified with Fatanjah, 
the author of the Mahabhusya/  But even if this identity 
is correct, the original work of Caralca 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.4 It is also, as has been already shown, 
later than the latter part of the fifth century B. C., the 
time of hudarayana’s Brahma-Sutras which, while refuting 
I aisesifa^doctrines, make no mention of the cognate school 
of Naiyuyikas. Goldstiicker says that both Katyuyana 
and Potanjali knew of the A yaya Su'ras} Now Batanjali 
is said to have written his great work about 140 B. C.b; 
but Katyanava’s date is not so certain. According to a story 
told in KathU-Sant-Sagara, Kutydyana was a pupil of 
Gpavarsa and a minister of king Nanda who reigned about 
' 50 B. CV Goldstiicker makes light of the authority o f 
--------- --------------------------------- ---------- -----------------------------------

Biihler . Sacred Laws ( S. B. E. Series ) Part I Apastamba, Intro.
P' ‘  "tl- 2 BhimScarva : NyVnja Kosa lotro. p. 2.

3 Pp  a' aina-Laghu-Mailjtfsa. A verse said to be from Yogabija call*
' '.tali, a writer on three sciences, grammar, medicine, and Yoya.

4 G - S. I ll, 2i n .13 5 Goldstucker’s Panini, p. 157. 6 Ibid p. 234
? Katha-Sarit-Sagara  1, 5; Max Muller : History of Ancient Sans-

kTlt Literature, p. 240.
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Kaiha-Sai it-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-STitras would have to 
be placed before 353 B.C. Kdtyayana’s date is now general
ly taken to be about the middle of the 4th century B. C.1; 
and so Ootama will have to be placed before that time.
There is another fact which confirms this conclusion. Sahara 
Svamin, the scholiast on Jaindni'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 Mimamsa Sutras.2, 3 If he be the same as the reput
ed teacher of Katyayana above mentioned, he must have 
lived in the first part of the 4th century B. C.4 Now a 
passage quoted by Sahara Svamin from the commentary of 
this Upavarsa* shows that he was intimately acquainted 
with Gotama’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.5

There is another piece of evidence, which, though ap
parently conflicting with the above conclusion, really sup
ports it. Apastamba, the author of the Dharma-Sutra, knew 
both the Purva and the Uttara Mimamsa systems, but not 
the Nyaya6. It is true that Apastamba in two passages of

1 Eggeling's Satapatha-Brahmana ( S. B. E. Series ) Intro, p. 30.
2 Colebrooke’s Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I. p. 357.
3 Another story in Somadeva-Bhatta’s Katha-Sarit-Sagara makes 

him live in Pataliputra during the reign of Nanda, i. 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. Goldstucker places Panini long before the rise of Bud
dhism and holds that he did not know Gotama’s work. Panini mentions 
the word Kjfjf but only in the sense of a syllogism or rather a thesis, such 
as those in Jaimini’s work. See Goldstacker’s Panini, p. 152.

6 Bnhler ; Sacred Laws ( S. B. E. Series ) Part I Apastamba, Intro, 
p . xxvii.
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Si§ work uses the word £̂JTT and '■dNuifl respectively1 2 ; but 
there he clearly refers to Purva-Mimamsa, and not to the system 
of Gotama. Nor is this use of the word uncommon in ancient 
writings. The fact that the word ?2JT*T, which was subsequent
ly monopolized by the followers of Gotama, is applied 
by Apastamba to the system of Jaimini, shows that at his 
time Gotama’s system was either unknown, or at least 
so new as not to have attained any wide celebrity. Apastamba 
according to Buhler must have lived before the third 
century B. C. and even 150 or 200 years earlier;3 but his 
knowledge of the two Mimamsd’s shows that he could not 
have lived long before 400 B. C. Gotama s work must there
fore be assigned to the end of the 5th or the beginning of 
the 4th century B, C.

1̂  *s needless to state after this that our Gotama is quite 
different from Gotama the author of a Pharma Sutra, 
who preceded Baudhdijana and was a jortiort prior to 
Apastambanor has he anything to do with the mythical 
sage of that name mentioned in the Ramayana and Mahci- 
bharata 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 given to 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, vrhoever he may 
be, possessed great originality and a grasp of general 
principles chat enabled him to systematize the science of 
logic for the first time. He cannot, however, be said to 
nave founded it, for logical rules seem to have prevailed 
even before his time. Manu proclaims the need of reason 
tor a correct understanding of the sacred law4, while

1 Apastamba-Dharvia-Sutra II, 4, 8, 13 ; and II, 6, 14,13.
2 Buhler : Sacred Laws ( S. B. E. Series ) Part I, Apastamba, Intro.

: P. xliii.
3. Ibid, p, xx and lv. 4 Manu-Smrti xii, 106.
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Bddarayana goes to the other extreme of declaring 
the utter futility of our reasoning power to discover 
truth.1 Besides, it is quite obvious that, unless the art 
of reasoning had been practised for a long time previous, and 
had been considerably developed, neither the philosophical 
speculations in the Upanisads nor the rise of heretical 
sects, such as the Cdrvakas, Bauddhas and Jainas, 
could have been possible. What then did Gotama achieve ? 
What is his place in the history 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 
all 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 
Vaisyayana 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.2 This is quite probable, for Indian systema- 
tists always favour brevity, and even Gotama's five premises 
were subsequently reduced 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. External evidence would lead us even 
a step further. The two passages from Apastamba Dharma- 
Sutra, referred to above, show that the word ?TT<T was 
formerly applied to Purva-Mimamsa. 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 
fihrTT, while many other Mimamsa works have vqrq as 
part of their title. The various theses propounded in Jaimini's 
work are called Nyuyas, and even Panini uses the word 

- — -
1 Brahma-Sutra II, 1, 11.
% Vat. on G. S, I. 33.
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m a similar sens0.' How then are we to explain the fact 
that a word so generally used by the Mimamsakas came 
afterwards to designate the rival and totally dissimilar 
system of Gotamn. As a general rule we find that when a 
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 
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-Mlmamsa.

Analogy of other arts and sciences points to the same 
conclusion. All sciences in India appear to have sprung 
om of sacrificial necessities. Astronomy was founded on 
the rules by which Vedic Psis 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 Udgatr priest for singing his 
Saman hymns, and a knowledge of agriculture and geo
metry was found to be essential in constructing the sacri
ficial pandal and the Veal It is probable, therefore, that
the art of reasoning also originated in some requirement of

ie a 1-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
^ph ilosoph ica l and other discussions which were usually 

lnfcervals of sacrifice. It was a special function 
of the Brahman priest to give decision on any disputed point* 
that might arise m the course of a sacrifice, and this he 
could not have done unless he was a master of ratiocination.
^uch decisions, which may be likened to the chairman's 
rulings m a modern assembly, are scattered through the 
ancient Erahmanas, and are collected together as so many 
'i/uyas in the ancient Purva-Mimamaaaphorisms of J iimini.
">e philosophical disquisitions were collected in the various

1 P5nini’s Suita. I ll, 2,122.
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Upanisads and produced the system of Uttar a-M imamsa. 
Jaimini lays down many rules of exegesis which seem to he 
the direct progenitors of the logical rules of Gotama. The vari
ous tests for instance illustrated in the third chapter of Jai
minis attempt to determine whether a rite or a Vedic direc
tion is principal or auxiliary are only so many varieties of 
inference. The so often mentioned by Jaimini must have 
suggested the sHT and svrsfST of Gotama and Kavxida respec
tively. We may therefore suppose thatit is the Miinamsakas 
who, first prompted by exegetical necessity, developed 
sundry rules of logic which they illustrated by means of 
what they called Nyuyas or theses. When therefore Manu 
or Apastamba speaks of ?Tt|i or 'PTV 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 Purva-Mimci?hsa gave birth to a science 
which was at first known by the name of It
probably got its modern appellation of Nyaya, when Gotama 
raised it into a 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, wre 
can form a tolerably clear idea of the task Gotama set before 
himself and which he has performed so admirably. From 
a bundle of experimental rules which were known only as 
a secular art called and said by some to be subsi
diary to STOarur Gotama evolved a system which at once 
became the rival of the two Mimamsas &n6. which from thence 
forward exercised a strong sway over generations of Indian 
Pandits. Gotama 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 system, as it were, which eclipsed all previ
ous attempts and which has from his time become the sole 
standard for posterity.

XXXVI '] arka-Sa/'nyi alia.
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The work of Gotama differs in many respects from thafr 
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 oc the day. This fact raises 
a doubt as to whether Kanada''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 modem 
Vaisesika works is Prasastapada, and he may, for aught 

we know, be its real founder also. The supposition is not 
so improbable as it might appear at first sight. Almost 
all the peculiar doctrines that distinguished the later 
Vaisesikas from the Nuiyayikas and other schools are to 
be found in Prasastapada's work and are conspicuously absent 
in Kanada’s Sutras. The doctrines about ri[r=r, qT3wTT7vf%\ 

and several others, which are regarded as pecu
liarities of the Vaisesika system, are not even touched 
upon in Kandda’s aphorisms, although they are pretty fairly 
discussed in Prasastapada's Btiasya. The seven categories 
on which the whole Vaisesika system is based are probably 
an afterthought; and even the doctrine of frstl which ac
cording to some gave the name to the system appears to be 
a later development. Kanada restricts the word am ( cate
gories properly so called ) to three things only, mrt and 

Pras&astapada enlarges the number to six, and some 
later author added 3THra,.a

It is true that the aphorism SWGWqrrreT-
t d ' i i N ’T^rwt

enumerates the six categories ; but this aphor- 
ism is most probably a later interpolation. It is in
ordinately long, unlike other aphorisms of Kanada, and 
contains a number of distinct propositions that would

1 sfk ps’-jipppfg i V. s. v i i i , 2, 3.
2 Several Mss, of P r a sa sta p a d a ’s BhSsya end with the colophon

3 V . S. 1 . 1, 4,

l



have sufficed for half a dozen Sutras. Besides it is very 
awkwardly wrorded if not positively ungrammatical. A  com 
parison of this aphorism with the opening passage of 
Pi asustapuda's scholium leaves hardly any doubt about its 
spuriousness. Prasastapada’s passage runs thus :— 
gyj ym+Hci r + r p ^ n f q u c r t  i u
w:?rq r̂|iT: i w y  •+.1 1 5-j u'

Now one of these two passages must be an adaptation of 
the other. According to (iiranavali this passage of Prasaslar 
puda explains only the first three sutras of Kanada, which 
implies that the fourth sutra quoted above was unknown 
to the scholiast. Hence if Kirandiali is to be believed, the 
aphorism must be the later of the two. Sndhara, the author 
of Nyaya-Kundali, 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 
Panada's second aphorism g a r m ssprefrri%: rr urn i 
The inconsistency is that while according to the scholiast 
knowledge of categories is the means of wsrg^r, Kanada 
speaks of it as resulting from UH; and this inconsistency is 
removed by the scholiast by adding that the knowledge of 
categories itself springs from urr as revealed in divine com
mandments. So according to Srldhara 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, Either these words or the
whole aphorism must therefore have been suggested by ' 
Frasa.-tupada’s passage. If the aphorism, as it stands now, 
had existed before, there would have been no and
therefore no necessity for Prasastapada’s additional clause

We must, therefore, suppose 
that the aphorism was added by some later writer in order 
to supply what appeared to him an oversight of Kanada. 
Besides, the fact that there should have been even the 
suspicion of a contradiction between the enumeration of six 
categories and Kanada’s second sutra proves that the six

1 P. B. Ben. ed. pp. 6, 7.
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categories were not thought of by Kaijada and were for the 
first time mentioned hv his scholiast, Prasastapada. We 
must, therefore, construe the aphorism srcr 
as implying that Kanada mentioned only three categories 
to which the scholiast added three more, while the seventh was 
added still later.2 If any doubt is felt on the point, a critical 
examination of the aphorisms which are supposed to define 
T̂RTFU" and rgSTg will dispel it. These aphorisms speak of 

RWT as well as of ̂ rnTFU- in a way quite different from the 
tater conceptions of the two categories. Aphorisms 
t<?%? fifr and are especially
significant. The first shows that Kanada used the word 

as a relative term opposed to nmr?v. 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. 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 3 ^ % * .  It is these ultimate difference 
that are denoted by the later V aisesikas by the category 

; 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 
which were at first only one kind of differentia, were after
wards developed into an independent category. The notions 
of flTrrpTT and can also be shown to have originated
in the same way.5

It will be thus seen that, unlike Nyaya, Vaisesika was 
He\er given out to the world as a cut and dry system. It was 
gradually evolved as the ever-flowing stream of controversy

IV . S. VIII. 2. 3. 2 V. S. I. 2. 3-6.
3 Similarly while Kanada mentions only 17 qualities, the scholiast 

3 seven more, and others, making in ail 21. whioh number ha* 
e®n aecepted by all later writers.

Introduction X X X I X  ^



suggested new points or disclosed the faults of old ones. 
Prasastapada thus occupies a somewhat intermediate position 
between Kartada and his later commentators. He is sufficient
ly  remov ed in time from KanUda to call him a muni and a 
disciple of Maliesvara,’ while he himself 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 gives his own date as 991 A..D. He must 
also have preceded Sahkaracdrya who seems to quote from 
him several times. The opinion ascribed by Sankaracarya 
to the Kandda school are all found in Prasastapada’s work1 2 3. 
Sricarana. in his commentary on Bariraka-Bhdsya called 
Prakatartha, says that a particular view criticised by Sam- 
kara belongs to the older school of Vaisesikas though opposed 
to that contained in Ravanas Bhdsya. The view referred 
to is propounded by Prasastapada who must tHerefore be 
older than RdvanaJ This Bhdsya of Rdvana which may be 
a commentary either on Kandda's Sutras or P  rasas'apdda's 
own work, is not available, nor is its date known. Udayana's 
Kiranuvali is, however, said to have been based upon it.4 
If this Rdvana is the same as the reputed author of a com
mentary on Rgveda, he appears to have been a very ancient 
author, and Prasastapada must he still older. Moreover, 
if Prasastapada was, as suggested above, the first to enumer
ate the six categories, he must have preceded Vdtsydyana 
who mentions them.5 Nothing more definite can he said 
on the point for the present, and we must, therefore, 
leave Prasastapdda’s date too as one of the uncertainties of 
Indian chronology.

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

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

3 Prasastapada has also been referred to as and qsifrijq-
and some even identify him with Gotama. See Vindhyesvarlprasadas 
Intro, to Vaiseqika Dars'ana ( Bibl. Ind. ed. ).

4 P. B. Pen ed. Intro, p. 12 note. 5 Vfit. on G. 8 .1 ,1.9.

5 If Caraka, the writer on medicine, is correctly identified with Pa~ 
tafijali, Pra^aEtai ade must be anterior to him. See p. X X X I supra.
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~ T ’he age of commentaries proper begins with VUtsyayana, 
otherwise known as Paksila-Svamin, whose commentary on 
Gotama's work is the oldest known work of the kind we 
now possess.' VUtsyayana must have lived about the end 
of 5th century A. D. for he preceded the well-known Bud
dhist teacher Dinnaga who is said to have lived in the early 
part of the 6th century.2 Dinnaga was succeeded by the 
celebrated author of Udyota who is mentioned by Subandhu 
writing in the 7th century.s Udyctakara 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 Vatsyayava against the at
tacks of Dinnaga.*

According to the Jain Sloka- Vartika, Udyofakara was in 
his turn answered by Dharmakirti.6 Now Dharmakirti is 
known to have lived in the first half of the 7th century;6

1 Was Vutsyayana a Buddhist? Some have supposed him to be so be
cause his work does not begin with a prayer to any of the Hindu deities.
But the epithet Svamin as well as the fact that the Buddhist writer 
Dinnaga controverts his views should leave no doubt about his ortho
doxy. He was also called Dramila (D ravida?) or Paksilasvamin.
He was a native of Conjeeveram and lived about A. D. 400, i. e. a cen
tury before Dinnaga and Vasubandhu. See S. C. Vidyabhusan’s Indian 
Logic, Mediaeval School, pp. 68-72.

2 Max Miiller. India, What can it teach us 1 1st ed. p. 320. Dinnaga 
is said to have introduced the universal propositin sjifg into the Indian 
syllogism for the first time.

3 Vasavadattu ( Calc. ed.p. 235 ) has See
also Dr. Hall’s Preface to his edition of that work. Udyotakara was 
called Bharadvaja and lived at Thaneshwar near Delhi. He was 
8 Preceptor of the Pasupata sect.

4 See quotation at P. B.Ben. ed. Intro, p. 10. UdyotakTira himself 
8ays«—

ntRl g'-flRf 5TB|tT 5TI# 3TURT vPTI? I
?THT tUfT 11

Also see Weber, Zeitschr. D. M. G. X X II. 727, and Colebrook Miscel
laneous Ess. s Vol. I p. S82, Cowell’s note.

5 J- B. B. R. A. S. Vol XVIII. p.229.
6 Ibid. p. 90. Dr. Satiscandra Vidyabhushana thinks that Dhgrma- 

\ kirti and Udyn'akSra were contemporaries and flourished about 633
A. D. See Indian Logic, Mediaval School, p. 105,and Bhandarkar 
Memorial Volume, p. 164.
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-Dinnago, and Udyotakura 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 Gctania's Sutras. The alternative interpretations of G. S.
.1, 5s given by him show that the traditional meaning was 

obscured at his time, and that several writers before him 
had interpreted the tiutras 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 to have been left behind. 
Either the Scythian inroads which ravaged the country 
from the 1st century B. 0. 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.

After Udyotakura there seems to have occurred another 
long gap in the succession of orthodox Nyaya writers until the 
end of 10th century, when a revival took place under the 
influence of the author of which is the earliest
known commentary on Prasatapada’s Bndsya. trulhara wrote 
at least three other works named fm sf* , and
tfrw^nrwr. The absence of any eminent Nyaya or Vaisesika 
writer between Vdyotakdra and Sridhara makes it highly 
propable that the tradition was broken in the interval This 
interregnum so to say is the more inexplicable as the period
twaeennt r V nlei,Se inteIleC*UaI Controversies be-tween the Brahmins as represented by the Mimdmsakas and
on the S h e ?  r ^  i ^ '  &nd the Buddhists and the Jains
is s ^ e  t h T Z y f  l 7 St M e 0 ttM e  periodi M d “strange that the followers of Gotama and Kandda did

Z '  t  r  r  Ui>° ^  fray‘ VmsyUmna aild udyotakdra set the ball of controversy rolling, but no Nyaya o / f c
writer seems to have taken up the cudgels on L

immediately after Dharmakirti's strictures. The ta<=kIw T rl -e a t >»f‘ tom XT v Rumania, Sankardcarya and Mandana wlm 
y eF(> I  no means favourable either to the Nyaya or to the

criticisms of Rumania and Mamlana, and we agaia

' • e°l&x



find Sriuhara, a Naiyayika,answeringDhnrmoltara. 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 Mimam- 
■sakas strongly controverted the doctrine of non-eternity of 
sound, and the Vedantins criticized the atomic theory. The 
Prdbhakaras 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 
JSlyaya writers. The fact seems to be that at this time the 
Nyaya and much more the Vaisesika 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 a purely Vaisesika treatise 
while the Pramana-Samucchaya of Dinnuga and Dharmakir- 
ti’s Vartikas on it must also have been largely indebted to 
previous Vaisesika works. This must also be the reason 
why 1 aisesikas were at this time looked upon almost as 
heretics.2

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. Samkarucarya calls 
them Ardha-Vaindsikas ( Semi-Buddhists), while Rumania 
brackets them with Sakyas as heretics who are frightened

1 JBBRAS. Vol. xx x  p. 47. and S. C. Vidyabhusana’s Indian
Bogie, Medieval School p. 109.

2 For a detailed account of Jaina and Buddhistic Logicians, sea 
Dr. Satisoandra Vidyabhusana’s Indian. Logic, Mediaeval School and 
mr Chinese and Japanese writers sec Buguira’s Hindu Philosophy as 
preserved in China and Japan.
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out of their wits by tlae advent of the faithful Mimamakas.
And yet a glance at Prasastapada’s Llg&ya will show that 
the Vaiie&ikas were at least as orthodox and as decidedly 
anti-Buddhistic as either the Miviathsakas or the Veda?,tins. 
Prasattapada begins with a prayer to Gcd and concludes 
by ascribing the origin of the world as well as of the 
Vaisenka system to Mahesvara. He accepts the autho
rity of Sndi and occasionally controverts the views of the 
Euddhists. The notion of Yaiseiikas teing heretical pro
bably originated in the din of controversy between the Bud
dhists and the Mimamsakas, and the prejudice thus created 
stuck to them for a long time afterwards. The system, of 
Nyaya, however, seems to have escaped the stigma of heresy, 

^probably owing to its comparative neglect in this period.
The controversies of this period 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 JSuiydyikas was made the subject of controversy, 
namely the theory of a personal Creator of the universe. 
This doctrine was strongly advocated by the sect of Pasu- 
paias, and various sub-sections of Plugavafas. These theis- 
Jtic Schools probably derived their inspiration from Gctama’s 
work, but they very soon became distinct religious fsects.1 
On the whole it appears that, although there is a lack of 
special Nyaya or Vaisenka works in this period, the vari
ous doctrines laid down by Gotama and Kaydda were fully 
threshed out and underwent additions and alterations which 
were not even dreamt of by previous writers.

The interregnum from Udyciokata’s time to the end of 
the 10th century may have been produced by various causes 
which cannot he known at present; ncr can we say for cer
tain how the subsequent revival was brought about. Perhaps 
learned men at this time w ere too much occupied with reli
gious and sectarian disputes to attend to the drier subtleties 
of logic. The fact, however, cannot be denied, for w hile none 
of the know n works of Nyaya or Vaiiesika proper can be 1

1 Has Milller HisUry cf Ardent Sanskrit Literature, p. 48.
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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 
inactivity of the previous period. The most notable produc
tions of this later age are a series of commentaries on the 
works of Prasastapada and Vatsyayana who had then come 
to be looked upon as ancient authorities to be explained 
and enlarged with reverence, rather than criticized or cor
rected by abler successors. In this later 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 mediaeval India 
-to the scholastic verbiage of modern tim es; and it is 
a striking fact that this age nearly coincides with 
the growth of scholasticism in mediaeval Europe. It is not a 

•little remarkable that the history of Indian logic bears in 
this 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 Acdryas, 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 as 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 Nyaya-Kandali in 991 A. D.' Sridhara 1

1 See P. B. Ben. ed. p. 331. The colophon contains the line,
ttrunpvsfn t Which gives Sake 913 i. e. 991 A. D. as

the date of the composition of the work. Bhandarkar ( Bepor.. on Search 
of Sk. Mss. for 1883-4 p. 314) reads the line a9 Sfligqr^fRtr, which gives 

the date Sake 910 or 988 A. D., but this must be a mistake, for the word 
i s inexplicable without
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takes great pains to refute the opinions of Rumania and 
Sure&vara alias Mandana on the one hand as well as Dharmot- 
iara on the other, a fact which seems to show that Sridhara 
was the first eminent Nyaya writer after them. Rajasekhara, 
a Jain commentator on Nyaya-'KandalV mentions three 
other commentaries on Praiastapdda’s Bhasija, besides 
Sridhara’s work, viz., the Vyomavati of Sivacarya, the 
Kiranavi.li of Udayana and the Liluvati of 6rt Vatsa or 
Vallabha. all of which were written after Sridhara’s work 
but before the end of the 13th century. The chronological 
order of these writers may be fixed as Sridhara, Vallabha, 
Udayana, and Sivuditya. All of them came to be looked 
upon as eminent authorities and honoured with the title of 
Acurya. Each of them was distinguished for some new 
conception, or original treatment of old topics. The works 
of Vallabha and Sivdditya are not yet available so as to 
enable us to form any definite opinion about them, but their 
views are 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 5W and nor. Sridhara lived as stated above 
at the end of the tenth century. He was followed by Vdcas- 
pati Misra in the 11th century, who wrote commentaries 
on all the principal philosophy systems, and whose works 
have been deservedly held in the highest estimation by tha 
succeeding generations." Vdcaspcdi, the author of Bhamati 
and Saftikhya-1 ctflva-Kaumiidi, wrote an equally able com
mentary on the Vartikas of Udyolakara, called Vartika-Tal- 
parya-Tika and this Tikd of Vacaspati became the text of 
another commentary, lafparya-Parisuddhi by Uddyana.*' 1

1 P. B. Bon. ed. Intro, p. 19.
2 See the opening passage of Tarka-Dipika—p. l,7and Note thereon -, 

p. 72 infra.
3 J. B. B. K. A. S. Vol. xv iii. p. 90. Cowell in the preface to his 

translation of KusumUfijali tries to prove that Vucaspati lived in the 
10th century ; but his view cannot be acoepted as Vacaspati quotas 
TivPlt#?? of King Bhoja who reigned in A. D. 993. Satiscandra Vidya—
bhusana also places Vacaspati in 976 A. D. whon he is said to have 
composed hie Nyaya-suci-nibandha.

4 Bhandarkar. Report on search of Sk. MSS. for  1883-4, p, 81.
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assigned to the end of the Pth .  ? “* ’ and may be
greatest AWjfipfa, writer of" this ^ 7
himself the two f o l d  t ‘ a° He combmes in
and a reHgioUS reS ta S t  7 7  “  eminent diaIecti« a*
centre of a number of f ’ r f  ^  “0DsequentIy become the 
foundation in "fact A f ^ f  ^  have PerhaP« little- 
having once mad. » 7  ^  lnstanCe’ is told of bis
where he fo “ d 7  f  ’T * ®  t0 the temple °f JaSa^ath. 
this the irlte 1 '  . ^  against him'
the Deity :— Jm  “  addressed the following couplet to

mrrĝ rru yrfp i 
n?URr fry rpurt •• ns

me witb contem'pt^uTT'remember T°when fa? h ' f *
approach, thy very existence depends upon me.”  ^

f a . ™ :  s e t : t he

the existence of God and to refute the atheistical objections 
‘ the Bauddhas and other heretics Th.cn <- ,*n

respectively known as Kutmmiinialiand y,'7 s-“ S
though small, prove be a very atte S o w e T ,'

« » « is said to have carried on a v l'
•gainst the ihrnddta and the * * *  and i, Monie, s
“  rlg]ht 1D assigning the complete decay of Buddhism in T 7  
to the beginning of the thirteenth

rairthe 6n * 1,eading.I>art in glving death-blow. At any 
prominence giv̂ n in all the later works to

or the doctrmh pD a personal Creator of the
. ! ! T n> may be asoribed to Udayana ’s influence, It is

1 Cowell’s Preface to his translation of Kusumanjali, p r J B B  R

m  AV° n XV" I; P- 8\ 90’ Dr- S- places him ‘ahout* A. D. on the authority of a verse in his Laksanavali Vide 
xha-ndarkar Memorial Volume p . 165. '

t k m  ° T ’S ? atiOnal* efutati0n ° f  Hi»*« Philosophy translat- 
- ■ Ha , p. 6, note. 3 Monier Williams : Buddhism, 170
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highly probable that Udayana’s works gave a strong impetus 
to the Saiva, Vaisnava and other tkeistic sects which arose 
in large numbers at this time. Naiydyikas amongst all the 
Indian systematists were from henceforward the strongest 
supporters of monotheism, and the biuddea School in later 
times produced one of the greatest leaders of a modern 
theistic movement, viz., Caitanya of Bengal.

Tradition ascribes to Udayava the first conception of 
the idea of uniting the two sister systems of Nydya and 
Vaiiesika 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 w’orks, is the Sapta-Padurthl of 
Sivaddya 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 i der gr?". 
Sapta-Paaarthi may, therefore, be regarded as the nodel of 
all such later manuals as Tarka-Samgraha, Tark Kaumudi 
and Tarkamrta.

As to Vallabhacharya his exact date is uncertain, but 
he appears to have preceded the author of Sapta-Padtirlhi 
i f  not also Udayana. This seems probable from the mention 
of Nyaya-Lilavati in a Canarese poem named Darsana-sura 
written by a contemporary poet in praise of King Singhana 
o f the Yadava dynasty of Devagiri, who reigned from 
A. D. 1210 to 1247. Darsanasara also mentions Udayana 1 2

1 A MS. of Jinavardbana's commentary on Sapta-Padarthi is in the
Deccan College Library. This Jinavardhana lived in Samvat 1471. Pe
terson mentions a MS. of named fqmTITTJTi by Madhava-Sara-
svati, as dated Samvat 1405. See Report of the Searoh of Sankrit MSS. 
for 1896 p. 24. Also Bhandarkar’s Report for 1882-83 p, 25. Prof. Ghate 
mentions a third Commentary by SesSnanta. Prof. Ghate
places Udayana in 984 A. D. and GhDgesa in the 11th Century, and 
SivSditya between the two. J. B. B. R. A. Society XXIII p. 34.

2 Bhandarker, Early History of the Dekkan, p. 82.
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ano'some other writers.;1 but nothing further can be said 
about it until the work is available to the public. It is 
superfluous perhaps to remark that this Vallabha, the 
author of Nyaya-LlLavati, was quite a different personage 
from the great Vnisnavite reformer of that name who 
flourished in the 15th century.2

A host of smaller writers such as Varadaraja and Mal/i- 
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 attempt at amalgamation, how
ever, produced an effect exactly contrary to what was 
intended, for it stereotyped the differences instead of removing 
them. AVe find that in this period almost all the principal 
doctrines were evolved and the details were worked out, on 
which the dialecticians of the third period were exclusively 

'to spend their scholastic ingenuity and produce volumes 
after volumes without making any real progress. With 
Uday ana and Sivoditya we lose sight of writers who deserve

1. I am indebted for this information to my friend Mr. K. B 
Patbak formerly of the Deccan College. He saw a Canarese Ms. of 

in the library of Brahma Suri SSstri of Sravana Belgole in 
Mysore territory. It is not known when the book was written, but the 
•author appears to have been a cotemporary of iq jqop

2. Another vriter Jayanta wrote Nyaya-MaHjari an independent 
Commentary on NySya-SGtras. He was a native of Kashmir and lived 
in the 11th century. He quotes VSoaspati and refutes Buddhists.

G
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to 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 Gangesa, or 
Gaiigesopadhyaya, 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 Navadwlpa 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 out 
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 ofamassof 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
ties 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 Gaiigesopadhyaya, the- 
founder of the Nuddea school, whose exact date is not 
known, but who probably lived about the end of the 14th 
century. Gangesa quotes Vacaspati, while his son Vardha-

I f  )|jl» Tarlca-Safujraha. l C T
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w,“ «a wrote commentaries on Udayana's Kirariavali and 
T allabha’s Lilavati. Gaiigesa must have therefore lived after 
the 12th century. Gaiigesa was followed by two writers of 
note, Jayadeva and Vasudeva. According to Burnell Jayadeva* 
otherwise known as Paksadhara Mi&ra, wrote his Manya- 
loka, a commentary on Gahgeta’s Tattva- Cintumani about 5 
centuries ago, that is, about the middle of the 14th century, 
but this is highly improbable.1 Vasudtva Sarvabhauma, a 
fellow student of Jayadeva and the author of a commentary 
on Gahgesa’s work, had four pupils of whom the first 
Gaurdhga, popularly known as Caitanya, the celebrated 
religious reformer in Bengal, was born about 1485 A. D.K 
Both Sarvabhauma and Jayadeva must, therefore, have lived 
in the latter part of the 15th century, and Gaiigesa at least 
a generation or two earlier. Jayadeva is said to have studi
ed I attvar Cmtamard with his uncle Harimisra, which 
shows that Gaiigesa’s work was already a standard book in 
the first half of the 15th century. We shall not be wrong 
therefore in placing Gaiigesa in the latter part of the 14th 
century at the latest.3

Viisudeva Sarvabhauma must have been a remarkable 
man, for all of his pupils distinguished themselves in dif-

1 Burnell, Catalogue of Tanjor MSS. Vol. II., p. 117. Jayadeva was not
ed for his intellectual powers. He got the nickname qspqq for having 
mastered a difficult book in a fortnight. He is probably the same as the 
author of but is different from the poet who com
posed ukrfinv?. Raghunatha Siromapi is said to have been his pupil 
for some time.

2 Cowell ( Colebrook’s Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I., p. 281) gives 
the date of Caitanya's birth as 1489 ; but see Bose’s History o f Hindu 
Civilization. Vol. I. p. 43. Caitanya died in A. D. 1527. Vindhye- 
£varlprasad quotes a verse current among Nuddea Pundita

jcrar m l i ;
3fi|arrRli?f I Here the word tpx may moan two or four and »o 

will give either Saka 1207 or 1407 as the date of Gourahga’s birth. 
Soe Intro, to Vais’esika Bars’ana ( Bibl. Ind. ed- ) p. 32.

3 Prof. Ghate places Ganges’a in the 11th century on the authority 
° fa M s . of Jayadeva's Jloka transcribed in Laksmana Saihvat 159 
corresponding to A. D -1267. See JBBRAS- XXIII p. 93 and Vindhye- 
^aripraaad’s Intro, to Vais'estka Dars’ana ( Bibl. Ind. ) p. 82.

(if J|| j*i Introduction Lt"



ferent fields. The first, Caitanya, founded a Vaimava sect 
which soon spread over the whole province of Bengal and 
revolutionized as it wrere 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 Nydya philosophy. The devout mind 
of Caitanya must have no doubt recoiled from the scholastic 
subtleties of Gahgesa, but they could not have failed to 
influence many of his views. Vasudeva’s second pupil 
Raghunatha, otherwise known as TarkaSiromani or simple 

Jsiromarti, wrote Didhiti, the best commentary on Gangesa’s 
Tattva- CirUamam, and is acknowledged to be the highest 
authority among the modern Naiyayikas. The third was 
Raghunandana, the lawyer and the author of a commentary 
on Jimuta-vaham’s Daya-vibhagu, 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 Caitanya must have flourished in the 
beginning of the 16th century. Raghunatha Siromam wrote 
besides Didhiti commentaries on Udayana's works and a 
few other treatises, one of which is Padurtha-Khandana 
nr a refutation of Vaisesilca categories. He was succeeded 
by a series of commentators whose sole ambition seems to 
have been to make the Didhiti as unintelligible and terrible 
to the student as possible. Raghunutna’s immediate succes 

•sors were Mathurandtha, Hariidma Tarkalanilcara and 
■Jagadisa, who were followed by their respective pupils, 
Baghudeva and Gadudhara. Gadadhara may be called the 
prince of Indian schoolmen, and in him the modern Nyaya 
'dialectics reached its climax. He was such a thorough-going 
Naiydyika that when asked to think of the prime cause of 
the universe on his death-bed, instead of contemplating God he 
is said to have repeated the words <113̂  ; ( atoms
atoms, atoms ) !  His sixty-four treatises or Vadas as they 
are called on as many topics noticed in Tattva-Lintamani 
form a continuous commentary on Stromard s Didhiti 
and Jayadeva’s Atoka ; but several of them are not 1

1 Bhim3c3rya : Nyaya-Ko^a, Intro, p. 6.
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yet available. Gadadhara having come about two 
generations after RagliunU/hg must be assigned to the end 
of the 16th or the beginning of the l?th century. He was. 
thus nearly contemporaneous with Lord Bacon whose 
denunciations of scholasticism may be most appositely 
illustrated by extracts from Gadadhara s writings. Akbar’s- 
was an augustan age in India, and scholars like Gadadhara 
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- 
vatrnn of philosophy, and we accordingly find that even 
scholastic Nyaya could not flourish after Gadadhara,

The generation next after Gadadhara is represented by 
wo writers standing on a somewhat lower level but equally 

famous. These were Sankara Misra, the author of Upaskara, 
a commentary on Kanuda’s Sutras, and Visvanatha who 
wrote Siddhanta-Muktavali and Gotama-Sutra- Vrtti which 
is a commentary on Gotama's aphorisms. Samkara Misra 

a pupil of Roghudem, the fellow student of Gadadhara. 
ere is some doubt as to the date of Visvanatha, but he 

most probably belonged to this age.1

It is remarkable that the Sutras of both Kmuida and 
(jotama should have attracted the attention of commentators 

at about the same time. San dear a-Misra and Visvanatha 
who respectively commented upon the works of Kandda and 
Gotama greatly resembled each other and were probably 
contemporaries. A kind of reaction against the excesses of 
Gadadhara seemsto have led these writers to seek ti e fresher 
fountains of the Sutras. Another 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 Bhdsa-Pariccheda, the y'or Saingraha

1 Rudrafcbatta. brother of Visvanatha, wrote a commentary on Raghu- 
n§tha’s JDidhiti, called Jtaudri. MSS. of two of Kt.dr; .halta’s works 
W e mentioned by .Auircclit ( Catalogus Catakgcn.ii, i a- dutetjl IG-iC 
and 1657 respectively.■
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and the Tarkdmrta are instances of this class of books, 
which must have come as a relief to those students of NyUya 
who were hitherto lost in the mazes of Panca- Laksanl 
and Lasa-Laksanl 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 Siddha n ta-Muktaval i and Annambliatta’s Tarka- 
JDipika which being written by the authors of the 
original works are more like larger editions of those

9 texts than mere explanatory glosses. These manuals proved
very handy and useful to students, but they also marked the 
lowest watermark of the Nydya 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. Krod.as or 
annotations became plentiful, but original thinking was 
dead and gone completely. Even these are now rare, and 
the once famous class of Naiyayikas is in danger of being 
extinct for ever.

The preceding resume of the Nydya and Vaisesika lit
erature brings out, it is hoped, at least the one fact that 
i;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 elementary notions, attained their present proportions 
after many vicissitudes and in the course of several centuries. 
There must have been during this time 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 natural 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 
Nydya and Vaisesika systems were the Samkltyas, whose

(t( f ) V  vfil
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' 5 * v ^ f  ° f the anti-production reality of effects was diamet
rically opposed to the Naiyayilca doctrine of non-existent 
®feo* Later.they encounfcei- the more formidable critics of 
the Mimamsa and Vedanta schools who differed from them in 
so many particulars that a severe conflict between the rivals 
was inevitable. The Mimamsakas affirmed the eternity of 

■ sound, while the Naiyayikas denied it. The first enumerated 
six proofs, the Naiyayikas four, and the Vaisesikas only 
two. The Naiyayilca assumed a personal Creator, the Vedan-

-v tins 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 
oithe former always tended towards mysticism and idealism, 
those of the latter towards materialism and disbelief. It 
was natural that systems so widely divergent should come 
into conflict with each other. The long-continued controver
sies between these rivals systematically influenced the tenets 
of all of them. While the Vedantins incorporated much of th 
logic of the Naiyayikas into their works, the latter did no 
disdain to borrow many of the theological view’s of the form 

•‘fir. It would be absurd therefore to expect that any of the - 
systems as propounded in modern vrnrks would agree in a 
respects with the views of the ancient authors. The Naiyu 
kas themselves recognize this fact by contrasting where v 
necessary the views of the moderns with those of the ancien 
■11 is also noteworthy that there is no sharp line dividing 
ancient and the modern schools of Naiyayikas. Someti 
lire terms are applied to the Vaisesikas and Naiyay 
respectively ; sometimes to older authors like Vdtsyay 
and Pmsastapada, as opposed to the later ones of the ]\ 
dea school ; and occasionally even in that school to 
author of Didhiti as dissenting from Gahgesa. As an ins 
° f the last, the student may compare the twfo definition 

one insisting upon the qualification stTfOTtfOt and 
' other making proximity to the effect the sole test of ca

fi f ) ®i Introduction. £_y \ L  |
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tion.1 2 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 he an in
teresting study to mark the successive stages of this develop
ment, and discover the causes that may have led to 
them. The time may come when a deeper knowledge 
of the Nyaya and Vaisestka literature will enable us to 
solve this problem.

The foregoing observations have been mostly based on 
material obtainable from the literature of the Nyaya and 
Vaisesika systems themselves; but works belonging to 
other philosophical systems as well as the vast literary trea
sures produced in ancient and mediaeval 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 w ill not only show how similar ideas and inodes 
of thought occurred almost simultaneously and in the same 
historical order to thinkers in two such distant countries as 
India and Greece, but it may also throw new light on some 
o f the dark chapters in the history of Indian Logic. Space 
w ill 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 
Eleatic was the founder of this latter, and Zeno must have 
been a contemporary of Gotama, or of at least some of his 
immediate 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 Goiama, 
while the interrogatory method, cultivated by Zeno’s fol-

1 For a dis cussion of these two views, see Notes on Sec. 37, pp. 186- 
90, infra.

2 Wbateley ; Elements of Logic, p. 3.
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owers, the sophists, and brought to perfection in Plato’s- 

Dialogues, was almost identical with the syllogistic process 
the Naryatyikas. 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 

0 far as the Naiyayikas were concerned this was not an ac
cidental feature, for they have laid down a special

L ift .n° Pr°mise in a srUogism can proceed
out having a previous or doubt, presumably

,, rte,̂  bj an opponent in the controversy. Take 
6 b,:ock-example, “ Mountain is fiery. ”  “ W h y ? ” “ Pp-

e tT ’’ i tndaSSm0ke’’ “ Whatthen?” “ Wherever there is smoke,
question S° °n’ T " 7 P1'emise being a replyto some Previous 
question’ a,':’su"[led until the imaginary querist has no more 
areup 38 18 exactly the way Socrates used to

- -ns real interrogators, or Euclid proved his theo- 
„ nr,S ° Seometry. Obviously this method is better suited for 
n 1°Versy tban f°r purely didactic reasoning ; and conse- 
y  U_ y we p!nd that Indian thinkers who came after the 

it <TJaiJlJca8 _sucb as the Bauddhas and the Vedantins modified  ̂
trin°,a(L°nSiderabie extent pist as Aristotle did in Greece.1 The 
adiif-t lt<3 Syll0gism of Aristotle was nothing more than a re- 
totleL”1 Snt ° f tlle ancient dialectical syllogism, although Aris- 
whir-hInfSelf made t0° mUCh ° f if: and exPected from it results 
claim "  WaS .incaPab,e of Producing. Similarly those who 
svll '^fuperi°rity for the Aristotelian over the five-membered 
in , f 1Em of tbe Naiyayikas forget that both are mere 
c a n n o fw v  ° r mechanical aids for thinking, and as such 
Both h >y themselves furnish an absolute guarantee for truth, 
con mVe their preculiar m0rits as well as drawbacks, and 
Point qU0ntl.y b°th ™uftbe iudged from their proper stand- 
^  "* ’ Aristotle distinguished between the dialectic and 

0 apodictic, t. e. the old and the new or his own syllogism, 
y asserting that the former proceeded from mere belief or 

an assumed hypothesis while the latter was based on scientific

1. Colebroobe thinks that the tbree-membered syllogism of the later 
odanta was borrowed from the Greeks, but this is mere guess. See 

Miscellaneous Essays. Vol. I „  p, 356.
H
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tTuth. 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 accepted 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 as systems of pure logic. Indian logicians, 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 ofatoms,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, show 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 distinctions, no sooner do logical problems present 
themselves than it becomes apparent that, for adequate 
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. ” l

And again the same writer remarks :—

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

1. Prof. Adamson in hi* Art. Logic in Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9tb
«d. Vol, Xiv p, 781.

■ e°i&X
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laeory of knowledge implied in ifc 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.” 1

L*J
The Naiyayilcas seem to have arrived at the same conclu

sion at an early period, and faced fit boldly by embodying 
their views on all cognate and interdependent questions in a 
fairly consistent system. Gotaina and Kanada were not 
therefore such fools in 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 fphychological and metaphysical topics 
which do not fall within the domain of the narrower science. 
Looked at from this standpoint Gotama’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 to pick holes in his monumental work.8

h See Encyclopaedia Britanica, 9th ed. Vol. XIV, p. 799.

' Max Muller iu noticing my Brief ^Survey of Indian logio remarks 
■ P- 476 of his Six [Systems of Indian Philosophy “ But unfortu

nately that period in the historical development of the Ny&ya which is 
I °- the greatest interest to ourselves, namely that which precedod the 

® imposition of the NySya-Sutras, had by him ( i. e. myself) also to be 
eft a blank, for the simple reason that nothing is known of NySya 
’eiore Gotama." It should be remembered, however, thatNySyawas 

recognised as ' a separate system only after Gotama and that all 
graces before him must be sought in the general philosophical 
•iterature such as the Upaniqads.
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Annambhatta and his works.

Annambhatta, the author of the Tarka-Samgraha 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 traditions 
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 Cbalukyas, studied Nyaya 
at Kaundinyapura or Kondu Vidu for 12 years and became 
a famous Naiyuyika. 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-Sanv- 
graha, Tarka-Dipikd, Siddhdnta-Muktdvali and Gadddhari. 
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 visited the shrine of Mallikarjuna at the advanced 
age of 55. From this it would appear that Annambhatta was 
posterior to both Gadddhara and Visvanatha, 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,8 
that Gadddhara must have flourished in the latter part 
o f  the 16th century and Visvanatha one generation later. 
Obviously Annambhatta who taught the works of these’ 
writers could not have lived before the beginning of the 17th

; 1 2

1. If. B. Godbole: sjffa P -10.

2. See Introduction p. L III Supra.
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century. Another of Mr. Godbole’s statements, viz. that 
Annambhatia travelled only once in his life, is contradicted 
°Y a tradition embodied in a well-known couplet that has 
passed into a proverb, iwtkiHHNui mvTUgKrf %T-' mean
ing that a man does not become a greafscholar like Annam
bhatta simply by going to Benares. If the verse refers to the 
author of the Tarka-Samgraha, 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 Annambhatta 
himself.

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 
to simplify the Ngaya and Vaisesika systems by pruning all 
superfluous technicalities out of them., and bringing them 
-within the comprehension of beginners. The terminus ad quo of 

' our author may for the present be fixedat about 1600 A. D., 
the time when Gadadhara flourished. Annambhatta rarely 
refers to any previous writer or work that might enable us 
to fix his age accurately. He however notes the controver
sy about smrrrgg; T̂VOT, first started by Baghunatha, the 
author of Didhiti1 ; while in another passage of the Dipika, 
he seems to quote directly from the Didhiti, for the 
sentence UIHuIMirirjey3 rflwi° etc., which occurs at the bot
tom of p. 62 infra and which is misread in many Mss. of 
Dipika, appears to have been taken from a corresponding 
passage in the Didhiti.2 It has been shown elsewhere that 
Baghunatha Siromani, the author of Didhiti, lived in the first 

-quarcer of the 16th century.3 The Didhiti must have 
been written about 1520 A. D. and Annambhatta neces-

. 1 Page LIII supra.
S See Note 5 under Sect 80 p, 371, infra.
3 See lntroduciion p. LII supra.

.



sarily catne after it. Gadadhara Pame two generations alter 
Raghunatha jwith 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 Annambhatta taught his 
works in his own college in the far-off town of Kaunrlinya- 
pura, some time must have elapsed between Gadadhara 
and Annambhatta to allow the fame of the former’s works 
to reach the Southernmost province of India. The story 
of Annambhatta teaching Gadadhara's work in his College- 
derives support from another tradition, according to which 
the 7arka-Dlpika was specially composed for the use of 
those who could not understand Gadadhara s larger work 
and came to be called ^I^I^rvrfr on account of its being 
an epitome of the erudite commentary of the great school
man. It may® be therefore fairly presumed that Annam
bhatta. lived some time after Gadadhara i.e. after 1600 
A.I). If Visvanatha, the author of the Siddhanta-Muktavalr 
also preceded him, this terminus will have to be shiited 
still further. Visvanatha and his brother Rudrabhatia, who 
wrote a commentary on the Dulhiti, lived most probably in 
the first quarter of the 17th century,' and Annambhatta■ 
could not have lived earlier. '

The terminus ad quod of our author may be fixed at 
1700 A. D. The Tarlca-SaYngraha must have become a stan
dard work, and a difficult one also in the latter part of the 
18th century, since Srikrsna Dhurjati wrote his com
mentary called Siddhanta-Candrodaya about that time for 
the instruction of Rdjasiviha, son of King Gajasihiha, who 
flourished in 1774 A. D. The Tarka- Candnka by Vaidya
natha Gadgil seems to be an earlier commentary on the 
Tarko-Samgraha, for a Ms. of it in the Deccan College 
Library gives, as the date of its composition, Sake 1644
i. e. 1722 A. D. This Vaidyanatha is probably identical 
with Tatsat Vaidyanatha, the pupil of Nugesa and the 
author of a commentary on his Udyota. Nagesa Ehatta is 
known to have been invited to a grand sacrifice in 1714 by 
Savai Jayasimha, and his pupil Vaidyanatha may therefore I

I See Introduction p. LIII. supra.

r. \ @ /L±n Tarka-Samgruha •: ■
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have written his commentaries in the next decade. Ob
viously Annambhatta must have lived before this time. The 
evidence of Mss. of the Turka-Sah/graha 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.1 The oldest known 
Ms, however of these two works is the one now in the 
possession of Dr. Jacobi of Bonn and marked J in the 
present edition. It is dated Sake 1634 i. 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 Annambhtta before the beginning of 
the 18th century. The period from A. D. 1625 to A. D.
1 if 00 is neither too long nor too short to cover one life
time, and it we can place Annambhatta between these two 
termini the result ought to be regarded as pretty satisfac
tory under the present circumstances. Besides, if Mr. 
Godbole’s statement that Annambhatta visited Mallikdrjuna 
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 Annambhatta's date before the 
first quarter of the 17th century must therefore fail. The 
colophon of a Ms. of T. S. mentioned by Weber1 2 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 not possible.
The verse runs thus =—

Here the expression has been incor
rectly taken to mean Samvat 1481 or 1425 A.D. afiStr ought 
to be taken for 7 and not 4, and then the date becomes 1725 
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.

4  )  Annambhatta and. his uorks. LX]II %L



Jacobi. Whatever uncertainty may still remain on the 
point, one thing is unquestionable that Annambhatta could 
have by no means been anterior to Raghunatha whose date 
is now tolerably settled.1 2 3 It has also been suggested that 
"the Tnbhuvana-Tilaka of Kan chi mentioned in T. D.z may 
he some king contemporary with our author ; but this is 
also not possible, for no king of that name is to be found 
in  the genealogies of Kanchi after the 12th century. Even 
if the Tribhuvana-Tilaka be a real personage he must have 
lived before the 10th century, for the illustration in T. D. 
is literally copied from Sridhar&'s Nyaya-Kandali which 
was written in 991 A. D.s No inference can therefore be 
drawn from the mention of Tnbhuvana-Tilaka as to the 
■date of our author.

Annambhatta was the son of Tirumala, wdio is 6tyled 
Acarya and whose name is preceded by the honorific title 
■of in the colophons of several of our author’s
works. The colophon,4 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-Bipiku (mark
ed J ). It however occurs at the end of two other works 
o f Annambhatta, namely Alitaksara, which is a commentary 
on the Brahma-Sulras of Badarayana, and the fragment of 
a grammatical work named Vivaranodyc-tana or Bhasya-pra- 
dipodyctana consisting of annotations on Katyyuta ’s 
celebrated gloss on Patanjali's Mahabhdsya. Tirumala, 
father of Annambhatta, appears to have been a RgvedI SmQrta 
Brahmana, learned in the Vedanta philosophy and descend
ed from a great man named RUghava who performed a Soma 
sacrifice. It is not known whether Tirumala wrote any 
works, but several authors of that name are mentioned by 
Aufrecht. Annambhatta appears to have been an all-round 
scholar, for he has left works on at least four-sciences, 
namely Nyaya, Vedanta, Vydkarana and Purva-Mimamsa. 
Besides the Tarka-Samgraha and the Tarka-Dipilca, Aufrecht

1 See Introduction p. LIII supra,
2 See p. 50 infra.
3 See Introduction p. XLV supra; P. B. Ben.ed. p, 6.
i See p. 67 infra
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mentions the following works as having been composed by 
A nnam bhatta1 1 Mitaksara, 2 Tattva-Bodhini- Tika, 3 
Bbjdya-Parisista-Prakdsa and 4 Subodhini-Sudhasara, 
otherwise called Ranakojjivini. Of these the first is a short 
commentary on Budaruyana’s Brahma-Sutras and is un
doubtedly written by the author of the Tarka-Samgraha, 
since it has the same colophon2 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 Tattva-Bodhini, and Aufrecht marks 
it as a Nyuya work, apparently on the authority of Oppert.s 
Aufrecht does not however mention any Nyaya work of the 
name Tattva-Bodhini, and possibly both he and Oppert were 
misled. We know only three works bearing the name 
Tattva-Bodhini, namely, a commentary on Samksepa-Sari- 
raka by Nrsimha, a Tantric work by Krsnananda. and 
thirdly a commentary on Bhattoji's Siddhanta-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-Pansista-Prakdsa, is said 
to be a commentary on Udayanacurya's Nyaya-Parisista 
and may possibly be Annambhatta!s Magnum Opus on the 
Nyaya system. The fourth is said to be a commentary on 
Panaka or Nyaya-Sudnd of Some&mra which in its turn 
is a commentary on the Tantra- Vartika of Kumarila. Besides 
these, Aufrecht and Hall mention two other works on 
grammar called Katyayana-Pratisakhya- Vydkhyana. 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 

4he work which I had seen.
3 Aufrecht; Catalogus Catalogorum p. 80.
4 A&N:Bibliographical Index of Indian Philosophical systems pp.68,69
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of Sumahgala and may or may not be the same as the som 
of Tvrumala. But the second work Vivaranodyctana 
also called Bhasyapradipodyotana which consists of 
notes on Kaiyata’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 Udyotana are 
mentioned in Hultzsch’s recent Catalogue of Sanskrit Mss. 
in Southern India ( Vol. I. p. 66), the colophon at the end 
o f which tallies exactly with that found at the end of the 
jDlpika and the Alitaksara. Hall s later opinion therefore- 
that this Udyotana was written by some other Annambhatta 
cannot be accepted. Candrasekhara Sastri of Madras 
mentions two other works of Annambhatta : Tailva-Cinta- 
manyaloka-Siddhanjana and a Brahmasutra- Vrtti; while he 
calls Mitaksara a gloss on Panini's Sutras 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-Mimarhsa, one or two on Vedanta, and two if not 
three on grammar. Annambhatta is also said to have had 
an elder brother Ramakrsnabhatta who wrote Siddhanta- 
Batna, a commentary on Bhattoji’s Siddhania-Kaumuai.

Of all the works of Annambhatta, only the Tarka-Sam- 
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-Samgraha 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 
a teacher or a commentary ; and even positive errors have 
crept in in one or two places. These occasional lapses were 
however inevitable, because they are mostly due to the author’s 
anxiety to avoid all subtleties and controversial topics that 
may be beyond the comprehension of beginners. The attempt

Ms f ^  | W  Tarka-Samgraha. (CT
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•10 frame broad and accurate definitions without descending 
into the niceties of scholastic Nyaya was a difficult one, and 
it is highly creditable to our author that he has succeeded 
even so well. Passages like those referring to 3Rut, 'T’jhsu 
tiWifW., and as well as several others in the Dipika only 
prove that even a clear-headed writer like Annambhatta 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-Samgraha, 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 
Samgraha, 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 SRRRJT- 
TCRCfg- tuft’ which is proposed to be added to the definition 
of 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 Sam- 
graha. The practice of writing a commentary on one’s own 
work was not uncommon among Nyaya writers. In mediasval 
times Dihnaga and Dharmakirti had written commentaries 
on their own works. Similarly Varad&raja the author of 
Tarkika- Raksa wrote its commentary the Vyakhya, and 
Vi&vanatha, the author of Bhasa-Pariccheda and 
Siddhdnta-Muktavali imitated him. Annambhatta seems to 
have taken Visvandtha’s works as his models.

Although Annambhatta rarely quotes or refers to any 
Previous writer, there can be no doubt that he was aware o f

1 See T. D. p. 26 infra.

(fWtl M\ • \  €2? / ■/ Annambhatta and his Works LXVirpl I .
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i/iie 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 Naiyayikas. He chooses his doctrines from all writers 
with the sole view of constructing a fairly consistent and 
intelligible system. As the Samgraha and the Dipika are 
professedly mixtures of both the Nyaya 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 Gotama’s views with respect to matters 
coming under logic proper, i. 2. in the sections treating of 
Buddhi and its subdivisions, but follows Kanada in the rest 
of the hook. Incases of conflict between the ancient and 
modern Naiyayikas he mostly prefers the ancient 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 attitude and 
steers clear of all disputes without identifying himself with 
any particular side. 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 Visvanatha.

Instances of specific borrowing are too numerous to mention. 
Many of his definitions of categories and their subdivisions 
he has copied literally from the scholium of Prasastipada, 
e. g., those of s=u, ^r, w , #TjUT, r^TT, and
several others. Sometimes he adopts the emendation 
suggested by Sridhara, and sometimes he rejects Prasasta- 
pada ’8 definition in toto in favour of a modern one, e. g. 
in the case of 3Tt?bt and 51%. Occasionally he borrows even 
long passages from Prasastapdda, e. g. the passage begin
ning with *TT fsfrerr in Sec. 10 p. 6 Infra. He also appears 
to have borrowed largely from the writings of Sridhara,
TJday ana and Sivdditya, as well as the principal writers of 
the Nuddea school, Gangesa, Baghunatha and Gadadhara. 
Outside the circle of Nyaya writers, Annambhatta has the



greatest sympathy with the Vedanta school. He often quotes
L I E S  ° f thl J {ima™sakaa’ and even inserts a short 
disquisition on RPT in the concluding portion of the Lipika-

edftiontnHhw Tarka; ^ raha and the Bipika, the present 
Nvano i  J ?d! S anrjtt)er commentary on the Samgrahd named
p e c X f  f  r  hZ  Gomrdhava- “  does not P°ssess any 
whole r ^ ^ ^ ^ . ^ i - s s p e c i a !  notice. It is on the- 
and om S ; d’ fCursl^e’ Seating of some topics elaborately 
the w“ te bur f S Nothin«  is known about
versed in the W°rk he appears to have been well-
different from the w T  ^  ^  He is aPPa™ntly
Tarka-bhasa. He makes° v C° “ “ entary on Kesavamisra’s 
there bnth r “  . valuaWa suggestions here and*

and fo r^ rta rtT h .^ n ^ ir* ”^  meth°4
The popularity of Amambhatta’aworks ca n  i , ,

~ x r ° :  *  ^  wh° w  —■l-»m. Tke commentaries on the „ e "
to not,c, here, but a list „ f  them, J ™ '
present knowledge goes, e ,Ten in ^  ' "  “  0“

two of these need special mention, the Vskm-Vrni  of li” 1
and the Si<,<m*a.Cmdnof

gWe 7 e  m‘ E ^  7 ?  bU‘  •h " "  * » « •  » « *  and u su a g
The writ “ 8 °, ? e a" th0' “  fcw pithP sentences, writer was a celebrated Pundit of modem times, and
ms remarks in cases of doubt or ambiguity are entitled to
, ta Weight. The Siddhanta-Candrodaya being perhaps
oo copious and exhaustive is useful to beginners but not

» ways reliable. Tbe best guide to the San.guda and the
9**8, h o w „ *  is the T d .to .C lp M .fn M a  H  SHdhMka.

Popularly known as Nilakanthi.

Annambhatta and his works. U IX ^
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Nilakantha appears to be a recent author. According to 
Pundit Mukunda Jha of Darbhanga he was a son of Rama- 
bhatta surnamed Pani of Kaundinya gotra and was born in 
Andhra country. In his later years he lived at Benares 
and died in 1840. His son Laksmi-Nrsimha who also lived 

• and died at Benares wrote a commentay, Bliaslcarodaya on 
-Nllakantha’s Prakasa.

' G° l» \
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®  ^  Bhasa-Pariccheda by -Visvanatha Paucanana, 
edited and translated by Dr. E. Roer ( Bibliotheca 
Indica ).

Brahm. Sut —Brahma-Sutraa of Badarayana with the 
scholium of Samkaracarya,

Brih. Up. l
Brill. Hr. Up I ■ h a d a ra W akoP a n isad .

B in .-B lm kari or Siddhdnta-Muktdvali-Prakdsa by Diva- 
kara Bhatta.

IS. S. 06tp.ma-Sv.tra or Gotama’s Aphorisms of Nyaya,
J ' B ' ^  ,a - S —Journal of the Bombay Branch of the

Royal Asiatic Society.
Jafirii. S , Jaimini’s Sutras on Purca-mirridmad.
Kath. Up. Kathopani^ad.
K us .—Ausumanjah of Udayanacarya edited and translate 

by E. B. Cowell. ( Calo. 1864. )
N. B. Nydya- Bodhini by Govardhana.

MSor iMilakantha. Tarka-Dlpika-Prakasa by Nflakantha.
Kyaya-B- -Nyaya-Bindu edited by Dr.P. Peterson ( Bibli.

Nyaya' f ;  T: r  :by Dharmottaracaryaedited by Dr. P. Peterson.
N yaya-K .-Nydya-Kosa by Bhlmacarya 2nd ed. ( Bombay 

Sanskrit Series. )
P. B.-Prasastapdda's Bhasya with Srldhara’s NyUya- 

Kajidali edited by Vindhyesvariprasad( Vizianagaratn 
__ Series, Benares. )

Sankhya-T. K.—Samkhija-Tattva-Kaumudi by Vacaspati- 
misra edited by Taranath Tarka-Vaoaspati (Calc.1871.)

arV’ S, Sarva-Darsana Samgraha by Madhavacarya 
( Calc. ed. )

• - Siddhdtit’j-Cjndrjdaya, a commentary on Tarka- 
Say'ngraha by Srikrsna Dhurjati.
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S. M,—Siddhanta-Muktavali by Visvanafcha Pancanana.
S. P.—Sapta-Padarthi by Sivaditya.
T . K.— Tarkdmrta by Jagadlsa.
T . .B— Tarka-Bhasa by Kesava Misra, edited by S. M - 

Paranjpe ( Poona,)
T. S>.— Tarka-Bipika.
T . K.— Tarka-Kaumudi by Laugaksi Bhaskara, edited by 

M. N. Dvivedi ( Bombay Sanskrit Series. )
T„ S .^-Tarka-Samgraha.
Yat.—Vatsyayana’s Commentary on Gotama-Sutra edited’ 

by Jibananda ( Cal. 1874.)
Yell Par.— Vedanta-Farihhasa, by Dharmarajadhvarlndra 

( Cal. ed. )
Y. S. — Vaisesika-Sutra or Aphorisms of Vasesika philo

sophy by Kanada.
Y. S. Up— Vaisesiha-Sutropaskara by Sarhkara Misra, 

edited by Jaya Narayana Tarka Pancanana(Cal. 1861).
Y.. S  Yritti.— Vaisesika-sutra- Vrtti by Visvanatha Panc- 

anana ( Cal. ed. )
Y. Y.— Vakya-Vrtti, a commentary on Tarka-Samgraha by 

Meru Sastri ( Bombay 1873 ).
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^ r r a f i f s p n  ^

[ ? ]

f^^rnr | fe  R % $r fo -rp r g w c R q ;  l 

^ p rem p r r%^r% r f€ ^ ?rf: 11 

m  ^ f r r ? q jT
^ f r r ? gfwqpf 'fjp  3 j ^  l

f^ r % r t  1 $  rf% -w C n % ra ; n

f #  m ^ t  srf^rpfl%— R s r f t f t  i

^  ^  i f f t s f t  f % ^ r.
^^FTRrsnr ^ R p f j -

%?f i f^ rq r i^ R F F i-

m m :  1 w&> r̂ ^ f r r ; h

_ ^  ’T O * *  f% s fo p fU r  r  i f^ r g R R i^ d ^ r -

1 el i, ! ! l !8aa ^  ^ ‘r ^  Md | ^r?5nmfr and f%rnrr^JT^,
it r ^ T r ^ - j i H i 4^ - retaining the remaining sent- 

Y  also reads rotf. ence as above. N reads differ-
" b dnd F read ffff^sTffRfnrn^T", entiy F r f? jm m r c  r%W5TFTT-

^ l all other copies omit f t .  | f r  RFrmTT^TffTff; RfiTR^'t.sfq’

3 P LaS 3WKT^ ”' W 4« w f #  and
* l' aa ^^[SRSIT^r for cJST̂ TsT- gives the other vf l. in 

in this and the following a footnote. See Note loc,
,£*stanee. F and Q interchange cit,



^  'JT'HI'Jkqî I RRlft— ^ iR j 'b lR -  

^ lir s R R r ^ - M ^ ic ^  3 ^ r r % ^  i ^ jR r t^ r  r R r r ^ r w r tt-  
^tf% % Ri i ^ n % s n ^ r  i r i w ?  ?t¥ t-
^  I R  $ *T ? 1 % ^  m "  5T% ^<55ril^K<R H T W i n ^  II 

i R f^Tf^R T ff%  ^ r n ^ R R -
'T ^ f R f t T  # T C : # V r  W R P R T  f ^ E T  I Sf%-
SRTRrRT 3TRT-— ^ ^ R R R t  I R ^ R H H T R ? f % f : T^RT- 
^RT R R [  II ?RJ ^ 1 5  R % R %  R g  I W W 5 W 5-J:
f ^ T  f^cT ^ — -T R R rftft  | ^irfdft^=ll£l<$RTT 

^ 1%  ^  ^ W k  I JT lW R R O R g q R : ^  §  R q W T : I T% 
R r KT 3TfC— R S fR T R t I T ^ R  ^?TF%?T^T^ % T

f r t  RfaRT RlcR'i f S J I W I  c i ^ R T #  I
g ^ o rf ft? R 3 ^ T i ^ F R  J R W R  T^TRT II

m

3 r t o t w ^ T R  ^ f w j r n M  t t  w *  i
« ttrt w ^ f r ^  ^ i^ i r r ^  ii

t% ^ i% ^ t§  jR r r t r  k N s r fc  n

[ * ]

^ ? y n ^ ^ R ^ T R % w fn r n T P T R r :  m  q W n  ll
<T. 3fr.— W 4rfcR3T%— I <RRTW: jR  ^ q -

w f t W *  W r r r r ^ r j r ii  *ra& f# k

^  R  I 3 # F ^ R R R % p f o R 4 II jp s jft-

1 Soma Mss. add “  inTriW^THT 3 A F M aud P add ^yvq^ and 
WnafOT'SPtq ”  fjjfr I but also insert 31% before it.
the addition is not warrant- 4 A F and P add ^  before srfvpjj 
ed as the context refers to unnecessarily; Y Z read $yi%

for <%%;. Q bns r%H'4 for
G reads 'TdETOT.' gt5f. I

^  ^ ^ 1 2  [  SECTkJ.1^
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3 .] ri^fcf^f)«TT  ?R i*rtn f«R rr ^r s r f i s r  \  k j L j

% & : H f t f :  s r f q ^  cff | iffir: qfiRFR fa q  W T R .  I ^ F R : f f r -  

^ F r fF R T  f t f f  f^ '^ i^ 'fW R F T  %o R  I R P R  ^SffRRRFERT- 

*FSR?FTFtfc S f f SgKI& fT f ,  II ’q g  w t e -

qvftRqr | ur ^  35ff*rfct
^ i i % F f F d d q R  '-d'w+uh=it«iiq^Ttj^|q^ i

^RJtsfa f£5?pg ||

R T .  f t . ----- W 1  f ^ P R R f ----- j ^ f R l  II f f  R R f p T  <*fj-

k $  S f R R f f T f  I f g  # & < ! ? $ -

W TSf^T f x ^ R f R  I j ^ y f l  5 jf|^5% ^FfTfr * R ffa  FTR-

#5fPt fT§l q fTfcf RRJR ^  3F%  | QTdt ffoRTf ffl%
3TT% % f f f  | JRjfqTff5TRTt fT fT g f^ r  ^ I x R ^ S R  f f f  I 

fR T ^ R R R R R R R  fRTfvf | for: 'TRT^Ff^Rf fffR R R  
F H it  F fi^ R f f  f  F fR F R R F n R F F F rrei f^ ddsQ f -  

f  W  W R R [  iT R IR R Id j f  RTRRFtf q fT ft  f f f  R T^R j1

[ M
f f  r F f R R f l f . l ^ l + R  11<M*W il% J f t f  II

pf* ^ r . 4 o4l - f f f ^  I d f  j*oi||fu[

# R f R f :  I fR IR R  RRT— # n f f a n f f  | f g  ^TOT 

f5 F R ;5 f FT f ^ T F R f R ^ f  f l f  ^R T1%  I % f  [ f t  R R  f f S R R f -  

# t ^ [ # ? R S f T f R f f T  f r f T f R f f T  f  j R f R  f l f -  

| f f  dRRT qTRRTT^R%5<n^% ^ R x fT f  | R f  f f  f  

F i W r f R 9 f R f ^ W T i f i w  I RTft %r 1%  R R ? ^ r p T R r "

1 Q. omits ^  s n w ; ^  and sub- ? w :  ^  =gra sTr  q r n m ^ w q -  
stitutos ^vjr^tcrfor ^  i srre^q-tvr«n*jtvft f -
L omits the whole passage TfWgt^; but *t seems to be in-
fr0m * 3  t0 M -  also terpolated from some other
appears to have had doubts oommentary. j  omits j  
about its authenticity. See i
^°te loc. cit. also.

3 A and F add after ^ T ?  a verse 3 A and J omit ^ f a r e r a .

i ___
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i t o t  ! ^rm^T
%  i ^ # t r s ^ i w r ^ r a ; i  ^ t - c w E  f l  ^ V ^ ^ w ^ r -

I ^5^^[gW TPTR # r-
^ t t o r t i  f : i ^  ^

?f3T«r^cfn% w f  sw ; I sr§T m  r a ^  n

ôzr̂ 3frj%rfT=r g^RiR t̂ ^ ^ ftptpt^stot*̂ ii ?5^f^- 
5 T T !^ M T I I :  W  3TT: |

W  %: 3TI%RR i W  FRW RR^ I
spTT ^ u i g  | g  nRIFRRor-W I

9?£5cfH%5[̂ ?TH^rtFTTm‘r o g  I SRR&fF^T %SPJR3 
^ rg w # f^ [t r  R[R^n%'WFR $]&mi ^ W iw  I 
^RfiRRTRr g f  i ^ttoftt-
f̂ tr f tji ?rg jprqrt ^  i —m -

fq^%^^FFi‘ ii sî fp^  #  r̂rcrt^ htr# -
r̂r%Rf% %vr i ^ iT ^ ^ w T T ^ t gcf[ gun-

;nmRarrg n

^TT. *fr.— ?RTI% M - | W t  I Z?w-
sFTRT JFR^t | cf̂ irfg- ^  cR«T3<frft JRfRR^TT-
ar̂ 5R f ^ r r a  r  ??fA i r r

< f t r  i ' ^ m f ^ T T O R  f e f R i ^ R i -

tR R R fa : | T O f  # R [ W F R :  I

1 A F and Q. read ^-q- for ^qrg-^, 3 Nil. notices as v. I. for
2 A F and Q here insert jq$jp jfp  c7<£PJTi%, and Remarks that the 

*TF3rrfipTT7q;, wllile p  and Y two readings are identical in 
have q-scfT % : m a i f fo rT* TTIA
3lfjpar*r; bl,t the -words are 4 M a(ids ^VJTfr?r=rrW-TrraTfTr- 
fou^d in no other copy. ^ F ^ cP J T  ^ S f^n fiT :,



¥ J t j f i  „ " ^ fc jT .
\ t b c t . g. ] rT%frfw?n ^ ra trm rg r  ^  ^ r r --  h j

S fi^ N w J'lt 'IM  rR R ^ w k: I cJWITOf W -  
i ^ # t r s w ^ W m ^ N S f ^ o ^ t r -

^ f  JTRPTTcfi  ̂I q rf

i r^rets^rraw r^
5r r ^ 3 T T ^ ^ q% | W ^ E o r ^ ^ q ^ o i r ^ ^ r  rF̂ rat

i < p #  jf t^ q q d lid ^  ?̂ n f ^ f  C m w # -  
^  ^ r ^  vfprra( u

/ .  [ » ]

^ f % f ^ p r r; ii
^  sfr.— jo j  — ^TRt i u m -

^ R jp r :  I J jO T ^ ^ ^ pq f | ^  ]% f-

^§r%fi^pTT #  % f  S f ^ T  ^ R T W T ^

[ 1̂  ] " ,
^ ^ ^ R r<JTJTIf^rJRTl^HI^T|IM 'T^ ^ ( '[U f ||

j t . ? f — m  f ^ m ~ 3 % o ^  i ^ % T m ^  ^  

^ m ^ n % R D T  ^  i q^qw f^m gj u ^  j m ^ t -  
I ^ ^ o r ;  ^ T cT  1 $rcWl<(H|4{ft m _

T^rq^fq^fcf: ||

[ * ]
^  f t f a s  s m i ^ n

2 !! and w^read ^r^TTsm?-^?-. «*T5*srrfttir Brwr?q^Ti?fm
1's ♦frjp '̂ITq' and "  adds but. the passage is neither 

3 k  noticed by Nil. nor found in any
here adds r̂WHr5TrWr5% other copy.

5^^^rrffT^rnrt-fi?m^Twr'>i , , , „  „
* m  I r n -  4 A and F add ^  after m

jpSJ^qW'T ^TJTTHfliq- 5 Some Mss. omit this sentence.

■ G°fe X



g-, 3$.— HRFT i M t — q # f r  I rM W #  I 

M  ^ % T | ^ T  I ^ P T F T lf^ lM  5 # ^  II

___ ________  ̂ M

R t e R T  II

cf. ^ t .— f% T  — R ^ R T  I
wrFFf ^TRnwrf̂ tw  ̂ ^ tM ŝ iRi ii

m

cr. rh — im ijm  M r — g w # #  n

[ * > ]

s n T R ^ f ^ r :  I W M !
w m w < r  li

ft, ^r. — — s n r r M n

[ M

w r i t  I s t  fknr^r R r R f M r r  ^  1. ?fM r r  
m w i^ tt l sttM tt ^ p M tt l ^ i% n r w r  

' m r m  i M r w t s r ^ n ^ i  m w  ^ r r -
-irM  i t w t t  ^ r m w i f ^ :  n

?r. afr.— M ^ irR ^  r ^ r i^Rrtt — ir ^ -
<ftR m \ ^ M fM ig ts r: i s ^ w r ^ f it t e r  farr-
M t l s g  M  q * * q # M r  » w ig gn<ufr
ŝ rf̂ r: R  ^ cRr ^ P r^ g rrR rR ft t̂f̂ i wx

1 A  D F K Q W and X  add 3 AU copies except A B and F
^  before ip?q^tTr: See note omit before 5^ -  see Note 
ioc. cit. loc, cit,

2 A and B add after ^

, \v̂W?



fW fa ^R U
3g T ^ d t i# 5 ^ iiH R ir i  t e
S f M t e r ^ j .  ^  I 3 3  s w r  w t  s ^N tr^ t

^ o r p if  ^FsR{S3IflJ%Rf t e  ^ F I F I l i W ^ W  

l% W q % r ^^ F M T teF F ig . II 
s f^ f i f^ * t e — g r  i% R t w  I t e ^ 3  ^ P T l ^ l t e ^  I 

II s ^ R l t e r  1% F #— 5^1<1% I 

®3^%  %TRF33 SR'fRT I 33^1%FTRFRt 3T% *TRRf ^&f~ 

* 3 ^ 3 1 i ^ ^ ’-^ F R T W T ^ R f ’‘TFT: II n^ fR M tfl3% - 
q3 0T R m ^  RRf ^ ^ T O ^ R n ^ ^ R T ^ F T  | 5RR- 

t e f :  | ^  3  TT^5F^(i< qTT^«Rr^T 

l% 3 'T lf^ I^ qR . Tf^ern^fW: 'Tri%fa'Fr <T3S$PT

.11 <TTI%n?R 3 # # — ^RlTRR' I

^ N tri— -f t e r f t R t  I T r -^ i i i iw r a  i
m  1 | I

* 3 % t e ?  g # # — i%q%Rf ii

^ u  3 r .— n ? v t e r f r  i jfft t7 s t e n  s w ;  i 

$*ftl | qRFltF ^ F F F % ^ F  I R ^ F F % F  ^  R W  

^ R T R F # 3 F : | F  W  R F FTF% 3F: RT ^ ^ 1 % ^  S^RTT I 

3*3 ^  ^ F R R F iM ; ’T F F F fF ^ '^ F  I ^

% F n U % ^ 0 T 3  3*3^RTT 38R3T ^FFFF^FT ^ 3 1 3 % '^ F ^
3 ||

[ « ]

te te F R r  3t n : i 3i § te r : t e n  s rte n ^  I te n :
I a r f tw r :  F i t e n :  I g t e t e T :  t e n t e t e

 ̂ A  and B insert jff: before ceding section.
See Note on ^  in the last pre- j

G°̂ %X ** I



/Jp.— f  -■% '

t s E % L j

I m i  i i%i t - ' 1
mf%  l 11

<r. sfh— 3nt w — $nw  i ^R^?iF5R5s^n%-
w * m  ot̂ jt i sfirar

T ^ R w f^ rtr 5fRRq#*TRi%ra: fffî m%: i
^ r ^ n t  ii

[  & ]

3^l¥»^% «r: I H^HTRW =q I h w  q^naj-
^  i i i * \ m i  i

sarttonf^rstV  I I
£ m s ? # s n  I I '$\A l
3TT^r^ l^ T  fqU3TTT5[ I quU H Tltafl?^ I 3TT-
qv^f ?p*JITFt II

gft.— % ^rat ® w i ? — ^ r ^ q ? § q ^  1 ^  ^ ~  
w ft  q ^ ^ r :# F q ig fq q n % fR T ^ 5 q i^ : | ]% q  —

w ri%  i ^  qrf^j q lq^r^ i^ fen % i% cf %  i 
sfcf frfltT& c,
®r*n% qraqFw

^% i% : W FTW Rm Rwra; i gq«Jrww^|5Rna^t *rer- 
g i^P TT^^q^Tf^a i^r3 qft%vqTgqq%: I rW IR te^I- 

^q^Fq^rratr % m r a ^ ^ r w - 
51^3^#:^ w *m \ %5rcra-

-q R g q ^ r: I swi^qw n

1 A B and X  add q'l+f ’̂ after 2 A inserts after ‘ rgrriq’-
3nfqarei%, ^ ofSw.



V \  I t '  -13.] a & f tf tp p r  w  ^ % f ;  % | S L
.vx’̂ y '

"  ,  „ [W 1  
. ^ rrf|^ ^ # rT ^ n 5 : i 3  f^f^fr f ^ t r s f ^ s ?  i r r j

w p ?i :  l s n % ^ : ^ % ,< ? : I 3 ^ % % :
w fc o j l srfrc 3133&  i f f ^ r  < q q s% ^ -
q f#  l m q t  i ^ r i ^ R r i l ^ :  n

3T§: 5tm: i 3  ^ s ^ r r i ^ R m -  
W R lf^ T T  wm II

T̂* — 313 ^ P ift— ^<l^cf[d 1 Î'hl̂ ll'i.NKto l̂Rl'II-
*q^m%fd i sPiPRiqfiM r^K«iR ^ r ^ r f d  I 

3 3  ^  ip f c p t N  an?-— g fi^i%  1 *r %i% 1 ^

qq RR: ^n^?r?n«iiM M i^^^3f|*ra' s p §: 1 
3T3: I d3lft-PTSd dPf qn% ^ ^ ira n d m T  #  d 

M^rfsfdf I 3 3TP SFtPISP 5̂c?̂ T-
^ 3d: q ip S jq ^ 'lS d ^ M 'ir if i^ ^  I 3  « W N t  al«prRftd-

I d d4d’iq̂ l®3!TCfifFR(. I d dd: qpfOJ-
P # m fi^ R ira ;| a # i :  5R133I3P^«P: 3 31$: II 33 
3T3 : qp^T: q p S T P ^ ? P d n £ J 31% d  % f  I d ^ d ^ p # -  

t3f^qra; I qq dfd 3i1|iTR?dd*-dRp£R3 ddtsd^r- 
3t3|^Ri qzffr i 3d m q m f t z m  d d isd -
^33f t  dldftfd q% I 3 %3 dddfi^RdfS-
c3 ^ W r f % :  | f s p p ! ddri53i(tdPIS[ig<W : ||

f 5̂  W q l ^ l l W P i u j g  l%d7 W  I d d : q p ig ? -
3^ ? # S l ^ 3 ? R % l f ^ 3% % d 3^ d  |  33 3 3 ^ 1“

f ^ R  ^  i f r f t  W T  ^NT 3^ R t  d ? R T f W %  I

*P 3W ? q ji^sq p  dfa^nsnpRTjgs frdT 1 ^ pt %

■ G°^\.



'T ^ T l ^ ^ f W r  g J ^ T R T : | I cR T «l^ -

W f l t o r f ^ T R T :  II 3 T ^ r f ^ l ^ R R n ? g S ! ^ f f R l :

^^=ilI^W R R I 1 ^ 3 ^ 1 5 1  f̂rf 3 W T : | ^ £ tR W ^ I% R -
°i7r m ^ R R r  n% ?r r t : ii

3*F; JWFPT 1 3 ^ %  |
3f^3T ^ f f^ £ [J T  | ^ 3 -

^ R ^ fs fir  | %  g-

T w 3 : 1 *r ^  f ^ r :  I c W fR  ^ m s ^ ^ r r E r a w r ^ ' i ^ n i s r ^ -

“  wrtf *wr 'J W F ^ ki ”  jp^u^2 1

W^^^TTSWRRiRRT: | *Tf;[WT | #  RR^:||

^ r ,  srt.— ^  s t o r f e  ^  F f ^ r f r —-

I ^ n (% T ^ r  ^  * 7 5 ^ x 4  7 T % ^ jtfg r  l ^rarag'- 

t?TF f^ fs jIT f^ K R f ^v'^frid^R R lH tM ^'-iT^ ^ [ % ^ JfiffT; | fi}5f- 

T w r^T F ^r ^ R R T ^ N t M  T lR ^rngtR ^sR o^yfa '-

Rtm rrr^pnT 1

T ^ r n t w i R  ^RftFT^F^ 1 m  3 ^  1 3# -
s^nH’TFFR^T ^eRT^r^T | qsfl' rft: 3T|%̂ [ ^fnjj- ^

^7[fFRFf 3^%7^iJltNrdH | «

s ^ frft^ iwi 1 i'gf?^r'4: 1 m\  f^j- % ^ -
*fWFTpTRR5qj%: 1 3T#*r% jtr :p n ft

^JHWTFF r̂ ?T«JT ^ l l R W ^  % r P T P T H  f i ^ ^ T R T O c p f e ^

1 A F N Q ^and W  add after g A 0  N P Y Z put the first 
tbis fnrr sg1 #WPFnTTT ^HTR- part of the sentence in the
’TfTHTW^rnrr '̂, F reads °q%:j f°rm of a as ffg
N has ^ ir ^ s m jf : for WTHT- eSW iff^  t% STOm̂ C; A C K Z
Tirm or^mM--, whUe Q, has g_ omit ST̂ ; A K Y read ht^ ;
tSmmrmtnT#:, but as all other f° r gpFTrunT. 
copies omit the sentence it
seems to be an interpolation. 3 V and W omit this SflttteilOl.

[SECT, l l j
Ns\^?



s | i s .  ] cT^frfq-'W  ^  11 v i

f ^ R r '^  I ^ [^ R ^ R ^ S S R R i |
^ W R ^ T ^ F F  R[R'-HUM ^ d M ^ ^ R f^ tH K )- 
% f^^5 flR R TR 3 R-R^kteffTfgp- I ^ i t e  55^dN^- 
^ W T T f^ W R  
Rf^rFR^R; I 3R*R^I
r Rir f  II -_

[ < »  ]

3 F ^ ? p T O T ^  I ^  f o l  ^  N

rf. <T.— 3TR5RT I F R T ^R R ^ 1%

* * w n  i — rrt^m Rr i "%  w rro rc rf^ ifc  i
c r r ir r  ^ r q ^ f ^ R F w i ^ ^ r R t z n i — t% i*3tf i s t -  
Fd^RFIFRq f^ cR [ I qRf̂ vFTTRTORrq ft'HMrd
r  i % ^ w t ^ rW te— f ^ T  l!

? ^rr. ^ f . — r i ^ r t  i s ^  S 01^ -

FT Î% 5RT irq f% qipi f  ̂  ^RRR »T r RR^RRRJTR I 
*R#R SRTq'fqHR R  ’H^RRRJ I W$ RRT W- PRR 
%f: I JpJRrf^Tl'RMRT ^l«4l d^lR^T?piT^II

I sR lW  F R R T # ^  FR : I
S ^^TFIR  RlRR^ I W ^ ^  f^RSRRR I ^ T O T 3 - 
R tift t r ir  i qRrs% % ^m *nw& i

^  [ i ]

s r ^ n r ^ m ^ H t  w>w> I *f w  R i f ^ 2* u

tT. — q^R 3Rh%B I r̂ NR: W
! # m w i  R I!

1 V r«?ads f ^  jf^jjrnijrstnT for iflfc^5fSTaTT’ .q|sqrT^,



’ Gô %\

(a S a  **  [ se^ | .
^ r .  f t — ^  — 3T#rfa I

w j ; ii

w

5 n ^ m ^ r ^ f r ^ i ^  i m  % p r  R * vtt r w t  ^  u 
^  ^r,— f^rr ^ — st̂ tm  i R*rft ^ n %  ft -  

R^r w u i

<r t . «rt. f o i l  — in ^ r R  i

R ^ n I  I w h ^ R R d i  i % :  ^Rflrfr R g ? K r  I
’w # T  R w t  II

[ ? * ]

g H i i w u w M i  i *r t m :  q w c w  ^ ir t t  ^  I
*TW* ’T ^ n R ^  5R  I ^fkT^RT ITFT^prtf p j^ r  

R f R w s r  ii

?T 7T.— arr̂ JHT « — f R R  || 3TRTR M —

»r R R w  ? R  i ' ^ trtrt ^ e j^ r c — <RrR i n r ^ h tR - 
w r m p ^ ^ i ,  ii ^ fsr^ t s g R  t%  w o r ^ i  ^  <t r r - 

^ S R  | cT% q U R P R ^ : 11 I ?TT?R^|^RRT^ | ^PRT^T-

I R tR r r r t ^rt^  i h m ^ m R wt>trt4R R  %w I R r -

RROTRR; |

1 A B C h Q and X  read 4 A F and Q insert rrT l̂TlT^rT-
m-gT ==r but the reading ad- 'xrrrfw rm ^i^ffi:affer raifr^T- 
opted in the text is better as ! but the words appear to be
it agrees with the definitions j interpolated and are inconsis-

o ° a'ld 3,Tf**T' | tent with the Vedic text cited
3 A ® x  wiNIrHr qTfTTfHT =5T; C i further on. Z has RTWJMHR

° ;  ^ r3|': for STT̂ IrWT. BTSShT̂ rT̂ TfT 5TTTC 5T̂ ?*r
3 A JB add after tsTfJT^^^sgffTfjctsT JTTfTTtW-

fr^- frvgrrra^rr ?ra m w m % it-.



< S L
3 W P T O T O 3 N ^ # f e f i ^  I R R f-  

’m > T #R  I fl^qRJTMTl^ ^ ^ I R ^ ^ R  I “  Q' # f :
?T # # ?  ” fRM JI#sfr <R SRFRII

^ f w  5 5 — sffa ^  I p r r s p R #  i
^  “ *1*#s t  5rrapiTTŜ  ” f^ ltr  tf^MsRR 3Tfa#T 
^ R ^ n ^ r # q r # #  %r i i i d w ^ t  q ^ w f#r%  * #  
^(R^TRlWRisR JTISPWtfR I ^Pfn^W m W R^ I ?P-#f
£< t e  q u R [* j # s £ f # R r  ^ r r  jisttr ”  s r 3 # r t -

I W ^:9T^lM 5ZfM§^R,tt FT5T: I H ^ =T 'RTT'g: 
^^rfqi^T qgq^i^sn^ra; i ^ ir a p n f iw  i ^  % & - 

r#Rpra%JT t R ^ r ^ r ^  r s t w r  i 3wf%#r # g # r :  n
# . — 3TMR t e n # — iR T f W W W  I

^ jr a m  ^ r i s r r s r t # ;  ii

[ I t ]
*r : I <rw ^ r r w r r ;-

^  h r  r  II

<?• ^T.— JfJf# 55̂ jPTTf— 5% R I w fc f t c #  * #  
f ^ T R  JR # 55ST1R | JRT R W #— g%# I tr%-+W|_

< # £  JR |Rk*H |# «M M ^ #S #^ R #R !> t: I q̂ HT-

^  I JR #
3n R J R :g % | ^ W H * j| (3 l+ K U | ^ R | ^ | ^ H | ^ «cq R w fijn ^  I sf 

^  % ^ # # s f # #  q j W j ;  I 5 R # f # R  # R # T  3 ? -  

^ ^ T R ^ W R  | 3 fT R JR R % IR  # # l

1 A B insert after quite j 2 E H read 3j q j ^ j  
unnecessarily. j



(•A 2  ) l i  [ skotV S T  ,
x ^? .vx&̂ y

I 3 ^  5  *KX 7 7 :  7 T S 7 T  T f w f t

7 3 J  I 7 5 f l  7 R T  II

?rt4 rt,— ttt ftwffR i w w  t o -
R F R : I 7 7 T  7  g ^ t % T ^ | r - h l < ^ R O M  R R F ^  7 7 R T  <$- 

W ;  I S p ^ r R M l T t !  I T 7 % ”

G R ^ I T H  a t R ^ r ^ q r f ^ I ^ R T  f F T l f t ^  7 ^  7 7 7 r f 7 7 5 R W -  

5 7 I R  I 3R T  II

[ >  ]
^ g jfcra n w r gorT i m

# R t T ^ 3 f t f f %  I 7 7  # F 7 T  7 7 1 7 7 ^  1

^  I I)

7 .  3 7 . — 7 7  7 ^ 7 7 % — R S g lV fR  I R ^ T 3 J 7 f d o 7 | f y 7 R 0 I T R  

717777 I ^>sf^7n%7R0TI7 3<7777 | 77TI71777I7Sf7- 
^ n t 7 l 7 7 T 7  7 S p T I 7 7 f l F 7 r i 7  7 t 7  7 T W T 2 I 7 7  T T 7 7 7 — 7 ‘

% t%  || ^ 7 o R T ^ f T % ? f p r T ? R g 3 J 7  7 7  f 7 7 7 7 r 7 T 7  7 7  7 7 * 7  

SRFT7f%r7f777pr | 73  T777>S77777*7 7?fflM*7n% 7 7  I 
7 3 R ^ 7 ? 7 7  7 ^ 7 N 7 T q R 7 7 7 j 7 7  I 7  7  7 7 7 3 7 7 7 7 5 7  7 5 7 5 7 7 -  

77R 7: 7 R7FT I 3*7777*7 5R75R7T377t7T [3377131% : || 
^R 7P337^;— #T 3T f3  I 3TRT7 T3777 7 7 P # — RRTT 11

1 A , B , X  re a d  3T # ff^ T  5j=}f and th at o f  a ,3TtT; w h ile , ta k en
HT^WT 5 T fj re sp ectiv e ly ; J , K , sep a ra te ly , th e y  ca n  g iv e  p r o -
h a v e  th e  sa m e  as A  w ith ou t ! per sen se  o n fy  i f  co n stru e d  as 
th e  la s t  ^ - ; E, G , H  h a v e  ■ a d v erbs  m o d ify in g  s p j .  

y i y q f . T h e  re a d in g  a d op ted

in  th e  t e s t  is th a t o f  C, D , and 2 N  h as fqsrsq -q j 1 f  f o r  sg-gppjj1.
S c., a n d  is p re ferred  as  m a k in g  ^jn'STHrfHITTSr C , Y , Z
th e  sen se  c le a re r , an d  om it th e  s e n te n ce  ’ m r rm T %

tn T 9 T , w lien  p re fix ed  to  j y f f ,  & c . . wlaile A  om its  th e  n ext
se rv e  to  d is t in g u ish  th e  p a r t i-  sen ten oe  ^ q  & c .  G , L , M , P
c u la r  kind o f  s j ^ q  o f  5^  from  and y j  o m it  b o th  sen te n ce s .



*g ^1%H!

??n . f̂r.— ?m  — =3§p fftft I T^rm iw ^rR -
ftfS^PR^ <̂R*T 3 ST0RT | fw ^ W IT ^ l%  |

I ^ F T I% T 3 R  *RR>SRRRfF: | %  JJWT

t f t  w m i  i

W ^ R  f^TRTTKHF | ^gJTRRTTlR 3R  ^ | W 1%^T- 
STM  ̂ tfRf ^gjfM RF | R m 3Tg7I?FT WTRflTRF^iprs- 
H^TT%: f̂̂ qT̂ Tq-fq- i srr

^f^Rorpr JTPTT̂ T | R ^ K ^ d T % ^ P tl% 2TTlI^Iwft- 
3T1%  I SRlTF r̂ ^W (-

^  I 3R  FMR ?TR RIl^RRR^'RR^T I 3RTM^ 
cT^'RR^R | m  =3 ISTR^FJ-

FRT # 5^ 4 : I ^3

^  I 5 5 ^ ^  I 3  %T R i 'l 'F F N U d ^

|| = ^ r -

^ ^ [R T ^ p r^ F T  W l^ ^ T R R T ta T ® :
^ r^ ^ ra ^ g R fq iR ^ r^ i^ ^ ^ s irR R f ^ F ife jn iR qr- 
^RRRRft R R R ^ F M R R  I arq ST[RfFfj^^5r JT0[- 

^ 13^ '  ^fajTTIFTIRR# I 3RR3g[R
W  ll ^  * w i% m  m i w 3MRR 333ft -
’ f3urn ^ R I^ I^ : I

I 3Rt f%%qu| f^| '-'M^RF^R'Tr^R^ II

[ * ' ]

^ J r r ^ t  gun ?n : i n  ^
^ K ^ * l  ^r%q!i^ f f% :i  q % : l ^ * n n ; ^  ll

^  ^T»---- W  I ^ R S f^ -R # T % R R



crfc&m?: [ sect. s L  ,

i r n m m m — # n fr f t  ii *nm  f lw r  # #  
— H

[ * ? ] _
snronin  iw r tr t : i *r ^  tst^ :  l

# r f ( W f f * n  ll

f l ^ I  II
[  K  ]

? # r f ^ w ^ m ¥ r  sw : i ^  ^  prrnsn I ^ ^ tt-
i ^  ^  ^  i ^ ot# -

ST$f I 3 $ ^ I W »  ^rfM^TTJ II
rT. f t .— ^  3 $ * # — RFTRf I M ^sf^TTf^RW R  

i ii
RT. % .— ^  I

II '|4'4< ; H n ^  iftsq: ||
[ ^ ]

IT^TT TFPTHT^t ^  I 3FR N I«M
^  | f ^ m  R R ^  I s r f ^ R ^ T H ^  H 

<T. f t . — ’TT^TH# I ,TT^Rf:e%T: l i f t  
’ M R f ^ W  | TF̂ T ^ I

w r m W r '  f z  'TR153 ^ t r r r w  w m z ^ t

1 V reads ^ n ^ r m r q T f t ’  Satisfactory. The one adopted
which is perhaps preferable. in the text may mean a fur-

2 I f  2  and  N il. om it  tfnE. n a ce  i f  in te rp re te d  a 3 a  Baku* 
Other rea d in g s  a re  ari^THP and ! vr'ihi c o m p o u n d : 3 * r flW  ( ’q^ v i )  

S f'T re ; be* a ll  a re  eq u a lly  un- ipp^t q f f o - T .



x1 f >y

1^^581-^230 rf4̂ nq̂ 57r ^iqwrf^T g- ^ficr; ?« iu ĴLj

^rf^or 1 ^  q^rm; ^jW^rwra; 1 ^ ; -
^ î w h w r ; 1 ^ s r f^  fil^RRorq; 1 sjspjrf^r

<ftgw«nf^lr^lfa>r: 1
^  m^mfq^qqq^ q^jujq^tj =q 5?iq5qRl^Tf%f^ 
i^RFRif^r%ni^r: I m  qq qrf^q^j^

|| 3FH^% I R^KffRR*?: | R t^ F #  I 'F R 3 3R -
ii sTR^Ti^rmR i i ^ ti% p r

3 f?  i srwppN #  rr i
R ^ & d r - R  n

*Tv— #FRT 'TFPTfi# I I^Tq- 
Rofc^SR; | R% dR T̂ 5ridl%5f:̂ %T: I R R RRRf- 

I ^RR% fqRRR: RRRRRTRRT WRJFFT Rr[-
i ^  ^rsafereft i «wm»ityr ^ m -

R F ^ S jroR  qs^ fiq j; | dRf| RRfRT

W O T  R R -

ftR R R dR : g^W s4M M m ^<H |*riUW %

I
*TTOR*H3*^ I RFTI^FRiftSRr |%̂ 0T: I
^  *F*5R£t I%5SJO[ HRIW^M '^<«%M<liq|^ q|-

*& *&  i ^  ? # -

TT^n^f^i^Ni% i ^ isqn t-
^ t r^ffar ^  w  *wf>rf#RT: i 3R rr qif^qwr- 
'^•n^T^^sR  q m fl’RT f^mfRs^RFI^R: i w  
^39>iuu<<l«iwm<*iw*d #  gw R ^w ngs rrrrrr :-

^ 11̂

^  r r r  i 3 5 ^
3RSJR | dI€5I^TTl^l^5mwn^5RgI^-

Tn ^  I ^^q^q>Tf^RDi II hr
»

■ G°te X

i



q^foif^cf ^ k '+̂k! I ^  'TFfRfttra ^ n ^ I % :  qRjor-
f f r  II

l > ]
I 2̂ ^ g i% > ^rqifgT j3rT ^-

W R T  I i W w  ^  ! r r j r  r ? r h r -
*R *T R R ^  I W W U &  ^  T O T R t T O  II

<r. ^ t.— $ gtf ii

i > ]
'trtrtr ! ^ ^ f f r r  l

3 f$  f R  % %  II

?r. sft,— qfarw s e * # — *tR r  i qj?JTR —
f * f e  I m j s  s ^ ^ r*i$:||

[ * u

U m i I 3 % R | 1%  I!

<T. $ > — SSRfa— Sqf af t  I rew ifflq flfi R-
^ R ! W M :  II

[ * « ]

# p ^ £ T % J  tfsfta: I s fe a r f fa : li

<r, f t — *ratt i f4r s*igj-
1 A B C instert @RnqTW be- copies is preferred. See Note 

tween and here and l°c- Cl*■
in the following definitions of 2 A ^ >nsort gp before q q jsq . i[ 
'rRwrtrr* T * n a£»' #qtn, tut ?rar:
the reading of the majority of 3 C E K X  omit )%;qjp|q<q xf(

({I}) J



| ( f ) |  - ^  (fiT
v^SEpry 20.]  cJ^fnqEH^ ^ng^tf^TT ^  W %f: ? 1 k J 1 J

% R # :  i w r i f ^ # g  f^TO^Rf^nfeqRorr^rr- 
•{tt# trt q^ || w r y  f|f^r: # s y :  w t « r  i syysry 

E^ff^rqy ^Rtg^yqy##: i f|#qy 
W :  I W R ! R :  W tfti I ^R qR O T M R T ^W R qfR qi- 

li

I > ]
^fWHTW^T 5 %  T # F i :  I f l ' f e q y w  II

<T. — % tpt 3S§P#— Rpft*tfa I T O R i# s * n fN * -
w  gor #  i ^MKMkMiftHKuipr f r f l q q n ^  i ft- 
•qRTfsyq’ fU^sr; frflRRST I 3TRT f R # W  ^ W ^ ~

^ iT; I # 1 %  ||

^ T . srt.— f# * T  3graf%— I F w y R F y ^ f$ r -  
sgoRq % trr?t m w i  i fq^Rr :m  *y%~
JTJTRl^rr^I|^o^||%c|RU||<4 JDR# II

l > ]
T O i^ ^ r c R T M T ^ r c n r 1 r w r ^  i i r ^ r f r ^ -  

*p # I < W  i % f z m  K f%  t o #  ^  l 5 * #  r - #
I # t < #  K f < W T # #  T O #  q ? ^  |

II

Cr.— q R q m # f§ ^ O T R ^ ;-q ^  I 'R ^ R U F R ffW -

% fere%  #  i #  li
—  5 %  #  II

1 H J omit 3HfnjffiH'I but moat 2 E Q H J and X  omit
°f the copies agree in retain- etc.
>ng it.



l > ]
3 T R P T ? R l^ n ^ K « f  W - ^  1 # T ^ k ^ # r  II 

<J* ^ . - —3 ^  35R[cf— 3Tltrf% I ft^ lR 'T cF f^  %JTT-

^TT. 'TT.— W l d — 3?f?T!cT I fgdH1Rndd RyTP?i

I K ]

s n t T F T ^ r r w m ^ R o t  i # f t h ^ fit%  i ^ r - 
r w  ^TPTfil^ %r i % r r  1 ym fzw *  m  sf§r- 

srftw r: I # frt w i ^ r r a t f # ! ^ 1 s ^ q ;  i forct 
; p < w  ll

F. 3J.— ^FR ^ R R t— 3TT2T^F3[%R 1 #J?T W I  | 
?R :^ R F R R  ^ W lt + i^ d ^  I dl^vj FiRllR.'+^'Kdd I <J- 
R R T % R r a ^ ^ ^ J ^ | d 3— l?TRrRr% I d*Tl% ^\w—
^ w k r f W  11

_ _ _ _ _  i n ]

w R r ^ ^ T T ^ i p r :  i 5r r r # t: ll

<T. — R t  — ^ f d  I
p - f R  1 ^ t r r R r i ^ i w r  p r s f r R 4 ll

?^T, 5 f t I  i j W W l * I W ^
P R  W R  I JTR

^ r  T^rnr: 3TCFT: 1 m s m ^ f  % f# IR n rFTWROTR^ I *T

1 C D F, J read °^hfNr;jf, | Hffrr%T.
2 B omits fhtGT fP ’OTTTT. 4 A G J Y Z read ftftrftHRfff;
3 G J Y Z omit 'fc[r'4 after A has ajof for wrongly.



34- 3 ^  l_

^  ^ iR ^ ^ -n r - i^  I cfSTT f̂Rf =5[tĵ %: fq t^ -

I ®R: W  ^O TFW RU r ; I f^ fW T W ^ H  W -

ft^i*T%R*3; i f^ F rrct§R  t̂hfimcti p ^ -  
^ W ^ T f^ T T fl% : (I

[ « ]
^r^3fM  ^ t: | s t t o r t w ^  I % f in w t  «^-

i *rt<tt i w rfk m i
ii

^  5lcrl. W R l — SUsj'fd I ^© ^sj^sqjf^T ^jffq  
3 ^ 1 ^  I ST^ftll 5To^%)%: |
f^THl :̂ ?f^srR r | ^ r i#  | %fr% £RT
?̂TI$TfT]% ^5^f^T P T ^«ri^ i|iil^ : | M f^R R W T  # •  

^R^TF: ||

^  I ^ ^ T ^ r f^ K W R  ^  I S m *  | «%-
f^TFH: 31®^%% | '^T^RT%^r; j

^ T f ^ 3 % R ^ [  | #  ^ J T R
^«r^n% jo^: | ^ r f ^ q ^ r
tff.s^rPR  ̂ eff Rrf̂ xrqq̂ nT sis^r^f
;5T|̂  I ' j l ^ : '  qrR0R[ ii

O ]

i m  W m  i
l l  has ^fTftTTT5T^ g^rggfet^:. 1 G X read frra fo  o
8 C K  after ^  A E ) Note loc. c i t ^  * * “ 6



/ n
I g T

I R  I < r i^ T  f R ^ ^ T J  II

3 . Z%— l^ S J U R If— ^  I 2̂ F n ^ W T W W -

?r#f=r i 5 ^  — %f  ̂ii *#&FPTn:-—
I i f R :  I ^ R ^ s f ^ q T f ^ R O T R

qwf^T^RTf^RT% R^R ?TRT%'' II 3 R p ?  3SJR#—

I fRRRfRT W % : II

R T . 31.— # W I — I ^ m -  3R R % T : I
m  r^n *p [$ F i^  i

f i t  M — R  T W l f c  II w r  3 S R# — i ^ril-
i Rtr-

HUiifm^H  ^ ^ ? I f ¥ R S ^ S 2in%: I 3£TRR T f^ttW TTT^RR. I 

^ R ^ # 5 | d ^ [f ^ IIR IR f W ^ T W R  I V̂ W  H ft RRiRTFRf: 

^ T F R 'I I c R ^ I ^ iR fs R  R t3I3[I SRRRRTFfR^-

oNIIH^RRFT w -i r i  II ST5 ^  ^ 5 ^ # — T O ^ H f ^ l  ,r r§ [- 

vR3  fffR  w fcT F I^ R R  I ^ F J [R  I

rRT r a ^ u ^ l ^ . H  * f3 r iR R T T R : I RsP^lfMKM Hd|^MT%- 
o5JT%: I SRRcfgROTFT f q v m i i 5 M % F m W 5 R R ;  II

1 J omits j^g-. while the word I fa^FOirir MMWfif I ^qT^TC- 
and the commentary on it fferrfa-TrrqinT y ^ n r w r W ;
are added in G in a marginal while Q has jjnj- for 5TPT; '1ut
note. S. 0. also notices the the p a s s a g e js not found any-
omission of the word in several where else, nor noticed; by Nil. 
MSS., while the absence of the 3 A C J L P ?  Z omit this sen-
sentonce referring to it in tence, and G adds it in the
several copies of T. D. makes it margin; but it is retained on
probable that the word may the authority 0f M N Q W
not have existed originally. It an^
is however retained in accord- 4 copies except V read
ance with Nil. See Note on, .., 5TPf^T.

loc- Clt SC  K R omit
2 H  and Q add ^.leM^Rr^Wf- ?qi%5T?.

W v S / /  W % W 3.W° [ S E G T k M ^



f ® |  . . .  - ,  . Q t

[ ^ ]
»*»

*T TIRRT ^^TT^Tsqsn^ I rfg i%  W f :

w  ^  ^  f R q ;  i ^  i ^ m -  
"TRr ^ s i ^ T s g w s w 4 :  1 4̂ «rr 
f R ^ I I

<r- 5j.— sr g ^  f ^ R - s r  fir^ r eft i 
®S°RTC-— TR^ftft I ^  ^  R ? r # f t  RTTW ^lft: ^  
’^^rei^r&ft %  i m  f^r f^ s jfe -

R ^ R T S R I R  ?TMnt: i $  ^ft i ^
sn% s f t ^ R  i 3R«fit 3 s p # — RSRTRm'ift I r - 
ftft ^^rfft w r r r r r r r r  %r i rrr^ sr r r ^ rptr5-

^r r ^ r r

^ r ^ f  ^ r ^ r ^ r e # ^  'r r r , R ift^rft; I

??TT. qr,— RrpR I^RRt— *T #  I W 4 fW T
— ^rftt%  | ^ R R R  RHRRT fHPR^FT I

RR SRR: Raff R c f^ f t t r R ^  *rft <R P P R ^ sw -
R^fUR I I P R  f i  R R $ ft  fR*T| R R R - 1 * 3 4

1 C H J K omit this sentence; well as A s  addition *|qfsnT- 
E G Q X  have instead q<q|*f seem to be interpcla-
T̂3 B adds ^ ;q  before ^tT, tions.

* 3?10 reading in all copies of 5 G reads qg q ;q ; for q-R g y vn’- 
T. S. and T. D. except J is ^jq.
^nt g- trq is adopted as being
grammatically more correct. 6 A haS ^ f h l W W  S W T ^  for

3 Q omits 3̂ q q .  while C E ETt^ R ;  J reads
hav« cTRRtrpsp.' f^ J T M R R  for TfWRT.

4 0 H J E and Q omit this ? V adds ^  before spfrrfRjr:,
sentence. D adds further perhaps better.
tTRrflrrqqifj' g?# f TSTrbqim ^- 8 S T and W read q -
?H fPT^r^5fT3 ; hut this as | ptjtyqqrq, perhaps better.



y [ sect.\M .

sift w  I 3 g f* fg R % ^ iR ^ ;ffa -
5 T t e W # I R n f5 5 # ^  fjfafifc I 3 R W  *W?3R-

s r w 3 % t I a ^ f is w f  5  ^nrrasft 3T§s?nf&: 113 -
d^M ^fW M  | pq 7jpqq-

^twtt 11% 3

w m  ^i%  ^ra^n^TT^R ^ r e r  r i ^ -

R S R FR tfR ll: I ^  * « r it %  ^ fR P
5R5R3RIT ^ ^ ig % c ^ t R ^ r q g ^ i% i% ' |j

S R R I F # ^  38=r {%—  I 3 1 ^  < $ ^ -
R q w f a i r  I

3R2RIT ^pR*Rt4fi^ ’(UK'̂ Wf |R T ^ R ^ ^ J3*^ R ^ R R K T - 
s^IIFR d ,̂ l * ip l ^ 5F R ^  ^ ^ ^ r + F J l ^ ^ F ^ F R T  ? 3 p p q ^ q p  
W R5R¥.^R R ^ R P ^ s [| f^ > P R ^ ^ 5 R i^ J R 5 R q > ^ tl:

Sv^R | St# -
^  3  3  cRif^iTfgr: I ^i s w t r i :2 ^ i f r  ^ rr^i^ i(|r r  
^TFT <sir«N*nf|&T R ^SRIRPTRRigSf-
f%35PSRrR^f<RtfI^TRI^ UK'IH'DKtiRIT ^IW iT R R ^T - 
R a P ^ f^ i% fq ^ fP T F n w  i z z j& jm j ^  ^ i n R II

[ 3̂  ]

r^TumR = ^ ? 4  J rw ro?n 4 i w ^ ^ % R ? ;  n
g , sfr, w % ft t e r a — w 4 R i w w i  

f^ T 5 R — 5 R W T R R  I I JR R ff: SRI°T-
ftfa  R F m R T F F ^ ^ I I

1 W reads difterently; U adds j HjJp̂ SPT,
W" 5} The reading is taken from W.



/ n

s.] ^  s t e r ;  ^

«TT. qT .— W % * R  f w % — f R  I I f ^ r  

T T O R I  q j j i W K q ^  I

STRTWT̂ rt ^T^J'JIrJ ^ F T P R ^ 0^  I 3

^  qsrajfftsnRqr ii
[ > ]

sm iw R w  w m  i

q . q r .— ’W w n — s^ rm i^ tR  i 

R ^ i ^ T ^ r M q i F f i w w r R  u 

^ tt. q r,— w ^ ^ pth;-— w w r f i  i ^ f^ R q ^ r-
qRW qiRaT | 3RnWRU|«*>K«Rq q

^ k f ^ ^ F I % T ^ I Hd’F R » l d I  W  ^ 3 R £ l f ^ F  

HRI^iqR'JI^RORqq; | qq^qsqpaiqqf q Z ^ lT ^ M : R^- 

q f^ v T q jiq q i  | d R l ^ d + K ^ q T  ^  ^  3 2  R R  ^r

oflsqiqRunpRnr^ | ^pqiR^MoqmKdxdl^ I 31RRW-

q q ^ l d R ^  5FRuM R ^ iq R 'W R aR q q  II

[ %t ]
^ d p u r a i ^ f t  % i w f 1

1 All copies except B and K FtUT c^5R. ^ adds ^pj STHT cjjtrr-
insert sqK TC ^ before W ^ T ' ^T#TT*mrc&TPT anqrcsfl^fft;
t̂JT; in J the -word: is added in but neither passage is found in

margin, apparently by another any othor copy,
hand- But the spft^ a11 3 u  and W have arm R ^ for
oopies of T. D. and the remarks Strict!.
of S. 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-
adds ftSTHP^ ftm  F T S T ^ im  A B C D F prefix 3̂ ? ^ -
itTTTTT:, but the addition is j%t§[ to 5ppJfH<Tau. J adds fh0
unwarranted. word in margin. E has apf-

2 N here inserts :g§pfT ?trOTTB^f% Bl% R^m“, wblle
5Rtfl% ^ ;g ;rp n tl*m  arm*-- I H reads 
R W ^ i m r w v T  a r r o ^ -  See v m  loc. d t.



P  !
&  ) . ' «  airera® t stork fiJ

— i p ^ i i — q n q ft i q W  w r m ^ %  

^W +lK N i^nfl': I f^ f f̂̂ SRTS^TW-

R : qifaT ftft II ^3 ^  ^  W T  R lf^ t  *3?f I

I s ^ i f^ f e a ?  fm m  I ^R # T  ^  4  * #  ^ 1 1 % ^ ^
epp^t gr jjft  %JT | W  cFgRT ^ 3 ^  ^ 3 ^

^  q i qf̂ f l ^Rq qf4 f R  qq q R  q  ^  qtqfq^q-
t i w ^  4  q ft i qq i ^  qfa q4u% &  w q q

qRppmq i s r r  q^ftqqqqqf^qq qqqqqq q ^ q q q - 
R q fte r  i qqr qjqR^R *r4  qfq wrrqqiqR i qq qiq- 
^qqiW ^f^qqqtifxRq w ^ q  n 

an , — ^rai — ^ i t i #  i qqq qfc fqq-
^  ^  q ^ R q  ^ R 'T O , i f^ a f% p n g q r q f t  q fq ftq f 

^ q ^ x f^  q ^ T ^ w ^ q  *qiqqf ^ w % i fqqqq#q-
f^qi qzqjR0!^  Riqqisq^qqrfq^qqqfq w w -

fqqqrqlq cjo^qiqRiqRqnq'SRrq11

[ V U

q , ^|,— qqq^^fqqTC— qST^Tqfa II

?m . I t.— ^iq w (fo—-snftfa i qRTqrqqfW^R qn- 
^ph 55^drt I %: 'jqfq^ q*r q fq ^ if^  qq fM q ^ r i qq-

cqqt̂ ^qqisqiq; qrqqiq^^qrfq qzrf^q qq%, n
[ « °  ]

^ itot t% rt4  * n r a ^ ^ w f R R R ^ ^  1
rPH w tor511̂  i qqr q^rq: q^q w  ̂ q- 

i qn^^r $ r c fc r  q i qqqq~ q  ^



tn ^  gf|g: ^

ggRRgrFrTO^' i w  gFphfk: to t  g ^ j  
TO 'tft9! gf¥nrf^ g w  fgnm wrqf i w  
TOg i

g. gh— gjigg T%kg— i gRgrftww s - 
^ ttc g?gg%gF# i gf*rowg|5tei$: I wrgTkrog 
^ f g  w w ft i g g g k ^ g i f #  g^MT*T fft i

T O ^ ^ R R # ! ^ R R e[T g ^ % lT : iR[^TW+HlPl+KU|-

i R O TR  g ^ ra ^ g n ^ fa  — g ^ q fo f r r  i w f r  t o  

^TFTFfIt g^d^W-p'xM TOtfRTgggi$RggTftgr$: I 
k m ^ R k  ^5FiRr rr^ggfg I w r

ftftw ggfW b* II

^gr. gr.— ^ tt°t forget— giiFT R ig i g g g n ^ R k  $ - 
i m $ — gRRggRfg n gftro ftg  gg tofrt ggt  gg.

ggrwrwggfgm--1 sgw r-ggT g^gg ffg i 
ggjS gggfgg ggg ggTO3#  ffg ggrg: gggik-
W Tfg^g; i gpTF^^w 5 gggrggsFTM P^giprg i R *\R- 
9BKigggg^Tg^fW Rg gggrpmFMfgfg i gggRRrg- 
%  gjTFfw +,m^Kt g^kFnwggg^ggg grgig i 
g*^ igggFgfgrks^g^igfkj^igRgd i ft^gggKi^RRrrg— 
fk??{giT^gTg[: gFR^Tdiĝ Rggi I gggkg r̂t-

giggngf^g Rig gKigggwr ^ g # i  giigg^rsRwi^

1 E and Q supply ^  and FR. ^PEPT*^ 1 SfHPreT 5  RTHtT-
which though not absolutely PTMP, but tbe words are not
necessary are inserted as mak- found in any other copy, 
ing the sense clearer.

2 K reads tr-T iR ^W . 4 W inserts here <Rraf3TSR'-
^  I'ere’ adds ^  =gf ;f;|JU(̂ Jf vp- 1 RS-jT



k  |j| [ sK ciC gjj

m  i ? A  ^ m m - j
^ rt^rr p̂t 1 r r  ’ftr r r  ?R*R ^w r r r r r r r r - 
qn: i i R*R-
qipî Rpr s^RR— w r r a  i '^ w F t w r  1

RIRPRR  ̂ RRR *R. ^RffRRWRH RRRRRR Ft- 
| str dM W 'R Ff RRFJRRTRRR0! ^ ^  I ^ _ 

^ q i% 5^RR%T^M R^TTW W RRraR^^ 
^ ^ R T ^ W R lR W R f  ^ W R T O R IX R — W  ^ 3 ‘  

$fl[f[l MdWd I Mdim<+R°T tfS.'Ultd’ R RR RR̂ R 
^  ^ rrrrsrT 'RJTFf RR. T O T ^W  RR R^RRRRR 
^ rui r r r r r p r r r r̂r^ : I r r t r t r r r t w r jt ^ .m r - setc- 

Br ^ R IR R T  I ^ ^ R - R ^ R ^ W R '  ^ I ^ R ' ^ -  
^ f^ R u r i Hd RRT RRJRRŜ  :RT=R RR^RRT"
T O ^ R  3RTR SR. RiJSR MdMd^ m  w i  ^RfR I 
RdTSSRTRRRRR <!ZK m  I R R F R ^W  5  SRR**-

IIdRHR RT RRRRS^SRRT^SR'RRRR- 
^ s p ^ c f f ^ f  'PRORT dRRRRR I 'sRRRRRRRfe$RT 
^RWTRTRBT ddSRR RTRRRRRRT RR I ^R IW R - 
f%RRFT^Rd^RRRT R gdR^RT RRRRTRRIRT 'RR: I 
3TRT(RRI%?Tf RRTRR'RflRR * #  R dR: SfflRRRR^PR 
^I^rjR^R | ^ddf^pTRT R^RR^FIR: RSRR®SRRR3R- 

5RR% ^ T J R ^ flR R R ^  ^  I 1

1 The following two sentences ?;*prf^BPintfa[ft^TcT0, but
are omitted in C K R. . . ,

2 W reads differently. all other copies omit the
3 Before ^f^rrq-" 8 T insert words. S T also rea^ Ĥ TTiTfWT-

5--TTWTrfTT:̂ TTft̂ fftTT^B^— for NW^BT. w
rij 5  B W T T T ^ < x  <t« -  | reads differently.



W \ sO . 4-2.] w R\ < S L
.vX&̂S'

3RT I R : II
[ » u
q^ n w rcor ^ t  # r  q*npi u

^  — » R i  ii«.

?ZR RICfT^^fq q^fRfq- q<rofRT[ | ^ ^ R * R R % f q -

qr% ^ T ^ ^ ^ R m R T w r ^ R q  I s r r r  q R tfR R R arR  r r r -

^  f^froj I ^PT[?R 5  ct^fRR * #
^ ^ T ^ R R q q ; | *R R  f| ^ R R R R  m  ^ R R E r ^ R ^ i  w~

^ f ^ R ;  I 3 ^ * R R R  ^TR^RR * #  W3*C«W4*H- 
q5RT>q cF5R% ilR cF ^ IR R  RR  R^RRqH RR^RI^ | 
qRQR^tSRqRDT^[fc|U| |^4 |d H  f ^ R E R R R  R M R R T -

_ [ w ] ^
^  q ^ T ^ f M ^ T o r  q r q ? f f f  I f T ^ q i ^ R c f l f c F q  f  p f

SR,WK • R l|R vl  %R | qq  f^R-
^  f R  Rftq*q% f%RR; I q5TO% §TR q ft-  

TOT f^ q rsq  RTTOrsq ^ R T sq r W  ||
* 8 T W; read the passage sorae- 3 E instead of this has f e p j -  

" ’bat differently, though the p a^ • R ? HrgT?*TTIg5fH K •
Sense is the same ; thus 2P=ra- ' T _ , ,4  ., ., ’*^_ ^^ G J Q and X  omit the words
^■Sttr *irl V .14  toiTTST altogether.
’’RtT^M lMffgW T: W t W ^ t

I f%TiT^[p 'PqTcfff—  3 E adds TT^rStfH, but the
^Tf%HP|4ac^T^f1 SpROT- addition, though desirable as 
T̂Tt»VR3 r\j  1 -A\i'J,̂ \+.HHidrsPT— giving an instance of % q T) j8

'^ff^qyut^rtct-.itiest'MnrJts'-II^T not supported by any other
I copy.



i [ r g  j r  [ s f c | 2 .

^ L ^ 7 ?T. ^T. — — #  I W " R p W 3 [  ^ r t :  |
M^Im ĴM'W — f f ^ l d  I R §*T % R  I Raft

I RTP R F ftR : O T T T R : RjSFR f R R R R :  II r | r -

Ref— '^n^niwnw i w I'ĥ m̂ r ^r t r r —
1 R % 4 ^ P ^ ™ ^ ^ F R f f [ I C  I T R R R ^  II ^  R R R F #  

W> R T F T R R  R R  | % R R  R R R R R  R R R J R R R ^  

fR p l^ R R R ^ T R  R R ^ R ^ + fR R T  S R p jR ^  | R R - 
|jTj r̂ ,j h^ î ke/  II ^

^ F W T T T C  I R % 4R 4^R fRR— R % R  II
^TT. €r.— 4 If^K^RRSTSRIUTR ŜTOT̂ R— ?T5ff% | 

E R T ^ l  5RT2TRW  R W R  RgRT%fRST cR TR  RRJT R T R - 

■(.'I'S.tlIVTR,JIR R \ 4  R 'f R  I R ef! R R S T s T R ^ R R  R R R F f 

3RRR I RRfRRR^RRI%-
RR^RTRTRRT^RR R R |W f%
R R flR  J F R R R R R R  tlRT I RTRRR:R%t£ r

m  t P R f  II R R W F R R V R ^ R T  5 R 5 J T O W I T I  i r f ^ n -  

^ [R W ^  I RRT RRSfRR^R ^^RffPRT^r I f^f- 
^RTSSRTWr ^R°T 3  f  R IW 4 R ; I sfRTR^IRRfef JRf^f- 
RR>«JR I I fR  S R % f R  R ? 3 R iT R  'TR ffR  R  R R  ^^JT 

^4T R R  fR ^ W T F f RRRR^^RRrrFT eTRRRRRSj; | 
5 fR R  fF 3R F T R =f R R R fT R  f R R  4 R R R R * I %% ^ R R r f t ^ -  

iR T^TR^R^^Rf^f^TR^RI^ | RRSRRRf% R^RRf-
1 A G J Y Z omit this sentence. ( * : ^TTOtf3T?cT 7*nfi W ^T^R.
2 S U and W read ^  for v  is near]y tQ the same effe(Jt>

NigR.
3 C 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- 
liere adds T%^tnqr[RitHf WfTf- 1 ligible. Other copies trans-

w f - i  i : j ^ e: ° r -  u  addfi<* f̂'TSp PJROTTIT? very appropri- 
ssfN n fth sitf srr  ̂ m fo r fm -  I ately. See Note he. ext.



^  Csi3. ] ^  B ltcf: ‘ 3*- A»

^ ifW iD j^  II — R ^ R ^ ^ f l #  |

^ R l%  I ^R^RT^sTR^FR RTRRFF-
i f t r ^ R %  fw iF r i r  ^

^ R R F R R R R  3RR FRII% | 3R'r r n W R p #  1%-.
"rR al^IR R  35Ff ||

I ftW R T  ^ R R W T O R
T ^ T R M ^ R  ^R R R IW TR IH R  ^ fn j^  |

^ T c f  I ^  |

^ R R T T ^  RffjoRprRRFRTIRRR ^  R R^FfvRRRb |j

[ » * ]

^ W ^ t̂ S R R S R ^ :  q % :  I *r r : i f ^ -

? r r r : ^ R c r w i r  f t t -  

^ R fq % ^ ^ T?r%f% I W ^ \  R ^ R ^ ^ R R  ^Ntrt: # f q &  I 

^ t o r ^ s r ;* m ^ h  ^ r § % s£ $ -

^  T O R I ^  I * R R R R T R 3 R ^  ^ tFR U ^JST^W

^ €^ 5%  ^  <R WT9V |
gftsfcf* c f .0 ] R q ^ m „

^  ^ R R I ^  s q g fo R t ^  ^ w .

^ V ^ m W K W ti  *RRR?mw h r ^ :

 ̂ ^ B join the words in a com- necessarily.

* f°r 3 K ? read^ for^ f ^ s ^ p w .  and omit in the follow*
‘ nserts =rrff after nw$T un- ing fientenoe(



R W R ^ 1 * 3 * * I ^  #fo&r£3FT fF f VW<$\ I 
m f^ra i f w w w f t f t  n

^r. ^ t .— f f ^ r r ^ r ^ l  f ^ R R - i R F % f t  i 

% ^ r C < r d - ^ i q #  I 3 R ! R #  m m :  f R 'R  i

RIRT J R R  J R R c f ,  JR  fF3'-M'Jl fF s ^ F F R  t R : E F F ^ M U -

m m  i ^ 3 ^ R R R 5 ? n x f % - q ^ r %  I m  i f r j n n ? - ^ : -

t f i p t  #  I i ^ m m -

5 ^ ^ - ^ [ i f W f d  I i f f g ^ ^ R T s ^

*%'A §Tf5FFFg p d  %df 4lR d^-«-dH *1 d R H ^ R R R F  31

^ p E ^ o ^ l R ^ % p p j r  * f R R  3I®^FT 3rFffi3FFF5T-

r s r c r r f f C  I ? F R d ^ i^  i d ^ j p a R - 5 F ^ [ %  i f % F r r # -  

cW d ^ r R ^ - w l f ? T  | d ^ W [ ^ - 6q m m T i ^  I ^  

F i t  FTFfiR F M d H H F T f^ F R R  t ^ ' A \ I  R fR ^ T ^ s w : JRIWI- 

R F F  P f a d *  I W  F T T S F R R F ft J J c R F ^ ^ R  I # F F  

F R M F f t R  d f % ^ R q [ R R R f i | ? f R 3 W W ^ p 3 ^ u ) = l | F T -  

F ^ R T T ^ ft « T g q ^ - :  E R F T T R R d T W lR  I s f e ^ R l F F -  

> # f R p ^ R ^  W # W F R ^ R ® % :  W M R I f d R T T ^ 1  R $ F  

W ^ M F T R  f % ^ f % C F J F W R  F t f f i t e  # F F :  I F R ^ F

1 K here adds ĵjfTSĴ q- f^t^Tf^rr- which gives a somewhat
g-_ As to the correct reading different though equally good
of this passage, see Note loc. meaning. 
cit. _  , . ^

i  J has 5 A F Q here add ^  nT5T©f
3 J omits gfpjq- and reads j FfffvNt HHftT'lT, ''v̂ '0'1 is 1111

tmrtf for srftr^mnit. warranted and misleading.
4 C G J L M N Y  omit ( 6 N here inserts fgf5fqajj%-*

and A C F L M P Q omit j ^ W ,  cJ^OTrHiaBT-
but these are retained as help- trT r̂rftp'ii ^ 5r^?gTnTH 
mg to make the sense clear. but the e ap a t0 b
For s n ^  P reads interpolated.



4S.] firrawifewn *g sfter;

^ iR T f'— Trq-f̂ ffH i 3 r c ? m fw r c ^ r f^ 3 f  

I RRggTOf l fa— II

WT.--- ^TgRf^R^R'ffPSjlR, q ifR R I^R RRR

^ — m m  f^n^T  i ^igq-
RRI^^T Sfl% ^g:<3%TRT ^jJOT îr I s[^ ^ ^ ll% tn % ^ - 
%*rarciq%  5fl% ^g^rfRRqRRT ^ROR
<3ff i r § t r r -

srft ^g:^^RRRRJRRRR ^RUTR*T I 
T%TTT% R g^ *R m %  =jfpj?R | '̂ RTRt RORSJTSRUirft 5  3J0[~ 

1 r r̂ r r ir ^ s r  ^q?i% R4 i% ^ i^^raq^  r i~ 

RR <Sff% Rq ^r u r r  iq^ssara^far^R -- 

f^sw 31% R^rfR R qR R T  ^ruirjt 1 ^ 3 ^ 3 ^ > 0 J R -  

5fRTRfir̂ m%^RHRRT&T ^ g ^ R R I^ R R S  ^RSIRR 1 

^ R T R ^ T ^ R ^ q R g  fRRRRR^T ^ROJ^H I ^TRRwV 

3§*5m%RRRR% JR:gf?JRIJRRW ^ROT^R I ^TR^RRcR 

R^^-^f^TRRE{RT% I

«RT5PRTft§

%>f RRRT%{R% ip T  R^JT I
^w f^DT r  *r  51® ^  *r r r r  ?ii%- 

^^^Ri^if^nr^^qqq:5TTqaiqvq%

% §R  II sRTRSRqî r f^ « r f^ r-W R  qpr f ^ iw r a f ^ :  11 

Jp̂ t &TRTW Rjf^fT WTR^TRt *R-

qjfat^l 3RTRR# I 3«irft ^Rff^RR^R

1 N adds sr^T8T5n7r^T!,Tf=rn% to seems to be
RtJ: corrupt. The reading of W is

 ̂ S T V omit this sentence. adopted as being the most
3 The whole passage from cptj- intelligible.

*1 _  I, ... . ,



CQSQ$ a & b ift  [ sect.

g^rFfttlWr I ^F ~
S ^ft% qqR fT  =3 I SJSRRMKHft *1I^ W R F I5R ?T %  ^ 5 -  

?n^RRR^if^R^ ^ m w fr. i ^  i z  gp»-
f̂ qorâ TT w  I Nd^dHdWlSt sNfaRR:
fq % q ^ q r ^  | s to s r r o m

f%  ^%q: || #  S R ^ IR -

%5T: SWR: II
[ » 8 ]

aia ftfaw iH p RS, i TOntra^ trnragftfit: i
W m i  I TOT

m  q ^ r  |m  h h  m m w >' i <iTO«r I p r  qf|*Tn%T% fr a -  

ti^ r r : i t o  t o  -f^ R ^ ir n w R  R t^ q ftT O T  tot%  i 

q%rf^|i%R to^ tt ii
?r. 3j.— '3R*n?r sigRR^?in%% 1 ^ # -

— WTOkT I ^3 RTORR<TO5l%=Tl|%: f«ngg-
sto to r tr r  R rcftft t o t o  # t  q^q k -

>rt p ijw if^  i q ^ a^greTct^NT^R I “S ^ stsirp- 
*Tf*r”  sR igs^R R R T R i% %  TO I ^ i^ p it o t o s t o r r  
frof^qR  i I r r ir -
i%Rfa%qiciq£TOr l Rf^RSR^^gqiR^i^iqwgmra?' 
skiq ftTOfrotiTOr I ^^%rofflqfqf?iCT°wqR 3T-

<TO II 'RPT# I T O ft% T O  T O SjqfalfW

1 K and X  olnit ^fpj Trrt^5T; omits SurjSf, 
and perhaps for the better; G ;



44^ ^  ^ % r ; ^H i S L

*  I T O W T fo f a  I sg ft fifa r .
‘ | qTRSRRTRRSf: ||

N̂
m  1 ^  s r r a W R :  I ? i l i w w  f R  ^ w ;  |

^  W tR im R R  ^  fSfa*: I %3R*fRTRR*UTRJRT- 

^N lAjfd^n^ibRtH RM iiW ^ R fR F R R : I W ^ R R ^ T -

ĵ TT. ^sm-^%R^Rnrmr% i r r
R R R R  f.RT q?R5Tf R ;R R < gfpft; ^  |

^TrTHRRRRR ?TR R lfW R ^R |R R R R R ;R i5r
S R  , 3 ^ ^ .

i r  * m m m ^ , ^  ^

^ W T R ^ r o g R R  ^ m m w m ^ m m o m ^ ’T-

_C*y^ 1 '^^Wir^TnTRT ( ^ R ^ R R IR R jR R fR ^ g jjy .
M i m  i R5T m m m m m

rttr  f̂ t o r r i t  i m m m m  < m $ -

^ l f t W ? I R T J f  fRRPTRRJT | RJRR^^piR^q--

‘- ^ f m m  i R W
W I W R J R  ^ T R *  | 3R  W S R f q  RFRRqMR^ q ^ .
FTRi 1 M  RRTRRv r r  q^ v ffo jq^ q  ^ ^ sp q r-

^ 'R R R R R R H R  tR R R R R f^ R R ^ ^ jj^ f^  =q SR-

f R  r r r r  <tr  ^ r r  i

1 N here adds gyr^T ^  *,T- I spuriousnMS
k  =7 viHTfir^ ?rw <r<r- I

ffrrTr^^r^fr^m  ̂ 2 C Ii 1i v omit ,lle sentouoe
^ ;. hut the wording of the SRiHId— JTT^%; and give the 
Sentence as well as its absence definition of q-yfiy^ in*
•n any other copy prove its stead of the following qyftqr



/ ^ ^ % \  ' ' / n

l ’ (  J l y f y  [ s b o t . i C I

^  3n§RRPT% |% S*3p$R%S<3jRrT-

^MKH'+iKcTI I f t p  8M W M I W R  'RRW #

R W  I W T O W 3 I ^  m  fR ^ gR R ^ O R ; I 
SRJTiTW m W NRT^ 5fTOR<RTR«RR I

T=RRT=n^^n^Ri^nRig-
RRRRRSR m  c| I =1

^ W lt3;rd IM̂  Rd—T̂%f̂ T̂TT̂TTT,5 ' M :' W.ffR I

^TR^-^% RT^T^T£^R3iqr«r < ^ ^ W T # R  crftRT-

T % ^ -f% ^ R R {% ^ '?JR rR R ^ ^T R T R ^% -'T fef5r- 
R̂ Ĵ TTRRCRRTT̂ T̂RTRRlT̂ RIRrRRMR: ^RUlPifd =TR̂ R I 
*T ^ W-M-MI ^fl^I^^RRIR^ tRRT sRTR>R̂ >T ^PR: II

W^T | WT3RRJR3TR; ^R R W r T̂RR ^ tŴ RTT̂  
*TR?Rr1NT # f R I T O  555WR I # t  R S ^ -fI f f$ p |R  
m  I RRRRTir^ ^TTRRR :̂ I RRcRR^RPT^R I ?R^r4  
^ I W W ^ R  I cf^ R ^ M rW ll^ F T R ffe^ ^  T̂TIHR- 

i 3 f  ̂ r T̂'rrr r  fi^RR '̂-
= % ^ f e R  i R^ft w t% rr  ^RRffRf^rlr ^fRRrsRRr 
HiRr^h^'^E|RRlRldl't)I^Fi: 1 ^ 5  3TtRRrf^5Rf^itfjRr- 
^RTR: I I ^RRIRRITtt # :  I ^  RRfap-
*W 'TRRRRRT W&TRR* ’TCfSRRRT
1 T h e  p a ssa g e , w h ich  fo llo w s , from  the above, 

seem s to  h av e  been  m u ch  tam 
pered  w ith . C  K  B  V  g e n e - 2 T h e  p a ssa g e  is ta k en  from  S 
ra lly  a g ree  am on g th em se lv es . and W , but is  n ot found in 
th ou gh  th ey  m a te r ia lly  d if fe r  o th er  co p ie s .



BPjX̂ W? .vX̂ y!'

q f | ^  w f r  3 ^ R T  ^ m w r ^  ^ | t

I
'^% i fg^jRigsRw i rR%-

^ f ^ T - -  5 T ^ q T f ^ [ ^ % ^ ^ T c f l % 5 T % ? 2 T R ^ ^ ^ f ^ F F i T ^ ^ -

^ r  ^ T l t R ^ T ^ :  I T ^ R f f -

W R l l

[ ^ ]
^ R  !% M  R R  W #  ^  i <R RT^I ^ n ^ R R lH J 21

^ s,l f ^ %  ^ r t  ? 3 R 5 T  A A  f W ^ R R R  F f R J R r g j

5 ? n m  w r t  <f r * f r <t  * r r s r  ^ n ? f r  m \ ^ : ^

< r e * F a n f H  3 r r  m  f R R ^ T T ? r f T R  i m « m -

R vJ ?R R ^  T R  J R  5TR ft'T?R  I 3 ? ^  §-

^ R  I < T ^ T R R < T t  s r f l R R R  f R ^ 5 R R ^ R ^ T 4 I ?fer

fR R T q l^ M H  |

f l  ^  W ^ R ^ R ^ T  tT R R T R s f g 3 ^ P R ? l^ t  

* 3 1  I W  <T§R ^ T T f R ^ R ^  |
^  m W f  W  * ffR S : | rf^T |

^ N '4 R  I 3 f?R  J ^ T l W % W I R f l ^  5 fR q?f^  ||

 ̂ S h ere  add g -  ^ j y j .  ra n ted  by th e con te x t .

’^ T ^ ^ r o r ^ r f ^ T f n r  ^ H R -  4 C rea d s  ^ R rirT R ^ R R  fo r  3*3 - 
W r f  i r i ^ R j j i TRIR-' ; X  om its  it .

3 ^  add s <T T m  RTR TRR1% i3:- 5 A  B  C D re a d  R;f R1R1 t r e f ^
B C D  P  H  h av e  tj?̂ |- fo r  w h ich  m a k es  th e  c o n s tr u c t io n  

*TR; P roba b ly  su b stitu ted  to  a w k w ard ; J  re a d s  s jc ffl^  f o r  
a v o id  rep e tit io n  o f  F o r  RTRRTW, an<f  C  5T J ^ j%  fo r  jj.

H  ha3 RR 3 R ib R R , a G  h as tn 3 T R R R W  fo r  ij.
fu rth er  em en d a tion  n ot w a r -  I ^ T R R R a.

4 5 . ]



r

*  [ S E C T . ^ W I

g . R W — ^ i T R l W  I ^ T % 1 $ R
zm m — ^gggirfg i ^ 4 k £m % r  i R g i^ R T fg s it m -

i g g  r r ^ t̂ r r r i I t

^ r :  g ^ R R ^ s f?  S]RRr SR I% fR N ?5^% gi§ggv wA 

sgrnPR #  % r  R fg R fW R i% cg??R g iR R ?tR R  »  
R R t R T R  | R R R R R R  R R ' ^  R R R : 5T1T R  I g f c :
W>(R tR v IRf^IRRRa: RJ<j[ R R  | R R l I ^ R i R R f  R jR ^ R D R T R R ” 
W 2 R R R & M W  S R f ^ R R ^ f R R ^ : || g g  g R R R lig g R R - 
r h ^ r r ;^  -r i r r r  f  r  r r  I g g R R f R g R g R R R ^ o r a R T -  
S tRT R fR fJR lIffR R R qR  || g^giTTR I T%RRW R%R^: | 

'R T ^ R R R f f — R R R R  I! = R 2 iR R R  c R T O ^ g H R R fg
cF ^ R R R R : || R ^ R R R R S R R # — g% R  II

« T T . R R — R g g R  R R 3 R — 5 R T 4 F T R  i R P -R -
g g p t g R  R g m i R i g g R R  I g g R 'r R T g g R  R p -g g g R g  II
R R R  R  R R y r R R R ^ ^ S R l R R g  I 3 R 2 R R  R  JT R ^ P  
R R g g R R  ||

[ « $ ]
1̂ Kt̂ |l MM+HIM t j

W g i M T H  m m *  I W  I R T RT f J R F R
J T T R g g R W  f R R g  | gsqg = g n n f ^ g w T t  I

g W R F ^ ig  R W H 3 T  II
1 J Y  om it th is  s e n ten ce . A  n ecessa ry  to  com p le te  th e  e x 

add s TsnxjTgnrtT n r i t ^ r  ^ s r -  p ian ation .
xrrR— rr^ rffrm  w h ich  is super- 3 M N om it g - t g ^  x trR :g -]fr - 
fluous. F  and Q h ere add pfgrg-- <TcFx’4’ :l w h ile  J Y Z om it gpg-rsfr

r%w ^rom--^r»j:mm t art only; l reads =rgrtrofr, p
R  I fcR ST  I and Q HOTn^T.

2 T h e  p a ssa g e  is ta k en  from  N . 4 T h e  rea d in g  is th a t o f  D  H  K;
A  om its  th e  w h ole  o f  it , w h ile  J g iv es  th e sam e m inus one
o th e r  c o p ie s  re ta in  > jtiIT tdR - ?T: aQd w ith  C E om it
;jja\ o m itt in g  th e  la tte r  part, *PEJT W S td fF , w h ile  A  B F  re-
w h ich , h ow »v er , app ears  to  he ta in  o n ly  th e first th ree  w ords.



®
7 - 3 sg i?T % % ?q T  ^  ^ L

i .  ^T- — i 357fa^rpp? jrfH^rr-

f t f ^ R w ' - ^ T  I ^ff^cfxRT 5 ff% T ||

7 ^ Ĵ R r  B ^ T R T q ig f; 5 f^ r  £<J: I ^ T T H ^ 'T T ^ g ^ r t W I  I

T ^ ’4 ^ fffR I% C )7 fS f; I 3T 5fJT % ^ m ^  H t7 fR JR [T H rf II

[  w  ]

j T F S ? % f t I d ^  $ y t jp ^  I g -

i Q W r w f  s g g r ^ r  11

^  ^ 3 f t # R 0 T ^ — ^ n g ffT  II ?rg c ? T f % f g ^ -

1 t i t p v  2 have ^  for uiug with « -
„ I5HW* 3T*R. Having explained the
v ihe passage from cr^ ^ fT  to definitions as  read by N, Nil. 

the end appears to have been notices the reading adopted 
tampered with. All copies in 0ur text as a v l. and 
except G $  and Z agree in remarks rro-r-T £ r
reading it as above. N and Z aHm^Ti^T^qRir
give a materially different ^ S T T -
version:— q ^ q y ff  37 ^ ' Tr'T crsr 7 f4 F r 4 -
TH'S-srratn^P r̂=JTf £<T:| t̂ Tcf ^HWtHT I This shows

^ H fT ;4^HHdl$<ura; | j t l l a t  even ^ il' fDUnd the text
^ m H m f^ fff^ sr iH T i^  ' * * -  00rrupt and was uot satisfied 
*wm -.\ tr̂ ra-- wUb thTe ,readiDg usua"y met

TOrf ftiriraxr , ; Wlth‘ 14 18 Possible that some
srrawTr,-; ‘ ’ Iater writer corrected the

tTW ,TiT??*T I irT^STIff £H— j loose definitions of 3-q-flrq- and
tPTTvGra 1 - tf 1 r tf̂ TTR 1 ̂ rny- 1 hjxr -̂  given by Annambhalta

1 TcfmwfnsnHgtratr- j and the latter being retained, 
trtnSRtr I 5T5rTf5rfTf^TI?  ̂ 'RJT- three more q4rHHm%fT sen- 

j Q and Q agree tences were added to complete 
w>th this from %nTHTM131H0 t0 the *ist* 
the end. The repetitions and
mller explanation in this 3 Curiously enough all copies 
Passage show that it is an except G K X read grr^uf which 
oterpolation. Nil. does not is oioarly a mistake. In J the 

seem to be aware of it, espe- vertical bar appears to have 
ally its latter half begin- been erased afterwards.



[ seotO ^ L j

^ ° q  ^Rf ^  I R)%ST‘-

qWTRIWfRRTT 3 1 ^  W T& % q I f c #  q  m -

w ^  i ^ i m \  sq F R R ra : i w p f e  m  v m % -

SRT 5WH¥R' I qfcT s?TTRR: II

[ W ]  ^ _

i % #  f # r q q  l % ^ ^ 5 F # r
T%TI% %% i TO^qfrT ̂  I
t o  tI t st^ t i m  %-

I T O  ^ r f l ^ f f t w  T O  W S R T  T O M  w  *T" 

p i^  p r sqfcfarofr: i 'sFqqqmTOTH  ̂
tot q ^ w r q : TO ronrq^ i s^r TO^roftTOTO- 

qqw fa qroTOWTOMm i srofar  
t o  i m m T O  r s r t  j j ? q -  

ctTcnn; i qfro^TO q T^^r q TO?qq* I tot srro; i q 
T O  I STO ^f TO %  1 q S ^ r T f ^ t f ^ f a c T O -

qrsr^T tom p *ttotom q^n?r n
p , — fc #  T ^ ^ R T -% ffq ^  II 3Fqqsqf^f%  <Z%~ 

J # -3 F T O % ft I ^ T O ^ p tfiftT O T O n fa : I aTOTOtafilST-
s ^ ^ T l % :  || I ^ 3 T M -

1 A F and Q omit the words ant^ST^. 
znnxfTtt- and m flrz  before
~ | !4 c  here adds ’t̂ tW a r^ m ^ »
r S S  a m t s m A a n d  F add j *  < *?*&  *V*V&

' . **. - ...» _  hut the words are found no-
<m*T* rn vrm  ^ m ^  * -  whereei8e. 
faef^nsf^Hwisr trrmrr-
gjmrf̂ .TT, 5 C G H  read o fw r:;F h as je m
3 For arrf̂ tra; c reads ^  Sfĉ nr..



a w rfn fov r » ^ J  k

S f c n j  %TO*n% ! R R R r T O ^ T O R  W H W H , I 

^ W | i R 5 W  m  TORrRT% I fW R T ^ -
*RR s r t o w r t  *r r ^ iw tr  *r t o r r : u % r o
^ < iV r r  i %w ^ tfrt% ^ t̂

— ^r% HH i t o # r ; q ro%  r  *t r  i * m  m  srrcnsm  
" k a ^ s ^ w ^  s t s t r s t o w ; i f ip f t  
R S R R r r r : i t% t>w r r r  H w ^ H f^ q R . i ^w ^irn-

JT r̂rf̂ rar %?r i t o ^srrstt-
^R R R R R T 5TR^ JT^raCRf T O  W & ti TOcT I

m  i s r f^ r r  T O reffrgRiH
RSflW W  ||

*TT. *fr— I R ^ R R R R P ^ ^ R ^ R R ^ F R T W -  

RRR*T: I ^TIRT^PTR I R R T %  ^RPTR: I ^TT =sr 'FTTRI- 

H N ^^H ^H uyS^r^TO IIH ': I ^  5?TTR: ^  ^  

W T ^ T R W  rRT W ^ T R  f R  I T O W W  

**RR ^ r p r m p r  W R F T  RmRPTTOT ^THTR ^ r -

1 A J \ z omit this sentence. G ximately correct and intel-
replaces this and the next son- ligible reading. I have sub-
tence by a single one stituted ip - for and
?5T4TrT =4 [rvi'-t-m^in changed sriSj^ lR ^T^T0 into

g w - .   ̂ °5TTnT on the single authority
“  of N, because the emendations

er IT i ct M (i H JIMr*Tl413. j make the meaning dearer. J
3 Th Fand Q alone make tKH iq -ine concluding passage of

T D beginning with ^  is un- *W W K m r Part of the pre- 
doubtedly corrupt. and is vious s00*6" 00 as it certainly 
absolutely unintelligible as it 0USht t0_ be. F and Q m sert 
is read in most of the printed f̂P'-4Tfl f:-T-lTTT:Fr*iri r<TTwulH 4 1
editions and Mss. Only N n(r4TMR befora Seeand J seem to give an appro- * Note lac. cit ,

\ >



^ R ;  I IR  ^  5npTFRl%  R TR : ^ f P ^ f l^ -

' f F R S W  * im

r  r r ¥  1 w r -

% s r f ^ f r t  — 3 f r % r  1 ; R r # F ^ j i t 5 F # r

^ r r ^ r h If f r  % ^ r r r r ^  l * t m  % ^ F ^ ^ r F T F T R i % -  

% % F t _  1 m  % ^ R T % ^ w r  1

? ; § F ^ R I % # s f c t  ^ T R ^ f  I r r r  % s f 5 5 F ^ ^ I -

’T^fiT  I S T R F T P T R R F R [  F R f  ' f a 'H F 'I F i ^ P T  I »T % ^ F F f r F T F  

. * T F f ^ F T F T F T  R [ ^ n c T R f %  W ^ K  I ^ R R T F H l % 1T ^ ^ F c f F

1 r ^ i r ^ ^ r f ^f t  f ^ ? R T -  

■ R R  % R R R T % R R T R  5 F ^ T :  || % ^ R ^ R R T % R t  ^ F F T F T —

II S F R ^ n y s i R R  g f %  ^ R ^ R r f f t R r R  3 R 3 > -

^fciR lw iF  | ?T^R | s r  ? m ]R R i% w  «ny: l ’T fs lto -
5R rf^R : w w  I ^FRRxR £g: | ®R R ^ R W f^ ^ fR R I -  
^ 8 8 W W M ! <  J F q ^ % 3 ^ R R R T % R 0 q ^ q H 4 M  | f t f -  

R R ^ R R T F t :  II T %  g ^ R ^ R  ' | I % f F F ^ F T [ R R ^  

< R  R R R R l t  W  :̂ f ^ q ? R F t

^ F T R ^ T R R r ^ R R R f .d l  *FWRTR I * F #  f t m

5f % ? t  * j ^ r c r

| M d 14d 3R^I RR S2ffd<'h«<1 1 | c R R ^ J *

1 S and W  read the passage a vqqjf=f <nj; t
little differently. 3 W reads ^  ^

2 Instead of this sentenoe S and | g -. ^  yqW  ^ H T F r ^ y r -
W  have ^ q q r  %=RTrqT$TOT- s q n ^  1

(i ( ^  yiV [ SECr̂M ,



"  S o p

\ ^ S o t ^ 5 0 .] cT^5(hq5F?TT ?qjqqrfe?qT ^  S)f|?r.‘ 8 *  ' S i j

^ r i g ^ f t r o f i  ^ i+ K 'w g f t f f c f c r a  ?r% 'w r  « r a -  
m frr i w ^ ^ m ^ r i W F q p T m f ^  I q  % q  q q ra  i p * -  

^ H T ^ T ^ T O ^ T O T O r  T  T%5 
^ : f ^^TTvf | cT ^ ^ rf T O P T O T O K H  

w  I ? T O ^ n % q # R 5 W T O  W + T O -
:*TT=r: | rT5£rr q ^ ^ r T O q f T O f a ^ q q R ^ :  ||

[  w  ]

^ T W ^ i F g ^ i  i q q r  ' f r o l  irg r q q q : ||

^  sfh — t o ^ r c — q T < r% %  i q g  s m r c r o r f q -
| flq  f t f « R T O  q % P T F m % -

q  q |[  q W q r g f ^ T O ^ n t R r a q w  i 
^ f T O n q  t o $p i t o j i

_ ^  %♦— W W I I — |

% T % q ^ [  q ^ q  i # fe « r  q %  qi% in?rqi f r o r o :  i^ g - 
f ^ :  f ^ T O  q% ^  sn^~

m ^ \  T O R t r q ^ T O T O ^ T O ^ R R H  g r o ' W  
S W r  T O I ^ R T O  T O  q W % ^ R ^ i g $ l % T O %  i t o

% q  q C i % g R ^ r o j  T ^ f i T R  ll

[ V ]
I w  t o  w ;  ll

- — R T T O f  II
1 x ‘ !e following passage seems give a materially different 

tt> *•* corrupt. Tbe reading of reading.
0 £  is adopted. S U and

1 ' 60|̂ X



q t .— s q ^ w i U ^ w ^ R f  i t j R w ^ -
ft« iq f% 3 R q  1 i% re«r ^ m \  qiiqiRte?n$R^: n

[ H U

i w  ^  n
<r. i
w n . ^ t,— i% ^ w iU ^ 'iS R iR r  i

l%SI^*i! l in W J ^ i r  ^ ^ W l f n ^ R ^ l !

[ H U

<r, i t ,— 3%s H ^ r a tg  f w 'U i ^ -
i \ ? n n r a ^  i

^ t .  f t * — ^  3331% ^  1 ;^ fR ira ii^ ^ ;cR (% — * R n % -  
*n \i%  i I t a f f T w a  ?Rf k & v m V '  w % '  i # t f « i  
o ^ R R ^ q R t q ^ fR it o ^ f : I a f | t o  I
H i  £ i w  ^ w r i s ir m  ^ ii^ rirw ^  ^  
«  i arat q i f c f t w  q ii^ is ii% M r  5 ^ 3 -

H W IR R f ll

[ H U

I S  f a f W  I s m & T R U ^

I asr s i « i w i w $ f a *  a w v f i s f f t T -  
£ 3$ :  i m \  q & i t  R U i f f a  s w ift  w  f  % *w u f"

f f t  \ t  f t l R W ^  I I |

I C I K  g  and V omit: the ■ 2 G J omit ct%q$ic; Q inserts | 
sentence. i q ^ « n s « j§ :  before 3WHm«K*

>-■—--



/y y * \

5 4 ,3 ^  ^  o L

T̂ T  f t ? ? :  ^K^TT^T% I f ^ “
^ f s f ^ ^ s f 1 ^ f j f%  'J ^ I ^ t i %  1 3 F ^ s ^ i % ^ ^ r -

^ t s3 W f l$ ' I W  WT^TTT^Rr ! ^  S&-

^ t f t  ^ q i ^ R t  m m  II

3 . & — ^ R F R R  R*R&— ft fa s j | S T W f 

i s ^ rt— q % ft i — *r-

^  i ;̂ < f t i f t n r  ^ d r u ;-— s F ^ r a - 1!

^n * ^•- — R - ^ t ^ 3# — # i n #  i s i-
'H W -'T O tK * 1 SRTC&IR SPRFTR-
^ | i% ^  i q %  w R f t t r  ^ -w r i |i%-
W R i f ^ r  |rĵ  c f | 5 T ^ ^ f ^ ^ d ^ s d % ^ I :  TR ^I 

' ^ ^ a r  i ^  w » R | ^ n ^ 3 ? r -
^r Rir t o t ^ r ;31 Itr fli^ ra ro F n ft^ a r  f t f t f t  s m s p t r i -

^  II ^RTfTROT 3gw ft—

w f i  i w
R ^ T R : II

[HV]

\ f f i w - 1 w  ^  R m  
i ^ r ^  f t  R ^ T ^ f t 5 T n % ^ # T  II

— % 5  sgra ft— *rr<%% ii

* G J o m it  S ( f% ? ^ v q 53-, 3 T l le  sentenoe is  o m i t t e d  in C
3 ^ e  passage from V ^ C w f  K E apd J : U ha8 f t fa tT - 

to °fT%fq*3; 's not ^Tvqq̂ n̂%fqtJ[. 
found iu C K R V . ,



^  z f e m i  [ S E o S L i

— m ^JFSTFRTTH  f f c  | s r -  

W Q  PTRM ^T%^-?IIT%: gpafsqjq^i-

[  H R  ]

t ^ R R  fq?Rr $  *R5fRFrSsJ\' |

W  SF^T I W ; I 5F ?T sfaw :
II

3 . $ . — *f # h? ^ r a — n

^TTt ^T,— ^  *RS#T%sfr | H ^ ^ T ^ % 3 % R §  

^  M r ^ ^ T  R ^ rra#  R fR I^ : I

* # — I flR^TPTOIR# I 5 :
?F m F «% R R ffa  Wife  ||

[ ^ ]

T O ^ R ^ :  I 3 H W l% ^ : ^TTT% 3*r ^TTO^ni% - 

I w  w t k r ^  ^ ^ T f^ s T r ^ R ^ -
I 3T5T | % ^  qT ^ zft I

*T4T SF^T | Ŝ

^ni%r s f ^ t i sttctito '’ 1

^TT^FRTW.RT ?IT% ^RTRRRT'Ffc' 3qn% : I 
t e ^ F F 3 W 3 W l% W R q  ^ T ^ 5 ^ iqq r^ ^ |

1 A B place q-̂ q- after 3 A B C D F and Q insert ^ j :
B omits fqg^-. G has f^ m  after ^ 1 7 % : .

4 C H Q U and W have =q7q^~
2 Q has 371^7: for >107:, and cBr^rnm:, while E reads

Adds TPT?^, S t n T ^ ^ r 'W T .



K W ' j  "  6  j( s t^ n w f^ r T  ^  ^n%w; * »

g R W ^ n w ^ n m r t  p h h i ^  \ * M  w

'J’TTP7:1 P f f l f  I

x f t  i m  ^ n i ^ ^ n ^ F T H -

f t f t  ^ T ^ w ^ r r ^ R  s i i J ^ r ^ F T n i  w  \ K f a
^TT8 | ^[•otfoTTiq^^if ?*ft

A *m  s'TT ft: i ^ F r iR ^ tr7H‘i% ^ ^  II

W. CT.— T 3 W — 3TRT^ #  II sT l^ lf^ S ^ T -
x m — w r f t  it 3 E % ft  ii 5w ^ -

^ o r i m :— ft< T T fa $  f f t  i s T rfts s F rc ra ;— m -

v :^  | ^TTFrsT^f^: I

m m ' IM+ -

* m  I sflSF a n ^ r a ^ :  I ftc fift W - ^ 1 3 : *& % ' ‘HSWJST-

<i£r% ^ s r r -s r ^ 5 ft^nsfr sF^raTFftnr c R w u fe w iift - 
^Rq^TP# ¥f̂ Î (iT | ^ s f f  W-^TFFITtr f'H ltfl

v m V '

^ r .  f t . — f f t  1 3n ^ n l̂ fe ,iw  t^ t r - 
1 w  w r f a ^ f t f t r w f t t :  ^ r -

1 Some copies omit (T'qrft- ^ IH ^ W  ttn'T^- ijihFI^U^H-
2 C H K X  and W omit g-fa <TK<JT1H % : I '̂PT^T'tR 1̂  ^tfhir

TORTanTOOT. . W >  but tbiS U UBd°Ubted,y
3 For sfc^^i^TTSnTf^ra: C J Ti interpolated.

M Y Z read which is 5 J N M Q and Y read srpTHTST
Perhaps better. for STŴ T and are supported

4 G here adds ^  ?P!nRr ItWltT^- by the high authority ot M l. 
g?WTf̂ rtr=| I r t T l f f ^ -  See Note lor. cit.

■ G° i * X



«TT#TcR  5 F T # ’ | W T R I^R F T  <7% f^HTR: I m

h n m k iK TO Pn ^ l ^ ^ ^ ^ R W R ^ r i ^ q w  i w -  
rrrfw : rrs^  || 54| M ^ u «^ r fR f I q f%  ^ R R m R W ?- 

3SR W T JjfRT # W W T O  WRHj; I ^
Rg =j^  IH^<:=)HRF WRFTPT 3jfRT - ^ i l  cf^7P^R=T 3J1RT cRRT

i m i  % r i ^ T m n ^  r r r t  w j %  % q T m ,-  
RIRRRf I 3RJRRRW«T 

'R T R ^R tl' iTSTT̂ FT RTiTf^TRRRT ^^RIW IsPTFRFT- 

^TFRTR^fT§:2Rn%rWT ^RTTR^RWr^TRHltf R TRfTSPT 

w f w  i ^  w w  R ^ n g R R ili^ '%  n m N -  
TRWT^rRT ^RR^gRRH TR̂ T I R?R ^  ,fRFfT^R|R|,<N^Mf- 

JRRPFfR ^ R T #  RJ^Tl

*T =R fRT 3R*RT | 'fR PW |I% ^PTi-

^mp7RH|i%RR' '
I

[ HV3 ]

w r  * t t w w r r  w w o t  r t o :  *r  r t f r t ;  i w

V ^ r4 T K i%  I 3 ^
^ W T J T ^ n r 1 * 3 4 W  f fa  5 ( 1 % ^  II

?T. ^T»— ^ W R C — W TRTI 3^r q js ^  jtMT- 

W teR F F T  RrRRfaSFT f^tTW?RRnR5ft#R R R r f^ m W ^ '

1 U and W read the passage only which amounts to the
differently. same. B. has qtqaffq  SfrlTĈ OT, and

2 C K R V  omit the following two C S. C. seems to prefer
sentences. the latter. Possibly both

3 K reads q^pjj^pj- for geiTFqTfl. PTn̂ NT aQd may heve
4 The reading adopted is that of been later insertions. See

A D E K; Q H J read STSTijtUT Note loc. cit.

|l> #<8



'3P * ™ ^  i f^ fa T  5 w r S r f ^ 8̂ ^  i ^ q ifc ja p q q jiW "
5̂ ^Rm^^RT^Tr, m ^ n t e 0^ 5̂ ’ s ^ q ^ # -

^ * 1 ^  5?J T f i N n q q f ^ ^ q q  i ^ n ^ r r a ^ ^ r # ^ :  qsj- 

^ N M M ^ p s r a ^  I s i i t e  5*rf5RR5)RgKr s q f a f H -  

lr^ 5 R ^ : I t e r m  5  q ? 9 a # R (q »  ?)sqr sn sp n fi& s^ r fcr - 

^  * t w  i jt# tt:e i

^5T. «q. I *qq '| % : flM PTfa: q  =q ip q a m -
ftr & H : q  «n f^ r f^ T '4 : | cRT ^  q T P # ^ M R N f ^ f o  

^ n g ^ g t e r :  cr̂ jt i ^ifiRraim « h ^ i ^ ^ ( i i  s ^  

^ 3 ^  I! I P i g m q f t ^ ;  ||

[ ^  ]

# r a t e ^ r ? r f T R T r a :  t t o -
^  I 3|f^^le| |«t«| |$foq<U|*|t| ( t ^ o ^  im^J3 |

f t j i j j q  i$\ 
q - iq ^ R T  ^ < q  ^ q  q^ T  q m p |  q P F q T q ^ j ' f^ cr j 

i ^ R n r o t r  q ^ q ^ F ^ T ^ q  h

___ ^  — s q q iq  5 « q f t -— 3 < r f M f r  ii

1 A andQ "vrnf^rlMI. tenoe. F omits the rest of the
2 f,!16 readiug is that of N and Passage.

 ̂ ^  C L P omit S|j^: leav- 4 A B D omit T̂pjdt'dj F- adds
ing ffff which then becomes 5$?:; A 15 D and Q read 
redundant. G J Y Z omit ^  f° r 3 m  N has <r?TO for 
^ :. A. inserts q- before

and M reads 5 K H add srRF# after
'THnfrrjr both of which are 6 c  adds FRlW after H
ol« r ly  wrong. reads *ng5dr£l%£ and A and
\ S 6nd W omit this sen- W J omits |%j£



[B E C T iiiL

' y  ^ i .  q t —  s 'r t h  i i s q f t f t
i m  ^  I ^Ct i <wr:

^rfrS: I 3SJT ^  I 3 1 1 ^ 1 % -
w % w ;  I 3 # ^ T ^ m T S ? ^ fW  = W R : I 3 q f% % : W X  I 
’■Tto^T JFRjq^qp^q

afR rf^I qROp  ̂ || ^gqqF R fc5̂ :  II

[  ^  ]
^  I S fT fl^  W ^ T tfiT  1 ^ n f4  q ^ s :  I

w  '?t r i^ %  i m ;  t o j  

li

<T* ^  3§Rffd— 3THtft' I q q ^ r a i f — T O frj-
| q ^ q ? p fe R : ^1%: | W  =q q^ R T C ftfa

# T T W  I RF%RRi mi : — |

^FPtR  R % d R q s n % : R  3  q 3 I ^ R f * t e $ ’-ll w f e l ^ R I T  W t t -  

?r f^ % R ra q f ^ rf; q ^ sqR sR M i^  ^ i^ r ^ R n m n '^ - 
"̂ T ff^  ^1%^I I JTPTH^RTltt ^f^RCRIRF^FF^i^R^TpT- 

^PRR 5TlBf4%E5qxi)iqq ^(rb^-H R ^ | ^ | % ?(̂  %%&&- 
I qFTF^xg^Tl^=iFR8fqurH^^

q iftg q s^ q  w *rt =q sgr q ® R f^ R ?r% ^ T W R ^ F q ^ "
f ^ q j p ^ t  q i  q^TH j fR  e f j q q f ^

®FRteTTvqt q iw R
$lRfcUft I ^3 qrpqefiq^ irq

^ q M  % r  i %rauT

1 W omits this. Q adds
qw%»f after 3 N and Q here add

* A B D and F insert jv^jrf ^BTn^~g-pFft^» 
after jsgfj- unnecessarily. C 4 F and Q have 
iaore correctly reads f s ^ -  5 A and M read ^ j^ f .



/ / y—<V\ -

V (  S ® ^ /  59-] cW^fq^RIT ^JF J^r^rT  W ^f% r: H ^ C
*, / k̂ /.̂ L ^

°  o ^ i f K i ^  f f o f o f q i r  j r p r ’  F ^ n fr

fR iR ^ ^ s p r  ^ prtt^ R  ŝ mRi^ h n  II s w i f t  i r s ^ tR r  i 

W W l  558JOTTI WFTT Rfa ^ R T  W I ^ ^ T W R T f ? F P T i^

SR Sft 3 IR R  =f)F?Rf I Ip^WKT ^W T’W :  'R ^R - 

s ^ m R f r a r ^ i 1 1  $?jwr R r ^ n  I 

°TT ^  | m  ^ R ^ ^ F ^ P T R R ^ r  ^ T  W

^W-  I *RT s n ^ T ^ F ' R R ^ R f ^  W  15T%JTT ?T-

i m  ^ r ^ ^ R ^ R ^ ^ r r F q z R c R f  s r ^ r t t f i  srsn 

^ r R r # f ^ 9 1 j f N f ^  ^ jR O R ju R T F q ^ n  i s n % f n J i^  

f f r  II 5 T % ^ ^ q F c f % r  I 3 T ^ t r f ? ^ r  ^I^F M  I ft-fM -

* iT f ^ f  | |

| ^ ^ R f p ^ N W  dW *K  !
cflM fFT ^  ^RFTtW  I w ?nR4>

^RT%TH;qR I ^RfRRIlfr S F ^ T f R :  I ^ % F T P F

^  ' T ^ m ^ q ^ R f q # R T  : S n ^ f F f i§ R n ^  I 3 F W  %Z: 
^ F T F R H  w R l W l R  ^fo^fRTSTRRi^ | |

W l R ’R i  % ! # ? :  I ^ R R R tW tT: I I

*?ga[TWf%: 1 3F*W  f S ^ s R  q^RIM ^y: |

^ R lf N ^  ^l% R R t RRTRfRr: I 3F3*RT ^IW4tRTT RFRT-

^FTT^R T^sfr ^ft% 4 W T #ffrT  i w f N :  | |

1 M N F and Q add jr a ft  correct one as it is supported
^ter I T W ; but wrongly; J by N l L A  L omit 51%  before
supplies the ellipsis by rag 'll H’ |̂'JIi<-d:*Srn'. A L C, P make
more correctly. A reads I%g[ -iTOJI Irh‘*J.<?51 ^  Pjri; of the PM-
,  ^  . * vious sentence. F N and Q
or S lftK  mcorrei y. adJ 5̂ 3̂ , ^  before and

8 Q here adds ^  =5T. M TT5Tr%Wr after 3T»:Tsn%-
rjpjT. Q v  z  make the two 

3 The text of T D is here un- gentences one. Y Z have w?r_ 
doubtedly tampored with. J , w>fl
alone gives the reading adopt- f̂ Tcf £ n ŜHl and
ed, which seems to be the ! *t,<s4T respect h oly.



■ S  j  f sect. S )
s ^ s s s y.-«iSsS ^ #

- f r .  f t  — ^  sssraft— a a jjf r  i t o r  w r i  «[(%- 

fR H **w w w it^ ^ T a rn T ^ a n M T R : I ^ T % R  ^ 1 ^ - 

m : ^  • f f c f o r  5 r r % ^ ^ ifR ^ r r  i srf%nH

| | ^ _
^ r r  ^t w s u t  m  i q%

i w m #  w m m m v  » ;  i 

^ ^ jtt i m  T trw  i ^Ffr p n  %j% i affair t̂ft ??f!R R % g-- 
55^rr m  m j  w  w m  r a s r o r  ^
m \  i g s i f t  m  W  \

^ ° t ^ ^ m m t iw ^ g ^ D n ' r t  ^ R f  %  o t ^ -

^T^iyRI'TTRRr: | $32R R ^ T O ^ fa r  ^ R ^ m p F f=  

%^WWnT^WSP3TT I R T  ^ R T  ^ c f r R ^ r  ^[f>- 

^  W 'm  | ^ R R P S R  >r

^ r ^ T R W R f  sr^ B ^ P T t
w t  w faR  1 ^ w ^ e jo r r  % r pdnf j r 4 n

! > ]

*m ** ^ T T % % : I ^  
in^H^r^T^^TTRRTOTfT I apfapft 

wm I %mi ii
sentences explaining the1"0 3 «  T and W read fq # tTrlb r  Of the definition of 5̂ .  and add ^TST̂ ^UTT
but they are absent in older aS a fcIlird speoiesb 
Mss. U prints them in brac
kets as an interpolation. 4 In the place of this short

l  1 he reading is that of U V sentence 8 T and w  v,

" “and w  ? £ *  «| % !
. m. .  0  j ;  Bnnftwra^ ' « ^ , «

W « * ’w



H I  -  ( o f

E T fl. ^T.— SrnplfRf I R T ^ fT f^ M T W T : I r- •
f ^ R ^ I ^ i T T  q  Wfl^t STf^Ift 33J3#— II %^T- 

— 3p|^ || i an%-

^  ^ R f a l % R :  q fa fa :  I 5  ^ < T % F ftq T  g ^ * r  II 

||R1* ^t , — Ri I WA-Af r R M < R [ 1̂  ;£RT^-

q ^ R ? R R f ^ n ^ r  i^ ^ i w c^rar
^ ' T ^ R ^ f f  I m ^ n ^ I f T f R  5T R T ifR  II S ^ W ^ f  

W  I RRPTRT ||

[ < l ]

^ m ^ w w *  i w  * f t w  v m  

^  w w q T $ T f n % s ir i ;  i w f w  m # f^ T %  w jt- 

m w  i 5r t  q r q r n -

w t f ^ w r c  w w w  wfft'amrHT^ II
<r. 3 j f r %  i q j :  ^ f o ^ w f l T O *  s w w i i

W .  q t ,— 3 r f w  I ^  SRSlfe-

qife* ^|r crasrcm rssi® ^*: wrafa II
qf%fq II w«iHi-Rai-R fc-

[ & ]

q jcfq  | ^ tl% ^  W I I f^ q t w t W R T -

w w w  i ^tT%^ w w ^  i w ^ w w q i i
rT, < $ . - - c | M  I f t e -

1 R prefiTp>a ^  >T?TT
IJf, perhaps



[ s s c o i j

i ^  ^ ^ R i % W R ^ s f j f r ^ R 5 r -  
w ra- r w j  % v  q i w f  R T ^ R R ^ R n sR R T fR R R 1 i r r  ^ ■ k iuj-  

I RfRRTl%%: f ^ R ^ R T  l^ s f q -  m .

R ^ H ^ F R J  “  RWR «̂flR|i&«i| %5T SRrRRf”  ff^  sfrsj ||

. J 3  ^  F I ^  ‘ R  ^ T R  Rm ’  #  R R T ftfR R q R J  R%R =R 

% vf 3 ? T %  R^RT JTCT R^TR g #  jR fc jR  

RTSR R^SR’ ^  RcRftfTRR: % SR  ^ f # f -  

^ ^RFTRRI^^Hc^ | ̂  WWRTT RRR^f SCRIRq  ̂i Rf̂ TSqî PRRT" 
i R ^ s f t € r  r r : II q ^ r ^ f R ^ R n ^ R T o r t  r  % r -  

^■folRT ̂ TRTpjqq | RRf^R^ e)|cR|[R1i^RfRTRR'iRRRW'R^RRI 
^TN ^?F?lf%g%fR RiFRR | RR qM h MRRRIR2RRRR^q R^q- 
r e ^ i r - w R f  rrt

^  1 '<W !h W gR ^R T P T R R  RTRRRRIRRR?R;||

^T » T̂T. RlR'p ^TFJ£P %RT II %(^R |
d^RR^W TRRRRqfq' RRR[%  I R lf ^ f q pd I 

3TRM  R R I% g R %  R R T ^ IR R t RR || I #
$ F R q R = % : II

[ « ]

M RH U ^M  ^n^-dslMR | RrRRU[ ^5RJ 11

R . ^T.-R^rRIRT R jrfR  ^W TTRdf^RRRRFR aR ^rf  iIr r rt-

7R ^ r ^ f ^ R R R [ R R  R R % R fR R R p eg® R f r  q .  

RPRRRfRfR  %  | 3 {R R M W ? r  3TF3RIFRR fc^ T O R q  g ^ R q .  

RWcfRrgSRRRTRRTT%5F fR  RRR7RRRTR; ||

1 N F and Q here add jK r jH R *  a  reads STfT s ra R ^
Z adds f?q R - SnJT^SWsn^Tr^Ttr.

. ^ rHH, r r . 5 A and F hare w r  ^  for
2 A reads ^  ^ jT p n ^ f f ;  N

F and Q have ^^;p?r*rrniRT. .
3 Q inserts ĵ qp. before HMIHTR. 6 ^  R and V omit this sentence,
4 This is the reading of L and whUe S and W omit the next-

M ; C J N P y  z  have the 7 F and Q insert here irmPTO' 
same vn thout * r before 5TTr*TTJ; ^  ^

' e°i&X



(ct
63.] ^  h h O I  ^

aiTTJTr^^fRcf ‘ ^  R rt *r 5 1 %  ’

^  ?S  >R% RT Tfp^cfp$fsjT3^qx^T
r ?t 1 R R ^ tr  ^ itr  ;- p %  TR R Tsg ffFR R  'fR RR rfR - 

<R3R r £ h  t% ^ i ^ ’ 1 ^  M ^ i^ iR fd  * r % -
f f q g w «fiH  1 p :  ^  *$r  1

^ R i ^ R g r R i  ^ r ^ t% j r r  ^  r r f r ^  i r w -  
^ ^ r o t t h ^ h ^ r r  R R W ift 11

*$RT fTRfRli RRTRJRRRR f^ T  *m  W\\ R ^  ftR(~

%  1 R R  fR R R R f% : I iIR R R n ° R  R R R I R I ^ R T f R R T R ^ H R I ^ -  
RTR^RTpR R  RT I 3TR fR fR % fe : ^ R R ^ P j; I fR R R # fe : RRT- 
RRR. || ^TgRFRfTH^T f^RTRRRTRR°TIR R R f^ t I ^fRIHR- 
r r ^  ’ f R R f  R T R F R J T c i ^ w w T r R n r r ^ P T i i l^  1 % i

f l W ^ g ^ R F R ^ f f R T R T O R R I l W T R W I ^ R T T I ^ f n T R I ^ T -  
R R  ^  | s fa R R IR  l« \H W i l l *  I

^ ^ s R T R i w r r i R R R P ^ R w r  r < ^ * ^ r t-  
RRRRRf f̂e: || ^  ^  ^  RRTFR W  R*R£ R̂RTIRRRR- 
SR R fll^R  R 3 T O R % %  R R R P R R lft  f^ W R R W R ^  S R e ^ -  
W R R r a % v g ^ R R i^  R *R & P T # IR  RRRRR^RfcRR

%  I *R R :R T R P R R i; RR5?IR RRT R  R R H *R R R rs rR R  
R R R R ^ t  r  l 9 fg 5 R = r# f^ r r f r r j  ftfa c R R iR ; 1 
R R T I ^ I R r W R T R R R #  RTSRR^ I cf«IT ^  IR R R  R ^ H R T R R  
R fR T  flcRT 5R53W  flfrf RRTRFR R W T  R R [ R R ^ R ff^ R R - 
RRRR3; R% R R % R ^  R R IR R f ffo  S R f f l^ T T  RRRR I 1

1 A here adds 3Twq~ff|fq7T HPT- I fluous, as 3T«jq<jy|*vf has already 
*jr I qf^ fqfr'? 5KgtW«tq, but once been referred to, while 
the words seem to be spurious ! ' 4 ’ s doubtful whether qj^ifpr
as no other copy contains i is reoognized as an independent 
thorn. They are also super- proof.



. yy/  *-

t^ T % %  'J^h ssr r  ^ntffasqfS&n^rasqJ^-
^  $SRT ||

^ r  5°R ^f^qw  q^R ^ i jnrrs î^RTOot jop j 
^ s r m j m v M  ^ : i 5p t  t o %

5 ^ : ^ t t o r  m m & $ m

STTBt̂ R w m ^ m m  fRTI^RR | gjjqftfr sppRT- 
;® ^ } q^ trq ^  , ,^ f̂ _

q^^qq; u
^  m m m i ^siT^I^f%RRq ^  <§rct_

^ W l f ^ l j H ^  qfTOTq^ S q ftftB ^ S fe  
^  qqfo&q ^  %  i sr -

3^tq?^?M^^fRq^R^f[q^ spqqq- r ^ j% .

^ q fq  f^f^R R ^
it

,  _  [ W ]^«n«ng^r% ^^: w i f a q ^ r ^ ^  I r^ .  
^ W l%  f H  | q s^

tl%  I f t '^ W R  faq*fa : I T O  ^ f q < r  
m t o  I -qi^lfiqq ^q^l^q^cg: q*R ^  q f|.
5? ^mrft fqisfq * TO fW  n

^  -3 tw % q q  f ^ r ^ - s n r s n ^  i r jr * i ^ f a q -
q q ^ fM % fH | ^ ?| q : 11 1 ‘ m -

q^rW ^H5^%S^5qi%qR0nq q̂ |% | ‘q£r ^q’fiRqjqfq-
1 The passage is variously w h ile ¥ jV a d  " ^ % /W

worded iu different copies. 5TR*f, E differs from all fn 
The reading in the text is , giving ^ R * .
-bat of A B D F U and S. C. i « X  has fc , - .

o o a q . D(1w taT. tfwrrr. | M m  Z \  * * *  WWnf



.^ r f ^ R w p r  i £ q ^ R o w ^ r f c ’ m n % ^ -  
qfw  ?tr r t  ii i m -

p H t : || ^rfj ^^Prl%— s^jp%J% | g ^ f 

cT̂ rfq- $PTPiig$ri|^^!^T qftfojr n

^  sf h— % % — ■

fR T  W  p $ :  I R 3 g # J T ^ ^ s n % % :  f 4 f ^ -

! ^ ^ r ^ ^ R i^ R T W 3 ? ^ 5 ^ ^ r p T T # iR :^ :  p r i : '  i
R 'T ^ t  RTST $ R  P R :  II o R R f T R R f c r  I R R J R  o?jf- 

^  sR f# F f? r «R : ^ rdi^  i ^ s jT s p r R ^ n r ^  p j -  

^ I ^ T f : II

[ ^ i
I T4Rt^%n«rr ^  i w s r ^ r  i

s n i w m r ^  II

^  3& — f^RcT— *R%RRl ||

[ « ]

^ q m ^ R r R T  ^ T R  II

1 C K V omit this sentence, ; 4 It is impossible to ascertain 
, but as besides S T it is found the true reading of this and 

in R also in a slightly different , the next passage. A B O H 
form, it is retained. The sent- J U and Q together with S. C. 
ence as it stands in both S and V. V. agree in reading 
and R is corrupt and is there- _ _ £ r,r 'iJ4. . _ j ,* „ , . . _ | and !Trfrffo5qp?̂ nffore amended as above. S jV ‘ .. , , ^■<■ . .  , . respectively; while the otherreads wh.ch ,s variant$ aud J?r
not intelligible, while R inserts ^
W  w o r e  , . „  ,u it . ! J ® * "  « ' » » »  <»
superfluously. | D E G K, as well as N il . I

i  U and W read s m  for sqfaVqj i have adopted *he >atter as be- 
3 K H J K omit % % n  and lDe 8rammatioally more oor-

joia the two sentences. & adds u . 'T h i o h 'L f i ? supporte<1 by _  , tho high authority of N il
lift after * .
€ I

6 6 . ]  ^  ^ r f j  hS  ]  - i



f f / ^ %  n

[ sect. H ’JLj
.%x*yy

<r. — m  i
i ^ i R ^ d  i g

•=̂ n* ^t,— i t  i
f^t^faRt f?N t: I

sKRtfa ^x^r^r^r^rts^iftR ft % r t -

^ra^rfHdRqi^R^R'fH ̂ I  R̂ l 4'Jfi I W $-
^ f^ R ^ in w ^ i^ n i it

[ ^ 3

# T T  U R T f^ W  l^ rR T  f J ^ i l

T̂T, ?r,— 5:73 — 5ri%f%Pd I R̂*fRRgRFT-
#fOTTOFTRt fttfn^apT I gqfqq^qMRWr

^qT^Rf̂ I l̂fd^TTI :̂ t 
w t ^ T ^ T  3Tfd R̂DT | 3Rf: q ^ ^ R ^ R W T  W d I ^  
W T 1 5 W * :  II

[ * « ]
ty$\  ;̂ r j  11

[ « ]
H

[ « • ]
s a w  11

, „ t * t ]
f l fo l 'M I J M I  q a !  II

J, K inserts *juf: after *3̂ :  unnecessarily.



^ .. ''- %««f^75. ] r̂ TWf̂ HRn ^
[ ^ ]

ii

/ y .  ft* — f* f t f f f  I I
R T f% fr  I II

[ ^ ]

f  I ^ K f T T ? w f  i w i ^ p m 1 11

o « ]

f^ N jm ^ rr 9m m i i  l f^rr i hw tI^- 
ref i srf^wr ^ftf^r ii

l> H  ]

i m i  w & i  i m i
SffFfT^f3fWTTfl%J41 ST^Rff^r Wrf l^ f NHFTT- 
m t m i  13TR r̂ $<jrer s ? r ^ f  ̂ rrn^p:5 

i f a :  ll

f* ^t, <FHK f̂ ff̂ ~RrefJTT 1 'dt'̂ K̂ wiIdfT-
I ^RfT«pnnf— m  i %JT̂ m%JTn%iT: i *n^f

I ^ w r ^ r r f ^ T O f f 1 3 T -  
3H^?fsf^sqrf^RorH ?R3T̂  I ^ \ .
%^PT || lM fc T [W  3Fq%fa II % ft-

fa^f^RftfriftfTWT: ^Fn ĵarr: | 3F% <̂Tf̂ % l̂ foT-
1 C and X  read arf^THt f^5r<T°, ' 3 C K read RSTrff'ilPrq;:.

and K 3Tf?HT% 1% ^ ?°; D omits 4 E J X  have ^rmjq-;. D G X  
f^5FT. insert after jjq-..

2 G J Q U W X  omit j % f ^ : 5 D H J read C
and join the two sentenoea. .and S. 0 . have



\ V ^ V ^ ,e ?5° [ SECT, -‘:

T^TfW I ^ g a p P T  ||

??TT. T̂T.—-tIHR f T̂5Rf— |RT I *(FRT I 
sfR+jcfRi 1 ^rgvf^F^ r̂fcT ^Rflg^r t̂rrftt B̂jonr 1 
sr̂ nĝ râ Fî r 3̂ 1% f^ ^ ii^ K H  'otî frjt:̂  tftsf?Pn%- 

? m m ^

^R^R^W^TRCRPT I ^^^:^PTFng^^s=IBTi=iM- 
ffc n w - I 3FPTI% #S5^f#sf^5?Tn%: e ft ^srf^IFR:

^•T^iRf Î̂ 9̂ PW51TRPTT1%: II
(  ^  )

J^RRIWP $$“ I 414 iV ^ ^ a r ^  j
I W T ^ R ^ q R % T T f  | % -

^ p m % : jrtit̂  1 s f r s # *f r ^ 1
^ T T R IW I^ I^ 1 II

^^OFTTf— ^ I d  | ^^TorrfR t *p[$- 

'M ^ k — 1 1 T O f^T ^jn^nr 1 sRspiT-
(  \9V9 )

" R l 'T ^ T ^  I TT SrTT I SR* ŝ R R T R :6 ||

1 In stea d  o '  s ^ V r t  N  h as “ u  a n d ~ V ^ ~ T ^ a~ ^ ;  

gU Tf RT. z  adds ?JOT a fter  3Trfff- sen ten ce .
* 3 - Other copies omit the 5 C E G J Q U X  and W omit

2 r a i ds ; ° ^ utwrongly- « * & *  « « * * * *  has
3 A B D have 5̂ .  E H J  X I * * ?

in sert ^  b efore  a ls o  f  W % -  I H  ha9 W T O *  = t w
in the next sen ten ce . for  'T I P T W fn i , b efore  ^ q j j a p -

4 K omits  ̂ crj^. Q j  add ^  q:r^T%. A B D F  insert tjTp ;̂
sttcr perhaps bettor;' Q ' before srapfqn^:.

/ s t& t  : G° ^ b \



w  crfkcr* %l ' S L

5f. 3(h—-RR7R — Rwfqf^ I ^%TT̂ R%5R-
%TIW R t^R fr’ I ^R^fR!RRR!^!%3RWR-3R- 
%R I *PRRR I %?T qRRI^RRSRfo: H

f n .  qr .— r r r t  fa*RR%— t o #  i
RRP^SPJlftR^: | f^iRi^RUiTgR^H

I 31̂ ?>RI»f<TRR
^RRt ^RRR'j^nlr ^ii^n%^i%Ri3JR^[R<R)T-

i s # s W  f f t  *r^r -fq ^ w f ii
r M

R R s^ ^ T frR T  ^ T H ^ T  H W :  ||

^T,— / % ?  55^R%— R #  || 

n RT. T̂.— RR5T^T|tR  fft | $Rc[%  'RROcrjf^
^R T : I 3R trsf sqr^F s^R^RR^^f: | f^^sq- 
l^RWRR^TT?RT^^R^T5R'TqRTf^f fc^ :4 11

1 ^ 1
^RW^FST SR^RR ^ R ^ T M

sf^nq^m^rq%qrqRS% r ^ iW t i ^R m qm fq^r
TORRT RRrf^RqRt^FR5^  T ^R H ^otr %%6(|

• 1 N places this sentence after the r̂q^q- q-fiTfOR-.- STPfrrsrTT t̂riJsj 
nest, omitting 3Trf .̂ Other f^q^qrrSr ,
copies except A J Y omit the A - , , ., , ,_ . 4  in is is a portion of •*sentence altogether. Y omits , „  . . oi afl 4 A , „  long abstruse passage in wthe next sentence, Q and F , . ., . ,^ not found in other Mss.
insert ^jf?q-f?mTT^r W TO f-
iTfff^?mtfT: befor« sr 5 A B E J omit 3ntsR^
qT*TT̂ T°. which is however necessary.

2 The passage is variously read c i? o  t nn]^ *
by K R  V S U and W. Mss. 6 ® °  J ° nl^ lnSe“  T O ; but
C and V end here. tLeir re,ading has been adopted

3 E G H K add r a  after a3 maklDK the sentonce mor?
^  ^ Y , ,  ~  ,-. grammatical.
W ' ;  x  add3 sw an rT ^ r



(ay i
* * * * *  [ s K o r . m j

R ^  l ^ ’ t ^ '

DTR R O T  I O T O T m f^ fa O T lW  ^ L L ^ "
i s^  i^% O Tifc(f% i'R -

f^%c^^5pqf%<RT Rf*i rr rr i^rt

I s r ^ R O T H I ^  I ^ O T # f f l W R O T  \

II
— t jm w  Pi^cRf%— -r ^ ttr i flf^R- 

|| i R f w w i O T i O T r a O T  ^

(  )

3RTT^J O T T  3TRRFT I 3t<T%: ^  1 ^ T f t ^ -

r : 5?*r : l sO T ^ reri: sri^ t i

RTcnrtf’ W ^ s R ^ ^ T R : I W  ^  •n^ftR  I Wf^T-
^ ^ t R g R ^ ^ ^ R 9 W W :St^T^T:<TR! ^

^  W r f t f f  II
3 , ^T.— RFOT I O T IO T P ^ *?!-

fH^RJIFrOTT #  I I 3!^-
^fOTlf%: RfOT*OT^I R ^ r c t § :

jfRRTRt: ii h o t  ^ s jp # — Rnscftra i 
-3 R ^ T  I O T ^ ^ ^ O T '^ I O T - O T ^  IIHftHlft- 
■SRjf; II ^RRIf"
m  w f a O T  ii w f i i ^ l R W  J r -

| OTROTHR#^TTflHRWR ii

• ^ R W R  55^lf^— RT?T*OT I H f^ tP ra P F ^ 3 > l^ -

1 S T and W omit this sentence ; 2 Q and U omit t*^rR, 
pind &. R. omit the next.



{iT9?%  -  ^  C
Vi(|y4)RlW|l °3 «% |t V* U -L /

jn^FTRr ^  jr̂  ft%gprR:s: i ^ r̂?>
5 r  ̂ r  |% sRffar i

W l ? f ^  w t r ; i

empqpr^r^Rrp: II ^TF^t^RrsR I 

^  5̂ ^^W R r^ 5fir^%%TOi?r’i ?nwr̂ -
^  I &  TO  m i$ : I STfrRrJP? P %q̂ f̂ pfr i

^^prrfrs^^pTR tr̂  w r f ^  $pfPm: 1 ^ r-

y m : i ^

PrTr̂ : | WWRT  ̂ W P W R pJT^f^ j % ^ f .
RTRfrfR ^^R[qwmr% r 'r r r p ^  g^ ; 1 

^  1 ^wqRifr^p %qpTfq RRq§*remRR 1 3 ^ ^
^  ^  W fS,TO^  * % F P R : PFRTRt%*j
!?̂ ^ ‘ I ^ R P n t# f^  qq f̂tqr>n  ̂ srwn̂ sTT-
^RRRRT ?f%r: II

1 A s  reading is corrupt and P adds r r o t a w j r i r S r A  ^
Makes no sense. The reading ? -
ofJ  has been adopt°edreaa; ; ^  T O * ™  5 all other
most intelligible; although C°P'eS Fead T O T O W T *. and 
oven with it the passage is some of them omit the follow- 
vague. St F Y Q and Z agree ‘ “ s words up t0 ^ W T - 
^ith J but omit ^fq-. W has 3 C L M N Y Z omit the word 

for sjg-f=f, STTOTOW, which however
 ̂ The passage seems to have makes no difference of sense as 
been tampered with. The read- both expressions are oommon,
■n8 of A J is retained in the 4 N F and Q add f /a ’ sjt̂ ;  after 
‘ ext., as being most probably qq  but the words seem to h« 
tbe original. After, ^ n * p n * : im, rpo,ated,



l f^ ^ lr f— 1^1%%^' n r r f r -
m  ftsTrafr— ii

[ < U

# tt q^T^rr #

m j (  ii

^^R^-RuRRy^-^’T-f^rrRT-fRyR^-^^-^yyf^—f îyfyRy- 
^Rt ^ jH iftsp R n f^ R  s r  ^imr% r '^tri^r r w - 
RRfR ^RRrf anf-— ^ ifijR l | *Rtyf yyy^RpRHR

'R^Sl 5l«R rt^ R R 3  I 5Tff%vpfpq4f | ^Fl'1^%1

*  I *R I §3t ?pg: I % : ^(RRRRT^T: I
RRRltf I TR % l :  | sy'm y R8jf: | *y =sy ^ fM R [-

: | JT%5R ^  ^ :R -

STfW I *TCHRR: I JTFryf^^RR^pTtys^: fa-
^RT; I Pl^ff^spy: I ?[ R JRFTfi^ I ^T«rg$3ft: sfjsyy | 
'iWTT’RWrff f^Rnfl^WT R̂ T: I ^T^TPR^yy f^ ^ y  | 
$*IT R*T MMN '̂+.: ^tti<q8^ftq|3;+R f^^: | syf̂ syy- 

si^xB^ry^RR a w  | w ^ ’ I fly-

^ * T % n  RRq: I 3lf^tsq^% f% f^syR^ | srftfy- 
^T; sBwRit afwiRRM  aysft-
1 S T U and W  ̂ omit this, ex- , E qq, after g q q f; they also 

cept and instead insert q q  after q% q.
°f it give a long passage 3 This is the reading of C G J 
whioh is not found in other L P Y Z. A has Dig g.jg 
copies. . . .  , 55 3SIWKT winch makes no sense,

« J K Q and W insert ajffi, and N reads q n f ; after

^  [ 8ECT. 80.



P R  £ M rF  R R 5 JR 1 R R  3TRTRRJ 3 T R R R #  R R %  3 * R R  
^ R ^ W T  STirpT ^ R R R im T R : R T T j P  R % R ^ W ° T  
I ^ ^ r ^ r ^ r : ^ R R g l R : fR P T T R «T  R R ^ R T R T R  ! 3TR 

3 W 3 ; II
»T3 R >< (R? R R R RR  R R IR  STIcP FR R j R R f • RT1%»:.

R ^ rW r R  % T  I R T ^ W R F P R  RORRIR CM<UI ^  3T%“ 

p JR R H IM  RiRRRRR 5 T1% R ? I^R T^ I R g  R W TR R T 
i f ^ ^ I ^ ^ R r f x R W T R R R M  % R  | R R T rR R R lR R R H ^ IP T -
r k ^ r w I m R r ) fi+ R M g R  m  f e w w i  R u r ) r m *p r  g f% -
R ^ IR R R  I

^ P R R fR  R  RStfSjfpR^ I R R P rR l^ R R F R ^ R R R  W ^ ~

^RIR  ̂ I R ^ R ^ R R ^  ^  E fR S ffT T R ^ o R ^ fR R f II
R R IR ^ R d  | RRRRRRRir^WRRWTRflRRf8 ft fr : ! 

cRr R r i^  R ra rR q r I fR T R P R  r i t r r s r t r , ftR ? n « r a i- 
f R  H R & fR ^  | T̂ =R R R W R T fi' R fT R R R ^ : I fE R T C R R # - 
f f R ^ f̂ lpg ra T fT T O  R R ^ R S  r r % R i% p r %  ^  R f | p -  
R J I ^ P R R R R R ^ ^ P P P R ^ R 1 R R R R R R ig  I R  R IR jJR R : R -

R w p p r i R R R R M ^ 'R ^ ^ r ^ ^ R i R R  g p r- i R ^  i ^ r r r

R tr^ s r i  r r p ^ r r r r t r ;  i r  r

R R  IS R lR R c R P T R R R lftfR R W R lR  R R R T R R R C R R  RIR- 
*R R *R  R  P 3 R R R R R [g  1 R R P ^ R R R H R R R R R R  I
R g  “  ^ % R S P R  R R R v R r R R R  ”  fcR R  f ^ T  R R R R T ^ l R
1 G reads Aifikasr̂ Tcf 5T1%; <T- l t >s superfluous. A P wrongly

R m f ^ r  * « .  "  '* 1 sep; rate fT  ° ^ S0 , 0 ! f „ ,  ...,.. —j. and join it to q ĉTtEH', whlch: 2 A P read qyqg-TJT for SPTST, ^ ’
which is wrong ; M has \ mak®3 no sense-
T̂tT, which is probably a mis- | 4 Q L M N q  Y Z put this be

take for u - ^ .  for0 A and Q
3 X and Q add STfr%" | have 5TRjTfqr^«T; J is

ŜTfTTrT after u ^ T ^ ^ n f ,  but ' doubtful 
S I

' [ i s S a O l . ]  c f & f n q ^ T  ^ T R R R P R T  ^  * f | a :  1 1 J



(! 'v $  J fp  mn&rwi [ sec^ W 'It_ J k̂ _/ Jm* ^
*Rfc£r ! q r w s i R H i f t H :

^ s n t q ^ R ^ c r  r ^ t s r : 1 * 3 ii ^  i t r ^ w r ;  i i r :

I % T O f R f  W  R ^ R R H f d  I W W  q ^ -  

M c T  f t ^ F R p f n f R i  ^ R q j R q ^  f^ q M 4 < d ^ | H k i I q > $ -  

T O  R R fR l | cR 6 ^%R!JT*RRqRr;i IN 4 M «fi 
^>R’ R R  q R R R f: ^ T ? R  | “  R q ^ R ^ j i l ^ R

^ 2 fF T  ”  f R  T ^ m ^ T S e z p ^ R  c fR q  q ^ fU R  j “

^ R T  V R 5PIR  3R I ^  ”  f R R T  W R R # ! 7: R R R 5 R  5 5 ^ R R  

^  I W W l W f W f ^  S P R R R  3 R R R R R  c f W -  

f i ^ F c R S R R R R T  s p j q w R r a ;  I q q q R i % R W | M 4 *

q R 'R R  5 R T R : | ^ H 5 R [% q^lfR R T JiR £f ^ R R C T R R R -

j t r  f e r n  % 2R  ? r  r i r r  r r ?r r ; i r h o ^ r ^ r  

q ^ R R ^ R R ;  i q R R  q R R R  1%  R ^ R T R

5T% T ^ f ^ r W W c f ^ T  E f ^ R m . R R « R R  | ? R  R R R j -  

^ R R g ^ R ’TR ^ R T T  “  ^ f R R q ^ Y R  q ^ R

f R q  qjf^uTM Koiildl^R T%jJ q ^ R R a ^ R F R  | 
rRTTT^TRR R R : | S R ^ R l t r  *TRRq RRq $n%: | 3q- 
wfw\i % 'T rq q q  | ?T ?r  1R%Rr  ||

q ^ I^ T ^ R ^  q w  5 T % R  1% :  I cf̂ TT TC I “ 3{RT[ R  ^T JR :

^ R s q r  R R s q r  R K R f e r ’ s r  $*r t  w t r r r t r -  

R ffIR q ;R l3 R%TRqi?T I | R F  % n % % pq R R R R  ? R M R -

R q R 5 R q % p R 3 ^ R ^ R ^ ^ f R f 'R R R  q ^ % % % R T 4 -
6

1 A J Z omit Sfrpr ^  fq R , Z all of
'L A reads wrongly STP t̂TPT which appear to be wrong. 

^r^firfS for Slf^TH tfiPT- i 4 This is the reading of Q : J 
W (l . N Y  and Z read HTS'TR'0,

3 This is the reading of J N. while A reads •pffTJrriq'fn' ?T
A P liavo Srfq^mgflrfsrTfT. L w r^ a -( both °f which make no
^iq^rTii^rWnT, M tifq^TTeFjf-  sense ; L M P are also corrupt.
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Having enshrined the Lord of the universe in my heart T 
and having made a salutation to the pre- 

Openvng prayer. ceptor, I  compose this Compendium of all 
knowable things far the easy comprehension 
o f beginners. ”

hi  F°ll0wing the usual orthodox practice, the author
sal i V hlS Wlti a Prayer t0 the deity and aR a t io n  to the preceptor. This say ibe com.
mentators, is necessary for the completion of a work, and
* or wo reasons; first because it is enjoined by the Sruti
and secondly because its necessity is proved by inference!

course there is no express Vedic text enjoining the
but the existence of such a text can be assumed on

the authority of good usage (r%OTgry), by the well-known
rule laid down by Jaimini STOUT iTTOnuro1 ‘ a Sruti text is
to be inferred when an express one is not to be found.' The
argument for inferring ‘ a S'ruti text on the authority of

stated by T‘ D‘-~A ia an act enjoined 
y t-ie V edas, because it has always been the object (mqq-) 0f

o i “ ’ d unProhibited ( * , ' , « „ )
infer! men’ hk7e W  aild °tLer rites- Xt is ob™ us that thislUerence is only syllable for the assumption of a text
Icre d  f e T ^  haPP6DS t0 be ( uncommon orsacred ) and ( unprohibited ). An is
H Whlcb 18 nol; **"$*»». *• A caused by our own inclina- 

ons, such as the ordinary human acts of eating and drinking 
»ut which is practised as a duty rather than as a pleasure - 
while it is when it is not expressly prohibited by
night hke the performailce of a S'raddha ceremony at

1. Jaim. S. I. 33.
10
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2. The Yedic 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 sip,
an argument supporting the Sruti. This inference is based 
on our experience that a book is finished when it is com
menced with a fr^B, and not otherwise. This experience 
however, says an objector, is not invariable. We have 
instances 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 rrgvy. The reply 
given to this objection is hardly convincing. It is founded 
on the maxim ITUdv-i UTcT: îr̂ PTTUT, and can only be justi
fied on the supposition that the necessity of has been 
already incontrovertibly proved by the sijmfrsgfa', and that 
the secondary inference is to be accepted only so far as it 
supports that S ruti. The author says that in those cases 
where the books were left unfinished in spite of the Wlpo*, 
the obstacles must be supposed to have been too numerous 
to be overcome by the amount of JT^ actually made, 
while, in the contrary instances of works completed without 
the JTf?y, 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 Anub indhas,

The four Anuban-
■dlias. or necessary elements of a literary work.

These are.— 1 (subject matter) 2 sitrftw 
< purpose ) 3 ( connection ) and 4 eTrqqfrifr (p-rs m for
whom the book is written ). The en w m  in this case is a nm, 
i. e. not an infant ( WT'-JT ), but one who is Tsfor-JKn rf, able 
to understand and retain the lessons given by his tutor. 
Two things are necessary for the acquisition of know
ledge, a supple understanding ( ) ,  and a ^entive 
memory ( w<Jrr5Tt%) ; and only he who possess^? these 
two qualities is fit to learn this Sastra. S. C. wo il l have 
the sirs* to be one who is Ff̂ TPi'sir > r rfTfcrPT-

' G0l̂ \
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i. e. one who has mastered grammar, poetry and vo
cabulary, but does not know Logic, Sfjrfitfhr explains the 
purpose ( stottr) why a new work like this is undertaken, 
when there were already many ably written treatises on the 
subject. The name Fr^STS at once explains the subject 
matter ( f g w ), namely FT-:&, as well as its connection with 
the method of treatment adopted in the book ( ). FT-£ is
defined as ft-t^fft srraTrspvT ffh FTPo ssa'ft?tra,T?l«Tr-‘. The word 

is employed in Nyuya, 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 Fn££fg?f> fHPWTr, and

primarily means a collection but here it signi
fies a compendium or brief exposition, T. D. and T. C. de
fine it simply B'iffqaT V. V. and S. C. give a
more elaborate definition, making a WT? comprise three 
parts, namely, ( simple enumeration ), ( definition )
and gfr r̂r ( examination or exposition ). The present book 
contains all these three. from Sec. 2 to Sec. 9
■and their ^ ot and gffarr together from Sec. 10 to the end.

4. Either the passage ^Tjfcr etc. is corrupt or the 
author has commited a strange solecism.

A disputed reading j  have retained the reading of A, because, 
while it is found in most of the copies, it 

‘is not much worse than the others given by F, Q or N. If 
Kirayuvali and (Cadambari are the well-known works of that 
name, they are quite inappropriate as opposite instances of 
the efficacy of Wf'ST. Kiranutali, if it be the commentary 
on Prasastapdda’s scholium on the aphorisms of Karicida, 
by the famous logician UdayanUcarya, is supposed to be 
an unfinished work, said to extend only as far as the section on 

but the eight Mss. collected by Pandit Vindhyeswari 
Prasad Dube for his edition in Benares Sanskrit Series con
tain only the chapters on 3̂ T and Fjnr. It however begins 
with a tr?p5j to the Sun and Creator, and may therefore be a 
fit instance of non-completion in spite of trjfSi. But Kd- 
dambari too, if it is ihe same as the well-known work, of 
&Uiiabhatta, remained unfinished, although it opens With no 

less than 20 verses of Kadambari therefore cannot



I! f i f f  p* I Tarka-Sariigraha. [ s^Jm T

^ . ^ e r v e  as a counter-instance of a work completed without a 
unless of course we resort to the two-fold supposition, 

that its completion by the author’s son is to be considered
as *TWta- proper, and that the opening does not form 
part of the book. The latter supposition is apparently sup- 
ported by T. D s subsequent words 3rr?smr=rr a*sin5T5V%

which are interpreted by some to mean that the *$><*■ 
verses are outside the book. But the interpretation is not 
approved by Nilakaytha  who takes the word sritp to mean 

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 
leads " N r o n ? -  for *T*Rirfjfr, but the reading is not sup
ported by any other copy and is probably an emendation of 
some one who perceived the mistake. The commentator T. 
Chaise omits Kadambari. and mentions in its stead a u n w - 
ITScnr?^. The other readings given in F, Q and N, and 
apparently supported by  NUakaytla  and S. C„ are equally 
faulty, since although the solecism as regards Kadambari is 
removed, a similar one is committed about Kitanaiali which 
is neither completed nor is devoid of T. C. and S. C. 
a\oid the difficulty about Kiraydxali by substituting 
jp'urrr for it. Of course there is the possibility that 
K ir  ay mail may have teen finished by its author and a por
tion of it is now lo st ; but the supposition is improbable, 
and does not lessen a whit the difficulty as regards the 
actual^ presence of Some have supposed that the
Kiranarali mentioned here is a snfsunpaq-, and not the com
mentary of l  dayana, but no such work is known. In short 
whatever reading we accept, the difficulty created by the 
mention of KiraydiaU  and Kudamlari as opposite instances 
is insuperable, since both of them, being incomplete in 
spite of a long or short are works exactly of the same 
nature.

' G°i^ X
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Sect. II. ĥ P-rn
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11 There are seven Categories:—Substance, Quality,
Action, Generality, Particularity, Co- 

The seven categories, inherence or Intimate relation aud J\ega~ 
lion.

1. The Dipika following the etymological sense of the 
word ( 3TSP ) defines a 'T̂ PT as ‘a thing having a name
{ ). spt is a thing to which the
senses travel ( sjrsgvffrrfsmtnt q-5ET:), t. e. any external object 
which is comprehended by the senses. 'T̂ T̂ I, therefore, 
means any object that is namable. Other definitions of 'nfPl 
-■convey the same sense. S. C. defines as
while T. C. and S. P. as 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 nam ability ( ) regarded as definitions of <T?Pr
m-e interchangeable. The word is invariably used by the 
Vaisesikas in this composite sense.

2. The rendering of the word by ‘category/
though not quite accurate, is convenient 

Aristotle’s categories, and useful for all practical purposes.
Ballantyne used the word ‘category,’

while Colebrook translated <n?T>Sr by ‘predicament’ ; but both 
■Tenderings are inaccurate, inasmuch asthey imply something 
which can be predicated of another, while implies not 
only a thing which is predicable of another, but also a thing 
which is capable of having something predicated of it. 
'Categories, especially in the Aristotelian sense, are a classi
fication of predicates only, and not an enumeration of all
namable things ( including both subjects and predicates 
as the Padarthas of the Vaisesikas are. In this respect, 
the classification of the Vaisesikas is superior to that of 
Aristotle. The latter enumerated 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. Of these the last nine only can be properly said 
3.0 be predicable of something else, i. e. substance, but sub-

i
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stance itself, being assumed to be an Ens (Being) independ
ent of all attributes, cannot be predicated of anything. It- 
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 Ka-- 
nuda is not open to the charge inasmuch as his Dravya 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 q^rzr 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 Padurthas are as much cate
gories as those of Aristotle or of Kant or of M ill ; 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 Kanada metaphysical. 
One is concerned with notions and propositions,the other with 
external objects which give rise to those notions. The seven 
Padurthas of the Vaisesikas can therefore be easily appor
tioned among the categories of Aristotle. Dravya and China 
correspond to Substance and Quality, respectively. Aris
totle’s Quantity is classed among the Gunas by Kanada. 
Relation is of two kinds: Safnycga and Samavaya, the first of 
which is a Guna and the second a distinct Padurtha. The 
remaining categories really fall under relation in its widest 
s e n s e ,  but some of them are separately recognized by the 
Vaisestkas. Thus Time and Place are Liavyas. Activity 
is Karma while Passivity is simply negation of it. Proper
ty may be Saiuanya, Yisesa or any common attribute' 
called by later Naiyayikas an Vpddhi. Lastly Posture is 

and is at best a Guna. Aristotle does not men
tion Abhdva or negation as he deals only with Ens or Being.



3, The various classifications of Padarthas, given by 
Indian system at ists, can be likewise reduced to the seven 
Padarthas and vice vtrsa, 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
Classifications of this. A notion is either positive or 

Padarthas. , ,, , , , . , rnegative, and so the external object or a
notion might be or MV? things, again are of two
kinds, properties and a common substratum in which tlrej
reside. The latter is ^T. Of the properties, again, some
reside in many objects conjointly, others in individual things
singly. The first is while the latter class is again
divisible into properties that are stationary and those that
are evanescent i. e. 3<JT and ?jnr. The remaining two Paddr-
thas, vrmmr and f^PT, are assumed to explain the special
theories of Vaisesikas. Other Indian philosophical schools
also have their own classification 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 Veduntins have two, Cit and
Acit ; the Ramanujas, one more, Jsvara; the Saukh-
yas, twenty-five; the Mimamsakas eight ; and so on. Alt
schools do not use the word exactly in the same-
sense. It is used even more loosely than the word category
in Europe, and often-times implies nothing more than topics
to be treated in a book.

4. The Tarka-Dipika says that the word *nr 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 unknown it 
connot be negatived, because there can be no negation of an 
unknown quantity. This dilemma is cleared by defining

I f ( 3 t
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<?<?r«rsr to be ??crrT3vrH'FU'ri h rwr, &. <?. the genus is 
covered, by any one of the seven species, Dravya etc. The 
passage, however, beginning with is of doubtful authen
ticity, as it is questioned by Nilakantha, who remarks, “ q^- 
^  rnnr-Ttuq-’yg ‘ ^ t r h -

’ Fgtf^gv'U^gmTf sfr h ^rrmrm vijrra;.”
5. It is probable that the word ‘ seven ’ is used merely 

to emphasize the seven-fold enumeration 
A guess. of the modern Vaisesilcas as distinguish

ed from the six Padarthas of Karfada and 
the sixteen of Gotama. The original aphorisms of Kariuda 
mention only six categories, and the seventh, 3 W ,  is added 
by commentators on the ground that the six up to ^Jiqpr 
being all things, i. e. entities, necessarily imply their 
contradictory the non-entity. Consequently many first di
vide things into *rr3r and srvrnr, the former being then sub
divided into six. The sixteen categories of Gotama, and 
several others assumed by other Naiyuyiha*, are reconciled 
with the sevenfold enumeration by T. D. in its concluding 
passage.'

SeCI’. III. ^-gifoT.
11 Of these seven categories ( 8. C.) the 

class Dravya comprises nine, and nine 
Substances. on by .•—Earth, Water, Light, Air, Ether,

Time, Space, Soul and mind.
1. Out of the seven categories enumerated in the pre

ceding section, the author now mentions the nine sub
divisions of the first, Substance. T. D., T. K., T. C. and S. C. 
give two definitions of viz. and
to which may be added and ; 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. S. C. how
ever tries to justify it by arguing that ;r=qf̂ 3Trî  is independ
ently proved, either by direct perception or by inference.
The inference is put thus, §wgl%<TT mRTfwmmr trr -

1. V. 64 supra.
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^Tr^Svirr, ^rwmr^rsai^T%=RtWrrR^, i. 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 
assumptions 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 
theory of the Naiyagikas they are without any attribute.

8Tor Tqmoi iagrrR is an axiom of Nyuya, for if the 
qualities are supposed to rise simultaneously with the sub
stances and not a moment later, all distinction between 
qualities and substances will virtually disappear. The defi
nition will not therefore apply to Dravyas at the first
moment of their creation and is therefore srenSf. The defect is 
remedied by amplifying it thus,

Although products in the first moment are 
without attributes, they possess even then a srrTfT ( t. e. 
in this case ) which co-exists with qualities in the same sub
stratum. But such a definition again would be too wide be
cause T̂rir ( existence ) is also a 3TTTH that is co-existent with 
qualities ; hence the word is inserted in the defini
tion to qualify This amplification however makes the 
latter definition almost as verbal as the first t'J*f,
only the word is avoided. Though thus theoreti
cally faulty, the definition is good for all practical pur
poses. The definition is technically correct*
for only a Dravya can be the WfHlfafclTur of a product, but 
it is as being based on a peculiar doctrine of Vai-
sesikas and is not therefore easily intelligible to ordinary 

people.

2- The difficulty of defining a substance accurately 
^risss from its very nature. A definition which is not to be 
merely verbal must be an exhaustive enumeration of all 
essential attributes; but a substance ex hypothese is something 11

(((£)*) (ci
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that, while underlying all attributes, is quite distinct 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 not 
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 not a satisfactory solution, 
however, as the necessity of having some subtrjtum for the 
qualities still remains. To obviate this, others like the 
Vedantins acknowledge the reality of substance but call its- 
manifestation indefinable, or tTTUT.

2. The propriety of^'g? 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 Ehatta school of Mimamskas 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, 3*JrriEtrrecr, strictly applies to it. 
What js darkness. 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 nor 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 one, and 
so 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 dravya can be either with or 
without colour ; but darkness cannot be the latter as it is 
blue. Nor can it be a substance having colour, because-

l'. V J® Tarka-Samgraha SECT, h-ct] |
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every such substance requires light for being perceived with 
the eyes, while darkness is perceived only w'hen there is no 
light. Darkness is therefore defined as 
*rrer:, i. e. absence of large and illuminating light in general.
The S. C. explains the propriety of each word in the defini
tion thus : The w’ord 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 or a 
lamp. The word is necessary because otherwise
there will be no darkness wherever there is gold which is 
classed by Naiydyikas under Tejas. Finally 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. 
declares it to be a misapprehension. Besides the above two 
view's wfith respect to the nature of darkness, Madhatacarya 
the author of Sarvadarsana-Samgraha' mentions two more, 
namely those of Sridhara, the reputed author of Nyaya- 
Kandali and of a section of the Prabhakara school of Mtmam- 
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 a p ti
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 as
i. e. an attribute free from the 

three faults. A more scientific definition of however,. 
is that given by Vatsyayana a 1

1. Sarv. D. S. Calc, ed, p. 108.



X ^ ^ v ^ fin i i io n  is an attribute which differentiates the definitum 
‘from all things different from itself.1 In other words 5J3TOT 
is what English logicians call a ‘differentia. ’ Another defi
nition of ststot is srr^cfejj; which with the qualifications men
tioned by T. D. means the same thing as the preceding. A 
fourth definition and one of a somewhat different kind is artmrr- 
totw:, and is defined as
-a characteristic mark which exactly covers all (i. e. not more 
nor less ) things denoted by the definitum. From this it wilt 
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, a 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 
Naiyayikas often became merely verbal or nominal, which 
(satisfied the ear as it were but conveyed no idea of the thing 

'defined. and TqraregKfrHUR, which are
given by Annainbhatta as definitions of jnar and re
spectively , may be mentioned as instances of this kind of in
consequential definitions. Another device employed to es
cape difficulties was first to give a wide description of the 
definitum and then to narrow it down by the express exclu
sion of superfluous objects by using words like or ih t̂,
-as for instance, the definition of etc. For
.practical purposes, however, the definitions of Naiyayikas are 
generally 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 

• course of his study. 1

1. Vat. on G. S. I. 1, 2.
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The three faults mentioned in the definition of SJJfTflT 
given by T. D. are am ilt, a n i

Its three defects arffu-T. W-QW'fi is i. e.
non-pervasion by the characteristic of a 

portion of ( the class denoted by) the definitum. J or instance,, 
if we define a cow as a tawny animal, we exclude all black, 
red or white cows. sifomllH 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. 3TOM9T is the total absence Oj. 
the characteristic from the definitum itself, as when we define 
a cow to be an animal with uncloven hoofs. Of these 
is only a kind of aranTH1 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 to 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 them. It is 
not possible always to have such a perfect definition. 
Annambhatta often employs simple enumeration instead of a 
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.

SECT. 1Y. jpn:
“ There are tuenty-four qualities, viz. colour, taste, odour, 

touch, number, dimension or magnitude, seve- 
Qualities. rally, conjunction or contact, disjunction,

priority or propinquity, pcste rivrity or remote
ness, u eight, fluidity, viscidity, sound, intellect or vnaerstandivg, 
pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, effort or volition, merit, dement 

and faculty. ”



The T. D. defines a Guna as FJoT̂ jTrTriJTÎ , possessing the 
genu6 Guiias, or HIFI HTHFgq're

Quality defined. “  possessing 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 Naiyd- 
ytkas,’ T̂TtcT or resides in three Padarthas only, viz.
Gravy a, Guna and Karma. The definition would
therefore cover all the three, and hence it is restricted to 
Guna by expressly excluding Pravya and Karma. The 
same is expressed in another way as 5^TT̂ T%-mF7?l%-3nfnwrar 
i. e. possessing a shift which permanently inheres in a re
ceptacle other than a Pravya. Here the word thff excludes 
v;sp=r3TrtFr which, like individual motions, is transitory; while 
the epithet excludes both ssqtw and HtTT. The defi“
mtion of Guna given in B. P. is fuller, 3m SvmfSrFTT *PTr WjmT 
Rlv&qi gurtr i. e. Gunas reside in dravyas and are them
selves devoid of attributes and motions. This slightly 
varies from the original definition of Kandda, which is SW - 
spcgQUHie flFT The ex
pression 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 Drav-

J roT  D ra vyfSand ya as an attribufce dependent on something 
Karma. else i. e. dravya, which 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 
undeilies and supports them ; but Guna is permanent while 
Karma is evanescent They are as it were two different 
phases of the same phenomena. Guiia in the process of 
change is action, while karma when made fixed and perma
nent becomes a yuria. For instance, the motion of a 
carriage is action because it may cease at any moment, but 1

1 See Infra Notes to Sect. VI aud LVII.
2 B. P. 85.
3 V. S. I, 1, 1G.
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r ^ ^ t i o n s  of the earth and the planets are pums because 
they are permanent and belong as it w e r e  to their y  
nature; similarly heat which is Guna is produce y - 
tion of molecules, while or weight produces the action ot 
falling. This distinction is succinctly put m  oue ot, 0
definitions of ( A  given above 
and w ill be made still more clear by the o 8
—“ W e understand by a quality that which ru y 
the nature of a th in g -w h a t it i s -  what belongs tc 
manently, as an individual, or in common with others like 
i t - n o t  that which passes, which vanishes and answers o 
no lasting judgment. A body falls : it is a ac , _
d en t; it is heavy : that is a quality, hvery fact, ev® ^ a . 
dent, every phenomenon supposes a quality by which it is, 
produced, or bv which it is undergone; and reciprocally 
everv quality 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

to us.’ ’1 2
It is doubtful whether the N aiyayikas  of India bad 

tained a correct notion of qualities, while as o a cto n s  
do not seem to have gone very deep into the matter. e 
list of 24 gunas is by no means based on a common ju  
m entum  divisionis, "while subsequently there is no a emp 
to probe into the real nature of each.

3 The Tarka-Samgraha like all modern works on 
Nydya enumerates twenty-four Qunas, but 

Humber o f qualities the original aphorism of Kanada mentioned 
only seventeen. The Sutra runs

m m -  * * * * * *  * * *
- * -rr- 1 To tliis list comni6nt&tors

add seven rnore,®^.
the shelter ot =3. ■ SamkaraMr*, the author of Uprukam

1 D i c t . i , ,  SciencesPhilosoph. , noted in o /  

Philosophy, p. 398.

2 V . S. I, 1. 6.
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■explains the omission by saying that these seven are not" 
expressly mentioned in the Sutra because they are too well- 
known. The addition is expressly made by Prasastapada.1 2 
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 Naiyayikas reduce the number of 
gunas to 21, excluding and <rq5F?ar as being not
gunas proper. 'TT?=r and they say, are accounted for
by and or and while
does not differ from

4. Others have tried to increase the number of guyas 
by further additions. T. D. instances 3 guyas which 
are not expressly mentioned in the list, viz. S51<5r, and 

while S. C. adds a fourth, BflcSW. These, however,. 
it is argued, need not he considered as separate guyas, as all 
of them are negations or contradictories of some one of 
the 24 guyas. Thus 3 3 ^  is nothing but the negation of< 

while and m ztm  are simply different degrees of. 
*?dt»T. is the opposite of nbfJT. In this way any
quality not mentioned in the list can he showm to fall under 
one of these already mentioned. On the other hand, if it 
be asked why both qtf and siuJT are mentioned since the 
latter can only be the opposite of the former, it is answered’ 
that the Naiyayika idea of is that of something posi
tive, and not simply the negation of «*T. s iw  is actual 
demerit and not the mere absence of merit. The same 
remark applies to three other pairs of contrary qualities, 
W fq  and SPT Logically speaking
these are the contraries and not the contradictories of each 
other. Some include both and 3»vur under one head,

1 P. B. Ben, ed. p. 10.
2 B. P .161.
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' The explanations are no doubt ingenious but there
Heaviness and light- ,appears to be 3 Sood deal of confusion of 

ness. J‘ ideas. In saying that ( lightness ) i s
is the opposite of Annambhatta seems 

*° confound the two senses of the word 5 ^  viz., ‘heavi
ness and 'weight/ is opposed to iptcg in the first
Bense adone> while in the latter and the wider sense, namely 
weight, it is only a lesser degree of both lightness and 
heaviness marking different degrees of weight. Similarly 

and gmjrrFg or either of them are also entitled to 
te classed independent qualities like s w ,  for all the three are 
different degrees of w m  of particles, anssw, being identical 

ith or inertia, is a positive quality and not merely
a negation of effort. The nine qualities f r o m o n w a r d s  are 
peculiar attributes or functions of Soul and ought to have been 
° assed seParately. The enumeration of gunas in fact is 
rather rough and unscientific.

6 . The twenty-four gunas have been distributed in
Classification of va.rio?s wâ s according to the different

qualities. 1 Principles of division adopted. The gurias 
are either or ^tjrht or

5 rr%uirrar, or 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 ••—

W w ih ^ it t  rrym morn i 
sret wr r̂r ît m

t o t  mfifg ^  1
f iw w  STfmitr n

*T?t5̂ iT: %mirW i
m^rT <tut ii

uirnmf gyrr i
srvrw #  n

/ S S 0 - ' Gô \
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^W5[qT: T±5 if^R^'ST qfRTSih %^T I 
V<PRt^[^l^r: T O  JTR%' II

“ 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 velocity, 
are assigned to light.

“ Water is the site of 14 qualities, viz., of the eight be
fore mentioned ( i. e. ^T^frf?), and further, of velocity, gravi
ty, fluidity, colour, taste and viscidity.

“ Earth 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 number, quantity 
( dimension ), severalty, conjunction, and disjunction. The 
same qualities together with sound belong to ether.

“ Those five qualities (tf^TT, VKRTur, and
f5r*mr) together with intellect, desire, and volition ( effort), 
abide in God ; the same five qualities with posteriority 
and velocity, in the mind” .2

II. Gunas are also divided into trr*riv<T and A
rah'T is defined jsTr^iriHbi^rM^Tn-fff^rTu^i-aTrfm-jtirffrT- 
3TrfaTTR3 which in simple English means a quality thatC re
sides in one substance only at one time, and not in two or 
more substances conjointly. RTflTfsr gunas are those which 
reside in two or more substances jointly. The and
vrmTRT gnnas are enumerated as follow :—

wfr g w  11

1 B. P. 23-33.
2 Roer's translation of B. P. Bibl. Ind. p. 13.
3 T. D. p. 60 Supra■
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^ iR n f * r r ^ r  ŝ r: ?rn%i%Eftrar i 
jT^^jf,' grrnr^finr nrf sr-Trtf̂ rn1 u

Special 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 disjunction,priority 
and posteriority, derived fluidity, gravity, and velocity.” 1 2 3

III. Gurias are also divided into those which are ap
prehended by one external sense only ( q%r?3?nn5r), viz., 
colour, taste, odour, and touch •, those which are apprehend
ed by two senses, eye and touch ( gfrf^nnH ), viz., number, 
dimension, severalty, conjunction, disjunction, priority, pos
teriority, fluidity and viscidity ; and those again whioh are 
not perceived by an external sense (3Tffn%q-), viz., gravity, 
merit, demerit and faculty.

For other classifications see M. M. Bhimacharya’s 
Nyaya-Kosa ( second edition) pp. 232-4, and Bhasa-Pari- 
ccheda, 85-97.

SECT. Y .  cfjjrnor

Motion or Action is of five kinds only, viz., Tossing or 
. throwing upwards, Dropping or throwing

doivnwards, Contraction, Expansion and 
Going cr Motion in genei'al.

1. The division of Karma is in strict conformity with 
the aphorism of Kandda} The T. D. as in the case of 
Gupa.,^offers two definitions of Karma also, of which th®. 
first '̂fPTWSTr-% frfar is a real one. Mo-
t-on is the non-intimate cause of conjunction, but is not 
itself conjunction. The meaning cf will be
explained later o n ; it is sufficient to note here that only

1 B. p. 89-91.
2 Roer’s Translation of B. P. Bib, Ind. p. 53
3 V. S. 1, 1, 7.
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karma and some gunas can ever be the non-intimate causes: 
of dravyas or gunas. Karma is supposed to be the non-inti
mate cause of conjunction, as when a hand touches a book 
the motion of the hand is such a cause of the conjunction o f 
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 fiMlMTMvPb

2. The definition of Karma given in Kanada's sutra
is more elaborate though essentially the

Other definitions. same.
mm gf•H558:̂ n̂n;, means that action inheres 

in one substance, but is not a quality, ar.d is the direct 
and immediate cause of conjunction and disjunction. The 
first two epithets exclude and some qualities like

while the last is practically identical with 
of T. D. tiamkara Misra mentions several other defini

tions of Karma in his Commentary on V. S. I, 1, 17 ( Calo. 
ed. p. 35 ). The only one which is worth nothing is WTIftW-

which means that resides
in a thing ( q:ft) which is never permanent. The wider 
genus ^ tTT resides in 3:-*r, sot and q.*T of which the former 
two are sometimes ; hut SR is never Ri*r, as it is> 
a l w a y s  transitory. K am a  is said to last only for five mo
ments8 and so is said to be

3. The division of Karma into five kinds dees not
appear to be very logical. If all miscellaneous motions 
such as gyration ( shot ), evacuation ( ) ,  flow ( \
flaming up ( 3:^3351*0 and slanting motion (laqjJlHJT) are to 
be classed under simple going ( nnsr), why cannot, it may be 1 2

1 V . S. I- U 7.
2 Peer's Transl, B. P, Bibl. lndp.4.  note.

(If Ijl) . (fiTRovJŜy Tarim.-Samgraha. [ SECT. WJ A. J



-asked, 3r$iqui and the other three also be similarly inclu
ded under it ? Nilakaiitha justifies this arbitrary division on 
the quaint but easily comprehensible ground that it would be 
sacrilegious on our part to question what is laid do wn by a 
free-willed sage like Kanada (q qc£r<mr:fRT d w ir

1 fgifrn?gfdrqrH|-Hj wv- ^r^rt-rfr m v ;).
A  closer inspection, however, might reveal some sort of 
Principle even in this arbitrary division. Motion is prim
arily divided into three kinds according to its direction, 
namely, vertical, horizontal and slanting or miscellaneous.
The vertical motion may be from below upwards ( ),
or from above downwards ( STOjum ). Horizontal motion 
also may be twofold, motion nearer to oneself ( airgpaq) or 
motion further from oneself (imryur). All other motions 
are relegated to the comprehensive class of *ih<t. It is not 
of course meant that the above groups exactly correspond 
to the ordinary conceptions of etc.; but that some
such principle was in the mind of the Sutrakura when he 
made the division seems to be highly probable.

SECT. V I .  HTSTTi^R.

Genus or Generality is of two Jcinds, aider or extensive 
ond narrower or limited.

1. In Section LXXVII Annambhatta defines unrr^i as 
THrqiW.«3=M̂ qdH, and adds that this tTT- 

enerality. tnvq resides in jOravya, Guna and Karma.
There are three characteristics of generality- 

that 1 it is eternal, 2 it is one, and 3 it resides in many. 
Conjunction and some other qualities such as fgr-'vnguvyTr 
reside in many, but they are not eternal, and therefore the 
■word Rvq in the definition of 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 
( ) and hence the word qqr*r. aTfqwrruiq however

| f ) :  ‘ <s l
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is eternal, one and residing in many. Therefore the word 3t«f- 
is interpreted as =SflrarW or O T IT O W T  WflHHff, thereby 

excluding negation which does not reside in things by inii~ 
mate union, while ffmivff does. The word Genus is a conve
nient rendering of r̂THT»̂ r as Ballantyne and others have 
adopted it, although it is not quite accurate. Genus may 
perhaps be a more appropriate rendering of snfa'. Genus in 
English not only means the common characteristic residing 
in several individuals, but comprehends the individuals also* 
while HITTP̂ T or srira- denotes only the common characteris
tic. Genus is a class, or srtw is the common attri
bute which distinguishes that class. Other definitions of tTT!TT; *5 
are, and RcUc%
T̂OTJUfbr'jrt'nJT which are however not as good as that given 

by T. D. But they all imply that was conceived by
later Naiijayikas to be some attribute having a real external- 
existence in the individual objects comprised in it. The 
original aphorism of Kanada is ambiguous and conveys a 
somewhat different notion. ^TrJTNrtlsT? conveys
the sense that the notion of genarality depends on the ope
ration of our own intellect. A quality becomes a 
only if we conceive it as residing in many ; while the same- 
is f%̂T<T 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 T̂WT̂ r, if  for distinguishing them 
from all other objects in the world , it is tir̂ PT. Thus an 
attribute, though inhering in the object, cannot become a 
ST*TT*T until our intellect has recognised it to be so. As
king, 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. isffTtTP̂ r if regarded 
as residing in all pots, and is a pH?PT if regarded as distin
guishing pots from other things. Such seems to have been* 
the original conception, but subsequently ffTHTwr appears to

1 V. S, I, 2, 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 came to be used synony
mously with 3rrm, and was given an 

V a r i e t i e s  o f  S a m a n y a .  independent and eternal existence apart 
from the individual objects. This will be 

clearly seen from the various divisions of^nwn^. Annam- 
bhatta, following the commentators on Kanuda’s aphorisms 
divides mnT^r into nr and 3PTT, higher or extensive and l°wer 
or non-extensive. The instances are T̂iTF ( existence ) and 

( substantiality ) respectively. Of course the terms f 
and arqr are relative only, the same attribute 3 ^ ^  for in‘ 
stance being suit with respect to rrmr and TT with respect to 
U???. Some other writers make a threefold division of 
T̂HTr?rT. The T. A. for example divides HTJTPT into 

( widest) e. g. IJtTT, ( narrowest, 1 e. g. and
^TTW ( middle ) e. g. 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 lowei gener

alities. can be sometimes and sometimes but
rrvfT must always be hTg«f>i and only -TTGi-urTT.. J ie
terms in the former division were relative; in the latter they 
are absolute. This is not the place to discuss which division 
is more consonant with reason, but it may be noted that e 
latter though apprently simple is beset with difficulties 
from which the former is free. Anmmbhatta therefore "as 
justified in disapproving of the threefold division, if may 
accept the interpretation of the word ~gtw after nTtPTr ̂  as 
given by V. V., which remarks ^ TRf*rrTT̂ f1''T ■ '  3

3 . h iu m  is again divided into two sorts, and
The first is otherwise called 'Hriff and is de- 

Jsti and Upadhi. fined as rrRTT^arai that which is
directly connected with the thing such as 

Ŝ fST, etc. The second is called TTlfig and is defined as

 ̂ VJ. ] Notes. 9 > 8 1  j
.vX&sN
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• , ■ indirectly or mediately connected with the
object such as etc. Every common characte
ristic does not constitute a jati. A  number of persons might 
be blind or lame or black, but blindness, lameness or black
ness does not constitute an independent class. The circum
stances which prevent a common characteristic from be
coming j i  jati are summed up in the following verse of 
I dayanacarya:—

The circumstances that prevent generality from becoming 
a class are six : ( 1 ) Unity of the object, e. g. the sky being 
one aL-pervading thing, there is no jati as sntjrr̂ Tcg; ( 2 ) 
Identity of things though the names be different, e. g. 
and are not different jatis as both words denote the
same thing; ( 3 ) Cross-division, e. g. and a.e not 
jade as they constitute cross-divisions, being ^  and 
not ^and tRff being »jrT but not W . while the remaining 
lour, jT«3Tf 317 , and 3BT, being both >jcT and ^ ;  ( 4 ) 
"Want of finality, e. g. jati itself cannot have jati on it, for in 
that case, there being jati over jati ad infinitum, there will 
be no finality ; ( 5 ) Violation of essence, e. g. the Visesas 
iParticularities though innumerable, cannot have a jati 
mhT?9r on them, because by hypothesis they are essentially 
opposed to the conception of ja ti ; ( 6 ) Lastly, want of pro
per connection prevents jati, e. g. cannot be a jati
because, as every jati rests on its erntPT by dP^l<1 ffg?-r, there 
cannot be a on WTnrRr, and STnrnTfg, if accepted as a
jati, cannot have any connection with its orrspr. All these 
therefore are mere Upadhis. The student will now be able 
to understand Annambkatta's remark that wnrr«r, or more 
properly its one variety the jati, can rest on Dravya, China 
and Karma only, and cannot rest on the last four Paddrthas 
Even amongst the first three there are many things that 
cannot have tarra, such as ether, time and space. It will be seen 
from the above that is any characteristic which be
longs to several individuals, while srrw 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.  ̂ you a 
hundred persons you can arrange them in various groups, as
for instance by their nationality, or the anguage ^  s ’
or the complexion of their body, or by then e uca ion. 
oach of these groups cannot constitute a class, -or in a 
case there will be the absurdity of one person be onging 0 
•several classes, and all notions of genus and species wi e 
■confounded. Human being is a class because we can a on 
recognize certain well-marked characteristics w ic c sar 3 
distinguish human beings from all other animals, u ac * 
ness cannot he a class, for if it be so we shall hai e o group 
black men in the same class as black sheep or black stones.
This distinction between 3TTriT and 'iafPT is very impor an 

-and is one of the subtlest discovered by Indian logicians.

S ect. V I I .  HTOW.

The Individualities or Particularities residing in eternal 
things are innumerable. 1

1. The idea of particularity, ( called by
Kanada ) is a counterpart of that of 

P a r t i c u l a r i t y .  (generality), as the one necessarily implies
the other. In Sect. LXXVIII, Annam- 

filiatta defines ftSi'T 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 is that which
distinguishes self from itself. The peculiarity of a Viie$a 
is that it performs the double function of differentiating one 
eternal substance from all others, and also that of differen
tiating itself from other Visesas and everything else. The 
latter assumption is necessary, because otherwise we shall 
have to suppose a second Visesa over the first tb differenti
ate it from others and so on ad infinitum.

13
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—" *:W mi*• ^ e  etemal substances in which Visesas inhere are the 
atoms of the fiist 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 snmrrtH'Ft ^73- f^rsnamr- 
^TirT:, JTlcTj r̂rfTT̂ STf’T.- and STHJVrf'qTfTrf :̂, all
of which amount to the same thing, namely, that Visesa is 
a 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:—“ *T?T- 
^ * 11 o'^rr-ry: qymcprT 5  ^

r^PT ”  A jar is distinguished
from a piece of cloth because the component parts of the 
first are distinct from those of the latter ( 5=1 ),
and so 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 distinction of one atom 
from another by the same process of reasoning. Similarly 
we cannot account for the mutual distinction of the imper
ishable substances such as ether, time and space. There is 
therefore no help ( 3WT*TcqT of S. C .) but to assume a separate 
individuality in each of the substances to account for its 
distinctive character. This individuality is called the r%5TT of 
that substance, and they are as innumerable as the atoms and 
other eternal substances. It is not right to translate this 
r^PT by difference ’ or ‘ differentia,’ because the latter words 
denote the special characteristics of a species as distinguish
ed from genus, while concerns the individual only . 1

4. This doctrine of T%5fT is supposed to be a peculiar tenet
„ „  invented by the Vaisesikas, and one from
Why Visesa is , . , ,, , . . . . .

recognized. which they derive their appellation; but it
is singular that the original aphorisms of 

Rawxida do not give much prominence to it. It is referred to

1. See Boin’s Deductive Logic p. 73,



only incidentally as it were, in the Sutra
which, while treating of distinguishes its occasiona

from the well-known ultimate Visesas, that are 
called final, because they reside in the final atoms o ma er.
On this bare reference the commentator Prasastapada founds 
the theory of l^T-T which is however wholly repudiated by
many of the modern Naiyayihas who are otherwise followers 
of the Vaiiesika school. They argue that, granting that 
Visesas are necessary to distinguish individual atoms, ere 
must be something else to distinguish the Visesas ® 
selves from one another. If however it is said that the a er 
function is done by the Visesas 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 self-distinction to the I'isesa ?
The argument is irresistible but not a new one. Prasasta- 
pa da the oldest known commentator on Vaisesika  ̂ Sutra 
already anticipates and answers it thus:—'
T w its '?  T W T q r E P r e i r s f o :  TT fTrT WST
fTT^TfrTTci' i i j . m ^if»T ffifiiTiWKnfr n u is  1 ^  5
!7fTk irfTTW i iror ^  trsnsjre**
f r a f t f r  tTfT u t

The answer however is hardly satisfactory. It is of 
course scarcely needful to say that the doctrine of T isesa is
not accepted by other Indian schools of philosophy, such as
the modern Naiyayikas, the two sections of the Mimumsakas 
namely, the Bhattas and the Prabliakaras, and the Vedantins,

1 V. S. 1, it. 6.
2 See V. S. 1, 2, 3, and o u r  Note under Sect. VI. on  p. 90 S u p > a -
3 P. B. Ben. ed, p. 323.
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S e c t . Y I 1 I .

Intimate Union is one only.

1 . e t y m o l o g i c a l l y  m e a n s  t h e  a c t  o f  c o m i n g  t o g e t h e r

c l o s e l y ,  a n d  i s  t h e r e f o r e  u s e d  t o  d e n o t e  a  

Intimate bnwn k i n d  o f ‘ i n t i m a t e  u n i o n ' b e t w e e n  t w o  t h i n g s

w h i c h  a r e  t h e r e b y  r e n d e r e d  i n s e p a r a b l e  s o  

t h a t  t h e y  c a n n o t  b e  s e p a r a t e d  w i t h o u t  t h e m s e l v e s  b e i n g  

d e s t r o y e d .  I t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  m o r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  t r a n s l a t e  

^ r m n r b y  ‘ i n t i m a t e  u n i o n '  r a t h e r  t h a n  b y  c o - i n h e r e n c e  a s  

B a l l a n t y n e  h a s  d o n e .  Annambhutta d e f i n e s  i n  S e c t .

7 9  a s  ‘ a  p e r m a n e n t  c o n n e c t i o n  e x i s t i n g  b e t w e e n  t v s o  t h i n g s  

t h a t  a r e  a l w a y s  f o u n d  i n s e p a r a b l e ” . T h e  T t r t q w  i s  c a l l e d

i n  c o n t r a d i s t i n c t i o n  t o  w h i c h  i s  a  guna a n d  i s  

a l w a y s  sirH fir . T h e  e x p r e s s i o n  d e n o t e s  t h i n g s  o n e

o f  w h i c h  i s  a l w a y s  d e p e n d e n t  o n  t h e  o t h e r ,  a s  t h e  j a r  o n  i t s  

c o m p o n e n t s  o r  t h e  q u a l i t y  o n  t h e  s u b s t a n c e .  i s  t h e

o p p o s i t e  o f  * r m % ^  w h i c h  m a y  b e  t a k e n  t o  m e a n  e i t h e r  “ p r o v 

e d  t o  b e - j o i n e d  ’ o r  ‘ p r o v e d  t o  b e  s e p a r a t e d , ’  a c c o r d i n g  a s  w e  

t a k e  t h e  v e r b  5  i n  t h e  s e n s e  o f  ‘ t o  j o i n ’ o r  t o  s e p a r a t e ’. I n  

e i t h e r  c a s e  t h e  m e a n i n g  o f  i s  t h e  s a m e .  I n  t h e  f i r s t

s e n s e  f r T n r s r  m e a n s  t h i n g s  w h i c h  a r e  p r o v e d  t o  h a v e  b e e n  

a c t u a l l y  j o i n e d  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  w h i c h  m u s t  h a v e  o n c e  e x i s t e d  

i n  a  s t a t e  o f  s e p a r a t i o n ,  w h i l e  i n  t h e  l a t t e r  s e n s e  

s i m p l y  d e n o t e s  t h i n g s  w h i c h  a r e  p r o v e d  t o  h a v e  o n c e  b e e n  

s e p a r a t e d .  T h o s e  t h i n g s  t h e r e f o r e  w h i c h  a r e  n o t  t h u s  p r o v e d ,  

t h a t  i s ,  w h i c h  h a v e  n e v e r  e x i s t e d  i n  a  s e p a r a t e  c o n d i t i o n ,  a r e  

T h e  t w o  h a l v e s  o f  a  j a r  w e r e  s e p a r a t e  b e f o r e  t h e y  

w e r e  j o i n e d  t o g e t h e r  ; t h e i r  c o n n e c t i o n  t h e r e f o r e  is % m * T  w h i c h  

c a n  b e  d e s t r o y e d  a t  a n y  m o m e n t  b y  s e p a r a t i n g  t h e m  a g a i n .

B u t  t h e  j a r  n e v e r  e x i s t e d  a n d  c a n  n e v e r  e x i s t  s e p a r a t e l y  f r o m  

t h e  t w o  h a l v e s  ; t h e  c o n n e c t i o n  o f  t h e  j a r  w i t h  t h e  h a l v e s  i s  

t h e r e f o r e  T h e s e  ^T grrffP g ; t h i n g s  a r e  l i m i t e d  i n  n u m 

b e r .  I n  f a c t  t h e r e  a r e  o n l y  f i v e  p a i r s  o f  t h i n g s  b e t w e e n  w h i c h  
i s  s u p p o s e d  t o  e x i s t ,  viz., 1  t h e  p r o d u c t  a n d  i t s  p a r t s  

(  ) ,  2  t h e  q u a l i t y  a n d  t h e  q u a l i f i e d  ( ) ,

3  t h e  m o t i o n  a n d  t h e  m o v i n g  (  f3 rq T T % q T ?5 r fi '), 4  t h e  i n d i v i -
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d u a l  a n d  t h e  c o m m o n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  ( 3 T l # ^ r r p r ) ,  a n d  l a s t l y  5  

p a r t i c u l a r i t y  a n d  t h e  e t e r n a l  s u b s t a n c e  i n  w h i c h  i t  i n h e r e s  

(  ). T h e  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  t h e  Sutra i s  s i m p l e r  a n d  l e s s

c o m p r e h e n s i v e  3 % T m p r  m -  w  f r o m

w h i c h  i t  m a y  b e  i n f e r r e d  t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  w a s  c r u d e

a t  f i r s t ,  a n d  m u s t  h a v e  b e e n  g r a d u a l l y  d e v e l o p e d  b y  l a t e r  

w r i t e r s .

2 . I n  S e c t .  V I I I  Annambhatta e m p h a t i c a l l y  s a y s  t h a t  

a> _  T m w P T  i s  o n e  a n d  o n e  o n l y ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  r e p u -

and eternal0 d i a t e  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  Prabkakara Mi-
mamsafcas a n d  a  m o d e r n  s c h o o l  o f  Naiya- 

yikas. T h e s e  l a t t e r  d e n y  e v e n  n r -U r ?  t o  *rtr=rPT. T h e  ram vrr 

o f  i s  p r o v e d  b y  t h e  a r g u m e n t  t h a t  a s  a l l  p o s i t i v e  p r o 

d u c t s  O tt^ . p t )  a r e  g e n e r a t e d  i n  t h e i r  m a t e r i a l  c a u s e  b y  tTE M N  

r e l a t i o n ,  a  fT R V tv  i f  p r o d u c e d  w i l l  r e q u i r e  a n o t h e r  a n d

s o  o n  ad infinitum, t h e r e f o r e  m u s t  b e  r e g a r d e d  u n -

p r o d u c i b l e  t . e. R ? q \  O f  c o u r s e  t h i s  i s  o n l y  r e l a t i v e *

a n d  n o t  a b s o l u t e  s u c h  a s  t h a t  o f  a n  a t o m .  i s  p t h t  i n

t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  i t  c a n  n e i t h e r  b e  p r o d u c e d  n o r  d e s t r o y e d  

w i t h o u t  p r o d u c i n g  o r  d e s t r o y i n g  t h e  p r o d u c t .  N o w  c o m e s t h e  

q u e s t i o n  w h y  t h i s  s e p a r a t e  e n t i t y  o f  i s  r e c o g n i s e d  a t

a l l .  H e r e  t h e r e  i s  a  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  o p i n i o n  b e t w e e n t h e  Naiya- 
yikas a n d  t h e  Vaisesikas, o r  t h e  o l d  a n d  t h e  m o d e r n  s c h o o l s ,  

a s  S . C . c a l l s  t h e m .  T h e  f o r m e r  h o l d  t h a t  W R f f r  i s  o b s e r v 

e d  b y  p e r c e p t i o n ,  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  n o  o t h e r  p r o o f  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  

p r o v e  i t s  e x i s t e n c e .  T h e  Vaisesikas h o w e v e r ,  o f  w h o m  A n
nambhatta i s  o n e ,  d e n y  p r e c e p t i b i l i t y  t o  o n  t h e  g r o u n d

t h a t  a  c o n n e c t i o n  i s  p e r c e p t i b l e  o n l y  w h e n  t h e  t w o  c o n n e c t e d  

t h i n g s  a r e  p e r c e p t i b l e ,  w h i l e  n r r e u r  o f t e n  e x i s t s  b e t w e e n  t h i n g s  

o n e  o f  w h i c h  (  e. a. vjiqrrsT t h e  ’ T r r x r iW T tW  o f  )  m a y  b e  

i m p e r c e p t i b l e .  I n  t h e i r  o p i n i o n  i s  p r o v e d  b y  i n f e r e n c e  

o n l y ,  a n d  t h e  a r g u m e n t  i s  o f t e n  p u t  a s  Annambhatta h a s  p u t  

i t  i n  h i s  c o m m e n t a r y  o n  S e c t .  7 9 .

-------------------------------------------------------------- -------------------_ _ _ _ _ ----------------- ---

1 V. S. VII, 3, 26.



3 . T h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  *T rrgH l i s  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  a n d  m a y  i n  

o n e  s e n s e  T ie  s a i d  t o  b e  t h e  c o r n e r - s t o n e  o f  

s Z » ine°f  Nyaya  p h i l o s o p h y .  I t  i s  t h e  * H * n r  t h a t  

e x p l a i n s  t h e  p h e n o m e n o n  o f  c a u s a l i t y  a s  

c o n c e i v e d  b y  t h e  Naiyayitcas; a n d  i t  i s  t h i s  t h e o r y  t h a t  m a k e s  

t h e m  s o  i n t e n s e l y  r e a l i s t i c )  i n  m a r k e d  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  i d e a l i s t i c  

s c h o o l s  l i k e  t h e  Vedanta. T h e  c o n c e p t i o n  o f  i s  i n  f a c t

a  k e y  t o  t h e  w h o l e  t h e o r y  o f  c a u s a t i o n  a s  v i e w e d  f r o m  t h e  

Nyaya  s t a n d p o i n t ,  a n d  c o n s e q u e n t l y  t h e  d o c t r i n e  h a s  b e e n  

s t r o n g l y  a n i m a d v e r t e d  b y  w r i t e r s  o f  t h e  Safhkhya a n d  1 eddn- 
iic s c h o o l s  w h o  h o l d  d i f f e r e n t  v i e w s .  T h e  Bhatta Mimamsakas 
a l s o  a g r e e  w i t h  t h e  l a t t e r  i n  r e p u d i a t i n g  T h e  t h e o r y

o f  a t o m s  f o r  w h i c h  t h e  Naiyayikas h a v e  b e e n  s o  f a m o u s  i s  

b u t  a  n e c e s s a r y  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  d o c ’ r i n e  o f  ^ W T P T . Samkara- 
carya, i n  h i s  c o m m e n t a r y  o n  Brahma-Sutra I I .  2 . 1 3 ,  l a y s  h i s  

f i n g e r  a c c u r a t e l y  o n  t h e  w e a k e s t  p o i n t  i n  t h e  t h e o r y *

n a m e l y ,  t h e  i n c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  c a l l i n g  a  c o n n e c t i o n

b e t w e e n  t w o  d i s t i n c t  t h i n g s ,  a n d  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  r e g a r d i n g  

i t  a s  o f  a  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d  f r o m  I f  e x i s t s  o n  

t h e  dravyas b y  a l s o  r e q u i r e s  a n o t h e r

r t t r a rar t o  e x i s t  o n  t h e  O T W s  ; a n d  s o  t h e r e  i s  t h e  a b s u r d i t y  

o f  a n  ad infinitum. T o  a v o i d  t h i s  d i f f i c u l t y  i s  r e g a r d e d

a s  a  d i s t i n c t  padartha a n d  n o t  a  guya a n d  t h e  Naiyayikas 
a d d  t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  TTtm <5 d o e s  n o t  i e s t  u p o n  t h e  b y

a n o t h e r  w n r r a '  b u t  i s  i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  i t .  W h y  t h e n ,  r e j o i n s  

t h e  Vedantin, d o  y o u  n o t  t a k e  t o  b e  i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  t h e  

tPTfPTs. A s  t o  b e i n g  a  guya a n d  a n  i n d e p e n d e n t

padartha, s a y s  t h e  Vedantin, t h a t  i s  a  t e c h n i c a l i t y  o f  y o u r  

o w n  i n v e n t i o n ,  a n d  w e  d o  n o t  a c c e p t  i t .  I t  c a n n o t  a l s o  b e  

s a i d  t h a t  t m T P T  b e i n g  i s  o f  a  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d  f r o m  

a n d  m u s t  b e  t r e a t e d  d i f f e r e n t l y ,  f o r  «b-Tin a l s o  i s  s o m e t i m e s  

e t e r n a l ,  a s  f o r  e x a m p l e  t h e  o f  q m s  o r  s t r i n g  w i t h  q r i n w ,  

w h i l e  i t s e l f  i s  n o t  t r u l y  e t e r n a l ,  i t  b e i n g  l i a b l e  t o  d e s 

t r u c t i o n  b y  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e  p r o d u c t .  B u t  t h e  c h i e f
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■ o b j e c t i o n  a g a i n s t  ^ r a g P T  i s  t h a t ,  i f  ^ rn rra r  i s  t o  b e  r e g a r d e d  a s  

i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  i t s  tPT?f a n d  c£K <jt, w o u l d  i t  n o t  b e  b e t t e r  a n d  

s i m p l e r  ( w w )  t o  r e g a r d  t h e  i t s e l f  a s  i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  t h e  

‘E l5C°T ?  H e n c e  t h e  Vedantins a n d  Sdmkhyas h o l d  t h e  c a u s e  

a n d  i t s  p r o d u c t  t o  b e  c o n n e c t e d  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r  n o t  b y  ^ T f R P i ,  

b u t  b y  t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  i d e n t i t y  ( f T r ^ r f f g ) .  T h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  s r p h  

n - T ?  o n  w h i c h  t h a t  o f  ^ w m r  d e p e n d s  i s  a l s o  r u t h l e s s l y  c r i t i 

c i z e d  b y  tfamJcaracarya. ’  T h e  g i s t  o f  h i s  c r i t i c i s m  i s  t h a t  t h e  

n o t i o n  o f  c a u s e  a n d  e f f e c t  b e i n g  s p r f f n r ^ ,  t h a t  i s ,  b e i n g  c o n 

n e c t e d  t o g e t h e r  i n  a n  i n s e p a r a b l e  u n i o n ,  i s  d i r e c t l y  o p p o s e d  

t o  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  t h e  c a u s e  i s  a l w a y s  a n t e r i o r  t o  t h e  

e f f e c t .  A s  a  m a t t e r  o f  f a c t  t h e  c a u s e  a n d  e f f e c t  a r e  o n e  

a n d  t h e  s a m e  t h i n g ,  a n d  n o t  t w o  d i f f e r e n t  t h i n g s  j o i n e d  t o 

g e t h e r  i n s e p a r a b l y  b y  a  f i c t i t i o u s  u n i o n  c a l l e d  g T p r p r .  T h e  

w h o l e  r e a l i s t i c  t h e o r y  o f  t h e  Naiyayikas i s  t h e r e f o r e  b a s e d  o n  

• a  f i c t i o n  w h i c h  h a s  n o  b a s i s  i n  a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e .  T h i s  i s  n o t  

t h e  p l a c e  t o  g o  d e e p e r  i n t o  t h i s  c o n t r o v e r s y  w h i c h  h a s  b e e n  

v i g o r o u s l y  c a r r i e d  o n  b e t w e e n  t h e  r i v a l  d i s p u t a n t s  f r o m  t h e  
- e a r l i e s t  t o  t h e  l a t e s t  t i m e s ; b u t  w h a t  h a s  b e e n  s a i d  w i l l  b e  

s u f f i c i e n t  t o  g i v e  t h e  s t u d e n t  a n  i d e a  a s  t o  h o w  t h e  d o c t r i n e  

- o f  W fPTPT a n d  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  c a u s a t i o n  b u i l t  u p o n  i t  l i e  a t  t h e  

v e r y  r o o t  o f  t h e  w h o l e  Nydya  s y s t e m  o f  p h i l o s o p h y .

Sect . IX sn sra r -

Negation is o f four kinds :— Antecedent, Consequent, Abso
lute, and Reciprocal. 1

1 .  T h e  n i n t h  s e c t i o n  o n l y  e n u m e r a t e s  t h e  f o u r  k i n d s  o f  n e 

g a t i o n s ,  r e s e r v i n g  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  e a c h  
Negation. f o r  a  f u t u r e  o c c a s i o n .  T h e y  a r e  antecedent

negation o r  n o n - p r o d u c t i o n ,  consequent 
negation o r  d e s t r u c t i o n ,  absolute negation, a n d  reciprocal nega
tion. T h e  w o r d  negation u s e d  b y  B a l l a n t y n e  c o n v e y s  t h e  i d e a  

o f  Abhava b e t t e r  t h a n  non-existence, w n i c h  i s  h a r d l y  a p p l i o a -

Notes. S ^ 'o L jW  V - ^ {; /  K s  M. 7

1 Brah. Sa/ra II, 2, 17.



b l e  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  3 f ih l^ q i* T R .  Antecedent negation i s  t h a t  

w h i c h  e x i s t s  b e f o r e  a  t h i n g  i s  p r o d u c e d ,  a n d  t h e  consequent 
r e s u l t s  a f t e r  i t s  d e s t r u c t i o n .  Absolute negation e x i s t s  a l w a y s  

a n d  i n  a l l  p l a c e s  e x c e p t  w h e r e  t h e  t h i n g  i t s e l f  i s .  Reciprocal 
negation i s  t h e  d e n i a l  o f  o n e  t h i n g  b e i n g  a n y  o t h e r ,  s u c h  a s  
t h a t  a  j a r  i s  n o t  a  p i e c e  o f  c l o t h .

IS
2 . O t h e r  w r i t e r s  d i v i d e  S H T re f i r s t  i n t o  t w o  k i n d s ,  5T« i ~ [ « n '- 

a n d  f i 's t u m r q ',  a n d  t h e n  s p l i t  t h e  l a t t e r  i n t o  t h e  r e m a i n 

i n g  t h r e e .  T h u s  Visvanatha s a y s  i n  Bhasa-Pariccheda :

u’rnuTv^fmr tr=r==r n
' ^ n r n r n r  i 1

M u t u a l  o r  r e c i p r o c a l  n e g a t i o n  m a y  b e  d e f i n e d  a s  t h e  

n e g a t i o n  o f  i d e n t i t y .  A l l  o t h e r  k i n d s  o f  n e g a t i o n  a r e  g r o u p e d  

u n d e r  d  i’+TR" w h i c h ,  l i t e r a l l y  t r a n s l a t e d , m e a n s  n e g a t i o n  b y  

c o n t a c t ,  t h e  c o n t a c t  b e i n g  b e t w e e n  t h e  t h i n g  n e g a t i v e d  a n d  

t h e  t h i n g  o n  w h i c h  i t s n e g a t i o n  i s  a f f i r m e d .  T h u s w h e n  w e s a y  

5 ?  srm cT  w e  a f f i r m  t h e  n e g a t i o n  o f  U 7  o n  a  p a r t i c u l a r

s p o t .  S i m i l a r l y  t h e  a n t e c e d e n t  a n d  t h e  e m e r g e n t  n e g a t i o n s  
a l s o  a r e  a f f i r m e d  w i t h  r e f e r e n c e  t o  s o m e  e x t e r n a l  

w i t h  w h i c h  t h e y  a r e  s a i d  t o  b e  c o n n e c t e d ,  w h i l e  ST^ i K t i u n - l  

s i m p l y  d e n o t e s  t h e  m u t u a l  n o n - i d e n t i t y  o f  t w o  t h i n g s .  I n  

s h o r t ,  i n  b o t h  k i n d s  o f  3 H T R , viz. a n d  3T« h w , t h e r e  a r e  

a l w a y s  t w o  t h i n g s  r e f e r r e d  t o  : b u t  i n  t h e  f i r s t ,  o n e  i s  n e g a t i v 

e d  o f  t h e  o t h e r ,  w h i l e  i n  t h e  o t h e r ,  b o t h  a r e  n e g a t i v e d  o f  e a c h  

o t h e r .  T h u s  a n  m a y  b e  r e s o l v e d  i n t o  t w o  ^ n m r -

H T T s . F o r  i n s t a n c e  m  ■ q s l  »TTt?fT i s  a  p r o p o s i t i o n  a f f i r m i n g  

t h e  m u t u a l  n e g a t i o n  o f  h ?  a n d  q ?  ; a n d  i t  m a y  b e  s p l i t  u p  i n t o  

t w o  p r o p o s i t i o n s  q ^ R  ? m %  a n d  q %  i t j r  m r? ? r , b o t h  o f  

w h i c h  a r e  e x a m p l e s  o f  t f a n f r l R .  I n  e i R t f t r r W R  t h e  w o r d s  

e x p r e s s i v e  o f  t h e  t w o  t h i n g s  a r e  a l w a y s  i n  t h e  s a m e  c a s e ,  t . e. 
t h e  n o m i n a t i v e ; w h i l e  i n  t h e  o t h e r  c a s e  o n e  w o r d  i s  u s u a l l y  

i n  t h e  l o c a t i v e  a s  d e n o t i n g  t h e  B T f u ^ o t  o n  w h i c h  t h e  n e g a t i o n  
r e s t s .  r N m h r m -  i s  d i v i d e d  i n t o  g i m n g ,  a n d  3T R H T -

W ,  o f  w h i c h  t h e  f i r s t  t w o  a r e  n o t h i n g  b u t  t h e  n o n - p r o d u c -

1 B. P. 11,12.
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f (  Notes. 1 0 I - ( f i T\  -fes, 'v (WMd -W y  X / .A_^\%,h— %*<vv' • • ■ . • .
t i o n  a n d  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  o f  a  t h i n g .  3 b U « a w s  

i s  a b s o l u t e  n e g a t i o n ,  a n d  c o m p r i s e s  a l l  v a r i e t i e s  o t h e r  t h a n  

t h o s e  m e n t i o n e d .  A  d i s c u s s i o n  a s  t o  i t s  e x a c t  n a t u r e  w i l l  

b e  f o u n d  u n d e r  S e c t .  8 0 .

3 . T h e  s i m p l e s t  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  e la n s ' i s  W TT 'W ?!', w h a t  i s  
d i s t i n c t  f r o m  e x i s t i n g  t h i n g s ,  b u t  o t h e r  

Abhava defined d e f i n i t i o n s  a r e  m o r e  e l a b o r a t e .  S .  C .  d e f i n e s

a s  r rm u T fh s iT H tu h u  m i y  r w , i. e. a  

padartha t h e  k n o w l e d g e  o f  w h i c h  i s  d e p e n d e n t  o n  t h e  k n o w r-  

l e d g e  o f  i t s  c o n t r a d i c t o r y .  S .  M .  d e f i n e s  i t  a s  s y in ^ 'T ^ .T fU r -  

a  padartha i n  w h i c h  r e s t  t h e  m u t u a l  n e g a t i o n s  o f  

a l l  t h e  o t h e r  s i x  paaarlhas, i. e. w h i c h  i s  d i s t i n c t  f r o m 1 

t h e  s i x  c a t e g o r i e s ,  s u b s t a n c e  e t c .  W h i l e  r e a l l y  m e a n i n g  

t h e  s a m e  a s  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  b e g s  t h e  q u e s t i o n

b y  i n s e r t i n g  3 i?$J fen 'W i3 \  a  s u b - v a r i e t y  o f  s iv iie r , i n t o  t h e  d e f i 

n i t i o n  o f  3 W ^ .  I t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  f a u l t y .  A  t h i r d  d e f i n i t i o n ,  

g i v e n  i n  Sarva-Harsajia- Samgraha, i s  u m u r m u f -

i. e. e w q '  n o t  b e i n g  i t s e l f  i s  n o t  c o n n e c t e d  w i t h

a n y t h i n g  e l s e  b y  B u g l e r . ’  Naiyayikas h o l d  t h a t  i s
a n  o b j e c t  o f  d i r e c t  p e r c e p t i o n  a n d  i s  c o n n e c t e d  w i t h  i t s  

a r m o u r  b y  t h e  r e l a t i o n  c a l l e d  •, t h a t  i s ,  w h e n  w e

s a y  w e  r e g a r d  UHIUT3- a s  a n  a t t r i b u t e  o f  ' I r W ,

j u s t  a s  w e  c a l l  t h e  a t t r i b u t e  o f  T h i s  p e c u l i a r

c o n c e p t i o n  o f  n e g a t i o n  d i s c l o s e s  t h e  h a b i t  o f  Naiyayikas 
t o  i n v e n t  a n y  n u m b e r  o f  f i c t i t i o u s  c o n v e n t i o n a l i t i e s ,  i f  t h e y  

a r e  c o n v e n i e n t  f o r  p r a c t i c a l  p u r p o s e s .  E e a l l y  s p e a k i n g ,  t o  

c l a s s  3 R tst a s  a  padartha a l o n g  w i t h  t h e  o t h e r  s i x  i s  a n  

a b s u r d i t y .  T h e r e  i s  n o t  t h e  l e a s t  r e s e m b l a n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e  

t w o  g r o u p s ,  a s  o n e  i s  t h e  d i r e c t  o p p o s i t e  o f  t h e  o t h e r .

3 ^ ^ !^  c a n  b e  a  padartha o n l y  i n  t h e  m o & t  l i t e r a l  s e n s e  o f  

t h e  w o r d ,  n a m e l y ,  t h e  c o n n o t a t i o n  o f  a  w o r d  ( a w i ?  ) ,  b u t  

r e a l l y  s p e a k i n g  i t  c a n n o t  b e  s a i d  t o  h a v e  a n y  e x t e r n a l  

e x i s t e n c e .  I t  i s  ntn-ezitUiice p u r e  a n d  s i m p l e ,  a n d  a l l  
v a r i e t i e s  o f  i t  s u c h  a s  t h e  n o n - e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h i s  t h i n g  a n d  

t h a t  t h i n g  a t e  m e r e  c o n v e n t i o n a l i t i e s  o f  s p e e c h .  I n  w h a t  

r e s p e c t ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  d o e s  a  U H I U R  d i f f e r  f r o m  a  ?

E e a l l y  i n  r . c t l i i r g  e s i e n t i a l l y ,  f c r  t d h  E [ i e e  i n  t h e i r  s i m p l e

1 San-. D. S. Calc. ed. p. 109.
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■ c h a r a c t e r  o f  n e g a t i o n .  B u t  o n e  m i g h t  s a y  t h a t  w e  f i n d  

remre e v e n  w h e r e  t h e r e  i s  a  r e ,  a n d  vice versa ; a n d  t h e r e 

f o r e  t h e  t w o  n e g a t i o n s  m u s t  b e  d i f f e r e n t . -  B u t  t h i s  m e a n s  

t h a t  w e  o n l y  a t t r i b u t e  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  t h e  t h i n g s  ( s B a w f i  )  

t o  t h e i r  n e g a t i o n s .  I n  o t h e r  w o r d s ,  t h e  o n  t h e

i s  s i m p l y  s n f f r r e ,  w h i l e  a s  a  m a t t e r  o f  f a c t  a l l  n e g a 

t i o n  i s  p u r e  a n d  c h a r a c t e r l e s s .  I t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  3T*Tf5T c a n n o t  

r e a l l y  b e  t h e  H 5 t r e T  o f  f o r  a  f a i r e r ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  b e

a p p r e h e n d e d ,  m u s t  e x i s t ,  w h i l e  t h e  e s s e n c e  o f  srw r fg  i s  n o n 

e x i s t e n c e .  Vedaniins a n d  o t h e r s  t h e r e f o r e  w h o  r e f u s e  t o  

r e c o g n i z e  i r u r g  a s  a  pidartha r e g a r d  i t  s i m p l y  a s  

t h a t  i s ,  a s  ^ tT g ' i t s e l f  a n d  n o t h i n g  m o r e .  ^

4 .  I t  s e e m s  t h a t  t n e  Vaisesikas h a d  n o t  o r i g i n a l l y  c o n 

c e i v e d  o f  ‘ s n r n r  a s  a  s e p a r a t e  paddrtha. Knnuda’s a p h o r i s m 1 

e n u m e r a t e s  o n l y  s i x  pmdrthas, o m i t t i n g  s p r n r  a l t o g e t h e r .  

B u t  t h e  i n g e n u i t y  o f  c o m m e n t a t o r s  h a s  a d d e d  a  s e v e n t h  

c a t e g o r y  3 W 3 T  a s  b e i n g  i n t e n d e d  t h o u g h  n o t  e x p r e s s e d  b y  

i h o  Sat rat* ara, t h e  i n t e n t i o n  b e i n g  g a t h e r e d  f r o m  t h e  o c c u r -  

l e n c e  o f  t h e  w o r d  -34*Trg i n  s o m e  o t h e r  Sutras, s u c h  a s  “ 3>KtJTT- 
r r p n a ;  r e v m i g . 2 a n d  srm rP  T o

r e c o g n i z e  a  s e p a r a t e  e n t i t y  b e c a u s e  a  w o r d  e x p r e s s i v e  o f  

i t  o c c u r s  s o m e w h e r e  i n  a  w o r k  i s  n o t  i n d e e d  a  v e r y  s t r o n g  

a r g u m e n t .  S i m i l a r l y  Udryanacanja i n  h i s  Kiranavnli 
r e m a r k s ^ 1 q ? r  ^  q r r a f :  ( t h e  s i x  m e n t i o n e d  i n  V .  S . I ,  1 ,  3  )

s r ^ r e w r t i s r r  3 ^ 5  w s r e r c f t  s r m ^ F t p r ^ T a m f h f x W
r e r a i a ;  *  3 g ^  j f s r r g .  T h i s  i s  m o r e  l i k e  a n  a p o l o g y  f o r  t h e  

n o n - m e n t i o n  o f  s r a n r  i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  Sutras t h a n  a n  a r g u 

m e n t  f o r  r e c o g n i z i n g  i t  a s  a  s e p a r a t e  paddrtha. W h a t e v e r  

b e  t h e  c a s e ,  t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  3PTT5T a s  a n  i n d e p e n d e n t  

e n t i t y  h a s  b e e n  a  d i s t i n c t  g a i n  t o  I n d i a n  l o g i c ,  i n a s m u c h  

a s  i t  h a s  g r e a t l y  f a c i l i t a t e d  t h e  p r o c e s s e s  o f  a n a l y s i s  a n d  

r e a s o n i n g .  E v e n  t h o s e  w h o  d e n y  i t  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  a  padurtha 
c a n n o t  o f t e n  h e l p  c l o t h i n g  t h e i r  p r o p o s i t i o n s  i n  i t s  t e r m s .  

T h e  w o n d e r f u l  a c c u r a c y  o f  t h e  I n d i a n  s y l l o g i s m  i s  i n  a  g r e a t  

m e a s u r e  d u e  t o  t h e  u s e  o f  s u c h  f i c t i t i o u s  b u t  w e l l - u n d e r s t o o d  

e x p r e s s i o n s  a s  axm nr, s r m r e n r  a n d  s p j g p f r .

.

\S V JV) Tarka-Saihgraha. [ SECT.\h I  ̂I

I V . S. r, I, 4. 2 V. S. I, 2,1. 3 V. 8. IX, 1,3.
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o .  H e r e  e n d s  t h e  f i r s t  c h a p t e r  o f  Tarka-Samgraha, w h i c h

S .  C .  n a m e s  ^ P J I h ;  A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  w e l l -

k n o w n  d i c t u m  o f  t h e  s c h o l i a s t ,  t h e  Vaisesika s y s t e m  c o n 

s i s t s  o f  t h r e e  p a r t s ,  t h e  e n u m e r a t i o n ,  t h e  d i v i s i o n  a n d  t h e  

■ d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  padarthas. T h e  a u t h o r  o f  Tarku-Samgraha f i r s t  

e n u m e r a t e s  t h e  Padarthas i n  t h e  s e c o n d  s e c t i o n ,  a n d  t h e n  

p r o c e e d s  t o  s t a t e  t h e i r  d i v i s i o n s  a n d  s u b d i v i s i o n s  i n  S e c s .

3  t o  9 .  F r o m  t h e  t e n t h  s e c t i o n  o n w a r d s  h e  e n t e r s  u p o n  

t h e i r  d e f i n i t i o n s  o r  s e v e r a l l y ,  a n d  d e f i n e s  t h e m  i n

t h e  o r d e r  i n  w h i c h  t h e y  h a v e  b e e n  e n u m e r a t e d .

Sect . X .

Earth is that which has odour. It is o f  two sorts, eternal and 
non-eternal. Eternal is atomic, non-eternal is product. It is also 
threefold, body, organ and object. Body is that like ours; organ 
ts  the olfactory sense at the tip o f the nose; object comprises 
the earthy stones and the like.

1 .  T h e  a u t h o r  d e f i n e s  e a r t h  a s  * T ?g g c fr  ‘  h a v i n g  o d o u r , ’  

w h i c h  m e a n s  7.'R o r u ,  t h e  i n t i -

iEarth. m a t e  c a u s e  o f  o d o u r . 1 T h e  r e l a t i o n  e x p r e s 

s e d  b y  t h e  t e r m i n a t i o n  ^  h e r e  i s  

o n l y ,  f o r  o t h e r w i s e  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  w i l l  o v e r l a p  o n  time a n d  

space, w i t h  w h i c h  i s  c o n n e c t e d  b y  ^ r fg r c p  a n d  r e l a 

t i o n s  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  B e s i d e s  t h e  a p p a r e n t  srrHSTTtH' o n  time 
a n d  space, t h e  T .  D .  n o t i c e s  t h r e e  o t h e r  o b j e c t i o n s  a g a i n s t  

t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  : 1 s t ,  i t  w i l l  n o t  a p p l y  t o  a  p r o d u c t  w h i c h ,  b e 

i n g  c o m p o s e d  o f  p a r t s  h a v i n g  b o t h  g o o d  a n d  b a d  s m e l l s ,  i s  

r e n d e r e d  o d o u r l e s s  o w i n g  t o  t h e  t w o  k i n d s  o f  s m e l l  b e i n g  

m u t u a l l y  d e s t r o y e d  ; n o r  c a n  i t  b e  s a i d  t h a t  i n  t h a t  c a s e  p e r 

c e p t i o n  o f  o d o u r  i s  r e n d e r e d  i m p o s s i b l e .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  

t h e r e f o r e ,  s a y s  t h e  o p p o n e n t ,  e i t h e r  t o  r e c o g n i z e  a  

‘ v a r i e g a t e d  o d o u r , ’  w h i c h  y o u  d o  n o t ,  o r  y o u r  d e f i n i t i o n  w i l l  

b e  i n a p p l i c a b l e  t o  s u c h  a  c a s e .  T h e  a u t h o r  d e n i e s  b o t h  

a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  s a y i n g  t h a t  i n  s u c h  c a s e s  w e  c a n  d i s t i n c t l y  a p 

p r e h e n d  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  o d o u r s  o f  c o m p o n e n t  p a r t s ,  a n d  s o  t h e r e  

i s  n o  n e e d  o f  r e c o g n i z i n g  o n e  v a r i e g a t e d  o d o u r  o f  t h e  w h o l e .

-  T h e  s e c o n d  o b j e c t i o n  i s  t h e  s a m e  a s  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  g a T g fT  a s

1. S. M. Calc ed. p. 21.
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a  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  Dravyu, v i z .  t h a t  i t  w i l l  n o t  a p p l y  t o  a  p r o 

d u c t  i n  t h e  f i r s t  m o m e n t  o f  c r e a t i o n ,  w h e n  i t  i s  s u p p o s e d  t o -  

b e  w i t h o u t  a t t r i b u t e .  T h e  a n s w e r  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  o b j e c t i o n  i s  

a l s o  t h e  s s m e ,  v i z .  a m p l i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  ( p .  7 7 ) .  T h e  

t h i r d  o b j e c t i o n  i s  d r a w n  f r o m  o u r  e x p e r i e n c e  t h a t  e v e n  w a t e r  

a n d  o t h e r  s u b s t a n c e s  b e s i d e s  e a r t h  p o s s e s s  s m e l l .  T h e  a n s w e r  

i s  t h a t  t h e  s m e l l  b e l o n g s  n o t  t o  t h e  w a t e r  h u t  t o  e a r t h y  

p a r t i c l e s  m i x e d  w i t h  i t .  T h e r e  i s  a  f o u r t h  o b j e c t i o n  w 'h i c h  

t h e  a u t h o r  d o e s  n o t  n o t i c e .  W e  s e e  m a n y  e a r t h y  t h i n g s  s u c k  

a s  s t o n e s  w h i c h  a r e  o d o u r l e s s ,  a n d  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  m a y  n o t  

a p p l y  t o  t h e m ;  b u t  t h e  a n s w e r  w o u l d  b e  t h a t  t h e  s m e l l  i n  
t h e m  i s  ^ .g ^ F T , t h a t  i s ,  t h o u g h  e x i s t i n g ,  i t  i s  n o t  p e r c e i v e d  

o w i n g  t o  u n f a v o u r a b l e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s .

2 . A l t h o u g h  o d o u r  i s  m e n t i o n e d  a s  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  a t 

t r i b u t e  o f  e a r t h  i t  i s  n o t  i t s  o n l y  a t t r i b u t e .

Its attributes. Kanuda’s a p h o r i s m  y n k f t '

d e s c r i b e s  e a r t h  a s  p o s s e s s i n g  f o u r  q u a l i t i e s ,  

c o l o u r ,  s a v o u r ,  o d o u r  a n d  t o u c h ,  w h i c h  Samkara Misra c o n 

s t r u e s  a s  g i v i n g  f o u r  a l t e r n a t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  e a r t h .  B e s i d e s  

t h e s e  f o u r  m a t e r i a l  q u a l i t i e s ,  e a r t h  i s  c r e d i t e d  w i t h  t e n  

o t h e r s >  m a k i n g  i n  a l l  1 4  q u a l i t i e s  r e s i d i n g  i n  e a r t h ,  f o r  w h i c h  

s e e  q u o t a t i o n  Supra, p .  8 5 .

3 . F o u r  c o p i e s  A  B  D  a n d  K  a d d  Fra b e f o r e  graOTFTT, b u t

t h e  praiikas i n  a l l  t h e  c o p i e s  o f  Dipika e x c e p t  A ,  a s  w e l l  a s  

t h a t  i n  S . C . s h o w  t h a t  t h e  s e n t e n c e  b e g a n  w i t h  n w r a r fr ,  a n d  

t h a t  t h e  Fig' g o t  i n t o  t h e  t e x t  b y  e r r o r ,  p r o b a b l y  f r o m  t h e  
o p e n i n g  s e n t e n c e  o f  t h e  Dipika. T h e  F ra i n  t h e  Dipika i s  e x 

p l a i n e d  b y  Nilakantha a s  v i r a r a r f f l  (  )  h o t  f r a ? ? : .

4 .  E a r t h  i s  f i r s t  d i v i d e d  i n t o  e t e r n a l  a n d  n o n - e t e r n a l :  t h e

f i r s t  b e i n g  a t o m i c ,  a n d  t h e  s e c o n d  a  p r o -

andnon-efetZl d u c t - T . D .  d e f i n e s  a s
i t s  c o n t r a r y  ’r a f r a i r r a r m r a g  b e i n g  s t r a r a r a .

T h a t  w h i c h  i s  n o t  l i a b l e  t o  d e s t r u c t i o n  i s  e t e r n a l ,  a n d  i t s  o p 

p o s i t e  i s  t h e  n o n - e t e r n a l .  T h e s e  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  T .  D .  a r e  h o w 
e v e r  i n c o m p l e t e .  Vakya- Vrtti d e f i n e s  R r a r a  a n d  s r r u r a r a  m o r e  
c o r r e c t l y ,  a s  f t r a r a  m u m r a m h d T i m i f  r a r a g R ^ r m r a g  a n d

|J)f - • <slY •••-;; 104 Tarka-Samgrnha [SECT. X..
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D .  d o e s  n o t  t a k e  i n t o  a c c o u n t  p a s t  a s  w e l l  a s  f u t u r e  e t e r n i t y ,

- a n d  c o n s e q u e n t l y  i t s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  R f t r ^  o v e r l a p s  o n  s v w w r a - 

w h i c h ,  b e i n g  i n d e s t r u c t i b l e , i s s w r a f f W R T . b u t  w h i c h  i s  n o t  x*m 
a s  i t  h a s  sn^THT?. T h e r e  a r e  s o m e  h o w e v e r  w h o  r e g a r d  a s  

e t e r n a l ;  a n d  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e m  T .  D . ’ s  d e f i n i t i o n s  w i l l  b e  c o r r e c t .

T erR T fg is  a l s o  d e f i n e d  i n  a n o t h e r  a n d  a  s i m p l e r  w a y  a s
“ b e i n g  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  b y  a  c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  t h e

t h r e e  t i m e s ,  p a s t ,  p r e s e n t  a n d  f u t u r e  ” ,i. e. e x i s t i n g  i n  a l l  t i m e s .  
W h i c h e v e r  d e f i n i t i o n  w e  t a k e ,  p r o d u c t s  a r e  a l w a y s  s t rs ^ T  a s  

t h e y  d o  n o t  e x i s t  p r i o r  t o  t h e i r  p r o d u c t i o n .  T h e  e t e r n a l  p o r t i o n  

o f  e a r t h  i s  t h e  a t o m s  w h i c h  a r e  t h e  u l t i m a t e  m a t e r i a l  c a u s e s  

o f  a l l  e a r t h y  p r o d u c t s .  T h e  a t o m i c  t h e o r y  o f  t h e  Vaiseshikas 
w i l l  b e  e x p l a i n e d  l a t e r  o n .  (  S e e  n o t e  S e c t .  X I I I ).

5 .  E a r t h  i s  a g a i n  d i v i d e d  i n t o  t h r e e  k i n d s ,  b o d y ,  o r g a n

Another division. ° f SenSe and m ass- The body  is  thafc w hich  
b e l o n g s  t o  h u m a n  b e i n g s  l i k e  o u r s e l v e s  ;

t h e  o r g a n  i s  t h a t  o f  s m e l l  w h i c h  a p p r e 

h e n d s  o d o u r  a n d  i s  s i t u a t e d  a t  t h e  r o o t  o f  t h e  n o s e  ; w h i l e  
m a s s  c o m p r e h e n d s  a l l  o t h e r  e a r t h y  t h i n g s ,  s u c h  a s  s t o n e s  e t c .
T h i s  t h r e e f o l d  d i v i s i o n  o f  e a r t h  i s  v e r y  a n c i e n t ,  b e i n g  d e r i v 

e d  f r o m  t h e  a p h o r i s m  o f  Kanada.' B u t  t h e r e  i s  a  d i f f e r e n c e  

o f  o p i n i o n  a s  t o  w h e t h e r  t h i s  t h r e e f o l d  d i v i s i o n  i s  o f  2 T $ h fr  i n  

g e n e r a l  o r  o f  o n l y ; a n d  t h e  c o n t r o v e r s y ,  s o  f a r  a s

w e  a r e  c o n c e r n e d ,  t u r n s  p a r t i a l l y ,  i f  n o t  m a i n l y ,  o n  t h e  c o r 

r e c t  r e a d i n g  o f  t h e  p a s s a g e  i n  Tarka-Saiigrciha. A  r e a d s  tTT 

b u t  a s  a l l  o t h e r  c o p i e s  o f  t h e  t e x t  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  

c o m m e n t a r i e s  a g r e e  i n  o m i t t i n g  W  b e f o r e  S?T: t h e r e  w a s  

n o  a l t e r n a t i v e  b u t  t o  o m i t  i t  h e r e  a l s o .  T h e  r e a d i n g  W  c a n  
h e  d e f e n d e d  o n  t h e  g r o u n d  t h a t  b y  u n m i s t a k a b l y  a p p l y i n g  

t h e  t h r e e f o l d  d i v i s i o n  t o  g ? p f w  g r ^ r r  i t  m a k e s  t h e  m e a n i n g  
o f  t h e  p a s s a g e  c l e a r ,  a n d  t h u s  b r i n g s  t h e  t e x t  i n t o  h a r m o n y  , 

n o t  o n l y  w i t h  o t h e r  w o r k s  l i k e  P .  B . ,  S . P., S. a n d  

o t h e r s ,  b u t  a l s o  w i t h  Kanada’s aphorism fTfSH-’ $ra=UTT3r
T h e  w o r d  m  h o w e v e r  i s  

n o t  a b s o l u t e l y  n e c e s s a r y ,  s i n c e  S .  C .  e x t r a c t s  t h e  s a m e  s e n s e  

■ o u t  o f  t h e  w o r d  s ? r .  T h e  c h i e f  o b j e c t i o n  a g a i n s t  W ,  a s  a l s o

1V.S .  IV, 2, 1. 2 Ibid.



against the interpretation put on the passage by S. 0. 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 
sr+-m»rr?OT Wrerar. The remark apparently showsthat the three- 
^ ^ d iv is io n  is not a sub-division of one of the two kinds of 
Tranfr first mentioned, namely but an altogether inde
pendent division of £I§tfr 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 Anna mb h at t a say something 
which is in direct opposition to Kanuda’s Su'ra ? The Sutra- 
distinctly ascribes the three-fold division to product earth 

• and the scholiast Prasa*slapada also clearly states his 
opinion by remarking mRtf STfir i ^fRferri%qrm=r^JT I1
Annambhatta, by taking in the whole earth ( eternal and 
non-eternal ), would be plainly contradicting the Sutra and 
the scholiast, which is highly improbable as the present 
work is distinctly based on Pra&astapada’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 Sutra. Nilakantha noticing 
these two ways of interpretation remarks 5T3T fqrg£r%sUT“
3T? Rf^yrfh ̂  -A r>mm^f^miW^r%qri%nTq'?^-
^  ^  ^  5jn%f^TF3t%: tfu^Zcr cWT. Even if the 
three-fold division be ascribed to r̂mCr in genera], it does 
not apply to PTfqr ri ia r, that is, atoms, as all the atoms 
obviously fall into the third of the latter three divisions i. e.

In other words, t̂ rUT r̂crsnr instead of being the genus 
of the latter three kinds becomes a variety of one of them.
In tnis way the passage in T. D. can be made to agree with 
the Sutra, and both views reconciled.

6. is defined as WFiPTf uruPTcTTO, but a more accurate
definition is 3T??q-prq7 r̂ BTrf that

The three varieties .of the earth is, a uual product which possesses volunta
ry action. is defined as

1 P, Li. Ben. ed. p. 27.
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H f̂OTgJlT 5TTW # I cIcpFclt
t̂ rt f^f^raiRr ct̂ r r ; k sra

^ K T W if^ n ^ ^ W R T it r  ^  *R

^^IW FflSRTPTR ^ W W I f i ^  n̂% 
w^\ W %  I 5JFFR t̂sraPRT

™  fNcTSFIPl ”

fi% W W ^ R ^ n w  i =rg “  ^ R m f^ iiW f ^  ^  ^ T"
*Ff ”  r̂a w r is t ?  ^ 3 ^  ^

1“  R<^Afit(%^cf |pf%  jp^R R j; I ffR  ^

^TRT 5  TR̂ fFT | %3^r SRffi 5TC:”  f^3"

T̂ TT W lT  fl^r'R^FRfcf'TI^FT, I ’W  ^
I ctRR'T^RfRT^ W 3- ? R  a% 3R I% ^^ < M m  II 

fra sfra^ cira fF rra^ -^ T W ^ ^ ^ R ^ ysra^ R '^ ^ ^ ' 
^NRRrara iraT ’raiRRrera^n^f

^ V  li

<*Rfra?cra ̂ r Si zrarara^î ^n^sT^ m ffii

3t? w % : ^ tiw t fra ^FraRif^ 3 ?  w r -

^ fR ira ra^ -. i f^ ^ ^ R i^ rg w :3 n
1 After O V add U ' B omits * m t l W r — '

tT I^ ^ W ^ T T ep  W H . ioius t0 next
2 This colophon is found in J sentence. S and W read the

a^°no, and is inserted here be- passage differently. Different
cause it is important. It also j^ss q various colophons,

~ . tW° 0tbW W° rkS ^  whil’e S and W add a verse,
3 This is the reading of R and which are omitted hero.
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] Notes. lot' '  ̂ J

T̂Fg- ^^q-^TSRcpf^ a thing which is produced from parts 
but does not itself become a producer of another product, such 
as a jar. Our body is such a final product, because it does not

Body. constitute apart of any other larger product;
and it possesses the additional character 
of being the seat of voluntary actions. 

is defined as )S<TnfcTsnTcT,Tf?n;ri^%^r 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 %2T, 
but it is not a final product as it forms a part of a larger 
body. Body is divided into tftWT embryonic, and srqrwr 
uon-embryonic. The first is and belongs
to human beings, quadrupeds, birds etc. The second kind 
ls possessed by insects born of perspiration, plants and 
semi-divine personages, like the sage Manu, who were self- 
born owing to the influence of eiSH. 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

rqan‘ defined as *rnr *rra-
etnroTJTJT: fHWTrsPP̂ . “ An organ of sense is 

the seat of that contact of mind which produces knowledge, 
hut is not the seat of any manifested special qualities except 
sound.”  The Naiyayika theory of perception is given by S. C.
thus:—3TT?ITT ITTOT fPT rTcT STST .̂ “ The
organ is united with the external object on the one hand and is 
on the other connected with the mind which acts as a link 
with the soul.”  So the contact of the mind is with two 
things at once, viz. the soul and the organ, and both are the 
Onuses of knowledge. The first part of the definition 
euding with *ri5r is therefore inserted to exclude the soul, 
which is the seat of 14 special qualities,1 while the organ of 
sense possesses none. But then one might object that as the 
° rgans of sense such as smell and sight partake of the 
nature of their respective constituents, viz., earth and light, 
they must possess odour and colour, the special qualities of

1- See quotation p. 85-86 Supra.

' 6°ifcX



earth and light. The answer is that they do possess them, i 
but the qualities are not manifested in them, and hence the 
word is inserted to qualify TWTQot. In this form how
ever the definition becomes too narrow, because it does not 
apply to sttst, the organ of hearing, which being by hypothesis 

possesses one 3:£rTT%̂T'?3JOT viz. 51^ . This defect 
is removed by excluding ) 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 SP-sU are 
Hrfnvvun1 2 and In the first
of these ,3T?nT%*T excludes the Soul and external objects, while 

excludes which being 3Tffrf̂ 5̂ r is the
proximate cause of srr̂ cT̂ TTJT. In the second definition the 
words PTHTCRip exclude the Soul. is of two kinds, the
internal (oTPIKPi'-i) which iB mind, and the external (5TCSTTl%U') 
w'hich are five, viz. the organs of sight, hearing, taste, smell 
nnd 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 Tg'PT object, which compre
hends the whole mass of inorganic sub- 

ohiect■ stances. The term m u ' 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 he 
excluded from the class R ’PT, but organic bodies, at least 
of all the living beings beside ourselves, do become the 
objects of perception and ought therefore to fall under IWT.
One's own body being subjective ( eTixgiffrnp) 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 PTW ? The reason is that the 
word is used here in a restricted sense. It

1 T. K. p. 3.

2 Tattva-CintBmapi.
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m e a n s  t h o s e  t h i n g s  o n l y  w h i c h  a r e  a l w a y s  t h e  o b j e c t s  a n d  

n e v e r  t h e  s u b j e c t s  o f  k n o w l e d g e .  T h e  b o d i e s  o f  l i v i n g  b e i n g s  

‘ t h o u g h  o b j e c t s  o f  o t h e r  m e n ' s  k n o w l e d g e  a r e  s u b j e c t i v e  s o  

f a r  a s  e a c h  i n d i v i d u a l  i s  c o n c e r n e d ,  w h i l e  i n a n i m a t e  t h i n g s  

l i k e  s t o n e s  n o t  h a v i n g  a n y  k n o w l e d g e  o f  t h e i r  o w n  m u s t  

a l w a y s  r e m a i n  o b j e c t s  a n d  o b j e c t s  o n l y .  T h i s  p o i n t  d o e s  n o t  

s e e m  t o  h a v e  b e e n  c l e a r l y  u n d e r s t o o d  b y  c o m m e n t a t o r s ,  a l 

t h o u g h  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  w a s  p e r c e i v e d  b y t h e r n .  S . C . f o r  i n s t a n c e  

r e m a r k s  “ s r a a j p w
rT T gn yH ; I 3*rT ?K g ^ T frn i% F .tT W  g g  i 3 3rravrr*

t s r e n g , ”  t h a t  i s ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  t h r e e - f o l d  d i v i s i o n  i s  a  c r o s s 

d i v i s i o n  i n  a s  m u c h  a s  t h e  u s u a l  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  r g g g  (W m 'T * r tTr 

x % g ir : )  w o u l d  a l s o  a p p l y  t o  b o d i e s  a n d  o r g a n s ,  t h e  l a t t e r  a r e  

- c l a s s e d  s e p a r a t e l y  f o r  t h e  c l e a r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  b e g i n n e r s  

T h i s  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  S . C . i s  o f  c o u r s e  c o p i e d  f r o m  a  s i m i l a r  

o n e  i n  Muktavall ■
1 I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  g u e s s  h o w  s u c h  a  c r o s s - d i v i s i o n  

t e n d s  t o  t h e  e a s y  c o m p r e h e n s i o n  o f  b e g i n n e r s ,  b u t  p r o b a b l y  

t h e s e  c o m m e n t a t o r s ,  w h i l e  n o t i n g  t h a t  b o d y  a n d  o r g a n  a r e  

e x p r e s s l y  e x c l u d e d  f r o m  T g 'P T , d i d  n o t  q u i t e  r e a l i z e  w h y  t  e  
m e a n i n g  o f  t h e  w o r d  m t r  w a s  th u s  r e s t r i c t e d .  I t  i s  a  s o  

s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  Ann.mbhatta d e f i n e s  s i m p l y  a s  5re n T ?S * r- 

T ^ j p ,  a n d  t h u s  c a r e f u l l y  a b s t a i n s  f r o m  a n y  r e f e r e n c e  t o  

Vt*T o r

9- T h e r e  a r e  t w o  o t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  

■of t h e  c l a s s  f w r  w h i c h  c a n n o t  b e  s o  e a s i l y  a n s w e r e d .  T  l e  

f i r s t  i s  w h e t h e r  a t o m s  a r e  i n c l u d e d  i n  m < T .  T h e  d e f i n i t i o n  

W T T g q i f f i  w o u l d  o f  c o u r s e  e x c l u d e  t h e m ,  f o r  a t o m s  b e i n g  
c a n  n e v e r  b e  t h e  o b j e c t s  o f  e n j o y m e n t .  B e s i d e s  

o t h e r  w o r k s  e x p r e s s l y  e x c l u d e  t h e m .  Bhasa-Panccheda 
f o r  i n s t a n c e  h a s .—

finffir awiugivtT >*
O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  a s  o b s e r v e d  i n  a  p r e v i o u s  n o t e  ( Supra 
p. 1 0 6  )  Annambhatta w o u l d  s e e m  t o  i n c l u d e  a t o m s  u n d e r  

jR n r g , a n d  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  h e  g i v e s  a  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  I W  w h i c h  1 2

1 s. M. Cal. ed. p. 27.
2 B. P. 37.

1 5

■ e°l&x



applies to atoms as well as products supports the conjecture. 
The second question is whether plants are to be classed with 
WRTT or with UTW. The question seems to have very much 
exercised later writers, and there is a difference of opinion. 
PrcisastapUda includes trees under T%W,’ while Visvanatha, 
the author of Siddhant a-Mukl avail, declares in favour of the 
opposite view.2 S'a/'/ikara Miira discusses the arguments on 
both sides and arrives at the only reasonable conclusion,

=tr drf^ret jt sifR^Tqirru.' Annam-
bhatta also would seem to take the same view.

SECT. X I .  SfTq:.

Water is a thing having cold touch. It is of two sorts, eternal 
and ncm-eternal. Eternal is atom, non-eternal is the product. It 
is again three-fold, body, organ, and object. Body is in the region 
of Vanina, organ is the sense of taste perceiving savour and 
residing on the tip of the tongue ; masses are rivers, seas etc.

1. W ater is defined os having cool touch. Like earth, 
water is divided, first into eternal and non-v\' citer. eternal, and then into body, organ and 
mass. The watery body is possessed by 

beings in the regions of Yaruna, the organ is the organ of 
taste located at the tip of the tongue, and the mass com
prehends rivers, oceans etc. 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 atoms in the Varuna and Adifija regions respectively. 
Kanada defines water as SHUT S3T- T%TqT-',4 and al

ii. P. B. Ben. ed. p. 23.
2. S. M. Cal. ed. p. 26.
3. V. S. Up. Cal. ed. p. 214.
4. V. S. II, I, 2.
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so affirms the coldness of the touch of water,5 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 aprnvpjT.
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-division5 
apply rnutatis mutandis to this and the following sections 
also. For the qualities residing in water see quotation, 
at p. 85 Supra.

Sect. XII
Light has hot touch. It is of tuo sorts, eternal and non- 

eternal; eternal is atomic, non-eternal is product. It is again 
threefold, body, organ and mass ; body is ivell-lcnoicn in the 
Solar region, organ is the sight ichich perceives colour and 
resides in the forepart of the black pupil of the eye ; mass is 
fourfold, earthy, heavenly, gastric and mineral. Earthy {mass) 
is fire and the like ; heavenly is lightning etc. produced from 
uxitery fu e l ; gastric causes digestion of things eaten ; mineral 
is gold and the like.

1. The only variation in this section over the last two is 
the sub-division of fw r  into four kinds of

Llght■ 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 the fuel of
water ( ) ,  as well as sun-light, moon-light and 
submarine fire ; 3 gastric, 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 wil 10

1. V. s. II, 2, 5.
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• <iuire a very strong metaphor to class the latter two among the 

luminary substances. The gastric juice is called fire be
cause 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 

Varieties of lustre, p^agfapadci’s scholium, while the origi
nal Sutias themselves contain no trace of 
them. Samkara Misra, the author of Upas' 

kara gives another four-fold 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.1 This division is 
of course not compatible with the first, and proves that the 
symmetrical classification adopted by Annambhatta was 
regarded by Samkara Misra as an innovation of the Scholiast 
not reconcilable with the original &utra. It may be remarked 
in passing that the organ of sight is located by Naiyayikas 
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 Naiyayikas was that before an object could 
he 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 retina 
o f the eye.

3. Naiyciyilcas have spent much argument to prove why 
gold and other metals are classed under

Gold ts light. light. The argument by which the luminosity
( )  of gold is established is explained 
at length in T. D. Gold is light because it 

can neither be earth, nor water, nor wind. Its being 
.any of the last five dravyas is of course out of the ques
tion. Gold is not earth because the fluidity of melted

1. V. S. Up. Cal. Ed. p. 74.
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gold is not destroyed even by application of extreme beat,, 
while the fluidity of earthy things such as clarified butter 
is generally found to vanish at certain temperature when , 
there is no counteracting force. The fluidity of gold remains 
intact even in the absence of any counteracting force.
Gold cannot therefore be of earthy nature. It cannot be- 
water because its fluidity is occasional and not inherent; 
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;—

i ?r̂ N\ q-arr i

. The fallacy or rather a number of fallacies in this reason 
Jng can be easily detected. In the first place, the proposition 
t at the fluidity of every earthy substance must be destroyed 
oy extreme heat is an arbitrary assumption based on insuffi
cient data. Modern science proves that the solidity and 

uidity are not definite qualities belonging to particular 
,lnd °- substances as the Naiyayikas hold; but they are 

simply states of matter dependent on temperature. Thirdly 
6 device of accounting for the non-appearance of any 

quality by the supposition of a counteracting force is often, 
us here, carried rather too far. If obstructing causes can 
e*Pl*in the disappearance of heat and brilliancy of light, 
whv can they not explain the non-destruction of the fluidity 
of gold ? To remove this objection the words vrafu srfirspu# 
are introduced in the 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 obstructing cause in the 
case of gold also? The difficulty of converting metals to 
gaseous state by the application of strongest possible heat 
secms to have struck tho Indian thinkers early, but owing 

the infancy of experimental sciences they did not wait to 
verify their conceptions of solidity and fluidity. They rather 
Preferred the easier way of solving the difficulty by relegat
e s  these apparent exceptions to a different category altoge-



ther. The Naiyayikas included the metals under h ^ t o  
which their peculiar lustre gave them affinity. The Mi- 
mainsahas went further and reckoned the metals as a distinct 
■dravya.

Sect : X II I .

Air has touch without colour. It is of two sorts eternal and 
non-eternal; eternal is atomic, non-eternal is product. It is 
■again threefold, body, organ and mass; body is in the aerial 
world, organ is the sense of touch, apprehending touch and 
spread over the whole body, mass is the cause of the shaking of 
trees etc.

Air circulating within the body is Prana. Though one, it 
acquires different names such as Prana, Apdno, etc. owing to 
( different) situations.

1. This section also is modelled on the three last preced
ing. Air is defined as colourless and pos
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 
wind moving inside our body. There is a 
difference of opinion as to how breath is 

•to be classed under wind. Prasastapada and the ancient 
school mention breath as a fourth kind of air and distinct 
from the body, organ, and mass ; while later works on Nyaya 
generally include it under mass. It is doubtful what view 
Annambhatta takes, but from the unconnected manner in 
which he has tacked the definition of armr to the section on 

lie seems to he undecided. While he divides gm into 
three kinds only, and not into four as Prasastapada has 
done, he does not expressly class srroT under raw, In the 
Bipika also he carefully avoids the point, although the sr?- 
?RUT “gg moTt<T would seem to show that he

f (1 )| <SL
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had to SQ,y something on the point. He gives however a 
decided opinion as to the identity of the five breaths. Al- 

‘ though STPJT 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 imr 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. Prasastapdda simply says T%JTTn?'rf^W[?'RTf%-

^ 8  the first word 3uft including WW. Annambhatta has 
improved upon him by employing the word syrfSr which sig
nifies both itfruT and T'UPT. The exact meaning of ‘Tgrivf will 
be discussed further on. The five breaths are differentiated by 
-■heir places in an old verso :—

£!% Trait ?j\sgffr: w r ! i

s t r -' str : wsrrnvr: n

Prana, is situated in the breast, Apcini in the rectum,
Samana in the navel, Uddna in the throat and Vyana over 
the whole body.

ljie functions and names of the five are explained thus;-  
jpmmupxgf f^Huiy^Muyiui: i tr sr r ib u r ir î i?r- i srrft- 
^  i ^  iiJRTfTR: ' i%sr-

i These five breaths also bear mythological 
names:—

3?TT RR RTRTR: 5TT RR%FR RJR: I
gfiRir %tr T^rfr i

it 5i$i# rr rttv rr^pfr n

As the whole of this peculiarly Pauranic physiology 
bas been imported into modern Nydtja works it cannot be 
totally ignored, but it is not necessary to dwell on it here 

further. It may be noted, however, as a good example 
how Indian systematists often imported foreign material into 

eir systems, and reconciled it as far as possible with their 
undamental doctrines.



3. Air has been defined as devoid of colour, and possess
ing touch; the first epithet distinguishes ifc 
from 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 ambiguous position beiween the visible 
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 air is perceptible or not. 
The ancients held that air cannot be perceived but can only be 
known by inference ; and Annambhatta inclines to the same 
view. The argument, says T. D., that air is perceptible like 
a jar , as it possesses perceptible touch, is wrong, because 
manifested colour is a necessary condition precedent to 
perceptibility. A condition ( )  is defined as 
Bra- -'-UM'-t:, that which is greater in extent than g iw  
( the thing to he proved ) but is not more extensive than 
the or fg  ( reason ). In a good syllogism the
must always be greater than, or at least equal in extent to, 
the fg , e. g. the W 'g  fire should always exist wherever 
there is smoke, the ?g. When however the !g  is greater in 
extent than the there are necessarily found coses where- 
the ?g  exists but the does n ot; and consequently an
argument based on that becomes fallacious. These cases 
are due to an ;?gTTU. Now let us put the above argument in_ 
a syllogism, and the 3<TUU' will at once appear .■—

urg.- srfq-er:
Ufqsffmfrsnirsqg

* UT UT sV.q-y tT smr$T: U'UT I
i

HWr-rt'UT !

Here fer is mprnutp because there is an SPTnvr intervening 
between the kg and the^rntr. The Sinn* is ( the
state of having manifested colour) and is of course greater in 
extent than the ̂ prrand less than the grû T. TheHTim is greater 
than the UTOT because we can say uar 3=q;% urn susfifisgsrnr-

(f(i)i (cl\%y|Ky' H-3 Tarka-Samgraha. ( SECT. SflLi
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*****  all substances visible to external sens-
. es have manifested colour. The Wordstar and 5jrgi?»%*rare used 

in order to make it clear that we are talking of sensuous percep
tion of substances only, and thus to exclude mm and per- 
ceptiole qualities like **r. We cannot however assert m  ssr

 ̂ wherever there is tangibility
there is manifested^ colour, because we know as a fact that 
an- though does not possess T-gd^V. The 3gTl%

l i “ ef0re. T *  ° °  “ 00° “ " ‘  0( <* « i , fe n c e a .
or major permise becomes too extensive, and the whole 

argument re a fallacy. Separated from its technicaiities, the 
above reason,ng amount, to this. According to the hypo- 
i esis of the ancient Naiyayikasthe term myfmr hm  a 

narrower meaning and is exclusively applied to the cases of

am  b T a T 0”  He" Ce >n<i malities that are
apprehended by other senses but am not seen by the eye do

' .come objects of perception. In this restricted sense o f 
namely ocular perception, it is evident that 

must be a necessary condition and that air which has no ^ r  
cannot be perceptible.

The modern Naiyayikas, who affirm the perceptibility of 
air deny this m Mo, because they deny the very hypothesis 
that q n w p  is confined to ocular perception only. 
aJ ^ r eW,!S exP]a]ned by S. C. as being stiff

* that is everything is perceptible that possesses some 
special quality having JTStST but not as for instance
manifested colour or manifested touch, combined with 
magnitude. On this hypothesis modern Naiyayikas regard 
ai'i as perceptible, as it is the object of ttn̂ TJT, as opposed to 

iT?u$r, but atoms are not, because they have no magni
tude. Ar,varubhatla holds the ancient view and regards air os 
inferable only.

16
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4. The inference to prove the existence of ^Tgis stated at 

length in T. D. The not-hot-not-cold touch
Why air is a dis- whicb we feel on the blowing of the wind 

must reside in some substance as it is a qua- 
lity, because the ?rnF, qf ITT Sd: fT ft : is univer"
sally true. Now the touch cannot reside in earth, because 
all earthy matter having manifested 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 nor hot.
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 
atomic, any quality residing in it cannot he felt. 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, because 
it is too evidently founded on a total ignorance of the nature 
o f atmosphere as determined by modern physical science. 
The idea that cur atmosphere is a mixture of differeut gases 
and not one uniform and that it has several distinguish
ing properties besides touch and other ‘ special quali
ties,’ never occurred to these Indian physicists. Roughly 
speaking, T̂tSrfr, WV and of the Naiyayilcas may be
identified with the three states of matter, solid, fluid and 
gaseous, while 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 was
classed as a variety of colour, while siffsaq- was a kind of touch.

5. As air is the last of the four tangible dramas which
„  . are dividea into eternal and non-eternal,How world is , „  _  .

created, the L. D. takes occasion to state the Nyaya
theory of creation and destruction of mate

rial things. Motion is first produced in the atoms as a result 
of God’s will. This motion produces conjunction , two 
monads giving birth to a diad. Three diads or binary ah ms 
make one tertiary. From this last is produced the quadrate, 
and so on, until the great masses of earih, and water, and 
light, and atmosphere are formed.



y ^ ^ l ' h e  destruction of things takes place in the same
, Process o f destru- °*de*’ that *f> when God wills to destroy 
ction. eiiects, motion is produced dividing the

monads, and thereby destroying the
binary. Thence follows the destruction of the tertiary , and
so on, until the mass of earth becomes extinct. This is the 
process of creation and destruction which is unanimouslv 
accepted by all Naiyayikaa; but there is a difference of opi
nion between the ancient and the modern schools as to the 
precise cause which immediately brings about the destruction 
of things. The old traditionists ( ^ p r ) 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, i. e. the monads which are indestructible, but by 
f e 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 
m  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 ( )  to assume 
only one uniform cause in all cases, namely, the dissolution 
° f  the union binding the parts, than to suppose one cause for 

binaries and another for other effects. In their opinion, 
erefore, there is only one cause for the destruction of all 

e ects, namely tbe dissolution of the union which is the 
or non-intimate cause of the product.

difference between the two views is much more 
radical than appears at first. According to the former view, 

e Process of destruction always proceeds from cause to effect 
1‘ e’ destruction of parts always precedes the destruction

effect. When the monads are separated, the binaries are 
necessarily destroyed, and the destruction of the latter as 
necessarily involves the destruction of the tertiaries. In this 
banner the final product is destroyed tbe last just as it is the

■■ _  ^
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last to be produced. Now this is diametrically opposed to th® 
view held by other schools of Indian philosophers, especially 
the Vedavtins. Eadaiayaya in Brahv a-Sutia II, 3,14 express
ly says 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 wo 
arriv&nt the ultimate causes. In other words, destruction is 
accomplished by the successive resolution of things into 
their components. This is inaccordance withtherule warrant- 
ed by our experience that analysis or division proceeds in si 
contrary way to synthesis or composition, whilst the Naiyayi/cd 
theory lays down that the building and the pulling down 
processes are accomplished exactly in the same way. This 
means that as we build a house frcm the foundation to 
the top, we should pull it down in the same order. This is 
certainly an impossibility ; for, as tfan.karacarya in bis com
mentary on the above mentioned Brolmasufja justly points 
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 atoms between which and the final effect 
there is no direct connection. The existence of the effect in 
the absence of the parts is as absmd as it would be impossible 
to take away the foundation of a house without bringing 
down the roof. The theory of destruction laid down by the- 
ancient Naiyayikas is therefore opposed to reason as w’ell as 
experience. But the view of the moderns is not so incon
sistent 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 doctrine, according as wre conceive 
the process of destruction to begin from the non-intimate cause 
of GolWZ and end with that of the final product, or vice versa.
The old Naiyayika theory is positively opposed to the order 
o f nature, while the modern is reconcilable with it.

' G°l&\
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8. The Naiyaijikas accept the old mythological idea of 
two cosmic dissolutions, an srefcrevw ( intermediate dis- 
•solution ) when all tangible products only are destroyed, and 
a Wgfsrsrtr ( universal dissolution ) when all things, material 
and immaterial, are merged in the prunum mobile, that is, 
the atoms. These periodical creations and destructions, says 
T. D. , are proved on the authority of the Sruti text rerr q w

‘ the Creator made the creation as before,’ the 
word ‘ before ’ implying that there was a previous creation 
of which the present one is a copy.

9. This is a convenient place for an explanation of the
Naiyayika q'mrqprr '̂ or Indian atomic tlieo- 

<itoms.dC" (l >n‘ ry> as 3S essentially connected with the 
evolution and ultimate iorm of the first 

four substances. The Nijaya theory of creation and destruc
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. L), therefore 
properly 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 pud by T. D. may be explained thus ;
Every visible thing is composed of parts, for a thing in order 
to be visible must have three dimensions, length, breadth and 
thickness; and these dimensions 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- 

■ cal point on the other hand having no dimension can never 
be perceived and is really speaking nothing but ft notion.
Having e s ta b lis h e d  t h is  universal and self-evident p r o p o s i 

t i o n  t h a t  every visble thing has parts ( r e  re  r e
r e m  ). " e K®fc *be further axiom, a l s o  p r o v e d  b y  

e x p e r i e n c e ,  that every object h a v i n g  p a r t s  is d i v i s i b l e  i n t o  

any n u m b e r  o f  smaller parts. F r o m  these t w o  a x i o m s  we



come to the conclusion that by gradually dividing and sub
dividing 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 inter of Nyaya and the atom of 
European 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 combines into complex ideas, and these simple 
notions must have their counterparts, 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 qymqr 
is 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 ^rfgr, or ^fSv
that is. a tertiary atom. This mote being visible must have 
parts. Each of these parts again, called is divisible
into smaller parts because it produces the large magnitude 
in the ^«tgr, 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 magnitude, is a distinct species of 
dimension from un-r; and cannot therefore be produced 
from it. If sfjprnjr had no parts and were itself the ultimata 
particle, its would have been incapable of producing
the of : while by assuming a further subdivision 
of into two atoms, we can account for the nmgnitude
of smtnp by saying that it is the number of atoms compos
ing the binaries forming a and not their atqr?̂ , 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 <tf?»nor of

1( f ) !  vflT
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each part; and thus the compound of two binaries, which 
are â qr, would he^gjJTT i. e. still more minute, and not stfrrf 
as the sqtgqj really is. Therefore the number of binaries 
composing the =qqjq? is fixed at three to account for its mag
nitude, while, no such reason existing in the case of spjqjtjr, 
the number of its parts i. e. the atoms, need not he more 
than two. Hence the mnemonical couplet

Tar: i fiFT qgimr *n*T: q?mTJr: sff ii The atom 
is the Eixth pari of the little mote which wre see in the sun
beam coming through the window.

10. The question then arises -In  what respect does the STOPS? 
of a binary differ from the suffer of an atom ? That the two 
are different cannot be disputed, because atoms being parts 
of binaries must be smaller, and also because their qfTWPn' 
has a distinct name qrRruoipq' which is never applied to 
binaries. Now, according to the law that like produces like, 
the â m-fq- of a gppJjqj must be greater in degree than the 'UK- 

of a «nWT<5, that is, a binary must be more minute 
than the atom, which is absurd. To obviate this difficulty 
as well as that about the in smpr, the Naiyayikas make 
an exception of atoms and binaries to the usual rule that 
the magnitude of the product is nothing but the magnitudes 
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. Kariuda, in the aphorism TROT- 

by the ^  in which according to commentators wre 
are to understand the two other causes and srsi’T-

lays down this multiplicity of causes, and expressly 
distinguishes aiqjsr from h? in the next aphorism. While 
the of products from 5«H!JSs upwards is caused by T̂fOT- 

as well as sr^q-, eujfq’ is caused by or number of 
Parts only. But here comes the question why we should 
stop at the sixth part of srcftqj. There seems to have been a 
difference of opinion as to why we must go even so far.
Some are for stopping at and others at f1% or Bqnnp

1. V. s. VII, 1,9.
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■even,1 bat no one appears to go beyond the except
of course the Vedantins and the Safnkhyas who deny the 
M'teW'11?  altogether. The necessity of stopping at this limit 
is of course founded on the usual argument of regressus ad~ 
infimlum. 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 TO7OT also is a product of still smaller parts, there 
will be 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 pans of this jar are different or more or less 
numerous than those in the other. The parts of each are 
again larger or smaller according as they contain more or 
less sub-divisions. Reasoning in this way we find that a 
mountain is far bigger than a mustard seed, because the 
number of ultimate 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, because so 
long as there are degrees of size amongst them, there will 
be a possibility of reducing the larger to ihe size of the 
smaller, that is, there will be further division. The indivisi
bility of atoms necessarily implies that they are all of equal 
size. It is nothing but their greater or smaller number 
therefore 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 
WITgj. If we however do not recognize w m r and go on 
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 is larger than the other will ever remain 
unsolved. Thus the parts in both the Meru and the mustard 
seed being always the same in number, namely infinite, 
there is no reason why the one thing should differ in size 
from the other, and perfect equality ought to exist between 
the two ( ). If however, we fix upon a

1. G. & IV. 2,17,
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. : nm t like TTHrqr. we can easily account for their different 

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 (5ffp^) 
or the size ( W f??) or the peculiar arrangement ( )

■ 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 
perhaps account for their omission in the original aphorism

■ o f Kanada}

11. A third but not a very convincing argument for proving 
the necessity of atoms may be stated in Dr. Roer’s words—

 ̂o say that the point where the end is obtained is not 
eternal would be to admit the production of an effect from a 
thing which is not in the connection of intimate relation. 
Therefore this point is eternal. As the continual progress 
trom one great thing to another still greater finds its end 
in the assumption of the sky and other infinite substances,

' *o 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. Suchistheqyfuur̂ if  which originally distinguished Vai-
sesika philosophy from others, and which 

IndiZ™tZdO%recJn was afterwards i mported into various other 
systems. It closely resembles the doctrine 

° f  atoms which found acceptance with several Greek philo
sophers. Leucippus considered the basis of all bodies to 
consist of extremely fine particles, differing in form and 
nature, which he supposed to be dispersed throughout space 
and to which the followers of Epicurus first gave the name 

atoms. To these atoms he attributed a rectilinear motion,
*n consequence of which such as are homogeneous were 
nnited, whilst the lighter ones were dispersed throughout 
'’Pace. The universe was made ot matter consisting of 
ufrimate indivisible atoms which are indestructible and

1 V. s. VII, 1. 9.
2 Roer'8 Trans, o f  B. P. Sib, 1ml. p. 16 Note.
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eternal. Empedocles and Anaxagoras did not exclude mind’ 
and spirit from this atom-born universe, thus partially agree
ing with Kariada who excludes spirit but includes mind and 
intellect in matter. Leucippus and Democritus excluded 
both. Epicurus added nothing to the doctrine. The qmrpn;-- 

of Kanada 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 $amhara:arya 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.

SECT. XIY. 3TT̂ T5T̂ -

A kasa or ether is that uhich has sound f o r  its {sp ecia l)' 
Quality. I t  is one, all-pervading and eternal.

This definition of ether differs from the preceding four 
, in that the word ?jar is inserted in it, when

,«c a or et icr. the author might have as well said
or What is then the

propriety of the word ?jot ? V. V. and S. C. explain it as 
intended to controvert the doctrine of Bhutto Mimdmsakas 
that sound is a substance and not a quality ; butthe explana
tion is rather far-fetched. That of N. B. and Bilakantha 
is better, namely that the word ?nn is used for H sm nT 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 while
he defines ether as As to the Mimamsd
doctrine that sound is substance, it is already denied.



~~ "By the mention of 5Tv̂  among the gunas. Akasa is also

6ther is the seat of that particularity (fMiiqj which coexists 
with a special quality (sound) that is created but not produced.1 2 
from conjunction. Ether, being eternal and all-pervading, 
has a f^PT of its own, but this fw T  is distinguished from 
that of soul, as it is accompanied by a created special quality
i. e. souud, and hence the qualification etc..
But then the partcularities in atoms are also accompanied 
by created qualites and hence they have to be exclud
ed by the further epithet the special quali
ties in atoms such as m+JSHp.q being often 
This elaborate definition therefore ultimately amounts 
to the same as Ether is the best available
though not quite accurate English equivalent for Akasa 
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 Akasa 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 Kanadar concludes sound to be the sign (u4yf‘) of Akasa 
by process of exhaustion, because no other 

“ ttr/hlt7ofA\Sr?s'u substance is capable of having sound as its 
quality. The question in what respects 

Akasa differs from Dili will be discussed under Dik. The 
fact seemstobe that the names of the five elements including 
■dhusa came down to the Naiyayikas from a very ancient source 
a;id that they had no choice but to recognize them if they want- 
ed to preserve their orthodoxy. They only assigned to each such 
Place and functions as harmonized with their own physioal 
theory of the universe. Our author mentions three characteris
tics of Akasa, that it is one, all-pervading, and eternal. The

1 Sarv. D. S, Calc, ed, p. 104.
2 V. S, II, 1, 27.
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■ epithet oree implies that the mention of numerous Akasas 
such as y*n*5i î and «3TepRT in common parlance is due to 
OTTPT and cannot be real. Being one and emitting sound 
everywhere, ether is necessarily all-pervading; and being all- 
pervading it must be eternal also. Being firg Akasa is ewr- 
!'54|> imperceptible, and therefore known only by inference. 
The syllogism may be put thus : 3T^: 
swrrarr; i rrfpr rnre>KoratTpt, i. crH'-

3. T. D. defines fwgcP', all-pervasion, as
contact with all corporeal objects. Corpo
reality (gjTR) again is'defined as 
’TTTWvrfqg;, the quality of having definite 

■dimensions. *rfer is defined by N. B. as Cor
poreal substances are thus either those that have definite 
dimensions 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 •—

%f¥Myy frur fbJp qsnrr ttst 
M-4 I 'H'dgtpq l3fil N C! 3TOT IIl 2

These however do not constitute a separate class as they 
come under TJdayana’s exception, cross-division.2 The class 
of five gH dravijas crosses with that of five grT dravyas, the 
first four being common to both, but of the one class being 
replaced by a m w  in the other. The distinction between *pr 
and gw is simple, gj$ dravyas are coporeal substances that 
are limited in 6pace and have definite dimensions ; while the 
gg  dravgas 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.

l  B. P. 24.
2 Vide note supra, p. 92,
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t h o u g h  a t o m i c  d o e s  n o t  p r o d u c e  a n y t h i n g  e l s e  a n d  i s  

n o t  t h e r e f o r e  >33, w h i l e  a m im s r  t h o u g h  a l l - p e r v a d i n g  p r o -  

* d u c e s  s o u n d .  T h e  o t h e r  f o u r  s u b s t a n c e s  a r e  o f  c o u r s e  b o t h  

*f(T a n d jT t T . i s  o p p o s e d  t o  f g ? p 3r ( a l l - p e r v a s i o n ,  )  *33? ?  

t o  l e f i f g  o r  (  i n v a r i a b i l i t y  ). S o u l  i s  o n l y  a

s u b s t r a t u m  o f  k n o w l e d g e  a n d  n o t  b e i n g  i t s  m a t e r i a l  c a u s e  
c a n n o t  b e  e i t h e r  *J3 o r  p <t .

S e c t . XV.
Time is the ( special and instrumental) cause oj the use of 

• uards ) past etc. It is one and all-pervading.
1. Annamhhatta’s d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t i m e  i s  v e r y  s i m p l e  a n d  i s

Time. ^o r  P r a c t i c a l  p u r p o s e s ,  a l t h o u g h  i t
l a b o u r s  u n d e r  t h e  f a u l t  o f  b e i n g  m e r e l y  a  

v e r b a l  o n e .  T h i s  a n d  t h e  s u c c e e d i n g  d e 
r a t i o n s  b a s e d  c n  a r e  c o n v e n i e n t  d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e

t h i n g s  a n d  a r e  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  t h e i r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  b u t  t h e y  d o  

r . o t  c o n v e y  t h e  f u l l  c o n n o t a t i o n  o f  t h e  t e r m s .  i s  d e f i n e d

b v  V .  V, a s  e r R T jr jr f jT j^ g ; i. e. s t a t e m e n t s  s u c h  a s  p a s t  t i m e  

a n d  f u t u r e  t i m e .  T h e  w o r d  53 h e r e ,  a s  w e l l  a s  i n  t h e  f o l 

l o w i n g  d e f i n i t i o n s  w h e r e  i t  i s  a p p l i e d  t o  -.U35I* . i s  t o  b e  

u n d e r s t o o d  i n  t h e  r e s t r i c t e d  s e n s e  o f  

s p e c i a l  a n d  i n s t r u m e n t a l  c a u s e .  T i m e  i s  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t a l  

u a u s e  o f  a s  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  f r o m  Akusa w h i c h  i s

J ts  m a t e r i a l  c a u s e .  o f  c o u r s e ,  i s  n o t h i n g  m o r e  t h a n

v 'o r d s  o r  s o u n d .  S i m i l a r l y ,  t i m e  i s  t h e  s p e c i a l  c a u s e  o f  

"-’psrijTT a l o n e ,  a s  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  o n  t h e  o n e  b a n d  f r o m  a l l  

o t h e r  e f f e c t s  o f  w h i c h  t i m e  i s  o n l y  t h e  g e n e r a l  c a u s e  

'  ) ,  a n d  o n  t h e  o t h e r ,  f r o m  s p a c e  a n d  o t h e r

t h i n g s  w h i c h  a T e  e n u m e r a t e d  a s  a l c n g  w i t h

t i m e ,  a n d  w h i c h  a r e  t h e r e f o r e  t h e  g e n e r a l  c a u s e s  o f  a l l  

G f l e e t s  i n c l u d i n g  T h u s  t h e  w o r d  f 3 ,  w h e n  t a k e n  i n

t h e  a b o v e  r e s t r i c t e d  s e n s e ,  f r e e s  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t i m e  f r o m  

^ i r e e  f a u l t s ,  v i z .  a n  3 3 3 3 J T l? f  o n  e t h e r ,  a  s e c o n d  3 U 3 3 « m fr  o n  

s P a c e  a n d  o t h e r  g e n e r a l  c a u s e s ,  a n d  a n  u n n e c e s s a r y  r e s t r i c 

t i o n  (  a i m i n ' )  i n  c a l l i n g  t i m e  t h e  c a u s e  o f  o n e  t h i n g  o n l y  

" h e n  i t  i s  r e a l l y  t h e  c a u s e  o f  a l l  e f f e c t s .  T h e  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  
t h e  t e x t ,  b e i n g  b a s e d  o n  c o m m o n  u s a g e  o f  c e r t a i n  w o r d s ,  

t e a c h e s  u s  n o t h i n g  n e w  a b o u t  t h e  t h i n g  i t s e l f .  T h e  u t m o s t

11
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that it tells us is that time is some unknown entity which 
is necessary to explain why we speak of certain occurrences 

■as past, others as present and others as future. Ibe  fact of 
there being a common usage of those terms is proved by 
our daily experience, and the Rahjayika, finding no better 
way of explaining it, assumes an independent substance, 
which is its source but about the real character of which he 
is as much in the dark as those who deny the substance 
altogether.

2. Another and apparently more accurate definition of 
hime is that given by Visvanatha:—

t t W ;  'STt5f 3TUHTKT5PTT WcP I 

srnnf :̂ ^TfTrfu?p n1

This is compressed into
i 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. 1 
The only material difference between this and Annavibhatta’s 
definition is that the latter’s ( common usage ) is
substituted by u?tpr( cognition ). According to Annamlhatta 
time is the cause of 'WZX*. that is a certain kind of speech 
or language; while according to Visvanatha and others it 
is the cause of a certain kind of cognitions or mental notio’ns. 
Now as language and thought are identical, or rather as 
language is hut the outward expression of thoughts, both 
definitions practically am<amt to the same] thing. There 
can be no outward expression unless there are mental 
notions previously, while ei cording to many no thinking is 
possible without tlie ami language. Anything therefore 
which is an essential elen < t of the one must be so of the 
other also. Annambhaita ■ ps short at language and is 
therefore safe; Vunw.<UI»' in going a [step further to 
thought, treads on deb-in ground; for one may, while 
accepting the instnnnen ; y of time to as a broad and
indubitable fact, den; n independent entity like time is

i n. p. it >>.
2 Saiiikara '  sra.on V. 8, VII, 3,.25.
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teê  cause of our particular cognitions. For aught we know,
■the cognitions maybe due to other causes, and when produced
l.hey constitute a separate class the common property of which 
we denote by the word time. It is therefore obvious that Annarn- 
bliatta was wise in purposely making his definition simple 
and somewhat vague.

3. the question what is time essentially, apart from its
feeing the cause of any or remains to be answered ;

•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 entityjike time, including it under 5 /casa, while 
some modern Naiyayilcas identify time and space with God.

ime being an incorporeal and imperceptible substance is 
only inferrible. The argument may be stated thus :

v . I  viWTTgr-gTg-Tgrl. It must be remembered 
b at time being is the of the qualities

and which have the substances in which they
reside for their material causes. The with which time 
is here identified is tne contact of TNI*or or ( mo
tions of the sun) with material objects like n̂r. These mo
tions of the sun constitute thej Upddhis that mark the 
divisions of time such as moments, days and months.

4. Time is regarded as one, all-pervading and eternal entity
Time is eterrc i - **Ke l’ Particular divisions like

'vd—pervading. “ a" those of Aka$a, being due to Upadhi 
and therefore unreal. Here Annambhatta 

Probably meansto deny the doctrine of a section of Naiyayikas 
who assign reality to raiments only, and regard time in 
general as merely a collection of such moments. It is clear 
from the above that the Nliyayikas did not apply the test 

[ a searching analysis to the conception of time, just as 
Kant for instance has done in modern tines. In his Critique 
0> ■ u.re Reason, Kane arrives at the conclusion that the

’Ception of time a 'ell as those of space and causality 
^re ultimate facts lying it the basis of all experience and
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are derived from intuition only. We cannot account for it by 
any theory founded on experience, because experience itself 
is possible only when we have first the idea of time. It 
seems the Naiydyilcas had a faint notion of this fact, which 
they roughly expressed by saying that time is the cause of 
speech ( ) or thought ( vfr ).

SECT. XYI. ■
Space is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of the 

employment of words East, etc. It is one, all-pervading and 
eternal.

1. The definition of space in the text is modelled
on that of time. Visvanatha gives

!'jpace■ a more comprehensive and accurate
definition,  ̂* 1RHq;TPiv-fIsj4 : the cause of 

l our ) notions of far and near.' Another definition 
of space given in Sarv. D. S. is more technical,
RrgRijq'jmit Ufat,2 ‘ space is that which not being time is 
extensive and is devoid of any special quality’. Space, like 
time, is one, all-pervading and eternal, while its varieties 
which are counted four or ten or any larger number, are due 
to Vpadhi. 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 
as to time in the preceding notes apply mutatis mutandis to 
space also. The difference between time and space is slight 
but clear. Time is the cause of space of
The vsM 1 which diversifies time is production, or in fact, any 
kind of action, while the mi iu in the case of space is contact 
with corporeal objects, strutta =TT I PBim*
(q*nurJ: ( S. 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.

2. Another distinction between time and space is '•—
(eqfmfVgJjnqtE: <FT5T: I |%F. 3

1 B. P. 46.
2 Sarv. D. S. Calc. ed. p. 104.
3 V. S. Up.Ca'c. ed. p. 115. „
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V'-2^s-The relations of time are constant, for when a moment 
of time is said to be present or future with reference to any 
object 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 
event which is past in reference to one moment may be 
future or present with reference to another. The only 
positive assertion that we can make about the two concep
tions is 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 : TTRUTmiWlTW i

3. It may be asked in what respect Dik differs from

Akas-a anddik. AM§Cl and w1^  thfl tW0 816 sePartelF 
recognized. Of course as treated in the
Nyaya system the difference between the 

two is too patent. Akasa is a Dik not; Akasa is the
material cause of sound and has a special quality; Dik does 
not produce sound and has no special quality; Dik resembles 
time in being the general cause of all effects, while Akasa,

1 like earth and other material substances, produces one kind 
of effect only, namely, sound. Akasa belongs to the region 
of matter, Dik to the province of mind; Akasa 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 Naiyayikas may be 
different 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 
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be assigned to the other ? It is not easy to answer the 
question in this form, because the conceptions of ether and 
space are extremely vague and general. It appears however 
that the Naiyaikas recognized the two entities, because 
they could not reconcile the notion of a material cause ot 
sound with that of a general cause of all effects. A_thing 
which produces a positive material quality like sound mus  ̂
be material; but then it cannot be the instrumental cause 
of mere relations like and ennvr, which constantly vary 
and have, so to say, only a mental existence. Besides it is 
possible that Alcasa had already taken its place in t e 
popular mind as one of the five elements before the time of 
Naiyfwkas, 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 Ikasa  as it was then conceived. 
Whatever may be the case, the distinction between the two 
as defined in the Nyaya system is perfectly clear.

SECT. XVII. STTcJTT.
The Soul is the substratum of Knowlege . He is two-fold, 

Human and Supreme. Of these the Supreme Soul is the A ll- 
powerful, Omniscient God, devoid of pleasure and pain. Ihe 
Human Soul is different in each body and is all-pervading and
eternal. ,

1. The eighth substance is Soul, which is defined as ' the
substratum of knowledge. ’ The worderffl- 

Soul. cpnir here implies that the knowledge re
sides in the soul by intimate relation 

{ uh-tpt ); otherwise the definition might overlap time and 
space, which are the receptacles of all things ( WUTT ) by 
cFrfosr and relations respectively. This soul is of two
kinds, Supreme and Human, of whom ( 5T* ) the Supreme 
Soul namely God, is One and Omniscient, while the human 
Soul’is all-pervading, eternal, and different in each body. The 
s  Mil  being is inferrible only, the argument being that
the existence of organs of sense and their appropriate 
obj ots implies a distinct knower who can usethem . 
grmrsTFffr ' *raramiT?gra- » nn%ra&*rprf smsrnfsgmT-
^  i The activity of organs must have an agent to ac- 
c 1 1 it f jr it for evory instrument requires an agent to handle

• Goi*'X
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it, as for instance, an axe in cutting. Kayada's aphorism 
likewise runs |g:. 1 2 3 4 The
followers of Gotama however confine this inference to the 
Supreme Soul only, holding the human soul to be capable of 
being perceived. Another argument to prove the existence 
o fs o u l  Js F^rr^T: i 2T%grq^£-

trra- gtiran* i fra#, ûrr i The soul has
to be inferred because a substratum is wanted for the quali
ties ^r% g{?r 5--  ̂ swig and 3gnT, which cannot
reside in any one of the. eight inanimate substances, 
earth etc.

2- As souls are innumerable it may be said that they 
constitute a class and have a common property egfJFW, 
residing in all of them. arrfJTr therefore may be defined as 
J^^^TORT-TPI a or . * According to
ttle latter definition, soul is a species of substance having as 
common 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, 3TT?JT«r will be the only sub-class 
of 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 
class, and there cannot therefore be any common Trrfg as 

; at least such a ^riff will not reside in 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 
a covering both the Supreme and the human souls.
^ his is implied in such general Vedic texts as enfin

The argument is characteristic and very impor
tant too. It is characteristic because it shows how a single 
common property often suffices the Naiyayikas to form 
a class notwithstanding that the individuals might dis
agree in all other respects. The argument alsi explains the

1 v . s. I ll, 1, 2.
2 T. K, p. 3.
3 Saiv. D. S. Calc. ed. p. 104.
4 S. M. Calc. ed. p. 37.
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anomaly of including two such quite distinct and dissimilar 
things as Supreme and hum an souls under one category. No 
two conceptions can be more opposed to each other than- 
those of God and the hum an 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 painr 
the other is subject to all transient passions. Almost every 
attribute, th a t 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 th a t does not necessarily 
make the two souls totally dissimilar. This seems to be 
the reason why Annambhatta has given as a
general definition of siput in  preference to others th at are  
debatable. The word ( life ) also seems to be purposely 
avoided in defining 3TPHT, because in the wider sense of the 
term even plants have but they fall under as
they have no 31PITT according to a section of the Naiyayikas.

can be identified with 3TT?W in its narrower sense only,- 
nam ely, conscious life.

3. Tha method of grouping God and man together as s u tr

■ire the Vais'e^i- divisions of one category as well as the 
lteas atheists. argument w ith which it  is defended appear

somewhat arbitrary and have led some 
w riters to suspect that the smtrr in the original aphorisms 
of Kanada meant sfMPOT only, and the inclusion of God or 
mmflTT under the same category was due to commentatorial 
ingenuity. I t is said that all the descriptions and argum ents 
to  prove the existence of soul evidently apply to sfwFOT, 
while there is no clear and specific mention of God 
in  the aphorisms of either Kanada or Qoiama. Some 
have argued from this circumstance that both the Nydya 
<and the VaiiesiLa systems were at first atheistic*

1 Banuerjea'a Dialogues on Hindu Philosophy p. 147 et.seq.
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Without however going so far we might assume that the 
guess is not very wide of the mark and Kanada and 
Qotama might have at first purposely excluded God from 
their systems, not as being totally 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 Prasastapada says nothing about God, his commen
tator tiridhara classes God along with the human soul, 
although the former has six and the latter fourteen qual
ities.1 Whatever be the truth, the Naiyayikas do not 
attach much importance to the inclusion of G^d under 
SfPiPT and always speak of Him as an independent entity 
whenever occasion requires. When they speak of soul, 
they generally mean jflU'lfW only. This is another illus
tration how a love of symmetry and completeness which 
characterises 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 better 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 
by stating in full the celebrated Naiyuyika

Existence of (rod. argument to prove the existence of God •
The argument is a reply to an atheist* 

like Carvaka or Bauddha, who absolutely denies the ex
istence of God because there is no positive proof of it. God, 
say the atheists, cannot be perceived, because, being a 
colourless substance, He is not the object of external senses, 
nor can He be perceived mentally, as He is iar removed 
from pain and pleasure felt by the soul. God cannot 
also be inferred as no similar instance can be given to

1 P. B. Bea. ed. p. 10.
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suppojrfc the inference. As to sflPW or testimony it is 
useless, first because it is not universally aocepted as a 
valid proof, and secondly because the Vedas 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

i gnxrhmi = mur u?: c

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 ; viz. 1 that 
the relation of causality is universal, i. 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 Nuiyayika, 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. This last being the quality off 
sentient soul only, it follows that no creation 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 au 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 as
i. e. the agent is one who possesses (three things), an intimate 
cognizance of the material cause, a will to act, and an effort.
The three attributes T̂HT, and 3n?t arefclosely related to one 
another as cause and effect. There cannot be an effort ('gnft) 
unless there is a will, and a will to produce can only arise 
‘''hen there is previously direct congnition of the material 
cause on which the will is to operate. q̂yr̂ T̂PT is requix-ed 
because mere knowledge of an absent (qTfsr) material cause 
such as earth in a pit or cotton on the tree, will not suffice.
The material must be at hand and under the agent’s control at 
the time of creation. It is suggested by some and with 
great plausibility, that the definition of suffer may be con
fined to simply, as being the final stage neces 
sarily presupposes the other two, *n?T and 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 about such a creation. He must 
therefore 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
ptions which are not accepted by many. How do we 
knowr for instance that this universe is a product ? Indi
vidual things in the world may be prodxxcts in our common 
acceptation of the term, but that does not necessarily 
Prove that the whole is a product too. The whole does 
Pol always share the nature of the parts, as for instance 
in a windmill although each particle moves, the whole is 
stationary. Secondly, our human experience being limited
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. . .^CuG-^we cannot positively say that everything in this world is 
a product and that there is nothing which is not produced. 
Thirdly, Naiydyi/cas 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 
cannot be omniscient and omnipotent. Anyhow the Naiydyr 
has 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 terms, 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 
pro\e 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.

?. The student will do well to master the full armoury 
of Nyaya arguments by which the existence of a personal God 
outside the universe is proved. These arguments or proofs 
are summed up by Udayanacarya in the following verse :—

~'xrWig HTt’ff |l '
irom  effects, combination, support etc., from traditional 

arts, from authoritativeness, from Sruti, from sentences 
thereof, and from particular numbers--an everlasting Omnis
cient Being is to be established. ”  8

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 =wfnsTJr 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

1 Kus. V, 1. * Ibid. Cowell’s Trans, Bib In p. 64.
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■«nd which being action, required an intelligent actor. The 
third proof, ‘ support 7 means that the world depends upon 
some Being who prevents it from falling. The etc. ( arrf ;̂) in
cludes destruction of the world and presupposes a destroyer.
Pada here means that is, traditional arts
of weaving cloth etc. which could have been invented at 
first only by some intelligent being. ‘ Authoritativeness ’ is 
■a certain virtue inherent in the Vedas whereby they produce 
light knowledge in us, and therefore implying a Being who 
imparted that virtue. The proof of Sruti establishes a 
Being who made the Vedas what they are. Again the Vedas

• consisting of sentences must have been produced by some
author just as MahabUarata 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 ( ) of atoms but from the number
1 two ) of the atoms composing the binary;1 and it is also a 
Nyaya doctrine that the conceptions of duality and sub
sequent numbers are produced in things by an effort of the 
rnind. 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 God’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.E Many of these arguments of NyUya writers are 
identical with those given by Aristotle and widely used in 
modern times by Paley and tbe Christian divines. The idea

• of God or a Supreme and Omnisoient Creator of the world 
which was at first rather faint in the Sutras, came to occupy

■ an 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.

' 0(1 s attrihutes’ Some hold that God can make creation 
although Hehas no body owing to absence 

° f any Adrsta in his case; others say that God may be 1

1 See note p. 123 Supra; and P. B. Ben. ed. p. 131. 2 Kus 1. 4.
1 9
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'tsv^^aketimes endowed with a body ( as in the various incarna
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 
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 a devil gets one for itself by possessing some human 
medium. A ll these speculations are due to attempts to 
overcome the difficulty how a Creator could oreate without 
having a physical body as well as organs of sense and action.
The Nyaya 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 mf# rtsfROTiT'? sTST, that God enjoys eternal happi
ness just as He has eternal knowledge, while the ancients 
interpret the word as meaning simply and
deny any positive pleasure or pain to God. Annambhatta as 
usual appears to prefer the ancient view; and hence probably 
the epithet which is found interpolated in
6ome Mss. of T. S.

9. Having proved the existence of God, T. D. defines the 
human soul as yjgrqPiPr, thereby exclud- 

Human Soul. jng q 0(j who js devoid of pleasure or pain.
sfra- is also described variously as 

furmr, or T 'W fw m T  or sHWlsrtrcgpr, all which epithets are 
merely contradictories of the attributes of God. The human 
soul can be easily proved to be distinct from body or organs, 
and also to be numerous, eternal and all-pervading. The 
Carvakas say that our body itself is the soul, because our 
self-consciousness ‘ I am a man ’ 1 I am a Brahman, relates 
to the body, but it is not so, because the self remains the 
same although the body changes as it grows from infancy 
to old age, Besides we have the opposite consciousness ‘ ray
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x ^ T ^ d ^ , ' 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, there 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 being 
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 etc. in different 
todies. 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 reallv derived 
from our experience in previous births. Plurality of souls 
is thus reconciled with the doctrine of transmigration. It 
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 
can neither he atomic nor of any intermediate magnitude. If 
atomic he could occupy only a minute spot in the body and 
thus could not simultaneously feel pleasure or pain at distant 
Parts of the body. If the soul had an intermediate magnitude 
be 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 could 
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 another 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 he different souls not only 
in different births hut 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 which being 
controversial seems to have been purpose- 

d° U‘ !‘h0U -y 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 srN' is perceptible by the mind because 
it is the object of such mental cognitions as ‘ I am happy 
or ‘ I  am unhappy. ’ The Vaise&ikas maintain that 3TT7 
is not perceptible even mentally, 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, 
ence of 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. 'hH' is therefore only inferrible,the inference being

3THT may also be inferred 
from the existence of organs of sense, or of qualities such 
as 5 1% which can reside in soul alone. Several of these so- 
called ‘ signs ’ of soul are enumerated in Katjada’s apho- 
rism--9TTnr^-mn^«7-^q^-HHmmf^Frm%trRi:
•N̂ 1 ssmuf 1 Annambhatia seems to favour 
the Vaisesika view of the inferrible character of soul, 
though he does not explicitly say so. The human soul has 14 
special properties, for which see quotation, p. p. 85-6 Supra.

1 v. s. Ill, 2, 4.
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Sect. XVIII. m --

* Mind is the organ which is the instrument of the cognition of'
Mind pleasure etc. Being assigned to each soul,

it is countless, atomic and eternal.

1. Etymologically mind is not simply the instrument of 
thought, ( ) ,  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 Naiydtjilms, strangely enough, give muoh 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 assigtx- 
ad to mind, it has a double character. It is both an organ 
of sense itself, and an accessory to other organs. Annam- 
hhaita's definit:on, being founded on the former of these 
two functions, distinguishes mind from other organs which 
give knowledge of external objects only, while mind brings 
about internal cognition of such things as lie beyond the 
Province of the other organs. Hence the word is
purposely used here in the restricted sense of direct internal 
cognition; while r̂rur*T means an instrumental cause. By 
WTT ,̂ 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 gfvsq- ia 
purposely inserted in the definition to exclude soul as well 
as the conjunction of mind with soul, both of which are 
instrumental in bringing about the cognition. I f  we how
ever take the word grvpT in the strict sense of a -the 
word seems to be unnecessary and may be dispensed
with ; for will be excluded as being the agent and not
the qrvur proper of a cognition, while a t p n t R b e i n g  
5TPTFT is distinct from the Perhaps the word is
introduced to contradict those theorists who refuse to call 
mind an organ ; but of this later on.

T, D. gives another definition, HTa1 RfrgrerTOt
which, though technically correct enough, does not give us 
much insight into the nature of the thing defined. Of the

■ _
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iive intangible substances, ether, time, space, soul and mind, 
the last alone, having a limited dimension, can act, while 
the first four being all-pervading can never 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 account 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

Kariada and Gotama give two different proofs of mind which 
are if possible even more convincing than the above.' 
Kandda’s aphorism vrrgfoHPar̂  rr̂ ntr

2 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 are always successive 
and never simultaneous gm7^rgig^r%Tgrff MjfflV' 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 WTcT is 
interpreted by V. V. so as to include both the principal and 
the accessory functions of the mind- erar WT>rmT<JTr% trdrmT- 
tHWT'TnT'nrcf 4 i. e. the word M7rT implies the
instrumentality of mind both to the cognition of those things 
that are 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 same soul and accom
panies him through hissuccessive births ; otherwise we can
not account for survival of impressions acquired in previous 
births. It may also be mentioned here that some assume 

as a vr.r.T residing in all individual minds, while 
others deny it.

I S C .  Inc. cit.
2 V. S. Itr. 2. 1.
3 G. S r, 1. 16.

■ 4 V. V he. cit.
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mi<*• 1 he most important property of mind is its infinite-
simality ( Sigj'fg'), because it is necessary to 

its magnitude. explain its chief function, that of acting 
as a connecting link between the soul and 

the external organs. The Mimamsakas hold mind to be all- 
pervading, and their argument is fRT reu i ^q^r^cTnrrTO'gf- 
?r sprang, or rmi fgg t rvsiq gui^wj sgqvgra or rraf fquj i

fJgTTg-PK’d uhurry(fryr̂ TcPNu.1 This inference by an- 
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 so, 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 little different and is 
not quite correct. If mind were all-pervading, there would be 
no contact of mind with the all-pervading soul, for it is a 
Nyaya doctrine that two all-pervading substances can never 
be mutually in contact. To this the Alimumaka has an 
obvious reply that he does not accept the Nyaya doctrine, 
and therefore there is no impossibility of erufmg-'ffduT in 
his theory. T. D. thereupon urges that if 6uch a contact 
between two all-pervading things were admitted it would be 
eternal and continuous, and there would be no sleep. The 
NaiyUyika can account forsleep by supposing that it is induced 
when the atomic mind enters a particular vein in the body, 
called j a d l ;  but the Mirnamsaka cannot do so, for even as
suming that errWTd'-q'gUT ceases as soon as mind enters the 

there will be still some portion of it outside as, being 
^11-pervading, the whole of it could never be contained in 
Sfor*. and the contact of this out-lying portion with soul 
would never cease. The weakness of this argument of T. DJ, 
lies in the assumption that the contaot of mind with soul

1 V. S. Up. Calc. ed. p. 165.
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ceases as soon as the former enters 5413 <4 ; but no reasom 
is given for this assumption. Even granting that the- 
mind is atomic, the continuity of its contact with soul 
cannot be prevented, for the soul being all-pervading must 
be present wherever the mind may be situated. The diffi
culty in fact will be greater, for in this case the Naiya- 
yika cannot 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 mindr 
with soul ends at the mouth of 'i-fidu. As a matter of 
fact if the soul is all-pervading it should be present in, 
as well as out of, the and 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 
cdffipgg in sflcTiT, and that contact of mind with fera îs a 
necessary condition for all knowledge,

; but this is as arbitrary as the above. The 
argument based on is not therefore as satis
factory as tbe other one based on The
phenomena of sleep and knowledge can be sufficiently 
accounted for by conjunction and severance of mind with 
organs of sense, even if the is continuous. 4

4, The Naiyayilca theory of sleep already hinted above is 
peculiar. gTTrRf is an intestine somewhere

Theory of sleep. near the heart and conceived as a sort o f 
a fleshy bag in which the mind remains 

during sleep. The process is thus described by DinaJcara~ 
bhatta ■—

“ rearer JTJrar$frRt rawp, ftcp srrfffgf:-
WtiRT^r:, SH:
The STIcra; 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 S. M. Calc. eel. p. 48.

2 DiD. Bomb. ed. p. 115.
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“ sra  q^T 5TfHT w r f f  q ? r  H fRT =T l?fTT HUT HT^fr ?T^TRm?Tf- 
f^ra : SnrTa-ITfif!TffT  ̂HTT̂  : STRICT gyirrifT 5T% ' ' ‘ had 

•already formulated a physical theory of sleep which all 
orthodox schools were bound to accept, modifications being 
permitted only where the Sruti was silent. The above text 
of Brhadaramjakopanisad, for instance, vaguely says that 
he or it entered from the heart to the vfiff-i by way of seventy, 
two thousands of arteries; and hence the Vedaniim take that 
/;e to be 3Tfg, while the Naiyayikas take it to be This

which is said to be joined to the heart by 72000 feeder 
arteries, is also called rpuHT Hlltt by Yogins and Vedantins, 
who describe it as opening at the top of the head called JTgr- 
T?’J and as being the path by which the soul of a SToTT passes 
out of the body to the solar region.2 The Naiyayikas of course 
with their usual shrewdness adopted only so much of this 
anatomy as suited their purpose and substituted mind for the 
T’of of the original. The notion of this entrance of the think- 
lnS element into some narrow vein near the heart was 
Probaoly derived from the observed slackening of the blood 
circulation in the arteries, and the consequent slower palpita
tions of the heart during sleep. Anyhow modern anatomy 
and physiology do not support the theory.

5. Whether the word is inserted in the definition of 
mind to exclude STTfJUPPTiHl1 2 3! or to re-

Ts mind ar- or<7«7? ? pudiate the doctrine of an opponent, it is 
certain that both the Nyaya and Vaisesika 

schools agree in calling mind an ?U5PT; or rather the Nyaya 
expressly says so and the dogma is imported into the Vaise- 
sika system as one that is not explicity repudiated by 
KariUda, according to the maxim Mind
Qiust be called an organ, because it is the instrument of in
ternal perception. Other doctrinaires, and especially the Vedan- 
tins, deny fustpw to mind. As the point has considerable 
bearing on the Nyaya definitions of perception and inference

1. By’:. Up. IV. l, 19.

2. Samkara-Bhasya on Brahm. Snt. Ill, 2, 7.

3. VSt. on G. S. 1 ,1, 1.
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as well as on some other kindred topics, it will be worth 
while here to explain it once for all. qvusr will he presently 
defined as siPs.<ji <1 5TRn;. If the mind is not sPs.q,
the definition will not cover perception of pleasure and pain, 
while, if mind is wf^T, it will overlap on sigwra which also 
results from contact of mind with external objects such as 
the mountain and smoke. It will be seen further on how 
Naiyayikas get out of this dilemma, but the fact that it arises 
has sufficed the Vedaniin to deny to mind. The chief
consideration however which weighs with the Vectantin is 
authoritative texts of &ruti like “fRtijwr: qRT ePVJT srawsa' 

in which mind is not only mentioned separately 
but placed on a higer level than the organs, thereby imply
ing that mind is not SPill. As to the other horn of the 
dilemma, namely that mental perception will not come un
der the given definition of Vedantins escape it by repudia
ting the Nyaya definition of perception itself as incorrect.2 
It must also be remembered that though the later Naiyayikas 
stoutly maintain the of mind, the doctrine is not
expressly stated in either of the Sutras. While Kanada is 
admittedly silent upon it, Ootama does not include mind in 
the list of organs,3 but mentions it separately among his 
Prameyas.4 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 or or anything else. If mind is an
organ, it is an itemal organ ( 3TWTftt?5U') 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. TJ. p .III, 10.
2. Vedanta-ParibhUqa Calo. ed. p. 3.
3. G. S. I, 1, 12.
4. G .S .I , 1,9.
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Sect. XIX. w *.

* Colour is the ( special) quality which is cognised by 
eye alone. It is of seven kinds, and resides in earth, water, 
and light. All the seven are found in earth, pale white in water, 
and brilliant 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 JTT31 and
30T. The latter words seem to have been 

suggested by Sridhara's comment.’ The word wra excludes 
number which is cognised by eye as well as touch; while aror 
excludes on one side tDTr which is dravya, and on the other 
v̂=i<HirR, it being a rule that the srrnr and swrg of a thing 

are perceived by the same sense as the thing itself. But the 
being a guna, will still come in; and to exclude 

it therefore the word nut is interpreted as r̂ lf'tagrnT, special 
quality, although T. D. seems to take the word in its 
general sense. Why then, one might ask, insert Wft when 

too like wdur might be excluded by taking in the sense 
of f^TTQoi ? The answer is that iTrU’ is also necessary to exclude 

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 m m pN  which is 
imperceptible to the eye is not included in it. V. W there
fore proposes as a better definition eq‘<T$nST-̂ r̂ 3T?T-gwi%>Tr- 

The prefix rguurgl serves the purpose of XTT=T; 
while by saying which is the same as
^ ,If?qTmnTT̂ imHv3r*iC, instead of mere noTF̂ r, we include 

which has a qI«tlx-rirfit, namely
nlthough it is not itself. The purpose can equally be
served by adopt 1 . the enlarged definition suggested by T. D. 
to exclude trgtT. I" is needless to remark that JT5UT or cogni
tion means hero mr ordinary cognition, and not the super- 
^atural perce tt on of Yogins who can perceive anything by 
any organ of so . 0 they, please. IS Ankara Alisrafj gives four

1 . is. Ben ed. p. 104. et seq.
•I, V. S. Tp. Calc ed. p 201.
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necessary conditions for the perception of colour, viz.
1. large magnitude ( Ffijcqr̂ iTTiJT ), 2 visibility ( 3kftf?=r ),
3 not being overpowered ( ), and 4 the property
^r?v. 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 the whiteness in com
mon fire and the lustre of rubies are unperceived owing to 
their being overpowered by earthy matter; while savour and 
touch are unperceived because they have no 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 a 
prism of glass. An object appears to have the colour which 
it reflects. The colours of earth and water are therefore not 
their own, but are derived from the particular rays reflected 
from them.

2. Colour is of seven kinds, white, blue, yellow, red, 
green, tawny and variegated. This enum- 

Vacolour.°! eration of seven colours is not known
either to f ’rasastapada or Sridhara. and 

is probably borrowed from some later writer. The last 
variety being a mixture of the preceding six, it is naturally 
asked why is recognized separately. Instead of
supposing a new colour why cannot, says the objector, 

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 there cannot be several colours in one
and the same object.

A is defined as
dt*fi , i. e. a quality which never co-exists with its own 
STfqr?nNfg ( absolute negation ) in one and the same object. 
The opposite of this is an which is a, quality
that resides in a portion of the object only, and is therefore 
co-existent with its own absolute negation residing in 
another portion of the same object. Thus when a 
monkey sits on the top of a tree, the monkey touches- 
the top only and not the root of the tree. The is
therefore said to be snrrat l̂f^r, residing in the top, while 
its ST̂ ffTTWR' is residing in the root of the
same free. This =Pr3'fr*T is therefore an
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is a 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 be only a collection of several colours, each in
dividual colour will be 3runcufl%, i. 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 ? You 
cannot, 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 
while collectively they do not form one quality of the whole, it 
being a peculiar doctrine of the Naiyayikas that a collection 
( ) is not a thing by itself apart from its components.
A jf ^ exists apart from its parts, would be a pro
duct different from its parts ; but where would it then reside ?
Hot in each part, nor in all put together, since it is distinct 
from all of them, uvttpt is therefare not distinct from the 
Parts and is, like r%^iqfrWT, only a qurRUW i. e. a conjoint 
attribute. Such being the case, a collection of several 
colours cannot by itself constitute a quality which would 
make the piece of cloth visible. But here a question arises, 
why is a colour at all necessary for the perception of a 
thing V Let the condition precedent for perceptibility be 
not possession of colour, but the state
of being intimately united with things having colour. So 
although the piece of cloth may not have a colour of its 
own, it is in intimate union with parts that have colour, 
and will be therefore perceptible. The objection to this 
view is that such a condition precedent ( ) for
perceptibility is unnecessarily elaborate and therefore not 
Preferable to the usual one yrqqyq-. The result of this dis
cussion Is that we must recognize an independent to
account for the perceptibility of a variegated piece of cloth. 3

3. The definition and divisions of must have already 
shown to a critical student that the Naiyayika conception of 

is somewhat restricted. It is clear that what we, ordi-



narily call the form or shape of a thing ( 3H<fcKlQ$rT), such 
as its roundness or squareness, is not comprehended under 
^r. It neither falls under any one of the seven colours, 
nor does the definition =q2TJTrai)'liraoT?q- apply to it, for 
orm can be apprehended by the eye as well as by touch. 

Hence is translated here by ‘ colour ’, although in 
popular parlance it signifies form as well. Under what 
head then would this form go ? Nuiyayikas call it simply a n 

particular arrangement of parts, and as 
such would probably include it under fidru., Other scholas
tics such as the Vedcintins 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 standing and‘
a sitting although the arrangements of his limbs

sfddd*T?>lPT ) 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. 

colours>blltl0n The whiteness °f 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 and and thus appar
ently making snrr^r and independent attributes o f

and not qualifications of whiteness as they really are. 
There are no separate colours like and snTUdT, 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 5J# we- 
can no doubt get the right meaning by taking to be an 
adverh modifying the adjective UW; 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.
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Se c t . XX, XXE, XXII. aiwn, sq f̂:.
Savour is the quality apprehended by tongue; it is of 

Mx kinds : sweet, sour, saline, pungent, astringent and bitter;
1 resides in earth and wa'er ; earth contains alt the six 
'varieties ; water only the sweet.

Odour is the quality apprehended by the nos- ; it is fragrant 
a noil-fragrant, residing in earth only.

n ,F fUch ls, tf!e duality apprehended by skin only ; it is of three 
J l .  \C? i '  hot’ ,and tepid' resi<img in earth, ivater, light and
tephUnearlh001 °̂“ cA “  ( )  *" Ha/er’ hot in light (md 

1- The tiiree qualities of savour, odour and touch are 
Savour here grouped together as they are treated

symmetrically, and TfT̂  mean pungent 
and bitter respectively, and not vice versa, 

as Ballantyne translates them wrongly. Earth has all 
aneties of savour, while water has only one, viz. sweet, 

umer tastes, such as sourness and salt, which are sometimes 
apprehended in water, are due to the dissolution of earthv 
matter m it. 2 3

2. Odour is apprehended by the nose and is of two kinds,
fragrant and non-fragrant, residing in 

0dour- earth only. T% ^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. and f%=r-
^  are impossible because tbeir varieties are mutually re
pellent, and cannot therefore reside in one substance at one 
time. The word Jtre is omitted in the definitions of and 

as unnecessary because the two organs apprehend their 
respective qualities only and nothing else. It is however 
necessary in the definition of for the sense of touch 
apprehends other qualities besides touch, such as number 
and conjunction, which are also perceived by the eye. The 
word *j<rr is retained in the three definitions to exclude the 

respectively residing in the three qualities, viz. 
and It is needless to remark that the three

definitions are to be understood as srrrarWsTC ( e. g. T f̂rerfiq- 
) in order to include the qualities in atoms.

3. Annambhatta following old authors divides into
three kinds, hot, cold, and temperate ;

Iouch- but some others are for recognizing
also, the reason given being
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the analogy with colour ( 'Rr̂ 'TETCj <̂T̂ «r5fnT5 'Tf̂ rr 
). f%5RW however is not so possible in the 

three-fold division as in the theory of those who divide 
into numerous kinds such as :—

TEgT'- iflrf^Aftrvrr: HT5TT: I
spot; nN ^r TT̂ vfr *i?: u 

srm-hi yor qu^t8 i

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, v%^<T and 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 

according to those who deny ynsRUttntr to objects hav
ing touch. Hence Satiikara Misra remarks: q ?fnT'RT 
vuurq r%q ffrf i gftrmr frmTrwnr.”3

Sect. XXIII.
The four qualities, colour etc., are products of heat and 

■non-eternal in earth ; elsewhere they are natural and either 
eternal or non-eternal. Those inhering in eternal things are 
eternal; those in non-eternal things are non-eternal.

1. The four qualities colour, savour, odour, and touch 
are both eternal and non-eternal; they are 

vitalities*‘°n sometimes produced by heat, and some
times they are natural. In earth they are 

said to be produced by heat, and are consequently non-eternal, 
while in the remaining three substances they are natural 
and are both eternal and non-eternal, the eternal being 
confined to the eternal atoms, and the non-eternal belong- 1 2 3

1 V. S, Up. Calc.ed. p. 292.
2 Maha Bharat a,
3 V, .&.- Up. Calc. Ed. p, 286,
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ing 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 ^  ought^ to
he supplemented by the further addition rkt.
The distinction between TT9wT and 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
gr+;3q egret, that sharply divide the

The controversy Vaisesikas from the Aaiyayikas. The
o f Pilupaka and „ ,, , ___
Pitharapaka. former are called because

they explain the change of colour in 
an unbaked jar by the separate baking of individual atoms, 
while the Naiyayikas are called ITJT'TnP̂ rrT̂ 1 because they 
supposed the change of colour to be accomplished in the 
jar itself, gref: is defined as -mtiK 'T C T v i r l 'K efi u H 3T>*nfnr, 
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 colour, odour and savour as in an artificially ripened 
mango-fruit, and so on. The word mpareirq excludes 
a change by heat in metals, which, being dMW, are 
fraTrfTq. 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 
hake 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 
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